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CHAPTER I 

I NTRODUCT ION 

Ob iect ives 

The major objective was to conduct a pilot study to design and 

field test methods to be used in surveys of the public for gaining 

currently unavailable information regarding the impact and incidence 

of crime.• The study was also directed to employ the data developed in 

its early phase for substantive information for three Washington, D. C. 

police precincts on the following:to~ics: 

I. Direct experience of persons as victims of crime. 

2. Nature of contacts of the public with agencies of law 

enforcement and the administration of justice. 

3. Effects of crime and fear of crime on the lives of citizens. 

~4. Attitudes of the citizenry affecting respect for the law and 

• cooperation with agencies of control and prevention. 

5. The state of public information regarding crime and law 

enforcement matters. 

Among these objectives, primary emphasis has been placed on the 

first, with a view toward providing bases for estimating the nature and 

incidence of unreported crimes of victimization. 

The Present Repoi-t 

The present report deals primarily with a survey of residents of 

three police precincts in the District of ColUmbia which was carried out 

in the spring and early summer of 1966. 

I 

I 



-2- 

Experience gained in the initial work of the present study was 

described in earlier reports. It formed a basis for planning a national 

survey along similar lines and for surveys of crime victimization as a 

part of comprehensive Studies of law enforcement problems in selected 

police precincts "in WaShington and two other cities. 

Detailed analyses were completed of interviews with 511 randomly 

selected adult respondents (18 years old or older) in a sample of house- 

holds drawn from the three police precincts in the DiStrict of Columbia 

in time for their consideration by the staffs of the President's D. C, 

and National Crime Commission. 

The work in these ~hre~ precincts provided a basis for substantially 

improved instruments and procedures. This modified approach was used 

in a later survey by BSSR of residents of one additi6nal Washington police 

precinct--the 13th. Identical procedures and instruments were employed 

by the University of Michigan for independently conducted and reported 

studies of police precincts in Boston and Chicago. Interviewing was 

COmpleted in the Washington 13th Precinct in mid-September, 1966. 

Intensive analyses of these data are being carried out in conjunction 

with analyses of data from the other C~ties. These analyses will be 

published as a joint report of the BSSR and University of Michigan studies. 

Consequently, the present repOrt deals primarily with the data from the 

three Washington police precincts surveyed initially. It supplements 

an earlier Preliminary Technical Report, May 28~ 1966, which was made when 

data were available for the 291 residents first interviewed~ 

Although the interviewing in the three precincts was completed six 

months ago ahd the study planned only a year ~go, the 3-precinct study is 
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in one major respect already obsolete. Its obsolescence stems from the 

innovational nature of the study and the joint interests the sponsors 

of the study and we ourselves had in promptly exploiting the methodological 

lessons learned from this new approach to the study of crime. As will 

be discussed in greater detail in Chapter II, the modification of procedures 

which were employed in our supplemental study in the 13th Precinct appear 

to have tapped respondents' experiences to a markedly greater degree. 

Datafrom the subsequent study in the 13th Precinct will be presented here 

Where they have been found to provide either strong confirmation of findings 

in the 3-precinct survey or where they suggest an important qualification 

of the earlier work. 

D. C. Areas Selected for Study 

• po!ice precincts were chosen as sampling and interviewing areas, 

since the Police Department is composed of precincts as administrative 

units. .It keeps •statistics by precinct, and.since we wished to make 

c c~nparisons between offenses reported to the police and actual victimization, 

the policeprecincts provided convenient administrative areas in which to 

do the work. Also, interest was expressed by the D. C. Crime Commission in 

an exploration of police-community relations, which may vary among precincts. 

Because of favorable attention that had been given to the police-community 

relations program in the 14th Precinct, it was included in the study. The 

use of police precincts was also compatible with the contemplated studies 

of police precincts to be done by the Survey Research Center at the 

University of Michigan 

W i[h the 14th "Precinct selected, we were somewhat limited in 

choos ing  . t he -o the r  two p r e c i n c t s ' f o r  s t u d y .  The 14th P r e c i n c t  is in a 
, • . '  , •  • . ,  . - .  t . '  . 

g¢oup Q~ preci:ncts wi.th p~opo~tionately low rates of Part I I offenses. 

Ipart I offenses include the following: Willful homicide, negligent 
manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, larceny-theft, 
and motor vehicle theft. 
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The other precincts in this group were 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, l], and 12 

precincts l, 2, 5, I0, and 13 showed higher rates of Part I I whereas 

offenses. Having ~elected a precinct with lower rates, we wished to 
I 

include One precinct from the other group. Also, in thi~ study, we I 
were concerned Only with individual (or family) victimization, while I 

I offense statistics make no distinction between corporate and indlvidu~1 

victimization. We wa~ted, therefore, to select ~reas that were predoml ~ I 
I 

nantly residential, so that the crime rate generally would refer to 

individuals and families, and not tO corporate bodies, The 14th Precinct I 
I 

was satisfactory; among the precincts which have proportionately higher 

rates, only the lOth wa'S predominantly residential. FurthermOre, I 
I 

crime 

it contrasted with the 14th by not having ~'good" police-community relatlons 

t e f f o r t s .  (The other ¢our precincts  w~th high rates a l sb~n¢luded  large 

commercial and/or industr ia l  areas,  which would have complicated t h e  

problems of f i e l d  work.) 

The 6th Precinct was selected because it too was predominantly 

residential and because, like the ]4th, it contained whites • and Negroes 

of varying soCioecOnomic leve]~. In the aggregate, all three of the 

precinctS had in 1960 roughly similar socioeconomic levels, with the 

Negro population being of generally higher economic status than in the 

city's other eleven precincts; 

Description of Sample D esi.qn 2 

A nonc lus te red  sampl ing plan was d e l i b e r a t e l y  used to avo id  the 

possibility of chance overrepresentation of certain types of subpopulations 
I, 

2The Survey ResearCh Center of the UniverSity of Michigan was 
• responsible for the sample selection within the three precincts that were 
studied. What follows is a description of the sample design based sub- 
stantially on a memorandum prepared for BSSR by Irene HeSs, Head, Sampling 
Section, Survey Research Center; University b~ Mi~higan~ April 12, 1966. 
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in these precincts. A disadvantage of this plan is that analyses cannot 

be made of selected subareas of these precincts. 

I. The universe.--The adult population in each of the three precincts 

formed the universes, for which separate estimates were desired. 

2. Eliqible respondents.--Eligible respondents were any adults-- 

an this case defined as any househoid member 18 years of age or older. 

However, in each occupied dwelling unit, only one respondent was randomly 

selected from among all eligible members of the household. Thus, while 

all dwelling units within a precinct had equal probability of being included 

in the sample of addresses drawn~ m~mbers of the adult population had 

unequal chances of selection, because the probability of selection varied 

with the number of adult members of the household.3 

3. The samplinq frame.--In each precinct the sampling frame was 

a list of residential addresses obtained from the Real Property Data 

Bank, Government of the District of Columbia. Although the list distinguished 

between single-family houses and apartment buildings, the number of 

apartments per building was not included in the data. The Lusk District 

of Columbia Apartment Directory,4 and the Polk D. C. City Directory 5 

were used to supply this information. In some cases, the list was unspecific 

as to whether or not the addresses were residential or commercial so 

interviewers were sent out into the • field to check on these "problem 

addresses." The information they gathered was then relayed to the Survey 

Research Center and additional sample addresses were drawn from those 

which proved to be residential. 

3See Leslie Kish, Survey Sampling, New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
1965, for a further discussion of the sampling procedure used. 

4Washington, D. C.: Rufus S. kusk a n d $ o n , ' l n c . ' ,  1966. 

5Washington, D. C.: R. L. Polk and Company, 1965. 
~ 7  

I 



-6- 

I 

4. T~e sample size.--For the complete pilot study, approximately 

150-200 interviews per precinct Were sought. Since response rates and 

vacancy rates were unknown, however, a decision Was mad~ to select about 

22~-250 dWelling units per precinct, ih order to a|lOw the sample to be 

~upplem~nted, if necessary. 

5. Estimates o~.the universe ao~ .c~]~Jati~Qn q~ samPlinQ i.n.terval.-- 

Based upon 1964 estimates of the population w i th in  each pDeciffct, an estimate 

was made of the number of households that wou]d be found In each prec ihCt .  

From this information, a sampling interval for  e~ch precinct  was derived, 

The sampling interval  is used in drawing lhe sample from the sampling frame. 

Thus, i f  the sampling idterva] were l: lO~ every te~th ~ddress would be 

selected, wi th  the f i r s t  address selected at random b~tween ] and lO." 

For the 6th Precinct,  th~ sampling Interval  was I:BO, wh[bh provided 

a sample si~e of 230 st reet  addresses, and an estimate o~ 232 dwe]l i~g 

un i ts .  For the lOth Precinct,  the interval  WaS ]:90 wi th 234 Street 

addresses and an estimated 253 dwell ing uni ts .  Since t~e information 

avai lable for the ]4th Precinct,  based on population and number of ~ddresses 

l i~ ted ,  indicated that "unexpectedi '--th~t is, un l is ted dwel l ing un i t s - -  

would be found, the sampllng interval was ] : lO0,  wi th  200 Street addresses, 

and 200 plus estimated dwell~ng uni ts .  

6. The sam~lin q procedure.--Within each preclnct the following 

StratifiCation was Observed: 

a) single-family dwelling addreS~es~ 

b) multidwelli~g addresses thought to have fewer th&n 15 dwellihg 

un its ; 

c) multidwelling addresses with 15 Or mOr~ units but fewer than 

lhe sampling interval; 
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d) large apartment structures estimated to have as many or more 

units thaq.the width of the sampling interval; and 

e) within each of these four groups, the census tracts were 

ordered by the proportion of nonwhite population. 

The sample as drawn, and. the actual number of occupied dwelling 

units found, are shown in Table I. In several instances the listings from 

the Real Property Data Bank or the apartment and city directories were 

incorrect so that vacant lots, commercial addresses or an insufficient 

number of apartmentsin a building were found. In the other direction, 

"extra" dwelling units were encountered. In some of these cases buildings 

had been torn down to.make way for new construction or single-family 

houses had been conver ted. in to  mu l t i dwe l l i ngs .  

TABLEI-1 i 

OCCUPIED DWELLING UNITS IN SAMPLE BY PRECINCT 

Precincts 
Total St reet  Addresses Drawn 6 i0 14 

S ing le - fam i l y  houses 
N~ I t i dwe l l i ng  bu i ld ings 

Estimated number of dwel ing units 

162 I19 112 393 
68 l l ~  88 271 

230 234 200 664 

232 248 200+ 680+ 

Sampleadjusted f o r n o n r e s i d e n t i a l  
addresses and extra dwel l ing un i ts  239 

Vacant dwel l ing Units -5 
Occupied dwel l ing un i ts  in sample 234 

274 216 729 

- I~ -4 -22 
261 212 707 

I 
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The Instrrument 

The interview schedule consisted of a basic qLTeStiOnnalre, a 

cover sheet, incident forms, and a Set of ten "grime ~ards" (see Append~k 

A). The basic questionnaire included 77 questiOnS plus some information 

On the reSpOnden~'~ dwel l ing uni t  t~ be f i l l e d  in by th~ interv iewer 

a f te r  the interv iew. The Cover ~heet provlded the sample address~ 

respondent select ion table,  and space for the interviewers to keep a 

cal lback record and to not~ the date and length of the intervieW, Incident 

forms, giving detai led anformation about the Offense,were to be completed 

for  each incident mentioned by a respondent. The "Grime cards" l l s ted  

various categories of offehse~ and were used to aid the respdndent ~n 

reca l l .  On an average the ihtervlews took ~bout an hob¢ and t H i r t y m i n u t e s .  

The forms were p~etested.three time. F~dsL, variOUs members of 

the Bureau who were not working on the study were interviewed and then 

asked for  addi t ional  Comments and Suggestions ~or #evlsion. Next, 

actual field interviews were conducted with three SuccesSively revised 

forms before the final schedule was set for ;ntervieWing in the three 

selected precincts. None of the pretest inte#vlews w~re conddc~ed in the 

precincts in which the s~udy was subsequently Carried out. In addition, 

a telephone interview, primarily tO be used-as a prescreening device for 

those who might have incidents to report, was tested but ~rdpped. 

Substantially fewer mentions of victimization were recorded in telephone 

than in face-to-face interviews. AlthOugh telephOhe prescree~ing device s 

might be Useful with further experimentation, they are limited to a few 

questions ahd would not, in this ihstanCe, have permitted the attitUde 

questions to be asked. The pretests arid their implications for m~thodO]ogy 

will be diSCussed in Chapter II. 
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In, t e r v i e w i n q  

The interviewers received eight ~hours of formal instruction, 

including an item-by-item, review of procedures to be followed, and a 

minimum of eight hours of actual field training (again, precincts other 

than the three to be studied Were Used). Each practice interview schedule 

was then carefully discussed.with the interviewers in individual sessions 

with. the f.ield.superviso~ before any of them were assigned cases drawn 

from the sample. 6 Interviewing began on April 7, 1966 and continued • 

through July ]6. 

The •respondents were interviewed by 29 interviewers: 21 Negro 

,and 8 white. Negro interviewers were-assigned to census tracts and 

blocks.which, according to best current information, were predominantly 

inhabited by Negroes, and white interviewers to predominantly white areas. 

Thi:s was done .to eliminate the need to consider possible effects on the 

interview, of differences in the race of interviewer and respondent. 

Because of integrated or changing neighborhoods, however, it was not 

always poss.ible, to predict a given respondent's race. Both white and 

Negro interviewers found respondents of-the opposite race and interviewed 

them, although the number of such cases was smail. 

6As . . . .  much t ime and a t t e n t i o n  as p o s s i b l e  were g iven to t r a i n i n g  the 
i n t e r v i e w e r s ;  neve r the less  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the survey  r e s u l t s  by 
p r e c i n c t s  d iscussed in t h i s  r epo r t  must be s ta ted  w i t h  spec ia l  cau t i on  . . . .  
p a r t i c u l a r l y ,  d i f f e r e n c e s  between the 14th P rec i nc t  and the Other two. This 
is because each i n t e r v i e w e r ,  in the main, was ass igned i n t e r v i e w s  p r i n c i p a l l y  
in one of  the p r e c i n c t s .  A s u f f i c i e n t  number of  the cases was done by 

j u s t  one or two i n t e r v i e w e r s  in a p r e c i n c t  to  a f f e c t  the r e s u l t s  s i g n i f i -  
c a n t l y  and d i r e c t i o n a l l y  f o r  tha t  p r e c i n c t ,  were the re  a d i s t i n c t i v e  e f f e c t  
assoc ia ted  w i t h  the g iven i n t e r v i e w e r ' s  approach. The c o n t r i b u t i o n  of  one 
i n t e r v i e w e r  may p o s s i b l y  exceed the bounds Of c h a n c e d i f f e r e n c e .  I t  would 
a f f e c t  14th P rec inc t  data by c o n t r i b u t i n g  to a low precentage of  cases 
r e p o r t i n g  recen t  cr ime v i c t i m i z a t i o n ,  and by mak-~ng the  data f o r  t h i s  
p r e c i n c t  approach more c l o s e l y  the d i s t r i b u t i o n s  f o r  the remain ing two w i t h  
regard to most a t t i t u d e  i tems. Since such b iases ,  i f  a c t u a l l y  o p e r a t i v e ,  
a t t e n u a t e  r a t h e r  than accentuate  most of  the p a t t e r n s  on which the major 
f i n d i n g s  s ta ted  here are based, the data in ques t i on  have been re ta i ned  
in the analysis. 

II 
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Interviewers were assigned ~pe¢Ifi¢ addresses, 9n a r r i va l ,  they I 
I ihtroduced themselves as employees of the 8uPeau bf Social SCience ReSearch 

who Were workihg on a crime Survey for the PCesident~s COmmissiOd on I 
Ip 

Law Enforcement and the Administeati~h of JuStice. If necessary, th~ 

showed their BUreau identiflcatioh cards 6~ a letter of I interv iewer~ 

IntroduCtion sighed by the Executive Director of the Natibnal Crime CornmiSsio 
i 

~his letteh included the Bureau and CPime Cbmm~ssion teiephOne number f~r I 
anyone Who wanted to verify the InterViewers i au[hehtic~ty~ Which a f~w 

respOHdentS did ~efore agreeing to partiClpate in the ~u~vey. I 

In addresses with ohe dwellin 9 unit, th~ interviewers interviewed I 

I one respondent, If more than ~ne dweiiin 9 unit Was found ~he#e a sihgle 

household unit had been expected~ a respOhdent in each df the dwel|ing I 

units was interviewed. 

At each dwelling uni t ,  the interviewers W~re inst~bCt~d to interview 

a respendent preselected by a procedure independent of t~e jbdgmeht Of 
I 

the interviewer. On a cover sheet attached to each blank interview fOrm~ J 

the interviewers l i~ted ~ persons in  the h~useh~ld aged 18 or over, in 

l, , I order of their  sex and age. Id this way, each a~ult wa~ given a humber! 

the bide~t male received #I~ the next oldest male #2, and so On, uht~l Ii 

II ~ii maieg had been assigned numbdrs; the old~gt female was then assigned 

the next ¢onse¢dtive numberl and so f~#th. The inte~vlewerthen ~efetred I 
to a randomized selection table. The table told him which ~ne ~f the 

numbered adults to intehview in that ~oOsehold. I 
Since the sample drawn was a probability sample, it ~as essential 

to interview only those persons who had been preselected. The ~nterviewefs ~"I 

were inst#u~ted that on no account were they ~o make any ~u~stitutiOns. 

I 
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Repeated efforts were made to contact and to interview the 

~right •respOndent. •Each intervi~ewer was instructed to make call-backs 

when he was unable to find anyone at home, varying both the day of the 

week and the time of day. when contact was made at a dwelling, he was 
, I 

to~ ask* any adult who answered the • door to enumerate the members of the 

household so that he could determine who the respondent was to be by 

the method*already described. If the respondent was at home, the 

i ~interviewe~ asked to interview him, The purposes of the study were 

explained to him and he was assured of confidentiality. If the respondent 

said it was not convenient for him~to be interviewed at that time, the 

interviewer was to make an appo,intment to return at the earliest possible 

dat~. 

Some adults who answered the do0r refused to cooperate with the 

interviewer-in en•umerating the members of the household, and some respondents 

refused to be interviewed. Under these circumstances, the interviewer 

was instructed not to press the matter too strongly and to leave politely. 

The address was then reassi•gned to another interviewer, usually of the 

opposite sex (many women, for' instance, refused to admit a male interviewer 

into their homes, or wives occasionally balked at women wanting to talk 

to their husbands). The second interviewer was often successful at 

turning an initial refusal into a completed interview. 

At addresses where no one was found at home, even after 4 or 5 

visits, the interviewer left a form letter giving information about the 

study and requesting that a member of the household contact him by 

telephone at the Bureau or at his home. Occasionally, this resulted in 

successful contact with a respondent. Even if there was no response to 

the letter, interviewers still made several additional call-backs in an 

effort to find someone at home. 

2 6 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - 2 
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A total of 5)! people (72.)% of the sample) were intervlewed, 

with the reSpOndents fa i r ly  evenly dlvid~d ~on 9 the 3 preclnctS° The 

largest number (183) l ived in the 14th Prec~hCt; i73 Were from the IOth 

PreCinCt, and 15~ resided in the 6th Preclhct. 

As can be seen ih Table 2, ~ontaCt witfl at least someone ifl the 

household occurred in approKimately 95 per ceht of the Cases with less 

disparity between precihcts than for n6~spOns@S over~ l l .  The percentage 

Of nOnrespOnses was the Same for both the 6th and 1Oth P~e~incts (33.7%) 

but c~nslderably lower in the ]4th PrecinCt (13,6%). The high percentage 

Of completed interviews in the latter precinct ~ay have been due ~n 

c~nsiderable measure to the ef for ts  Of on~ interviewer who ~S adept 

at pe#suadlng people tO patt lCipate. Yhe 14th PreCihct also has f~ver 

higH-rlse apaktment build}ngs and ~s charaCterized by Family, type l iv ihg 

more thah i~ the Case with the o{her two pr~cl~¢ts~ Th~ reasoh~ ~6P 

nonrespense are also Shown in Tabie ~. Outright refusals acCOunt for 

the largest percentage and probably fob even more than Indicated, i t  

is probable that, among the respondents who fa i led tO keep appointments 

or who kept saying "come back later," there were those who did not want 

to be interviewed but would not say so dire~tly~ 
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TABLE I-2 

SAMPLE COMPLETED AND REASONS FOR NONRESPONSE BY PRECINCT 

I , 

I 

Precinct , ,  " 

6 I0 14 

• • •,• 

Total 
3 Precincts 

# ~ % . . . .  # %, # % # :% .. 

I 

l 
I 
I 

Completed 155 66,3 173 66.3 

l~onrespbnses: ~ (79) :(33.7)" ' •(88) ' (33-7)~ 

Contact Made 
~..:wi~Th-.,Someone., ~ , .  

in Household:  

Refusal  

Respondent 
"'~ ~not a v a i l -  

a b l e  a 21 

Miscellaneousbl2 

32 13.7 29 11.1 

. , /r 

9.0 28 I0.7 

5.1 14 5.4 

No One Ever ' " 
Home 14 5.9 17 6.5 

183 86.4 

• .(,29)' (13.6) 

9 4.2 

9 4.2 

l .5 

I0 •4.7 

511 72.3 

(196) (27~7) 

70 9.9 

58 8.2 

27 3.8 
• L 

41 5.8 

Totab 234 IO0..0 261.. 100.O. 212 lOOjO ~ 707 .-,lO01.O 

I 
I 
I 

I 

aEither absent or kept saying "come back later" 

bRespondent too ill or senile, incomplete interview, interviewer 
errors, etc-.. • . : : : ' 

Persohal .and Social Characteris~tics of the"Respondents : : 
~" '~ .~:.:. .,~. , ~.i., '.. ~...~ • • - " " -'. - ". -"--":-' 

More of ~-~the-,responden'ts wer.e women;:(-60%) ' 'whi'ch may YeFlect- the 

relative ease with which women can be reached at home. The 6th Precinct 

had the highest proportion of female respondents (63%) while the lOth 

C5~) and 14th (59%) Precincts were roughly the same. 

I 



I ,  

The great majority (79%) Of the respondehts were Negroes, although 

their  proportion varied from p?~inct  to preclnct~-89 per Cent in the 

14th, 77 pe~ cek~ in the lOth, and 70 per ~ent in the Eth. With the 

exception of the 6th Precin~t, the prOpbrtidh bf Negroes in tee 

r~spOnde6t group CorrespOnds f~ i r l y  well With the t963 e~tlmat~d ~gure~ ~ '  

for the ~re~inct popu|ation~. FOr the 6~h PPeC~nct, however, thePe were 

~pp~oximateiy 18 ~er cent more Negroes i~ t~e ~e~ondent group tEan were 

~stt~ate~ as residing ih ~he precinct three years ~a~iie~. There has 

bee~ very rapid in=migratiOn in the ~th Pfecin~t in r~¢ent yearSl however= 

and i~ can be presumed that this accounts foe a large measure of th6 

differendel although how much i~, of course, unkhbwn. 

A far highe~ proportion ~f the white ~espondents were w~m6~ than 

wa~ the case With the Negro ~spOn~entS; ~ ~er ~ent O~ ~e whi¢es ~s 

¢0mpared to 57 per Cen~ of the Negroes. NeVerthSies~, almost hai~ (h6%) 

of the respondent group consists o£ Negro wOmen. A l i t t l e  ove~ a th i rd 

(~5%) were Negro men, Only 5 per Cent Were Whl~ meh while I~ per ~e6t 

were white women~ 

T~e respondehts were a Celativety mEture group: a f i f t h  were 5~ 

years or older, almos~ two=thibds were Over ]~i ~n~ a f l f t h  Wete betweefl 

the ages of 26 ahd 35. The l~th PreCinct respoflde~ts tended to ~e 

Sl ight ly  younger as a group (15% over ~ years ~ld c~ntrasted i fo~ example, 

with 2h% Over 56 for the 6th Pfe¢iflct)~ NevetthelesS, none of the 

precincts had more ~han 6 per cent in the lOweSt age rahge~I8 tO 20. 

7Government of the DiStrict of Columbia, O~fi~e of Civil ge(~hse. 
Re~i,dent.P~PU~l.ati~n,.Distri.ct~of COlu~hi.a~,,Jw.~Y,.l~.I~A3. repate~ by 
Etisabeth Nagy under the admidiS~ratiOn Of th6 Natlb~a~ {a~i ta l  Plahning 
Corrimissibn. 
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The respondents were relatively well-educated. Almost two-thirds 

were high school graduates. Among the precincts, from 23 per cent (14th) 

to 36 per cent (6th) of the respondents had had at least some college work. 

The 6th Precinct group had a noticeably higher proportion of college 

graduates (23%) and considerably fewer respondents who failed to graduate 

from high school (30%). While approximately the same number (37-3~) ; 

of the respondents in the 14th and lOth Precincts did not gr@duate from 

high school, only about half as many of those in the 14th Precinct were~ 

college graduates. 
• . . ., :. 

The respondents' jobs generoally reflected this educational level. 

Discounting the 26 per cent who were not in the labor force (housewives, 

retired, students, etc.), four-fifths had white-collar or service 

occupations. The largest group were clerical workers (2~), followed 

by those in service occupations (26~). The 6th Precinct respondents, 

as expected, reported occupations at higher levels than those in the 

~ other two precincts. At the highest level--professional, technical, and 

~anagerial occupations--45 per cent of the jobs were held by those in 

the 6th Precinct. Of the blue-collar workers, 49 per cent of the jobs 

were held by those in the 14th Precinct. Clerical workers were more 
• .. ,. 

evenly distributed among the 3 precincts with somewhat more in the 14th 

Precinct than in the other two. Surprisingly, only 32 per cent of the 

employed respondents worked for the government ; the District average is 

50 per cent. The largest group (44~) were in sales and consumer services. 
,. . . . : 

Approximately 12 per cent of all the respondents were housewives; 

4 per cent Were students; 9 per cent were retired; less than 2 per cent 

were unemployed. The 14th Precinct had the highest proportion of housewives 
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( l ~ ) ,  while the 6th Preci6ct, b~ a very small margin, had the highest 

~opor t lon  of students. 

The respondent group as ~ whole appeared to be q0{te stable 

res ideh t ia l ] y i  wlth.many Who had lived at the aSdress at which they 

wet@ interviewed ~OP six years Or more, the Ce~poddent~ in the 14th 
L i 

Precinct appeared to be the mOSt s tab le-=~ per cEht had liSed there 

l~ Or more years, 50 per cent had bred t~ere ~ oP more y e a ~  A~ th~ 

Same tim~, however, ~ slz&ble mihOrlty (~4~) of a l l  the reswond~nts h&d 

l ived ~t the most recent address ]~s~ than ~O years. ThI~ was ~a~t lcular ly  

prevalent In the lOth PreCinct wh)ch 4b per Cent Of fhe eespOnd~hts had 

inhabited for two ye&ts OH less; This is prdbabl~ pa r t i a l l y  a¢k~unted 

~or by the 5 P~P Cent Of the respondents i~ the IOth P r ~ i n c t  WhO were 

~tudents, but pro~ably also z~e~iects ~ecent immigration t6 th~ ~rea of 

•any p~Ople displaced ~rom other pdr~s o~ the ~ I ty ;  SOme o~ iffese may 

be ~hronic wanderers, but most a~Ear to h~Oe been bas~c~lly Stable 

res ldent ia l ly -~83 per cedt of ~hem reported that thei r  preOious ~ddreS~s 

w~r~ in tile D i s t r i c t  a ~  ~n addit lodal 4 p~r ¢~nt had li?e~ in tile 

gashington suburbs. 

ReSidential ~ t a b i l l t y  is furthe~ bOrn~ OQ~ by the l ~ g t h  Of time 

the respondents reported i l v i ~  9 a~ ahy One addreSS siflce 19~0~ ~ h l l  

resp~nSehts, 53 per cent had l ived at On~ address I0 Or mOr~ yea~s ~i~¢~ 

19~0; o~ly 3 per ceni reported l lVlf lg at one address for l e ~  than ~hree 

years. Ohce again~ the 14th ~reClnCt respondents indicated a high 

patiECn of s~ab i l l t y -~O pet Cent h~d ~emained at offe addres~foe I0 be 

more years s~dee l~O~ And 50 per ~ent d~ the lOth Prec ln~ respOndentS 

re~Orted a Similar le~gth of tlme~ 
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""As a group, the respondents. were predominantly urban; most'had 

':,lived primarilyin .big cities since l950; most (76%)-had, in fac't, :I:ived 

.in "the~:Di.strict..: :Only 9 per cent had, l:ived in Smalq towns or ruraf:places. 

• :. Among those who had. lived somewhere' other than Washington sin'ce.1950., 

: :- "~.,.those in the 6th and lOth Precincts .tended mor.e of:ten to come from other 

large--cities than :had those in the 14th •Precinct who somewhat"more ~ 6ften 

came from smaller~,'towns or rural places.: (This. should be treated with 

caution.~ however,'since the magnitudes involved are small'. ~) .' 

," ,:. ,:The mean number• of.people per household,was somewhathigherthan 

for the District as a whole.. :'Th~ mean si:ze for: the respondent' grodp:was 

-.. 3.2,whil:e the mean for tHe.District is 2,9'. ':The average number of adults 

-per hous:eholdwas 2.2' The mean number of children"(17 years or bnder) 

was .l';.. over half (56%) of--the respondent househo'Ids"had nochildren at 

-~a.l.l. ~Of .those who did, theaverage was'2.'3 children per'household 

. ..... ~ Whi,le the 3 preCincts~ere fairly evenly divided with respect to 

the number of people 'per'household, the compositionof the households 

varied,.somewhat. .In .the "lOthPrecinct, 18 per-cent oT the respon~ents 

l. ived alone, while inthe,14th'Precinct only 9 per cent .did. The average 

number of child'ren, per household, was highest .in the14th Precinct, but 

if househo, lds having~no children are ex.luded,: the largest numberof 

.-ch il.dren-'per'hous.ehol~ was in the lO~h Pre'cinct ,. 

The Representativeness of the Sample 

The 3 precincts included in the study were not selected because 

• .', :. t.hey were" represen'ta~;ive~.-~f; t~e..D.istric't's ~popula't ion as a whole, ,but 
" . . .. 

for reasons outlined earlier. Consequently, one cannot ~ qeneraliz'e the 

rgsults from these precincts to the District as a whole. 

m r 
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Earl~er, data were preSentE~ ~fld~cattng close a~cOr~ Of the 

sample to int~rcensa! estimates bf th~ ~acial ~ompositibn of t~e 

preCln~ts. ~abt~s I=3 ahd l=h ~Ompare sOnle ad~ittbn&i CharaCteriSticS 

Of the Sample ~n each preEinc~ with m&te~ia~ available b~ t~e precinct 

pbpuiatlbn~ from th~ 1960 £ensu~o 8 T~ble 1~ compares the ch~r~Ete~i~tIE~ 

for ~onwhites and Tabl~ 1=4 {d~ Whites. ih ls  ~OmpaetSOn ~aW~ sdme notable 

dlffe~ences. ROwever, ; t  ~USt be kept i~ mlnd t h~  six year~ have 

~ntervened between the G~nSus and the ~urveyi so that ~ome of th~ 

dlsEr~panCies may not be ~s tafge aS they a~pEaP. ~ r  EkamplEl i~com~ 

~an be presumed to have in~fea~edsUm~wh~t, a~d high~t percehtag~s o~ 

the p~puiatlon ~f ~a~h ~e~if l~t  are Negro. 

Hbme OWnershi~ l~ On~ df the vart&ble~ setect~d f ~  comparison. 

~s ran be seen, thd percentages of honie~bwners d~ffer somewhat for whites 

~ffd nonwhites. In tile 6th Prb¢InEt, tile p~r~ehtage ~f wh(tes who bwh 

iS aldtO~t ~den~7~a! ~or ~ensOs an~ ~urvey v~i le th~ percentage df nohwH~te 

owners among the respOndents is mbch | ~ e r  th~h t h ~  show~ by ~eh~u~ 

~igUres. The IOth ahd |~th ~re¢inCts show a d l f f e ~ h t  pattern; the 

percentage of white h~e~ners  is ~on~iderably higher than taat S~Ow~ 

Uy the 1960 ~en~uS, while th~ perceh~~ Of ndnwhI~es is Oek~ ~ I m i l ~  

Tile median value of the hduses o w ~  by the whites In t~e 6th . 

~ ¢ i n c t  was higher ambhg eespo~deflts than was ~hown ~n 1960 Census 

eStimatidnsl This and higher me, tad values shoWn by al t  Other respondents, 

with the exce~tlbn 6f whltes in the t4th Preclhct, Is expeCted in view 

~f r is ing market valueS in the slx ihtervenlng year~l 

8U, S. Bureau of the CE~susi.~.~,~S,~,,~,e~;~,s~,,qf~.~op~&.tj,~aOd ~ s i p ~  
,,!,9,60,,~,ens,uS,,,,Tra(,ts,= ~ina ' '" - ' " ; ' ' ; I Re,oPt ~R¢ (1)-166~ U, S. Government Pr~nt,~g 
Office, W~shington, O. ~,~ t~$~ " 
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TABLE I-3 

COMPARISON BETWEEN SELECTED VARIABLES FROM'SAMRLE SURVEY 
AND 1960 CENSUS B'Y PREC'INCT, NONWHITE ONLY 

..." ,(N=4.ll ' ,  . . . . . . . . . . . .  

, . °  • 

Variables 6th 

' Sample 1960 
'Census 

Home ownership ( in  %) 

Median value of  house, median $ 

Rental occupied ( in  %) 

Monthly rent median $ 

Education of those 2~; years 
and older, median '),ears 

Same residence 5-6 or more 
years (in %)a 

Median income of head, 
median $ 

60.0 

18,900 

40.O 

100 

12.6 

38.5 

5,900 

72.0 33.0 36.0 ,41.0 

15,800 16,500 14,300, 16,600 

28.0 67.0 64.0 59.0 

99 90 79 93 
I 

12.0 12.0 ]0.3 ]2.1 

Precincts 

lOth 14th 

Sample 1960 Sample 1960 
Census Census 

40.0 

12~700 

60.0 

77 

10.7 

21.7 34.3 , •38.6 . 47.3 42.8 

7,200 b 5,100 4,900 b 51800 5~000 b 

aThe Census uses a 5-year figure, going back to i955 and includes all persons 5 years 
and over,,whereas the survey used a 6°year figure for respondents (who were 18 and,over). 

, . • • . • 

: ~bThe Census represents total family income, while the survey data are based on the 
~ncome of the head, only. 

I 
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?ABLE l-h 

~OMPARfSON BE'I'~EEX SELECTED V~klABLES FROH ~ARPLE SurvEY 
ARb t960 ¢EN~U$ dY PRE~IflCT, wntfE ONLY 

(N*|06) 

PrecindtS 

] [ ~ariables ~ h  IOth I~tfi 

t, i lggO ] S~mple 1960 Sample 19~0 
$~mple Ce~us I Censd~ ~ensU~ 

47.0 h6~O 36.0 19.0 ~4.0 ~ld Hbme owne¢~;p i ;n %) 

Redi~n value of ~ouse, 

ReOtal ocdupied (;n %i 

Mb6t~l~ ~dnt, medlan 

Ed~catioo OF t~ose 2~ yea~S 
and older, m~dian ~eaPs 

Sbme ~idence,5~6 or more 

Redia'~ incon~e of head, 
medi~ 

;z,~oo l)~oo 1~2oo 141966 I0,ooo i~1~6 
~]=o 5%o 64.o 81.o 5~.o 66;o 

: ~, ~ ~8 ~6 ~os ~ 

]2.0 t~,2 !2.0 |2~4 I~.4 ll~0 

Sz;~ g2~o 5ogo hi.6 781o SO.O 

6,~oo ¢,oOo b ~,qoo o,~ob b s.90o ~700 b 

aT~e CenSuS uSeS a 5-ye@r f{gure, 9b;ng back tb l~55 And ifl¢|udes @11 ~ersoHs ~ yea~ 
and over, whereas survey usbd a 6"y~ar f;guke 'for re~l~ndents (who we#e 18 years &rid ~?et)~ 

bTh~ ddfisus ~eprese~ts total family |ncome~ wkile the survey data are based on the 
~Comb of the head on|y& 
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"Respon:dents WI~o rent follow'ti~e' ~:everse pattern of that shown"' 
,- .. . . • . • 

for ownersI~ip, if course. But the median reni~s a're in al'i T cases I~igher, 

althod~bhih some cases by very little. The largesi: di'screpancy" "',s .... ,n 

the  i'/4th P r e c i n c t :  w h i t e  respondents  were paying $108 per monfh whereas 

the"1960 Census:showed the ' median rent  to  be $75. " 

":" Ahother v a r i a b l e  used for comcar ison  was e d u c a t i o n  ot ~ those  25 

years  and olcter .  G e n e r a i T y ,  the ' compar i son  would i n d i c a t e  that  the 

/-es~oncien~s were somewhat b e t t e r  educated  than o ther  r e s i d e n t s  "i 'nthe~3 

p r e c i n c t s  wi th  one e x c e p t i o n - - i n  the 10th P r e c i n c t ,  the median ~nurhber o f  

years  of  e d u c a t i o n  for  whi te  respondents  was 12 .0  as compared wi th  the  

1960 Census median for  that  p r e c i n c t ,  1.2.4.. 

The respondents  would a l s o  appear to  be more r e s i d e n t i a l l y  s t a b l e  

than the p o p u l a t i o n s .  The s t a b l e  r e s i d e n c e  d e f i n e d  as 5 years  or more 

a t  the same a d d r e s s ,  p r e c i n c t  samples had from .2 to 18 per cent  more 

s t a b l e  r e s i d e n t s  than the p o p u l a t i o n  data .  Again ,  lOth P r e c i n c t  

nonwhite  re spondents  were the e x c e p t i o n  be ing  l e s s  s t a b l e  r e s i d e n t i a l l y  

than e x p e c t e d .  

The l a s t  v a r i a b l e  compared was median income. .  The s u r v e y a s k e d  
, .0  

f o r ' t h e  indon~e of  0niy  the ' 'household  head (or of  the respondent  if  there  

was:h6  head of  h o u s e h o l d ) ,  whereas Cer/sCJs f i g u r e s  inc lude  t o t a l  f a m i l y  

income ' N e v e ' r t h e l e s s ,  the  median in'domes for  b o t h  nonwhite" and w h i t e  

re spondents  in t h e  10tH and i4th Preci'nc'ts were higher  than t h o s e  sh0wn 

by the 1960 Census.  The median incomes sh0wn for  6 t ~  P r e c i n c t  respondents  

were lower than the Census f i g u r e s  for  both nonwhites  and w h i t e s ,  a l though  

the discrepancy was greater for nonwhite respondents. 

! 
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O~ the whOi~ the~ the respondents we~ genefat|y bf d higfler 

sOCIOeCOnOmic status than would have been expected from 19~0 Census 

~ u r e ~  ~h~te~ t l  d~¢bSses ~0me 0~ t~e dlfferbn~e~ ~btW~en t~0~e 

r~portlng ~ or no inC~deflt~ an8 tH6se repO~ting Several. $6n~E O~ t~e 

S~rne ~haPa~t~rist|~s Whi~fl ~er~in to ~e0pl~ wflo ~porL at l ~g th  may 

b~ l y  also tO ~h~e people ~ I t t l n  9 tb a~SWer questib~ abOUt ~Ime In 

ge~ef&II NeOertheteSs, i t  |~ dlf~)C~tt to ~scektain ~C:~N ~UC~ ~ the 

dls~PepaHdy ~s due t# SaNpttn~ e~¢or, nonre~po~ses frbm ce~taim segme#t$ 

Of t l~ pO~ulatib~ ~r Changes in tee dehsu~ tracts ~i~¢e t ~  19~ ~6~uS 

W a~ ~aken. 
: 

After the Completed ' " ~nterv~ews were edited ~hd cOde~ #~ ~a¢~ 

Were prepared fop each ifftervlew, and~h~ar~ ~dmputer teE~nlque~ ~sed 

to ~btaln to~ats 6nd various krb~s tabutb~iOn~ fbP the i t e ~ .  

In addition t~ t ~  gdflerai Eodt~g~ ~e~er~t ;hd~es wer~ deVelOped 

tO gauge attltdd~S tOwar~ ~he ~Oll~e ~m~ f~ar b~ Crime. The~e w i l l  be 

di~¢bSsed #u~the~ tn Chapter I I I .  

Police and ~rime ~e  always m~jor hews copy, ~u~Ing th~ ~eVloa 

t~a~ the Intarvlewtng was ~n progress, a du~er e~ pa~tt~uta~l~ at~ent~n- 

getting StOries ~Pokb thdt ~Ight hav~ InfluenCed the ~ata, ~lictse sto¢~es 

that a~pear ~O~t l lk~ly to have ~ffecte~ the ~mmedtat~ e~e~s~ons O~ 

att l tddb b? the subjects were; 
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I.. several developments involving alleged cr.iminal involvements 

• of  members of  the M e t r o p o l i t a n  P o l i c e  Depar tment  wi th  a p r o f e s s i o n a l ,  

.. burglar, which have led to suspensions., from the force,; ~ , .: , 

2. the  k i l l i n g  of  a young pol iceman du r ing  t h e . a t t e m P t e  d . ~ . 

apprehension of a fleeing bank robber; 

3. the Glen Echo Amusement Park a f f a i r  c a l l e d  v a r i o u s l y ~ a  " r i o t "  

or ' d i s t u r b a n c e " ;  and 

4.  the  r e p o r t  of  the. Complaint  Review Board to the D. i s t r i c t  of  

Columbia Commiss ioners .  

I t  is d i f f i c u l t  to measure ,what  e f f e c t s ,  i f  any,.  t h e s e  i n c i d e n t  s 

may have had on the r e sponses  in the  i n t e r v i e w s .  A mere comple t e  l i s t i n g  

of  ma j o r  cr ime news items dur ing  the  p e r i o d  is c o n t a ! n e d  in. Appendix E 

The 13th Precinct ~ 

•--~, • As indicated @arlier ~, one of the purposes of the BSSR~'study was 

to des'ign' and field te'st' methods f6r~fu~ther studies of crime victimization. 

On, the basis of the work in 'the 6th, lOthand: 14"th Precincts, the " "" 

questi6nnaire was revised somewhat in Jun~ 1966~for use by the Survey 

Research Center of the University of Michigan in a survey of'four police 

precinct's in Chicago and Bostoh At ~that time,'a decis~ion w'as made to 

do additional intervi'ews in a'fourth precihct in Washington with the 

revised in'terview ScHedule' so as to ensure some Comparability between the 

~BSSR~experience and th& SRC data. For several r'easons, the 13th Precinct 

was chosen as the additional pkecinct-~ An important~consideration was 

having the additional Washington precinct be similar to those in which SRC 

planned to interview in Boston and Chicago. The 13th Precinct respondents 

II 
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W~re 0~ t~e Sl~n~ g~deratly 10w S~ioecOin~mt~ ~tatuS, the inc~dedce of 

~r~m~ ~aS ~Iml |ar ,  ~ d  the ~esihenti~l/cbmmerci~l ~i~ w~s app~0ximatel~ 

the ~ame~ O~e Sectibn o~ the precinct whlrh ~s comprised b~ ~ppe¢-¢l~ss~ 

diplomatic ~n~ ~&bt~t~fe~e| resld~htS wa~ ~xCiede~ s6 as nbk t~ ~s t roy  

i ts  ~dmp~rEbtl~tVL 

Tile ~n~e~vlewlng Was co~dueted from July ~8 to O~tcb~r 1~66~ The 

Sample ~elect~Onl lh terv le~in 9 procedure ~hd In~dr~.~we~ tVain~ng m~thod~ 

were ~.s~ht~al ly the sam~ ~s ~or the f i ~ t  ~ p r e ~ l ~ s l  ~s the ~Orti~n 

~ the ~ t f i  ~dcln~.t which was u~ed fo~ thtervlewlhg ~ s  predominantly 

~9rO~ the trbctS di~ hO~ nee~ ~0 be ordered by pfOpOrt io~ ~f the nOnWhite 

pbpul~t~oh, ~ estimated lee sa~le ~ddresses h~re ~rawh~ the o~ly Ether 

~ i f f e r e ~  ~n the Samplihg ~s tff~t i t  w~S necessary to ~up~lem~e~t the 

sample by ~ a~resgeS~ th~ s~me s~npling fr~wn~ was u ~  and t~e )~erva l  

~s a~ju~e~ ~0 provl~ the ~al lEt numbe~ ~f ~es~e$ .  

A number bf h~gh~r|~e~ ' ~ seCur~t~ ~paFt~ent bui lding9 p~e~en~ed a 

ptbbJem in t ~ t  th~ ~a~gem~nt refused td p~rm~t the ~nte#v~ewd~s to h~e 

aCCess, I~ seveFal of these ~asds, the field suherv~So~ wa~ a&ie to 

e ~ l a t ~  tile purpoSeS of th~ project and thereby tO galh the ¢O~e~atlon 

~f the Uuildlng managers, t~ tw6 casesl hc~e~e#, ~pea~ed telephone 

cdfivErsat~offs and let ter~ d~d hot seEdre ~omptibnbe sb the c i t y  dlre~tO#y 

was used to eflumerate the h~&rtmebtS; In this ~ay the apaFtme~ts de$tgnated 

by the Sample ~eI~ctio~ prbcedure were ident i f ied and t~e Eity d{teEtOry . 

was again used tO pr~ lSe the nhmes of the res ld~f i t~ Tff~y were CdQtacted 

by ~o~e and in mos~ cases agffeed to p a r t i ~ i ~ t ~  ~ eeSpondents. 
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The revised questionnaire included additional questions about 

attitudes toward being~,quest~qned by the. pol ice an d under what circumstances 

it was deemed proper; respondents' feelings about demonstrations and how 

the police "handle matters l~hat~i~ay ' come up" dur'ing them; and whether or 

not public opinion has changed about the p01ice, in recent years. A 

large:'number of the ques.tions were ,open-ended rather than just requiring 

a check next to the appropriate,, precoded, responses. During the training 

per.i6d and the.initial sample interviews, it became increasingly obvious 

that~,t:he, i~nt~rviews w.i.th some responde.nts were excessively time- 

consumin~g. ~ One .took five..hqurs I~o complete and mos t were running roughly 

three hours. A decision was made to use two different forms--each 

containi0g duplicate core questions •about victimization experiences , attitude 

items~whic'h.had.previousl.y been found to have sufficien't va'rian(:e -in 

res.pons.es..to serve as scale items and, of.course, general demograph~ic 

questiohs. " The other questions:were Split between the two forms and 

• the interviewers were ins~:ructecJ to use Form A.wl~en interviewirig respondents 

with even. sample~ identification numbers and Form B~with the others In 
, ; ,. . • 

.this way, randomness should have.given appr6ximately an even distribution 

between' the two without any decision to be made by the •interviewers as 

to which respondents shouid I~e askedwhich qbestions. ~ " 

~ ,A total of 283 res:pondents were interviewed in the 13t14 Precinct. 

Of these, 223 were nonwhites and ~0 we're wh•ites. "~ 
• • . . . . 

The coding and'extensive tabulation of data • have beed. Completed 

Interpretation and writing of results are being performed in coordination 

with analyses of the data from the other cities. References will be made 

in Chapters II and III to data that are relevant to the findings based on 

the interviews in the first three precincts. 
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CHAPT£~ I I  

INcio(NC[ Ol CRIME VICYI~IIAflON 

The p~m~¢y e f f o r t  |h this study hhS b~en dlr~¢~ed ~o f b ~ 9  

e~t lmat~ o~ t~e f~quenty  wi t~ which rbsidefit~ O~ ~hese preCinCtS ar~ 

~{~t)~$ O~ ~tim)n~i off~ffses. ~he basib ratlonk~ie fo~ undertaking t~iS 

~bfk WdS ~et fo r th  ifl ~eptem~r 19~5 in a ~emo~and~m fhO~ the p t~d ipa !  

~ge~t~gdtbP t~ t~e PreSident's tdmmlssion ~n ~Irh~e in the ~i~P~dt ~f 

C~im~n~loq~Cal studies hdV~ la~geiY ~eVdlOped thle,r data f~om 
i~r,~ e~forCemd~ti dorret t io~al~ aff~ jud ie lb t  agenciesl bnd from 

j a i i e ~ .  The ~flty COnsequential eXceptiOn t~ 
persons a~re~t~d Or ~ ~ s~fiO0! an~ ~o!lege s~udedt~ aS ~Ubj¢¢tS 
tfi i$ are dtudle~ US+fi h 9 , ' 

in 6u~ kflo~ledg~ of Gr~mel £onsiddr, for ~amp|ei the ~¢oepted 
pf~pOsltloff thai ii~ffenSes known to ~h~ ~oiice i' ape the "be~ i' 

• ' because tHe~e a~,the data ~'¢lo~est t~ the C~mm{s ~ ~ute Of crime ~ ~ Bed . . . . . .  - - ~ -  ,, ~ - ~ - ~  =~ ~f~e~Ses of vit t~m|zattOn ~re.~O~ 
~ion 0t t~e cr~m~. ,.~u-= . . . .  oO~i~ 

rne~ i~ ~OUId seem t~ai ~at~ ~ev~lOpe~ d | re~t ly  ~ quest ' g 

classes of bffen~es~ WOuld suffer les~ front error~ of ~h~e~en~mekat~O~ 
than ~ t a  derive~ from rel~i~rts to the ~blice and cr~meS knbi~n diPe~t~Y 
~0 ~h~ pol ice.  

~bme theOristS gO ~ far ds tO aS~e@t that '*Crime" ~hodid ~ . $ , 
on~h~bs between thOSe ~ m i t t * ~ g  ~ e ~ t a ~  

~tudy~ g~th th i  e~¢ep " ~it~ t~e d~ta Used in Its i 
Df crimes such aS bahk r~bb~ries, m u C d ~  and ~utbm6bil~ ttiefES 
~hi~h are Hot hlg~)y s~bjeCt tb nohreportlng, ~ven the best @dtath e 
Currently Used ate ~u~,~ected of only tE f l e : t | ng  the plnn&cie o~ 
i~eber~ O~ aCtS occu~flng in t~e COmmunity that ~rek l~ .e l tReP a 
ieg~i or s°~{olo9 {c~i s~se, ¢rime~, 
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One method of reconnoitering some of the base of the iceberg has 
'~yet tobe ~mployed in the U. "S. This would involve questioning a 
large statistical sample of the population about direct experience 

" wrth.crime during a g:i'ven, time period. While this method would be 
subject to various types of inadequacies and errors of reporting-- 
notably, insofar as.crimes of self- and mutual.-vic.timization and 
those in which the victim is an impersonal entity are concerned--it 

.,would nonetheless represent an enormous :supplementation of existing 
knowledge of the extent of criminal behavior. However consequential 
the omissions and' distortions of the images of the relevan,t phenomena 
that might be involved in the application of this method, they would 
in any'event be different ones than thoseof the traditionally applied 
methods. As in many other problems of scientific observation, the 
Use of.approaches and apparatuses wi.th di:fferent error properties has 
been a means of approaching truer approximations of phenomena that 
a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure. , : 

. . . . .  Q u i t e  a p a r t  f rom t h e m a n y  p u b l i s h e d . t e c h n i c a l  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  

. . . .  - c u r r e n t l y  used c r ime s t a t i s t i c s , . _ i t  was' f e l t  to  be p a r t i c u l a r l y  e s . s e n t i a l ,  

in view of the innovational law enforcement programs being' contemplated, 

to develop some information regarding-the incidence of crime that was 

.independent of reports of citizens to 'the police. • This is the case because 

~; some of the improvements in law enforcement, may have the incidental con- 

sequence of increasing the number of crimes known to the. police and hence 

e s t i m a t e s  o f  the  c r i m e r a t e  f o r  an a rea ,  :wh i l e  a c t u a l l y  these ,measures  

may reduce the occurrence of crime. A possible effect of this type can 

readily be discerned in the area of police-community relations. Where 

many of the citizens are hostile toward or fearful of the police, ~ pre- 

sumably t h e y  a r e  r e l u c t a n t  to  dea l  w i t h  them e x c e p t  when n e c e s s a r y .  Under 

such circumstances, many crimes would go unreported. As police come to 

enjoy greater confidence and respect, a citizen is more likely to see some 
I 

possible benefit, and certainly no harm, in reporting to the police when 

he is victimized. 

2 6 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - 3 
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I C e S  ~Ore direct effect~ df improved pblic@ pract oh c~ime 

~ sdCh ~ew Ydr~ an@ ChiCagO. In stat lst~cs have been noto~ in cit ,~s as 

theS~ cltie~, tns~| tu t~g a mDPe rfOfesslbnal ~ttitude t ~ d  ~ime 

statistics respited in eleV@ting repoYted ~rime ra~es. 
i 

~eightened salience to the crime problem attendant to well 

h~611cizea Yefof~ mea~uYes can also produce spurious ~levationS O~ the 

crime fatal For e~ampt~ {~e indivi~ua~ citizen's 'gre~ter cOnrerh wit~ 

Ct~m,zed m~y lead to more wi@esprea~J p~rc~ase~ ~b~iity df beidg v~ ~ " 

of t~eft ah@ 6urglary i~surance/ The nee@ to nikko a re~Ort to t~e 

pOllce in order to estaBllsh &.¢f@im For ~oss prbvldes t~e ~oVered 

¢~tlzen Wi~h ~ reasbH for repOrtln 9 an inci~eht to ~e poli~@ ~here he 

o~rwise m~ght regard ~orng sb as com~letelV poihtles~L 

~f t~e s~¢ce~S o~ ~easutes for ~u~talllng crime ~#e tO be 

~ssessed ~ngepende,Ety of 9drh fadto~s t~at affect repOft~ to Lhe #~tlce, 

{~n ½0nYe ~easefe iRde#endent of report~ tb the pCi~ce iS ~eed~di ~t 

was to e~plore the feasibil i ty of U~in9 surveys of random sampl~ 6~ 

the publ~ ~o provide ~uch a me~sdre t~at the pre~ent Study was #rimar~ly 

d i te~ted. 

• ~ 

~h Prec~nct~ ~ lO and 14j we sdccessfu~]y ~ntervi~ed 5li peo~]e~ 

ea~ ~ whom .~re ~ndbrn|y sele~te~ members o~ houge~oids which, In 

~rn, were s~leeted f#o~ all households in th@se precincts by a pr~ba~illty 

Sa~pll. 9 pro~ed~e~ 

Each of t~ese citizenS Wa~ ~ked a Series Of questions tO determine 

if h~ ~ a.y other member ~ ~s hoUse~Id had bee~ e v;C~m of a rrime 

I .  ~eCent mb.th~ (see ~haptE~ I a,d Ap~@~dix b). To provide ~ base 
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poimt • that would'conveniently anchor the respondents' recol'l~ctions for 

" "' a given • recent time period, respo~aents were asked tb're~ort • instances 

of victi~mizatioh"that had occurred si~n:ce'NeW YeaF's~'Day,'1965.: A s~ries 

of cards listing specific types of•o~fenses was handed the~espondent . 

Each specific type offense on eachcard•wa's read orally:by the interviewer 

while the respondent inspected the card and answered either "Yes ~' or "No" 

with regard to: 

I. whether he personally had been a victim of that type of crime 

during.~ the period since January 1965; 

He was then asked to go t.hrough the card series again and to 

state, for each card: 

2. whether any member of his household had been victimized by 

that type of crime; 

Next, he was asked to describe: 

3. the "very worst crime" that had ever happened to him; 

And finally, he was asked about: 

4. the "very worst crime" that. had ever happened to anyone 

currently. ~ l iving,.with him. 

Distinctions among these four categories of victimization figure 

prominently in the analysis to be presented here. 

Each time the respondent mentioned an incident of victimization, 

the i n•terviewer immediately asked a series of questions about details 

of the offense and completed the "Incident Form." (See blue form in 

Appendix D.) This included a general description of the incident; infor- 

mation on the victims; injuries and property losses; various details of 

the place, circumstances, and means of the offense; reporting or nonreporting 

to the police; action subsequent to the offense by the police or others; 

and known characteristics of the offenders. 

! 
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The informants i~ the thCe~ ~feci~cts desc¢i~e~ ~ incl~ents 

i~ Ces~onSe tO tfles~ f0ee Sets Of probes that met t%e sudveytb defi~i~iohs 

~f cr|m~s ~h&t %ad ViCtimized the respondent or his floesel~ldl 

~h~ peoeedure described above ~nvolves some modifications ~ ~hat 

lnitla~ly employed ~d ~ur pretestin~ 

~e~t~in |h } t i~ l  aSsum~tlonS which guided the metho~oiOg~cal 

p|~nning weC~ revised through ex~e¢le~¢e in the extensive pt~testlng 

; u~det~ea ~o evald~te atietna~Ive approaehes tO ~eve|OOi~ 9 re Ort$ of- 

lffcld~flts of vlett~tzat|On ~n ~ dCdssJSectlon~i su¢~e~ 

~ . i - F i t s t l  i t  w~s a~sumed that ~t~t~st~c~ Of ~rlnles 

~ffo~ t6 pol ice, wffile subject to ~ ~onsidera~le degree o~ eHderrepO~tingi 

flo~ethEiess provided ~ b~ Is  for esCi~atlng the 9effe~l Orde~ of magffitu~e 

O~ sighl~;c~dt InC|~ents o¢cdCring among th~ l ~U la t i o~ .  Using a ~ariety 

Of CO~si~e~tiofls for estimating th~ ~#esenCe of v iCt lm~a~o~ the ~O~u L 

lateen f~om pbl[ce ~ata, the operating assumption ~as tha~ aboui I0 ~ r  

cent of the populet~On ~Ould ~e vletimi~ed In a 91ve~ yea~. TherefOre, 

to develop Uata dn ~ suffic~edt dumber of i~¢iden~s for Statl~tl~ 

analysis, e~en wit~ a falr1~ large ~ampie, it w~S assdmed t~e(. it ~ou|d 

be n~ces~ary to et~empt tO g&in re~brt$ fkom respondents co~r ihg a COn ~ 

slderable ~ime span, O~r | ~ i t l a l  Inter~iewlfl9~ hoWeVe~i p~d~uCe~ ce~Ort~ 

for recent ~eriOdS ~t ~lmost leer ~imes the r~t~ o~lglha] ly  ad~Ic|#at~d. 

This rate of re~Orting held approx}mat~ly ¢~nstant throegh the Entire 

~erled of intef~ieeih~, 
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Our respondents reported 195 instances in which they or the i r  

e n t i r e  h o u s e h o l d  had been v i c t i m i z e d  'by a crime which occurred  dur ing  
+ ~ •  . • 

the  12-month per iod  immediately  p r e c e d i n g  the  i n i t i a t i o n  of  the s u r v e y .  

This  is a v i c t i m i z a t i o n  rate  of a p p r o x i m a t e l y  38 i n c i d e n t s  per 100 

persons per year. For what this gross figure may be worth, crudely 
l I 

. , . . • .'+. 

p r o j e c t e d  i t  means tha t  the  average  mature r e s i d e n t  of  t h e s e  t h r e e  p o l i c e  
. • , • . • • . +" . • . 

prec+ncts would be a victim Of a crime once every 32 months. 

S a l i e n c e  and r e c e n c y . - - A n o t h e r  a s sumpt ion  g u i d i n g  our p l a n n i n g  

was t h a t  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  would be a very  s a l i e n t  e v e n t  in a p e r s o n ' s  l i f e .  
: • . + ,  

Thus,  t h e r e  was some c o n f i d e n c e  t h a t  a r e sp o n d en t  would e a s i l y  be a b l e  
• . : , ~  . 4 

~ . " , + .  • 

to  r e c a l l  over  a c o n s i d e r a b l e  p er lo d  o f  time i n s t a n c e s  in which he had 

been a cr.ime v i c t i m .  

In p r a c t i c e ,  most re spondent s  seemed to  f i n d  i t  d i f f i c u l t  to 
: . . . . .  • . + .  ~ ++ 

r e m e m b e r  i n c i d e n t s  o f  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  o t h e r  t h a n  r e c e n t  c a s e s .  T e s t  

2 2 ,  . . . . +  + • . . 

i n t e r v i e w i n g ,  which used members o f  the  r e s e a r c h  team and o f  the r e s e a r c h  

organization as subjects, was particularly instructive (see Report No. 2) 

in each c a s e ,  t h e s e  peop le  reported  h o u r s ,  d a y s ,  and even weeks l a t e r  

that incidents they had not remembered at the timethey were interviewed 

had come to mind subsequently. ~hen s u f f i c i e n t  pretest  cases had been 
+ ; , ~ + . "  

c o l i e c t e d  for  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s ,  such a sharp d e c r e a s i n g  g r a d i e n t  w i t h  
. , +  i ,  • ~ -  • ~ . , + .  ~ . .  

t ime was found as could, o n l y  r e a s o n a b l y  be e x p l a i n e d  by very  pronounced 
. • ' ~  4 • "  • ~ +"  + , 

t e n d e n c i e s  to  r e c a l l  r e a d i l y  o n l y  r e l a t i v e l y  r e c e n t  e v e n t s .  
+ , '  • . 

Reportin R on other members.--The e a r l i e s t  planning for the survey 

assumed,  f u r t h e r m o r e ,  that  a member o [  a fami ly ,  would be a b l e  to  report  

extensively on crimes that had happened to those living with him, insofar 

I . 

| 
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aS t~e chimes i~9Olve~ w~e not o~ the ki~ thet mem~s of a f~iJy 

ale motivated to keep ~ecret ~rom one a~ot~er. 

Cohslder~n 9 the 6umbel df ~etsOns per liou~ehOld (the mean was 

~pprO~imetely 3~2 #ersohs~2o2 p~rsoffs i~ only those o~er l~ years o~ 

~ge are ~offsider~, many mole ~f t~e incidents which invD~ve~ only one 

persO~ shOUld have 6een OffenSeS against 9ome o th~  member O~ the'ho~se * 

~Oid rather ~han t~e res~oddent~ In adtd~l i ty;  ~esp~nden~$ f ~  mbre 

fPequently spoke of off~Hses of  which they themse~ve~ were ~i~tim$. In 

addition, we foufid few~ c~se~ than ~e e×pected of ~ul~iple ~tlmi~atlon 

~ c ~ r i ~  9 tO the same reslb~ndent~ 

~mr~o~e~,~~A fou~tH"a~sumptio~ W~S that ~e~po~de~s woul~ 

report a ~gff ~#bp~rtion of very ~r iv ia l  Inci~e~t~i~fimes o~tE~ too 

minor ~ ~heir e~es to be ~orth reporting to ~he police~ t t  ~as a|~o 

essume~ that ceCtai~ ~in~s of more ser l~s  vi~tim~zatiod m~ght no~ be 

r~pOrted I~ ~ntdrVle~s ~eCau~e of reticence rega~ihg |ndI~effts tn ~hl~h 

$C~n~ ¢ontP~uto~y behavior of the ~ t | m  mi96t hage b~en i~volved Or 

which in some ot~et ~y wfis embarr~slng to him. A high number ~f mlnO~ 

Incidents was also ~peCted in that t~e Interviewing brOce~ure eneO~ed 

tAe ~e~Orti~O of even ~he mo~t trivial occurrences. ~is ~as done 

because we wlshea to have the ~ur~ey dat~ Supplement as e~ten~iv~ly as 

possible those dat~ available tO the p~iide~ the Imte~ie~ers def|hed 

a hcrimeh for the Cespon~ent a~ "anytfiiflg Sb~ebO~y ~OJl8 be sefft to 

~rison or fined fdr ~olhg to you-~or ~v~ fo~ trying to ~o i t , "  T~e 

i large ~nventory of types of climes which was employed in ~uesttoning the 

sample Included a gP~at number df minor offehses~ ~ee yellow "Elash 
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Cards" in Appendix D.) While a direct comparison with police data 

cannot readily be made , a h.igh proportion of the incidents repor.ted 

the surCey, were quite consequential ones. 

Definitions of the Uniform Crime Reporting I classification 

system for offenses were employed for th~ present study. Larcenies 

w~r•e also:tabulated with a division at $100 to provide comparabiii'ty 

with categories used by the Washington Metropolitan Police. The same 

classes of incidents most frequently mentioned by respondents in our 

survey are also those that figure most frequently in police statistics 
! 

' for  c l a s s e s  t h a t  inc lude  v i c t im  o f f e n s e s  f o r  the e n t i r e  c i t y  2 (see 
I 

Table 2 -1 ) .  The major excep t ions  ~re m a l i c i o u s  d e s t r u c t i o n  of  prop- 

e r t y  which,  in rank o r d e r ,  is the t h i r d  most f e q u e n t l y  ment ioned 

cr ime in our su rvey ,  but which is not among the  most common in p o l i c e  

statistics; and auto thefts, which are not mentioned frequently by 

our respondents. Some of the Part I I categories of the police report 

include nonvictim offenses. If we consider Part I Offense classes 

only, the same rank order is found both in the police statistics and 

in our data. Larcenies, considering petty and grand larcenies together, 

are the most common crime in both sets of data, and burglaries are the 

next most frequent class. Among Uniform Crime Index crimes, which 

consider only larcenies above $50 in value, burglaries are by far . 

t ' he  most  f r e q u e n t  c l a s s ~ i n  t h e s u r v e y  d a t a ,  as in p o l i c e  s t a t i s t i c s  

f o r  Washington or for  the e n t i r e  n a t i o n .  

IUniform Crime Reportinq Handbook (Washington, D. C.: Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, U. S. Department of Justice, February 1965). 

2Metropolitan Police Department, Washington, D. C. Annual Report, 
Fiscal Year 1965. 
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~ABL~ 2~f 

OFFENSE C t A ~ S E S  t N  SURVEY AND P O L I C E  DATA PR[cINCTS ~ t 6 A ~  1 4  

thcldedts Mentioned Actual ~ffenses 
by Survey Respondents ~noWh 

Class of Of~edse ~ ,,,.,, . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . .  ~,, i . . . .  L , ~ , ~ , , l ,  . . . . .  ~ £ . ~  

N % N % 

£¢imin~l homicide ~l ~ I 

Aggravated assault :457 5 20 4 

Burglary 2~I74 ~2 II0 2~ 

L~rceny 1,83~ f8 1~6 ~6 

~utO theft {,381 i4 ~l 5 

~art If; 

Other aSSaults ~75 7 }O 

Arson, vandalism t l2 l 47 IO 

Fraud, forgery, 
embezzlement t4~ I 8 

~ther sek offenses 48 * 12 '3 

Offense against f~m~ly 3 * ~ 

All other offenses ~jO09 20 3~ 9 

Total 

~':Less t~an I%. 

91993 ioo 44~ ioO 
.~,,~. , . . . . . . . . .  ] ,JJ,,, ....... ,1,. .... ,~ . . . . . . . .  J ,,h . . . . . . .  h~ , [ , .  IL,.,.~ =~] LL 
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P o l i c e  s t a t i s t i c s ' . t e n d e d  t o  h a v e  a s6mewha t ,  h i g h e ~ - p e r c e n t a g e  ~ . :  

o f  a l l  o f f e n s e s i n  t h e  more s e r i 0 u s  c r i m e  c l a S S e s t h a n  was t h e  c a s e  w i t h  

i n c i d e n t s  m e n t i o n e d  by s u r v e ~  r e s p o n d e n t s .  The d i f f e r e n c e s ,  .however  , . . . . . . . . . . . .  

w e r e  n o t  as  g r e a t  as  a n t i c i p a t e d .  I f  we e x c l u d e : t h o s e  c l a s s e s  o f  o f f e n s e  . 

t h a t  do  n o t  i n v o l v e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  c i t i z e n s  o r  h o u s e h o l d s  "--.' ~ : 

from police statistics, about 77 per cent of actual offenses reported 

are Part I classes•. About 62 per cent of the crimes against members 

o f  o u r  s a m p l e  i n v o l v e d  P a r t ; l  o f f e n s e s .  The m a j o r  d i s c r e p a n c y  was t h e  
I • 

much m o r e  p r o m i n e n t  r o l e  o f  v a n d a l i s m  in t h e  s u r v e y  r e p o r t s  t h a n  in  a c t u a l  ~" • " : , ~  . ~,~ .., 

offenses reported to the police. Among,the Part I offenses, however, ',- -'", .... ~:i',.~. 

the incidents in the survey~were relatively more concentrated in the ' " :',~ ,, :.'i,~.:.. 

offenses against property than in those against .persons, as compared with '- ~' -,:~ ::~i.~i~ 

the police distri.bution. '. 

Largely"bec~us~ ofthe pFominence of burgiaries and |'ndex larcenies 

($50 or over) in our incident descriptions, the majority of cases ~(54%) ............ 

i n v o l v e d  Index  c r i m e s .  F u r t h e r ,  i f  t h e  v a l u e s  o f  l o s s  g i v e n  by o u r  

r e s p o n d e n t s  can  be  a c c e p t e d ,  a h i g h e r  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e f t s  i n v o l v e d  l o s s e s  

o f  $100 o r  more  t h a n  was t h e c a s e  w i t h  p o l i c e  d a t a .  The v a l u e  o f  l o s t  
. , .  . . 

property is anothe'r' indicator of the seriousness of the incidents reported 

by members  o f  t h e  s a m p l e .  The d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  such  l o s s e s  f o r  o f f e n s e . s  

involving larceny is given in Table 2-2. 

About 17 per cent of the offenses were classified as attempts. 

As another measure of seriousness, the scoring system developed by 

Sellin and Wolfgang for their study of juvenile offenses in Philadelphia 3 

was applied to incidents reported in the present survey. 

| 
3Sellin, Thorsten, and Wolfgang, Marvin E. 

Delinquency, New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1964. 
The Measurement of 



TABLE 2=2 

L~R¢E~Y LO~S BY ~LA$$ OF IN~I~EhT-=~-PR~iNCT SURVEY 

Am~6nt Burglary Theft Ro~beey  ~u~o thef t  to ta l  
!*r!i iJ,rJ/J,-]J*l~ ~ ! IH,li [I ~li ililil ~,lll.~l.L~J,i* J~i . ,, I lh d i .,=~ ii* J Li,~ .I,,,,i ,.~ ,L,~ i~, L,.,.II I ,illi.1,,IZll ~il]Li 

$~0 ~ $~9199 9 ~5 5 ' 39 

;l&O - $)t9,99 i~ 8 - 2 26 

$J6~ =.a 0 v e ~  . - i 3 

~mbun( n~t ~ e ¢ i f i e d  2 3 2 2 9 

To'at 

I t  ~ S  ik~S~ble to score 81 p~t cent of the incidents With tile {nfohntatio~ 

givEh ~y t~e ¢espohdents~ Yhe d iStr ibut iOn of sCoCeS for a l l  incidents 

is given in Table ~;~, l l lus t#Et ions 6f the kinds O~ o~fenSes at ea~  

level 6~ S¢o~ are g~ven ih App~ddix F. 
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• TABLE 2 - 3  

D I S T R I B U T I O N  OF SERIOUSNESS SCORES 
FOR INCIDENTS REPORTED . . . .  

IN 3 -PRECINCT SUR#EY 

I 

Score • N  

' . .  . . : '  . . -  

2 

4 
5-6 

7-9 

.1. O+ 
"~ Cannot be classified 

Tota I 

.., : • 

,' " ' 7 ,, 

6 . • / ,,. ~ 

144 
70.. .... . . ~  

55 

15 .... . : , •: 

14 

83 

.~- . . :'. • ~ ..: ,:.. .~, 

/443 . .. 

.!~ .. . ~ . .;..:. ... • 

., The score.weights .give.n,by Sell!q, and Wol. fgang wer.e developed 

by extensive ratings of illustrative descriptions of offenses by sever.al 

varied panels of judges. Although the work of validation:and reliability 
• ... ,. . . . . . . • • . 

testing on which their system rests involves somewhat different un'iverses 

of acts and.judgments than tha,t involved in the present study, it was 

the most d i r e c t l y  a p p l i c a b l e  o f  systems for. judg ing  the s e r i o u s n e s s  of 

victimization that, to our knowledge, was currently available. It was., 

~ound readily applicable:to the l.arge majo.rity.of our cases.. The ratings 

take into c@nsi.de~a.t.ion the class of offense,,, the;.value of property 

damage~ qr,.stol~n, .persopa.l injurY to v.ictims, and .the' number of victims 

affected .... .".~ . . .!~ . . . .  ::! .. ~,:. .- ... • . 

• The offenses repoF~ed: by the.~c.itizens .in .these precincts had .... 

approximately the same range and mean of scores as those in the :arrest . 

records used by Sellin and Wolfgang in developing their measure. The 

numbers of cases in comparable crime classifications were too small in 

II 
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~ I  but thPee ~ategor|es to make meanihgful COmparlso~S by ~ias~. The 

mean Ser(ousness Scbres for the classes for ~h~h ~o~a~l~ons ¢~uld be 

m~de were Identical for ih¢~dents in the present stfid 9 and those rep0~ted 

by ~ l l i n  and WOlfgan9, howeverl 

~.~e~)'~nt~rpr~a,t,.(Gp.=-Each of t~e modlf)~atlofis ~ Out original 

e~ectat|odS that followed from examinatlOn of Our resuttS SuggeSted 

that the l~terOlewln 9 prbCedure We wet.e dslng uhdeteilUme~ates ifl~|~ents 

i • 1 
t~at fa l l  ~ i th in  Our br~a~ def lh i t i0n Of crimes viCtimiZing ¢iti~effs. 

In Summbey, tHeSe Observations idcluded: 

t .  the preponderance Of fa ikty seei0Q~ iffcidefltS almb~g thOse 

mentloned and the retat lv~ ly  'infrequent mentiOn o~ minor ~fiefts and 

des~ru~t|ge ~Et~ bf ~elihquEnts-=types of v lEt i~iZat io~ Ofle might ~Ssume 

tO be ~o~e p~evale~t in ~Ctdalit.y; 

2~ the h~avy ~bnce~tratloh o~ |nci~eflt~ ~ [he V~r~ re~ent 

~; the re la t i ve ly  Few in¢lded~s invOivin d othe~ members O~ the 

hOusehOld reported; 

~, ~S ~ i l l  ~e shown late~, a Su~pl~i6e~i~ ~igh ~t6pb¢[iO~ of 

~he ~espohdents mentioned just  o~e tn¢ideht Of v iE t tmiz~t lo~ a~ cOmpa¢ed 

wi~E ~O~ ~f more than ohe. 

~de reasO~ for the Under~umeratiOn~ app~r~fl~ly~ IS t~at ~s~Ohdents 

usu~T|y can recall  minor and older Incidents only with ~if¢i~u|ty~ A 

seCbnd #e~soh, ~dnfirmed by the revised d¢oEedure t~&t ~as ~Ee~ employed 

in rife later surrey i~ ~he 13th Precinct, Is teat the ~ ~ntervl~w ~alted to 

m&nlpula[@ the motlvati~ns of respondents in such 8 w~y aS ~0 m~ximize 

re~etidg~ 
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! be occasional fabrication among 

~pec~ that they are more frequently 

~nt about what has happened to them 

story. (Less than 3 per cent of 

the nonproperty offenses were said 

~mber or relative.) Only a very 

the type that read as if they might 

- another party. A very few incidents 

~amilial deception where one member 

isuse of family funds or property. 

................................. gain as much privacy as possible 

from other members of the household when conducting interviews.) Similarly, 

as in the case with some reports to the police, what is reported as larceny 

may sometimes actually be an attempt at insurance fraud by a pretended 

victim. Despite assurances of anonymity and the interviewer's credentials, 

a respondent who fears the interview may be an attempt to check on him 

may give the interviewer the same lie as he gave his insurancecompany 

or the police. Exceedingly few of the incidents reported to us, however, 

nvolved any indemnification from insurance--about ~ per cent of the cases. 

Total lifetime experience.--A casualty of the pretest experience 

with the survey procedure was the hope that the retrospections of respondents 

might be useful for estimates of total lifetime victimization (See Report 

• ~No. 2)~ • While theoretically it should be possible to develop information 

from an individual concerning every significant incident of crime victimization 

from late childhood onward, practically•we•have found this to be most difficult. 

Pages 39 and 40 damaged in NCJRS Library copy.



NonethelessJ. Since i t  was f e l t  d~ 

~tudy to have some m~aSur~ for each re~po 

Victim Of crime as i t  may have a~fected h 

th~ Grime ~robiem~ t~e 3~pre~inCt ~tddy i 

th~hkiflg ba~k Over your eMtire life, what 

~[~e that has ever h~ppened to yOu.-the 

~ere the rESpOnseS to t~is que~tl 

valuer one would conclude that crime was 

~68 ih~identS Of vi~t imizat i0n described 

(Or only one) in thei~ l ives, only i08 h~ 

8~d Only 60 Si~ or more. E~en~s of the p 

fb r  many m0rb of thbs~ incidents cal led " 

experiences of more tha~ ~ years ago. 

An earl~ experiment using members bf the resear¢~ Otgan~zbtiOn 
~s interview subjects indlc~tes that reSpondents have to ~o b great deal 

of thidking and slOw CefleGtion befdre they ~ah Cemember even ~bl f ly  

9eriouS crimes of which they were victims some time aV~-~even ~heh these 

older Incidents are fa# more ConseQUentta} than veben~ OneS. It might be 

feasible to pursue the interview technique for devetbffing older e×perienG~ 

~Ith subjects who w~uld be avaiiable for lengthy and repeated |nterviewin! 

cOnCentrated On ~h~ topic, 

The intefv~ewlhg method we used in the ~urvey~ however, clearly 

fa~ls to tap old experience to any grea~ extent through th~S "WOrst ever '~ 

~uestiofi~ The f~ct that in~erViewee~ did usually 91ve ~ f a i r l y  recent 

incident, i f  any at a l l ,  whed asked thi~ quest~0h Is ihdlCb~iv~ of the 

apparent #ecesSi0n in consCiousneSs of V[ctimlza~iOn e~perie~¢e. 

Pages 39 and 40 damaged in NCJRS Library copy.
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Together with otherdata in our survey, this observation has 

a significance for an understanding of the impact of experience on 
.. . • , 

public attitudes that we may convey by twisting slightly a common phrase." 

'~/hat have they done to me lately." 
- . - ' , ; . . " • i. "- " - .7 . . -. 

A conclusion of our methodological work is that the memories of 

our respondents preclude the use of data from our survey for conclusions 

about trends in crime incidence, either over the long run or the short 
• . { , . .. 

run. A series of sQrve~/s using identical approaches over time, however, 

couJd.be,use#,ully..employed for. this• .purpose.. . . . . . .  

.{ We cannot rule out completely the possibility that increases in 

the actual incidence of victimization may have contributed to a greater 

number of reports for the most recent periods than for older ones. As 

most dramatically evidenced by the incompletely analyzed•data for the 

13th Precinct which used a different procedure for eliciting reports of 

victimization, however, the differences which follow from different 

methodological treatments are of a far greater order of magnitude than 

can reasonably characterize short-run or local variations in •actual 

preyalence of crime. 

It is nonetheless a most important observation that over 40 per 

cent of the citizens interviewed in this survey claim that neither.they 

nor any member of their househoTd have ever been victim Qf a crime--not 

even one of the most minor sort. The entire lifetime experience of all 

5 1 r.espondents~ accordi.ng to their reports, involved only 66 crimes of 

violence, including simple assaults and robberies. Since the average 

age of the respondents was about 42 years, the answers suggest that violent 

crime is an uncommon event in the life history. 

! 
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,Victi.mization.,Repor.tio£,.,iq,.#he.,T~re#, PEec,.nq~S 

With reSpeCt to recency ef fects ,  hone of the devlces we attempted 

Couid ove#come th is tendency completely, although our Final resul ts u~ing 

modified procedures had much less pronounced time 9¢adlents than did 

those from the i n i t i a l  pretest  procedureS, Nonetheless, the ~arge major i ty  

of the incidents reported represented recent perioes (see Table 2-4).  

TABLE 2-4 

DATES OF INCIDENTS OF VICTIMIZATION FOR PRECINCTS 6, lO, 14 
(ALL 444 INCIDENTS REPORTED BY 511 RESPONDENTS) 

, - ~ i ,if i i , II' h I, lhl I', I' il I i , , 

Cumulative 
Time Period Number Per Cent Per Cent 

i ,i J lJ i ,i J, , , , . ,.i , L '~: P ,h ,h d , I* , L ~ '~,, ' ........ 

Apr i l  to Ju ly ,  1966 a 43 

danuary to Ma#ch, 1966 53 

October to December, 1965 61 

July to September, 1965 36 

April to June, 1965 41 

January to March, 1965 26 

Other 1965-1966, date not spec i f i c  26 

October [o December, 1964 4 

Juiy tO September, 1964 9 

April to June, 1964 12 

3 to 5 years ago 63 

6 or more years ago 70 

Total 

. . . .  [ , , ~ i 1 

l o  to 

12 22 

13 35 

8 43 

9 52 

6 58 

6 64 

] 65 

2 67 

3 ?0 

i4 84 

16 lO0 

444 I O0 

, 1 [ ,  , , i , i I I , I  ' t , I I  I I , , . ~ , d L  I d  , l ,  ' . . . . . .  ~ L , ,  . . . . . .  , 

alntervlews in progress during this en t i re  in te rva l .  

I 

el 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
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I 

I 
I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

-43- 

The same tendency is noted even when only:theleast re£@nt~incident of 

victimization reported by each respondent is considered alone (see Table 2-5). 

. . . .  : . . . .  1 . . . .  T A B L E  2 - 5  . . : 

DATE OF LEAST RECENT INCIDENT MENTIQNED BY EACH RESPONDENT 

Time Per i'od Number Per Cent 
Cumulative 
Per Cent 

April to July, 1966 a 23 

March to January 1966 

October to December, 1965 

July to Septembe<, 1965 

April to June, •]965 : 

January to March, 1965 

34 

38 

27 

19 

1965 pr 1966, no specific date 14 

October to December, 1964 . 4 

July to September, 1964 

~pril to June~ 1964 

9 

..... 12 

3 to 5 years ago 63 

6 or more years ago 70 

No information I 

7 

lO 

l! 

7 

8 

6 

7 

17 

28 

35 • 

43 

49 

4 :, : ,  53 

I 

3 

3 

19 

21 

f,- 

Total 335 I OO 

57 

6o 

.79 

100 

100 

*Less than I%. 

a Interviews inprogress during this entire interval. 

To a d e g r e e ,  b o t h  r e c e n c y  a n d  t h e  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  o f  r e s p o n s e s  on 

incidents directly involving the sel.f were effects .of the questioning 

p a t t e r m .  

2 6 6 - 0 ~ 3  0 - 6 7  - 4 

I 
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E[fects of ~he Question Pa[t,ern 

Question order conceivably Could have influenCed these results. 

Of the 444 incidents of viCtimizatibn mentioned by our respondents, 2 

per cent we(e mentioned before the interviewer questioned the respondent 

about victimization at all; another 2 per Ceht were o~ly recalled later 

in the interview after the interviewer had completed questioHihg the 

respondent about victimization (see Table 2-6). 

TABLE 2-6 

INCIDENTS MENTIONED BY RESPONDENT AT SUCCESSIVE POINTS IN THE INTERVIEW 

I i  ~ i II I I I 

Mentioned at Interview ScHedule 
Question Number: 

7 or earlier (before questions dn vlctimizatiOn) 

8 (Series about "Recent-Self") 

9 (Series about "Recent-Other Member of Household") 

lO (Worst EVer--self) 

]l (Worst Ever--Other Member Of HouSehold) 

12 ("Serious Injury to Relative or Friend") 
or later in the interview 

I I L I I ' i II " i 'l I II 

Number 
Per Cent 

Of Incidents 
' ~  , i "  i i  , i , 11~ , ' hh  i I I  ' i  i i ,  i I , I ~ I 

221 53 

40 

los 25 

36 9 

Total identified 

No information 

Total incidents 
i , , J~ ir .... ,,,hJ~ I ,II . 

7 2 

ii Ill,, ~i, , L, f i'r "i i ~' 

419 100 

25 

444 

Three fourths of the incidents wbre mentioned when the respondent was 

asked the questions about thihgs that had happened to him ~ersonally 

(Questions 8 and lo of the schedule in Appendix D). More than twice 

I 
I 
i 
I 
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I 

I 
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as ma~y rePorts-of incidents were elicited by. the ques.tion.dealing with 

very recent victimizat.ion of the resPondent--since January 1965 (Question 

8)--than that asking .for the.worst crime i:n: the victim's experience 

( Q u e s t  i o n  10)  .. . . .  . . . .  • . . . . .  . , 

. When_ a s : k i n g . a b o u t . o t h e r  m e m b e r s  o f  t h e . h o u s e h o l d ,  h o w e v e r , '  t h e  

two,t~pes, of. questions.each y!el.ded equal numbers of:incident descriptions. 

About the same number...of incidents dealing with others w a s  mentioned when 

the. respond@nt was asked the.question about recent events (Question 9) 

(which .included.being.led through the."flash car_d".series of probes 

about specific incidents), as when He was asked the question abo~t the 

wo[st crime tha£ happened..to any one-living with him. ,In thecase of 

14 per can t. of the interviews, of course, the respondent lived alone..and 

questions ~bout other members of..the household were not relevan:to. ~.. 

To .some exteqt,, .the IoPsided frequency of reports about self. 
. f .  

rather than other, member.s of the household is also due to the fact that 

most. of the recent offenses, such as burglaries, which affected all numbers 

of the household, were mentioned, in the p~ior quest.ion about sel.f. These 

factors account for only part of the discrepancy, however, since, when 

the "Entire Household" incidents and the reports from one-person house- 

holds are omitted, there still remains much more than a two-to-one 

d i s c r e p a n c y  between r e p o r t s  a b o u t s e l f  and r e p o r t s  about  o t h e r s  l i v i n g  

in t h ;  h0useh01d " : ' 

0he e x p l a n a t i o n  fo r  the l a r g e  d i s c r e p a n c y  between the  two p r o p o r -  

t i o n s - - r e p o r t s  about  s e l f  and r e p o r t s  abou t  o t h e r s  • l i v i n g  wi th  s e l f - -  
:. • . . : ' ' . : . : . ' ' . ' . . .  " .  - • 

might be due to  the  o rde r  of  q u e s t i o n i n g .  The q u e s t i o n  sequence  was: 

" s e l f - r e c e n t , "  " 0 t h e r - r e c e n t , "  " s e l f - w o r s t , "  " o t h e r - w o r s t . "  As can be 

seen in Table  2 -6 ,  t h e ' p r o p o r t i o n  of  a l l  i n c i d e n t s  y i e l d e d  by a p a r t i c u l a r  
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qUestion drops from 53 per cent to 9 per cent with the first shift from 

self to other member, rises again to 25 per ce~t when the respondent is 

asked about himself again, and drops ba~k to 9 per Cent when the 

respondent is asked about oth~# members of his household. 

As for th~ effect of asking for recent events first, this was 

checked in the pretest where the queStiOn about "wOrst crime ever" was 

the prior questioh. Allowing for the briefer period Of time Covered 

by the question about recent events (ranging from ~pproximately 15 to 

15.5 months, depending UpOn the date of the interview), these pretests 

also showed an unrealistically high ~roportion bf incidents in the recent 

category (41%), (See R~port. No. 2, PP, 7-10~) 

The most important and generalized impl icat ion O~ ddr i n i t i a l  

experience was one on WhiCh we f~iled to Capitalize fully in the 

procedures that have been used in this ~-pre¢inct study. THis was the 

inference that a variable which, in our earlier report we C~lled 

"motivational fatigue," was affecting the incident reporting by respondents. 

This was evident in the relatively high rate Of reporting of just one 

incident by respondent~ and th@ iow rate with which two Or more ihcidents 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

,Z 
I 

I 
were reported. 

Comparison wlth an Eqqal-R!sk P~Obability ~odel 

The results from our Survey can be compared With a mathematiCal 

probability model that assumes no clustering of riskS, that is, that 

each person has an equal chance of being victimized at a~y time~ The 

I 
I 
I 

model assumes, further, that victims are purely passive agents and that 

nothing they do as a result Of having been victimized ohce affects their 

chances o~ being victimized one or more additional times. Giveh an over ~ 

I 

al l  rate of v ic t im iza t ion  as observed, Table 2-7 compares the observed 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

P 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

-47- 

p r o p o r t i o n s . . o f  respondents r e p o r t i n g  a g iven  number Of inc iden ts  

a f f e c t i n g  themselves or t h e i r  households w i t h  the t h e o r e t i c a l l y  expected 

prOport ions,~- :  - : : .. . , " :  ~.  . . . .  : 

• " T A B L E  2 " 7  ' " ' 

COMPARISON ,OF PRETEST.AND STUDY RESULTS: NUMBER OF INCIDENTS " ' 
OF VICTIMIZATION OF ALL TYPES REPORTED BY EACH RESPONDENT 

• " - ' . . . . .  ACTUAL AND THEORETICAL " ~ ~ 

..; . 

Number 
• of  I n c i a e n t s  " 

Respondent Reported 

Pretest Respondents 

Act ua l 

~.# 

N %~ 

T h e o r e t i c a l  

Study Respondents I 

Actua l  ~ : , ,  ..=~.. T h e o r e t i c a l  

N % N % N . %  

59 

99 

• • 2 ~ ' :•"2i' 

. ,. . ,  

4 I 

i" 5 

To ta I ] 83 

32 

54 

11' ' 

2 

1 

79 43 

66 37 

28. 15 

7 4 

2 i 

I * 

2"I "2 

196 

74 

21 

5 

' 3  

41 214 42 

38 1 8 6  36 

15 81 16 

4 24 5 

I I * 

lO0 183 100 511 100 511 100 

' * L e s s  t h a n  I % .  ' 

" " ]These da~a are for: respondents from P r e c i n c t s  6 ,  ]0 and 14. 

Data from the p r e t e s t s  and from the f i n a l  survey  are  g i v e n .  I f  the 

respondents '  repor ts  a c c u r a t e l y  m i r ro red  • r e a l i t y ,  a h igher  •than expected 

p r o p o r t i o n  of  respondents r e p o r t i n g  one i n c i d e n t  wou]d r e f l e c t  a s i t u a t i o n  

where having been a v i c t i m  once reduces the chances of being v i c t i m i z e d  

a g a i n .  This would be i d e a l l y  t rue  of  homicide v i c t i m s .  Among the c lasses  

of  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  r e f ] e c t e d  in our survey ,  however,  i t  would imply that  a 

I 
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"once bitte~, twice shy" situation prevailed. Greater than anticipated 

proportions of respondents reporting frequent ihcidentS Would imply a 

clustering of risks. 

The independent knowledge we have of the true Situation leads 

us to anticipate th~ latter type o~ deviation from the probability model. 

First of all, there is a good reason to expect that some classes of 

persons are Conslderably more vulnerable to victimization than are others. 4 

Secondly, a simple artifactual consideration suggeSts that some respondents 

would have experienced more reportable incidents than others in that 

they belong to households with a greater number of persons whose victimization 

they could report in response to the "Recent--Othe~-HouseholO Member" 

questions. 

In the pretest, a much greater proportion o~ the respondeht~ 

reported just one incident than thebretically expected. In the case of 

the survey proper, however, the f~t was extremely close, although there 

was an insignificant excess of respondents ~eporti~g one incident, rather 

than more than one or none (see Table 2-7). 

Two interpretations are consistent with the close fit of our 

actual results with the expected proportions of persons having done, one, 

or several incidents. It is possible that the teHde~cy of some people 

to take effective precautions afLer they have once been victimized balances 

out the tendency of some types of people to be more vulnerable than others. 

Another interpretation is that there iS risk Clusterin~ in actuality, but 

4See B. Mendelsohn, "The Origin of the DoCtrine of Victimology. 'j 
~xcerpta C~iminoI°qica 3 (May-June 1963). 
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the behavior  of  a respondent in the in te rv iew  is such as to reduce the 

l i k e l i h o o d  of his bother ing to repor t  an a d d i t i o n a l  inc ident  to the 

interviewer once he has described the first one. The latter effect is 

one to which we ascribed the concentrations in our.pretest data in ~he 

one,incident and no incident~categories, inthat there is little evidence 

of an effective relationship, between preca'utions and victimization. 

Indeed:the respondents who report more thanone incident of victimization 

more often reported takingi~recautionary meas~ares than tl~ose reporting 

eitI~er no incidents or merely one incident. 

.13th Prec inc t  •Experience " ' 

The remedies which we adopted for  the study p r o p e r - - g i v i n g  p r i o r i t y  

to the more r e a d i l y  reca l led  recent inc idents  and more thorough s p e c i f i c  

probing wi th  the d e t a i l e d  l i s t  of  possible  of fenses (see "Flash Cards,"  

Appendix D ) - - d i d  prov'ide a d i s t r i b u t i o n  more cons is tent  wi th a t h e o r e t i c a l l y  

expected d i s t r i b u t i o n  than was the case in the p re tes t  (see Table 2 - 7 ) .  

In the ea r ly  phase of  the in te rv iew ing  of  the study sample, however, 

both the s t a t i s t i c a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  of  the number o f ' i n c i d e n t s  re la ted  

by each respondent and the impressions of  the in te rv iew d i f f i c u l t i e s  reported 

by the interviewers suggested that we had not yet solved the problem. 

suspected that the source of difficulty was in our procedure of as.king 

We 

the respondent for the details of each incident he remembered as soon as 

he mentioned it rather than asking him first whether there had been any 
• ' . '. ., ".. 

other i n c i d e n t s .  This had two e f f e c t s ,  we i n f e r r e d .  F i r s t ,  the  l e n g t h y  

task of providing the details of the first one or two incidents mentioned 

drew h e a v i l y  on the r e s e r v o i r  of  m o t i v a t i o n  f o r  c o o p e r a t i n g  wi th  the  

n t e r v i e w e r .  Second,  i t  swi tched the  ta sk  o f  the  respondent  a l t e r n a t e l y  
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I 

from that of a general Search of his memory for instance~ of crime to 

the somewhat different one of remembering highly specific details about 

one instance at one point of time. 

l~h Precinct Results 

Since we were already committed to the procedure, it was not 

until we undertook the study of an additional precinct (Number 13) that 

we couid put these hypotheses to test. In the 13th Precinct, the 

respondent was first asked to give simple yes-or-no responses to the 

question of whether or not he had been a victim of one of the types of 

incidents on the Check list. It was only after the interviewer had 

completed the checklist that he asked the respondent for details of ahy 

incident mentioned, 

The apparent results of the modificatidn are striking. As 

compared with 0.8 incidents mentioned by each respbndent using the 3- 

precinct study procedure, the modified approach used in Precinct i3 

yielded approximately 2.0 incidents per respondent. Further, since we 

gave greater priority concentration tO recent evehts affecting the 

respondent himself--the victimization data on which we base our eStimatiOn 

of victim rates and offense rates--the anaiysis of the data from the 13th 

precinct yielded rates of o~fenseS appro×im~tely three times as great 

as those of the pilot study. 

The greater reporting may al~e reflect to Sbme extent a greater 

prevalence of crime in this precinct~ The major reason for the large 

increase in reporting of victimization, however, ~s probably methodological. 

Inspection indicates that the greater reporting characterizes all Of the 

very heterogeneous areas represented in the study. 
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Effects 'of Samplinq Procedure "~ 

'Another source of error is our sampli'ng proce*dure 

The sampling plan did n0t'prOvide as great a probability for 

representation of persons' fromlarger households: 'We find:that there 

is a negligible correlation (-.05) b~tween sizeof household and 

number of incidents reported by the respondent. This reinforces the. • 

earlier mentioned finding of the relatively low yield from questions 

other than those asking about the respondent's own experience. 

Many sources of data and computations to be presented here are 

used for estimating the incidence of offenses. This complicates greatly 

the problem of attaching values of the error of estimate to the results. 

No combined measure of error has been attempted. Some confidence in 

the reliability of estimates can be gained by regarding the work in 

each of the three precincts as replications of the method. Very similar 

rates of victimization, and corresponding estimates of offense rates, 

are found in each precinct. Indeed, there is far less variation from 

precinct to precinct than characterizes the rates calculated from police 

statistics. Similarly, the estimations of prevalence derived from the 
i 

first 291 interviews carried out, reported in May~ were of the same 

order of magnitude as that based on the 220 interviews completed from 

late May to early July. (See Report No. 4.) Thus, for such estimates 

as the rate of offenses or the rate of reported Part I offenses, the 

variation from precinct to precinct is very small. .We therefor can have 

high confidence that successive applications of the same procedures in 

the same areas of Washington would yield results of the same order of 

magnitude. 
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The problem of error is much more diffi'cult, however, for deciding 

whether differences between precincts or between any other subgroups of 

our sample are attributable to true difference~ to "random"'efrOrs or 

those associated wlth the inaccuracies of measuring device. Here, our 

procedure has compounded information from several sources for the various 

estimations and corrections, each of which has its particular error functions 

Differences Amonq Respondents 

As in the caSe of the data on which pblice crime StatiStics are 

based, the data from questions about victimization in Our interviews are 

functions both of what has:happened to the members of Our p6pulation 

and the adequacy of our procedures for eliciting information about these 

happenings. Our survey method is heavilydependent upon the ability and 

motivation of the respondent to remembe~ events and tO report them in 

the interview situation. In our pretest and survey experience, we have 

found that the quantity of the ~eports of victimi2atlon that are elicited 

by our interviews depends to a considerable degree upon how the task of 

remembering and reporting is structured by the interview Schedule and, 

presumably, by the way in which the interviewer uses it. 

Despite the most intensive instructiOn~ we could afford to provide 

our interviewers and the high degree of specification and standardization 

we established for the ~nterviewing procedure, we Observed considerable 

variation from interviewer to interviewe~ in ~he average number of reports 

of victimization his completed interviews contained. TO a considerable 

degree, this may follow from variation in the nature of the respondents 

inclina'tions toward relating incidents of victimization to the interviewers. 
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.:As.~a.~simple check on variation in inc.ident reporting .by charac- 

teristics.of.the respondent, we have.made tabular compar-isons between. 

those resPondents who reported no incidents of victimization whatsoever 

ha~ing occurred t.o~themselves or to any member of their household (212 

respondents) and •those who did report one or more inciden.ts (29£.respond-. 

ents). The latter were weighted in the tabulations by the number of 

incidents of victimization reported. In effect, .this amounts to treating 

each incident of v. ictimization as a case .so that.indivi~du.als who report 

more.:than .one incidentare treated as.separa~te.individuals.for each 

incident in these tab.ulations. : ° = • • ~.. 

.. ..... ~ W@. found that incident reporting.was directly related.to most.:.. 

spcia!-clas.s-linked variabl.es we.tested.. The most pronounced varia'ti6n 

was found with education but diff.erences are manifest only at.the advanced 

leve~. Among the,nonvictims, 8 per cent had completed college as contrasted 

with 20 per cent of the vict. imizat.ion respondents. Higher proportions 

of those reporting victimization than of nonvictims were. white. .S-imilarly, 

although the relationship was .less pronounced, incident reporting was 

heavier from home owners as comPared with renters, .from.residents of 

single-family houses and elevator apartment bui.ldings than those in walk- 

UP aPa ~tment houses or rooming•houses; from residents of sound structures 

tha0 dilapidated or deteriorating ones, from those paying higher rentals 

and owners of higher• valued residences, from members of family•units 

than from unattached individuals, from members of moderately small families 

(4-5 indivi.duals).as compared w.ith both smaller or largerones. Possibly 

I 
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ciass-linked as well is the heavier reporting from 6th Precinct residents 

and low reporting from 14th Precinct ones. An exdeptiOn was the index 

of socioeconomic status which we used primarily to identify the unambigu- 

ously poor, Incidents were reported somewhat more frequently by poor 

respondents and b~ high status respondents--middle SES-score respondents 

were relatlveJy highly represented among those whb had no victimization 

to report. 

Individuals who said that they were insured against theft of 

household property and those who Said their cars were insured against 

theft also wePe much more predominant among the victimization repOndents 

than among those reporting no victimization. Insurance iS also social- 

class linked, but since the magnitude of the differences is greater than 

in the case Of the other variables mentioned above, with the Sole exception 

of college completion, presumably an additional factor is Operating. 

Women also were reporters of victimization in greater p~oportion. 

An identiaal difference distinguished respondents who were the spouses 

of heads of households from those who were heads, there being no dif- 

ference among those who had other relationships to the head of household. 

Incident reports were more commonly made by those who were longer 

term residents of their community. 

Age differences were manifest in a somewhat greater p~evalenCe 

of reporting among those in the 26-to-30-year interval and a pronbunced 

tendency of those over 66 years of age to report no victimization. Widows 

and widowers relatively frequently claimed never to have been victims, 

ReSpondents who said that they usually carried a weapon of some 

sort when they went out reported victimization in greater proportion 
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than did those who claimed they carr.ied no weapons. •There was no 

association observed,~however,.with ~the importance the•respondent attached 

to safety and orderliness of theneighborhood in having picked his 

residence, or. in the-respondent's rating.of how~.free from crime his 

ne, ighborhood actually was.- . i 

The number of incidents of all types that a given respondent 

reports,it seems likely, would be more dependent upon his cooperativeness 

with the interviewer than would his reporting one incident.. If indeed 

some of the differences just discussed stem from cooperativeness, then 

they would be less likely to. be as p~onounced with respe,ctlto, rePor.ts 

of those.typ'es of incidents which were asked for first• and which are~ 

seemingly most readily remembered--the recent incidents of which the 

respondent himself was a victim. Whe.n just the incidents during the 

recent.one-year period are examined--those used in this ;report to estimate 

offense rates--differences in the.proportion of incidents reported bY 

.the various categories of respondents are in many instances the same 

as found:when all incidents were cons.idered. The college-educated, again, 

are found out of proportion among those describing a recent victimization; 

so, too, are white respondents. In the main, however, the pattern is 

for reports of .the recent incidents to be less. strongly related to.the 

class factors we speculate may have. affected the number of the incidents 

reported and more.direct,ly related to other characteristics. Recent 

incidents, as contrasted with a!l:incidents taken together, are more 

the often reported by renters than owners, those paying~ lower rents, .-. i 

"poor" on our SES measure, those divorced and separated, those with 

insurance against theft and those who carry weapons, and females. Widows 

I 
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and widowers and those over 55 years of age are less frequently represented 

among the victims of recent incidents. 

The comparisons briefly discussed above sdggest that until further 

data and analysis are available, it would be hazardous to use the gro~s 

Victimization reports from the survey to determine the differential 

Vulnerability to victimization of various elements Of the population. 

COnsiderably more work is needed to aSsesS which of thes~ differences 

may be attributable to remembering or cooperativeness, rather than actual 

victimization. 

In our present data, we appear to have higher than average 

reporting at the two ends Of: the socioeconomic s~ale. It is possible, 

as has been found in analys~s of known offenses by Census tracts, that 

residents of high Status areas bordering iow status ones (which is the 

Case of all high socioeconomic areas in our Sample) have especially 

high rates of offenses. Three-fourths of the offense~ reported by our 

respondents were directed against prOperty. It is altogether possible 

that within a genera] geographic area, there will be some relationship 

between the amount or value of a person's property and its liklihood 

of being the t@rget of an offender. At the other end, it is plausible 

that the poor inhabit areas of greatest social disorganization. Other 

of the differences and lack of differences betWeen the characteristics 

of those reporting and not reporting recent victimizatlon, however, Seem 

more consistent With differences in repOrting behavior than victimization. 

This seems the most plausible interpretation of the high number of incidents 

reported by college graduates. 
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In the case,of the excess of reporting by females, it is first 

necessary to reemphasize that the majority of the incidents inour survey 

have been classed, although often arbitrarily, as ones of which the entire 

household, not merely the respondent, wasthe victim. But, with few 

eXcepti'ons;"allof the incidents we are counting are ones of which the 

respondent regarded himself as the Victim--they are incidents given in 

responSet0 questions about oneself. Further, this was more frequently 

the ca~e with females (90' per cent of the incidents they reported) than 

males'(8i per cent oftheir incidents) We find, therefor, ~ • some greater 
- t " 

"tendency 0f women to regard themselves as a victim in the case ofcrimes 

which we define~s Victimizingthe entire household than is true of men. 

This ~ factor may explain the apparent contradiction between the data from 
l . .. 

our survey andthat fr0m other studies. (For example, the recent FBI 

"0f fender Mobility Study" in washington found that males much more 

frequentl'y were victims ofcrimes than Were females.) A much higher 

percentage of the crimes mentioned by women respondents are burglaries, 

while men mention robberies and assaults in greater pr0porti:)n. It 

follows, then, that either homes without an adult male are special target's 

of burglarsor that females are 'less likely than males to omit mentioning 

a recent burglary 'to ourinterviewers when one has occurred. We suspect 

that for burglaries and other offenses which we have classed as offenses 

against the entire household, such as vandalism, the latter factor 

accounts for th~ high ~Pparen't Vict"i'miz'a'tion of women. 
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B, Adiustin 9 Survey Results f0r Comparisons 

Time Periods and Recall 

The major purpose of the study iS tO explore the value of surveys 

of the public for Supplementing the information available to the police 

on the occurrence of crime. A central problem is gainin~ comparability 

between the incidents of victimization which the respondents in these 

precincts reported that they experienced during a given time period and 

the "actual offenses" in these precincts durihg the same period reported 

by the police. To a considerable degree, the prOcedureS used in the 

present study to collect infqrma~ion on victimization have been structured 

in the light of the problems of such comparisons. Sbmewhat different 

proCedUres would be used if one sought only to maximize the intrinsic 

potentialities of surveys of the public for knowledge of Citizen ViCtimization. 

The seemingly most reliable data from our interviews are those 

relating to recent incidents which directly involved the reSpOndent 

or his entire household. All told, the 511 respondents in the survey 

reported 258 such incidents for the one-and-a-half,year period covered by 

the pertinent questions. The distribution of such incidents by qUarter- 

year periods in Table 2-8, shows a pronounced decrease in the first two 

quarters and in the last, and a somewhat uneven distribution in the 

middle quarters Of the period. 

S~mple and plausible reasons may account for the two tails of the 

time distribution. The most recent period would be expected to have fewer 

incidents because interviews were being conducted during this entire period-- 

more than half of the interviews were completed befOr~ the midpoint of the 
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quarter had been reached. The low number of incidents dated as occurring 

in e a r . l y . 1 9 6 5  p r e s u m a b l y  r e s u l t s  f rom l e s s e r  r e c a l l  o f  e v e n t s  more r e m o t e  

in time. (See Report No. 2.) 

TABLE 2-8 
.! 

NUMBER AND PER CENT OF INCIDENTS OF RECENT VICTIMIZATION INVOLVING 
THE RESPONDENT (INCLUDING "ENTIRE HOUSEHOLD" INCIDENTS) 
BY TIME PERIOD AND CUMULATIVE RATE PER lO0 RESPONDENTS 

(N=51l Respondents) 

":Date 
Number Per Cent Cumulative 

of of Recent Rate Per 
Incidents Incidents lO0 Respondents 

~ Apri'] to July"" 

January to March 

October to December 

July to September 

April tO June 

'January toM'arch 

1965 or 1966 but not 
specifically identifiable 
by month (includes lO 
"series type" offenses) 

38 

47 

$8 

35 

39 

24 

!7 

15 

]8 

22 

14 

15 

9 

7.4 

]6.6 

28.0 

34.8 

42.5 

47.2 

50.5 

Total 1965-1966 258 I00 

266-053 0 - 67 - 5 

I 
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The distribution iS almost certainly perturbated by "telesCoping" 

effects. This results from distortiOns Of the time sense in people's 

memories so that events which happened some time agd are recalled as 

having happened more recently or the reverse. 

DiscusSions of telescoping have usually dealt with the tendency 

to shift events forward in time, although backward "telescOping" has been 

noted as well. As yet, there are no general rules applicable tO types 

of respondents, events, and time periods for evaluatln9 telescoping 

@ffects, other than that they are likely to occur and may be of substantial 

consequence for estimates based on survey reports. A review of investi- 

gations of telescoping and other distortions of recall was prepared recently 

by the Bureau of the Census 5 in connection with an extensive investigation 

of response errors in Surveys of household expenditures. 

We have many indications that, even for the most recent time 

periods, our data underestimate the frequency with which inCidentS occur. 

Presumably this is because of recall difficulties, the reticence and less 

than full cooperativeness of ~ome ~espondents, the inexpertness of some 

interviewers, the loss of data through imperfectly compieted forms, and 

the motivational fatigue associated with the long duration of some of 

our interviews (over two hours in some cases). Nonetheless, it is important 

to develop a minimum estimate of the frequency Of victimiZatiOn expressed 

in yearly-rate terms. 

5John Neter and Joseph Waksberg, Response Errors in CoI!ection 
of Expenditures Data by Househol,d Interviews: An Experimental ' Study, 
U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, September 1964, Technical 

Paper, No. l l . .  
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Period Selected for Estimations 

• We"~herefore have taken a s t h e ,  bas is  f o r  such an es t ima te  the  

first quarter of 1966 and the last three quarters of 1965. This balances 

the possi'ble~'i'nflation from telescoping of the figure for:the later 

quarter of 1965., on the one hand, with the lower value for the second 

quarter of 1965 which'apparently results from nonrecall. During this ~' 

12-month period,195 incidents Of v:ictimization were counted among our 

511 respondents--a rate of 38 per cent. ' " " ~ 

' " if;the two most recent,complete quarters be regarded as a better 

basis for anestimate, and the figure is extrapolated to a 12-month basis, 

we would estimatea 42 her cent annoal rate of victimization; rather 

than the 38 percent estimate derivedfrom the full 12 months, in this: 

i n s t a n c e ,  e r r o r  in the  d i r e c t i o n  Of conserva t i sm is p r e f e r r e d  • , however. 

N o n c o m p a r a b i l i t y  w i t h  Po] ice Data 

These f i g u r e s  are in many respects  not comparable w i t h  the 'lCrime 

Index"  f i g u r e s  of  the Uni form Crime Repor ts ,  a l t hough  t h i s  index is sometimes 

spoken of as a "victim risk rate," nor with the statistics on actual offenses 

kept by the Me t r opo . l i t a nP o l i c e .  Among the sources of noncomparabi l i ty  

a re  the fo] lowing:  

.: .Offenses  versus v i c t ims . - -The  survey f i g u r e s  are  based on the 

inc'idence o.f .personal v i c t ims ,  not of o f f e n s e s .  Some o f f ense s  have many 

victims. For others, such as offenses of mutual victimization and. those 

aga ins t  publ ic  o rde r ,  or aga ins t  co rpo ra t e  e n t i t i e s ,  i t  is d i f f i c u l t  to 

i d e n t i f y  any s p e c i f i c  individual  or ind iv idua ls  as the v i c t im .  In our 

I 
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interviewing, we left it to the judgment of the individuals as to 

whether he was a personal victim of the offenses he reported In many 

other instanceS, such as burglaries or auto thefts, every member of the 

household might consider himself the victim. 

I 

Although the magnitude is so small as tO make any possible effect 

trivial, it should also be pointed out that our procedures preclude 

6 
representation of homicide victims in our estimates. 

2. Locus.--The Uniform Crime Report ~ and police statistics locate 

crimes by the place the offense occurred; the present data by the residence 

of the victim. The incidents reported by the respondents in the main 

Occurred close to home. Almost three-fourths Of all ~n¢idents took place 

I 
I 
I 
I 

in the respondent's neighborhood; three-fifths on his own block; and 

fully half at his home. The only other frequent locatioh was the Victim's I 
place of work, where II per cent of the inCidentS reportedly took place. 

0nly in rare instances were crimes desCribed as happening outside of the 

District of Columbia. Crimes against Negro respondents had a distribution 

less remote from place of residence than was true of white respondents. 

! 

I 
6Although we had erroneously assumed the Contrary, it was technically 

possible for a homicide victim to be picked by our respondent Selection 
procedure. We were reminded that even the event of exceedlng~y minute 
probability is not an impossible event by this actually having o~curred. 
It occurred in this way. Our rules provided that the composition of a 
household that would be used for selecting the respondent would always be 
that as of the time the interviewer first derived these data from a member 
of the household. This was to be the Case regardless of whether the compositiol 
changed between that first contact and his being able to find the respondent 
available for an interview° One of odr interviewers enbmerated a household 
on a Friday, found that the member designated by the selection table as 
the respondent was not at home, returned on Monday to learn that the designated 
person had been shot and killed in a gun fight in Southeast Washington on 
Saturday. 
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3 Unevaluated' t e s t i m o n y . - - T h e  survey  f i g u r e s  are based on the 

unsuppor ted and unevaluated tes t imony  of  the i n fo rman ts ,  as opposed to 

p o l i c e  s t a t i s t i c s  where rePorted o f f e n s e s  are sub jec t  to un found ing upon 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n .  

Thus, to gain some c o m p a r a b i l i t y  o f  our v i c t i m i z a t i o n  ra tes  w i t h  

po.] ice rages of  p f fenses~ we must a d j u s t  the survey v i c t i m  data f o r :  

(1) the p lace of  res idence of v i c t i m s ;  ( 2 )  m u l t i p l e  v i c t i m s  of  a s i n g l e  

p rope r t y  o f f ense ;  and (3) f a l s e  or  baseless repo r t s  i n  t h e  i n t e r v i e w .  

ConvertinqVictim Data to Offense Data : .: 

Works h e e t  A con ta , i n s  a sur~nary o f  t h e  c a l c u l a . t i o n s . w e  have made 

to  fo rm a Very c r u d e  e s t i m a t e  o f  t h e  annua l  f r e q u e n c y  o f  o f f e n s e s  i n v o l v i n g  

the  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  o f  c i t i z e n s  o f  t h e s e  p r e c i n c t s .  Data  f rom th e  3 - p r e c i n c t  

s u r v e y  c o v e r i n g  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  i n  any  o f  t h e  f o u r  q u a r t e r s :  f rom A p r i l  1, 

1965 t o  March 31,  1966 Ere  used .  7 In v iew of  t h e  c r u d e : n a t u r e  o f  o u r  

p r g . c e d u r e ,  we have rounded  f i g u r e s  i b e r a l l y  t o . a v o i d  e r r o n e o u s  i m p r e s s i o n s  

of precision in our estimation. 

Gross Victimization Rate 

From the number of incidents reported by the respondents in each 

of the 3 precincts studied, a gross victimization rate is derived~ Inter- 

estingly, we find that the respondents in the 14th Police Precinct, which 

has the lowest crime rate in police statistics, have the highest rate 

of victimization in our survey reports. 

7There were 18 i nc i den ts  t h a t  respondents s t a t e d  occur red  du r i ng  1965 
or  1966 but which they could not date w i t h i n  a s p e c i f i c  q u a r t e r - y e a r .  The 
a m b i g u i t y  in 17 of these cases stemmed from the f a c t  t h a t  they were a s e r i e s  
of  even t s ,  r a t h e r  than one at a s p e c i f i c  p o i n t  in t i m e - - u s u a l l y  obscene or  
t h r e a t e n i n g  te lephone c a l l s  over a per iod  of  t ime or  a s e r i e s  of  acts  of  
vanda l i sm.  Each of  these se r ies  was c lassed as one i n c i d e n t  and, where they 
appeared to be of  the c o r r e c t  recency,  have been inc luded  in the i n c i d e n t s  
used f o r  the c a l a c u l a t i o n s .  

! 
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WORK SHEET A 
ESTIMATING GROSS RATE AND VOLUME OF OFFENSES BY PRECINCT FROM SURVEY 

REPORTS FOR PERIOD APRIL 19~5 THROUGH MARCH 1966 
i i ,u i , , i 

6 
' ~ ,r i ~, r i i i 

Total number of respondents. 155 
Number of incidents of which respondent was victim duping period 

period. 55 
Gross victimlzation rate. (Line 2/Line I.) .35 
Number of single-victim offenses 22 
Number of "entire household" incidents. (32) 
Eligible persons per household (age 18 or over). (2.3) 
Offense equivalent for "entire household" incidents. 

(Line 5/Line 6.) 14 
Other multiple-victim incidents." (Ii 
Number of victims per other multiple-victim incident. (2) 
Offense equivalent for other multiple-victim incidents. 

(Line 8/Line 9.) =v 
Offense equivalent for all incidents. (Sum of Lines 4,7 & I0.) 3-'~ 
Less: correction for estimated baseless complaints. (4.4% of 

Line ll.) - I  
"Actual offense" equivalent. 3--'5" 
Gross offense rate. (Line 13,/Line l.) .23 
Estimates of population age'17.~ or over. 52,000 
Gross estimate of offenses. (Line 14 x Line 15~) 12,000 
Proportion of incidents claimed reported to police. .51 
Gross estimate of reported offenses. (Line 16 x Line 17.) 6,100 
PropoPtion of incidents classed Part I. .70 
Gross estimateof PaFt I offenses. (Line 16 x L~ne 19.) 8,400 
Part I offense rate. (Line 20/Line 15.) .16 
Proportion of Part I claimed reported to police. .51 
Gross estimate of reported part I of,fense~. 

(Line 22 x Line 20.) 4,300 
Gro~s estimate of rate of reported Part I offenses. 

(Line 23/Line 15.) .08 
Proportion of incidents classed as Index offenseS. .49 
Gross estimate of Index offenses. (Line 25 x Line 16.) 5,900 
Gross estimate of rate of Index offenseg. (Line 26/Line 15.) .ll 
Proportion of Index offenses claimed reported to police. .67 
Gross estimate of reported Index offenses. 

(Line 26 x Line 28.) 3,900 
Gross estimate of rate of reported Index offenses. 

(Line 29/Line 15.) .08 

i 

31. Correction for offenses not in D. C. 

*Less than 1%. 

aRepresents 4 incidents, 3 "Entire Household" and I single victim. 

VICTIMIZAYION 

i I , i 

Precihct 

lO 14 

173 183 

65 75 
.38 .41 
20 24 

(45) (S J) 
(2.2) (2.1) 

20 24 
(O) (0) 

40 48 

-2 -2 

.22 .25 
66,000 49,000 
14,500 12,250 

.54 .58 
7,800 7,100 

.70 .68 
10,200 8,300 

.15 .17 

.62 .61 

6,300 5,100 

.I0 .I0 

.46 .55 
6,700 6,700 

.10 .14 
,75 .74 

5,000 5,000 

. 0 8  . l o  
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This illustrates the different . perspective toward crime incidence 

that is developed by survey data as compare d with conventional police 

statistics. The interpretation far the. seeming contradiction .of the 

police figures resides partl.y in the fact that, as will be shown subse- 

quently, residents of the 14th Precinct are more frequently victimized 

outside of their home precinct than are residents of the other two areas. 

In addition, as compared with the other predominantly Negro pr@cinct-- 

the lOth--few of the offenses that.occur in the 14th involve business 

establishments or nonresidents; a large proportion of the crimes listed 

in the police statistics for the l~th Precinct thus victimize residents. 

Lastly, for reasons not c!ear in the data available, a larger proportion 

of the crimes that do occur in this precinct seemingly do not appear in 

police statistics as compared with the higher-income and less-exclusiv@ly 

Negro precinct--the 6th. 

" "Ent i re-Househoid" Incidents 

As the f i r s t  step toward gaining comparabi l i ty  With pol ice data, 

we adjusted our v ic t im to ta ls  for the offenses which, in a sense, af fected 

the entire h0usehold, rather than the respondent only (Lines4 to7 of 

Wor~ks:heet A). For :these,'any member of the household whom we chanced to 

interview might possibly report he was a victim. If we consider our 

sample as a sample of individuals, offenses 'such as housebreaking and 

automobile thefts therefore have an additional chance of being enumerated 

by our method as compared with those of which only one person considers 

himself the victim. 

I 
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Without mathematicai demonstration~ this can be understood by 

considering the effect of extending our sample to where it was a lO0-per 

cent sample of the adults of the precinct. The Same offense Would then 

be reported in many cases by multiple victims Of it. Although ours is 

technically a sample of randomized informants within sampled households 

and, regardlesS of size, would never involve interviewing more than one 

respondent in any household, we are using it in the present procedure 

as a sample of adult individuals. Thus, in a later step~ We will multiply 

observed rates of victimization among our respondents by the estimated 

mature population of the precincts to derive an estimate of the total 

number of victimizations in t~e p~recinct. 

A correction for multiple victims is therefore necessary. In 

the case of incidents of victimization which actually or by our arbitrary 

definition affected the entire househoid, We used the factor of the number 

of persons 17 years old or over per household among ou# victims for all 

precincts and all such offenses. The "offense equivalent" for the "Entire- 

Household" incidents reported, shown for each precinct on Line 7 of 

Worksheet A, is the quotient of the number of Such incidents divided by 

th~ mean number of of-age respondents per household fdr the precinct. 

We arbitrarily labelled as offenses of which all members of the 

household were victimized ("Entire-Household Offenses") all burgiaries, 

auto thefts, thefts or malicious destruction of hOusehold-type goods (e.g. 

TV sets, lawn furniture), thefts of automobile parts and accessories~ 

vandalism to automobiles or to residential property, and trespass. Since, 

for convenience, we have used a ~ean--of~age persons per victimized household-- 

tO determine the number of victims of such offenseS, we designated the 

I 
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,types of offenses just mentioned as "Entire-Household Offenses" even 

when there was only one resident of the household. .~ 

I.n the case of larcen.ies, where breaking and entering was not 

involved, the actual owner of the property was considered.the victim, if 

ownership could be identified. Otherwise,. the incident was designated 

an "Entire Household Offense." Thefts from automobiles followed this 

rule~ except where auto parts or accessories were concerned. In the 

very few incidents of deliberate offenses involving automobiles (failure 

to stop o.r identify ,. or use of an automobile.maliciously), all occupants 

were cons.idered the victim where ~ actual injury or fear of injury.was: 

involved, and the entire household if damage to the automobile was 

involved. In the case of threatening or indecent phone calls,-'the 

persons ac.t~ual.ly receiving the calls were :considered the victims and 

those against whom an act was threatened. For peeping and .indecent 

exposure., where a specific individual or individuals were identifiable 

as the actual objects--subject to the peeping or the exposure--they were 

considered the victims. 

The actual number of victims was used for offenses that did not 

fall into the arbitrary "Entire-Household Offense" definitions described 

above. 

The decision was made to count as "Entire-Household" incidents 

those whi.ch the respondent mentioned as victimizing some other member of 

the household where, these, were of a type considered as victimizing all 

members of the household when mentioned by the respondent. One view of 

the reasonableness of. this procedure .is as. follows. 

I 
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Let us consider the effect of counting only incidents of which 

the individual considered himself personally a victim. Since our 

procedure does not involve interviewing every member of every sampled 

household~ we are forced to guess as to what proportion of "Entire- 

Household" incidents would be mentioned aS a victlmiz~tion of self by 

two or more members of a household. 

Data from the present survey allow a partial estimate of the 

proportion of randomly chosen respondents who would not ~ention such 

incidents as a self-victimizationo ~his is the proportion who mentioned 

incidents of this type only when asked the later questions about what 

happened to other members of their household--for example, those who 

remembered at this point "my husband's car was ~tolen," or, "The house 

was broken into and my wife's coat and my boy's typewriter were taken." 

In the case of reports of "Entire-Household" incidents by respondents as 

self-victimizations, we have had to employ the caution that some Other 

member of the household might define the event differently. For example, 

where our respondent told us l'My car wa½ stolen," we have felt that 

this particular respondent's spouse might report "Our car was stole~," 

as might his daughter or even his niece who lives with them as a member 

of the household. 

Were we confident of the exhaustiveness of the reporting by our 

respondents regarding victimization of other members of the household, 

we would know, on the average, how frequently a member of a household 

regards "Entire-Household" incidents as happening only to other members 

of his household and not himself--hence, presumably, incidents he would 

not mention if asked only about things that had happened to him, personally. 
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Actually, respondents report relatively few incidents in response 

to questions about other household members, but we can use the conserva- 

tively low proportion of self-exclusions from "Entire-Household" 

victimization that did occur in our sampl e. We would reduce our estimate 

of the number of mffltiple mentions of a given"Entire-Household" incident 

that would occur in a lO0-per:cent sample from one based on the assumption 

that all members of the household would report it, to one assuming that 

only a proportion of them will do so. This proportion would be the 

complementary proportion of incidents mentioned only in response• to questions 

about other members of the household,. 

Arithmetically, this procedure of reducing the base number of 

self-defined victims results in exactly the same value as including, 

all "Entire-Household j' incidents, regardless of whether they were elicited 

by questions about self or about others in the household. 

Our data included information on whether the respondent was a 

member of the same household or of some other household at the time of 

the offense than when interviewed. Our computations for "Entire-Household" 

crimes employ a mean •size of household and we have assumed that the 

differences between current size of household and that at the time of 

o f f e n s e  would  on the  a v e r a g e  be so  n e g l i g i b l y  d i f f e r e n t  as t o  have.  no 

a p p r e c i a b l e  e f f e c t  on our  r e s u l t s .  C o n s e q u e n t ! y ,  we have  not  c o n s i d e r e d  

c h a n g e s  o f  h o u s e h o l d  among v i c t i m s  in our c a l c u l a t i o n s .  In a s tudy .  

permitting greater precision, a check on the assumption would be necessary. 

, -  • • • , . . .- , 

| 
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Other Multiple-Victim and Multiple-Offense Incidents 

Person or property offense.--In Uniform Crime Reporting procedures, 

crimes against persons are handled differe~tly than crimes against property. 

For the former, the action against each victim is considered separately-- 

there are as many offenses recorded as there are victims. Thus, if a 

man and his wife are assaulted by a hoodlum, two offenses are considered 

to have occurred. (In our procedure, tills would be considered one incident.) 

For crimes against property, however, the Uniform Crime RepOrt rule varies, 

and there are greater problems of comparability with data from a survey. 

A concept of the "distinct operation" is involved in the procedure used 

by the police. If a numbe/ of' cars in a garage that has been broken into 

have articles stolen from them, this would be one offense by Uniform 

Crime Report rules~ since offenses are "priority coded" and each incident 

receives just one classification. Similarly, a holdup of several persons 

simultaneously is considered one offense. Foe burglaries, there is a 

single offense counted for each home or apartment entered (but, where 

several hotel rooms are ransacked on a single occasion, merely one 

offense is considered to have occurred). 

In summary, property Crimes involving multiple victims present 

problems for rendering data from a survey of citizens comparable with 

police statistics of actual offenses t~at follow uniform ~eporting 

procedure. Crimes against personS, in most instances~ do not present 

difficulty since uniform reporting procedure uses a victim base. 

Series of like offenses.--A difficulty involving units that could 

not be solved entirely satisfactorily waS encountered in the present study. 

This occurred where a respondent described what actually was a series of 
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r e l a t e d  acts over a period of time, where each could beclassed as an 

offense, but where the individual either could not specify precisely 

how many times the offense had taken place or where so many separate 

instances were involved that such acts, if counted individually, would 

contribute highlydisproportionately to . the total picture of victimization 

at which the study aimed. The offenses in question included threats, 

vandalism, obscene telePhone calls, thefts of minor automobile parts 

and accessories (hub caps, gasoline caps, spare tires), indecent 

exposure, and peeping. Usually, the victim assumed or knew the series 

of offenses was being committed ~y the same offender or group of 

offenders. In each instance where the respondent spoke of the matter 

in terms of a unitary series of ide,,tical offenses of one of the types 

listed above, it has been considered a single incident. This has 

been done even though the victim may have made two or more complaints 

to the police on different occasions In this respect, Consequently, 

the survey procedure may lead to an undercount relative to police 

statistics. 

Multiple-victim property offenses.--Provision was made for correct ng 

"for incidents in which the respondent was victimized in a property crime 

with other persons, whether or not members of his household, but where 

the entire household was not victimized. This had little effect on the 

estimations since all but one of the multiple-victim offenses that did 

not involve all members of the household for the period were person crimes. 

Since in the police statistics, these incidents involve a number of 

offenses equal to the number of victims, no correction is needed for these 

cases.  
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Using these procedures, the estimate on Line II is that the 

195 victim reports by the respondents represent the equivalent of 124 

offenses for the purpose Of extrapolation of rates to the entire population. 

Only one of the reported multiple-victim incidents other than 

those involving the "Entire-Household j' for the time period ~equired 

correction to derive an offense equivalent. Since three victims were 

involved in it, it has a value of only one-third of an offense for the 

estimation procedure. Since we have rounded to the first digit in our 

calculations, this incident drops out of the estimate total altogether 

(see Lines 8 to lO of Wqrksheet A). 

CorrectiOn for Possible Baseless Reports 

The large volume of reports of victimization relative to that 

expected on the basis of police data led us in our previous report to 

lean over backwards, as it were, to avoid undetected factors that might 

inflate the survey figures relative to those of the police report. In 

each case in which we deal with a recognized factor to which we cannot 

attach an empirical quantitative value, we have opted for a procedure that 

resolves the doubt in the direction of minimizing the estimates Of offense 

incidence derived from the survey and toward increasing those derived 

from the police data. Thus, for example, while we are certain that a 

greater number of "Entire-Household 'I incidents would have been uncovered 

had we interviewed every member of every household equally intensively, 

the estimation disregards this underestimation. 
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One source of error that could raise the survey estimates above 

true values would be false reports by the respondents. While we have 

voided those few incidents reported where events as described did not 

clearly meet our definitions of a criminal offense~ the validity of the 

factual description of what occurred was accepted as given. Incidents 

were not counted where the respondent merely suspected he had been 

victimized (most commonly, suspected pickpocket or "insider" theft). 

Although it is difficult to conceive of rational reasons for 

respondents concocting incidents to relate to the interviewer, nonetheless 

there would probably be alleged i~stances of victimization described 

that would prove unfounded upon investigation. In the absence of any 

direct mode of screening our cases for such false or baseless complaints, 

we have reduced our estimate of offenses by a percentage equal to the 

proportion of offenses reported to the Metropolitan Police that are 

subsequently unfounded. This reduction--4.4 per cent--is applied in 

Line 12. 

Gross Estimate of Offenses 

The gross estimate from our sample is that approximately 23 offenses 

occurred in the 12-month period for every IO0 persons over 17 years of 

age in-these •three precincts. The absolute number of offenses victimizing 

8The victim also had to be an innocent party--e.g, the person who 
purchased stolen property With any reason to believe it might be stolen 
was not considered a victim. 
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of-age res idents  of these prec incts  is derived by m u l t i p l y i n g  t h i s  rate 

by the est imated of-age populat ion 9 of the prec inc ts  (Line 14 to 16). 

Aqe Ad]ustmeq, t 

An adjustment is required for  our inc luding as e l i g i b l e  respondents 

a l l  those aged 18 on date of in terv iew.  Ex t rapo la t i ng  c rude ly ,  during .62 

of the days during the 12-month period used for  es t ima t ion ,  the average 

respondent c u r r e n t l y  18 was only 17 years old.  Thus, reports of  offenses 

by 18-year-Old respondents accepted for  our survey include some that 

occurred when the respondent was only 17. The form in which we took the 

data does not a l low us to winnow out these p a r t i c u l a r  inc idents .  Since 

the numerator and denominator of our rate est imates are a f fec ted  in the 

same d i r e c t i o n ,  and the values are low, l i t t l e  e r r o r  in the survey-der ived 

offense est imate would be involved beyond the f a i l u r e  to take account 

of the ]ower incidence of crimes against the youngest respondents. Pol ice 

est imates are not a f fec ted by the same fac to r ,  however, since age at 

time of of fense is the basic datum. Hence, foe more accurate comparab i l i t y ,  

est imates of p rec inc t  popula t ion and for  offenses reported to the po l ice  

should be ex t rapo la ted  to embrace the age category down to approximately 

17.4 years. The corrections, judging from police statistics, are of 

9An imprecise estimate had to be used. Although recent intercensal 
estimates of population by census tracts are available for the District 
of Columbia, the police precincts straddle some census tract boundaries. 
Estimates of the population of census tracts for 1964 were used. District 
Of Columbia, Community Renewal Program, Office of Urban Renewal, Estimated 
Population of D. C. Census Tracts and Statistical Areas ~ July I, 1964. 
December 1965. The procedure is described in Chapter I. 
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trivial magnitude, at the level of accuracy at which we are working. 

0nly I per cent of crime complainants in the police data ~are in the 

17-year-old class, for the classes of offense for which ages are given. 

A rough interpolation was .used to adjust the popul~ation estimates to 

include persons• 17.4 years or over. 

Gross Comparison of Pol ice and Survey Derived Offense Totals 

The gross estimate of the number of offenses occurring to residents 

of these 3 precincts, shown in Line 16, totals 38,700. This number 

approaches in magnitude the total of all actual offenses of all classes 

for the entire city given in the Ann~al Report of the police department, 

including offenses against nonresidents, businesses and other institutions, 
• . ~ , -~... , . 

as well as other offenses that are excluded from the survey estimates such 
,.', ~- i :. . , 

as those involving "self-victimization," or "mutual victimization." The 
--;, ,. .. . . *, 

residents 0f these 3 precincts comprise only slightly more than one- 
,..,- 

fourth of the aduit population of the entire city. 

~Types of Offenses Included in the Estimates ., 

Further steps in Worksheet A analyse these gross offense totals 

into several components. 

.Reported vs unreported offenses.--First, incidents respondents said 

were not reported to the police are removed. 10 About 55 per cent o~ all 

incidents during the period, accordingto the respondents, were reported. 

lOThe proportions used in calculating Line 17 to Line 20 of Worksheet A 
are proportions of incidents, rather than offenses. The assumption is that 
the proportions are identical for multiple-victim incidents and single-victim 
incidents. This results in.some error, but the identification of the offense- 
equivalents for the particular incidents involved in each of the categories of 
the Worksheet would have been too time consuming t*o be merited, given the small 
units involved. The effect in some slight exaggeration of the number of offenses 
in the Part I, index, and Reported categories because these.were in greater 
proportion "Entire-Household" incidents than single-victim ones. The effect is 
greatest for estimating total reported incidents where it is 5 per cent for 

the combined 3-precinct figure. 

II 
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Estimates of the numbers and rates per 100 of-age persons are 

computed for the crimes the respondents claim were reported to the police 

in the same manner as in the case for all offenses. In a similar fashion, 

successive steps of the Worksheet present estimates for all Part I offenses 

and for Part I offenses reported to the police, as well as for Uniform 

Crime Index offenses and for Index Offenses reported to the police. 

Offenses outside of D. C.--An additional step of Worksheet A 

(Line 31) presents the pe r cent of these offenses occurring outside of 

the District of Columbia as a Correction factor for estimating the contri- 

bution of offenses against mature residents of the~e precincts to the 
J 

total incidence of crime in the District of Columbia. 

Offenses aRainst institutions.--Anticipating one additional problem 

of comparability with police data, however, a final correction has been 

added. In apportioning offenses in the published police statistics between 

offenses against individual victims and those against institutions and 

business enterprises, special care has to be taken for comparisons with 

data from victim surveys to identify those types of incidents that may 

be reported in a survey by both individual victims and institutional 

representatives. A clear-out example is the theft of an individual's 

car from a tended parking lot or an automobile repair shop~ Both the 

individual auto owner and the establishment proprietor would usually 

regard themselves victimized. Although there are data available for 

estimating the proportion of police totals for auto thefts that are from 

business establishments, this information does not distinguish between 

thefts of corporately-owned and individually-owned vehicles. 

I 
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Similarly, in '!housebreaking" cases where nonresidential premises 

were involved, the police data do not sort housebreakings according to 

whether personal property or business property or both were affected. 

The descriptions of premises and reporting by the respondents allow us 

to adjust data from the victim survey to exclude all cases where there 

was a liklihood that the offense might also figure as an offense 

against a business establishment. ,. 

In-Precinct Victimization 

A more elaborate procedure has been employed to #estrict estimations 

to incidents that occurred within the precinct of current residence, since 
b 

only at the level of precinct estimates can we make any direct compari~sons 

between survey estimates and police data. This is because police data 

are available on the basis of the location of the offense, not the residence 

of the victim. 

Worksheet B presents the principal steps that were followed to 

estimate the numbers and rates of offenses against residents of a precinct 

that occurred in the precinct of residence. The procedures followed in 

Worksheet A are repeated, but adjustments are needed to deal with the 

exclusion of incidents that occurred somewhere else. 

II 
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WORKSHEET B 
ESTIMATING IN-PRECINCT RATE AND VOLUME OF OFFENSES FROM SURVEY VICTIM ZATION REPORTS 

FOR PERIOD APRIL 1965 THROUGH MARCH 1966 

Precinct 
'i 

6 I0 14 

! 

o' 
I 

l A. Rate Base Estimation 
I. Total number of respondents. 
2. Residents of precinct during entire 12-month period. 
3. In-migrants to precinct during 12-month period. 
4. Mean length of residence in precinct of in-migrant (years). 
5. Full year residence equivalent for in-migrant--"expbsure." 

(Line 3 x Line 4.) 
6~ Total respondent years--rate base (sum of Line 2 and Line 5). 

155 173 183 
134 150 159 
(21) (23) .(24) 

(.62) (.62) (.62) 

13 
147 

B. Precinct Victimization Estimation 
7. Number of incidents during period of which respondent a victim. 55 
8. Less incidents out of precinct of current residence. -12 
9. Incidents occurring in precinct of current residence 4----~ 
IO. In-precinct victimization rake. (line 9/Line 6.) .29 

C. Offense Equivalent Estimation 
If. Number of single victim in-precinct incidents 15 
12. Number of"Entire-Household" in precinct incidents. (28) 
13. Eligible persons per household (age. 18 or over). (2.3) 
14. Offense equivalent for"Entire-Hous'ehol~d i' incidents. (Line 12/Line 13. 12 
15. Other multiple-victim property incide~t~ 
16, Number of victims per incidents. 
17. Offense equivalent for other multiple-victim incidents. (Line 15/Line 16.)- 
18. 
19. 
20. 

D. Estimations of Rates and Volumes of Offenses 
21. In-precinct offense rate. (Line 20/Line 6.) 
22. Estimates of population age 17.4 or over 
23. Gross estimate of in-precinct offenses. (Line 21 × Line 22.) 
24. Proportion of in-precinct incidents claimed reported to police. 
25. Gross estimate of reported in-precinct offenses. (Line 23 x Line 24~ 

E. Estimations of Part I Rates and Volumes 

Offense equivalent for all in-precinct incidents. (Sum of Lines II,14&17.) 27 
Less correction for estimated baseless complaints. (4.4% of Line 18.) -I 
"Actual offense j' equivalent. 26 

14 ~5 
164 174 

65 75 

54 56 
• 33 .32 

]5 14 
(39) (42) 

(2.2) (2.1) 
18 2O 

3; --¢ 
-___L -2  
32 32 

.18 .20 .18 
52,000 66,000 49,000 
9,400 13,200 8,800 

• 51 .54 .58 
4,800 7,1OO 5,1OO 

• 65 .65 .70 
6,100 8,600 6,200 

.12 .13 .13 
• 51 .62 .62 

3,100 5,300 3,800 

.06 .08 .08 

.49 .46 .55 
600 6,100 4,900 
.O9 .09 .IO 
.67 .75 .74 
I00 4,600 3,600 

26. Proportion of in-precinct incidents classed Part I. 
27. Gross estimate of Part I in-precinct offenses. (Line 23 x Line 26.) 
28. Part I in-precinct offense rate. (Iine 27/Line 22.) 
29. Proportion of Part I claimed reported to police. 
30. Gross estimate of reported Part I in-precinct offenses. 

(Line 27 × Line 29.) 
31. Gross estimate of rate of reported Part I, in-precinct offenses. 

(Line 30/Line 22.) 

F. Estimations of Index Rates and Volumes 
32. Proportion of in-precinct offenses classed as Index in-precinct Offenses. 
33. Gross estimate of 10de× in-precinct offenses. (Line 23 x Line 32.) 4, 
34. Gross estimate of rate of Index in-precinct offense s.(Line 33/Line 2~) 
35. Proportion of Index in-precinct offenses claimed reported to police. 
36. Gross estimate Of reported Index in-Precinct offenseS.(Line 33xLine35.)3, 
37. Gross estimate of rate of reported Index in-precinct offenses. 

(Line 36/Line 22.) .06 .07 .07 

i 
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it 
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• Mobile respondents.--In Workshee~ A, we neglected mobility of our 

respondents. With few exceptions, they had been residents of the District 

of Columbia during the entire 12-month period on which we base our estimates. 

An appreciable proportion of our sample had moved within the. District of 

Columbia during this period, however. Were we to repeat the procedure of 

Worksheet A without taking this into account, we would probably err in 

the direction of underestimation of incidence. This can be pointed to 

most simply by considering that many (if not most) of the newcomers to the 

Precinct are•replacements for those who have moved out. (We did not employ 

information on the number of respondents in new construction, although 

this, along with demolitions, was taken into account in devising the sample.) 

We know from our data, as well as other sources of information,ithat the 

largest proportion of victimization occurs at home or close to.home. Incidents 

against those who left the precinct during the 12-month period would have 

occurred largely within the precinct, but these are not enumerated by our 

procedure. Similarly, we would expect incidents against newcomers that 

happened prior to their move to have taken place in the areas •from which 

they came. 

In our previous report, we.derived estimates on the assumption that 

those moving into the precinct were replacements of those moving out and 

that crimes against in-migrants at their previous residence would roughly 

balance those against the out-migrants in the precincts we are studying. 

Since we were not tapping through our interviews the crimes that had been 

comnitted against those who had moved out of the precinct prior to the 

.. : .. 

! 
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survey, we struck a rough balance by including in our previously reported 

estimates victimization of the in-miqrants that had occurred at or in the 

vicinity of their previous residence. 

Since a large number of our respondents had changed addresses during 

the period (about. 17 per cent), handling the complication of mobility in 

this way may lead to some inaccuracy. This is particularly true in light 

I 

i 

I 
I 

of our observation that the recently mobile more frequently report recent 

victimization in the precinct of current residence than do respondents who 

have lived in the precinct throughout the period in question. This is 

probably attributable to characteristics of those who move rather than 

immediate consequences of the act of moving. It is plausible, however, 

that a recent move helps to improve recall for recent victimization incidents, 

particularly since such a large proportion of the crimes are linked to onels 

residence. For greater accuracy of estimation~ separate rates based on 

1 
! 
! 
I 

exposure during residence in the precinct could be computed for those who 

have moved into the precinct during the period. A similar adjustment also 

could be made for the new residents of the city. 

A simpler adjustment seems satisfactory, howeVer. This involves 

adjusting the numerical base upon which we compute our victimization rate. 

Essentially, we convert our sample siZe into a sample of resident years 

(exposure to victimization as a precinct resident). The base for computing 

rate of victimization thus becomes the number of persons interviewed who 

! 
! 
i 
! 

were residents of the precinct during the entire 12-month period plus the 

sum of the fractional years of residence of in-migrants. Since our data II 
on length of residence in precinct and city were tabulated in gross class 

intervals, in actuality we used interpolated mean periods of residence as 

coefficients for estimating the latter sum. These adjustments are made in 

Part A of Worksheet B. 

iI 
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0ut-of-precinct incidents.--In the next pert of the Worksheet, the 

42 incidents that occurred out of the precinct are subtracted from our 

earlier totals. A rate of victimization in the precinct is computed (Line 10) 

using the adjusted population base. The in-precinct rate is not radically 

reduced from that based on alF incidents derived in the previous Worksheet. 

The d i f f e r e n c e  in r a t e s  be tween  p r e c i n c t s ~  b o y . e v e r ,  i s  now c o n s i d e r a b l y  

l e s s .  Two p o s s i b l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  t h e s e  o b s e r v a t i o n s  s u g g e s t  t h e m s e l v e s .  

The f i r s t ,  s u p p l e m e n t i n g  t h e  h y p o t h e s e s  m e n t i o n e d  e a r l i e r  o f  t he  h i g h  r e c e n t  

v i c t i m i z a t i o n  o f  r e c e n t  m o v e r s ,  is  t h a t  t h o s e  who move s h i f t  f rom lower  t o  

h i g h e r  r i s k  l o c a t i o n s .  I t  is a l ~ o  t,he c a s e ,  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  14th  P r e c i n c t  

r e s i d e n t s  more f r e q u e n t l y  a r e  v i c t i m s  away f rom t h e i ' r  own a r e a s  t h a n  r e s i d e n t s  

o f  t h e  o t h e e  two p r e c i n c t s .  

O t h e r  a d j u s t m e n t s . - - T h e  r e m a i n i n g  s t e p s  o f  W o r k s h e e t  B r e p e a t  t h e  

c o r r e s p o n d i n g  o p e r a t i o n s  p r e v i o u s l y  p e r f o r m e d  f o r  a l l  i n c i d e n t s .  The r e s u l t s  

w ! l i  be d i s c u s s e d  in d e t a i l  in r e l a t i o n  t o  d a t a  we w i l l  p r e s e n t  f rom p o l i c e  

statistics. 

C. Comparisons with Police Data 

• Seeking reports of victimization from cross-sections•of the public 

is a difficult and costly process. One test of the worth of studying crime 

in this manner i•s the extent to which it provides information on crime 

that is not otherwise available to the police. Consequently, the present 

report compares offense estimates derived from the survey for the 3 precints 

with data on "Actual Offenses Reported" in the Fiscai Year 1966 Annual 

II Report of the Metropolitan Police. 

lIpreliminary estimates were prepared for the Crime Commission using 
the FY 1965 report since the FY 1966 data did not become available early enough. 
These prel iminary estimates were used by the Commission in preparing its report. 
The 1966 data for the 3 precincts showed a one per cent increase for Part I 
offenses and an 18 per cent increase for Part I I classes. 
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Adjustments of Police Data 

To compare estimates from the survey with police report data, 

the contribution of victimization of the populations sampled to the police 

figures must be estimated. This requires deleting from police figures: 

I. offenses against businesses and institutions; 

2. those against nonresidents of the precincts; 

3. those against persons under 17.4 years of age; 

4. those that do not involve individual citizens as the victims, 

such as vagrancy and fugitive; 

5. offenses that involve ~'mutual victimization" or "self 

victimization" such as drug use or prostitution. 

Chart 2-I shows the adjustments needed for each class of offense 

and the availability of data for making a correction. 

The comparisons have to be restricted to offenses against mature 

residents of the precinct that occurred in the precinct of residence. 

This restriction excludes only a small proportion of all victimization 

from our consideration. About four-fifths of the incidents in question 

occurred in the precinct of residence. Estimates from an FBI survey to 

be presented below, are of a similar order. They indicate that three- 

fourths of all offenses against private citizens in these precincts are 

against residents of the precinct. Since most "Entire-Household" incidents 

victimize only residents, a lower proportion of incidents in our survey 

would involve out-of-precinct victimization than the proportion which would 

be derived after a conversion to offense units. 

! 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
I 

I 

i 
I 
I 

i 
I 
I 



! 

I' 
I 
I 
! 

I 
i 
| 

D 
I 
! 

i 
! 
l 

I 

-83 - 

CHART 2-I 
AVAILABILITY OF DATA FOR ADJUSTMENTS OF POLICE DATA TO IDENT 

COMPONENTS ATTRIBUTABLE TO OFFENSES AGAINST RESIDENT, 
OF-AGE CITIZENS, BY CLASS OF OFFENSE 

FY 

i r 

Class Required Partial Adjustment Full Adjustment 
of Offense Adjustments Possible Possible 

A 

A 

Mu rde r AR 

Manslaughter AR 

Negligent homicide AR 

Attempt rape AR 

Attempt robbery ARB 

Aggravated assault AR 

Housebreaking B 

Theft--S50 and over ARB 
$I00 and over ARB 
Under $50 ARB 

Auto theft • RB 

Other ass'ault ARB 

Weapons V 

Prost i tut ion V 

Sex offenses VAR 

Drug laws V 

Garnb I i ng V 

Liquor laws V 

Vag fancy V 

All other offenses V 

Fugitive from justice V 

VA 

AR 

AB. 

AR 

AR__ 

ARB 

A~ 

B__ 

R_~.B 

RB 

V--Victimization versus nonvictimization offenses 
A--Age of victim 
R--Resident of precinct 
B--Business or other corporate 
Underlined adjustments made from FBI survey Data 

.I 
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Estimations of Index Offenses 

More adequate bases for adjusting offenses for comparability are 

available for Part I and Index classes, particularly the latter, than is 

the case with Par E II offenses. First of all, none of these classes of 

offense are "offenses w~thout victims. '~ SeCondly, more data are available 

regarding victims and complainants for these offenses in the police 

report than for most other claSses. Thirdly, for Index classes, we were 

able to ~pply data from a survey of the mobility of offenders conducted 

by the Federal Bureau of Investigation in the Washington area during 

October and November of 1964. 

Data from special FBI survey.--The FBI survey tabulated by precinct 

for Index offenses the number that were directed against business establish- 

ments and those that involved nonresident victims. Although the number 

of cases by precinct is small, the time period not congruent with that of 

our survey, the data limited to cases for which charges were brought, and 

to Index classes, this survey provided the best data available for two 

of the four distinctions needed to compare survey and police data at the 

12 
precinct level. The data from the FBI Offender Mobility Survey used 

for adjusting the police data are shown in Table 2-9. 

Since age data on victims were available from the FBI survey only 

as averages, police data on age of complainants had to be employed to 

apportion offenses between of-age and underage victims. These figures 

were available only on a citywide basis and the assumption had to be made 

that the ratios were the same for each of these precincts. 

12pFoblems of comparability would be considerably simplified in a 
study that drew upon a citywide sample. The use of prgcinct samples was 
recommended by other interests and work carried out for the President's 
Commissions at the level of the precinct. .~ ~. ~ 
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TABLE 2-9 

OFFENSES AGAINST BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS AND NONRESIDENTS 
OF PRECINCT TABULATED IN FBI OFFENDER MOBILITY SURVEY 

Numbe~ Number Business 

I 

il 

Class of Offense 

Number 
oF Offenses Establ;shments a Nonresident b 

Precinct Precinct Precinct 

6 10 14 Total 6 10 14 Total 6 IO 14 Total 

I 
l 
I 

I 

Homicide - I l - - l 1 

Rape 4 3 7 - - ) I 

Robbery 21 48 12 81 6 7 3 ]6 - 10 6 IE~ 

Aggravated assault 12 39 32 83 - - 3 5 6 14 

Burglary 15 46 18 79 ~ 3 22 6 31 -- 

Larceny 14 34 33 81 9 16 15 40 I II 8 20 

Auto theft 12 7 19 38 5 6 8 19 u l l 

Total, 

Index Classes 74 178 I18 370 23 51 32 I06 4 27 22 53 

Per cent of 

Index Classes I00 lO0 IO0 IO0 31 29 27 29 5 15 19 14 

a143 cases were counted as "nonbusiness" which were tabulated as "unknown" 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

for this variable in the FBI Survey. 

b17 cases were counted as "resident" which were tabulated as "unknown" 
for this variable in the FBI Survey. 

I 
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Further, complainant ages are given only for pickpocket and purse- 

snatching offenses, rather than all larcenies. This is not a severe 

limitation of the applicability of the police figure, since the survey 

incident larcenies included "Entire Household j' incidents for which the 

victim age is rarely relevant. Since persons under 18 years of age 

are probably less frequently victims of pocketpicking and purse- 

snatching than of all larcenies, applying the police figure to all 

larcenies is presumably a conservative correction. An additional 

complication involving larcenies stemmed from police reporting of these 

I 

I 

i 

I 
in the categories "$I00 and over '~ and "Under $I00," rather than the 

$50 uniform reporting cutoff. Data on Washington, D. C. in the Uniform 

Crime Report, I~6~ were used to apportion larcenies into Index and non.- 

Index classes to permit application of the FBI Mobility Survey for adjustment. 

As can be seen in Table 2-9, the frequencies of incidents in the 

FBI Mobility Survey are too small to permit reliable extrapolation by both 

class of offense and precinct. We can apply cOrrections for the proportion 

of offenses that were against businesses either for all Index offenses in 

a given precinct, or for a given class of offense for all 3 precincts. 

I 

1 

The former is the preferable procedure where comparisons between precincts 

are important; the latter where the over-all results of the survey procedure 

are the focus. 

Apportionincl larcenies.--Table 2-IO shows the distribution, by precinct 

for Index classes, of Actual Offenses Reported to the police as given in the 

1965 Annual Report of the Metropolitan Police, after larceni.es have been 

apportioned on the basis of the citywide ratio of Index to non-lndex thefts. 

In Worksheet C the 3 precinct totals for each class have been subjected to 

successive corrections for comparability with the survey-derived estimates. 

I 
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TABLE 2-10 

ACTUAL INDEX OFFENSES REPORTED TO THE POLICE BY PRECINCT 

Class of Offense 

Prec inct 

6 I0 14 
Total Entire City 

Criminal homicide 1 15 10 

Rape 8 18 20 

Robbery 196 681 205 

Assault 75 295 87 

Burglary 609 ]I~4 ~ll 

Larceny-S50 and over a 152 328 125 

Auto theft 282 534 565 

26 177 

46 159 

1082 3945 

457 2474 

2174 93O9 

605 3386 

1381 5736 

I . 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I.. 

Total 1323 3025 1423 5771 : 25]86 

aApportioned from t o t a l  larcenies on data for city in Uniform 
Cr n~e Report~ I~96~, p. 176. 

I; 
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WORKSHEET C 
CORRECTIONS FOR AGE, RESIDENCE AND BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS OF "ACTUAL OFFENSES REPORTED" 

BY INDEX AND PART I CLASS--COMBINED DATA FOR THREE PRECINCTS 

I 

C!ass 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Correc t ion  
Number f o r  Offenses Estimated Cor rec t ion  EStimated Cor rec t ion  Est imated 

of Actual Against Non- of Non- Of-Age for Of-Age 
Offenses Business business busines~ Resident Non- Resident 
Reported Establishmenta Victims for Age" Victims residents Victims 

! 

I 
Murder 40 40 . I0 36 I .00 - 

, 

Manslaughter (3) (3) (3) (3) 

Rape 57 57 .34 38 .14 33 

Robbery 895 .20 716 . l 3 623 ,20 498 

Aggravated 
assault 560 - 560 . I0 504 .17 418 

Burglary 1937 .39 I82 I182 - 1182 

Larceny 281 

(Under $50) 1616 )d 1616 (.08) 1487 1487 

Auto theft I193 .50 597 - 597 .03 579 

I 
I 

I 

I 
Al l  index 

Classes 5481 3561 3357 2994 

(All Part I 
Classes) 7lO4 5177 48/44 4481 ! 

aData from FBI M o b i l i t y  Survey 

bper cent of  v i c t ims  under ]7 years;  O. C. - -wide f i gu re  of  age of complainants used 
f o r  each c lass .  

CBased on per cent repor ted in Uniform Crime Reports--1965. Po l ice  repor t  gives data 
on ly  f o r  $lOO and over and under $]OO. 

dNo data a v a i l a b l e .  

I 
I 
! 
! 
I 
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8~P.~.: :<3,.~1 30 =. ~jI;!3LP~ Y5 
Ad just i nq  f o r  o f f e n s e s  a,qa i n s t  bus ine.sses... . .-.-.Ei.cst,. . fo.r.=_r~obber i es  

bg~E ni ~b!ur,!g~!~a,F~i.e..s, l ar:ce.nJ:es and a u t o  t h e f - t , s ~ - o f f e n : s e , s  t h a t  may.-~rnvol ve bus i ness  

~n~bia'~,~ -" d'; .- '~pA -..o'i .-['.;~ ,.;'J ; . ;V .-:~'.H:~:P;O 
~,,iJ-. ~ i~ ,es tab ' l~s 'hments~ : 'a i s ' : ;~ " i c t ims- - the  p r o p o r t i o n  o'J ~; such  o f f e n S e s  l i s t e d  in  t h e  

. . . . . .  T~i-~Gv~-~-a~-in-volving b u s i n e s s e s  is  d e d u c t e d  T h i s  y i e l d s  f o r  each  

class (Column 3)~ran estimated frequency of offenses involving individuals 

or residences as victims. 

© . ' 

Adjustinc~ for__aqe.--Next, corrections are made for age applicable 

to each class of offense for the city as a whole. Since both burglaries 

and auto thefts are always considered "Entire-Household" offenses in our 

procedure, these offenses need not l~e corrected. (This is fortunate since 

no data on age of complainants or victims are available for them.) The 

per cent of Column 3 estimated as under 17 years of age is deducted. 

Adjustinc I for residence.--Lastly, from estimated frequencies of 

the of-age, nonbusiness victims in Column 5, a proportion of such victims 

is deducted that is estimated to be nonresidents of the precinct. 

In-precinct offenses against residents.--The final column 

(Column 7) is an estimate of offenses against residents of the precinct 

occurring in the precinct of residence. This quantity is directly comparable 

to the estimates of offenses developed from our respondents' reports of 

recent in-precinct victimization, presented in Worksheet B, above.' 

Before examining these comparisons, let us approach the corrections 

of pol ice data by precinct for all Index classes rather than, as has just 

been done, by specific class for all 3 precincts. The steps are shown in 

Worksheet D. 

I 
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WORKSHEET D 
CORRECTION FOR AGE, RESIDENCE AND BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS OF "ACTUAL OFFENSES REPORTED" 

BY PRECINCT FOR INDEX CLASSES 

Precinct 

J'Actual" Less Non- Of-Age Corrected Estimated 
Index Business business Corrected Nonbusiness for Non- Of-Age 

for Age Resident Offenses Victims Victims Victims resident 
Victims 

I 

J 
I 

I 
6 1322 .31 912 . l l  812 .05 771 

I0 2695 .29 1913 . I I  1703 .15 1448 

13 . I I  . I I  

14 1464 .27 1054 .II 938 .19 760 

3-Precinct 
Total 548l 3879 3453 2979 

I 

I 

I 
They are i d e n t i c a l  to  those~in Worksheet C, except  now the va lues f o r  

o f fenses  i n v o l v i n g  business es tab l i shments  and nonres iden ts  are taken from 

the t o t a l s  f o r  columns o f  Table 2-9,  ra the r  than the rows. In Comparison 

w i t h  Worksheet C, the l a t t e r  procedure resu l t s  in a sma l l e r  r educ t i on  f o r  

business v i c t i m i z a t i o n .  This is p r i m a r i l y  because l a r cen ies  f i g u r e  in 

l a r g e r  p r o p o r t i o n  in the FBI survey f i gu res  than in the p o l i c e  t a b u l a t i o n s .  

The d i sc repanc ies  are o f f s e t  by the l a t e r  c o r r e c t i o n s  f o r  age and res idence,  

however, so t ha t  the r e s u l t i n g  t o t a l s  f o r  a l l  Index c lasses f o r  the 3 

precincts are almost identical in both Worksheets. 

Gross discrepancy of survey and police offense estimates.--The 

final totals on Worksheets C and O--estimated number Of Index offenses 

against residents of the 3 precincts aged 17.4 years or over which occurred 

in the precinct of current residence--are the incidence estimates most 

comparable to estimates derived from the interviewing survey (Worksheet B). 
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The survey-based estimate for the 3 precincts is over five times the 

~qnitude of that derived from the police statistics when all in-precinct 

Index offenses are considered--15~600 offenses as compared with about ~,O00. 

Discrepancy for reported offenses.--A considerable discrepancy 

between the survey estimates and police statistics was anticipated because 

of offenses not reported or otherwise known to the police. But relatively 

little (slightly over one-fourt~ Of in-precinct victimization by Index 

offenses went unreported, according to our survey respondents. Consequently, 

even when only the totals for offenses reported to the police are considered, 

the survey based estimate is about four times as great as that derived from 

the police statistics. The smallest estimate of reported in-precinct 

offenses derived from the survey for any one of the 3 precincts is of 

greater magnitude than the total estimated from police data for all 3 precincts. 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Simplistic Comparisons 

A great number of steps and some extraneous sources of data are 

involved in the foregoing attempt to restrict attention to those types 

of incidents for which the greatest comparability exists between police 

data and the data from the survey--namely, Index and other Part I offenses 

against adult residents of the precincts occurring in the precinct of 

residence. Each correctional step involves additional sources of potential 

error. 

The extravagant differences found between the frequency of citizen 

victimization revealed by the sample survey and that suggested by the police 

report are clearly not attributable to error involved in the adjustments 

296-053 0 - 67 - 7 
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of police date, however. This can be shown dramatically by a simplistic 

statistical comparison between the two bases of estimation--one that 

neglects altogether the known inclusion in the police statistics of 

offenses against children, business establishments and nonresidents. This 

involves calculating from the police figures a rate per thousand of-age 

residents of these precincts for al I "Actual Offenses Reported" to the police. 

From these rates, an "expected" number of offenses among a sample of residents 

of the size of our survey is specified, making the assumption (we know is 

untrue) that all offenses reported to the police involved adult, private 

residents of the precinct. 

i 

Table 2-II presents such rates and expected values for Part I 

classes (with low-frequency classes combined into one category) and for all 

Index classes combined. Completely unadjusted totals of offenses from 

the pol ice table are used to calculate the rates. "Entire-Household" 

type reports from the survey are reduced to offense-equivalents by the 

procedure described earl ier. 

For all Index classes, the survey yielded over three times as 

many offenses as would be predicted even with crimes against children, 

businesses and nonresidents being included in police data, but excluded 

from survey estimates. 

Automobile theft is the only sizable class for which the survey- 

derived estimate is even within a "bail-park" order of magnitude. 13 

13Assuming a Poisson distribution a number of auto thefts as.great 
or greater in a sample of this size has a probability of .II if the true 
rate of occurence in the population is that based on the police figure and 
1964 population estimates. The survey frequencies for all other classes 
have probabilities of less than .001 
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TABLE 2-11 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES FOR PART I CLASSES EXPECTED IN SAMPLE (N=511) 
ON BASIS OF RATES REPORTED BY POLICE AND ACTUAL OBSERVED 

IN SAMPLE SURVEY OF RESIDENTS--UNADJUSTED POLICE DATA 

Class 
Police Data Rate 
IO00 Residents 

17.4 Years or Over 

Number of Offenses 

Expected Actual 
in Sample in Sample a 

Part I violent crimes b 9.3 5 15 

Burglary 11.6 6 19 

Larceny, all 14.4 ~ 7 40 

Auto theft 7.1 4 6 

All Part I 42.5 22 80 

All Index Classes 
(Estimated) c 32.8 17 55 

aCorrected for number of mature individuals per household; 45 per 
~cent of number of "Entire-Household" incidents of victimization reported 
by respondent. 

bHomicide, rape, robbery and aggravated assault. 

CBased on extrapolation of proportion of larcenies in city being 
over $50 as reported in 1965 UC___RR. 

Burg la r y  has the sma l les t  d isc repancy  o f  the o the r  c l asses ,  but here the 

" s m a l l "  d i f f e r e n c e ( o v e r  th ree t imes the "expec ted "  va lue )  is in par t  due 

to the c o n s e r v a t i v e  reduc t ion  of  the o f fense  es t imate  from the ac tua l  

number o f  i n c i d e n t s  mentioned fo r  assumed " E n t i r e - H o u s e h o l d "  ment ions .  

Table 2-12 shows the magnitudes o f  the expected number o f  o f fenses  

tha t  would occur  in a sample of  511 a d u l t s ,  employ ing the ad jus tments  o f  

pol ice data f o r  r e s i d e n t s ,  age, and bus inesses tha t  were descr ibed  e a r l i e r .  

I 
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TABLE 2-12 

NUMBER OF OFFENSES FOR PART I CLASSES EXPECTED IN SAMPLE (N=5]l) 
ON BASIS OF RATES REPORTED BY POLICE AND ACTUAL OBSERVED 

IN SAMPLE SURVEY OF RESIDENTS--POLICE DATA ADJUSTED 
FOR AGE, RESIDENCE AND BUSINESS ESTABLISHMENTS 

I 

o' 
I 

I 

Class 
Police Data Rate/ 
lO00 Residents 

17.4 Years or Over 

Number of Offenses 

Expected -Actual 
in Sample in Sample a 

I 

I 
Part I violent crimes b 5.7 3 15 

Burglary 7. I 4 19 

Larceny ($50 and over) : 1.7 l 15 

Larceny (Under $50) 8.9 5 25 

Auto theft 3.5 2 6 

I 

I 

I 

All Part I 26.8 15 80 

All Index Clases 
(Estimated) c 17.9 9 55 I 
aCorrected for number of mature individuals per household; 45 per 

cent of number of "Entire-HouseholdJ ' incidents of victimization reported 
by respondent. 

bHomicide, rape, robbery,and aggravated assault. 

CBased on extrapolation of proportion of larcenies in City being 
over $50 as reported in 1965 UCR. 

As in the previous case, we find that auto theft is by far the least 

discrepant class of offense. The sample yielded over five times the 

expected number of Part I offenses and six times the number of Index offenses. 
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Part II Classes 

Since it appears that the admitted nonreporting of offenses to the 

police by citizens accounts for only a small proportion of the differences 

between survey-derived estimates and those from police statistics, we 

are obliged to look elsewhere in the police data for the volume of reports 

of victimization citizens claim they make to the police. One possibility 

is that the police apply more severe evidential tests to the testimony 

of the citizen regarding the nature of the event and that, for certain 

types of incidents, a report that would be classed here as a Part I 

offense on the basis of the victimXs description would be more judiciously 

classed as a Part II offense. Examples are aggravated assault being classed 

as simple assault,or events described in terms of robberies being classed 

as larcenies or other assaults. 

Even with no correction for the unknown proportions that certainly 

involve business establishments, nonresidents, children, and mutual 

victimization, the Part II classes reported in the police statistics, however, 

involve far too few incidents to account for much of the discrepancy between 

the survey-derived offense estimates and the offense incidence estimated 

from police data. 

In Table 2-13, all the survey estimates are compared with the number 

of "Actual Reported Offenses" in these precincts, including Part I classes, 

and Part II classes that are definitionally equivalent to those encompassed 

14 in our survey. 

14To the Part II classes should be added certain traffic charges that 
were accepted as incidents of ~ictimization in the survey--leaving after 
colliding. Since the police report carries only 63 such offenses for all 3 
precincts, neglecting them for the moment involves only approximately a l 
per cent omission. 

Certain classes of offense are quite unabiguously irrelevant to 
individual citizen victimization and have not been counted. These are 
drug law violations, gambling, liquor law violations, and fugitives 

I 
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TABLE 2-13 

ALL ACTUAL VICTIM OFFENSES REPORTED IN POLICE ANNUAL REPORT COMPARED 
WITH SURVEY ESTIMATES OF OFFENSES AGAINST RESIDENTS 

OF PRECINCT OCCURRING IN PRECINCT 

Precinct 

6 10 14 

Total 
3 Precincts 

I 

0 I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

/ I 

Actual offenses reported a 2,040 4,003 

Survey estimates of 
"In-precinct ~' offenses 
known to the police b 

Survey estimate of all 
"In-precinct" offenses b 

1,948 7,991 

4,800 7,100 5,100 17,000 

9,400 13,200 8,800 31,400 

auncorrected for residence, age or offenses against corporate 
entities. Exclusively "no victim" offenses not counted--i.e, weapons, 
prostitution, drug laws, gambling, liquor laws, vagrancy, fugitive, and 
"all other offenses." 

bOffenses against residents 17.4 years of age or more Occurring 
in precinct of residence. 

For offenses survey respondents said were reported to the police, 

the discrepancy between survey estimates and the police report totals 

is only very slightly reduced, even with no adjustments whatsoever of 

the raw police figures. The survey figure is still more than twice 

the "Actual Offenses Reported" (Table 2-13). 

from justice. Stolen property offenses involve ambiguity in that some of 
our respondents claim they were innocent buyers of what they later learned 
was stolen property. Here, the adjustment can be made by eliminating the 
survey incidents of this type to permit deleting the entire category from 
the comparisons. Examination of the specific types of offenses categorized 
under the "all other offenses" class of the police report revealed that 
none involved citizen victimization. From information on complainants, 
sex offenses, other than rape and prostitution, could partially be assigned 
to mutual victimization. These adjustments have not been made, however. 
The full police frequency is retained. 
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In the case of Part II classes, the nonreporting of incidents 

makes a bigger difference. When comparisons of unadjusted police data 

and survey estimates are made for all classes of offenses, whether or 

not reported tO the police~ the survey estimate of incidence is about 4 

times the police figure. 

Nonoffense Cateqories 

Some of the incidents reported to the police by citizens interviewed 

in this survey may have been recorded by the police so that they are 

summarized in the Annual Report ~n tables other than those dealing with 

offenses known° Thus, "disorderly~conduct '' is not a category of the 

table of actual offenses. Although it might be subsumed under the category 

"all other offenses," there are many more cases of "disorderly conduct" 

listed in the table on "Charges" than there are in this category of the 

"Actual Offenses" table. 

Another table of the police report presents frequencies of 

"Miscellaneous ncidents Investigated." These are reports of "noncriminal" 

events receiving police attention. Of the categories of such incidents, 

some might have involved incidents which citizens regarded as criminal 

victimizations. Two classes of "Incidents Investigated" involving injuries 

are relevant: "fighting (injury)," and "shooting, stabbing or assault. ~'15 

15An incidental observation attendant to this step was that of apparent 
major shifts in police recording or reporting practices in the precincts 
we studied and in the city as a whole. One of these changes was the apparent 
wholesale abandonment of the "Miscellaneous Incidents Investigated" tabulation 
in the case of fights and assaults to the "Offenses Known" table. Some 
shifting of these incidents may have taken place. In the FY 1965 report, 
the department listed 2,409 incidents of "Fighting (Injury)"; in FY 1966, 
only 217 such incidents, considerably less than one-tenth as many. In the 

I 
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An additional two appear under the cateqories "Miscellaneous Incidents": 

"Mental Observation" and "Complaints." 

With the addition of the motor vehicle law viOlations mentioned 

earlier, our inspection revealed no other categories in the police report 

which might encompass the types of victimization reported in the survey. 

~he frequencies for these categories are shown in Table 2~]4. 

Clearly, many if not most of the disorderly charges and miscellaneous 

incidents investigated are not incidents of individual citizen victimization 

Of the type accepted by our survey classifications. For the Charges, 

p~esumably more than one person may have been charged as a result of 

the same incidents, presenting' an~analogous problem of deriving an offense 

equivalent to that of our multiple-victim incidents reports in the survey. 

Where victims might have been involved, their residence doubtless was 

not always in the precinct. Conceivably, there is some overlap betWeen 

these categories and cases entered in the Actual Offenses table. 

Nonetheless, even if all of the frequencies of these entries 

in the police report are added to the totals of Actual OffenSeS Reported, 

the resulting totals still fall far short of the in-precinct offense 

estimates derived from the survey. The comparisons are shown in Table 2-15. 

i .  ,, 

remaining other assault-type incident category, "Shooting, Stabbing, or 
Assault (No Fight)~" the decrease from FY 1965 to FY 1966 was from 850 to 
95. Aggravated Assault, along with Larceny and Rape, were the Part I Offense 
Classes that showed increases from the first to the second of these years, 
while other major crime categories declined. The District of Columbia 
Crime Commission traced an increase in larceny reporting in large measure 
to use of "Offense" reports, rather than the "Miscellaneous Complaint" form 
and other changes in recording larcenies in a few precincts which more than 
doubled the number of larcenies they reported in the second year. 
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TABLE 2-14 

ENTRIES IN POLICE ANNUAL REPORT POSSIBLY a 
REPRESENTING VICTIMIZATION INCIDENTS 

BY PRECINCT 

Number of Entries 

Entry Classification • Precinct 

6 IO 14 

Total 
3 Precincts 

Actual Offenses Reported: 

Part I classes 
Part I I classes 

Charges; 

Disorderly conduct b 

Miscellaneous Incidents-lnjuries: 

Fighting (injury) 
Shooting, stabbing or assault 

(no fight) 

Miscellaneous Incidents--Misc.; 

I:,818 3,510 1,776 
2~22 493 172 

7,104 
887 

730 1,980 1,371 4,O81 

7 19 4 30 

2 II 3 16 

Mental observation 53 91 23 
Complaints 48 161 I17 

Motor Vehicle Law Violations: 

167 
326 

Leaving after colliding 13 II 23 47 

Total Entries 2,893 6,276 3,489 12,658 

aExclusively "no victim" offenses were not counted--i.e., weapons, 
prostitution, drug laws, gambling, liquor laws, vagrancy, fugitive from 
justice. 

bThis is an offender count, not an offense count as in the UCR 
s ys t era. 

Jr\ 
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TABLE 2-15 

COMPARISON OF SURVEY ESTIMATE OF REPORTED IN-PRECINCT OFFEN~ES AND SUM 
OF FREQUENCIES ALL POSSIBLY RELEVANT ENTRIES IN POLICE ANNUAL REPORT 

I • • 
I 

I 

PrecinGt 

, I ~ l ,  i ± , '  

]0 14 
Total 

'I I I 1 

SurVey-derived estimate 
of offenses reported 
to the police; victim 
r~sident of precinct 
of offense 

Ill ill ? I II ̧ h I I 

4,800 7,100 5,10o 17,000 

ACtual offenses a and other 
police report entries b : 0 
that may have involved 
victimization 2,893 6,276 3~489 12,658 

.. " i i i i Ii ii k i r, i , r, h,, i.,i 11 I i ] ..... i ' " h ~i 'i' • I 

aExcludes: Weapons (carrying and possessing), p#ostitutio~, 
drug laws, gambling, liquor laws, Vagrancy, and fugitive, only. 
Includes offenses against nonresidentS, organizations, c~Idren, and 
in unknown proportion, Offenses with no specific Victim. 

bSee Table 2-14. 
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D. Comparison With 13th Precinct Results 

Method or "True Rate" Differences 

In conducting the study in the 13th Precinct, a modification of 

procedure was instituted. This involved eliciting details regarding 

incidents of victimization only after brief "yes or no" responses to the 

check list of offenses had been obtained. As was discussed earlier in 

this chapter, this modification was expected to encourage more exhaustive 

reporting and, indeed, a much higher victimization rate was obtained in 

the nterviews completed in this p,recinct. For several reasons it is 

diff cult to go beyond surmise in deriding how much of this higher rate 

is due to changes in the interviewing procedure and how much to possible 

real differences of incidence. 

I 
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Sources of Noncomparability 

In police statistics, 13th Precinct has a markedly higher volume 

~f offenses than do any of the 3 precincts studied originally, as shown 

in Table 2-16. This incidence is particularly great in view of the fact 

that the 13th Precinct has a much smaller population than any of the others. 

TABLE 2-16 

ACTUAL OFFENSES KNOWN TO THE POLICE IN FOUR PRECINCTS 

Actual Precincts 
Offenses Known 

6 lO 14 13 

lwJl 

Part I Offenses 
Part II Offenses 

1,818 3,510 1,776 3,611 
530 1,393 1,597 1,849 

Total 2,348 4,903 3,373 5,460 

I 
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The precinct is also distinctive in other respects that stem from 

its areas being in the main closer to the centers of business activity of 

the city. One special feature of this precinct--its inclusion in its 

western section of a substantial portion of the foreign missions and 

residences of members of the diplomatic community--led to the exclusion 

of this entire census tract from the program of the interviewing. An 

estimated 6 per cent of the precinct population lives in this tract. 

Since the entire territory of the precinct was not included in the survey 

and since compilations of police offense data are unavailable for geograph- 

ical units smaller than the precinct, comparisons of survey derived 

estimates of and those based o9 police statistics are not as readily 

performed for the 13th Precinct as for the other precincts. 

An additional complication in such comparisons inheres in the 13th 

Precinct respondents ~ reporting a lower proportion of all incidents of 

victimization as offenses that became known to the police. 

A slight depression of 13th Precinct rates might also derive from 

our use of incidents of the four quarters of the 1966 Fiscal Year as the 

basis for estimates rather than, as in the case Of the 3-precinct study , 

three FY 1966 quarters and the last quarter of the preceding fiscal year. 

Data Of the Metropolitan Police DePartment showed a pronounced decline in 

the average number of major offenses--particularly burglary and robbery-- 

during the last half of the 1966 Fiscal Year. This, the Department claimed, 

was a product of saturation patrolling and the innovation of the Tactical 

Force. The distribution of the incidents developed in this survey cannot 

be used as a check on these trends because of the effects of recall that 

have been discussed. 
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It is altogether possible that residents of the 13th Precinct are 

more frequently victims of offenses than are those of the other districts. 

The change in data collection procedure also may have contributed to the 

higher frequency of victimization reports. The design of the two studies 

has not provided a certain basis for evaluating the latter effect. It is 

our impression that it was a pronounced one--an impression derived from 

the consistency with which this higher rate obtained among all the inter- 

views conducted in this precinct despite variations in time and place, 

by the higher frequency of mention of minor incidents and incidents not 

reported to the police, and by the much lower frequencies in the contiguous, 

and in many respects similar, 10th'~Precinct. 

A more promising approach toward separating the effects of "true 

rates" and interviewing procedure would involve comparative analysis of the 

data of the surveys, rather than comparisons with police statistics. In 

future analyses of these data, we intend to examine the variations of 

victimization reports among respondents inhabiting various ecologically 

defined areas and among respondents with similar social and economic 

characteristics. 

Our tabulation of incidents of victimization reported by 13th 

Precinct residences also differed slightly from that used earlier. More 

stringent criteria were applied to delete incidents that might not have 

been judged as offenses by police officers or which were difficult to 

compare with police figures which combined victim and no-victim types of 

offenses. Thus, in the 13th Precinct, all incidents which might have 

been classed as disorderly conduct or public nuisance, receiving stolen 

I 
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property, slander, offenSes involving use of automobiles and miscel]aneous 

others were omitted. In all, about 15 per cent of the incidents reported 

by 13th Precinct residents were excluded from estimations that would 

have been counted as victimizations using the criteria employed in the 

3-precinct survey. 

A'll of these factors contaminate an attempt to asseSs the effects 

of the methodological change by determining whether the survey-derived 
,I 

estimates of victimization exceed that derived from police offense statis- 

tics to a greater degree than was observed in the 3-precinct survey. We 

did apply to the 13th Precinct data the steps used in the 3-precinct survey 

to derive estimated offense rates and to compare them with adjusted and 

unadjusted offense rates computed from police statistics. In the case of 

the 13th Precinct data, however, the data were uncorrected for the various 

elements of noncomparability with the earlier procedure noted above In 

addition, we assumed that the census tract of the precinct in which we 

had not interviewed had zero crime incidence, since no direct estimation 

of its absolute or relative crime incidence could be derived. In effect, 

we neglected these several factors known to give us an artificially low 

estimation of the 13th Precinct offense rates in comparison with that for 

the other three precincts. If the 13th Precinct survey-derived estimates 

nonetheless exceeded police totals in greater degree than observed in the 

3-precinct survey, this would be inconsistent with the hypotheses that 

the high victimization rate in the 13th was due to the higher incidence 

suggested by police statistics. 

The results were somewhat ambiguous. Considering reported Index 

offenses only, the survey estimate of such in-precinct offenses against 
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residents deviates more in the positive direction from the total of 

Index offenses in police statistics in comparison with the deviation of 

only one of the other 3 precincts. This is shown in Table 2-17. 

TABLE 2-17 

TWO-SURVEY METHODS COMPARED FOR INDEX OFFENSES: 
DESCREPANCY OF SURVEY ESTIMATES OF REPORTED IN-PRECINCT: 

OFFENSES AGAINST RESIDENTS WITH ACTUAL OFFENSES KNOWN TO THE POLICE: 
INDEX CLASSES ONLY 

I 

I 

Im 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

3-Precincts 13th Precinct 

Actual offenses known a 

Survey-derived estimate 

5,771 3,147 

ll,300 5,500 

aAll larcenies adjusted from citywide ratios of Index to Nonindex 
larceny. 

The same result obtains if all Part I classes are considered, although 

:.because nonreporting of offenses tends to be somewhat more pronounced in 

the 13th for small value larcenies, the discrepancy is not as pronounced 

as in the case of estimated Index offenses. The IOth Precinct--which is 

proximate to the 13th and most resembles it in rates computed from police 

data--is the precinct with the lower discrepancy of police and survey- 

derived estimates. 

When all classes of offenses are considered, or when the various 

adjustments of police data for businesses and nonresidence are attempted, 

the results in all of the first 3 precincts studied were proportionately 

larger relative to police data than were the corresponding estimates from 

the 13th Precinct procedure. 
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We were therefore unable to reject on this basis the possibility 

that the relatively high reporting of victimization by 13th Precinct 

respondents was due to the higher incidence manifest in police statistics 

for this precinct. 

Summary of. 13th Precinct Data 

I . 

I 
Of the 282 respondents interviewed in the 13th Precinct, 223, 

or 79 per cent, reported one or more incidents of victimization. In I 
the 3-precinct survey, the corresponding percentage was only 59 per 

cent. A much greater percentage of the respondents reported multiple 

incidents in the 13th Precinct that in the previous pilot study. With 

the assumptions discussed in connection with Table 2-7, the 13th Precinct 

data suggest a more realistic incidence of multiple victimization, that 

II 
! 

I 
is, some risk clustering. 

Using the period from July 1965 through June 1966 as the basis~ BI 
a gross victimization rate of .75 per year was found for these respondents. 

This compares with .38 in the first three precincts studied. If only 

the most recent six-month period is considered, an annual rate 29 per 

cent greater than this figure results. 

Thus, even though about one out of five of the residents inter- 

viewed claimed never to have been a victim of any crime at any time in 

I 

I 

I 
their lives, the projected rates from the most recent six-month period 

suggest that the number of victimizations of adults during the course 

of a year is about equal to the number of adults living in this area. I 
Certain classes of incidents, as mentioned above, were excluded 

from subsequent tabulations reported here in that they were of a type Ik 
that it was felt might not be represented in police offense data. These 
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included disorderly conduct, offenses said to have been committed 

by police officers, selling stolen goods, and slander or defamation, 

and victimization by a hit-and-run driver. With these excluded, the 

gross victimization rate for the precinct is .68 per year. 

When incidents reported are translated to offenses by the same 

procedure as discussed with regard to the data from the 3-precinct 

study, this victimization rate is taken as representing an equivalent 

offense rate of .47. The corresponding rate in the first 3 precincts 

was .23. About 59 per cent of all incidents were described as having 

been reported to the police. : 

Considering Part I classes only, the Victimization rate for the 

13th Precinct was .43, with the quivalent offense rate being °28. For 

Index classes, the offense rate estimate is .24. Since about 60 per 

cent of the Index classes are said to have been reported to the police, 

the estimated equivalent in police statistics to the data from the 

~urvey would be a rate of approximately 15,000 offenses per lO0,O00 of 

population. (This is a slightly more than four-and-a-half times the 

UCR rate for the city of Washington--a rate which includes offenses 

against businesses, children, and nonresidents.) 

While about one-fourth of the incidents occurred outside of the 

13th Precinct, the majority of these are accounted for by victimization 

of recent migrants to the precinct in the vicinity of their former 

residence. As a consequence, when victimization in the precinct is 

considered alone, the total victimization rate is reduced only about ]2 

per cent, and the Part I and Index rates are hardly lower at all than 

when victimization is counted regardless of place. 

2 B 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - 8 

I 



- Io8-  

E. Discuss ion 

Survey-Oriented Comparisons 

Various steps could be taken to render the 13th Precinct data 

more comparable with those from the 3-precinct study to make the 

foregoing type of test less biased in the direction of a low estima- 

tion of 13th Precinct rates. The steps have not been taken because 

the results in both the 3-precinct survey and that in the 13th Precinct 

suggest there is little validity in evaluating survey results on vic- 

timization by using police statistics for the precincts as an estimate 

of a "true rate." 

Conceptually and operationally, there are very great difficulties 

in translating police data into probabilities of citizen victimization 

in a manner consistent with valid comparison with survey results. Citizen 

reports to interviewers in these precincts, furthermore, yield rates of 

victimization so much greater in order of magnitude relative to police 

statistics as to suggest that the universe of events the two kinds of 

data share in common may be small relative to that which is represented 

in one and not the other. Lastly, and most compelling, are the results 

in the 3-precinct study in which only very small variation was found in 

survey victimization rates despite very great variation from precinct to 

precinct in per capita offense rates computed from police statisticS. Thus, 

police report tables yield an incidence of Part I offenses per adult resi- 

dent about one and a half times that of the 14th Precinct. Yet the former 

precinct has precisely the same Part I offense rate as the i4th in survey 
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reports. Computed from police data, the 13th Precinct rate exceeds that 

of the 10th in the same proportion as the latter exceeds the lqth. In 

our survey results, however, the 13th Precinct respondents reported 

Part I victimization twice as frequently as did respondents in the 10th 

or in the other precincts of the pilot study. 

Victim Risk Indicators: Survey and Police Rates Compared 

The major burdens confronted in the rate estimation discussed 

in this chapter have been those of adjusting the data on victimization 

developed in the survey to provide £omparability with police data. 

Indeed, major aspects of the design of the interview itself were adapted 

to the same fundamental objective. It is consequently significant in 

evaluating the usefulness of the survey method as the basis for developing 

statistical indicators of crime to note that the first, and most 

directly derived rate estimate from the survey in the preceding discussion 

was a simple victim risk rate. This is the rate on line 3 of Worksheet A, 

which was derived by simply dividing the number of reported incidents of 

victimization by the number of respondents in thesample. 

The Crime Index presented by the UCR, according to its compilers, 

" . for practical purposes, should be considered as a victim risk 

rate." In many respects, however, it serves poorly as such a rate. 

The t'Dark F igure"  

l .  Report in 9 by p u b l i c . - - F i r s t  of a l l ,  the Crime Rate is a rate 

of repor ts  of po l i ce  recorded offenses to est imated popu la t ion .  The 

of fenses known to po l ice  der ive in the main from c i t i z e n  repor ts .  The 

I 
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evidence from this survey indicates that the ratio of reports to actual 

victimization varies greatly among the Index Classes. Excluding murder 

and rape, for which'too few cases are available for calculation, the 

percentage of offenses victims claimed were known to the police varied 

from 92 per cent for auto theft to about 70 per cent for larceny. The 

rate, hence, does not provide an index of the relative chances of 

victimization of various cla~ses of crime. For the UCR Crime Index as 

a whole, there is further considerable variation in the ratio of reported 

to unreported offenses even among the fairly similar police districts 

in this one city; the obserVed range being from 60 per cent reported by 

13th Precinct residents to 75oper cent reported in the lOth. The observed 

variation in the ratios of reported to unreported victimization incidents 

among various classes of offenses and from place to place, furthermore, 

suggests that the ratio will also vary over time. This would limit the 

utility of crime rates for its most publicized use; namely as a measure 

of increases or decreases of the hazards of victimization. 

Biderman 16 discusses a variety of converging factors attendant 

to current social change leading on the balance to continually more 

complete reporting of victimization by citizens to the police. He posited 

this as leading to an expectation of continual, spurious increases in the 

Crime'Index. In this survey, however, to the extent that respondents' 

testimony regarding reporting can be accepted on its face, only a 

relatively small proportion of citizen victimization by Index offenses 

remains unknown to the police--only about 25- ~O per cent of all incidents 

in 3 of these precincts. Hence, it is extremely unlikely that variations 

of the total crime rate in any major way (say, more than 5 per Cent in 

a year) would be due to fluctuations in citizen reporting. For example, 

16Albert D. Biderman "Social Indicators and Goals" in Raymond A. 
Baner (ed.), Social Indicators. (Cambridge, Mass.: The M.I.T. Press 1966.) 
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a I0 per cent decrease in nonreporting by citizens would only affect the 

Crime Rate by 2.5 to 4 per cent. This is less true of larceny alone, 

and presumably of rape, for which nonreporting is more common. 

2. Reportinq by police.--A much greater potential source of 

spurious change, judging from the results of the present survey, are the 

reporting practices of the police. The data here indicate that the 

incidents reported by the police as Index offenses in their published 

statistics are a minor fraction of all those reported by citizens to them 

as such. In these incidents, the citizen is a victim of an event which 

he describes as involving elements making-up at least the "common sense" 

definition of a crime of an Index class. Thus, clearly, it is a police 

perspective of the event, not the victim's perspective, that determines 

whether victimization has occurred. "Victim risk" is in this way not 

applicable to subjectively meaningful calculations by members of the 

public. This may be illustrated dramatically by the difference between 

telling a woman: "The way things are going now, there is only about 

O~ce chance in 5,000 that you will be raped this year," and telling her 

the same thing, but adding " . and that the investigating officers 

will believe your story (or a witness, if there is one) and report the 

fact to their department and that there, in turn, no one will discount 

their report." 

The results of this survey suggest that even small, directional 

changes in the crediting and counting of citizen reports by the police 

will have major consequences for the Crime Index in these jurisdictions. 

A change in which 2 per cent more of citizen complaints were recorded 

would increase the Crime Rate by perhaps 8 per cent. 
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In the article mentioned above, Biderman also suggests that trends 

are predominantly.in the direction of increased police reporting. In this I 
same connection, it is possible that publicity attendant to the sponsor- 

ship by the Crime Commission of surveys to explore the problem of unreported 

crime and preliminary releases of the results of these surveys in themselves 

may carry implicit criticisms of police statistical practices and, thereby, 

lead to measures in law enforcement agencies to prevent "killing crimes" 

on the books. It is likely that mass media portrayals of the "crime 

crisis," on the balance, increase rather than decrease the incentives of 

I 
i 
I 
I 

police departments toward full and accurate depiction of known offenses 

in their statistics. Citlzens~fully anticipate being told that crime 

is increasing in their particular locality because they are told it is 

increasing everywhere. In the main, they are unlikely to blame any 

increases reported on law enforcement officials. Indeed, a large number 

of law enforcement officials are avowing currently that offenses are 

becoming more frequent and clearances infrequent because of the restrictions 

court decisions have placed upon them. In the event that statistical • 

reporting by a police agency is distorted in a manner rendering it more 

consistent with public relations objectives of the agency, the distortions 

currently would be expected to go in the opposite direction from alleged 

manipulations of the past by which individual officers or departments 

sought to avoid "looking bad. 'i 

Some poiicemen contend that an aspect of the political climate 

operates in the opposite direction--that is to decreased reporting. Agitation 

regarding the civil rights of suspects and effects of court decisions on 

the ability of police to develop evidence for charges and to make charges 

stick, it is suggested, lead officers to make noreport at all where they 
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can take no effective action or where taking action involves the risk 

of an allegation of misconduct. In Washington, where this is permitted, 

the only report of an investigation may be that of "No report necessary." 

In either event, we are confronted with problems of interpretation 

because of many factors precluding the assumption that there is a constant 

ratio between reported and unreported offenses. The "dark figure" may 

swell or shrink from year to year. 

Victim Counts Versus Event Counts 

A second serious deficiency of the UCR Crime Rate as a "victim 

risk rate" that the survey method brings sharply to focus is that most 

o# the units of victimization from which it is calculated are not 

individual persons. For the property crimes, the offense units which 

are the numerator for the rate can involve the victimization of one 

individual, several individuals, or some property-owning collectivity-- 

a household, a supermarket chain, the American Telephone and Telegraph 

Company, a city, or the federal government. 

Use of offenses as units for constructing a "victim risk rate ~' 

presents many insuperable difficulties. The difficult and sometimes 

arbitrary corrections and adjustments that were performed on the data of 

the present survey to render them comparable to police offense rates 

are due precisely to these difficulties. The logic of the survey method 

is such as to yield directly a victim count. The police data on which 

the UCR rate is based are not oriented to victims but rather to the 

transactions of law violators. For the purposes of a victim risk rate, 

the adjustments of the survey data to render them comparable to police 

data detract rather than add meaning; for example, adjustments for 

incidents involving business, organizational or household property. 

I 
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To form a victim risk rate from counts of offenseS, one must make the 

same adjustments in the reverse direction. In addition, complexities 

of law and of property relationship; ambiguities arising in some cases 

of unsuccessful attempts at crime; variations in Size and composition 

of household wpuld besebany attempt at estimating the number of persons 

victimized by a given number of offenses. By accepting the respOndent's 

own definition of himself as a victim or nonvictim, the survey method 

can avoid these difficulties. It can also ascertain and scale the 

person's expressions of the severity of his victimization in objective 

and subjective terms as a basis for weightings of "victim risk rates." 

m 
Rate Denominators 

The police statistics comprising the UCR present a further diffi- 

culty as a victim risk rate in that they are derived from a given 

jurisdiction. Inhabitants of a jurisdiction, however, are subject to 

the risk of victimization at times when they are outside of it and some 

of the victimization that takes place in a jurisdiction is against non- 

inhabitants. Thus, residents of a jurisdiction in which a volume of 

crime is committed against transients are ill-informed of their risk by 

a UCR type of rate. In this regard, as well, the adjustments made of 

survey data for victimization outside of area of residence to render them 

comparable with police data detract from their Value for forming victim 

risk estimates. 

The latter difficulty of UCR Crime Rates as a "victim risk rate" 

points to another type of invalidity if has for such a purpose. This is 

the inappropriateness of the units which form its denominator, as apart 

from the problems previously discussed which have involved its numerator. 
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The Crime Rate is an arbitrary indicator analogous to such other commonly 

used ones as telephones per capita, where per capita is used as an 

arbitrary magnitude scale, rather than a risk rate where the denominator 

is comprised of the population at risk. From offense data, the murder 

rate would be such a fraction, but not a burglary or larceny rate. For 

the latter, the population at risk expands, for example, with the growth 

of the number of vending machines as well as the growth of population. 

Indeed, it may well be the case that each newly produced vending machine 

stands a much greater chance of being a victim of a larceny (or burglary, 

as the definition may be) at some~'ti~e during its "life" than does each 

newborn babe. This is certainly true for the first few years of the 

respective lives at risk of vending machines and babes. For property 

crimes, a risk rate based on offense data would have to be computed either 

on the basis of units of property (e.g. ratio of value of criminally 

misappropriated, destroyed or damaged property to total value of property 

~at risk) or in relation to a population of ownership units. 

Person crimes, while more appropriately treated in per capita 

terms, present some problems because of unequal risk probabilities among 

age and sex categories. In particular, menshould be excluded from victim 

and risk calculations for rape. 

The survey method yields directly for any numerator of victimization 

a denominator of persons who can be defined in any desired terms as at risk 

to that type of victimization. It should also be noted that therefore 

rates estimated from a sample survey are not dependenL on the accuracy 

of current estimates of the total size and Composition of the population 

from which it is drawn, as are rates computed from police data. In an 
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area such as Washington which has a changing and mobile population and 

major current shifts in land use, intercensal data is still too slow 

in becoming available and to unrefined for small areas, such as police 

precincts, tO provide reliable rate bases. The difficulty is compounded 

by the lack of congruence of police and census geographical divisions. 

Difficulties of the Survey Method 

In each of the respects discussed abOve, survey data fits more 

readily the concept "victim risk rate." 

The difficulties of survey data as a basis for victim risk 

estimates are rather of three,other kinds, namely, 

I. the representativeness of the sample 

2. the validity of respondents' reports 

3. tile need for fairly large samples and the costs of interviewing 

them. 

F. Summary 

The self-reports of crime victimization developed by our survey 

suggest an incidence of crime in these communities that is at least 

several times the magnitude indicated by police reports. 

The estimates are very crude. They are based on a small sample. 

It is difficult to compare survey-based incidence estimates with police 

data. The statistical steps involve various possible types of error 

of estimation which have not been quantitatiVely stated. Nonetheless, 

we have full confidence that the import of the findings on crime incidence 

are valid. First, at each step of our analysis we have tended toward 
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resolving doubts in the direction of minimizing the magnitude of 

estimates from survey data and toward a maximum estimate of the com- 

parable figures in police data. Secondly, we believe that our inter- 

viewing methods more often fail to uncover victimization among those 

inter'viewed rather than to overestimate it. Thirdly, we achieved 

results of roughly the same order of magnitude in our pretest inter- 

viewing, as set forth in the previous report of this project. Fourthly, 

the data on incidence are consistent in the several precincts where 

different interviewers were employed. Lastly, even an extreme amount 

of error in the direction of ove.restimation by our procedures would 

still not affect the following major findings: 

The self-re~orts of victimization by citizens interviewed in 

their homes suggest a much higher incidence of crime than do police 

statistics, and further, nonreporting of offenses does not account 

for the major share of the vast discrepancy. 

Implications 

A facil'e but generally incorrect conclusion that might be attached 

to these f!ndings is that crime is much more prevalent than has been 

supposed. In a literal sense such a conclusion is baseless. To our 

knowledge,, there has not existed previously any basis for supposing 

any quantitative order of magnitude whatsoever for the incidence of most 

kinds of citizen victimization. Consequently, there is no extant com- 

parable scale on which we can place the measure made in these four 

precincts and thereby say that there has been found either a great deal, 

a moderate amount, or very little victimization. We have no basis for 
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even guessing what a method such as ours would have yielded had it 

been applied in the same precincts one year ago or ten. Further, 

because we have been both hasty and innovational, our methods have 

been crude. We have some confidence that with greater experience 

and greater care, a yet larger volume of incidents would be reported 

by an equivalent sample. Indeed, the changed procedures employed in 

our supplemental survey in a fourth Washington precinct may have had 

that result. 

The closest approach to a measure of "how much crime is going 

on" has thus far been actual offenses known to the police. In addition 

to its never having been expressed in victim terms, this index has 

many inadequacies. It is a function of what the offender does to the 

citizen and of what he and/or the police do about it. 

Our data and our crude efforts to give them some comparability 

with police data suggest that the latter grossly underenumerate actual 

incidence. If we accept what our respondents say, the discrepancy 

presumably involves the police not reporting what people report to them 

in much greater degree than the nonreporting of offenses to the police 

by the public. The survey method used here is one approach to disen- 

tangling the three components of:official crime statistics. More 

important, perhaps, it provides a more direct means of establishing 

values for the risk of victimization than do agency statistics as 

collected at present. 
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CHAPTER III 

CITIZEN PERCEPTIONS AND ATTITUDES 

A. Fear of Crime 

The respondents believed that the crime problem in Washington 

is a serious problem, that it is growing worse and that it is of 

immediate concern to themselves. They are concerned about crime both 

on a general community level and as a problem of safety for themselves, 

their families and their possessions. The fear that harm might come 

to them or their families has a very considerable impact on the daily 

lives of the people we interviewed. 

Theconsideration given to safety in making the decisions that 

most affect the nature of everyday life is illustrated in the part it 

piays in choosing a place to live. Respondents were asked whether they 

had thought more about the neighborhood or the house in deciding to 

• locate where they did. The largest number said that the neighborhood 

was most important and nearly as many said that neighborhood and house 

were of equal importance. Only 31 per cent of those who thought they 

had a choice said that they had given primary consideration to the house. 

Although some respondents selected a location because of its convenience 

to employment, schools or other facilities and a few based their choice 

on the aesthetic qualities of an area, a majority had placed greatest 

emphasis on the safety and moral atmosphere of the neighborhood. 
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Having selected a residence which, within the limits of alterna- 

tives available to him, seemed to be in a relatively safe location, the 

typical respondent then felt more secure near his home than farther 

afield. This was true even of persons who lived in areas with relatively 

high crime rates. Respondents were asked to compare the chances of 

being robbed or getting beaten up in their own neighborhoods and other 

parts of the city. The majority thought their own neighborhoods were 

about average or very safe in that respect. 

Not everyone was so secure, however. One-fifth thought that they 

were less safe near home than in other parts of the city or that they 

lived in an area that wa~ one of the worst in town. Nearly as many 

said there was so much trouble in their neighborhoods that they would 

like to move if they could. A greater proportion thought there were 

at least some inhabitants of their own neighborhoods who create dis- 

turbances. Most of the remainder thought there were crimes committed 

by outsiders who came into the area. 

Whether or not they feel relatively safe in their immediate 

environs, most persons believe that crime has been getting worse in 

Washington. In response to such a question three-fourths of the respond- 

ents said that crime is getting worse, 15 per cent that it is staying 

about the same and only iO per cent thought that there was improvement. 

This pessimism was characteristic of persons of both races and sexes. 

B. Anxiety and Vulnerability 

A Measure of Anxiet~ 

These items, safety as a criterion for residence selection, 

perception of personal danger in neighborhood, wanting to move to a safer 
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l o ca t i on ,  b e l i e f  that  neighbors create d is turbances and a b e l i e f  that  

crime is g e t t i n g w o r s e  were combined to form an index of anx ie t y  about 

cr ime. The index score r e f l e c t s  an i n d i v i d u a l ' s  concern fo r  his personal 

sa fe ty  in his immediate surroundings and also a more genera l ized concern 

about the "cr ime s i t u a t i o n . "  The responses to the items which form the 

index can be found in Table 3-1. 

TABLE 3- l 

RESPONSES TO ITEMS FORMING AN INDEX OF ANXIETY 

Indices of Anxiety 

I. 

2. 

. 

. 

. 

What was it about the neighborhood that was most important? (For 
those who placed greatest emphas:is On neighborhood in selecting 
res idence. )  % N 

Safety or moral characteristics.. 56 194 
Convenience or aesthetic 

characteristics ......... 44 ]57 

When you think about the chances of getting beaten up 
would you say this neighborhood is 

Very safe ...... 22 I13 
About average .... 56 283 
Less safe than most. 18 89 
One of worst .... 2 12 
Don't know ..... 2 12 

Is there so much trouble that you would move if you could? 
(For those who did not characterize neighborhood as very 
sa fe . )  

Yes . . . . . .  24 
No . . . . . . .  76 

89 
277 

Are most of your neighbors quiet or are there some 
who create disturbances? 

All quiet ...... 69 
Few disturbances . 23 
Many disturbances. 8 

348 
]16 
40 

Do you think that crime has been getting better or worse 
here in Washington during the past year? 

Bet te r  . . . .  10 
Worse .... 75 
Same .... 16 

5o 

373 
78 
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Analysis of the crime anxiety scores of the respondents suggests 

two major findings. First, although there is some rough correspondence 

between the objective vulnerability of broad categories of persons and 

their level of anxiety about crime, this correspondence is far from 

I. 
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i 
perfect. Second, it is apparent that/the degree of anxiety about crime 

is not primarily a function of an individual's personal experience with 

crime. These findings~ together with the evidence that many people view 

the remote situation as worse than that in their immediate surroundings, 

suggest that most people are basing their estimates of the gravity of 

the crime problem and its dangers to themselves primarily on factors 

other than their own circumstances and experiences. 
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V a r i a t i o n  by Race 

There nontheless may be one r e f l e c t i o n  in t h i s  measure of anx ie ty  

of the r e l a t i v e  danger to var ious categor ies of persons. Genera l ly ,  the 

Negroes who were interv iewed exh ib i ted  more worry about crime than did 

the whi te  respondents. With in each rac ia l  category,  more women had high 

anx ie t y  scores than men. The propor t ion  in each category w i th  high 

anxiety scores were: Negro men~ 53 per cent; Negro women, 56 per cent; 

white men 29 per cent; and white women, 47 per cent. The greater con- 

cern exhibited by NegrOes is consistent with the risks of victimi- 

zation suggested by police statistics. An analysis of police records 

in Chicago, for example, indicates that Negroes are far more likely to 

be the victims of a serious offense against the person than are white 

] 
persons. There is no reason to believe that the figures by race are 

IAlbert J. Reiss, Jr., "Probability of Victimization for Major 
Crimes Against the Person by Race and Sex Status of Victims and Offenders," 
A Report to the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Criminal Justice, Crime Statistics Series 6, 1966. 
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different in other cities even if the absolute magnitudes of victimization 

are not comparable. In that city the probability of vic~t.imization for 

rape, robbery, assault and battery was 391 per lO,O00 Negro males, 276 

per lO,O00 Negro females., 64 per iO,O00 white males and 35 .per I0,000 

white females. Thus a Negro man is more than Six times as likely .to be 

• victimized as a white man.and a Negro woman runs a risk about eight times 

that of a white woman and four times that of a white man. The greater 

anxiety of women is not consi'stent with the probabiliti:es of victimiza- 

tion, however, as within each racial category men far more frequently 

than women are victims, A deep-seated sense of helplessness should an 

attack occur may be one reason for the greater anxiety expressed by 

women. ]hen,too, women may be more fearful of.offenses against the person 

than seems warranted by the probability of victimization because of the 

nature of the consequences. Victims of sexual assaults have tradition- 

ally been stigmatized or believed that they have been stigmatized. 

The consequences anticipated then are considerably in excess of any 

physical injury or property loss. The fearfulness of the women respond- 

ents does not seem unreasonable if the nature of the consequences, as 

well as the risk of victimization, is considered. 

If the data on victimization deve!oped by the present survey are 

taken as the measure of risk, however, then it is whites, not Negroes 

who are more frequently victims, and women, rather than men. This is 

because of the preponderance of offenses against property, however. Crimes 

involving violence and threats rank by race and sex as "in the police data. 

2 6 6 ~ 0 5 3  { ' )  - 67 - 9 
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Other Correlates of Anxiety 

There is another sense in which level of anxiety may be related 

to actual vulnerability. If in general people'with greater financial 

resources are better able to protect themselves from harm, then the 

relationship between income and anxiety for the white respondents and 

the Negro men seems reasonable. For both of these categories of persons 

the anxietyscores decrease with an increase in income as is apparent 

in Table 3-2. 

TABLE 3-2 

ANXIETY ABOUT CR|ME AND INCOME 
(Per Cent With High Anxiety Scores) 

I 
! 

! 

I 
i f 

Neqro Men Negro Women White 
% N % N % N II 

Under $81.O0-weekly 

$81.OO to $120.OO weekly 

Over $120.O0 weekly 

60 (20) a 49 (45) 64 (ll) 

62 (82) 59 (82) 4~ (17) 

42 (53) 53 (SS) 42 (38) 

I 

| 
aFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which 

percentage is based. 

While there was greater anxiety about crime among Negro women, 

the least fearful Negro women were not the college educated or those 

with the highest incomes, who might be expected to live in objectively 

safer surroundings. It was rather those with a grammar school education 

or less, who lived in "broken" homes rather than in typical households 

with both an adult man and woman in the family, and those with incomes 

of $80.00 per week or less. It hardly seems likely that these women live 

! 

! 
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in greater safety than those with higher incomes and more education. 

They may, however, be reconciled to their low incomes and Iife without 

I 

I 

I 

I 

husbands, with the vulnerability that these conditions imply. They 

may also be less influenced by news accounts of crime. This is not to 

say that these women are without anxiety and fear, but that they are on 

the average less anxious than other Negro women. One might expect that 

individuals who live in households with children would be particularly 

apprehensive about crime. The presence of children in the household 

was not associated with greater anxiety, howeuer, for either Negro or 

white respondents. 

Although there were pronounced differences in the average degree 

! 

D 

of anxiety expressed by respondents in the three precincts, the objective 

characteristics of an area did not seem to be the determining factor.. In 

a multiple regression analysis of the anxiety index score, precinct of 

II 

i 

residence was found to be more highly related to anxiety than almost 

any other known characteristic of the individual. Yet, while Fel,atively 

few of the respondents in one of the low-crime-rate precincts had 

manifested a high degree of anxiety, in the other low-crime-rate precinct 

II 
there were as many ~'high anxiety" respondents as in the precinct with the 

highest rate (see Table 3-3). 

! 

TABLE 3-3 

ANXIETY ABOUT CRIME IN THREE PRECINCTS 
(Per Cent With High Anxiety Scores) 

I 
Six Ten 

N ~ N 

Fourteen 

N 

Negro men 
Negro women 
White 

Total 

39 (44) a 53 (61) 6] 
43 (65) 63 (76) 59 
45 (46) 56 (36) 39 

(72) 
(93) 
(,~8) 

39 (155) 58 (173) 28 (183) 

I 
t 

aNumber of cases on which percentage is based. 
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It appears that there may be a climate of concern and worry which is 

more intense in some areas, less in others. Persons who live in an 

atmosphere of pronounced fear and anxiety are more likeiy to worry 

about their safety, regardless of their objective risks. The climate 

of concern in the three precincts will be discussed'further in a later 

section. 

C. Personal Experience and Anxiety About Crime 
:, 

Two measures of an individual's experience with crime were used 

I 

II 

I 

i 

I 
to investigate the influence of these experiences on the respondent's 

attitudes.' The first was si'mpl~ whether an individual reported an 

incident of victimization to the interviewer or said that nothing had 

ever happened to him. A second measure, a "crime exposure" index, took 

! 
! 

into account an individualls experience with crime in greater detail-- 

the number and seriousness of the incidents he reported, whether any 

friend or relative had ever been injured or killed as a result of crime 

and whether he himself had ever seen a crime committed. No matter which 

of these measures of experience was used, those who had more experience 

| 

! 
were no moreanxious than those who had less or no experience of this 

nature. I 
In an analysis by race andsex categories, however, Negro men 

prove to be an exception. Table 3-4 shows that the level of anxiety 

ac@ording to crime exposure score varies randomly for the white respond- 

ents and the Negro women. For most people it seems that a general sense 

of uneasiness about personal safety is not a result of having been a 

victim of a crime. 

I 
iI 
I 
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TABLE 3-4 

ANXIETY ABOUT CRIME AND EXPERIENCE AS VICTIM 
(Per Cent With High Anxiety Scores) 

I 
Exposure Score b Negro Men NegroWomen "White 

I 

I 

il 

l 48 (48) a 59 (65) 35 (23) 

2 5~ (54) 54 (65) 52 (25) 

3 50 (28) 55 (53) 35 (23) 

4 62 (47) 57 (51:) 45 (29) 

No incidents 47 (79) 58 (97) 42 (36) 

One incident or more 56 : (73) 58 (88) 37 (35) 

I, aFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which 
percentage is based. 

bHigher score means greater victimization. 

i 
I 

! 

t 
I 
i 

~i I , 

There does seem to be a tendency for Negroes who report one inci- 

dent of victimization to believe that there has been a great increase 

in crimes of violence more often than those who report no incidents. To 

the extent that this is sos it would seem that personal experience has 

influenced their perceptions of crime if not their anxiety about it. 

As indicated in Table 3-5, however, more than half of the Negro respond- 

ents who said that they had never been the victims of any kind of crime 

nevertheless thought that there was a very great increase in violent 

crimes. The white respondents were even less influenced by personal 

experience; a larger proportion of those who reported no incident rather 

than One estimated a very great increase in violent crimes was taken place. 

I 
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TABLE 3-'5 

HAS THERE BEEN AN INCREASE IN VIOLENT CRIME IN WASHINGTON? 
(Per Cent Reporting "Very Much More.") 

I 

I 
Crime 

Exposure a 

l 

2 

3 

4 

No incident 

One incident 
• ,' i 

Negro Men Negro Women White 

% N % % % N 

48 (48) b 54 (65) 65 (23) 

70 (54) 69 (65) 48 (25) 

43 (28) 60 (53) 52 (23) 

60 (47) 65 (51) 72 (29) 

51 (79) 55 (97) 61 (36) 

66 (73) 69 (88) 51 (35) 

I 
I 
! 

i 
aHigher score means exposure to more and/or more serious crime. 

bFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which percentage 
i s based. 

I 

Further evidence that personal experience is not the major deter- 

minant of our respondents' perceptions can be inferred from their sources 

of information. After they were asked for their estimates of an increase 

or decrease, they were asked where they had obtained their information 

on this subject. A preponderant majority either said they got their 

information from the news media or from what they heard people say. 

Measure for Self-Protection 
[ 

When respondents were asked whether they had done anything to 

protect themselves in any way against the dangers of crime, more of them 

(38%) spontaneously said that they stay off the streets at night than 

tI 
! 

i 
| 
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mentioned any other measure of protection. Improving locks on doors 

and avoiding being out alone ranked second and third. Other frequently 

mentioned measures were putting locks and bars on windows, using taxis 

at night and not talking to strangers. The protective measures are 

listed in rank order of frequency of mention in Table 3-6. 

I. Personal behavior 

2. 

TABLE 3-6 

INDICES OF SELF PROTECTION 

. 

Staying Off,streets at night . 
Avoid being out alone at night . 
Avoid talking to strangers .... 
Use taxis at night ........ 
Carry weapon for protection. 

Measures taken by respondent to secure house 
or apartment. 

N % 

194 38 a 
127 25 
62 12 
56 II 
44 9 

Improvement of locks ....... 171 33 
Added locks or bars on windows 49 9 
Firearms kept for protection 43 8 
Additional lights ......... 25 5 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  66 13 

Measures taken by owners or managers to secure house 
or apartment. 

Added locks or bar~ on windows . 13 3 
Additional lights ......... 13 3 
Doorman or attendant ....... lO 2 
Other . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28 5 

ii 
II 

aN=511. Percentages add to more than IOO because many respondents 
named more than one measure. 

It seems clear that most of our respondents thought of crime 

primarily in terms of personal attacks upon themselves or members of 

their households and somewhat less frequently in terms of loss of property 

II 
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through theft. They did not respond in terms of guarding against overly 

sharp loan practices, fraudulent business practices, or other "white 

collar" or organized crime. Our respondents were most of all afraid of 

the personal attacks, assaults which they believed might befall them if 

they were on the streets at night and particularly if alone. 

Analysis of these responses serves to emphasize the salience of 

a fear of personal attack. ".A combined index of "self-protection" was 

constructed of these items, each respondent was assigned a "self-protection" 

score and a multiple regression analysis was used to explore the import- 

ance of each protective measure to the total score. Staying off the 

streets,, using taxis and avo['din'g being out alone at night or talking to 

strangers are the precautions most characteristic of the respondents who 

have high self-protection scores. Not only do a smaller number of respond- 

ents take measures to make their homes more secure but these were not 

usually the same persons who were careful to avoid danger on the streets. 

Similarly, few persons depended on weapons, either at home or abroad, 

and they were not the same persons who were staying off the streets. 

The correlations of each protective measure with the total self-pro- 

tection score are listed in Table l in Appendix C. 

The greater concern of women r~garding personal attacks on 

themselves is reflected in the d:istribution of the self-protection 

scores (see Table 3-7). Whereas Negroes are more anxious than whites, 

women take more steps to safeguard themselves from victimization than 

do men. Negro women accordingly have the highest scores on both indexes. 
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TABLE 3-7 

SELF-PROTECTION BY SEX AND RACE 

ii Low High 

% N % N 

I 

I 
I 

White women 

White men 

Negro women 

Negro men 

35 25 65 47 72 

50 14 50 ]4 28 

33 78 67 156 234 

67 I18 33 59 177 

I 

Im 
! 
! 

t 
il 
It 
It 

The proportions with high self-protection scores are Negro men 33 per 
9 

cent;Negro women, 67 per cent; whi~e men, 50 per cent; and white women, 

65 per cent. The avoidance of danger by women is underscored by the 

fact that white and Negro women have equally high self-protection scores, 

although their respective victimization risks are greatly unequal. 

Although on the average women mention more protectivemeasures, men, too, 

are leary of the streets; 36 per cent 'of the white men and 21 per cent 

of the Negro men say they stay off the streets at night in order to 

protect themselves from crime. Generally, persons with lower incomes 

have higher self-protection scores than the higher income groups, just 

as lower income groups tended to have higher anxiety scores. As noted 

earlier, Negro women were an exception in that those with lower incomes 

were less anxious than those with higher incomes. That they are not 

oblivious to the possibility of danger, however, is evidenced by their 

high self-protection scores. As shown in Table 3-8, they and low income 

white women have higher self-protection scores than does any other group. 

I 
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TABLE 3-8 

SELF-PROTECTION AND INCOME 
(Percentage with High Self-Protection Scores) 

Negro Male Negro Female White Male White Female 

i. 

I 
i 

% N % N % N % N 

I 
Income Under 

$81.00 
weekly 40 (20) a 73 (45) - 73 (II) b 

$81 .oo-$12o.oo 
weekly 35 (82) 67 (82) 50 (6) 64 (II) 

Over $120.O0 
weekly 30 (53)• 68 (55) 36 (I/l) 63 (24) 

I 

I 
! 

~I -~ 
aFigure in parentheses is number on which percentage is based. 

bNumbers which are too small for stable percentages are presented 

for their descriptive value. 
I 

They may not express as much concern about the chances of getting beaten 

up as •dosome other groups, but they nevertheless avoid being out on 

the streets alone at night. 

D. Fear of Personal Attack 

The concern about rising crime rates is, to a great extent, a 

belief that crimes against the person have been increasing. While there 

is some variation among the various indicators of concern for personal 

safety we used, the belief that crimes against the person are increasing 

is common to both races and both sexes. Respondents were asked whether 

there had been an increase in violent crimes, such as shootings, stabbings 

or rapes, in Washington in the last five years. Over half of each sex- 

race category said there was "very much more." There was here unanimity 

! 
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that there was at least a "Ilttle bit more" violent crime than five 

years ago--those agreeing that this was the case ranged from 80 per 

cent of the Negro men to over 90 per cent of the white women (see 

Table 3-9). 

TABLE 3-9 

BELIEF THAT VIOLENT CRIME HAS INCREASED 
IN WASHINGTON IN LAST FIVE YEARS 

(In Percentages) 

i 
Very Little Not No Less Don't 
Much Bit Much Increase Now Know 
More More Difference 

Negro men 57 23 ~12 4 2 2 177 

I 
Negro women 62 18 12 3 .a 3 234 

White men 54 36 4 - 7 28 

White women 63 29 4 l l l 72 

Total 60 22 IO 3 I 3 511 

aLess than .5 of I%. 

II 

II 

I 

I 

The pervasiveness and intensity of the fear of personal attack 

illustrates another way in which cOncern about crime does not correspond 

to objective dangers. Not only are violent crimes quite uncommon com- 

pared to other offenses but the number of these crimes relative to the 

population is small. Or, from another perspective, the chances of death 

from automobile accidents, fails, suicide or other accidents are all 

greater than from homicide. The intense fear of attack on the streets 

or assault by a stranger is particularly incongruent with objective 

risks. The risk of serious attack is about twice as great from persons 

II 
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well known to the victim as'it is from strangers. 2 Furthermore, injuries 

in the case of assault are r~c~ only more common but more serious when 

the victim and offender know each other well. The anxiety about personal 

safety, the restrictions and the inconvenience.which people are willing 

to undergo to avoid personal danger from strangers appear disproportionate 

to the relatively low objective probabilities of these dangers in com- 

parison with other perils to life and property. 

E. Reliance On Law Enforcement 

. National pollsin recent years have indicated that a majority of 

the population seems to att~ibdte increased crime rates to a breakdown 

in morals or inadequate moral training or discipline of young people. 

When asked about remedies for the Crime situation, however, they look 

largely to tighter policing and sterner law enforcement. When respond- 

ents in Washington were asked what they thought was the most important 

thing that could be done to cut down crime in the city, they too~ 

advocated strictness. Their responses were classified as recommendations 

of repressive measures, of social amelioration or of moral inculcation. 

Repressive measures included such things as more police, police dogs, 

stiffer sentences, and cracking-down o~ teenagers. Social amelioration 

included advocacy of such things as more jobs, recreation andyouth pro- 

grams, better housing, and improved police-community relations. Moral 

inculcation measures were better child training, religious training and 

revival, community leadership, and simply "teach discipline." Sixty 

2Uniform Crime Reports, 1965, p. 7. 
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per cent of the respondents recommended repressive measures, 40 per 

cent social amelioration and/or moral inculcation. Only three-and-one- 

half per cent recommended moral measures alone. 

Another evidence of a tendency to think of stern law enforcement 

as the way to solve the crime problem is contained in the answer to a 

question asking whether the sentences given by courts in Washington 

were generally "too lenient" or "too harsh." Over half (58%) thought 

the courts were "too lenient"; 22 per cent thought they were "about 

right"; II per cent, sometimes lenient and sometimes harsh; fewer than 

2 per cent said "too harsh." (The remaining 7 per cent said that they 

did not know.) : 

More po l i ce ,  more s t r i ngen t  p o l i c i n g  and less leniency by the 

c o u r t s - - t h i s  is how a subs tan t ia l  segment of our sample would undertake 

to  reduce the amount of crime in the c i t y .  Fewer thought that  soc ia l  

changes or improving the moral f i b e r  of  the popu la t ion  was the so l u t i on .  

F. Respect for Police and Law Enforcement 

Not only is there substantial reliance on the police, there is 

also considerable goodwill toward them. Most of our respondents (85%) 

agreed that "people who take on the tough job of being a policeman 

deserve a lot more thanks and respect than they get from the public." 

Almost as many (78%) agreed that there are just a few policemen who are 

responsible for the bad publicity that the force sometimes gets and 

(6~) that policemen ought to get more pay than they do. 

This respect and goodwill notwithstanding, most persons have 

some reservations regarding their evaluation of the police. Although 

I 
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most persons thought thepolice deserve more thanks than they get, 29 

per cent said that you Would have to replace at least half the police 

in order to have a good force. There was no question to which more than 

half of the respondents answered in a manner which was unfavorable to 

the pol ice, but half did agree that the "police gO after little things 

and ignore the really bad things going on." Half of the respondents 

[hought that wealthy and influential people receive preferential treat 

ment and almost as many thought that many police 'enjoy pushing people 

around." There were very few persons whose responses were consistently 

sympathetic Or unsympathetic toward the police, however. Most. persons 

gave some propolice responses and some critical of the city's force. 

A combined index of propolice attitudes was constructed, based 

on a factor analysis Of a large number of items in the interviews which 

were concerned with attitudes toward the police. 3 The analysisisolated 

six items which were a general measure of respect and goodwill. They 

are listed in Table 3-I0 in the order of their factor loading, that is, 

their relative importance to the pattern of responses that formed this 

measure. Each respondent was thenassigned a propolice score based on 

his responses to these items. It should be noted that this index of 

respect for the police does not includ~ any items of the interview that 

had strong racial or civil rights overtones, since this propolice measure 

was found to be quite separate from the civil rights issue. That is, 

in general, the manner in which a respondent •answered a propolice item 

was not directlyrelated to his response to a rights item. 

3Cooley, William W. and Paul R. Lohnes, Multivariate Procedures 
for the Behavioral Sciences (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1962)~ pp. 151-185. 
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TABLE 3-I0 

RESPONSES TO ITEMS IN PROPOLICE INDEX BY SEX AND RACE 
( In Percentages ) 

L ,  

Negro Men 

(N=177) 

Agree Dis- Don't 
agree Know 

Negro Women 

(N=234) 

Agree Dis- Don't 
agree Know 

White Men 

(N=28) 

Agree Dis- Don't 
agree Know 

i , r ,  ~ , 

White Women 

(N=72) 

Agree Dis- 
agree 

Donlt 
Know 

L 

Total 

(N=Sll) 

Agree Dis- Don't 
agree Know 

I. There seem to be many police who just enjoy 
pushing people around and giving them a l 

hard time. a 54 37 9 52 38 lO 
2. The police spend most of their time going 

after people who do little things wrong and 
ignore most of the really bad things going 

°n'a 53 32 15 50 39 II 
3. You would have to replace at least half 

the police now c ~he force to get a really 
good police forcL~ '~ 40 41 19 28 52 20 

4. People who know the ropes and have money 
to afford good lawyers donlt have anything l 
to worry about from the police, a 57 36 8 51 36 13 

5. There are just a few policemen who are 
responsible for the bad publicity the 
police department gets. b 73 19 B'  82 8 I0 

6. People who are w i l l i n g  to take on the 
tough job of being a policeman deserve a 
lo t  more thanks ~nd'respect than they get 
from the pub l i c ,  u 

, . 79 15 6 87 9 4 

25 61 14 21 65 14 47 43 I0 

28 50 22 28 50 22 50 35 ]5 

18 61 ~ 21 11 61 28 29 50 21 

39 43 18 35 50 15 50 38 12 

79 II 10 76 7 17 78 12 I0 

93 4 3 90 6 4 85 I0 5 

! 

J 

t . o  

aDisagree is p ropo l i ce  response 

bAgree is P , l i c e  response 
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Multiple regression analysis of the propolice index indicated 

that sex and race of the respondent were the characteristics most 

influential in determining the individual's propolice score. Propolice 

sentiment was more characteristic of white respondents than Negroes 

and of women rather than me~. The percentages with high scores in each 

group are white women, 79 per cent; white men 71 per cent; Negro women, 

56 per cent; and Negro men 49 per cent. Within each racial category 

there was more propolice sentiment among those with higher education 

(see Table 3-11). 

TABLE 3-11 

PROPOLICE~SE~TIMENT AND EDUCATION 
(Per Cent with High Propolice Scores) 

Negro Men Negro Women White a 

% N % N % N 

Less than 8 years 40 (20) b 46 (22) 72 (7) c 
8-11 years 45 (47) 52 (66) 77 (17) 
High school graduate 49 (57) 59 (70) 72 (28) 
Some college 45 (27) 61 (33) 83 (12) 
College graduate 64 (22) 70 (30) 88 (25) 
Business or technical 

school 75 (4) 46 (i|) 67 (9) 

aBecause of small numbers, white men and women are considered 
together. 

bFigure in parentheses number of cases on which percentage is 
based. 

CNumbers too small for stable percentages are presented for 
their descriptive value. 

4Cooley and Lohnes, op. cit. 
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White college graduates had the highestscores; the more highly educated 

Negroes had scores nearly as high. Among the white respondents, higher 

income tended to be associated with high propolice scores. As people 

with more education usually also have higher incomes, it is not surpris- 

ing that income and education influence attitudes toward the police in 

the same way (see Table 3-12). 

TABLE 3-12 

PROPOLICE SENTIMENT AND INCOME 
(Per Cent with High Scores) 

Negro Men Negro Women 

% N % N 

White 

% N 

Under $81.O0 weekly 50 (20) a 62 (45) 55 (ll) 

$81.OO-$]20.00 weekly 48 (82) 49' (82) 76 (17) 

Over $120.O0 weekly 45 (53) 62 (55) 82 (38) 

aFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which 
percentage is based. 

Among the Negroes who were interviewed, however, the relationship between 

income and propolice sentiment is not as clear as that between education 

and propolice attitudes; the difference probably reflects a less perfect 

correspondence between education and income among Negroes than whites. 

Another characteristic of respondents that was found to have a 

relatively strong but negative correlation with the propolice score is 

an index of the respondent's concern for his personal~safety and his 

belief that crime is increasing, that is, his "crime anxiety" score. 

2 6 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - IO 
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Negroes tended to be more anxious about crime and also less propolice. 

Within eachracial group, however, the same relationship existed. 

Sixty-seven per Cent of the Negro men with low anxiety scores had high 

propolice scores compared to 39 per cent of those who were more anxious. 

As revealed in Table 3-13, the same decreases in propolice sentiment 

with greater crime anxiety occurred among Negro women and the white 

respondents. 

TABLE 3-13 

PROPOLICE SENTIMENT AND CRIME ANXIETY 
(Per Cent with High Propolice Scores) 

: Negro Men Negro Women White 

I 

o I 
i 

I 

I 

I 

I 

i 
Anxiety b 

% N % N % N 

I 
l 67 (33) a 81 (31) 78 (23) 

2 51 (51) 61 (72) 86 (35) 

3 42 (62) 52 (86) 76 (25) 

4 39 (31) 38 (45) 59 (17) I 
aFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which 

percentage is based. 

bHigher score reflects greater anxiety. 

They may be resentful toward the police for what they perceive as 

inadequate protection. Whatever the reason, those persons, regardless 

of sex or race, who think their personal safety is endangered by crime 

tend to be less respectful of the police. 

If anxiety about potential crime and its dangers lessens respect 

for policemen, actual experience as a victim of crime might be expected 

to decrease propolice sentiment even more. The individual who has been 
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victimized might harbor resentment toward the police who, he thinks, 

should have done a better job of protecting him. As indicated in Table 

3-14, the Negro men who have been victims do express less respect for 

the police than those who say they have never been the victims of any 

criminal deed. 

TABLE 3-14 

PROPOLICE SENTIMENT AND EXPERIENCE AS VICTIM 
(Per Cent with High Propolice Scores) 

Crime Exposure a 
Negro Men Negro Women White 

% N % N % N 
J 

5o (48) b 55 (65) 74 (23) 
2 5O (54) 54 (65) 8O (25) 
3 57 (28) 51 (53) 83 (23) 
4 40 (47) 6~ (51)~ 72 (29~ 

No incident 54 (79) 54 (97) 72 (36) 
One incident 45 (73) 55 (88) 77 (35) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

aHigher score reflects greater victimization. 

bFigure refers to number of cases on which percentage is based. 

The decrease is not evident for the sample as a whole, however. When 

the "crime exposure" score, which encompasses more detail of a respond- 

ent's experience with crime, is taken as the measure, again there is 

no consistent relationship with propolice sentiment. Negro men who have 

been most victimized have the least regard for the police but being the 

victim of crime does not predispose most of our respondents toward 

either more favorable or less favorable attitudes toward the police. 

Negro men unquestionably were the least sympathetic and respect- 

ful toward the police of all those who were interviewed. Interestingly, 
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however, level of education, which was associated with more favorable 

attitudes toward the police for all respondents, had a much more pro- 

nounced effect for the Negro men than anyone else. That is, there 

was a sharper difference between the less educated and the highly edu- 

cated among Negro men than among others. To look at the same data from 

another perspective, there was considerable difference in the attitudes 

of Negroes and white persons who had little education but very little 

between Negro and white college graduates. 

The attitudes that these Negro men held toward the police were 

also influenced by some other factors, most notably the kinds of experi- 

ences which they had with indivrdual policemen. The respect for the 

police which was expressed by the white respondents appeared to be an 

abstract, impersonal attitude, not dependent on personal contact or 

friendly associations with particular policemen. Respondents were asked 

about their social contacts with policemen--whether they have a relative 

or personal friend who is a policeman, etc. White respondents who knew 

an officer well enough to call him by his first name or had some closer 

personal contact with one did not express any more respect or sympathy 

for police than did those persons who did not know a policeman that well. 

The Negro men who knew at least one policeman well enough to call him 

by his first name, however, were usually more respectful and friendly.• 

On the other hand, Negro men whose last official contact with police 

had been as a reporter of an offense were less propolice as a rule than 

Negro men in general. Another type of official contact, in which the 

respondent had asked for police help in the case of an accident or 

emergency or even had asked for directions, tends to be associated with 
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more propolice sentiment among Negroes. Both Negro men and women who 

report this type of contact have higher propolice scores than the 

Negro sample as a whole although this association did not exist for 

white respondents. 

As might be expected, those who reported having seen a police- 

man engage in any sort of improper or illegal behavior also tended to 

be less respectful than those who had not witnessed any police misbe- 

havior. This was true for both Negro and white respondents regardless 

of whether they had seen a relatively minor or a more serious kind of 

improper act. However, Negroes were more likely to have seen the kinds 

of behavior which might leave a harsher impression. Thirty of the 

Negro and two of the white respondents had seen instances of brutality 

or what they thought was unjustified violence. 

It appears, then, that the lesser respect shown by Negro men 

toward police is not an attitude which is unchangeable. If it is 

ilnfluenced by concrete events and conditions in the first place, it 

might also be altered by changed conditions. The Negro man's experience 

as a victim of crime is one of these factors. One of the most import- 

ant determinants of the Negro man's respect or disrespect is what happens 

when policemen and Negro men meet. 

Many persons of both races believe that the police give differen- 

tial treatment to various groups. Just over half of the Negroes and 

about 20 per cent of the white citizens think that Negroes get worse 

treatment than other people. Among the comments of these respondents 

were that the police pick more frequently on Negroes, that they are rude, 

use brutality and physical force, or else that they ignore Negroes 

more than other people. Very few persons think that Negroes get favor- 

able treatment (see Table 3-15). 
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TABLE 3-15 

IF A MAN IS A NEGRO, DO YOU THINK THIS USUALLY MAKES A DIFFERENCE 
IN HOW HE IS TREATED BY THE POLICE IN WASHINGTON? 

Negro Men Negro Women White 

% N % N % N 

I 

II I 
I 

I 

I 
Yes 60 (I06) 49 (I15) 27 (27) 

No 33 (59) 46 (I08) 66 (66) 

Don't know 7 (12) 5 (ll) 7 (7) 

Total  lO0 (177) lO0 (234) lOO (lO0) 

IF YES, IN WHAT+WA~ DOES IT MAKE A DIFFERENCE? 

I 

I 

I 
.(In Percentages) a 

I 
Negro Men Negro Women White 

N=60 N=ll5 N=27 

Rudeness 53 54 30 

Picked on more 63 55 44 I 
I 

Brutality 49 42 15 
I 

Ignored 29 17 7 I 
Other negative treatment II 17 19 I 

Preferential treatment 4 2 22 

apercentage of those who responded yes to above question. 
Percentages add to more than IO0 because many respondents named more 
than one way. 

About half of the respondents, more of the Negroes than of the white 

respondents, believe that wealthy and influential people get preferential 

treatment (see Table 3-IO). 
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In summary then, the Negro respondents, particularly the men, 

believe that they receive less than equitable treatment from the police. 

They have somewhat less respect and regard for the police--how much less 

depending in part on their own experiences. The single most outstanding 

finding concerning attitudes toward the police was not so much the 

difference between groups but rather the generally high regard for the 

police among all groups, including Negro men. In spite of perceptions 

of differential treatment, over half of the Negro men thought that there 

are "just a few policemen who are responsible for the bad publicity 

the force sometimes gets." Eighty per cent of the Negro men said that 

policemen "deserve a lot more respect and thanks than they get." When 

it is remembered that it is the Negroes who expressed the most worry 

about being the victims of crime, and that there is a general reliance 

on the police to prevent and control crime, it is not so surprising to 

find this potential for goodwill toward the police, even among Negro 

men who are not well educated and who live in the poorer areas of the 

city. Surveys of random samples of the public can provide some 

correctives for the highly selective impressions the police and com- 

munity leaders derive of satisfactions and dissatisfactions of members 

of the community with various aspects of police performance. The 

pictures about what "the Negro thinks of the police" that are derived 

from offenders, from complainants, from special clienteles such as mer- 

chants, and from activists of various sorts, are all at variance from 

what our study indicates is majority opinion° 
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G. Ambivalence Re~ardin] Police Practices and Law Enforcement 

The present study was performed during a period of extensive 

and often acrimonious public debate on crime, courts, and police. Much 

of this debate involved direct confrontations of polar points of view. 

On the one side were arrayed spokesmen of a point of view which may be 

capsuled: 'tFree the hands of the police and get tough with the criminals." 

On the other side were those who saw repressive police practices and 

disr~ga~rr for civil rights as alienating minorities from the police 

and the law and thus contributing to lawlessness. This point of view 

advanced civil rights and social welfare measures as the paths toward 

amelioration of the problem. ° 

Among the citizens contacted by the present study, there is a 

general reliance on the police and law enforcement to reduce the amount 

of crime. There is also a considerable willingness to permit practices 

which the police and law enforcement agencies consider important. But 

this is not an unqualified willingness. 

Thus a substantial majority of the respondents (73%), agreed 

that the police ought to have leeway to act tough when they have to. 

More than half (56%) agreed that there should be more use of police 

dogs, while less than one third disagreed. 

Another way of being tough with offenders is to impose stiff 

sentences on those found guilty. That is apparently what a majority 

of the respondents would do, as pointed out in an earlier section. A 

further expression of this "get tough" attitude was evidenced in the 

responses to the question, "What do you think is the most important 

thing that can be done here in Washington to cut down the amount of 
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crime that goes on?" As discussed in the section on reliance on law 

enforcement, most believed that this is a matter of stricter law 

enf or cemen t. 

But permissiveness with regard to police measures and "get 

tough" attitudes usually are alloyed by qualms about the police. An 

ambivalence toward the two polar positions sketched above is found more 

frequently among our respondents than consistent endorsement of one or 

the other set of arguments. The person who takes a "tough" position 

on one question may refuse to do so on another. More than half of 

those who oppose the greater use of police dogs are in favor of police 

:I freedom to act tough. (See Table 3- 6.) 

TABLE 3-16 

"THERE SHOULD BE GREATER USE OF POLICE DOGS" BY PER CENT AGREEING 
"THE POLICE SHOULD HAVE LEEWAY TO ACT TOUGH." 

I 
I 
I 
I 
Ii 

I 

|e 
I 

There should be Greater 
Use of Police Dogs 

Negro Men Negro Women White 

% N To N To N 

Agree 72 (81) a 84 (140) 84 (64) 

Disagree 61 (80) 68 (69) 75 (12) 

aFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which 
percentage is based. 

This was true for both racial categories. Further, there is little 

consistency between respect for police and willingness to enlarge police 

powers. Table 3-17 shows that there is a tendency for those who are 

will in 9 to give the police greater power to have high propolice scores. 

But, almost half of those who do not agree that the police should "have 

leeway to act tough" or that there should be greater use of police dogs 

have high propolice scores. 
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TABLE 3-17 

"THE POLICE SHOULD HAVE LEEWAY TO ACT TOUGH WHEN THEY HAVE TO°" 

Agree Disagree 

, I 

e, 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

i I 

I 

I 
I 

-i  
I 

o, 

% N % N 

Low propolice score 

High propolice score 

37 (136) 54 (59) 

64 (237) 46 (51) 

Total IO1 (373) IO0 (II0) 

"THERE SHOULD BE GREATER USE OF POLICE DOGS." 

Low propolice score 

High propolice score 

35 (IO0) 53 (86) 

65 (~85) 47 (75) 

Total 100 (285) 100 (161) 

In spite of the general goodwill toward the police and the 

considerable willingness to permit them whatever practices they believe 

necessary for law enforcement, there were relatively few who were 

unconcerned about the rights of citizens. Whereas a majority had 

taken a "get-tough-with-the-offender" position on most questions, only 

38 per cent agreed that "too much attention is paid to the rights of 

persons who get in trouble with the police." As indicated in Table 3-18, 

the racial differences were negligible. The greatest difference was 

within the white sample; those with a higher level of education and with 

more income were far more likely to disagree. Twenty-nine per cent of 

the white respondents with less than a high school education and 67 per 

cent of those with some college did not thinkthat too much attention is 

paid to the rights of people who get in trouble with the police. 
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TABLE 3-18 

"TO0 MUCH ATTENTION IS PAID TO THE RIGHTS OF PEOPLE 
WHO GET IN TROUBLE WITH THE POLICE." 

Negro Men Negro Women 

% N % N 

White 

% N 

Agree 39 (65) 38 (89) 41 (41) 

Disagree 50 (88) 50 (I|4) 46 (46) 

Don't know or no answer 13 (24) 13 (31) 13 (13) 

Total I02 (177) lOl (234) 100 (I00) 

Tables 3-19 and 3-20 show that the effects of increased education and 

income were similar but not as pronounced for Negro women. Half of 

the Negro men, without clear cut differences between education and 

income groups, took the civil rights position on this question. 

TABLE 3-19 

"TO0 MUCH ATTENTION IS BEING GIVEN TO PROTECTINGTHE RIGHTS OF PEOPLE 
WHO GET INTO TROUBLE WITH THE POLICE." 

(Per Cent Disagreeing by Education) 

Education 
Negro Men Negro Women White 

% N % N % N 

Less than 8 years 50 (20) a 27 (22) 29 (7) b 
8-11 years 38 (47) 44 (66) 29 (17) 
12 years 61 (57) 57 (70) 36 (28) 
Some college 37 (27) 61 (33) 67 (12) 
College graduate 55 (22) 53 (30) 64 (25) 
Business or technical 

training 75 (4) 27 (Ill 56 (9) 

aFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which 
percentage is based. 

bNumbers too small for stable percentages; presented for their 
descriptive value. 
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TABLE 3-20 

"TO0 MUCH ATTENTION IS BEING PAID TO PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OFPEOPLE 
WHO GET IN TROUBLE WITH THE POLICE." 

(Per Cent Disagreeing by Income) 

Income 
Negro Men Negro Women White 

% N % N % N 

Under $81.00 weekly 50 (20) a 44 (45) 36 (ll) 

$81.00-$120.00 weekly 52 (82) 46 (82) 47 (17) 

More than $120.00 weekly 45 (53) 55 (55) 58 (38) 

aFigure in parentheses is number of cases on which percentage 
is based. ~ 

The individual who has been a victim of crime might be inclined to 

feel that the police ought to be tough with offenders and might be less 

likely to be concerned with the rights of suspects. This did not prove to 

be the case, however, just as victimization proved unrelated to a number 

of attitudes. Table 3-21 indicates that greater victimization does not 

make a respondent less likely to take a civil rights position. 

It is quite apparent that in spite of strong propolice sentiment 

and an acceptance of strong police powers, there is also a pronounced 

concern with the rights of citizens. This is particularly true when 

the rights issue is explicit in the question posed. It also is apparent 

that most persons do not perceive this concern with rights of citizens 

as being derogatory toward the police. Of those who took the prorights 

position, more than half indicated strong respect and sympathy for 

the police. 
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TABLE 3-21 

"TO0 MUCH ATTENTION IS BEING GIVEN TO PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF PEOPLE 
WHO GET INTO TROUBLE WITH THE POLICE." 
(Per Cent Disagreeing by Crime Exposure.) 

Crime Exposure a 
Negro Men Negro Women White 

% N % N % N 

I 46 (48) b 40 (65) 30 (23) 

z 4~ (54) 46 (65) 56 (25) 

3 54 (28) 49 (53) 35 (23) 

4 62 (47) 63 (51) 59 (29) 

No incident 41 (79), 41 (97) 39 (36) 

One incident 56 (73) 53 (88) 57 (35) 

aHigher score means greater victimization. 

bFigure in parentheses refers to number of cases on which 
percentage is based. 

H. Nonreportinq of Crimes to the Police 

Reportin] When Victimized 

The citizens of Washington who were interviewed believe that 

the crime problem is a matter for police rather than citizen action. 

They nevertheless sometimes fail to take the one essential action they 

as citizens must take if the police are to intervene in any particular 

criminal instance. Considering only recent incidents of victimization 

(which are less likely to be selectively recalled) our respondents 

said c]~at in 45 per cent of the cases the police were not notified of 

the crime. 
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Generally, less serious crimes were more likely to have remained 

unreported. Of the recent non-lndex crimes which were disclosed to our 

interviewers, 64 per cent had not been reported to the police, as com- 

pared with 28 per cent of the recent Index crimes (see Table 3-22). 

TABLE 3-22 

NONREPORTING BY TYPE OF CRIME 
(Recent Incidents) 

! I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
Number 

not Reported 
Number 

of Incidents I 

Criminal hom i !~d~e 
Forc ib le rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated assault 
Burglary 
Larceny, $50 and over 
Auto theft 

Total 

Index Crimes 

l 

4 
2 

15 
9 
I 

2 

9 
7 

59 
3O 
14 

32 a 121 

Non-lndex Crimes 

I 

I 

I 

I 
Other assaults 
Larceny, under $50.00 
Forgery, fraud, etc. 
Other sex offenses 
Arson, vandalism 
Disorderly conduct 
Obscene, threatening phone calls 
Perjury, false testimony, etc. 
Other 

Total 

5 
33 
3 
3 

26 
I 

7 
2 

3 

12 
48 
5 
7 

42 
l 

8 
3 
6 

132 83 b 

I 

I 

I 

I 
a26% of index crimes not reported. 

b63% of non-index crimes not reported. 
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Thirty-three of 48 incidents of larceny under $50 and 26 of 42 incidents 

of arson or vandalism, for example, had not been reported to the police. 

They had been informed of oily one of eight incidents of obscene or 

threatening phone calls. On the other hand, the seriousness of a case 

did not insure that it would be reported to the police. Four out of 9 

cases of robbery and 2 of 7 aggravated assaults were not reported. 

Auto thefts, as expected, were almost always reported. 

Reporting Recent Incidents 

If most people truly believe that police action and law enforce- 

ment are the most effective and appropriate methods for coping with crime, 
,I 

it may seem strange that they do not~omore often inform the police of a 

crime or what they suspect is a crime. Respondents were asked the reasons 

for nonreporting to the police in three situations, two real and one 

hypothetical. If a respondent said that the police had not been notified 

of an incident which had occurred to him or a member of his household 

during the period just prior to interviewing (not more than 15 months) 

he was asked why: The most frequent type of reply was that nothing could 

be done about the event (see Table 3-23). There did not seem to be a 

negative evaluation of the police in these responses; the damage was 

done, the culprits gone or the evidence not sufficient. About half as 

many respondents said that they did not call the police because they 

did not think the police would want to be bothered--wouldn't rather than 

couldn't do anything useful. Some people were reluctant to get involved 

with the police, particularly because of the time that they might have 

to spend. Others were uncertain of whether a crime had indeed been 

committed or how to go about reporting it tO the police. 
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TABLE 3-23 

REASON FOR NOT REPORTING VICTIMIZATION TO POLICE a 

First Mention Total Mentions 

% N % N 

Negative toward police 
17 (18) 16 (21) 

I 
J 

I 

I 

I 
Fear of retribution 

Nothing could be done 

Shouldn't "rat" preferred 
private handling 

Did not want to be involved 

Uncertainty 

Concern for offender 

Other 

Total 

3 (3) 3 (4) 

34 (37) 34 (46) 

4 (4) 3 (4) 

8 (9) ~0 (~4) 

8 (9) 8 (~1) 

6 (6) 6 (8) 

20 (22) 20 (26) 

lOO (I08) lOO (134) 

a lncidents occurring to respondent or member of his household 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
during recent period prior to interview (not more than 15 months). 

Reportinq Witnessed Incidents 

When the respondent had to decide whether or not to call the 

police about something he witnessed which he thought might be a crime, 

however, the most frequent response was not wanting to get involved 

(see Table 3-24). Again there was a concern about the time that would 

be involved in talking to the police, presenting evidence, perhaps 

going to court and losing salary because of time away from work. Others 

did not feel it was their responsibility to intervene. A typical 

expression of this sentiment was, "I am not my brother's keeper°" As 

in the instances where the respondent had been a victim, uncertainty and 

a belief that nobody could undo the damage were also frequently mnetioned. 
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TABLE 3-24 

REASONS FOR NOT REPORTING TO THE POLICE A WITNESSED INCIDENT 
WHICH MAY HAVE BEEN A CRIME 

First Mention 

% N 

Total Mentions 

% N 

Negative toward police 7 

Fear of retribution 8 

Nothing could be done II 

Regards reporting as improper, 
"ratting" 7 

Private, not police matter 2 

Didn't want tobe involved 24 

Uncertainty 13 

Believed police already informed 17 

Other II 

(6) 6 (7) 

(7) 7 (8) 

(9) 9 (10) 

(6) lO ( l i )  

(2) 2 (2) 

(20) 31 (35) 

(~l) ll (13) 

(~4) ~3 (15) 

(9) 10 (i~) 

Total I00 (84) 99 (I12) 

Answers to Hypothetical Question 

The following hypothetical situation and question were also 

posed: 

Suppose that somebody was breaking into a house and somebody 
around here saw it but didn't call the police. What would probably 
be the reason he didn't call them. 

As when the respondent had himself witnessed a possible crime, the most 

frequent response was not wanting to get involved (see Table 3-25). 

2 6 6 - 0 5 ~  0 - 6 7  - I I  

I 
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TABLE 3-25 

SUPPOSE THAT SOMEBODY WAS BREAKING INTO A HOUSE AND SOMEBODY 
AROUND HERE SAW IT BUT DIDN'T CALL THE POLICE. 

WHAT WOULD PROBABLY BE THE REASON HE DIDN'T CALL THEM? 

,., 

First Mention Total Mentions 

% N % N 

• Z / 

I 

I 
I 
I 

Negative toward police 8 (39) 

Fear of retribution 39 (182) 

Nothing could be done _a (1) 

Regards reporting as improper 
"ratting" 2 (9) 

Did not want to be involved . 38 (180) 

Uncertainty 7 (35) 

Believed police already informed _a (2) 

Other , 5 (23) 

~0 (65) 

32 (206) 

_a (2) 

3 (~a) 

41 (257) 

8 (53) 

1 (3) 

5 (31) 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Total  99 (471 ) 100 (635) I 
aLess than O.5~. 

In the hypothetical case, however, an even larger proportion of respond- 

ents thought that prefering not to get involved would be the reason for 

somebody else not wanting to inform the police. Although a few persons 

had mentioned fear of reprisal in the first two instances, in the 

hypothetical situation many respondents thought that this might be the 

case. "The policeman will make you face the fellow and then his friends 

will beat you up," explained one respondent. Others feared that they 

themselves would become the subject of police inquiry or action and 

deemed it wiser to remain silent. 
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Discussion 

Our respondents had notified the police in more than half of the 

cases where they themselves had been the victim of a crime. When they 

did not do so, it was most frequently because they believed that it would 

be useless to do so. If they had witnessed an incident and had not 

reported it, however, it was most often because they did not want to take 

the time that would be involved. There were very few who said they would 

not want to call the police because they would not want to be known as 

informers or because one shouldn't call the police. There were also 

relatively few reasons which concerned negative evaluations of the police 

themselves. ' 

Although the extent of nonreporting seems inconsistent with the 

general reliance on law enforcement agencies for crime control, it is 

apparently not because people think that one should not call the police. 

It is rather that they believe that there is some reason in any given 

instance why it might be better not to take this action. 

The problem of encouraging reporting by the witnessing bystander 

is obviously greater than in the case of the victim. The feeling that 

unwelcome trouble may come from "getting involved" is quite prevalent, 

along with vague disinclinations toward being labelled a "busy-body" 

meddling in ma(ters that are not one's proper concern. In the great 

majority of the incidents covered by this survey, however, it is a victim 

(or a member of a victimized household) who is first in a position to 

make the report. For most offenses, they apparently are more inclined 

to do so than are third-party witnesses, even when such are present. 

The most frequent disinclination of the victim to report--his feeling 

I 
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of its pointlessness-is difficult to overcome in view of the frequent 

objective validity of the victimns perception. Indeed, the interview 

Would possibly have been more productive if we had asked reasons for 

reporting, as well as for nonreporting. Data from items in our inter- 

views on dissatisi:actions of citizens with the police indeed suggest a 

more frequent tendency to overestimate the power of the police to act 

toward the apprehension and punishment of offenders in a given case 

than to underestimate it. However wise it may be for the citizen to 

let the pol ice make the judgment in each case as to whether effective 

action is possible, victims in many instances will continue to make 

there own fairly sound judgements. Possibly, the largest gain in 

citizen reporting is to be sought by publicity emphasizing that even 

if a report may have small chance of remedying the event that has 

happened~ composite information from such reports is needed and will 

be used by police to prevent future crimes. 

I. Crime and the Fear of Crime 

The data on victimization reported in Chapter II yield higher 

estimates of the incidenc@ of offenses against the residents of these 

precincts than probably have ever been suggested for any population by 

any previous source of data on the incidence of crime. In this sense, 

one may say that criminal vict!mization is a more significant problem 

than has been suspected. 

Other aspects of our data, however, suggest that victimization 

is of less significance. The great difficulties in the recall of 

events of victimization discussed in Chapter II, for example, was one 

of a number of bits of evidence suggesting that most criminal incidents 
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were not among the most salient events in the lives of victims--as 

compared, say, with births, deaths, illnesses, marriages, job changes, 

draft calls, auto accidents and a myriad other happenings that fill 

lives. The monetary loss involved in all but a scant few of the incidents 

was very samll--insignificant in relation to what occurs much more 

frequently in even minor auto accidents, through gambling losses, loss 

of income from illness or accident, and many other consequences of 

imprudence or improvidence of the citizen. Crimes of violence, while 

more frequent than suggested by police data, are nonetheless relatively 

uncommon events--on an objective basis, criminal violence poses a 

relatively low threat to life and limb ~s, compared with many other life 

hazards. This is particularly true, if we eliminate criminal violence 

among members of the same family, lovers n quarrels, and the like. 

Can these observations of the relatively low material consequence 

of victimization for most of our respondents be reconciled with the many 

indications in our data of the great impact of fear of crime on their 

thoughts and daily lives? It is possible that victimization is kept 

at the level at which it is only through constrictions of the life activ- 

ities of respondents--staying home at night, not venturing into parks, 

installing stouter locks, moving to a "better" neighborhood, and so 

forth. What ecdnomists label opportunity costs for feeling safe proba- 

bly are far greater economic burdens of crime for these citizens than 

the direct costs of victimization. With these precautions go correspond- 

ing psychic costs, such as worry about onens own safety and that of 

those close to one, being suspicious of others and, for many of our 

respondents, being treated with suspicion; in general, the psychic costs 

of ]i~ing in an atmosphere of anxiety. 
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It is difficult on the basis of the data available to form 

conclusions on the rationality of the precautions and anxieties. Would 

less anxiety and, presumably, correspondingly fewer precautions increase 

costs of victimization more than it would reduce the material and psychic 

costs of fear? Clearly, less anxiety is displayed by citizens to greater 

perils--the danger from auto accidents, smoking, or being cheated or 

overcharged in the marketplace. 

Simply to pose these questio0s perhaps illustrates how attention 

to the material consequences of crime misses the major significance it 

has. It is not that a person encounters a certain dollar loss or that 

he sus'tains a certain injury that gives the event its significance, but 

rather the transgression of moral codesinvolvedo We have found that 

attitudes of citizens regarding crime are less affected by their past 

victimization than by their ideas about what is going on in their commu- 

nity--fears about a weakening of social controls on which they feel their 

safety and the broader fabric of social life is ultimately dependent. 

The major sources of peoplels impressions from which these 

attitudes derive were mass media reports about crime, "what people say," 

and the highly visible signs of what they regard as disorderly or 

disreputable behavior in their community--insobriety, untidiness, 

boisterousness. 

Insofar as crimes against individual citizens are concerned, 

then, we suspect that the immediate consequencies are of much less moment 

than are people's intense reactions to the perceived crime situation. 

Fears of crime are profoundly affecting much of peoplels daily lives 

and the very social geography of the city. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SOME IMPLICATIONS OF CRIME STATISTICS 
FOR PUBLIC ATTITUDES TOWARD CRIME 

Relations of Statistics to Public Information 

This chapter is devoted to some general discussion of implications 

suggested by the simultaneous examination in this study of the problem of 

public attitudes toward crime and that of improved statistical measures 

of crime. In the previous chapter, central findings were that the public 

is extremely fearful of victimization and these fears have marked effects 

on their lives. It was also concluded that impressions about the 

increasing great hazards faced from crime derive largely from vicarious 

sources rather than experience as victims or the witnessing of criminal 

incidents. 

Evidence has been discussed suggesting that publicity about crime 

statistics is one of the more important sources of these vicarious impres- 

sions. Crime statistics have been exclusively agency statistics, however. 

Their primary purpose has been providing information for law enforcement 

agencies. Their public information functions have been a by-product. 

Considerable attention has begun to be given to the import and meaning 

for the public of these widely publicized statistics, and subsequent 

public communication premised on conclusions derived from these statistics. 

It is readily apparent that absolute crime figures and even crime 

rates have little interpretable meaning for members of the public. If 

he learns that there were 4,000 serious crimes in his city during a given 

year or that the crime rate in his city is 1,400 per lO0,O00 of population, 
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does he infer that this is great or small, menacing r~r reassuring? It 

is rather the statistical statements comparing times and places that 

provide meanings. The meaning provided is that crime is rampant and is 

getting worse. 

We will examine here some possible statistical treatments Of 

crime from the standpoint of the significance that is to be derived 

from the data. 

How Much Crime Is There? 

When people say: "There's so much crime nowadays" many different 

things are meant. The remark may be touched off by reading in the news- 

paper a story based on the release of the issue of Crime in the United 

States and the associated headline: U. S. CRIME INCREASES 13 PER CENT 

IN yEAR. Or, the remark may stem from reading a headline about a single 

spectacular murder. Or it may arise from seeing televised hearings of 

a legislative investigation of organized crime. Or, it may be uttered 

as a caution to a friend about going home unescorted. Or it may be 

uttered with an expletive at finding the wheel covers have been stolen 

from one's car. 

Perceptions from each of these different kinds of contexts, and 

from many others, merge in an amorphous impression of "a lot of crime 

nowadays." To come to grips with the questions of actually how much 

crime there is and what significance it has requires disentangling the 

many elements that are fused in these general impressions. Further, 

either common denominators, or failing these, different yeardsticks, have 

to be found to measure these various elements. 
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Scales 

First of all, there are many varieties of crime. Crimes vary 

greatly in their significance. It seems scarcely wise to add all crimes 

together to reach a sum; counting them all equally so that a murder 

weighs no more than a bicycle theft. If nothing else, we must Consider 

crimes in relation to their seriousness. 

But the significance or seriousness of crimes is different from 

different vantage points. What is grave from an economic point of view-- 

say that of insurance company that must pay claims for losses and injuries-- 

may not weigh equally on a moral scale. Negligent use of an automobile 
/ i 

can result in extremely costlydamage to property relative to the exactions 

of the amateur shoplifter. The latter, in turn, may be greater than the costs 

of medical treatment of a person who has been wantonly assaulted on the 

street. 

Threat to  the Moral Order 

The losses and hazards from crime have a s i g n i f i c a n c e  to the 

pub l i c  fa r  outweighing t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  magnitudes in comparison w i th  the 

r e s u l t s  of  imprudence and improvidence. How a th ing  comes to pass can 

be more important in people 's  reac t ions  to  i t  than i t s  o b j e c t i v e  conse- 

quences. A s ing le  murder in a c i t y  rates more newspaper a t t e n t i o ~  than 

m u l t i p l e  f a t a l i t i e s  that  same day in t r a f f i c  acc idents .  -A murder is a 

h o r r i f y i n g  "mass murder" when there  are s i x  v i c t i m s .  Such an event 

shakes the pub l i c  fa r  more than an a i r l i n e  crash tha t  k i l l s  a few dozen. 

While t h i s  fac t  of human psychology is " n o n r a t i o n a ] "  in many 

senses of  tha t  word, there is noth ing i r ra t i .ona ]  about i t .  A money 

ca lcu lus  and many other " r a t i o n a l "  account ing methods cannot take 
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sensible account of these differences in significance, however. At the 

individual level, the differences may also be meaningless--a person may 

be no more unhappy if his wallet is lifted by a pickpocket than if he I 
I 

loses it by negligently dropping it into a sewer. He may have no particu- 

lar preference as to being hit by a bullet fired by a careless hunter or I 

by a mad killer. 

The special significance of crime is at the social level. The I 

i 

intensity of public reaction to it is understandable in that it reveals 

weaknesses of the moral order on which not only everyone's safety depends I 

but also almost everything else that is important and precious in life. i I 

I Crimes therefore have significance in proportion to the extent to which 

they affront the moral sensibilities of persons. This impact is not I 

I 
limited to those who are victimized directly. In this way, crimes that 

have no immediate victims and crimes of self and mutual victimization 

derive their significance and involve major psychic costs. 

Perceptions of changes in the prevalence of crime can be expected I 

i 

to evoke particularly intense public reactions in that these can be taken 
II 

as signs of threats to the fundamental moral order. This clearly is the I 

case with much of the current public reaction to news of increasing I 
I crime. 

The many distinctions and gradations recognized by our criminal • I 

I 
laws, and,more particularly, the common law, embody the cumulative thought 

o f  c e n t u r i e s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  many k i n d s  o f  a c t s  t h e  law l a b e l s  c r i m e s .  Yet 

i m p a c t s  on v i c t i m s  may h a v e  a g r a v i t y  not  l i n k e d  c l o s e l y  t o  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  

of a crime in the eye of the law. A series of vaguely threatening tele- I 
phone calls, for example, can provoke days of tortured terror for a person 
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who could lightly dismiss a theft of one of his fairly valuable posses- 

sions. 

The moral significance of acts depends very much on who commits 

them. The same act that is the "naughtiness" of a child may be the "prank" 

for young adolescents, delinquency for older ones, and a crime for an 

adult A businessman might not be as indignant about the same embezzle- 

ment of funds from an enterprise by an employee as he would be if the 

act were committed by his partner. 

Closeness of relationship may have the opposite effect on the 

conception of an offense by those directly involved. When Mrs. X has 

her house vandalized by a neighborhobd boy, she may say; "I know the 

problem poor Mrs. Y is having with that difficult boy," and pass the 

matter off. Her reaction might be very different if she found the Same 

act of vandalism by "those terrible boys from over on A Street." 

Crimes that cross the social boundaries of groups and classes 

evoke different sentiments than those that take place within them. 

This is particularly true of offenses against the person that 

cross social-class lines. The most noteworthy example of this is the 

crime of rape across what many treat as a caste line. This fact is 

highly evident in statistics showing the particularly severe penalties 

for rape that have been given Negro offenders against whites, l 

Units 

When the significance of crime to our respondents was examined, 

the dominant fact that emerged is that of increasing fearfulness. More 

l i t  is noteworthy in t h i s  connection that  in a s l i g h t  ma jo r i t y  of 
the crimes mentioned by whi te respondents in the present study in which 
of fenders were observed, the respondents report  Negroes were the g u i l t y  
p a r t i e s .  
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than anything else, the focus of the concern Of the citizen is that he 

or someone close to him will fall victim 3f a crime. 

"Aq~ressive crimes."--These fears do not embrace everything the 

law calls criminal, however, but rather are focused on certain kinds of 

acts, which, loosely, can be called "a~qressive crimes." By these we 

mean the victimization of the individual citizen by a stranger on the 

street or by an intruder in his home or work place. Among these crimes, 

the most feared are those against the person--murder, rape, assault, 

and robbery with violence. With considerably less intensity, the citizen 

is concerned with aggressive crimes against his property; particularly 

by the intruder into his hom~. Any assessment of crime must consequently 

address itself particularly to changes in the risk the citizen faces from 

these aggressive crimes. 

Victims as units.--For such an assessment, the number of individuals 

victimized in the population in a given period of time is a unit of measure- 

ment that has considerable meaning. But this unit is not very applicable 

to many other crimes or their significance. 

Crimes Am3n~ Intimates and Associates 

The same unit, counts of victims, may be applied to offenses 

similar to what has been called here "aggressive crimes," except that 

they involve a person being victimized by an associate or intimate rather 

than a stranger. It has become almost trite to point out that statistics 

on crimes of violence--the crimes that evoke the greatest fear--include 

in very high proportion .incidents involving victims and offenders who 

have some preexisting social relationship with one another. Husbands 
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and Wives, parents and children, and friends (at least erstwhile ones) 

commit such crimes against one another more commonly than do strangers 

against strangers. 

A much smaller proportion of the incidents mentioned by respondents 

in thepresent study was committed by familiars than is found in analyses 

of offender-victim relationships in other studies for the Commission that 

are based upon police statistics. There is presumably greater respondent 

reticence about such incidents. The survey figures in this respect fail 

to reflect "the true picture." From another standpoint, however, they 

may be less misleading than statistics that include such incidents in 

greater proportion. 

Statistics may enhance one's conception of dangers due to crime 

by pointing to the risks of being victimized on the street by a stranger 

or by a sudden intruder. These are unknown quantities which the person 

has scant ways of assessing for himself. To lump in with these hazards 

those from sources the individual can assess much better for his own 

case reduces the value of the statistic for this purpose, however. The 

members of happy families need not have their fears aroused by statistics 

weighted with the frequent violence in estranged ones nor the members of 

a teenage chess club by figures that include members of street corner 

gangs who vie for standing in the group by an occasional switchblade 

fight with one another. This has indeed been a basis for criticism of 

interpretations of the meaning of the UCR Crime Index. 

It is not that these crimes among persons who are socially 

related to one another are in any general sense less significant objects 

of national concern. In some ways, an additional element of seriousness 

may be involved in crimes among intimates and associates. They may 
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constitute violations of the codes of behavior that relate specifically 

to such relationships as that between family members friends or business 

partners. For other such crimes, however, the code of the in-group may 

be upheld by an act that is an offense from the standpoint of society 

at large. The youth gang's fight is an example. Such encounters may 

only become defined as a crime if they come to be acted upon by an 

official agency, since none of the participants may regard it as such. 

Alternatively, each participant may regard himself as a victim of others. 

New and different elementsare involved in forming various judgments 

regarding crimes among intimates and associates that are of less concern 

in the aggressive crimes. Provocation, for example, may be a more 

important element in forming both legal and moral judgments of these 

• crimes. 

Incidents as units.--The significance of many such crimes, there- 

fore, may be distorted if we use victims as a unit in these instances, 

as compared with the less ambiguous meaning of "victim" in the aggressive 

crimes. 

For most purposes, assessment of crimes among intimates and 

associates would be served more adequately by counts of the number Of 

incidents of various types, the kinds of persons involved, and the 

circumstances under which the incidents occurred. 

Indirect victimization of the citizen.--Relative to all criminal 

acts which take place, crimes that directly victimize individual 

citizens, to which the present study has been restricted, may well be just 

a small proportion. The citizen is also affected by those that injure 

businesses and other organizations from which he derives his livelihood. 
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He is indirectly victimized by crimes against other businesses and public 

institutions, for they have to pass the costs of crime on to the consumer 

and ~he taxpayer. He is also victimized by many other crimes which involve 

neither a specific individual or organization as a victim but which dis- 

rupt the orderly working of the society and which may generate other crimes 

or public dependency. Gambling, drunkenness., narcotics, and automobile 

offenses are some examples here. The fears of our respondents and their 

attitudes toward the crime problem ~ere ~re often affected by the 

visibility of these forms of disorder than by their being victims of 

crimes in the sense used in this study. 

Units [o[offenseagainst o~qanizations.--The comparisons of the 

survey victimization per capita rates with police statistics rates was 

rendered difficult by the inclusion in the latter of offenses against 

businesses and other organizations. For these offenses counts of number 

of victims are not generally useful for assessment. Here, the number 

of offending acts is a more useful count and, for other purposes, the 

volumes of losses in money terms. These units, too, may be either per- 

tinent or misleading, depending upon what meaning we seek to attach to 

the question: "How much crime is there?" From the standpoint of the 

phone company, the actions of the thief who breaks into 15 coin boxes 

may be five times as consequential as those of another who breaks into 

only three. But, from varicus social standpoints, the presence in the 

society of a person who would break into a phone box at all is an 

indication of the failure of t*~ norms and controls relating to property 

to function properly. 
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Offenders as units.--From such a standpoint, the count of people 

who offend in particular ways provides the meaningful unit, rather than 

the number of offenses they commit. 

Crimes "without victims."--This becomes particularly true with 

respect to the next type of cr~me that has been illustrated--crimes for 

which no specific individual or organization can be specified as the 

victim. These include crimes against public order and those involving 

willing and, in a sense, mutual victims. 

For a great many of these crimes, the behavior that is significant 

is not neatly bound in time and space to form an incident, as is a holdup 

or burglary. That a particular transaction took place on such-and-such 

a date--including most of those involving narcotics, gambling, drunkenness 

and prostitution--is of key significance for a prosecutor, but from 

a social point of view the fact that Miss X derives her living from 

prostitution is far more important. From the latter standpoint, the 

~revalence in the population of offenders is of crucial significance. 

For many varieties of criminal behavior, the additional problem presents 

itself of discriminating between the chronic offender and the one-time 

or sometime (and occasionally impulsive) violation of a law by a person 

who ordinarily is law-abiding. 

A General Decline? 

If one popular view of what has been taking place is valid, these 

complexities may be transcended. This view holds that there has been a 

pervasive decline in the moral quality of the population. This decline 

is held to permeate the entire realm ~f morals, so that transgressions 

of all kinds are continually becoming more frequent. As a consequence, 
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persons, property, and public order, all are in ever-increasing jeopardy 

from crime. 

This view is so widespread that it is important for an assessment 

of crime to confront the questions it poses as directly as possible. 

Its truth could be established in either of two ways. First, if such 

a measure existed, it could be tested by one, grand, all-encompassing 

measure of either the moral quality of the population or of the symptom 

of its absence which is pertinent to the present problem--crime. Some 

of the difficulties in providing such a comprehensive measurement have 

been discussed: 

the many varieties of acts that constitute crimes; 

the varyingdegrees of significance of criminal acts; 

the different significances they have depending upon the standpoint 
from which they are judged; 

the different kinds of units of measurement that are appropriate to 
different kinds of crimes and to the different implications they 
have. 

Truly meaningful judgments must rest upon a number of different 

indicators, if the many dimensions of the problem are to be evaluated. 

An alternative to a grand, all-encompassing measure for a decision 

as to whether and how much crime is increasing would be the finding that 

any and all of the different measures that can be made all point in the 

same direction and have fairly uniform rates of change. 

Comparisons 

The complexities of the problem do not end with arriving at 

satisfactory meanings for measures of the amount of crime, however. 

For comparisons over time to be valid comparisons, we have to be sure 

that counts and measures were made in the same way and with equivalent 
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exhaustiveness for the points in the past that we wish to compare with 

the present. It is particularly important to be sure that there is no 

confusion between the phenomena with which we are concerned and the 

diligence and thoroughness with which these events are measured and 

counted at various times and places. 

The survey method used in the present study has no more automatic 

immunity to such effects than do other statistical sources. We have 

been impressed by how much the data may be affected by variations in 

the interviewing procedure and in the quality and training of the inter- 

v i ews. 

Ratios 

Press releases on crime in Washington, and the data in the police 

annual report itself, are given in absolute figures, rather than rates. 

It is essential that the growth of the city not be confused with the 

growth of crime. Comparisons obviously must be in terms of rates, rather 

than absolute amounts. With no change in the general disposition of 

people to be law-abiding, there will be more law-breakers as there get 

to be more people. 

Even rates in relation to population may be misleading, however, 

if we do not take into account changes in the composition of the population 

and the fact that transients as well as residents may be victimized. 

If we consider crime volume as a function of the prevalence of 

offenders in the population, for example, then it is important to 

recognize that infants can't commit crimes and that old ladies rarely 

are burglars or robbers. Particularly during periods of rapid demographic 

change, it would be easy to confuse an increase in the proportion of 
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infants and old ladies in the population with an increase in its moral 

fiber, if rates are considered naively. 

Presumably, however, infants and old ladies are more eligible 

to be victims of offenses than they are to be offenders. The way 

population is entered into ratios therefore involves different consid- 

erations when the focus is on criminals than when it is on victims. 

Interpretation of rates in which offenses or incidents are numerator 

units requires simultaneous examination of the presence of eligible 

victims and eligible offenders in the population constituting the denomi- 

nator. 

From the same standpoint, we know that males in their adolescence 

and postadolescence have always been the element of the population that 

societies have most difficulty binding to their strictures. If popula- 

tion in their 'teens and post-'teens increases proportionately more 

rapidly than the population as whole, as indeed has been very much the 

case of late, then there will be a greater number of crimes in proportion 

to total population. The "crime rate" would rise even though theaverage 

teenager of the current moment proved no more given to delinquency than 

those of previous generations and even werehe destined to become equally 

as law-abiding an adult. People therefore maytake greater comfort about 

what is happening to "moral fiber" if they are presented with age-specific 

"crime rates" or if changes are presented that "standardize ~' the rates 

for age distribution. 

l 
i 



-174- 

The rates that are specific to population segments provide scant 

comfort, however, if the question is not put in terms of "What is happening 

to our morals?" and instead voices the concern: "What may happen to me?" 

To the extent that teenagers, for exampl e , direct their offenses at victims 

other than fellow teenagers, the chances of the average c~tizen's being a 

victim of crime will increase as the size of the high-offending age class 

swells. Thus, assuming for the moment that teenagers, by and large, becom~ 

no more highly disposed to steal cars, if there come to be m~re of them 

around in relation to the number of car owners, the chances of somebody 

having his car stolen gets greater. 

Rates of victimizatio~ a~e the pertinent figure where this is 

the significance we wish to derive. The appropriate base is the number 

of people or the number of parties (households, business establishments, 

school buildings, coin-boxes, or what have you) that are eligible to be 

hit by the kind of offense toward which interest is directed. 

Summary Remark ConceEn!n_.R. Over-all Rates 

The most significant comparisions that can be made to answer 

such questions as those relating to the respect for law of citizens, or 

the hazards faced by citizens, or the costs borne by the economy, all 

involve rates. 

The discussion thus far has first examined the different meanings 

that can be derived depending upon what units get placed in the numerators 

of these rates--offenses per . , victims per , arrests per . 

dollars of loss per , etc. The discussion has emphasized that how 

we select and measure these units will also determine the meaning of the 

results: victimizations by aggressive crimes per , offenses 
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committed by adults weighed according to their seriousness per . . 

etc. Finally, the importance of what goes into the denominators of 

these rates has been illustrated. The units in the base are equally 

as important for interpreting the significance'of a rate is as what 

goes into the numerator. 

"Per capita" is a nice and handy way of stating rates, but in 

the case of an appreciation of the significance of the crime problem, 

as with many other problems, it may obscure more than illuminate. 

Concentrations versus Avera ecLe ~ 

Another implication of many of the illustrations givenhere is 

the limited significance of gross ~verages. Nothing illustrates this 

better than the professors' chestnut about the man who drowns in the 

deep hole in a pond posted with the sign "Average depth: 4 feet." 

Similarly, that the average loss to larceny for a Washington residential 

household per year proves to be a trivial amount in this study, is 

small comfort to the few families repeatedly burglarized. That the 

crime rate in a certain city is increasing no more rapidly than that of 

the nation may fail to impress the many life-long inhabitants of one 

neighborhood we surveyed who now feel impelled to move because of fears 

for the family's safety. The way in which crimes are concentrated in 

persons, places and times can be equally as significant as the average 

levels, and from certain standpoints even m~re so. 

It is possible that in the crime picture, the same kind of 

situation may obtain as came to light when the nation became conscious 

of poverty in its midst. Just as the very affluence of the nation as 

a whole made the "poverty" in "pockets" that much ~re intolerable, 
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"pockets of crime" can become more intolerable if the standards of the 

Society as a whole go up. 

This will be particularly true for those who are in these "pockets." 

Safety, as with other blessings of social life, tends to be v ewed by a 

person relative to what others enjoy. 

In assessing crime, identifying the concentrations of offenders 

and victims is as important as identifying averages for thecountry and 

other large units of geography. Concentrations among particular categories 

of the population and among particular categories of enterprise is also 

of key importance. The pilot study we conducted does not permit analysis 

by sufficiently small geographic,areas to identify such concentrations and 

the special meaning crime has for residents in such areas. Further work 

is planned, however, to elucidate meanings for various population classes. 
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APPENDIX A 

BACKGROUND DATA ON WASHINGTON AND THE THREE POLICE PRECINCTS 

The City 

Composition 

According to the 1960 Census ~.!ashington, D. C. was the ninth 

largest city in the United States, and the Uashington Standard Metropolitan 

Statistical Area was tenth in size. In 1964 the District population was 

estimated at jUSt over 800,000. 

By most recent estimates the population of the city is now almost 

two-thirds Negro, compared to 55:pe~ cent in 1960, and among the younger 

residents the proportion is even higher. Since 1960 the White population 

has been moving to the suburbs as the non-~.lhite population has moved in. 

Washington is atypical of most American cities in other ways. 

In 1964 half of its employed population was working for government--most 

for the federal government. Relatively few persons were employed in 

v manufacturing, and a high proportion worked in "service and miscellaneous" 

occupations (see Table A-l). 

TABLE A-l 

COMPOSITION OF OCCUPATIONAL STRUCTURE 
WASHINGTON, D. C. METROPOLITAN AREA, 1964 a 

(In Percentages) 

Employed In % Employed 

Construction contracting 
Manufacturing 
Transportation and public utilities 
Wholesale and retail trade 
Finance, insurance and real estate 
Service and miscellaneous 
Government 

Total 

4 
3 
5 

15 
5 

18 
50 

100% 
(N=597,000) 

a 
U. S. Bureau of the Census, Statistical Abstract 

of the United States: I>°65. (S6th edition.) Washington, 
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In 1964 the median per capita income was $3544 compared to a 

median of $2566 for the country as a whole. Figures for 1959 show 

there were both fewer 1'!ashington families in the lowest income bracket 

and more in the next-to-highest (see Table A-2) reflecting in good part 

the biracial composition of the city. 

TABLE A-2 

DISTRIBUTION OF FAMILIES BY INCOME LEVELS a 
( In  Percentages) 

Each Income Level U . S .  D . C .  

Under $3,000 - 21.4 17.3 

$3,000 - $4,959 20.5 22.6 

$5,OO0 - $6,999 23.0 18.9 

$7,000 and Over 35.2 41.2 

I I 
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Total I00.1% 100.0% 

au. S. Bureau of the Census, op. cit., p. 343. 

District families have both higher incomes and a smaller number 

of persons per family than in the country as a whole: The District 

family has an average of 2.9 persons per unit as compared to 3.3 for 

the nation, l District residents over the age of 25 have had more 

education than average• (see Table A-3). 

And housing is apparently in better condition than in the country 

at large. Eighty-five per cent of the District units were rated in 

sound condition in 1960, as compared to 74 per cent for the country. 2 

l 
Ibi__~d., p. 3~. 

21bid., p; 760. 
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TABLE A-3 

MEDIAN YEARS OF SCHOOL COMPLETED--BY RACE-- 
FOR THE UNITED STATES AND FOR THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA a 

Median Number of Years 
of School Completed U.S. D.C. 

~,!hite Residents IO.9 12.4 

Negro Residents 8.2 9.2 

albid., p. I13. 

By all of these measure~ th~ situation of the population of the 

District is better than for the Country as a whole--by white-collar 

occupation , by per capita income, by education and by condition of 

housing. 

Crime Statistics in the City 

One might thine that a predominantly white-collar population of 

" higher than average educational and income level would havea low crime 

rate. On the other hand, one might think that the very high minority 

9roup membership would generate crimes of protest. Because this study 

is confined to the District of Columbia proper, we want to compare'rates 

for the District to those of other cities; simply as a means of reducing 

the number of cities to be compared we chose those with populations of 

similar size to that of ~lashington (see Table A-4). 

A comparison of ten cities shows that Washington had the fourth 

highest total index rate of reported offenses for 1964, and that the 

standard metropolitan statistical area of which Washington is the central 

city had the second highest rate out of nine. Knowing that a comparison 
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such as this is of limited reliability we prefer not to elaborate on it. 

We are not now in a position to explain variations between cities. We 

offer the data only as descriptive of the context within which the 

problem of this study is located. 

TABLE A-4 

COMPARISON OF TOTAL CRIME INDEX RATES (per I00,0OO population) 
FOR CITIES SIMILAR IN SIZE TO ~!ASHINGTON, D. C. AND 

FOR THE STANDARD ~ETROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS a 

Cities Similar City 1964 1964 

I 

I 

I 
| 

I 
! 

in Size Per Cent City SMSA 
to Washington Non-~lhite Index b Index b 

i 
Milwaukee 8.9 1344.8 1008.6 

Dallas 19.3 1890.O 1509.5 " 

Cleveland 28.9 1969.6 II~2.5 

Baltimore 35.0 1984.g 1589.8 

Boston 9.0 2727.5 1522.1: 

Pittsburgh 16.8 2741.1 llOI.6 

Uashington, D.C. 54.__~0 3001.______66 2072.6 

(not 
New Orleans 37.Z: 3125.2 given) 

San Francisco 13.4 3284.1 2317.3 

O n  St. Louis 2u.u 3559.0 1917.3 

I 

I 
I 
ii 
! 

For source of data see Federal Bureau of Investigation, U. S. 
Department of Justice, Uniform Crime Reports for the United States I~6~:, .... 
Washington, D. C.: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1965, pp. 171 and 
69-07. 

blndex offenses include murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, 
forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary or breaking and 
entering, larceny-theft $50 or more, and auto theft. 

I 

I! 

II 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

"-I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

I 

APPENDIX F 

SERIOUSNESS SCORES 

The seriousness scoring system for the present study was that 

developed by Wolfgang and Sellin in their recent study of juvenile 

delinquency in Philadelphia. The weights which were assigned to elements 

of the criminal incidents as described by our respondents are those 

given by Wolfgang and SeIlin, pp. 401-412. 

Most of the 19 per cent of the incidents to which the scoring 

system could not be applied involved attempts or presumed attempts to 

commit a crime and incidents of a ~atGre not handled by Wolfgang and 

SelIin, such as peeping, false arrest, false testimony, or obscene 

telephone calls. In a few instances, information was lacking in the 

report on such items essential to the scoring procedure as value of 

the property stolen or damaged, the extent of the injury, or, in two 

cases, information insufficient to class as between assault or armed 

. . robbery. 

A l though  ac tua l  va lues were computed f o l l o w i n g  the Wolfgang 

method~ t a b l e s  in t h i s  repor t  always use a co l l apsed  v e r s i o n  o f  the 

scores in which the sma l le r  f requency,  h i g h e r  scores are c o l l a p s e d ,  

as fol lows:  

BSSR Collapsed 
Scale Value 

Wolfgang-Sellin 
Equivalent 

1 I 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
5 5-6 
6 7-9 

• 7 l O or more 

t i 

! 
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The nature of incidents that fall at various levels of score 

(BSSR Class intervals) can be indicated by the following capsule 

descriptions of incidents drawn from our cases: 

INCIDENTS ILLUSTRATING BSSR SERIOUSNESS SCORES 

--...ol 
I 

I. 

I 
BSSR Case I. D. 
Score Numbers 

Sample Incidents: Valuellnjury 

I 
I 0074 I-I 

4036 I-2 

4022 I-I 

O155 I-I 

6154 I-I 

Oil02 I-2 

3 0083 I-I 

61.88 I-I 

4 4128 I -3 

6102 I-l 

5 6102 I-2 

Change carrier stolen from car. $I.O0 
Aunt was on bus and when she got off 

she found that her wallet was 
missing. 

Antenna broken off R's husband's car 
• while parked in front of his store. 

A fellow slapped me. He slapped me 
with his hand. 

Automobile stolen from in front of 
house. Car was missed the next 
morning. 

Coming home on bus and got billfold 
snatched from purse. 

Someone broke a lower window and 
entered house and this was one of 
the few days we kept any money in 
the house. 

R. came back from hospital I opened 
basement door, horrible order, 
filthy. Someone had been living 
there.(Clothing missing-household 
items damaged.) 

At work someone approached me and 
asked me to be his woman. I slammed 
the iron and he drew a gun. None 

Gang of boys took son's paper money 
away from him as he collected his 
route. He was threatened with 
physical violence. 

R. was driving cab and passenger 
pulled gun and demanded and got 
all his money. Shot into car seat. 

$4.00 

$8.oo-$9.oo 

None 

(Recovered- 
nodamage) 

$80.00 

$92.00 plus 
$8.00 damag 

$150.O0 plus 
$5.00 damag 

$53.OO 

$24.00 plus 
$5.00 damag, 
to car from 
shot. 

I 
I 
I 

II 
I 
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INCIDENTS ILLUSTRATING BSSR SERIOUSNESS SCORES--Continued 

I 
BSSR 
Score 

Case I. D. 
Numbers 

Sample Incidents: Value/Injury 

I 

I 

I 

6 

OOl 5-I I-I 

0.123 I - i  

4053-3 I-l 

0228-2 I-2 

Walking and somebody with knife 
grabbed R. from behind and 
took his money. 

I was coming home from night club 
and 2 fellows stopped me with a 
gun. They took my wallet and then 
knocked me out with the gun. 

Beat up by a passenger and robbed 
of $4.50 one night after midnight. 

Friend and I got beat up. A couple 
of geys,jumped out of car and 
wanted-to fight. They followed 
us--we tried to call cops. They 
then beat us up again. 

$2.00 

$95.00/minor 
$4.50/hospi-  

t a l i z e d  

Treated and 
released 
and some 
damage to 
c lo th ing 

I ! 
• I I 

'I 
I i 

I 
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APPENDIX G 

REPORT ON A DESIGN FOR A NATIONAL STUDY 

BUREAU OF SOCIAL SCIENCE RESEARCH, INC. 
1200 Seventeenth Street, N. W. 

Washington, D. C. 20036 

BSSR PROJECT NO. 382 
Contract: LEA 66-2, Jan. 28, 1966 
Report No. 2 
Date: April 28, 1966 
Project Title: A Pilot Study of Public Survey Approaches to Crime Phenomena 
Principal Investigator: A. D. Biderman 

Report Title: REPORT ON DESIGN FOR A NATIONAL STUDY 

Summary: This report outlines developments which have affected the 
role the Bureau of Social Science Research pilot study plays 
in a planned national study of victimization. Some recom- 
mendations for the design of a national study are tentatively 
made on tile basis of p#etest and initial study interviewing 
in the Washington pilot ~tudy. 

Developments Since Preparation 
of the Study Proposal 

Since the development of the original proposal for the project, 

several decisions regarding the study program of the President's Commission 

on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice have affected the 

directions of the work being undertaken by BSSR, as this work pertains to 

a prospective national survey. In addition, the pretest experience has 

provided some indications of possible problems in the national study. 

Modifications of the planned approach of the BSSR study have been 

suggested by these developments. 

Two major changes in our planning derive from decisions made by 

the staff of the Commission: 

I. the decision to use a private survey research contractor 
rather than the Bureau of the Census to conduct the national 
study. 

2. the decision to have the BSSR Washington precinct surveys 
replicated in two other cities by the University of Michigan and 
to coordinate the survey work of BSSR in Washington with other 
observations to be undertaken by the University of Michigan. 

2 6 6 ~ 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - 18  

I 
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Implications of Substituting 
Private Contractor fo-~ Census 

After a series of consultations on the part of Dr. Ohlin and 

advisors to the Commission (in one of which BSSR participated), doubts 

developed as to ~hether the Bureau of Census would be able to complete 

the collection and tabulation of data for a national study quickly enough 

tO meet the Commission's deadline. It was agreed that a contract with 

a private group would probably have greater promise of providing timely 

results, although with sacrifice of the large number of cases that could 

be handled economically through the resources of the Census. A trial 

effort to estimate the amou.nt Qf victimization reported in a cross- 

sectional survey in the fall of 1965 by the National Opinion Research 

Center was reported to the Commission. It gave additional encourage- 

ment to the feasibility of approaching the problem with a smaller 

sample, i.e., IO,OOO to 15,OOO households. The Commission staff 

decided in March to substitute a nongovernmental contractor for the 

Census Bureau for the collection Qf national data. Accordingly, BSSR 

abandoned its efforts to develop and test procedures specifically 

adaptable to the routines of Census Bureau sample surveys. Instead, 

coordination was established with tile prospective contractor for the 

national study, the National Opinion Research Center. Among the 

implications of this change are the following: 

I. A smaller number of households will be in the s ample-- 

IOrOO0-15.OO0 cases.--A major reason for considering using the resources 

of the Census is that the need for a large number of cases in the sample 

could be realized most economically this way. The current population 

I 
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survey of the Census, for example, would yield over 30,000 households 

for analysis. Tile costs of commercial organizations are much greater 

and their national cross-sectional samples usually much smaller. To 

provide a sufficient number of cases for analysis with a smaller size 

sample, given the current "guesstimates '~ of the actual prevalence of 

victimization, three courses of action are available. First, data may 

be developed on all members of a household from a single respondent in 

that household. This device contributes more to increasing the number 

of victims than to tbe~umber of incidents of victimization (crimes) 

covered by the survey. This is because all or several members of the 

same household are frequently victims of the same crime. In certain 

instances, such as burglaries, auto the,tJ, and vandalism to residences, 

the entire household usually has to be regarded as victimized. Second, 

respondents can be asked to report on their experience over a long span 

of time. The longer the period, however, the greater tile difficulty of 

recall. Third, more extensive procedures of questioning can be used to 

attempt to insure them exhaustive reporting by each respondent. Each 

of these measures for off-setting the effects of small sample size raises 

questions that ~re discussed below. 

2. More f!exible interviewinq procedures carl be utilized.--Using 

a private contractor will afford various advantages for a first attempt 

to develop data on victims on a national scale, relative to using the 

regular routines of Census sample surveys. The contractor, presumably, 

will be able to operate with fewer constraints of question format, precoding, 

interview length, etc., than would be readily adaptable to a census device. 
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A national survey that is conducted exclusively or largely for the 

specific purpose would have advantages over a "piggy-back" initial 

screening for victimization as a minor part of a survey being conducted 

for other objectives. 

3. The possibility of [andpmizing respondent.s.--tlhen use of 

Census sample survey resources was being contemplated, a preliminary 

plan was considered that was adapted to the usual Census practice of 

using a probability sample of households, rather than a sample of 

persons. 

There are usually disadvantages associated with using a sample 

of households in which data o~ all members of the household are developed 

from any one responsible informant whom the interviewer contacts in that 

household. There are special reasons to assume that there will be losses 

of data associated with this procedure in the case of a survey of 

victimizati0n--although checks can be made on the nature and extent of 

these losses. Some of the pretest experience of the t~ashington study 

discussed below indicates that respondents report more of the incidents 

of which they themselves are victims than those of which other members 

of their households are victims. If for reasons of economical coverage 

of a large number of individuals it is necessary to accept any readily 

accessible adult as an informant both for himself and for the occurrence 

of victimization to some other member of the household, a check on the 

nature and extent of nonreporting can be made by direct follow-up inter- 

viewing of a sample of these other members. Given the small frequencies 

involved, this can serve in the case of many variables only as a check 

for the presence of distortion, rather than as a basis for making specific 
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corrections of the biases in the original data. These biases include 

more extensive enumeration of the kinds of crimes that affect persons 

more frequently contacted in the original sampling--e.g., housewives. 

A more satisfactory recourse, although a more expensive one, is to 

randomize the selection of respondents in households in the original 

survey. These respondents can be asked to report whether other members 

of the household have been victimized. This increases the number of 

incidents available for analysis--with "leave" questionnaires or fo!low- 

up interviews being carried out as necessary to develop needed details. 

m 
. 

I 

! 

| 

II 
I 
I 

I , 

! 

i • 

Coordination with University o,f Michiqan Study 

The second development a1:fecting our plans has been the decision 

to c]osely coordinate the BSSR ~'!ashington study with studies being 

performed for the Commission by the University of Michigan in I!ashington 

and two other cities. Several reorientations of the BSSR study were 

indicated. It is advisable that sampling, interviewingand basic analytic 

procedures be as similar as possible in the parallel work in the three 

cities. BSSR has substituted a nonclustered sample of adults drawn by 

the University of l.lichigan for the clustered sample of households BSSR 

originally contemplated using. This substitution affords various gains 

of validity, but requires greater time and money expenditures for carrying 

out the interviewing, particularly an intensive follow-up effort to insure 

maximum contact with the individually designated informants. It also 

reduces the importance of developing data from household informants 

regarding other members of their household. Tile objective of making 

the BSSR work maximally useful to the University of Michigan studies 

I 
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requires relatively earlier and greater emphasis on data collection by 

personal interviews relative to the explorations of mail and telephone 

methods that we originally proposed to explore. The latter were to be 

evaluated for their usefulness in national surveys of victimization. The 

role of the BSSR work.in the multicity project also adds to the immediate 

usefulness of the substantive objectives of the work in ~4ashington-- 

including that on police-community relations--relative to the method- 

! 
°, 
I 

i 
I 

ological developmental objectives set forth in the original proposal. 

General Implications for Role. of BSSR Study 

In general, then, the changes discussed alter the bases which 
! 

the t.lashington study provides for recommendations regarding a national 

study--lessening the contributions we can maize of testing specifically 
I 

adaptable tools and procedures, but retaining the contribution of know- 

ledge regarding certain of the central problems involved in such a study. 

Results of Initial Field Experience 

The experimentation with various types of questions and methods 

in the field work thus far conducted by the BSSR pilot study has yielded 

several conclusions having implications for a national study. These have 

been incorporated in the instrument currently being used in Washington. 

The comments below are based on experience in training interviews, 

96 pretest interviews and analysis of a varying number of interviews of 

the sample proper as these became available during preparation of this 

I 

I 
, 

i 

report. Training and pretest interviews were conducted in Washington 

precincts other than the three that are being used in the study proper. 

\ 
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The distribution of respondents in these early interviews is about 85 

per cent Negro and one per cent other nonwhite. Approximately 60 per 

cent of the Negro respondents and 55 per cent of whites were female. 

In addition, about 40 telephone screening interviews were carried out. 

The following are the general findings from this work that we 

regard as most instructive with regard to the conduct of research on 

victimization. 

I. ~he large volume of victimization reported.--Most respondents, 

report that they, their entire household, or some other member of their 

household has been victimized at some time. Over two-thirds of all of 

the interviews we have complete~ to date yielded at least one report of 

victimization to a member of the household in response to several types 

of questions about victimization employed. Only about 15 per cent of 

the respondents reported more than one instance, however. 

2. Respondents tend to report recent incidents.--In most of our 

early household interviewing, we attempted to counteract the recency 

effects in incident reporting which we had observed in telephone inter- 

views. ~]e attempted this by asking first about whether the respondent 

had ever been a victim of a crime or about what was the worst crime 

of which he had ever been a victim before asking about recent victim- 

ization (most recent and any victimization in I~65 or 1966). In the 

38 pretest interviews in which this type of pattern was followed, 12 

of the 29 incidents oF victimization reported took place in 1965 or 1966. 

The procedure did not yield a higher proportion of less recent incidents 

of victimization than did the pattern tested later in which we asked 

first about victimization in 1965-66 and then about the worst incident, 

(This procedure was adopted for the study proper.) It produced a greater 
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volu!i~.e of incid-n~ reporting than the ~ormer, despite tile el im~natioi-z 

from the schedule of pre-1965 events, other than ~'the Worst ever." Uhile 

somewhat greater interviewer experience may have contributed to the 

increase in reporting, our impression is that it was primarily due to 

presenting the ,'espondents with more Focused recall tasks, Since only 

a very small number of incidents were reported in the early pretests 

which gave primacy to the "ever-type" questions that were not either 

1965-66 cases or mentionable as the "worst" incident, the other questions 

directed toward pre-1965 eVents obviously could have yielded at best only 

a small increment oi ~ reporting. (See Table l). 

: , TABLE I 

NUMBER OF RECENT INCIDENTS OF VICTIMIZATION REPORTED 
BY TII'IE PERIOD--INITIAL STUDY SAMPLE RESPONDENTS 

AND IN T~.~O TYPES OF PRETEST INTERVIE~?ING 

r~il I 

i 
I 

I 
I 
Ii 

Time Period Study 
Sample 

Nonrandomized 
Pretest--Recent 
Questions First 

Nonrandomized 
P r e t e s t - - N o n r e c e n t  
Quest ions  F i r s t  

N=87 N=58 N=38 

Total 
Respondents 

N=183 
! 

1966 (Ist I00 
days) )  

1965--4th 
Quarter 

1965--3rd 
Quarter 

1965--2nd 
Quarter 

1965--Ist 
Quarter 

AII recent 
Per iods 

.14 6 4 

6 

3 8 2 

38 3O 16 

18 

24 

19 

lO 

13 

84 

II 

I 
I 

I 

I 
! 
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Recency of incident was checked for 183 interviews, including all 

forms tested and both pretest and study sample cases. (See Table 2). 

TABLE 2 

DATE OF LEAST RECENT VICTIHIZATION 

Number of Incidents 

Date of Nonramdomized Ncnramdomized 
Victimization Random Pretests--Recent Pretests--Nonrecent 

Sample Questions First Questions First 
Tota l  

1966 6 4 3 13 

1965 13 13 8 34 

1964 ' 7 4 I 12 
a 

1963 4 . 2 2 8 

1960-62 5 5 3 13 

Prior to 
1960 II 15 5 31 

Ill 

If we consider only the least recent incidents of victimization reported 

by the respondent (in most cases, this is the incident given in response to 

questions about J'the worst" case), 42 per cent of these occurred since 

January 1965. For this reason, it was decided to focus the final instru- 

ment on recent victimization, although the superlative item has been 

retained in the final instrument. 

3. Respondents report few incidents occurring to other members 

of their household.--The bulk of the incidents reported involved the 

respondent himself as a victim, rather than other members of the house- 

hold. Of 93 incidents reported by the first 129 respondents in the study 
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sample (randomized individuals within households), 84 per cent involved 

the respondent alone, or he along with tile entire household was victimized, 

and in only 16 per cent was some other member of the household the victim. 

(See Table 3). This was the case even with the use of equivalent items 

TABLE 3 

"~../ORST" AilD 1965-66 INCIDEI~TS BY ~.'HETHER RESPONDENT, 
ENTIRE HOUSEHOLD OR OTHER MEMBER JAS THE VICTIM 

II 

4 
! 

I 
Type of Incident Number 

Respondent Victim: 
1965-66, not "worst ever" 
1965-66, "worst ever" 
Pre-1965 "worst ever ~' 

Entire Household Victim: 
1965-66, not "worst ever" 
1965-66, "worst ever" 
Pre-1965 "worst ever" 

Other Member of Household: 
1965-66, not "worst ever" 
1965-66, "worst ever '~ 
Pre-1965 "worst ever ~ 

Total 

19 
9 

20 

I0 

7 
J_33 

3 
7 

48 

3o 

15 

93 

I 
, 

I 

II 

II 
for asking about victimization of other members as for the respondent 

personally. Question order, however, may partially account for this 

effect, since respondents are asked about things that happened to them 

before being asked about other household members. (See below on 

"motivational fatigue.") ~!here respondents do report on other members 

they usually can supply most of the detailed information sought by our 

instrument. 
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4. Fairly consequential incidents are reported.--Contrary to 

our expectations, trivial incidents did not predominate among those 

reported. This was true in the case of pretest interviews which included 

a probe asking about ~' little things like kids breaking windows . 

The majority of the incidents reported in the pretests involved some 

financial loss to the victim. In the main, these losses were of 

appreciable value--rarely under $5 and predominantly $25 or more. The 

mean reported loss among the pretest cases in which some financial loss 

was involved was $160, the median Was in thelvicinity of $75, and the 

interval $I00-200 was modal. A somewhat greater proportion of small 

losses was reported in the initial s~cudy sample. This may be due to the 

greater number of incidents per interview yielded by the final version of 

the questionnaire if our assumption is correct that superior interviewing 

procedure will yield more hard-to-remember relatively trivial accounts. 

Of 4/4 incidents in the study sample in which a dollar figure of loss was 

ireported, the amount was $I00 or more in 48 per cent of the cases. Despite 

an indicated prevalence of offenses considerably higher than that suggeste 

by police statistics for ~]ashington the large majority of the offenses 

reported in these interviews are described as incidents known to the 

police (roughly two thirds). About 20 per cent of the incidents involved 

violence, 70 per cent were nonviolent property crimes, seven per cent 

were sex crimes and three per cent alleged offenses by police (e.g. false 

arrest). 

Implicat. ions o f  Experience for the National Study 

This experience may be in te rpre ted  as having the fo l low ing  

impl ica t ions for  the nat ional  study. 
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A very high volume of reporting of incidents of crime can be 

expected--at least in big cities. This rate is nigh enough so that a 

smaller sample than originally contemplated may suffice. However, most 

respondents will remember and report only recent incidents in which they 

personally were victims. Randomizing informants seems extremely important. 

A very low rate of the reporting of more than one incident by a respondent 

also characterizes the data--lower than would be expected on pure probability 

assumptions that do not take account of the probable clustering of risks. 

One may venture the following interpretations of the usual inter- 

viewing task as it affects reporting. Most incidents of victimization 

are not easily recalled. They are not extremely salient events relative 

to other life experiences. Forgetting these events also stems from the 

unpleasant and embarrassing aspects of the experience to the victim. 

Further, few of the incidents lead to a path of ensuing action that might 

serve to reinforce the ability to recall the event. The large majority 

of the kinds of events in question are happenings that would have been 

difficult to avoid--measures to prevent repetition of the same kind of 

incident would usually involve far greater cost and inconvenience to the 

victim than he feels the magnitude of the risk deserves. In very few of 

them is the offender ever known; hence there is no individual target on 

whom the victim can fix whatever affect the event may arouse. In most 

instances, there is nothing to do to gain either material or emotional 

idemnification for the loss. 

The experience of the interviewing of members of the staff of 

the research organization and that of members of the project team is 

particularly instructive in this connection. In each case, incidents 
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not remembered at the time of the interview would be recalled by the 

individual hours, daysand weeks after First attempting to report 

incidents of victimization. 

If we consider the psychological situation of the typical 

respondent, we may assume that after being able to give the interviewer 

one incident of victimization, his desire to cooperate with the inter- 

viewer (and the Crime Commission) has been demonstrated and he is under 

less pressure to continue the difficult recall task. The nature of the 

effect is perhaps described by the term "motivational fatigue. ~' 

Largely on impressionistic and inferential bases, we reached the 

conclusion that exceptionally extensive and specific probing would increase 

~reatly the recall of events, The instrument now being used is a set of 

IO flash cards (see attachment) each dealing with a type of offense and in 

all involving approximately 70 discrete probes. These probes are grouped 

in a manner that is designed to facilitate respondent recall, rather than 

in terms of any conventional crime classifications. 

In summary, we would make the following recommendations regarding 

the design of the national study: 

I. Questions on victimization should be as narrowly focused and 

as specific as possible. The recall task given the respondent at any 

point in the interview should be focused with respect to time, person, 

and type of event. 

2. Planning should be based on the assumption that victimization 

will be much more prevalent than has been suggested eigher by telephone 

screening or by extrapolations from official statistics. 

3. A random probability sample of adults should be used, or a 

sample of households with randomized respondents within households. 
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4. Using a screening interview with a member of the household 

to identify other members of that household who were victims of crimes 

will probably be an unsatisfactory device Prom the standpoint of its 

exhaustiveness. It may be a better allocation of resources to concentrate 

on getting full reporting from the initial respondents of incidents in 

which they personally were involved. 

5. The respondent initially should be asked about recent events-- 

preferably events of the preceding half year. (If the national interviewing 

was to take place in June or July, it would be most convenient to have 

the respondent report victimizations during this calendar year or "since 

Christmas" as a ready time benchmark.) 
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The Precincts 

Crime Statistics in the Precincts 

The three precincts we studied include about 30 per cent of the 

population of the District of Columbia, judging from 1964 population 

estimates. In Table P,-5 we have compared for each of these precincts 

| 

t 
! 
D 
ID 

the proportion of the population of the District that lives in each and 

the proportion of all the Part I offenses known to the police that takes 

place in their confines. In this way, we have an ironicquota measure-- 

we can see whether each precinct contributes more or less to the "crime 

rate" for the city than would be ~xpected on the basis of its population. 

The data are given for 1960 and 1965. 

Two of our precincts--the 6th and ll:th--are low in their crime 

rates relative to population; the lOth Precinct exceeds its quota of 

crime. It can also be noted that crimes known to the police have 

t 
! 
I 
t 

increased more rapidly in the lOth Precinct than in the city as a whole, 

while the 6th has shown a slight decline and the 14th a probably 

inSignificant increase. Relative to population, the 6th and 14th are 

Qmong the lowest in the city in police records of Part I offenses; the 

lOth moderately high. This is true of each of the classes of offenses 

which occur frequently enough to be statistically meaningful. 

Using population alone as basis for a quota fails to take into 

I 
! 

account certain known aspects of the distribution of offenses. First of 

all, Negroes contribute to the numbers of known offenders in disproportion 

to their numbers in the population, but according to a recent survey, not 

to the known victims of offenses. I Secondly, persons are victimized in 

Iunpublishu~ letter from the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
U. S. Department of Justice, to tile District of Columbia Crime CommiSsion. 

I 
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places o the r  than where they  res ide .  These l a r g e l y  r e s i d e n t i a l  p r e c i n c t s  

may not c o n t r i b u t e  as many o f fenses  committed aga ins t  n o n r e s i d e n t s  to the 

t o t a l s  f o r  the c i t y  as do o the r  p r e c i n c t s  tha t  have many es tab l i shmen ts  

which ca te r  to  the  p u b l i c .  

From a survey  cove r i ng  two weeks in 1963, the FBI es t imated  tha t  

52 per cent o f  v i c t i m s  o f  o f fenses  fo r  which a f i n g e r p r i n t  card was 

submi t ted  were w h i t e .  G e n e r a l l y ,  however, areas have cr ime ra tes  in 

p r o p o r t i o n  to  the  per cent o f  t h e i r  p o p u l a t i o n  tha t  is Negro. The 6th 

and 14th P r e c i n c t s  are no tab le  excep t ions  to t h i s  p a t t e r n ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

the 14 th ,  which has become almost a l l  Negro. 

The possible effects of-crimes against nonresidents on the 

differences shown in Table A-5 between the three precincts can be 

discounted, however, in that the housebreaking quota figures differ in 

roughly similar magnitudes between the precincts as do the totals. 

Indeed the 10th Precinct, which has the greatest number of business 

establishments and places of entertainment that may bring nonresidents 

of the precinct to it has a disproportionately high housebreaking figure, 

and the 14th, which has the fewest of such establishments, has the 

lowest figure. 

Insofar as police statistics are concerned, the 14th Police 

Precinct would appear to be the least crime ridden of any in town. I 

IAn erroneous impression has sometimes been created in the 
press that the 14th Precinct is a "high crime" area. Absolute 
numbers •of offenses were used that did not take into account the 
exceptionally high population of this precinct. 
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TABLE A-5 

PERCENTAGE OF ALL WASHINGTON PART I OFFENSES AND OF POPULATION IN THREE POLICE PRECINCTS: . 1960 AND 1965 
(Part I Offense Rates in i960 and 1965 Based on 1960 Census and 196h Population Estimates) 

Entire City Total 6th Precinct IOth Precinct t4th Precinct Total Three Precincts 

Offenses 1960 ! 1965 1960 1965 __( 1960 1965 .i_ 1960 |965 1960 1965 

N %a N N - ~  %a N %e ~ %a N %a N % I N % 

Population: 763,956 100 802,749 100 

72 t00 ~55 IO0 

6 100 8 I00 

19 100 i4 IO0 

~15 I00 132 100 

39 lO0 27 lO0 

1,172 100 3,663 I00 

126 lO0 282 I00 

3,067 I00 2,474 I00 - 

4,249 IO0 9,067 I00 

160 I00 233 I00 

I. Criminal homicide 

Murder 

Manslaughter 

Negligent homicide 

2. Rape 

Attempt rape 

3. Robbery 

Attempt robbery 

4. Aggravated assault 

5. Housebreaking 

Attempt housebreaki 

6. Larceny 

$100 and over 

Under $100 

7, Auto thef t  

Total 

915 I00 1,621 100 

8,036 I00 8,632 I00 

1,953 lO0 5,736 I00 

19,929 I00 32,053 I00 

%a N %a 

65,156 8.5 69,716 8.7 79,118 10.4 85,656 10.7 

N 

80,747 10.6 84,801 10.6 224,748 29.5 240,173 30.0 

- I 0.6 

5.2  1 7.1 

0.9 5 3.8 

2.6 3 ll.l 

33 2.8 i73 4.8 

3 2.2 23 8.2 

71 2.3 75 3.0 

267 6.3 597 6.6 

16 lO.O 12 5.1 

51 5.6 50 3.0 

663 8.3 411 4.8 

132 6,8 282 5.0 

1,239 6.2 1,633 5.! 

7 9.7 15 9.7 

1 12.5 

7,1 

12 9.6 " 15.~ 11.4 

2 5.1 3 II.I 

~02 8.7 641 17.5 

13 TO,3 40 14.2 

358 11.7 295 12.0 

456 10.7 1 ,130  12.5 

8 5.0 24 10.3 

71 7.8 

599 7.4 

160 8.2 

1,790 9.0 

121 7.5 

87t I0.I 

534 9.3 

3,69t 1.5 

8 ll.I 10 6.4 

I 16.6 I 12.5 

3 15.8 I 7.1 

lO 8,7 17 i2.9 

I 2 .6  3 I1.1 

58 4.9 189 5.1 

3 2.2 16 5.7 

163 5.3 87 3.5 

152 3.6 403 4.4 

4 2.5 8 3.4 

23 2,5 29 1.8 

288 3.6 350 4.0 

164 8.4 565 9.7 

878 4.4 1.679 5.2 

15 20.8 26 16.7 

1 16.6 2 25.0 

4 21.0 3 21.3 

23 19.2 37 28.1 

4 10.3 9 33.3 

193 16.4 ],003 27.4 

19 14.7 79 28.l 

592 19.3 457 18.5 

875 20.6 2,]30 23.5 

28 17.5 44 ~8.8 

145 15.9 200 12.3 

1,550 19-3 1,632 18.9 

456 23.4 1.381 24.0 

3,907 19.6 7,003 21.8 

apercentage of Entire City total. 
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The 6th Precinct l 

The 6th Precinct extends from the northern boundary of the 

District south to Buchanan Street and from Rock Creek on the West to 

North Capitol and Riggs Road on the East (see Figure I). 

In the northern third of the precinct, where Rock Creek Park 

dips back from 16th Street, lies one of the more affluent sections 

of the city. Homes are spacious and luxurious with beautiful lawns and 

I 

II 

II 

I 
shrubs. Across 16th Street, north of l.!alter Reed Hospital the houses 

are generally less imposing, but still of upper middle class style. 

As one moves south and west away from 16th Street, affluence 

fades to varying degrees. The'B & 0 Railroad runs northwest from the 

jog in Riggs Road to cross the District line about at the midpoint of 

the 17th census tract. Near the tracks, dwellings are of poorer structure 

and repair. East of the tracks and just north of Riggs Road nearly all 

II 

! 

of the housing is new and of brick. There are attractive single family 

dwellings across the street from blocks of row houses; small apartment II 
buildings are interspersed with two-, three-, and four-family buildings. 

Still further north and west of the tracks, the houses are large, built 

of wood, on shaded streets, lined by large trees, but lawns and total 

area are limited. 

~lalter Reed Army Hospital separates the very affluent neighborhood 

of single family dwellings to the north from a clustering of apartment 

buildings and a few brick and frame single family dwellings just to the 

I 
I 

I 
I 

south. ~.lest of these and in the remainder of the precinct one finds all 

styles of single family units--row houses, attached single family II 
dwellings, frame and brick detached houses--often of rather different 

ISocial portraits of parts of the 6th and 14th Precincts as well 
as of other sections of the city are to be found in Laure M. Sharp, Ann 
Richardson and Carole ~!olff, Social Orqanization and Life Patterns in 
the District of Columbia: A Survey of Selected Neighborhoods. ~.!ashington, 
D.C.:  BSSR, March, 1965. (Mimeoqraphed.) 

a, 
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quality from one side of the street to the other or from one block 

to the next. Going cast from 16th Street in the southern half of 

the precinct one sees first several blocks of attached dwellings or 

row houses, then a few blocks of large, old frame houses, then 

another strip of row or detached houses of varying quality, and then 

again more pretentious homes as one nears North Capitol Street. 

Although the southern two-thirds and the western half of the precinct 

never approach the northern corner in level of affluence, here and 

there one sees homes of upper middle class level. 

Color of housing more than anything else would clue one to 
: 

neighborhood in the southern half of the precinct. Going east from 

IGth Street, most of the row and attached houses are weather-worn 

and are constructed of tan and light brown brick. The neighborhood 

is drab. As one nears North Capitol Street, construction is almost 

entirely of red brick, so that the contrast is dramatic. 

Only Georgia Avenue is predominantly commercial. 

2 6 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - 1 3  
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*Walter Reed Army Medical Center 
**Rock Creek Cemetery 
¢Only part of the census tract falls in the precinct. 

I 

I 

I 

i 
! 
! 
! 



I 

q. 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

It 
!1 
I . 

| 
! 

II 
I 

~ ' "  I , 

The IOth P rec inc t  

The iOth Prec inc t  runs from Buchanan S t ree t  on the North to  

E u c l i d  on the South,  and from Rock Creek on the Dlest to  North Cap i to l  

S t r e e t  on the  East.  Along the eas te rn  boundary o f  the  p r e c i n c t  one 

f i n d s  T r i n i t y  Co l lege,  the no r the rn  b u i l d i n g s  o f  Howard U n i v e r s i t y ,  

the  Dlashington Hosp i ta l  Center and the So ld ie rs  ~ Home. As one moves 

west from the  c o l l e g e  and h o s p i t a l  area one sees severa l  b locks  o f  o l d  

f o u r - a n d - a - h a l f  s t o r y  houses each a p p a r e n t l y  hous ing  severa l  f a m i l i e s .  

A l i t t l e  f u r t h e r  west one comes upon the t y p i c a l  d w e l l i n g  u n i t  o f  t h i s  

pa r t  o f  the c i t y - - t h e  t w o - a n d - a - h a l f - s t o r y ,  narrow, s i n g l e  f a m i l y ,  

row house. In some b locks ,  one d w e l l i n g  is e x t e r n a l l y  i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e  

from ano the r ,  but in many the b r i c k s ~ o f  the  f i r s t  house have been 

p a i n t e d  red,  those o f  the next are w h i t e ,  and so on, so t ha t  o n l y  when 

one s t u d i e s  the a r c h i t e c t u r e  is i t  apparent  t he re  is l i t t l e  v a r i e t y .  

Each house has a small porch,  t he re  is a small  patch o f  lawn in f r o n t ,  

and here and the re  shrubs and f l owers  lend c o l o r .  O c c a s i o n a l l y  one 

sees a smal l  apartment b u i l d i n g  or  a 'de tached f a m i l y  d w e l l i n g .  A s i n g l e  

b lock  o f  newly r e b u i l t  small  houses in the n o r t h e a s t e r n  pa r t  o f  the 

p r e c i n c t  suggests the f u t u r e  of  at l eas t  pa r t  o f  the area.  On the whole 

the  d w e l l i n g s  east o f  IGth S t ree t  g i ve  no appearance o f  a f f l u e n c e .  

Near 13th and 14th S t ree ts  the d w e l l i n g s  are shabby; shades are p u l l e d  

on the  f o u r - a n d - a - h a l f  s t o r y  houses, c u r t a i n s  are g rey ,  and lawns are 

u n c u l t i v a t e d .  (See F igure  2 . )  

~.lest o f  IGth S t ree t  in the n o r t h e r n  h a l f  o f  the p r e c i n c t  row 

houses are again the most common; some are a l i t t l e  l a r g e r  and appear 

to. have been d i v i d e d  for  m u l t i p l e  occupancy. Along IGth S t ree t  and in 

the sou thwes te rn  corner  o f  the p r e c i n c t  near Rock Creek Park one f i nds  

many la rge  apartment b u i l d i n g s  a long w i t h  detached o n e - f a m i l y  d w e l l i n g s  

o f  a s i z e  and type to suggest h ighe r  socioeconomic s t a t u s .  Except f o r  

the usual  s p o t t y  c l u s t e r i n g  of  neighborhood shopping c e n t e r s ,  o n l y  

Georgia Avenue, ILI th  S t ree t  and the s ide  s t r e e t s  a d j o i n i n g  i t  are commercia l .  
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Euclid St. 

FIGURE 2 

*Washington Hospital Center and Soldier's Home occupies all of 
tract 23.2. 

¢Only part of the census tract falls in the precinct. 
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The 14th P rec inc t  

The l l : t h  P rec inc t  l i e s  east o f  the Anacos t ia  R ive r  and no r th  o f  

Pennsy lvan ia  Avenue (see F igure 3) .  Th is  is the o n l y  p r e c i n c t  in which 

census s t a t i s t i c a l  area and p r e c i n c t  l i n e s  c o i n c i d e .  East Cap i to l  S t ree t  

d i v i d e s  the 13th from the !4th s t a t i s t i c a l  area and the no r t heas t  from 

the  sou theas t  quadrants o f  the c i t y .  

Pub l i c  housing is concent ra ted  in t h i s  area,  e s p e c i a l l y  in the 

n o r t h e r n  h a l f  o f  the p r e c i n c t ,  an:: in tha t  area the p o p u l a t i o n  is almost 

e n t i r e l y  Negro. Low income housing predominates a l t hough  the re  is a 

s i z a b l e  middle c lass .  
; i 

North o f  East Cap i to l  S t ree t  a super -h ighway along Ken i lwo r t h  

Avenue separates the people who l i v e  west o f  i t  from those who l i v e  to  

the eas t .  Tl,e western edge of the c lee red  land,  runn ing  no r th  and 

south between Anac0st ia  R ivc r  Park and the h ighway,  j u t s  back and f o r t h  

in a s e r i e s  o f  pen insu las  tha t  f u r t h e r  d i v i d e  the area i n to  a set  o f  

f a i r l y  d i s t i n c t i v e  communi t ies.  Going no r th  from East Cap i to l  S t ree t  

one sees f i r s t  small ; : .cr tment b u i l d i n g s ,  t w o - f a m i l y  f l a t s  and row 

houses. Just  no r th  o f  t l : e t ,  the land is used f o r  i n d u s t r i a l  purposes.  

Then one f i n d s  another  area of  h o u s i n g - - t w o - f a m i l y  squat b u i l d i n g s ,  row 

houses, and modera tc -s i ze~ ,  a t t r a c t i v e  apar tmrn t  b u i l d i n g s .  Most, i f  

not  a11, are p u b l i c  hous ing.  ~ higi lway e x i t  separates  these l a s t  from 

an area o f  f a i r l y  ncw a~d s u b s t a n t i a l  s i n g l e  f a m i l y  d w e l l i n g s  which are 

f o l l owed  to  the no r th  by sma l l e r ,  shaLby ones. On the l a s t  o f  the  

pen.i.nsulas o f  s e t t l e m e n t ,  row houses and smal l  apartment b u i l d i n g s  are 

m i x e d  w i t h  la rge ,  o ld  s i n g l c  f a m i l y  d w e l l i n g s  and smal l  modest ones. 

East o f  Ken i lwo r th  Avenue, s t i l l  in the n o r t h e r n  h a l f  o f  the 

p r e c i n c t ,  o n l y  two b u i l d i n g  s t y l e s  appear w i t h  any f r e q u e n c y - - l a r g e ,  

I 
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l:Anrt°Mt~anPprkk3*Fort Chaplin ParkrUnning continuously along the river i 
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p u b l i c  housing apartment bu i l d i ngs  and s i n g l e  fami l y  dwe l l ings  o f  a l l  

types and s i zes .  There are t i n y ,  frame bungalows, o ld  s t e e p l e - l i k e  

Frame houses, and new, modern b r i c k  ones o f  a l l  s izes and shapes. 

Al though some of  the houses are f a i r l y  large and c o s t l y ,  the lawns and 

grounds are seldom so. On the whole the nor thern sec t ion  g ives an 

impression o f  lower socioeconomic s ta tus  than the southern sec t ion  but 

the q u a l i t y  o f  housing is mixed in a11 but the pub l i c  housing sec to rs .  

The dwe l l i ngs  in the southern ha l f  o f  the 14th P rec inc t ,  f r om 

East Capi to l  S t ree t  south to Pennsylvania Avenue, c l u s t e r  around three 

sides of  a large park in the center .  On the West, between Minnesota 

'Avenue and the Anacost ia R iver ,  are'many new, small apartment bu i l d i ngs  

and a few s i n g l e  fami l y  dwe l l ings .  The new s ing le  f am i l y  dwe l l ings  are 

not e s p e c i a l l y  large,  but would i nd i ca te  a midd le -c lass  sty[~F of  l i f e .  

The o lde r  ones, most of  them border ing Minnesota Avenue, are small and 

many of them are in bad repa i r .  

: North o f  the Park most of  the housing is f a i r l y  new, and the 

"predominant  s t y l e  is the two- fami l y  u n i t - - t h e  two s t o r y ,  p ink or red 

b r i c k  b u i l d i n g  which one might t h i n k  was a s ing le  large house i f  i t  

were not fo r  the two f ron t  doors and s t r e e t  numbers above each door. 

Here and there one f inds  a small apartment b u i l d i n g ,  and, o c c a s i o n a l l y ,  

a barracks type s t r u c t u r e ,  obv ious ly  b u i l t  at minimum cost ,  and now 

miss ing windows, shu t te r s ,  and the l i k e .  Apart from the small is lands 

o f  e×tremely d i l a p i d a t e d  one-s to ry  apartment bu i l d i ngs  and a few s i ng le  

fami !y  dwe l l i ngs  in poor cond i t i on ,  the area immediately south o f  East 

£ap i t o l  S t ree t  g ives an impression of  s t a b i l i t y ,  comfort and midd le-c lass  

r e s p e c t a b i l i t y ,  al though not of  c r e a t i v e  a r c h i t e c t u r e .  There are whole 

blocks o f  i den t i ca l  bu i l d i ngs  whose s i m i l a r i t y  is not d isgu ised in  any way. 

I 
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South of the Park and east of Minnesota Avenue one finds a hilly 

residential area typical of the moderately affluent suburb of a large 

city. Most of the buildings are single family dwellings of larger than 

average size, with sizable lawns and multitudinous shrub and flowers. 

Affluence shades off to economy type structures• in spots, but on the 

whole this area gives the impression of upper middle class composition. 

Kenilworth, Minnesota and Pennsylvania Avenues are the major 

centers of commercial activity. 

Com0arisons between Precincts 

Population Size 

Population estimates for 1964 indicate an increase of population 

in all three precincts between 1960 and 1964. The 6th Precinct showed 

the largest increase, followed by the 10th and then by the 14th. This 

reverses the trend of the years between 1950 and 1960 when the population 

of the l'4th Precinct increased by one-fifth, of the 6th by four per cent, 

and in the lOth the population decreased by three and a half per cent. 

Judging by appearances, many of the housing structures in the 14th 

Precinct have been constructed recently, which no doubt accounts for 

the tremendous increase in population during the 1950-60 decade. The 

more recent increase of population in the 6th and 10th Precincts appears 

to be due instead to the exodus of whites and an increased density of 

Negroes who have been moving into existing, older dwellings. 

Composition by Race and Aqe 

By the most recent estimates the District's population is two- 

thirds Negro, and the proportion is increasing. The white population 
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is ol~er than the Negro; a July 1963 estimate shows twice as many whites 

as Negroes over the age of 45 in the three precincts covered by this 

study: In the 14th Precinct 16 per cent of the Negroes were thought to 

be over 45, compared to 37 per cent of the whites; in the 6th and lOth 

Precincts, about one-fourth of the Negroes and one-half of the whites 

were over 45. The Negro population is younger and the white population 

older than in the nation as a whole, l 

Changes in racial composition are in part accounted for by the 

natural increase of the younger Negroes, but migration is also a factor. 

The Office of Urban Renewal estimated that between July I, 1963, and 

July I, 1964, 21,588 white persons'mo~ed from the District, while 8,294 

Negroes moved in. The same pattern of movement has obtained for the 

past ten years, but the pace was accelerated during 1963-64, very likely 

because of civil rights activities. Although we have no.hard figure 

estimates of the rate of change since that time, it is clear that the 

direction has not been reversed. 

~ F igu re  4 shows the es t imated  r a c i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  as o f  Ju l y  l ,  

1964, by area w i t h i n  the t h ree  p r e c i n c t s  o f  the s tudy .  O v e r - a l l  abou t  

90 per cent o f  the  r e s i d e n t s  o f  the It~th P r e c i n c t ,  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  o f  those 

in the  IOth and a l i t t l e  more than h a l f  o f  those in the 6 th  P r e c i n c t s  

were thought  to  be Negroes at tha t  t ime.  

I T w e n t y - t h r e e  per cent of  the Negroes and 31% o f  the wh i tes  were 
over L:5 in 1960. U. S. Bureau o f  the Census, op. c i . t . ,  p. 23. 
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FIGURE 4 

ESTIMATED RACIAL COMPOSITION OF THREE PRECINCTE 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AS OF JULY i, 1964 a 

(Percentage Negro) 

aDistrict of Columbia, Community Renewal Program, Office of 
Urban Renewal, EstimAted PQpulation of D.C. Census Tracts ~Dd Statistical 
Area_____~s, July i, 1964, December, 1965, p. 7. 
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APPENDIX B 

PERSONAL AND SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENTS 

A to ta l  of  291 people were interviewed ear ly  enough for including 

data from t h e i r  questionnaires in th is  repor t .  A quarter were from the 

6th Prec inct ,  a t h i r d  from the 10th Prec inct ,  and 40 per cent from the 

14th Prec inc t .  This sect ion contains a b r i e f  descr ip t ion  of the char-  

a c t e r i s t i c s  of the respondents and of the households in which they l i ved.  

More of the respondents were women, wh ichprobab ly  re f l ec ts  the 

r e l a t i v e  ease wi th  which women can be reached at home, a factor  t y p i c a l l y  

a f f ec t i ng  the co l l ec t i on  of data daring the e a r l i e r  stages of any i n te r -  

v iewing.  The proport ion of male respondents increased regu la r l y  from 

the 6th Prec inc t ,  where only 38 per cent responding were males, through 

the 10th Precinct to the 14th Prec inct ,  where ha l f  were males. 

The great major i ty  of the respondents were Negroes, although 

: again t h e i r  proport ion var ied from prec inct  to p rec inc t .  Although 

Negroes are overrepresented in each prec inct  in re la t i on  to t he i r  share 

of the to ta l  populat ion,  t he i r  representat ion in the respondent group 

corresponds roughly to the r e l a t i ve  preponderance of Negroes in the 

to ta l  prec inc t  populat ion. Thus, whi le only about three-quar ters of 

the respondents in the 6th Precinct were Negroes, t h i s  proport ion rose 

to 93 per cent in the 14th Precinct ,  an area of much greater Negro 

concentrat ion,  whi le the IOth Precinct ,  intermediate in over -a l l  

p ropor t ion Negro, was intermediate in propor t ion of Negro respondents 

(82%). 
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The respondents were a relatively mature group; just under half 

were between the ages of 36 and 55, and another fifth or so were 56 

i I 
. y " i 

........ OI 
I 

years or older. Fewer than I0 per cent in any precinct were in the 

lowest age range--18 to 21. 

They were relatively well-educated, as well. Among the precincts, 

from 22 and 31 per cent had had at least some college work. There did 

not appear to be much difference between the precincts in proportion of 

I 

I 

I 
respondents who had failed to get through high school (33% in the 6th, 

38~ in the IOth, and 35% in the 14th), but, as expected, the proportion 

of college graduates (including those who went beyond college to graduate 

school) was noticeably higher in the 6th Precinct (21%) than in the other 

I 

I 
t w o .  

The respondents' jobs reflected this educational level. Dis- 
I 

counting the fourth or so who were not in the labor force (housewives, 

the retired, students, etc.), very high proportions (between 75~ and 

93%) had white-collar or service occupations. The 6th Precinct respondents I 
reported occupations at higher levels than those in the other precincts. 

At the highest level--professional, technical, and managerial occupations-- I 
44 per cent of the jobs were held by those in the 6th Precinct. 

The respondent group as a whole appeared to be quite stable 

residentially, with many who had lived at the address at which they 

were interviewed for sixyears or more, and as many as 28 per cent (in 

the 14th Precinct) who had lived there for 16 years or longer. At the 

I 

I 

I 
same time, however, there were sizable minorities who had lived there 

for relatively short periods. This was particularly the case in the I . 

lOth P r e c i n c t ,  where 41 per cent had l i v e d  at t h e i r  p resen t  address f o r  

two years  or  l e s s ,  and 17 per  cent  f o r  less than n i ne  months. Th is  is a, 
I 
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p robab l y  p a r t i a l l y  accounted for  by the  presence o f  o f f -campus Howard 

g n i v e r s i t y  s t u d e n t s ,  but p robab ly  a l so  r e f l e c t s  the recent  immigra t ion  

to  the area o f  many people and f a m i l i e s  d i sp l aced  from o the r  pa r t s  o f  

the  c i t y .  Some of  these newcomers are doub t less  c h r o n i c  wanderers,  but 

o the rs  are people who are b a s i c a l l y  s t a b l e  r e s i d e n t i a l l y ,  but have, f o r  

any number o f  reasons, r e c e n t l y  had to move. Th is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is 

g iven  we igh t  by the data on the respondents '  r e s i d e n t i a l  h i s t o r y  s ince  

1950. T h r e e - q u a r t e r s  and upward had l i v e d  mos t l y  in Washington du r i ng  

t h a t  p e r i o d ,  and, among those who had l i v e d  at t h e i r  p resent  address 

less  than 16 years ,  around h a l f  had l i v e d  at one address fo r  as Ion 9 as 

ten  years  or  more du r ing  the past r6 years .  

The most r e s i d e n t i a l l y  s t a b l e  respondents were those o f  the 14th 

P r e c i n c t ,  where 28 per cent had l i v e d  at the same address s ince  1950 or  

e a r l i e r .  Th i s  was t r ue  fo r  18 per cent  in the IOth P rec i nc t  and 5 per 

cent in the 6 th  P r e c i n c t .  

As a group the respondents were p redom inan t l y  urban;  most had 

l i v e d  p r i m a r i l y  in  b ig  c i t i e s  s ince  1950, and I0 per cent or  less had 

l i v e d  most o f  t ha t  t ime in small towns or  r u r a l  areas.  Among those 

who had l i v e d  somewhere o the r  than Washington s i nce  1950, we l l  over h a l f  

in the  6 th  and 10th P rec inc t s  had l i v e d  in l a rge  c i t i e s  (but u s u a l l y  

s m a l l e r  c i t i e s  than Washington) .  Th i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  was reversed among 

the r e s i d e n t s  o f  the 14th P r e c i n c t ,  where 75 per cent o f  the migran ts  to  

Washington came from small  towns and farms. (Th is  shou ld  be t r e a t e d  w i t h  

c a u t i o n  s ince  the magnitudes i nvo l ved  are s m a l l . )  

In a d d i t i o n  to g i v i n  9 i n f o r m a t i o n  about themse lves ,  the respondents 

r epo r ted  on the  household in which they  were l i v i n g .  S i n g l e  f a m i l i e s  

c o n s t i t u t e d  most o f  the households.  A few were broken but the m a j o r i t y  

/ .  

I 



B-t,. 

were in tac t  f am i l i es  w i th  no one else . l i v i ng  w i th  them. An add i t i ona l  

f ,  i 

12 to  20 per cent were in tac t  fam i l i es  who aiso had one or more add i t i ona l  I 

i nd i v i dua l s  l i v i n g  there .  The highest p ropor t ion  of households wi th no 

head (where the respondent l i ved  alone or w i th  roommates on ly )  was in the 

IOth Prec inct  (8%). This probably represents u n i v e r s i t y  students l i v i n g  

in off-campus housing, as wel l  as rooming house res iden ts .  The large 

m a j o r i t y  of households included at least one other person who was 

re la ted  to  the respondent. 

The median s ize of  household was s l i g h t l y  la rger  among our cases 

I 
I 
I 
I 

than that  fo r  the D i s t r i c t  as a whole. The la rges t  households were in 

the 14th P rec inc t ,  where the.median s ize was 3.7 persons, w i th  an average I 
of  j u s t  over 2 members under 17 years of age. This median deviates by 

on ly  O.I from the median household s ize in the other p r e c i n c t s ,  however. 
I 

The t y p i c a l  respondent l i ved  in a household wi th  24 adu l ts  and one c h i l d .  

Most of the households were headed by men, al though a t h i r d  of 

those in the IOth Prec inc t  were headed by women (as cont ras ted wi th  I 
around 20 per cent in the other p r e c i n c t s ) .  This p rec inc t  a lso had the 

h ighest  p ropo r t i on  of  broken f am i l i es .  I 
The household heads were comparat ive ly  mature: most of  them 

were 36 years of  age or o lde r ,  and between 16 and 24 per cent were 

people over 56. Approximately ha l f  of the households had no one under 

the age of  17 l i v i n g  there .  The IOth Precinct  had the s l i g h t  edge on 

p ropor t i on  of household w i th  no youngsters,  fo l lowed by the 6th Prec inc t .  

The household heads' educational at ta inment was expectedly 

g r e a t e s t  in the 6th P rec inc t ,  and pa ra l l e l ed  that  found for  the respondents. 

In that  p rec inc t  22 per cent of heads had f i n i shed  four or more years of 

co l lege ,  as opposed to on ly  a l i t t l e  over l0 per cent in e i t he r  of the 
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other two precincts. The household heads without college in the IL:th 

Precinct were more likely than those in the other precincts to have 

graduated from high school (42%) than to have stopped sometime earlier 

(33%). Between 40 and 46 per cent of those in the 6th and lOth Precincts 

had failed to finish high school, and between 13 and 15 per cent had not 

finished grade school. 

The heads of household in this group, in the main, held fairly 

good jobs: between 60 and 70 per cent had white-collar or service 

occupations. Again, the occupations of the 6th Precinct household heads 

were disproportionately concentrated in the professional and technical 

category, which accounted for 2Z per cent of the occupations there, but 

only 13 per cent of those in the lOth Precinct and II per cent in the 

14th Precinct. The jobs of the heads in the latter two precincts were 

more likely to be in service, which occupied between 27 and 30 per cent 

of the heads there. Noticeable proportions of the heads of household 

in each precinct were not in the labor force, This was true for 19 per 

cent of those in the 6th Precinct, 14 per cent In the 10th Precinct, and 

16 per cent in the 14th Precinct. 

The weekly earnings of the household head (where he or shewas 

in the labor force) were also greatest in the 6th Precinct: those heads 

earned a median of $I16 a week. Earnings in the 14th Precinct were 

close behind at $I13 weekly, but those in the 10th Precinct dropped to 

a median of just over $101. Of the heads in the lOth Precinct 40 per cent 

earned less than $100 a week. These medians are nevertheless relatively 

high in comparison with the District as a whole; the standard wage for 

a construction laborer yields only $50 a week when the weather is good. 

2 6 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - 1 4  
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Figures on home ownership genera l l y  r e f l e c t  the a f f l uence  of  

the 6th Prec inc t  compared to the lOth and 14th P rec inc ts .  In the 6th 

P rec inc t ,  58 per cent o f  the respondents owned t h e i r  homes. Figures for  

the lOth and 14th p rec inc ts  were 44 per cent and 47 per cent r e s p e c t i v e l y .  

The •market value o f  the homes owned by the respondents a lso underscores 

the d i f f e rence  between the 6th Prec inc t ,  where the median market value 

was $21,450, and the two other  p rec inc ts  where the median market values 

were $17,400 (lOth Precinct) andS16,1:50 (14th Precinct). 

Median rents paid by the nonhomeowners were: $~I.00 (6th 

Precinct); $96.00 (lOth Precinct); and $99.00 (14th precinct). That 

the median rent in the most affluent precinct was the lowest raises 

questions for which, at this time, there are no answers. One might 

attribute this finding to the fact that there were only 31 renters in 

the 6th Precinct compared to 56 in the 10th Precinct and 61 in the 14th 

Precinct. Thirty-one respondents might well be too few from which to 

generalize a median rent for the precinct. 

Condition of the respondents',housing was rated by the interviewers 

in most Cases as "sound"--97 per cent in the 6th Precinct; 78 per cent 

in the lOth Precinct; and 81 per cent in the 14th Precinct. In the lOth 

Precinct, 16 per cent of the respondents' housing was rated "deteriorating" 

and 5 per cent "dilapidated." The 14th Precinct had comparable figures: 

15 per cent "deteriorating" and 3 per cent "dilapidated." 

Interviewers determined by observation (rather than by direct 

questioning) the type of housing respondents lived in. Percentages of 

respondents living in single family houses were: 73 per cent (6th 

Precinct); 55 per cent (lOth Precinct); and 61 per cent (14th Precinct). 
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These figures are remarkably high, particularly in the 10th and 14th 

Precincts. Two possible explanations, not necessarily mutually exclusive, 

may account for the unexpectedly high number of families living in single 

family housing. A high proportion of the "apartment interviews" in 

the sample were not completed in time to be included in this preliminary 

analysis. The other explanation is methodological. There is a high 

probability that the interviewers "observed" and rated many single family 

houses which were, in fact, partially rented to other families or 

other individuals. In other words, the respondents and their families 

were not the sole occupants of whatappeared to the interviewers to be 

single family houses. 

Also by observation, interviewers r~ted the type of street on 

which the respondent lived. In all three precincts, 84 per cent of the 

respondents lived on residential streets with moderate to light traffic. 

This finding is congruent with the market value Of the houses in the 

three precincts as well as the median rents as there is an obvious 

positive relationship between high value of housing and the lack of 

commerce and traffic on the streets on which the houses are situated. 

An extremely high percentage of all respondents had their own 

telephones: 99 per cent (6th Precinct); $8 per cent (lOth Precinct); 

and 92 per cent (14th Precinct). Car ownership was reasonably high. 

Either the respondent himself or some member of his family owned a car 

in 82 per cent of the cases in the 6th Precinct; in 58 per cent in the 

lOth Precinct; and 68 per cent in the 14th Precinct. In addition, 17 

per cent of the respondents in both the 6th and the 14th Precincts 

belonged to two-car (or more) families. In the lOth Precinct, only 

I ............ 
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7 per cent of the families owned two cars. The decidedly lower number 

of two car families in the lOth Precinct may be partially attributed to 

a generally lower level of affluence compared to the 6th Precinct and 

greater convenience of location and public transportation compared to 

the 14th Precinct. 

In summary, the respondents and their families seem to be a 

relatively stable, mature, urbanized, family-surrounded, well-educated, 

well-housed group, with good and well-paying jobs. There are exceptions 

to this, of course, in the broken homes, the displaced newcomers to the 

area, the students, and the lO to 23 per cent who held blue-collar jobs. 

; 0 

But the exceptions are at the same time representative of minorities 

and reminders of the heterogeneity of the respondent group. 
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APPENDIX .C 

TABLE I 

CORRELATION MATRIX: ATTITUDE SCORES AND SELECTED RESPONDENT CHARACTERISTICS 
(Three P rec i nc t s )  
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ROW 
Sex and race I 

Prec inc t  o f  res idence 2 
Crime exposure score 3 
Times v i c t i m i z e d  4 
Soc ia l  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  p o l i c e  5 
Is cr ime increas ing? 6 

P r o p o l l c e  score 7 
Too much a t t e n t i o n  to  r i g h t s ?  8 
Sentences too lenient? g 
Sex o f  household head I0 

Age of respondent 1 [  
R e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  12 

Educat ion 13 

Household t ype  1 4  
C h i l d r e n  in household 15 

Do neighbors commit crimes? 16 
Chose residence for safety 17 
Is neighborhood safe? 18 
Want to move away? 19 
Neighbors quiet  20 
Neighborhood d i ssa t l s f ac t  ion score 21 
Knowledge of law enforcement 22 
S e l f - p r o t e c t i o n  score 23 
Recommends rep ress i ve  measures 24 
Income 25 

Crime a n x i e t y  score 26 

I 2 3 4 5 
1 ,00  - 0 , 1 8  0 , 0 4  . 0 . 1 5  0 , I 0  

- 0 . 1 8  1 .00  - 0 , 0 1  - 0 , 0 3  - 0 , 1 6  
0.04 -0.01 l. OO 0.70 - 0 . 0 7  

0.15 -0.03 0 , 7 0  L,O0 0 , 0 1  
0 , I 0  . ~0,.16 - 0 . 0 7  O,Ol  1 ,00  
0 . 0 0  0 , 0 0  - 0 , 0 4  - 0 , 0 3  0 , 0 2  
0.24 -O.l~ -0.04 0.05 0.04 

-0.04 -0.04 0.13 0.07 -0.01 

- 0 , 0 2  ~ 0 , 0 5  . .. - 0 , 0 3  - 0 , 0 6  0 , 0 5  
0.33 -0.00 0.01 O.Ol 0.08 

0 . 0 8  . . . . .  ~ 0 . 0 6  . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 0 . 0 5  - 0 , 0 2 .  - 0 . 0 2  
0.I0 0.12 -0.01 0 . 0 3  -0.II 

0 , 1 2  . . . .  ~0,_I I  . 0 , 0 3  . . . . . . . .  0 , i 0_  
0,  I 0  - 0 , 0 2  - 0 , 0 0  0 ,01  

- 0 . 2 0  . . . .  0..04 . . . . . . .  0 , 0 9  . . . . . . . . . .  0 , 0 5  
- 0 . 0 5  - 0 , 0 7  - 0 , 0 4  - 0 , 0 8  
- 0 , 0 9  O.,IO . . . . . . . . .  0 , 0 4 . .  - 0 , 0 £  

0 , 1 2  0 , 0 9  0 , 0 3  0 . 0 7  
- 0 ,  I 0  - 0 , 1 2  - 0 , 0 6  .._ - 0 , 0 8  
- 0 , 0 3  0.17 0 , 0 5  0 , 0 0  

0 . 0 9  0 , 1 8  0 , 0 7  0 , 0 ~  
-0.13 0.16 -0.02 -0.00 

0.17 0,II 0 ,01  0.08 

- 0 , 0 4  0.01 -O,OR -0.09 

0 . 0 6  - 0 , 0 4  0,.02_. 0 . 0 6  
- 0 , 0 5  0 , 2 2  0 , 0 1  - 0 , 0 0  

6 7 8 9 10 
0 , 0 0  0 , 2 4  .. - 0 , 0 4  _ - 0 , 0 2  0 , 3 3  
0 , 0 0  - 0 , 1 2  - 0 , 0 4  - 0 , 0 5  - 0 , 0 0  

- 0 , 0 4  - 0 , 0 4  0 , 1 3  - 0 o 0 3  0 , 0 1  
- 0 , 0 3  0 , 0 5  0 , 0 7  - 0 , 0 6  O,OX 
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- 0 , I 0  - 0 , 0 4  0 ,02  
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TABLE l--Continued 
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~ z  ~ 
80 ,,  ~ ~ 8 ° ,~ 

.=_= o o 

ROW I I  
Sex and race I 0.08 
Precinct of residence 2 -0.06 
Crime exposure score 3 - 0 . 0 5  
Times vict imized 4 - 0 . 0 2  
Social relat ions wi th p o l i c e  5 - 0 . 0 2  
Is cr ime increas ing? 6 0.03 
Propo i i ce  score 7 0 . 0 1  
Too much a t t e n t i o n  to  r i g h t s ?  B - 0 . 0 8  
Sentences too lenient? 9 - 0 . 2 0  
Sex o f  household head I0 -0.01 
Age o f  respondent I I  1 . 0 0  
Residential s t a b i l i t y  12 0 . 2 0  
Education 13 - 0 . 1 7  
Household type 14 -0.08 
C h i l d r e n  in household 15 -0.05 
Do neighbors commit crimes? |6 0.05 
Chose res idence for safety 17 - 0 . 0 1  
Is neighborhood safe? 18 -0.04 
Want to  move away? 1 9  0 . 0 3  
Neighbors quiet 20 - 0 . 0 5  
Neighborhood dissat is fact ion score 21 - 0 . 0 6  
Knowledge of law enforcement 22 0.04 
S e l f - p r o t e c t i o n  score 23 0 . 1 0  
Recommends repressive measures 24 - 0 . 1 3  
income 25 0.08 
Crime anxiety score 20 0.01 

12 
0. I0 
0.12 

-O .O l  
0.03 

- 0 - - I I  
0.II~ 
0.05 
0".'01 
0.00 
0 • O0 
0 . 2 0  
l .O0 

- 0 . 0 1  
-0.05 
- 0 . 1 2  
- 0 . 0 3  

0.02 
0.01 

- 0 . 0 3  
0.02 
0.01 
0.12 
0.05 

-0.04 
0 . 0 3  
0.07 

13 
0 . 1 2  

- 0 . 11  
0 . 0 3  
0. I0  

- 0 . 1 4  
- 0 . 0 8  

0 .16 
0. I I  
0 . 0 3  
0.01 

- 0 . 1 7  
-0 .01  
1.00 
0 , 0 3  

- 0 . 0 9  
-0 .01  
- 0 . 0 1  
- 0 . 0 3  

O.Ob 
- 0 , 0 7  
- 0 , 0 7  

0.19 
- 0 . 0 4  
0.02 
0 , 3 7  

-O. l l  

14 
O. lO 

-0.02 
- 0 . 0 0  
0.01 
0.07 

-0.06 
-0.02 
-0.01 
0.07 
0.52 

- 0 . 0 8  
-0.05 
0.03 
1.00 

- 0 . 1 7  
-O.O1 
-0.04 

0.07 
- 0 . 0 6  

0.01 
0 . 0 3  

- 0 .  I I  
0.03 
0.09 

- 0 . 1 7  
-0.03 

15 
-0.20 
0.04 
0.09 
0.05 
0.00 
O.O1 

- 0 . 0 1  
- 0 . 0 3  
- 0 . 01  
- 0 . I 0  
-0.05 
-0.12 
-O.Og 
- 0 . 1 7  
l. O0 
0.01 

- 0 , 0 7  
0.02 

- 0 , 0 7  
0.05 
0 . 0 6  

- 0 . 1 2  
- 0 . 0 2  

0 . 0 2  
- 0 . 0 4  

0.05 

16 
- 0 . 0 5  
- 0 . 0 7  
- 0 . 0 4  
-O.OB 

0.04 
-0 .01  
0.05 
0.00 

- 0 . 0 4  
0.02 
0.05 

-0.03 
- 0 . 0 1  
- 0 . 0 1  

0 . 0 1  
1.00 
0 . 0 3  

- 0 . 2 6  
0 . 2 8  

- 0 . 3 2  
-0.56 
- 0 . 0 6  
- 0 . 0 3  
0.05 
0.02 

-0.22 

17 IB l q  20 
- 0 . 0 9  O. 12 - 0 .  I0  - 0 .03  

O. I0  0 .09 - 0 . 1 2  0.17 
O. 04 O. 03 - 0 . 0 6  O. 05 

- 0 , 0 1  O.OT - 0 . 0 8  0 , 0 0  
0 . 04 0 . 04 0 . 08 - 0 . O 5 l 
0 , 0 5  0 , 0 0  - 0 , 0 8  0 , 0 3  

-0.09 - O , O l  . . . .  0 , 1 2  . . . .  - 0 , 0 8  
0 .02 - 0 . 0 7  O. OT - 0 . 0 2  
0.04 - 0 . 0 1  O. 13 0 . 0 6  

- 0 . 0 7  0.08 - 0 .  I 0  0.02 
- 0 . 0 1  - 0 . 0 4  0 . 0 3  - 0 . 0 5  

0 . 0 2  0 . 0 1  - 0 . 0 3  0 . 0 2  
l l 0 . 0 ~ . . . .  l 0 , 0 ~ . . . . . . . .  0 , l ~  ~ . . . . . . . . . .  ~ 0 , 0 . ~  

- 0 . 0 4  0.07 - 0 . 0 6  O.Ol 
. . . .  ~ 0 • 09 . . . . . . . . .  Q. 02, . . . .  r_O • D ? . . . . . . . .  0 • 05_ 

0.03 - 0 . 2 6  0 . 2 8  - 0 . 3 2  

- 0 . 1 2  1.00 - 0 . 5 2  0.48 
0.07 - 0 . 5 2  1.00 r 0 . 4 6  

- 0 . 0 3  0.48 - 0 . 4 6  ]..00 
- 0 . 0 6  0 . 6 8  .. - 0 . 7 7  . . 0 . 7 8  

0 . 0 3  0 . 0 2  - 0 , 0 5  0 , 0 3  
0 . 0 1  0 . 0 8  - 0 . 1 7  0 . 0 3  
0.01 - 0 . 0 4  O. I0  -0 .01  
0 , 0 2  - O , i l  . . . . .  0 ,.O 7. ~ . l 0 • [ ~ 
O, 15 0.51 - 0 . 6 3  0 . 6 0  
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Times victimized 
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APPEND IX D 

INTERVIEW MATERIALS* 

* In te rv iew  mater ia ls  used in 13th Prec inct  are iden t i ca l  to  
those incorporated in Un ive rs i t y  of Michigan "Resident Survey" report  
in th is  volume, 

Bureau o f  Social Science Research 
BSSR 3~2-1 
April, 1966 

~OVER SHEET 
D.C. Resid@nt Stud ~ 

L. %~:~., .: ,~.~ 
Intez~iswer's Nsme 

~. Address 1920 19th Street, N. W. 

• .Street Apt. # 

J 
Bureau of the Budget No.: 116-614 

~pproval ExpireS: June 3~ I'" ' 
L I~5o'  

1 
! 

~ b o v e  space f o r  o f ' f t c e  u s e  only 

2o 

3. 

D a t e  o f  I n t e r v i e w  .... ~ / / ~ / ~ ,  

L s o g t b  o f . I n t s r w l e w  (mln.) I 05- 

ID 3154 Census 40 6. No. 
9. T r a c t  

. 

, 

_ ~z~ ARE 

Add Suffix to 

c. 

a, 

Is there more than one dwelling unit at the sample address? [Yes--list each in 8] [No] 

Ill "yes" in item 7, please add to the address i n  Item 4 the apartment number or deecrlp#_ 
tion of the sample dwelling for which this cover sheet is used; add suffix t o  ID no. ] 

LIST EACH DWELLING UNIT. IF THERE ARE MORE THAN 4 LISTINGS, CONTACT THE SUPERVISOR; IF 
OR FEWER LISTINGS .~,~KE COVER SHEETSFOR EACH A~D INTEPNIEW AT EACH DWELLING. 

Apartment number or description of dwelling unit location within structur 
ID No. 

9- INTERVIEWER: -- Select your R by the following four steps: 

I. In Col. (a) below, list by the relationship to~ or connection wlth I the Head s 
el__.! persons age 18 or over, or the household head regardless of age. 

2. Enter in Cole. (b) and (c) of the listing box the sex and age of each person. 
3* Assign and enter an "adult number" in Col. (d) for each person by numbering the 

males first and then the females as follows: The oldest male gets ~I~ the next 
olde~male #2j the third oldest #3, and so on; continue numbering sequence with 
females by starting with the oldest, then the next oldest, and so on. 

~. Using the Selection Table below, determine which adult in the DU is your Respondent. 
In Col. (e) check selected respondent. M~ NO SUBSTITUTION. 

I 
I 
I 
i 0 

I 

(a) 
A d u l t s  by Relatlonship to 
OR CON~;ECTION with HF~&D 

HEAD of household 

(b) I (c) Sex Age 

H ~-o 

(d) (.) 
Adult Check R 
No. (./) 

I 
_ ! 

~EL~-CTION TABLE A 

l[ ¢f~ ~um~'m'r | Inl~©rv[ew 
of adu|tl in I r-he ~dult 

the dw~lins Isz nur~bet, ss~ 

1 - - - -  1 
2 - - - -  1 
3 - - - -  

4 - - - -  1 
5 - - - -  1 
6 , = - ~  1 
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FILL OUT CALI~ RECOXD FOR BOlq{ INTERVIEWS AND NONRESPONSES: 

CALL RECORD 

Call Number 

Hour of Day 
(plus a.m. or p.~ 

Date 

Day of the Week 

Results 

1.INTERVIEWER: 

-7--- 

~mp 

• I' 

Check one : 

4 5 

| 

NONRESPONSE FORM 

6 8 or more 

I 

I 
I 
I ( ) NAH - No one at Home 

()) RA - Respondent Absent 
( ) REF - Refusal 
( ) OI~ER - Other reason for nonresponse; 

explain below 

( ) lIV - House Vacant 
( ) AND - Address Not a Dwelling 
( ) OPB - Outside Precinct Boundary 

I 
2.INTERVIEWER: Please supply as much of the following information as you can, without 
=~-- making Inquirles of ne!ghbors. 

a. Check one: Most entries based on: I ( ) ACTUAL INFOItb&%TION, obtained from 

" u__> I. () CHILD 2. ( ) ADULT 

2. ( ) GOOD GUESS 3. NO ENTRIES; IMPOSSIBLE TO GUESS 

b. Type of structure in which household lives: 

I. ( ) DETACHED SINGLE DWELLING 2. ( ) 2-A HOUSEHOLD D~.[ELLING; DUPLEX; ROW HOUSE 
3. ( ) APARTMENT HOUSE (5 or more units) 
4. ( ) APART~mNT IN A PARTLY COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE 5. ( ) OTHER (speclfy)~_.._~ 

¢. Estimated income level of household: 

I. ( ) UNDER $5,000 2. ( ) $5,000 - $I0,000 3. ( ) OVER $I0,000 

d. How many adults in household? 

I. ( ) ONE (SKIP TO q. f) 2. ( ) ~40 3. ( ) MORE TRAN TWO 

e. Is there a married couple in this household? i. ( ) YES 2. ( ) NO 

f. Race: I. ( ) W}IITE 2. ( ) NEGRO 3. ( ) OTHER 

g. Sex of: I. ( ) Head 4 ( ) MALE 
2. ( ) Respondent is: " 
3. ( ) Person answering door 5. ( ) FEMALE 

h. Estimated age of head: 65 OR 
_ I.( ) LESS_THAN 18 2.( ) 18-24 3:( ) 25-34 4.( ).35-44 5.( ) 45-64 6:( )OVER_ 
3.1NTERVIEI~ER: Space for COMMENTS on this non-interview situation 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

O I 
I 
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Bureau of Social Science Research 
BSSR 382-FI01 
April, 1966 

Selected Address: 

D.C. Resident Study 

Tract 40 

ID No. 3154 

LISTING FORM FOR APARTMENT STRUCTURES 
WITH LESS THAN 15 APARTMENTS 

1920 19th Streets N. W. 

INSTRUCTIONS: I. On the listing form below 3 list all dwelling units at this 
address, recording the apartment number or description of each 

DU on a separate line. 

2. Then remove the black tape (see belowi and assign cover sheets 
to the dwelling units according to sample line numbers appearing 
under the tape. Caution - assign cover sheets only to DU's 
designated by the line numbers appearing under the tape. 

3, 16 
Selected Lines: 

L i n e  
No .  
t 

1 

R 

3 
4 

6 

? 

8 

9 

IO 

II 

12 

13 

T~,~',~°~'~ ~.. 
~ .  ~ 

i c,l~ 

~,oI 

;L ~. ;~ " " 

.D.c ~- " 

S o l  

~ c  ~ 

Apartment number or description 
of dwelling unit 

(2) 

i. Qd 

w 

~'~- Flc:,r 

Selected Line 
(Please check selected 
line(s) a¢cordi=g to 
number(s) under tape 

(3) 

* I f  more t h a n  one a p a r t m e n t  i s  s e l e c t e d  f o r  t h e  s a m p l e ,  a s s i g n  a u n i q u e  1D No.  t o  each  
by  a d d i n g  i n  sequence  a ,  b~ c e t c .  as a s u f f i x  t o  t h e  ID No.  a p p e a r i n g  i n  t h e  u p p e r  
r i g h t - h a n d  c o r n e r  o f  t h i s  s h e e t .  R e c o r d  t h e  ID  No.  t o  t h e  r i g h t  o f  t h e  s e l e c t i o n  

number in column 3. 

I 
J 

I 
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Bureau of Social 
BSSR 382-FI02 
April, 1966 

Selected Address 

D-4 

Science Research 
D.C. Resident Study 

Tract 38 

ID No. 
LISTING FORM FOR APARTMENT STRUCTURES 

WITH 15 OR HORE APARTMENTS 

2110 18th Street, N. W. 

3100 

NOTE: Please use one line per each floor. Be sure to include basement apartments, 
janitor's quarters, manager's apartment, and penthouse apartments. 

Floor 
Number 

(1) 

3,-_a 

Range of 
Total 
Apts. 

Apt. Nos. 
( i .e. ,  l - lO)  

(2) (3) 
4 

Cumulation 
Selection 
Number(s ) 

Selected 
Apt. No. 

(41 
+ 

Entry in Col.5 
Minus Entry on 
Previous Line 

in Col. 4 
(s) j (6) (7) 

-3i - ~ c  ~r 

.., [ 

I i 

d'  

Se lec t ion Numbers ]6, 32 

I 

4 
I 

Ill 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

e l  
I 
I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 

, 

O I 

I 
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 1 

Neiqhborhood 

I. About how long have you lived at this address? (IF MORE THAN 15, 

SKIP TO 4) 

2. Just before you moved here, where did you live? 

2A. For how long did you live there? 

2B. Since 1950, what is the longest time you have lived at any One 

address? 

3. If you think back to about 1950, since that time, where have you lived i 

most of the time? 

4. When (you/your family) decided to move here where you live now, would 
you say (you/they) thought more about the kind of (house/apartment) 
you were moving into, or the kind of neighborhood? 

4A. What was i t  about the neighborhood that  you l iked p a r t i c u l a r l y ?  
(PROBE FOR MOST IMPORTANT) 

. When you th ink about the chances of ge t t ing  robbed or beaten up or 
anything of that sor t ,  would you say your neighborhood is very safe 
as compared to other neighborhoods in town (SKIP TO Q6), about average, 
less safe than most, one of the worst in town? 

5A. Is there so much t rouble in t h i s  neighborhood that you would 
like to move away from here if you could? 

. Are most of your neighbors quiet  and law-abid ing,  or are there some 
who make t rouble in the neighborhood? (IF SOME--ASK: Many or only a 
f ew? ) 

. How about crimes happening in your neighborhood--would you say 
that they are committed mostly by the people who l i v e  here in 
th i s  neighborhood or by outsiders? 

7A. What types of people do you th ink  they might be? 

IFor economy of space, t h i s  sect ion does not reproduce the i n t e r -  
view schedule ac tua l l y  employed, precodes and coding ins t ruc t i ons  have 
been deleted. 

I 
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V i c t i m i z a t i o n  

. I am going to show you some cards about d i f f e r e n t  k inds  o f  c r imes .  I 
would l i k e  you to  t e l l  me i f  any of  the t h i n g s  on each card have 
happened to  you p e r s o n a l l y  in 1965 or  t966. By a c r ime,  I mean any-  
t h i n g  somebody Could be sent  to  p r i s o n  or  f i n e d  f o r  do ing to you or  
even t r y i n g  to d o .  ( IF RESPONDENT BALKS AT SERIES, SAYING HE HAS 
NEVER HAD ANY CRIMES HAPPEN TO HIM, SAY:) We have found t h a t  many o f  
the t h i n g s  we are i n t e r e s t e d  in  are hard to remember un less  we ask 
s p e c i f i c a l l y  about them. IIm sure w e ' l l  f i n d  going th rough the cards 
a b ig  h e l p .  

PROCEED THROUGH OFFENSE CARD SERIES, READING ALL ITEMS ON EACH CARD, 
GIVING RESPONDENT AMPLE TIHE TO CONSIDER AND REPLY TO EACH ITEM ON 
EACH CARD. COMPLETE INCIDENT FORM FOR EACH POSITIVE RESPONSE 
IMMEDIATELY WHEN IT IS GIVEN. 

ASK WHETHER THE SANE KIND OF CRIME AS THAT JUST DESCRIBED HAS HAPPENED 
TO RESPONDENT AT ANY OTHER TIME DURING 1965-66. IF SO, COMPLETE 
ADDITIONAL INCIDENT FORM(S). 

RETURN TO CARD SERIES WHERE INTERRUPTED. 

. ( IF RESPONDENT LIVES ALONE, SKIP TO QiO) I am going to go th rough 
the cards again  now, and t h i s  t ime I would l i k e  to  know i f  any of  the 
t h i n g s  on each card have happened to anyone who l i v e s  here w i t h  you - -  

t h a t  i s ,  a n y t h i n g  t h a t  has happened in  1965 or  1966. 

FOLLOW SAME INSTRUCTIONS AS UNDER Q8 ABOVE. 

i 0 .  Now t h i n k i n g  back over  your e n t i r e  l i f e ,  what would you say was t h e  
wors t  cr ime t h a t  has ever happened to y o u - - t h e  ve ry  wors t  t h i n g  in 
a l l  your  l i f e ?  

COMPLETE INCIDENT FORM, BEING SURE TO CHECK "WORST" AT TOP. IF 
INCIDENT IS THE SAME AS ONE REPORTED AS 1965-66, BE SURE WHICH ONE 
IT IS AND CHECK "WORST" AT TOP OF INCIDENT FORM ALREADY COMPLETED. 

I I .  How about o t h e r  members of  your  househo ld- -what  would you say was 
the ve ry  wors t  cr ime t h a t  ever happened to any one o f  them? 

COMPLETE INCIDENT FORM BEING SURE TO CHECK 'WORST" AT TOP. IF 
INCIDENT IS SAME AS ONE REPORTED AS 1965-66, BE SURE WHICH ONE IT IS 
AND CHECK I'WORST" AT TOP OF INCIDENT FORM ALREADY COMPLETED. 

12. (Other than what you have t o l d  me about a l ready )  has any r e l a t i v e  
or  c lose  f r i e n d  o f  yours  ever been k i l l e d  or  s e r i o u s l y  i n j u r e d  as a 
r e s u l t  o f  a crime? ( IF ASKED FOR DEFINITION, "SERIOUSLY INJURED" 
MEANS: R e q u i r i n g  a s tay  in  the h o s p i t a l  o r  permanent p h y s i c a l  
impa i rmen t . )  

2 6 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 ?  - 1 5  

I 

4 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I l l  

I 
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! 2A.  (IF YES:) Could you tell me when that happened--or if there was 
more than one such terrible case, the most recent time such 
a thing happened? 

12B. How close was your relationship to this person? 

12C. Did this case involve a death or serious injury? 

13. Has there ever been a time when something happened to you that you 
could have reported to the police but that you preferred to settle 
for yourself? 

14. Sometimes you hear people say about something that happened to them, 
"I don't know whether that was against the law, but a person should 
be punished for doing something like that." (Besides what you've 
told me about already), has anyone done anything to you recently that 
made you feel like that? (IF NO, PROBE:) I mean where someone 
cheated you or harmed you in a way that made you feel whoever did it 
should be punished . . even though nothing could be done the way 
things stand now. 

14A. i. (IF YES:) Can you tell me what happened to you? 

ii. Who did it? ~ho was responsible? 

iii. When did it happen? 

Reportinq 

15. Besides the things that have happened to you or the other people in 
your house, have you ever seen anything happening that you thought 
was a crime or probably a crime? 

15A. (IF YES:) What was the most recent case? T e l l  me about i t .  

16. Did you call or tell the police about it? (IF NO, PROBE: Did you 
gee someone else to report it?) 

16A. (IF NO TO QI6:) Why d i dn ' t  you t e l l  the pol ice about i t? 
(PROBE FULLY. IF MORE THAN ONE REASON GIVEN, ASK WHICH WAS 
MOST IMPORTANT.) 

17. (IF YES TO QI6:) Did you ever see a crime or something that looked 
like it might be a crime and not tell the police about it? (IF NO, 
PROBE:) You never saw any other crime? 

17A. (IF YES:) Why d i dn ' t  you report i t? (PROBE FULLY, IF MORE 
THAN ONE REASON GIVEN, ASK WHICH WAS MOST IMPORTANT.) 
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18. Suppose t h a t  somebody was break ing i n t o  a house and somebody around 
here saw i t  but  d i d n ' t  c a l l  the p o l i c e .  What would p robab ly  be the 
reason he d i d ' t  c a l l  them? ( IF MORE THAN ONE REASON GIVEN, ASK 
WHICH WAS MOST IMPORTANT.) 

Courts  

19. Have you ever had to go to cour t  to be a w i tness  in a c r i m i n a l  case? 

19A. i ,  ( IF YES.:) When was that? 

i i .  Where was tha t?  

i i i .  Were you a w i tness  fo r  the defense or the p rosecu t i on?  

20. I f  you were to  have the  same k ind of  i n f o r m a t i o n  aga in ,  would y o u  
v o l u n t e e r  to  be a w i tness?  

21 .  (Other than what youmve a l ready '  t o l d  me) d id  anyone ever ask you to 
be a w i t n e s s ?  ( IF YES TO 19, PROBE: Were you?) 

21A. ( IF WAS ASKED, BUT WAS NOT A WITNESS:)Why w e r e n ' t  you? 

22. ( IF MARRIED) How about your (w i fe /husband) - -was  (she/he)  ever  a 
w i tness? 

22A. i .  ( IF YES:) When was that? 

i i .  Where was tha t?  

23. Have you ever served on a j u r y  or a grand ju ry?  

24. From what you hear ,  do you t h i n k  tha t  the c r i m i n a l  cou r t s  in 
Washington g i ve  people  accused of crimes a f a i r  t r i a l ?  

25. How about the sentences t ha t  are g e n e r a l l y  handed out  in  c r i m i n a l  
cases here, do you think the courts more often let people off  too 
easy, or are they too harsh, or about right? 

26. Have you had any experience of your own that affected your ideas 
of how the courts treat people who are arrested? 

Police 

27. Is any member of your household a policeman? 

(IF RESPONDENT LIVES ALONE: Were you ever a policeman?) 

( IF YES, SKIP TO Q38) 

I 
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I am go ing to  read a number o f  t h i n g s  some peop le  say about  t he  
p o l i c e .  I ' d  l i k e  you to  t e l l  me each t ime whe the r  you agree  o r  
d i s a g r e e  w i t h  the  s t a t e m e n t .  

28A. 

28B. 

28C. 

28D. 

28E. 

28F. 

28G. 

By and large, the Washington police have a very high repu- 
tation in this neighborhood. Do you agree or disagree? 

The police deserve more respect than people in this neigh- 
borhood give them. Do you agree or disagree? 

The police ought to have leeway to act tough with people 
when they have to. Do you agree or disagree? 

There would be more cooperation with the police if there 
were more Negroes on the police force. Do you agree or 
disagree? 

You would have to replac@ at least half the police now on 
the force to get a really good police force. Do you agree 
or disagree? ; , 

People who are willing to take on the tough job of being a 
policeman deserve a lot more thanks and respect than they 
get from the public. Do you agree or disagree? 

Policemen should get much more pay than they do now. Do you 
agree or disagree? 

/ 
• I 

! 

i ,  

! 

I .  

28H. 

281 . 

28J.  

28K. 

28L. 

28M. 

28N. 

The police spend most of their time going after people who 
do little things wrong and ignore most of the really bad 
things going on. Do you agree or disagree? 

There should be more use of police dogs than there is now. 
Do you agree or disagree? 

A young man who had a cho i ce  between be ing  a po l i ceman and 
g e t t i n g  a job  pay ing  j u s t  as much in t he  c o n s t r u c t i o n  bus iness  
would be making a m is take  i f  he became a p o l i c e m a n .  Do you 
agree o r  d isagree?  

There are just a few policemen who are responsible for the 
bad publicity the police department gets. Do you agree or 
disagree? 

People who know the ropes and have money to afford good lawyers 
don't have anything to worry about from the police. Do you 
agree or disagree? 

There seem to be many police who just enjoy pushing people 
around and giving them a hard time. Do you agree or disagree? 

Too much attention is being given to protecting the rights of 
people who get into trouble with the police. Do you agree or 
disagree? 
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29. As compared w i t h  o t h e r  po l icemen,  would you say, from what you=ve 
heard or  seen, t ha t  mo to rcyc le  pol icemen are b e t t e r ,  worse,  o r  about 
the  same as o the r  Washington po l i ce?  

30. Do you t h i n k  the p o l i c e  9et along b e t t e r ,  worse, or  about the same 
w i t h  the people who l i v e  in t h i s  neighborhood as they  do w i t h  people 
in  o t h e r  neighborhoods in Washington? 

3OA. Why do yo u think that's the case? 

31. Do you have a good friend or a relative who is a policeman? 

31A. (IF NO:) Do you know any policemen well enough to call them by 
name? 

31B. (IF NO TO Q31A:) Do you know any policemen well enough to say 
hello to? 

32. When was the last time you talked to a policeman about something 
official--like getting a ticket'or reporting something that was wrong? 
(IF NEVER, PROBE: Not even for anything like getting a driver's 
license or anything like that?) 

32A. What was that about? 

33. On the whole did the policeman (policemen) in this case act as you 
think (he/they) should (ASK BOT._.~H 33A and B)? 

33A. What did you like about the way (he/they) acted? 

33B. What didn't you like about the way (he/they) acted? 

34. What was the last time you talked to a policeman purely socially-- 
like just to say hello or just out of curiosity to ask what was going 
on? 

35. (IF THERE IS ANY DOUBT, ASK:) Which contact was most recent? 

36. Have you yourself ever seen a policeman doing anything you felt was 
wrong or against the law? 

37. If a man is a Negro, do you think this usually makes a difference in 
how he is treated by the police in Washington? 

37A. (IF YES:) In what way? 

Safeguards 

38. Do you own or rent this (house/apartment)? 

39. Since there has been all this talk about crime, have you yourself done 
anything in nny w~:y to protect yourself against the dangers of crime? 

39A. Have you done anything about your (house/apartment)? (IF YES, 
PROBE: When did you start to do this?) 
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39B. (IF RENTS, ~SK:) Have the owners or managers of the building 
done anything to protect it from crime or mischief: (IF YES, 
PROBE: When did they start to do this?) 

39C. Have you done anything about your car? (IF YES, PROBE: When 
did you start to do this?) 

39D. Have you changed your habits in any way because of fear of 
crime: (IF YES, PROBE: When did you start to do this?) 

39E. When you go out, do you ever carry anything to protect yourself? 
(IF YES, PROBE: What do you carry? When do you do this?) 

39F. Have you taken out or added insurance against burglary or theft 
from your (house/apartment)? (IF SAYS INTENDS TO INSURE, ASK: 
Have you gotten some idea of how much such insurance will cost 
you?) 

40. Do you or does any member of the household own a firearm (a gu n of 
any kind--pistol, rifle, shotgun)? 

J 

40A. (IF YES:) Is the weapon for use in hunting or protection or 
perhaps some of both? 

41. As far as crime goes, do you think things have been getting better or 
getting worse in Washington during the past year? 

41A. Why is that? 

I 

II 

I 
il 
I , 

! o 

42. What do you think would be the most important thinq that can be done 
here in Washington to cut down the amount of crime that goes on? 

42A. Anything else? 

General Information 

43. Do you know the name of the chief of police here in Washington? (ADD, 
IF NECESSARY: THE METROPOLITAN POLICE.) 

44. About how many people would you guess are murdered in the District 
each month: Just give me your best guess. (PROBE: l, 5, I0, 50, 
lO0?) 

45. If you have to go to the District Court because you were a witness to 
a crime, would you be paid anything by the government for the time 
you had to spend there? 

45A. (IF YES:) Do you happen to know how much a witness is paid in 
District Court? 

46. Would you be paid anything for the time you had to spend in District 
Court if you were on jury-duty? 

46A. (IF YES:) Do you know how much a jury-member is paid? 

I 
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47. If you were accused of a crime and you knew of someone who could clear 
you r name but for some reason didn't want to get involved, could you 
do anything to make that person make a statement at your trial? How? 

48. Would yousay there has been an increase in violent crime here in 
Washington? I mean attacks on people -- like shootings, stabbings, 
and rapes. WDuld you say that there's now very much more of this 
sort of thing, just a little bit more, not much difference, or that 
there is no more than five years ago? (IF RESPONDENT HAS BEEN A 
RESIDENT LESS THAN 5 YEARS: Well, from what you've heard . . . ) 

49, Where do you get most of your information about these things we just 
talked about -- such things as the police, how much crime there is, 
how the courts operate, and so forth? 

General Data on Household 

5O. How many people are there in your family who live at this address 
with you (NOT COUNTING RESPONDENT)? 

51. Are there any (other) people ~ho, share this (house/apartment) with you? 

52. What is your relationship to the head of the household? 

53. Sex of Respondent. 

54. What is your age? 

55. 

56. 

• 57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

6l. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

Are you married, widowed, divorced, separated, never married? 

What is your occupation? 

What is the highest grade you attended in school? 

What is the occupation of the head of the household? 

About how much does he make in a week? 

What is his marital status? 

Sex of head. 

How old is the head? 

What was the last grade in school attended by the head? 

Have all the people living here now lived here since January 19657 

Has anyone moved out of the household since January 1965 (INCLUDE 
DECEASED)? 
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66. Which of  the people l i v i n g  here were work ing  at  a r e g u l a r  job l a s t  
week? 

67. Does anyone here work n i g h t s  - -  3 n i g h t s  a week or  more o u t s i d e  t h e  
home r e g u l a r l y ?  

68. Is the re  someone, o the r  than a c h i l d  under 10, who is u s u a l l y  a t  home 
here dur ing  the day? 

69. Do you have a te lephone here in  t h i s  (house/apar tment )?  

69A. (IF NO AND LIVES IN A MULTI DWELLING, ASK:) Is t he re  a phone in  
the b u i l d i n g  t ha t  you can Use whenever you want to? 

70. Do you own an automobi le? 

71. Does anyone e lse  in the f a m i l y  ( l i v i n g  here w i t h  you) own an automobi le~ 

72. ( IF YES TO 70 o r 7 1 : )  Do these automobi les  have t h e f t  i nsurance  o r  a 
comprehensive p o l i c y : t h a t  i nc ludes  t h e f t  insurance? 

73. Are you a l i censed  d r i v e r ?  

74. Is anyone e l se  in your household? 

75. Ho~nea r  by is the c l o s e s t  s t o r e  tha t  s e l l s  l i q u o r ?  

76. ( IF RENTS:) What is your  month ly  r e n t ,  i n c l u d i n g  u t i l i t i e s ?  

77. ( IF OWNS:) What is the p resen t  market va lue  of  your house? 

78. How many rooms are t he re  in your (house /apa r tmen t ) ,  not coun t i ng  
bathrooms? 

79. FILL IN FOLLOWINGAFTER INTERVIEW: 

Type of  d w e l l i n g :  

Access: 

Cond i t i on :  

Type of  s t r e e t :  

Is i t  p u b l i c  housing? 

On what f l o o r  is the d w e l l i n g  un i t ?  

Type of  household:  

I 
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BSSR 382-12 Bureau of the Budget No. l i6-614 
Approval Expires Junel3 O, 1966 

I. 

D. C. RESIDENT SURVEY 

INC IDENT FORM 

A .  

B. 

Stimulus E l ! c i t i n g  Report (FILL 

In response to quest ion 

Reported as: 

I I--~ 1965-66, respondent 

2 [ ]  1965-66, other household member 

3 [ ]  Worst, respondent 

4 [ ]  Worst, other househol~member 

Case No. 

Incident No. 

IN ALL RELEVANT INFORMATION) 

; crime card no. 

I I .  Vict im I den t i f ! ca t i on  (CHECK ONE OF THREE AND COMPLETE OTHER 
CLASSIFICATION) 

A. [ ]  Respondent Vict im [ ]  While res id ing in th is  household (IF HORST EVER, 
COMPLETE GREEN FORM) 

[ ]  While resid ing in other household (COMPLETE 
GREEN FORM LATER--REMINDER SUPPLIED) 

B. [ ]  Total Household [ ]  While v ic t im member of th is  household 
was v ic t imized (IF t.!ORST EVER, COMPLETE PINK FORM) 

[ ]  W h i l e  v ic t im member of  other household 
(COMPLETE PINK FORM LATER--REMINDER SUPPLIED) 

C. [ ]  Other Household 
Member(s) 
V ic t im(s)  

[ ]  I..lhile resid ing in th is  household (IF ~4ORST EVER, 
COMPLETE GREEN FORM) 

[ ]  ~.!hile resid ing in other household (coMPLETE 
GREEN FORM LATER--REMINDER SUPPLIED) 

I I I .  Descr ip t ion of Victimizat.i.o.n_.or Incident:  

t 

I 
i 
tt 
I 
i 
I 
I 

l 

I 
i 
! 
! 

I i 

Date Incident Occurred: 
(Day) (Month) (Year) 

Time of Day Incident r--JAM 
Occurred: ................. r--1PM 

I 
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Offense (CHECK AT LEAST ONE--MORE IF OFFENSE 
INVOLVES MULTIPLE CRIME CATEGORIES) % E 

A. Burglary, breaking (Somebody broke in ~ ~ 
and entering or attempted to 

break in) ......... I Fj 2[--} 3[-] 

Mode of Entry or Attempt 

l . ~ i  Door forced 
2. L~ [ t lindow pried or broken 
3.~! Master or pass key 
4. L r--i Other 

B. Something stolen 
from premises 
(not a break-in) 

C. Robbery 

O. Theft 

Auto theft 

E. ~andalism or arson 

F. Assault 

G. Auto offenses 

H. Sex offenses 

I .  Threats 

J. Frauds, Forgeries, 
Swindles 

K. Other Offenses 

5..F_j Don't know 
(Home, garage, shed, 
store, locker, safe, 
office) . . . .  . . . . .  " . l r - ]  2 r [  31~ 

(Hold-up, stick-up, 
mugging, yoking, 
,strong-arm robbery) .... Im-] 2l~ 3~_] 

(Things stolen by means 
other than above but 
not auto) ......... IF] 2[~ 3~] 

(Auto theft) . . . . . . . .  I [~ ]  2 [ - ]  3[--] 

(Mal ic ious damage) . . . . .  I E ]  2 ~ ]  3 [ ~  

(Injury, attempt or threat 
to do physical harm) . .IE] 2~] 3, F-] 

(Injury or damage done 
through use of auto) ...l~J 2El 3~] 

(Peeping, indecent exposure, 
rape or attempt, anything 
sexual to children) .... l[-] 2~j 3L_~ 

(Blackmail, phone calls, 
false evidence, selling 
"pro tec t ion" )  . . . . . . .  I ~ j  2[--~ 3[-_] 

(Bad checks, counterfeit, 
forgery, impersonation, 
con game, false claims 
for goods sold, selling 
things no right to sell, 
embezzling) ........ l~b_ j 2~ 3[---] 

(False testimony in court, 1 ~  2 ~  3L_~ 
false accusation, illegal 
action by official, (SPECIFY)~ 
prowler, kidnapping) 

i 
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V. Victims and Personal In iury  In iu r i e s  Threa t s  

I ° A. ~o were the victims? ~ ~ 
" ~ ~ 

° - -  ~ 

(AT TIME OF INTERVIEW) (AT TIME OF VICT MIZATION) .E.~ 
H s h l d .  ~ ~ 

Rel~3tions.hip,to Head Code Sex 
i 
I 

.... i 

! 
t 

I 

I 
i 
! 

i- 
i 

HOUSEHOLD CODE: H-Mcmber c# household now; N-Not member O~ hods~hotd now 

B. IWas an~one iniured? I (FILL IN INJURY CODE FOR EACH PERSON 
LISTED ABOVE.) 

I n i u r y  Code 
N - None 
M - Minor 

TR - Treated and released 
H - Hospital!zed 
D - Death 

C. (IF ANY INJURIES REPORTED) ~Howwere (VICTIMS) in iure_d? I 
(FILL IN HARM CODE FOR EACH PERSON L'ISTED ABOVE.) 

Harm Code 
N - None 
G - Gun 
K - K n i f e  
B - B l u n t  i n s t r u m e n t  
P - P h y s i c a l  f o r c e  

• S - I n c i d e n t  p r e c i p i t a t e d  s e l f  i n j u r y ,  o r  v i c t i m - c a u s e d  

i n j u r y  t o  o t h e r  v , i ~ t i ~  

D. fUas  a n y o n e  t h r e a t e n e d  in  a n y  way?  I ( I F  YES:~I How? I (F ILL  IN 
INTIMIDATION CODE FOR EACH PERSON LISTED ABOVE.~ 

I n t i m i d a t i o n  Code 
N - None 
G - Gun 
K - K n i f e  
B - B l u n t  i n s t r u m e n t  
P - P h y s i c a l  f o r c e  
V - V e r b a l  

! 
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Property Loss or Damaqe or Attempt or Threat 
to Inflict Loss or Damaqe 

A. I~'las an~/ pr.operty taken or damaged?] IF NO: I'.'as the re  ~n'y a t tempt  
I..'or thr~at to t,nke or destroy enyth~ing? 

I~ Offense not directed in any way to belongings 
(SKIP TO Q. VII) 

2 ~ j  Yes (ASK:) IWha t property Was__taken (damaged)?l., 
(OR ASK ABOUT ATTEMPT OR THREAT TO TAKE OR DAMAGE) 

For Larcenous Offenses: 

Approximate 
Value 

of Items 
I~] Currency . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I 

2[~_~j Clothing ..... , • . . ....... " . 2 

3~_J Household goods ............ 3 

4~j Automobile ? ............. 4 

5D Auto parts, accessories ........ 5 

6~J Jewelry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 

7F] Bicycle or toys ............ 

8L-J Negotiable instruments, credit cards . 8 

9[~] Other (SPECIFY) 9 

Total Value $ 

Non-Larcony Damages (Vandalism, Arson, B&E) 

I L--~ ~lindows broken (residence~ . . . . . . I 

2E] Other residential property ...... 2 

3~ Automobile .............. 3 

4[~] Other (SPECIFY) 4 

Approximate 
Value 

of Items 

Total Value $ 
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(Cont inued)  

BI. IHow d i d  (Offender) qo abo'ut it?.l 

~J Vio lence 

J---I F o r c i b l e  e n t r y  

[ - i  Threat  

~ j  Fraud 

~-J S tea l t h  

[ ]  Other f a l se  c la im (DESCRIBE) 

Other (DESCRIBE) 

B2. (IF NO ACTUAL LOSS OCCURRED, SKIP TO VII) 
I Did (VlC-llt'l) get any Ol the ~roperty back tha t  (he/she/they) I 

lost? I 

l i--i Did not--no indication of recovery Through 
Police 

2~_j Did (ASK ABOUT EXTENT AIID TIME) Action 

l.l--I, Total recovery within 48 hours ,l--j 

2~. i  Tota l  recovery a f t e r  48 hours 

3 ~ j  P a r t i a l  recovery ( S P E C I F Y ) ~  ~ j  

(SPECIFY) 
Other 

B3. 

I Did anyone g ive (VICTIM) any money or repay you in any way I 
f o r  the loss? I 

F--l ~,, None " 

[ j  Of fender  made good in way o ther  than r e t u r n  
of  p rope r t y  

~ j  Court awarded c i v i l  damages which paid 
f o r  the loss 

~--] Insurance covered the loss 

~ i  Other (SPECIFY) 

( IF  YES:) Did tha t  cover the loss in f u l l  or on l y  
in part? 

F-~ Ful I 

F~ Par t - -About  how much of  i t  was 
paid for? (PROPORTION) 

II 
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Location of Offense 

I 
A. (PROBE FOR LOCATION OF PLACE:) [~Jhere did this happen? I 

[] District of Columbia 
(SPECIFY CLOSEST ADDRESS POSSIBLE) 

[] Metropolitan ~!ashington outside the District 

[] Other metropolitan location in continental U. S. 
(including suburbs) 

[] Other smaller cities (IO,OOO population or over) 

[] Small town or rural location (under lO,O00, not suburb) 

B. (PROBE TO DETERMINE RELATION TO VICTIM'S RESIDENCE) 

[] At home 

[ ]  Own b lock ~ ' 

[ ]  Own neighborhood 

[ ]  At work, ou ts ide  of  neighborhood of  home 

[ ]  Other; ou ts ide  neighborhood, but in c i t y  of  res idence 
or suburbs 

While out of town 

[] Mixed (SPECIFY) 

C. (PROBE TO DETERMINE TYPE OF PLACE) 

Public Place 

D Street 

D School 

[] Park, field, playground 

[] Public conveyance 
or station 

EJ Retail establishment, 
bank 

Private Place 

~l Residence, etc. 
premises 

~j Office 

El Other (SPECIFY) 

[] Other (SPECIFY) 

! 
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V l l l .  Reportinq to Pol ice: ~ i d  the offense become known to th~ po l i ce ]  

[ ]  Yes (ASK A) F_] No (ASK B) 

A. (YES:) 'How did the police first learn about it? i 

B. 

Reported by: Phone 

Victim . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ [ ]  

~'litness . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  r-I r_~l 

Offender ................. ~j [j 

Observed directly by police [~j 

Other (SPECIFY) 

(Nb:~ FWhy wasn~'t it rep@rted? I (CIIECK ALL RELEVANT. CIRCLE 
MOST IMPORTAHT.) 
Weiqhed other consequences to come from report~n~ 
IE] Reprisal 

2~--] Time lost from work, spent in Court 

3~] I was. in a hurry and couldn't take time to report 

4[-7 Thought harm would come to offender--punishment 
of offender is not the thing that would help 

5r-7 Fear of trouble or embarrassment to self from police 

6[-] Didn't want to get involved (PROBE) 

Normative 
l~] Think private retribution or restitution is better 

2{--] Repute (avoid reputation of informer, cop-lover, etc.) 

3~--~ Ratting (self-observed code against) 

Useless 
I[~] Police wouldn't want to be bothered, would just ignore 

report 
2~] Nothing anyone could do; too late to help 

3~j Police already knew or I supposed they did 

4~] Offender has political protection or other immunity; 
authority system sanctions offense 

Uncertainty 
l[~] Not sure what was going on 

2Ej Wouldn't know how to report it 

Other (SPECIFY) 

(IF CRIME NOT REPORTED TO POLICE, SKIP TO Q, X): 

Personally 
at Police 
Station 

I 

I 
! 

I 
I 
! 
! 

i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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IX. 

D-21 

Police Action (ASK ONLY IF INCIDENT REPORTED TO POLICE) 

A. lWhat did the poii ce do?I (PROBES:) !Bid the police follow it up later in I 
'- . . . . . . .  I any wa~?_ J 

l[~ Nothing of which respondent is aware 

2E] Yes (ASK:) IWhat did they do?I After 

12 Restored order. IF] I [] 

2~-~ Warned offender 2[] 2~ 

3F-] Advised victim about protection 3~] 3[] 

4~], Promised surveillance 4[] 4[--] 

5[] Otherwise punished offender 
short of arrest 5F7 5[~] 

6F] Arrested offender or suspect 
~ook them,to station house) 6E] 6C] 

7[--] Investigation 7~ 7~7 

8[-] Other (SPECIFY) 8[--] 8~ 

9[-~ Don't know 9~ 9[-~ 

At Scene 

B. Would you say (VICTIM) was satisfied or dissatisfied with what I 
the police did? I 

I [] Satisfied 

2E] No judgment o," mixed (SPECIFY) 

3[~ Dissatisfied ( A S K : ) I ~ 1  

1 [ ]  Not thorough 

2[--] Ignored, dismissed 

3[--] Other reason for d issa t i s fac t ion  (SPECIFY) 

[ 

I 



IX. 

X. 

D-22 

(,Cont i nued) 

c. Imw would you sum up (V,CT,N,S) personal reaction to 
L-- deal inq with the_p_91 i___ce_jin_.this~?.__ 

iE3 

2r-i 

35 

41-I 

sr-i 

6F-] 

Unpleasant to victim 

Time and nuisance to victim 

Victim in trouble with authorities 

Neutral 

Pleased 

Other (SPECIFY) 

-I 

7E] Don't know 

Contributory Behavior of Victim 

I Ts there anything you ;in th'ink"of how that (V|CT|M) might flare 
done which might have prevented its taking place--or could yo~ 

_ have done anvthinq to avoid it? , ythinq to avoid it ? you 

i f ]  None 

2[--] Acknowledged negligence 

3[~] Dispute, provocation 

4F-~ Confidence 

5[--] Drunk 

6E] I l legal  act 

7[--] Lovers' quarrel 

8I--] Other (SPECIFY) 

( t r iangle,  domestic) 

9[--] Mutual 

2 6 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - 16 

vict imizat ion 
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XI. Knowledqe of Offender(s) 

D-23 

A. l~oes (VICTIM) know who it was who did that, or were therel 
I any suspects? I 

l~j Absolutely no idea who offenders were (SKIP TO BOTTOM 
OF LAST PAGE OF THIS FORM FOR INSTRUCTIONS) 

2 D Offenders definitely identified (CHECK BELOW) 

3_G Suspects only (CHECK BELOU) 

41-~ Saw or heard offenders but don't know who they were 
l ~] Evidence indicates only one offender 

2~___] Evidence indicates more than one offender 

3!~] Uncertain (SPECIFY) 

B. IAnyone (VICTIM) knew personally? (PROBE) 

l ~ Immediate ramify member (SPECIFY) 

2~__] Relative (SPECIFY) 

3FI Friend 

4~ Neighbor 

5~] Acquaintance or other known to victim previously 

6E] Business relationship, offender a client 

7~J Business relationship, offender a vendor, delivery 
boy, etc. 

8E] Stranger 

9E-J Unknown 

• j 

I 



XI. 

D-24 

Knowledge of Offenders (Continued) 

C. Race of offenders 

IHhat was ~'h'i"s/her/their) race?l 

[] All Negro 

[] All White 

[] All other non-White 

[] Mixed, White and Negro 

[] Mixed, other (SPECIFY) 

[] Unknown 

D. Aqe of offenders 

E. 

F. 

I 

(IF ONE OFFENDER:) IHow, old doFyo,u think the (OFFENDER) was?l 

IHow old was the' youngest? (THEN) And I (IF MORE THAN ONE:) I hew old was tile oldest? 

"Only One" or  
Youngest of I f  "More Than 

"More Than One" One," Oldest 

[ ]  Child .(under lO) [ ]  

[ ]  Juvenile (I0-17) [ ]  

' [ ]  Young adult (18-22) [ ]  

[ ]  Adult (over 22) [ ]  

[ ]  Unknown [ ]  

Sex of offender(s) 

[ ]  All  male 

[] All ~male 

[] Male and female 

[] Unknown 

Residence of offender(s): !Do you know where the (OFFENDER) I 
I ' lived? I 

[] Definitely 1lashington 

[] Definitely outside Washington 

] Not sure or unknown 

I 
I 

e I 

I 
I 
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XI. 

D-25 

Knowledge of Offenders (Continued) 

G, Sanit~ 

IDo you think (he/she/they/whoever did this) (was/were) sane:il 

H. 

~] R asserts offender(s) insane 

R asserts perhaps insane 

[--_i R asserts not insane 

[] R says he has no idea 

Offender's Motive as Inferred by Victim (or Respondent) 

What do (VICTIM[S!) think' (he~she~they~whoever did this) 
(was/were) tryinq to accompli.~h? 

EJ Gain 

r---! 

LJ Mischief, prank,-fun 

[] Grievance, quarrel (except domestic) 

Domestic and lover's quarrels 

~_j Penalty evasion (as in hit-&-run accident, 
escaping from an officer) 

Fi Other utility (unauthorized use of property, joy-riding) 

[] Sex 

~j Drunk 

[] Other irrational 

[] Unintentional or accident 

[] Other (SPECIFY) 

I 



XI I .  

D-26 

Current Status 

A. (ASK ONLY IF OFFENDER[S] OR SUSPECTS IDENTIFIED) 

Ipid (VICTI'N) SiCln a complaint aqainst them?] 

[ ]  Yes 

[ ]  No (ASK:) I!,:hy not?l 

[ ]  Because of personal, bus~ness or family t ies 

[ ]  Because i t  wasn't worth a l l  the trouble involved 

[ ]  Because i t  might cause other trouble for (VICTIH) 

[-] Because the laws don't ofi:er any real remedy 

[ ]  Other (SPECIFY) 

(IF "NO '' ABOVE AND :POLICE KNE!,' ABOUT CRIME) 

IDid the pol ice ask (VICTII.I) to brin,g char ges?J 

Yes, advised (VICTIM)"to press charges, take 
out warrant 

[] Police left it up to (VICTIN) 

[] No, didn't mention it 

[] No, advised against it 

[] No, said (VICTIM) couldn't charge 

[] Don't know 

B. ](Do/Does) (VICTIN[S]) expect that there will be anything] 
I further ,qoinq on in connection with this offense? l 

[] No further activity anticipated 

[] Pending (SPECIFY) 

I 
( I 

l I 
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D-27 

Current Status (Continued) 

C. (ASK ONLY IF SOMEONE PRESSED CHARGES 
At~D OFFENDERS OR SUSPECTS KNO'...N) 

JWhat finally happened to whoever did that--or whoever wasl 
i suspected of doinq it? 

Charged and a r res ted  but l a t e r  re leased 

[ ]  Arrested, a v l a i t i n g . t r i a l  

D Referred to j u v e n i l e  a u t h o r i t i e s  

D Tr ied  and acqu i t t ed  or d ismissed'  

~F~- 1 T r ied  on a d i f f e r e n t  charge 

E~] Sentenced and appeal ing 

~_i Sentenced but suspended 

]-~j Jailed and imp.risoned or executed 
| 

[] Jailed and impri3oned but paroled 

~! Served sentence and released at expiration of term 

_~j Fined 

Other (SPECIFY) 

D. 

Don't know 

~OW'~b y o u p e r s o n a l l y f e e i  ab-6-u~ i t  now? Would you say 
(VICTIMS) are s a t i s f i e d ,  d i s s a t i s f i e d  or  tha t  (VICTIMS) 
don ' t  have any f e e l i n g  at a l l  about what was done about 
t h i s  of fense? 

[] Satisfied 

[] Dissatisfied 

[--I Neutral 

[] Don' t  know 

NOi'! LOOK BACK AT THE FIRST PAGE OF THIS FOR~I. IF THIS INCIDENT IS A "t'IORST EVER" 
INCIDENT. FOR ANY TYPE OF VICTIMIZATION OR IF THE CHECK YOU MADE UNDER Q. II INDI- 
CATES A DIFFERENT HOUSEHOLD FROM THAT AT t!HICH YOU ARE INTERVIEWING YOU MUST FILL 
OUT ANOTHER SHORT FORM. 

COMPLETE A PINK FORM FOR ANY "TOTAL HOUSEHOLD" VICTIMIZATION. 

COMPLETE ONE GREEN FORM FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL VICTIMIZED. 

- J 

I 



D-28 

Househo ld  V i c t i m i z a t i o n  

A. 

B. 

ID # 

Offense # 

Age and Sex 
OF VICTIMIZATION) 

Male 

(ENTER NUMBER IN EACH CATEGORY AT TIME 

Children (under I0) 

Juveniles (lO-17) 

Young Adults (18-22) 

Adults (over 22 ') ' 

Female 

Data on Head of Household (AT TIME OF VICTIHIZATION) 

Occupation: 

i 

Age: 

Place of residence: 

l[~] Washington, D. C. 

2[-~ ~!ashington metropolitan area 

3~_j Other city (SPECIFY) 

4~] Outside continental U. S. 

Marital status: 

I~] Married 

2[~ Widowed 

3~J Divorced 

Education of head: 

K 1 2 3 

C o l l e g e  1 

Bus/tech 1 

(CIRCLE HIGHEST LEVEL) 

4 5 

2 3 

2 3 

Sex: 

4 D Separated 

5~_] Never married 

6 7 8 9 lO 

/4 5 6 or more 

4 or more 

I I  12 
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i n d i v i d u a l ( s )  V i c t i m i z a t i o n  

COC:PLETE A SEPARATE GREEN SHEET 
FOR EACH HOUSEHOLD VICTIM INVOLVED. t o #  

Offense # 

A. Type of Offense: ![-]  Single victim 

21-] Multiple victim 

B. General Data on Victim (AT TIME OF VICTIMIZATION) 

Occupation: 

Age:. : , Sex: 

Place of  residence: 

il- '1 ~./ashington, D. C. 

2r - ]  ~'/ashington met ropo l i tan  area 

3FI Other city (SPECIFY) 

4r-] Outside continental U. S. 

Marital status: 

IF] t!arried 

2El Widowed 

3r-] Divorced 

Education: (CIRCLE HIGHEST LEVEL) 

K l 2 3 4 5 

College l 2 3 

Bus/tech l 2 3 

4[-] Separated 

5El Never married 

6 7 8 9 I0 

4 5 6 or  more 

4 o r  m o r e  

II 12 

rJ ~ 
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i. 

D-30 

C A R D  ~ 

BURGLARY--BREAKI~4G AND EN'fRY 

Someone breaking into your 
home? (Or garage, shed, store 
office?) " 

2. Trying to break in? 

. 

. 

. 

Have you ever found: 

(a) a door jimmied? 

(b) a lock forced? 

(c) a window forced o~en? 

Has something been taken or 
stolen from your home? (Or 
from a garage, shed, store, 
or office?) 

Has anyone tried to steal 
anything of yours from a 
locker or safe? 

I 
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i. 

D-3• 

CARD " 

RObbERY 

Something taken directly from 
you by force or by threatening 
to harm you? 

2. Hold up/stick up? 

3o ,::ugging or yoking? 

4. 3 trong-arm robbery? 

5. i~ioney or u:icy, cles taken Dy 
force ? 

6. Violent purse snatching? 

. Any attempts te rod you by 
force? 

I ' 

f 



D-32 

CARD C 

THEFT-STEALI~G 

Ai~YTiiING LLSE STOLEN: 

1. Car stolen? 

2. Things stolen from car? 

3. ~iub caps, tires, battery taken 
fromcar? 

4. Bicycle stolen? 

5. Purse snatched, things taken 
from purse? 

6. Pocket picked? 

7. Coat or hat stolen in restau- 
rant or bar? 

. Things stolen from you while on 
bus, train, boat or plane? In 
a station? 

9. Luggage stolen? 

10o Things taken from mail-box? 

ii. Any attempts to steal anything? 

I 

o I 
I 
I 
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D-33 

CARD D 

VA£qDALIS:.I OR ARSON 

THI~ZS PURPOSELY D~L~GED OR SET 
FIRE TO : 

lo Window broken maliciously? 

. Property broken or damaged 
de libe rate ly ? 

3. Fire deliberately set? 

. Car d~maged" maliciously-- 
antenna broken, lights 
broken, tires slashed, 
paint scratched? 

5. Walls marked, fences or other 
property on premises damaged? 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. Teenagers or children bother- 
ing you by mischief? 

I 



i. Beaten up? 

. 

. 

D-34 

CARD E 

ASSAULT 

Attacked with a weapon (club, 
knife~ gun, ha~aler, bottle, 
chair)? 

Stones or other dangerous 
objects thrown at you? 

4. Hit or kicked? 

. 

. 

Fight picked with you? 

Any attempts or threats to 
assault you or beat you up? 

I 

I 
I 
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I 
I 
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D-35 

CARD F 

SERIOUS AUTO OFFENSES 

1. Hit and run accident? 

. 

. 

. 

Trying to force you off the 
road or into an accident? 

Deliberately driving a car at 
you? 

Someone failing to identify 
himself after damaging or 
running into your car? 



D-36 

CARD G 

SEX OFFENSES 

i. Someone peeping in your windows? 

o Indecent ezposure in front of 
you? 

3. Rape or attempted rape? 

4. Molested or sexually abused? 

I 

I 
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D-37 

CARD H 

THREATS 

i. ~lackmail? 

. Threatening or obscene or in- 
sulting letters or telephone 
calls? 

. Someone demanding money with 
threat to harm you if you 
don't pay? 

4. Someone demanding anything 
else with threats? 

5. Someone threatening to make a 
false report about you to the 
police or to your employer or 
someone else? 

6. Someone selling "protection"? 

! 



i. 

. 

. 

. 

. 

D-38 

CARD I 

FRAUDS, FORGERIES, S~INDLES 

Passing worthless check, 
counterfeit money? 

Someone forging your name to 
something? 

Someone pretending to be some- 
body else to get you to give 
something or do something? 

Being cheated by a confidence 
game? A swindle? ; ' 

Selling you worthless things 
by making false claims about 
them? 

. Selling you something stolen 
or something they had no 
right to sell? 

7. Embezzling: misusing money 
you trusted someone with? 

2 6 6 - 0 5 3  0 - 6 7  - 17 
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CARD J 

OTHER CRI[~ES 

False testimony against you 
in court? 

False accusation to police? 

Illegal action by police or 
other officials? 

4. Kidnapping? 

5. Prowler? 

6. Defamation of character or 
slander--someone trying to 
ruin your reputation? 

7. ANYTHING 5LSE? 
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APPENDIX E 

FRONT-PAGE CRIME STORIES DURING PERIOD CF STUDY 

The fo l low ing  l i s t s  ch rono log ica l l y  news items that  appeared on 

the f r on t  page of the Washinqton Post dur ing the weeks that  the i n t e r -  

viewing was in progress. Items in parentheses deal with events 

occurring outside of the Washington metropolitan area. 

Apri I 7: 

Apri 1 8: 

April 9: 

Apri I IO- 

Apri l 12: 

Apri l 13: 

Apri I 14: 

Apri I 17: 

Apri 18: 

Apri 1 9 :  

Apri 20: 

Apri 21 : 

Apri  23: 

Apri 24: 

Apri 1 25: 

Lack of po l ice w i l l  requi re c los ing the Capitol  bu i l d ing  
e a r l i e r  (6 p.m. vs lO p.m.) .  

Informer Barnes claims "doub le-cross"  by government when he 
is ar rested for  jewel t h e f t .  

• ' i 

Job Corps counselor found stabbed to death in N.E. motel. 

Pol ice shot a suspected armed robber. 

Riot at Glen Echo. 

Glen Echo t rouble was expected. 

A r t i s t  ar rested for  k i l l i n g  of job corpsman (Apr i l  9) .  

D.C. Crime Commission to suggest improvements in courts 
and pol ice. 

Negroteenager mugs woman, takes mink s to le .  

D.C. buses kept away from Glen Echo during r i o t .  

Montgomery County w i l l  inves t iga te  Glen Echo r i o t .  

Barnes (Apr i l  8) t e l l s  of b r ib ing  policeman. 

Five policemen ind ic ted on b r ibe ry  char.cjes (see Barnes). 

("Gangland" k i l l i n g  in San Franc isco- - labor  leader murdered.) 

Scuf f le  in a l l ey  becomes a tense inc ident  (po l i ce  and Negroes 
in 13th Prec inc t ) .  B r u t a l i t y  charges, e tc .  

I 



Apri 1 26: 

April 27: 

May 3: 

May 4: 

May 5: 

May 6: 

May 7: 

May 8: 

May IO: 

May ll: 

May 13: 

May 15: 

May 17: 

May 18: 

May 19: 

May 20: 

May 21: 

May 22 : 

May 26: 

May 27: 

May 29: 

May 30: 

E-2 

Italian embassy butler shot by burglars. 
NAACP complains about police brutality. 

Shootings indicate gun problem in D.C. (feature). 

U.S. at torney accused of condoning pol ice misconduct. 

16 policemen indicted for bribery (see April 23). 

Glen Echo riot blamed on everybody. 

(KIansman in Lemuel Penn case shoots wife.) 
(FBI catch "most wanted" man.) 

Woman accused of killing her children confesses. 
Use of drugs at Western High School investigated. 

University of Maryland student kills girl, self. 
Woman jailed for false rape charge. 

Two dozen detectives hunt killer of Bethesda boy. 
Restrictions on Glen Echo suggested. 

Woman found sat.e, convicted (May 7). 

Article on crank telephone callers. 

Article about plight of poor in confronting bail bondsmen. 

Woman on trial for poisoning husband. 
Four people request closing of Glen Echo. 

(Bradnik case--Pennsylvariia--FBI agent killed.) 
Woman found innocent of homicide (see May 17). 

(Bradnik kidnapper shot dead--see May 17). 

(Violence in Watts.) 
Citizen group demands hearings on police misconduct cases. 

Rare stamp collection stolen. 

(Jury in Watts to find cause of outbreak.) 

Man sought for 6 killings in Virginia. 

More on killer of 6. 

(Man stabs 2, seizes girl in Canada.) 

Two brothers arrested for 6 murders (May 26). 
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June 3: 

June 7: 

June 8: 

June lO: 

June ll: 

June 12: 

June 13: 

June 14: 

June 16: 

June 18: 

June 19: 

June 20: 

June 21: 

: June 22: 

June 23: 

June 26: 

June 27: 

June 28: 

June 29: 

June 30: 

E-3 

D.C. will offer free legal aid to indigents. 

(Meredith shot on march,) 

(Shooting causes new demand for Rights Bill.) 
Ex-policeman arrested for hold-up (suburbs). 

Family terrorized, but extortion plan fails. 

Bystander shot in hold-up. 

Negro arrested with $20,000 in heroin. 

Two women robbed in N.W; 
Rights march in D.C. 
(Chicago Puerto Ricans burn police car.) 

Supreme Court makes confession ruling. 

White gangs fight in Arlington. 
(Government w i l l  pay:law~/ers for  poor,) 

Gang members arrested (see June 16). 

Wiretapping article. 

FBI and wiretapping (feature). 

Supreme Court allows preruling confessions, also forced 
blood sampling. 

(Marchers and whites fight in Philadelphis.) 
Convict gets new hearing in Virginia holdup case. 

Virginia convict (June 22) freed when policeman confesses. 

"Police considered enemies of society." (Feature:) 

"Negro patience with police at end." (Feature.) 
Police try to reevaiuate relations with poor. 

Police voted raise. NeW police training planned. 

Senator's car shot at. 
(FBI agent admits phone bugging.) 

(Nevada governor demands prosecution of FBI agents.) 
(See June 29.) 

II 



July I: 

July 5: 

July 8: 

July 9: 

July IO: 

July 14: 

July 15: 

E-4 

Article on race hatred as police problem. 

Woman shot to death in N°E. market. 

Delicatessen manager kills bandit. 

l,O00 inmates riot in Maryland prison. 
(Two.klansmen convicted, four freed in Penn case.) 

Crime Commission will recommend reducing number of D.C. police 
precincts. 

(Shootings and arson in new Chicago violence.) 

(8 nurses killed in Chicago.) 
(Negro snipers and police trade shots in Chicago.) 
Prisoner on assault charge claims mistreatment. 
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