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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study was tasked with evaluating the National Crime Victimization Survey’s
(NCVS) screening questions. The NCVS originally started in 1972 as the National Crime Survey
(NCS) to provide crime estimates that include those crimes that are reported to the police as well
as those that are not. A vital component of the NCVS is the crime victimization screener which is
used to elicit reports of victimization that are followed up with a more detailed instrument, the
incident report. The screener was redesigned in 1992 to aid respondent recall, with evaluations
prior, during, and immediately following the redesign. The purpose of this study is to evaluate
the performance of the screener at the present time, using qualitative interviews with current
NCVS interviewers, analysis of accumulated survey data, and analysis of more recent paradata.

In general, the NCVS screening questions perform better than their predecessor, as found
in earlier studies, and all included questions are beneficial. This study extended previous
analyses of the 1992 split sample experiment, which had found that the NCVS screening
questions led to generally higher crime victimization estimates. The current analysis found that at
least the difference in reporting to the screening questions is not as much due to the use of short
cues in NCVS, but rather from the number of cues used. As multiple questions in the NCS are
“covered” by a single NCVS question with cues, the NCVS screener worked better to the extent
that it included more cues than the questions they “replaced.” Nonetheless, it is very likely that
the structure of the NCVS screener facilitating recall also contributes to greater reporting, but the
screener structure and the number of cues have not been experimentally manipulated.

Only one of the NCVS screening questions was found to make very little contribution to
the crime estimates, and that question has already been removed from the NCVS. The
contribution of the screening questions to crime estimates has been astonishingly constant across
year, although there is some indication of increased variability in the last decade.

There was evidence for needed changes to the administration of the screener.
Interviewers spent almost half as much time reading the words in the cues as they did on reading
the words in the question stems. The time data and qualitative interviews revealed that many of
the screening interviews are conducted without following the instrument on the laptop.
Interviewers with larger workloads and more experienced interviewers administered the
screening questions at a faster pace. All these findings seem to suggest the need for interviewer
training and, in particular, refresher training.

A key feature of the NCVS is the rotating panel design in which respondents are
interviewed for up to seven times. This seems to have an impact on reports of victimization to
the screening questions and on response behaviors. Although forward telescoping of events can
lead to higher estimates on the first interview compared to the second, the decline in crime
reporting to the screener continued with each subsequent interview. Even more surprising is an
observed increase in the likelihood of reporting victimizations in the screener on the seventh
interview, when the respondent knows it is the last interview. The same pattern is evident in the
time paradata, as interviews are administered faster during the course of the respondents’ seven
interviews. This time in sample effect suggests the need to evaluate the magnitude of telescoping
of crime victimization events relative to the effect of repeated reinterviewing, as it may find
more optimal panel designs or that a cross-sectional survey design may be preferable from a total
survey error perspective.

Based on these findings, there are some changes that may prove beneficial and several
areas in need of future research. Interviewer refresher training may improve administration of the
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screening questions. Use of CARI in face-to-face interviews and centralized CATI for telephone
interviews may increase adherence to standardized interviewing and reporting of crimes, as
suggested by prior research. Reducing the number of waves is likely to increase reporting of
crimes to the screening questions, based on these analyses. The extent of the benefit and
identification of the most desirable design for the NCVS objectives will require experimentation.

Future research is also needed in areas that could not be addressed in this study. Self-
administration of the screener is a promising design feature to increase reporting of crimes,
particularly those that are sensitive in nature. Reducing the length and repetitiveness of the
incident reports, as alluded by the current interviewers, may also lead to greater reporting in the
screener. The introduction of incentives may also have a similar impact on reporting by
motivating respondents, in addition to reducing the potential for nonresponse bias.



1. UNDERSTANDING AND GOALS

Until almost 40 years ago, the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) based on police records
were the only crime indicator in the United States. Many crimes are not reported to the police,
particularly for some types of crime victimization, such as less serious incidents involving small
financial loss, little serious injury, and less use of weapons, as well as more serious personal
crimes such as sexual violence. In response to limitations to the UCR, mainly due to unreported
crime, the National Crime Survey (NCS) that later became the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS), was launched in 1972 as an effort to augment the UCR and expand the
knowledge on crime victimization beyond only reported crimes. Until 2001, the NCVS
traditionally reported more crimes than the UCR.

Crime victimizations in the NCVS are collected through a two-step design: initial crime
victimization screening questions are asked first, and if answered positively, crime incident
reports are generated in which respondents are asked the crime victimization questions used in
calculation of the estimates by crime type. The design is somewhat different from typical surveys
with screening questions. If someone reports no incidents of rape, but reports theft, they may still
report a rape once they get into the incident report, especially if it occurred on the same occasion;
at least, this is how the survey is intended to operate. More importantly, there is no direct effect
on estimates from false positives in the NCVS screener—reporting a victimization such as theft
that did not occur—since the official estimates are based solely on the responses to the questions
in the incident reports. In sum, the crime victimization screening questions are of critical
importance to the key survey estimates as they can act as filter questions if answered negatively,
although there is less concern about the screening questions being too inclusive.! Thus, the
NCVS screener is burdened with a critically important task—to help respondents remember
crime victimizations in the past 12 months. The screener is described in more detail in the next
subsections.

The main objective for this study is to evaluate the NCVS crime victimization screening
questions through the use of existing data. These questions have not been subjected to systematic
research since their implementation in 1992, yet a considerable amount of data has been
collected since then. Survey data are collected from about 75,000 households and about 135,000
respondents every year, along with paradata such as time stamps and changing responses, in later
years.

This chapter provides a brief background on the NCVS screener design, motivates the
analyses that are reported further in the report, describes the data that were available and the
datasets that were constructed, and presents the statistical approaches that were used.

! Two issues related to this structure are discussed later in this report. First, any type of crime victimization can be recorded as
long as at least one screening question is answered positively; it does not have to be the screening question on the same topic.
This is addressed in Chapter 3. Second, some discussion is provided on how the screening questions are incorporated; in the
NCVS all screening questions are asked first. An alternative design that has different strengths and weaknesses incorporates
screening questions within a single instrument (if needed at all, in such a design). This choice in questionnaire structure is
often referred to as grouped vs. separated design or grouped vs. interleaved design.



1.1  Background

The underreporting of crimes in the UCR received substantial attention in the late 1960’s,
including test studies by the Bureau of Social Science Research (BSSR), the University of
Michigan, and the National Opinion Research Center (NORC), and ensuing efforts by the U.S.
Census Bureau and efforts by the President’s Commissions on Crime in the District of Columbia
and on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, contributed to the establishing of the
National Crime Survey (NCS). A series of six field experiments starting in 1969 helped to
inform the design of the NCS, such as the use of a rotating panel design with a bounding
interview, the choice of eligibility age, and selection of all eligible household members (e.g.,
Lehnen & Skogan, 1984). The survey was first fielded in 1972 with survey estimates starting in
1973 and continuing to this day. The NCS has evolved with changes being made at various
points in time, such as the inclusion of the bounding interview data, the transition to computer
administration, and slight modifications to the survey instruments. There was one planned major
redesign, however, that took place in 1992—and research conducted in the years leading up to
the redesign. The foremost change in that redesign was to implement a fundamentally different
approach to the crime victimization screening instrument.

The screener that was put in place in 1972 and used through the 1992 redesign used
questions that aimed to align with the crime definitions used by the UCR, shown in the Appendix
A. Two aspects of the NCS screener are of particular importance: it uses specific questions for
each type of crime (a “one-to-one” correspondence between questions and UCR crimes) and it
used terms with technical meaning such as “robbed.” These features were seen as problematic by
some, as the screening interview was not structured to aid recall as it did not make any apparent
effort to be aligned with how memory is structured, and it used terms that can have a different
meaning to people than the technical meaning used in crime estimates (for a review, see David
Cantor & Lynch, 2000).

The crime estimates rely on responses to the survey’s crime victimization screening
questions, although the screening questions themselves are not used to produce the estimates. It
is only if a respondent provides an affirmative response to at least one of the screening questions
that an incident report is started, which is used to generate estimated rates of crime victimization.
It is therefore imperative that the screener component of the survey works as well as possible.

1.1.1 The NCVS Screener

Since its inception in 1972, the NCS has been the subject of a large body of
methodological research and refinement, culminating in the introduction of a redesigned survey
instrument in 1992. A major objective of the 1992 redesign was to improve the screening
questions to promote completeness of reporting.

The approach used in the redesigned NCVS screener predates even the NCS—it was one
of the approaches developed for the independent pilot tests in the mid 1960’s. At that time the
NORC questions added to an omnibus survey used the more technical terms and questions that
are aligned to the UCR, the approach taken for the NCS. The BSSR and the University of
Michigan tests, however, used a fundamentally different approach that may also explain the
higher reporting in these studies.



In their design, the screener aimed to help recall of victimizations, structured to aid
respondents’ memory rather than strict adherence to the correspondence with the UCR crime
definitions. The questions used memory cues in several ways—providing examples of crimes,
and providing contextual triggers, such as asking about the location of the offense. In the two-
stage design this is not expected to cause error, as the formal crime definitions are still applied to
the data collected in the incident reports, to produce the crime victimization estimates.

The mid 1970’°s saw some substantial criticism of the NCS and the design of the NCS
screener was questioned, including by an independent review by a panel of the National
Academies of Sciences (Penick & Owens, 1976). The early 1980 also saw a movement in survey
research that placed focus on the importance of the Cognitive Aspects of Survey Methodology
(CASM), starting with two conferences and a report from the National Academies of Sciences
(Jabine, Straf, Tanur, & Tourangeau, 1984). These may have been some of the influences that led
to a test of a short-cue screener (Martin, Groves, Matlin, & Miller, 1986), finding 19% greater
crime report rates compared to the original screening questions. Subsequent feasibility studies in
1988, and a field test in 1989 conducted by the Census Bureau reported similar findings—
significantly higher rates of violence and crime reporting for the short-cue screener group
relative to the original screener group (Hubble, 1990a, 1990b). The differences were largely
attributed to explicit cueing of certain crime types (e.g., rape and sexual assault) and the addition
of two reference frames to aid recall (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1994).

The redesign was based on recall theories building on the previous studies, leading to the
development of the “short-cue” screener to be used in the NCVS. The short-cue screener
introduced multiple cues for each logical set of crimes. Possibly even more important was the
introduction of memory cues that incorporated how people encode and recall events from
memory, such as where the respondent was at the time of a crime, whether something was stolen,
use of a weapon, and the relationship to the offender. The NCVS screening questions that
generate incident reports are provided in Figure X and full screener that was implemented in the
computerized version in 2006 is included in the Appendix B. The short-cue screener was
introduced in January 1992 and was administered for 18 months to one half of the sample, in
parallel to the original screener, which was administered to the other half. Such an approach
allowed for assessment of the impact of the new screening questions on estimates and crime
characteristics. As expected, the new screener yielded more reports of victimizations and
captured types of crimes that were previously undetected (Hubble, 1995; Rand, Lynch, &
Cantor, 1997).2 Moreover, the short-cue screener improved the measurement of traditionally
underreported crimes (such as rape and aggravated assault) and crimes committed by family
members and acquaintances (Kindermann, Lynch, & Cantor, 1997).

Figure 1-1.  Key Questions from the Redesigned NCVS Crime Victimization Screener.

30. Before we get to the crime questions, I'd like to as you about some of YOUR usual activities.
We have found that people with different lifestyles may be more or less likely to become victims
of crime.

2 Note that this refers to crime victimization estimates, not level of reporting to the screening questions which is examined in
Chapter 4.



On average during the last 6 months, that is, since __, 19 __, how often have YOU gone
shopping? For example, at drug, clothing, grocery, hardware, and convenience stores. (Read
answer categories until respondent answers yes.)

Mark (X) the first category that applies.

31. (On average, during the last 6 months,) how often have you spent the evening out away from
home for work, school, or entertainment? (Read answer categories until respondent answers yes.)

Mark (X) the first category that applies.

32. (On average, during the last 6 months,) how often have you ridden public
transportation?(Read answer categories until respondent answers yes.)

Do not include school buses.

Mark (X) the first category that applies.
36a. I'm going to read some examples that will give you an idea of the kinds of crime this study
covers. As | go through them, tell me if any of these happened to you in the last 6 months, that is,
since_ ,19

Was something belonging to YOU stolen, such as

(a) Things that you carry, like luggage, a wallet, purse, briefcase, book

(b) Clothing, jewelry, or calculator

(c) Bicycle or sports equipment

(d) Things in your home-like a TV, stereo, or tools

(e) Things from a vehicle, such as a package, groceries, camera, or cassette tapes

OR

(f) Did anyone ATTEMPT to steal anything belonging to you?

MARK OR ASK
36b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?
36¢. How many times?
40a. (Other than any incidents already mentioned,) since __, 19, were you attacked or
threatened OR did you have something stolen from you

(a) At home including the porch or yard

(b) At or near a friend's, relative's, or neighbor's home

(c) At work or school

(d) In places such as a storage shed or laundry room, a shopping mall, restaurant, bank, or

airport

(e) While riding in any vehicle

() On the street or in a parking lot

(9) At such places as a party, theater, gym, picnic area, bowling lanes, or while fishing or

hunting

OR

(h) Did anyone ATTEMPT to attack or ATTEMPT to steal anything belonging to you

from any of these places?

MARK OR ASK
40b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?
40c. How many times?
41a. (Other than any incidents already mentioned,) has anyone attacked or threatened you in any
of these ways (exclude telephone threats)

(a) With any weapon, for instance, a gun or knife

(b) With anything like a baseball bat, frying pan, scissors, or stick
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(c) By something thrown, such as a rock or bottle
(d) Include any grabbing, punching, or choking
(e) Any rape, attempted rape, or other type of sexual attack
(F) Any face-to-face threats
(9) Any attack or threat or use of force by anyone at all? Please mention it even if you are
not certain it was a crime.
MARK OR ASK
41b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?
41c. How many times:
42a. People often don't think of incidents committed by someone they know. (Other than any
incidents already mentioned,) did you have something stolen from you OR were you attacked or
threatened by (exclude telephone threats)
(a) Someone at work or school
(b) A neighbor or friend
(c) A relative or family member
(d) Any other person you've met or known?
MARK OR ASK
42b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?
42c. How many times?
43a. Incidents involving forced or unwanted sexual acts are often difficult to talk about. (Other
than any incidents already mentioned,) have you been forced or coerced to engage in unwanted
sexual activity by
(a) Someone you didn't know before
(b) A casual acquaintance
OR
(c) Someone you know well?
MARK OR ASK
43b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?
43c. How many times?

The NCVS screener may be an improvement over the NCS screener, but there are still
many reasons why crime victimizations may still go unreported in the NCV'S screener
instrument. Possibilities include burden by the administration of multiple interviews over time,
asking for events that may not be available in memory, asking about traumatic events using
interviewer administration, and even asking about crimes when sometimes the offender may
reside in the same household. Furthermore, some causes of underreporting may be becoming
more influential over time. Theories such as social isolation (Goyder, 1987) help explain
increasing nonresponse to surveys in Western countries, but such changes in society may also
lead to greater underreporting of crime victimization when engaged in a social survey interview.
Thus, it is important to identify methods to ask the screening questions that elicit the least
underreporting across all types of crime victimization, identify factors associated with lower
reporting, as well as to continually evaluate the performance of the selected methods. The
decline in crime victimization estimates from the NCVS is generally faster than the decline in the
estimates from the FBI Uniform Crime Reports (although they tend to be similar if the rates of
relative change are considered, which are the rates of change that are reported in official reports),
which may indicate the existence factors that lead to increasing underreporting in the NCVS.



Although it is certainly possible that the unreported victimizations decreased at a faster rate than
the reported victimizations (an untestable notion without an experiment extending over several
years, but supported in Baumer & Lauritsen, 2010 and Lynch & Addington, 2006), it is also
possible that an increasing proportion of total victimizations is not reported in the NCVS.
Furthermore, other sources of error may be contributing to these differences, such as
nonresponse to the survey. Therefore, such different trends in UCR and NCVS rates simply
strengthen the need to investigate changes in the performance of the crime victimization
screening questions.

1.1.2 Review of Relevant Literature

A review of relevant literature was conducted to help inform the evaluation of the
screener. Much of the identified research is cited in this chapter, but the annotated bibliography
of the full review is provided in Appendix C. There are several areas that we devote special
attention to, as there were available data to pursue related research questions. These areas are
also ones that likely impact the performance of the screening questions. In particular,
interviewers play an important role in their administration and their behaviors can change as a
function of their experience and workload, among other characteristics. The individual screening
questions may change in their contribution to crime estimates across years, since their
introduction in 1992. Survey design and respondent factors can also affect reporting to the
screening questions, key of which is the panel survey design in which a sample member may be
interviewed up to seven times. Other factors seem important, but cannot be addressed with the
nonexperimental data available, such as the effect of survey mode.

1.1.3 Interviewer Experience

There is evidence in the survey literature that interviewers vary in the extent to which
they adhere to the standardized survey protocol (Fowler & Mangione, 1990). An interviewer’s
lifetime survey experience is correlated with data quality—maore experienced interviewers have
been found to elicit higher reports of sensitive behaviors, higher correlations across key study
variables, and less item missing data (Cleary, Mechanic, & Weiss, 1981; O'Muircheartaigh &
Campanelli, 1998; Singer, Frankel, & Glassman, 1983). However, when experience is defined as
experience on the same survey, the findings seem to be in the opposite direction—more
experienced interviewers across years of the same survey elicit lower reports on drug use
(Chromy, Eyerman, Odom, McNeeley, & Hughes, 2005; Hughes, Chromy, Giacoletti, & Odom,
2002; Turner, Lessler, & Devore, 1992) and more item missing data to income questions (B. A.
Bailar, Bailey, & Stevens, 1977). Familiarity with the survey instrument itself also leads to
changes in interviewer behavior (Johannes van der Zouwen, Dijkstra, & Smit, 1991), response
distributions (e.g., reports of lifetime drug use in Hughes, et al., 2002) and response biases (e.qg.,
hospitalization reports in C. F. Cannell, Marquis, & Laurent, 1977). Moreover, as interviewers
become more experienced with a survey instrument, the length of survey administration
decreases (Olson & Peytchev, 2007). One hypothesis for such change in behavior is that
interviewers learn something during the course of interviewing and adapt their behaviors
accordingly (C. F. Cannell, et al., 1977); for example, an interviewer’s way of administering
particular questions may be a reaction to respondents’ uneasiness with those questions, observed
during previous interviews (Singer, et al., 1983; Singer & Kohnke-Aguirre, 1979; Sudman &
Bradburn, 1974; Sudman, Bradburn, Blair, & Stocking, 1977). Such findings demonstrate that
the nature of the interaction between interviewer and respondent changes as interviewers gain
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experience over the course of the survey, although not specific to the NCVS. Without in-depth
examination of these interactions, or in-depth interviews with interviewers, it will remain
unknown what parts of the interaction deviate from the survey protocol and why.

Interviewer workload may also play an important role, and there can be conflicting
effects. The more NCVS interviews that and interviewer conducts, the more familiar they may be
with the instrument and, in turn, be more skilled in the administration of the screener. A counter
expectation may arise from the same increased familiarity—interviewers may memorize the
instrument and administer it faster than necessary for respondents to recall as many
victimizations as possible.

1.1.4  Question Cueing

The goal of the short-cue screening questions is to provide specific cues in particular
contexts that will help respondents not only with question interpretation, but recall as well. The
effect of cues may be two-fold—the mere mention of a crime can aid recall of similar
experiences, but also the length of the question itself gives respondents more time to recall the
requested information. Cannell, Miller, & Oksenberg (1981) showed that merely making the
question longer can increase the reporting of health events.

The research that informed the current design of the NCV'S was largely motivated by the
ability of the cues used in the questions to increase reporting of crime victimization. The main
premise is that adding cues to a question can lead to higher reporting of that particular crime.
This reasoning is certainly well grounded in theory and related empirical findings. Cannell and
his colleagues (C. Cannell, et al., 1981; C. F. Cannell, et al., 1977) found that merely making the
question longer without even adding new information, can lead to higher reporting—possibly
because the respondent has more time to recall the event of interest. It also can be expected that
making the additional content (in the form of cues, in the case of the NCVS) more informative
will help respondents recall the events, by providing examples of victimization that some
respondents may otherwise exclude from the general type of victimization (problem with
question comprehension as intended) or may simply fail to recall without an explicit cue
(problem with retrospective recall). Indeed, the results of the experiments leading up to the
change from the NCS to the NCVS screening questions generally showed higher reporting to the
questions with cues.

In sum, there were multiple possible reasons contributing to the higher reporting to the
NCVS questions with cues. The reasons for the higher reporting, however, were not well
understood and were not investigated through experimentation. The particular reasons are not
inconsequential, as they can impact how well the cues perform in the NCVS, across waves, and
how that performance may change over time as interviewers gain experience. For example, the
finding by Cannell and his colleagues (C. Cannell, et al., 1981; C. F. Cannell, et al., 1977)
suggests better performance of the questions with cues in an experimental setting (even if part of
the large-scale data collection), but possibly decreasing reporting as interviewers become
accustomed to the new screening questions and learn to administer them quickly and from
memory—behavior that was discovered in the cognitive interviews (Chapter 2) and was
confirmed by the keystroke time paradata, reported in the following chapters of the report.

Arguably, the main justification for the NCVS questions was that the use of cues in the
questions would help respondents recall and report being victimized, over and beyond the levels
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of reporting in the NCS screening questions. These expectations have been borne out in results
from the earlier experiments and for the 1992-1993 overlap period in which both NCS and
NCVS versions were administered using random assignment.

There are other reasons why the short-cue design may improve reporting. One critical
aspect is how information is organized in memory. Various memory models suggest a top down
structure where larger categories, memory organizational packets, contain generic information
about classes of events; while smaller subcategories within each packet contain individual events
(Conway, 1996; Kolodner, 1985; Schank, 1982). To the extent that respondent memory is
organized by topics that resemble the screener question topics, the question cues can be viewed
as the subcategories that contain details about events. If such top-down structure exists, recall of
victimizations should be facilitated by the short-cue screener, despite the fact that reading all
question cues may take longer to administer.

1.1.5  Panel Conditioning

Panel conditioning, also known as time-in-sample bias (Kalton & Citro, 1993), or
reactivity in panel studies (J. Van der Zouwen & Van Tilburg, 2001) is “observed in repeated
surveys when a sample unit’s response is influenced by prior interviews or contacts” (Cantwell,
2008, p. 556). Respondents have been found to learn to avoid subsequent questions by not
reporting events and behaviors that lead to additional questions, and there is evidence suggesting
that this learning can occur across waves of longitudinal data collections (e.g., J. Shields & N.
To, 2005; Silberstein & Jacobs, 1989). The effect of panel conditioning on data quality is more
pronounced in long interviews (D. Cantor, 1989; Corder & Horvitz, 1989). However,
conditioning effects have been reported to be less threatening to data quality than recall error
(Holt, 1989).

Conditioning effects are not always present. Studies on health condition and medical
consumption have failed to detect panel conditioning (Corder & Horvitz, 1989). Further, a study
by Klein and Rubovits (1987) on reports of stressful life events shows no difference between the
number of events reported by those interviewed in multiple waves and those interviewed only
once.

Being a panel member may also have a positive impact on data quality. Accuracy, for
example, may be improved as a result of better question understanding over repeated
measurements (e.g., Traugott & Katosh, 1979) or higher motivation; for example, Bailar (1989)
reported less recall error due to telescoping after the second and following interviews. A possible
explanation for data quality improvement over repeated measures is that panel members know
what questions they will be asked next time and possibly pay more attention to details related to
the subject matter (Ports & Zeifang, 1987).

1.1.6  Screening Out of the Survey

Just as people may avoid surveys, they may avoid additional components of the survey
(such as generating incident reports in the NCVS). There is unpublished evidence from two
national surveys, the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) and the Health and
Retirement Survey (HRS), suggesting that respondents use the screener to get out of the survey
when the screener asks for a particular young (NLSY) or old (HRS) age group. The result is that
the survey has a lower incidence rate for respondents meeting the eligibility criteria compared to



the known population distribution from the census. Furthermore, when the screener is changed to
include categories for ineligible respondents and conceals the age-related focus of the survey to
some extent, the incidence rate in the survey increases for the eligible population and aligns more
closely to the expected rate based on population totals.

This is quite possible in the NCVS, a survey introduced as asking about crime
victimization and asking questions about victimization in the screener instrument. Such an effect,
if present, may be exacerbated by other design features—interviewing multiple household
members and interviewing at multiple time points—as learning can occur. Some of this learning
to avoid affirmative responses to reduce the interview has been found within surveys, as
respondents realize that each affirmative answer to a major type of behavior leads to additional
questions and vice versa (e.g., Biemer, 2000), as well as across waves of the survey (e.g.,
Jennifer Shields & Nhien To, 2005; Silberstein & Jacobs, 1989). It may, however, play a smaller
role in the NCVS as crimes are rare events compared to consumer expenditures, as these studies
rely on data from the Consumer Expenditure Surveys.

1.1.7 Mode of Data Collection

Since 2006, the NCVS has been conducted as a mixed-mode survey using computer-
assisted personal interviewing (CAPI) and decentralized computer-assisted telephone
interviewing (CATI). Residents in sample households 12 years of age or older are interviewed a
total of seven times over a 3-year period at 6-month intervals. The first contact with a household
is in person using CAPI, with all persons present interviewed. The following six interviews are
conducted primarily using CATI. Different data collection modes possess different strengths
and weaknesses. Compared to face-to-face interviews, telephone surveys have been found to
yield lower response rates (C. F. Cannell, Groves, Magilavy, Mathiowetz, & Miller, 1987;
Groves & Kahn, 1979; Sykes & Collins, 1988), shorter responses to open-ended questions
(Groves & Kahn, 1979; Kormendi & Noordhoek, 1989; Sykes & Collins, 1988) and higher rates
of satisficing and socially desirable responding (Holbrook, Green, & Krosnick, 2003; Kirsch,
McCormack, & Saxon-Harrold, 2001). There is also some evidence that telephone interviewers
depart less often from the script than in-person interviewers (Presser & Zhao, 1992).

In addition, sensitive questions have been found to increase mode differences. For
example, the increased social distance between interviewer and respondent in telephone surveys
has been found to contribute to higher reports of sensitive behaviors (e.g., Hochstim, 1967) and
less item missingness due to refusal (e.g., Kormendi, 1988). Sykes and Hoinville (1985) failed to
find large differences between face-to-face and telephone modes in responses to sensitive items,
but the direction of the differences in responses obtained in face-to-face and telephone
administration supports the hypothesis of reduced social desirability effects in telephone
interviews.

The pace of interviewing is also different in face-to-face and telephone survey
administrations. Telephone interviews are believed to take less time than face-to-face interviews,
possibly due to interviewer’s rush to get through the interview without losing the respondent and
avoid awkward silence (Holbrook, et al., 2003). The speed with which the interview is conducted
may communicate to the respondents the desired pace of the conversation; thus, how much time
they have to spend to formulate a response. In fact, there is evidence that telephone respondents
are less engaged in the interview and more likely to express dissatisfaction with the interview



length than face-to-face respondents, despite the fact that telephone interviews took less time to
administer (Holbrook, et al., 2003).

Yet another difference between face-to-face and telephone interviews is the availability
of nonverbal cues that interviewers provide during the interview, as well as interviewers’ ability
to react to respondent’s nonverbal cues. Several studies from the fields of psychology and
communication have found people to be less contradicting, more empathetic, and more interested
in the other’s perspective when interactions occurred face to face rather than by phone (Poole,
Shannon, & DeSanctis, 1992; Siegel, Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & McGuire, 1986; Turoff & Hiltz,
1982). This is not surprising, given nonverbal behaviors have been shown to contribute to the
rapport between conversational partners (e.g., Bernieri, Davis, Rosenthal, & Knee, 1994). We do
not know how such measurement difference might be exhibited in the data, given rapport with
the interviewer has already been established in the first wave of data collection.

1.2 Data and Methods

Several datasets were created for this study, discussed in more detail in the relevant
chapters. First, survey data were obtained from the public use data files stored at ICPSR. These
include the 1992 NCS and NCVS data, as well as annual data from 1992 to 2008. An important
set of years is 1999 to 2004 for which unbounded data were available and for which the
households and individuals could be identified across waves as the same census geographies
were used in this period. Without unbounded data, it is unknown whether a particular interview
happens to be the second or is actually the first interview for a respondent, as the respondent in
the second wave may have been a respondent, a proxy respondent, a nonrespondent, or even a
different household in the first interview. This information is not used for estimation of crime
victimization rates, but is essential for the evaluation of the performance of the screening
questions. The unbounded data were critical in constructing a dataset with interview order, which
proved to be an exceptionally challenging task. For example, to reconstruct the waves in which a
particular respondent should have been interviewed, sample and panel rotation groups had to be
identified from the sample release chart, as well as taking into account breaks in the ability to
link sample members (individuals and households) such as the shift to the new census
geographies in 2005 that resulted in changing to a new set of scrambled unique identifiers (as an
additional precaution for confidentiality protection). Descriptive statistics for these data,
including the screening questions and the covariates used in the statistical models, can be found
in Appendix E.

The Census Bureau provided a paradata file spanning July 2006 (the introduction of
Blaise for computer administration) through 2008 and a similar process was undergone to create
wave and interview order for these data. The file was at the question and visit level, meaning that
each respondent can appear multiple times for each screening question that was asked and in
some instances, multiple records if the question was accessed more than one time because of
multiple visits to the household. This structure is quite common for keystroke files emanating
from the Blaise interview software, only it is transposed so that each question is in a separate
record. The file contained paradata variables for time spent on the question screen, changing a
response, and initial and final value. The paradata, which are at the call record level, were linked
to the survey data, which contained variables such as constructed interview order, respondent
demographic characteristics, and interviewer observations of the sample address. The combined
data were then used to create additional measures, such as interviewer workload per quarter. A
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larger longitudinal dataset that spans 2006 through 2010 and also includes interviewer
experience on the NCVS was provided later in the study. The analyses in this report use both sets
of paradata, primarily to exploit both the interviewer workload and the interviewer experience
variables, as construction of interview workload was not possible in this second file. Descriptive
statistics for both files can be found in Appendix F, in the columns for All Observations.

The most important paradata variable was time, and it had an overwhelming number of
outliers on the low end—as it can be seen in the first column of the first table in Appendix F,
more than half of the observations had a time that was either zero or less than 3 seconds. The
qualitative interviews with current NCVS interviewers reported in Chapter 2 shed some light on
this problem as interviewers suggested that they knew the screening questions and could
administer them without following on the laptop—Ilater entering all the responses. The Census
Bureau staff confirmed that it was not due to errors in the paradata or their processing. On the
high end, there was a very small number of cases where the time exceeded several minutes,
which is not atypical for these data (e.g., a laptop left open on a particular question). To remedy
these problems with the paradata while avoiding exclusion of too much of the data, we examined
the distribution of time by screening question and set criteria to include all cases where the time
was at least 3 seconds and no more than 180 seconds (3 minutes).

As the types of analyses in this study are quite diverse, the statistical approaches and
models are described in more detail in each chapter. However, the analyses in Chapters 5 and 6
use multilevel modeling, for which the HLM 7 software package was used. This allowed the
estimation of two- and three- level linear and logistic models with clustering at the question,
interview, and respondent levels. Multilevel cross-classified models, such as the cross
classification of respondents and interviewers, were also considered but not needed for the
research questions being addressed and the available data. The use of multilevel modeling has
the important benefit of producing unbiased estimates at each level of analysis in clustered data
as well as unbiased variance estimates of regression coefficient of interest. It also involves some
drawbacks. In some instances the complexity of the model becomes more limited because of the
more complex computational algorithms—in our case, it led to exclusion of variables and
interactions that we otherwise would have included. It also makes the results more difficult to
interpret, particularly for readers less familiar with multilevel modeling. There are far more
decisions that could be made, such as whether and how covariates are centered®, which estimates
to use among several alternatives in the output, particularly with binomial dependent variables,
and which variables to include in the model when the full theoretical model cannot be estimated.
Nonetheless, the use of multilevel modeling was key in these analyses because of the interest in
the coefficients and their standard errors at each level of clustering—and these data were highly
clustered (i.e., interviewer, respondent, screening question).

There was also one key global decision affecting all analyses in Chapters 5 and 6, where
interview order (time in sample) was used. Some of the interest in these analyses is in the effect
of conducting multiple interviews with the same respondent. It is then imperative that the
indicator for interview order really denotes the sequential number of the conducted interview
with that sample member. This means that waves in which the sample member was a
nonrespondent, another household member served as a proxy respondent, or was even a different

3 This is not an overall decision and depends on the variable of interest and desired inference—it is denoted in each of the
specified multilevel models in Chapters 5 and 6.
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household at the same address, do not count towards the sequential number of the interview for
that sample member. The analyses focused on the effect of being interviewed multiple times and
experiencing the screener multiple times.

Survey weights were used depending on the research question. The analyses in Chapter 3
on the relative contributions of each screening question rely on population estimates, and
therefore, survey weights were used. The comparison of the NCS and NCVS screening questions
is an analysis at the question level that uses data from a randomized experimental design and
does not use weights; incident reports are not used and no population estimates are calculated.
Examinations of factors associated with the likelihood of reporting crime victimization to the
screening questions, time to complete the screening questions, and changing responses are also
analyses at the question level that do not use weights.

1.3 Next Chapters

Chapter 2 summarizes the findings from qualitative interviews that were conducted with
current NCVS interviewers, which informed some of the analyses, as well as shed light on the
statistical results. Chapter 3 presents an analysis of the relative contribution to crime
victimization estimates of each screening question, conditional on the current design. Chapter 4
revisits the redesign from the National Crime Survey (NCS) to the NCVS using the data from
January 1992 to June 1993, when both instruments were administered concurrently to different
sample members. Chapter 5 investigates the degree to which the cues in the NCVS screening
questions were administered as intended. Chapter 6 examines the effect of panel conditioning in
the NCVS rotating panel design on reporting and paradata outcomes. Chapter 7 presents an
attempt to disentangle the effect of mode (face to face vs. telephone) on responses to the
screening questions and to further understand any differences through paradata measures. Lastly,
Chapter 8 focuses on interviewer workload and interviewer experience on how the screening
questions are administered through the use of paradata. The report ends with a summary,
possible recommendations, and suggestions for further fruitful research.
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2. QUALITATIVE INTERVIEWS WITH CURRENT NCVS
INTERVIEWERS*

This chapter will summarize the findings from the structured interviews conducted with
current NCVS interviewers. These interviews helped to direct the subsequent analyses, such as
focusing on interview order and being able to provide explanations for aberrant time data.

2.1 Methods (and Justification of Choice of Approach)

Fifteen qualitative interviews were conducted with current NCVS Field Representatives
(FRs) and Senior Field Representatives (SFRs). These interviews were undertaken as a result of
analyses of timing data from NCVS interviews that indicated some screener interviews were
administered so quickly that it didn’t appear possible that the screener protocol could be carried
out according to the survey protocol. The original scope of work for this project included focus
groups to collect information from NCVS interviewers. However, early discussion with BJS led
to the decision that individual interviews would be better suited to collecting information on a
potentially sensitive topic (lack of adherence to protocol). Thus, one-on-one interviews were
conducted with the goal of learning about:

= how the screening interview is conducted,
= the challenges interviewers face in administering the screener interview,
= the difficulties respondents have in providing answers to the screener questions, and

= revisions, if any, that could be made to improve the quality of data collected from the
screener interview.

The data from these 15 interviews should not be viewed as generalizable to all NCVS
interviewers. As described further below, the interviewers were not selected randomly from
among all NCVS interviewers but rather were chosen because of their lengthy tenure on the
project and their supervisor’s belief that they would be open in sharing their experiences with the
RTI researchers. In conducting these interviews our goal was to use the qualitative data
collected to generate hypotheses that could be tested using existing NCVS data. The comments
and feedback provided by these interviewers provide possible explanations for why screener
times may be exceptionally short but we cannot be certain whether those explanations are
accurate reflections of their actual interactions with respondents.

In addition to allowing us to explore possible explanations for the short screener times,
these interviews assist us in identifying approaches that might improve the performance of the
field staff going forward. These approaches are described in Section 1.2.5. It is important to
note though that these approaches were not reported directly by the interviewers during the
qualitative interviews but rather are recommendations proposed by the RTI research team based
on what was learned from the interviews.

*# The detailed summaries of cognitive interviews could be used to identify individual interviewers and could not be in the final
report that is made publicly available. Interviewers were also promised that their responses will not be shared with the Census
Bureau.



Interviews were conducted in Illinois, Maryland, and North Carolina, though the work
assignments for the FRs and SFRs interviewed covered more than just these three states. All
interviews were conducted between May 28 and July 7, 2010. Each interview was conducted in
private and began by providing the participant with an informed consent document that described
the purpose of the project and the nature of the questions that would be asked (see Figure 2-1).
All interviews were audio-taped after obtaining respondents’ consent to do so (see Figure 2-2).

Figure 2-1.  National Crime Victimization Survey Study to Obtain Feedback from
Experienced Census Field Representatives

Introduction

The National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) is a research study conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau on behalf of the
Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). As part of a larger redesign effort BJS is conducting to improve the overall quality and
utility of data collected in the NCVS, BJS has contracted with RTI International to review the methodology for collecting the
NCVS data. The purpose of the project is to identify any aspects of the NCVS instrument that may need to be revised or
updated in order to continue to ensure that data collected through the NCV'S meet the needs of the data users. Part of this
project involves talking with experienced NCVS Field Representatives (FRs) to hear about their general experiences working
on the NCVS study and more specifically, their experiences administering the NCVS questions.

You are one of about 20 FRs who have been selected to participate. Your participation in this project is voluntary. We hope
you will choose to participate because, as an experienced NCVS FR, your feedback is going to be especially important in
understanding the strengths and weaknesses of the current NCVS methodology and where changes could be made to improve
the quality of the data.

Description of the Study

This interview will take no more than 90 minutes. To start, | will ask you some basic questions about your work history with
the NCVS and with household interviewing more generally. The remainder of the interview will cover various aspects of the
NCVS interview, your own experiences conducting the survey, and the types of problems respondents have when answering
the NCVS questions. There are no right or wrong answers to the questions we ask — we are only looking for your opinions
based on the interviews you have conducted since you began working on the NCVS. IfT ask you a question you don’t want
to answer just tell me and I’ll skip over it.

You will not receive any direct benefits for participating in this study. However, your participation may help us learn how to
improve the NCVS and make it easier for respondents to answer the questions and for FRs to collect the data. If you choose
not to participate you will not lose any benefits or services that you now receive or might receive in the future. Your decision
about whether to participate will not affect your employment as an FR at the U.S. Census Bureau.

Your name will never be connected with the information you provide in this interview. We will treat everything you say as
private and confidential and we will not share any information that identifies you individually with anyone at the U.S. Census
Bureau or anyone who is not working on the project.

Do you have any questions about taking part in this study?

You may keep a copy of this form. If you have any questions about the project, you may call Dr. Andy Peytchev, the project
director, at 1-800-485-5604. If you have questions about your rights as a project participant, you can call RTI's Office of
Research Protection at 1-866-214-2043. Both numbers are toll-free calls.

The above document describing this research study has been explained to me. | agree to participate.

Signature of participant Date: /| [/

| certify that the nature and purpose of this research have been explained to the above individual.

Signature of Person Who Obtained Consent Date: / /




Figure 2-2.

Consent to Audio-Tape

In order to make the best use of our findings, we request that you allow the interview to be
audio-taped. The audio-tape will only be listened to by people who are working on this
project. The only purpose of audio-taping is to allow us to review the interview in more
detail. If you would rather that your interview not be audio-taped, or if at any time during the
interview you decide that you would like the audio-taping to be stopped, please tell me and |
will stop the tape.

| agree to allow my interview to be audio-taped and to be listened to by others working on

this project:

Signature of Participant:

Date:

Participants were recruited from staff lists provided by the Census Bureau. Names,
telephone numbers, and some general details about the nature of each individual’s interviewing
experience were provided by the Chicago, Charlotte, and Philadelphia Regional Offices.
Regional Office staff alerted the interviewers that they would be contacted by RTI to schedule an
interview. Although the NCVS interviewers were not required to participate, all interviewers
contacted agreed to take part. Interviews were most often conducted at RTI’s offices (in Chicago,

Rockville, and Research Triangle Park) although some of the Chicago interviews were

conducted at participants’ home.

Table 2-1 provides some descriptive information about the NCVS interviewers who
participated. More detailed information on the interviewers is not included in order to maintain
the confidentiality of the responses they provided.

Table 2-1.  Characteristics of Census Field Representatives Interviewed by RTI Staff
Work on Types of
No. of Years Conducted Other Work for Areas
Respond. as an NCVS PAPI Census Other Worked
ID No. Interviewer | Bilingual? NCVS? Surveys? | Contractors? | on NCVS
R1 5-10 Y N Y N Suburban
R2 5-10 N Y Y N Suburban
R3 5-10 N N Y N Suburban
R4 More than 10 N Y Y Y 50%
Urban /
50%
Suburban
R5 More than 10 Y Y Y N Suburban
R6 5-10 N Y Y N Urban
R7 5-10 N Y Y Y Mixed
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R8 Less than 5 N N Y N Mixed
R9 Less than 5 Y N Y N Mixed
R10 Less than 5 N N Y N Mixed
R11 5-10 N Y Y N Mixed
R12 5-10 Y Y Y N Mixed
R13 More than 10 N Y Y N Mixed
R14 5-10 N Y Y N Urban
R15 More than 10 N Y Y Y Rural

The interviews were conducted in a semi-structured manner. Interviewers worked from
an outline that included a number of possible probe questions that could be used to elicit
information from the participants (See Figure 2-3). Less emphasis was placed on asking the
questions in a particular order or in standardizing the wording of the questions. The primary
goal was to encourage the interviewers to talk about their experiences with the NCVS and to gain
as much insight as possible into how the quality of data collected using the screening interview
could be improved.

2.2 Overview of Findings from the One-on-One Interviews

The one-on-one interviews elicited a great deal of helpful information regarding both
how the interviewers administer the NCVS survey and the special challenges they face in
completing their NCVS assignments. The participants were candid and detailed during the
interviews, which allowed the RTI research team to quickly develop a broad understanding of
NCVS fieldwork as well as the specifics of the screener items. A detailed report from these
interviews was prepared and delivered to BJS as a separate deliverable. In the remainder of this
section we provide an overview of the key themes that were identified, focusing most
specifically on those directly related to administering the screener questions.

It is worth reiterating, however, that the comments provided by these interviewers should
not be taken as generalizable, objective facts but rather opinions that may be colored by
particularly memorable or recent interactions with respondent or the interviewer’s desire to
present him or herself in a particular way to the researchers. In some cases the interviewers are
also providing their opinions of why respondents behave in one way or another and the
interviewers’ accuracy in explaining those behaviors is unknown.

2.2.1  Length and Repetition

Undoubtedly the most common issue raised by the participants related to the number and
repetitiveness of the screener items. The interviewers reported that their respondents are typically
pretty willing to attend to the screener items the first time they are interviewed but it becomes
increasingly difficult to maintain the respondents’ focus and attention during subsequent
interviews. Interviewers reported that their respondents are already shaking their heads to
indicate a particular type of victimization has not happened long before the interviewer reaches
the end of a question. Since many of the screener questions are long and require a respondent to
consider a number of sub-parts, interviewers indicated it can be a challenge to manage the
interaction—meeting the requirements of the survey protocol that all questions be read in their
entirety while at the same time acknowledging that the respondent is trying to provide their




answer. In an effort to manage a respondent’s impatience, interviewers indicated they sometimes
abbreviate the questions by dropping some of the examples or by not reading a question in its
entirety.

The interviewers also indicated that subsequent interviews seem to go more quickly,
perhaps because the respondent learns that an affirmative response to one of the screener items
will result in additional questions about the event. The interviewers believe this happens not only
for a given respondent from one wave to the next but also within a given wave for members of
the same household. So, the first respondent may alert other members of the household who may
then fail to endorse screener items in an attempt to shorten the interview length.

Interviewers also commented on the sheer number of words in many of the screener
items. They noted that some respondents have difficulty comprehending some of the items
because the questions are so long and contain so many clauses and exclusion/inclusion criteria.
In addition, some of the questions contain more technical words that may not be familiar to all
respondents as well as some colloquialisms (e.g., “jimmying” a lock) that may not be easily
understood, particularly by respondents who are not native English speakers. The interviewers
also commented that their respondents often express confusion because the questions sound so
similar and it is common for respondents to ask whether they haven’t already answered a
particular question. The interviewers indicated such confusion seems to indicate that respondents
either are not paying careful attention to the survey task or aren’t willing to make the effort
required to provide high quality data.

2.2.2 In-Person versus Telephone Administration

Interviewers had mixed reactions regarding how the mode of data collection impacted the
screener questions. Several indicated that they wished they could conduct more of the NCVS
interviews in person because they felt it was easier to keep the respondent engaged (less multi-
tasking by the respondent) and gave them a better sense of when a respondent was confused by
allowing them access to nonverbal cues such as facial expressions. However, other interviewers
commented that the telephone likely allows them to conduct interviews with households that
would otherwise refuse due to concerns about allowing a stranger into the home.

Interviewers noted that after the first interview it is common for NCVS respondents to
prefer telephone interviews because they feel it will take less time to complete the survey and
many are already indicating they have nothing to report when the interviewer calls to schedule an
appointment. Nearly all interviewers felt the telephone interviews took less time than the in
person interviews, but what the impact of that is for data quality was unclear for the reasons
noted above.

Interviewers employed on the NCVS long enough to remember the paper-and-pencil
(PAPI) form were also asked about the impact of computerization on administration of the
screener questions. All interviewers agreed that the computerized NCVS instrument is easier to
administer because the skip routing is handled by the computer. Interviewers who work in rural
areas noted some respondents are wary of having their answers entered into a computer because
they don’t trust where the data will be stored. One interviewer also noted that the computerized
NCVS made it more difficult for respondents to know how their answers would impact the
overall length of the interview. This interview recalled that when using the PAPI form it was



easy for a respondent to see that a “no” response resulted in the interviewer skipping over many
pages of the survey booklet, which might have made respondents less willing to report incidents.

2.2.3  Administering the NCVS Screener to Reluctant Respondents

All interviewers reported having to deal with respondents who were reluctant to
participate in the NCVS. They noted that the requirement to interview all members of the
household is very challenging and rarely can be met. They felt it would be helpful to make
greater use of proxy reporting and seemed confident that other household members would be
able to provide complete reports of crime victimization for an individual who is rarely home or
who is unwilling to complete an interview. The interviewers also noted that it would be much
easier for the NCVS to move to interviewing only one person per household, as they did not
recall encountering many situations where a crime reported by one household member was
unknown to other members of the household.

Interviewers said that reluctant respondents provide some of the shortest interviews. The
respondent spends little time thinking about the questions and routinely breaks in on the
interviewer before the full question can be read. Several interviewers admitted that in these
situations they may not read the full text of the questions and that in these cases the computer can
become a liability because it requires that an answer be entered for each question before moving
forward. One interviewer noted that when using the PAPI form it was easier to jump around in
the interview, completing whichever questions the respondent was willing to answer in whatever
order they could.

2.2.4  Suggestions for Revisions to the NCVS Screener

The primary recommendation for changing the NCV'S screener involved shortening the
length of individual questions and (ideally) reducing the total number of questions asked. While
the interviewers seem to understand the purpose of the screener is to serve as a tool to improve
recall, they feel it also creates undue burden on the respondents. The result of this burden seems,
in many cases, to result in decreased data quality as respondents simply provide “no” responses
without careful thought in an attempt to get done with the interview. Thus, it may be that the
very approach that was determined to improve reporting of crime victimization is in fact having
the reverse effect due to the level of burden it creates. The interviewers are left in the undesirable
situation of trying to maintain interest and cooperation and in doing so may not always
administer the screener questions as designed.

2.2.5  Suggestions for Revisions to Interviewer Training and Monitoring

Revising the NCVS screener based solely on input from the interviewers is clearly ill-
advised. There are reasons why the screener is structured as it is and changes to it must be
approached carefully. However, these qualitative interviews also offered insights into other
aspects of the NCVS where changes are warranted and may not be so difficult to accomplish.
First, some of the mistakes made by the interviewers when administering the NCVS screener
likely come not from a malicious desire to short-cut study protocols but rather from simple
forgetfulness regarding proper procedures. Interviewers are fully trained when they begin work
on the NCVS but at the time these qualitative interviews were completed these interviewers had
been working on the project for years with no additional refresher training. Refresher trainings
can provide an excellent opportunity to remind interviewers of the proper study protocols and the
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reasons why adherence to the protocol is so important. Such training can be conducted face-to-
face but more cost conscious models are also available whereby interviewers join a meeting via
teleconference, webinar, Skype, or via an online focus group facility. In addition, some projects
make use of regular newsletters, emails, or project websites as a means of sending out
standardized information to all interviewers.

Regardless of the mode, such refresher training on a regular basis allows the project
manager to ensure interviewers don’t forget how to properly administer the survey protocol or
how to handle unusual situations that they may not encounter regularly. For example, for the
National Household Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH), a large ongoing face-to-face
survey that RTI conducts for the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration
(SAMHSA), interviewers attend centralized face-to-face training at the beginning of each year
with refresher trainings administered quarterly. Such refresher trainings, particularly when
combined with a review of the types of mistakes most commonly made by the interviewers can
be helpful in ensuring that interviewers don’t fall into bad habits that will negatively impact data
quality, increase costs, or reduce productivity.

A second area where change may be warranted is in the use of unobtrusive interviewer
monitoring. With so much of the NCVS data collected by telephone in a decentralized
environment (that is, the interviewers make the calls from their own homes as opposed to
working in a centralized telephone interviewing facility), there has been little opportunity for a
comprehensive quality monitoring system. In a centralized facility monitors can easily listen to a
portion of each interviewer’s workload and quickly provide feedback if they identify any
protocol violations. This type of feedback is especially valuable in ensuring a minor infraction
doesn’t turn into a larger and more serious problem. It is also likely that the knowledge that they
may be monitored at any time keeps interviewers from cutting corners or engaging in out-and-
out curbstoning behaviors.

The NCVS also conducts face-to-face interviewing. Historically, monitoring face-to-face
interviewers has been expensive and time-consuming. A supervisor must travel to where each
interviewer works and spend a day or more shadowing the interviewer with hopes that the
interviewer is able to complete at least one interview during the site visit. The presence of the
supervisor undoubtedly puts the interviewer on his/her best behavior and the likelihood of
observing poor interviewing behaviors is reduced as a result. The presence of a third person
during the interview likely impacts the respondent’s behavior as well but whether the result is
improved data quality is not well-researched.

A newer monitoring procedure developed by researchers at RTI is Computer-Assisted
Recorded Interviews (CARI). CARI utilizes the internal microphone available in all laptop
computers these days to record portions of a face-to-face interview in an unobtrusive manner.
Procedures for utilizing CARI require that the interviewer gain consent from the respondent for
the CARI recording but once approval is received it is impossible for the interviewer or
respondent to know when audio is being recorded. The CARI software can be programmed so
that files are collected at random intervals during the interview or only when specific screens
(questions) in the interview are reached. Rates of monitoring can also be adjusted based on the
experience of the interviewer, the nature of their case assignment, or the results from earlier QC
checks. The sound files collected are transmitted back to headquarters and reviewed by a survey
manager. Feedback can then be provided to the interviewer in a follow-up call. The cost of



implementing CARI is far less than traditional face-to-face monitoring and the impact of the
monitoring on the survey interaction is reduced as well.

In addition to providing a mechanism for identifying interviewer problems, routine
monitoring can also be used to identify problems that may be due to poor questionnaire design or
poor interviewer training. For example, if all interviewers are making the same wording change
on a particular question it may be that the question itself is poorly worded and could benefit from
redesign. Similarly, if all interviewers are providing an incorrect response to a particular
question raised by respondents it may be that the topic was not discussed sufficiently at training.
Using the results from interviewer monitoring to guide revisions to the questionnaire or training
materials as well as to identify interviewer performance issues allows for a more comprehensive
approach to reducing total survey error.

2.3 Implications for Analysis

The findings from the qualitative interviews suggest at least two reasons why an
evaluation is needed of the extent to which the cues in the screening questions are administered
as intended. First, interviewers indicated that they are burdensome to administer by making the
questions long, and second, they also said that it was especially difficult to administer them to
reluctant respondents.

The first reason suggests that some interviewers believe that shorter questions are
preferable by themselves and by the respondents. If that is the case and if such burden has an
impact on reporting, then controlling for the number of questions asked it is possible that the
NCS screening questions may perform at least equally well. That question is addressed in
Chapter 4. Furthermore, a directed effort at measuring the administration of the cues in the
screening questions included in Chapter 5. The screening instrument can also be shortened if
there are questions that do not sufficiently contribute to crime victimization estimates. That
question is addressed in Chapter 3.

The second reason has additional implications for analysis; at a minimum, multiple ways
of controlling for potential nonresponse are needed, as a form of sensitivity analysis for potential
nonresponse bias in all findings. In this secondary data analysis, two very different methods are
possible—use of model-based controls for nonresponse, and restricting the analysis only to a
subset of the respondents that have not exhibited any unit nonresponse. These approaches are
used in the analyses reported in Chapters 5-8.

Three important issues raised as potential concerns by the interviewers warrant further
investigation, although admittedly, some were included in the topics that the interviewers were
asked to talk about—and their comments supported the need to pursue that topic. The time-in-
sample may affect the screening questions in at least two ways, through learning to say “no”
responses to screening questions, and through added pressure on interviewers to make the
interview as easy as possible in order to facilitate cooperation on the next wave. Both responses
and response behavior can be analyzed as a function of each additional interview with the sample
member, a topic pursued in Chapter 6.

Because of feeling these pressures that interviewers reported in the interviews, the
number of interviews that interviewers conduct each quarter and the learning that occurs over
time become of paramount importance for further investigation, and are investigated in Chapter
8.

Interviewers disagreed on whether in-person or telephone is preferable for the collection
of accurate data. This is an empirical investigation that is the topic of Chapter 7, although the
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choice of mode is far-reaching and would benefit from experimentation and examination beyond
measurement differences.

Figure 2-3.

Outline of Topics Covered During the Qualitative Interviews

1.

Introductions and Informed Consent

Each respondent will review and sign a consent form indicating willingness to
participate in the interview.

Each respondent will also be asked to sign a form indicating whether or not he or
she is willing to have their interview audiotaped. Willingness to be audiotaped will
not be a criterion for participation, but the audiotape is useful to the extent that
others are interested in listening to the interview at a later date.

Background

Years of experience working on the NCVS
Whether the interviewer worked on the NCVS before it was computerized

Other interviewing experience / mode of interviewing experience / number of
years employed as an interviewer

Type of area(s) worked for the NCVS — urban, suburban, rural / socioeconomic
status of the area(s) / type of housing — single family homes, apartments, etc.

General Questions

What is the biggest challenge to working as an NCVS interviewer / collecting the
NCVS data?

Are the challenges any different for a first time household versus a household in
one of the out waves?

How has the nature of your work on the NCVS changed over the years / what
aspects of your work have become more difficult / what aspects of your work have
become easier?

What aspect of the NCVS interview is most difficult to administer and why?
What are the most common problems respondents have with the NCVS interview?

Does the fact that the NCVS is a longitudinal survey make it easier or harder to
gain participation?

Do respondents seem to enjoy being a participant in the NCVS?
How engaged are the respondents you interview for the NCVS?




The Screener Questions

Do you have difficulties administering the screener questions?
How do respondents react to the screener questions?
What difficulties, if any, do respondents have with the screener questions?

Does respondent reaction vary depending on whether it is a wave 1 versus out
wave interview? How so?

Do respondent difficulties vary depending on whether the screener is conducted in
person or over the phone? How so0?

Do you feel the screener questions are effective in aiding respondent recall of
crime victimizations?

Do you find some of the screener questions are more effective than others in
aiding recall?

Who makes the best respondent for the screener questions?

Do you find that some screener respondents are more cooperative than others?
(Why do you think this is?)

What, if anything, makes the screener questions difficult to administer?
What, if anything, makes the screener questions easy to administer?

Avre there any specific screener questions that respondents routinely have questions
about or don’t easily understand?

Do you have any ideas about ways to revise the screener questions?

Avre the screener questions easier to administer using the computer than they were
when you used a paper questionnaire? If so, why?

Do the screener questions take longer to administer via the computer than they did
using paper?
Is it easier to administer the screener questions in person or over the phone?

Do you think that the screener questions are administered differently in person and
over the phone? How is it different?

Do you think the screener is too long, too short, or about right? Why do you think
that?

(IF TOO LONG) If a respondent is getting antsy or indicates he/she only has
limited time, are there any ways you can speed up the screener? How often does
this happen?

(IF TOO LONG) If you could remove any of the questions in the screener, which
ones would it be?

Do you ever have the feeling that the respondent to the screener questions isn’t
really giving careful thought to his/her answers? What sorts of behaviors do
respondents exhibit that lead you to think that?
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Person-level Questions

Is there anything you can do to improve the quality of data provided by the
screener respondent?

How do you maintain rapport with a reluctant screener respondent?

Does the screener have any impact on your ability to get the person-level
interviews completed? Why do you think that?

If you could change anything about the screener questions, what would it be?

Do screener respondents view any of the screener questions as especially
sensitive? (Which ones?)

NOTE: For interviewers who conduct Spanish interviews, discussion of the
screener questions will address the Spanish and English instruments separately to
determine whether there are any aspects of the translated screener that create
difficulties for respondents.

Do you have difficulties administering the person level questions?
How do respondents react to the person-level questions?
What difficulties, if any, do respondents have with the person-level questions?

Does respondent reaction vary depending on whether it is a wave 1 versus out
wave interview? How so?

How do you maintain rapport with a reluctant respondent?

Do you find that some respondents are more cooperative than others? (Why do
you think this is?)

Do respondent difficulties vary depending on whether the person-level interview is
conducted in person or over the phone? How so?

What, if anything, makes the person-level questions difficult to administer?
What, if anything, makes the person-level questions easy to administer?

Avre there any specific person-level questions that respondents routinely have
questions about or don’t easily understand?

Avre the person-level questions easier to administer using the computer than they
were when you used a paper questionnaire? Why do you think that?

Do the person-level questions take longer to administer via the computer than they
did using paper?

Is it easier to administer the person-level questions in person or over the phone?

Do you think the person-level interview is too long, too short, or about right? Why
do you think that?
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— (IF TOO LONG) If a respondent is getting antsy or indicates he/she only has
limited time, are there any ways you can speed up the person-level interview?
How often does this happen?

— Do respondents find any of the person-level questions especially sensitive?
(Which ones?)

— If you could change anything about the person-level questions, what would it be?

6. Interview Closeout
— Is there anything else about the NCVS questionnaire that you would like to see
changed?

— Are there any aspects of the NCVS study design / procedures that you would like
to see changed?

— Any other comments about the NCVS?

— Survey researchers struggle to decide whether it is better to convince a reluctant
individual to participate and risk that he/she won’t provide especially good data or
to just accept a refusal from the individual. What do you think? Why do you say
that?

Thank participant and end interview.
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3.  RELATIVE CONTRIBUTION OF EACH SCREENING
QUESTION

This analysis aims to address the question of whether the screener could be shortened
without affecting crime victimization estimates. We first describe the analytic approach,
followed by an explicit statement of the key necessary assumptions that need to be considered
when interpreting the results, and only then present the results from the analysis.

3.1 Approach

Crime victimization estimates for each type of crime, in the NCVS, are calculated based
on responses to the survey questions in the incident report. An incident report is generated based
on positive reports to at least one of ten crime victimization questions in the screener. It is
possible that some of the screening questions do not substantially contribute to crime estimates
by eliciting mostly incident reports that would have otherwise been administered as the result of
any of the other screening questions. A relative contribution of each screening question can be
computed by producing crime victimization estimates assuming that the particular question was
not asked, and comparing these estimates to those under the current NCV'S screening design.
Essentially, this is a “leave one out” analytic approach in which screening questions are omitted
one at a time and estimates recomputed.

We computed all personal and property crime estimates with each screening question
omitted, one at a time, and again with all screening questions included, matching the prevalence
rates published in NCVS reports by BJS. We used a finer level of detail as presented in earlier
NCVS reports that shows more subcategories of types of crimes than currently reported, to help
evaluate the impact of omitting any one screening question. This process was repeated for each
year between 1992 and 2008.

While this replicated the estimates that would be reported by BJS, the relative
contribution is more easily interpreted if the relative differences are presented:

. fi J _-Ici J-j
RelDiff, , = 2 ——2"1100

i,J

where RelDiff;; is the relative difference for crime type i if the screening question j is omitted,
'I:i]J is the estimated total number of crimes in type i if all screening questions J are used, and

A

T, ,_; is the estimated total for this crime type if screening question j is omitted.

3.2 Key Assumptions

The results from this secondary data analysis are based on a simulation of omitting
questions from the survey instruments that were used. The simulated effect of omission of a
particular crime victimization question on an estimate does not take into account potential
changes in the performance of the other victimization questions as a result of the omission of a



prior question, and it is possible that responses to other crime victimization can be affected by
such an omission for a variety of reasons. One such reason is an opportunity for underreporting
due to reduced recall cues on the topic. Conversely, omission of a crime victimization screening
question may lead to improved reporting to the other questions due to a reduction in respondent
burden. It is also possible that subsequent questions may be interpreted as having a broader
meaning (inclusive of more types of crimes) when a prior question is omitted, especially when
one question is more specific than the other as in theft from a vehicle and theft in general (there
is substantial support for such a possibility found in the survey research literature, e.g., Norbert
Schwarz & Hippler, 1995; N. Schwarz, Strack, & Mai, 1991). Such measurement consequences
from the omission of a screening question can only be evaluated through an experimental design.

3.3  Effect on Population Estimates

The population estimates for 2008 are presented in Table 3-1. For example, under the
current NCVS design, there were an estimated 21,312,000 crimes in the U.S. during 2008. If the
screening question asking about any theft is omitted (question 36), this estimate would have been
only 10,185,000 (zeros are due to rounding), shown in the first two columns on the first row in
Table 3-1. This table shows the difference in the estimated population counts as well as the
actual counts—the estimates that would have been reported, had one of the screening questions
been omitted (assuming no impact on responses to the other questions).



Table 3-1.

Difference in Weighted Population Estimates of Crime Victimization

between the Current NCVS Design and Estimates if Each of the Screening
Questions Is Omitted, for 2008 (Counts Presented in Thousands)

All Crime Victimization With Each Screener Question Omitted

NCVS 36 37 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46
All Crimes 21,312 10,185 19,817 18,699 18,098 19,827 20,717 21,210 20,994 21,126 21,269
Personal Crimes? 4993 4,702 4915 4,959 2640 3,535 4,584 4,891 4,827 4,927 4,993
Crimes of Violence 4857 4,668 4,780 4,822 2529 3,399 4,447 4754 4,697 4,790 4,857
Completed Violence 1,362 1,202 1,337 1,351 775 1,005 1,285 1,288 1,333 1,326 1,362
Attempted Violence 3,494 3466 3444 3471 1,755 2,394 3,163 3,466 3,364 3,464 3,494
Rape/Sexual Assault 204 198 201 202 163 165 192 112 204 198 204
Rape/Attempted Rape 123 119 120 121 92 102 115 75 123 117 123
Rape 52 49 49 52 45 39 52 28 52 52 52
Attempted Rape 71 71 71 68 48 63 63 46 71 65 71
Sexual Assault 81 79 81 81 71 63 77 37 81 81 81
Robbery 552 385 516 531 348 477 547 548 529 532 552
Property Taken 372 219 353 361 248 337 372 368 359 359 372
With Injury 142 101 134 131 87 129 142 142 136 132 142
Without Injury 231 118 219 231 161 208 231 227 224 227 231
Property attempted 180 166 162 170 100 140 175 180 170 173 180
With Injury 64 53 64 64 22 59 64 64 64 58 64
Without Injury 15 113 98 106 78 81 111 115 106 115 115
Assault 4101 4,085 4,064 4,089 2019 2,756 3,708 4,094 3,963 4,060 4,101
Aggravated 840 829 829 837 477 466 781 840 833 833 840
With Injury 253 250 253 253 126 146 243 253 253 246 253
Threat with weapon 587 579 576 584 351 320 538 587 580 587 587
Simple 3,261 3,256 3,235 3,253 1,542 2,291 2927 3254 3,130 3,226 3,261
With minor injury 616 616 613 616 292 431 553 613 600 600 616
Without Injury 2,645 2640 2,623 2,636 1,250 1,859 2374 2641 2,531 2,627 2,645
Personal Theftb 137 3% 135 137 110 137 137 137 131 137 137
Property Crimes 16,319 5,483 14,902 13,740 15,459 16,292 16,133 16,319 16,167 16,199 16,276
Household Burglary 3189 1420 1953 3,156 3,122 3,177 3,173 3,189 3,168 3,182 3,184
Completed 2599 885 1,869 2,573 2,538 2,589 2589 2,599 2580 2,593 2,594
Forcible entry 1,191 502 741 1177 1172 1,188 1,191 1191 1187 1,191 1,186
Unlawful entry 1,408 383 11127 1,396 1,367 1,401 1,398 1408 1,394 1,401 1,408
Attempted forcible entry 590 535 84 583 584 588 584 590 588 590 590
Motor vehicle theft 795 544 783 282 790 795 795 795 787 789 795
Completed 593 376 592 230 590 593 593 593 589 590 593
Attempted 202 168 192 52 200 202 202 202 199 199 202
Theft 12,335 3,518 12,166 10,302 11,547 12,320 12,165 12,335 12,212 12,227 12,297
Completede 11,741 3,157 11,617 9,926 11,006 11,730 11,572 11,741 11,631 11,649 11,707
Less than $50 2859 875 2,834 2405 2,628 2,856 2,796 2,859 2,843 2814 2,850
$50-$249 4169 1,024 4135 3587 3901 4,166 4,118 4,169 4131 4,153 4,160
$250 or more 3,265 720 3,228 2,821 3,136 3,262 3,233 3,265 3,228 3,250 3,261
Attempted 595 362 549 377 541 590 593 595 581 578 590

Note: Completed violent crimes include rape, sexual assault, robbery with or without injury, aggravated
assault with injury, and simple assault with minor injury.
®The NCVS is based on interviews with victims and therefore cannot measure murder.
® Includes pocket picking, purse snatching, and attempted purse snatching.
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°Includes thefts with unknown losses.

Question labels:

36. Was something belonging to YOU stolen, such as...?

37. Broken in or attempted to break into?

39. Motor vehicle stolen or used without permission?

40. Were you attacked or threatened OR did you have something stolen from you?

41. Has anyone attacked or threatened you in any of the following ways...?

42. People often don't think of incidents committed by someone they know. (Other than any incidents
already mentioned,) did you have something stolen from you OR were you attacked or threatened by...?
43. Have you been forced or coerced to engage in unwanted sexual activity?

44. Did you call the police to report something that happened to YOU which you thought was a crime?
45. Anything happen to you, but not report to the police?

46. Anyone intentionally damaged or destroyed property owned by you or someone else in your
household?

34 Percent Relative Contribution

Although Table 3-1 is informative of the change in estimates from omission of a
question, it is quite difficult to gauge the impact across different estimates. The impact of a
change in a victimization estimate from 21,312,000 to 21,112,000 is very different compared to a
change from 312,000 to 112,000, for instance. Although both changes were by 200,000
victimized people, in the first example, the estimate has changed by less than 1%, while in the
second example the same change led to a reduction of 64% in the victimization estimate. Thus,
the relative contribution was computed to gauge the magnitude of the impact on victimization
estimates from omitting a particular crime victimization screening question, presented in
Table 3-2-2 for 2008 and Appendix D for all years from 1992 to 2008.

The last row in Table 3-2 is key. It shows the maximum relative difference in crime
estimates for each screening question. That is, if the question on vandalism (question 46) is
omitted, the most that any reported crime victimization estimate would decrease by is 0.84%.
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Table 3-2.

Percent Relative Difference in Weighted Population Estimates of Crime

Victimization between the Current NCVS Design and Estimates if Each of
the Screening Questions Is Omitted, for 2008

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 37 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46
All Crimes 52.2 70 123 151 7.0 2.8 0.5 15 0.9 0.2
Personal Crimes? 58 1.6 0.7 471 29.2 8.2 2.0 3.3 1.3 0.0
Crimes of Violence 3.9 1.6 0.7 479 300 8.4 2.1 3.3 14 0.0
Completed Violence 11.8 1.8 08 431 26.2 5.7 54 2.1 2.6 0.0
Attempted Violence 0.8 1.4 07 498 315 9.5 0.8 3.7 0.9 0.0
Rape/Sexual Assault 2.9 1.5 1.0 201 19.1 59 451 0.0 2.9 0.0
Rape/Attempted Rape 3.3 24 16 252 174 6.5 390 0.0 49 0.0
Rape 58 5.8 00 135 250 00 462 0.0 0.0 0.0
Attempted Rape 0.0 0.0 42 324 113 M3 352 0.0 8.5 0.0
Sexual Assault 25 0.0 00 124 222 49 543 0.0 0.0 0.0
Robbery 30.3 6.5 38 370 136 0.9 0.7 4.2 3.6 0.0
Property Taken 411 5.1 3.0 333 9.4 0.0 1.1 3.5 3.5 0.0
With Injury 28.9 5.6 78 387 9.2 0.0 0.0 4.2 7.0 0.0
Without Injury 48.9 5.2 00 303 100 0.0 1.7 3.0 1.7 0.0
Property attempted 7.8 10.0 56 444 222 2.8 0.0 5.6 3.9 0.0
With Injury 17.2 0.0 00 656 7.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 94 0.0
Without Injury 1.7 148 78 322 296 35 0.0 7.8 0.0 0.0
Assault 04 0.9 03 508 328 9.6 0.2 34 1.0 0.0
Aggravated 1.3 1.3 04 432 445 7.0 0.0 0.8 0.8 0.0
With Injury 1.2 0.0 00 502 423 4.0 0.0 0.0 2.8 0.0
Threat with weapon 1.4 1.9 05 402 455 84 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0
Simple 0.2 0.8 03 527 298 102 0.2 4.0 1.1 0.0
With minor injury 0.0 0.5 00 526 300 102 0.5 2.6 2.6 0.0
Without Injury 0.2 0.8 03 527 297 103 0.2 4.3 0.7 0.0
Personal Theft? 745 15 00 197 0.0 0.0 0.0 44 0.0 0.0
Property Crimes 66.4 8.7 15.8 5.3 0.2 1.1 0.0 0.9 0.7 0.3
Household Burglary 555 388 1.0 2.1 04 05 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.2
Completed 66.0  28.1 1.0 2.4 0.4 0.4 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.2
Forcible entry 579 378 1.2 1.6 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 04
Unlawful entry 728 200 0.9 29 05 0.7 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.0
Attempted forcible entry 93 858 1.2 1.0 0.3 1.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0
Motor vehicle theft 31.6 15 645 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.8 0.0
Completed 36.6 02 612 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.5 0.0
Attempted 16.8 50 743 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 15 1.5 0.0
Theft 715 14 165 6.4 0.1 1.4 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.3
Completede 73.1 1.1 15.5 6.3 0.1 1.4 0.0 0.9 0.8 0.3
Less than $50 69.4 09 159 8.1 0.1 22 0.0 0.6 1.6 0.3
$50-$249 75.4 08 140 6.4 0.1 1.2 0.0 0.9 04 0.2
$250 or more 78.0 1.1 13.6 4.0 0.1 1.0 0.0 1.1 0.5 0.1
Attempted 39.2 77 366 9.1 0.8 0.3 0.0 2.4 2.9 0.8
Maximum relative contribution 780 858 743 656 455 113 543 7.8 9.4 0.8

Note: Completed violent crimes include rape, sexual assault, robbery with or without injury, aggravated

assault with injury, and simple assault with minor injury.
#The NCVS is based on interviews with victims and therefore cannot measure murder.

® Includes pocket picking, purse snatching, and attempted purse snatching.
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®Includes thefts with unknown losses.

Question labels:

36. Was something belonging to YOU stolen, such as...?

37. Broken in or attempted to break into?

39. Motor vehicle stolen or used without permission?

40. Were you attacked or threatened OR did you have something stolen from you?

41. Has anyone attacked or threatened you in any of the following ways...?

42. People often don't think of incidents committed by someone they know. (Other than any incidents
already mentioned,) did you have something stolen from you OR were you attacked or threatened by...?
43. Have you been forced or coerced to engage in unwanted sexual activity?

44. Did you call the police to report something that happened to YOU which you thought was a crime?
45. Anything happen to you, but not report to the police?

46. Anyone intentionally damaged or destroyed property owned by you or someone else in your
household?

These sets of tables are then repeated for previous years, starting in 1992, and we are
finding nontrivial variation in the relative differences across years. The tables are included in
Appendix D and a summary of the maximum relative contribution of each question is presented
in Table 3-3. Note, for example, that while the highest relative contribution for the question on
vandalism (question 46) in 2008 was 0.84%, it ranged from 0.37% in 1992 to as high as 4.10% in
2001. This nontrivial variation across years has important implications, such as the need to
evaluate relative contribution over time and, at a minimum, to average the contribution over time
to get a more stable estimate. More importantly, however, is that the implications depend on the
source of the variation. Random variation may be addressed through averaging, but there could
be trends in the country that change the relative contribution of a particular question. There may
be cyclical changes, such as theft rates correlated with economic recessions. The variation,
whether random or systematic, may also be indicative of a failure in application—such as
interviewers changing the way that they administer the screening questions over time, and,
related to that, a changing proportion over time of interviewers with experience on the NCVS.
This may be particularly problematic for questions on sensitive topics that may be more
susceptible to interviewer variance.
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Table 3-3. Maximum Relative Contribution of Each Screening Question to Weighted
Crime Estimates, by Year

Maximum Relative Contribution

Year 36 37 39 40 4 42 43 44 45 46

2008 78.0%  85.8% 743%  65.6% 45.5% 11.3% 54.3% 7.8% 9.4% 0.8%
2007 88.7%  89.9% 63.6%  65.1% 49.1% 13.0% 39.8% 4.8% 10.2% 1.3%
2006 80.9%  84.6% 66.5%  60.5% 51.7% 21.1%  65.8% 6.2% 5.8% 1.4%
2005 83.4%  88.8% 53.1%  64.7% 52.2% 109%  43.5% 9.0% 14.9% 2.9%
2004 91.5%  86.1% 57.3% 54.7% 48.2% 15.0%  49.2% 5.5% 2.8% 0.8%
2003 87.6%  87.5% 58.7%  64.8% 451% 1.1%  46.7% 9.3% 3.2% 3.0%
2002 80.8%  86.2% 63.9% 53.0% 47.2% 121%  45.5% 8.9% 2.5% 1.8%
2001 83.5%  83.0% 55.4% 50.0% 45.5% 11.8%  48.8% 4.1% 3.6% 4.1%
2000 91.6%  86.3% 55.8%  47.6% 51.6% 15.8% 39.1% 7.4% 4.4% 2.3%
1999 86.1%  83.7% 55.3% 53.3% 50.0% 13.0%  41.8% 5.9% 6.6% 1.7%
1998 87.2%  84.4% 53.8%  65.2% 45.1% 18.0% 53.6% 5.9% 4.5% 0.8%
1997 85.7%  822%  49.2% 51.8% 48.4% 11%  62.6% 5.5% 3.6% 2.9%
1996 843%  84.7% 57.2% 58.2% 50.0% 11.9% 38.8% 6.1% 2.3% 1.3%
1995 85.8%  84.0% 59.9%  48.8% 51.0% 170%  45.1% 4.8% 5.1% 2.1%
1994 83.2%  84.3% 54.8% 50.8% 51.9% 12.9% 36.9% 4.9% 1.3% 1.3%
1993 85.7%  81.0% 50.3%  46.2% 50.3% 121%  49.4% 4.9% 4.2% 1.3%
1992 84.8%  83.4% 51.4% 56.8% 54.9% M7%  47% 4.5% 5.0% 0.4%

Question labels:

36. Was something belonging to YOU stolen, such as...?

37. Broken in or attempted to break into?

39. Motor vehicle stolen or used without permission?

40. Were you attacked or threatened OR did you have something stolen from you?

41. Has anyone attacked or threatened you in any of the following ways...?

42. People often don't think of incidents committed by someone they know. (Other than any incidents
already mentioned,) did you have something stolen from you OR were you attacked or threatened by...?
43. Have you been forced or coerced to engage in unwanted sexual activity?

44. Did you call the police to report something that happened to YOU which you thought was a crime?
45. Anything happen to you, but not report to the police?

46. Anyone intentionally damaged or destroyed property owned by you or someone else in your
household?

Figure 3-1 shows the relative contribution of the question on theft (question 36) to the
main types of personal crimes during the 1992-2008 period, and Figure 3-2 presents the same
but for the property crimes. Several observations can be made based on the different estimates of
relative contribution over time. First, these estimates were all relatively constant until about
2003-2004. After that they became seemingly more variable. Having some variability in the
relative contribution of the screening questions may not be harmful, but the increase in
variability is cause for concern at least with respect to needing to understand the causes of this
variability. For example, between 2004 and 2005 the relative contribution of the theft question
(Q36, presented in Figure 3-1) increased for robbery and decreased for personal theft, which is
fine since the screening questions are intended to be broad and even include some overlap. What
is interesting, however, is that the same fluctuations are not observed prior to 2003. Moreover, in
2008 the relative contribution of question 36 sharply declined for both robbery (18 percentage
points) and personal theft (14 percentage points), which can be indicative of declining ability of
this question to elicit crimes.

A potential line of further research is to investigate whether this is due to changes in the
distribution of crimes in the society (general decline of crime victimization, and differentially so
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across crime types), or whether these variations are artifacts of changes in data collection. The
latter may suggest the need to explore changes to the methods (such as setting a minimum time
on each question before the interviewer could move on, or even use of ACASI), quality control,
and possibly interviewer training and retraining, in order to reduce undesirable variation and
potential downward bias in crime victimization estimates.

Figure 3-1.  Relative Contribution of Q36 to Weighted Estimates of Types of Personal
Crimes, 1992-2008
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Another observation that becomes more apparent in Figure 3-1 than in the tables is that a
particular screening question, such as theft in this case, can have a substantial contribution to
multiple crime types, as intended—not only the one that it is most directly related to (personal
theft and robbery), but also very different crimes (completed violence and even rape/sexual
assault). This is part of the intention of the NCVS screening questions in their current form, i.e.,
for each to be as inclusive as possible even if it causes some overlap in reported crimes. As
expected, some relatively unrelated crimes are unaffected if responses to the screening question
are excluded (assault and to some degree, attempted/threatened violence).

Others may note the remarkable stability of the relative contribution of this question to
other crimes, which for the property crimes shown in Figure 3-2 persisted past 2003. It seems
whatever factors influence the variability in the performance of the screening questions, they do
not have a uniform impact across the different crimes.



Figure 3-2.  Relative Contribution of Q36 to Weighted Estimates of Types of Property
Crimes, 1992-2008
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What this analysis fails to show is the interrelated nature of the screening questions. If
one of the questions is removed, other questions may compensate by being interpreted more
broadly. Similarly, some crimes may be reported to an earlier question and therefore not reported
to questions that are further into the screener. Thus, this analysis is purely a simulation based on
the observed data without any experimental manipulation of the screener.
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4, EFFECT OF REDESIGN REVISITED

The research leading up to the 1992 redesign of the NCS into the NCVS as well as the
analysis of the split sample design in 1992 and first half of 1993, described in Chapter 1,
examined the levels of reporting to the crime victimization questions when cues were included.
The general finding was of higher reporting to the questions using cues.

There are two limitations to these analyses that are addressed in this chapter and the next.
The first limitation (discussed in the next chapter) concerns the administration of the cues, and
changes in their administration over time.

Second is the need to re-evaluate the performance of the NCVS questions relative to the
NCS, controlling for other design changes that can have affected responding. The redesigned
screener in the NCV'S was not created simply by adding cues to the NCS screening questions.
More specifically, cues were added, while at the same time questions were added and questions
were dropped. For the most part, multiple questions in the NCS were replaced by a single
question with cues in the NCVS.

A question of critical importance to the design and any future redesign of the NCVS
screener is the relationship between levels of reporting in response to multiple questions
compared to a single question with the same number of cues. To date, no research has been
found on a direct comparison of whether to ask “Have you done A, B, or C?” or “Have you done
A? Have you done B? Have you done C?” Yet this is the nature of the design change in the
NCVS.

Possibly a more lucid way of posing this question is whether the higher reporting in the
NCVS was the result of asking cues, or the result of asking more cues than the number of
questions that were replaced with cues. Table 4-1 presents a mapping of questions in NCS to
questions in NCVS, the number of questions in NCS that map to a single question in NCVS, and
the number of cues in each NCVS question.

There are limitations to the use of such mapping, primarily due to the confounding of
other differences between the NCS and NCVS questions. For example, the NCS questions tend
to use legal terms such as “rob” while the NCV'S questions attempt to get to the same crime
through description. Other differences are with respect to the distribution of reported crimes
across screening questions, rather than the level or reporting; question 41 in the NCVS screener
may seem to elicit fewer reports of attacks than the analogous questions in the NCS, but that may
be due to higher reporting of attacks to question 40 (Q40, asking about the place of attack, has
more substantial overlap with Q41, asking about the location of the attack, than the overlap
among their NCS counterparts).
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Table 4-1.  NCVS Crime Victimization Screening Questions, Number of Cues in Each
Question, and Corresponding Sets of Questions in the NCS, from the 1992
Screening Instruments
NCS NCVS
Type .° f Question NCS Question Text Question NCVS Question Text NC.S NCvs
Question Questions Cues
Number Number
Individual 43 Pocket Picked/purse snatched 36 Was something 5 6
51 Anything stolen while away? belonging to YOU
50 Did anyone steal things that stolen, such as...?
belonged to you from inside ANY
car or truck?
52 Anything else stolen?
53 Find evidence that someone
ATTEMPTED to steal?
Household 36 Did anyone break into or somehow 37 Broken in or 2 3
illegally get into your garage or Attempted to break
building on property? into?
37 Did you find a door jimmied or lock
forced or ATTEMPTED break in?
Household 42 Did anyone steal or TRY to steal 39 Motor Vehicle Stolen 2 4
parts attached to (batteries, or Used without
hubcaps, etc.) permission?
41 Did anyone steal or TRY to steal, or
use without permission?
Individual 44 Did anyone take something directly 40 Did you have 2 8
from you by using force? something stolen
45 Did anyone TRY to rob you by using from you?
force or threatening to harm you?
Individual 46 Did anyone beat you up, attack 41 Has anyone attacked 4 7
you? or threatened you in
47 Were you knifed, shot at, or any of the following
attacked by anyone at all? ways...?
48 Did anyone THREATEN to beat you
up or THREATEN you with a knife?
49 Did anyone TRY to attack you in
some way?
Individual 42 Did you have 1
something stolen
from you OR were
you attacked or
threatened by...?
Individual 43 Have you been forced 1
or coerced to engage
in unwanted sexual
activity?
Individual 54 Did you call the police? 44 Call Police 1
Individual 55 Did anything happen to YOU during 45 Anything happen to 1

the last 6 months, but did not
report to the police?

you, but not call the
Police?




NCS NCVS

Type .O f Question NCS Question Text Question NCVS Question Text NC.S NCVS
Question Questions Cues
Number Number
Household 46 Vandalism 1
38 Was anything at all stolen that is 1

kept outside your home, or

happened to be left out, such as a

bicycle, a garden hose, or lawn
Household furniture?

Household 39 Did anyone take something 1
belonging to you or to any member
of this household from a place
where you or they were
temporarily staying, such as a
friend's or relative's home?

There are seven NCVS questions that have parallel questions in the NCS for comparison.
Of the seven, two have a one-to-one correspondence between an NCVS question without any
cues and a single NCS question. These are less useful for this analysis, and are excluded for
another reason—they could not be recreated with sufficient accuracy. The creation of these data
and calculation of the estimates are described in the following section.

The key comparison uses the first five NCVS questions and their NCS counterparts, in
Table 4-1. The last two columns in the table include the number of NCS questions that
correspond to each NCVS question, and the number of cues included in each of the NCVS
questions. While the number of cues is always greater than the number of NCS questions, the
difference ranges from 1 to 6, allowing an investigation into the relationship between number of
questions, number of cues, and more reporting of crime victimization. The rest of the screening
questions are either unique to NCS or to NCVS and naturally excluded from such analysis.

Bounded data (unbounded data were not used in 1992) were used to compute weighted
estimates of the proportion of affirmative responses to the NCVS questions, and weighted
estimates for the corresponding sets of NCS questions. The difference and relative difference
between each pair of estimates was computed as:

8 = Fiwevs) — Finesy  aNd - B(F)yer = ZETI=EED

i(NCS)
respectively, where §(¥;) is the difference in the weighted mean person or household level
responses y for screening question i in the NCVS or corresponding set of questions in the NCS.
The estimate that is modeled in the analysis is the relative difference §(¥;),.;, as it reflects the
magnitude of the difference relative to the magnitude of the estimate itself. The difference
between the number of NCS questions and the number of NCVS cues for the corresponding
question was also computed, as:

6(q:) = qi(nevs) —4qi(Nes)»

where q; is the number of Questions (NCS) or Cues (NCVS) to measure question i in the
NCVS. In order to understand whether the cues help by themselves or whether the differential
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reporting results from the greater number of cues in the NCVS relative to the number of
questions in the NCS, an OLS regression was fit to the data in which the relative difference
& (¥;) was regressed on the difference between cues and questions §(q;):

S(Vi)rer = Bo + B16(q:)

Finally, another model was estimated, regressing the relative difference in mean
reporting, on the number of cues and on the number of questions, minus one. The primary
purpose of fitting such a model is to gauge the importance of each additional cue compared to
each additional question. Expressed in a different way, while the first model above answers the
question of whether the difference in estimates results from the difference between the number of
cues and the number of questions, the second model addresses the question of whether the
absolute effect of each cue is different from the effect of each additional question. Thus, the
reason for subtracting one from each predictor variable is to help in the interpretation of the
intercept as the difference in reporting between asking a single question in the NCS and a
question with no cues in the NCVS:

S(Vi)ret = Bo + B1(@ivevsy — 1) + B2(Qignesy — 1)

The responses to the NCS screening questions were not retained in the public-use
datasets (they may not have been entered at all as they are not used to produce prevalence rate
estimates). However, there are variables in the incident reports that indicate which screening
question spawned the report. These variables were used to derive the responses to the screening
questions. The NCVS included the responses to the screening questions. To keep the error rates
in deriving the responses consistent in the two versions of the survey, the NCVS responses were
also recreated using the same approach. The NCVS screener data, however, provided the
opportunity to check how well the process of deriving the screening responses is working. For
the two questions related to reporting to the police, the error rate was overwhelming (both NCVS
derived estimates were .1%, while the actual NCV'S data showed them to be 3.2% and 1.5% for
questions 44 and 45, respectively). For the other five questions, however, the process worked
substantially better, as presented in the first two data columns in Table 4-2.



Table 4-2.  Weighted Estimates for Five NCVS Crime Victimization Screening
Questions Based on Recorded and Derived Responses, Equivalent Derived
Responses from NCS, Number of Cues, Number of Corresponding NCS
Questions, and Calculated Differences (January 1992-June 1993)

NCVS NCVS NCS |NCVS - NCS| Relative | NCVS | NCS |Cues
NCVS Question Reported|Derived | Derived | Difference |Difference| Cues | Qns |- Qns

Yitnevs)| Yines) | () S(V)rer qicnvevs)dicnes) |6(q;)

Individual Questions
Q36. Was something

belonging to YOU stolen? 6.00%| 5.40% 2.70% 2.70%* 100.00%| 8 5 3
Q40. Did you have something
stolen from you? 1.90%| 1.50% 0.28% 1.22%* 435.71% 8 2 6

Q41. Has anyone attacked or
threatened you in any of the
following ways? 1.30%| 0.88% 1.10%| -0.22%* -20.00% 7 4 3
Household Questions

Q37. Broken in or attempted

to break into? 1.40%| 1.10%| 2.10%| -1.00%* -47.62% 3 2 1
Q39. Motor vehicle stolen or
used without permission? 3.30% 2.10%| 2.70%| -0.60%* -22.22%| 4 2 2

* Significant at the .05 level.

4.1 Modeling the Relative Difference in Estimates (8 / NCS)

To evaluate the extent to which the relative difference between the NCS and NCVS
estimates is the result of changes to the number of cues in the NCVS questions that were used to
replace multiple questions in the NCS, we fit an OLS regression model [ (¥;)rer =
Bo + B16(q;)] to the data in Table 4-2. The difference in the number of NCS questions and
NCVS cues explained an overwhelming amount of the variability in the relative difference in the
question means with an R-square of 89% (a Pearson correlation coefficient between §(¥;),; and
&(q;) of .94).

Although this is an almost perfect association between the two variables, these results
need to be tempered by the limitations of the data; they are based on five sets of estimates and
dominated by a single set (question 40), which had the largest relative difference as well as the
largest difference in the number of cues and number of corresponding questions.

A model was also estimated in which the number of cues and number of questions are
entered as separate variables, allowing for comparison of their magnitudes. This model also
allows for interpretation of the intercept; a significant intercept indicates a greater effectiveness
of cues or questions, while the sign of the intercept indicates which is more effective in eliciting
higher reports. A significant and positive intercept would indicate higher reporting in NCVS. A
larger in absolute magnitude (positive) coefficient for cues compared to a (negative) coefficient
for number of questions would indicate greater effectiveness of each additional cue to elicit
higher reporting, compared to each additional question in the NCS.



Table 4-3 shows the results from fitting this model. The negative but not statistically
significant coefficient for the intercept indicates no significant difference in reporting to the
NCVS versus to the NCS, with an indication that controlling for the number of questions and the
number of cues, the NCS questions may be more effective in eliciting reports of crime
victimization. The parameter estimate for the number was only marginally significant but was
about the same as the coefficient for the number of cues, indicating that each additional cue is
about as effective as each additional question to elicit more reports of crime victimization.

Table 4-3.  OLS Model Regressing the Relative Difference in Five NCVS Screener
Questions on the Number of Cues in the NCVS and the Number of
Corresponding Questions in the NCS

Variable Parameter Estimate Standard Error Significance
Intercept -1.7 0.97 0.222
Cues—1 [qivevs) — 1] 1.0 0.22 0.045
Questions—1 [q;(ncs) — 1] -1.2 0.37 0.078

To the extent that a question with multiple cues is easier to administer and to respond to
(less time and perceivable burden) compared to asking multiple questions for the same type of
crime, these findings reinforce the NCVS design that uses cues, as they indicate that cues are just
as effective as separate questions. This finding, however, requires additional research, especially
when combined with findings reported in the next chapter about the degree to which the cues are
read by the interviewers. These findings are not contrary to the published results from the 1992
split sample, which find higher crime estimates in the NCVS design, but do not evaluate the
screening questions by themselves.

4.2 Subgroups Most Affected by the Redesigned Survey

Are there particular groups in the population whose crime victimization reporting was
affected to a greater extent by the use of the NCVS instead of the NCS design? Was that effect
positive—increased reporting? For anyone studying disparities in crime victimization, these
questions are of great importance.

To examine differences in reporting between the NCS and the NCV'S by demographic
subgroups, models were estimated for each of the five NCVS questions and their corresponding
questions in the NCS that are described above, specified as:

Yi = Bo + B1NCVS + B,x + B3x(NCVS = 1)

where y; are the responses to question i asked in the NCVS or corresponding questions in the
NCS, NCVS is an indicator for whether the respondent was assigned to the NCV'S design, x is a
vector of demographic variables, and x(NCVS = 1) is a vector of interactions between the
respondent demographic characteristics and the NCVS indicator.

The results are presented in Table 4-4. Differential reporting in NCVS compared to NCS
by demographic subgroups is clearly present. It is also specific to the screening question. For
example, the interaction between age and NCV'S was significant only for the question on



whether something belonging to the respondent was stolen. Based on the main effects, younger
respondents and respondents to the NCVS version were more likely to report such crime (12-15,
16-19, and 20-24 were about six to nine times as likely as those 65 and older [odds ratios of
e*18=8.9, *%'=7.5 and e!'=5.7, respectively] and NCVS respondents were about three times as
likely [e**'=3.0], controlling for all other variables in the model), younger respondents who were
also responding to the NCVS were far less likely to report such crime compared to the younger
respondents in the NCS [e®7'=0.5, e%%=0.5, and e**"=0.6, respectively]. Thus, the generally

increased reporting in the NCV'S was not uniform across demographic subgroups.
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Table 4-4.

Logistic Regression of Responses to the Five NCVS Questions and Their
Corresponding NCS Sets of Questions on Survey Design, Respondent
Characteristics, and Interactions between Survey Design and Respondent

Characteristics

Individual Household
Q36. Was Q40. Did you have | Q41. Has anyone | Q37. Broken in or | Q39. Motor vehicle
something something stolen attacked or attempted to break| stolen or used
belonging to YOU from you? threatened you in into? without
stolen? any of the following permission?
ways?

Parameter EST |(S.E.)| Sig. | EST |(S.E.)| Sig. | EST |(S.E.)| Sig. | EST |(S.E.)| Sig. | EST |(S.E.)| Sig.
Intercept -4.912) 0.082| <.001|-6.922| 0.240/ <.001] -6.959| 0.239| <.001|-4.401] 0.115(<.001| -4.722| 0.121] <.001
Age : .| <.001 . .| <.001 . .| <.001 .| <.001 | <.001
Age 12-15 2.181/0.095/<.001| 1.460|0.275|<.001| 3.660| 0.248| <.001
Age 16-19 1 2.013/0.092|<.001| 1.724|0.272|<.001| 3.573| 0.246| <.001| 1.536|0.217|<.001| 1.212| 0.256| <.001
Age 20-24 1.745/ 0.091| <.001| 1.616| 0.268| <.001| 3.206| 0.247| <.001| 0.974|0.137|<.001| 1.381| 0.133| <.001
Age 25-34 1.205| 0.087|<.001| 0.978| 0.258| <.001| 2.601| 0.244| <.001| 0.692| 0.114|<.001| 0.994] 0.117| <.001
Age 35-49 0.929| 0.086| <.001| 0.670(0.258|0.010| 2.072| 0.245| <.001| 0.594|0.110{<.001| 0.629| 0.117| <.001
Age 50-64 0.591] 0.095| <.001| 0.476|0.281/0.090] 1.391| 0.261] <.001| 0.139]0.126{0.271| 0.524| 0.126| <.001
Race & Ethnicity . .1 0.190 . .| <.001 . .| 0.004 : .| <.001 . .| <.001
Hispanic 0.033| 0.058| 0.562| 0.567|0.159|<.001| -0.249| 0.096| 0.009| 0.415|0.108|<.001| 0.476| 0.103| <.001
Non-Hisp. Black |-0.098| 0.058| 0.090| 0.958| 0.134|<.001| -0.077| 0.087| 0.375| 0.382| 0.091|<.001| 0.542| 0.083| <.001
Non-Hisp. Other |-0.106) 0.090| 0.242| 0.304| 0.268| 0.258| -0.448| 0.164| 0.006] 0.113|0.177]0.525| 0.340| 0.151| 0.024
Female -0.181] 0.034| <.001{-0.821| 0.112/ <.001] -0.396| 0.054| <.001|-0.542| 0.071{<.001| -0.473| 0.068| <.001
Education . .| <.001 . .10.363 . .| 0.601 : .1 0.542 . .| <.001
College 0.316/ 0.039| <.001| 0.015{0.126|0.904| 0.034| 0.064| 0.603| 0.021]|0.065|0.746| 0.341| 0.062| <.001
Elem. School -0.177] 0.066| 0.008| 0.253| 0.179|0.158| -0.080| 0.100| 0.424|-0.132| 0.135] 0.328| -0.287| 0.146| 0.049
NCVS 1.111] 0.097| <.001| 1.144]0.279(<.001] 0.245| 0.328| 0.455|-0.964| 0.208| <.001| -0.426| 0.186| 0.022
Age*NCVS . .| <.001 . .10.097 . .| 0.001 .1 0.880 .| 0.056
Age 12-15 -0.713| 0.117| <.001| 0.8860.319|0.005| -0.992| 0.350| 0.005
Age 16-19 1 -0.630| 0.112| <.001| 0.548|0.314|0.081| -0.897| 0.343| 0.009|-0.244| 0.379| 0.520| -0.161| 0.386| 0.676
Age 20-24 -0.499| 0.109| <.001| 0.362(0.310(0.242| -0.688| 0.343| 0.045|-0.256| 0.248| 0.302 -0.019| 0.206| 0.925
Age 25-34 -0.193| 0.103| 0.059| 0.637|0.298|0.033| -0.602| 0.336| 0.074|-0.117|0.197| 0.551| 0.125| 0.179| 0.485
Age 35-49 -0.132| 0.102| 0.194| 0.680 0.298|0.022| -0.360| 0.337| 0.286|-0.034| 0.188| 0.858| 0.342( 0.177| 0.053
Age 50-64 -0.185/ 0.113] 0.100{ 0.518|0.322/0.108| -0.721/ 0.373| 0.053|-0.117|0.218] 0.593| 0.292| 0.190{ 0.124
Race&Eth."NCVS . .1 0.009 . .| <.001 . .| 0.062 . .| 0.437 . 1 0.272
Hispanic 0.056| 0.074| 0.453| -0.596| 0.185(<.001| 0.118| 0.163| 0.469|-0.059| 0.197|0.767| 0.278| 0.148| 0.059
Non-Hisp. Black | 0.235|0.070|0.001|-1.042( 0.159(<.001| 0.336| 0.132| 0.011| 0.004|0.158|0.982| 0.013| 0.121| 0.916
Non-Hisp. Other |-0.006) 0.114] 0.961{-0.495| 0.305/0.104| 0.267| 0.254| 0.293|-0.652| 0.400{ 0.103| 0.152| 0.217| 0.486
Education*NCVS . .1 0.088 . .10.121 . .| 0.935 . .| 0.036 . .| 0.069
College -0.100| 0.048| 0.036| 0.093|0.139|0.503| 0.037| 0.102| 0.716|-0.242| 0.118| 0.040| -0.149| 0.091| 0.102
Elem. School -0.084| 0.085| 0.324{-0.370| 0.207| 0.074| 0.017| 0.174] 0.921] 0.264| 0.226| 0.243| 0.262| 0.205| 0.202
Female*NCVS 0.066) 0.042| 0.113] 0.439| 0.124|<.001] -0.058| 0.088| 0.514| 0.578| 0.140{<.001| 0.243|0.102| 0.018

Note: Reference categories are 65+ for age, Non-Hispanic White for race/ethnicity, and High School for

education.

'Household models collapsed age categories 12-15 and 16-19, while their estimates reside on the 16-19
line they encompass 12-19.

The age interaction with the NCVS design indicator was significant only for the question
about being attacked or threatened, and not for the other individual and either of the household
questions. Moreover, NCVS had a differential impact by race and ethnicity for two questions in
opposite patterns, with non-Hispanic Blacks and Hispanic respondents in the NCVS being more
likely to report victimization to the question about personal theft (Q36) but less likely to report
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any theft (Q40). Nonetheless, both questions experienced an overall positive effect on reporting
from the introduction of the NCVS, indicated by the significant positive coefficient for NCVS. It
may be fruitful, however, for future experiments to examine the negative impact of NCVS on
reporting of household level crime victimization (when controlling for demographic
characteristics).
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S. ADMINISTRATION OF THE CUES

The ability to increase crime victimization reporting through the use of cues in the NCVS
screening questions depends on whether and how the cues are read to respondents. There is
certainly reason for concern, as unlike separate questions, each requiring a response to be
recorded, a more global question with multiple cues requires a single response—interviewers
may opt to take shortcuts such as not reading the cues, reading only part of them, or reading them
at a much faster pace than the question stem. The NCVS is already a relatively long interview
that is administered up to seven times to the same respondents, adding to the pressure on
interviewers to obtain and retain cooperation from the sample members. That pressure may
translate into interviewers’ desire to simplify the respondent’s task by spending less time on the
cues—which for some screening questions were as many as eight “subquestions.” If such a
behavior is discovered, it may be a problem that may be remedied through quality control
measures and periodic interviewer retraining. It may also be seen as a problem in design; such an
issue, if found, can be remedied through the design of the questions, such as asking a separate
question instead of each cue, requiring a response to each (thus, closer to the NCS design but
with more screening questions). The latter design choice is one that has been faced in other
ongoing national surveys and does not have a simple answer (for a review, see Peytchev, 2010),
but warrants further investigation into the causes of differences between asking one broader
“global” question versus multiple more “specific” questions.

Unfortunately, administration time data are not available separately for the question stem
(main part of the question) and for the cues. This chapter describes an approach to derive
estimates of differences in time to administer the question stems and the question cues, followed
by results from this analysis.

5.1 Modeling Approach to Evaluate Administration of Cues

Although time stamps are not available separately for the question stems and cues, the
relative difference in the time to read words in the cues compared to words in the question stems
can be derived by exploiting the variation in their length across questions. A dataset was created
containing the word counts for the stems and cues for all screening questions that contained cues.
The records in the resulting dataset were question-interview-respondent; for each respondent
there are multiple records for up to seven interviews, and for each interview, up to seven
questions (seven screening questions included cues). A model was then used to estimate the
effect of each additional word in each part of the question, by regressing time on the number of
words in the question stem and on the number of words in the cues. Additional covariates were
also included to control for other sources of variation in time, reducing any confounding and
most importantly, reducing the error variance in the model and thus improving the precision of
the two key estimates. A multilevel linear model was fit to account for the hierarchical structure
of the data, with the models at each level specified as:

Level 1 Model (Question Level)

Yijk = mojk t ﬂljk*(STEMijk) + ngjk*(CUESijk) + ngjk*(PROPERTYin) + 7l'4jk*(RAPEijk) +
ms5i*(QORDjjk) + eijk



Level 2 Model (Interview Level)

Tojk = ﬁOOk + ﬁ01k*(MAR|T2jk) + ﬁ02k*(MAR|T3jK) + ﬁosk*(MAR|T4jk) + ﬂo4k*(MAR|T5jk) +
Posk* (AGE3j) + Boek* (AGE4k) + Bor* (AGEDSjk) + Bosk™ (AGEGjk) + Book™* (AGET7j) +
,Bomk*(EDUCij) + ﬁ011k*(EDUC3jk) + ﬁ012k*(EDUC4jk) + ﬂ013k*(EDUC5jk) +
Po1a*(IORD2jk) + fo1sk* (IORD3jk) + Po1ek™* (IORD4jk) + for7k™* (IORDSK) + Bo1sk™ (IORDGK)
+ ﬁ019k*(|ORD7jk) + ﬁ020k*(|NPERSONjk) + ﬁozlk*(FREXij) + lojk

Level 3 Model (Respondent Level)

ﬂQOk = Y000 T yOOl(URBANk) + yooz(FOFEMk) + yoog(FOGATEDk) + yoo4(FORCHSP1k) +
y005(FORCHSP3k) + yoos(FORCHSP4k) + y007(RESTR|CTk) + Uook

In the Level 1 model, STEM and CUES are the number of words in the question stems
and cues, PROPERTY and RAPE indicate the topic of the screening questions, and QORD is the
question order (sequential number in the screener instrument). The Level 2 model controlled for
six interview-level covariates: marital status, age, education, interview order (sequential
interview for the sample member), whether the interview was conducted in-person, and the
interviewer’s experience on the survey (in months). Lastly, in the third level, five sample
member characteristics were included: whether the sample address was in an urban area, whether
it was a gated community, whether there was restricted access, whether the respondent was
female, and the race/Hispanic origin of the respondent. Note that some respondent characteristics
were included in the Level 2 model (age, education, and marital status) and that these change
over time, as interviews include respondent data for as long as three and a half years. The labels
for these variables are provided in Table 5-1.
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Table 5-1. Labels for the Variables Used in the Hierarchical Models

Level Variable Name Description
Question Stem Number of Words in the Question Stem
Cues Number of Words in the Question Cues
Property Screening Question Related to Property Crime (0=No, 1=Yes)
Rape Screening Question on Rape (0=No, 1=Yes)
Q_ord Sequential Order of the Screening Question
Interview Maritl Married
Marit2 Widowed
Marit3 Divorced
Marit4 Separated
Marit5 Never Married
Agel Age:12-15
Age2 Age: 16 -19
Age3 Age:20-24
Aged Age:25-34
Age5 Age:35-49
Ageb Age:50-64
Age7 Age: 65-90
Educl Less than High School Graduate
Educ2 High School Graduate
Educ3 Some College
Educ4 College Graduate or Associates Degree
Educ5 Master's degree, Professional School Degree, or Doctorate Degree
lordl First Personal interview
lord2 Second Personal Interview
lord3 Third Personal Interview
lord4 Fourth Personal Interview
lord5 Fifth Personal Interview
lord6 Sixth Personal Interview
lord7 Seventh Personal Interview
Inperson Interview Conducted in Person (0=No, 1=Yes)
Frexp Interviewer Experience in Months
Respondent Urban Land Use (0=Rural, 1=Urban)
Fofem Female Gender (0=Male, 1=Female)
Fogated Gated or Walled Community (0=No, 1=Yes)
Forchspl Hispanic
Forchsp2 Non-Hispanic White
Forchsp3 Non-Hispanic Black
Forchsp4 Non-Hispanic Other
Restrict Restricted Access Building (0=No, 1=Yes)

An argument can be made that interviewers only have difficulty reading the cues for
sample members who tend to be nonrespondents. Despite the use of additional covariates in the
models, the coefficients for the STEM and CUES variables could be different for respondents
who completed all seven interviews. To evaluate the sensitivity of the results to this potential
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influence, the model was estimated using only data from respondents who completed all seven
interviews. The effect of this restriction on distributions of the dependent variables as well as the
covariates was not drastic, and can be seen in Appendix F. Nonetheless, those who conduct all
seven interviews may be quite different from other respondents, such as being less susceptible to
time in sample effects—whether because of a desire to participate in surveys or some other set of
reasons.

A substantial number of the observations had unrealistic time stamp data, the vast
majority of these cases taking too little time. This was handled in two general ways. First, as
described in Chapter 1, time data of 3 seconds or less and 90 seconds or more were excluded
from these analyses. As a test of sensitivity of the model estimates to nonrandom missing time
data, the model was estimated a third time. In addition to requiring respondents to have
participated in all seven interviews as in the second estimation of the model, they had to have
had valid time data for at least one screening question in each of the seven interviews. Thus, this
model required that respondents had some valid time data from each screening interview, but did
not go to the extent of excluding all respondents who happened to have some invalid time data—
to balance a reasonable evaluation of the model assumptions without excluding an excessive
proportion of the data from the analysis.

Note that because interest in this chapter lies in the difference between the coefficients for
question stems and question cues, the main model is likely sufficient. However, these models are
also used in the following chapters that investigate the effect of interview order, mode, and
interviewer workload and experience. The importance of evaluating these model assumptions
about the presence of unit and item nonresponse bias in parameter estimates is particularly
important for these investigations, as attrition, for example, is unlikely to be completely at
random over the course of the seven interview attempts with sample members.

Interviewer Workload. As speculated in Chapter 1, it is possible that the number of
interviews that an interviewer conducts during a quarter may affect how they administer the
screener. Thus, the model using all observations was also estimated using paradata only from
June 2006 to December 2008 (instead of June 2006 to December 2010) and for which interview
order could be reconstructed using their panel rotation group and unbounded data were available
to obtain the demographic characteristics and interviewer observations. Because of the way the
data had to be constructed using panel rotation groups and unbounded data, sample members in
these data had only up to four interviews. These data, however, contained several important
differences that warrant an additional set of results. In these data we were able to construct a
quarterly measure of interviewer workload based on completed interviews.

Interviewers who conduct many interviews per quarter may develop different strategies
in administering the screening questions. For example, interviewers have somewhat conflicting
goals of gaining participation and therefore making the interview as short and easy as possible
and obtaining accurate data, which according to protocol requires the unabridged administration
of the questions. It is possible that interviewers who conduct many interviews place more focus
on the former, whether to aid participation at the doorstep, or simply being more efficient in
order to complete their case assignments.

As in the models using 2006-2010 data, a significantly smaller coefficient for length of
cues indicates interviewer failure to administer cues in the same manner as the question stem.
We also included two other sets of variables — data collection related factors that can interact
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with the administration of the questions and cues, and factors that can control for differential
nonresponse across waves. The latter include respondent and sample address characteristics as in
the previous models, as well as direct rates of nonresponse and proxy interviewing across waves.
Adding the average interviewer’s workload in each quarter (WRKLD_Q), the model was
specified as:

Level 1 Model (Question Level)
Ytij = moij + ﬂlij*(STEMtij) + 7t2ij*(CU EStij) + 7r3ij*(PROPERTYtij) + 7l'4ij*(RAPEtij)
+ 75i7*(Q_ORDy;j) + ey

Level 2 Model (Interview Level)

moij = Pooj + Por* (IORD2j) + oz* (IORD3jj) + fos* (IORDAj) + foai*(WRKLD_Qy)
+ﬁ05j*(|NPERSONij) + Iojj

mij = ﬁle + ﬁ;m*('ORDZij) + [))12]*(|ORD3”) + [))13]'*(|ORD4U') + ﬂ14j*(WRKLD_Qij)
+ﬂ15j*(|NPERSONij) + Ijj

moij = ﬂzoj + ﬁz;u*('ORDZij) + ﬂzzj*(|ORD3ij) + [))23]'*(|ORD4U') + ﬂ24j*(WRKLD_Qij)
+ﬂ25j*(|NPERSONij) + I

Level 3 Model (Respondent Level)

ﬂOOj = yo00 t yOOl(URBANj) + yooz(GATEDj) + yoog(FEMALEj) + yoo4(AGE3J‘)
+ 7005(AGE4;) + y00s(AGES;) + y007(AGES) + y00s(AGET))
+ yoog(EDUCZJ‘) + yOOlo(EDUC3J‘) + y0011(EDUC4j) + y0012(EDUC5j)
+ yOOlg(RACEHSP].j) + y0014(RACEHSP3j) + y0015(RACEHSP4j) + yOOle(RESTR|CTj) + Uooj

Notes: STEM, CUES, PROPERTY, RAPE, and Q_ORD are centered around the grand mean;
WRKLD_Q and INPERSON are centered around the grand mean; and URBAN, GATED,
FEMALE, AGE3, AGE4, AGE5, AGE6, AGE7, EDUC2, EDUC3, EDUC4, EDUCS,
RACEHSP1, RACEHSP3, RACEHSP4, and RESTRICT are centered around the grand mean.

In sum, compared to the models estimated using the 2006-2010 paradata file, this model
differed in four aspects: (1) interviewer workload was included instead of interviewer
experience, (2) the percent of the respondent’s waves that resulted in nonresponse and the
percentage of their interviews that were conducted by a proxy respondent, (3) the stem and cues
word count variables were specified as random effects and interactions with the interview order,
interviewer workload, and whether the interview was conducted in person were included, and (4)
the use of far fewer observations from a restricted set of panel rotation groups (in order to have
the first unbounded interview in the data file) within a reduced range of years, resulting in the
retention of no more than four interviews per sample member.

The interaction effects with the length of the question stems and cues are of great
importance, such as identifying that any difference in administration time for the two is reduced
in either the in-person or the telephone mode. Similarly, more time may be spent on the cues in
the first interview, which would agree with the qualitative interviews with the current NCVS
interviewers in which interviewers described respondents as being familiar with the questions
and wanting to offering a response before the question has been read, on subsequent waves. The
interaction with interviewer workload is also important as it may suggest the desirability of
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keeping an interviewer workforce with greater or smaller workload or identifying the need for
interviewer retraining based on workload, to ensure that questions stems and cues are read as
intended. Unfortunately, these random effects could not be estimated with the larger paradata
due to model convergence problems, so these results are only found in the models using the
reduced 2006-2008 data.

To test some of the assumptions in the model, particularly the ability to control for
differential nonresponse across interviews, the models were re-estimated using data only from
respondents who provided personal interviews across all four waves in this paradata file, and
again with respondents who provided the four interviews and had at least one valid time in each
interview. The latter model allowed the estimation of additional random effects despite the
reduced sample size, and all variables in Level 1 were estimated as random effects so that Level
2 was specified as:

Level 2 Model (Interview Level)

mojk = Pook + Por* (IORD2j) + Loa* (IORD3j) + Sosk* (IORD4) + Soa* (WRKLD_Qji)

+ ﬁ05k*(|NPERSONjk) + Tojk

Mjk = ﬂlOk + ﬂllk*(|ORD2jk) + ﬂlgk*(|ORD3J‘k) + ﬂ13k*(|ORD4jk) + ﬂ14k*(WRKLD_ij)
+ﬁ15k*(|NPERSONjk) + ik

ik = Paok + P21 (IORD2j) + Sa2k* (IORD3;) + Sask* (IORD4) + Saa* (WRKLD_Qji)
+ﬁ25k*(|NPERSONjk) + ik

3jk = ﬂ30k + ﬂglk*(|ORD2jk) + ﬂggk*(|ORD3J‘k) + ﬂ33k*(|ORD4jk) + ﬂ34k*(WRKLD_ij)
+ ﬁ35k*(|NPERSONjk) + I3jk

T4k = ﬂ40k + ﬂ41k*(|ORD2jk) + ﬂ42k*(|ORD3J‘k) + ﬂ43k*(|ORD4jk) + ﬂ44k*(WRKLD_ij)
+ ﬁ45k*(|NPERSONjk) + l4jk

sk = Psok + P (IORD2j) + fsax* (IORD3jk) + Bsa* (IORDAy) + Bsa* (WRKLD_Qje)
+ﬂ55k*(|NPERSONjk) + I'sjk

5.2 Results

5.2.1 Administration of the Cues

Shown in Table 5-2, the effect on administration time from each additional word in a
screening question was just over half of the effect of an additional word in the question stem
(0.11 compared to 0.188), a significant and nontrivial difference that indicates a problem in
administration despite the ability of the questions with cues to elicit higher reports of
victimization (see Chapter 4).
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Table 5-2.

Estimates for Hierarchical Models for Time Spent on Each Screener

Question based on All Paradata from 2006 to 2010, Only Data from

Respondents Who Participated in All Seven Interviews, and from

Respondents Who Also Had at least One Valid Time

All Data

Respondents with 7 Interviews

At Least 1 Valid Time,
Respondents with 7 Interviews

Fixed Effect Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig.
Est. Error df Est. Eror df. Est. Error df.
For INTRCPT1, mo

For INTRCPT2, Boo

INTRCPTS3, yooo 14.599 0.039 52,739 <0.001| 14.441 0.070 11,258 <0.001| 15.623 0.093 5,867 <0.001

URBAN, yoor 0.386 0.099 52,739 <0.001| 0.714 0.164 11,258 <0.001| 0.437 0.216 5,867 0.043

FOFEM, yoo2 0.053 0.078 52,739 0.502| -0.151 0.143 11,258 0.294| -0.364 0.191 5,867 0.056

FOGATED, yoo3 0.777 0177 52,739 <0.001| 1.286 0.366 11,258 <0.001| 0.697 0.460 5,867 0.130

FORCHSP1, yoos 1.065 0.120 52,739 <0.001| 0.604 0.248 11,258 0.015| 0.724 0.340 5,867 0.033

FORCHSP3, yoos 0.249 0.131 52,739 0.057| 0.085 0.272 11,258 0.755| 0.573 0.374 5,867 0.125

FORCHSP4, yoos 0.268 0.170 52,739 0.116] 0.220 0.363 11,258 0.544| 0.761 0488 5,867 0.119

RESTRICT, yoor -0.387 0.184 52,739 0.035| -1.220 0.400 11,258 0.002| -1.121 0.527 5,867 0.034
For MARIT2, Bo1

INTRCPTS3, yoro 0.733 0.174 113,318 <0.001| 0.605 0.247 55487 0.014| 0.482 0.309 35,038 0.119
For MARIT3, o2

INTRCPTS3, yoz0 0.580 0.128 113,318 <0.001| 0.696 0.216 55,487 0.001| 0.346 0.271 35,038 0.201
For MARIT4, Bos

INTRCPTS3, yos0 0.523 0.242 113,318 0.031| 0.898 0.490 55487 0.067| 0.647 0.648 35,038 0.318
For MARITS, Bos

INTRCPTS3, yo40 0.413 0.115 113,318 <0.001| 0.350 0.231 55487 0.129] 0.269 0.296 35,038 0.363
For AGE3, Bos

INTRCPTS3, yos0 1.025 0.187 113,318 <0.001| 0.775 0.563 55487 0.168| 0.654 0.785 35,038 0.405
For AGE4, Bos

INTRCPTS3, yos0 1.474 0177 113,318 <0.001| 1.929 0.464 55,487 <0.001| 1.350 0.651 35,038 0.038
For AGES5, Bo7

INTRCPTS3, yoro 1.792 0.181 113,318 <0.001| 2.082 0.447 55,487 <0.001| 1.425 0.630 35,038 0.024
For AGES, Bos

INTRCPTS3, yoso 1.709 0.187 113,318 <0.001| 2.157 0.448 55,487 <0.001| 1.255 0.632 35,038 0.047
For AGE7, Bos

INTRCPTS3, yos0 2.256 0.200 113,318 <0.001| 2.767 0.455 55487 <0.001| 2.139 0.640 35,038 <0.001
For EDUC2, Bo1o

INTRCPTS3, yor00 -0.059 0.120 113,318 0.623| -0.145 0.224 55,487 0.516| -0.300 0.299 35,038 0.316
For EDUCS3, Bor1

INTRCPTS3, yor10 0.229 0.131 113,318 0.079| 0.279 0.246 55487 0.257| 0.039 0.327 35,038 0.904
For EDUCA4, Bor2

INTRCPTS3, yor20 -0.052 0.130 113,318 0.688| -0.020 0.238 55,487 0.932| -0.076 0.318 35,038 0.812
For EDUCS, Bo13

INTRCPTS3, yor30 -0.124 0.170 113,318 0.468| -0.268 0.294 55,487 0.361| -0.706 0.389 35,038 0.070
For IORD2, Bo14

INTRCPTS3, yor40 -1.626 0.077 113,318 <0.001| -1.510 0.149 55,487 <0.001| -1.506 0.183 35,038 <0.001
For IORD3, Bo1s

INTRCPTS3, yors0 -2.552 0.086 113,318 <0.001| -2.985 0.152 55,487 <0.001| -2.844 0.185 35,038 <0.001
For IORD4, Bo1s

INTRCPTS3, yor60 -2.437 0.092 113,318 <0.001| -2.893 0.152 55,487 <0.001| -2.798 0.185 35,038 <0.001
For IORDS5, Bor7

INTRCPTS3, yor7o -2.096 0.099 113,318 <0.001| -2.343 0.152 55,487 <0.001| -2.396 0.185 35,038 <0.001
For IORDS, Bo1s

INTRCPTS3, yors0 -1.721 0.106 113,318 <0.001| -2.050 0.151 55,487 <0.001| -2.085 0.185 35,038 <0.001
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At Least 1 Valid Time,

All Data Respondents with 7 Interviews | Respondents with 7 Interviews
Fixed Effect Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig.
Est. Error df Est. Error d.f Est. Error df.

For IORD7, Bo1e
INTRCPT3, yorso | -1.826 0.121 113,318 <0.001| -2.020 0.150 55,487 <0.001| -2.285 0.184 35,038 <0.001
For INPERSON, Bo20
INTRCPT3, yo20 | -1.180 0.064 113,318 <0.001| -0.970 0.107 55,487 <0.001| -0.696 0.133 35,038 <0.001
For FREXP, Bo21
INTRCPT3, yo2r0 | -0.019 0.001 113,318 <0.001| -0.023 0.001 55,487 <0.001| -0.021 0.002 35,038 <0.001
For STEM1 slope, 1
For INTRCPT2, B10
INTRCPTS3, y100 0.188 0.002 578,675 <0.001| 0.191 0.002 249,690 <0.001| 0.207 0.003 171,891 <0.001
For CUESUM slope, m2
For INTRCPT2, B0
INTRCPTS3, y200 0.111 0.002 578,675 <0.001| 0.118 0.003 249,690 <0.001| 0.128 0.004 171,891 <0.001
For PROPERTY slope, 13
For INTRCPT2, B30
INTRCPTS3, y300 0.047 0.184 578,675 0.797| 0.699 0.276 249,690 0.011| 0.976 0.331 171,891 0.003
For RAPE slope, 4
For INTRCPT2, 4o
INTRCPTS, y400 -0.477 0.048 578,675 <0.001| -0.645 0.074 249,690 <0.001| -0.685 0.089 171,891 <0.001
For Q_ORD slope, 15
For INTRCPT2, Bso
INTRCPTS3, ys00 -0.265 0.050 578,675 <0.001| -0.103 0.076 249,690 0.175| -0.080 0.091 171,891 0.377

This model makes strong assumptions about the lack of substantial bias from unit
nonresponse across interviews and from item nonresponse from missing time data on the
estimated difference between the stem and cues word counts. Therefore, the same model was
estimated using subsets of the data that control for these two sources of bias. The results
remained almost entirely unchanged (variance estimates are expected to increase as a function of
decreasing sample size), with one minor exception—the screening questions about property
(PROPERTY) was estimated to take about one (0.98) second longer than the rest of the
screening questions when cases with missing interviews or all invalid data in an interview are
omitted.

522 Interviewer Experience

Defined as months working on NCVS, interviewer experience was negatively associated
with time (-0.019, -0.023, -0.021), shown in Table 5-2. By the magnitude of the other estimates
in the model and the time to administer a screening question, a difference of one second is quite
substantial. Based on this model, an interviewer that has worked on NCVS for four years would
take one second less to administer a screening question. This behavior is consistent with findings
from other national surveys, both telephone and in-person (Chromy, et al., 2005; Olson &
Peytchev, 2007). Whether this finding is because interviewers are entering the responses after
asking all the screening questions or, more likely since it has been observed in centralized
telephone surveys, interviewers being familiar with the questions and asking them very quickly
(with the possibility of taking shortcuts), this may be an area that can benefit from routine
interviewer training.
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5.2.3 Interviewer Workload

Interviewer workload was found to have a negative association with the administration
time of each of the screening questions (Table 5-3). That is, interviewers who have higher
workload and complete more interviews per quarter spend significantly less time on the
questions. They are also more likely to speed up the administration of the question stems on
subsequent reinterviews. It is difficult to acknowledge to what degree this is a problem with
administration (and training) versus design (in which interviewers need to reinterview the same
respondents who may be getting increasing reluctant to participate and increasingly familiar with
the survey content).

Despite having to use a somewhat different set of data, it is consoling the findings were
consistent across Table 5-2 and Table 5-3. In the model in Table 5-3 as well, estimated using the
smaller constructed dataset, cues are not administered to the same extent as the question stems.
For each additional word in the cues, the administration of the question takes only 0.13 seconds
longer while for each additional word in the question stem, it takes 0.26 seconds longer (),
p<.01). These coefficients are after controlling for all other variables in the model, including
question type (property and rape indicators) and question order.

In addition, the interviewers spend significantly less time per question on each successive
interview with the respondent (-1.795, -2.194, and -2.370, on the second, third, and fourth
interview, respectively). Furthermore, the effect of each additional word both in the cues (-0.023,
-0.024, -0.031) and in the question stems (-0.080, -0.085, -0.088) is also reduced with each
subsequent interview.

Questions that are asked later in the screener were associated with faster administration
time. This could be in part because the respondents are learning their role in the survey
interaction, but it can also be indicative of speeding up of the interview administration over the
first few minutes of the interview.

Property related crime questions are asked fastest, followed by the question on sexual
assault, compared to the other crime victimization questions.

Possibly counter-intuitively, in-person interviews were associated with significantly
faster question administration times overall, and particularly for the question cues (-0.016
compared to -0.009 for question stems), compared to telephone interviews.



For IORD2, B21
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Table 5-3.  Estimates for Hierarchical Models for Time Spent on Each Screener
Question based on Paradata from 2006 to 2008, Only Data from Respondents
Who Participated in All Seven Interviews, and from Respondents Who Also
Had at least One Valid Time
At Least 1 Valid Time,
All Data Respondents with 4 Interviews | Respondents with 4 Interviews
Fixed Effect Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig.
Est. Error df Est. Eror df. Est. Error df.
For INTRCPT1, mo
For INTRCPT2, Boo
INTRCPTS3, yooo 15.882 0.056 40,631 <0.001| -0.709 0.473 4,798 0.134| 17.750 0.423 3,166 <0.001
URBAN, yoor -0.023 0.099 40,631 0.821| -0.120 0.223 4,798 0.591| -0.208 0.257 3,166 0.419
GATED, yoo2 0.762 0.183 40,631 <0.001| 1.366 0.466 4,798 0.003] 1.439 0.522 3,166 0.006
FEMALE, yoo3 0.146 0.080 40,631 0.069| 0.018 0.191 4,798 0.926| -0.048 0.220 3,166 0.827
AGE3, yoos 1194 0.219 40,631 <0.001| 1.265 0.712 4,798 0.076| 0.409 0.865 3,166 0.636
AGE4, yoos 1.323 0.187 40,631 <0.001] 1.769 0.538 4,798 0.001| 0.693 0.645 3,166 0.283
AGES5, yaos 1.637 0.175 40,631 <0.001] 2.035 0.492 4,798 <0.001| 1.233 0.593 3,166 0.038
AGES, Yooz 1.575 0.177 40,631 <0.001| 1.947 0.489 4,798 <0.001| 0.860 0.588 3,166 0.144
AGE?7, yoos 2.027 0.182 40,631 <0.001| 2.524 0.491 4,798 <0.001| 1.560 0.588 3,166 0.008
EDUC2, yoos -0.293 0.130 40,631 0.024| -0.425 0.312 4,798 0.173| -0.423 0.366 3,166 0.248
EDUCS3, yoo10 -0.004 0.139 40,631 0.977) 0170 0.339 4,798 0.617| 0.048 0.395 3,166 0.904
EDUC4, yoor1 -0.325 0.138 40,631 0.018| -0.661 0.330 4,798 0.045| -0.806 0.385 3,166 0.036
EDUCS, yoo12 -0.223 0.174 40,631 0.199| -0.402 0410 4,798 0.326| -0.531 0.471 3,166 0.260
RACEHSP1, yoors | 1.192 0.130 40,631 <0.001| 0.718 0.319 4,798 0.025 0.410 0.373 3,166 0.271
RACEHSP3, yoors | 0.055 0.141 40,631 0.694| -0.052 0.352 4,798 0.882| -0.025 0412 3,166 0.951
RACEHSP4, yoors | 0.577 0.180 40,631 0.001] 0.539 0.491 4,798 0.273| 0.385 0.549 3,166 0.483
RESTRICT, yoors | -0.168 0.190 40,631 0.378] -1.750 0.522 4,798 <0.001| -2.143 0.595 3,166 <0.001
For IORD2, Bos
INTRCPTS3, yoro -1.795 0.089 32,978 <0.001| 2.210 0.387 11,904 <0.001| -2.150 0.591 9,514 <0.001
For IORD3, Bo2
INTRCPTS3, yoz0 -2.194 0.115 32,978 <0.001| 1.989 0.389 11,904 <0.001| -3.711 0.593 9,514 <0.001
For IORD4, fos
INTRCPTS3, yo30 -2.370 0.175 32,978 <0.001| 2.543 0.394 11,904 <0.001| -3.847 0.601 9,514 <0.001
For WRKLD_Q, Bos
INTRCPTS3, yo40 -0.004 0.001 32,978 <0.001| 0.018 0.004 11,904 <0.001| 0.007 0.006 9,514 0.300
For INPERSON, fos
INTRCPTS3, yos0 -0.952 0.096 32,978 <0.001| -0.241 0.346 11,904 0.487| -0.811 0.505 9,514 0.108
For STEM1 slope, 1
For INTRCPTZ, B10
INTRCPTS3, y100 0.262 0.002 32,978 <0.001| 0.305 0.011 11,904 <0.001| 0.256 0.010 9,514 <0.001
For IORD2, 11
INTRCPTS, y110 -0.080 0.004 32,978 <0.001| -0.086 0.009 11,904 <0.001| -0.067 0.014 9,514 <0.001
For IORD3, B12
INTRCPTS, y120 -0.085 0.005 32,978 <0.001| -0.089 0.009 11,904 <0.001| -0.062 0.014 9,514 <0.001
For IORD4, B13
INTRCPTS3, y130 -0.088 0.007 32,978 <0.001| -0.098 0.009 11,904 <0.001| -0.084 0.014 9,514 <0.001
For WRKLD_Q, B14
INTRCPTS, y140 0.000 0.000 32,978 <0.001| 0.000 0.000 11,904 <0.001| 0.000 0.000 9,514 0.189
For INPERSON, B15
INTRCPTS3, y1s0 -0.009 0.004 32,978 0.010, -0.003 0.007 11,904 0.684| 0.000 0.011 9,514 0.992
For CUESUM slope, m2
For INTRCPT2, B20
INTRCPTS3, y200 0.125 0.001 32,978 <0.001| 0.146 0.006 11,904 <0.001| 0.108 0.012 9,514 <0.001



At Least 1 Valid Time,

All Data Respondents with 4 Interviews | Respondents with 4 Interviews
Fixed Effect Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig.
Est. Error df Est. Error d.f Est. Error df.
INTRCPTS3, ya10 -0.023 0.002 32,978 <0.001| -0.023 0.005 11,904 <0.001| -0.002 0.017 9,514 0.916
For IORD3, 822
INTRCPTS3, y2z0 -0.024 0.003 32,978 <0.001| -0.028 0.005 11,904 <0.001| 0.012 0.017 9,514 0.467
For IORD4, B23
INTRCPTS3, ya230 -0.031 0.004 32,978 <0.001| -0.038 0.005 11,904 <0.001| -0.013 0.017 9,514 0.440
For WRKLD_Q, B24
INTRCPTS3, y240 0.000 0.000 32,978 0.002| 0.000 0.000 11,904 0.453| 0.000 0.000 9,514 0.255
For INPERSON, S25
INTRCPTS3, ya2s0 -0.016 0.002 32,978 <0.001| -0.014 0.004 11,904 <0.001| -0.020 0.013 9,514 0.129
For PROPERTY slope, 13
For INTRCPTZ2, B30
INTRCPTS3, y300 -1.224 0998 9,514 0.220
For IORD2, B31
INTRCPTS3, ys10 0.926 1.423 9,514 0515
For IORD3, B3z
INTRCPTS3, y320 3.198 1.427 9,514 0.025
For IORD4, B33
INTRCPTS3, y330 2.263 1.445 9514 0.117
For WRKLD_Q, B34
INTRCPTS3, ys40 0.004 0.015 9,514 0.758
For INPERSON, f335
INTRCPTS3, yss0 -0.135 1138 9,514 0.906
For RAPE slope, 4
For INTRCPT2, B+
INTRCPTS3, y400 -0.335 0269 9,514 0.214
For IORD2, B41
INTRCPTS3, ya10 -0.019 0.385 9,514 0.962
For IORD3, B42
INTRCPTS3, y420 -0.259 0.387 9,514 0.503
For IORD4, B43
INTRCPTS3, y430 -0412 0.392 9,514 0.293
For WRKLD_Q, B4
INTRCPTS3, ya40 0.006 0.004 9,514 0.160
For INPERSON, S5
INTRCPTS3, yas0 0.241 0.302 9,514 0424
For Q_ORD slope, s
For INTRCPT2, Bs0
INTRCPTS3, ys00 -0.817 0.278 9,514 0.003
For IORD2, B51
INTRCPTS3, ys10 0.503 0.396 9,514 0.205
For IORD3, Bs2
INTRCPTS3, ys20 1.078 0.397 9,514 0.007
For IORD4, Bs3
INTRCPTS3, ys30 0.787 0.402 9,514 0.051
For WRKLD_Q, 54
INTRCPTS3, ys40 0.003 0.004 9,514 0.444
For INPERSON, Bss
INTRCPTS3, yss0 -0.191 0.317 9,514 0.547
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6. EFFECT OF INTERVIEW ORDER (TIME IN SAMPLE)

The rotating panel design with up to seven interviews per individual in the NCVS leaves
the potential for undesirable effects on reporting of crime victimizations, which was further
reinforced in the structured interviews with current NCVS interviewers. This analysis indicates
that reporting decreases not only between the 1% and 2" interview (which could be explained by
telescoping of events into the unbounded reference period on the 1% interview), but also between
the 2" and 3" interview. There was also some indication of an increase in reporting between the
6" and 7" interview. The analysis of time spent on each screening question further supports these
findings.

6.1  Crime reporting

We had initially investigated the reporting of crime victimization across interviews,
finding a substantial drop following the first interview, and a slight continuing decline between
the second and third interview. The latter is indicative that the first drop in reporting cannot be
attributed entirely to telescoping. The fact that there was a substantial decline between the 1% and
2" interviews (in addition to a slight decline between the second and third interviews) for more
serious crimes and those reported to the police, also supports alternative explanations to
telescoping — earlier research on telescoping from experiments in the 1978 and 1979 NCS
showed that telescoping was most pronounced for the less serious, less important, and less salient
crimes (Murphy and Cowan, 1984).

These initial analyses had two main limitations. First, estimates and their standard errors
had the potential for bias due to the hierarchical structure of the data, such as the nesting of
interviews within respondents. This potential can be evaluated by using statistical procedures
that account for the hierarchies in the data.

Second, there is substantial potential for nonresponse bias affecting estimates of changes
in reporting across interviews due to the confounding of nonresponse with interview order, and
in turn, with underreporting associated with interview order (measurement error).

To address both of these limitations, the likelihood of reporting each type of crime
victimization at each interview (1% through 7") was estimated in HLM 7 and limited to data from
respondents who provided self-reports in all seven interviews. The model setup is provided
below. While this approach increases the internal validity of the results by eliminating the
potential for bias due to wave nonresponse, any findings from these models need to be taken
with caution as those who complete all seven interviews may be different from the rest of the
sample on key outcomes. Data from 1999 to 2004 were used as unbounded NCVS data were
available for these years, needed for this investigation. Proxy interviews were excluded in order
to obtain estimates of measurement difference across interviews and avoid confounding with
other factors contributing to differential reporting (when proxies are included, the drop in
reporting after the first wave substantially increases). The model was specified as:



Level 1 Model (Interview Level)

Prob(Questioni=1|m) = ¢

log[ /(1 - )] = nii

Ni = moi + m1i*(IORD2;) + moi*(I0RD3y;) + 73i* (IORD4y;) + 747* (IORD5y;) + 75i7*(IORDGy;) +
76 *(IORD74) + 77i7*(INPERSONy) + 7gi*(INT_MODEy)
Level 2 Model (Respondent Level)

moi = foo + Por*(PROPPSN;) + fo*(PROPNR;) + roj

m1i = Bro
moi = fao
m3i = Bao
m4i = Pao
si = Pso
Ttsi = feo
71 = Bro + B1*(PROPPSN;) + B (PROPNR))
mgi = Pgo

Note: PROPPSN and PROPNR are centered around the grand mean.

In this model, three additional variables are introduced. The variable INT_MODE is an
interaction between second or greater interview (i.e., not the first interview for the sample
member) and in-person mode of data collection. Since interviewers on NCVS are encouraged to
use in-person visits for the first interview and telephone for subsequent interviews with members
of the same household, this variable is needed to capture this aspect of the design. The variable
PROPPSN is the proportion of the sample member’s interviews that were conducted in-person.
This variable is entered as a main effect and as an interaction with INPERSON as a way to
control for the observed propensity to respond in person as mode is not randomly assigned.
Similarly, PROPNR is the proportion of waves that the sample member was a nonrespondents, as
a way to control for the person’s response propensity (there is also strong reason to suspect that
mode of interview, for which these models are used for in the following chapter, is associated
with response propensity).

The model above was estimated using unbounded data from 1999 to 2004. To evaluate
the sensitivity of the results to the ability to control for nonresponse using PROPNR, the model
was then estimated again using a subset of the data. In this approach, data from respondents were
used only if they provided interviews in all seven waves—and the PROPNR variable is omitted
as it becomes zero for all records in the analysis.

Figure 6-1 shows the changes in reporting across waves. Some estimates are omitted due
to problems with estimation (model convergence), and only in the reduced dataset containing
only respondents who completed all seven interviews, also due to unstable coefficients (all
coefficients not reaching significance regardless of magnitude).
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Figure 6-1. Odds Ratios for Reporting Crime Victimization at Each Sequential
Interview, by Screening Question
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The steepest decline in reporting crimes is from the first to the second interview. This
decline cannot be attributed to telescoping alone, however, as it continues from the second to
third wave, and at a slower rate, across the remaining waves. It is also quite intriguing that
reporting of being attacked by a known offender increases in the last interview for the
respondents. A similar trend is observed for forced sex, with odds increasing in the last two
waves. Such a finding is suggestive of respondents’ greater willingness to report these types of
crime on the first interview, and again, on the last interview when they know that the interviewer
is not returning. This explanation is, of course, speculation, but merits further investigation
through an experimental design. One major confounding factor in these estimates is unit
nonresponse—respondents becoming increasingly reluctant at each subsequent wave, and as a
result, the individuals responding to wave seven can be quite different compared to all the
respondents in the first wave. Our use of demographic covariates in the models aimed to adjust
for such differences, but these models were quite restricted due to estimation difficulties.
Furthermore, even a very large set of covariates can fail to account for the majority of variability
in nonresponse.

Therefore, the models were re-estimated using data only from respondents who were
interviewed all seven times. The results from this model are more unstable (larger variances) but
have the same set of respondents at each interview order, presented in Figure 6-2. Most notably,
the rates of decline in reporting after the first interview are smaller, suggesting that some or
maybe much of the reduced reporting across waves may be attributable to other factors such as
nonresponse.



Figure 6-2. Odds Ratios for Reporting Crime Victimization at Each Sequential
Interview, by Screening Question, All Seven Interviews Completed
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Note: Although unstable estimates based on significance of at least one coefficient have been omitted from this graph, Forced Sex has been
retained due to its relative importance. Other unstable estimates are listed in the legend, but omitted from the graph.

6.2 Time

The results in the third model presented in Table 5-2 (since there are slight differences
between the three models, the third model that is based only on respondents who completed all
seven interviews is most appropriate) show that screening questions are administered 1.5 seconds
faster on the second interview, and even though there are six months between interviews (recall
of the exact question seems unlikely), the questions are administered by a further 1.3 seconds
faster in the third interview, controlling for other factors in the model such as mode.

6.3  Changing responses

Response behaviors in surveys can be informative about problems with questions as well
as providing proxy evidence of cognitive processing. In the same manner that the time spent on a
question can be indicative of how thoughtful the answers are, changing responses can provide
evidence from what is happening during the time the question is being answered. Lack of
changing responses may be desirable for simple questions that do not require extensive recall,
but for questions such as asking about anything stolen in the past six months, changing responses
may be an indication of respondents taking the time to change their responses as they were
thinking about the topic. Certainly, this paradatum can be indicative of a number of other
respondent and interviewer cognitive processes and behaviors, such as the interviewer asking
and recording the questions too quickly and having to change the responses.

Similar to the models used for time, a three-level hierarchical logistic model was
estimated using the 2006-2010 paradata in which the dependent variable was whether the
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response to the question was changed. Using the same variable names defined in Table 5-1, the
three levels were defined as:

Level-1 Model (Question Level)
PI’Ob(CV_|NDijk:1|77:jk) = ﬁjk
log[ @i/ (1 - @ig)] = Mijk
Nijk = mojk + 71jk* (STEMji) + o * (CUES) + 73 (PROPERTYiji) + majc* (RAPE:jK)
+ 75i*(Q_ORDijx)

Level-2 Model (Interview Level)

mojk = Pook + Por* (MARIT2j) + Lok (MARIT3j) + Boa* (MARIT4y) + Soa* (MARITSj)
+ ﬁ05k*(AGE3jk) + ﬁoek*(AGE4jk) + ﬁ07k*(AGE5jk) + ﬂogk*(AGEij)
+ Poo* (AGETjk) + Borok*(EDUC2j) + Bo11™*(EDUCSj) + Borak™*(EDUC4)
+ ﬂ013k*(EDUC5jk) + ﬁ014k*(|ORD2jk) + ﬂ015k*(|ORD3jk) + ﬂ01sk*(|ORD4jk) +
ﬂ017k*(|ORD5jk) + ﬂ018k*(|ORD6jk) +ﬂ019k*(|ORD7jk) +ﬂ020k*(|NPERSONjk) +ﬂ021k*(FREXij) +
Fojk

Level-3 Model (Respondent Level)

ﬂOOk = yo000 t VOOl(U RBANk) + yooz(FOFEMk) + yoog(FOGATEDk) + y004(FORCHSP1k)
+ yoo5(FORCHSP3k) + yooe(FORCHSP4k) + yoo7(RESTR|CTk) + Ugok

Note: STEM, CUES, PROPERTY, RAPE, Q_ORD, MARIT2, MARIT3, MARIT4, MARITS5,
AGE3, AGE4, AGE5, AGE6, AGE7, EDUC2, EDUC3, EDUC4, EDUCS, IORD2, IORD3,
IORD4, IORD5, IORD6, IORD7, INPERSON, FREXP, URBAN, FOFEM, FOGATED,
FORCHSP1, FORCHSP3, FORCHSP4, and RESTRICT are centered around the grand mean.

Table 6-1 presents estimates from this model estimated for all paradata from 2006 to
2010 and for a subset of respondents who completed all seven interviews. In both sets of
estimates there is a significant decline in changing responses after the first interview, even when
controlling for mode. There is a more evident decline through the seventh interview in the full
data (-0.171, -0.317, -0.340, -0.389, -0.446, -0.487) compared to the model that is restricted to
the same set of respondents at each interview order (-0.112, -0.243, -0.264, -0.132, -0.300, -
0.342) but in both models there is considerable decline in changing responses by the last
interview. While this could be due to learning and familiarity with the questions, the lowest rate
on the seventh interview could also be indicative of different approach used by some
respondents—such as revealing events that they would have intentionally suppressed otherwise,
or not revealing crime in order to finish the last interview quickly.

6-5



Table 6-1.  Estimates for Hierarchical Models for Changing Response Values on Each
Screener Question based on Paradata from 2006 to 2010, Using All Data and
Only Data from Respondents Who Participated in All Seven Interviews

All Data Respondents with 7 Interviews
Fixed Effect Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig.
Est.  Error d.f. Est.  Error d.f.
For INTRCPTL, my
For INTRCPT2, B
INTRCPT3, Vooo -5.129 0.010 56,049 <0.001| -5.265 0.017 11,330 <0.001
URBAN, Vo031 0.147 0.023 56,049 <0.001| 0.184 0.037 11,330 <0.001
FOFEM, Yoo, 0.006 0.018 56,049 0.729| 0.080 0.031 11,330 0.010

FOGATED, yqo3 -0.071 0.043 56,049 0.101| -0.221 0.085 11,330 0.009
FORCHSP1, Yoos 0.090 0.028 56,049 0.001| 0.016 0.053 11,330 0.764
FORCHSP3, yoos 0.096 0.030 56,049 0.001| -0.032 0.058 11,330 0.584
FORCHSP4, yoes 0.039 0.040 56,049 0.329| 0.094 0.077 11,330 0.222

RESTRICT, Ygo7 0.012 0.044 56,049 0.788| -0.064 0.089 11,330 0.475
For MARIT2, Bo:

INTRCPTS, Voo 0.039 0.043 140,900 0.368| 0.032 0.058 66,708 0.579
For MARIT3, o

INTRCPTS3, Yoz 0.217 0.029 140,900 <0.001| 0.214 0.047 66,708 <0.001
For MARIT4, Bos

INTRCPTS3, Voso 0.222 0.058 140,900 <0.001| 0.395 0.109 66,708 <0.001
For MARITS5, Bo4

INTRCPTS3, Yoo 0.119 0.027 140,900 <0.001| 0.117 0.051 66,708 0.021
For AGE3, Bos

INTRCPTS3, Voso 0.021 0.047 140,900 0.649| -0.012 0.138 66,708 0.933
For AGEA4, Bos

INTRCPTS3, Voso -0.035 0.043 140,900 0.415| -0.036 0.104 66,708 0.732
For AGES5, Bo7

INTRCPTS3, Vo7o -0.004 0.044 140,900 0.920| -0.007 0.100 66,708 0.942
For AGES, Bog

INTRCPTS3, Voso -0.069 0.045 140,900 0.128| -0.101 0.100 66,708 0.314
For AGE?7, ,Bog

INTRCPTS3, Yogo -0.218 0.049 140,900 <0.001| -0.171 0.102 66,708 0.093

For EDUC2, Boso
INTRCPTS3, Vo100 -0.033 0.029 140,900 0.252| -0.084 0.051 66,708 0.098
For EDUC3, oy
INTRCPTS3, Vo110 0.063 0.031 140,900 0.041| 0.011 0.055 66,708 0.839
For EDUCA4, BOlZ
INTRCPT3, Vo120 -0.015 0.031 140,900 0.623| -0.010 0.053 66,708 0.848
For EDUCS5, BOlS
INTRCPT3, Vo130 -0.036 0.040 140,900 0.377| 0.006 0.065 66,708 0.925
For IORD2, Bo14
INTRCPT3, Vo140 -0.171 0.024 140,900 <0.001| -0.112 0.052 66,708 0.030
For IORD3, Boys
INTRCPT3, Vo150 -0.317 0.028 140,900 <0.001| -0.243 0.053 66,708 <0.001
For IORD4, Boys
INTRCPT3, Vo160 -0.340 0.030 140,900 <0.001| -0.264 0.053 66,708 <0.001
For IORD5, Boy7
INTRCPTS3, Vo170 -0.389 0.033 140,900 <0.001| -0.132 0.052 66,708 0.011
For IORDG, BOlS
INTRCPTS3, Vo180 -0.446 0.037 140,900 <0.001| -0.300 0.054 66,708 <0.001
For IORD7, Bo1e
INTRCPTS3, Vo190 -0.487 0.043 140,900 <0.001| -0.342 0.054 66,708 <0.001
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All Data Respondents with 7 Interviews
Fixed Effect Param. Std. Approx. Sig. |Param. Std. Approx. Sig.
Est.  Error d.f. Est.  Error d.f.
For INPERSON, Bo20
INTRCPTS3, Vo200 -0.045 0.019 140,900 0.018| -0.046 0.034 66,708 0.177
For FREXP, BOZl
INTRCPTS3, Vo210 0.000 0.000 140,900 0.737| 0.000 0.000 66,708 0.322
For STEML1 slope, m;
For INTRCPT2, B
INTRCPT3, V100 0.024 0.001 945,960 <0.001| 0.027 0.001 397,795 <0.001
For CUESUM slope,
For INTRCPT2, B2
INTRCPTS3, V200 0.025 0.001 945,960 <0.001| 0.024 0.002 397,795 <0.001
For PROPERTY slope, 13
For INTRCPT2, B30
INTRCPTS3, V300 2.167 0.101 945,960 <0.001| 2.158 0.161 397,795 <0.001
For RAPE slope, 74
For INTRCPT2, B4
INTRCPTS3, V00 -0.457 0.029 945,960 <0.001| -0.408 0.048 397,795 <0.001

For Q_ORD slope, 15
For INTRCPT2, Bs
INTRCPT3, Y500

0.400 0.028 945,960 <0.001

0.400 0.045 397,795 <0.001

The difference in estimates between the two models can be of interest by itself. It
suggests that respondents who fail to complete all seven interviews are more likely to be
changing their responses. Unfortunately, any interpretation may be too speculative. It would be
useful to have audio recorded interviews to better understand changing responses and what they

indicate on NCVS.

As Table 6-1 shows, there was no relationship between interviewer experience (FREXP)
and changing responses. This finding is somewhat surprising and useful as it suggests that it is
not so much interviewer experience as it is other factors such as respondent familiarity with the
instrument that affects changing responses in these two interviewer-administered modes.
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7. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The NCVS screening questions play a critical role in the Nation’s official statistics on
crime victimization. They have been the subject of past research in the 1980’s and 1990°s and
had undergone a substantial redesign in 1992. Building on this past research, this study found
that the redesigned questions perform better than the previous questions used in NCS without
cues to the extent that the added cues outnumber the NCS questions that they replace. In order to
improve estimates, it seems it will be challenging to decrease the length of the screener.

The qualitative interviews with current NCVS interviewers provided useful information
and helped to inform some of the analyses. It is important to keep in mind that these 15
interviews could not be used to make general statements. Nonetheless, interviewers indicated
having difficulty with the length and repetitiveness of the screener items, administering the
screener to reluctant respondents, and difficulty in administering the survey multiple waves with
the same respondents.

Only one of the screening questions was found to have a very small contribution to any of
the types of crime victimization, a question on vandalism, and this question has already been
dropped in the current instrument. Revision of the number and content of the cues, however, may
be a fruitful line of research. Some interviewers expressed a preference for shorter questions—
this research may also investigate decreasing the number of cues in favor of more and shorter
screening questions. This latter design will also allow for routine evaluation of smaller
components of the screening instrument. It is key that any research on this topic incorporates a
novelty effect—it is possible that the reporting is higher in an experimental group than in a
production sample.

It was estimated that interviewers spent almost half as much time reading the cues as the
question stems. Furthermore, interviewers reported that it was generally difficult to read the
entire questions (with the cues) after the first interview, as respondents would interrupt with the
answer. The NCVS screener relies on proper administration of the cues and this may be
indicative of the need for interviewer refresher training.

Consistent with prior research, interviewer experience had a negative association with
crime victimization reporting and with time to administer the crime victimization screening
questions. In addition, interviewer workload was also negatively associated with reporting of
crimes. Both of these findings support the need for additional interviewer training, particularly
for interviewers that have been interviewing for a long time.

There seemed to be a time in sample effect, both on crime reporting to the screening
questions and on time to administer the questions. There was a decline in reporting and in time
from the first to the second interview, which also continued for later interviews; thus, it cannot
be attributed entirely to forward telescoping of events in the first interview. More surprisingly,
there was an apparent increase in reporting and in time on the seventh interview. A speculation
can be that respondents are more willing to disclose a victimization when they know that it is the
last interview.

Some questions could not be addressed due to the lack of randomized experiments, such
as the effect of mode on responses to the screening questions. Models, however, controlled for
such factors as mode and correlates of unit nonresponse.



Two related suggestions can be offered for further investigation. If the cues are embedded
in the questions so that the question is not asked before the cues are read, it may help their proper
administration. Concurrently, interviewers can receive reinforcement about the importance of the
proper administration of the screening questions. Experienced interviewers, for example, may
tend to be better at gaining participation but they can also administer the questions faster and
elicit lower reporting.

Considering the overall NCVS design and how it can affect the screening questions, there
are several lines of research suggested by these analyses, some of which BJS may have already
embarked on:

e What is the relative magnitude of telescoping compared to underreporting due to the
panel survey design?

It is possible that the magnitude of telescoping is smaller than the magnitude of
underreporting due to administering seven waves at each sample address. Neter and Waksberg’s
work in the 1960’s certainly alerts researchers to an important source of error, but the goal
should be that of minimizing total survey error. To that end, it is important to quantify the error
from different sources, such as telescoping, time in sample, and nonresponse due to a multi-wave
design.

e What is the effect of the multiple wave design on survey estimates through (a)
nonresponse and (b) measurement error due to burden?

These are challenging questions to address and will require experimentation, but can
inform improved survey designs that balance bias and variance in determining the optimal
number of interviews at a sample address.

e Are the cost benefits from the panel design still being realized, four decades after the
inception of this design?

This question seems simple, yet it requires a thorough understanding of the cost of the
survey operations in order to estimate the cost under alternative survey designs.

e Could the screening questions be better administered in a self-administered mode?

Some researchers argue that self-administration is necessary for the collection of data on
sensitive and threatening behaviors. The NCVS screener is even conducted in the household
where an offender may even be present, as has been pointed out in the past. Self-administration,
such as ACASI, has the potential for improving reporting to the screening questions.

e Could the use of centralized telephone interviewing improve crime reporting in the
screening instrument, as it has been found for other topics in the past?

This is a multifaceted problem that includes current operational structure, but there is
evidence even from the NCVS that centralized CATI may lead to higher reporting of crimes. It
may also lead to cost efficiencies afforded by the centralized management of a dedicated
telephone interviewing staff.



e Could mode assignment be managed more efficiently and productively with the aid of
real-time paradata, monitoring, and modeling, in a responsive design framework—
even optimizing the mode for accurate reporting of crime victimization?

This is somewhat related to the possibility of using centralized CATI. Use of a sample
management system that can move cases from the field to telephone and vice versus, based on
current outcomes, may be a challenging endeavor but one that may be able to increase the
efficiency of data collection and increase response rates by incorporating what is learned about
each case into statistical models that inform data collection.

e What other paradata can be collected that are informative of response errors,
understanding field implementation, and cost optimization beyond what is available
in the standard sample management system and interview software?

Using CHI for interviewer observations will provide more valuable paradata, but the
most benefit can be expected from collecting paradata that are tailored to the NCVS. For
example, building in measures that better identify whether the cues in the screening questions are
read will help identify interviewers who need additional training and identifying observations
that are associated with crime victimization may help adjust for nonresponse bias in the screener.

Many of the metrics analyzed in this report can be monitored on a daily basis to inform
decisions during data collection. Furthermore, additional metrics can be constructed, tailored to
the NCVS—whether they are designed paradata such as interviewer observations or derived
metrics from computerized systems.

Particularly to help understand how the screening questions are administered in the field
and how respondents approach them, it would be exceptionally useful to have recorded
interviews (often referred to as Computer Audio Recorded Interviewing, or CARI). Coding
schemes can then be devised to extract the useful aspects of the respondent-interviewer
interaction for statistical analysis.

The screener and incident report structure may be reconsidered altogether, but if retained,
further use may be made from the screening questions. The screener can be used to inform
statistical models to sample individuals for incident reports or parts of incident reports, both in
real-time, but even more feasible, across waves. Statistical methods have been evolving rapidly
in recent years and it is becoming more plausible to implement a split questionnaire design to
reduce respondent burden and increase reporting by reducing the length of the interview for
respondents in the context of a large production survey. Furthermore, depending on how it is
implemented, costs can be reduced (or conversely, precision of estimates increased) in a multiple
imputation framework.

There is certainly reason to be concerned about the quality of the paradata used in these
analyses. Across all three models for time (Table 5-2) the screening questions were completed
significantly faster in the in-person mode (-1.180, -0.970, -0.696). This is counter to past
research on interview pace differences between in-person and telephone, and may be due to how
interviewers administer the NCVS screening questions and how that time is recorded. The
questions are not part of the main interview and based on the qualitative interviews reported in
Chapter 2, interviewers tend to know and sometimes administer these questions from memory.
They may be doing the same to a lesser extent on the telephone. Based on the full data model in



Table 6-1, the in-person interviews were also associated with slightly lower likelihood of
changing responses (OR=.96), despite the respondents’ unfamiliarity with the instrument on the
first interview (which tends to be in-person). Despite the statistical significance, this odds ratio
does not seem to indicate a meaningful difference and rather supports a striking similarity in
changing responses across modes, but may still suggest that interviewers tend to administer the
screening questions from memory when at the doorstep.

Many important questions remain unanswered mostly because of the largely
observational (nonexperimental) nature of the data. Mode of interview may have a substantial
effect on reporting in the screener yet the choice of mode is confounded by the respondents’ and
interviewers’ preferences and decisions. The effect of the rotating panel design with seven waves
was analyzed, but had to rely on strong assumptions — either that the covariates in the model can
account for differences between wave nonrespondents and respondents or that those who
participated in all seven interviews behave similarly to those who do not. Yet the rotating panel
design is a major design feature that seems to have a substantial effect on reporting crimes in the
screener.
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you riddan public transpartation ‘Aead ansaer cvteyancs 504 | 1 . Almost svery day (or more Ffroquentiyl ;
O rEEOnCa Bs ey ped s " At leas! once a weak
Dhix ngt inchade schocl buses . 5. - At least onca a month
Rade £00) thw Frsy categony that spniiss. ¢ Lass often
= MNewer
i Dent know
M unsurs. AEK (R VFRIFY - 1 I
33a. Huw tong have you livad at thiz address? (B0 CoMarthsit—111 - BKIP to 3581
st renbrar of 3a0tE SR s :
[ OR N
— .
1598 .. Yeals (fgund 1 noarest whala
! year, - El Check Ner: & .
. ol -
Flow BN YEErE 805 SrTeied ir 3duf : T 5 yuars or mure — SKIP 0 34
G oyasrs — Ak J30
A3b. Altogethor, how many times have you movad in the Rzt
B y&arg, that iz, since - T 58

— “umber nf tirnes

Pega 2

AT ST 2T




HOUZEHQLD RESPONDENT'S SCREEN CUESTIONS

34

Diean eryone tno thie houesehald operate & business :;‘oc
from this addrasa? e

35,

Gt 35
EKIP tc 30a

FERSLNAL - Fill e ahscraion.

TEEPHO ML — Ak,

Vs there a slgn on the premises or somo
other indicetion to the gineral public that a
bushiass Is operetad from this address?

AGa.

3Eh.

! 36,

['m gotng to ragd some exs mpdey that will giwe:
yau an kes of the kirds af crities this study
COvars.

Aa | go through them; txll ma i any of these
happenad to you in the last & months, that 1x
BinCE 13

Was something belonging to YOU stolen, | N
such ax — !

{a) Thirga that you sarry, like: lugaage, 2 wallet,
puree, briefcase, hook - -

{b} Clathlng . Jewelry, ar calGulatar v - A

{el Bicyche or aports afuipment — [

{d) Things in your housa — ke a TV, slereo, or
toola —

{e) Thingz cantzide your home such as a oardan

haze or lawh Furbitues ..

1] Things helonging to children in the housphald —

{gi Thinge from a vehicle, such e & packaga

QroceTias, camera,; of CREEAttE 1Bpas —

oR

[h) DId anyane ATTEMPT to steal anything [T . -
helonglng to you? !

MARK UR 451 L EvEREETeRTE
:}u‘ﬂf"? ingidents uf this type hapsen to Liwe ‘3)_%“ i h““’?& Q{,‘?jﬂl L T

¥What happened ¥

Describs abows

Fioas

e ASPRER ;
ety ok N
How many lmes? ﬁ?.ﬁﬁﬂf.ﬁ%%%ﬁ’é%%ﬁ

et . _
ﬁ%:ﬁwmﬁ'é,%tﬁéjiﬁﬁﬂg 20 NN — SKIP 1ot

vkethes LEE]
A " k R
Eﬁ.‘fwgm SRRt

Surnben of wmas (361

4

3ta

37h.

37c.

1Qther than any incidents already mentonad,) Biizliy dusuribe issiduotls)
haz anyone — =¥

lat Broken in or ATTEMPTED to break inte
your homa by forcing a door or window,

pPushing past someone, jimmying a lock,
&irtting & $Grean, or kntkring through an

open door ar window?

1B} Hat anyobs illegxAy gotten in or triad to get )
into & garage, shed ar storage roomy?

OR

1=} Hizgally gotten in or wiad to get bto a hetet " s
ar mots! raom or vecation home where you

ware staying?

MARK OA ASK -

Did eny incldents of thls typs heppen o
You?

271 Ne

1. ¥es — What happaned?

Cesoribe Abave

BKIF 1 AR

How many timeal

TOANLE TR0

Iurmbas of tirws 1571

NI

Fagae

J



HOULSEHOLD RESPONDENT S SCREEN QUESTIONS

38, What was the TOTAL numbser of cars, vans,
trucks, motorcyokts, ar othar motar vehicles
owned by you ar any ather mambar of thix
housshodd during the last § momha? Include

L
thogse you na lonper own. ﬁiﬁ; T i
i F ey A e
B ety Fojredid

3%, Durivg 1ha tast B momths jether than any
Incidenta siready mantignad) [waz tiwera
any of tham| —

{a] Siclan or uyed without parmission?

I} Dvd anyor sita any parte such B a tea,
tapa detk, hubcap or hattery?

jcl Did anyoms sieal any gas from (L them]
OH

{d} Did anyors ATTEMPT 20 staat any vehicla
or parta atteched ta {Hitham}?

MaRK ORASK —
33b. DAd any incidants of this typs heppen
to youd

3fc. How I'I“I-II'I tiax?

40a. {Othar than any incidents already mesrtionad}
alnce __ ... . ——__ ,18__ ,wereyou
attecked or threataned DR did yau have
somathng stolan from you —

ja} At homa including the porch or yard —

b} At or nwar a Trlepd's, relative’n, or
neighbar's hanee —

el At wark or schanl —

(d) In places such &% a storape shad or laurkdry
room, & shopping mall, rastaurant, hank, or
alvpan —

{el While ridirg in any vehicle —

1§} Cm tha streal or by & pesiing kot —

{g] At such places 85 a party, thaater. gym,
picnis area, bewlng fanes, or while fishing
or hutiting —

R

{hi Did anyone ATTEMPT to attach or attempt o
stoal anythinag belonging to you from any of
thaye placea?

MARK QA ASK -

40b. Did tn; Incldanta of this type happen

W you

;o1 ves — Whae hnppmo'cﬁ
' Dageriba shove’

v Mo - SRR o 18

“fbmber of times (401

Notes

Page &

MONK: WES-1 K nu‘aﬁtl}.",




HOUSEHOLD REEPONKDENT'S SCHEEN QUEETIONS

’ 413 IOthnr than any Incklants slraady nvanthonad. b
haw enyone sttackad or thraatened you in any of
.thnrun waye (Excluyde tatephora threats) —

QLY :I'nlth &ny weapon, for instance. a gun or

Thi With griything ke 3 basahall bt Arviny
pan, sciegors, o etek

=) By somathing thrown, such as B rock cr
bottls —

1d] inclusds any grabling, punching, or
choking,

{2l Any repa, aitampted rape or oihar type of
maxual attack —

ifi Any face to face threats —
QR

1al Any atigck or threat or uae of force by
anyone at aili Fiease mention it svan if you
ars 0ot cartain it wae a orime.

MARK OR 45K —
Did ery incidente ai this typa heppen
1o youT

41b,

416 How many times?

Eriafly deacrbe incident|st K

Fiomdere pbas IV IVNIYE
';:::*”m,wg e
fiamaet
B I T bR e | Bdd
ki —
il
i 2
o
2
i
S
3

g el g

Tl fes — What happanad?
Dascribg abiove

Ll No — SKINP 0 435

Numbar of timae 131)

42e. Paapla often don’t think of Incldents

committad by somaone thay know. {Gther
than any ncidents already mentloned,) did you
hava aomathilnyg sinlan from you QR were you
pittacked or threstenad by (Exciude telsphons
thrests; —

(&) Bmednk at work ar schook —
ik A nabghleor or friand
Lt A ralative or lamily member —

{dl Any other paraon you've met ar known?

Briefly describe incident|5) P

m.n ETTer

M.d.mc SR ASK — ;;° L a‘%@é,?;.ﬂ.* w 9 543 17 Yas — What he
o — ppanad?
42h, DId sny Incldaniz of this type heppan %&?&Ea maﬁgﬁz il Dearribe shave
: c-
to you'! g oot m;@%‘,ﬁ 217 No — SKIP 1 438
B L i s
43¢, How many UmesTt

e ;&ﬁgggg;;m;?m
m;végg *ﬁ-ﬁ“ :

1

[ sea?m.?é&? “‘
4 Frgg

Number of tives (421

Ala. Incldents hwalving lorcad ov unwantad saxual
vcta ara oftan difficole to talk aboupt. [Othar
then any Incldants siresdy mentlonad}, hawve
yoiul bean farced or eoercad to angaps in
urwartad saxual retlvity by —

la} Sameone you dldn't know before =
{b! A cazual scoquaiotimee —
OR

i) Somaors you krow wall?

: Brivfly duscritr: incidentrs) ¥

TWARK O ASK -

Did any Incldants of thle typs happen
1o youl

43h,

43c. How many timan?

e B

i

- e
e _%ﬁw a6
wgﬁ%@

T

Yes — What heppenad?

Llascrite abowve
SKIF o 442

7

Hurmber of times 142

A B VIR W

Page ©



HOUSEHOLD RESFONDENT'S SCHEEN QUESTIONS

44a. hid you call tha pallca durlng tha lest 8 montha ta
rapart somathing (alaa) that happensd te YOU
which you thought wes 3 crima? [Other than any
Incldenta slready mantlanad.}

T
: Biisfly dascrbe incidznt!s, ¥

Look at 44, If unzurs. ASK. Ware you wias the
raspeident) arached or threataned, or was

somxthirg stolen or an stiomat made te shoel
something that bafonged to pou {the
raspondedy] ar anothar housshold member?

44b. How meny times?

543 | 1 |: Yas — Ask d4b .
_ No — SKiF 1o 45a

453. Did amything happan ta YO U durlng the last &
munths which you thought waa B crims,
did | HOT rt ta the pofical (Other than any
tn alrea antoned.}

U BrivHy doscribe incidont(s: ¥

;s@-@’mmw vv o

ﬁ;u
5.535-'3“'

o

b ?ﬁla« B bty

'g?,%‘i‘?fg s 3%%& 1 w7 Ry - BHEE
B sEre s Il rr D
Féﬁu W w» ﬁﬁfm il ek JTerm

F‘I‘HEIE#E Lonk &- 45a. If unaurs, ASY. Wars you (was tha
respondert] attackaed or thraataned, or wea

eomathing stelen or Bn eriempt made 1o
atesl somnathirg that helangsd to you [tha
1ezpondani] or anathar housaehold member?

45b. How many timaa?

Whe bazides tha 1epoirdent WaE pragsit
when scraan questions wWers ackad? [
talazhams imtarviaw, mark box T ondy. |

555

+

| i Z Yer — Aszi4Eb
t ik — SHIPto
Chent iten DL

17 Telephone interview — SKIP fo 458
Parzonal inkarview — dark aff that apoly,
2 .1 Mo ona besides raspondant prasent
Respondent’s EpouEa
HHLO mamberis] 12 —, not spocsa
TV HHLD mercheriz) un|1=r 12
P Munhozehaled mintarres)
T _! Someone wee prasenc — Can'taay who
a han't ke £ snmeane #lze Jare mant

]
Iy
5
W

CHECK 1f seif-reepanges infendew, SKIP te d6a.
ITEME .se SaAge inTanie ,..Fl .

Did tha paraan fot wihcm thiz iqtariaw wes
teken help the prowy reepondent anawear any
2orEEn Questionz?

1655 |

1 1 ¥es
2|'|Nn

- Page B




HCUSEHOLD AESPONDENT'S VANDALIEM OLESTIONS

463, Mow I'd like to azk about vandallsm that tasy have bean &emrmitted during the Iaat & monthsa ngnina’lyuu.l'- :
housohokl, Vendalism is the deliberate, Intentional damage to or dostruction of property. Examples are
braaking windowa, slasling tlres and painiing yrafiiti on walls.

4k,

Smca 13__, hag shyone
mtm'ltlonnliy damngad nl daas‘lﬂwed property owned
by you or somaone slss in your houzelwald?
AEXCLUDE any damaga dane 0 conjunctlon writh
incidems airaady mentionad .}

What kind of proparty wae damaged or deatroyed in o

this/theze actis}of vandalism? Aaything elee?

Mok () Ol property tHra was damaged or destroved
by wineiddseer v reforence perfad.

1_Yes
wr ] ke — SMEE I ek
e G

- L1 Mstor webicle tinchuding gartsi

|__’ By gl fincluding partsi

% '_ % TR

Fl | Hausse wbndumw streen'ccor

3. Yﬂll v yarcden [Lrees, shrabes, Eence, ato |
] Full'uluu' el st noads

71 Caetaing

& ninal e, vesiock, el

3 _. Other — Spediy <

CHEGI
ITEM G

‘%.goz,?’?mﬁy v B3

Q?i{:z@wm&x b@?\’

v‘

48, What kind of damage was dona in thla/thase o T : - .
' el . . v Braken glass: windaws, windshield
actizh of vandalisn? Anything slas? — " o p ! :
4 ‘ . yhiass in dacr, mirmr
Aack (X ';Jj:':' "I_J“':"S ‘:" damage b_y;andafs AT — Deluved;: mared. graffiti, dirtiad
Focorted during referance e Wi uk sma; f fira, haat or explosives
— Drewe wile o2 ran ower with vehicke
; & . Dthor breaking or tearing
] e[l Iniutad or killad arnimaels
! O b Spurify "
i
.- . PI I ..--
454, Whet was the total dollar amaunt of the damage caused | :
by thiaftheea actie] af vandallsm duting the laz1 6 I nga| & o0 — SHIP o Check
montha? [Hes rapair costs if the properiy was repairod.) i —_ tEm F
(EXCLUDE any domaga dona in incidents already ! =11 ban s knnw
mentioodd : " |_I Mo gagt — SRR L L,m,-;k tem
de. Was the damage under 5100 or 100 ar mora? :?1' 1 | _Jr,,;;,-r R[] T b
{{NCLUDE total amount for all incldents of v L1 #1900 or mare
vendallam durlng the las1 6 months.) : 1 1 Don's ®naw
CHECHK ; . o -
'TEM F 11 nognee, &5% . In the vandalism st mentioned, FricFly deseribe invidont(=l
wuerE y Oecits Lo resprandientl atkachad ar
threatiencd, or was something atolen or an — T
attempt madn to steal semething that JE
Lekanged b yyu (e esaondenl) o another
househald member? {Oher than any e T &‘ e .
nidentzisl already memtioned 7 i 3 d‘ﬁf&i@? { w52 | +[]¥es - What happened?
';°: 3?5*313: .,&g.l Desoride sl
?:?ggﬁa{%;go?g O Mo - SEIP e Sk '
R sy N G
Alif. How msny timas? 4 § et ‘
*@s.z

Blureb er of timcs 196

Trensoribe *‘number of times'"
mach of the following:

{a} Screen Quest on, Weam 360, moge 2

antry Tor

Ik} Screen Questicn. Ttann 37, pege 3
[e} Suresn Cuestior, Itam 38, paga A
b Sonen Queskon, M $0;, page 4
[} Jrezon Quostior, tem 411G, paga &
{7 Scoen Ouesticn, tem 42c, page 5
igh Screan CGuestior, tam A30, page &
thi Sgrasn Qusst on. Mem A14b. pege &
{i} Scrasn Queetion, Ham A 5h, page 6

{j} Wandal.zm Qusstion, ter- 4G, paga 7

T Mene — Gato Check lert H

Mumber of ttmes |26)
Bl bar of Dimeas 1370
Wumnler of zires 03400
Mumkar of times 1101
W nber of irers 14 1)
. Hamber ot Limes 1421
Murnber sfvimes 1431

Huriber ol firrees 144

Harrher of rimgs 14481
Monlaer of tirmes 1465]

it eritry at 1 or morg in 3y of the a04avs,
Al 2eins eoioant renarte Refare marking
Chaet ftam

if nane menked, go ta Check Jrem H.

FOFH HCS 1018 L ATy

Be sore ta fill #any incident reports before marking Check Foem M.

Fepa 7



HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S EMPLDYMEKT AND HOME PROTECTION QUESTIONS

Iz the raspondent 16 years or oldur?

ViYeE — Ask 47
[MHo — BKIP 10 47

47a. Oid you have 8 job or work ak a husiness LAST
WEEK? (D not inchuds volunvaer work of wark
araund tha houne.)

woaks or mare?

Tgad_ 113 Yaa — ENIP Ja d8s
{If farm ar blesiness operator i uzahcld, 2k 2 Z Mo - Ak dih
atout urped work. | .
ASK OR VERIFY - F— _ -
475, Didd yons haws 8 job or work ata buginess OURING 122 | ! % Tes - Ask 47T
THE (AST & MONTHS? ! 2LINo - SKIP 10 42
47¢, DAd that otywark} lam  conwecutlve Ted | 1 Cver  AckdBe

2 it — SKIP o 43

ALK OR VERIFY -

A8%a. Which o tha iollowing bost descriies
your jols?

PERSOMAL INTERVIEW [Shaw Rasfhare
TELEPHOME 'TWTERVIEYY - Waera you employed

in the { Sead main headings urtll you gat 3 yes.
Than read anawar carugaoriesh —

. Mark [X] ooy one categary.

: 11 | Physician
— sl | Nurse

Maudical Profossion— Axa —

1| | Techrician

o Dther - Specify

H r_ Prafassional [Secisl werker! payohistristl
& Custodial care
1Ll Other  Specify __

al 1 Preachaol
% ' Elamantary
wnl | lanior high of middia schoat
-11 1 High schoat
12l | Collage ar universicy
1al] Technical o Induatdal school
1e.r_| Herial saucation fac iy :
THnhar — Specify .o
Law Enforcamant or Secuwtty Fleld — w-:rﬁ
smplovad ae a —
13, | Law enforcement officar
<7 Prizcn or jail guard
| Sacurity guaord
el Dthet — Specify
Retail Sales — Wore you -mpluwdal a-=
ani_ Coirveniencs of BGuar stere clark
21,] Gas stalion pttandant
z2 [ Bartends
w1 | Qner — Spac.l.[y

24 i Dues drivar
5 ] Taxi cal drivar
sl ] Oner — Specify
0OR
2200 Something elap - Speuifv

ASK OR VERIFY — _£88 | 1 A privete company, Susiness, or
A8k, 33 yaur poh with (Aead 2z wer categorivy? — wdlvidual for wages?
1 _]1 The Fadaral government? )
i =1 & Siate, county, or kacal gavernmsnt?
| Al ‘rwmﬂ! {Sslf-smploywd} i pour owa -
: profassional practice, or 'h:n'm
480, Whike warking at your jols, da you work mosthy ETIR = Achy?
in fFEEn AMRWEr SArRLO sl — 2 Li Gubusrban areai
2. Rural area?
, 1 [ Combmation of any o thesa?
49. We'ra intaranted in tinding out if people wa 1alk i
to do anything in particular ta keap thitves or - 3
imtrudera out of thelr homsa. Fere] 1C Yes
Doas your bousahald heve eny apeclal DEVICEE . . 2No
puch a5 doad holy docks, wlectric timars for hghts,
or 4in alarmn systern? Do not include snimals. :
Si}a. I» thara an arganized nelghborbiood walch ar w71 | -7l wus  Ask S0h
citlrana’ protestion group for your area? i O VT } SKIP 10 h r
| L . t0 Check (em
] ] N _ o 1 Dan’t know )
Blb. Do you, or dosa anyens In your household, teke - &72 - 1 Va5
priit? . 2] Ne
. 11 Dorv't know
| 1hle the last househodd membar 1o ba i O Yes — Azk or vorify Control Card iems.
Interviswad? | Thatt END} intarviaw,
1 Np — Ask ar verify Comtrnl Sard frems
Then intarvigw neal Novsahald msmbhf A
Page: 2] r\unuﬂha'l.l




INDIVIDUAL'S PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

121, 135
HAME | Tvps of Intorvlaw
T - _ PgM 3 T
Lost [#aT;
. 1, | Pri. — Sexl-ruspoodens
TAEL 171 Tel, — Seli-respundent
sl | Per. Pronv} il;lu-'_f-:rl
= i PN R " . .
iz ’;:**g*:gg; ber EREE L e TEERiEE R ey ! PR raow Line
L L L o ervinw = 15 20 aret 14 “u
e T BT T S il e s S nd M BB R 0 SR R bk B B G FMIEErreh = [ Lt ans T4 an coyer page '
xc\.oi}o.oa.x bo§ﬁ§ Eﬁar;%&ogﬁﬁ:;%* ?6‘3%%:%&&32%%&&%&5 ﬁF?,?R@ki?*
hEE e s e e N S
o e e R e e e S e M
B e e e R e R B
20, . 22a, 228, 25, 124, 2E. 26. 7. 28,
FRulationship Ago loat | Marital Murital Sen Armad | Education} Education |Raca Hizpanic
b rafermnca irthday | statux THIS atatus LAST Forcan | — highogt orkgln
PAFEDD swvsy porlgd | wwrvey parlod mamber] grads
ags |4ma a0 306! 407 |.408 408 iz
510 Hoskara 1 Jharnes 1 ] Marnac 1M (17 e 1|: Tag ki |2 D vas
e[ wife a _Jwndawed (o T]wsowed 0T | a T Ne | |2 nw :ORlaek |20y
vald S52n Fuit a - Dhvorced |y Crvorcen liraze = Amar.
L'--'-F! Daeghter o | %eparated| 4] Separatad t_lag:jiiﬂ-
o2 Father ] e L.
= E war £ ] Mevar =
oo baothel murricd marrird | :;5'_("110
o0 Biather 5 L] Wil lar- 1= p:('aﬂl_
0 Sate ity 2 Islander
oL Otnar relanive lest suresy v Other
pariad the:
st Nanielative '
T e, PRSI 1
25 i i T
. Date of intarviaw L
Yt

30, Beforswe gat 1o the crime quastionn, I’ like to ask you
about soma of YOUR uwsoal actlvites. YWa have found that
peoHe with different llfnsw'l.i@ may be more or lasa llk.ihr
10 bacome victons of crima.

o average durng the [est & manths, thae Lz, singe
- 18 how aften have YOU
gone thoppirg? For example 81 drag, clothing,
grocery, hartwnre, and corwenlence siores. fAesn
SNEwar LATAgoITas Undil respondant answers yes, |

Nelark (X)) the first category thet apohes.

. Almont every dey (or mora fraquently)
— Atlegst once a woak

y — Atleast orce a menth

4 Leas often

v Never

i i Don't know

51}2 }

you riddan puhiic transportation (Aoid answer categories
Lt rpspoendend answers pes!l

B not inglude sehool bugses.
Mark (M) 1he first categorny that applias.

i
1
31, 1On avarage, durng tha last 6 mantle,] hew aftan have ;
vyou apant tha evening cut away from home for work, 1603 | 1. | Almest every day (ar mote frequantly)
echoal ar antertalnment ‘Fesa answer categorias Lnti! ! i | At lengt orice & vwesk
reanoilent ergwers yesl? : 2| At least once & month
1
Mark (X1 the Desd cirdenory Bt spplics. ] 11 Less often
. s LI Naver
: ¢ i ] Dan't know
32, {0w average, during the last & months) how ofter have
1)

i [ Almoat svery dey (cr mars fraguanty)
: [ At'east once a waek

1 Al least once o month

' 1177 Lagz ottan

3 — Don’'t know

Funsace,. ASE (IR VERIFY
33a. How long have yoo lived at this addrggs?
[Cnter number af et OF yeocs. )

;595 Months |1—11] — SKIP o 330
1

; CR

| 576 Yegrs [Hound en naarest wihate

: wear)  Fill Choewk Jiem A

| CHECK
ILUEN  How mery yeara are enterad in 33a7

]

| .

I [MERETL SE NI ¢ LR
! [ Lessflan b years — Ask 356

33h. Altogathar, how many times have you movod in lh: last
) 5 ymars, that is, since .18

_&0g Mk of tines

PO R0 ITRL AT

10

Fage '3’



INHMVIDUALE SCREEN QUESTIGNS .

A6a, I'm golng to radd soima axemples that will give \ Briafly deseriba incidemntls) -
yoax 6o ldea of the kikkls of crimes this study Y dugrrib incidantls) -y
GOWArs. !
Ax | go through tham, tell me if any 0f thase 1
happanad 1o you b tha 1aet € morths, that e !
aslnca __ L M L [
Was somathing balonming te YOU stolen, .
wish ax — I
{a) Things that you carry, Likke tuggage, a wallat, |
purdn, briafoess, ook — [
I
4] Clothing, jewelry, or calculator — — -
el Bicycle o spors aguipmeet — e — —
{d} Things ir: yaur hause — like a TY, starev, or : - [ ——
tools — : .
(&) Thinga from a vshlcia, puch as n packags, ! B
grocerias, Gamara, or cassetiv tapan —
1 - -
1]:]
It Did anyoéw ATTEMPT to stadl atything i )
balangmyg ta yu? I
1
1
1
- (S rE -
MARK OF ASK -- L T et
ek i P s T 53z
36h. Did any incidents of thia type happen ta [EE TRl w"&}o*ﬁ“w;ﬁq- 11| Yes — What I'ulp
you? %:-’g‘,’l{’;’ilfﬁ?}p}; e [Poscribe ke [ﬁ
i i’%d‘ap”d%giﬁ iy . ;
R R R LY
ABc. How many dmead i %ﬁ@% a«%%ﬁg%:;%
pruiirat b kg
*f:f“f&‘%:“%:’“v:”&%ﬁ?m 523,
ArspRR e e
B G U
40, Himmrthan ey Incldants ulr:'u;dr mantionad,] Bricily describa incidantlsi g
alngee . wWard you
attucksd or thraptaned OH did you ‘have ' . -
aomthing ytolan fram you — :
b—
iny At homs including the porch or yard— : _
ib] At ar near a frisnd' &, relativa’s, or osighbor's '
homs —
{e) At work or achoal — .
{d) In ptacas such as & storage stvikl or lsundry ;
room. B shopping mesl, ragtaursnt, hank, ar | —
akpor - !
(el ‘Whiks riding in any vehicla — ) )
{fl G tha atraet or in & parking lot — !
gl At such piscas an a party, thaaiar, gym, picnic :
gran, bowling lanes, or whila Fshing or LT
hunting — ,
OR -
|
ih) Bid eoyone ATTEMPT 1o actach or sttampt o -
ataal .n-rlhirl_? belonging to youfrom any of |
thaas ptacas 1
P -
i
I =
L. | ﬁg
MAAK OR ASK .. R T e
40h. nld;m- ncidents 4F thia type happen to P ‘;;,; i “isw%%&w‘mﬁ ] 1 7 ¥ee — Whath
you i e
5 ‘LF‘?«% g‘g:v 55*&?‘@“; 20 MNa
4. How many amas? ek
%ﬁ%ﬁ‘ﬁ o
kv?S & %Z’
[T~
Page 10
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INDIVIDFAL™S SCREEN QUESTIONS

414, {Gther than any incdents already msetioned,}
has anygne atiacoked or throatoned you in anr of
thvase wiys (Cxciunde tatsphona threats) —

[b] With anything like a bazahal bat, frying
pen, acizsors, or athchk —

el By sumething thrown, such as a rock or
botta

id] Inciudo sny grakbking, punchlng, or
choling,

{e] Any rape, attempted repe or other type of
FhEL] attach —

{f1 Any faca to Face thraats —
R
[¢] Any ptiack or thewat or uses of fores by

arvyored &t allT Pleass mantion i1 aven i you
arz not ceriain K was a crime.

{a] Whh any waaponh, for Ihitancs, 8 gun ar H
knHe —

MARK OF ASK —

#1h. Bid any mgidents of thiz typs hapmen
T YT

A1¢. How many timas?

Briefly describe incident|ef +

1 _ Ye8 — What heppaned?
Doscribm above
i Mo — SKPtad2a

4

47a. Paopia often don’t think of incldants
commitied by someona they hknow. (Othar
than any incidants alresdy mentloned,} gid yan
have something stodan from you 4R wara you
sttacaed or thraatened by [Exclude telsphane
threots! -

{c) A rolative or femily membar —

ted) Any other person yol ve mat or known?

{a) Bowmagvae st work or gchoal - !

[Bi A nalghbar ar friand — |

MARK OR ASK —
Did any incidenta of thiz type happen
1o yaut

42h,

T .
S 543 | 1 [1¥es — Whet happened?
Darprite shave
27 Ne — SKIP 10 435

4Zc. How many thnesi

43a. Incldants Invalving farcad or uwwantad sexisl
acta ara often difficult to talk shout. {Other
then sny incidanta already mantloned), have
¥au bzt forced or coevced (o otsgeyn
unwanted sexiial petiviey by —
(&) Someana you didntknow balore —
11 A hsudl sequaintAney -

OR
[¢] Somacns you know welf?

MARK OF ASK —

43b. Did any Incidenta of 1hia typa happan
to youf

43c. How many timas?

1845 | 5 | 1yes - What hopponed?
: Dagerhe above

1[0 Wo — SKWP to dda

<

Wumbar of timas (43}

FUIHMA S gt a1l

12
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INDYVIDUVAL'S SCREEN OUESTIONS

H
444, Did you call the polize during the last & months to | Briefly descnibes ingident
ropurt gomething ielse) that happansd 1o YOU ’

which yau thought was 8 crime? (Cther than any .. .-
inerdats alraady tmentlonad. )

i W R e R p E] ) ;
SEBMMINIEL NG | TOves  Whathe

g e e s

logamen s qips s s cade . on - - . "
stonii i - Described
e e I kil
sag]| - | | L
= ! ! OFFICE USE DMLY
CHECK R s ET P .
T ook st b, 1t unsure, ATK, Whers You twas the BRIy iy :
responiiom attacked or threatened, orwaz  £20 ST TR Sin 0 Ve — Ask 44b;
somathing stelen ar an attemyt iade 1o ﬁ_%ﬂf“;g;%“.’;wogg s3irisan| 1. e PR
stas! something that belanged to you [the 55000 33?@;%3&5‘22;’& il 21 I Mo — SHIP ird5e
raspondeni| or another househotd member? g@éﬁ;iﬁxﬁﬁgﬁﬁzﬂ
i T I
ddb. How many timasi ?ﬁ, QE%;‘:“Q“*;"Q%?U 3559 . .
LAY e e -
*mﬁo gyl “uealser of times (441

45a, Did anything heppen to YO during the {ast B
months which you thought wea a crime, bert o _
did NOT raport to tha polica? [Other thamn any
Incidents alveedy 3 d } — . . . -

A T - - ’ o
TEIIEITIE IR o0 1L Yes - Whhat hatip
'&*-“:gé&*?‘?:;%x;* pinied— D e

i
Pl e +7 Ma - BHIP e
y A Cheak l2m
HE | j !
o } I ! OFFICE USED

m Lowk a1 45, If urne, ASK. Wera you lwas the & T '
regnondants a“‘;ﬂ“d or threatoned, OF Was e oo RHETHTRRY | L ves — Ask4dF
semathing stoken or an attempt mads to steal e oy a L ho — ;

somathing that belangad 1o you ithe 2 § nE Pt gﬂitﬁc}“iﬁf :

ieznandert] nr another household member? i N

4Bb. How many times?

- []
Wi besides the respandant was prisenT S . o L
mwh&n EorBan quIstHRG wars aske? if 566 | 10 Alephons intericw — SKIP o :.\neqir_ﬁggl
; redephiane interview, man: box T unly.] T Parsonn] intervlow — Mark ol that a N

2 "1 Mo o bieaides raspondent orassnt
2 | Resporiien’s apouss )
1. | HHLD memilbos (st 12 1, not spousa .
o [ AHLD memberis| undar 12
3 Nonhauasshald nienberds) -
1 T Samacna was presenl — Cartsay whi,
y ] Den't know if surnsgne elea present,

I
m 1 selfraspunse Intarviaw, SKIP to -
Chack e & an | __ Yol

z ND
3 ) Perman Toer whom ioterdaw ekan Aot pras

it 1he nareon for whiomm this inervicw was
takest help the proxy respondent answer any
merpen questione?

CHECK e . o 1
~ Trangcribe ““numbeor of fimes”" antry 1 1 . T H
1TEn G [ i I [ Manyie = 5o 20 Cheavk e b

(B} Screcn Quedtian, [tem 38, vags 10 : . .o M of times D)
B Screen Queston, bam Ek, pege 10 _. _.Murnber of times 1401
tcl Screen Questlon, ltam 310, page 11 . . Mumber of timas (41)

d} Srrean Cuestior, Itam 420, paga 13 MNumber of tines [62)

{e] Scraen Questlon. lvem 43¢, peyss 11 . Wb of times 143)
M) Scruen Quastion, ltem 44k, page 12 _ .. Humbar of times 144}
— humber of times (48}

- R
IF ey of 1 ar more in any of 1he above, .fﬁ'l’sﬁtgn{
rigident rejrorts bofore manking Choak et B

If nene marked, o o Chack fosm f,

Ig) Screen Question, kem 450, page 12

Poge 12
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INMVIDUAL' S EMPLOYMENT QUESTIONS

8a arire to 5l aay Jncident reports bafors markieg Sheck ltam H.

la tha responcdent 18 yaars of alder?

Il ¥ez — Azk47u
il Mo — SKIP o Cleok item 1

473, pid you hava » jub ar work a1 a businesa LAST
WEEHK? {Do not inciuds walunteer werk or work
around the kousa.]

ifE Faerr o BUSiNEas Sperator i housaho!d, ask
SR oraid work. |

ASK OA VERIFY -

—_
47h. Did you have a job or work &t 8 business GURING

THE LAST 6 MONTHS?

i—.| Yaos - BKIF w048z
TINo - Asp47b
O ¥es - Ask 47

: ™ Mo -- SNIP to Check ltem T

47¢. Did that ljvh/work) last L oongaciniva

e . - |71 ve3 — Asx 48a
waeh morat
Uhn or : 217 Ho — EXIP to Cheek ttem |
ASK DR VERIFY — '
) ] : Mudical Profsasion — Az s —
483, Which of tha following hast deacribes your Job? 1o Physician
PERSUMNAL INTERWVIEWY iSfiow flaghcardy : Murse

TELEPHOME INTERVIEW — Wara yau amployed in
the [Frad maln Readings vl poir get a yes. Then
raad answear ceitegariast —

Wk 15} only one category.

D Techirleian
4 3 Other — Specify
Mantal Haalth Sarvicas Fiskd -~ M\fuur chitims —
aﬂ Frofessional (Social warkan paychiatrist]

' Custodial care
7= Dhat — Speaify
Teaching Professlon — Ware you umplmndm L
&[] Preschoo:

171 Blementary
121 bynigr nigh or middle school
w_ High achool
veD) Codlega or universily
13l Teshnicel or induskeial schoal
1c.|:| Speclsl pducation facilivy
" {mher — Specify
an Enforcement or Bacurky Fiskl - Wara you
snploysd ae B —
+5 [ Law enforcement officer
y7 L Prison ar jaii guard
wEi SaCUrity WUard
. Other — Speclfy. .
Hﬂa&l Galas — Wars 9nuunpluyud aga—
0 | Convaniance ar linver stare clerk
=1 [ Gas station steendant
2 L' Bartender
22’ Other  Speeify .
Transportaton Flald — Wers you amtﬂnr-d & —
24 L Bue drivar
an [ Taxi cpb driver
i Other - Specify
]2}

21 Sompthing sles —

Spacify_

ASK QR VEANFY -
48k, 15 your tob with (fosd enswer categectes] —

“s] i i | A prhvate company, Businass, of

individual tor wages?

5[] Thi Faderal govarmmest?

3 & State, county, or lncal govammeanti

5 L] ¥oursel! 1Zaf-amployedt in fouy owm
buziress, profeasivial pracilce, or farm?

dBc. While warking &t \mur]nb da yau wark mastly
n (Hoad answsr catagenes! —

1. A chyt

2 _ Suburban armart

3 —i Rural sraa?

a |l | Cambination ¢t any of theae?

1% ie the ost heosehald memosr 1o e
interyimm el ?

ENL intarviewr,
Intervign next househald mamber.

—
1 fes

O Ma

TOAA GG | 2T
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JINDIVIDUAL'S PEASOMNAL EHARACTERIFTICS

% vf..{é ha.eo-‘w:o;z

ST T
o Vit i "=§§ @@»%
ZEP « :

17. 18, Tz
Typr of imarview s
NAME _MMT‘ . ‘ﬂ.
| ~L!Far, - Sol respondam
Firsa 2L | Teh. — Sinls ruspondant

gl Par. - Prow ) Si1dEe
- aneer
a o Tel— Praxy | opaps

5 ] Momnitel=iew Tl 19-28 3rd 1484501 COVET Bone

L *“w@*§ 5
hg% ,;f-:.sr »»’:tggw

On avarags during th a3t & months, that is, gince

9____, how often hava YOU
gana uhu-nnlng? For “pmpla at druy, <lothing.
grosery, hardwars, and cenvanlance storks (Ared
SnE e Categories - et respordeny ANswWErs .

Mark (X] the fiest categaory that applics.

e P I
n. Friil 2 |24 25, 25, 27.
R.Immn:lup Age last | Martal Maritak Tex Armeod | Edweation| Education |Race
1o relerance Eirthday | status THIS wtatus LAST Faresd | - highesi | -complhats
prkan purygy poriod | suTysy penod | mambar] grade theat yaarT
a0z a0d’ 408 408 {20l [{s0& 408] FRLK
ot [ Huszand 1 [ Married 1 || Married v w1 ves reg
ar o Wige 2 Wnwed | ¢ twidueed |3l e dalTHn 2. 1Mo
a3l 3an Faz | sl Diverced | gl fDiwcezad i ade |
ze i Davgher & | 5eparatea| o i Senarated .
oe L1 Father ol iMawer | [Mrer
2eZ mpner marfiad marrier
a7 I; Srather gl i Moz iner
29— Sister winwwed |5l
ca [l Other wetive It sy 7 o
M rarckative e
1+ [ Ref. person F
Lramb]
I —_— T
29, Date of Intarvisw . A A ! |
. Marth IJav- WEFL
T
0. Bafors we gek to ths crinta quoytions, I'd ke ta ask you |
about #ama of YOUR ueual acthides, We hava found 1hat!
pocple with differant IHestyiss MBY be more or keas tikoely |
|
%o became victims of crime. BRZ] 1. T Asnost every day {or more fmquq

2| 1 At laast orce 8 wask
., Atisast once a month
17" Less aften

v 1 Never

1 v | Gon't knaw

31, 10N averege, during the laet & months,) how aften have
you apent tha evening nut Bwey frain home foc worl,
echion! pr sntertainrmant (Read dNswWar cabagories !
respondent anawers Rt

Mark (] the fitss categony i applies,

150%] 1, Almast evary day jor rsre iraq'ua
i =171 At least once B wagk
| 2 [7] At loast once a monih
. +[ Leas often
' s Nawvar

5 o Bon't knew

42, [Cn aversge, durlngthe laxt 6 months, | how often hava
you ridden public ransporiation (Fieed anawsr Girtexgcriag
witil IssparHent BRaers yeasl T

D ant neluods echoo buses.
Adark (%) 1he firgt categary that apmiss.

T2ia] 17 Alnael svsry day (or more ieeduy
2. | At leszt once & wask

! - |_! Arlagnt 4nce a momth

| 4 Lesxs aften

' 5 _ Mewer

[ — Dan't know

If unsura, ASE O VERIFY --

33a. How lony hava you livad at this sddreas?
IErter numaber of montis OF yaars, |

rﬁ . .__Momthsil - 1Y) — SHIPE

OoR
|
e
V5o | Years Raund 10 n?aras'f.
. -,-caﬂ — i ek ltem A
m Howy marvy yeors Bre enteresd i 33aT X [T 5 yenrs oi mere SKIP i Fha
! [ Loos thar Gysars Ask3dh -
33b. Altogwther, how many s have you moved in the laet : o
5 yaars, that ta, sinon — 1 .-L Wuwnbier of tinos | - .
Page 14 Pt
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iNDIVIDUAL'S SCAEEN GUESTIONE

36& 1'm going to road wae examples that will give
you ar: idna e the kinda of crimes this study
COVars.

Ae | go throwdh tham, t2ll me if any oF thase
hmppened to you In the laat € months, that le
pince ___ _ 18

Was aomething belorging ta YO U stolan,
such ae —

ta} Things that you carry, lika Wwagaye, a wallat,
purse, briefeaze, bool

b1 Clothing, j=welry, or calculator —
[¢] Blcycla or sports eyuipment —

1d} Thinga in your houge — llka a TV, starwo, ur
toals —

[o] Things from a vehicle, such axa packaga,
grgcerlaz, camers, or chstatte tapas —

an

it} DId snyone ATTEMPT to atsal anythitg
belonging to you?

MARK (i ASK —

Did any incidants ¢! this type happen 1o
you?

36k,

B efly describa incidenlis] i

Descrile abava

How rﬁunv tmeat

36e,

Rumbor of tirmet [36]

- ¥as — Whiat happenad?

27 N — SKIP to 4 J

A0a. (Othar then any insidents alveady mentigred )
alnce J— » WerE yau
attackad or thraatened l]FI did yau have

samathing stolen from you —

{a] At hames including tha porch or yeed--

[b] At ar near o friand'e: ralative s, ar neighbor's
home —

16} At work or echool —

() in places such a§ & storage shed or laundry
raom, 8 shopping mall, raateurant, bank, or
airpart —

1al While ridiny in any vehicle -~

{f} On the street or in a parking lot --

{gl At guch places as a pariy, theatsr, gym, picmis
area, bowlling lanes, or wihila {lching or
hunting —
oR

|h} DId anyona ATTEMPT to attach or attempt o

stoal ahything betonaing to you from any of
these placea?

: Briefly demaribe inciden (g 7
|

!
LB
MARK O ASK — bty ed %‘,—wg”"ffv T | —
; . - R TR S *3»%?“ 3 537 [ 1 T Yu5 — What heppenad?
A0b. D::I_fngr incldenta of this type happen to r-sf”:gi}%ﬁi x\%_} Dexﬁba%ﬁw
ver ; a“&itgo”fi%ﬁ“mas ,,.c’-?g"r,! 2M SKWR0dTs
e, How many finss! '“\ e By

|
Ws‘b b%’&-@?’%,ll

.;,,-,3"‘*.4!:5‘-.;..
D et

Faga

A

=



INDIVIDBAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

414, (Other than mny incldants already mantlonad )
han smyene atacked or thrastanad yau nany i
thess ways [EXClide telplens threxat —

{al With any waapdn, Tar instance, a gui or
wnife —

(b} With enything Iie » bassbalt bat, frylng
pan, kclanors, or atich -

Ic} By somothing throwm, auch #2 a rock oF
haoitle =

1dl Includs any geakhbing, purhing, or
chokirg,

te} Any raps, Stamptesd rapa or oilwr typa of
soxunl mitack —

{f] Any faca to faca threats —
OR

Iq) Any attack or thrast or use of force by

anyons 6t 6li7 Please meontlon it ewen If you
ara net certain it Wae B erime.

Briedly describe incidantisl —

—_ . S PP arTiilsl
MARK OR ASK — ':‘-*“E';ffw;i-:“i? 1B ;.__l
41Tb. Did any Incidants of this typa happi L ?‘fe%;';ﬁ AT .{—‘-‘1 1C es — What happanéd?
tn you? Hhe e e Describe Aty
.& Ejeg%%&fwgam% 1 Mo — SKEIFto 435
[Ang Aty | :
41c. Haw many Umea? ?*3?,%13%5%%%:%%{%;;‘:
,,m??}ﬁ%t‘ PR ——
£ ALt AR R B e oF tines 18],
A AT el of tirmes 1417,

42a. Peaple otten dont think of incldents
committad by somacns they know. {(ther
thon any incidenta stready mantiched.! did you
have aomsthing atolon fram you OR ware you
a““h,l’d or thraatencd Wy (Exchale telaphane
throafal —

ta} Somwone al wark or sehool —

b} A neighbor or filend —

v} & relative or family memba —

{d} Any othe+ pareon ¥ou 'va mat or knrwn T

Briafly Jdeacrbs incloents) J

RMARK OF ASK —
42D, Did any meidents of this type happan
o youl

- LAY o .
Rty O T Y I What'
vopibett A AR 1.1Y8E — athapm;a__
ik ¥, bk Degcrine abo

2l Mo — SKIP s 4J

g, How ml.ni timas?

418 Incidants involving forced or umwamad seuet
acis pre otan difficult to tatk about. [Cthar
than any Incidents slresdy mentionad}, have
you baean farced or coarcad ta angaga In
urwanted eaxual sctivity by —

18] Somooos you didn't know bafore —
{b] A casusl acoualntence —
QR

Ic} Samponw you know wall?

MARK 0R ASK — '%;1 ;s;égg a;g%ﬁﬁiﬁfﬁﬁ. s whatha
43b. Did eny Incidants of this type happsn [RecuMEERE Ve Y ?(— g ez — Whathap
1@ w,,% ix:ﬁ*” i »%&g%iﬂ’gg" Desorby: aho
AT FEE :
& £

s +T Mo - SNIP 0.3

43¢. Haw many tmes?

Page 16
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INDIVIDUAL S ECREEN QUESTIONS

44z, Dia you call the pallze durdng the last B moaths 1o

report something lelsa) that happened o YOLU
wbtbch you thought wae a crim4 ¥ (Cither than any
it kdents slraady mantionad.)

Eriafly dascribes noidurt 4

v«.a% —_—
0?‘: 1Z Ves  What happensd?
e ahoes
[ Ne o BKIP o 450
GFFICE USE OMLY

Look gt dca. If unsera, A5K Were you e e

rasponcentt atlacked or threntened, of Was

samething atolen or an attempt made tu steal |

something thet balonged to you e
razpandent) or evother househpld mermbar?

1l Yes — Ask 34k
#' T Hn — SHIP to 453

44bh. How meny timas?

 45&, Did enytning happen tu ¥OLU duribyg the last &
maontha which you thought waa a crime, bt
did NGT report to tha poline? {Othar than any
Inchkdents alrsady mentianel }

CHECIC
ITEM G

13icy & parson far whom Wi InTeri 2w was
1zkan help the pruny respoadent anawer any
suree quaatione’

5 ;*o m% H75m1! - [ Yrs — What happened? |
ﬁ:‘“‘@é’*} 32 &fg Dhascrite abowve
"%? ,,,_éﬂh ,&gﬁ gqgg&?{o% sl Vo — SKIF to
Higvadit ) Chick ftam 0
i AFFICE USE ONLY
T "~ A
m Look 2t 454, It wnsurs, ASH. Wers you was the ?“ S" »}%ﬁ d‘;ﬂa%‘ a‘*“ *“
reepordent| pitached or threatened, ar was . Ly i .;o‘\» A@ A wns Ask Ak
somweiking siolee or 6n & ltampt mads ta o ,% 6%;,,@. ,Eg Omn =xiF
ateal something thit helongsd ta you Itha iy *i h»“ Choerck e O
respandant! or angiher household member? :59 'v"%?s AR, *’""'
45h. How many times? P h-eépw’%u-e ~°‘§° g+%‘§;¢ﬁi ‘
20508 iy - .
‘ e *“ %“:g* L é?*%“‘“ Hirnibser of tirnas 1461
|
Wiho besides the rexvordenl was prezert e T e — e (5
| when scrasn questivns wrers ssked? (IF . 555 i — Telephoneinicr .'-tF!W SKIP o Check: ltom
talephona intervisw. mak Dox T anly) * Persanal Intarview — Wark ol #7122 appiy.
EN ke one basides respoodcnt fard et
3 | Heapondent's spouse
& FHUII memherda) 12, 0ot spuJse
: & ] HYLD mnoumbser s neder 72
I & [ aorbauschnin membar
| 1 Somaone was praseirt — Can't sRy who
! 2L Don't ‘cnawy if sisriecan 2 glse present
§ CHECK : i P '
| selfresponser intarvicw, SKHE 10 .
ITEM E IC?'.'HU.': .ltl:!l:]n P ses | 11 Yus
2 “ho

2 5] Parson For wilsre inlecview takian not prescnt

Trarscribe  numbar of lirees"" &ntey
Tnr erch af the follmeing:

{s
3]
ic
d
=}
ift

Soraen Sugstion. hem e, page 15

Soreen Duestlan. Item 404, page 15

Scroen Question, e dlc, page 16

Soreen Guesrion, am 42, page 16
Secrepn Cuastion, Henade, page 16

Seren Cuestions, tew 44k, paga 17

gl Sureen Questlan, tem 45k, paye 17

2 Nore  Go o Cherk ffem A

MNumiber of tires 2261
Mumber of urnes 1400
Murnbat of times (471
Mumber ol Limes (42]
Murifoat of times (234
. Murmoar of times 1444

Mumber uf Gmes |45

If gntry of 1 pr snore in any of tha abovo, Nil chrne
noident reports delfove marking Chack Jtoern H.
f none manked. go to Chack e H,

T, FIAW RCS-1 1D RT3

18

Fage 17




INDIVIDUAL'S EMPLOYMEN T GUEETIONS

. Bo wurs 1o Hll sy inckiani rapects bafora roarking Chack Mem H.
ts the ragpondunt 16 years or olider? ! = Yes  Ask 47w

O Moy — SKIP to Chack (iem T

|
T
47a. Did you heva & job or work Bt 8 baslnasz LABY !

WEENT (D not include volunrtser wark ar work
around tha houss.)

gga | + LlYee — SKIF lo 482

{1f farmn or business operator in housshold, tk LI Mo — Ask 476

about umpaid wark | 1

ASK OR VERIFY —

47h. Old you have a job ar wark #t a businvess DURIRG | 5221 1 es - Ask dio
THELAST B MJO'H.T:{E? \ 27T Mo — BKIP to Chack ltwrr T

47¢. Did that ljowumrk} lam 2 congacutve

ook o muwe? 566 | 111Yen — Agk 45

¢y | Mo — SKIF 10 Chaek (tem T

ASK OR VERIFY —
Madical Provtassion — As & —
4Ba. Which of the following hest dascribes vaur job? = Physician
PERSCNAL LNTERVIEW [Show fazhesrd) " 2 Murse

. 20 Technigian
TELERHOME M 'ERVIEW - Wiers you smployed In | 1L Other — Spacify

e {Aasd mai feedings until you get 8 pos. Then ——
réag amswnr cotegorias) — Muntsl Haalth Services Field — ﬁrnymth{% A

5 _i Professionsl [Sac el workenpeychiatried . -
o [ Custodial ¢ars
[ Othey — Speaify .
Tsathing Profassion — Wara you mplnmh
2L Praschoul
a[ 1 Elamentary
1 Juniar high or middle senand
11 High scheanl
12 . Callage or univarsity
1. Technical or industial suheod
1l | Spacial aducation facility
1511 Ownar  Spacify -
law Enforgoinant or Sucurkty Flalrl 'Nm
amployed asa —
' 15 -] Law enforcement ottice
\v i Prigsr o jadl guard
! ‘3 [_I Security guard
I gl } Oher — Specify. o
| Mﬂll Salaz — Wera you nmphurad BEQ ;
0 _ i COTvERRGY OF Hiouor stors clethk
#1 i 1 Gas stalign attandant
a2 [ 1 Bartender
zL7 Diher — Specity Lo
Tennspartation Field — Wera you ilﬂplnrﬂid'ﬁ
a4 L] Bug drivar T
ze ! Tawi cob Griver
26" Onher - Speeity
n 12}

271 Samstidng shae Sl ..

|

Maerk (%) onfy ane cabesety. :
|

I

ASK OR VEBIFY — 82| | — A privats company, businoss, or
' indivldual for wagas?
z [1 Tho Fadsral govetnment?
2 A State, county, or lecal governmeniy
& Yoursalé [Self-smployad) v yHT o
pusinesy, profsssional practica, or f

48k, 1x your joh with jFead answar categorics! —

8¢, Whita working »t yaur job, do you work mostiy P
in {Read answaer caregaries! — mE| 1A oty
i z'_ Subwrhea area?
1 | Rural ares?
| +[] Combinatlon of any of theas? . -~

|8 thie the last househakd memes 1o ba
intarviewad? ' ! _IYes — END .urrre-mew

Page 18
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INDIVIDUAL'S PERSONAL CHARACTERIZSTICS

13. 8. 18.
Typa of ntarvbew Lira
HAME . .
PGM 4 No.
Lasl Tam 4032

. S . e e e 11 TP — Sl spurde
st 2. Tal. — Self-resperdent

AP T Rar Prosw ) FW L3
so Trl. Pramy } e

e

Lime:
B Hrwirtereiew BV NS 2H 2nd 14 anacear paTe Mo,

T 2. 2%, 22h. 23, |24, |2 26, 27. 28
Relatinnshig Agr a5t | Martal Marital Sex  [Armed | Education| Education {Raca IHIspamG
to refarenta birthday  wiatlus THIS Al LAST Forten | — highast | —complate arigin
pEraon Caunrey Darkod | survey perbod ruEtnber | prade bt yas?

A T ] " . e ]
4n_a; fans! | a0k ‘406! 407 M ans! S04 |_4_lgj !4_?_1| _4_1_2|
4+ Susbend t-Cfaeed | CMeriad O - Ovas poter [ Tiwihie |10 s

Weig s evhoowed [P Widewad §ilTe falOne | | 20ws 2 JBrack |2 iha
- Gnn Ags I, O Pivarced | o [ Daorced Grada 2 amar.
24 DEUAter 4+ [C Saparaed | 4 Sepaieled !r':_dia'\.
: Fathar R = o el
o Haver O~ Hove ]
W ather masrad marricd - EE".‘ ma
ssther 5T vt . ason, :
5 glen wlawed 151areeRr
73 Other relatrve ‘adt BuUnAaY [ otha
= £l r
10— Monralatve petind
110 Aed. pecgar
P8
]
- T [ |
19. Data of Interview - : W'JI i i | H
et I S B
\ Wl Ny s
1 30. Beforawa gotta the crima queations, I'd llka 1c ask you |

shout soma of YOUR usual eetivities. We have found that ,
paaple with differant lifestylas may ba mora or lese liksly |
ta become victinte of clme. oz |

[50Z] 1 U1 A Imipst gvery day (af more fraguently)
Or average during the last § montha, that iz, since ! 20 | Bt leact ones @ wark
- T8, how nfMen have YOU : 11 1 At lenat ance a month
gone shopping” For sxomple at drug, ctothing, . : 7 Less oftan
arecery, hardware, and convonsance storca. (fead £ | Never
AP GRS LT PR S WRRE PO, oI | Dan't k

Ndaark (X ) 1Fe first cwdenecy that araplies.

31, 1Qn avarage, during the last § months, | how ofign have

v spent the sverring out sway froem hgme for work, 503! : O Almost avery day (or mora fraguanily)

sehon] ar entertalbment [Beadd a0 wor cilaganes el X [ At lasat onee B weaak
resInanent Answars Les? H :[ At leeat once a month
Mart (¥ T finst catogne Hhat apnhas, ' * F‘ Leaz otten

3 Navar

! sl ! Son't ks

32, (On awvesage, during the last & months,) how ofion have ,
X der: public ranaportation [Fead answar catagaries 504
until reapendsnt answsrs vesT f

Do not inclwde echool buess.
Mark (3 the #rsT cateqory hat apolles,

v Alrnost awkry day (or mors tretukotby]
] Al keact nnee 3 waek
1 1AL lesst e 8 mmonth
1 Lesx pften
b B T

b | Danct ko

If wersure, ASKE OR VERIFY —

| ur T
-1 334. Mow long have you lived at this address? jeos| Months (T 11} BRIF ta 330
[Entar number af moistha OR vears.j |
! oOR
|

L FO6 ; Yaars (ound to resaroest whole
yaarl — Fill Check liem &

M CHECH
o UG How rmary years are eroened in 3307 | [ B years crmore — SMIP o 385
: ! || Gemess thuars 5 yeurs — Ak 330

- 338, Altogathar, hew many times have you mavad &0 the last
B years ihat ix, since 7

Meardngr af limes

e e 11 T Pega 1%



INDIVIDUAL & SCAEEN QUESTIONG

284, I'm galng to read sums wxamples that will give
you &n ldan of the kinds of crimws this study
COVArE.

Az | go through tham, tell ms if any of thasa
hlppnnnd lu\'uu in thet laart B tnonthe, that &

amce _ L8
Was omething bebenging 1o YOU staken,
such gy —

fal Thinga that you carry, e fungage, a wallet,
pursa, brietfcess, hoole —

Ih} Clothing, jewelry, or calculator —
{ct Bicygio or aparta aquipaism —

1d} Thlngs In your kousa — lie » TV, steron, or
toals —

la) Things from & yahicla, xuch as 6 packags,
ﬁm.rl!l. CANSTa, Of CEERatte \apas —

Einsfly drseribe incidenttal ¥

What hea|
Dlescrita Bomed)

on
(F Did emyeia ATTEMPT to ateal anythng l
balooglng to you? | — -
I
, _ .
1
| .
MARK ORASK — Ty
i6b. Déd any incldants of thly typo happen o girsamiianaat ity S| Ty
youi PR TR o e b
MR 3
[ et Pl e
366, How gy timas? E&“M‘wi@m ,5 §§§
L g SEmri

TReanber of timas it

FHIP to.a0)

A0a. (Other than a0y Inckdants slready mantioned,]
e 13, ware you
attecked or thraatenad OR did you have
someathing staken from you —

|a] At home including the porch or yard—
fis} At or naar a friand'e, mistive’s, or neighbors

Briafly descripa incident|z] 7

ok —
jei At work ar xchoei —

14} In placas such 6 & rtorage shed or lsndry
ream, a ah maid, r ant, baak, or

(el Whiiks riding It gy wahlcla —

{f} On the ytrest g jn a parking loc —

{g@) Af auch places as a party, theatar, gym, plenke:
araa, bowdlng lanss, or whils fishing or
kunting —

IR

thi Did anyone ATTEMPT to attaok or attempt ta
atnal anvthing balonging ta you From any of
thoas pdacas’

MAARK £R ASK —
40h. Did any incidents of this typa happen to
you?

4{¢. How many timaent

Fage 10
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INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS
AT Cther then any incidente slready menticred,) '
. hem anyona atiecked or threatanad yoa inany of = Brisefly desaribs incidentis) T
thaae ways (Excluds telaphone thraais) —

(] With any weapon, for inslance, a gun o
hnife —

b With anything llka a hasaball hat, frng .
PEN, ACiNaDre, or etick — e e .

Iz} By somuthing thrown, such an & rock or i mm o e e e o
bt

14} Ineluds any grabbing, punching, or
chohing,

(a} Any rapa, attampted raps or other typs of
aexusl atlack —

it Any face to fecs threata —
OR

14} Any atbock i thrbit or uss of Torse by
anyone al al? Plaass mantdon It aven 1Y yow
arg rvixt cartain # waz B erlms.

MARK QR ASK -
41h. O1d any incldents of thiz type happean
o pou?

-‘5{:?\"- ;’ﬁ&
i
o
iry
0
£ Qmégli%r"%

|

=

g

i

Oescriba above
17 Ne — SKIP to 125

4
oF)
5
LR
e
Pty
i e
s
3?3%,&
s
S
LAk

]
i
¥t
E
St
B

iy
e

i
i,
;
P
fid
i

Fr

s
*‘,{ 4

F
e

41c. How many timas?

S
faf
Fy

E
ok
o

5

<
i

&
lIlf
;

R
SRR e

Brivtly elwsoribe incidor s ¥

2
)

B

Huambar of tines 4]

o

42a. Paopla often don't think of incidants
committed by aumeunsa they know . (Jther
than any incidanta alresdy mertionad ) did you
havs somathing stodan from you OR were you
atteched or threatened by (Excluds teloplrone PR
thragts! —

{al Semeone et work or school —
{b| A nalghhar or frimnd —

{z| A redative or family membsr —

id] Any other person you ve met or knewm?

MARE QR 45K —

1 Yo — What happorwd?
41b. ::d nrr; Inchdents of thia typa happan Dageribs atove
YiMF

2 Mc — SKIP o 433

42c. How r-nlln'r timas?

4

din, Ineidents invedving forced or unwanted sexual
actq ars ofian diflcult to telk abowt, (Othar
then any nckdents elready mentioned)], hava
yeu hasn forced or coarcad to angaga In
unwanted sexual agtivhy by —

[a] Boameond you didn't know befora —
(b) A cazual acquaintence - ,
. on 1

ja) Spmeana you knaow welld 1

MAGK OF ASK - oo —

845 | . [] Yas — What happened?
11k, ﬂi:g Incldants of thie type happen Dacribe SBove

2 Mg - SKIP to dda

Mumber of times (43
AR MR 1M 2T 5 Page 21

35, How meny tmas?

22



INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN BUESTIONS

raport omeaihing {eleel that happenad to ¥YOU
which you thought was & crime? (Othar than any
Incidants alrasdy mentionsd. )

- - ;
434, Did you eall tha police during tha st & months to : Briafly dagcribes incigort ;

.emm"‘g“ﬂé 4]

respondant; ettacked ur thraatenad, or was

someihing that belongad Lo you (the

[
Look at deda_ If unsurs, ASK . Wera you veas to

sommthing stclen or an attempt meda to steal

raspondent| or Another hounehold membery

d4db. How meny timeae?

452, Did anything heppen t& YOU during the last 6
months vhich you 1thouatt wae a crime, hut
did NOT raport to the polica? (Othar than any
incidents eiready wandioned.}

Lerok &l dEaqy, & unscra. ASK. Were you Iwas tne
regponGent] mtiacked or threetened, or was
something stoler: or an ettempt made to
steal something thet helonge to you 1the
‘egpnicrt! or anothar houashold member?

45b. How many tinmex?

. s
L vas — What happenpii:f
Dazesibe ghove 24

20 Mo — SKM w0 -
Check om0

DFFICE USE ONLY. .

Ask 2Lk

EXIP 0
Cheak ftem O

ﬁ_g_;-ﬂ 17 ¥y

2i.. Mo

Wha busidas the responceat was present
Wyl e HEFEEN gquastions were asked? JF

! feliphone indarview, Mar box 1 aniy.;

Personal Intevylew — Aark 50 that anphy.
# 71 Mo one hasides espondont prazant
1" | Huspondent's spouge
1 HHLD memasnsl E2 4, not epouas
=" HHLD membarle! under 12
i _ Nonhouselold mempariz)
» - Bomenne was presant — Dar't say who
zl 0 Dot wnaw if someona el prescrs

If seif-raaponss ntervieyw, BXIP 0
Cheak ftein (G,

I%id the poraon for when this intervicw was
take il the proxy cesponden| srnswar any
SCreen guestions?

g

1)

1 ves
2T MG
1 Perann Tor whom intarview 14k oot presant

Transcriue “nuenbar of times'™ entry
for gach of the Following:

{a} Soreen Qucstion, ltam 36c, page 20
ik} Seresn Quretion, Itorn 40, page 20
{e} Scman Duestion, ltem 41 ¢, page 217
b} Sermen Queetion, e 42c, page 21
fe] Screen Ouestran, ftem 43¢, pags 21
1 Scresn Question, [tam 44b, paga 22
{al Seresn Quaztiar, [tem 48k, page 22

Z hong — Gu to Check am H

MNumiber of imee 361

Muribe ol ines (200

e PMunber of £mes |47
. _ Neernbes al tines 4223
Munmbar of tirnas (4.3,

o Numbzr of tirmea (44}
.. Mumber of lirmes 1451

IFentry of | or mora in any of the abave, it srme
Incldent raparts bafire marking Cheok ttem H.
W none marked. go ta Check ftem H,

Pega 22
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INDIVIDLIAL'S EMPLOYMENT QUESTIONS

Ba gurs 1o fill any Incident reports bafora maricing Chvok Mem .

Iz the responden 168 yesrs or alder?

L ves  Ask 47
Mo - SKIP to Sheck Jtsm T

474, DId you heva a tob or work at & businoss LAST
© WEENKT' D& not inchuds voluntaar wark or work
araund the hogse.}

M darm ar Lusiness ouerator i iuschokd, ask
atrout uncand wok, |

il iViea - SN e 460

ASK OF VERITY .
47b. Did-you have a job or work at 8 buzineas DURING
THELAST B MONTHS>

I
' sl NG Askarp
|
|

BB | 11 YeE — sk 47p
¥ No — SNIR 1 Check item ]

475, Did that lich/work! last 2 contscutiva
weaka or more?

BBE_ U ¥aa — Ask 482
» Ul Mo — SKIP to Check jtam T

ASK OR VERIFY

484, Which of the 1oflowlng bant dateriben your job?
PERSOMAL INTERVIEW [Show Hashuard

TELEFHOME INTERWIEW  Were Yeu amployad in
{Resd main headings uatil vau 9er 3 vas. Than
sl answar catigones) —

Mark (X7 aniv ona sategaory.

. Medical Profaasion — Asa —
561 | ' Phyeinian

2 [ Nurse
3 2 Tachnician
- Other  Specify

Mental Health Sorvices Fleld — Are your duties —
27! Professtenal |Social work 2 sychiatrs|
e[ | Cusrosial care
2 [ orthar — Specify .
Taaching Prafussion — Wors you employed in g -
! & Preschool
t  Elarmentary
il L dunio: high a4 middle sshoel
11l | High school
120 College or univa gity
12 Technical or ndustrial scheol
14”1 Special edugation faclivy
1£ ] Other Spactty . — ..
Lew Enforcamant or Securlty Fiold — Wae you
smploysd ans —
-al | taw erforcement officer
17 ° Priger ur jail guardg
15_ Begurily guard
" Othes — Specify___ -
Ratall Salea — Were you amployad s a .o
! [ | Convanience or liquor stare clark
21 | Gas station attendsnt
27" Eartendar
a2 Othet - Speeify_ -
Tranaporiation Flakd -- Wara pou wmyploysd as 5 —
22 [ Bug driver
25 | Taxi azh diiver
za ! Otleer - Spaclfy
OR

I

I

: 2 Somathing else  Spaci,_
I

I 12

ASK OF VERIEY .-
48h. 1% your job with (Agad snswver categarios) —

1E8E | 1 — A private company, business, or
individual for wages?
2 1] The Federat government?
3 L1 A State, county, or Incal government?
41 Yourgelf (Saif-employad] in yaur vwn
bughazy, profassional practica, or farm?

48;. While working at your job, de rou work mesthy
in (Azad snswer catagorias) —

EH] 15 A chty?
" 2 [] Suburban area?
=1 Aurad area?
4[| cambinetion of rny of theaat?

b5 This tha last housahold sembar ta ke
intervizwed?

CHELH
ITEm |

]
[ T Yes — END intenvigw,
= No — interview nex? trousehold membar,

FR LT e

Fage 23
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NCVS Crime Victimization Screening Questions
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OMB No. 1121-0111:  Approwal Expines 7731/2008

- Wo s wrar e of Thia 13, Lrilad Stales

i ey e T HCVEA U.S- DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

E confderrtial Wi s this infoeTiation 0 stathal Ta 42,

R e L, .
LY. ACTING AS COULECTING AGENT FOR THE

mu-‘:’n Fapanars s mw1mmﬂp¢‘:ﬁnmhmbl s i i L

HH Mo,
I | St

NATIONAL CRIME
VICTIMIZATION SURVEY
NCVS-1 BASIC SCREEN QUESTIONNAIRE

AFTER INTERVIEW - TRANSCRIBE FROM CONTROL CARD - Conl.

ITEMS FILLED AT START OF INTERVIEW

12a. Houscheld Income (c: item 28)

2 CTHU in nontransiant hotel, motel, ec.

a [C1HU parmanent in transiant hotal, mokal, ot

4THU in moming house

& (] Miobila home or trailer with no peemanant room added

[21a] s Oissstanssonn s[] 50001740 11 [] 3500032500
1. mm“m'a;:'MMt“ 2085000~ 7400 70 17.500-109% 12 CJ 40,000 25,900
| 20 7600- ogee o] 20.000-249® 12 [J 50,000 74,900
40 1o00-12400 o] 26.000-209% 54 [ 75,000 and over
2.  Unit status s [ 1z.500- 14989 10 o0,000-349
[202] + 1 Unitin sample the pravious enumeralion period - Fil 3 12b. Collega/University jcc itam
= [ Unit in sample first time this period — SKIP o 4 1 O Yas : ﬁjuu
3. Housshold status -.mﬁ.ﬂmbﬂffﬂ'm _ 12¢. Public Housing (cc itam &)
1 (] Same housahold jnferviewsd the pravious enumeration wOtomblank 1+ OYes(pubic 2 [INo (not public
2 (] Raplacament housshold sinca the previous enumeration housi housing)
= (] Nonintarviaw the pravious enumerzfion 1:2d. Manager Verification of Public Housing oz fan &)
+ [ Other — Spacify %[ Hem blank
Able to verly Uneable to verfy
Lh'nm-iﬂ'uihn-dnldnﬂnﬂnt + [ Publichousing 2C] CATVTeleghone
Go Io page 2 = [] Mok pubiic: housing 4I:ID|hat—Smm3—
AFTER INTERVIEW - TRANSCRIBE FROM CONTROL CARD
5. Group Quarters [GO] Iype codo 1h.mlmnmmﬂmuum
1[0 Yas 2[JMo
6. Tenure jor itam &) ITEMS FILLED DURING ANDIOR AFTER INTERVIEW
[3ma] + ey, *Cjinnd =it 13, Proxy information - Fill for oy itenviows
7. Landuse jccitem 8) 8. Prowy inbar- b.Hmymawwdent €. Reason
view obiai . (Enter
[=07] + OUtban = O Rural far Line Mo Mame Line No. codg)
B. Farmsalos (coilem 10) [301] [202] [202]
[208] xOlitem blank 1+ CJ$1,0000rmore 2 (] Less than $1,000 (304 | 208 206
9.  Type of living quarters foc itams 1 1c.and 110 [307] [208 ] [208 ]
Housing unit T [312 |
+ O House, apariment, fiat 22 222

Codes for item 13¢c
4-12-12 years old and parant refused pamission for saif interview

2- Physicalymentally unable to answer 1 COMM
3~ TA and won't refum before closeout Furmm

& (] Mo bms or triler with one or more permanant rooms added 14-a_|l‘m1 . 8 o

| . n A azon | Codes

I HU not spacified above — Descibe & mh'.”md“h‘_ (Erter |1~ Never avatable

OTHER wiit Ling Na. code) |2~ mewmh'f
E

&[] Quarters not HU in rogming or boarding housa [213] [314] TL AL

o [ Unit ncé permanent in transient hoéel, motl, elc. ama b TR

10 C1 Unoocupied sita for mobie home, trailer, ar tant [318] proey avaable | COMM

11 [ Student quarters in colloge dormitary 4 = TA and no peoxy

12 CIOTHER uni not specifed abora — Daseribe - [=17] e

— — & - Offica use oy

58 Mﬂ? A - -

108. Location of phowa - Mark st box fiat apiis. B Conpiats 17— for aach Line No in 14a
OPoeinwmit 15a. Household members 12 years of age and OVER

=[] Phona in common araa (hallway, atc) . il Total number

= C1Phona i anfferund {naghto, fend, o) 15b. Household members UNDER 12 years of age

a[IWorkioficaphone . . ... ...........

& (] No phona - SKIP 1o 1712 Total numbes o] Nong
10b. Is phone interview accaptable? (¢ fm 201) $4c- Nembar of Taps Z eiitiroton iumstrshdammbiors
10Yes =z[0No = []Rafused to give number Tatal rumber o O Nore
11a. Humber of housing units in struchure (o itom 273 15d. Crime Incident Reports filled
;S;-W"’”‘? :S;ﬂ 7 [ Mobke fomeltrer - Total numbar of NCVE-2s fled o L] Nona

202 0110+ = 0 Only OTHER wnits 15hwiwmﬁfwmmi
11b. Direct outside access [z itam 270) nefia. | B Maasan [Emer R
[213] +OYes 2O0No =ODK  x[Jltem blank %m

-EE] -Em d ffe cumant
11¢. Restricted access (oo itam 275) em%ﬂhm
(222 ] Gated orwaled commurity 11 Ves = CINo ] o blank
[z23 | Building with restficied aceess 1 (1 Yes 2 (1Mo x Ol tem blank
USCENSUSBUREAU Fil BOUNDING INFORMATION

O =



HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS
17. MAME (of housahold respondent) 18. Type of interview I.I.;.;n
Ho.
Last [so4 ]|
1 (1 Per. — Sali-respondent
First 2g;el %:ll;lrmmnjsm
3] Per. -
[Tl - pm[f—'ﬂuoﬂmrma et
AFTER INTERVIEW - TRANSCRIBE FROM CONTROL CARD
20.@ 21, 228.) ﬁ_ﬂl. ) 23.) Mﬂ 25.) 25.2} 2?'@ E.)
ol Ea:i 18, oM prevbLs 19, e or 2. foc 2. 2
thﬂlmlﬂih Elt ﬁ:liilhhn emnnfnu?} ﬁl Emmlul L.l'hrl.g ['Ib ﬁn
raference THIS survey | Marital Forces |attainment | school panic Mark [¥) &l hat
person period status LAST membar origin
survey period .
[a03] [404] [aos] [a07] |[s08] [s13]  [[e3] |[s12]
ot [J Husband sCMamied |+ CMarmied |+ OOM |10 Yes nDRﬂg.llar 1 Yes | + CJ'Whita
oz [] Wifa z[]'Widowed |z[]Widowed |z[OF |zCONo 2[JNo | = (] Black/Aincan
oa [] 5an —_ |=0ODivorced | = O Divarcad i |I:|GGLIEIWD&' D.B.mar!mn
o4 [] Daughiar Age |4 Separated |4 [ Saparated - 2 (] American
os ] Father sClNever | s Never compieiad = [k
oe (] Mother mamiad marmied =I:|m :
o7 [] Brofher &[] Not mtar- Ov 4I:|Asq.n
oe [ Sister viawed @ t{ﬁ] & CMafiva
) last Hawaian/Crher
oo [ Other ralafiva school Pacific kskandar
10 (1 Nonrelative m 4|:|hr!gmnf & C10ther - Spacify
11 [] Ref. parsan e
schools
s ][] [0 7]
29. Date of interview p lomf] | I P
I Wonth Day Year
MOBILITY QUESTIONS
Before to the crime questions, | '
mﬂﬁtnm q':"ﬁmh.m-ﬂm I
crimes occur. |
Funsum, ASK OR VERIFY - '
33a. How long have you lived at this address? ;EI o Months [1-11) - SKIPfp 33
(Entar rumbar of monfhs OF poars ) | OR
:El Years (Round ta neares! whaie year) -
| i G Hm A e
|
|
| | T ——
How marry years are entersd in 2327 I DL s than 5 yaars — Ask 3%
|
33b. Altogather, how many times have you moved in the last '
5 yoars, that is, since ! ,20__7 s08 Mumnber of imas
BUSINESS OPERATED FROM SAMPLE ADDRESS
T
34. Pﬂwhmmm-mm Euﬂ‘fﬂs—ﬂ)b:ﬁ
2 [No - SKIP fo 363
|
PERSCNAL - Fi by obsanvafion. |
TELEPHONE - Ask. E 1 [ Yas (Aecognizable business)
35. I:Itlnl on the premises or some | 2 (1Mo (Unrecognizable business)
hﬁpﬂmlpl.ilcﬂuh
mﬁukmum I
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Page 2 e

B-3



HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

m.m

.I.I through them, tell me if any of these
h;p?mlnmhﬂnllﬂ": that is

J—

I‘umﬂhﬂhhuﬂmh‘fﬂﬂlhhﬂ,lu:lu-
[llm that you ﬂ["%ﬂﬂmf,

{b) Clothing, jewalry, or celiphone -
lc] Bicycle or sporis equipment -
{d] Things in your home - like a TV, stereo, or tools

mmwmmm.um

(T} Things belonging to children in the housohold -

from such
{g] Things o arﬂ:ﬂm-llamm

OR
() Did ATTEMPT to steal anything
Inlmgﬁln]u?

lnmdmu-;gh:htvﬂllﬂumﬂ

: Brial describe incidentis) 4

MARK OF ASK -

36h. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

| 201N —SKIP b 573

36C. How many times?

Numnber of times (38c)

37a. {Other than any incidents already mentioned,)

has anyone -
(a) Broken in or ATTEMPTED to broak into

MT" adoﬂlnlfuhlm,
:.::_m::...."rm:m.,:..

{b] Has anyone il gﬂhnhnrihdhgnt
into a garage, or storage room?
OoR

Ll in or tried i into a hotel
e aoTe o o vacation hems wharo 15U wero

Briafly dascribe incidentjs) -

MARK OR ASK -

37h. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

'IE| 10 Yes -mtw

| =[N0 - SKIP ip 38

3T¢. How many times?

—

MNumber of times (37c)

Page 3



HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

38, What was the TOTAL number of cars, vans, trucks,

836 | o [ None - SKIP o 408
101
| =02

39a. the last 6 months, [other than any incidents
o, ot imltuwﬂ:hl‘ﬁ-ﬁnquf

|a) Stolen or used without permission?

{b) Did anyone steal any lu:lanth:'
storao, ,or

{c) Did anyone steal any gas from (itthem)?
OR

|d) Did anyone ATTEMPT to steal any vehicle or
attachod to (ithom)? pers

Biefy describa incident(s) -

MARK OF ASK-
39b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

39¢. How many times?

Number of fmes (30¢)

40a. Iuﬂuﬂmq hnidm‘llahadrmnﬂlml,l
___ywere you attacked
nrlhnﬂnmlﬂllllmhln stolen
from you -
|a} At home including the porch or yard -
[b) At or near a friend's, relative's, or
neighbor's hema -

{c) At work or scheol -

I such shed
-y -y
| e} While riding in any vehicle -

{f] On the street or in a parking lot -

ﬂ-:hphnn
ol “ g hm,umin%

snig

{h} Did anyone ATTEMPT to attack or ATTEMPT
to stea mrﬂilgbumtlrum“of

Biefy descrba inciden(s)

MARK OF ASK-
40b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

538 | 1[]Yes - -
Descbe above
| 2[0No - SKIP o 41a

40¢. How many times?

-

4

Number of fmes (20c)

Page 4
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HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

T o —
d1a. Mﬁmhﬂdﬂrlm"ﬁw I Briafly describe incident(s) ;-
of thasa ways (Exciude idlephons Hirests) -

With for
[llm;-m instance, a gun or

() With like a basaball bat, frying
pa, or stick -

such k
[:}B]lﬂ!uﬂqﬂlnn, as arock or

{d] Include any grabbing, punching, or choking,

[ﬂgmwmwnﬂlﬂ'tmd

(1) Any face to face threats -

{g] Any attack or threat or use of force by anyone
. mlﬂmmﬂmlmﬁnnﬂ

certain it was a crime.

MARK OF ASK - I

41b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

E 1I:|\'as—'llu‘llmnd?

| =[0I No - SKIP b €23

41c. How many times?
(a2

MNumber of times: (41c)

42a. Peogle often do't think of incidents committed Brialy describe incident(s)

(a] Someone at work or school -

{b] A neighbor or friend -

{c] A relative or family member -

(d] Any other parson you've met or known?

IARK OF ASK - f

42b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

E 1DYQS—W

| z[1No - SKIP io 432

42¢. How many times? |

Eg

Number of times (42c)

43a. cidents forced or unwanted sewual
acts are often uu:bnﬂ"mm
:mdﬂmhmhmmhﬂlﬂ

Briafly describe incident(s)

activity by -

{a) Someene you didn't know before -
{b] A casual acquaintance -

[c) Someone you know well?

WARK O ASK — f

43b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

’E| 1DY&5—M

| =[] No - SKIP fo #4a

43¢, How many times?

Mumbar of times (43c)

FORM NCWS-1 [D-18-2004)
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HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT' S SCREEN QUESTIONS

443, During the last & months, (other

ice B that o YOU
pel ':u something happened

than any !
5 already mentioned,) did you call the
was a crime?

Briafty describe incident|s) o

Yoz — What ?
EEH]&E Imnd’

1 =1 Mo — SKIP ip 453

| OFFICE USE ONLY

Lol O | ok at 448 IF unsure, ASK, otherwise, mark without

I
LU asking. Were you (was the { attacked or | 248 | 1] Yos - Ask 4
it e T = B
e il |
I I
44b. How many times? I | 4
' |
l |
330
: ;:l Mumbar of imes (4b)
45a, the last than | Briafly describe incide
During . inms,hltIH“h ﬁ : fiy incident(s) g
Jid NOT faport to the police s I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
i ' Yas — What :
I ;E 1[0 Yes Imnd’
I I =CINo-SKIP b INTRO 1 & fop of
| page 7
"’_“ : OFFICE USE ONLY

L 2o S | ook at 458, [f unsure, ASK, otherwise, mark without

ITEM C aslunglm)‘ul[ was the {) attacked or l ::m o[ ¥es - Ask 455
attompt mada to steal Solengran | =ClNo-SKIP bNTRO 1t tp of
mtoﬂumammmtjw-h l | page
|
1
45b. How many times? I : 4
' |
| 354
! Numnber of times [45h)
NOTES

Page &
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HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S IDENTITY THEFT QUESTIONS

FIELD REFRESENTATIVE - Raad infroduc fion

INTRO 1: Thnmrlhqutinunnﬂndhldﬂtrm Thfmhrhnﬂlﬂnloflﬁnﬂtxﬂwnlumudbrmw
anyona in your housaheld during the last & months.

45¢C. Since 20 have
or anyers nyow Tomse ol Macorsrad lat |
SOMEONS -
Usad ll crodit
la) uu mq ?

ph:nm:mmluﬂ’ ..........

1[0Yes z Ko a ] Don't know

1 [Yes =[N0 a [ Don know

Usad or attempted to use personal information
el Iillnl::uliullntn?:ﬂl MEW credit cards or

ﬁm".‘l Commi at,raud, o som oler

CHECK
i3] Lookat 45c. How many times is box 1 (Yas)

markad in 45¢7

i
%
e
;

100 | + Oves =[Mo 2 [ Don know

1 ] Nona (no enfries of Yas) — SKIP fo Chack fem D
2 [ One or more times — Ask 45d

45d. ﬂ’hmﬁﬂ&ﬁmmmm 140 | 1 C10mo - SKIP ip 459
mﬁﬁwmmﬂs]]mm"m | 2o fan oo
than ene episode of identity thelt |

458, Did these episodes of identify theft separat [ Separataly
o at the same time? e o E;Dntﬂumm-mbm

45f. Which episode of identity theft was most recently 412 | 1+ (] Existing credit cands
discoverad? 2 (1 Existing accounts other than a credit card
2 [ Parsonal informakion to cbtain naw accounts

INTRO 2 The following questions refor only to the most recent discovery of identity theft by you or anyone in your

45¢. How did you become aware of the identity theft? 313 | 1 (1 Block was placed on a cradit card or ofher existing account
Mo from t kacad
Mark () af st agpiy. =1 mrmrmssnu acoount or charges pi on an

3 [ Contacted by a credit bureaw, collection
company or othar company about tefunpaid 'Ils

+ [ Contactad by a bank

& [ Noticed fhaf & crodi card, check book, elc. was missing

& (1 Notified by a law enforcement agancy

7] Danied credit ar a loan

e ] Noticed an emar in @ credit repart

o O] Other - Speciy

45h. What was the total dollar amount of the credit,

mumumrmmmw 14| § 000 00 Amounttaken
mﬂpmm“mumﬂlﬁ"m ‘O

45i. Has the misuse of - [the credit card account] 318 + [0'¥es
e accounts other than cradit

o[ Nona

___[I_____________

informa =CINo
3 housahotd mombor closed 3 chocking sceomi)?. L] Dot know
45j. :ll]“.i::.“ [uumdtm-mumm 981 + [ Yes - SKIP fo 451
ounts other than cradit 2[JHo
informa wmmuﬂis]]:ﬂll:m = Dan't know

II time
oF example, nngn'u“' spending : dﬁlilu.

R

FORIM NCVE-1 [3-16-204) Page 7



HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S IDENTITY THEFT QUESTIONS

45K. How much time did it take to resolve ALL PROBLEMS
associated with the misuse of - (the credit card
accountis] other than credit

account] ouist
u\ll:pmﬁ ion or new account(s]] after
the misuse was discoverad?

117
|
|
|
118

Less than one month:

—Days
0oR
1-16 Months:

Months
x[1D0ont know days or months

451, As a result of (any of] the misuse of (the credit card
account] enist lcolmlls}lﬂnllillmdl
discovered in the Iutlrmdiu," mum-l'l'lml'.l
in your househeld . .. e you

(Read answer cafogores 1-10)
Mark (X) al =t apply.

1 [] Beon turned down for a loan?

z [0 Had banking problems?

3 [0 Had problems with credit card accounts?

ADEIMz:-wdilllndnﬁﬂhmdﬂdm
?

5Dmm.ﬁ£unmmmummm

sﬂmwmvmrwmmwhﬂnm
ratos?

7] Bean contacted by a debt collector or creditor?
e[ Been the subjoct of a civil suit or judgment?

[ Been the of a criminal

g subject hnlﬂgnﬂm,

, proceeding, or
ml:lllalslmuhrprlhhru' ﬂ?a:ﬂjf;,

11 [ No problems

Briafly summarize tha idantity theft that occurned
% against tha raspandant or anofher housahold member.

HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S CHECK ITEMS D AND E

CHECK
‘Wha besides the respandent was when the
ITEM D mnqmmsmmamd‘i ﬂfm
infarview, mark b 1 only.

53]

1 [ Telephone intarview — SKIP i 462
Personal interview - ek al fat sppy.

= [ No one besides respondant present

3 [ Respondents spouse

4 CTHHLD member{s) 12+, not spouse

s CJHHLD membar(s) undar 12

& ] Nonhousahold member{s)

7] Someona was presant — Can't say who

e 1 Don know i somoone elsa present

E If salf-resporss infarview, SKIP 0 452
hD:i:]llli?emM for whom this infarview was takan
peoxy respondant answer any screen
quastions?

’E|

1[0 Yes
2CINo
2 ] Person for wham intenview takan not presant

464, Mow I'd like to ask about ALL acts of vandalism that may have been committed during
intentional damage to or dastruction of

lﬂliﬂ?wnhmﬂdd.?-dnllnilhillniz“’-dﬂ“ [ destn
grafiiti on walls.

property. Examples are breaking windows, slashing

Since ___, has anyone int
ﬁmpdnrdnlnna wmlh'rﬂuﬂ
someone alse in your

EXCLUDE m:dnuhmlhtﬂmvml
L:Mai“ﬂﬂmnﬂmd.l

the last 6 months
household

557 | 1 [1Yes
2 [No - SKIP fo Chack ltem G
| on page 1
|

46b. What kind of destroyed
in thisfthese act{s] ::ﬁliul. .l.q"lriiq olse?
Confinug asking “Anything alse ?* unfl you gef & "No" nesponse.

Mark (X) al property hat was damaged or destroyed by
vandzlEm during reference peiod.

5]

+ [ Mator wehicle (including parts)

= [ Bicyca (including parts)

2 [] Maibox

4 [ Housa window/screenidoor

s [ Yard or gardan (trees, shrubs, fanca, atc.)
& (] Fumitura, other household goods

7 [ Clothing

&[] Animal (pat, ivestock, sic)

o O Other — Specify &

Page B

FORM NCVE-1 [3-16-2004)



HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S VANDALISM SCREEN QUESTIONS

46¢. What kind of was done in thisithese
ack(s) of vandalism? Anything else?
Contiue asking "Anyihing alse?” uniil you gat 8 No” response.
Mk (X) a0 kinds of damage by vandals faf oocumed
d.iﬂglﬁfmpmni !

888 | 1+ (]Brokan glass: window, windshield,

glass in door, mirmar
2 [ Dafacad: mamed, grafi, drtied
a [ Bumad: usa of fire, heat or explosives
4[] Dvowa info or ran over with vehicle
5 (] Cther breaking or learing
& 1 Injured or kiled animals
7 L1 Othar - Specly

46d. What was the total dollar amount of the
caused by thisthese act|s] of vandalism during the
last 6 months? (Use repair costs if the property was
repairod.)
(EXCLUDE done in incidents
}Irrhup akroady

-Mbm‘m‘r
—— Item F1

xCJDon't know
o (Mo cost - SKIP o Check liem F1

860 | ¥

468, Was the damage under $100 or $100 or more?

(INCLUDE total amount for all incidents of
vandalism during the last & months.)

864 | 1 [1Under $100

2 []$100 or mora
a[ODan't know

W Look at 46a If unsure, ASK, othorwisa, mark without
mentioned,

Briefly descrbe incidentis) -

|
|
|
askin .Inﬂ?wr ot were l
was the responden or threatened,
::um stolon or an attompt made |
to steal that te you (the |
mﬁwm incidentis) already ’ I
mentioned) | T
Yes - What 4
l s62 | 1 []Yes I'mol‘
| | 2 (1 No — SKIP tod6g
]
)
46f. How many times? : IIE| . 4
| | Number of fimes (467

NOTES

FORM NCVE-1 [B-18-2004)

Page 9
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HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S HATE CRIME SCREEN QUESTIONS

460, m:[:mcwainldnhllmwﬁmu

d'-eﬂmnlﬂui'dlra: or religious
beliafs.

Do you have any reason to suspect the vandalism just
or

::| 100 Yas — Ask 4

discussod was a hate crime or crime of prejudice
? aMo .......
bigotry? | DDtk | SKIPio Cieckfam &
|
46h. An offenderiOfienders can uophl‘uaﬂhljll‘i
rea but we ars about a few
m’n‘- mﬂ.mm} sdyou |
|
la) Yourrace? .......ccvuniiininnnnannna 64 | 1 []Yes z OMNo a [ Don't know
b) Yourreligion® . ... ...cvvvvrnnrnrnnnnnan a6a | 1[]Yes z Mo 3 [J Dot know
{e) Your ethnic background tional jin (for
¢ ::-h,m#lh:i?ﬁﬁm ....... 866 | 101Yes 2 CMo a [ Don't know
[d) Any this | mean mental,
bni-n“L IIh}'IIT’I:?I".H?...‘.’ s67 | 101 Yes 2 CMo a [ Don't know
fe) Yourgender? ... ... ....ciiiiinneaaan see | 101 Yes 2 CMo a [ Don't know
{f) Your sexual orfentation? . ................ see | 1[]Yes 2 CMo a [ Don't know
E "Yas,' SAY — [by this we mean homosexual, I
bha:ﬂ,wm |
|
]
46i. Some offenders target people because |
mmmuummhuuul |
Ilhmururhg |
cﬂltlh:hlclnliﬂ of religious beliefs. |
|
Do you suspect you wers targeted becauss of... :
Iljl‘l’uluﬂdllhuurﬂi who |
have cortal MMM‘: |
example, 3
mmmp ................... ::|arr +[1Yes - Specily - = CINo = (] Dor' know
|
2
|
|
“ﬂmmﬂ'l ion of
were because you went a
synagoguel? ... .. aem | 1 (] Yes - Specity & 2 CIMo 2 [ Dot know
|
=
|
|
|
CHECK I
(= B o Arcong or more bowes marked "Yes”™ in 460 | [ Yes - Ask 4
0R 46i? : O] Mo — SKIP o Chack fiam G
|
46]. Do you have any evidence that this vandali !
o ":'i'm -gnﬂwuwm“’a 884 | 1 O Yos - Ask 46%
OMo ... )
I "N or "Donit know,” ASK — | - ClDontkoaw * SKIP o Chack fiom &
Did the offender -wing, |
urhmm'lﬂh; at the nl |
you were In:lln your |
dm:m'm '-Ehls |
|
1

Page 10
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HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S HATE CRIME SCREEN QUESTIONS

46K. The next questions ask about the evidence you have
that makes you suspect this vandalism was a hate

T
|
|
crime crime of . As I read
Ihﬁl::hgwmzl IIrllI'ih :
|
{a) Did the offender(s) make Mﬂmh |
negative comments, use slang, words, o
abusive language? .. .......c0i0000000a sz ] 100 Yes 2 Mo a [ Dot knaow
W hate symbols at the crime
o scene 10 indicate the s) targeted :
geatfili hﬂlh?aﬂlm’ahnﬂm |
on
:uﬁﬂm“dsl .................... 283 | 1] Yes 2z [OMNo 3 [ Don't know

Did tion confirm the '
[c] Dida n}'::h.“ h‘““ﬂ uﬁnn?idll :
or E

s, or pictures that sl |
I;:-m'ﬂnmhm ....... :E 1[0 Yas 2 CMo a [ Dot knaow

{d) Do you know if the offender(s) (has/hawe) |
committed similar hate crimes or crimes of
prejudice or bigotry inthe past?. . ......... s8] 100 Yes 2 Mo a [ Dot knaow

|e] Did the vandalism eccur on or near a holiday, |
event, loca , Br e |
:I“m-“dn ¥ March |
= ’.&':';.";"a'{‘."&.,w '"tﬁ ..... ;El 1[0 Yes 2 [ONa a [ Dot know

i) Have other hats crimes or crimes of o |
happened
have been targeted? 287 | 1] Yes 2z [OMNo 3 [ Don't know

to know for sure? ........ |&s8e] 1[]Yes 2 Mo 3 [ Don't know

HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S CHECK ITEM G

'I:THEEIIDE Tranzsenba "number of times" entry for sach I [ Mo entries iranscrbed below — Goto Check

of tha following: : liem H

(&) Screan Ouestion, ltem 38c, page 3 | Mumbar of imas (28c)

b)) Screen Question, ltem 37c, page 3 : MNurmbar of fimas (37c)

(&) Screen Ouestion, ltem 38c, page 4 | Mumbar of imas (29c)

{d) Serean Question, ltem 40c, page 4 I Murmbar of fimas (40c)

{e) Scraen Cuestion, ltem 41c, page 5 : Nurber of fimes (415}

() Screan Question, ltemn 42c, page 5 | Murmbar of fimas (42c)

(g} Screan Question, ltem 43c, page 5 ' Nurmbar of times (43c)

{h) Screan Ouestion, ltern 44b, paga 6 I Murmbar of fimas (44b)

(i} Screan CQuestion, ltern 45k, pags 8 | Murmbar of fimas (45b)

{j} Vendalism Serean Quaestion, tem 48§, page 8 : MNurmbar of fimas (467

FIELD REPRESENTATIVE - Affar ing Chack tam G, il 2 separate aime incient report for each sceen

quesion Mat has an enfy of 1 or more. Do fis before marking Check fem H.

ToFb WS 1 [ 18 2004 Paga 11

l_13



HOUSEHOLD RESPONDENT'S EMPLOYMENT QUESTIONS

Be sure to fill any incident reports before marking Check Item H.

CHECK
ITEMH Is the respondeant 16 years or oldar?

1[1¥es - Ask47a
2 [ Mo — SKIP fo Chack lfam |

47a. Did you hav work at a businass LAST WEEK?
!hm & a job or ata

ll'ﬂl.mma .lrlnrl:ﬂabuinnwlllﬂﬁﬂi

include vohumleer work or work nlnihlnnn.]::l +[Ves - SKIP o 421
{If farm or business operator in housshold, ssk sbout | 2[J Mo - Ask 47D
un| work.! |
ASKOR VERIFY - 877 ] 10Yes - Askarc
|

2 [ No — SKIP to Check Ifam |

47¢c. Did that (jobiwork] last 2 consecutive wooks
of more?

iE

1O¥es-Askasa M
2] Mo — SKIP fo Chack [fam |

ASK OF VERIFY -
48a. Which of the following best describes your job?

PERSONAL INTERVIEW (Show frshe)

TELEPHONE INTERVIEW - Were you
in the (Read main headings unti you gef a yes.
Then read answar categones) -

Mark (X) only one catagoly.

:E

Medical Profession - As a -
1 [] Phiysician

2 [ Nursa

3] Technician
4[] Other — Specify

Mental Health Services Field - Are your duties -
5 ] Professional (Social workaripsychiatrist)

& ] Custodial cara
7 ] Other — Specily

Teaching Profession - Were you employed ina -
& (] Preschool

o ] Elementary

+o [ Junior high ar middle school

11 [ High schoal

12 (1 Gollapa or univarsity

+a ] Tachnical o industrial schoal

+a [] Spacial education faciliy

15 ] Other - Spacity

Law Enforcament or Security Field - Were
employed as a- o
16 ] Law anforcement officer

+7 (] Prison o jail guand

18 [] Securiy guard
1o [] Other — S pecify

Ratail Sales - Were you employed as a -
=0 [] Convanience or liguor stona clerk

21 [J Gas stafion atiendant

22 (] Bariander

23 [] Other - Spacify

Transportation Field - Wers you employed as a -

24 ] Bus driver

25 [ Tani cab driver

26 [ Other - Spacify
oR

27 [ Something else - Specify

ASK OR VERIFY -
48b. 1s your job with [Read answer calaporis)

]

1 ] A private company, business, or individual for wages?
2] Thia Federal govemment?

3] A State, county, or local government?

|
|
: 1] Yourself [ ::nn;.rmhﬂm:,
If bowr 12is madkedin 483, mark witiout asking. ::| +[O]¥es
48¢. Aro you employed by a college or university? | 2N
46d. While werking at your job, do you werk mostly in saz | + A city?
(Fead answer citagorios] — ::I 2 [ Suburban area?
| 3] Rural area?
l + O] Combination of any of thesa?
CHECK i |
TEM | Iw&‘mgﬂ househald member to be I DTM—%&' mﬂjr mmfmmm
|
|
]

Oho- Mormﬁjrﬂmn'dﬂa#m See noie balow bafore
inizrvewing next househol! member

FIELD REPRESENTATIVE - NrMNﬂmmMmmbbemMLs under 18, tall fe hovsanhoid wspondant
fhat you wil be asking e same quesiions you just ssked himTer.

Page 12
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INDIVIDUAL'S PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

17, NAME 18. Type of interview 19.
Line
Mo.
Last [401]
1 Par. - Sel-sspondent
First 2] Tel. — Seff-mspandent
a[JPar. — Proxy
a0 Tel - Proy  ~ Fll13 o0 coverpage o
5 [] Nonmtesview - Fil 19 -28 on e page. Also
fil 14 and adust fam 150 o cover pEge.
AFTER INTERVIEW - TRANSCRIBE FROM CONTROL CARD
20.@ 21. 225.) ﬁ-’a ) 23.) 24.@ 25.) 2&23 2?.31 28.)
oz 1 1 18 -0 previDLS 15, it 21 Cc 2. ot 2. 2
mm ﬂlt E'Iﬂlh‘lm ammgaﬁm} El E‘Id Eﬂaﬂmﬂ Lﬂmﬁq [-Ib Ecn
reference THIS survey | Marital Forces |atiainment | schoel panic Mark [X) al st
person period status LAST mamber origin a0
survey period ¥
[403] [an4] [408] [407] |[ace] (ann]  |[aa] [[asz]
o [ Husband 1 (] Marmiad + ] Marmied 1OM [ 1[0Yes o] Regular | 1 1 Yes | 1+ C1'Whita
oz [] Wifa z[]'Widowed |z[]Widowad |=z[JF |=CJNe school |2 [No = [] BlackiAfnican
na [] Bon —_|=0O0Divorced |2 [ Divorcad o™ 1DGLﬁLI?EfQ&' Dmmmn
o4 [] Daugher 4[] Saparated | 4[] Saparaiad - 3 [] Amarican
us [ Father =[] Mewar & [ Naver completed #lam h"f;g"m
oe (T Mather marmied maried “Dm :
o7 (] Brogher & ] Mot imtor- 4 []Asan
. viewed 2] Voca- = (] Mafive
oe (] Sister Jast fional Hawaian/Crher
oo [] Other relatve school Pacific Eandar
1o ] Monrelative m 4[] Nana of & Ol Other — Spacily
+1 [ Raf_ parson ngg
schools
T
| I I T T
29, Date of intorview }El|'||"|""
| Maonth Day Year
|
MOEBILITY QUESTIONS
Bofore we get o the crima guestions, | have one or two !
nnmﬂt nuwh"rmugummm |
crimes occur. |
if Lrsura, ASK OR VERIFY - '
33a. How long have you lived at this address? s0s Mortfs (1-11) - SKIP'to 32
(Entar number of months OR yaars.) | oR
{508] Years (Round to nearast whale year) -
| Fi Grc fom o
1
|
% - | [15 years or more - SKIP ip 368
How mary years ara entered in 33a? | D] Lass than 5 years sk 3
|
33b. Amogothor, how many Himas have you movod in the last '
5 years, that s, since e :EI Number of imes
M VS | [5-1E-2008) Page 13

B-15



INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

36a. r to read that will
o ﬂm;‘::m :tudj':wog."_‘

W tell me if
Iq:nnnllo'ﬂuh hd":

Was something belonging te YOU stolen, such as -
that like wallat,
|a] Things I’l:"l:!&- luggage, a

{b) Clothing, jewelry, or celiphone -

|c) Bicycle or sports equipment -

{d) Things in your home - like a TV, steres, or tools -
{e) Things from a vehicle, such as a package, groceries,
camera, or CDs -

(M Did ATTEMPT to steal anything
bolonging to you?

of these

: Briefly describe incident(s) 5

that is since

MARK 'R ASK -

Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

10 Yes —Mhmﬂ

=[] Mo - SKIP to 402

36¢. How many times?

-

Number cf fimes (36¢)

-wa.muu-qmmm

w—mm.wﬁam

you -

(a] At home including the porch or yard -
mﬂ:‘mnl friend’s, relative's, or neighbor's

lc] At work or school -

(d] In such shed
phm llalll:r':p Ilm

Mmm&MMA

{1 On the streat or in a parking lot -
At such theater,
(gl Iﬂlﬂlﬂlpl"l wﬂ‘a‘iﬂl

bowling lanes,

o hunting -
oR

(k) Did anyone ATTEMPT to attack or ATTEMPT to
steal belonging to you from any of

these

MARK OR ASK -

Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

N

=[] No -SKIP o 41a

40¢. How many times?

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
[
[
|
[
|
|
|
: Briefly describe incidentls) g
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
[
|
|
|
|
|

54a)

Number cf fimes (40c)

Page 14
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INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

413, (Other than any incidents already mentioned,) " Briafiy describe incidan
has anyone attacked or thraatonad you In aiy of | Bl descrbe nts] g7

these ways Exchide ekbphone thrests) -

With for
hlm;-“m, instance, a gun or

With like a baseball
mlﬂmrl,nrl i:l-. et tyig e,

illﬂ'l'lﬂ'l'.lmlﬁ'ﬂ'lﬂ,llﬂlllﬂl\lctw

{d] Include any grabbing, punching, or choking,

other of
O alaitack = o TP or other ype

(1] Any face to face threats -

| Any attack or threal or use of force by anyone

o at all? Please mention it even if you are not
certain it was a crime.

MARK OR ASK -
41b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

841 | 1[0 Yoz - What 7
Descbe above

zC Mo - SKIP o £23

41¢. How many times?

Mumbar of imes (41c)

23, People often don't think of incidents committed
Hﬂ mm Inlhnrihm incidents
-w]uaua:hdﬂ

Briefly describe incidant) .-

i felaphone fraats) -
hlinmnmai-urtludnll

(b] A neighbor or friend -

{c) A relative or family membor -

(d] Any other person you've met or kinown?

MARK OF ASK -
42b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

543 | 1] Yos — What
Descaboabove

[ Mo —SKIP o 433

42¢. How many times?

|
544
|

Number of times (£2c)

43a. Incidents forced or unwanted sexual
oy ncdont already mentioned, mortionad ] Tave yow baen
any 5
hmmh;“

ey describe incidenils)

forced or coerced to engage
activity by -

{a] Someona you didn't know before -

(b] A casual acquaintance -

{c] Someone you know well?

MARK OB ASK -
43b. Did any incidents of this type happen te you?

T
'IE| 10 Yes —Mw

=[] No -SKIP o #4a

43¢, How many times?

o]

<4

Nurmber of fimes [43c)

FORM NCVE-1 5-18-2004)

Paga 15
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INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

443. During the last & months, [other than
mmma:rmnﬂlrfoﬂ?dmﬂlmw
ﬂiﬂl!ﬂl was a crime?

Beiafy describe incidants)

E 1I:|‘|"es—'ﬂ|ltlmd.’

| =[] No - SKIP io 45a

‘:"_ I : : OFFICE USE ONLY
% Lmhlxﬁalumm ASK, oerws, mark wihoul askng. T
'“"‘I'dwm | 1] Yes — Ask 44b
.u.-tmum that to| | z01No-SKIP o 453
(tha mspondent) or another housahold L |
L L
44b. How many times? I
| 330
| | Mumbar of imas (44b)
| |
45a. the last & other than | describe incidan
Dll'hl months, | o | Briafly i)y
mwmlcﬂu to YOU, but you |
NOT roport to the police’ |
I
!
i I
I
I 10 Yes - Hutlumd.’
' I 2] Mo - SKIP o Ghack ftam [ below
vy : :

OFFICE USE ONLY

Loak at 45a. f unsurs, ASK, otherwise, mark without

mkmg Were you [waaﬁamlpmdanﬂ attacked or
n;;'t.n:md lﬂﬂ:m “It:ll:lngod

mmpt o

hyﬂ;[ﬁ;alwpundaml or another nlkunhnld

M mMiber

883 | 1] Yoz - Ask 45D
=[] Mo - SKIPfo Chedk fiam D bolow

45b. How many times?

|

Number of times (45b)

i@

1
INDIVIDUAL'S CHECK ITEMS D, E, AND G

whian the

‘Wh besides tha rmapondent was
% mmwm infaniau,

=]

1 [ Telephone intarview — SKIP o Check fiom G
Personal interview - Mark alf that apply.

2 [ No ona basides respandent prasant

2 [] Respandent’s spouse

4[] HHLD mamber(s) 12+, not spouse

5[] HHLD mamberis) under 12

|
|
l & ] Monhousahold mambars)
| 7 [] Someons was prasant — Can't say who
| &[] Don't know & someone elss presant
L
If saff-responsa infenaew, SKIP fo Chack [fam G |
Did the person for whom this inlenview was takan help | 556 ] 1[0 Yes
the promy respondent answer any screen guasions? z[No

&[] Person for whom intenview taken nof presant

{a) Screen Quastion, Ihem 36¢, page 14
{B) Screen Cuestion, ltem 40c, page 14
{e) Scan Quastion, ltem 41c, paga 15
{d) Screen Question, tem 42c, pags 15
{a) Screen Question, tem 43c, page 15
() Screen Quastion, liem 44b, page 16
{g) Screen Question, lem 45b, page 18

Transcribe "number of imas™ eniry for aach of fhe following:

[] Mo entries ranscribed balow — Go fo Check team H
Number of fimes (36c)
Number of fimes (40c)
Number of imes (41c)
Number of fimes (£2c)
Number of imes (43c)
Number of fimes [44b)
Number of fimes [45b)

FIELD REPRESENTATIVE - After complafing Check fom G, il 2 saparmie cime incidenf meporf for each screen question faf kes an enfry
of 1.or more. Do fis before mading Check [em H.

Page 16
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INDIVIDUAL'S EMPLOYMENT QUESTIONS
Be sure to fill any incident reports before marking Check Bam H.

'I:THBE;:E s the respondeant 16 years or oider?

1] Yes -Ask47a
2 [ No — SKIP to Chack ifam |

|
|
|
47a. Did you have a job or work at a business LAST WEEK? |

Do ot inchude volunteer work or work around the housa.) |
' - 5] O Ves-SKIP o 432

(¥ farm or business epesior in housshol, ask about 2 Ol Mo — Ask 475

rpad work ) |

ASK OR VERIFY - ] Yes - Ask 47
37T 1 B3 —. (5

4Tc. rm?mmzmm-m EI

10 Yes - Ask 482

| 2 [0 No - SKIP to Check Ham |

ASK OA VERIFY - | "
Medical Profossion - A=
483, Which of the following best describes your job? tlﬂMan
PERSOMAL INTERVIEW (Show flashcard) | =[] Nursa
EEH{% INTER’U'IEW—U&;Ielw : sggﬁrnium
main headings unil you gafa pes. 1 - Spaciy
?T}a?ﬂaiammamm‘g}
Mark - Mantal Haalth Services Field - Are your duties -
() oy one catagory. & [ Profassional (Social workenpsychiatrist)
& (] Custodial care
7 [ Cther - Speciy

Teaching Profession - Were you employed in a -
s ] Preschoal

o [] Elementary

10 [ Juriior high or middle school

11 (] High schoal

12 [] College or univarsiy

12 [ Technical or industrial school

+a [] Special educalon faciity

15 [ Other — Speciy

16 [ Law enforcemant officar
17 [ Prison o jai guard

+8 [ Sacurity guard
10 1 Othar — Spaciy

Retail Sales - Were you employed as a -

=0 (1 Conveniance or liquor stor derk

21 [1 Gas stafion aBendant

22 [] Bartandes

za [ Othar — Specfy

Transportation Field - Were you employed as a -

24 [] Bus driver

25 [ Taxi cab drivar

=6 [ Other — Speciy
OR

27 [] Something else - Specily

|
|
I
|
|
I
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
|
I
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
I
|
|
I
|
ASK OR VERIFY - I
48b. Is your job with (Rssd answer catagoriss) - EI ;S::';"Tﬂ-hm“m"'w?
1] A State, county, or local government?

|
| e prosssent peachnd, o o

R ) . [
I box 12 & mamked i 482, mark withouf asking. ™
Are you employed by a college or university? ::I ;EYN?

48d. Whilo working at your job, do you work mostly in '
{Riaad answer calagonias) - ;El ;Eltm aroa?
a[] Rural arga?
4[] Combination of any of these?

|
|
FTHEEfF !5mi§m|§a15thmwdmmmb& | I
f 7 - ferviow.
e : [OMNo- See note below belfore interviewing next
| housshold member.

FIELD REPRESENTATIVE - Ifthe current respondentis 2 parant or legal guardian and e nest househol! mamber o be infani wed is
under 18, fel the current respondent feaf pou will be asking fe same quesiions you just asked imfer

FOFM HCVE-1 (5-96-2004) Page 17




INDIVIDUAL'S PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

17. NAME 18. of interview 19,
Type e
Mo.
et [#01]
1 [ Par. — Sal-respondent
First 2 Tel. - Self-respondent
a[]Per. - Py~
+O1Tel - Progy | Fil 14 0 cover page hafio
&[] Nonintarview — Fill 19 - 28 an fhis page. Abo
fill 14 and adjust ifam 15¢ on cover page.
AFTER INTERVIEW - TRANSCRIBE FROM CONTROL CARD
”'m; |’21. 22a, m.IF 2. , 24, J 25. ' 25.2} 27.%] 28. ,
1 o1 E FE; -FOm pEVDLS 19, EI.E’G' oz 21, oc 2. o 2. o 24
to ml?h’]t status awmmilmp ion) El tional Lmuhg [-Ib {hm
reference THIS survey | Marital Forces |attainment | scheol panic Mark [X) al that
person period status LAST member origin s
strvey period V-
[403] [404] [s08] [a07] [a1a]  |[as3]
o1 (] Husband 1OMamied  |«OOMamed |« OM | O Yes o[ Regular | + [ Yes | 1 [ Whits
oz []Wiia 2 O'Widowed | =[] Widowed |=[OF |=00 Mo gchool |2 [ No 2 []BlackiAfrican
oa [ Son |3 ODivorced | s[J Divorced ETE lﬂmh;llgu' DNTHF_[EH
o4 [ Caughter A |+ [ Separated | 4[] Saparated S a[]Amariczan
os [ Father & (T Mewar =[] Newar complated ?Ym mﬁ;‘g"m
ce [] Mother mamad marmsad =Dsu;h:|d !
o (] Becher &[] Not inter- O Voca- 4DlAsian
1 Sistar viewed B - EDNM
- ) Jast fional Hawaiian'Other
oo [ Ofher ralative o schiool Pacific skander
10 [ Monralative p.,r“.'.?a' 4[] Nona of & 1 Othar — Spedty
11 1 Ref_ person ';’i:m
schools

29, Dato of interview

T
| T T T 1

» | 804 ‘ | ‘ ‘ | ‘ ‘ [ . |
| [ Day Year

mwoﬁhﬂnm“ltmmlnmnm
questions are helpful in studying where and why
crimes occur.
If ursura, ASK OR VERIFY -
33a. How long have you lived at this address?
(Enter number of months OF pears.)

MOBILITY QUESTIONS

Monhs (1-11) - SKIP fo 230

Yaars (Round to nearest whole yaar) —
Fill Check fiam A

% How meany years ars enfered in 33a7?

[ 5 years or mare — SKIP ip 262
[ Lass than 5 years —Ask 33

Altogether, how many times have moved in the last
spl'l,ﬂl’ltls,m m,m_‘.‘

Numiber of imas

B | B OB

Paga 18
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INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

:‘:Ba.r to read that will
o kinds of crimos :tutly:'m“m.

hl through tell me if any of these
Iq:l':ﬂlnrluh last 6 that is since
20

Was something belonging te YOU stelen, such as -

{a] Things that you carry, Ilhmnmlﬂ
pursa, briefcass,

{b) Clothing, jewelry, or cellphone -

|c] Bicycle or sports equipment -

{d] Things in your home - like a TV, stereo, or tools -

{e) Things from a vehicle, such as a package, grocories,
camera, or CDs -

oR
() Did ATTEMPT to steal anything
bolonging to you?

rafl describa inddent(s) -

MARK OR ASK -
Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

:E + 0 Yos ~What happenad?

2] Mo - SKIP fo 402

36C. How many timos?

Number of tmes (360)

40a, Mﬂﬂuqhﬁdﬂsmw

nmmmu,wmummm

firom you -

{a) At home including the porch or yard -

{b] At or near a friend's, relative’s, or neighbor's

{c] At work or school -

In such shed
g b et

airport -
{e] While riding in any vehicle -
) On the streat or in a parking let -
h}ltm:hplm: as a parly, theater,
While fshing
'rplnd: ; i1|ll'|u,nr
oR

N:Hwnmna?uﬁmsm
oal belong
inose paces? e

Brifl describa inddent(s) -

MARK OR ASK -
Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

=) 0 -ty

20 Mo - SKIP fo 412

40¢, How many times?

4

Nurmber of fimes (400)

FOFM NCVE-1 [B-8-2004)

Page 19

B-21



INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

41a.

41b.

¢,

(Other than any incidents already mentioned,)
hsqmmlchdlr threatened you in any of
these ways ([Exciid febphone thraals) -

(a] With any weapon, fer instance, a gun or

“qﬂiﬂllh baseball bat, frying pan,
m::innumrl i:l-.
{c) By somethirg thrown, such as a rock or

(d] Include any grabbing, punching, or choking,
o e e e

(f] Any face to face threats -
oR

(g] Any attack or threat or use of force by
at all? Please mention it even if you are not
certain it was a crime.

Briefly describe incident(s)

MARK ORASK -
Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

How many times?

Mumier of fmes (41c)

42a.

42h.

42c.

hliﬂnuuatuwtludnll

(b) A neighbor or friend -

{e] A relative or family member -

(d] Any other parson you've met or known?

Briefly describe incident(s)

MARK OR ASK -
Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

1 [ Yo — What
Descibe above

=[] Mo — SKIP fp 433

How many times?

R

Nurmber of Emes [42¢)

43a.

43b.

43c.

Incidents forced or unwanted sexual

Briefly describa incident(s) &

MARK OR ASK -
Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

1[0 Yes - What
Descibe above

21 No— SKIP o #4a

How many times?

Number of fmes (43¢)

Page 20

FFORM NCWE-1 (0-16-2004



INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

444,

i

the last & months, [other than any
already mentioned,) did you call the
uruﬁgﬂ*tr_!:mdtn‘mu

ou was a crime?

g
]

ice

2
g

i

iy describe incidents)

E 1D\"ns—ﬂhlthmd.’

| =[] No - SKIP i 452

OFFICE USE ONLY

oF Was stolen or an
attempt made to that o
you (iha respondent) or another housahold

o540 | 1 [ Yes — Ask 44
| 21 Mo — SKIP io 45a

(5]

LIS ssking. Were you fwas the raspondent] attacked or
threatensd, or was something stolen oran

attempt made to steal ing that belonged
to you (therespondant] ormull:lmluulhold

member?

I
|
I
I
1
I
I
| | Number of imas [44b)
| |
45a. During the last & months, [other than | Briafly describe incidani(s)
mmmmlmﬁr&n | ¥
wmamwh‘ O, but you |
MOT raport to the palice’ |
I
!
1 |
| : Yas - What ?
| a8 | [ Yes w
I | =] Mo - SKIP o Chack ftam D below
saz| | I i OFFICE USE ONLY
- | | |
(o, [ Se O Lock at 456, If unsurs, ASK, atherwise, mark without '

883 | « [ Yes — Ask 4
21 Mo - SKIP i Chedk fiam [ below

45b. How many times?

4

ohd
| Number of timas (451

|
INDIVIDUAL'S CHECK ITEMS D, E, AND G

Who besides tha rspondent was whan the 555 | 1 ] Telephone intaniew — SKIP fo Chack ffem G
ML L scioen questions wers asked? (f i, | Parsonal interview - Mark all that apgly.
mark box 1 oniy) | 21 Na ona basides respondent prasent
I 3] Raspondent’s spouse
I 4[] HHLD mamber(s) 12+, not spouse
I 5 (] HHLD mamber{s) under 12
I & (] Nonhousahold mamber(s)
| 7 [] Someons was presant — Can't say who
| e [ Dont know & someona elsa presant
L
e, 1= @ [ salf-response infarview, SKIP fo Check ifem G I
LIS OB i the person for whom fhis inforviaw was tekan help ||:|55| O Ves
tha proxy respondent answer any screen quasions? 2N

a[] Person for whom inberview taken nof presant

% Transcibe "numiber of imas” aniny for aach of the following:

{a) Screen Question, ftem 36c, paga 19
{b) Screen Question, fem 40c, pags 19
{e) Scraen Cuestion, tem £1c, paga 20
() Screen Question, tem 42¢, page 20
fe) Scraen Cusstion, tem 432, papa 20
(1) Scraen Question, Item 44b, page 21
[g) Scraan CQuestion, tem 45b, page 21

[ N enéfies franscibed balow — Go fo Check fam H
Nurmber of imes [36c)
Nurmber of imes [40c)
Nurmber of imes [41c)
Nurmber of imes [£2c)
Nurmber of imes [£3c)
Nurmber of imes {44}
Nurmber of imes {45}

FIELD REPRESENTATIVE — After compiaiing Check fem G, i & sepamie come noidant mpor for each screen question Mal has an entry
of 1 or mom. Do fis before making Chack [fam H.

FOAM MOWE-1/[§-18-2004)

Page 21
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INDIVIDUAL'S EMPLOYMENT QUESTIONS
Be sure to il any incident reports before marking Check ftem H.

|
Is e mspondeat 16 yaars or odar? + 01 Yes — Ask 478
E pondeet 16 years I 2[INo—SKIP bChed fm
i

4Ta. Did you have a job or work at a business LAST WEE
Ihmihchthnhhwutuntnlﬂﬂnhm.]

(I faam or business opemstor i housshold ask about | :, E E_':;gf o
Lnpeial work ) }
ASK OR VERIFY - O Yes — Ak
o77 | 10 Yes A 47
4Th. mmﬁgwmmmwmmms | =[] No - SKIP i Chedk ffem |
T
4Tc. mu?momuummm:u ::Im + [0 Yes —Ask 483
. =[] No - SKIP fo Ched ffem |
ASK OR VERIFY -

:|:| Medical Profession - As a -

483, ‘Which of the following best describes your job? + ] Physican

PERSONAL INTERVEW (Show flasheard) =[] Mursa
TELEPHONE INTERVIEW — Were you employed in a[] Technician
the (Rsad main headings untd you geta s 4[] Dthear —Spacify

Then read answar categoiss) —

Matk (X) only one cfogory: Mental Health Services Field - Are your duties -

|

|

|

|

: & [ Professional (Social workernsychitis)
| &[] Custodial caro
| 7 [ Other - Spacify
| Teaching Profession - Were you employed ina -
| &[] Praschool

| o] Elemantary

| 10 ] Junior Figh or middle school

| 11 [ High school

| 12 ] Coliage or university

I 1a[] Technical or industrial school

| 44 Special educafion fadilty

: 15 ] Other — Spacify
Law Enforcement or Security Fleld - Were

: employed as a - e
|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

|

17 [ Prison or jail guard

1a ] Security guard

1a [ Other — Spacify

Retail Sales - Were you employed as a -

=[] Convenience or liquor store clark

21 [ Gas stafion ationdant

22 [] Bastender

2a[] Other — Spacify

Transporiation Fiald - Were you employed as a-

24 [] Bus driver

25 ] Tax cab driver

=a[] Other — Spaciy
OR

27 (] Something elsa - Speciy

ASK OR VERIFY —
ino] _ | 880 | + ] A private company, business, or individual for wages?
48b. Is your job with (Raso snswer catagonss) I:I:’D'lh -
| 3] A State, county, or local government?
| Yourself in
| 40O (Sel h‘rﬂd.!_‘g::r.-,

I bowr 1.2 is marked
48, mtuli-hrﬁi?lmlqnwmlr’ E ;EE

48, mmugnn-jnb,dnmm-nmhmm i
cafl . saz | 1+ Acity?
answer cafegonies) 0 area?
a[] Rural area?
4[] Combination of any of thase?

|
|
|

E s s o s oo mnber 0 0o =
I [ONo- Seenota below bafors ints rvawing next
| housahy ber.

maim,

FIELD REPRESENTATIVE — If fije curm mspo.rmnsxml' and T next Fousefold member fo ba infaniowed is
undler 18, £l B cumant respondant st bgig Wl b ssking e same quesBons pou just asked imber

Page 22 FORM NCVE-1 [B-18-200)




INDIVIDUAL"S PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

17. NAME 18. Type of interviow 19.
Line
No.
Last [ao1]
1 Par. — Sali-mspondent
First 2 [ Tel. — Seif-respondent
al]Par - Progy *
+OTel - Progy P13 00 cover page oo
& (1 Moninterview — Fif 19 - 28 on e page. Also
il 14 and adust fam 150 on cover page.
AFTER INTERVIEW - TRANSCRIBE FROM CONTROL CARD
20.13} 21, 2‘2&.} ri.:__?.h ) 23.J 24.2}} 25.J 26.2} 27.$ 28.J
oo 1 =] 18 Fom praviDus 19 oo 21 oc 2. o 2. 24
thﬂnnllﬂ:h &as{ ﬁtﬂlhﬁnemm?ﬁm} X .ﬁud Eﬁﬂﬁoﬂd El'hnﬂg [-Ib Ece
referance THIS survey | Marital Forces |attainment | school panic Wark () &l rat
person period status LAST member origin oy
survey period :
[403] [s04] [208] [407] |[2ca] [a11]  |[e13] |[s12]
m (1 Husband 100 Mamied [+ CMaried |« CIM | 100 Yes o] Regular | + (1 ¥es |+ C]'Whita
oz (] Wifa 2O Widowed |2 CWidowed |=CIF [=CINo sehosl |2 CINe | = O BlackiAlrican
o3 [(150n —|sODivorced |2 ] Divorced W1D$Lﬂ(g&‘ DArnal!czn
s [ Daughéar Age |4 Separated |+ ] Saparated . a L] Amarican
os O Father 5 O] Newer 5 [ Naver compieted D'i'mda h"gﬁ;'gﬁhm
oe O Mathar mamed marmied : s:rzfarod !
; 4 [ Asian
o7 [ Brogher & [ Not intar- 2 Voca- DlNatve
ek o fional " HawaianOirer
oo (] Othar relative schoal Pacific Istandar
10 (] Moneelative grﬁ 4Dﬂr!|;mu| & C10thar - Specify
11 [ Ref. parson e
schools
T
rson [ ][] [T 1]
29. Date of interview 801
> Manth Day Vear
|
MOBILITY QUESTIONS
Bafore we get to the crime questions, | have one or two
mlﬂm:ﬂtﬂhﬂlil“ﬂﬁhgm-ﬂm
crimes oceur.
If tnsura, ASK OF VERIFY -
33a. How long have you lived at this address? Manghs (1-11) — SKIP fo 33

(Enter number of months OF yaars,)

'Years (Round to naarest whola -
Fi Cro e =

5 yaars or more — SKIP o 38
[ Lgss than 5 years —Ask 33

% How many years are enfered in 2337

33b. :Ihpﬂﬁ,lﬁ:mlnnhnmw?hﬂuhd

—_—

LI

Mumber of imes
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36a. F'm going toread that will give Briafly describe inciders
idoa of the kinds of crimos this study covers, | fy descrbe nccents) g

As | go through tell me if any of these
h;p%'mlommllﬂn; that is since

Was something belonging to YOU stolen, such as-
(a) Things that you carry, like luggage, a wallat,
pursa, briefcase, =

INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS I

|b) Clathing, jewelry, or celiphone -

|¢) Bicycle or sports equipment -

{d) Things in your home - like a TV, steres, or tools -
|G]TMMID"NHI:II,‘|'IHI package, groceries,

m Dldnﬂmnlmﬂn stoal anything

832 | 17 Yos - What T
Descabeabove

I 200 No - SKIP to 403

| <
53]
| Number of imes (36c)

MARK OF ASK -
36b. Did any incidents of this kype happen to you?

36¢. How many times?

40a. (Other than any incidents already mentioned,)
since .20 ,were
uﬂluhudﬂnﬂdmm stolen
from you -
(a) At home including the porch or yard -
(b) At or near a friend’s, relative’s, or neighbor’s

Brialy describe inciderdfs) -

() At work or school -
(d) In such
pl.'lmu lllm ﬂm
aipurt
(2] While riding in any vehicle -
() On the streot or in a parking lot -

Al such place party,
o picd:au, I:;:Ili:.| II'ln,ll IHL.IIL
or huriting -
oR

mwmlmafmtﬁﬂwh
Mqﬂhlhllng o
thase places? e o

AR OF ASK -
40b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

;’E| 10 Yes—ﬂnllml!

2] No - SKIP {0 413

(5]
| Murnber of fmes (40c)
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INDIVIDUAL"S SCREEN QUESTIONS

414, [Other than any incidents already mentioned,)
has anyone threatened in of
Muq:&ﬁﬂbﬁﬂemb}—m -
(&) With any weapon, for instance, a gun or

knifa -
(b] With
scissors, or

such rock
I:]I]m:aﬂi‘rghﬂn, asa or

{d) Include any grabbing, punching, or choking,
lﬂlﬁﬂwﬂpﬂﬂlﬁwl‘lﬂﬂ
senua k-

0 Any face to face threats -
OR

{g] Any attack or threat or use of force by anyone
at all? Please mention it even if you are not
certain it was a crime.

like & basaball bat, rying pan,

Briofly describe ncdertis)

MARK ORASK -
41b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

:|E|

1D\'ﬂ—l‘|‘|ltl’ﬂgud’.
Descibe above

2 Mo - SKIP fo 423

41¢. How many times?

:E

Number of times (41c)

(b} A neighbor or friend -
() A relative or family mamber -
(d) Any other person you've met or known?

iy doscrbe podertls) 5

MARK DR ASK -
42b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

E 1|:|‘|“ns—l‘l'|ltmd.’

2 (Mo - SKIP o 423

42c. How many times?

|
544
|

Number of times (42c)

43a. Incidents forced or unwantod sexual
miﬁ.:?hnhm:nmlhll m
Ve
mwuﬂ'udllmh soxual
activity by -
(a] Someona you dida't know before -
(b) A casual acquaintance -
OR

{c] Someone you know well?

iy doscrbe podertls) -

MARK OF ASK-
43b. Did any incidents of this type happen to you?

'IE| 1|:|‘|’ns—l‘hltmd.’

2 [(INo —SKIP ip 443

43¢, How many times?

Number of times (43c)
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INDIVIDUAL'S SCREEN QUESTIONS

By desceibe incidenis)

E 1I:|‘fas—ﬂlnll'¢md?

!
|
|
|
|
|
L
|
|
' | =[1No-SKIP b45a

OFFICE USE ONLY

Look at 4. F unsura, ASK, ofherwise, mark without asking.
Wara you (was tha attacked or
ﬂnﬂﬂ,wm stolen or an
attempt made to steal that to

san | 1] Yos — Ask 44
I 21 No - SKIP b 458

member?

|
|
|
you (the espondent) or another household T |
L L
44b. How many times? |
| 550
| | Number of times [44b)
| |
453, During the last & months, [other than | Briafly describe incidani/s)
incidents already mentioned,) did which I ¥
nwml:ﬂ- o YOU, but you |
NOT repart fo the police? |
|
|
f T
I 851 | 1] Yes - What ?
| ;l HMW
I I =[] No - SKIP i Chodk ftam D below
’:‘ | | [ OFFICE USE ONLY
| ] ]
(5, [+ S8 ook at 45a. f unsure, ASK, otherwise, mark without !
ITEM asking. Were you (was the respondant] attacked or :El + O] Yes — Ask 45
e ey b o e £ CING - SK0P i ek D s
to you (therespondant! or anather held

45b. How many times?

E—

| | Numbar of times (45h)

4

1
INDIVIDUAL'S CHECK ITEMS D, E, AND G

o | L Who besides the mspondent was whan the 585 | 1 (1 Telaphone intarview — SKIP i Check fiam &
ML U scroon questions were askad? (i Mo, | Parsonal intarview - Mar all that spoly.
mark bax 1 only) | 2 1 No ana besides respandant present

I 2 [] Raspondan’s spouse
I 4 [ HHLD mamberis) 12+, not spouse
I & (1 HHLD mambesis) under 12
| & ] Narhousshald mambers)
| 7 ] Someona was presant — Can't say wha
| &[] Don't know i someons elss presant
L

[T o @l 1 salf responsa interview, SKIP fo Chack [fam G |

LLIS N i the person for whom fris inenview was takan help ||:|m 1OYes

the prosy respondent answer any scroen quasions? 2[CINo

3 [ Person for whom interview taken nof presant

Transcribe “number of imes" eniry for aach of the following:
(& Screen Cueshion, Hem 36c, page 24
(b Screen Cuesfion, Hem 40c, page 24
{e) Scraen Quesfion, Hem 41c, page 25
{d) Screen Quesfion, Hem 42¢, page 25
{e) Screen Quesfion, lism 43¢, page 25
) Screan Quesfion, fiem 44b, pape 26
I} Screen Cueshion, Hem 45b, papa 26

I

|

l [ Mo entries ranscibad below — Go t Check fem H
| Mumiber of Gmeas (36c)

: Mumber of imes [20c)

| — MNumber of imas [41c)

: Mumbar of fimes [42c)

| Number of imes [43c)

: Number of Smes (245

I Mumber of imes [45b)

|

FIELD) REPRESENTATIVE - Affer compiafing Check tem G, i a separmie come noidant mport for each screen queston Maf has an enfy
of 1 ormom. Do s before mamking Check [fam H.

Page 26

FOAM NCVE-1 [5-16-2004)



INDIVIDUAL'S EMPLOYMENT QUESTIONS

Be sure to il any incident reports before marking Check item H.

E Is e respondent 16 yaars or oldar?

1[0 Yes -Ask 472
=[] No - SKIP o Chedk ffem |

4Ta. Did you have a job or work at a business LAST WEEK?
[Dv ot include vohumteor work or work around the house.)

. . [ Yes - SKIP o 483
(I famm or busmess opersfor i hovsshold, ask about !
m | [ No - sk 475
unpsid work ) | ‘
ASK OR VERIFY -
4Th. i you ke ajob o work i business DURING THE I::IW R ——
! x
4Tc. wu?tmmma:mmm:u :E ] Yes — Ask 483

=[] Mo - SKIP f Ghedk ftam |

ASK OR VERIFY -

PERSOMAL INTERVEW [Show flasheard)
TELEPHONE INTERVIEW — Wera you amp
the [Rsad main headings unt you gt a s
Then read answar categoiss) —

Mark (X) onk one cafegoy.

483, Which of the following best describes your job?

=

Medical Profession - As a -
1 [ Physician

=[] Nursa

a ] Technician

+ ] Other - Spacify

Monlal Hoalth Services Fiold - Are your duties -
s ] Prolessional {Social workeripsychiatist)
&[] Custodial care

7 [ Other - Spacify

Teaching Profession - Were you employed in a-
&[] Preschool

o [] Elsmantany

1a ] Junior high or middla schoal

11 ] High school

12 ] Coliaga or univarsity

1a[] Technical or industrial school

14 ] Spacial educaion taclity

15 ] Other — Spacify

Law Enforcement or Fiald - Wera
employod as a - Socuily i
1a ] Law anforcement afficar
17 [ Prison or jail guard
18] Security guard

10 (] Other — Spacify

Retail Sales - Were you employed as a -
=0 [] Conveniencs o liquor store clerk

=21 [] Gas siafion atisndant

=[] Bartender
=a[] Other — Spaciy

Transporiation Fiald - Were you employed as a-
24 [] Bus driver
25 ] Tad cab driver

2a (] Other — Sparify
OR

27 ] Someothing elsa - Spacfy

ASK OR VERIFY -
48b. 1s your job with [Rssd nswer catagosss) —

580 | 1 O] A private company, Iuimuiﬂ!ﬁulhrm'

=[] The Federal
a[] A State, county, nrlnﬂlqmm’

Is fhis fhe lasf howsahold member to be
intenvicwed?

[ Yes — END infarviow.

CINo- Seenote below bafors interviewing next
housshold member.

i
|
| [ Yoursalf (Se
| : business, In'ﬂ-d.mﬁ:'uh‘
T
I bixe 12 15 matked in 483, mark wiffout
460, Are you amployed by a colege o mmivarsity? E;Eﬁ
45, While working at do you work WfRead |
a:swm‘mas-“m o mastly in (R a2 | + [ Acity?
=[] Suburban area?
I =[] Rural area?
| 40)Combination of any of these?
I
|
I
1

FIELD REPRESENTATIVE - If fhia curent responden! is & parant or gal guardian and fe next housahold member o ba intendewed is
undar 18, fall fi cument respondant Mt you will be asking fe same quesiions you just asked fimher
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Publications are grouped in the following categories:
BJS; NCVS-specific publications; NCVS-specific conference proceedings; crime/violence; panel

conditioning

Reference

Abstract

Bureau of Justice Statistics
Publications

(BJS publications are ordered by
publication date. All other entries
are ordered alphabetically by
author name.)

R. G. Lehnen and W. G. Skogan,
eds. (1984). The National Crime
Survey: Working Papers VVolume
I1: Methodological Studies. Bureau
of Justice Statistics. NCJ-90307.

This volume contains a series of technical papers on
methodological issues associated with the National Crime Survey
(NCS). Topics include memory failure, recall bias, classification of
victimization events, Sample design and coverage problems,
response effects, and consequences of telephone versus in-person
interviewing.

Relevant chapter, pgs. 65-66: Dodge, R. (1977). Comparison of
Victimizations as Reported on the Screen Questions with Their
Final Classification: 1976..

Dodge, R. (1985). Response to
Screening Questions in the
National Crime Survey. Bureau of
Justice Statistics Technical Report.
NCJ Number 97624.

This technical report examines how the current (1981) National
Crime Survey (NCS) screening questions National Crime Survey
(NCS) screening questions elicit respondent reports of
victimizations involving the crimes covered by the NCS. Generally,
the NCS questions achieve their goal, i.e., to determine the number
of victimizations of household members for the NCS crimes. Still,
problems have been identified, especially with larceny incidents,
stemming from asking the household screening questions only once
in households with two or more eligible respondents. The
distinction between household larceny (which occurs in or near the
home) and noncontact personal larceny (which occurs elsewhere) is
also shown to cause problems in assigning victim characteristics.
Larcenies of parts of cars are discussed as an example of the
difficulties posed by the current questioning procedure. It is advised
that this study did not address the larger issue of whether the
screening questions as now administered, even if they were all
asked of everyone in the household, are as productive as a potential
alternative format. A sample NCS questionnaire is provided.

Bureau of Justice Statistics. (1989).

Redesign of the National Crime
Survey. NCJ 111457.

This report provides an overview of an extensive project to redesign
the National Crime Survey, a nationwide, annual survey of personal
and household victimization in the United States. The genesis of the
redesign efforts was an evaluation by the National Academy of
Sciences and an internal review. The redesign is a comprehensive
effort to re-evaluate the methodological, conceptual, and analytical
issues in the collection of victimization data. Conceptual issues
considered included the means of measuring criminal victimization,

C-1




Reference

Abstract

external validation sources, scope of crimes covered, and measuring
crime risk and vulnerability. Methodological issues focused on
interviewing methods, reference period choices, sampling design,
and data organization and analysis. Analytical issues covered (1)
accuracy, including screening strategy, bounding, interview-to-
interview recounting, calendrical anchoring, and series crimes; (2)
enhancement of analysis options such as the inclusion of lifestyle
and outcome variables, alternate classification schemes, and
longitudinal designs; (3) flexibility; (4) improving data utilization;
and (5) cost effectiveness. Five major data collection efforts were
carried out as part of the redesign and development work. Near-
term changes decided upon included revisions to the incident form
that collects data on the characteristics and consequences of
victimization, direct interviewing of 12-to 13-year-old respondents,
and deletion of a series of occupational status items. Long-term
changes will include additional questionnaire revisions, new
screening procedures, and new design packages. Options still being
evaluated include a longitudinal design, centralized telephone
interviewing, use of bounding interview estimation, and interview-
to-interview recounting. 3 appendixes.

Taylor. (1989). New Directions for
the National Crime Survey. BJS
Technical Report. NCJ 115571.

This report provides an overview of a project to evaluate and
redesign the National Crime Survey (NCS), which is a national
survey conducted twice a year to determine the number and nature
of criminal victimizations of citizens. The assessment has focused
on data accuracy, survey methodology, and the enhancement of
options for data analysis. In addition to changes in the way crime
incident data are elicited and organized, the NCS redesign also
examined the techniques used to collect data, including sample
design, data collection technologies, and respondent rules.
Revisions are being made to improve the analytic data set as well.
The changes include altering the scope of crimes measured by the
NCS, adding questions to provide new independent variables,
revising questions dealing with the outcomes of crime, and
including topical supplements to the NCS on a regular basis. The
Bureau of Justice Statistics and the Census Bureau have agreed on a
four-component comprehensive plan for the remaining
implementation: testing, phase-in, statistical splice, and processing
system.

U.S. Bureau of the Census (1994).
Technical Background on the

Redesigned National Crime

Victimization Survey. Report to

the Bureau of Justice Statistics,
Washington, DC. NCJ 151172

These briefing materials on the redesigned National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS) summarize the changes to the
questionnaire and procedures, as well as their impact. The methods
by which these changes were phased in are presented, followed by a
detailed comparison of the new and old questionnaires and
procedures, along with reasons why these new methods produce
higher crime rates. The discussion notes reasons for differences in
violent crime rates because of the new and old screener questions,
as well as reasons for differences in burglary rates, theft and
household larceny rates, crime rates, and the percentage of crimes
reported to the police. A major reclassification scheme has shifted
most of what were previously categorized as personal crimes of
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Abstract

theft into property crimes of theft. Under the old scheme, theft was
characterized as a personal or household crime based on the
location of the incident. The redesigned NCVS classifies all thefts
as household thefts unless there was contact between victim and
offender. Personal thefts with contact (purse-snatching and pocket-
picking) are now the only types of theft that are categorized as
personal theft. The overlap between the old and new NCVS
methods is also discussed. 4 tables

Bureau of Justice Statistics. (1994).
National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS) Redesign: Fact
Sheet. NCJ 151170.

This fact sheet provides, in a Q&A format, information about the
redesign of the NCVS (why it was done, what it involved) and
resulting changes in the data (e.g., more reports of victimizations,
new measures).

Bureau of Justice Statistics. (1994).
National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS) Redesign:
Questions & Answers. NCJ
151171,

This document provides information about the redesign in a Q&A
format. It includes information about the background of the NCVS,
the impetus and goals of the redesign, major redesign changes, as
well as addresses questions about the improved measurement.

Kindermann, C., Lynch, J., Cantor,
D. (1997). Effects of the Redesign
on Victimization Estimates.
Bureau of Justice Statistics, NCJ
164381.

This paper examines the effects of the redesign of the National
Crime Survey on victimization estimates. In 1992 the long-planned
redesign of the survey was introduced for half of the sample in such
a way that comparisons could be made. This report analyzes the
differences in estimates from the two designs. The study considers
the effects of the new design on estimates of crime rates and for
different types of events. Also considered are the effects of the
redesign within categories of victims. The study found that
respondents generally recounted more victimizations in the new
design than the old. They were given a larger number of cues to
assist in the recall and recounting of eligible crime events. The
increased cueing for gray-area events and the subsequent higher
rates of recounting in the new design may also explain the apparent
differences in the effect of the design for different types of
respondents.

NCVS-Specific Publications

Bachman, Ronet; Taylor, Bruce
(1994). The measurement of
family violence and rape by the
redesigned national crime
victimization survey. Justice
Quarterly, Volume 11, Number 3,
499-512

Because of the historical stigma attached to rape and family
violence, estimating incidence rates of these victimizations is a
difficult task. Research employing diverse methodologies and
operational definitions, not surprisingly, has yielded different
estimates. After a 10-year redesign project, the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS) has drastically changed the way it
estimates the incidence of rape and family violence. This new
survey methodology was implemented in 100 percent of the NCVS
sample in July 1993; estimates based on the new survey will
become available in fall 1994. The purpose of this paper is to
delineate the evolution of this redesign project and to explicate how
rape and domestic violence now are operationalized by the NCVS.

Baumer, E.P. & Lauritsen, J. L.
(2010). Reporting crime to the
police, 1973-2005: A multivariate
analysis of long-term trends in the

Although many efforts have been made during the past several
decades to increase the reporting of crime to the police, we know
little about the nature of long-term crime-reporting trends. Most
research in this area has been limited to specific crime types (e.g.,
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National Crime Survey (NCS) and
National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS). Criminology,
48(1), 131-185.

sexual assault), or it has not taken into account possible changes in
the characteristics of incidents associated with police notification.
In this article, we advance knowledge about long-term trends in the
reporting of crime to the police by using data from the National
Crime Survey (NCS) and the National Crime Victimization Survey
(NCVS) and methods that take into account possible changes in the
factors that affect reporting at the individual and incident level as
well as changes in survey methodology. Using data from 1973 to
2005, our findings show that significant increases have occurred in
the likelihood of police notification for sexual assault crimes as well
as for other forms of assault and that these increases were observed
for violence against women and violence against men, stranger and
nonstranger violence, as well as crimes experienced by members of
different racial and ethnic groups. The reporting of property
victimization (i.e., motor vehicle theft, burglary, and larceny) also
increased across time. Overall, observed increases in crime
reporting account for about half of the divergence between the
NCVS and the Uniform Crime Reporting Program (UCR) in the
estimated magnitude of the 1990s crime decline—a result that
highlights the need to corroborate findings about crime trends from
multiple data sources.

Cantor, D. & Lynch, J.P. (2005).
Exploring the Effects of Changes
in Design on the Analytical Uses
of the NCVS Data. Journal of
Quantitative Criminology, 21(3),
293-319. DOI: 10.1007/s10940-
005-4273-6

Special journal issue:
http://springerlink.com/content/u06

059113102/?p=d7416895e62e4da7
ba9218290c9f7h9e&pi=18

In 1992 changes were made in the design of the National Crime
Victimization

Survey (NCVS) to improve its accuracy and utility. Little is known
about the effect of the redesign on the analytic uses of the NCVS.
This paper examines the effects of the redesign across population
subgroups important in analyses of victimization. This extends
work on modeling victimization and begins the construction of a
measurement model that addresses the reliability and validity of
NCVS data across important analytic subgroups. These two goals
are interrelated. If the redesign has a differential effect across
subgroups, then it is critical to understand whether these effects
increase or decrease the validity of the data. Assessing validity
requires developing a model of survey response against which the
results of the redesign can be compared. If differences across
designs are consistent with expectation from the survey response
model, then we can use these new data for substantive analyses.
The design change had little effect on models of victimization. The
effects observed were largely consistent with expectation from a
survey response model except in the simple assault model, where
the effects of age and income on victimization were reduced in the
new design.

Graham Farrell ; Andromachi
Tseloni ; Ken Pease (2005) Repeat
Victimization in the ICVS and the
NCVS. Crime Prevention and
Community Safety: An
International Journal, 7(3), 7-

18. http://www.ncjrs.gov/App/Pub
lications/abstract.aspx?1D=210997

Overall, 40 per cent of crimes reported to the International Crime
Victims Survey (ICVS) in 2000 were repeats against the same
target within a year, with variation by crime type and country.
However, policy makers have yet to realize the potential of victim-
oriented crime reduction strategies. A preliminary comparison of
repeat victimization uncovered by the ICVS and the US National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) finds ICVS rates are double
those of the NCVS. The NCV'S may be seriously flawed in the
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Reference

Abstract

manner in which it measures repeat victimization, and hence crime
overall. Further study is needed, but since the NCVS is an
influential survey, the possibility that it is misleading may have
widespread implications for crime-related research, theory, policy
and practice in the United States and elsewhere.

Hart, T.C., Rennison, C.M.,
Gibson, C (2005). Revisiting
respondent "fatigue bias" in the
National Crime Victimization
Survey. Journal of Quantitative
Criminology, 21(3), 345-363.
Special journal issue:
http://springerlink.com/content/u06

059113102/?p=d7416895e62e4da7
ba9218290c9f7h9e&pi=18

For more than three decades the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS)—and its predecessor the National Crime Survey
(NCS)—have been used to calculate estimates of nonfatal crime in
the United States. Though the survey has contributed much to our
understanding of criminal victimization, some aspects of the
survey’s methodology continue to be analyzed (e.g., repeat
victimizations, proxy interviews, and bounding). Surprisingly, one
important aspect of NCVS methodology has escaped this scrutiny:
respondent fatigue. A potential source of nonsampling error, fatigue
bias is thought to manifest as respondents become ‘‘test wise’’ after
repeated exposure to NCVS survey instruments. Using a special
longitudinal NCVS data file, we revisit the presence and influence
of respondent fatigue in the NCVS. Specifically, we test the theory
that respondents exposed to longer interviews during their first
interview are more likely to refuse to participate in the survey 6
months later. Contrary to expectations based on the literature,
results show that prior reporting of victimization and exposure to a
longer interview is not a significant predictor of a noninterview
during the following time-in-sample once relevant individual
characteristics are accounted for. Findings do demonstrate
significant effects of survey mode and several respondent
characteristics on subsequent survey nonparticipation.

Heimer, K., Lauritsen, J. L.,
Lynch, J.P. (2009). The National
Crime Victimization Survey and
the Gender Gap in Offending:
Redux. Criminology, 47(2), 427-
438

Recent research has compared male and female trends in violent
offending in Uniform Crime Report (UCR) arrest data with similar
trends derived from victims' reports in the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS) and has concluded that the two data
sources produce contrary findings. In this article, we reassess this
issue and draw different conclusions. Using pooled National Crime
Survey (NCS) and NCVS data for 1973 to 2005, we find that the
female-to-male offending rate ratios for aggravated assault,

robbery, and simple assault have increased over time and that the
narrowing of the gender gaps is very similar to patterns in UCR
arrest data. In addition, we find that these patterns are in part caused
by larger decreases in male than female offending after the mid-
1990s and not by recent increases in violent offending rates among
females. We conclude that changes in the gender gaps in aggravated
assault, robbery, and simple assault are real and not artifacts;
therefore, these changes deserve serious attention in future research.
We conclude with a discussion of several hypotheses that might
account for a narrowing of the gender gap in nonlethal violent
offending over time.

Lynch, J., and L. Addington (Eds.)
(2006). Understanding Crime
Statistics: Revisiting the

In Understanding Crime Statistics, Lynch and Addington draw on
the work of leading experts on U.S. crime statistics to provide
much-needed research on appropriate use of this data. Specifically,
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Divergence of the NCVS and the
UCR. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Relevant chapter:
Mike Planty. Series Victimizations
and Divergence.

the contributors explore the issues surrounding divergence in the
Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) and the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS), which have been the two major
indicators of the level and of the change in level of crime in the
United States for the past 30 years. This book examines recent
changes in the UCR and the NCVS and assesses the effect these
have had on divergence. By focusing on divergence, the authors
encourage readers to think about how these data systems filter the
reality of crime. Understanding Crime Statistics builds on this
discussion of divergence to explain how the two data systems can
be used as they were intended - in complementary rather than
competitive ways.

James P. Lynch ; Michael L.
Berbaum ; Mike

Planty (1998). Investigating
Repeated Victimization With the
NCVS, Final Report. NCJ 193415.

The burglary victimization experience of respondents to the NCVS
was assessed at 6-month intervals over a 3-year period. The
analysis confirmed that prior burglary victimization was positively
related to subsequent burglary victimization, but other attributes of
housing units and their occupants were much stronger predictors of
burglary risk. Age of the household head, location of the housing
unit, and whether the household head was married were much better
predictors of burglary. Other attributes such as changes in
household composition and size of the household were
approximately equal to prior victimization in predicting subsequent
burglary victimization. This finding suggests that prior burglary
victimization should not be the determining variable for guiding
resource allocation in the prevention of burglary victimization.
Based on the findings of a literature review, the analysis of repeat
assaults focused on three domains for assaults: work, school, and
domestic violence. These were the settings in which the bulk of
high volume repeat assaults occurred, suggesting there was
something in these settings that promoted repeat assaults. The focus
of this analysis was on repeat assaults at work and between
intimates, since these domains were where the highest number of
repeat assaults occurred. The single best predictor of whether
assaults among intimates became chronic was whether the assaults
were reported to police. This suggests an increased emphasis on
reporting intimate violence to police. In the case of repeat assaults
at work, however, the involving of third parties such as the police
had little effect on the termination of the assaults. Situational
modifications were found to be more effective in preventing repeat
assaults than offender-oriented interventions. Situational
interventions could include having persons work in teams or having
those in order-maintenance roles avoid confrontation until they
have the superior force that can discourage assaults.

Martin, E., R. M. Groves, V. J.
Matlin, and C. Miller (1986).
Report on the Development of
Alternative Screening Procedures
for the National Crime Survey.
Unpublished Report. Bureau of
Social Science Research,

Cannot locate abstract or report online
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Washington, DC.

Scott Menard, Herbert C. Covey
(1988). UCR and NCS:
Comparisons over space and time.
Journal of Criminal Justice, 16(5),
371-384.

Tests of statistical and correlation/regression methods were used to
compare victimization data and official police data across time and
space. For the spatial comparison, victimization data from twenty-
six cities surveyed by the LEAA were compared with FBI Uniform
Crime Report data on offenses known to the police for those same
cities. For the temporal comparison, victimization data from the
annual National Crime Survey were compared with national data
from FBI Uniform Crime Report data on offenses known to the
police. Victimization data were transformed when necessary to
crimes per capita, rather than crimes per household to make them
more comparable to official statistics. For selected offenses, rates of
victimization involving injury, substantial property loss, or invasion
of an individual's home (serious victimizations) were compared
separately to official statistics. Based on the spatial and temporal
comparisons, victimization and official statistics appear to have
been measuring two different phenomena; none of the offenses can
be regarded as equivalent with respect to victimization and official
data over both space and time.

National Research Council (2008).
Surveying Victims: Options for
Conducting the National Crime
Victimization Survey. Panel to
Review the Programs of the
Bureau of Justice Statistics. In R.
M. Groves and D. L. Cork (eds.),
Committee on National Statistics
and Committee on Law and
Justice, Division of Behavioral and
Social Sciences and Education.
Washington, DC: The National
Academies Press.

BJS requested that the Committee on National Statistics (in
cooperation with the Committee on Law and Justice) convene a
Panel to Review the Programs of the Bureau of Justice Statistics.
BJS specifically requested that the panel begin its work by
providing guidance on options for conducting the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS). The panel’s approach was to revisit
the basic goals and objectives of the survey, to see how the current
NCVS program met those goals, and to suggest a range of
alternatives and possibilities to match design features to desired sets
of goals.

Robert M. O'Brien (1991).
Detrended UCR and NCS crime
rates: Their utility and meaning.
Journal of Criminal Justice,
Volume 19, Issue 6, Pages 569-574

The majority of the convergent validity coefficients found between
detrended UCR and NCS crime rates are high and statistically
significant. Detrended crime rates have clear substantive meanings
in terms of determining the relationship of changes in crime rates
based on changes in other variables. Undetrended crime rates are of
interest to criminologists and policymakers. Researchers detrend
these data in time series to examine the relationships between year-
to-year changes in crime rates and other variables. The correlations
between detrended UCR and NCS data suggest that they may
produce similar results in ARIMA time series analyses.

Robert M. O'Brien (1986). Rare
events, sample size, and statistical
problems in the analysis of the
NCS city surveys. Journal of
Criminal Justice, Volume 14, Issue
5, Pages 441-448

The NCS city surveys are a unique and important data set and
criminologists' only practical alternative to UCR based crime rate
estimates for a large number of American cities. There are,
however, some statistical problems involved in using this particular
data set that are quite different from those usually faced by
researchers investigating crime rates across cities. These result from
the relative rareness of many of the crimes investigated and the
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small number of cities included in these surveys. These problems
include the unreliability of rate estimates for cities and the potential
for both lack of statistical power and the overfitting of equations
designed to explain differences in crime rates among cities. Each of
these problems is explicated, and strategies for analyzing these data
are suggested.

Rand, M. (2006). The National
Crime Victimization Survey: 34
Years of Measuring Crime in the
United States. Statistical Journal
of the United Nations Economic
Commission for Europe, 23(4),
298-301.

The National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) is the primary
source of information on the frequency, characteristics, and
consequences of criminal victimization in the United States. The
NCVS was initiated in 1972 because official sources of crime
statistics were deemed inadequate to measure the extent and nature
of the Nation's crime problem as it existed at the time. Since its
inception, the survey has undergone almost constant change,
including an extensive redesign implemented in 1992. This paper
reviews the history and methodology of the NCVS, and discusses
the changes made to the survey and their impact upon survey
estimates.

Rand, Michael; Rennison, Callie
(2005). Bigger is not Necessarily
Better: An Analysis of Violence
Against Women Estimates from
the National Crime Victimization
Survey and the National Violence
Against Women Survey. Journal of
Quantitative Criminology, Volume
21, Number 3, 267-291

Special journal issue:
http://springerlink.com/content/u06

059113102/?p=d7416895e62e4da7
ba9218290c9f7h9e&pi=18

Apparent differences between violence against women estimates
from the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) and the
National Violence Against Women Survey (NVAWS) continue to
generate confusion. How is it that two surveys purporting to
measure the nature and extent of violence against women present
such seemingly dissimilar estimates? The answer is found in the
important, yet often over-looked details of each survey. Our
objective is to clarify some of the reasons for apparent disparities
between NCVS and NVAWS estimates by first identifying why
published estimates are not comparable. Next, we adjust NCVS
estimates to make them comparable to NVAWS estimates by
restricting NCVS estimates to 1995 and including only persons age
18 or older, and by applying the NVAWS series victimization
counting protocol to NCVS estimates. Contrary to findings in the
literature, the NVAWS did not produce statistically greater
estimates of violence against women compared to the NCVS.
Further, incident counting protocols used in the NVAWS and the
recalibrated NCVS increased the error, and decreased the reliability
of the estimates.

Jennifer Schwartz ; Darrell
Steffensmeier ; Hua Zhong ; Jeff
Ackerman (2009). Trends in the
Gender Gap in Violence:
Reevaluating NCV'S and Other
Evidence. Criminology, 47(2),
401-426.

Recent research has compared male and female trends in violent
offending in Uniform Crime Report (UCR) arrest data with similar
trends derived from victims' reports in the National Crime
Victimization Survey (NCVS) and has concluded that the two data
sources produce contrary findings. In this article, we reassess this
issue and draw different conclusions. Using pooled National Crime
Survey (NCS) and NCVS data for 1973 to 2005, we find that the
female-to-male offending rate ratios for aggravated assault,
robbery, and simple assault have increased over time and that the
narrowing of the gender gaps is very similar to patterns in UCR
arrest data. In addition, we find that these patterns are in part caused
by larger decreases in male than female offending after the mid-
1990s and not by recent increases in violent offending rates among
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females. We conclude that changes in the gender gaps in aggravated
assault, robbery, and simple assault are real and not artifacts;
therefore, these changes deserve serious attention in future research.
We conclude with a discussion of several hypotheses that might
account for a narrowing of the gender gap in nonlethal violent
offending over time.

Skogan, W.G. (1990). The
National Crime Survey Redesign.
Public Opinion Quarterly, 54: 256
- 272.

The National Crime Survey (NCS) provides estimates of the level
of criminal victimization in the United States and information on
the detailed characteristics of crime incidents and victims. There are
a number of interesting methodological features of the NCS, many
of which are examined in a recent report on the survey from BJS.
The NCS is a retrospective survey like studies of voting behavior,
spells of unemployment, and episodes of ill health, it poses a recall
task and relies upon the accuracy with which respondents can
describe their past experiences. The survey opens with a checklist
designed to elicit reports of recent encounters with crime, and
proceeds to a set of detailed questions for those who respond
affirmatively. Most of the 18,000 or so NCS respondents each
month have little to report, for recent victimization is relatively
infrequent and geographically concentrated. Many of the
methodological problems involved in fielding large retrospective
panel surveys are confounded with the topical content of the NCS,
for the distribution of criminal victimization turns out to be closely
linked to many of the sources of sampling and non-sampling error
which affect such surveys. Recognizing this, the launch of the NCS
in 1972 was preceded by a series of six pilot studies that tested
alternative questionnaire strategies, responding selection
procedures, and sampling designs for the survey. This
methodological scrutiny continues; almost immediately after the
NCS went into the field it was reviewed by a panel convened by the
National Research Council, and BJS has made public-use data sets
from the survey widely available through the University of
Michigan's criminal justice data archive. The report of the National
Research Council (1976), reactions to published NCS reports, and
the experiences of the research community led in turn to the
formation of a research consortium to consider how the NCS could
be redesigned to deal with issues that became apparent once the
survey was in the field. The redesign consortium issues its final
report in 1986, and since then the BJS and the Census Bureau have
been considering its operational implications and testing revisions
in the NCS. Some changes have already been made in the survey,
and many more are in the offing.

Zawitz et al, 1993. Highlights from
20 Years of Surveying Crime
Victims: The NCVS, 1973-92.
NCJ 144525

With the collection of 1992 data, the NCVS celebrates its 20th
anniversary. Since this victimization survey was initiated in the
1970s, much has been learned about victims of crime, criminal
events, and the criminal justice system's response lo crime. Before
the introduction of NCVS, no data existed on many of these topics.
Perhaps the most important contribution of NCVS is its data about
the 'dark figure" of crime--those crimes that are not reported to the
police. This report chronicles much information that is uniquely
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available through this survey including ‘Wow much crime is
there?’, “What are the trends in crime?’, etc. The report includes a
selected bibliography that contains citations for some of the papers,
articles, and books about the survey and its data that have been
written during the last 20 years.

NCVS-Specific Conference
Proceedings

Hubble, D.L. (1990). National
Crime Survey New Questionnaire
Phase-in Research: Preliminary
Results. Paper presented at the
International Conference on
Measurement Errors in Surveys,
Tucson, AZ.

Text from Hubble, 1995 (below): “Through a series of pilot studies
(Miller, Groves, and Handlin, 1982; Cox, et al., 1983) and a final
University of Michigan Survey Research Center

(SRC) study, a "short-cues" screener was shown to be most
productive (Martin, et al., 1986). With a short-cues screener, the
respondents are read an extended list of cues regarding crime
victimizations and situations in which crime victimizations might
have occurred before being required to respond. From the screener
used in the SRC tests, a NCVS redesign screener was developed.
Feasibility studies were conducted in 1988. Based on their success,
a controlled test was conducted in 1989. Results showed that the
redesigned screener substantially increased the measured crime
rates in the test areas. The increase was 29 percent for crimes of
violence, 15 percent for crimes of theft, and 26 percent for burglary
(Hubble, 1990).”

Hubble, D. L. (1995). NCVS: New
Questionnaire and Procedures
Development and Phase-In
Methodology, Paper prepared for
presentation at the 1995 American
Statistical Association Annual
Meeting, August 13-17, 1995 in
Orlando, Florida.
http://www.amstat.org/Sections/Sr
ms/Proceedings/papers/1995 009.

pdf

The purpose of this paper is to provide the historical context for the
NCVS redesign, the method by which these changes were
introduced, and how the resulting impact on crime statistics relates
to the specific changes in methodology.

Conclusions: The redesign of the NCVS has been a major success.
The new methodology has resulted in a significant reduction in
measurement error of victimization estimates. Several of the NCVS
methodology components appear to have contributed to the
improved measures, including: the screener design and strategy,
centralized CATI, and redefining series crimes. The phase-in
methodology appears to have had a near seamless execution. Non-
rate affecting changes were implemented, as soon as possible.
These additional data items have already appeared in several BJS
reports. The overlapping NCS and NCVS panels

method of phasing in the rate affecting changes worked in
maintaining BJS's ability to produce unbiased 1991-92 (based on
the NCS) and 1992-93 (based on the NCVS) annual change
estimates. This method also has provided a rich data source for
comparing the two methodologies and for eventually "linking" the
two time series.

Persely, C. (1995) The National
Crime Victimization Survey
Redesign: Measuring the Impact of
New Methods, Paper prepared for
presentation at the 1995 American
Statistical Association Annual
Meeting, August 13-17, 1995 in

This paper is one of a series that assesses the impact of the new
methods for the NCVS. The data is explored to isolate key variables
that relate new methods (NM) data to old methods (OM) data. The
measured difference between the new methods (NM) and old
methods (OM) during the overlap is used to predict what the OM
time series would have looked like under the NM and vice versa. In
summary, we see an overall increase in crime rates due to the NM
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Orlando, Florida.
http://www.amstat.org/Sections/Sr
ms/Proceedings/papers/1995 010.

pdf

for crimes of violence including rape and assault, and property
crimes including burglary and theft. Most sub-populations of
demographic, geographic and incident-characteristic variables also
show an increase in crime rates for crimes of violence including
assault and property crimes including theft. So the NM generally
have the desired effect on crime rates.

Hubble, David L. and Persely,
Carol (1996). "The Redesigned
National Crime Victimization
Survey: Background and Results."
American Society of Criminology,
Chicago, IL.

Paper not available online.

Taylor, B. M. and Rand, M. R. The
National Crime Victimization
Survey Redesign: New
Understandings of Victimization
Dynamics and Measurement, Paper
prepared for presentation at the
1995 American Statistical
Association Annual Meeting,
August 13-17, 1995 in Orlando,
Florida.
http://www.amstat.org/Sections/Sr
ms/Proceedings/papers/1995 011.

pdf

Sixteen years after the inauguration of the NCVS, it seems useful
now to examine what its outcomes have been and what its impact
has been on the quality and utility of NCVS data. This paper
addresses these questions organized around four major themes:

I. Completeness and accuracy of victimization measurement.

I1. Reduction in reporting artifacts.

I11. Improvement in the survey's ability to meet existing objectives.
IV. New options for the study of victimization created by the
redesign.

Conclusions: As a result of the NCVS redesign project, the NCVS
is a substantially different survey than it was 15 years ago. It detects
a substantially greater number of victimizations than did the
previous survey, the data are more accurate, particularly for more
difficult to report crimes, and the survey is more sensitive to
temporal changes in these measures. The survey has enhanced its
analytic utility by providing new predictor variables and expanding
the scope of crimes covered. New files have also been developed to
make special purpose analyses easier. Consistency is important to
maintain the longitudinal comparability of NCVS data. However,
we have tried to minimize the degree to which this goal translates
into inflexibility in the survey's ability to respond to new needs for
criminal justice data. As a result, BJS has made the regular design
and implementation of supplements an important component of the
NCVS program. As currently constituted, the survey is well placed
to provide useful, nationally representative crime measurements
well into the next century.

Denise C. Lewis and Kathleen P.
Creighton. 1999. Possible
Improvements to the National
Crime Victimization Survey Using
the American Community Survey.
Presentation at the Federal
Committee on Statistical
Methodology Research
Conference. Direct link:
http://www.fcsm.gov/99papers/lew

The purpose of this paper is to provide the historical context for the
NCVS, discuss the limitations which exist in the current design, and
suggest possible methodological improvements available through
the Census Bureau's American Community Survey (ACS).
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is.html;
http://www.fcsm.gov/events/papers
1999.html

Crime/Violence Publications

Lynn A. Addington (2005).
Disentangling the Effects of
Bounding and Mobility on Reports
of Criminal Victimization, Volume
21, Number 3 DOI:
10.1007/s10940-005-4274-5
Special journal issue:
http://springerlink.com/content/u06
059113102/?p=d7416895e62e4da7
ba9218290c9f7h9e&pi=18

Replacement respondents who move into NCVS households after
the initial bounding interview can introduce measurement error
since their reports of victimization may be influenced by their
mobility (actual experiences) and by their unbounded interview
status (response error). Which of these factors affects reporting is
unknown and is the focus of this research. The availability of
incoming respondent data from the NCVS School Crime
Supplement and mobility status from the NCV'S provides a unique
opportunity to study these effects separately. Both bounding and
mobility were found to influence reporting; however, this influence
was not consistent. Unlike findings from past research, bounding
only had significant effects on reports of property victimization.
Conversely, moving only significantly affected reports of violent
victimization. As this study is the first to disentangle the effect of
unbounded interview status from mobility on reports of
victimization, the findings emphasize the need for further research
to better understand these issues.

David Cantor; James P. Lynch
2000. Self-Report Surveys as
Measures of Crime and Criminal
Victimization. In David Duffee
(Ed). Criminal Justice 2000,
Volume 4. Measurement and
Analysis of Crime and Justice.
Washington, DC: National Institute
of Justice. NCJ 185539

Self-report surveys of victimization have become commonplace in
discussions of crime and criminal justice policy. Changes in the
rates at which residents of the country are victimized by crime have
taken a place alongside the Federal Bureau of Investigation index of
crimes known to the police as widely used indicators of the state of
society and the efficacy of its governance. While a great deal has
been learned about this method for producing data on crime and
victimization, a number of fundamental issues concerning the
method remain only partially explored. This paper outlines what we
have learned about victimization surveys over the past 30 years and
how this source of information has been used as a social indicator
and a means of building criminological theories. It also identifies
major methodological issues that remain unresolved and suggests
some approaches to exploring them. The evolution of the National
Crime Victimization Survey is used as a vehicle for this discussion,
because the survey has been conducted continuously for 25 years
and has been the subject of extensive methodological study.

Ronald Czaja, Johnny Blair,
Barbara Bickart, and Elizabeth
Eastman. (1994). Respondent
Strategies for Recall of Crime
Victimization Incidents. Journal of
Official Statistics, 10(3), 257-276.

This research addresses whether accuracy of reporting is affected
by length of reference period, the use of anchors to mark the start of
the reference period, or the pattern survey respondents’ use in
searching their memories. Victims of robbery, burglary, and assault
were asked to report victimizations and victimization dates in a
reverse record check survey. Neither length of reference period nor
anchoring the reference period significantly affected the rates of
reporting victimizations, however, both factors influenced reports
of victimization dates. The manner in which respondents searched
their memories affected reporting rates but not accuracy of reported
dates. Many respondents appeared to use a common recall strategy
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and we present suggestions for improving guestionnaire design

based on these results. We also discuss the relationship between
method of memory search and the procedure used to anchor the
reference period, Finally, suggestions for overcoming the gross

underreporting of assault are presented.

Edison Penick, B. K. and Owens,
M. E. B, Il (eds). 1976. Surveying
Crime. Washington, DC: National
Academy of Sciences.
http://books.google.com/books?id=
gDMrAAAAYAAJ&printsec=fron
tcover#v=onepage&g=_&f=false

This report, from the Committee on National Statistics of the
National Academy of Sciences—National Research Council,
examines the methodology and utility of the National Crime
Surveys (NCS). The Committee was asked by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) to evaluate the
surveys shortly after the NCS was underway. The study covered the
period from January 1974 to June 1976.

David Finkelhor, Richard K.
Ormrod, Heather A. Turner, Sherry
L. Hamby (2005). Measuring poly-
victimization using the Juvenile
Victimization Questionnaire. Child
Abuse & Neglect, Volume 29, Issue
11, 1297-1312.

Objective: Children who experience multiple victimizations
(referred to in this paper as poly-victims) need to be identified
because they are at particularly high risk of additional victimization
and traumatic psychological effects. This paper compares
alternative ways of identifying such children using questions from
the Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire (JVQ). Methods: The
JVQ was administered in a national random digit dial telephone
survey about the experiences of 2,030 children. The victimizations
of children 10-17 years old were assessed through youth self-report
on the JVQ and the victimizations of children 2-9 assessed through
JVQ caregiver proxy report. Results: Twenty-two percent of the
children in this sample had experienced four or more different kinds
of victimizations in separate incidents (what we term poly-
victimization) within the previous year. Such poly-victimization
was highly associated with traumatic symptomatology. Several
ways of identifying poly-victims with the JVQ produced roughly
equivalent results: a simple count using the 34 victimizations
screeners, a count using a reduced set of only 12 screeners, and the
original poly-victimization measure using follow-up questions to
identify victimizations occurring during different episodes.
Conclusion: Researchers and clinicians should be taking steps to
identify poly-victims within the populations with which they work
and have several alternative ways of doing so.

B. S. Fisher. 2009. The Effects of
Survey Question Wording on Rape
Estimates: Evidence From a Quasi-
Experimental Design. Violence
Against Women, 15(2): 133 - 147.

The measurement of rape is among the leading methodological
issues in the violence against women field. Methodological
discussion continues to focus on decreasing measurement errors and
improving the accuracy of rape estimates. The current study used a
quasi-experimental design to examine the effect of survey question
wording on estimates of completed and attempted rape and verbal
threats of rape. Specifically, the study statistically compares self-
reported rape estimates from two nationally representative studies
of college women's sexual victimization experiences, the National
College Women Sexual Victimization study and the National
Violence Against College Women study. Results show significant
differences between the two sets of rape estimates, with National
Violence Against College Women study rape estimates ranging
from 4.4%to 10.4% lower than the National College Women
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Sexual Victimization study rape estimates. Implications for future
methodological research are discussed.

Bonnie S. Fisher; Francis T. Cullen
(2000). Measuring the Sexual
Victimization of Women:
Evolution, Current Controversies,
and Future Research. In David
Duffee (Ed). Criminal Justice
2000, Volume 4. Measurement and
Analysis of Crime and Justice.
Washington, DC: National Institute
of Justice. NCJ 185543

In the 1970s, the growing interest in the victimization of women
prompted claims that rape and sexual assault in the United States,
heretofore rendered invisible, were rampant. Existing data sources,
including the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime
Reports and the Bureau of Justice Statistics’ National Crime Survey
(later called the National Crime Victimization Survey), were
roundly criticized for methodological flaws that led to the
substantial underreporting of the sexual victimization women
experienced. These concerns in turn led to the quest to construct
measures that would more accurately assess the true extent of
females’ sexual victimization. This essay examines the
development and key methodological issues characterizing this
effort to measure the extent and types of sexual victimization
perpetrated against women.

Michael R. Gottfredson, Michael J.
Hindelang (1977). A consideration
of telescoping and memory decay
biases in victimization surveys.
Journal of Criminal Justice,
Volume 5, Issue 3, Pages 205-216

The relationship between memory biases and characteristics of
incidents and respondents in victimization surveys were studied
using National Crime Survey victimization data. Comparisons
between the monthly distribution of victimizations appearing in
police offense reports and the monthly distribution of victimizations
reported to survey interviewers revealed evidence of substantial
memory effects in victimization survey results. However, no
substantial biases were found in the victimization data according to
the seriousness of the event, whether or not the event was reported
to the police, or respondent characteristics. That is, regardless of the
characteristics of the event or characteristic of the respondent
studied, the temporal distribution of victimizations reported to
survey interviewers was similar. These results suggested that,
whereas memory effects of the kind studied here are in evidence in
reports of victimization experiences, there is no evidence that these
effects are substantially related to respondent and incident
characteristics, and, hence, they are much less problematic for the
use of victimization survey results than would otherwise be the
case.

Janet L. Lauritsen (2005). Social
and Scientific Influences on the
Measurement of Criminal
Victimization. Journal of
Quantitative Criminology,Volume
21, Number 3, 245-266.

Special journal issue:
http://springerlink.com/content/u06

059113102/?p=d7416895e62e4da7
ba9218290c9f7h9e&pi=18

The National Crime Victimization Survey has been informed by
decades of methodological research on the measurement of
victimization. Yet most criminologists have little knowledge of the
process or outcomes of this research or its effects on the
characteristics of the survey. Using in-house reports, conference
papers, agency memoranda, and other documents, this paper
describes some of the important methodological research that has
taken place since the 1992 redesign of the survey. Much of the
more recent research is the consequence of new initiatives for the
survey, such as the measurement of hate crime victimization and
victimization among the developmentally disabled, as well as
periodic supplements. This research finds that the current
characteristics of the NCVS reflect decisions made on the basis of
methodological research, broader social and political factors, and
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budgetary constraints.

JAMES P. LEVINE (1976). THE
POTENTIAL FOR CRIME
OVERREPORTING IN
CRIMINAL VICTIMIZATION
SURVEYS. Criminology
Volume 14, Issue 3, 307-330

A critique is offered of' the methodology of the criminal
victimization survey and several sources of error that may result in
artificially inflated crime rates based on such data are identified. It
is argued that much information about crimes given by respondents
may be incorrect due to misunderstandings about what transpired,
ignorance about legal definitions, memory failures about when
crimes occurred, and outright prefabrication. Organizational
imperatives that may cause interviewers and coders to skew the data
toward a showing of greater criminality are analyzed. Some ideas
for measuring response error more precisely are presented.

Lynch, James P. (1993). The
effects of survey design on
reporting in victimization surveys:
The United States experience. In
Fear of crime and criminal
victimization. Bilsky, Wolfgang;
Pfeiffer, Christian; Wetzels, Peter
(Eds.); D-70443 Stuttgart,
Germany: Ferdinand Enke Verlag,
pp. 159-186.

Lynch (1996). The Polls—Review:
Clarifying Divergent Estimates of
Rape from two National Surveys.
Public Opinion Quarterly, 60 (3):
410.
http://pog.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/re

print/60/3/410.pdf

This review explores the question of why we should have such
diverging estimates of the level of rape. It focuses on two ostensibly
similar surveys—the National Crime Victimization Survey and the
National Women's Study—that produced very different (and widely
publicized) estimates of the magnitude of rape. Restricting our
focus to these two surveys avoids many of the definitional and
scope problems that contribute to differences among other sources
of rape statistics (Gilbert 1992; Koss 1993). Comparing the
different procedures employed in these surveys suggests reasons for
the divergent estimates. By adjusting the surveys for procedural
differences we can assess the magnitude of the effects of these
differences on estimates of rape.

James P. Lynch and Lynn A.
Addington (2010). Identifying and
Addressing Response Errors in
Self-Report Surveys, 251-272 in
Handbook of Quantitative
Criminology, New York, NY:
Springer. DOI: 10.1007/978-0-
387-77650-7_13

Much of the data used by criminologists is generated by self-report
surveys of victims and offenders. Although both sources share a
common reliance on responses to questions, little overlap exists
between the two traditions mainly because of the differences in the
original motivating goals and auspices of each. Recent changes in
how these data are used—especially self-report offending surveys—
necessitate a re-examination of this division. In this chapter, we
review the methodological work on response errors conducted in
the context of victimization surveys in order to identify ways to
improve data accuracy in self-report offending surveys. We find
evidence to suggest that several types of response error may affect
the results obtained by self-report offending surveys. On the basis
of these findings, we conclude that further exploration of sources of
response error is needed and that a true understanding of these
errors may only be possible with the creation of a “state of the art”
survey to serve as a benchmark for less expensive surveys. In the
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interim, we suggest ways in which researchers can utilize existing
surveys to obtain a better understanding of how response errors
affect crime estimation, especially for particular uses such as
trajectory modeling.

Miller, P.V. and Groves, R.M.
(1985). Matching Survey
Responses to Official Records: An
Exploration of Validity in
Victimization Reporting. Public
Opinion Quarterly, 49: 366 - 380.

Record check studies-involving the comparison of survey responses
with external record evidence-are a familiar tool in survey
methodology. The findings of a recently conducted reverse record
check study are reported here. The analyses examine match rates
between survey reports and police records, employing more or less
restrictive match criteria-e.g., using various computer algorithms
versus human judgments. The analyses reveal marked differences in
the level of survey-record correspondence. Since the level of match
rate appears highly variable depending on the definition of a
"match," we advocate reexamination of the "lessons" of previous
record check studies which employed only vaguely specified match
criteria. We argue, further, that record evidence may best be
employed in constructing alternative indicators of phenomena to be
measured, rather than as the arbiter of survey response quality.

John V. Pepper ; Carol V. Petrie
(Eds.) (2003). Measurement
Problems in Criminal Justice
Research. National Research
Council.
http://books.nap.edu/catalog.php?r
ecord_id=10581

Most major crime in this country emanates from two major data
sources. The FBI s Uniform Crime Reports has collected
information on crimes known to the police and arrests from local
and state jurisdictions throughout the country. The National Crime
Victimization Survey, a general population survey designed to
cover the extent, nature, and consequences of criminal
victimization, has been conducted annually since the early1970s.
This workshop was designed to consider similarities and differences
in the methodological problems encountered by the survey and
criminal justice research communities and what might be the best
focus for the research community. In addition to comparing and
contrasting the methodological issues associated with self-report
surveys and official records, the workshop explored methods for
obtaining accurate self-reports on sensitive questions about crime
events, estimating crime and victimization in rural counties and
townships and developing unbiased prevalence and incidence rates
for rate events among population subgroups.

Jennifer Roberts, Edward P.
Mulvey, Julie Horney, John Lewis
and Michael L. Arter. (2005). A
Test of Two Methods of Recall for
Violent Events. Journal of
Quantitative Criminology, 21(2),
175-193. DOI: 10.1007/s10940-
005-2491-6

This project took advantage of an opportunity to test the
comparability of two different methods for collecting self-reports of
violent incidents. Using a life events calendar (LEC) approach, we
collected data from individuals about violent incidents that occurred
within a 1-3-year prior time period. These individuals had been
research participants in a previous study that collected information
about violent incidents using prospective, weekly interviews.
Results using the LEC method were compared with the weekly self-
reports of violence for an overlapping recall period. This allowed us
to see how well the recall of violent incidents at a later date mapped
onto reports obtained within seven days of any incidents. Overall
results show a significant amount of under-reporting using the life-
event calendar methodology compared to the weekly interview
approach, but some higher concordance of reporting was found for
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serious rather than minor violence.

Anne L. Schneider. (1981).
Methodological problems in victim
surveys and their implications for
research in victimology. The
Journal of Criminal Law &
Criminology. 72(2), 818-838.

The purpose of this paper is to examine several of the more serious
methodological problems in victimization surveying, with particular
attention to the implications of certain measurement problems for
basic research in victimology. Most of the paper deals with three
aspects of measurement error: the amount of error contained in
survey-generated estimates of victimization; the net direction of that
error; and the correlates of error. Errors in survey data concerning
the identification of persons as victims will be the primary focus.

Schneider, A.L. and Sumi, D.
(1981). Patterns of Forgetting and
Telescoping: An Analysis of
LEAA Survey Victimization Data.
Criminology, Volume 19,

Issue 3, 400-410

The research reported in this article sought to estimate the
feasibility of measuring patterns of forgetting and forward
telescoping in victimization survey data. It was suggested that if
these two sources of memory bias could be accurately and reliably
measured, victimization survey data could be adjusted to produce
improved estimates of both the amount of crime and of changes in
the crime rate over time. Examination of the data suggests that the
likelihood of developing a general model for correcting mnemonic
biases is very low. II"is conclusion follows from: (I) evidence
indicating differential victimization survey recall across reported
and unreported crime events; (2) the apparent dissimilarities of
telescoping/forgetting patterns across samples and seasons; and (3)
the lack of a stable comparison estimate of the "true" distribution of
incidents with which to calibrate a correction model.

Schwartz, M.D. (2000).
Methodological Issues in the Use
of Survey Data for Measuring and
Characterizing Violence Against
Women. Violence Against
Women, Vol. 6, No. 8, 815-838.

There are numerous methodological pitfalls in the use of survey
data to study violence against women. This article reviews some of
the major problems, including definitional problems,
operationalization of concepts, recall bias, underreporting, question
order, external validity, and the sex and ethnicity of interviewers.
Recommendations for improving methodology are made, and some
of the latest developments in the field are reviewed. It is argued that
research ethics are particularly difficultand important in this field
of study, not only for the potential emotional trauma to the
respondents, but also for the potential for actual revictimization.

Sylvia Walby and Andrew Myhill
(2001). New Survey
Methodologies in Researching
Violence Against Women. Br. J.
Criminol., 41: 502 - 522.

This paper assesses the methodologies of the new national surveys
of violence against women, including those in the US, Canada,
Australia, Finland and the Netherlands, as well as the British Crime
Survey. The development of large-scale quantitative survey
methodology so as to be suitable for such a sensitive subject has
involved many innovations. The paper concludes with
recommendations for further improvements including: the sampling
frame, the scaling of both sexual assaults and range of impacts, the
recording of series rather than merely single events, the collection
of disagregated socio-economic data and criminal history.

Peter Wetzels,

Thomas Ohlemacher,

Christian Pfeiffer and

Rainer Strobl (1994).
Victimization surveys: recent
developments and perspectives.

http://www.springerlink.com/content/722667th1j486k17/
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European Journal on Criminal
Policy and Research, 2(4), 14-35.

Panel Conditioning

Das, M. and van Soest, A. (2009).
Relating Question Type to Panel
Conditioning: Comparing Trained
and Fresh Respondents. Survey
Research Methods, 3(2), 73-80.

Panel conditioning arises if respondents are influenced by
participation in previous surveys, such that their answers differ
from the answers of individuals who are interviewed for the first
time. Having two panels — a trained one and a completely fresh one
— created a unique opportunity for analyzing panel conditioning
effects. To determine which type of question is sensitive to panel
conditioning, 981 trained respondents and 2809 fresh respondents
answered nine questions of different types. The results in this paper
show that panel conditioning mainly arises in knowledge questions.
Answers to questions on attitudes, actual behavior, or facts were
hardly sensitive to panel conditioning. The effect of panel
conditioning in knowledge questions was bigger for questions
where fewer respondents knew the answer and mainly associated
with the number of times a respondent answered the exact same
question before.

Duan, Naihua; Alegria,
Margarita; Canino,

Glorisa; McGuire, Thomas

G.; Takeuchi, David. (2007).
Survey Conditioning in Self-
Reported Mental Health Service
Use: Randomized Comparison of
Alternative Instrument Formats.
Health Services Research, 42(2),
890-907.

Obijective. To test the effect of survey conditioning (whether
observed survey responses are affected by previous experience in
the same survey or similar surveys) in a survey instrument used to
assess mental health service use. Data Sources. Primary data
collected in the National Latino and Asian American Study, a cross-
sectional household survey of Latinos and Asian Americans
residing in the United States. Study Design. Study participants are
randomly assigned to a Traditional Instrument with an interleafed
format placing service use questions after detailed questions on
disorders, or a Modified Instrument with an ensemble format
screening for service use near the beginning of the survey. We
hypothesize the ensemble format to be less susceptible to survey
conditioning than the interleafed format. We compare self-reported
mental health services use measures (overall, aggregate categories,
and specific categories) between recipients of the two instruments,
using 2 x 2 »* tests and logistic regressions that control for key
covariates. Data Collection. In-person computer-assisted interviews,
conducted in respondent's preferred language (English, Spanish,
Mandarin Chinese, Tagalog, or Vietnamese). Principal Findings.
Higher service use rates are reported with the Modified Instrument
than with the Traditional Instrument for all service use measures;
odds ratios range from 1.41 to 3.10, all p-values <.001. Results are
similar across ethnic groups and insensitive to model specification.
Conclusions. Survey conditioning biases downward reported mental
health service use when the instrument follows an interleafed
format. An ensemble format should be used when it is feasible for
measures that are susceptible to survey conditioning.

Heath, A. and R. Pierce (1992). "It
was party identification all along:
Question order effects on reports
of party identification in Britain."

The British voter is less likely than the American to make a
distinction between his current electoral choice and a more general
partisan disposition. This article investigates whether this difference
might be due to a methodological difference between the British
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Electoral Studies 11(2): 93-105.

and American Election surveys: the British surveys, unlike the
American, have placed the party identification question after the
question on electoral choice, and this order may encourage the
British respondents to bring their reports of their party identification
into line with their actual votes. A split-sample panel study
experiment was conducted to test this hypothesis. The results were
not decisive, but they did suggest that the [ ]Jimproper' question
order elicited a smaller proportion of [ Jtrue' party identifiers and
produced response uncertainty in the reporting of party
identification.

Menard, S. and D. S. Elliot (1993).

"Data set comparability and short-
term trends in crime and
delinquency." Journal of Criminal
Justice 21(5): 433-445.

Two self-report surveys of delinquent behavior, the National Youth
Survey and the Monitoring the Future study, indicate different rates
of prevalence for illegal behavior. Trends in the two series differ
also, and this has been taken as evidence for differential validity
between the two studies. Comparison of the two data sets indicates
that difference between them could be attributable primarily to
differences in sampling design, the administration of the surveys,
and the wording of specific questions. There appears to be little
support for the assertion that one data set is more or less valid than
the other for measuring rates or trends in crime and delinquency.

Sturgis, P. Allum, N. & Brunton-
Smith, 1. (2007). Attitudes Over
Time: The Psychology of Panel
Conditioning. In P. Lynn (Ed.).
Methodology of Longitudinal
Surveys, 1-13/ New York: Wiley.

The focus of this paper is on panel conditioning with respect to
attitude questions. Our methodological approach is different from
the majority of previous studies in this area in that we do not
attempt to estimate biases in marginal and associational
distributions through comparison with a fresh cross-sectional
sample. Rather, our approach is based on testing hypotheses on a
single data set, derived from an explicit theoretical model of the
psychological mechanism underlying conditioning effects in
repeated measures of the attitude. We refer to this as the cognitive
stimulus (CS) hypothesis. Specifically, we use a range of empirical
indicators to evaluate the theory that repeatedly administering
attitude questions serves to stimulate respondents to reflect and
deliberate more closely on the issues to which the questions pertain.
This, in turn, results in stronger and more internally consistent
attitudes in the later waves of a panel. First, we review the existing
literature on panel conditioning effects. Next, we set out in more
detail the rationale underlying the CS hypothesis. We then use data
from the first ten waves of the British Household Panel Study
(BHPS) to test four inter-related hypotheses expressed as empirical
expectations of the CS model. We conclude with a discussion of the
implications of our findings for the validity of attitude measures in
panel surveys.

Trivellato U. (1999). Issues in the
Design and Analysis of Panel
Studies: A Cursory Review.
Quality and Quantity, 33(3), 339-
351.

This paper offers a broad review of some aspects in the design and
analysis of panel studies, chiefly of household panel surveys. Both
the analytic benefits and the potential problems of panel surveys are
briefly outlined, and selected methodological and operational
issues, which crucially affect data quality are highlighted. These
questions are then considered under four headings: (i) dynamic
population and its implications for initial sampling and following
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rules; (ii) panel length and number of waves; (iii) tracking and
tracing techniques, and other strategies for maintaining high
participation rates; (iv) questionnaire design and strategies for
collecting retrospective information. While no technical details are
offered, there is some discussion of the possible drawbacks and
advantages of the different approaches described.

Weir, D. R. and J. P. Smith (2007).
"Do panel surveys really make
people sick? A commentary on
Wilson and Howell (60:11, 2005,
2623-2627)." Social Science &
Medicine 65(6): 1071-1077.

In a recent article in this journal, Wilson and Howell [2005. Do
panel surveys make people sick? US arthritis trends in the Health
and Retirement Survey. Social Science & Medicine, 60(11), 2623-
2627.] argue that the sharp trend of rising age-specific arthritis
prevalence from 1992 to 2000 in the USA among those in their 50s
based on the original Health and Retirement Study (HRS) cohort of
respondents is "almost surely spurious.” Their reasons are that no
such trend is found in the National Health Interview Study (NHIS)
over this same time period, and that an introduction of a new birth
cohort into HRS in 1998 also indicates no trend. They also claim
that there may be an inherent bias in panel surveys leading
respondents to report greater levels of disease as the duration of
their participation in the panel increases. This bias, which they call
"panel conditioning,"” suggests a tendency for participants in a
longitudinal survey to seek out medical care and diagnosis of
symptoms asked about in previous waves. In this paper, we show
that the evidence presented and the conclusions reached by Wilson
and Howell are incorrect. Properly analyzed, three national health
surveys--the NHIS, National Health and Nutrition Examination
Survey (NHANES), and HRS--all show increases in age-specific
arthritis prevalence during the 1990s. Since the new HRS sample
cohort introduced in 1998 represents only a part of that birth cohort,
we also demonstrate that Wilson and Howell's evidence in favor of
panel conditioning was flawed. We find little indication of panel
conditioning among existing participants in a panel survey.

Wilson, S. and B. L. Howell
(2007). "Disease prevalence and
survey design effects: A response

to Weir and Smith." Social Science

& Medicine 65(6): 1078-1081.

Evidence provided by Weir and Smith, particularly the findings
from the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
(NHANES), leads us to conclude that an increase in arthritis
prevalence during the 1990s in the United States is probable, but the
trend is likely overstated in the Health and Retirement Study
(HRS). We show that a mistake in our earlier method does not
change substantively our previous conclusion that survey duration
effects are occurring in the HRS, a finding that is also supported by
a variety of regression models (including that of Weir and Smith).
Furthermore, very little evidence exists for an upward trend among
self-reporters in the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), and
less than 25% of the increase in the HRS over the 1990s can be
attributed to increases in obesity.

Wilson, S. E. and B. L. Howell
(2005). "Do panel surveys make
people sick? US arthritis trends in
the Health and Retirement Study."
Social Science & Medicine 60(11):

Researchers have long viewed large, longitudinal studies as
essential for understanding chronic illness and generally superior to
cross-sectional studies. In this study, we show that (1) age-specific
arthritis prevalence in the longitudinal Health and Retirement Study
(HRS) from the United States has risen sharply since its inception
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2623-2627.

in 1992, and (2) this rise is almost surely spurious. In periods for
which the data sets are comparable, we find no such increase in the
cross-sectional National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), the
primary source for prevalence data of chronic conditions in the US.
More important, the upward trend in the HRS is not internally
consistent: even though prevalence in the HRS rises sharply
between 1992 and 1996 for 55-56 year-olds, the prevalence for that
age group plummets to its 1992 level among the new cohort added
in 1998 and then rises rapidly again between 1998 and 2002. We
discuss possible reasons for these discrepancies and demonstrate
that they are not due to sample attrition in the HRS.

Yan, Ting (2008). Panel
Conditioning: A Cross-Cultural
Perspective. Paper presented at the
International Conference on
Survey Methods in Multinational,
Multiregional, and Multicultural

Contexts (3MC), Berlin, Germany.

Panel conditioning is a measurement error unique to longitudinal
surveys where previous participation in an interview alters
respondents’ true values and/or their reports of the true values. This
paper examines panel conditioning effects in a longitudinal survey
on crime and victimization and compares Hispanics and non-
Hispanics on the presence and size of panel conditioning effects.
The analyses show an across-the-board panel conditioning effects in
the survey about crime and victimization. However, the panel
conditioning effects mostly come from non-Hispanics respondents,
who become less likely to say “Yes” to screener questions asking
about crime and victimization. No panel conditioning effect is
found among Hispanic respondents.
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D. Relative Contribution of the Crime Victimization Screening Questions by Year,
1992-2008.

Note: Completed violent crimes include rape, sexual assault, robbery with or without injury,
aggravated assault with injury, and simple assault with minor injury.

8 The NCVS is based on interviews with victims and therefore cannot measure murder.

® Includes pocket picking, purse snatching, and attempted purse snatching.

¢ Includes thefts with unknown losses.
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Table D-1. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening Question,

1992
Percent Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 53.5% 5.2% 10.4% 151% 92% 3.6% 05% 12% 0.8% 0.2%
Personal Crimes® 91% 09% 0.1% 402% 362% 7.9% 2.0% 23% 1.0% 0.1%
Crimes of Violence 6.4% 09% 0.1% 413% 375% 81% 2.1% 2.4% 1.0% 0.1%
Completed Violence 15.6% 12% 0.2% 40.0% 29.2% 58% 45% 2.6% 0.6% 0.0%

Attempted/threatened
Violence 21% 07% 0.1% 41.9% 414% 92% 0.9% 23% 1.1% 0.1%
Rape/Sexual Assault 21%  1.2% 0.0% 21.4% 376% 3.8% 31.3% 0.0% 2.3% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 21%  1.1% 0.0% 21.1% 374% 3.5% 32.1% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0%
Rape 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 24.0% 343% 0.0% 41.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 45% 2.0% 0.0% 19.0% 40.5% 6.5% 23.5% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 21%  1.7% 0.0% 21.9% 37.8% 43% 30.5% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0%
Robbery 47.0% 3.1% 1.0% 26.8% 173% 42% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 573% 2.8% 0.9% 19.9% 135% 43% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 459% 81% 2.6% 21.2% 192% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 63.9% 0.0% 0.0% 195% 104% 50% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 26.6% 3.5% 1.2% 40.4% 24.8% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 21.0% 0.0% 0.0% 56.8% 148% 74% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 27.7% 43% 12% 36.4% 269% 32% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Assault 0.6% 05% 0.0% 449% 405% 9.0% 03% 2.9% 1.0% 0.1%
Aggravated 14% 08% 0.0% 39.2% 50.1% 4.0% 0.2% 3.0% 0.9% 0.2%
With Injury 21% 13% 0.0% 48.9% 382% 3.6% 0.6% 4.5% 0.6% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 1.1% 0.5% 0.0% 353% 549% 4.1% 00% 25% 1.0% 0.2%
Simple 0.2% 05% 0.0% 47.1% 36.9% 11.0% 03% 2.8% 1.1% 0.1%
With minor injury 08% 0.6% 0.0% 51.9% 338% 85% 0.0% 33% 1.2% 0.0%
Without Injury 01% 04% 0.0% 45.6% 37.8% 11.7% 0.4% 2.7% 1.0% 0.1%
Personal Theftb 848% 1.1% 0.0% 119% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 14% 0.0%
Property Crimes 68.1% 6.6% 138% 68% 03% 23% 00% 08% 0.7% 0.2%
Household Burglary 60.3% 325% 1.0% 33% 01% 1.0% 01% 09% 0.5% 0.1%
Completed 712% 21.2% 13% 35% 0.0% 13% 0.0% 0.9% 0.5% 0.1%
Forcible entry 68.5% 283% 02% 12% 0.0% 04% 0.0% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0%
Unlawful entry w/o force 729% 166% 1.9% 50% 00% 1.8% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.1%
Attempted forcible entry 11.5% 834% 0.0% 25% 04% 00% 04% 1.0% 0.4% 0.0%
Motor vehicle theft 40.9% 14% 513% 22% 00% 09% 03% 2.0% 0.4% 0.0%
Completed 421% 08% 51.4% 09% 00% 13% 04% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted 387% 2.5% 51.0% 47% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 0.6% 1.1% 0.0%
Theft 720% 08% 14.0% 79% 04% 27% 00% 0.7% 0.8% 0.2%
Completed” 72.7% 0.7% 135% 79% 04% 2.8% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.2%
Less than 550 68.8% 0.4% 14.4% 100% 04% 3.8% 0.0% 0.6% 0.9% 0.3%
550-5249 75.6% 0.7% 12.6% 74% 02% 23% 01% 04% 0.6% 0.1%
5250 or more 80.3% 1.2% 105% 42% 06% 1.4% 0.0% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0%
Attempted 55.1% 4.5% 238% 87% 14% 02% 0.0% 25% 1.7% 0.4%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 84.8% 83.4% 51.4% 56.8% 549% 11.7% 41.7% 4.5% 5.0% 0.4%




Table D-2. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening Question,

1993
% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 51.6% 54% 11.0% 155% 93% 38% 05% 13% 0.8% 0.4%
Personal Crimes” 9.5% 13% 0.2% 395% 352% 85% 18% 24% 1.0% 0.2%
Crimes of Violence 59% 13% 02% 409% 369% 89% 1.9% 2.6% 1.0% 0.2%
Completed Violence 16.2% 19% 04% 358% 30.6% 68% 45% 2.6% 0.7% 0.3%

Attempted/threatened
Violence 1.5% 1.1% 0.1% 43.0% 395% 9.8% 08% 25% 1.1% 0.1%
Rape/Sexual Assault 1.0% 1.6% 0.0% 21.4% 357% 3.1% 36.3% 04% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 19% 1.6% 0.0% 22.7% 351% 22% 36.7% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape 13% 13% 0.0% 13.8% 33.8% 0.0% 49.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 20% 13% 0.0% 31.6% 36.2% 3.9% 23.0% 13% 0.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 0.0% 29% 0.0% 19.7% 37.0% 52% 36.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Robbery 459% 23% 1.1% 293% 156% 3.6% 0.0% 0.6% 0.9% 0.3%
Completed/Property Taken 61.1% 2.2% 15% 221% 93% 21% 0.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.6%
With Injury 485% 33% 1.8% 285% 16.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 67.5% 15% 15% 189% 59% 3.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.6% 0.9%
Attempted to take property 19.7% 2.5% 04% 41.6% 26.5% 5.9% 0.0% 13% 19% 0.0%
With Injury 253% 2.1% 0.0% 31.6% 232% 84% 0.0% 2.1% 4.2% 0.0%
Without Injury 18.1% 2.6% 08% 44.1% 273% 52% 0.0% 1.0% 13% 0.0%
Assault 04% 12% 0.1% 43.5% 39.9% 9.9% 03% 2.9% 1.1% 0.2%
Aggravated 09% 11% 0.0% 38.6% 49.1% 4.9% 0.1% 3.2% 1.1% 0.4%
With Injury 21% 2.0% 0.0% 403% 46.1% 49% 0.0% 2.1% 1.7% 0.7%
Threatened with weapon 05% 08% 0.0% 37.9% 503% 49% 0.1% 3.7% 0.9% 0.3%
Simple 02% 12% 0.1% 455% 36.3% 11.9% 0.4% 2.8% 1.1% 0.1%
With minor injury 04% 16% 0.0% 46.2% 342% 11.4% 03% 4.9% 0.6% 0.0%
Without Injury 02% 1.0% 0.1% 453% 36.9% 12.1% 05% 23% 1.2% 0.1%
Personal Theftb 85.7% 1.0% 0.0% 10.8% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0%
Property Crimes 66.5% 69% 149% 71% 0.1% 2.1% 00% 0.9% 0.7% 0.4%
Household Burglary 60.1% 32.8% 1.0% 28% 02% 09% 01% 1.0% 0.6% 0.3%
Completed 71.5% 21.2% 12% 32% 02% 1.1% 01% 0.7% 0.5% 0.2%
Forcible entry 65.2% 30.2% 0.8% 22% 0.1% 03% 0.0% 05% 0.1% 0.3%
Unlawful entry w/o force 754% 156% 14% 38% 02% 15% 02% 0.7% 0.8% 0.1%
Attempted forcible entry 12.8% 80.9% 03% 13% 02% 0.0% 0.0% 2.2% 1.0% 0.6%
Motor vehicle theft 37.1% 1.6% 551% 23% 00% 03% 00% 22% 0.8% 0.5%
Completed 42.0% 05% 529% 24% 00% 04% 0.0% 1.8% 0.2% 0.0%
Attempted 27.8% 3.9% 59.3% 22% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 3.1% 18% 1.3%
Theft 70.5% 09% 15.0% 85% 0.1% 2.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.5%
Completed” 71.7% 0.6% 142% 85% 0.1% 2.6% 00% 0.7% 0.8% 0.4%
Less than 550 682% 0.5% 13.7% 113% 0.1% 3.8% 0.0% 05% 0.9% 0.6%
550-5249 75.7% 0.6% 133% 7.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.1% 0.6% 0.5% 0.2%
5250 or more 76.3% 1.0% 134% 51% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 1.1% 0.8% 0.4%
Attempted 47.9% 57% 313% 81% 08% 13% 0.0% 22% 0.8% 1.2%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 85.7% 80.9% 59.3% 46.2% 50.3% 12.1% 49.4% 49% 4.2% 1.3%
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Table D-3. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening Question,

1994
% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 524% 5.1% 10.5% 154% 9.7% 38% 04% 14% 0.7% 0.3%
Personal Crimes” 9.1% 13% 03% 395% 357% 85% 14% 3.1% 0.7% 0.1%
Crimes of Violence 58% 14% 03% 40.7% 37.2% 89% 15% 3.1% 0.7% 0.2%
Completed Violence 154% 14% 08% 37.7% 31.9% 6.0% 29% 28% 0.7% 0.1%

Attempted/threatened
Violence 1.7% 13% 0.1% 419% 39.5% 10.1% 09% 3.3% 0.7% 0.2%
Rape/Sexual Assault 1.2% 2.8% 0.0% 249% 32.6% 55% 31.4% 12% 0.5% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 1.6% 3.8% 0.0% 209% 33.9% 32% 339% 13% 0.6% 0.0%
Rape 18% 1.8% 0.0% 250% 351% 18% 36.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 20% 6.7% 0.0% 16.8% 33.6% 54% 30.9% 3.4% 13% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 359% 29.1% 12.0% 24.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Robbery 434% 16% 2.5% 30.6% 159% 2.8% 0.0% 3.0% 0.5% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 60.0% 0.5% 3.1% 225% 73% 29% 00% 3.1% 0.3% 0.0%
With Injury 57.6% 1.7% 5.6% 226% 69% 59% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 61.4% 0.0% 2.0% 22.6% 7.7% 1.4% 0.0% 4.7% 0.4% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 17.1% 3.2% 1.4% 43.5% 29.2% 2.6% 0.0% 2.6% 0.8% 0.0%
With Injury 139% 1.6% 0.0% 508% 238% 6.6% 0.0% 49% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 183% 3.7% 1.8% 41.1% 312% 13% 0.0% 2.1% 1.0% 0.0%
Assault 0.6% 12% 0.1% 429% 405% 9.9% 03% 3.3% 0.7% 0.2%
Aggravated 09% 18% 0.1% 37.1% 51.0% 43% 01% 3.3% 0.9% 0.2%
With Injury 04% 22% 0.0% 42.4% 487% 4.1% 0.0% 1.0% 0.4% 0.4%
Threatened with weapon 1.1% 1.7% 02% 351% 51.9% 4.4% 01% 42% 11% 0.2%
Simple 05% 11% 0.0% 45.0% 36.6% 11.9% 0.3% 32% 0.7% 0.2%
With minor injury 08% 16% 0.2% 46.0% 371% 85% 03% 4.0% 13% 0.0%
Without Injury 05% 09% 0.0% 44.7% 36.5% 129% 0.3% 3.0% 0.5% 0.2%
Personal Theftb 83.2% 1.0% 0.0% 13.1% 04% 0.0% 00% 18% 0.4% 0.0%
Property Crimes 682% 6.5% 142% 6.6% 02% 21% 00% 0.7% 0.7% 0.4%
Household Burglary 61.8% 32.1% 1.0% 25% 02% 0.6% 00% 1.0% 0.6% 0.1%
Completed 71.8% 21.7% 1.1% 26% 02% 08% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 0.1%
Forcible entry 67.0% 29.0% 0.7% 20% 00% 03% 00% 0.8% 0.3% 0.0%
Unlawful entry w/o force 74.7% 17.2% 14% 29% 03% 11% 0.1% 1.2% 0.9% 0.1%
Attempted forcible entry 113% 843% 02% 22% 02% 00% 0.0% 1.1% 0.4% 0.2%
Motor vehicle theft 39.3% 1.0% 535% 35% 00% 09% 00% 11% 0.3% 0.5%
Completed 414% 03% 527% 2.6% 00% 1.0% 0.0% 13% 0.0% 0.2%
Attempted 350% 2.0% 548% 49% 00% 03% 00% 0.7% 0.7% 1.0%
Theft 71.8% 1.1% 143% 78% 02% 2.6% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.4%
Completed” 729% 08% 13.6% 78% 0.1% 27% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7% 0.4%
Less than S50 69.7% 0.6% 133% 101% 0.1% 3.8% 0.0% 0.6% 0.9% 0.4%
550-5249 759% 0.7% 124% 71% 0.1% 2.0% 0.1% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4%
5250 or more 77.7% 1.2% 133% 43% 03% 13% 00% 0.8% 0.5% 0.2%
Attempted 49.0% 7.7% 303% 7.4% 06% 02% 02% 1.6% 0.8% 1.3%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 83.2% 84.3% 54.8% 508% 51.9% 12.9% 36.9% 49% 13% 1.3%
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Table D-4.  Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening
Question, 1995
% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 53.9% 48% 10.0% 15.3% 9.3% 3.6% 04% 1.4% 07% 0.3%

Personal Crimes” 9.5% 1.0% 03% 406% 349% 7.7% 14% 33% 09% 0.0%

Crimes of Violence 6.3% 1.0% 0.3% 41.9% 36.3% 8.0% 15% 3.4% 0.9% 0.0%

Completed Violence 15.7% 1.0% 0.8% 38.4% 29.6% 6.8% 35% 29% 1.0% 0.0%
Attempted/threatened

Violence 2.4% 1.0% 0.1% 43.3% 39.2% 8.5% 0.6% 3.6% 09% 0.1%

Rape/Sexual Assault 2.2% 1.9% 0.0% 19.0% 29.1% 85% 37.6% 14% 1.4% 0.0%

Rape/Attempted Rape 2.0% 1.6% 0.0% 18.7% 31.7% 44% 393% 0.8% 2.0% 0.0%

Rape 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 17.0% 34.0% 2.0% 451% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted Rape 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 21.2% 27.3% 9.1% 30.3% 2.0% 5.1% 0.0%

Sexual Assault 2.7% 2.7% 0.0% 20.5% 23.2% 17.0% 33.9% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0%

Robbery 45.6% 2.4% 2.2% 29.5% 15.2% 2.0% 0.0% 23% 09% 0.0%

Completed/Property Taken 584% 13% 2.9% 240% 92% 2.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.4% 0.0%

With Injury 55.4% 1.3% 3.6% 259% 10.3% 3.6% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 59.7% 1.3% 2.6% 23.3% 8.7% 1.3% 0.0% 2.5% 0.4% 0.0%

Attempted to take property 22.5% 4.3% 1.0% 39.2% 26.1% 2.2% 0.0% 2.6% 1.7% 0.0%

With Injury 16.7% 3.6% 0.0% 48.8% 25.0% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 24.2% 4.8% 12% 37.0% 26.6% 0.9% 0.0% 3.6% 2.4% 0.0%

Assault 1.1% 0.8% 0.0% 44.6% 39.6% 8.8% 0.1% 3.6% 0.9% 0.1%

Aggravated 2.0% 0.6% 0.0% 38.9% 50.1% 4.2% 0.1% 3.3% 0.7% 0.0%

With Injury 1.3% 0.9% 0.0% 443% 47.8% 4.7% 0.0% 04% 0.9% 0.0%

Threatened with weapon 2.2% 0.5% 0.0% 37.0% 51.0% 4.0% 0.1% 43% 0.7% 0.0%

Simple 0.8% 0.9% 0.0% 46.4% 36.2% 10.3% 0.2% 3.8% 1.0% 0.1%

With minor injury 1.3% 0.9% 0.2% 47.4% 33.5% 10.1% 0.2% 4.8% 1.6% 0.0%

Without Injury 0.7% 0.9% 0.0% 46.1% 37.0% 10.4% 0.2% 3.5% 0.8% 0.1%

Personal Theftb 85.7% 0.7% 0.0% 9.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 1.7% 0.0%

Property Crimes 69.6% 6.1% 13.5% 6.3% 0.2% 2.1% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.4%

Household Burglary 61.2% 31.6% 1.0% 3.2% 0.2% 1.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 0.3%

Completed 70.0% 22.0% 1.2% 3.6% 0.2% 1.2% 0.0% 0.8% 03% 0.3%

Forcible entry 65.1% 30.8% 0.6% 1.8% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0%

Unlawful entry w/o force 72.8% 16.9% 15% 47% 03% 1.7% 01% 1.0% 0.3% 0.4%

Attempted forcible entry 135% 84.0% 04% 06% 03% 00% 0.0% 09% 0.0% 0.5%

Motor vehicle theft 38.3% 0.6% 56.1% 3.1% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.9% 0.2% 0.3%

Completed 42.0% 0.4% 54.3% 1.6% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted 30.5% 1.1% 59.9% 6.5% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 04% 0.4% 0.7%

Theft 73.9% 0.9% 13.0% 7.3% 0.2% 2.5% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.5%

Completed” 74.9% 0.6% 12.4% 7.2% 0.2% 2.6% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.4%

Less than $50 71.4% 0.4% 12.4% 9.4% 0.1% 3.6% 0.0% 0.8% 1.0% 0.4%

550-5249 77.7% 0.8% 11.5% 6.1% 0.1% 2.2% 0.0% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4%

5250 or more 79.4% 0.9% 11.7% 4.9% 0.3% 1.4% 0.0% 09% 0.3% 0.1%

Attempted 49.5% 7.5% 28.4% 8.3% 1.4% 0.5% 0.2% 05% 1.0% 2.1%

Maximum Relative Contribution: 85.7% 84.0% 59.9% 488% 51.0% 17.0% 45.1% 4.8% 51% 2.1%
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Table D-5.  Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening
Question, 1996
% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 54.2% 5.0% 9.2% 15.3% 9.0% 3.7% 03% 1.7% 09% 0.4%

Personal Crimes” 86% 1.0% 02% 41.4% 344% 8.6% 09% 3.4% 09% 0.2%

Crimes of Violence 6.0% 1.1% 0.2% 42.4% 35.6% 8.8% 1.0% 3.5% 09% 0.2%

Completed Violence 17.3% 1.0% 0.6% 39.2% 27.9% 6.2% 28% 3.6% 09% 0.2%
Attempted/threatened

Violence 1.2% 1.1% 0.1% 43.8% 38.9% 9.9% 0.2% 3.4% 1.0% 0.2%

Rape/Sexual Assault 1.6% 1.6% 0.0% 26.7% 32.2% 55% 283% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Rape/Attempted Rape 2.5% 2.5% 0.0% 30.5% 32.0% 51% 25.4% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Rape 31% 2.0% 0.0% 29.6% 26.5% 3.1% 388% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted Rape 3.0% 3.0% 0.0% 31.3% 37.4% 7.1% 12.1% 6.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.9% 33.6% 6.4% 33.6% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Robbery 44.3% 0.8% 1.5% 29.0% 17.5% 4.3% 0.0% 2.1% 0.2% 0.0%

Completed/Property Taken 60.0% 0.8% 2.0% 19.7% 108% 3.7% 0.0% 25% 0.3% 0.0%

With Injury 58.4% 0.0% 24% 20.0% 17.2% 1.2% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 60.8% 1.4% 2.0% 19.5% 7.7% 5.1% 0.0% 3.1% 0.4% 0.0%

Attempted to take property 12.7% 0.5% 0.5% 47.7% 30.8% 5.6% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0%

With Injury 10.1% 0.0% 0.0% 58.2% 19.0% 5.1% 0.0% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 13.4% 1.0% 1.0% 45.0% 33.9% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Assault 0.5% 1.1% 0.0% 45.0% 38.4% 9.6% 0.0% 3.7% 11% 0.2%

Aggravated 0.9% 0.9% 0.1% 40.6% 46.5% 4.7% 0.0% 3.5% 1.8% 0.2%

With Injury 1.4% 1.0% 0.0% 51.7% 37.2% 5.1% 0.0% 1.8% 0.6% 0.6%

Threatened with weapon 0.7% 1.0% 0.1% 36.5% 50.0% 4.7% 0.0% 4.2% 23% 0.0%

Simple 0.3% 1.1% 0.0% 46.5% 35.8% 11.2% 0.0% 3.7% 0.8% 0.2%

With minor injury 0.2% 1.2% 0.0% 48.3% 34.2% 8.5% 0.0% 54% 14% 0.2%

Without Injury 0.3% 1.1% 0.0% 46.0% 36.2% 11.9% 0.1% 3.2% 0.7% 0.2%

Personal Theftb 84.3% 0.6% 0.0% 12.6% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0%

Property Crimes 70.0% 6.4% 12.3% 6.3% 0.2% 2.0% 0.0% 1.2% 0.9% 0.4%

Household Burglary 61.4% 32.1% 1.2% 2.4% 0.2% 0.8% 0.0% 09% 0.7% 0.3%

Completed 71.3% 21.9% 1.3% 2.3% 0.2% 0.9% 0.0% 1.0% 0.6% 0.2%

Forcible entry 63.5% 32.2% 0.5% 2.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3%

Unlawful entry w/o force 759% 158% 1.8% 24% 02% 13% 00% 15% 1.0% 0.1%

Attempted forcible entry 10.6% 84.7% 04% 23% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 03% 09% 0.9%

Motor vehicle theft 38.6% 0.3% 54.9% 2.4% 0.1% 0.9% 0.0% 1.5% 0.6% 0.2%

Completed 40.7% 0.0% 53.7% 1.9% 0.2% 1.2% 0.0% 1.6% 0.2% 0.0%

Attempted 34.3% 0.9% 57.2% 3.3% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 13% 13% 0.9%

Theft 74.0% 0.9% 12.1% 7.5% 0.2% 2.4% 0.0% 1.2% 0.9% 0.5%

Completed” 75.2% 0.7% 11.4% 7.3% 0.1% 2.5% 0.0% 1.1% 0.9% 0.5%

Less than 550 70.8% 0.7% 11.3% 9.9% 0.1% 3.7% 0.1% 09% 1.4% 0.7%

550-5249 79.2% 0.5% 10.3% 6.1% 0.1% 1.6% 0.0% 1.1% 0.5% 0.4%

5250 or more 79.5% 1.0% 11.2% 4.5% 0.3% 1.4% 0.0% 13% 0.5% 0.1%

Attempted 46.1% 75% 27.9% 11.9% 0.5% 0.7% 0.0% 29% 15% 1.3%

Maximum Relative Contribution: 84.3% 84.7% 57.2% 582% 50.0% 11.9% 38.8% 6.1% 23% 1.3%
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Table D-6.  Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening
Question, 1997
% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 55.0% 5.0% 9.1% 15.4% 9.0% 3.5% 04% 13% 0.7% 0.3%

Personal Crimes” 8.8% 12% 0.1% 41.7% 34.1% 8.3% 16% 32% 0.7% 0.1%

Crimes of Violence 5.6% 1.2% 0.1% 42.9% 35.5% 8.6% 1.7% 33% 0.7% 0.1%

Completed Violence 13.7% 0.9% 0.0% 41.1% 30.4% 6.5% 41% 2.8% 03% 0.0%
Attempted/threatened

Violence 2.0% 1.4% 0.1% 43.7% 37.8% 9.5% 0.6% 3.5% 09% 0.1%

Rape/Sexual Assault 0.6% 3.5% 0.0% 18.0% 34.4% 1.6% 40.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Rape/Attempted Rape 0.0% 5.7% 0.0% 16.5% 29.4% 0.0% 46.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Rape 0.0% 0.0% 00% 87% 26.1% 0.0% 62.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted Rape 0.0% 15.2% 0.0% 29.1% 34.2% 0.0% 24.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Sexual Assault 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 20.5% 42.7% 3.4% 30.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Robbery 45.4% 0.6% 0.2% 32.7% 13.9% 3.9% 03% 25% 03% 0.0%

Completed/Property Taken 583% 05% 0.0% 242% 115% 33% 00% 23% 0.0% 0.0%

With Injury 49.8% 0.0% 0.0% 32.5% 14.4% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 63.9% 0.6% 0.0% 18.7% 9.4% 3.3% 0.0% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted to take property 22.3% 0.9% 0.6% 47.8% 18.1% 5.0% 0.9% 3.0% 0.9% 0.0%

With Injury 20.5% 0.0% 0.0% 46.6% 21.9% 6.8% 0.0% 55% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 23.0% 1.5% 1.1% 48.7% 17.0% 4.9% 1.1% 2.6% 1.5% 0.0%

Assault 0.7% 1.2% 0.0% 453% 38.3% 9.5% 0.2% 3.5% 0.8% 0.1%

Aggravated 0.8% 1.8% 0.2% 41.8% 45.6% 5.8% 03% 2.8% 0.8% 0.0%

With Injury 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 51.8% 39.5% 5.2% 0.3% 2.0% 0.5% 0.0%

Threatened with weapon 1.2% 2.3% 0.2% 37.1% 48.4% 6.1% 0.2% 3.2% 1.0% 0.0%

Simple 0.7% 1.0% 0.0% 46.4% 35.8% 10.7% 0.2% 3.8% 0.8% 0.1%

With minor injury 0.9% 1.4% 0.0% 49.2% 34.4% 9.5% 0.0% 4.1% 0.5% 0.0%

Without Injury 0.6% 0.9% 0.0% 45.6% 36.2% 11.0% 03% 3.7% 09% 0.2%

Personal Theftb 85.7% 0.0% 0.0% 12.3% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0%

Property Crimes 71.0% 6.3% 12.2% 6.3% 0.2% 1.9% 0.0% 0.7% 0.7% 0.4%

Household Burglary 62.6% 31.1% 1.0% 2.3% 0.5% 0.5% 0.1% 0.9% 0.6% 0.2%

Completed 72.6% 21.3% 1.0% 2.5% 0.4% 0.6% 0.1% 0.6% 0.6% 0.2%

Forcible entry 68.9% 28.3% 0.3% 1.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3%

Unlawful entry w/o force 74.9% 17.0% 1.4% 3.1% 0.6% 0.8% 0.1% 1.0% 0.7% 0.1%

Attempted forcible entry 10.2% 822% 1.2% 11% 13% 03% 0.0% 2.6% 0.8% 0.3%

Motor vehicle theft 44.7% 1.1% 48.8% 2.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 1.0% 0.9% 0.3%

Completed 46.2% 0.5% 49.2% 1.7% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 13% 0.5% 0.0%

Attempted 41.5% 2.6% 48.1% 2.8% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.9% 0.9%

Theft 74.9% 0.9% 12.2% 7.6% 0.2% 2.3% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.5%

Completed® 76.1% 0.7% 11.6% 7.3% 0.1% 2.4% 0.0% 0.5% 0.6% 0.4%

Less than 550 72.3% 0.5% 12.2% 9.2% 0.2% 3.6% 0.0% 0.5% 0.8% 0.5%

550-5249 79.6% 0.7% 9.7% 6.6% 0.1% 2.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.2%

5250 or more 80.8% 0.9% 10.3% 5.1% 0.1% 1.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.2%

Attempted 45.0% 58% 26.0% 12.7% 1.1% 0.5% 0.0% 25% 35% 2.9%

Maximum Relative Contribution: 85.7% 82.2% 49.2% 51.8% 48.4% 11.0% 62.6% 55% 3.5% 2.9%
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Table D-7.  Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening
Question, 1998
% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 53.9% 5.1% 8.7% 16.4% 8.5% 3.9% 05% 15% 1.0% 0.3%

Personal Crimes” 83% 14% 05% 438% 31.2% 88% 16% 2.8% 1.0% 0.1%

Crimes of Violence 5.4% 1.4% 0.4% 45.1% 32.3% 9.1% 16% 29% 1.0% 0.1%

Completed Violence 13.2% 1.5% 0.9% 45.0% 24.8% 7.3% 3.8% 23% 1.2% 0.1%
Attempted/threatened

Violence 1.8% 1.4% 0.2% 45.2% 35.8% 9.9% 0.7% 33% 09% 0.0%

Rape/Sexual Assault 0.6% 5.4% 0.0% 14.5% 30.7% 7.8% 36.1% 15% 15% 0.0%

Rape/Attempted Rape 1.5% 7.0% 0.0% 13.0% 28.5% 85% 40.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Rape 1.8% 73% 0.0% 145% 21.8% 0.0% 53.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted Rape 0.0% 5.6% 0.0% 10.1% 37.1% 18.0% 24.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Sexual Assault 0.0% 3.8% 0.0% 17.3% 33.8% 7.5% 30.1% 45% 4.5% 0.0%

Robbery 43.3% 2.7% 2.7% 28.0% 15.7% 1.9% 0.0% 33% 12% 0.0%

Completed/Property Taken 548% 2.6% 3.6% 233% 87% 26% 00% 28% 15% 0.0%

With Injury 52.9% 6.5% 4.7% 27.1% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 55.4% 0.9% 3.2% 21.6% 9.3% 3.4% 0.0% 3.2% 18% 0.0%

Attempted to take property 18.4% 3.2% 1.1% 39.0% 31.8% 1.1% 0.0% 4.7% 11% 0.0%

With Injury 10.1% 2.9% 0.0% 65.2% 17.4% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 20.3% 2.9% 1.0% 30.0% 36.2% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 1.4% 0.0%

Assault 0.7% 1.0% 0.2% 48.7% 34.5% 10.1% 0.2% 3.0% 0.9% 0.1%

Aggravated 0.9% 1.3% 0.6% 43.7% 42.9% 5.4% 0.0% 4.4% 0.6% 0.0%

With Injury 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 54.3% 38.2% 4.9% 0.0% 13% 0.5% 0.0%

Threatened with weapon 1.2% 1.5% 0.8% 38.5% 45.1% 5.6% 0.0% 59% 0.5% 0.0%

Simple 0.7% 1.0% 0.1% 50.4% 31.8% 11.6% 0.2% 2.5% 1.0% 0.1%

With minor injury 0.2% 0.5% 0.0% 57.8% 26.0% 11.4% 0.0% 2.6% 0.9% 0.2%

Without Injury 0.8% 1.1% 0.0% 48.2% 33.5% 11.6% 03% 25% 1.0% 0.0%

Personal Theftb 87.2% 0.0% 1.0% 9.8% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0%

Property Crimes 70.7% 6.4% 11.7% 6.3% 0.2% 2.0% 0.1% 1.0% 1.0% 0.3%

Household Burglary 60.6% 32.8% 0.8% 3.1% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.9% 0.4% 0.1%

Completed 70.4% 22.5% 0.9% 3.4% 0.2% 0.8% 0.0% 0.8% 0.2% 0.1%

Forcible entry 62.7% 32.8% 0.6% 2.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 1.1% 0.2% 0.0%

Unlawful entry w/o force 754% 159% 1.0% 43% 03% 1.1% 00% 0.7% 0.3% 0.2%

Attempted forcible entry 11.6% 844% 03% 16% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 1.0% 1.2% 0.0%

Motor vehicle theft 42.4% 0.5% 52.3% 1.7% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 1.1% 0.4% 0.4%

Completed 41.8% 0.0% 53.8% 1.8% 0.4% 0.9% 0.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2%

Attempted 44.0% 1.9% 48.4% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 0.9% 0.6%

Theft 74.8% 0.8% 11.6% 7.3% 0.3% 2.4% 0.1% 1.0% 1.1% 0.4%

Completed® 75.8% 05% 11.0% 7.3% 0.2% 2.5% 0.1% 0.9% 1.1% 0.4%

Less than $50 71.7% 0.6% 10.9% 10.1% 03% 3.4% 0.1% 0.7% 1.6% 0.4%

550-5249 79.2% 0.5% 10.0% 6.1% 0.1% 1.7% 0.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.3%

5250 or more 81.4% 0.4% 10.4% 3.8% 0.3% 1.8% 0.0% 1.2% 0.6% 0.1%

Attempted 48.0% 7.5% 28.5% 8.4% 0.8% 0.3% 03% 29% 24% 0.8%

Maximum Relative Contribution: 87.2% 84.4% 53.8% 652% 45.1% 18.0% 53.6% 59% 4.5% 0.8%
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Table D-8.  Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening
Question, 1999
% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 55.3% 5.0% 8.7% 15.9% 8.0% 3.6% 0.6% 1.5% 0.9% 0.3%

Personal Crimes” 8.0% 13% 03% 442% 302% 9.2% 2.2% 3.1% 1.0% 0.1%

Crimes of Violence 5.8% 1.3% 0.4% 45.2% 31.0% 9.4% 22% 32% 1.0% 0.1%

Completed Violence 14.4% 2.0% 1.0% 35.9% 29.0% 6.5% 59% 3.9% 0.6% 0.1%
Attempted/threatened

Violence 1.9% 0.9% 0.1% 49.4% 31.9% 10.7% 0.6% 29% 12% 0.2%

Rape/Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 20.9% 29.0% 44% 373% 05% 3.9% 0.0%

Rape/Attempted Rape 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 19.4% 37.8% 15% 388% 0.0% 15% 0.0%

Rape 0.0% 14% 0.0% 14.2% 42.6% 0.0% 41.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted Rape 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.7% 28.3% 50% 31.7% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0%

Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 22.5% 19.2% 7.7% 357% 11% 6.6% 0.0%

Robbery 44.3% 3.1% 2.7% 28.6% 14.3% 3.6% 0.0% 2.1% 0.6% 0.0%

Completed/Property Taken 575% 3.0% 42% 192% 9.8% 3.0% 0.0% 2.1% 0.4% 0.0%

With Injury 49.2% 2.6% 2.6% 28.0% 11.6% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 61.9% 3.2% 50% 14.4% 8.5% 1.8% 0.0% 3.5% 0.6% 0.0%

Attempted to take property 19.3% 3.6% 0.0% 46.1% 23.2% 4.6% 0.0% 1.8% 1.1% 0.0%

With Injury 9.0% 5.1% 0.0% 47.4% 33.3% 5.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 23.3% 2.5% 0.0% 46.0% 19.3% 5.0% 0.0% 25% 15% 0.0%

Assault 1.1% 1.1% 0.1% 48.9% 33.3% 10.5% 03% 35% 09% 0.2%

Aggravated 1.2% 2.1% 0.0% 39.5% 48.4% 4.0% 04% 2.6% 14% 0.3%

With Injury 1.3% 1.8% 0.0% 43.7% 44.5% 2.7% 16% 33% 0.4% 0.4%

Threatened with weapon 1.1% 2.2% 0.0% 37.7% 50.0% 4.6% 0.0% 23% 18% 0.3%

Simple 1.0% 0.8% 0.1% 51.9% 28.4% 12.6% 03% 3.8% 0.8% 0.1%

With minor injury 1.5% 1.9% 0.0% 46.9% 31.9% 10.9% 0.7% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 0.9% 0.4% 0.1% 53.3% 27.5% 13.0% 0.2% 3.2% 1.0% 0.1%

Personal Theftb 86.1% 0.0% 0.0% 9.1% 2.9% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0%

Property Crimes 72.1% 6.3% 11.7% 5.8% 0.1% 1.6% 0.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.4%

Household Burglary 61.9% 32.3% 1.1% 2.1% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1% 1.1% 0.7% 0.3%

Completed 71.9% 22.5% 1.2% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.1% 0.8% 0.3% 0.3%

Forcible entry 63.0% 33.0% 1.3% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.5%

Unlawful entry w/o force 77.4% 16.0% 1.3% 2.8% 0.2% 0.8% 0.2% 0.8% 0.6% 0.2%

Attempted forcible entry 9.7% 83.6% 00% 14% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 22% 2.6% 0.3%

Motor vehicle theft 39.7% 0.7% 54.8% 1.6% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 1.0% 0.6% 0.0%

Completed 40.5% 0.0% 55.3% 1.9% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.6% 0.5% 0.0%

Attempted 37.3% 3.1% 53.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 0.8% 0.0%

Theft 76.5% 1.0% 11.3% 6.9% 0.1% 1.9% 0.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.5%

Completed® 77.6% 0.7% 10.7% 6.7% 0.1% 19% 0.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.4%

Less than 550 74.9% 0.5% 10.3% 8.8% 0.2% 2.8% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.4%

550-5249 79.9% 0.5% 10.2% 5.7% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.7% 0.9% 0.5%

5250 or more 79.3% 12% 11.0% 5.1% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 0.1%

Attempted 43.8% 9.4% 29.1% 11.7% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0% 0.8% 1.7%

Maximum Relative Contribution: 86.1% 83.6% 55.3% 53.3% 50.0% 13.0% 41.8% 59% 6.6% 1.7%
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Table D-9.  Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening
Question, 2000
% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question
36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46

All Crimes 55.7% 5.1% 8.6% 14.7% 8.8% 3.3% 03% 2.0% 09% 0.4%

Personal Crimes” 10.0% 15% 03% 395% 33.7% 7.6% 13% 43% 1.0% 0.0%

Crimes of Violence 6.4% 1.5% 0.3% 41.0% 35.1% 7.9% 14% 44% 1.1% 0.0%

Completed Violence 15.4% 1.3% 0.5% 38.7% 28.3% 6.5% 3.0% 4.7% 09% 0.0%
Attempted/threatened

Violence 2.1% 1.7% 0.2% 42.1% 38.4% 8.6% 0.6% 43% 11% 0.0%

Rape/Sexual Assault 1.9% 2.3% 0.0% 19.2% 37.2% 9.6% 27.2% 08% 1.9% 0.0%

Rape/Attempted Rape 3.4% 4.1% 0.0% 9.5% 44.9% 48% 313% 14% 0.0% 0.0%

Rape 22% 0.0% 0.0% 9.8% 42.4% 33% 39.1% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted Rape 55% 12.7% 0.0% 9.1% 49.1% 9.1% 182% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 32.5% 26.3% 15.8% 21.9% 0.0% 4.4% 0.0%

Robbery 46.4% 4.2% 1.8% 29.0% 14.5% 2.6% 0.0% 1.8% 0.0% 0.0%

Completed/Property Taken 55.8% 4.6% 15% 235% 12.1% 1.0% 0.0% 15% 0.0% 0.0%

With Injury 50.0% 1.3% 0.0% 35.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 58.3% 6.1% 2.2% 18.1% 12.2% 1.4% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Attempted to take property 23.1% 3.3% 2.8% 42.5% 20.3% 6.6% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0%

With Injury 16.7% 3.0% 0.0% 43.9% 30.3% 4.5% 0.0% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Without Injury 26.0% 3.4% 34% 41.8% 15.8% 7.5% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0%

Assault 1.1% 1.1% 0.1% 43.7% 37.9% 8.6% 03% 5.0% 1.2% 0.0%

Aggravated 2.6% 1.7% 0.0% 37.5% 48.7% 4.1% 0.0% 3.2% 13% 0.0%

With Injury 2.0% 0.9% 0.0% 47.4% 40.8% 2.9% 0.0% 4.0% 0.6% 0.0%

Threatened with weapon 2.6% 1.9% 0.0% 33.8% 51.6% 4.5% 0.0% 3.0% 15% 0.0%

Simple 0.7% 1.0% 0.1% 45.7% 34.4% 10.0% 04% 55% 1.1% 0.0%

With minor injury 1.6% 0.0% 0.3% 47.6% 31.4% 9.8% 0.0% 7.4% 1.2% 0.0%

Without Injury 0.4% 1.3% 0.1% 45.0% 35.3% 10.0% 05% 49% 11% 0.0%

Personal Theftb 91.6% 0.7% 0.0% 5.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0%

Property Crimes 71.3% 6.4% 11.4% 6.3% 0.2% 1.8% 0.0% 1.2% 0.8% 0.5%

Household Burglary 60.9% 32.0% 1.6% 2.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.0% 1.1% 0.7% 0.6%

Completed 70.5% 22.1% 1.8% 2.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.9% 0.7% 0.6%

Forcible entry 61.9% 35.3% 1.1% 0.2% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.4%

Unlawful entry w/o force 753% 148% 23% 37% 04% 06% 00% 11% 1.1% 0.8%

Attempted forcible entry 88% 86.3% 04% 15% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 21% 0.4% 0.4%

Motor vehicle theft 37.9% 0.4% 55.3% 1.7% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 2.2% 11% 0.4%

Completed 41.0% 0.0% 55.8% 1.6% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 1.1% 0.3% 0.0%

Attempted 31.5% 1.4% 54.6% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.7% 2.7% 1.4%

Theft 75.8% 0.8% 10.9% 7.4% 0.2% 2.2% 0.0% 1.1% 0.9% 0.5%

Completed® 77.0% 0.7% 10.1% 7.3% 0.2% 2.3% 0.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.4%

Less than 550 73.1% 0.3% 11.2% 8.5% 0.1% 3.6% 0.0% 1.1% 15% 0.5%

550-5249 80.6% 0.5% 8.6% 7.0% 0.1% 1.7% 0.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.1%

5250 or more 78.8% 13% 10.4% 5.9% 0.3% 1.4% 0.0% 1.2% 0.3% 0.4%

Attempted 46.6% 4.4% 28.9% 9.7% 1.0% 1.3% 03% 47% 11% 2.3%

Maximum Relative Contribution: 91.6% 86.3% 55.8% 47.6% 51.6% 15.8% 39.1% 7.4% 4.4% 2.3%
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Table D-10. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening

Question, 2001

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46
All Crimes 55.4% 4.8% 9.6% 15.2% 8.0% 3.9% 04% 1.5% 0.8% 0.5%
Personal Crimes® 8.8% 1.3% 0.4% 423% 32.1% 9.0% 16% 3.1% 0.8% 0.4%
Crimes of Violence 6.4% 1.4% 0.4% 43.2% 33.1% 9.3% 16% 3.1% 0.8% 0.4%
Completed Violence 14.3% 1.3% 0.3% 39.2% 30.5% 6.8% 3% 23% 1.3% 0.3%
Attempted/threatened
Violence 2.7% 1.4% 0.4% 45.0% 34.4% 10.5% 0.7% 3.5% 0.6% 0.5%
Rape/Sexual Assault 2.0% 1.6% 0.0% 20.2% 39.1% 44% 30.2% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 3.4% 1.4% 0.0% 17.8% 34.9% 41% 36.3% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0%
Rape 36% 00% 00% 6.0% 321% 83% 48.8% 0.0% 3.6% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 4.8% 3.2% 0.0% 34.9% 39.7% 0.0% 19.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 23.5% 45.1% 49% 21.6% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Robbery 46.9% 1.4% 19% 29.3% 14.1% 4.3% 0.6% 13% 0.5% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 581% 2.1% 0.7% 21.1% 13.6% 23% 00% 19% 0.7% 0.0%
With Injury 50.6% 1.1% 1.7% 23.6% 14.9% 5.7% 0.0% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 63.2% 2.8% 0.0% 19.4% 12.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 23.5% 0.0% 49% 46.6% 15.2% 7.8% 20% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 32.4% 0.0% 44% 42.6% 16.2% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 19.1% 0.0% 51% 485% 14.0% 8.8% 29% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Assault 1.4% 1.4% 0.2% 46.1% 35.3% 10.2% 03% 35% 09% 0.5%
Aggravated 4.0% 2.6% 0.3% 38.1% 44.1% 5.8% 0.0% 23% 16% 0.5%
With Injury 1.8% 0.8% 13% 50.0% 41.1% 2.0% 0.0% 13% 2.6% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 5.2% 3.7% 0.0% 32.5% 45.5% 7.7% 0.0% 29% 11% 0.8%
Simple 0.5% 0.9% 0.2% 48.8% 32.3% 11.7% 04% 3.8% 0.7% 0.5%
With minor injury 0.5% 1.5% 0.0% 49.0% 32.3% 11.5% 0.0% 3.3% 0.9% 0.6%
Without Injury 0.4% 0.8% 0.3% 48.8% 32.4% 11.8% 0.5% 4.0% 0.6% 0.4%
Personal Theftb 83.5% 0.0% 0.0% 14.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Property Crimes 70.4% 6.0% 12.5% 6.4% 0.2% 2.2% 0.0% 1.0% 0.8% 0.5%
Household Burglary 64.0% 30.9% 0.7% 1.9% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.9% 0.7% 0.2%
Completed 72.8% 22.1% 0.9% 2.0% 0.3% 0.7% 0.0% 0.8% 0.7% 0.0%
Forcible entry 67.4% 29.9% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Unlawful entry w/o force 76.3% 17.0% 13% 21% 06% 08% 0.0% 09% 1.1% 0.0%
Attempted forcible entry 11.9% 83.0% 0.0% 15% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15% 0.4% 1.5%
Motor vehicle theft 37.2% 2.2% 55.2% 4.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.3%
Completed 40.2% 0.3% 55.1% 2.8% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted 29.5% 6.7% 55.4% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 1.1%
Theft 74.3% 0.7% 12.1% 7.6% 0.1% 2.7% 0.0% 1.0% 0.9% 0.6%
Completed” 75.2% 0.7% 11.4% 7.7% 0.1% 2.8% 0.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.4%
Less than 550 69.7% 0.6% 12.4% 10.0% 0.1% 4.5% 0.0% 1.0% 1.0% 0.7%
550-5249 79.0% 0.5% 10.0% 6.5% 0.1% 2.1% 0.0% 0.6% 0.9% 0.2%
5250 or more 79.0% 0.8% 11.2% 5.3% 0.1% 1.6% 0.0% 1.2% 0.6% 0.3%
Attempted 47.7% 24% 33.3% 5.2% 1.1% 0.9% 0.0% 4.1% 15% 4.1%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 83.5% 83.0% 55.4% 50.0% 455% 11.8% 48.8% 4.1% 3.6% 4.1%
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Table D-11. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening

Question, 2002

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46
All Crimes 56.2% 4.9% 9.6% 144% 76% 3.5% 05% 2.0% 0.8% 0.4%
Personal Crimes” 75% 09% 0.2% 43.1% 313% 93% 2.0% 43% 11% 0.2%
Crimes of Violence 54% 09% 0.2% 44.0% 323% 95% 2.1% 43% 1.1% 0.2%
Completed Violence 134% 03% 03% 43.0% 28.1% 7.8% 34% 2.7% 1.0% 0.2%
Attempted/threatened
Violence 1.4% 12% 0.2% 445% 343% 103% 1.4% 51% 12% 0.3%
Rape/Sexual Assault 20% 12% 0.0% 23.0% 323% 2.8% 383% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 24% 12% 0.0% 23.8% 28.0% 0.0% 44.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape 44% 22% 0.0% 14.4% 344% 0.0% 422% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 351% 182% 0.0% 455% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 213% 413% 8.8% 26.3% 0.0% 25% 0.0%
Robbery 48.0% 1.0% 1.8% 258% 16.6% 4.1% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 583% 0.0% 1.6% 218% 124% 4.4% 00% 18% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 51.2% 0.0% 1.2% 26.5% 14.1% 29% 0.0% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 63.9% 0.0% 1.9% 18.1% 11.1% 56% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 17.3% 4.7% 3.1% 38.6% 29.9% 4.7% 0.0% 3.9% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 209% 0.0% 0.0% 326% 372% 7.0% 0.0% 7.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 155% 7.1% 3.6% 41.7% 26.2% 3.6% 0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Assault 0.8% 09% 0.1% 47.1% 34.0% 10.4% 04% 4.8% 13% 0.3%
Aggravated 1.1% 2.4% 0.0% 39.3% 44.7% 4.4% 0.0% 6.6% 1.3% 0.0%
With Injury 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 519% 39.6% 35% 0.0% 1.6% 22% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 13% 3.6% 0.0% 334% 472% 49% 0.0% 89% 0.9% 0.0%
Simple 0.7% 04% 0.1% 493% 31.0% 12.1% 05% 43% 1.2% 0.4%
With minor injury 04% 0.3% 0.0% 53.0% 294% 12.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.8% 0.3%
Without Injury 09% 05% 0.1% 48.0% 31.6% 12.1% 0.6% 4.5% 1.4% 0.4%
Personal Theft’ 794% 19% 0.0% 123% 0.0% 1.9% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Property Crimes 71.5% 6.2% 12.6% 55% 0.1% 1.7% 0.0% 12% 0.7% 0.5%
Household Burglary 63.7% 31.1% 09% 18% 0.1% 06% 0.0% 09% 0.5% 0.4%
Completed 73.4% 21.4% 1.0% 1.7% 01% 07% 0.0% 1.0% 0.5% 0.2%
Forcible entry 67.1% 29.9% 09% 09% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12% 0.2% 0.0%
Unlawful entry w/o force 77.4% 159% 1.1% 23% 01% 12% 0.0% 09% 0.8% 0.3%
Attempted forcible entry 9.0% 86.2% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 04% 0.0% 1.7%
Motor vehicle theft 36.5% 0.8% 587% 23% 03% 02% 0.0% 13% 0.0% 0.0%
Completed 387% 0.4% 574% 18% 04% 03% 0.0% 14% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted 284% 1.9% 63.9% 43% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Theft 75.8% 0.9% 11.8% 6.5% 02% 2.0% 0.0% 13% 0.8% 0.6%
Completed” 76.8% 0.7% 112% 6.5% 01% 2.0% 0.0% 13% 0.7% 0.6%
Less than S50 73.7% 03% 10.6% 87% 02% 3.2% 0.0% 16% 1.0% 0.8%
S$50-5249 808% 08% 9.6% 55% 01% 15% 0.0% 05% 0.7% 0.3%
5250 or more 792% 09% 11.6% 44% 01% 14% 0.1% 12% 0.5% 0.6%
Attempted 455% 81% 30.8% 8.6% 1.1% 13% 0.0% 3.1% 13% 0.7%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 80.8% 86.2% 63.9% 53.0% 47.2% 12.1% 455% 8.9% 2.5% 1.7%
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Table D-12. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening

Question, 2003

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46
All Crimes 55.8% 58% 9.6% 146% 79% 3.1% 04% 14% 0.8% 0.4%
Personal Crimes” 7.8% 14% 0.4% 43.0% 33.7% 7.4% 18% 26% 13% 0.2%
Crimes of Violence 51% 14% 04% 442% 348% 7.6% 1.9% 28% 1.4% 0.3%
Completed Violence 13.2% 24% 04% 41.1% 272% 7.7% 3.4% 2.7% 1.6% 0.2%
Attempted/threatened
Violence 1.5% 1.0% 0.5% 455% 38.1% 7.5% 13% 28% 13% 0.3%
Rape/Sexual Assault 1.5% 2.5% 0.0% 281% 29.6% 3.0% 357% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 26.5% 31.6% 0.0% 41.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 319% 27.8% 0.0% 40.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 0.0% 0.0% 00% 17.8% 37.8% 0.0% 46.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 37% 6.1% 0.0% 30.5% 268% 7.3% 26.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Robbery 388% 0.7% 1.0% 33.6% 183% 3.9% 00% 15% 1.7% 0.5%
Completed/Property Taken 53.7% 1.1% 1.6% 23.0% 14.0% 42% 00% 0.8% 19% 0.0%
With Injury 544% 2.5% 3.8% 19.4% 15.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 53.2% 0.0% 0.0% 257% 133% 4.1% 0.0% 14% 32% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 12.8% 0.0% 0.0% 51.8% 25.7% 3.2% 0.0% 3.2% 14% 1.4%
With Injury 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 64.8% 11.1% 0.0% 0.0% 9.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 12.1% 0.0% 0.0% 47.3% 31.5% 4.8% 0.0% 1.8% 2.4% 2.4%
Assault 09% 15% 04% 463% 37.1% 82% 0.7% 3.0% 14% 0.2%
Aggravated 1.4% 2.7% 0.7% 413% 42.7% 6.4% 0.0% 3.1% 14% 0.0%
With Injury 22% 5.0% 0.0% 40.6% 37.8% 11.0% 0.0% 2.8% 0.8% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 1.1% 1.8% 12% 419% 45.1% 42% 0.0% 3.4% 18% 0.0%
Simple 08% 11% 03% 47.8% 354% 88% 0.9% 3.0% 1.4% 0.3%
With minor injury 0.7% 1.7% 0.0% 51.9% 29.5% 8.6% 0.7% 4.4% 2.2% 0.4%
Without Injury 08% 09% 03% 46.6% 37.0% 89% 1.0% 2.6% 1.2% 0.3%
Personal Theftb 87.6% 0.0% 0.0% 76% 16% 27% 00% 0.0% 16% 0.0%
Property Crimes 70.2% 7.2% 123% 6.1% 02% 19% 0.0% 1.0% 0.6% 0.4%
Household Burglary 57.4% 355% 0.7% 39% 05% 04% 0.0% 09% 0.6% 0.2%
Completed 67.4% 247% 09% 48% 06% 05% 0.0% 09% 0.4% 0.0%
Forcible entry 56.2% 39.0% 0.0% 3.1% 06% 0.0% 00% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Unlawful entry w/o force 73.8% 166% 13% 56% 05% 07% 0.0% 0.8% 0.6% 0.0%
Attempted forcible entry 9.4% 875% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.7% 1.4% 0.9%
Motor vehicle theft 39.6% 0.8% 558% 13% 02% 02% 0.0% 0.6% 02% 0.7%
Completed 422% 03% 548% 12% 03% 03% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted 323% 2.6% 587% 15% 0.0% 0.0% 00% 11% 1.1% 3.0%
Theft 755% 08% 11.9% 7.0% 02% 23% 00% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4%
Completed” 76.5% 07% 112% 7.0% 01% 23% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4%
Less than 550 723% 05% 123% 87% 0.1% 32% 00% 09% 12% 0.5%
550-5249 799% 04% 95% 68% 0.1% 22% 0.0% 05% 0.3% 0.3%
5250 or more 79.1% 1.2% 112% 47% 01% 14% 0.0% 1.6% 0.4% 0.2%
Attempted 47.0% 6.1% 32.2% 65% 15% 19% 0.0% 2.5% 0.8% 1.0%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 87.6% 875% 58.7% 64.8% 451% 11.0% 46.7% 9.3% 3.2% 3.0%
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Table D-13. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening

Question, 2004

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46
All Crimes 553% 59% 10.0% 148% 7.0% 3.7% 04% 15% 0.7% 0.3%
Personal Crimes” 8.4% 18% 03% 43.7% 30.1% 10.1% 1.6% 3.1% 0.8% 0.2%
Crimes of Violence 48% 1.8% 03% 452% 31.4% 106% 1.7% 3.2% 09% 0.2%
Completed Violence 115% 13% 05% 452% 27.2% 7.5% 3.9% 1.6% 1.0% 0.0%
Attempted/threatened
Violence 1.4% 2.1% 0.1% 452% 33.4% 12.1% 0.6% 4.0% 0.8% 0.3%
Rape/Sexual Assault 57% 33% 0.0% 157% 28.1% 4.3% 39.0% 19% 14% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 40% 69% 00% 19.8% 22.8% 59% 40.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape 6.8% 85% 0.0% 13.6% 23.7% 0.0% 49.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 28.6% 21.4% 143% 26.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 73% 0.0% 0.0% 11.0% 33.0% 2.8% 385% 3.7% 2.8% 0.0%
Robbery 39.0% 2.6% 28% 37.3% 13.1% 3.8% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 53.8% 1.7% 2.7% 281% 7.7% 43% 00% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 50.9% 45% 2.7% 364% 18% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 55.6% 0.0% 2.6% 233% 11.1% 58% 0.0% 16% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 17.2% 3.9% 25% 50.7% 21.2% 3.0% 0.0% 25% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 12.7% 0.0% 0.0% 46.5% 31.0% 85% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 19.7% 53% 3.8% 53.0% 159% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Assault 09% 1.7% 0.0% 47.5% 33.5% 11.6% 0.1% 3.4% 09% 0.2%
Aggravated 1.8% 1.5% 0.0% 41.7% 44.1% 4.9% 0.0% 3.7% 17% 0.4%
With Injury 42% 0.0% 0.0% 503% 37.0% 6.6% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 0.5% 23% 0.0% 36.7% 48.2% 4.0% 0.0% 5.5% 2.1% 0.6%
Simple 0.6% 1.7% 0.0% 493% 30.4% 13.7% 02% 33% 0.7% 0.1%
With minor injury 1.2%  14% 0.0% 54.7% 293% 9.9% 0.0% 2.0% 13% 0.0%
Without Injury 04% 18% 0.0% 47.4% 30.8% 15.0% 0.2% 3.8% 0.5% 0.2%
Personal Theft’ 91.5% 0.0% 0.0% 85% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Property Crimes 69.0% 7.1% 129% 64% 04% 18% 0.0% 11% 0.7% 0.4%
Household Burglary 60.8% 33.7% 0.6% 25% 04% 09% 0.0% 0.8% 0.1% 0.1%
Completed 69.6% 243% 08% 2.7% 04% 11% 0.0% 09% 0.1% 0.1%
Forcible entry 60.7% 36.4% 05% 19% 05% 03% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Unlawful entry w/o force 75.0% 17.0% 09% 32% 04% 1.7% 00% 14% 0.2% 0.2%
Attempted forcible entry 11.8% 86.1% 0.0% 1.0% 0.6% 00% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.6%
Motor vehicle theft 385% 1.0% 559% 21% 06% 0.0% 0.0% 22% 0.0% 0.0%
Completed 375% 06% 573% 1.7% 06% 0.0% 0.0% 22% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted 419% 2.1% 513% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21% 0.0% 0.0%
Theft 73.1%  12% 128% 7.7% 04% 22% 0.1% 11% 0.9% 0.4%
Completed” 74.0% 1.0% 122% 7.7% 03% 23% 0.1% 09% 0.9% 0.4%
Less than 550 67.8% 1.2% 12.5% 10.8% 04% 33% 0.1% 15% 1.6% 0.8%
550-5249 783% 0.6% 103% 7.0% 02% 2.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.4% 0.4%
5250 or more 775% 14% 129% 49% 03% 14% 0.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.2%
Attempted 53.0% 54% 258% 8.0% 18% 03% 0.0% 3.5% 1.8% 0.3%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 91.5% 86.1% 57.3% 54.7% 48.2% 15.0% 49.2% 55% 2.8% 0.8%
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Table D-14. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening

Question, 2005

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | a3 | aa | a5 | 46
All Crimes 55.7% 5.5% 103% 143% 7.1% 29% 03% 21% 1.0% 0.5%
Personal Crimes® 10.2% 11% 04% 43.1% 30.3% 7.6% 15% 3.9% 1.6% 0.1%
Crimes of Violence 6.9% 1.0% 04% 445% 31.7% 80% 15% 39% 1.6% 0.0%
Completed Violence 159% 05% 1.1% 43.6% 252% 59% 25% 2.8% 2.1% 0.0%
Attempted/threatened
Violence 27% 13% 0.0% 449% 347% 9.0% 11% 4.4% 14% 0.1%
Rape/Sexual Assault 1.6% 3.7% 0.0% 288% 26.7% 2.6% 33.5% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 23% 47% 0.0% 24.8% 279% 0.0% 39.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape 43% 43% 0.0% 188% 29.0% 0.0% 43.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 0.0% 50% 0.0% 31.7% 26.7% 0.0% 350% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 36.1% 23.0% 82% 19.7% 0.0% 11.5% 0.0%
Robbery 50.5% 13% 2.5% 183% 19.0% 1.7% 05% 2.9% 3.2% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 587% 14% 3.8% 138% 172% 0.7% 00% 29% 1.7% 0.0%
With Injury 63.2% 2.1% 0.0% 18.1% 11.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0%
Without Injury 56.6% 0.7% 58% 11.7% 19.7% 11% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 34.1% 0.9% 0.0% 26.5% 22.7% 3.8% 0.9% 2.8% 6.2% 0.0%
With Injury 50.7% 0.0% 0.0% 194% 6.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0% 14.9% 0.0%
Without Injury 26.4% 1.4% 0.0% 29.9% 30.6% 56% 14% 0.0% 2.1% 0.0%
Assault 0.8% 09% 0.1% 49.0% 33.7% 9.1% 03% 43% 14% 0.1%
Aggravated 0.7% 0.6% 03% 458% 442% 4.0% 00% 2.8% 12% 0.0%
With Injury 21% 0.0% 09% 64.7% 26.4% 3.0% 00% 24% 0.0% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 0.0% 08% 0.0% 37.1% 522% 46% 0.0% 29% 18% 0.0%
Simple 0.8% 1.0% 0.0% 50.0% 30.4% 10.7% 04% 47% 14% 0.1%
With minor injury 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 53.5% 29.0% 10.1% 0.0% 33% 2.7% 0.0%
Without Injury 09% 13% 0.0% 49.0% 30.8% 109% 0.5% 52% 1.0% 0.1%
Personal Theftb 83.4% 13% 0.0% 114% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 35% 0.0% 0.0%
Property Crimes 69.3% 6.9% 132% 57% 02% 15% 0.0% 15% 0.8% 0.6%
Household Burglary 60.7% 31.9% 1.0% 3.0% 03% 05% 00% 16% 0.6% 0.2%
Completed 712% 21.1% 09% 34% 03% 06% 00% 15% 0.5% 0.2%
Forcible entry 62.3% 31.8% 08% 28% 00% 0.0% 00% 07% 03% 0.6%
Unlawful entry w/o force 76.4% 148% 1.0% 38% 05% 1.0% 0.0% 19% 0.6% 0.0%
Attempted forcible entry 56% 888% 09% 09% 00% 00% 0.0% 18% 14% 0.0%
Motor vehicle theft 40.4% 1.0% 52.0% 3.6% 00% 00% 0.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.5%
Completed 42.6% 0.0% 53.1% 12% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 09% 12% 0.0%
Attempted 322% 47% 483% 11.8% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4%
Theft 73.6% 09% 13.6% 66% 02% 19% 00% 16% 09% 0.7%
Completed” 74.7% 0.5% 132% 6.6% 0.1% 19% 0.0% 15% 0.8% 0.6%
Less than 550 68.5% 0.6% 152% 9.0% 0.1% 26% 0.0% 14% 11% 1.3%
550-5249 79.2% 0.4% 112% 53% 01% 18% 0.0% 11% 0.6% 0.1%
5250 or more 780% 0.5% 12.6% 51% 02% 1.1% 00% 15% 0.5% 0.4%
Attempted 43.4% 12.8% 245% 6.8% 08% 1.0% 0.0% 3.5% 25% 2.9%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 83.4% 888% 53.1% 64.7% 52.2% 10.9% 43.5% 9.0% 14.9% 2.9%
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Table D-15. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening

Question, 2006

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46
All Crimes 526% 6.4% 10.7% 153% 80% 33% 05% 17% 0.7% 0.3%
Personal Crimes” 78% 16% 02% 42.6% 31.6% 9.0% 18% 4.4% 0.7% 0.2%
Crimes of Violence 57% 16% 02% 43.4% 323% 93% 18% 45% 0.7% 0.2%
Completed Violence 124% 22% 03% 42.1% 262% 7.4% 44% 3.7% 1.0% 0.0%
Attempted/threatened
Violence 24% 13% 0.1% 44.0% 354% 102% 05% 4.9% 0.5% 0.3%
Rape/Sexual Assault 6.1% 1.1% 0.0% 19.2% 16.9% 10.3% 40.6% 3.1% 1.5% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 83% 16% 0.0% 16.1% 13.5% 7.8% 49.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape 10.3% 0.0% 0.0% 85% 13.7% 0.0% 658% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 6.6% 39% 0.0% 289% 14.5% 21.1% 23.7% 3.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 275% 27.5% 17.4% 17.4% 43% 5.8% 0.0%
Robbery 379% 58% 1.7% 28.9% 182% 6.6% 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 452% 6.0% 1.2% 247% 141% 75% 0.0% 08% 0.4% 0.0%
With Injury 57.2% 82% 1.0% 23.6% 48% 48% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 36.1% 4.0% 1.5% 252% 21.2% 9.5% 0.0% 15% 0.7% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 22.2% 4.8% 22% 37.8% 26.5% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 7.0% 18.6% 0.0% 60.5% 0.0% 11.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 26.2% 1.6% 3.2% 32.6% 326% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Assault 1.2% 1.1% 0.0% 46.7% 351% 9.6% 0.1% 51% 0.7% 0.3%
Aggravated 1.1% 16% 0.0% 37.9% 469% 68% 0.0% 4.0% 0.7% 0.8%
With Injury 21% 09% 0.0% 51.0% 37.7% 58% 0.0% 2.4% 0.6% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 08% 22% 0.0% 31.0% 51.7% 7.4% 0.0% 49% 09% 1.4%
Simple 1.2% 09% 0.0% 49.8% 30.9% 10.6% 0.1% 55% 0.7% 0.1%
With minor injury 13% 13% 0.0% 51.8% 284% 9.0% 0.0% 6.2% 2.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 1.2% 0.7% 0.0% 49.2% 31.7% 11.2% 0.2% 52% 0.4% 0.1%
Personal Theft’ 80.9% 0.0% 0.0% 139% 46% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Property Crimes 67.5% 8.0% 142% 62% 01% 15% 0.0% 0.8% 0.7% 0.4%
Household Burglary 55.7% 38.4% 1.1% 29% 03% 05% 0.1% 05% 0.1% 0.2%
Completed 66.7% 269% 12% 33% 03% 06% 0.1% 0.6% 0.1% 0.0%
Forcible entry 60.9% 358% 03% 22% 00% 03% 0.0% 03% 0.0% 0.0%
Unlawful entry w/o force 70.0% 21.8% 18% 38% 05% 08% 0.1% 0.8% 0.1% 0.0%
Attempted forcible entry 11.6% 84.6% 04% 15% 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 1.0%
Motor vehicle theft 399% 0.5% 53.6% 4.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 11% 0.3% 0.0%
Completed 42.7% 04% 504% 52% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted 29.0% 1.0% 66.5% 0.0% 00% 00% 0.0% 10% 15% 0.0%
Theft 723% 1.0% 147% 7.2% 01% 1.8% 0.0% 09% 0.8% 0.5%
Completed” 73.4% 07% 142% 71% 01% 18% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.4%
Less than S50 66.7% 0.4% 17.1% 92% 02% 23% 0.0% 1.0% 13% 0.9%
550-5249 77.2% 0.7% 12.5% 5.6% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.1%
5250 or more 76.8% 1.0% 129% 64% 01% 12% 0.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.2%
Attempted 46.5% 82% 26.6% 9.6% 12% 2.6% 0.0% 2.3% 09% 1.4%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 80.9% 84.6% 66.5% 60.5% 51.7% 21.1% 658% 6.2% 58% 1.4%
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Table D-16. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening

Question, 2007

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | a3 | aa | a5 | 46
All Crimes 524% 6.6% 11.4% 148% 69% 3.9% 05% 16% 0.8% 0.4%
Personal Crimes® 9.1% 1.7% 03% 42.7% 28.7% 93% 2.0% 3.8% 13% 0.4%
Crimes of Violence 6.1% 17% 0.4% 44.0% 29.7% 9.5% 2.1% 39% 13% 0.4%
Completed Violence 163% 19% 1.2% 36.4% 264% 7.7% 42% 3.0% 2.0% 0.5%
Attempted/threatened
Violence 1.6% 1.7% 0.0% 47.4% 31.2% 103% 12% 43% 1.0% 0.4%
Rape/Sexual Assault 0.0% 2.0% 2.0% 23.0% 286% 24% 347% 2.4% 4.4% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 0.0% 43% 43% 24.1% 319% 43% 30.5% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Rape 0.0% 71% 7.1% 17.1% 314% 0.0% 32.9% 43% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.0% 32.4% 85% 29.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 222% 259% 0.0% 39.8% 3.7% 10.2% 0.0%
Robbery 47.9% 2.5% 2.2% 26.5% 154% 3.9% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 574% 14% 2.9% 189% 128% 52% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 55.9% 1.8% 1.2% 20.0% 14.7% 47% 0.0% 18% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 58.0% 1.1% 4.0% 18.6% 11.7% 55% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 20.3% 5.9% 0.0% 48.4% 22.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
With Injury 7.0% 11.6% 0.0% 651% 14.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 245% 45% 0.0% 41.8% 264% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Assault 0.7% 16% 0.0% 47.7% 31.8% 10.7% 0.6% 4.4% 13% 0.5%
Aggravated 0.5% 29% 0.0% 41.7% 463% 28% 0.0% 3.6% 0.3% 0.2%
With Injury 0.0% 18% 0.0% 493% 385% 45% 0.0% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 08% 33% 0.0% 39.0% 49.1% 2.2% 0.0% 3.4% 0.6% 0.5%
Simple 0.8% 13% 0.0% 49.2% 28.2% 12.7% 0.7% 4.6% 1.6% 0.5%
With minor injury 04% 18% 0.0% 46.3% 30.6% 11.6% 0.0% 4.0% 3.7% 1.1%
Without Injury 09% 11% 0.0% 50.0% 27.5% 13.0% 0.9% 4.8% 1.0% 0.4%
Personal Theftb 88.7% 00% 0.0% 7.7% 00% 3.6% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Property Crimes 65.7% 8.1% 148% 62% 02% 23% 0.0% 1.0% 0.7% 0.4%
Household Burglary 53.9% 39.6% 12% 29% 03% 06% 00% 0.7% 0.4% 0.2%
Completed 66.0% 269% 12% 34% 04% 07% 0.0% 0.6% 0.5% 0.2%
Forcible entry 59.1% 37.1% 05% 14% 05% 02% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.1%
Unlawful entry w/o force 711% 192% 18% 49% 03% 11% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.2%
Attempted forcible entry 6.4% 89.9% 09% 09% 00% 0.0% 00% 08% 0.0% 0.5%
Motor vehicle theft 349% 09% 585% 32% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 22% 0.2% 0.0%
Completed 37.2% 0.6% 573% 21% 00% 0.0% 0.0% 24% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted 25.0% 2.7% 63.6% 7.6% 00% 00% 0.0% 16% 1.1% 0.0%
Theft 70.8% 1.0% 149% 72% 02% 28% 01% 1.0% 0.8% 0.4%
Completed” 722% 08% 138% 73% 01% 28% 01% 09% 0.8% 0.4%
Less than 550 67.5% 05% 15.0% 94% 02% 4.1% 01% 05% 14% 0.5%
550-5249 75.8% 0.5% 11.0% 74% 02% 27% 00% 1.0% 0.5% 0.3%
5250 or more 76.7% 1.1% 13.0% 4.6% 00% 2.0% 00% 11% 0.5% 0.1%
Attempted 37.8% 56% 39.1% 58% 17% 2.6% 00% 35% 15% 1.3%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 88.7% 89.9% 63.6% 65.1% 49.1% 13.0% 39.8% 4.8% 10.2% 1.3%
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Table D-17. Percent Relative Contribution of Each Crime Victimization Screening

Question, 2008

% Relative Contribution of Each Screener Question

36 | 37 | 39 | a0 | a1 | a2 | 43 | aa | 45 | 46
All Crimes 522% 7.0% 123% 151% 7.0% 28% 05% 15% 0.9% 0.2%
Personal Crimes” 5.8% 16% 07% 47.1% 29.2% 82% 2.0% 33% 13% 0.0%
Crimes of Violence 39% 16% 07% 479% 30.0% 84% 2.1% 33% 14% 0.0%
Completed Violence 11.7% 18% 0.8% 43.1% 26.2% 57% 54% 2.1% 2.6% 0.0%
Attempted/threatened
Violence 08% 14% 0.7% 49.8% 315% 9.5% 0.8% 3.7% 09% 0.0%
Rape/Sexual Assault 29% 15% 1.0% 20.1% 19.1% 59% 45.1% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0%
Rape/Attempted Rape 33% 24% 16% 252% 17.1% 6.5% 39.0% 0.0% 4.9% 0.0%
Rape 58% 58% 0.0% 13.5% 25.0% 0.0% 46.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Attempted Rape 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 324% 113% 11.3% 352% 0.0% 8.5% 0.0%
Sexual Assault 25% 0.0% 0.0% 123% 222% 49% 543% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Robbery 303% 6.5% 3.8% 37.0% 13.6% 09% 0.7% 4.2% 3.6% 0.0%
Completed/Property Taken 41.1% 51% 3.0% 333% 94% 0.0% 1.1% 3.5% 3.5% 0.0%
With Injury 289% 56% 7.7% 387% 92% 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 7.0% 0.0%
Without Injury 489% 52% 0.0% 30.3% 10.0% 0.0% 17% 3.0% 1.7% 0.0%
Attempted to take property 7.8% 10.0% 56% 44.4% 22.2% 2.8% 0.0% 56% 3.9% 0.0%
With Injury 17.2% 0.0% 0.0% 656% 7.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.4% 0.0%
Without Injury 1.7% 148% 7.8% 322% 29.6% 3.5% 0.0% 7.8% 0.0% 0.0%
Assault 04% 09% 03% 508% 32.8% 9.6% 02% 3.4% 1.0% 0.0%
Aggravated 13% 13% 04% 432% 445% 7.0% 0.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.0%
With Injury 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 502% 423% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.8% 0.0%
Threatened with weapon 1.4% 19% 0.5% 402% 455% 83% 0.0% 12% 0.0% 0.0%
Simple 02% 0.8% 0.2% 52.7% 29.7% 102% 02% 4.0% 1.1% 0.0%
With minor injury 0.0% 05% 0.0% 52.6% 30.0% 102% 0.5% 2.6% 2.6% 0.0%
Without Injury 02% 08% 03% 52.7% 29.7% 102% 0.2% 43% 0.7% 0.0%
Personal Theft’ 745% 15% 0.0% 19.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Property Crimes 66.4% 87% 158% 53% 02% 11% 0.0% 09% 0.7% 0.3%
Household Burglary 55.5% 38.8% 1.0% 21% 04% 05% 0.0% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2%
Completed 65.9% 28.1% 1.0% 23% 04% 04% 0.0% 0.7% 0.2% 0.2%
Forcible entry 57.9% 37.8% 12% 16% 03% 00% 0.0% 03% 0.0% 0.4%
Unlawful entry w/o force 72.8% 20.0% 09% 29% 05% 07% 0.0% 1.0% 0.5% 0.0%
Attempted forcible entry 93% 858% 12% 1.0% 03% 1.0% 0.0% 03% 0.0% 0.0%
Motor vehicle theft 316% 15% 645% 0.6% 00% 00% 0.0% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0%
Completed 36.6% 0.2% 61.2% 05% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0%
Attempted 16.8% 50% 743% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15% 15% 0.0%
Theft 715% 14% 165% 64% 0.1% 14% 00% 1.0% 0.9% 0.3%
Completed” 73.1% 11% 155% 6.3% 01% 14% 0.0% 09% 0.8% 0.3%
Less than 550 69.4% 09% 159% 81% 0.1% 22% 0.0% 0.6% 1.6% 0.3%
550-5249 754% 08% 14.0% 64% 01% 12% 00% 09% 0.4% 0.2%
5250 or more 77.9% 1.1% 13.6% 4.0% 01% 1.0% 0.0% 11% 0.5% 0.1%
Attempted 39.2% 7.7% 36.6% 9.1% 08% 03% 0.0% 24% 2.9% 0.8%
Maximum Relative Contribution: 77.9% 85.8% 743% 65.6% 455% 113% 543% 7.8% 9.4% 0.8%
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E. Survey Data Models Descriptive Statistics

Table E-1. Individual level questions, all observations, level 1

QUESTION NUMBER / QUESTION EXPLANATION N Percent
Q36B. Question 36B: Yes/No

. 112 0.02
0 514869 96.28
1 19788 3.7
Q40B. Question 40B: Yes/No

. 287 0.05
0 529231 98.96
1 5251 0.98
Q41B. Question 41B: Yes/No

. 47 0.01
0 532118 99.5
1 2604 0.49
Q42B. Question 42B: Yes/No

. 57 0.01
0 533461 99.76
1 1251 0.23
Q43B. Question 43B: Yes/No

. 199 0.04
0 534358 99.92
1 212 0.04
Q44B. Question 44B: Yes/No

. 76 0.01
0 525951 98.35
1 8742 1.63
Q45B. Question 45B: Yes/No

. 276 0.05
0 531231 99.34
1 3262 0.61
INT1. Was this the first Interview?: Yes/No

0 362014 67.7
1 172755 32.3
INT2. Was this the second Interview?: Yes/No

0 421170 78.76
1 113599 21.24
INT3. Was this the third Interview?: Yes/No

0 453910 84.88
1 80859 15.12
INT4. Was this the fourth Interview?: Yes/No 470694 88.02
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0

1

INT5. Was this the fifth Interview?: Yes/No

0

1

INT6. Was this the sixth Interview?: Yes/No

0

1

INT7. Was this the seventh Interview?: Yes/No
0

1

INPERSON. Was this interview answered In-
Person?: Yes/No

0

1

INT_MODE. Interaction Term Between Inperson
Interview and Interview Order 2 or Higher

0

1

64075

484592
50177

498286
36483

517948
16821

368323
166446

463055
71714

11.98

90.62
9.38

93.18
6.82

96.85
3.15

68.88
31.12

86.59
13.41
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Table E-2. Individual level questions, all observations, level 2

Variable Name propnr proppsn
N 172755 172755
Mean 0.086516 0.379424
Std_Deviation 0.183969 0.401372
Skewness 2.166568 0.582784
Kurtosis 3.792616 -1.2745
Range 0.85714 1
100 Max 0.857143 1
929 0.75 1
95 0.5 1
20 0.4 1
75 0 0.8
50 0 0.25
25 0 0
10 0 0
5 0 0
1 0 0
0 Min 0 0
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Table E-3. Household level questions, all observations, level 1

QUESTION NUMBER / QUESTION EXPLANATION N Percent
Q37B. Question 37B: Yes/No 123 0.04
0 303342  99.25
1 2165 0.71
Q39B. Question 39B: Yes/No 26662 8.72
0 275251  90.06
1 3717 1.22
Q46A. Question 46A: Yes/No 317 0.1
0 295669  96.74
1 9644 3.16
INT1. Was this the first Interview?: Yes/No 212070 69.39
0

1 93560  30.61
INT2. Was this the second Interview?: Yes/No 241878 79.14
0

1 63752  20.86
INT3. Was this the third Interview?: Yes/No 259334 84.85
0

1 46296 15.15
INT4. Was this the fourth Interview?: Yes/No 267999 87.69
0

1 37631 1231
INT5. Was this the fifth Interview?: Yes/No 275080 90
0

1 30550 10
INT6. Was this the sixth Interview?: Yes/No 282735 92.51
0

1 22895 7.49
INT7. Was this the seventh Interview?: Yes/No 294684 96.42
0

1 10946 3.58
INPERSON. Was this interview answered In-Person?: Yes/No 200446 65.58
0

1 105184  34.42

INT_MODE. Interaction Term Between Inperson Interview and Interview Order 2 or Higher 259264  84.83
0
1 46366  15.17




Table E-4. Household level questions, all observations, level 2

Variable

Name propnr proppsn
N 119048 119048
Mean 0.062168 0.387034
Std_Deviation 0.150114 0.386947
Skewness 2.654394 0.58154
Kurtosis 6.707471 -1.196735
Range 0.85714 1
100 Max 0.857143 1
99 0.666667 1
95 0.5 1
90 0.285714 1
75 0 0.666667
50 0 0.25
25 0 0
10 0 0
5 0 0
1 0 0
0 Min 0 0
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Table E-5. Individual level questions, all seven interviews, level 1

QUESTION NUMBER / QUESTION EXPLANATION N Percent
Q36B. Question 36B: Yes/No 23 0.02
0 114528 97.27
1 3196 2.71
Q40B. Question 40B: Yes/No 58 0.05
0 116975 99.34
1 714 0.61
Q41B. Question 41B: Yes/No 9 0.01
0 117421 99.72
1 317 0.27
Q42B. Question 42B: Yes/No 3 0
0 117536 99.82
1 208 0.18
Q43B. Question 43B: Yes/No 35 0.03
0 117688 99.95
1 24 0.02
Q44B. Question 44B: Yes/No 12 0.01
0 115812 98.36
1 1923 1.63
Q45B. Question 45B: Yes/No 35 0.03
0 116992 99.36
1 720 0.61
INT1. Was this the first Interview?: Yes/No 100926 85.71
0

1 16821 14.29
INT2. Was this the second Interview?: Yes/No 100926 85.71
0

1 16821 14.29
INT3. Was this the third Interview?: Yes/No 100926 85.71
0

1 16821 14.29
INT4. Was this the fourth Interview?: Yes/No 100926 85.71
0

1 16821 14.29
INT5. Was this the fifth Interview?: Yes/No 100926 85.71
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0

1 16821
INT6. Was this the sixth Interview?: Yes/No 100926
0

1 16821
INT7. Was this the seventh Interview?: Yes/No 100926
0

1 16821
INPERSON. Was this interview answered In-Person?: Yes/No 90207
0

1 27540
INT_MODE. Interaction Term Between Inperson Interview and Interview Order 2 or

Higher 102653
0

1 15094

14.29
85.71

14.29
85.71

14.29
76.61

23.39
87.18

12.82
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Table E-6. Individual level questions, all seven interviews, level 2

Variable Name proppsn
N 16821
Mean 0.233891
Std_Deviation 0.236146
Skewness 1.699908
Kurtosis 2.536941
Range 1
100 Max 1
929 1
95 0.857143
20 0.571429
75 0.285714
50 0.142857
25 0.142857
10 0
5 0
1 0
0 Min 0
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Table E-7. Household level questions, all seven interviews, level 1

QUESTION NUMBER / QUESTION EXPLANATION N Percent
Q37B. Question 37B: Yes/No 23 0.03
0 75073 99.47
1 377 0.5
Q39B. Question 39B: Yes/No 5555 7.36
0 69261 91.77
1 657 0.87
Q46A. Question 46A: Yes/No 63 0.08
0 73193 96.98
1 2217 2.94
INT1. Was this the first Interview?: Yes/No 64851 85.93
0

1 10622 14.07
INT2. Was this the second Interview?: Yes/No 64847 85.92
0

1 10626 14.08
INT3. Was this the third Interview?: Yes/No 64743 85.78
0

1 10730 14.22
INT4. Was this the fourth Interview?: Yes/No 64675 85.69
0

1 10798 14.31
INTS5. Was this the fifth Interview?: Yes/No 64618 85.62
0

1 10855 14.38
INT6. Was this the sixth Interview?: Yes/No 64577 85.56
0

1 10896 14.44
INT7. Was this the seventh Interview?: Yes/No 64527 85.5
0

1 10946 14.5
INPERSON. Was this interview answered In-Person?: Yes/No 56054 74.27
0

1 19419 25.73
:-ll\:'gl'ﬁeMrODE. Interaction Term Between Inperson Interview and Interview Order 2 or 64757 358
0

1 10716 14.2
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Table E-8. Household level questions, all seven interviews, level 2

Variable Name proppsn
N 15357
Mean 0.236207
Std_Deviation 0.234592
Skewness 1.699777
Kurtosis 2.548666
Range 1
100 Max 1
929 1
95 0.857143
20 0.571429
75 0.285714
50 0.142857
25 0.142857
10 0
5 0
1 0
0 Min 0
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F. Paradata Models Descriptive Statistics

Table F-1. Distribution of time for 2006-2008

Valid Time
All All 4 All 4

Observations  Full Data Full Model Interviews Interviews

N 1183140 670530 381880 84377 68113
Mean 7.811928 10.735171 15.85508 15.578001 16.122561
Standard Deviation 97.137745 79.199868 16.644022 16.373525 16.445418
Skewness 494.734169 240.888774 3.5656551 3.654021 3.553934
Kurtosis 330935 84755 19.478827 20.62621 19.705119
Range 74904 34622 177 176 176
Quantiles: 100% 74904 34622 180 179 179
99% 63 77 87 85 85
95% 29 35 44 43 44
90% 19 25 33 32 33
75% 8 13 19 19 20
50% 2 4 11 11 11
25% 0 1 6 6 6
10% 0 0 4 4 4
5% 0 0 3 3 3
1% 0 0 3 3 3
0% 0 0 3 3 3




Table F-2. Distribution of time for 2006-2010

Valid Time
All All 7 All 7

Observations  Full Data  Full Model Interviews  Interviews

N 5294352 1427356 811235 329984 219941
Mean 3.929536 11.340921 15.859671 15.737745 16.439381
Standard Deviation 253.109064 208.708339 16.689612 16.607277 16.607334
Skewness 1762.582209 527.541007 3.598544 3.640154 3.51299
Kurtosis 3535956 388647 19.919824 20.300002 19.141379
Range 524676 176750 177 177 177
Quantiles: 100% 524676 176750 180 180 180
99% 43 79 87 87 87
95% 18 35 44 43 44
90% 10 25 33 33 33
75% 2 13 19 19 20
50% 0 4 11 11 12
25% 0 1 6 6 6
10% 0 0 4 4 4
5% 0 0 3 3 3
1% 0 0 3 3 3
0% 0 0 3 3 3




Table F-3. Changing responses for 2006-2008

All Observations Full Data Full Model All 4 Interviews
Change Value
Indicator N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Missing 333852 28.22 89141 13.29 0 0.00 0 0.00
0 842097 71.17 577583 86.14 577583 99.35 127622 99.44
1 7191 0.61 3806 0.57 3806 0.65 725 0.56
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Table F-4. Changing responses for 2006-2010

All Observations Full Data Full Model All 7 Interviews
Change Value
Indicator N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Missing 3493647 65.99 199542 13.98 0 0.00 0 0.00
0 1788671 33.78 1221839 85.60 1221839 99.51 490195 99.60
1 12034 0.23 5975 0.42 5975 0.49 1964 0.40
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Table F-5. Covariates for models for time, 2006-2008, Level 1

Valid Time All 4
All Observations Full Data? Full Model? All 4 Interviews* Interviews3
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Stem Word Count
1 97979 10.00 95790 1429 42037 11.01 9673 11.46 7983 11.72
18 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 40954 10.72 9549 11.32 7734 11.35
20 97979 10.00 95790 1429 55873 1463 12145 14.39 9942 14.60
24 195958 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
26 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 63545 16.64 13825 16.38 11211 16.46
34 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 54560 1429 11979 14.20 9749 14.31
35 195958 20.00 95790 1429 51265 1342 11244 13.33 9182 13.48
63 97979 10.00 95790 1429 73646 19.29 15962 18.92 12312 18.08
Cue Word Count
0 293937 30.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
12 97979 10.00 95790 1429 51265 1342 11244 13.33 9182 13.48
21 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 54560 1429 11979 14.20 9749 14.31
37 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 40954 10.72 9549 11.32 7734 11.35
62 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 42037 11.01 9673 11.46 7983 11.72
68 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 73646 19.29 15962 18.92 12312 18.08
75 97979 10.00 95790 1429 55873 14.63 12145 14.39 9942 14.60
85 97979 10.00 95790 1429 63545 16.64 13825 16.38 11211 16.46

1 = No time restrictions; No restriction on type of interview (self, proxy, noninterview); All 12 questions included
(sgattackhow, sgattackwhere, sqcallpolicecrime, sgnocallpolicecrime, sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft,
sgbreakin, sqmvtheft, sqtotalvehicles, sqcallpoliceattackthreat, sqnocallpoliceattackthreat)

2 = No time restirctions; Restricted to self-interviews; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sgattackhow,
sgattackwhere, sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin, sqmvtheft)

3 = Time restricted to [3, 180] seconds; Restricted to self-interviews; Restricted to only those questions with cues
(sqattackhow, sqattackwhere, sqsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin, sgmvtheft)

4 = Time restricted to [3, 180] seconds; Restricted to individuals who completed 4 self-interviews; Restricted to only
those questions with cues (sqattackhow, sgattackwhere, sqsexual, sgtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin,

sgqmvtheft)

5 = Restricted to individuals who completed 4 self-interviews and who had a time on at least one of the 7 questions
of interest (sgattackhow, sqattackwhere, sqsexual, sgtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin, sgmvtheft) in [3, 180]
seconds in each of the 4 interviews
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Table F-6. Covariates for models for time, 2006-2008, Level 2

All Valid Time All 4
Observations Full Data Full Model All 4 Interviews Interviews
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Interview Order
Missing 2189 2.23 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
1 49886 50.91 49886 52.08 42555 5299 4598 2622 3307 25.00
2 26845 2740 26845 28.02 22098 2752 4340 2475 3307 25.00
3 13863 14.15 13863 1447 11401 1420 4349 2480 3307 25.00
4 5196 530 5196 542 4249 529 4249 2423 3307 25.00
Interview Conducted in Person
Missing 3013 3.08 2833 296 2245 2.80 0 0.00 0 0.00
No 28552 2914 27699 2892 24107 30.02 5120 2920 3996 30.21
Yes 66414 67.78 65258 68.13 53951 6718 12416 70.80 9232 69.79
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Table F-7. Covariates for models for time, 2006-2008, Level 3

All Valid Time All 4
Observations Full Data Full Model All 4 Interviews Interviews
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Urban Land Use
No 10868 21.35 10680 2141 9750 2167 1296 2554 818 24.74
Yes 40039 78.65 39206 78.59 35247 78.33 3779 7446 2489 75.26
Age Category
Missing 2973 584 2905 582 2243 498 192 3.78 100 3.02
12-15 3179 6.24 2860 573 2373 527 200 394 114 345
16-19 2918 573 2845 570 2469 549 126 248 64 1.94
20-24 3903 767 3834 769 3450 767 159 3.13 90 272
25-34 7750 1522 7662 1536 6954 1545 574 1131 376 11.37
35-49 12354 2427 12241 2454 11345 2521 1391 2741 923 2791
50-64 10632 20.89 10508 21.06 9686 2153 1399 2757 946 28.61
65-90 7198 1414 7031 14.09 6477 14.39 1034 20.37 6% 20.99
Education Level
Missing 2018 396 1913 3.83 1451 322 110 217 42 1.27
Less Than High School 11617 22.82 11141 22.33 9836 21.86 1001 19.72 616 18.63
High School Grad 12991 2552 12798 2565 11577 25.73 1405 2768 889 26.88
Some College 9096 17.87 8997 18.04 8273 1839 9N 1795 619 18.72
College Grad/Associates
Degree 11074 21.75 10963 21.98 10113 2247 1195 2355 822 24.86
Master/Professional
School/Doctorate 4111 8.08 4074 8.17 3747 833 453 893 319 9.65
Gender
Missing 10 0.02 10 0.02 6 0.01 0 0.00 0 0.00
Male 24358 47.85 23795 4770 21472 47.72 2268 4469 1480 44.75
Female 26539 5213 26081 52.28 23519 5227 2807 55.31 1827 55.25
Gated Community
Missing 9 0.02 9 0.02 8 0.02 0 0.00 0 0.00
No 47531 93.37 46558 93.33 41977 9329 4808 94.74 3123 94.44
Yes 3367 6.61 3319 6.65 3012 6.69 267 526 184 5.56
Race/Hispanicity
Missing 241 0.47 230 0.46 181 0.40 8 0.16 1 0.03
Hispanic 6794 13.35 6681 13.39 6018 13.37 588 1159 374 11.31
Non-Hispanic White 35362 69.99 34942 70.04 31654 70.35 3831 7549 2519 76.17
Non-Hispanic Black 5277 10.37 5163 10.35 4595 1021 442 871 268 8.10
Non-Hispanic Other 2963 582 2870 575 2549 566 206 406 145 4.38
Restricted Access Building
No 47832 93.96 46848 9391 42230 93.85 4862 95.80 3164 95.68
Yes 3075 6.04 3038 6.09 2767 6.15 213 420 143 4.32
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Table F-8. Covariates for models for time, 2006-2010, Level 1

Valid Time All 7
All Observations' Full Data? Full Model® All 7 Interviews* Interviews®
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Stem Word Count
11 441196 8.33 203908 1429 88247 10.88 38806 11.76 26697 12.14
18 441196 8.33 203908 1429 86192 10.62 38494 11.67 26062 11.85
20 441196 8.33 203908 1429 119782 1477 47450 14.38 31926 14.52
23 441196 8.33 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
24 1323588 25 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
26 441196 8.33 203908 1429 134124 16.53 53522 16.22 35569 16.17
34 441196 8.33 203908 1429 116963 1442 46201 14.00 31116 14.15
35 882392 16.67 203908 1429 111728 13.77 44312 13.43 29887 13.59
63 441196 8.33 203908 1429 154199 19.01 61199 18.55 38684 17.59
Cue Word Count
0 2205980 4167 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
12 441196 8.33 203908 1429 111728 13.77 44312 13.43 29887 13.59
21 441196 8.33 203908 1429 116963 1442 46201 14.00 31116 14.15
37 441196 8.33 203908 1429 86192 10.62 38494 11.67 26062 11.85
62 441196 8.33 203908 1429 88247 10.88 38806 11.76 26697 12.14
68 441196 8.33 203908 1429 154199 19.01 61199 18.55 38684 17.59
75 441196 8.33 203908 1429 119782 1477 47450 14.38 31926 14.52
85 441196 8.33 203908 1429 134124 16.53 53522 16.22 35569 16.17
Question Type
Catchall 2647176 50 407816 28.57 251087 3095 99723 30.22 66685 30.32
Property 1764784 33.33 611724 42.86 328638 40.51 138499 41.97 91443 41.58
Rape 882392 16.67 407816 28.57 231510 28.54 91762 27.81 61813 28.10
Question Order
1 441196 1429 203908 1429 154199 19.01 61199 18.55 38684 17.59
2 441196 14.29 203908 1429 88247 10.88 38806 11.76 26697 12.14
4 441196 1429 203908 1429 86192 10.62 38494 11.67 26062 11.85
5 441196 14.29 203908 1429 134124 16.53 53522 16.22 35569 16.17
6 441196 1429 203908 1429 119782 1477 47450 14.38 31926 14.52
7 441196 14.29 203908 1429 116963 1442 46201 14.00 31116 14.15
8 441196 1429 203908 1429 111728 13.77 44312 13.43 29887 13.59

1 = No time restrictions; No restriction on type of interview (self, proxy, noninterview); All 12 questions included (sgattackhow,
sgattackwhere, sqcallpolicecrime, sqnocallpolicecrime, sqsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sgbreakin, sgmvtheft,
sqtotalvehicles, sqcallpoliceattackthreat, sqnocallpoliceattackthreat)
2 = No time restirctions; Restricted to self-interviews; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sgattackhow, sqattackwhere,

sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin, sqmvtheft)

3 =Time restricted to [3, 180] seconds; Restricted to self-interviews; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sgattackhow,
sqattackwhere, sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin, sqmvtheft)
4 = Time restricted to [3, 180] seconds; Restricted to individuals who completed 7 self-interviews; Restricted to only those
questions with cues (sgattackhow, sqattackwhere, sqsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin, sqgmvtheft)
5 = Restricted to individuals who completed 7 self-interviews and who had a time on at least one of the 7 questions of interest

(sgattackhow, sqattackwhere, sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sgbreakin, sqgmvtheft) in [3, 180] seconds in each of the 7

interviews



Table F-9. Covariates for models for time, 2006-2010, Level 2

All All'7 Valid Time All 7
Observations Full Data Full Model Interviews Interviews
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Marital Status
Missing 200644 4548 1750 0.86 1253  0.74 208 0.31 104 0.25
Married 127050 28.8 110041 53.97 91070 53.76 41417  61.53 24394 59.24
Widowed 14033 3.18 13170 646 11435 6.75 6829 10.14 4679 11.36
Divorced 21988 498 20394 10.00 17907 10.57 7852 11.66 5442 13.21
Separated 4492 1.02 4125 202 355 210 1035 1.54 587 143
Never Married 72989  16.54 54428 26.69 44173 26.08 9976 14.82 5975 14.51
Age Category
Missing 198334  44.95 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
12-15 15595 353 9631 472 7314 432 1133 1.68 557 1.35
16-19 15610 354 10507 515 8145 481 1293 1.92 622 1.51
20-24 16646 3.77 12717 624 10476  6.18 1139 1.69 566 1.37
25-34 36865 8.36 31481 1544 26220 1548 6178 9.18 3851 9.35
35-49 62844 14.24 54233 26.60 45531 26.88 18123  26.92 11138 27.05
50-64 56834  12.88 50307 24.67 42217 2492 21731  32.28 13253 3218
65-90 38468 8.72 35032 1718 29500 17.41 17720 26.32 11194 27.18
Education Level
Missing 205089 4648 3989  1.96 2744 162 435 0.65 201 0.49
Less Than High School 58848  13.34 45393 22.26 36522 21.56 11147  16.56 6293 15.28
High School Grad 63256 14.34 54053 26.51 44871 2649 19128 28.41 11742 28.51
Some College 42303 959 36629 17.96 31179 1841 12334 1832 7750 18.82
College Grad/Associates Degree 52676  11.94 46792 22.95 39610 23.38 17523  26.03 10937 26.56
Master/Professional School/Doctorate 19024 431 17052  8.36 14477 855 6750 10.03 4258 10.34
Interview Order
Missing (Includes Proxies and Noninterviews) 237288  53.78 0 000 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
1 57833  13.11 57833 28.36 49044 28.95 10057 14.94 5883 14.29
2 41355 9.37 41355 20.28 34104 20.13 9696 14.40 5883 14.29
3 31152 7.06 31152 1528 25204 14.88 9406 13.97 5883 14.29
4 25219 572 25219 1237 20654 1219 9463  14.06 5883 14.29
5 20581 466 20581 10.09 16993 10.03 9457  14.05 5883 14.29
6 16400 3.72 16400 8.04 13767  8.13 9601 14.26 5883 14.29
7 11368 258 11368 558 9637 569 9637 14.32 5883 14.29
Interview Conducted in Person
Missing 230153 5217 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
No 126466  28.66 121688 59.68 102107 60.27 47021  69.85 29289 7112
Yes 84577 19.17 82220 40.32 67296  39.73 20296  30.15 11892 28.88




Table F-10. Covariates for models for time, 2006-2010, Level 3

All Valid Time All 7
Observations Full Data Full Model All 7 Interviews Interviews
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Urban Land Use

Missing 1549 2.46 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

No 11813 18.74 11189 19.35 10625 19.67 3075 27.21 1599 27.18

Yes 49666 78.8 46644 80.65 43404 80.33 8227 72.79 4284 72.82
Gender

Missing 5212 8.27 17 0.03 10 0.02 0 0.00 0 0.00

Male 27875 44.23 27875 4820 25988 4810 4903 43.38 2471 42.00

Female 29941 475 29941 51.77 28031 51.88 6399 56.62 3412 58.00
Gated Community

Missing 5201 8.25 6 0.01 4 0.01 0 0.00 0 0.00

No 53517 84.91 53517 92.54 50000 92.54 10784 95.42 5578 94.82

Yes 4310 6.84 4310 745 4025 745 518 458 305 5.18
Race/Hispanicity

Missing 5327 8.45 132 0.23 100 0.19 0 0.00 0 0.00

Hispanic 8999 1428 8999 15.56 8305 15.37 1143 10.11 542 9.21

Non-Hispanic White 38346 60.84 38346 66.30 36091 66.80 8843 78.24 4708 80.03

Non-Hispanic Black 6868 109 6868 11.88 6281 11.63 865 7.65 408 6.94

Non-Hispanic Other 3488 5,53 3488 6.03 3252 6.02 451 3.99 225 3.82
Restricted Access Building

Missing 2154 342 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

No 56696 89.95 53786 93.00 50258 93.02 10862 96.11 5655 96.12

Yes 4178 6.63 4047 700 3171 6.98 440 3.89 228 3.88
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Table F-11. Covariates for models for changing responses, 2006-2008, Level 1

All Observations® Full Data’ Full Model® All 4 Interviews*
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Stem Word Count
11 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 54922 9.45 12995 10.12
18 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 50875 8.75 12115 9.44
20 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 95089 16.36 20651 16.09
24 195958 20.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
26 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 94806 16.31 20576 16.03
34 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 94948 16.33 20606 16.05
35 195958 20.00 95790 14.29 95106 16.36 20641 16.08
63 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 95643 16.45 20763 16.18
Cue Word Count
0 293937 30.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
12 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 95106 16.36 20641 16.08
21 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 94948 16.33 20606 16.05
37 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 50875 8.75 12115 9.44
62 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 54922 9.45 12995 10.12
68 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 95643 16.45 20763 16.18
75 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 95089 16.36 20651 16.09
85 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 94806 16.31 20576 16.03
Question Type
Catchall 391916 40.00 191580 28.57 189754 32.64 41182 32.09
Property 391916 40.00 287370 42.86 201440 34.65 45873 35.74
Rape 195958 20.00 191580 28.57 190195 32.71 41292 32.17
Question Order
1 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 95643 16.45 20763 16.18
2 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 54922 9.45 12995 10.12
4 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 50875 8.75 12115 9.44
5 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 94806 16.31 20576 16.03
6 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 95089 16.36 20651 16.09
7 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 94948 16.33 20606 16.05
8 97979 10.00 95790 14.29 95106 16.36 20641 16.08

1 = No time restrictions; No restriction on type of interview (self, proxy, noninterview); All 12 questions included
(sqattackhow, sqattackwhere, sqcallpolicecrime, sqnocallpolicecrime, sqsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft,
sgbreakin, sqmvtheft, sqtotalvehicles, sqcallpoliceattackthreat, sqnocallpoliceattackthreat)

2 = No time restirctions; Restricted to self-interviews; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sqattackhow,
sqattackwhere, sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin, sgmvtheft)

3 = No time restrictions; Restricted to self-interviews; Enter and leave values change at least once in the audit trail
for the question of interest; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sqattackhow, sqattackwhere, sqsexual,
sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sgbreakin, sqmvtheft)

4 = No time restrictions; Restricted to individuals who completed 4 self-interviews; Enter and leave values change at
least once in the audit trail for the question of interest; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sgattackhow,
sqattackwhere, sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sgbreakin, sgmvtheft)
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Table F-12. Covariates for models for changing responses, 2006-2008, Level 2

All Observations Full Data Full Model All 4 Interviews
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Interview Order
Missing 2189 2.23 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
1 49886 50.91 49886 52.08 49837 52.07 5194 25.00
2 26845 27.40 26845 28.02 26822 28.02 5192 24.99
3 13863 14.15 13863 14.47 13858 14.48 5194 25.00
4 5196 530 5196 542 5195 543 5195 25.01
Interview Conducted in Person
Missing 3013 3.08 2833 296 2830 2.96 0 0.00
No 28552 29.14 27699 28.92 27661 2890 5844 28.13
Yes 66414 67.78 65258 68.13 65221 68.14 14931 71.87
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Table F-13. Covariates for models for changing responses, 2006-2008, Level 3

All Observations Full Data Full Model All 4 Interviews
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Urban Land Use
No 10868 21.35 10680 2141 10680 2142 1319 25.38
Yes 40039 78.65 39206 78.59 39179 78.58 3877 74.62
Age Category
Missing 2973 584 2905 582 2901 582 216 416
12-15 3179 6.24 2860 573 2849 571 206 3.96
16-19 2918 573 2845 570 2845 571 132 2.54
20-24 3903 7.67 3834 7.69 3834 769 164 3.16
25-34 7750 15.22 7662 15.36 7659 15.36 586 11.28
35-49 12354 24.27 12241 2454 12237 2454 1412 27117
50-64 10632 20.89 10508 21.06 10504 21.07 1427 27.46
65-90 7198 1414 7031 14.09 7030 1410 1053 20.27
Education Level
Missing 2018 3.96 1913 3.83 1911 383 115 2.21
Less Than High School 11617 2282 11141 2233 11128 22.32 1030 19.82
High School Grad 12991 2552 12798 25.65 12794 2566 1438 27.68
Some College 9096 17.87 8997 18.04 8997 18.04 935 17.99
College Grad/Associates
Degree 11074 21.75 10963 21.98 10957 2198 1216 23.40
Master/Professional
School/Doctorate 4111 8.08 4074 8.17 4072 8.17 462 8.89
Gender
Missing 10 0.02 10 0.02 9 0.02 0 0.00
Male 24358 47.85 23795 47.70 23784 47.70 2322 44,69
Female 26539 52.13 26081 52.28 26066 52.28 2874 55.31
Gated Community
Missing 9 0.02 9 0.02 9 0.02 0 0.00
No 47531 93.37 46558 93.33 46531 93.33 4922 94.73
Yes 3367 6.61 3319 6.65 3319 6.66 274 5.27
Race/Hispanicity
Missing 241 0.47 230 0.46 230 0.46 8 0.15
Hispanic 6794 13.35 6681 13.39 6676 13.39 601 11.57
Non-Hispanic White 35362 69.99 34942 70.04 34926 70.05 3924 75.52
Non-Hispanic Black 5277 10.37 5163 1035 5159 1035 454 8.74
Non-Hispanic Other 2963 5.82 2870 575 2868 575 209 4.02
Restricted Access Building
No 47832 93.96 46848 93.91 46821 93.91 4976 95.77
Yes 3075 6.04 3038 6.09 3038 6.09 220 4.23
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Table F-14. Covariates for models for changing responses, 2006-2010, Level 1

All Observations® Full Data’ Full Model® All 7 Interviews*
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Stem Word Count
11 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 117797 9.59 51873 10.54
18 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 108771 8.86 48516 9.86
20 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 200210 16.31 78357 15.92
23 441196 8.33 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
24 1323588 25 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
26 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 199608 16.26 78111 15.87
34 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 199944 16.28 78229 15.90
35 882392 16.67 203908 14.29 200183 16.30 78312 15.91
63 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 201301 16.40 78761 16.00
Cue Word Count
0 2205980 41.67 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
12 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 200183 16.30 78312 15.91
21 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 199944 16.28 78229 15.90
37 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 108771 8.86 48516 9.86
62 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 117797 9.59 51873 10.54
68 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 201301 16.40 78761 16.00
75 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 200210 16.31 78357 15.92
85 441196 8.33 203908 14.29 199608 16.26 78111 15.87
Question Type
Catchall 2647176 50 407816 28.57 399552 32.54 156340 31.77
Property 1764784 33.33 611724 42.86 427869 34.85 179150 36.40
Rape 882392 16.67 407816 28.57 400393 32.61 156669 31.83
Question Order
1 441196 14.29 203908 14.29 201301 16.40 78761 16.00
2 441196 14.29 203908 14.29 117797 9.59 51873 10.54
4 441196 14.29 203908 14.29 108771 8.86 48516 9.86
5 441196 14.29 203908 14.29 199608 16.26 78111 15.87
6 441196 14.29 203908 14.29 200210 16.31 78357 15.92
7 441196 14.29 203908 14.29 199944 16.28 78229 15.90
8 441196 14.29 203908 14.29 200183 16.30 78312 15.91

1 = No time restrictions; No restriction on type of interview (self, proxy, noninterview); All 12 questions included
(sgattackhow, sqattackwhere, sqcallpolicecrime, sqnocallpolicecrime, sqsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft,
sgbreakin, sgmvtheft, sqtotalvehicles, sqcallpoliceattackthreat, sqnocallpoliceattackthreat)
2 = No time restirctions; Restricted to self-interviews; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sqattackhow,
sqattackwhere, sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sgbreakin, sgmvtheft)
3 = No time restrictions; Restricted to self-interviews; Enter and leave values change at least once in the audit trail
for the question of interest; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sqattackhow, sgattackwhere, sgsexual,
sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sqbreakin, sqmvtheft)
4 = No time restrictions; Restricted to individuals who completed 4 self-interviews; Enter and leave values change at
least once in the audit trail for the question of interest; Restricted to only those questions with cues (sgattackhow,
sqattackwhere, sgsexual, sqtheftattackknownoff, sqtheft, sgbreakin, sgmvtheft)
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Table F-15. Covariates for models for changing responses, 2006-2010, Level 2

All Observations Full Data Full Model  All 7 Interviews
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent
Marital Status
Missing 200644 4548 1750 0.86 1729 0.86 290 0.37
Married 127050 28.8 110041 53.97 108991 54.08 49073  62.25
Widowed 14033 3.18 13170 6.46 13006 6.45 7662 9.72
Divorced 21988 498 20394 10.00 20151 10.00 8760 11.11
Separated 4492 1.02 4125 2.02 4072 2.02 1203 1.53
Never Married 72989  16.54 54428 26.69 53582 26.59 11840  15.02
Age Category
Missing 198334  44.95 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
12-15 15595 3.53 9631 472 9445 469 1456 1.85
16-19 15610 3.54 10507 515 10351 514 1681 213
20-24 16646 3.77 127117 6.24 12541 6.22 1432 1.82
25-34 36865 8.36 31481 1544 31124 1544 7280 9.24
35-49 62844 1424 54233 26.60 53644 26.62 21126  26.80
50-64 56834  12.88 50307 24.67 49742 24.68 25386  32.20
65-90 38468 8.72 35032 17.18 34684 17.21 20467  25.96
Education Level
Missing 205089  46.48 3989 196 3924 195 609 0.77
Less Than High School 58848  13.34 45393 2226 44795 2223 13483 17.10
High School Grad 63256  14.34 54053 26.51 53448 26.52 22503  28.55
Some College 42303 9.59 36629 17.96 36244 17.98 14202  18.02
College Grad/Associates Degree 52676  11.94 46792 2295 46285 2297 20265 25.71
Master/Professional School/Doctorate 19024 431 17052 8.36 16835 8.35 7766 9.85
Interview Order
Missing (Includes Proxies and
Noninterviews) 237288  53.78 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
1 57833 1311 57833 2836 57155 28.36 11292  14.32
2 41355 9.37 41355 2028 40837 20.26 11267 14.29
3 31152 7.06 31152 1528 30789 15.28 11252  14.27
4 25219 572 25219 1237 24930 12.37 11258 14.28
5 20581 466 20581 10.09 20363 10.10 11263  14.29
6 16400 3.72 16400 8.04 16202 8.04 11241  14.26
7 11368 2.58 11368 558 11255 558 11255 14.28
Interview Conducted in Person
Missing 230153  52.17 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
No 126466  28.66 121688 59.68 119952 59.52 54540  69.19
Yes 84577 1917 82220 40.32 81579 40.48 24283  30.81
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Table F-16. Covariates for models for changing responses, 2006-2010, Level 3

All Observations Full Data Full Model All 7 Interviews
N Percent N Percent N Percent N Percent

Urban Land Use

Missing 1549 2.46 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

No 11813 18.74 11189 19.35 11160 19.38 3085 27.14

Yes 49666 78.8 46644 80.65 46429 80.62 8283 72.86
Gender

Missing 5212 8.27 17 0.03 17 0.03 0 0.00

Male 27875 4423 27875 4820 27750 4819 4931 43.38

Female 29941 47.5 29941 51.77 29822 51.78 6437 56.62
Gated Community

Missing 5201 8.25 6 0.01 6 0.01 0 0.00

No 53517 84.91 53517 92.54 53293 92.54 10850 95.44

Yes 4310 6.84 4310 745 4290 745 518 4.56
Race/Hispanicity

Missing 5327 8.45 132 0.23 131 0.23 0 0.00

Hispanic 8999 14.28 8999 15.56 8959 15.56 1148 10.10

Non-Hispanic White 38346 60.84 38346 66.30 38202 66.34 8895 78.25

Non-Hispanic Black 6868 109 6868 11.88 6827 11.85 871 7.66

Non-Hispanic Other 3488 553 3488 6.03 3470 6.03 454 3.99
Restricted Access Building

Missing 2154 3.42 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00

No 56696 89.95 53786 93.00 53562 93.01 10927 96.12

Yes 4178 6.63 4047 7.00 4027 6.99 441 3.88
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Table F-17. Field interviewer (representative) experience in months

Valid Time
All All 7 All 7
Observations Full Data Full Model Interviews Interviews
N 441196 203908 169403 67317 41181
Mean 38.855035 53.210825 52.252776 52.293462 52.732838
Standard Deviation 42.750949 40.821064 40.854339 40.296563 39.932214
Skewness 0.85183 0.524157 0.549217 0.584825 0.574494
Kurtosis -0.650056 -1.053077 -1.018031 -0.943901 -0.929113
Range 146 146 146 146 146
Quantiles: 100% 146 146 146 146 146
99% 136 137 138 138 138
95% 122 126 126 126 126
90% 110 115 115 115 115
75% 70 91 89 87 87
50% 23 41 40 40 41
25% 0 18 17 19 20
10% 0 7 6 7 8
5% 0 3 3 3 3
1% 0 0 0 0 0
0% 0 0 0 0 0
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Table F-18. Field interviewer (representative) workload per quarter

Valid Time
All All 4 All 4

Observations Full Data Full Model Interviews Interviews

N 98595 95790 80303 17536 13228
Mean 74.767656 74.567606 73.138401 73.818602 73.296492
Standard Deviation 35.966282 35.871115 35.518792 35.733637 35.658877
Skewness 0.475471 0.484921 0.518639 0.59023 0.584921
Kurtosis 0.001195 0.021408 0.113596 0.199246 0.146982
Range 210 210 210 210 210
Quantiles: 100% 211 211 211 211 211
99% 168 168 168 168 168
95% 138 137 137 139 139
90% 124 124 122 123 123
75% 98 98 96 96 95.5
50% 70 70 69 69 68
25% 49 49 48 48 48
10% 31 31 30 31 31
5% 21 21 20 22 22
1% 7 7 7 8 8
0% 1 1 1 1 1
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