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ABSTRACT

.Yictimization survey data and official crime records never reflect
exactly the same information. - This raises a major question: are-victimi-
zation survey data sufficiently reliable and valid to be used for research
and evaluation purposes when official data are not appropriate? Among the:
issues to be'resolved: does the victimization data provide an accurate
portrayal of the types of crimes that occur, of the seriousness of the
irimes, the characteristics of the suspects, and the patterns of victimiza-
Lion? ‘ :

This study is based ok an intensive analysis of 212 reports of crime
inciderts from the 1974 Portland, Oregon, victimization survey. These
were matched with official crime reports of the same incidents. The record
- check described and analyzed the following: (1) differences between survey
and police data in classification of these crimes, details of the events,
seriousness of the offenses, characteristics of the offenders, and activities
. of police, victims, and witnesses during the crime; (2) the frequency of
"don't know" responses in.the data; (3) patterns of telescoping,(i.e., in
recalling the crime, the.victim distorts the time of occurrence) and their
‘relation to victim characteristics; (4) survey incidents not found in ,
. police data even though respondents said they were reporfed; and (5) impli-
cations regarding the utility of survey and police data and the,methods used
“to collect wictimization survey information. - . oo :

In making recomiendations for future research, the study drew these -
conclusions: - (1) Information obtained through victimization surveys is
sufficiently similar to that reported to police so that most crimes are
classified the same way by the two sources of data; (2) the survey data -
contained higher estimates of the aollar, loss from the ﬁrime;/(B) the
reliability or validity of the survey data depend upon the type of jnforma-
tion considered; (4) for most of the types of information considered,
accuracy or completeness did not declfne as a function of the time lag
between. occurrence and interview; £5) the age of the vi;ﬁgwas not related
to the amount or type of Brrcr in the data. o

Appendices provide a review of the difficult mgtch/no-match decisions
(i.e., matching survey to official reports); the sefiousness scale ysed in
the analysis; and tables comparing different catego ies.aFrcrimésrréprted
to police and fepa;ted in the interview. A bibliographg also is iﬁc1u?ed.
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PORTLAND FORWARD RECORDS CHECK OF CRIME VICTIMS:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

. Thﬁ)pagt ten vears of experience with victimization surveying -have been marked

{ .
by numerous debates concerning the merits of mensﬁ?ing crime through surveys. The
debate often has been cast in terms of whether the survey-generated crime data are

"better" or "worse' than official crime statistics.. This approach to the isdue
. . ’

fails to recognizé that there are major differences between the two sets of data

and that each has an important role in planning, Evaluatiﬁn, and research.

It 18 an oversimplification to believe that survey and police data are simply
two measures of the same phénomenon and, therefore, only one or the other should

\

be collected. Survey data cuntain reports of crime incidents that are not in
pglice files. Most of the incidents that are not in the police data were never

rfpported to authorities and others were reported but were not recorded as‘an

official crime incident. For some types of planning, evaluation, and research
: A

purposes it is imperative that the data include unreported as-well as reported

1

crimes. Thus, the qritical question is not whether sufveyEEEﬂeratedivictimiza;iﬂn

data are needed, but rather whether survey data are sufficiently reliable and

,valid that they can be used in the types of studies for which the official data

%
\

are"inappropriate.
The Portland Forward Records Check of Crime Victims was designed to investi-
gate a number of issues concerning the reliability and validity of survey-generated

EEPGFEEVEE crime_incidencsi The Study-is based on an intensive analyasis of 212
survey-generated reports of Crime.gncidénts from the 1974 Portland, Oregon victim-
izati%n survey that were matched with the official crime report 6f the same inci-
dent. The study cannot provide definitive answers to all questions because of

the small sample size and the fact that all the data are from one city. Neverthe-

less, the Portland study is the first forward records check of crime victims and

v
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one of only a few studies which have gaﬁpared survey dnformation with of ficial

) .
data about the ssame crime event. The major conclusions and re:aﬁmendatiﬁné from
- ' 11

the sctudy are lummgfi;gd below.

Major Conclusions

1. The fnformation obtained through aurveying is sufficiently similar to
that given to the polige at the time of the incident that most crimes are classi-

. fled in the same way by the two sources of data. ‘\

) v #
Both the Portland study and the San Jose records check found that 97 percent

of the burglaries were classified the same from survey and puflce datg;’bath fauﬂh
. - .

that "82 percent of the larcenies were classiffed the same way; and there were only

slight élffegenﬁgs concerning classtfication of personal rrlm&s; The Portland

study indicated that i{ntormation was sufficient to produce the Eéme classifica-

tion in 74 éertent of the personal crime incidents, Hhegfas the San .Jose séEﬂy

(which had a larger sample of peﬁ;nnal crimes) ubtained the samé clagsification

in B85 percent of the incidents. The implication is that even though "survey data

might be crlticized for a varietyv of reasons, there is accumulating evidence that

]

criticisms directed toward the accuracy of information needed to classify crimes

are not warranted.

2. survey data from Portland. and from the San Jose _s,t_l@;:ﬁ;ﬂ};fziﬁleﬂ_ghif,
estimates of the dollar loss from the 4(‘7rii me. .

The range of differenvex found in the San Jose data was from a 24 percent
higher estimate to a 13 percent higher estimate, depending on the type of crime.
The range of differences found in the Portland study was from a 24 percent higher
eatimate to a 48 percent higher estimate, Several propasitions were tested with
the Portland data concerning factors that might have produced higher estimates

in survey data compared with police estimates,
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. v ‘ ) f
This problem with the data is moat acute for researchers who wish to use

survey information to estimate tfe total amount ‘of monetary loss due to crime

or the average loas per victim. Data of thia type are of valpye In eatimating

the expeécted coat of crime compensition programs, the Huufﬁgu that could result

L . .
from certain types of crime prevention programs, and. cost-efPect iveness evalua=

* i

tions. The survey data,include estimates for unreported as well as reported
erime, and, }Df this reason, might be runﬁldvrv§ superior to officlal data even

{f the error is contained mainly in the survey (nformation. At this time, hif-

ever, there ls no evidence ot whether the crror wis in the survey data or Eﬁ;
-
police data (or hoth).

3. Telescoping crimes into the reterence period that actually occurred

prior to_the moat distant month fncluded in the time H‘P-’ln appears to be a major
Efgk}$ﬁrég_gﬁﬁn%ndﬂd fntervicws,
The Portland data showed that larcenfes were more likely to be telescoped
thah other types of incidents. An average lnii;w1y was Leleﬁcnbedlfﬁrward by 4.4
months Iin the Portland srudy and 22 percent nfrﬂll the larcenies were incorrectly
piﬂfed,ulthin the recall perfod when they actually ﬁvrgrred prtor to {t, These
&

stilts are simflar to previous studies in that incidents tend to be foryard
P :

r

1]

telescoped to*a greater extent than thev are hackward telescoped.

The study conflrms previous rescarch which has shown that telescoping pro-

#

ducéds error in the survevs In relation to the virtimizdgaﬁa\raggi the fﬂmparativv

fregeency of different tvpua'nf crimes, and the month-bv-months trend within the
recall period. ~ .

The analysis of why telescaping vecurs showed that the major explanatory

factor ls the amount of time that elapsed between the incident and the interview,

—

hat occurred further in the past were telescoped to a preater extent

1]
o

neclident

than those which accurred receatlv,  There was no indication from the analvsis

, i ! ! . . ]
that certain types of victims were more inclined to telescope gneidents than

!

L

N
T’h,““




vatre other typew. The only characteriatic of the crimea that was examined in

relation to teldacoping wian the serfousness acale.  Although the more derionns

i

ncidenta were teleacoped less (n the 210 canen examined, the ‘strength of the

relationahip (r=.11) wans not great enonph to he atat latically ulg'n“lhmt at the

.05 level. % \
. 4, The reliabtlity or valtdity ot surveyodata depend upon the type of

L]

taformation belng constdered.  The tyvpes ot fntormat 1nni(/l,|r;j‘,|ppmir to be most

accurate and to have the greatest validity are; 3

1. The detalls ot what happened Jdurtng the codme, fncluding uh\'tl: t he
vietim wan attacked, whether the victim was threatened, whether the
uftender had a weapon, whether there was physical Injury, whether
moedical attent lon was necded, whether property was taken or damaged ,”

. whether the of femder hadd o right 1o be there, whether the offender
actually got (2 and whether there was evidence of torcthle entry.

2. The classihicat fon of the of Fensoe.

oo Age and sex oot suspedste

o

. ’
. Numbcer ot saspect s,

5. Whether the vicrim andertook selt-protective act fons,
. Wherther there were witiee e present
Ditterem es {;‘(m'i-n pobioe and sarves dntormation were gredat cnough to be

wi convern tor the tollowingg:

1. Seriousness ot the otrtense (Sellin Woltegane sealed.

R vl bar o tresn the g, v
1. Rdve ol suspects. . -
4. Whether the anspec towis boowh to the vio i o) net

I

3. Pollie response time,
f, Number ot o tivitic- andertaken by rthe o Flice at the scene.

7. Month durine whicm the rime oo arred.
-

The serioustness of the v e wae e gsoarest with the =ellin-Wolfeane =oale

and included several indicatoos TS S RN PO, The higher estdmates in the g
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survey data xﬂrn produced mainly by higher dollm Yona from the o1ime and by *
victim atatemsnta goncetning whether a4 weapon was proagent or not, Fiforta were

made to determing why the survey data contained higher eat imates, but thety was

Lno evidence that memory Tlosa or memoty dtatort fon prodoucegl the diffotencen and

no evidence that cortaln Cyvpes of victfms contribated dinpropert fonately to the

higher wourvey sstimates,
It is not poasthle to develop v ommerndat tons coioetnding e the aconitacy
B e 75 _
-
ol doliar Tosa and sher donsness Shata con bt be Dmproeved e e we b et haavir any
cofdenno e bt fhe s el pes e by ool re b ke dng ~~nl\1 privcto e
. 7
Vovwar b avnt bmtaalaoeo ) sl b i‘vuﬁ?wu!- voowhine b thee ool bt hied ey the {Hems wt Al
r -
Aol acrepted withoont quent ionine connd pieahie Hivher entimates In the sarvey,
\

Vol Pl U e e, Tt f dmpaortant | however,

or, tesporudlent o etron s ,he\u

thot some add it iomnal anvest featton e aodegt tken foo vdent f1e this peanona T

5 1
peadin
T Pias d

the ditterences and to develop bettin e Stientng proscdines (porhape tor hoth
= L

the Intervicwers amd the polioey in cnder o e that micdsures of o rime serd
pasptiess and delbar Toess are o more o carate than fndfoated i the Port Pand data.
oy G N g B ke comeerndne the o

Poodbte o cand o b ot e

o the e e tedd ot tenn e b whiet e flhe ot tender was kiewn e Uhe s bt

A
However, there were piee o =temdlb be drtbeteno gy an toalt tia e, Gbata bbb g
.
Aimate =oro Pla b [ bt et e ety e broe it aned cand pest siiige st
. ' .
that thefe weli Ste o tewe:t o otpanaeto than the polioe data, It mivht be

anted that police and worves s wete moae Simiiar A0 reapecl Lo dke, 85€X, and

n\\@hpr ol suepec b Phan 1 PSR S S A ot bationshyye ot hender te vivtim.
Thic reatlt, it replyo ated in orher staelives, TR T BTy r%z.;y the latter facts
abeat the ine Ddent o are e e I Pl v o hent, {mprovement (o the \
; . X * . : &
Felfabilats ot the Jdara o5 Fae gt n ot hetter jaestiening crovedares ©
(he dnterviewer~ and 0 b thae sl \ cit et ot the other data whioho=
dittered between polioe and oo e 1 < n e den e ceald be o toand concerniny
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vhy Ehe difference exist. Memory loss, memory distortion, and selective mis-

_.:-"’

perceptign by eertain types of victims were tested as possible explanations,

but none of.these hadgstétistlcally significant correlations with the amount or

it;ype or, error.
’ [ . ) . N
The impfitatiaﬂs are that the reliability of #acial data about DEEEﬂdEfs

s

/

o
r-} =7

may be lower than some Gf the other 1nf@r' tion, making it

rt
=]
Lo
o]
m
ﬂ:ﬂ-«
"'W
e
[
ﬂ
l"-‘
[
Q

fihd Eéaéigtlgally 51ghif icant félasi@nshlp between affender & race and other
2 ‘

:

’ cha:g cteristic® of the incident or characteristics of the victim. The same is

tfueﬁggriﬁhe—sttangéf/nénéstra nger variable. On the other hand, studies which

use thESE variables ti examine r relationships between type of victim and cype of
of fender, for example, Bhould not contain systematic biases that could confound

the conclusio because error in fo nder characteristic data appears to be

~

zf'ua

unrel ted to victim characteristic

=

\m

5 and unrelated to characteristic

of fense,

e time, in comparison with police

[

Survey data overestimated police res spon

., records, and underestimated the number of activities undertaken by the police

]

at-the s¢ene. The most plausible explanation for survey estimates of police

s that. persons, during

i
[N

mate

piv
=

L

response time bElng higher than the police est

times of crisis, tend to believe that more time has elapsed than ac

rt

ually is

" the case. The possibility that police underestimate the time cannot be entirely

ERIC
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eliminated, but in Portland this possibility is very remote, The victim's call
4
to the police is recorded, the dispatcher's call to the officer is recorded, and

scene is recorded. The time esti-

um

the officer's call that he has arrivéd on the

re kept in seconds, not just in minutes, and even though the persons who

=
]
L
1
W
il
~

hese logs onto the police form could alter the response time data,

2]
Lo

=

i
~
I
]
E]
-

it does not seem likely that they would do so, since positive evidence of

response time is available.
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A plausible eiﬁlaﬁatiam for why the survey data underesﬁimatéd the activi-

ies by the palice at the scene i& that this is an open-ended survey question

re

8
.and not one designed to jog the memory of res

m

pondents in the survey. Questions
which Specificarly ask the victim to recall whether the police investigated,

arrested someone, or took fingerprints, almost certainly would improve the survey

data

\m

-5. For masc‘éf the types of. information elements examined in this study,

v

s of the information

T

there is no evidence that the accuracy or completene

declines as a function_ of the time lag between when the crime occurred and when -

the interview was conducted. T

There were, however, two exceptions. First, the accuracy of respcnd 1its' -
increased, and, second, there was a

forget that witnesses were present for events that

-

12-month retrospective recall

he data are to be used for certain

(accurately) most of the details about what happened.

. I
Thus, studies which use victimization surveying for the purpose of analyzing

relationships within the data, rather than making population-level estimates of

ates, might be able to use longer recall periads-—perhaps recall

s

periods even longer than twelve months. The critical question, and one that Has

<
s
gl
[
[
=]
i
o
T
r
I
o]
jou |
L

not been examined, is whether incidents that are forgotten differ from those

terms of the patterns and relationships between victims and offenders,

La}
I
'}
k]
—
e
m
f'
s
o

offenders and certain characteristics of the. crime, and so on. Therefore, before

'

T d

o

finitive conclusions are drawn conc rning the optimal recall period for surveys

ERIC
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focussing on patterns and relationships, the results in this research should’

nalyses should be conducted

i
\t‘“
W:l
g
Lot
m
(i
=
4]
s
o
%
lad
m
<
e
a]
[yl
M

be feglicated and ag
LY

record check procedures’ that forgotten incidents can be analyzed.

6. Preliminary evidence from the study indicates that survey data should

M = - - =
-~ \ 7 l W £
provide accurate conclusions for studies of: :

(b) the distribution of crime seriousnes:

(c) the relationships between victims
teristics of the of fense: and '

(d) the relationship between victim ghafhctcristics (age, race} edugational
7 x) tivi ic esse t

ictim, police, and witne

Characteristics of victims were not related to the amount of error in the

data nor teo systematic misperceptions about the events. Furthermore, there was

no evidence that certain types of victims forward telescope more than others.
y I

Forward telescoping results in an overest 1mat1Dn {in unbounded surveys) of the
amount of crime committed against persons who forward telescope. Thus, the face

that victim characteristics were not related to forward telescoping is an impor-

It should be emphusized, hmeVEfiﬁEhdt if offenses which are forgotten are

characterized by different patterns and rtlag onships than those recalled, then
the survey data would not produce reliable conclusions about such relationships.
" a N _

Thus, the results of the forward recordscheck need to be replicated and reverse

record checks should be designed to test-bias in the forgotten incidents.
Although the survey data appear to be relatively free of systematic misper-
ceptions by certain types of victims, there is a tentative indication that persons

with negative attitudes toward the police pIU]((th these attitudes into their re-

colle t;%n about whar the police did, how long it took the police to arrive, whether

and the cxtent of the

there own activities to

s
C
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prevent the crime. Thus, studies that seek to explain victim attitudes toward

the police as a function of police activities or response time should be cautious

in interpreting the causal direction of observed correlations. The data presented
, q '

here indicate that persons with negative attitudes may pérceive these in a dif-

‘ferent ,way than persons with positive attitudes, even though the "facts" are the

. -

.5ame.

-/. Evidence from this study and others indicates that victimization survey

data cannot be Qseéfgg;peaSq:gﬁttends in épg victimization ratguyithinrghe:rgg§g=”'

L)

If telescoping and forgetting were distribufped equally (or randomly) across
the various months in the recall period, then one could use the data from a

single sufvey to estimate monthly or quarterly victimization rates (ﬁ,mvidedi

of course, that the siee of the sample was gufficiently large). There is a con-
giderable body of evidence, however, which demonstrates that teleséapiﬂg is
pfimarily¥fgfward rather than backward, and that forgetting igpcreases with the

1

length of the recall period. Even though the survey data contain information

about the date of each crime event, a single survey yields an estimate only for

the entire 1Z-month recall period (or six months), and na;f i {ndividual months.

,,,,, or evaluation pur-"
poses. Survey data are needed for most crime prevention and deterrence programs
as well as for other evaluatians which require comparisons aﬁfass cities, and
programs that would alter citizen reporting rates or police discovery rates.
Because these types of programs are focussed on entire geographic areas, it is
usually impossible to have a true field experimental design, and the bastrpt@—
cedure available to the evaluator is the quasi—gxperimental cimeiserias g;sign
that requires twelvg to fifteen pre-program estimates of monthly (or quarterly,
or yearly) victimization rates and several post-program estimates. If the

urvey data -could be disaggregated, then each survey using a 12-month recall

1¢
O
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period would provide twelve estimates; E,G:surveys would yield 24 estimates; and

sq_om.

8. The analysis indicated that gﬁ;éggg_g{x;hg;giggigrwas not related to

. N ~ 7 ) ) . i & . . . . . .
the amount or type of error in the data. AM@%enver, the study showed that persons
N = N = g —_————————== t £

have given dif ferent information to the interviewer,than to the police. Both

of these results were somewhat surprising., since age is generally presumed to
influengeAmematy‘lass, and since it is reasonable to beliévé that persons who
make ‘one type of error would gezmcge inclined to make éﬁhers. A paftialaéxplénaé
tion was fEVESlEdiiH the analysis of "don't kn@;" responses, Théi?}équenay of
thése iﬁCEESSEdEWiCh respondent age and with the frequency of err;r in recalliﬁgr
the date of the incident. Thus, it is possible thét Gldef victims and .those

who guess (incorrectly) at the date of the incident tend to say 'don't ‘know"

to other questions rather than provide erroneous information.

——

9. Many of the incidents that respondents said were reported tosthe police
4 . o F T T T -
were not found in police files. Through a series of adjustments in the data,

1)

the best estimate is that approximately 32 percent of the survey incidents that

.

presumably were repdrced could not be found either because they were pot reported
% : . ’

or because they were not recorded as a crime by the police.

%
. 5

4
Discussion and Recommendations

) Victimizatién surveying has the potential for pfavidlng considerable infor-
mation énd new knowledge ahout crime which cannot be obtained from official
crime statistics. Unreported crimes Egngcitute a large proportion vaall inci=-
dents that éccuri The absence of unreported incidents in official déta repre-
sents an inherent and uncorrectable problem with using the official statisties
for a varlety of research and evaluation purposes. Survey data should provide

superior estimates of the amount, costs, and characteristics of criminal

1

\f
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victimization. Analysis of the data could, potentially, provide important' new

insights about crime causation, factors Cfﬁtfibgﬁiﬁé to victimization, and the .
distribution of crime as well as its costs am@ng different population subgroups,
7 . . The results of this S£ud§ indicate that”survey data éreisu flciently reliable
and valid to be used with confidence for some of these purpgseg,rbut doubts .
‘remain about others. Furthe%mare,gthg results gf a single study, conducted in
a single city, w1th a 5mall sample, qgre not final answers to these questi@ﬁs,

and all of the propositions tested in the Portland study need to be reeiémineﬁ

=
o]
I

and replicated in other studies before final conclusions are drawn. Although

the survey data appear to be quite gooed in many respects, the full potential of ,
victimization surveying for generating information of the type mentioned above

<

methodological research

=y

will not be realized unless these is a re

L]
m
‘U‘«

umption o

on about crime and the ‘effi-

[

format

p]

into the types of bias in survey-generated i

various solutions for improving its rellg ility and validity. ™

=y

ciency o

A major recommendation from this study is: .

several different c
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can be obtained in relation to
across the different cities.

(a)

(b) The characteristic nature nf the dlff rences (higher or lower survey
i 3! 0 e data, for exs

o
~
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estimates

(c) The extent to which telescoping, forgetting, and differences between
police and survey data are vorrelated with LhdIHLtbf stic t

victim, the offense, and the offender. |

Ideally, the samples drawn for the studies should b

large enough to permit

o
o

at least a minimum amount of experimenting with different 1HFVLyinb mefhods, &

different questioning procedures, and/or different retall periods. The purpose
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.covery of crimes in progress, -and program

s
Y
& i

1
of bias in the su

&
£y

]
rr
=
o

-

"
o
o]
=
rt
(n )
¥}

the type

oy

' One of the most important contribu
% ) :
5’ ER
Sufvéying-is in the improvement of prog

w

are needed for evaluating cdmmunity-bas

rence programs, programs that alter cit

_comparatiVely across different citles,

Iz

iné;s there are sev!ral 5ub€tﬂﬂtlal ch
It should be emphasized that true
- - :
; ) i
pfeventién or deterrence pregrams. Thu
i
be used is"a quasi-experimental time-se
time pDiﬂtS prior to and after the progr
Vietimization SUFVE? data at the n

ev uasign% 1f the surveys were conduct

the implementation of a program, so tha

i
estimates pf viétimfzatinn rates would

mDnEhly or quarterly estimates could be

&

Even though these methods would be appr

'alidity‘ the national data cannqt he us

are no nation JljprngramL that use-commo
simultaneously throughout ‘the country.

collection requires personal int erviews
dents, there are few (if any) citics or

kinds of surveys on a continuing hasis,

. - ) 12
— : A

sitions such as those examined in this
Y

fvey data and te expetimeﬁggwith methods

ons that could be made by vict}misatiéﬁ

ram evaluation efforts. Thessurvey dita
ed crime prevention programs, cTtme détEfE

& =

izen repcrting rates and/or police d§ﬂ=,‘

-

§ or strategies that are balng testéd

This potential will?gft be feayézﬁd
anges made. ‘ ’
[ N =

Exptrlméntil designs aré not in.common

i

ssible for many types of community-based

4

15, the best evaluation design that can

. i B
ries approach which requiffes numerous

am implementation

atiaﬁal level QDuld?bE suitable for such l

"'1’!\
”H« -

ed with sufficient freQuéncy, pfiéf to

/

t twelve t%)fiftEEﬁ monthly or quarterly

be available, and a continuing series of =--

made after the program is [
nﬁ"# terms .of data reliability and-
- == E
¥
od for program evaluation,. bécause there

n strategi ies and ghi(h’ara imple?énted‘
Since the method uheﬂ\\nr nat ional ﬁatu
-
every six months of a panel of respon-
b .
states that could afford to conduct these

Although the federal government may heo
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can¢e§ﬂingf§he situations®or conditions which, if thev

b

xist, make it reasonable
= N z B N .
§§aflicial data ange a represéntative’ and unbiased subset of all

E¢ is not known,-for example, whether the patterns and relat fon-

ships found ip supvey data (reported f(ﬁ{ unreported) differ from the patterns in

v .
" -

‘official data® At the heaqt'ﬂf thgfiainv Is the question pf how the reported
PR . - 2 =7 : E s

and fecord&%eyﬁ;identg differ from shose thar were cither not reported, or, if

. o 3 " '
rEFthEd,JH e gqﬁ’f3cur%ud;

The thipd major recommendation i=:

ghpﬁld be undertaken to exdminpftﬁp diff&ftncgsrbctwevn

“rip-

The differences in terms of peneral des
L
nvs . tvpes of offenders, and so on should be included.

o . . .
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o .
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. PART I

The past ten years of experience with victimization surfSeying have been

marked by numerous debates concerning the merits of measuring crime through

' surveys The debate often has been cast in terms of whether the survey-
: ' '
generated crime data are "better" or "worse" than officjal crime statisties.

the issue fails to re ’gﬁize that there are

o

This type of global approach t

b

major differences between the two sets of data in terms of what-is being

measured, the conceptual meaning of the measurements, the appropriate uses

[a]

f the data, and the types of biases that exist in each data set.
It 1s a gross oversimplification to assume that survey and police data

on crime are simply two measures of the same phenomenon and, therefore, only

w":(
e
w
m

< +
one or the other should be collected. There an overlap in the data, since

nforcement offi-

ﬂ’
D]
C
b
L
It
I~
3
s
m

each provides an esti that became known to law

cials, but survey data contain reports of many crime incidents that are not in

files. There were almost 800 different crime incidents revealed in
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records. Most of those that are not in police files were never reported to
the authorities. The converse, however, also 1s true: Reverse record checks
conducted in other cities show that the survey methods do-not uncover all the

incidents that are in police files. | Some ctims actually forget that the

i
~

incidents occurred, and others apparently do not wish to tell the inter
about the incident. ¢laims that survey data are not an accurate estimate of
N i N . B 3

"total" crime miss the major point, Neither the official data nor the survey

data can ever be an entirely acourate representation of total crime.  Official

data will never include incidents not reported to law enforcement, and survey

O
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data will never include incidents that respondents ‘do not wish to reveal to

interviewers. Nevertheless, most would agree that w#veys, if properly con-

L

.- ducted, have a major advantage in providing an estimate o

Lai

total crime because

victims clearly are willing to tell interviewer:s about numerous crimes that

+

were not reported to the police, This finding

with considerable concern by law enforcement officials. Statements were’ made
that the nonreporting represented a lack of trust and cqnfiden:é in law
¥

enforcement. Subsedquent research has indicated that the major reason for

porting orimes is the coemparative triviality of the events, and only a

=y
2
I
"~
b

small proportion of the nonrcporting oan be attributed to a lack of trust in
- 1 /

law enforcement . . ’

-

i

Although 1t 15

-

nterestlng to wi}mlnv the reasons for nonreporting of
crimes, 1t shwsuld b notend that Surves sl pelice data have very differont
conceptual meanoan g rvﬂAiJlnwﬁiél{b{hu reasons for nonreporting.

) . tl : :

generally, 1t 15 apprepriate to saay that crimes which become known to
the police represent public demand for law enforcement services and, concep-
tually, dre an oinpat to the™TFiminal qust e system,  These data are essentilal
toy law onforcement and otheer cramitnel Justl e agene e, It is from the reported
crime Jdate that officiale are able to Jdeveiop crucial information for their

Ty to day operat ton:., ekt von, reported coame Jdata can be ogsed tor oo

Loty ot rvﬁ&d!éh el e bt von parrpeeae, oo belineg studies on 1) the

Stimal o allocation of law cntorcement resonroes to difterent areas ob o g ocity,
. - ) .

J) thee nessd tor tiuture croariinal et Lo oo st § e, and 1) the etffeo-

tiverns, b certarn Py o ot gt el e o conyv et 1on pPrograams,

Fegasttesd cpime rates, chepate therr o wvalae, often are notoan adequate

cogt e meaestir e ot et L puet pee sy tein pr!lgimunrr Vihi=a=Vy1n quva(iunn

e s the amount ot o ome 1o the commnn ty, the probmbirlity of vietimizat 1o,
o) i
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nd the social and monetary costs of crime. Although the primary responsi-

*

bility of law enforcement may be to apprehend offenders when called upon to

do so by the citizens who report ¢rimes, the criminal justil . system as a

~ whole alse seeks to reduce the tatal amount »f o
e

timization, the monetary costs of crime and 1t « -1al casts.  Thus, an appro-

. the probakilicy of vig-
f .

priate Dutﬁﬁpﬁ indicator of criminal jJustice System jertormalice 15 whoether

reported and unreported crime v berng reduced, I the §rowgrams that are

supposed to bring about g reduction 1o o total crame are | kely to Lncrease oiti-

Zen reporting of crime to the ofbiocoial s, then ot oy Loy
fhave meatures of both rejorted and unreporteel o oome,
= i
- Meanures of reported and anreported crame albey are needed tor met rescarch

SORCeErnlmg sovlal oor cconomie correlates of crame, cietim-offender relation-
p >

=

ships, distribution of crime and 169 costs among various social groups, and
factors attecting the probabalary of vaictimization., If the researcher 14 will-
Ing to assume that reported events, o recorded the police are a Z'E}H‘)Sl’ﬂéd?
tive subset ot all crimes, the ofticial darta could be used for these purpases,
However, most researchers Jdo not helieve the assumption 15 ¢orrect, even though
there is very little Jdirect evidence concerning how the reported and unreported
crimes differ, and hrw (ar whethnsr) thrse differences would bias cenclusions
basied anly on the oftieral data,

The problaems witho ot trcral bty ment tonddd above are inherent oand exn et
cven L Ehe o wery bt proncen b are rast by law enforcement offrerals in col-
Lessitorng, countirey, el b v n by img o e, There are other problems fre-
dgquent Iyoment roneed beyopecaercher s and o evaluatora, Thesar o Tade pusor ol Lo =
tron mesthods, unessliabs b ot v aed bt gt 1o prrowcestiures, poliey hiases,

t

preebatveal prsecoree s Lokt vanpar b Doty o At terent crtres, el lack

i} -ump.uqh!ll(\,' e rer o bt beereennt U e ]u»lm-.,'
T O Y O N e R A1 B LR R AU I IVTE N FURNTI SR RIS ST U5 IXIFE 2 SRR FEE AN W UTE B ST RS B T RTR O
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a number of pioneering me

rr

hodological

"
"

surveys of the population. Aft
studies, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration and they Census Bureau-
.. implemented a series of victlimizatigh pswiveys 1n the larger cities of the
=
nation, and in 1972, began the National «Crime panel which 15 a nationwide
rolling interview of randomly selected households,
£ -
The first methodological studies used a reverse record check jrocedure
in which the names of known victims were irawn SFom police records, and the
victims were then interviewesd, using a survey instrument designed to jog their

memories and to elicit Jdetails ot the crime incident,  The major purposes of

were to eostablish the most efficient lepgth of the recall

the early studies
period, to identify the most eftfective typen of memory=Tingding Jquestions,

and to establish methods for minimizing bl in the survey sdata. Andlysls

of the data focownoed almoot exclasively on measuring the extent to which

f'u]

victims "forget” Pnerdents that they had reported to the police (forget t

recall them tor thee 1nterviews: of, tor other reasons, tail to tell the inter-

i

viewer about timed, and the extent to which wiosamg telesoope e pedesnit g,

Telescoping refers Lo tespoident crror concerning the Jate when the ocrime

actually vcuurred.  The tyje of teledcoping o magor conceri 1in the studnee
tnvolved a respondent placor an e et s the reecall opeer el when, oo tact,

tt o accuriesd prior tes tlee g T ot monib: o Phe et bt me ol

i
1 \
4

[t 15 ampesrtant teo ctudy thee ot leane gt ottt el ?"h'wfniﬂlfw

/ 4

i

bBecause ane of Chre mun et §uries e ol S rveey e 1t provi e mor e i
ACUF b Mmeaastar e oot o bmee, ot baeo e bears et Uy e teslee o ey et h

1nt lience the aecaraey ot arryey s penerated ectmat e Procos disrpt e t At arpee

teledscoped 1nto the tame oo teed (whets Theey a tual by s Urrpead peraor ter 1t

int late thee estamated roate; ane plent that e Jorgotten eenpires, the rate,
5
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, ' ) . 6 L
reported crimes are twice as great as police estimates.  This phenomenon
could be produced by respondents Slying an evéﬁt was repdrted when, in fact,

it was not. Or, it could be due to police practices of not recording certain

types of events or of down-classifying them. Still another possibility is

that survey crime classifiers are responding to different infarmatian than
were the police and are systematically over-classifying the crimes. This

. results in a greater number of incidents in the more serious categories than

were known to the police.’ James Levin, in a highly speculative condemnation

of victimization surveying, argues the following:

&

;EEEaﬁEEED§EESEQSt make decisions. solely on the basis of unclear,
incomplete accounts of respondents as filtered secondhand Ly inter-
viewers, they inevitably play a role in determining the amount and kinds
of crime ultimately extracted from the interviews...Since there are

and few precise coding guidelines, many 'crimes’ ghat emanate from the

surveys may be artifacts of the coding process... :

Another guestion of major interest is whether victimization data provide
an accurate portrayal of the types of crimes that occur,; the seriousness of

the crimes, chafagteristics of suspects, and patterns of victimization. As

Biderman has noted, recalling crime events or the details of them is not an

EESy;;§sk for survey respondents. :

The survey method is dependent upon the recall of the respondent. This
can be particularly unreliable when he is asked to recall a past event
which has few seridus durable gonsequences for the victim or demands
of further action on his part.

ff It is reasonable to believethat the amount of error in the victim's
account of the crime will ge greater for respondents whose crime experience
was further in the past. It‘a%ga is possible that some types of victims for-
get or distort information mcfé’than others. Selective forgetting or dis-

- - .
tortion of certain aspects of a crime could be a serious problem for persons

conducting studies with victimization data. For example, if respondents

&
O
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‘tend to distort actual events as time %asses so that thgy recall the

incident as being more seri;us than it actually was, then survey data will
vavérestimate crime seriousness (other things being equal); fhe types of.
biases introduced into survey data by misrecai& of the date (telescoping)
alsé need to be explored. If some types of victims are more likel% than
étﬁe:s 1;.9 telescope crimes into the reference period, then sm3¥:d§3

nét only will overestimate cfime but will overestimate it for certain types

of victims rather than for others.

The overall purpose of the Portland forward records check is to identify

o

gsome of the types of biasif in victimization survey data that have not been
examined previously and to develop preliminary information about the magnitude
:andfér existence of such problems in the data.
In order to achieve this @bieétive, comparisons were made between survey-
gené;atéd iﬁformatiog about crime and police information about the same crime
s .

incidents. When survey and police information differ, it is impossible

te know which is “ccfrect",hut éertain types of tests were conducted té

estimate the amount of error which reasonably could be attributed to

survey procedures. A variety of different Kinds of analyses were conducted

to determine whether certain types of victims or inéidéﬁts contribute dis-
proportionately to the amount or direction of error [in péﬁiéé and survey

data. itvshould be noted that when police and survey information about an
incident are the same, thiséindicates a high degree of c@nﬁérgent validity

for both sets of information. If one is willing to assume that su:veyngethatéd
data about unreported incidents is as accurate or inaccurate as survey-gdenerated
data abégt the reported crimes, then it is possibie to draw some Eanﬁlusiahs

wid

concerning the overall accuracy, reliability, and validity of survey crime

information.

Do
o
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The specific purposes of the Portland Forward Records Check are:

1. To describe and analyze differences between survey and police data

for a set ef 212 matched cases in relation to the classification of the crime,
jetails of tﬁe'event that are used to produce the classification, the serious-

nass of the offense, the chara;teiistics of j"he offenders, and the activities

of the police, victims and witnesses during the crime;
i

2. - To describe and analyzeithe fré@aency of "don't know" responses in

.

the data;

3. To describe and an;;y:e patterns of telescoping in relation to vic-

1

tim chafact%i.“tics;

4. To describe and analyze the inc¢idents from the survey that could not
be found in the police data even though respondents said the incidents were
reported to authorities;

5. To commené upon the implications of the study in terms of the utility
of survey (and police) data and to discuss the implications of the research
for the methods used to collect survey information.

It should be emphasized at the outset that this study represents the
first fo:wari records check of crime victims and one of only a few studies
that have compared official records with survey data on crime events. Thus,
the study is highly exploratory and designed to suggest areas of future
research, identify majox issues, and provide very preliminary information

about the overall quality of survey data. Furthermore, the study is confined

generalizable to policé departments in other areas nor to surveys under-

taken in other places.
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METHODOLOGY

The methodology used in the study is a forward records check of criﬁe
events reported gc interviewers during the 1974 Parﬁianﬂi Oregon, victimiza-
tion survey.g The forward records check involved selecting all of thé crime
evants which were rep@%ted.in the Portland survey that occurred witﬁiﬁ‘the
city limits of EQ:&%;ﬂd and which. respondents said were reported tékthﬁ '
police. The address of each crime had been coded by street and house number
in the original survey data. A sa§reh was made of all Qriginal_pcliee reports
for a time period preceding the earliest month of the survey recéll period
by at least sixteen months. If a crime event was found at ghe proper aéaresg,
the r?gart was checked agiiﬁsﬁ the survey data in order to determine whether
the two events involved the same victim or household. If so, and if the event

then the search procedures were stopped for that evemt. If the event did not
fit éh;'definite match category and/or if the victim was different than the
one on the survey, then thé search procedure continued by examining all orig-
inal p@liéé reports involving crime incidents within five square blgcks of

the location of the survey crime. If né crimes invalvigg the victim or house-
hold on the survey were found within five square blocks, the event was Y
classified as a definite "no match". It should be emphasized that é search
was made of all officiallyrecorded crimes, regardless of the classification
used by the p@ii;e; for'a time period beginning in January, 1972, and contin-

uing through September, 1974. The earliest month of recall required by the
10 -

survéy'wag;Aprilg 1973, .

Approximately 16 percent of the survey crime féﬁéft% contained no
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p::@il; address and, therefore, could not be found with an address searci. In
order to locate as many of the incidents as possible, a name search was initi-
ated for all the survey crime reports in which the respondent had given at
least a last name. There were 89 victims who gave their names, and 103 inei-
dents were reported by these persons to the interviewer. (This is approxi-
mately 25 percent of the total number of crime incidents that, according to
the victim, had become known to the police.) Police department personnel con-
ducted the name search and provided the research group with the report numbers
of incidents that might be the énes which matched the survey data. These
reports were then pulled and compared against the quéstiannaires. The name
search was not very productive. Only twelve incidents were found through the
name search that were not also found through the address geésch alone. |

into one of three categories, .s a first step in developing the final judg-

ment about whether the police report concerned the same crime reported on the
survey.

1. Definite Match. A definite match was defined, initially, as a victim

and an incident that matched the survey daté in virtually all relevant aspects.
The rule was that 90 percent or more of the relevant victim/household charac-
teristics should be the same between the survey and the police data. Age
should be within two years, sex, race, apd occupation should be correct; the
address of the incident and of the victim should be the éamei*the phone numger
should match, the partial name identifier should match, and any "unique"
characteristics of one should match the other "unique" characteristics includinc
such things as "victims were returning from a Trailblazeri(basketball) game, "
"yictim was recuperating from an operation,” "wife was in ﬁhe bathtub,” "offende:
entered through a hole in the roof," and so on. ﬁany crime fE§érts (both

Ll

Ji

-
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survey and official) contained this type of data. At least 90 percent agree-

ment on the details reported in the survey data and on the police form had to

be the same in order to establish that a "definite match" had been found.

Characteristics of the crime itself could not be used (e.g., classification,

£

date, weapon, location, etc.).

2. Definité No-Match. .A definite "no-match” decision could be made if

there was no record of a crime having occurred at the location (or within five
Equgra~bl§cks'ef it) against a victim who bore any resemblance to any house=.
hold member in the survey. In addition, an event was considered an unmatched

crime if reference to the event was found in police records but a separate

crime report on it had not been filled out. This happened several times in

apartment or boardinghouse bu}glaries, The police filled out a report on the
most serious crime and listed the other incidents and their victims in the
narrative section of the report. The third type of no-match was the crimes

known at all and the name given by the respondent was not sufficient to use
in the name search. Thus, no search Eould be undertaken for these crimes.
These rules were sufficient to categorize almost all of the incidents

either as matches or no-matches. There were, however, 21 survey incidents

(four percent of the total) that could not be categorized either as a match

i

, ., L , .
or no-match using these criteria. (See Appendix A for a brief description o

each.) Decisions on most of these 21 cases were dquite straightforward:

there was no record of the victim having notified the police about an offense

prior to the date of the interview.
2. Five of the incidents involved a specific victim (rather than the

f e

Je



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

/‘(- C L 26
i s

household) but the victim identified in the police data was not the person

claiming to be a victim in the survey even though the former person resided
at the household. Furthermore, there was no similarity between the unique

identifiers in the police suévey and description of the éventi )
3. Five %urvey victims wére located in police files for an offense thaé

occurred many months prior to the earliest month of the survey recall period’

apd the details of the two events were dissimilar enough that our determina=

tion was to judge all five as no-match cases. These decisions were quite dif-

i

. ficult to make and more information about each of the events is contained in

prpendlx A.

4. Oné survey respondent prGrtEd two separate offenses neither af

& AR

which matched an offense found in police files for the survey viétimi The

palice record, however, could have been a summary of the two incidents in that

it bore some similarity to each of the ones reported in the survey. This
case was classified as a no-match. .

‘5. Two of the victims reported that they had experienced a series of

offenses and multiple entries were found for them in the police data. The

survey agta, however, obviously was a summary of all the events in the series

and theréfore none of the police incidents was a match for the survey event.

- 7 7
These were: considered no-matches.

The problems -in determining whether a police event matched the survey
event were far less severe than antiéipatedi Persons who conduct reverse
recard éheiks also must determine whether the victim is recalling the same

;

EvenE that was drawn from police files or a different on% but there has been

very little discussion of this or of the methodology used ta determine

. 1': . _
whether an event'matched or not. Richard sparks reports that only four of
L .

i ' R N - . . s )
237 events (two ge:éent) in his London reverse records check did net match

. o E
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the police report closely enough to consider it the same event, but no other

authors of reverse survey studies have discussed the problem or the methodol-

. . 11
ogy used to match events.

4 7
iIt‘gpauld be emphasized that some bias could be introduced intgia study

by the meshods and decisions used to match the crimes. If the rules require
too much sfimilarity, then the data will show closer correspondence between

the characteristics of the survey event and the police event. If the rules
require too little similarity, then apparent differences will be introduced
into the data which, in fact, are the result of different crimes having been

reported to the interviewer and to the police.

- The results of the forward records search are shown in Table 1. Sixteen
percent of the original 476 incidents contained addresses toovaque to permit
an address search (or no address at all) and could not be located through the
name search. Many of these incidents were robberies, assaults,‘persgnal
thefts that occurred away from home, and other similar types of ineidents in
which the victim éas not aware of the exact location of the crime. For the
crimes that had Pfecisé addresses, 53 percent were definitely matched and 47
percent were nct!s;(The analysis of incidents that could not be found is in

’ Section VI.) g ~
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/ v PART III

DIFFERENCES IN INFORMATION PROVIDED TO POLICE AND TO INTERVIEWER

This section contains a description and analysis of the types of differ-
ences found between survey and police accounts of 212 matched crime events.

dures and whether there is any evidence of systematic bias in the survey data.

Crime Classification

Differences in crime classification between survey and police could be
produced by different classification policies or Pfccédu:ési by human error
on the part of those who do the classifying, or by differences in the informa-
tion obtained from the victims. Of these three pcssible sources of differ-
ences, the latter is of major concern. Difféfénces’gf@duzed by policies,
PIQ&qufES, or human error can be minimized or even eliminated during the
editing phase of data collection and processing, while differences in the

raw information received by police and interviewer represent permanent dis-

"tortions in the data.

Several deviations from UCR classification rules were found in the orig-
inal.data: 12 in police data and eight in the survey. These deviations were
corrected in order to analyze classification differences produced solely by

the interviewer and/or the police recording different details about the event.

Description of Differences

The police and survey classification for each event are shown in Table

2. Entries along the main diagonal represent the number of crimes classified

1]
L0

in exactly the same way from both police and survey information. Entri

re those that were :iassified differently.

that are not on the main diagonal

1]

S
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For example, there were 106 crimes classified as burglaries from both the police
and survey information. There were three crimes which the survey data indié
cated as burglaries but the police information produced a miscellanecus class=
ification (usually illegal trespass). Data under the police burglary entry
show that é%é:g were 116 crimes identified as burqlariés‘but one of these was
a rape according to the survey information, eight were larcenies, and one was
in the miscellanecus category,

Differences in classification are summarized in Table 3. Ninety-one
percent of the incidents were classified into the same major crime category;
and nine percent contained sufficient informational differences to produce a

different classification. Personal crimes in the 1974 survey were more likely

than property cvrimes to be classified differently (Table 3), but the total

mit definite conclusions.

Results of the Portland tests for property offenses are very similar to
the comparison of police and survey classification conducted in %an Jose
(Table 4). Using police data as the standard, the San Jose survey correctly
classified 97 percent of the burglaries and 82 Péfcéntléf the larcenies,

v Survey classification of personal offenses was the same as police classifi-
cation in 85 percent of the San Jose cases, while the Portland police classi=
fied 75 percent of the survey personal crimes into the same categories as
statistiéallf sigﬁ%fiéaﬁt,)

Previous comparison cﬂ survey and police classifications have used the

index of inconsistency (I) as a measure of dissimilarity in classification

i

12 i . )
(see Table 5). Using a. 4x4 matrix, the index is .118 for the Portland data
and .145 for all crimes shown in Table 5. These figures are quite similafr to

S
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o . TABLE2." S

' A COMPARISON OF CLASSIFICATIONS BKSED ON SURVEY AND POLICE

INFORMATION: PORTLAND .

Classification Based on Police Information

i
|
s 8 o
. S g
L ﬁ & (3] = g L] ]
Classification : 3 3 ) ° ~§ ]
Basedon Swvey & § 3 §F & g § If &
Information & @ 2 @ 3 Z £ £z &
Rape 1 1 1Y
Robbery 2 1 3 1
Assault ~ 10 2 12 6%
) . ) I
Burglary 106 3 109 S51s
Larceny 1 » 8 55 1 65 31%
- o ‘ e .
Auto Theft 18 18 7 8%
Miscellaneous 1 1 2 4 2%
— - - -_— - —
Total Number 3 11 116 56 18 8 Zli‘ .
Percentage 1% 54 55%  26% BY 4% ’
¢

llﬂt:ies along the main diagonal are the number of events classified in the
same way from police and survey data. Entries off the main diagonal repret
sent crimes classified differently.

ay
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\\ CLASSIFICATION SUMMARY BY TYPE OF OFFENSE:

PDRTLAHDL

Classification Same

From Clamnification:

Survey Data ) Police

pifferent
Classification:
Police

. Psrsonal (Total) : 16 1

Rape 1

Moo oW Z

Robbery . -3

Assault o 10

Property (Total)
Burglary 109 106
;Larceny 65 55
Auto Theft 18 18
2

Miscellaneous 4

Total 212 193

|-

r

1z |

O e o

25

1 . . . , .
"The table can be read in the following way:

According to the survey data,

there were 16 personal crimes. Of these, the police data produced a per-
sonal crime classification for 12 and a different classification for four.

5
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TABLE 4.

CLABSIFICATION DIFFERENCES BY TYPE OF OFFENSE: S5AN JDSEI

Sane Diffarent
Classification Classification
By Interyiswer By Interviewer Total

] L] )

Personal 111 A5 19 15 130
. Rape 24 A0 6 20 30

Robbary 54 H9 7 11 61
Assault 11 [ 1Y 6 15 19

Property 147 (sgﬂl 15 9 162

Burglary 91 a7 3 3 94
Larceny 56 HJ 12 12 ! 68

1Thili data are from "5an .Jose Methods Test of Known Crime Victimas,” Statis-
tics Technical Report No. 1, NILECJ, June 1971, -Washington, D.C.

ERIC
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TABLE 5.

=

INDEX OF INCONSISTENCY IN CRIME CLASSIFICATION

4x%4 Matrix 2x2 Matrix (Portland only)
Index of . Index of

Survey Inconsistency Crime ~ Inconsistency

Washington, D.C. . 326 Assault 137
Baltimore .168 Burglary .121

San Jose - . 147 Larceny 2119

and robbery. Data from.the other surveys are from "San Jose Methods Test

of Known Crime Victims," Statistics Technical Report Ne. 1, NILECJ, June 1972,
Washington, D.C.

aneous part II offenses.
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those from the San Jose and Baltimore studies. ‘\

Discussion of Information Differences

The most striking discrepancy in classification is the survey rape inci-
dent that matches a police burglary. The details of the event as taken down.
by the police and by the interviewer were very similar. Nevgrthéleési slight
differences on the two reggzls concerning what the victim claimed that the
offender said could have produced the classification discrepancy. (A woman
who was taking a shower was surprised by the entrance of a man thr@ﬁgh her
bathroom window. His remarks to her, as quoted on the questionnaire, resulted
in a code of ;ttémptéﬂ rape, whereas the remarks written in the police report
resulted in a c@dé of attempted burglary.) . N

There were eight incidents in which the survey information indicated

i

larceny and the police data 1 duced a burglary classification. n all eight,

the proper classification a.most certainly was burglary but the survey con-

tained insufficient information to distinguish between the two types of prop=

erty crime. Seven of the eight involved the theft of a bicycle which, accord-
ing to the survey data, had been stolen from the premises. This was inter-
preted as being in tég yard and therefore a larceny. The police record in
each of these cases'indisated that the bicycle was on the porch (appurtenance
to a dwelling) or in the garage or in the house, resulting in a classification
of burglary. This problem could be corrected with better probes by the inter-
viewer, and with greater awareness of the fact that classification requi:e% a

distinction between items stolen from buildings or attachments to buildings

and from other places on the premises. The other larceny-burglary difference
involves the theft of a car battery. The survey data indicated that the
baitery was stolen from the car on the premises of the residence. The police

) ) i
report said that the car was in the garage.
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Two offenses were classified from the police record and the survey data

as robberies and there were two offenses classified as robbery from one but

not the other set of data. One of these was a purse-snatch and the difference

in classification was produced by differences in the survey and police infor-

= -

mation pertaining to whether the offender knocked the victim down. The other
classification difference was quite similar except it involved a pickpocket.

Two incidents were élassifieé as assaulté according to survey information
and as miscellaneous offenses from police infarmatiéPi One éf these was a
case in which the police data indicated no weapon ﬁés used, while the victim
told the interviewer the assailant had a tire iron.

The information in Table 6 contains a more precise b:eaié%wnggf police
and surve§ information on several details of the events. The last column of
the table indicates the proportion of incidents in whiah both the pélice and
the survey data were the same. For most of the informational items listed
on the left, there is substantial agreement bétween the survey and police record
as to whether or not the crime event was characterized by that detail. For
example, the survey data indicated that there were ten incidents in which the
offender hit or attacked the victim whereas the police data indicated eleven

£ 4
such events. The two sources of information agreed on ten of the events {(both

/

indicated these ten victims had been hit or attacked) but there was one crime
of this type in the police data whereas the survey indicated there nad not
begn an attack.

The most substantial differences in the aggregate data (and even these
are :atﬁéf minor) are whether the offender had a weapon and whether there was
evidence of forcible entry. The survey data indicateé that eight percent of
the matched events were characterized by the presence of a weapon, while the
police records indicated that four percent involved a weapon. There were
eight incidents in which both the survey and the police datg agreed that a

45
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N . L o1
INFORMATION DIFFERENCES ON DETAILS OF EVENT

Frequency of Same Details

Number N Same

Survey Police  Number Same With Without Percentage
__Detail of Event N % N % Different m?hgraggg;isti;__;haracgggistic Agreement
Offender hit or attacked ) "5 ) 5 ] 10 21 99, 58
- victim
Victim was threatened . - - =
vith harm (12) 6 (15) 7 7 10 195 96.7%
Offender had a weapon (18) 8 (9 4 11 -8 193 94,8%
Physical mjury (100, 5 (12) 6 8 7 197 96,2
Hedlcal attentlan neeﬂéd (4) 2 - (2) 1 2 2 208 99,0%
Property taken or damaged (183) 86 (187) 88 8 181 23 9. 2%
Offender had right to)p) 5 13 6 -1 6 195 948
be there , | : 3
Offender actually got in (99 47 (108) 51 27 90 L% 87. 3%
Evidence Qéafﬁiblé | (82) 19 (59) 13 25 63 124 88.2%
entry 2
n,

lData in the first #our cclumns shcwn the frEQuency (and percent) of events characterized by the informa
tional detail on‘the left, The percent of total agreement represents the proportion of all 212 cases
which both the sufbey and the police agreed on whether the characteristic was.present or absent (e.q.,
212 minus the number of cases coded differently divided by 212).
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veapon had been present. The gbrvey data suggest that 39 percent of the
natched cases involved evidence of forcible entry; the police estimate
Lsﬁthat 33 percent of the cases had evidence of forced entry. There were
sixty-three crimes that both sources of information agreed haﬁ evidence of
forced entry.

In general, the survey and police data were in substantial agreement on

whether an event was or was not characterized by a particu’! ‘atail.

Discussion of Original Classification Errors

As noted previéusly; several discrepancies from UCR classification rules
were found in the original survey and police data. In most instances, UCR
rules are precise enough to yield a single code that is naﬁ subject to dis-
agreement, if the "facts" ‘upon which the code is based are clgari There were

twelve errors made by the original teaﬁcﬁfsurvey coders--an error rate of

about five percent. More thap half of these errors involved the coder over-

F

looking the UCR rule concerning- the difference between burglaries (entry into
a structure) and larcenies. The&e was no particular pattern to the survey
errors; above half we%e of thé incidents involving er;@rsiglassifiéd

as more serious and half as less serious than the proper classification.

The discrepancies in paiice classification apparently were produced by
police policies rather than by minor lapses in concentration by the coders.
In particular, the Portland police seem to down-classify certain types of
assauits involving family members or juveniles. Of the twelve assaults %auﬂé

, 8 / , : ,
in police records, seven were coded by the police as simple assaults where
the information indicatedan aggravated assault. The UCR classification
system divides aggravated and simple assault in accordance with whether a
weapon was used, injury cecurred, and in the final determination, tﬁe intent

of the assailant. The five incidents down-classified to gimple assault by

S XY
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1e police involved either family members or victims and offenders who were
ider the age of eighteen. There were five apparent assaults classified by

ie police either as malicious mischief or threats. One af these was a

ireat against a female victim's life by a man she knew.

The major

from this part of the analysis are

Ll

onclusion

]

1. Although slight informational differences exist between the survey

events, the difference is seldom extensive

(a1
]
B
=]
L<
i
it
=
=
i

ad police records o
nough to produce a difference 1n crime classification. For the 212 matched
ncidents, ninety-one percent had information similar enough to produce the

ame crime classification,whereas nine percent contained informational differ-
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2. The similarity of classification was greater for property crimes

cent of the latter being misclassified
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ecause of different information. There were, however, too few personal

rimes in the matched incident set to draw definite conclusions from the

,veral information details is very close (in the aggre-=

ate), and only slight differences exist on a case-by-case basis. The most f
triking difference between the police and survey data pertains to whether

he offender had a weapon or did not have one. There were 22 cases in which
ither the survey or the police data indicated thatvthe offender had a weapon,

ut only eight of these were coded as having a weapon by both the survey and

n general, however, the police and survey characterized more
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‘han 90 percént of the incidents in the same way on details including those

nvolving physical violence, type of entry, right of offender to be there,

nd evidence of forcible cntry.
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.Crife Seriousness
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Two dlfféﬁent types Df setl ness measures are used to determine whether
. 2 ’g © {
there is any systematic over. or uﬂde:estlmatlan of seriousness in the survey
L ﬂ;"
data, campared with police records.cf the same events.
The first seriousness scale is a replication of the Sellin and Wolfgang

e}

index (see Appendix B) aﬁd'thé second is the amount of monetary loss from the

=
¥

crime. As shown In Table 7; tﬁefsurvej data produced slightly higher estimates

of crime seriocusness than did the lelEé lﬁfﬂfmatan
¢ 4
The frequen:y Df aqreemant (last EDlumﬂ of Table 7) is calculated in
1 .
terms of the lnqldehts Wh;ch both; tha P@l;ce and survey agreed were or were
not in éach cateqaryféf ;rlmeigérlgusnegs. “Clearly, these values are inflated

i a : : ,F‘ !
because most crimes are not in any one category. For example, 27 incidents
were given a seriousness scoreé of three by bpth the pelice and the survey

5
: 4

data, but 36 iﬁcideﬁtg ware_giaqed;in>§his category by one source of informa-

S

tion but not the other.. Both agfaad hgwever thé 149 cases did not belong

in the third Eatéagry. The pr @duct—q@@ent ;Drrelatlan between EPE survey and

police seriousness scores isw.53r(,£’ 4D) Aga1n this suggests that there

are considerable case-by-case differences in the seriousness estimates.

tr

A iansiderﬁble‘psftiaﬁ,éfsthe survey's higpgr estimates of seriousness

is produced by twa 1nchatara ‘used Ln the scale. The survey data were more

likely to lndlcatt that the D;fpndEf had a weapon (as shown Previ@usly) and

generally prVidEd hiqher’ésﬁimét-z Df ‘the amount- of loss from the crime.

Compar isons ff survéy and police information on amount of loss are shown

# - T . -
in Table 8., In every type of comparison, the survey estimates are higher than
< s ) Sf ' i S L s _
those provided by the police even though the correlation coefficients between
i o -
. .
estimatgs of losg ar atnef highg ThE implication is that either the survey
Voot
. .

] EECEuSE of s&veral vary laxge losses, the data were badly skewed. To correct
."this problem, the natural laq of each value was taken and the transformed
‘values were. used in the Caglclatlmn analysis.

[
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TABLE 7, -

SERIQUSNESS OF DFFENSE'I

FREQUENCY IN CATEGORY FREQUENCY OF AGREEMENT IN CASE-BY=-CASE DATA
Survey Police Agreed: Not Agreed: In { Total
 Seriousness Score N ¢ N8 In Category  Cateqory  Disagreed Aqreement

0 T3 13 Y 5 4 984
Bl M : o 854

l—
—
L]
WX

2 [E Y 9% 4 95 57 60 124
3 51 A 9 18 143 27 36 83
25 884

o
[e

4 35 17 26 12 169
5 ' 207 2 3 99
6 10 5 4 2 199 1 12 944
8 or above 3 | 3 1 206 0 ] 97%
% 2.9 2.5 TOTAL

S § cases with same
5,8, 13 .10 seriousness score 119

% of cases scored
the same 5

1 . o i o .
“An explanation of scoring for the seriousness scale is in Appendix B,

i

T



SURVEY AND POLICE ESTIMATES OF LOSS FROM CRIME

8% of Cases Average Loss
with No Average Excluding "No
Loss Indicated Dollar Loss Loss" Category Median Loss

Offense  Survey Police Survey Police Survey Police Survey Police

Burglary 19 21 $548 $412 $680 $522 $300 5155
Larceny 12 14 $126 $96 5143 $112 $100 $75

Auto Theft 10 56 5662 5186 5736 $419 $500 5260

~J
W

All Incidents 16 21 5412 5319 5488 $357 $120 5

>
=
r
[n]
=)
=
m
o]
[as
=
[}
sy
[

>
e
et
]
[+
%
b
w
L 1
1]
sl
'x}

lCéffElatién:GEffiiiEﬁtS derived from dollar. values after the natural log

of each value was taken.
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%
or the police

respondents syste matlc’:ally overestimated the amount of loss

ey

underestimated it. In the auto theft category, there were many police report

which contained no value at all for the stolen car, and this greatly inflated

the difference between Survey and police estimates of loss. The average loss
kS

of burglaries is considerably higher than miaht be expected because of one

i)

incident that involved a loss of more than $14,000 according to both th
police and the survey information.

Comparisons between the Portlund and San Jose data are shown in Table 9.

n the Portland data, the average and median survey values are about 25 per-

(]

cent higher than the polic with the exception of median burglary loss which

-

iy

nt higher,  on the whole, the 5an Jose survey data are 24 to 33

(=
i
i
oo

-
o
e
La}
I
B

whether the differences are errors

ool
o]
=
I
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i
=
i
o
Dad
Laul
E
=
15
-
o
T
p-q
U
ot
44
-
o
-t
i
(ot
m
bl
Iad
—
bl

L3

in the survey data and, 1f so, what type of bias exists in the survey informa-

tion in addition to a yeneral overestimate (in comparison with police data)
of cri seriousness and loss. It is impossible to maké any definitive

determination of whether the difterences are due to survey error, but some

1
indirect information can be developed concerning the amount of error attribut-

able to memory loss or distortion that occurred between the time the event

was recerded by the police and when the interview took place:

data, of course, are obtained shortly after the crime, while the survey
o

information is obtalnesl Tater and 1n some casnes ay much as 12 months after:

the event. The analysis ot whether diftferences in the serlous
are attributable to memory lous (and, therefore, represent error in the survey
data) 14 bascd on three assumpt rons:

l. [t is reasonable to assume that respondents forget and/or distort

informat ion as o tunction of the time Lag between when the event occurred (as

Jo



* TABLE 9.

CQﬁPAﬂSﬁN OF PORTLAND & SAN JJOSE DATA: LOSS

&N\

44

\ PURTLAND

. L

% Differenc
Aﬁ;)

‘ Larceny 126 6 23.8 is8

]
e
X
i
—
[
[
—
i

)
i
o

Burglary 54¢

Larceny 100 7% 25.0 200

Burglary 300 15% 48,1 3179

240

[
(¥l
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~d
ot
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~J
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1 , , .
San Jose data are from
Sve Table 4,

O
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measured by police Information) and when the interview tugk\}laru. Thus, a

significant correlation between the amount of error and the leregth of tame

{1n months) that elaped betwern the ome annd ot anterviow Wi

sidered evidence of momory Loosa and arwey error.

Y Thers have been some tiplies whioh ooargest that memory decay and

distortion i1s more pronoun.oesd oand o g0 morse paf Dily tor o older persond than
for youngér ones. Tt thipc 1.7 thes e tospoor LM ser Londtfens intormat o

then positive corvelat bons hefween o vy ctimta oo and the amount of error

would indicate that some jrop-irtion 2 Shee Lot pehs 7 DetWesh nurvey an.d
police data s oattribaral Foofhoe e é :
3. There 13 e type ol crrot Cho1 Enown too exlnt o oin the survey

‘aAlling the date of the ovent

-~
-

.
~
I

it the polpoe

Ll
by
r*
—
o
1‘!:
,
el
jog
o
=

¥ It 1t 1+

(telescopityg) are attooratal Deoalmes s ot vl v the sirwve,

Make ofee tore ot crror oalao tend to make other types

assumesd that persons

of errors, then a positive correlation between telesooping and the othe:

differences would tmdioeate that come portion of che crreneous information s

attributable drrect Iyt thee urwvey, :
The subsoequent analy o ol o0 Rt ntormation on twe obheY  ueostion
The tirst 1: whetheer foife vaotams o atemat teal by dintort 1ntormation by
overestimating the cwef ton e, Ot cvent e e tunetoen b bomeqer tame Ly
between thiv crpime and the it erview, It o, then survey data genera woulid

contain higher estimate oof 0y osenier o Choan toured 1o pelree data because ot ~
i b

the time lag. Fagrthermesre, 11 wincho dlaster tionn entiounr ., Voo recall perrrods

.

5 N T I
would result in the data oont alidayg e cpgor ot thieo type than would shorter

recall perimd:

The second quest ion o whether there e any prart reular typeeoaord gu-f‘~l!-

4

for whom the survey data conststently show hgher ton Jorwerr )t tmatees of

o
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TABLE 10,

CORRELATES OF OVER- AND UNDER-ESTIHATING CRIME SERIOUSNESS'

. _. Seriousness Scale: Dollar loss:  Serlousness Scale: Dollar Loss:
o . Over-estimates Over-estimates  Net Differences Net Diffegsng

i

(a) Tine Lag from Crime to | 1-,0) -.09 01 14!

Z

: Survqi I'nterifi_.ew . - b
[ ] i )

(b) Net Telescoping L0000 -.09 ()} ST
(¢) Age ‘ -,02 07 .03 .04
Race (0=black; l=white) 00 -0l 0 .01

3

‘;ex (O=female; l=male) .00 -.05 05 00

(f)  Education .01 -.10 .03 -.00

(g) Positive Attitude Toward o . ;
PGliCE ' -OQ iDD -nO]_- 5;64

*p < .05

if
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hold more positive attitudes differ, in any systematic way, concerning the

direction or magnitude of differences between the infa:matién'éhey provided

“the interviewer and the information recorded by the police. As shown in

!ihla 10, the type and amount gf differences between survey and police data

‘m

are not :E;ateé to the respondent's attitude toward the police.

Characteristics of Suspects

Respondents to the survey were asked whether they knew how many persons
were involved in the crime, age of the suspects, race, sex, and whether the

person(s) was a stranger or was known to the victim. Similar information was

. obtained from the original police reports for each of the matched incidents.

‘The Portland police records contain thé victim's original descziptién of the

offender (if any) in the narrative section of the report as well as upﬁated
information. It was not possible to dete&mlne when the police information
on a suspect was entered on the report. Thus, if the police obtained information

on a possible suspect and did not notify the victim, then the data would differ

Race of Suspect

=

Both the police and the survey data indicated that 28 of the of fenses:

= B

were committed by whi=es, but the two sources of 1nfarmat;an agreed that a
white person was a suspe~t on thirteen incidents and disagreed on the others

(see Table 11). Survey dat. indicated that 31 incidents involved a black

suspect whereasfthe police records showed that black persons were suspected

in 25 incident’s. There were 129 crimes for which neither the survey nor the
?ﬁll&é data contained any information about a suspect (61 percent of the total).

The total amount of agreement between police and survey data consists of

Ju
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:

the number of incidents on which both agreed on the racial characteristic of

the suspect ov agfeedathgt‘ﬁhe‘saspect was unknown. The two sources agreed

El
:

on 74 percent of the.incidents and disagreed on 26 percent. Clearly, the

‘gfeatest amount of agreemenF? in absolute terms, is that the rdce of the sus=

J'

pect wgs gnknaun (129 cases). If these are excluded,. the agreemant between 5

police and survey data concerning. fac;al characteristics of suspegts is only

34 percent.
Victimization survey data may-not be an accurate reflection of racial
characteristics of offenders if victims project racial bias or prejuﬁige into

their perception of who committed the crime. The data in Table 11 show that

there were 31 black suépec§s,\acc@fding to the viectims, but more than half

* E

pect had unknown racial Eharacterigticsj Of the suspects identified in the

survey as white, 46 percent were recorded as unknown, black or "other" in

}éhe police data. Alﬁh@ugh the number af cases is ve:j small, the data indi-

cated that these v;ctlmS—sllghtly overestimated the number of incidents

involving black susgects in comparison-with Pﬂllce estimates af whether the

suspect is white or _black. .
A similar phenomenon is found when one examines survey responses concerning
racial characterlstlcs of persons that the police data show as unknown. Of

these incidents, there were 27 that survey resp@ndéﬁts claimed to have infor-
mation on the racial characteristics. Ei ight (BD-percent) were characterized
as white compared with 70 percent as either black or other. Police data,

l compared with survey "unknowns" do ﬁat show this pattern. ThéfE:WEIE‘l49>
cases of unknown suspects according éé survey respondents, of which the Péliéé
r3§§rdé contained racial inf@rmatié; on twenty. More than half were charac-

terized as white (55 géfcent),gnﬂa45 percent were characterized as black or

other.”

- -

s
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TABLE 11.
; RACE OF SUSPECT - g
POLICE
White Black Other Unknown'’ Tota
Y
SURVEY

White 15 . 3 2 a8 28
Black 1 13 0 17 il
Other 1 1 0 2 4
Unknown 11 _8 1 129 149
Totals 28 25 k) 156 212
Total Agreement: 157/212 = 74%
Agreement Excluding Unknown Category: 28/83 = 34%

‘Lm
C



S - 51

Additional analysis of the data show that black victims, rather than
white, were primarily fespansiple fér overidentification of suspects as black
when police data contain no information on racial characteristics of the sua-
pects. For white victims, there were twenty cases in wﬁicg the police did

_not record any information on race of the suspect. The white victims told
the interviewer that twelve of these (66 percent) were gpite and éight (40
pEfQEﬁt) were black. Black and other nonwhite victims provided information
on seven cases that the police said involved an unknown suspect and the vic-
tims indicated that five of the seven were black rather than white.

The data presented in the previous tables indicate that victims had a
very slight tendency to suspect blacks when the police data indicated the
.;uspect was unknown, but there is no evidence at all that this is due to white
victims projecting ;acial bias %ntc their identification of suspects. Eig%i
persons "oversuspected" blacks ﬁa a greater extent than whites did. Even '
tﬁéugh the data do not indicate systematic bias, it should be emphasized that
the extent of agreement between Sufvggr%nd:palice records is very low. The lack

ks

of agreement casts doubts on the reliability of racial information suspects.

‘offender Knowri or Stranger

It is widely suspected that vicdlimization surveys underestimate the pro-
portion of incidents committed by persons known to the victim. This phenom-
enon could be produced by the greater saliency of stranger-perpetrated inci-
dents and a corresponding inability by victims to remember offenses committed
by:éersans Ehey'knéwg It could be due to vi;tims.beiﬁg reluctant to tell the -
interviewer about incidents committed by friends, acquaintances, or household
members. Another possibility, and the only one which can be examined with

the matched incident set, is that victims report the crime to the-intefviewef

but do not provide accurate information concerning the fact that they knew who

Q.
O

ERIC
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the offender was. The data in Table 12 do not show any support for this pos~

sibility, however. If the police records are correct with regard to whether

¥

the suspect is known to the vietim or not known, then the survey aelicited
the correct response in Ez‘be:éezﬁ¥§f the cases that the police said in-

volved persons known to the victim. The survey elicited the correct respaﬁéa‘;
. . . . L ot
in 58 percent of the cases that police data show involved a stranger. The

differences in survey inagcuracies are not sufficiently great to sancluae} ';

that victims intentionally fall to tell the intervigwe: that they wara aa-
i f

quainted with the suspect. Again, it should be emphasized that tha gina:;l

lack of agreement between the two sets of data casts doubt on tﬁg-rgliability

of this information. . D e L
LR . e -"7 i
K w a el
‘ [ o
Other Characterlstlcs of Suspects ' . o A N -
= 7 . H & » L
T AL

The v1ctlm13atlan data ald nat dlffer much from pa;;ge ieeﬂrﬁsvingte;ms )

N .
L : . B &
hd W . :

cf the averagé.age af guspécts, the number of foenders, ar the:sex of' _'Eg
Paffendérs (Tabﬂg 13)ﬁ Thé aéerage age, fraﬁ both .sources af,ﬂata, was be—

X NG R G A S
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TABLE 12,
OFFENDER KNOWN OR STRANGER ‘ =
POLICE
- " __Stranger _____ Known _No Data __ Total
SURVEY

)
o
o
[ng
b
=
o]
|
o

Total 43 25 144 212
Total Agreement 157/212 = 74%
Agreement Excluding No Data Category 38/93 = 41%

L ] M -

O
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TABLE 11.

OTHER CHARACTERISTICS OF SUSPECTS

Survey Police
i 1 - . )
Age of Suspect™ (x) 18.2 18.7
Number of Suspects (x) 1.8 1.6
Percent of all incidents with 108 10%
male identified as suspect : |

This includes estimated age of youngest

be

and oldest suspects,
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i éf
source of infcrmatian’ﬂculd provide about the same description of suspects.

4

However, if one wishéﬂiﬁa analyze correlates of offender characteriatics, *

contains cansiéer%bié case-by-case error (or both have considerable error)
AT

which could prcdq&e%d?fferent results from the analysis dependent upon which

data set was useég %& the error is random, then the strength of association

wéuLdlbe diminished, but the results should be the same regardless of whether

one :;néugted the anhlysis on survey data or on police data.

: I

The data shown in Table 14 provide information on whether differences
il
bétweeﬁ survey and pééice descriptions of offenders are attributable to memory
\ W :
X}?

loss or distortion as well as information on whether certain types of victims
systematically make certain types of errors.

Positive correlations between the absolute amount of differences and the

time lag, net telescoping, or age the victim would constitute indirect evi-

o]
lau]

dence that differences are at leasg partially attributable to memory loss or
disgaftién and, therefore, represent errors in the survey data. Again, there
is no evidence of this from the Portland data. The amount of time that elapsed
between the crime and the interview is not significantly correlated with dif-

ferences between the two sources of data. This indicates that respondents'

I~

ecollections were just as accurate (or inaccurate) for distant events as

or recent ones. Persons who made more errors in recall of the correct date

]
o

for the crime (net telescopinyg) are not characterized by greater differences
in data about suspects. Moreaver, the age of the victim is not correlated
significantly with the magnitude of differences between survey and police
data.

G



TABLE U4,

CORRELATES OF ABSOLUTE AMOUNT OF CORRELATES QF DIRECTION OF DIFFERENCES IN
DIFFERENCES IN OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS ECOLLECTIOI? ABOUT OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICE

I SN .
TR
CORCTRRIACS OF Esg SE -B:g- gé o Ee i

no
VICT MO esromBs M6 el W W L W W W) S

!

Time lag from incident
to interview

Net telescoping -,16 - 19 =06 .08 =13 =06 (07 =, 06
Aga igOO ilg !ioz :25 E!OE 107 !ilj 106

8T R ¥ O ¥ OY ) NN SR | SN

Seriousness of crime

ot el 08 1 0 -0
(survey estimate)

E;BDi ;03 iioa EgOS
Serlousness of crime | B
(police estimate) . =20 03 -0 09 =06 .1 0 =4

Race (0sblack; l=white) .15 -, 06 -.06 Al NNV - 14 =02

Sox (O<female; lsmale) 35t <10 =09 L3 0% -1 .00 -8

Education 2l -, 06 d00 0 -.08 W04 01 =15 =06

[
|
I
|
|
[
[
I
|
l
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
Positive attitudes :
|
|
|
|
|

toward police v
*
P <05,

l_Pr;asitive correlations mean that a higher score on the char'acteristic is related to qreater error (differ-

cant at the .05 level.

= o=

2P@sitive;ccrrelations mean that higher scores on the characteristic listed on the left are related tg_th&
survey data "over-reporting” (or the police data "under-reporting') the characteristics of offenders listed
,, deross the top. An asterisk means the correlation is significant at the .05 level. -

ERIC = b.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



(%]
~J

Another proposition that was tested concerns whether the survey and police

information about offenders is more accurate (e.g., more similar) for serious

crimes than for less serious ones. One might propose that some of the dif-

fersncaes bitﬁggn survey and police information are attributable to the tenden-

cy of victimn/té forget information about trivial crimes more rapidly than they

’ ]

forget information about serious crimes. The latter, being more salient, should
~ be recalled with greater precision. The datarin Tabig 14 provide very weak

support for the proposition. The seriousness of the crime g:;maagu:ad from

the survey data and from the police data is significantly correlated with only

one of the ggghﬁ types of error at the .05 level. The negative relationship

(r = =, 30) between survey %stérates of crime seriousness and errors in race of

the suspect indicate that more serious crimes tend to be chars&t?:ized with

fewer errors.

Characteristics of the victim generally are not correlated with the

amount bf error, but there is one exception to the pattern. Crime incidents

involving men are characterized by more differences between police and survey

‘information about the race of the suspect. It should be emphasized,

that 36 different relationships were tested. Using the .05 si§nifican=5{
level, one would expect to find one or two statistically significant correla-
tions by chance alone. Thus, substantive sigrificance should not bél;ttri=
buted to the significant.correlations in Table ¥4 unless they are replicated

in other studies.

The data in Table 14 also show correlation coefficents between selected
independent variables and the direction of differences in survey and police

information. There are two major purposes for examining correlates of the

1 L

direction of the differences in police and survey data concerning offender
characteristics. The first is to determine whether the time lag between the

y

o . b v
ERIC
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offéender characteristics. As shown, there are no sigfificant correlations)
thln'indléatgiithat survey information about suspects does not become dia-
torted as a function of time laqg.

The second major purpose is to determine whether certain characteristics
of the incident or the offender arec associated with aystematic differences
batween pnue- and survey information. This is of interest to persons who
might be using survey data to test propositions involving ctfgﬁdar typas and
any of the independent variables shown in the .table. For example, one might
test, the proposition that younger offenders commit less serious ﬁrimesithan
older offenders. If this were tested and a significant correlation obtained

from survey data, one would have to consider the possibility that victims

underestimate the seriousness of an offense if it is committed by a younger

person, or, conversely, that victims overestimate the age of the offenders

as a direct function of the soriousness of the crime. Another example would

be a study in which the researcher used survey data to test the proposition
that younger victims are more apt to be involved in crimes perpetrated by
younger of fenders. If support were found for the proposition, one would have

to consider whether or not victims tend to distort the age of suspected

offenders to be closer to thelr own age.

Th. =, however, no statistically siqnificant correlations begween
the d1- 1 af differences and Chagﬁczeristicz of the victim or the crime

incident.

¢

Activities of Victims and Police

The victimization survey included uestions on whether the victim tried

to prevent the crime, whether there were other persons who saw or heard what

L’

Q : ’ B
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¥

=

was happening, how long took the police to arrive (if they were notified),

and what tha police d4id after thay arrived,.
' & N
Very little im known about the accuracy of victim responses to questiona

of this type. One could speculate that victima will over-report the amount
' .

of effort exerted to pravent the crime in order to provide the interviewer

with a mors soclially accepted response. There are no particular f:é:aﬂi to

balieve that survey respondents would misstate or misperceive the presence of

other persons, but it is possible that laymen use somewhat more lenient "rules®

in determining who ia a witness than the police would, ' ls quite reason-

L

able to expect victims to overestimate ths amount of time required for
police officers to arrive at the acene of a crime, due to the generally accepted

daa that time (subjectively) seems longer ihocrisn or rmerqency situations

o

than is actually the case. It also is reasonable to expect that survey data
would provide underest imates--compared with police accounts--of the number of
activities undertaken by the officers after they arrive, Viectims may not be
very astute obaecrvers of what the police dog they md% forget to mﬁﬁting_fertain

types of activities, sinhce the dquestion s open-ended and not designed to jog
A

their memories. On the other hand, the police could overstate their own activ-

ities or they could defane cortain types of things such as "investigation”

differently than the victim. ‘omparisons of police and survey data on these

are shown 1n Tableos 19 through 14,

A considerable amount of ajgreement exists between survey and jolice
t

records concerning whether *the wictim attempted self-protection, but there

was a slight tendency for the sarvey respondents to ovdrreport their activ-
jties (or the polive tu underreport them.  f thg fafteen incidents 1n which
the police data showed that the victim attempted some type of sa)l f=protection,

only four were "missed” by the survey. There were, however, twelve victims

¢
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report did not indicate that they did. Nevertheless, there lE ag;éement

between the two sources of information on 92 percent of the ihcidents. Even

qPEﬁ incidents that occurred in the absence of the victim are excluded, there

is 84 percent agreement between the two sources of data.

=

A similar level of agreement was found conc ng the presence or absence
of witnesses (Table 16). Most cases did not involve any known witnesses and
both sources of data provided similar Estl”atES of the proportion of cases

which had and did not have witnesses. . There is some disagreement, however,-

police records show involved witnesses, 24 (59 percent) were attributed in

{ .
a similar way by the survey data. Of the 44 cases that- the ‘surwey respondents

said involved witnesses, there were twenty which the police records showed

involved no witnesses., @
y &

- ..Survey respondents consistently overestimated he amount of time b fore

the police arrived (Table 17), or the police underestimated it.- There were

i : . = )
only tw;igurvey respondents who estimated .the time to be shorter than ywhat

police records showed. Almost half the respondents estimated the time within

fifteen minutes of the estimate éiven on the police report, and the other half
of the regpondents said that the time was at lea:. fifteen minutes ldﬁger
than indicated by the police report.

The data in Table 18 indicate that the survey respondents recalled a

i

lice — -
smaller number of police activities than shawn in Pal;gé records, E should

be rn:ted that the survey LESPC‘)nf were to an open- -ended question concerning

what the police did after they arrived. Virtually all of the other survey

.

dafa analyzed in this research were obtained from direct rather than open-ended

questions. It is p@';i“lbll‘:‘ that the uﬂdErEStll’ﬂétlDﬂg -police activities is

L]
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TABLE 15.

VICTIM SELFiPRQTECETVE ACTIVITIES

»

i

61

Yes

UK, NA

"Totals

Total Agreement 191/207 =.92%

iAgrEEmEDt Excluding Unknowns 82/98 = 84%

109 110

109 207

(
) ¥
{
A
=
'
f
d \
L 6
'
1
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TABLE 16,

4 PRESENCE OF WITNESSES

SURVEY
None : . 151 17 . 168
Some ‘ 20 24 44

Totals , C1717 41 212

1]
bax]
(o]
b

Total Agreement -




TABLE 17.

POLICE RESPONSE TIME

SURVEY ESTIMATE

Shorter than police record

Same as police (within 15 minutes)
Survey 15 minutes longer

Survey 55 minutes longer

Survey 90 minutes longer

Survey 2 to 5 hours longer

Survey 6 to 15 hours longer

No data (57)

wl,

O
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TABLE 18.
POLICE ACTIVITIES
« Police Data: Number of Police
Activities

Survey Data:

Number of Police Activities: 0 1 2 3 4 Totals %
0: 3 24 2 0 1 30 14%
1: 1 86 45 8 2 142 67%
2 0 15 16 2 1 34 16%
3 0 l - 4 l a G 3%

=
4: 0 0 0 o] 0 0] 0%
Totals: 4 126 67 11 4 212 <
% 2% 59% 32% 5% 2% |
Survey x = 1.08
5 _ Total Agreement = 50%
Lt Police x = 1.46
¢

r
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Incidents that occurred further in the padt contained no more absolute

istant events were characdterized by

(1]
]
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-
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error than 'recent on

an underreporting of the presence of witnesses. Individuals who made more

(r = .22) but fewer errors in recall of police activities (r = -.14). Older
persons were more inclined than younger ones to underestimate the presence
of witnesses, but otherwise age was not significantly correlated with either

The seriocusness of the crime

[l
m

the amount nor the direction of differenc

(police estimate) was not associated either with the amount nor direction of

error. The survey estimate DE crime seriousness, however, was significantly

resulted in higher seriousness scores tended to under-

$

in]
%
]
t
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i
e
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i
i
]
<
™
m
&
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estimate police activities.
Incidents involving men were more subject to erfors concerning the amount of

vietim activity ta prevent the g1 , but there is no indication that men sys-

"1

im

m

tematically overreport the amount of activity to the interviewer. The cor-

*
Hy

relation between race and the errors in information concerning the presence
or absence of a witness indicates that there were more errors in incidents
& involving whites than blacks, but there is no consistent direction to the

differences. N
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TABLE 19. | \
/
VICTIM AND POLICE ACTIVITIES

Correlates of Error:
Amount

Direction of Error:
Survey Respondents "Over-Report”

Praegsance of

Presermvee of
Witnesses

Aotiwvwities
Wi ttrne sses
PBotiwvities
Bt ivi oy
PBoctivrities

Pl S s T Sees

wWictim
T A o

Police
Pual i
WAoot im
P L Ao

- Pespeoryse
Pl ice

T3 e

Lo ]

r
N~136  N-152  N~175

Lot
-
-
=
F]
won
e

)
jou
|m\
i
oL
)
o
AT
i
T
iy
-
FI.‘
n.
e
[
W
(]
| =
|
it
[

N-136  N-152

Time lag from incident to
interview

i
.}
I
L]
=
|
W
Bt
I
o
ot

. 14%

Net telescoping ,22% 01 .04

]
]
A

¥
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[y ]

'*.

]
L
|

[]

L]
L ]

04 .03

L1

Age .03 11

]
-
ot
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e

X
w
L]
[ |

1
[t
Kol

»

Seriousness of event (survey) .01 100 =09, .04

.09

i
=
'
=
[
=
ot

Seriousness of event (police) -.00 .06 L0200 .02

Race (0=black; l=white) .09

L]
Wyt
I
b
W)

T
]
(e

[

[]
o]
L]

Il
o]
[
L]
L

il

.04
Sex (0=female; l=male) o8t .05 .05 .09 .08 40 -

.08 -,05 .03

[]
o]
W

Education -.07 13 .03 .02

Positive attitude toward
police

15*%
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The relationships betwegkgattitudes toward the police and all four of

L)

the variables representing direction of error are guite suggestive even though

)
g
m
ﬂ

only two of the correlations are statistically significant. 1 elations,
although weak, suggest that persans who have negative attitudes toward the

police underestimated police activities, overestimated the length of time
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before the police arrived, overestimated the

attributable to memory loss or distortion and, for the most part, were not

orrelated with VlFtlm characteristics. This provides some assurance to those

9]

who use survey data that, when respondents provide answers to certain guestions
the answers are relatively unbiased and,with some exceptions, are generally

valid indications of what happencd. The converse also is true: 1if police

departments have record-kecping procedures as go ood as those in Portland, Oregon

then the researcher can boe relatively confident that the information recorded

by the police is a valid indication of what happened.

Respondents in the survey, however, may forget information (or not wish
to tell the interviewer about it) and can answer the interviewers gquestion by
saying that they do not know the answer., "Don't know" responses to the
interviewer and the abtience of information on the police report form were

both excluded from the analysis in this nection and were treated as missing

data.

O
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AN ANALYSIS OF "DON'T KNOW" RESPONSES

Four questions will be considered in 'h1is section:
1. To what extent does the frequency of "don't know" responses in survey

data increase as the amount of time increase: between the crime and the inter-

view? If there is a positive relationship between longer time lags and the

eriods exacerbate

o
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not be as complete
the problem.
2. To what extent do persons who mak.: crrors in recall of the date tend

he interviewer? It was shown previously that

to give don't know answers to
g

—

incidents containing errors in the date were no more likely than other inci-

in the police data,but it may be that

[

dents to contain different detail
persons who err on the date give don't know responses on many of the detai}s,

3. Are trivial crimes more likely than serious ones to result in don't

4. Are certain types of victims more likely to provide don't know
answers than other types of victims?

Two dependent variables were developed for the analyses. The First

involves incidents in which the polige peford had information about the event,

—

K\at all (Dfiqinally‘cndnd as don't know,

whereas the survey had no ififooNaRA

o

used, or simply no entry coded of afly type). The second dependent variable

L

re

|

b

“idents in which the survey lxd information, but the police report
\

did not. \\

*

The information elements included in the- "don't know" scale

involves in

Are;: (a)

I

time of day when the incident occurriod; (b)) whethoer the offender actually
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got in; (c) how many offenders: (d) youngest and oldest age of offenders;

' (e) whether the offender was known or a stranger; (f) race of the offender;

m

(g) whether the offender had a weapon; (h) the total dollar loss from th
crime.

- A
Results of the AﬂalelS -

The first results are shown in Table 20. Positive correlations would
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investigated the incident but was forgotten by the time of the survey inter-

view or was intentionally suppressed Jdurling the interview.

The amount of time that elapsed bgtw&eﬁ the crime and the interview is
not correlated significantly with the frequency of don't know responses. This
finding is consistent with the analysis in previous sections which showed

that the guality of information about the crime does not decline within a
12-month recall period. Persons who made more errors in recalling the date
of the crime rorrectly (not telescoplng) are slightly less apt to provide

information to the interviewer even though the police record shows that they
give the information to the police. This 1s an indication that persons who

make errors on one variable--date of the incident--tend to forget information

that they provided to the police. The analysis in previous sections suggested

that errors in the date were not correlated with error (difference) on most
other information items. The analysics here indicates that respondents tell

the interviewer they do not know the answer rather than fabricating an answer

during the survey :@tuation.

is significantly related to

The survey estimate of crime seriousine

fownr don't know response:s in the survey data, but the estimate of sericusness
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TABLE 20.
CORRELATES OF POLICE HAVING INFORMATION WHERE SURVEY RESFONSE
IS "DON'T KNOW", BY CRIME TYFE FOR MATCHED CASES

L (Pearson Correlations)

imas Property Crimes Personal Crimas
203) (N=181}

Time Lag from Incident )

o 97 n .02 .00 -.33
to Interview
Net Telescoping .l6** .14+ -.08
Age .10 L13% -.02
Seriousness {Survey) =.26%* -, 25%%* -.26
Seriousness (Police) -.10 =.06 L .01
Race (O=black; l=white) .06 .08 ., T AA
Sex (0O=female; l-male) -.09 .07 AA
Education .04 .03 : .21
Positive Attitude Toward’ .03’ ' .03 -.06
Police

*p .05

** p .01
A# Too few respondents tn analyze
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based on police data is not. If both o
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I
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negatively, at a signifi lovel, wi™ the dependent variable, one could

conclude that respondents fémember letails about serious incidents better than

1

about trivial ones.  The fact that,/only the survey estimate
P

=l
[

significantly related o rhe doptt Know response:s, however,

persons did not tell the police about certain characteristics of the

rime

[
i

- /
related to 1ts seriowskne:s:s (such, as whother a weapon was present or not), &r

the police daid not recsrd at, or the individoal later fabricated the informa-

tion--for one redason or another==Jduring the interview.

The only other significant correlation in the table indicates-that older
victims were more Likely than youteper ones to give the interviewer a "don't

know" response ceven thoagh rhe perl1ews had the information in thelir report.
The dependent viar i 1o Table 21 15 a score representing the freguency
Af a4 s1tuation where the police recornds did net have the information whereas

the survey data contained b Tha sltuation could accur if respondents

"monde up' o sumethineg tor thee tnteryilowar, it the police failed to record the

information, or 1t the respomdent Jdond not tell the police about 1t but later

: . )
revenilend the tntormat ton ey the intervivwer,

TPricpee are b bt t1e iy vt ot oo re Lt rons Gt the J05 level)
Between the survey=bhoased catimate of ser Tousness anied absence of data on the

polree presrds A, the interpretation tht seems mast plaasible 19 that

the survey tespondent o gave certann informat ion to the intorviewer that

increaneed the er o e naeone, bt they 11 onot give this intformat ion to the

Eﬂxll'.‘t‘ {vor 1 lhies jr'!ll"v Ticd ottt percond bt
Pt brean Listh toabbeos peneral by andreate thet thee aeqee, raee, tex, exdiaea-

taon leve D el attatihe of Phe ‘Jl"‘glll pras ot aaerateed with ddon't know
]

] N
S L AR S TR AT TENRIN R A IS I w(n\n Phiee ootheer contadnpesd the intormat 1on,
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CORRELATES OF SURVEY HAVING

.
2]
TABLE . 21.

72

IS "DON'T KNOW" BY CRIME TYPE FOR MATCHED CASES

I _ — —
All Crimes Froperty Crimes Fersonal Crimes
(N=2013) (N=181) {N=16)

Time Lag from Incident
to Intervig

Net Telescoping

Age

(Survey)

Seriousness

(Police)

Seriousness
Race (O=black;

Sex (O=female;

Educatior -

Positive Attitude Towar:d
Police *°

% p - LUl

AF Only one black roespondent

l=white) -.

l=male) -

.09

ildii

013

~.15 tdd

=. 16
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Indirect evidence about the effect of memory 1eay on the quallity od
Ind t | bout the effoct R the quality of

-

victimization data can be obtained by gsing all =f rhe vi-timizarioans from

the Portland study {(not st the matohed anpdent et A Shown 1n Table
22, the time lag between when the dnteryies oo Grret oan b owhen ot w1 crim owand

noy s o't know

that the 1ncident happened e et ~orrelated st

saene o orrelaty o oweuld mean that don't

) . )

KNow responses ocurped meare Preegaer? cor egent - ot fappoeteed ot The more
.

distant months ot the el D e Vol oweon d ottt andtrect ey dence

that victims forget detavls of fne event af o0t o curaed on ey omore dlstant

past. Fhere 15 res eve fene 0 cho o s e i oiata

The more Serious crames teod to gy tewer don’t o know pesjainses 1o the

sy fooat reegancdent o tend tae topaget feetatls: an

ISR AP LR

FaawWoever

that rfonuits fromm fhoe mat Dol 1 e ot vl d et imatey of
Seplousiies:s Sleow i verlat o ool ¢ ettt e L st e
fionn in Tabhle 20 alan sugaest that ol o cvewere slightly more apt to

provi-le lon'ts know oo jeraes vhan yars ynnnnes wersons, The relatiunships .

1

dre gquite wesis Lz U0 e thoenn v : S egnitaocant . Men oapparent ly
provide tewer don't ks pegen e Tk Veerle oyt oaeqarn thee orros gth o of the
relat ion- b 1o wetk or o T b e ' Cow Popee o bat ! : L
terms ot o introeduorng bras o rnte e tata

The Ma ot cony b dones from T ot ate

1; i dpwer bl o whos e r v L0 v bt o0ty et TR 180
Tikeely (thern et hieer o oo oo proad oo boore tee thies sl - Al hen talled
tir l'yn‘.ﬂ»ih Pt thie aniter ity

L The amenint ot e it g I".ﬂ""h i op e atedl the 1nterview
Vs oqest peclatend to the Preepen o foln 't B e Vo ther caap vy shataa, ‘!

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE 22. o . Cy
.

TYP

[}

CDERELATES DF DON' T KNOGW RESPONSES BY CRI

) (Pearson Ca::elat;@ns)
. ] » oL All Crimes Property Crimes Personal Crimes
= = (N=972) (N=776) ' (N=134) -
Ot .01 . =.06

ay .

Pblicg . ) =

:‘ - L . . . o B V L ) L) * l
‘Age .. o Lo.09% . .08* . .03
. - . " ; . . N
Race  {(0O=black; l=white) ~.02 -.05 - .03
Sex (O=female; l=male) =07+ -.06* -.13
LA ¥ : K " N . . ‘ -
Educatiorr - . -, .05% .03 ¢ - .06
*p < .05, :
#*p < ,001
£y
p
- -
s * wilfs
‘; ' * = &
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PART V. ’ «
- - %
AN ANALYSIS OF TELESCOPING IN VICTIMIZATION SURVEY \DATA

One of the major difficulties in measuring the frequﬁgéyiaf events with

Vgenaral Eﬁpulatlcn surveys 15 that survey respondents tend to provide inac-

t

;urate_;nfﬂ:matlan on the actual date of the event. Tﬁé‘?foblem’is exacer-

_bateé'if errors in recollection are ho% randamly distributed around the

actidal date. The authors of Surveying Crime note that there is a strongly
. T o 3 ) ]

.held belief, but little empirical evidenée, tpat-ﬁeles&aging of crime events

is predominantly forward rather than backwafa {National Research Council,

1976). F@rward telgssapiné occurs when the respcndent recalls tgf:event

as havlng taken place more recently than it actually 4did; backward tele-

scoping refers ta mlsplacement of the event tawards a ma;ésdlstant date -

than when it actually odccurred. 'For surveys that use a égecifiég recall

perind (su:h as 12 months) there are two additional characteristics of

i
ele scaplng

Voo

E. 4

rji

the most distant m@nth-in the ég&all period (external foPward telescoping),
~ / : ‘e :
oLt the fEEpQﬂdEﬁt plac

period ‘which actually DECuff—ﬂ within it (Extéfﬂél backward telescoping). One

fident ocutside of the twelve month recall

b

method .of solving the external forward telescoping problem is to use bounded

=

"interviews. TZ? sample for bounded interviews is a panel of respondents who

I .
are interviewed at Lg@st twice. Crimes recalled in the second iﬁtééim that
had previously been reported in the first interview are eliminated. This
procedure yields a more accﬁfate estﬁmata of the victimisatimn rate for the
time period that elapsed between the first and second interviews.

2. 1Internal telescoping occurs when the respondent either "pulls" the

5
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incident closer to the interview date from a time period within the proper
recall period (internal forward telescoping), or the respondent places the
incident farther back into the recall period (internal backward telescoping).

Telescoping creates several problems for those who use unbounded surveys.
L
1. fThe amount of crime that actually occurred in the recall period will
;&1
be overestimated if telescoping is predominantly forward rather than backward.
, 2 - :

This occurs because a greater number of events are pulled into the recall

period than are telescoped backward out of it.

2. The pattern of crime revealed by the survey data will be 1nac¢urate

JE=N
Pty

if certain typés of crimes are telescoped to a greater extent than other

types. For example, if serious crimes are more apt to be telescoped forward

than trivial ones, then the survey data will overestimate crime seriousness.

The actual estimate is further confounded by the fact that some resp@ndanta

forget crimes or for other reasons fail to reveal them to the interviewer.

T
¥ =
3. The distribution of crimes or crime seriousness among different- Sub-

. ) A | om—_ B 1.
sets of the population will be reflected inaccurately ih survey data if

there are differences among the victims in relation to their telescoping pat=g¢f

H

terns. For example, if older pP‘% nsare more apt to fg;wafa telescope tiﬁgl?ﬁ
%

[

‘he™survey will overestimate the pfapDI%lGﬂ of VlEtL

chﬂge§ persons, then
X -~
N

zations against the elderly, other things being equal. . . . .
- - 4 , ———

i

, . j s
?he purpose of this section is to describe and analyze fhé tggt::gplﬂg “!igi

<. L Te— :

patterns of Portland survey respondents whose crimes were und in Portland '3;

" Police Department records. . .
DEgCrlptLD of Telescoping .

' telesc aplné pattern is presented in Table %3. ‘(Tables
- % 4

“in Appendix C show thp detallpd distribution Gf forward and backw%Fd tele-

€ ) .
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coping, by type of crime, for respondents whose incidents were matched in the
police files and for which dates were available.) Of the 203 incidents for

which dates were avallab%g, 49 percen& were placed in a m@nth other than the
< e N ‘

ohe in which the incideng,e;:@r;‘eii By crime type, larcenies ﬁéﬁﬂﬂi to be ;

telescoped with greater frequency than Gthe%“tygés of crime; 59 percent of

B L

the matéhed';arcenigs were telescoped, compared with one-half of the assavu

. - -
45 percent of the Wrglaries and aut@thefts, and 44, percent of the pgrstzna’;;&j
crimes. . i

The rlet telescoping coefficients (shown in row 2 of Table 23) summarize

the strength and direction of telescoping. (These were computed by the

1]

P-2 where P = number of events telescoped forward and Q

« formula NT P+ 0

number of events telescoped backward.) A positive valug ingicates that, of .

thcse whc tg scoped, there was a net tendency for events to be telescoped
; férﬁézdé a negative value indicates a net tendencyltaward backward telescoping.

11 crimes, there was a net tendency for 18 percent af the events

Ee—ﬁg fa;ward telescoped; for larcenies this tendency increased to 33 percent,

ﬂhllé for burglaries net forward telescoping was fonly 7 percent.
gf " The net months telescoped (f@w 3 of Table 23) was calculated by subfract-
fng the avefagé “number of months that events were backward telescoped ( -

Thus, for all crimes the net average tele-
_for larcenies it was 4.41 months forward,
ie’nét avérage telescoping was only .49 months forward.

ws. the propor-

i

pulled into the recall period g%

Pt LT »
oping observed in these datm. Since the inter-
. an | g *ti ;§74 these figures were éaliplatad separ-
: xﬁ’\

r
o

f

ataly far réspandentq 1nﬁagv iewled in cach month.  The monthly figures obtgined

¢ - i ) ) S L
. were then weighted by the number of cases in each.of the four interview months

- e ,

L
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 TABLE 23. . S ,é

PORTLAND DATA

All N ~ Auto
Crimes Larceny Burglary Theft Assault Persanal

Percenta f Respondent e - i
ereentage of Respondents 49% 594 45% 45% 50% 44s

Telescoping

Net Telescoping

(+ = forward; - = backward)

.07 .11 .00 .14

u
bl
-
-
R
ol

Net Months Telescoped ' . o , .
o . . ] .2 .4 . 4€ .00 =, .
(+'= forward; - - backward) 2.24 ) 4.41 -49 3 17k 37

Percenta Crimes Pulled .
into Rzgq;- eriod (Weighted 11% 22% 8% 10% 0% 0%
averag interview month)

"y L
H\mba%af Cases 1203 61 100 .20 12 16

&
*Assa§gt, Rape, Robbery
L ’
/
. €
R
i F Fi ¥

R
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and iﬁer*éeé to obtain these. overall figures. Consistent with the patterns
ééaefibed above, larcenies were most subje::t; to external forward t(E].ESCEQPiflg
(22 peréeﬁt of.matched largénies were externally farwiré teles&gpea),%ﬁﬁile
wperéaﬁal eriﬁas w;re ;atssubjéct at all to external £§;ward ﬁElESéDéing;i‘“ -

*thésg data, a somewhat similar pattern emerges. For all crimes there is agaih

a net tendéﬁéy teward forward “telescoping, and by crime type larcenies display

the highest incidence of te,&z}scaéiné.

= '

The fact that there was more forward teleségpinq in the Portland data is
probably attributable to differences in the two studies. The San Jose inci-
dents were drawn from police res:cgrds and were all within the twelve month

i

fec‘:ali peried. Thus, the study design used in San Jose precluded the ps‘i‘51=

%‘f external forward telescoping whereas the Portland study did not.

! | 7 . -y
‘N&- Emgfzdéti};}ff%??% . ST e

/q¥ Major interest pertains to the magnitude of external forward

AR & . N -
telescbphg- and té’:‘whéj; -e%tent external forward telescoping is produced by

. = u _ . : ‘ - 5
'Ehe ":ues"%ﬁfﬂaunding tl’é1 15@:;&&:( affort to Dbt’é}n only the events that octcurred

" /
W
E.i A*common assumption is that persons may

#y o2

Tl

1in the previous twelve months. .

just across

"+
e
i
3
D]
[
o

[oa)
i
m
<
b
o]
t
iy

w

! i
the boundary into the proper recall perigd producing an abﬁaqnally high number

" (or percentage) of events in the most digtant month or two of the recall

£

§¥:?ﬂ It should be noted that the Partlaﬁii‘uruey instrument differed -
pex : .
=

. ¥ . . '
«slightly from the one used in the LEAA city s®rveys in thaf the respondent’'s
recall of the date of the crime is more of a "free choice" guestion than used
by LEAA. ‘The LEAA imfstrument prefaces the question with astatemé_m;_l tRat the

: . \

" é !,iis / ! }’ ] =
»
Q
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:"'i K a
;o ' TABLE 24.
'SAN JOSE DATA
- T e — —_—
S - - - o - ) o
N All
' Crimes Larceny Burglary Rape Assault Robbery

Percentage of Respondents
Telescoping S
Net Telescoping

(+ = forward; - = backward)

Net Months Telescoped
(+ = forward; - = backward)

Rumber of Cases

* 4

41% 47% 38% 34% 34% 46%

-.06 .33

=& B
N T
5.
A -
= -2
:Q <
v * f
=
£ .
. J .
2 A
13 = "o
H = ., fi:"
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respondent has already said the incident occurred within the past twelve
montha and then asks for the exact date. The Portland survey instrument did

not remind the fesamndent of what the proper recall period was except on the

L

first parts of the screening ques;ians,iiThe date was not requested until
much later in the survey and no cues about the "right" recall period were
used. Thus, it may be the case that respondents to the LEAA surveys are more

inclined to "intentiocnally” pull incidents just across the boundary into the

recall pgriod than Pai® respondents to the Portland survey.
y -4 .
To test tha boundary effect in the Portland area, the percentage of
viggipigatisn incidents that were pulled into the recall period when the full
: %

.ewedve months were used was calculated along with the percentage that jg%g

S

g - ; s Lo
pulléé into the recall period when eleven months of it were used; .ten months;

and so on. Ina sense, hypothetical recall periods of eleven months, ten
mnths.{e months, and so on have been constructed. If the proportion of

incidents Pelescoped into the recall period when the full twelve months is

used is substantially greater than for eleven months, ten months, nine months,

and so on, one could conclude that there is élaaffy a "boundary" effectg That

' RTINS
is, respondents would seem to have intentionally pulled the ingident just

Across the boundary in order for it to be "counted" in the data.

¢

. the twelve month recall period, the hypothetical eleven month rs:éﬁi,pericd,

Figure 1 portrays the proportion of events externally te%gscépéd into

Y ;
i . 4 _ ! ) : [
the ten month period, and so on for the Portland data. The generally downward

slope suggests that the proportion of events in the récall period thgt are ﬁF}

(]

tdlescoped into it decreased as thé recall period -becomes longer. The impli-

cation from the Portland data is that the use of unbounded short recall per-

jods (less than six months) could result in the survey overestimating victim-

ization by 20 to 25 percent.
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. FIGURE 1.
¥ 1
EXTERNAL FORWARD TELESCOPING: PORTLAND

)

“‘\

N

'ﬁ'ﬂ.p

Ll
s
2
)

Recall Pexiod

ey

o
L=

10 r

HJH
L)

r=-,95 Y = 25.38 - 1.29X
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' FIGURE 2, o0 k

) 1
EXTERNAL PORWARD TELESCOPING: SAN JOSE
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' There is no substant ta)] evidence from Fiqure 1 that respondents intention=-

13

".1ly_pulled events jusnt across the twelve month bhoundary. 1f this were the

case, one would expect external telescoping to be more marked in the twelfth

month than what is observed in the data.
Theé patﬁiﬁn of external”farward telescaping in the San Jose stuﬂv i

shown in Fiqufé 2. It is quite similar to the portland pattern gxcept that

the amount is ﬁamcwhatitmwur. This, agaln, is attributable to the fact that

San Jose crime victims included iR the survey had h4ll been victimized within
the twelve month recall peried, thus excluding external f@rwafdggélesﬁﬁpinq

of events that occurred prior to Ege twelve month time, span. (The déta used

in Figures L oand 2 are shown in Table 2500
%

correlates of Telescoping

;E

The magnitude of forward telescoping (dxternal and internal) in the
S .

Fortland data appears to be a linear function of the amount of time that

4 . o ! ) .. 'L
elapsed between the anterview and the crime event.  On tH& average, the ~
L]
oxpectnd amount of telescoping 1= ¥ -2, + 51X where Y 1s the number

of months of forward telescoping and X 15 the number of months between the

interview apd the astual date of the craime event,

Several characteristics of vi—stim: and otfenses @ere examined in order

to determine whether cortain rvpes of victims are more likely to pull the date

-
. . . o i . T
forward than are other types. A ahown in Table 26, the time lag between

the crime an d thp interview was-the onlv variable with -3ny f ubstantial explan=
atory p@wér-faz forward felescoping.  The victim's age, race, and educatienal
b ackground Were not reelated to the telescoping pattern.  There 1z some indica-

£

\ESIQH thag‘QE forward teles®oped to a lesser degree than women for property

crimes. . But the rnfrﬁlatlgn i not very high.
p s ] N .
} s .. . X . _ ¢
i .
4 - . R T i, )
. - o f

g Y e ] - _
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TABLE 25, '

EXTERNAL TELESCOPTNG PATTERNS

- _
- =

o | Number -
it ;_Buﬂb§i Fercent vérrnqt Reported ; Number Percent . Correc
L Blleg I Talled I Nushet  Todemeh  Putled-In Pulled Do Fanls

P SR o A e = i v e ’W

2 wooow e R0
g w1 W

| 8 15 19 i |
; ) 9] n o on n 18 18 B UREEE
6 019 18 w0 13 138
] 121 1 16 10 1? 20 11 157

"Lb- .

3 19 s 199 PR 102
RITEITY T B
i m ) ; 2

147 23 ; 2 218

"

9 15 ‘19

1 * 176 4

oy yo= 20,04 - 1A r=-.9

onlled" 10 X 16 number of months 1n the recall period)
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. TABLE 2a.

e

CORRELATES OF FORWARD AND BACKWARD TELESCOPING

" BY CRIME TYPE FOR MATCHED CASESi

1 B £
(Pearson Correlations)

onal Crimes
N=16)

e o et All Crimes Property Crimes Pers
“har t ) . ) i
Characteristic ) (NEQQBJ (N=181) (

N\

iime bgtweenxiql}dent and egrw
interview . o

' .70%** .03

x?és?t1v2'a§;;tude toward .00 ) .02 _.31
police

1
lo]
fug

I
o)
o

"

Kt

Rkt

Age
Race (D;blaék; l=white) -.08 P .11 ‘ A
Sex (O=female; l=male) -.10 -.13* .oeo=.21

Education . -.01 .04 -.08

“\
=t
e

i

Seriousness , ’ C-.11 -.08

*P < .05

**p < 001 ' o .

## Only one black respondent

lPQSitiVE correlations mean that higher scores on the characteristic are
related to forward telescoping; negative correlations mean that lower scores
on the characteristic are related to forward telescoping. . For example, for
all crimes longer time between the incident and the interview is strongly
related to forward teleszaping; ' ) .

ERIC
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and vict'méchargctEEistiﬂs_is that survey victimization data apparently should

s A by

i

i i, : . i
subgr upg. 1If some types of victims (the elderly, for example) forward tele-.

. 14 . : \ 4 .
scope more than others, then the survey data would contain too many incidents

#

L Correlatés of Forgetting
. L = S E—

= 5 s . i

It is poswible, of course, that samé types ,of victims “fo:ge%" crimes

more quickly than others. A for wards records cheak cannot be used to measure

-

“forgetting,.but indirect auldenca can be used to examine the gquestion of

whet?;; forgetting varies with éhafactéristiés of the victim or the offense.

The méjcr assumptignugndeflying the appraach is that all victims are

'Equally llkely to have been victimized. durlng each month of the recall perlod.

If so, then there should be no relationship betweeﬁ victim characterist;cs

and ,the number of months that the victim re 115 hav1ngtelapseé since the
crime occurred. This type of "analysis is illustratéd in Figure 3 using victim’

age as the 1ndependent Varlable. I1f victims=-regardless of age--are EﬁuaLly

likely to be v1:t;mlzed in each month of the recall period and if thelr age is

F.

= ¥

unrelated - to féfgetﬁing{and to forward télESCDpiﬁgi‘thEE the pattern shown by

- . i
the dotted line in Figure 3 should be found. However, if older vi:éims_are

= -

oo e e y
victimized throughout the ‘recall period in the same yay as younger ones, but

if they are more apt to forget the more distant victimizations or more apt to
forward Eeléscape;>theﬁ a pattern similar, to that shown by the solid line

3

should be found. This pattern wgulﬂ,ghéw thathlder victims appear to have

experienced most of their victimizations within the most recent month or two,

but the pattern also could mean, that older persons forget the more distant

events to a greater extent than younger, or that they forward telescope more.

< * [ WP
o



, FIGURE 3. '

Y SR
INTERPRETING POTENTIAL OUTCOMES OF INDIRECT TEST FOR FORGETTING AND TELESQDPIHGl

#

12!1 . . ’ . !\

H

. 117

1;

Time Lag (Months) from Crime to Interview

e e R . 1 _ - ) — i
10 - 20 30 40 ' 50 60 —70

- , Victim Age : ,

recently than did younger victims. The dotted line suggests that victim age is not related to when
the person ‘recalls the crime having occurred. ’

Lzhefsalid 119& would jndicate that older victims recalled that their victimizations occurred more

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The data for this analysis consist of all victimizations reported to
interviewers in the 1974 syrvey rather than only those that were found in
the forward records check. X

As. shown in Table 27, ‘most characteristics of victims were not related

to “the vietim's recollection of how recently the crime occurred. There is a

" weak but' statistically significantcorrelation suggesting that persons with

- [} ,

more positive attitudes toward the ‘police were victimized more receg

péfscns with negative attitudes. If the assumption stated abbve ig corre

then this relationship suggests that persons with positive attitudes were more

period or more apt to forward telescope. Conversely, persons with negative '

= .

L3

attitudes were somewhat more likely. to remember incidents and/or less apt to
forward telescope.
A, . .

The seriousness &f the crime wis not related-to the time lag. This is
somewhat surprising since one would anticipate that the more tfivialiéiimes
occurring in the distant months would be forgotten at a greater rate than the
serious ones. This would have resulted in the less serious crimes being pre-

dominantly bunched into the more recent months of the recall period.
-]

There is some evidence that persons with more years of education tended
to recall that personal crimes committed against them were more recent.
E_

3

In general, however, the evidence is that most Ehafac;éFiStiES of the
v%ctim and thé seriousness Eé the foenSé_éid not influence %Ae dlst:ibutign
aﬁ crimes within the recall period. This constitutes tentative and indirect
evidence that forgetting and forward telescoping patterns do not differ sys-
téﬁatiiallg with the characteristics of the victims or the'S§?iDusness of the
offense.

\‘ = - 5 5 = x
Another potential confounding factor in survey data analysis involves



=

1

correlated errors. If persons who forward telaﬁgape‘alsa ovaraestimate (or

underestimate) crime seriousness, overreport (or underreport) victim activity,

+ overestimate (or underestimate) police response time and so on, then unbounded
survey data will contain aggregate-level error abesut characteristics of the
\ ; .
events. To test for this, the amount of forward telescoping was correlated

with the direction of differences between police and survey details about the

3

crime. (The depéndent variable is the same difference score used in previ=

ous sections. It is calculated by subtracting the’'police score on the vari-

®

able from the survey scbre.)

J

The results (Table 28) indicate that forward telescopers made more errors
1]

extent of victim self-protection. Otherwise, there are no statistically gig-

—_— Y aa LA ;o .
nificant correlations at the'.05 level. Even though the correlations are

ing

‘ not statistically significant, the relationships between forward télég%f?
and all four of the characteristics of suspects should be viewed with some
) /

concern The analysis suggests thé—%@ssibility that incidents which were

forward télescapeﬁ were characterized by overreporting of the suspect as

black (in the survey data), overreporting that therswﬂﬁgt was known to the
- \
victim, an underestimate of the number of offenders invalved and an overesti-
. o .
]

mate of their ages.

The direction of telescoping is more of a prpb

than the amount of telescoping because the former will result in tod many

data. It is possible, however, that certain characteristics of victims or
offenses are related to the absolute amount of telescoping that occurs, and
an analysié of this type is reported in .Table 29. '
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TABLE 27. , y
CORRELATES OF ﬁiﬂﬁ LAG AS RECALLED BY VICTIM
- :’ B - = !
* FOR REPORTED AND' UNREPORTED EVENTS 7 y
B ) * -,
(Pearson Cbrrelations) !
- = - ERl . " . — — —— = .
: “All Crimes; . Property Crimes Personal Crimes
Characteristic {N=972) , {(N=776)  (N=134)
_Positive atitltude té?vard _ Q7% . 08%* ' §.02
police ‘ i
T !sli
Age | -.04 -.03 -.01
Race (O=black,; 1=w¥ite) ’ +.02 : '+i04 ~-.09
Sex (0O=female; l=male) +.02 =.00 : +.12 -
‘Education B -.04 ' -.02 -.14*
Seriousness ’ A -.00 -.03 ) , +.08 .
‘i f 4
*p < .05 .
‘ . LI R J *
**p < 01 S . " E
' ] i 5 B . B . 1 {I - * )
— — ———— -— R S Y I
- 7 . . f » . R ,i _4'3 . . v L .
l . 7 ok B 7 , H C Y g“i
r * Positive to¥relations mean that higher EQIEE on_ the charactéf gtic are
" related to longer tlﬁe lags; nagaﬁlve c:arrelatlans mean th*t Jolker scores
] on the ;hafacterlst%: are rélated to longer time lags. c:r axamp],f b4 aLl
= crimes a negatiwe at‘tltude tnward the police is weakly re ated to c‘:‘nge
’ time lags betwgen the crime date and the interview date. -
's,.‘ 3 R i
£ - _’%) , - / . 'ig
/oo .
’ ‘ i . [; ' } i
t ! "1 ® = E ‘Ei =
T < ,
L} : L“? . ‘\ ; = o
\:& AU MU 3 ! . . .
. : S * o % ~ N .
L] i'! ‘A £ R ;ﬁ-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- E
TABLE 28,
L - o )
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FORWARD TELESCOPING AND
.- SURVEY AND POLICE INFORMATION DTFFEEENE‘E
ot FORWARD TELESCGPIHG
Higher Estimate Absolute Amount
. in Survey of Diffeggnce .
Information. r r TN
Seriousness
Seriousness Scale, 0o .06 212
Dollar Loss -.07 @ -.09 212
] s . R l.‘i
Characteristics of Suspects . ’ . ‘) f
Race (white) -.16 c =05 ' 86
. 1 L
Stranger +=.20 . f‘ﬁzl T 46
Number af-aLemﬂers 17 A (o 43
I i . ﬁ, _
Age of Qé -3 45 & .16 . - =.08 35 o
Activitiﬂﬂ' of, victm-“ . “. (‘ -«
and Pﬂlg " 1 7
: { -i’fﬂﬁd . i\ be - \
Vietim Self‘pfﬁt i-épsﬁ \.ED‘ \ L25% 0 " 95
¥ \ 1
B . ) . . > ]
Hitness present ? L—;Ql v 00 ) 136
Pﬂlvici fa;g:‘m-' 3 fg =.12 1 + =.p8 152
g .. F _
Pol¥ce activit ¥-.02 -. 175
‘ I T, . '
_ al & e k& . — _ o
oA e # ..
p<.05* ~ - N .
¥ P{'
5 i i
i
o e t LT
- l( . -
] _ >
%; -
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*p < 05

*%p < 001

##¥ Only one black res pgndpnt

. ‘ A
A TABLE 29, -
CORRELATES OF EHR&E IN RECALL OF INCIDENT DATE (TELESCOPING) *
FOR MATCHED CAEEEL 4
. . ’
- (Pearson €orrelations)
_ ' All Crimes  Property Crimes  Personal Crimes
Characteristic (N=203) (N=181) (N=16):
Ti@gsbetwéen incident and 64ue 654# -.02
interview )
. Eés%;iva attitude toward 07 08 10
police .
Age - .12 -.11 22.
‘Race (O=black; l=white) -.04 -.03 T
Sex (O=female; l=male) =.14* -.16% =,130 .
Bducatioh -.04 -.04 -.03
Seriousness - =.12* - 48 -.02

1 L , . . , .
Positive correlations mean that higher scores on the characteristic are

re;ated to greater error in recalling the incident date;

negative correla-=

tions megn that lower scores on the characteristic are related to greater

€rror.

error in recalling the incident date.

i,

or example, for all Efi-ES lower seriousness is related to giiiger

&



. ' 15 95

. ! f

Althaugii there are several :\:gtigticglly i,ir;;nifix;;m; corralations, the

only one with any substantial explanatory power is the time lag between'when

the incident occurred and when the interview tonk place. Incidentn that -
. . 9 .
occurred in the more distant past were more subject to arroras concerning whan

they-occurred. In addition, the data indicate that older persons made b

slightly fewer errors in tha*date of the event, men made somewhat fewer errors

. 7 ) ] .
than women, and there were fewer errors for serious crimes than for trivial

» N

ones,

‘These correlations mean that some victim characteristics were, related to
3

5

the abﬁaluée amount of error, but the data in previous tables show that vic-
- n 3 . . i )

tim characteristics arec not fﬂldtﬂé to the direction of error. The major

B -

reliability of the date’of the inrident Jdiffers across some characteristics

\ \ _, . - i - LA
of respondents and dxtté:jfﬁﬁmewhat in terms of crime seriousness.

=

The analysis provides support for the contention that the amount of

rime estimated 1in vxﬁtxmlzaﬁémn surveys (unbounded) will be overestimated
R \

Ly}

! .
due to forward telescoping of events. The data indicate that the magnitude qff

of the pr&blem varies with the type nf crime and may be especially serious

céee that the victimization survey data nsed 1n this

K

l

analysis were biagedgdue to different types of tvlgécapiﬁq by respondents

with different characteristics, 1f this result is true g% survey data 1in
\ o
general, then the surveys should provide reliable estimate3 of the distri-

bution of crimes among population nuhgro&b?fsj

Incidents that were forward telescoped contained overreports (compared

4
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with police data)Tof victim activities. Hiih this one exception, the survey
’ .

information was generally not biamed by correlated error hetween forward

talescoping and other charactsristics of the crime or puapect

*
:

N

O
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PART VI,
INCIDENTS THAT COULD ROT nﬁiﬁumn IN POLICE RFCORDS
e

The Portland forward recorda chack was not designed to provida {nforma=
tion on why certain crimes cpuld not be found in police -dats. Neverthsleans,
there is considerable amount euf curinusity concernfg what happensed to the
47 p-nr::ir';t of brmnuﬁmbly reported incidents that weres not found tn police
data. The analysis 1n This ssction ia presented in an efforv to provide .
limited (and very mpeculativa) information about the "missing” cases. There
are four posaible sxplanations for the missing fncidents:

Y

1. The incidant was reported and wan recorded by the polide, but the

search procedures failed ta locats it The acarch procedure could have falled

to find the incident because rcither the survey or police. address was wrong

{by at least five square bLloocks, wince the search coversd an Area that larqge!,

cor the polire down-claggitisd the ovent anto a civil offense, or the incident

occurred prior to January, 14772, which was the earliest date ured in the

search. A name noarch was inaitiated far 171 jncidents in which a last name

\

had been given, but this resulted an fainding only an addisional twelve inci-

i ,
dentsa. Thus, if a name search bal been aued i1 the remaining 296 {incidents,

|
an additional 1l.6 jeroent of them might have been found for a total "matched”

set of 246 instead of 17, It i+ not likely that any more incidents would

have been found 1f the search had extendad bagk throygh 1971 since hardly.
- \ Y

4
anyone telescoped incidents from that far in the past,

. ! .
2. The incident was reported to someone in authority or to Some other

person and the respondent assumed 1t became known to the police when, in dact,

it did not. The data indicate that g probability of finding the incident

4

i



1 . o -

w

was slightly greater Lf it was rajorted to the jailiice by the victim or by a

housahold mambsr fathsr than iﬁ]ﬁﬂ!ﬂi; by a friend. Their wole aixtasn mmh‘h;e \
ncdenta which the resjminident saild Tecame knowi o the (el e due to a friend
having raported it. In addition, there wers thire incidents presumably

fi;mrfﬁ‘l l;y s strangr: gl\a! e | i ““"{i\\mx!- 1t 1+ p=wvunibile that theas nine-

teall canen were pus repxrted at oall and shenild et have been anclwded in tha

original tétal of VW9 Tiejpurted” aneudente with jaecire addieaaen,

F\. The 1nident was tejofted Rat ir«‘.:r o disoretion li‘sr\,;lhid’ in the inci-
¢ A8nt Raing cansidarad gafaundad Ar AR Taxcaptianal AlaArAnRseT was t,ii;!i SVen

befure an original police report was filled out, ot the event was not _i‘_:_gggg_gg

T i amysooibbe ot pmate the legren of i-;lhﬁ dinopre-

tion that was sl b o claiminat ang ey ot ot times praiar to the filing of aAn

L ]
ar tginal o repaaat e i o e, fowewr, that bortlamd polioe oocasionally
Whaet N wtagie PiMe racpsor b b Coerr mwepe than cmie ane dent o and even more than
T T R R TVape weets Ly e oo e s w0 wer e e ribeeY an the nar-
AT Ve e g by e e Tt oo bt Terent 1oy .i-i{\lh:d‘ Aa il terent
viotaim, /

1 ""i',‘.h:T\ -1 * [ R R S

i i
tarldd the 1 tervyaower That 1 wa Aia PR SRR SYERNS SCNE 1
mambeer o fF Ymiocain T a0 Pt e e bt ALY b ocamd known e the palien
—_—
wherr,, 1 I T S R S B S S R N TR R IR o
- -
R BN - LA L S O T LAR TR O B renjorolentn said were
i

reported o the (ool e, fiare were . ardangte matche, This leavesn a total
f J6ed Umuaing” T, S T L N L TR IS TR YRR S permit a

1

i

‘ SeArch, SaX wWere fosindoan foe o carratioe o i, ot h rejort cancerming a Jdif-
E ]
forent crame oard 3 bitrerens oo, oram, b aliir oanal e might have been
£ i

found 1f a name eqr b Sad tern S it o3ttt an o dents, and nineteen may
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have been "homest" errors in that the respondent thought the incident was

. T &% . . g e s )
= reported by a friemd or stranger who witnessed -the crime. Applying these
. o v

estimates to. the data, there are still 128 incidents which are not accounted

. for ataall>(seE Taﬁie 30). 3 .

’tﬂgn:thg police 6i cretion factor seemingly eliminated 32 peréent of

* ‘the victim crime reports (or down-classified them to civil offenses). If
5 E . PN
- . . ) - - 4 - z
128 incidents was actually reported to the police, then it appears
‘g =

. i = ’
as if approximately 32 percent Df the survey respondents said that they

=

s

;!iégarted a’c:ime when, ihxfact, ﬁhﬁ?ﬂald not. It is more likely that both e .
' éoﬁrées of aiﬁbf‘exist and that the 32 percent "gissiﬁg" Eaées éhéuld be |
divided in some way -between fezgahdéntnmissggiements about rép@rﬁing;aﬂd
palice discretion in terms of informally "unfaundingh or "clearing"}aﬁ inci=-
dent even before it is recorded. .

. . - i ',
As noted previously, the Portland forward records check was not designed

plid

..to permit a comprehensive study of why victimizations cannot be found in
perm £ \

u

POll%E data and no additional conclusions can be drawn. Several different
types of analyses were conducted, however, in an effort to identify character-
istics of the crimes or victims that were definitely "matched" and those that

are presented in

w

were definitely "not found." Data from those analyses

Table 21.

¥

Differences approaching statistical significance were found for compari-

Ll'h
HV'|

sons involving who reported the incident (p=.12), and for comparisons based
on the sex of the victim (p=.07). There were no significant differences in
the probability of finding a single incident compared to a series of events,

in the probability of finding an incident in which the offender was known to

the vietim compared to an incident in which the offender was a stranger, and
0.
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TABLE 30,
e : ACCOUNTING FOR THE "MISSING" CASES

! - Percent of those
for which search
¢ was undertaken

N Percent N=399

o

were reported
a) No sedrch due to vague address , . :
a) No Sé?rchrdue FD vague a,drea;% 77 16% . .
‘of crime location
b) Event found but no original
- police report

¢) Estimated number of additional
cases that would have been 34 7% 9%
found with full ngme search’
d) Estimated number of "honest"
errors: respondent thought
event was reported by friend
or stranger g

e) Actual number found 212 45% 53%

Actual number not found, 187 39% 47%
including b, ¢, and d

Estimated ggmbéf npt found, 128 27% 124
excluding a, b, ¢, and d .

Egtimated number accounted for

, , ; 271 57% 68%
(sum of b, ¢, d, and e) ,qg ]

1.1,
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d
S Wzﬁr g 'm:ﬁi

no significant difference was observed for black as compared to white victims.
s

_ o, _ . A . : . Y LC
For some portions of the analysis, a comparison was made among reported

matched incidents, "reported" but not matched, and unreported incidents

These results are shown in Table 32. Significant differences exist in terms
. ) . i .
of the time lag between the incident and the interview witnfthe unreported
ﬁé;den§5 appearing to have occurred moré recently. This probably is due to
4
a more rapid forgetting of the unfep@rteé inciﬂeﬂts'wh;ch produces fewer such

[N

. . ; o
crimes in the most diétant months of the recall peri@%( There also are sta-

7 ’
tistically significantdifferences in seriousness of the crime (with the
. \ i
reported matched being the most serious) and in the age of the viectim. 1In

/ | !

most of the comparisons, the "unreported" but not matched group has character-

isties that place it in between the reported and the unreported incidents.
s <
The data in Table 33 show the proportion of all crime incidents from the

Portland survey that are in each of the, three categories. It is interestinc

to note that only 22 peri$nt of all, the surveyégéEeratad~incidents were found

in police files. The major factor in the incident. = being ia the files,

]

however, is that the vicgim did nét report the crime. Thern were 712 inci-=

dents which were never officially recorded by the police. Of .hese, 78 percent

e

were due to viétim(n@nrepaftihg whereas only 22 percent can be attributed to
presumably "reported" incidents that could not be found in the police records.
Two concluding statements can be made based upon the analysis:

1. Through a series of adjustments to the data, the best estimate is

that approximately 32 percent of the incidents which'fesp@ﬁdents said were

police did not record the incident as a crime. If this estimate is correct

gﬁaﬁd if the 32 percent is divided evenly between the two sources of error, then

the implication is that about 16 percent of the victims say the crime was

1y



Found Not Found Total
= = — I . — ( = —_— —_— — ——— —_— ———
. H % N % N %
Who told the police?
Vietim . F 68 54% 59 46% 127 100%
- - Household Member 124 57% a3 43% 217 100%
Friend . 11 4l% .16 59% 27 100%
Ztranger 0 -= 3 -- 3 100%
Police 1 -= "% == 2 100%
TOTAL . 204 172 376
A ' Collapsed Chi Sguare*=4.36 *
d.f.=2 4
p=.12

2

L 183 55% 152 45% 335 - 100%
29 50% 29 50% , 58 100%
212 181 393 *
re=0,260
-0Offender Relationship:
47 48% 51 52% 98 100%
14 45% 17 55% 31 100%
- 10 35% 19 65% © 29 100%
7r 87 158
.63 N
43 57% 33 43% 76 100%
30 40% 45 60% 75 100%
73 78 151
Chi Square=3.52
d.f.=1
p=.07
Race of Victim:
White 28 . 39% 43 61l% 71 100%
Black 31 44% 40 56% 71 100%
TOTAL 59 83 142 i
Chi Sguare=.l2
d.f.=1
n.s.

P ] .
Friend, stranger, and police were combined into a single category when calcu-

lating the chi square test,

Mo
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TABLE 32.

MEAN SCORES ON PREDICTOR VARIABLES

FOR MATCHED REPORTERS, UNMATCHED

REPORTERS, AND NON-REPQHTERS

Reported
- Matched

Not Matched

7
Reported Not
Reported

Months between incident )
et 6.46
and interview

Seriousness 2.90

Attitudes toward police
(l=positive; 4=negative)

Age 42,92

Education (in years)

6.40 p<.01

1.73 p<.ol

&

"

37.29

12.86

| ’ i
The seriousness scale used in the ana
from crime and other similar indicato

lysis includes injury, weapon, loss
rs (see Appendix B).

[3

—

R



\ TABLE 33,

; , | h
CRIME TYPE FOR REPORTED MATCHED, REPORTED UNMATCHED, AND UNREPORTED EVENTS .

= - R R —

Reported Match Reported No Match Not Reported = |

Rape
Robbery
Assault
Burélarys
Larceny

Auto Theft

Number of Cases

I
i R ==

- N % N % | N
A\

3. o SR 11 S19 s
12 ; VO 23 I 5 . 59
T S LA U o e

67  lds o0 15 - S0 718

20 M 14 ok an

'y

V206 228 159, 17 553 60%

)

35

i

258

58

918

T
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‘tion that is exercised before an original crime report i

- “p— . ‘ 105 £
¥ - k3
reported when it was not.  And, the implicatioh would be that about 16 percent ~

of the incidents reported Eé;%hé police are not recorded due to police discre-

filled out. These °

L

X

figures are highly speculative, of course, and if thgreiié sufficieﬁﬁ‘fﬁt3fastL

"iﬁgthe "missing cases" then a study should be designed,exglfﬁitly for the pur-
/f . ’ . . e ) s
\ : i

f

pose of trying to answer it, ¢ J

2. 'Ef one examines the total number of victimization incidents recalled

N LI

by Portland city residents in the 1974 survey (reported and uniéé@rted), then

. the problem of "n@néfeﬁcrtingﬁ by vietimss is considerably mmra,geriéus than

Q} ta * =
the problem of "not finding" incidents in the police files. Of the survey-
generated "incidents thaﬁ_afé,“QEﬁ}E;Eh?;P?}i¢? files, 78 percent are "missing"

’

becauge the victim did not report the crime and 22 percent are "missing”

; . L. L . . r -
because either the police did not record it or the victim said it was reported
3 o

but it was not.

- ]
)

. . i . [7 i
3. Comparisons of the characteristics of the "missing gases" with {true"
A . E
. . ) ;J . . s
reported and presumably "true" unreported incidents reveal that the missing

= (\ B _ ! ~F :
oneg 'are no more similar to reported than /to unreported crimes but instead 5 B

5

qen*rally represent a mixture of the "true" reporteéd and unfépcrtedi -Tf C

the missing cases wete clearly more similar to the one than to ‘the other, . -

then one might speculate that most *f the missing incidents acthally belong

to which ever group they resemble. Since the amalysi

iy
i}
s
e
e
ol
[
rt
] Ay
it
=
g
L<
iy
L)
T
H-
=

i
13

betwegn";the other two cateqgories, then the only fgasanable Q@ﬁclusiap is-

£
]
;
[y

; v 3 i
that some of the missing cases were reported (but naé‘iaund) and others w

not reported. ! e

1y
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o /PART VII . =
o . B ) ' AR . : } - t s *
* * SUMMARY, DISCUSSION AND RECQMMENDATI
E3 = - . . ' -.
b ,z|' + B < = .
Altha\%gh e are many issues mwzlv"ed in @55\355 ng the value of vic-
i tﬂﬂlzatiﬂn suf\re Lm;, t;he one that prav1ded tﬁ% ratigha
. v ; A 3 9o P
s i < | .. -
. Fa:waré Records Ehéck is wliether or not the survey data dre suffi;ienitly .
: 1 - . LS = :
" reliable and gglid‘that they can-beé used when official, crime statistics are
- K N s
N inapprégriaté,;k The study cannot p:av1de cje-;f;nltlve answers to the quest;«:n ¥
o . E ai i
'b'é’cause of tfﬁe small sample sizé, the fact that all the analyses a§ based @n
< 1. 5 -

- ‘data from DI‘IE r:lty a‘nd may n;»t ‘be ggngrallzable to other xgla:es-—‘ and bé@, se

it représents sthe first.forward féc@rds check of crime victiffs md on Q‘

¥

I ; Tar 8T r’jf o

that é!,ij{gq to the pD'l}é gf: t;rljre;t;i,me of the ipcident that mast crimes are

== = . §.1 - : = B T
o i'ﬁass;fi’ed in the gdame vgy by thizmt;wa daurig of 44 N '
i \ - -é . %v‘; ‘x? Iy ,'t‘ B T
',tée,EQn 1dnd study found that 97

ff“ﬁiEé%h the San Jose ri&grda check é,
b

. percent of . the bufglal;e&, were c.lf;%: lfiéﬂ the-Séﬁg from survey and police ’éata;

' i 4 =,
: iy ’ ) o e e
g Pbth fgﬁrid thai‘ 82 ;‘grcgnt mf t.he lart:é es were »f:lass;f;ed the safie way; and
théfé were anly Sl ght dlfferen;és coricerning classification of perasonal
. g
crimes. -The Portland studf_\inéic‘&fad;that information was sufficient to pro-
FA ' F
e » . 4 i *
dux:\f}sr-,the same classifi atlgmf in 7:1 pagcunt of the pef%anal crime incidents,
¥ s !
. whereas the San Jose ﬂtudyi hl@b had a larger sample fopersunal crimes)
Lo . - LR v e 7 ii
[ R A R N - . S B
o sgtalned the same claaslflgatluﬁ n-85 perféht'ﬁf the: incidents. ' The implica=
) . . ‘ o 3 g" U ,‘ - W
tion is Epat even though survey, data ﬁuqht be cf iZed, for a variety of.

B 4 -,

< cy - ) q ;,f ?‘,;

&5\; '_";;‘%ﬁ
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reasofis, thereé is accumuiaging-évidan:e that criticisms directed toward the

7 af lhfarmati n needed. to classify crimes are not warranted.

o

if* Suqyey data from Portland and from the San Jose studyicanta ed higher

;41

Estlmat% of ,§.hE d(‘jli&é £7§ }Qém; <

4 a{ f
3 "The range qf dlfféfenceq folin nd in the San Jose data was from a 24 percent
‘higherﬂestimgté to a
. Cox b .
crime, VThe range Qf differences found in the Portland study was from a 24

33 percentihighar estimate, depending on the type of

per&ent higher!est{mate-ﬁja 48 percent higher estimate, Neither study was

P " Several propositions were tested with the Portland data concerning fac-
. Tt ! ]

¥

ors that mlght have Hiﬂfucgd higher estimates in the survey. One proposition”

w

n

was based on the possibility that victims distort inf@rmatlég about loss as

a function™f the amount of time that elapsed between the crime and the inter-

view. Higher survey estimates could be produced if victims whose crime experi-

2nce was further in the past systematically overestimated the amount

o
o]

loss

”J’

L

. However, there was no evidence found in the analysis that this was a contri-
L4

¢ buting facor.

There was no evidence from the Portland analysis which would indicate

o
-

that the overestimates are contrifgated disproportionately by certain types

‘ 7
vietims. No relationships were found butween victim age, race, sex, educa-

“
I
r
o

tional background:and thv amount of over- or underestimation.

This Efublvm,wiph the data 1 mout acute for researchers who yinh to use
survey inftjrmati’gn to estimate the total amount of monetary loss due to crime
or the average louss pﬁr victim., Data of this type are of value in estimating

the expected cost of crime compensation programs, the savings that could result

from certain types of crime prevention programe, and cost=ef fectiveness evalua-

e
o,
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tions. The survey data incleéde estimates for unreported as well as reported

reason, might be considered superior to official data even

]
[
[
g\
I
%
h
o
H
-
g
-
i

if the error is contained mainly in the urvey information., At thls time,

™
o
-+
x
W
=
=

.G
o

-
joh
[
-t
]
ind
la

however, there is no evidence of whethor the CIrYor was

the police data (or both).

oping crimes into the reference period that actually

prior to the mo

it distant month included in the time 5pdan appears to be a

major:-problem in” unbounded intervie

— i

The Portland data showed that larcenies were more likely to be tele-

34

A

scoped than other types of tneldents.  An averige larceny was €f‘l€2:CQ ed for-
ward by 4.4 months ain the Portland study and 22 percent of all the larcenies
ware incorrectly placed within the reeall period when they actually occurred

or o 1t. These results are aimilar to previous studies in that incidents

cater extent than they are backward tele-

-

tend to be forward telescoped to 4

scoped. There are, however, several difforences between the Portland findings

+
and those from san Jose concerning whichfincidents are most Likel} to be for-

ward teloscoped.
= .

Nevertheloess, the stady contirms previous ru5vazmjgjéich has shown that

telescoping produce: error in thee srarveyd o in relation to the victimization

rate, the comparat tvee frequency of ditterent typer af erimes, and the month-.

{ !

by-month trend within the recall jeer o, -

The analysis of whe foleyopang ovsrur. showed that 1 e major explanatory

factor 15 the amount of tome thoat A lapries! between the incident. and the inter-

view. Incidentg that ocearred further on the patt were telescoped to o a greater

extent than thoge which ooearred recent Iy There was no indicatien from the

anadalyhis that c@rtain typer, o vict ims were more inel ined to telescope incli-

dents than were other typen. The only characteristico of the crimes that  wes

ERIC
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sxamined in relation to telescoping was the serlousness scale. Although the \

more serious incidents were telescoped less in the

5 oxamined, the

=. I'l) was not great enough to be statistically

1.

strength of the relationship (

: /

significant at the .05 level,

In édﬁiti@n to these, several other propositions were té%téd in the for-
ward records check. The data in Table 34 are a comprehensive summary of the
results from analyses of informational differences concerning factual aspects
of the crimes. Data tn the table include a summary of the characteris

ferences (if any) between suryey and police information, as well

é.

&

<

vidence was fuupd’hhlqﬂ would indicate the pregence

o]
Lo,
£
=2
m
"
>
i
"
m

bias in the survey datas.
Four types of bilases were examined.

1. Memory Distortion refers to whether vietims tend to distort information

in a systematic way during the time lag that elapsed between theé crime and the

interview. Evidence of distortion exists if a statistically significant cor-

(.0% level) between the number of months that elapsed

"

and the dire difference:s botween polioe and survey information.,  For

Examplé; the differvnces between police aned survey Sseriousness esstimates might

change as a function ot the time that has olapsed in osuch a way that more

recent incidents contain greater survey overestimates than did the more Jdistant

estimates., I[f s0, then there 1o evidence that victims distort the intormat ion
L

as time passel,

Memory [ons reters to whether wiotims tend to make more crporn b

recalling the relevant details abont the aneident e tunet on ot (a) o vietim

age () length of time Sinee the crome el o) erros an Pl by thee date

Sigr{ificant correlation: between tle abeolat e amount ot difterence and any of
. .

these three factor:s i:n IR IR 2 A S PN STRYE I R BN [ LAT )1 A Fessonn arud, theretore,

El{fC‘ H 14,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



TABLE }4.

! i SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
i — _ ' _ L e - — e

-

_Fvidence of Survey Error or Bias Due To . . .

Amount Fredominant “Differential Mifferential ¢
of ¢+ Claracteristics of  Memory  Memory - Vietim Forvard

hjreement CalTerenoes Listortion loss Recall Telescoping

L____4f e g —— e
1. Classification 41w ! Hone == - == == \\\

v 2, Details of what
happened (9 infor-  #7 to s i - - - o
mation elements) ‘

). Seriousness of v =0
offense (Sellin- SUrvey: R=o Ay
Wolfgang scale) P ot iate No No N Nui

[ ' Folice: §..0 Hpgle
i

A S T

., Dollar loss =4,
R AROE Py Aty : \
RN Fut mdtis Hi: Nu ' NG

Pelice; x5 100 Bigher

4
5, Characteristics | |
of Suspects;
a) Race: white o ¢ g o Nei No No N
black
" b) Known or stranger uL N N No No N
c) Age of suspect  Surwey

e
LT T

Wnnv ‘ Nis No Ne No
Pultee:

Lo _ o o -
Evidence that memory foss oceurred 1o based on statistically significant correlations (.06 level) between

v " the absolute amourt of difference and (a) a time lay hotwoen crime and interview, (b) error in recalling
Y " the date, (c) age of victim. Evidence of memory distortion refers to systematic over- or underestimation
%ﬁ%‘ ~as a function of the time lag Letween ovent and interview, The summary analysis concerning the other rela-

tionships in the table are based on correlations with the direction of differences, not the absolute amount,
—— ]
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TABLE 14.

Type f

3.

Chata.lviisling

of Susp+ts oont’
d) No. of opspes s,
&) Sex ot Iosact

10, "la ' wrl ow’

Respasr e 1 [P B

whisn pasliov oot
zontained e
"

HCRT T A

11,

Rengaston ., 5l

13. Vo1
{amdiren v 1. 0

PENLA S ST B

O
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SUMMARY

Amount
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Qvidma that the differerices between Police and g{irvey da A ttribut=mble,
LY.

at least partially, to the survey procedures.

1, Diffgrantial, Victim Recall refers to Whether ﬂttai Apiof victims
== L1 : AL L " -

contribute disproportioriiltely to the nature of the diﬁf%t%nmg’r ohserved

between police and survey information. Evidence of diftél?ent; Alilttin > ecall
is based on whether there are statistically signifjcant rre};tluns( 05

lavel) between vietim Chafacté’:‘tlfzs (race, ade, sex, Qtl ;ﬂn&lleVEl) and

the direction of differences Gbéerved betWEen FOlice ang = ,:jinfﬂrmai;;r:ﬁ,-
irye

4. Differential Forward Télesc&?’iﬂ fef%\fs to Wﬁé"thﬁn ﬁ!tﬂin fipe= of

incidents are forward telescoped more than gthEr type5 ﬁh':‘l ﬂhether cexrtain.

types of victims 'farwafd teléscope more than others, Ly ,fde‘l vess = ,
the si.::ve;y data will overrepreésent any type of incident that' ;s[orwazd
Slat

telescoped to a greater extent than other lncldéhts and, N phllr vasr ,
. a .

. will overrepresent crimes against victims who forward t;al% A

. SCQ[;?
The rg\:ajcr findings are summarized below: ;
1. The reliability and validity of surve ;ﬁwnme}ypé of
information being considered. As shown in Table 34, ’E}:l'Q ";ype% of nformes £ fon
that apéear' to be most accurate apd to have the greatest ~aig /gtyare*
"l. The details of what happened during the crimé, i, Adnwmethex= the

victim was attacked, whether the victim was thig _ elud A, iether the
offender had a weapon, whether there was phySitg ténggry,whgth%r
medical attention was needed, whether Property ""3 ) gmo dam=a ged,
whether offender had a right to be there, whét;;h 8 télf;endet dtu= 1 1 vy
got in, and whether there was evidence of fofCi, EDZﬂ,try
2. The classification of thé offense.

3. Age and sex of suspects,
4. Number of suspects.
5" Whether the victim undertook self protective aﬁtj,
* ’ ans"

6. Whether there were Witnegses Present.

leo
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Differences between police and survey information were great enough to
be of concern for the following: K : - |
‘ 1. Safiausﬁess of the offense (Sellin-Wolfgdng scale).
2. Dollar loss from the crime.
%. Race of sus;ecté,
4, Whether the suspect was known to the victim or not.
5. Police response time. .
6. Number of activities undertaken by the police at the sgene.

7. Month during which the crime occurred.

the survey data were produced maiﬁf;>by higher dollar loss from the crime and

by victim staéements coficeming whether a weapon was present or not. Efforts
were made to determine why the survey data contained higher.estimates, but the
results were basically identical to those Iépéfted‘abﬂve san@erning dollar loss:
Thaere was no evidence that‘meméty loss or mem@fy distortion produced the dif-
ferences and no evidence that certain types pf victimé contributed dispr@p@rf
tianatgly to the higher éurvey estimates. 7
It is nct E@ssiblé to develop recamm%ndati@n§ ;anezﬁing héwrtha accuracy

of dollar loss and seriousness data could be’impgaved;sénca we.do not have

any evidence about the source of the problem. Police record-keeping could

s

., produce lower estimates; survey methods ‘in which the value attached to the

items stolen are accepted without questioning could produce higher. estimates in
the survey; or respbndent errors could produce the differences. It is 'impor-
tant, however, that some additional investigation be undertaken to identify

the reasons for the differences and develop better questioning procedures

£

(éérhé%% £or .both the interviewers and the police) in order to insure that
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measu§es of crime seriousness and dollar loss are more accurate than indicated
in the Portland data.

Police and survey data differed on a case=by;§ase basis concerning the
race of the SusPéGtEﬂ{afiEﬂder and whether the offender was known to tﬁe vie=
tim. However, there were né systematic differences in the sense that survey

.

data did not indicate mote-black (or white) suspects than police data and did

not suggest that there were moré (or fewer) strangers than the police data.

=il

t might be noted that police and survey data were more similar in respect to
age, éex, and number of sugpects than they were for race or relatiansh%p of
affg!!e: to victim. This result, if geplicatéa in other studies, would sug-
gesggth;t the latter faéts about the incident are more sensitive to the respon-
dent. Improvement in the reliabiLity of the d;ta might be achieveé through
£E£te: questioning prockdures (by intEfvigwars'and/or by the police). As

with most of the other data which differed between police and survey records,

no evidence could be found concerning why the differences exist. Memory loss,

memory distortion, and selective misperception by certain types of victims
werertestéé as possible explanations, but none of these had statistic§lly sigw
nificant correlations with tife amount or type of error.

The implications of the findings are that the reliability of racial data
about affeﬁdé;s may be lower than some of the @the? information making it.
more difficult to find statistically significant félatianshigghbétween offen~
. ~
der's race and other cha;aﬁferistics of the incident or chazacté}istics of tﬂe
victim. The same is ‘true for the stranger, non-stranger variable. On the
other hand, studies which use these variables to examine relationships between
type gf victim and type of offender, fér example, should not contain system-
atic biases that could confound the conclusions because error in offender

characteristic data appear to be unrelated to victim characteristics and
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un:elsl;aﬁ to characteristics of the offense.

Survey data overestimated police response time, in ecomparison.with police
records, and underestimated the number of activities undertaken by the pgllcel
at the scene. The most plausible explanation for survey estimates of police
response time being higher than the police estimates is that persons, du:iﬁg{
times of crisis, tend to believe that more time has elapsed than actually is
the case. The possibility that police underestimate the time cannot be entirely
eliminated, but in Portland this’possibility is very remote. The victim's

call to the police is recorded, the dispatcher's call to the officer is

recorded, and the officer's call that he has arrived en the scene is recorded.

I

1

The time estimates are kept in seconds, not just in minutes, and even though
the persons who copy from these logs onto the police form could alter the
response time data;ﬁjﬁ does not seem likely that they would do so, since
positive evidence of response time is available.

A gléusiblefexplanati@n for why the survey data underestimated the
act;vitiés by the police at the\s:ene is that this is an open-ended survey
question and not one designed to job the memory of respondents in the survey.
Questions which specifically ask the victim to recall whether the p@iice
investigated, a:rested someone, or took fingarprinﬁs almost ;ertainly would
improve the survey data.

2. For most of the types of information elements examined in this study,

there is no evidence that the accuracy or completeness of the information

A
declines as a function of the time lag between when the crime occurred and

when the interview was csndﬁttédé There were, however, two exéeptiéns.
First, the accuracy of respondent's recall of the date decllnéd as the time
lag increased; and second, there was a tendency for victims to forget that

witnesses were present for events that occurred further in the past
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The implication of this finding is that a l12-month retrospective recall
périaé may be just as good as shorter ones if the data are to be used for
certain types of purposes. Previous studies have demonstrated without excep-
tion that respondents are more apt to forget crimes that occurred further in
the past. The evidence in this study suggests that if they remember the iﬁciéent
at all, they tend to remember (accurately)-most of the details about what hap-
pened. Thus, studies which use viétimizat;an surveying for the pufp@gg of
anélyzing relationships within the data, rather than making p@pulagignslevel

1

estimates of victimization rates, might be able to use longer recall periods--
Eerhaps recall periods even longer than twelve months., The critical gquestion,
and one that has not been examined, is whether incidents that are forgotten
differ from those recalled in terms of the patterns and relationships between
victims and offenders, offenders and C?ftain characteristics of the crime, and
so on. Therefore, before definitive conclusions are drawn concerning the ontimal
recall period for surveys focussing on patterns and relationships, the results
in this research should be replicated and similar types of analyses should be
conducted using reverse record check Pr@éédurasxsa that forgotten incidents

can be analyzed.

3. Preliminary evidence from the study indicates that survey data should

provide accurate conclusions for studies of:

(a) the distribution of crimes among population subgroups,

(b) the distribution of crime seriousness among population subgroups,

(c) the relationships between vietims' characteristies and certain
characteristics of the offense,

(d} the relationship between victim characteristics (age, race, -educatien

time the crime occurred.

" Characteristics

| 1.7 ¢

vere not related to the amount of error in
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" the data nor to systematic misperceptions about the events. Furthermore,

there was no evidence that certain types of victims forward telescope mdre
than others. Forward teleseaping results in an overestimation (in unbounded
surveys) of the amount of crime committed against persons wh; forward tele-
scope. Thus, the fact that victim charaéteristics were not related to forward
telescoping is an important result from the study. :

It should be emphasized, however, that if offenses which are forgotten
are characterized by different patterns and relationships than those recalled,
then the survey data would not produce reliable conclusions abéut such rela-
tionships: Thus, the results of the forward records check need to be repli=
cated and reverse record checks should be designed to test bias in the for-
gotten incidents. L

Although the survey data appear to be relatively free of systematic mis-
perceptions by certain types of victims, there is a tentative indication that
persons with negative attitudes toward the police projected these attitudes
into their recollection about what the police did, how long it took the police
to arrive, Qhether there were witnesses present, and the extent of the victim’'s
activities. to prevent the crime. Thusg studies that seek to explain victim
attitudes toward the police as a function of police activities or respénse>
time should be cautious in interpreting the causal direction of observed cor-
relations. The data presented here inéicate that persons with negative atti-
tudes may perceive these_in a different way than persons with pasitive attitudes,
even though the "facts" are the same.

4, Evidence from this study and others indicates Eﬁg;ﬂ#i;timig;;igﬁ sur-

vey data cannot be used to measure tre§ds,in,theivicﬁ;piggtianiréggrwiggiﬁ the

retrospective recall period covered by the survey. If telescoping and forget-

ting were distributed equally (or randomly) across the various months, in the

1o,
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‘degfign, and the best procedure available to the evaluator is the quasi-
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"\ . . . . |
rﬂﬁall period, then one could use the data from a single survey to estimate .
monthly or QQaréerly vis;imi;atioﬁ.fétes (provided, éflcoursa, that the size
of the sample was sufficiently large). There is a considerable body of avi-
dence, }awaver. which demonstrates that telescoping is primarily forward
rather than backward, and that farg;tting increases with the length of the
recall period. Thus, even though the-survey data contain information apéuﬁ
ghe daté of each crime event, a single survey yields an estimate only for the
entire 12-month recall peried (or six months) and not for individual
ﬁanchsg

“ fhis problem ggeatly reduces the valué of gurvéy data for evaluation pur-
poses. = Survey datg‘afe needed far mcsﬁ Ccrime preventianband deterrence
programs as well as for other evaluations which require comparisons acrossa
agties, and programs that would alter citizen reg@:ting':ates or police
discovery rates. bgecause these types of programs are focussed on entire
geographic areas, it is usualiy impossible to have a true field experimental
e%gerimental time-series design ‘that requires twelve to fifteen pre-program
estimates éf monthly (or quarterly, or vyearly) victimization rates and
seve#gl post-program estimates. If the survey data could be disaéé:é§at§d,
then éé&h survey using a l2-month recall period would provide twelve esti-

’

{

mates; -two surveys would yield 24 estimates, and so on.

5. gThgﬁanalysisriﬁéicgtedithaﬁ the age of the victim was not related to

gggiamggnt or type of error in the data. Moreover, the study sh%@gd that per-

£

B . : = ! . .
géns who make errors in recalling the correct date are no more likely than

others to have given different information to the, interviewer than to the police.

_ Eéth of these results were somewhat surprising, since age is generally P:;sumé§

H

" to influence mém@ry iass, and since it is reasonable to believe that persons

ERIC
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’ whﬁ mak- 'ﬁa typa cf error. wauld pd mgre inzlihed to makg.é;hers._'A partial
} ixplaﬁatign was :evaalsd in the snalysis of “dan t kngw“.réspﬁngeéd The ‘f

H ‘!r-quengy af thse increased- with.:esp@ndent age and with thé f;eguency of
. i 7 Y '
error ;n*recalling the date of tha incident. Thus, lt is- passible that Qlde:
i 5 J,.
vict%mﬁ and thasa who gues (incarrectly) at ‘the date af the incident tend Ea

' ‘ t
EEY "don't kngw" to other questlgns rather ;han prav1de erronecus infarmﬂﬁlon.
s 14 :

6, Hany af the inéidents that respﬂndents,sgia were reported to Ehg‘;

Al

" police ,ige not f@und in pc;igg files. Through a series of adjustments in
Lo ’ - o
¥

-the data, the best e t mate is that approximately 32 percent of the éurvey

iﬁciaants that pféSumably_we;e reported could not be found either because they

were not reported or because they were not recorded as a crime by the police.
- .

~ Di s¢ ussion and Re:nmméndatlaqg

Victimization surveying has the potential for providing considerable
: ;%;;nfafmation and new knowledge about crime which cénnét be obtained from offi=
g .
- cial crime stPtistiés; Unreported crimes constitute a large proportion of
all incidents that occur. fhe absence of unreported incidents in official

data ‘repre esents an inherent and ugzarrectablé problem Qith using the official
statistics for a variety of research and evaluation purposes. " Survey data
should provide superior estimates of the amount, costs, and charactaffgzics
of criminéL victimizgtiani Analysis of the data could,; po tentlally, provlde

important new 1h51ghts about crime :ausatlan, factors contributing to v;ctlms

reliable and valid to be used with confidence for some of these purposes, but

‘ - } ~
1.4
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doubts remain about others. Furthermore, the results of a single astudy, con=-
] . . P
ducted in a eingle city, with a small sample, are not final answers to these

questions and all of the propositions tested in the Portland study need to be

reexaflined and replicated in other studies before final conclusions are drawn.
* ”
Althau?h the survey data appear to be quite good in many respects, the full e

%

mentioned above will not be realized unless there is a resumption of methodolo=
gical :iéeafch into the types of bias in survey-generated information about
crime and the efficiency of various solutions for improving its reliability

and validity.

The first major

l. A series of m%ltiépurpése reverse record checks should be conducted
in several different cities. The studies should be designed so that informa-
tion can be obtained in relation to several pr@p@giticﬁs and the results com-
pared across the different cities. The topics of major concern should include:

- %
(a) The amount of telescoping, forgetting, and differences (between
police and survey data in factual information about the incident).

(b) The characteristic nature of the differences (higher or lower

survey estimates in comparison with pokice data, for example),

(c) The exfent to which telescoping, forgetting, and differences between
police and survey data are correlated with characteristics of the

Ideally, theﬁsamplez drawn for the studies should be large enough to per-
. i
mit at least a minimum amount of experimenting with different surveying methods,
different questia%iﬁq procedures, and/or different recall periods. The pur-

N 3 5 = ) N : s i - : 3 i o
pose of these studles would be to test propositions such as those examined in

in the survey data and to experiment with
o ﬁ"’

]

this study about the types of bia
methods of reducing them.

One of the most important contributions that could be made by victimization

lt;;

O
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-ufvaylngbii in the improvement of program cvaluation efforts. The survey

data are needed for evaluating community-based crime prevention programs,

crime deterrence programs, programs that ‘alter citfzen reporting rates and/or
police discovery of crimes in progress, and programs or strategles that are
being tested comparatively across different cities. This potential will ﬁat
be realized unless there are several substantial changes made.

hould be amphnsi:ad that true experimental designs are not in common

-
o
-

usa for field evaluation and are impossible for many types of -community-based
prevention or deterrence programs. Thus, the besat evaluation design that can

be used is a quasi-experimental time series approach which requires numerous

Vietimization survey data at the national level would be suitable for
such evaluations if the surveys were conducted Qith sufficient frequency,
4 " .

ro the implementation of a program so that twelve to fifteen monthly or

(quarterly estimates of victimization rates would be available, and a continu-

ing series of monthly or quarterly estimates could be made after the progran

is implemented., Even though these methods would be appropriate in terms of
data reliability and validity, the national data cannot be used for program

=

\
evaluation, because there are no national programs that use common strategies

and which are implemented simultaneously throughout the country. Since

on féqulf 5 personmnal interviews

[t

the method used for national data collecti

i
<

ery six months of & panel of respondents, there are few (if any) é&ities

A afford to conduyct these kinds of surveys on a continu-

-

tates that cou

a
[}
w

ing basis. Although the federal government may be willing to fund Victim-
ization surveys in several arecas for the purpose of evaluating innovative

programs, the areas cannot be identified far enough in advance of program

implementation to provide the twelve to fifteen pre-program surveys that are

[
r
I



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

122

needed to generate twelve to fifteen monthly

br «quarterly estimates of victim-
ization rates. Thus, even when victimizatign surveys arg.fieldad in conjunction

with new ﬁrggrgms, the results (at best) are a "before and after” evaluation

p—

#aign which is one of the weakest possible types. t is almost impossible

to dfaw definitive conclusions about the offectiveness of a program in terms

of crime reduction when a "before and after"” design has been utilized.

The second major recommendation from this study is: .
2., One or more studies should be initiated to test different types of
surveying procedures that are (a) inexpensive enough to be widely implemented

in cities and states and (b) designed so that a single survey can generate

:

several time-specific victimization estimates., The types of methods that
% L
should be tested include mailed and telephone interviewing using rolling monthly

sampling procedures. The types of biases tﬁ!h need to be examined include

those named under the first rocommendation {(telescoping, fordetting, and

informational differences). In addition the studies should seek solutions
e
to the complex methodolagical questions econcerning how the data produced from

rolling monthly survey procedures should be adjusted to provide the most accur
ate month-by-month estimates. (This type of procedure is examined more fully

in another report produced from this grant, see Schneider, 1977).

that there are certain types of research and evaluation questions for which
official data are inherently inappropriate because they do not contain unre-
ported incidents. Although most researchers believe this to be an insurmount-
information EQnCérnﬂhq the situations or conditions which, if they exist,
make it reasonable to assume that official data are a representative and

k

unbiased subset of all crime incidents. It is not known, for example, whether
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in surveidata (geported and unreported)
S . ]

the patterns of relationships :
differ f‘kg:h- patterns in aﬂr-i:::i;;adgt:. "At. the heart of the issue is the
quastion of how the reported and ;gcardad incidents differ from these that
ware either not reported or, {f reported, were rot recorxdsd.

v
The third major recommendation ias:

I —

3. One or wore studies should be undertaken to study the differences

betwean reported and unreported incidents. The differences in terma of general
g :

descriptions of the types of crimes, types of offandara, and so on should be

included, but the major focus of the study should be to determine *wheth

thera are differences in the patterns and relationships within each set of

data which would confound or invalidate the conclusions drawn by studies that

used only one of the data sets.

Ve
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APPENDIX A
‘ ~

]
REVIEW OF THE DIFFICULT MATCH/NO-MATCH DECISIONS

1. Offenses that involved the correct houschold, but were conasidered not to be

i

matches:

{(a) Survey:

Police:

(b) Survey:

Police:

(c) Survey:

Police:

(d ) SUT'\FE}* H

Police:

]
A man reported that a camera and its case were stolen from his
car, parked at home, in May 1974.

Woman meeting description of spouse of aufs;y victim reported
her husband missing and -xptess:d cancurn about a poasiblae
suicide attempt since he was on "pllls.” Report was made in
September, 1971,

Thirty-year-old son, living with his parents, reported that tt
tape deck in hffs gar had been stolen in April, 1974, Offender -
gained entry M
in place at time of the offense,

\
Mother of the survey victim reported that food stamps, a pistel,
and other items had been stolen from her car in Beptember, 1972,

Mother reported that her 15-year-old ‘son had had his bike stolen”
in September, 1973. It had heen locked to a pole in the yard,

Male vigtlm was staying with his sister at address of survey
fESpQﬁdPﬁE while he recovered from an operation when several
personal items were stolen from his unlocked room,

A 50-year-~old female living with her husband reported that in
March, 1974, she was followed by two persons who stole her |
purse at night near her home. They mailed the identification
cards and purse back to her, but not the money. She also re-
ported that a roomer in her house (boarder) had threatened to
have someone kill her if she continued in her efforts to have
him evicted from his roonm.

Police records have one offense at the location. It involved
a 2l-year-old male, renting a room in the basapent, who says
that he was robbed by an ﬂfFFﬁdef armed with a vase in January,
1972. Police records show three™ther offenses in the vicinity,
but none {nvolved the victim included in the survey.

T

2. q}ssimilar'egcncs found in police r records prior to survey recall pgriad and

were considéred not to be matchea:

- : 3

Thease incidents were the only ones that involved difffcult judgments. The "90

percent rule” required 90 percent concurrence to constitute’a definite match and
90 percent divergence to be considered a definite no-match. No characteristics
of the crime that would be used in classifving it or in the subsequent analyses
vere uscd to decide whether an event matched o did not match.

| )
iso

se car windowa had been broken and weres not LN
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(a)

(v)

(e)

(d)

(e)

Survey:

Survey:

Folice:

Survey:

Police:

Survey:

i’ 125\

A voman reported that in September 19/3 momeone tried to gain
entry at night through a screen. She turned on the lights and )
callad a neighbor, later notifying the police,

A burglary was reported by the victim at the same address in
the survey in March, 1973. The family was out for the evening
and returned home to find the house completely ransacked,
(Police records also contained an event that matched one the
survey respondent racalled in the interview but said was not
reported.)

A man reported that his car was stolen from his home in
Decembar, 1973,

% .
Spouss vith same address as survey victim had reported several
items atolen from her car in December, 1972 while ir was parked
in a parking lot. The items Iincluded bongo drums, conga rims,
and other musfical rcquipment.
Man reported that an acquaintance of his who had a key to his
house loaned it to someone not known to the survey respondent,
The unknown person entered the home and tried to take clothes
and other things belonging to the owner of the house. The .
BUTVEY réspiﬁﬁénc was not{fied of the incident by the aﬁquain-(
tafice who hadd walked in on the offender and thwarted the |
attempted burglary.

A man matching the description of the survey victim reported a
break-in to his basement in February, 1972, The incident was
one of a servles that bhepan with entrirs through unlocked doors.
The victim nafled the bhasement door shut, but in this incident
1t had been kicked in and jammed into the door frame.

The father of a 6-yvar-old girl veported that his daughter had
been lured to the home of a S4-year-old acquaintance in the
neighbarhood who had tried to sexually molest her {(oral) but
was prevented from further molestation by a relative. The
event was saild to have occurred in April, 1974,

The father of a 6-year-old girl reported an incident to the
police in Aupust, 19/1, concerning an incident that occurred
in the park between his daughter and a 9- or 10-year-old
neighborhood boy. The father told the police later that after
further conversations with his daughrer, he decided the inci-
dent was inconsequential and the kids were just playing around.
A 6-year-old playmate of the girl was a witness to the event.

A 30-year-old male (relative of the survey respondent) sald

that he was threatencd twice in February, 1974--once with a

gun and once with a kaife. The event happened, the respondent

said, during the time that Carl Bowles had escapgd and was

throught to be in the aren. ®The threats occurred near the

home . ‘

3 .
Police recqrds show a car stolen from an address within five ! A
blocks of the survey incident and have one report of a person

reporting their license plates were stolen. Both incidents,

occurred in Decepher, 1972, - :

1.
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APPENDIX B

The seriousness scale, yged in the analysis is a rgpiia:.«:ztia Sllin and

Woelfgang's 1964 index (Thorsten Sellin and Marvin E. Wolfgang T {Eﬂ%“t of

—

cy. New York: Wiley, 1964),

a. Injury Component .

Question (INC069): (If victim was injured): Did A Ve fredtme T3 =
- at a hospital, at a doctor's foi‘:téta_ig.vhat type
of treatment did you receive? —&, p?

Scoring: ' Score

Blank (indicates no injury) fw '
1. No treatment ‘

. Treated in doctor's office

. Treated in emergency room

- Overnight at hospital, or more

R ]
~ e e

b. Sex Offense

[

“  (Crime codes of 120000 through 129999 are rape)
Rape _ 8

c. Weapon Int imidation

Question (INC030): pid the person(s) have a weapon Sty o " apmor
knife, or sonething he used as 2 ‘%Qh aéf suchas =
bottle or yrench? ™ Raport

Scoring: Score

No

. Yes, gun

Knife

Gun and knife

Other dangerous yeapon
. Don't know

WO B L M e

d. Fhysical or Verbal Intimidation

Question (INCO31): pid the person(s) threaten you Vi, .
o pers Yy tH b

i:;:ﬂinﬂny va s ?
har

:

Socring: ceore

» 1. No 0
2. Yes 2
9. Don't know 0
Blank 0

'
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APPENDIX B (continued)

i
b
~J

Forcible Entry

Question (INCOZ1): Was there any evidence that the offender(s)

forced his way in or tried to force his way into
the building, such as a broken lock, broken window,
forced door, forced window, or slashed screen?

»:

Scoring: Score

1. Blank or No
2. through 8. (other evidence)
9. Don't know

or O

Costs and TLosses

Questions concerning lesses are called COST1, COST2, COST3...COST5, and
represent, in order, money lost; dollar value of items lost and dollar
value of damages, none of which was recovered; insurance paid; value
paid by offender; value paid by anyone else. The sum of these represents
the total value of the loss. :

Scoring: ) : Score

Under 510
510-250
$251-2000
$2001-9000
59001-30,000
$30,001-80,000
$80,001-highest

mnd R BN e e
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‘Mpopted to Police

BURGLARY

1974

2 g
3 : r 2
Fab %E 1| B N _ 1
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Reported to Police
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Reported to Police

¥

Jan 1973

—

TABLE 5.

ASSAULT
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FOOTNOTES !

E8

1. For general views of the problems with official data see Biderman

& Reiss (1967), Black (1970), Ennis (1967), skogan (1975b), Schneider {1975),
and National Research Council (1976). -

'\\ )

2. See Seidman (1974) and Skogan, "Measurement problems in official

L d

and survey crime rates."”
3. See Schneider, et al, 1975b.
4. See Seidman (1974) and Skogan.
5. Levine (1976).

6. Skogan, "Measurement problems in official and survey crime rates,
1975b.

7. Levine (1976).

8. Biderman, Victimology and victimization surveys, in victimology: A
New Focus, 1975. )

T

9. Schneider, The 1974 Fortland victimization survey: Report on pro-
cedures, 1
10. No names from the original police reports were taken or copied during
. the procedures and none were used by the research team in any way except to
match the partial name identifier on the coding form. This consisted of

the first name and the first and last initials of the last name.

T

and victims in London, Lw Skeogan (ed.) Sample Survey

11. Sparks, Crimes
Cz me, 1976.

of the Victims of

12. According to Bershad (1969), the index of inconsistency for the 2x2
matrix is, simply, the complement of the correlation coe efficient or the com-
plement of phi which is identical to r for 2x2 matrices. Computation of the
n x n matrix (L-fold) is:

iy}

um

N

WD

 the diagonal)

-
]

N —5 {
N - (column totals squared and summeg)

13. Survey Police Activity and Police Police Activity are composed of
the following variables: Police restored order; police warned offender;
police advised victim; police promised surveillance; police arrested offender;
police investigated; and other. The "Other" category (each with a score of
one) includes Police took report over phone; searched area; said they would
notify if property found; assisted victim; abused or accused victim; recovered
children; fihgerprinted; and pursued of fender.

13
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