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FOREWORD

This report is the first in a series of technical documents whose purpose is to
describe the methodological features of the statistical measurement processes of the

Statistics Division of the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

This report presents the results of a statistical methods test of known crime
victims, The test was part of a series of feasibility and methodological studies designed
to analyze victim recall, victim cooperation, and the classification of victim-reported
events into officially recognized crime categories. These feasibility studies are being

conducted in preparation for a proposed nationwide survey to measure crime inci-

dence—the National Crime Panel—to be conducted for the Law Enforcement

Assistance Administration by the Bureau of the Census.
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I. Summary and Conclusions

In January 1971, a personal interview survey of
known victims of crime was conducted in Santa Clara
County, Calif., by the U.S, Bureau of Census, under
LEAA sponsorship and design specifications.

The survey utilized a probability sample of 620
persons who were known to have been victims of
specified crimes during 1970, The sample was selected
from offense reports maintained by the San Jose Police
Department. The offense records chosen were for
personal (as opposed to commercial) victims of the
crimes of robbery, assault, rape, burglary, and larceny.

The basic purpose of the survey was to continue
examination of memory bias related to victim recall.
Earlier studies of recall ability were undertaken in
Washington and Baltimore. More specifically, the aim
of the San Jose survey was to examine recall acumen
to assist in determining an optimum reference period
for the forthcoming National Crime Panel victim sur-
veys. Results from the Washington and Baltimore
studies provided important and fairly conclusive in-
sights into the magnitude of the telescoping phenom-
enon and the extent of bias in relying on a victim to
recall the crime incident in the same month it actually
occurred,

Evidence from neither the Washington test nor the
Baltimore test, however, was conclusive regarding the
degree to which known victims could place an event
within .the proper reference period, irrespective of
whether the precise month was remembered. The in-
conclusive nature of the evidence from those two tests
was due to their experimental designs which are in-
tended to address other methodological questions.

Besides the problem of reference period, other
methodological objectives served by the San Jose Re-
verse Record Check Study included the refinement of
the questionnaire; the efficacy of measuring rape in-
cidence through the victim approach; and continuing
analysis of: (1) Reasons for inaccuracies in survey
reporting and (2) the success of classifying survey—
determined crimes*«i\gft/o legal categories.

This report looks at some of the more interesting
results of the San Jose Reverse Record Check. More-

over, the report serves to document the methods of
inquiry used for the study, so that the results can be
compared with the Washington and Baltimore ex-
periences, previously documented in reports prepatred
by the Bureau of the Census,

The major conclusions yielded by this study are as
follows:

(1) A reference period of 12 months is not worse
than one of 6 months for simply assessing whether a
crime occurred.

(2) To place an occurrence in a specific time
frame (month or quarter), respondents are more
accurate with a 6-month reference period than a 12-
month reference period.

(3) Police-known victims for most crimes re-
ported the incident in the interview a high percentage
of the time, except assault victims and rape victims.
Their reporting rates were about one-half and two-
thirds, respectively.

(4) For cases of personal victimization which
were not reported in the survey interview, two-thirds
involved incidents where the victim and the assailant
were related or otherwise known to each other. On
the other hand, stranger-to-stranger confrontations
were reported in three of every four cases.

(5) Our ability to classify crimes according to
UCR criteria is fairly accurate. Only minor modifica-
tions are suggested for the survey instrument for
future efforts in terms of refining the classification
procedures,

In light of conclusions (i) and (2) above when
considered in connection with a continuing survey, a
6-month reference period is better than a 12-month
period for producing calendar year data and for
obtaining earlier and more timely results. With a 6-
month rolling reference period, some data could theo-
retically - be available after 12-months—assuming
bounded interviews—and the data would be “cen-
tered” 3 months ago. For a 12-month reference
period, 18 months would be required before data,
comparably reliable, would be available and it would
be centered 6 months ago. The sample size, however,
for a 6-month reference peziod is twice that for a
12-month period.
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ILI. Objectives of Study

A. Reference Period

In designing the study, the principal question facing
us was, “Does the erosion of memory due to the pas-
sage of time significantly affect the number of crime
incidents reported by victims in an interview situa-
tion?* The answer, of course, could have an enormous
impact on the design of a continuing panel survey to
measure crime incidence through the use of general
population sampling. If, for example, we could de-
termine that a reference period of 6 months ago is not
appreciably different from one of 3 months ago in
terms of recall failure, then we would opt for a 6-
month reference period since the required sample size
for a given degree of reliability would be reduced by
one-half. (The length of the reference period is espe-
cially critical for crime incidence surveys inasmuch as
the rarity of the phenomenon—in a statistical sense—
requires large sample sizes for reliable measurement. )
By extension, an analogous statement can be made
about a 12-month reference period versus a 6-month
period.

The preceding discussion implies that in an on-
going survey it is requisite for the victim to recall an
event as being within the reference period, but is not
at all essential for him to remember the precise date
or month of occurrence, Short of total memory fail-
ure, the only bias emerging from this approach is
telescoping,? which can be largely corrected® with
bounded interviews when a continuing panel opera-
tion is utilized.

The chief concern addressed, then, in the San Jose
Reverse Record Check was to examine the extent of
total memory failure. Analysis of the results includes
differential assessment by type of crime and whether
extenuating circumstances are correlated with faulty
memories or purposive nonreporting.

1Ths mnemonic phénomenon of reporting an event as occurring  within
a given reference .perlod when in fact it occurred in some pricr time
interval,

3 A bounded interview techni will for telescoping biaa in those
identical survey units which are in overlsp panels from one interview to the
aext. The technigue does nmot apply to survey units in replacement panecls
or to fdentical units in overlapp penels. The total overlappiog units
in the Nationsl Crime Panel will likely be about 75-80 perceat.

B. Rape Measurement

One of the more difficult methodological considera-
tions in designing a victimization survey is the prob-
lem of measuring the incidence of rape. Historically,
there has been a great deal of reluctance to pose, in
an interview setting, a question of the genre, “Were
you raped at any time during the past— .- months?”

An inquiry phrased in such indelicate terms would
likely promote public charges of the unbridled in-
sensitivity of government snoopers as well as con-
gressional outrage. It appeared quite plausible, how-
ever, that a measurement of rape incidence could be
made from a survey interview without blatant ques-
tion-wording of the form “Were you raped ¥ * ¥ ?*

In the course of developing the survey instruments
through feasibility tests in Washington and Baltimore
one of the question sequences asks, “¥ * * were you
knifed, shot at, or attacked in some other way by any-
one at all?” Affirmative responses are followed up with
further questioning to determine the nature of the
attack. It is possible, of course, that rape victims
would respond affirmatively to this question, and
probably with considerably less embarassment than
one phrased in less subtle terms.

C. Glassification of Crimes

It is to be expected that any statistics which purport
to measure the incidence of crime would inevitably
be compared with crimes known to and reported by
the police, issued regularly in the FBI's “Uniform
Crime Reports,” For the victim surveys, therefore,
considerable effort has been expended in developing
the instruments so that crimes elicited can be classified
in accordance with the definitions used by UCR. This
has been done in order to make comparisons between
UCR and victim survey results meaningful.

On the other hand, much attention has been given
to the very real problem of constructing interview
questions in such a way as to trigger the respondent’s
memory properly concerning the event without bur-
dening his mind with legal labels for crimes. It should
also be noted that tabulation plans call for presenting
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victim-event data in sufficient detail to permit analysts
who so desire to describe crimes in ways which may
depart from the constraints imposed by UCR defini-
tions.

A third objective, therefore, to be addressed by the

San Jose Reverse Records Check was a continuation
of the examination of whether the instrument itself
can be ceded to conform to FBI definitions for crimes.
This problem was addressed previously in both the
Washington and the Baltimore tests.
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L Study Design

With the cooperation of the San Jose City Police
Department and the assistance of Robert Cushman
and his associates of the Santa Clara criminal justice
pilot program, a probability sample of personal (as
opposed to commercial) victims of crimes was selected
from the offense reports in the police files. The vic-
tims were chosen to provide uriform representation
over each of the 12 months of 1970 for each of five
types of crime—burglary, robbery, larceny, assault,
and rape. Except for rape, a systematic sclection of an
expected 12 offense reports was chosen from each
month of calendar year 1970 for each type of crime.
For rape, six offense reports were selected from each
month.

Excluded as being out-of-scope were cases where
the victim was younger than 16 years old and cases
where the victim was either a2 commercial establish-
ment or the person victimized was acting in a com-
mercial capacity (for example, a store clerk who was
held up for the cash register receipts). Also excluded
was any victim whose home address at the time the
event was reported to the police was outside Santa
Clara County.

The expected and actuul distribution of sample
cases was as follows:

TaBLE A.—Expected and actual number of sample
cases by type of crime

Sample size
Type of offense Expected Total Total

per expected actually

month selected
Total............, 54 648 620
Robbery................ 12 144 136
Assault  L.........L. 12 - 144 137
Rape................... 6 72 72
Burglary................ 12 144 142
Larceny..........c...... 12 144 133

Personal interviews weve attempted with the 620
named victims during January 1971 by Bureau of the
Census interviewers.

The interviewers were not told that the names of
the respondents had been taken from offense reports

maintained by the police department. This procedure
was necessary in order to avoid an obvious bias when
testing recall ability.

It should be noted that the San Jose Reverse Rec-
ord Check was conducted in conjunction with a
larger survey of victimization, which utilized a general
probability sample of about 5,000 households selected
throughout Santa Clara County. That survey is the
subject of a separate report to be prepared when the
results are tabulated. The interviewers who had been
hired for the larger survey conducted the Reverse
Record Check Study. The same questionnaire forms
were also employed for the two studies.

Three basic questionnaires were utilized. The first—
the so-called screener—consists of a number of ques-
tions designed to elicit a simple yes or no regarding
personal or household victim incidents. Respondents?
were asked to answer in terms of events which
occurred to them “during 1970, that is, between
January 1 and December 31 of last year.” The crimes
covered by the screener were the five aforementioned
ones, plus auto theft. (Auto theft was included to
distinguish it from other kinds of larcenies.) The
screener also provided basic demographic data and
contained several attitudinal questions about crime.

For persons with affirmative responses to the por-
tion of the screener dealing with crime incidents, a
second questionnaire was administered depending on
the type of crime. Under one procedure a question-
naire relating to personal violent crimes was used.
With the other procedure a questionnaire relating to
theft of property was used. Both supplementary ques-
tionnaires were to obtain a large amount of detail
about the event—month, time, and place of occur-
rence; property damage; injuries suffered; time lost
from work; characteristics of offender; amount and
type of property loss; and whether police, insurance
cempanies or other officials were notified.

3In the larger survey a split-sample technique was omployed. Half the
households were inteyviewed with a **h heold respondent® » whereby
8 saingle responsibl ber of the h hold reported for all members. The
households in the remaining hall.sampie had a self-respondent approach,
where each household member reported for himself, In the rejerse record
check, only the self-respondent fechnique was used.

Victims were interviewed in their homes or place
of work, Movers were followed up, where possible,
unless they had left Santa Clara County. Completed
questionnaires were compared against the offense re-

ports by Washington research staff to match up the
proper incidents (many respondents reported inci-
dents other than the ones which were sampled from
the police files). '
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erly as occurring within the past month, the past
three months, etc. These results are shown in table D.

TasLe D.—Cases sampled from police records by time
period by whether reported in survey interview
within same period, all crimes (unweighted sample

Of the 27 cases mentioned, 13 actually occurred
during the last 6 months of 1970. If we assume these
13 cases would have been reported under the circum-
stances that the interview document had been worded
to ask about events occurring “during the last 6
months,” then 74 percent of the cases for that ref-

IV. Results of the Reverse Record Check tallies) erence period would have been recalled. Similarly,

for a 3-month reference period, the figure would be

Reported to interviewer

A. Response TasLe C.—Cases sampled from police records by

Repml'ited to Total within same period 74 percent, The assumption cited is tenable if we
i ) ] whether reported in survey “within past 12 months” potice Total Percent make the further assumption that the only cases which
i The rate of response in the San Jose Reverse Rec- . A

i ord Check 63.5 cent. Of the noninterview by type of crime ) . 6.7 would not be reported under such circumstances

T eck was 03.0 per . Within past month....... 3 2 . » “ » H :

I - would be those “telescoped” to an earlier (more dis-

cases, the large majority—76 percent—were persons Toml  Reported to interviewer as - * Within past 3 months. . ... 101 70 6.3 nt) timef od Th P A ( R

? who could not be located. Another 11 percent of the Type of police _“within past 12 months”! ﬁ Within past 6 months. . ... 201 135 67.2 tabl F period. lhese ngures are summarized In

. : : . interviewed  Total Percent b Within past 9 months. . ... 304 202 66.4 aple F.

il nomf}térvglelv; cases ?ad mfovedthffm:a::s ?;i?;d:::; j\’.v Within past 12 months. . .. 394 265 167.3

i remalnin percent were lor other S, All crimes. - oo oo ... L 394 202 74,1

| refusals, and persons who were never available. (See ; 129 62.6 }Includes only those cases for which monta was reported in interview.  1ABLE F.—Cases sampled from police records by time

g P Violent............. 206 Co ith 74.1 percent shown in table C and sec text following table B .

il app. table 1.) Assault........ . 81 39 48.1 for cxplanation, | Lo o i 1aRe T and see fad foTowine period by whether assumed reported in survey in-

el ) ) ] . Rape...... 45 30 66.7 terview within same period, all crimes (unweighted

i By type of crime, the interview ‘completmn rate Robbery. ....... 80 61 76.3 The figures in table D were computed from un- sample tallies) d ’ ( =

i showed fairly modest variation, ranging fro;n 73 per- Property. ........... 188 162 86.2 weighted tallies. Those figures do not reflect adjust-

i for burg] 59 for robbery. (S Burg] 104 9% 0.3 8 g 2 Assomed seported 1o in
cent for burglary to percent for robbery. (See Lar‘c;e:f;' ........ ot - 81.0 ments which may be due to differential sample sizes Reported to Total - terviewer within same period
app. table 2.) U by type of crime (the expected sample size for each police Total Percent

For comparison, the completed interview rate in ! Literally, the quesion-wording of the interview document Jwas, “during of the crimes of assault, burglary, larceny, and robbery
. , that is between January 1 and December ) ) . . ithin past month. ...... .
each of the three cities used for reverse record checks was n; for rape, it was " /). Nor do the figures in table ;Nvi::l; g::: ?:::ths 13? g;’ 32 ;
is shown below. One of the most noteworthy findings of the survey D reflect an adjustment for varying response rates by (oo . 201 148 73.6
.. . £ P
] . L. is that about three-fourths of the incidents for which type of crime. Within past 9 months. . . .. 304 222 73.0
Tasre B—Completed interview rate by city the victim was interviewed resulted in mention of the Within past 12 months. ... 394 292 74.1

City Interview rate Sample
(percent) size
Washington. .........c.ovuus ‘e 67.4 484
Baltimore. . .......ocuuun P 68.7 527
San Jose....... e 63.5 620

The low response rates for named individuals ob-
tained in the three city experiments are not indicative
of the response levels to be. expected from general
population samples. By contrast, the response rate
from the general household sample in San Jose was
about 97 percent, which is consistent with normal high
levels obtained by Bureau of the Census interviewers
when the sample consists of occupied housing units
rather than persons.

B. Reference Period

The data collected in San Jose Reverse Record
Check were tabulated in a variety of ways for pur-
poses of analyzing the reliability of various reference
periods. Table C below shows theé extent to which
cases sampled from police records were reported in
the survey as occurring during the reference period—
that is, within the past 12 months; or during 1970,

event by the victim to the survey interviewer. The
property crimes of burglary and larceny were reported
with 86 percent recall, significantly greater than the
63 percent recall for the violent crimes of assault, rape,
and robbery.

Again, as with Washington and Baltimore, the
poorest reported crimes were those of assault—48
percent in San Jose. (A discussion of the character-
istics of cases not reported is presented later in this
report.)

Emphasis should be placed on the fact that the
survey results show a 74-percent recall rate when the
inquiry is for “the past 12 months.” The experiment
did not tell us what the recall expectation would be
if varying recall periods had been used. Future
methodological studies could be designed to address
this question more rigorously.

It is possible, however, to gain some additional in-

sights about reference periods by examining the San
Jose data in other ways. Though the survey asked
about crimes occurring during 1970, respondents were
also asked to-provide the month of occurrence, where
possible. Results were tabulated to show the extent
to which respondents were able to place events prop-

e N L

With weighting adjustments of the type described
above, it is interesting to note the stability of the
numbers exhibited among three estimation procedures.
{See table E following.)

- T'aBLE E~—Comparison of recall rates by reference
period under 3 estimation schemes

Reported to interviewer within same period

Recall rate

Recall rate  weighted for

Reported to police Recall rate  weighted for both sample
unweighted  sample size size an

(pticent) differentials. noninterview

(percent) adjustmet

(percent)
Within past month..,.... 66.7 69.2 67.7
Within past 3 months. , ... 69.3 68.7 68.1
Within past 6 months. .... 67.2 66.5 65.6
Within past 9 months..... 66.4 66.2 65.7

Within past 12 months, . ., 167.3 167.0 166,2

1 See note at base of table D.

There were = total of 27 cases reported in the sur-
vey interview for which the date (month) could not
be recalled by the respondent. These cases were prop-
erly recalled as.occurring “within the past 12 months,”
and account for the difference of 74.1 percent shown
in table C and 67.3 percent shown in tables I and E.

It is clear on the basis of the results shown either
in table D or in table F that a reference period of 12
months is basically as reliable as the other reference
periods shown, as long as recall of the precise month
of the occurrence is not a criterion for consideration.
Indeed, if recall ability within the reference period
were the only criterion for choosing the optimum
period for a continuing survey, we would naturally
be led to choosing a 12-month reference period be-
cause of the implications on the number of interviews
reqaired to achieve a given level of reliability.

The proposed plans for the National Crime Panel,
however, call for a rotating sample of some 60,000
households to be interviewed at the rate of 10,000 a
month, using a rolling reference period of 6 months,
In effect the procedure calls for each 10,000 house-
hold subset to be interviewed about events occurring
during the previous 6 months; so that the January
panel would be interviewed about the preceding
July-December period, the February panel about the
period August—January, etc. This procedure will ulti-
mately permit a “moving” index of crime to be ésti-
mated, say, semiannually, based on 60,000 interviewed
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households. Such an index could be constructed,
theoretically, after the first 6 months of data was com-
piled and would be “centered 3 months ago.”

Alternatively, a 12-month reference period would
produce mathematical equivalency in terms of sam-
pling variance with 30,000 interviews spread uni-
formly over the first 6 months. The moving index
however, would be less timely, centering 6 months
ago rather than 3 months ago.

Moreover, in addition to moving averages. there
will be data produced relating to a specific time
period, most likely calendar year. For this purpose it
will be requisite to have the month or quarter of
occurrence of an event reported, as accurately as
possible, by the respondent. Results of the San Jose
study indicate that the period of occurrence is more
likely to be recalled for events occurring within the
previous 6 months than for events occurring 7-12
months ago, i.e.,, 67 percent versus 53 percent. On a

C. Measurement of Rape

The San Jose study was the first attempt in the
series of Census—LEAA feasibility tests to determine
whether the instruments developed to date could suc-
cessfully elicit mention of rape attacks by known
victims.

In evaluating the results, it should be observed first
that the completed interview rate for rape victims
selected from the police files was as “good” as for all
crimes as a whole (62.5 percent versus 63.5 percent).
Neither of the other violent crimes surveyed (robbery
or assault) had completed interview rates higher than
that for rape.

For those rape victims for whom it was possible to
obtain an interview, two-thirds of them (30 out of
45 cases) reported the incident in the survey test.
Though on the face of it this ratio of reporting leaves
something to be desired, it is interesting to note that

UL AP SxeE S U I

TasLe H.—Relationship of victim-offender in rape
cases, by whether reported in interview

Percentage

Total reporting

Relationship of offender to victim ! interviewed incident in

interview

(percent)
Allcases. . ....covvvniiniinne. 45 66.7
Relative......oovvvvuninnn. L1
Known,.....ooviveuninnn. 24 54.2
Stranger. ... ..ovvieiinan, 19 84.2
Noentry.................. 2 50.0

! As determined from police offense report.

D. Comparison of Victim-Offender Relationship by
Wkether Reported in Interview

To gain further insight into some of the correlates

which may be related to reporting incidents in an

interview, an analysis of the victim-offender relation-

ship versus the reporting habits was made. A separate

Of the cases not reported in the survey, two of every
three were incidents where the victim and the assailant
were related or otherwise known to each other. (See
table J below.)

TaBLg J.—Incidents not reported in interview by
victim-offender relationship

-

Unweighted Weighted ?
Incidents by type of offend (percent)
Number Percent

Total incidents not

reported. .. .....viunn, 76 100 100
Offender Status:

Relative........o0vu, 14 18 15

Known.,............ 33 44 48

Stranger............ 25 33 31

Not recorded. .. ..... 4 5 6

1 Sce footnote table I.

~by-m i i i rape victims li i - discussion about rape appears in the preceding section \ .
month-by-month basis, however, there is very little pe vicms appear more tkely to mention (or re ; Pe appe: prececing In setting up the study design, assault and robbery
to choose from after the first 3 months. Cases of 1 ~ member) the incidents in a survey atmosphere than G of this report. Information on the police form was cases were each sampled so that their overall sample
month ago have reporting accuracy of 67 percent; 2 Victims of assault. About one-half the interviewed available to permit tallies of the relationship between size was twice that ol; the rape cases. For this reason
months and 3 months ago are about 55 percent accu- assault victims reported the events during the survey the victim and the alleged offender for violet crimes. . P ", L
. . y . . . when examining the results shown in table I or in
rate. After that, 4 or more months ago averages interview. (See text table C.) & No tally was made of the property crimes in this re- st . : :
d 33 Y t t H (S ble G 5 gard largely because personal confrontation between table J, it is more appropriate to use the weighted
: around 33 percent correct reporting. (See table . e 2 Lt s _— i res th weighted ones. There are no im-
below.) . F ve Ot: the rape” victims, though rnfantxonmg tl}e ! victim and offender rarely occurs during the com- figure tl'.a n the unh eighted . i' N ‘6
1;11c1dent in t};le interview, reported the kind of details ! mission of the crime. portant differences, however, in the two sets of figures.
: — j ; t ified i ‘f .
%; TABLI-? (3 ) Cases scizlmpled from p?ltce records by time as:.t (1::“';?}? the event to bfedclasmﬁ-ed., in t}:. tESt a; an v The results indicate that stranger-to-stranger con- E. Classification of Crimes
y 1 . : ; . . . . . St y
Zen? hy whether Z’Pf”ted In survey interview A al::ases ereels no lwa}'ﬁod beteglmnmlg whet ex}‘ltt;:.se i frontations are more salient than those involving per- asyiea ™
Vi : i . :
uring the same perio altirnativgerthmls'ct2}551 € ;’l ef{:l'ltceci”otrhw ft f’ir | sons who know or are related to each other. Violent One of the very important methodological analyses
A ey, Fie VIEUImS may nave “ecite ¢ detatls o crimes involving strangers were reported in the inter-  of the San Jose study was a comparison: of the re-
Reported to interviewer for the interviewer’s benefit—either through shame or Z . . . . . Y P
chﬁfi'ccf to Total uring same period embarrassment or th b £ail view 75 percent of the time; those involving relatives ported crimes as classified by the police versus the
Total!  Percent rough memory iature. were reported only 22 percent of the time; and those  classification from the interview procedure. There are
16 months ago 201 135 3.2 It is worth noting that all five cases were attempted involving persons who knew each other (not kin) were several variants which have -a bearing on inconsist-
1-3 months ago. . .. .. 101 70 6o.3  rapes according to police standards. This suggests the reported with 58 percent frequency. encies that may occur between the two classification
1 month ago.. ... 36 24 66.7  survey instrument needs further refinement to clear These results are displayed in table 1. schemes. Among them are the following:
2 months ago. ... 34 19 55.9 - up ambiguities between aggravated assaults and
» 3 mo}r;ths ago.... 1(?;(1) 515(7) :g g attempted rapes in the classifications. Further analysis ! TaBLE I.—Police sample cases interviewed by victim-offender relationship by
- ths ago...... . . . .
Tc:;‘ont;sg?zgo. o 22 12 37.5  of the unreported cases reveals that only four of the B whether incident was reported in interview
5 months ago. . .. 32 9 28.1 15 were stranger-to-stranger attacks, according to the Total Total
6 months ago. ... 36 14 38.9 POlice offense r eports (actually one of the four cases } Victim-offender relationship and reporting status Assault Rape Robbery all wcighted1
7-12 months ago. . . . ..... 193 103 53.4 | i 3 (percent)
7-0 months ago 103 47 5.6 had a blank entry for offender on the police form).
7 months ago. . .. 16 13 36.1 The remaining 11 cases all involved an aueged § Total cases.: ........ AR R KR R LR PR ERRPRRR R 81 45 80 206 ...,
8 months ago. . . . 33 11 33.3 offender who was known by the victim. : Proportion feportmg incident (percent).,..... RN AR 48.1 66.7 76.3 63.1 63.7
9 months ago. . .. 34 11 12.4 Offenderarelative. . ..o iviviiniiiiiiiniinninns Cereeena senees 18 e 18 ..ol
10-12 months ago. . . . 90 27 30.0 Examinin g the offender-victim relationship by '; of P(xi‘opirtxon reporting incident (percent)..... e e §§2 ..... 24 ........ 16 .. 322 22.2
10 ths 29 10 14.5 i R . ; ender known........... Veranenen £ T S X2 £ - T
I Ez;‘ths ::g po 3 11 whether the event was reported in the interview shows | Proportion reporting incident (Percent).........oveeveivnnunenns 81.6 54.2 68.9 57.7 56.9
12 months ago. 34 13 38.2 that 84 percent of the rape attacks by strangers were Offender @ Stranger. .o oo v v sttt er et rerranessvararerereenens 24 19 56 99 ...,
reported compared to 54 percent of the rape attacks S Proportion reporting incident (percent),.........c.ooiuiinln, 54.2 84.2 80.4 74.7 76.3
i . . . i No entry for offender......,... re e e e e e 1 2 8 11 o
{ 1 Note subtotals do not add to totals. Though a respondent may have failed by known assailants. These ﬁgures are summarized in : Proportion reporting incident (percent)..........vvvviiviiinnns 100.0 50.0 62.5 63.6 61.5
i ta recall the exact month, his error may still ﬁave placed the event within the table H. !
% same 3-znonth or 6-month paried that it occurred. ¢ 1 Recomputed to adjust for differential expected sample size by type of crime—size of sample for rape was n/s; for robbery and assault, the sample size waseachn,
4
L% i
g 8 i 9
5 i 2
!
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(1) The survey instrument may be inadequately
constructed,

(2) Individual police departments may not con-
form-perfectly to reporting standards estab-
lished for “Uniform Crime Reports,”

(3) The details of an event that Iead to classifi-
cation in the survey may be poorly remem-
bered or purposely altered by the respondent
when interviewed,

(4) The details of an event that lead to classifi-
cation in police records may not be com-
municated cogently by the victim to the
police officer,

(5) The police officer may not preperly record
the details on the offense report,

(6) Interviewer variance may introduce errors.

In the San Jose study, it is not clear to what degree
the above mentioned variants were operating. Only
the first of the 6 points, however, is subject to im-
provement through modification of the survey instru-
ment. Improvements in the question construction
were made following the feasibility test conducted in
Washington and again following the Baltimore study.

Appendix table 3 shows a cross tally of police classi-
fied crimes by the interview classification categories
for the five types of crime studied. A summary of
those results appears below in table K.

TasLe K.—Proportion of crimes classified identically
between police and survey schemes, assuming police
as standard

Classified same in survey

Type of crime, according to Total

police classification Number Percent

of total
Total............. 292 245 84
Assault........ 39 33 85
Burglary............. .. 94 91 97
Larceny...:covivvnnnns,s 68 56 82
Robbery......v.ovvvvnts 61 54 89
Rape........ e 30 24 80

The figures above assume the police classification to
be the standard and show the proportion of cases
which were classified into the same categories through
the survey procedures. The reverse position—the
assumption that the survey classification is standard—
would also be interesting to examine. To do so, how-
ever, requires weighting the data to reflect differen-

tial selection rates for the crimes sampled (the crimes
measured do not occur in the general population of
crime acts with equal frequencies; in 1970, for ex-
ample, fewer than 200 rapes occurred in San Jose
compared to several thousand burglaries, according to
police reports). The variances due to these differen-
tial weighting factors by type of crime are so large
that the re-weighted results cannot be meaningfully
analyzed. A useful study in the future would be one
carefully designed to measure the degree to which
police classify crimes according to the victim survey
definitions, assuming the latter as the standard.

In general, it is clear from table K that for most
police—determined offenses, the probability that the
event would be classified the same way through the
survey route is fairly high. (Again note that the con-
verse has not been conclusively determined; see pre-
ceding paragraph.)

An attempt was made to provide a separate analy-
sis of petty versus grand larceny in terms of police-
survey  classification practices. Traditionally, victim
surveys have produced dollar amount losses in crimes
of theft that exceed the amounts recorded in police
statistics (cf. the Washington and Baltimore test re-
sults). This phenomenon would appear to have seri-
ous implications on the survey-determined larcenies,
as to whether they can be properly classified as grand
or petty—i.e., above or below $50.

In the San Joze study, the results were inconclusive
for two reasons. The number of petty* larcenies in-
cluded in the test was too few to analyze reliably;
and a fairly large percentage of the larceny cases
contained no information on dollar loss from either
the survey results, the police report, or both.

Data on dollar loss comparison for all erimes ap-
pears in appendix tables 6-8. In general, the survey
results produced loss amounts that exceeded the police
assessment. For those cases for which determination
of dollar loss was available from both sources (police
and survey), the median value as reported in the
survey was about 40 percent higher than the police
determination for grand larceny and burglary, and
about 80 percent for robbery. For petty larceny, the
median values were the same, but these results are
based on only 10 cases,

F. Index of Inconsistency

A useful measure of association which can be em-
ployed for assessing the agreement between two classi-

¢In California, the legal distiriction betwsen petty and grand larceny s
$200. For purposes of this survey, tho UCR criterion of $50 was employed,

fication schemes is the index of inconsistency. The
index, I, has traditionally been used for a 2 by 2
matrix to examine inconsistency between observations
obtained in interviews on two separate occasions. The
2 by 2 index applies when the elements of the popula-
tion belong to either one of two classes.

The index has been extended by Bershad® to the
more general case where the elements of the popula-
tion are classified as belonging to one of L classes,
1L=2, The L-fold index is applicable to the survey-
police cross-classification of offenses where the police
classification can be thought of as the first “interview”
and the survey classification as the second “interview.”

In computing the index, it was done both including
rape and excluding rape. The index with rape ex-
cluded may then be compared to the index values
for Washington and for Baltimore. In neither of those
cities was rape surveyed. The indices for the three
cities are shown in table L.

TaBLE L—Index of inconsistency (4 x 4 matrix) for
police versus survey crime classes for 3 surveys

Index of
Study incon-

sistency!

Washington, . ... S P veas. 0.326

Baltimore. . o ovvvvinrnnranaiiesennens verveees 4168
San Jose:

Withoutrape.......oovvievnseressvineass v 2147

Withrape Z..oooviveienesns PN .147

1 For the crimes of assault, burglary, larceny, and robbery.
3 With rape, the matrix of course becomes 5 x 5.

8 U.S. Buru: of -the Consus, Techaical Notes No. 2, Washington, D.C.
1969; P, 1, “The Index of Inconsistency for an L~Fold Classification System,
L>2," by Max A. Bershad.

Table L shows that the inconsistency between the
two classification schemes was considerably reduced
between the Washington and the Baltimore tests. This
is largely due to rather major improvements in the
survey instrument that were made for the Baltimore
survey. Additional modifications in the instrument
were made for San Jose; although it may not be
reasonable to attribute the slight decrease in incon-
sistency between Baltimore and San Jose solely to
questionnaire changes (see the 6 classification variants
cited on page 10 of this report).

In general, an index of inconsistency of 0.147 is
regarded as fairly good. Perfect consistency, of course,
would yield a value of zero. It is not likely that addi-
tional changes in the questionnaire will appreciably
reduce the index of inconsistency below the level
shown for San Jose.

Some methodologists dislike the L—fold index be-
cause it conceals differences that can be identified by
examining the 2 by 2 indices. In that regard, if we
examine a 2 by 2 classification from San Jose for each
type of crime (assault versus not assault, robbery
versus not robbery, etc.), we can see how each crime
contributes to the L—fold “average.” These results are
summarized in table M.,

TapLe M.—Index of inconsistency {2 x2) for each
type of crime in San Jose study

Range of index
Type of crime Index of (95 percent
fnconsistency confidence
limits)
Assault...ovvvevinnans Cerereaes 0.165 0.091-0.298
Burglary......cooiiiiienenenns J115 ,069- ,191
Larceny...cvoiireiiinovansosians 196  .126- .305
Robbery....oovvnniiiiniinnens 126  .071- ,222
Rape....ovvvvevninnns Cevieees 118 .053- .262

O
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V1. Appendix Tables

V. Recommendations for Future Methods Tests

In the course c.>f working with. the San Jose data, as ports of assaults (perhaps rapes and robberies TaBLE 1.—Interview rate and noninterviews by reason for noninterview

well as the Washington and Baltimore data, a number also),

of methidological studies suggested themselves for . . Noninterview by reason

the future. Some such studies might be undertaken (3 irzegit}')en.mtent h(%e;lgne(‘i o c;?n_lpare t.h € ngzlispcg“cc Tnterviews Iteeew Total Moved Unable to locate Never availuble  Refusal Other

prior to the establishment of the National Crime o e which various police agencies ‘

. . ] . would classify cri i .‘

Panel, ,.others In conjunction with the Panel, and still elements csltet); rf;;f:; Og 0;}116 basxs' (,:f d.ata ¢ 620 394 63.5 226 24 1m 6 5 20
; others independently of the Panel. A listing of possible ) an interview |
Bt methods tests follows: : Hrvey.

i . 4) A test of whether proxy-respondent te
1) A test of the off i ) , D i e it Xepor
Ho (1) s € etlects on reporting frequencies Ing of crimes is different in amount and type

i under varying reference periods (e.g., within fro ; i
e m self-respondent reporting, utilizing a
the past 3 months, within the past 6 months, sample of kncI:wn crimes I;rom sz:lice ‘ﬁles.g

? i within the past year), utilizing a general
I population sample with a multiple split- () A'test.of Whether the measure of change in ;
1 sample approach. ;nme mc;dence bdetween ltwo periods differs TasLe 2.—Completed interview rate by type of crime
! ‘ e of respondent (self versu 7). i
(2) A test of whether the Warner® randomized Y P P ( e prey) i Number Number of Number Completion
. . umbe:
rf:sp onse techmque is better than conven- 8 Warner, ?- L., “Randomized Response: A Survey Tochnique for Elim. 1 Type of crime in go:nplpted ic;f ?vt::\:vs ¢ :;:::t:m)
tional questioning methods for eliciting re- i:;.ﬁ:?) .E;;;:a Answer Bias," Journal of Americon Staristical Association, l sample intervizws nte P
; All Crimes. . .ottt e et ey 620 394 226 63.5
ASSAULt, Lyt i it i i i ittt 137 81 56 59.1
b Burglary......, e e 142 104 38 73.2
| j Lavceny..... ... .. T T o T 133 84 49 63.2
| f ROBBELY. vt et eeiniineneaiannans e 136 80 56 58.8
Rape........... et e et 72 45 27 62.5

‘ : TaBLE 3.—Classification of offenses, police versus survey

Sutvey classification

Police clasification Total Assault Burglary Larceny Robbery Rape Other
Total, .., 292 38 103 64 59 26 2
Assault, . ..... RN Vevesaes e 39 1 T 5 1 e,
Burglary........o0eiiin... ba e vevnas 94 sene 71 2 oo, vereenn R 1
Larceny....ooovvvveenns. B R Ve 68 ... ... 12 56 it i e 1
Robbery. .... et ety 61 i 6 54 ...l
i Rape,.,..... e eeiebaereeans e 30 5 ool B 25 cieinenn.
!
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TaBLE 4.—Incidents by month of occurrence by month reported in survey

Reported to police N Reparted in interview Not re.
Total J:gx- Ft;l;;ue March  April  May June  July August Se Octo-  No- De-  Month :ri(;fi
tember  ber vember cember NA  terview

Total........... 292 22 11 18 15 22 22 27 20 27 28 26 27 27 102

January............... 22 3
February.............. 17 4
2
2

..‘
:
—h

[ENN

March,............ e 2
April................. 26
May...oooosviivvnnin. 25 ..., cie.
June..ooooooiii 26 e, 2
July. .o 27 1.....

September............ 22 Tirrrerte 8 eeens .

[
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October............... 27 ..... 1 ! 1

November..........,.. 29 ...... SRR o ' o

December............. 27 ...... e, . OSSR 13 22
e e e e e, b 4 ...

TAB;E 4A.—Incidents of assault by month of occurrence by month reported in survey

Reported in interview Not re-

Reported to police
Total Janu- Febru- March April  May  June July  August Sep- - Octo-  No- De-  Month ?r?,imd
tembe )

et .
ary ry ber  vember cember NA  terview

January...............
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‘TABLE 4B.—Incidents of burglary by month of occurrence by month reﬁorted in suyvey

Reported in interview Not re-

Total J:lx_xyu- F::)yru- March  April  May June  July August Se Octo-  No- De- Month ;;:r‘(c:i
- tem ber * vember cember NA !crvi::lw

Reported to police

Total,..........
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TasLe 4C.—Incidents of rape by month of occurrence by month reported in survey

Reported in interview Not re-
rted

Total Janu- Febru- March April May June July August ch- Octo-  No- De- Month ?:lm
ary ary tember:  ber vember cember NA  terview

Reported to police

4 2 0 4 3 3 1 15

W
(=]

Total........... 4 0 i 1 3 4

January.....o.o0ne 2 e e S
May.....oovviivnnnn, Cersadiesiisreraraietens 2 e
June...ooooin ol C e eeeer it ettt ireaenn P

Julyooooviaiiiin,
August,..coiiveniiiin
September............
October....o.ooevvees
November......coovuvn

December,....covvunns

) B 1
2 1

1 2 i
3.

D N R I I A S S I I I I S A I A S N N R AR R R R
D I I R R R I R A N RIS I SRR ST I ST ST AT AP R

DRI R R e R R N R e R R R R

WLV NPLENDNDND =W
QLN WO NSO

PR T N R R R R R R R I I S S A S I B IR AT S AU I IR Y

TavLe 4D.—Incidents of robbery by month of occurrence by month reported in survey

Reported in interview Not re:
rted

Total Janu- Februe March April May June July August e Octo-  No- De-  Month in in-
. ary ary / tember ber vember cember NA:  terview

Reported to police

-
o

Total.,......... 61 2 0 7 3 5 3 4 5 10 7 3 8 4
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September.. ... . 0.
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TasLE 4E.—Incidents of larceny by month of occurrence by month reported in survey

Reported in interview Not :vcdc
Tt

Tatal  Janu. Febru- March April May June  July August Se Octo-  No- De-  Month Pur:i‘n-
ary ary tem ber  vember cember NA  terview

Repoited to police

i
(-

3 4 3 3 5 8 6 4 7 7 4 9

o
@™
3,1

Total...........

Januwary.........00000,

March,.,oiiiiiiiinsan 2 1 7 S P
April. Coii i e 1 1 2 1 ... S Y
May, iiviviinniiionas | SR R 1...... 2 i e
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* TABLE 5.—Police sample cases interviewed, by relationship of offender to victim,
for violent crimes
Cases interviewed
Relationship of offender to victim ! Total Aggravated assault Simple assault Rape Robbery
Number  Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number  Percent  Number Percent

Total..................... 206 100.0 26 100.0 55 100.0 45 100.0 80 100.0
Reporting. . .......covvienn. ... 130 63.1 14 53.8 25 45.5 30 66.7 61 76.3
Not reporting.................... 76 36.9 12 46.2 30 54,5 15 33.3 19 23,7
Relative..,.....oooviiinnn..., .. 18 100.0 4 100.0 14 100.0 coiuenii i
Reporting................... 4 22.2 oo 4 2.6 i, e o
Not reporting................ 14 77.8 4 100.0 10 L T
Known...........oooein, 78 100.0 6 100.0 32 160.0 24 100.0 16 100.0
Repordng................... 45 57.7 5 83.3 16 50.0 13 54.2 11 68.8
Not reporting.........,...... 33 42.3 1 16.7 16 50.0 11 45.8 5 31.2
Stranger, . .....oviiiiiiiini. ., 99  100.0 16  100.0 8 - 100.0 19 100.0 56 100.0
Reporting..........ooouiis, 74 74.7 9 56.2 4 50.0 16 84.2 45 80.4
Notreporting.:.............. 25 25.3 7 43.8 4 50.0 3 15.8 11 19.6
NA i 11 100.0 ..... Ceeiieaades 1 100.0 2 100.0 8 100.90
Reporting. .......ooiuiu... 7 63.6 ....... e 1 100.0 1 50.0 5 62.5
Not reporting................ 4 364 e e 1 50.0 3 37.5

! According to police form,

TaBLE 6.—Dollar loss comparison—interview versus police records

Total cases. ............. e R 223
Interviewsr higher..............oo deeaaas Ceeaaea. . 94
Police report higher. ... ....... R R Veaan 20
Same amount.......... E e e e e e N 21
Not determined L..........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e eeasa i, N 88
Percent of cases in which interview higher. ... oo Cerereteaaaan e vedern. 42,2
Percent of cases in which interview higher (excluding “not determined” L) D MR 69.6

! Item nonresponse cither in survey or on police {orm, or both,

TABLE 7.—Average dollar loss comparison by type of crime

A
Type of erime (police classification) verage loss reported by

Percent difference
(1)~

Survey (1) Police (2) @
Larceny, total. . . ,.oviuviuuii i, e seaaaias . $358 £240 49.2
$50orover............. S e e e e e e 378 3n 21.5
Under $50 1, .. ..... B P hea e ey vy 295 21 130.5
Burglary.........oooiivniiiinnnannn, e e 598 432 38.4
Robbery..,..c.vun.. ., P 290 254 14.2

1 Based on only 10 cases.
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TaBLE 8.—Median dollar loss comparison by crime

Median loss reported by

Type of crime (police classification)

Perc¢ent differenice
(1)-(2)

Survey (1) Police (2) )
........................... $200 $152 31.6
e on oo, 340 240 y
Under $50 L. ittt ittt ettt irerinenrinsesananass 22 22.50 -;0.4
) o A O AR 379 270 .
g‘érfbiﬁ”“”"""""”II'IIII ............................... 02 23 82.6

! Based on only 10 cases.
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