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For many years both western criminal law
and criminology ignored victims of crime.
Regardiess of the judicial system, the vic-
tim of crime was regarded as little more
than a witness: With the occasional excep-
tion of research on violence, the victim
was rarely studied. There was an assump-
tion that all we needed to know about
crime could be fotind in the law or in the
character and surroundings of the criminal.

In the mid-1960's, research on victims be-

gan again in the United States. Since then,

much money has been spent both on vic-
timization research and on victim assis-
tance. The original impetus to begin a |
study of victims was the belief that police
statistics on crime were an unreliable mea-
sure of criminal activity and that most
crimes were not reported to the police. The
problems with official statistics had, of
course, been known for a long time, but‘in
the mid-1960°s a recognition developed in
the United Statés that neither crime, nor
police, nor courts, nor corrections had been
adequately described. If there were to be-a
war on crime, the enemy would have to be
known. i

From this recognition, a technique was de-
veloped to study victims of crime. The
studies -of victims completed in 1966
formed a base for much future research in
the United States and around the world.
The technique used in these early surveys
involved asking a random sample of the
population about specific criminal acts

-which might have occurred to them, fol-

lowed by further specific guestions about
each victimization. All but two of the stud-
ies reported in this volume use this
methodology.

‘The early U.S. studies were intended pri-

marily to give baseline rates for the various

- crimes among different demographic

groups. The contract of the 1966 national
study for example, required sex- and race-
specific victimization rates by crime for
four regions of the United States. Measures
of the behavior of the victim and the role-
of the victim in the criminal justice system
were also: gathered but remained largely
unanalyzed. These early studies contained
a wide variety of questions which were
constructed with relatively little theoretical
input, At the time, this was understanda-
ble. Victims had barely begun to be
studied, ‘

As the U.S. survey developed into a con-
tinuing program, it solidified into an al-

most purely descriptive study in which
demographic characteristics of the victim
were described in great detail and the na-
ture and amount of loss was elaborated.
Almost all development work ‘was aimed at
improving the accuracy of crime counts.
Unfortunately, few causal variables were
included and beyond description, little-that
was policy-relevant was possible.

From 1972 to 1980, the questionnaire
changed very little. The survey was usually
administered as a stand-alone study in
which in-person interviews were given to a
very large sample. Each year, 120,000 re-
spondents were interviewed for the Nation-
al Crime Survey (NCS).

Most victim surveys in other countries

were modeled on the NCS. However, the

cost of the U.S. survey was far too high
._for most other countries."Average costs

\‘ . a .
K\}vf;re reduced by concentrating on a limited

geographic area, eliminating reinterviews,
reducing the number of interviews, and in-
corporating the questions into a more gen-
eral survey. All studies, however, retained
two basic characteristics of the NCS. They
were random samples used to determine
victimization and to ask victims specific
questions about the crime and their feelings
about it, :

Comparison of the studies-in this book
must be made very cautiously: The sam-
ples are random, but the sampling tech-
niques vary from study to study. All are
different from the NCS. Compared with
the NCS, the non-U.S. studies—

e Sample individuals rather than house-
holds. Australia is an exception.

e Interview respondents only once rather
than interviewing members of a continuing
panel. .

¢ Use much smaller samples. The largest
sample, Australia, includes 18,694 respon-
dents. The smallest is about 500 cases.
Small samples increase the standard error_
for estimating victimization rates.

o Include crimes that occurred over at least’

1 year rather than 6 months. This creates
greater recall problems than those of the
NCS. -

All these sample differences may affect -
comparisons. For example, 1 found that
U.S. burglary victims Were far less likely
than Dutch burglary victims to have re-

- ceived insurance compensation, This differ-
ence may have been a reflection of the

~ shorter recall period of the NCS (6 months

" versus 1 year). American victims had less
 time than Dutch victims to collect insur-

ance after their victimization.

Similar questions were asked about some

crimes, but each study. included different
crimes. Most studies include several crimes
the NCS excludes, for example, white-col-
lar crime and fraud, but the meaning of
even the same crime may vary from coun-
try to country. For example, in Mexico,
neither law nor the questionnaire differenti-

‘ate between ‘burglary and robbery.

The NCS has changed very little<rom its
inception. The other victimization®suiveys
evolved in different ways'from this founda-_
tion. Most surveys do not use the complex
screen and filter technique of the NCS. L
They opt for a simpler design with only a
limited number of questions about each
crime. Many add a variety of questions
about fear of crime and reactions to crime
that were not included in the'NCS. All in-
terviews were completed in person, but
some studies used trained interviewers or
professional polling agencies, while others
used college students. In some studies, the
victimization questionnaire was included in

a marketing survey. In others, the survey
stood alone.

In these studies, theory is more constant
than operationalization. The studies incor-
porate a common, theoretical base, similar
methods, and very different operationaliza-
tion of sampling and questions. Therefore,
direct rate comparisons must be made very
cautiously, However, the similarity of rela-

* tionship between victimization and other

variables is extraordinarily uniform among
the surveys and in comparison to the NCS.
Even with all their differences; these vic-
tim surveys provide a unique opportunity
for comparative research. All stem from a
common concern, the 'worldwide crime
problem. All began from a single model
and have continued with similar methods.

This book is an attempt to document the
wide'variety of research in countries other
than the United States which has followed
from our initial studies of the mid-1960’s,
Inclusion in this book was based on three
criteria, To be inciuded, a study had to—
e Report victimization or its impact.

e Use data on a country other than the
United States,

e Report research not readily available to
American researchers,
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The studies are divided into four sections.
In the first section, national studies of Fin-
land, Australia, and the Netherlands are re-
ported. The Australian and Dutch studjes
are explicitly comparative. Braithwaite and
Biles demonstrate. that Hindelang’s state- ‘
ment of the similarity of victims and of-
fenders holds true for both countr, s\ T hey
find that demographic factors such-o ir-
banization and age are important determi-
nants of the probability of victimization
both in Australia and the United States.

Aromaa’s review of violence in Finland
also demonstrates the importance of urban-
ization and age dijtributions as factors in
the increase of crime. The study is also in-
teresting for its detailed analysis of the se-
riousness of viglent assauits.

The two Dutch studies add sorae new var-
iables to the explanatory mix. In my com-
parative study, opportunity structure
appears as an important determinant of the
large difference in rates of household bur-
glary in the United States and the Nether-
lands. Van Dijk and Steinmetz use a
sophisticated method (log-linear analysis)
to develop a model of victimization that in-
cludes demographics, opportunity structure,
and risktaking behavior.

The second section of'the book reports vic-
tim surveys of particular locations. Gideon
Fishman details a study of personal and
property crimes in rich and poor neighbor-
hoods of Haifa, Israel. The Tesults of this
study are quite similar to those reported in
American studies. However, Manzanera’s
study of victimization in Xalapa, Mexico,
reports results far different than those of
more developed countries. He finds rates
of robbery that are far higher even than
those of the United States and a large* num-
ber of corruption-related crimes. In Xalapa,
there is much reluctance to notify the po-
lice. Yet, even in this study, the impact of
victimization is similar to that in other
countries.

Gerd and Claudia’ Kirchoff review studies
of victimization in Germany including their
own study of a wide variety of sex of.
fenses. They alsmdiscuss Schwind’s study

\\\\\\
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of Géttingen, which includes a forward re-
cord check to police records and a reinter-
view of victims. The Kirchoffs also
describe Stephan and Villmow’s study of

. Emmendingen young adults that includes

both victimization and offense self-reports.
They find a striking similarity between vic-
tims and offenders and a positive relation-
ship between social class and victimization.
Stephan in another study of Stuttgait in-
cludes both a psychological inventory and
a more detailed assessment of fear of crime
than in the U.S, survey. The Kirchhoffs
also report on Schwind’s study of Bochum.
Part of this study is reported. at the end of
the second section. Schwind's study is
unique in its comparative detai], Police and
victim survey rates of crime are compared
by geographic district in the city. Taken as
a whole, these studies indicate a very wide
difference 'in notification percentages in

different cities and even different districts

of the same city. Regardless of local vari-
ation, however, crime severity is the most
important determinant of notification.

In the third section, two more cities, Mon-
treal and Amsterdam, are studied. Both
studies concentrate on serious crime and’
use police records as a sample base. One
criticism of the National Crime Survey has
been its inability to assemble detailed in-
formation on particular forms of crime,
The use of police records as a cost-efficient
sample base for studying crimes has recent-
ly received much support. These studies by
Smale and Baril give good evidence of the
fruitfulness of this sampling frame. The
two use completely different data collection
techniques, structured questionnaires and
unstructured interviews, but they come to
virtually identical conclusions, The victim
is twice victimized, first by the criminal
and then by thé criminal justice systens, X
This is called “secondary victimization® in
the German research and is reported in a-
summary of research on rape victims in’
lower Saxony which the Kirchoff’s
described. ‘

In the final section, Irwin Waller examines

 the functions of victimization surveys and

Suggests reasons for their failures and few
successes.. He argues that victim surveys

 parison and experimentation. Thus far,

- ¢an serve either as social indicators of a

problem of society or can point toward
specific policy changes. The U.S. surveys
have been fairly good social indicators but
very poor policy guides. In several coun-~
tries, most notably, the Netherlands, victim
surveys have increasingly become policy
guides. The policy function of victim re-
search as suggested by Waller, and demor-
Strated in some of the other studies, are
now bheing considered in the United States.

Comparative studies of many countries are
relatively rare in criminology, | hope this
book becomes one of many. Neither theor-
ies of crime nor the method used to exans:
ine them are so different in different
countries as to exclude comparison. Thé\\,
studies presented here have shown that-Vic-
timization is not a random eveni’Age and
urbanization are consistently key factors in
victimization. The relationship betweer so-
cial class and victimization, while general-
ly negative in the U.S, survey (poor people
are more often victimized) is generally

*positive in the studies presented here, Sev-

eral studies emphasized lifestyle as an im-
portant determinant of chance of
victimization. The reasons given for failure
to notify the police are generally consistent
among the studies, Less severe crimes are
less likely to be reported, However, the
percentage of victimizations of which the
police are notified is not as consistent, All
studies which considered the possibility of
long-term victimization impact, found it
Often the impact of the criminal Jjustice
system was.most enduring. In general,
while editing these studies, 1 found a great
difference in detail but a remarkable over-
all consistency.,

Understhnding of crime patterns, criminals, j

and victims is only possible through com-

most comparisons have been made between
individuals in a single nation. Experiments
have been correctly limited by concerns
over violations of human rights. Compari-
son over time in a single society or coni-
parison across societies have been rarely
used techniques. I hope this volume wii]
Serve as an example of the fruitfulness of
comparative research;

e i

s

e i s

T ———

=TT

National studies of victimization

Victims and offenders: The Australian experience*

JOHN BRAITHWAITE AND DAVID BILES

To summarize, offenders involved in the
types of crimes of interest here are dispro-
portionately male, young, urban residents,
black, of lower socioeconomic status, un-
employed (and not in school), and unmar-
ried. In our brief review of victim
characteristics above; and in earlier chap-
ters, it was seen that victims disproportion-
ately share these characteristics. (Hindelang
et al. 1978:259)

The first national victimization survey con-
ducted in Australia has produced results
that in many respects are similar to those
obtained in the United States. The findings

provide strong support for the proposition

that victims and offenders share many
characteristics. If the Australian data can
be shown to confirm the American findings
of substantial similarities between victims
and offenders, a strong case can be made
for linking victimological studies with the
more traditional studies of offenders. The
similarities between the two groups may
also have profound implications for crime
prevention policies and practices,

This paper sets out to show that what Hin-
delang et al. found from their extensive re-
view and analysis of the American .
.evidence is also substantially true in Aus-
tralia—the demographic profiles of crime
victims and of convicted criminals are
strikingly similar. To take the Hindelang et
al, demographic characteristics in turn, of-
ficial and self-report data tend to confirm
that Australian criminals are
disproportionately:

® Male (Althuizen 1977; Biles 1977a:353,
1977b:105, 1977¢:83; Braithwaite
1977:26; Challinger 1977; Fielding 1977;
Mukherjee dnd Fitzgerald 1978; Braith-
waite 1980:223),

® Young (New South Wales Department of
Corrective Services 1973; New South
Wales Bureau of Crime Statistics and Re-
search 1974), )

o Urban residents (New South Wales Bu-
reau of Crime Statistics and Research

Dr, Braithwaite and Dr. Biles are currently at
the Australian Institute of Criminology, Woden,
Australia, e

*This paper was made possible by the generous
assistance ahd cooperation given to the Austra-
lian Institute of Criminology by the staff of the

Australian Bureau of Statistics.

o

1972a; Kraus 1973; New South Wales Bu-
reau of Crime Statistics and Research
1974).

® Black (New South Wales Bureau of
Crime Statistics and Research 1972; Biles
1973; Criminal Law and Penal Methods
Reform Committee of South Australia
1973:202-4; New South Wales Department
of Corrective Services 1974; Eggleston
1976:15-16).

® Of lower socioeconomic status (Barber
1973; New South Wales Bureau of Crime
Statistics and Research 1974; Kraus. 1975;
Smith 1975; Dunstan and Roberts 1977;
Braithwaite 1979), ‘

® Unemployed (Braithwaite 1978; Kraus,
1978; South Australian Office of Crime
Statistics 1978, 1980a; Braithwaite 1980).
® And unmarried (Martin et al. 1979,
South Australian Office of Crime Statistics
1980b). -

Australia now has a National Crime Vic-
tims Survey conducted by the Australian
Bureau of Statistics (1979) which permits
consideration of whether these demogra-
phic characteristics are also typical of
crime victims. The national sample of
18,694 persons might seem small com-
pared to American surveys, but the sam-
pling fraction is higher given the relatively
small Australian population, In considering
the demographic characteristics of victims,
reference will also be made to local victim
surveys by Wilson and Brown (1973) and
Congalton and Najman (1974) on samples
of 1,096 and 619 respectively,

Methods in the National Crime
Victims Survey

Sample. Dwellings for inclusion in the
stratified multistage area sample were se-
lected from all parts of Australia except the
Northern Territory, rural regions, and loca-
tions with a population of less than 500
people. Of 10,500 dwelling sites originally
selected, 9,200 contained effective house-
holds, of which 8,414 provided data for
the survey. These households contained
18,694 persons age 13 years and over,

each of whom supplied some data, The re-
markable household response rate of 91.5%
is only possible, of course, in a survey that
has the legal authority of the Bureau of
Statistics, o o

The crimes. Interview data were gathered
on all victimizations during the previous 12
months for 10 types of crime:

® Break and enter—Breaking into and en-
tering a dwelling and then committing or
intending to commit a crime in that
dwelling.

® Motor vehicle theft—Stealing or illegally
using a motor vehicle or using a motor ve-
hicle without authorization.

® Theft—Stealing without threatening or
using violence or force to any person or
property.

® Fraud, forgery, false pretenses—All
types of fraud, forgery, uttering (circulat-
ing any fraudulent document or money),
falsification of records, false pretenses, and
all offenses involving false claims, decep-
tion, trickery, cheating, or breaches of
trust,

® Rape and attempted rape—All rape, at-
tempted rape, and assault with intent to

. rape. Only females were asked about rape

victimization,

® Robbery—Stealing which involves the
threat or use of actual violence or force to
4 person or property.

¢ Assault—Unlawful attack by one person
upon another for the purpose of inflicting
bodily injury,

® Nuisance calls—Threats, abuses, inde-
cent calls, and other nuisance calls by
telephone.

® Peeping—Only females were asked if
they had been spied upon by a “peeping
Tom.” .

¢ Indecent exposure—Only females werd
asked if a male had “indecently exposed”
himself in front of them.

- For all offenses except motor vehicle theft,

an attempt counts equally with an actual
offense. Thefts in connection with breaking
and entering are only included in “break
and enter.”

Standard error. With a sample of such
magnitude, problems of statistical inference
loom less large than. with most social sci-
ence data. Nevertheless, with less common
types of crime, marginals can become quite
smail. As a matter of‘policy, the Bureau of
Statistics will not make available raw data
on the numbert of actual victimizations of
each type within the sample. Instead, we -
are provided with estimates weighted from
the sample for the number of victimizations
nationally. There can be no doubt that the

National Studies of victimization 3
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Bureau’s weighted national estimate is a
superior statistic to the raw figure. The
weighting procedure is such that raw fig-
ures from different geographic areas will
be multiplied by different weights depend-.
- ing on the proportion of the population of
the nation living in that area the response
rate. : ?

While the weighting procedure provided a
superior statistic, it does create some com-
plexity for the sociil scientist who might

be interested in calculating a conventiohal

_test of statistical significance. Tests of sig- ©

nificance have not been calculated for each
comparison made in this paper. However, ,,
Table 1-1 provides the standard errors for
survey estimates of the number of victim-

" izations of each type. '

As can be seen in Table 1-1, the survey es-
timate is that 146,500 break-and-enter vic-
timizations occurred in Australia during
1975. The standard error on this estimate is
approximately 8.5%. This means that the
standard error is 8.5% of 146,500, (that is,
12,500). Discounting nonsampling errors,
there ‘are therefore about two chances in
three that the true number of break and en-

ters in Australia during 1975 was between

134,000 and 159,000; and about 19
chances in 20 that it was between 121,500
and 171,500.

Adequacy of the data. Funding for criminal
Justice research is miniscule in Australia
when compared to the United States. The
Australian Bureau of Statistics, which has
responsibility for the census, is'the only or-
ganization in Australia with the resources

and expertise to conduct survey research of -

a standard comparable with the American:
work. The high resporse rate in the Na-
tional.Crime Victims Survey and the level
of training and experience of the interview-
ers could never have been achieved in a
university-based survey.

Even 5o, there were problems in this first
national survey which hopefully will be re-
dressed next time around-—problems that
the bureau simply had not foreseen. For
example, rape within marriage is an of- B
fense in some but not most Australian ju-
risdictions. Because there were no
instructions to-cover the contingency of re-
ported rape within marriage, no one really
kniows how this issue has been resolved by
interviewers in different jurisdictions. In
the next survey, if it is funded, greater ef-
fort will be devoted to injecting more detail
intc the manual defining the terms used in
questions. Moreover, less importance will
be attached to legally correct definitions
and more to specifying categories of be-
havior that ¢an be recorded reliably. Inter-

4 National studies of victimization

1-1. Approximate standard error percent.
for survey estimates of numbers
of victimizations in Australia, 1975

' Crime Estimated Standard
number of error -
victimizations  percent

Break and enter 146,500 - 8,5

Motor vehicle theft 62,700 9.8
Robbery with ‘

violence 14,200 18.6
Theft . - 609,900 3.4
Fraud, forgery, B

false pretenses 214,100 8.6
Rape, attempted

rape 7,800 26.5
Nuisance calls 1,612,594 2118
Peeping 127,892 275
Indecent exposure 26,366 15.1
Assauit : 191,500 13.6

1-2. Victimization rates per 100,000
population age 15 and over, by sex

T

Crime. Male Female
Break and enter 2,851,9 7153
Motor vehicle theft 1,265.8> 262.1
Theft ) 8,854,8 5,909.4
Fraud, forgery, '

falsv pretenses 4,145.7 1,065.4
Rape and attempted

rapé i —_ 186.4
Robbery with violence - 168.0 173.6
Assault 3,775.4 847.9
Nuisance calls 10,516.9 28,1707
Peeping — 3,045.4
Indecent exposure T 627.9

national comparability will be fostered by
focusing on objective categories of harm.
For example, with assault, “injuries given
medical attention” or “requiring hospital-
ization” are more useful categories for
comparative purposes than “grievous bodily
barm,” “actual bodily harm,” ete. Never-
theless, medical treatment might indicate a

. more serious assault in a poor country than

in one where most people can afford a
doctor, ‘\ o
Victim surveys that are designed for jnter-
national comparability can facilitate more
meaningful comparisons than police statis-
tics that are designed for domestic purposes
only, but the level of comparability one
would like can never be achieved. Nor, for
that matter, can one do away with subcul-
tural differences in typifications of ciimes.
between interviewers and respondents,
However, some basic methodological defi-
ciencies of the Australian survey can be re-
medied simply by a more rigorous

. approach. .

The Australian research is clearly inferior
in the way it deals with the telescoping

N

R : \
problem. A number of callback studies (Bi=

derman et al. 1967; Ennis 1967; U.S. Bu-
reau of the Census 1970a, 1970b; LEAA

1972) have shown that faulty miemory is a

problem with victim surveys, even though
Gottfredson and Hindelang (1977) found -
that memory error tended to be random
rather than.systematically related to charac-
'teristics of the victim (such as age, race,
education} (cf. Skogan ‘1975). Viclim sur-
veys have been criticized both for under-
counting (Maltz 1975)-and for
overcounting (Levine 1976). There is evi-
dence that accuracy of recall of known vic-
timizations declines as the gap in time
between interview and incident increases
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 1970a). -

Hence, U.S. data, I;aséd as they are on 6-

- month recall periods, employs a method-

ology superior to the single 12-month
recall of the Australiar/survey, Moreover,
because this first Australian survey is un-
bounded, the problem of forward telescop-
ing is greater than in a bounded survey

which asks réspondents whether. they have >

been a victim “since the last interview.”
LEAA has found that unbounded surveys
produce higher victimization rates than
bounded surveys, presumably because of
forward telescoping' (OECD 1976:26).

Cotrelates of victimization

Sex,” According to the design of the re-
search, only women were eligible for rape,
pecping, and indecent exposure victimiza-
tion. Apart from these three, the only of-
fense on which women reported a higher
level of victimization was nuisance calls..
Table 1-2 shows that men had higher vic-"
timization rates for break and enter (largely
because men were more likely to be nomi--
nated as head of the household), vehicle
theft, theft, fraud, forgery, false pretenses,
and assault. The other local surveys by
Wilson and Brown (1973) and Congalton
and Najman (1974) both. confirm that in
aggregate men are more likely than women
to be victims of crime.

Age. American data tend to show respon-
dents around the 20-year age group having
the highest victimization rate, with both
younger and older people having lower

. 1ates (e.g., Hindelang 1976:112), The aged

(over 60) have the lowest rate. Australian
data tend to be consistent with this picture,
with the 20-24 year olds having the highest
rates on the majority of offenses, and the
over-60s the lowest (Table 1-3). Again,

‘Wilson and Brown (1973) and Congalton

and Najman (1974) support the association
of youth with victimization,
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Ay1-3. Victimization rates per 100,000 popuiation age 15 and over, by age

Assault 3,676.2 © 57924

Crime 15-19 2024 25-29 30-39 40-49 50-59° 60 and
over

Break and énier 185.1 = 2,3972 2,164.8 25233 1,778.6  1,748.7 1,409.1
Motor vehicle theft 4187 - 1,398,6 9058 1,2625 865.1 436.4 551
Robbery with violence 77.2 534.3 54,1 163.1 159.8 160.5 97.8
Theft < 63024 12,6032 11,546.9 9,148.9 65222 44273 28128
Fraud, forgery, .

false pretenses 860.8 3,508.6 48183 4,017.0 3,217.6 10344 7318
Peeping 12165 2562.9:, 9329 1,164.0 3,7133 1,370.0 40.6
Indecent exposure 619,9 706.2° 5429 323.0 — 2221 46.2
Rape, attempted rape 174.8 127.0 1401 187,1 — 53.3 —_
Nuisance calls 8,612,0 '18,512.0 30,671.3 27,536.3 21,634.7 19,503 9,246.7

16039, 32050 7599 17027  178.0
) "

versus other urban centers

1-4.  Victimization rates per 100,000 population age 15and oﬁ%r, by‘ residence In State capital cities

State Other )
Crime capital Lrban Total
¥ cities centers Australia .

Break and enter 1,933.9 1,369.9 1,768.8
Motor vehicle theft 974 369.6 757.0
Robbery with violence 218.1 56.9 170.9
Theft 7,992.6 5,837.0 7,361.6
Fraud, forgery, swmm

false pretenses” T 2,374.8 3,090.1 2,584,2
Peeping - ‘ 1,595.1 : 1,419.8 - 1,543.8
Indecent exposure 4139 87.4 3183
Rape, attempted rape 1185 > ¢ 48.4 ) 94.5
Nuisance:calls 23,586.8 9,509.3 19,465.6
Assault ©

2,726,0 1,287.9 2,305.0

age 15 and over, by employment

6. Victimization rates per 100,000 population

Employed . Employed Employed

Crime : Not in {
‘ work force Unemployed full-time part-time

Break and enter . 9184 ,3,162.3 2,748.3 1,150.6
Motor vehicle theft .. 1929 409.9 1,317.8 - . 706,3
Robbery with violence . 82.9 364.4 2570 146.3
Theft 4,799.8 12,927.5 9,451.8 7,741.3
Fraud, forgery, L o

felse pretenses == 6339 2,864.7 4,364.4 2,659.1
Peeping 1,535.8 11,365.0 1,380.6 1,047.1
Indecent exposure 371.5 321.8 - 2860 372.9
Rape, aftempted rape 116.6 — 72.0 147.2
Nuisance calis 2,4432 15,2666 = 17,8347 26,835.3

Assault 1211.7, 18,3748 8,283.0 .- 1,467.6

Urban residence. Data to compare strictly
urban versus rural residents afe not avail-
able from any of the Australian surveys.
Nevertheless, there is & good approxima-
tion in the National Victims Survey com-
parison between State capital cities and the
rest of the population, ‘

The State capitals are all large cities,
though the rest of the population includes
three moderately large cities with popula-
tions of aver 200,000. Morcover, it skould
be remembered that the victim survey ex-

cludes rural localities with populations low- ‘
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er than 500. Hence, the comparison in
Table 1-4 is not an urban-rural one but a

' comparison between large cities and small-

er citics and towns. In Table 1-4, for all
crime categories except fraud, forgery, and

false pretenses, the capital cities have high-

er reported victimization rates. A finding
that urban residence i$ a feature shared by
both criminals and victims is hardly of
great moment. If there are more criminals
in urban areas, then of course there should
be more victims in urbaz)areas,

Race. Since Aborigingls constitute less
than .1%-of the Australian population, a
much larger sample would be required to
permit inferences concerning race. Racial
data were not collected in the Australian
survey,

Socioeconomic status, Both Wilson and
Brown (1973) and Congalton-and Najman
(1974) failed to confirm a negative rela-
tionship between socioeconomic status and
aggregate victimization rate in Australia.
Moreover, this is the picture from cross-
tabulations of National Crime Survey vic-
timization rates by, education, occupation,
income of respondents, and household in-
come (see particularly Braithwaite and
Biles 1980). In some respects, higher so-
cioeconomic status respondents have higher
victimization rates. Tertiary educated re-
spondents are more likely to be victims of
nonviolent property crimes but less likely
to be victims of assault, There is a consis-
tent positive correlation between gross -
weekly income of household and vehicle

theft victimization {possibly because

wealthy households own more auto-
maobiles). There is a positive correlation
between family income ang} automobile
theft victimization in the United States as
well (Gottfredson»{cg,,a\l. 1978:348). *

The Hindelang et al. audte that opens this
paper refers to data.v.-the violent crimes:
rape, robbery, assault, and larceny from
the person. In the Australian survey, the
last of these types of crime is not repre-
sented as a separate entity, and the first
two have an intolerably high standard error
for most purposes because of the smaller
sample and lower crime rate in Australia,
It-is therefore quite possible that if ade-
quate data were available, the Australian
and American data might converge to show
a positive correlation between victimization
and income for certain nonviolent property
offenses (particularly automobile theft) and
a negative correlation for certain vielent of-
fenses. In this respect, the Australian data
have a long way to go. RS

Unemployment, Despite the generally
equivocal nature of Australian findings on
socioeconomic status, the findings about
uilemployment specifically are supportive
of the Hindeling et al. assertion, The un-
employed have clearly higher rates of vic-
timization for theft, break and enter,
peeping, and assault (Table 1-5). Most
striking is the difference with respect to as-
sault, where the unemployed were more
than twice as likely to report victimization
than those in fulltime jobs and six {imes as
likely to have been assaulted than respon-
dents not in the workforce or in part-time
jobs. :
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; The unemployed did have lower rates of °

victimization for automobile theft and nui-
: sance calls, perhaps because they did not
i own motor vehicles or telephones. They

are also less likely to report being victims -

of fraud, forgery, and false pretenses—an
expected finding because it is people in
‘ bu_siness who generally report this kind of
“ - crime, Standard error. with respect to rob-
bery, indecent exposure, and rape is too
. high for any statement: to be made about
the rates for these offenses among ths -
unemployed, "

Marital starus. Hindelang et al. concluds u
that in the United States the unmarried are
more likely to be criminals and victims of
crime. The Australian data in Table 1-6 in-
dicate that if the widowed are to be count-
ed as unmarried, there are ‘problems in
sustaining this proposition. -

Probably because of their aVeragéage, the
'w1dowed had.the lowest victimization rates
In most crime categories. If, however, one
were to treat the unmarried as those who

have never married plus those who are sep- -

arated or divorced, it would be true to say

_ that unmarried people (excluding the wi-

) dowed) had much higher victimization
rates on most Yypes of crime, Congalton
and Najman’s (1974) findings are com-

: pletely consistent with those of the national

: survey on marital status. =

q

chfzr possible correlates of both crime and
victimization. There is a long history of re-
search linking high residential mobility
‘ with involvement in delinguency (Long- -~
N - moor and Young 1936; Sullenger 1936;
S Porterfield 1948; Reiss 1951;"Nye 1958;
Eaton and Polk 1961; Clinard 1964; Lun-
den 1964; Shaw and McKay 1969). It is
assumed thay this i5.because residential mo-
bility r.r_iisr'.!p.%\\the!live‘s of people, severing
the social bond‘s\t%it maintain-order. Nor-
mative order is thre, tenedwihen families
moyving from one ¢ Uity to another
constantly confront conflicting moral stai-
d_ardg;and adjust by playing the game of
life by ear instead of by clearly defined
rules. One of the more interesting findings

fro_m the Australian survey. was that high-
residential mobility was also a characteris-
tic of victims, Table 1-7 presents data on a
o Breau of Statisticy, composite variable to
classify 12spondedts’ residential mobility ss-
; high, medium, or low, depending on how
Ipng she or he had Tived at both' current
2nd previous addresses, For'all crimes ex-
cept indecent expesure and nuisance calls,
the respondents with lowest zesidential mo-,
bility were those who were least tikely to
be victims. Hence, ‘517gh residential mobil- -
N - . !

i it i

o
-
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‘ 1-6. Victimization rates pei 100,000 poputation age 15 and over, by marital status. '
Crime » Never Now
g S ow : Separated,
’ married marrisd Widowed divorced
Break and enter | ' - ‘
Molar vehidls thef s 'ls tees sdeas
; %?gf!:ery with violence a7 17,9 115.0 '304.0
L . ‘.e,sss.:s‘ 70889 87527 154335
. efealgre‘ pretenses 1,836.2 3,015 3389 54366
Pesping 1,187.3 1,312.1 29890 - 65425
ent exposure 7478 - ‘2036 = '480.4
Raps, attempted rape 1330 64.4 531 3239
uisance calls .- 79860 . 213484 . 10033 69,206.8
, 4,003.8 904.0 5407 221003
1-7, . Victimization rates per 100,000 population ‘ S
age 15 and over, by residential mobility ) g )
e Residential mobility
Cri :
rime Low Medium High
Break and enter - : 15 1 : J
Motor vehicle theft 1'2128 :'ggg? R 7y
_l?_lgbfl:ery with violence 1865 . 3081 1’3;3'2
bbery v ! - '308, .
L 6,139.8 107605 12,8144
. Jz;;ggpr?tgnses O 21200 49288  4..3,487.3
Pesging . 1,16233 - 16685 39797
I posure ~'250.1 1802 9158
Rape, atiempted rape 655 2529 | 1321
uisanis calls 20,1865 225512 16,4244
Assa 20137 . 31161 35975

ity might be anothey characteristic shared
by both criminals and victims. '

There is evidence that migrants from non-

Eng]iSh_-spéaking countries are underrepre-
sented in Australian prison populations -

: (Fran<_:is 1975; Franci$ and Cassel 1975; -
- Francis 1977). This may or may not reflect

a lower real crime rate among people who

have come to Australia from non-English-

speaking countries. The problems of as-

suming differences in real crime rates from ~

imprisonment rates need hardly be repeated
h_erc. Nc,vcxthelcss,’ Australian criminolo-
gists are inclined to advance the argument
thatv~nqn;English—speakin‘g migrants do in
fact have a lower crime rate because it is

- difficult for them to get into Australia un-

less 'they can demonstrate that they do not -
have criminal records and'that they have

. relatives or sponsors in Australia. Given

this ‘speculation, it is interesting that on all
offenses.except break and enter and vehicle
theft, respondents born in a vion-English-
speaking country reported higher victimiza-

- tion rates than those(:yrn in Australia or

~ of firearms had highef victimization rates

other English-speaking countries: .
Another sufigestive finding is that owners
than nonowners for break and enter,” motor

]

- vehicle theft, theft, fraud, forgery, false

-~ ship is a distinguishing characteristic 4f T

A final area that merits further invcstﬁgé— ;

pretenses, and assault.

There is no systematic evidence that fire-

arm owners are more likely than others to
commit crimes in Australia. Nevertheless,
if the Australian lobby against gun control

~is right with its slogan, “Outlaw guns and

only outlaws will have guns,” then oy

would expect some correlation, g wirth -

exploring further whether fircarm owngr-

both criminals-and victims of crime, X
Coon e R &
tion is the startling finding from the Aus-

tralian survey that victims were more likely

to define themselves as having nervous and

mental health problems and to have visited

 a “professional or other expert persen for

nervous or mental problems” during the

.previous 12 ‘months (Biles et al. 1979), - -

Discussion

The data reviewed here., combined with the

different data sets reviewed by Hindelang -
et al. (1978), constitute a compelling case

- for the proposition that offenders and vic-

- tims have similar characteristics.. From that
+ simple proposition, the injagination can run
- wild with possible explanations. The dis-

s g
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~ sions of how victimizations and offenses
could be part of the same sacial process:

SN
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cussion here will be limited fo three broad’
types of interpretations that have some. -
plausibility; Empirical work has not been
done that would permit a judgment as to’
the validity of any of the interpretations.’
Yet there is an interesting phenomenon to
be explained, perhaps-even a séminal find-
ing that might establish the great relevance -
of victimology to the direction of main- -
stream criminology.’ It is irhportant to set
down alternative theories that could pro-
vide a framework for futuré empirical work
in the area.

First, there is thé provocative explanation
that victims are often themselves criminals.
Differential association with criminals

-~ might lead to “an excess. of definitions fa-

vorable to violation of law qver definitions
unfavorable to violations of law” (Suther-
land and Cresse$1970:75). Perhaps, in ad-
dition, that differential association might
produce “an excess of exposures to viola-
tion of law.” If you mix with criminalg;
they can teach you their tricks, or use them

“on you—or both. This could be why vic-

tims and cfiminals appear similar. Victim-
izations and offenses might be, in some
measure, part of the same social process. .
With respect to violence, Singer (1979) has
expressed one of the many possible ver-

-If violence is learned as a legitimate

--form-of conduct, it appears not only in
the role of an offender as a winner, but

“"in the important position of a loser as
~well, The schoolyard fight may:leave.
only one of its combatants with.a loss— -
“awaiting the chance to turn the exper-

"-iences into a win and the victimization
‘to another. : Lo

- There is some convincing evidence that

victims of violent crime themselves have
considerable criminal involvements. John-
'son et al, (1973) followed up all victims of
ganshot and stab wounds admitied to the
City of Austin Hospital in Texas during

..+ 1968 and.1969, They found that 75% of
_the male victims had a eriminal record, and
 54% had-a jail record. In {heir London sur-

vey, Sparks et al, (1977:102) found victims
of violent crime to be significantly more
 likely than nonvictims to self-report corh-
mitting violent crimes, Savitz et al.
(1977:46), for a Philad¢iphia cohort, also
observed an association between official re-
cords of having committed assault and @s-
sault victimization. Singer (1979) followed -
up a'sample of 567-of the Wolfgang et al.
(1972) cohort, Respondents were asked
whether they had beey; 2 victim of ‘a stab-
bing or shooting 4t any time during the 26

years of their lives, It was found that hav-
ing been ‘a stabbing or shooting victim was

 the best of seveffal predictors of self-teport-

ed involvement In violent crime: “The most
critical determinant.of having committed a
serious self-reported ‘assdult is being a vic-
tim of serious assault” (Singer 1979:10).
However, when Singer switched from self-
reports to official records of serious violent
‘offenses, the correlation between victim

““and offender status continued to apply for

the adult years of the cohort but not for the
juvenile years. Despite this last discourag- .
ing finding, the evidence ‘as a whole is

“consistent with the inference that victims

and criminals have similar demographic
characteristics: because many victims are”.
criminals. For future national victimization
surveys, consideration-should be given to
questions on the criminal involvement of
respondents. 3

A second explanation is that people with
victim/offender characteristics (young,
male, unemployed, unmarried, etc,) are
more likely to-spend their time in public
space—in trains and buses rather than pri-
vate automobiles, streets and parks rather
than offices and homes, public bars rather
than private clubs. Most crucially, they are
more likely to spend their time in public -

_ space in, the evening, when crimes dispro-

-portionately occur. Sitting at home watch-
ing television in the evening, one is not
likely to seize on an opportunity to. commit
a crime, have one’s purse snatched, -or be
arrested for a crime one did not commit.
This is the kind of explanation that Hinde-

lang et al. (1978) found most attractive,
Moreover, Hindelang et al. emphasize the
fact that people with victim/offender char-
acteristics are people who spend a large

nronartion_ of thair.time. with nemfamile o
proportion.af their-fime with nonfamily.

members, Especially with theft-related
crimes, it is nonfamily members who are
most likely to cominit the crime (Hinde-

“lang et al. 1978:260-1). Spending time in.’
public space and spending time with nonfa-
mily members are obviously reldted.

. One of the attractions of the public space
interpretation is-its capacity to explain
szemingly incomprehensible empirical find-
ings. Consider the following: perplexing
finding: ln the Agstralian National Survey
a higher rate of victimization was reforted
on some offenses for respondents who te-
ported having no religion. Irreverently, we

- construed this-as “perhaps a consequence
of insufficient prayer!” (Braithwaite and
Biles 1980): Interestingly though, Wilson
arid Brown (1973:84-5) found something
comparable, Church attendance had a clear
relationship with victimization. Those who

never went to church were notably suscept-
ible to victimization. Wilson and Brown
were only half tongue-in-cheek when they
opted for a public space explanation: “Per-
haps non-attenders are more likely to fre-
quent hotels, theaters, and other places of
entertainment, thus rendering themselves
more open to victimization, while church-
goers genérally pursue a more circumspect
existence, abstaining from the boisterous
nightlife and avoiding places of ill repute!”
From the trivial to the sublime, Cohen and
Felson (1979) have had remarkable success
in explaining variations in crime rates in
the United States between 1947 and 1974
by indicators of the proportion of time peo-
ple spent outside the home in different per-
jods. The public space explanation does
give a preliminary impression of
parsimony. ‘

A third and final type of interpretation is
that common victim/offender characteristics
are associated with certain behavior pat-
terns and attitude sets that produce both of-
fenses and victimization. Three '
characteristics that might be associated
with youth, maleness, being unemployed,
and being unmarried (and perhaps even be-
ing a heathen guntoter) are: propensity to
risktaking, propensity to violence, and al-
cohol consumption.

‘Risk taking: Perhaps young males are so-
cialized more into risktaking, and perhaps’
unmarried and unemployed people have -,
Tess to lose through taking a risk. Howev-
er, sincé Miller (1958) first argued that
“excitement” was one of the focal concerns
of delinquent subcultures, the’ evidence to
support an association between propensity
to risktaking and delinquency has hardly
been overwhelming (Gordon et al. 1963;

" 'Short and Strodtbeck 1965; Sherwin 1968;

Ball-Rokeach 1973; Cochrane 1974; Feath-
er 1975:181-3), Nevertheless, it seems
sensible to keep this explanatory option
open because of the extreme plausibility of
an association between propensity to risk-
taking and victimization. Surely people”
who run risks by leaving their houses un-_
locked, walking alone down dark inner city
alleys, or leaving keys in their automobiles
are more likely to be victimized.
A nice feature ‘of the risktaking argument is
“'that it offers some explanation of the well
established phenomenon that fear of crime
is, if anything, negatively associated with
the actual probability of being a victim of:
crime (Skogan and Klecka 1977; Sparks et
al. 1977; Braithwaite et al. 1979; Garafalo
1979; Mugford 1980). Risktakers, by defi-
nition, are less afraid of risks. So if people
become. victims of crime because they are
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risktakers, why should we be surprised to
find that victims of crime are less afraid of
crime? ‘ '

o

foffender characteristics are more likely to
adopt violent role models. Young males
are more likely to'identify with Muham-
mad Ali than are elderly females, Obvious-
ly, it is not difficult to postulate propensity
to violence (be it based on attitudinal toler-

4 ‘.'J

Figure 1-1. Schema for an explanation of victim/offender similarity.

ance of violence or adoption o6f violent role

models) as a factor leading to violent
crime. As far as victimization is con- °
cerned, we know that hostility. (be it in the

form of a derogatory remark or a jostle)

promotes reciprocal hostility. Moreover,
" Wolfgang and Ferracuti (1967) have elo-

quently advanced an “ethos of violence” in -

victim/offender interactions that simulta-
neously explains the crime and the choice
of victim: E

«+ .- when the attacked see. theiras-
saulters as ‘agents of the same kind of
aggress'ion they themselves represent,
violent retaliation is readily legitimized
by a situationally specific rationale, as
well as by the generally normative sup-
ports for violence (Wolfgang and Ferra-
cuti 1967:161).

Alcohol consumption; Again it is Wolfgang

. (1958) who first established the importance

of alcohol in crime. He found that alcohol
was a factor in almost two-thirds of the
homicides in his study (see also Wolfgang
and Strohm 1956). A similar result has .
been found in Australia (Bartholomew
"1968). The assumption is that alcohol con-
sumption loosens inhibitions against devi-
ance, both in the form of crime and =
provocative conduct that might precipitate

crime from others (see Wolfgang 1967:83), .

U{lder the influence of alcohol, people
‘tmghtl have a greater propensity to risktak-
ing, and might be more “vincible” as tar-
gets for crime (Hindelang et al. 1978:206)..
I\{Im:eover, it is assumed that people with
\{lcumloffender characteristics are more
hkt;ly to indulge in alcokiol consumption:;, -
perhaps patticularly at times when they go
out into public space. - -

Becauée.'it is somewhat more compléx than
the previous two, this third set of explana-

1.

The three explanations considered here,

grounded as they are in a modicum of em-
pirical work on victim/offender similarity,
deserve systematic investigation. It is. pos-
sible that moving from separate studies of

- criminals - and victims to studies of the vic=

tim/offender nexus ‘could be the kind of

8 National studies of victimization
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tions is represcnted schematically in Figure -

: Propansity
; o risk taking ™~ -
N\ Viclimization
Victim/offender
«characteristics ‘| Propensi
(youth, maleness, b R violenctg
"unemployment, etc.) - -
i Crime
Acohol  |_—" L__
consumption |- .

©

Qargdigm shift that crinﬁnolbgy 'need?s. Vic-
timization surveys.in the future will be of

. particular value if they incorporate self-re-
ports of participation in crime as well as a -

range of items on the use of leisure time
spent in public space and interpersopal

+ relationships:
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Three surveys of violence in Finland

KAUKO AROMAA*
‘ P

o

The Finnish victimization surveys’

A paper on “Everyday Violence in-Fin-
land™(Aromaa 1971) reports the first in a
series ‘of Finnish surveys on victims of vio-
lent ¢rime. These interviews were carried
out in December 1970, and the study has
been replicated twice, in 1973 and 1976,
Similar studies have been conducted in
-three ‘other Nordic counitries (cf. Hayge and
Wolf 1974). In Denmark (Wolf 1977) and
Norway (Hauge 1975) replications have
been made; in Sweden, the next step after
the initial survey followmg the Finnish
model consisted of an independent pilot
study aimed at providing a starting point
for a new series of national statistics (cf,
Persson 1977).

The use of victim surveys originated in the
United States. The earliest survey was
done in 1966 (Ennis 1967). The Finnish
series reported here and parallel studies in
other Nordic countries hiave, however, no
direct foreign models. Like their American
counterparts, they are a reflection of the
discussion of crime waves and the reliabil-
ity and interpretation of indicators of
crime. Recent research seems to be direct-
ed toward indicator development and pro-
ductiof,” parallel to work concerned wrth

Cdevelopmg a national stansucal serics on

-crime v1ct|mxzauon.

A good example of the trend toward indi-
cator development is provided by the ac-
tivities of the Organization for Economic

.- Cooperation and Development (OECD)

Working Party on Social Indicators.! The
work has reached the stage wheré the cen-

tral indicators for measuring physical safe-
- ty—including victimization by violence—s.. .
have been designed (see Tornudd 1980).

These indicators were applied for the first
time: in Finland late in ]980.

The time series , ,
This report presents tables from three Finn-

- ish surveys on victimization by violence. A

time series (1970, 1973, 1976) is gradually

taking form. In the long run, a standard

statistical series of this type will most suit-
ably be produced by the statistics authori-

*Kduko Aromaa is senior research ofhccr R«.-
search Institute: of Legul: Policy, PL269, 00531,
Hclsml\l 53; Flnldnd

"The counries. and or;,amzauons that partrcrpdt- g
ed in the Common Development Effort on indi- .

«_cators of physical safely (1976-79) were Finland

(the lead country), the United States, Canada,
the Netherlands, England, and the World Health

’Orgumzauon (WHO)

izs. The work on development, on the
other hand, is appropriate for a:specialized
research institute. The victimization mea-
sure used in the studies reported here has,
accordmgly, changed over time. The 2-
year timespan covered by the original mea-
sure has been cut down to 1 year (12
months), and the survey sample has been

. improved. (The field work was turned over

to anz}ther"survey organization, using a dif-
ferent sample design;:see Sirén-1980.):

A fourth round of Gallup interviews,
scheduled for 1979, was not carried out.
The time series is thus broken off; but it
will be continued, slightly modified, in ~
1980, Late in 1980, the Central Statistical
Office of Finland will conduct a large vic-
timization survey, planned in cooperation

‘with the Research Institute of Legal Policy,
+and knowledge of this contributed to the

decision to cancel the 1979 round of sur-
veys. The large survey will cover some ™ .
10,000 respondents, and the questrons con-
cern victimization both, by ‘violent crimes
and property. crimes, In addition, the
OECD physical safety indicator items will
be included in the questionnaire, .

The Instruments .
All three Gallup surveys to be analyzed in

- this report were conducted -as parts of mar- _

ket surveys by Gallup of Finland, Ltd, The
following question was asked each time:

People often talk about crimes of vio-

lence. On this card, some types of vio-

lence are described. Have you in the
past 2-year period been victim to one or

several of these kinds of acts performed 5

by a’person youknow oF by astranger.
(If more than one is mentioned, ask:)
‘Which of these incidents was the most
recent one" -

Has /Most ‘

- happened recent
‘ Threatemng S Y

ried to prevent from. °
movmg, grabbed L2 2
Pushed, shoved 3 3
Slapped, hit without
" leaving visible marks 4. 4
Hit, resulting in bruises 5 5
Wound or bruise ¢aused
not requiring medrcal L
attention 6 (3
Injury caused requiring S u
medical attention 7 7
~Other (please specify) 8 - 8
Such events-have not -

occurred - - 0 0

In 1973 and 1976, the number of victim-
ization incidents occurring during the 2-
year period was also asked:

How many different times have such in-
cidents happened to-you during the past
2 years?

In addition to these basic-questions, some

~details of the victimization incidents were

asked, varying from survey to survey. Gal-
lup’s standard background variables (age,
sex, occupation, type of commune*) could
be used in the analysis.

The samples “

The samples used by Gallup in the market

.surveys in question are designed to repre-
sent the resident Finnish-speaking? popula-
tion age 15 or over; the Swedish-speaking
province of Aland, with 0.5% of the entire
population, is not included in the samples.

The samples are stratified, being an appli-

cation of the method suggested by Deming
(1960). The commune samples are strati-

=fied by province and the proportion of the

industrial population in the commune. Each
commune of the country has a chance to be
included in the sample; this chance has .
been weighted with the size of the popula-
tion of the commune—areas with a large -
population thus have a higher probability
of being included in the sample than areas
with few inhabitants. The sdmple of indi-
viduals (see below) in'each commure was
selected separately for each survey round
from the population register. It is-not likely
that many persons are selected more than
once, '

" Conducting the Interviews

The interviews haye been made in four-
person clusters. The sample selected from

the population register provrdes the persons
- who serve as starting points for collecting

the four-person cluster, The interview at-
tempts are begun at the starting address;
from here, the interviewer proce'eds to the

*Commune, as used throughout this paper, re-
fers to the local authority area; it is'a govern-
mental unit. A rural commune is; in effect, &
rural municipality. It is similar o the New Eig-
land Townshnp and the Dutch Municipality de-
seribed in the next paper in this volume. [Editor]

*The dominant language of the blhngual country
is Finnish, reported as their main language by
93%of the population i in the last.census, Of the
remaining 7%, most are’able to speak Finnish,

~and the language criterion is therefore hardly a .
serious limitation to- the represantanveness of the )
. samples

National studies of victimization = 11
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neighboring households until the four inter-
- views are completed, The respondents are -
~-not chosen randomly. Instead, they have to

fulfill sex dnd age criteria given separately, ‘

for gach starting address. The purpose is to
- Create a final sample whose age and sex -
structure corresponds to that of the whole'

Populatien. If the respondent fulfilling the ‘
- - criteria i5°not contacted on the first call; a -

second attempt is made later: After the sec-

- ond unsuccessful call, the interviewer -

moves o1 to-the next household;

The interviews are conducted by Gallug's
. network of professional part-time ‘inter-

viewers covering the whole country. The -
interviewers ' were not specifically trained -
for the victim surveys. The questions on .~
violence were included on a questionnaire
with questions from other clients, mainly
with a market survey focus, , SRR

-The number of interviews completed in

ce L "Me:n' Women
1970 December

: 487 478
1973 November and RO
December oo 9790 1,085
1976 December - 464 475

The interviews ‘were carried. out,on the
“reasonable trouble” principle—the inter-
viewer was not obliged to.secure a confi:
dential interview situation’ There is often
.Something embarrassing in the. victimiza- .
tion incideiit which is very likely to keep .
the respondent from mentioning the inci-
dent unless the interview is made under ab-
solutely confidential circumstances, The
problem as such is a classic one in survey
Tesearch; its importance has simply not
been noted in our earlier victim studies.
This issue as well as the standard problems -
of faulty recall and other memory errors
{including the so-called telescoping effect)
dealt with in earlier reports,’ probably have
an identical.effect-on the results in all three
surveys; thus hardly impairing year-to-year -~
comparisons, .. : «

About the special character

of the samples used , ,

In sample§ designed in the déscribed man- ,
ner, some specific population segments are -
obviously underrepresented. Institutiona- -
lized persons (e, 8., prisoners, residents of
old people’s homes, inmates of ‘mental hos-
pitals and other hospitals of of treatment
institutions for alcoholics) are not included
in the sample by definition, as are people
without a permanent address. Also young
men in military service—practically an en-

. tire 1-year cohort—are very seldom-inter-

viewed. People tesiding in boarding houses

12 National studies of victimization-
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2-1. Responses to the question on speclal safety measu}es taken (1973 survey), by victimization

Victimized duing S i g
the 2-year period =~ -
before the interview

Yes : .. No

Have you taken any special -
safety.measures because
of the possibllity :

Percent

of an assault? {card) - Number - Percent. Number = Percent - victimized:
1. Nomeasures = " BT 85 B2 77y
2. Carryingaknife -~ -~ ST SR SR DL ERHE TS 0 B0
3. Carrying a gun L . B L2 6 0 45 -
4. Gatiying another weapon ‘ N L DR ER L 1 44
S.. Practicing self-defense - = .. S0 R B e g
6. ‘Avoiding places you : ol ’ - s e L
Suspect as being dangerous - -, R - ) | Te7s w295y 22 .
7..Using a taxicab Lo R - 5 a2 2 20 .
8. Obtainingadog ) S — el 80 2 -
9."Other measures e -6 558 10 80
Total . oo oo 304 107 471000 q02 . 45 | .

[Z

22, Rgsponses to the bplnidn question on violent crime trends (1 973 sdr.vey), by victimization |

“The recorded number of assaills.
increased during the 1 960's, with
an-annual average of 8 percent,
How. much do you assume that

Victimized during
the 2-year period
before:ths interview

their number has changed durirg ol Yes . No . Percent
the 1970's? (card) e Number - Percent . Nufiber . Percent " victimized
1, Decreased = - .- ' 2 1 10 1 17
2. Unchanged .. o 6 2 55 3 10:
3. Increased, but slower than " s S B R
in the 1960's SRR 8| 4. 54 3! 17.
4, Increased about as fast as. S : AU
in the 1960's A ] 13 254 15 S 7 S
5. Increased faster than o . R . Lo
in the 1960’s ~ S 240 79 - 1,189 70 rloqy
. 6. Don'tknow - - ¢ , TR 1 147 9 .8
Total e 304 100 1710 - 100 15

have a theOretiéal possibility of being in-

: household. The rest of the failures were
cluded in the sample, but in practice it is, *

caused by the following: (1) nobody was at

o T

B estimates here of the relative importance of .
_.the subjective element in the, final results.

. Tesent the marginal groups in society and

very unlikely that they are reached by

intervi »._»thg.;(hn_lﬁef:th&res:);.f(.g_);fﬁfdgﬁi«_(one_
interviewers. -~

fourth); (3) the respondent was not contact-
‘ed even on the second call {one-fifth); and
(4) other reasons {e.g., the house-had been .
demolished, the respondent had died),.. -

As a result of this procedure, the final sur-" -
vey population, to a misleadingly large ex- -
- tent, consists of people who are easy to :
- contact at home? (¢f. ‘Uhl and Schoner ¥

Such facts tend to reduce variation in the
final data. This tendency is strengthened
even further by the procedure used for re.
placing such persons who for some reason
‘cannot be interviewed, If a respondent ful-
filling the sampling criterig is not contacted
or cannot be interviewed for some other
reason, the interviewer moves on'to the
neighboring household. This procedure is
followed until the interviewer's quota is
filled. : : R

A survey of personal victimization cannot Ip- " -
cate persons who have died, who are in-a hospi-

: e tal, or who canriot patticipate in an interview

. PR .- because of a victimization. The proportion of - -
Based on Iaterviewer reports for the 1973 such persons, however, is so small that their in-. *
survey, it was sometimes necessary to ring clusion or exclusion in the research population

as many as 40 doorbells to collect acluster _can hardly have any cffect on the relative fre-

of four interviews (Aromaa 1974b:5); it .. quency of the phenomena deait with in our sur-- -
was estimated that one interview attempt veys (cf. the overview presented in Figure 1), If  ~
out of two was fruitless. Half of the fail- the. study only. concerned incidents involvin

ures were due to the fact that no person. ; : o .
fulfilling the sampling criteria lived in the ::lrmfgnt: it,:lﬁ?;]:ﬂo;pg;;,mc present research '

"L yery serious injuries',‘thc matter might be differs oyt

 describes {né situation from the viewpoint
“of average citizens, people who do not rep:

S

who are easy to contact, Thi§ gives a cer-
tain special flavor to the findings: they may

be assumed to illuminate specifically the b

risks of the “ordinary ctfizen” and his or
her perception of those risks.* g
As a matter of fact, even questions of th_e
'kind used hereé, which seemingly deal with-

actual concrete incidents, yield information”

‘colored by the réspondent’s subjgctivc per-
ception of the incident and its wider frame-
work. It is not possible to make any

Nevertheless; when—we-eaﬁs-ideﬁhéﬁide%’*““proportxos&‘orarﬂ’nﬁau

range of events covered by the term “vio-

- lence,” it is possible to assume that our

*_may be very important. [Editor)

measure, which mostly covers rather trivjal
_episodes: withi a very Tow damage leyel, is

quite sensitive to the general attitude in re- -

gard to the matter studied. Thus, respon-
dents who are very much concerned w1§h
_violence or crime are mofe likely to re-

member and to. mention incidents of vie- .

timization-than those who are indifferent
toward the matter. Tables 2-! and 2-2 shed
some light on this question, They can;
however, also be read the other way round:
that the fact of having been victimized in- -
fluences the respondent’s overall attithde
toward violence, and it may also “im-

“"prove’ the respondent’s memory in tha‘ti _she )

*Given the importance of lifestyle fn the other

suryeys-reported here, this sampling problem

, — — ~— ’ — —
ts recorded 2-4.. ‘Number of assaults recorded by police an
2335 ::';:I?;e?'&%?—glssr . i 8 ~percent change, by type of residentia! area o
“ o g & o . Percent change
' f . Cities and . Rurat .
Year . Number " Year boroughs (U) - ‘communes(R) *~ U - - R SRR R
1969 9,954) ; , - BT o -
1969-1970 16,115 X ,
7 : 7o) 21120 1972-1978 20,049 5,602 +244 - +118 e e
}3;? }};;f s 1975-1976 ° 18,631 5,823 =71 - 489 %15 .
1972, 12,496} —
25,651 —
13;3 o ]3';22 2-5. . Assault rates, by type of residential area, 1970, 1973, and 1976
! » ! 2 0 S
' 1978 ‘ 181 14] 24,457 : S Number of Size |of Assz:t(x’l‘t)sooo ; .
) v : assaults population per 100, ‘
laddd iiaud ;ysggezftial ‘recorded age 15 or- - -population Percent
. o area . " Year by police " older age 15 or older chz{r‘lgek
1969:145). For this reason, the samples are — - — - ~ e
not suitable for describing subgroups of the - | "oy 1970 8513 1,792,675 : gg. e
population who would be especially inter- and o 1973 10,222;‘ ’ g} ;3,:15% , a0 T vee e
esting with regard to violent incidents, boroughs 41976 8, | 124, . » ‘
“Therefore, it is not likely that the data ana- ; , ‘ ’ = N e
A ide : r 1 N 2,659 1,686,746 158 Ve
lyzed here would provide a representative - cﬂ;ﬂ s }g;g SR SRR i S s +ish |
picture of the violence situation in the T s1e79 . 2679 1,443,794 186 #3977,
whole coup”yy. Instead, a study of this type - »

or he is more likely to recall even minor,
incidents and to define them as violence ’
for the survey. B

We may assume that many pédple have at

" least some. incidents of victimization to tell

about if they are willing to try ‘hard to re-

member and take the question literally, Let -

= Is Once more consider the wide scope of
“the interview question, Perhaps we may
also assume: that in reality so many. peaple

have experienced some of the listed inci-
dents that the{Ltime and trouble the inter-

viewer and the respondent spend on the ’
-interview; aj/d especially in going over the:

- ly by both the victim survey data and by

This calculation uses ilyear periods to
make it comparable to the 2-year period
used in the victimization surveys,

Ina Nordic.’gﬁomparison' (Héuge and Wolf
1974, the countries were ranked identical-

the crime-statistics of the police. This has .
been interpreted as an indication that both™
sources deal at least roughly with the same
phenomenon, regardless of their obvious
dissimilarity. This state of affairs is, never-
theless, stiil ‘quite far away from a situation
where the victim surveys and the crime’ -
statistics for:a given.country yield a harmo-

nious time. series, - i e

- period in gliestion, are correlated with the

¢ answers. (The ~
study by dlparks et al. (1977).of London is
an exampie of this. Here, exceptional ef- .
fort was spent on improving recall of the .
research. period, ‘This-study also foun_d an
exceptionally high proportion of victims.)

The comparability of the data for 1970,

1973, and 1976 should not be impaired by

those problems. The instruments, the‘tef:vh-’
- nical procedures, and the measure are
identical. - ' \ ~

Expectations—trends
from police data .

“Table 2-3 shows the number of assaults re-
corded by the police during 1969-1976,

The number of assaults recorded for 1972~

1973 15 21.4% higher than the number for

19691970, ‘The '1975-1976 figure'is 4:7%

lower than the one for 1972-1973, and

. 15.8% higher than the one for 1969-1970,-

S
. .

Table 2-5 reports relative assault »ﬁguresf
o tates are given-per 100,000 population.)

.+ numbers presents: a-somewhat different pic .

Table 2-4 shows the urban-rural distribu- -
tion of the police assault figures given in .
Table 2-3 and their changes over, time. ‘Be-
tween the 19691970 base period and.
19751976, the number of recorded as-
saults increased equally in urban and rural -
-areas. But between the two latter periods,
1972-1973 and 1975-1976, the urban fig-
ure décreased, and the rural one increased
slightly. - ‘ . '

for 1970, 1973, and 1976. (The assault
Looking at rates as opposed to absolute . -

ture, If-victim surveys deal with the same
basic phenomena as the police records, -
they should find an increas¢ in vigtimiza~ .~
tions in rural areag especially between 1970
and 1973, 3d s:ﬁr increase even from, "
1973 to %fé. ln/tp urban population, the '

" National studies of victimizdtion . 13
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v o surveyfdata‘ should find a very slight in-: ,‘

3 s : s »thure 2-1. A‘schematic vlew of the relationship between acts of violence covered . L : : L t tion rate. Closer-scrutiny shows, however,
iR .. crease during 1970-1973 and some de- - 2-7. " Rate of respondents who had exparienced acts of violence described that the changes here mainly have to do
\gg i ’ crease from 1973 to 197 6. B . i | by police crlnre statistics and the vlctimization surveys reported here . in the interview, 1929’ 1973, and 1976, per 1,000 age Bt J{ y

- with changes along the urban-rural dimen-
ponce crithe Sta"s"csl o BRI ‘ o S B Damage level of the violent act* B sion: almost all subcategories formed by

' Lo e : ‘ : ' , i d sex show an increase
in part) petty-assaults, rlle al threatenm with an ottense. mlschevmus & - b : o : 5 ] age, occup attc_)n, an
{f parh posy G g ‘ ‘ ' : Year. . -0 1 2. 3" 4 ' &..6 7 8 Total  Numbes in the proportion of urban and a decrease

“The crime stattsttcs can-be used in sullsan-
e ‘ ~other way: to compare areas where the as-
' " sault rates as-assessed by the police

[ Ustatistics 'vary, thus checking whether the ' : v B } R y e _in the proportion of rural respondents. The
: e PR ¥ PRV ro Vtcttmuzatton survey: Vlcttmtzatlon classes 1-3 : P AT ! : 1970 851 37; ' Sgﬁ 31 18 10 6 5 2 1,000 (974) effect of the changes in the structure of the
violence context” of tlle_populatton has re ‘ (th roats, shoves, hol dsg prevented from moving) : ‘ O SR , 1973, 849" 400 35 25 18 - 13 - 8 . 6 5 1,000 .(2,014) & R
- mained constant. This js important because R o : : , 1976 824 89 46 37 2 6 10 12 3 1000 (939) samples on the national victimization rate

' , ‘ . ‘ can therefore be shown using only the ur-

*If the respondent mentioned more incidents than ban—rural changes.
one, the damage level was determined by the most
serieys incident.

.the assault rates may influenice the collec-
tive perception -of thie violence situation as

well as the average vrcumrzatron nsk

Polrce crime statistios; f A S el Table 2-9 illusirates the change in the na-

i s et i xS

‘. Table 2-6 presents data on the dtstnbuuon

: of the f)Bpulatton by police-recorded assault :

lrates These data were ‘published by the
rResearch Institute of Legal Polrcy in'its
1976 annual report on the crime situation.
'The table shows the. figures only for years:

c correSpondmg to the survey years. The .

: change is qutte clear, ‘Due to niigration and
the rising crime ﬁgures, the share of the:

" population living in areas with a low as- = -
"sault rate has gradually decreased, and the”
proportion of those living in areas thh a
*high assault rate has grown

correspondmgly

Because of these populatron changes, the &
survey samples also should-include an in- -
. creasing proportion. of people from high as-

* sault density areas'and fewer people from
areas with a low density. Thus, the nation-
al victimization rates measured-in the sur-

- veys should be expected to increase even if -

rates for geographtc areas and populatlon
aubcategoncs remain: unchanged

~The: changes in the crime Statistics found
above need not' be repeated in survey data
even if the interviews measured the same

phenomenon as the police crime statistics: 4

In addition to the problem of representa-' :

tiveness of the samples, another central

problem js that the _police: statistics are:

= ported by Tocation of the assault but the
victim surveys (as.many. otlters) are based

- primarily on the respondent’s residence.
Earlier survey reports. (Aromaa '1971:29;

. 1977:appendix) show that the dtfference is
_-not unimportant. Victimizations of persons

Poltce crlme statsstics )
; {in part) *ordinary assaults,” aggravated assaults

: <——- Victimization survey; Vic‘timtia,tion class 7
; o iAo L

- Police crime ‘statistics; . o R e
"Violent offenSes resultmg in death or total dtsabtlrty

and offenses which result-in v ctlm hospitalization or

/ present lncapacltatton (temporary or permanent)

- V‘lctlr‘n zation survey. in theory not appllcable v

The dtagram does not rnclude tt‘ose acts whlch may - minder that some everils recorded by the poltce are
be leftout of both méasures. The fact that the:areas © not revealed in vrctnmlzatton surveys

deplcted are ‘not coextensrye ls |ntended as 8 re~~

petty assaults and (tn part) ordtnary assaults”- B : S : o

B it

pened in cmes, in the 1973 December data, . =
the figure was about the same, 33%, For 26, DlSiflbu“Oﬂ of the POPuh"O" =
the urban respondents, 2-3% of the victim- ’ ?o):- ﬁgﬁ’:f:’%gf:ﬁ"g‘;g“
-izations occurred in rural areas. AR

In companng pollce statistics wrth victim- - ASS&U"S recorded by

" ization suryey data, we alsosfieed to keep

4 mind that the police crime statistics are’ -

part of the populatron that is at least 15

| potice per 10,000 - Populatton distribution -

of the co'r'n’munes 1970 1973 - 1975

DT Foasmimbi g omien ot b

—eoAnpartabsolute-fauresandsome-of the 71~ "popu'amn; b percv " ki pergent”

- observations based on rates (see Table 2-6) | 59 T4y 18) ey
do not-refer 1o thé same populatlon base as. ] 4049 5 6}28 12}35 ‘ 9} 38
the surveys, The population base used in 3-89 ... v 9 705k
:the rates reported in Table 2-6 1§ the w! ole f&fg Ll ;g : 19 a8
populatton, whereas the survey base is that g o } 1 5 }46 1 6}40

The total vlcttmtzatton rates
ln the three surveys

Different serwusness Ievels In the data
presented in Table 2-7, a gradual shift
away from the zero class (those not victim-
ized) is discernible, The proportion of per-
sons victimized has increased, The shift is

directed toward classes 2-3, and perhaps -
" also toward classes 6-7. Not too much

should be read into these rates, however; if
the distributions are rounded off to full per-
centages and compared, their tails are iden-

Ctical for each year.

. From year to year, the samples: contain an
mcreasmg number of respondents who live-

in areas with a high assault rat¢, and corre-
spondingly fewer respondents from low as-
sault rate areas (see Jast section),
Therefore, the national victimization rate
may be expected to rise even in the case

“that the partial rates of each area category

remaifi constant and, correspondmgly. the
natlonal rate may remain constant even tf

‘the pe Irtlal rates have decreased. The fol-

lowm' test was made in order to estimate

" how lltrge an increase in the national rate
wouldtbe caused solely by the changes:i i

the satnple structure, assuming that the vic-
timization rates in the different populauon
subcat‘.gorres remained constant at the |

using’
rural;

e followmg subdrvlsrons (a) urban- /
) occupattonal categorv (farmer-

<1970 ]lEel The check was performed loy

populaion-labor-white cbllar); ?\c\,&nge ot

11521, 22-34, 35-49 50+). lln

crease in the proportion of the white-collar
category (clerical occupations students,
professionals). Changes in the age structure

“are smaller, but the proportions in the two

oldest categories (35-49 and 50+ ) have
fallen slightly, and the 22-34 bracket has
risen.

~All these_chunges<n the sample structure

lead to increases in the national victimiza-

tional victimization rate (using 1970 as the
base year) solely due to changes in the
sample structure. Part of the increase in the
national victimization rate can indeed be
accounted for by changes in the sample
structure. About a third of the change from
1970 to 1976 may: be explained by this cir-
cumstance if all damage levels are consid-
ered, and about a teith if the compartson is
lrmtted to the more serious vrctrmtzattons
(categones 4—7) !

2-8. Percentage distribution of sample by sex, type of resldentlal
. area, occupatlon. and .age; 1970, 1973, and 1976

years old. Due to variations, for example, ‘ ‘ R TR i ‘group
in the sizes of age cohorts and other fea- - - . thls furthcr, thurc 21 prescnts u schcmat- ’ i
‘wres of the population stricturg, vncttmtza- ic descrtptton of the relationship between
“tion rates calculated from the interview these two:data sources. Althotigh based on - =

“who reside in rural areas “often occur in
cities, In the 1970 data, 30% of the victini
’ tzatton mctdents of rural respondents hap

n R

. the pro ortions of me
‘also tal en into accoun;

. e : Men Wormen Total
(a) Residence 1970~ 1973 - 1978 1970 1973..1976 1970 1973 1976
Cities and ‘ - o ,
boroughs ©7. 237 256 291 257 270 ‘296 - 494 526 - 587
Rural communes .- 268 230 203 243 244 210 5086 %ﬁﬂ 4. 413
%:Lgf:;‘ pation A Men Women - Tofal
household) ' 1970 1973 1976 1970 1973 1976 1970 1973 1976
y; : ST
‘F_a{mer o 131 - 98 ' 88 129 103 86 260 20.1. 174
* Labor EEE ; 220 244 236 240 252 256 460 49.6 492
White-collar j 149 143 169 130 159 164 279..302 333 ..
‘ k : / * Men Women > . Total v
<(g) Age . . . 11970 1973 1976 1970 1973 ° 1976 1970 1973 1976
BN -
1521 Lo 65 66 73, 76 69 69 141 135 142
22-34 v o /. 16.0. 151 145 118 153 166 268 304 311
35-49 N © 134 109 122 1270138 1.0 264 247 232
50+ N : 151 160 153 179 153 161 330 813 314
M Total . = | 500 486 494 500 514 506 100 . 100 100 ;
culation, the ssible change{. tn - — - e - e l ;
p7 nd women were : i N SRS : T -

] ~ . )
L;gl i‘(ﬁ:‘cgr tsl:udlcll?t:a]} 2-9; Changes in the v]cttm‘ntlon porcontuqn as moasurod and /as predlcted

- these fqurcriteria for

o A “Thxs caution means also hat the propensity todatd for different population categories may<' & comparison of the distributions by the - ! l by sampl¢ atructyre changes | ‘
< RN 5 .
: = " make a police ‘treport—or-the. probability that as-: _give a picture of the changes that-Is quite: damage level of the police-recorded-4s- ? h:vletb n lfm":gf to'lzngoott c::: :’ d w')[ : large . ” o - N b
o . < saultsare recorded—remains constant. In edch . different from the one given by overdll fig-- saults (mt.asurcd in the first 'and: as.yer only Jo vartatiol)s in j/im n . /' ‘ o Allidamage '9"9'5 RO , - J‘Damaga levels 4~
L n.y . survey round (1970, 1973, and 1976), an equal - yres, even when the total population of the ~ experimental crime damage statistics for : e Table 248 shows the mpte dtstnbyltton for S d”"; 9""393 P“’"’"‘” Actually L ;’/ : sg{"f“} 9 l‘)"""c{'l;’ o5 """r\‘g"‘s’l’jy 5
R P g prﬁpgm;néll‘i%) an:\:;;zred ?fﬁrmattvcl); Whe?i * country remains relatively constant, as has - 1974) and-of the Vlctimiz‘atlons found in - AR ', each year betw#n m[ n and wome l[ in | T eampls pycct:uraenges t?gt?:tlljzration | “in seamplg stn);ct 7te I t pctil‘mlzratlon
R ‘I‘: tgls Yes%ltexl; ‘t’; k’;‘a‘; at‘;a‘:‘; ‘\f:hr‘éerfh;"n?;z; i, been thé case in leand during the 1970‘5. - the survey, the figure does not-claimto =~ T p oo ‘ urban any ruraw: rcdﬁ (b)iby occugational Year {“ , (porcent) l," - (percunt) '7 : ?percent) o
e ' . " tlear, but whether this i is _]US[lﬁCd remams an Altogether, a comparrson of the survey . Jpresent.exuct proportions but ruther o : . S category and (¢) by agc., he p roqo ,tton of T o ! T ' ~’[ ERE ‘.f‘ i i
v open quesuon k data with the crime statistics of the police sketch roughly the mutual caverage of thc ey 2 .- urban res ts hiis glearly grownj This- | 1870 - E 149 [ 39 39
‘ s E rests on a shaky foun dation, To xllugﬁnate two. dlfferent mdxcatorsl S is reflectdd alsh by the decrease of the pro- :g;g AR R :gé jr’ / 2-(9)‘ i g‘g‘
- I . ) Wk (ININ N ' i 40
R I . \ B portion ofl the armcrpqp lation and thc in< o AR R >
: , ‘ R « : : FEE S . N R R R P R il
14 Natrorzalgsmdzes of wcnmrzarrorr R R k‘\l i i f ‘ : Nationdl stt‘t/(‘lies of‘w‘ctirltization 15
S o S ; ) . . ;}‘ L : i
§ @ o _“‘l R L 4 ! \& s J . ‘ .
5 . - R e | : ° : : /{ ) : ﬁ
“ : ‘ ‘ : Lo L ¥ ! '
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dence, and occupition (see Tables 2413 -

i
¥
B
2 .
e! Number. of victimizations. Table 2-10 is in- , : ] : )
: i tended to supplement the results in Table 2-10... Number of alternatives in the victimization question to which .. S ' : : ®
i the respondents gave an affirmati r, 1 3 : o : 2-13. " Victimization percentages, by sex 2—14 Victimization peroentages by age and sex
; 2-7. It shows how many different damage po 9 AV answer, 107% 1979, and 1576 : ™ jo70, 1973 and 1976+ " 1970, 1973, and 1976* . '
2 levels the respondents mentioned. This ' . .
" variable was originally (in the 1970 data) . ' Eft’:g‘e‘e's ‘ C Men Women Men , Women
constructed 1o provide a substitute measure ‘ negative | Year 18 47 Number 1-8 4-7 Number Age Year 18 47 Number 18 47 Number
¢ for the number of incidents, which was not Number of alternatives ‘ binomials* - , : - -
L included in the questionnaire used in the Year- 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total (Number) ~a b 1970 . 18. 6 - 487 12 2 487 15-21 1970 49 16 63 23 7 74
| first survey (cf. Aromaa 1971; 1974a). In : ‘ ‘ : \ ‘ S 1973 .21 6 979 9 3 1035 |- 1973 40 17 133 23 1 139
1§ : 1973 and 1976, the number of incidents 1970 851103 26 7 7 1. 4 1 1000 (974) .16 59 ! ‘ 1976 24 7 464 12 3 475 1978 45 7. - 8 18 9 65
: was included in the questionnaire. Howev- (. 1973 849 108 24 7 7 4 1 — 1000 (2014) .17 59 ' 22-34 1970 21 g 146 17 3 115
%: er, to enable a comparison of all three sur- 1976  B24. 12t 30 18 5.~ — 1 1,000 (939) . .19 R -Thte vk:;}imizﬂigni p?r((,;entagl;lesI z'are glv(%n in twc; . 1973 26 9 304 19 '3 309
: veys, the substitute variable was also 1 categories; 1-5 includes ail violence (damage) | ‘ 1976 31 9 136 S 3 166
! . *The parameters of the negatlve binomials fittedto - In pnncuple itprovides a good parsimonious toot for levels as defined in the interviews; 47 ara dam- | 1. X ‘
L constructed for the 1973 and 1976 data. . the empirical distribution (see Fisher 1941, Feller  description and comparison; Inppractlce, the param- - age lvels 4-7, the more violent incidents. . ) e Ig;g }; § l?; 12 : ;%
TSR e 1943, Col " ) 1
The proportion of those mentioning many | 1943, ol 1564 Aromas 1971, 16748, o lr & maeuring h gt of cumon or et | D A S
¥ different damage levels has decreased from making use of a collection of tables on'the negative possible—cf. Aromaa 1974a, Sparks etal, 1977) Is persqns are recrulted Into the victim cate- 50+ 1970 9 2 147 5 1 174
year.to year. Simultaneously, the zero class binomial, edited at the Research institute of Legal - particularly affected by chance variations in smail gory out of the nonvictims) and not so > / ‘ 1973 13 2 323 6 1 309
. (no victimization incidents) has decreased :-"oil(icy The pkaradnt\etersdare ptrieser;ted hefr? malnl); ?imples, especially with low values of parameter a much the tail of the distribution, people ’ ' 1976 13 1 144 '3 — 151
} . ~ 0 keap up a tradition advocating the usefulness of - (the intensity- parameter). In American research,
and the 1-class has grown. The size of pa the negative binomial in regard to this kind of data, .- see James Nelson 1979. . - with many V\cumlzauom. e ) :
ramet_e( a gthe 1ptensnty,parameter) qf_ the = National victim lzanon rate: Summary. Ta- See Table 2-13 note for description of two victimization categories used.
negative binomials fitted to the empirical s . ble 2-12 summarizes the results of this sec- ,
distributions has correspondingly grown, 2-11a, Number of victimizations, 1873 and 1976 ! : tion. The visible changes are as expected: '
whereas parameter b (the cumulation or , i ‘ ; the victim rate and the average seriousness 2-15, Victimization percentages, by sex and type of resldence, :
hetgro(gienexty of risks parameter) has re- Parametere ! i of the iricidents have increased. Part of the 1970, 1973, and 1976* .
: mained constant. : S : : of the : : charige—although only a minor part—is : " w
i : - . . f en omen
; The number of damage levels variable does o - ‘ o R negative nevertheless explained by the change in the . Type of : -
not fully correspond to the number of vic- v " — - Numberv of Vicm'zamns - binomials . . structure of the samples due to migration residance ~ Year 1-§ . 4-7 Number -8 - 47 Nur(iber
i timization incidents. A respondent may 95" 0 1 2 3 4 5 °'6 7 8 9140 11 12+ mf.' Totél (Number) a b and urbanization. Cltis and " ya70 o . " - , - \ég%zljs R
have experienced rr‘rany incidents of the 1973849 82 25 10 7 8 1 — 0 0 2 — 7 51,000 (2014 17 Lzs - The average number of incidents men- boroughs 1973~ ‘28 8 516 12 4 544
same damage level; and somebody may 1976824 82 36 17 7 7. 1 o m — 2 — 7 15 1,000 (9393, 18 148 tioned by the victims has fallen slightly, , 1976 . 29 7 273 13 3 . 278
have experienced several levels of violence : but the percentage of those victimized at Rural 1970 13 5 255 6 5 037
1 ident. The int : ‘
in one single inciden e interviews re- : least twice has grown: the shift away from communes 1973 13 5 464 5 2 491
(\]'ealed 2 number of both types of respon- |, 1 Numper of victimizations, 1973 and 1876 the zero class focused on classes 2 and 3. _ 1976 16 7 191 10 4 197
ents. However, tabulations from 1973 and (with n.a. category reclassified) The share of victims mentioning at least " ‘
1976 data show that the two variables are four victimizations has again fallen slight- *See Table 2-13 note for description of two victimization categories used,
f;°ff’l{ connected The dﬁ“.‘d:’i;‘“ble’ . Parameters ly, from 19% in 1973 to 15% in 1976 .
direcly asking the mumber, Shows 8 Togave ~ | e Ay e g e | 6. Victimizaton percentages, by typs of
y SEOWS . - & i ~16. Victimization percentages, by type of
marked tendency to underestimate the num- - Number of victimizations , binomials . Victim rates in different. entire range dOf vxolcln ce ]a 5 l(i?sﬁned dul] thkc residence, 1970, 1573, and 1976*
ber of incidents, It is, of course, possible Year 0 1 2 8 4 5 6 7 8.9 1071112+ Tol. a b population categories mten;ncvxl/]s Amage lcve : d) o n(;g
that the latter exaggerates the number of v o o T R 1 .-Changes in.nronortions of- rmnnm/mm whao. Z‘é%&yzt"leé‘\%?zéo lenn twl;:f c;hct[}‘]ts :25 0;:19: e TR Gl S s e s
 actual incidents. Especiaily highvalues of o e g [ LA A S B A L mentioned incidents of victimization from dents \%verc at least Slapped or hit), Tl}:e residence Year -8 47 N“mber
the variable are dublo,lusm this sense, : : - ” ' : 1970 to 1976 in some population. categor- - trends discernible in 1973 arc continued in Glilés and 1670726 4 481
L . > * s . A 3 . 4
The responses where the number of inci- - - — wgi.ngnilsyitnmovs;?l?ltet?s é;mfnsg lgzvlg;z th;ee 1976, In addition, no decreases:can be boroughs' 1973 20 6 1,080
dents is missing (n,a.) cause a problem, for | 2-12. Summary table—victimization rate, muitiple victimization lf)éélin of tll: o The ani‘n ofgthe size of tl[:e found in 1976. The increasc in the gross 1976 21 6 551
they are affirmative answers which only ' : . h 5 When g two points i result is dxsmbutcd among almost all age. Rural .5, —, 1970 10 .4 493
lack the precise indication of the number of Of the victims: f ange§.h h‘er: compfa(rjg:g ‘}t‘g P ": S, n and sex categories—only the victim rate communes. - 1973 9 8 955
incidents. If they are left outside of the dis- Average e B ime ‘;V'" this yge’tﬁ ‘ a!v' 'Sd{';;: eedscye among those age 50 or over is an 1976 13 ° 5 388
tribution, as is done in Table 2-11, the. pa- number of ‘Percentage - Average - even o assess whe e‘r‘, “'g',,,c" ‘! e f}’, exceptlon. '
rameters of the niegative binomiial are ditierent Average of.those . damage level, should be considered “large” or “small *See Table 2~13 note for de*cnphon of two-
affected in a misleading manner. If these Vlctlmizaﬁon - levels of number of with at least of the - _(keeping in. mmd that practically all differ- . - Table 2-15 subdivides the rcspondems by victimization categorles used.
answers are instead 'plac'ed’img the classes Year . rae . violence incidents*- - two'incidents - incidents ences titat are likely to emerge remain be- sex and residence. . It shows that the most
determined by the ‘;auxiiiary” s Fingua . 149 - 1. 62, ) , low any levels of statistical significance— - . recent.growth .in the vio{cnce ﬁgure}s Origl- s may be Accurately reflected in the in-
above, coricerning the number of different g e e Jus e | g'.gg although strictly speaking significance tests naées’ counlry;}lclié, gq:gll YramOHtlg] ’rurallllnen terview data. -
damage levels mentioned by the respon- 1976 176 1.47 T 2.58 48 291 are hardly approp riate for this kind of anc women, . his incing JLs ratner we ;
,,,,, 4 1% : ' A 98 . da . with the picture given by the police statis- ~ Table 2-17 presents victimization rates over ‘
""dent, the distributions are changed. This ~ T T ta). 4 & Y- the p P Q!
’ e o : - tics (sec Table 2-16). Despite the plausibil-  time by sex, age, and type of residence. Ny
;adjustment also shows that the degree of *The average of the class age 12+ has been determiried as 20. The changes are scnmmzcd in the ﬁtandard ity of this result, note that these data arc Increases in victim rates are found
curnulation (or heterogeneity) of risks has T S T - : _ T : T manner; victim percentages arc compared based on residcr;ce of the victim not loca- among—
not grown (as indicated by parameter b of . pe addition, i.e., the shift away from the - ing with a slight increase in overall victim- in different subcatégaries of the population, - tion of the incident. However, since the . call vi .
algef;egallvz b:;?%mlaltfi) f;m:h1973 t;’ 1976 zerq class, is centered on classes 1-3; the. ization risks: it is quite likely that if there" ‘gct(;(rmmeczj achcordmg o a few common " Gounyof the incidents for raral victims was Zl?:imzﬁl u;:):lrll rn(:s[;log:illr:’tl:}i?lcs;ﬁgfg‘
measured directly by'ihe question tail of the distribution has not changed, is-such an increase, ‘it ackground characteristics: sex, age, resi~ ity about i . ‘ ' » tat
about the number of incidents expenenccd 5 » It will concern mainly a city about cqually often in 1973 and

levels as well as those levels where the

Such a shift seems plausible if we are deal-  the first victim categories (because new : . i i is- L ; -
- AREmS Pl T R geries (hocatise . and 2-14). The analyses were done looking . ?76’ the trend showp in the cime statis- . victim had at least been hit).
16 National studies of victimization R R ; = —— . ‘ R B @7 ; P o
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-dents in white-collar occupations show
some decrease, but the number of observa-
tions is so small that it is hardly possible to
make any attempts at interpreting them.

I‘Vates‘ on alcohol consumption and victim-
ization by violence, The 1973 question-

~ naire also contained an item conrected

with the respondent’s lifestyle: the frequen-
cy of alcohol consumption. It does not pro-
vide a direct way of looking at the
correlation of states of drunkenness and
victimization rates, because the analysis is
concerned with the general frequency of al-

~ 8 .once or twice a year

> g Y
” o v i . o SR T
BN
. »
-+ According to these tables, it seems that the B ~3

trend found in 1973 has continued as faras | 217+ Victimization percentages, by sex, age, and type

young urban men are concerned, but a new. of residence 1970, 1973, and 1976* .

fievelopment from 1973 to 1976 seems to , o : '

be'the rise among the rural population, Type of Men Women
young and old, and men as well as wom- residence Age ' Year -8 47 Number 1-8 47 Number
en. The result is not in conflict with the . ' = -

picture provided by the crime statistics ex- gﬂgz a’\:;d 1534 1970 34 U 114 % 5 109
cept on the part of the rather young urban - v Jars ¥ 2 17 ! 258
men. ; ‘ » 1976 41 11 128 » 18 ’ 5 125

- o : 35+ 1970 14 s
When we add occupation to the analyses ,;/'// 1973 '2‘1‘ ' g ;?sé \“\?\ } ;_3}
(see Table 2-18), some increase is found jn-~ 1976 - 19 3 145 //\‘9‘\\& 1. 188
all occupanon':jll categories, among méf Rural 15-34 1970 - 24 - 42 95 - 10 N\g - 80 v
and women alike, with the exception of communes 1973 22 8 187 9 4 195
white-collar women. Thé inctrease is small-: ' o 1eTe % 187 15 5 e
est among men classified as belonging to 3B+ 1970 6 2 161 4 A 157 -
_+{abor occupations, 1978 8 2 278 4w 206
v o . . 1976 4, '
Table 2-19 specifies the location of these - Dok T i o
changes on the urban-rural dimension *See Table 2-13 note for description of two vict '
{ 4 ] . 2= ] cription of two victimizati i R

Even here white-collar womer fail to = N CEreoles el

show any increase. In the rural population; <

though, the result is very unréliable be- |

» L o 2-18. : Victimization percentages, by sex and occupation

cause of small cell frequencxe.s.bThe victim - (head of household), 1970’, 1%73, and 1976* paflon ;
rates among the labor population have re- T : i - :
’mallned almost unchanged in the cities; but : Man Women ”
in the rural population their victimization Occupati 7 ‘

I 1 on pation Year 1-8 8 :
rate has increased by all the criteria used . aad Number -2 il Number
here. I{l &Ee farming population, the in- Farmer 1970 3 128 7 1 '
crease is limited to men? population 1973 8 198 - 4 1 ;gg‘

iy ) 1976 ’ E
'Ifhese tabulations show that the increase of Labo i % % ° g ! o
victimization among urban men focuses on Ao }3;3 ;? LA LN 3 234
the white-collar occupations; here, the in- 1976 22% ; : ggg 12 g S0
crease found in the comparison of 1970 Whit co C ° 2‘-10
and 1973'is thus continued, Among the ru- it ‘: il 2 8 148 15 2 127
ral respond ' ' vl 4 L coliart . #1973 28 .- 8 289 13 5 320
pondents, an increase is found ‘ L 1976 31 -9 159 ° 13 1 1
among men in the farming population and - T : : >
among both men and women in the labor *See Table 2-13 note for descripti izatio i :
bot won th | e for ption of the two victimization categories .

populatlon. A decreasing trend is discern- *Clerical occupations; students, professionals, elc, ¢ : tsed i
ible among urban women and also among T ‘
urban men in labor. i ‘ jed ‘ fantities of : / k

n labor accupations. Also the . sumed very small quantities of alcohol.__.____young (age 53,213 swhose-victimization

€.g., only half a bottle of beer or a little
wine. Which one of the estimations given '
on this card would be most suitable in your
case?" The following alternatives were
printed on the card: .

I daily =~

2 a couple of times a week
3 once a week :

4 a couple of times a month
5 about once.a month
6.about once in two months
7 3-4 times a year

rates were higher than their alcohol con- .
sumption level would have led one to
expect. ‘

The cumulation of victimization incidents,
on the other hand, did not vary much with
the level of alcohol consumption. A con-
nection did exist, but it was not marked,
The cumulation:tended to, be stronger in
subgroups with a high level of alcohel con-
sumption than elsewhere. The cumulation ,
- of victimization incidents within subcate-
gories of the population followed an inter- -
-, esting rule: the victimization rates as well

cohol consumption and not with states of
intoxication. The alcohol consumption
question was the same which has been
used in several Finnish alcohol consump-
tion surveys (e.g., Mikeli 1972): “How
often on the average do you consume beer
or other alcoholic beverages? Try o ac-
count also for those times when you con-

18 National studies of victimization
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pared. This w:

9 less than once a year

0 never

<

The level of alcohol consumption and the
victim density were closely related when
subcategories of the population were com-
: as true roughly for any com-
- bination of age, sex, type of residence, and
occupational category,

except for the very

R S,

~=as the cumulation tendency of the incidents .
were hnghest\,_among‘,trhose who used alco-
hol very frequently (daily or twice a

week,

A high frequehcy of driﬁlﬁﬁ;
high victinizatio rate. “Amio

3

ey

ng men, this
and  was true for the more serious
(violenc
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incidents
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2—19, Vlctlmlzatidh percentages, by sex, residence,
and occupation 1970, 1973, and 1976*

: Occupatiopal v Men Women
Residence .. catefjory Year 1-8 - 4~7 Number "“1-8  4~7 Number
Cities Labor 1970 25 9 {00 15 2 . 124
and e 19737 .26 8 220 13 3 . 286
boroughs v 1976 26 5 140 11 4 148

White- 1970 26 5 111 <282 3 101
colisr %4973 32 8 212 13 4 246
N & 1976 35 10 123 15 1 117
' Rural Farmer 1976 10 4 108 6 1 101
‘| communes population 1973 1" 3 184 5 1 196
1976 15 5 8.6 68
Labor 1970 13 4 114 8 3 . 110
1973 . 14 6. . 202 4 1 221
) . 1976 - 1§ 11 82« 13 7 92
White- 1970 21 15 34 4 —_ 26
collar 1973 17 86 78 " 7 74
| . 1976 10 3 36 8 v - 37
*See Table 2~13 note for description of two &
victimization categories used, e .
“The farmers living in urban communes have  tions (1970: 20 men, 25 women; 1973; 14 men, 12
been omitted dge to the small number of observa-  women; 1976: 10 men, 13 women); .

relationship was similar with regard to the
mild cases as well as to the serious ones.
Also arhong women, the explanatory power

~ of the alcohol variable was stronger with

regard to the serious incidents.

When the analysis was continued with
breakdowns by age, it becameabvious that
fage should regularly-be accounted for: its.
effect on the victimization raté is very
clear, Age is also a very important source
of variations in lifestyles. As an illustration

0

of this we mention that a high share of the -

occurred at public dances and- similar occa-

sions. They also have a lot of lejsure time,
~and a large proportion of it is spent in cir-
- cumistances with an increased level of =
. disturbances.

An analysis of the comgined meaning of

- age, social status (by occupational cate-

gory), and sex showed that the analyzed

correlation was highest:for the more seri-
-ous incidents (levels 4-7) among young
“working-class men. The corrglation was

similar but weaker-among yoling men in

- other types-of occupations. While frequent

alcohol consumption is related especially to
more s¢rious victimizations among men,
the correlation was clearly stronger with re-
gard to-the less serious victimizations (Jev-
cls 1~:3) among women.

These findings may possibly be end pro-
ducts of two different types of chains of:
events: (1) The measure of alcohol cop-
sumption reflects the number of states'of

intoxication of the respondents, and these
in turn indicate an increasing yictimization
risk, i.e., being intoxicated increases the

. victimization risk, (2) The measure of alco-
hol consumption and the victimization
measure both reflect the same complex
phenomenon which we may call lifestyle,
way of life, etc. Therefore, it is not sur-
prising if they show a relatively high posi-
tive interrelationship.

“In“fact, both interpretations niay be as-
- sumed to hold true in differentinstances,

and often simultaneously. The descriptions
of the “most recent” incidents also obtained
in the interviews seem to indicate that the
alcohal variable only infrequently measures
the number of risk-increasing states of
drunkenness: very few respondents ad-
mitted to having been intoxicated when
victimized (the perpetrator; in contrast, was
said to have been drunk in 80% of the
“cases). More typically, the alcohol variable
‘would seem fo reflect a kind of general so-
cial activity. The typical victimization inci-
~dents found in this survey sesntd to lack
any Systematic connection with the vietim's
own alcohol use patterns or states of in-
toxication, a finding which is inconsistent
with what is otherwlse known about vio-
lence victims,

‘The dbove interpretation is partly. convinc-

ing. It d%es, however, also give rise to cer-
tain suspicion. It:is not out of the question

that the interview situation is so delicate

that the violence question picks, out nonem-"

@

barrassing incidents rather than other kinds.
A large proportion of events that occurred
among family members and acquaintances
are quite likely to remain unrecorded in the
interview; and there is no reason to believe
that this would not be the case with regard

_to other incidents that are felt to be embar-

rassing, shameful, or otherwise not respect-
able, The instrument would, then, tend to
find primarily “honorable” incidents; other
kinds of experiences would tend to be kept
gecret. this may-be especially true with re-
gard to the details of the story, e.g.; the
role of ajcohol, etc. The number of inci-
dents-and the information on having béen
victimized at-all may be relatively unham-
pered by this bias. If this is true, the find-
ing concerning the correlation between the
respondents’ genera) frequency of alcohol
consumption and the victimization density
niay Ye more valid than the descriptions©of
the details of the “most recent” incident,
which is now suspected of containing a
large bias towards respectability.’

{This analysis has been replicated with
similar material from 1976, reported by Si-
1én (198(). The findings followed the same
. lines as sketched above. One additional

< .
measure for alcohol consumption was used:

the frequency of hangover days exper-
ienced by the respondent. This variable
showed somewhat better correlations with
the victimization rate, especially with re-
gard to the cumulation tendency of victim-
ization incidents, than the general.
consumption question analyzed in this re-
port. These results may be considered as
‘giving additional support to the above
interpretation.) :

Summary and discussion

According to national surveys of Finland
from 1970, 1973, and 1976, the gross rate
of violence victimization of the average,
nonmarginal®population of the country ini-
tially remained rather constant, but subse-
quently increased from 1973 to 1976.
Breakdowns into population subgroups
show that, while the increase from 1970 to
1973 ‘was limited to rather young urban
men, between. 1973 and 1976 it is clearer,;
in the rural population. Simultaneously, the
1970-1973 trend is continued in a mild
Ofashion. The rural increase from 1973 to
1976 is not clearly limited to any of the
population subcategories scrutinized but ap-
pears among both the farmer and the labor
population, the young, and, to some ex-
tent, also the elderly of both sexes.

: [

& SFor a-more detailed presentation of these find-

¢ ings, see Aromaa (1977).
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These general results may be estimated to
be roughly in harmony with the picture de-
rived from the police statistics. The police
statistics led to the expectation that the sur-
vey results—if these two different mea-
sures concern at least roughly the same
phenomenon-would in urban areas show an
initial increase in victimization foilowed by
some decrease and in rural areas a rapid in-
crease followed by a slow increase. -

From evidence gathered previously, victim
surveys seem to succeed best in measuring
incidents in public places, where the victim
and the perpetrator are not previously
known to each other; Surveys are fot so
successful in uncovering violence that takes

place between intimates, in the family, and -

at home. The police statistics do not man-
age well in this area either, but there is
reason to suspect that the victim surveys
are as bad or even worse for this task.

The police crime statistics do not measure
the sanie elements as the victimization sur-
veys. The police statistics classify the loca-
tion of the incident, while the survey data
deal (ainly with the location of the vic-
tim’s residence. In addition, the population
samples-used in the surveys are biased in
that they do not represent several popula-
tion subgroups with exceptionally high vic-
timization risks; in these subgroups,
multiple victimizations are probably excep-
tionally common.® Research data suggest

SEarlier in this report, the comparability of inter-
view data from the different years was assumed
to be high by arguing that “the materials, the
technical procedures, and the measures are iden-
tical.” A word of warning is, nevertheless, nec-
essary: when comparability over a relatively
long timespan or between different cultures
(.., countries) is considered, the problems of
nonresponse and of the nature of the samples be-
come very important. When assessing changes
and differences, it must be assumed that the
sample bias remains constant on every round of
measurement. Yet, it:is very unlikely that this
requirement would be fulfilled if a relatively
long time interval is concerned. For example,
refusals are becoming more commor (they are
already considered a major prictical problem in
our largest cities— at least in the capital city of
Helsinki), and the chances of contacting people
@t their homes are also diminishing because of
.. changes in lifestyles. Addresses are also. being
changed more frequently. than before. As a final
result, samples from different fime periods are

samples of the type used in the victim surveys. ..
dealt with in-this report and to‘some extent also

- of other types of samples). This may not yet be

a burning problem (in national data; in. cross-cul-
tural comparisons, it must be), but if longer time

series are 0 be constructed, it will certainly -

grow in importance.
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that an important proportion of assaults re- :
corded by the police originate in-such’ pop-

ulation subgroups. If this is true, the
relatively small changes seen in the crime
statistics need not be repeated in the victim
suryeys at all. Instead, the surveys may
yield results conflicting with the crime stat-
istics trends. Also, the violence indicator
used in the victimization surveys refers—if
taken literally—to a markedly larger scope
of behavior than the police statistics, expe-
cially if incidents with a minor damage
level are considered. Slight fluctuations in
the “dark number”* of these incidents may
thus cause significant changes in the crimes
recorded by the police without any visible
change in the survey results,

The ‘survey approach also fails to find a
large number of victimizations that actually
have taken place. Therefore, the victimiza-
tion rates-found in the surveys are. likely to
be rather sensitive to fluctuations in the
ideological climate in regard to violence
and crime policy matters. The'same victim-
ization rates—assessed by an “Sutside ob-
server’—may, due to vdriations in the
ideological climate; yield quite different es-
timates of rates in the survey approach and
also in the crime rates measured by the po-
lice statistics. It may even be claimed that
the survey in part measures the degree to
which the respondents feel the- violence is

~ important, actual, interesting, or disquiet-

ing. If the violence measure applied in the
surveys covered only-incidents witha very
high damage level, this measurement prob-
lem might be assumed to be relatively in-
significant. In the present case, its
importance 'may be quite large.

A separate cause for concern in these stud-
ies is based on the small size of the popu-
lation samples used. Only a few
differences found in this study would be

_statistically significant. (An entirely differ-

ent question is-that the character of the
samples does not allow standard signifi-
cance tests. See, however, Uhl and
Schoner (1969:141-143). When the time -
series grows longer and possible emergent
consistent trends become discernible, inters
pretations may be justified even if all dif-

~ ferences considered separately remain

below any standard significance levels. -

' ‘However, thé analysis would be.on a firm-
. s able (thie Is et gooer basis ifthe sample sizes' could be in-
ot strictly comparable (this is especially true of . creased to some 5,000 observations (or if

. ‘the sampling distributions of at Jeast-a few

central parameters in such. materials were

~ *Dark numbér means the number of crirnes un-

knownto ‘the police. In Europe research in self-
reported victimization or offense is often called

‘v *dark number” ,orv_“dark ’ﬁcld" research, [Editor]

oy

known). The data used up to now involve
the constant danger of interpreting mean-
ingless chance fluctuations (cf. Sirén
1976). -

When trying to assess the meaning of our
findings, in order to avoid erroneous im--
pressions, we should stress that the results
only concern changes in victimization rates
(and those with all of the cautions men-
tioned earlier). They cannot be used for
making inferences of risks of victimization.
Becoming a victim is obviously determined
by not only the living environment of the
individual, but also his or her lifestyle and
the way his or her time is spent (cf. Aro-
maa 1977).

A study of risks ought to pay attention to
changes in ways of life. An illustration of
this principle is provided by the following
example: Between two rounds of measure-
ment, certain people might have begun to
fear victimization. to such an extent that
they totally avoid all circumstances where
they might be at risk. (The changes in
ways of life may of coursg be based on -
something else than fear of crime; with re-
gard to the example, this is unimportant.)
Victimization surveys would doubtless
show that the victimization rate of this
population category decreased by the sec-
ond measurement round. Kriowledge of the
background of the finding would, neverthe-
less, have a crucial impact-on the way in
which this finding would be interpreted.

[N

Many kinds of changes in ways of life may -

be reflected in victimization rates. To im-
prove understanding of the survey results,
a few central lifestyle indicators should be
Jincluded in any standard questionnaire used
in victimization sutveys. The alcohol-use

_measure applied as-an iltustration in this-

report purports to be a small but hardly
sufficient step in this direction.
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The impact of victimization, rates and patterns
A comparison of the Netherlands and the United States

RICHARD BLOCK*

From 1960 to the mid-1970’s, many devel-

oped countries were engulfed in a wave of
crime against person and property. Fear of
crime became a major public concern espe-
cially in utban areas. Most countries that
participated in World War 11 saw the after-
math of the war and the postwar baby
boom reflected in crime statistics. While
the wave hit at a different time in each
country, crime rates increased zapidly-in
the 1960’s, peaked in the early or mid-
1970’s, and stabilized into the 1980’s
(Gurr 1977; Archer 1976).

Trends in crime rates are very similar in
many countijes, but the actual pattern. of
crime and the types of crime committed are
not. Thus, the United States has for many
years been known for its high level of
goal-oriented violence, Even with the in-
creasing crime rates in other countries, the
United States’ preeminence in rates of rob-
bery remains.

Thus, comparative criminology must ad-
dress two separate issues. It must (1) con-
sider changes in crime rates and
explanations of these changes and (2) con-
sider overall patterns of crime in different
countries and their reasons. The major con-
cern of this paper is the second issue.

In describing the pattern of crime in a soci-
ety o) in comparing patterns of crime be-
tweef societies, the criminologist should
worll much like the good reporter. The

. questions to be asked are who, what, how
“often, and with what result.

The cnmmologlst must ask these questions -

in descnbmg patterns of crime or victim-

ization in a single society at-a single pomt ‘
in time: Who are the people most likely to

be victims or criminals? What types of
crime are most and least Ilke]y to be com-
mitted? How often do these crimes occur? -
What is the impact of these crimes on the
offender and the victim?

Causal research in cmmnology is compara-
tive research. While adequate descriptions
of the crime problem are necessary before
explanation can be attempted the crimi-

nologist who asks “why” must base the ex- -

planation on comparison. The comparison
can be made of experimental and contro]

groups. It can be made of people, victims

and nonvictims, ctiminals and noncnmm~

als, Companson can be made across time .

. Or.across counmes All these compansons '

*Professor, Loyola Umversnty of Chxcago ‘This. !

study was sipported by a Fullbright-Hayes re-
search. fellowship and grants from Loyola
University.
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" pleted as part of the Dutch- ethnograg)hlc

can be made simultaneously. Criminals and
noncriminals are compared either directly
or through comparison of crime rates for -
groups who differ on particular
charactenstlcs

High and j increasing ]evels of criminal be-
havior are a near universal phenomenon of
most developed countries. Yet in American,
criminology, explanations of crime increase
and especially of patterns of crime have
been culturally bound to the United States.
Some criminologists have searched for uni-
versal explanations of crime in western so-
cieties with no consideration of culture or
history.

Patterns. of crime in a society are a reflec-
tion of the history and culture of the sogi-
ety and of the opportunities avaxlah,',c for
criminal behavior at a pomt,;:?nme Unfor-
tunately, historical studies of cnmmal be-
havior are still rare. /

The pioneering worlt{;;presented in Violence
in America (Gurr) demonstrates the contin-
ual history of United States political and
social violence. The study of property

 crime trends in the United States is more

limited but clearly indicates 1ts cyclical na-
ture (Ferdmand 1973).

In the Nelherlands empirical studies of
criminal behavior are a relatlvely recent de-
velopment. The earliest studies were com-

school shortly before World War I1.} At -
the same time, there were a few statistical:
studies with relatively little analysis. More
recently, studies have been completed on-

the court records of the middle ages and on

various forms of crime at a smgle pomt in
time. Most publicly prosécuted crimes in a
study of medieval Utrecht were violent.
However, Barents (1976) believes this i is.
because there was little property to steal.
Recent studies have been far more con-
cerned with property crimes than with. vio-
lence. These are seen-as more frequent -
problems. In the past few years, the Minis-
try of Justice has completed a series of
trend studies of criminal behavior. Ameri-
can literature has generally described the
Netherlands as a stable and quict country -
with little crime and. very short prison sen-

tences (Pepmsky) ‘Dutch literature has also
seen.crime as a small problem. Dutch

cnmmologtsts have been more concerned
with equtty and the class nature of criminal
processing than with trends in levels of

MThie work of this school is-startingly ‘similar to

that of the Chicago school of the same period,
although each was unknown to the other;

|

violence (Bonger, Jongman). Atnsterdam; v
however, has been traditionally 'seen as dif-
ferent than the rest of the country. While

- not entirely crime: ridden, its population -

has been viewed )as riotous with little re-

spect for the lav or olice (Punch)
. wore

This paper isa comparatlve study of pat-
terns of victimization in the Netherlands
and the United States. It is primarily. de-
scriptive; but it does suggest some. possxble
explanations of obvxous dlfferences in these
pattems :

The two victimization surveys k

. The basic sources used for this comparison

are the Dutch National Crime survey of.
1977 and the U,S. National Crime Survey
0f 1976. In comparisons of the two sur-
veys, the U.S. survey will generally be
manipulated to match. the Dutch survey.

~ The Dutch survey asks about completed

household burglaries, street attacks (as-
saults and robberies), and theft of purse or
wallet. The U.S. screening survey does ask
about completed household burglaries, but
asks about more general forms of assault,
robbery, and theft. The four crimes of the .
Dutch questionnaire have no precise equiv-
alent in the law of either countryl but they
can form a base for v1ct1mlzanon
comparison, ‘

The two surveys have much in common;
but there are some xmportant differences
besides those in screening questions. Both
were desxgned to develop estimates of rates
of victimization independent of the pollce,
and both are random samples of the uni-
verse of households, but there are some
differences in sampling methods. The
Dutch survey is a random block sample
with one respondent interviewed in each-of
four households in the block, The sample

I stratified on individual characteristics
*‘and size and nature of the community, ac-

cording to the Central Bureau ‘of Statistics”

- standard urbanization code. The U,S, sur-.

vey is a stratified random cluster sample of

“housing units. All household residents age

14 or older are interviewed every 6
months. Neither survey interviews many

- persons-who cannot speak the country’s -

dominant language, :
The crimes. reported in the U S. survey are

:for a bounded 6-month-period. However, -

in this paper a specially constructed tape .
mcludmg all incidents reported to have oc-
curred in. 1976 is used as the numerator for

~crime fates, The denommator is twice the -
number of respondents n the 6-month pan-

. ;
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The Dutch quesnonnaure has a far sxmpier
) structure Apprommately 11,000 respon- -

oyour apaxtment hoirie, gamge, or another build; :
: mg on your property" L ‘

el'with a p‘articular demographic character-
istic. The. initial referent of the Dutch. -

survey:is forever, but then a year time pe- v

‘riod, 1977, is.defined. If the respondent re~

ports havmg been a victim of crime in

* 1977, he is asked about the number of vic-.
“timiZations." This count is- the numoz'ator for .

Dutch vrctmuzatxon rates.

~In the U.S. survey, all househ‘old,members

age 14 years and older-are interviewed.

~Those 12 and 13 ar¢ interviewed by proxy. - ‘

One of these respondents is chosen to list

crimes against the household. In the Dutch -

survey, ‘only one person age:16 ‘or older:is
interviewed per household, and that re:

spondent is interviewed about personal and -
“household crimes-but not about crimes. oc-

cumng to other household members, Thus;’

" inthe Dutch survey, victimization rates for i

households and individuals liave the same
denominator. In the U.S. sufvey, victifn-

ization rates for households have a denomr- ,

nator approxrmately haif that of

individuals:

The U.S. quesuonnalre was desxgned to be ,
extremely flexible. The household is the .. -

basic unit of data collection, but within
each household there is a separate ‘ques-
tionnaire for each reported crime. To allow

for detailed analysis of patterns of yictim- -

ization a very large sample is used—

30,000 households in each 6-month panel

The complexity of the questionnaire’s
structure plus the huge sample make analy-
sis of this data set both complex and time

consummg

dents were interviéwed in early 1978. Each
respondent was asked the same series of
screening quesnons When the respondent
-reported a crime, the interviewer asked a
few more questions about the most recent .
incidence ‘of that crime. The, 1977 ques- .
tionnaire also includes several questions on

S security precautlons and pohce acuvmes
" after the crxme ’

The rigid structure of the Dutch questron—
naire required the flexibility of the U.S,’

Of the four crimes analyzed for this report;

" the quesnons about burglary are nearly
identical.? The U.s. quesuonnaire does not

*The Dutch question reads Is er bu 0 thIS wei
eens ingebroken? Has your home {or its sur-
roundmgs) been broken into (illegally)? If yes,

- Whien? 1977, 1978, earlier? The United States -
. question reads: During the last months did any-

one break into:or somehow iilegaliy get into

. ‘()‘

: 24 thianal srudi‘e'ir‘of victimization

F

: 31 Fiatesv of four crimes in the Netherlands

and in the United States "

S
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" United States " Nefherlands
‘ Burgiaries per 100, 000 households 6,482 1,053
| Wallet or purse taken per 100,000 persons age 16+ REIRS -7 12,100
- Street assaults per 100,000 persons ags 16+ . 1,309 2,257*
otreet robberies per. 100 000 persons age 16+ 243 - 194*

: 'Estlmated based on most recent street ahacks

and fotal number of ‘attacks during the year.. .

o

" 3-2. " Urbanization and crime rates-

S Burglaries

, accepted

y of the w Rates of victimization
.questionnaire: to-make comparison possible:

*.Purse or wallet -Street attacks
i . per 100,000 - taken per 100,000 - - per 100,000
o -houscholds - persons age 16+ . _personsage 16+%:." "
Netherlands =~ o S : : e
Amst. Rott. Hague . 2,816 . 4,014 4,443
-Other cities 100,000+ L2407 3,333 - 5,002°
-1 Middle large-cities : T80T 2,028 2,985 :
. Smaller cities” o880 2,240 1,520 .
Rural cities . 939 . ¢ 1,389 - 1,465
Rural areas - 569 .‘\“‘ :.858 - 934
United States. e ; e P
500,000+ . Yo 07,818 S1813 0 e (2877
100,000--500,000- . S8 4T4 1147w -2,087"
50,000-100,000. 17,846 1,098 ©1,872
Other city 5,564 AT 01,249
Not & city 5,684 715 1,038

*Combines robberies and assault.

~ask specrﬁc quesuons about theft of vaiiet

or.purse,-other than purse snatchmg, or.”

- about.street attacks. Thus rates for these
“crimes were ¢reated on.the basis' of the. de- o

tailed responses of the 1nc1dent
questionnaire,

- Sfarting with the same objective, the two
‘surveys used far dlfferent methodoiogres

These differences do not mean comparison:
D
is impossible, but they do mean that con-

. clusionis based on these compansons should

be caunousiy made and tentauvely

{-.' B

-+ As'can be seen'in Table 3- 1, overall pat-

. temns and rafes of victimization in the two'’

- countries are both similar and different.
‘Rates of home hurgiary are far higher i in

. the United States than 'in the Netherlands—
' five times as high. Rates of wallet or purse &
" theft and’street-assault are higher in the ‘

Netherlards. Rates of street robbery are "
about the same in the. two: countries. T be-.

fieve and will show i in this ‘paper that the
difference in property crime rates is pri-
5 manly a result of the opportumtles aVaii-

~ able. Dxfferences in assaultive vxoience are 4
| more difficult to explain,

Demographzc difference in xhe probabilzty

" of victimization. All members of a society .
-.are.not equally. likely to be victims of
~crimeé. Victimization rates are Unevenly

“distributed through the population of the ~

‘Netherlands and the United States. In both
nations; ‘crime is generaily seen as a prob- ‘

lem that is concentrated in urban areas; it

‘is a problem that particularly affects the
poor; violence among young maies is pre- :

dommant in both socneties

e Urbapization, Unfortunateiy, no drrect
‘comparisan of the relationship between ur-

bdmzationelnd crime rates in two. countnes

- s possible. The structure of urban govern-

ment is defined dlfferentiy in the two.

lands; and therefore, -the meamng of a cxtyf
is different. The city governmént of Am- "

sterdam includes not only’ the ‘central cnty

- -but much of its surroundings, including -
‘both suburban and riiral areas, Thus there

is no govemmental structure equrvalent to

~-an American city government, The closest =~ b

U.S. equivalent of Dutch focal govemment
are the. towns of New Eng]and

S
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3-8. -Family income &nd crime rates

P

Burglanes

Purse ot wallet

Strest attacke

1,142

T taken per 100,000 . per 100,000 ... :

Femiiv income o par.100,000 persons age 16+ ‘persons age’16+ Famiiy income

{Us.'s) S U8, Netherlands.. - “US. “Netherlands us. Netherlands Netherlands, (guilders, Dif)
0-4,000 . 8,084 ) 49!54 i 1,322 3,546 2,347 5,673 0—9,000 S
4,000-7,500 6,792 8(73 824 - 1,986 1,755 1,208 *.9,000--18,000
7,500-12,000.. . 6,674 1,410 896 1,910 1,698 -1,584 '-18,000-27,000
12,000-15,000 - 4,974 795 707 .. 2,330 1,273 3 743 ;. 27,000-33,000
15,000~20,000 5516 1,202 970 - 2,338 1,237 2 205 30,000-45,000

20,0004 - 7:236 . 2,086 1,017 1,757 -0 1,221 2,634 7:.:45,0004

Total rate : : 6,592 1,320 944 2,085 ~1,570 1 .886 “Total rate :
Number of survey cases ©.3910 133 - 229 1,913 202 ‘Number of survey cases

3-4,. Agse, sex; and personal crime rates

Number'of male

- Purse or ‘v}auet taken -
per 100,000 persons age 16+

" Street attacks
per 100,060 persons age 1 6+

Number of female

il survey cases Male Female Male Female survey cases
Age U.S - Netherlands - U,S. = Netherlands = U.S. = Netherlands ~ 4).S. - “Netherlands = U.S, ~ Netherands - ‘U.S. - Netherlands
16-17 3,268 . 138 1,836 3,623 " 3,560 11,340 5,660 8,695 2,074 . 9,278 3,230 97
18-24 - 10,274 - 417 1,022 > 4,076 - 2,614 3,473 4,351 13,189 1,920 3,656 10,260 547
f 2534 12,164 - 1,020. 518 2745 1,404 2476 2573 - 6568 . 1,224 1,486 13,388 1,938
‘1 - 35-44" . 9,398 722 276 2,354 868 1,430 1426 - 2,770 . 880 . 874 8,984 - 1,268
45-54 . 8868 . 7585 259 4,367 721 2,077 1,071 1,708 629 1,088, 9,698 1,011 -
55-64. . 7,210« 689 . . 277 "2 1,018 707 .. 1,697 - 887 1,741 544 . 1,272 9,192 - 707
© 65 7,418 1,002 - 2837 798 . 509 - 1,796, 714 598 214 1,897 v 9,824 969
Total 58,600 4,573 -543 1,968 - 2,253 .. 2173 3,979 989 - 1,579 64,576 6,522

1276,

At a more basxc leval, the N’ether]ands is.

- far more densely popuiated than the United
“States, In 1976, the population density per

square mile in all of the Netherlands was
nearly triple that of American Standard -

B Metropolitan Statistical Areas (302 per
square mile). By American definition, most -

of the Netherlands would be consxdered
urban‘ T S

" The difference in deﬁmtion of local gov-"

ernment is reflected in the’ vxcnmlzntion

o quest;onnaires Urbamzauon 18 umformly

definell in almost all Dutch social analysis
by a combination of popuiation and com-
. munity characteristics. It is less clearly or
umformiy deﬁned in American research

B It'is clear from Table'3-2. that in both

countries victimization. mcreases with ur-
banization. For the three crimes reported,
there seems to be a size threshold—
100,000 in'the Netherlands and a less clear
threshold- of 50,000 in the United States, -
At these thresholds, c¢rime rates change

B precipnously ‘The relationship between

_crime and urbanization seeiis stronger in

the Netherlands than in_the United: States,
- but this may merely reflect the clearer dei‘ i-
nition’ of urbamzatnon it Dutch research, -

~In" both counmes the reiationshlp between 7

., wurbanization and serious violence is a rela-

tnveiy new phenomenon (Beariey, Sta-f

chower). Until the 1920s in the United
States and the 1930’s in the Netherlands,
rates of serious violence. were apparently -
hlgher in rural than urban areas. = -

L] Famzly income. ln both countries the
burglary rate is mildly curvrhneariy related’
to family income. Families of the highest
and lowest income have 'the hnghest rates
of victimization, (See Table 3-3.) In the
United States, this curvilinear relahonship

is even much stronger if rates per 100, 000

- ‘persons (instead of househoids) are ana-
_-lyzed becduse of the strong positive rela-
" tionship between number of family
members age 16 and older and household
* income: In-both countries, rates of house-
hold burglary are fairly lével across in-
- comes; except the lowest, The sampling~
“technique used in both surveys probably -
‘missed many low-mcome respondents

Respondents from low-income families also
are exposed to a higher risk of theft of
purse or wallet or street attack than other -
_ Tespondents. ‘However, above the lowest
- income cntegory, there is no; relationshrp
" between family income and tisk of victim-
 ization, For these two crimes- agamst per- .
sons, rates are higher at every income level
in’ the Netherlands than in the United

- States.

i Age and sex. of vzcttm. Most studies of
assaultive violence have. found that younger

- people-and males are more likely to be

both victim and offender than older people

~and females. In Table 3-4, these relation-
“ships can be clearly seen for U.S. respon-

dents. Among hoth men and women in the .
United States, there is:a consistent and
strong decline in the rate of street attack
with age. Among Dutch men, the rate of
street attack declines from age 24 on. The
rate of 'street attack for Dutch males agé
18-24is extraordinarily high, but most of

+*'these crimes are among aquaintances

Among Dutch women age 45 and over, the
rate of street attack oscillates around 1,000
per 100,000 population. Dutch. women

 older than 65 are more likely to suffera
‘street attack than either Americans ot

Datch men. This result may be a statistical
artifact. It may result from differing defini-

. tions of the seriousness of attacks. Howev-

er, it may also result from differences
between American and. Dutch lifestyles
which expose older Dutch women to a
greater risk of street attack, ‘

-

- While the risk of theft of wallet or purse’

declines with age among both men and
women in both countries, the relative dif-
ference between Dutch and American men
is far greater than: between Dutch and-

W
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American women. American women of all

- -ages are 'more hkely to have their money

taken than American men, but at several _
ages Dutch men are more likely to suffer a-

" theft than Dutch women, This probably re-

sults from two factors: (1) lack of female

- participation in the Dutch workforce and

(2) the continental custom of men carrying
a-purse. Thus, the United States and the

" Netherlands are both differént and similar

in the probability of criminal victimization.
American rates of household burglary are

-“far higher than Dutch rates. The rates of

purse theft and street attack are higher in-
the Netherlands, and rates: of street robbery
are about the same. Patterns of relationship
between demographic characteristics and

" rates of victimization are similar in thie two:

countries. Urbanization is positively related *
to victimization. Age is generally negative-
ly related to victimization. Family income

- has either no relationship or a curvrlmear

 relationship. : ©

o

" Burglary in the. United States and the Neth-
*erlands. Burglary induces fear because of

its potential for' violence and because of the
impact of home invasion on the individ-
val’s concept of his or her own domain,
Yet, studies of burglars have shown that

- they do not want to confront their Victim
. -and generailyc

iioose targets to minimize -

the probability ‘of confrontation. Recent re-

search has described a relationship between
“guardianship” and burglary The most

‘likely targets of property crimes are those'
-which are relatrvely Lnguarded Thus, most

of the recent increase in burglary rates m

*'the Umted States has been 4 result of a

great increase in daytime burglaries (Cohen
and Felson). Cohen demionstrates that the .
overall level of officially known burglaries
is mversely related to the percentage of
womer in the labor force. '

The rate of burglary reported to the polrce
in the United States is higher than in the

- Netherlands. In 1976, 5,670 burglaries

were reported to the police per 100,000

: households in the United States and 3,051
- in the Netherlands (Maandstatistiek) Mei -
. 1977). However, in'the Netherlands, there. ,
" -lands. In the Netherlands, the structure of
" Jabor makes commercial organizations a

are two and a half times as many ofﬁctally
reported burglaries as there are in the vic-

tim survey, In the United States; the num= "~

ber of victim survey burglaries exceeds the

‘numberof burglaries known to the police.

This difference between the two countrles
results from a difference in the burglar’s
target choice. In the Netherlands, stores,
factories, and offices are the targets of -
most officially known burglaries. Only:
15% of the reported burglaries are against:

. households (Maandstatistick 1975). In the -

26 National studies of victimization

v e S T ST B

B : *\v
.'3-5, ‘Rates of household burglary, by time of day and occupancy

Day' Evening Night Total
U.S.  Netherlands U.S. = Netherlands ~U.S.  Netherlands U.S.. -Netheriands
Someone - - e S SR =
home: 160 45 126 99 168 324 455 . 468
“No one home 2,320 - 189 1,160 216 1,160 99 4,638 513
Total 2480 - 234 1,286 315 1,828 © 423 5093 981
3-6." Housshold burglarles in the United States and In the Netherlands
U.S. - " Netherlands
Percent repomng no Ioss .22 o 26
Median loss overall 140 267
Median loss, ifany - - .'250 487
Percent loss GT 250. DfI* 39 52
Percent loss GT 250 Dil, i any ;50 79
Percent insured : 47 66
Petcent who recovered somethlng . . 12 46
Percent insured who recovered i .26 : 75 .
’Median recovery, if any ) 735 DIl - 940 DIt
‘Qverall household burglary rate -, 6,482 1,253
Nonrecovered household burglary rate 5,704 676"

*$1,00 = 227 Dil.

"*Assumes’ percent burglary recovery is.same as most recent

Umted States, most ofﬁcially known bur-

- glaries (63%) are against households (UCR

1976).

This difference in ,reported target in the
two-countries probably reflects a difference
in opportunities. In 1977, most Dutch
stores, factories, and offices could legally
be open no more than 37-1/2 hours per.
week, and moonlighting (“black work” in
Dutch) was often criticized. Thus, not only
were. busmesses factories, dand offices un--

- likely to be operating at night,’ but they

also were unlikely to be well guarded. -
Compared to the Netherlands, U.S. stores
and factories are open long hours .moon-" .
lighting is wrdely practiced and accepted
and a much greater percentage of women

have a paying job. Thus; occupancy of of- -

fices and factories is greater, and occupan-
¢y of houses is Tess than in the Nether-"

fikely target of attack, while-in the United

‘States, homes are a-more likely target.

home, 4% work more than 20 hours a

week. In 1976, 45% of married American

'women with children age 0-18 worked -and

. 329 worked outside the home more than

35 hours a week

Thus, rt is likely that Dutch homes are oc-

cupied a far greater percentage of the day,

and are therefore less easily available for
burglary than U,S. homes, Table 3-5 dra-

matjcally illustrates these ditferences in tar-

get availability. There is no difference in
burglary rates between the two countries
for occupred homes. In both countries, -

> these are rare. However, burglaries of un-

R,
¥

~occupied homes are nine times more ltkely
in the United States than in the Nether-
‘lands, Daytime burglaries of unoccupied.
homes are 12:times more likely in the
United States than in the Netherlands.

If Cohen and Felson’s observatron of -

In the United States, ,"73% of theé population’

age 20-65 was in the labor force in 1976.

I t(fre Netherlands, 59% of this population
" was in the labor force Women are far less

likely to work'in paid occupations in the
Nethetlands than in the United States' (56%
vs. 31%). Sixteen percent of Dutch mar-

ried wonien with children work. outside the:

. across countries, their ﬁndmgs are strongly. -

changes» in opportunities.for burglary over ;

time can be extended fo comparisons

_supported by this. compartson of Dutch and
“:American households -

. sponsibility of women to stay-at home in order :

S PN e R T e S B

3This does not rmply that it should be. the res

to prevent cr;tmes
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Once a burglary accurs, the Dutch Tiouse-
holder is likely to suffer a larger loss than
the American householder. As séen in Ta=
‘ble 3-6, there is little difference in the
probability of f any loss. However,-if loss
ses-oecur;.tie loss to the Dutch house- :

 hold is likely to be greater.

~The greater loss suffered by the Dutch

household is far more likely to be’t compen— '

sated than the smaller loss sustained by the
U.S. household. While the amount recov-
ered from insurance, if any, is about the
same, both the percentage of Dutch house-
holds wiich are insured and the pes reentage
- which are compensated is higher than i in
the United States. The overall rate of -
household burglary is about five times as
great in the United States as in the Nether-

lands; but the rate of burglary with a non-

compensated loss is 9.4 times as high:
My general impression of lifestyle and-

household security precautions in th&Unit- -

edgStates and the Netherlands-closely-

of the two countries.' Homes both in
sterdam and The Hague and in rura(
‘were protected with locks Wwhich, by
American standards, were exceedrngly in=
secure. These were often invalidated or un-
used during the day. During ‘working -

- hours, Dutch business and offices are:very
well protected with. porters checking all.
antercoms and with store detectives and

responds to the realrty of the bu«gh?‘)ntes ,
are

as

electronic-surveillance. In major cities, for .
“example, bank tellers have no-cash, How-

‘ever, most stores close at mid-afternoon

Saturday and reopen Monday afternoon, In -
the United States, homes are far better pro-

tected by locks but less well: protected, by
people than in the Netherlands: American

stores, offices, and factories are occupred a.

far greater percentage of the day than in
~ the Netherlands.

* Thus, there are three dlfferences between :

the pattems of burglary in the United

~States and in the Netherlands. (1) The most.

réadily ‘available targets for burglars in the
Netherlands are commercial! those in the

- United States are homes; (2) American
- households are far more likely to be vie- .

tims of burglars; and (3) American house-
holds are far less. likely to recover burglary
losses than their Dutch: counterparts, 1
would think that the feeling of an all-per-
vasive threat of burglars would be far
greater in the United States tlran in the .
Netherlands. :

Theft of purse or wallet, Whtle evrdence ol‘

-differences in opportunity for theft-of a
wallet or purse are far weaker than' for bur-
glary, it is likely that both the, probability...

— 2eward and the ‘Riiount of reward are

. S
greater in the Netherlands:than in the Unit-

" ed'States. As:an American coming to the
~Netherlands in 1978, -among the earliest
‘culture shocks I felt was the scarcity of -

cash substitutes, At that time; Dutch credit
cards were almiost unknown. Stores which
honored American credit cards were meant

primarily for tourists, Checks as known in

the United States did not exist, The only

available cash substitute was a guaranteed "

check. These were available only to the
highly creditworthy. Thus, the typical
Dutch person must carry far more cash
than the typical American.” While there are
no surveys of the amount of cash carried,
it is clear from Table 3-7 that.the Dutch
victim of purse. or wallet theft was far
more likely to sustain some money loss
and that that loss was far greater than the
typical loss suffered by an American.

" Thus, both the probability of payoff and -
the size of the payoff are likely to be far

greater in the Netherlands than in the Umt-
ed States

Street assaults and rabberrer As shown in-

Table 3-1, given.the violent reputation: of
the United States, rates of street assault are

“surprisingly higher in the Netherlands.
~Rates of street robbery in the two countries

are very similar. In theory; anyone is sub--

ject to a street assault, Thus, there is no -

obvious difference. in the opportunity for

" street assault. However, some difference in

opportunity does exist. Past-of the differ-

‘ence in rate of assault between the two
‘countties may result from the great density

of the. Dutch population, and.part-may
stem from the greater pedestrian.use of

‘violence was far less than in the United.
States. As can be seen in Table 3-8, there

.- are both differences and similarities be-

=

tween the Netherlands and the United
States in-tlie seriousness of street assaulfs.
Dutch assaults were less likely to be gun
attacks-than :AAmerican assaults and were -
half as likely to be attacks with other
weapons as American assaults (19% vs. -
38%.) However, the resultant injuries from
the crime were amazingly similar.. Nearly.

- three-fourths .of the victims in: both’ coun-
~ tries were not injured.-American victims

were somewhat more likely %o require
medical attention than Dutch victims ‘but
possibly-slightly less likely to requrre
hospitalization. :

The most serious street attacks those re-
sulting in death; are excluded from victim-
ization surveys. There is rio continual
medsure of thezdeath rate from homicide in
the Netherlands, but it is probably very
low.- My own research in Amsterdam indi- *
cates about 15-20 violent deaths per year.
In a typical American city of the same size
in- 1975, there were ‘about 168 violent
deaths, Part of the difference, in number of
killings may be due to gun availability, t
however, large drfferences remarn to be

3 explained.

Comparison of Dutch and American street
robberies should be made very cautrously
because’ there were only 16 Dutch crimes
in the sample survey. It appears that differ-

ences and similarities are much like thos&
~for assault. Guns and other.weapons are

more lrkely to be present in the United .

_streets in the Netherlands, Public transport
-is miuch: more widely used: in the Nether- 3—7 Théft of wallet or purse ln the Unlted
lands than in'the United States, Fewer peo- States and in the Netherfands
ple, especially in central cities, have access. o R
to a car, and the nature of Dutch shopping, | -~ US. Netherlands
nearly daily in street markets and small B P o o
stores, results in more contact than in the SICRNMISROMNG.NO " or s iy
United States. : : Median loss overall .20 Dfl " +*60.5 Dl
1 Median 45 Dl .. .65 D
When hrgher rates of vrolen‘ee have been ‘ 2,":,;3,?, ,‘:,séz g,:gé”han ST T
found in European cities than in the United 100 Guilders ($44) -~ 20 " - 34
States, shocked American crlmmologrsts “Parcent loss greaterthan .
- have argued that the ferocrty of European _1ooDt itany - 27 .35
: 3-8 Street assault and robbery in the Unlte‘d‘States‘ and in the Netheriands ’
" Robbety: Assault
US. . :Netherlands - U.S.. ' Netherlands- |-
Percent whére gun present 306 125 145 . 1,8
Percent-whera no weapon present 358 %7 500 §7.0. . 784 .
| Percent where offender known N 74T 80,0 574 . 70.9
1. Percent with no Infury - s Lo 608 T 648 734 772
_Percent with Injury, but'no medical attenllon 243,00 0286 0169 L 18T D
.. | "Percent requiring ‘medical attention 164 - A B 9.6 . 35
| Percent requlrlng hospitalization, S e o 1.2

" National studies of victimization 27 -
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 States than in the Netherlands but the re-

sultant patterns of injury are nearly identi-~
cal in the two countries. No information
was available in'the Dutch sﬁrvey about
amount of money stolen in each robbery,
but if it is assumed-that the amount stolen
is similar to that when 2 wallet or purse is
stolen, cash loss is probably higher in edch
robbery in the Netherlands than in the ..
United States. Opportunity theory would -
predict that Dutch robbery rates would be
higher than those of the United States. The
probable reward is greater in-each theit,
That they are not indicates that it is neces-
sary to go beyond simple theories of ra- .

tionality and. look at the history and culture
- of the societies before predicting patterns

of criminal behavior,

- Summary and conclusions-

This comparative analysis of the United
States and the Netherlands has found both,
differences and similarities in. crime pat-
terns. The major differences between the

_ two countries are the number and impact of -

household burglaries. Household burglaries
are far-more probable in the United States,
and the impact of each burglary is likely:to
be far greater. I argue that most of the dif-
ference in rates results from patterns of oc-
cupancy and-guardianship. Homes are
likely to be occipied a greater percentage
of the time in the Netherlands than in the
United States, while businesses are less.
likely to be occupied than in the United
States. .t :
While guardianship is the basis of the dif-
ferences in burglary opportunities, reward
is probably the basis of differences in rates
of theft of wallet or purse, The Dutch per-
son is likely to carry more cash than the
American, and this difference is reflected

. both in the probability of any loss and in -

the amount lost,

Thus, differences in rates of property crime
can probably be-explained by differences. in
target availability in the two countries,

Rates of street robbery do not differ, but it -

' might be expected that they should. Differ-

ences in rates of street assault are not ex-

plained by any obvious differences between -
‘ . Berents, Dirk (1976)

the two countries. g ; :
ST : : ,

Patterns of victimization are also similar in

several ways. Most importantly, basic de-

“mographic relationships between victimiza-

tion rates ‘and urbanization, income, sex,
and age differ very little. Only in patterns
of purse or'wallet theft is there a signifi-
cant difference between the two countries,’
and this probably reflects opportunities

‘available. Patterns of injury resulting from

28 National studies of victimization

an attack are very similar in the two coun-

 tries; howevér, a gun is far more likely to -
- be involved in, t{}e United States: than in the

) Netherlixnds.'

If much of the difference betweé‘;n“" the
Netherlands and.
~dent on opportunity structure, is it possible
to predict changes in Ppatterns of crime as
these structures change? It is probable that
daytime burglaries of unoccupied houses |
account for a major proportion o  the dif-
ference between the two countries inrates
of burglary. Therefore, the rate of house:
hold burglary should vary inversely with .
unemployment and directly with/employ-
‘ment of women. Given the current Ameri-
can pattern of increasing uneinpl_oygmend’ '
and female labor force participation and
work hours, rates of household burglary
should remain about constant in the United
States. The Netherlands, too, suffers from
higher than normal unemployment; howey-
er, in the Netherlands unemployment may
result in a decline in female labor force
participation, and perhaps a degline in the
number of household burglaries. . - * -

Patterns of Dutch cash substitutes are.
changing. In 1980, the first unjversal
Dutch credit cards were infrodjiced. As the
Dutch credit system approaches the Ameri-
can, purse thefts will probably become less

profitable and decline.

It is unlikely that patterns of cﬁme in lthé

Netherlands will ever be similar to those, in’
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Il",t 1974,jone E fthe aut[iors of this paper
piiblisheld an "rf-ficle in the Dutch weekly
Initermediair Jgr'l; the trenids in violent crime.
The artille a gued that/criminology was
;’rying t6 get by with the use of stopgaps.
Fven the stralghtforWzngd question, “How ‘,
much violent crime is there in the Nether- 1
Jlands?" could not be answered satisfactori- i
ly. The data ayailable from the Netherlands i
(Central Buréau of Stafistics only indicated '

‘(and still indicate) the/ number of punish- |

I able offenses (processed by the police.and

j

If we wish to know the real crime situationf
in the Netherlands (the article concluded), ,’/
whether they have been victims of an of-
fense in the preceding year. The article ,/
continued: :

!

In the United States, a start was made /f’
several years ago with the use of such)|
victim surveys. The U.S. authorities ijlt—
tend to-repeat such sampling ar set inter-.
vals: In the Netherlands a similar sur\‘!ey
is currently being carried out by J. P’ S,
= Fiselier of the Criminological Institut!i' of
Nijmegen with the aid of a grant fm([

the Ministry of Justice. If this surveyis ©
repeated with any degree of regulariy, it
will be possible in future to determitje

7 the shift in crime in the Netherlands| with
an acceptable degree of certainty. Far
the moment, the only data availableff are

those from a mini-investigation by the

NIPO* of safety, or the lack of it, Hn
public places (van Dijk 1974). ,[

Since then, Fiselier hys reported on his sur-
vey in the form of a doctoral thesis (JFise-
lier 1978). Moreover, every year since
1974, the Research ang Documentatipn
Center of the Ministry jof Justice (RL C)
‘has commissioned the NIPO to can}f, out a
nationwide survey of the Dutch public’s
experience with crime. It i§ now possible,
therefore, to say sometliing about tlbe crime
trends in the Nethcrlands during the’ past
few years on the basis of sample surveys

- rathel: than on the basis bf police and court

recor{?s. The availability|of the results of a
parallgl annual survé‘ly_in\gthe?‘United States
make$ international comgjarisons of the re-
by '
i \{!

¥Translated by John Moyer, “ i

. *%Jan J. M. van Dijk and Cail H) D, Steinmetz

are colleagues at the Research, an{| Documenta-
tion Center (WODC) of thic Ministry of Justice
in The Hague. RN

*N.1.P,O.: Nederlands Instituu} voor Publicke

Opinie [Dutch Institute for Pubiic‘:}Opinion ind
Market Research], s :
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lUsefulness/ of a victirn survigy

A victim suryey is a way, of mesuring the

crime rate without making use of police re-
Jcords. Offenties that are nqt repbrted to the
i police or thoe which, for one jeason or

 another, are fiot recorded by thém are also

e

The usefulness of a victim survey inay be
illustrated by, reference to the figures now
available on the increase in the offerse of
bicycle theft furing 1977. The police stat-
istics, publishied by the Central Bureau of J
Statistics, showed a drop of 0.8% in the |
number of th¢se offenses. The results of '/
the 1977 victim survey, however, show i
that the percentage of the Dutch populatior
age 16 and older who had a bicycle stolen/
actually 'rose'ii\n 1977; in that year 5.9% of
the populationjhad a bicycle stolen, while)
in 1976 the figure was §.4%. The conflict]
between the palice statistics and the victith
survey results ‘}a\ be explained by a‘nothel"r
finding of the suryey: the percentage of !
persons who hz%d h,.ld bicycles stolen and,ff

who had notiﬁépd Jue police and signed an
ofﬁciaiacompla,ii\:t' form was signiﬁcantly’
lower in 1977 than in 1976, The rise inithe
number of bi_c:yc"le thefts was therefore gc-
companied by-a ‘drop in the rate of such
thefts recorded Wy the police. Contequent-
ly, police statistiZs.show a downward i/

taken into account,

~ trend, while in replity there was an | .

increase, !

Another concrete txample 'of the usefulness
of victim surveys iys a yardstick for mea-
surifig the crime rate relates to the decades-
old debate on whethier or not the crimc
figures for the province of Limburg* are
unusually high. In the past, studies of
crime as recorded by the police or the
courts have repeated Y shown that the inci-
dence of violent crimg in Limburg is far
above the national av \'mge. Occasionally,
far-reaching conclusio\gs gbout the degree
of civilization and/or c‘gltg’:rﬁ}caﬁﬂitions in
that province have bee ! dlfr’a{vn fro@\uch
findings. However, the jresults of th//vic- ‘
tim surveys to date have‘\g repeatedly shown
that in Limburg in generil and in Mags- »
tricht, its capital, in partri\‘;ular,' (viol?nt)
crime is noticeably low, We can by no
means rule out the possibility that there is
more serious (violent) crinje in Limburg
than the surveys show. (offi ‘;nses with a
very low incidence will golpractically unre-
corded in victim surveys, since only a sam-
ple is taken) but the results|cast doubt on:

R

*A mining area in the south ()%ithe country.

Causal arguments are similar t ) U.S. discussions
of Appalachian violence. [Edit ;r]

:!

i

/ P )
some gerieralizations about the population
¢f Limburg, :

As the bicycle theft example indicates, vic-
tim surveys do not provide information
solely on the number of offenses commit-
‘ted. They also shed direct light on the pro-
‘portion of such offenses reported to the
police and the proportion officially record-

~ed by the police. The types of information

obtainable through victim surveys may be
briefly summarized as follows:

L. Percentage of the national population’
age 16 and older who are the victims of
certain types of offense in g particular year:
This percentage permits us to estimate the
totsll number of offenses committed. By
bréaking down the sample according to
varioug, criteria it is also phssible to calcu-
late the} percentage of the various popula-
tion groups that have been the victims of
ap-offénse. Victimization rates can be cal-
culated for those living in certain munici-
palities; or provinces, for the male and
female halves of the population, and for
various age groups and social classes.

2. Percentage of victims of an offense who
notify t{:e police: 1t is also possible to
study the characteristics and motives of -
perspny who fail to report victimizations to
the police. In this area, too, local and'na- -
tionl differences can be identified. The"

expe‘(:ta';tions which the population has with!

regard to action by the police and judicial
authPﬁg}es are of particular interest here. .

3. Fjerél[entage of persons who ‘ji'eport ai‘yz of I
Jense to'the police and sign a written state- !
ment': This percentage can provide an
indi¢ation of the characteristics of offenses:
and fhos}: reporting them that play a part in
the dlecision as to whether or not an offigial
policl-;e report is prepared. In this way, thie
survey sheds some light on unofficial poli-

)

cy on police reporting.

as ayardstick |
1t wo hld‘ b‘\\r wrong to' think thgt the results
of vigtim Surveys provide a completely true
pictury of ﬂ\?e crime rate. The results of
victim suryiys also have their defects.

Limitatigns on use of victim survey

. i \ .
First, we any dealing with the results of a

survey of 4 population sample. Even with ‘

n this anicldk\ the willingness of the public o™
notify the polilyyemund the official reporting of the
police are deal'\i with only briefly, Further infor-
mation on thes topics will be found in sections
5,6,7, and 8§ ‘ﬂif van Dijk and Steinmetz, The
RDC viciim surveys, 1974-1979.
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& / believe that they have been the victims of
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careful sample selection, there is a chance
that a particular population group with ex-
ceptionally high or low victim rates will
not be proportionately represented in the
sample (e.g., persons of no fixed abode).
Such a flaw in the sample can affect the fi- -
nal result. : e

There is another quits different reason why
the results of victim surveys do not givea
completely true picture of crime, Most '
Dutch citizens have insufficient legal
knowledge to be able to decide in‘every
case whether-or not a particular incident
constitutes a punishable offense within the
meaning of Dutch criminal law. At first
sight, this would.-appear to cause consider-
able difficulty. Some of the incidents listed
by. the respondents as offenses would not: -
be regarded as such by the police or the
courts. The question. arises, however,
whether the views of the police and the
courts-on what constitutes crime should be
decisive. Such a question is even more ap-
propriate if the attitude of, say, the police
as to what constitutes an offense is partly:
dictated by pressure of work. Some police
officers.appear to take the view that be-
cause a bicycle has disappeared it has not -
necessarily been stolen and that, according-
ly, the notification received need not be
made the subject of an official report.
However, from the victim’s viewpoint his
or her bicycle has disappeared and has not
been returned and has therefore been sto®
len. This seems to us more relevant for
measuring the crime rate than the views of
the police. In other words, we hold that al-
though the results of a victim survey may
be colored by the ideas of the public as to
what constitutes an offense and what does
not, this need not be regarded as a draw-
back. A victim survey, therefore, measures
“the level of crime in Dutch society by indi-
‘cating the proportion of the population who

an offense. Y-

In the example of the missing bicycle just
given, we assumed that the victim reported
a bicycle theft to the police, If, incsuch a
case, the police refrain from making the
notification the subject of an official re-
port, we still consider it right to incl:de
the incident in the survey findings as a bi-
cycle theft. There is, perhaps, room for
doubt if the person whose bicycle has dis-
appeared fails to notify the police. The vic-
tims of “bicycle thefts” not reported to the
police may include persons who themselves
doubt whether their bicycles were stolei.
Replies to the question of why the police
were not informed may provide some in-
formation in this regard: Some of those

30 National studies of victimization

4-1." ‘Percentage of Dutch péo‘ple over age 15

W who were victims of an offense, 1973-79

S

i

vz

1973 197’{ 1975 .1976-
S B ,°/= i

| ,
1977 1978 1979
o Y N Db s %

“Damage to property

Innocent party in collision
with- motor vehicle -

Innocent party involved in
*hit-and-run" accident

Bicycle theft

Moped theft

Threatening o¢-violent
behavior in the street

Pocketpicking/ - :
Purse snatching

Theft from a private car

Indecent assaulf in the
street

Burglary in-a dwelling

Thett of private car

— — 50 59 68 77 97

“30 .80 45 74 63 80 64

— e 010009 09 e
40 80 745 54 59 57 7.8°
70,100 65 40 42 45 39
— = 15 .25 28 .28 a2

100 10 17 30 23 25 . 28
20 20 17 30 23 23 34

— 41 18 15 14 15

090 07 44 11 12 1.2 1.7*
e 05 .04 05 06 03 05 -

*The differences from 1978 aré significant at a 0.05 level, -

(£40%)-who did not report the incident to
the police gave as their reason that they
“didn’t think it necessary.” We may ask .
whether the incidents referred to by this -
category of victim should be counted as of-
fenses. In the case of bicycle, theft, howev-
er, we consider it right in principle that * -

incidents not reported to the police by the -

victims because they themselves “didn’t
think it necessary” should still be counted.
True, the respondents in question did not

. Tate the events very serjously, but they

E nevertheless answered yes to the question

"of whether their bicycles had been stolen, -

In the case of offenses such as threatening
behavior or indecent assault,* however,
one wonders whether incidents listed which
were unknown to the police because

*65% of the nonreporting victims “didn’t -

think it necessary"** should ir fact always
be regarded as offenses, Those concerned
probably did not regard the incident as an
offense either. In our opinion, the victim
rates for the latter two offenses—threaten-
ing behavior and indecent assault—should
for this reason be approached with special
care. With this limitation, however, the
victim rates appear to us to be an altogeth-
er true indicator of “crime,” provided we

*1 know of no precise American translation for
“indecerit assault,” The category covers sexually
offensive acts. It includes rape and attempted-
rape; but the bulk of the incidents involve rather
limited physical contact, Perhaps it can be de-
scribed as any physical intrusion of Ppotentially:
sexual natre—pinching, armgrabbing, etc, -
[Editor) S s

**Most-of those responding “didn't think it nec-

take “crime” to mean incidents interpreted
as'such by the public. As a rule, such inci-
dents will also be regarded as punishable
‘offenses by the police and the couts, al-
though minor discrepancies are possible.

To sum up, we postulate that the results of
a victim survey are pronie to the errors and
uncertainties specific to a national sample
survey. Since a sample is involved, the dif-
ferences found between the victimization
rates in 2 separate years or between two
population groups must be tested for statis-
tical significance. Every attempt has been .
made to meet this requirement in ‘present- .
ing the findings in this report, When study-
ing the victim rates, it must be' borne in

- mind that they relate to occurrences which
constitute offenses in the eyes of the vic-
tims. Victimization percentages for the oft
fenses of threatening behavior and indecent
assault may even relate to some extent to
occurrences which the victims themselves
did not equate with “real” crime, . s

o : : o

essary” reported that they “settled” the incident ’

themselves.
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National victim rates since 1973

The main findings of the RDC victim sur-
vey describe the percentage of the national
population who were the victims of 1 or

_more of the"iJ types of offenses tisted in

the preceding calendar year.? These victim-
ization petcentages indicate the risk the
average Dutch citizen ran of becoming the
victim of 1 or more of the 10 offenses re-
ferred to during the year concerned, As the
Survey was carried out for the seventh time
in succession in January 1980, victim rates
are now available for the years 1973-79,
Sixteen and seventeen-year-olds ‘were in-

- cluded for the first time in 1977. The vie-

tim rates for the previous yeais were

"’Fgr‘ a general explanation of the design and im-
plémentation of RDC victim surveys, reference

-may be made to van Dijk and Vianen (1977).

and van Dijk and Steinmetz (1979). The most
Tecent victim surveys took plice in the period
from January 9 to Februaty 14, 1978, and in the
period from January 1 to February 28,1979, In
both years, more than 10,000 peaple age 16
years and older were questioned (1978, 11,095;
1979, 12,489), Since former RDC surveys re-
vealed that the big cities were often underepre-

- sented, additional surveys were conducted in

1978 and 1979 in Amsterdam, Rotterdam, and
The Hague, This made it possible to limit the

.-amount of reweighting necessary,

weighted so.as to make them comparable
with the other figures.® The victim rates
for the offenses of bicycle theft, motorbike
theft, car theft, and theft from cars are cal-
culated on the basis of the number of own-
ers of such conveyances, Table 4-1 shows
ithe victim percentages for 1973-79. Of the
10 types of offense, several are higher in
1979 than 1978~victim percentages for
damage to property (29%), bicycle theft
(32%), theft from a private car (48%), and
*burglary in a dwelling (42%). In particular,
the increase of this last offense is'remark-

- able because up to 1979 this fype of crime

had shown stable rates. The increase of the
violent types of crimes is fortunately much
lower and not statistically significant.*

Whether the burden of crime on Dutch so-
ciety was greater in 1979 than in 1978,

*The results of the 1977 survey show that the
victim rates for the 16-17 age group are practi-
cally identical with the rats for the 18-25 age
group. The results for the previous years were
reweighted so thiat the proportion of 18-25 year
olds in the sample would equal that of the 16-25
year olds in the 1977 sample.

“The 5% reliability margins have been calculated
with the aid:of the formula for multistage sam-

. 2pq
pling, 1.96 -ﬁq See C. Cozijn, “Enkele Kantte-

keningen bij het Artikel van Knol,” Mens en
Maatschappij, vol, 52, no, 1, 1977,

]

1977, and 1976 can also be determined by

‘comparing the various percentages of the

ﬂ,bpulatiqy: that were the victims of one or
ni‘,ore of the 10 offenses during those years.
In the years 1976, 1977, 1978, and 1979,
the likelihood of becoming a victim of 1 or
m!fyre of these 10 offenses in the Nether-

lands was 18, 18, 19, and 23% respective-

ly, while the likelihood of becoming the
victim of 2 or more offenses during the
same years was 4.0, 4.3, 4,0 and 5.0% re-
spctively. During each 12-month period |
out of 4 or 5 Dutch citizens became the
victim of 1 of the 10 offenses listed above,
and 1 out of 25 the victim of 2 or more of «
these 10 offenses.’

Figure 4-1 presents graphically the chahges
in the victimization percentages since
1973. The graph shows that most types of

—_— ,
5As the tenth offense, “failing to stop after an
accident” was included instead of “innocent par-
ty in collision with a motor vehicle,”

P
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- offense were fairly stable in the 1973-75

period.® A few types of offense showed a
slight rise in 1975. This rise persisted in
1976. There appears to have been“afiother

leveling off in 1977 and 1978. In 1979,.
~ iost types of offense again showed higher

percentages. Overall, during the last 7-
years most of the offenses in the victim
survey have shown a steady rise.

The most evident increase since 1973 is in
bicycle theft and wallet theft."It should be
noted that we can form no conclusions as
to the actual total number of wallet thefts
in the country on the basis of the victim-
ization surveys, because many of the vic-
tims are foreign tourists and therefore
would not be included in the survey, There
has also been an increase in the violent
crimes of vandalism (damage to property)
and threatening behavior in a public place.
Theft of private cars, burglary in a dwell-
ing, and sexual assault show a compara-
tively stable picture. Moped theft fell after
the law prescribed the wearing of protec-
tive headgear, but it is not yet clear wheth-
er the &ffect of the crash helmet will
persist, because the number of victims of
this offense has again risen since 1976.

The category “Inngcent party in céllision
with a motor vehicle” requires special com-
ment. There are two reasons for including
this category of incident in the survey.
First, it seemed logical to compare the ma-
terial damage resulting from crime with:the
damage resuiting from road accidents
caused by others. The findings show that
motor vehicle accidents have kept pace
with the growth in crime. In 1979, howev-
er, motor vehicle accidents decreased.

" The second reason for including this cate-

gory of question in the survey is the desire
to obtain, by means of a supplementary
question, some idea of the percentage of -
the population who annually, through no

®In a postal survey carried out at the end of
1973 by Dr. J. P. 8. Fiselier, some 5,000 per-
sons were asked whether they had been the vic-
tims of any of a list of offenses in 1973 or

1972. The sample used in this survey differed in
two respects from the RDC sample: alf inter-
viewees were older than age 18 and lived in mu-~
nicipalities with a municipal police force.
However, the adjustmerits to be made for com-
parison purpgses to the figures obtained are on
balance very slight. The 1973 victimization per-
centages calculated by Fiselier are on a par with
those calculated by the RDC for that yéar (bicy-
cle theft, 4%; moped theft, 6.3%; theft from a
car, 1.9%; sexual assault, 0.5%; burglary, 1.5%;
theft of a car, 0.4%). The 1972 figures were as
follows: bicycle theft, 4%; moped theft, 6.4%:
theft from a car, 2.3%; sexual assauilt, 1,1%:
and theft of a car, 0.4%.
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4-2, Comparison of the extent of crime in 1977 as recorded by the Central Bureau
of Statistics (CBS) and as estimated on the basis of the RDC victim survey R
Police records, \? }
““{municipal,” ~ T
national, and
* frontier Survey
o owe - police) estimates Ratio :
Police statistics Victim survey = (1) {2 2/1
Theft, unauthorized taking of a pedal-cycle Bicycle theft 104,815 - - 399,262 3.8
Theft, unauthorized taking of moj:ed and Moped theft - 26,386 46,585 . 1.8
joyriding with moped (art, 37) : . : .
Theft, unauthorized taking of motor vehicle Theft of a car : 13,387 13,973 1.0
and joy-riding with motor vehicle (art. 37) : : :
Malicious damage {art. 350-354) * Vandalism or 41,738 491,943 118
i damage to property . ;
Violence against the pyyson (art 300308, Threatening/violent 10,496 234,724 224
141,285) \R i behavior in public * &
Sexual offenses (art, 242,543, 248, Indecent assault in 7,252 149,015 20.5
248 and 249) N gine public ~
Burglary (art 311,5) NP F Burglary in a 30,245 60,221 2.0
) . dwelling N
Failing to stop after an accident (Road Hit-and-run K 16,9599 57,726 34
Traffic Act art. 30) . accident
To?al 251,318 1,453,549 58

fault of their own, are hit by a motorist
who fails to stop, In 1975, 1% of the pop-
ulation were victims of this type of traffic
offense. In 1976 the figure was also 1%; in
1977, 0.9%; in 1978 again, 0.9%; and in

-1979, 1.2%. It appears therefore that the

extent of this traffic offense has remained
constant.. o

The last three surveys contained questions
on threatening or violent behavior and sex-
ual assault indoors. Research abroad has
shown that information given on these
types of offense is relatively unreliable, be-
cause the respondents are often unwilling
to discuss them with the interviewer.” Of
those questioned in the survey, 0.9% indi-
cated that they had been threaténed or
physically assaulted indoors during 1977,
In 1978 and 1979, these“figures were 1,1%
and 0.9%. In the three last surveys, ap-
proximately 0.5% answered yes to the
question of whether anyorie had acted inde-
cently towards them indoors against their
will and in an aggressive mManner. As stat-
ed, there are grounds for regarding these

~ figures as a minimum estimate.

The percentage of victims in the sample
can be used to estimate the total nymber of
offenses committed in the Netherlands. Ta-
ble 4-2 compares the police statistics esti-
mate of the number of offenses recorded -

For an account of this table, see van Dijk and

Steinmetz (1979), appendixes XVII and XVHI,

R PR e 1 o 1 e et vt it 2
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“for 1977 with the survey estimate of the
number of offenses committed in the same
A ]

Table 4-2 shows that the survey estimate of
the number of thefts of cars is practically
the same as the number of police-recorded
thefts of cars. Theft of a car is preeminent-
ly an offense of which the police are noti-
fied, and the police nearly always make
such notifications the-subject of official re-
ports. For other types of offense, however,
the recorded component forms only a frac-
tion of what the public regards as constitut-
ing such offenses.? Yo

The table also shows that in 1977 Dutch
society faced 1.5 million cases of crime. In
1979, there were about 2 million cases.
Most of these cases are not particularly se-
rious. Since many Dutch people associate
the idea of crime with serious offenses in-
“volving violence (Cozijn and van Dijk
1976), most RDC publicatigps use the term
“petty crime” to denote these less serious
but widespread types of.crime. About 1 in
1,000 of tHose questionéd in the survey ap-
peared to have sustained an injury requir-
ing medical attention as the result of a
violent crime in a public place in the pre-
ceding year. While in no way denying the
seriousness of such crimes, we wish to jux-

¥See van Dijk and Steinmetz (1979); chapters 5
08, :

®This figure includes, of course, the economic
and environmental crimes of which large groups
of ordinary citizens are also frequently the
victim, .

$
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tapose another survey finding to this statis-
tic, Almost 1 in 100 of those questioned
had sustained .an injury requiring medical
attention as the resuit of being the innocent
party in an accident involving a motor ve-
hicle. Motorized transport, then, causes in-
nocent victims to lose far more time”
through injury than the much debated
“street terror” of juvenile offenders,

The average financial loss occasioned by
the offenses listed in the survey varies ap-
preciably from one type to another. The to-
tal cost of petty crime (bicycle theft,
moped theft, theft of and from cars, mali-
cious damage, burglary and pocket pick-
ing) in the Netherlands can be estimated
overall at nearly 500 million guilders (in
1979, $1=DA. 2.1). Spread per capita
over the Dutch population, this would
mean an annual loss of Dfl. 50 per pérson,
or about Dfl. 150 per household. (This
takes no account of the cost of offenses in
which companies-or public institutions
were the victims.)

In the last two surveys, those who replied

that they had been the victims of indecent *

assault in a public place or of a sexual as-
sault indoors were further asked whether it
amounted to anything more than being
seized. This appeared to have been the
case in'a quarter of the outdoor incidents
and a third of the indoor ones. This shows
that most victims of indecent or sexual as-
sault were not victims of rape or attempted
rape. In such cases, therefore, we may
speak of “patty sexual violence,” to distin-
guish them from cases of true or attempted
rape.” ‘

Local crime rate .

The, prime object of the victim survey is to-

obtaiy information on the crime rate at the
national level, However, the size of the
sample is such as to enable us, with some
reservations, to draw certain conclusions
about local victimization percentages. The
Dutch municipalities* may be divided into

=« larger and smaller units,

+For ths purposes of our project, they have

been subdivided into six groups, using this
criterion, Table 4-3 indicates the percent-
age of the inhabitants of these six categor-
ies of mupicipalitics who were. the victims
of one or more offenses in 1976, 1977,
1978, and 1979 respectively.’

*Municipality in the Netherlands representsh di-
vision unlike that used in the United States. See
Chapter 3 by Richard Block for a description,
[Editor] o : .

4-3. Likelihood of becoming tie victim of one or more offenses in 1976,
1977, 1978, and 1979, per group of municipalities®

o

1976 1977 1978 1979
0, L

2

Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague

Population 100,000-400,000
“of municipality ~ 50,000~100,000
20,000-50,000
5,000-20,000
Less than 5,000

National

% %o Yo %

28 29 33

-~ 21 - 20 27
19 17 20

e 16 7 20
12 12 18

8 8 13

18 18 19 23

*Not municipalities in the American sense; see Richard Block, “The impact of victimization, rates and
patierns: A comparison of the Netherlands and the United States,” in this volume.

Table 4-3 shows that the victimization per-
centage increases along with the increase in
the number of municipal inhabitants. The
differencebetween the largest and the
smallest municipalities appears to have'les-
sened somewhat in 1978, Bécause there is
a noticeable difference between the victim-
ization percentages for the three major
cities and those for the other municipal-
ities, it seems worthwhile to consider Am-
sterdam, Rotterdam, and The Hague
separately. ‘

Utrecht, the fourth largest city in the coun-
try, will also be included in the compari-
son, Table 4-4 shows the percentage of the
inhabitants of the four cities who were vic-
tims of one or more offenses in 1976,
1977, and 1978. Both the level and trend
of the victim percentageés for the four larg-
est cities vary widely. The consistently low
rate for Rotterdam is particularly interest-
ing. Even when the victim rates for the 17
largest municipalities are compared, that of
Rotterdam is still significantly lower, The
survey findings show that Rotterdam (along
with Maastricht) is the safest city in the
Netherlands. The relative safety of Rotter-
dam is far less evident in police statistics.
In fact, the percentage of offenses reported
fo police in Rotterdam is considerably
higher than in, for example, Utrecht or
Amsterdam. Of every 10 offenses commit-
ted in Rotterdam, 6 are reported to the po-
lice, as com?ared to 3 or 4 in Utrecht and
Amsterdam, ' '

A comparison with the United States

From a scientific point of view, the com-
parison of internatiopal crime statistics is
virgin termritory, owing to wide differences,
in legal'definitions and the organization of
the police and legal systems. The victim-
ization survey can provide an interesting

19See van Dijk and Steinmetz ( 1979), chapter 5:

4-4. Likellhood of becoming the victim
of one or more offenses in
1978, 1977, and 1978 in the four
_-largest cities

1976 1977 1978

% %% Y.

ol
Amsterdam ©oon 345 407 342
Rotterdam 218 187 195
The Hague 252 21,7 273
Utrecht 213 273 264

Other municipalities 154 155 168

f;al‘temative, since jt can‘be used to compare
~directly the experiences of the populations

of different countries (Clinard and Jurger-
Tas 1979). For this reason, a committee of
the Organization for Economic Cooperation
and Development in Paris concerned with

* developing standardized ‘social indicators

has recommended that such surveys should
be nsed to measure the crime rate in

- OECD countries. To this end, a survey

form has been designed and tested in a
number of countries, including the Nether-
lands (van Dijk 1978).

Meantime, it would seem woithwhile to as-

‘certain whether parts of the National Crime

Survey carried out in the United States an-
nually are comparable with the RDC victim
survey in its present form. In consultation
with the present authors, the American %
criminologist Professor Richard Block of
Loyola University in Chicago has weighted
the results of the American and Dutch sur-
veys for 1976 in order to facilitate their. -
broad comparison (Block 1979), Table 4-5
shows some of the results of this compara-
tive SiUdy- 3 '

The table shows a considerable difference
in victimization rates between the Ameri-
can and Dutch populations“for the ‘two of-
fenses listed—burglary and threatening - .
behavior in a public place, The likelihood
of being burgled was about seven times as

National studies of victimization 33
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4-5. Number of U.S. and Dutch victims per 100 000
inhabitants age 18 or over, 1976*

Burglary per 100,000 households United States. - Netherlands

Number of victims i ) } 6,482 1,253

Threatening behavior in a public
place per 100,000 inhabitants

- O N ,
MNumber of victims 7 : -~ 1,309 2,2578
Number of victims against whom
firearms were used ; 190 41
Number of victims from whom )

money was s@:len (street robbery) - - 243 1942

*See Richard Block', “The impact of victimization rates and patterns: A comparison of the Netherlands and
the United States,” in this volume.
aMany multiple victims.

4-6. Percentage of respondents who were victims of one or more offenses
(including innocent parties in “hit-and-run” accidents) in 1977,
by age and size of niunicipality ~

.. Amsterdam 50,000- 20.600—- - Less than
" Rotterdam - - - 400,000 50,000 20,000
The Hague inhabitants inhabitants inhabitants
Age - Number % Number % Number % Number %
Less than 25 422 48 711 33 839 26 317 16
25-40 386 40 905 22 1,438 16 588 13
40-65 622 18 1,118 17 1,477 11 622 6
65+ 396 9 465 7 523~ 6 264 2
4-7. Log-linear model-based quantification of the extent to which certain
soclodemographic characteristics increase or diminish the. crime risk’
.  Zvalues
Risk (S|gnlncant at 05)
coefficients (1.96) -
Not a victim ' ‘ 5.15 <. 303
| Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Thé Hague : 0.51 -8,0"
Population of 50,000-400,000 - - - 0.80 ~2.8"
municipality 20,000-50,000 0.90 . -1.1
£,000~20,000 ' 1.60 : 4.5 o
Less than 5,000 1.75 : 3.2* -
Age Less than 25 0.41 —-8.5*
25-40 ) 0.80 -8.0"
40-65 138 3.8"
65+ o222 L7
Social class Upper : ‘ 070 —-4.3 o
Middle 1.22 3.2"
Lower Y e 117 © 18
Sex Male/female 087 ’ 2.5°
(1.18). . y
Note: The average riskis 1 in 5.15. The coefficients 'Thesa oulcomas are hased on a 'r'*"". 'niu. an |

indicated for each characteristic. Tha far right col- - Steinmetz (1979) for a detailed explanation.
umn indicates whether the risk coemcients are s‘a‘ i o
tistically significant. g

by which the ratio figure 5.15 must be multiplied are .~ acceptance level of p>,05 (X2=77.6 df = 79). See ‘
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great for an Ari¥ican household as for a

. Dutch one. Contrary to expectation;-it ap-

peared that the rate of victimization of
threatening behavior in a public place was
actually higher among the Dutch popula-
tion than among the U. S. popuiation. The
rate of victims who sustained physical in-
jury.was alsc higher in the Netherlands.
When the details are examined, however,
the nature-of the threatening behavior
shows wide divergence. In the cases re-
ported by Americans, fircarms were much
more frequently involved. At the conclu-
sion of this article, a further attempt will
be made to interpret some of the differ-
ences shown here between the victimiza-
tion experiences of the American and
Dutch populations..

"A vnctlmologlcal l_sk analysis

Links between demographic characteristics
and-victim rates. To determine whether

there is¥a link between certain demographic
charactefistics and the risk of becoming the

victim of an offense cross tabulations can

be made examining victimization across
categories of characteristics’such as age or
sex. Table 4-3 showed that victim percent-
ages increased with increased ‘urbanization
of the municipalities where the respondents
lived. Other tables showed that the victim
percentages dropped sharply as the respon-
dents’ age increased. Moreover, men are
victims slightly more often than women.
The higher social classes dre victims con-
siderably more often than the lower ones.*’

The interpretation of such differences be-
twegn the various population groups with
regard to the.crime risk gives rise to a
riumber of complications. It is possible, for
example, that the higher victim rates
among inhabitants of the large cities result
partly from the comparatively low average
age of that populatxon group. To ascertain
whether living in-a large city in itself (i.e.,

: d:sregardmg the age factor) entails a lngher
crime risk, the victim rates for young men”"

living in 4 large city may be compared
with the rates for their contemporaries in

‘the provmces Table 4-6 gives a synopsis

of the-victim percentages of the 16 popula-

tion groups- distinguishable on the basis o} :

the criteria of municipality size (4 catego
ies) and age . (also 4 categories).

Table 4-6 shows clearly that mumcxpahtv

size and age each affect the victimization

risk independently. In all types of munici-
pality, the victimization percentages for

young persons are five times as high as for

*Self-designated sociul class, [Editor]
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pensioners. On the other hand, living in'a
large community appears to produce three
times as high a risk for all age categories

- as living in a small village. Accordingly,

“an extremely high percentage of victims is
encountered among inhabitants under age
25 of the three large cities (48%). The
lowest percentage is found for retired per-
sons living in the smallest communities
(2%). o

The victim percentages shown in Table 4-6
could be further broken down by sex and
social class. A table devised in this way
would indicate whether the characteristics
of municipality size, age, sex, and social
class independently display any relationship
with the victimization figures. Such a ta-
ble, however, would contain almost 120
entries and would be very difficult to read.
For this reason, we have also analyzed the
1977 results with the aid of a log-linear. -
model using the ECTA (Everyman’s Con-
tingency Table Analysis) program devel-
oped by L. A. Goodman (1971). The
particular feature of this technique is that it
ignores the relation between a single vari-
ablejsuch as age and the dependent vari-
able (in this case, victimization) and

instead considers each combination of cate-"

gories of varjables—e.g., the 16-25 age

group, male, working class, inhabitant of a
]arge city—separately to see whether there
is any relation with the dependent variable.

For the average Dutch person, the likeli-

hood of becoming the victim of an offense =

is 16%,-or 1 in 5.15.'* For each-of the 14
catégories, a log-linear model was used to
caleulate the extent to which belonging to a
particular category increaséd or diminished
the risk of becoming a victim irrcspective
of other characteristics of the persons con-

cerned. In other words, for each category a' - ‘be borne in mind that the rélation between

- factor was determined that, when multi-~
plied by the average victimization risk,
would provide an estimate of the victimiza-
tion risk for that particular category.

If the victimization risk for a particular

category, i.e., popu]ation group, is twice -

the average victimizatjon risk, the multipli-
eris 0.41, The VlC(llea[l()n l‘lSk for this
population group is then not 1 in 5.1
(16%= 1 )butlm04lx515 or

L+5.15
1'in:2,11 (32%). Table 4-7 provndes a
summary of the mulnphers for the 13 dif-
fererit categories, 1t also snows whxch or

“The analysis was carried out on unwelghted
data. This means that the national victim rate is

. slightly Jower thun\xhe rate prevmusly
mentioned,

the risk coefficients are statistically of help
in predicting. victimization.

Table 4-7 shows that age is the main risk-
increasing and risk-reducing characteristic

(risk coefficients of 0.41 and 2.22). Apart -

from a person’s age, the likelihood of his

- or her becoming a victim is also affected

by the size of the community in which he
or she lives. Besides these two factors, be-
longing to the upper social classes also
produces a higher risk. Finally; regardless
of age, place of residence, and social class,
men run a slightly higher risk than women
of becoming victims.

The synopsis of the various multipliers pre-
sented in Table 4-7 can be used to approxi-
mate the victimization risks for all
combinations of age, municipality size, so-
cial class, and sex.'? The risk for the pop-
ulation group “aged under 25, living in

‘Amsterdam, Rotterdam, or The Hague, up-

per social class, male sex” can be calculat-
ed by multiplying the average victimization
risk of 5.15 by the multipliers of the four
categories. involved. The risk for this popu-
lation group is accordingly 1 in 0.41 X

+70.51 X 0.70 x 0.87 x 5.15, 1 in 0.65

(60%). -A similar calculation reveals that
women age 65 or over living in a small
village and belonging to the middle class
have a victimization risk of approximately
+4% (1in 1.15 X 2,22 x 1,75 X 1,22
X 5.15, or 1'in 25). The risk for the first
population group is therefore many times

..as great as for the latter group. In this

analysis, attention has been paid solely to
the relationship between the 4 main socio-

- demographic characteristics and whether or

not a ‘person has been the victim of 1 or
~more of the 12 offenses included in the
Survey. In interpreting the results, it must

the demographic factors and the victim
rates may differ by type of offense.

Men are slightly more often the victims of
the 12 offenses than women, but this is ob-
vicusly not 50 in, the case of jndecent as- -

sault, A miore accurate picture of the crime
risks of the various  population groups may

"2The result of the analysis implics that the risk- .-
increasing or reducing effect of each category is -

.~ roughly the same for all possible combinations
of the categones of the other variables. This

means,; for mstance, that the class “under 25

" years of age” will have touglily ihe same effect
. on the victimization risk for all types of munici-
pality and social class and for both sexes. There .

are three exceptions to this rule..Of 120 combi-
nations, there are three for which. the victim: rate
differs significantly from that-calculated with the
did of the multipliers. Subject to this, the Z-val-

_‘ues for these interactions were not high,

be formed by calculating the victim rates
for each type of offense. Such detailed
analyses reveal that most types of offense
are strongly correlated with age. It is
schoolchildren (age 16~18) who are mostly
the victims of wallet theft. Very high vic-
tim rates for the offense of bicycle theft are
encountered among the age group 16-24
(schoolchildren and students). The inci-
dence of indecent assault and threatening
behavior is similarly high among that
group. On the other hand, burglary, moped
theft, and car theft are distributed relatively
evenly among the age groups.

The offenses. which are most class-linked
are wallet theft and burglary. The upper
social classes run a slightly higher risk.
There appears to be little or no connection
between the risk of being the victim of a
crime of violence and belonging to a par-
ticular social class. '

The victim rates for men and women are
fairly close (in 1977 and 1978 ‘the differ-
ence was smaller than in previous years).
The most obviously sex-related offenses
are threatening behavior and indecent as-
sault/sexual assault. Men are more com-
monly threatened or attacked both- in public
places and indoors, while women are more
frequently molested or indecently. assault-
ed. A man runs a higher risk of being the
innocent party in-a car accident. Apart
from sexual assault, the only offense for
which women run a slightly hxgher rlsk is

- purse or wallet theft.

A theoretical risk analysis. Crim_inology
has traditionally been strongly. criminal-ori-
ented; i.e., investigation related mainly to
the assumed typical characteristics of the
offender. Like the classic detective, the
criminologist first asked wito had a motive

- for committing a crime and then who had

the opportunity to do sg: and who. had the
necessary. means. * Thgase who satisfy these
thres conditions are placed on a list of.

‘suspects, in l\eepmg/wlth well-established

tradmon

‘In thls section, we attempt to formulate’the

victimological rf‘ﬂecnon of this key crimi-
nological quest on, viz.; “What conditions
must an ordmary citizen satisfy in order to

‘be considergd a potennal victim?” The par-
-allel to the/ question of motive is to what

extent doés a person have characteristics

. -that would render him or her an-attractive.
. target for certain categories of ¢Zender. /
Possible answers are the possession of lux- ¢
" ury articles (e.g., jewelry, antxques, or ex-/»

pensive cars) or the possessxon of certain /

/l

- *Several Dutch cnmmologlsts dare also novelits,
- [Editor} . ‘ .

National studies of victimization. - 35




b e e P AR

,

o

&

4 s L0y

personal charactensttcs We call such char—‘ .
acteristics the attraction factor. Obv1ously, ‘

this factor does not depend merely on 'pos-
session of particular articles or characteris-
tics but equally on;the extent to which a

person displays such ‘goods or charactens- ‘

tics. A person who hangs his antique

~clocks in ‘a room facing the’ street has 47
‘higher attraction factor for burglary than
one who does not. The latter may be. called
the effective attractron factor.

The risk is further determined by the extent
to which potential offenders are physically

given the opportunity of comrmttmg an of-

fense, Ddes a pef‘son live in a municipality

or district where many potentxal offenders

live orwhich, at any rate, is frequented by

‘them? -

Itis known from: research in Amenca that
the ‘perpeirators ‘of crime try to minimize
the distance between their home and the
place of the crime and-that young offenders
in particular mostly operate close to home -

" (Reiss 1977).-A British study has shown ‘
that the amount of vandalism in blocks of -
flats is-most hlghly correlated with the per-

centage of farnilies with young children per ‘

block of flats (Wilson 1978). Tn Canada,
the amount of burglary in residential areas
was most highly correlated with proximity
to poorer social dlstrrcts (Waller and Oki-
hiro 1978).

: Proxumty to potenttal offenders does ;:-ot
depend solely on plice of residence.or .
nelghborhood In addition to the geograph-
ic or residential aspect, the proximity fac-
tor also-has a socrodynamw aspect; The -~
number of times a person comes into the
vicinity of potential offenders depends
largely on his or her way of life. Individ-
uals wha seldom leave' the house give po-

" tential offenders. little chance of commlttmg
any form of street crime.”On the other .

J hand, people who frequently visit places of -

/. entertainment in large cities will often

Figure 4-2; - Attempt at a risk analysis.
e of personal victimization - .-

]

o : prevention - -
ll . g ) g e

0 Gcbardianship/
’ protection

R - Empirical
Risk factors Aspects Indicators -,
Attraction " .,Possession of Income, purchasing =
y valuables behavior, furnishing . -
> : of hofne, cash - e
o o e . “ rather than checks’ s
: i Sexual ¢ Young . women :
characterlstncs N
E ’ _Symbol value as_ . Adolescence '
S nval \1 ) (provocahve behav:or)
Proximity - ' Luvmg m vncm:ty lemg in Iarge city,
) u - of offenders inpoor socual area
- " Visiting places Entertalnment habits, . ¢
e ' frequented by shopping habits, i
: ... offenders - use of public
- ‘ transport
Exposure ~ " Technical.. ~ Accessibility of -
AN dwelling, bicycle, - -

car, elc. (locks,
bolts, and shutters.

»etc)

Leaving house

unattended .

“Living in Isolated
- locality

" Getting into situations
~where help cannot be :

mvoked

: Degree of neighbors'

concern or willmgness T AR Py

-to help

. ‘ ‘
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ated or tolerated whrch make commission .

of an offense technically possxble Extreme
“instances of this are failure to lock. up-
 6ne’s home and car or putting a purse in
an open shopping: bag, The risk of theft is

- ‘also affected materially by whether one
, carries one’s-wallet in an msxde pocl\el: or

' in'a (hand)bag. -

Exposure to crime has not only a‘p'rat:ti'cal

~but also a ‘social dimension.:Th¢ opportuni-
-ty of committing an offense depends. large-

social characteristics of the neighborhood.

‘Districts with a greater.degree of social co-

herency reveal lower victim rates for bur-

- glary (Repetto 1974). Finally, preventive

surveillance by the police might also-be

' thought of as an aspect of social exposure
‘to crimg, However, experiments: involving

_increased police surveillance have shown -

~that this-has.only a slight effect on a dis- .
trict’s crime rate (‘effery 1971).

;o sum up, it miy be stated that the vies

-y

of any form of natural or official secunty
and/or protection). :

A risk dlagtam comparable with that dis-
cussed here is to be found.in Hindelang,
Garofilo, and Gottfredson (1978).'In the
“lifestyle/exposure model” developed by -

them, attention is paid primarily to the to- -

cial aspects of the: proximity factor and the

“exposure factor, i.c., to the number of

meetings with potentlal offenders in unpro-

tected situations as a result of certain styles-
of life. In approaching a theoretical risk -

analysis, we consider that victimological
attractiveness. of those concerned and geo-

- graphical proxiniity of potential offenders

must be distinguished as independent fac-

~tors. Certain hfestyles which sharply in-

crease the risk in a large city need not do '
so’in 4 village. ;

- The theoretical considerations of Cohen ‘

and Felson (1978) which centers on the

concepts of target suitability and guardian- -
ship, fails to take suffi¢ient account of the - .

influence of the geographical proximity

" factor. Cantor and Cohen-(1979) start with”

the explicit assumption that the presence of
potential offenders in the vicinity is a'con-

- stant. This hardly seems in accord wnth

reahty\\i
In Flgure 4-2; we repeat in cha.rt form the

- three main factors distinguished by us and .,
“their chief characteristics and .empirical -
" indicators, .. . o

A

+The more the three risk factors appi-the - ,

greater a person’s victimization risk, The
absence of one of the three factors may be
offset by a high value for one of the other
factors..If, as a result of home environment

“and lrfestyle, the person $eldom comes into

the vieinity of potenhal offendcrs. hls or

)

her victimization risk may nevertheless be

tion factor (e.g.; because she or-he pos-

“sesses a collection of paintings):

. Conversely, a person with a very low at-.
traction factor—e.g., a tramp-—may still:
have a high victimization risk because of »

“constantly being in the vicinity of potentlal
offenders. ‘ SIS

~To test the Validity of the risk analysis for-

- mulated here, studies will have to-be made -

examining the links between the:three fac-

i“tors and the victimization risk. To measure

the values for the three risk factors; it will
be'necessary to gather detailed information
- on both the home circumstances and- life
styles of the persons to be studied, For
burglary, for lnstance, it-is 1mportant to

.*know ‘what valuables a person has at home,

how often the home is left unattended, and
-how accessible it is (technical prevention .
“being also considered) in order to deter-,

the exposure factor respectively. In the

‘case of street crime (including pocket pick-

-ing, threatenmg behavior and sexual/inde-
cent assault), it is probably mainly a
question of obtaining more detailed infor-

- mation on the extent to which, and the -

- times at which, a person is to be found in

~public places (travel to and from work,
'shopping habits, entertainment habits), It .
+.-also seems' important to know a“person’s

ity factor).

Further, we shall have to examine"what :
- economie, social; and psychologrcal back- "

" “grounds -are attached to the three risk fac-

~tors, The time a person spends in public
‘places may be connected both with-his or
“hér occupatlon—nurses, for mstance, often

<

mine the value of the attraction factor and -

customary. socral enV1r0nment (the proxrm-» :

4-8, Hesults otla log-llnear annlysts on the 1978 Dutch victim survey data.
Dependant vatiable: Nonvictims' (V[1]) and:victims (V[2]) in 1978

o cjzclc to-or from work in the evening !
“high bécause of a high value for the ‘attrac--

- hours—and ‘with hi or her: psycho]ogrcal
characteristics «(Sojne people are by nature

. inclined to take more risks than others; or

become more readily involved. in argu-
ments, €tc.) It is‘clear that'a more sophisti-

~ cated risk analysis of personal victimization

“'must havea multtdrscrphnary character.
Testing the risk model by means
of the 1978 vichm survey

The 1978 victim survey gathered mforma- :
tion on some of the lifestyles and home -

 circumstances, which the theory outlined

~above would posit are connected with the -
victimization tisk. . - :

For example, a question was included -
about the frequency with which people go

. out in the evening. The-analysis revealed

- that an active life-outside the home—i.e.,a

-high value for both the social proximity-

factor and the social exposure factor—is
coupled with a relatively high victimization

risk. The less frequently people went out in

. the ‘evening, the lower the victim rates; For '

example, for those who went out weekly or
almost every day, the victim rate was
25.6% (N=23930) and for those with an
average nights out pattern; the yictim rate
was 16.8% (N=4132), while for those;

- who practically never went out it was
11.9% (N=1833).

“The 1978 data have been analyzed to con-
firm the 1977 model. This time the analy-

"sis was done by ineans of the program

GLIM (General Linedr Interactive Model-

. .mg [Nelder 1974]),:in particular the Jog-
linear approach suggested by Goodman -
(which we referred to in an earlier section).

The independent variables - in this analySis

. were “municipality (mun),” “age (a),” “'s
cial class (sac),” and the added varlables

“nights out pattern (out)”-and “former vic-
timizations (fv). ¥ The dependent variable’

2 5 Y
s / come into contact with°potential offenders, -

is récent victimization {v) which is based
no matter where they live. Fiselier (1978)

Model parameters : s :
on bemg a vmtrm of .any mcrdent ina perx- i

ly on the extent to which the target is
guarded. -People who spend little time at’

-timization risk of individual persons is de-

MUN At SOO OUT Fy:? +MUN \/+A A
- terminéd by three main factors ‘ '

.+SOC VA4 QUT*V +FV Y

, ' ; postulates that a person’s victimization risk = © PSS ST KL ming the ¢ Model fit D e R0 s X2 = 5ABdE s 4 P> 05 oo - ‘ i
EHE RS E is higher the more often he or she visits victims of burgl ' (bohen and FelgSOn T (1) The attraction factor, i.e., the degree : | ; e R : *The mdependent vanable sex is not: mcluded i
0 public places (e.g., train stations, jublic  1978; Waller fn?i%k ihiro 1978). However, '© which a person (or residence) is visibly 2 Z‘g"lﬂlg"del parameters:.- -~ Estimate S'i’;d?’d. o Zt-\qagxéas (3‘9"'"“’“, - the analysis. Arguments for this decision are .. ‘
</ %, toanspor, spors stadlums) An investiga- this is not just a question of the degree:to . an attractive target for offenders. - : R s o g TR sl A based partly on program restrictions (not more. . .
PO tion in London has shown that the victim-- Jus: & gy g (2) The proximity factor. This factor has .. -~ 1% g £ 0 oy than six variableS can be included). Further, in -
i ization risk for crimes of violence is . ‘whith'a person guards his own belongmgst both a geographical aspect (living in the vi- L gﬁ(tél;\l)(?)v%gz)\/(a) G Vi *_.gggg - g«gg E—g: §=ll ,g7 the 1977 analysis, the variable sex was the "y
closely linked with the frequency with - Neighbors can also play a part in deterring . cinity of potential offenders) and a social -~ + A3) X V(2) ‘ N LT BIBIEDT. | Z=1604 weakest predictor of recent victimization., L
criminals, The extent to which a person ) S , & s e A  Size of municipality consists of the. categories ; . o
which people go out in the evening aspect (the amount of contact with poten-. o S0C(2) X V(2). .- o S - 23437 5385 E01 o Z=44 ‘ INEOYY and 1 SRR N £
(Sparks, Genn and Dodd 1977). fakes advantage of the possibility of such ~“tial offenders as a consequence of a certain. T T QUTE@IX V@) @ o 8708 SA90 01 Zmel 100,000 inhabitants (MUN(2)) and >100,000 e - - 4 &
P protectron is partly a behavioral character- - 4 9 W e s 1 F‘V\q Xvg) e 3007 5587 B0t - < Z=bB4 ’ Mnhabnanm (MUN()): Age consists of undér 25 -

£ Wdy of life);

(3) The extent to whnch a person glves
o potentlal offenders the opportunity. to com-
- mit an-offense; This exposure factor has
_ both its technical or practical aspects and -

s e

Besides the- dludulun aiid the proxrmlty “isti¢ of the individual, Persons who fre-

factors, another consideration affecting the ~~guently enter situations where the help of:
risk is the extent to which: potential ‘offend-/ others cannot be invoked thereby -increase
ers are given the opportunity to commit ari . their victimization risk, The degree of se--
offense. In practical terms, this depends on - curity and protection, however, depends :

. i (A(1)), 25 10 55 (A(2)), and over 55 years ¥ -
‘The explanahon of the model parameters is as terizes“the actu,a] exlsting parameter in the sense.’ |- ;::éSl)ng(%%aé(czl;l)ssl\r;?;hsttsstguo‘ l;l%;rlsrggll? S
follows: MUN * V' means MUN + V{maineffacls) + - that the first category is set to zero. This means that cat f " OUT(Z ) P d not f 5

“thenteraction term MUN V. lfone.of theterms s the other categories have to be explained as devi- _ | - ca egones,p requent (t )) and not frequent
spacified more than oncs, the program simply-lg-- atlons froim zero. o k (OUT(D)),<Former victimization consists of two .

o SR nores allthe terms but one, The program reparame- . R B categories, namely, yes (fv(2)) and no (fV{l)l
e ,;/Ne extent to which circumstances are cre- largely on the planmng, archrtectural and its socral asp ects (the prcsence or absence . Prog P — // - : S ' )’
3 iNational studies of victimization .- / | : s National,‘_studfes of‘w‘ctiz‘zziiatiohy/.”j‘? SRE R
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“od of 13 months. In the analysxs smgle
and multiple v1ctmuzatxons are tigated the
same. ; =

 The fitted medel has ‘no interaction ‘terms
and. is of course linear and additive. This

model can be accepted on-the basis of an :
acceptance-level of p>,05 (X2 = 54,5 df
§ ; , - = 41)./This outcome indicates that nights
‘out pattern and former v1r',mﬁzauon have: -
.- an effect on recent victimization mdepen- :

4-9. ' Results of:a log-llnear analysis based on the maln model in Table 4-8.

- In this table several different interactions
will be added to the main modal. They will K
be tested on their significance and the = - - -
amount of improvement related to the main modet .. ) :

Mainmodsl ' Xe= 845 pr —

p>.05

: Additional Difterence between the

: ‘Fit of the

models {para- .+ main.model and the
meters) new models - several new models:
S ' T Significant (S)
XBoo b X dt “or.not (NS) -
a MUN*A*V S aesc 38 o B2 2 ‘ s
" b MUN'SOC*V. | 544 . 40 0.1 1" NS
cMUNQUT*V. . . ..825 7 % 49 ag. 15 NS
dMUN'FVY. 54.4 40 01 1. . NS
e A'SOCV N\ 509 ° . ‘88 36 3 'NS
“f A*QUT?Y o 527 39 18 2 NS
g ATV © 489 . 39 56 2 8
hSOC'OUTV - s40 . 40 o5 NS
1 SOC'FV'Y.. 536 . - 40 . . .09 10, NS
J OUTFVV L B22 40 23 1 NS
kMUN'AYY R SR S e
ATFRY Voo e e 0 4 s
MUNAFVY 85 8. 1. 7 NS

difference in terms of chl-squares and degrees of - signifi cance_column shows whi

new models, which. are, with the exceptron of an -model,

Note. The nght hand srde of thrs table grves the lnteractlon term. the same as the mam model. The

ch model can be

freedom between the main mode! and the sgveral seen as an rmprovement compared to the main-,

4—10 Hesuns of the fmal log-!lnear model wilh two Interaetlon terms
- on the 1978 Dutch victim survey data. Dependent vanable
Nonvictims (V[1]) and victims (V[2]) in 1978 .

(N=10,002)

Model parameters  MUN*A*SOC* OUT* FV + MUN-V + A

S *V 4 SOC*V+ OUT*V 4 FV*y +

MUN*A“V + ARy Y ,

Model it L xe=azes diz 37 p< 25
Fitted model SRR Standard . Zwvalues (slgnlt“cant
parameters - {Estlmate; -] I cat 196)
MUN(2) X V(2) Ciaets e 9634 E-01 -
A@2) X V(2) 60387 o 4097
ARXVE) ~1.383° . 348
SOC(2) X V(2) - ‘i 2315 5388 E-01
OUT@I X VIR) ool 0 —a7ap .l lgasipor
FV(2)XV(2) L AT67 .9954501
MUN(2) X A2) X V(2) . 2844 m z=21
MUN(2) X A(3) X V(2) L= TATBEOT 5970 Z=0.5 (NS}
ARXFV@XV@) " yigs as2 Z=0.3 (NS)
A(3)XFV(2)XV(2) o 3056 706 Z=23. -

i
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: dent of the effects of the earlier mentioned -
‘ mdependent variables which can be found

in the 1977 confirmation of the actual risk -
model. The results of this basic analysxs :
are presented in Table 4-8. . . ey

This confirmative log-linear analysis sup- "
~ports-the theory. The main rrsk—mcreasmg !

and risk-reducing characteristic is still age,
followed by. the size of the municipality in

* which the respondent lives. Apart from ,
these charactenstrcs the likelihood of be- -

coming a Victim is-also influenced by the -

+ frequency of going out, former victimiza-
* “tion, ‘and social class. The latter three char-
. acteristics are listed in order of their

decreasmg influence on probability of be-
coming a victim.: The range 6f prediction
 capacities of risk-increasing and risk-reduc-
ing characteristics can easily be seen if one

--compares the several z-values of param- .

eters on the. righthand side of Table 4-8. -

These results indicate that nights out pat-

- tern and former victimization are better
- predictors for recent victimization than so-

cial class and sex (although we did not test

the last mentioned variable), Before gefting -

.into more details, the final model will be -
presented. One might, technically speak-

- ing, expect a stronger-model than the one " *
- presented in Table 4-8, A final model i is
. presented in Table 4-9.

" The results of adding different interaction
-.terms to' the linear noninteractive risk mod-

el as listed in Table 4-8 (model parameters)

» undrcate that at least one of the two interac-

- tion terms. must be accepted namely,’ mu-
‘ mcrpahty txmes age times recent
 victimization or age times former victim-

ization times recent Victimization; Adding.

.-one of the interaction.terms at a time does
' rmprove the model srgmﬁcantly By Took-

ing more:closely at'the conditional tests, in

- particular the chi-squares and the degrees

of freedom on the right side of Table 4-9,

- one has to corclude that the best model is :
- in fact-model k in-which both interaction "

terms are mcluded :This model has to be
accepted.on a p> 25 level which is moje

_or less an’ 1mprovement of 500% compared _
‘to the modcl hsted in Table 4-8,"

The results of the i nal log-linear model dre.

- presented in Table 4-10. The table shows

the fitted parameters relating model k to
the ‘corresponding z—values.

ture of the mdepcndent variables remains

- |- the same. ‘Age remains the best predictor
. of victimization; social class is the weak~ -
est. On-the: other hand, new eviderce ap- . -

pears by looking at the significant:

-_parametcrs of the two mteractron tem{}s‘ o

=10, (hu K"‘]nuvv ou UG~
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The interpretation of the interaction
terms is as follows:

(1) Dutch citizens between age 25 and
55 living in municipalities with a rather
small number of inhabitants (< 100,000 in-
habitants) appear less iikely to be victim--

“ized than: expected based on therr average:

probability.
(2) For mumcrpalmes of all sizes, elder-

ly Dutch citizens (>55 years) with former

victimization experience do have a greater

“chance of becoming victimized than elderly

Dutch-citizens ‘without former vrctrmlzanon

-experience.

We mentroned earlier that the frequency of
nights out and former victimization are' bet-
ter predictors for recent victimization than
social class and sex, Former victimization
is interpreted by us as a proxy for victim-
proneiiess.. An interesting outcome is the

fact that our proxy for victim-proneness is -

an independent factor. Victim-proneness
based on'this outcome implies that even
when respondents are exposed to the same
conditions (proximity, exposure, ‘and at-
tractiveness), some people are still more”

- likely to be ‘victimized than others. Qur’

present hypothesis, to be tested. in our fu-

ture: work, is that victim-proneness can be

explained mainly by psychological traits.

The results concerning the nights out pat-
tern seem to be compatible with the: predic-
tions of the theory (social proxrmrty
factor). However, age still remains the. -
strongest predictor of recent. victimization,
According to the lifestyle (routine behav-
ior) approach (Hindelang-et al. 1978), one
might expect that the dominant position of
age as a main operationalization of social
proximity would become less important if
one considers the actual impact of the

- nights out variable on social proximity..
- 'The-only possible conclusion until now is

that age still covers.a fair amount of the -

lifestyle/routine approach. On the the other

hand, routine daily activities seem not to.
support the independent character of both

~.age and nights otit behavior. Evans (1980)
- explains the same’ phenomenon in the fol~
L lowmg sense:

Tt is clear from thls study that the hfe-
- style model miuist be operationalized.

- More direct behavioral and, attitudinal

~measures related to lifestyle are needed

if the madel is to be useful in mcréas:ng e

our understandlng of the nature of vio-
> lent-victimization and in suggesting
‘methods to rcduce the risk of

) ‘vrchmrzatlon. s

3
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Additional preliminary testing of
the validity of the risk analysis

Information gathered by the RDC on bur-
glaries of business premises in The Hague
have also been used to-test the hypothesis
that the risk of burglary is partly deter- ’
mined by the attraction factor and the ex- =~
posure factor (Steinmetz and van der Zee-
Nefkens.1980). It appeared that premises
with contents valued. at up to Df." 10,000
had an annual victimization risk of 2.5%;
while premises with contents valued at Dfl.
500,000 or'more had a victimization risk
of 17%. The hypothesis that social expo-
sure affects the risk of burglary was also
confirmed. Business premises situated be-
low their owners’ dwellings had only a 6%
chance of being burgled. This comparative-
ly low percentage could not be entirely at-
tributed to the lesser attractiveness of these
premises.

Since the 1979 national survey results have
not yet been. fully analyzed, we confine -

. ourselves here to studying moreé closely the

victimization differences between the usual
sociodemographit categories (male/ female,
young/old, eic.) establrshed in the preced-
ing sections.

As we have seen, youth is the most impo-
tant rtsk-mcreasmg social characteristic.
The reason for this must be sought in the

- greater amount of contact young people

have with potential “offendérs,” i.e., with
their contemporaries, According to a time
allocation study by the Sociaal én Cultureel

-Planbureau [Social and Cultural Planning

Bureau], young people spend 47 hours a
week on outdoor recreation, as against the
14 hours spent by the average Dutch per-
son. Such differences in the way tine is
spent help us to understand why young
people run a far greater risk of becoming
victims of the typical street offenses of -
threatening behavior, indecent assault, wal-
let theft, and bicycle theft, regardless of
where. they live.

The-decisive ‘effect of the (socral) proxun- :
ity factor can best be seen from the ex-
tremely high victim rate among'the 16-25
age group with-an income below Dfl.

9,000. Of this group, made up largely of
schoolchildren and students, 44% were the
victims of one or more offenses in 1977,
Sucha high rate cannot, it seems, result -
from the possession’ of a relahvely large
number of valuables. Rather itis the result -

~of active participation in the semrdelmf

quent subculture of young people.

~The relatlvely low vrchm rate for offenses

against the property of retired persons re-

g sults partly from the fact that they are 07

- should probably be regarded p

“ largely tied to their homes. Their contacts

with potential offenders are relatively few,

“and their houses are seldom unattended.

The comparatively high victim rates for
threatening behavior and indecent assault
among the 16-25 age group seem to result
from the attraction factor as well as the
proximity factor. Most men who molest
{not rape) women in the street probably
prefer young women as their victims. At
first sight, it seems difficult to explain the
striking preponderance of young people
among the victims of threatening behavior
in the street. Such a finding conflicts with
the widely held view that it is the most de-
fenseless people, namely the elderly, who
are customarily the victims of “street vio-
lence.” Various studies have shown, how-
ever, that the predominant motive in many
street attacks is the desire to impress oth-
ers. Such a “bravado” motive implies that
contemporaries, not defenseless elderly
people, must be chosen as “opponents"
(van Dijk 1977).

The second ‘most important risk-increasing
factor is residence in a large city. The ex-
planation for this probably lies' primarily
with the geographical proximity factor. An
investigation by Van der Werff (1979) has
shown that the large cities contain a rela-
tively large proportion of residents who
have been convicted of crime. The investi-

gation also showed that it is precisely those

ex-offenders who live in the same major
cities in which they committed the crime
for which they were conyicted who ¢om-
mitted most of the offenses. “Self-report”
studrcs—surveys in which a sample of the
population is asked whether they have ever

* committed an offense—have also shown

that the inhabitants of large towns commit

“offenses relatively often. This means that

the inhabitants of large towns come into
contact with potential offenders more fre-
quently, regardless of their }ﬁfestylet

The highér victim rate for Burglary and
pocket picking among the upger classes
vimarily zy/ a
result of the attraction factor, \Vnh qucn
people there is “more to be had.” The
proximity factor, on the other hand, prob-
ably has a relatively low value. These peo-
ple live in the better areas of the large
cities or in garden suburbs and make com-

“paratively little use of public transporta- .

tion, Lastly, their exposure to crime
appears to be relatively great. Detached

dwellings. are. more vulnerable to burglary, ,'

furtive entry, and wanton ‘damage than
fats. Moreover, the upper classes have a
relatxvely large’ number of (expensive) cars,
whrch increases the risk of theft of and

Natibnal studies qf victimization 39
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The opportunity theory appears to be a welcome |
addition to the currently available explanations for
the emergence of criminal behavior... '

fromcars and vandalism. Furthermore, the
houses of these people are more frequently
left unattended as a result of longer holi- :
days and'a more active social life: The :
greater exposure to crime of these classes
is offset to some extent by the better means
of technical prevention available to them.

The differences in the victim rates for
males and females appear to be fairly neg-"
ligible. The survey results show that these.
differences are greatest for the middle age.
group (age 25-55), where the difference is
5-6%. In the case of the 16-25.and 55 and
over age groups, the male-female differ-
ences are much smaller. The parental role
of many women between the ages of 25

and 55 probably involves less contact with -

outsidérs-and, consequently, with potential
offenders. An analysis by Fiselier (1978)
has shown that the victimization risk of
women who go out to: work is higher than

that of women who keep house. The fact.
that the difference between the victim rates -

of the sexes was slightly smaller in 1977
and 1978 may have something to do with
the changing position of women in Dutch
society. The comparatively high risk to
women of wallet theft is presumably con-
nected with the feminine habit of carrying
money and checks in handbags and the
like, rather than in inside pockets: ’

In discussing the victim rates. for the var-
ious age groups, no attention has been
been paid to marital status. Theoretically,
however, one would expect divorcees to
run a higher victimization risk than married
persons. The lifestyle of divorced people
will, for various reasons, be less domestic’
than that of their married contemporaries
and will therefore involve greater risk: The

victimization percentages confirm this ex- -

pectation. In 1978, 26.7% of divorcees
were the victims of one or imore offenses ™ -

(N=207), as against 16.9% of married o

persons (N=7131).

To conclude this section, we look briefly at -

. the victimization differences between the

“ United States and the Netherlands. Accord-
ing to Block (1979), the much higher vic-
tim rate for burglary in the United States
results from the fact that far more Amieri-
can than Dutch women go out to work out-
side the home. In a large proportion of
American dwellings no one is at home dur-
ing the day, with the result: that it is rela- -
tively easy to break into them. Comparison
of the data shows that most burglaries in
the United States take place during the day

(Lentzner 1979), whereas in the Nether-
lands the peak is reached in the evening’
hours, It is far less easy to accoiint for the
higher rate of victims of threatening behav-:

40  National studies of victimization

ior in the Netherlands. A partial explana-
tion may be that comparatively large tracts
of .the United States are rural. In addition,
it is possible that the greater segregation of
social classes.in‘American cities results. in
a lower rate of threatening behavior in pub-
lic places. In the Netherlands and the Scan-
dinavian countries (Carr-Hill 1977), the

- victims of threatening behavior are found

fairly evenly distributed among the social
classes, whereas in the United States they
are noticably conceritrated in the lower so-
cial classes. Moreover, in the United v
States, a far larger proportion of criminals
and victims are known to each other than
is the case in the Netherlands. Such facts
may indicate that in the Netherlands (less
serious) violence is distributed more widely

-among the younger population than in the

United: States.

~ Opportunity structures

and the emergence of crime

Once it has been shown which characteris-
tics of individual citizens are determinants

of risk, the question can be asked whether

the degree to which such characteristics are
present.in the population of a country or
town is correlated with the local crime
rate, If such a correlation can be demon-
strated, a victimological risk analysis could
provide the basis for a theory of the emer-

~ gence of the types of crime concerned,

One might then posit that the geographic
proximity factor (the number of offenders
in-the area) is influenced by the other risk
factors (social proximity, attraction, and
exposure). Following the old saying, “Op-
portunity makes the thief,” such a crimino-
logical theory can be termed the “oppor-
tunity theory™ (Mayhew et al, 1976;
Stanley 1976). = . RS

In the preceding section, we attenipted to
explain the large number of burglaries in
the United States in terms of such a theory,
L. E. Cohen and H. Felson (1978) use a.
victimological: risk analysis to explain the
rise of crime in the United States during
the past few decades. According to them,
the rise can be accounted for by certain

. changes in opportunity. structures (more

luxury-articles and a more away-from-
home lifestyle, particularly among women
and young people), In describing the“op-. -

‘portunity structures, they employ concepts -

derived from social ecology. A similar ap-
proach is adopted by P. Tornudd (1978).in
a report on crime trends in Finland since -
1950. - LT
In our view, the-increase in certain forms
of crime in the Netherlands must also be
attributed in large measure to changes in

P, VY, SOOI P ST VAT

opportunity structures. We consider the ex-
plosive growth in car ownership to be one
of the main causes of the rise in crime

against property. In-Amsterdam, during the -~
fifties; the glass in fire alarms forméd(ﬁl“z*ajy/,

tically the only suitable target for vandal,/
ism. Nowadays, the streets are full of

- parked cars, Cars are the target of more .

" than half of all acts of vandalism against

personal property. Cars parked in the street ..

are not only an attractive target for vandal-
ism but also-for theft (theft of cars and
theft from cars). Other factors that have
contributed to a rise in the level of crime
against property are the mass production of

electronic equipment and the spread of the N

supermarket.

The increase in the number of instances of

- threatening behavior in public places must
be ascribed largely to the increase in lei-
sure time. Nowadays, for instance; school-
children go-out two evenings a week -
instead of one. In addition, more compul-
sory education and more youth unemploy-
ment mean that on the average young
people sperd.more time in public places
and in cafes, etc., than formerly. More
“freedom of movement for (young) women
has also meant-more possibilities. for vio=
lent crimes. -

Naafs and Saris (1979) conclude from the
fact that the number. of business premises
in' Amsterdam has not risen since 1950 that
the rise in the number of burglaries there:
cannot be explained by increased availabil-
ity of targets suitable for breaking-in pur-
poses. Such a conclusion, however, fails to
take account of the changes which have
-taken place in the attractiveness of the de-

~ sired objects (larger stores) and the social
_.exposure (fewer shops under their owners®. :
dwellings, more shops in isolated shopping,” =

centers),’ s

Finally, we feel thatpracﬁczﬂly every tyge'

of offense has been made easicr by the in-
‘creasing absence of checks (surveillance)
by other members of society, One charac-
teristic of a large-scale urban environment
is-that people often do not know cach othier
‘personally. in the spatially divorced envi-~
ronments of home, school, work, shops,
and recreation facilities and that they are
therefore less inclined to offer assistance or
to keep an eye on each other’s property
(Suttles 1972; Gardiner 1978). This has. -
been confirmed by an RDC survey which
showed that people’s willingness to inform
_the police when they see an offense being
committed is appreciably less in large cities
than in rural areas (Junger-Tas and Van der.
Zee-Nefkens 1978), Experimental research

Soin 17 American cities has shown: that prac-
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tically no one interveries when they see ap-
parent criminals break into cars in broad
daylight and make off with cameras, televi-
sion sets, and the like (Takkooshian and.-
Bodinger 1978), The observations of van
Os (1979) in the Spuistraat in Amsterdam
would lead us to assume that there too
street thieves have little to fear from
passersby. i, '

The opportunity theory appears to be a
welcome addition to the currently available-
explanations for the emgrgence of criminal
behavior, since it is better able than tradi-
tional poverty theories to explain the posi-
tive correlation between affluence and
crime. However, particularly in view of its
practical applications to crime prevention,
we must mention the limitations of such an
approach; In the more extreme versions of
the theory—as with “control” theories—the
motivation of offenders is treated as irrele-
vant (Hirschi 1972). If there is an opportu-
nity for criminal activity, there are people
who will avail themselves of that opportu-
nity; and, if less opportunity exists, there
will be less-¢rime or no crime at all {Can-

tor and Cohen 1979), Such a view wrongly

assumes that the demand for the fruits of
criminal activity is completely clastic,

It seems likely, however, that some people
are motivated o commit'Certain offenses to
such a degree that they are prepared to go
to almost any length to' do so. Such people
will create the opportunity to commit an
offense under practically any ¢ircumstance.
The opportunity theory is of littlé or no
value in relation to this hard core of

offendgrs.

It seems equally unrealistic, on the other
hand, to believe that the demand for the

fruits of criminal activity is completely in-

elastic, If there is less opportunity to com-
mit an offense, at least some of the
potential offenders will refrain from doing
so, since they will not be prepared to pay
the higher price in terms of time and risk.
Itis petty crime in particular which is fa-
vored by such opportunity thieyes.

Practical applications:

-of risk analysis

A victimological risk analysis can be used
for various purposes:

o (1)1t §s:possible o identify the.

specific. -
Ay Wi Hpuliid

groups at risk for various types of offense,
People can use-it to determine objectively
whether they belong to a particular risk

group or not, For a large parzof the popu- -

lation, such an objective determination of ,
their own victimization risk could lessen

their feelings of insccurity. This will apply,.

{

for instance, in the case of older people
and women and the inhabitants of smaller
communities. The results of an objective
risk analysis provide a useful foil to sensa-
tion-seeking crime reporting by the mass
media (van Dijk 1980). Precisely for this
reason, we consider any discounting of the

~ geographic proximity factor in risk analy-
ses to be of special significance. People in .

the provinces must be prevented from feel-
ing-insecurd;because of the problems of a
certain district in the urban conglomera-
tion.* In preparing advertising. campaigns
and the like in the field of crime preven-
tion, it is always worth considering wheth-
er the target should be the national _
population or only the irihabitants of cer-
tain ‘municipalities. (2) A victimological
risk analysis provides the high risk groups
with a basis for crime prevention strategy. .
The people concerned can, after all, de-
duce for themselves:how, and with what
means, they can reduce their high values =
for certain risk factors: geographic and so-
cial proximity, attractiveness, and social

and technical exposure. Hee it is possible

to differentiate between preventive mea-
sures at the individual level (microlevel), at
the neighborhood level (mesolevel), and at
the government level (macrolevel).

Steps at microlevel, for instance, would in-

clude moving to a smaller community or
safer district, changes in the spending pat-
tern (no buying of antiques, expensive *
electronic equipment, jewelry, or paint-
ings), changes in the furnishing of the
home (no luxury articles in the living
room), locking doors {including car doors),
windows and basement storerooms, fitting
technical preventive devices (locks, bolts,
and shutters), changes in‘the allocation of
leisure time (going out less often, no long-
er visiting places of entertainment in the
city, going out only in a group) and
changes in mode of transportation (no
longer traveling by tram or train),

Examples of steps at the mesolevel are jm-
proving the street and other lighting, en-
couraging active social interaction in the
district, introducing housing precincts, and
establishing organizedneighborhood help.

At macrolevel, legal measures might be

. considered, such as laying down minimum’

security requirements with which cars and

dwellings must comply on delivery, The
- introduction of the legally prescribed crash

helmet for motorbike riders may be regard-
ed as a government measure that has con-
tributed towards crime prevention,

*The Amsterdam, Retterdam, and The Hague
megalopolis “Randstad,” [Editor] ;

p

As yet, little is known about the effective-
ness of the various crime-prevention mea-
sures mentioned (Steinmetz 1980), but the
available literature on the subject indicates

.. the following:

® Our own findings show that reducing
contact with potential offenders by moving
to a small community or by adopting any

* of a number of more domestic lifestyles

does reduce the risk to the persons

* ‘concerned,

® Locking the steering posts of cars is an
effective means of preventing joyriding,
but scarcely deters professional car thieves
(Junger-Tas 1976; Burrows and Heal

- 1979).

* Alarm installations seem to have shown
their worth, at any rate for business prem-
ises (Pope 1977). '

. ® More widespread use of locks and shut-

ters also seems to have slightly reduced the
risk of burglary of private dwellings (Re-
petto 1974). However, if this form of tech-
nical prevention is not accompanied by

..adequate surveillance of the house by resi-

dents and neighbors, the effectiveness of
such devices is greatly reduced (Waller and
Okihiro 1978). The main conclusion of the
studies carried out to date is, therefore,

- that the most effective form of ‘crime pre-

vention is surveillance by neighbors
(Waller and Okihiro 1978), or by janitors,
bus drivers, watchmen, etc, (Mayhew et
al. 1979). Technical devices by themselves
can ensure only marginal success,

In drawing up a strategy for crime preven-
tion, not only the possible benefits must be
taken into account but also the costs to the
persons concerned. The benefits and costs
to other groups in society must also be
examined.

It is clear that preventive measures at an
individual level, particularly those aimed at
reducing the proximity factor, will involve
very substantial material and other costs.
Preventive measures that mean moving or a
completely altered way of life (e.g., entail-
ing change in leisure occupations) are in
principle inadvisable.” Such measures only
exacerbate the social isolation that pro-
duces feelings of insecurity in many elderly
people, For this reason, it is better to take
simple technical security measures and, in
particular, to improve “neighborliness" in
the large cities. Neighborhood committees
and the like, supported perhaps by the lo-
cal police officer, could play an important
part in achieving this. ‘

Reducing technical and social exposure to
crime at the micro- or mesolevel may mean
that crime problems are shifted to neigh-

<@
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bors or to adjacent neighborhoods or even
municipalities. Besides this deflective-ef-
fect, crime prevention measures may give

\,tgise to an escalating effect. Offenders ‘may

; Iprove their methods and techniques or
iné}gase the amount of violence they em-
ploy in

for crime’ prevention, full account must be

taken of such'side effects. The assumption
expressed in some quarters, however, that

victimological crime prevéntion can only -

Iead to changes in the time, nature, or lo-'
cation of offenses or to their replacement
by other offenses is'in otir view unduly'
pessimistic. o o :

As we argued above, it seems likely that
the demand for the fruits of petty crime
will diminish if the price is increased. By
- reducing the opportunity to commit of-
fences at micro- or mesolevel, then; the or-
dinary person may help in combating such
. crime. Some offenses will indubitably be
deflected on to neighbors or adjacent
neighborhoods. Other offenses, however,
will not be commiitted at all, because the .
potential offenders will not be led into
temptation or will be discouraged in their
attempt. The development of delinquent
norms can also be countered if committing
petty offenses is made more. difficult.

Meantime, emergence of the side effects -
referred to forms a cogent reason why the '
Government should take the initiative in
this field, The more the Government suc-
ceeds in having certain measures (e.g.,
locks on car steering columns) introduced
nationwide or, at any rate, regionally, the
smaller will be the geographic deflective
effects. If this form of crime preveition is-

. left to the free interaction of social pres-

sures, it will.mean that the risks will de-
volve on those lower on the social scale.
The reason for saying this is that our sur-
veys have shown that willingness to take
preventive measures is very highly correlat-
ed with such-characteristics as level of edu-
cation and income; In our view, therefore,
the Landelijke Organisatie Yoorkoming
Misdrijven [National Organization for .
Crime Prevention], recently established by
the Ministers of Justice and Home Affairs
(Vader 1980), should regard the equitable -

distribution of crime-prevention resources.

as one of its prime responsibilities, Tn addi-

tion, the organization should give advance;
warning of any emergent escalations of ' -
risk. , : o

42 National studies of victimization

response to victimological forms of -
crime prevention. In delineating a strategy

/. Cohen,'L. E., and M. Felion (1978)

' Summary

search and Documentation Center of the
Ministry of Justice. 'In such surveys, a re-

asked whether they have been the victims

.of certain common types of crime during

- the preceding year. Initially, the victim
surveys were regarded primarily as a
means of measuring the real crime rate.
However, the results may also be used to:
determine the degree of risk that various -
population groups run of becoming the vic-
tims of an offense. In this article, the risk
table for the Netherlands is used to develop
a theory ‘of criminal ‘victimization. Five
categories of social characteristics -are re-
garded as determining the crime risk. The
authors go on to argue that the crime rate -
in a given area is partly determined by the

- extent to which these risk-bearing charac- 7

© teristics’are manifest among the local popu-'

lation, On the basis ‘of such a

victimological theory of the emergence of

- crime, they conclude that the ordinary per- -

- son can contribute_towards’ crime control
by reducing his or her risk=bearing.
characteristics. - o L

.
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Differential victimization patterns:

An analysis of crime victims in polar neighborhdods in Haifa*

" GIDEON FISHMAN**

Introduction ) ,;"

Victimization surveys'are belieyed to be:
extremely important means for obtaining
information. on crime beyond that supplied
by official police statistics. The National .
Opinion Research Center conducted a large ~ The method

survey in 1966 based on a 10,000 house- The survey was conducted in Haifa. Re-

hold nation.al sample for this purpose, .h re- Spondents were residents of two clearly
ﬂ; cte(cii lt)he mc:reasec:hconct?m' foi” the \;mnm identifiable and different residential areas,
Shated by various o 'er crimino osica Given our concern with differentia] patterns
studies (Federal Buredl.’ of Investigation of victimization, a purposive rather than re-
1970, 1971; Von Hentig 1948; Mendelson ~ : ) b T .
1963; Block 1974; Howad 1975). . presentative sample was chosen, e main
: ' questioi we posed was: are the variables
This concern with the victim is due to a which correlate with victimization different
steep general increase in a] types of crime - across Ppopulation subgroups? To the extent
rates, which is equally discernible jn new, that significantly different socloeconomic
developing countries in general, and i Is- groups differ in terms of victitnization co-
rael in particular. While the actua] Slopes - variates, the hypothesis of uniform causes
of the increase differ across countries, - - of victimization can hardly be supported.
there is a commorr belief that the Phenom- - We decided to use residential area as a
enon itself is only the tip of a serious so- proxy: for socioeconomic background, as-
cial-problems iceberg. suming/{hat lower clags population can
rarely //'é found in high status, Tipensive
neighb\q\x;hoods. ‘

the extent to which the lack of willingness
to report the crime is a function of the type
of crime committed, thus identifying possi-
ble explanations for the gap,

While it was clear from the beginning of
these studies that patterns of victimization o ‘
varied across population subgroups (Ennis  Five Ppoor neighborhoods were chosen on
1967), knowledge of the relationship be- . “the basis of their, classification by the Mu-
tween victimization Patterns and socija] nicipal Welfare Services Department as the
Structure in Israel wag completely lacking.  most problematic in the city. A panel of
Consequently, the purpose of this study ~ - judges selected the “good” neighborhoods,
(the first of its kind jn Israel) was The size of the tota] population of the
* threefold: “good” neighborhoods was adjusted to
match that of the poor neighborhoods, A
multistage sampling scheme was used in |
which neighborhood Streets, then residen-
: ; tial structures, and then housing units were
* Second, we wanted to find out whether - randomly selected. A special respondent
there are victim profiles typical of each »  selection procedure, developed to equalize
type of crime as Ppposed to a uniform so-  each resident’s probability of being includ-
cial profile of victims in general,! ed in the sample, was finally used in each
case (Backstrom and Hirsh 1963). The re-
sulting sample clearly represented the ,
neighborhoods®. adult Population rather than
that of Haifa.

Altogether, 477 respondents were inter-
viewed, 236 from the poor and 241 from \
the “good"” neighborhoads. To preserve the
, size and equivalence of the samples, up- ,//f'?
*Reprinted from Magamor; A Quarterly for Be.~ available respondents were replaced by re- :’;’,{ﬂ
fiavioral Stiences, Decembor 1979. Transtated spondents from other apartments in the /r'(
by Fabian Pascal, » same structure, For each unavailable re-
**QIdeqn Fi‘shmz.m is Professor of Criminology, spondent, up to three attempts were made
University of Haifa, Haifa, Israel, ~ to randomly select an alternative respon-
dent, The overal] sample mortality rate due
to refusals and difficulties in locating re- " :
spondents was 4 low 10%. Because it did

® First, we wanted to idehtify the victims
of crime and the types of crime committed
against them. : :

* Finally, we were interested in the well-
known discrepancy. between the actual
number of crimes committed and that te-
ported by the police statistics (Murphy et
al. 1946; Gold 1966; Block 1974). This -
gap justifies the conduct of victimization
surveys. In this context, we investigated

It is suggested that the phenomenon of victims
suffering from multiple crimes be caljed the
“multiple Joser syndrome."

V

Precedng page bank

not vary across neighborhoods, we can as-
sume that the two samples represented in.
effect the population of polar city '
neighborhoods.

Personal interviews were conducted using a
qQuestionnaire that asked -about the respon-
dent’s general background as wel] as his or
her victimization experiences over the past
3 years, and behavioral reactions to them.
To the extent that annual victimization
rates are' necessary for comparative pur-
pases; our results should be corrected by a
factor of 1/3. The interviewers were sty-
dents familiar with the purpose of the ques-
tions and with the theoretical framework
within which they were developed,

Findings and discussion )
For the purpose of calculating victimization
rates, the 24 detailed categories of crimes
included in the questionnaire were grouped
into 4 broad categories, 2

® Violent crimes such as attempted mur- -
der, murder and manslaughter threats, ho-

dily injuries, assault, kidnapping, rape with

violence, etc.

® Crimes against property such as armied
and unarmed robbery, blackmail, burglary,
theft, car theft, pocket picking, purse
snatching, etc. '

® White-collar crimes such as counterfeit- .
ing, bouncing checks, fraud, etc.

® Sexual crimes such as rape or statutory

<. Tape, various types of unnatural sexual

acts, sodomy with or without consent, ‘etc,

Overall, 569 incidents were reported by the
477 respondents ag having occurred over
the 3-year period; 37% (173) were victim- -
ized once, 23% (116) were victirnized'
more than once, 40% (188) were never -

victimized.

e S
v-'zThese categories usually include the items ap-

Ppearing in the Annua) Police Report. The first
category includes violent erimies gs well as rape”
with-assault because, despitc its being tradition. -
ally considered o sexual crime, the antount of
violence associated with it justifies the present
classification, The second category contains the
feport’s property crimes, The third: includes

ltems under fraud anqd financial crimes, The -
fourth Calegory includes, sexual crimes, exclud-

ing rape with assault,

A
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bounced checks

Finally, sexual cnmes were the least fren
quent: only 14 respondents werg vlcnmxzed
21 times. The modal type was attempted

rape.

Table 5-1 emphasizes these. findings and il-

lustrates the differences between the vic-

timization rates in the two residential areas,

a topic to which we now tumn.

Residéntial area and victimization: Given
that our sample was representatlve of two

socxoeconomxcally distinct residential ‘areas;”

we were obviously interésted in whether -
differential victimization patterns were as-
sociated with different socigeconomic-pro- .
files. An idea of this relanonshlp may be
obtained by looking at the distribution of -
. -types of crime over the two areas. A much
better picture, however, was provided by
the link between the number of victims and
the type of residential area. As it turns out,
*" there was no such relationship for property
and white-collar crimes, but there was a

clear and significant relatxonshnp for violent

crimes. Q

The second point of interest was- whether
the two areas were different in their aver-
age number of incidents per victim. In oth-
er words, given that the likelihood of
becoming a victim is lower in good”
neighborhoods, was the ratio-of number of .
incidents to number-of victims in them
similar to that in the poor area? Or was the
number of victims. in the poor area larger,
but the number of incidents per victim
smaller than in the “good” area”

_Acgording to our. ﬁndmm -a vietim.ofvio-— =~

lent crime in the “good” area s victimized
1.3 times on. the average, while in the poor
area the rate is 2.1. There is no significant
difference in the average rates of property
crime incidents per victim (1.8 in the

46 - City studies of victimization
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*The numbers in parentheses are percentages.
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of victimization, by type of crime

5.2, Relationship of residential area and degree

w

o “Good" - Péor -
“ Victims by area | : area
. . Number % Number %
Violent* © ' ‘Once 15 8 15 45. =398
Twice or more 3 17 18 55 p<.05
Total o 18 100 33 100 di=1
Property = - Once . 56 . 61 58 67 t
: Twice or more 136 39 29 33 ?Ignlﬁcant
Total 92 100 - 87 . 100
. R ¢ N
White-collar Once 10 38 12 -~ &7 Not
: " Twice or more 16 62 % 9 43 significant
Total 26 100 - 21 100 .

*The célculation was made ustng the Yales' correction.

“good” vs. 1.9 in the poor area). A clearer
difference exists for white-collar crimes,
and it is in the opposite direction to that
for violent. crimes: average frequency of
victimizations per victim.in the “good”
area is 3.4 and it falls to 2.4 incidents per
victim in the poor area.

An additional aspect we mvestngated wis
the relationship between the area type and
the number of victimizations which an in- .
dividual victim suffered. Otherwise put, is
it possnble to identify “recidivist victims”

. as it is possible to identify fecidivist of-

fenders? For this purpose, we geﬁned as
jrecldlvxst victims those that were victim- ..
izéd in any of the four ways more than
once. The findings mdlcate that the likeli-

hood of béing‘victimized once? is almost

ide ncal across crime categories. Only
4en the likelihood of being victimized

/more than once is considered does the dif-

é/ ference between the two areas arise: in the

poor area, the number of incidents foF each
‘violent crime victim increases. Such a dif-
ference does not exist for property crime,
but the cumulative rate of white-collar
crimes is much higher in the “good" thin
in: the poor area, The last two differences

-are not, however, significant, which is

probably due to the small. number of cases.
It appears that the rate of mu!nplc vmlent

. victimization.is a2 Wariahle thas i

......... variable-that-diserimis =7 ==

nates well between “good” and poor areas,
This. conclusxon is supported by the fact

*The llkehhood of bemg vncnmm:d is culculnted
in relation fo the ovemll sumple: 236 persons jn
the “good" and 24 in the “poor arew,
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uted within the two areas. This conforms
with Wolfgang and: Ferracuti’s notion of
“subculture of violence” (1967) and Lewis’
concept of “the culture of paverty” (1961).
Miller identified two different behavioral
cultures—one of the lower and another of
the middle class (Miller 1958). In addition,
we learn that to the extent that there is

. some uniqueness of victimization pattemns

in the “good" area, it is expressed in the
proneness of its residents to multiple whlte-
collar crime victimization,

While the likelihood of being victimized
once is 4% dn the “good” and 5% in the
poor area {which is a small and insignifi- .
cant difference), the likelihood of becom-
ing a multiple victim increases from 3.7%
in the poor area tg 6.7% in the “good”
darea, This supparts our-perceptions-of the .
socioeconomic profile of the residential
areas, for we can identify a characteristic
vxcumxzatlon pattern. for. each type. of
region.

> Who are the victims? Another question we

wanted to answer was whether the victim
profiles in the. various crime categories -
were different,, Are there any sociogconoms
ic and occupational variables that charac-
terize victims of different types of crime?

Table 5-3 shows that there was no uni-
formity of victim charaéteristics across the

. crime categories. Victims of violent crimes

tend to be young (18—30), usually not sala-
ried* workers, who live in poor neighbor-
hoods, There are indications of a correla-
tion between being a vnolent crime victim

r-v'm'* be:ng of oriental origin: To the™best of ~

“‘Not salaried" fmquently means nonskilled per-
sons, who work on an irregular, disorganized,
independent basis, The available occupational
classification is not sufficiently sharp to allow
the distinction betuyeen various types of self-em<
ployed and salaried workers, :

o

the (violent crime) offenders, Our results
support prevxous studies which found that
there is status similarity between victims of
viglent crime and their offenders (Shaw

and McKay 1942; Wolfgang 1957; Shohiam

1962). Violence is an intracthnic, intran- »
eighborhood, and frequenﬂy even intrafa-
mily behavior, occurring between persons
who knew each otwprior to the incident.

The main victimsjof proper&y crimes are
self-employed, nﬂoderately high-income
persons. Here ere was no relatxgn be-
tween victimiza)ion and the vxctuy s resi-
dential area and a‘us or her orlgu}/Thxs fact
has an important ﬁmcuongn the“distinction
between violent and property crimes;,
While for the former there are some emo-
tional links between the victim and theof-
fender, none characterize the latter. \
Property crimes are oriented at the property

. as an object, which attracts all the attention'.

of the offender and that is why origin does
not covary with victimization. This is also
the reason for the similarity in the number
and rate of property victimization found in
very different residential areas. )

White-collar victimization displays com-
pletely different patterns. The victims are’
mainly wealthy, self-employed persons, -
usually living in “good” neighborhoods..
They are usually men working in areas in-

_-volving certain degrees of risk (such as

contacts with the public or cash). It seems
reasonable to assume that financial offenses
hurt the victims ﬁnancmlly, in‘their capac-
ity as busmessmen . )

*The assocnanon “of status of residential area
with type of victimization is a direct fiinc-
tion of the vulnerablllty of precisely the

population in the “gcod” areas to financial -
offenses, We may further assume that the
association would disappear if we replaced
the victim’s residential area with the loca-

ﬂh :

of the re- ' [ fa ‘ , . ' ‘
$DI§:;fsie;;T:$§a;Z§n; 11‘17; S/Slét)lm of vio- 5~1. " Victimization percentages and reports to the police, by residentlal area’ ‘dnd type of crime* i 5-3. Correlation (gamma) baptween the victim's background and the type of crime committed against him or her
: }igfd(;?lrtls]ersepssgle‘\’:;s g;’)e T;Ugl?fﬂl;:lf;’::éze - ' Violent crimes Profiorty gfimes Whie-coler crimes % . Victim's backgm‘fnd characteristics
which means that, on the average, victims Victimization Incidents ~ Victimg . Incidents  Victims . Incidents - Victims ‘ ] Risk - Numllaer of . "
= - , [ . isk in péople esidential
of violent crimes suffered from 2 1;101dents “Good" area o4 18 o ids 90 . 89 6 § : Type of ¢rime , Sex . Age Origin  Education” Occupation* Occupation Income * per room area
over the period. The modal type ‘of crime (25.8) @53) @7 - (©08) (63.6) (85.) ? : » ‘ — ‘ : - : »
in this category was assault.’ Poor area: - - 69 133 167 87 51 21 ; g Violent victim ~ -=05 =37 -23 .02 -26 -06 -18 14 - .38
properycrmes were much more et | 00 52 G40 k9 wm @d o @n | |, (LSO A ST e SRR T S
otal . e 14 f ) -COl i ey K 14 -, " - — & . -
315 incidents were reported by 177 victims {100) (100) (100) (00) - (1oo) (1 00) : Sexual victim ‘ ° . 81 —86 ~29 .09 ~40 8 -24 Al 4
(33% of the sample), The averageiinci- - ° — - i ‘ . ! ) _ : R
dence here was identical to that of, violent Reports to police ) _ , S ‘ I j *Answer to the question on whether the respondentis. ZPositive correlation: Sex—female; Age—young (18-
-crime, 1.8:1, and the modal type \vas theft ° - - . . salarled or not, Housewives are Included in the non-  30); Origin—westem; Education—high; Income—
The: findi hi 1 i h \':)G.;md" area 13 9 10 62 177, 8 salaried category. high; People per room——high, Residential area— )
e findings on white-collar crimes show : : ) 617 (36) (50) (53) '(36 7)o (d4d) poor. &
that 10% (47) of the respondents. were vic- "Poor area ) 28 )‘ 16 i 100 55 s 515 06 ; , ‘ -
timized. However, the number of incidents ol » (Ggf) (gg) quc% : (141":} _ (620) o 8 ) that the number of those victimized more our knowledge, this victim profile is so- tion of the incident. Finally, the profile of
here Wast 114% ;al'i‘lk?g thedlliCld?:CSr;’O ;gs- o (100) (100) (100) {100) {100) {100)" than once (recidivists) are similarly distrib-  cioecononiically not different from that of - - _the sexual crime victims is, as expected,
proximately e modal categ - . v «

that of young housewives, probably of ori-
ental origin.

The most /mtereatmg, and somewhat unex-
pected result is the lack of relationship be-
tween type of offense and the victim’s
level of education. In fact, we would ex-
pect a strong positive association of low
education with violent and sexual crime
victimizagion, and one of high education
with property and white-collar, victimiza-
tion. Such expectations would be based on
a linear relaﬂonshlp between edtication and
income, resulting in a proneness of the-
high-income groups to property and finan-
cial offenses and, assuming that socioeco-
nomic. status is a function of education, on
a proneness of less educated persons to

- violent crimes.

There are several possible éxplanations for
the actual finding. First, the relationship
bétween ‘education and income may not be
linear or, at least, may not fit the linear
model valid a decade ago. Indeed, it seems
that education is not necessarily accompa-
nied by high income and vice versa. The
picture we have is one in which, on-one
hand, financial crimes hurt self-employed,
relatively well-off individuals and, on the
other, violent crimes hurt low-ingome per-.
sons, regardless of the-victim's gducation,
This pattern fits the conception of cultural
conflict, according to which criminal be-
havior tends to have an ult{aethmc, intraso-
cial-stratum character, mdependcnt of the
victim's educatlon

.. Another aspect s of the victim's menuty that

deserves 1r(vestx)°at10n is one xmplu.d by the
approa ( wrrcnﬁy developing in criminol-
ogy, W {iich sees ‘the offender as a potential
victim. 5& th:} is.concern for the of-
fender as a'victin} of the legal system
(Scott et al, 1973 or of other offenders
and/or law ofﬁcna\ (Bartolas et al, 1973).

i
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Moreover, these studies suggest that the of-
fender might be of the type prone to crimi-
nal victimization.-

Consequently. we decided to investigate
those respondents in the sample who had
criminal records, a group of 32 persons
who admitted that they had been arrested
by the police. We found a clear correlation
between property victimization and the
number of the victim’s previous arrests
(r=.31, p<.01). A stronger link was
found between the number of arrests and
white-collar victimization (r=.48, p<.01).
It is equally interesting to note that no
similar relationships couid be found for
violent (r=.07) and sexual (r=.17)
victimization.

For the whole sample, the correlation be-
tween the numbsr of previous arrests and
the number of victimizations was r=.30
{p<<.001)-#Despite the low amount of vari-
ance explained by previous arrests (.9%),
the direction of a link between arrests an
victimizations is obvious. . :

Reports to the police. The following analy-
sis attempts to describe and explain thic-.
pattern of offense reporting.to the police,
The overall reporting rate for the 569 inci-
dents recalled by the respondents was 44%
(274 cases). 1t is clear from Table 5-1 that
the rate carried across types of crime. For
example, we found® that only 49% of the

violent crime victims reported their victim-
ization(s) to the police; they eqiii'ed only

" 449% of the incidents. ' We also found tha¢

the rate of reporting for the violent crimes
was lower than that for property crimes; in
the latter-case, two. out of three incidents
were reported, by 66% of the victims.

This result appears contradictory to con-

ventional assumptions, which relate a high--

er reliability of official stafistics on violent
crimes than property critaes’ due to their se-
verity. The data we present, however, does
not justify such a conclusion; the violent
crimes category, as defined in this study.
combines severe offenses such as attempted

murder, assault, and physical injury with =

lesser offenses, such as other types of
threats and lighter injuries, for which the
reporting rate may be low. Morcover, the
victim of property crime has an extiemely
important, additional incentive to réport the
offense: If he or she wants to be reim- »
bursed by insurance, the requirement of in-
forming.the police about the incident must
be fulfilled before the claim is honored. An

*These results, as well as any other.result in the
study, were calculited by dividing the appropsi-.
ate cells in the lower section of Table 5-1 by
their cotintérparts in the upper section. :
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expected regularity was found in the case

-of white-collar crimes, where the victims

showed a clear tendency ‘to abstain from
reporting. The rate was approximately one
fifth, which means that only one out of
five offenses was reported, by 38% of the
victims. In other words, almost two-thirds
of the victims preferred to keep quiet.

Further investigation is necessary before
the reasons for this reluctance can be ex-
plained. Nevertheless, several possibilities
are considered here. First, it seems prefer-
able to try financial offenses before civil
rather than criminal courts for the former
are more likely to ensure that the victim is
compensated by the offender. An alterna-
tive possible reason. for the victim’s reluc-
tance to. involve authorities (and possibly
the Internal Revenue Service) is his or her
financial situation or business relations.

"Very frequently the victims of financial

crimes yse means external to the legal sys-
tem to/solve their problems: letters from

= L v \ :
their attorney or private collection of debts.
It is most revealing to note that the victims
tended not to divulge their motive for not
reporting the case.

A rather disturbing phenomenon relates to
sexual offenses. Here only 12% of the vic-

tims reported the incident to the police,

and this low rate of 1:7 indicates that for
every reported incident there are seven un-
known to the police.

Additional information can be gained by
investigating the link between residential
area and reporting patterns for eacli type of
crime, The reporting rate (RR) is obtained
by dividing the number of reports (R) by
the number of incidents (I): = - :

- RR = _E
1

The overall rates (or the two areas are
similar: .51 in th kpoor and 47 in the .
“good™ arcas, This difference was not sig-
nificant. When we: decomposed these gen-
eral rates into rates for each offense -
category, we did not find significant differ-
ences between the rates in the two areas:
-54 in the “good” and .40 in the poor area.
The situation is similar in the property
crimes category: .67 vs .59 respectively.
We fourid, however, a significant differ-
ence between reporting rates of white-col-

lar crimes; .12 in the “good” versus .37 in

the poor rigighborhoods (z=3.489;
p<.001), This difference clearly testifies to
the reluctance of residents in the “good”
area to report this type of incident. This,
however, applies only to this category and

-does not extend to violent or-property

crimes. In the latter cases, the rates in the
“good” neighborhoods tend to be higher
than in the poor neighborhoods (though, as
mentioned, not significantly so). In the fi-
nancial case, there is a completely opposite
trend: The reporting rate in the poor area is
three times as high as in the “good” area.

These results raise the question of whether
the: reasons for the reluctance to report vary
across types of crime and areas, Actually,
we wanted to find out whether one motiva-
tion dominated the decision to report inci-
dents to the police for all offenses and
groups. B

The pilot survey we conducted in prepara-
tion for this study showed that many of the
respondents refused to provide their mo-
tives for not reporting financial offenses.
Consequently, we were forced to ignore
them in this analysis; the white-collar inci-
dents were included in the property crimes
category.

We found that, independent of residential
area, motivations for withholding informa-
tion from the police varied with the type of
offense. The main reason for not reporting
violent victimization was the perception of
indifferent and ineffective handling by po-
lice (21.7% of the motives mentioned).
The second most important reason was fear

_of revenge (13.8%).-The reason most fre-

quently mentioned by property crime vic-
tims was ecoriomic, a cost-benefit analysis
based-on the amount of loss incurred. Ei-
ther small losses (24%), or an anticipation

~of waste of time (17%) were the two most

salient reasons. It is possible that they are
correlated, for the reporting process is pir-
ceived as harassment”or waste of time pre-
cisely in the cases in which the losses are
small, For sexual crimes, the dominant rea-
sons-were, first, the embarrassment associ-

~ated with it (27%) and, second, the

absence of eyewitnesses (22%), which low-
ers the probability of the charge and the
likelihood of punishment of the offender.

From these results, it is obvious that a sin-
gle explanation of the victim’s reluctance
to notify the police does not fare well, The
indifferéince and lack of efficiency by the
police quoted as reasons in the violent
crime category are understandable if we re-
member that severe offenses such as mur-
der or manslaughier are extremely rare.
Indeed, this categty included mainly vio-
lent quarrels between relatives or neigh-

‘bors, in which there is a clear tendency. to

solve the issue without pressing charges or
before the police begin an investigation,
For this reason it is, likely that the police
do-not usually perceive this type of inci- -

dent as a public concern and make infor- .

e

i,
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mal attempts to “cool the spirits,” _
Moreover, the victim very often finds her
or his own virtues questioned by the police
or the courts. No doubt such a possibility
deters many women from reporting sexual
offenses.

Having found variation in the reason for
not reporting offenses to the police, we de-
cided to investigate the relation between
this variation and the victim’s socioeco-
nomic environment. For this purpose, we
checked the residential area of the respon-

dents who mentioned the modal reason for

each crime category. The analysis showed
no association of the two variables, The
same result was obtained with the second
and third most frequently mentioned rea-
sons for each category, We conclude that
there is no significant difference between
the two populations’ reluctance to report
offenses. The implication is that it is the

~ character of the incident that dominates the
decision to report it. Moreover, the kind of
motives for not reporting given are similar
in the two arcas, even if their frequency is
not (see Table 5-1).

Conclusion

Our findings strongly support the view that
residential area is more than just a socio-
economic variable. The support comes
from tlic differential distributions of the
~number of incidents and victims and of the
recidivism of victimization within the two
areas. The police notification rates also
varied by type of neighborhood. Support is
also given to the view that violent crimes.
define a subculture, From the relationship
between residential area and violent and fi-
nancial victimization, we learn about the
differential crime profiles of the two areas.
- In contradistinction, there is no similar dif-
ferencg, in property victimization rates;
there \Was no disproportionate concentration
of this type of crime in the “good™ arca.

An equally interesting discovery emerged
from our analysis of the link between resi-
dential drea and notifying the police: only
the reporting rates for whitc-collar crimes
varied by area. The “good” area residents
displayed a significant tendéncy to abstain
from reporting the offense tq the police. It
appears that thie abstention is affected by
the type of offense. Consequently, the
study of reporting rate should not separate
the two. It is possible that previous exper-
iences influence the decision to abstain. A
contextual analysis is likely to improve the
explanation of reporting rates.

X\ln our study, we find no evidence of a uni-

orm socioeconomic profile for multiple

victimization across the various crime cate-

gories. Rather, the various types of crimes
were distributed over various types of pop-
ulation subgroups. We found that not all
the victims in the sample were victimized
just once. Future research ought to' be fo-
cused on “recidivist” victims as the princi-
pal crime issue in modern society. Why
their proneness to victimization? It is possi-
ble that a more in-depth inquiry into this
phenomenon requires a contextual analysis
too, for multiple victimization is not as
random as the single victimization appears
to be, It may well be that the socioeco-
nomic and criminal background of the vic-
tims should also be considered, as is
usually done for the offender.

This study represents only one of the direc-
tions in which victimological research has

.. lately developed. Additional perspectives
“on the behavior of the victims, as well as

of that of the offenders could be gained
from alternative types of study, which fo-
cus on the emotional reaction by respon-
dents to their being victimized; on whom
and what they hold responsible for their
situation; and on their attitudes toward the
offender, the police, and the society. Thus,
we could study the extent to which victims
who share the same value system with the
offender have reactions different from

“those of the victims who do ng'i In a simi-

lar vein, we could find out whéther the
world view of a victim who has a criminal
background is influenced by it; that is
whether it dictates different reactions than
those of a victim by chance, Answers to
such questions necessitate a continuation of
victimological research beyorid the first
step made by this study.

References

Backstrom, H. C., and G, H. Hursh
(1963)
Survey research, Evanston: 11l.; North-
western University Press.

Bartolas, C., S. J. Miller, and S. Dinitz
1973) -
“Staff exploitation of inmates; the para-
dox of institutional control,” in 1. Drap-
Kin and E. Viano (ed.), Victimology: A
new focus, vol. 5, 157-168. Lexington,
Mass: Lexington Books.

Block, Richard (1974)

“Why notify the police,” Criminology
11{4):555-569.

~Gold, M. (1966)

“Undetected delinquent behavior,” Jour-”

nal of Research in Crime and Delinquen- -

oy 13(1):27-46.

Ennis, P. H. (1967) :
*Crime victims and police,” Trans-Ac-
tion A(7):36-44, C

Federal Bureau of Investigation (1971)
“Crime in the United States,” in Uni-
Jorm Crime Reports, 1970. Washington:
U.S. Government Printing Office.

Howard, M. K. (1975)

“Police reports and victimization survey
results,” Criminology 12(4):433-447,

Lewis, O. (1961)

The children of Sanchez; Autobiography
of a Mexican family. New York: Ran-
dom House.

Miller, W. A. (1958)

“Lower class culture as a generating mi-
lieu of gang delinquency,” Journal of
Social Issues 14:5-19,

Mendelson, B. (1963)

“The origins of victimology,” Excerpta
Criminologica 3:239-24].

Murphey, F. J.; S. W. Mary, and H, L.
Witmer (1946)

“The incidents of hidden delinquency,”
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry
16(4):680-698.

Scott, J. E., and P. J. Sneider (1973)
“Effects of different perception of penal
institutions on the severity of punish-
ment,” in 1. Drapkin and E. Viano (ed.),
Victimology: A new focus, vol. 5, 169—
178. Lexington, Mass.: Lexington
Books. ‘

Shaw, C. R., and H. D. McKay (1942)
Juvenile delinguency and urban areas.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Shoham, S. (1962)

“The application of the cultiral conflict
hypothesis to the criminality of immi-
grants in Israel,” Journal of Criminal
Law, Criminology and Police Science
53(2):207-214.

von Hentig, H. (1948)

The criminal and his victim. New Ha-
ven, Conn.: Yale University Press,

Wolfgang, M. E, (1957)
“Victim-precipitated criminal homicide;”
Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology
and Police Science 48:1-11.

Wolfgang, M. E.; and F. Ferracuti (1967)
The subculture of violence. London: ~ -
Tavistock. :

City studies of victimization 49

o

F s




TR vt Kt s

Preceding page blank v

P

9 el

I /
o Y 7
S TR S ,;7/ 7 i o
i 4 198
. - i /7 :
i y ; S
; i R
’ T / / i oo e S e e o T s ) i ’ y ;
£ T :
=] / ' — :
5 B - v AR - ‘ R |
1 b N A vt . : = % ;
;. b Victimization in a Mexican city e '
i 5 Luis RGDRIGUEZ MANZANERA* .
Traditionally, the interest of ‘c'ri'{;nin‘o]ogy N ‘ ~ K D - i
has been to study the criminal, and the vic- . | 6-1. Distribution of the sample, by age, sex, and victimization :
tim i§often forgotten, Studying victims of o o
crime has helped to revise and modify our , Victims ‘_ Nonvictims ' i . '
knowledge of crime. Victimization surveys Age Male - Female - Male Female . Total ‘ , : :
have helped to clarify various aspects of - - : , : - : 5 - ; - S
o antisocial behavior that are never reported . 1?—;2 5;? - ;8 R 7& ' ‘;; 213 : : e : o ~ : ‘ ‘ , L R . ‘ : o . : >
to the authorities. This km.'d of sfudy gives 16-20 238 g7 08 234 898 . & : ‘ : R . ; o , : ‘ ‘ :
us information about the victims reactions, 21-05 137 159 124 i35 548
their opinions about the criminal act; and’ . 26-30 96 87 . 56 68 307 . .
their eyewitness descriptions of the crime. 31-35 39 - 56 22 26 143 &
T ey P © 86-40 30 33 15 20 98 ;
! The primary objective of the research re- 4145 25 21 16+ 13 75 - } ' 3
; Ported-bere js to get a &general idea of vie- 46-50 13 2 14 8 56 B =
& “timizz76n in Xalapa, a city of the Republic g 13 ? W SN 22 ‘ : L g
k. 1zz7on , 2 - 56-60 11 7 1 1 .20 S ~ R Dol L
i - of Mexico. : R 61-65 q — 1 - B : : s e I R e T
1 , ; o o 8670 3 4 3= 10 : : o - ) : : ‘ ' : <
b , : : 71-75 - 1 o q —_— - 2 - . : g
/! Materials and methods - No answer 4 5 1 0 o f
bt . . E 0 > ¥ i
Two questionnaires (Part I and Part ) : : : ; i
L ‘were used in this research. Everyone re: ‘ Total 566 529 550 560 A48 : ‘ C ey Pt , Ao ' *
G ceived the.first Questionnaire; the second o 3 o S L S ' RS ' R Tl L
was given only to victims, The first- ques- N ‘ ‘ ' S S B S R : e : TR ‘ L ’ ‘ ' S ' : '
/o tionnaire consisted of 27 questions which &2 Marltal status, sex, and victimization.. o = , , SRR R o e L : : : AR
/ ! could be used for comparing the responses” j o - . e e e Ve
i with other Mexican research. - Co ' Victims - _Nonvictims , Lo ‘ | R T AN L B el
3 . = : & Marital status Male Female Male Female Total . | .
R The second questionnaire was developed - e - s ! ”
by Professor St. 'Loui’s for.thc Texas De- . Single 447 . 440 433 400 1,650
Jpartment of Public Safety in hopes of a Married 158 145 . g9 10 503 ; ; R ot
cross-cultural study.** It is in a bilingual ; \gﬁdoweéi 11; - ;?g ; - 'g 3;’:: ! PN ‘ - :
ars " ivorced: - 6 L : ‘
formgt and focuges on serious crimes. The * Living together o8 28 ¢ 5 o4 j00 o L )
Spaqxsh language version was used in No answer 11 3 S 14 29
i3 -Mexico. Students from the Union of Vera- : - — ;
cruz pei.qui tovadminisfer the questionnairg. Total 666 629 ‘560 550 2,405
i All'victimization questions refer to 1975, . . = — : : - : ;
Three thousand questidnnaires were admin-  scriptions of the criminal activity (type of ceptibility to victimization; 50,7% of the
Istered, but only 2,405 wete valid. One _ crime, place, time,yetc.-). The third set of single respondents reported being victimg
b hundred of them were administered to a ; questions ask for personial chardcteristics of - (see Table 6-2). ; :
small population outside of Veracruz. This  the victims and their relationship with the . : T -
it town was chosen on the basxg of the pre- law, i.e., authority, ’I;’ha last questions are ° . Percent who
i dominantly French origin of the people. concerned with the consequences of were victims
l; SRR ~ ‘ victimization. /o S ‘
1 The major difficulty encountered was the 1c ‘Wization, 7 ‘ . __Males  Females
5 . large number of questions not answered. It Personal characteristics of the victim. The  Marmied _ 615 58.9
CH s assumed that the people just are not used sample is somewhat younger than the gen- Living together - 58.3 53
ol to questions about criminal activities. eral population—689% of the sample are 25  Divorced 64.70 69,23
o0 ' : ' years old or less compared t0 60.5% of the ~ Widowed a7 89.3
i - ! total population, Among those interviewed, o ‘ ‘ ‘
5 : Rgsults Qf Pavrt ! SR victims appear.to be older than nonvictims 'l'.hu‘s,“_thefe\appears tO‘bg an escalation of }
i - The first questions ask for demographic for both men and women (see Table 6-1). victimization across marital status -
b , fioe ; : _ : e categories; . ‘ :
i g{lca;ac’;‘t;}’;s::;:’s{t()sf;?lgfreig ggdegtssis?x, zge’ This sample has equal numbers of men and R g , ~ 2
i ¥ O Questions ask for de- wvomen respondents, and there Appears o Widowed " More victimization
i Hate Rodm 2 - be no gender difference in susceptibility to. Divorced N e
L s Rodriguez Manzanera fs Professor of  being victims of crime. About half the men pe oo
e - Criminology at Universidad Nacional Autonoma g fribapr o T e T Marned : R
de Mexico, Mexico City D, F. Very little js -~~~ and women interviewed were vietims, Living together T
i known_ about victimization in, developing coun-. There are a large number of single respon- - Single Less victimization
g it AL risk of wch saiang the reader g & O 2 8 42.96% of the general L
. With numbers, as much statistics information as. - - 7 50070 VS, G2, <this is attrihnted Students appear to be more likely to be
1 ~ possible was retained in this chapter. [Editor] population) in the sample; this s, attrlbutcd ictimi é‘dptﬁe the idents ¥ Xal
: ; : @ B - to the large number of students inter-- victimized than olher residents of Xalapa
**The Texas portion of this research was never  viewed. However, being single does not - (49.32% of the victims were students), . -
i completed. : : ~appear to be an important factor for sus. . This might be explained by the following; -
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; ' 3,001-4,000 i 230 010 8y b b dnsu g T St R2n P : | ‘most oft ith I insults. th Insult - o 458 51 Victir ion ; -
; 1:3,001-4,000 - . AR 3 : ) : . A 2y 74 ! most oficn-with assaults or insults, the next : Ictim compensation is an Important con
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The most common measures taken were
“self-limitations” consisting of 23.86% not
going out at night, and 21.23% not going
out ‘alone. Forty-five percent ook other
measures. -More than 16% moved to an- .
other home. Extra locks, etc., were used in
homes in 15% of the cases. Over 8% se-
cured guns or other weapons as a caution-
ary measure which is rather alarming;
1.5% got insurance; 6.2% sought other
measures; 1.2% sought the services of
guards. ‘

Results of Part il of the o
questionnaire

This research was. to be a joint project with

- the Department. of Public Safety of Texas.

Unfortunately, the Texas project was never
completed. _ ~

The Part 1T questionnaire was concerned
mainly ‘with very serious crimes: robbery,
burglary, rape, and assault. Many of the
results parallel that of the first section, but
some add detail and allow-possible com-
parison with surveys in othér countries.

All victims identified in the first interview

(Part I questionnaire) are included as vic- -

tims. in the second questionnaire, but some " -

were victims of crimes that were not ana-
lyzed in the second section, Because only
half the respondents reported that they
were victims of any crime, only half the
respondents were given Part IL As you
read this section, remember that robbery
includes burglary, robbery, and most theft,

* according to U.S. usage.. -

Serious victimization in Xalapa. Table 6-9. -

~_presents responses to a question asking -

about incidents inyolving someone entering -

the respondent’s home or place of work -
and stealing or robbing something from
him or her. Even interpreting the “no an-
swers” as “no robbery committed,” the
data in Table 6-9 indicate that 1 in 5 peo-
ple were robbed (or burglatized) and 1 in

“10 experienced an attempted robbery;

Respondents were further asked whether. -
they had been “directly” robbed of a wal-
let, purse, or other property, Table 6-10 -
shows that there were Tiore personal direct
robberies than robberies in the home or.
workplace. Continuing with the”assumption
that the “no answer” means “no robbery,”
33% of the victims were robbed, or, one of
every three respondents. - '

If we add the 20% robberies in the home

or workplace and the 33% direct personal
robberies we find 53% of-the victims were
robbed. Women were more often the vic-

tim of robberies than men—60.4% of the

54 City studies of yictimfiation-

“direct” robberies and 58% of the robberies.
-~ at home or at- work were committed against

women,

Incidents of armed assault were 10.3% of
the'total ‘incidents reported. Men were

more likely than women to be victims of
armed assault in general, and the specifics .

~of the incidents also varied by sex. Weap-
.ons were used more often against males

than females, possibly because they resist
the threat of force more often (see Table 6-
11). In 57.3% of the incidents reported by
males, the respondents were attacked with
the weapon not only threatened; this was
true in only 40.5% of the incidents report-
€d by females. S _

Incidents of assault without.a weapon were
reported by 13% of the-victims. As in the =
case of armed assault, males are assaulted
violently more often thari females and are
much more likely to be physically assault- y
ed-as ‘opposed to being threatened with l,g,’"
assault, el SR

611, Arméd assault

Have you been beaten or attacked with a knife,
- gum, stick, or other kind of weapon? ' -

Men - Women Total

.
Answer =

| was- attacked and

beaten with .

.a weapon 67 15 82
| was attacked but not . -

beaten {threatened S

“with force) : 50 22 72
No-armed attack or. Co

threats - 356 - 469 825*
No answer 198 1230 .321
Total “629 .. 1,300

87

.*See note in Table 69,

6-12, Type o’ljlwgaapon‘(vlctims)

Were you'a victim of an ‘armed‘ crime?

Answal: Men": Women - Total

6-9.. Robbery from home of place of work °

During 1975, did someone enter your horne or
place of empioyment and rob you? LA

Answer Men Womeri’ Total

Something from my .
7 113

a victim ‘180 - 389
| Gun used: ' 28 7. .35
Knife used - 3 .10 48
Stick used : c40 2 52

> Other kind of weapon . ’
used | - 39" - {2 51

I haver'tbeen G
. 209

Corporal threats made 48 25 . 73
‘No one used any s
; 161 |

Total®

*In addition, 550 men and'560 women wers vic-
tims of no crime. Therefore, in the total sample
1,041 men and 974 women were not victims of
this ¢rime: L . . ;

<

6-10." Personal robbery’

| Did someona rob you directly of your wallet, "
purse, money, ¢r other objects of vahie?

" Answer Men' Women  Total
Yes ; 170 260 430
Attempted without S
success . 56 52 108
No : 279 257 - Bagt:
No answe 161 61 . 222
| Total .- 666 630 1,206

) ‘Saé‘note in Tabie 6-9.

property was stolen 158 271 weapon .- : 90 251
Attempted robbery, L ® ¢ : L e 198 ang
. but no success 62 .61 123 No answer 203 9 399
No one robbed me 326 318 ' 644 . -

No-answer 165 ° 96 261 Total - 666 © 632 . 1,298
666 633 1,209 Table 6-12 reports the types of weapons,

used in armed crime victimization. Of the .
victimization incidents in which weapons
were: used, guns were used in 13,5%:.
knives in 18,5%; sticks. in 20.0%; other

kinds of weapons in 19.7%; and threats in

28.2%,

contemporary society. In this study, 72
motor vehicle thefts and 40 attempts'to

‘steal motor vehicles were reported. Five -

and a half percent of the victims were vic-
timized by motor vehicle thefts. Males

were the more frequent victims, possibly

because more motor vehicles are owned b

men than by women. -

tion of the questionnaire, 38.5% reported
more.than one victimization (see Table 6-

+13). Women were more likely to be multi-
ple victims (42%).than men (35%). More ;.

than 7% were victimized 4 or more times
in‘the| year, v ‘ ’

ac

* The theft of motor vehicles is a p‘roblkem‘of_

" Of the 869 victims who answered +his sec-

§

g s b e 2

Consequences of victimization, Table 6-14
presents data on victims’ reports of the
money value of their property loss, The ta-
ble is in dollars which was the equivalent
_of 12.5 pesos back in 1975, ‘

Table 6-15 presents data on the extent of
physical injury to victims. The number of
injuries caused by crime is high—241 per-
sons or 18.6% of all the victims were in-
Jjured. Females suffered fewer injuries than
males. Twenty-two percent of the injured
persons required-hospitalization. Ten per-
cent of the victims suffered a mental or
psychalogical injury, Of these, 16% re-
quired treatment, In calculating costs, these
must be added to the physical costs of

- crime. -

Table 6-16 summarizes the types of finan-
cial costs incurred by the victims. Of those
who answered that any of the types of
costs was applicable, most reported medi-
cal costs, - - ’

Only 20% of all victims reported having
some kind of insurance. Only 3.4% of all
victims received any benefits: from
insurance. = '

Among victims-who were insured, only
17.12% benefited from their insurance.
Only 10.9% had all costs paid for by their
insurance;, and another £.2% had part of
the costs paid for. This implies that in ad-
dition to insurance being costly, it is diffi-
cult to get the insurance to pay or =
compensate costs to victims of crime,

Notifying the police, The Part 1 question-
naire also indicated a low rate of reporting
crimes to the police. Only about 12.8% of
the crimes were reported to the police,
However, the victims may have reported

“the crime to authorities other than the po-
lice (see earlier section on the multiplicity

of authorities).

= . 7
The reasons for not reporting are shown in //
Table 6-17, Again ‘we note the lack of cort

fidence toward the"police emphasized in

these responses,- The most common feeling
reported is that it doesn’t do any good to
report the crime—it’s a waste of time, ac-
carding to 45% of those who answered to
this question. Twenty-six percent believe jt
is better to just accept the loss involved in
the property loss without adding the cost of
loss of time and energy and time. off .work
to notify authorities. Note that more fe-

- males thah males fear an investigation by

the police (a ratio of 4.5 females tol.
male), This is supported by the responses

- of fear and fear of revenge if questioned by

the police, .

6-15. Injuries resulting to the victims

6-13. ‘Number of victimizations

What is the total number of crimes committed
against you since January 19757

Answer - Men: Women Totai
None (in Part I} 104 114 218
One 280 254 534
Two 88 111 199
Three - - 29 2 . 7"’
Four or more 31 34 65
No answer 134 74 208
Total 666 629 1,295

614, Victims' vaiue of the stolen property

What was the valus, in money, of your loss?

.-Were you physically injured by the crime?

Answer Men . Women: Total
No injuries 280 382 662
Yes, but didn't need

medical attention 55 45 100
Yes, but only needed

first-aid ‘ 71 17 88
Yes, and needed

hospitalization for at

least one night or

more 33 20 53
No answer 227 165 392
Total 666 629 1,295

6-16. Costs to victims

Which of the fallowing are applicable?

Ciry, studies of victimization -~ 55

Answer Men Women Total

— - = - Answer Men - Women Total
None—no value 157 170 327’ :

;gf; égan $5 . 25 - 24 49 Cost of medical .

A 29 27 56 treatment 47 24 4!
$20-$200 . . 67 87 154 Legal costs 24 -9 33
.$200-81,000 - 94 94 188 Salary from work 24 19 43
$1,000-$5,000 59 56 1186 None of the costs ‘ .

‘More than $5,000 27 25 52 . applicable ° 272328 © 600
No answer - 208 - 146 . 354 No answer . 289 251 550
Total - 666 . 629 1,205 Total 666 631 1,207
6-17. Reasons why the crime was not reported -
Why didn't you or another person from your home
report the crime to' the police? . )
Answer : “ Men . Women  Total
Uhaven't been a victim
of crime - ; 70 ksl 141
Al the crimes have been reported : .
to the police .45 34 79
it's useless to notify the
police—they don't do anything . 155 140 2385
Feat vengeance- : s 49 43 92
Fear an Investigation ! - s
by police : 14 18 22
Bacause it wasn't very Importaint . 84 - o5 - 189
Because It's a loss of time'and = - B ’
a whole day's work : 45 47 92
Because of fear or shame of some -
of $he questions. the police
might ask 11 41 52
|1 was too busy 15 19 34
cher ; 38 39 7
© No answer Lo R 182 100 282
| Total ’ 698 657 1,355
e
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The most commion measures taken were

“self-limitations” consisting of 23.86% not
going out at mght and 21.23% not gomg
out alone. Forty-five percent took other . -
measures. More than 16% moved to an-
other home. Extra locks, etc., were used in

- homes in 15% of the casés. Over 8% se-

cured guns or other weapons as a caution-
ary measure which is rather-alatmiing; -

7.5% got insurance; 6.2% sought other

measures; 1.2% sought the services of
guards.

Results of Partli of the =~ =
questionnalre

This research was to be a _]omt project with
the Department of Public Safety of Texas.

Unfortunately, the Texas project was never
completed.

" The Part II questionnaire was concerned

mainly with very serious crimes: robbery,
burglary, rape, and assault. Many of the
results parallel that of the first section, but
some add detail and allow possible com-
parison with surveys in other countnes

" AlL victimis identified in'the first interview

(Part I .questionnaire) are included as vic- -
tims in the second questionnaire, but some
were victims of crimes that were not ana-'~
lyzed in the second section. Because only
half the respondents reported that they
were victims of any crime, only half the
rtespondents were given Part 11. As you -
read this section, remember that robbery
includes burglary, robbery, and most theft,
according to U.S. usage.

Serious victimization in Xalapa Table 6-9
presents responses to a question ‘asking

about incidents involving someone entering ..

the réspondent’s home or place of work-
and stealing or robbing something from
him or her. Even interpreting the “no an-
swers'" as “no robbery committed,” the
data in Table 6-9 indicate that | in 5 peo-
ple were robbed (or burglarized) and 1 in
10 experienced an attempted robbery,

5

Respondents were fuither asked whether *
they had been “directly” robbed of a wal-
let, purse, or other property. Table 6-10.
shows that there were more- personal dirgct-
robberies than robberies in the home or_
workplace. Continuing with the assumption
that the¥no answer” means “no robbery,”

- 33% of the victims were robbed, or, one of ‘_

every three respondents. -

If we add the 20% robberies in the home
or workplace and the 33% direct personal
robberies we find 53% of the victims were -
robbed. Women were more often the vic-
tim of robberies than men—60.4% of the
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.

“direct” robberies and 58% of the robberies.

at home or at work were committed agamst
women,

SIncidents of armed assault were 10.3% of
ithe total incidents reported. Men were
‘more likely than woinen to be victims of

armed assault in.general, and the specifics
of the incidents also varied by sex. Weap-
ons were used more often against males.
than females, possibly because they resist
the threat of force more often (see Table 6-
11). In 57.3% of the incidents reported by-
miales, the respondents were attacked with
the weapon not only threatened; this was
true in only 40.5% of the incidents report-
ed by females. ,

Incidents of assault without a weapon were

reported by 13% of the victims. ‘As in the -

case of armed assault, males are assaulted
violently more often than females and are

much more likely to be physically assault- -

ed as opposed to bemg threatened Wlth
assault.

- . - il

6~11. Armed/ass)ult /f;\.g,j

! Have you besn @en ur/gt;acked with a knife,"

gun, stick, ‘or other kind of weaponi?,

Answer Men Women Total

| was attacked and
beaten with ~
aweapon . % 67 15 82
{ was attacked bl not’ :
beaten (threat_e'\ed ' '
with force) oo 50 22 72
No armed attack or L :

“threats - 356 469 825°
No answer : . --.198 123 321
Total oo 671628 1,300

*See note in Table 6-9. -

6-12. Type of weapon {victims)

Were you a victim of an-armed crime?

- Answer - Men'* ‘Women ~Total

6-9. . Robbeéry from home or place of work

During 1975, did someone enter your home or *
" place of employment and rob you? .- .

Answer Men Women Total

Something from my - . :
property was stolen— ‘113 - 158 271

Attempted robbery, :

but no success 62 61 123
No one robbed me 326 318 644
No answer . 165 96 261
Total" . 666 633 1,209

*In-addition, 550 men.and 560 women were vic-
tims.of no_crime. Therefore, In the total sample .
1,041 men and 974 women were not wcllms of
thls crime. ;

‘I haven't been : L o
a victim 180 209 389

Gunused - . - 7 35
Knife used -~ - 38 10 48
Stick used : 40 12 52
Other kind of weapon -
used 38 12 . 51

Corporal threats made - 48 25 73
Nooné'used any ~ ... 0 >

weapon. 90 . 161 - 251
Noanswer .. 203 -~ 196 399
Total : 666 632 1,298

6-10. ' Personal robbery

; - P [ |
Did someone rob you directly of your wallet,
purse, money, of other.objects of valueg?

Answer Men Women Total
Yes 170 . 260 430
Attempted without ‘ :
success 56 .~ -52 108
No 279 257 - - 536"
No answer . 161, 61 222
Total - 666~ 630 1296 |

*See note In Table 6-9,

RVES

Table 6-12 reports the types of weapons
used in armed crime victimization. Of the
victimization incidents in which weapons
werz used, guns were used in 13.5%;.
knives in 18.5%; sticks in 20.0%:; other .
kinds of weapons m 19, 7%, and threats in
28.2%.,

The theft of motor vehlcles is a problem of

contemporary society, In this stody, 72
motor vehicle thefts and 40 attempts to
steal motor vehicles were reported, Five

~and a half percent of the victims were Vic~

timized by.motor vehicle thefts. Males
were the more frequent. victims, possxbly :
because more motor vehicles are owned by
men than by women.

- Of the 869 vxctlms who answered thls sec-

tion of the questionnaire, 38.5% reported

-‘more than one victimization (se¢ Tabie 6- -

13). Women were more likely to be multi-

ple victims (42%) than. men (35%). More
“than 7% were victimized. 4 or more times
*in the | year.

Sy
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Consequences of victimization. Table 6-14
presents data on victims’ reports of the
money-value of their property loss. The ta-

“ble is.in dollars which was the equivalent

- of 12.5 pesos back in 1975.

_Table 6-15 presents data on the extent of

- physical injury to victims. The number of -

injuries caused by crime is high—~241 per-
sons or 18.6% of all the victims were in-
jured. Females suffered fewer injuries than
males. Twenty-two percent of the injured
persons required hospitalization. Ten per-
cent of the victims suffered a mental or
psychological injury, Of these, 16% re-

_quired treatment. In calculating costs, these

must be added to the physical costs of
crime.

Table 6-16 summarizes the types of finan-
cial costs incurred by the victims. Of those
who answered that any of the types of

costs was applicable, most reported medi-

cal costs,

Only 20% of all victims reported. having
someg kind of insurance, Only 3.4% of all
victims received any beneﬁts from
insurance.

Among victims who were insured, only
17.12% benefited from their insurance.
Only 10.9% had all costs paid for by their
insurance, and another 6.2% had part of
the costs paid for, This implies that in ad-
dition to insurance being costly, it is diffi-
cult to get the insurance to pay or
compensate costs (o victims of crime.

Notifying the police. The Part Il question- -
naire also indicated a low rate of reporting
crimes to the police. Only about 12.8% of
the crimes were reported to the police; -
However, the victims may have reported

: the crime to authoritics other than the po-

lice (see earlier section on the multiplicity
of authorities). - . )

The reasons for not reporting are shown i in

_ Table 6-17. Again we note the lack of con-

fidence toward the police emphasized in
these responses. The most common feeling
reported is that it doesn’t-do any good to
report the crime—it's a waste of time, ac-
cording to 45% of those who answered to
this quesuon. Twenty-$ix percent believe it
is batter to just accept the loss involved in
the _propeity loss w:thout“addmg the cost of
loss of time and energy and time off work
to notify authorities. Note that more fe~
males than males fear an inVestigation by
the police (a ratio of 4,5 fem\\ les to |
male), This is supported by the responses
of fear and fear of revenge if qﬂesuoned by

. the police. - -

|

A\

6-13, Number of victimizations

6-15.  Injurles resulting to the victims

What is the total number of crimes committed
against you since January 19757

Answer Men Women Total
None (ir Part I} 104 114 218

One . 280 254 534
Two .88 i1 199
Three 29 42 71
Four or more 31 34 65
No answer- 134 74 208
Total 666 629 1,295

6~14. - Victims' value of the stolen property

What was the value, in money, of your loss?

Were you physically injured by the crime?

Answer Men Women Total
No injuries 280 382 662
Yes, but didn't need

medical attention 55 45 100
Yes, but only needed

first-aid 71 17 88
Yes, and needed

hospitalization for at

least one night or

more 33 . 20 53
No answer 227 165 392
Total 666 629 1,295

6-16. Costs to victims

Which of the following are applicable?

Answer Men. Women - Total
Answer Men , Women Total

None-—no value 157 170 327 -
Less than $5 25 24 49 Cost of medical
$5-820 20 27 56 treatment 47 24 71
$20-$200 67 87 154 Legal costs 24 9 33
$200-81,000 94 94 188 Salary fromwork -~ 24 19 43
$1,000-$5,000 59 56 115 None of the costs  {}
More than $5,000 27 25 52 applicable 272 328 600
No answer 208 146 354 No answer 299 251 550
Total 666 . 620 1,205 Total 666 631 1,207
6-17. Reasons why the crime was not reported
Why didn't you or énother person from, your home
report the crime to the police?
Answer Men Women -~ Total
1 haven't been a victim - Lo

of crime 70 71 141
All the ctimes have been reported 0
" to the police : 45 34 79
It's useless to notify the

police—they don't do anythmg - 155 140 295
Fear vengeance - : 49 43 92
Fear an Investigation L

by police o5 4 18 22
Bscause it wasn't very important M 84; 105 189
Because it's a loss of time and - ,

a whole day's work 45 47 92
Because of fear or shame of some i

of the questions the pohce i .

might ask ) ' 11 4 52
| was too busy 15 19 34
Other i 38. 39 77
No answer 182 100 282
Total 698 657 1,355

City studies of victimization
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Expectaktiokns of crime. All 2,400 respon-
dents were asked whether or not they think.

they would be victimized in the next year

(see Table 6-18). Apparently another con-
sequence of having been a victim is feeling
somewhat less secure about the future; &
Victims are slightly more likely to believe
they may beeome victims again (34%).
Those who have not been victims tend to
believe they will not be victims in the fu-
ture (27% think they might be).

All respondents were asked which crime
was most likely to happen and which crime

‘was most likely to happen in their neigh-

borhoods. More than half could not identi-
fy a particular crime. Of those who could,
more victims than nonvictims believe that
they might become victims again. The only
exception is “homicide."” Here more non-
victims than victims believe that they
might be murdered. However, mofe non-
victims did not answer this question.

Similarly, more victims than nonvictims
thought a crime was likely to be committed

“in their neighborhoad. The two crimes

most mentioned by both victims and non-
victims are violent entry and home bur-
glary and violent assault and beatings. It
could be that these two crimes are the ones

.most generally feared. Perhaps this is a re- -

flection of the violent society in which we
live. i :

Table 6-19 presents data on the places re-
spondents feel safest from crime and out of
reach of crime. Both victims and nonvic-
tims consider their home as the safest
place, but the nonvictims believe the home
is safer than do the victims. Females also
feel safer in their hoqles.than do males.

The streets are considered by all as the
most dangerous. Place of employment is
considered much safer by victims tha
nonvictims. ' ‘

Victims households are more likely than
households of nonvictims to include an-
other victim. Almost 45% of the victims

report another person in the same home has

been victimized. Only 32.4% of the non-
victims live in households with a victim,

s

56 - City studies of victimization

in

618, A look into the future

Do youi think you might be a victim of ¢rime durlng 19762

Cther v . 68

. Victims Nonvictims~
Answer Men Women Total Percent Men quen Total - Percent
Yes 207 235 442 341 154 144 208 269
No 110 111 221 17.0 102 120 222 20.0
No -opinion - 187 221 408 31.5 228 205 433 39.0
No answer ) 162 62 - 224 173 66 91 157 141
Total ‘ - 666 629 . 1,295 99.9 550 560 - 1,110 . 100
i i
6-19. Criteria for a safe piace
Victims ~ Nonvictims
Place Men Women Total ‘Men  Women - Total
Home : 776 857 817 813 888 850
Street close to home . ¢ 48 14 . 8.0 34 26, 3.0
Work 8.0 8.4 82 7.0 4.3 5.7
Street close to work R X 0.0 0.4 0.9 0.0 0.7
Street, far from home or work 2.2 21 2.1 0.9 1.0 . 1.0
24 4.6 6.4 2.6 4.6

Summary: Victimization in a Mexican
city

A survey was carried out in the City of
Xalapa, Veracruz (population 150,000). A
sample of 2,405 subjects was presented.
The inquiry was made by questionnaires,
We present comparative data on victims
and nonvictims, and male and female
subjects, o

® About 50% of the individuals surveyed
reported having been victimized during
1975. .

® There were no remarkable differences
among victims and nonvictims related to
sex, nationality, place of birth, or
occupation. .

® Victims differe from nonvictims in that
they were older, with lower income; we
also found a predominance of widowers. -
® There was a variance in the actual place
of victimization according to the crime and
the victim’s sex. '

® Robbery (including most forms of theft),

-injuries and insults were the most frequent

crimes. Excluding female victim typical .
crime, robbery predominated for women
and injuries among men, o

o Victim recidivism was 36.75%: first vic-
timization occurred at an average age of
less than 20 years; 40% of the victims had

-met their offender previously.

® Only 1 of every 5 crimes was reported to

* police authorities. Lack of ¢onfidence in

political and judicial authorities was the
main reason for not presenting charges.

¢ The victim’s immediate reaction is of an-
ger, fear and revenge; later reactions are
self-limitative (not going out alone or at
night) or defensive (locks, weapons).

¢ Few victims were insured, and in general

‘hardly any obtained compensation for the
- damage inflicted (only 6.49%), Treatment

and special attention were nonexistent or -
almost void. ; :

In conclusion, it is necessary fo institute a -
Victimology Policy parallel to the State
Criminology Policy. . . P ,

i
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Victimological research in Germany: o
Victim surveys and research on sexual victimization

GERD FERDINAND 'KIRCHHOFF AND CLAUDIA KIRCHHOFF*

N

Introduction

: Vicyt'ivmology is a rather young discipline
- within the field of criminology, and the

field of general victimology in the,meaning
of Mendelsohn (1976) is even younger, In
Germany, victimology has been an under-

+developed field despite the pioneering work
~ of Hans von Hentig (also Miyazawa in
~ Schneider 1975: VIII). The special reasons

for this are%\iiséussed below,

Due mainly to political development during
the Nazi tyranny, there was an interruption
of a breakdown of relations between Ger-
man and American criminology. These re-
lations were already well established. They
are documented in the fields of penal law,
corrections, and juvenile justice. -

There was a period in German criminology
which we might refer to as the first recep-
tion of Anglo-American criminology. Dur-
ing this period, the purely dogmatic penal
law orientation of criminal justice science
was given a new impetus and.a new orien-
tation by the founder of the “Sociological
School in ‘Penal Law” Franz von Liszt (see
Schafer 1976:83/84), The debite over
Anglo-American prison reform dominated
the German discussions in, correctional re-
form before World War 1} and the intro-
duction of the system of jivenile courts in
1923 was made possible by the pioneering
work of Bertold Freudental. who was very .
familiar witl North American criminology,
the Child Savers,.and penal politics i the
U.S.A. (Freudeiital 1912).

The mainstream 6f American criminology -
was sociologically oriented. The dominant
orientation in German critninology was
criminal law, biology, and psychiatry. Yet,
there was a strong tie between the two
countries. This tie broke down under the
Nazi tyranny with its racist spiritual isola-
tion of the German philosophical and sci-
entific community which was only a
symptom of the nationalistic ideological
general isolation, Eminent criminologists
had to emigrate; the names of Gruphut,
Mannheim, and véu Hentig should be men-
tioned in this context, ‘

We thank Western Michigan University Depart-
ment of Sociology for its hospitality; our-special
gratitade however goes to Chrystal Kay Waters
and Don Nitz for their helpful comments, (G. F.-
K. fnd C. K.)

*Gerd Kirchhoff is Professor of Criminology,
Fachhochschule Niederthein, Monchengladbach,
Claudia Kirchhoff is a social worker, '

~In the early 1950’s, there began what one
" might call the “second introduction of

Anglo-American criminology” by German
criminologists which promoted a more so-
ciological orientation in criminology as
compared to the former legal, biological,
and psychiatric orientation. This period
ended in the early 1970’s: In this time the
main developments in victimology took
place, resulting in the First International
Symposium on Victimology in Jerusalem
in 1973. In 1975, Schneider published his
comprehensive textbook on victimology
which introduced the international scene of
victimological scientific reésearch and its
application to the German public.

Since then, victimological research has ™

. continued on the level of methodology

which is required for contemporary empiri-
cal research, highlighted in 1979 by the
Third International Symposium on Victi-
mology chaired and organized by .
Schneider in Munster, Much of the Ger-
man victimological research is to be found
in the Kirchhoff and Sessar reader besides
the original contributions of most interna-
tionally respected victimologists' whose

contributions were published in the German

lan\guagejé.

Schneider became the first president of the
only international scientific organization of
victimologists, the World Society of Victi-

“;mology, Inc., with its permanent secretar-

iat at the University of Munster. This
society sponsored the triannual Internation-
al Symposia on Victimology held in 1982 -
in Tokyo under the presidency of Koichi
Miyazawa. '

This paper summarizes victim surveys con-
ducted in Germany in the 1970%. It also
covers research in sexual victimization, an
area not covered by the traditional victim
surveys. Nevertheless, this area is impor-
tant for the overall picture of crime, dark
niumber resesdrch included. o

The German victim surveys

Empirical victimological research in the
Federal Republic of Germany started with
victim surveys funded by the research insti-
tute of the federal investigative police.
These two studies, the Stuttgart Victim
Survey (Stuttgarter Opferbefragung) and
the Gottingen Victim Survey (Géttinger
Opferbefragung) draw heavily on the ex-
periences of the U.S, National Crime Sur-
veys (NCS). ' ‘

Yet, there are several differences between
the German surveys and the NCS. There is
no regularly conducted national victim sur-
vey in Germany; instead we have two local
victim surveys in a middle-size town (Gét-
tingen) and a big city (Stuttgart). Both
studies were done at nearly the same time
in 1973-74 and cover events in 1973, Both
surveys use random samples and apply
standardized interview methodology with
students as interviewers.

Student interviewers instead of professional
institute interviewers were used in these
two studies. The main reason was cost;
however, the Géttingen Victim Survey was
done by 4 professor of penal law, Hans
Dieter Schwind, and his team. They felt
that for purposes of their study it was most
desirable to have legally trained interview-
ers. Thus the great interest of his students
in criminology and empirical research led
Schwind to use a group of his students. It
turned out that the intense training of the
interviewers, the demanded prerequisites
(coursework in criminology, penal law,
and empirical research methods), and the
high level of motivation of these students
was very successful.

The Stuttgart Victim Survey was conducted
by a psychologist, Egon Stephan, from the
Max Planck Institute for International and
Foreign Penal Law Research Group Crimi-
nology. In this project, too, the the training
of the student interviewers was intense
even though we do not have as much detail
about their background as in Schwind’s
study.

- Both studies have no control for telescop-

ing. While the Stuttgart study asked for
events “in the last 12 months” (covering..
sometimes a November-to-November peri-
od, sometimes a December-to-December
period), the interviews of the Géttingen
study started on January 2, 1974, and cov-
ered only 1973. :

The Géttingen Victim Survey, Research
problems: the Géttingen Study had two dif-
ferent aims. These were—

* To compare the number of crimes regis-
tered by police for 1973 with the real

- crime figure reported by victims in a repre-

sentative population sample for the same
{ime period

‘. To analyze why victims do not report
- their victimization to police ‘

Sample: The sample drawn was a random
sample of the citizens of the city. In the
Federal Republic of Germany, every citi-
zen has to be registered with the municipal

City studies of victimization. 57
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... Persons who have once repbrted to the polic:z will

not report to the police in case of revictimization.

[

A

adminjstration. From the city register, a.
1% sample of the total population was
drawn-(1,264 persons). Substitute sample
members were drawn in case the original
persons selected became severely ill,
moved away before the interview, or were
younger than 14 years old.

Crimes covered in the interviews: theft,
breaking and entering, robbery, simple and
aggravated assault, property destruction,
and hit-and-run driving. Shoplifting was
excluded. The study was to include all
crimes of this kind incurred in 1973 by
victims within the city of Géttingen.

Special research procedures: The study was
designed to compare the Police Statistics of
Géottingen for 1973 (Polizeiliche Kriminal-
statistik 1973 of Gottingen) with the results
of the victim survey. Therefore, the inter-
viewer recorded not only victimizations not
reported to the police but also events which
the victim had reported to the police. Ideal-
ly then, there should have been’complete
identity with the police figures,

While the-interviewers obtained informa-
tion from sample members, police officers
checked all the files of those offenses in
1973 which were counterchecked by the -
victim survey. By this method, a compari-
son between reported and recorded crime
was to be possible. The police officers had
the same interview schedule as the inter-
viewers so that all facts recorded in the
files could be checked against those in the
interviews. This procedure was possible
because the police reports do not entail as
much information as the interview would
yield. Not all information could be cross-
checked —including personal data on vic-
tims’because police records cover mainly
details of the offense, not the victim.

After conducting a pilot study, the final
survey had a very low refusal rate. The
percentage of refusals dropped from 12%
to 4% in the final survey. Schwind holds
the motivation of the interviewers responsi-
ble for that plus the fact that the news me-
dia cooperated fully (e.g., photos of all
interviewers with names in all newspa-
pers). Only 33 of 1,271 persons ‘were final-
ly excluded because they could never be
contacted, ‘

The first results of the comparison between
the police statistics for 1973 and the spe-
cially checked file data indicated more as-
sault and more property. destruction but less
theft in the file data than in the police stat-
istics, At the same time, there was a big
difference when the police figures were
checked against victimizations which, ac-
cording to victims' interviews, were report-
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ed fo police. The interviewers went back to
the victims to determine ‘whether the victim
“still maintained that this-event was reported
to the police. The respondents clarified the
information originally given. In more than
1/8 of the thefts supposedly reported to po-
lice, they had given the information to the
police only by telephone. The police had
required them to come down to the police
station to have it registered, and the victim
did not do so; consequently, the police did
not register the offense, With assauit and
hit-and-run accidents 8% of the original re-
ports were corrected in the second inter-
view. To reduce the remaining difference,
the police officers rechecked their files to-
_find 10% more offenses that they had over-
“Tooked the first time. Finally, the differ-
ence between the actual police figures on
theft and the estimate for the whole figure
of thefts reported derived from victim in-
terviews was only 400. For all offenses
covered the difference between the survey
estimate and police statistics was onily 800,
The differences between the sample esti-
mates, the police statistics, and the correct-
ed (second try) police figures are not
significant. o

As expected, victimization is not a random
event. The probability of becoming a vic-
tim is higher if the person—

s Is younger than age 30

o Is female

¢ Is from the higher socioeconomic group
¢ Has a higher professional position or

* Is 4 pupil, a vocational apprentice, or a*
student,

The risk is lower if the person is—

® Of the lower socioeconomic group

¢ Male :

¢ Over age 50 and

® Of lower professional position or Without
a profession.

The “dark number” is high—taking togeth-
er all of the types of crimes covered, there
are 10 crimes not reported to police for ev-
ery single event reported to police. ‘The

more intensively the sphere of the victim is
affected, the higher the reporting prababil-
ity. The probability of reporting is directly
proportional to the severity of the ¢rime as

i

measured by the victims" loss, b

The respondents think that generally honge-
porting has to do with'a depreciatiori 'of po-
lice agencies and with fear of persondl
negative consequences. But for actual be-
havior, this is irrelevant: reporting to police
is a direct function of the loss and the
damage suffered in victimization and bf the
special social situation of the victim, The
victim weighs time loss or other perscnal

'\Ar",/ - [ t

negative consequences against y/Qje damage
done by the crime. If there is ' strong per-
sonal infringement or damage felt by the
victim, the probability of reporting is high.
High damage compensates the time loss or
other negative consequences-of reporting.
With higher social status, there is a de-
crease of both negative feelings toward po-
lice and the perception of negative
consequences of reporting. On the other
hand, there is a higher fear of negative
consequences of reporting to police in low-
er class people and a higher disregard for
police, hence less reporting to police. Rea-
sons for not reporting were primarily the
small amount of damage by the crime
41% o§,§ll reasons for no report); the per-
ceived fi..Zectiveness of police work ac-
counted for 19%, while no desire to harm
the offender took carg of 6%. Four percent
of those who did not report to police said
they did not want to deal with police agen-
cies at all, and 3% voiced a fear of person-
al negative consequences of reporting.

About a third of the sample (437 of 1,170)
were victimized at least once during the
previous year. The ratio of reported to un-
reported simple theft is 1:5; with theft un-
der aggravated conditions (mainly breaking
and entering), this figure is 132, The higher
the damage by theft, the more likely the
offense will be reported, hence a small
“dark number.” _

Attempted thefts are seldom, if ever, re-
ported, In total, there is a dark number of
127 for all thefts, which means that out of
40,000 thefts the police knewof 5,000 in
1973. ‘

The dark number ratio for intentional as-
sault is 1:8; here, too, the severe cases are

those with a-higher report probabitity. With

property destruction, we have 4 ratio of
1:30 with a similar reporting pattern; while
property destruction incidents resulting in
damages of more than 100 Marks show a
ratio of 1:11, the trivial cases have 4 ratio
of 1:168. This pattern prevails if we look
at hit-and-run accidents with.an overall ra-
tio of 1:32, Here the cases with damages
of under 25 DM yield a ratio of 1:324;
damages between 25 DM and 100 DM
yield 1:75. Ratios for robbery are statisti-
cally not reliable because the numbers are
too small. Schwind not only summarized
the American and Scandinavian research in
hidden delinquency and hidden victimiza-
tion done so far—he explores the implica-
tions of the results, If the results of these
studies were to become public, the fiction

of the Jawabiding majority could no longer

be upheld. The preventative effect of penal
norms would decrease to zero if it were

gy

known to everybody that crimes were com-
mitted by all social classes, in all ages,
etc. The dark number has in reality a very
important impact for deterrence and for the
rule of law. If there is earlier intervention
into criminal careers, there would be a po-
tential of positive effect in reducing the
dark number of crime. But most offenders
are not repeaters. Sending all of them
through the judicial system would be an
overreach of control and stigmatization.
Here Schwind does not go far enough: If
all offenses\«g‘ﬁould result in convictions or
sanctions, the stigmatizing impact of con-
viction would vanish completely and those
convictions would become less stigmatizing
than receiving a parking ticket. Schwind
takes up this line of reasoning from Braun-
eck and Popitz (see Brauneck 1965).

The Bochum spatial study.* Schwind and
his team published a study in 1978 in

which they compared the spatial distribu-
tion of crimes reported in victim surveys

- and of crimes reported to the police in a

large city in the Ruhr district. Schwind was
especially interested in testing the hypothe-
sis that there is an overall constant ratio
between the number of crimes committed
and the number of crimes reported to the
police, A-related hypothesis is that the dark
number is of little interest for the spatial
approach since it is supposed to be equal
regardless of area. These hypotheses could
be rejected. It was confirmed that in areas
where a high incidence of crime is reported
to the police there is a high dark number,
Schwind also found that the ratio between
the two figures varies from area to area.
However, it turned out that the ratio be-
tween figures in the police statistics: fors-
certain arcas and the estimates derived

- from victim surveys in the same areas are

rather small (because the number of inci-
dents is small) so that interpretations
should be handled with care. To avoid this
problem, Schwind recommends surveys
with larger samples or surveys of certain
populations in specific areas which might
deserve special attention. E

In Bochum, Schwind looked at assault and
theft, finding an overall dark number ratio
of 1:3 for theft and 1:8 for assault, Those

offenses recorded by police are almost ex-

clusively brought to the attention of the au- -

thorities by reports of citizens; only 2% of
all crimes reported were discovered by the
police themselves, It is therefore appropri-
ate to check police figures against figiires

yielded from victim surveys. g

mmsaisen:

*See next paper in this volume.
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. The dark number in Bochum overall seems
to be considerably smaller than in Géttin-
gen. But the dark number of theft was not
three times higher in Bochum as could be
expected, it was only 25% higher. The
dark number for assault in Bochum is
equal ta that in Gottingen indicating a high
reliability of the instruments used. Robbery
washsuch a rare event in Bochum that this
offense was excluded from further
investigation.

As he did in the Géttingen study, Schwind )

also looked into the reasons why the vic-
timization was or was not reported to po-
lice. Again, the victims' reporting behavior
is influenced by: ‘ 5

® The amount of damage

® The investment in terms of time spent
while reporting the offense

® The perception of the probability of get-
ting the stolen property back, and

¢ The perceived probability of having the
offender brought before the judge.

A third of the reasons for not reporting
given by the victims had to do with the
small amount of loss; a fifth dealt with the
perceived ineffectiveness of law enforce-
ment anticipated by victims. All other rea-
sons are given infrequently.

Of special interest is that persons who have
once reported to the police will not report
to the police in case of rgvictimization.
The reason given by them % the perceived
ineffectiveness of this agency. Those who
are inexperienced are motivated to not re-
port by the minimal amount of damage
done to them (2/3 of the reasons given by
them). '

Schwind looked into the impact of having
theft insurance on reporting behavior. fn
most insurance policies, the companies in-
sist that the effense be'reported to police in
order to get the damage covered, Despite
this, there is no significant correlation be<
tween having insurance and reporting be-
havior, No increase of reports to the police
is found among victims having insurance
nor is there a relationship between having
insurance and motives for nonreporting.
Overall, there is very little aversion to the
police in Bochum, which indicates a rela-
tively high respect and appreciation for po-
lice services among the population,

An interesting detail of this study is that
the victim survey was very well publicized
in advance by the lotal news media as it
was in Gottingen, More than nine articles
informed the population aboiit what was to
happen, Despite all these efforts, only

&
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about 8% of the sample reported that they
received the information from the
newspapers.

The Stuttgart Victim Survey. Research
problems: in this study, Egon Stephan was
interested in these questions:

* How big is the subjective burden of the
population (by fear of crime), and how ex-
tensive is the objective burden of the popu-
lation (in terms of victimization) in
Stuttgait?

® What is the contribution of the victims to

the social process which ends in officially
recorded crimes? -~
® What conditions mold that process?

- The basic research instrument was a Na-

tional Crime Survey questionnaire (Basic
Screen Questionnaire Form NCS-1, 4-25-
72) which was translated and tested by
Clinard in his Zurich Victim Survey (Clin-
ard 1978). This questionnaire covers vic-
timizations suffered and the subjective
assessment of criminality (development of
crime rates, fear of crime, attitude toward:
police), Socioeconomic status of victims is
measured by a self-rating scale (Kleining-
Moore SES Scale). A third questionraire,
the' Freiburg Personality Inventory, gets at
several dirsensions of personality based on
classical tCsting theory and factor analysis.
It covers nervousness, aggression, depres-
sion, irritation, sociakility, relaxedness, ,

dominance, openness, closedness, extraver-

sion vs. introversiui, emotional stability
vs, emotional instability, masculinity vs,
femininity, ete,. '

Stephan,_g;ohdgg,'%cd a household survey,
which invoived interviewing only the main
breadwinner of the family, and a family ,
member survey. In total, the tesults refer
to 1,645 persons in a representative ran-..
dom sample Urawn frimthe city registet in
Stugtgart, /A

Results: Fear of crime is widespread in
Stuttgart; a large part of the sample is at ©
least somewhat worried about becoming-a
victim of burglary, assault, or auto theft.
Four of five members of the sample know
about areas in the city where they do not
feel sccure. These are the center city areas
where they fear to face robbery, rude be-
havior, mugging, etc.

- But if fear of crime is put into a wider

framework of a hierarchy, of anxieties, it
does ot rank high very often. Only a-
small part.of the sample puts fear of crime
on the first, second, or third raik. For peo-
ple in Stuttgart, traffic problems, housing
problems, environmental pollution, public
transportation, parking space, schools, and

S
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Victim and offender are two different roles but they
are not mutually exclusive. Becoming an offender
and becoming a victim are interrelated.

youth problems are important: Among 24
possible areas of concern, fear of crime
ranks eighth for women and ninth for men.
But if fear of crime is given a problem’s
position, a third of the respondents put it
into the first three ranks.

From this Stephan infers that fear of crime
is less important than it appears when re-
searchers ask simply about this fear, in~
stead of getting an overall picture of the
many anxieties of the population. He
stresses the fact that opinions of the popu-
lation are manipulated by the mass media.
He demonstrates this by a rather significant
detail: four out of five persons agreed to
the thesis that crime in the Federal Repub-
lic overall is on the increase. But only one
out of five agreed to the thesis that crime
in the immediate neighborhood has in-
creased. People are familiar with their
neighborhood and can observe fairly well
what happens—when they assess ghe situa-
tion in the country in total they have to
rely on mass media information, hence
they are more vulnerable to manipulation,

While women are more afraid of becoming
victims of assault or burglary, the men are
more concemed about theft, especially
automobile theft or breaking into an auto-
mobile. Women are significantly more in-
secure than men in their own living '
quarters. Center city is seen as the most in-
secure place; here men are afraid of mug-
gings, while women fear rude and
disorderly behavior.

Twelve percent of the main breadwinners
in the household (the household survey) re-
port at least one victimization of the house-
hold members as compared to 17% of the
family members (the family member sur-
vey). From this, Stephan infers that the
pictuie given by interviewing all family
members is much more accurate than the
results of interviewing only the main
breadwinner of the family. Younger per-
sons report a higher incidence of victimiza-
tion. This is due to the fact that they are
not so tightly integrated.

Unmarried persons are much more often in
areas where a lot of theft occurs. On the
other hand, interviewing the head of house-
hold will result in more reports of threat-
ened and aggravated assaults. Since these
persons are unlikely to be in situations
where assaults and similar things occur,
Stephan interprets this finding as due to a
more sensitive, cautious attitude of this
group as compared to the family members.

Almost 46% of all victimizations result in o,

-, Teports to the police. The most commion

reason not to report a victimization is the
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minimal amount of damage suffered by the
victim. Only 26% of the respondents not
reporting to police based their nonreport on
their perceived ineffectiveness of police
work. While in the victim survey there is a
ratio of 1:7 between violent crimes and
property offenses, this ratio in police statis-
tics is 1:22. The victim survey therefore in-
forms us-that violent crimes are much more
relevant than it seems from police figuies.
Stephan infers that in victim surveys we
get information about events that are, for
the victim, not serious enough to report to
police, or that police do not record those
mindr instances. Stephan realizes thit he
should have more precisely distinguished
between the more informal and the ‘more
formal ways of reporting to police.

In general, ‘Stuttgart’s population has an
overall positive attitude toward the police.
This attitude is positive regardless of sex.

The attitude toward the courts, however, is

more positive among males than among fe-
males. Older persons tend to have a more
favorable attitude toward the criminal jus-
tice system. Among lower class people,
there is a higher respect and appreciation
of police performance tha among upper
class people, The most favorable ‘opinion is
voiced by older people, by women, and by
members of the lower classss in general,
These same groups perceive a higher threat
by criminal behavior and' therefore police
perform ‘a more important function for
them, hence their positive attitude,

For the first time in German criminology,
Stephan employed multivariate analysis
programs such d5'MNA or THAID. These"
methods permit the prediction of a depen-
dent variable by an optimal linear combina-
tion of predictors. This resulted in the
construction of variables that can be used
to distinguish typical victims from typical
nonvictims. :

Stephan compared 110 vittims of property
offenses with 110 nonvictims of the same
type of offense and 42 victims of violent
crimes with 42 nonvictims of that crime
type. Victims of property offenses are
mainly persons who are emotionally unsta-
ble, aggressive, masculine, not married,
and younger than age 30. Persons with this
constellation are more likely to be in situa-
tions where they become victims of proper-
ty offenders. It is possible too that this
personality consteilation is more likely to
report incidents to survey interviewers.

e
Personality variables play aﬁfimportant‘ role
in predicting the victims of property of-
fenses, However, they are less important
for characterizing the victim of violent
crimes, These are persons who are youn-

i

ger, who are riot marzied, and who are
members of the lower class. Members of
the higher class, aré 15-50; and unmarried
are victims of vio[znt crime only if they
score high on perihnal aggressiveness. Vic-
tims of both types of offenses are more
likely to be male than female.

Comparing the official police statistics to
those of the United States, we find a high-
er crime rate and a greater burden on the
American population. While Stuttgart has
1.88 violent crimes per 1,000 inhabitants
this figure is 5.69 on the average in Ameri-
can cities. Comparing property crimes,
these figures are 24.28 in(&gt\tgart and
47.77-in U.S. citiﬁSV;:Stéphan\pgints out
that there miltht R/e a tendency to inflate
these figures \n_Amierican cities. It is possi-
ble too that the willingness to report to po-
lice is different or that the perception of
crime varies in the two countries. It might
be possible that in Germany only the more
severe cases are reported, to police and that
police have to take all of these as offenses
and that in victim surveys too only the
more serious offenses-are reported. This in-

4 dicates in both countries some kind of seri-

ousness moasurement such as the Sellin-
Wolfgang Seriousness Scale should be
included in victim surveys to facilitate a
comparison of the severity of social harm
done by crime. Another source of variation
could be that police in the United States -
detect more crime themselves than in Stutt-
gart where police rely almost completely
on reports of citizéns. In both countries,
there emerges-a very similar structure: Vio-
lent crime accounts for a smaller percent-
age of victimization-than property
offfenses. ‘

Stephan pioneered in employing a person-
ality test to find typical groups of victims.
This was replicated in Tokyo by Ishii who
learned about the Stuttgart Victim Survey

during his stay at the Max Planck Institute
in Freiburg (Ishii 1979),

The victim surveys in Stuttgart and in Gat-
tingen are quite important contributions to
German victimology. Both report thorough-
1y about the American research and the
NCS studies. Another mierit of both studies
is that they were done in a way that makes
replication possible; each step of the study
is carefully explained and depicted in de-
tail. Because of this, the logic of social
science research and its procecdings be-
come clear and understandable even for the
not well versed reader. Both studies are in
this respect “‘textbooks" for empirical
research. '

One of the benefits of these studies is that

they describe in detail the statistical reason- -
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ing and the hypotheses tested, opening em-
pirical research for further application in
police research. These methodological
Steps are very important as some German
criminologists are not fully aware of the
tools at hand. :

Another merit of these contributions is that
they not only took the technique and the
methodology from the U.S.A. but they
were able to introduce what might be
called improvements. Waller and Young
Rifai at the Third International Symposium
on Victimology in Munster, 1979, criti-
cized the NCS for not putting fear of crime
into a hierarchy of anxieties—Stephan in
Stuttgart (and replicating him, JIshii in To-
kyo) did indeed put fear of crime into a
hierarchy. Schwind’s study is impressive
for its precise effort to compare victim sur-
vey data with police data. This is done de-
spite the theory promoted by the NCS that
police and victim survey data are incom-
patible. The notion of compatability of
both sets of data was taken up by Fiselier
(1978) who refined the methodology. At
the Munster Victimq,‘,jogy Symposium,
many victimologists concluded that police
statistics and victim survey data tell a simi-
lar story—that within proper limits they are
indeed comparable, The incompatability
theory therefore must be questioned (see,
e.g., Kirchhoff 1977, Clinard and Junger
Tas in Kirchoff and Sessar 1979).

The Emmendingen victim-offender survey.
In this study, Egon Stephan and Bernhard
Villmow were interested in the question of
how many victims were actually offenders.
They combined a study on self-reported de-
linquency with elements of a victim sur-
vey. Using a representative sample of
Emmendingen young males between 14
and 26 years old, they collected informa-
tion from 920 persons by questionnaire
about the incidence of victimization and of
hidden delinquency during the past 12
months, ‘

More than a third (38%) reported commit-
ting at least one of 12 listed offenses.
Nearly every second person (50%) became
a victim during the same reference period.,
In reported offenses as well as in victim-
izations, property destruction led, followed
by embezzlement and theft. The incidence
of self-reported offenses was about equal,
regardless of social ciass, the percentage
moving between 35% and 40%. In victim-'
ization, however, the percentage in the dif-
ferent social classes was 44% and 58%—
members of higher classes were victimized:
more often than members of the lower
classes, S A s

Looking at the different age groups, we
find that the 16-year-old boys scored high-
est: 58% were offenders and 65% were
victims. Among juveniles between 14 and
18 years old, 47% were offenders and 55%
victims; young aduits between 18 and 21
years old had 40% offenders and 48% vic-
tims while those above 21 had 24% offend-
ers and 48% victims. Seventy percent of
all offenders were victimized in the same
reference period, while 54% of the victims
reported they had committed at least one
offense. Offender-victims were most often
found in the upper classes though their of-
fenses and victimizations were minor.

This result does not fit into the theoretical
reasoning about a higher incidence of
crime among the lower class. Villmow
(1979) proposes that higher class young-
sters are more apt to define minor incideits
as offenses or victimizations when com-
pared to lower class youngsters. It is alsy
possible that variations in concealing ten-
dencies could account for the result, Vill-
mow. also thinks that violent offenders live
more dangerously and therefore are likely
to become victims of violence themselves,
Victimization is one aspect of the multifa-
ceted picture of the delinquents’ reality.
Maybe this experience contributes to. later
delinquency.

Generally, it is impossible to distinguish
between victims on the one hand and of-
fenders on the other. Only a few fit into
this dichotomy. Victim and offender are
two different roles but they are not mutual-
ly exclusive. Becoming an offender and
becoming a victim are interrelated. Vill-
mow points out that an independent victi-
mology could not interpret his findings but
only 4 criminology which includes
victimology.

This study helps us to understand that in a
victim survey we not only have a represen-
tative sample of victims but of offenders
too. In victim surveys, we ignore this pos-
sibility and deal only with the victim as-
pect of the sample members. We therefore
should not be astonished to find offenders
among victims. But the combination of
victim survey and self-reported delinquency
feports opens a new field of investigation,
We might interpret Stephan and Villmow’s
study in another way: Conflicts arise in
certain arcas—conflicts about appropriate
behavior, property rights, sexual rights,
reputation,;and power. In the real life of

* the young male, perhaps these conflicts

cannot be resolved outside of delinquency,
But the delinquency of acts rests in our ex
post facto definition of reality. For exam-

- ple, one participant defines himself as vic-

tim and reports the act to the police; in the
light of ex post facto definition, the other

appears to be the offender. In this light, we

reconstryict reality in our courts while we
impute our definitions on social situations,
laws, and categories (see Kirchhoff and
Dussich 1980).

Studies of sexual victimization

The several studies on sexual victimization
in the past few years have shifted our at-
tention from the property crimes and vio-
lent crimes covered in the traditional victim
surveys to an area which is rather difficult
to investigate. Given the harsh treatment
sexual offenders receive in court and cor-
rections, the difficult and often aversive
situation of the victims in the criminal jus-
tice system, and the intensive reaction sex-
ual offenses arouse, victimologists should
investigate the reality of sexual victimiza-
tion more closely and not confine them.-
selves to property crime and violent
offenses.

In an unreported study, Michael C. Baur-
mann examined the consequences of sexual
victimization. During 1969-73, the investi-
gative police of Lower Saxony collected
special information on all sexual crimes
which had female victims up-to age 20 and
male victims up to age 12. In this time pe-
tiod, they collected information on 8,050
sexual victimizations. This data is now un-
der investigation at the Federal Investiga-
tive Police Bureau (Bundeskriminalaint).
Out of this population of victims known to
the police, Baurmant drew & random sam-
ple of 400 and contacted them to have
them interviewed and tested by a team of
psychologists. Out of these, 112 agreed to
cooperate and were interviewed. The stan-
dard interview took place in the apartiment
or house of the victim. The offense oc-
curred between 6 and 10 years prior to the
interview, In this research, we have for the
first tim‘\f;‘a systematic collection of infor-
mation about the consequences of sexual
victimization several years after the crime.

_The sexual contacts these victims reported
' 4lo not fit into the myti or ideology of va-

ginal coitus as the only and primary sexual
pursuit of males. Many offenses arc in the
category of “superficial sexual contact” and
“petting” and “masturbation.” These con-
tacts are not meant as an introduction into
a whole sexual interaction with coitus at
the end. This finding corrects the image of
the sexual offender who is often seen as a ,
violent rapist, Most of the offerises were -
not violent, R »
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The offender is usually known to the vic-
tim. There are criminal sexual contacts
with strangers, but typically these contacts
are the more harmless ones. It is therefore
a very dangerous policy to warn the child
against the unknown stranger and his dan-
gerous desires and plans. This is frequently
done to children in Germany, and informa-
tional material and movies, etc., perpetuate
the picture of the dangerous stranger. This
advice may come from uncritical family
ideology coupled with the protective isolat-
ing traditional upbringing of females. But
aggressive and intensive sexual encounters
are often with well known members of the
family. To protect a child against this of-
fender, it is necessary to promote self-con-
sciousness and a sense of independence in
the child—a child who is taught blind and
unquestioning obedience tt trusted adult
persons never learns to avoid or to resist
questionable demands by known
authorities.

While about 50% of the victims reacted in
passive behavior,a third of them resisted
actively, and 15% invited the act by active
initiating behavior. The passive behavior is
explained by the fact that the victims usu-
ally know about what is going on from
peers, but often they do not know that this
behavior is-against the law and very conse-
quential if detected. Children have learned
to obey adults. Girls especially have
learned to behave passively in such situa-
tions. It would be too much to expect re-
sistance. The most intensive and probably
the most harmful contacts are with offend-
ers known to the victim. They usually oc-
cur in the victim’s house. Most encounters
with the violent offender also take place in
the victim’s home.

While the details reported so far were gen-
erated from the 8,050 victim reports to the
police, the following results come from in-
terviews conducted with the victims 6 to
10 years after the offense. In the retrospec-
tive research, most offenses were in the
categories of petting and exhibitionism.
Most of the victims are female; the offend-
ers, without exception, ale. Most of the
victims were girls age.7-13 at the time of

the incident. This is due to legal definitions
of sexual abuse of children in the German ~

penal code. Most of the offenders were re-
ported to be between age 16 and 40 but the
victims often overestimated the real age of
the offender in the interview, Almost a -
third of all victims interviewed could not
remember what kind of offense occurred—
only 75 out of 112 remembered the sexual
interaction that took place.
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In the interviews, the victims more often
gave information about their initiating in-
viting behavior than they did in their inter-
views at the police stations immediately
after the offense occurred. Corresponding-
ly, they teported less resistance in the later
interyiew compared to what they said
shortly after the offense. Twelve percent
(as compared with 7% shortly after the of-
fense) reported their active cooperation, -
40% (as compared to 33% shortly after the
offense) described their behavior as pas-
sive, and resistance was reported by 48%
(as compared to 60% shortly after the of-
fense). This suggests that the offense itself
seemed to be less dramatic when reported
in the interview than as described shortly
after the crime occurred.

After the offense, 44% of the victims told
their mothers about it first, 23% told a girl-
friend first, and 8% told their fathers first.
The victims remember irritating and aver-
sive feelings during talks with the judges
and interactions with the defense lawyers.
They remember a neutral attitude in talks
about the offense with teachers, police, and

youth authority social workers. They per-. -

ceived as most helpful and agreeable their
talks with their own:lawyers, the psycho- ~
logical expert who evaluated their credibil-
ity, and with siblings.

Thirty-seven percent felt that there was -
damage done to her by the event; 63% de-
nied any harm. Those who felt that they -
were harmed were then asked about how
long the negative consequences were felt.
Most victims overcame the harm after 6
months, but there are some cases in which
the damage was reported to last quite long;
the mean-damage time was 1 year and 10
months, In two-thirds of the cases where
damage was reported, violence or the

threat of violence was used. The evaluation

of harm done by psychodiagnostic tests is .
still under investigation by Baurmann,

This research has many implications. It
seems very important to distinguish more
clearly between violent and-nonviolent sex-
ual contacts, It is necessary to keep in
mind that not all sexual offenses are cases
of rape. Sex offenses often involve supetfi-
cial, nonviolent, and perhaps harmless
contact.

This study holds that the harm done by

sexual offenders is the only justifiable rea-
sori for punishment. Tt is possible that the
encounter with,the offender does not harm

“the victim at all and that primary victimiza-

tion does not exist in these nonviolent-con-
senting acts, If the victim, however, is .
dragged through police, prosecutonal of-
fice, and the courtrooﬁl, it is very well

possible that the harm done is caused by
the reaction of the victim’s social environ-

v, ment (secondary victimization—Schneider

1975:32; Kirchhoff 1977:318; Kirchhoff
and Kirchhoff 1976, 1979a). If this is the
case, it is advisable to think about reform-
ing the law. If the incident does not harm
the victim, while we might think the act
bizarre and tasteless, there is little reason
to intervene with criminal prosecution if it
is the only. source of harm for the victim.

While Baurmann was interested in victims
who have been perceived and declared as
victims by officials, Kirchhoff and Kirch-
hoff studied the “dark number” of sexual -
victimization. In their study on hidden sex-
ual victimization among students in Ger-
many (Kirchhoff and Thelen 1975;
Kirchhoff and Kirchhoff 1976, 19794,
1979b) and in the United States, they ex-
amined the penal codes of Germany and of
Michigan and translated the definitions of
the offenses into everyday language. They
then asked their respondents whether they
ever had been confronted with such behav-
ior, and, if they had, whether it was re-
ported to parents and police and how they
reacted. The research instrument was a
questionnaire administered in classrooms
under conditions of strict anonymity. This
is similar to the method applied in hidden

- delinquency research and, while it suffers

from similar defects, it has the same ad-
vantages of these types of instruments
which are part of the internationally accept-
ed equipment of criminologists today. The
research was done with young adults in
their late teens and early twenties. With
these highly motivated respondents the, re-
sults obtained were very similar in each
(nonrepresentative) sample used. The self-
reported data on the respondents’ sociosex-
ual development are not different from
those yielded in.a personal interview study
using professional interviewers in a repre-
sentative sample of German youth,

To summarize the German findings: About
55% of the respondents in Monchenglad-
bach (a large city in northern Germany) ad-
mitted to having been involved in an event
which was punishable by law as a sexual
offense. A small percentage of the events -
involved violent behavior, Mainly, the re-
spondents were victimized by sexual abuse
as children (under age 14) and exhibition-
ism. Thirty-seven percent of the“offenses
against femaleg and 81% of the offenses
against males 3 were sexual abuse of chil-
dren by offenders who were older than age
Y4, Between 8% and 12% of the male vic-
tims reported that they resisted. They often
knew the offender—only 16% of thexr vie-
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timizations were committed by strangers.
This figure is quite different from the per-
centage in female victims—female respon-
dents knew 54% of their offenders; 46%
were victimized by strangers. Fifty-five
percent of the victimizations of female re-
spondents were described as aversive and
shocking, while 45% reported that they co-
operated during the event. These figures
are supported by Baurmann who found that
almost half of the respondents reacted pas-
sively, i.e., with.no resistance. There are
differences in the estimates of the age of
the offender—the mean age of offenders
reported by male respondents is about 20,
but about 27 if the respondent is female.
This fits into the reaction pattern reported,
for we can assume that the greater the age
difference between victim and offender the
less the cooperation. To make the penal
relevance of the events reported obvious,
all offenders younger than age 14 were ex-
cluded from the analysis so that interac-
tions between children are not included in
this survey.

There are certain characteristic differences
between the Monchengladbach study and
the Michigan study. This is partly due to
differences in the penal.codes. The Michi-
gan code invades the privacy of consenting
sexual behavior much more than the Ger-
man code, Therefore, a much hjgher inci-
dence of victimization (being confronted
with sexual behavior which is against the
law) is found in Michigan. Here, too, we
find that most victimizations take place
without violence and that the percentage of
offenders known prior to the act i3 high,
even higher than in Monchengladbach.,
This is no“surprise given the fact that the
Michigan law covers private acts which in
Germany are not considered to be criminal
uffenses. Forty-four percent of the female
students in Michigan said that their reac-
tion was. cooperative; 40% resisted active-
ly. Only 12% reported that they were
forced into the act. The response pattern by
male respondents is much the same as.in
Monchengladbach: Eighty percent cooper-
ated, 11% resisted actively and 4% were
forced inio the act.

The preceding comparisons suggest that
sexual victimization, even if quite wide-
spread in both cultures, means something
different for males and feriales. Male re-
spondents seem to be not so repelled by
what happened to them. In both cultures,
we often find the offender is well known to
the victim, While in Monchengladbach we
found more acts reported to parents, there

- was an equal amount of victimizations re-

ported to police by Michigan mal&’and fe-
male victims and Monchengladbach male

G 0

victims (between 1% and 3%) while female
victims in Monchengladbach reported al-
most 10% of their victimizations to police.
Exhibitionism is most likely to be reported
in both cultures—here the victim obviously
does not feel actively involved,

Kirchhoff and Kirchhoff were especially
interested in the impact of victimization at
an early age. Their data show that there are
no differences in the sociosexual careers of
victims and nonvictims. This is especially
significant if one compares those who were
victims of sexual abuse as children and
those who were not victimized as children.
There is however a slight tendency for the
victims to start their sociosexual career edr-
lier than the nonvictims (dating starts at
12.4 years for victims versus 13.7 years
for nonvictims) but the more intimate con-
tacts are experienced at the same age by
victims and nonvictims. It is therefore not
found that the offender introduces the
child-victim into activities which the victim
would not otherwise experience.

The research done by Baurmann and
Kirchhoff and Kirchhoff leaves questions
unanswered. But it seems to be more and
more clear that sexual victimization is not
a rare event. It is therefore important to
look i~to the variations of sexual victimiza-
tion and to clarify more specxﬁcally what
the impact of sexual victimization is. It is
important to know what damage occurred
during the primary victimization in order to
understand whether secondary victimization
by the criminal justice system is necessary
or if it is preferable to avoid that possibil-
ity in cases where no damage is done in

the primary victimization, The offenses of

exhibitionism and nonviolent interaction
with children especially deserve scrutiny
and precise evaluation to-avoid unnecessary
traumas to the victims and avoidable. ha-
rassment. of their offenders.

This paper reviewed victimological re-
search in Germany in the second half of
the 1970’s. The research done rests on
méthods and experiences developed in the
United States, but there are important dif-
ferences in details which make it worth-
while to be aware of differences and
similarities in the field of victimology.
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In this paper, nonreported crime includes

. all offenses about whici the authorities ﬁ
have no knowledge and which, therefore, =

do not appear in crime statistics.> Only

- when reported and nonreported offenses are

both known can one make a statement on’
- the real extent of crime or on the size of

- various offending’ groups. Because they are
based solely on available police statistics,

- the Annual -official reports -are problem-

matic. :

o Po]’ice"état‘ist‘i‘cs‘may state a 'c_rini‘é rate in-
. crease of, for example, 6.8% from 1974 to -
+ 19753 but the undetlying causes for this

rate increase may be any of the following:*
® The police were notified of a higher per-

 centage of crime in 1975 than in 1974

- *Translation and Teproduction by pérmission of
the Bundeskriminalamt, Wiesbaden, Federal Re-
public of Germany, These papers.are a transla-

- ' tion by Sigried Pilgrim of Chapters 10 and 11 of -

" Empirische Kriminal Geographie (Emipirical

Criminal Geography) by Hans-Dieter Schwind,
Wilfried Ahlborm, and Rudiger Weiss. Published

by the Bundeskriminalamt in Wiesbaden in. L
1978, Professor Schwind is currently-at the De.-

* partment of Legal Science (Rechtswissenschaf)

- at the University of Bochum. . - ; g

“in police work, " .+

to make available information on both re-
ported and nonreported crime; only the
summation of both numbers can establish
the statistical basis needed for a crime poli- ¢
cy.® Without it, a realistic assessment of

the situation, . which should precede each
decision regarding the fight against crime,
is impossible. It seems not quite credible in.
light of the above that, as some critics ar-
gue,? victimization surveys-have no value

Research into nonreported offenses based.

--on questioning victims appears quite use-

ful—and not anly-to the author—primarily
because it is-a prerequisite for—

< ®_The above mentioried assessment of the

total crime situation, including not only re-

- ported but also nonreported offenses

* Optimal police utilization when the dis-
tribution of nonreporied crime can be de-
termined, e.g., for certain city- districts

® Correctly estimating solved crime rates :

“which refer only to reported offenses; and

* Assessing victims® behavior and readi-
hess to. testify, which is related to the vic-
tims’ confidence in the work of the .. -
authorities (especially the-police).,

. G S . : i investigations of nonreported offenses*
g = i Distribution of criminal offenses not known to authorities i
Iz o A , " T > PR ‘ N R : % HANS-DIETER. SCHWIND AR B
zf‘ o Ishii, Akira (1979) L ..~ -Schwind, Hans-Dieter, and Wilfricd Ahl- e : LT f , o ‘ : :
o ; “‘Opferbefragung in Tokyo” [A victim«" -born, Hans Jurgen Eger, Ulfi‘ch Jany, : i i ‘ E : : 3 ; U : R . . B B i
i -ization questionnaire in Tokyo] in Kirch- Volder Pudel; and Rudiger Weisz‘(l??S) SR ' ‘ g : . — — = " - g ‘ T——— = e
hoff, GerdﬂFerdmand, and Klaus_ Sessar . ngnkelfeldforschung " Gottznggn. Eme_ 2 On the meaning of nonreported . . Compared to the prior year, the intens&jf S definitely affeét police work. These in-
& (eds.), Das Verbrechensopfer. Ein Read- Opferbefragung zur Aufhellung des Dun i ; reu h  of o ion by the autbedt: ally” chud ;
er zur Viktimologie [The crime victim— kelfeldes und zur Erforschung der Bes- . crime to g%graphlcal-tl:rlme research o prosecution by the au orities (especéa v/ clude— : , : |
5‘ A reader in victimization]. Bochum. - . timmuhgsgrunde fiir die Unterlassung and actual police work' P th?l‘ EOIIC?) may hg‘_’e Increased in 1975° The nonreported crime field or “dark
Co Kirchhoff, Gerd Ferdinand (1977) - der Strafanzeige [Dark field research in Geography of crime research which con ¢ The crime rate did indeed increase. mmber
: ’ “Victimologische Héhepunkte 1976 in- Gottingen: A victim survey to explore - cemns itself exclusively with reported of- -~ Without knowledge of the reasons why ¢ Numbers of solved offenses
den USA™ [Victimological highlights . the dark field of crime and the reasons .+ fenses covers only a part of committed crimes are riot reported (see also further * ‘The confidence of the population in the
1976 in the United States] in Monatssch- for not reporting to the police]. offenses, namely, those that have become. details in Pudel 1978, P. 205 ff), no state- " effectiveness of their police force (report-
, rift fiir Kriminologie und Strafrechtsre- _ Wiesbaden. . . PR ! known ldcrime»inVestigatiogx authorities or - ment should be made on increasing or de- - ing behavior); and ‘ EES
Jorm: 313-321. ‘ ; " Schwind, Hans-Dieter, Wilfried Ahlborn, ; . that have been reported to the police. How- creasing’ numbers of criminal offenses, In' o The so-called “sense of security’”® of the
; Kirchhoff, Gerd Ferdinand, and Claudia Rudiger Weisz, et al. (1978) PR A ' ever, it is necessary to faclude nonreported any event, “a statistical increase in crime offender based on his or her expectation of
‘Kirchhoff (1976) S o Er{zpii:is:ghe Kriminalgquraphte—l(n- ; offenses in any investigation to obtain a occurrence due to an increase in police no- bei;’r‘xg apprehended and sentenced (risk of
i “Hidden sexual victimization by sex of- minalitdtsatlas Bochum. Bestandsauf- : { clear picture of crime patterns. tification is no loss in safety, but in reality sucgess). T
i fenders. The Michigan sample,™ paper nahme und Weiterfuhrung am Beispiel : ~ R 4 gain in safety.”” It is therefore imperative f

“Asthe number of crimes solvad (Schwind

1978:70) increases, confidence in the abili-
ty of the authorities to solVe crimes also in-
creases with the result that more offenses
arg; reported and the willingness to testify

© increases, However, if the. number of

crimes solvéd decreases, the offende's
“sense of security” inoreases as his or her
risk appears smaller. AThe risk of the crime
being solved is appatently the risk that re-
strains the offender from committing the
offense; seldom is it found to be ‘the /fhrcat;
of punishment). ! “If the risk is high, the
crime rate decregses—if the riskis low, the
crime rate increases.”!? This. same effect is

‘to be expected when the offender perceives
- that the offense is not reportéd; in other

words, the number of nonreported crimes
increases. - g o :
A comparison bétween New York City-and
Tokyo shows that these differénces are not
imaginary.'® In New York City; solved

homicides constitute 69.4%, whereas in

Tokyo the rate is 97.4% (a difference of 28

. percentage points!)y for robbery the differ-,
_ence js-even larger, namely 18.9%. in New

York City and 84% in Tokyo (a difference
of 65.1%); for rape—solved cases in Néw
York city, 36,9% and in Tokyo 94% (a

T
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BRL Victims and society. Washington: 17— - this symposium by ,Hans" Joachini_ R " 'The ideas ‘put forth followin‘pari 2 le,czui-e pre- T[us Jast.xssqe n paﬂxculm: Appeats to d_éél difference of 57.1%). Hans Joachim =
~ ; T . I , mTOT « B ; oy SR - with the image of the public servant. In Qi RS
R S . : » Schneider). ~ © Sl sented by. the author on the-occasion of the 15th that respect, certain feedback mechani - Sthneider has interpreted these, differences
P, L : o Scheafer, Stephen (1976) : . SRR A e SRS SR L ! O T " ERUCHRE R Lt ! /[ b § s }l}efiu:)arang;f')ss]ogt:,gonceMUmon Del;:!gatei, B : respe ’ Ce ln cedbac mec dnl?ms iﬂ like manner; In Victi'né[ogy__A science
: : . iminolo: ston, : T T e L T e T o IR 7 SR * -held Qetober 30, 1976, in fainz, on the subject = O ST . of crimie vietim ites that—- :
S ; . Intfoductionto g‘rxmmology‘._ Rgston. S {( e e S S e /o - of Research im;) the Area of Non-Reported - ‘Merschmann and Hohner write “that recent ‘/,gf)f mme wctlms:l978, he writes that‘ o :
O S ol R T Nl BN L e Rl Ao - Crimes and Crime Geography-as Examples of studies seem'to indicate that the registering of « - In New York City it is possible to ob- £
B b ,, B R R T O R R R A P Praxis Oriented Criminalistic-Criminological Re- * offenders occurs selectively” (see Mersch- " Serve a process of social disorganization f p
‘ S T SR - Search Work™ (see also Schwind 1977a), o mann, Walter, and Hohner 1976). © - .-~ Which rests mainly on the fact that the TS
; i £ 3See Schwind, Ahlbom, Eger et al, (1975), Z,f_lce Herald 5‘19177)’1 o statistic ioqny. | POPulation’s potential to resist crime has -
‘. o DTN See Federal Bureau of Criminal Investigation _The value of the police crime statistic is-that Sl at least within the metronall.
i | : | ey, eminl Jove ,-? it is a “reliable measurement insrument of the ‘/,A’ * diminished, kat least ’Wlth.l’n the mgnopqh
' ; 1 ST - 4See alsy Schwind (1977b), ~ >4 . burden with which police work s concerned™ /1 i . S e
A & FARE e ; - %Sec most recently g(urzinéer aorny. o GeeHerold 1977:292), S }'QSee the wse:of this Sxpressionn R‘,)ss‘mmn . U N
S R : , S D o g G e RO : VQSee Bmg‘ger (1977). R e (}974)‘ i : L ) b - s | “d
g W, A e e T D Jbow T HAlso see Kube (1975),. ) N R
R i : E i s i FAN : v o - 128ee Baver (1975). " o SRRV PO LR
~ § : e oo See Schneider (1975). N R,
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tan districts ... which aré burdened
with a high rate of crime. A low rate of
solved crimes leads towards the popula-
tion’s mistrust-of the police. This lack of
confidence in the authorities elicits a re-
duced willingness to Teport offenses and
weakens the general population’s support

- of the police work in solving crimes. A
reduced amount of assistance.in the ‘
criminal police work leads to a lowered
rate of crimes solved. A high incidence
of nonreported crimes (a high dark num-
ber) and a low rate of solved offenses in
turn lead to a lack of confidence by the
population in the work of the police
force and its effectiveness. And so the
circle closes. This continious process
carries on in a negitive sense. However,
a social process of a completely opposite
nature can be observed in Tokyo, where
confidence in the police and support of
their work by the general public leads ¥
towards a high rate of solved cases. This

- high incidence of solved offenses has a
most positive effect on.social control and
numbers of crime. The offender has a

-real risk of being apprehiended and he is
quite aware of this.

Given. these circumstances, it is hard to un-
derstand why the importance of research
into nonreported crime is not recognized in
police work. Surely, this problem requires
strategic thinking as well as openness to-.
ward the value of scientific research. The
Federal Bureau of Criminal Investigation
has shown much interest, for example, by
awarding three research contracts dealing
with the area of nonreported offenses dur-
ing the past 4 years. The recipients of
these awards were: University of Géttingen
(see also “Dark Number Research in Got-
tingen '1973/74");'* University of Freiburg
(see also “Questioning of Crime Victims in
Stuttgart”);'* and, University of Bochum
{(see also “Cr,ime-MaP Bochum,™ the pre-
sent research work). 16 R

At the Congress of Criminologists in. Frei-
burg in the fall of 1975,'7 Blankenberg -
criticized the Gottingen research on nonre-
ported crime, because it did not corisider
that some offenses known to the authorities

148ee Schwind, Ahlborn, Bger et al. (1975).
+«"Summary in Schwind. (1976),

'5See Stephan (1978). , -
ASWith reference to the most recent. investiga-
tions into the area of nonreported crime in the
United States, see also Skogan (1975, 1976,
and 1977), P e .
"TXVIII Meeting, of the Association of Crimi-
“nology, Freiburg'im Breisgau, October 9-12,
1975. L@ S
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8-1. Calculated ratios for individual areas of Bochim
for the nonreported crimes (dark number)

[

Nonreported offenses ~ Dark-numbeF ratios

Offenses  In Calculated values Upper Most
B . known - . random - for size of population and lower " probable
City area ‘topolice” -samples (+ deviation} limits valug
e

Center-North 2,148 13 2,786  (£58.2%) = 1:2—1:1 ot
Center—South 1,635 31 6643 (:37,1%) 16~13. "4
Bochum-Nw ) 1,296 26 5571 (+48.6%) 1:6—1:2 . {4
Bochum-NE i ‘1,084 34 7286 (£458%) - 171014 - 47
Werne-Langendreer. 1,363 24 5143 (x44.5%) * 1512 1:4
Querrenburger-Stiepel 872 1 2357  (%77.5%) - 1:5—131 1:3
Weltmar-South ‘ ‘ 631 2 .. 429 (:1385%) @ q2— . 1
Linden-Dahlhausen . 632 9 1,929 . (+84.2%) 16— 1:3
Wattenscheid ‘ 2,212 40 8571 (240.1%) 1512 14
No data - 10 : St i :
Total

190 40,714  (£169%) o1d—18 13

were not reported by citizens but becanie
known to the authorities in other ways,

. e.g., through their own police investiga-

tions. Stephan (1976)'¥ pointed out that
“research in the Federal Republic of Ger-
many as well as in the U.S,A. shows that
up to 95% of all complaints registered with
the police originate from the population,”
For the cited German research, the work
by Weis and Muller-Bageh! on “Private]y
filed criminal complaints” (Private Strafan-

zeigen) is referenced. This latter investiga-

tion, however, does not support Stephan’s

work, as Weis and Muller-Bagehl demons- -

strated on the basis of the numbers ob-
tained from an unnamed police office,
where 459 offenses over a period of 4
months became known to the police, and’
134, or almost 30% became known dtie to
the inVestigative work of the authorities

- themselves. '

It was not possible to obtain a complete

- count for all police-discovered crimes inn -

Bochum as this would have represented an

extraordinary and untenable amount of ad-

ditional work forthe police. The Police
President, however, initiated a count-in a-
part of the town (Wattenscheid) during a 4-

- week period, with the following resclt for

robbery, bodily injury, and theft: of.176
cases, 173 were reported and only 3 (less
than 2%) were known through the work.of
the airthorities, Since this percentage is so
low, it has not been considered in the com-
puiation of the “nonreported” crime in
Bochum, L

- Y3Stephan (1978:55);

!*Weis and Muller-Bageh! (1971).

Distribution of nonreported crime inv
Bochum ‘

Criminologists have long discussed the
question of a constant relationshi between
reported and nonreported crime.2® There is
no agreement on whether in areas of high
reported crime the number of nonreported
crimes would also be high, or, alternately,
whether if the rate of reported crime is
high, the unreported number of offenses:
would be correspondingly Tow. The ques-
tion therefore ‘centers around the propor-
tional relationship of nonreported to
reported crime. .

In the 19th century, Quetelet (1796-1874)
assumed a constant relationship: ‘

This relationship is necessary, and I re-
peat, if this were not so, everything else
which up to now has been attested to
based on statistical research into crime,
would be wrong and absurd.?

In the 1970's, Hellmer,? assumes that in
‘crime geography the “non-repotted arcas
are of no interest”® to us “since it is ev-
erywhere the same.” He further assumes B
that the relation between reported and non-
reported offenses is-coristant, This view-
point seems to coincide even today ‘with -
the opinion of (most) police authorities. It
is assumed that the “known value is repre-
sentative within'a tolerable limit, or at least
symptomatic, of the structure and trend in

criminality.”* Criminology, up to now,

20See also Kaiser (1974); see furthér Mersch:
mann, Walter, Hohner (1976). . )
“Quetelet (1977), -

#See Hellmer (1974), o
2:’}“Iellmer-Schuh:r Jager differs.in The-Crimiz ‘
nological Regional Analyses (1976),

2

-*8ee Heinz (1975); ;
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=

LR P 0 IS8 e T e A G iR 55 « ek, b

Crime locations

Note: Excerpled from Schwind, Ahlborn, and Weis,
Empirischie Kriminalgeographie, Wiesbaden, 1978,

Figure 8~1. Percentage distribution of reported offenses
In statistical city districts of Bochum
(all known offenses except store theft):

0.0-0.5%

0.6-1.0%

o 1.1-2.0%

‘ 2.1-4.0%

FEA a1-s0%
B m B.i‘Voormore'

self-servingly helped itself in this dilemma .

on nonreported crime by subscribing to the
hypothesis of constancy in the relationship
between reported and actually committed
crime, This implies that.police statistics dre
a reliable barometer of an increase or de- .
crease of actual numbers of o fenses, >

On casual inspection, Figures 8-1 and §-2

appear to support Quetclet's and Hellmer’s

assumption. These chatts contain all of-
fenses. included in the research except. store
theft, for which nonregiorted numbers can-

not be adequately asceftained,?® (Schwind -

**Merschmann, Walter, and Hohner (1976),
*See, however, the estimates in Blankenbur
(1973). The information received from the de-
partment stores would probubly be of little val-
ue in this respect, as normally it. would be

- difficult for-owners of the stores. (or the store

managers) to correctly assess loss of an item
due to theft rather than any other of a number
of reasons, . :

A e e st

1978:70). A first glance, comparing the
percentage distribution of offenses in the
statistically tabulated area, shows that these
offenses are concentrated in' the innér city
for both reported and nonreported crimes,

- whereas the other parts of the city general-

ly show a Jower crime burden.

On closer inspection, however, it becomies
evident that, aside from central Bochum,
district F-(E in Figure 8-2) shows a high:
value for reported crime, while this same
value for nonreported crime is held by dis-
trict D (F in Figure 8-2). Further, almost
none of the districts shows the same
amount of reported as nonreported crime,

It seems difficult, therefore, to talk about a

constant relationship between the two—the
deviations are simply too large. How large
-these differences really are becomes appar-"

ent from examining Figure 8-3 and Table
8-1,.The relationships between nonreported
and reported crime among the city districts

of Bochum differ quite markedly. High
numbers for nonreported crime ‘in the -
northeast (Bochum-NE) are opposed by
low numbers for nonreported crimie in the
south (Weitmar-South). The nonreported .-
crime ratio is in the first case (average esti-
mate) 1:7 and in the second case 1:1. In
areas where reported crime is high, nonre-
ported crime'is also high; It:is therefore
permissible to modify the Quetelet and
Hellmer hypotheses such that— ’

I
. The,suppoﬁtion of consthnt:proponions
holds true-only to the extent that it appears

. that there is both. a high figure for nonre- -

ported offenses and a high figure for re-
ported offenses or a low figure for .
nonreported and a low figure for reported

-offenses

* However, these proportions change when

high and low crime areas are compared,

- This means that Hellmer is not quite right
‘when he says that nonreported crime is of -

- Qity studies of victimization - 67 :
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Crime locations .

Note: Excerpted from Schwind, Ahlborn, and Wels,
Empirische Kriminalgeographie, Wiesbaden, 1978.

Figure 8-2. Percentage distribution of nonreported offenses
(dark number) in' Bochum statistical city districts
(all known offenses except store theft):

0.0-0.5%
0.6-1.0%
11-2.0%
2.1-4.0%
4.1-8.0%

8.1% or more
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no interest in crime geography “as it is the
same everywhere.” It appears advisable in
future studies to also consider nonreported
crime in.any crime-geographic study based
"on the differences in amount of crime, or
to prove the Bochum relationships to-be
incorrect. - Lo

In this connection, the weaknesé of the Bo-

chum study should be pointed out. The
confidence intervals (see Table 8-1) are

quite large and the actual values for nonre-

ported crime are quitejmall. Following the
values obtained in the Gottingen research
(e.g., nonreported crime ratio for theft '
1:7), project leaders:of the: Bochum study-
anticipated similar.results with correspond-
ingly larger values for nonreported offenses
and smaller standard deviations. In Géttin-
gen,?” 310 nonreported offenses were

?’See Schwind; Ahlborn, Eger et al. -
(1975:22). .

found (excluding store theft), but only 190
were noted in Bochum (based on 1,680 in-
terviews). It is therefore not valid to com-
pute norireported crime values for the town
districts as the confidence intérvals would
be too large.- ‘

In future research, larger random samples
of citizens should be questioned than was
the case in Bochum. If this is too expen--
sive, the sample should be drawn from the
population in certain conspicuous parts of -

town (which is planned as a followup study
for Bochum in the next several years). We

could not enlarge on the random sample in
Bochum (almost twice as large as in Gét-
tingen) because we lacked personnel 0 in-
terview and funds to pay them, Crime
geography which aspires to include nionre-
ported crime is therefore quite personnel
and money-intensive,, "

Too few nonreported robberies were un- - .

studies to permit calculation of the ratio of

. reported to- nonrgported-crime. Such crime -

is (still) quite rare®® in Germany and is
thought to be usually reported, This indi-
cates that the German population still- has
confidence in the police and the signs of
disorganization so. noticeable in New York
City basically are still absent here.

Nonreported crime appears therefore to

cover primarily theft (including store theft)

and bodily injury, offenses, which—as *
mentioned above (see Schiemann 1978, p.-
129)—together constitute about two-thirds
of police crime statistics (see above Ahl-

-born et al. 1978, p. 29). It should interest.

Bochum’s police superigtendent that in
1975 there were not only— ‘

# 12,123 reported theft offenses (except
store thefts) but an additional 40,731 simi-

PThe situation in the United States is differ-

+48.6%
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Note; Excerpted from Schwind, Ahlborn, and Weis,

Emplrische Kriminalgeographle, Wiesbaden, 1978,
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Figure 8-3. Comparison of reported and nonreported crime S
(calculated values) in the city areas of Bochum:
Theft (all except store theft)
. +45.9%

+44.5%

AL YA IR T

E Dark-nur’ﬁber ratio

Reported offenses

. Not reported offenses

lar offenses that were not reported Y
e 865 police reports of bodily injuries but  the city of Bochum® and, second, whether

-an additional 6,214 of which the pdlice had. or not the social structure of the two cities

was different. Third, the influence of the
press on the impending study was tested.

no knowledge. ‘ '
This shows that in the time interval cov-,

test the representativeness of the sample for

ered, ot only the 12,988 .offenses reported
to police were cominitted in Bochum, but
probably. 60,000 offenses (Schwind 1978,
p. 70). The reasons that these offenses
were not reported to the police is covered
in closer detail in Pudel (1978) pp. 205~
210, S : :

Sunimary. S t

For the first question, regarding the repre-

sentative sampling, with respect to the test-. ]
™ individuals with Volksschulbildung (grade-

ed:variables (sex, age, marital status,
geographic area, and nationality), no
marked difference was apparent between
the random sample and the general popula-
tion of the city. Only in the variables

“marital status” and “pationality” were de-

2’The same was done for the Gottingen study:

To compaxé the rc;shlté of the Bochum zmd(f\ see also Schwind, Ahtbom, Eger et al.

viations noted; however, these are not

o large.

A comparison of the social structures of
Gottingen and Bochum shows that because
of the strong influence of the secondary
sector (industrial), Bochum shows a dispro-
portionately high number of workers and

school education). The random sample in" -
Bochum shows a larger proportion of
housewives, retirees,; and social-security re-
cipients, Married individuals had § greater
role in the Bochum study than in the Got-
tingen study.

Due to the influence of the university and
the tertiary’sector in Gottingen, the propor-

e i S e o e

Gottingen studie, it was first necessary to”

\ (1975:129-135),

covered in-both the Bochum-and Gottingen . ent: see also Schwind (1977¢). - tion of civil servants/white-collar workers
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is higher than in Bochum, and therefore,
also the number of persons with higher
faducz‘ition. The ‘influence of the university
1S quite apparent in the Gottingen random
sample: the number of students among
those interviewed is considerably higher
than in the Bochum sample. This is also
reflected in the greater number of 20 year
olds and unmarried individuals in Gottin- -
gen. Larger differences also occurred with'
respect to employment and educational fac-
tors and marital statys, '

The influence of the press on the Bochum
study was minimal, because only a few

persons interviewed had read about it jn.. ¢~

the newspapers. Therefore, the low rate of
refusals and invalid answers in Goattingen

and Bochum compared to the other studies

cannot be explained as being the résult of
the influence of the press.
0]

‘ ‘ . ' v 4
Comparison of results:
Géttingen, Bochum
HANS-DIBTER SCHWIND '

The results of the crime victim study in
Bochum differ from those of the Géttingen
study. These results wamn against an as-
sumption of a constant relation between re-
ported and nonreported crime figures: - -
(Schwind et al. p, 340). It also questions
the hypothesis that there are no regional
 differences in nonreported crime. This in
tumn suggests research'into whether rionre.
;)(9;ted Tates remain proportionately con-
sant over several years or change ~
- considerably each year.sWhich holds true
can only be ascertained by a continuous
statistical monitoring of nonreported crime,
The nonreported crime rate in 1975 in Bo.
chum was considerably lower than in 1973
in Géttingen (see Table 8-2). o

No‘nreppr,ted offenses involving theft k
(excluding store theft)°

In-both.the Bochum and Géttingen re-
search, theft is the most statistically reli-
able crime studied because it is the most
numerous offense in police statistics and
was also the most reported offense inthe .

~random sample. The police registered
12,123 cases in Bochum (Géttingen,
4,869) and our random sample showed 190
(Gﬁ{tingen, 310) nonreported cases (ex--

- cluding store theft), L '

R ‘
*These details are closely aligned (in order to
- compare) with the text and structure of the
Gottingen study (see also Schwind, Ahtborn,
Eger, et al. 1975). R o
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(Géttingen* and Bochum)

8-2. Compaiison of offenses known to-the polica and thosa in our atudy‘;

; Nonrepbned offenses

Dark-number raﬂb

B

- following picture emerges: in aggravated

100%  100%  100%

Emplrically
::alculated
: or-the . Upper and
© . Known to In random population lo N i
C : wer Most
;‘fs;gg sc;f . i police = - . sample: (= doviation)  * limit valjehkely‘
nse ; (1) : (3) ' CY (5)
6 B G B, & B 6 B & 8
Theft— . 4863 11,783 310 190 g 0.7 ‘
Theft- 4 . : 33,480 40733 18- 14~ 17 13
s th".‘e%ta ‘ 945% 93.?% 939% '80.8% 113.‘8% *16.9% 16 1:3
Bodily - - 283 885 20 2. 216 :
odily. 8 ‘ : . 2160 . 6214 1:11- 110~ 10 17
:jrgll‘;g:; o 575% = 6.@% 6.1% S 182% . x£48.8% *37.3% 14 14
Total S 5152 12,648 330

219 35640 46943 18- 14 17 e
100% +16.0% =156% 15 19 | 4

' *Seo Table 13 Jn Schwind (1975 p. {
*includes attompts (tersh e 2

8-3. Logal classification of thefts: Comparizon of those

offanges known to police and thqu no! known to police (inc!udlng attempts)

35.5%  64.5% . 78.4%

- (Géttingen® and Bochum)
Nonreported qﬂehses ) Dark-number ratio

‘ Empirically

3‘ ‘ calculated
L ';al - Known to In rando o e ‘ ‘

jal n random opulation U d Most fike!
clagsification police sam, {dovi wor it vy Kol

) pla deviation lowei
of qﬁmetype )] @ - ‘ 3 ) ¢3‘%{4')'""’t valu(es)

] M ‘ AR — -

1: & B. @ B8 G .8 .6 B G B
Siriple theft 1780 3139 243 133 ‘2g244 28517 117-217= 1:15 i

700% 112% . 19.2% 113 15

Aggravated 3,139 7,997 67 57

) s ; 7,236 12214 13- 12~ 1 :
theft _BA5% 6l1% 206% 300% 202% 2o4% 15 o 2 12
Total 4869 11783 310 190 480 40731 16 14

' , i /33,480 V40,731 138~ 14~ 17 13 |-

100% 100%  100%  100% 13.8% " 169% 16 }fg" WA

"See Table 44 In Schwind (1975), p. 159,

. Bochum, the dark number in Géttingen'is

“300% higher (as should be the ‘case) but

The calpﬁlated value obtained for the total
population of Bochum therefore indicate:

-that in 1975, 40,731 thefts occurred (in- .
- cluding attempted theft). This figure js an

estimated value which can deviate
£16.9%. For Bochum this results in a

~nonreported theft ratio of 1:3-(most likely

value). This means, that for every theft
known to the police, three thefts were not
reported (see Table 8-3). -

A separate comparison of figures obtained

for petty theft and aggravated theft (para-
graphs 242 and 243 respectively in the
German Criminal Code Book) shows that

in both Bochum and Gaottingen the percent- -

age of cases of ‘aggravated theft in police

records is considerably higher (Bochum

61.1%:; Gottingen 64.5%) than in the ran-
dom sampling (Bochum 30.0%; Géttingen

21.6%). The percentage of aggravated » -

thefts which are reported to the police is
apparently much larger than simple thefts.
This result underscores the assumption that

a theft is more likely to be reported to the'

authorities if it involves a severe offense.

The ‘nonreported crime figure for aggravat- - »

ed theft accordingly is 1:2 for Bochum ..
(similar to the Gottingen results) (sec Table
8-3); for petty theft it is.1:6 (Gottingen, -

1:15). The difference in the Bochum and

Gittingen figures is therefore the result of
the fact thm in Géttingen fewer petty thefts

L

bt

e i,

(offenses without aggravating circum-
stances) were reported. In the case of petty
theft, it is noticcable again that in Géttin-
gen a high number of attempted petty
thefts were not reported (Géttingen, 1:68;
Bochum, oaly 1:6; see Table 8-4). In abso-
lute numbers, combining the two cities, the

theft 7,197 offenses are known to the po-
lice—12,214 empirically calculated nonre-
ported offenses. In the case of petty theft,
there were 4,586 known offenses compared
to 28,500 unknown offenses, Only 113 at-
tempted thefts were reported to the police;
attempted aggravated thefts represented -~
1,541 with a calculated value of 1,714 at-
tempted thefts (see Tables 8-3.and 8-4).

If the value of the stolen goods is consid:
ered (see Table 8-5), the assumption that a
less severe case is less likely to be reported
than a more severe case is again con-
firmed, The less often reported, less severe
offenses in Géttingen should be considered
the reason why the total of the nonreported

8-4. Legal classification of tho offenses Involving theft: Comparison . Ry
of nonreported and reported offenses (including attempted '
offenses) (Gottingen* and Bochum)
Nonreporied offerises Dark-number ratio
Empirically
calculated
Legal for the
classlfication Krown to In random population Upper and = Most likely
of the type police - - sample {deviation) lower limit - value
of offense (1) - (3) (4) {5)
G B G B G B G B G B
Attempted 82 118 a5 3 .. . 540 643 1:127- 1:12- 1:68 1.6
simple theft 02% - 1.0%  16% 16% 87.5% 133.6% 18
Simple theft 1,722 4,467 238 130 25,704 27,874 1:17- 17— 115 16
: 854% 37.9% 76.8% 684% 150% 194% 113 15
Altempted 450 1,541 14 5 1512 0 1,072 15~ - 1.3 1
aggravated theft  9.2% 18.1%  4.5%  26% 52.1% 87.6% 12
Aggravated theft 2,689 5,648 53 52 5724 11,149 1.8~ 13- 1.2 132
552% 47.9% 171% 27.4% 263% 31.2% 1:2 . 111
No data : 14
0.12% N .
Total 4,869 11,783 310 190 33,480 40,738 1:8~ 14~ 17 13
100%  100% - 100% . 100% *13.8% *169% 1:6 1:3

to reported crime figures for Gottingen and
‘Bochum are different. If in Géttingen less

*See Table 45 in Schwind (19f§). p. 160,

severe cases are less often reporied than in

‘larger than in Bochum,

The different social structure of the two
cities may play a role in the different re-
porting behavior. The residents of Gottin-
gen should be (on the average) wealthier
than alarge part of the Bochum-population
which consists -of working families, How-
ever, even taking the reporting behavior
into account, it becomes evident that Bo- -
chum has a lower theft incidence. Table 8-
6 shows that the population of Bochum is
three times that of Gattingen, but the ingi- -
dence of theft (excluding store theft) is not

“only about 25%, Maybe the successful ef-
forts of the Bochum policé force could bg
the reason for the lower nonréported fig-...
ure. {Fhis, in turn, could affect the confi-

-+ dence of the population in the work of the
police (see Pudel, p. 205),

Another reason for the ,lhrge difference in ,
nonreported offenses could be the varying

8-5. Value of the stoien goods: Comparison of nonreported and reported
offenses (including attempted offenses) (Géttingen* and Bochum)

Nonfeported offenses

Dark-number ratio

! Emplrically <:
" calculated o
. : for the Upper and
) Known to Ini random " population lower = Most likely
Value of police -~ sample (== deviation) - - limit value
stolen goods 1) (2) {3) : 4) (5)
G 2] G B G- B G B G B
Minimal 39 74 45 35 4,860 - 7,500 1:160- 11138~ 1:125 '1:10
value 0.8% - 0.6%  145% 18.4% =+28.7% x36.4% 1:89 - 1:64 .
under 405 745 - 13t -85 14,148 11,793 141~ 1:20- 1:35 116
DM25 83% ° 6.3% 423% 28.9% =16.1% #29.2% 1:29 1:11 .
25-100 DM’ 1,401 2,167 82 75 8,856 16,081 1:8- 1.9~  1:6 = 1.7
) 288% 184% , 264% 39,5% +20.9% x23.0% 15 16
100-1,000DM - 2,178 - 5738 . 39. 21 4212 4500 13- 1= 12 111
44.7% 4B7%  126%  11,1% £30.9% 44,5% 11 . 1:0.4 i
QOver 1,000 DM 378 1433 4 1 432 214 12-=  1:04 19 1:04
§ 7.8% 12.2% 1.3% 0.5% #97.8% £1959% = x
No data . 468.° 1,625 9 3
o "'96% 13.8% 29% - 16%
Total - 4,869 11,783 310 ~190. 33,480 - 40,739 18- 14~ 17 13
100% © 100% 100% - 100% = 13,8% +16.9%. 16 1:3

ability and willingness of the citizens to re-
-member, Indeed, the: honreported offenses
in Bochum are far greater than -in. Gottin~
gen during the first 6 months of the study
(sce Table 8-7); Table 8-8 illustrates ‘that in
Géttingen as in-Bochum the ability to re-
member depends on the valie of the dam-
age incurred. - R

"

tingen study

Nonreported robberies

It hag alreadg' been pointed out in the Gj/(if-‘
! that for robbery the confi-
..dence interval for the nonreported offense
ratio is:5o large no valid statement can be
made about it. This is because hardly any
‘cases of ‘nonreported robberies were found:

*See Table 46 in Schwind (1975), p. 164.

*See Schwind, Ahlborn, Eger et al,

(1975:177).,

only four cases in Géttingen and six in Bo-
chum, and all were attempted robberies.
Stephan’s study in Stuttgart,? however,
showed that 13 attempted and 9 accom-
plished robberies were not reported. De-
spite the low number of robberies, the dark
number ratio was calculated for the Gottin-
gen study (1:9), but with the observation

2tephan (1976:228).
. . . i -
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i 8-6. Population figures and theft occurrence
i In a comparison between cities
; Population ;
~_for (year) . Reported offenses Nonreported offenses - Total number of offenses
Gottingen  Bochum Géttingen . Bochum Géttingen ~ Bochum Géttingen  Bochum
i 1973 1975 . .
127,000 435,000 4,869 1,783 33,480 40,714 38,349 52,497
: *13.8% +16.9%

o

W

to police and not known to police (Géttingen and Bochum)

: 87. Quéirers during which thefts oceurred: Comparison of offenses known

Nonreported offenses

Dathk-number ratio

Empirically

‘caleulated ©

for the Upper and o
; Known to In random population lower Most likely
¢ police sample (= deviation)  limit value -
Quarter (1) @ 3) 4) (5)
G B G B G B G B G B
H 1 . 1,246 3,095 52 34 5616 7,290 16~ 13- 1:5 12
25.6% 26.3%  16.8% 17.9% *266% =34.3% 13 1:2
2 1,334 3,264 57 24 6,156 - 5164 16~ 3:0- 15 12
: 274% 27.7% 18.4% 126% £253% =445% 1:3 11
3 1,188 2,867 67 50 7236 10,721 = 1:8- 1:5- 16 14
: 244% - 24.3% 21.6% 26.3% . %23.2% +31.5% 1:5 13
: 4 + 1,100 2,551 82 51 8,856 10,935 1:10- 1:6- 18 14
| 22.6% 21.6% 26.4% 26.8% +£20.9% =286% 16 13
; No data 1 6 52 " 31
: 0.0% 0.1% . 168% 16.3% .
Total 4,869 11,783 310~ 190 33,480 40,739 18- Td- 17 13
¢ 100% 100% = 100%  100% =1 3.8% +189% 16 13 .

88, Distribution of unieported offanses over four quarters by vaiue

of stolen goods

.. (including attempted offenses), 1973 (Géttingen)* and 1975 {Bochum)

Minimal value

or no further Value of stolen goods

information, . Up to-25DM 25 to 100DM  100DM-+ Total

Quarter L (1) (2) L {8) [ I (1)-(4) -
G B .G B G B G B G B

¢ First 7 6 19 10 17 18 9 4 52 38
: Second 7 2 24" 13 14 8 12 7 57. 30
P Third . 9 10 134 23 15 i8 9 5 67 56 <
: Fourth 14 13 39 14 19 24 10 4 82 55
: No data = 17 7 15 10 17 12 3 2 52 31
. Total 54 38 1 70 82 80 43 22 310 210

*See Table 58 in Schwind (1975), p. 173.
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that the confidence interval of =+ 87.6%
makes the redult invaiid. The press report-
ed the sensational news that only “every
ninth robbery is reported to the authori-
ties.” To avoid such reports on the Bo-
chum study, the nonreported crime ratio
for robberies was deliberately not calculat-
ed. Keeping in mind the above consider-
ations, the calculated ratio obtained by
Stephan for attempted robbery, namely
1:117, appears somewhat problematical!®*

Nonreportéd bodily injuries
{assaultive crimes)

The above holds true in somewhat milder
form for bodily injuries (as was noted also
in the Géttingen study).>> Twenty-nine
cases were found during the random sam-
pling (Géttingen, 20); 865 offenses were
reported (Géttingen, 283). The deviation is
+37.3% in Bochum, somewhat more fa-
vorable than in Géttingen (+ 49.8%);
therefore the results are more useful. The
nonreported ratio is similar: Gottingen, 1.8,
and Bochum, 1:7. Contrary to the Géttin-
gen numbers, the absolute numbers of as-
saultive crime in Bochum is more élosely
correlated to the size of the population than
the number of thefts. In contrast to the
Géttingen study, which did not relate the

- number of assaults to the time of occur-

rence because the deviation was too large,
the Bochum figures can at least be dis-
cussed, The variation among categories
was somewhat lower and the “no informa-

Ny

tion” column was ‘smaller in B shum (see
Table 8-9). The ratio of reportgd and non-
reported offenses for bodily injuries is not
constant over the week-—Friday, 1:9; Mon-
day through Thursday, 1:3; Saturday and
Sunday, 1:10.

Table 8-10 presents the ability to remember
by the individuals interviewed—here it be-
comes apparent again, as in the case of
theft, that the first 6 months and the sec-
ond 6 months of 1975 barely differ in the
area of reported crime; however, the nonre-
ported crime ratio does. The difference in
Bochum is much more noticeable than in
Gottingen: for the first 6 months, the ratio
is 1:4 (Géttingen, 1:5), for the second 6
months of the year, the ratio is 1:9 (Géottin-
gen, 1:8), :

i

S

#Report in Ruhr-Nachrichien (Ruhr News]
October 30, 1974,

¥See Stephan (1976),

¥8ee Schwind, Ahlborn, Eger et al,
(1975:179),
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8-9. Day of the week on which the bodily injury occurred:
Comparison of offerises known to police and not known
to police (Gottingen* and Bochum)
Nonreported offenses Dark-number ratio
Empirically
calculated -
for the Upper and
Known to In random population lower Most likely
N police sample (= deviation) {imit value
Day of week (1 D -] ®) () (5)
G B G ¢ B G B G B G B
Monday: 136 438 6 6 648 1,286 1:0- 15 15 18
Thursday 48.1% 50.6% 30.0% 20.7% %79.8% %79.9% {17 1:1
Friday 47 "7 3 5 324 1,071 1S~ 117 137 19
“ : 166% 13.6% 15.0% 17.2% +113.0% =87.5% = 1:1
Waeekend 100 285 3 13 324 2786 1.7- 915 1.3 1:0
353% 329% 150% 44.8% =113.0% =542% s 1:4
No data 25 8 5 .
29% 40.0% 17.25%
Total 283 865 20 29 2,160 6,214 1111- 1110~ 1:8  1;7
100% ~ 100% ~ 100% - 100% =49.8% =37.3% 14 14
*See Table 70 In Schwind (1975), p. 185.

(Géttingen* and Bochum)

8-10. Six-month periods during which bodily injuries occurred:
Comparison of reported and nonrenorted offenses

No

nreported offenses Dark-numbar ratio

. = Empirically
calculated ..
for the Upper and
Known to In random population lower Most likely
police: - » sample (% deviation)  limit value
6-month period (1) &) G (5)
G B G " B G B G B G B .
1 160 448 7 9 756 1,929 188~ 47~ 15 14
56.5% - 51.8% 35.0% 31.0% =73.9% *652% 111 12 g
2 123 . 417 9 17 972 8,643 13- 1:13- 118 .
43.5% 48.2% 450% 58.6% =65.19% *473% 13 15
No data 4 3 . ‘
20.0% 104% :
Total 283 865 20 29 2,160 6214 111~ 1:10- 1.8 17
100% - 100%  100%  100% +49.8% =37.3% 14 1:4

*See Table 74 In Schwind (1 975), p. 188.

Summary

A comparison of the results ;\f _nomnreported
crime studics is quite proble/natical if the
social structure—as in Bochum and Géttin-
gen—shows marked differences. The per-
centages of blue-collar workers, skilled
laborers, retirees and social-security recipi-
ents is considerably higher in Bochum than
in Gottingen; in Gottingen, the number of *
students, employees, and civil servants
comprises a larger segment of the popula-
tion. The random samples reflect these dif-
ferences accordingly. Both cities, however,
are unrepresentative with respect to the em-
ployment and educational structure.in’the

Federal Republic as a whole. Further addi-
tional studies in other cities are necessary
if one desires to know more about the ex-,
tent of nonreported crime in the Federal - A
Republic of Germany. Stephan’s assump-
tion that the low refusal rate in the Goitin-
gen study (compared to his Stuttgart study)
ma§ have beeh influenced by the press (in
Géttingen-the citizens were informed about
the study) was not confirmed by the exam-~
ple in Bochum. Only 7,8% of those inter-
viewed had read about the study in“the
paper (although a total of 9 articles were
printed;inﬁtﬁtting"en there were 10):

B
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If the results of the Gottingen and Bochum
studies are compared—keeping in mind the
differing social structures of the two

cities—the following picture emerges: both |

studies show a higher rate of nonreported,
offenses for simple theft than for more se’
rious theft. More severe cases are more './"
likely to be reported than less severe cast&s
of theft. The nonreported. crime ratio for 1
aggravated theft in both cities is 1:2, i.e,"f/
for each such reported offense, 2 are*iict”
reported. For simple theft, however, there
are differences which can hardly be ig-
nored (Gottingen 1:15, Bochum only 1:6).
This difference is due to the fact that at-
tempted petty theft cases were reported less
often in Géttingen (Gottingen, 1:68; Bo-
chum, 1:6). Accordingly, most people
questioned as to why they did not report
the offense against them answered “it sim-
ply is not worth it when the damage is
small!” (see Pudel 1978; Schwind et al.
1975}. These results could be due to the
difference in social structure in Bochum
and Géttingen, particularly the-educational
structure, but this cannot be proven.

The results for assaultive crime in the Bo-
chum (1:8) and Géttingen ( 1:7) studies are
mostly similar; Since robberies were quite
infrequent, no result could be obtained be-
cause of the high standard deviation. In
summary, a comparison between the two
cities of Bochum and Géttingen shows that
‘the nonreported Crime rates in Bochum are
considerably lower than was the case in
Géttingen, 2 years earlier, :
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using police records

&

The victims’ perceptions of crime and the criminal justice system:

A pilot study of smali shopkeepers in Montreal*

MICHELINE BARIL

,_,

In recent years, several studies have exam-
ined the effects of victimization on the atti-
tudes of victims toward the criminal justice
system, The findings indicate weak or non-
existent relationships between citizens' per-
sonal experience of crime and their
perceptions of the criminal, the law, and
the various agencies dealing with crime.
Most of these studies deal only with atti-
tudes toward the police (Smith and Haw-
kins 1973, for instance), but the same
conclusions have been reached in research
concerned with the entire justice system
(Robert and,\\\]ﬁaugemn 1973).

As surprising as this finding appears in the
light of the theories of attitude formation
and attitude change, it has not been chal-
lenged. The original objective of the pilot
‘study presented here was to réexamine the
assumption that experience has no or little
impact on victims’ perceptions.

‘Although aytonomous, this project is con-
nected with a larger undertaking in the
criminology of soctal reaction, The
G.R.A.C. (Groupe de recherche sur les at-
titudes envers la criminalité), a research

group of the University of Montreal, is =~~~

currently involved in a series of studies of
public attitudes toward crime and criminal
policy. Its ultimate aim is to develop an
explanatoly model of attitudes.

\ .

" A multistage research program alternating
qualitative and quantitative methodologies -
has been developed by the G.R.AC. to
gather dats on' public opinion and, more
important, to ‘explore the determinants of
people’s attitudes towards crime-related
matters. ‘One of the purposes is to examine
the irpact of victimization on such atti-
tudes; this is the first objective of the proj-
ect described in this paper.

Concern with the impact of victimization
did not r%)cm only from the need for a bet-
ter uri'efstanding of attitude formation, but

also fram the belief that the consumer of a”

service can provide a mare valuable evalu-

._ation of that service than the public at

“large. Thus, the sccond objective was to
explore the/dppropriateness and the feasi-
bility of u//,(ng clients’ opinicns (in this

©ff

s
*Exce:ptcz,"from unpublished thesis, Universiiy
of Cambridge (England), 1978, Ms. Baril is cur-
tently at the Universite de.Npntreal, Montreal,
Quebec, ’

case, the victims’) as an evaluation mea-
sure of the criminal justice agencies.

Finally, the project was seen as a means:of
improving tactics and instruments of data
collection to be used in the subsequent na-
tional quantitative surveys.’

Method
Previous surveys

Victimization surveys and surveys of pub-
lic opinion on crime began with the Ameri-
can Crime Commission study of 1967, For
the period between 1967 and 1976, we
have referenced well over 500 studies. pub-
lished in the Western world alone on citi-
zen's opinions of crimes (Baril et al.
1976). Yet, despite a wealth of factual in-
formation, despite the very valuable impe-

~ tus given by the first studies, little progress

has been achieved and we still lack an ex-
planatory framework for the attitudes to-

ward crime-related matters. Pioneers, such

as Biderman, Ennis, and Reiss, opened the
door to a promising new field which com-
mercial and political interests immediately
appropriated to themselves. Since, it has
become convenient to administer question-
naires regularly, asking always the same
questions (“Are the courts too lenient?”
etc.), compiling “yes” and “no,"” and cross-
tabulating the.answers with a few demogra-
phic variables. The main limitations of
much of the crime-related attitude research
are— '

¢ There is tocﬁitﬂe concern, on the part of
researchers, ‘about the building of cumuia-
tive knowledge. Previous approaches are
too often merely copied, without any seri-
ous questioning of methodology, theory,
and-usefulness. .
* The populations studied often exclude
target groups such as teenagers, vagrants,
and prisoners, concentrating on “norimal”
citizens whose personal experience of
criminal reality is rather thin.

¢ Both the themes studied and.the lan-
guage used correspond more closely to the

« criminologist’s preconceived ideas than to

the population-surveyed. For instance, it
was found (Robert and Faugeron 1973;
Baril 1977) that words like “crime” and
“criminals” have a different meaning for
the specialists and the nonspecialists,

<D

e Of particulur importance is the matter of
validity. As remarked by Bourdieu et al.
(1973), most people are nice enough to an-
swer anything to any question. If the ob-
jects under study exist. out of the field of
knowledge or concern of the respondents,
we will still get answers—unfortunately,
chance answers, devoid of any meaning
whatscever. For instance, people right ap-
prove of probation even when they know ™
nothing about probation. Most surveys -~
have assumed that all citizens are informed
and concerned, that what is of importance
to politicians and criminologists is also rel-
evant to other people, and that everyone’s
opinion should be given the same weight.
e The approach has been microsociologi-
cal, focused only on individual characteris-
tics exclusive of social context.

Al

A qualitative approach

To such a diagnosis, there is only one se-
quel: let's start anew. The theoretical
sources, the questions asked, the unhealthy
state of research, the novelty of the en-
quiry, all dictated a qualitative approach.
Instead of the usual hypothetical-deductive
framework, I opted for a path that proceeds
from observation to analysis, It had the fol-
lowing advantages over quantitative
surveys:

o Networks of meaning could be disclosed
s Semantics and vacabulary could be
explored ‘ .

® New questions could be raised

¢ The researcher’s influence could be re-
duced; and .

¢ The limits of the respondents’ knowledge
and concern could be ascertai”.d,

As this pilot survey was to fulfill some-
what the function of brainstorming, it had
to have maximum flexibility. An explora-
tory quantitative study will be developed
from this pilot research, followed by an-
other qualitative project. It is hoped that,
by successive approximations and corfec-
tions, a more general and pertinent ap-
proach can be, esigned.

The method I used is a mixture of partici-
pant observation (the Chicago school) and
unstructured interviews (initiated in therapy,
by Rogers and later adapted to sociological -
enquiry by Robert and Faugeron and oth- .-

.ers). However, 1 have been gradually

" Studies of serious victimization using police records 15




o TN TR N R T

G .

In practice, the interpretation of the data is derived
Jrom familiarity with the material and successive

approximations.

(-

molding the techniques to suit ?ny beliefs
and ethical concerns.

Scope of the study

Considerations of time and manageability
imposed a restricted frame on the research.
We decided to study—

® Victims of robbery—as that offense,
while understudied, is sufficiently visible
and frightening to arouse reactions

® Small shopkeepers—because they are a

. favorite target and so simplify the sample
7 construction; and

® Montreal shopkeepers—as this afforded a
control on the location variable.

Technigues

The population. The population was de-
fined after consultations with the Montreal
police robbery squad and executives of two
major insurance companies. It included—
¢ Greater Montreal small shopkeepers at
high Tisk, i.e., gas stations, drug stores,
and “depanneurs,”* operating alone or with
members of their families or, at most,
three paid employees

® Who were victims of armed robbery; be-
ing defined as theft or attempted theft by
force or threat of force

@ Within the past 2 years.

The sample. The sample was drawn from
four sources; police records, ‘insurance
agency claims, the parole board, and pub-
lic files of the courtroom. The sample is
not and was not meant to be representative;
The main critéria for selection was variety
within the framework described, with at-
tention to demographic variables, type of
business, recency of victimization, extent
of damages, status of victim {owner or em-
ployees), and the scope of the Jegal
intervention. '

Out of the 100 victims thus selected, only’
40 were interviewed. The unreached por-
tion of the sample is particularly interest-
ing. Forty-five of the 100 could neit be
located, which is about four times the ex-
pected proportion in surveys. We leamned,
too late, that after being victimized, own-
ers often sell their shops, change jobs,
move, or hide. Of the 55 persons ‘we were
able to contact, 15 refused to participate,
some expressing disgust at criminologists

* who are part of the awful system, others

being too distressed to talk about the everit
again. ‘We can wonder whether the most

*A small corner shop selling groceries, beer,

school supplies, and household goods—open 7 0 ’

days a week, 12 to 15 hours a day.

N

radical and the most ba_dly damaged vic-
tims have not thus been excluded from the
investigation, :

Almost half the respondents were operating
a “depanneur” store. Other types -of com-
merce included—drug stores, delicatessen
and grocery stores, shoe and clothing
stores, jewelers, gas stations, photographic
stares, and sound-system businesses.
Twenty-six of the 40 shops were open at
night and 29 functioned with 3 attendants
or less.

As for the victimization event itself, most
respondents (38) had personally been con-
fronted with the assailant; 6 had been phys-
ically injured; 29 had suffered more than
two robberies in the past 2 years; all had
experienced other forms of crime (shoplift-
ings, burglaries, fraud); most were
uninsured.

The interview. Fieldwork was conducted
between May and October 1977 by myself
and a team of three students being trained
in qualitative investigation. Interviews last-
ed, on the average, 1 hour, and were con-
ducted at the place of work of the
respondent.

Whenever possible, the subject was intro-
duced by this question: “We would like to
know your personal opinions®on crime,
criminals, legal institutions such as the po-
lice; and courts, and all your personal
views and experiences on those matters,”
No reference was made to the victimiza-
tion, this being intended ‘as a check. The
words “criminology” and “victims” were
avoided, because of their potential negative
connotations. Above all, the interviewers
were instructed to be very discreet, let the
conversation follow its own course, and
not interfere in any way.

Once launched into the subject, the respon-
dents needed\«l,igltle prompting. They would
spontaneously*describe their gwn experi-
ence with crime, which led them to com-
ments on various aspects of the justice
system, and even to philosophical dis-
;course, To keep the interviews within man-
fageable bounds and provide the interviewer
| with question nzaterial if the need for it
I arose, a list of themes was used as an in-
terview guide. :

The recording of interviews. All but two of

the:interviews were tape recorded. The two

interviews with respondents who objected

to taping were reconstructed after the inter-

view, from notes and memory;
: G
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. From the tape, each interview was typed

by the interviewer in its entirety (an aver-
age of 20 pages); then I reviewed each tape
and its transcript. Notes were kept on si-
lences, hesitations, interruptions, and
strong emotional expressions.

The analysis. The analysis of qualitative
data is a particularly long and arduous
task, and the methods at this stage are un-
derdeveloped. 1 chose a combination of
techniques: : ;

® Elementary vocabulary analysis—study-
ing the words used by the respondents to
describe realities connected with crime and
legal agencies; their contexts, their
meanings v

® Case analysis—a search for the inner
logic of the discourse, an organization of
opinions and feelings around individual
central values, beliefs, ideologies

® Cross analysis of the data—using person-
al features, shop charactéistics, and vic-
timization patterns as “independent”
variables -

» Thematic analysis—Ilisting first all the
themes that were discussed spontaneously
and those that appeared at the. interviewer’s
suggestion; then finding out what is.ex-
pressed for each one, how and why

® Global analysis—examining the results
of each of the modes described above.

In practice, the interpretation of the data is
derived from familiarity with the material
and successive approximations. After the
case analysis, ¢ross analysis is undertaken
and then the thematic analysis, The whole
process is then repeated until all the infor-
mation obtained is accounted for and
makes sense. While maximizing the
chances of discoveries, this technique is
obviously risky because it relies mostly on
the insight of the analyst and offers few
safeguards against selective perception and
. - v pi . Pt} . .
Interpretation, Ag}),'.ematmg quantitative with
qualitative inquiries and increased tecourse
to supervision and teamwork should allevi-
ate this difficulty.

The study findings

Scenarios

Crime,and daily life. The 40 retailers inter:

viewed reported a total of some 250 armed
robberies. The incidents narrated were not
spaced over very many years since repeat-
ed victimizations, fear of victimization,
bankruptcy, and physical disability discour-
age staying in business lang. The record is
held by one respondent who has been
robbed 41 times, injured a few times and
finally permanently disabled. He is now,
after 7 years, thinking of retirement!

__,W,»..,“,
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~ Mr. Hawthorne,* on the other hand, is

quite optimistic that he will keep his shop
until such time as it becomes impossible;

For now, 1 cannot complain too much,
since it happens once a year, **

Most people who have suffered criminal
victimization cannot recall the precise de-
tails of each individual case, after the first
two or three. As Mrs, Cyclamen says—

There have been so many that 1 lose the
thread, :

Besides armed robbery, all the shopkeepers
have experienced other forms of crime:
burglany, shoplifting, fraud, thefts by staff,
etc. Ag a result of their experiences, their
daily pattern of life and behavior has been
directly affected. Indeed, we shail see that
fear of violence permeates their conduct
and stains their social relationships with
suspicion, 3

Confrontation, Despite of the reality of the
clement of féar, the event is always unex-
pected and sudden. The usual method of
attack is either to assault immediately upon
arrival.or te purchase an item, linger, and
then produce the weapon. According to
Mr. Carnation—

When you have it coming to you, it can
really be any time.

There was no clear pattern in either the
dates or time of attack. Most of the crimes
seem to have been committed on impulse
and by more than one person.

It is only during the actual time of purchas-

- ing or lingering that the victims geta

glimpse of thc robbers, who are, in the
main, young adults,

Intimidation is secured by surprise, the
weapon, and a crisp verbal command.
However, when the victim abeys quietly
and quickly, there is seldom any physical
violence or, at most, pushing, blindfolding,
tying-up, or locking in a back room; unless
the till is empty, which provokes more ag-
gression. It is therefore common for retail-
ers to always leave some cash in the till,
just enough- to avoid a robber’s anger.

Neatly all the victims have commented on
their aggressor's nervousness,

He was a lot more frightened than I was
+++ Then, he started to be really fright-
ened, you know, nervous and all, and )

*Al names are fictitious. (Following the rénch
tradition, flower names are substituted.) [Editor]
**All the interviews but one. were conducted in
French, In the translating, a lot of the color is
lost.

said to myself: “He's so scared, he can
fire.” So I acted real cool and quick,
must not scare him, it would be too sil-
“ly. (Mr. Lobelia) ‘

Interaction. At first, the victim responds
with numbness, disbelief, and fear. A vic-
tim of a robbery for the. first time, Mr,
Carnation said a few days after the inci-
ant-T

I almost fell down in a faint . .. Me, |
have a heart condition and .. . I have to
be quiet, that’s what my doctor said, be-
cause L did .. I had a stroke before

<. Anyway, those two bloody , .. One
puts his gun here (under the chin) and ae
shouts almost: “come, quick, the cash,
otherwise we shoot.” You know, when
it's other people, you say that you would
defend your things, you'd do something.
But there, i .. it was for real. I was
panicking ... but I stayed very calm,
well, I looked very calm ... I think, It
seems to me that's what made them ner-
vous. All 1 could ... I was like frozen,
paralyzed. 1 was looking at them straight
in the eyes and I was not able to move,
as in the movies.

The weapon dominates the situation, About
all the victim can see is the threatening
gun. Most women wondered whether the
revolver was the genuine article or not.

I asked myself, is it a toy or real? Hay-
ing no knowledge of weapons, it's rather
difficult, being in a nervous state . .. Is
it a real one? Is it not? 1 won’t take any
chances, (Mrs. Hibicus) -

After the initial shock, the action-proceeds
very rapidly and in various wa¥s. Each
scenario is unique. The holdup of small
shops-is-a highly personal event, a most
dynamic form of social interaction. Victim
~nd aggressor become linked in the same
instinct of personal survival, each one try-
ing to anticipate the opponent’s next move

_ and act accordingly,

The rapidity of exchange between the per-
sons invblved precludes any role stabiliza-
tion into more civilized, more stereotyped
patterns; the reactions remain instinctive,
primitive, impromptu.

You never know how you're going to
react and you never react the same way.
It’s easy to say you'll do this or that,
but, on the spot, it’s not the same. (Mr.
Sweet pea) '

Nevertheless, along the axes of control and
authority, it is possible to distinguish four
basic patterns: self-control, panic, compli-
ancy, and resistance,

Experienced victims often keep cool and
composed. Some try to take control of the
situation; planning their moves, defusing
the situation or preparing a counterattack.
Others, while outwardly yielding, attempt
to outwit their opponent and thus minimize
their losses. Some people, like Mr. Lobe-
lia, might be struck by the ludicrous side
of the situation: '

I started to laugh and I said: “Really,
you’re out of luck because we have not
made one sale today, we have no mon-
ey.” And I was really laughipg. I even
surprised myself. When I saw the re-
volver, I stayed cool, ... Then I walked
slowly to the cash, I gave him my mon-
ey. .., When I burst out laughing, I .
thought it was such a Charlie Chaplin
kind of story,

Loss of control takes various forms: numb-
ness, hysterical screaming, verbal abuse,
barehanded attack on armed aggressor. Mr.
Gloriana was unaware of having been hit.
by a bullet, Mrs. Rose and Mrs. Cowslip
were so terrified that they could not man-
age to open their tills, Sometimes, both
victim and ‘assailant have a common degree
of panic; thus, Mr. Violet'and his opponent
kept firing at one anothef but no bullet was
ejected.

Startled and stupefied, victims sometimes
execute the orders without any hesitation.

~Some do it in a calculated manner:

1 could have put up a fight maybe. I
thought about it, there are not millions
here. Who cares? Let him take it and
clear out quickly. (Mrs. Cyclamen)

Women, employees, and first-time victims-
are the most likely to comply with the ag-
gressor’s wishes. Howeéver, a number. of

experienced victims also show submissive-

ness-out of fear for their lives. )
. 7
‘What'can we do? Are we going to rish
our lives for 25 bucks? I gave him thi
money. (Mr. Lily) AN

Owners. in particular, although they might
themselves resist, always strongly advise
their employees, wives, and children to of-
fer no resistance and hand over the money

 immediately.

Refusal to comply is typical of the male
owner, repeatedly victimjzed. At the time
of his fifth robbery, Mr. Nasturtium was
resolved to protect his property:

I hurled beer bottles at him; the thief;
you know, you know, I couldn’t help it,
one lias to defend oneself, It's hard
enough as it is to eam a living these
days.

g
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The victims least likely to report a crime are those
who are no longer insured and those who have hada
Drevious experience with the judicial system.

The main reasons given for resisting are—

- We work 12 hours a day, 7 days a week,
to make a living, we can’t accept being
deprived of it.

If we submit, there will be, ho end to it.

It would be too'humiliating to shbmit
and be taken advantage of.

The criminal justice system offers no
protection; we must rely solely on
ourselves. v -

In fact, those are the reasons put forth
when the victim resolves to résist next time
and secures a weapon. At the time of the
attack itself, however, the main propulsive

< forces are feelings of rebellion, anger, and

exasperation.

Active opposition was present in more than
a third of the events described; a very high
rate, considefiny the risks involved, When
fighting occurs, the possibilities of injury
increase considérably, as, usually, both
parties are armed. Most male shopkeepers
bought a firearm after one or more victim-
izations and, mortover, several have used
theirs subsequently or are determined to'do
so in the future. In the encounters studied,
Seven persons received gunshot wounds:
one aggressor and six shopkeepers.

Finally, some of the victims ‘who surren-
dered the cash chased the thief after he or
she left the shop. ‘

Aftermath. In several cases, the porirait of
events drawn by the respondents resemble

a light comedy: ludicrous incidents, ineffi-
cient moves, unseemly remarks, foolish re-
actions, or, asﬁremarked Mr. Lobelia—

A frightened kid of seventeen bursting in
with'a revolver to crash an empty safe,

The asual immediaté_reacﬁon experienced
by first-time victims is shock, sometimes
severe enough to necessitate medical help.

I'had a kind of stitch right here; a fit of
nerves ... I was very nervous, I was
shaking like a leaf .., my legs, they
were like spaghetti and me, silly twit, [
could not speak, I was out of breath . ..
(Mr. Carnation) oo

Let.us take a look at the losses incurred by
the victims interviewed. In most cases, the
cash loss ‘was not considerable; 1t varied
from'$25 to $1,800. Once a retailer has
been robbed, very little money is kept in
the store’so that when subsequent victim-
izations occur, the loss is likely to be
small. S

/7

It can also ‘happen that customers’ are,

forced to empty their pockets and hand-
bags. Moreover, in a few cases, the shop-
keepers suffered iaterial damage to their
property. At the chemist’s, drugs are usual-

ly obtained through threat. -

The money or merchanidise was recovered,
in part or in whole, only in 3 out of the .
250 robberies examined. Compensation or
restitution never ocenrred.. However, a few
retailers received payment from their insur-
ance companies. This is a relatively rare
occurrence(ss, first, the cost of the premi-
um is almost prohibitive for this type of
business; second, claims are investigated
thoroughly and at great length; third, all
Montreal companies refuse shops after the
third claim. The company executive and
claim agents whom we questioned con-

firmed our respondent’s report, As a result
-of this situation, most retailers carried no

insurance against robbery or else they did
not report the smaller losses;

Well, we don’t report all the time, other-
. wise, we would not be insured. (Mr.
Gloxinia) :

Physicél injuries have already been men-

tioned. Six retailers were seriously wound-

ed on at least one occasion; other people -
received minor or superficial injuries.
These, of course, occasioned medical ex-
penses and loss of earnings which I have
not attempted to calculate, -

Three victims who sustained neither injury -

nor substantial property loss, suffered effo-
tional trauma from the attack, necessitating
hospital treatment, In some cases, assis-
tants left their jobs as they felt unable to
overcome their acute anxiety, As they have
more at stake, it is less frequent for the
owners to seck -another gccupation, yet the
turnover seemed. quite high. Four respon- -
dents were no longer operating their buzi-
ness at the time of the interview. It éan
also be assumed that a high proportion of

the 40 victims we were unable to reach had~

e

sold their shops and were elsewherz
employed. ‘ ‘ :

Indirect financial losses or costs appear to -
be associated with psychological effects
and prevention strategies. Fear of crime, in
various degrees, is present in the daily life
of the retailers. Mrs, Hilium, like a fow
other women, had a buzzer installed on her
door and, at night, when she is alone in
the store, she never opens the doorto .
strangers. Others have simply shortened
their business hours. -

We have been obliged to close at 10:00
because it was getting to be too much;
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We lose money because, you know, a’
“depanneur” is supposed to be open till
eleven, but we can’t do it anymore. (Mr.
Myosotis) + e ~ :

In one case, the fear of crime had extended
beyond the shop: '

Now, I dread everything, everything,
I'm telling you, I have become so suspi-
cious! I walk in the subway, I go on
holiday, I hold on to my purse’. . ..I
think ‘the word “thief” all the time. You
know, we are ot rich but you know,
we're afraid. (Mrs., Cowslip)

As a result, the shop owners buy, at great
cost, alarm systems, police dogs, weapons,
and-various electronic sef ity devices.
However, these means of protection do not
seem very efficient, with the possiblé ex-

ception of the dogs. It was also’said that it p

becomes increasingly difficult to hire sales
staff. According to Mr. Daffodil—

There are lots of people who don’t want
to-work there. These things are known -
in the profession, If there are lots of at-
tacks in a store, they say: *jt’s danger-
ous, I don’t want to work there.”

The fear may have a specific object:
reprisals, - 2 . ~

I was so scared that the guy,might come
back to settle his account; (Mrs. Iris)

We sold our cottage, our restaurant; we
also changed our telephone number so
that he could not track us down, (Mrs.
Chrysanthemum) o

Although most respondents expressed fear

for their lives much ‘more than for their
property, they showed generally a deep
concern for their income and a feeling of -
injustice: - ; :
It grieves us to be robbed of something
we have worked so hard for. The grocer,
he works hours to make what? $25? But
thay do nothing and in ten séconds, they
can make $500, just like that, (Mrs. -
Cowslip) B

When they sum up their experiences, the

‘victims take a somewhat different view,
“Subsequent interpfetations and feelings arc

distributed along two dimensions~ombtion-
al and practjcal, e

Emotionally, disgust and fear remain quite
some time after the incident. Disgust is
more frequent among men whose income i$
comfortable and who did not resist:

You know, personally, thefts don’t both-
er me'that much .-, it’s only the fact of"
having a weapon thrown in my face that
still disgusts ‘me. (Mr, Allyssum)

S

As for fear—

It is fear that is there ... I’m afraid of
everything since. At night, I lock the
door, the windows. .. You know, it's
hard to live in an unceasing fear. (Mrs.
Chrysanthemum) ;

Perceptions of aggressors: criminals, and
crime

The victims could provide only limited de-
scriptions of the offenders. The encounters
lasted only a few minutes and the weapon
monopolized the attention. Almost all the
robbers are said. to. have been quite young,
between 16 and 25. They are also de-
scribed as well or shabbily dressed, clean
looking or unkempt, with short or long
hair,

Perception of aggressors, The most impor-

tant finding is that the aggressors are not
pezceived as criminals. This is sometimes
expressed very clearly: ~

They were definitely not crimivnals.
(Mrs. Peony)

It was a sick person maybe but not a
criminal. (Mr. Phlox)

One common opinion is that those young-
sters were inexperienced, ridiculous, irre-
sponsible, foolish; otherwige they would

not have taken a big risk for little money.

i

Several victims are inclined to excuse their
robbers; errory of youth, bad influence of
elders, testing of manhood, or need of
money;

He wasn't wicked at all, that guy. It's
Jjust.a test that he did. (Mr.;Sweet pea)

1 suppose they had no money to cele-
brate with, They did it only for the mon-
ey, they were not bad kids, (Mrs.
Ancmones) . :

Psychological explanations are also offercd
which can be summarized by Mrs. Zinnia's
comment; N

They just seem to lack something.
Victims are not all as soft-hearted as the

ones quoted above. A few refer to their ag-
gressors as drug addicts, overbearing

young-men who laugh at their victims, and

* recidivists.

Only one person, Mrs. Immortelle, consid-
ers that U‘r assailants were criminals:

According to me, they are criminals, be-

~ cause it was not spontancous, it was
- premeditated, ’

To understand this surprising finding—sur-
_prising in view of the loss incurred and
their fear of crime—it is necessary to know
how they define crime and criminals,

Perceptigns of crime. The shopkeepers talk
about crime without reference to their own
experiences as though there was no con-

niection between' the two, Indeed, they nev-

-.er define the aggression they suffered as a

crime. Murder; rape, bank robbery, and
hard drug traffic represent the “big crime,”
which, for them, is real crime. Sometimes,
pollution, corporate crime, or corruption at
high levels are included, but only
exceptionally.

They are very concerned with motives and
causes, as those elements act as criteria in
their definition of what is criminal. Family
and upbringing occupy the first place in
their causal theories of crime but all the
criminological theories—psychological,’
biolegical, economic, etc.—are represented
in the opinions expressed, The criminal
justice system is often mentioned among
the causal factors: courts too lenient or too
harsh after a first minor offense, rotten
prison system, being given the example of
unfairness, ,

Perceptions of criminals. There are real
criminals (“vrais criminels™) and other
kinds of people—hooligans, thieves,
wrongdoers., : :

Criminals, i.e., real criminals, are mon-

.-Strous creatures, different from other hu-

man beings, easily recognizable because of

. physical and moral defects.

They were youngsters who did not look
like gangsters . ., Sometimes,  it's writ-
ten in their face, you know. So well
dressed, short hair, goodlooking young
men, not at all like criminals. (Mrs.
Peony)

1 couldn’t say they had the gangster
style. (Mrs. Anemone)

The real criminal is usually a professional
who can be identified by certain features,
First-of all, he chooses a lucrative target,
Mr, Pansy remarks— ‘

The adults, the tough ones, they don’t -
bother about stealing peanuts.

He is an older, middle-aged man, exper-
ienced and cool. According to Mr. Aubre-
tia— '
The experienced criminal, the exper-’
ienced' gangster, does not shake as those
who come here. He moves and the re-
volver does not move. It's there. He
won't shoot, he knows he wouldn’t

shoot for no reason. He is not nervous
and he is as bold as a bull,

We can now begin to measure the distance
between the victim’s opinion of his aggres-
sor and his ideas about criminals. Mr. Mi-
Inosa expresses a common point of view
among our respondents:

You see, the difference between our lit-
tle thieves and the real ones, it's first
their way of doing things and what they
have at the back of their minds. If they
want $100, they will shake while steal-
ing from you, but when they come to
$1,000, they have to be very determined
and not hesitate to kill,

The motives or intent of the criminal are
perceived as different from the hooligan’s.
The first acts deliberately, with premedita-
tion and to satisfy “unreasonable” personal
needs, mostly financial needs. He is al-
ready quite wealthy, The small thief, on
the other hand, needs money to buy bread,
clothes, and beer.,

Finally, various circumstances change the
seriousness of an act. To attack younger,
older, or poorer people, for a man to injure
4 woman, for a gang to beat a lone indi-
vidual—all those aggravate the criminal
quality of the behavior,

These findings represent a step forward in
the study of social reaction. They illustrate
the gap between the personal experience
and the stereotypes as well as between the
experts’ opinions and those of ordinary
citizens., Thus, a very small percentage of
the people defined as criminais by the pe-
nal system and by the criminologists would
also be called criminals by the public.

A sharp distinction is drawn between the
real criminals (hardened, fepulsive, rich,

» inhuman, professional offenders) and all

the other offenders, The latter are de-
scribed as misbehaving human beings;
however annoying their actions might be,
they are always seen as normal persons
with whom it is possible to identify. In-
deed, several respondents view those not as
“real criminals” but as scapegoats, exploit-
ed, neglected, of unfairly treated, which is
very similar to the description they give of
themselves as victims.

The rescarch implications are equally im-

portant. The data presented here cast some
doubt on the interpretations of most public
opinion surveys on crime matiers as the re-

-sult of the gap between the researcher’s. vo-

cabulary and the respondents’.
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ﬁerceptions of the criminal justice
system—the police

All the shopkeepers interviewed have come
into contact with the criminal ju’ce sys-
tem. The longer and the more ih{ense this
experience has been, the more precise and
developed are the opinions expressed.

Onice the holdup is over, the aggressor fled
or held captive, the common reflex is to
call the police. I call it reflex because it
seems o be a spontaneous gesture, an
automatic response. If it isa first holdup,
the police are always called. With in-
creased experience, the decision is taken
after weighing the pros and cons.

Reasons for not reporting crimes have been
analyzed in a great number of reports on
victimization surveys. While they are simi-
lar to those given by the retailers studied
(e.g., is not worth it, nothing can be done,
the police would not want to be bothered,
fear of reprisal, . ..), they might fil to ex-
press accurately the respondents’ opinion.
In the present data, all these reasons were
given but they could be summarized thus:
the inconveniences would be greater than
the advantages. B

The .insured who planned to file a claim
called the police to comply with the insur-
ance company’s requirements, Cther rea-
sons for calling were physical injuries and
a need to tell somebody. When the thief
was chased and caught, the police were
asked to come take charge of him. Women
were more likely to call the police than
men.

The victims least likely to report the crime
are those who are no longer insured and
who have had a previous experience with
the judicial system. They would agree with
Mr. Nasturtium that it was just a waste of
time. B

It was found that crime reporting was not
related to the attitudes toward the police,
but it was influenced by previous court
experience. : ‘

As far as the police are concerned, the
opiniuns were rather positive, It might be
useful to make a distinction between the
respondents’ views as victims and their
views as citizens.

Il
Satisfaction with police interven{ bn:
Within a minute and a half, there were
15 police cars in front of the (oor. (Mr,
Hybrid) ‘ v ;
Swiftness, siren, and display very favor-
ably impress the victims while a delay in

arriving on the scene leaves a bitter taste.
It would seem, however, that delays are
rare. - C ‘

Once there, policemen are in no hurry, The
robber has already disappeared unless the
victims caught him themselves. So, says
Mr. Phlox—

They are not in much of a bother; they .
come in and they take their time. “Wetil,
well, what has happened now?” They

smoke, they chat .., not agitated at all.

With few exceptions, the victims consig*ér
that they were very well treated by police-
men who were kind and considerate. Mr.
Carnation told us— «

They started to ask me questions, but
very slowly; because they could see 1
was in a nervous state; they have been
very nice. ' '

On the other hand, Mr. Viblet‘ claims that.
he was handled roughly when carried to
the hospital by the policemen,

Kindly or not, there is work to be done,
reports to-be completed, and questions to
be asked, While most victims saw the po-
lice work as comforting, Mrs. Periwinkle
saw it as a violation of her home and an
excessive parade of authority.

At the beginning of the investigations, all
the victims cooperated willingly, if not

gratefully, and the level of satisfaction was »

high. Thereafter, things deteriorated pro-
gressively. Detectives came and asked the
same questions all over again. The victim
was asked either to look at photographs at
the police station or to particiﬁ)‘,ate in an
identification parade. Both tagks were dis-
tressing and time-consuming. The victim
cannot or does not want to make positive
identification. The first case is €asy to un-
derstand: the aggressor was seen very
briefly and while under stress. In the sec-
ond cage, the reasons given were fear of
reprisal or pity for the robber,

Perceptions of the police, When the vic-
tims used the word “police,” they referred
to the Montreal police force or to the po-
lice officers or to police work.

None of the shopkeepers interviewed
seemed satisfied with the recent integration
of police forces within the territory of
Greater Montreal. They expressed nostalgia
for the good old police officer on the beat,
they felt poorly protected because of what
they perceived as an insufficient number of
police personnel, and they were confused
by the hierarchy and division of authority.

However, as an individual, the police offi-
cer is clearly the most réspected and appre-
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ciated among the various agents of the 7
legal system; heis\;considered, above all,

as a human being:” -

You know, they are called dirty dogs
and all kinds of names, but myself, I
ound they were more than 0.K., those

.,/:men. They have been nice, polite, pleas-
ant, and they looked after me. They are
real men but they are not really under-
stood. (Mr. Carnation)

They are not understood. This statement is
repeated by several shopkeepers who think
that the public is blindly negative toward
police, If we talked with them mor¢ often,
said Mr. Dahlia, we would feel a great -
deal more secure. Mrs. Peony confessed to
a change of opinion after her contacts ‘with
the police; she went on: :

The policemen: too miich is asked of
them,; 1 think, and they are too often
criticized by people who know nothing
about them, iy

Police work. Despite their sympafihy for

_.the men who work: in the police force, the

victims are under no illusion abojt the effi-
ciency of police work. Citizens and their
properties are not protected and c¢riminals
are not caught. However, the police are not
to be blamed; they do- what they can, but—

They cannot be everywhere at the same
time. (Mr. Dahlia)

The job is difficult and dangerous; it is .
seen as normal and matter of fact that the

. -policemen are afraid for their lives,

It is as though. a shared experience had
forged further bonds between police and
victims. The latter experience a feeling of
helplessness, a feeling which they readily
attribute to the police officers t00, whom

- they see as ‘outmanned and outgtinned by

both the cririnals and the comts,

It’s not their fault. As far as they are
concerned, they do their job, they collect
the evidence, they arrest the guy; but
when they arrive in Court, the lawyers
and even the judges prevent them from
doing their job, (Mr. Pansy) .

In fact, the police officer is seenas a pup-
pet, manipulated by the other agents of the
system, and as a clown laughed at by the-
criminals, ‘

Policemen are not to be blamed, They
have to get the gangsters, And then,
they are criticized because they act
rough. And the day after, they see the
gangsters on the street, right away they
were freed, and get laughed at to' their
faces. it happens often. For the police-
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man, there is nothing he can do. (Mr.
Myosotis)

Only three victims were consistently nega-
tive toward police officers and: police work:
Mr. Violet, who sees the badge as the only
difference between policeman and criminal;
Mr. Aubretia, who suspects.the police of

foul play, and Mrs. Wallower, who con-

siders them totally useless. -

In short, it is generally felt that the polic‘{e
cannot prevent crime and very seldom find
the offenders. But the prevailing opinion,
neverthéless, is that the police personnel
themselves should not be blamed for this
situation. They are the only agents of the
system who showed some consideration for
the victim, and they are the only ones who

- tried to comfort them or at least listen to

them.

[ think that the police are the last ones to
blame in this mess. They work for us in
fact; I think they are the only ones who

. have any sense in the system. (Mr. '
Carnation)

What is the impact of the victimization on
the attitudes toward the police? No pre-
vious reséarch has been able to answer that
question satisfactorily, due to, among other
things, technical faults and the omission of
the time. factor in the research design. That
is the case for this study too, In the ab-
sence of a satisfactory measure of attitudes
prior to the criminal event, changes in atti-
tude caunot be ascertained. However, the
present study has turned up some clues: not
only were the shopkeepers/victims very ap-

preciative of the police, but they were

more so than a similar sample interviewed
the preceding year who had never been
victimized, Two respondents explicitly said
they had a better opinion of the police as a
result of their experience. This quiestion
needs further and more rigorous study.

The court

Eighteen out of the 40 retailers interviewed

were never summoned to the court as'a re-

sult of the robbery, To those who received
them, the subpoena came as a surprise,
usually unwelcome, The Victim had not re-
alized that a call to the police was equiv-
alent to filing a complaint; further, as Mr.
Hybrid says, if the subpoena comes, “there
is nothing you can do about it,‘f,; :

Satisfaction with the court experience. The

call to appear in front of a ceurt of justice

- as a witness is disturbing; g

We are nervous enough to start with, for
we are not used to that setting, that sort

o
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of people; when it comes to the actual
thing, we are really jumpy. (Mrs. Rose)

The respondents were not only unfamiliar
with the customs of the court, but they also
knew next to nothing of judicial proce-
dures, None of them were briefed; they all
feared the consequences of their testimony:
they might get into trouble with the law,
the offender might receive a harsh sen-
tence, or the offender might take revenge
on them,’ ,

The experience was in no way as dramatic
as expected. Most of them spent a great
deal of time in the courthouse, but their
testimony, if required at all, was very
brief. The first image evoked by the court
was that of a big waste of time and money.

They ask us to come at 8:30 in the
" morning. Why? I still don’t know why
since they only arrive at 9:15, 9:30,

Some told about waiting all'day only to
learn that the case was adjourned. Usuaily,
they were not given any reason and con-
cluded— :

They couldn’t care less about us,

Frequent requests to appear, useless wait-
ing, summary dismissals, uncompensated
loss of earnings, all make plain this lack of
consideration, The show seems to be run
by and for the agents of the system:

So, at one point, the judge feels that he
is hungry. So he says to everyone that
it's postponed for 2 hours. He goes and
has lunch for 2 hours, so we go to lunch
'too; and then we have to wander about *
because 2 hours for lunch; it’s very
long. (Mrs. Rose)

These agents are cither unconscinus of the
inconveniences suffered by the witnesses or
inconsiderately create them themselves, A
further hardship is the confrontation with -
the aggressor who sometimes is seated 7
close t?// theywitness in the waiting room of
in the (courtézom' This was vaguely per- \
ceivedé\as y ng and generated soime stress
and di \:\_Q/ﬁfort‘ The same feeling was felt/

A\

~at the \Q\Qess stand, as Mr. Phlox-says—

You step into the box, and then you
have your guy there, in front of you,
and you have to explain your whole.-
business. That, 1 don’t like, The guy
looks as to say; “just you wait until 1 get
out.,” '

Instead of the expected quest for the truth,
the trial turns out to beTontest between

.two lawyers, in the presence of a deistical-

ly unobtrusive judge.

of the criminal events and police interven-

I find it’s like a play sometimes. Every-
body has learned his little bit of text . . .
they -have some kind of text; as for the
judge, he is the prompter. When one of
them can’t remember hix lines, well,
then the others talk for him, and, some-
times, they get things all wrong.

Such an analogy with the theater was used
by six other respondents, to describe the
court. It was—

- . a show, because everything'is decid-
ed before hand. The lawyers and the
Judges have decided every thing before
they enter the courtroom. We have so
much the feeling of attending a show.
Let me tell you, the lawyers and the
judge are very good actors; they do it
really well,

The suspected existence of intrigue, secret
agreements, decisions taken in advance,
etc., renders the participation of the wit-
ness meaningless. The witness has. no say
in‘the charge brought against the defen-
dant. While the wérd “plea bargaining” is
unknown, its existcn\;e has been discovered

‘during the long waits’in the courthouse. As

have been the most common defense tac-
tics—

Well, the lawyér, when he feels that the i\'\f] ,

Jjudge is too harsh, he says to the guy:

" *don’t show up, we'll get a postpone-
ment, you won’t have the wrong judge’.
(Mr. Alyssum)

When perceived as a show, the trial
arouses contempt or encourages disengage-
ment. Seen as a web of intrigue, it gives
rise to a pervading suspicion, a vague
awarsness of traps and tricks everywhere:
“There is something behind that,” or as
Mr. Hybrid puts it—

You have to be very, very careful. It's

~, Teally tricky when yout are not educated,
\) You don’t know the law, you better sit

J tight because if you do something, if
~ you open your mouth, you'll get it.

Mr. Hybrid is not wrong. Tt Would appeéar
that the witnesses® uncase is due largely to
their ignorance of thz procedure. Even
after onc or several court experiences, they
talk of a trial when they obviously mean a
preliminary hearing; they are totally un-
aware of the rule of evidence, let dlone
their rights and duties. The ignordnce that
surrounds them so fully would, most like-

~ ly, reinforce the existing mistrust, This

could also acgount for the impressionistic
reports given of their court experience. Un-
like the detailed and ordered descriptions
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tion, the narration of the court happenings
is disjointed, jerky; fragmentary. :

The victims feel like a pawn in the'systen‘n. 7

While listening to them and reading the in-
terviews, this impression emerges-over and
over. In court, they declare, the citizen is
denied the right of free expression. The
witness cannot state his or her case unless
invited to'do so. Some interviewees re-
marked that this was also the case for the
defendant who,’ having an'“interpreter,”
cannot utter a word.

reinterpreted, translated. As a representa-
tive of the common opinion, -one may
" quote Mr. Hybrid:; :

They tried to make me say- the oppasite
of what T wanted to say, they wanted me
to contradict myself. But I was waiting
for them and they were not going to get
me like that ... You’re supposed to say

- what they want you fo say, they put the
words in your mouth, sort of,

Perhaps the most disquieting finding was
that, in Mr. Pansy’s words—

It turns out that it's us who are on trial.

Tried, or convicted, as an uncooperative
witness and scolded like a child—

» 1 just could not say exactly how much
there was in the cash. The judge ‘wasn’t
very happy with that and he reprimanded
me. It's almost to the point that-we get
robbed and then it's us who get accused
afterwards. (Mrs. Wallflower)

Branded as perjurer, because of a lapse of
memory—

. an individual like me does not write ev-
erything down in a little notebook. And
they wilt say I committed perjury. -

Or, through some twist or trick, accused of
the very offense itself—

It was lucky I had a witness ., . They
did not have much to convict us with
since our fingerprints were not on the
gun. Not ours, only his, so they could
not make anything out of that.

The victims who were called to testify all.
experienced a sense of degradation through
unspoken accusation or open ridicule.
Those impressions are generated in the
cross-examination and intensified by legal
ignorance, verbal inadequacy, and the ab-
sence of counsel for witnesses,

On the whole, the victims show little re-
spect for the justice administered by the -
courts..It is a joke, a show, a ridiculous ;
waste of time and money. They felt de- ;

82 Swudies of serious victimization using police records

meaned by it, discbunted, alienated. They
had no role in nor control of the justice
system.

Intensely frightening though it might be,
the Tobbery seldom left permanent scars on
its victims: on the other hand, while much
less dramatic, the court experience had
long lasting effects. Only recent victims
seemed deeply affected by the criminal

event while time has no apparent effect on -
the perceptions of the court. In other stud-

ies of the impact of the court on victims

If allowed to speak, their speech is guided,  {only victims of rape have been studied in

that respect), the experience has been de-
scribed as a second victimization, “often as
traumatic as the event of the crime itself”
(Burgess and Holstrom 1974). Perhaps

most significant is the similarity found be- ,

tween the victims® images. of the judicial
system and the defendants’. Reporting on a
qualitative study 'of offenders’ perceptions
of crime and justice, Robert and Laffargue
(1977) reached conclusions very similar to
those just expressed here, -

Avoidance is the answer. In the future, we
will keep away from the justice, say the
victim-witnesses or, as Mrs. Peony puts it
more directly— -

I'hope they won’t be caught so I don’t
have to go to the court again,

At that point, the least of their concerns is
having the robbers sentenced. They have
lost all interest and only want to go back to
their daily routine, Few respondents dis-
cussed spontaneously the outcome of the
trial. Upon being questioned, some ex-
pressed satisfaction that the sentence was
mild or severe; others were dissatisfied for
the same reasons; but most of them had not
been informed of the fate of their
aggressors, IR

Experience is closely associated with the
direction, intensity, and vividness of the
opinions expressed.. The victims who had
not been required to testify in court are less
negative in their evaluations than the wit-
nesses; they are also less specific and per-

- sonal in their comments, In fact, they said
* little, and that, usually, only when asked
" precise questions. : :

Judges. The victims interviewed are rather
tolerant toward the judge who, not unsyr-
prisingly, is often denied the prestige com-
mensurate with his rank and salary, He
was not a highly conspicuous person in

¢ court and the witness felt that he had the

easy job of handing out sentences. On the
other hand, the victims who had no court »
experience were impressed by the great re-
sponsibilities attached to the function of a
Jjudge, R

N

A judge must be fair, 'unb,iaéed, say the re-
spondents, and although most are well in-
tentioned, the task is hopeless; :

He can’t be impartial. He is only a man.
Either he likes the guy or he doesn’t.
(Mr. Lobelia)

* They also think that the Jjudge cannot be as

Just for the poor as. he is for the rich, He
must take sides and the rich win. i

Only one victim-witness was hostile to the
Jjudges, to the point of wishing harm to

" themor their families. In summary then,

the judge is perceived as a distant, rather

- colorless, unobtrusive person, and the sub-

ject of only mild criticism;

Lawyers. In contrast to judges, everyone
had something to say about lawyers. Con- -
cerning the defense lawyers, the opinions
are plentiful and varied while prosecutors
are virtually ignored.

The word “lawyer” invariably suggests
money to our respondents. The entire dis-
course of the respondents revolves around ~
the theme of money. Lawyers are expen-
sive, corrupt, and dishonést moneymakers
who provide impunity to the rich and bring
trouble to the poor. And this is why justice
is so unjust; it is-seen as proportionate to
the amount of money. invested in it,: Guilt
or innocence are irrelevant; only wealth
matters. The cleverer a lawyer is, the high-
er his price, Defended.by a good Jawyer,
any offender can be acquitted. Of course,
an impecunious defendant can avail himself
of state-provided counsel, but public law-
yers are perceived as inexperienced, in-
competent, -and uncaring, :

The picture is bleak, yet no condemnation
nor hostility is expressed. The most radical
criticism was voiced by Mr, Hybrid, who
considers that society would benefit from
their disappearance, Otherwise, the person-
ality and conduct of the lawyers are accept-
ed as normal features of their profession. If
miscarriages of justice are to be avoided—
a-desirable objective, even guilty defen-
daats must be accorded the right to legal
counsel. There lies the source-of corruption
and falsehood, The defense lawyer is com-
pelled by the demands of his profession to
act wrongly. ‘ R

Taking the best lawyers in Montreal,

they are not honest; it's impossible for -
them' to be honesi; They’re people who -
operate by seizing on the other lawyer’s
mistakes or the individual's slips. So

they take away all the innocence of the .
individual and that’s the way that they'll”
twist everything around and" make people

I
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say things that they have not said or
seen or whatever.

This was the one theme in the study where
complete consensus could be observed in
the opinions expressed.

Justice, the state, and the law:
Justice, which justice?
As 1 see it, there is no justice,

I think that the justice, the way it's ad-
ministered, it’s ay inhuman justice,

It’s a big machine. I have a feeling that
if you put your hand in it, that will be
it.

Justice, in reality, is not equal for
everybody. -

Justice, so what? Just trying to patch up
things so that people won’t grumble too
much. It's nothing. Nothing makes sense
in it. It's disgusting. Well, if that’s what
justice is all about, I'd rather not think
about it all, ‘

Comment is needless. There is only one
discordant voice in these variations on-the
theme of ho justice:

On the whole, the justice is not so bad, 1

think. :
In their elaborations on justice, the respon-
dents did not refer specifically to their own
case, They were expressing their views of
a social situation or structure. Justice is de-
nied to the poor, the powerless, whoever
they are: ‘ v

As for justice, it's very sad because
those people probably have'no money
and so they won’t be able to defend
themselves as other people,

Why is it so? From this point on, their dis-
course becomes vague, general, sometimes
incoherent, There must be a reason but the
machinery of justice is so intricate they
cannot make head or tail of it, Instead of
blaming particular people. or groups, they
will accuse impersonal entities such as the
law, the system, or “the government.” It
has been hinted that the justice system acts
in collusion with the government, but the
details of this “dirty™ association remain
mysterious,

In summary, little respect and much dis-
trust-have been expressed toward the legal

institutions, The respondents were reluctant

or unable to apportion the blame to specific
persons, groups, or professions. Lawyers,
through their actions, and judges, because
of their passivity, contribute to the injustice
of the system, However, the bulk of the re-

sponsibility seems to be elsewhere, in
some oppressive powers, of which only
money was identified. :

One variable was found to be unambi-
guously discriminant: the extent of the
court experience. Secondly, sex and educa-
tion, when tested statistically, are likely to
J
prove significant. Educated respondents,
ugtally the most critical, expressed only
moderate dissatisfactions. Tt could be that
being more informed about the workings of
the judicial system and having more mas-
tery of the language, they were not so
crushed and overpowered by the court
situation.

Suggestions for change are scarce. It is
suggested that, short of a revolution,
change is unlikely; there are just too many .
interests involved. The solutions favored
by most shopkeepers are avoidance and/or
resignation.

Summary
A study of victimization

In the process of collecting and analyzing
the material, various interpretations suc-

‘ceeded one another depending on the cx-

tent to-which the data:was mastered and,
also, on the emotions aroused. The first in-
terviews provoked. indignation. Later on we
grew weary of persecuted people obsessed
by various fears and riddled with problems,
It seems that underdogs have sych an effect
on all people, laymen and researchers
alike; we tend automatically to look the

" other way, to flinch, to flee, and this could

well be one of the reasons why victims are
so neglected (Ryan 1972). In any case, at
that moment, it seemed to us that the inter:
viewees were unduly concerned with mate-
rial considerations and that their discontent
was incommensurate with the loss suffered.
As the work went on, the impact of the
victimization became increasingly clear
while the State jntervention raised more
and more questions. '

Highly visible and much talked about, the
financial loss is the oaly item that is some-
times acknowledged by govermnments and
courts, Although it had tremendous impor{
tance in some cases, it did not appear to b‘u
the most important loss usually. The psy-
chological and social losses produced deep-
er and longer-lasting cffécts on most of the
victims interviewed.. We observed a loss of
seif-esteem, confidence, trust, and power.
Helplessness is revealed time and again in
the expressions used to describe feelings or
reactions and in the facts narrated. This
state of powerlessness is probably the most
forceful and striking finding of the study.

There is no protection against crime

Robberies are unpredictable. They happen
at any time, and all the preventive mea-
sures the shopkeepers.can afford offer little
protection, if any. More intensive patrol-"
ling by the police would be helpful, the re-
spondents say, but studies in that area are
inconclusive,

The event itself represents a dramatic illus-
tration of loss of power in its most basic
element, survival. In the situation studied
here, the inability to control the situation
was due mostly to the inexperience of both
parties involved and the presence of a fire-
arm, The male victims who did not resist
felt they had lost face, which is apparently
shameful as shown by their eagerness to ei-
ther excuse themselves or to find some
trivial triumph:

I fooled them . .. because underneath
the till, below, I have another small box
and when 1 have no time, 1 put money
sthere. They didn’t ask, they didn’t wait
to ask if I had more money ... I was
shaking, I was very nervous but I
laughed, laughed, when I thought how
stupid they had been, these guys. Suck-
ers, that’s what they are. (Mr.
Carnation) "

Robbery (as indeed any violent victimiza-
tion perhaps, since the same has been said
of rape) is not only humiliatirig but it is
also felt ta be a violation of privacy. This
fact is illustrated by the reactions of shop-
owners compared to the employees and the
respondents who lived on the premises
compared to those who did not. This no-
tion of infringement on a person’s privacy
or personal territory is pethaps a major de-
terminant of the impact of victimization,

Victims have no part in the criminal
and judicial proceedings

The real, everyday workings of justice and
its concrete impact have hardly ever been
examined, The courts remain the unknown
quantity. While police and prisons have
been over-researched (relatively), the
courts of criminal justice are left un-
touched. It is as though this. long and cru-
cial stage in the lives of the people it
touches were neutral; the underlying as-
sumption being that courts can do no harm.,

My personal observations,* those of Gir-
oux and Huot (1978), and the remarks of
the shopkeeper victims, lead to the same

*Yt unpublished systematic ‘observations carried
out'in Montreal's Palais de Justice, between
1975 and 1978, including every stage of crimi-
nal proceedings,
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They are not told of the outcome of the
case either~even if they have participated

conclusion: the citizen is completely ex-
cluded from the process of administering
justice.

sentful of this lack of information for two
main reasons. First, to bé left in the dark
se2ms to increase their anxiety. Generally,
the authorities’ silence is interpreted as
inconsiderateness; ~ "

As far as the victim is concerned, the citi-
zen’s duty is to report the crime. Peérsonal
insurance and state-sponsored compensa-
tion schemes require the victimization to be
reported. Hospital attendants recommend it
strongly; not infrequently they will take it
upon themselves to notify the authorities, -
as will friends, families, and passers-by;
and somehow, in the socialization of the
Quebecois, the idea has crept in that a re-
sponsible citizen, victim of a crime, can
protect potential -victims by reporting the
event to the police; Social pressures are
rather strong. = '

We go there all the time, we waste an

out. The least they could do is tell us.
(Mrs. Cyclamen) ‘ ;

Notice the expression “to help them.”

Faced with adjournments, delays, resche-
dulings, and discourtesies, the victim
comes to the reafization that he or she
means nothing to the legal agents and that
they are totally unconcerned about the vic-
tim’s lot. They might have added that the
system does not serve the citizenry but .
ounly itself or, as Cannavale and Falcon
(1976) express it—

The nature of the court system is to fa-
vor “insider interests” over “outsider-in-
terests.” Thus, the majority of _

Once the crime is made known to the po-'
lice, the victim becomes a complainant,
whether the change of role was desired or
not, He or she remains but briefly a com-
plainant, enough time to set things in mo-
tion; from then on, the victim will be a
witness. As the offense has now become
public, it is no longer deemed to be an of-
fense against the victim. Thraugh some

. W T
mysterious alchemy, it is the State that has
been injured and bleeds, Consequently, the
victim cannot desist or withdraw charges.
The victim’s only power was to set the
wheels turning.

Jjudges, prosecutors, etc.

Offenders were apprehended in less than a
third of the events reported in the inter-
views.* They were then arraigned in court
and evidence was heard to determine if
sufficient grounds existed to remand them
for trial. It is likely that some suspects.
pleaded guilty to the charge of armed rob-
bery or to lesser charges negotiated be-
tween the defense and the prosecution and
that some cases might have been dismissed
for lack of evidence, '

state one’s case in one’s own words: This
is refused to every lay citizen involved in
court proceedings, defendants as well as -
witnesses, and, when the occasional leave
to speak. is granted, more often than not

Having lost all control of the administra-
tion-of justice, the citizen has become a

in particular, have been allocated the un-
distinguished role of many witnesses for
. the prosecution; their participation in judi-

During all these initial stages of the court’s
.~ cial procedures being dependent on their

dealings with the robbery defendants, the
victims are unaware that their aggressor

has been apprehended and brought to jus-
tice. They are notified only when the case
proceeds-further and their testimony is
needed; the subpoena then informs them
that suspects iin one of the robberies they
suffered have been found and arraigned, .-
This might happen several months after the
incident, when they had thought the case

had been filed and forgotten. ;

alleged offender. The victim has become

- self-serving, self-perpetuating system.

In the Canadian legal system, and most -
Iikely in the legal system of all societies

status-and no prerogatives. The right of the
’ _ : injured party to participate in the criminal’
If their testimony 18 not needed, the vie- process and to see redress within it is not

tims are not notified of court sessions, The ’ ‘ ’
legal agencies see no need to inform them

or'to have them observe the proceedings.

acknowledged,

i

*This percentage is an estimate derived from

data that is not always clear or complete,
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in the trial. The respondents were quite re-

awful lot of time to help them, and they
don’t even bother to tell us how’it turned Baril, M. (1977) "

inconveniences affect witnesses but not .

Powerlessness comes from or results in be-
ing denied “le droit de parole,” the right to

words are changed and megnings distorted.

mere pretext of its operations. The victims,

capacity to bring about the conviction of an

an instrument in the hands of a pervertedly

where equivalent social and economic con-
ditions prevail; the victims aré accorded no ©
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~ Psychological effects and behavioral changes
in the case of victims of serious crimes

S

Introduction S
- The data presented here are derived from
~an extensive investigation carried out in )
- Amsterdam in 1975 among Victims of seri-
ous crimes of violence and serious crimes
-against property. - oo
The aim of the jnvestigation was to gain
insight into the physical, financial, psycho-
logical, angd social consequences of vietim=
ization and_to study the Victim’s attitudes’
toward the offender and experiences ‘with
persons and institutions: concerned with :
maintaining law and order, compensation
of damages, and aid.

Only part of the total investigation will be:
presented-here; that part concerned with the

» - psychological effects of crime and the be-
havioral changes which these crimes entail.

~The paper briefly describes the framework

- of the study, the results of the investiga-

- tion; and, finally, the outline of a'theoreti-
cal model into*which the data can be
classified and accgrding to which they will’”
be included in a general theory, ‘

Framework of the investigation -
Four groups of victims were selected for-
the investigation; the groups were chosen
based on the type of crime and the employ-
- ment status of the victim. There were two
- groups of violent-crime victims: one con- .
*sisting of 56 persons from the lower social

o classes.and one consisting of 50 persons-

from the higher social classes, There were
- also'two groups of property-crime victims; -
‘one of 96 persons from the lower classes
- and one of 157 persons from the higher -
classes. Unskilled and skilled labor were
defined as lower social class and all other

occupations. as higher social class. = -

- These groups.were formed on the basis of

- data from the Amsterdam City Police. The
victims selected had reported a serious vio-

lent crime or a serious property crime in

the period between January 1972 and July ?

1974. A serious violent crime was defined

as one involving stab wounds of shot - = -

_-Or ears, etc.; such cases usually involved .
medical treatment and entailed absence . *

*Gerard Smale died in the time between comple- -
“tion of this research and its publication, Quess

Jongman at the Institute for Criminology, Uni~
.. versity of Groningen, The Netherlinds. - ..~ -

wounds, cuts in the face, fractures, concus-:
sion of the brain, injury to the teeth, eyes,

~ from work; A serious property crime 'was .

- tions about the study should be‘addressed to R; ™.

considered to be one involving damages
amounting to at least $250, The victims
were all male and were more than 20 years
of age. They were all Dutch nationals and
were living in Amsterdam or its immediate
surroundings when. the ¢rime was
comimitted. T ;
The material was collected by means of in-
terviews. In view of the often long periods
necessary for recuperation:and settlement
of damages, the victims were_interviewed
on an average of 2 years after the crime:
Results

=

The poycholqgical effei.;ts ‘

‘The questionnaire consisted of 20 quéstions

about the impact of the crime. For each
question it was possible to indicate how of-

_ten and how long certain effects had mani-
" fested themselves or what the intensity of

the effect was. For most of the questions, -
there. was a choice of four possible levels
of answers (e:g., very often, regularly,

.. sometimes, never; very. intense, intense,
little, none). The questions and responses”

are listed in Table 10-1, For the frequen;\

. cies in this table, we have combined the =
'various .groups into one.. Later, these ‘will e,
‘be analyzed separately to examine to what -

extent the type of crime and the victim’s

- employment status (and a few other charac-
teristics) have ‘influenced the nature and the

magnitude of the psychological effects.

“A number of observations can be made on

the basis of this table.. First, ‘it appears. that -
two types of p‘sggchological effects are pre-
sent for almost\ll the victims: fright (Q. I,
Table 10-1) and fear of recurrence Q. 9).
For-a quarter to 4 half of all the victims,
the following types of effects occurred: the

‘need to air feelings. (Q. 17), distrust of ‘oth-"

ers (Q. 15 and Q. 11), sense of sharing re-
sponsibility (Q. 19 and Q. 18), and fear

{Q. 7°and Q.'8). All other- effects appear

only for less than a quarter of the 'victims:
Although infrequent, however, a number of
fairly serious effects are evident; e.g.,

sleep difficulties and a fecling of insecurity .-

even at home. .. ’ ‘

High percentages in the column “none/ S
never” might give the impression that for
quite-a large number.of victims-there were
no psychological effects at all, This would
only be the' case if the “none" column for :
each question represented the same per-
sons, Thif is not the case. Individual anal- -

ysis shows that not a single victim was free. *

the most serious response. category (very
often, often; very strongly, strongly; very
long; long); more than 52% of the victims
selected the most serious category at least .
once. ) ’

As mentioned earlier, we also wanted to
examine the differential effects of the type
of crime and the employment status of the
victim. Violent Cﬁr?ics appear to cause
more frequent and also more intense psy-

" chological problénis than property crimes

(tested according to the Mann-Whitney

- method). Violent-crime victims exhibit

greater fright; 85% of violent-crime victims
show this effect to-a greater or lesser de-
gree as.opposed to 79% of property-crime .-
victims. The crime occupies their minds.
longer (58% against 44%). They have
more sleep difficulties (36% against 23%).
They have these problems for a longer pe-
riod of time (among those with problems,
an average of 11 months for the Violent-
crime 'victims against 8 months for proper-
ty-crime victims). They have uled . :
tranquilizers (barbiturates) more often (21%
against 6%) and they used them for a long-
er period of time (among the users, an
average of 10 months against 9 months).
After the crime, violent-crime victims feel
afraid more often (38% against 22%). They
have more fear of acts of revenge by the
offender (32% against 14%). They feel less
safe in the streets (32% against 10%), and -
they feel more alone in absorbing the “
crime’s consequences (24% against 13%).

In contrast to'this, property-crime victims

*. appear to be more afraid of recurreice of . -

the crime; 73% of them exhibit this effect -

‘to'a greater or lesser degree while for vio-
“lent-crime victims the percentage is 51%,.

Property-crime victims more often think -
that they themselves-are to a certain extent

to blame for the crime (33% against 18%)

and, finally, they more often think that the
crime could have been prevented if they =
had acted differently themselves (37%
against 23%), As far as the other psycho-
logical effects mentioned in Table 10-1 are
concerned, there are no significant differ-
ences between the two types of crime.

In contrast to the type of crime, the em- ‘
ployment'status of the victim’shows hardly -

. any connection withi the nature and the
- magnitude of the psychological effects.

Only 1 out of 20 compatisons yields a sig-

~nificant ,resulg.i therefore, no co‘nclusions.‘

can be drawn. -

from psychological damage. Each person o N
responded at least once in the serious or < N
o Studies of serious victimization using police records. 87
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Factor analysis:

Psychologlcal effects

Besides relating the nature and the magm-
tude of the psychological damage to the
type of crime and the victim's employment
status, we were:also interested in examin- -
ing the relationship of psychological dam-
age to other characteristics. If we were to

_ do this for every type of damage separately.

the result would be unreadable, we there-
fore used a factor analysis to reduce the
differefit types of damage to a smaller
number of homogeneous subtypes The re-
sult of this comprlatlon is presented In L Ta-
ble 10-2. i

As the table showsfive factors were ex-"
tracted from the data. This number was ob-
tained after examining various rotations. -
Rotation of ‘three factors also yielded a re-
sult that could be interpreted quite easily.
In.this rotation, however, factors IT; IiI,
and IV coincided. These three factors indi-
catea certain fear of unexpected, vnpleas-
ant events. A five-factor model was chosen
since it makes a more detailed description
of the psychological effects possible. This
is because the general fear of the unexpect-
ed:is then divided into three mdependent
orthogonal dimensions. - :

Factor I can be ‘described by the. term * ‘psy- -

chosomatic damage.” The genera] fear
questions load very high in factor II.. From,
the answers to an- open—ended question in-
cluded to clanfy the meaning of fear, rt ap-
peared that the victims mainly feared

recurrence of the crime and acts of re-

venge. Although the two direct questions
relating to.these types of fear disappear .
into factors I and 1V, they also load on
factor II.. We therefore feel that this factor

(factor II), can best be described as “fear
of recurrence and revenge.” Factor III re- \

fers to“feelings of insecurity.” Factor IV
can be designated as “less trust.” Finally,
factorV refers to a feeling of sharing re-
sponsibility for the incident, R

Crimes, then cause psychosomatrc dam-
age, they lead to fear of recurrence and re-
venge, they increase the feelmgs of
insecurity, they lessen the trust'in others,
and they lead to the feeling of being core-
sponsible; These effects do not occur al-
ways. What is important is the type of
victimization—either violenice or property. -
Other characteristics influence the nature -
and magnitude=of the psychological effects;
some have miore to do with the crime and-
others have more to do with-the victim.

Factor I Correlation-analysis shows that

" psychosomatic damage is greater in' violent
crimes than. in. property crimes; we had al-

4

101,

Psychological effects of serious crimes

v

Very often/

Magnitude (frequency/intensity/duration)

“Oftent.

! Sometimes/ - g
) “very intense/  intense/ - clittle! None/
L -~ vary long long * short never e
Nature of the Effect - - -percent parcent percent percent. - Numbar
1. Were you very frightened when
the crime took place or when you : e SRR
“realized it.had taken place?. . 33.1 . 24,6 23.0 19.3 357
2. Do you stili oftgn think of what - : e - ) o
happened to you then? 6.1 8.9 - 33,0 - 52.0 358
3.'Did the crime ever cause penods L ‘ R
of sleep difficulties? 487 8.7 124 760 . 856
" 4, For how long did you have these - . ' o o
sleep difficulties? - - . 7.4 88 - 77 766 - © 851
5. Did you take opiates or : : IR
tranquilizers as a result of the crime? e 10.7 | — 90.3 - 336
6, For how long did you, take oplates . . L
“or tranquilizers? 33 83 39 896 - 335
-7, Did you-ever have feelmgs of-fear - : . i
as a result of what happened to you? 5.0 5.0 164 - 73.5 359
8. Will you please indicate the :
intensity of the fearat such- .. .~ . . : e i
moments?. - . * . 386 19.5 X 74.4 359. .
9. Are you afraid that somethmg like S ~ \ o
- that will- happen to you again? ° i 103 176 Ng8.9 o ASET 35T
10 Were you ever afraid that the - : \\1—:/ S
offender might take revenge? 37 - 3.7 1.9 80.7 0853
11, Do you, as a result’of what L : .
happened to you, trust people less? . 8.1 109 12.6 68.3 357
*12. Do you, since the crime, go out o . C
into the streets just as eas |Iy as you R . : : ’ : )
did before? 22 34 5.6 88.8 357
13. Did youfthen feel less ‘'safe in the : L :
streets than before the crime? . 2.8 6.7 7.0 834 356
14."Did you feel as comfortable : ) = : R
alone at home after the ciime? - 2.0 3.7 37 . 3.7 907" .
15. Were you, after the crime, more gt ) o :
on your guard in‘your dealings W|th : : . L :
strangers? Y 19.8 14.0 .- 60,1 358
16. Did you feel that'you had to ) . : '
absorb what happened to you all : ) - S
alone? 3.4 53 .- 7.3 84.0 356
17. Did you often feel the peedto © . : :
talk about the crime with others? 6.7 13.7 325 471 357 ..
18, Did you ever have the fesling ' o o :
that you yourself were somawhat to - . . .
blame for what -happenied to you? 34 56 194 705" 358
19. Do you think that the. crime . L T 4
could have been prevented if you had - .- :
\een less provocative, less careless, S : . . : o
ofiess trusting? 7.0 9.0 16.6 6737 355
20, Did you everregret’ havmg i N . L s
reported the case to the police? - ° 06 ° S08 14 97,4 352

*The total étudy population was 359
persons; not every one answered

every question.

" ready found this difference with the simple

bivariate analysis, Furthermore, within the

”group of violent-crime victims this damage

is greater in cases where the injury inflict--
ed is more serious, where more financial
damage has been suffered, where the vic-
tim 'has had to bear a greater part of this fi-

nancial burden, and where he or she is
dissatisfied W1th the compensation re-"

ceived “Property-crime victims have more
psychosomatrc problems if the fotal ﬁnan- r

88 Studies of serious victimization using police records
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cial damage and the part of it the victim
has to bear are greater, if the victim's in--
come is low, and if the victim lives k
alone—that is, if the victim has fewer op-

portunities to discuss problems with others. -
‘Factor II: The fear of recurrenceand alts

of revenge are greater for violent-crime -
victims than for property-crime victims,
but there are no characteristics of violence

“yictims that are related to fear of recur:

rence and acts of revenge. In property

ot
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crimes, as the total damage and the part of

‘it to be borne by the victim is greater, fear

.of recurrence or revenge is greater, Fear is -
- ‘also greater if the victim loses property to

which she-or he is particularly attached and
if it is the first victimization experrenced

"~ Factor IlI; The feeling of i msecurrty is

greater for vrolent-crrme victims-than prop-
erty-crime victims. Here too, for violence
victims, there are no characteristics that are

related to the magmtude of feeling. For - -
“property-crime victims, the- feelmg of inse-

currty is greater if the victim is insured and
is satisfied with the compensation received.
This rather surprising finding perhaps

should be intérpreted as suggesting that

many victims were insured because they
felt less safe even before the incident. The
crime only adds to therr feelings of
msecurrty

Factor IV: This factor does not reveal any

- difference between violent-crime victims

and property-crime victims. However, oth-
er features do indicate a difference. Vio-
lence victims exkbit greater distrust of
others if the total damage or the part of it
to be borne by them is greater, they are
dissatisfied with compensation received,
they have been victim to such a crime of-.
ten before, -and they d6 not know the of-
fender personally: For property-crime
victims, the distrust is greater if the dam-
age the victims have to bear is greater, if

- they are dissatisfied with the conipensation

payments, if they arc not insured, if they -
have been victim to such a crime often be-
fore, and if the offender is personally
known,

Facior V: Here, too, there is rio drfference
between the two types of crime. Features

telated to this type of pSychological effect
- are the followmg in violence crimes, the

sense of being coresponsible is stronger if
the victim knows the offender personally.
This feeling.is weaker, however, if the to-
tal damage caused is greater. In property
crimes, the victim’s feehng of coresponsi-
bility is stronger if the victim has to bear

the greater part of the damage, if she or he
-is dissatisfied with the compensation re- -

ceived, is not insured, knows the offender
personally, lives alone, and has been vic-
trmrzed for the first time, -

At this stage, we will go-no further than o

.the above enumeration of the relationships - -
we have found; in the theoretical model de-

scribed later, we discuss these relationships

further, We would only like to add here
_that no relation was found between the

psychological &ffects and the following
characteristics: the victim’s émployment:
status, age, ‘the vrctxm S own cnmmal re-

10-2, Result ofa tactor-analysls of the various psychological effects (product—moment
correlations with a polling of four groups, princlpai components and varimax rotation)
L : Factor
Psychological effect l Al I} 1\ V.
Duration of medicine use (question 6) -841 . 72 ~-157 - —-194 53
Periods of sleep difficulties (3) 816 . 7 . T 131 -6
Total duration of sleep difficulties @ -788 =33t ) 41 —10 86
Use of medicines (5) 799 . -56° - 165 209 —-53
Feslings. of loneliness (16) 595 . 161 294 17 209
Fee ings of fear (7) ) ) 193 840 - 252 . ..173 -89
Int nso’/ of feelings of fear (8) { ~134. ' ~839 ~280 ~176 23
Reag\ll ns ot fright (1) J 118 467 - ~77 226 =1
Fear of going out into the strests (12) g4 © 81 -~ 800 - .337 5
Not fesling safe in the streets 18) . 206 . -9 713 - 486 -28
Not feeling safe at home (14) 307 232 664 -~53 58
Fear of revenge (10) —-52 445 . . 547 28 o 1.
Wariness of strangers (15)* ‘103 79 - 209 698 32
Less trust in people (1 1) 288 138 37 630 110
Fear-of recurrence (9) - 9 283 106, . 549 -228
Feelings of guilt (18) - -82 . =21 ~99 81 827
Feelings of coresponsibility (19) -30 -53. . =34 . .201 769
Regret at having reported the crime - 50 59 - 166 —~175 497
Need totalk : ’ 206 . 307 N7 472 145
Preoccupation with the crime (2) 394 253 n 400 132 ..
Expl_ained 'varianeeiper factor; 17.3%  12.1% 11.5% M1,1%.  85% -
| Total explained variance 60.4 percent : : )
: Note: Underscored numbers represent primary variables loading on each factor. .

cord, and the arrest and pumshment of the
offender.

Behavioral changes

In' general, peoplé tend to avoid or try to
prevent unpleasant experiences. This ten-

" dency becomes even stronger after unpleas-

ant events take place, Victims of crime,
too, exhibit a similar risk-evasive or pre-

ventive behavior. They may take one-time
measures or measures of ‘a. more continual -

kind. The followmg are considered as mea-

© - sures: that are taken just once: installing ex-

tra locks on doors and windows; buying a
dog, an alarm-apparatus or even a defen-
sive weapon. About '11% of the violent-

- crime victims and about 30% of the '
- property-cnme vrctlms in our: mvestrgatron :

took at least one of the above measures

‘ after the crime.

‘However we would hke in thxs sectron to

deal pamcularly ‘with the more continual -
preventive measures taken by the victims,
and with the measures that require more -

permanent behavioral changes.. In the ques-

tionnaire, we list 14 sich measures. For

€ach, we inquired how-often the victim had

taken the measure before the crime; the
choice of answers was: always, often, -

" "sometinies or never. Next, we asked

Studres of serious vrctmnzanon usmg polrce records 89

whether during the first 6 months after the
crime, the victim had taken these measures
more often, .as often, or less often, than

before. Table 10-3 presents the behavioral

o changes investigated and the ‘magnitude of

the reported changes. For cach measure,
the talile presents the percentage of those
who reported that they always took the
measure before the ‘crime- and the percent-
age of all others. who reported that they
have-taken the measure more often since
the crime, The results are shown. by social
~class and type of crime victimization since
considerable differences were found.

Looking first at violent-crime victims, the
table:shows that before the crime a.number
of preventive measures were 2iways taken -
by about one-fourth to three;{ourths of
these respondents. Those' if('the higher so-
cial classes were somiewhat more likely to -
*“have always taken the measure than the
lower class victims (see Table 10-3, Items
12,7, 10, 5,3, and 8). The mﬂuence of -
the vxolent—cnme victimization on the pre-
ventive measures taken can be concluded
from the second and fourth columns ‘of the
table, the percentages ‘of those who after

often (see Items 13, 10, 2,:14,7,"and 1).
© Again, more of those in’the upper classes
increased their preventwe behavror at”ter

the crime began taking the measure more
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z -the crime than the lower class victims, Fur-, ; : , R PR ] 3\, S
% - thermore, it appears that among the mea- 10-3." Percentages of victims who had always taken certain preventive , 3 often, or less often”) were combined in or- : g B Y
k sures taken' more often, those to prevent . measures befare the crime and percentages of other victims, a R 1 der to determine the post-crime frequency 10-4, F°z§"3 of a fact?r-a'nsllys_:s of ﬂ;tshpmvenltlive ";3'830“’5 :
. L R ) who started taking such measures more often after the: cri u e , o i “{product-moment correlations with a pooling of four groups
~ violent crxmesfare especially important. It s ‘ g ; ‘ e i crime ) 9f ttl}:: P:?S(]Ul:es-thnhe‘il'sc?:ce::};elgzl:tggﬂd p‘:mc,pa. and varimax-rotation) pooling groups,
appears, therefore, that people try particu- Violent-ciime victims . Propenty-crime victim m 1St question we cased - < :
larly to prevent that crime in the future to _ R me v m “CRery-crime vicims : tcjrea‘seéi' one catehgotli;y otrhstaycd thetsatl;le : _ : Factor
ich ictin : ~ SR ' ‘ ~ L - depending on. whether the answer to the : : ~ : ,
wthh they have fallen victim, o g - ) Lov;‘er class Higher class . Lower class Higher class : secl:)dnd qt%cstion was “more o%en.” “less Measure L : ! f w
~ o : ST ‘ =56 N=50 N =96 N=157) » : . : heatarl ' S ‘
Eiu éhe lcase, of prgpert%/-crlme vx_cnrbns, we ; (N=56) : { ) . ( ) ( - ) s often,” or “just as often.") . Taking extra measures against burglary &
nnd a large number of persons in both so- , ; ; o o PSRN S ; _during holidays (8) g £48 33 ~56
; cial classes who, before the crime, took - . ~ ‘,tBhefore Ot:‘ the gefore Cﬁ‘ the aafore 0:{1 the tBhefore 01;1 the An individual analysis, carried out on this Checking doors and windows at night (5) 640 104 84
: : ’ ; res (Items 12, 5, 7. 3. 9. 8 o omers, the . others, the  others, the  others, constructed scale; shows that after the Installing an extra safety device on the door :
4 certain measures,'( wems 12,5, 7, 3,9, 8, crime “after - crime ' after. . crime-  after . crime after . s s B for the night (1) c 817 o 80
~10, 1, and 2). Here too, victims from the . always the  always the . aways the  always the Crime a‘mosnc all victims are classified in Leaving a light on (6) ; 706 75 125
. higher classes were always more likely - L e cme fr?;;‘: o me the “always _ category for at least one of Stowing away money and valuables safely (g) 547 185 289
i than those from the lower classes to take Measure o ; often often often  often  the measures; they form 92.5% of the total 1 Avoiding certain places (10) - -7 97 —24
preventive measures before the crime. The , : o Do ' sample.. Ninety-seven percent were classi- Avolding certain areas o streets (14) 134 m 9
table further shows that after the cri e id S p ‘ . ' fied 4t least once as “always” or “often.” Using the car or public transport
uriie ws hg T me, 1. Did you use an extra ) & g ' ‘Therefore, only a very small number of for safety’s sake (11). . - 49 527 307
properiy-crime victims began to take a protective device for your door at R y very: Using caution in cloakroom or changing-room (12) 225 458 | =46
number of preventive measures more often, | night such as a double-lock, a : ‘ : victims do not indicate some form of pre- Checking the bedroom to make sure there
i 3 . B bolt or some such thing? ~ - 8.9 59 - 140 163 284 176 ° 366 433 ventive behavior : is no one there (4) —-49 52 675
gesp;cml‘l y Ttems 1, ?’ 1,2’ 3,8,6,5, and 3 2. If someone rang your doorbell, ‘ - ) e : ; ) Consciously taking something along
)_' this case too, 1t appears that the did you first look to see who it S : ; : o for protection (13)- - - o 5 44 610
crime stimulates higher class victims more was tgefore you opened the door?  12.7 104 200 175 161 64 272 109 Factor analysis: Looking first before opening the door 2 © 358 111 532
than lower class victims to take preventive 3. D{d you aiways take care that A e : Preventive behavior Not lettingﬁstrangers ng@). o 265 —42 490
measures. Furthermore, it is apparent from you did not carry more money B : (( DR . o e ' R Not carrying more money than strictly i
these figures that after ;he crime X with you than was necessary? .. 21.4 - 91° 280 .86 2717 101 353 208 . To be able to describe in an orderly man- necessary (3) 288 259 220
_Hiese igur ; e PrOpErty- | 4.Did you, when going to bed in , S Y ner which characteristics are related to pre- ‘
crime victims, too, display no general cau- the evening, check if there was : . ‘ : : o ¢ e p Explained variance per factor: 16.2 12.6 15
tion but clearly a crime-specific caution; anyone in your bedroom? - 18 18 00 20 10 (00718 13 ventive behavior, we have used factor Total explained variance 40,3 percent percent percent percent
people try to prevent the recurrence of the 5. Did you, before going to:bed, : - ’ analysis to reduce the 14 measures to a 2 . -
crime to which they have once fallen check It ail the windows and the ; s SRS smaller number of homogeneous sub- i )
-.onm y e doors were properly locked? - 23,2 23 - 360 63 323 108 - 523 . 123 Th Its of thi lysis, which Note: Underscored numbers represent primary
victim. . 6.Did you, if you'went out forari - ¢ & ~ : : S groups. ‘The results of this analysis, whic variables loading on each factor,
. evening, ever leave a light on to - 1S carried out with the reconstructed data, .
A final conclusion we may draw from Ta- give the impression that someone G e are shown in Table 10-4, R © : "
ble 10-3 is that, before the crime, a larger ‘was at home? : L 79 85 200 50 263 114 85 170 } e : : victims who are very concerned about self-  From these positions, he or she develops a
percentage of property-crime victims than 7. Did you, if you were alone at : . : . "The safeguarding and protection of the - protection show' much distrust of strangers,  communal perspective, We understand this
victims of violence took greventive mea- 283'5% zﬂm %ﬁpézzjnngf E o . , “house and other property load high on the  gyrong feelings of insecurity, and little perspective to be the way in which the per-
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manner, the world would become impossi-
bly complex, chaotic, and completely un-
predictable. Social life would be
completely impossible. Behavioral rules,
norms, reduce this complexity. Norms ex-
clude certain alternatives and make others
very possible. Norms allow for trust that a
particular course of events-will occur. The

‘context of that trust is therefore solidified

through norms. These norms, those which
actually functjon, are expressed in organi-
zational structures, police, courts, insur-
ance, social agencies, and so forth; said in
another way, trust is institutionalized.

Every interpretation, dependent on the so-
cial position in which a person is placed,
institutionalizes trust in its own way. For
example, people for whom the use of force
in conflict situations is not wholly unusual
(in certain informal groups and in certain
occupations) should less quickly interpret
violent crime as a violation of trust; from
their perspective it is appropriate. They
should also be less quick to define them-
selves as victims of violence than people
whose salient norms include opposition to
violence.

In general, the norm forbidding violence is
given more weight than the norm forbid-
ding property crimes. We found that the
psychological damage to victims of violent
crime was generally greater than that for
victims of property crime: communal trust
was interpreted as being more damaged by
violent crime. After the type of norm vio-
lated, the seriousness of the incident was
also important. More psychological conse-
quences were related to greater injury and
greater financial loss,

’ From the perspective of the victim, this

normative element by definition cannot be
separated from his or her position in the
system of institutionalized trust. In general,
positions and perspectives must be recon-
ciled with each other, Working class peo-
ple, with lower incomes, are financially
more vulnerable and therefore more depen-
dent on the system of trust than people
with higher incomes. Old people with un-
insured valuable possessions are more de-
pendent. People living alone cannot count
on the help and support of others. General-
ly, in financial matters, acquaintances are
given more trust than strangers. Thus some
people have a more dependent position in
the system of institutionalized trust than
others. In general, violation of trust results
in greater psychological damage to persons
in some social positions than in others. For
example, the victim’s living arrangement
plays a role in psychosomatic problems and

feelings of guilt. The relationship to the of-
fender was important for suspicion of
strangers and feelings of giilt.

From our theoretical point of view, the na-
ture and number of psychological conse-
quences of crime are the result of the
victim’s position within the system of insti-
tutionalized trust and from the perspective
from which he or she orders that position.

Confronted with a crime, the community is
suddenly, for the victim; no longer asys-
tem of institutionalized trust as previously
believed. In other words, his or her per-
spective has lost its self-interpretability’
Emotional reactions result. In extreme
cases, rape, burglary of old psunle, there is
a destruction of existential belief. Psycho-
somatic reaction, fear, loss of trust, and
feelings of danger and guilt are often con-
sequences. In situations similar to the
crime, the victim tries to restricture his or
her perspective to take into account the
possibility that another crime might be suf-
fered. This translates into preventive be-
havior. The type of precautions depends on
the person’s position and readjusted
perspective.

Older people more than younger people ap-
pear to stay at home to protect their prop-
erty. Victims of assault by unknown
offenders take more preventive precautions
than those who were attacked by someone
they knew. Thus, we observe more preven-
tive behavior among people who were
more strongly dependent on the system of
commiunity trust.

The direction of precautions is aimed at the
subsystem of institutionalized trust which
was damaged: victims of property crime try
to forestall new thefts; victims of violence
try to protect themselves.

Finally, we observe that victims will take -
precautions in proportion to the strength of
the shock to their trust, in proportion to the
psychological consequences they exper-
ienced, and, thus, in proportion to the level
of adustment they must make to their com-
mural perspective,

A contribution cdn be made to the rebuild-
ing of the destroyed balance—to the re-
structuring of perspective through adjudica-
tion of the offender and repair of the dam-
age. Indeed, the victim can still be less
trusting but can have the security that inci-
dents can be anticipated before they begin -
and injurious consequences avoided.

Victims turn to the police for the following
reasons: They want material damage re-
paired, they want psychological help, or
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they are concerned with the integrity of the
system of institutionalized trust. Precisely
at this point institutions such as the police;
courts, and insurance and social work
agencies furnish a very modest contribution
tu. the restructuring of communal perspec-
tives. Frequently, they stop too soon. Po-
lice and courts work from a control ’
perspective in social relations; they fullfil
no restorative function in instances of
crime. i

Above all, the work style of judicial and
other institutions is bureaucratically anony-
mous, case oriented, and routine, Special-
ization leads, therefore, to putting the )
victim into a box. The result is a discre-
pancy between the way in which someone
defines his or her own victimization and
the way that institutions define it. In other
words, there is a discrepancy between the
victim’s own rationality and the rationality
of the institutional system.

The conflict between the victim’s own per-

““spective and the institutional definition of

victims can also result in emotional and
psychological reactions. There is displeas-
ure over the institution’s lack of concern.
There is irritation over lack-of personal
thought and interest. The victim is angered
over the formal and ritualistic approach,
and disappointed in the time allocated for
his or her problem. The victim feels left
out in the cold. Thus, after being a victim
of crime, one is next a victim of the ways
in which various institutional regulations
define victimization, There is no doubt
about the victim's view of what he or she
has experienced. There is a double victim-
ization and a double undermining of trust.

This double problem is still more valid for
groups which can do nothing to successful-
ly oversee the functioning of community
institutions such as police, courts, insur-
ance companies, and social agencies. For
these victims, the institutions lack both
adequate knowlelige and skill. Many of the
actions of these institutions are insufficient
given the high level of physical injury and
property loss suffered by the victims. The
victims feel shortchanged.

A special social agency is needed for vic-
tims; its function would be the replenishing
and restoration of the victims’ perspective.
Such an institution can supply missing

knowledge and skills and, most important, |

bring together the compartmentalized defi-
nitions held by other institutions into a .
common definition, and with that, function
to reunite-the community and the
individual. : '

S e Rt e e

g

ey et et e

Y

Victimization surveys and public

b

)i

| policy

Victim-oriented social indicators, knOwledg_e to reduce crime
and its effects, and improved use of victimization techniqu\fi_es
) B

IRVIN WALLER*
!
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Introduction

Apparently, property and violent crime in
countries such as the United Statés and
Canada has risen dramatically in the past
20 years, more than doubling on a per
capita basis. Rape victims, battered wives,
and abused children have brought political
attention to the plight of the “forgotten”
victim of crimes of all sorts. The numbers
of persons employed by criminal justice
agencies, such as policing and prisons,
have doubled per capita, Serious doubts
have been 'raised by systematic research

about the ability of increases in personnel

for the police and carrections—doing the
same as before—to reduce the rise in
crime. Not surprisingly, the public in these
countries has become significantly more ill
at ease with present crime and justice
policies (Solicitor General of Canada
1979).

During these same 20 years, millions of
dollars have been spent in several countries
on a victimization research technique
conceived in the 1960's in the USA.

Statisticians and researchers have made

substantial progress in validating sampling
techniques, controlling methodological
problems, and assessing the usc of
telephone interviews. Yet, surprisingly
little of this overall effort has influenced
the way communities or countries deal with
crime and justice. ,

This chapter argues that this victimization
research technique has tremendous
potential~largely untapped—for informing
and reforming policies relating to crime, its
effects, and justice, To realise this
potential, some more work and thinking is
required, but above all better use must be
made of our present knowledge to improve
the content and use of victimization
studies. ’

- Essentially, victimization research
techniques have been used for two separate -

purposes. First, the victimization survey
has been doveloped as a social indicator of
the numbcr of crimes and the effects of
crime, Unfortunately, it has not yeE™

*This paper was prepared in part while the
suthor was Director General, Research and .
Statistics, Solicitor General of Canada. Professor
Waller is now a member of the Department of
Criminology, University. of Ottawa, Ottawa,
Canada, .

become a simple well known index or set
of indices to balance the UCR index or
opinion polls. Further, it is not used to
hold public and political inferest on crime
and justice problems. So, ways must be
found to highlight trends in the essential
elements of victimization, such as financial
losses, physical injuries, emotional trauma,
and fear. These must be highlighted to
contrast with indicators in other areas of
social policy. o

Second, the technique has been used both
effectively and ineffectively to provide
information on how to solve problems of
victimization, The ineffective applications
arise from researchers using social
indicator data, where separate instruments,
surveys, and processes would be more
effective to build a much needed
knowledge base. Essentially, the technique
would be used to understard why certain
situations are more likely to lead to crime,
losses, or emotional crises; why some
citizens feel more afraid and less at ease,
and how police and the courts meet the
needs of citizens.

The chapter is organized around these two
purposes. In the first section, we clarify
the role of a social indicator, examine the
need for a victim-oriented indicator, and
outline the changes that could be made in
instruments such as those used in the U.S.
National Crime Survey. This section
finishes with a review of the action that .
governments should take to make the social
indicator an essential part of the social
fabric.

In the second sectiohy the use of
victimization techniqul)s to improve the
delivery of programs j$ discussed under the
four headings of preyenting crime;
assistingzpolice and burts to meet public

: iatinet; 1
needs, Qlewanngz..am from crime, and
reducing & '

Victimization surveys to provide
victim-oriented social indicators
for pubtic policy

Social indicators such as those on
unemployment, consumer prices; or the
stock exchange are so much part of our life
that we do not realize how they focus our
attention on the abilities of governments to
create employment, control inflation, or
have a buoyant economy. The UCR may

have left us with anxieties—the knee-jerk
concern with burglars and robbers—but it
does not focus our attention on crime
prevention or victim assistance. Before
examining the need and use of a victim-
oriented social indicator, we look first at
the role of social indicators in general.

Role of social indicators

Lineberry (1977:116) states that social
indicators for policy purposes—

Allow comparisons over an extended
period and . .. permit one to grasp long-
term trends as well as unusually sharp
fuctuations,

Thﬁé, they enable policymakers to identify
“performance gaps,” where social action is
needed. They consist of—

Trend data showing changes in some
normatively relevant aspect of social
life. If one values safe housing, lower
crime rates, and equality for blacks and
whites, one will be greatly pleased,
chagrined, and modestly optimistic as a
result of changes in the social indicators
set out below for the USA: :

Housing, 1940-70 Percent in substandard
units declined from 49% (1940) to 7.4%
(1970).

Public safety, 1960-72 Violent crime per
capita doubled,

Income, 1947-71 Black proportion of
white income up from .51 (1947) to .63
(1971). ,

“ (Lineberry, 1977:117)

Social indicators have most effect in the
economic area (Biderman 1966). The
development and appreciation of survey
techniques enabled the development of
indices for consumer prices and
unemployment. These, together with the
foreign exchange rate and the Dow-Jones,
have focused considerable attention in the
ongoing political process to improve the
state. of the nation; that is, to control
inflation, reduce unemployment, or
improve the buying power of the-dollar.
Their role as a guideline is first of all to
remind politicians of the importance of that
particular goal and, secondly, to provide a
measure of the extent of the success of
policies or programs in ‘meeting that goal,
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Some commentators argue that the criminal justice

code is not concerned with Drotection from harm
but with reinforcing basic values which it defines in

a negative way. C

The Uniform Crime Index has to some
extent performed a similar function, as
have the indices of prison use and public
opinion. As Clarance Kelley (FBI 1976)
said in'the foreword to the Uniform Crime
Reports:

Whatever are the uses or whoever are
the users of criminal Jjustice data, the
Uniform Crime Reports provide the only
comprehensive, periodic accounting
available of reported and-discovered
crime. Accordingly, they can serve
constructively to organize public opinion
against lawlessness and marshal our
resources to combat crime,

In the crime area, it is the police who have
been most successful, using the Uniform
Crime Indexes of property and violent
crime to create public anxiety and focus
attention on the need for action in relation
to crime problems (Biderman 1966; Weis
1974Y),

Another social indicator used in the
criminal justice system is that of the
average number of persons incarcerated on
a given day per 100,000 population
(Waller 1974). This statistic focused
considerable political debate in Canada,
when it was believed falsely that Canada
had one of the highest incarceration rates
in the world; it is now accepted that the
Canadian rate is at a similar level to that of
Australia and England and Wales, although
nearly four times that of Holland and
substantiatly less than half that of the
United States (Waller 1 974).-This debate
appears 6 be heating up in the United
States. For instance, Rector (1980)
suggests that the USA is hypocritical; it
criticizes other countries for lack of respect
for irdividual fréeedom and human rights,
yet it is a world leader in the use of
imprisonment, with ‘a rate more than
double that of any other western
industrialized democracy. Breed (1980)
quotes this rate as higher than Russia and
South Africa, if one omits political

" prisoners. (See also A.LC.J. 1980.)

The third social indicator that has
influenced public policy in criminal justice
is the opinion poll. Directing questions to
the retention of capital Jpunishment and
severity of court senteénces, the pollsters
have provided a simple statistic suggesting
that a majority of the public wants to retain
capital punishment and to see the courts
give more severe sentences (Fattah 1979).

'To avoid repetitive use of “et al.” and for rea-

sons of space, references are cited by the first
author only. .
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These resuits have made politicians
consider much more conservative crime
policies. Even when Canada abolished
capital punishment, the polls appear to
“have been the major justification for the
minimum sentence of 25 years, which was
introduced as. the alternative.

Many other indicators could, potentially,
play a crucial role in criminal justice. One
is the ratio of expenditures per offender,
per-year in prisons to that in the
community, showing a 10 to 1 differential
(Solicitor General of Canada 1979). Linked
to this has been the so-called “unit cost”
and staff-inmate ratios, showing in the
Canadian federal system an average
expenditure of $28,000 per inmate per
year, and approximately one employee to
one prisoner (Solicitor General of Canada
1979). More recently, indicators of the
number of police and private security
guards per 100,000 have drawn attention to
the dramatic growth in expenditures on
“protection.” Curiously, the average prison
.unit cost and the police salary have grown
.+t approximately the same absolute levels
from near $10,000 in 1968 to the mid-
$20,000 in 1980,

Victim-oriented indicators

If we review the present indicators in
criminal justice, we see that they have
reinforced the traditional orientation of
criminal justice toward crime and the
offender. None of these indicators focus on
harm done by crime, or the way it
threatens the right of the individual to
either “life, liberty, security of person and
the enjoyment of property” (CanadianBill
of Rights) or “domestic tranquility” (USA),
Over the last two decades, there has been a
growing realization that not only the
offenders and criminal justice agents, but
“victims have rights too” (New York City
Police Department 1978). Partly as a result
of the feminist militancy in the 1970's,
victim advocate groups have appeared to
fight for these rights in the case of rape,

- battered women, and abused children,
Authors (Skogan 1977; Waller 1978)
suggest that the lack of attention to victim
traumatization is one of the principal
causes of fear about crime and anger with
present criminal justice policies. In short,

there are pragmatic reasons for developing .

a good victim-oriented social indicator.

- There are also more fundamental values at
stake, of which this shift it pragmatic
“concerns is just a symptom. In criminal
justice, there appear fo be three major
goals, First, it is concerried with -
“protecting all members of society

including the offender himself, from
seriously harmful and dangerous conduct”
(Ouimet 1969:21). Second, it is a moral
system that serves to affirm fundamental
values (Law Reform Commission 1976:16-
17). Third, it protects the right to a feeling
of “domestic tranquility,”

One could expect citizens to agree on the
importance of freedom from avoidable
harm and assistance in recovering when
that harm occurs. There are many different
types of avoidable harm. For the purposes
of discussion of crime, there are harms that
are intentional and those that are

\unintentional. Most acts defined as crimes

in the criminal codes invelve harm
committed to another person or thir .
property intentionally. Of course, tticre- are
many intentional harms, from lying to

pollution, that are not defined in legislation

with a penalty of imprisonment, nor: in
criminal codes, There are also some strict
liability offenses in criminal codes and
other statutes which may not involve either
intention or harm,

Some commentators argue that the criminal
code is not concerned with protection from
harm but with reinforcing basic values
which it defines in a negative way; that is,
it defines acts that should not be done and,
in so doing, it implics what should be
done. Its role in clarifying basic values is
crucial to the discussion of victimization
surveys as social indicators,

Improving victimization surveys
as social indicators

A social indicator must be simple and
comprehensible to be successful in
focusing political attention on a problem;
The UCR index, the prison use index, and
the opinion polls are all simple and
comprehensible. Although its validation
may require indepth interviews in person,
the indicator itself may consist of one or
two questions, which can be asked in &
telephone interview. Thus a victim survey
designed as a social indicator might be
cheaper than one designed for other
purposes,

Since the pioneer work in the' 1960's by
Ennis, Biderman, Reiss, and others in the

- - USA, the criminal victimization survey has

been used in several industrialized
countries and developed in more cffective
ways (see Sparks 1977:3; Waller 1978:8-
22). The best known examples, which stay
close to the methods of the pioneers, are
probably the NCS (National Crime
Surveys) in the USA, where sophisticated
methodological tests were undertaken to
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improve the ability of the techniques to
measure accurately and reliably the nature
and extent of crime as well as its direct
and indirect costs.? These have been
followed by national surveys undertaken

’ from 1974 onward.

The-counts provided by the NCS as well as
the data base¢/made available are already
having a profound effect on “experts"
views of crime, victim trauma, public fear,
and the use by the public of police
services. Generally, they suggest that much
crime is minor in its financial
consequences and that compensation to
victims of crimes of violence is affordable
(Garcfalo and Sutton 1977). They provide,
directly from victims, national data on how
many index crimes (other than homicide)
occurred, and have firmly established for

- the USA, that upwards of half of all index

crimes known to victims are not reported
to the police and so could not be counted
in the UCR. Further, they give estimates of
financial costs, extent and nature of
injuries and estimate fear, for example, by
measuring the extent to which persons do
not go out af night. Al this information is
known by the age, marital status, income,
and race of the respondent, These measures
are limited to cases for which there is a
victim, either a person or a company who

i aware of those harms.

These measures omit some of the most
important elements of crime. They could
be compared with the impact of traffic
accidents, accidental fires, or accidents in
the home. But such an indicator would be
misleading, Crime for a victim is not
simply an accident, The essence of its
impact is the apparent intentionality and
violation of moral values involved. It
appears that the victim is outraged more
because another person decided to commit
the act, which was wrong. These three
elements are measurable, The victim can
provide information on emotional impact
by giving details of anger, hysteria, and
other symptoms we will discuss below.
The victim can also indicate the degree of
intentionality and violation of moral
values. -

While the managers of the United States
NCS (National Crime Surveys) and sarveys
in other countrics, modeled on those, have
e e et i v N

*Other major aims inzyr.jc',/(n) estimating the lev-
¢l of nonreporting.~#erime to the police and (b)
comparing p%iﬁ: recarded (very different from -
reported—seZ for instance Sparks 1977) crime
with N?f.//cétimmcd crime. The aims of the
study did not include estimating the amoun of
crime teported to, but not necessarily recorded’
by, the police.

been careful to circumscribe their
objectives, it is easy to assume that the
measures used by NCS of financial loss,
hospitalization, and*areas avoided are the
key indicators of the direct costs of crime,
Indeed, for insurance companies and
medical aid programs, who exclude
emotional disorders from their coverage,
they may be. However, for victims, the
feelings of the violations of themselves |
their home, or their property go beyond
loss of money and injury, Further, for
police agencies concerned with victim
reaction to crime, for courts, or for

inclusion in future national surveys,
Finally, the instrumentation must be
developed specifically as a social indicator,

5 \\
Some considerations in deveio;: g
victimization indicators
to influence policy

For a statistical measure to become an
effective social indicator a strategy
involving several identifiable considerations
is required.

.~ “grhaps the most obvious is that the

; O A
. .~ mdicator must be made available on a
legislators, these measures overlook one of- § on

the most crucial dimensions—that of
traumatization or crisis. Without discussing
their feelings of unhappiness, victims who
are traumatized by the event can be the
most active writers of letters to the press or
to legislators, the most disillusioned with
police services, and generally the most
dissatisfied with criminal justice programs,
Press reports, in which burglary
victimization surveys are quoted as
showing serious events to be rare, tend to
generate vitriolic letters to the editor from
those who have been traumatized by such
events in the past, That is not to say that
all victims are traumatized or indeed that

. all traumatized victims suffer equally. Nor

shotld public policy be determined

“uniquely by such reactions,

Even though much crime is minor, the
discussion above has shown some crime to
be more traumatic to its victims than the
financial loss or physical injuries alone
would indicate. However, these costs of
crime may be small compared to the effect
of widespread fear of crime, which may be
more-of a sacial problem than crime itself.
Anxiety about crime is the converse of
domestic tranquility.. As citizens, we not
only want to be free from attack and
heiped if stch an attack occurs but to have
a general feeling of security or freedom
from anxiety about attack. It is difficult to
measure such feelings, but central to policy
that we have an indicator of this most
insidious impact of crime. '

In summary, the technique of obtaining
data on systematic samples of the public
about crime provides the basis for a social
indicator of the harm done by crime. In its

_present form, it can focus attention on the

reduction of this harm and assess the
suceess of programs in achieving that

objective. However, it would be limited to

financial loss and physical injury,
Therefore, there is a nced to develop
measures 6f emotional impact, offender .
intentionality, moral wrong, and fear for

regular basis such as annually. It must also
be reliable and valid. These are necessary,
but not sufficient conditions.

\
The strategy 1\‘used by those responsible for
the police statistics provides some lessons
on how to do it. First, the indicator must
be made public. It must be made available
aggressively to key policymakers and
opinion leaders. Second, it must be
communicated in a way to catch the
interest of these individuals. For instance,
the “time clock” is a way of bringing horne
frequency of events to citizens. Thus,
special efforts must be made not only to
develop an appropriate indicator but decide
how this will be communicated.

The indicator must be available on both a
national and local level so that citizens can
identify with the information. Further,

local managers of crime prevention, victim "

service, or law enforcement agencies can
then be held accountable at least in part for
action relating to the indicator.

The effective use of a valid indicator can
result in the identification of a national
goal and the focusing of substantial
resources from several different levels of
government and the private sector on the
target problem. Of course, to achieve the
goal one needs to have reliable knowledge
about what works to achicve what
objective. :

Victimization surveys to provide

- knowledge to reduce crime

and its effects

It is time to turn to the treatment of the
disease. The social indicator is like the
thermometer or pulse rate that indicates a
problem. Using victimization surveys to
provide knowledge is like systematic. .
research into cancer or heart disease.
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Compared to the mammoth sums devoted
to the NCS,? the investment in explanatory
research on criminal justice and victim
issues has been miniscule. As victimization
indicators increase the public attention on
the problems of victims, we can expect
some changes. Criminal victimization
studies* have a potential (that remains
largely untapped) for informing those who -
take action to improve the world we live
in, if the studies are designed with this
cbjective in mind. If results are to be used,
the studies will have to be undertaken in
collaboration with, and communicated to,
those responsible for such action.®
However, -on the part of researchers, PRI
will need to be an appreciation of ho\:_
such techniques can be used to explain
why outcomes occur. The designers of
explanatory studies must be sure that they
have changed their emphasis from counting
and measuring to explaining and’
understanding, particularly for action. Both
researchers and practitioners must develop
conceptualizations or theories, which build
on hunch, practical know-how, and
accumulated knowledge; this should guide
the selection and analysis of items that are
likely to have such explanatory power for
action, ‘

Building on some of the findings and
methodology of Burglary: The victim and
the public (Waller 1978) and recent publi-
cations relating to victimization, we will
review some of the approaches most likely
to give valid information guiding action.
We will conclude that we may get.further
in knowing how to— ‘

o Reduce crime, by concentrating on fac-
tors other than demographic ones thought

to be related to crime that are amenable to

policy intervention associated with specific
crimes rather than crime il general

*The U.S. Federal Government has spent in ex-
cess of $54 million without counting money
spent by State agencies on “National Crime" or
“Victimization” surveys, -

“In this paper, a criminal victimization study re-
fers to a project which uses a variety of research
methodologies to investigate aspects of criminal
victimization. One part of that study will be a
survey using a series of questions to identify if

the respondent has been a victim of one or more :

criminal incidents within a specified range of
time. These questions are posed by an interview-
er using behavioral rather than legel ferms. They
can‘be directed to members of the general public
either over the/Hione or in person, ~
Some of the issues surrounding this type of col-
laboration are discussed in Waller (1979).
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’ I .
¢ Orient the police and Ihe courts to meet
the needs of the public, by consideting not
only reasons for reporting, but also explain_
why the public calls oq;j»criminal justice
agencies S : k
¢ Alleviate the harm fjom ¢rime, by en-
larging the concept of impact from only fi-
nancial loss and physi;k/:al injury to include
a better understanding both of how the
event is experienced by the victim, particu-
larly in cases of trauma, and of how this
can be managed; and ‘
® Increase feelings of domestic tranquility,
by reconsidering what is meant by the fear
of crime and how it originates.

We have shown elsewhere (Waller 1978,
1980b) that surveys are just one technique
that can be substantially more useful when
they are part of a batiery of approaches—
triangulated—to address these issues. Fi-
nally, it is possible to undertake victimiza-
tion studies with samples that are neither
national nor massive—thus limiting costs—-
to achieve these purposes, if greater use is
made of present criminblogical knowledge
and developments in victimization ‘survey
technology.

qu}ztrolling crime

All persons working in criminal justice, the
general public, and-offenders, agree that
we should reduce crime. At first sight, vic-
timization survey techniques provide an
ideal vehicle for reducing crime. Studying
victims and their environment can increase
our knowledge of the factors associated
with crime. Furthermore, they seem ideal
ways to provide knowledge of variables
that are amenable to policy intervention:
the victims of crime are motivated to take
simple precautions, if they know what to’
do; these surveys can identify what those.
precautions are. They also have potential
for obtaining useful self-report data, which-
can provide a different perspective or trian-
gulation on why crime occurs. Let us now
turn to some of the key issues in how vic-
timization surveys can be used to reduce
crime,

Surveys to provide guides for action to re-
duce crime need to focus on types of be-
havior that have common or homogeneous
explanations, As it is difficult to cover all
explanatory variables for all crimes in one
interview, it seems such surveys should be
focused on specific types of crime in ap-
propriate reas, Further, there is a growing
research literature separate from the victim-
ization studies that analyzes “acquaintance

crime,” “family violence,” “sex crime,” or
“residential crime.”® This literature pro-
vides a “conceptualization” as to why a
person. gets victimized:

Although there are some specific behavior-
al questions in the NCS, which might be
useful in explanations of robbery, burglary,
and assault, these are mostly limited to de-
mographic variables, which are extremely
indirect measures of lifestyle or routine ac-
tivity.” A questionnaire designed around
residential crime would include questions
relating to ecological vulnerability (Nation-
al Research Council 1976:97) which has
been the subject of substantial research
(Mayhew 1979), some using victimization
survey techniques outside of the Census
Bureau surveys. In Toronto, for instance,
physical characteristics of residences or
neighborhoods and the extent to which a
residence is occupied are important charac-
teristics (providing an independent explana-
tion) associated with burglary (also see
Reppetto 1974). Further, the extent to /
which a house can be watched by a neigh-
bor is important, particularly if.the nejgh-
bor takes fesponsibility to intervene
(Mayhew 1978). For apartments (though
not for houses) another important variable
is carelessness in locking doors or taking
similar precautions. These findings suggest
that systematic surveys involving inter-
views with victims and the general public
can provide more relevant and better sub-
stantiated measures if they include some
physical (defensive or environmental) fac-
tors as well as sociocriminogenic (positive
or social fact) dimensions. o

SFor firther discussion of acquaintance crime
and crisis amelioration see Brown and Rhoades
(1979). They define “acquaintance™ crime as the
crime of persons in ongoing, mutually recog-
nized, personal relationships with the victims,
such as certain types of rape, spouse battering,
or child abuse, :

D

"Hindelang (1978) in using the NCS, showed Jor k

the USA the extent to which the poor, the black,
the single, and the ol are more likely to be vic

tims, suggesting that these demographic varia- \\

bles depict persons following specific lifestyles )
and who tend to live in certain areas, These are
indirect. measures of vulnerability through hy-
pothesised exposure.

Felson and Cohen (1979) in the routine activ-
ity approach appear to be focusing on similar is-
sues, However, they provide specific measures
of transportable, yet valuable, goods available
and gaps in protection of houses that are more
relevant to understandifig events like burglary.
Such work still. nieeds to be placed in a multiple-
factor explanation such as that in Waller (1978,
chapter 5).
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The planning of an interview schedule in-
volves tradeoffs between the numbers of
types of crime to be studied, the detail of
environmental factors measured, and the -
targets of the study. The survey of “crime”
implicitly opts for information that will be
useful to explain all crimes. As a result; it
omits some of the key elements that are
known to explain a specific type of crime.
The factors correlated with the occurrence
of acquaintance crime are substantially dif-
ferent from those of bank robbery which
are very different from residential burglary
and different from auto theft. It may be
possible in some instances to go from a
general crime survey, which identifies
areas where specific crimes are more fre-.

. quent, to supplementary surveys. These

would then be used to collect the compre-
hensive explanatory data in areas where -
such crimes are most frequent,

. Making police and courts

accountable to the public

In many industrialized countries, there is a
growing concern with service to the public
among politicians and program audit agen-
cies. This tends to be part of a swing to
the new conservatism and so police agen-
cies sometimes escape this questioning.
Nevertheless, police chiefs themselves and
many others are showing a growing interest
in how the police and the courts can be or-
ganized to meet the expectations of their
clients as well as play an appropriate role
in crime prevention.® Of course, the term

» Client could mean the offender, the victim,

or the general public. If we consider just
the victim and the general public, we are
left wondering what they expect from the
police and the courts after criminal victim-
ization has ociirred. Why does the victim

¥The ‘commentators fave emphasized the need to
look at subgroups of crime in ways that will be e
useful for organization of police resources,
Goldstein and-athers (1977 and 1979, Engstad
and Evans 1979) have argyed recently that po-
lice and other social service resources should be
organized more appropriately around what the
community wants, Some of this, requires more
meaningful subcategories. of crime. Brown
(1978) has set up.an information system for the
Hartford Police Department which distinguished
events on dimensions of “solvability,” “serious-
ness,” and “extent to which it could be .
Jprevented,”

call the pelice?” If sosiaty feels that crime
will be(b/etter repressed \\nd socially criti-
cized ol\denounced if all’crime is reported,
how can victims be encouraged to report?
Equity in the criminal justice process is an-
other issue affected by the public’s deci-
sion to invoke or not the criminal justice
process. In fact, it appears the public se-
lects out more persons from further crimi-
nal processing than do the police,
prosecutors, or courts: there are many
crimes known to the public but not report-
ed, particularly face-to-face crimes. In both
absolute and proportional terims, this loss
due to-the citizen far exceeds attrition in
the criminal justice process (Solicitor Gen-
eral of Canada 1979). How does the public
select? Is their selection consistent with
that made by the police and couits?

Victimization surveys have established in
Australia, Canada, England, and the USA

_ that between onein-two, and one in three,

serious crimes are never reported to the po-
lice (Waller 1978:21-42; Braithwaite*
1979; Waller 1981; Sourcebook 1978) be-
cause the victim did not consider them a
police matter or the police could do little
about them. Both the U.S. and Australian
national crime survey material, on which
this statement is based, assumed that every
victim should report a crime to the police
and so the survey directors only asked why
the citizen did not call the police.

Kriowing the rate of nonreporting is no
more than an indicator of lack of public re-
sponsiveness. In England and Canada,
there is research that examined both what
is expected from the criminal justice sys-
tem and why the public calls the police
(Waller 1978; Sparks 1977). The public’s
expectations of criminal justice are much
more difficult to explain precisely, We did
this (Waller 1978:66-97) by examining the
public’s general participation in the system
as indicated by their having called the po-
lice in the past or having appeared in =~
court. We studied also the expectations of
the public when faced by a common bur-
glary event. ;

Itis ;he latter that is most worth reporting
here, Fiffy-seven parcent of the respon-

dents saw rehabilitation as the main pur-

The data presented in the Sonrcebook of crimi-
nial justice statistics (1978) suggest that attitudes
to.the police in the abstract are highly positive.
However, persons who have called the police
are much less likely to have such positive atti-
tudes. Sparks (1977: 137-8) shows that those
victimized are generally less satisfied with the
police.

*See Chépter 2 of this volume.

pose in sentencing the typical burglary
offender; 28% saw retribution as the main
purpose, Further, respondents were likely
to want severe sentefices when they wor-
ried about their own victimization, when
they were not covered by insurance, when
the case involvid an older person (age 30

instead of age 18), and when the offender -

had been convicted of assault previously.

The victim’s view of the need to report an
cvent appears to vary with both the victim
and the event's objective characteristics
such as financial loss or damage. We
showed (pp. 40-41) that, at least in Toron-
to, a majority of persons say that they call
the police out of moral duty. However,
they also give reasons such as getting their
goods back, stopping the offender from do-
ing it again, and‘because their insurance
companies require them to do so (see also
Sparks 1977:124). Persons owning their
own iuime were more likely to report
crimes,

Value of property stolen or damaged was
an important determinant of reporting to
the police (pp. 40-45), but disarrangement
or vandalism in the residence was an im-
portant additional factor in explaining the
desire for the offender to be imprisoned. It
appears that such vandalism tends to create
a trauma similar to those in rape or more
dramatic robberies, where the victim feels
that his or her personal safety was
threatened.

Thus the victim experiences an offender,
whose motivation the victim does not un-
derstand and so feels might have done any-
thing. Such victims feel that if they had
been home they might have been attacked.
This reaction to irrational offending cannot
be measured in surveys of nonvictims. Fur-
ther, it has generally been overlooked in
surveys of victims like NCS, either be-
cause its importance has not been under-
stood or because insufficient effort has
been made to develop adequate measures.

Seriousness can mean many different -
things, It can be confused with culpability
or degree of responsibility for a morally
reprehensible act, It‘can allude to the ifn-
pact on a victim,-potential danger, or influ-
ence on socictal values, The measures used
in the NCS are similar to those found in
the Sellin-Wolfgang Seriousness Scale
(1964). Limitations on the Sellin-Wolfgang
scale may be disguising some important is-
sues for measuring seriolisness in the con-
text of invoking the criminal justice
system.

The first limitation is that the scale may =
only represent certain subgroups in society.
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There seems to be increasing agreement that
general social attitudes are pnmary determinants
of beliefs about the an( unt of crzme and fear of

crzme. \/

Thus poorer persons may weight violence .
relative to financial loss differently than
richer persons. Members of lower socio-
economic groups (Waller 1978, Sparks
1977) and immigrants (Sparks 1977) are
more likely than others to want arrest for

offenses involving the.same level of finan- °

cial loss and physical injury.

A greater degree of explanation may be
achieved by overcommg 2;second limita-
tion, which is that the work on seriousness
has not dealt with victims dlrectly and par-
ticularly has not included information on
the offender. Many analyses assume that a
$50 theft is viewed in the same way by the
poverty stricken and the affluent. They also
assume that a theft is as “serious” whether
committed by a first offender, a child of |
10, an adult of 25, or a person with two
previous convictions. Using a representa-
tive sample of the general populatrons, we
(pp. 87-93) showed that convictions tor
previous assault charges (see also Schwartz
and Skolnick 1962), were associated with
the desire for substantially more serious
sentences. Further; changing an offense
from a property loss of $250 to $3,000 re~
sulted in less change of opinion on severity
of sentence than using the same offense but
involving either an offender over age 30 as
opposed to age 18, an offender with two
previous convictions for shoplifting (com-
pared to none), and an offender with two
previous assault convictions. Because as-
sanlt convictions make such a difference, it
appears that the public is much more con-
cerned. by the potential for personal vio-
lence. This can be extrapolated to infer that
the victim is more concerned with what
might happen than what did. It is not the
actual physical injury but the victim’s per-
ception of the degree of life threat that is
crucial.

The interesting qualitative work by Brillon
and Baril with small businesses in Mon-
treal shows another aspect of importance of
the offender to perceived threat.* The vic-
tims were surprised that the offenders were
less dangerous than the stereotype they
expected.

There are technical constraints whlch must
not be overlooked, of which the most im-
portant is insuranice (Blderman 1966). Most
insurance policies covering losses from -
theft or burglary require the event to be re-
posted to the police before a claim can be
reimbursed. This type of constraint ¢an
also be a condition of victim service agen-
cies. Boards for the.compensation of vic-
tims of violent crime probably require the

*Reported in Chapter 9 of this volume.
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victimization to be reported to the police.
These techiical constraints work in a high-
ly differential rianner. We found (p. 84) -
that only 64% of the residences in metro-
politan Toronto were insured. Thus insur-
ance does not cover all persons, nor in fact
those ostensibly most in need. This seems
to add insurance to the list of victim ser-

vice agencies (such as boards of compensa-~

tion of victims of crimes of violence) that
are criticized for being too restricted.

In summary, some of the public emphasize
that they expect protection and others, ret-
ribution, from the criminal justice system.
They call the police for insurance reasons
as well as instinct or moral duty. They of-
ten will not call when they feel the event is
minor. Their perception of seriousness
seems. to be a function of the degree of
personal threat tq them. When victims arc
traumatized, théyare much more likely to
call the police and want severe sanctions,
In terms of guides to action, these themes
need further explanation. However,.they
also indicate how the public can be encour-
aged to report more and the emphasis
which criminal justice agencies should tuke
to meet publmexpectatxons, .

Alleviating harm from victimization

Given that crime can be reduced but never:
eliminated, it is important to see what can
be done to alleviate its impact. The NCS
have provided some |mportant mformatron
on the direct impact of crime. It’is easy to
infer from these measures that what is
needed is simply better victim compensa-
tion or insurance programs and better
medical care. Undoubtedly, such programs
would be progress. However, the NCS
measures do not illustrate how the crime is
experienced by the victim,

Our own studies as well as Bourque (1978)
tsing a different methodology tried to- mea-
sure these emotional reactions and charac-
teristics of victim crisis for offenses other
than rape.'®

I
**No attempt has been made in this paper to re-
view the literature relating to rape, In passing, it
is important to note that the NCS does not mea-
sure the incidence of rape directly, That is, the
respondent is given t t‘-c‘\gpnorlumty to mention
rape only when asked qucstlons such as “Did
anyone try to attack you in some other wny?“
The incidence of trauma in rape situations js
probably much higher than for burglary or rob-
bery. For further references on rape see Viano
(1976) or. Brodyaga (1975), Burgess and Hol-
strom (1974), or Curran.and Worman (1978).

In exploratory interviews. and from pre-
vious literature, we (Waller and Okihiro,
1978, pp. 35-39) identified fear (of being
alone and entering the residence or. rooms),
anger, general upset, sleeplessness, head-
aches, and general increase in suspicion, as
common reactions to burglary. Even
.though the more extreme reactions such as
general upset, fear, and anger were men-
tioned in leéss than 10% of the cases, in-
crease in suspicion was mentioned by 50%
of the respondents. Women were more

»likely to mention fear, as they did in more
than 30% of the cases in which there was a
female respondent.”Bourque (1978)"! iden-
tified seven symptoms, which they scaled
usingsthe Guttman procedure, These were
serious residual effects; memory loss,
physical upset or nausea, confused state of
shock, fear, crying or shaking, and ner-
vousness. They estimate that 10% of po-
lice-recorded burglary victims would
expenence physical upset or nausea or
more serious effects. They also show wom-
en, but not older persons, t¢-he more sus-
ceptible. Robbery tended to produce more
of these “crises,” but burglary produced a
more lasting impact.'?

These types of trauma should be studied.in
‘the ‘tontext of crisis theory to lead to effec-
tive programs to reduce: or alleviate the im-
pact The debate on victim assistance
seems to be fixated generally on compensa-
tion to victims. of crimes of violence. Some
dlscussmn has occurred on insurance.
“Some concern has been expressed for rape
victims. Indeed, we can probably see more
of the potential of research that is sensitive
to policy-tractable variables by examining

!"The analysis by Bourque (1978;12-19) is par—
ticularly intergsting in suggestm&, types of bur-
glary and robbery likely to prccrpxtatc crisis. The
approximate percentage incidence is estimated
for their 30:day police record study in Fort
Worth, Rochester, or Birmingbam, for burglary
as follows: loss of sentimental possession (5%,
high loss $1,000 (9%), malicious destruction of
property (1%), ransacking (2%), victim presence
in residence (5%), prior victimizations (19%),
and miscellaneous (2%); for robbery these were:
bodily harm to vietim (23%), use of weapon
(63%), assault with no injury {21%), and multi-
ple offenders (33%).
12Bourque et al. (1978) do not expldm this. It is
likely that the longer term impact is a”socmted
with negative feelings for.a pluce to wluch one
goes regularly. Robbery victims can ubmd the
scene of the crime; however, burglary victims
can only do this if they move. Sccondly as
Bourque (1978) shows, the police ar¢ not as
sensitive ta crisis in burglary situations and so
may not only fail to alleviate the crisis but exac-
erbate it by carcless remarks reculling spectacu-
. lar burglarics that the officer remembers.
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some of the themes from the rape litera-’

~ture. For instance, the study of crisis in
rape gives a broader understanding of the

possible impact of crime ai the general
comparability between crime victimization
crisis and other natural crises. Curran and
Wortman (1977) building on Burgess and
Holstrom (1974) and Sniith (1974) have
shown how the degree of crisis cannot be
measured by external symptoms alone,
Some allowance must be made for the situ-
ation of the victim: if they are already in
crisis, then the victimization may not be
able to makz matters worse and the ap-
proach to crisis amelioration would be dif-
ferent. Similarily crime by an acquaintance
can be much more enduring and disrupting,
beause. the victim's close’social network
may be shattered. Knowing more about the
victim’s situation and basic feelings of se-
curity or insecurity-¢¢fore the event may
help to indicate both how serious the de-
gree of disequilibrium and directions for
amelioration.

In short, it appears that the degree of trau-
ma and personal threat is an impm*npt con-
cept to consider in future victimization
studies, paticularly to inform the various

victim assistance programs and the police.

[N

Reducing fear

Fear of crime is one ¢f the congepts in'the
general areas of victimology and criminol-
ogy that is most weakly operationalized
and most in need of further review. The
sense of malaise associated with “fear” is
difficult to operationalize. As yet, little ef-
fort has been focused on understanding
what is fear or what are its origins, Can.we
make use of knowledge of fear in animals
where the body takes precautions to fight
an attacker or avoid-a dangerous situation
by running? How do we distinguish what is
only stimulating, from what is also un-
pleasant? In much of the victim literature,
we see authors associating trauma with the
feeling of loss of control: events that are
frightening can become pleasant thrills
when we volunteer to experignoe them or
tolerable pain when we choose to accept it.
It is the “locus of control™ that is crucial,
This seems to be one element that distin-
guishes crime from rides in roller coasters
or visits to the dentist. Another element is
the reality of the danger: in horror movies
the”danger is simulated.

All of the previous elements: would be true
in the fear of accidents. There is a special
fear associated with the way harm from
crime is defined. Perhaps another elenient
is the sacietal perception that the event is
unnecessary or avoidable: we use the term

1

accident for a car crash to imply that no
one was really responsible, yet we see rob-
bery as the deliberate acts of persons who
are responsible for the consequences of
their behavior. These notions of intentiona-
lity are linked to cultural perceptions of be-
havior: for some time robbery has been
perceived as an intentional act not to be
perpetrated—it is “mala antiquita}’; killing

. people through profit-motivated decisions

on the design of the gas tank of a car may
be just as intentional, but the remoteness of
the managers diminishes both their criminal
r»sponsrbllrty and the degree of emotional
traumh for the victim in a crisis that is
widely accepted as horrendous.

To date, most of the research done on the
fear of crime and its effects on behavior -
have used different terms interchangeably.
Furstenberg (1971) has stressed the differ-
ence between concern with the problem of
crime and fear of being personally victim-
ized. But is this the only conceptual confu-
sion? The effect of fear is measured
typically by whether the respondent avoids
certain areas of a city or neighborhood,
does not go out at night, believes crime
rates to be rising or would feel unsafe
when out alone at night. For instance, Hin-
delang (1978:201) shows that the poor, the
old, and females are more likely to report
feeling unsafe in going out alone; they con-~
trast this with the objective risk of victim-
ization measured by surveys which show
that risk does not vary by the age or sex of

> the respondent, 'They conclude (Hlnde]ang

1978:224) that going out in the evening,
moving from a residence, and choosing
where to shop are affected by other issues
more than by crime, Overall, it appears
more likely that the feeling of insecurity is
only a symptom of a general set of feelings
inrelated to crime that a resident has in a
particulac, neighborhood. Little research has
examined these issues, particularly in the
context of how such research could be used

-to create stronger feelings of security.
“Avoiding the feeling associated with in-

creased adrenaline is different at least in
degree from concern for security. One does
not wear a seat belt to avoid adrenaline,
but because it is believed to be safer. If
older persons are worried -about being has-
sled by teenagers on the street, they will
go out less and so will be less often at risk
(Hindelang 1978). This worry could be
concern for security. However, it could
also be induced by fear felt by the older
person when walking near tecnagers. Per-
sons who go to their doors preparing for an
attacker are different from those who calm-
ly put another lock on their door. In short,
fear may precipitate precauntions, but fear is

a state of discomfort that is different from
the calm decision to install a “Buddy buzz-
er.” This distinction is crucial to the under-
standing of the effect of action taken to
reduce crime. Installing a lock may give a
feeling of greater security when nobody is
at the door as in “tiger prevention”.in New
York City (Zimring 1971). It may also re-
‘duce the likelikood of a burglary (princi-
pally in high rise apartments). However, it
could mean the resident is more likely to
go to the door in a state of fear having
been warned that the Iock was necessary
for protection.

There seems-to be increasing agreement
that general social attitudes are primary de-
terminants of beliefs about the amount of
crime and-fear of crime (Hindelang 1978;
Robert 1978; Sparks 1677:207-211). It is
not clear whether victimization affects
those feelings in a major way. Spdrks
(1977:208) suggests that victimization by
assault and robbery reduces fear: his argu-
ment is that, when all events, whether seri-
ous or not serious, are equally probable
then it is believed that the most serious
event has a real chance of occurring. This
is reinforced by the media coverage of the
sensational event. The actual experience of
victimization then s the person & real
example on which t¢ basgl their fear and so
reduces the anxiety. /& anl from qualitative
research with the victims of robberies of
small businesses partially disagrees on the
effect of the event. The majority of victim-
izations-as reported in the research were
experienced as less serious than the media
image (Grenier and Manseau 1978); but the
victimization did not reduce fear, It did
teach the victim how to weather the experi-
ence. In a twisted way, victimization may -
reduce trauma but not general fear.

The feeling state of fear is much more like-
ly to be precipitated by life-threatening
possibility. In which case, discussions of
fear of crime should not overlook two im-
portant observations. First, crime is not
“normally” distributed in cities. Like
Schmid (1972) and Boggs (1965), our re-
search showed most census tracts or enu-
meration areas in Toronto to have a very
low incidencg, of victimization. Also we
showed in our self-report section the small
number of offenders who commit several
offenses (see also Leblanc 1976; West and
Farrington 1977). A few areas have ‘very
high crime rates: Perception of the danger-
ousness of an area may be-a function of
spectacular newsworthy incidents. Howev-
er, if crime is seen as “nonlocal and non-
personal” (Hindelang 1978 167) it is
because lifé-threatening crime is just that.
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Second, as pointed out above, perceptions
of dangerousness are not only a combina-
tion of money taken or injuries incurred,
they are a function of threat of harm, par-
ticularly death or severe debilitation. The
public.is probably not very concerned by
an increase in $10 property losses, even if
there are 26 tifnes as many events so that it
would score as cumulatively high on the
Sellin-Wolfgang scale.'* However, they

~* are concerned by an apparent. or real in-

crease in “irrational” murders. The public
_is probably following the “minimax” prin-
ciple of trymg to minimize the possrblhty
of the maxizaum harm.,

RN

In summary, we cannot start with explana-
tions of fear, because we have not opera-

tionalized the concept in the most effective

way. If we adopt the Whitrod'* suggestion
of letting the citizen define fear by record-
ing in-d diary both the events that created
fear and what he or she felt in.reaction to
that event, we may make some progress.:
We must then focus on factors associated
with different levels of this fear, such as
second-hand reports of victimization, ‘me-
dia coverage of the sensational and excep-
tional, use of UCR or an effective
victimization social indicator, personal im-
ages. of the crime problems, feelings of
personal securny and community
integration.

Conclusion

We have distinguished separate purposes
for victimization techniques—first as socijal
indicators to influence priorities of public
policy and, second, to inform specific pro-
grams, Yictimization surveys can provide
public policy with simple, comprehensible,
broadly based indicators of the harm done
by crime and its social-impact. These indi-

Blt is unclear how additive the Sellin-Wolfgang
scale is. Wellford and Wiatrowski (1975) have .
shown for 118 Florida State students that sepa-
rate events are found to de equally serious to the
accumulation into one event of the components
of these separate events. This does not appear-to
have been replicated in other samples. Wagner’
and Pease (1978) argue that the combination of :
these Judgments is.far more complex and sug-
gest that it is not ad?lrtxve It seems to defy com-
mon sense that 26 thefts of $10 are equivalent to
a murdér\\Even if it were true, the public does

.not reacwn the “scaled"” manner; a death has'a

'\bpecral/nrommence on its own for those in pub-
lic police. It is the spectacular and out-of-the-or-
dinary that probably affects pubhc views and «
legislative decrsronmahng

"Personal commithication with Ray Whnrod
Naticnal University, A‘ustmha : o
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cators must be reported in a form that will
focus the policy pnormes appropriately. -
The harm measued must include financial
losses, typical -injuries, and emotional trau-
fna. Social impact must define fear, mea-
sure its extent, and analyze the .
intentionality of theé harm done.

We saw four areas of action where_ cnmr-
nal victimization studies can make a useful
‘contribution to a knowledge base for effec-
tive programs. These were in efforts to re-
duce crime, to orient the police and the
courts effectively to public needs; to allevi-
ate the harm from crime not preveénted, and
{"fto increase public feelings of domestic
tranqurlhty These goals can only be
achieved where the techniques’ are used in
a focused manner designed to guide action.
This requires a conceptualization of how
policy-tractable variables can impact on
outcome, together with empirical tests of
the extent to which these variables are in-
deed associated with the outcome. Such fo-
cused surveys-are likely to be more
successful if they examine—

- @ Specific crimes rather than crime in

general

e The broad envitdbnment within which the
public needs to use the services of the po-
lice and the courts rather than the unique
iissue of whether crime is not reported

¢ The harm from crime within the context
of how the victim expenences the event
and knowledge of crisis managément; and.
® The issues of domestic tranquillity and
fear in considerably more depth.

Considerable \progress\ has been made over
the past 15 years in improving 'our ‘under-

- standing of the impact of crime and its pre-

vention. However, the increases that
.occurred in this time.in crime and-in-¢¥- =
penditures supposedly focused against it,’
together with our realization of the"general
inefficiency of those programs, require - -
greatly enhanced efforts by. government,

reform agencies, and citizéns to deal with ~

these problems in a rational manner which
will require resources to be devoted to
“these issues over the next few years.
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Bureau of Justice Statistics reports Crime against persons in urban, suburban, and

(revised December 1984)

Call toli-free 800-732-3277 (local
251-5500) to order BJS reports, to be added
to one of the BJS mailing lists, or to speak
to a reference specialist in statistics at the
Justice Statistics Clearinghouse, National
Criminal Justice Reference Service,

Box 8000, Rockville, MD 20850, Single
copies of reports are free; use NGJ number
to order. Postage and handling are charged
for bulk orders of single reports. For single
copies of muitiple titles, up to 10 titles are
free; 11-40 titles $10; more than 40, $20;
libraries call for special rates.

Public-use tapes of BJS data sets and
other criminal justice data are available
from the Criminal Justice Archive and

- Information Network, P.O. Box 1248, Ann
Arbor, MI 48106 (313-764-51 99).

National Crime Survey

Criminal victimization in the U.S.:
1982 (final report), NC.-92820, 11/84
1973-82 trends, NC90541, 9/83
1981 (final report), NCJ-80208
1980 (final report), NCJ-84015, 4/83
1979 {final report), NCJ-76710, 12/81

8US special reports:
The economic cost of crime to victims, NCJ-
93450, 4/84 :
Family violence, NCJ-93449, 4/84
BJS bulletins: :
Criminal victimization 1983, NCJ-93869, 5/84
Households touched by crime, 1983, NCJ-
936£8, 5/84
Violent crime by strangers, NCJ-80829, 4/82
Crime and elderly, NCJ-79614, 1/82
Measuring crime, NCJ75710, 2/81

Victimization and fear of crime: - World
perspectives, NCJ-93872, 1/85

The National Crime Survey: Working papers,
val. I Current and historical perspectives,
NCJ-76374,8/82
vol. |i: Metholagical studies, NCJF80307, 12/84

Crime against the elderly in 26 cities,
NCJ-76708, 1/82

The Hispanic victim, NCJ-69261, 11781

Issues in the measurement of crime,
NCJ-74682, 10/81 ‘ :

Criminal victimization of California residents,
1974-77, NCJ-70944, 6/81 :

Restitution to victims of personal and household
crimes, NCJ-72770, 5/81

Criminal victimization of New York State
residents, 1974-77, NCJ-66481, 9/80

. The cost of negligence: Losses from preventable

household burglaries, NGJ-53527, 12/79
Rape victimization in 26 American cities,
- 'NCJ-55878, 8/79
Criminal victimization in urban schools,

NCJ-56398, 8/79

Tobe put on any BJS mailing ist, write to NCJRS,
User Services Dept. 2, Box 6000, Rockville,
MD 20850. -

All BJS reports — 30 4o 40 bulletins and reports
ayear ; .

BJS Bulletins and Special Reports -~ the most
current Justice data :
Courts reports — State court caseload surveys, -
model annual reports, and State court organjzation
SUrveys - C
Corrections reports —resulls of sample surveys
and censuses of Jails, prisons, parole, and:
probation e ‘

National Crime Survey reports —the;Nation's
only regular national survey of crime victims
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics
{annual) ~ 153 sources, 433 tables, 103 figures,
index, bibliography

rural areas, NCJ-53551, 7/79

An introduction to the National Crime Survey,
NCJ-43732, 4/78

Local victim surveys: A review of the issues,
NCJ-38973, 8/77

Corrections
BJS bulletins and special reports:
Sentencing practices in 13 States, NCJ-95399,
10/84

Prison admissions and releases 1981,
NCJ-95043, 9/84

Capital punishment 1983, NCJ-93925, 7/84

Time served in prison, NCJ-03924, 6/84

Prisoners in 1983, NCJ-85861, 12/82

Prisoners in State and Federal institutions on
Dec. 31, 1982 {final), NCJ-9331 1,12/84
Dec. 31, 1981 (final), NCJ-86485, 7/83

Capital punishment 1982 {final), NCJ-95133,
11/84

Capital punishment 1981 {final), NCJ-86484,
5/83 :

1979 survey ofinmates of State correctional facilities
and 1979 census of State correctional facilities:
BJS special reports; )

Career patterns in crime, NCJ-88672, 6/83
BJS bulletins:
Prisoners and drugs, NCJ-87575, 3/83
Prisoners and alcohol, NCJ-86223, 1/83
Prisons and prisoners, NCJ-80697, 2/82
Veterans in prison, NCJ-79232, 11/81

Census of jails and survey of jail inmates:
The 1983 jail census (BJS bulletin), NCJ-95536,
11/84

Jail inmates 1982 (BJS bulletin), NCJ-87161, 2/83

Census of jalls, 1978: Data for individual jails,
vols. 1V, Northeast, North Central, South, West,
NCJ-72279-72282, 12/81

Profile of jaii inmates, 1978, NCJ-65412, 2/81

Census of jails and survey of jail inmates, 1978,
preliminary report, NCJ-551 72,5/79

Paroie and probation
BJS bulletins: .
Probation and parole 1983, NCJ-9477s,
9/84

Setting prison terms, NCJ-76218, 8/83
Characteristics of persons entering parole
during 1978 and 1979, NCJ-87243, 5/83
Characteristics of the parole population, 1978,
NCJ-66479, 4/81 '
Parole in the U.5., 1979, NCJ-69562, 3/81

Courts ‘
BJS bullstin: )
Case filings in State courts 1983, NCJ-95111,
10/84

BJS special reports:

Criminal defense systems: A national
survey, NCJ-94630, 8/84

Habeas corpus, NCJ-92949, 3/84

Case filings in State courts 1983,
NCJ-85111, 10/84

State court caseload statistics, 1977 and
1981, NCJ-87587,2/83 - o

The prosecution of telony arrests, 1979, NCJ-
86482, 5/84 :

State court organization 1980, NCJ-76711, 7/82

State court model statistical dictionary,
NCJ-62320, 9/80

A cross-city comparison of felony case
processing, NCJ-55171, 7/79

Federal criminal sentencing: Perspectives of
analysis and a design for research, NCJ-33683,
10/78

Varlations in Federal criminal sentences,
NCJ-33684, 10/78

Predicting sentences in Federal courts: The
feasibility of a national sentencing policy,
NCJ-33686, 10/78

State and locatl prosecution and civil atlorney
systems, NCJ-41334, 7/78

Expenditure and employment

Justice expenditure and employment in the
U.S., 1971-79, NCJ-92506 11/84

dustice expenditure and employment in the
U.S.,-1979 (final report), NCJ-87242, 12/83

Privacy and security
Computer crime:
Electronic fund transfer and crime,
NCJ-92650, 2/84
Computer security techniques,
NCJ-84048, 9/82
Electronic fund transfer systems and crime,
NCJ-83736, 9/82
Legislative resource manuai, NCJ-78890, 9/81
Expert witness manual, NCJ-77927, 9/81
Criminar justice resource manual, NCJ-61550,
12/79

Privacy and security of criminat history
information:
A guide to research and statistical use,
NCJ-69790, 5/81
A guide to dissemination, NCU-40000, 1/79
Compendium of State legislation:
NGJ-48981, 7/78
1981 supplement, NCJ-79652, 3/82

Criminal justice information policy:

Victim/witness legislation: An overview,
NCJ-94263, 12/84

Information policy and crime control strategies
(SEARCH/BJS conference), NCJ-03926,
10/84

Research access to criminal justice data,
NCJ-84154, 2/83

Privacy and juvenile justice records,
NCJ-84152, 1/83

Survey of State laws (BJS bulletin),
NCJ-80838, 6/82

Privacy and the private employer,
NCJ-79651, 11/81

General

BJS bulletins:
Bank robbery: Federal offenses and
offenders, NCJ-94630,8/84
Federal drug law violators, NCJ-92692
2/84

The severity of crime, NCJ-92326, 1/84

The American response to crime: An overview
ofcriminal justice systems, NCJ-91936, 12/83

Tracking offenders, NCJ-91572, 11/83 -

Victim and witness assistance: New State
laws and the system's response, NCJ-87934,
5/83

Federal justice statistics, NCJ-80814, 3/82
BJS telephone contacts, NCJ-95505, 10/84
How to gain access to BJS data (brachure),

BC-000022, 9/84
Sourcebook of criminal justice statistics, 1983,

NCJ-91534, 10/84. -

Information policy and crime control

Strategles, NCJ-93926, 10/84 . -
Proceedings of the 2nd workshop on law and

justice statistics; 1984, NCJ-93310, 8/84
Report to the nation on crime and justice:

. The data, NCJ-87068, 10/83
Dictionary of criminal justice data terminology:

2nd.ed., NCJ-76939, 2/82 o
Technical standards for machine-readable data

supplied to BJS, NCJ-75318, 6/81
Juf/téce agencies in the U.S., 1980, NCJ-65560,

1 ) :

A style manual for machine-readable data,
NCJ-62766,9/80 -
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