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INTRODUCTION

This report constitutes a summary analysis of data gathered
from the 1976 South Dakota Crime Victimization Survey. The data
was obtained via a questionnaire booklet mailed to approXimately
5,000 state residents over the age of 17. The crimes covered in-
cluded sexual assault, robbery, assault, burglary, motor vehicle
theft, other theft and vandalism. Throughout this report discussion
of these crimes is limited to residential and personal crimes. The
survey specifically excludes commercial crime. The first six crimes
are similar to those specified by the UCR guidelines as type I crimes.
Inquiry into the extent of vandalism was also included sincé ‘its
incidents nets a significant amount of property damage each year.

Our primary objective in conducting the survey was to provide
representative crime estimates ror residential and personal crime
throughout the state. The best previous estimates of c¢rime in South
Dakota came from the FBI's 1975 Uniform Crime Reports. AHowever, UCR is
a very poor method of estimating crime in this state for two reasons.
First, there is complete data for only 15 of South Dakota's 67 counties.
In addition, 43 percent of South Dakota law enforcement agencies
covering 30 percent of the state's population, submitted less than
three monthly UCR reports during 1975. It is apparent that UCR !
provides an inaécurate estimate of erime in South Dakota because
of incomplete record keeping and reporting by police agencies.

The second problem with using UCR to estimate crime is a problem
shared by all areas of the country - citizen non-reporting. Nationally

and in South Dakota, citizens report to police only about 50 percent

e
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Thus, UCR, the official

provides a substantial under-

of the crime that actually occurs.
record of crimes known to the police,

estimate of the actual crime problem.

A victimization survey circumvents these two problem asso-

ciated with UCR and at the same time allows us to obtain information

not contained in official records such as: public attitudes on

uniform sentencing, victim compensation, gun control, perceived commun-~

ity salety and performance of law enforcement agencies and judges.

Further crime details may be elicited such as: dollar cost of crime,

offender characteristics, extent of non-reporting and reasons for non-

reporting.

The state of South Dakota is divided into six state planning

districts as shown in Figure 1. The nature of the victimization

survey allows us to provide separate crime estimates for these

specific jurisdictions and the urban and rural populations within

each jurisdiction. By virtue of the sampling technique, planning

and policy decisions can be based on more accurate assessments of

crime characteristics for specific areas. Likewise, public percep-

tion of community safety, performance of -law enforcement agencies
and satisfaction with courts may be assessed and sources of public

dissatisfaction may be isolated.

SOUTH DAKOTA SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

The complete sample representing the state of South Dakota

consists of 3,475 individuals over age 17. The sample was dis-

tributed proportional to the population size in each planning district

and urban-rural areas within each district. There was nearly an

o
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qual number from urban and rural populations. Thirty percent lived

completely cutside any town boundries. There were approximately a
s

ma, '
ny male as female respondents. Respondent age was broportionally

represented from age 18 to 77, the average being 42, The average

annual family income was approximately $9,000 for an average house

hold
of three persons. These and other detailed sample characteristics

are presen
p , ted in the section on victim and non- -victim characteristics

VICTIMIZATION RATES

Victimi i
lzation rates can be expressed as the number of crime
inciden ifi imi i
ts (specific criminal act ilnvolving one or more victims and

offenders) and the number of crime victims (simply the vietim of g

criminal act). The latter is used most frequently and is amenable

to comparison with the National Crime Survey (NCS) data. For our

urpos
burposes victimization rates are documented in victimizations ber

1,000 bPopulation. Throughout this report the terms 'crime rate' and

' . . .
victimization rate! will be used interchangeably. Since vandalism

1s not included in the National Crime Survey, total crime rates for

South Dakota will be bresented both with and without vandalism

Statewide and Urban -Rural Vlctlmlzatlon

Figure 2 shows rural, urban and total population crime ratee

for each crime type. The bottom illustration indicates a total

crime rate of 391/1,000 ang 245/1,000 with and without vandalism

respectively. That is,

for a random sample of any 1,000 individuals

over age 17 we would expect about 391 victimizations. For a

random sample of 2,000, we would expect two times 391 or 782

victimic i
ctimizations. TFor rural areas (population less than 2,500) crime
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STATEWIDE CRIME RATES FOR 1976 i',""f! f - :
rates of 300 and 187 per 1,000 with and without vandalism were

RURAL Victimization Per 1000 Persons (lower and upper limit of the 95% confidence interval)* ¢ | lower than the statewide figures. However, those rates were

80.4 (67.8, 93.0)

Burglary 44.7 (35.1, 54.3)

Vandalism balanced by relatively high rates for urban areas, from 485 with

Theft

vandalism to 304 per 1,000 without vandalism.

Rural Total Without Vandalism @ ;. The bar graph illustrations allow visual comparisons of the
Motor Vehicle Theft I 5.6 (2.1, 9.1) 186.9 (168.8, 205) } )
_ Rural Total o relative magnitude of cach crime type. Crime types are presented
Sexual Assault . 5.1 (0, 10.7) E in " decending order of magnitude of property crime, then personal
: M o . ; . . .
Robbery lEM(Q1Qﬂ ‘ . é{,, crime. Statewide, vandalism was the most frequent property crime,
“f motor vehicle theft the least. Likewise, assault was the most
URBAN :
b frequent personal crime and sexual assault or robbery the least.
Vandalism

180.9 (162.6, 199.2) e
et 121.2 (105.7, 136.7)

Vandalism accounted for 37 percent of all residential and personal

i crime, followed by theft (26 percent), burglary (16 percent) and
. : 2 14 percent). Sexual assault, robbery and motor vehicl
Motor Vehicle Theft |1l 129 (7.5, 18.3) Urban Total Without Vandalism a assault (14 percent) y ehicle
~ 304.4 (282.5, 326.3) @ -] ; o i
Assault r— 61.9 (50.4, 73.4) Urban Total theft each contributed less than three percent of the total crllmes

Sexual Assault

I 5.0 9.9, 21.9)

485.3 (461.5, 50.1)

-

gqueried. Details on each crime are presented in following sections.

Robbery I 35 6 19)
& o8 . . . P .
TOTAL 0 National Crime Victimization Rates
Vandalism _145_5“34.7,15&3) { " Table 1 is presented below for comparison of South Dakota
Theft 8 crime rates with their respective national rates derived from the

100.4 (90.4, 110.4)

Burglary 61.5 (535, 69.5) i

\ State Total Without Vandali =
Motor Vehicle Theft 9.2 (6, 12.4) out Vandalism 2

244.6 (230.3, 258.9)
Assault — 53.9 (46.4, 61.4)

State Total
391.1 (374.9, 407.3)

Sexual Assault . 10.4 (7, 13.8) ¢

Robbery . 9.2 (6, 12.4)

&

1976 National Crime Survey (Criminal Victimization in the United
fStates; 1977). The national figures were selected from metropolitan
areas of 50,000 to 249,000 and non-metropolitan areas. With the

exception of assault, the rates obtained from the South Dakota

Crime Survey were comparable to the National Crime Survey rates.

* For explanation of confidence interval refer to Appendix D,

“Theré%is'no strong evidence that the assault difference was a result

Hgme2.Suﬂmm@ecﬁmennwinvkﬁnﬁuﬂbnsperLOOOpopuhﬁonfornwm,udmnandtoml - of sampllng error. There is evidence to support the contention that
population. a mail survey affords the respondent more privacy (Garofalo, J., 1977),

Ee S




thus elicitation of personal information is less a problem. Simple
assaults were proportionally much larger in South Dakota than

nationally indicating on one hand that respondents might have been

more willing to record seemingly minor incidents in the mail survey.

"

NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMIZATION
PER 1,000 POPULATION 1976

Central Cities From Total

Crime Type 50,000 to 249,999 Non-Metropolitan

Areas

Vandalism * *

Theft 111.6 69.6

Burglary 114.8 64.6

Motor Vehicle Theft 17.5 6.7

Assault 32.8 12.5 .

Sexual Assault * *

Robbery 18.0 2.6

* Data not avallable from either the South Dakota Survey or the National Crime Survey,

TABLE 1. National Crime Survey results, victimizations per 1,000 population.

It appeared that many of the victimizations may have been so minor
as to not meet the legal definition of assault. In a face to face
interview such encounters may not have seemed worth the victims
effort to discuss, but in the anonymity of a mail questionnaire

incidents{yere discussed more freely.

Crime Rates by Population Size

[~

Table 2 presents the distribution of crime and the state

population across five population categories. For the smallest

:

]

¥

O

¢

O

Percent of State
Population Living
in Each Population

Percent of Crimes
Occurring in Each
Pop. Category

Crime Incidents

Population Size Per 1,000 Persons

Category
1-500 23% 19% 262
501-2,500 28% 21% 317
2,500-10,000 11% 15% 496
10,000-25,000 13% 13% 383
25,001-100,000 24% 31% 449

TABLE 2. Statewide crime rate for each of five population categories.

category, 23% of the state's citizens lived in rural population areas
of less than 500 people and nineteen percent of the state's crime
occurs in those areas. This represents a crime rate of 262 per 1,000
the lowest of all population categories. The largest population cate-
gory (25,000 - 100,000) as expected evinces a higher proportion of the
state's crime since within limits crime appears to be a function of
population density. ' The notable exception for South Dakota surfaces

in the third population category where 11 percent of the populati&n
shoulders 15 percent of the crime. 'That translates to a crime rate of
496, the highest of all population categories. The high rate was exhi-
bited uniformly across all crimes. Exception could be made tb the
inqidence of sexual assault and robbery due to the rare occurrence

and the resultant sampling error. In other words, victimization rates
less than 10/1,000 may involve enough measurement error so as to prohi-
bit striét interpretations. For example, in Figure 2, rural sexual
assault and robbery both exhibit a relatively low rate of 5.1 incidents
per 1,000 individuals. However, the 95% confidence interval (refer
also to Appendix D) says that if we sampled again we might expect no
victims or a rate as high as 10.7 per 1,000 for either crime type.

8




REPORTING RATES

Rates of reporting crime to South Dakota law enforcement
agencies for each crime type, attempts and actuals along with
the respective NCS reporting rates are presented in figure 3.

South Dakota reporting rates vary from 27 percent for assault to

72 percent for motor vehicle theft., The rates follow the same

general pattern as the NCS, figures except for incidents of assault

and theft the rates were quite different.

Property crime reporting rates appear to be directly affected

by the value of the property involved. In fact, report rates for

the four property crimes follow the same order as the average dost

per victims in figure 4. Concomitantly, as the property value in-

creases so too does the probability that the property was insured.
It appears that a vietim would be more likely to report an incident
to obtain reimbursement for losses.
Report rates for personal crimes particularly assault and
sexual assault were 1ow; but the rationale here is a bit more elusive.

The fact that attempts were more 1ikely to be reported than actual

incidents departs widely from property crime results. The only

certainty arising in the data reveals that personal crime victims
were young,; and in general the lower the victims age the less likely
the incident was reported. Otherwise there are assumed to be
a number of psychological as well as cultural factors combined to
inhibit the willingness of victims to report.

The reasons for not reporting given by victims of both property

and personal crimes were usually that they perceived the incident to

be not important enough or that authorities would not want to.be

bothered.

L
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DOLLAR COST OF CRIME

Dollar costs of crime are presented in Figure 4 and‘Figure‘
5. The cost represents a combined cost of property loss or damage,

medical and psychological services and work time lost as a direct

result of a victimization incident. Cost figures were derived

s

from cost information elicited from victims and projected to the

total population of the staté¢:. More details on costs derivation

are presented in appendix C
The total projected cost of crime for all crimes queried was

estimated to be about $9.6 million. This total was apportioned

almost equally between urban and rural areas.
the total costs for each type of crime followed the general order

of crime rates. That is, vandalism cost is followed by theft etec.

There may be some exception as the average cost per incident (right

column of Figure 4) varies according to crime type.

According to the cost breakdown $7,449,267 went to property loss

or damage, $2,015,665 went to work time lost and $117,231 accrued

for medical and psychological services. The display in Figure 5
shows the distribution of those cost factors for each crime type.
Official records may keep an account of dollar cost of property,

but the extent of additional cost incurred by victimization as

shown in Figure 5 are usually not recorded.

11
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RURAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

URBAN

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

TOTAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

TOTAL DOLLAR COST OF CRIME IN 1976

TOTAL COST (Cost Per Victim)

——— R
I coco0s.00 (50.04)

597,288,
B 725500 oo

$171,657.00

l. ' (140.70)

49,394,
l $49,394.00 (4.94)

4 $42,791.0
0 (38.97)

| $9,961.00
(9.07)

Total Rural Cost $4,415,418

DR ¢ 2000 80

- $180,110.00
» . (67.10)

B s37581.00

{2.93)
I s$3242200

(10.45)
- $191,350.00

(68.19)

Total Urban Cost $5,166,744

_-m $4,586,397.00--
(74.00)
—— |
N 517352000 (72.10) if
$351,76 *
] 700 (90.10) ;
B $86,975.00 ‘
(3.81)
B 57721400
(17.58)

Bl 20131100

Total Cost $9,582,164 (61.57)
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BREAKDOWN OF COSTS FOR EACH CRIME

Efozgzg Medical and Psychology Services
Property loss or damage

Work-time lost

Vandalism

Theft

1 1%

Burglary

Figure 5. Breakdown of crime cost for each crime type.
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VANDALISM

Victimization Rates

Vandalism, the malicious destruction or defacement of any
residential property, though usually not severe, exhibited itself
as fhe most pervasive and costly of all crimes statewide, victimizing
147 of every 1,000 individuals during 1976. Statewide, rates varied
from 114 per 1,000 in rural areas to 181 per 1,000 in urban areas.
The ﬁrban—rural difference was more obvious in State Planning
District III where by far the highest rate of vandalism 307 per
1,000 was experienced by the urban population. The trend toward
a higher rate in more densely populated areas arises in rural areas
where even rural vandalism was twice as likely to occur in small
communities as totally rural areas. In both urban and rural areas,

victimization rates were highest during the Summer months.

Report Rates

Referring to Figure 3 only about 44 percent of all vandalisms
were reported to authorities. Rural and urban incidents wefe re-
ported at approximately the same rate. Consistent with other
property crimes, as the dollar value of property damage increased,
the report rate also increased. And if the damaged property was
insured the incident was more likely to be reported. Reporting
does appear to produce results as some offenders were caught in
39 percent of the reported vandalism whereas, less than 10 percent
were caught overall.

The 56 percent who did not report felt either that it was not i
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important enough, or nothing could be done. Some ares law reporting
rates were accompanied by a general lack of confidence in law

enforcement officials. (Refer to Attitude section).

Cost of Vandalism

In Figure 4 dollar cost of vandalism represents the combined
cost of property loss, and work-time lost in reporting, litigation
and repair. Vandalism cost South Dakota citizens approximately
$4.5 million 1last year. The average cost per Victimizatiqn was
$74.00. Cost of rural vandalism at $2.7 million was a margin
ahead of the $1.9 million for urban areas. The higher rural cost
was contributed mainly by higher cost for loss of work-time, probably
owing to travel time to local law enforcement agencies and the work
time taken for repairs. The urban victim would more likely use
leisure time to make repairs. The dollar allocations for work-
time lost statewide was higher for vandalism than for any other
property crime. Figure 5 shows that for the state overall 28 per-
cent of the cost of vandalism was for work-time lost whereas 72

percent went for property aamage.

Property Vandalized

Figure 6 below shows the frequency with which several categories
of property were vandalized. The figure indicates vandalism was

most likely to involve motor vehicle damage. In fact motor vehicle
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damage accounted for nearly half the vandalism incidents. The

Second most frequent category involved outdoor household equipment

and landscaping which accounted for 18 percent of the total damage.

Fifteen percent of the victims experienced damage to their houses
such as broken windows and doors. Many rural victims claimed
damage to outbuildings and fences and in Some cases injury to

livestock.

TYPE OF PROPERTY VANDALIZED

Percent of Vandalisms

— ke
Outdoor household, landscaping
include mailboxes - 18%

Farm property: livestock,
grain & implements

TYPE OF PROPERTY
"House (doors, windows, etc.)

Outbuildings, fences

Sporting recreational equip. . 2%

Motor vehicles

Motor vehicle parts accessories ) - o
include auto, CBs, and steros - 10%
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RELATIONSHIP

Relationship of Victim to Offender

Vandalism usually occurs to unattended property. Consequently
as illustrated in Figure 7, 75 percent of the victims reported they
never saw the offenders. Although 8 percent of the victims rerorted
they knew the vandals well or they were relatives, it is speculated

that many of the remaining offender identifications were based on

suspicions.

RELATIONSHIP OF VICTIM TO OFFENDER

Percent of Vandalisms

N -
H -

A total stranger

Had seen before

An acquaintance l 4%
Knew offender(s) well - 7%
A relative I 1%

Figure 7. Percent of vandalisms in each of the victim-offender relationship categories.
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THEFT

Victimization Rates

Theft defined here was the taking of any valuables without
thé victims permission, but not by use of forcelor unlawful eﬁtry.'
Though theft was one of the least serious crimes, it was a pervasive
nuisance_victimizing as many as 16 percent of the population in some
areas. The combined state theft rate was 100 per 1,000 or 10 percent
of the population. Referring again té'Figure 2 theft was more
frequent in urban than rural areas. Urban populations were targeted
121 times per 1,000; whereas rural populations experienced 80 thefts
per‘l,OOO individuals. Urban populations of District III, V and VI
(refer'to Figure 1) had the higher crime rates for the six state
planning districts. While District VI had by far the highest theft
rate.

Like vandalism, theft increased in the Summer months, a possible
reflection of the increased movement of people outside and the
exposure of bicycles, hobby equipment and tools etc.  Outbuilu.ugs
such as shops and garages are also more often left open presenting

more theft opportunities.

Report Rates

Approximately 52 percent of all thefts were not reported to

officials (Figure 3). Most non-reporting was attributed to the

feeling that nothing could be done, or lack of proof. In many

instances victims were unaware of the theft for an undetermined

18
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period after its occurrence, thus, reinforcing the perceived i
futility of reporting. Also, victims were not sc willing to report ‘ M
thefts perpetrated by friends or relatives. © %;’ WHERE THEFT OCCURRED
As with other property crime, the report rate varied as a ' = '
’ THEFT Percent of Thefts
function of property value involved. In fact, only about 20 percent ( i; At home
of all thefts of less than $20 were reported, whereas 60 percent ' B g " An others home M— 49%
over $20 were reported and 70 percent over $200 were reported. Residential area - o
Perhaps through the dollar value of property involved, place of o , In the country ' - 105
occurrence and type of property involved were related to the | R L In or near a bar or lounge I 3%
reporting rate.  Nearly half of all thefts occurred at the victims. . o Downtown area . 6%
home and these were not likely to be reported. Consequently, | Hotel or motel room I 29
thefts involving sports or hobby equipment usually occurred outside ¢ % i Near work _ 20%
the home, were the most likely to be reported and in fact, supported : iﬁ
s 73 percent 'report rate. Figure 8. Percent of thefts occurring in each of eight locations.
(
Cost of Theft :js
From Figure 4 theft alone cost South Dakota citizens over )
$2 million last year in property loss and time lost from work. ¢ , ‘%,‘°
Dollar cost per incident averaged from $50 to $60. Generally »
urban theft involved a higher cost than rural theft. 1In District ]
II urban theft cost was over twice the cost of rural theft. In ¢
contrast, rural District VI experienced theft cost one and a half
times that for urban theft.
| Work-time loss contributed only 15 percent of the dollar cost “ As can be seen in Figure 8 most thefts occurred in the victim's
of theft. Only 25 percent of the incidents involved any time loss, home. Thevsecond most frequent theft area was at or near work. Each
and 80 percent of the time loss was a day or less. o other area in Figure 8 was involved in ten percent or less of the thefts.
. B M 20
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PROPERTY

1

Those occurring inside the home or work area pose the greatest
problems for deterence for both the victims and police. Thefts
occurring outside the home may require only an awareness of some

minor safety factors to deter.

Type of Property Stolen

Referring to Figure 9, auto stereos, CB units, and auto-parts
and accessories were the most frequent articles stolen. In-door
household goods were the second most frequent. Theft of these
items were the least likely to be reported and the most likely to
involve friends or relatives. Hunting, sporting and recreational
equipment was the third most frequent category of items stolen.
These thefts involved a high cost and were most likely to happen in
urban areas. The items in category six might easily fit into category

four in terms of accessability.

TYPE OF PROPERTY STOLEN

Percent of Thefts
Tools, test equipment, small _ 14%
farm equipment

Farm property, livestock . 5%
grain & implements

Hunting, sporting, hobby &
recreational equipment

17%
Indoor household property

o,
& good - 19%

Qutdoor household property
R goods

Cash, jewelry, tickets & other - 149%
valuables

Motor vehicle parts & accessories - 249
stereo & CB’s, antenna etc. °

5%

Figure 9. Percent of thefts involving each category of type of property étolen.
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RELATIONSHIP

Also, category one items fall into category three as far as access-
ability and protection; they are usually in garages, workshops or
other outbuildings often easily accessable. Thefts of items in
category three in terms of accessability may be the easiest for

the perspective victim to deter.

RELATIONSHIP OF VICTIM TO OFFENDER

Percent of Thefts

Never ke who it we: I -

A total stranger I 3%

N -
.
..

Relative I 2%

Had seen before
An acquaintance

Knew them well

Figure 10. Percent of thefts involving each victim-offender relationship.
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Referring to Figure 10, in 71 percent of all thefts the victim
was never aware of who perpetrated the incident. On the other
extreme twelve percent of the thefts involved offenders the victim
knew well. Those were the few thefts where most of the property
was recovered, most likely without law enforcement intervention.

Also, some victim responses may have been based on suspicion

BURGLARY
Burglary here defined is the forceful or unlawful entry into
a home, apartment, farm building etc., without directly confrontihé

the victim and with the express purpose of taking something.

Victimization Rate

Statewide residential burglary was the thifd most frequent
~crime and accounted for about 16 percent of all crimes survgyed,
25 percent discounting vandalism. The urban burglary rate across
the state was 79 per 1,000 nearly double the rural rate of 45 per
1,000. The highest rate (137/1,000) was recorded for the urban
population of state planning District VI. The lowest, a zero per
1,000 rate occurred in urban District V. Referring to Figure 3,
83% of all burglaries were actual, that is, successful, and 17

percent were attempts.

Report Rates
Figure 2 shows a relatively high 61 percent of all burglaries
were reported. There was little variation between district report

rates. However, the report rate for rural areas at 54 percent was
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somewhat less than the 65 percent attained for‘urban burgléry.

About 50 percent of the burglaries occurring in single family

dwellings in town were reported and 70 to 80 percent of those

involving farmhouses or outbuildings were reported. Again if

property was insured the burglary was more likely to be reported.

This compiled with higher property value and the fact that most

burglaries evince breaking and entering which testifies to the

truth of the incident combine to produCe'a'high report rate.
Non-reported incidents more often involved offenders that

were known by the victim, and in these cases property was frequently

recovered. Thus, the victim resolved the incident without reporting

it to authorities.

Cost of Burglary

Incidents of burglary cost the victims nearly $1.9 million
during 1976 (Figure 4) approximately 20 percent of the total crime
cost, about 40 percent discounting vandalism costs. Urban crime
took the high share with $1.3 million. Also, the average cost per
incident was $78 for the urban population as opposed to $62 for the
rural population. ¥igure 5 shows cost was primarily attributed to
property value, as cost for work time lost was generally less than
15% of the overall loss. Most victims (75%) claimed no time 1loss,

and 16% lost a day or less.
Where Burglary Occurred

Figure'll shows the percentage of crime in each of six locations

Forty-four percent of all burglary took place in single family
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LOCATION

dwellings in a town, 23 percent in rural farm or non-farm dwellings.

WHERE BURGLARY OCCURRED

Percent of Burglaries

Single family dwelling in town — 44%
soge omiy vl R o
B «
| -
6%

Two family apartment

Larger than two family
apartment

Other farm buildings

Hotel-Motel while traveling

Figure 11 Percent of burglaries occurring in each location

Rural burglary was most likely to involve outbuildings. In fact,

farm outbuildings were burglarized in 16 percent of all burglaries.

Basically there was a very even distribution of burglaries

occurring in apartments of varing numbers of units and mote

1 rooms.
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RELATIONSHIP OF VICTIM TO OFFENDER

RELATIONSHIP Percent of Burglaries

A to
total stranger - 6%

B =

Had seen before

An acquaintance . 4%
Knew them well - 8%
Relative I 1%

Figure 12 Percent of burglaries involving each victim-offender relationship.

Referring to Figure 12 a similar situation exists for burglary
as with other property crime, that is, the majority (75%) of victims
never saw the perpetrator of the crime. The percentage of crimes

in the other relationship categories were so small as to not allow
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any real distinction. As such, less than ten percent of the

offenders were known to be caught.

MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT

Victimization Rate

Motor vehicle théft was the least likely to occur of all
property crimes with 9 incidents per 1,000 population (Figure 2).
About half the victimization rate was for attempts, half actual.
Again, the urban areas experienced a larger share (13 per 1,000
individuals) of the incidents, in this case over twice that (6 per
1,000 individuals) for rural areas. Planning District III's urban
population evinced the highest motor vehicle theft rate with 42 per
1,000.

A suggested alternative rate for motor vehicle theft might be
based on the number of vehicles registered in the state.. In that
case during 1976 there were 7.5 incidents of motor vehicle theft

per 1,000 motor vehicles registered.

Report Rate
The report rate for motor vehicle theft (Figure 3) was an
unusually high 72%. The high report rate was at least partly
attributed to the perceived value of the motor vehicle. Pennington
Count& area of District VI had the lowest report rate for motor vehicle
theft at 38 percent. Again as with most other crimes the report rate
was lower where the offenders were known well by the viectim and the

situation was corrected without police intervention.
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Cost of Motor Vehicle Theft

Cost of motor vehicle theft was a combination of cost of

vehicle and work-time lost for reporting and recovering vehicle.

From Figure 4, the total cost of motor vehicle thefts last year

was $350,000.

The figure was relatively low because of the low

number of occurrences compared to other property crimes. However,

due to the high value of vehicles, per incident cost was the

highest of all crime. As can be seen from Figure 5, the cost of

the vehicle accounted for 93 percent of the total dollar cost.

Other Characteristics of Motor Vehicle Theft

LOCATION

My garage or driveway

Street adjacent to my house

Other street.in town
Parking lot or ramp
Country road

Other

WHERE MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT OCCURRED

Percent of thefts

42%

17%

il
~~,
-~

4%

8%

melS%mmuﬁmmewmmmﬁmmammanmkmﬁmm
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Swrprisingly, approximately half of the vehicles stolen were
taken from the owners driveway or garage. Others were taken from
parking lots or other street locations. At any location, leaving
keys in the vehicle seemed to pose a good opportunity for theft as
40 percent of the vehicles stolen had the keys left in them.

Due to the high rate and the value of the property, most
vehicles were recovered, though in many cases, not without some

damage. In most cases the victim did not know who perpetrated the

incident.

ASSAULT
Victimization Rate

Aésault was defined as an attack or threat of attack on another
with the purpose of inflicting bodily injury. Assault was the most
frequent of the personal crimes queried victimizing 54 of each 1,000
individuals sample& (refer to Figure 2). The highest rate of
assault victimization was in rural District VI with 91 assaults per
1,000 individuals. Fér the state overall the urban assault fate
was higher than the rural rate. However, this was not a consistant
trend across all planning districts. Districts I, III, V, and VI
all evinced higher rural assault rates. The assault rate was the
highest for areas with populations from 2,500 to 10,000.  General
rationale suggests that many towns in that population category are
activity centers for a population larger than the town size.

A total of 65 percent of the assaults recorded were attempts,

and 35 percent were actual. A note of caution though is in order
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as to what constitutes an assault, actual or attempt. Victims
interpretations of an alleged assault incidents vary widely.

For instance, a small Percentage of victims of attempted assaults
reported some physical injury. It is speculated in general that
in many cases victims perceptions of an incident may not coincide

with legal interpretation. Thus, the rate of assaults presented

here may support substantial error on either the high or low side

Type of Weapon Used in Assaults

WEAPON USED IN ASSAULT

WEAPON ) Percent of Assaults

Gun . 5%

Knife or sharp instrument . 7%

Club or blunt instrument I 29,

Other . 5%

Figure 14 Percent of assaults involving each category of weapon or force.

Figure 14 above shows the percentage of assaults involving
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each of four categories of weapons or force. Eighteen pefcent of

the assaults involved some type of weapon other than physical force.
Weapons were used most often in assault incidents in a bar or lounge.

However, guns were used in 26 percent of assaults involving a weapon

and in a variety of settings; in or near a bar, in a residential
area and in the country. A knife or sharp instrument was used in
36 percent of the incidents involving a weapon. Thirty percent of
assaults at home included the use of a weapon, exclusively a knife

or sharp instrument.

Assault Report Rate

Figure 3 shows overall only about 27 percent of assaults were
reported to authorities. Most victims considered the incident not
important enough, reporting too inconvenient, or the matter too
private or personal. Though a weapon was used in nearly one fifth
of the assaults and cost the victim from one half to five dnys of
work-time, only one-third of the assaults where weapons were used
were reported. Less than 10 percent of assaults in or near a bar
or lounge were reported, while nearly 60 percent of the assaults

taking place at home were Teported.

Cost. of Assault
Cost of assault was measured in terms of work-time lost, and
total cost of medical and psychological services. Certainly total
loss is difficult tco measure and is not communicated by assessing
monetary cost.

replaced.
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According to Figure 4, assault incidents cost victims about

$87,000 during 1976. Figure 5 shows that 44 percent was attributed
to medical and psychological services, 56 percent for work-time lost.
The lower cost relative to the property crimes is obviously the
lower rate of occurrence and the lack of property involvement. The
average cost per victim was $17. Presuming that injury only occurs

during actual assaults, the average cost for a victimization jumps

to $35.
WHERE DID ASSAULT OCCUR?
LOCATION Percent of Assaults
At home - 15%

Another home
Residential area

In the country

In or near a bar or lounge
Hotel or motel room I
Downtown area

Other

Figure 15 Percent of assaults occurring in each location.

Figure 15 above indicates 36 percent of all assaults occurred

in or near a bar or lounge. Those assaults were more likely to be
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perceived as attempts and about 20 percent involved a weapon.
Assaults were equally likely to occur at home or in a downtown
area. However, those happening at home appeared to be a more serious
variety where nearly half involved a weapon. Assaults occurring
downtown were not likely to involve a weapon. Other locations
were crime settings for less than eight percent of all assaults.
Victims in a bar or lounge were 5 to léggles whereas assaults at

home victimized just slightly fewer males than females.

RELATIONSHIP OF VICTIM TO OFFENDER

Parcent of Assaults
Never knew who it was . 3%

A total stranger
30%

Had seen before

An acquaintance

Knew them well 20%

Relative . 3%

Figure 16. Percent of assaults involving each category of victim-offender relationship.
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Referring to Figure 16 the largest percentage of éssaults
involved individuals who had at least seen each other béfore. But
24 percent were perﬁetrated by total strangers. Twenty’percent of
the offenders were acquaintances and the same‘percentage were well
known by victims.

Male and féemale victims demonstrated some differences in
their relationship to offenders. Sixty-three bercent of the male
victims claimed the offender was less than ah acquaintance. Whereas,
72 percent of the female victims reported the offender was at least
an acquaintance. In fact, 50 percent of all female victims knew

the offender well.

SEXUAL ASSAULT

Victimization Rates

Sexual assault - the forcing or attempting to force anyone
Lo engage in sexual activity against their will was relatively rare
in this state. However, with the possible severity of physical and
pPsychological consequences its importance is not diminished. Referfing
to TFigure 2, statewide sexuél assault occurred at the rate of 10
per 1,000 individuals. Urban population experienced about 16 per
1,000 whereas rural occurrences were about 5 per 1,000. Urban areas
of District II and District VI have the highest sexual assault rates
with 18/1,000 and 27/1,000 respectiVely. Sixty-three percent of
sexual assaﬁlts were attempts. As with assault the interpretation
of actual and attempts is ambiguous as evidenced by the fact that

many attempts involved loss of work-time and some injury.
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It might be appropriate to base the sexual assault rate on : ' '

‘1 the population at risk. Usually females are more likely than males : querled. 'For the entire state the rate of victimization was 5 per
to be victims. In this survey no male victims Weie reéorded. Thus, © @ 1,000 dndividuals. The urban rate was 14 per 1,000 as compared, to
bho rate could be altered to 30 viotims ber 1 000 femiles. : a 5 per 1,000 rural rate. District VI evinced the highest robbery

Report Rates . rate for both urban and rural population averaging 26 per 1,000.
Approximately 40% of the attempted sexual assaults were reported, ) ?@ Pennington County specifically provided the setting for 50 percent
wherdas only 16% of the actual incidents were reported. Vietins ;' of the state's robberies. Actual robberies accounted for 70 percent
refused to report as they felt nothing could be done, or it was a : : of Bl incidents.
private or personal matter, or the victim was afraid of retaliation. . :fﬁ
Weapon and Reporting Charaqteristics
Cost of Sexual Assault ,\-f Thirty-three percent of the incident involved a gun, knife
Dollar cost of sexual assault was about $77,000 for all victims. o f,® ~or sharp instrument. Sixty-five percent of robberies were reported.
Physical injury was involved in 27% of the assaults. Forty percent ; This may point to the perceived severity as those reported usually
of the victims reported some psychological injury. Figure 5 indicates i involved a weapon and the offender was a stranger. The majority
that 78 percent of sexual assault costs went for medicél and psycho- o Eiﬁ involved physical force or threat of force. Robberies involving
logical services. As with assault, the low report rate and lack of 1 acquaintances, or relatives appeared least likely to involve a weapon
need for medical care, minimized work time loss and'dollar loss. f or reporting, but some property was recovered indicating that the
Relationship of Vietim to Offender (ﬁ k o victims themselves opted to correct the situation. As with other
The trend was toward an equal number of offenders known as ' é PTOPErty crimes the higher the value of property involved, the
unknown. In the majority of cases the offender was not caught. rore likely it.is-that the erime was reportsd.

; Lack of data due to rare occurrences prevents any further conclusions. G &

; Cost of Robbery

1 ROBBERY ? Referring to Figure 4, robbery cost victims an estimated

iotimization Bate O  ?@? £201,311 in property loss, work-time lost and medical and psycho- -«

Reférring'to Figure 2, Tobbery. the ‘taking or attempt to take | f logical cost. Referring to Figure 5, the cost was primarily due
anything from the victim by directly confronting them with force or , % to praperty loss, (91%) and te .a lesser degree, work-time loss (9%).
the threat of force. Robbery was the least cdmmdn of all crimes G >.§A@ Fhere wexe Wo ingldents where medical troatment was required.
: . \  3
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Characteristics of Robbery
Nearly half of the robberies happened in the victims'
house, . the remainder occurred in residential areas, in the county,

in downtown areas, in or near a bar or lounge, near work or in a

hotel or motel. 4s mentiorned earlier approximately one-third
involved a weapon, the remainder involved threat of force. Property
was rarely recovered, and offenders were not caught. Lack of robbery

data prohibits the presentation of illustrations detailing further

characteristics.
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VICTIMIZATION AND THE PLANNING DISTRICTS

To facilitate sub-state planning and to increase the
expertise available to local government the state was geogfa—
phically partitioned into Six planning districts (See Figure 1.)
The following six sections of the report are directed toward
the planngrs at bqth the State and District levels. Victimiza-
tion rates, report rates and costs of crime are Dresented and

discussed for each of the planning districts.
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DISTRICT COMPARISONS
RURAL Victimization Per 1000 Persons (lower and upper limit of the 95% confidence interval)
District |
_ 247.3 (198.1, 345.7)
District |
fstrict Il ‘88.6 (1426, 234.6) ]
District IV _ 223.9 (180.9, 266.9) |}
District V '

District VI

URBAN
District 11l |} : o , ) ’ 627.6 (553.8, 791.4)
District V . & 396.3 (320.5, 472.1)
District VI 543.5 (496.6, 590.4) ]
State 485.3 (461.5, 509.1)

TOTAL
District |

VICTIMIZATION RATES PER 1,000 INDIVIDUALS

379.0 (322.1, 435.9) I

509.3 (437.8, 580.8)

State

Figure 17.

Crime rates in victimization per 1,000 persons.
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RURAL
District |
District 1
District
District IV
District V

District VI

URBAN
District |
District |1
District 111
District IV
District V

District Vi

TOTAL
District |
District Il
District 1|
District IV
District V

District VI

TOTAL DOLLAR COST OF CRIME

$274,146.00

$186,

$182,

650.00

$608,653.00

$346,620.00

361.00

$488,690.00

$551,687.00

$620,767.00

$833,435.00

$1,238,372.00

$1,274,162.00

$1,385,123.00

$1,456.523.00

Figure 18. Total dollar cost of crime for each State Planning District.
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$1,761,746.00

$1,817,640.00

$1,948,396.00

$1,727,062.00

$2,426,293.00



DISTRICT 1

RURAL Victimizations Per 1000 Persorfs (lower and upper limit of the 95%

Theft

Bu
rglary B 2. (838, 46)

Motor Vehicle Theft I 3.4 (0, 10)
Rural Total Without Vandalism

51.4 (26.2, 76.6) 202.8 (157, 248,6)

Sexual Assault 0 ( e ot

! 247.3 (198.1, 296.5)
Robbery l 3.4 (0, 10)

confidence interval)

URBAN

Vandalism
107.9 (68.7, 147.1)

——— . BRREIITRrr
LT

Motor Vehicle Theft ’ o( , )

Assault
BN ;s 6 665

Theft

Burglary

Urban Total Without Vandalism
256.3 (201.1, 311.5)
Urban Total

Sexual A
ssault - 16.5 (0, 32.6) 364.2 (303.3, 425.1)
Robbery | 210 129
TOTAL
Vandalism
73.2 (51.1, 95.3)
o 114.7 (87.6, 141.8)
Burgl
giary 524(735713)

Motor Vehicle Theft I 1.9 (0, 5.6)

Assault

I oo 000
Sexual Assault B 750 19
Robbery

District Total Without Vandalism
227.2 (191.7, 262.7)
District Total

300.4 (261.6, 339.2)
B :5009

Figure 19" i in victimizati
g 19' Crime rate in victimizations per 1,000 persons (rural, urban and total) by crime ty
pe.
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DISTRICT 1

Victimization Rates

District I contains 14 percent of the state population and
accounts for 12 percent of the state crime. Referring to Figures
17 and 19, the crime rate in District I (300/1,000) was much lower
than the state rate of 391/1,000. Discounting vandalism the rates
were very close, 227/1,000 as opposed to 245/1,000 statewide (see
Tigure 2). That indicates, as displayed in Figure 20, that occu-
rrences of vandalism in District I were decidedly less than in all
other districts. Not unexpectedly urban crime (364/1,000) was higher
than rural crime (247/1,000). This tendency was demonstrated through-
out the state though it was usually more pronounced than in District
I. Urban rate of sexual assault (16/1,000), theft (112/1,000) and
purglary (83/1,000) were all higher than their respective statewide
rates. For rural areas rates of theft (117/1,000) and assault (51/1,000)
were higher than their respective rates in all urban strata or state-
wi&e. This seemingly exfreme tendency was also exhibited in District
VI. Discounting urban-rural differences, total motor vehicle theft

(2/1,000) occurs at a much lower rate than the 9/1,000 specified for

the state.

Report Rates
Figure 20 presents the rate at which crimes in District I
were reported to law enforcement officials. The average across all
crimes was 46%7 As a comparison other district report rates varied

from 44% for District VI to 53% for District V. For specified crime

42



T A o s

B I

o~
S
2

types, District I exhibited the highest burglary reporting rate DOLLAR COST OF CRIME IN DISTRICT |

(71%) for any District. This compares with a state burglary

O
' O
report rate of 61 percent. The 20% report rate for assaults in RURAL |
Vandalism _ $91,151
Thet I o7

¢ O Burglary M s

icle Thef $2,376
REPORT RATES —-- Motor Vehicle Theft l

% of each crime reported Assault: I $9,741 Rural Total $274,104
DISTRICT | C 0 Sexual Assault |
Vandalism _ Robbery I
Theft | URBAN
uralary 1% O \ £} Vandalism $172,940

Motor Vehicle Theft l*

Theft | EEECIRPE
Assaul N

Burglary _ $47,486

Total District
Report Rate 46%

el Assaul l* ¢ | ‘ Motor Vehicle Theft | 0
ropbery ,* © Assault Bl 52000 Urban Total $346,620
Sexual Assault . $23,766
* = Less than five victims O é Robbery I $6,208
TOTAL

Figure 20 Report rates for each crime type for District 1.

Vandalism 5 T
Burglary _ $110,981

Motor Vehicle Theft | $2.376

Assault - $29,836
District I was the lowest‘ of all districts, although the state Gl O Sexual Assault . $23,766
reporting rate was only 27 percent. Districts VI and IV were a ' ’ : Robbery - l $6,208
close second and third, neither having an assault report rate above
. . : ) , ol - , Estimated cost of crime
25 percent. The reporting rate for theft (51%) was just slightly iD Rural + Urban = Total = $620,724
above the state rate of 48 percent. e ;
Figure 21. Total dollar cost of crime in rural, urban and total populations.
; = ol 44
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O
Dollar Cost of Crime

Figure 18 and 21 display the estimated total dollar cost | O
figures for each crime type in District I. The cost is a combination
of factors illustrated in Figure 5. District I costs ($620,767)
accounted for about 6.5 percent of the total, the smallest share of ¢
the states total cost of crime. The urban costs were higher than
the rural cost, primarily due to unusﬁally low incidences of vandal-
ism in the rural areas. In general, the higher the crime rate the O

higher the projected dollar cost. Thus, the higher urban cost of
vandalism and theft reflect the more frequent occurrences of those
crimes. Cost of assault was split between time lost and injury. For ¢
sexual assault, however the total cost in District I was a result of
physical or psychological injury. A similar situation exists in
‘District III and VI where services for injuries accounted for about (.

75% of the total cost of sexual assault.
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DISTRICT II

Victimization rates

District II encompasses 23 percent of the state population

and produced 22 percent of the crimes queried. Crime rates for

Distriet II (Figures 17 and 22) came close to equaling statewide
rates. The District total rate was 386/1,000 as compared to the
state figure of 391/1,000. Ignoring vandalism, the rates were
comparable, 246/1,000 for the district and 245/1,000 statewide. The
urban areas of District II, including Sioux Falls, accounted for the
major population of the district and thus exhibited crime rates close

to the district average. However, to exaggerate the relative magni-

tude of urban crime, the rural areas of District II demonstfated the
lowest crime rates, 189/1,000 with, and 96/1,000 without vandalism,
respectively. For the overall District, the rural rates for robbery,
motor vehicle theft and assault were all zero, however, the urban
crime rate was much above the state rate.

Although the overall District II crime rate was higher than

most other District rates, the urban rates compared favorably with

the statewide urban rates. In fact, the urban rates for District

I1 were smaller than the urban rates in District III and District
VI. In general, other Districts experience a problem with urban
crime (see Table 2) but the large proportion of rural populations

dominate the overall District rate. Considering the relative popu-

lation density of urban District II the rates are lower than expected.

The one exception was the incidence of urban sexual assault (18/1{000) C
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RURAL
Vandalism
Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft ]0( L)

Assault
Sexual Assault

Robbery

URBAN
Vandalism
Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft . 12.2 (2.5, 21.9)

Assault
Sexual Assault

Robbery

TOTAL
Vandalism
Theft
Burglary
Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault
Sexual Assault

Robbery

DISTRICT 1l

Victimizations Per 1000 Persons (lower and upper limit of the 95% confidence interval)

I 0

. 10.7 (0, 22.8) Rural Total Without Vandalism

96.1 {61.5, 130.7)
Rural Total
188.6 (142.6, 234.6)

B 64 618)

| ot )
for. )

——____ IRCTREpp

Urban Total Without Vandalism
322.7 (281.2, 364.1)

Urban Total
491.1 {447.2, 535.4)

B 365 300
B o010

—— . BT R

— 50.6 (35.1, 66.1)

W re0s14

IR c:: o505
W s

B 520103

District Total Without Vandalism
245.5 (215,2, 275.8)

District Total
386.3 (352, 420.8)

Figure 22.  District Il Victimizations per 1,000 persons.
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in District II as compared to 16/1,000 for statewide urban and

©10/1,000 for the state overall.

REPORT RATES ——
% of each crime reported

DISTRICT 1l
Vandalism
Theft
Burglary 68%
Motor Vehicle Theft 67%

Assault 30%

Sexual Assault 20%

l*

* = | ess than five victims

Robbery

Figure 23.

Report rates for each crime type for District II.

Total District
Report Rate 47%

Figure 23 shows the report rate for crime in District II.

The overall report rate of 47% egqualed the statewide reporting rate.

The report rate for burglary was slightly above the state rate

otherwise District II report rates exhibited about the same trend

as the statewide report rates.
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RURAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

URBAN

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Raobbery

TOTAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

DOLLAR COST OF CRIME IM DISTRICT 1l

R ;0050000
B 7595400

| 480000
| o

| $3.385.00 Rural Total $186,650.00
| o

| o

EEEE R s-cc.s31.00
__ $712,399.00
I 5:o7.517.00

B s¢4962.00

J sss59300
| o

Urban Total $1,761,746.00

. $11,144,00

I R sccc.345.00
N AT ¢co.:55.00
I :02.617.00
Bl s+.952.00

Bl s11.978.00

0

B s11.14400

Estimated costs of crime
Rural - Urban Total = $1, 948 396. 00

Figure 24. District |l Dollar of Cost of Crime
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Cost of Crime

, From Figures 18 and 24 the cost of crime in District II was
approximately 20 percent of the total statewide cost of crime. ,

That was an expected portion since‘the‘population’proportion,is

nearly 20 percent of the state. Most of that 20 percent was con-

tributed by the urban population, i.e., the Sioux Falls area.

However, a reflection of difference in crime rates, neither urban

or rural cost in District II are quite as high as in District VI.

Pfoperty crime cost in District II was dominated by urban cost

again because of the relatively large urban population. Those costs

follow the general pattern illustrated in Figure 5.

In DisfrictsyII ds well as I and V combined urban-rural cost

of personal crime Waé a result of an even balance between injury
and work-time lost. Cost of assault in urban District II was un-
usually low for the population size and density, and was mainly for
work-time lost. Either simple assaults were very minor, or victims
Total rural assault. cost

were reluctant to seek medical services.
was higher than urban cost, but the bulk of it was cost due to
injury. Similarly in Districts III and IV and VI, cost waé mainly
dué to wofk—time‘lést, no cost for injury was claimed.. District

IT was the‘bnly_area that claimed no costs for sexual assaults.

This may iﬁ baff reflect'an'inadequacy of the sample size to extract
enough information and an unwillingness on the part of the victim

to provide such information. Also, no costs for injuries were

claimed by robbery victims. - District II and VI show a similarity

_in that cost for time lost from work were higher in the urban areas.

For all other districts dollar loss due to work—timeylost was much

higher in the rural areas.
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DISTRICT III

Victimization Rates

District III with 15 percent of the state's population had
17 percent of the total crimes queried. From Figures 17 and 25
the 427/1,00 crime rate including vandalism in Dist?ict ITI is
somewhat higher than the 391/1,000 crime rate statewide. Upon
further examination, District III carried the highest vandalism
rate for both rural and urban areas. The rates were such that the
total crime rates (urban and rural) ignoring vandalism were lower
than the respective crime rates for all other districts. The urban
areas which accounted for only a small portion of the population
exhibited a crime rate of 321/1,000 without vandalism which was
higher than all urban areas except that in District VI. Again, rural
crime (338/1,000) was lower than urban crime (638/1,000) and the
rural rate without vandalism (162/1,000) ,was just shy of the state
rural rate of 187 per 1,000 individuals. |

For specific crimes District III exhibits patterns similar to
the state overall. Rural burglary (56) was higher than the statewide
rural (45), whereas rural theft (48) was below the state rural rate
(80). Robbery, sexual assault and assault tended to be less than
the state rate for each respective population area. The incidence

of urban theft (139) was the highest theft rate throughout the state.
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DISTRICT 11

Victimizations Per 1000 Persons (lower and ugper limit of the 95% confidence interval)

RURAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft

Assault
Sexual Assault

Robbery

URBAN

Vandalism-

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

TOTAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

P (75 (1367, 214.3)
48.0 (26.4, 69.6)
B o 20,702

B 00 170

R - 242 66.0)

B 530123

Raural Total Without Vandalism
163.4 (125.2, 199,6)

| ot , ) Rural Total

338.9 (290.2, 385.6)

_’:_(___]307.2 236.8, 377.0)
I :o: s, 102
[ TRERE

IR 215 729

R s: 37 1103

I o, Urban Total Without Vandalism

320.4 (249.3, 391.5)
Bl 2.0 0, 2856) Urban Total

627.6 (553.8, 701.4)

———————— e BT
IR 5o o5, 003

I - 07, 729)
B 52071, 207

— 55.2 (36.0, 74.4) '

I 370388 District Total Without Vandalism
210.6 (176.3, 244.9)
l 3.7 (0, 8.8) District Total

426.5 (380.9, 472.1)

Figure 25. District |1l Victimzation per 1,000 persons<
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REPORT RATES ——
% of each crime reported

DISTRICT 1li
Vandalism
Theft
Burglary 83%

Motor Vehicle Theft

'

Assault Total District

* Report Rate 50%

Sexual Assault

*

Robbery

* = | ess than five victims

Figure 26. Report rates for each crime type for District 111
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District III report rates displayed in Figure 26 exhibit

i icts er, the
reporting rates were the highest of all districts. Howev
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District III was similar to District IV and v in that rural costs
were greater than urban costs. The Primary contributor to the
difference was total vandalism cost,

III had the highest rural and urbanp vandalism rates.

to the high rural cost for work-time lost,

more than twice that recorded for urban areas, Costs of rural

burglary, theft and assault were also higher thanp their respective

urban costs.
Assault costs were Strictly a result of work-~time lost as no

medical or Psychological Services costs werevincurred. Sexual

assault costs, however, were highest for District III and a11 2

result of rural incidents. And, approximately two-thirds of the
Sexual assault COsts were g result of medical or Psychologicail
Services; which reflects not only a higher incidence rate,

increased Severity,

EOR— - e e s ey i ot |

Though urban

nearly 20 bercent.

As mentioned earlier District

rural vandalism cost was
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RURAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

URBAN

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

TOTAL

Vandalism
Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft

Assault
Sexual Assault

Robbery

DOLLAR COST OF CRIME _IN DISTRICT I

o ( JEEUES

B oo

$135,832

$5,066. Rural Total $1,238,360

Bl oo

0

$183,134
$166,319

$45,642

$89,829
Urban Total = $488,688

$257,306
$181,474

$150,910 |

$9,730

$40,271

Estimated costs of crime
Rural - Urban Total = $1,727,058

Figure 27.  District 111 Dollar Cost of Crime.
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DISTRICT IV

Victimization Rates

District IV contained 17 percent of the state's population,
but produced only 14 percent of the crimes. Crime rates for District
IV (Figures 17 and 28) of 313/1,000 with vandalism and 188/1,000
without vandalism were decidedly lower than the statewide rates of
391/1,000 and 245/1,000 respectively. The total crime rates for
rural and urban areas in District IV were 10% to 20% less than their
respective statewide rates. |

Rural vandalism, (87/1,000), theft (56/1,000) and particularly
assault (17/1,000) were proportionately much lower than the statewide
rural values. However, rural burglary (56/1,000) was higher than
the statewide incidence of (45/1,000)f

Urban crime }ates in District IV for each crime type with the
exception of robbery were jiess than the respeccive statewide figufe.
In fact, incidence of urban burglary was nearly half that for state-
wide urban. The state urban trend was paralleled in the urban rates

for District IV in that all victimization rates except robbery were

lower.
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DISTRICT IV
RURAL Victimizations Per 1000 Persons (lower and upper limit of the 95% confidence internal;
Vandalism I coc 575, 115.7)
Theft — 56.2 (32.4, 80.0)
Burglary B 550 321, 707) J

Motor Vehicle Theft JJ] 5.6 (0, 13.3)

Assault
Sexual Assauit

Robbery

URBAN
Vandalism
Theft
Burglary
Motor Vehicle Theft
Assauit
Sexual Assault

Robbery

TOTAL
VYandalism
Theft
Burglary
Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault
Séxuz;il Assault

Robbery

- 16.8 (3.5, 30.1)

fo(, )

fl 28008

Rural Total Without Vandalism

137.3(101.7, 172.9)
Rural Total
223.9 (180.9, 266.9)

_ 177.6 {130.9, 224.3)

— 42.6 (17.9, 67.3)

B 770,184

. 7.7 (0, 18.4)

B 23205 216

Urban Total Without Vandalism

259.1 (205.6, 312.6)
Urban Total
436.7 (376.1, 497.3)

50.3 (33, 67.6)

B 550, 1238

87.3 (22.3, 52.3)

R 32077

B 1330 196)

District Total Without Vandaiism

188.3 {157.4, 219.2)

District Total

313.1{276.5, 349.7)

Figure 28. District IV Victimizations per 1,000 persons,
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REPORT RATES —
% of each crime reported

DISTRICT IV

vecaien [ ..
e .
Burgary L

Motor Vehicle Theft | *

N - el Disrit

* Report Rate 45%

Assault

Sexual Assault

*

———

Robbery

* = Less than five victims

Figure 28. Report rates for each crime type for District | V.

Report rates illustrated in Figure 29 indicated that
the rate for crimes where sufficient data was collected was
similar to the statewide reporting rates. In fact, the District

IV report rate of 45 percent was not much different than the
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RURAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

URBAN

Vandalism

Theft

Burgtary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

TOTAL

Vandalism

Theft

Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault

Sexual Assault

Robbery

DOLLAR COST OF CRIME IN DISTRICT IV

P s

$393,197

$214,760

B

| 0 Rural Total $833,435
| 0

] 0

L Wkl

B ;o5

N 21023

[ 0

[ #1175 Urban Total $551,687
| $885

I scco0

T

R C $530,422
I :os2.o07
L Y
I ;s

| #1175
| sess

EREEE  s:c s

Estimated costs of crime
Rural - Urban Total = $1,385,123

Figure 30.  District IV Dollar Cost of Crime
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47 percent statewide report rate.

Cost of Crimes

The $1,385,123 estimated cost of crime in District IV represented
about a 14 percent share of the total state cost. Rural cost was
higher overall, again attributed partially'to higher cost for
individual incidents of rural vandalism. Also, burglary costs were
higher for rural victims, in fact, burglary costs were higher than
cost of theft, a situation otherwise_appearing only in urban District
VI. Burglary was the only crime to produce costs for medical or
psychological services in District IV, though they accounted for less
than one twentieth of the total cost of urban burglary. No costs
were recorded for medical or psychological services in assault or

sexual assault; all costs were attributed to work-time lost.
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DISTRICT V

B DISTRICT V
Victimization Rates

District V with an 11 percent share of the state population RURAL VhﬁmhﬂkmstﬂOOOPmumsUowmandummrﬁmﬁofﬂmQS%cm#wmmehﬂmvd)

=
o
]
produced an equal share of the crime. Crime rates for District V L Vandalism _ 151.6 (107.1, 196.1)
(Figure 17 and 31) exhibit some interesting deviations from the A Theft _ 101.1 (65.7, 136.5) :

The district totals (384/1,000) with and (210) o Burglary I -:: 2.7, 09)
e Motor Vehicle Theft ] 10.8 (0, 22.9)

S
G o
5 Assault N s
1

statewide figures.

without vandalism were nearly the same as the respective rates

statewide. However, the urban crime in District V primarily i
. . . . . : Sexual Assault Rural Total Without Vandalism
represented by the city of Pierre was highest in the state overall; LY ¢ fo(,) 227.3 (178.1, 276.5)
. : Rural Total
Robbery I 3610 100 379.0 (322.1, 435.9)

but that area had the lowest urban crime rate in the state discounting

vandalism. In fact, there were no occurrences of residential robbery, URBAN

burglary, motor vehicle theft or sexual assault. The rate of urban ; ? .
= Vandalism e eRmoR|
assault (28/1,000) was less than half that for the state urban ' 5 Thef ‘
oft Y 3. (725 2020

-
) i i
(62/1,000) and nearly half the statewide incidence of assault -
-§ Burglary l o( , )
(54/1,000). y Motor Vehicle Theft | o , )
In contrast, the rural areas demonstrated a victimization <y
¢ . Assault B 25055
pattern more serious than that statewide. The rates of 379 with i ) : .
. : b Sexual Assault ‘ o(, ) Urb%nsjl;o(tgml\slltgso;tll;/andahsm
and 227 without vandalism were higher than all planning districts }{ Robber Urban Total
b Y f oC.) 320.8 (396.6, 472.4)
except District VI. The rural crime rate for burglary, motor vehicle c v | :
G N

', . TOTAL

theft, theft, assault and vandalism in District V were each higher . i ‘
. i Vandali

than their respective rates for the state rural areas. . andalism — 174.0 (136.1, 211.9) :

: g Theft. I - 200, 142

() H
1 Burglar
Report Rates - glary I 00196 584
| Motor Vehicle Thef
. . . . . 5 t 7.7 (0, 16.4
Though not high, the 53 percent report rate indicated in & e the I' ( )
Figure 32 for District V was the highest of all districts in the - C : 49.1 (27.5,70.7)
i . £ , District Total Without Vandalism
state. <y Sexual Assault lo(,) o fqg.s_xr (16|9.2, 250.4) 5
2 Istrict Tota i
Robbery i *60s83 383.8 (335.3, 432.3) s
o k. Figure 31. District V Victimization per 1,000 persons : D,
65 _ , TS 5 A
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REPORT RATES ——
% of each crime reported
O
DISTRICT V A
Vandalism I -
Thet 5% .
Burglary I -
Motor Vehicle Theft | *
Assal IS .
Total District ¥
Sexual Assault I* , Report Rate 53%
Robbery I*
¢
* = Less than five victims
Figure 32. Report rates for each crime type in District V.
{
(i
Report rates for vandalism, theft, and assault were all above the o
state average. The assault report rate of 43 percent and theft
rate at 55 percent were the highest in the state, whereas the
burglary report rate of 46 percent was the lowest report rate. o
Cost of Crime
Cost of crime in District V (Figure 18 and 33) accounted for o
approximately 15 percent of the total state cost. District V has
o
67
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j

RURAL
Vandalism
Theft
Burglary
Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault
Sexual Assault

Robbery

- URBAN
Vandalism
Theft
Burglary
Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault
Sexual Assault

Robbery

TOTAL
Vandalism
Theft
Burglary
Motor Vehicle Theft
Assault
Sexual Assault

Robbery

T A A PO R

DOLLAR COST OF CRIME IN DISTRICT Vv

T G s845,259

| $308,361
$61,338,
. $24,417
. $29,666
Rural Total = $1,274,162

[ o
I $5,140
B ..
- $49,220

, 0
| o
l $3,954 Urban Total = $182,361
| o
| o

- $974,426
, $357,581
- $61,338
. $24,417
- $33,620
|

0
. $5,140

Estimated costs of crime
Rural - Urban Total = $1,456,523

Figure 33. District V Cost of Crime.
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12 percent of the population and 11 percent of the crime. .Owing to
the non-recording of either robbery, burglary, motor vehicle theft

or sexual assault in the urban sector, rural cost accounted for

over 90 percent of the total district cost. Most‘of that cost was

contributed by occurrences of vandalism whose total cost was higher

than for all other districts except District III. Cost of rural

theft and assault were also high, in fact, the highest in any

sector of the state except theft in rural District VI. Costs

for vandalism and theft were primarily due to property loss or

damage. For rural assault, however, cost of medical and psychological

services accounted for nearly half the overall cost. Cost of rural

robbery was the highest of all rural sectors, however, rural

District VI was a close second.
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DISTRICT VI

Victimization Rates
District VI which includes the Pennington County/Rapid City

area had 20 percent of the state's population and produced 24

percent of the states crime. From Figures 17 and 34 District II

crime rates of 533/1,000 with and 373/1,000 without vandalism were
dramatically higher than their respective state rates of 391/1,000

and 245/1,000 respectively. All vietimization rates except for

vandalism were higher than respective rates for all other districts.

In fact, nearly 50 percent of all robberies occurred in District VI.

There was no contrast overall between urban and rural areas, they

both exhibited high rates. Rural robbery (32/1,000), and sexual

assault (37/1,000) rates were six to seven times that for the

statewide rural population, and at least three times the statewide

rate. Urban crime demonstrates some moderation as assault, theft
and vandalism were somewhat short of the overall urban average,

rates of robbery and sexual assault were still inordinately high.

Report Rates

Figure 35 shows District VI to have the lowest rate of reporting

crime victimizations to officials. In fact,

was lower than the state reporting rate for each crime except robbery.

The most dramatic reporting difference occured for motor vehicle

theft where 38 percent reported district wide and 71 percent reported

statewide. A population breakdown shows a 37 percent report rate
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DISTRICT VI

RURAL Victimization Per 1000 Persons (lower and upper limit of the 95% confidence interval)

Vandalism Y 2:.7 (7.7, 170.7)

Theft N <51 (10: 2065
Burglary DR - oo oo

Motnr Vehicle Theft i 5.4 (0, 15.9)

Assault I o' 502, 1326)

Sexual Assault 37.4 (10.3, 64.5) Rural Total Without Vandalism
385.6 (316.0, 455.2)

Robbery _ 32.1 (6.9, 57.3) Rural Total

509.3 (434.8, 455.2)

URBAN

o
IS ;<o 012

Burglary G (7.2 (1048, 160.6)

Motor Vehicle Theft - 16.2 (4.3, 28.1)

Assault 55.8 (34.2, 77.4)

Sexual Assault _ 27.8 (12.3, 43.3)
Urban Total Without Vandalism
s 366.8 (321.4, 412.2
Robbery 23.1(9.0, 37.2) . Urban Toia, !

- 543.5 (496.6, 590.4)

TOTAL

Vandalism

N (<07 (1317, 199.7)
Theft

R o (o5, 147.0)

116.1 (89.9, 140.3)

Motor Vehicle Theft JJl] 12.0 (4.0, 21.8)

A
ssault 66.6 (46.9, 86.3)
Sexual Assault '
u _ 30.7 (17.1, 44.3) District Total Without Vandalism
372.5 (334.5, 410.5
Robbery B 55133 383 District Total )

533.2 (494, 572.4)

Figure 34. District Vi Victimizations per 1,000 individuals.
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for rural crime and a 48 percent rate for urban crime. DOLLAR COST OF CRIME IN DISTRICT Vi

RURAL

o AN A e T

Vandalism $342,089

Theft

REPORT RATES — Burdl
% of each crime reported v glary

Motor Vehicle Theft l $7,052

VI
DISTRICT Assault I $596 Rural Total = $608,553

Vandalism

Sexual Assault | $2,520

Theft, Robbery I $4,821

Burglary 62%

Motor Vehicle Theft URBAN

Tatal District

Report Rate 44% - Vandalism

Assault

Sexual Assault $311,843

G <o

3
P Theft
{

Robbery Burglary

Motor Vehicle Theft

Assault Urban Total = $1,817,640

* = ive victims -
Less than five vi s Sexual Assault

& Rokbery $87,677

Figure 35. Report rates for each crime type for District VI.
TOTAL

% .
1,041,745
- A $780,433

Vandalism

Theft

-~
e,

‘_J‘:‘)J:‘" B

Burglary

R

Assault

-
€1

Cost of Crimes

Sexual Assault

Robbery so2,408

f the total dollar cost of crime. Total I
accounted for 23 percent O e . Estimated costs of crime
. I Rural - Urban Total = $2,426,293

B s T avan i

M i

A higher number of crimes is usually accompanied by higher

total crime costs. This is demonstrated in District VI which

i Figure 36. District VI Dollar Cost of Crime.

5%,
.
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rural crime cost of $608,000 was less than rural District III,

IV, and V. But, total urban cost was higher than all other
districts. Cost of personal crimes of assault and sexual aséault
were not the highest in the state, but over 90 percent of the cost
of urban sexual assault was for medical and psychological services.
This is in contrast to other districts where most of the cost
accrued work-time loss. No cost was reported for urban assault

even though its victimization rate was near the statewide rate.

Similarily, rural cost of assault of $596.00 was neither representa-

tive of the 9 percent victimization rate or comparable to other

district cost.

75

o

Cr,

R

)

(3

s a s

VICTIM AND NON-VICTIM CHARACTERISTICS

Respondents were asked to provide information pertaining to
sex, age, income, educational level and:living situation. Their
characteristic split by victims and non-victims are present in
Figures 37 and 43. Many figures include a note above the figure
céption to the effect that a statistical association exists between
groups and a given variable. This simply means that as groups
change, that is from non-viectim to victim there is an associated
change in thg variable‘of interest. For example, in Figure 38 as
we change from non-victim to victim groups, the age decreases.

Examination of the fiéures show there were very few differences
between overall victim and non-victim based on the characteristics
illustrated and, though many of the differences do appear small,
because of the large sample size many differences were statistically
large. Figure 37 shows that statistically there was a tendéncy for
more males than females to be victimized. Statewide viectims also
appeared to be younger (average age 37) than non-victims (average égé
42). In general, as age increased there was a decreasing likelihood
of being victimized. That should not dissuade interest in special
victim programs for the elderly as physical, psychological and monetary.
recovery from crimes presents special problems.

| The distribution of respondents across income and education
categories were nearly the same for all victims as non-victims.
However, vietims did evince statistically a somewhat lower income

and educationl level.
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The distributions of victims and non-victims across types of o
residence (Figure 41) were similar except a higher pro ortion of -
‘ ( g P | O SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
vietims lived in farm houses. That may be a result of the inordinately § ¢ Refer to Appendix D for explanation of statistical terminology.
high rates of rural vandalism in some districts. .
According to Figure 42, five percent more victims than non-
. ¢
victims live within town boundries. Though there exists an equal
split between urban and rural respondents, approximately 70% of all °
respondents lived within town boundries. Not only was it common for B ,MAUE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
~ O NON-VICTIMS n=2800 \
. . . S C =
urban crime rate to be higher than the rural rate, but there was a 4 _H'ﬂMSn(ns
great tendency for rural crime to occur within town boundries. ‘_(‘::‘ OTE: A statistically significant association exists between victim-non-victim groups and sex type.
FIGURE 37. PERCENT OF MALES AND FEMALES
Non-victims statistically appear to be a less transient group i
¢
than victims. TFigure 43 shows that 45% of the non-victims have lived ' B
at their present address for over ten years whereas 39 percent of
the victims indicate a similar living situation. That difference I o
. : o
' . . . . . - b 17% _20% 18% 20% _ 23%
shows up as an increase for victims having lived at their present , 0y 15% 16%  14% 159 _19%
dd 1 than t : ' o = ‘ I | 1% 6%
address less an two years. ‘ i Ny -
5 ; 17-24  25-34 35-44 4554 55-64 gt‘:laen: 17-24 25-34 35.44 45-54 55-64 65 and
Further subsections explicate characteristics which distinguished o NON-VICTIMS n=2800 OVER
¢ '3:,2 VICTIMS n=675
victims of specific crime types. ; [ MOTE: A statistically significant association exists between victim-non-victim groups and income,
FIGURE 38. PERCENT INDIVIDUALS IN EACH AGE CATEGORY
,;
O ¢
A
g 25% _26%
O S 19% 0
G gy 1% c 9% 1o _19% 25% 49
l I, > - 8%
- (]
$3K 3K ‘6k 10K 15K 20K OVER | 2%
Lgss 6K 10K 15K 20K 50K BOK $3K - o PP ::Lc;'
or
~ . NCN-VICTIMS n=2800 Less O 70K ISk 20K sok sok
O . VICTIMS n=675
HGURE39.PERCENTOFINDHHDUALSHVEACHINCOMECATEGORY
77 , ’ ol
. 78
N

A PR ey



35% 37%
25% - 1%
! — 109 10%
7% 7% 7% 12% 7% 10% 6% p10%_ o
1-8 811 12YR. VO- 1-3 CcoOLL. PROF, 1-8 811 12YR., VO- 1=3 COLL. PROF.

or GED TECH COLL DEGREE DEGREE

NON-VICTIMS n=2800

or GED TECH COLL DEGREE DEGREE
VICTIMS n=675

FIGURE 40. PERCENT OF INDIVIDUALS IN EACH CATEGORY AS THEIR HIGHEST LEVEL
OF EDUCATION COMPLETED

55% 54%
26%
20% .
0,
g 8% 7% 6%
6% 1% m ] 4% 3% 7
HOUSE APT. RURAL FARM APT. OTHER HOUSE APT. RURAL FARM APT, OTHER
IN 1-6 ) NON- HOUSE MORE iN 1-6 NON- HOUSE MORE
TOWN UNITS FARM V THAN TOWN UNITS FARM THAN
HOUSE 6 UNITS HOUSE 6 UNITS

NON-VICTIMS n=2800

VICTIMS n=675

FIGURE 41. PERCENT OF RESPONDENT IN EACH CATEGORY OF TYPE OF HOME
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SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

72%

67%

33% 8%

YES NO YES NO

NON-VICTIMS n=2800 VICTIMS n=675

NOTE: A statistically significant association exists between victim-non-victim groups and whether home was inside or
outside town boundries,
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FIGURE 42. (YES) PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS LIVING WITHIN TOWN BOUNDRIES
(NO) PERCENT LIVING OUTSIDE TOWN BOUNDRIES
45%
39%

15% 18% 159 20% 17% 159

8% 9% ‘
1o0r 1-2 2.5 510  OVER Tor 1-2 2-5. 510  OVER
LESS 10 LESS 10

NON-VICTIMS VICTIMS

NOTE; A statistically significant association exists between victim - non-victim groups and years at present address.

FIGURE 43. YEARS AT PRESENT ADDRESS
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Vandalism
Victims of vandalism exhibited only two slight differences
in characteristics when compared to the non-victim sample. The
average victim age of 39 was statistically less than the non-victim
figure 44 shows that victims were more transient.

]

That is, victims lived at their present address less time than those

average of 42

in the non-victim sample. All other characteristics as reviewed in

the previous section were shared in common with both vandalism

victims and non-victims.

Theft

Four characteristics‘measured distinguished theft wvictims
from non-victims. Like vandalism victims, theft victims averaged
(38) was slightly less than the non-victim sample; Figure 45 shows
that victims had a tendency to come from somewhat large households.
Theft vietims had a 6.5% higher rroportion in households with four
or more individuals; 7.5% more victims living in a household of two
or less. According to Figure 46, victims were also somewhat more
likeiy,to live within town boundries. Overéll 67% of the states
residence sample lived within town boundries, ﬁher@, 74% of the
theft occurred. As with vandalism, transience of the household had
an affect. According to Figure 47, 6% less theft Vicfims lived in
their present address over ten years, and 9% lived at their present

address less than two years.
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45%
41%
15% 18% 159 17% 0
8% 129% 16% 16%
YEARS 1or 1to 2to 5 to OVER YEARS 1or 1to 2 to 5 to OVER

LESS 2 5 10 10 LESS 2 5 10 10

NON-VICTIMS n=2800 VANDALISM VICTIMS n=316

NOTE: A statistically significant association exjsts between victim-non-victim groups and years at present address,

FIGURE 44. PERCENT OF VICTIMS OR NON-VICTIMS BY YEARS AT PRESENT ADDRESS.

0,
o 47.5%
30%
. 2% %
10% ‘
6.5%
LIVE TWO THREE FOUR
ALONE . OR :ILVOENE Two THREE F(ODLFJ?R
FIVE FIVE

/]

NON-VICTIMS n=2800 THEFT \/iCTIMS n=234

NOTE: A statistically significant associttion exists between victim-non-victim 4toups and size of housshold

FIGURE 45. PERCENT OF VICTIMS OR NON-VICTIMS BY SIZE OF HOUSEHOLD.
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74%
67%
33%
26%
IN- OUT- IN- ouT-
SIDE SIDE : SIDE SIDE

NON-VICTIMS n=2800 THEFT VICTIMS n=234

NOTE: A statistically significant association exists between victim and non-victim groups and whether residence is inside or outside
tzwn boundries.

FIGURE 46. PERCENT OF VICTIMS OR NON-VICTIMS LIVING INSIDE OR OUTSIDE
TOWN BOUNDRIES

45%
39%
22%
15% 18% _ 15% 15% 5%
8% : 9%
YEARS 1or 1to 2to 6 to OVER YEARS 1or "1 to 2 to 5 to OVER
LESS 2 5 10 10 LESS 2 S 10 10

NON-VICTIMS n=2800 THEFT VICTIMS n=234

it

NOTE: A statistically significant association exists between victinis and non-victims and years at present address,

FIGURE 47. PERCENT OF VICTIMS OR NON-VICTIM BY YEARS AT PRESENT ADDRESS
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Burglary

Burglary victims exhibited a difference from non-victims on
only one of the characteristics measured. As illustrated in Figure
48, burglary victims differed in the length of time they have lived
at their present address. However, the difference was oppbosite that
obtained for vandalism and theft victims. Burglary victims sﬁow a
somewhat higher proportion of individuals living at their present
address over 10 years.

Unlike most other viectim groups, burglary victims averaged the

same age as non-victims.

0,
45% 80%
15% 8% 15% 15% 15% 1o
8% 8% -
YEARS 1or 1to 2to 5 to OVER YEARS 1 or 1to 2to 5 to OVER

LESS 2 5 10 10 LESS 2 5 10 10
YEARS AT PRESENT ADDRESS
NON-VICTIMS n=2800 BURGLARY VICTIMS n=143

NOTE: A significant association exists between victim/non-victim group and years living at present address.

FIGURE 48. PERCENT OF VICTIMS OR NON-VICTIMS BY YEARS AT PRESENT ADDRESS.
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Motor Vehicle Theft

The major differentiating characteristic of motor vehicle theft
victims was an unusually high 62 percent male victims. This figure
probably reflects the high percentage of vehicles registered to males.
Also, vehicle theft was more likely to occur to individuals in the
$6,000 to $15,000 income range. In fact, 68% of the non-victim
sample appeared in that range whereas_82% of the vehicle theft victims
fell in that range. Illustration of victim characteristics are not
presented for motor vehicle theft victims due to the absence of

reliable data.

Assault

Assault victims differed from the non-victim sample on a number
of respondent characteristics measured.  Though not illustrated, the
average age of assault victims was 27, and 80% of the victims were
males. The yearly income exhibited in Figure 49 shows that 11% more
assault victims than non-victims had less than $10,000 income during
1976. However, Figure 50 shows that assault victims have attained
a higher level of education than the non-victims sample. This apparent
dichotomy can be at legst partially resolved within the survey data.\
First, the lower age of victims accounts for a portion of the lower
income. Second, the fact that nearly 20% of assault victims were
students explaips the lower income and higher educatioﬁ. And finally,
there exists a consistent trend for youth to atfain a higher educational
level than their forerunners. Thus, for the characteristics measured
in our survey the results appear to be a consequence of assault victims
being in a younger age group. Figure 51 shows that similar to most

other victim groups, assault victims were more transient than respondents

in the non-victim group.
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25% 26% o 24%
% o 9% T2
, 14% 16%
8% 11% Y
b %
—] 2 4% o
1 — : — 0%
$3K 3K 6K 10K 15K 20K OVER $3K 3K 6K 10K 15K 20K OVER
or 6 10K 15K . 20K ‘50K 50K or 6K 10K 15K 20K 50K 50K
LESS LESS
YEARLY INCOME
NON-VICTIMS n=2800 ASSAULT VICTIMS n=93

NOTE: A statistically significant association exists between victims/non-victim group and level of income,

FIGURE 49. PERCENT OF VICT!IMS AND NON-VICTIMS IN SEVEN INCOME CATEGORIES.

43%

0,
35% 32%
25% | |
12% 1%
7% 1% 7% 7% 3 7% 3%
1-8 211 12o0r VO- 1-3 COLL PROF. 1-8 8-11 12o0r VO- 1-3 COLL PROF.
GED TECH COLL GRAD DEGREE GED TECH COLL GRAD DEGREE

LEVEL OF EDUCATION

NON-VICTIMS n=2800 ASSAULT VICTIMS n=93

NOTE: A statistically significant association exits between victim/non-victim groups and level of education.

FIGURE 50. PERCENT OF VICTIMS AND NON-VICTIMS IN EACH OF SEVEN EDUCATION
CATEGGRIES.
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15. 18% 20%
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8% - 12%
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LESS 2 5 10 10 LLESS 2 5] 10 10
YEARS AT PRESENT ADDRESS
NON-VICTIMS n=2800 ASSAULT VICTIMS n=93 (f."
NOTE: A statistically significant association exists between victim/non-victim groups and years living at present address,
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FIGURE 51. PERCENT OF VICTIMS AND NON-VICTIMS BY YEARS LIVING AT PRESENT
ADDRESS. s
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Sexual Assault
Sexual assault victims evince many of the characteristics of
assault victims except for the fact that all the victims in this
the average

durvey wetre female. Sexual assault victims were young;

age was 23 the youngest of all crime victims. The same income and
educational trends as illustrated for assault victims appears for

sexual assault victims.
A
The relatively rare occurrence and the resultant lack of data

prohibits presentation of a reliable breakdown of the victim data.

‘In general, sexual assault victims were more likely from urban areas,

younger, attained a higher educational level and were more transient

than non-victims.

Robbery

Robbery, although primarily an urban crime appeared to victimize

the average South Dakota citizen. Victims were only slightly younger,

having an average age of 38.

as most other victims, but income, educatiohal level, and size of
household were all similar %o non-victims.

As with motor vehicle theft and sexual assault, the lack of data

prohibits a reliable detailing of robbery victim characteristics.

- 88
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ATTITUDES ABOUT SOUTH DAKOTA CRIME

The sample of South Dakota citizens were asked questions about
how safe they feel, whether or not crime has increased in their
community and how they would rate the effectiveness of law enforcement
officials and judges. Responses are illustrated in Figures 52 to 57

for each planning district.

Derceived Safety

Respondents were first asked if they felt safe at home at
night. Overall, 93 percent reported they did feel safe at nighti
Those age 55 and over felt the least safe. Only subtle variations
occurred from District to District. Figure 52 shows District VI
had the highest number of individuals who did not feel safe, at 6
percent, while District III had the lowest percentage - 2% who did not
feel safe at night.:. The non-white populations, those living alone,
females, those families whose annual income was less than $10,000
and the more-transient individuals, that is, those living at their
present address less than two years also felt less safe at night.

Generally victims of personal crimes felt less safe at night.
In fact, twenty-seven percent of sexual assault victims felt unsafe
at night:

'Individuals were also asked how safe they felt now. as compared
to six years ago. The percentage of respondents from each District
who felt less safe during 1976 is presented in Figure 53. On the

average, about 30 percent of the population who lived in South Dakota
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FIGURE 52. PERCENT OF INDIVIDUALS THAT FELT UNSAFE AT HOME AT NIGHT

30%

25%

29%

33%

40%

16%

DISTRICT 1 il "
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in 1970 felt less safe during 1976. Individuals surveyed in District
V and VI felt the least safe; forty percent in District VI and 33
percent in District V felt less safe now. While District I and
District III had the least number of individuals who felt unsafe with

16 and 25 percent respectively.

Perception of Crime Rate N

Respondents were asked if they felt crime had increased, decreased,

or remainded about the same in their community the past two years.

Over half, 52 percent felt crime had increased in their community.

From Tigure 54, again District VI evinces the least desirable situation

where nearly 60 percent felt crime had increased. Districts II and V
were very close seconds with 56 percent and 54 percent respectively.
Robbery and burglary victims were more definitive: Approximately 80
percent of those victims felt crime had increased in their community.
District III indicated the lowest number of individuals who felt
crime had increased. ‘

Figure 55 indicates‘the percent of persons in each district who
felt drugs were a problem. The drug situation was a concern of many
citizens as 58 percent who responded to the drug inquiry felt drugs
were a problem in their.community. District IV, V and VI shared the
highest rates though the other Districts followed closely.

Some specific subgroups of the population were more unanimous
in their response to the drug problem. For instance, sixty-five

percent of the crime victims felt drugs were a problem in their

community. - Seventy-three percent of the robbery and burglary victims
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56%

45%

49%

54%
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DISTRICT I

\ vi

FIGURE 54. PERCENT OF INDIVIDUALS THAT FELT CRIME AND HAD INCREASED

54%

58%

63%

49%

60%

DISTRICT |

Vi

FIGURE 65. PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS FROM EACH DISTRICT WHO
FELT DRUGS
WERE A PROBLEM IN THEIR COMMUNITY.
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felt drugs were a problem. And in an age breakdown, the 26-50 group

perceived drugs as being more of a problem than any other age group.

Effectiveness of Law Enforcement Officials and Judges

Respondents were asked to rate the job done by local law enforce-
ment officials as excellent, good, fair or poor. Figure 56 contains
a district comparison of the percent of respondents in each of the
four rating categories. Percentages ranged from 37% in District II
to 59% in District V. On the average 43 percent of the individuals
rated the job done by local officials as fair to poor.

Specific subgroups in the population indicated lower ratings
for officials. First, victims and younger respondents tended to rate
officials lower. Sexual assault victims - also the youngest victims,
rated officials the lowest of all ecrime victims. Low income individuals
also rated law enforcement officials lower than those in higher income
levels. A population breakdown showed individuals in areas of less
than 2,500 population were more likely to rate officials low.

When respondents were asked to rate the job done by judges they
tended to rate them lower than law enforcement officials. An average
of 53 percent of the sample rated judges fair to poor. TFigure 57 shows
percentages varied from 54 percent in Distriect I to 70 and 68 percent
in Districts V and VI respectively. Whereas percentages of good to
excellent ratings ranged from 30% in District V to 46% in District I.
In many cases low ratings accompanied comments to the effect that

Judges were too lenient.
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CRIME ISSUES

Respondents were asked to give opinions about uniform penalties
for offenders, victim compensation and gun restriction. Referring to
Figure 58, 49 percent to 56 percent of the District samples felt that
each crime should have a previously agreed upon penalty or seﬁtence.
Though not illustrated, 35 percent overall felt there should not be
uniform penalty. The response that South Dakota judges are too
lenient may have some bearing on the uniform penalty issﬁe.

Figure 59 shows the District breakdown of respondents who
uniformly favor some sort of compensation for losses as a result
of being victimized. Overall, 70 percent were in favor of some
compensation. Figure 60 shows the District to District respondents
favoring state funds for victims.

According to Figure 60, forty-seven percent of those favoring

victim compensation favor the use of state funds. Forty-one percent

were against state funding and were more positive about the offenders

paying the‘victims.

Respondents were asked if they believed restriction on the
ownership of handguns in South Dakota would decrease the amount of
crime (refer to Figure 61). Statewide 68 percent felt restriction
would decrease crime. That sentiment was ied by District II where
Sioux Falls is located; there 34 percent felt gun restriction would

reduce crime. In Distriets III, IV, V and VI with little deviation

only about 20 percent felt restriction would decrease crime. Generally

only slight differences existed between planning districts or victims

and non-victims in their response to the above crime issues.

95

-,

P

\ 4

I . - ey,

,fm.

sa% 5% 55%

53%

agy% _ B1%

DISTRICT ! i 1] v \' Vi
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VICTIM ATTITUDES

Victims tended to rate all attitpdinal questions in the more
negative direction. That is, they felt less safe} that crimes had
increased, and officials and judges were rated lower. Victims of
vandalism, theft, and many assault victims gave nearly the same
}esponse as non-victims. However, victims of sexual assault, robbery,
and burglary were likely to be more negative in their attitudes.

Responses to crime issues indicated that victims were a bit
more decisive than non-victims, usually having a lower percentage 1in
the no opinion response category. A lower percentage of vietims favored
uniform penalties for crime. Victims generally were more supportive
of victim compensation programs, but were less agreeable than non-
vietims to the use of state funds for such a program. Aqd finally,

a higher proportion of victims than non-victims felt handgun restrictions
would not reduce crime.

Those victims who did not report the incidents were the most
likely to have rated officials and judges low, and felt leaét safe.

This did not appear to be associated with severity of the crime. Many
victims of serious crimes where offenders were not caught and property
was not recovered after having reported the incident, still maintained

a higher regard for law enforcement officials and judges. So the vic-
tims who did not report appear to be predisposed to a feeling of futi-
lity - ”crimé is high'", and/or '"mothing can be done, officials are
inefféctive.” Also in previous sections where reporting rate was
discussed, as the dollar value loss of a crime increased reporting

rates also increase. Thus, the complement, as the dollar loss decreases
so too does the reporting. So to some degree the feeling of futility

perhaps is the feeling that it is not worth the bother.
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COMMENTS ON USES OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEYS

The Scouth Dakota crime victimization report has served primarily

as an initial step in educating the reader and creating an awareness

of information pertaining to personal and residential crime. Hopefully

that awareness will motivate citizenry to reduce personal and environ-

mental viulnerability to crime. - This information may also prompt local

Taw enforcement agencies to initiate projects to educate the public.

-That could serve not only to reduce crime directly, but to help instill

more public confidence in the effectiveness of local officials. Con-

fidence in local agencies is a necessary element in increasing victim

reporting rates and in enabling local agencies to be more responsive

fo public needs.

Increased utility of the victimization survey may be realized

with its continued use as an evaluative tool. Periodic use of the

survey technique would allow the monitoring of changes in crime rates,

reporting rates, etc., to evaluate the effectiveness of new programs

and policies introduced into the criminal justice system. Information

gained from periodic surveys could also be used for long range predic-

tions. Declsions on new programs to accommodate changes may in part be

based on those predictions.
At present the state is attempting to increase the response rate

and reliability of Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) data. A victimization

survey could define crime to coincide specifically with UCR crimes
in order to provide a validity check on that data. Also, reverse

record checks of UCR data could be easily performed.
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A SURVEY OF

CRIME IN SOUTH DAKOTA

This booklet contains questions about your experiences and views
of crime in South Dakota.

Your cooperation in answering these questions will help public
officials in their continuing efforts to understand and prevent
crime in our state.

Your response will be handied confidentially and anonymously.

Though we needed your name to contact you, only the booklet

number will be recorded for statistical analysis.

Instructions for completing the booklet are on the following page.
A stamped, addressed envelope is included for the booklet’s
return,

Thank you for your assistance.

SOUTH DAKOTA STATISTICAL ANALYSIS CENTER
CRIMINAL JUSTICE STUDIES PROGRAM
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH DAKOTA
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ROBBERY

THE

FOLLOWING QUESTIONS

REFER ONLY TO CRIMES THAT
HAPPENED TO YOU DURING
1976.

1.

During 1976 did anyone, by
directly confronting you with
force or threat of force, take or
attempt to take something
from yeu (includes anything
from wallets or money to
autos, farm equipment or live-
stock, anything taken by force
or threat of force)? Circle your
response.

1. " Yes
2, No

IF THE RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE QUESTION WAS NO
PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 3.

IF. YOUR RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE - WAS YES. PLEASE

ANSWER QUESTIONS 2
THROUGH 18.
——2. Number of times you were

actuaily robbed in 1976.

beries in 1976.

—3. Number of attempted rob-
4

How many robberies or at-
tempted robberies occurred in
each month during 1976?

o January —_July
February August
——_March ____September
~__April . October.
—May —November
June —uDecember

FOR THE REST OF THIS SEC-
TION, REPORT ONLY DETAILS
OF THE MOST RECENT (INGCi-
DENT FOR EACH QUESTION,
CIRCLE: THE ONE RESPONSE
WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DIS-
CRIBES THE INCIDENT.,

5. What kind of weapon was used

in the most recent incident?

1. Gun
2. Knife or sharp instru-
ment

3. Club or blunt instrument

4. Threat of or use of
physical force

5. Other please specify:

6. Where did the most recent
incident occur? {Circle the
single most accurate descrip-
tion).

1. At home

2, In someone else’s home

3 In a residential area

4 Outside city or town
limits

In or near a bar or lounge

in downtown area

In or near my hotel/mo-

tel room
8. At or near my place of

work

7. Dollar value of any property
stolen or damaged in the most
recent burglary.

Nothing was taken

$5-820

$21-100
$101-200
$201-500
$501-1000

QOver $1000

please specify:

N,

NS wNn

8.  Was the stolen property in-

sured?

1. No, préperty was not
insured

2.  Some of the property
was insured

3. All property was insufed

4, Nothing was taken

9. " Was anything recovered from
the most recent robbery?

Nothing was recovered
Something was recovered
Everything was recovered
Nothing was taken

i
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10.

12

13.

ROBBERY

Was the most recent robbery
reported?

1. Yes
2. No

If the most recent robbery was

not reported ciicic the one

most importaiit reason ycu had

for not reporting it.

1. Afraid of retaliation

2. Private or personal mat
ter, did not want to
report it

3. Did not warnt to take
time-too inconvenient

4. Did net want to get
involved

5. Police wouldn’t want to
be bothered

6.  Nothing could be done-
lack of proof

7. Did not think it import-
ant enough

8. Other-specify——

Were you injured physically as
a result of the most recent
robbery?

1. No, no injury at all

2. Yes, but no medical help
required

3. Yes, medical first aid
required

4, Yes, hospitalization was
required for overnight
care or longer

Were you mentally or psycho-

logically injured from the rob-

bery?

1. No, no mental or psycho-
logical injuries

2. Yes, some mental ‘or

psychological injuries,
but no treatment was
required

3. Yes, some mental or
psychological injury,
counseling and/or medi-
cal treatment was re-
quired

4. Yes, extensive mental or
psychological injuries,
counseling and/or medi-
cal . treatment was re-
quired

What was the approximate cost
of medical services and psycho-
fogical. services required as a

o0

.

)

15,

16,

17.

18.

result of the crime? Include
expenses covered by insurance,
medication, doctor bills and
related medical examinations.

1. No services reguired
2. None sought due to ex-
pense
$5-20
$21-100
$101-200
$201-500
$501-1000
$1001-5000
over $5000
please specify: ____

LN, W

How much time did you lose as
a result of the crime due to
injury, reporting time, court
processing, inconvenience, etc.

1. No time lost

2. Half day or less
3. One day

4, 1 to 2 days

5. 2 to 5 days

6. Mare than 5 days

please specify:__._.

Was/were the robber(s} caught
in the most recent robbery?

1. Yes, all were caught

2. Yes, some were caught

3 No, robbers were not
caught

4. Don’t know

How well did you know the
offender(s)? {If more than one
offender, describe most well
known),

Never knew who it was

A total stranger (never
" saw before)

Had seen before

An acquaintance

Knew well

Relative

A =

S b w

Was. the event just described an
actual or attempted robbery?

1. Actual
2. Attempted
‘ C_) )
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BURGLARY ) ® e
® ® ® @ BURGLARY

FOR THE REST. OF THIS SEC.
TION, REPORT ONLY DETAILS 27, ‘Was anythipg recovered that
OF THE MOST RECENT INCI- was stolen in the most recent
DENT. FOR EACH QUESTION burglary?
, CIRCLE THE ONE RESPONSE 1. Nothing was recovered
i WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DE- 2.  Somethings were recover-
! SCRIBES THE INCIDENT. ed
0 23. What type of area was bur 3. Evcry‘thing weas recovered
1 glarized? 49, MNothing was taken
1. Single family dwelling 28. Was the stolen property in-
(town) sured?
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS 2. . Country or farm house 1. No, property was not
; REFER ONLY TO CRIMES THAT 3 Two. family apartment or inSl'.lred
: HAPPENED TO YOU DURING house 2. Some property was in-
i 1976. 4. ' Three or larger family sured 32
| 19. During 1976, did anyone force- dwelling o 3. Ali property was insured
; fully or unlawfully enter or 5. Other farm buildings 4.  Nothing was taken
' attempt to enter your home, 6.  Hotel or motel while . .
apartment, garage, farm build. traveling 29. Were you injured physically as
E ing or hotel/motel rooms to 24. Doilar value of any property ;u:gls:r';7 of the most ecent
steal something without. di- stolen or damaged in the most )
g rectly confronting you? Circle recent burglary. 1. No, no injuries at all
; your response, 1 Nothi tak 2, Yes, but no medical help
; . othing was taken required .
k i.  Yes g 22'12?00 3.  Yes, medical first aid
i 2. No . - required
. 4. $101-200 4, Yi?s, hospitalization for
IF THE RESPONSE TO THE 5. $201.500 overnight or longer was
i ABOVE QUESTION WAS NO 6. $501-1000 required 2
i PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 5, 7. Over 51000 ‘
please specify: ___ 30. Were you or anyone else
h IF THE _RESPONSE. TO THE mentally or psychologically in-
ABOVE WAS YES.. PLEASE jured?
o ANSWER QUESTIONS 20 25, Was the most recent burglary )
f THROUGH 35. reported? 1. No, no mental or psycho-
] 1 v logical injuries
; . es
& ——20. Number. of times actually 2. No 2 Ysesc':hosl?)mizal mer;rt::". or
4 burglarized during 1976, psy 9 junes, Y]
¢ } 26. If the most recent burglary was but no treatment was :
i 21. Number of attempted bur- not reported circle the one required
¥ glaries during 1976, maost important reason you had 3. Yes, some rnent.aI. or
’ for not reporting it. psychological injury,
3 22. How many burglaries or at- ) counseling and/or med-
X ) tempted burglaries occurred in 1. Afraid of retaliation ical treatment was re-
* each month during 1976? 2, Private. or personal mat- quited
ter, did not want to 4, - Yes, extensive mental or
i ——Janvary —duly 5 gi?ionngt want 1o take psychological  injuries,
! . ) want I« counseling and/or med-
' I _February August 2 t"f‘e‘t°° inconvenient ical treatment was re
i . Pldl ngt want to get quired
3 March —Septembe invoive
L are P ! 5.  Police wouldn’t want to 31. What was the approximate cost
‘ i April October be bothered of medical services and psvcho- 35.
§{ - 6, Nothing could be done- logical services rfzqui?red as a
v Novembe lack of proof result of the crime? (nclude
j —May vembet 7. Did not think it import- expenses covered by insurance,
£ . D ant enough medication,. doctor bills and
;f ——June ecember 8. . Other-specify:
é.ﬂ‘

o2

related medical examinations, .

1. No services required
2, None sotight due to ex-
pense
$5-20
$21-100
$101-200
$201-500
$501-1000
$1001-5000
Over $5000
please specify: ____

PONDT AW

How much time did you los: as
a result of the crime due tu
injury, reporting time, court
processing, inconvenience, etc?

No time lost
Half day or less
One day
1 to 2 days
2 to 5 days
More than 5 days
please specify:_____

ONhLN

Was/were the burglar(s} caught
in the most recent burglary?

1. Yes, all were caught

2, Yes, some were caught

3. Ne, burglar{s) were not
caught

4, Don't know ¢

How well did you know the
offender(s) in the most recent
burglary?- (If more than one
offender describe the most well
known),

1. Never knew who it was
2. A total stranger {(never
saw before)

3. Had seen before
4:  An acquaintance
5, Knew well

6. Relative

Was the event just described an
actual or attempted burglary?

1. Actual
2.  Attempted

T e
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MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS
REFER ONLY TO CRIMES THAT
HAPPENED TO YOU DURING
1976.

36. Did anyone during 1976 steal
or attempt to steal your auto,
truck, motorcycle, tractor, or
snowmobile?  (If garage or
buiiding was broken into for
the vehicle, the offense s
burglary not theft). Circle your

response,
1. Yes
2. No

IF THE RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE QUESTION WAS NO
PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 7.

IF YOUR RESPONSE-TO THE
ABOVE WAS YES PLEASE
ANSWER QUESTIONS 37
THROUGH 51.

_.37. How many times was a
vehicle actually stolen from
you during 1976?

_.38. Number of unsuccessful at-
temnts to take vehicle
during 1976.

39. - How many vehicle thefts or
attempted vehicle thefts  oc-
curred in each month during

19762
—January —July
—February —_August
—March ——September
—April _Jctober
—May —November
—dune , ~—.December

”

¢ RS

FOR THE REST OF THIS SEC-

‘'TION, REPORT ONLY DETAILS

OF THE MOST RECENT INCI-
DENT. FOR EACH QUESTION
CIRCLE THE ONE ' RESPONSE
WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DE-
SCRIBES THE INCIDENT.,

40. What  type of vehicle was
involved in the most recent
incident?

Automobile

Truck

Motorcycle

Tractor or other farm
vehicle

Snowmobile

PoNn-

o,

41, Where was motor vehicle stolen
from?

1. My garage, my driveway,
or on my property

2,  Street adjacent to my

house

Other street in town

Parking lot, ramp, etc.

Country road

Other, piease specify:.___

Dok w

42, In the most recent incident,
were the Keys in the vehicle?

1. No
2. Yes
3. Don’t know

43. Was the vehicle recovered?

1. Yes, in nearly the same
condition

2. Yes, but damaged

3. No

44, Was/were the thieves caught
eveptually?

1. Yes, all were caught

2. ' Yes, some were caught

3 No, thieves were not
caught

4.  Don't know

45,

46,

47.

48.

MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT

Was the most recent theft
reported?
1. Yes
2. No
If the most recent theft was
not reported -circle the one
most important reason you had
for not reporting it.
1. Afraid of retaliation
2, Private or personal mat-
ter, did not want to
report it
3. Did not want to take
time-too inconvenient
4, Did not want to get
involved
- 5, Police ‘wouidn’t want to
be bothered
6. Nothing could be done-
lack of proof
7. Did not think it import
ant enough
8.  Other-specify:
Dollar value of any property
stolen or damaged in the most
recent theft,
1. Nothing was taken
2.  $520
3.  $21-100
4.  $101-200
5. $201-500
6. $501-1000
7. Over $1000
please specify: o
How much time did you lose
as a result of the crime due to
injury, reporting . time, court
processing, inconvenience, etc?
1. No time lost
2. Half day or less
3. One day
4, 1 to 2 days
5. 2 to 5 days
6. More than 5 days
please specify:____
Q O

-

49,

50.

51.

How well did you know the
offender(s) in the most recent
theft? (if more than one
offender describe most well
known).

Never knew who it was
A total stranger {never
saw before)

Have seen tiefore

An acquaintance

Knew wetl

Relative™ -

A) ~a

oo s L

Was vehicle insured?

1. Yes, vehicle was insured
2. No, vehicle. was not in-
sured

Was the event just described an
actual or attempted motor
vehicle theft?

1. Actual
2. Aitempted

O )
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS
REFER ONLY TO CRIMES THAT
HAPPENED - TO YOU DURING
1976.

52. Was any property or valuables
taken without your permission
in the past, but not by force or
unlawful entry? (DO NOT
INCLUDE PROPERTY
TAKEN DURING A BUR-
GLARY OR ROBBERY OR
MOTOR THEFT) Circle your

response.
1. Yes
2, No

IF THE RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE QUESTION WAS  NO
PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 9.

IF YOUR RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE WAS YES. PLEASE
ANSWER QUESTIONS 53
THROUGH 6€.

. —53. Number of actual thefts

during 1976.

54, Number of attempted thefts
during 1976.

§5. How many thefts or attemptad
thefts occurted in each month
_during 1976?

~—dJanuary ——absly
——February __.'August
—March _;epmmmr
—April ' ——dLctober -
. May —-November

. —Jlune —December

' o

FOR THE REST OF THIS SEC-
iTON, REPORT ONLY DETAILS
OF THE MOST RECENT INCI-
DENT. FOR EACH QUESTION
CIRCLE THE ONE REPONSE
WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DE-
SCRIBES THE {NCIDENT.

56. Where did the most recent
theft occur? {Circte the single
most accurate description).

i. Athome

2. In someone else’s home

3. In a residential area

4. OQutside city or town
lienits

5. in or near a bar or lounge

6.  Indowntown area

7. In or near my hotel/
motel room

8. At or near my place of
work,

57. Describe the property taken in
the most recent theft.

58. Doller value of any property
stol2n in the most recent theft.

Nothing was stolen
$5-20
$21-200
$201-500
$501-1002
$1001-5000
Over $5000
please Specify: o .—

NoOoRWwN -

59. Was the most recent theft

reported?
1. Yes
2. No

® .

'

61.

62.

@ )

If the most recent theft was
not reported circle the one
most important reason you had
for not reporting it.

1. - Afraid of retaliation

2.  Private or personal mat-
ter, did not want to
report it

3. Did not want to take
time-too inconvenient

4, Did not want to get
involved

5. Police wouldn’t want o
be bothered

6. Nothing could be done-
lack of procf

7. Did not think it import-
ant enough

8.  Other-specify:

Was anything recovered from
the most recent theft?

Nothing was recovered
Something was recovered
Everything was recovered
Nothing was taken

pon~

Was the stolen property in-
sured?

1. © Nothing was taken
2. Some of the property

was insured

3. Al of the property was
insured

4, No, property was not
insured

How much time did you lose as
a result of the crime due to
injury, reporting time, court

processing, inconvenierice,
etc.?

1. No time lost

2. Half day or less

3. One day

4, 1to 2 days

5. 2to5days

6. More than 5 days

please specify:__

Ptiriaosume s

65,

8

Was/were the thief(s) caught in
the most recent incident?

1. Yes, all were caught

2. Yes, some were caught

3 No, thieves were not
caught

4, Don’t know

How well did you know the
offender(s) in the most recent
theft? If more than one
offender describe most ‘weli
known,

Never knew who it was
A total stranger {never
saw before)

Had seen before

An acquaintance

Knew well

Relative

N =

oo AW

Wasz the event just described an
actual or attempted theft?

1. Actual
2. Attempted

)
P
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SEXUAL ASSAULT

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS
REFER ONLY TO CRIMES THAT
HAPPENED ' TO YOU DURING
1976.

67. Did ‘anyone force you or
attempt to force you to engage
in sexual activity against your
will? Circle your response.

1. Yes
2. No

IF.. THE RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE QUESTION WAS NO
PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 11.

IF YOUR RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE WAS YES. PLEASE
ANSWER QUESTIONS 68
THROUGH 81.

——68. Number of actual incidents
during 1976.

- B9. Number of attempted inci-
dents during 1976.

70. In what month did the inci-
dent(s) occur?

FOR THE-REST OF THIS SEC-
TION, REPORT ONLY DETAILS
OF THE MOST SERIOUS iNCI-
DENT. FOR EACH QUESTION
CIRCLE THE ONE RESPONSE
WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DE-
SCRIBES THE INCIDENT.

71. Where did the most serious
incident occur?

At my home

In someone elses home
In a residential area

In the country

In or near bar or lounge
In or near my hotel/
motel room

in downtown area

Other please specify:__._

oA LN -

@~

72. What type of force was used?
{Circle as marny as apply)

Verbal threats were used
Physical force was used
A weapon was used

Other specify:

P WN =

73. Were you or anyone =else
mentally or psychologically in-
jured?

1. No, no mental or psycho-
logical injuries

2. Yes, some mental or
psychological injuries,
but no treatment was
required

3. Yes, some . mental or
psychological injury,
counseling and/or med-
ical treatment was re-

quired
4, Yes, extensive mental, or
psychological injuries,

counseling and/or med-
ical treatment was re-
quired.

74,

75.

76.

77.

SEXUAL ASSUALT

Were there any physical in-
juries from the most serious
assault?

1. No, no injuries at all

2. Yes, but no medical help
required

3. Yes, medical first aid
required

4, Yes, hospitalization for
overnight or longer was
required

Was the most serious incident
reported?

1. Yes
2. No

If the rnost recent incident was
not reported, circle the one
most important reason you had
for not reporting it;

1. Afraid of retaliation

2. Private or personal mat-
ter, did- not want to
report it

3. Did not want to take
time-tqo inconvenient

4, Did not want to get
involved

5. Police wouldn’t want to
be bothered

6.  Nathing could be done-
lack of proof

7. Did not think it import-
ant enough

8. Other specify:

What was the approximate cost
of medical services and psycho-
logical services required as a
result of the crime? Include
expenses covered by insurance,
medication, doctor bills .and
related medical examinations.

None nceded

None sought due to ex-
pense

$5-20

$21-100

$101-200

$201-500

O o

N =

o0 bW

$501-1000
$1001-5000
Over .$5000

please specify:

o ®N

78.  How much time was Iost as a
result of the crime due to
injury, reporting time, court
processing, inconvenience, etc?

No time fost
Half day or less
One day
1 to 2 days
2 to 5 days
More than 5 days
please specify:

omewn =

79. Was the offender eventually

caught?
1. Yes
2, No

3. Don‘t kncw

80. How well did you know the
offender(s)? {If more than one
offender describe most well

known).
1. Never knew who it was
2, A total stranger (never

saw before)

3. Had seen before
4, An acquaintance
5, Knew well

6. Relative

81. ' Was the event just described an
actual or attempted sexusl
assault?

1. Actual
2, Attempted
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS

REFER ONLY TO CRIMES THAT

HAPPENED TO YOU DURING

1976. -

82. Did anyone attack or threaten
to attack you with the purpose
of inflicting bodily injury?
Circle your response.

1. Yes, | was attacked or
threatened

2. No, | was not attacked or
threatened

IF . THE RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE  QUESTION WAS NO
PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 13.

IF YOUR RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE WAS YES PLEASE
ANSWER QUESTIONS 83
THROUGH 97.

___83. Number of times actualiy
assaulted during 1976.

— 584, Number of attempted as-
saults during 1976.

85. How many assaults or attempt-
ed assaults occurred -during
each month of 1976?

——January _._July}

wFebruary ——August
w—March —September
. Apnd __Q(;lober
May ___Novembe:
o June —___December

¢ 2

FOR THE REST OF THIS SEC-
TION, REPORT ONLY DETAILS
OF THE MOST RECENT INCI-
DENT. FOR EACH QUESTION
CIRCLE THE ONE RESPONSE
WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DE-
SCRIBES THE INCIDENT.

86. Where did the most recent
incident occur? -

At home

In someone elses home
In residential area

In the country.

In or near bar or lounge
in or near hotel/motel
room

{n downtown area

At or near my place of
work.

QAN =

o N

87. Was a weapon used?

1. Yes
2. No
98. If yes, what type of weapon
was used?
1. Gun
2. Knife or sharp instru-
ment

3.  Club or biunt instrument
4. Other please specify:.__

89. Were there any physical in-
juries from the most recent

assault?
1. No, no injuries at all
2, Yes, but no medical help
. required
3. Yes, medical first  aid
required

4. Yes, hospitalization for
overnight or longer was
required.

90. Were you or anyone else
- menmally or psychelogically in-
jured?

1. No, no mental or psycho-
logical injuries,

~a

92.

93.

@ @

2. Yes, some ‘mental or
psychological injuries,
but no treatment was
required.

3. Yes, some mental or
psychological injury,
counseling and/or med-
ical treatment was re-
quired.

4. ' Yes, extensive mental or

psychological injuries,
counseling and/or med-
ical treatment was re-
quired.

What was the approximate cost
of medical services and psycho-
logical services required as a
result of the crime? Include
expenses covered by insurance,
medication, doctor bills and
related medical examinations.

None needed
None sought due to ex-
pense
$5-20
$21-100
$101-200
$201-500
$501-1000
$1001-5000
Over $5000
please specify:.__

N —

PENOOHW

How much time was lost as a
result of the crime due to
injury, reporting time, court
processing, inconvenience, etc.?

No time lost
Half day or less
One day
1 to 2 days
2to 5 days
More than 5 days
please specify: .

oA =

Was the most recent incident
reported?

ASSAULTY

94

95.

96.

97.

1. Yes
2. No

> P

if the most recent incident was

not

reported circle the one

most important reason you had
for not reporting it

1.
2

Afraid of retaliation
Private or personal mat-
ter, did not want to
report it R
Did not want to take .
time-too inconvenient
Did not want to get
involved

Police wouldn’t want to
be bothered

Nothing could be done-
lack of proof

Did not think it import-
ant enough

Other-specify:

Was the offender eventually

caught?

1. Yes

2. No

3. Don't know

How well did you know the

.offender(s) in the most recent

incident? If more than one
offender: describe most well

known.
1. Never knew who it was
2 A total stranger (never

omaw

saw before)

Had seen before
An acquaintance
Knew well
Relative

Was the event just described an
actual or attempted assauit?

1.
2.

Actual
Attempted

S D o i o e vt s s
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THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS
REFER ONLY TO CRIMES THAT
HAPPENED' TO YOU DURING
1976.

98. Did anyone wilifully or mali-
ciously deface or destroy any
property belonging to vyou,
{such as buildings, motor vehi-
cles, livestock, -fences, trees,
shrubs, mail boxes, etc.)?
Circle your response.

T Yes
2, No

IF THE RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE' "QUESTION - WAS NO
PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 15.

IF THE YOUR RESPONSE TO THE
ABOVE WAS VYES. PLEASE
ANSWER QUESTIONS ‘ 99
THROUGH 110.

——.99. Number of times vandalism
occurred during 1976.

___100.Number of ‘incidents of
vandalism  you reported
during 1976.

101. Please indicate the number of

incidents during each month of

1976.
—Janisary e duly
_February August
—March —_September
" April October
~__May ——November

w—June December

VANDALISM

S

FOR THE REST OF THIS SEC-
TION, REPORT ONLY DETAILS
OF THE MOST RECENT INCI-
DENT. FOR EACH QUESTION
CIRCLE THE ONE RESPONSE
WHICH MOST ACCURATELY DE-
SCRIBES THE INCIDENT.

102. Describe the type of property
that was vandalized in the most
recent incident.

103. Approximate cost of damage in
the most recent incident.

Nothing was damaged
$5.-20
$21-100
$101-200
$201-500
$501-1000
$1001-5000
Over $5000
please specify: .

N A LN~

104. Was the incident reported?

1. Yes
2. . No

105. If the most recent vandalism
was not reported circle the one
most important reason you had
for not reporting it.

1. Afraid of retaliation

Private or personal mat-

ter, did not want to

report it

[id not want to take

time-too.inconvenient

4. Did not want to get
involved .

w

§.  Police wouldn"i want to -

be bothered

6. - Nothing could be. done-
lack of proof *

7. Lid not think it import-
ant enough

8. Qther-specify:

3 O

’ VANDALISM

106. Was the damaged property

107.

108.

109.

110.

insured?
1. Yes
2. No

3. Don‘t know

How much time did you lose as
a result of the crime due to
injury, reporting time, court
processing, inconvenience, etc.?

1. No time lost

2. Half day or less
3. Cneday

4. 1 to 2 days

5. 2to5days

6.  More than b days

please specify: _____

Was/were - the  offender(s)
caught in the most recent
incident?

1. Yes

2.  No, not all offenders
were caught

3. Don't know

How well did you know the
offender(s} in the most recent
incident? ({If more than one
offender describe the most well
known.)

Did not see offender(s)
A ‘total stranger {never
saw before)

Yad seen before

An acquaintance

Knew weil

. Relative

Was the event just described an

actual or attempted vandalism?

AN -

ooaw

1. Actual
2.  Attempted
{3
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111. Are you male or female?

1. Male
2. Female

112. How old were you on your last
birthday?

—Yyearsold

113. What is your race or ethnic

background?

1.  White

2. Indian

3. Black

4, Mexican or Spanish

5.  Other (specify: ——

)

1i4. In what income bracket was
your total family income for
1976 (last year} before taxes?

1. 3,000 yearly or less

2. 3,000 tc 5,999 yearly

3. 6,000 to 9,999

4. 10,000 to 14,999

5. - 15,000 to 24,999

6. 25,000 to 49,999

7. Over 50,000 yealy in-
come

115. What is the highest grade in
school that you have com-
pleted?

1. 1st to 8th grade
2.  8thto 11th grade
3. High schoo! graduate or

GED

4. Vocational-technical
school

5. College 1 to 3 years

6. College graduate

7. Professional or advanced

degree beyond 4 years of
college.
116. How many people including
yourself live in your house or
apartment?

people
117. How long have you lived at
your present address?

1. 1 year or less
2. 110 2years
3. 2105 years
4, 5to 10 years
5. Over 10 years

RESPONDENT PROFILEY

<

118. During the past year, what was

119.

120.

121.

122.

your work status?

1.. Empioyment outside
home

2. Have a commerical busi-
ness at home

3. Farming or ranching

4. - Housewife (or home-
maker)

5.  Student

6. Unemployed

7. = Disabled.

8. Retired

9.  Other specify:

Is your zip code on the mailing
address for this survey correct?

1. Yes the zip code is
correct

2. No, my correct zip code
is

Do you live within the bound-
aries of a town?

1. Yes
2, No

Which of the following best
describes your home.

1. House in town

2. Apartment complex -of
from 1-6 units

3. Rural non-farm housé

Farm house

Apartment in building

with six or more units

6. Other, please specify: ___

o

What is your relationship to
the head of this household?

1. 1 .am head of this house-
hold

2. Spouse of head of house-
hold

3. Daughter or son of head

.. of household
4.  Other relative
5. Non-relative

®

ABOUT CRIME

o ©
123. Do you feel safe in your home
at night?
1. Yes
2, No

3. No opinion

124. How safe do you feel in your
community compared to about
6 years ago {1970)?

Safer now

No difference

Less safe now

Did not live here in 1970

BN

125. Within the past two years, do
you think  crime in your
community has increased, de-
creased, or remained about the
same?

1. Crime has increased

2. Crime has decreased

3. Crime has remained
about the same

126. Do you believe that there is a
serious drug problem in your

community?

1. Yes

2. No

3. No opinion

127. How would you rate ihe job
done by your focal law en-
torcement officials?

1. Excelient

2. Good

3. Fair

4. Poor

5. No -opinion
Comments:

128. How would ‘you raite the job
‘done by South Dakota judges?

129. Do you believe that each crime
should have a previously agreed
upon penalty - or sentence, SO
that a person convicted of a
crime should automatically re-
ceive that sentence?

1. Yes

2. No

3. No opinion
Comments:

130. Do you believe that innocent
victims of violent crimes
should be compensated or
reimbursed for their loss or

injury?

1. Yes

2. No (if NO, skip question
131)

3. No opinion {{f NO OPIN-

TON, skip question 131)

Comments:

131. Do you believe that the reim-
bursement of innocent victims
of violent crimes should come
from state funds?

1. Yes

2. No

3. No opinion
Comments:

132. Do vou believe that restrictions
on the ownership of handguns
{pistols) in South Dakota
would decrease the amount of
crime?

1. Yes

2. No

3.. No-opinion
Cominents:

®

1. Excelient
2. Gooed
3.  Fair
4. Poor
5. ‘No-opinion
‘Comments:
PR
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Based on calculations, a sample'of approximately 3,600 would
APPENDIX B ‘
| 1, reflect an adequate 20 to 30 percent coefficient of variation on
SAMPLING METHODOLOGY Ci .% b ' ;
’ . crime rates of from 5 to 15 percent. Thus, the 5,059 would allow
Sampling : ,
) 25 to 30 percent non-response if the non-response sample was not
In the interest of parsimony, sampling was accomplished in
y biased. The table below shows the initial sampling size for each
t s i.e., double sampling. Central Data Processing in . PR
two stage ~ : strata, the number of non-respondents, the number who had moved out
Pierre was directed to systematically sample every 28th name and
' ) . , ol state or were deceased.
address from the approximately 450,000 names on the drivers licensee - :
list. Systematic sampling was used to insure that the sample was ¢ i B
5 TABLE A Sample size, number moved or deceased, non-response,
exhaustive to minimize bias due to alphabetic ordering either by g effective sample size, and effective response rate,
name or county of residence. Those individuals on the list whose ; SAMPLE MOVED OR EFFECTIVE NON- RESPONSE EFFECTIVE
. § SIZE DECEASED SAMPLE SIZE RESPONSE RESPONSE
date of birth indicated they were under 18 years old were ellminated.(} 7_& RATE
The address file received from Pierre contained 15,400 names : DISTRICT I 733 88 645 109 536 83%
- RURAL 387 24 363 67 296 81%
and addresses. The list was ordered by town and edited. After URBAN 346 64 282 _ 42 240 85%
iti 15,178 addresses remained. Each address was then identified i B DISTRICT II 1159 173 986 212 774 78%
editing U RURAL 407 29 378 08 280 74%
by population area of residence, county and Planning District ] URBAN 752 144 608 114 494 81%
ion. A study of this information indicated that the initial | - DISTRICT III 738 68 670 127 543 81%
location y . RURAL 484 30 454 76 378 83%
systematic sampling was effective and the distribution of the C b URBAN 254 38 216 51 165 76%
15,178 addresses were throughout proportional to the actual numbers g DISTRICT IV 855 83 772 156 616 80%
’ ' . i RURAL 473 22 451 92 359 80%
in the population. The file was then ready for the second stage I URBAN 382 61 321 64 257 80%
of ping ” RURAL 398 27 371 93 278 75%
The second stage of sampling consisted of stratifying the 1 URBAN 163 23 140 33 107 76%
15,178 addresses by State Planning District and urban/rural f DISTRICT VI 1013 157 856 235 621 72%
’ ) , 5 RURAL 284 17 267 79 188 70%
population within each District. Urban areas were those whose O é » URBAN 729 140 589 156 433 74%
population by the 1975 census estimates were greater than 2,500. ;, ‘ STATEWIDE 5059 619 4440 965 3475 78%
o . : ’ - RURAL 2433 149 2284 505 1879 82%
Rural areas were those 2,500-or less. Each strata was system- R URBAN 2626 470 2156 460 1696 79%
atically sampled fof every,third'address to obtain a final full G . 5 B
_state sample of 5,059»addresses. i
4 oL, B
111 g : 112
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Response and Non-Response Samples: ‘ 1
Contacting the Public APPENDIX C
| 'METHOD USED TO OBTAIN DOLLAR COST OF CRIME
The sample was initially contacted by mail. The questionnaire e . b
mailing was handled in five phases. The initial mailing of the 5,059 . s
) P ¢ ' Cost of Property Stolen or Damaged. Each victim was asked
uestionnaires occurred during the third week of February 1977. O .
ques g e ebruary ne Lo (refer to Appendix A) to identify a dollar range which most closely
week later a postcard reminder was mailed to all non-respondents. ¢ IR . .
’ P ‘ matched their cost for property stolen or damaged. The midpoint of
Another week later another questionnaire was mailed to the remaini . . .
, 4 ¢ remaining the range was calculated for each victim and summed for all victims
non~respondents. Two weeks later or five weeks f initi ' .
P © © S weeks irom the lnitial : ‘ @ and each crime type. The resultant summations represented the total
mailing a final reminder postcard was sent to the remaini - L i .
& P ne non cost of property lost or damaged for the sample due to all crime and
respondents. Two weeks later was the final date f i ' o S .
p a ate for accepting returns each specific crime type. Since the sample represented approximately
from what we referred to as the response sample. All res . .
p p pondents from 1/129 portion of the states' population, projected estimates were
. ("x. ;m
that date on were considered part of the non-response sample. As t . . :
P P P= noted multiplied by 129. The same sample fraction (1/129) was applied in
in Table A, there were 965 in the non-response sample. . . ; . -
d P r estimates for each stratum; statewide, Planning Districts, and urban
Approximately one-third of the non-respondents were systematically .
v ’ : N or rural populations.
sampled and mailed a letter to further encourage response. After two b “@
weeks near 100 were returned. Of those remaining, 50 were systemati- . R
atning € syste Cost of Psychological or Medical Services. Each v1ct1m was
cally drawn and were telephoned. Those 150 respondents were then used X
’ ’ d =° : o asked (refer to Appendix A) to identify a dollar range which most
to establish an overall crime rate for the non~response sample. This L | & . . . L ;
g d ' : closely matched their cost resulting from inquiries from a victimization
rate was used to determine if a difference, or bias existed bet :
e X ween incident. As with property above, costs were produced by summing the
the response and non-response sample., The results indicated similar :
’ ’ ’ . : midpoints selected and projecting the sample sum to the population
"rates based on the 95 percent confidence interval for the response ‘ ¢ ) &
’ represented.
sample.
{ Cost of Work-time Lost. Victims again were asked to specify
¢ B
5 a range of time lost for repairs, reporting etc. (see Appendix A).
The midpoint of the range specified in hours was then multiplied by
C - :ﬂ 3 their hourly income calculated from the annual income specified in
) S
) g 3 question 114. Allowance for family size was calculated since question
113 ‘ G R |
: ~ . . " 114
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114 was based for family income. The caiculations were summed for 5 | APPENDIX D
all victimsto arrive at sample totals. These totals were then k} ' é’ﬁ | STATISTICAL TERMINOLOGY
multiplied by the samplihg fraction to arrive at population estimates. ; The 95% Confidence Interval
The victimization rates presented throughout this report represent
Totai Cost of Crime. Total cost was obtained by summing thé dollar ¢ gfﬁ- estimates of the true rates invthe population. Since the exact
losses produced for each of the three categories: property cost, . B victimization rates for the entire population are unknown, we attempt
injury cost, and work-time lost. | ) : ~ via an effective sampling of the population to estimate with some
‘) ? é accuracy the trus population rates. Confidence intervals indicate
: the accuracy of those estimates. For example, according to Figure 2
) L the estimated stafewide vicfimiz;tion ré%es for’all crimes queried was
. g b 391.1/1000 with a 95% conficence interval from 374.9/1000 to 407.3/
1000. First of all the rate is on estimates derived from the sample
5 of 3,475 individuals who responded to the questionnaire mailing. The
f g B 95% confidence interval infers we are 95% certain that the true victim-
} ization rate is within the interval 374.9 through 407.3.
Since the size of the confidence interval i.e., the difference
- % é between the upper level (407.3) and the lower level (374.9) is dependent
§ on the sample size and the victimization rate the reader can expect
ki gimilar victimization rates from different population areas to have
O i 3 different confidence intervals. Also, differing rates from the same
& population will have different size confidence intervals.
o é;§ ,Statistical Association
}f The term statistical association denotes the relationship between
ffé two characteristies. In the case of Figure 37, the characteristics
O é:} were sample type - non-victim or victim, and sex typc‘— male or female.
c o3 116
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An association between characteristics means when a person has one
characteristic the chance of having some other characteristic is ¢
{1
affected. Thus, if an individual was a male the probability of
being a victim was higher than if the individual was a female. In
Figure 38, a significant association between sample type and age group .
]
indicates that the probability of being a victim was higher for the
lower age groups.
(1
{:
{
.
' O
O
)
Q
117
77 v - + ’

_ '\*

i L i
y
A
e
1ok
R
3
7
“
e
R o
;’
s e
5 ) }tz
iy 5
; 3
Ao
. :
gt " P B =% »«{%" B

B






