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Executive Summary '
In this monograph 1973 to 1977 National Crime Survey victimization data
are used to examine trends and patterns in the criminal behavior of juveniles,
youthful offenders, and adults. The personal crimes of rape, robbery, assault,
and personal larceny (purse snatch and pocket picking), and the commercial Z
crime of robbery are examined.
With respect to the serious criminal behavior of juveniles, this analysis
has led to two major policy-relevant conclusions. First, juvenile crime is
less serious -- in terms of weapon use, completion of theft, financial loss,
and r;te of injury -- than adult crime. Second, over the five year period
studied here, juvenile crime did not become increasingly serious.
Some findings include:
1) 1In the period from 1973 to 1977 the total number and rate
of personal crimes attributable to juvenile (under 18
yvears old) and youthful offenders (18 to 20 years old)
remained relatively stable, although there was a slight
increase in the number and rate of personal crimes
attributable to adults (21 or older).
2) The vast majority of rapes were committed by adults, P

whereas the vast majority of personal larcenies were

committed by juveniles and youthful offenders.

3) Although the number of offenders involved in the in-
cident varied substantially by type of crime, groups
of three or more offenders were generally found much

more often among juveniles than among adults.



4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

There was a systematic increase in the use of weapons

as the offender age group increased. In personal

crimes guns were rarely used by juveniles, and there

was no evidence that among juveniles weapon use generally,

or gun use specifically, increased beéween 1973 and 1977.

Overall, there were no substantial differences in the
rate, the seriousness, or the type of injury sustained
in crimes committed by juveniles, youthful offenders,
or adults. In addition, among all three offender age
groups, the rate of physical injury to victims did not

increase between 1973 and 1977.

Among youthful offenders and adults the percent of
victimizations involving injury increased as the number

of offenders involved in the incident increased.

In the theft-motivated crimes of robbery (both per-
sonal and commercial) and personal larceny, completion
of the theft was directly related to the age of offender.
In addition, financial losses due to theft of cash or
property were least in the theft-motivated crimes by

juveniles, and greatest in those by adults.

Between 1973 and 1977 the percent of completed robberies
by youthful offenders increased markedly; however there
was no similar increase in completion for juveniles or

adults.

Bl 71
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9)

10)

Among all offender age groups, theft occurred most
often if two offenders were involved, less often if
there were three or more offenders, and least often

if only one offender was involved.

Juvenile involvement in robberies of businesses was
substantially less than juvenile involvement in

robberies of persons.
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Juvenile Criminal Behavior in the United States: Its Trends and Patterns

Introduction

In recent years, problems related to serious criminal behavior among

juveniles have been given considerable attention by the media, the publiec,

and various legislative bodies in the United States. For example, there
seems to be a trend toward more severe penalties for juveniles who commit
serious crimes and an iﬂéreasing propensity to treat such offenders as

adults. These legislative changes have not been accompanied by systematic

attempts to examine the nature and consequences cof serious juvenile crime,

and the extent to which these phenomena are indeed becoming more serious.

Whether it is the theorist attempting to construct an explanation of
delinquent or criminal behavior, or a practitioner attempting to have some

preventive impact on the extent and social corisequences of serious offend-

ing behavior, it is fruitless to begin without a firm empirical foundation
of the phenomenon of concern. But more than this, the empirical foundation
should be as free as possible of systematic biases that may distort the
results in suéh a way as to cbscure important aspects of the phenomenon,

in this case s¢rious criminal behavior.

Until the late 1950's, researchers interested in the nature, extent,
and correlates of delinquent and criminal behavior relied almost exclusively
on police and court records of offenses and offenders. With these official
dzta sources, the task of estimating the nature and extent of crime as well
as its sccial location entails certain key assumptions. Most notably, the

use of official data assumes that arrested persons are representative of

offenders — i.e., that there are no biases in the selection of offenders

for arrest that are associated with the personal characteristics of offenders,

with their levels of skill or experience, or with any other factors.
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Contrary to this assumption it has been argued, for example, that less powerful
groups are disproportionately selected for official pfbcessing from among
those engaging in criminal behévior (e.g., Chambliss and Seidman, 1971;
Quinney, 1970). Because age, race, and sex are variables that have been
hypothesized to be differentially related to the probability of detection
and arrest, it is crucial to have available a data source that does not re-
flect any criminal justice system biases that may exist.

With the publication of their pioneering papers, Short and Nye (1957,
1958) introduced an innovative ''self-report" technique that does not rely
on the selection mechanisms of the criminal justice system for locating
The self-report method, because it is independent

and identifying offenders.

of criminal justice processing, has an important advantage over data from

police and court records; however, the self-report method, as it has been

used to date, has a critical disadvantage: criminal offenses that are of
greatest social concern are not tapped in any meaningful way by this method.
This limitation derives from two principal sources. First, serious criminality
is sufficiently rare that general population surveys of the sizes typically
used by self-report researchers -~ generally fewer than 1500 respondents --
yield an insufficient number of serious crimes. Second, many sglf-report
instruments do not contain items that even attempt to tap serious crime.
Hence, although the self-report approach has provided some very useful
information about minor delinquent offenses, it has not been an acceptable
replacement for, or even a very useful supplement to, official data.
Reéently, the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminiétration, in cooperation
with the Bureau of the Census, has generated data about crime that, like

self-reports, are independent of the selection mechanisms of the criminal

justice system but, unlike self-reports, contain information about relatively



serious crimes. These data are generated by surveying very large probability
samples of the general population in order to ascertain the nature and extent
of criminal victimizations that may have been suffered by respondents. These
National Crime Survey (NCS) results can shed important light on some of the
basic questions surrounding serious criminal behavior.

When respondents indicate that they have experienced a criminal victimiza-
tion they are asked a series of detailed questions relating to every aspect
of the offense: exactly'what happened, when and where the offense occurred,

o
whether any injury or loss was suffered as a result of the offense, who was
present during the offense, whether it was reported to the police, and what
the victim perceived to be the offender's sex, race, and age group.

On the basis of these limited offender data, it is possible to pose
many important questions regarding the basic facts surrounding the offenses
of various subgroups of offenders. For a variety of reasons alluded to
above (e.g., the lack of serious crime in self-reports and the potential
biases in police data), victimization survey data are likely to provide
more adequate answers to these questions than either self-reports or police
data. This is not to say, however, that victimization survey results as a
source of data about offenders are without problems., There are four inter-
related limitations regarding the use of NCS data in connection with study-
ing offender characteristics. First, because the source of the data is
the victim's report, only a small number of visible offender characteristics
are available —-- sex, race, age group, number of offenders, and relation-
ship (if any) to the victim. Second, little systematic work has been done
to date on the accuracy of the victim's reports of these offender variables.l

Third, because these data depend on reports of victims, the data include

only offenses in which the victim sees the offender: rape, robbery, assault,

and personal larceny with contact between the victim and offender. Fourth,
questions related to incidence versus prevalence cannct be resolved with
these data; that is, whether the disproportionate number of males among
offenders is due to a small proportion of males repeatedly offending or due
to a large proportion of males rarely offending cannot be resolved with
thése data. Even within these limitations, however, the NCS data hold
potential that is not found in self-report or official data.

This research monograph is intended to provide a descriptive analysis
of serious crimes committed by juvenile offenders and the externt to which
characteristics of these crimes and offenders change over time. In parti-
cular, analyses will be presented to assess the extent to which patterns
of offending have changed over the 1973 to 1977 period. For example, is
the proportion of theft offenses due to robbery (in contrast to personal
larceny) changing over time? To what extent are groups of offenders in-
volved in serious crimes? What role does weapon use play in these offenses?
How prevalent is injury to victims? How substantial are the financial
losses incurred? What is the likelihood that both injury and loss will
result from a victimization? In terms “of these consedquences to victims,
has the seriousness of criminal victimization changed over time?

Throughout this monograph three age groups of offenders will be ex-
amined. The first major group, juvenile offenders, are those offenders
perceived by their victims to be under 18 years of age.2 Occasionally in
order to provide finer age breakdowns, three subgroups of juvenile offenders
will be differentiated: those under 12, those 12 to-14, and those 15 to 17

years old. The second major group, youthful offenders, are those offenders

perceived by their victims to be 18 to 20 years old. The third major group,

adult offenders, are those perceived by their victims to be 21 years of age
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or older. The use of these three major age groupings of offenders will permit
analyses of age-related differences in offending. . Before turning to these
findings, however, it is necessary to give some attention to the data to be

used in these analyses.

Description of the Data

The data are from the NCS national sample, collected by the United
States Bureau of the Census, in couperation with the Law Enforcement Assis-
tance Administration. In the national survey, probability samples of both
housing units and businesseé were selected on the basis of a stratified,
multistage, cluster design. The data used in this monograph cover the
period from 1973 to 1977.3

The total annual sample size for the national surveys is about 60,000
households containing about 136,000 individuais and about 15,000 businesses
(increased to about 50,000 businesses in July 1975). The total sample is
composed of six independently selected subsamples of about 10,000 house~
holds with 22,000 individuals and 2,500 businesses (increased to more than
8,000 in July 1975). Each subsample is interviewed twice a year about
victimizations suffered in the preceding six months. TFor example, in
January 22,000 individuals (in 10,000 households) and rep;esentatives from
8,000 businesses are interviewed. In the following month -~ and in each
of the next four succeeding months —-- an independent probability sample
of the same size is interviewed. In July, the housing units and business units
originally interviewed in January are revisited and interviews are repeated;
iikewise, the original February sample units are revisited in August, the

March units in September, etc. Each time they are interviewed in the

national survey, respondents are asked about victimizations that they may
have suffered during the 6 months preceding the month of interview.

Thus, the national survey is conducted using a panel designj; the panel
consists of addresses. Interviewers return'to the same housing and business
units every 6 months. If the family or business contacted during the last
interview cycle has moved, the new occupants are interviewed. If the unit
no longer exists or is condemned, it is dropped from the sample, but new
units are added to the sample periodically. For household units this is
accomplishéd by a continuing sample of new construction permits; new
business units are added to the samples as they appear in the sampling seg-
ments during each month's enumeration. No attempt is made to trace families
or businesses that have moved.4 Housing units in the panel are visited
a maximum of seven times, after which they are rotated out of the panel
and replaced by a new, independent probability sample; maximum time in the
sample for any housing unit, then, is 3 years. There is no provision for
the rotation of sampled business units.

The data reported in this monograph represent estimates of crimes
occurring in the United State, based on weighted sample data.5 It is
possible to make these estimates because a probability sample of respondents
was surveyed. The interview completion rate in the national sample is about
95 percent or more of those selected to be interviewed in any given period,
and hence population estimates are relatively unbiased.

The bulk of this monograph will be concerned with the personal crimes
of rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny (pocket picking and purse

snatch). The final section of the monograph examines the commercial crime
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of fobbery.6 Although the survey also collects data on the household crimes
of burglary, larceny from the household, and motor vehicle theft as well
aé the commercial crime of burglary, these crimes will not be included here.
As indicated above, the analysis requires reports from victims regarding
what transpired during the event —— particularly regarding offender characterf
istics such as the perceived age of the offender —— and hence only those
crimes generally involving contact between victims ;nd offenders will yield
this information. The details about what happened during the event are
gathered by means of personal interviews with the victims themselves.7

Depending on whether one or more than one offender is reported by the
victim to have been involved in the incident, victims are asked one of two
series of questions relating to offender characteristics (see NCS household
interview schedule in Appendix A and the NCS commercial interview schedule
in Appendix B). If a lone offender victimized the respondent, that offender's
characteristics are simply recorded. If more than one offender was involved
it is, of course, possible to have offenders of different ages, sexes, and
races. Because age is used repeatedly throughout this monograph, Appendix
C explains in detail how each of the offender age variables was created. In
general, the tables and figures shown in this monograph in which both lone-
and multiple-offender incidents are included, use the age of the oldest of
the multiple offenders. Preliminary analysis shows that more often than
not multiple offenders fall into the same age group; for this reason,
whether the youngest or the oldest of the multiple offenders is used has
little impact on the fesults.

On the basis of the details of precisely what transpiréd —— whether

force or threat of force was used by the offender, whether some theft was

A e e i i
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attempted or completed, whether serious injury was sustained, etc. —- crimes

are classified according to definitions used in the Uniform Crime Reports

(Webster, 1978). The elements constituting these definitions are shown in

Appendix D for each of the major types of crime used herein.

Patterns of Offending

With the data available, one of the most general questions to be asked
is whether the raw number of victimizations by juveniles has increased sub-
stantially in the 1973-1977 period or whether this is an impression, fostered
perhaps by the media, but without firm empirical support. A related but
distinet question is, among all crimes occurring has the proportion of
offenses attributable to juveniles increased markedly? Figure 1 shows that
for the 1973 to 1977 time period, the trend lines representing the total
raw number of personal victimizations (rapes, robberies, assaults and
personal larcenies) attributable te each age group are relatively flat. Al-
though there was in this period a slight gradual increase in the total raw
number of crimes attributable to adult offenders (about 12 percent) and an
even slighter increase in the total raw number of crimes attributable to
youthful offenders (about 5 percent), there was a decrease of more than
13 percent in total raw number of crimes attributable to juvenile
offenders. This figure shows the raw number of personal victimizations,
but because the number of potential offenders in each of the age groups
shown was relatively constant in this period, data on age—specific rates
of offending (discussed below, see Figure 2) produce similar conclusions.

As is evident from Figure 1, the aggregate raw number of rape, robbery,
assault, and personal larceny victimizations accounted for by adults every
year was more than that for offenders in the other age groups combined.

Juvenile offenders accounted for about one-quarter of the raw number of



Raw number of personal crimes (in thousands)

. . . ) e
12 {
13
| total personal victimizations for 1973 to 1977; youthful offenders accounted
FIGURE 1 Total estimated raw number of personal crimes, by a t offender 2
NCS national data, 1973-1977 b ¥ ge ot ofiender f""d year, for one-sixth and adult offenders for almost three-fifths of these incidents.
When the data are disaggregated by type of crime (Table 1) the proportion of
4,000 = .
incidents of each type (rape, robbery, assault, and larceny) accocunted for
3,551 by the respective age groups is similar across years. However, there is
3,500~ 3,305 R Offenders ,
' 3920 ' 3,270 ERSPPTLLLL 21 or older : some important variation across type of crime: the age distribution for
31171 ! -.-.-I-'IIIIIIII-'-'--..l .
smemsmmonTertt personal larceny shows substantial involvement of the younger age groups,
3,000 —
but the distribution for rape is skewed toward the oldest age group. More
specifically, in the 1973 to 1977 period (aggregate data not shown) juvenile
2,500
offenders accounted for 32 percent of all personal larcenies but only 8
percent of all rapes; adults accounted for 38 percent of the former but
2,000 -
: 76 percent of the latter.
Owing to the fact that there are, for example, far more adults than
1,500 — 1,359 .
1,267 1,311 ' persons aged 18-20, it is important to re-cast the data in Figure 1 on the
\ 1,231 — 1,179 Offenders
\ 12t0 17 raw number of victimizations committed by each age group into age-specific
1,000 = 946 943 995 ; | .
- ———— e e 918 896 —— Offenders rates of offending. In Figure 2, the data presented in Figure 1 have been
" —— 18 to 20
converted to rates of offending per 100,000 of the general population in
500 o= .
each age group, by dividing the raw number of victimizations attributed to
a given age group by the number of persons in the general population who
0 | 1 | il |
1973 1974 - 1975 1976 1977 fall within that age group, times 100,000. For example, in 1977 Figqre 1
shows that adult offenders accounted for an estimated 3,551,000 personal
crimes. In the general population in 1977 there were an estimated 137,507,165
a : , \ .
lnclude.s perceived ag? of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. adults. Thus the 1977 rate of adult offending shown in Figure 2 (2,582)
These figures exclude incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was !
one or more than one offender. Also excluded are victimizations (about 1 percent of the total) committed by offenders | is equal to (3,551,000 + 137,507,165) x 100,000.
perceived to be under 12 years of age. -
Figure 2 shows that in the 1973 to 1977 period, the age-specific rate
of offending for adults evidences a slight increase (4 percent), but the
comparable rate for juveniles (aged 12 to 17)8 shows a decrease (1l percent).
. 3
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Table 1 Percent distribution of detailed age of offendetf by type of crime and by year, NCS national data,
1973~19770
Detailed age of offender
Year and 21 or Don't ( Estimated number
type of crime Under 12 12 to 24 15 to 17 18 to 20 older know of victimizations)
1973:
Rape 1 2 10 11 73 4 100 2
(160,646)
Robbery 0 6 20 19 50 6 100
(1,115,291)
Aggravated assault i 5 14 16 60 4 100
(1,646,174)
Simple assault 1 9 18 16 56 2 100
(2,516,418)
Personal larceny 4 10 18 21 36 12 100
(297,493)
Total 1 7 17 16 55 4 100
(5,736,021)
1974: ‘ .
Rape 0 1 6 13 77 4 100
(163,008)
Robbery 1 7 18 19 50 6 100
(1,174,078)
Aggravated assault 1 ‘5 11 15 64 3 100
(1,663,944)
Sample assault 1 8 17 16 55 2 100
A (2,386,931)
Personal larceny 1 9 23 17 40 11 100
(304,934)
Total 1 7 16 17 57 4 100 .
(5,692,894)
1975:
Rape 0 0 6 11 77 6 100
(150,633)
Robbery 1 6 16 20 50 7 100
(1,111,219)
Aggravated assault 1 5 10 16 64 4 100
(1,541,278)
Simple assault 1 9 16 15 57 2 100
(2,603,450)
Personal larceny 2 1 24 14 37 11 100
(306,628)
Total 1 7 14 16 57 4 100
. (5,713,208)
1976: . .
Rape [¢] 3 4 12 80 1 100
(143,965)
Robbery 0 6 18 18 52 5 100 .
(1,084,161)
Aggravated assault 0 5 13 15 63 3 100
‘ . (1,616,091)
Simple assault 1 8 17 15 57 2 100
(2,611,859)
Personal larceny 1 7 19 21 40 13 “100
(289,308)
Total 1 7 16 16 58 4 100
(5,745,384)
1977: .
Rape 0 1 8 13 76 3 100
. (153,064)
Robbery 1 6 - 15 18 54 6 100
: (1,058,999)
Aggravated assault 1 5 12 15 64 4 100
(1,654,751)
Simple assault 1 6 14 17 59 2 100
(2,897,037)
Personal larceny 1 7 17 18 41 16 100
(252,237)
Total 1 6 14 16 59 4 100
. (6,016,086)

%Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

b

one or more than one offender.

This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whechet'there was
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FIGURE 2  Estimated rates of offending in total personal crimes {per 100,000 persons in each population
subgroup), by year and age of offender, @ NCS national data, 1973-1977 b
9,000+
ffenders
8’3.1.9__ ; 8,051 8,116 (1)8 to 20
8,000 T~ e 7301
' (—3.2%)°C ——— T~ (+9.8%)
(—4.2%) T
(—4.2%)
7,000
6,000 — .
2
3 5462 5,073 5,317
o — 4,940
Q. 5,000 19%) NSZ Offenders
g (=7.1% +7.6% 12to0 17
8 (—2.6%) (7 6% (—8.7%)
o
o
= 4,000+
()]
Q.
L
= ;
@ 3,000 2,582 ;ffende:;s
2,476 2 470 s or older
! i 2,461 2,446 LA
............................-........-.-.........--_.--- (+5.696)
J— ]
2,000 (—.2%) (—.4%) (—.6%)
1,000
0 il i 1 A i
1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Population Base:
12 to 17 24,881,521 24,962,923 24,910,271 24,661,508 24,291,303
18 to 20 11,368,312 11,712,785 11,879,746 12,119,575 12,264,007
21 or older 128,079,370 130,371,553 132,868,762 135,107,961 137,507,165

a Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

b These figures exclude incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was one
or more than one offender. Also excluded are victimizations (about 1 percent of the total) committed by offenders
perceived to be under 12 years of age.

€ percent change from previous year.
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Thus, the 1973-77 trend of the rate of juvenile offending, as shown in these
data, is down, not up. Having said that about the rate trend data, what
does Figure 2 show about the comparative rates of offending of the three
age groups? The data show that in each year the rate of offending for the
18 to 20 year old group is substantially higher than that for the 12 to 17
year old group, whose rate in turn is higher than that for the adults. Be-
cause the relative rate of offending of these three groups is the
subject of a subsequent monograph (Hindelang and McDermott, 1981),
we will not focus on rates of offending in the rest of this monograph but
instead will give attention to patterns of offending and trend aspects in
the data.

In sum, with respect to these aspects of the data presented to this
point, they suggest slight and generally decteasing variations in juvenile
offending by year, and indicate that the vast majority of rapes reported
to NCS interviewers are committed by adults, whereas the majority of per-
sonal larcenies reported to survey interviewers are committed by youthful
and juvenile offenders. Thus, to the extent that recent legislative changes
are premised on the assumption of generally increasing involvement of
juveniles in violent personal offenses or on the assumption that juveniles con-
stitute an increasing proportion of those committing violent personal offenses,
the data presented to this point simply do not support such changes.

It is possible that although neither the extent of juvenile offending
nor the proportion of offenses attributable to juveniles has increased
markedly, that the seriousness of the personal crimes committed by them
has increased. In subsequent sections we will examine elements of the offenses

that contribute to seriousness —- weapon use, injury, and financial loss.

Mot o
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Before entering a detailed examination of the seriousness of personal crimes
comnitted by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults, we will briefly ex-

amine the number of offenders involved in these crimes.

Group Involvement

Group involvement (in the sense that the offender has one or more
accomplices) is sometimes considered an aggravating circumstance in statutory
grading schemes, and in this sense, it may be viewed an an indicator of
seriousness. However, in this monograph, group involvement is not analyzed
as a dimension of seriousness. Rather, the number of offenders involved in
criminal victimizations is examined because it is one of the factors that
appears from prior research and theory to differentiate juvenile from adult
crime.

Popular conceptions of criminal behavior, particularly juvenile delinquency,
give prominence to the role played by companions. From a theoretical point
of 'view the grbup, gang, or subculture has played a central role in explana-
tions of juvenile and adult criminal behavior. The major twentieth century
criminological theorists ~- Thrasher, Shaw and McKay, Sutherland, Sellin, )
Cohen, Matza, and Cloward and Ohlin -- have all emphasized the importance
of peer support in the initiation and maintenance of delinquent and criminal
behavior. In the NCS survey, victims are asked to report the number of
offenders who victimized them. From this information about the number of
offenders it is possible to investigate accompanied offending. Although it
seems reasonable to infer that offenders who commit their crimes with com-
panions are receiving group support for their illegal behavior, it does
not necessarily follow that lone offenders are without peer support for

their crimes. That is, lone offenders may receive encouragement, training,
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and support from peers despite the fact that they are alone for the execution
of the offense. With this limitation in mind, let us turn to the data on
companionship in offending.

The first question to be posed with respect to group involvement in
offending is simply how frequent is it? Table 2 shows that the number of
offenders involved in criminal victimizations varies substantially by type
of crime. For example, four-fifths of the rapes but fewer than half of
the robberies involve lone offenders. At the other extreme, three or more
offenders are relatively infrequently involved together in the same incident.
For example, in robbery which shows the highest incidence of "three or more"
offending, only about one~quarter of the incidents involve three or more
offenders;irape incidents are least likely to involve more than a pair of
offenders (10 percent). In sum, offending in groups of taree or more is much
less common than is ione offending. ' An examination of changes in the extent
of grouﬁ offending in the 1973 through the 1977 period revealed general

stability in patterns of group offending. (Data not shown in tabular form.)

For example, for all personal crimes as a whole the proportion of lone offenders

ranged only from 63 percent to 68 peréent while the proportion of incidents
involving three or more offenders was similarly homogeneous across these
years, ranging from 17 to 20 percent.

To what extent do these patterns vary by the offender's age? Figure
3 presents percentages that show the relationship between the perceived age
of the offender and the percentage of all incidents in a given age group
that involved three or more offenders. The figure shows that there is an
overall tendency for the number of "three or more" incidents to decrease
The decline is steepest for rape where the percentages'decrease

with age.

from 23 for offenders perceived to be under 18 years of age, to 17 for those

19
Table 2  Percent distribution of the number of offenders in personal victimizations,
by type of crime, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate
Number of offenders ' (Estimated
Type of Three Don't number of
crime One Two or more know victimizations)
Rape 80 10 10 0 100%
(771,316)
Robbery 44 28 27 0 100
(5,543,747)
Aggravated 66 13 20 0 100
assault (8,122,237)
Simple 72 11 17 1 100
assault (13,015,695)
Personal 65 23 12 0 100
larceny (1,450,599)

a . . .. .
This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim
did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.
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FIGURE 3 Percent of personal victimizations with three or more offenders, by type of crime and
age of offender,? NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate b
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Age of offender

a ’ . '
includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

b These figures exclude incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was
one or more than one offender.

C This percent is based on the estimated number of victimizations committed by lone and muitiple otfenders
in a given crime category.
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18 to 20 years of age, to only 7 for adult rapists.9 A similar strong
decline is apparent for robbery, where the percentages of incidents‘involving
three or more offenders drop from 34, to 30, to 22 across the three age
groups. The only exception to this trend is for aggravated assault incidents;
for this crime the 18 to 20 year old offenders have the hiéhest proportion
of "three or more" offending (34 percent) and adult offenders the lowest
(16 percent).

In summary, although group involvement varies substantially by type of

crime, groups of three or more offenders are generally found much more often

among juveniles than among adult offenders.

Use of Weapons

When the American public reports being fearful of crime, they probably

have in mind face~to~face personal confrontation in which there is potential
9

for serious injury or even death. Personal crimes in which deadly weapons
such as guns and knives are used undoubtedly engender more fear than those
in which weaﬁons are not used. Stereotypically, juvenile offenders rely
on the use of force in face-to-face crimes, and media presentations often
emphasize the use of deadly weapons by juveniles. It is therefore important
to examine the presence of weapons in criminal victimizations committed by
juveniie:sf

The data presented in Table 3 indicate that there is little systematic
variation across years in the presence of weapbns in personal incidents
reported to survey interviewers. For each year, however, there is a systematic
increase in the presence of weapons as offender age group increases. For

the 1973 to 1977 aggregate, juvenile offenders used a weapon in 27 percent

of their incidents, while weapons were used in 36 percent of the incidents
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Table 3 Percent of weapon use in personal victimization, by year and age of offender,?
NCS national data, 1973-1977b

. Year

Age of Offender 1973 1974 1975 1976. 1977

Under 18 30¢ 28 24 28 27
*(l,408;612)d ‘(1,315,793) (1,283,268) (1,344,078) (1,229,930)

18.to 20 38 38 38 34 33
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371)

21 or older 41 44 40 40 38
(3,171,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662)

Don't know 46 40 43 34 39
(210,046) (213,552) (243,804) (200,544) (240,123)

Total 38 39 36 36 35

(5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,016,086)

8Tncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did
not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

c
Percent of weapon use,

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with
weapon use plus those without weapon use) on which percent shown is based.
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by youthful offenders, and in 41 percent of those by adults. (Aggregate data
shown in Table 5.) When the data are examined more closely to ascertain
weapon type (Table 4), it is apparent that there is ilittle systematic varia-
tion across age groups in the proportionate use of knives and other weapons;
however, guns are about four times more likely to be used by adults than by
juveniles. It is probably the case that guns are more readily available
to adults than to juvenile offenders. Across the 1974 to 1977 period there
waé a gradual decline in the use of guns among adult offenders.

Aé would be expected, the use of weapons is not independent of type of

crime. As Appendix D shows, by definition, personal larceny and simple assault

cannot involve the use of a weapon. Also by definition, rape and robbery
involve the actual use of force or the threat of force, and it is likely
that weapons will be used in these offenses to give credence to such threats.
Owing to the relationship between offender's age and type of crime noted in
the previous section, it is essential to examine the presence of weapon data
by type of crime.

As shown in Table 5, almost all of the aggravated assaults, half of the
robberies, one-quarter of the rapes, and (as required definitionally) none
of the simple assaults or larcenies, involve weapons. It is interesting
to note parenthetically that most of the aggravated assaults do not in-
volve any injury (as will be shown below) and are only classified as aggravated

because of the presence of a weapon. Since the proportion of all assaults.
that are aggravated increases with age, if all assaults were aggregated,
the proportionate increase in weapon use with offender age would be apparent
for assaults as it is for robbery and rape. When the robgery and aggravated
assault data are disaggregated by year (Table 6) it can be seen that the

increasing proportionate use of guns with offender age generally maintains
&

1
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Table 4 Percent of type of weapon used in persogal victimization, by year and age of
offender,® NCS national data, 1973-1977

Type of weapon and Year
age of offender 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Gun:
Under 18 3¢ d 5 4 5 4
(1,408,612) (1,315,793) (1,283,268) (1,344,078)  (1,229,930)
18 to 20 10 ) 9 11 8 9
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371)
21 or older 18 20. 16 15 14
(3,171,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662}
Don't know 22 18 22 16 18
(210,046) (213,552) (243,804) (200,544) (240,123)
Total 13 14 13 12 12
(5,736,021) (5,692,894) - (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,016,086)
Knife:
Under 18 12 10 ‘ 8 10 9
(1,408,612) (1,315,793) (1,283,268) (1,344,078) (1,229,930)
18 to 20 14 14 13 9 10
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) {595,371)
21 or older 11 12 12 12 11
: (3,171,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662)
Don't know 12 10 9 5 7
(210,046) (213,552) (243,304) (200,544) (240,123)
Total 12 12 11 11 10
(5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,016,086)
Other weapon:
Under 18 14 12 12 14 13
(1,408,612) (1,315,793) (1,283,268) (1,344,078) (1,229,930)
18 to 20 15 15 14 17 15
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371)
21 or older 12 13 13 13, 14
(3,171,472) (3,220,457) (3,269,915) (3, 304,914) (3,550,662)
Don't know 12 10 10 11 14
(210,046) (213,552) (243,804) (200,544) (240,123)
Total 13 13 13 14 14
{5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,016 ,086)

qncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the to;al) in which the victim did not
know whether there was one or more than one offender.

®percent with particular type of weapon used.

dNumbe.r in parcnthéses4shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with type of
weapon use plus those without type of weapon use) on which percent shown is based.
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Table 5 Percent og weapon use in personal victimization, by type of crime and age of
offender,” NCS national data, 1973~1977 aggregate
Type of crime
Age of Aggravated Simple - Personal
offender Rape Robbery Assault Assault Larceny Total
Under 18 11¢ 30 95 0 0 27
(62,733)d (1,335,536) . (1,464,012) (3,274,882) (444,519) (6,581,681)
18 to 20 30 48 94 0 0 36
(92,388) (1,043,946) (1,250,659) (2,043,230) (266,199) (4,696,422)
21 or older 30 60 94 0 0 41
(588,917) (2,827,631) 5,120,474) (7,421,949) (558,449) (16,517,420)
Don't know 9 51 95 0 0 40
(27,278)¢ (336,634) (287,092) (275,635) (181,431) (1,108,070)
Total 28 50 95 0 0 37
(771,316) (5,543,747) (8,122,237) (13,015,695) (1,450,599) (28,903,594)

a .
Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

b .
This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not

know whether there was one or more than one offender.

Ny
Percent of weapon use.

d . .
Number in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with weapon

use plus those without weapon use) on which percent shown is based.

_éEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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Table 6 Percent of robbery and aggravated assault victimizations in which a gun was
used, by year and age of offender,® NCS national data, 1973-1977b
Type of crime and Year
age of offender 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Robbery:
Under 18 5¢ 3 5 6 4
(284,711)d (295,028) (251,488) (273,320) (230,989)
18 to 20 20 19 19 10 23
(208,271) (224,116) (226,887) (193,702) (190,970)
21 or older 32 29 31 . 26 26
(552,328) (588,168) (557,093) (560,879) (569,162)
Don't know 20 22 31 16 25
(69,981) (66,765)° (75,750) (56,260)¢e (67,877)
Total 22 20 23 17 21
(1,115,291), (1,174,078) (1,111,219 (1,084,161) (1,058,999)
Aggravated assault:
Under 18 9 18 15 16 14
(336,267) (289,171) (243,348) (304,577) (290,646)
18 to 20 20 17 22 22 18
(263,971) (254,927) (239,849) (238,948) (252,963)
21 or older 39 41 35 33 33
(987,705) (1,067,471) (990,761) (1,022,149) (1,052,388)
Don't know 55 46 46 46 40 o
(58,229)¢ (52,373)¢ (67,320) (50,417)¢ (58,753)
Total 30 34 31 29 27
(1,646,174) (1,663,944) (1,541,278) (1,616,091) (1,654,751)

aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did
not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

c . .
Percent in which a gun was used.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with a
gun used plus those without a gun used) on which percent shown is based.

eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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for each type of crime within years, and that the small decline in the use

of guns across years by adults (as Table 4 had suggested) is still evident.
Overall, the presence of weapon data indicate that the most deadly weapon,

a gun, is rarely used by juveniles in robberies or aggravated assaults. The

prop;rtionate gun use and weapon use of youthful offenders generally falls

between that of juveniles and adults. There is no evidence that among

juveniles weapon use, generally, or gun use, specifically, has been increasing

over time; the evidence suggests a small decline in the use of guns among

adult offenders.

Injury

One of the more popular notions about personal crimes (rapes, robberies,
and assaults) committed by juveniles is that, unlike crimes committed by
adults, they entail much gratuitous violence. Beating, stabbing, punching
and other forms of physical assault beyond what is necessary to control the
victim's behavior are thought to be characteristic of juvenile crime. Thus,
juveniles not only steal purses from elderly women, they steal purses and
they brutally assault their victims. If this conception of juvenile crime
has some basis in fact, that is, if there is much more "capricious" violence
in juvenile crimes, then it would be expected that they would involve serious
physical injury to victims more often than would crimes committed by adults.
Greater injury might also be expected because juveniles, contrasted to adults,
more often rely on the use of physical force instead of the threat of weapons
to accomplish their ends. It 1s important, then, to investigate the extent
to which crimes committed by juveniles, compared with crimes committed by
youthful offenders and adults, result in physical injury to their victims.

A separate question is whether over the five year period studied here the

injury inflicted in crimes committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and

-
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adults, has increased.

| In the NCS interview, victims who were attacked were asked if they
suffered any injuries. The victims who reported suffering any kind of in-
jury -- from less serious types of injury such as cuts and bruises to more
serious types of injury such as gunshot or knife wounds -- were asked if they
were injured to the extent that they needed medical attention. In this
context, medical attention is defined as care given by a trained professional
medical person (such as a doctor, nurse, medic, or dentist) either on the

scene, at an office, or at a hospital.

The data in Table 7 show the extent of injury in total personal victimiza~

tion (including rape, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault, and per-
sonal larceny), by age of offender. A threefold classification of victimiza-
tions is used in this table: 1) those in which the victim was not injured,
2) those in which the victim was injured but did not need medical attention,
and 3) those in which the victim was injured to the extent that medical
attention was necessary. In total personal victimization there was no
variation, by age of offender, in the percent of victimizations which re-
sulted in some type of injury. Among all three offender age groups almost

3 out of 10 crimes resulted in some injury to the victim. More often than
not, when the victim sustained injury, medical attention was not necessary;
thus, the data here also suggest that victims of juveniles, youthful
offenders, and adults generally received less serious types of physical in-
jury.lo There is some variation, by age of offender, in the seriousness of
the injury sustained; however, this difference is the opposite of what might
have been expected on the basis of popular conceptions of the use of violence
by juveniles. Crimes committed by adults resulted in physical injury to the

extent that medical attention was necessary slightly more often than those

~.“43 :
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Table 7 Percent distribution of injury to the extent that medical attention
was necessary in personal victimization, by age of offender, NCS
national data, 1973-1977 aggregate
Injury
Age of No Injury, but Injury and (Estimated number
offender injury no medical attention medical attention of victimizations)
Under 18 72 22 7 100%
(6,581,681)
18 to 20 71 20 9 100
(4,696,422)
21 or older 71 18 11 100
(16,517,420)
Don't know 72 14 14 100
(1,108,070)
Total 71 19 10 100
(28,903,594)

#Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the
victim did not know whether there was ome or more than one offender.
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committed by juveniles (1l percent compared with 7 percent).

The survey data in Table 8 indicate that the proportion of victims
injured during criminal victimizations committed by juveniles, youthful
offenders, and adults did not increase in the years from 1973 to 1977. 1In
each offendar age group, over the five year pericd the percent of victims
injured to the extent that medical attention was necessary was remarkably
stable =~ 6 or 7 percent in crimes by juveniles, 9 or 10 percent in crimes
by youthful offenders, and 11 or 12 parcent in those by adults.

Five-year aggregate data in Table 9 present, by type of crime and age
of offender, the percent of victims injured to the extent that medical

attention was necessary. Among juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults,

the ¢rimes most likely to result in physical injury to the extent that medical

attention was necezsary were rape (22 percent of the total) and aggravated
assault (17 percent of the total). Among all three offender age groups,
simple assault least often resulted in physical injury to the extent that
medical attention was necessary. (By definition, no injury can occur in
personal larceny.) Also, for each type of crime, the pattern shown in

Table 8 is present; that is, victims of adult offenders required medical
attention slightly more often than did victims of juveniles. The largest
difference is in robbery. Fifteen percent of the adult robberies, but

only 6 percent of the juvenile robberies, resulted in injury to the extent
that the victim required medical attention.

In Table 10, these data on medical attention are broken out by offender
age and by year for robbery and the assaults. Although there are a few
minor variations by year, no real patterns of increasing or decreasing
medical attention emerge.

In each year from 1973 to 1977 injury to the

extent that medical attention was necessary is most frequent in aggravated
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Table 8 Percent injured to the extent that medical attention was necessary in
personal victim%zation, by age of offender,? and by year, NCS national
data, 1973-1977
K Year
Age of offender 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Under 18 6¢ 7 7 7 7
(1,408,612)d (1,315,793) (1,283,268) (1,344,078) (1,229,930)
18 to 20 10 9 9 10 9
(945,891) (943,092) (916,220) (895,848) (995,371)
21 or older 11 11 12 12 11
(3,171,472) (3,220,457 (3,269,915) (3,304,914) (3,550,662)
Don't know 18 17 12 11 11
(210,046) (213,552) (243,804 (200,544) (240,123)
Total 10 10 10 10 10
(5,736,021) (5,692,894) (5,713,208) (5,745,384) (6,016,086)

8Tncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

brhis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the

victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

CPercent with injury to the extent that medical attention was necessary.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated tpotal number of victimizations (those

with injury plus those without injury) on which percent shown is based.
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Table 9 Percent injured to the extent that medical attention was necéssary in
personal victimization, by type of, crime and age of offender,a NCs
national data, 1973-1977 aggregate
Type of Crime
Age of Aggravated Simple Personal
of fender Rape Robbery assault assault larceny Total
Under 18 16° 6 15 4 0 7
(62,733) (1,335,536) (1,464,012) (3,274.882) (444,519) (6,581,681)
18 to 20 15 13 16 4 0 9
: (92,388) (1,043,946) (1,250,659) (2,043,230) (266,199) (4,696,422)
21 or older 22 15 18 6 0 11
(588,917) (2,827,631) (5,120,474) (7,421,949) (558,449) (16,517,420)
Don't kunow 44 19 20 6 0 14
(27,278)¢ (336,634) (287,092) (275,635) (181,431) (1,108,070)
Total 22 12 17 5 0 10
(771,316) (5,543,747) (8,122,237) (13,015,695) (1,450,599) (28,903,394)

8Tncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did
not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

“Percent injured to the extent that medical attention was necessary, -

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of wvictimizations (those with
injury plus those without injury) on which percent shown is based.

2Estimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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Percent injured to the extent thiat medical attention was n2cessary
in personal victimizatior, by type of crimg, by year, and by age
NCS national data, 1973-1977

Type of crime and

Year
age of offender 1973 1974 1875 1976 1977
Robbery: c
Under 18 7 d . 5 5 8 3
(284,711) (295,028) (251,489) (273,320) (230,989)
18 to 20 14 10 11 18 11
(208,271) (224,116) (226,887) (193,702) (190,970)
21 or older 13 14 15 14 16
(552,328) (588,168) (557,093) (560,879) (569,162)
Don't know 27 24 e 14 18 e 15
(69,981) (66,765) (75,750) (56,260) (67,877)
Total \ 13 12 12 13 12
(1,115,291) (1,174,078) (1,111,219) (1,084,161) '(1,058,999)
Aggravated assault:
Under 18 ilh 15 17 13 15
(336,268) (289,172) (243,348) (304,578) (290,646)
18 to 20 16 17 13 17 17
(26%,971) (254,927) (239,849) (238,948) (252,963)
2] or older 18 17 18 20 17
(987,705) (1,067,471) (990,761) (1,022,149) (1,052,388)
Don't know 21, e 25 e 21 16 e 13 e
(58,229) (52,373) (67,320) (50,417) (58,753)
Total 17 17 17 18 16
(1,646,174) (1,663,944) (1,541,278) (1,616,091) (1,654,751)
Simple assault: ?
Under 18 3 5 4 4 5
(673,700) (624,017) (665,579) (679,016) (632,570)
18 to 20 4 4 6 3 5
(393,08%) (391,425) (389,275) (384,397) (485,046)
21 or older 5 6 7 5 6
(1,408,917) (1,318,001) (1,491,520) (1,492,533) (1,710,980)
Don't know 3 . 12 0 . 7. 9
(140,715)g (53,488) (57,076) (55,914) (68,441)
Total 4 5 6 5 6
(2,386,931) (2,6Q3,450) (2,611,859) (2,897,037)

(2,516,418)

21ncludes perceived age of lone and pé;ceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bg"n table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did

T know whether there was one or more than one offender.

®percent injured to the ex&ent that medical attention was necessary.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with
injury plus those without injury) on which percent shown 18 based.

eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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assault and least frequent in simple assau]_t.ll In each year, for.each type
of cgime, victims of adults required medical attention more often than victims
of juveniles. The lafgest offender age differences are in robbery; for
example in 1977 medical attention was required by 16 percent of the robbery
victims of adults but only 3 percent of the robbery victims of juveniles.

So far the analysis has shown slight differences among juveniles, youth-
ful offenders, and adults in the percent of victims injured seriously enough
to require medical attention. In order to explore the question of serious-
ness further, the amount of hospital medical care received by victims will
be examired. The survey victims who were injured to the extent that medical
attention was necessary :..re asked if they received any treatment at a hospital,
either emergency room treatment only or medical care requiring hospitalization
overnight or longer. In this analysis, hospital treatment is an indicator
of serious physical injury. In Table 11, the percent of seriously injured
victims (victims receiving some hospital treatment, either emergency room
or more) is shown by type of crime and age of offender for the five year
aggregate. These data show that when serious physical injury is examined,
the patterns which emerged in the above tables are not altered. Although
there are no substantial differences, victims of adults are slightly more
likely to sustain serious physical injury than victims of juveniles (9 per-
cent compared with 4 percent in total personal victimization). Among all
three offender age groups, rape and aggravated assault were the types of
crime that most often resulted in injury that required some hospital treat-
ment.

Injured victims were asked in the survey to report in detail the types
of injury they sustained. The injuries reported by victims fall into one
or more of seven major‘categories:

rape injuries, attempted rape injuries,

¥

# -

I
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Percent receiving hospital treatment (emergency room or more) in

personal victimization, by type of crim
NCS national data, 1973—1977.aggregate

£ and age of offender,?

Type of crime

. Aggravated Simple Personal
Age of offender Rape __Robbery assault assault larceny Total

I d 4 10 2 0 4

Under 18 (62,733)" (1,335,536) (1,464,012) (3,274,882) (444,519) (6,581,681)
8 ' 9 12 3 0 7

18 to 20 (9v2,388) (1,043,946) (1,250,659) (2,043,230) (266,199) (4,696,422)
18 .1 14 4 0 9

21 or older (588,917) (2,827,631) (5,120,474) (7,421,949) (558,449) (16,517,420)
' 27 16 17 4 0 : 11

Don't know (27,278)¢ (336,634) (287,092) (275,635) (181,431) (1,108,070)
16 9 13 3 : 0 7

Total (771,316) (5,543,747) (8,122,237) (13,015,695) (1,450,599) (28,903,594)

o

8ncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

by . ..
This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

CPercent receiving hospital treatment (emergency room or more).

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those
receiving hospital treatment plus those not receiving hospital treatment)

on which percent shown is based.
®Estimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases,

may be statistically unreliable.
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knife or gunshot wounds, broken bones or teeth knocked out, internal in-
juries or knocked unconscious, minor injuries (such as bruises, cuts, and
scratches), and other injuries. Table 12 shows in detail, by type of crime,
the types of injury reported by victims of juveniles, youthful offenders,

and adults. Most of the injuries reported by injured victims of all three
offender age groups were minor injuries such as bruises, cuts, and scratches.
Hence, it is not surprising that most of the victims who were injured did
not require medical attention (recall Table 7). Of those victims who were
injured, minor injuries were reported by 6 out of 10 of the victims of rape,
more than 8 out of 10 of the victims of robbery, three-quarters of the victims
of aggravated assault, and 9 out of 10 of the simple assault victims. Al~-
though the most severe kinds of injury —- knife or gunshot wounds, broken
bones, or intermal injuries —— were rare, in robbery and aggravated assault
these types of injury were reported slightly more often by injured victims
of adults than by injured victims of juveniles. Generally, however, there
is no strong relationship between type of injury sustained by victims who
are injured and the age of the offender.

Some general summary statements can be made about the nature and extent
of physical injury in personal crimes committed by juveniles, youthful
offenders, and adults.

1) Overall, there were no substantial differences in the

proportion of injured victims, the seriousness, or the
type of injury sustained in victimizations committed by
Juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. Adult
offenders slightly more often than juveniles committed
crimes resulting in injury to the extent that medical

attention was necessary, and victims of adults were

d



Table 12

Percent dist:ribugion of injury and type of injury in
age of offender,” NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate

pergonal ictimization,by type of crime and

LE

ey

R SN

Inju _ _Type of injury
Type of crime Attempted Knife or Broken bones Internal inju~ 3Bruises, e
and age (Estimated number Rape rape gunshot or teeth ries or knocked cuts, Other (Estimated number
% of offender No Yes of victimizations)| injury injury wounds knocked out ~  unconscious’ scratches  injury of victimizations
; Rape: '
s 100 . d
[ Under 18 68 32 (62,733) 28 43 [ 0 6 58 22 (19,910)
i 100
18 to 20 53 &7 (92,388) 52 19 0 4 12 41 26 (43,148)d
120
: 21 or older 45 55 (588,917) 52 26 2 4 6 60 14 (326,282)
i 100
ii; pon't know 44 56 27,2789 84 8 0 0 15 55 7 (15,335,
] 100
4 Total 48 52 (771,316) 52 26 1 4 7 58 15 (404,675)
i
' Robbery:
2 5 100
i Under 18 73 27 (1,335,536) (by def- (by def- 2 2 2 86 21 (360,624)
; 100 inition ‘inition
i 18 to 20 66 34 (1,043,946) this type this type 5 6 8 87 11 (356,150)
i 100 of crime of crime
b 21 or older 66 34 (2,827,631) cannot cannot 7 10 9 81 17 (967,345)
; 100 oceur) occur)
; Don't know 56 44 (336,634) 7 12 20 86 16 (147,064)
] 100
! Total 67 33 (5,543,747) 6 8 . 8 84 17 (1,831,183)
Aggravated
assault:
100
Under 18 61 39 (1,464,012) by def- = (by def- 9 11 9 76 18 (568,796)
100 inition inmition
H 18 to 20 66 34 (1,250,659) this type this type 8 16 10 77 17 (430,161)
100 of crime of crime
; 21 or older 68 32 (5,120,474) cannot cannot 14 18 14 76 15 (1,625,474)
i 100 oceur) occur)
i Don't know 67 33 (287,092) 15 18 18 72 19 (94,772)
| 100
! Total 67 33 (8,122,237) 12 16 12 76 16 (2,719,203)
{ Simple
: assault:
i 100 (by def- (by def- {by def- (by def- (by def- 920 17 (912,855)
ji Under 18 71 29 (3,274,882) inition d{anition inition inition inition
| 100 this type this type this type this type this type
18 to 20 74 26 (2,043,230) of crime of crime of crime of crime of crime 92 17 (522,964)
100 cannot cannot cannot cannot cannot
: 21 or older 75 25 (7,421,949) oceur) oceur) occur) occur) ‘occur) 90 18 (1,870,044)
i 100
. Don't know 82 18 (275,635) 85 20 (48,666)¢
: 100 ‘
; Total 74 26 (13,015,695) 90 18 (3,354,530)
!
5 %Includes percelved age of lone and’ perceived .age of oldest multiple offender.

11 b‘I.‘h.i.z-x table excludes incidents (about 6 parcent of the total) ia which the vietim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.
JV ®Estimated number of victimizations with injury. Percents may not total to 100, because this is a multiple response question.

I
‘ dEsr.imate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.

[
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slightly more likely to require hospital medical
treatment than victims of juveniles.

2) The rate of physical injury to victims of personal
crimes committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and

adults did not change in the five year period from 1973

to 1977.

Theft

Theft of cash, property, or both is the intent of juveniles, youthful
offenders, and adult criminals who commit the crimes of robbery, purse
snatch, and pocket picking. Although it is not generally a theff—motivated
crime, the crime of rape sometimes includes a theft component. This section
examines the extent to which theft occurred in personal crimes committed by
juveniles, youthful offenders,‘and adults.

There are several reasons for expecting that the theft-motivated crimes
(robbery and personal larceny) committed by juveniles would less often re~
sult in a theft actually occurring than those committed by adults. 1In
traditional criminological theory, the juvenile delinquent commits a wide
variety of delinquencies; he or she does not specialize. Juvenile offenders
have also been portrayed as not fully committed to a criminal way of life.
It would seem likely that the delinquent's apparent lack of specialization
would result in an absence of any real criminal sophistication. TFurther—
more, just as vocational skills are learned (i.e., acquired with age) in
the law-abiding population, vocational ‘(and avocational) skills are also
1earped in the law-violating population. Tt is probaﬁle, then, that youth
in and of itself may make for relatively unskilled criminal behavior.

The first question of interest, then, is whether there is any relation—

ship between the age of the offender and the extent to which various crimes

P T~
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result in something being stolen from the victim. If adult criminals are
more skilled in what they do, it would be anticipated that the theft-
motivated crimes committed by adults would be more successful, that is,
these adult crimes would more often result in something being stolen from
the victim.

Five~year aggregate data in Table 13 show the percent of victimizations
in which something was stolen, by type of crime and age of offender. 1In
robbery and personal larceny, the data indicate a direct relationship between
the age of the offender and the percent of victimizations in which something
was stolen. Fifty-three percent of the robberies committed by juveniles,

58 percent of the robberies by youthful offenders, and 64 percent of the
robberies by adults resulted in something (money and/or property) being
stolen from the victim. In personal larceny the comparable figures are 70
percent among the juveniles, 76 percent among the youthful offenders, and

85 percent among the adults. Adding together the robbery and personal
larceny coluﬁns in Table 13 and recomputing the percentages it is found that
a theft occurred in 58 percent of the theft-motivated crimes by youthful
offenders and adults. It appears; then, that as =zttention shifté from
juveniles to youthful offenders to adults the probability of completion

of theft increases in the theft-motivated crimes.

Although theft was relatively rare in rape, the percent of rapes
in which something was stolen also varied somewhat by age of offender.

Six percent of the rapes by juveniles, 12 percent of the rapes by youthful
offenders, and 10 percent of.the rapes by adults involved a theft.

From the last columm in Table. 13 it can be seen that in total personal

victimization (including rape, robbery, aggravated assault, simple assault,

and personal larceny) the percent of crimes that resulted in theft did not
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Table 13 Percent of personal victimizations in which something was stolen,
by type of crime and age of offender,? NCS national data, 1973-

1977 aggregate

Type of crime

Age of Aggravated Simple Personal

offender Rape Robbery assault assault larceny Total
6° 53 0 0 70 16

Under 18 (62,733)d (1,335,536) (1,464,012) (3,274,882) (444,519) (6,581,681)
12 58 0 0 76 17 .

18 to 20 (92,388) (1,043,946) (1,250,659) (2,043,230) (266,199) (4,696,422)
10 64 0 0 85 14

21 or older (588,917) (2,827,631) (5,120,474) (7,421,949) (558,449) (16,517,420)
18 70 0 0 93 37

Don't know (27,278)®  (336,634) (287,092) (275,635) (181,431) (1,108,070)

Total 10 60 0 0 80 16

(771,316) (5,543,747) (8,122,237) (13,015,695) (1,450,599) (28,903,594)

8Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the
victim did not know whether there was one or more than ome offender.

Cpercent with something stolen.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizationms
(those with something stolen plus those without something stolen) on which
percent shown is based.

eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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vary substantially by age of offender. Thus, although in the theft-motivated
offenses there was a positive relationship between the occurrence of theft
and age of offender (the older the offender, the more often something was
stolen), there is no relationship between theft and age of offender in the
total personal victimization. This lack of variation for total personal
victimizations is due to differences in patterns of crime-mix among juveniles,
youthful offenders, and adults. ;

Another question of interest is whether the proportion of completed
theft changed over the five year period from 1973 to 1977. The victimiza-
tion survey data in Table 14 show, by year, the percent of completed theft
in the theft-motivated crimes (robbery and personal larceny) committed by
juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. The only clear trend is found
among the youthful offenders. In 1973, 57 percent of the theft-motivated
crimes by youthful offenders resulted in theft; by 1977 this figuré was 67
peréent. Among juveniles the percent of theft-motivated crimes in which
something was stolen fluctuated between 1973 and 1977, but there was no
overall trend. Among adult offenders, the percent with theft was fairly
stable across the five year period.

In Table 15 trends in the percent of theft are shown separately for
the two theft-motivated crimes. Looking first at robbery, among the
juveniles and adults there are some minor variations by year in the percent
of robberies in which something was stolen but there is no distinct pattern.
Similarly, in the total robbery victimization there is little change by year
in the percent with theft. However, among the youthful offenders (those
perceived to‘be between 18 and 20 years old) the percent of robberies in
which something was stolen increased steadily from 53 percent in 1973 to

66 percent in 1977. It appears that the overall increase in theft by

S P
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Table 14 Percent of theft-motivated crimes® in personal, victimization ih
which something was stolgn, by age of offender  and year, NCS
national data, 1973-1977
Age of Year
offender 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Under 18 53¢ 61 59 55 60
(379,377) (391,870) (364,871) £350,018) (293,920)
18 to 20 57 58 59 67 67
(270,842) (275,490) (271,119) (255,305) (237,388)
21 or older 68 67 65 67 65
(657,993) (710,012) (671,427) (675,091) (671,557)
Don't know 73 78 81 80 78
(104,572) (101,639) (110,429) (93,055) (108,370)
Total 62 65 65 65 65
(1,412,784) (1,479,012) (1,417,847) (1,373,469) (1,311,236)

2Includes robbery and personal larceny.

bIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

cThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the

victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

dPercent with something stolen.

eNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with
something stolen plus those without something stolen) on which percent shown is

based.
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Table 15 Percent of robbery and personal larceny victimlzations in which
somethingbwas stolen, by year and age of offender,® NCS national data,
19%3-1977
Type of crime and . Year
age of offender 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Robbery: c
50 4 59 53 52 53
Under 18 (284,711) (295,028) (251,489) (273,320) (230,989)
53 54 56 61 66
18 to 20 (208,271) (224,116) (226,887) (193,702) (190,970)
64 64 65 63 62
21 or older (552,328) (588,168) (557,093) (560,879) (569,162)
63 71 e 75 76 e 67
Don't know (69,981) (66,765) (75,750) (56,260) (67,877)
58 61 61 i 60 61
Total (1,115,291) (1,174,078) (1,111,219) (1,084,161) (1,058,999)
Personal larceny:
63 70 74 65 81
Under 18 (94,666) (96,842) (113,382)  (76,698) (62,931)°¢
71 e 78 e 75 e 86 e 70
18 to 20 (62,571) (51,374) (44,232) (61,603) (46,418)°
87 83 85 87 34
21 or older (105,665) (121,844) (114,334) (114,212) (102,395)
94 93 93 87 .97
Don't know (34,591) ¢ (34,874)° (34,679)° (36,795)° (40,493)°
77 79 80 81 82
Total (297,493) (304,934) (306,628) (289,308) (252,237)

8Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim
did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

®Percent with something stolen.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with
something stolen plus those without something stolen) on which percent shown is based.

eEs(:imate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.

]
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youthful offenders (shown in Table 14) is due to increases in completed
robberies by these offenders. In personal larceny, no marked overall trend
is found; however, there are substantial fluctuations (generally increas-
ing with time) in the perceant of personal larcenies by youthful offenders
(in the 1973 to 1976 period only) that resulted in an actual theft.

Up to this point the discussion has focused on the completion of theft
in personal crimes committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults.
In the NCS interview, victims are asked whether cash or property was taken.
Victims who report that property was stolen are asked, '"What was taken?"
This section examines what kind of property was taken in robberies and
personai larcenies by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. Unfortunately,
the more refined "what was taken" categories in the survey instrument are of
limited utility in answering this question. (See Appendix A, source code
160). The victim's response t« the 'what was taken" quéstion fell into
one or more of the following categories: purse, wallet, car, other motor
vehicle, part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etec.), or "other."

The five year aggregate data in Table 16 show, by age of offender,
what was stolen in robbery and in personal larceny. Looking first at
robbery it is seen that of the total robbery victimizations, 60 percent
involved theft. Cash only was stolen in 32 percent of the robberies with
theft. In the robberies in which something was stolen, 12 percent involved
theft of a purse, 21 percent involved theft of a wallet, 5 percent involved
theft of a car, other motor vehicle, or part of a car, and 50 percent in-
volved theft of "other" property. Because a substantial percentage of the
robberies with theft involved theft of property simply classified as "other"
it cannot be determined exactly what kind of property was taken. However,

because many robberies occur in public locations such as streets or parks,

R
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Table 16 Percent distribution of what was sgolen in personal theft victimizations, by
type of cgime and age of offender, NCS natlonal data, 1973-1977

aggregate
Type of Theft What was stolen
crime and (Estimated c 4 (Estimatede
age of number of Cash . Motor number of
offender No Yes victimizations) only Purse Wallet vehicle Other victimizations)
Robbery:
100%
Under 18 47 53 (1,335,536) 31 14 11 2 56 (713,082)
100 :
18 to 20 42 58 , (1,043,946) 29 19 23 4 48 (600,496)
100
21 or older 36 64 (2,827,631) 32 9 22 6 49 (1,795,314)
100
Don't know 30 70 (336,634) 33 15 31 4 44 (236,732)
100
Total 40 60 (5,543,747) 32 12 21 5 50 (3,345,624)
Personal
larceny:
100
Under 18 30 70 (444,519) 25 46 44 0 24 (311,974)
100
18 to 20 24 76 (266,199) 15 54 54 0 36 (203,404)
100
21 or older 15 85 (558,449) 33 25 47 1 20 (475,980)
100
Don't know - 7 93 (181,431) 20 25 61 0 25 (168,389)
100
Total 20 80 (1,450,599) 26 36 49 0 25 (1,159,746)

BIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.
bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

C1oash only" victimizations involved no theft of property. However, cash,
in addition to property, may have been stolen in victimizations in which purses,
wallets, motor vehicles, and other property was stolen. See footnote 'e" below.

dThis category includes car, other motor vehicle, and part of car.

®Estimated number of victimizations with theft. Row percents may total to
over 100 percent because this is a multiple response question. Some of the
thefts of property (purse, wallet, motor vehicle, and other) may have involved
theft of cash in addition td property.
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or in other places away from the home, it seems reasonable to infer that

in many cases the "other" category includes articles such as watches, rings,
other jewelry, and similar valuables that people normally wear or carry in
public. The data in Table 16 show only small variations in "what was taken"
in robbery among the offender age groups.

Also frcm Table 16, the data show that of the total personal larcenies
with theft, about one-quarter involved theft of cash only, more than one-
third involved theft of a purse, one-half involved theft of a wallet, and
one-quarter involved theft of "other" property. The difference between this
distribution in personal larceny and that found in robbery makes sense in
light of the nature of the crimes included in personal larceny (purse snatch
and pocket picking). Note, however, some interesting differences by age
of offender in "what was stolen" in personal larceny. Juveniles and
youthful offenders stole purses about as often as they stole wallets; how-
ever, adult offenders stole wallets substantially more often than purses.
There are a variety of interpretations that can be offered for this finding.
Juveniles and youthful offenders (compared with adults) may engage in purse
snatch relatively more often than pocket picking because the former requires
less skill. The data (not shown in tabular form) indicate that about two-
thirds of the personal larcenies by juveniles are purse snatches, whereas
two-thirds of the personal larcenies by adults are pocket pickings. Related
to .this, juveniles and youthful offenders may choose different victims than
adults; they may choose women more often than men. This latter question is
e%plored in a companion monograph in this series.12

To summarize the major findings of this section of the report:

1) 1In the theft-motivated crimes of robbery and personal

larceny, completion of the theft was directly related
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to the age of the offender. When success is judged
by completion of theft, adults were more sucéessful
£han youthful offenders, and youthful offenders were
more éuccessful than juveniles.

2) Offender age was not related to the percent of total
personal victimizations that resulted in theft, but this
was due to differences in crime-mix patterns across
age groups.

3) Between 1973 and 1977 the percent of robberies by
youthful offenders in which”something was stolen
increased substantially.

4) Analysis of "what was taken" in personal larceny
showed that juveniles and youthful offenders stole
purses about as often as they stole wallets, and
adult offenders stole wallets substantially more

often than they stole purses.

Injury and Theft

For victims of personal crimes physical injury and loss of money
and/or property are the major consequenceé of victimization. The two
preceding sections have focused in detail on the extent to which injury
and theft were components of personal crimes —-— rapes, robberies, aésaults,
and personal larcenies -- committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and
adults. In this section injury and theft will be examined jéintly in order
to characterize the consequences of criminal victimizations committed by |
juveniles, youthful Jffenders, and adults more generally.

Above it was found that in total personal victimization some physical

injury to the victim occurred in about 3 out of 10 of the total crimes
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committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. Something was
stolen from the victim in 16 percent of the total crimes committéd by
juveniles, 17 percent of those committed by youthful offenders, and 14 per-
cent of those committed by adults. (See Table 13.) When physical injury
and theft are considered jointly, total personal victimizafion can be broken
into four mutually exclusive outcome categories: 1) with theft and with
injury, 2) with theft but without injury, 3) with injury but without theft,
and 4) without theft and without injury.

Pie charts with five year aggregate data in Figtre 4 illustrate these
four outcomes in total personal victimization committed by juveniles, youth-
ful offenders, and adults. First, in the upper portion of the figure all
personal victimizations are examined. It is readily apparent thaﬁ there is
little difference in outcome among the total crimes commitfed by juveniles,
youthful offenders, and adults. Probably the most interesting observation
from the top portion of Figure 4 is that among all three offender age groups
by far the largest proportion of .personal crimes reported to survey inter-
viewers involve neither theft nor injury: six out of ten personal crimes
resulted in neither physical injury to the victim nor theft of money or
property.

It is perhaps surprising that such a large percentage of personal
crimes in the NCS resulted in neither theft nor injury. In order to under-
stand better the data in Figure 4 it is helpful to recall that the NCS data
include both completed and attempted crimes. In fact, in the five-year
aggregate data (not shown in tabular form) in this report only about 40
percent of the total personal victimizations are classified in the NCS as
completed victimizations. This proportion does not vary by age of offender.

Forty percent of the total juvenile crimes, 41 percent of those by youth-
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FIGURE 4 Percent of personal victimizations with any injury and/or theft, by age of offender,? NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate b

Age of offender

Under 18 18 to 20 21 or older

e

kS
[
(2,680,686) © . {1,940,356) (6,450,729)
Key
with theft > with injury with theft without theft
with injury ///4 without theft m without injury ) without injury
a
Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.
These figures exclude incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not know whether there was one or more than oneoffender.
C percent of total victimizations.
d Estimated total number of victimizations.
€ Estimated number of victimizations with some theft and/or injury outcome.
S,
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fui offenders, and 40 percent of those by adults are completed.

In the lower portion of Figure 4 the victimizations <dnvolving neither
theft nor injury are excluded and the percentages are calculated on a base
including only the crimes with some injury and/or theft outcome.. When this
is done, "with injury without theft'" is the most frequent outcome of
victimizations committed by all offender age groups. About 6 out of 10 of
the victimizations with some theft and/or injury consequence resulted in
the victim sustaining some physical injﬁry but having no money or property
stolen. This is because together aggravated and simple assault (the crimes
that cannot involve theft) constitute approximately 70 percent of the total
personal victimizations in NCS. This outcome occurred most often in crimes
with theft and/or injury consequences by adults (64 percent) and least often
in those by youthful offenders (58 percent).

By definition, both theft and injury can only occur in two types of
crime, rape and robbery. (4ssaults with theft are classified as robberies
and personal larcenies with injury are classified as robberies.) Because
rape constituted such a small proportion of total victimization (about 3
percent), and because theft occurred so rarely in rape (about 10 percent),
the vast majority of the "with theft with injury" victimizations are robberies.
The lower portion of Figure 4 shows that only 1 out of 10 victimizations re-
sulted in both theft and injury. Youthful offenders most often, and
juveniles least often, committed crimes which resulted in both injury and
theft. Once again, the view that juvenile theft-offenses are characterized
by gratuitous attacks on victims is simply not supported by the data.

Are these findings affected by a simultaneous consideration of the
number of offenders involved in the crime? The consequences of the

victimization to the victim in terms of injury and loss could conceivably
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be related to the number of offenders involved. For example, the mere
presence of mulpiple offenders may convince a robbery victim not to resist
but rather surrender his or her'propefty. Or, multiple offenders, because of
their disproportionate strength, may injure, rape, or assault victims more
often than would lone offenders. Table 17 presents data relating to injury
and theft in personal victimizations.

The.top portion of the table shows the proportion of all personal victims
who were injured in the course of their victimization. For offenders per-
ceived by their victims to be under 18 years of age, there is no increase
in the proportion of victims who were injured as the number of offenders
increases. TFor offenders in the 18 to 20 range, there is a slight increase
in the injury rate as the number of offenders increases; for example, lone
offenders in the 18 to 20 age group cause injury to theilr victims in 27 per-
cent of the incidents compared with 32 percent when there are three or more
offenders. Among the adult offenders, the relation of injury to the number
of offenders is slightly larger than it is in the 18 to 20 year old group,
ranging from 28 percent in the lone offender group to 35 percent in the
three or more offenders group.

The middle portion of Table 17 parallels the top portion but its focus
is on the proportion of all personal victimizations in which a theft was
completed. Although theft was more likely to occur if more than one
offender was involved, in each of the three age of offender subgroups, there
is a curvilinear relation between the rate of completed theft and the
number of offenders. In each age group, victimizations involving two offenders
have the highest rate of completed theft, followed by victimizations in-

volving three or more offenders, with lone offenders having the lowest rate

of completed theft. Among adult offenders, for example, in the two-offender
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Table 17 Percent of personal victimizations that resulted in theft and/or injury, by

number of offenders and age of offender,

aggregate

NCS national data, 1973-1977

Percent with theft
and/or injury

Number of offenders

and age of offender One Two Three or more Don't know
Injury:
Under 18 28° 27 29 30
(3,724,029) (1,097,582) (1,703,716) (56,355)
18 to 20 27 28 32 40 e
(2,564,689) (824,424) (1,287,146) (20,163)
21 or older 28 . 29 35 35 o
(11,937,382) (2,241,309) (2,282,935) (55,794)
Theft:
Under 18 12 23 18 18 e
(3,724,029) (1,097,582) (1,703,716) (56,355)
18 to 20 14 30 17 7 o
(2,564,689) (824,424) (1,287,146) (20,163)
21 or older 9 32 22 26 o
(11,937,382) (2,241,309) (2,282,935) (55,794)
Injury and theft:
Under 18 2 6 5 4 e
(3,724,029) (1,097,582) (1,703,716) (56,355)
18 to 20 3 .8 6 - 7n e
(2,564,689) - (824,424) (1,287,146) (20,163)
21 or older 7 2 9 6 e
(11,937,382) (2,241,309) (55,794)

(2,282,935)

b

know whether there was one or more than one offender.
in which the victim did not know the age of offender.

4Includes percelved age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim did not
This table also excludes incidents

®Percent with injury.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with injury
plus those without injury) on which percent shown is based.

eEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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victimizations a theft is completed in one-~third of the incidents, compared
to about one-fifth for three offender victimizations, and one-tenth of the
lone offender victimizations. Why this should be the case is not immediately
obvious. One explanatien for the low completed theft rate of lone offenders
is that they are disproportionately involved in rape and assault cffenses,
in which theft generally is not the motive. Why a pair of offenders should
have a higher theft completion rate than a trio or more of offenders is
simply not clear from these data.

What do tke data look like when we focus on those personal victimizations
in which there was both injury and theft? The bottom portion &f Table 17
demonstrates that, as noted earlier, the conjoint occurrence of theft and
injury is generally rare; in no cell is' the conjoint probability of injury
and theft greater than 9 percent. The array of percentages in the bottom
portion of Table 17 is determined generally by the products of the per-
centages in the two upper portions of the table. For example, 18 to 20
year old lone offenders injure their victims in 27 percent of the crimes
and complete a theft in 14 percent of their crimes; the probability of

injury and theft for this group (3 percent) is approximately equal to .27

times .14. This approximation holds generally only for juvenile and youth-
ful offenders, suggesting that since for these two groups of offendars the
compound probability of injury and theft is approximately equal to the
product 6f the two simple probabilities, injury and theft are independent
events. That is, the occurrence of eithe£ one in a victimization does not
substantially affect the likelihood of the other's occurring.

In sum, the theft and injury data examined here have shown that:

1) Because the NCS data contain a substantial proportion

\ of attempted crimes, in total perSonal victimization,

B
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for all offender age groups, the most fre-
quent outcome is '"meither theft nor injury."
However, when the focus shifts to only those
victimizations with some theft and/or injury
outcome, "with injury without theft'" —- the
assaﬁlt outcome —-- occurs most. often.

2) Among youthful offenders and adults, the percent
of victimizations involving injury increases as
the number of offenders increases. Among all

offender age groups theft occurred most often if

two offenders were involved, less often if there

were three.or more offenders, and least often if

only one offender was involved.

Loss

In order to explore more fully the consequences of personal crimes
committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults, this section
examines several types of loss incurred in personal victimization. The
central question is whether the crimes committed by juveniles, youthful
offenders, and adults are equally costly in terms of dollar loss to victims.
Trends in the amount of loss incurred by victims of personal crimes will
also be examined.

In the NCS interview victims of personal crimes are asked several

questioﬁs designed to ascertain the economic consequences of criminal
victimization. As was seen above, victims of robbery and personal larcerv,

and much less frequently victims of rape, sustained losses due to theft.

Victims who report in the interview that cash was stolen, are asked how

Pt it
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much cash was stolen; victims who report that property was taken are asked
to report the value of the stolen property. In addition, damage to the
victim's property, although occurring less often than theft of propert’y,;,13
was also a consequence of criminal victimization; survey victims report re-
pair or replacement costs when damage to their property occurs as a result
of victimization.

Five-year aggregate data in Table 18 show, by age of offender, the dis-
tribution of the amount of cash stolen in rapes, robberies and personal
larcenies. Among all three offender age groups, theft of cash occurred
relatively rarely in rape. However, rape victims of youthful offenders and
adults were more likely to have their cash stolen than rape victims of '
juveniles. The data show that cash was taken in 2 percent of the rapes
by juveniles, 10 percent of the rapes by youthful offenders, and 9 percent
of the rapes by adults. Usually, less than $50 in cash was taken from the
victim. Because rape is generally not a theft-motivated crime, it is mnot
surprising that the amount of cash'loss among rape victims is low.

The cash loss sustained by robbery and personal larceny victims was
not‘as minimal, and in both'érimes, the older the offender, the greater the
cash loss. Cash losses of $10 or more occurred in only 10 percent of the
robberies committed by juveniles, but in 25 percent of the robberies by
youthful offenders, and 34 percent of those by adults. Similarly, cash
losses of $10 or more occurred in only 28 percent of the personal larcenies
by juveniles, but in 47 percent of those by youthful offenders, and 59 per-
cent of those by adults. The survey data indicate, then, that robberies
and personal larcenies committed by adult offenders result in substantially
One explanation for this

greater cash losses than those by juveniles.

finding may lie in variations in victim choice among juveniles, youthful

-
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Table 18 Percent distribution of amount of cash stolen in rape, robbery,

and personal larcen
1973-1977 aggregate

1 by age of offender,® NCS national data,

Type of crime
and

Amount of cash stolen

Not

No cash

( Estimated
number of

age of offender $1-9  $10-49 $50-249 $250 or more ascertained stolen victimizations)
Rape: 100 %
Under 18 0 2 0 0 0 98 (62,733)
100
18 10 20 4 4 0 2 0 90 (92,388)
| 100
21 or older 2 4 3 0 0 91 (588,917)
. 100
Don't know 5 4 0 0 0 91 (27,278)¢
100
Total 2 4 2 0 0 92 (771,316)
Robbery: 100
Under 18 16 6 4 0 1 72 (1,335,536)
100
18 to 20 12 14 9 2 1 63 (1,043,946)
100
21 or older 7 16 14 4 1 58 (2,827,631)
: 100
Don't know 11 17 14 6 12 49 (336,634)
100
Total 10 13 11 3 1 62 (5,543,747)1
Personal larceny: 100
Under 18 27 17 10 1 2 43 (444,519)
100
18 to 20 16 30 15 2 1 36 (266,199)
100
21 or older 14 30 24 5 1 26 (558,449)
100
Don't know 21 28 25 5 1 20 (181,431)
: 100
Total 20 26 18 -3 1 32 (1,450,599)

8Tncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

brhis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim
did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.
cEstimate, based on fewer than 5Q sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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offenders, and adults. It is possible that the younger offenders more often
vigtimize either persons their own age or elderly men or women, persons who
pr;bably do not carry a significant amount of cash.14

Similar patterns in loss are found in an analysis of the value of stolen
property, as shown in Table 19. In this table '"no value" refers either to
ﬁroperty without monetary value (e.g., letters) or property with no immediate
determinable value, (e.g., checks and credit cards). Among all three offendexr
age groups very few rapes entailed theft of property, and losses were generally
low. However, losses due to theft of property were much greater in the theft-
motivated crimes. As with cash losses, the value of the stolen property also
varied directly with the age of offender. For example, the stolen property
was worth‘$250 or more in 8 percent of the adult robberies, 5 percent of
the youthful offender robberies, and only 1 percent of- the robberies committed
by juveniles. Examining property losses among personal larceny victims,
losses of property valued at $10 or more occurred most often if youthful
offenders were involved (39 percent), less often if adult offenders were
involved (29 percent), and least often if juveniles were involved (24 per-
cent).

Five year aggregate data (not shown in tabular form) were used to
examine dollar losses that occur as a result of damage to property in crimes
committed by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults. In this context,
dollar loss refers to the cost (or eétimated cost) of the repair or re-
placement of property that was damaged in the incident. Most personal
crimes did not result in property damage. Property damage occurred in only
about 2 out of 10 rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults, in roughly
1 out of 10 simple assaults, ahd in only about 1 out of 20 personal

larcenies. However, in all types of crime (with exception of personal
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Table 19 Percent distribution of dollar walue of property stolen in rape, robbery,
and personal larceny, by age of offender,® NCS national data, 1973-1977

aggregate
Dollar value of stolen property
Type of crime No (Estimated
and age No ] $250 or Not property number of
of offender value $1-9 $10-49 $50-249 more ascertained stolen victimizations)
Rape: i 1007
Under 18 0 0 (0} 2 0 2 96 (62,733)
' 100
18 to 20 0 2 1 0 3 0 94 (92,388) -
100
21 or.older O 0 2 1 1 1 94 (588,917)
100
Don't know O 0 ) 5 4 0 82 (27,278) ¢
100
Total 0 0 2 1 2 1 94 (771,316)
Robbery: ) 100
Under 18 1 12 12 8 1 2 63 (1,335,536)
100
18 to 20 1 10 13 10 5 2 59 (1,043,946)
' 100
21 or older 1 9 11 11 8 3 57 (2,827,631)
. ‘ 100
Don't know 1 8 11 10 8 9 53 (336,634)
‘ 100
Total 1 10 12 10 6 3 59 (5,543,747)
Personal
larceny: 100
Under 18 1 21 18 6 0 .5 47 (444,519)
100
18 to 20 1 23 27 10 2 2 35 (266,199)
100
21 or older 1 22 22 5 2 5 43 (558,449)
100
Don't know 2 31 28 7 2 4 26 (181,431)
100
Total 1 23 23 7 1 4 41 (1,450,599)

aIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) in which the victim
did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.
CEstimate, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, may be statistically unreliable.
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larceny) damage to property occurred slightly more often if adult offenders
were involved than if juvenile offenders were invoived. For example, the
dollar loss due to damage was $10 or more in 3 percent of the robberies
committed by juveniles, 9 percent of the robberies committed by youthful
offenders, and 10 percent of those committed by adults.

Up to this point the financial losses due to theft of cash, theft of
property, and damage to property have been considered separately. The
analysis indicates that particularly in robbery and personal larceny,
financial losses incurred by victims are generally greatest when adult
cffenders are involved and least when juvenile offenders are involveé. By
way of summary, the analysis now turns to a consideration of trends and
patterns of total dollar loss. Total loss here includes the three components
above: 1) amount of cash stolen, 2) value of stolen property, and 3) repair
or replacement cost of damaged property.

The data in Table 20 show by type of crime, by year, and by age of.
offender the percenﬁ of victimizations resulting in a total dollar loss of
$10 or more. Although the data indicate minor variations over time between
1973 and 1977 there are few substantial changes in the percent of victimiza-
tions resulting in a total dollar loss of $10 or more.15 Three changes
over time are wozth pointing out. 1In 1973, 34 percent of the personal
larcenies by juveniles resulted in a total dollar loss of $10 or more; by
1976 and 1977 this figure héd risen to 47 percent. Among youthful offenders,
total iosses of $10 or more in robbery rose from 39 percent in 1973 to 52
percent in 1977. Again among youth%él offenders, total loss of $10 or more
in aggravated assault doubled in this period (6 percent to 12 percent). A
closer inspection of this table reveals that gaherally the variation that

exists is greater among juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults than
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» lele 20 Percent of personal victim(zations _resulting in a totul dollar loss of
" $10 or more, by type of crime, year, and age of offsnder,® NCS ns“’-nal
data, 1973-1977b

.

Type of tiime

Age of offender Aggravated Simple Personal

and year Rape Robbery assault assault larceny Total
Under 18:
(g 23 6 1 34 8
1973 (19,268)3°®  (284,711) (336,268) (673,700)  (94,666) (1,408,612)
12 32 6 & 35 13
1974 (10,734)®  (295,028) (289,172) (624,017) (96,842) (1,315,793)
0 24 3 4 43 12
1975 (9,470)®  (251,489) (243,348) (665,579) (113,382) (1,283,268)
10 33 3 3 47 11
1976 (10,466)%  (273,320) (304,578) (679,016) (76,698) (1,344,078)
: 20 27 6 3 47 o1
1977 (12,975)%  (230,989) (290,646) (632,570)  (62,931)% (1,229,930)
18 to 20:
7 39 6 5 59 16
1973 (17,951)  (208,271) (263,971) (393,087) (62,571) (945,891)
26 42 .6 6 64 . 18
1974 21,249)%  (224,116) (254,927) (391,425) - (51,374) (943,092)
28 41 7 5 60 . 17
" 1975 (15,977)%  (226,887) (229,349) (389,275)  (44,232) (916,220)
7 47 9 5 77 20
1976 (17,198)%  (193,702) (238,948) (384 397) (61,603)®  (895,848)
. 20 52 12 6 . 19
1977 19,972)% - (290,970) (252,963) (aas 046)  (46,418) (995,371)
21 or older:
: : 13 50 8 4 67 16
1973 (116,858) (552,328) (987,705) (1, 408 917)  (105,665) (3,171,472)
28 59 8 72 18
1974 (124,974) (583,168) (1,067,471)(1, 313 001) (12;.344) (3,53Q,657)
17 56 9 3
i975 (116,207) (557,093) (990,761) (1, 491 ,520) (114,334) - (3,269,915)
) 12 -1 10 8 68 19
i976 (115,142) (560,679) (1,022,149)(1,492,533) (114,212) (3,304,914)
17 54 8 6 66 17
1977 {115,737) (569,162) (1,052,388)(1,710,980) (102,395) (3,550,662)
Don't know:
17 46 2 3 72 28
1973 (6,530)¢ (69 981) (58,229)® (40,715)%  (34,591)¢  (210,046)
- 0 12 2 62 32
1974 (6,052)% (66 765)® (sz 373)® (53,488)% (34,874)%  (213,552)
28 2 79 34
1975 .(8,979)% (75 750) (67 320)  (57,076)® (34,679)®  (243,804)
0 18 0 74 30
1976 (1,158)* (ss,zso)e (50,417)% (55,914)% (36,795)%  (200,544)
63 61 4 e O 78 30
1977 (4,560)¢ (67,877) (58,753)% (68,441)  (40,493)®  (240,123)
Total: ,
11 4 7 4 57 15
1973 (160,646)  (1,115,291) - (1,646,174)(2,516,418) (2925493) (5.;;6.021)
19 43 7 5
1974 (163,008)  (1,174,078) (1,663,944)(2,386,931) (304,934) (5,692,894)
18 46 8 7 62 17
1975 (150,633) (1,111,219) (1,541,278)(2,603,450) (306,628) (5,713,208
12 48 [] 7 66 18
1976 (143,965)  (1,084,161) (1.616.091)(2.6:1.859) (28:5308) (s.;zs.aaa)
16 48 8
1977 (153,064)  (1,058,999) (1,654,751)(2,897,037) (252,237) -(6,016,086)

“*Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender,

.’Thil table excludes incidents (about & percent of the total) in which the victim did
not know whether there was one or more than one offender.

Cpercent with total dollar loss of $10 or more.

d!lunber in parentheses shovs estimated total number of victimizations (those with loss
of $10 or more plus those without loss of §10 or more) on which percent showa is blnd.

'!ltiutc, based on fewer than 50 sample cases, uy be statisticclly unreliable.
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| g over the years in this five year period. Although the full amount of loss
é 5 distributions are not shown in tabular form, an examination of them re- E
ﬁ ? vealed patterns consistent with those suggested by the results in Table 20.
vf By way of summary, the loss data examined here have indicated:
1) Financial losses were consistently greater in crimes
committed by adult offenders than they were in cfimes .
comnitted by juveniles or youthful offenders. This
finding hclds for the amount of cash loss in robbery
and bersonal larceny, the value of stolen property in
robbery, and the losses due to damage of pfoperty.
%:: 2) In the period from 1973 to 1977 there were some slight
‘ increases in the amount of total loss occurring in
! crimes committed by juveniles and youthful offenders.
3

Commercial Robbery

Robbery, unlike the other types of crime examined in this report, may
be committed against cémmercial establishments as well as against persotis.
i1 The robberies that have been examined thus far in this report have been
' ‘personal robberies. This section will use 1975 and 1976 aggregate data
% from the Commercial Victimization Surveys to investigate.the comparativé

involvement of juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults in robberies of

businesses.

Above it was seen that if success is defined in terms of completion

of theft, robberies by juveniles were less successful than robberies by
adults. Juvenile robberies also resulted in a lower dollar loss than adult
robberies. Given the general portrayal of juvenile delinquency in the

vl literature —- versatile, inexperienced, and non-professional -- these

| findings were fully anticipated. If the juvenile robber is indeed less

o e gy
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sophisticated than the adult, it would also be expected that juveniles
would be less likely than adults to choose the more difficult and potentially
more prbfitable targets of robbery, the commercial establishments.

Hold-ups at banks, gas stations, liquor stores, supermarkets and other
commercial establishments are likely to entail greater risk to the offender
than are robberies of persons. In addition to the establishment's employees,
there are likely to be a number of other people -~ customers, bystanders,
even guards —— in or near the business premises. More witnesses to the
crime make identification and detection easier for the poiice. Also,
commercial establishments frequently have security measures such as alarms
to alert the police in the event of robbery. A number of factors, then
make businesses more difficult targets than people for the robber.

From Table 21, showing the detailed age of the commercial robbefy
offender, it is seen that only 9 percent of the commercial robberies were
committed by juveniles, whereas 63 percent were committed by adults. By
comparison, in the period from 1973 to 1977 juveniles accounted for 25 per-
cent of the personal robberies, and adults 50 percent. Thus, although both
personal and commercial robbery are more often committed by adults than
by juveniles, juvenile involvement in robberies of businesses is substantially
less than juvenile involvement in robberies of persons.

) As with personal robberies, commercial robberies more often involved
weapons when adults and youthful offenders were involved'(73 percent and
’71 percent) than when juveniles were involved (53 percent). (See Table 22).
It is interesting to note that the comparable percents of weapon use among
adults, youthful offenders, and juveniles in the 1973 to 1977 personal robbery
are 60 percent, 48 percent, and 30 percent. All three offender age groups

used weapbhs much more often in commercial robbery than in personal robbery,
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Table 21 Percent distribution of detailed age of offender® in commercial robbery,
NCS national data, 1975-1976 aggregate

Age of offender ( Estimated
21 or Don't number of
Under 12 12 to 14 15 to 17 18 to 20 older know victimizations )
0 1 8 16 63 12 100 %
(498,062)

#Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

b‘l‘his table excludes incidents (about 12 percent of the total) in which the number of

offenders was not known.
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: ‘Table 22 Percent of weapon use and type of weapon used in commercial robbery, by
‘ age of offender,® NCS national data, 1975-1976 aggregate

Age of Weapon use Type of weapon used
offender With weapon Gun " Knife Other
Under 18 53¢ q 36 14 5
(43,721) {43,721) (43,721) (43,721)
18 to 20 71 57 12 6
(81,646) (81,646) (81,646) ¢81,646)
21 or older 73 61 9 4
(313,784) (313,784) (313,784) (313,784)
Don't know 70 58 7 6
(58,911) (58,911) (58,911) (58,911)
Total 71 58 10 5
(498,062) (498,062) (498,062) (498,062)

qTncludes perdeived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 12 percent of the total) in which the number
of offenders was not known.
CPercent with weapon use.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with
weapon use plus those without weapon use) on which percent shown is based.
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which is consistent with the differences in the risk mentioned above. In
commercial robbery, guns, the»moét frequently used weapons by a11~offender
age groups, were used in 61 percent of the business robberies by adults,
57 percent of those by youfhful offenders, and 36 percent of those by
juveniles. Juveniles were slightly more likely to use knives than were
adults (14 percent compared with 9 percent).

The data in Table 23 show that the number of offenders involved in
committing commercial robbery was negatively related to the age group of
the offender. Adults were more 1ikély to act alone than were youthful
offenders (52 percent compared with 40 percent), and juvenile offenders
least often were lone offenders (35 percent). Even in commercial robbery,
theﬁ, group criminality is most often found among the youngest offenders.

A summary of the major consequences of commercial robbery in relation
to the age of the offender is shown in Table 24. The first row in this
table shows percentages of commercial robbery in which some owner or
employee 16 was injured seriously enough to require medical attention.

Very few commercial robberies resulted in such injury (only 7 percent) and
this percent did not vary by the age of the offender.

Respondents in the commercial victimization surveys were asked if the
offender took any money, merchandise, equipment or supplies. The seéond
row of percents in Table 24 shows that the vast majority of commercial
robberieg resulfed in theft; that is, most were completed robberies. Adults
were somewhat more likely to complete their thefts than were youthful
offenders and juveniles (%9 percent compared with 72 percent and 71 percent),
but among all ﬁhree offender age groups completion of theft occurred more
often in robberies of businesses than in robberies of persons. In personal

robbery, the comparable percents of completion were 64 percent, 58 percent,
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Table 23 Percent distribution of the number of offenders in commerci
by age of offender,? NCS national data, 1975-1976 aggregate
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gl robbery,

Number of offenders

Four (Estimated
Age ‘of or number of
offender One Two Three more victimizations)

Under 18 - 35 40 13 11 100%
(43,721)

18 to 20 40 41 12 7 100
(81,646)

21 or older 52 34 10 4 100
(313,784)

Don't know 54 32 11 4 100
(58,911)

‘Total 49 36 10 5 100
(498,062)

qIncludes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 12 percent of *%e total) in which the number

of offenders was not known.

’
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Table 24 Percent of commercial robbery victimizations that resulted in injury, theft,
damage, or time lost, by age of offender,® NCS national data, 1975-1976

aggregate
Age of offender

Consequences Under 18 18 to 20 21 or older Don't know Total
Injury 7 6 7 4 7

(43,721) (81,646) (313,784) (58,911) (498,062)
Theft 71 72 79 76 77 .

(43,721) (81,646) - (313,784) (58,911) (498,062)
Damage 14, 11 8 10 9

(43,721) (81,646) (313,784) (58,911) (498,062)

3Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 12 percent of the total) in which the number of
offenders was not known.

Cpercent with injury.

dNumber in parentheses shows estimated total number of victimizations (those with injury
plus those without injury) on which percent shown 1s based.
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and 53 percent for adults, youthful offenders, ‘and juveniles.

The third row in Table 24 shows the percents of commercial robbery which
resulted in some damage £o business property or ﬁremises. Generally, damage
occurred in oniy a small proportion of the commercial robberies but it
occurred somewhat more often when juvenilles were’involved than when adults
were involved (14 percent compared with 8 percent).

Above it was seen that a substantial proportion (77 percent) of commercial
robberies resulted in theft of money, merchandise, equipment or supplies.

Table 25 shows the percenf distribution of the amount of money stolen in

commercial robbery. The first column in this table shows the percent of

.robberies that resulted in no theft, the attempted robberies; the second

column indicates those robberies in which theft occurred but no cash was
stolen. The "no cash stolen" completed robberies constitute only 13 per-
cent of total robberies. This is undoubtedly due to the nature of robbery;
robbers are interested principally in cash, rather than property which has
to be converted to cash. The remaining columns in this table indicate
how much cash was stolen in commercial robbery. Here it can be seen that
greater losses of cash were sustained in the robberies committed by adults
than in those committed by juveniles. Fifty-seven percent of the commercial
robberies committed by adults resulted in a theft of $50 or more, but only
41 percent of the commercial robberies committed by juveniles resulted
in this amount of cash stolen. Adults stole $500 or more in cash more
than three times as often as juveniles.

The percent distribution of the value of property stolen (not presented
in tabular form) shows virtually no differences among juveniles, youthful

offenders, and adults in the value of the merchandise, equipment or supplies

stolen in commercial robberies. This is in part due to the nature of commercial

ied

€9

Table 25 Percent distribution of the amount of money stolen ig commercial robbery, by age
of offender,® NCS national data, 1975-1976 aggregate

Amount of money stolen (Estimated
Age of No No cash - number of
offender theft stolen $1-9  $10-49  $50-249  $250-499  $500 or more victimizations)

Under 18 29 15 3 12 28 9 4 '100%
' (43,721).

18 to 20 28 10 2 8 35 10 8 100
. (81,646)

21 or older 21 13 0 8 32 11 14 100
(313,784)

Don't know 24 18 2 8 28 9 12- 100
(58,911)

Total 23 13 1 9 31 10 12 . 100
(498,062)

8Includes perceived age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender.

bThis table excludes incidents (about 12 percent of the total) in which the number of offenders

was not known.
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robbery alluded to above; fewer than one out of three éommercial obberies
resulted in theft of property. Property valued at $50 or more was stolen
in 10 percent of the commercial robberies by juveniles and adults, and 5
percent of those by youthful offenders.
In summary, the commercial data indicate that:
1) Juveniles rob businesses much less often than they rob
persons.
2) Weapons—-especially guns—-are used much more often in
commercial robbery than in personal robbery. In
commercial robbery, as in personal roubery, weapon
use increases with offender age.
3) Adults were most likely, youthful offenders less
. likely, and juveniles least likely to act alone in
committing commercial robberies.
4) As with personal robbery, adults completed commercial
robberies more often tim juveniles, and their robberies
were more lucrative.
5) Both injury and damage were infrequent in commercial
robbery, although damage occurred slightly more often

1f juveniles were involved.

Conclusions

In recent years juvenile criminal behavior has beer portrayed by the
media as both maliciously violent and increasingly common, particularly
in urban areas. The past decade has also been characterized by growing

public concern with crime, along with legislative action in the form of

stiffer pepalties for juveniles who commit serious crimes. Because of

the groundswell of concern with juvenile crime, it has become more important

IR

B S Y

71

than ever before tec investigate empirically the nature and extent of this
phenomenon. The National Crime Survey data analyzed in this monograph
shed important light on the trends and patterns of juvenile, youthful
offender, and adult crimes. In many wa&s this investigation fails to
support empirically the popular presentations and opinions of the media,
the public, and the legislature. _ ;
The NCS data do not support the contention that, for thé crimes of |
rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny, juvenile crime is currently
any more serious than it was five years ago. Based on a variety of in-
dicators such as the rate of injury to victims, the use of weapons, and
the extent of financial loss, the seriousness of c;iminal victimizations
committed by juvenile offenders showed'no substantial or systematic varia-
tion between 1973 and 1977 in the United States. Furthermore, the rate’ of i
offending for the pefsonal crimes also failed to show any trend over time.
To be sufe, juvenile involvement in the personal crimes of rape, robbery,
assault, and larceny ié substantial. However, the NCE data are not con-
sistent with the growing naticnal alarm regarding serious juvenile crime.
To the extent that recent legislation that hardens the societal response
to juvenile crime is premised on substantial upswings in juvenile crime :
in récent years, the NCS data cannot provide support for such legislative
shifts -- certainly not within the limited time frame for which NCS data
are now available.
Another way of viewing the juvenile crime problem is to compare it
with youthful offender and adult crime in the same offense categories. In

short, de the NCS data support the view that compared with youthful offender

and adult crime, juvenile crime is more serious by any of the indicators
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available? When crimes committed by the three age groups——juveniles, youth-

ful offenders, and adults--are compared, juvenile crime is shown to be

demonstrably less serious than youthful offender and adult crime in three
major ways. First, weapon use by juveniles is less prevalent, and even when
weapons are used by juveniles they are rarely guns. Second, juvenile offenders
are much less successful than adults in the theft-motivated offenses of
personal and commercial robbery,vpocket picking, and purse snatch. Victims

of juvenile offenders are less likely to suffer a completed theft than victims
of youthful and zdult offenders; moreover, even when a theft is completed,
victims of juvenile offenders suffer less financial loss than do victims of
vouthful and adult offenders.

The third difference between juvenile and adult crime is in the injury
sustained by their victims. Victims of juvenile offenders have somewhat lower
rates of injury than do victims of youthfui offenders or adults. Along these
lines the juvenile offender is portrayed stereotypically as inflicting
gratuitous violence on victims of personal theft crimes. Quite to the
contrary, the NCS data show that of those engaged in theft-oriented crimes
(i.e., robbery and personmal larceny), juveniles are most likely to choose
personal.larceny5 a crime that relies on stealth rather than force or
threat of force to achieve the goal of the crime.

The NCS data offer a potentially rich reservoir of information about
the axtent and nature of juvenile, youthful offender, and adult crime. : Un-
like self-reported delinquency data that are often sparse in the details of
the delinquencies and rarely available on national probability samples of
adequate size or for trend analyses. the NCS data are available for large
numbers of serious crimes, in adequate probability samples, and at this

date for five full years. The NCS data also do not share the shortcomings

I
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of the official data. UCR arrest data provide virtually no information on
the nature of juvenile offenses, and they are subject to various selective

; biases that may be associated with the demographic characteristics of
offenders (e.g., more experienced adult offenders may have a greater likeli-
hood of eluding arrest than less experienced juvenile offenders). Hence,
within their limits, the NCS data are perhaps the most appropriate source

of data to inform and guide policy that is dependent on information aboﬁt the
nature and extent of criminal offending among various demographic subgroups
of offenders. In this vein, it does not appear that the NCS data on rape,
robbery, assault, and personal larceny are compatible with recent legisla-
tive changes that have been implemented to deal more harshly with juvenile
crime. Apparently it is an erroneous perception that these juvenile crimes
are becoming more serious and/or more frequent. In the future, every effort
should be made to subject the assumptions of critical and fundamental
statutory changes in juvenile justice to the empirical tests that are available

in data sets such as the National Crime Survey.
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Notes

lSee Appendix C for a discussion of the victim's perceptions of offender
age as well as a description of the offender age variables in this
study. '

2In order to present more accurate offending rate data in Figure 2, page 14, it
was desirable to restrict the age range of juvenile offenders to 12 to

17 year old offenders. Because Figure 2 was designed to parallel

Figure 1, page 12, the juvenile offender data there too .were restricted to 12
to 17 year old offenders. Subsequent Tables and Figures use the "under

18" category for juvenile offenders.

3See Garofalo and Hindelang (1977) and U.S. Bureau of the Census, un-
dated, for additional detail about design and collection. Business
survey results from 1973 have reportedly been permanently lost by

the Bureau of the Census and, hence, are not included in this monograph.

4This procedure does not completely ignore mecbile families and businesses.
Although no attempt is made to trace families and businesses that move
away from an address in the sample, a similarly mobile family or business
may move into that address and will be included in the survey.

SSee Garofalo and Hindelang (1977) for more details.

6The business portion of the national survey has been discontinued. The
last full year for which data are available is 1976. Trend analyses of
the business data are virtually impossible because of the discontinuation
and because the 1973 business data are permanently lost,

7In a small proportion of cases (victims 12 and 13 years of age and victims
who for some physical or mental reason are unable to respond for them-
selves) interviews are completed by proxy with another household member.

8Population estimates for the denominators of the rates shown in Figure 2
are derived from the National Crime Survey itself. Because respondents
under 12 years of age are not interviewed in the survey their estimated
number in the general population cannot be estimated from the survey and
hence the youngest age group is from 12 to 17 years of age, rather than
under 18 as in subsequent tables. Offenses attributable to the offenders
perceived to be under 12 years of age have been excluded from the numerators
of the rates for 12 to 17 year olds.

9It has been demonstrated elsewhere with official data (Amir, 1971) that

group rape is generally a youthful phenomenon.

10The types of physical injury sustained by victims will be examined below.

o
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llThe yearly figures must exclude rape because of its rarity, but the 1973

‘to 1977 aggregate data indicate that rape is the crime most likely, to
result in injury requiring medical attention. See text above on this
point.

12 . I .
See "Juvenile Criminal Behavior: An Analysis of Rates and Victim Character-

istics," Hindelang and McDermott (1981).

13This will be discussed below.

14See "Juvenile Criminal Behavior', note 12 above.

15 . .
Note that although there are wide fluctuations in this percent among rapes

comnitted by juveniles and youthful offenders there are too few sample
cases for reliable year-by-year analysis.

6See incident question 7a in the CVS questionnaire in Appendix B. This
question only asks about injury sustained by owners or employees. Injury
sustained during the incident by anyone else~-e.g., customers, bystanders
——is a personal victimization and is covered in the household section of
the NCS.
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Form Approved: O.M.B8. No. 43-R0587

k m.ms{.cs.l anp NCS-2 NOTICE - Your reéport to the Census Bureay is confidential by law
U.5. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE {U.S. Code 42, Section 3771). A)l |dentifiable information will be used
BUREAU OF THE CENSUS only by persons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey, and may
ACTING A% COLLECTING AGENT FOR THE not be disclosed or released to others for any purpose,
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

U.5, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE Sample (cc 4) :gontrol number {cc 5)
1PS

B T —

: E NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY !Segment 1Ck ! Serial N
; NATIONAL SAMPLE Jo_____ | Lo ! !
. E 1 N i
N : - . NCS-1 - BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE Household number (cc 2) Land use {(cc 9-11) c
NCS.2 - CRIME INCIDENT REPORT
. ) INTERVIEWER: Fill Sample and Control numbers, and 10. Family income (cc 27) s 5
. } items I, 2, 4, and 9 ot time of interview. 1 7] Under $1,000 :
1. Interviewer identification = ' ;
Code IName 27781,000 10 1,999 ;‘

! 3077 2,000t 2,999
i 4] 3,000 10 3,999

2. Record of interview
Line number of household s{] 4000t 4,999
&[] 5,000t 5,999

M ’ respondent {cc 12)
7] 6,000 t0 7,499
8] 7.500 to 9,999

Date completed

[®

3. TYPE Z NONINTERVIEW
Interview not obtained for. 9] 10.000 to 11,999
Line number NOTE: Fill NCS-7 10 {7 12,000 wo 14,999
Noninterview Record, +1 7] 15,000 to 19,999
for Types M 8, and € 12 7] 20,000 to 24,999
- 13 7] 25,000 to 49,999

N a3 -

141 50,000 and over

ee®

1la. Household members 12 years

: ] mfor each line number listed. of age and OVER %
4, Household status
1 77} Same househald as last enumeration ' Total number

Appendix A

2 "] Replacement household since last enumeration Household members UNDER ;
3 ] Previous noninterview or'not in sample before 12 years of age §

NCS Household Interview Schedule PP M I Pt ey e T ¥

L

Total number

i o 77! None
6. Tenure (cc 8) 12, Crime Incident Reports filled
; 1{7] Owned or being bought ' 7 i
. 21" Rented for cash . Total number — Fill item 31 H
- 3 r:—J No cash rent @) on Control Cord :
- o 7] None P
7. Type of living quarters (cc 5)
. : Housing unit 130. Use of telephone (cc 25) ;
- 1 7_] House, apariment, flat " "} Phone in unit (Yes in cc 25a) i
2 Q HU in nontransient hotel.‘ motel, etc. Phone interview acceptable? (cc 25¢ or 25d) f
. . . s 3 "JHU — Permanent in transient hotel, motel, etc. oy ;
R i 4 ] HU in rooming house ! .. B8 e e .}SK’:: lobnext

5771 Mobile home or trailer 2 "' No — Refused number [ applicable item
6 ] HU not specified above — Describe 7 7! Phone elsewhere (Yes in cc 25b) !
! ’ Phone interview acceptable? (cc 25¢ or 25d)
! OTHER Unit 37 TYes L. .. .}SKIR to next :

. 7 7] Quarters not HU in rooming or boarding house 477! No — Refused number _f applicable item
8 2 Unit not permanent in transient hotel, motel, etc. 57" No phane {No in cc 25a and 25b) ;
9 77} Vacant tent site ar trailer site .
' . 10 7] Not specified above ~ Descnbe7 13b. Proxy information — Fill for all proxy interviews {
i

(1) Proxy interview
obtained for line number

8. Mumber of housing units in structure {cc 26) Proxy respendent name Line number
1711 5°715-9 !
. - : . . 2732 6 7} 10 or more Reason for proxy interview i
) 3713 7 7" Mobile home or trailer i
. - 4714 87} Only OTHER units :
. (2) Proxy interview ;

9 ?Os,li IN fAC: HOUSI’EHOLD') g " obtained for line number
. (Othar than the . ... business) does anyone in this

hoeusehold operate o business from this address? Proxy respondent name Line number
! @s) 1TINe i
: 217} Yes ~ What kind of business is 'hu'?7 Reason for proxy interview :
3 {

: INTERVIEWER: Enter unrecognizable businesses only If mare than 2 Proxy Interviews, continue 1n notes,

CENSUS USE ONLY et . , f

s
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e DSy 2
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£ iAo . . .
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HOUSEHOLD SCREEN QUESTIONS

7] PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS 1.

1&' nA.E T 10. L Koiiaa 16. 17. 18. 19, 20a. 20b, . 22. 23. 24, '{ , ! ; '
LINE |RELATIONSHIP |AGE |MARITAL |RACE |ORIGIN {SEX |ARMED |Education~ |Education— . 29, Now I'd like to ask some questions about ] Yes ~ How many] 32. Did anyone toke something belonging Yes ~H
(0,'.2:2::!:{‘)’ INTERVIEW No. TO HOUSEHOLD | LAST STATUS ! FORCES highust w:'mpyl:t:n i crime. They refer only 1o the last 6 months — Er] How m ;o 7ou or 1o n oo J':h“ R hold, E 11 Yes - How many
_ DAY ] O 0 fom o place where you or they were , .
e RECOnD fec 12) lice 130) e 17) tec1sy  ltec 192 itec 191 i 20 ftec 21y frec 22) (cc 23} bmmn__l__l, 197_d_:nd____, 197_.EC]"° ::m;’::f's'{‘::“:Y':%::f';:’;;:;:':"‘ sor i {70
' During the last 6 months, did anyone break tion home -
Last @ i into or somehow illegally get into your ! o vacation home? ! A ———
1[7] Per. - Sell-respondent 1{7| Head 1T [P 1LTIM|1 TT ves ! E_]Yes S (apartment/home), garage, or another building | 33, What was the total number of motor }
2(7] Tel. - Selt.respondent 2["]¥ife of head 2(7]wd, |2[C]neg 2{JF[2CINo 2{"]No ‘ on your property? ! vehicles (“;,:' ""“‘{; "‘,",:,"",,'d "’h Ml IN
: - — . [o| S ppe— —— - you ar any other member o s househo 0] one —
First 3[;, Per. = Proxy | £itl 13bon | e 3] 0wn Ch”dl Age :[J :e = | Origin . Grade 30. (Other thon the incident(s) just mentioned) :l_.iVes - How many during the lost 6 months? - s ! SKIP 10 36
47} Tel. ~ Proxy [ coverpage | No, ‘Hz""”?':‘ ve sgm:. ! : Did you find o door jimmied, a lock forced, ! limes? Tl
s[C)Nt= Fill 1621 51| Nonelative | - '~ or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED i, 1=
Look at item 4 on cover page. |s this the same 26d. Have you been looking for wark during the past 4 weeks? break in? :[_]No ;:!._; §
CHECK h hold as last ation? (Box | marked) 1] Yes No '~ When did you last work? i | :4" 4 or more
ITEM A [T] Yes — SKIP to Check Jtem B [ No 2[]Less than 5 years ago~SKIP to 280 ‘ i 34, Did teal, TRY to steal =
5 or more years ago » DIc anyone stea o steal, or use 1=t Ve —
256, Did you live in this house on April 1, 19702 :%Never m':“ } SKIPto 29 ; 31, Was anything of ofl stolen that is kept 1] ¥es - How many (it/any of them) without permission? ;Li;ei ::;‘:3'"’
1 [ Yes = SKIP to Check item B 2JNe [ outside your home, or happened to be left [ times? " | [N
37. ls there ony reason why you could not toke o job LAST WEEK? i , ! |
" m AoriT 1. 19707 (State, foreign country o Is } 4 Y out, such as o bicycle, o garden hose, or H 35. Did i T
b. Where did you live on April 1, . . 1 [ No Yes — 2 [] Already had a job lown furniture? (other than any incidents 1" }No . Did anyone steal or TRY to stecl parts £ 7] Yes = How many
U.S. possession, etc. 3 [ Temporary illness already mentioned) | :";r_:hcdh’ob(it/uny of ’3""2' such as o } [CINg  Mimes
State, ‘etc. County 4 {7 Going to school ! attary, hubcops, tape-deck, stc.? i -
i i ty, t illage, ete.? s [T] Other — Specify . I '
¢. Did you live inside the limits of a city, town, village . ] ;.‘ - I INDIVIDUAL SCREEN GUBSTIONS l a5 & -

1 3 No 2 [ Yes = Name of city, town, village, etc.7

28a. For whom did you (last) work? (Name of company, 36. The following questions refer only 1o things that Ei “|¥es ~ How many | 46 Did you find any evidence that someone
v times?

HL7]Yes-H
business, organization or other employer) happened to YOU during the lost & months — ATTEMPTED to steal something that LEl]ves tiow any

imes?

({Ask males 18+ only} 1 belonged to you? (other than any incidents

] i
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707 between 1,197___and , |97__;:,_ N already mentioned) - . . _|I N
(0e) 1 Yes 2 [JNo 053 x ] Never worked — SKIP to 29 Did you have your (pocket picked/purse JioINo :r-] °
[ hed)? i ) 1
CHECK Is this person |6 years old or older? b. Whot kind of business or industry is this? (E.g.: TV ond snatched)? : !
ITEM B [ No - SKIPto 29 [ Yes radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Department, form) 37. Did anyone take something (else) directly i, ]Yes - How many 47. Did th call the pollc-h;iuvin: th- last éd \
i ) rom you by using force, such as by o ) times? months to report something that happene t
260, What were you doing most of LAST WEEK - (wovk;ng, el ] Sﬁ?kzp, mz ..:‘ go:’:h:“'? 4 H to YOU which you thought was a crime? i
keeping house, going to school) or something else? c. Were you — 99ing i {Do not count any calls made 1o the H
@) 1 [7] Working — SKIP to 280 & [[] Unable to work~SKIPto26d 1 {TJ An employee of PRIV/}TE cempany, business or ‘ UL police c,,,,c,,,,,,,; the incidents you t
2 [T] With a job but not at work "7 [] Retired individual for wages, salary or commissions? i have just told me about.) 1
Looking for work 8 [7] Other ~ Specify 2 [7] A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county, - 'n
20 8 T . or local)? 38. Did anyone TRY fo rob you by using force 17" ]Yes = How man, T.1No - SKIP 10 48 !
4[] Keeping house , i y you by 9 1] ves - y !
A 3 [J SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professiona or threatening to harm you? (other than , times? ) !
5[] Going to school {f Armed Forces, SKIP to 28a) practice or farm? any incidents olready mentioned) | . "] Yes — What happened? !
b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK,.not counting wpll;_‘H 4 [J Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm? . i o !
m?:g 'h:u’,’]m:,ﬁ?wéﬁ‘o)'ei If farm or business operator in HH. d. Whot kind of wark were you doing? (E.g.: electrical 7o : ’:
ask abou $ How many hours? — SKIP to 28a engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer, Armed Forces) - - ; — 'E_l__l
0[] No es — How many I_.T—m . 39. Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit i JYes ~ How many !
c. Did you have a jcb or business from which you were you with something, such as o rock or bottle? | times? H
temporarily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK? . What were your most Important activities or duties? (E.g.: ' (other than any incidents already mentioned) : ) l:_l__l
1[INo  2[]Yes - Absent — SKIP to 28a typing, keeping account books, selling cars, Armed Forces) {72jNo E
3 [ Yes — Layoff ~ SKIP to 27 . - ’ 1 i E_L,_l
L
Notes 40, Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with :{‘)Yes - How many Look at 47. Was HH member 11| Yes —How many
i some other weapon by anyone at all? (other - times? 12+ attacked or threatened, or [ times?
than ony incidents already mentioned) ( was somethtng stolen or an ,'
LN CHECK attempt made to steal something ! .
"~ ITEM C that belonged to him? H i_|No
: . I
- . e 1
41, Did onyone THREATEN te beot you up or - | Yes ~ How many |
THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some CC times? i
other weapon, NOT including telephone ; 48. Did anything hoppen ts YOU during the last |
threats? (other than ony incidents already """ 1No 6 months which you thought was a crime, !
mentioned)} v but did NOT report to the police? (other !
! thon ony incidents already mentionad) 1
-+ 4 '
42, Did anyone TRY f{o attack you in some ! ives ~ Ho .- - }
other way? (other thon any incidents already o s “mv.l’r;my 1No ~ SKIP to Check ftem £ !
mentioned) ! .y Yes — What happened? |
; 1oo3No ! )
43.D he last 6 hs, did | :
. During the last 6 months, did anyone stea 1] Yes -« How many t
things that belonged to you from inside ANY f - times? H L_[_J
i car or truck, such as packages or clothing? ! !
i 3‘..]"0 ,1 l ] l
i 44, Wos anything stolen from you while you - \Yes - How many Look at 48, Was HH member ] $ 7} Yes~How many
% were away from home, for instance ot work, in ' times? 2+ atacked or threatened, or ! o times?
a theater or restaurant, or while traveling? ) ICTHE!iAC'[() was sometliing stolen or an 'riNe
i ¥ Ne attempt made to steal something 't
{ ) that belonged to him? .
H .
’ 45, (Other thon any incidents you've already : _1Yes  How many Do any of the screen gquestrons contatn any entries
; mentioned) was anything (else) ot oll V times? for **‘How many times?
stolen from you during the last 6 months? ' CHECK {_ i No < Interview next HH member,
¢« :No ITEM E - End interview 1f last respondent,

ond fill ttem |2 on cover page.
L Yes — Fill Crime Incident Reports.

Page 2 FORM NCS.! (4.18.77) - Page 3
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. : : e PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS . 0 oo tlo o S ety
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20a. :200- 21, 22, 23, 24,
NAME TYPE OF LINE |RELATIONSHIP AGE MARITAL | RACE ORIGIN [SEX [ARMED {|Education~ |Education~
INTERVIEW NO. 'TO HOUSEHOLD LAST [STATUS FORCES { highast {complete
HEAD BIRTH- MEMBER| grade that year?
KEYER — BEGIN DAY
NEW RECORD (ce 12) f{ec 13b) (e 17) f(cc 18)  |tce 19a) t(cc 19b) Jee 20) ficc 21) [tee 22) (cc 23)
Last
(@)
1{7) Per — Setl-respondent 1| 7| Head tCimee PO tEIM| D] Yes 1) Yes
2] 7] Tel. - Self-respondent 2|7 }Wife of head 2[71wd. {2[T]Neg 2[TJFi2C]Ne 2{"]No
First 3[T)Per.— Proxy) i 13b on | =—— | 3[270wn child —|3{730. |a{J]Ot § e ——
4{ 7| Tel. — Proxy { cover page I.ngf 4[7] Other relative hee |, Clsep. Origin Grade
S{TINE =~ Fllt 16=21 5{ "] Non-relative s{ZINm

CHECK

Look at item 4 on cover page. Is
ITEM A ‘ ] Yes — SKIP to Check Item 8

this the same

household as last enumeration? (Box | marked)

[ Ne

26d. Have you been looking for work during the post 4 weeks?

1T Yes No — When did you last work?
2[7] Less than 5 years ago—~SKIP to 280

25q. Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707
1 [ Yes — SKIP to Check item 8

2[JNo

3[] 5 or more years ago
4[] Never worked SKIPto 36

b. Where did you live on April 1, 1970? (State,

U.S. possession, etc.)

State, etc. County

foreign country,

27." |s there any reason why you could not take o job LAST WEEK?
t[JNo Yes ~ 2 [] Already had a job
3 [ Temporary iliness
4 (] Going to school

c. Did you live inside the limits of o city, town, villoge, etc.?
2 [J Yes —~ Nome of city, town, village, etc. -

s [] Other — Specify ~

1[‘_‘]No
@ (LT TT1

(Ask males 8+ only)

d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707

28a. For whom did you (last) work? (Nam; of company,
business, organization or other ezaployer)

@ x[] Never worked — SKIP to 36

([JYes  2[JNo
CHECK Is this person 16 years old or older?
ITEM B ) No — SKIP to 36 JYes

b. What kind of business or industry is this? (E.g.: TV and
radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Department, form)

26a. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK -

048 1 [] Working — SKIP to 280 ¢ [} Unable t
2 [] With 2 job but not at work 7 [] Retired
3 [7] Looking for work 8 [] Other —
4 (C] Keeping house

{working,

keeping house, going to school) or something else?

0 work —SKIPto 26d

Specify -7

s ] Going to school

{If Armed Forces, SKIP to 28a)

@ L1

c. Were you = -
1 ] An employee of o PRIVATE company, business or
individuel for wages, salary or commissions?
2 [[JA GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county,
or local)?
3 ] SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional

ask about unpaid work.)

o[ JNo  Yes — How many hours?

b. Did you do any work at oll LAS? WEEK, not counting work
around the house? (Note: If farm or business operator in HH.

~ SKIP to 28a

practice or farm?

4 (] Working WITHOUT PAY in family business. or farm?

d. What kind of work were you doing? (E.g.: electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer, Armed Forces)

1[I No

3] Yes — Layoff — SKIP to 27

c. Did you have o job or business from which you were
temporarily absent or on layoff LAST WEEK?
2[] Yes - Absent—~ SKIP to 28a

o CLI

e. Whot were your most important activities or duties? (E.g.:
typing, keeping account books, selling cors, Armed Forces)

INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS o

36. The following questions. refer only to things

that hoppened to YOU during the last 6 months —
1, 197

between and

197 .
Did you have your{pocket picked/purse Fed)?! 1Mo

1
1[7) Yes ~ How many
! times?

46." Did you find any evidence thot someone }l_'| Yes — Hovs many
ATTEMPTED to steal something that ! times?
belonged to you? (other than any L
incidents already mentioned) !

37. Did anyone take something (else) directly
from you by using force, such as by o
stickup, mugging or threat?

{71 Yes — How many
times?

mes
[Z1Ne

47. Did you call the police dusing the last 6 months to report
something thot happened to YOU which you thought was &
crime? (Do not count any calls made to the poiice

38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force
or threatening to harm you? (other than ony
incidents already mentioned)

1[7] Yes ~ How many
times?

RL

(038 concerning the incidents you hove just told me about.)
[0 No ~ SKIP to 48
[ Yes — Whot happened?

39. Did onyone beat you up, attack you or hit you
with something, such as a rock or bottle?
(other than any incidents already mentioned)

[7] Yes — How many
1 times?

LD

Look at 47 — Was HH member |2+

40. Were you knifed, shot o, or attacked with
some other weupon by anyone ot all? (other
than any incidents already mentioned)

:[',] Yes — How many
I times?
:[__] No

[T Yes — How many
CHECK attacked or threatened, or was some- timas?
ITEM C thing stolen or an attempt made to [C]Ne

steal something that belonged to him?

41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or
THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some

(other than any incidents already mentioned)

i[TJ Yes — How many
! times?

ather weapon, NOT including telephone threots?|

1CINo

48. Did onything happen to YOU during the last 6 months which
@ you thought was o crime, but did NOT report to the police?
(other than any incidents already mentioned)
] No — SKIP to Check ltem E

42, Did anyone TRY to attock you in some
other way? (other than any incidants
olready mentioned)

:l'_'] Yes —~ How many
H times?

1 1Ne

[ Yes —~ What hoppened?

43, Durjng the last 6 months, did anyone steal

cor or truck, such as packages or clothing?

things thot belonged to you from inside ANY |

1[7] Yes — How many
'r'] times?

l[j No

—
I7] Yes — How many
! times?

Look at 48 — Was HH member 124
CHECK attacked or threatened, or was some
ITEM D thing stolen or an attempt made to

44, Wos anything stolen from you while you

were away from home, for instance at work, |
in a theater or restaurant, or while traveling?|[1No

:[Tj Yes ~ How many
times?

|
steal something that belorged to him? ;ITJ No

Do any of the screen questions contain any ertries
for ‘‘How many times?**

45, (Other than any incidents you've already
mentioned) Wos anything (else) at all stolen

from you during the last 6 months?

)]
1[".] yes —~ How man;
'K] times? Y

:fj No

CHECK 3 No — Interview next HH member, End interview if
ITEME last respondent, and fill item 12 on cover page,

[3J Yes — Fill Crime |ncident Reports.

FARM NCSe1 [4-19.77)
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KEYER - Notes

Line number

NOTICE 2
(.S, Code 42, Section 3771). All identifiable information will be used only by

pers
BEGIN NEW RECORD disclosed or released to others for any purpose.

- Your report to the Census Bureati is confidential by law

ons engaged in and for the purposes of the survey, and may not be

FOR
la.19

S

®

creen question number

Incident number

m NC5-2
"7 .5, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
ACTING AS COLLECTING AGENT FOR THE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

CRIME INCIDENT REPORT
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY — NATIONAL SAMPLE

105

*

la. You said that during the losf 6 months ~ (Re{er.w
appropriate screen question for description of crime). @
In what month (did this/did the first) incident happen?
(Show flashcard if necessory. Encourage respondent to
give exact month.)

Month (01 ~12)

]
EYear 197.

Is this incident report for a series of crimes?

CHECK 1 {"]No ~ SKIP to 2 @
ITEM A 2{7] Yes — (Note: series must have 3 or
more similar incidents which

5a, Were you a customer, employee, or owner?
1 [T] Customer
2 jEmployee
3~} Owner
4] Other ~ Specify. — |

b, Did the person(s) steal or TRY to steal anything belonging

1o the store, restaurant, office, factory, otc.?
17) Yes
27 31No
3.7 1 Don't know

SKIP to Check Item B

N O Z N

respondent can't recall separately)

4. In what month(s) did these incidents toke place?
(Mark all that apply)
+ ) Spring (March, April, May)
2 {7} Summer (June, July, August)
3 T7'Fall (September, October, November)
4 "} Winter (December, January, February)

c. How mony incidents were involved in this series?
1 [[] Three or four
2] Five to ten
3 [C] Eleven or more
a [JDon’t know

INTERVIEWER: If this report is for a series, read the
following statement. *
{The following questions refer only to the most recent incident.} @
2. About what time did (this/the most recent)

incident happen?
1 ] Don't know
2] During the day (6 a.m. to 6.p.m.)

At night (6 p.m. to 6 a.m.)

3] 6 p.m. to midnight

4[] Midnight to 6 a.m,

s ] Don’t know

D)

Ja. In whaot Stote and county did this incident occur?

T} Outside U.S. — END INCIDENT REPORT

State County

6a. Did the offender(s) live there or have a right to be
there, such as o guest or @ workman?
1.7} Yes — SKIP to Check ltem 8
2 "] No
377} Don't know

[ I

b. Did the offender(s) .actually get in or just TRY to get .
in the building?

1777 Actually gotin
2 "7 Just tried to get in
3.7 Don't know

. Wos there any evidence, such as o broken lock or broken
window, thot the offender(s) (forced his. way in/TRIED
to force his way in) the building?

1 ZINo
Yes — What was the evidence? Anything else?
{Mark all that apply}

27”7 Broken lock or window
3 "] Forced door or window

a1 Slashed screen ft:(’c’:veck
s "} Other = Specify 7 item 8

d. How did the offender(s) (get in/try to get in)?
1 1.} Through unlocked door or window
2 77| Had key
377} Don't know
4 Other — Spectfy

- WO WM 3 - g MmO

b. Did it happen INSIDE THE LIMITS of o city, town,
village, otc.?
1{_} No
2"} Yes — Enter name of city, town, etc, >

I

Was respondent or any other member of

this household present when this
CHECK incident occurred? (if not sure, ASK)
ITEM B

1 I No ~ SKIP to I3a

2 jYes

@

4. Where did this incident take ploce?

1 _j At or in own dwelling, in garage or
other building on property (Includes
break-in or attempted break-in)

2] At or in a vacation home, hotel/mote!

3{7] Inside commercial building such as
store, restaurant, bank, gas station, 4SK
public conveyance or station 43K 50

4 {_] Inside office, factory, or warehouse

5] Near own home; yatd, sidewalk,
driveway, carport, apartment hall
{Does not include break-in or
attempted breck-in)

6 7] On the street, in a park, field, play-

ff"f‘:d' s;hori grounds or parking lot &/ =Ty 2] No
" ) oo — speity c. Bid e person(e) rasten you with horm fn any wey?
7 @ 17} No = SKIP to7e
2] Yes
-/

SKIP 10 6a

SKIP
to Check @

7a. Did the person(s) have o weopon such as @ gun or knife,
or something he was using as a weapon, such as a
bottle, or wrench?
1 No
2] Don't know
Yes ~ What was the weapon? Anything else?
(Mark af] that apply)
37 ] Gun
4 _] Knife
s [ ] Other — Specify

b. Did the person(s) hit you, knock you down, or actually
attack you in any way?

1 ]Yes —SKIP to 7f

Page 9
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<] CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS — Continved [+ % =

2R

7d. How were you threatened? Any other way?

{Mark all that apply) N
17"} Verbal threat of rape

2"} Verbal threat of attack other than rope
2: '} Weapon present or threatened
e
with weapon xSfIP
4" Attempted attack with weapon M 10a

{for example, shot at)
5" | Object thrown at person
6., | Followed, surrounded
7" | Other — Specify

@

®

9e.

d

Did insurance or any health benefits program pay for all or part of
the total medical expenses?

1,1 Notyet settied

SKIP to 10a

-] (Obtain on estimate, if necessary)

Whot actually happened? Anything else?
{Mark all that apply)
1 -] Something taken without permission 1
2.") Auempted or threatened to

take something
3. ") Harassed, argument, abusive language
47| Eorcible entry cr attempted

foreible entry of house }smp
5 -~7 Forcible entry or attempted to
entry of car 0a

6 73 Damaged or destroyed property

7 77} Attempted or threatened to
damage or destroy property

8, j Other — Specify 5

1

Oa.

&[] Threatened, argued, reasoned, etc., with offender

Did you do anything to protect yourself or your property

during the Incident?

l;-_{' No —~ SKIP to 1}

277 Yes

What did you do? Anything else? (Mork ofl that apply)

1 [T} Used/brandished gun or knife

2[J Uised/tried physical force (hit, chased, threw object, used
other weapon, etc.)

a (7] Tried to get help, attract attention, scare offender away

(screamed, yelled, called for help, turned on lights, etc.)

s (T] Resisted without force, used evasive action (ran/drove away,
hid, held property, locked door, ducked, shielded self, etc.)
&[] Other — Specify

How did the person(s) ottack you? Any

other way? {Murk all that apply)

ty  Raped

27 | Tried to rape

.- | Hit with object held in hand, shot, knifed

\ .1 Hit by thrown object

" .} Hit, slapped, knocked down

"] Grabbed, held, wripped, jumped, pushed, etc.

3
4
s
6
7 .} Other — Specify

What w=re the injuries you suffered, if any?
Anything else? {Mark all that apply)

1" { None — SKIP to 10a

2" j Raped

30"] Attempted rape

4} Knife or gunshet wounds

5 ("} Broken bones or teeth knocked out

6~ | Internal injuries, knocked unconscious
71" | Bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling
8 {_] Other — Specify.

Were you injured to the extent thot you needed
medical ottention after the attack?

+{7) No~ SKIP to 100
27| Yes

Did you receive ony treatment at o hospital?
LI Ne
2 () Emergency room treatment only
317 ] Stayed overnight or longer —
How many duys?7

What was the total amount of your medical
expenses resulting from this incident, INCLUDING
anything paid by insurance? Include hospital

and doctor bills, medicine, theropy, braces, ond
any other injury-related medical expenses.
INTERVIEWER - If respondent does not know
exact amount, encourage him to give an estimate,
o 7] No cost — SKIP to /0a

$ ——
% "] Don't know

@

@

9a.

v

At the time of the incident, were you covered
by any medical insurance, or were you eligible
for benefits from any other type of health
benefits program, such as Medicaid, Yeterans'
Administration, or Public Welfore?

tWINo et
2 7] Don't know } SKIP t0 100

3_jYes

Did you file o claim with any of these insurance
comnanies or programs in order to get part or all
of you; wedical expenses paid?

1i_]No ~ SKIP to i0a

2{7] Yes

L

o

Was the crime committed by only one or more than one person?
1.} Only one = 2{] Don't know — 3, 1 More than one -
SKIP to 12a

Was this person male
or female?

f. How many persons?
1.2 Hale g. Were they mole or female?
2, 7] Female @ 1 1Al male

53
37} Don't know 2, All female
3.7 Male and female

How old would you say 4 {7} Don't know
the person was?

V{7 Under 12
2 71214 .

=

How old would you say the
youngest was?

1o} Under 12 5 75 2 o e

2,7 12-14
3] 15=17 3 T}I5=17 & }Don't know
4;,}18-20 472} 18-20
s *° 2| or over I, How old would you soy the
oe oldest was?
6. .. Don't know 1.2) Under 12 2] 1820

. Was the person someone you

2{7]12~14 s[7321 orover
3771 15-17 6 ] Don't know
Were any of the persons known

or refoted to Jou or wore they
all strongers?

SKIP @ 1.7 Al strangers sKip

knew or was he a stranger?
17" ] Stranger i
277} Don't know

3l K.""';‘w" bly e 2772 Don't know tom
sight only 371 All relatives SKip
4] Casual 4.3 Some relatives ol

acquaintance
s ] Well known

s o1 All known
6 (7] Some known

- k. How well were they known?
Was the person a relative . {Mark all that apply)
of yours? 1 7] By sight only

17 No 2| Casual SKkip
i ©om
Yes — What relationship? acquaintance(s)
. ] Well k
27"] Spouse or ex-spouse 3 £ Well known

I. How were they related to you?
307} Parent «  (Mark all that apply) Y

4 ] Own child 1 7} Spouse or 4] Brothers/

s [_] Brother or sister ex-spouse sisters

27} Parents s {j Other -
6 .”] Other relative — 371 Ow Specify
Specify .+ Lwn 7
4 children

. Were ol of them -

m
Was he/she - 1773 White?

1t 77 White? 2777 Negro?
2 "} Negre? SKIP 3{7] Other? - Spe:[[y7

372]Other? - Specifyz ()
120 4 "] Combination — Specify—

4[] Don't know 5 -~] Don't know

FORM NCS.2 14.18.7T7)
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120, Were you the only per
1{C] Yes - SKIP to 13¢
2[7]No

Was a car or other mctor vehicle taken?

B. How many of these persons, not counting yourself,
were robbed, harmed, or threatened? Do not include
persons under 12 yeors of age. -

@ o "] None - SKIP to 130

—éoe—u— Number of persons

(Box 3 or 4 marked in 13f)
CHECK
ITEM D i) No — SKIP to Check Item E

) yes

14a. Had permission to use the {car/motor vehicle) ever been
given to the person who took it?

c. /Are ony of these parsons memtaes of your househeld now?
Do not include household members under 12 years of age.

@ o] No

Yes — How many, not counting yourself?

{ALSO MARK ““YES'' IN CHECK ITEM[ ON PAGE 12)

[ RO I
-1 }SKIP to Check ltem E

2,7 ;Don't know
i jYes

b. Did the parson return the (cor/motor vehicle)?

100) ves

13a. Hus something sfolen or saken without permission that
belonged to you or others in the household?
INTERVIEWER ~ Include onything stolen from
unrecognizable business in respondent’'s home.
Do not include anything stolen from a recognizable
business in respondent’s home or another business,
such as merchondise or cash from a register,

1T} Yes = SKIP to 13f
2[JNo

2% | No

Is Box | of 2 marked in 1317
CHECK .1 No = SKIP to 150
ITEM E

Slves

c, Wos the (purse/wollet/money) on your person, for instance,
in 0 pocket or being held by you when it wos taken?

1) Yes

2[".jNo

b, Did the person(s) ATTEMPT to take something that
belonged to you or others in the household?

@ 1] No-= SKIP to 13e
2[] Yes

Was only cash taken? (Box 0 marked in 13f)

CHECK ZiYes - SKIP 1o I6a
ITEM F OREY
i.iNe

c. What did they try to take? Anything else?
. (Moark oll that apply)

1[C] Purse

2 "] Wallet or monay
a{jCar

4 "] Other motor vehicle

s ] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.)
6 [} Don't know

7 [C] Other ~ Specify

150, Altogether, what was the value of the PROPERTY

that was token?

INTERVIEWER — Exclude stolen cash, and enter 30 for
stolen checks and credit cards, even if they were used.

s

b, How did you decide the value of the property thot was
stolen? Any other woy? (Mark all thot apply)

ITEM C T} No ~ SKIP to |8a

Did they try to take a purse, wallet,
CHECK ‘ or money? (Box | or 2 marked in 13c)
] Yes

1+ 73 Onginal cost

277 ] Replacement cost
3"} Personal esumate of current value
4 T }insurance report estimate

d, Was the (purse/waliet/money) on your person, for
instonce in o pocket or being held?

1] Yes
2F] No } SKIP to 18a

5.} Police estumate
6 1.} Don't know

7.} Other — Specify

« @ Whot did happen? Anything else? (Mark all thet opply)
@ 1{7] Attacked
2 T} Threatened with harm
3 [7] Attempted to break into house or garage
4 {7] Attempted to break into car

5 {_] Harassed, argument, abusive language foKIP
6] Damaged or destroyed property 18a
7 ] Attempted or thr d to damage or

destroy property
8 [] Other — Specify

v

16, Wes all or part of the stolen money or property recavered,
not counting onything received from insurance?

[} None}
27 All SKIP to 174
3.} Part

b, What was recovered? Anything clse?

167 Cash:S____ ..
and/or
Property: (Mark oll thot apply)

f. What was taken that belonged to you or others in the
household? Anything else?

Cash; 8§
and/or
. Property: (Mark olf thot epply)

o "] Only cash taken — SKIP to l4c
1 ] Purse
2] Wallet
s Ca
# 7] Other motor vehicle
s [] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, atc.)

o .~} Cash only recovered — SKIP to 170
V17§ Purse
277  wallet
aljCar
4{_} Other motor vehicle
5 (7] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.)

6 ! Other — Specify

c. What was the volue of the property recovered {excluding
recovared cash)?

6 {”] Other — Specify

@ s o]

FOAM NC3e2 14:18:77) Page 11
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L = CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS — Continved

17a. Was there any insurance agoinst theft?

i No.,....
0 }SKIP(OIBa

2} Don't know

3] Yes

20a. Were the police informed of this incident in any way?
1] No
2 [ Don't know — SKIP to Check Item G
Yes ~ Who told them?
3"} Household member
4 "} Someone else

b. Was this loss reported to an insurance company?

@ 17 Now. ..

) } SKIP to 18a
2} Don't know

3] Yes

} SKIP to Check Item G
s [~] Police on scene

b. What was the reason this incident was not reported to
* the police? Any other reason? (Mark all that apply)
+ ] Nothing could be done — “ack of proof
2[C] Did not think it important enough
a {] Police wouldn't want to be bothered
4 {_] Did not want to take time —~ too inconvenient

¢. Was any of this loss recovered through insurance?

172, 1 (] Not yet settled
SKIP to 180

2 )Noe. . . .uus
3} Yes

s [] Private or personal matter, did not want'to report it
6 {] Did not want to get involved

7 ("] Afraid of reisal

8 {7] Reported to someone else

9 (] Other ~ Specify.

CHECK Is this persan 16 years or older?

d. How much was recovered?

INTERVIEWER ~ If property replaced by insurance
company instead of cash settlement, ask for estimate
of value of the property replaced.

@ s ..

ITEM G "1 No — SKIP to Check Item H
7] Yes — ASK 2la

210. Did you have a job ot the time this incident hoppenéd?
1 ] No — SKIP to Check Item H
2] Yes

b. What was the job?
1{7] Same as described in NCS-| items 2Ba—e — SKIP to
A

18a.-Did any household member lose any time from work
because of this incident?

o "] No —~ SKIP to 192

- ?
Yes — How many members? Z

) Check ltem 4
2 {"] Different than described in NCS-I items 28a—e

c. For whom did you work? (Name of company, business,
organization or other employer)

d. What kind ¢t business or industry. is this? (For example: TV
and radio mfg., retoil shoe store, State Labor Dept., farm)

b. How much time was lost altogether?

@ 1"} Less than | day

2"} I-5 days
3{"]6~10days
4{_} Over 10 days
5 "] Don't know

190, Was anything that belonged to you or other members of
the household damaged but not taken in this incident?
For example, was a lock or window broken, clothing
damaged, or damage done to o car, etc.?

173 No — SKIP to 200

2] Yes

[IT1

®

e, Were you ~

188 1{7] An employee of 0 PRIVATE company, business or
individual for wages, salary or commissions?
2[7] A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or local)?
3] SELF-EMPLOYED in OWN Eusiness, professional

practice or form?

4] Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm?

f. What kind of work were you doing? (For exampie: electrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, former)

g. What were your most important activitiesor duties? (For example:
typing, keeping account books, selling cors, finishing concrete, etc.)

b. (Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired or replaced?

@ » ] Yes ~ 3KIP 1o 19d

2 JNo

c. How much would it cost 15 repair or replace the
damaged item(s)?

oo SKIP to 20a

x 7 Don’t know

CHECK

) Summarize this incident ¢r series of incidents.
ITEM H .

d. How much was the repair or replacement cost?

% {7} No cost or don‘t know — SKIP to 2ua

e. Who poid or will pay for the repairs or replacement?
Anyone else? (Mark all that apply)

t ] Household member
2 {7] Landlord
3] Insurance

4[] Other — Specify

Look 2t 12¢ on Incident Report, Is there an

CHECK le:n]tr;;ofor **How many?"”
ITEM.S

[ Yes — Be sure you have an Incident Report for each
HH member |2 years of age or over who was
robbed, harmed, or threatened in this incident.

{3 No — Go to next Incident Report.
[ Yes — Is this the last HH member to be interviewed?

{71 No — Interview next HH member.

[ Yes — END INTERVIEW. Enter total
number of Crime [ncident Reports
filled. for this household:in
item 12 on'the cover of NCS-1.

ITEM J

CHECK ' Is this the {ast incident Report to be filled for this person?

FORM

NECS-2 (4-19-77) Page i2
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Form Appfoved: O.M.B. No, 43-R0587

OTICE — Your report to the Census Bureau ts conficsntial by faw | pgam

persons enqaged 1n and for the purposes of the fuivey, and may not be
disclosed or released to others for any purpose,

L. IDENTIFICATION CODES

0. PSU b, Segment lec. Line No.|d. Poast e Fanel

of incidents

(Publlc Law 93-83), All identifiable information will be used Csly by [ (a:21-773

RO 3 Tterviewer code [k, Total number COMMERCIAL CRIME VIC IMIZATION SURVEY

CVS-100

U.s. DEPAR?MENT OF COMMEﬁCE
REAU OF THE CE!
ACnNG AI COLLECTING AGENY FOR
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
U.S, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

NATIONAL SAMPLE

{your name)

Good morning (afternoon). I'm Me(s.)

answering some questions for me.

INTRODUCTION

We are conducting a survey in this area to measure the extent to which businesses are victims of
burglaries and/or robberies. The Government needs to know how much crime there is and where it is
to plan and administer programs which will have an impact on the crime problem. You caw help by

from he U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Part | = BUSINE3S CHARACTERISTICS

2a. Nid you (the owner) operate this establishment at this
location duting the entire 6-month pericd ending ?

7. Did anyone eise operate any depariments or
ions or some other business activity

1|.]Yes — SKIP to 3a

2| No — How many months during Months
the designated period? . ......

b. What were these months?

1} jlan. 4, lApr. ‘_.July A, tOct.
2 | Feb. 5!y May 8] }Aug. 8151 Nov.
{71 Mar, 6 ] June s iSept €. Dec,

. The last lime we were here {Mr(s.)__.______gave information

in this establishment during the 6-month
pedod ending ?

‘' ves — List each department, concession, or other
business activity on a separate line ol
Section V of the segment folder, if not
already listed. Complete a separate
questionnaire for each one that falls on
a sampie line.

for) this establishnenl {was vacant).

Did anyone else own this eslabllshment during the
6-month period ending

DO NOT ASK ITEM 8 UNTIL PART Il AND ANY
INCIDENT REPORTS HAVE BEEN COMPLETED

s | .| Yes ~ Enter name

2§ iNo
31 i Don't know — Inquire al neighboring establishment.
INTERVIEWER — Complete additional ques (s) by

contacling the former owner(s) or for vacani eslabllshmenls
by contacting neighboring establishments. Complete separate
questionnaires o account lor all months of reterence period,

3a. Is this establishment owned or operaled as an incorporated
business? R
t] ]Yes ~5KIPto4 2 INeo

b, How is this business owned or operated?
1} | Individual proprietorshio
2| Partnership
3! Government ~ Continue interview ONLY it

liquor store or any Iype
ol transportation

4! 7} Other — Speclly7

¥, What were your approximate gross sales of merchandise
and/or receipts from services at this establishment
for the previous 1Z months ending 7
(Estimate annual sales and/or receipts il not in
business for entire 12 moaths.)
t " None ’
27" under $10,000
3{7" $10,000 t0 524,999
4 {77 525,000 to $49,999
577 550,000 to $99.999
671 $100,000 to $499,999
7" $500,000 1o $999,999
8 [ " $1,000,000 and over
9 7" Other ~ Specity *

INTERVIEWER USE ONLY

4. Do you (the owner) uperale more than on2 establishment?
11’ Yes ! No .

§. Excluding you (the uwnet) (the partner} how many paid
employees did this establishment average during the
6-month period ending

1,1 None AL_JBKOI‘? .
2! : lto3 1~} 20 or more (4) Telephone |Area node|Number Extension
3. 1407

9a, Record of interview
{1) Date

{2) Name of respondent

(3) Tidle of respondent

6a. What do you consider your kind of business

. 2 1
to be at this location? l—m—

b. Reason for non-interview
TYPE A
1 T Occupant in business during survey period but

b. mark (X) one box

RETAIL WHOLESALE
s, 1Food c, "} Durable ’
2} Eating and drinking o “1Nondurable
E] [:?General merchandise MANUFACTURING
. Appare| € * Durable
* Furpiture and N
appliance £ 1~} Nondurable
6 | Lumber, hardware, REAL ESTATE
mabile home dealers G | .} Apartment rental office
7 {2} Automative H i Other real esiate
8 [_;‘. Orug and proprietary {7 SERVICE
s {1 Luaquor o
A [J] Gasoline servire I, | BANKS
stations ’ K 2} TRANSPORTATION
= -
s Oxhe( tetal Lf7 ALL OTHERS Speclry_’,

" unable to contact
2["1 Refusal and in business during survey period
37 Other Type A~ Specl!’y-?

TYPE B

4 [Ti Present occupant not 1n business during
survey period

s [T} Vacant or closed
« 6 [_; Other Type B (Seasonal, etc.) — Specﬂy7

TYPEC

7 {77 Oceupied by nonlistable activity
8 [_7 Demolished

s [T} Other Type C — Specily.;
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Part Il ~ SCREENING QUESTIONS

a. The last time this zstablishment was interviewed,

rohbery(fes) were reported in

b. Now 1'd like to ask some questions about patiicular kinds of theft or attempted theft. These questions refer
only to this establishment for the 6-month period ending.__...___ .

and.

(month).

{month)

burglary(ies) were reported in

10, During this period did anyone break inlo or some-
how illegally get into this place of business?

1t ] Yes ~ How many {imes? o
(Fill an Incident Report for each)

2T} Ne

Number

18. Why hasn't this establishment ever been insured against

11, (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) during this
period did anyone find a door jimmied, a lock forced,

or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED break-in?

1] Yes — How many times? ———-s-
(Fillan Incident Report for each)

2[JNeo

burglary and/or robbery?
1 [] Couldn't afford it .
2 {] Couldn’t get anyone to insure you
3 [C] Didn't need it

4 [7]) Self-insured

s {1 Premium too expensive

& [T] Other -~ Specity 7

Number

12. During this period were you, the owner,

or any

employee held up by anyone using a weapon,
force or threat of force on these premises?

+ ] yes - How many times? mmw——s
{Fill an Incident Report for each)

2[JNo

Number

13. (Other than the incident(s) already mentioned,)
did anyone ATTEMPT to hold np yoir, the owner,
or any employee by using force or threatening to

harm you while on these premises?

1+ ] Yes — How many times? ———wy
(Fiii an incident Report lor each)

2{"iNo

Number

14, (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) during

this period were you, the owner, or any employee
held up while delivering merchandise or carrying

business money outside the business?

1 {3Yes — How many times? -
(Fill an Incident Report for each)

7)Mo

l Number

15. - (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) did

anyone ATTEMPT to liold up you, the owner, of any
employee while delivering merchandise or carrying

Number

business money outside the business?

1 [J Yes — Hew many times? —s-
(FHI an Incident Repast for each)

2[CjNo

19a, What security measures, b. When were these
if any, are present at security neasures
this location now, to tirst installed
protect it against or otherwise
burglary and/or robbery? undertaken?
Enter the

appropriate code
{rom the list
. Mark {X) all that apply given below,
b, Codes

[

1 [T Alarm system — outside
ringing, buillding alarm . ... .

2 [] Burglar atarm - inside ringing

3 [T} Centrat alarm — rings at police
department or security agency

4[] Reinforcing devices, such
as bars on windows, grates,
BALES, €0t t et e ‘e

s 7] Guard, watchman ... a o000

e[ Watchdog ....e.vveenn

T[C]Firearms covvevivoennan

8l JCameras « i v eraanaaaan

S IMirtors v uu s i

Al Locks v eevvinnnoesans

8 ) Comply with National
Banking Act (for
banksonly) « oo v v vevsonn
¢ [} Lights — outside cr additional
inSide s v o vuevsnanonann

o [[1Other — Specily7

16a. Is this establishment insured against burglary and/or

robbery by means otlier than self-insurance?

1 Yes
2{INe } SKIP 0 174

3[C] Don’t know

b. Does the insurance also cover other types of crime losses,
such as vandalism or shoplifting and employee thaft?

1[Jyes
2] No SKIP to 192

3{]Don't know

17a. Has this establiskment ever been insured against
burglary and/or robbery by means other than

self-insurance?

1 [C]yes

2{JNe = SKIP to 18

3 [7] Don't know — SKIP to 192

£ {_}None
: Codes for use in jtem 13b <
LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO MORE THAN 1 YEAR
V= January 7 = July D — =2 years ago
2 — February 8 — August
3 - March 9 — September E — 2-5 years ago
4 « April A — October s "
F — More than
5§ — May 8 - November years ago
6 ~ June C - December
20. INTERVIEWER Were there any incidents
CHECK ITEM reported in 10-15?

(71 No =~ Detacii Incident Reports,
enter *'0** in item 1h on
page 1, and continue with
item 8.

[} Yes — Enter number of Incldents
in item 1h on page 1, and
continub with lirst
Incident Report,

NOTES

b. Did the insurance alse cover other types of crime losses,
such as vandalism or shoplifting and employee theft?

1 Yes
2] Ne

¢. Did you drop the i or did the

pany cancel

your policy?
1 (7] Businessman dropped it ... ..

. } SKIP to 19a

2] Insurance company cancelled policy

A s s vt e

Form Approved; 0.M.B. No. 43-R0587

TRANSCRIBE THE IDENTIFICATION CODES FROM ITEM {
OF THE COVER SHEET AND COMPLETE A SEPARATE
INCIDENT REPORT FOR EACH INCIGENT,

rorm CVS-100
ta:21.77)

IDENTIFICATION CODE

INCIDENT REPORT

COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY —NATIONAL SAMPLE

u.s. DEFAST:ENT OF COMMERCE

BUR

ACTING A3 COLLECTING AGENT FOR
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMNY.
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

AU OF THE CENSUS

a. PSU b, Segment {c. Line |d, Part |e. Panetl f. RO
0.

% s igent ‘ INCIDENT NUMBER

is covered by this pege

Record which incident (1,

2, etc.)

You said that during the 6 months beginning
andending._______ (refer to screening questions
10-15 for description ot crime).

1. In-what month did this (did the first) incident happen?

1[0 Jan. a T April 7 {3 July A [T} Oct.
2] Feb. s [7) May 8 [} Aur. 8{7] Nov,
3T Mars &[] June 9 [1Sept. ¢ [} Dec.

7a, Were you, the owner, or any employee injuicd in this
incident, seriously enough to requite medical attention?

1 [T} Yes ~ How many? .
2[71No — SKIP to 93

Number

o

. tlow many of them slayed in a

2. About what time did it happen?
1 [} During the day (6 a.m. ~ 6 p.m.)
At night (6 p.m. — & a,m.}
2 {77 6 p.m. —Midnight
3 {1 Midnight — 6 aim.
4 [:‘I Don't know what time at night.
s [_] Don’t know

haspital overnight or longer?

Number

3. Where did this incident take place?
1 [7] At this place of business
2] Qn delivery
3 [7] Enroute to bank
4 [(1 Other — Specity

ol.lhose. receiving treatment in or out of a hospital, did
this business pay for any of the medical expenses not
covered by a regular health benefits program?

1[7] yes - How much

was paid? . s
2{7)No
3[7] Don't know

4. Were you, the owner, or any employee present while this
incident was occuring?

1] Yes

2] Ne - SKIP to 10

3 (7] Don’t know

o

5a. Did the person helding you up have a weapon or something
that was used as a weapon, such as a bottle or wrench?

$[T] Yes
2{] No
3[] Bon"t kno} SKIP to €a

b. What was the weapon? (Mark (X} all that apply)
1 [C]Gun
2[7] Knife
3 [T} Other — Specify

7

&

6a. How many persons were involved in commilting the crime?
1 [7]10One — Continue with 6b below
2[ 1 Two
3[C] Three '}SKIP to Ge
4[] Four or more,
s [7] Oon't know —~ SKIP to 7a

. Did any deaths occur as a result of this incident?

1[7] Yes

2[T] No = SKIP to 15a

Who was killed? ¢. How many? 7
(Mark (X} all that apply}

11 0Owner(s) ... ... feenaae .

2{ | Employees . .. .uv i el .

3] Customers .. viveuiaans

4 [C] lnnocent bystander(s) . .. ...

s[1Ofender(s). v 0evvenerens

6[1Police. . i iiieennnais

7077 Other ~ Spez:ily7

SKIP to 150

b. How old would you say the person was?

1 {7] Under 12 <[} t8-20

211214 s[_] 2! or over

A ) 15-t7 6 ] Don’t knaw
¢. Was the person male or female?

1 [ Jsle

2[] Female

3 7] Don't know

d. Was he (she) -
1 [7] White?
2] Black?

3 Other? - Specity ___________ f-SKIiPw7a
4[] Don't know

Did the offender enter, aliempt 1o enter, or remain in this

establishment illegaily?

t{]yes
z[’jNo7

Piscontinue use ol lncident Report, Enler at the top of
this sheet *‘Out of Scope-Larceny,"" erase incident
number, change the answers to screening questions 10-15,
change number ol incidents in item 1h, page 1, and go
on o the next reported incident. 1f no other incidents

are reporied, relurn lo page 1 and complete items

8 and 9 and end the Interview,

Did the cffendei(s) actually get in or just lry to get in?

1 [T Actually got in
277 Just tried to get in

e. How old would you say the youngest person was?

Was there a broken window, broken fock, alarm, or any
other evidence that the offender(s) forced (tried to force)

his (their) way in?

1] Yes
2[}No - SKiP to 14

t {T] Under 12 4[] 18-20
2[[]12-14 5[] 2t or'over - SKIP to 69
3[]15-17 6 [7] Don't know
f. How old would you say the oldest person was?
t [7] Under 12 4[] 18-20
2] 1214 s{7] 21 or over
s{7] 15-17 6 [} Don’t know
g Were they male or female?
1 3 All male 3 [C]) Male and femalc
T2 [ All female 4{"] Don't know
h. Were they -
t {3 Only white?

2 7} Only black?

. What was the evidence? (Mark all that apply)

1 [T Broken tock or window
2} Forced door

31 Alarm

4 [V Other — Specity

SKIP to 158

3 Only other? - specity
4 [ Some combination? - Specity

FORM CVS-100 (4-2¢.77)

Page 2

5[] Don‘t know

“

How did the offender(s) get in (try to get in)?

1 7] Through unlocked door ar window
2 [T Had a key
3 [T] Other — Specity

4{] Don't know

T

T

1
4
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i Appendix C
: o - {
¥ INCIDENT REPORT — Continuad S RERE AT ] :
) a
anything damarad In this. incident? For exampio, 18a. Did you, the owner, or any employee here lose any time 5 Offender Age in National Crime Survey Dat
" 2 fock or window brekes, damaged =marchandics, atc, from work becuse of this incident?
1L Yes . Number %
3 \vas — How many poople? ——s i
2["] No — SKIP ta 168 V[ vas | o . ]
2 LI No = SKIF to 198 - In the National Crime Survey victims are asked several questions de
b. Was (were) the damaged item(s) repaired or 1cplaced? é
¥ Yes — SKIP to 15d b. How many work days were lost altogether? ! , )
o P L Less hen [ duy f signed to yield information about characteristics of their offenders. Among
¢. How much would it cost to repair or repisce the damages? 2] 15 days E '
o \ Do 104 o ' | i i: i tions deal with the victim's per-
s 'l 4[] 0ver 10 days — HoW many? ——s ¢ ] these questionnaire items, specific questio ) ! P
X ) Don’t know .: SKIP to 15¢ 8 [C] Den't know Il tat ll rod
i ‘ . ! ) * 3 .
| the damages? 19a. Were any sacurlty measures {cken after this incident to L ceptlon of the age of the offender (s) . The Vlctlmlzatlon Survey ata co ec
d. How much did it cost fo repalr or replace the y ’ protect the establishment from futusz incidents? . .
! ) s
T A e, HE in response to these offender age questions provide an opportunity to examine
v [C| No cost — SKIP to 16 2 [} No —SKIP 10208 ’
% ] Don"t know '
b. What meascres were taken? : ) . . . . .
¢ Who pald ot will pay or ths vepaies ot eplaceniet? (Merk (X} all hat aply) variations in criminal victimizations committed by offenders perceived by
(Mark (X) all that apply) 1 [J Alarm system — outside ringing
;H::r::ms 23 o .:.m. e tne g their victims to be under 18 years old (juveniles), 18 to 20 years old
- 3 3 Central alarm i
: H g:.n;r otg:::/‘::/“ (andlorc) 4] Reln'ur:lrl\g devices, irates, gates, : S[ d id
- bars on window, etc. o . . =
@ L1 Don'e o s Gu'-r:. watchman (youthful offenders), or 21 or older (adults). This appendix provides e
16a. Did the offender(s) lakg ary money, merchandise, 6 ] Watch dog | v | - .
e 7L Flreams = d documentation for the various offender age variables which
1[7] Yes , planation of an
2T} No — SKIP 1o 18a 8 ["] Cameras ‘
9 [ Mirrors ; . . . . . »
i ompanion reports in this
b. How much money was laken? - § A [l tocks . i were created and used in this report and its comp P
¢. What sras the total value of merchandise, equipment, or 8 ] Lights — outside or additional Inside |
supplies taken? ¢ [C]Other — Spaclly7 : series.
rn i
$ . , :
M SKIP to i7a 202, Wate the pollce laformad of this Incident in any way? . In order to fully understand the nature of the offender age data
x [} Don’t know 1 Ne 3
. - 21 ' .
d. How was the value (merchandise, equipment, or supplies 2 [[] Don't know — SKIP to . ] . . ' . )
takga) delemined: L) ves — Who told thent 5 o obtained in the National Crime Survey it is necessary to review the ques
1 %irl:llnnl cos: o 3 ] Owner(s) ‘:é 3
2 eplacemen: 4 Employee ; . L. _ _ . _
L) Oher = Specly ' s g somezoize [ SE 1020 5 tions asked of survey respondents who were victimized in face-to-face en-
17a. How much, Ilda:y.lol the slo?len money and/or propesty s P°“;: 0;‘ "“"’t t - . o i g o
fecovered by Insurance . Whai was the reason this incident was not reporte ) ! » . . ) vestion as
- e ' g’h‘.'::;:"c:’u(“"* (x) all that apely) £ counters. Figure Cl illustrates these questions e first q
§ ——r ' 1 [] Nothing ‘could be done ~ lack of proof \ . |
i = OV )‘ about offender characteristics is whether the crime was committed by only
1 {21 Dldn’t report iz 3 [T} Police wouldn't want to be bothered B
2" ] Does not have insurance 4 (7] Did not want to take the time — too inconvenient ! )
Al ety e v 8 [ Private or personal mester, did nat want (o feport it . one or more than one person. If the victim reports that there was only
¢ L1 Policy has a deductible €[] Did not want to get involved i
5 [ _{Money and/or merchandise was recovered ¢ renrleal : If
L Bortt e ) et v i one offender, he or she is asked the age of the lone offender. more
8 [[] Reported to someone eise i “
b. How much, if any, of the stolenhmun.ey and/ol7pmpelly 5 (] Other ~ Specity — ;
oy s e e n than one offender was involved, the victim is asked to report both the age
s - |
v [CINone 21. INTERVIEWER Are there more [ncidents ! of the oldest of the
x [1] Don't know } SKP to 160 CHECK ITEM To record? ] of the youngest of the multiple offenders and the age
¢. By what means was the stolen money and/or INo -5:;:7212017:% L,Md ’ }
e ot o Lo multiple offenders.
1 [ Police ] 'Yes —~ Fill the next Incident &
2 [T} Other — Specify Report, :
NOTES N
1
[
Ko
e
FORM CV3-100 {4-21-77} Page 4 i ’v, ;
]
[
i
3
-
{
a 4% }
"
B
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Figure Cc1 ' Offender age questions in the National Crime Surveya

Was thie crime committed by only

one or more than one person?b TOTAL VICTIMIZATION

e { T~

1. __ Only one 2. __ Don't know 3. __ More than one
(skip)
L' 4
MULTIPLE
How old would you. How old would you say LONE OFFENDER OFFENDER
say the person was? the youngest was? VICTTMIZATIONS Don't know number; VICTIMIZATIONS
1. _ Under 12 1. __ Under 12 4. __ 18-20 Age of lone not asked age Age of youngest
offender and-
2. 12-14 2. __ 12-14 5. ___ 21 or over age of oldest
’ multiple
3. . 15~17 3. ___15-17 6. _ Don't know | offender
4. __ 18-20 &
5. __ 21 or over How old would say
the oldest was?
6. __Don't know
1, _ Uhder 124 4. _  18-20
2. __ 12-14 5. __ 21 or over
3. 15-17 6. __ Don't know

85ee Appendix A: National Crime Survey Household Interview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 11, 1lb, 1lh, and 111, and

Appendix B : National Crime Survey Commerical Interview Questionnaire, Incident Report, questions 6a, 6b, 6e, and 6f.

bTh:l.s question is different in the commerclal surveys. See Appendix B incident question 6a.
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Several important considerations emerge from an examination of Figure
Cl. First, "don't know'" offender age responses are obtained ‘from twe groups
of victims. One group is those who did not know whether the crime was
committed by one or more than one offender. Generally, this group does
not constitute a large proportion of the total victims. For example, in
the NCS national sample for the years 1973 to 1977, in about 6 percent of
the total personal victimizations (including répe, robbery, the assaults,
and personal larceny) the victim did not know whether one or more than
one offender was involved. The second group consists of victims who knew
whether there was one or more than one offender, but did not know the
offender's age. For this reason, in an additional 4 percent of the incidents
the age of the offender was not ascertained.

Second, because victims of more than one offender (multiple offenders)
are asked to report both the ages of the youngest and the oldest of multiple
offenders, the survey data have three major offendervage variables: l) the
perceived age of the lone offender, 2Z) the perceived age of the youngest
of multiple offenders, and 3) the perceived age of the oldest of multiple
offenders.

Third, the NCS interview schedules produce rather fine offender age
categories only for offenders perceived to be less than 21 years old. From
the victims response, the interviewer records the offender age as under 12
years old, 12 to 14, 15 to 17, 18 to 20, or 21 or older. This means that
detailed offender age information is available oniy for victimizations
committed by offenders perceived to be less than 21 years old. In the
analyses in this report, offenders perceived by their victims to be under
18 years old are juveniles, rhose perceived to be between 18 and 20 years

old are youthful offenders, and those perceived to be 21 or older are adults.
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Table Cl shows the offender age wvariables that were used in the
analysis for this report. Variables A, B, and C are the three major
offender age variables in the NCS data: detailed age of lone offender,

detailed age of the youngest of multiple offenders, and detailed age of the

oldest of multiple offenders. Variables AA, BB, CC are ordinary recodes of these

variables; they simply categorize together all offenders perceived to be

under 18 years old.

The primary focus of much of the analysis in this report is on the

incidents of victimization by juveniles, youthful offenders, and adults.

Therefore it was necessary to create an offender age variable that would
express the percent of the total victimizations (minus the small percentage
in which the victim did not know whether there was ome or more than one
offender) attributable to offenders in different age categories, regardless
of whether the incident involved lone or multiple oifenders. To do this,
variable D was created from variables A {detailed age of lone éffender)

and C (detailed age of oldest multiple offender) in the following manner:

Condition Value

If A=1, under 12

or if C=1, under 12 then D=1, under 12
If A=2, 12-14 :

or if C=2, 12-14 then =2, 12-14
If A=3, 15-17

or if C=3, 15-17 then D=3, 15-17

If A=4, 18-20
or if C=4, 18-20 . then D=4, 18-20

If A=5, 21 or older
or if C=5, 21 or older then D=5, 21 or older

If A=6, Don't know age

or if C=6, Don't know age then =6, Don't know age

RSOSSN o iciotdi
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Thus, when variable D (see Table Cl) has the value of "1", under 12,

: this includes all lone offender victimizations committed by offenders per-—

ceived to be under 12 years old, plus all multiple offender victimizations

in which the oldest of the multiple offenders was perceived to be under

12 years old. Variable D makes possible an examination of victimizations
committed by offenders in various age groups, whether the incident involved
only one or more than one‘offender. Variable DD is an ordinary recode of

the detailed age of offender into juveniles (under 18), youthful offenders \\

3

(18 teo 20), and adults (21 or older).

v The detailed age of the oldest of multiplie offenders (variable C),

rather than the detailed age of the youngest of multiple offenders (variable
B) was used to create variable D in order to insure that the perceived age
of all offenders in any given offender age category did not exceed the upper
limit of the age category. This is because there are some iiicidents in
which the age composition of the multiple offender group is varied (e.g.,
the younggst might be 14 and the oldest might be 18). Table C2 shows that
a mixed—-age multiple offender group was reported in fewer than one oit of
three multiple offender victimizations. In two-thirds of the multiple
offender victimizations the youngest and oldest multiple offenders were
Both perceived to be in the same age category. (Both under 18, 28 percent;
both 18 to 20, 10 percent; and both 21 or older, 28 percent.)

Because of the mixed-age multiple offender groups, in order to guarantee
that no category of the detailed age of offender variable woﬁi&‘inclggg
incidents that involved multiple offenders older than the upper limit éf
the category specified, it wus necessary to use the age of the oldest of

multiple offenders. However, because the majority of multiple offender in-

cidents involwed same4age offenders, the results of the analysis would

VR

e T L AT




— ¥ - )

. 98 of 7
| b
Table C1 Offender age variables I
& ; ; Tasble C2 Ages of youngest and oldest multiple offenders a
s in personal victimization, NCS national data, 1973-1977 aggregate
Variable name Values i 5 :
A. Detailed age of lone offender l=ﬁnder 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17, E‘ f
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, &=PBon't 'know ol
B. Detailed age of youngest multiple offender 1=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17, B j .Ages. of youngest and Esti@ated num?er
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't know Pl oldest multiple offender Percent of victimizations
_ oo
C. Detalled age of oldest multiple offender 1=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17, oo Both under 18 27.9 2,821,802
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't kuow i | 72,372
, | 20 . 9.6 165.3 972,
D. Detailed age of offender® 1=Under 12, 2=12-14, 3=15-17, . poch 18 e
4=18-20, 5=21 or older, 6=Don't know o Both 21 or older 27.8 2,810,194
AA. Age of lone offender l=Und?r 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, i Youngest under 18/oldest 18 to 20 11.3 1,140,592
4=Don't know
. » 249
BB. Age of youngest multiple offender 1=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, Youngest under 18/oldest 21 or older 5.7 428.3 574
4=Don't .kn:
on’t know - Youngest 18 to 20/oldest 21 or older 11.3 1,141,134
CC. Age of oldest multiple offender 1=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, f b 18,068
4=Don't know , Error cases 0.2 ’
a
DD. Age of offender 1=Under 18, 2=18-20, 3=21 or older, o Don't know agec ' 6.2 632,558
4=Don't know
a .
Includes perceivéd age of lone and perceived age of oldest multiple offender. ‘ Total 100.0 10,110,969

8This table excludes incidents (about 6 percent of the total) ijn which the
victim did not know whether there was one or more than one offender.
Also excluded are lone offender victimizations.

bIn a few cases the youngest offender was recorded in the interview
as older than the oldest offender.

“Don't know age of youngest, age of oldest, or both,
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not differ substantially if the age of the youngest multiple offender had ‘T‘é ' arrested for these crimes. The data below are for rapes and attempted rapes #
o A . )
been used in variable D. b reported to the police in New York City between 1974 and 1977. f
| Of the three demographic characteristics -— age, race, and sex —-- age

f Victims' P ti Offend ! t ,
Accuracy 2 Victims erceptions of enders  Characteristics 1 is probably the most difficult for victims to estimate accurately. Table

f . N N . . H
Most of the analyses in this monograph depend upon the ability of victims ; C3 shows a tabulation of suspect's age group as perceived by the victim at

to make at least crude distinctions among offenders of differént age groups; the time that the rape or attempted rape offense report was filed, and the

to a more limited extent, tthere is also a dependence upon the victims' abilit o .
. P P Y i arrestee's age group —— as determined from the arrestee's birth date -- as

to make distinctions between offenders of different sexes and races. The

shown on the police arrest report. Suspect ages were reported for more

research literature that exists in this area is limited almost exclusively " for about

than twelve thousand suspects and were reported as "don't know

t:‘l . t f ] '3 '. . g
to questions relating to the accuracy of victim and witness recall of offender | nine hundred suspects. For most suspects (more than 8,000 out of 13,000),

identity (e.g., ability to pick the offender out of a lineup) and descrip- 5 no arrest was made. Of those suspects for whom an arrest was made, the ?

tions of what transpired during the event, rath t i SR
P g nts er ban to questions about ’ perceived age group and the arrest report age group are remarkably close.

‘the offender's basic demographic characteristics su a r . Py . s
’ grap ch as age, sex, and race [ For example, of those arrested suspects perceived by the victim to have

Most of this research involves simulations " " i ‘ |
or staged c?imes, often'in = been under 14 years old, arrest records showed that 97 percent were actually

1 |
front of £ h . ,
ront of groups of cbservers such as college students Although this | under 14. For those suspects perceived to be 14 to 19, 95 percent of the

research suggest$ that eyewitness testimony regarding the identity of the .
g8 7 v TeR & v arrestees were 14 to 19. In fact, for no suspect age group is the victims'

actors involved and what transpired during the event are subject to sub- ; R
P E J ; accuracy rate less than 89 percent. The overall ordinal measure of associa-

tial error, the r r i i f ¥ ;
stantial error, the research provides virtually no information sbout the ! tion (Somers' d) between suspect and arrestee's age for arrested rapists is

ability of victims to report accurately about offenders' ages, sexes, and 95

races. Presumably it is much less difficult for a victim simply to report

The age groups for those under 21 are somewhat cruder, and those over

these basic demographic characteristics than it is for a victim to identify

21 are finer, than in the NCS data. Nonetheless, the agreement between
a specific "offender" from among a "lineup" group of persons selected for ”é

victims' perceptions and arrestees' actual ages is remarkable. It is im-

inclusion in the 1i b th d hical . . c ;
j Frevp because ey are demopraphieslly simlex fo eam : portant to note parenthetically that the strength of this relationship

ther. B i $ : | ;
othexr ecause the available research literature did not shed much light | does not diminish appreciably when only the victims and offenders who were i

on the accuracy of victims' perceptions of offeuders' ages, sexes, and | . ' |
7 P P ’ BeS, ? ‘ strangers to each other are included in the analysis. i

races, an attempt was made to study a sample of victims' r r f
? P y p-e vietims eports of suspect Because of the sexual nature of the offense of rape, the information

characteristics (age, sex, and race) made at the time that the police took Pid ‘ .
(age, > ) a poice too E g on the correspondence between the suspect's and arrestee's sex is of limited

the offense report and the characteristics of arrestees who were subsequently

P D SRS - A o e 14 et e s - ER et e
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Table C3 Correspondence Between Age of Suspect as Reported by Victim and Age of
Arrestee as Shown on Police Arrest Records, New York City Rapes and
Attempted Rapes, 1974-1977
AArrestee'S Age !
Suspect's Age Under 14 14-19 20~-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-45 Over 45 No arrest Total i
¥
Under 14 97.1% 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 -4 1007 _
(169). (5) 0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (76) (174)
14-19 .6 95.7 2.7 .8 .2 0 0 .1 = 3 100 o
(6) (997) (28) (8) (2) (0) (0) 1) (1,224) (1,042)
20-24 .2 5.4 89.3 3.8 .9 .3 0 .1 - b 100 a
(2) (56)  (930) (40) ) (3) (0) (L (2,196) (1,041)
25-29 .1 1.1 5.3 90.0 2.4 .8 .3 .1 - 4 100 o !
(1) (11) (55) (933) (25) (8) (3) (1) (1,945) (1,037)
30-34 0 .5 1.9 4,1 90.4 1.9 1.1 .2 - b 100 c 5
(0) (3) (12) (26) (577) (12) (7) 1) (1,055) (638) ~
35-39 0 0 .9 1.8 2.9 89.4 3.2 1.8 - b 100 e
0) (0) (4) (8) (13) (397) (14) - (8) (533) (444)
40-45 0 .7 .3 .3 2.0 2.0 91.1 3.6 - b 100 c
(0) (2) (1 (1) (6) (6) (278) (11) (294) (305)
Over 45 0 .7 0 i .3 .3 2.1 95.8 - b 100 c
(0) (2) (0) (2) (1) (D (6) (276) (182) (288)
Don't Know 4.4 21.7 13.0 26.1 15.2 4.4 8.7 6.5 - 3 100 c
(2 (10) (6) (12) @)) (2) (4) (3) (848) (46)
aRow percent.
b"No Arrests' excluded from row percent.

c
Excludes '"No Arrests."
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value, but it is shown in Table C4. Of those suspects reported by victims

to have been males and for whom an arrest was made, virtually all of them

. (99.8 percent) were male as judged from the police arrest report; of the 34

suspects reported by victims to have been females and for whom an arrest was
made, 24 were female as judged by police arrest reports. The measure of associ-
ation, phi -~ the magnitude of which is severely limited owing to the extreme
skewness of the sex distributions of suspects‘and arrestees -~ is .73.

- The last characteristic to be examined is race/ethnicity (Table C5).
Thg race/ethnicity categories used here are finer than are those available
in the NCS data, and hence provide a stricter test of the ability of victiﬁs
to report on arrestees' race/ethnicity. Consistent with the age data, these
data show that victim's reports of suspects' race/ethnicity are in close
agreement with the arrest report data. The agreement is .95 as judged by
the nominal measure of association lambda.

Of particular interest in connection with Table C5 is that according to

Census Bureau procedures Hispanics are counted as white for purposes of racial
classification. Hence in the NCS data, Anglo and Hispanic offenders are not

categorized separately (see data collection instrument, Appendix A). It

-is possible that some victims perceive Hispanics as blacks or blacks as

'Hispanics, but it is important to note that very few victims experience this

misperception. Thus, from the New York City rape data this does not appear
to be a significant source of measurement error.

These data regarding victims' ability to report on offenders' demographic
characteristics are very encouraging. Although future research will have to
sample a broader range of crimes and locales, the data suggest that some
confidence in victims' reports of offenders' ages, races, and sexes appears ;

justified at this time.
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Table C4 Correspondence Between Sex of Suspect As
Reported by Victim and Sex of Arrestee As
Shown on Police Arrest Records, New York
City Rapes and Attempted Rapes, 1974-1977
Arrestee's Sex
Suspect's No
Sex Male Female Arrest Total
Male 99.8% .2 — 100
(5,034) (8 (8,240) (5,042)
Female 29.4 70.6 b 100c
(10) (24) (52) (34)

%Row percent.

b"No Arrests" excluded from row percents.

CExcludes "No Arrests."
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Table C5 Correspoﬁdence Between -Race of Suspect As Reported by Victim

and Race of Arrestee as Shown on Police Arrest Records, New
York City Rapes and Attempted Rapes, 1974-1977

Suspect's Arrestee's Race No
Race White Black Hispanic Oriental Other Arrest Total
White 96.1% 1.0 2.9 0 0 -~ 100_
(597) (6) (18) (0) 0 (1,244) (621)
Black 2 98.9 .8 0 , 0 - 3 100 c
@) (3,179) (26) (1) (0) (5,394) (3,213)
Hispanic .6 1.6 97.7 A 0 -~ 3 100 e
@) (19) (1,167) (D 0) (1,550) (1,194)
Oriental 9.1 0 9.1 81.8 0 - b 100 o s
(1) (0) (1) €)) 0) (28) (11) “
Other 0 7.7 23.1 0 69.2 - 3 100 c
0) {1) 3 ) )] (16) (13)
Don't Know 33.3 0 66.7 0 0 - B 100 o
(1) (0) (2) (0) (0) (81) __(84)
FRow percent.
b"No Arrests" excluded from row percents.
®Excludes "No Arrests."
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FOOTNOTES

lgee for example Buckhout (1974), Note (1977), Duncan (1976), Leippe, Wells,

Ostrom (1978), Clifford and Scott (1978), and Kuehn (1974).

2Wé are grateful to Dennis Butler of the New York City Police Department

for making available these data from his comprehensive study of rape that

3

is currently under way.
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Appendix D

‘Table D1 ° Type of crime definitions in the National Crime Survey

Type of crime

Definition

Rape

Robbery

Robbery with
injury

Robbery without
injury

Aggravated assault

Carnal knowledge through the use of force
or the threat of force, including attempts.
Statutory rape (without force) is excluded.
Includes both heterosexual and homosexual
rape.

Theft or attempted theft, directly from a
person or a business, of property or cash
by force or threat of force, with or without
a weapon.

This includes both:

Theft or attempted theft from a person,
accompanied by an attack, either with or
without a weapon, resulting in injury.

An injury is classified as resulting from

a serious assault if a weapon was used in
the commission of the crime or, if not, when
the extent of the injury was either serious
(e.g., broken bones, loss of teeth, internal
injuries, loss of consciousness) or undeter-
mined but requiring 2 or more days of
hospitalization. An injury is classified

as resulting from a minor assault when the
extent of the injury was minor (e.g.,
bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches,
swelling) or undetermined but requiring

less than 2 days of hospitalization.

And:

Theft or attempted theft from a person,
accompanied by force or the threat of .
force, either with or without a weapon,
but not resulting in injury.

Attack with a weapon resulting in any

injury and attack without a weapon result-
ing either in serious injury (e.g., braken
bones,; loss of teeth, internal injuries,
loss of consciousness) or in undetermined
injury requiring 2 or more days of hospi-
talization. Also includes attempted assault
with a weapon.
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Table D1 (continued)

Attack without a weapon resulting either

in minor injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes,
cuts, scratches, swelling) or in undetermined
injury requiring less than 2 days of hos-
pitalization. Also includes attempted
assault without a weapon.

Simple assault

Personal larceny
with contact* Theft of purse, wallet, or cash by stealth
directly from the person of the victim, but
without force or the threat of force. Also

includes attempted purse snacching.

Personal larceny
without contact Theft or attempted theft, without direct
contact between victim and offender, of
property or cash from any place other than
the victim's home or its immediate vicinity.

In rare caszs, the victim sees the offender

*In this report personal larceny with contact is referred to simply as
"personal larceny." This is a departure from the standard National Crime
Survey definitions in which "personal larceny" includes both personal
larceny with contact and personal larceny without contact.
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