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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, there has been increasing interest in crime in the United
States. The population has become wary of being victimized. Daily media accounts
of murders, robberies, thefts, burglaries, and assaults add to the climate of
apprehension,

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of the United States
Department of Justice has, as one of its roles, the authority to provide timely
data on crime and its impact on society through reliable statistical programs.
Statistics presently used by police departments may prove inadequate, since crimes
are, many times, unreported to the police. In addition, their administrative
statistics cannot provide the demographic and socioeconomic frameﬁork essential
to the understanding of the broad impact of crime.

In July, 1972, the Bureau of the Census began conducting, for the LEAA, a
survey of households in certain central cities to inquire about personal and house-
hold crime (National Crime Survey) and another survey of businesses to inquire about
commercial crimes (Commercial Victimization Survey). The National Crime Survey (NCS)
surveyed approximately 12,000 housing units per city gnd the Commercial Victimization
Survey (CVS) interviewed approximately 2,000 commercial establishments per city.
Eight cities were designated by the U.S. Department of Justice as "impact cities"
and were interviewed over a ten-week period beginning in July of 1972. This report
summarized local social and economic conditions in Dallas, one of the eight "impact
cities", the local criminal justice system, and the interrelationships with the NCS

and CVS results.
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DESCRIPTIVE OVERVIEW OF DALLAS
The citizen experiences victimization not within a vacuum, but within a

community or -enviromment which has contributed in complex ways to the

.occurrence of the offense. The present section describes that commnity in

terms of its demographic charascteristics.

Social and Economic Characteristics of Dallas

Rapid growth has characterized the Dallas metropolitan area since the 1960's.
Recent development and expansion of business and industry has encéuraged an influx
of new workers and their families to the area. Thus, the city's population, as seen
in Table 1, has increased approximately 24.2 percent since 1960 to reach a total of
826,269 in 1970, which outlines general population characteristics.

This population growth, however, has been accompanied by changing city character-
istics. For example, the black population has increased 62.6 percent during the last
decade while other racial groups have increased only 11.1 percent. According to 1970
census figures, 66 percent of the city's population is now white, blacks account for
25 percent of the population, and Mexican-Americans account for approximately & percent.
The remainder of the population isrcoméosed of Indians and Orientals.

‘The Economic Potential Handbook (1970) reports that AOvpercent of persons -

presently living in the ﬁetropolitap area were not residents in1960. (This includes

births as well as new migrants.) The report concludes that this migrétion is the most

significant characteristic of the population, influencing Dallas' economic development,

governmental structure, and lifeé styles. |
Presently, there is a total of 280,948 households in the City of Dallas, 21

percent of which are black and 79 percent of which are white.l The characteristics

of these housing units are presented in Table 2. It appears that, on the average, there

are 3.0 persons living in each household; however, 8.7 percent of all units are over-

1. Racial comparisons in this report will include only black-white comparisons, as
this was the only categorization supplied by the NCS nad CVS.
8
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TABLE 1
GENERAL POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS T TABLE 2
“ CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSING UNITS
/A OCCUPIED IN 1970
Black Other Total —
Number of Persons ‘ 210,177 616,092 826,269
' ! ~— e Rlack Other Total
Percent of Population v 25.43% 74.56% 100. 00% i Number of Housing Units 57,916 223,032 280, 948
; - T
Percent Change 1960 - 1970 | 62.6% 11.1% 24.2% -_ ' Average Persons Per Unit 3,64 2.84 3.0
f
Number of Persons - - 3.110.95 - Percent Lacking Some or 5 3 1.0 1.3
per Square Mile ’ 7 ! J All Plumbing Facilities - 3% - 0% T
’ AT ded (1.0] or
b 55,651 214. 2 , Percent Overcrow . .
Number of Households , 4,208 269, 859 o More Persons Per Room) 21.1% 5.5% 8. 7%
Percent of All Households 20.62% 79.38% 100.00% - L Perf:ent With Telephone - - 86.3%
| : — Available :
| i
| Percent Change 1960 - 1970 f - - 31.4% o Percent _Wlth One or More - - 85. 9%
i N — Automobiles
i
| [ Number of Persons Residing 75, 846 240,570 316, 416 o7
| ! in Same House as in 1965 ; R —
1 = 3
\#w-T -
;-
‘ Source: County and City Data Book, Table 6, Items 384-500, United
; - B States Bureau of the Census. (IJ.S, Government Printing
Source: Census of ‘Po‘pulation: 1970, General Social and Economic . _ o Office, Washington, D.C., 1973.)
Characteristics, Tables 82, 90, 91, 95, United States Bureau
L of-the Census. (U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972.) 1
c 9 / -




crowded, while only 5.5 percent of other (predominately white) households are
overcrowded. Likewise, a greater percentage of black households lack plumbing
facilities than do white households.

Approximately 10 percent of all households in Dallas have incomes below
poverty level. As shown in Table 3, when race of household is examined, 25.1
percent of black households have incomes below poverty level as opposed to 5.7
percent of other households. It is significant to observe that more than half
of the black families reporting below poverty level incomé have women as head of
the family, while this is a much less common finding for other families in the same
income category. While blacks seem to be disporportionately represented in the
below poverty level income bracket, they appear to have higher family incomes.

The Criminal Justice Council (1973) reporté a significant change in housing
patterns in the City of Dallas from 1960 to 1970. The city has experienced a shift
from home ownership to apartment living. The growth rate for multiple units during
the past decade as reported by the Council is 99 percent. This accelerated growth
rate is expected to continue in the next decade.

The mean income of all persons residing in Dallas is $12,474; the median income
is $10,019.

Black income is considerably less. Mean income among black families is

only $7,084 as compared to the mean income of $14,285 among others. Similarly, per
capita money income for blacks is only $1,828 compared to the total population per
capita income of $3,737. Table / summarizes the breakdown of income categories.
Dallas offers considerable educational opportunity to its residents. The
Criminal Justice Council (1973) reports that there are 22 degree—granting’colleges,
universities and professional schools in the metropolitan area. Tedble 5 presents
the educational characteristics of Dallas residents aged 25 or older; 18.8 percent

of males and 9.9 percent of females have completed at least four years of school

11

TABLE 3

- CHARACTERISTICS OF rAMILIES AND HOUSEHOLDS

e WITH 1969 INCOMES BELOW POVERTY LEVEL

'AN ﬁ Black Other Total |
I Number of Families 11,818 9, 900 21,718
I Percent of All Families 25.19, 5.7% ‘10. 1%
) Percent of All FPamilies -
"‘““ - Below Poverty Level 54.42% 43.58% 100.00%
B Percent of Familiesbelow Pov-
e erty Level with Female Heads 53. 4% 30.1% 42.8%
— . Mean Family Income $ 2,286 $ 1,665 $ 2,078
PPN Mean Size of Family 4,63 3.15 4.14
\ aeivs -~
— Number of Households 15,702 20, 058 35,760
S — Percent of All Households 28.21% 9. 34% 13,25%
S Percent of All Households
Below Poverty Level 43.90% 56.09% 100.00%
- . 3
s . Source: Census of Population: 1970, General Social and Economic

the Census.

12

Characteristics, Tables 90, 95, United States Bureau of
(U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972.)
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TABLE 4

1969 FAMILY INCOME CHARACTERISTICS

Black Other Total
Number of Families 54,210 161,334 215,544
Percent of All‘ Families 25, 2% 74, 8% 1(?0, 0%

‘ .

Mean Income $ 7,084 $ 14,285 $ 12,474
Median Income $ 6,311 - $10,019
g:igfr?gt Iifef:r'rrliism, 000 18.8% 5.2% 8.6%
iiiifﬁ; zg,Fan)r;li_h;Z, 999 18.6% 6. 7% | 9. 7%
l;:i;f;; ;J_{S ,F(;abréli}izz, 999 18. 7% 9. 9% 1‘25 1%'
Eiiifig Zi%aor;nh;; 999 21. 1% 18. 9% 19.5%
EZ;:; ;i ()F,%rglélie;% 999 17.3% 27.6% 25. 0%
Faraing 315, 000 - $24,999 a0 | 22 | 1774
E:iﬁfﬁ; ;gsy,‘%rélélismre 0. 7% 9. 1% 7. 4%
Per Capita Money Income $ 1,828 $ 4,388|¢% 3,737

Source:

Census of Populatioﬁ: 1970, General Social and Economic
Characteristics, Tables 89, 94, United States Bureau of
(U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972.)

13

the Census.

TABLE 5

EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF
PERSONS AGED 25 AND OLDER

PR gt

Male

Female

Black

Other

Total

Black

Other

Total

Number of Persons

42,240

168,512

210,752

49,472

191,905

241,377

Percent Having
Completed 1 - 4
Years of School

9.5%

3. 7%

4,9%

6.3%

2. 5%

3.3%

Percent Having
Completed 5 - 8
Years of School

36. 7%

33.1%

33. 8%

32.29%

31.6%

31. 7%

Percent Having
Completed 1 - 3
Years of High
School

26.3%

19, 0%

20, 5%)|

30. 0%

23.5%

24.8%

Percent Having
Completed Four
Years of High
School

23,69

21, 7%

22.1%

25. 89,

31.4%

30. 5%

Percent Having
Completed Four
or More Years

of College

3.9%

22.5%

18.8%

5.6%

11.0%

9. 9%

Median Number

of Years Completed

10.3

12.2

10,8

12.1

Source: Census of Population:

Census,

1970, General Social and Economic
Characteristics, Tables 83, 91, United States Bureau of the

14

(U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972.)
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beyond high school. However, blacks show considerably lower educational attain-
ment. Only 3.9 percent of black males and 5.6 percent of black females have - ~'-.- TABLE 6
completed four or more years of college as compared to 22.5 percent of white males . SOME EMPLOYMENT AND EDUCATION CHARACTERISTICS
: - PERSONS AGED 16 AND OLDER
and 11 percent of white females. The median school years completed by black males - bl OF R
and females is 10.3 and 10.8 years respectively. The lower level of educational
‘ = TTEW
attainment for blacks in Dallas may limit the number and scope of their employment Percent Unemployed Males 16 to 21 Not Attending School
” ] Percent
opportunities and therefore may indirectly affect the income characteristics of o oy Percent Percent Unemployed
114 Male Female Who Are Who Are Among i
black families. ‘ l High School High School High School
, t
The FEconomic Potentials Handbook (1970) reports that more than 60 percent of il Graduates Dropouts Dropouts
the Dallas metropolitan population above the age of 16 is in the labor force. ' Black 4, 5% 4.9% 24.6% 46.6% 53. 4% ;
Moreover, Dallas has been experiencing an increase in the labor participation | ’
Other 2.5% 2. 8% 22. 8% 50. 2% 49, 8%
rate, which results largely from the increasing number of women joining the labor —— TR
force.
ore Total 2. 99 3, 49, 17, 4% 49.1% 50, 9%
The unemployment rate in Dallas has been consistently lower than the state or T T
national average rate. However, national trends are reflected locally by the higher -
- ——
unemployment rates for women and blacks. Table 6 summarizes employment characteristics
for the Dallas city labor force. It is interesting to note that fewer blacks graduate o
from high school. This may partially explain unemployment rate differences between R
whites and blacks. Yet, of those dropouts, a greater percentage of blacks were T T
unemployed. o ‘ o
Table 7 presents the occupations of employed persons aged 16 and older. It is .
evident that blacks are considerably under-represented in all of the professional and B
skilled labor categories. On the other hand, blacks are Over-represented in occupations‘ -
characterized as unskilled. This concentration of black workers in unskilled jobs -“_f e
may very well contribute to the lower incomes and overcrowding reported for black ‘
families. In addition, these findings are consistent with differences in educational B Source: Census of Population; 1970, General So.c1a1 and Economic |
_ : N Characteristics, Tables 83, 85, 92, United States Bureau of :
attainment between blacks and other racial groups. the Census. (U,S, Government Printing Office, 1972,)
q i
i 16 ;
15 ; , |
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TABLE 7 -y ) : ) ‘
The Dallas Business Community ‘
OCCUPATION OF EMPLOYED PERSONS o ) ] .
AGED 16 AND OLDER — The Economic Potentials Handbook (1970) describes the Dallas economy as one
of balanced growth. Dallas has long been recognized as a regional trading center
{
- ™ involving wholesale and retail activities. In addition, the manufacturing industry,
Black Other Total
which developed in the 1950's, has stimulatéd a great deal of investment in the area.
Number of Persons 81,840 292,369 374, 209 S _
. L ' R v Much of the manufacturing activity was produced by the growth of the transportation
Percent Professional, Tech~ - , industry, and the electric machinery industry. Presently, the service industry,
. 'y 6.8 16. 9% 14, 7% -
nical and Kindred Workers . , . e
: = e characterized by business, medical, professional and government service activities, j
P?r,,cen‘t Managers and Ad- 2.19% 0.9% 9. 7% . ! has stimilated new growth in the Dallas economy and provided for growth in the Dallas
ministrators (except farm) :
B population., Table & presents the contributions of these major business categories to
n N :
Percent Sales Workers ' 2:3% 11.6% 9. 5% ) h the Dallas economy in terms of civilian employment as well as economic output. The
- ; ' balanced contributions of these business categories are immediately obvious.
Fernt Glenical wne s | sesn |z -
°re . The types of businesses located in Dallas are.presented in Table 9. It is evident
Percent Craitsmen, Fore- 8.6% 8 A7% 11. 4% o — that trade and service businesses are the most numerous. On the other hand, manufac-
men and Kindred Workers ) )
- turing businesses, which contribute greatly to civilian employment and economic ‘,
Percent Operatives - _m w
(except transport) 17.0% 8.4% 10.3% ™ sutput (Table 8), make up only 4.61 percent of the total businesses. This suggests ,,
Percent Transport Equip- ‘ o that the few manufacturing concerns in the area are relatively large and contribute
ment Operatives 7.5% 2.9% 3.9% L
. disproportionately to community employment and output.
Percent Laborers o Tables 10 through 12 present a more detailed breakdown of major business
(except farm) 9.1% 3.1% 4. 4% -
e categories in Dallas,
Percent Service Workers w— 2
(except private household) 22. 9% 7. 7% 11.1% -
: Percent Private House- v e
hold Workers © 10.0% 3.9% 2.5% , i
N
Source: Census of Population: 1970, General Social and Economic 7 |
‘Characteristics, Tables 86, 93, United States Bureau of T
the Census. (U.S. Government Printing Office, 1972.) m 3
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TABLE 8

EMPLOYMENT AND OUTPUT CHARACTERISTICS
OF DALLAS BUSINESSES

.
:
|
b
- -

Distribution
KIND OF BUSINESS of Civilian Distribution
Employment of Output
(1968) (1967)
Manufacturing, Agriculture
Mining, Construction 32. 9% 32.1%
Trade, Transportation
2 3 . 2 .
Communication, Utilities 35. 2% 31.5%
Services, Government, 31,99, 36, 4%

Finance, Insurance
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NATURE OF DALLAS BUSINESSES

TABLE 9

Numbezr Percent

KIND OF BUSINESS of of All
Businesses Businesses

Retail Total 13,429 128, qs%
Wholesale Total 3,412 7.32%
Real Estate Total 2,901 6.23%
Service 17,271 37.08%
Manufacturing 2,146 4,619
All Other 7,420 15,93%
Total 46,579 100, 009
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TABLE 10

RETAIL BUSINESSES IN DALLAS

Number Percent of

RETAIL BUSINESSES of Retail All Retail

Businesses | Businesses

Food Group 7, 684 38.56%
Eating and Drinking Places 2,468 12.38%
General Mer chandise Group

with Nonstores ' 714 3.59%
Apparel Group 1,772 8.89%
Furniture and Appliances 667 3.35%
Lumber, Building Hardware,

Farm Equipment 200 1, 00%
Automotive Group 1,162 ' 5.83%.
Gasoiiné, Service Stations 1,100 '5 . 5.2%. »
Drug and Propriety Stores - 250 1.25%
Liqu-of Stores 648 3.25%
Other 3,264 16.38%
Total Retail Businesses 1.9’ 929 100.00%
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TABLE 11
WHOLESALE BUSINESSES IN DALLAS

Number of Percent of
WHOLESALE BUSINESSES Wholesale |All Wholesale
Businesses| Businesses
Durable Goods 2,257 66, 15%
Nondurable Goods 1,155 33,85%
Total Wholesale Businesses 3,412 100. 00%
TABLE 12

REAL ESTATE BUSINESSES IN DALLAS

. Number of {Percent of All
REAL ESTATE BUSINESSES - |Real Estate| Real Estate
- Businesses| »Businesses
Apé,rtments 1,459 50.29%
Other Real Estate 1,442 49, 71%
Total Real Estate Businesses 2,901 100. 00%
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DESCRIPTIVE OVERVIEW OF
THE DALLAS CRIMINAL JUSTICE
SYSTEM |

Of particular importance to the citizen who is victimized, or the citizen
who fears victimization, is the system which attempts to prevent their victimiza-
tion and which deals with the offenders who have perpetrated the crimes. The
criminal justice system functions to meet these needs of crime prevention,
adjudication, and rehabilitation. The following section partially dgscribes the
system and its operations and outlines the crime picture in Dgllas as presently
recorded by Uniform Crime Record statistics.

Special emphasis has been given to the city law enforcement agency and its
crime reporting system, as the authors see these operations as being directly related
to the National Crime Survey and the Commercial Victimization Survey.

Law Enforcement

The local law enforcement agency, the Dallas Police Department, is primarily
responsible for activity which directly involves the victim of the crime: preventing
crime and maintaining order. Each division and bureau, outlined in Figure 1, certainly
lends to the overall effectiveness of area law enforcement; however, emphasis here
is given to the Patrol Bureau, as it represents the greatest amount of contact with
the public and crime victims. There are five patrol divisions within the bureau,

with deployment of a force of officers assigned to each division, based on calls for

.service in that area, on a twenty-four hour basis. These officers respond to all

calls for police service, make preliminary investigations at all crime scenes and
traffic accidents,perform investigations and followﬁp on most misdemeanors, apprehend
offenders, and give aid and information to citizens as required. There are approxi-

mately 998 sworn personnel in the Patrol Bureau.

1. The primary resource for this section of the report is Thevl974 Annual Criminal
Justice Plan, prepared by the Dallas Area Criminal Justice Council.
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FIGURE 1

Dallas Police Department

CHIEF OF POLICE

3 T 1 | T 2
Internal Affairs Intelligence Public Information Administration o e
Division Division Secticn Staff H 2
1 —
EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT .
CHIEF OF POLICE ’
MANAGEMENT SERVICES '
BUREAU T
[ Y T - -
Planning and Research Fiscal Affairs - -
Division Division B
f T T ¢ 1 .~ IS
’ PATROL SPECIAL SERVICES SUPPORT SERVICES HUMAN RESOURCE ”
. BUREAU JREAU BUREAU DEVELOPMENT BUREAU|&=~~ = -
| | Central | Crimiral Investigation | | Data Processing | Personnel T
Division Division Division i Division oy
| | Northeast | Spec?al Operations |  Inspections Training
Division Division Division =i Division
| | Southeast | Traffic Property
Division Division Division
| | Southwest Ly Criminal Justice | Detention Services
Division Interface Division ] Division
| Northwest |  Drug Abuse Identification
Division Division Division
Community | Youth Report
| Services Divigion T Division
Division
Communications
Helicopter i Division
— Division

~

Figure 2 details the operations of thé Patrol Bureau and its divisions.

To assist in the overall area law enforcement, there are other levels of law
enforcement agencies located within the area: federal (Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation), state (Department of Public Safety, Texas Rangers, etc.), in addition to
the police forces of the numerous suburban and satellite municipalities surrounding
the City of Dallas. However the activity of these agencies is not directly related
to the concerns of the National Crime Survey or the Commercial Viectimization Survey.

11

The Crime Reporting System

The reporting and recording of crimes in the Dallas area ig presently processed
by the Crime Reporting System., This data provides the basis for many administrative

decisions regarding the operations of the Dallas Police Department, such as deploy-

ment of patrolmen, and provides an inclusive picture of the incidence of reported crime

in Dallas.
by the National Crime Survey and the Commercial Victimization Survey. The following
description of the Crime Reporting System was therefore considered useful. Figure

3 outlines the system in flow chart form.

All requests for service, whether by phone, by the victim walking into the
station, or by an officer observing the crime in action, are first assigned a unique,
sequential number known as a service number., A different number is assigned to each
suspected offense. This creates a record of the call in what is known as the Call

File. If necessary, an element is then dispatched to the scene of the crime. TUpon
completion of the officer's initial on-the-scene investigatory activity, he reports
his findings. The matter has now reached offense report status, as the officer

codes each offense with a Crime Classification Code number.

25

However, the system provides some contrasts with the survey method employed
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FIGURE R

Patrol Bureau Outline

CENTRAL DIVISION

Work Program Trends:

Calls for Police Service
hverage Response Time (minutes)
Arrests Made

Operating Cosl: &2, 434,665

Staffing: Sworn-209; Civilian-/; Total-213

NORTHEAST DIVISION

Vork Frogram Trends:

Calls for Polire Service
Average Response Time (minutes)
Arrests Made _
Operating Cost: 1,952,757

Staffing: Sworn-155; Civilian-6; Total~161

SOUTHEAST DIVISION
Work Program Trends:
Calls for Police Service

Arrests
Operating Cost: $3,376,855

Slaffing: Sworn-280; Civilian-10; Total-290

SOUTHWEST DIVISION

Work Program Trends:

Calls for Police Service
Average Response Time (minutes)
frrests Made

Traffic Citations Issued
Operating Cost: §1,785,150

Staffing: -Sworn-146; Civilian-6; Total-152

NORTHWEST  DIViSION

Work Program Trends:

Calls for Police Service
Average Response Time (minutes)
Arrests Made

Operating Cost: $2,377,546

Stalfing: Sworn-198; Civilian-6; Total-204
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Estimated Estimated
©1972-73 1973-74
29,998 28,798
. 7.1 - 6.0
22,860 23,260
Actual Estimated Estimated
1971-72 1972-73 197374
90,079 91,000 93,000
10 9.5 ' 7
11,719 12,200 13,000
Actual Estimated Estimated
1971-72 1972-73 1973-74
84,240 96,876 111,407
11,348 13,050 I 15,007
Actual Bstimated Estimated
197192 1972-73 1973-74
71,000 72,000 73,000
12,2 7905 7.5
+ 10,500 12,300 14,000
© 20,000 21,500 22,500
Actual Estimated. - Estimated
1971-72 1972-73 197374
78,743 80,000 B 83}000
10.2 9.5 8.7
21,441 23,000 26,000
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FIGURE 3

Crime Reporting System
of the Dallas Police.Department

Flow Chart
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NCS Figure 2
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Certain calls fof service receive a different type of attention. Many crimes
against property are not reported immediately by victims. If considerable time has
elapsed since the’crime occurfed, the call for service is referred to an expeditor,
This is a patrolman who compiles investigatory information on the offense and files
an offense report. Howevef, he does not call directly on the victim. Calls for
service of this nature are ﬁsually insurance-related matters.

A1l offense reports are received by a Staff Review operator, who checks them
against the information received in the call for service. The Call File is now
complete.v It shoula be noted here that the Staff Review Unit has final authority
to accept or reject any offense/incident report which does not meet the guidelines
set forth in the department reporting guide, the UCR handbook,and department orders.
The Staff Review Board assigns status to the offense as: opened, closed, or suspended.
If the case is open and an investigator is assigned, he may re-classify the crime
based on his ihvéétigation.

Offense statistical record

Concurrent with the staff review operator entering the corrections and/or
additional data into the Call File, a new record is created for those instances
where a Crime Classification Code (UCR) has been entered. It is called the Offense
Statistical Record (OSR). This file contains all of the crimes that have been
reported and is designed to house all information necessary to tabulate reported
crime except for one item, stolen property.

Supplementsal statistical record

The Supplemental Statistical Record is a record of all stolen property. In
addition, all reports of recovered property, unfounded offenses, and cleared offenses
are also kept in this file, On the whole, this system represents the third on-line

file through which one is able to trace all reported criminal activity.
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Progess continuation

Al corrected report information from both the OSR and UCR is even further
checked in an effort to prepare it for entry into the National Crime Information
Center (NCIC). If by any chance the offense involves a stolen automobile,
necessary information is teletyped to the capital to denote proper vehicle iden-
tification and initiate state-wide alert.

At this point, the final update before NCIC entry is made, taking into account
all supplemental information that has been compiled to accompény the.originally
reported offense.

This information is then entered into the NCIC bank for future

reference,

Offense disposition

Not all reported offenses move through the same channels or carry throughout
the distance of the entire system. Varying dispositions are made along the way.
Specifically, there are three case types. First, there are cases cleared by

arrest. At least one person is arrested and charged. In such an instance, the
case is stopped at whatever point along the system that the arrest is made, as
there is no need to enter the case into the National Crime Information Center,
unless, of course, the arrest is not made until after its entry. The second type
is pending/suspended cases. All leads in the case are exhausted, so the case becomes
inactive and the continuation of status supplements is not required. The case is
removed from the system at whatever point along the system it is inactivated until
sufficient evidence is gathered. The third case type is unfounded offenses; an
officer/invéstigator reports that the offense did not occur on the basis of
investigatory findings. Thege cases usually do not move beyond the dispatching of

an element in response to a call for service.
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System indication

The present reporting system indicates that theft over $50 and auto theft

alone accounted for 84 percent of the total Index crimes in Dallas during 1972,

with the monetary value of property stolen totaling in excess of $17 million.

And, while the remaining crimes of murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault

comprised but 16 percent, it is quite alarming to notethat they occurred at a

rate in excess of 550 per 100,000 population.

These figures, however, are based on only the offenses that were reported.

In no way does the system measure or record unreported crime, For example: the

rape victim who preferred not to undergo the embarrassment that would accompany

reporting the crime, or the victims without telephones to call in reports, or

the victim who distrusted the police department!ssincerity in crime investigation,

or ‘those cases where the victim refused to press charges. It is difficult to

speculate what the crime picture would look like " all of these offenses had

been reflected in the final statisties.

The Crime Picture

The 1972 Annual Report of the Dallas Police Department shows that of the 16

major cities within Dallas County, which comprise approximately 99 percent of the

total population of the area, the City of Dallas accounted for 80.4 percent of the

total reported .(UCR) crime. And, the most frequently occurring crime in

the county was burglary. 1In 1972, 25,419 burglaries were recorded, an average of

one burglary in the county every 34%—minutes; Theft over $50. also occurs.at a

very high rate.

Table 13 shows that a total of 45,213 Index crimes were committéd in Dallas

“during 1972.

The number of Index crimes decreased in all categories except

30

TABLE.13
City of Dallas Index Crime

Crime 1971 1972
Murder 207 192
Rape 585 533
Robbery 2,861 2,616
Aggravated Assault 5,282 44529
Burglary 18,322 21,475
Theft over $50 12,229 10,481
Afuto Theft 6,914 5,387

Total 46,400 45,213

Source: Dallas Police Department

Percent of Change
- 7.25
- 8.89
- 8.56
~14.26
+17.21
-14.29
-22.09
- 2.56

TABLE 14

Comparison of 1971 Index Crime Rates

City ' Rate per 100,000
Dallas 55495.0
Houston 4,7TL.1
San Antonio 4,082.0
Fort Worth 3,544.8
Texas 2,697.4

Source: Dallas Police Department
F.B.I. Uniform Crime Report

TABLE 15
1971 Index Crime Rate per 100,000
Aggravated
City Murder  Rape Robbery Assault Burglary  Qver $50  Auto Theft
Dallas 2,.5 69.2 338.8 625.5 2,169.8  1,448.2 818.8
Houston 24.5 42.9 415.8 233.3 2,126.7 .891.7 1,035.8
San Antonio 14.6 33.1 139.2 319.6 1,681.1 1,224.1 733.9
Fort Worth 25.9 22.3 233.0 139.5 1,617.2 715.6 727.1
Texas 12.0 23.8 122.0 214.5 1,175.0 781.2 367.0
Source: Dallas Police Department
TABLE 16
1972 City of Dallas Index Crime by District
District Total 1972 1972 Percent of Total
Central 7,053 15.6
Northeast 8,500 18.8
Southeast 12,162 26.9
Southwest 8,455 18.7
Northwest 9,043 20.0
Total 45,213 100.0

Source: Dallas Police Department
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burglary in a comparison of 1971 and 1972. Burglary showed an increase of

3,153 offenses over the previous year, Table 14 shows a 1971 comparison between
Dallas and other large cities in the state. Overall, Dallas ranked highest in a
comparison of the total Index crime rate per 100,000 for 1971. Its total rate
was more than twice that of the state-wide rate for Texas; in fact, 103.7 perceﬁt
greater than the state rate.

Table 15 shows a comparison of individual 1971 Index crime rates for each of

the cities listed in Table 13. Dallas ranked first in four (rape, aggravated assault

burglary and theft over $50) of the seven Index crimes listed in the table and
second in robberies, auto thefts, and murders. 1In essence, Dallas was ranked either
first or second in all seven Index crimes in 1971. |

There were 5,387 automobiles reported stolen in Dallas during 1972. This
represents a substantial reduction of 22.1 percent when compared to the 6,914 auto
thefts recorded in 1971. v

Table 16 presents 1972 Index crimes by districts as they occurred within the
City of Dallas and indicates clearly that most érimes did occur in the Southeést
District. .

Tt should be notedithat the crime rate in Dallas‘in 1973 and 1974, as reflected
by UCR statistics, has increased substantially. Although +the reporting period
for this report was 1971, and the data therefore cannot reflect this trend, the

reader should nonetheless be aware of the increase.
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METHOD OF ANALYSTIS

The purpose of the present study is to determine the nature of criminal
victimization in Dallas. Simply, the authors intend to show who is victimized
in Dallas, by whom, to what extent, and under what circumstances. Approximately
12,000 housing units and 2,000 commercial establishments were surveyed by the Bureau of
the Census to ascertain data relevant to victimization. The information was processed by
the Bureau of the Census and presented to the authors as victimization rates and

X

incidents for crimes perpetrated against persons, households, or c¢ommercial establish-

‘ments. Subject characteristics for the NCS, e.g., educational attainment, place of

occurrence, etc., and subject characteristics for the CVS, e.g., types of business,
were defined and categorized by the National Crime Panel. The definitions and
explanations of all variables used in the study are presented in Appendix B and C.
Statistical comparisons were made of victimization rates or incidents, in terms
of these subject characteristics, and an explanation of relevant findings is
presented in the following three analysis sections.

Several technical conventions were adopted in the preparation of the document,
and the reader should be aware of these.

1. Comparisons discussed in the document are statistically significant
at the .05 level, unlegs otherwise stated.

2. Percentages quoted in the text are based on estimates and are therefore
deriveble from the tables.

3. Comparisons presented in terms of percentages represent comparisons
actually performed on the raw estimates.

4. The table numbering of the NCS and CVS were preserved, however, the
order of presentation of the tables has been altered.

5, All victimization rates are based on estimated crimes occurring per
100,000 persons, 12 years or older.

6. Dashes in the statistical tables represent an estimate of zero.
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ANALYSTS OF THE NATURE AND EXTENT
OF VICTIMIZATION

Nature and Extent of Personal Vietimization

The National Crime Survey has as its function to provide timely data on crimes
against persons (personal victimizations) and crimes against property_(household
victimizations). The present section deals with crimes agains% persons and
describes the characteristics and circumstances associated with these crimes. The
crimes investigated yere: assault with theft, assault without theft, and personal

theft without assault. Personal victimization rate is based on the number of

victimizations occurring per 100,000 persons in the City of Dallas.

The Extent of Victimization

The general picture of personal victimization in Dallas indicates that Dallas
residents experienced considerably more assaultive violence without theft than either
assaultive violence with theft or personal theft without assault. As would be expected
the majority of the victims of these crimes required hospitalization, however,
emergency room treatment was the most common treatment fequired, and the amount of
time lost due to victimization appeared minimal. Property loss did ﬁot appear
extensive. When property was stoien, the value generally did not exceed $100.

Dallas resldents reported approximately 28,688 personal victimizations during the
12 months covered by the National Crime Survey. Theft did not appear to be a motive
for fully 70 percent, or 20,038 of these victimizations. That is, only 30 percent of
the victimizations involved theft either with or without assault. And, theft without

assault accounted for 24 percent of the reported victimizations. Some of these initial
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findings are summarized in Table 17. Assaults without theft clearly occurred more

frequently, and theft without assault was more common than assault theft. These

- [~
" figures represent victimization rates of 1,799 occurrences. of assaultive violence {
with theft per 100,000 persons, 3,265 occurrences of assaultive violence without = =
theft per 100,000 persons, and 1,112 ocecurrences of personal theft without assault
4 —

per 100,000 persons.

Extent of viectimization as measured by personal injury,

One measure of the extent of victimization is surely the amount of injury
sustained by victims and the corresponding medical treatment and medical costs.
The seriousness of assaultive crimes is examined in Table 18. Among the persons .
who reported personal assaults, 24 percent required at least overnight hospitaliza- e

tion. oSignificantly more persons, 47 percent, required only emergency room treatment, L

while 29 percent required no hospitalization whatsoever.

Whether or not theft occurred appears to have little effect on hospitalization. -
Although no statistical techniques were available for comparing‘percentages, there e
seems to be little apparent difference between hospitalization rates for‘persons -
assaulted with theft and those assaulted without theft. That is, roughly 74 percént ey
of white and 90 percent of‘black vietims of assault with theft required hospitalization,
as compared to the 6L percent of white and 81 percemt of black vicbims of assault T
without théft who required some hospitaiization. ;iﬂ .

The effect of the Vlctnms age on amount of hospltallzatloﬁ requlred was also o
examined and is presented in Table 19. Inltlal comparlsons show no dlfference between . oo
the number of v1ct1mlzat10ns requlrlng overnlght emergency room treatment or no treat- T
ment for any age categories. Recalllng that Table 18 showed that 31gn1flcantly more T
victims required emergency rooﬁ.treatment than overnight hOSpiﬁélizaﬁibﬁ or no treatment,,:j »
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TABLE 17

VICTIMIZATION RATES BY SEX OF VICTIM

Stranger Not Stranger
CRIME Male Female Male Female Total
Assaultive Violence 414 118 65 18 293
with Theft (1,164) (393) (182) (60) (1, 799)
Assaultive Violence 3,069 1,361 1,335 941 203524
without Theft (8, 628) (4,526) (3, 753) (3,131) | (¢0,039)
Personal Theft 1,456 641 128 80 1,112
without Assault (4, 093) (2,131) (361) (266) (6, 851)
Total Personal 4,939 2,119 1,528 1,039 4,673
Victimizations (13, 885) (7, 050) (4, 296) (3,457) | (28,688)
Control Totals 281,120 332,662 281,120 332,662 613,782

The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per 100, OO’)
persons, and the numbers in parentheses represent estimates.

Source: NCS Table Al
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TABLE 18

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY DURATION OF HOSPITAL STAY

White Victim Black Victim

CRIME ,
Overnight Emergency | No Hos- Overnight EFmergency| No Hos-
or longer Room only |[pitalization| or longer | Room anly pitalization
Assaultive
Violence 120 220 120
150 .
with Theft 120 30

LE

Assaultive

Violence 240 580 520 150 360 120
without Theft :

Total

Assaultive g - 360 800 640 | 30

Victimizations ° 480 0

Source: NCS Table Cl

TABLE 19
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY
VICTIM AGE AND DURATION OF HOSPITALIZATION
i
Overnight or Longer Emergency Room Only No Hospitalization .
50 yrs 50 yrs 50 yrs
CRIME 12-19 | 20-34 | 35-49 or . 12-19} 20-34| 35-49| or 12-19{20-34135-49| orxr
yrs | yrs yrs older yrs yrs yrs |older yrs | yrs yrs | older
Assaultive
Violence 90 90 60 30 60 120 90 60 - 30 60 60
with Theft
W
I Assaultive :

Violence 150 . | 150 120 - 370 430 120 60 360 180 30 90
without
Theft
Total ,
Personal 210 90 150
Victimi- 240 | 240 180 30 430 550 210 {120 360

zations -

Source: NCS Table C 2
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whatsoever, it is likely, when separate comparisons were made for individual age

categories, that this effect was lost because of the small Saﬁple sizes and large

" standard errors associated with these more detailed comparisons,

Comparing the categories of some hospitalization (which is overnight and
emergency treatment combined ) with the category of no treatment, it appears that
20 to 34 year old persons and 35 to 49 year old persons were more likely to require
some treatment as a result of assaultive crimes than persons younger than 19 years
of age or over 50 years of age.

The medical expenses of victims of assault are examined in Table 20. Statistical
comparisons reveal no one category of medical expense occurred more frequently than
another, among victims of persohs known or unknown to them,

Table 21 examines the relationship between the race of the victim and the
medical expenses of the vietim. There is some evidence that black vietims incurred
less medical expense than white victims. That is, only 18.2 percent of black victims
suffered medical expenses in excess of $250, while 25.8 percent of white vietims
suffered such medical expenses.

Certainly related to medical treatment due to victimization is time loss from
work. Initial comparisons regarding duration of time loss yielded mixed results.
Pour categories of time loss were examined: less than one.day, one to five days,
six to ten days, and over ten days. Frequency in each ofAtheSevcategories of time
loss was significantly less than the incidence of no time loss. 'On the other hand,
there appear to be no significant differences among categories of time loss,
although most persons reporting time loss reported losing between one and five days.
Table 22 summarizes the loss of time data for the three crime categories. Clearly,
among both white and black victims the incidence of no time loss was greatest.
Whites reported 20,810 inciden£s with no time loss, and blacks reported 4,560 incidents

which were not associated with lost btime. These Figures account for 91.6 percent and
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TABLE 20
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY MEDICAL EXPENSES ASSOCIATED WITH ASSAULT
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TABLE 21

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY RACE OF VICTIM AND MEDICAL EXPENSES OF VICTIM

; | : White Victim Black Victim
CRIME .
'l‘ ’ 0 - 10 - -2 $250 _ ' _ ‘ _ 250
{ 8 ? $ 49 $50 49 or more $0 9 $10 - 49 $50-249 01i$ more
Assaultive
. Violence with 90 60 150 120 60 60 60 60
: Theft
} s
: =
Assaultive
Vielence with- 420 190 ~ 300 300 90 180 90 60
out Theft )
f*’ Total . :

Personal 510 ) 250 l 450 420 150 240 150 120

Victimizations ' '

Source: NCS Table C4
s e ] + ks ; ke 1 3 !

TABLE 22

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY TIME LOSS DUE TO VICTIMIZATION

White Victims Black Victims
CRIME
Some time lost No time lost Some time lost No time lost
Assaultive
Violence with ‘340 890 240 300
Theft

Assaultive
Violence 1,200 15,280 600 2,710
without Theft

ey

Personal :
Theft without 360 4,640 210 1,550

Assault

Iotal ‘ | ‘
Personal ' 1,900 20, 810 1,050 4,560

Victimization

Source: NCS Table C 20




81.3 percent of white and black victimizations respectively. These findings
appear somewhat contradictory with those outlined in Table 18. Assaultive
violence appears to result in overnight hospitalization but with 'small amounts of

time lost from work.

Extent of victimizatiop as measured by property loss.

The extent of victimization may also be examined by an analysis of property
lost, damages incurred, and net loss sustained. Table 23 examines the value of
stolen property taken with and without assault from both white and black %ictims.
In general,vmost of the reported losses do not exceed $100. Among both white and
black victims, 81.7 percent and 81.6 percent of the respective total incidents
were reported for losses less than $100. In fact, the $0 to $99 category of loss
was greater than any other loss category among white and black viectims of assault
with theft as well as victims of theft without assault. |

Table‘24 includes property damage as well as property loss in the tabulation.
Among both white and black victims, total loss rarely exceeded $250. White victims
reported that 95.3 percent of their losses were under $250, and black victims
reported that 97.5 percent of their losses were under that figure. These total
losses for both black and white were almost equally distributed among the three
total loss categories of $0 4o  $9, $10 to $49, and $50 to $249. Among white
victims and among black viectims there were no statistical differences in the
number of incidents occurring in the three categories of losé. It is intereéting to
note that 30 percent of personal victimizations against whites and 24 percent of
personal victimizations against blacks involving loss from theft and property
damage wére crimes of assaultive violence without theft. It must be concluded
that these incidehts invoiVed property damage only, e.g., torn clothing resulting
from the commission of the crime. It‘is difficult to’speculate why loss is so high

for this category.
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TABLE 23

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY
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TABLE 24

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY
TOTAL LOSS RESULTING FROM THEFT AND PROPERTY DAMAGE
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NCS Table C19

Source:
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Net loss sustained by black and white victims is examined in Table 25. It
should be noted that net loss is only reported for crimes of assault involving

theft and crimes of personal theft without assault. It can only be surmised that

logs resulting from assaultive violence without theft was property damage recovered

through insurance.

When total personal victimizations were considered, white victims experienced

few thefts which resulted in no net loss or very large net loss. Only 10.4 percent

of these crimes were associated with no loss, and less than 'B; percent resulted in

net losses over $250. There were significantly fewer crimes resulting in no loss

with no difference among any other categories.

theft without assault experienced by white victims. Net loss appeared fairly evenly

distributed except for the categories of no loss and net loss over $250 for this

crime category. When assault was involved with the theft against whites, significantly

more crimes resulted in net loss of $10 to $49 than any other category of loss.

Blacks also experienced significantly fewer viectimizations involving net loss

over $250 or no net loss whatsoever., Approximately 90.6 percent of victimizations

resulted in losses of $1 to $249 and there was no difference between the three

categories of net loss. Again, this pattern was repeated for personal thefts without

assault, ' Vietimizations were associated with losses of $10 to $49 and $50 to $249,

and there was no difference found between these two categories.
To summarize, black and white vietims sustain net losses of $1 to $249 in the
majority of thefts perpetrated against them, except when assault is involved. In

this case, whites experience losses of $10 to $249.

Backeround Characteristics of Vietims and Offenders

To determine who is victimized in Dallas and who the offenders are several

background characteristics of the victims and offenders were studied. In genersl, it
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NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY VICTIM RACE AND NET LOSS

TABLE 25

CRIME

White Victims

$0

$1-9

$10-49

$50-249

$250
or more

Assaultive
Violence with
Theff

60

120

310

220

30

Assaultive
Violence without

Theft

Personal

Thelt without
Assault

270

730

690

630

Total
Personal
V ctimization

330

850

1000

850

150

CRIME

Black

Victims

$0

$1- 9

$10-49

$50-249

$ 250
or more

Assaultive
Violence with
Theft

30

30

120

180

30

Assaultive
Violence without
Theft

Personal
Theft without
Assault

60

370

390

360

30

Total
Personal
Victimization

90

400

510

540

60
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NCS Table C 26

Source:
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appears that both black and white offende;s perpetrated most of their offenses
against white males, but in some cases white females and black females were
victimized about equally. When the offender was white, he was likely to be over

21 years of age, but when he was black, there was a greater likelihood of his being
under 21, Young persons appeared more susceptible to victimization; as the age of
victims increased, they were less likely to be victimized. When marital status was
considered, those persons who had never been married were found to experience the

highest rate of victimization, while married persons showed a' lower rate. If the

vietim was employed, his chances of being victimized were also smaller.

Race of the vietim and of the offender.

Racial characteristics of both victims and offenders are examined in Table 26
and 27. Table 26 presents racial characteristics of offenders acting alone, while
Table 27 presents racial characteristics of groups of offenders. It is clear that
crimes committed by white offenders were rarely perpetrated against blacks. That
is, white offenders preyed, for the most part, on other whites. Thus, 98.9 percent

of the victims of a white offender are white. Black offenders committed most of

their offenses against white citizens. Whites are the victims of black offenders
56.8 percent of the time, while other blacks are the victims of black offenders
only 43.2 percent of the time, a statistically significant difference.
The same trends are evident in Table 27 which presents racial characteristics
of groups of offenders. Groups of offenders are most likely to victimize whites.
Whites are the vietims of 96.9 percent of offenses committed by more than one '
offender acting in concert. White offenders prey on whites 96.5 percent of
the time and black offenders commit 75.7 percent of their offenses against whites.

In addition, there were no reported incidents of a mixed race group of offenders

perpetrating crimes against black victims. While these results suggest that white
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RACE OF OFFENDER ACTING ALONE AND RACE OF VICTIM

TABLE 26

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY

CRIME

White Offender

Black Offender

White victim

Black victim

White victim

Black victim

As saultix?e

Violence with 150 - 180 300

Theft ‘

Assaultive ‘

Violence 7,860 30 2, 910 2,060

without Theft

Personai

Assault ’

Total

Personal 8,820 90 4,320 3,290

Victimizations

Source: NCS Table C 14
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TABLE 27

0¢

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY
RACE OF GROUPS OF OFFENDERS AND RACE OF VICTIM

White Offenders . Black Offenders Mixed Races
CRIME
White Black White Black White Black

victims victims victims | victims victims | victims
Assaulti‘ve
Violence 430 - 400 240 - -
With Theft
Assaultive
Violence 2,220 120 2, 310 630 370 -
Without Theft
Personal 660 - 1,330 430 180 -
Theft Without |
Assault
Total .
Personal 3, 310 120 4, 040 1,300 . 550 -
Victimization

Source: NCS Table C 15
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citizens shoulder the bulk of the criminal victimization, it is important to note
that such results should not appear unusually surprising. Dallas is predominantly

white, and crimes are therefore more likely to be perpetrated primarily against whites.

Ape of the victim and of the offender.

The age and sex of victims 1S examined in Table 28. Table 28 suggests a strong
effect for age. It appears that as victim age increased, victimization rate decreased.
This trend was consistant ascross offenses perpetrated by both&strangars and not
strangers and across all age categories except 12 to 15 years. Table 284 also indicates
that for stranger crime, white males aged 12 to 24 were victimized significantly more
often than black males. The disproportionate occurrence of offenses against white
males is apparent in every crime and is relatively consistent across all ages.

Table 28B alsoexamines the 34 percent of the victimizations perpetrated by strangers
against females. It is unclear whether whites are victimized disproportionately. The
victimization rate per 100,000 white females is 2,204 as compared to the rate of
1,893 per 100,000 black females, and this difference is not significant. However,
among women under 20, it appears that whites are victimized more often than
blacks., That is, the victimization rate per 100,000 white females under 20 years
of age is 938 compared to the rate of 396 per 100,000 black females under 20 years

of age.

Tables 28C and 28D examine the remaining 30 percent of the crimes which are

committed by persons known to the victim. Fifty-five percent of these offenses are

perpetrated against males-as-opposed to 45 percent against females. It is important to

note that females are victims 45 percent of the time in not-stranger-perpetrated offenses

and only 34 percent of the time in stranger-perpetrated crimes. There is evidence to

suggest that across all age categories the victimization rate is higher among white

males than among black males. That is, for every 100,000 white males there are 1,683
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TABLE 28

VICTIMIZATION RATES PER 100,000 BY AGE, RACE AND SEX OF VICTIM

Wb
Rty

tranger Not Stranger )
CRIME 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65~
Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years
Assauitive Violence 199 716 306 261 224 82 196 51 - 130 - 44 27 43
with Thef: (121} (396) (215) (303) (304) (91) {126) h (-} (91) (-) {60) (30) (ze)
Assavitive Violence 4,313 6,198 3,829 2,059 862 491 470 2,558 2,552 2, 051 994 549 432 145
without Their . (2,634) (3,428) (2,688) (2,387) (1,169) (545) (304) (1,562) (1,412) (1, 440) (1,152) (744) (480} (94)
Personal Theft 1,900 . 2,096 1,057 620 953 534 376 200 217 251 103 44 7 -
without Assault (1,160) (1,160) (1, 058) (718) (1,292) (593) (243) (122) (120) {176) {120) (59) {30) (-3
Total Personal 6,411 9,011 -5, 641 2,939 2,040 1,107 1,041 2,809 2,769 2,432 j,097 637 486 191
Victimizations (3,915) (4, 984) (3,961) (3, 408) (2,765) (1,229) (674) | .(1,715) (1,532) (1,708) 11,272) (864) (540) (1231
The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per 100, 000
persons, and the numbers in parentheses represent estimates.
Source: NCS Table AS5.
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TABLE 28-A .
VICTIMIZATION RATES PER 100,000 BY AGE, RACE AND SEX OF VICTIMS .
OF UNKNOWN OFFENDERS - MALE
White Male Black Male
CRIME 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-47 50-64 65+ 12-15 16-19 30-34 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years
Assaultive Violence 167 1,734 534 300 374 72 310 266 395 404 1,030 229 769 -
with Theft 31 (307) (125) (122) (182) {30) (64) (29) (32) (31) (120) (31) 61) (-)
Assaultive Violence 6,745 12,392 7,166 3,514 1, 048 © 720 303 2,506 2,228 1,922 2,558 1,112 748 . 621
without Theft {1, 253) (2,192) {1,682) (1, 428) {509) (305) (62) (273) (178) (149) (298) (151) (59) (2B)
Dersonal Thelt 3,936 4,305 2,443 664 1,176 348 291 2, 248 2,295 1,211 770 1,805 739 w81
without Assault {731) (762) (573) (270) (571) (148) (60) (245) {184) (94) (90) (245) {58} (31)
Total Personal 10, 848 18,431 10,143 4,478 2,598 1,140 904 5,020 4,916 3,538 4,359 3,146 2,256 1, 392
Victimizations (2,016) (3,260) (2, 380) -{1,820) (1,262) {483) (186) (547) (394) {273) (508) {427) (178) (59)
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TABLE 28-B

_ VICTIMIZATION RATES PER 100,000 BY AGE, RACE, AND SEX
OF VICTIMS OF UNKNOWN OFFENDERS - FEMALE

White Female Black Female i
CRDE 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 w5+
Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Tears Years i
Assaultive Violence 311 139 L 116 - 57 - 190 - 2¢; 235 171 341 = ~
with Thef: (61) (30) (30) () (31) (-) (63) (=) (28) (28) (30) 61) (=) =)
Assaultive Violence 4,670 4,920 2,418 . 1,110 728 305 468 1,508 1,248 1,693 849 660 293 e
wirbout Thelt ‘ (923) (942) (627) (481) {391) {151) {155) (154) (116} (202) {150} (118) (30) (58)
Fersonal Theft 930 788 1,272 489 387 602 168 - 340 513 833 1,336 874 517
without Assault -(184) (151) {330) (212) (208) (298) (122) (=) (32) 61y (147) (238) (89) (31}
Total Personal . 5,911 5,849 3,806 1,598 1,172 907 1,025 1,508 1,884 2,441 1,853 2,337 1,167 1,493
Victimizations (1,168) (1,124) {987) - {693) (629) {449) (339) {154) (175) (292) (326) (417) (i19) (89)
[ + i . ! i ; ‘ ! v! . h . ! B i N i i v ’
‘ ; / ; / i Y . | . J S ! ‘ ! . ‘ ]
prmn D i ¥ § £ i ¥ H g A i i ES & i i ; J ; ) . ‘
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TABLE 28-C
VICTIMIZATION RATES PER 100,000 BY AGE, RACE, AND SEX
OF VICTIMS OF KNOWN OFFENDERS - MALE ,
White Male * Black Male .
CRIME 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ 12-15 . 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 G5+
T Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years Years
- - 778 - - - 643
Assaultive Violence 167 0 1,330 0 0 72 -
with Theft {(31) (-) (31) {-) {-) (30} (-) (-) (-) (690) (-) (-) (-) (29)
O »
k 3 - - 61 776 1,027 208 372 -
V1 Assaultive Violence 4,148 2,776 2,714 914 804 712 812 3,8 '
wivnout Thef: (771) {491) (637) (372) (391) (302) (-3 89 (307) {60) {120) (28) {29) (-
Parsonal Theft 330 169 507 76 122 - - - 398 - - - - -
without Assault {61} {(30) (119) (31) {59) (-) {-) {-) (31) (-) (-) (-) (-) (-}
203 372 643
Toral Personal 4,644 2,944 3,353 991 926 783 - 812 4,251 1,554 1,027
Victimizations 863) | (521) | (787) (403) (450) (332) -) 89) (340) (120) (120) (2%) {29) (29)




TABLE 28-D

AGE, RACE, AND SEX

Y
OFFENDERS - FEMALE

VICTIMIZATION RATES PER 100,000 B
OF VICTIMS OF KNOWN

o5+
Years
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offenses as opposed to 1,174 offenses for évery 100,000 black males. And,
consistent with the results for strangsr-perpetrated crimes, the victimization
rate for white females under 20 years of age is greater (460 per 100,000) than
the victimization rate for black females under 20 years of age (258 pér 100,000).

On the other hand, the overall victimiiation rates do not appear to differ

between. white and black females.

The age of offenders is presented in Table 29. For crimes perpetfated by blacks
and vwhites who are unknown to the victim, that is stranger offenders, the effect of

Both whites and blacks who are 21 years of age or older commit a

Whites

age is complex.
greater number of offenses than any other age category within each race.

21 years and older account for 73.4 percent of the white crime, and correspondingly,

blacks 21 years and older commit 41 percent of the black crime.
of offenses committed by white strangers is committed by persons 21 years or older
while the majority of offenses committed by black strangers is committed by persons
The disproportionate involvement of older whites in crime

under 21 years of age.

appears to be the result of crimes not motivated by theft, That is, fully 85.8

percent or 3,606 crimes by unknown whites involved assault without theft. Among

unknown black offenders, however, assault without theft accounted for only 34.4

percent, or 2,670 offenses. Comparisons of the criminal involvement of white and

black strangers show that significantly more crimes are committed by blacks 12-14
years old and 15-17 years old than by whites in these age categories. However,
there is no difference in the number of personal victimizations perpetrated by
whites and blacks in the 18-20 age category, and, for the 21 years and older

age group significantly more crimes are committed by whites.
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TABLE 29

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY
AGE AND RACE OF UNKNOWN OFFENDERS

White Offender

CRIME
12-14 15-17 18-20 2l yrs.
yrs. yrs. yrs. or more
Assaultive
Violence - - - 90
- with Theft -
Assaultive
Violence 110 320 470 2720
without Theft
Personal
Theft without 30 70 120 290
Assault
Total
Personal 140 390 590 3,100
Victimization
Black Offender
CRIME
12-14 15-17 18-20 21 yrs.
yrs. yrs. YIS, or more
Assaultive
V'Lolence 60 60 70 150
with Theft
Assaultive
Violence 550 700 330 1,090
without Theft
Personal , }
Theft without 190 340 450 680
Assault
Total
Personal 800 1,100 850 1, 920
Victimization
58

TA3LE 29 (CONTINUED)

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY
RACE AND AGE OF KNOWN OFFENDERS

CRIME

White Offender

12-14
yrs.

15-17
yrs.

18-20
yrs.

2l yrs,

or more

Assaultive
Violence
with Theft

)

Assaultive
Violence

without Theft

240

370

270

2470

Personal
Theft without
Assault

30

40

180

Total

Personal
Victimization

240

400

310

2710

CRIME

Black Offender

12-14
yrs.

15-17
yrs.

18-20
yrs,

2l yrs,
or more

Assaultive

Violence
with Theft

60

Assaultive

Violence
without Theft

[RSSUIE: ISEPROTR PR S

370

200

100

1030

Personal
" Theft without
- Assault

90

130

.' Total

Personal
Victimization

370

290

100

1220

Source:

NCS Table B6
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Race and age of known offenders demonstrate similar results. More crimes - : ABLE 30
‘ VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 BY MARITAL
were committed by white and black persons 21 years of age or older than persons - STATUS AND AGE OF, VICTTIM
of any other age group when the offenders were not strangers. White known offenders
21 years and older committed 2,710 crimes which represents 74 percent of the white crime. =—— Marital CRIME 13-19 20-34 3549 50.64 557 5
Statu Y Y ; Y Y :
Black known offenders in this age category accounted for 61.6 percent of all black 2 - - S == Sl 2L Years :
_ Married | Assaultive Violence - 153 173 36 171 i
crime with 1,220 reported incidents. The majority of known white offender crime - with Theft (-) (180) (183) (30) (57)
i b T 2 rs or older. The large number of assaults without Assaultive Violence | 3,917 3,038 1,260 801 373
is perpetrated by persons 21 years o are S — without Theft (295) | (3,553) | (1,337) (666) (124)
. . 0 + . _t 'b _t 'y T ;
theft by whites in the 21 years or older age group may again contribute to this o Personal Theft 2 815 636 819 322 280
disproportionate involvement. - ! without Agsault (212) (744) (859) (268) (93)
) . . ) L Total Personal 6,733 3,828 | 2,252 1,160 824
No difference was found between the number of crimes involving black known ' l Victimizations (507) (4,477 | (2, 389) (964) (274) ;
offenders and the number involving white known offenders for the 12-14, 15-17, :
Control Totals 7,530 {116,929 (106, 095 83,102 33,250 ;
and 18-20 age groups. But whites were responsible for a greater amount of personal .
' T Wwidowed | Assaultive Violence - 535 671 386 235
victimizations than blacks for the 21 year and older age group when the victim lknew Divorced| with Theft (-) (119) (151) (91) (68)
Separated
the offender. — Assaultive Violence 9, 337 7,213 2, 000 1,014 951
: without Theft (93) | (1,602) (450) (239) (274)
Recalling that unknown offender crime is a significantly more frequent occurrence -
Personal Theft - -1, 481 1,471 1.261 521
than known offender crime in Dallas, it is important to note that there is no o o without Assault (-) (329) (331) (297) (150)
difference between the number of crimes perpetrated by white unknown offenders b Total Personal 9, 337 9,230 4,143 2,661 1,708
—_— Victimizations (93) | (2,050) (932) (627) (492)
21l years and oldrr and white known offenders in the same age group. Thus, these
) . L Control Totals 996 | 22,210 | 22,495 | 23,562 | 28,799
results present an interesting contrast. Usually most victims report that offenders —
were unknown to them. However, when the offenders were white and over 21 years of — Never | Assaultive Violence 511 670 459 - 1,194
R Married | with Theft (549) (309) (30) (-) (29)
e, the offen T itted t b kn . I Bt ‘ ' \
age, 0 ses were committe a]_tnés equally by known and unknown persons Assaultive Violence 8. 064 5 378 1, 821 2,922 3 ;
. without Theft (8,649) | (2,481) (119) (120) (-) ;ﬁ
Moritel status of vietims. B T Personal Theft 2,186 | 2,168 | 2,311 | 1,413 - :
i 5 1,000 151 58 -
Table 30 examines the effects of marital status on victimization. It is clear o thh(JUtAsséglt (2,350) | (1,999 (sh (58) ) i
’ e o Total P nal 10,768 8,215 4, 591 4,335 1,193 g
: that married persons suffer significantly less from criminal victimization than any ’ \?i:tim;e:;t?::s ' (11,548) | (3, 798) (300) (175) (29)
i ‘ i
L other category of persons. Only 21 perceant of, 6 the crimes in Dallas are perpetrated
: —«—ﬁ o Control Totals 107, 246 46,134 6,534 4,106 2,429 ;
against married persons, while widowed, divorced, separated and never married persons i i
' : - The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per 100,000

persons, and the numbers in parentheses represent estimates,

. 60 ) B SOURCE: NCS Table A7 61
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account. for the remaining 79 percent of crimes. In fact, within every age
category, the victimization rate for married persons was lower than the rate

for others, althcugh these differences were not always statistically significant.

Table 31 examines the effect of marital status in greater detail. The number
of incidents was analyzed for male and female victimsj; married, widowed, divorced,,
separated, or never married, of known and unknown offenders.: When the offender
was unknown to the victim, and the vietim was male, the effect of marital status
was evident. Widowed males and married males were. victimized at a rate of 1,799
victimizations per 100,000 persons and 2,686 victimizations per 100,000 persons
respectively, significantly less than divorced or separated males and never married
males. Males who were never marrried showed a high victimization rate of 9,818 per
100,000 persons, significantly higher than any other male marital status category.
This was the case for crimes of assault without theft and personal theft without
assault.

Women viectimized by unknown offenders expérienced more incidents of crime if

they had never been married (a rate of 3,807 victimizations per 100,000) or if

they were divorced or separated (a rate of 3,872 victimizations per 100,000 persons).

No significant difference was found in the number of incidents reported for these
two marital groups for any crime category, except personal theft without assault
where divorced or separated women were victimized more often. ‘Married women and
widowed women were victimized with approximately equal frequency. Married men

were victimized more frequently than married women, and divorced or separated and
never married men were victimized more frequently than women of the corresponding
marital status. However, there was no difference between the number of crimes

perpetrated against widowed males and widowed females.

62




e

TABLE 31

VICTIMIZATION RATES PER 100,000 BY MARITAL STATUS AND SEX OF VICTIMS OF ‘
THE UNKNOWN OFFENDERS

£9

MALE FEMALE
CRIME
. . Divorced or| Never Divorced or] Never

Married | Widowed | geparated Married | Married | Widowed| Separated Married
Assaultive
Violence 194 550 1, 061 719 34 163 251 222
with Theft (332 (35 (182) (616) (61) (64) {89) (179)
Assaultive
Violence 1, 754 - 2,301 6,113 694 459 2.210 2,902 y
without Theft (3, 000) (-) (394) (5,234) (1,220) (181) 781 (2, 345) ;
Personal ;
Theft without 738 955 1,245 2,897 491 532 1,432 683
Assault 1,262)|  (60) (213) (2,558) | (g64) | (209) (506) (552) |
Total
P'ers.o.n“al‘ ' 2,686 1, 799 4,607 9, 818 1, 219 1,154 3,872 - 3, 807
VLct1m1zat10n$ (4,594) (94 (789) (8,408) (2,145) (454) (1, 375) (3,077)
Control,
Totals 171,012 6,269 17,135 85,633 175, 892 39, 315 35,332 80, 816

J

79

The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per 100, 000 persons, and the numbers

in parentheses represent estimate numbers of victimizations.

Source:

VICTIMIZATION RATES PER 100,000 BY MARITAL STATUS AND SEX Or VICTIMS OF

NCS Table A6

TABLE 31 (Continued)

KNOWN OFFENDERS

-

Males Females
CRIME
Divorced or Never Divorced or Never
Married| Widowed Separated | Married| Married] Widowed Separated Married

éfjlz‘;}::’e 17 485 - 143 17 - 85 i
With Theft (29) (30) (-) (122) (30) (-) (30) (-)
Assaultive

Vi.olence 5632 485 2,489 2,688 454 463 1, 877 1, 842
Without Theft | (963) (30) (426) (2,302) (798) (182) (663) (1, 489)
Personal

Theft Without 34 - 174 318 - 75 168 219
Assault (59) {-) (30) (272) ¢ (-) (30) (59) (177
{Total

Personal 615 970 2,663 3,148 471 538 2,130 | 2,061
Victimization (1,051) (61) (456) (2,696) (828) (212) (752) (1,666)
Control Totals 171,012 6,269 17,135 85,633 1175, 892 39, 315' 35,332 80, 816
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Known offenders also appeared to victimize never married and divorced or
separated males at about the same rate. Widowed males were victimized signifi-
cantly less than never married males. Overall, divorced or separated women and women
who had never married showed a higher rate than either married or widowed women.

When male victimization rates were compared with female victimization rates
for known offenders, only males who had never been married experienced more crimes
than women. In all other marital groups women were victimized approximately as
often as men of the same marital group. In all other groups, womén were victimized

approximately as often as men.

Income and major type of activity of victims.

Table 32 presents personal victimizations by family income and race. In
general  persons earning a higher income are victimized slightly more frequent;y.
Persons earning less than $10,000 per year were victimized 4,653 times per lOO,dOO
persons, while victims earning more than $10,000 were victimized at a rate of 4,949
per 100,000. (Victimization rate was obtained by dividing the total of combined
estimates for all income categories less than $10,000 or‘greater than $10,000 by
the total of combined control totals for these same categories). It appears that
only for crimes of assaultive violence without theft, whites were victimized more
frequently than blacks when examined by income category. In fact, for assaultive
violence without theft, the victimization rate for whites earning less than $10,000
is 2,954 per 100,000 persons, while the corresponding rate for blacks earning less

than $10,000 is 2,335 per 100,000 persons. There was no difference, however, between

the frequency of assault with theft or personal theft without assault perpetrated
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TABLE 32

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 BY RACE AND FAMILY INCOME OF VICTIMS
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in parentheses represent estimates,

The numbers not .n parentheses represent victimization rates per 100, 000 persons,
and the numbers

CS Table AS8.

.y

Source:

e

b9

Ermre it




.

g

-~

against blacks, as compared to whites for this income category. Comparison of
total personal victimizationé for blacks and whites earning less than $10,000

showed a significantly higher rate of 5,057 per 100,000 for whites as contrasted

with a rate of 4,025 for blacks. Similarly, for the category of "greater than
$10,000", only the difference between assaultive violence without theft for blacks ;
and whites was found to be significant, a comparison of 3,769 per 100,000 for whites
and 999 per 100,000 for blacks. This difference is felt to contribute to the
significant difference between total person victimizations for‘blacys“and whites.

A race by income effect is indicated only for crimes of assault without theft.

Major type of activity of victims is examined in Table 33. The most important

finding which emerges is that employed persons are victimized at a fairly low rate. .;
The same pattern is found when the offender is known and when he is unknown to the
victim, and when more detailed comparisons are made for race of the victim we find
that unemployed blacks and unemployed whites are victimized more frequently than
employed blacks and employed whites. However, none of these comparisons was :
shown to be statistically significant. Comparisons of the unemployment category
with other categories of major activity showed higher victimization rates for unemployed
persons (except for persons less than 16 years old).

Persons who'keep house and retired persons experience the lowest rates of

victimization. When the offender is known by the victim only 1,050 of every 100,000

.homemakers are victimized, and only 653 of every 100,000 retired persons experience
victimization. Of the total number of personal victimizations perpetrated by F
strangers, homemakers account for only approximately six percent (or 1,083 victim~ i
izations) and retired persons for only approximately one percent (or 187 victimizations).
For crimes perpetrated by non-strangers, the victimization rates for homemakers and
retired persons are 350 and 103 per 100,000 respectively. The categories of keeping

house and retired showed significantly lower victimization rates than every other




TABLE 33

RATE PER 100,000 BY RACE AND MAJOR ACTIVITY

VICTIMIZATTION
: OF VICTIMS OF STRANGER OFFENDERS :

White Victims Black Victims
CRIME £ 1o Armed Em- Unem- Keep In £ 16 Armed Em- Unem- Keep In
Years Forces ploved ployed House School Retired Years Forces ployed ployed House Schocl Retired
Assaultive Violence 241 - . 234 1,125 36 422 297 137 - 446 591 172 271 -
veith Theft (92) - (-) -(582) (91} (30) (61 (68) {29) {-) (332} {32) (30) {28) {-)
s Assaultive Violence 5,676 - 2,422 5,630 579 5,686 133 2,024 - 1,19 2,773 1,185 1,427 1,951
0| witheut Thett (2,176) ) | (6,020 (456) (484) (821) (31) (427) -) (891) (148) (208) (145) i573
Perscnal Theft 2,387 - 1,125 1,863 321 2,110 . - 1,162 - 1,170 1,138 354 920 577
without Assauit " (915) ) | (2796) (151) (268) (305) ) (245) -) (872) (61) 62) (94) (31
Total Pe;sonal 8, 304 - 3,782 8,618 935 - 8,219 431 3,323 - 2,812 4,502 1,710 2,617 1,023
Victimizations - (3,183) (=) (9, 398) (698) (783} (k,187) (99) (701) (-3} (2,095 {240} (300) (266) (88} |

The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per 100, 000 persons,
and the numbers in parentheses represent estimates.

Source: NCS Table Al2
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TABLE 33 (Continued)

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 BY RACE AND MAJOR ACTIVITY
. » . OF VICTIMS OF NOT STRANGER OFFENDERS

CRIE v White Victims Black Victims
IME :e:ie ?:med iEm- Unem- Keep In £L16 Armed Em- Unem- Keep In
5 rces ployed ployed House School Retired Years Forces ployed ployed House School Retired
Assavltive Violence 81 - 90 - 81
with Theft - ’ - N - - - - - - 544
ith (30) {-) | (36) -) (-) {(-) (=) (-) =) (60) (-} (=) (- (29
98 Asi:ultt“'.\:reb\":lolence 3,600 - 1,063 2,614 396 1,053 - 567 - 841 2,193 170 2, 440
witheut Theit (1,380) {-) (2,642) (212) (331) (152) (-) (119) () {626) (117) (30} '(Z;:8) , )
Fersonal Theft 160 - 83
e - - 205 - 290 - 121 - - 282 -
without Assault (61) (-) (207) (-) (- (30) (-) (61) {-) (90) ) (-} 29) (-}
1 Total Personal 3,841 - 1,183 2,614 396
PR . * ’ 1,259 - 857 - 1,042 2,193 170 2,728 544
ti - [ . N 1
Victimizations 1,472) (-) (2,940) (212) (331) (182) =) (180) =) (776) (117) (30) (278) :(.:.9)




category of major activity for both stranger and non-stranger crime. These types -
of activities may provide fewer opportunities for criminal encounters. _ | —
When victimization rates for categofies of activity were compared for black and - ’ T
white vietims, no differences were found, except that whites under 16 years old - %‘D § S [% R §
were more frequently victims of crime than blacks under 16 years (this difference é '
is supported by earlier findings in Table 28) and that employed whites are victimized - .%’ ‘L' g
by strangers more frequently than employed blacks. _; o % é %0 g \iri \3 gﬁ
Circumstances Surrounding Crime Incidents l B ! g 0 ‘
Information concerning the events surrounding a crime is important in obtaining * M § 2 5 E o g = Q
a complete picture of victimization. In determining the nature of the circumstances - _- 8 0 :12 " l‘:;
surrounding personal victimizations, several important findings emerge. First, - 8 %2
crimes against persons were equally likeély during the day, as in the evening, S — . % §\<}o % g’i § ~§,‘
1 ~
However, more crimes did occur from 6 PM to midnight than from midnight to 6 AM.. - : E g 21 -
Second, most of these crimes occurred in the home, however, the majority of non- I g é g E ED § g\ E f;“:;
residence crime occurred in streets and parks. Third, persons in Dallas are likely o E 2 © § <« = ~
to be victimized by offenders acting alone rather than in concert with others. — % g ‘ R - 5
— = & |3 e &8
Time and place of occurrence, @ © o 0 ~
£ m
Table 34 presents the time of occurrence of crimes in Dallas. Among crimes — gg o
perpetrated by strangers +there appears to be no difference between the frequency e E &8 ~ E
of personal incidents occurringduring the Qay and 'thqse occurring at night. Of the S o . o Z{)‘ é é g g é
total crimes perpetrated by strangers, 49 percent occur between 6 AM and 6 PM, while . 7"'— . % ?); PE % é ; g :; a g i
50.3 percent occur between 6 PM and 6 AM. However, it is important to note that this ,,. —. 5 ‘Uz% Tg f_: 2 é‘) g g ?§ :.\f § %
is not the case for crimes involving theft without assault. Crimes motivated by — v B SRR AR g .
theft alone are more likely during the day than during the night. A possible S
explanation is that such crimes are defined by no ,vict‘im—offender contact and that '"‘; T
such contact is less likely during the day when féwer persons may be at home. When -’ !
’ crimes which occur at night are ,ex‘amined,r?:ét is evident E:hat more crimes occur before “ jf | : -

i e . . \.4\.; TR
‘ﬁgiihun-”. S . Fanle 840 ETem e : s
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o TABLE 35
e NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE
midnight (6 PM to midnight) than after (midnight to 6 PM). This appears true for o :
all three crime categories (assaultive violence with theft, assaultive violence . b !
, CRIME Unknown Offender
without theft, and personal theft without assault). It should be emphasized, - ) ;
A ) Inside Place of | Near Non- Street, Inside Flse- ;
however, that more crimes occur during the day than during either of these two - Home Vacation Home | residencd’ Park School | where ' j
R : buildi
nighttime periods when- total victimizations are considered. : , e . ‘ tng
o , Assaultive : :
Crimes perpetrated by persons known to the victim follow a similar pattern. . T Violence 210 - 90 110 830 110 30
| . ' with Theft '
Although not statistically significant, the percentage of crimes committed by -
. N T Assaultive ; )
persons known to the victims is greater for daytime incidents (53.3 percent) than L Violence 830 30 990 1 450 5 690 L0l 770
S ” | ithout ’ o ’
nighttime (46.7 percent). Again, of the crimes occurring at night and involving known _ ! without Theft
offenders, more occur before midnight than occur after midnight for all categories e Per 50»“3:1 . -
wm | [heit without 280 30 300 970 3,100 610 350 ;
of crime. However, as before, the total number of crimes occurring during daylight e Assault ‘ ’
hours is greater than for either six-hour nighttime period. T Total
— e Personal 1,320 60 1,370{ 2,530 9,620 | 2,090 1,150
The locations in which crimes occur are examined in.Table 35. Fewer crimes -~ Victimization

perpetrated by strangers occur in or near the home of the victim (14.8 percen'ti) than

occur in non-residence places (78.8 percent) such as places of vacation, non-residence i
buildings, streets or parks,and schools. ~ Streets and parks are the most frequent T Known Offender
o CRIME
places of occurrence for crimes perpetrated by unknown offenders. These account i
; . ’ — Inside | Place of Near Non- | Street, |[Inside Else-
for 53 percent of the offenses and significantly more than any other location. Home Vacation Home | residencqg Park School where
B | buildin '
Non-residence buildings and schools are the settings for 13.9 percent and 11.5 — &
Assaultive
percent of stranger perpetrated crimes respectively. Vacation locations appear to ke Violence 30 _ - 30 140 30
: , . . ' "with Theft
be relatively free from criminal incidents as this category showed significantly T e ‘e
Assaulti ’
fewer occurrences than any other location. : V?ole‘;c;ve 1,340 30 670 830 1, 980 560 860
Among crimes committed by persons known to the victim, the non-residence without Theft
categories again.account for the greatest percentage of incidents. Crimes which Persona:l
. . _ —— = | Theft without 190 - 60 30 110 80 120
occur in places of vacation, non-residence buildings, streets or parks, and schools Assault
account for 53.9 pércent of the incidents in Dallas as compared to 32.3 percent e Total
L Personal 1,560 30 730 890 2,230 670 980
. Victimization

72 A Source: NCS Table B 3 7




- o ; —
which occur in or near the home. Again,streets and parks account for the greatest T g H .
. (en] o (=]
I g ° 1 N
amount of non-residence crime (31.4 percent) by known offenders with the number n : 5 § N 0 b
- . ey
: T <+ 0 :
‘of incidents in this category significantly greater than the number of incidents
[P 0 n
1 H L‘ 5
i . : (3 v ;
in any other category. “ ; ,g §'€ S E ' o f
o :
Tt is important to note that although significantly more crimes of every nature “ - % ﬁﬁ ™
‘ o
are perpetrated by unknown offenders than by known offenders (as shown in Table 34), amb g 2]
&
_ ] o Q
this is not the case for crimes occurring in or near the home. trangers and non- n ‘ ;2 gg & % 3 §
e B8 Ho
strangers commit approximately the same amount of crime in or near the home. The gﬂi 'u“é
ol - | = m N =
number of crimes perpetrated by strangers in or near the home during the reporting n 4 % M o o ;
o £ g Q R o~ ¥ :
period was 2,690 as opposed to the 2,290 crimes committed by known offenders in these n - E_", 8 g = % ™ <
.0 b 0 - 3
same locations. Approximately 32.3 percent of crimes by known offenders occurred in i % °
‘ o ® |
JE DU ~
or near the home. Logically, offenders known to the victims may be living with the - e §g e ° =) S
ke TSN /M S ] o o~ 0
victims, near them,or simply know where to find them. ' © = St - 3
» : o - m & <+ O
n @ ;
‘ The number of offenders involved. i Hoo i ) =] 2 § =
; _ ] . é‘_‘: ‘g ,g ,‘3'8 N R <t o :
ﬁ Certainly critical to the description of a criminal encdunter is the number of - % a [ﬂé’ - i
f offenders involved in the incident. The circumstance of having a single offender _ . '{') o m
p . N o
. b .. - l-z-i 2lo S o f; 8 u?
or multiple offenders may affect the nature of the incident. __ I ol zw = < o 0
: B =] S - -
‘ , : o kol Rl : ~
;: The number of offenders involved in crimes against persons is examined in Table o .g :é" -
5 36. 1Initial comparisons show that among crimes perpetrated by strangers, offenders % H
{ ) T ) = ) o
§ were more likely to act alone than in groups of two, three, four or more. That is, = C‘§§ = gh S, S’:
i . v e o o~ o
i 9,920 offenses were committed by an offender acting alone, 2,650 by a pair of offenders, o "
i .
c 1,630 by three offenders and 2,540 by Tour or more, These figures represent 59.2 ‘:3 4
| 2 1
; percent, 15.8 percent, 9.7 perceni and 15.2 percent of stranger perpetrated crimes f_;_; a ¢
; & cd o = |
b raspectively. The trend of more offenses committed by offenders acting alone rather 548 o9 o g 0w
v g 3 & > < ~ 3 S !
i ~ ' [ Z *
than in concert is consistent across all three crime categories although not statis- g gz % 5 LB S¢g )
. ‘ g d O «w 9 ® 0D ® '
tically significant for crimes characterized as assault with theft. In this category, b <% o % & g 0.2 5
{ ) v < 2 =B HY > g |
S
: A 75
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- lack of significancé is most likely due to the relatively infrequent occurrence
- ky;; of such offénses and the associated large sampling errors.
P | An.identical pg@tern is evident among crimes perpetrated by persons known to
e the victim.‘ Thus, significantly more offenses are committed by persons acting
N alone rather than in concert with others. Almost 86 percent,or 6,040 incidenté,
- involved an offender acting alone while only: 440 incidents, or 6.2 percen?,involved
—_ two offenders; 270,or,3.8,pefcent,involyed_threé offendé;s,and,only 280, or 4.0
. . pércent,involved four or more offenders. Again this trend is‘evidenﬁ witﬁin all
ll, JE— thfee ériﬁebcategoriés, although the trend is not necéssarily staf&stically
e significant due to lérge sampling errors.
? e Victim-Offender Relationship
} - . A general picture of the victim-offender relationship emerged'through analyses
i b made  in this section. The offenders of crime were very likely to be strangers
E » : , : - T to the victims, and certain strangers, persons known by sight only, were responsible
? _'w"k;;; for the majority of this stranger crime. 1In general, offenders acted alone rather than
EL | S in groups, and they victimized single victims rather than groups of victims. An
% g interesting finding was that in criminal encounters the younger victims and offenders
z appeared to be close in age. That is, young offenders, both black and white, perpe-
T ’trated crimes against persons near their own age.
_'j L Victims, in general, made attempts to protect themselves against offenders,
and males were primarily responsible for this trend, although both young males and
— young females were likely to protect themselves.
— Stranger -~ not stranger crime.
e One of the clearest and most important findings of the National Crime Survey
T e is that stranger crime, or c¢rime perpetrated by persons unknoﬁn to the victim, is far

more common in Dallas than not-stranger crime, or crime perpetrated by persons known
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TABLE 37
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY .
RELATIONSHTD OF WHTTR VICTIM TO OFFENDER
Well known Brother .
CRIME but not Spouse Parent Child or Known by Casual
’ related ' Sister sight only Rcquaintance
3 Assaultive ;
Violence 30 - - - - 270 30 k
With Theft )
Aséaulﬁve .
{Violence 1,700 370 60 60 30 6,610 2,120
Without Theft A :
'4Per'son*arl . .
Theft Without 90 - - - - 1,830 240
Assault '
Total | -
Personal 1,820 370 60 ! 60 " 30 8,720 2,390
Victimization " :
|
s g G R e e P N P ~ 0 ' )
A ] ! ! [ . . ™ 1 A
4 %ﬂgll @rj ,,,,, d el j : ‘ ; ! ; Pl ,..% - .
i . : ¢ i i ¢ ¢ ) ; i § ! 4 i § ! : : ;
o e
TABLE 37 (Continued)
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY .
RELATIONSHIP OF BLACK VICTIM TO OFFENDER .
"Well f i T
known t i { Brother Known by
CRIME  but not Spouse | Parent | Child or sight Casual
irelated i l Sister only acquaintance
. . ’g T
; Assaultive i l l !
Violence o 60 ' 0 ‘ 0 , 0 i 0 240 0
T i -
Assaultive | X
'Violence 480 30 i 30 ; 0 60 + 1100 410
3 | Without Theft ‘ i
Personal i ; '
Theft Without 90 0 0 0o | 0 870 ; 90
! Assault ' ! ; {
; : |
Total ! i i 3
i Personal 630 30 30 i 0 i 60 i 2210 : 500
Victimization : ' i :
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to the victim. Tablé 17 suggests that fully 70 percent of reported crimes against
persons were committed by persons unknown to the viectim,

Table 37 examines the relationship of the offender and the victim in more detail.
Of the total number of crimes perpetrated against white victims, pproximately 64
percent involved offenders known by sight only to the victim, 18 percent involved

offenders well known by victims, and 17 percent involved casual acquaintances. Crimes

‘committed by persons known by sight only were clearly a more frequent occurrence.

This was the case for all types of crime. There was no differgnce,between the number
of crimes committed by well known offenders and casual acquaintancéé.A Cbmparing tbe
incidence of crimes perpetrated by persons related to white victims, it was found
that spouses were-responsible for the largest number.

Black persons were victimized 3.4 percent of the time bf offenderé.?elafed'to
them, 18.2 percent by persons known but not related, lA.AVbercent'ﬁy casual acquain-
tances, and 63.8 percent by persons known by sight only. Again, strangers known by
sight only accounted for the greatest number of crimés, and there was no difference
between the number of crimes committed by casual acquaintances or persons well
known by the vietim.

Table 38 continues the analysis of victim-offender relationship with a breakdown
for the age of the vietim. Offenders who were known to the victim by sight only
appear to be regponsible for the greatest number of crimes. In each age category
(12 to 15, 16 to 19, 20 to 34, 35 to 49, 50 to 64, and 65 or older), more crimes
ﬁere reported for strapngers known by sight than for any other category. Moreover,
for all age categories except 12 to 15 year olds, there was no difference in the
number of viectimizations perpetrated by casual acquaintances, related persons, and

well-known persons who were not related to the victim.
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TABLE 38
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY v
AGE OF VICTIM AND RELATIONSHIP TO OFFENDER
12-15
years
4 Well known Offender | Offender
CRIME but not Related known casual -
related by sight acquaintancd
only only
Assaultive
Violence ‘ ,
With - - 60 -
Theft ‘
Assaultive
Violence
Without 370 - 1,410 800
Theft
Personal
Theft
Without 30 ) 520 90
Assault
Total :
Personal 400 - 1, 990 890
Victimization ’ '

Source: NCS Table C 29 .
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TABLE 38 (Continued)
16-19
years
kWell Offender- Qffender -
nown known by casual
Related :
CRIMKE but not elate sight acquaintance
related. 01:11y only
Assaultive
Violence _ _ 90 .
With Theft
Assaultive
Violence 430 210 1,520 490
Without Theft
Personal
Theft Without 60 - 370 30
Assault
Total
Personal 490 210 1,970 520
Victimization
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TABLE 28 (Continued)

20-24
years
. kW’ell Offender Offender
nown
CRIME but not Related kno"wn by ca:sual
' sight acquaintance
related only only
Assaultive
Violence 30 - 90 -
With Theft
Assaultive
Violen ce 450 240 1,880 - 620
Without Theft
Personal
Theft Without 30 - 540 150
Assault
Total
Personal 510 240 2,510 770
Victimization
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TABLE 38 (Continued)
25-34
years
Well Offender Offender
CRIME known Related known by casual
?Sar;:é sight acquaintance
Only On"ly
Assaultive
Violence - - 150 -
With Theft
Assaultive i
Violence 490 270 170 210
Without Theft
Personal
Theft Without - 30 330 120
Assault
Total
Personal 490 300 2,180 230
Victimization
83
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TABLE 38 (Continued)

35-49
years
Well Offender Offender
" known known casual
Related A
CRIME but not by sight hcquaintance
related only only
Assaultive
Violence 30 0 90 30
With Theft
Assaultive
Vinlence 360 120 750 210
Without Theft
Personal
Theft Without 60 0 570 -
Assault
Total
Personal 450 120 1,410 240
Victimization
84
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TABLE

38 (Continued)

50 - 64
years
Well Offender Offender
known known casual
CRIME but not Related . .
by sight acquaintance
related only ‘ only
Assaultive
Vieclence - - - -
With Theft
Assaultive
Violence 150 90 360 180
Without Theft
Personal
Theft Without - - 270 30
Assault
Total
Personal 150 90 630 210
Victimization
85
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The effect of age and race on the vietim-offender relationship.

Table 39 examines the variables of age of offender and age of victim in terms
of number of victimizations. No victimizations were reported for offenders younger
than 12 years, Offenders 12 to 14 years of age account for 10.1 percent of the
total 16,350 victimizations; 15 to 17 year olds, 15.7 percent; 18 to 20 year olds,
13.1 percentj;and offenders 21 years and older accounted for the majority, 60.4
percent. Clearly, the number of crimes perpetrated by the oldest group is signifi-
cantly larger than for any other offender age category. In addition, the number of
crimes perpetrated by persons 12 to 14 years old is significantly 1e;s.than for the
15 to 17 year old group.

When age of victim was examined, an interesting result was noted. That is,

young offenders victimize persons near their age. The encounter between victims and

offenders appears to be affected by their respective ages.

Reaction of the victim to the offender,

The relationship of the victim and the offender comes into focus by examining
the reaction of the victim to the offender. Does the vietim, for example,perceive
the encounter or relationship between he and the offender as one which necessitates
self protection? This issue is examined in Table 40 with regard to the age and
of the victim. In a total of 16,660 incidents, or 53.7 percent of all incidents,
victims attempted to protect themselves from the offender. 1In significantly fewer
cases 14,333 incidents, or 46.3 percenf victims made no attempt. Males appeared
more likely to protect themselves than females. In 57.6 percent of crimes perpetrated
against males the victim protected himself, while in 42.4 percent of the incidents
there was no report of gelf-protection. This pattern was repeated for assault with
violence, assault without violence and personal theft with violence. When the victim

was a woman, no difference was found between the number of incidents resulting in
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TABLE 39 T TABLE 39 (Continued)
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY ‘ - )
AGE OF OFFENDER AND AGE OF VICTIM
ffend T
12-14 year old offender
year I T . 18-20 year old offender
CRIME CRIME i
12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 65 yrs., - 12-19 20-34 35-49 | 50-64 . 65 yrs.
yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. or more : yrs., yrs. : yrs. yrs. ; Or more
Assaultive ' . ‘ Assaultive l
Violence 60 - - - - Violence 60 0 0 0 i 30
with Theft G with Theft
) W - . ]
Assaultive ‘ - As-;saultlve ‘
Violence 1,380 30 . _ - : - . . VJ..olence H 640 510 _ 180 ; 30 30
. _ without Theft , ! .
without Theft , A ' — ; :
Personal i
Personal - Theft without 120 24 120 120 6
Theft without - -W§ [ Assault |
Assault 210 30 - - - i ; .
R Total ! : t
Personal 820 ; 750 300 » 150 i 120
Total o . . Victimization . !
Personal 1. 650 60 ) i ‘ i R ‘
Victimization ’
-
— i
21 year or older offender
- CRIME ‘ ‘ : o R
15-17 year old offender 12-19 20-34 | 35-49 50-64 - 65 yrs.
CRIME - e B yIs. yrs. : yIrs. yrs. . _Or more
12 - 19 20 - 34 35 - 49 50 - 64 65 yrs, - ; ' j i
years years years years or more - - Assaultive § ‘
~~ -—= | Violence : 30 150 120 0 3 60
Assaultive ‘ ' - ‘ s [ with Theft | v :
i - 60 - - - ﬂ : ' | ; l
53ﬁ§¥§2ﬁ - _ B ' Assaultive ;
P TR 1 Violence : 1370 4820 1070 690 150
- ' L : without Theft
Assaultive , ; A
Violence 1,630 300 - , - - -= —== | Personal :
without Theft . | Theft without . 180 690 390 150 60
' ' | Assault ‘
Personal S 5
Theft without 520 - ’ 30 - ) 30 ' - ' Total : ,
- Personal : 1580 5660 1580 840 270
Assault : . .
: , - : , Victimization
E—M! T - ——
. Total : o o
P 1 5 - -
?réoﬁa . 2,150 360 30 30 - Source: NCS Table Cl6
Victimization =y o o
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TABLE

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY OCCURRENCE OF
SELF-PROTECTION OR NO SELF-PROTECTION BY RACE OF VICTIM

NCS Table C 7
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When the offender was known by the victim, only the white victim showed
differential behavior. As with unknown offenders, assaults without theft
resulted in more frequent reactions by whites against the known offenders.

For the black person victimized by a known offender, néither self-protective

behavior nor no self-protection appears more common for any type of crime.

The relationship of groups of offenders and groups of victims.

Table 42 examines the characteristics of groups of offenders, especially age
and race of offenders. In instances where the offender was unknown to %he victim,
statistically fewer crimes were perpetrated by offenders under 12 years old, regard-
less of the race of the offender. GComparisons of number of victimizations committed
by groups of white offenders of various ages showed 47.3 percent of crime accounted
for by 12 to 21 year olds, and 31.0 percent by offenders over 21 years of age. This
difference was not statistically significant. Groups of white offenders of mixed ages
were responsible for approximately 20 percent of crimes against persons. Groups of
black offenders between 12 and 21 years accounted for 62.0 percent of crime while
groups of offenders 21 years or older accounted for only 20.4 percent, a statistically
significant difference. Groups consisting of persons of different ages were
responsible for 16.1 percent of crime, statistically less than that reported for
persons 12 to 21 years. Groups of offenders of mixed race showed a fairly even
distribution of crimes among age categories.

Of fenses by'grouﬁs of pergons known to the victim are a relatively rare
occurrence in Dallas. The most important finding here is that there are extremely
few mixed race offenses.

Ages of groups of offenders are examined in Table 43. It is clear that groups
of offenders are most likely to be between the ages of 12 and 21 years. The number

of victims involved in personal incidents is presented in Table 44. The results are
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TABLE 42

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY AGE AND RACE OF GROUPS OF UNKNOWN OFFENDERS

Whi te Offenders Black Qffenders Mixed Race
CRIME .
12 yrs. | 12-21 |21 yrs.|mixed |12 yrs.[12-21 |2l yrs. | mixed |12 yrs.|12-21 2l yrs.| mixed
or yrs. or ages or yrs. or ages 8r yrs. or ages
under over under over undae over
Assaultive
Violence _ 100 80 30 - 260 90 190 - - - -
with
Theft
[Assaultive
Violence 30 |1 690 450 220 - 1,270 350 320 - 70 10 50
wdthoup
3 Theft
Personal
Theft - 200 130 120 60 990 390 150 50 30 60
without
Assault
Total
Personal 30 99¢ 650 420 60 2,520 830 650 - 120 40 110
Victimi -
zation.
Source: NCS Table B7
_ : 1 g i T 1 { { I i 1 ] 4
aﬂé] 5wqjl L J P i J i _I f A i -1 3 i H i i. jl : g.lé 5 = j» ; q ! j * i i ;
: i ! j i | ] . . i ‘ | : i J : : :
RS TEEE RS ST R NN AT AT ANRURE SRS NRUN [RE IR RRRN SRR RN (U R
TABLE 42 . l
(continued)
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY AGE AND RACE OF GROUPS OF KNOWN OFFENDERS
White Offenders Black Offenders Mixed Race
12 yrs 21 yrs mixed (12 yrs‘ 21 yrs| mixed | 12 yrs 21 yrs mixed
CRIME or 12-21 or ages or 12-21 or ages or 12-21 oxr ages
under yrs older under yrs older under yrs older
| Assaultive
Violence - 50 30 - - { - 30 - - - - -
with Theft
Assaultive :
Violence - 160 180 20 - 220 30 110 - 50 20 -
o Without
™ Theft
Personal
Theft
Without - 30 60 - - - - - - - - -
Assault
Total
Personal
Victimi~- - 240 27¢ 20 - 220 60 110 - 50 20 -
zation
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TABLE 43

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY AGE GROUP OF QFFENDER

| oSS
[TEEE

All Offenders All Offenders| All Offenders | Group offenders,
CRIME .
under 12 yrs, 12-20 yrs. over 21 yrs. Mixed ages
Assaultive
Violence - 520 280 280
with Theft
Assaultive
Violence without 30 3,390 1,410 850
Theft
Personal Theft
without 60 1,520 720 420
Assault
Total .
Personal 90 5,430 2,410 1,550
Victimizations
Source: NCS Table C 17
g ! ! 1 o , | | | .
. i E ! ! ] { ‘h : ﬁ : h ' i J ; 1 : I i
i § N o . . s ) N
oA A i A 1 1 | |
TABLE 44
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY NUMBER QF VICTIMS
Unknown Offender Known Qffender

CRIME One Two Three Four or One Two Three | Four or

Victim | Victims Victims more Victim Victims]| Victims more

Victims Victims

Assaultive
Violence with 1,250 140 - - 210 20 - -
Theft
Assaultive
Violence without 10, 006 790 160 200 5,850 340 40 60
Theft
Personal
Theft without 5,440 170 40 30 540 40 - -
Assault
Total
Personal . 16, 750 1,100 200 230 6,600 440 40 60
Victimizations -

Source:

NCS Table B 8
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are immediately obvious for both known and uhknown offender crime. More crimes
were perpetrated against single victims than groups of viectims.

Situations involving unknown offenders show that 59.4 percent of the offenses %
involved single victims. There were reported 16,750 victimizations of
only, as compared to 1,100 (or 38.8 percent) reported victimizations of two persons,
200 or ( .7 percent) victimizations of three persons and 230 (or .8 percent)
victimizations of four or more persons. The number of victimizations against one
person was significantly greater than the number of victimizatiqns against any
number of multiple victims.

Groups of two victims were victimized more often than groups of three victims
and groups of four victims when the total number of incidents were considered.
This result was largely due to the fact that significantly more assaults without i
theft were perpetrated against groups of two victims as compared with larger groups. f

These findings are duplicated for crime perpetrated by known offenders. Here
again, single victims were more frequently victimized than were groups of two, three,
four or more persons, or than all groups combined. As with crime by unknown offenders,
groups of two persons were victimized by kmowm persons more frequently than groups

of three or four persons.

Extent of and Reasons for Failure to Report Events to Police

Having been victimized, persons make the decision to report or not report the
crime to police. In Dallas it appears that the majority of personal victimizations
were not reported. This trend was especially prevalent.among young persons, both
male and female. Racial coﬁparisons showed blacks being more likely to report crime
than whites, despite an overall tendency toward under-reporting. f

Approximately 41.0 percent of all crimes recorded by the Census Bureau were

reported to police, while 59.0 percent of the 16,580 crimes went unreported,as

seen in Table 45, which is a statistically significant difference. Male victims
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TABLE 45

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY AGE OF MALE VICTIM AND INCIDENTS
REPORTED OR NOT REPORTED TO POLICE

Reported to Police

CRIME 12-19 | 20-34 | 35-49 | 50-64 | 65 or
yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs. older
Assaultive
Violence with 210 370 150 90 60
Theft
Assaultive
Violence 1,590 1,880 450 180 30
without Theft
Personal
Theft without 400 570 540 120 60
Assault
Total
Personal 2,200 2,820 1,140 390 150
Victimization
Not Reported to Police
CRIME
12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 65 or
yrs. yrs. yIrs. yrs. older
Assaultive
Violence with 220 90 60 30 30
Theft
Assaultive
Violence 3,850 I 2,930 600 480 60
without Theft i
]
Personal §
Theft without 1,680 i 630 330 90 30
Assault ;
Total
Personal 5,750 3,650 990 600 120
Victimization
Source: NCS Table C22. 98
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NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY AGE OF FEMALE VICTIMS AND
INCIDENTS REPORTED OR NOT REPORTED TO POLICE

TABLE 45 (continued)

Reported to Police

CRIME
12-19 20-34 35-49 50-64 65 or
yrs. yrs. yrs. yrs., older
Assaultive
Violence with 60 90 150 0 60
Theft
Assaultive
Violence 1, 060 1,600 360 240 120
without :
Theft
Personal
Theft without 120 300 300 270 120
Assault
Total
Personal 1,240 1,990 810 510 310
Victimization
Not Reported to Police
CRIME P
12-19 20-34 35..49 50-64 5 or
yrs. yrs. yrs, yrs, older
Assaultive
Violence with 30 30 480 0 0
Theft
Assaultive
Violence with- 2,260 1,140 480 90 180
out Theft
Personal Theft
“without 340 570 180 150 30
Assault
Total
Personal 2,630 1,740 650 240 210
Victimization
99
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appear to follow this pattern. Of the 17,810 crimes involving male victims,
only 37.2 percent were reported. For crimes of assault without theft and personal —
o ——
theft without assault , significantly more crimes were unreported than reported. §
() +
Vale victims, however, did report assaults involving theft more frequently than m— . " 5 E a 5 2 %
L] n
. 3 p " g
they allowed them to go unreported. S A -24) i N
’ . oy @) o d
When specific age groups of male victims were examined, it was found that A + E{
- 2] o
younger males aged 12 to 19 years were more likely to allow crimes to go unreported - E .8
—— o
o 0o =
than to report it to the police. This was the case for personal theft without . & 84 S
A : A ~ ] o o o o -
assault and assault without theft. However, for all other age groups (20 to 34 years, - — 5 o & S oy = 3
. . . S 2 o S N -
35 to 49 years, 50 to 64 years and 65 or older) there was no difference in the _. % » — —
number of victimizations reported to the police and the number which went unreported. £ 'g
o
Overall, female victims reported crime about as frequently as they failed to. “L “
i v 1o 1=
-
Young female victims (12 to 19 years of age), however, were shown to withhold . © Z 8 S 2 3 N
= o Ay ) o
reports of crime, while older females (50 to 64 years of age) appeared more likely o 1 B 8 > - o
m O a ]
to report crimes. For all other age categories, there was no difference in the - g E '8 8
1 i B
number of crimes reported and the number not reported. o g 8 &
— &
The under-reporting of crimes against persons surveyed by NCS in Dallas appears ‘ Fg 'GU) &
: = e [ H A
to be fairly substantial, and the young vietims of crime » both male and female, n % 3 4{; o = o o
_— . - 8 5| = o S =
are primarily responsible for this trend. iy aerem 0 ~ ~ - ~ m
, = -8 To) o~ ) o
<
Table 46 indicates that white victims did not report incidents to the police ;o - é )
—— U r_i
as readily as black victims did. Only 37.5 percent of white persons who were T 5 E
: - - + o
vietimized reported crimes, while 62.5 percent did not. In comparison, 53.5 percent E “q—; { D .9; 8
. : T e B [J] 1B Q L Kol + =
of blacks who werevictimized report personal incidents, while 46.5 percent did not. o S 5 2 Q’E E q)i' o E § . ‘§
‘ ; [N - 20 0 . o
Among black victims, crimes characterized by assault with theft were the only crimes — 5 '% 82 %E)é §¢_‘\ 2 .-‘g §§ §
‘ : ‘ T
) wow wod uwosl DL 5
which weremore frequently reported than not reported. Assault without theft and o s a ; g g;g 3 & 505 o &’}; 3
theft without assault were typically reported and not reported with approximately TR ‘
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equal frequency. Among white victims crimes involving assault without theft 4 Nature and Extent of Household Vietimization

nder— rted more than any other incident. Only 34.3 percent of incidents
we?e 1eT—Tepo 7 Crimes against property or household victimization is defined as criminal

i § 1% without theft were reported, while 65.7 percent, or e
characterized by assanly o P ’ ’ victimization which is not directed against any one person, but rather affects

inci tg, remained unreported to police.
roughly 10,550 such dneidents P an entire household. Thus, crimes of burglary, larceny, and auto theft are
included in these analyses. Household victimization rates are based on the

T e number of victimizations per 100,000 households in the City of Dallas.

Extent of Vietimization

The overall picture of household victimization in Dallas showsqlarceny to
- clearly be the most prevalent crime against property. More households were
victimized by crimes of larceny than by burglaries or auto thefts. The majority
) o of the household victimizations occurred at home. Most offenses resulted in
o losses less than $100. The majority of these property losses were never recovered,
with the exception of automobiles. However, the likelihood of recovery increased
- = with the extent of the loss, with the recovery rates being approximately equal
across black and white households.
; : Table 47 presents initial comparisons of household crime rates for the locations
y ‘ of t"home" and "elsewhere!", for both black and white households. Several important
P findings should be noted. First, larceny was the most frequent of the three crimes
s ode examined, More crimes of larceny occurred during the reporting period than burglaries
or auto thefts. Dallas experienced a rate of 34,552 larcenies per 100,000 households
as compared with 14,713 burglaries and 2,429 auto thefts. The burglary rate was also
gignificantly greater than the auto theft rate. Larceny was the most frequently
occurring crime among both black and white households followed by burglary and auto
[, theft. In addition, more household incidents occurred at home than elsewhere.

e o Dallas experienced approximately 29,600 incidents per 100,000 households "at home"
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TABLE 47

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 BY RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
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The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per 100, 000 persons

and the numbers in parentheses represent estimates.

and approximately 22,i14 per 100,000 households "elsewhere!. Approximately 57.2
percent of larcenies, burglaries and auto thefts combined occurred at home, while
42.8 percent occurred elsewhere.

The high evidence of crime at home may be due to burglary. Table 47 indicates

that there were 14,011 burglaries per 100,000 households at home as compared with

702 per 100,000 households elsewhere. (Obviously, the significant difference here

was partially a result of the definition of burglary). On the other hand, larcenies
and auto thefts occurred elsewhere more often than at home. These same results were
found when the frequency of crimes was compared for whites only. Héwever, for black
households, although burglaries were significantly more common at home and auto theft
occurred elsewhere, there was no difference in the rate of larcenies occurring at
home and elsewhere.

Table 48 shows household crimes do not appear to result in overwhelming financial

losses. Among all household incidents occurring either at home or elsewhere, most

incidents (70.6 percent) involved losses less than $100 and most of these incidents

(73.4 percent) were defined as larcenies. g
There are relatively few incidents of burglary occurring at places other than
the home. (Only 6.5 percent of the 2,642 reported burglaries occurred away from

Tneidents that do occur account for varying losses. There appears to be no

home).
category of loss that accounted for disproportionately more burglaries.

Most auto thefts (68.9 percent) occur away from home and the bulk of the auto
thefts occurring away from home are perpetrated against whites (64.1 percent). It
is evident that losses incurred by auto theft are generally large, varying upward
of $250.

An examination of incidents occurring at home to white households emphasizes . :
More incidents

that losses incurred in household incidents were relatively small.

(33.8 percent) involved losses between $10 and $49 than any other loss category.
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Burglaries and larcenies accounted for the bulk of these incidents. Burglaries
accounted for 36.5 percent of the household incidents while larcenies accounted for
61.8 percent. The relatively few (2.2 percent) auto thefts, on the other hand,
accounted for losses of at least $50 and usually over $250.

It is important to emphasize that most of these household victimizations involved

relatively minor losses. Almost 82 percent of all household incidents involve losses

less than $100 while only 17 percent of the incidents involve losses over $250.
The same trends are evident among victimizations of blacks occurring at home,

However, among the victimizations of black households, losses appeared to be some-

what greater. That is, only 61.2 percent of incidents involved less than $100 while

22.7 percent involved losses greater than $250.

Most victimizations of black households involved losses between $10 and $49.
Fully 30.3 percent of incidents occurring to black households fall in this category.
Burglaries and larcenies accounted for the bulk of these incidents with 48.5 percent
and 48.7 percent respectively.

Auto thefts accounted for only 29 percent of incidents

occurring to black households.

Table 48 examines losses associated with household incidents occurring at

places other than the home. Again, it is evident that for both black and white

households, small losses were the most common. Among white households 36.5 percent

of the losses were between $10 and $49 and similarly losses between $10 and $49

accounted for 35.6 percent of losses in black households. Larcenies appeared to

account for the bulk of these minor losses among both black and white hougseholds.
The recovery of stolen or damaged property is examined in Table 49. It should
be emphasized that the majority of property losses were never recovered. In 71.6

percent of the incidents, neither full nor partial recovery of property was reported.

106

LR

TABLE 48

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY AMOUNT OF LOSS

At Home
White Head Black Head

CRIME $10- | $50- | $100- | $250- $10- | $50- [ $100- [$250-

$0 $1 -9 | $49 | $99 | %249 $999 1$1,0004 $0 51 - $91 $49 1 $99 | $249 1$999 [$1,0004
Burglary 180 |1,790 | 4,660]2,240| 3,390} 3,500 | 1,710| -~ 380 1,190 1,200 1,710,230 530
Larceny |260 |6,720 {11,700]5,100|3,750 | 1,530 | 470 | 90 1,380 3,340 | 1,600 680 150 30
Auto - - - 30 30 560 | 420 | - - - - 170] 260 -
Theft
oo 02,540 820
Household | 440 } 8,510 [16,160 { 7,360 7,160 | 5,590 {2,600 | 90 1,760 4,530 | 2,800] 2,390(2,
Incidents

Elsewhere
- - —3
White Head ! Black Hea

. : - 10- | $50- | $100~ $250-
CRIME $10- | $50- [$100- 5250 $

$0 $1 - $9| $49 $99 $249 $999 | $1000+: $0 $1 - $91 $49 $99 $250 {$999 $1000+
Burglary | 30 150 320 260 440 210 150 | - - 60 30 30 30 -
Larceny | 290 ji1,310 {16,190|4,180 {5,100 | 2,210 240 | 60 | 1,210{3,060/1,610 [ 1,200| 350 -
hato 30 - 30 120 820| 1,090 | - - - - 30 670 470
Theft - -
Total R :
Household | 320 {11,490 /16,510 }6,470 | 5,660{ 3,240( 1,480 | 60 | 1,210} 3,120 1,640 | 1,260(1,050 | 470
Incidents

Source: NCS Table F 4
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- Some recovery was evident in only 28.1 percent of burglaries and only 23.7 percent
; - of larcenies. However, vehicles were recovered in 94 percent of the reported auto
é thefts.
i = = The likelihood of recovery increases with the extent of the loss. That is,
% some of the losses or damages were recovered in 58.3 percent of the incidents in-
-

volving losses over $250 while some losses were recovered in only 22.5 percent of

the incidents involving losses under $250. Exclusion of auto thefts from this

comparison only emphasizes that more extensive losses are more likely to be re-

covered. Among only burglaries and larcenies 22.2 percent of losses under $250

were associated with some recovery as compared to 42.7 percent of losses over $250

| oy
| assoclated with some recovery.
: - H The recovery rates appeared to be approximately equal across both black and
: - white households. White households experienced a 29.3 percent recovery rate while
- o bléck households experienced a 24.8 percent recovery rate.
i ‘ ) | | | | . o .‘*‘ Damage to propefty,is included with property loss‘in Table 50. The results are
E' = similar to those above. Among white'househqlds, incidents with minor loss and
: _ damage were the most common. Losses betﬁéen #$10 and $49'accounted for 34.9 per-
i cent of the reported incidents, and larcenies accounted for the bulk of these.
| i Similar results are evident among black households except that there is no difference
T between the number of incidents involving loss and damége bétween $10'and‘$49 (32.4
T percent) and the numbér of incidents involving loss and damagé between $50 and $250
i N (31.5 percent). Again the bulk of the feported incidents were defined as larceny.
BackgroundVCharacteristics of Vietdm.

In examining the background characteristics of persons involved in household
Victimization, several important findings emerged. The majority of household viectim-

do izations occurred at home, and rates were approximately equal among homes which were

!51 T
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TABLE 49 . -
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY VALUE OF PROPERTY BY AMOUNT RECOVERED R
FOR BLACK HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD . 49
. TABLE
- m (continued)
No Property Returned : m
CRIME $100- $250- i .
$0 $1-9 $10-49 | $50-99 249 999 |$1,000+ 50.0-99.9% -0of Property Recovered
e CRIME _ ;
Burglary _— 350 | 1,140 | 1,110 | 1,600 | 2,050 380 ! l. $0 $1 - $9 | $10-$49 [ $50-$99 $100-249 {$250-999 | $1,000+
OB - i} . R T 30
Larceny ~-- | 2,410 | 5,740 | 2,800 | 1,700 380 30 ! I]l Burglary j . 120
Auto Theft ——— —_— —— —— —— 180 170 m Larceny - 30 | 120 30 90 30 -
R _ - g ‘! i ]
1 Total - , _ _ K _ - - 90 90
; Household --- | 2,760 | 6,830 | 3,910 | 3,300 | 2,610 580 “ Auto Theft |
Incidents i ;
i i Total ,
| _ Household | - 30 120 30 90 240 120
f ¥ i Incidents
£ || i
0-49.9% of Provperty Recovered T
S100- |[$250- - Y
$0 $1-9  [$10-49 {$50~99 249 999 |$1,000+ n ‘ , All Property Recovered
| B ——- — — . CRIME r % 1 ;
uratary R i N 50 | $1-$9 |$10-549 | $50-$99 | $100-249 $250-999 | $1,000+
: L i ;
I B — —— ? : |
Larceny 60 120 30 . Burglary - 30 90 | 30 120 i 30 90
Auto Theft —_— ——— —_— ——— —— 30 60 ‘ 4 i ?
Larceny | - 150 380 270 60 90 ;
i Total ;’ i
Household - —— 90 180 30 90 90  Auto Theft o ) ) ; - . 490 380
Incidents ; ! ‘
Total : -
1 Household N 180 470 300 180 - 6l0 | 470
Source: NCS Table F5 Incidents j . ]
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' TABLE
TABLE 49 - X 49
(continued)
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY VALUE OF PROPERTY BY AMOUNT RECOVERED
FOR WHITE HEADS OF HOUSEHOLD ——
- 50.0-99.9% of Property Recovered i
CRIME _ I A
No Property Recovered $0 $1 - 9 $10 - 49 $50-99 $100- 249 $250-999 $1000+
CRIME $100- |$250~ e e e e e T T T
$0 $1-9 $10-49] $50-99 249 999 |$1,000+ surglary ) 120 ‘o 650 850 640
Burglary - 18,500 | 4,190 | 2,120 | 2,600 | 2,180 500 - o - o _
I Larceny 350 590 180 800 410 120
Larceny ——— 16,500 |23,700 { 9,200 | 6,150 | 2,530 420 .
Auto Theft —— 30 -——- 30 ——- 270 200 -
Auto Theft - - - - - 170 350
Total ;
Household _— 3 2 5 ol 4 -
Inoidents 18,380 1 27,890 141,350 1 8,75 (980 | 1,120 | Total House- ] 350 710 240 1,450 1,430 1110
| hold Incidents
0-49.9% of Property Recovered . e e e
CRIME $100~- $250~ S All Property Recovered
50 $1-9 1$10-49 |$50-99 249 999 |$1,000+ — __ CRIME S e P -
Burglary 30 —— 120 60 290 300 300 $0 $1-9 $10 - 49 $50-99 $100;2i?,  #250 -999 #1000+
Larceny 150 180 620 360 450 180 60 Burglary . 90 330 230 260 320 360
Auto Theft ——- - - 30 30 90 60 T T Larceny ] 1000 2890 1510 1330 530 90
Total e 850 800
Household 180 180 740 410 770 560 420 | - || Auto Theft - - - 30 110
Incidents q
T ~7~| Total House- - 1090 3220 1770 1710 1710 1240
, | . |hold Incidents
/
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TABLE 50

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY AMOUNT OF LOSS INCLUDING DAMAGE o

White Head
CRIME
$0 $1-9 $10-49 $50~249 $250+ "
Burglary 1,450 3,010 5,480 6,530 5,290 o
Larceny 1,020 18,000 27,890 20,090 4,330 .
Auto Theft 120 90 410 260 2,800 ~
Total
Household 2,590 21,100 33,780 26,880 12,420
Incidents
Black Head .
S0 $1-9 $10-49 $50-249 $250+
Burglary 610 960 1,700 2,620 2,510 o
Larceny 140 2,650 6,280 5,090 530
Auto Theft 30 - 30 60 1,490 .
Total L
Household 780 3,610 8,010 7,770 4,530 e
Incidents
Source: NCS Table F9 o
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owned or rented, or homes which were occupled on g no cash rent basis. Crimes
appeared unrelated to the number of household units in any of these structures.
Black households experienced a higher rate of burglary and auto theft than white
households, while whites experienced a higher rate of larceny. However, income
was shown to have a large effect, regardless of race. Households with the highest
incomes experienced the greatest crime rates. Household crimes appeared slightly
less likely during the day than during the night.

Comparisons of overall victimization rates were made for each category of
érime to determine if crime was more likely in white or black households.

Results show that blacks experienced higher rates of burglary and auto theft
than whites, while whites experienced a higher rate of larcenty. Table 51 shows
that only 1,463 of every 100,000 vehicles owned by white households were subject
to theft or attempted theft as compared to 3,218 of every 100,000 vehicles owned by
black households. When these same comparisons were made for the at home and
elsewhere categories, slightly disparate results were found. As depicted in Table
47, biacks again experienced significantly higher rates of burglary, at home, 18,339
incidents per 100,000 households, as compared with 12,746 incidents for whites.
However, there was no difference in the larceny victimization rate and the auto .
theft rate for whites and blacks when the crime occurred at home. Finally, blacks
experienced a higher total victimization rate at home (32,372 per 100,000 households)
than did whites (28,766 incidents).

The following results were noted among crime occurring elsewhere. Blacks were
again burglarized more frequently than whites. In addition, blacks experienced a
higher rate of auto theft than whites. However, significantly more larceny was
perpetrated against white households than black households. Whites experienced a
rate of larceny which was 21,729 incidents per 100,000 households, and black exper-

ienced a rate of only 13,392 incidents per 100,000 households. In summary, Table
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TABLE 51

TABLE 51 . : (continued)

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 FOR .

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 FOR
AUTO THEFT BY RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

- AUTO THEFT BY HOME OWNERSHIP

! Total Total S Total Total
: RACE Tota Attempted Total Vehicles o= I—Iome‘ Total Attempted Total Vehicles
35 Stolen Theft Owned o Ownership Stolen Theft Owned
5 . 1,033 | 430 1,463 - Renters and | 1,745 591 2,335
White ’ ’ 356,524 Sl ’ 157, 649
(3,683) (1,532) (5, 215) - No Cash Rent (2, 750) (932) (3, 682)
2,125 510 3,218 o 1,057 359 1,416
Black ’ ’ 68,732 . ’ 272,634
(1, 863) (349) | (2,212) - Owner (2, 882) (978) | (3,860) .
1,304 442 1,746 S — 1,309 444 1,753
Total ' : , 425, 256 ‘ 430, 284
2 (5,546) | (1,881) | (7,427 - Total (5,632) | (1,910) | (7,542)
VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 FOR . VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 FOR :
i AUTO THEFT BY AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD - AUTO THEFT BY NUMBER OF PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLD
: . Total ' : Total
. Total Total Total - | Number . Total Attempted |  Total { Vehicles |
: AGE Stolen Attempted Total Vehicles T of Persons .f Stolen Theft E : QOwned ‘
3 E +
§ . Theft Orned R : 0 6 P | 838 !
4 ' 1,37 9 , :
‘ 50 506 — 1 ‘ | 55,484
: 12 - 1 - = (760) (260) (1,020) !
? (28) (28) 5,515 * %
: 1 i
; '1,903 569 2,472 |
: | _ 2 P ’ i 144, 881
i 20 - 34 1,770 670 2,439 135 270 - U2, 757) (825) (3,582)
] (2, 394) (906) (3,300) ’ . ! ; :
i 1,401 738 2,139 , ?
1,325 382 1,707 mo 3 [ (1,231) (648 1,879) 87,845 i
o491 (1,851 (534) | (2, 385) 139,725 - P | & :
| 623 125 747 .
1,029 327 1,356 — o 4 142,073 ;
50 - ’ ’ , 885) 177 1,062) ‘
64 | 1121 (357) | (1,478) 108, 994 - ( v | &
: 1,309 444 1,753 !
i 65 1 5,633) 1,910) (7,543) :
| | or older (266) (87) (353) 40,720 ‘ - . ( ( |
i ? v :
: ! 1,309 444 1,753 e ‘
: i Total ’ ’
| ota (5 632) (1,912) (7. 544) 430, 284

The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates !
per 100, 000 vehicles owned, and the number in parentheses rep-
resent estimates, N

Source: NCS Table Gl s L o 116
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47 indicates that when the crimes occurred elsewhere, blacks experienced an overall
lower victimization rate than whites, the difference between 15,762 crimes and 23,971
crimes per 100,000 households respectively.

Table 52 explores the relationship between the occurrence of crime and the
age of the head of household. It is clear that crime rates were higher at home
than elsewhere for every age category. The differences between crime rate at home
and elsewhere were significant except for heads of households who were between
12 and 19 years of age. The relatively few heads of households‘in this age category
may preclude significance due to the large standard errors.

Among crimes occurring at home, older- households were victimized less. House-
holds where the head is 65 years of age or older were victimized only 12,903 times
per 100,000 households as opposed to the 20-34 years of age group which was victimized
35,512 times per 100,000 households. Across all three crime categories there were no
consistent differences among the crime rates for household heads 20-34 and 35-49 years
of age, but these two groups appeared somewhat more liable to burglaries and larcenies
than persons over 50.

Identical relationships were evident among crimes occurring elsevwhere. Again,
persons 65 years of age or older were less liable for burglary, larceny, and auto
theft. Because there were relatively few burglaries occurring away from the home,
meaningful age comparisons were difficult here. Among larcenies, however, it appeared
that persons 12-19, 20-34, and 35-49 years of age were almost equally susceptible,
with rates of 29,809, 23,107, and 28,295 per 100,000 persons respectively. Other age
categories were significantly less susceptible to larcenies.

There was also little difference in susceptibility to auto theft among persons
20—34? 35-49, and 50-64 years of age. These three age categories experienced auto

theft rates of 2,344, 1,652 and 1,257 per 100,000 persons respectively. The rate

‘of auto theft was highest among persons 20-34 years of age although the rate was mot
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TABLE 52

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 BY AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

At Home
CRIME 12 -19 20 - 34 35 - 49 50 - 64 65 years
years years years vears and older
Burglary 21,057 16,914 16,553 11,083 6,944
(902) (15,133) (12, 769) (7, 330) (3,008)
Larceny 11,591 17,452 18,611 12,265 5,827
(496) (15,614) | (14, 356) (8,112) (2, 524)
Auto Theft _ 1,147 1,107 758 153
(1, 026) (854) (501) (58)
Total -
Household 32, 512 35,512 36,271 24,106 12,903
| Incidents (1,398) (31, 773) (27,979) (15, 943) (5, 590)
t
Control 4,282 89, 471 77,139 66,138 43,318
Totals

The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per 100, 000

persons, and the numbers in parentheses represent estimates.

Source: NCS Table E2

I @ 1 Lo | 1 :
P H % i N P ‘ ;
1. j | | !
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TABLE 52
(continued)
Elsewhere
CRIME 12 - 19 20 - 34 35 - 49 50 - 64 65 years
years years yvears years and older
Burelar 671 885 805 535 338
grary (29) (792) (621) (354) (147)
Larcen 29,809 23,107 28,295 14, 840 4,165
i (1,271) | (20,675) | (21,826 (9, 815) (1,804)
659 2, 344 1,652 1,257 547
Aut heft ’ > '
uto The (28) (2, 098) (1, 205) (831) (237)
Total
31,139 26,337 30, 662 16,632 5,050
Household .
ncidonte (1,333) (23,546) | (23,652) | (11, 000) (2,188)
Control :
4,282 89,471 77,139 66,138 43,318
Totals .




statistically higher than the corresponding rate among persons 35-49 years of
age.

When total auto thefts were considered, as shoymn in Table 51, younger persons
all were subject to auto theft more than older persons. The rate of auto theft is
highest among persons who are 20 to 34 years of age. Among this group, 2,439
of every 100,000 vehicles were stolen or an attempt was made to steal them. This
rate of theft was greater than the rate. for any other age group.

The kind of tenancy and its relationships to victimization are exanined in
Table 53. There are few major effects evident with the nature of the tenancy.

Among crimes occurring at home, victimization rates are approxiﬁately equal among
households which own their own home, rent their home, or occupy their home without
paying any cash rent. The corresponding rates are 29,400, 29,800, and 30,800 incidents
per 100,000 households regpectively. Among crimes occurring away from the home,
households which own or rent their home had approximately equal victimization rates

of 23,000 and 21,300 incidents per 100,000 households respectivély. Households

which payed no cash rent had a lower victimization rate of 13,900 incidents ber
100,000 households.

When auto theft rates were combined for at home and elsewhere, an effect was
neted for tenancy. As shown in Table 51, auto theft rates were greater among persons
who rent homes rather than own homes. The total rate of auto theft or attempted
auto theft was 2,335 per every 100,000 vehicles among renters as opposed to 1,416
per every 100,00C vehicles among homeouwners. These figures may be closely related
to the results above. That is, in Dallas, blacks.and younger persons are morevfrequently
renters than homeowners . |

There were relatively few black households whodid not either oﬁn homes or whodid
not rent their homes. Of the 3,158 households which pay nc cash rent, whites account

for almost 92 percent,or 2,896 of their homes. Thus, the victimization rate among

120




12T

B i b

=
N
D

TABLE 53

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 BY RACE BY HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD BY TENURE

At Home
Rent No Cash Rent
CRIME White Black White Black White Black
Head Head Head Head Head Head
Birolar 12,828 16,890 12, 721 19,760 | 10, 049 )
glary (15, 756) (4,900) | (11,237) (6,575)|  (291)
Larcen 15,361 13,353 14,978 12,383 [ 19,691 10, 203
4 (18, 868) (3,874) | (13,230) (4, 120) (570) (29)
710 1,318 734 1,127 3,164
Auto Theft ’ 2 ! -
e (883) (382) (649) (375) (92)
tal '
;Zuasehold 28,907 31,562 28,433 33,270 | 32,903 10, 203
Incidents (35, 508) (9,156) | (25,115) (11, 070) (953) (29)
Control 122,833 29,011 88,330 33,272 2,896 289
Totals '

The numbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per
in pareatheses represent estimates,
NCS Table E4

the numbers
Source:

—— e
T e

100, 000 persons, and

TABLE 53
(continued)
Elsewhere
Own Rent No Cash Rent
CRIME White Black |  White Black White Black
Head Head | Head Head Head Head
Burglary 865 308 732 252 2, 044 _
(1, 063) (89) ' (647) (84) (59)
3
Larceny 22,526 13,683 20,962 13,169 11,292 9, 805
(27, 699) (3,969) : (18,516) (4, 382) (327) (28)
Auto Theft 1,134 2,330 1,821 1,905 1,029 )
(1, 393) (676) (1, 608) (634) (30)
Total
Household 24,526 16, 320 23,515 15,327 14, 366 9,805
Incidents (30, 126) (4, 735) | (20, 771) (5, 100) (416) (28)
Control 122,833 | 29,011 88,330 33,272 2,896 289
Totals
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black households which pay no cash rent was not comparable to whites who pay no
cash rent. -

The victimization rates were not affected by type of tenancy among crimes
occurring at home to white households. That is, the rate of burglary was relatively
constant across whites who own their own home, rent, or do not pay cash rent. Like-
wise the réte of larceny was approximately equal among these three tenant categories.
The rate of auto theft, on the other hand appeared appreciably greater among the
households that do not pay cash rent. This higher rate among white tenants who do
not pay cash rent was statistically greater than the rate of au%o threft among
households who own their own home, but not statistically different from households
who rent.

The same trends were evident among black households who were victimized at
home. The rates of burglary and larceny did not differ apbreciably among house-
holds who own or rent their homes. The relatively few black households who pay no
cash rent did not allow meaningful comparisons with this latter category of tenants.

Similar results were also evident among crimes occurring elsewhere. Among both
black and white households there were no apparent differences of burglary and larceny
rates between households owning or renting their own homes. Among black households,
auto thefts were also equally common among renters and homeowners. However, the rate
of auto thefts was somewhalt greater among white householés who rent than among white
households who own their own homes.

The number of housing units in personal . dwellings had little effect on crimes
perpetrated against households away from their homes. Table 54 shows no identifiable
pattern of difference in crime rates occurring away from the home among black and

whibte households occupying dwellings of varying size.
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TABLE 54

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 BY RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD AND BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE

At Home
i White Head Black Head
. CRIME 1-9 10 or Mobile 1-9 10 or Mobile
units more units trailer units more units trailer
? 12,307 14,902 17,775 19, 760
Burglar ’ r _ E] 2 -
o wEE (21,265) (5,435) (9, 264) (1,161)
o~
Larceny 15,340 14, 556 9,757 12,857 12,681 i
(26, 506) (5,309) (58) (6, 701) (1, 066
Auto Theft 413 900 4,794 - 1,339 699 i
(715) (328) (29) (698) (59)
Total
Household 28,061 30, 358 14,551 31,974 33,139 )
Incidents (48, 486) (11,072) (87) (16, 664) (2,785)
Control 172, 787 36, 471 595 52,117 8, 404 32
Totals
Source: NCS Table E5
I A ot |
; § : ST \ [ i
‘\ ! I ‘ i . ‘
i : I ; i co E i ‘ s
TABLE 54 (Continued)
H Elsewhere
i White Head Black Head
é CRIME 1.9 10 or Mobile 1-9 10 or Mobile
units more uunits trailer units | more units trailer
= 818 892 ; 332
N 1 - ' - -
w Burglary (1, 414) (325 b3
Larcen 21,498 22,871 i 12,399 18,324 )
v (37,147) (8, 341) | (6,462) (1, 540)
1,927 1,763 ; 2,024 2,388
Auto Theft ’ , - = -
oo he (3, 330) (643) (1, 055) (201)
,gzzlehold 23,665 25,525 14,755 20,712 )
- 1,741
Incidents (40, 890) (9,309) (7,690) (1, 741)
Control 172,000 36,471 595 52,117 ° 8,404 32
Totals




TABLE 54 {(Continued)

White Head
At Home
CRIME
1. 2 3 4 5-9 10 or more Mobile
unit units units units units units Home
Burglary 12,742 7,034 | 16, 851 12, 052 10, 874 14, 902 4,794
(17, 807) 620 234 1, 243 1, 361 5,435 29
N
o
Larceny 15, 519 15,050 | 12,451 11,699 16, 853 14, 556 9,757
‘ (21, 689) (1, 327) (173) (1, 207) @,110) 5, 309) (58)
Auto Thefts 760 - - 860 688 - 900 R
(1,062 - - (89) 86) (328) -
Total 29021 22,084| 29,303 24, 612 28, 416 30, 358 14, 551
Household (40,557) (1,947 (406) (2,538) (3,558) | (i1, 072) (87)
Incidents
Control
Totals 139, 752 8,815 1,387 10, 313 12,520 36, 471 595

TABLE 54 (Continued)

v White Head
lsewhere v
CRIME 1 2 3 4 5-9 10 or more| Mobile
unit units units units units units Home
824 326 279 1,633 892
1 ) ; _
Surglany (1,152) | (29) (29) (204) (325)
- 21,938 12,629 16, 781 19,217 25, 251 22,871
I\J 3 ki 2 3 3 3 —
= Larceny (30, 658) (1,113) (233) (1,982) | (3,161) (8, 341)
[}
g -
1,269 982 2,056 1,707 2,106 1,763
Auto Theft ’ , ’ . ’ -
wrodhe (1, 774) (87) (29) (176) (264) (643)
Total
Hg;zehold 24, 031 13, 937 18,837 21,202 28,989 25, 525 )
i dents (33, 584) (1,229) (261) (2,187) (3,629) (9, 309)
Control 139, 752 8,815 1, 387 10, 313 12, 520 36. 471 595
Totals ’ ’ ’ ’ ] ’
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TABLE 54

{Continued)

Black Head
At Home
CRIME
1 2 3 4 5-9 10 or more{ Mobile
unit units units units units units Home
Burglary 17, 140 11, 062 - 22,839 24,208 19, 760 -
(7, 062) 292) (-) B47)| (L, 063 (1, 661) (-)
Larceny 12,720 8,988 12,929 14,120 15, 248 12, 681 -
(5, 241y (237) (30) (523) (670) (1,066) (-)
Auto Theft 1,275 2,170 - 1,571 1, 313 699 -
(525 (57) (-) (58) (58) (59) (-)
Total 31, 136 22,200 12,929 38, 512 40, 8 33,139 -
Household (12, 829 (587) (30) (1, 428) (1, 0) (2,785) (-)
Incidents
Control 41, 203 2,642 232 3,709 4,391 8, 404 32
Totals

The mumbers not in parentheses represent victimization rates per 100,000 persons, and the numbers in

parentheses repregent estimates.
NCS Table E5

Source:

; J é j S (
TABLE 54 (Continued)
Black Head
isewhere .
CRIME 1 j 2 3 4 5-9 {10 or more | Mobile
, unit t units units units units units Home
284 1,510
Burgl _ ; - _ _
nreaty (117) - (56)
i —
éLarceny ' 11,945 6,612 17, 964 15,932 18, 324 i
L (4,921) (175) - (666) (700) (1, 540)
i 1,854 2, 343 4,637 2,388 )
Auto Theft . (744, - - (87) (204) (201)
Total b
qusehold 14, 083 6,612 21,817 20, 569 23,712 i
Incidents (5,803) (175) - (809) (903) (1, 741)
Control 41,203 2, 642 232 3,709 4,391 8,404 32
Totals N




For the most part, crimes occurring at home also appeared to be unrelated to

the number of household units in the dwelling. Table 54 showed that the rate of

burglary among blacks was higher than for whites. The difference was consistent

across all categories of number of housing units. The rates of larceny and auto

theft, however, were not statistically different across housing unit sizes. There

was one exception to these generalizations. Among the relatively few black house-

holds who lived in dwellings with three units, none reported victimization by
burglary. Thus, in this one category the rate of black victimization was appreciably
less than the corresponding white vietimization.

Only auto thefts were examined in terms of the number of persons in the house-

hold. The results are presented in Table 51. Households with two persons were

significantly more likely to be victimized by auto theft than households with any

other number of persons. Thus, 2,472 of every 100,000 vehicles owned by two-person

households were most susceptible and three-person households were second with a rate

of 2,139 theft attempts per 100,000 vehicles.

Household income has the most pronounced effect on crime rate. Within both

white and black households and among crime occurring both at home and elsevhere,

households with the highest incomes experienced the greatest crime rates. For

example, Table 55 shows that black households with annual incomes greater than $15,000
accounted for 7.8 percent of the crime occurring at home against black households
while they comprised only 3.1 percent of the black population. Thus 54,900 of every

100,000 black households earning over $15,000 were victimized at home. This same

trend was also evident among white households. Among white households earning over

$25,000 per year, 39,214 households per 100,000 were victimized at home as compared

with the 19,308 households per 100,000 earning under $3,000 per year which were

victimized at home. TIdentical differences are evident with almost every crime

category among crimes occurring both at home and elsevhere.
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TABLE 55

VICTIMIZATION RATE PER 100,000 BY FAMILY TNCOME AND
RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

At Home
White Head Black Hcad
CRIME  Minder | $3,000-]57,500-610, 000-$15, 000-1 $25, 000] under |$3,000-|$7, 500- [$10, 0001$15, 000 | $25, 000
$3.000 197,499 149 999 #14,999 %24.000 | or morel$3.000 147,499 {49,990 614 999 1424 999 Lox more
' : 18,424 | 17,313 | 20,021 | 31,834] 50,043
,717 {11,116 | 11,418{ 13,311 16,060 18,348 | 16,559 18, , ) ’
Burglary (? 948) | (5,516) }(2,973) | (6,149)] (5,761) (3, 082)] (2,797)} (4,817} (1,050} (1, 242) (802) (91)
9,588 | 11,644 {13,683 | 18,429( 19,841| 19,820 8,412 | 12,440 15,455 | 22,304 | 19,851] 32,556
Larceny (1:922) 5,778)] 3,563)] (8,513) (7,117)| (3,330)| (1,421)| (3,252){ (937) |(1,384)] (500) | (59)
- 412 | 1,023 905 | 1,230 | 1,047 337 | 1,448 { 1,924 | 2,339 ) 16,879
Auto Theft (204) 266) | (418) | 441y | (176) 57) | (379) | @17y | (145) (30)
Total 19,308 23,171 | 26,125 32, 644| 37,131 39,214} 25,308| 32,312) 34,692 {44,663 51,686 100,07
H°"Ze""ld (3,871) (11, 499)| (6, 803)| (15, 0804 (13,319) (6,588) | (4,275)| (8,44m)| (2,104) | (2,772){ (1,302] (180)
Incidents ! :
Contfol 20,047 49,624 | 26,039 46,193| 35,870({16,799 | 16,891 ] 26,143 6,064 6,200 2,519 180
Totals
Elsewhere
White Head BlackHead
-CRIME  yndeyr [$3, 000-] $7, 500-510, 000-F15, 000-] $25, 000] ander |$3, 000~ $7,500-($10, 000-($15, 000-{ $25, 000
$3,000 1$7,499 | $9,999 $14,999 %24, 999 lor more| $3,000 |$7,.499 [$9,999 I$14, 000 $24,999 | or more
298 290 799 830 | 1,482 | 2,115 ) 107 i 1,438 2,224 |
Burglary | 58y | (a4)| (208)| (384)| (532)| (355) (28) N )
10,672 14,263 17,744 | 24,801 34,393 | 36,682 | 6,692 | 13,065 | 15,896 | 26,269 26,687150 )
Larceny 1 5 140)] (7, 078)] (4, 620)| (11,456} (12, 337)| (6, 162) (1,130 (3,416) (964) | {1,630) (675
433 | 1,351] 1,593 | 1,985 | 1,477 | 1,924 |1,193 | 2,106 | 1,462 | 3,295 5,83:75 ]
AutoThelt) o) (670) (415) | (917) | (530) (323) (202) | (551) | (89 (205) | (147)
Total 40,721 7,883 | 15,278] 17,359 ] 31,003 | 34, 86¢
11,394 15,904{ 20,136 | 27,616 37, 353 , , , )
f"‘fzehfld (2, 284)| (7,892)f (5,243)| (12,757 (13,398] (6,841)| (1,332) (3,994)] (1,053)| (1,924)] (878)
ncidents ’ ! . .
Contxol' 120,047 | 49,624| 26,039 | 46,193 | 35,870{ 16,799 16,891 26,143| 6,064 | 6,206 | 2,519 180
|Totals

The numbers not in parentheses re

parentheses represent estimates,
NCS Table Eb

Source:
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Circumstances Surrounding Crime Incidents

To outline the circumstances surrounding household vietimizations, it may be
stated simply that household crime appears slightly less likely during the day
than during the night, and that the majority of crimes occur in the home,

However,

the street and park accounted for the largest number of non-residence crimes.

The time of occurrence of crimes against property occurring at home and elsewhere

is presented in Tgble 56. When total household incidents occurring in the home
are examined, it appears that crimes were slightly less likely during the day than
in the evening hours with 45.3 percent occurring from 6 AM to 6 PM, and 54.7 percent
from 6 PM to 6 AM. This pattern is repeated for crimes of larceny and auto theft.
However, crimes of burglary were more common during daylight hours where fewer
persons may be at home. h

Daylight crimes were sigﬁificantly more frequent when the number of incidents

occurring dur1ng the day was compared with those occurring during early evenlng,
that is from 6 PM to midnight. This was the case for both crimes of burglary and
robbery. Daylight crime was more common than late night crime, midnight to 6 AM,
for both burglary and larceny. However, it is important to note that significantly
more auto thefts occurred from midnight to 6 AM than during the day, with 1,110

incidents occurring at night and only 360 occurring during the day.

When the two six-hour night periods were compared for "at home' crime,” there

was no difference between the number of total household incidents occurring; in
addition, neither larceny nor auto theft was found to he more common during either

period. However, significantly more burglaries were found to occur during the

early evening hours.

Among crimes occurring elsevhere, the largest percentage of incidents appeared

to be taking place between 6 M and 6 PM. Of the total household incidents 61.2

percent occurred during the evening. It is important to note that this represents
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TABLE

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY TIME OF OCCURRENCE
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a reversal from "at home" crime. That is, crimes occurring at home are more
frequent during the evening hours while crimes occurring elsewhere are more
common during the day. This reversal maybe due to the large number of larceny
crimes which occur during the day.

There are a greater mumber of "elsewhere" household incidents which occur
during tb day than during early evening (6 PM to midnight) or during late
evening (midnight to 6 AM). 1In both cases larceny crimes were also significantly
more common during the daylight hours.

When incidents which take place elsewhere during evening hours were compared,

it was found that a greater number occur between 6 PM to midnight than from midnight

to 6 AM. 1In fact, of incidents occurring after 6 PM, 66.8 percent occur before
midnight and only 33.2 percent occur after midnight.

Since it has been shown that significantly more crime occurs at home than
elsevhere, a comparison of the total number of incidents for different time
categories may be important. It was interesting to note that for the daytime
period more crime occurred elsewhere and importantly,more larcenies occurred
elsevhere than at home.

The location of crimes against property is outlined in Table 57. The location
of crimes occurring inside the home accounts for 31.5 percent of the total number
of household incidents. The number of incidente occurring inside the home is
greater than the number reported for any other location. The large number of
burglaries occurring in the home certainly contributes to this effect. During the
reporting period, 95.6 percent of all burglaries took place in the home during the
reporting period. These residential burglaries account for 27.2 percent of all

household victimizations and 86.3 percent of the incidents occurring at home.
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TABLE 57

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS FOR PLACE OF OCCURRENCE
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It is evident from the table that a large number of crimes also took place
near the home or in street and park locations. These locations account for a
significantly greater number of incidents than place of vacation, non-residence
building, inside school and elsewhere. Larcenies appear to contribute greatly
to this phenomena, accounting for 93.9 percent and 88.8 percent of crimes near
the home and in streets and parks respectively. Auto theft also occurs more
frequently near the home and in the streets and parks. It appears from Table

57 that certain crimes may be location specific.

Victim-Cffender Relationships

Household incidents were defined by no personal contact between the victim
and the offender. Thus, victims of household incidents are unable to provide

details regarding the offender.

Extent of and Reasons for Failure to Report Events to Police

In general, there appears to be under-reporting of household crime in Dallas,

as well as under-reporting of perscnal victimization. The most frequent reason

given for not reporting the crime was that nothing could be done.

The crimes of burglary, larceny and auto theft were examined in terms of reasons
for reporting or not reporting the crimes to the police in Table 58. When total
household incidents were considered, the number of crimes reported was significantly

less than the number of crimes not reported to police. There were 64.7 percent of

the crimes unreported to police, while 35.3 percent were reported. There was no

difference between the number of burglaries reported and those not reported, while

larcenies went unreported, and auto thefts were reported to police.
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TABLE 58

REPORTED TO POLICE

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS REPORTED OR NOT
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Almost all auto thefts (80.1 percent) are reported. Burglaries are reported
and not reported about equally while larcenies remain, for the most part, unreported.
Almost 52 percent of burglaries are reported while over 73 percent of all larcenies are
never reported to the police.

When the specific reasons for not reporting the crime were examined it was
found that the feeling that '"nothing could be done" was by far +the most common,
(approximately 45.'1 of all unreported incidents). More incidents went unreported for
this reason than any other, when total household incidents were,considered or when
the incident involved burglary, larceny or auto theft. The next moé£ frequent reason
given Jor not reporting a crime was that the victim felt the incident was unimportant.
This reason was given more of “2n than any other categories (with the excepﬂion of
"nothing could be done") for crimes of burglary and larceny, and the effect was
also noted for total household incidents. Fear of reprisal appeared to be the least
common reagon. In only 270 incidents (.2 percent of unrepcrted incidents) did victims
state that fear of reprisal prevented them from notifying police of the incident.

This reason was given significantly less than any other for total incidents and for
burglary and larceny.

Total reported crime was compared with each category of unreported crime, that
is, with each reason for not reporting the crime, there was a significantly greater
number of burglaries, robberies, auto thefts (and thus total household incidents)
reported to police in each case. Therefore, the reasons for not reporting crime are
diffused rather than concentrated and no single reason is cited for omitting crime
reports more often than crimes are actually reported to police.

Table 59 examines crime reporting in more detail. Within any income group,
more crimes were unreported than reported. The differences were significant in

all comparisons except those involving black households with incomes greater than
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TABLE 59

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS REPORTED OR NOT REPORTED TO POLICE BY
INCOME AND RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

White Household Head

Reported to Police
CRIME Under $3,000- |$7,500~ |$10,000~ |$15,000~- |$25,000
$3,000 [$7,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24,999 Or more
Burglary 920 2,800 1,680 3,260 3,000 1,830
Lafceny 1,150 3,000 2,440 5,770 5,400 2,500
Auto Theft 90 610 560 1,040 560 410
Total
Household 2,160 6,410 4,680 9,870 8,960 4,740
Incidents
‘White Household Head
Not Reported to Police
CRIME Under $3,000- |$7,500~- |{$10,000- |$15,000~ 1$25,000
$3,000 57,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24,999 or more

Burglary 1,060 2,780 1,500 3,290 3,230 1,550
Larceny 2,880 9,770 5,650 13,990 13,850 6,730
Auto Theft - 260 120 300 120 90
Total
Household 3,940 112,810 7,270 17,580 17,200 8,370
Incidents
Source: NCS Table F12
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TABLE 59 (continued)

Black Household Head

Repoxrted to Police

CRIME Under $3,000-1 $7,500~- | $10,000- { $15,000~ | $25,000
$3,000 | $7,999 $9,999 $14,000 $24,999 or more
Burglary 1,390 2,720 640 830 410 90
Larceny 550 1,520 640 770 380 ——
Auto Theft 240 700 180 320 150 -
Total
Household 2,180 4,940 1,450 1,920 940 90
Incidents
Black Household Head
Not Reported to Police
CRIME Under $3,000- | $7,500- | $10,000- | $15,000~ | $25,000
$3,000 | $7,499 $9,999 $14,999 $24,999 or more
Burglary 1,350 2,060 410 500 440 ——
Larceny 2,000 5,060 1,260 2,240 790 60
Auto Theft e 230 30 30 - 30
Total -
Household 3,350 7,350 1,700 2,770 1,230 90
Incidents
140
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$15,000. Although more crimes were unreported for these groups, the differences
between reported and unreported crime were not statistically significant due to
tﬂe relatively small estimates.

It has been established that crimes against pfoperty are allowed to go unreported
more frequently than they are reported to the police. Table 60 explores this effect
in greater detail, examining the variables of race of household head and type of
home tenancy.

White homeowners failed to report household incidents. Thus, larceny, which
accounts for the bulk of the incidents, was frequently unreported. However,
bufglaries were reported aboulb as frequently as they were unreported and auto
thefts were reported more frequently.

Renters followed this same pattern, with more total crime being unreported
due to the large number of unreported larcenies. Again, there was no difference
between the number of burglaries reported and those unreported, and significantly
more auto thefts were reported to police.

No difference was found in the number of crimes reported and unreported for
burglary, larceny, or auto theft for no cash renters.

The picture for black households was not much different. More total crime was
allowed to go unreported when the home was owned, with larcenies accounting for much
of this effect. Black homeowners were likely to report auto thefts, while burglaries
were reported and unreported equally. It should be noted that blacks who rented homes,
unlike white renters or black or white homeowners, were responsible for reporting more
burglaries than unreported burglaries. Auto thefts were also reported by black renters,
while significantly more larcenies went unreported. No incidents of reported crime

were recorded for no cash renters.
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"TABLE 60

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS REPORTED OR NOT REPORTED TO POLICE BY

TENURE AND RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

White Household Head
Reported to Police Not Reported to Police
CRIME No Cash No Cash
Oown Rent Rent Own Rent Rent
Burglary 8,070 5,770 170 8,540 5,910 180
Lérceny 12,5690 8,770 300 33,150 22,830 600
Auto Theft 1,620 1,640 120 650 620 -
Total
Household 22,250 16,180 590 42,340 29,360 780
Incidents
Black Household Head
Reported to Police Not Reported to Police
CRIME No Cash - No Cash
Own Rent Rent Own Rent -~ Rent
Burglary 2,900 3,340 - 2,030 1,150 -
Larceny 2,180 640 —— 5,660 3,830 60
Auto Theft 940 810 - 120 200 -
Total
Household 6,020 4,790 —-—— 7,810 5,180 60
‘Incidents
i
Source: NCS Table F13
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Nature and Extent of Business Victimization

The focus of the Commercial Victimization Survey was toward measuring the
incidence of robbery and burglary involving business establishments. The survey
provided a description of the criminal incidents and the circumstances involved,

for retail, wholesale, real estate, service, manufacturing, and all other kinds of

business in Dgllas,

Extent of Vietimization

There are approximately 46,579 businesses in the City of Dailas: Of these,
almost 20 percent have been victimized by burglary, robbery, or both burglary
and robbery during the past year. Many of these businesses have been victimized :
twice, three times, or even more often, such that among a sample of every 106
businesses, approximately 40 may be expected to be victimized during a 12-month
period.

The economic losses associated with these incidents are considerable. Over
half of the 9,926 burglary incidents with theft resulted in losses (including
property damage) of over $250.

The median loss for this group of businesses was

$805. The losses associated with robberies are somewhat less. Among the 2,257

robberies, approximately 18 percent, or 397 accounted for losses over $250. The median

loss among this group of incidents was $397.

Characteristics of the Business

Reviewing the characteristics of businesses which were victimized in Dallas, ;

it appears that burglaries were more likely than robberies in all categories of

business: retail, wholesale, real estate, serice, manufacturing; and retail

businesses appeared especially vunerable.
Table 61 presents victimization rates of burglary and robbery for retail, whole-

H
i
i
!
sale, real estate, service, manufacturing, znd all other kinds of businesses in l
i
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Dallas. It is immediately obvious that kmrgiany (16,539) 1is a more common
occurrence chan robbery (2,257). The victimization rate of .36 incidents per

100 businesses for burglaries is much greater than the rate of.05 per 100

for robberies. The victimization rate for burglary is higher than the corresponding
rate for robbery in all six of the business categories.

Table 61 also emphasizes the particular vulnerability of retail businesses.
While retail businesses make up only 28.8 percent qf~ihé=businesses in Dallas,
they are the victims of 40.1 percent and 77.7 percent of business bu;gléries
and robberies respectively. Thus, the 6,63/ burglaries (or 40.1 percent of all
burglaries) and the 1,754 robberies (or 77.7 percent of all robberies) of retail
establishments far exceed the number of burglaries aﬁd robberies in other business
categories. These findings suggest the need for more detailed examination of the
retail business category.

Table 62 presents the burglary and robbery victimization rates for categories
of retail businesses. ‘Food businesses, furniture and appliance groups, automotive

businesses, and gasoline and service stations show the highest victimization rates

" for burglary. These four categories account for 60 percent of the 6,634 burglaries

committed againsﬁAretail ésfablishments. However, few comparisons within the retail
categories show siénificant differences, as the standard errors for these categories
are quite large. For robberies, food businesses and eating and drinking places
show a relatively high victimization rate, accompanied by gasoline stations and
liquor stores. These four categories account for 84 percent of the 1,754 robberies
of retail businesses. But again, no within-category comparisons were significant;
therefore, it is difficult to draw extensive conclusions regarding victimization

of retail businesses.
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TABLE 62

VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR BURGLARY AND
ROBBERY AMONG RETAIL BUSINESSES

, Burglary Robbery Total
KIND OF RETAIL BUSINESS Rate Rate Rate
.73 . 46 1.20
Food Group (1,234) (783) (2,017)
‘ oo .52 L1l .63
Eating and Drinking Places (1,295) (262) (1,557)
' .40 10 .50
General Merchandise Group (289) (68) (357)
.33
Apparel Group 39 03 ,
(382) (36) (418)
y ) .67 00 .67
Furniture & Appliance Group (450) (0) (450)
Lumber, Building, Hardware, .25 .00 .25
Farm Equipment Group (50) (0) (50)
. 1.00 . 04 1.04
Automotive Group (1,162) (51) (1, 213)
1.02 17 1.18
. ice Stati
Gasoltne Se.rvme Stations (1,117) (183) (1,300)
Drug and Proprietary 20 . 07 .27
Stores (50) (17) (67)
‘ | 28 .39 .67
Liquor Stores (180) (252) (432)
] .13 .03 .16
Other Retail (425) (102) (527)
‘ » .49 .13 .62
Total Retail (6,634) (1,754) (8, 388)

The numbers not in parentheses reg"esent victimization rates per

" Business and the numbers in paren

Source: NCS TablelAl
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Table 63 presents victimization rates foé businesses with different yearly
receipts. While these data are not statistically conclusive, there is some
evidence that businesses with less substantial yearly receipts may be dispropor-
tionately victimized. That is, the yearly victimization rates for businesses
grossing less than $25,000 are greater than victimization rates among businesses
with larger receipts. These trends are also evident within the specific burglary
and robbery categories, althéugh_few statistically significant differences are
evident. :

Vulnerability of business to more than one burglary or robbery is examined
in Table 64. It is interesting to note that, of all the retail and wholesale
businesses burglarized, one-third are victimized more than once. Among businesses
in the "All Other" category, over 43 percent are repeatedly victimized by burglars.
These data suggest that the past récord of incidents for given business establish-
ments may be used by police to assess vulnerability. This pattern of repeated
victimization is also evident among robberies. Again, it appears that many of the

businesses victimized once are likely to be victimized again.

Circumstances Surrounding Crime Incidents

Examining some of the circumstances surrounding crime incidents occurring in
commercial establishments, two important findings may be noted. First,robberies were
more likely during the day, while burglaries were more frequent at night. Second,
most robberies were committed by armed offenders, against uninsured businesses.

The time of occurrence of business victimization is examined in Table 65.

Because robberies are defined by a confrontation between an offender and an

employer, the number of robberies during the daylight hours may be expected to exceed

the number of robberies during the night. This appears true for all business categories
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NUMBER OF INCIDENTS OF BURGLARY AND ROBBERY

TABLE 64

OCCURRING ONCE AND MORE THAN ONCE

€9 dTdV.L

KIND OF

Businesses Victimized by Burglaries

Businesses Victimized by Robberies

More than More than

BUSINESS 1 Burglary 1 Burglary 1 Robbery 1 Robbery
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Retéil,Total 1,910 67.0 941 33,0 408 72.5 155 27.5
Wholesale Total 288 67.4 139 32.6 35 - - -
Real Estate Total 413 92.4 34 7.6 17 - - -
Service 1,699 83.0 347 17.0 156 - - -
Manufacturing 258 88.4 34 11.6 - - - -
All Cther 840 56.5 648 43,5 35 66.0 18 34.0
Total 5,408 71.6 2,143 28.4 651 79.0 173 21.0
Source: NCS Table 2A
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TABLE 65

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS OF BURGLARY AND ROBBERY

BY TIME OF OCCURRENCE
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NCS Table 5

Source:

~offenders are more often black males.

~

except retail businesses. Many of these retail stores might be open for business
during the evening, and these extended hours might make such businesses subject to *
nighttime robbery. |

Burglaries appear to fall into the opposite pattern. Significantly, more |
burglaries occur during the nighttime. Again, this is a likely result of the
definition of burglary, which specifies that there is no personal contact between E
offenders and employees. Such contact would be most unlikely during non-business
hours when the establishment is vacant. f .

It should be noted that more burglaries occur between 12 AM and 6 AM than
between 6 PM and 12 AM. Again, this difference might result from some businesses
being open after 6 PM, but closing before 12 AM.

Table 66 presents the distribution of robberies committed with and without
weapons for insured and uninsured businesses. It i1s immediately evident that
most robberies (94 percent) are committed by armed offenders as opposed to
unarmed offenders. In addition, the robbery rate is higher for businesses without

insurance (.047) than it is for businesses with insurance (.028). This might result

from better . erall security for insured businesses as opposed to uninsured businesses.

Victim Offender Relationship {

Examining the victim-offender relationship, a relatively clear pattern emerges.
Most robberies were committed by an offender acting alone who was likely to be
black and 21 years of age or older.

Tables 67, 68, and 69 examine the characteristics of offenders in business
robberies. Table 67 suggests that more robberies involve only one offender than two

or more offenders. And, regardless of the number of offenders in robberies, these
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TABLE 66

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS OF ROBBERIES FOR BUSINESSES
WITH OR WITHOUT INSURANCE COVERAGE

Total
Robberies Businesses
ALL Reporting
; : Insurance
s With Without -
BUSTNESSES Weapon | Weapon Total Information
Businesses with
Insurance 560 18 578 20,452
Coverage
Businesses with-
out Insurance 1,102 85 1,187 25,312
Coverage
Source: NCS Table 7
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TABLE 67

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS OF ROBBERIES

BY PERCEIVED RACE OF CFFENDER
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TABLE 68

NJMBER OF INCIDENTS OF ROBBERIES BY PERCEIVED AGE OF OFFENDER

One Offender Two or More Offenders
BUS%%%SSPS Rl or 21 or
- Under 17 18-20 Over Under 17 18-20 Over
Robberies
Completed - 134 VA - 85 562
}_.J
\n
+ Attempted
Robberies - 18 120 34 _— 52
Total _— 152 897 34 85 614
1
|
! 1 ) g LI ] 2 d S R A B 4 : .
. L3 i : 3 b
.‘ 1 | | | i e e AR 1) 3
U D R T I R A T DN R A [ R I DR DA A B B
TABLE 69
NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY NUMBER OF OFFENDERS IN ROBBERIES
BY DETATLED KIND OF BUSINESS
KIND OF Mumber of 0Offenders
Four or
BUSINESS One Two Three Yore
Retail Total 976 524, 187 52
 Wholesale Total 35 17 17 —-= ;
o ;' |
"o < Real Estate Total - — 17 —_— |
Service 121 139 52 -
Manufacturing - _— - — |
A1l Other 35 52 —_ 18
" v Total 1167 732 273 70

Source: NCS Table 12 C ' g
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The age of offenders is presented in Table 68. It is evident that among
robberies and attempted robberies involving either one or more than one offender,
%hese cffenders are more frequently 21 years of age or older rather than under 21.

Table 69 presents the number of offenders participating in business robberies.

In general, most robberies are committed by a single offender. Robberies involving

more offenders are less common.

Extent of and Reasons for Failure to Report Events to Police

Reports of business victimization are presented in Table 70. It is clear that
more crimes are reported (77 percent) than remain unreported (23 percent). However,
robberies, which involve direct personal confrontation and threat, are reported 93
percent of the time while burglaries are repor%ed only 75 percent of the time. ZILack
of proof and the unimportance of the crime were the two reasons most often cited for
not reporting crimes to the police.

Crime reporting and the amount of loss from burglary are examined in Table
71l. Burglaries appear more likely to be reported to police when the associated
losses are greater. That is, both businesses with and without insurance coverage
report more burglaries to police when losses exceed $50 than when losses are
smaller.

To summarize, there does not appear to be under-reporting of crime in

commercial establishments in Dallas.
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TABLE 70

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS OF BURGLARIES AND ROBBERIES
REPORTED OR NOT REPORTED TO POLICE
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34
122

Over
$250

$51 to
$250
29/,
263

$10 to $50
329
555

Burglaries Not Reported to Police

Under
$1.0

1326

1276

Over
$250
2349
2670

TABLE 71

$51 to
$250
1129
1376

635
a46

NOT REFORTED TO POLICE BY AMOUNT OF LOSS
$10 to $50
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Burglaries Reported to Police

Under
$10

1380

1310

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS OF BURGLARIES AND ROBBERIES REPORTED OR
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with Insurance
With no Insurance
Coveracs

Businesses
Coverage
Businesses

Source:

COMPARISON OF SURVEY FINDINGS AND UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS

Traditionally, crime information is derived from police records, and especially
those submitted to the Federal Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reports (UCR).
Typically, interest has focused on seven "Index" crimes which include murder, rape,
robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, theft over $50, and auto theft. Police
performance is sometimes evaluated in terms of reduction of the total amounts of
these "Index" crimes. Thus, police annual reports emphasize'ﬁ.z.a decrease of
fifteen homicides...", "Rape offenses which decreased by 52...", v..,.an 8.56 percent
decline in robbery...!", etcetera. |

Table 72 presenfé the occurrence of Index crimes in Dalias as reported by the
traditional UCR reports in 1971 and 1972, Burglary abpéars to be the most common
Index offense. Over 43 percent of the Index offenses reﬁorted in Dallas during
1971 and 1972 were burglaries. Theft over $50 was the second most common Index
offense, accounting for cver 24 percent of the reporfed offenses. Auto theft and
robbery accounted for approximately 14 percent and 11 percent respectively. Murder
and rape were the least common, and accounted for only 1.7 percent of the reported

Index offenses.

T

It is, however, illogical to use these crime statistics as evidence of police
performance. Such use might suggest that police are highly successful at preventing
murder and rape, and are relatively ineffective at curbing burglaries. Instead, it
might be more useful to consider that crimes reflect the social and economic
characteristics of the community as well as the local criminal justice system.

Such a view emphasizes crime as another community characteristic rather than a

measure of police performance.
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TABLE 72 - : !
Thus; 1t becomes important to know the absolute rate of crime in the community ;
OCCURRENCE OF INDEX CRIMES IN DALLAS ; , . . . . . |
C m and to compare it with police statistics. Such comparisons reflect the appropriations
S of police manpower allocations and may provide some indication of citizen cooperation ;
; m with police. Table 72 also summarizes the results of the two tyelve-month crime ;
;, 1971 1| 1972 1 | weighted NCS _
. UCR UCR 1971 & 1972 and CVS il surveys (NCS and CVS) conducted by the United States Bureau of the Census for the ’
E CRIME reports | reports |UCR reports results \ . . . Lo ) :
; ' LEAA. 1In order to facilitate comparisons, the police UCR statistics were weighted ;
Murder 310 191 L o m so as to reflect the same twelve-month period covered by the two surveys.
é Tnitial comparisons demonstrate a striking difference betwsen the number of
Rape 599 534 558.38 1,200 _ | ‘ ¢
: - crimes reported to Dallas police and the number reported to census surveyers. In :
5; Robbery 2,860 2,607 2,701.88 7,7082 ? fact, the number of offenses reported to police appears much less than the number ,
.
1 o reported to the Census Bureau. While this comparison would be extremely interesting, %
1 Aggravated 5 - o . L , ) :
; Assault 5,265 4,529 4,805.00 7,280 n it is of limited value considering the nature of the census samples. (See Appendix
5 ‘ A for full discussion). The NCS interviewed only persons in the "central city" or §
Burglary 18,324 21,423 20,260.88 57,624 ;
. within the actual city limits. The CVS, on the other hand, interviewed businesses :
Theft Over 11,875 10,482 11,004.38 30,4203 - in the entire Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), which . includes numerous
50 -
? T surrounding communities such as Plano, Garland, Mesquite, ete. Thus, the NCS and |
; Auto Theft 7,168 5,616 6,198.00 6,840 _ CVS survey include an indeterminate number of business burglaries, business robberies, (

and business thefts from surrounding communities, and thereby inflate the difference

=)
o—"

4

between police statistics and the community samples.

L 1 These figures are from the 1971 and 1972 annual reports
published by the Dallas Police Department and reflect
the total number of offenses reported in each beat.

Two UCR crime categories possibly do not reflect the enlarged business sample

and may therefore suffice for initial comparisons with police statistics. Rape

2 From Table 1
A appears to be severely under-reported in Dallas. Only 46.5 percent of rapes come

3 From "F" Tables--Household Incidents . . ‘ §
to the attention of the police. Most of the auto thefts are reported. Fully 90.6 :

percent of the auto thefts reported to census officials were also reported to police,

and only 9.4 percent of the 6,840 auto thefts reported to the census surveyors

escaped police attention.
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There is one other source of possible inconsistency between police UCR
statistics and the NCS and CVS results. For the NCS, a complete description of
; criminal victimization was computer coded and classified into certain NCS
crime categories based upon the presence or absence of certain elements in the
incident. Since this description identifies various aspects of information, the
NCS classified scheme is able to utilize this information to show combinations

of events, e.g., when a person is assaulted and robbed at the same time. On

the other hand, the UCR classification scheme depends on a hierarchy of serious- .

ness to select only one aspect of a combination event for classification; e.g., an
assault and robbery is classified as robbery only. Therefore, the indeterminate
number of combinations of events again will tend to inflate the amount of crime
reported to the census officials and distort the difference between police UCR
statistics and the NCS and CVS results.

These and other considerations summarized in Appendix A distate against direct
comparisons of UCR statistics and the NCS and the CVS results. Instead, it appears
more useful to consider separately the survey results as they examine crimes against

persons, crimes against households, and crimes against business establishments.
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SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESULTS

NCS and CVS Summary

Table 73 summarizes victimization in Dallas in terms of personal incidents, house-

hold incidents and commercial incidents. Personal incidents, here, are crimes

perpetrated against individualsand individual household incidents occurring away

" from the home. These personal incidents account for 43.2 percent or 82,065 of the

total incidents reported in the surveys. An almost equal number, 89,020 or 46.9

- percent of the total, were feported as household incidents. These incidents are

characterized by crimes such as burglary, larceny, and auto theft which victimize
an entire household. Relatively few commercial incidents were reported. Only 9.9

percent of the total, or 18,802 incidents, were perpetrated .against business estab-

lishments.

Personal Incidents ~ Crimes Against Persons

Table 73 examines personal victimizationé. Of the 85,404 crimes against persons,
the bulk of these consisted of larcenies. Personal larcenies accounted for 59,101
or 69.2 percent of the personal incidents reported. Most of these larcenies (56,715
or 96 percent) were perpetrated without any victim-offender contact.

Assaults are the second most frequently occurring crime against persons. Most of
the 18,953 assaults are minor. The remaining 8,672 or 45.8 percent are serious
assaults perpetrated with a weapon or resuliing in serious injury.

Personal robberies account for 7.1 percent of the personal victimization. Most
robberies do not result in vietim iajury. Of the 6,142 reported robberies, 4,466 or
72.7 percent did not involve vietimizing while only 1,676 or 27.3 percent involved
gome injury to the victim.

Rapes were the most infrequent personal incidents and accounted for only 1,208

or 1./ percent of the personal victimizations.
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TABLE 73

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONAL, HOUSEHOLD, AND

COMMERCIAL INCIDENTS FOR DALLAS

Personal Percent of Total
Crime Incidents Personal Incidents
Rape 1,208 1.4
Robbery 6,142 7.1
(with injury) (1,676)
(without injury) (4,466)
Assault 18,953 22.1
(serious) (8,672)
(minor) (10,281)
Personal Larceny 59,101 69.2
(with contact) (2,386)
(without contact) (56,715)
Total Personal
Tncidents 85,404 100.0
Source: NCS Table 1
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TABLE 73
{continued)

Commercial

Per cent of Total

Crime Incidents Commercial Incidents

Robbery 2,258 12.0

(completed) (1,861)

(attempted) (397)
"Burglary 16,544 87.9

(completed) ‘ (12, 720)

(attempted) (3,824)
Total Commercial

Incidents 18,802 100.0
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TABLE 73
(continued)
' Household Percent of Total
Crime Incidents Household Incidents

Burglary 41,080 46. 8

(forcible entry) (14, 480)

(unlawful entry) (17, 490)

without force

(attempt forcible (9,110)

entry)

Larceny 41,100 46.1

(under $50) (23, 790)

($50 or more) (13,420)

(amount N.A.) (1,650)

(attempt) (2, 240)
Auto Theft 6,840 7.6

(completed) (4, 960)

(attempted) (1,880)
Total Household

Incidents 89,020 100.0
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Table 74 presents the estimated rates (pér 100,000) of personal victimizations
by offenders who are either known or unknown to their vietims. Clearly, more persons
are victims of unknown offender perpetrated crime than known offender perpetrated
crime. The total personal victimization rate of 12,653 incidents perpetrated by strangers
per 100,000 persons is approximately ten times greater than the total victimization
rate of 1,263 incidents per 100,000 persons that are pérpetrated by known offenders.
This extreme difference in total victimization rates between crimes perpetrated by
known and unkﬁown offenders results, for the most part, from the‘ext%emé difference
in larceny rates. The rate per 100,000 persons for personal larceny committed by . .
unknown offenders is 9,600 which is over 330 times as great as the rate of personal
larceny committed by known-offenders. In this regard, it is interesting to note
that the more personal crimes of assault and rape shoﬁ less disparity in victimiza-
tion rates. That is, rape is only three times as likely to be committed by a
stranger as a known offender and assault is only twice as likely to be perpetrated
by unknown persons as known persons.

The effects of race on victimization rates per 100,000 persons are examined
in Table 75. The personal victimization rate for whites is 15,410 and approximately
1.6 times as great as the corresponding rate for blacks. Assaults and personal
larcenies contribute most to the disparity in total vietimization rates between
the two races. In fact, the victimization rates for rape and robbery are greater
for blacks than for whites. However, assaults and personal larcenies show a rate
of approximaﬁely 1.7 times higher among whites than blacks.

Table 76 presents the rates (per 100,000) of victimization of male and female
persons in Dallas. The total victimization rate among males is approximately 1.7
times as great as the rate for females. Approximately 16,287 of every 100,000 males

reported some victimization during the twelve-month period and a corresponding 11,909

- females reportéd some victimization during the same period. As might be expected,
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TABLE 74

ESTIMATED RATES (PER 100,000) OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY
VICTIM-OFFENDER RELATIONSHIP

Offender Was Offender Was
a Stranger Not a Stranger
CONTROL TOTAL V 613,781 | 613,781
TOTAL PERSONAL o
E VICTIMIZATION RATE 12,653 1,263
® Rape 148 49
Robbery 894 108
With injury 239 35
Without injury 655 73
Assault 2,011 1,077
Serious © 933" 480
Minor 1,078 ; ' 597
Personal Larceny 9,600 . ‘29
With contact 360 29
Without contact® 9,240 . ' 0

*Data taken from Table SK1.

TABLE 75

ESTIMATED RATES (PER 100,000) OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION
BY RACE OF VICTIM

WHITE'  | BLACK ‘
CONTROL TOTAL | 456,412 - 147,375
TOTAT, PERSONAL
VICTIMIZATION RATE 15,410 9,630
= Rape ' 159 308
0 Robbery 987 1,063
With injury 276 304
Without injury 727 759
Assault 3,452 2,000
Serious 1,448 . 1,292
Minor 2,004 - 708
Personal Larceny : 10,802 . 6,259
With contact 371 ' 431
Without contact¥® 10,431 7 ) 5,828

*Data taken from Table SK3.
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ESTIMATED RATES (PER 100,000) OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION
EY SEX OF VICTIM

TABLE 76

MALE FEMALE
CONTROL TOTAL 281,120 332,662
g TCTAL PERSONAL 16,287 11,909
VICTIMIZATION RATE
Rape 44 325
Robbery 1,852 451
With injury 467 109
Without injury 1,185 342
Assault 4,371 2,004
Serious 2,130 807
Minor 2,241 1,197
Personal Larceny 10,220 9,129
With contact 400 379
Without contact* 9,820 8,750
*Data taken from Table SKI1
{ ;

ESTIMATED RATES (PER 100,000) OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION
BY SEX OF VICTIM

TABLE 77

12~15 16-19 20-24 25~34 35-49 50-64 65+
CONTROL TOTAL 61,070 55,361 70,205 115,950 135,551 111,018 64,670
TOTAL PERSONAL
VICTIMIZATION RATE 20,572 27,283 21,108 15,852 11,518 6,188 3,192
Rape 251 548 421 264 89 27 0
Robbery 1,851 2,586 1,461 644 823 429 335
With injury . 250 716 391 209 246 110 240
Without injury 1,601 1,870 1,070 435 577 319 95
Assault 6,619 8,202 5,504 2,842 1,345 896 615
Serious 2,553 3,826 2,686 1,337 726 353 285
Minor 4,066 4,376 2,818 1,505 619 543 330
Personal Larceny 11,851 15,947 13,722 12,102 9,261 4,836 2,242
With contact 498 443 687 287 419 241 281
Without contact* 131,353 15,504 13,035 11,815 8,842 4,595 1,961

*Data taken from Table SK2.
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rape .is more frequently perpetrated against females than males. 1In fact, rape
is.the only category of crime in which the rate of victimization for females is
higher than the corresponding rate for men. Robbery, with an incidence among

men of 1,652 per 100,000 is almost four times as likely to be perpetrated

against males than against females. The rate of assault (4,371 per 100,000) against
men was approximately twice the rate for women. The only crime which was committed
with almost equal frequency to males and females was personal larceny. The rate of
personal larceny was 10,220 per 100,000 males and 9,129 per 100,000 females. This
difference of 1,091 is statistically significant though barely appreciable.

The ages of victims of personal incidents are presented in Table 77. Clearly,
persons age sixteen to nineteen are victimized more often than any other age group.
The total vietimization rate of 27,283 per 100,000 persons exceeds the victimiza-
tion rate in every other age category. In addition, there is a steadily decreasing
susceptibility with increasing age after age 20. This pattern is evident within
all crime categories presented. Thus, vietimization rates are moderate among persons
aged twelve to fifteen, victimization rates peak at ages sixteen to nineteen, and
then <these rates steadily decrease with increasing age. This pattern is consistent
with rape, robbery, assault, and personal larceny.

The income of the head of the household and its relationship to personal victimiza-
tion is presented in Table 78. The highest rate of personal victimization is
experienced by persons who earn between $15,000 and $24,999 and $25,000 or more
annually. These two groups have a victimization rate of 18,699 and 18,569 incidents
per 100,000 persons respectively. The total victimization rates of other income
groups increase with increased annual income. Thus, the lowest rate of total victim-

ization, (10,545 per 100,000) was reported by persons earning less than $3,000 per year.
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. N.A.
49,707
10,243
245
542

59 |
483
2,495
1,406
1,089
6,961
186
6,775

$25,000

or More
45,366
18,569
940
203
737
2,883
1,076
1,807
14,746
403
14,343

$15,000-
24,999
100,012
18,699
183
1,162
340
822
3,617
1,134
2,483
13,737
241
13,496

$10,000-
24,999
125,356
15,772
144
1,040
292
748
3,469
1,626
1,843
11,118
414
10,705

TABLE 78
$7500-
9999
69,855
12,127

216
1,170
308
862
2,274
946
1,328
8,467
299
8,168

BY INCOME OF HEAD

$3000-
7499
159,781
11,406
246
977
285
692
2,922
1,449
1,473
7,261
453
6,808

$3,000
63,704
10,545
283
946
281
665
3,421
2,096
1,325
5,895
655
5,240

ESTIMATED RATES (PER 100,000) OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION
Under

H
i
A
B

With injury
Without injury
Serious

With contact
Without contact’J

Minor
*Data taken from Table SK9.

CONTROL TOTAL
TOTAL PERSONAL
VICTIMIZATION RATE
Robbery

Assault

Personal Larceny

Rape
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4,635
12,823
7,681
3,928
516
698
3,304
2,746
558

2,860
15,261
8,731
5,069
619
842
2,174
1,472
702

= :
The fact that total victimizations is closely related to annual income appears
to, be largely the result of personal larceny. Larceny rates are closely tied to 'r_i‘ﬁ‘
income with the lowest rate (5,895 per 100,000) associated with persons earning : N
$25,000 or more annually. To a lesser degree, robberies exhibit a similar pattern r v ! 89 NS g
glan e dn
though there are some reversals, and the differences are not always significant. - = é o= © o <
Interestingly, the more personal crimes, involving rape and assault, are not - E
closely associated with income. That is, annual income has no clear relationship to T E
these victimizations, although there are some statistical differences in victimization — _ | E
rates among categories of annual income. Eg
| o — . q al 25 & 9 d
Household Incidents - Crimes Against Households 0 H|l <9 < LN
o i 1 . . 2 Bl ad g o
Household incidents classified in terms of UCR categories are presented in Tables —_— gg o o~
79 and 80. Table 79 examines the extent of household victimization in terms of race. §§ g
o B
It appears that in general the household victimization rate is greater among black ; f&‘i 8
households than white households. The rate of auto theft is over 1.5 times as great 5 § 8
among black households as white households. The burglary rate is also slightly i ;g E
higher among black households. The personal crime of larceny, however, demonstrates % : g
a reversal, and white households are more likely to be victimized by larceny than & ‘8
are black households. § §
Household crime rates are also studied in terms of income in Table 80. In E Eg
general, there is a clear and marked trend which suggests that household victimiza- g % gi §?
tion rates increase with greater wealth. In fact, the victimization rate among g j %E% % %
households with the head of the household earning over $25,000 (43,630 incidents = § §5 % E
mer 100,000 households) is almost twice as great as the victimization rate among g E?E §1 .g 'E
households where the head of the household earns less than $3,000 (22,756 incidents % §§ g 5 5
‘per 100,000 households). This trend appears to result, for the most part, from o 8k A

Attempted forcible entry
A,

Under $50
$50 or more
Amount N.
Attempted
Auto Theft
Completed
Attempted
*Data taken from "At Home" sort break only

Larceny*®

household larcenies. Household larcenies appear over twice as common among the
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TABLE 80

BY INCOME OF HEAD

ESTIMATED RATES (PER 100,000) OF HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION

Under $3000-| $7500-| $10,000- | $15,000-| $25,000

$3000 7499 9999 14,999 24,999 or More| N.A.
| CONTROL TOTAL 37,442 | 77,357 | 32,606 52,869 38,804 17,066| 24,204

3 TOTAL HOUSEHOLD :
VICTIMIZATION RATES 22,756 | 28,189 | 29,948 37,118 41,089 43,630 24,449
Burglary 12,905 | 13,809 | 13,065 14,987 18,579 20,676| 10,938
Forcible Entry 5,970 5,834 5,747 4,350 4,696 4,861 3,748
g. Unlawful Entry Without Forcej 3, 6268 4,603 4,793 7,236 10,386 13,225| 4,267
’ Attempted Forcible Entry 3,667 3,372 2,525 3,401 3,498 2,590 2,923
Larceny 8,929 | 11,973 | 14,076 18,889 19,629 19,852 12,049
Under $50 5,401 7,746 7,421 10,930 10,945 9,492 7,072
$50 or More 2,506 3,041 5,586 6,451 6,555 7,784| 4,255
Amount N. A. 541 503 534 723 382 1,377 483
Attempted 481 684 536 786 1,748 1,199 240
Auto Theft 922 2,407 2,807 3,242 2,881 3,102| 1,462
Completed 773 1,882 2,352 2,235 1,894 1,715 973
Attempted 149 525 455 1,007 987 1,387 489
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DEMOGRAPHIC AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE

DATA RELATIVE TO SURVEY FINDINGS

Dallas is a large metropolitan area which has experienced rapid growth in the
last decade, with the population of the central city reaching over 800,000 persons
and the metropolitan area over 1.2 million. The heterogenous and impersonal
character of such a large community may certainly contribute to higher crime rates.
In such an environment, the criminal has a greater opportunity to perpetrate a
crime, avoid surveillance, and fade into the crowd than would personsﬂin smaller,
more socially intimate and homogenous communities. The crime rate by offenders
who are strangers to their victims reflects this community characteristic.
Approximately 70 percent of crimes against persons in Dallas were perpetrated by

persons unknowyn or known only by sight to the victims. Most assaultive violence

occurs without theft, which may mean that such violence is not motivated by material

or economic considerations. It simply refers to a variety of social and economic,
as well as psychological conflicts in an increasingly dense and diversely populated
community.

It was found that the majority of such personal victimizations required

emergency room treatment but little or no hospitalization. The extent of injury

was not great judging from the minimum loss of employment on the part of the victim.

When property was stolen it was generally less than $100. Although there are more
females than males in Dallas, males were victimized more frequently than females
and white males were the recipients of most offenses committed by both black and
white offenders. White and black females were victimized about equally.

The percentage of the population in the 12-30 age group has been steadily

increasing in Dallas, and these young persons were more frequently victimized; as
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age increased the likelihood of victimization decreased, a statistical fact
likely to be contrary to police department impressiocns., Unmarried and unemployed
persons were also more likely to be victims of assaultive violence. TVulnerability
of such persons to crime, and accessibility of such persons to criminals might be
a speculative explanation. A further explanation lies in part in the observation
that the offender tended to choose a victim of generally his own age group, meaning
that crimes against persons were largely perpetrated by and against persons in the
younger (12-30) age group.

The racial composition of the city must be considered as a factor to the
incidence of crime. Approximately 66 percent of the city's population is white,
25 percent is black, and the remainder is composed of Mexican-Americans, Indians,
and Orientals. Results of the survey show white citizens to experience the
majority of personal victimization by both black and white offenders. In addition
to the population being predominantly white, other factors such as vulnerability
of the white population to crime, and the availability of the white population to
opportunities for crime must be considered as contributing factors.

The offenders identified by the NCS survey were likely to be black and under
Rl years, or white and over 21 years. Blacks in Dallas experience a higher unem-
ployment rate, lower income, more crowded housing than white citizens; all of these
factors are generally regarded as being associated with or encouraging criminal
behavior. In addition, black youths have a lower educational attainment than whites
in Dallas. The median school years completed by black males is 10.3 years. Many
factors may force the black student to drop out of school, and many of these same
factors may contribute to his delinquency. It is difficult to speculate why the

trend reverses with whites over 21 years of age accounting for the majority of

- crimes against persons as compared with blacks under 21. After the age of 21,
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white offenders in Dallas show a large participation in crimes of assaultive
violence with theft.

Dallas has experienced changes in its housing patterns since 1960, with a
shift from homeownership to apartment living. This is the result of the urban area
as a whole receiving a large influx of population of all economic and cultural
groups, which without a welding mechanism has contributed to new higher levels of
instability. It has been suggested that the increase in apartment dwellings would
produce an increase in household victimization. However, the fiﬁdings o% the NCS
do not support this view. There was no difference found in the amount of total
crime occurring at home to homeowners or to renters. In addition, multiple unit
dwellings did not appear more susceptible to household crime.

The crime of larceny or theft from Dallas households dominated the statistics.
They constitute the majority of such crimes which are under-reported. Burglaries
and auto thefts were of lesser statistical importance. No significant correlations
could be drawn between the character of crimes and the number of housing units in a
given structure. No statistical difference was apparent between owner and renter-
occupied households, the extent of victimization for larceny and theft being
approximately equal. Non-household crimes of larceny took place largely in street
and park locations. And auto theft tended to affect younger persons more frequently
than older persons.

Losses from larceny victimizations were for the most part of less than $100
value, and most of these property losses went unrecovered. The more valuable the
loss, however, the greater the likelihood of reporting and recovery. Larceny was
primarily a problem against white households, while burglary and auto theft was
directed against black households producing an overall higher rate for blacks.
Regardless of race, however, the higher the income level of the household, the

higher the crime rate in theft of property. The most likely time for all crimes
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against property was at night, a statistical fact possibly contrary to regular
pglice department information.

The demographic characteristics of the community are also seen to effect
commercial victimization. Dallas has u long history as a regional trading center
involving wholesale and retail activities. Approximately 29 percent of Dallag!
businesses are retail establishments. These businesses are by nature more suscep-
tible to victimization, with large volumes of trade and contact with citizens.

The CVS findings reflect the vulnerability of retail businesses. The mumber of
burglaries and robberies of retail businesses far exceeds the number for all other

types of businesses. This high rate of victimization of 29 percent of Dallas!
retail businesses contributes significantly to Dallas' overall commercial vietimi-

zation rate.

The survey data indicates that approximately one out of five of all Dallas!
businesses were victimized by burglary, larceny, or auto theft during the reporting
period. Burglaries dominated these statiétics among retail, wholesale, real
estate, service, and manufacturing businesses. Losses to burglary usually resulted
in losses over $250 in victimizations which occurred during night hours.

Robberies, on the other hand, usually occurred during the day and were generally
committed by a person acting alone. Profile data describes the likely offender to
be black, 21 years of age or older, and probably armed. Many of the businesses
victimized once by burglary or robbery were likely to be victimized again.

Victimization of a community's citizens is the primary concern of the criminal
justice system, and law enforcement agencics appear to be the most directly involved
with the victims of crime. An indicator of the nature of contact between law
enforcement and the victim is the crime reporting system. The NCS and CVS measured
the reporting of personal, household and commerical victimization. Persons in

Dallas appear reluctant to report personal and household victimizations. Approximately
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59 percent of crimes against persons were unreported and 65 percent of crimes against
property were unreported. It has been suggested that low solution rates and slow
disposition time inhibit reporting, and there is some evidence to support this view.
The most frequent reason given by citizens surveyed by NCS for not reporting crime
was that nothing could be done. Commercial victimization, unlike personal or house-
hold victimization, is reported in the majority of cases. Approximately 77 percent
of business crimes were reported to police, due in many cases to the fact that a
crime report must precede an insurance claim. The most frequentlreasgns~given for
not reporting business vietimizations were lack of proof and the unimportance of the
crime. These reasons appear to be related to the characteristics of the crime, whereas
the reason given for not reporting household victimization -~ nothing could be done -
appears to be related to the response of the system to the victimization. In general, ?
there appears to be greater incentive to cooperate with the criminal Justice system
where commercial victimization is concerned as compared to personal or household
victimization, as measured by the reporting of crime.

The incidence of unreported crime in Dallas was significant. Where such unreporting

occurs it may be attributed to several factors. Apathy, lack of significant economic i
interest and lack of faith in the remedial ability of the police and the criminal
justice system seem to be significant contributing factors. Accordingly, the city
needs to increasge citizen confidence in the criminal justice system, stress the impor-
tance of reporting crimes, and insure that the citizens have easy access to the system
in order to increase the ease of reporting. It appears that confidence is the most
important factor. This confidence can best be built by generally inspiring police
performance, utilizing more valid indicators of performance than the crime rate,

and utilizing public education techniques which present the system in a positive, life

and property saving role.
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APPENDIX A
THE VICTIM SURVEY RESULTS IN RELATION TC THE UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS

Although comparisons between official police statistics on offenses known and

the results of the victim surveys have extremely limited utility, such comparisons
will inevitably be made. These comparisons are gross, at best, for several reasons:

1. The UCR statistics do not count victimizations which are not reported to
the police while the victim survey does count such victimizations.

2. The victim survey results reflect victimizations suffered by fesidents of
the city in question; the UCR statistics in a given city reflect victimiza-
tions of all persons (whether or not they are residents of the city) which
occur within the city boundaries.

3. The victim survey results are only generalizable to those residents who are
twelve years of age and older; the UCR statistics count crimes against persons
of any age.

4. While the victim survey results repofted herein cover a reference periocd of g
twelve months, this twelve-month period does not coincide with either the 1971
or the 1972 calendar year; the published UCR statistics are available for the
1971 or the 1972 calendar year.

5. Although the NCJISS system of classification for incidents enables one to

re-cast the survey results into the UCR categories, some differences between

the two systems in counting rules do exist.
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6. The victim survey does not attempt to count some of the offenses which are

%

counted in the UCR statistics; although the victim survey does count some

i
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larcenies, it does not count commercial larcenies (e.g., shoplifting and

$

employee theft) which can be tabulated in the UCR statistics. %
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The victim survey results are only estimates which are subject to sampling

error,
There is evidence to suggest that memory lapses and telescoping have some

effect on the number of victimizations reported to interviewers in surveys.
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APPENDIX B

DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATION OF SUBJECT CHARACTERISTICS (NCS)

At home/Flsewhere--As used in the tabulations, refers to where crimes against
households are committed. "At home" means the incident took place in or near
the respondent's home. "Elsewhere! includes all other places.

Central City--A city with a population of 50,000 or more inhabitants which
provides the basis fur a larger geographic area, known as a Standard Metropol-
itan Statistical Area (SMSA). For this survey, data was collected from sample
units within the city limits of the Central City only.

Crimes, Types of --

1. Assaultive Violence-—~All of the following crimes against persons:
~ Rape, attempted rape, serious assault (with or without a weapon),
minor assault, attempted assault (with or without a weapon).

2. Auto theft--All of the following crimes against households: Theft
of car, theft of other motor vehicle, attempted theft of car,
attempted theft of other motor vehicle.

3. Burglary--All of the following crimes against households: Forcible
entry (nothing taken or something taken), unlawful entry without
force, attempted forcible entry.

4. Larceny-~All of the following crimes against households: Something
taken (valued under $50, or $50 or more), attempted larceny.

5. Personal Theft Without Assault--All of the following crimes against
persons: Robbery (with or without a weapon), attempted robbery (with
or without a weapon), purse snatch (with or without force), attempted
purse snatch (with or without force), pocket picking.

Educational Attainment--The highest grade of school completed. As used in
the tabulations, educational atltainment is classified as: Never attended or
kindergarten, elementary, high school, college, and NA. (Post graduate work
is coded as college.)

Employed--All persons currently working at a job, or with a job but not at work.

Ethnic Origin~--The national origin or ethnic group of a respondent, &r.of hig
ancestors if he was born in the United States. This determination was made by
inquiry for all NCS respondents and their households. Examples are: French,
Polish, Chicano, Central or South American.
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Family Income--The total income of the family living in:a sample unit, including
wages, salaries, net income from business or farm, pensions, dividends, interest,
rent or any other money income.

Group Quarters--This comprises all persons not living in housing units or under
care or custody in institutions. A house or apartment is classified as a group
quarters if there are five or more persons unrelated to the head; or when no head
is designated, if six or more unrelated persons share the unit. Certain types of
living quarters; e.g., college dormitories and military barracks, are classified
as group quarters regardless of the number of persons in the unit.

Head of Household--The head of the household is the person who is regarded as the
head by the members of the household. In most cases, it is a married man and the
chief breadwinner of the family.

Household-~The occupants of a housing unit who meet one of the following criteria:
1) Persons, whether present or temporarily absent, whose usual place of residence

is the housing unit in question, or 2) Persons staying in the housing unit who have
no usual place of residence elsewhere.

Household Incident--Method of tabulating crimes against households whereby the

characteristics of the incident are accounted for; i.e. time, place of occurrence, etc.

Household Victimization--Method of tabulating crimes against households whereby the
characteristic of the head of the household or the entire household are accounted
for; i.e., race of head, units in structure, etc.

Housing Unit--A single room or group of rooms occupied as separate living gquarters.

That is, 1) the occupants do not live and eat with any other persons in the structure,

and 2) there is either direct access from the outside or through a common hall, OR
there are complete kitchen facilities for the unit only.

Incident--An occurrence of crime during which a respondent was victimized. All
incidents were one of the following types: Robbery, burglary, assault, larceny
and auto theft.

Major Activity--As used in the tabulations, this refers specifically to the respondent's
Age under 16, in Armed Forces, employed, unemployed,

employment status. Categories are:
keeping house, in school, retired, and other.

Marital Status--Determined for each household member.
married, widowed, separated, divorced, never married.

The five categories are:

Medical Expenses--As used in the tabulations, refers to medical expenses incurred as
a direct result of the incident.

Net Toss--As used in the tabulations, refers to the total loss less cash recovered,
the value of any stolen property recovered, and anything recovered through insurance.

New Construction--Housing units built since 1970 are added to the sample by sampling
permits of new construction in designated segments. These units may be under con-
struction, already built, or not yet under construction.
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Occupation--The type of work reported by the respondent was coded and occupations
were grouped into 11 categories for use in the tabulations. They are: 1) Age
under 16, 2) Professional, technical or kindred workers, 3) Managers and Admin-
istrators, except farm, 4) Sales workers, 5) Clerical and kindred workers, 6)
Craftsmen and kindred workers, 7) Operatives, except transport, 8) Transport
equipment operatives, 9) Laborers, except farm, 10) Armed Forces, 11) All others.

Offenders--Refers to person who committed the crime or was believed to be the person
who committed the crime.

Other Weapons--Weapons other than guns or knives which are used to threaten or
inflict harm on a vietim by brandishing, throwing or hitting with an object held
in hand. Examples are: rocks, clubs, belt buckles, shovels.

Personal Incident--Method of tabulating crimes against persons whereby the charac-
teristics of the incident are accounted for; i.e., time,place of occurrence, etc.

Personal Victim-Event--Method of tabulating crimes against persons as the crime
pertains to a specific vietim; i.e., days hospitalized, medical expenses, etc.

Two victims may be involved in the same incident and each would have different

characteristics. Therefore, this would be counted as two victim-events but one
incident.

Personal Victimization--Method of tabulating crimes against persons whereby the
characteristics of the victim himself are accounted for; i.e., age, race, sex, etc.

Property Damage--Damage done to property, such as torn clothing, broken window, or
jimmied doors, resulting from the commission of a crime. Property damage alone
(vandalism) where there was no theft, attempted theft, assault, or attempted assault
does not constitute a crime for NCS purposes.

Race--A White or non-White determination made of each respondent by observation.
There are three codes for race: White, Negro, and Other.

Random Group MNumber--One of the identification codes assigned to housing units and
group quarters throughout sampling operations.

Rate per 100 Household.--Refers to the amount of v1ct1m1zat10ns for every 100
households.

Rate per 100Populations ~-Refers to the amount of victimization for every 100
persons.

Sampling Variability--The variations that ocecur by chance because a sample, rather
than the whole of the population, was surveyed. The primary measure of sampling
variability 1s the standard error.

Special Place--This is a place such as a transient hotel, convent, dormitory,
hospital, instruction or trailer camp in which the occupants have special living
arrangements.
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Standard Error--The primary measure of sampling variability; i.e., the variations
that cceur by chance because a sample, rather than the whole of the population, was
surveyed.

Standard Metropoliten Statistical Area (SMSA)--A geographic area consisting of a
city or cities of 50,000 or more inhabitants which constitute the central city
and identify the central county. Contiguous counties may also be designated as
belonging to a SMSA if they are metropolitan in character; that is, they serve as
a place of work or as a home for a concentration of nonagricultural workers.

Stranger/Not Stranger--As used in the tabulations, refers to whether or not the victim
knew the offender. The offender was a stranger if the respondent says he was a
stranger, did not know whether or not he was a stranger, or knew the offender only by
gight. The offender was not a stranger if he was a casual acquaintance, well-known
but not related to the respondent, or was a relative.

Tenure--A determination of whether the occupants of designated living quarters
own, rent, or occupy it without rent.

Total Loss—-As used in the tabulations, refers to the combined total of cash stolen,
value of any stolen property, and amount of damage to property not taken.

Unrecognizable Business--A business operated in the respondent's home, but for which
there is no sign or external indication that such a business is present. Crimes
against all unrecognizable businesses in the respondent's home were included in the
National Urime Survey.

Variance--This is the standard error squared. 1It's primary use is in computing

standard errors.

TVictim--A respondent who reports that a crime was committed against himself or his
household during the reference period, and for whom an Incident Report was filed,
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APPENDIX C
DEFINITIONS AND EXPLANATION OF SUBJECT CHARACTERISTICS (CVS)
Burglary--Any illegal entry into a building for the purpose of committing a crime.
Burglary is not to be confused with larceny where the person has a right to be on

the premises. Larcenies are not included in CVS,

Establishment--An enterprise which operates from a specific location.

Department-~A business activity or concession located in a retail store which is
operated by someone other than the operator of the main store.

Partnership-~Ownership of an establishment by two or more persons, each of whom has
a financial interest and responsibility for the establishment. .
Primary Sampling Unit (PSU)--A county or group of counties from which are selected
the segments in which are located the establishments to be interviewed for CVS.

Survey Period--The period (usually 12 months) about which information is obtained.

Robbery--The act of taking something away from someone by force or threat of force.
If an individual is not present during the incident it shall be ~onsidered a burglary.

Business, Type of--Eligible businesses for the Commercial Victimization Survey consisted
of six general types: Retail, Real Estate, Wholesale, Service, Manufacturing, and
A1l others.

A. Retail--Following are types of retail businesses. 1) Food-Establishments
primarily selling food for home consumption (supermarkets, etc.). 2) Eating
and drinking--Establishments primarily selling prepared foods and drinks
for consumption on or near the premises. 3) General Merchandise--Establish-
ments which sell several lines of merchandise such as dry goods, apparel and
accessories, furniture and home furnishings, small wares, hardware, and food
(department stores, ete.). 4) Apparel--Establishments primarily engaged in
selling clothing of all kinds and related articles. Does not include department
stores. 5) Furniture and appliances--Establishments primarily selling merchan-
dise used in furnishing the home, such as furniture, floor covering, draperies,
household electrical and gas appliances. 6) Lumber, hardware, farm equipment--
Tstablishments primarily selling lumber, building materials, the basic lines of
hardware, paint, wallpaper, electrical. supplies, etc. 7) Automotive--Establish-
ments which sell new and used automobiles and new parts and accessories, aircraft
and marine dealers and mobile home dealers. 8) Gasoline service stations. 9)
Drug and proprietary--Establishments which fill and sell prescriptions and
patent medicines and health aids. Proprietary stores sell the same merchandise
as drugstores, but do not £ill or sell prescriptions. 10) Liquor--Includes
liquor stores operated Ly states, counties, and municipalities. 11) Other
retail.

B. Real Estate--1) Apartments. 2) Other real estate.

C. Wholesale--1) Durable--Motor vehicles, electrical goods, furniture, hardware,
machinery, jewelry, etc. 2) Nondurable--Groceries, liquor, drugs, tobacco,
dry goods, apparel, etc.
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APPENDIX D

L NGS AND CVS RESEARCH DESIGN
Service--Any establishment engaged primarily in providing professional .
services, lodging, personal or repair services, amusement or recreation ‘ -

facilities open to the general public. For example, hotels and motels, o Introduction
dry cleaning and laundry, advertising agencies, vehicle rentals, bowling o
alleys, doctors, etc.

In July, 1972, the Bureau of the Census begén conducting for L.E.A.A.

Manufacturing--Any establishment primarily engaged in the mechanical S two independent surveys of victims of crime in the eight Impact
or chemical transformation of substances into new products.

) . ) . Cities: Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark,
A1l Others--Agricultural services, communications, construction,

electric, gas, and sanitary services, finance and credit, insurance ' Portland (Oregon), and St. Louis. In each of the eight cities a
and transportation. .

e survey of households was conducted to inquire about personal and household crimes

~ e

- (National Crime Survey-Impact Cities Sample) and a survey of businesses

o

s was conducted.to inquire about commercial crimes (Commercial Victimization
Survey). The National Crime Survey (NCS) consisted of approximately
12,000 households per city and the Commercial Victimization Survey (CVS)
consisted of approximately 2,000 commercial establishments per city;
interviews were conducted over a l6-week period beginning in July, 1972.
The NCS focused on measuring the extent of victimization in the
categories of assault (including rape), robbery, larceny, burglary,
i “ and auto theft. The CVS focused on measuring the extent of commercial
victimization in the categories of burglary and robbery. In both surveys,
- respondents were asked about victimizations occurring during the previous

12 months.

SN

A. National Crime Survey

1. Sample Design

2 The basic frame from which the sample for the National Crime

Survey Cities Sample was selected was the list of housing units

190 Lo 191

A p ® "
1 ! el b ot
«f B R ~ i 3 4
: T Ty Gisinia B S e
1 : 1
. e ' .

Cimtosie & -




TS
i

-

Y

conducted at housing units selected from the Census and wetre

enumerated in the 1970 Census of Population and Housing. used for up to 52 ratio estimate cells corresponding to sets of

The sample was selected within strata defined by the Census strata used in the selection of the sample. Ratio estimates

characteristics of the housing unit. were not applied for units selected from new construction

. building permits or for units in group quarters.
Occupied housing units were grouped into 100 strata by

tenure, family size, family income and race of head. There The final weight applied to the records selected from the 1970

were four strata for vacant housing units using the rent or Census list of occupied or vacant housing units was the product

property value of the unit. In addition, there was a separate of the appropriate ratio estimate factor, a weight to reflect

stratum for persons in certain types of group quarters. the probability of selection and an adjustment for noninterviews.

The final weight for persons in group quarters and new construction
In addition to the above, a sample of new construction

units was the product of the weight to reflect the probability
building permits was selected for each survey city to account

of selection and the adjustment for noninterviews.
for units constructed since the 1970 Census.

The effect of this estimation procedure is to reduce the variation
On the average, 12,000 occupied households were eligible for

in sample size in each of the strata. Ordinarily, this is controlled
interview in each city. Within each selected housing unit,

by sampling within strata. 1In this design, however, it was necessary
all occupants age 12 and over were eligible for sample. Of the

to select a sample larger than required and to delete units that
12,000 units, 500 occupied units were visited but interviews

were also in sample for certain other Census Bureau programs.
were not obtained because the occupants were not found at

As a result, some variation in sample size was unavoidably intro-
home after repeated calls or were unavailable for some other reason.

duced. The general effect of a ratio estimate is a reduction
In addition, there were also 1,700 sample units which were

in sampling error below what would be obtained by weighting all
visited but were found to be temporarily occupied by nonresidents,

of the sample households and persons by a uniform factor. This
vacant or otherwise not to be interviewed.

reduction can be substantial for some items.
2. Estimation Procedures

3. Reliability Of The Estimates

The estimations for this survey were developed through the use

i
¢
i

Since the estimates are based on a sample, they may differ
of ratio estimates using 1970 Census counts of housing units.

somewhat from the figures that would have been obtained if a
Ratio estimates were applied to data records produced from interviews
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Standard Errors And 95% Confidence Intervals
For Personal Victimization Rates:

) . Dallas
complete census had been taken using the same schedules, L. Rate? Standard Error Tnterval
S f[ate v
instructions and interviewers. In addition to sampling N Assaultive Violence
variability, the results are also subject to the errors of . With Theft 293 39 215-37
P -371
response, nonreporting, and processing inherent in censuses as Without Theft 3,265 129 3.007 9
. : o 4 » "‘3,5 3
well as sample surveys. R Personal Theft Without Injury 1,116 76 964-1.268
b
- Total Personal izati
. The standard error is primarily a measure of the sampling § @ onal Vietimization 4,674 154 4,366~4,982

variability, that is, of the v;fiations that occur by chance
beca?se a sample rather than the whole of the population is ‘é ; i 8pate per 100,000 persons 12 years of age and older.
surveyed; The chancés are about 68 out of 100 that an
estimate from the sample would differ from a complete census
figure by less than the standard error. The chances are about
95 out of 100 that the difference would be less than twice the é
standard error and about 99 out of 100 that it would be less - e
than 2 1/2 times the standard error. The 68 percent confidence

interval is defined as the range of values given by the estimate v
minus the standard error and the estimate plus the standard

error; the chances are 68 in 100 that the figure from a complete i

census would f£all in this range. The 95 percent confidence I

interval is defined as the estimate + 2 standard errors.

In order to convey the magnitude of the sampling variability
involved, the tables below present standard errors and 95 percent
confidence intervals for selected estimates used in the body of

this report.
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Standard Errors And 95% Confidence Intervals
For Household Victimization Rates:

Dallas 4. Questionnaires
: BéEEi - Standard Error Interval For collection of the required data for the National Crime
é Burglary 14,654 400 13,854-15 454 Survey~~Impact Cities Sample, three basic forms were used.
é : Larceny ‘ 34,421 538 33,345-35,497 LA, Controd Card
; Auto Theft 2,439 175 2,089-2,789 The Control Card was the BASIC RECORD of each sample unit.
% Total Household Victimization 51,514 566 50,382-52,646

It contained the address of each sample unit and the basic

H - .

household data, such as the names of the persons 1i§ing.there,
raRate per 100,000 households. theiy age, race, sex, marital status, education, etc. In
addition, such items as family income, tenure of the unit and
pertinent information about noninterviews were also included

on the Control Card. All identification information, including

the address of the sample unit, was transcribed to the Control Card

by the field office prior to the interviewer's visit to the

unit. The Control Card also served as a record of visits,

telephone calls, interviews, noninterview reasons, and discovering
extra housing units. It was the first form the interviewer

completed during an interview.

4B. Basic Screen Questionnaire

” K T IE i I Jé B
i 5 ¥ X [ L% - s 5 1
N e . o . - . ’ 5 S - 8 a . ! " =

X

This basic document was also used for all sampie units. TIts

basic purpose was to obtain characteristics of the household

i

members 12 years or older, as well as to screen for incidents

) ”‘Eﬂ |

of crime which had been committed against the household and/or

} e

household members.

I
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INYRIY . $OCIAL AND ECOKQUIC s TATISTICS Buraay i tnnlldnn’:lal by taw (Tlile appeoved HOLD {7 Asea PSU | Sepmant  lCx ‘S«lll
: CONTROL CARD suneauoF THE CENSUS 13, 1.5, Code). it may ba sesn only by b tst]| 20d] 3ed | et ] sth) 6tn] nn}  no. - H
HATIONAL CRIME SURYEY . sworn Census, employess and may be 0.14.8. No. D Permit | t
. . used only for stalistical puposes. 41572036 | v v [ vl vl vl vl v (] Address Jo 1 1 ]
’ NN} NIN]N[RIN [ ISpeciat placa { } }
$3. ADDRESS (Sheet___ Line } Whatls your exact 2dders? fd. YEAR BUILT ASK AREA SEGMENTS ONLY ASK 131, 3td, Sth, and Tth ENUKERATION PERIODS | ASK DUI(IN_QFIR?T ENUMERATION PERIDD
(Inctude House No., St., Ak, No., o othet Idantification) [TYAk | [T]De Askduring T3t ard dth enumerstion perlods §. TENURE - %.~1L LA_"D ust . .
13t Visit | NOT Ask Yy Are your fiving quartars = 1. [T]RURAL - Ask §b [7) URBAN{A) - SKip 10 13
boewe el e - it M (Repularunits classified R:Sp. PLounlts elass- (ANl othar unlts)
When wai thls stive Enum. | Enum. lfied R AND coded §S-88 InC.C, iten ¢}
ture orlginally bullt? 37 Y % ONone 11t 3rd Sth Tth o '
Place, Stats, snd ZIP code . r:] Defore 4:1-70 Qwnad or beln 3h, You told me yout Hvlng equariere tre —
¢
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. § Llasg, 282 T = = x BUREAU OF THE CTENIUS ~
; b3 . g w0l ] ' o PSU t Serial® 1 Panel :Household i Segment
Jogpet a . . , .
; SRR : . - = 5 | 5
| - : | : - ;
x 1= o 1% . 1 ' H H
1
R NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY
£|Z2 2| 2| =
. slE=E
3 £ CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE
- 2lean £
| aB|ESE .
o ;f‘,:. g2 £ s 8 BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE
wlEg sag
. olgs :
- el . oge .
i 219518 o 1. Interviewer identilication 6. Tenure (ce 8)
’ - w ::';:: E 5 !EI £ 2 2 Coda :Name 1 [[J Owned or being bought
K el gliet o H 2{ "] Rented for cash
i F £i o2 i ~ H 3[T]) No cash rent :
t = -mw - " " ~ -
! ‘2 2 b ; _‘_:‘ o3E = P = 2. Racord of interview
N = ~ a0 P
; = o ar=a Line number of househoid : Date completed 7. Type of living quarlers (cc 15) .
% H 5 £, a 2 2|2 respondent : Havaing Unit
B — S =1
: 8 o l® cs E-. f ! 1 [ House, apartment, flat \
E & > 5 S U U I 3. Reason for noninlerview (cc 294) 2[T] HU in nontransient hotet, motel, ete.
< " . . X ) . .
: 2 | :’._8‘ 3 sgE R T _3:; 22 TYPE A 3[_JHU — Permanent in transient hotel, motel, ete.
8 »
i 4 p & g lecsrs 8t I Roosen 4[] HY in rooming house
i s E
| ¥ . a SR | A M R s [ tobita home or traites :
; 3 < g8a3w £2| 28] 2§ h
l g ZE%S =% ] t1[]No one home 6 [ JHU not specified above — Describs —>
3 = a N o L 2] Temporarlly absent=Retun; dote e .
-— - - .
% 5 . = Eg‘é-_— 5:3: ° el e 3[] Refused
| g S 255%E 5 - N LN 4 [} Other Oce. — Specify OTHER UMIT
, = Z=22: g :
1 i Lod B Te% ¥a Race of head 7 [ Quarters not HU in rooming or boarding house
£= 0o =t
gl . __5 . v T5E5 T, 2 - - 1) ¥mite 8 ] Unit not permanent in transieat hotel, motsl, ete.
§ 353 ¥ ol <z2&& == 2 JNegra R .9 JVvacant tent site or trailer site :
= - [ 10 t specified above— Descri
' a ;é . - N - o 3D0me, GNO specified above— Describe 7
{ =l =¥ o = = =
; Xl wWoe~ wil- < k-3
! iz e =l 3zs - H 31 3 TYPEB 8. Humber of housing units in structure (cc 26)
: ik § =ruee o 21 2 .qb 1[J Vacant — Regular _ . {
! £Ex u 5:;‘: s E E E 2[] Vacant — Storage of HH furniture 11 s{]5-9
gzl 8! g -2 : e .:. :’: E‘ BD Temporarily occupied by persons with URE 2(]2 ] C] 10 or more
- -2
§ wmo ﬁ £ 52 g - . = s = 4 [JUnfit or to be demolished a[]3 7 [} Mobile home or traiter
- 2
% 3E54 é' sl 2 5[] Under construction, not ready a4
v o] o :
= [ Convéried o temporary business or storage
=1 of oy O L) Conversed 1o temporary ¢ ASK IN EACH HOUSEHOLD:
7] Occugied entirely by Armed Forces members . N .
o u (e i er si 9. (Other than the . . . business) does anyone in this household
_ . z 8 [Juroccunied tent sice or trailer site operate 2 business from this address?
g S s [} Permit granted, construction not started 525 1] No
= o - i -
- 10 Other — Spuici “ . . .
.g 1 ‘§ : 2 ] prcify F 2] Yes — Whal kind of business is that? 2
2 . x| E2. 2 =l < ) o -or ’
- - m o 2 L —
. :ga - n-; fz’ TYPEC
£ zE = T
£ sl 2 §§ 5 m t{TJUnused line of listing sheet 10. Family income (cc 27)
= P J.0 4 v—— 2[ ] Demotished 1 [ Under 3,000 6[Js 7,500 10.9,999
! 3[JHouse or trailer maved 20781,000 t0 1,999 O 1o e )
o 4[JOutside segment ’ ' 2 \000 to #1,999
" 5{"JConverted to permanent business or storage 3] 2.000 102,999 10[] 12,0000 14,999
= .
3 - s %2"“" 4[] 2,000 o 3,999 11 [C] 15.000 t0 15,999
= i i : .7 ondemned
g ; o [] Built ateer April 1, 1970 s5{7] 4,000 to 4,999 12 [T} 20,000 to 24,999
: _ s CJOer = Spectty — s 5000 10,599 30 25.000 and over
. . b k 7] 6,000 to 7,499
=2 ”~ (3 - Ty
1E T 2. - TYPEZ ——
£a ® ] = otal number
_E b =1 ¥ e 2 Interview not obtalned for—.
= ] - - =4 .
sf.g :8 5 Line number 11. Household members 12 years 0z
w| = §= o y
5] £ 82 s of age and OVER .
g 5l 3% 8 :
= Foul H :E‘ o
o« < = < e = [ U—— .
v 8l ¢ ‘gt : @
2l .r 35 TgE .- x 12. Household members UNDER 12 years of aze.p Ow
£l 253 P o5 H oL Hone
-—
EERE 5 &S 2 e — ;
e . 2 4. Household status @9
al «_ 2 . . .
1 £z P z +{} Same household as last enumeration 13. Crime Incident Reports filled -
= 4 -
g 2 gf vla 2["JReplacement household since last enumeration d 0 (TJ None
> % '1 3] Previous noninterview or not in.samgle before . CENSUS USE ONLY
[ . 512 -
i s . N 5. Special place type code (cc 5¢) 031)
! § g " @l 2 )
&l §z5 ¢ 3 Gl
TR g 5| 2
5 d - B TR - - ~12 equay Pupl = - ~ min}o
i
[N
it
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" PERSOMAL CHARACTERISTICS

YIEW (cc 13b) DAY
. Hee 12)

14 ’ 15, 16. 17. 18, 19. 0. - {4, f22. 23, Whot in the highest {24.Did
HAME (of hoysahold TYPE [LINE RELATIONSHIP JAGE  |HARITAL RACE {SEX JARMED grade (o7 yoor) of you
respondent) OF HUMBER { TO HOUSEHOLD ILAST |STATUS (cc 19) {(cc 20)| FORCES rogulor school you . con
INTER- |(cc 12) HEAD BIRTH-| (cc 18) MEMBER have aver attended? ple

{cc 21) (ASK for persons the

f2--24 yrs. Transcrive yoo
for 25 + yra ) (= R2) (ccs

KEYER-BEGIN NEW RECORD _

Last 1) Per 1 [ Head
20Tet | __ f2[C]Wife of head|
3{gni- 3[] Own child
Firat Fill 4[] Ocher rolative
16-21

s [T} Non-retative

v *

2[vidowed  |2(INes. |2[JF |2 No
, : —_ Elem. (01—08)
3[ ] Diverced 2 ]Cth.
e 1.8, (09-12)
4L Separated Collegs (21-26+)
e
s Hever M. — o

\CgMeried  {10Iwh {1 M |1 [ Yes joo[JNever anended 1] Y

or kindesgarten ZD N

Look at item 4 on cover pags. |s this the szme
houschold as jast enumeration? (Box 1 morked)
CHECK %

ITEM A [T] Yes — SKIP to 26a ~ O ne

26d. Have you heen looking for work during the past 4 weeks?
1] Yes 2[JNo — SKIP 1o 280

252. Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707
1] Yes — SKIP to 26a 2{JNo

&. Whers did you live on April 1, 19707 (State, foreign country,
{1,S. possession, elc.)

State, elc.

County

27. |s there any reason why you could not take a job LAST WEEK?
1] No 2] Already has a job
3] Temporary itiness
4[] Golng to achool
81 Other — Spacify >

Yes wwip

¢. DId you live Inside the limits of a city, town, village, etc.?

1 JNo
HRERR

2] Yes —~ Nome of city, town, village, ete:

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

1[JYes 2{JHe

Ask 26-28 for persons 16 years or older

26a. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK - working, keeping
house, zoing to schaol, or something else?

2 [J With a job but not at work
3{] Looking for werk

4[] Keaping housa

8 [} Golng to schoot

7 [} Retirzed
a[7] Other — SpecifyF

y [] Working — SKIP to 280 6] Unable to work — sx;:
to 280

b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, ol counling work

obout unpald work.)

y[JYes — SKIP 10 280 2[JNo

around the house? (Note: If famm or business operatar in HH, ask

¢. Did you have a job or business from which you were temporarity
absent or on layolf LAST WEEK?

Description of job or business (Current or most recent)

28a. For whom did you work? (Neme of compony, business,
organization, or other employer)

%[} Never worked — SKIP to 29

b. What kind of business or industry is this? (For example: TV a
radic mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Department, farm)

CLL]

¢. Wefe you —

1+ [] An employee of a PRIVATE company, business ot individi
for wages, salaty or commissions?

2] A GOVERNRENT employee (Federal, State, county or loca

3] SELF EMPLOYED in OWH business, professional
practice or farm?

a[7] Working WITHOUT PAY in family business or famm?

A, What kind of work were you doing? (For example: electrical
engineer, stock clark, typist, farmer)

HER

e. What were your most important activities ot dutigs? (For exam;
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishing concrete, e

1 [ Yes — SKIP 10 28a  2[[INo
Notes

’
FOIMM NCA-3 [4:28:72) Paze 2

Ay
LN
NN
L

]
. &
9 v

o

[ -

- HOUSEHOLOD SCREEN QUESTIONS

29. How 1'd like to ask some quastions about crime.
They refer only tothelast12 months — betwaen

1st and > . During
the last 12 manths, did anyone break into or
somehow illegally gel into your {apartment,/home),
gatazs, or ancther building on your properly?

[ Ne

[} Yes — How many times?

32. Did anyone take something belonging to you or :
to any membar of this household, from a place 1
where you os they were temporarily slaying,
such as a lriend's ot relative’s home, 3 holal

* or mofel, or a vacation home?

CINe

7] Yes — How many times? ————p

33> What was the tolal number of motor vehicles
{cars, trucks, elc.) awned by you or any

o{ ] None - SKiP

to 36

'
i

!

)

1

X

}

1

f

!

)

i

1 other member of this household during the }

30. (Other than the incident(s) just mentionzd) Did ! tast 12 months? ! sy
you find a door jimmied, a lock forced, of any ] i 2[])2
other signs of an ATTEMPTED break in? | !

' H 3]s

CJuo ! ! 4] 4 or moro
1 +

[ Yes — How many times? ! 34, Did anyone steal, TRY to steal, or use 1
\ (it/any of them) without permission? 1

31. Was anything at.all stolen that is kept outside | e H

yous home, or happened lo be left out, suchas | {3 Yes — How many times? —— . }
a bicyele, a zarden hase, of laaa Jeaitui2? ] '
(other than any incidents already mentionad) ', 35. Did anyone steal of TRY to steal past of !
H (it/any of them), such as a batlery, hubcaps, 1
[ Mo ! tape-deck, etc.? . v
{J Yes — How many times? —— s ) I Ne -
. ! [C] Yes — How many times? —— ! e
R CoSLF. U INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS © -0 % et L e

<

35. The tollowing questions reler only to things that 1 ”
happened to you during the last 12 months ~between ) L3 Ye3 —~ Ti0W many

times?
. ) ?
1st and  Didyou 1 LN
have your {pocket picked/purse snatched)? ;

1

46. Did you find any evidence that someone
ATTENPTED to steal something that
belonged to you? (other than any incidents
altready mentioned).

Yes - How many
N times?

aa

0

37. Did anyone taxe something (else) directiy from you
by using force, such as by a stickup, mugging
or threal?

T

} T3 ves — How many
! times?

i [JNo

s

-~

. Did you call the police during the last 12
months to report something that happened to
you which you thought was a crime? (Do
not count any calls made to the police
concerning the incidents you have just
told me about.)

38. Did anycne TRY to rob you by using force or

®

alsls

threatening to harm you? (other than any incidentsi — Y&~ :ii;vzsn;any [dne [T Yes — What happined?
already mentioned) One '
39. Did anyone beat you up, altack you or hit you with } 0 .
something, such as a rock of battle? (other than 4 — = Eglxzsm?any
any incidents already mentioned) I Ne )
4. wi‘e you k"”ehd' shol al, Y f)‘,‘“kf.d V"“;‘h SOMe ! 11 vis How many|  INTERVIEWER — Waz HH member 12+ attocked
::‘yei’ntle;ep:{; a{rggg;n;eantiznéd)(o ner than D No times? ot threotened, or wos something stolen or an

ottempt made 1o steal something thot belonged
to him?

CINe [ Yes ~ How many limes? .-

41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or
THREATEN you with a knife, gun, or some other
weapon, NOT including telephane threats? (other
than any incidents alteady mentionad)

times?

RN

Yes — How many
N

0

|

48. Did anything happen to you during the last 12
months which you thought was a crime, but
did NOT report to the palice?

ONe  [[]ves ~ What happened?

42. Did anyone TRY to attack you in some other way?

—
(other than any incidents already mentioned) £} Yes — Ho many

T WU JUPHPUNPINDIII JUIIIUIPININUIPIE SUEPPITIIPINUIPIS SNPIUPI UGN JEpE b

5 o | fimes?
43. During the 1ast 12 months, did anyone steal things | r—y_. _ po
that belonged to you from inside any car or truck, 1 *— Yes n;p;sn;any

such as packages of clothing?

44. Was anylhing slolen from you while you were away
from home, for instance at work, in a theater or

([} Yes — How many
times?

®
al=is

o s 2 o s o i 2 2 b ] T om0 bt D g e o o o 2 0 T e e e e Sk e

[

INTERVIEWER ~ Was HH member 12+ attocked
or threatened, or wos something stolen or on
ottempt mode to steol something thot belonged

1
i
1
i
!
ta him? i
t
]
1

I
)
|
1
t
‘.
H
H
: . ! - imes?
1estaurant, or while traveling? F[Ne Cino [TJYes ~ How many limes? ——s. _—
: A,
: Did you receive al] **No’s’® 1o tha Screen Quasticns
T 5 e + asked of this respondent?
45. (Other than any incidents you've already {—
. | p taYes — how . .
mentioned) Was anything {else) stolen from ' —Y nmes‘;any C;LECK () Yes — Ask questions for next HH member on
you during thelast12 months? i Cine : ITEM B following page, End interview if las)
: respondent,
: D No — Fill Crime lncident Reports
Page 3




1
E ~
_; PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS . SRR ' <y T PERSOHAL CHARACTERISTICS
14. 15 16 Ti 13 19 7 ; N 15, T6. 7
) . . . . 0. 2. |22 ¥hot i . . : NAME : 18, 18. 20, -
NAME TYPE |LINE RELATIONSHIP |AGE  |MARITAL RACE |SEX |ARMED z gma','('m'h;.:f:?" 2.bid i - ;:PE LINE RELATIONSHIP [AGE | WARITAL nexcs géx zAzn'uso Z3.Yhau ix the highesr 124,
oF HUMBER |TO HOUSEHOLD |LAST [sTATUS 1 FANAE il ? S . NUMBER {TO HOUSEHOLD JLAST [STA O 1 odslor yeor of
(cc 19) {(cc 20) | FORCES 9 y com- INTER- TUS (cc 19) [{(cc 20) | FORC:," ragulor school you
INTER- [(ce 12) HEAD BIRTH.|{cc 18) ;o havs ever ortended? Tet (cc 12) HEAD BIRTH. co y
VIEW (eci3b) DAY REMBER|  (5ck or persons - | that. T VIEW {ce13b) pay | MEMBEA o Tor oo
: Jlee2h 12-24yrsTraracribal  year? f ) {ec 21) {ASK for persons
e : for 254yrs.) (e22) (ce2) fee 17) : for 25 yrany (osaa
~ —— - : ' KEYER-BEGIN NEW RECOR yesd teeazy (
KEYER-BEGIN HEW RECORD - Dy1934
: @) I v o
Lase 1] Per 1{TJ Head R 1{ JMorried 1w, 11O 17 Yes Joo[T] Never artended 1] ves " ;8:."' 1DH€3d 1 IMerried tOwh. (1M 1] Yes 0o CIN
: 2[] Tet 2{ "] Wife of head 2[]widowed  {2[JMNez.t2[C]F {2 ]No or indergarten ([ TINo e 2[] Wife of head 2[JWidowed {20 INez.{2[(JF [2[]No w’:‘:zter:d [
1: Flrs 39,;“' 3] On child 3[]Divorced  |3[]xh. —Elem. (01-08) o First . 3%]”*"- 3[]Own chilg — [s[Toworced |3 Tox. o) (of_o;‘ 2
i 8] Oxber relative 4[] separared  _HS.(0%12) : I - . . 4[] Crher retative 4[] Separated s ©-12)
8] Nonrelative 5[] Never Mor. College (21 =26+) . §[JNonretative 5{JNever ter, ——Coﬂezu (21=26+)
- ——— - - =26+
Look at item 4 on cover page. |s this th . - Look at item 4 on cover page. Is this the s —
CHECK pook 2c liem 4 on cover pae. (B“s, m.;skaeg; 264. Have you been looking for #ork during the past 4 weeks? . ‘C][iEEMCK b household as last enumeration? (Ba,:’,‘,,;.-ka..-r;f 26d. Have you been looking for work during the past 4 weeks?
TER AV [T ves — SKIP 10 26a ) ‘r_"] No [ Yes 2[J No = SKIP to 280 . - - AY [Sves - skip 1o 260 Do s ves 2[J No ~ SKIP 10 282 '
252. Did you live in this house on Aprl 1, 19707 21. 1s thera any reason why you could not take a 252.0id you live in Ihis Fouse on April 1, 15707 2
L 19707 ake 2 job LAST WEEK? P pril 1, 19707 + Is there any reason why you co i
v s s 10 e i v surn e st e e A T Ve
b- Whers did you Tive on April 1, 19707 (Stale, fareign couniy : 3C] Temporary iliness - -_— - b. ¥here did you live on April 1, 19707 (Stale, foreign counlry : s ] Temporary Hiness
u.s
U.S. possession, etc.) 4[] Going to schoot . +3. possession, elc,) . 4[] Going ta school
State, ctc. 5[] Other ~ Specify - : . ) State, etc. 5[] Other — Specify -
County County i R . W
c. Did you live Inside the limils of a city, town, village, etc.? 282 lD:esc:ipzlon.of job or business (Current or most recent) — c. Did you live inside the limits of = cily, to il 7 . =Description of job or business (Current
' 2~ . For whom did you work? (Nome of , busi zati . A cily, town, village, ete.? 28a. For whom did ? (Kome s or most recent)
1{Ne  2[JYes — Nome of city, town, villoge, etc, - . or other employer) e of compony, business, crganlzahow . 1[JNe  2{7]Yes ~ Nome of «ity, town, villags, etc. ] ) or other mplc,::il) work? (Nome o‘{ Colhpg.ny' business, orgonizi
@ [1IT[1 < @ |
: d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707 d. Here you in the Aimed Forces on April 1, 19702 :
, » 19707 x[] Never worked — SKIP to 36 , - . v B X[T] Never worked - SKIP
: @ 1T Yes 2{No N - : - 1[JYes 2 Ino - to 36
; b. What kind of business or indusiry is this? (F ta: — b. What kind of busi i is thi
3 Ask 26~28 for persons 16 years or older radio mfg., retall shoe store, S:z:(a L.abor D(ep:‘r:n:::‘pl:;m-)rv and S e e Ask 26-28 for persans 16 years or alder ’ radio mfg, rc'::isl”l:lise ot industry 1s this? (For example: Tv 2
262. Whal were you doing most of LAST WEEK — working, keeping . - 26a. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK - working, keeping i store, State Labor Depanment, farm)
O house, going to school, or something else? l I l ' : house, going to school, o7 something else? ' ! l ' :
e 1 %]Worklnz — SKIP 10 28a &[] Unable te work — SKIP ¢. Wera you ~ : _—— o m i g:;’:“": — SKIP to 280 6 (] Unable to work — SKIP ¢. Were you -
2{]with a job but not at work fo 28a 1 [] An employee of a PRIVATE company, business or individual : . 2 th a job but not at work to 280 1 ] An employee of a PRIV : S
! 3] Looking for work 7 ] Retired ‘ for wages, salary or commissions? E 3] Looking for work 7 [ Retired for wages, salary or cnnlgiisri'zr::?any, business or individ
4[] Keeping house 8] Other — Specify 21 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, Stale, counly or local)? 4[] Keeping house 8[T] Other — Specify 2[JA GOVERNMENT empl F
P SELF E s R € X 3 ployee (Federal, State, county or loc;
5[] Golnz to schaol . s{TJSELF EMPLOYED in OWN business, professional practice o farm? - s [ Geing to school 3{JSELF EMPLOYED in OWN business, professienal :
. . 4[] ¥orking WITHOUT PAY in family business of farm? . _ a[ Working WITHOUT PAY in 'am“; ‘;usin:*m n'racu:e or fan
b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting work ©* d. what kind of work were you doing? (Forexample: electri S b. Did yzu do any work at all LAST WEEK, nol counting wark d. What kind of ; bl
:&“:‘m‘?dhous:)? (Note: If form or business operator in HH, ask engineer, stock clerk, typist, fam.;e,.) xample: elactrical . :::::'uglsdhous'e)? {Note: If form or business operator in HH, osk ) c;nginecr :ongflzifi::u da'mg? ()For example; electrical
i wor . WOrK. ’ . I1st, farmer
1] Yes ~ SKIP 10 282 2[JNe - e 10 Yes —~ SKIP 10 280 2[JNo
¢ Did you have a job of business from which you were tempararil e, What were your most important activities or dulies? (For example: ¢. Did you have a job or business from which you : e. What were your most important activiti F T .
absent or on layoll LAST WEEK? y semporarily typlng, keeplng account books, selling cars, finishing concrete, etc.) ' e absent or on layoff LAST WEEK? you were temporarily ) typing, keeping aCCWﬂtpbooks. :ellil:'ge:a‘:: ”;’;‘,‘,',e:f‘;,;r(,’::;:amph
1[JYes = SKIP 10280 2[jNo » : 1 (7] Yes - SKIP 1o 282 2[INo . £ ete, €
v R ‘ R T INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS - ‘ - T e ' | . Tl;l f") & e ‘ “;_.,' INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS 7+ "o
36. The following questions refer only to things that ! . " P R : . The following questions refer only lo things t 1 — ? - L5 : S S
happened 1o 3oy during the l2st 12 manths EbetWeen ! g Yes ~2?n:$rgany 46. 2!€TYE°;;PHIPEC{I|§% ?{;g;msg;:f:;i‘n?g‘e!;ﬂbe ,o‘ p 1 Yes -:icw many i e happened to you during thelast lzymonths Esbe?a::.-en ) E Yes —g;\:srgany 4. girdTyEo;;gl]pggny evidence that someone 1077 Yes ~ How man
: . No ! f at belonged ! imes? i , i [T Ne ? i to steal something that b Ty
1st and . Didyou 1 1o you? (other than any inci i 1TNe . 1st and . Did yo omelhing that belonged 1 tires?
. Tiave your (packet picked/purse satened)? you 1 . ‘ ( .any mcfdents already mentioned ) { I i aa Rave your (pocket picked /porse snalched)? you 1 to you? (other than any incidents already mentioned ) | One
L 7.0 Tahe o - - i 41. Did you calf the palice during thelast1Z months 4 [ § 37. Did anyone 1k - - . L ——=147. Did you call the police during the last 12 months | —
4 b anyone take something (else) directly from you } [ Yes —How many to report something that happened to you which ¢ b ¥ ,’ ake something (else) directly from you | [ Yes - How many to report something that happened t which 4
i ory tl}:]szzn%,lmce, such as by a stickup, mugging ] No times? you thought was a crime? (Do not count any H d i e °¥ tl;’sr::ngp orce, such as by a slickup, mugging 'S times? you thought was a crime? ?Do :ul :oygl:‘ which !
g feat? ! | calls made to the police concerming the inci CLE tLRe . el ot count any i
‘ H ; g the incidents } : H — talls made to {hs inci
K 38. Did anyane TRY to sob you by using force or 7] Yes —How many you have just told me about.) ! D:} f L e 28. Bid anyone TRY ta rob you by using force or 115 ves - How man you have just loldp;,e'ca%uc:tn;umng ",m incidents | D:]
g threatening to harm you? (other than any incidents 1 times? O [Jves — What happened? ! I:D . threatening to harm you? {ather than any incidents | times? O [ Yes ~ Khat h: : ‘
‘ already mentioned ) }D Ne ~ : - already mentioned ) LY ) ' ~ What appened? ' D:]
l i | - " S - , . !
39. Did anyone beat you u k i ith 11 H 33. Did anyone beat you up, ! i ith
DId anyane beat you up, :llach you or hit you with | [7] yes — How many ] _ Did anyone beat you up :ttachx you or hit you with | [ Yes - How many : D:]
2, as a fock or boltie? (other than ! times? T ERVIEWER —Wor i s o nz, as arock or botlle? (other than ! times? Nt H.
any incidents aheady menlioncd) : D No threatened, or was some'h’l:r:;mslzrlenz::"o:' cry : ’ - i any fncidents a“eady menticned) : D No ’ : she E;RWSWER = Wos i member 12+ attacked or |
" = . an em, N e - eglened, i
40, Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with some {D Yes — How many made 10 steal something thet belonged to him? P ! 49. Were you knifed, shot al, or allacked with some }D Yes — How m mode wesle:; ::n:;:ﬂ,:}::? 1:7’" or an attempt H
other weapon by anyone at all? (olher than any ! times? [CINe [ Yes — How many limes? ————— e ¢ other weapon by 2nyone 2t all? (other thanany = 2 T [ i onged to him? |
incidents already mentioned ) :D No : D ot : ! incidents alteady mentioned ) 1o mes! L:No  [“1Yes - How many times? /
41. Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or = ——143. Did anything happen lo you during the Jast 12 ' L 41. Did anyone THREATEN lo beat == ——_{48. Did anything happen to you during the | '
h d Yes — How manth : 1 - TR A at you up of ~ . g the last12 t
THREATEN you with a knile, gun, or some other i [ Yes rimesn;any ;:%T rse:ohr'tc:loyl?lz thuoll':ghvl was a crine, butdid 4 ED THREATEN you with a knile, gun, or some othet i Yes :1:1" i %n]t_hs which you thought was a crime, but did ~ {
weapon, NOT including telephone threals? (other :1:] No ! police? ' ] weapon, NOT including telephone threals? (other 1T Ne  IMes report to the police? ' DJ
than any incidents already mentioned) ' {ONe  [JYes — What happened? : EE] CE e i than any incidents already mentioned) | 'D No - [T]Yes ~ What happened? : D:]
; 42, Did anyane TRY to attack you in some other way? :[j Yes —H H 42, Did anyone TRY to attack you in som i H
! A - ? ~How man 10 atlac: ne other way? 1[5 Yes - Ho
(other than any incidents already mentioned) EC] e fimes? ¥ E E]:] - e (other than any incidenls already mentisned) EE N:‘ gm:s?an)’ :' ED
: - i i ' ——] INTERVIEWER = Was HH member 12+ attacked or ! . : - N ——] INTERVI L
: 43, During thelas! 12 months, did anyone steal things - , os fifin ottacked or e 43, During the last1Z months, did anyone steal things © EWER ~Wox HH member 12+ attacked or |
: that belanged to you from inside any car or "UC%(. L Yes —20\: il '2231",:‘1 ol 2o s:.?ey;,mg ;‘,Men or an Sitemet | e that belonged to you from insideyany car or “:,rzgks, j (= Yes ~How many}  threatened, or waz something srolenru:o::fjem:" i
. such as packages or clathing? 'ONe  HMeEs? Cn E] :om, Hor o eg{onge;’ o him? such as packages or clothing? 'One  times? Sde to steal something that belonged to him? |
R - - — ° ¢s — HOw many iimes? - | — - 1 o N - : ’ !
: 44. Was anything stolen from you while you were away :D Yes — How many - e & 44. ¥as anything stolen Irom you while you wefe away ! [ "1 ves — How o [ Yes — How many times? -1
4 from hame, lor instance at work, in a theater or : times? Did you receive all **No's" to the Screan Questions asked of lrem home, for instance al work, in a theater of P = -t' r.;any Did you receive all **No's** to the .
| reslaurant, or while traveling? 1 Clne : CHECK this respondent? e e restaurant, or while traveling? : O ne .‘me's' tHEC this respondent? ° Sereen Questions asked of
o e L e ; I —_— K
1 15. (Other thas any incidents you've alread \ e b ‘[CJ Yes — Ask questions for next HH membet on followi . 1 45. {(Other than any incidents you' i 3 P I dYes—a .
{* mcnlion‘ed) Was anything (eise) slolenaln{m :D ves "ﬁ?,,’,’,",”"’ TEM B End interview if lase rupam;:’:r.e on feflerring hese - LJ mentioned) Was 2nything (eyuseyvﬁfn','ﬁ“,‘fgm :G Ves -:'!;W ‘T;any ITEM B L yes E:Z ?,;:z‘i:l‘i?l’a':“" HH ”";'":’" on ’°”°~"4~9 Pog
i you during the last 12 months? 1Lne ' [ Ro — Fill Crime Incident Reparts you during the last 12 manths? 1One T [ No — Fill Crime Incident Reports
i ¥ ORM NCS.) 14:28.72) g Poto : . ==
I 11) B i Paze s
4 z




. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS - P

14. 15. 16. 17. 18, 19. 20, 21, 22, 23, %hat i3 the highest |24 Dig-
NAME TYPE |JLINE RELATIONSHIP |AGE MARITAL RACE SEX ARMED oroda {of yeor) of you
OF NUMBER |TO HOUSEHOLD |LAST |STATUS (cc 19) {(cc 20) | FORCES ;:9“'“ ¢ you com-
INTER.{(cc 12) [HEAD BIRTH- | (cc 18) MEMBER ‘:S’;“’*;’;'"::‘“’ ? plate
. 5
VIEW {ccl3b) DAY (cc21) 12~24yrsTranseribe] . yoar?
(ce 17) for 25+ yr3.) (cc22)f (cc23)
KEYER-BEGIN NEW RECORD .o - @ -
Last 1 Per 1[JHead s iverried 100wn. 1100M Ja[] Yes jool JNever anended  [1] ] Yes
2] Tel 2[Jwife of head 2[JWidowed J2[Neg.]2{TJF [2[No or kindergarten 15N,
l 3N 3] O child a[Joivorced 13" oxh. - Efem. (01-28)
Frst Fill 4[] Ocher relative (] separated —_HS. (0512
16-21 5{T] Noawetativa 5[] tever Mor. __College (21-264)
Look at item 4 on cover page, I3 this the same ooki
CHECK % household as last enumaration? (Box ! morked) 26d. lejve*you been looking tor wogd:”nxslh::a“4 weeks?
5 es 2 9~
ITEM A (] Yes — SKIP to 26a CIne KIP 10 28a

252. Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707
1] Yes — 5KIP 1o 26a -+ 2[]No

b, Whera did you live on April §, 19707 (State
U.S. possession, elc.)

State, etc.

, fareign country

21. s there any reason why you could no! take a job LAST WEEK?

1 JNo Yes e 2[ ] Already has a job
3[] Temporary illness
4 D Going to school

s{"JOther — Specify 7

County -
¢. Did you live inside the limits of a cily, town, village, etc.?
1{0No  2[] Yes — Nome of city, town, village, e1c. 1
@ L 1 .
d. Wete you In the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707
syl Yes 2 JNe

Ask 26-28 for persons 16 yeors or older
262a. ¥hat were you doing most of LAST WEEK -~

house, going to school, or something else?

s [} Working — SKIP 10 280

2 [J with a job but not at work

3] Looking fur w0k

4D Keeping house

SD Going to school

6] Unable to work — SKIP

roZS? ‘

7 ] Retired
8] Other — Specify?

working, keeping

. 28a. For whom did you work? (Nome of compony, business, orgonization

Description of job or business (Current or most recent)

or other employer)

x[] Never worked — SKIP 10 38

b. What kind of business or industry Is this? (For example: TV and
radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Deparement, farm)

c. Were you -
1 [J An emplayee of a PRIVATE company, business or individual
for wages, salary or commissions?
21 A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or focal)?
3{TJSELF EMPLOY™D in QN business, professional practics or farm?
s[JWorking WITh T PAY in tamily businass or tarm?

ahout unpaid work.)

1] Yes ~SKIP to 280 2{]No

b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not counting work
around the house? (Notez If vorm or business cperator in HH, osk

@

absent or on layoff LAST WEEK?
1{ ] Yes ~ SKIP te 280  2[JNo

¢. Did you have a job or business from which you were temporarily

d. What kind of work were you doing? (Forexample: efectrical
" engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer)

B

What were your most important activities or duties? (For exampie:
typing. keeping account books, sefling cars, finishing concrets, etc.)

=2:7% INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS 7oV .7 =7

36. The following questions reler only to things that
happened to you during the [ast 12 months — between

1st and . Did you
have your {pocket picked/purse snatched)?

: ] Yes —How many} 46. Did you {ind any evidence that someane

10} Yes — How many

[ times? ATTEMPTED to steal something that belonged 1 times?
' Line to you? (other than any incidents already mentioned ) | LU —
! —— ] 47. Did you call the police during thelast 12 months

37. Did anyone take something (eise) directly from you
by using force, such as by a stickup, mugging
or thragt?

V[ Yes ~How many
] times?

No '
13

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

! ] yes — How many
' No times?
l

to teport something that happened to you which
you thought was a crime? {Do not count any
- calls made to the police concerning the incidenls
you have just told me about.)

{TINo [ 'ves — Whal happened?

®

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

)
1 ] Yes — How many

HHG

1 imae?
IDNO times?
!

40. Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with some
other weapon by anyane ab ali? (ather than any
Incidents already mentioned )

!
1] Yes — How many

! 1
' Cine  times? (I Ne

INTERVIEWER ~Was HH member 12+ ottacked or
— threatened, or wos something stolen or on attempt
made to'steal something that belonged to him?

) ves — How many times?

41. Did anyone THREATEN o beat you up or
THREATEMN you with a knife, gun, of some other
weapon, HOT including telephone threats? (other

. than any incidents already menlioned)

3 Yes —How many
N times? NOT

ar

o

42. Did anyone TRY to atlack you in some other way?
{other than any incidents already mentioned)

—— {48. Did anything happen to you during the fast 12
months which you thought was a crime, but did

[TINe  [JYes — What happened?

- o . e o o e By W 00 2 o e g e et e

®

report to the police?

j ves —~How many
times?

0o

43. During thelast12 months, did anyone steal things
that belonged to you from inside any car or tiuck, "
suth as packages or clothing? "

aoygao

Yes —How many
N

o

enm INTERVIEWER — Was HH member 12+ attocked or
ﬂlreolcned, or was somelhing stolen or an attempt
times? made to steal something that belonged to him?

{TINe [ Yes — How many times?

s

P"“'""""'r—""""

44. Was anything stolen from you while you were away

!
T
t
1
i
{
I
'
:
1
I
I
i
i,
1
]
|
i
I3
i
|
!
t
]

! {71 Yes —How man id ive all-**No‘s**
from home, for instance 4t work, in a theater or times? y Did you receive all *'No's™ ta the Screen Questlons asked of
restaurant, or while traveling? LI e " ten this respondent?
, ! ECK
T Yes — Ask ti f i .
45. {Other than any incidents you've already (3] Yes — How many ITEM 8 % [ e E:d 7,‘.’22,-1'3;ffﬁ’:.fiﬁ.??" on following poge
mentioned) Was anything (else) stolen from times? i SN , )
you during the last 12 months? ] I no [CJ No — Fill Crime Incident Reports
FORM HCS3 14:25:73) ‘_:a;u s

b
JF

16

E ' ' : — :

i

r
F
¢
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PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS k
14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 20, 21. 22. ‘ 23.%hat is the haghesr |22 Dd
NAME TYPE jLIME RELATIONSHIP |AGE MARITAL RACE SEX ARMED 9'°dr(°' );\':? of you
OF NUMBER {TO HOUSEHOLD [LAST [STATUS {ce 19) [(cc 20) | FORCES ;\Zti:::or?an?:é? <?";"
INTER. | (cc 12) HEAD BIRTH-| (cc 18) MEMBER (ASK f persons ot
VIEW (ccl3d) DAY . (cc 21) 12-24 yrs Tranacribe year?
{cc 17) for 25+ yrs,) (€c22) (ced)
R O (E) -
Last 1] Per 1 [JHead 1 [ JMerried 1wk [10OM [1[T] Yes foo ] Never attenced |1 {j Yes
2] Tel 2 Wife of head 2[ jwidowed f2[]Nez.|2[TJF {2(JNo or kinderganten  13™INg
sTImN- 3{JOwn chitd 3[JDivorced  fa[Joxh. ___Elem. (01-08)
Flrst ‘ Fill a[ T Ochet relative a[JSeparated |, . —_HS.{0-12)
16-21 5[} Nonrelative 5[] Never'tar, ___Collega (27 -26%)

Look at item 4 on caver page. Is this the same
CHECK ? household as last enumeration? {Box 1 marked)

26d, Have you been looking for work duting the past 4 weeks?

(o51) 1[0 ves 2{ I No — SKIP to 28a

ITER AF [Jves - sKIP to 260 O ne
25a. Did you live in this house on April 1, 19707
D44 10 vas = SKIP to 26a 2] No

b. Where did you live on April 1, 19702 (Stale, fogeign country
U.S. possession, etc.)

Stats, etc.

27. 1s there any teason why you could not take a job LAST WEEK?

(052) t[INo Yes — . 2[_]Already has a job
3] Temporary iliness
4[] Going te school

. . S[J0ther = Specify —

County
¢. Did you live inside the limits of a cily, town, village, elc.?
{n45) t D No ZG Yes — Nene of city, town, village, e!c.—}:r

EEEER

d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 19707
1{Jves 2(IMe

Ask 26-28 for persons 16 years or alder . .
26a. What were you doing most of LAS'_F WEEK - working, keeping
house, going to schaol, or something else?
1 [] Working — SKIP to 282 6 [ ] Unable to work — SKIP
2 With 2 job but not at wark to 23a
= 7 [ Retired
3] Looking for work Soecif
4[] Keeping hause 8 [ Other — Speci P
5[] Going to school

b. Did you do any work at all LAST WEEK, not couating work
around the house? (N~iex If form or business operstor in HH, osk
obout wpaid work. )

1] Yes — SKIP to 280 2] No

¢. Did you have a job or business from which you were temporarily

absent or on layoff LAST WEEK?

Descriptian of job or business (Current o most recent)
283. For whom did you work? (Nome of compony, business, orgonization
or ather employer) .

X[[] Never viorked — SKIP 10 36

b. What kind of business or induslry is this? (For exampla: TV and
radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Departmant, farm)

L1

¢. Were you -

17 An employee of a PRIVATE company, business or individual
for wages, salary or commissions?

2[] A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal, State, county or tocal)?
a[JSELF EMPLOYED in OWR business, professional practice or famm?
4[] Working WITHOUT PAY in lamily business of latm?

d. What kind of work were you doing? (Forexample: etectrical
engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer)

e. ¥hat were your mosl important aclivilies or dulies? (For example:
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishing concrete, etc.)

'lC]Yes—-SKIP to 280 2DNO

e e T T C v e INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS -~ /- R T

36. The following questions efer only ta things tnat | r— ves ~How many| 46. Did you lind any evidence that someone 1 Yes ~How many
happened to you during thelast1Z months - belween } — - times? ATTENPTED to steal something that belonged 1= tines?

to you? (other than any incidznts already mentioned )

]
st and . Didyou 1
have your (pocket picked/purse snatched)? !

37. Did anyone lake something {eise) directly [rom you |
1

' Yes — How many

47. Did yau call the police during the last12months
to report something that happened to you which
you thought was a crime? (Do not count any
calls made to the police concerning the incidents

by using force, such as by a stickup, mugging 5 No  limes?
or threal? ! —
38. Did anyone TRY to rob you by using fotce or } 35 Yes — How many

threatening to hart you? (other than any incidents

times?
| No :
already mentioned ) (O

you have just told me aboull)
{TJNo  [[Jves ~ What happened?

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

times?

[ Yes --How many
: N2

INTERVIEWER — Was HH member 12+ attacked or

threatened, or was something sfolen or an ottempt

oy
other weapan by 2nyene at all? (other than any — No limes?
incidents already mentioned ) — _

made to steol something that belonged to him?
{CINe [ Yes — How many times? >

48. Did anything happen to you during the last 12

41. Did anyonz THREATEN to beal you up or i
THREATEN you with a knite, gun, or some other
weapon, NOT including telephane tireats? (other
than any incidents already mentioned)

Yes — How many
imes?
No times?

0

1
1
4
[}
T
]
1
1
I
40. Were you kniled, shot at, or atlacked with some :| ' Yes — How many
i
i
¥
T
¢
i
1
i
1

months which you thought was a crime, but did

{TINo [T ves — What happened?

42. Did anyone TRY o attack you in some other way? ll': Yes — How many
{other than any incidents already mentioned) I Ne  limes?
| —

INTERVIEWER —~Was HH member 12+ attocked of

43, During the last1Z months, did anyone steal things 1{ Yes —How many
that belonged to you trom inside any car or truck, : times?
such as packages or clothing? jCdNe

threalened, or wos something stolen or on ottempt
made to steal something thot belonged to him?
[dNe [ es — How many limes?

i

i
)
1
1
t
|
1
i
1
1
1
]
]

of olice? |

NOT repost lo the p :

1
!
1
L
1
i
1
t
i
i

L
44. Was anything stolen from you whi'le you were away | ] Yes —ﬂnw many
from home, lor instance at work, in a theater or : Clne times?
L

Did you receive all *'No’s'* to the Screen Questions asked of
this respondent?

restaurant, or while lraveling?
{7 Yes — How many

mentioned) Was anything (else) stolen from

CH
'Tgf?KB é [C)Yes ~ Ask questions for next HH member on following page.
! End intarview {f last respondenl.

[T} No — Fill Ceime Incident Reports

45. (Other than any incidenls you've already
1 times?
(O No
]

you during the last 1Zmonths?

Pa

ze 7




f_ -
' - PERSONAL CHARACIER®TILY | , o et e e
i 13. 15. 16. 17. 13. 19. 20, 2. |22 23.¥hot i3 the highast (24, Did - KEYER - BEGIN NEW RECORD rom oS-
A NAME ) TYPE |LINE RELATIONSHIP |AGE | MARITAL RACE |SEX |ARMED | grode(or your)of you . - U O A rrics AOMINSTRATION
i : oF NUMBER |TO HOUSEHOLD {LAST |STATUS (cc 19) {(cc 20) | FORCES rogulor school ¥ com- . Line number SOCIAL ARD ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMI
} INTER-|(cc 12)  [HEAD BIRTH. f(cc 18) e plota S - suREAUTOT THE CENIDY
1 ASK for persens ot i N
| VIEW (cc13b) oay (ce 21) f’-%; ,,?{,;n(,a.zbﬁ wel : CRIME INCIDENT REPORT
; © for 25+ yrs,) (cc cc " N
Screen question number ’ NATIONAL CRIME SURYEY
KEYER-BEGIN NEW RECORD . CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE . .
| Last 1) Per 1[JHead 1 terried 13wk [ 1M 110 ves [oo[TINever artended  j1 ] Yes ! j —
2] Tel 2] Wife of head 2 JWidowed {2 ]Nez.]2[T1F J2[JNo o kindergaten {2 No N ) Incident number ) NOTICE — Your report to the Census Bureau is confidential by law (Title
| i ' 1 ¥s2) ’ v ’ : 13, U.S. code). It may be seen only by sworn Census employses and may
Fie 3[:]” - 3(_]Om child . *3{_]Divorced” |3[JOxh. ~— Elem, (01-L8) : . : be used only for statistical purposes.
: Fill a[) Oxher relative 4[] Separated . —_HS.(03-12) - N i ol owner?
; ) ' 16-21 5] Non-relative S[[INever Mer. —Coliege (21-264) : 1a. You said that during the1ast12 months — (refer to oppropriate Sa, Ylg you 3 customer, employee, ?
! i i Y ion for deseription of crima). 1 Customes
: Look at item 4 on cover page. is this the same . : 3 screen quest
CHECK household as last enumeration? (Box 1 morked) a6d. Mave:ou been looking for work during the past 4 weeks? 1n what manth (did this/did the first) incident happen? (Show 2[] Employes
: ITEN A [ Yes — SKIP 1o 260 CINe @ 1 Yes 2] No ~ SKIP to 280 flashcard if necessary. Encourage respondent to give exact 2[] Owner 4
i i S e month.} .
. 753.D1d you Tive in this house on April 1, 19707 27. 1s there any reason why you could not take a job LAST WEEK? ) + 4[] Other — Specify
: 1) Yes — SKIP 10 260 2[T] Ne 1CINe Yes s 2[JAlreadyhasajob | i i Month (@1--12) .
: T = n{s) stea o steal anything {rom the
; b. ¥here did you live on Aprii 1, 19707 (Stale, foreign country . L] Gcmwaq iliness I3 this Incident report for a serles of crimes? b D::,:h:»imgaﬁ) uHic'emiaTc‘t‘;yl elc.? o
U.S. possession, elc.) 4[] Golng to schoot : o CHECK + [ No ~ SKIP 1o 2 siare, 12 ! ' '
State, etc s[JOther - Specify — ! : ITEH A 2] ves @) 1Ove
. . * ]
¢ z H d 2 Ne SKIP to Check ltam B
Cc.mn!y ~ - — - Description of job or business (Current or most reeent) ‘ b. In what manth(s) did these incidents lake place’ 3{] Don’t know -
c. Did you live inside the limits of a cny, town, vnllage ete.? 28a. For whom did you wotk? (Nome of compony, businazs, orgontzation N {Mork oll that cpply) m h ioht to be thets
e o oher ol i I L Coie e, ot D g e 0 o3 bt
@ : 2 2] Summer (Juna, July, Auzuat) M8 1] Yes — SKIP to Check ltem B
d. Were you in the Armed Forces on April 1, 1970? x{] Never worked — SKIP fo 36 ’ ’ i 3 [J Fatl (Septeribdr, Octobsr, Hovambior) ~ zg No
10ves 2[No b. What kind of business or industry is this? (For example: TV and |. ! . a[ ) Winter (Decamber, January, February) 37} Don'e know
Ask 2628 for persons 16 yeors or older ’ radio mfg., retail shoe store, State Labor Depantment, farm) ; P v in this series? *
26a. What were you doing most of LAST WEEK — woiking, keeping m . ; ¢. How many Incidents were Involved in this s b. Did the person(s) actually get in or just lry to zek in
O house, going to school, or something else? m } i 1 {T] Theee or four the building?
048 c. Were you — i
1 [ Working — SKIP 10 280 6{_] Unable to work — SKIP 4 2] Five to ten Actually gotin
2{]With a job but not at work to 280 ‘ 1 [J An employee of a PRIVATE company, business or individual . 3] Eleven or more 0

2] Just tried to get in
3[T] Don't know

for wages, salary or commissions?
2] A GOVERNMENT employea {Federal, State, county or local)?
3 [} SELF EMPLOYED in O¥N business, professional practice ot farm?

4[] Don*t know
INTERVIEWER — If series, the following questions refer

3 D Looking for work 7 (] Retired
4[] Keeping house a[] Other — Sozcify 2

3

s{"] Going to school only to the most recent incident.

a[JWorking WITHOUT PAY in family business or farm? c. Was there any evidence, such as a broken lock o1 broken

. Ty P { in ED to fosce
b. Did you do any work at al} LAST WEEK, not counting work d. What kind of work were you doing? (Forexample: electrical 2. About what time did it happen? ;’llsn?a\; l::;a; :R: g::lsgn?\g(“'med his way Io/TRI
atound the house? (Noter If form or businsss cperator in HH, ask . engineer, stock clerk, typist, farmer) P 1 [ oon"tknow - @ 0
obout unpald work ) T ! During the day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.) 1{One )
113 Yes — SKIP t0 280 2[]No : . 2[) During che day (6 am. to Yes — What was the evidence? Anything else?

At night (6 p.m. 10 6 2.m.)
3] 6 p.m. to midnight

e. What were your most impottant activities or duties? (For example:

(Mark oll thot opply)
typing, keeping account books, selling cars, finishingconcreta, erc.)

2{7] Broken lock or window

¢. Did you.have a job or business fram which you were temporarily
absent or on layoff LAST WEEK?

4T O VMW ~HzZzmg T OZ27

H E ' l ' r {(r : i‘ K
é | i g H ! e A E K | . B i

)
‘ .
1 D Yes — SKIP to 280 2 E No li 4[] Midnight to 6 2.m. 3{} Forced door or window SKIP
S0 o iat N . RSN NS T 5 Don't know
O SR B  INDIVIDUAL SCREEN QUESTIONS 7277 25 et ]| = e T ST O : 4[] Stashed screen to Chack
- ' ) X ake place inside the limits  Soect e
. 36. The 1nl|owmg quesllons refer only to ﬁhlﬂgs thal 1 (7 ves —~How many} 46. Did you find any evidence that someone DY:: ..How many | : 3a.Did this '}?Cleeer}se ’ 3 [ Other ~ Specily 5
! : or somewher
i happened to you during thelast 12months — between 1 times? TTEMP ?
i I CIne imes? ATTEMPTED to steal something that belonged :] No fimas? s 4
i 1st and . Didyou to you? (other than any incidents already mentioned ), d ””’ 1 ] inside limits of this city — KIP to _ - —
: have your (pocket picked/purse snatched)? ! —— 147, Did you call the police during the last 12 manths 2 [T} Somewhere eise in the Ugited States d. How did the person(s) {get in/try to get in)?
. ! ' " "
. 3. gld anyur}e take sm];letmg\g (EIin)kd"ecuy from you } (] Yes —How many to re‘;;‘mt sha!melhing tha!lxa;(:genedlls you which ! o 3] Outside the United States — END INCIDENT REPORT 1 ] Through untocked door or window
y using force, such as by a stickup, mugging x times? you thought was a crime o nol cou.® any H t i 21 Had key
; ot threat? ! gE-_—] Ne — calls made to the police concerning the t"c':ﬁen!s : @ []:l - 8. [n what State and county did this inciden? occur? 3] Don't know :
! 38. Dhld anyone TRY fo rob you by using force or V7] Yes — How many %’L‘a" "Es__‘]{“’"d me\;}?"l";) o : [:D } o [ Other — Spaciy
¢ threatening to harm you? (other than any incidents l[:] No  limes? ° es — Wnal happened? 1 . Stata - v
T already mentioned ) ' ! -
39, Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit you with { Y How : ED County . Cee \!‘ﬁ: T::&:T*::czzr:;‘: 'z;’:z:z’:r:'ﬁz; when
. 4 | es — many : - P repe] PP 3 . t ? .
something, such as a rock or botlle? (other than D No limes? INTERVIEWER — Wos HH member 12+ attacked or | ¢. Did it happen inside the limits of a city, town, village, ete.? @ CHECK 2 [ No — SKIP 1o 130
any incidants atready mentionad) — threatened, or wos something stolen or an attemp? : ! 1o TEN B 2} Yes
40. Were you knifed, shot at, or attacked with some .un, —How many|]  ™ode to steal something that belonged to him? |} - 2] Yes — Enter nome of city, town, etc. —y
; . mie; wfap?:l bg a;yor:; a;dall? {other than any Cl No limes? [One [ ves — How many times? ! @ m Ta. Did the persan(s) have a weapon such as a gun or knile, of
: : clcents ateady meption ) v —— |48, Did anything happen to you during the fast12 ' - something he was using as a weapon, such as a
i 4. %d 3E'1¥°"9NTHREQ;;EN;°_,DEB‘ you up or n:] Yes — How many] ~ months which you thought was a crime, butdid | D:' 4. Where did this incident take place? . bottle, o1 wrench?
wea};or'},TNEOTyior:jcmlin; l:llegfwgr:'en'tifl’e:?sn;e ?t)t{lhef:r ! D No  times? HOT teport Lo lhe police? 9 : @ 1 CJ At or in own home/apartment, in garaze \:20 tldne
than any incidents alteady mentioned) CiNe  [ves - What happened: : ED N ; or other building on property SKIP 10 60 2[T] Don't know
42. Did anyone TRY lo altack you in some other way? 'D Yes — How many : [:D - 2[T] At or In vacation home, hotel/motel ves ~ What was the weapon? (Mork olf that opply)
(other than any incidents already mentioned) 'I:] No times? % . . } 3[7] Inside commercial building such as store, 3(C]Gun
—— INTERVIEWER —~Was HH member 12+ attacked or - restaurant, bank, gas station, public ASK &[] Knife
t ; 43, g]l:’lt!l';ge't;\: r; lléz T;gn'l:::r; ?{:dlgnym‘le steal llhmis I [_"] Yes — How many threatened, or wos sor.nelhl'ng stolen or on o.nempf E m ) conveyance or station Sa 5[] Other — Spacify
‘ 8 Y side any car of truc ' D No times? made to steal something that belonged to him? H —_ e ide office. factory, or warehousze
. such as p?ckages ot clothing? . | [ne [ Yes — How many tines? ——ew | ‘ 4 tnside © he' :' ewalk, 4 b. Did the person(s) hit you, knock you down, of actuany
4, ::::1 11?‘_:2'n'irsézg‘;gn'égn;tya%&h';: g‘ige’:‘e;: :;"37 ' ] ves —S;‘:;};Eny Did you receive all **No*s*’ to the Screen Questions asked of e s :q:r:;;;wn ome,' yard, sideva rivevar, atlack you in some other way?
" b . ' l N . this respondent? : .
restaurant, or while traveling? D ? .| CHECK . ‘ , &[] On the stest, in a park, fleld, playground, SKIp i 1[:] Yos ~ SKIP to 7f
y 3. [[] Yes — Ask questions for next HH member on Supplemental e e Check D He
45, (Other than any incidents you've already ,[] Yes —How many} ITEM B ¢~ ™~ R Csan En intamviom 11 Tosy mpof:,dm ‘ school grounds or parking lot ;7 ;c. 2
mentioned) Was anylhinz (else) siolen fram . times? : ~ : : ’ em ¢. Did the person(s) threaten you with harm in any way?
) ! ‘TiNe , ] No ~ Fill Crime Incident Reports o 7 [] Other — Specify . s
you dufing thelast12 months? j . ¢ u z @ 1{_}No - SKIP to 7e
FORM NC3.3 14:23:72) Page 1 .
4 2] Yes
[ ﬁ Poga 9

sy




R i A At M S

- CRIME INCIDENT QUESTIONS - Continued . i

weapon

&[] Follawed

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

- (Mork all thot apply)
@ 1 G Verdal threat of rape
2 [:] Verbal threat of atrack (other than rape)

3 [T Weapon present or threatened with

4} Attempted attack with weagpon (for
examples, shot at)

5] Object thrown 2t person
» surrounded
7] Other — Specify

something

or destroy

5[] Other — Specih:

e, What aclually happened? Any!bmg alse?

° {Mark all that apply)

@ 1[_] Somathing taken without permission
2[ ] Atteraptad of threatened to take

3] Harassed, argument, abus!vo langyage

4[] Forcible entry or attempted
forcibla entry of house

$[] Forcible wntry o atzempted entry of car
6 [} Damaged or destroyed praperty
7 [[] Attampted or threatencd to damage

property

8b, Did you file a claim with any of these insurance companias of
programs in order to get part or all of your medical expenses paid?

1 [[JNo ~ SKIP 0. 100
2 G Yes R s
- c. Did insurance or any health benefifs ptogram pay for all gt p=*t of
ﬁg”’ to the total medical expenses?
o
@ 1 [T] Not yet setcled
2 None
aE Al SKIP 10 100
* a{JPan’
o~ d. How much did insurance or a health beaelils program pay?
(Qbtain an estimate, if necessary)
s
. 103. Did you do anything to protect yourselt or your praperty during
the Incident?
@@ 1Cre~sxPeN
2] Yes
SKIP 1o | 4 b, What did you do? Anything else? (Mork ofl thet epply)
100

J

- .

1 [TJ Used or brandished a weapon

5[] Left scene, ran away
6{ ] Held on to property
7{"] Other — Specify -

2 [T] Hit, kicked, or scratched offender
3 [] Reasoned with offender
4[] Scraamed, yallad for help

(2 1 Rapes

2{J Tried to rape
3] shet, knifed, hit with object held in hand
4[] Hit by thrown object

SD Hit, slapped, knocked down
6 [ ] Grabbed, held, tripped, jumped, pushed, etc.

7] Other — Specify

{. How did the person(s) atfack you? Any other way?
- {Mark oft that opply)

2T Raped

§a. What were the injuries you suffered, if any?
Anything else? (Mark oll that cppiy)

1] None — SKIP 1o 100

3[] Attempted rape

4[] Knife or gunshot wounds
SD Broken banes or teeth knocked out

[} D Internal injuries, knocked unconscious

7 D Bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling

8 [ Other ~ Specify

1 JNo ~ SKIP
2DY°:

to 100

b. Were you injured to the extent that you needed medicai
attenlion after lee attack?

|DN°

€. Did you receive any treatment at a hospital?

2] Emerzency room treatment only

3[)Stayed overnight or fonger —
?

QZ?) How many days.?

H

x [[] Bon't know

d. ¥hat was the total amount of your medical expensas
resulling from this incident, INCLUDING anything paid by
insurance? Include hospilal and dactor bills, medicine,
theiapy, braces, and any other injory~related
medical expenses.
INTERVIEWER ~ If respondent does not know exact

amount, encourage him to give an estimate.

o] No cost ~ SKIP to 100

@ l[jNo

2{T) Don't know
s ves

SKIP 10 200

ga. At the time of the inciden?, were you covered by any
medical insurance, of were you siigible for benelits from
any other type ol health benelils program, such as .
Medicaid, Veteran's Administration, or Public Wellare?

1 JMale

A +[J Under 12

11. Was the crime commitled by only one of more than ons person?

1 Only one 2 Oon’t know —
10 4 DSKIP to 126

3] More than one V4

3. Was this person male

or famale? .

{. How many persons?

g. Were they male or fenale?
1 ] Al male
2 [:] All femals
3[T]Male and female
4[] Don’t know

2] Female
3{7] Don't know

b. How old would you say
the person was?

=r

. How old would you say the
youngest was?

1] under 12 2] 120

2[7) 1214

2{J12-14  s{J21 erovera
3[J15~17 3] 1517 SKIP to j
a[]18-20 &[] Don't kvow
s{T] 21 or over I. How old would you say tha
& (] Don'e kno . . oidest was ?
¢ 1[Juxeriz a[J1s-20
¢. Was the person someone ~o2[Jn-14 s[21 or over
you knew or was he a siranges? a(Jis-17 610"t know
1{} stranger J. Wera any of the persons known or
. related to you or were they
2[1] Bonte know SKIP all shrangers?
3"} Know by o 1 TJAll strangers SKkip
sight only e ZD Don’t knvow fom
a[Jcasual s[J Al refatives SKIp
adquaintance 4[] Soma relatives to!
5 {7 Well known s[TJAll known
. &[] Some known
d. Kas the person a relalive
of yours? &, How wall were they known?

(Mork oll that epply)’
t ] Br sight anly
2{T] Casuat SKiP

1{TINo .

Yes — Yhat rel ationship?

acquaintance(s) f fom
2 Spouse
D IDWeH known
3] Parent
. L. How wera they 12lated to you?
4[] Own child «  (Mark ail thot apaly)
5[] Brother or sister @ 1 {1 Spouse &[] Srothers/
6 ] Other relati 2[J Parecxs Dsmers
of relative — 5
Specity 3{TJ0wn children <ifyz
e. Was he/she ~ m. Were 3l of them -
, 1 ] Whire?
1 T White? 2[:]quru?
2 D Negro? SKIP 3 G Olhct?—Sptﬁfy-}z
o

3 Othwr? - Specify 120 4[] Combination — Spt:b'/y-?

4[] Don't know 5[] Don’t know

FORM NC3.4 (4:29-73)

Page 10
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. CRIME INCIDEHT QUESTIONS ~ Continued

©

@D

@

122. Were you the only parson thare besides the offendei(s)?
y[[JYes = SKIP TO 130
20 Ne N

b. How many of thase persans were robbed, hammed, or

Was a car or othar motor vehicle takan?

CHECK {Box 3 or 4 morked in 13f)
ITEH D [ No ~ SKIP to Check ftem £
D Yes

threatened? (Include only those persons 12 years of
age and over)

o {1 None = SKIP to 130" )
Number of persons

C. Yers any of these persons members o} your household?

o[ JNe
Yos ~ How mny?...;,

{Also mork *'Yes*! in Check Item H on page 12}

158

»

*»

()  1[3Yes - sKIP o 13¢f
2[JNe

1 [_] Artacked 3

Cash: §

o (] Only cash taken — SKIP to Cheek l1em E

13a. Was something stolen o1 taken without permission that
belongad to you or others in the househald?
JNTERVIEWER — If respondent was the ownar or employee
of a store or other commercial establishment, do not jnclude
enything stolen from the business itself, such as merchendise
or cash from a register.

b. Did the perzon{s) ATTERPT tu take something?

14a. Had permission to use the (car/motor vehicle) ever been
given to the person who too if?

1ONo

2] Don't know

.30 Yes -

} SKIP to Check Item £

b. Did the parson returm the (cat/motor vehicle)?

1] Yes
2 INe

is Box 0,1, or 2 marked in {32

CHECK [TINo — SKIP 10 150
ITENE [Jyes

¢. Was the (purse/wallet/money) on your person, for Inslance,
in 2 pockel or being held by you when it was taken?

s T INo — SHIP 1o 136
2] Yes

c. What did they try to take? Anything else? -
{Mark oll that opply)

10 Yes :
2[INe B
Was only cash taken? (Box 0 marked in 13f)
CHECK [ Yea ~ SKIP 10 140
ITEM F One

1] Purse

2[] Wallet or money

a[]car

4[] Other motor vehicle

5[] Part of car {hubcap, tape-deck, eic.)

6 [} Don't know
7 [T] Other ~ Specity

Did they try to take a purse, waller, or money?
? {Box 1 or 2 marked in 13¢)

.

CHECK

No — SKIP to 18
ITEH C Cine e

D Yes

d. Was the (purse/wallet/money) on your‘person. for instance
in a pocket or being held?

1] ves
SKIP to 1
2[INo } 8a

e. What did happen? (Mack all thor apply)

L

15a. Altogethar, whal was the value of the PROPERTY
that was laken?

INTERVIEWER ~ Exclude stolen cash, ond enter 30 for
stolen checks and credit cards, even if they wers used,

$

b, How did you decide the valua of the proper!y that was
stolen? (Mnrk oll thut opply)

1] Original cost
2] Replacement cost -

3] Personal estimate of current value
a[] Insurance repore estimate

s [] Police estimate
6 [} Don't know
7] Other — Spacify

2[7] Threatensd with harm
3[ ] Attempted ta break into house or garage

4[] Attempted to break into car SKIP
SD Harassed, argument, abusive language T
6 [ ] bamaged or destroyed property 180

7 ] Attempred or zhreaten:d to damage or
destroy praperty

8 [} Other — Speciiy

f. Whal was taken? What clse? .

‘

and/or
Property: (Moark oll that cpply)

1 ] purse
z2[Jwallet
s Jcar

4[] Other motor vehicle
8 [7] Part of car (hubcap, tape-deck, etc.}
& [} Other ~ Specify

16a. Was all or part of the slolen'money or praperty recovered,
except for anything received fiom insurance? -

' Nope
- } SKIP to 17a . 4
23 Ah

3[JPan

b. What was recovered?

Cash: §

and/or

Property: (Mork oll thot app!})

o[T] Cashonly recovered — SKIP to 17a

1 D Purse

z[Jwalle

s((Jcar

4 D Other motor vehicle

5[] Part of car (hubcap, tapedeck, etc.)
6 7] Other — Specity :

.

¢. What was the value of the property recovered (excluding
recaversd cash)?

3 00

Page 11
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CRIME [NCIDENT QUESTIONS - Contipued

@

@

.

)

17a, ¥Was there any insutance against thell?

l[:]Na

2[] Oon't know

3] Yes

SKIP to 180

b. Was this loss reporled to an insurance company?
1[I Ne .
2] Don't know}SKlP to 180
3] Yes

¥

¢. ¥as any of this lass recavered through insurance?

1 Not yet sattled
Ci SKIP 10 180

2{JRo
3[ ] ves

d. How much was recovered?

INTERVIEWER M property replaced by insurance compaay
instaod of cosh settlement, ask for estimote of volus
of tho property replaced. .

)

@

18a. Did dny liousehold member lose any time from work

because o} this incident? -

o[ Na — SKIP to 194 .
Yes — How many members?

.

. B

20a. Were the police informed of this incident in any way? -

1[I N
2] Don’t know
Yas —~ Who told them? .
BD Household member - *
4[] Someone else SKIP 16 21a
5[] Police on scene ..

b. Whal was the teason this incident was not reported fo
the police? (mark all that opply)

1] Nothing could ba dona — lack of proof

2] Did not think it impertant enough

3] Patice wouldn't want to bs bothared . -
4[] Did not want to take time — toe inconvenient '

& {3 Private or personal macter, did not want to report it .
6 [_1Did not want to get involved

7 [CJ Afraid of reprisal

8 { ] Reported to someone siss

9 [T] Other — Specify -

b. How much time was fost altogather?
s [ Less than | day
2} 1-5 days
3] 610 days
4[] Over 10 days
5[] Don*t know

Ask only for persons 16 years or alder,

21a. Did you have 3 job at the time this incident happened?

1 [} Na — SKIP jo Check ltam &
2[7) Yes
b. ¥hat kind of work did you do at that job?
t {T] Same as described in Q. 28¢ of Screan Qusstionnaire
2] Différent — Specl'fy7

L]

@

19a. Was anything damaged but not taken in this incident?
For example, was a lock or window broken, clothing
damaged, or damage done {o 3 car, elc.?

1T No —~ SKIP to 200

ZDYes

b. (Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired of replaced?
1 [:_] Yes ~ SKIP 10 19d

2 Ne

¢. How much would it cost to repair or teplace the
damaged ilsm(s)?

;

%[} Don’t know

SKIP 10 200

d. How much was the repair or replacement cost?
x[C] No cost — SKIP ta 20a

$ A0

CHECK BRIEFLY summarize this incident or series
ITER G of incidents.
Look at I2¢ on Incident Report. 13 thers an
entry for **How many?**
CHECK One
ITEW B [ ¥es ~ Be sure you have en Incident Report

for each housshold membsr 12 yeurs
of age or over who wowrobbed,

_harmed, or threatened in thix incident.

e. Who paid or will pay for the repaits or replacement?
(Mark oll that epply) ’

t [[J Household member

Is this the last Incident Report ta be filled?

[INo — Go to next Incident Repori.

[T} Yes — END INTERVIEW ond enter totof
2] Landlord CHECK aumber of Crime Incident Reports
P ITER fitied for this househald in Jtem 13
2} insurance on the cover poge of NCS-3.
4[] Other — Specify
Notes

FOMM NCE4 {4:13.72)

Page 12

There were circumstances under which the interviewer we.:

allowed to report several incidents as a "series" on one

EEEF

Incident form. All of the following conditions had to exist:

1. The incidents must have been of the same type.

2. There must have been at least three incidents in the series.
3. The respondent must not have been able to recall dates
and other details of the individual incidents well enough

to have reported them separately.

11

Respondents were asked to report incidents of criminal victimization

occurring during the previous 12 month period, ending the last
day of the month preceding the month of the interview. Therefore,

the interviewer never asked about incidents that occurred during

I |

the interview month or prior to the 12-month reference period.

5. Interview Procedures

5A, Dear Friend Letter

Before the scheduled field interview, a 'Dear Friend" letter
informing each household about the National Crime Survey, and
the interviewer's impending visit, was sent to each sample unit,

5B. Interview Method - : . .

The initial contact with the household was a personal visit, at

which time interviews were to be obtained for as many household

members 12 years or older as were available. Subsequent to the initial
personal interviews, however, in order to save time and money, the

interviewers were allowed to make telephone callbacks to obtain

i
i
¢
1
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5C.2.

interviews with the remaining eligible houselold members.

Persons Interviewed

Household Respondent

Questions pertaining to the entire housghold were asked only
once. Almost any adult was technically eligible to answer
household questions. Such questions included the Control
Card items, Household Background Information and Household

Screen Questions.

The interviewer was instructed to interview the most
knowledgeable household member; that is, the one who appeared
to know--or who could reasonably be expected to know~~the

answers to the household questions. Most frequently, this was

the head of the household or his wife.

If it became apparent that the particular household member
being interviewed for the‘household information was unable to
answer the questions, a more knowledgeable respondent was found,
or arrangements were made to call back when a knowledgeable
respondent was available.

Self Respondent

Questions on the Basic Questionnaire pertaining to individuals
were asked as many times as there were household‘members 12 years
of age or oldér. Information about each household member 14 years
and over was obtained by self-response; that is, each of these

persons was interviewed for himself.
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5G.3.

5D.

Proxy Respondents

Information about each household member aged 12 and 13 was
obtained by a proxy; that is, the questions for these persons
were asked of the household respondent or some other knowledgeable

household member.

If a particular respondent was physically unable or mentally
incompetent to answer the individual questions, the interviewer
was instructed to accept information from another knowledgeable

household member.

Also, if a household member 14 or older was temporarily absent
and was not expected to return before the enumeration closeout
date, individual information for this person was accepted from

another knowledgeable household member.

Recognizable And Unrecognizable Businesses

For the purposes of the National Crime Survey, a distinction was
made between two types of businesses, recognizable businesses

and unrecognizable businesses.

A recognizable business was one that was observable and identifiable
from the outside. It had a sign or other indication outside,
identifying it as a business. Crimes involving any recognizable
business, such as property stolen from the business were mot

included in NCS. Only personallproperty of the respondent or a




3E.

household member, or personal threat or injury during a crime

involving a recognizable business was included in the survey.

An unrecognizéble business had no outside indication, such as
a sign in the yard or window, which indicated that it was a
business. An example of an unrecognizable business was a
mail order business run from the home, if there was no sign

outside the house advertising the business.

Crimes to unrecognizable businesses were included in the
icnal Crime Survey. Any property stolen from the
unrecognizable business requirved an Incident Report.

Duplicate Reporting

In general, interviewers were instructed to record an incident
of crime in only one screen question and to complete only one
Crime Incident Report for the incident, in order to prevent
duplication of incidents. Duplicate reporting could occur by
the same respondent reporting a crime in answer to two different
screen questions or by two different respondents reporting the
same crime. The one exception to this general rule was that if
two or more houséhold members were personally victimized in the
same crime incident (for example, two household members attacked

during a hold up). An Incident Report was to be completed for

each household member personally victimized in the incident, This

was because multiple victimization actually occurred and the

characteristics of the victimizations may have differed,

216
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Noninterviews

Occasionally, an interview for a sample unit could not be
obtained. This unit was classified as eithexr a Type A,

Type B, or Type C household noninterview.

1. The Type A noninterviews consisted of households
occupied by persons eligible for interview and for whom
questionnaires would have been filled if an interview
had been obtained. These noninterviews arose under
such circumstances as, no one being home in spite of
repeated visits, and the household refusing to give
any information.

2. The Type B noninterviews were units which were either
unoccupied or which were occupied solely by persons not

eligible. These noninterviews arose under such circum~

stances as, the unit was vacant, or the unit was
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temporarily occupied by persons who usually resided
elsewhere.

3. Reasons for Type C noﬁinterviews were circumstances
such as, the unit had beén demolished at time of
enumeration, the nouse or trailer had moved, or
the unit had been converted to permanent business
or used for storage.

Occasionally, thée interviewer was unable to obtain an interview
for a particular household member in an otherwise interviewed

household, This person was classified as Type Z noninterview.

When a unit was classified as a noninterview, only a few items
were filled on the Control Card and the NCS~3 Basic Screen
Questionnaire. For a Type Z noninterview person, only a few

personal characteristics items were filled on the NCS-3.

Noninterview Rates (Per 100): Dallast

Type A2 4.
Type BZ 14.
Type C 1

oW o

1These tables show Type A, B and C noninterview rates by city.
Noted also are the formulas used to compute the rates.
Type A

2 Interviewed households + Type A

Type B
Processed households - Type C

Type C

Processed households

218

5G.

General Interviewing Sequence

The general interview sequence for NCS was to (1) fill a Control
Card for the unit, (2) ask Basic Screen Questions, and (3) get
detailed reports on the Incident Report of any incidents of

crime mentioned in the Basic Screen Questionnaire. An entire
interview was completed for a household member before proc%eding
with the next person, | -

The household respondent, in addition to answering the questions
on the Control Card, also answered the NCS~Household Screen
Questions as well as the Personal Chavacteristics and Individual
Screen Questions about himself, The household respondent answered
the detailed questions about any incidents of crime reported in

the Household Screen section or his Individual Screen section.

The household respondent also answered Personal Characteristics
items, Individual Screen Questions and Incident Report Questions

for household members 12 and 13 years of age.

Household members 14 or 15 years of age answered only the Personal
Characteristics and Individual Screen Questions about themselves,

and the detailed questions about any crime they reported.
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6.

Data Collection

In order to collect data for the NCS, field offices were
established in each of the Impact Cities. Each field office
was staffed by one supervisor, about six edit clerks, one
reinterview clerk, about 15 crew leaders, and about 150

interviewers.

All interviewers--who were solicited through newspaper
advertisements, unemployment offices and referrals~-received
several days of classroom training, in addition to preliminary
self-study of training manuals. All interviewers were required

to pass a written exam at an acceptable level.

Procedures used to secure and maintain the quality of inter-~
viewing included the following: (1) direct observation of all
interviewers during the initial assignments and at intervals
during the interviewing period, (2) crew leader review of the
interviewer's work, with feedback of errors to interviewers,

(3) office edit of all completed work, (4) verification of
interviewing by having crew leaders independently reinterview

a sample of completed interviews and also by means of a recheck
procedure in which it was determined whether the interviewers
had visited the correct sample unit, had correctly determined
the household composition, and had classified non~interviews

correctly.,
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Commercial Victimization Survey

1.

Sample Design

Each of the eight cities in the Commercial Victimization Suxvey
(CVS) sample is included within a standard metropolitan area.

A subsample of segments had been selected within each of these
SMSA's (approximately 20 years age for an area probability sample
for one of the Census Bureau's current business programs) and

in the corresponding cities (weight 16.67 per segment). Each of
these segments was originally selected to include four to six
retail and service establishments. Annexations to the cities

since the time of the original sample were considered where

necessary in the weighting procedure.

In the eight cities sampled for CVS, all available segments
(i.e., those segments in the city portion of the SMSA's) were
used except those used in the National Crime Survey sample.
This selection of the segments resulted in weights ranging from
16.67 to 17.24 per segment in the CVS eight cities sample.

On the average there were 126 segments per city in the eight
cities sample design.

Estimation Procedures

The reference period for data collection was 12 months. The

estimation procedure involves an allowance for nonresponse cases
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by multiplying the basic segment weight (16.67-17.24)

by a factor equal to the total number of reports required
for a particular kind of business divided by the number
of usable reports for that kind of business. This factor

is applied to all usable reports in that kind of business.

There is a special provision made for part~year operatoxs
out of business at the timM'of enumeration. An imputation
factor is computed for these which is applied only to the
number of incidents, not to the number of establishments,.
It is obtained by multiplying the weight of the part-year
operator in business at the end of the year by a factor

of 12 divided by the number of months he was in business
during the year for the usable report., This result is then
multiplied by the ratio of required reports divided by
usable reports described above and this result applied to each
usable report in the class of part-year operators out of
business at the time of enumeration.

Reliability Of The Estimates

The crime data estimates (both incidents and rates of incidents)
are based upon a probability sample and therefore subject to

measurable sampling variability.
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The sample used in this survey is one of many samples

of the same size that could have been selected using the
same sample design. The result of each sample would be
different but the average would be expected to agree with
the results that would be obtained from a complete

enumeration using the sample procedure.

The standard error is a measure of the variation among the
estimates from all possible samples of the design. The
standard error is estimated from a set of ten random groups
within the sample and measures the precision with which a
particular sample estimate approximates the average result
of all such samples. The estimate of sampling error is also

subject to sampling variability.

The attached tables show standard errors and 95 percent confidence

intervals for selected estimates for each city.

The sample estimates and estimates of standard errors permit
us to construct interval estimates with prescribed confidence
that the interval contains the average result of all possible
samples. The chances are about two out of three that the
amounts estimated would be differemt from results that could
be obtained from a complete census using the same enumeration
procedures by less than the standard errors in the tables.

Doubling the estimate of the standard errors would mean that

nineteen out of twenty times the results estimated would differ
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from results in a complete census by less than twice the

standard errors.

We can illustrate the computation of these ranges by
assuming the total estimatea number of robberv incidents

in a city from a sample to be 10,000 and the estimated
standard error to be 1,670. The confidence interval of
between 9,330 and 11,670 could be placed around our estimate.
If similar confidence intervals were constructed for all
possible samples of the same size, about two-thirds of these
would contain the results of a complete enumeration using the

same methodology. For our single sample confidence interval,

we can say that chances are two out of three of being correct if we

state that the interval contains the results that would be obtained

from a complete enumeration. If the standard error is doubled,
then the chances are increased to nineteen out of twenty of being
correct if we say interval between 6,600 and 13,340 contains the

complete enumeration results.

The standard errors also partially measure the effect of non~-

sampling errors, but do not measure any biases in the data. Bias

' is defined as the difference, averaged over all posSible samples,

between the estimate and the desired value, due to such items as

nonreporting or response errors.
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Standard Errors And 95% Confidence Intervals
Yor Commercial Victimization Rates:

Dallas
Rate? Standard Error Interval
Burglary 35,507 3,444 28,619-42,395
Robbery 4,845 1,022 2,801-6,889
Total Commercial Victimizations 40,352 3,995 '32,362-48,342
arate per 100,000 commerclal establishments. .
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Questionnaires

Commerical Questionnaire

The CVS~10l1 was the basic questionnaire used to interview
at all commercial establishments selected for the survey.
The questionnaire pertained to a twelve-month reference
period. The components of the commercial questionnaire
were as follows:
1. Census Bureau Identification Information
2., Part I--Business Characteristics
This section contained questions whicli enabled the
interviewers to classify the business establishment
as to Retail, Wholesale, Manufacturing, Real Estate
Services, and Others.
3. Reasons for Noninterview
The question was designed and used as a record of
interview or the reason for any néninterview.

4, Screening Questions

These questions were used to find out whether any incident

of burglary or robbery had occurred at the business
establishment; if so, how many had occurred; whether
there was insurance coverage for burglary and/or

robbery; and what security measures were used by the

establishment.
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5. Part II--Burglary
The section was used to obtain detailed information
about any burglary and/or'attempted burglary that
had occurred at the establishment during the survey
periond.

6. Part III-—Robbefy
The section was used tg.record detailed informat%on~

ghout robbery and/or attempted robbery incidents.

4B. Rinds Of Business Categories Inmeligible for Interview

1.

2D

Federal, state and local government installations, offices, etc.
Apartment buildings, unless there was evidence such as a sign
that a business was conducted on the premises.

Privately owned single or duplex dwelling units unless

there was a business conducted on the premises.

Farms or other agricultural operations unless there was a
definite business establishment such as the sales office for
a nursery on ﬁhe farm.

Nonrecognizable businesses such as those in private homes
with no outsiae indication such as a sign in the yard or
window indicating that a business was conducted on the

premises.




I
!
!
i
i

i
:
;.
LR
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NOTICE ~ Your report to the Census Bureau 13 confidentiai by
law{Title 13, 1.8, Code). 1t may be seen unly by swora Census
employees and may be used only for statistical purposes.

1. IDENTIFICATION CODES

a, PSU b, Segment ]c.Line No. |d. Panel e. DCC

f. lntcrviewer |g, Establishment

h. Tota! number

code Bumber (1) Incidents  {(2) lncident
sheets

roru CYS.101 U.S. DEFARTMENT OF COMMERCE
t6<7-724 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN,

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

COMKERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
CITY SAMPLE

INTRODUCTION
Good morning {afternoon). 1'm Mr(s.}___ (your name) from the U.S. Bureau of the Census,

We are conducting o 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 andwhere it is to plan and administer programs which will have an impact on the crime
problem. You con help by answering some questions for me.

Part | —~ BUSINESS CHARACTERISTICS

2, Person furnishing information?

t 7] Owaer or .. 4[] Accountant
partner s [] Other — Specify 2

2 [ Manager

3 [J Clerk

DO NOT ASK ITEM 9 UNTIL PART Il AND PART Il
HAVE BEEN COMPLETED

3. s this business owned as cn individual propristorship,

c parinsrship, o corporation, or some othar way?

t [ Individual s [} Government — Gontinue
proprietorship interview ONLY jf
liquor store or any type
of transportation

2 Partnershi .
a P s (] Other =Specityp

3] Corporation

4. How mony establishments, including this one,

are operated by you (the owner)?

1 [T} One 3 7] 11 or more
2[J2t0 10

9., What were your opproximate sales of merchandise
and/or receipts from services for the year ending
December 31, 197__ at this astablishmen?.

1 [} Nene

2 [} Under 810,000

3 [ 810,000 to 824,999

4 {825,000 to $49,999

s £ $50,000 to $99,999

s 7] $100,000 to $499,999

7 {71 8500,000 to $999,999

e [} 81,000,000 and over

o [[] Other — Specify

5., Did you (the owner) operate this establishment at

this location during the entire 12 month pariad
ending. . ?

1 [ Yes

INTERVIEWER USE ONLY ,

2 [] No — How many months during Months

the designated period?

6. Excluding you (the owner) (the partner) how

many paid employees did this establishment average
during the 12 month period ending ?

t [7] None 4+[]8-19
a1 -3 5 [] 20 or more
3147
7. What do you consider your kind of business
to be at this location?
OFFICE USE ONLY
a.
b, Mark (X) one box

RETAIL
1 [ Food s [ Drug and propiidtary
2 [] Eating and A [ Liquor

drinking 8 [7] Other retail
3 [ General REAL ESTATE

merchandise c [J Apartments
4 [ Apparel b [T} Other real estate
s F;m;:‘:‘:e““d £ ] WHOLESALE

F SERVICE

«O If:r':‘“bz:u}i‘;;i‘;f’e' G % MANUFACTURING
7 [T} Automotive H [] ALL OTHERS ~ Specify;
s [ Cnsqline service

stations
ASK QNLY IF A RETAIL BUSOVESS IS MARKED IN 7b ABOVE.,

8. Did onyone else operate any departments or

concessions in this place of business during the |
12 month period ending ?

13 Yes - Obtain information on depattment(s)ot concea-
sions as well as the main establishment.
Complete separate questionnaire(s) lor
departments of concessions if the owner of
the main establishment cannot provide the
necessary information.

2 (J No

100. Has on incident sheet been completed for every

incident reported in questions 11 - 167

1] Yes 2 ] No —~ Why not? 7

b. Reason for non-interview
TYPE &

i {] Present owner in business at end of
survey period but unable to contact.

2 Refusal
3 [] Other Type A

TYPE B

4[] Present occupant not in business‘at end
of survey period.

s [} Vacant
6 [ Other Type B (Seesonal, ete.)

TYPEC

7 7] Converted 1o residential use or occupied
by nonlistable establishment.

8 [} Demolished
9 [) Other Type C

c. Record of interview

1. Date 2. Length of interview
Time began | Time ended | Minutes
a.m. a.m.
pem. pem.
3. Name of respondent
Area code[ Number Fxtension

4. Telephone

RUMbPF o i

113222

“ -
“
| < e} I

o

1 ;I. - -

SCREENING QUESTIONS ,

Now 1'd like to ask some questions about particular kinds of theft or attempted thefs.

These quastions refer only to this establishment for the 12 month period ending

1l During the 12 months beginning e
and ending did anyone break into
or somehow illegally get into this place of business?

i Number
1 {7 Yes — How many times?——n]

(Fill a Burglary Sheet for each incident)
2[JNo

12

(Other than the incident(s) just menfioned,) during

the 12 months beginning——___________and ending

did anyane find a door jimmied, a

lack forced, or any other signs of an ATTEMPTED

.in?
break-in Nomher

1 ] Yes — How maony times?ey.|

(Fill a Burglary Sheet foreach incident)
ity
2 [ No '

13. During the 12 months beginning
end ending , Were you or any
employes held up by anycne uSing u weapon, force
or threat of force on these premisas?

Number

3+ [ Yes — How many times?——]

{Fill a Robbery Sheet for each incident)
2 [] No

14. {Other than the incident{s) already mentioned,}
did anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you or any
employee by using force or threatening to
harm you while on these premises?

Number

1 ] Yes — How many times P

(Fill a Robbery Sheet for each incident)
2 No

15. (Other than the incident(s) just mentioned,) during
the 12 months beginning________ ond ending
were you or an employee held up
while delivering merchondise or carrying business

money outside the business?

Number

1 {J Yes — How many times?———.|

(Fill a Robbery Sheet for each incident)
23 No

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

anyone ATTEMPT to hold up you or an employce
while delivering merchondise or carrying business
money outside the business?

18a. Did you ever have insurance against burglary
and/or robbery?
1 ] Yes — What wds the cost of
the annual premium? == |3 .00
2 [CINo — SKIP 10 19
3 [[] Don’t know — SKIP 10 20a
b. Did the insurance also cover other types of
crime losses, such as vandalism or shop-
lifting and employee theft? -
t [ Yes
2[1Ne .
¢, Did you drop the insurance or did the company
cancel your policy?
1 [[] Businessman dropped it . . ... .., SKIP 10
2 [_] Insurance company cancelled policy ey
1
19. Why hoven't you ever had insurance against
burglary and/or robbery?
1 ] Couldn’t afford it R
2 1 Couldn’t get anyone to insure you
3 [ Dido’t need it
4 [} Other — Spacifyg
20c. What security measures, b. Whan were these

if any, are present of
this location now, to
protect it against
burglary and/or robbery?

security measures
ficat instalied or
otherwise undertoken?

(Enter the
oppropriate code
[rom the list
given below,)

a.Mark (X} sll that apply | b. Codes
1 [7] Alarm system — outside ringing

2 3Centralalatm . vovueenn.s

3 [Tj Reinforcing devices, such as
bars on windows . ... ...,

4 [ Guard, watchman . ... .....
s JWatchdog «vvvvvnensns]
6 JFirearms . v vvvieenneann
7 JCameras v evevanvienrens

8 (] Other ~ Speci[y7

S e —
— e e s
U
S

Number

1 []Yes — How mony times? tem—nd

(Fill a Robbery Sheet for each incident)
2 ] No .

17a. Do you have insurance against burglary ond/or

tobbery?
1 {7 Yes — What is the cost of

the ennual premium?—»~

5

s [ None
Codes for use in item 20b
LESS THAN 1 YEAR AGO MORE THAN 1 YEAR
1 - Jaauary 7 - July D - |2 years ngo '
2 - February 8 — August
3 - March 9 - September E ~ 25 years ngo
4 ~ April A - October
5 - May B — November |- F — More than 5
6 ~ June C —~ December years ago

2 [} No — SKIP to 18a

j

b. Does the insurance also zover ather types of
crime losses, such as vandalism or shope.
lifting ond employee theft?

1] Yes s "
2 [ No } SKIP to 200

é}ﬂ INTERVIEWER CHECK I'TEM

Is the entry o 0" in h(1) {Total number of
incidents) under item 1 on page 17

1 [J Yes — Detach incident sheets
2 [} No — DO NOT detach incident sheets

o~ + 0, e.l

NOTES

FORM CVS.iD? {6:7-72)

Page 2
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, . T - T T fo v Cvs101 U5, DEPARTMENT OF COMMIReE
Transcribe the identification codes from wtem | of is=772) . SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATISTICS ADMIN,

. . BUREAS) OF THE CENSUS
the cuver sheet and complete e separate incident

O.M.8. No, 3t-I766.: Sipproval Eapires March 31, 1974

R A M 1 et

page for EACH burglary or attempted burglary. BURGLARY SHEET Transcribe the identification codes frum item ] li?r'?;‘zncvs'm‘ soclaL Aﬁé‘e‘é‘o%’ﬁé‘%?Iﬁ?ﬁ%"&éij{
COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY of the cover sheet and complete a separate SuREAU R TRE SEniu
IDENTIFICATION CODES . CITY SAMPLE incideat poge for EACH robbervor attempied robbery. ' ROBBERY SHEET
: a. PSU b, Segment | . Line No, 1d. Panel |e, DCC ! 4 BURGLARY INCIDENT NUMBER S : i . COMMERCIAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
. | o;/n Record which incident (11, 2nd, etc.) | " IDENTIFICATION CODE CITY SAMPLE
| is covered by this page

0. PSU b Segment je. Line Noo {do Panel e, DCC ROBBERY INCIDENT NUMBER

Part || — BURGLARY Record which incident (1st, 2nd, etc.)

T
|
f
|
|
i

<DPrQoOC®

<xmmwm QT

You said that during the 12 months heginning 8a. Oid the psrson(s) toke any monay? I — is covered by this poge.
endending 1 [ Yes — How muzh money Part 1ll —~ ROBBERY
gr:::r’to.scze:n (!ueshons 11 and 12 for 2] No was taken? - |3 00 You said that during the 12 months beginning ba, Was anything damaged but not tuken' in this
ription of crime) and ending (refer to incident? For example, a lock or window
1. In what month (did thia/did the'first) b, Did the person(s) take any merchandise, screen questions 13~16 for description of crime) broken, damaged merchandise, etc.
incident hoppen? equipment or supplies? . : V[ Yes 21 No - SKIP to 7a
t [ Januery 7 (] July , s [ Yes -m':’u:;;::? 3 o 1. In what month (did this/did Mra first) b. {(Was/were) the damaged item(s) repaired orreplaced?
2 (O] February 2 [] August , . . incident happen? v [JYes ~SKIPto6d 23 No
March s b 2 I No —SKIP 10 9a if 8ais yes; ncident happ S .
3 ) arc .8, September otherwise SKIP iz INa 1 ) January 7 &3 July ¢. How much would it cost to repair or replacs
4 [ April A3 chber 2 ] February 8 [] August . the damages? (Estimate)
5 [J May e8] November c. Hovr was the value determined? 3 (] March 9 [} September o
s [} June c ] December + [[] Original cost 3 [C] Other — Specify = 4 T April A ] October 3_______09} SKIP to e
2. About what time did it happen? 2 [[] Replacement cost — 5[] May 8 ] Il‘)w'gvem:er x{7] Dou’t know
w ecember .
' [ During day (6 g.me-6 p.m.) - . 9a. How much, if any, of the stolen money or 6 [J June c ] d. How much was the repair or replacement cost?
2 [ 6 p.m. — midnight property was recovared by insuronce? 20. About what time did it hoppen? g 00 v [T No cost ~ Go o 7a
3 [7] Midnight ~ 6 a.m. & - o SRR S 1 [T} During day (6 a.m. — 6 p.m.) - e -
4 {TJ Don’t know what time at night x [ Don’t know TR e 216 p.m. — midnight ~ o y:{,;':,]leﬁ ?/:QY';;,:[;,)) for the repairs or replocement?
s ] Don’t know v [7] None — Why not? 3 E]] ‘}‘”d“igl‘l -6 i'm' { nich 1+ {TJ This business 4 [ Other — Spcci/y;,
- - e " & Don’t know what time of night 2 ) Ingurpnon
3. Did the per tually get in or just try to + [ Didn’t report it oW & » [ Inseroace
. 9;1 gn‘: person(s) ac Y3 1 vy 2 [ Does not have inswance ) s [ Don’t know 3 ] Don’t know
1 [7] Actually got in 3 ] Not settled yet : :’::inc;",;??::z;:e::;om" other person pr. unt 7a. Did the person(s) holding you up have o

weapon or something that was used as o

2 [J Just tried to get in
[} [ yeapon, such as a bottle or wrench?

o

. How much, if any, of the stolen money or property

f 1 [21 Yes — Continue this questionnaire
was reccvered by means other thon insurance?

\4): Was there evidence, such as o broken window, s "etg 23 No _3,13}2"5(‘."2:5;,‘,'15; 3; g:'l;bﬁr,()ssu.':;e;;)_ ' [ Yes
broken lock, or alarm that the person(s) forced e fizes and complete part Il 2[3No...u .
his/their way in? vl g“":’ L 3 (T Don't know — Continue this questionnaire 3 [J Don't know SKIP to 8a
1§ Yes x (7] Don’t know 3a. Did this incident hoppen at this place b. What was the weapon?
2[INo—-SKIP 6 . 100. Did you or any employees here lose any time of husiness? c Oth Speci
from work because of this incident? 1[1Yes —SKIP to 4a 2] No = un 3 [J Other ~ pec;[y7
5. Whot was the evidence? (Vark all that apply) 1t [ Yes — How many people?-se] Number 2 [ Kuife -
[ grokeg (liock or window} SKIP 107 2 [] No —~SKIP to 11 b. WE"B‘“‘; ’:"-' incident take place? 8a. l:ow many persons were involved in commitiing
2 [ Forced door, . .. ... to 7a : 1 n delivery the crime?
sOOAlarm. e b. How many work days were lost altogather? 2 [ Other — Specify 1 [ Don’t know — SKIP t0 9a
4[] Other — Specify t (] Less than 1 day 4 [J Over 10 days=- - - 2 (] One — Continue with 8b below
2[]1 — 5days Specify number 4a. Did the person(s) holding you up_)fake any 2 O Two
8. How did the person(s) (get in/try 1o get in)? 2036 - 10days 3.L] Don’t know money token lren cutramars o stove personnsl. s O Three . . ... } SKIP to 8e
1 [} Through unlocked door or window 11, V¥ero ony security measuroes taken afterthis incident 1] Yes — How much? e s ] Four or more
2 7] Had a key to protect the location from future incidents? 2 No s .00 { b. How old would you say the parson was?
i 3 ] Don’t know 1 ] No - - , 9 o
: 4 [7] Other — Specify 2 [[] Yes — What measures were taken? b. Did the persan(s) holding you up toke any merchan = ![:derll- years (0218-2
; (Mark all that apply) dise, equipment or supplies? (Exclude personal 2(512-14 s[J21 or over
L 7a. Yos anything domaged but not taken in this t [J Alerm — cutside ringing property taken from customers or store personnel) 311517 6 (] Don’t know
i incidemt? For examgple, o !ock ot window 2 7] Central alarm ’ 1 ] Yes — What was '},‘" ) c. Was the person male ot femala?
1 broken, dumaged merchandise, etc. 3 [ Reinforcing devices . - © total value? mmmmm—i s %0 1 [ Male 3 (] Don't know
1 O Yes ., 4 ] Guard, watchman 2 [ No — SKIP to 5a it 42 is yes 2 [] Female
; 2 [} No—SKIP to 8a s [ Watch dog otheswise SKIP to Ga d. Wos he/she - ’
: b. (Wos/were) the damaged item(s) repaited or 4 E] girearms c. How was the value determined? i t S ﬁhitei 4 [ Other — SP“’%’;’
: raplaced? . 7 ameras 1+ (7] Original cost 2 ] Negro?
v [ Yes — SKIP to 7d & [ Other — Specify 2 {7 Replacement cost 3 {71 Don"t know .
21 No 12a. Yas this incident reported fo the police? 3 [} Other — Specify SR ?'09"::”:“ . y:yj 4
: v ) Yes = SKIP w0 13 2 [ No “e: Wourld you soy th t was ~
o c. How much would it cost to repait or reploce b, Whar n TR . Sa. How much, if any, of 7dl'1e;sto|cn mon? o e ad U:de, my') e youngej Srlsaml 2;:
; ? imat .« What was the reason this incident was no erty was recovere insurance? : T
; the domages (Es;;u % teported to the police? (Mark all that apply) property e Y 2 []12 =147 s [J 2L orover~SKIP to 8¢
| 8 e }SK/F to 7e 1 [ Police already knew of the incident $ 687 1[15 172 ¢ [7] Don’t know
; x [J Don't know 2 [ Nothing could be done — lack of proof ¥ Don't & ..;‘1 f. Would you say the oldest person was — .
— - 3 (77 Did not think it important enough oo Ene ) 1 [ Under 122 «[]18-20
d. :'L:wd:“::‘g‘i'; it cost to repair or replace 4[] Did not want to bother police v (3 None — Why m"'? 2[]12 ~ 147 s [ 21 or over
s o' s (] Did not want to take the time t ] Didn’t report it 3315 -17? 6 (] Don't know
v N } \';’.\'IP o 8 s [J Did not want to get involved 2 ] Does not have insurance g Wers they male or female?
O i)o c::):kt —\? to 8a 7 (3 Afraid of reprisal 3 ] Not settled yet v [ All male 3 ] Male and female
% (T3 Don’t know s [ Reportcd}o someone clse 2 {7 All female 4 (3 Don't know
e. Who paid or wil! poy for the repairs or - s [] Other — Specify b. How much, if any, of the stolen money or
roplocement? (Vark afl that apply) 13. INFERV IEWER CHECK TTEM property vys recoverad by means othor thon - © b Werethey - o
1+ [ This business Is this the lost incident report to be completed? masnes? ; = 8"1)/ Wh'lz; *d ‘59;:1:‘.[0;"‘5'"*1“0"‘
- 2 [} lnsurance 1 [[] Yes ~ Return to poge I, complete items 9 & P R S - oni"t nelgr s . s
b 3 [J Dan't know ‘ 10 und END INTERVIEW, e —— [ Speritr
! 4 7] Other — Specify 2 [T} No — Fell the next incident report x Q°“ t kaow pecily 3
FORM CVS:101 {6:7-72) v E] None

Fuge 3 s [T Don't know
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Part {1l - ROBBERY - Continved

e T ———— . Y, £ A

: 9a. Wera you or any of the employeas injured, in 12. Were any security measures token ofterthis incident
; this incident, seriously enough to require to protect the estoblishmant from future incidents?
1" medical attention? - y 7 Ne
Rir _— Numb
1 [ Yes — How mony? ——eamem | gmber 2 [3 Yes ~ Whot measurss were taken?

5. Interviewing Procedures {(Mark as many as apply)

2 [} No ~SKIP to 11a

t 3 Alarm — outside ringing
5A. Persons Interviewed ; b. How many of them stayed in a hospital over- 2 Central alarm

night or longer? 3 [7] Reinforcing devices

4 [ Guard, watchman

5 ] Watch dog

1. General
Number

. F'
For CVS, the owners or managers of the establishment were ‘chm””“
10. Of those receiving treatment in or out of 7 g Oa:ierass "
. . . hospital did this business pcy for any of the s ther ~ Specify
to be interviewed. If the owner or manager was not available modical axpanses not covered by o regular
health benefits program? 130. Wos this incident reported to the police?

1 [ Yes ~ SKIP to0 14 23 No

at an eslablishment, the interviewer was to ask for his name v [ Yes — How much

was poid? —mees | § -0 b. Whot was the reason this incident was not
and telephone number so that she would make an appointment 2 No - reported to the polica? (lurk all that apply)
1+ [ Police already knew of the incident |
. . 3 (] Don’t know 2 [ Nothing could be done — lack of proof .
; for an interview. 3 [) Did not think it important enough
! . 11a. Did you or any employegs here lose any time 4 7] Did not want to bother police
Owner or Manager was not Available from work because of this incident? s [] Did not waut to take the time
: 1 ] Yes — How many people? ——s| Number s [ Uid nui waut {u get fivolved

7 {7 Afraid of repeisal " T7 | e
8 [] Reported to someoné else *
s [7] Other — Specify

If the owner or manager was temporarily absent for the 2 0 No — SKIP to 12

b. How many work days were losi altogether?

1 [[] Less than 1 day 4[] Over 10 days ~ & 14. INTERVIERER CHECK ITEM
Specify number Is this the last incident report to be completed?

entire interview period, or if the interviewer was unable

to see the owner or manager during the interview period

1-54d
20 5 days 1 {3 Yes — Return to page I and complete items
316 — 10 days 5 (] Don’t know 9 & 10 ond END INTERVIEW

2 [[] No — Fill the next incident repore

because of his illness, he was too busy, or for some other

reason, she conducted an interview with the assistant manager, NOTES

N

N
“ ‘o \ . . B}
. . v ¢ i + & t
7 s Co T Ty o : i : ‘

an accountant who handled the company business, the senior

salesclerk, or some other employee who was knowledgeable
about the business.

5B. Noninterviews

k3 3
*; ¥

The commercial noninterview cases were classified into three

groups~-~Types A, B, and C.

¥
¥
i
§

: 1. Type A noninterviews were those businesses for which

information could have been obtained if an interview

were possible. The noninterviews resulted from the

i R
i 1

following circumstances:

{

a. The owner refused to give any information.

b. The owner could not be contacted.

4
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2. 'Type B noninterviews resulted if a business was

not in operation at the sample address at the time an

interview could have been conducted or the unit was

vacant.

3. Type C noninterwiews resulted if the address was
no longer used for business.

Noninterview rates for the Impact Cities sample are presented

)

£

in the following table.

5C. Noninterview Rates: Dallas
Completed Total Type A Type B Type C Total A,B,C
Schedules - Schedules No. % No. % No. % No. %
1297 1665 43 2.6 328 19.7 80 4.8 451 27.1
6. Data Collection

In order to collect data for the CVS, field offices were established
in each of the Impact Cities. ZEach field office was staffed by one
supervisor, a supervisory clerk, an office/edit clerk, a reinterview

cferk, about three crew leaders, and-12-to 29 interviewers.

, , : , § ) y t
e o ¢ 2 i, Sy oo 2o e e
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Interviewers and crew leaders were selected from among the most
qualified staff of the NCS personnel; when necessary, additional
recruitment of new interviewers was initiated. As was the case
with the training of NCS persomnel, classroom instruction and

self-study of training materials were the basic educational modes use

234
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Also, again as in NCS, quality control included: a) observation
of interviews; b) crew leader review of interviewer work;
c) office edit of completed work; d) reinterview and recheck

procedures.
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