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In July 1986 the Bureau of Justice
Statisties (BJS) implemented the first
phase of a redesign of the National
Crime Survey (NCS), which collects
national data on personal and household
criminal vietimizations. Vietims now
give new information in three areas:
vietims' perception of drug and alcohol
use by violent offenders; protective
actions taken by vietims and bystand-
ers; and the response of police and
other criminal justice authorities to
reported crimes.

This report presents an overview of
the responses given by erime vietims
living in a nationally representative
sample of households, surveyed by the
NCS from July 1986 through June 1987.
BJS will publish more detailed analyses
of the new NCS data in future reports.

Key findings include the following:

& Victims reported that they believed
their assailants were under the influ-
ence of drugs or aleohol in about 36%
of violent crime ineidents (rapes, rob-
beries, and assaults), including 46% of
rapes. In 43% of violent erimes the
vietims reported that they did not know
whether the offender was under the
influence of drugs or alechol.

# Seventy-three percent of violent

erime victims reported taking some
self-protective measure. The most
common measures were resisting or

trying to capture the offender (32% of -

cases where at least one self-protective
measure was taken), running away or
hiding (26%), and persuading or
appeasing the offender (26%).
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The Redesigned National Crime
Survey: Selected New Data
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This BJS Special Report presents
the first analysis of new National
Crime Survey questions introduced
in July 1986. These questions will
help us to learn more about
offenders’ drug and alcohol use,
about how victims attempt to pro-
tect themselves, and about the re-
sponse to crime of the police and
other eriminal justice authorities.

The questions belong to the first
phase of the redesign of the NCS,
a 5-year effort involving BJS
staff, the U.S. Bureau of the
Census, and numerous criminal jus-
tice professionals and experts in
the study of vietims of erime.
Since its inception in 1972 the
NCS, one of the Nation's largest
ongoing social surveys, has been a
vital source of information on
crime and its consequences.

As various features of the
redesigned NCS are phased in over
the next several years, policy-
makers, practitioners, researchers,
and the public will benefit by more
detailed and more accurate infor-
mation on the dynamics of the
eriminal incident and how our
criminal justice system responds.

Joseph M. Bessette
Acting Director

e About three-fifths of the vietims who
took self-protective measures stated
that their actions had a positive effect
on the outcome of the crime. About 7%
of the vietims taking self-protective
measures reported that their actions
hurt the situation, and 6% reported
both positive and negative effects.
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® When notified of a erime, the police
came to see the vietim in 76% of vio-
lent erimes, in 71% of household erimes
(burglary, household theft, and motor
vehiele theft), and in 54% of personal
thefts.

e According to the crime vietims, in
about 56% of the violent crimes, 38%
of personal thefts, and 35% of house-
hold crimes where the police ecame to
see the victim, the police arrived
within 10 minutes after being notified.
Police arrived within an hour in 95% of
violent crimes, 84% of personal thefts,
and 85% of household crimes.

e Police had later contact with vietims
in 37% of the violent erimes reported
to the police (including 62% of rapes),
35% of reported household crimes (in-
cluding 58% of motor vehicle thefts),
and 25% of reported personal thefts.

o In those cases where the crime was
reported to the police, vietims were
aware that an arrest was made in 25%
of violent erimes (including 34% of
aggravated assaults and 15% of rob-
beries), 7% of household crimes, and 4%
of personal thefts.

e In about 1 in 9 violent crimes
reported to the police, the vietim
received help or advice from a vietim
assistance office or agency other than.
the police.

NCS redesign

The Statistics Division of the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA), the predecessor of the Bureau
of Justice Statisties, inaugurated the
National Crime Survey in July 1972 to
collect national data on personal and




household criminal vietimization. The
original questionnaire remained essen-
tially unchanged until July 1985, when
BJS added and expanded guestions on
crime incident characteristies and out-
comes. These revisions were the first
results of the Nat&onal Crime Survey
Redesign Project.

This extensive research and develop-
ment effort was undertaken in response
to two earlier evaluations. The National
Academy of Sciences conducted the first
reviey and published its findings in
1976.“ The LEAA Statistics Division
completed a subsequent internal review
of the NCS program in 1978.

A consortium of organizations headed

by the Bureau of Sccial Science Research

in Washington, D.{., was awarded a
contract in 1979 to study all phases of
the NCS program, including sample and
fuestionnaire design, administration of
the survey, and dissemination of NCS
data. When the contract to redesign
the NCS concluded in 1985, the consor-
tium had developed new questionnaire
items. BJS had also established a task
force in 1983 to evaluate changes and
to schedule revisions to the survey.

Those changes that had minimal po-
tential to affect NCS vietimization
rates were introduced in July 1986.
The questions reflect not only the work
of the NCS Redesign Consortium but
also the recommendations of other
experienced NCS users.

Specifically, the new questions con-
cerned drug and alcohol use by offend-
ers, self-protective measures taken by
vietiing, actions of the police in the
investigation of reported erimes, and
contacts between the vietim and other
persons or organizations in the eriminal
justice system.

New data, not presented in this
report, are also now being obtained on
the type of location where the crime
occurred and the victim's activity at
the time of the incident. Finally, new
response categories have been added to
several existing questions, such as the
place of occurrence, type of weapons
present, items taken in thefts, and
reasons for reporting or not reporting
crimes to the police.

BJS is currently testing additional
changes to the NCS questionnaire.
These changes include a substantially
—l;o—r a more detailed discussion of the NCS

redesign, see Redesign of the National Crime
‘Survey, NCJ-111457, February 1989.

2Surveying Crime, Bettye K. Eidson Penick, ed.
(Washington, D.C.: National Academy of Sciences,
1976).

revigsed screening procedure and new
questions on factors that may increase
or decrease an individual's likelihood of
becoming a vietim of erime. These re-
visions are scheduled to be phased in
during 1989; all changes to the ques-
tionnaire will be completed in 1991.

Drug and alcohel use by offenders

Responses to new NCS questions show
that in about 36% of the violent erime
incidents, the vietim thought that the
offender was under the influence of
drugs or alcohol (table 1). In about 4 of
every 10 incidents, the vietim did not
know whether or not the offender was
under the influence at the time of the
incident. Vietims of rape and assault
were more likely than robbery vietims
to report the offenders used drugs or
alcohol; however, the proportion of
incidents where the vietim did not know
if the offenders used drugs or aleohol
was higher for robbery than for other
categories of violent erimes.

For those victims who could report
the offenders' use of drugs or aleohol,
similar proportions of the vietims of

rapes, robberies, and aggravated assaults

believed that the offeriders had been
under the influence.

Except for the ecrime of robbery,
violent crime vietima indicated that
offenders were more likely to be under
the influence of alcohol than of drugs.
Robbery offenders were about as likely
to be using drugs as they were t6 be
drinking. The proportion of vietims
who reported that the offenders were
under the influence of both drugs and
alcohol generally did not vary signifi-
cantly by type of crime.

Violent erime victims indicated that
male offenders were more likely than
female offenders to be under the influ-

ence of drugs or aleohol (table 2). Also,

a higher proportion of white offenders

than of black offenders were thought to

be under the influence. However, vie-

as perceived by victims

Table 1. Violent offenders under the influence cf drugs or aleohol,

Percent of violent crime incidents where
vietim percelved the offender to be:

Not Under the influence
under Not sure Not known
the in- Aleohol Drugs which if under the
Type of crime Total  fluence Total only only Both substance influence
Crimes of violence 100% 20% 38% 22% [ 6% 2% 43%
Rape 100 15 46 23 13* 5% 6* 39
Robbery 100 12 27 10 10 5 1* 61
Aggravated assault 100 18 42 25 7 7 2 42
Simple assault 100 26 36 25 4 8 2 38

Note: Percents may not total 100% because of
rounding. For incidents with more than one
offender, data show incidents in which at least

one offender was under the influence.
*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample cases;
see Methodology.

or alcohol as reported by victims

Table 2. Characteristics of violent offenders under the influence of drugs

Percent of violent erime incidents where
vietim percefved the offender to be:

Not Under the influence
under Not sure Not known
Offender the in- Alcohol Drugs which if under the
characteristics®* Total  fluence Total only only Both substance influence
Sex
Male 100% 19% 38% 23% 6% 6% - 2% 43%
Female 100 34 27 17 [ 3 1* 39
Both sexes 100 17 47 23 13 11 — 37
Race
White 100% 23% 42% 28% 5% % 2% 35%
Black 100 18 27 12 9 4 2 §5
Other 160 18 39 20 8* 8* 4* 43
Age
20 or younger 100% 29% 23% 14% 5% 3% 1%* 48%
21 or older 100 18 45 28 8 8 2 37
Mixed ages 100 11 44 27 4* 12 2% 44
Relationship to vicetim
Nonstranger 100% 31% 40% 24% 6% 8% i% 28%
Stranger 100 13 35 22 7 5 2 52

of rounding. For incidents with more than
one offender, data show incidents in which
at least one offender was under the

Note: Percents may not total 100% because groups are not presented.

—Less than 0.5%.

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample
cases; see Methodology.

influence. Crimes committed by mixed racial **Describes single and multiple offenders.
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tims of black offenders were less likely
than victims of whites to know whether
or not the offenders were drinking or on
drugs. When crimes where the victim
did not know about the offenders' sub-
stance use are excluded, the proportions
of black and white offenders reported
under the influence did not differ sig-
nificantly (64% vs. 60%).

According to vietims, violent offend-
ers age 21 or older were more likely
than younger offenders to be drinking
or on drugs (45% vs. 23%). The per-
centage of violent offenders of mixed
age groups reported to be under the
influence was similar to that of adult
offenders.

Offenders who were strangers appear
to be less likely than offenders who
knew their vietims to be drinking or
using drugs (35% vs. 40%). However,
vietims of erimes eommitted by stran-
gers were less likely then vietims of
nonstranger crimes to know whether or
not the offender was drinking or on
drugs. When crimes where the offend-
ers' use of drugs or alcohol was
unknown are excluded, strangers were
more likely than nonstrangers to be
drinking or using drugs during violent
crimes (74% vs. 56%).

Victims generally felt that offenders
were more likely to have been drinking
than under the influence of drugs alone
or of drugs and alcohol together. For
black offenders there was no significant
difference in the proportions of those
who were drinking and those who were
on drugs.

Self-protection

Seventy-three percent of violent
crime victims reported taking some
self-protective measure. New ques-
tions on the NCS obtain more detailed
information on the types of protective
actions taken and how vietims judged
the results.

When violent erime victims protected
themselves, they were most likely to
resist or try to capture the offender—
about a third of the time when self-
protective measures were used (table
3). About a fourth of the vietims seek-
ing self-protection ran away or hid, and
a fourth of them tried to persuade or to
appease the offender. In about 20% of
the violent erimes involving self-
protection, victims without a weapon
attacked the offender. Vietims could
report more than one self-protective
response for a single crime.

There is some evidence that when self-
protection was taken, robbery vietims
were more likely than assault victims
to take the more aggressive measures.
Robbery vietims without a weapon were
somewhat more likely than assault vie-
tims to attack the offender (24% vs.
19%). Robbery victims were also some-
what more likely than aggravated as-
sault vietims to resist or try to capture
the offenders. For erimes with self-
protection, assault victims were more
likely than robbery victims to take the
less aggressive actions of persuading or
appeasing the offender. Aggravated
assault viectims were more likely than
robbery or simple assault vietims to run
away or hide. However, there were no
significant differences in the propor-
tions of robberies and simple assaults
where the vietim took this measure.

Rape vietims taking self-protective
measures were more likely than vietims
of other types of violent crimes to
scare or warn the offender or to
persuade or appease the offender.

About three-fifths of the violent
crime vietims who took self-protective
measures stated that their actions had
a positive effect on the outcome of the
cerime (table 4). About 7% of the vie-
tims felt that their actions hurt the
situation, and 6% reported that taking

attempting to protect themselves

Table %. Types of measures taken by violent crime victims

When self-protective measures were taken, the percent of vietims who:

Resisted Persuaded
Attacked offender Threatened offender or Scared or Ran Got help Screamed - Took
With Without With Without captured or warned appeased away or gave from pain other
Type of ¢crime  weapon weapon weapon weapon offender offender offender or hid alarm or fear measures
Violent crimes 3% 20% 4% 5% 32% 15% 26% 26% 18% 4% 12%
Rape e 23 — 7* 43 35 54 37 26 23 7*
Robbery 3* 24 3* 4 36 18 19 24 20 5 11
Aggravated
assault 4 19 7 5 29 13 23 32 18 2 14
Simple assault 2 19 2 5 32 14 28 24 17 4 12

Note: Percents do not total 100% because

self-protective measure. See Appendix for
vietims may have taken more than one

detailed definitions of measures taken.
~Less than 0.5%.

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample
cases; see Methodology.

Table 4. Perceived outcomes of seif-protective measures taken by violent crime victims

Percent of victims taking self-protective measures
who perceived that their actions:

Both Neither Outcome
helped helped not
Type of erime Total Helped Hurt and hurt nor hurt krown
Crimes of violence 100% 83% 7% 8% 13% 11%
Rape 100 5§ 5¢ 10¢ 13* ige
Robbery 100 54 8 7 18 14
Aggravated assault 100 70 8 4 11 10
Simple assault 100 83 8 8 12 10

Note: Percents may not total 100% because
of rounding. Excludes cases where the
vietim did not report the outcome of

self-protective measures; see Methodology.
*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample
cases; see Methodology.




self-protective measures had both
positive and negative results. Almost 1
in 8 victims indicated that their actions
had neither helpe¢ nor hurt the out-
come of the crime.

Asssult vietims were more likely
than robbery victims to feel that self-
protective measures had a positive in-
fluence on the outcome of the erime
(65% vs. 54%). The proportions of vie-
tims of these two crimes who perceived
that their actions hurt the situation did
not differ significantly. Robbery vie-
tims were somewhat more likely than
aggravated assault vietims to state that
the measures they took neither helped
nor hurt the situation.

About three-fifths of the violent
crime victims who felt that self-
protection helped the situation indi-
cated that their actions helped them
avoid injury or greater injury (table 5).
A lower proportion felt that their self-
protective measures helped to scare off
the offender (31%). About 1in 5 vie-
tims reporting positive outcomes stated
that their actions helped them to es-
cape from the offender.

When victims felt that self-protection
helped, robbery vietims were less likely
than other violent erime victims to
state that they avoided injury or
greater injury. Similar proportions of
robbery victims reported that self-
protection helped them scare away the
offender and avoid injury.

In a higher proportion of robberies
than of assaults, the victims stated thet
the actions they took helped by pro-
tecting their property (25% vs. 5%).
Although assault does not involve theft
or attempted theft, a small proportion
of assault viectims reported that their
actions protected their property. These
victims may have felt that self-
protection prevented the attack or
threat from escalating into a robbery.

About 1 in 10 violent erime vietims
felt that self-protective actions helped
by protecting other people present dur-
ing the incident. Aggravated assault
vietims were more likely than simple
assault vietims to report this outcome.

About three-fourths of those who re-
ported that the self-protective meas-
ures they took hurt the situation
indicated that their actions made the
offender angrier or more aggressive; and
about 1 in 6 such victims felt their ac-
tions made the situation worse by caus-
ing injury or greater injury (table 6).

Other persons, such as additional
vietims, family members, or bystanders,
were present in about 9% of violent
crimes. In 36% of the violent erimes
where others were present, the vietim
reported that actions taken by other
persons helped the situation (table 7).
Assault victims were more likely than
robbery vietims to report that the
actions of others helped. In about half
of the violent crimes where others were
present, their actions neither helped
nor hurt the situation, according to the
vietims.

The information currently available
on the outcomes of self-protection
should not be used to recommend
whether or not vietims shouid defend
themselves or to determine the meas-
ures that are most effective, The ag-
gregate data from the National Crime
Survey do not capture the detailed
nature and sequence of events in vio-
lent incidents and therefore do not
reveal the precise circumstances sur-
rounding any use of self-protective
measures. Moreover, victims may reach
incorreet or inconsistent conclusions as
tc whether an offender intended to
commit harm, theft, or both at the
outset of the incident or whether the

Table §. Violent crime victims' perception of how self-protective messures helped

Percent of vietims taking helpful self-protective
measures who believed thelr actions helped by:

Avolding
injury or Scaring Letting Protecting  Helping
greater off vietim Protecting  other in other
Type of crime injury offender  escape property people ways
Crimes of violence 60% 31% 19% 8% 10% 7%
Rape 62 46 35 5* - 10+
Robbery 43 42 21 24 4 8
Aggravated assault 64 29 19 8 15 8
Simple assault 62 27 18 4 10 H

Note: Percents do not total 100% because
victims may have reported mere than one
way that actions were helpful. Includes
erimes where vietim reported self-protective
measures both helped and hurt situation.

Excludes erimes where vietim did not report
type of outcome.

~-Less than 0.5%.

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample cases;
see Methodology.

measures made the situation worse

Table 6. Violent crime victims' perception of how self-protective

Offender to

Percent of victims taking measures perceived to have been harmful
who believed that their actions made the situation worse by eausing:

Greater Situation

be angrier, Injury property Offender toget
more or greater  loss or Others to  to get worse In
Type of erime aggressive  injury damsge  get hurt away other ways
Crimes of violence** 6% 17% 4% 2%* 1%* 12%
Robbery 67 22 4* 2* 3+ 17+
Aggravated assault 72 20 12# ~— - 10*
Simple assault 80 13 2% 4% 1* 11

Note: Percents do not total 100% because
vietims may have reported more than one
way that actions hurt. Tucludes crimes where
vietim reported self-protection both helped
and hurt, Excludes erimes where the vietim
did not report type of outcome.

~Less than 0.5%.
gsee Methodology.

separate category.

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample cases;

*2Includes data on rape, not shown as a

talcen by others during violent crimes

Table 7. How victims perceived outcomes of actions

In cases where others were present, percent of vietims
who perceived that the actions taken by others:

Both Neither Outecome
helped helped not
Type of crime Total Helped Hurt and hurt nor hurt known
Crimes of violence** 100% 38% 11% 2% 46% 5%
Robbery 100 28 13 1 54 5
Aggravated assault 100 37 12 3 42 5
Simple assault 100 37 10 2 46 5

Note: Percenta may not total 100% because
of rounding. Excludes cases where the
vietim did not report the outcome of actions

taken by others.

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample
cases; see Methodology.

*%®Includes data on rape, not shown as a
separate category.




measures taken helped or hurt the situ-
ation. For example, one vietim injured
in a robbery may conelude that self-
protection prevented even more serious
injury, but another vietim with similar
injuries and economic loss may feel
that self-protection led to greater
injury and failed to prevent the theft.
Finally, it should be noted that the
National Crime Survey does not collect
information on homicides and therefore
misses any cases of self-protection that
may have resulted in the death of the
vietim.

Police response

Since its inception, the NCS has
measured the proportion of erimes re-
ported to the police. In 1987 the police
were notified in about half of all vio-
lent crimes, two-fifths of all household
crimes, and slightly more than 3 fourth
of all erimes of personal theft.

The NCS now obtains additional in-
formation on the nature and timeliness
of police response. Results from the
new NCS questionnaire show that the
type of police response tended to vary
by the severity of the crime. When
more serious crimes were reported, the
police were more likely to come to see
the vietim, to arrive within 10 minutes,
and to have contact with the vietim at
a later date.

When notified of a erime, police were
most likely to come to the vietim when
a violent erime was committed (76% of
the cases), followed by household
crimes (71%) and personal thefts (54%,
table 8). The police came to see the
vietim in a somewhat higher proportion
of robberies and aggravated assaults
than of simple assauits, When a house-
hold crime was committed, police were
most likely to come to the vietim when
the erime was a burglary and least
likely when the erime was a household
larceny. In an additional 8% of violent
crimes and personal thefts reported to
the police and in 3% of household erimes
reported, the victim went to the police.

3Crlmlnal Vietimization, 1987, BJS Bulletin,
NCJ-113587, October 1988, p. 5.

The police did not see the vietim in
about a third of the reported household
larcenies and personal thefts, a fifth of
the motor vehicle thefts, and about a
seventh of the violent erimes and bur-
glaries. Although the NCS does not
collect information on the reasons the
police did not meet with the vietim,
there are several possible explana-
tions. Police may have obtained suffi-
cient information from the vietim by
telephone or mail to investigate the
incident; victims may have requested
the police not contact them; and vie-
tims may have notified the police
anonymouily s¢ that the police were
unable to come to see them.

According to the crime victims, in
569% of violent crimes, 38% of personal
thefts, and 35% of household crimes
where the police came to see the vie-
tims, the police arrived within 10
minutes after being notified (table 9).
Police arrived within an hour in 95% of
violent crimes, 84% of persongl thefts,
and 859% of household crimes.

4Subnational data on citizen reporting time and
police response time are available in U.S, Dept. of
Justice, National Institute of Justice, Calling the
Police: Citizen Reporting of Serious Crime (1984)
and U.S. Dept. of Justice, Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration, Response Time Analysis,
Volume 11 (1978).

Table 8. Initial personal contact by police with victims of reported crimes
Percent of reported incidents where at the initial contact:
Police
Police Vietim made no Not known
came to went to face-to-face if police
Type of erime Total vietim police contact®* came
Personal crimes
Crimes of violence 100% 76% 8% 14% 2%
Rape 100 75 18* 4* 4*
Robbery 100 79 7 12 2%
Aggravated assault 100 79 7 12 2%
Simple assault 100 72 8 17 3
Crimes of theft 100% 54% 8% 33% 4%
Personal larceny
with contact 100 54 11* 31 4*
without contaect 100 54 8 33 4
Household erimes 100% 71% 3% 23% 3%
Burglary 100 83 2 14 2
Household larceny 100 58 4 35 3
Motor vehicle theft 100 68 8 21 5
Note: Percents may not total 100% because of *Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample
rounding. Incidents included are those reported cases; see Methodology.
by the vietim, another household member, or an *#Police may have communicated with vietim
official. Cases where police were at the scene by telephone or mail.
when the erime occurred are excluded,

Table 9. Police response time for reported crimes
Cumulative percent of reported incidents
_in_whieh the police came to see_the vietim:
Within § Within 10 Within Within
Type of erime minutes minutes an hour  aday
Personal erimes
Crimes of violence 28% 56% 95% 99%
Rape 15 31 96 100
Robbery 26 51 95 99
Aggravated assault 30 58 96 99
Simple assault 29 59 94 99
Crimes of theft 14% 38% 84% $8%
Personal larceny
with contact 25 48 93 95
without contact 13 317 84 98
Household crimes 13% 35% 85% 99%
Burglary 14 38 85 99
Household larceny 11 32 82 98
Motor vehicle theft 14 38 S0 100
Note: Excludes incidents in which the the police or did not know the police response
police did not come to see the vietim or the time. Data are incident weighted; see
victim either did not report the incident to Methodology.




Table 10. Police activity during initial contact with crime victims

Percent of face-to-face contacts between police and victims where the police:

Actions
Questioned Searched, Promised Promised Took not known/
Took witnesses/ looked Made Took to inves- survell~ other not ascer-
Type of crime report suspects around arrest evidence tigate lance actions tained
Personal crimes
Crimes of violence** 1% 31% 19% 13% 6% 13% 5% 19% 3%
Robbery 79 25 268 8 8 20 4 12 2*
Aggravated assault 72 34 23 17 7 11 4 16 3
Simple assault 64 33 11 15 3 1 5 25 4
Crimes of theft 88% 12% 28% 2% 10% 11% 2% % 4%
Personal larceny
with contact 84 18 26 1+ 2% 2* — 9* 5%
without contact 88 12 28 2 10 11 2 7 4
Household crimes 87% 11% 42% 3% 18% 13% 5% 6% 3%
Burglary 86 12 54 3 27 14 8 5 3
Household larceny 89 11 a3 2 8 11 5 5 2
Motor vehicie theft 86 7 19 5 7 15 2 [ 4

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer cases; see
Methodology.

*%includes data on rape, not shown as a
separate category.

Note: Percents do not total 100% because
more than one police action can occur during
the initial contact with the vietim. Percents
are based on the number of incidents where

vietim after being notified or where the vietim
went to the police to report the crime, Data
are Incident weighted; see Methodology.
—Less than 0.5%.

police were on the scene or came to see the

During the initial econtact with the
vietim, police were most likely to take
a report (table 10). Other police
actions tended to vary by the type of
crime. Police questioned witnesses or
suspects in a higher proportion of vio-
lent erimes than of household crimes or
personal thefts. Police were more likely
to make an arrest during the initial
investigation in violent erimes than in
other types of crime and were more
likely to make arrests in assaults than
in robberies. The police were most
likely to take evidence or look around
in household crimes and least likely to
perform these actions in erimes of
violence. Looking around or taking
evidence was more common in burglary
than in household larceny or motor
vehicle theft.

The circumstances of different types
of erime may explain some of the vari-
ations of police investigations. Police
may be more likely to question witness-
es in violent crime because bystanders
may be present if the crime occursina
publie place. The police may also in-
terrupt the crime in progress or be
notified shortly thereafter, increasing
the likelihood that they can question
witnesses or suspects in their initial
investigation or make an arrest. Vie-
tims may not discover household erimes
or personal thefts until some time after
the occurrence, decreasing the likeli-
hood that witnesses or suspects will be
available.

For those incidents reported to police,
vietims of violent or household erimes
were more likely than personal theft
victims to have later contact with the
police, including té&iephone conversa-
tions, correspondence, and personal
visits (table 11). In 6 of 10 reported

Table 11. Type of later contact with police for reported crime

Percent of reported erimes with later police contact

Police Vietim Both

rounding and the exclusion from the table of
percents where later police contact was not
ascertained. Later contact includes telephone
conversations and correspondence. Data ere

incident weighted; see Methodology.

No Any contacted c¢ontacted types of Other
Type of crime contact contact vietim police contact contacts**
Personal crimes
Crimes of violence 82% 37% 17% 15% 4% 2%
Rape 38 62 48 9 4% -
Robbery 59 41 20 18 4 1*
Aggravated assault 60 40 18 18 4 2*
Simple assault 87 31 12 14 3 3
Crimes of theft 4% 25% 11% 12% 1% 1%
Personal larceny
with contact 85 35 18 14 1* 1*
without contact 74 25 11 12 S | 1
Household erimes 83% 35% 17% 15% 2% 1%
Burglary 62 36 17 18 3 1
Household larceny 75 23 8 12 1 1*
Motor vehicle theft 40 58 33 19 5 1+
Note: Percents do not total 100% because of ~~Less than 0.5%.

*Estimate 13 based on 10 or fewer sample cases;
see Methodology.

*#includes later contacts where type of contact
was not known.

rapes there was later contact with
police. This proportion was somewhat
higher than the proportion of robberies
and higher than the proportion of
assaults with later contact. (In some
cases, later police contact may have
occurred after the NCS interview was
conducted.)

For reported household crimes, the
proportion of later contacts with the
police was highest for motor vehicle
theft (589%), followed by burglary (36%)
and household larceny (23%). The ap-
parent difference in the proportions of
contacts for personal larceny with and
without contact is not statistically
significant.

In general the police were equally as
likely as vietims to initiate later con-
tacts. However, for incidents of rape
and motor vehicle theft, the police
were more likely than vietims to initi-
ate later contact.

In the case of motor vehicle theft,
the proportion of later contacts with
police is due in part to recovering the
stolen automobile (table 12). In about
half of the motor vehicle thefts with
later police contact, the vietim reported
the recovery of property. Recovering
property was more common in motor ve-
hicle thefts than in any other type of
crime. Making an arrest was a more
common followup action in erimes of
violence than in either household crimes
or personal thefts. Arrests during




Table 12. Police followup activities where victims had later contact with police

Percent of later contacts between victims and police where the police:

Stayed in Did Did Actions
Questioned Did or touch with other nothing not known/
Took witnesses/ Made Recovered promised vietim/ followup to vietim's  not ascer-
Type of crime report suspects arrest property surveillance household activities knowledge  tained
Crimes of violence** 24% 13% 19% 2% 12% 18% 23% 22% $%
Robbery 18 13 10 9% 14 23 14 24 8*
Aggravated assault 24 14 30 - 12 14 21 19 4+
Simple assault 26 12 15 — 8 17 31 23 4*
Crimes of theft 25% 8% % 12% 8% 9% 10% 35% 11%
Household crimes 20% 10% % 21% 11% 14% 12% 26% 10%
Burglary 17 13 8 8 13 17 13 29 i1
Household larceny 24 12 6 19 13 16 12 30 8
Motor vehicle theft 18 3= 7 54 4 6 10 18 9

Note: Percents may not total 100% because
police may have taken more than one
followup action. Percents are based on the
number of incidents where victims had later

contact with police. Followup actions Included
those made over the phone or by mail. Data are
incident weighted; see Methodology.

--Less than 0.5%.

*Estimate is based on 10 or fewer sample cases;
see Methodology.

**Includes data on rape, not shown as a
separate category.

other than the police for reported crimes

Table 14. Contact between the vietim and authorities

Table 13. Arrests or charges known by
victims of reported crimes
Percent
of reported
incidents where
the vietim
knew of an
arrest
Type of crime or charge
Personal crimes
$+-  Crimes of violence** 25%
Robbery 15
Aggravated assault 34
Simple assault 24
Crimes of theft 4%
Personal larceny
with contact 4*
without contact 4
Household erimes 7%
Burglary 1
Household larceny 4
Motor vehicle theft 11
Note: Data are incident welghted; see
Methodology.
*Estimate iz based on 10 or fewer sample
cases; see Methodology.
*#Includes data on rape, not shown as a
separate category.

followup activities cccurred in a higher
proportion of aggravated assaults than
in robberies or simple assaults.

in those cases where the crime was
reported to the police, victims were
aware that an arrest was made in 25%
of violent erimes, 7% of household
erimes, and 4% of personal thefts (table
13).Y For crimes of violence, vietims
knew of an arrest in about a third of
reported aggravated assaults, a fourth
of reported simple assaults, and a
seventh of reported robberies, For
household erimes reported to law en-
forcement authorities, the proportion
of arrests for motor vehicle theft was
higher than for household larceny and

5Fhe total number of arrests is computed by adding
arrests that occurred at the initial contact with
police, arrests that occurred during followup
contacts, and all other arrests, even if no contact
took place between the police and the vietim.

Of crimes with
no arrest, percent

Of crimes with an arrest, percent where
vietims had contact with:

where victims Prosecutor/
had contact with Any district Other
Type of crime any authority authority  attorney Court authorities
Personal erimes
Crimes of violence** 9% 47% 24% 20% 17%
Robbery 6* 43 25 13% 11"
Aggravated assault 10 46 24 18 19
Simple assault 9 48 23 24 17
Crimes of theft 1% 21% 10%* 11%* 8%*
Household crimes 1% 26% 10% 11% 10%

Note: Detall may not add to "Any authority"
because victims could have had contact with
more than one type. Other authorities include
magistrates; juvenile, probation, and parole

officers; and persons specified by the vietims,

Data are incident welghted; see Methodology.
$Estimate Is based on 10 or fewer sample cases;
see Methodology.

*%Includes data on rape, not shown as a
separate category.

somewhat higher than the proportion
for burglary. (In some cases an arrest
may have occurred after the NCS inter-
view was conducted.)

Contact with authorities other than
the police, such as with a district
attorney or court officer, was more
common for violent crime vietims than
for vietims of personal thefts or house-
hold erimes (table 14). In about 47% of
reported violent erime incidents where
an arrest was made, the vietim had
contact with other authorities; the cor-
responding percents were %1% for per-
sonal thefts and 26% for household
crimes. Contact with authorities other
than the police was less common in re-
ported crimes without an arrest than in
those with an arrest. As in the case
with arrests, contacts were those that
occurred before the MCS interview.

About 11% of vietims of violent
crimes reported to the police received
help or advice from a victim assistance
office or agency other than the police
(table 15). For reported household
crimes and personal thefts, the figure
was 2%.

Table 15. Reported crimes where
vietim assistance offices or agencles

helped or advised
Percent of
incidents where
vietims received
Type of crime help or advice
Personal crimes
Crimes of violence** 11%
Robbery 13
Aggravated assault 11
Simple agsault 10
Crimes of theft 2%
Personal larceny
with contact 7*
without contact 2
Household crimes 2%
Burglary 3
Household larceny 2
Motor vehicle theft 3

Note: Some victims may reside in areas
without vietim assistance organizations.
Data are incident weighted; see
Methodology.

*Estimate Is based on 10 or fewer sample
cases; see Methodology.

**Includes data on rape, not shown as a
separate category.




Methodology

The NCS obtains information about
crimes, including incidents not reported
to the police, from a nationally repre-
sentative sample of households. In 1986
about 100,000 persons 12 years old or
older in 49,000 households took part in
the survey. When & household is
selected for the survey, household
members age 12 or older are inter-
viewed every 6 months for 3 years. At
each interview, information is obtained
about crimes experienced during the
previous 6 months. The NCS measures
attempted and completed incidents of
rape, robbery, aggravated and simple
assault, personal larceny with and
without contact, burglary, household
larceny, and motor vehicle theft.

The tables in this report are based on
data collected in interviews conducted
from July 1986 through June 1987. Be-
cause respondents repert crimes experi-
enced during the previous 6 months,
these interviews will provice data on
incidents that occurred from January
1986 through June 1987. However, all
the incidents that occcurred during this
time period are not included; the tables
contain information on a proportion of
incidents that occurred from January
through May 1986 and January through
May 1987 and all incidents that oc-
curred from June through December
1986. The tables of this report differ
from information in other NCS publica-
tions where information is presented on
crimes that oceurred in a certain year
or over a period of years.

Estimation procedures

The data presented in this report are
based on national estimates obtained
from the usual NCS weighting proce-
dures. In this report the data on police
activities and the offenders' use of
drugs and aleohol are incident-weighted
while the data on gelf-protection are
based on the number of victimizations.
An incident is a specific occurrence of
a crime that involves one or more vic-
tims; vietimization refers to the num-
ber of victims of these occurrences.
For personal thefts and violent erimes
there will be more victimizations than
incidents; however, this difference does
not exist for household erimes because
for each household crime the affected
household is the sole vietim.

Series erimes, which are three or
more similar incidents that the vietim
cannot describe separately in detail,
are included in this report. Because
vietims report the characteristices of
the most recent event in the series,
series erimes have been counted as one
incident or victimization.

Self-protection questions

In table 4 of this report, cases where
vietinis reported their actions helped
but did not know if their actions hurt
the situation are listed under "Outecome
not known." In a small percentage of
cases, victims reported their actions
helped, but it wes not ascertained if
their actions hurt the situation. These
cases are excluded from table 4. Both
types of cases, however, are included in
table 5. Cases where victims reported
their actions hurt the situation, but it
was not known or ascertained if their
actions helped the situation, were han-
dled similarly in tables 4 and 6. Cases
where both the positive and the nega-
tive outcomes of self-protection were
not ascertained were excluded from
tables 4-6. Identical coding procedures
were used in table 7 when the outcome
of actions taken by others was not
known or not ascertained.

Reliability of comparisons

All comparisons presented in this
report were tested to determine if the
differences were statistically signifi-
cant, Most comparisons passed a hy-
pothesis test at the .05 level of
statistical significance (or the "95%
confidence level"), meaning that the
estimated difference between compar-
isons was greater than twice the
standard error of this difference.
Statements qualified by the phrase
"somewhat" or "some evidence" were
significant at the 90% level.

The data tables note when estimates
are based on 10 or fewer sample cases.
It is not possible to compute standard
errors accurately for such estimates.
Therefore, it is inadvisable to compare
estimates based upon 10 or fewer sample
cases to other small estimates.

More information on NCS sample
design and estimation procedures can
be obtained from Appendix IlI of
Criminal Vietimization in the United
States, 1986, (NCJ-111456).

Appendix

Comparing data on of{/enders' use of
drugs or alcohol reported by vietims
and by State prison inmates

The information in this report on
offenders under the influence of drugs
or alcohol is based on information eol-
lected in NCS interviews with vietims.
BJS has also collected similar informa-
tion from State prison inmates on their
drug and aleohol use at the time of the
offense for which they were inearcer-
ated. The most recent Survey of In-
mates of State Correctional Facilities
was conducted in 1986.

This section compares NCS findings
with State prison inmate data on drug
and alcohol use, previously reported in
Drug Use and Crime (NCJ-111940) and
Profile of State Prison Inmates (NCJ-
109926). Although the two surveys dif-
fer somewhat In the definitions of
erimes measured, the NCS offenses of
robbery and aggravated assault can be
compared with inmate data. In the in-
mate survey, unlike the NCS, robbery
includes commercial crimes. Since per-
sons rarely go to prison for simple
assault, the prison inmate data on
assault is generally comparable with
the NCS crime of aggravated assault.
The NCS data presented here also ex-
elude those vietims who did not know if
the offender was under the influence.

The proportion of victims reporting
that the offender was on drugs alone is
similar to the percentage of State
prison inmates who said that they were
under the influence of drugs at the time
of the offense. NCS victims were more
likely than State prison inmates to
report that the offenders were under
the influence of alcohol alone,"but the
victims were less likely than inmates to
report that the offenders were under
the influence of both drugs and
aleohol,

Percent of offenders
under the influence of:

Drugs Aleohol Both

Robbery
Victims 27%  26% 13%
Inmates 21 13 21
Aggraveted
assault
Vietims 12%  43% 13%
Inmates 11 25 18



SELECTED NEW NCS QUESTIONS

This section presents the wording of the new NCS
questions and response categories that were used to
develop the tables presented in this report. Some of
the instructions and skip patterns have been changed
for clarity; response categories for some questions
that are repetitive have been omitted. Complete
copies of the NCS questionnaire are available from
BJS upon request.

Drinking and Drugs
(Separate questions for single and multiple
offenders)

32a.
42a,

32b.
42b.

Was the offender (any of the offenders)
drinking or on drugs, or don't you know?

® Yes (drinking or on drugs) — Ask 32b, 42b
® No (not drinking/not on drugs) SKIP
o Don't know (if drinking or on drugs)

Which was it? (drinking or on drugs)

@ Drinking

¢ On drugs

® Both (drinking and on drugs)

® Drinking or on drugs — could not tell which

Self-protection

19a.

19b.

19c.

19d.

20a.

Was there anything you did or tried to do
about the Incident while it was going on?

e Yes — Ask 19b

® No/took no action/kept still — SKIP to 19¢

What did you do? Anything else?
Mark all that apply. Then ask 19¢.

Used physical force toward offender

o Attacked offender with gun; fired gun

» Attacked with other weapon

o Attacked without weapon (hit, kicked, ete.)
o Threatened offender with gun

® Threatened offender with other weapon

o Threatened to injure, no weapon

Reslisted or captured offender

¢ Defended self or property (struggled,
ducked, blocked blows, held onto property)
® Chased, tried to catch or hold offender

Scared or warned off offender
e Yelled at offender, turned on lights,
threatened to call police, etc.

Persuaded or appeased offender

e Cooperated, or pretended to (stalled, did
what they asked)

e Argued, reasoned, pleaded, bargained, ete.

Escaped or got away
® Ran or drove away, or tried; hid, locked door

Got help or gave alarm

@ Called police or guard

o Tried to attract attention or help, warn
others {cried out for help, called children
Inside)

Reacted to pain or emotion
® Screamed from pain or fear

Other
e Other (Specify)

Did you do anything (else) with the idea of
protecting yourself or your property while the
{ncident was golng on?

@ Yes — Ask 19d

® No/took no action/kept still

(If 19a Is "Yes," SKIP to 20a)

(If 19a is "No," SKIP to 22)

What did you do? Anything else?
Mark all that apply. Then ask 19¢.
(Same response categorles as question 19b)

Did (any of) your action(s) help the situation in
any way — such as by avolding injury or
greater injury to you or by scaring or chasing
off the offender - or were they helpful in
some other way?

o Yes — Ask 20b

o No SKIP

e Don't know to 21a

20b.

21a.

21b.

22.

23a.

23b.

24a.

24b.

How were they helpful? Any other way?
Mark all that apply.

o Helped avoid injury or greater injury to
respondent

o Scared or chased offender off

o Helped respondent get away from offender
o Protected property

o Protected other people

o Other (Specify)

Did (any of) your action(s) make the situation
worse in any way?

® Yes — Ask 21b

e No SKIP

e Don't know  to 22

How did they make the situation worse?
Any other way?

Mark all that apply.

¢ Led to injury or greater injury to respondent
o Caused greater loss of property or damage
to property

e Other people got hurt (worse)

o Offender got away

e Made offender angrier, more aggressive,
ete.

o Other (Specify)

Was anyone present during the incident
besides you and the offender(s)?

® Yes — Ask 23a

o No SKIP

o Don't know

Did the actions of (this person/any of these
people) help the situation in any way?

® Yes — Ask 23b

e No SKIP

e Don't know to 24a

How did they help the situation?

Any other way?

Mark all that apply.

o Helped avoid injury or greater injury to
respondent

o Scared or chased offender off

o Helped respondent get away from offender
o Protected property

e Protected other people

o Other (Specify)

Did the actions of (this person/any of these
people) make the situation worse in any way?
® Yes — Ask 24b

e No SKIP

e Don't know

How did they make the situation worse?
Any other way?

Mark all that apply.

¢ Led to injury or greater injury to respondent
e Caused greater loss of property or damage
to property

o Other people got hurt (worse)

o Offender got away

e Made offender angrier, more aggressive,
ete.

o Other (Specify)

Police reporting

68a.

68b.

Did the police come when they found out
about the incident?

® Yes — Ask 68b

¢ No SKIP

e Don't know to 69a

o Respondent went to police — SKIP to 68¢

How soon after the police found out did they
respond? Was it within 5 minutes, within 10
minutes, an hour, a day, or longer?

(First category that respondent was sure of is
marked.)

¢ Within 5 minutes

o Within 10 minutes

e Within an hour

e Within a day

o Longer than a day

® Don't know how soon

68c,

69a.

69b,

69c.

69d.

71.

72a.

72b.

73a.

73b.

What did they do while they were
(there/here)? Anything else?
Mark all that apply.

@ Took report

® Searched/looked around

o Took evidence (fingerprints, inventory, ete.)
o Questioned witnesses or suspects
o Promised surveillance

o Promised to investigate

o Made arrest

@ Other (Specify)

e Don't know

Did you (or anyone in your household) have any
later contact with the police about the
incident?

o Yes — Ask 69b

o No SKIP

e Don't know

Did the police get in touch with you or did you
get in touch with them?

e Police contacted respondent or other
household member

o Respondent (or othier household member)
contacted police

e Both

o Don't know

o Other (Specify)

Was that in person or by phone, or some other
way?

o In person

o Not in person (by phone, mail, ete.)

o Both in person and not in person

o Don't know

What did the police do in following up this
incident? Anything else?

Mark all that apply.

o Took report

o Questioned witnesses or suspects

o Did or promised surveillance/investigation
© Recovered property

o Made arrest

o Stayed in touch with respondent/household
e Other (Specify)

o Nothing {to respondent's knowledge)

o Don't know

As far as you know, was anyone arrested or
were charges brought against anyone in
connection with this incident?

o Yes

o No

o Don't know

Did you (or someone in your household)
receive any help or advice from any office or
agency ~ other than the police — that deals
with victims of crime?

e Yes — Ask 72b

o No SKIP

e Don't know to 73a

Was that a government or a private agency?
o Government

o Private

o Don't know

Have you (or someone in your household) had
contact with eny other authorities about this
incident (sueh as a prosecutor, court, or
juvenile officer)?

® Yes — Ask 73b

o No SKIP

o Don't knog

Which authorities? Any others?

Mark all that apply.

o Prosecutor, district attorney

o Magistrate

e Court

e Juvenile, probation, or parole officer
o Other (Specify)
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Setting prison terms, NCJ-76218, 8/83

BJS special reports:
Time served In prison and on parole,
1984, NCJ-108544, 1/88
Reacidivism of young parolees, NCJ-
104918, 5/87

Parole in the U.S,, 1980 and 1981,
NCJ-87387, 3/86

Characteristics of persons entering
parole during 1978 and 1979, NCJ-
87243, 5/83

@ U, S.GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFF ICE:1989-241-693:80048

Children in custody

Ceansus of public and private juvenile
detention, correctional, and shelter
facilities, 1975-85, NCJ-114065,
12/88

Survey of youth in custorly, 1987
(special report), NCJ-113365, 9/88

Public juvenile facilities, 1985
{bulletin), NCJ-1024567, 10/86

1982-83 census of juvenile detention
and correctional facilities, NCJ-
101686, 9/86

Expenditure and empioyment

BJS bullstins:
Justice expenditure and employment:
1985, NCJ-104460, 3/87
1983, NCJ-101776,7/86
1982, NCJ-88327, 8/85

Justice expenditure and employment:
Extracts, 1982 and 1983, NCJ-1066289,
8/88
Extracts, 1980 and 1981, NCJ-86007,
6/85
1971-79, NCJ-92586, 11/84

Courts

B4JS bulletins:

Criminal defense for the poor, 1988,
NCJ-112919,9/88

State felony courts and feiony laws,
NCJ-106273, 8/87

The growth of appeals: 1973-83 irends,
NCJ-96381, 2/85

Case filings in State courts 1983,
NCJ-95111,10/84

BJS special reports:

Felony case-processing time, NCJ-
101985, 8/86

Felony sentencing in 18 local jurisdic-
tions, NCJ-97681, 6/85

The prevalence of gulity pleas, NCJ-
96018, 12/84

Sentencing practices in 13 States,
NCJ-85399, 10/84

Sentencing outcomes in 28 felony
courts, NCJ-105743, 8/87

National criminal defense systems study,
NCJ-84702, 10/86

The prosecution of felony arrests:
1982, NCJ-106990, 5/88
1981, NCJ-101380, 9/86, $7.60
Felony laws of the 50 States and the
District of Columbia, 1986,
NCJ-105066, 2/88, $14.70
State court modet statistical dictionary,
Supplement, NCJ-98326, 9/85
1st edition, NCJ-62320, 9/80

Privacy and security

Compendium of State privacy and security
legislation:
1987 overview, NCJ-111097,9/88
1987 full report (1,497 pages,
microfiche only), NCJ-113021, 9/88

Criminal justice information policy:
Public access to criminal history record
information, NCJ-111458,11/88
Juvenile records and recordkeeping
systems, NCJ-112815, 11/88
Automated fingerprint identification
systems: Technotogy and policy
issues, NCJ-104342, 4/87
Criminal justice “hot" files,
NCJ-101850, 12/86
Crime control and criminal records
(BJS special report), NCJ-99176,
10/85
State criminal records repositories
(BJS technical report), NCJ-99017,
10/85
De3a quality of criminal history records,
NCJ-88079, 10/85
Intelligence and investigative records,
NCJ-95787, 4/85
Victim/witness legislation: An over-
view, NCJ-94365, 12/84
Proceedings of BJS/SEARCH
conference:
Open vs. confidential records,
NCJ-113580, 11/88
Data quality policies and
procedures, NCJ-101848, 12/86
information policy and crime contro!
strategies, NCJ-93926, 10/84

Computer crime

BJS special raports:
Electronic fund transfer fraud, NCJ-
96666, 3/85
Electronic fund transter and crime,
NCJ-92650,2/84

Electronic fund transfer systems fraud,
NCJ-100461,4/86

Computer security techniques, NCJ-
84049, 9/82

Electronic fund transfer systems and
crime, NCJ-83736, 9/82

Expert witness manual, NCJ-77927, 9/81,
$11.50

Federal justice statistics

The Federal civil justice system (BJS
bulletin), NCJ-104769, 7/87

Employer perceptions of workpiace
crime, NCJ-101851,7/87, $6

Federal offenses and offenders

BJS special reports:

Drug law violators, 1980-86, NCJ-
111763, 6/88

Pretrial release and detention:
The Ball Reform Act of 1984,
NCJ-109929, 2/88

White-collar crime, NCJ-106876, 9/87

Pretrial release and misconduct, NCJ-
96132, 1/85

BJS bulletins:
Bank rcbbery, NCJ-94463, 8/84
Federa! drug law violators, NCJ-
92692, 2/84 :

General

BJS bulletins and special reports:

Profile of State and lccal law
enforcement agencies, NCJ-113949,
11/88

International crime rates, NCJ-110776,

5/88
Tracking offenders, 1984, NCJ-109686,

1/88

84S telephone contacts '87, NCJ-
102908, 12/86

Tracking offenders: White-coliar crime,
NCJ-102867, 11/86

Police employment and expenditure,
NCJ-100117, 2/86

Tracking offenders: The child victim,
NCJ-95785, 12/24

Sourcebook of criniinal justice statistics,
1987, NCJ-111612,9/88
Report to the Nation on crime and
justice:
Second editlon, NCJ-105506, 6/88
Technical appendix, NCJ-112011,
8/88
Drugs & crime data:
Rolodex card, 800-666-3332, 8/88
Data center & clearinghouse brochure,
BC-000092, 2/88
A guide to BJS data, NCJ-1099586, 2/88
Criminal justice microcomputer guide
and software catalog, NCJ-112178,
8/88
Proceedings of the third workshop on law
and Justice statistics, NCJ-112230,
7/88
BJS data report, 1987, NCJ-110643,
5/88 .
8JS annual report, fiscal 1987,
NCJ-109928, 4/88
1986 directory of automated criminal
justice information sytems, NCJ-
102260, 1/87, $20
Publications of BJS, 1971-84: A topleal
bikilography, TB030012, 10/86, $17.50
BJS publications: Selected library In
microtiche, 1971-84, PRO30012,
10/886, $203 domestic
National survey of crime severity, NCJ-
96017, 10/85
Criminal victimization of Distrlct of
Columbla residents and Capitol Hill
employees, 1982-83, NCJ-97982;
Summary, NCJ-98567, 9/85
How to gain access to BJS data
{brochure), BC-000022, 8/84

See order form
on last page




To be addsd to any BJS mailing list, copy
or cut out this page, fill it in and mail it to:

If the mailing label below is

correct, check here and do not
fill in name and address.

Name:
Title:
Organization:

Street or box:

City, State, Zip:

Daytime phone number: ( )

dJustice Statistics Clearinghouse/NCJRS

U.S. Department of Justice
User Services Department 2
Box 6000

Rockville, MD 20850

You will receive an
annual renewal card.

If you do not return it,
we must drop you from
the mailing list.

Interest in crinj‘inal justice (or organization and title if you put home address above):

Please put me on tpe“ mailing list for—

L

[

U

Justice expenditure and employ-
ment reports--annual spending
and staffing by Federal/State/
local governments and by fune-
tion (police, courts, ete.)

White-collar erime--data on the
processing of Federal white-
collar crime cases

New!

Privacy and security of criminel
history information and informa-
tion policy--new legislation;
maintaining and releasing
intelligence and investigative
records; data quality issues

Federal statistics--data describ-
ing Federal case processing, from
investigation through prosecution,
adjudication, and corrections

]

U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau of Justics Statistics

U

Juvenile corrections reports--
juveniles in custedy in public and
private detention and correction-
al facilities

Drugs and crime data--sentencing D
and time served by drug offend-

ers, drug use at time of crime by
jail inmates and State prisoners,

and other quality data on drugs,

ecrime, and law enforcement

BJS bulletins and special reports
--timely reports of the most
current justice data

L)

L

Prosecution and adjudication in
State courts--case processing
from prosecution through court
disposition, State felony laws,
felony sentencing, eriminal
defense

Official Business
Penalty for Private Use $300

Corrections reports--results of
sample surveys and censuses of
jails, prisons, parole, probation,
and other corrections data

National Crime Survey reports—-
the only regular nationa! survey
of erime victims

Sourcebook of Criminal Justice
Statisties (annual)--broad-based
data from 150+ sources {400+
tables, 100+ figures, index)

Send me a form to sign up for NIJ
Reports {issued free 6 times a
year), which abstracts both
private and government eriminal
justice publications and lists
conferences and training sessions
in the field.
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