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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 representat1ve sample of 1940 Nebraskans eighteen years of
age or older 1iving in households were interviewed by telephone. The inter-
view averaged approx1mate1y 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 respondent is released to any user and the
strict confidentiality of individual respondents is rigidly enforced.
While 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 1ife in Nebraska. While 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 Tives.
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.

*
,X';'
*

E3 %

HIGHLIGHTS : R o o

24% of the adults in the State were victims of a ¢rime in the 12 months
preceding the survey (Spring 1978), a 2% decrease in the victimization
rate from the previous year.

Almost 60% of éll victimizations in%olﬁed‘vandalism (38%) or fraud

(21%Z) -~ non-index crimes which are not included in the Uniform Crime
Report's crime rate estimates.

Less than half (43%) of all victimizations were reported to police. .
Motor Vehicle Theft and Burglary were most. frequently reported - (70% plus)

- _fraud and rape, least reported (minus 10/)

The young,. the non-white, and urban residents are the most likely groups
to be victims of a crime.

vPeople under 30, though most Jikely to be victims are least likely to

report an offenseé to law enforcement authorities.

et

While roughly 3 out of 4 adults consider law ehforcement agencies to be
effective in dealing with crime, only half consider the courts and the
correctional system to be effective in dealing with crime.

60%Z of all Nebraska ddults believe State government should "do more"
in the area of crime prevention while only 1% believe the State should

. do less. in this area.
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Several national indenes 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
. this high rating is the relatively low crime rate in Nebraska. The purpose of
‘this report is to document the: extent to which citizens in Nebraska do experience
crime and the factors related to victimization. '

In 1978 the Nebraska Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice
‘commissioned the Nebraska Annual Social Indicators Survey to include a series of
questions on crime victimization. .The. data in this report are based on the
responses of a random sample of 1'940 adults living in households in Nebraska.
Each respondent was askeéd Whether they ‘had been the victim of . each of eight types
'of crime in the last year ‘and, if they had, what had been their responses to the
victimization. In the report, extent of victimization.is related to place of

residence, whether urban. or rural whether single-family or multlple—family units,

to race, to age, and to income. In addition, comparisons are shown between 1977

and 1978 responses which demonstrate that fewer Nebraskans were victims of crime

in 1978 than in the previous year. .
: nThe’purpose of such a victimizationisufveyvis to create;afclearerlpicture
of the frequency of crime and its attendant circimstances than is available from

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

remove the confounding variable of wictim reporting to police and increase the

amount of pertinent demographic information available to criminal justice planners

and public officials in their efforts 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

i e i Bt 2 e T o O L i e . e N - e S i S S T,

e
Ft
i
I
i
#
s
§

- CONSIDERATIONS IN USING VICTIMIZATION DATA

state and : »
State national level where - they stand ‘as: ‘the’ official.measurr of crime rates
and’trends.: Many crimes, however, -are not:reported’ to police and thus are . a

......

' excluded_fromwofﬁicial.records. - Thus,~ the UCR miethod ‘cannot alone detect whether

l

=housaholds, thus excluding businesses which are. often the target of property

th Tils

4"

changes in crime rates .Indicate a change in the’ frequency of crime‘or a change .

gt %L

in the percent“of crimes, reported to* the podlice., ° ‘UCR: data also exclude much

ter gy SRR

information describing the characteristics and trends of the people and property

victimized by crime. _ s

While surveys provide the opportunity for a more detailed analysis of -

victimization characteristics of certain crimes, several considerations-exist '

L

regarding their interpretation and comparison to UCR statistics. As mentioned

previously, the UCR reports only those crimes xnowu to police. While victimiza%<

,‘.y .

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

categories of people z@nd’ property.t Only persons aged 18 or older were inter-
3

viewed so that crime rates for crimes of a personal nature (rape, robbery,

, v

assault) do not include victims under 18 years of age. Only hd 'eholds were fﬁ.,,

s contacted.and questions concerning property crimes wére limited to those againstv

.offenses such as burglary and" vandalism. People living in institutions, colleges

,and universities, touricts and other transients were not included in the survey.

i

‘Although the . sample size of the NASIS was 1,940, this is a fairly small number

:for ‘analysis especially regarding typically 1ow~frequency crimes such as rape,

_robbery, and assault.




interview. Doubts have

wlimiting their reporting to this time frame..

. The NASIS victimizatibn questions; as with most: other victimization surveys,
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ask the respondents ‘o report crimes committed withinvthe*12 months preceding the
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long existed concerning the: reliability~of respondents o
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SUMMARY OF VICTIMIZATION TRENDS

Of the 1,940 adults surveyed, 247 (463) repqrted.being the victim of at'least

one crime during the preceding 12 months. This is a 2/ decrease from the sprevious

0'!..‘

year. .4 :otal of 563-offenses were reported of which 95A were actual and é/ were

attempts'w 82/ of the victims reported single victimization while the remainingtmu
1872 reported multiple victimization. Those 4 34 of the total victimized more than
once. accounted.for one-third of all victimiaation. ' . e e avih2
s - "»".' i B 'z. N -“, ' R ~" 3 ""’. “ ’.L."" B . 4 TEme - ' I '
r N ar gutey SERR
© .., TABLE 1: - RESPONDENT VICTIMIZATION-REPORTING " o
P i ;’-;'. v st ON NASIS CRIME QUESTIONS . Ly e oms howrs vy
R v;;f;-f St e s Y W1 offenses
- .f‘, Index Offenses R (Index;, Fraud, _Vandalism) = -F55
# Times Respondents‘ Offenses % of All"" * Ffequency Frequency A of" All
Victimized Frequency Frequency ResPondents Respondents .Offenses.; Respondents
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TOTALS (1-4) 214 230 117 . 463 563 _ 23.97%

The survey included questions about six INDEX crimes (burglary, larceny-

\ﬁl .'{T:JVJ/Q":

IR e

N

theft, motor vehicle theft,‘robbery, forcible rape, felony assault ) as well

.»-1'\5 i, :‘ .

as vandalism and fraud.

descending order of frequency.

The following table describes these offenses in

,..‘1..

5
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TABLE 2: RESPONDENT REPORTING BY TYPE OF CRIME
O S SN UEPIEIITS S o SR ;- % of all .. Victimization .
Type of Crime Frequency Offenses e " Rate
-Vandalism * 214 - 38.2% . llO.}/L,QOOAﬁouseholds
Fraud * chenped e 1160 o +20.7% “.§9.8ﬁqupoyédults (18 & oves
Larcdny-Theft 104 ., 18.5%  .53.6/1,000 Households
Burglary 79 14,17 .¥Q0’7/1?000 Householdﬁ
‘ Felony Assault 21 3.7% 10.8/1,000 Adults (18 & ove.
Motor Vehicle Theft 19 3.4% 9.8/1,000 Households
Robbery 4 7% 2.1/1,000 Adults (18 & ove
Forcible Rape 4 7% 3.8/1,000 Adult Women
(18 & over)
TOTALS 561 100%
INDEX TOTALS - 231 41%
*# NON-INDEX OFFENSES
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Crimes against propergy (burglary, motor vehicle thefts, larceny—thefts,
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e vandalism) accounted for 74.27% of all offenses. Collectixely they occurred

*at"a rate of 214 per 1,000 households compared to ‘the 229/1,000"houseliold’ -
- }arehiR ies;§ear's'eurvey.: Index crimes against property (burglary; MVT;%: -
larceny-theft) occurred at’the rate 104/1,000 households (compared te117/1,000

households last year)
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. AGE

Crimes against people (felony assault, robbery, forcible rape, fraud) f - , The younger the respondent the more likely it was they were victimized
accounted for 25.8% of all offenses. Collectively they occurred -at a rate of ) ' : . ' by crime. The 18~30 age group, though only 31.9% of the sample, constituted
75/1,000 adults compared to 86/1,000 adults last year. Index crimes against L.? 41.8% of all victims and 44.6% of all offenses reported in the survey.

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- TABLE 4: VICTIMICATION DATA BY AGE OF RESPONDENTS
4 : % of NASIS % of all % of all 7% of Age Group
ships to the probability of victimization. They are briefly summarized below. Age Group SAMPLE Vietims Of fenses Victimized
TYPE OF COMMUNITY ii 18-30 31.9% 41,8% 44,67 32.1%
Residents of Omaha, while representing just under one-fourth of all NASIS 2 31-45 24.8% 28.2% 28.27% 28.0%
respondents, reported almost one~third of all offenses reported in the survey, 5 ' "46-60 23,0% 18.5% 7 17.6% 19.8%
probably due to their reporting 42.2% of all multiple victimization. fé 61-75 15.3% 10.1% 9.2% 16.3%
© Over 75 5.0% 1.3% 1.27% 6.47
TABLE 3: VICTIMIZATION DATA BY TYPE OF COMMUNITY é
5 ] 7 100% 100% N/A
% of % of 7 of all TOTALS 1007
NASIS Respondents % of all % of all Multiple
SAMPLE Victimized Victims Offenses Victimization RACE
Farm or Ranch 13.5% 13.4% 7.6% 7.1% 67 : 1”f | Despite the relatively small number of non-white respondents contacted
' %
Under 2,500 22.9% 20.5% 19.7% 18.8% 16.9% I in the survey, they reported a significantly higher rate of victimization than
2,500-50,000 27.2% 26.7% 30.5% 29.1% 25, 3% L white respondents.
Lincoln 12.2% 26.6% 13.6% 13.7% 9.6%
‘ TABLE 5: VICTIMIZATION DATA BY RACE OF RESPONDENT
Omaha 24.2% 27.9% 28.3% 31.3% 42.2% ;
§ Race 7% NASIS SAMPLE % All Crimes % of Group Victimized
TOTALS 100% N/A 100% 100% 100% o '
| ' White 96.4% 93.8% 22.3%
> < Pl n—thi y .2% 41.4%
Residents of first-class towns (population 2,500-50,000) and Lincoln also ! i Non-White 3.6% 6_2/
reported higher than average victimization rates. TOTALS ' 1007 100% N/A
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Comparisons between NASIS victimization ratio and UCR crime ratesrare
awkward 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
"per 1,000 households" 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 'per 1,000 population', since only adul£§ were questioned in the
survey. Another confounding factor concerns the surveyor and respondent
correctly categorizing an offense. We cannot be‘éertain to what extent events
reported in the NASIS are consistent with how a police recorder would rate an
offense., For example, an offense considered a felony assault by a NASIS
respondent may, if it was reported to the police, havé been considered only a
misdemeanor assault in the official report. T6 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.

TABLE 6: RANK AND PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF INDEX CRIMES
UCR AND NASIS FIGURES < 1977

% Total : % Total
Index Crimes UCR Rank NASIS Index Crimes
65.7% Larceny-Theft 1 Larceny-Theft 45.0%/
21.6% Burglary 2 Burglary 34,27
7.1% Motor Vehicle Theft 3% Felony Assault 9.1%
3.2% Felony Assault 4% Mo;or Vehicle Theft 8.2%
1.9% Robbery 5 Robbery 1.7%

5% Forcible Rape 6  Forcible Rape 1.7%
10C% 100%

% Different Rankings for Felony Assault, Motor
Vehicle Theft i
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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.

VICTIM 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 report"” (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 thicle 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

most frequently (63%) followed by small towns (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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REPORTING OF INDEX OFFENSES
BY TYPE OF COMMUNITY

TABLE 7:

% of Index Crimes

% of all
%0 Reported to Police

Type of Community % of Sample Index Crimes

o

Farm or Ranch 13.5% 7% 50%
Under 2,500 22.9% 17.7% 55%
2,500-50,000 27:2% 31.4% 457% i
Lincoln 12.27% 13.7% 45%
Omaha 24,27 30.17% 63%
TOTALS 1007 100% Ave - 52.7%

ort-
A significant relationship exists between the age of a victim and the rep

ing”of offense to police. Victims between the age$ of 18-30 - the group

J i ] port
most likely to be victims of an index offense - are the least likely to repo

-60 age
an offense to police (43%). Most likely to report are those in the 46-6 a%

group (65).

VICTIMIZATION AND REPORTING

TABLE 8:
CHARACTERISTICS BY AGE GROUP

7 % of Index Crimes
Age Group ‘Z of Sample Inéengiiies ge;orted to Police
18-30 31.9% 44.5% 437
31-45 24.8% 25.3% 57%
46-60 23.0% 21.4% 65%
61-75 15.3% 7.8% 567 3
Over 75 5.0% .9% 507%

100% (1,940) 1007 (226) bve 52.7% (119)
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WITNESSES

Only 2.5% of thehrespondents reported“witneSSiné a crime. Slightly

over one-half of those witnessing a crime reported it to authorities,

INSURANCE/LOSS’OF'PROPER&‘fu:

"Only 13% of . those Vvictims who -suffered a loss of. 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
,“ 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 law 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 compcnents

of the criminal justice system.

TABLE '9: "HOW EFFECTIVE DO YOU THINK THE .
FOLLOWING THREE PARTS OF THE NEBRASKA CRIMINAL
JUSTICE SYSTEM,ARE IN DEALING WITH CRIME IN THE STATE’"
e P AT
1. Law Enforcement

*’ Very Effective - , .6%2.‘@ SN e ey
Effective 66%Z 5 72% T
- ‘Ineffective: 2322 ~ .
Very Ineffective 5%3 28%
2. Courts o
Very Effective
Effective 48% } 50%
Ineffective

3827
Very Imeffective 12%.? 507

17
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3. Corrections System

Very Effective . ... .27 . o
Effective 497 5%

‘Ineffective . .. .. 39/¥. PR - .
Very Ineffective 107 497 fae

The survey also asked the respondents whetherwﬂebraska;governmentfshould

do more - less - gpout the same'éoncerniﬁg'problens in the following.areas:
.. g 7 I ATT . e . 4 " P - .
AT e .."'STATE GOVERNMENT SHOULD DO . . R

AN

" AREA . o MORE. ABonT THESAMENLESS” B
— s e
1. Drug Abuse 5% - . %?Zﬁ'b..:i{ ,dmf?fl
2. Crime Prevention 607% 397 1%
"3, Energy Resources, . ?d% | 41%“. : 1%r-
s, ‘Goridition.-ro;ﬁ:Elde;rlv _— 5'67; | j"43"‘5' 1%
5. Condition of Farmers = 56/ 41/ | > ‘.,Asz‘ :
"6 uWater Resources co L ’é?z,.,npd“ - ?Z?»"' | i;‘.F3A .
7. Public Elem/Sec Education 437 :.‘” o 532 é%‘
8. Health 262 U T 2% e

’ : I A o .r.:;. ..”.', ‘_._'" ‘ \
Only 57 of the respondents believe that juveniles should be held in

detention for commjtting offenses, sueh as running ‘away' oxr truancy, that

would not be considered’ a crime if committed.by an adult. The vast majority

believe such youth should be returned to their parents (45%) or placed on

probation (24%Z). . L Tl ‘: ~gf3”
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CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY . »

BURGLARY ~ "During the: last 12 months, did»aﬁvone,breakiinto-your,home{or

apartment and steal something?"

[T AN

. .
te H

< Of 1, 914 respondents to th1s question, 72 reported a successful attempt

- and 7 -an unsuccessful attempt.\‘Combined this means 4,27 of all households

X were burglarized - more than' 3 times the rate,indicated by usirg UCR figures

/:

“for . residential burglaries and Department of Economic Development figures
for total households in the State. Burglary accounted for-35%,o£?the5index

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

Omaha reported the highest burglary rate (72/1,000 households) while
communities under 2,500 population had the lowest rate (18/1, 000 househclds).

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

households.

Multiple living units (apartments, duplexes, etc.) averaged 56 Burpldries

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 $20,005

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).




‘were satisfied with police handling of the case.

Respondents who were not nérried'iepoﬁtedlbo burglaries per 1,000

hodséﬁoids compared‘to 33/1,000 households for those who were married.

71% of the burglaries were reported to a law enforcement agehcy -

92% of these within the day of occurrence. 64/ of those reporting to police

vy

'4the burglary to- police 287 gave the reason that the offender was a friend

20/ felt it WES'useless to report and 10/ expressed fear of retaliation by

" the offender. CT ’ ] T T
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Of those who did not report
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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 larceny-theft.
victim (103 successful, 1 attempted)ﬁr This puts the NASIS victimization rate for
larceny-theft at 54/1,000 households compared to 32/1,00b households rate derived
from UCR and Dept. of Economic Development figures. Larceny-theft accounted for

467 of the index crimes and 18.5% of all offenses reported in the NASIS,

First-class towns (pop. 2,500-50,000) reported the highest victimization
rate (67/1,000 households) while 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) followed by the 18-30 age group (60/1,000). Least

likely te 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 707 were satisfied with police handling of the case.

22
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Of those not reporting the crime to police, over one-half of the victims

did not report because the incident was "not important emough” (27%) or they
considered it "useless to report” (24%). 14% did not report to the police

because the offender was 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 important enough to report.

23
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‘MOTOR VEHICLE THEFT "DurinEZtheflest‘lz months', .did.anyone steal your .auto,

N e
o

truck, motorcycle, or-any other.type of motor“vehicle?d“

19 out of 1, 914 respoﬁdents to this question reported having been a victim

.\

of motor vehicle theft.j*This translates into a rate of 10/1, 000 households

B A

(compared to the 7/1’000 households rate based .on UCR and Dept. of Economic

LI '\ o7

Development figures). Motor vehicle theft accounted for 8. 44 of the index

offenses and 3 4/ of a11 offenses reported in the NASIS. Of the 19 MVT s,

8 involved automobiles, 5 involved trucks, 3 were ‘Motoreycles: and' 3 were- other
types of vehicles.

o,

.. Omaha, Lincoln and first-class towns (pop. 2,500 to 50,000) reported
approximately 13 motor vehicle thefts per 1, 000 households. * Towns .under 2,500
A!i' '3.-.
population reported only 4 5/l 000 households. None of ‘the respondents.who , .

¥

. lived on a farm or ranch reported a motor vehicle “theft-.

1,
[ o p e,
L e ur“ he

Those houscholds whose income exceeded $20 000 annually experienced 15
motor vehicle thefts per 1 000 households - more. than twice the rate for .
‘L

households whose income was under $20 000 (7/1, 0005

}

|

T
dl o t v : ‘ oA g . [
{

Those living in single family homes were “hore likely to be victimized

4§ (11/1 000 households) than those in other types of housing (5/1, 000 households).

- ‘N{: .. T ' .
;; ) . 80% of the motor Vehiclettheft vietims reported the offense to law
‘ enforcement authorities. Of these 67/ were satisfied with police handling "of
¥ » LR —
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VANDALISM - "Puring the:last 12 months, has anyone ‘urilawfully.damaged or

v

vandalized your property?”

vbf“thell 914 respondents to this:question, 214 reported being the victim
of wandalism This represents a rate of 112/1 000 households. 'Vandalism'was{
the most frequently reported offense in the NASIS accounting for 38/ of all’

victimizations. )

R .
LR SR R

627% of the victims reported damage to their motor vehicle, 22% reported

damage to their residence or grounds, and 217 reported damage‘to_property‘in

the area of their residence.

The-larger the community, the more frequent was the incidence of yandal-

ism. Omaha experienced the highest rate (150/1,000 households) followed by
Lincoln (144/1,000), first-class.towns (pop. 2,500 - 50, 000 - rate. 118/1 000 .

households), towns under 2,500 popuiation (76/1 000) and farm/ranch (65/1 000

B

.

households) R
Single family home dwellers experienced,a_lower rate_of yandalism (104/

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

MRS A,

households) A ‘ ‘

LR S

C n

Non-white households experienced a rate of 153/1,000 households wvhile

s bt n Tt

white households had a lower rate (ill/l 000 households)

.
31

Houscholds whose income exceeded $20,000 annually experienced vandalism
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 I o :
over half (53%) of the vandalism incidents were reported to a

law enfore
ement agéncy. of those’“Otrel’brtiﬂg"tdﬁpdlicé;“25’7'conside‘red fe

the incident "
not important enough" 30% considered'it " ‘useless "to report"

e

CE SR

who r
eported to the police were satisfied with police handling of the |

incident.“'
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CRIMES AGAINST PEOPLE

ASSAULT ;:“ﬁuriﬁguthe'1a§tfiZﬂmonths,?did anyone beat you or attack you with
— : Ean s A G A R S
.ye'kﬁifé,'éuhiaclub or other  weapon?" _ .

B . - ot t ): e \‘, A " Lt

of the 1 gli respondents to-this question, a total of 21 persons reported

being victims of a personal attack {19 struck 2 not struck) This constitutes .

TR R
(LK

an assault victimization rate of 11i/1, 080 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 which
reported an assault rate of 30/1,000 adults. The 31-60 age group reported
only 2 assaults per 1,000 adults. Respon’ents over 60 years of age reported

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.

Y28
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Respondents who were married reported a much lower victimization rate

_ (479/1,000 adults) than unmarried respondents (25.7/1,000 adults). -

- Respondents earning $10, 000-~$20 OOO'annualﬁj'Had{the hiqhest victimi-
zation rate (19/1,000- ‘adults) fo]]owed by the under $10 000 1ncome group

"(14Al,000L. Those earn1ng over $20, 000 reported on]y 2 assaults per- 1,000
’hdul;»popu]ataon..:

Only 1 out of 4 assaults were renorted to a 1aw enforcement aqency, a11
with1n one hour of the1r occiurrence. Of the 15 v1ct1ms who did not report
to police, # said they did not repoit because the assailant was a friend, 4 -
didn't consider the incident important enough, one feared retaliation and

one was too busy.

.29



REPE - "Ddfing7éﬁé§iééﬁ"ié months, :did anyone tiy to sexually assault, molest,

.
1

or rape you?" o N RS
. D PR “ . ;
Of the 1,032 women responding to this question, 1 reported an acutal .
rape and.3,rep6rted an attempted rape for ‘an overall victimizatiqggraté of

3.8/1,000 adult women. The total number of actual and attémpted’ rapes rebbrfé@‘
in this survey was too small for statistical analysis, though it does.reflect

a decrease from -the 10 rape incidents reported in last year's NASIS. It should

ey N

be noted ‘that nore’of: the 4 victims reported the incident to poi;éé; and 3 of

the 4 ﬁicfims”idéntifigduggg;gssai}apt as g friend.
L. ”_‘.“_'::_, Lo . . b ...l
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ROBBERX,f‘quging\;he‘last 12 months, did. anyone take something directly from
“¥pufsugh!as your‘ggllet, purse, money, or other valuables by using

force or threatening you?"

. Of the 1,91¥'requpd¢p;s to this question, 3 reported being the victim

of a successful robbery and 1 reported an attempted robbery 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 their occurrence) and two were not reported because the victim considered it

Ia

"useless to report.™

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 with rape,
the number of robbery victims was tbo ‘small for statistical’ analysis.’ ‘It should

be noted, however, that the four victimizations are” a decrease from the*14

reported in,;ast ygax?s NASIS‘us;ng_a comparable sample size.

.
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. ? Es ) CONCLUSION . = - - = = ' : Tt
FRAUD - l’During the ‘Yast EvE months, did anyone cheat you ' out of YOur money 3 L ‘ _ .
. e ; ) The purpose of victimization surveys is to repnrt the volume and
2 ¢ of propérty by 1¥ing to you or Aot keeping a promise, 8“afantee= or ‘
U ; circumstances of crime from the victims point of view as ‘opposed to the )
warranty on an item or service which‘Yoﬁ bought?" T ¢ P i

: records of 1aw enforcement agencies. The need for such an approach is

e,

¥ 4n4icated by the fact that almost 3 out of 5 victimizations are: not reported

- - : B . ) B I AR I
" Of“the -1,909 respondents to this question, 108 reported being the victim
| to police.v Iﬁ police are. not notified of a crime, they cannot respond -to it,

S————

of a succéssful fraud and 8 'of an attempted fraud for an overall rate of

o Godgadulfgén¥ S mn e o T : E record- it asBist - the victim or apprehend the offender -~ meaning the crime is _

s - :
4‘7: - Ty ?.‘ i i .l CIA PRI A N ‘\' : * ; »“?"x =="c e i -;t‘:“' ".. B * a succeSSful one.

The highest victimization rates for fraud occurred in Qmaha,(2$ﬁ1?090 o .

_— R MO - - ; : This ‘study:and - th :

adults) and small communities under 2,500 population (73/1,000, adults). - First- v yrondothers dn e e Show Tt Ty rictine chacs:

. not” to repoit:
ttase toums (pop. 2,500 - 50.000) had a rate of 57/1,000; Lincoln - 47/1,000; 8 poit a: crime so as to avoid the often complex and- cumbersome procedures

— e i s T T T L T IR T : { of the criminal justice system. While law enforc ent, th g 1 f
Lod Farm/raich’ 35/15000, | ‘ E y am s e "front:.line” o the
e e . L el T L ’ i criminal ‘justice aystem,lranks highest in the public s viéw (72/ consider

e

of 83/1,000
Non—white respondents experienced a fraud victimizatiOH rate 1 1l° . police effective in dealing with crime)9 the courts ‘and’ correctional system, .

adults - considerably higher than the 56/1 000 rate for vhite adultsi RRRRT

T R

which from the public (8, viewpoint lie deeper within the system, are rated

e
IR TP
R AR

ten vere vicéiﬁizéd ae more'than"twice”%hé rate'women experienced . effeCtive"by only7504~of the public. And those ‘who did-bother-to report a crime

1 = 83/1,000; F = 41/1 000) R rated police .more effective (75/) while they rated the courts and correctional
= 9 3 = s . LIS

ystem considerably less effective (444) than those who had not experienced

y d the rate of victimization.
& strong relationship cxisted between g€ an a victimization.-‘Insuiance requirements probably accounted for.. the most often

The youngest group (18-30 years) experienced fraud at the rate of 93/1,000, reported crime« of moto: vehicle theft and burglary' S
followed by the 31-45 age group at 73/1,000. Those over 45 had a victimization : : .

LY A

of only 29/1,000 - less ihon one-half the average rate. The majority of victims surveyed were targets of vandalism and fraud -
b ]

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

Less than 1 out of 10 fraud incidents were reported. % Crime Report.

These were also two of the crimes least frequently reported to
police. If only the six index crimes are considered, the rate of victim report-

ing to police increases from 43% to 53%.




Comparisons between the crime rates of the Uniform Crime%Reportﬁand""

NASIS victimization rates over a period of years could be a useful indicator
of the 1eve1 of utilization of law enforcement resources by victims of crime

o ~ s

in Nebraska. Local law enforcement planning efforts vould be strengthened if
more extensive local victimization surveys were conducted in various communities

£

across the State. The benefits of local and state level victimization studies

T

i

"?include improved public information regarding crime prevention, where to con~

o ' AR

"centrate resources, and how to-increase cooperation between the public and the

Vcriminal justice system.

Future victimization surveys should provide information about crimes
which is useful in preventing them. This would involve asking burglary victims

about the burglar s point of entry into the home, asking victims of personal

,aJK- ‘.\

‘crimes the location of an. attack and the’ characteristics of the attacker (LEAA

studies have indicated that criminals described by v1ctims are more often
elderly, white and female than arrest data reflect), asking for more precise

information to determine the seriousness of an offense. These and other detail—
i .1,, . '{ -

'oriented questions would provide more useful information about crimes, victims,

u‘?(.

and realistic performance measures of the criminal justice system, as. well as
information relevant to police patrol tactics and community-based programs

involving c1tizens in the detection and reporting of criminal events.

s
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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

1

Title

More for Less: Nebraskans and State Government Programs.
Alan Booth and Susan Welch. Price: § .50.

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

Designs, Procedures, Instruments and Forms for the 1978
NASIS. Lynn K. White. Price: $5.00.

Nebraskans and Their Legislature: Part II--Evaluation.
John C. Comer and Susan Welch. Price: $ .50.

Rural-Urban Differences in Nebraska: Debunking a Myth.
Lynn Yhite 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 Move. Lynn K. White. Price: $ .75.

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

Congressional District and Planning Region Databook
ggroghe State of Nebraska. Lynn K. White. Price:
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