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The Nebraska Annual Social Indicators Survey 

Lynn K. White: 1978 Study Director 

The findings in this report are based on data collected in the second 
Nebraska Annual Social Indicators Survey (NASIS). This survey is part of 
an on-going study of the quality of life in Nebraska conducted by the 
Bureau of Sociological Research at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. 

In 1978 a representative sample of 1940 Nebraskans eighteen years of 
age or older living in households were interviewed by telephone. The inter­
view averaged approximately 50 minutes and included questions about environ­
ment, health, crime, political attitudes, occupation, education, family life 
and other matters reflecting the quality of life experienced in the state. 
For the entire sample, 95 out of 100 times the percentages computed from 
the items asked on the survey are likely to be accurate to within plus or 
minus 2.3 percent of the figure that would have been obtained if each adult 
in Nebraska had been surveyed. This is an estimate of maximum error and 
for most items the percentages are likely to be even more accurate. 

The data gathered by NASIS are used by a wide variety of State and 
local government agencies for policy and program planning and by faculty 
and students at the University of Nebraska and other colleges for research. 
No information identifying any resplOndent is released to any user and the 
strict confidentiality of individual respondents is rigidly enforcedo 
~Jhile the final responsibility for the organiaation and structure of the 
survey and for reports produced under its name rests with the Bureau of 
Sociological Research, public agencies and University departments play an 
integral part in planning the survey through an Advisory Committee. Public 
organizations interested in membership on the Advisory Committee should 
contact the NASIS Study Director. 

Funding for NASIS comes from the University of Nebraska, the Bureau of 
Sociological Research, and State and local agencies which buy items and 
data analysis from the survey. 

The NASIS surveys are repeated each year to measure changes in the 
quality of life in Nebraska. 14hile there is a core of questions which is 
included every year, each survey has a large component of unique items which 
address specific topical issues. Plans for future years include reinter­
viewing the 1977 panel every two years to assess changes in their lives. 
Additional detail on the NASIS surveys regarding use of the survey data or 
cost of purchasing items on future surveys can be obtained by contacting 
Lynn K. White, NASIS Study Director, at the Bureau of Sociological Research 
or by sending for a copy of the 1979 NASIS Prospectus. 

.' 11\. 

* * * 'I: '" 
HIGHLIGHTS ' , 

'" 

24% of the ~dtilts in the State were victims of a crime in the 12 months ---- preceding the survey (Spring 1978), a 2% decrease in the victimization 
rate from the previous year. " ~ , 

________ Almost 60% of all victimizations involved vandalism (38%) or fraud 
(21%)-- non-index crimes whiQh are not include:d in the Uniform Crime 
Report's crime rate estimates~ 

_______ Less than h~lf (43%) of all victiruizations were reported to police. 
Motor V,ehicle Theft and Burglary were most, frEiquently reported, (70% plus) 

,fraud and rape,least reported (minus 10%). 
". <. 

--'''-'----'-_ The young"the non7'white~ and urban residents are the most likeJ-y groups 
to be victims of a crime. 

r ..... , 

-..,-_____ Peopleu~der 3Q" though most likely to be victims are le'ast likely to 
report an offen~'e to lawenfO):cement authorities~ 

. " 

_____ While roughly 3 out of 4 adults consider law e'nfot'cement agencies to be 
.effective in .dealing t4th crime, only half consider the cO,urts and the 
correctional system to be effective in dealing with crime. 

---'~ ____ 60%, of all Nebraska adults believe State government should "do more" 
in the area of crime prevention while only 1% l:,elieve the State should 
do less. ~n this ,area. ' 

r .. , 

: . 

' .. '; 

~. ' '" 
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Several national indexes of the quality of life have declared Nebraska to 

be one of the best places to live in the United States. An important factor in 

'~~; ~h!-~ ~igh rati~g is the relatively lot-l crime rate iil. Nebrask~. The purpose of 
..'t" 

;. ... , . ~ :. . . ~ '. " 
this report,is to documen~ the extent to which citizens in Nebraska do experience ..' . ~ ;". : 

crime and the, factors related to victimi~ation. 
6 .~ : : 

In 1978 the Nebraska Conmdssion on Lat-t'Enforcement and Criminal Justice 
" 

commissioned the Nebraska Annual Social Ind;!cators Survey to include a'series of 
" :., -'. ~ .' ~ ~ 

questions on crime victimization. The" data in this report are based on' the 

responses of a random sampl~ of 1,940 adults living in households in Nebraska. 
. '. -.'. ".~' 

1 • 
. ... • .\ " .. .; ~ ~ f..' • ,. ..'. 

Each respondent was asked whether they had been the victim of each of ei'ght types 
') \. ,I:. 

of crime in the last year !:and, if they had, w~t had been t~eir "responses to~he 

victimization. In the report, extent of victimization is r~l~ted to place of 

residence, whether urban"pr ,rural, whether single-family 'dr multiple-family units, 
.' ... :~. - ::. . .:: ".: ~ 

to race, to age, and to income • 
. . ','" ~: ~ . '. 

~? addition, comparisons are shown between 1977 
. <'" 

and 1978 responses which' demonstrate that fewer Nebraskan:s :I;-lere victims of crime 

in 1978 than in the preV'ious year. ,: .. 

, '·The' purpose of such a victimizl;ltion survey, ,is to create d:ciearer 'picture 

of the frequency of crime and its attendant circumstances than is available from 

official statistics. While a far from perfect measuring deVice, such surveys do 

remove the confounding variable of ~ictim reporting to police and increase the 

amount of pertinent demographic information available to criminal justice planners 

and public officials in their effort~ to develop crime prevention programs and 

policies. Victimization surveys of several types have arisen in the last decade 

,as a supplemental data source to the traditional source of crime statistics, 

known as the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR). 

The UCR, in use since the 1930's, are comprised of crime data based on 

offenses reported to local police. These local data are then aggregated as the 

2 

state and '~~~~~q.~l,level where ,t;hey. stand,'as,:the:ofHc:f.ai 'measur~"~f'c' ""ime 
~·\:',l!l" "." ;,'. ".,.". . - - rates 

. /an~}~~~~,~. '. ~~~y. ,c~imes;;,h~eve'r, :areno't "reported';tc; 'policeand ;~h~~ ;:;,~~ 

ex~~~~~~; i~~om! (?~J~;L,cial. ·tecords ... , Thus:;~ the ·UCRttfei:hod·· cannot alonede~~~'~" :;~~ ~her 
c~ang~s :i~~rl~e., l"~tes; indicate 

:'" ; ~!';. '. I ~., . I .. a change in the' frequency .of crime or a change 

,~~' ~~~·,:~~r-Teq~,~J~f. crimes. 'reportea 
.. _ r • ~''':''; ": • ' .... ;. :~ : 

to' thepolic'e. 'UCR'data also exclude much 

information describing the characteristics and trendsof'th~~people and 'p~~;e~ty 
Victimized by crime. 

,./ . 

CONSIDERATIONS IN USING'VIctiMiZATION DATA 
. ~ .:) 

Whii~::~~ri~y~~rOVide the opportunity for a more deta:l,led,analysiS of . 
s ~ . ~ , 

';, , . • " • ~<, 

,.Or 

" 

. :victimizi(t:Loh "characterist!csof certain crimes, ~ever~l co~~ideration~ e~st . J. 

regardin~'-their inte;t'p~etation and co~parison' to UCR stati$tics •. As .menti~ned~: 
• :- • { ~ • • .;; 1; ~ • .. • r~. " .'.. . '. 

., :'previously, the UCR reports' only those crimes kno~ t~ police •. , ~ile. ViC~i~za:;..·' . ' 
..-, .,!J' ~. , • t 

tion surveys reveal more crime than is reported to police~ they exclude certain 

categories of peopleand:property .. ' ·OIily persons aged 18 ot ~ider were inter-
I 

viewed, so that. Cri~: rates for crimes of a personal nature (rape, robbery, 

: t~Sfiahid:~~' n~~ incl~d~: y;lctims un~~r lfl years of age. chlly:'l:toti~eh~lds J~r~;': . '.' .' 
f' ., , ' • . ': , . ";.. . ~ ,., ~ .... - .. ~ " ..... " . , ",. , " .• -,. }.. ;. 

, . -. . ~. ~ ..... . , " ' ': . --; ! :. .~ ..... -. . . . ......f' .. j .," 

'::r:·con~a~ted ,and.questions concemingpropettly crimes were limit~d t~ th~~~ agiii~s~'J 

households. thus excluding· businesses', w"hich f h" are·o ten t e tat~et of property 

offenses'sucr as burgla~, and 'vandC;l~i~~~ People l~Vi~g in irt~tit~ti~~s, college$ 

and unive~E;it;:L'i!s, tourists and othe,J:'. ,~ran$ients were not 
• • < C' i ~ . ~ , : . ~. , 

~though the,~ample size of the NAS~S.wa$ 1 940 this is 
"~ '.: ~. ..~:'" 

inc~uded in the survey. 

a fairly small numper 

fO~ analYSiSe~~ec1allY ;~egardiD.g typic:;~lly low-fJ::equency crimes such as ra~e:~ 

robbery~ and assaul~. 

, " 
0;" " 

l .1.' 
'.,:" ' ... 1 . , 

l ~: " .. t " L. 

, ' 
3 
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The NASIS victimiz~t:Lon questions~",as with most'otl'let:'vhft(i'iniz'~t'i'~~ '~~~~ys, 
,~ .:~;~':.; l:~:;':;';:"~:;' '''1) -!.,';. '~V:l" 1..J'.::J~.' . .' . .!.~f" .'~ " :i .. 

ask" therespm;~dents 't'? ,rep'?~t crime!3 :committed wi.;thin;:the:·12:~oiiths pre~e'ding :the 
~. r ';... ." I ". "~'. ~ '. !'t~ ' .. tw· 

interview. J)oubts .have- ~c:»ng. existed concerning th~- rebi'Abil1fY'::.df f&~'~bi1d~nt~···';. 
1 ~ •• " .' \ ! J:.. ..t. . ,.\!:' ' t .. ' , .• ' ': j' '." ' .• ' • , , 

."~:: ,. 4 ~ 1\'" • •..• ~ 

limiting,thei~ reportingtQ this, tim~ fram~., A rec~ne>stiud~' tiy. L-uAof' 'the 'Ume 
!;1.4:,~ .. ~.;t:,~'.; .... . ', ""J t' "til.··:"\ ~ c'; ·l .. ··'~;-::;:r;-

frame reliability 'of, ,respond~t1ts to. a Portland victimfzatlionl;·survey" :inal~at~:thi's 
~::.t.j.h: ...... !. :.~'::. rl~ .ltti ...... : 

is, not a significantpro~~em., . 
.: ..... :~~ .:,~:~:,'j<, ,;' :.\ .. ~i t.)·:-,!·~ ·w!n~j· ! to ,~:# ... 

SUMMARY OF VICTIMIZATION TRENDS 

Of the 1,940 adults surveyed, 24% (463) ~e~-P?;f.7\d\f!.::~;?8':,~he,~:V~Ct1m,·'~f:~~i~,.~~st 
-'. . .. ..-. ... -- ......... " .. 

one crime during the preceding 12 months. This is a 2% decrea!3e froIl! ~he,~1?revious 
.. ' ~ ... ;. ~ , ..< . ~ ~~>: .. . ~.~/ . .. ~:t l' "~~' ~ .+< 

year ..:A t.otiJ.l'..J.£ 56-~ of'iens'es:'lwer~ reported, of whi~h 95% were actual;an.~L ~% ,WE;~~ 
". " I~~'/"'~-:'::"" ,~ .. ,{~¢r7' ~ .. ':.'~"~~"" ,~ .. Y:.r,.,"' ...... J '~,'" 

attempts"~i< 82%' 6f"f!he"'vfcd,fu~"'~~ported singi~ victimization whi~,,: th~:, p1~~nt.Il8.;'''''', 
• "i ~. , .,. ., .... • -t.", , . > '.' • 't. ' .......;, #' ,:. c, 

18% r~ltt~ 'multlpie' irl~tilniz~~i\on. ~ose .,:t·'3% of' fhe t~t'al.,.Vi,~t~l~~~ .RQ.l7e ,~~.q: 
.. , ,~ _ • .f' . .,' c.:;.' ~._ •• ..... . -" ."!' • 

once, ~e~ourited.~ot one-third of all victimi~ation. 
i-: 

" , , .. ' ~ . 
: .; '", . 

) 

'., RESPONDENT' VICTnlIZATION "'REPORTING' .' . .... .. TABLE 1: 
" .,).-r . ~ f·-".' .. 1~)f.!; . ON NASIS CRIME QUESTIONS 

,,'. ~ ~ ,t~ ,,~ }~,: :. .' ~':;! .~I:: ... ?~ h' 
All 'Offenses 

. . ~" . ~ 

,. ..... · .. "':~ .. i;:"i.:::·"': :!';:.. . ~"'. 
,',- ~' Index Offenses 

/I Times' ':,;RespOhQ~ntp. Offenses 
Vict:J,mize'(f" Frequency' Frequency 

. 2 

'3',· 

4 

TOTALS (1-4) 

~. -; a 

214 

~ .. , . -....... 

~'9 " 

230 

t. ; 

t", ~Index:f Fraud?, Vandal!sdt) ;;:-',f' ~:.~\ 
% of' All' " 'If. Frequency 'Frequency,% orAll 

!tespP{ldents }\!7,l:?g9np~nts ,,~)ffenses";; ~P~h'<iihi'i:s 

¥.,,,,.' 

380' 19.6% 
:.; .... it., .. : ~::i, ? , ... ~ .:: 

:.~, . 133' . 

. ',. ,~.'.' ,I', .. ' 11 
.,1 

11% 463 563 23.9% 

4. 

'q 

", .~h.e survey included questions about six INDEX crimes (burglary, larceny-
'.""'".\J:I .• ·.j.~.~y ··t·;~,;~ .. ;·).~t!~. ,. ~':.~C: ':,.. " ...... ~:.~, •• "'.' '$ •• " • 

theft, 1l?-otor vehicle theft, robbery, forcible rape, felony"'assault',}Ja~ well 
.... ".~.~.~~,>~ ~'1.~.· : . \','~ '.' ~.~:! .. : . 

~s vandalism a~d fraud. Th~' following table"des~ribes these o'f'f~~~e~ ':ln ".i / 
'" .. 

" : ~~" . 
descending order of frequency. • t·, 

:t • " 

. ' , , 

TABLE 2: RESPONDENT REPORTING BY TYPE OF CRIME 

Type of Crime 

-Vandalism * 

Fraud * 

Burglary 

Felony Assault 

Hotor Vehicle Theft 

Robbery 

Forcible Rape 

TOTALS 

INDEX TOTALS 

* NON-I~mEX OFFENSES 

Frequency 

214 

116 

104 

79 

21 

19 

4 

4 

561 

231 

e-

." .:. 

5 

% of.all 
Offenses' 

38.·2%, 
• II -,of,' 

.20.7% 

18.5% 

14.1% 

3.7% 

3.4% 

.7% 

.7% 

100% 

41% 

Victimization , " 

Rate 
. '" ., - .. ~ 

,.,' -" '\. " J" '.' '," 

l10.3/],.,QOO Households 
" . . . ' .. ". r ·.i~;" :')" -,:! 

.. 59..8/)..,000 l\d,ults (18 & ove; 
I '-'! -::..! .... ~ ~ . . :. 

.. ,53.6/1,,000 Households 
.' ., 1 • ~~ j" . 1 .:~ - • 

.AO. 7/1,000 Hous.eholds ,,-:' '- ' . '. . ',-I 

10.8/1,000 Adults (18 & ove. 

9.8/1,000 Households 

2.1/1,000 Adults (18 & ove 

3.8/1,000 Adult Women 
(18 & over) 



.~.~ ... 

,1, .. 
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'\ 

r~ '" .. )1':lr~~r;:"t~~~l;~ugh~~r .lil'aS thE7. pnly Index category ab~e~1:: from the s~rvey. 
,,, .... 9~, t.. ... ~ :'.& •• ,I •• f.'l"'-o,I) \ •• ' ... " , "'~. "".', ~ : .... :~.··:·t·.· ,""."": .~:..>, ·~l:·J.~i.:t .. :',I':)~! .• ·;..f~ ~"'" ·~"t:I~":j,\~· • ~~~',.~J'" 

Also excluded were victtmless crimes such as dru9, abuse and prostitution, 
t~.~ ~··!·.;~!:,:".l::;l r.~~~~ .. ,;.~ l(.,:'·:~.'.1~!/:':·':'1 ~.;. ''('. _ 'l·~t'.~~. ), .... . '',t:~/! .. ; ... ;· •• ";~r!~~::.rb~·.~~""~~~;.~ ·i:·{.,*t., f.!: .... ," 

"white-collar" c~\ime, and property crimes against commercial or business 
, . ~;' ,'. ~t..·.:..:.r~:·l .;;. 7!-; ,:i":"'~·;!\;·'. ',,' !.f:i.·~ ... .r. ... ~ ... :.>. 

establishments. 

·.'.·.I/C'·"~ .... '., ",··".·.~l .. , ....... ~ ''":;'''f. ~ ... '" ,t M tll'i'~"" 
••• ~.~ ." .... "i-' ..,. ... ~ ... ' .'- '; "'~l~.. .~ ...... -i:,,1 ,:.:: 

.... {,it ~ ,,":_, -~·r·.' ~ .', • ,j!.,-
Cr1iI!E!~"'agairist proper,t'f(burglary, motor vebic~e thefts, ~arc~~y-thefts, 

:;;,.', " ,', ' ".::;,'1,,.,, "':~<:-::: "f' ,~".,~,' 

vanda·lism) accounted for 71 •• 2% of all offenses,. Collecti.vely ,t;h~y., occuI:1='$.d 

':;i.~t'l::a" rate'df ii~ pe~,l,OOO\h~Useholds compared to :the 229/l,OOO'JhouSenol:c1'.1 
.. ~ ,i';!",o .. ;:- .. <-.{"~ ,.~ ~ :', ... ·4 i' ,. " ~. 

'rate 'in last year's survey.' 'Index crimes against' property (burglarY;'MVT~:~'" 
;' 1 I ~. I, .;. .' .r. ': '.; . -. " 

'lard!Uy~theft) occurred at' the rate 104/1,000 households (compare(f'"tO'~',1i1:7.l1,OOO 

;~ :,' hori~~h~r~s ; 'i~sf" j~~r) • 
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'r 

)., 1,~~ :', ·~{.:~~.;,'<.r/.\·t,,!' i 

' •• _ I.t,' ~~, ~'. ,';.. f 

....... 

: . 
. , 

," .. ', 
.. :. ;.>.. .. .. "\. 

.' :~ i . 

T." , 

·,1', 
~, 

" , 

6 

\ . 

;" I 

MOTOR 
VENICLE 
THEfT 

RApe 
.'710 

'\ , ...... 

" ~. 

ROBBER" 
.710 

t' 

DISTRIBUTION of CRIME 

. .. • ~j .,.:.\ .. 

" . ,,' 

BURGLAR'r' 
ILf.11o' '::; 

> :~ '., 

. .~." 

VANDALISM 
38.2. % 

7 

LA RC£NY­
, THEFT 

• : .. ;i·· 

, '1'. 5': 1., 

~ .. 
,'. ' 

. ~ . 

, )', 

FRAUD 
20.7% 

· ... 1. .. , 
.' .. ,.1'0' 

NAS.S '78 

',' 

" .'. 

" .. 

" 

. ... 

..... ! 

'. , 



~--~------- -

Crimes against people (felony assault, robbery, forcible rape, fraud) 

accounted for 25.8% of all offenses. Collectively they occurred-~t a rate of 

75/1,000 adults compared to 86/1,000 adults last year. Index crimes against 

people (felony assault, robbery, rape) occurred at a rate of 15/1,000 adults, 

compared to 30/1,000 adults last year. Several factors had notable relation-

ships to the probability of victimization. They are briefly summarized below. 

TYPE OF CONMUNITY 

Residents of Omaha, while representing just under one-fourth of all NASIS 

respondents, reported almost one-third of all offenses reported in the survey, 

probably due to their reporting 42.2% of all multiple victimization. 

TABLE 3: VICTl}lIZATION DATA BY TYPE OF COt~roNITY 

% of % of % of all 
NASIS Respondents % of all % of all Multiple 
SAMPLE Victimized Victims Offenses Victimization 

Farm or Ranch 13.5% 13.4% 7.6% 7.1% 6% 

Under 2,500 22.9% 20.5% 19.7% 18.8% 16.9% 

2,500-50,000 27.2% 26.7% 30.5% 29.1% 25.3% 

Lincoln 12.2% 26.6% 13.6% 13.7% 9.6% 

Omaha 24.2% 27.9% 28.3% 31.3% 42.2% 

TOTALS 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% 

Residents of first-class towns (population 2,500-50,000) and Lincoln also 

reported higher than average victimization rates. 

8 

AGE 

The younger the respondent the more likely it was they were vi~timized 

by crime. The 18-30 age group, though only 31.9% of the sample, constituted 

41.8% of all victims and 44.6% of all offenses reported in the survey. 

,TABLE 4: VICTll1ICATION DATA BY AGE OF RESPONDENTS 

% of NASIS % of all % of all % of Age Group 
Age Group SAMPLE Victims Offenses Victimized . 

18-30 31.9% 41.8% 44.6% 32.1% 

31-45 24.8% 28.2% 28.2% 28.0% 

-46';'60 23.0% 18.5% 17.6% 19.8% 

61-75 15.3% 10.1% 9.2% 16.3% 

Over 75 5.0% 1.3% 1.2% 6.4% 

TOTALS 100% 100% 100% N/A 

RACE 

Despite the relatively small number of non-white respondents contacted 

in the survey, they reported a significantly higher rate of victimization than 

white respondents. 

TABLE 5: VICTlllIZATION DATA BY RACE OF RESPONDENT 

Race % NASIS SAMPLE % All Crimes % of Group Victimized 

'(fuite 96.4% 93.8% 22.3% 

Non-toJhi te 3.6% 6.2% 41.4% 

TOTALS 100% 100% N/A 

9 -
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Comparisons between NASIS victimization ratio and UCR crime rates are 

awbvard due to several factors. Many of the crimes reported in the survey 

were not reported to police (more about this later). Due to weighing factors 

used in compiling the survey responses, household crimes in NASIS are reported 

Ilper 1,000 households 11 rather than "per 1,000 population" used in the UCR. 

Also, crimes against persons are reported in NASIS as "per 1,000 adults" as 

opposed to llper 1,000 population", since only adults were questioned in the 

survey. Another confounding factor concerns the surveyor and respondent 

correctly categorizing an offense. We cannot be certain to what extent events 

reported in the NASIS are consistent with hm'T a. police recorder lvould rate an 

offense. For example, an offense considered a felony assault by a NASIS 

" 

respondent may, if it lvas reported to the police, havE! been considered only a 

misdemeanor assault in the official report. To what extent this factor may 

operate in the NASIS cannot be measured without extensive follow-up studies. 

We can, however, look at the relative frequency of index crimes within the 

UCR and NASIS reports. 

% Total 

TABLE 6: RANK AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF INDEX CRL~S 
UCR AND NASIS FIGURES .;;.' 1977 

Index Crimes UCR Rank NASIS 

65.7% Larceny-Theft 1 Larceny-Theft 

21.6% Burglary 2 Burglary 

7.1% Motor Vehicle Theft 3* Felony Assault 

3.2% Felony Assault 4*',' Motor Vehicle Theft 

1.9% Robbery 5 Robbery 

.5% Forcible Rape 6 Forcible Rape 

10C% 

* Different Rankings for Felony Assault, }1otor 
Vehicle Theft (l 

.12 

% Total 
Inde2C Crimes 

45.0% 

34.2% 

9.1% 

8.2% 

1. 7% 

1. 7% 

100% 

--' 
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Though both reporting systems show Larceny,Theft and Burglary as the 

most prevalent index offenses, they disagree considerably on the percentage 

of all index crimes. each of these offenses represent. This may be due to 

the fact that the two crimes often occur simultaneously and some victims give 

the burglary episode precedence over the larceny-theft. episode, or consider 

the burglary to include the theft. It is also partially explainable by the 

fact that the UCR category include all reported offenses as opposed to the 

NASIS restriction to households. 

VICT]}! REPORTING OF CRIMES TO AUTHORITIES 

One of the most notable features of victimization surveys in general is 

the volume of crime they reveal which is never reported to a law enforcement 

agency. 

Of the 561 crimes reported to the NASIS only 43% (243) had been reported 

to a law enforcement agency. This represents a 6% decline from the percent of 

crimes reported to police last year. Among those not reporting, the most 

common specific reason was that it was "useless to reportll (25.5%). 15.8% 

thought the incident was "not important 'enough" and 11.1% said they did not 

report an offense because the offender was a friend. Fraud was the least 

reported crime (9%) while Motor Vehicle Thefts was most often reported (74%) 
\\ 

followed by Burglary (70%). 

We find the rate of reporting to increase, if only index crimes are 

considered, to 53%. Index crime victims in Omaha reported crimes to police 
,I 

most frequently (63%) followed by small tOl~S (55%) and farm or ranch victims 
" 

(50%). Least likely to report index offenses to police were victims in Lincoln 

and first class towns (pop. 2,500-50,000) where only 45%·of all index crimes 

were reported. 

14 
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Type of Community 

Farm or Ranch 

Under 2,500 

2,500-50,000 

Lincoln 

Omaha 

TOTALS 

TABLE 7: REPORTING OF INDEX OFFENSES 
BY TYPE OF CONHUNITY 

% of all 
% of Sample Index Crimes 

13.5% 7% 

22.9% 17.7% 

27.2% 31.4% 

12.2% 13.7% 

24.2% 30.1% 

100% 100% 

% of Index Crimes 
Reported to Police 

50% 

55% 

45% 

45% 

63% 

Ave - 52.7% 

hi e~ists ben~een the age of a victim and the report­A significant relations p ~ 

ing of offense to police. Victims between the ages of 18-30 - the group 

of an index offense - are the least likeiy to report most likely to be victiu~ 

Most likely to report are those in the 46-60 age an offense to police (43%). 

group (65). 

TABLE 8: VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING 
CE1L~CTERISTICS BY AGE GROUP 

% of a1,.l % of Index Crimes 
Age Group % of Sample Index Crimes Reported to Police 

18-30 31.9% 44.5% 43% 

31-45 24.8% 25.3% 57% 

46-60 23.0% 21.4% 65% 

61-75 15.3% 7.8% '··56% 

Over 75 5.0% .9% 50% 

100% (1,940) 100% (226) Ave 52.7% (119) 

16 
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loJITNESSES 
• ., J"'. ',. ... 

" '. ~ . 
Only 2.5% of the. ~esponi;le.nts reported' 'w~tneSSitig a crime. Slightly 

over one-half of those witnessing a crime reportE!ci' 'it to authorities. 
. '. . 

INS~CE/LOSS 'OFPROPER'lrr _', . 
'; ~ 

, Only 13~' of. thoseV1ctimswho ,suffered a, loss o~ -property as, a, :result 

of a crime were fully insured for their losses. Another 15% were partially 

covered by insurance and almost two-thirds of the property-loss victims had 
, , ",'.j 

no insurance coverage for their losses. 4 out of 5 victims who had property 

stolen recovered none' of their losses. 

ATTITUDE QUESTION IN SURVEY 

As mentioned earlier, 43% of those victimized by a crime reported it to 

a la~l enforcement agency. Of these, approximately two-thirds said they were 

satisfied with how police handled the incident. 

;, All respondents were asked to rate the effectiveness of the 3' co'mpc;nents 

of the criminal justice system. 

, .. 

TABLE' 9 : "HOW EFFECTIVE DO YOU THINR..'l'HE" 
FOLLOWING THREE PARTS OF THE NEBRASKA CRIMINAL 

JUSTICE SYSTEU ARE IN DEALING loJITH CRIME IN THE STATE?" 
,',"'i' 

1. Law Enforcement 
, Very IEffective.' 6%2.' " 

EffectivE:! 
c 66%.;; 72% . Ineff.ict,ive; 23% ?, 

Very Ineffective 5%~ 28% " .. 
'" 2. Courts 

Very Effective 
2%:! " Effective 48% 50% 

Ineffective 38% ..... 
Very Ineffective 12%3 50% 

17 

} 



po 

.,. 

3,. Corrections S!stem 
,2% .": ... , Very 'Effective ..... ~ " 

49% 51% Effective 
f " ::'. 

'Ineffectiv~: ' .'''' . 39%, 
Very Ineffective 10%" '49% 

0'.', '::' 

.... ,. 

, N b' k' g"overnment'\should The survey also asked the respondents whethe'f",,~, ~~s a , ",' I ",. 

do more - less - ;bout the same'concernirig'proble?s in ~he follo~~~,areas: 
': {. 

. ,:;t: ....... :'" ,,' ~'STATE GOVERNHENT SHOULD D?~,' .. 
, . 

., .j ',. .', 
, " ;,!I AREA ABOUT THE SAME 110RE 'LESS " ; 

------------------ ----'---~--;-;""-, .. --,-

l. Drug Abuse 75% .' ;, .. :" 23%,' '., 
. ~~ .~ •. ' • to,:'j 

2% 
: . ,( ... ~. .. .;.' ~ .. ": 

2. Crime Prevention 60% 39% 1% 

, 3. ,: Enettgy Resource~;J 58% 
,. 
", . '"l~~,' c',' 

' , , 

','., 4. ' Coridd.tion.'O.f'~E14e.rly, 
'/' ," 

5. Condition of Farmers 
'\ . ~ ~ ;; 

'6~" . VIiiter :Resources ," :: 

7. Public Elem/Sec Education 

8. Health 
.. ... • ~.': t 

probation (24%). _I'; 
.. "'I' 

. ; I ~ 

.. '".!. ", 

56% 
·r· , ,. 

•• ·.i 

56% 
'. <>; ' .. .' 

44% 
,;. t)~ . ;: ... 

43% 

26% 

,'. ~, 

, I 

:, ... : .*.' t' • hJ~; ;-

., ..:. ... ; ". '" : .. ',": ,:', 
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, 52'~ 

: ,.,: .. 53% 

72'i' ., 

!/ 

. '.1% 

• ,: '·'i· t, 3% 

, "3.% .... 

. 4% 

• "'.J'f·' • '. < •• :~ ", ", t .. 
CRIMES ,AGAINST PROPERTY 

,'0 J . '.' " 
.:':'., <; 

BU'RG~ - "During the~ last 12 months, did anyone break into ,you,J{,'ho~el or 

apartment and steal something?" 

, . , , 
'. 

: '"'Of' 1; 914 respondents to this 'question,., 72 reported' a successful' attempt 

, ahd· 7, an unsuccessful attempt. \ J Combi~ed'" ,this,.means 4:. 2%,0.£' -all\:h~u\~eholds 
~ ... ~, 

. 'were burglarized - mo:re' than' 3 ·times' l:he',r~te., ·'indicate~·by '.using"UCR ,figures 
. I' 

II 'for ·residential burglaries. and l>epartment.::o.f 'Economic.,Developmen,t. figures 

1\ for total households in the State. Burglary accounted for' 35%, 0_£ .:th,e 'iudex 

crimes and 14% of all offenses reported in the NASIS • 

Omaha reported the highest burglary rate (72/1,000 hous~holds) While 

communities under 2,500 population had the lowest rate (18/1,000 households) • 

Lincoln and the first-class cities (pop. 2,500-50,000) averaged about 39/1,000 

households. 

Hultiple living units (apartments, duplexes» etc.) averaged 56 6u~aries 

per 1,000 households while single family homes experienced a burglary at the 

rate of 38/1,000 households. 

Households in which total income was under $10,000 had the highest 

burglary rate (53/1,000 households), while households earning over $20,000 

annually had the lowest rate (32/1,000 households). 

Non-white households experienced a considerably higher victimization 

rate for burglary (97/1,000 households), white households (39/1,000 households). 

, ~, 
.... 19 
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Respondents who wel'~, .not 'marrIed repcii'~t~,d, ,6.0 burglaries per 1,000 

households compared 'to 33/1,000 households for those who were married. 
• • '$. . ', 

':',' 

, " 

:.'" -, \. . 

71% of the burglaries were reported to'a 1aw"enforcement agency -

92% ofi:hes:e' within, ,the day of occurrence. 64% of those reporting to police 
. " , '.. ;' .;. 

wer'e sa:dsfi~d ,with police h~ndling of the case. 
. '., t 

Of those who did not report 

the' burglary to ' police" 28% gave the reason th~t the' offender' was' a friend t 

'20%' felt it waS-, useless to report, and 10% expressed fear of retaliation' by 

,', the offender~ " , , 

'. ' 

.... . 
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LARCENY-THEFT - "During the last 12 months, did anyone steal something from you 

without threatening you or using force and without breaking into 

your home? (Not including auto theft or theft from auto.)" 

Of 1,914 respondents to this question, 104 reported being a larcen~-theft~ 

victim (103 successful, 1 attempted).. This puts the NASIS victimization rate for 

larceny-theft at 54/1,000 households compared to 32/1,000 households rate derived 

from UCR and Dept. of Economic Development figures. Larceny-theft accounted for 

46% of the index crimes and 18.5% of all offenses reported in the NASIS. 

First-class tOvlIlS (pop. 2,500-50,000) reported the highest victimization 

rate (67/1,000 households) ';vhile Omaha and farm/ranch residents reported the 

lowest rate (40/1,000 households). Lincoln and communities under 2,500 popula-

tion averaged 59 larceny-thefts per 1,000 households. 

The likelihood of larceny-theft victimization was somewhat higher for 

the low-income group (under $10,000 - 65/1,000 households) than for the higher 

income group (over $20,000 - 54/1,000 households). 

The 31 year old to 45 year old age group was the most frequent victim of 

a larceny-theft (77/1,000) fO,ll0l.l1ed by the 18-30 age group (60/1,000). Least 

likely tQ be a larceny-theft victim were those over 60 years of age (24/1,000). 

Only 40.5% of the larceny-thefts incidents were reported to a law enforce-

ment agency. Of these 70% were satisfied with police handling of the case. 

22 

Of those not reporting the crime to police, over one-half of the victims 

did not report because the incident was "not impo'rtant enoughli (27%) or they 

considered it "useless to report'i (24%). 14% did not report to the police 

because the offender vlas a friend. 

50% of the larceny-theft involved losses of $50 or less. This may serve to 

indicate why the .. overall rate of reporting to police was low and why so many 

felt it useless or not impcrtantenough to report. 

23 
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:MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT. - IIDur:l,.ngt:h!=! 'ust, 12 JIlonths', .. d.id,·.r;tnyot;1e .steal your auto, 
... L·' ~ , ,." ~ .• : 2' .. " 

truck, motorcycle, or· any other, ~y,pe of motor vehicle?" 
','{7',' 

.. ". .. 
19,' ~ut"~'f 1~ 914 respon:dent's to" th1s quest:J,on ,reported having been a victim 

. ' . ' ".. ~::. ~ " . :t (:.~ . ' i':j [':", . . ~ '; .. ' ....... : :,' " 

of motor v~hicle theft.'-Th:i:s'trans1ates into a rate of 10/1,000 households 
.. ~ , . . '?' ,,:' t' -. ~", ': .:- ';.. t" • .or • '~ . , , 

(co~;~r~d t6 the7/1.;OOO··households rate bas~d ,on UC~ ~~~~e~t" of '~~o~0~1i" 
'. ,) . 

• , • ... .... .: -: .; t:f .'.-J 

Development figures). Motor vehicle theft accounted for 8.4% of the index 
r o • '\, 

of,f~nses and .3.4% o,f all offenses reported in the NASIS. Of the 19 }1VT'j~;~' .'. 
, .. " .. " ' •. '. ._-.! .. ; ,j , . ' •.. 1 • . .; •• ,'. :',., • _. 'r.p ... 

8 ipvo1:v~c:1 automobiles, 5 involved trucks, 3 were 'inotoreyales' and' 3. ·we~,e·, other . ..: ; -, ,,:., . . 
. ~. .,: '.: ...... '., 

types ofvehlcles. 

• i.,,', \~ ... 4··· . 
. ' Omaha, Lincoln and first-class totms (pop. 2,500 to 50,000) reported 

. .. ,- . ~ .. 
~ .. \' ... 

. ~~. " • ! I' 

app.:r~:H;iIpate1y· 13 'motor vehicle th~fts p~r i ;oi)O hobs'ehol'ds.' . Towns. under 2,500 
.. OM;" -;" .. ',~;. ,:,.~ .~t'. ;"', ~ .'.... .' .... 

PQ~~lat\ipn r~.~C?rte~. C??l'~, 4.5/1,000' households. :,' None' oi':the respondents\ wh.o "'; 
... ! :~'. -~ ';:, I • ~_,: .," .. '..,,*,'1 ' .• _. 

lived. on a f<;l:rm or ranch reported a motor vehicle' theft-. 
,. l.. . • ~ ':' \ it ... I' t, . r:; I.· 

f'" • 

.' I ... 

, ~ .. "-. 

Those households whose income exceeded $20,000 annually '~~e~ie~~~d i~G' 
, ~:-.~' < .. , ~ ", t Oo -;-

1lJ.Qt.or.veb,;i,.!:;le thefts per 1,000 households - more .. than 
• l.,' •• , ... , ';: .,~ ,'~' "i •. : ..... ~.t . {: .... ~. 1 •. -" .. 

ho.usehQlqs ~who~e income' was' under $20,000' (7/l'~'(jOO):::' 
., '~.' ..... t.::· ... :!· ... . ~ ~j •• , ••• : .... : .... :;,. ~ 

twice the rate for 

, ' 
'" 

z' .' ,,'~ ~\\-' ~.:; • t 

Those living in single family homes were4t'ore likely ~~'~~ ~i~t:lmi~-;;d' 
; ',',,;. i .. .. : ;: -:.,.:, 

(~1/1,09Q:-Aouseho1ds) than those in other types of housing (5/1,000 households) • 
. , t·· ~. ..... '. :!":'.: :' ;""'. ". ·i·: " ,: .... : .... -.. ' 'i.'- .l; : ...... , •. , , 

80% of the motor 'rehiclet theft ',v~Ums. reported the offe~~~ ~~"lal,y 
, '.. '~r," •• ,t .t~,· :.;.f.~' __ . .-~. ·.,·"\·It, •. ~. : ...... ~!.,~~ .•..• ~ ;l~f. . j";"':~~" 

enfQr.cement authorities. Of these 67% were satisfied with police handling"of . '. ,,''', '; ,. :' 

~ ... I " ~ , 

. ' . 
. i.. 

~., .... ... . '" I. 
~ .... !) : \. .. . ';';' ~ 

' .. , 
.. ' ' .• 1 \ 

o 
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VANDAL'rsM;..J II'DUring the'laSt 12 months~ has 'anyone'tinlawfully.oamaged or' 

'vandalizea your prop"erty? II 

..l /, I • J ~ .;.. 

Of the 1~9l4 respondents to this question, 214 reported being the victim 

" 
This represents ~ r~te ~f l12/l,000 households. Vandalism t.ras of vandalism. 

... 't • l " , -

the most frequently reported ~ffense in the NASIS, accounting for 38% "~f all" 

victimizations. 
.. .i 

6~% "of ~he v:i,ctims ;epo(~ted ,«:\amageto their motor vehicle"~ ~2% r~1?or~«!!d 

damage to their residence or grounds, and 21% reported damag7 to prope~ty in 

the area of their residence. 

( 

ifh~:·la}:'ger the c;ommun:\.ty, .tpe more frequent was ,th~_ in,cidence ofyan~al-

ism. ~ha".~xperiencedthe highes~ ~a~e (150/J, 000 housegol~s) _ .follow~d ~y, .. , (, 

Lincoln (144/1,000), first-class. towns .(pop. 2~5.00 - 50,000 '7" rat.e: l18/l,00Q 
• -.. ... ... ~ • • .' '. • • . f. . 1 

households), towns under 2,500 population (76/1,000) and farm/ranch (65/1,000 
" .. ,:::- . '. ~ ,,' 

househo~ds). 
. ~ .. -.. ... ~ 

Single family home dwellers exper~\~~~ed."a ~ow~;r r~,~~ of y.at;lqalis~ (104/' 

1,000 households) than residents of other types of housinp units (119/1,000 
", 

households). 
"'t' • ~ ~ : •• 

• -~4 

"f 
';\ 

Non-~hite house~olds experienced a rate of 153/1,000. pouseholds while 
• * • ~ • It ":. '<t 

white households had a lower rate (111/1,000 households). 
1) ,,": 

HQusaholds whose income exceeded $20,000 annually experienced van4~11s~ 
(" 

at a rate of 147/1,000 households, considerably higher than the 104/1,000 

households experienced by households with incomes under $20,000 annually. 
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Just over half (53%) of the vandalism i .. 
ncidents were reported to a 

law enforcement agency. ·Of those\'not 
rep'orting 'td "police~ . 25%" con:sid~r~d ,. 1 ~ ~ '._ •• 

the incident "not importa t ; il" ,," _ " . ",:. • ' 
n enough, 30% considered"it'" - 1" ":" _. , use ess'to report ll 

and 5% did not report because the offender was a friend. 

who '~epo~ted'to the 'police were 
3 out of 5 Victims 

e. ~~ 

incident." 
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CRIMES AGAINST PEOPLE 
": "'! 

, " . ~.' .,~" " .. ' .~, . 
", 

ASSAULT -"-,jD~riitg'th~'laiii: 'i2'months', 'did anyone beat you Qt: !'lttack you with. 
. . . . . ' .' ." '. ". '. ·1.... '.. . OJ ~ t" 

. ,. 
", ".,' " 

, , 
• ".'.~ .. r·, \,,' 

~.. , : ;" ' .. ~'. I ", ", 

Of the IV9:U.,"respbnqent~ to' t,his question, a total of 21 persons reported 
!"i .1 I ' .. l ,: t',' ~,~ , ',,', : :"t':(" ;":.' 

being victims of a personal attack (19 struck, 2 not struck). This constitutes" 
(( i/' 

an assault victimization rate of 11/1,000 adults - 18 'and over. The UCR 

felony assault rate for 1977 is considerably lower - 1.1/1,000 population. 

The question as asked in the NASIS did not identify the seriousness of the 

attack and therefore it is assumed that the figures include both less common 

felony assaults and the more common misdemeanor assaults. 

Omaha reported 9 assauit victimizations out of 456 respondents, or a rate 

of 20/1,000 adults. Lincoln and first-class towns (pop. 2,500 - 50,000) 

experienced assault at a rate of 13/1,000 adults. Only 1 assault was reported 

from small town (under 2,500) respondents and none were reported by farm/ranch 

respondents in the NASIS. 

All but one of the actual assaults involved the 18-30 age group whiclt 

reported an assault rate of 30/1,000 ~dults. The 31-60 age group reported 

only 2 assaults per 1,000 adults. Respon.~'.~nts over 60 years of age reported 
u 

no assaults. 

Men, aged 18-30, accounted for two-thirds of all assault victimization 

and the overall rate for males was 14.5/1,000 adult men. Women reported being 

assault victims at the rate of 7/1,000 adult women. 
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Respondents \vho were married reported a muth1ower, vi.t:timization rate 
. '. 

(4~4/1,000 adults) than' unmarried respondents (25.711,Oon adults).; 
\. , . , 

,'\ :,' 

Respondents;earning $10,000--$20,000.annua"ly had' the highest;victimi­

zation r~t~ U9/1,OOO"'a'dufts) fol1o\'/ed by the under $10,000 incomegroiJp 
. • '. I' 

. '·(14/J~OOO):., Thq~e' earning over $29,000 reported only' 2' ~s~a.~.1t,s per hOOO 
", 

'adult populat,ion'.: 

Only 1 out of'4 assaults were'reoortecito a'law enforcemen'f'agency, all 
". • 0< ": ~. ", ••• r.... ,t ..... , . '. ~ . " 

\'Iithin one hour of their occurrence. 'Of'the 15 victims'who did'not report 

to po.l ice, 4: said: they did. not report b~cause the assai 1 ant' \lias a friend, 4 

didn't consider the incident important enough, one feared retaliation and 

one was too busy. 

\ 

~, 



"' 

or rape yoU?1I .f ':. 

, ;. 

'f '':,. '" 

Of the 1, 032 womenresp~~ding to tli1.s 'ques'Uon, i reporte'p~ an ircutal 

rape and, ~,reported an attempted 'rape for ':'an overall victimizat'i~n ',rate of 
... I •• r::-

The total numb~;'of actual and attempted:X'~p'es repbrte~ 3.8/1;000 adult women. 

! 
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'I it 
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" 

in this survey was too small for statistical analysis, though i.t' dQe!3fTefl~C't 

a ~ecreasefrom,·the JO 'rape indd~,~lt!3 rep,oF~ed in, ~ast yearY,s NASIS. It should .. ' .., ..... " 
:.! '. 

be noted 'that nol\~;of:, the,4yictims report;ed the ~nciden.t to police, and 3 of 

the 4 ~ictims"identifi~~L1;ljl~: ~ssB;:qapt ~~~, ~rien? 
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ROBBERY, - '!p~ring, ,the last 12 months, dio. anyone take something directly from 
I '. ~ .. t' . ' ... 

,r:ou,sU!!h ~s your y~~let, purse, money, or other valuables by using 
'r • 

force or thi:eatenip~ YO\l?H 

O~" the 1, 9l~ ,respq,nd~~,ts to this question, 3 reported beiI?-g the victim 
.. ,,(. 

of a successful robbery ~nd,~ ~eported an attempted robbe~y for an overall 
• . - • , • . / /. ... .' •. ~.» : \~ . 

rate of 2.1/1,000 adults. Robbery accounted for 1.7% of all index crimes 
, " 

reported in the NASIS. Two of the robberies were reported (within an hour 
, . 

of t.heir occ~rrence') and two were not reported becaus~' the victim corisid'ere'd it 

"useless to report. "I' 
.-: 

The three victims of a successful robbery were all from Omaha. All four 

victims were white and married, one was a woman. As was the case 't,]ith rape, 
r .. 

the nUmber' of 'robbery victims 'was' tbo 'small for statistical' analysis. ' :It should 

be noted, however, that the four vi~tiniiz~t:ions are" a decrease from 'the '14 

reported in. last y~a;J;' s NAS,!S. u~,~n,g, a comparable slimple size. , '" 
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FMUD ~ : ':!i>iir:i~g t~~ 1 tas't '11 :;tit~nths~' diO' ~ny6~~"~l1e~t ! yoti: o.it of' ~o~t monei~ 

- .... -, :;'_ .... r.
o 

"~l."f ~ • t .. ', . -

warranty on an item or service which you bought?" 

.. \.' •• k J ",', "', ;' ...• ,.t, .... 1.~. t". )..... • ', •• :." t .. ·... .,', .. ~ ... ',t' ,-'i; ....... .,..~ \. • ,"-

of a suc'cessful fraud'and 8 of an' 'attempted 'fraud for an overall rate of ' 

60/1, OOO!:adulti~ i:' 
~" " ... :: , , 

< • 

The highest :victimization rates for fraud occurr~d in Omaha (15/.1:,·000 .:. 
0, .',"'~' ..... ,". OJ- '. .;:f":"':'-' I '""1"~~'';' :.' '~;" • ~ : >.~.'"".!' ."~ ~ ". 

adults) and small communities under 2,500 population (13/l,00~~~~plts)~. F!~st-

class towns (pop. 2,500 - 50,000) had a rate of 51/1,000; Lincoln - 47/1,000; 
'. ", ~'~., 

• :;' • '"' ••• " I 1.. i l -

~nd" fann/raiich 35/l·~000.' 

~ ." t i . 

Non-white resp~ndents ~.xperienced a f~auc\. victi~~Cl:tl~m rat~ o.f +83ll.0~0 
"" ." .. '; \. ......... . ,'," I' 

adults _ consid~rably higher ~p~n' ~h~, ,56/1,000 ~a~e fo~ ~~~te adul;.~., ,; : ..... 
.' f : •• ', :,/ --., '.., • • ;~ 

. ~ . 
Hen were victimized at more 'th~n' twice" tlte rate w~mem 

. ..' ."........ . ~ 
expe~ie~~ed ,',' " . 

(M = 83/1,000; F = 41/1,000). 

A strong relationship ~xisted betweem age and the rate of victimization. 

The youngest group (18-30 years) experienced fraud at the rate of 93/1,000, 

followed.by the 31-45 age group at 73/1,000. Those over 45 had a victinrl,zation 

of only 29/1,000 - less than one-half the average rate. 

Less than lout of 10 fraud incidents were reported. 
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CONCLUSION 

circum~~ances :of crime from ~he victi~ " ~o~~~:· of ~iew' as opposed to the 
... :!. .: 

• • .::., •• j'" 

records of law enforcement age,ncies. The need fo~' sucli an 'apptoach 'is' 
";, " ''1'". 

.... ~, .... . ,;",' t 

....... H,<-"at:ed'lfy tb'e' fa-ct· that a~ost 3 out of 5 victimizations' are: ·not reported 

to polie-e.:: If.·!'Po·lic~ ar~,. ~~~.n~t~~~~~ i~~f a c~ime, they cannot respond to . ~t, 

.'. i 

..... 

record" i t;~ i. assist, ,the. v.ic.~;im the 9r . apprehend offender ",··meaning. the C:J;'ime is 
' .. t. 

a successful one. 

'this' 'study 1 and ,.0~h'7rs ,in recent years shotv that many victims choos~ 
.. "':-. ~ ......... ~ 

...... 
not' to r'epoi:,'t· a. 'Crime~.so as, to avo.~? the often complex andcinnbersome .p~o.cedures 

of the' criminal ju~ttce.~ystem. lVhile lat;r enforcement, the "front: ,linen of the 
, . . 

f ~. ;' • 

cr:f.niinalij'tistice ~8tem, ~anks highest in the 'publ:f;c' s vi-ew (72% consider 
• t. ~ : I • . i . 

police 'effective in dealing.,:t'lit~ cr~me), the ~~urts' and' correcti(;m~l sy's~em, 

which from the' PPb.li~.;;s.!:~;iewp,oint :'l'i~ deeper '~thi~ the'~yste~, are rated . 
f ~ '. • l " -", 

e£fective.'·oy only. 50% ;·of the. PUbl~~·. And th~~'~' ~lho "did )&6ther.· to ~t:ep.ort a cr,ime 

rat~d pOlice·.moreeff.ec~i~e <?5%) whiie ~he~!'r~ted tti~ courts and,correct~~nal 
.• '. I ' . . ,.': ; ;. J', '.:., , ' . -., . . 

systemcorisiderably l\~ss .~ffective (44%) tha~' those' who bad ~ot: e~~ri~nced' . 
• ~:. 0'. • •. , : ,.' ~.: '; •• • i .. , .,. ~. • '.. •.•. 

a vic't'imizat:;ion.: . InauJ:.ance requiremen'ts probably accobnfed for,. the .most .often 
. .' '!\' , '" : .. '.' . • ...... ~ . " 

reported crimes· of ,IIl0tol:, ve!ticl~ theft and burglary. 
'I,.: 

,Q 

\'1;'" • 

The majority of victims surveyed were targets of vandalism and fraud ::..: 

offenses not included in the calculation of index crime rates in the Uniform 

.Crime Report. These were also two of the crimes least ~requently reported to 

police. If only the six index crimes are considered, the rate of victim report­

ing to police increases from 43% to 53%. 
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Comparisons between the crime rates of the Uniform Crim~':R~p~rt.:·an.d 

NASIS victimization rates over a period of years could be a useful indicator 
~. , , :. :'., .;,.-: '" ~ -

of the level of utilization of law enforcement resources by victims. ot. crime 
, .' " , . 

~ ~. . ':", - , ... , .. " ~ - ., , 

in Nebraska. Local law enforcement 'planning efforts l~ould be ,strengthened if 
", 

more extensive local victimization' surveys were conducted in various communities 
" , 

", 

across the State. The benefits of local and state level victimiza.tion ,studies 
~~ I •• " 

, .' 

"':include improved public information regarding crim~ prevention~ where, ,to con-
.' ~ f , ,,'" : ~, J ~ '" 

.. centrate resources ~ an~ ... how. tO"'increase cooperation between the. public and the 

criminal justice system. 

.' 

Future victimization surveys should provide information about. crimes" 
~ ,. - • '~ -I, 

\vhich is useful in prevet:l1=.iqg them. ·This would involve asking burgla,ry victims 
~ , • ... ~ ;',. ~ i ;:'. . 

about the burglar's point: .ofA:!ntry into' 'the home, asking victims, of per'sonal 
" - .. 1 ~ c'''' . f.~·· . . 

. crimes the location C?f ~n ~t:tack·and the" characte~istics of th~ attacker (LEAA 
.. ',:. : ~.,. 

studies have indicated ~hat, criminals described by victims are more often . . 
.~ , . 

elderly, t"hite and femal,e tha.n arr~st data refi~~t); asking for more p~ecise. .. , ',: 

information to determine the seriousness of an offense. These aqdother detail-
"'. :'.:, ... : .' . '~ i . :",j 

. oriented questions would provide more useful' fnformation about crimes, victims, 
. ~ • - ., #'. 

d" il' ".' ". , • < 

and realistic ~~rformance measures of the"crimi~~i justice sy,stem, 'as. we·ll as 
·t··· .. 

information relevant to police patrol tactics 'and community-based prog~ams 
; .. ~, .'" ; ~ ~ ~'.. ~.--" 

involving citizens in the detection and reporting of criminal events. 

" .. 
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list of reports already released using data gathered in the 1978 
Nebraska Annual Social Indicators Survey. These may be purchased at 
the indicated price from the Bureau of Sociological Research of the 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln. 

Report Number Title 

1 More for less: Nebraskans and State Government Programs. 
Alan Booth and Susan Welch. Price: $ .50. 

2 Nebraskans and Their Legislature: Part I--Information. 
Susan Helch and John Comer. Price: $ .50. 

3 Designs, Procedures, Instruments and Forms for the 1978 
NASIS. Lynn 1<' White. Price: $5.00. 

4 Nebraskans and Their Legislature: Part II--Evaluation. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

John C. Comer and Susan Welch. Price: $ .50. 

Rural-Urban Differences in Nebraska: Debunking a Myth. 
Lynn White and Alan Booth. Price: $ .50. 

The State of the State in 1978: A Report from the 
Nebraska Annual Social Indicators Survey. Alan Booth 
and David R. Johnson. Price: $ .75 . 

Nebraskans on the t1ove. Lynn K. White. Price: $.75. 

Nebraska's Ethnic Heritage. J. Allen l411liams, Jr. 
Price: $1.00. 

Congressional District and Planning Region Databook 
for the State of Nebraska. Lynn K. t~hite. Price: 
$1.00 • 
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