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SUMMARY OF THE DRAFT REPORT, "BLUEPRINT FOR THE FUTURE 

OF THE UNIFORP,I CRIME REPORTING PROGRAM" 


The "Blueprint for the Future of the Uniform Crime 

Reporting Program" presents the recommendations of a study 

conducted for the FBI and the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) 

by Abt Associates, Inc. Overseen by a joint BJS/FBI Task Force, 

the study began in September, 1982, with the first of three 

phases. The first phase examined the original Uniform Crime 

Reporting (UCR) Program and its evolution into the current Program. 

The second phase examined alternative potential enhancements to 

the UCR system and concluded with the production of the set of 

recommended modifications presented in the report. Upon adoption 

of the recommendations, the third and final phase of the study 

will commence to design the data collection incorporating the 

proposals and to implement the revised system. 


The most significant recommendations of the "Blueprint" 

relate to unit-record reporting-, the proposed two-component 

system, and quality assurance. As opposed to the current summary 

reporting system, under unit-record reporting law enforcement 

agencies would report data on each offense and arrest individually. 

The proposed two-component system would entail the reporting of 

much the same information as today by about 95 percent of the law 

enforcement agencies, known as Level I participants. The Level I1 

component, consisting of the Nation's largest agencies, as well as 

a sampling of all others, would report much more extensive data 

encompassing many more offense categories. Quality assurance 

recommendations include routine audit procedures, agency self- 

certification of minimum reporting-system standards, increased 

feedback to local agencies, and strengthening of state UCR Program 

quality assurance measures. 


Also addressed in the report is the potential integration 

of the UCR data with National Crime Survey (NCS) estimates and 

Offender-Based Transaction Statistics (OBTS), as well as data 

publication series and user services. The tasks for the implementat: 

and operation of the revised system are outlined with a schedule for 

implementation and estimates of the costs involved. 


Set forth below are the "Blueprint's" major 

recommendations with a brief discussion of each. 


Unit-Record Reporting 


* Convert the entire UCR system to unit-record reporting 

in which local law enforcement agencies submit reports on each 

individual offense. 




* Convert the entire UCR system to unit-record reporting 
in which local law enforcement agencies submit data on each 
individual arrest. 

These two recommendations are the most central to the 

entire revision of the Program. A conversion to unit reporting 

will increase accuracy by allowing most tabulations to be 

com2uterized and by furnishing a sound basis for edit checks and 

audits. Unit reporting will also provide the flexibility required 

for in-depth analytical capabilities. Possible disadvantages 

include the possible interruption of the long-term statistical 

series, potential delays in obtaining summary counts of offenses 

and arrests in agencies without computer systems, and probably of 

most concern, unit-record reporting may be more expensive. 


Level I Component 


* Retain data collection for Part I offenses only, but 
eliminate negligent manslaughter altogether and broaden the rape 
category to include all forcible sexual offenses. 

* Distinguish attempted from completed offenses. 

* Eliminate use of the Hierarchy Rule by which offenses 
are not counted when they occur in conjunction with more serious 
offenses, but retain the Hierarchy Rule offense as the first 
offense reported to distinguish primary and secondary offenses. 

* Redefine aggravated assault more explicitly in terms of 
the use of weapons and/or the extent of injury, to facilitate 
distinguishing it from simple assault. 

* Collect additional information on criminal homicides and 
collect circumstances of homicide as a code rather khan as a 
narrative description. 

* Distinguish among crimes against businesses, crimes 
against individuals or households, and crimes against other entities. 

* Distinguish crimes against residents of a jurisdiction 
from crimes against nonresidents, so as to be able to adjust for 
large influxes of nonresidents either as daytime business populations 
or as tourists. 

* Collect value of property stolen and recovered by 
actual value. 



* Record incident numbers on each arrest report to allow 
correlating offenses and arrests, and distinguish exceptional 
clearances by type in order to increase the accuracy of clearance 
data and provide greater analytic utility. 

Since the Level I component will be comprised of law 

enforcement agencies that range in size from 1 to more than 1,000 

officers, the data collection must accommodate the varying levels of 

information maintained by those agencies. Hence, the Level I 

collection would be similar to the current system, but in unit-record 

form. The above-recommended modifications to today's system were 

predicated on the conversion to unit reporting arid were arrived at 

after careful consideration of the resultant workload burden and 

costs; importance of the purposes for the data's collection; the 

possible availability of similar data from other sources; the 

effects on data accuracy; and the effects on the UCR time series. 


The Level I component, like the current UCK, will 

continue to provide crime statistics on virtually all local law 

enforcement agencies in the United States. This breadth of 

coverage is essential to the public and police in assessing local 

crime conditions. 


Level I1 Component 


* Participation in the Level I1 component should be sought 
from all agencies serving populations in excess of 100,000 and a 
sample of at least 300 smaller agencies. 

* Part 11, as well as Part I, offense data should be 
collected and the offense-type categories used should be more 
detailed than the current categories. 

* Detailed incident data describing the nature of the 

criminal incident, including victim and offender characteristics, 

victim-offender relationship, use of force, nature and extent of 

injury, and type of location, should also be collected. 


* Data describing the characteristics of each law 

enforcement agency and its policies should be collected from 

reporting agencies. These data should be assembled together with 

demographic, socioeconomic, and physical characteristics of the 

jurisdiction, which should be obtained from other sources, such 

as the U. S. Census Bureau. 


* The system should be designed to allow for a variety of 

levels of state program participation. 


To supplement the Level I nationwide collection of 

Crime Index data, the Level I1 component of the revised UCR Program 

would furnish in-depth information on all offenses. The primary 




objectives of the Level I1 collection are to provide national and 

regional estimates of the incidence, nature, circumstances, victims, 

and offenders of all crimes reported to law enforcement, as well as 

to provide crime statistics for representative groups of agencies 

which will provide law enforcement agencies a base from which to 

evaluate local problems. 


One of the key features of the Level I1 component is its 

ability to provide accurate national and regional estimates while 

being implemented by a relatively small fraction of agencies. In 

this way, the burden on local contributors is enormously reduced. 

The agencies included in Level I1 would be selected in such a way 

that their crime statistics would be nationally and regionally 

representative. 


Quality Assurance 


* Institute routine, ongoing audits of samples of 
participating UCR agencies in order to establish the extent of error 
in the system on a continuing basis. 

* Require self-certification by agencies that their records 
system meets a basic set of requirements for participation in UCR. 

* ilevelop improved feedback to agencies through self- 
administered proficiency tests, annual reports on common audit 
errors, and regular reports to individual agencies on the extent of 
edit discrepancies in their UCR submissions. 

* Strengthen state UCR program quality assurance, 
including expansion of state program audits. 

A review of UCR audit and quality assurance procedures 

at the Federal, state, and local levels showed that the accuracy 

of UCR data could not be absolutely assessed. Since accurate and 

consistent reporting is essential and widespread concern regarding 

reliability exists, a combined program of auditing, establishing 

recordkeeping standards for contributing agencies, and providing 

support and feedback from the national and state levels was 

developed. The quality assurance procedures should provide 

definite information on the extent of error and improve reporting 

quality. 


Integration with NCS and OBTS 


* Develop the UCR, the NCS, and OBTS systems as 
complementary programs providing complementary crime statistics 
for multiple purposes. The strengths of each of these data 
systems should be continued and enhanced, rather than compromised 
to achieve face comparability. 



* Structure the UCR and NCS data so as to 2ermit 
reconciliation of the two. 

* Develop data structures and associated audit procedures 
with an eye toward eventual analytic integration of the estimation 
of crime rates and trends from UCR and NCS data. Methods for 
developing combined estimates from the two data sources are not 
yet sufficiently developed to justify near-term plans for integrated 
data analysis. 

* aesign the UCR system to allow linkage of police 
records to the prosecution and court records collected by OBTS 
systems. 

UCR collects information about law enfor~e~lent 
operations -- crimes reported, arrests, and law enforcement 
personnel resources. A complete crininal justice information 
system would, ideally, also include data on criine victims, crimes 
not reportea to law enforcement, and what happens after arrest. 
No single source can provide all these data, bu-t with the proposed 
redesign, UCR figures can link to some degree with victimization 
statistics produced by NCS and the prosecution, court disposition, 
and sentencing information maintained by the various OBTS systems. 
Even though the UCR, NCS, and OBTIS data records will not be 
routinely linked on a case-by-case basis, the abili-ty to integrate 
UCR statistics with those of the other two entities will be made 
possible through the above recommendations. In the long term, 
such integration could facilitate the interpretation of each 
system's findings and assist in identifying error in each system, 
thus providing better estimates. 

Publications, Analyses, and User Services 


* Create six publication series, including: 

an annual report that is basically factual but more 

textual and interpretive than the current report; 


quarterly releases of crime counts and trends; 


annual compilations of statistics similar to those 

currently in Crime in the U. S.; 


a series of computer-generated special reports to 

individual agencies or groups of similar agencies; 


a series of occasional publications analyzing special 

issues about crime, primarily directed at researchers; and 




other series to provide for publication of methodological 

details and technical documention. 


* Issue UCR reports at least once a year jointly with a 
corresponding report from the National Crime Survey. 

* Provide a continuing analysis capability for 
reconciliation of UCK arid NCS data, evaluating seriousness weights, 
and preparing technical documentation and special studies. 

* Support continued and enhanced user services, including 
a user data base with files linked over tine, the capacity to draw 
samples of offenses for analysis either by the UCR staff or by 
outside researcllers, and response to public queries. 

Eased on input from law enforcement officers, researchers, 

and other UCR users, the above recommendations address stated needs 

for more interpretation of UCR figures than is currently furnished 

in "Crime in the United States." Law enforcement agencies pointed 

to the additional need to identify comparable local jurisdictions 

and to discuss differences in crine rates and clearances. Regarding 

user services, it was found that a more flexible analytical file 

was needed. 


The proposed publication plan took into account the needs 

to serve a variety of audiences; to provide crirne statistics at the 

national, regional, and locai levels; to provide both factual 

information and guidance on data interpretation; and to establish 

a limited set of publications, but provide for other reports on 

an as needed basis. Also considered were the differences in 

data available from the Level I and Level I1 agencies. 
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PREFACE 

This report  presents the recommendations of t he  Study of t he  National 
Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) Program of t he  Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
conducted for the  Bureau of Justice Statist ics (BJS) and the  FBI by Abt Associates 
Inc. Overseen by a joint BJS/FBI Task Force, t he  study began in September 1982. The 
first  phase examined both the  original program (as implemented in 1930, based on the  
plan of t h e  Commit tee  on Uniform Crime Records of the International Association of 
Chiefs of Police) and the  current program. The second phase of t he  study has 
examined alternative potential enhancements t o  the  UCR system and concludes with 
t he  set of recommended modifications presented in this report. Upon approval of 
these recommendations by the  Department of Justice,  the  third and final phase of the  
study will design and implement the recommended changes. 

Earlier reports document the first  phase of the study. Foremost among these 
is the  "Study of t he  National Uniform Crime Reporting Program of the  FBI: Phase I 
Interim Report" (Poggio e t  al., 1984), which describes the findings concerning the 
current program. "A Listing and Classification of Issues Regarding the UCR Program 
of the FBI" (Rovetch e t  al., 1984) outlines the  major issues regarding the  current 
system. Two other documents re la te  specifically t o  a conference convened a s  part  of 
this study. One, "First Steps Towards Phase I1 of the Study of the National UCR 
Program of the FBI" (Kennedy and Poggio, 1984) was prepared for the  conference t o  
stimulate discussion; the other, "On the  Future of the  UCR Program: Proceedings of 
the  Belmont Conference" (June 1984), records the  proceedings of t he  conference. 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This repor t  benefited greatly from the  contributions of many individuals and  
organizations. From i t s  inception, t h e  study was overseen by a Task Force  composed of 
representatives of t h e  Bureau of Jus t i ce  Sta t is t ics  and t h e  Federal  Bureau of 
Investigation. The members of t h e  Task Force  di rected t h e  focus of t h e  study, provided 
enormously useful advice, and offered numerous constructive comments  on ear l ier  
d ra f t s  of th is  and a l l  o ther  study reports. Each of t h e  Task Force  members a lso  made 
important,  unique contributions. From t h e  Bureau of Jus t ice  Statist ics,  Paul White 
served both a s  Task Force  Chairman and project  monitor for t h e  study, overseeing t h e  
myriad day-to-day decisions t h a t  crucially a f f e c t  t h e  outcome of any research 
endeavor. Benjamin Renshaw, Deputy Director of BJS and senior BJS member  of t h e  
Task Force,  provided cr i t ica l  support and a keen sense of t h e  needs t o  be addressed by 
an  enhanced crime-reporting program. Don Manson, System Specialist a t  BJS, has been 
particularly helpful t o  our consideration of a range of system design issues. From t h e  
FBI, Paul Zolbe, UCR Section Chief, contributed substantially t o  t h e  study by offering 
complete  and ready access  t o  t h e  UCR section staff  and providing needed information 
including UCR reports, manuals, and data.  Based on his nine years  of exper ience 
managing t h e  program, he  o f fe red  valuable insights into t h e  s t rengths  and weaknesses 
of t h e  current  sys tem and possibilities for fu ture  systems. Yoshio Akiyama, Chief 
Statist ician and UCR Research and Analysis Unit Chief, offered a knowledgeable 
perspective on t h e  conceptual  aspects  of both t h e  current  program and potent ia l  fu tu re  
programs. 

The contributions of BJS t o  t h e  study were  a c lea r  reflection of t h e  continuing 
interests of Dr. Steven R. Schlesinger, Director of t h e  Bureau of Jus t ice  Statist ics.  He  
provided both enthusiasm and essential  support for t h e  study. 

Special recognition is due t o  FBI Director William H. Webster. He o f fe red  his 
continued support t o  this project, and without his support this  project  would not  have 
been possible. 

A deep debt  of gra t i tude is owed t o  t h e  s t a f f  of  the  FBI-UCR Section for t h e  
information and insight they have provided concerning t h e  cur ren t  UCR program, for 
their  suggestions about changes t o  the  program, and for their  constructive review of the  
initial d ra f t  of this report .  Their help was invaluable. 

The Task Force  and project staff  received valuable guidance from t h e  Steer ing 
Commit tee ,  chaired by Dr. Charles Friel. The members and observers, listed at t h e  end 
of the  Acknowledgments, played a key role in identifying cr i t ica l  methodological and 
substantive issues and in providing s t ra teg ic  direction for the  project. Representing 
police and sheriffs'  departments,  s t a t e  UCR programs, s ta t is t ica l  analysis cen te r s ,  
other criminal justice agencies, t h e  academic and research community,  and t h e  media, 
the  Steering Commit tee  was a source of comprehensive wisdom on t h e  collection and  
use of UCR data.  

The national s t a f f s  of the  International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP), 
the  National Sheriffs' Association (NSA), and t h e  Police Executive Research Forum 
(PERF) freely offered their  ideas and experience. Bill Peterson (NSA) was part icularly 
helpful in providing us t h e  sheriffs'  perspective on UCR. Greg Thomas (PERF) provided 
extremely useful suggestions for quality assurance and recommendations for col lect ing 
management and administrat ive data.  



Special thanks a r e  extended t o  e a c h  of t h e  members  of t h e  IACP Commit tee  
on Uniform Cr ime  Records. This c o m m i t t e e  was directly responsible for  t h e  study, 
having th ree  t imes  sponsored resolutions, unanimously approved by t h e  IACP 
membership, t h a t  called for a review of t h e  UCR Program. The Committee 's  
continuing in teres t  was expressed in many rounds of const ruct ive  review and  comments  
on project  plans and reports. 

A similar deb t  of gra t i tude is due t h e  NSA Commit tee  on Uniform Cr ime  
Reporting., In joint meetings with t h e  IACP Commit tee ,  t h e  NSA C o m m i t t e e  also 
provided useful comments  on both study plans and reports. 

The members  of t h e  Association of S t a t e  UCR Programs and t h e  s t a t e  
program representa t ives  w e  m e t  on s i t e  and at t h e  1983 and 1984 Uniform Cr ime  
Reporting Conferences held at Quantico, Virginia, contributed substantial ly t o  this 
report. They provided much information and documentation and pat ient ly  responded t o  
endless questions about  UCR operations and services. 

Special thanks a r e  due each  of t h e  part icipants at t h e  Conference on t h e  
Future  of t h e  UCR Program, held at t h e  Belmont Conference C e n t e r  in Elkridge, 
Maryland, in January 1984. Besides t h e  Steering Commit tee  members,  part icipants 
included additional representa t ives  f rom law enforcement  and t h e  academic and 
research community. The conference was enormously helpful in selecting potential  
changes t o  t h e  UCR Program t o  be considered and evaluated in t h e  study. 

Local law enforcement  agencies also made key contributions t o  this study. 
Their candor and cooperation in response t o  t h e  UCR survey attest t o  thei r  dedication 
t o  t h e  be t t e rment  of t h e  law enforcement  profession. Their responses were  cri t ically 
important in formulating t h e  changes recommended in this report .  Par t icular  thanks 
a r e  offered t o  t h e  s taff  of t h e  agencies with whom we m e t  personally. They provided 
much valuable information concerning operation and use of t h e  cur ren t  system and 
offered many useful suggestions for change. Special thanks a r e  also due those  local law 
enforcement  agency representa t ives  a t tending t h e  1984 National UCR Conference in 
Quantico. 

Several  researchers  should be acknowledged for thei r  contributions. Through 
thei r  work redesigning t h e  National Cr ime  Survey (NCS), Albert  Biderman and J a m e s  
Lynch of t h e  Bureau of Social Science Research provided insights on t h e  integration of 
t h e  NCS and t h e  UCR. Doug Brown and Dennis Conly of t h e  Canadian Cent re  for 
Jus t ice  Sta t is t ics  a r e  thanked for keeping us abreas t  of re la ted act iv i t ies  there.  Allen 
Pearson is gratefully acknowledged for a l l  of t h e  information and d a t a  he  provided on 
t h e  UCR audits  conducted by t h e  IACP. 

Finally, we would like t o  express our gra t i tude t o  several  individuals a t  Abt 
Associates who contributed t o  producing this report .  Barbara Quinlan oversaw 
production of t h e  report ,  and Ellen Kaplan-Maxfield and Mary-Ellen Perry diligently 
typed and re typed t h e  manuscript. 

For e a c h  person or group mentioned, the re  were  many more  who carried out  
perhaps less conspicuous but no less important roles. Each contributed in his or her own 
unique way t o  t h e  completion of the  work represented here. We a r e  indebted t o  all of 
them for their  encouragement  and contributions of t ime  and ideas. 



UCR STUDY STEERING COMMITTEE 


Charles Friel  (Chairman) 
Professor 
Sam Houston S t a t e  University 
Huntsville, Texas 

Allen H. Andrews, Jr .  
Director of Public Safety  
Ci ty  of Peoria 
Peoria, Illinois 

Michael Block 
Professor 
University of Arizona 
Tucson, Arizona 

Norman A. Carlson 
Director,  Bureau of Prisons 
Washington, D.C. 

Gary R. Cooper 
Executive Director 
SEARCH Group, Inc. 
Sacramento,  California 

Adam DIAlessandro 

Deputy Commissioner (ret ired) 

New York S t a t e  Division of 

Criminal Jus t ice  Services 


Clif ton Park,  New York 


Arthur Dill 

Chief (ret ired) 

Denver Police Depar tment  

Denver, Colorado 


Isaac Ehrlich 

Professor 

S t a t e  University of New York 

a t  Buffalo 


Buffalo, New York 


Stephen Goldsmith 
Prosecutor 
Off ice of t h e  Prosecuting Attorney 
of Marion County, Indiana 


Indianapolis, Indiana 


Donald M. Gottfredson 

Dean 

School of Criminal Jus t ice  

Rutgers  S t a t e  University 

Newark, New Jersey 


Fred Graham 
CBS News 
Washington, D.C. 

Mary Lou McPhail 
Research Analyst 
Kansas Bureau of Investigation 
President 
Association of S t a t e  UCR Programs 
Topeka, Kansas 

Alan Knudson 
Bureau Chief,  Florida Depar tment  
of Law Enforcement 
Tallahassee, Florida 

Steve Kolodney 
Chief 
S t a t e  Off ice  of Information 
Technology 

Depar tment  of Finance 
S t a t e  of California 
Sacramento,  California 

John E.Otto 
Executive Assistant Director 
Law Enforcement Services 
Federal  Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D.C. 

Dwight Radclif f 

Sheriff 

Pickaway County 

Circleville, Ohio 


Phillip Renninger 

Director 

Sta t is t ica l  Analysis Cen te r  

Pennsylvania Commission on 

Cr ime  and Delinquency 


Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 


James  R. JJetzel 

Director 

Cen te r  for Demographic Studies 

Bureau of the  Census 

Washington, D.C. 




OBSERVERS TO UCR STUDY STEERING COMMITTEE 


Albert  Biderman 
National Cr ime  Survey Redesign 
Bureau of Social Science Research,  

Inc. 
Washington, D.C. 

L. Douglas Brown 
Chief of Law Enforcement Sta t is t ics  
Canadian C e n t r e  for Jus t ice  Sta t is t ics  
Ot tawa,  Ontar io  

William Dean 
Director 
Police Management Division 
International Association of Chiefs 

of Police 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 

Thomas M. Finn 
Assistant Executive Director 
National Sheriffs' Association 
Washington, D.C. 

Charles Lamb 
International Association of Campus 

Law Enforcement Administrators 
Director of Public Safety 
Georgetown University 
Washington, D.C. 

J a m e s  Lynch 
National Cr ime  Survey Redesign 
Bureau of Social Science 
Research, Inc. 

James  McGrory 
International Association of 
Campus Law Enforcement 
Administrators 

Depar tment  of Public Safety  
University of Delaware 
Newark, Delaware 

David Meade 
Senior Systems Analyst 
British Columbia Systems 

Corporation 
Vancouver, British Columbia 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 


Preface  

Acknowledgments 

Summary 

Chapter 1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Study Objectives and Approach 


1.2 Organization of t h e  Report  


Chapter 2 ISSUES RAISED ABOUT UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING 


2.1 Scope of t h e  Program 


2.2 Da ta  Elements and Definitions 


2.2.1 	 Distinction between P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 

Offenses 


2.2.2 	 Offense-Specif i c  Issues 


2.2.3 	 Current  Da ta  Elements  


2.2.4 	 Additional D a t a  Elements  


2.2.5 	 Ability of Law Enforcement Agencies 

t o  Supply New D a t a  Elements  


2.2.6 	 Classification and Scoring 


2.2.7 	 Unfoundings and Clearances  


2.3 Analysis of Da ta  


2.4 Presentation and Interpretation of D a t a  


2.5 Reporting and Accuracy 


2.6 Other  Issues 


Chapter 3 OVERVIEW O F  THE RECOMMENDED UCR SYSTEM 


3.1 Level I Component 


3.2 Level I1 Component 


3.3 S t a t e  Programs 




Chapte r  4 UNIT-RECORD REPORTING 

4.1 	 Advantages and Disadvantages of Unit-Record 

Reporting 


4.2 	 Preferences  of Law Enforcement Agencies 


4.3 	 A Unit-Record Reporting System Equivalent 

t o  t h e  Cur ren t  System 


4.4 	 Comparison of Summary Reporting with 

Unit-Record Coding 


4.5 	 Da ta  Entry and Transmission 


4.5.1 S t a t e s  with Automated UCR Systems 


4.5.2 S t a t e s  with Manual UCR Systems 


4.5.3 S t a t e s  without UCR Programs 


4.5.4 Local Systems on Microcomputers 


4.6 	 Costs  of a Unit-Record System 


4.6.1 Total  Da ta  Entry Costs  


4.6.2 Marginal Da ta  Entry Costs  


4.7 Feasibility of a Unit-Record Reporting System 


Chapter  5 UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING: LEVEL I 


5.1 	 Choice of Offenses for which Offense Counts 

Are Col lected 


5.2 	 At tempts  


5.3 	 Classification and Scoring Rules 


5.4 	 Classification Systems 


5.5 	 Adding Incident Da ta  


5.5.1 Additional Information for Homicides 


5.5.2 Type of Victim 


5.5.3 Distinguishing Crimes against  Nonresidents 


5.5.4 Codes for "Nature of Larcenies" 


5.6 Value of Property Stolen and Recovered 




5.7 	 Clearances 


5.7.1 	 Shortcomings of Existing Clearance 

Statist ics 


5.7.2 	 Improvement in t he  Accuracy of Clearance 

Statist ics 


5.7.3 	 Burden on Agencies of Record-Based 

Clearance Reporting 


5.7.4 	 Reasons for Continuing 

Clearance Reporting 


5.8 	 Additional Arrest  Data  


5.9 	 Description of Recommended Unit-Record 

Da ta  Elements 


Chapter  6 UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING: LEVEL I1 

6.1 	 Participating Agencies 


6.2 	 Offenses Included 


6.3 	 Detailed Data  


6.4 	 Agency and Jurisdictional Character is t ics  


6.5 	 Integration with Level I Component 


6.6 	 Special Studies 


6.7 	 S t a t e  Participation 


6.8 Design of t h e  Level I1 Sample 


Chapter 7 QUALITY ASSURANCE IN THE UCR SYSTEM 


7.1 	 Audits 


7.1.1 	 Audit Procedures 


7.1.2 	 Sample Design 


7.2 	 Code of Professional Standards for 

Reporting Systems 


7.2.1 	 Data  Flow 


7.2.2 	 Contributor Standards 


7.3 Improved Feedback t o  Local Agencies 




7.4 	 Role of S t a t e  UCR Programs in Quality Assurance 


7.5 	 Error Ra t e s  in UCR Reporting 


7.5.1 	 Da ta  Sources 


7.5.2 	 Description of Audit Procedures 


7.5.3 	 IACP Error Estimates 


7.5.4 	 Methodology for this Analysis 


7.5.5 	 Limitations 


7.5.6 Estimated Reporting Error Ra t e s  


Chapter  8 RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER DATA SYSTEMS 


8.1 	 Differences between UCR and t he  

National Cr ime  Survey 


8.2 	 Retaining t he  Benefits of Both NCS 

and UCR 


8.3 	 Reconciliation of UCR and NCS Data  


8.4 Prosecution and Disposition Data 


Chapter  9 PUBLICATIONS, ANALYSES, AND USER SERVICES 


9.1 	 Publications Series 


9.1.1 


9.1.2 


9.1.3 


9.1.4 


9.1.5 


Series 1 Publications 

Series 2 Publications 

Series 3 and 4 Publications 

Series 5 Publications 

Series 6 Publications 

9.2 	 Relationships with S t a t e  Publications 


9.3 	 Publications During Transition t o  

New System 


9.4 	 Joint Reporting of UCR and NCS Results 


9.5 	 Analysis Capabilities 


9.5.1 	 Continuing Analysis for Reconcil- 

iation between UCR and NCS Data  




9.5.2 Continuing Analysis of Seriousness Scores 185 

9.6 User Services 187 

9.6.1 Services t o  Police 190 

9.6.2 Services t o  Research Users 191 

9.6.3 Services t o  Other  Public Users 192 

9.7 Release of UCR Information 

9.8 Conclusion 

Chapter  10 SYSTEM IMPLEMENTATION AND COSTS 194 

10.1 Implementation and Operational Tasks 194 

10.1.1 Implementation of t h e  Local System 194 

10.1.2 Implementation of t h e  S t a t e  System 195 

10.1.3 Implementation of t h e  National System 196 

10.1.4 Operation of t he  National System 196 

10.2 Implementation Schedule 197 

10.3 System Costs  197 

10.4 Conclusion 200 

Appendix A METHODOLOGY FOR SITE VISITS, SURVEYS, AND 203 
INTERVIEWS 

Attachment  1 : 

Attachment  2: 

At tachment  3: 

Attachment  4: 

Topic Outline for  In-Depth Interviews 215 

S t a t e  UCR Program Review 227 

Researcher Interview Protocol 242 

Instrument for Mailed Survey 
t o  Law Enforcement Agencies 

Appendix B RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 
AND THE UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING PROGRAM 279 

Appendix C ESTIMATED COST O F  RECOMMENDED SYSTEM BY TASK 29 1 

Appendix D SAMPLE DESIGN FOR LEVEL I1 COMPONENT 300 

List of Acronyms 315 

Bibliography 316 



SUMMARY 

The Uniform Cr ime  Reporting (UCR) Program of t h e  Federal  Bureau of 
Investigation is t h e  nation's primary source of information about  repor ted c r i m e s  and  
arrests .  Every month nearly 16,000 law enforcement  agencies submit repor ts  
summarizing, by type of crime, t h e  number of offenses, ar res ts ,  and c learances  t h a t  
occurred in thei r  jurisdiction during t h e  month. Once  a year  t h e  FBI re leases  a 
summary of th is  information in a publication ent i t led  Cr ime  in t h e  United States.  

Begun a s  a voluntary reporting act iv i ty  more  than f i f ty  years  a g o  by t h e  
Commit tee  on Uniform Records of t h e  International Association of Chiefs  of Police, 
t h e  UCR program was soon transferred t o  t h e  FBI. Since then,  i t  has  remained 
fundamentally unchanged except  for a steadily increasing number of contributing 
agencies, now covering 97 percent of t h e  U.S. population, and t h e  development of 
s t a t e  UCR programs which receive and process t h e  d a t a  before sending i t  t o  t h e  FBI. 

While UCR d a t a  have been widely used by law enforcement  agencies, 
researchers, government policy makers, and t h e  media, many cr i t ic isms of t h e  
program have arisen f rom t h e  same sources. Many think t h e  system needs t o  be  
expanded t o  cover a wider range of offense types  and provide more  deta i led  
information on t h e  nature  of criminal incidents. Some indicate t h a t  t h e  sys tem needs 
t o  provide g rea te r  analyt ic  flexibility, while o thers  suggest t h a t  published repor ts  
should have more  analysis and interpretation.  Many question t h e  accuracy of UCR 
data.  UCR s ta t i s t i c s  appear  t o  disagree in some ways from those of re la ted sources, 
such as t h e  National Cr ime  Survey, but the  form of UCR d a t a  prevents meaningful 
comparison or  reconciliation between different c r i m e  series. A t  t h e  s a m e  t ime,  d a t a  
processing capabil i t ies of state programs and large police and sheriffs'  agencies  have 
begun t o  outpace t h e  antiquated methods of t h e  UCR national program. Based on t h e  
extensive cri t icism and t h e  rapidly changing d a t a  processing environment, t h e  IACP 
th ree  t imes  called for a review of t h e  UCR program. In response, t h e  Bureau of 
Jus t ice  Sta t is t ics  and t h e  Federal  Bureau of Investigation formed a joint task  force,  
which in 1982 con t rac ted  with Abt Associates Inc. t o  determine what, if any, changes 
should be  made t o  t h e  current  national UCR program. 

The study encompassed a l l  aspects  of t h e  program, including i t s  objectives 
and intended user audience, d a t a  items, reporting mechanisms, quali ty control ,  
publications and user services, and relationships with o ther  criminal justice d a t a  
systems. This repor t  presents the  study's recommendations for  a new national UCR 
program. 

The study relied on extensive outreach t o  obtain t h e  views of a l l  in teres ted 
parties. A Steering Commit tee  composed of leading criminal justice researchers  and 
practi t ioners (see  Acknowledgments) regularly reviewed t h e  study's progress, a s  did 
t h e  Joint  UCR Commit tee  of the  International Association of Chiefs  of Police and t h e  
National Sheriffs' Association. Moreover, we solicited the  views of col lectors  and 
users of UCR d a t a  through s i t e  visits and surveys of law enforcement  agencies  and 
s t a t e  UCR programs, interviews with criminal justice researchers,  and a national 
conference of UCR experts. The law enforcement  agency survey drew 3400 
responses. From al l  these  sources a remarkable consensus emerged on desirable 
improvements t o  be made. 



Overview of t h e  Recommended UCR System 

The proposed new UCR program differs from t h e  exist ing one in two  
fundamental  ways. First ,  ra ther  than sending only monthly summary s ta t i s t i c s  t o ,  t h e  
National Program, s t a t e  or  local agencies will submit individual records  for  e a c h  
incident and each a r r e s t  t h a t  occurred during t h e  month. This conversion t o  unit- 
record reporting provides the  flexibility t h a t  was needed t o  incorporate addit ional  
d a t a  e lements  into t h e  system, and i t  will enhance t h e  accuracy and usefulness of 
UCR data.  Second, two  levels of reporting will be established: most contr ibutors  will 
provide basic offense and arres t  information similar t o  tha t  current ly  repor ted,  while 
a comparatively small  sample of agencies will repor t  much more  extensive 
information. All large agencies will be  expected t o  par t ic ipate  in t h e  second reporting 
level, together with a nationally representa t ive  sample of smaller  agencies. Two-level 
reporting mee t s  t h e  needs for increased depth and scope of regional and  national 
s ta t is t ics  about c r ime  while minimizing t h e  burden imposed on contr ibutors  and 
agencies t h a t  process t h e  data.  

Table I summarizes t h e  distinctions between t h e  two  levels of reporting (in 
t h e  columns labeled Level I and Level I1 components) and compares  them with  t h e  
current  system. Aside from t h e  change t o  submitting individual records  of incidents 
and arrests ,  Level I reporting is substantially t h e  s a m e  a s  t h e  present UCR program: 
only minor changes a r e  proposed in t h e  types of offenses repor ted t o  t h e  national 
program, t h e  definitions of offenses, and t h e  detailed d a t a  elements.  Level I1 
reporting is expanded t o  cover many types  of offenses not previously included in t h e  
UCR program, over twenty new d a t a  i t ems  will be  added for e a c h  offense,  and 
additional information about Level I1 component agencies and their  jurisdictions will 
be collected annually. Nearly al l  t h e  information planned for inclusion in Level I1 
reporting is already collected by major c i ty ,  county, and s t a t e  agencies with advanced 
c r ime  d a t a  processing capabilities. 

In addition t o  t h e  changes shown in Table 1, t h e  proposed new system 
includes improvements in procedures f o r  assuring t h e  quality of UCR da ta ,  a n  
expanded series of publications, enhanced analysis capabil i t ies and user services,  and 
be t t e r  compatibility with National Cr ime  Survey d a t a  and Offender-Based Transaction 
Statistics. Details of t h e  changes a r e  given in t h e  i temized discussions of t h e  
recommendations, in t h e  sections t h a t  follow. 

The benefits  of t h e  new system will be readily apparent  t o  legislators and 
other  government officials, members of t h e  public, criminal justice researchers ,  t h e  
media, and t h e  contributing law enforcement  agencies. The recommended UCR 
system will provide law enforcement  and t h e  public with a fa r  more  compelling and 
accura te  local, regional, and national s ta t is t ics  on c r ime  conditions and t h e  ac t iv i t i e s  
of law enforcement agencies in relat ion t o  crime. It will permit  UCR information t o  
be combined with information from o ther  sources, thereby presenting a more  comple te  
picture of cr ime and the  criminal justice system's response t o  c r ime  than ever  before  
possible. This will include the  ability t o  identify t h e  ac tua l  e x t e n t  of injury and loss 
and the  risk of victimization, t o  distinguish cr imes tha t  a r e  preventable and  defensible 
through police action,  and t o  identify t h e  c i rcumstances  of c r imes  and  hence t h e  
potential for defensive actions by t h e  public and police. 

Equally important,  the  enhanced UCR program will reestablish t h e  leadership 
of t h e  national UCR program in t h e  continued development of s t a t e  and local c r i m e  
reporting. The tools and descriptive publications developed for t h e  national program, 
and the  local police information systems and sof tware  needed t o  support  them,  could 
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Table  1 

COtIPARISON OF C W N T  AND RECOMMENDED UCR SYSTEMS 

Recommended sys temi 
Level  I Level I1 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  Current  sys tem component component 

T a r g e t  pe rcen t age  of 
agenc i e s  

Type of r e p o r t i n g  summary un i t - r eco rd  un i t - r eco rdI 1 1 

Offense  t ypes  f o r  c r i m i n a l  homicide, c r i m i n a l  h ~ m i c i d e , ~  a l l  o f f e n s e s  
which o f f e n s e  d a t a  f o r c i b l e  r ape ,  robbery ,  f o r c i b l e  s e x u a l  
a r e  c o l l e c t e d  a s s a u l t ,  bu rg l a ry ,  o f f e n s e ,  robbery ,  

la rceny- the£ t ,  a s s a u l t ,  b u r g l a r y ,  
motor-vehic le  t h e f t ,  l a r c e n t - t h e f t ,  motor-

and a r son  v e h i c l e  t h e f t ,  
and a r s o n  

Handling of a t t emp ted  i nc luded  i n  coun t s ;  i n c l u d e  i n  coun t s ;  i n c l u d e  i n  c o u n t s ;  
c r imes  not  d i s t i n g u i s h e d  from d i s t i n g u i s h  from d i s t i n g u i s h  from 

a c t u a l  (com l e t e d )  a c t u a l  cr imes  a c t u a l  cr imes  %cr imes  

Use of H ie ra r chy  Rule  i yes  I noC 

C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 c u r r e n t  P a r t  I c u r r e n t  P a r t  I 
o f f e n s e  o f f e n s e s  a s  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  

d e f i n e d  by t he  w i t h  s h a r p e r  d e f i n i -  w i th  s h a r p e r  d e f i n i -  
UCR Program t i o n s  of agg rava t ed  t i o n s  of agg rava t ed  

a s s a u l t  and r ape  a s s a u l t  and r ape  c a t e -
ca t ego ry  broadened gory broadened t o  

t o  i n c l u d e  a l l  i n c l u d e  a l l  f o r c i b l e  
f o r c i b l e  s e x u a l  s e x u a l  o f f e n s e s ;  

o f f e n s e s ;  r e f i n e d  r e f i n e d  P a r t  I1 
P a r t  I1 d e f i n i - d e f i n i t i o n s ;  de-

t i o n s  t a i l e d  d a t a  a l l o w  
a l t e r n a t i v e  c l a s s i -

f i c a t i o n s  a s  w e l l  

C o l l e c t i o n  of l i m i t e d  l i m i t e d ,  but  i n c l u d i n g  e x t e n s i v e ,  i n c l u d i n g  
d e t a i l e d  i n c i d e n t  type  of v i c t i m  v i c t i m  type ,  v i c t i m  
d a t a  ( i n d i v i d u a l ,  b u s i n e s s ,  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

o r  o t h e r )  and r e s i - v i c t im-o f f ende r  
den t  / n o n r e s i d e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p ,  u se  of 

s t a t u s  f  orcelweapon,  type  of 
weapon, n a t u r e l e x t e n t  

of i n j u r y ,  day of 
weekl t ime of day, 
type  of l o c a t i o n ,  

r e s i d e n t  /non- 
r e s i d e n t  s t a t u s  of 

v i c t i m  

Cros s - r e f e r enc ing  of yes  

c l e a r e d  o f f e n s e s  t o  

a r r e s t s d  


Agency and j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  number of employees; number of employees; e x t e n s i v e  s e t  of 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  popu la t i on  s i z e  popu la t i on -a t - r i sk  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  


d a t a  


a ~ e g l i g e n t  manslaughter  i s  excluded.  

b ~ x c e p t  f o r  a t t emp ted  r apes  and a t t emp ted  f o r c i b l e  e n t r y  f o r  b u r g l a r  2 s ;  a t t emp ted  homicides a r e  counted 
a s  aggravated a s s a u l t s .  

' ~ x c e ~ t . t ode t e rmine  t h e  p r imary  o f f e n s e ,  which i s  recorded f i r s t .  

d ~ nof f ense  is c l e a r e d  by a r r e s t  when a t  l e a s t  one person i s  a r r e s t e d ,  charged wi th  commission of t he  
o f f e n s e ,  and t u r n e d  ove r  t o  t he  c o u r t  f o r  p r o s e c u t i o n .  



readily be extended so tha t  local depar tments  or s t a t e  agencies could provide detailed 
information on t h e  extent  and nature  of c r ime  risks in local neighborhoods. In fac t ,  a 
significant benefit  and use of this expanded d a t a  base would be  in local c r ime  
prevention and  avoidance (e.g., local c r ime  watch programs). The more  extensive d a t a  
can  and should permit  police t o  furnish c i t izens  with basic knowledge about  t h e  quality 
of l ife in their  neighborhoods, thus fostering community c r i m e  prevention and 
avoidance programs and enhancing police/community relations. 

Finally, t h e  system is inherently flexible. I t  maintains a basic consistency 
with t h e  cur ren t  system, allowing continued understanding of t rends  over t ime ,  while 
vastly increasing our understanding of c r i m e  conditions. I t  permits  d i f fe ren t  users t o  
count and categor ize  cr imes in ways they find meaningful, t o  col lect  addit ional  
information in response t o  emerging issues without requiring permanent  or  costly 
changes t o  routine d a t a  collection practices,  and t o  explore a myriad of deta i ls  about 
c r i m e  and law enforcement.  I t  can readily be tailored by s t a t e  and local agencies  t o  
m e e t  thei r  special  needs for c r ime  d a t a  or  c r ime  analysis. 

Reporting Levels and Format  

The two fundamental changes t o  t h e  UCR system -- conversion t o  a two-
level, unit record reporting system -- a r e  ref lected in t h e  following 
recommendations. (Recommendations a r e  numbered according t o  t h e  chap te r  in which 
they appear in t h e  report.) 

Recommendation 3.1: Convert  t h e  UCR system t o  a two-level reporting 
system under which most  agencies repor t  basic 
offense and  arrest information similar to t h a t  
currently reported,  while a comparat ively  smal l  
sample of agencies  repor t  much more  extensive  
information. 

Recommendation 4.1: Conver t  t h e  e n t i r e  UCR sys tem to unit-record 
reporting in which local law enforcement  agencies  
submit repor ts  on  e a c h  individual cr iminal  incident. 

Recommendation 4.2: Conver t  t h e  e n t i r e  UCR system to unit-record 
reporting in which local law enforcement  agencies  
submit repor ts  on e a c h  individual arrest. 

Level I reporting assures t h a t  basic s ta t is t ics  a r e  available for a l l  
jurisdictions, while Level I1 reporting provides much more detailed information about 
regional and national cr ime patterns.  

The conversion t o  unit-record reporting has far-reaching implications. It 
provides the  flexibility needed for nearly a l l  the  recommendations t h a t  follow, great ly  
enhances the  usefulness of t h e  d a t a  col lected by t h e  UCR program, and is expec ted  t o  
increase substantially the  accuracy of t h e  data .  



Level I Reporting 

The nine recommendations discussed in this section cover t h e  changes t h a t  
a r e  proposed for  d a t a  e lements  in Level I reporting. Some of them,  a s  noted, apply 
also t o  Level I1 reporting. 

Recommendation 5.1: Retain data collection for Part I offenses only, but 
(Level I only) eliminate negligent manslaughter altogether and 

broaden the rape category to include all forcible 
sexual offenses in Part I. 

The original designers of t h e  UCR selected relat ively few crimes--called 
P a r t  I crimes--for which t h e  National Program collected information on t h e  number of 
offenses. The basic c r i t e r i a  used t o  se lect  these  P a r t  I c r imes  were  t h e  seriousness of 
t h e  crime, t h e  similari ty of r a t e s  of occurrence throughout a l l  geographic regions of 
t h e  country, t h e  frequency of occurrence,  and t h e  likelihood of coming t o  t h e  
a t tent ion of police. The current  list of P a r t  I c r imes  (criminal homicide, forcible 
rape, robbery, aggravated assault,  burglary, larceny-theft ,  motor-vehicle the f t ,  and 
arson) is similar t o  t h a t  established in 1930. 

Some have cr i t ic ized t h e  inclusion of pe t ty  larceny, negligent manslaughter, 
and arson as P a r t  I offenses, and t h e  exclusion of serious c r imes  such a s  sexual 
offenses (other than rape), child abuse, drug offenses, terrorism, kidnapping, 
blackmail, and extort ion.  

Pe t ty  larceny is distinguished from grand larceny using thresholds for t h e  
value of property stolen such a s  $100 or $250. However, t h e  threshold used varies 
from state t o  s t a t e  and has changed over time. Although pe t ty  larceny indeed appears  
not t o  mee t  t h e  c r i t e r i a  for inclusion a s  a P a r t  I offense, we recommend retaining 
collection of pe t ty  larceny data.  No uniform national cut-off point between pe t ty  and 
grand larceny can  be  easily established, and collecting d a t a  only for grand larceny 
would c r e a t e  many problems of adjusting c r ime  d a t a  for inflation. 

Data  about negligent manslaughter a r e  included in t h e  cur ren t  UCR program 
only as an  edi t  check for homicide data ,  and t h e  National Cen te r  for Health Sta t is t ics  
has information on negligent manslaughter thought t o  be at leas t  a s  a c c u r a t e  a s  t h e  
UCR data. For these  reasons, and t o  avoid unnecessary burdens on contributors,  we 
recommend discontinuing t h e  collection of negligent manslaughter data.  

The inclusion of arson, designated a P a r t  I offense in response t o  a 
congressional mandate,  is controversial. The survey conducted for this study showed 
t h a t  a slender majority of police support i ts  continued inclusion. Although arson does 
not mee t  most of t h e  s t a ted  c r i t e r i a  for P a r t  I offenses (especially because i t s  
detection depends heavily on investigative practice),  t h e  seriousness of the  c r ime  has 
tr iggered demands for be t t e r  data.  Thus, we do not recommend a change t o  the  s t a tus  
quo, which would require a reversal  of the  congressional mandate.  

We have recommended t h a t  the  current  P a r t  I r ape  offense category be  
broadened t o  include a l l  forcible sexual offenses in order t o  respond t o  t h e  
contemporary demand for be t t e r  and expanded d a t a  in this c r i m e  category.  In 
addition t o  female  rape,  UCR reporting will include rape by instrumentation,  rape of 
males, and other sexual assaults. A code would be used t o  indicate t h e  type of 



forcible sexual offense, one code indicating (nonstatutory) rape of females  in order t o  
pe rmi t  continuity with past  data.  

No o ther  changes a r e  proposed t o  t h e  categories of c r imes  t o  be  included in 
Level I reporting. Serious P a r t  I1 offenses need not be included, because they will be 
adequately covered by t h e  Level I1 component. Level I1 d a t a  will sat isfy public needs 
for national information on all  serious offenses and will also provide local agencies 
with a basis of comparison for thei r  own stat ist ics.  Level I agencies t h a t  s o  des i re  
could col lect  P a r t  I1 offense information and compare  their  P a r t  I1 r a t e s  with national 
or  regional r a t e s  or with r a t e s  of similar jurisdictions part icipating in t h e  Level I1 
component. 

Recommendation 5.2: Distinguish a t t e m p t e d  f rom completed offenses. 
(Levels I and 11) 

The current  UCR system's handling of a t t empted  offenses is frequently 
cri t icized.  I t  is an  issue both of d a t a  collection and of analysis and presentation. The 
cur ren t  reporting system distinguishes completed from a t t e m p t e d  rape  and completed 
burglaries from a t t empted  forcible entries;  a t t e m p t e d  homicides a r e  classified as 
aggravated assaults. At tempts  a r e  not distinguished for o ther  P a r t  I offenses, but a r e  
included in t h e  c r ime  counts along with c r imes  actually committed.  Perhaps t h e  most 
important consequence is t h a t  t h e  resulting cr ime s ta t is t ics  give t h e  impression t h a t  
serious c r ime  occurs more frequently than i t  actually does. Seventy-five percent  of 
law enforcement  agencies agreed t h a t  a t t e m p t e d  cr imes should be  reported separate ly  
from ac tua l  ones, and we concur. 

Recommendation 5.3: Report  o the r  d is t inct  offenses occurring within a 
(Levels I and 11) criminal incident, in addition t o  t h e  most serious 

offense  as determined by t h e  Hierarchy Rule; 
re ta in  t h e  Hierarchy Rule t o  determine t h e  most  
serious offense  f o r  e a c h  vic t im within a criminal 
incident. 

According t o  t h e  Hierarchy Rule used in t h e  current  system, only t h e  most  
serious offense involved in a criminal incident is reported. I f ,  in one incident, a man is 
murdered,  a woman is raped, and both a r e  robbed, only t h e  homicide is reported. The 
need for such a rule s temmed from t h e  inherent limitations of a summary reporting 
system. 

This rule has been heavily cri t icized.  Those who object  t o  the  Hierarchy 
Rule consider i t  simplistic t o  count only t h e  most serious offense, noting t h a t  i t  loses 
information, obscures the  actual  number of offenses reported,  and hides t h e  
connection between loss and injury offenses. Those who support t h e  rule consider i t  
c r i t ica l  t o  be able t o  character ize  a given criminal even t  in a c lea r  and simple way. 

Police depar tments  a r e  ra the r  sharply divided in their  views on t h e  Hierarchy 
Rule. One quar ter  prefer retaining t h e  rule in i t s  present form. On t h e  o ther  hand, 
more  than half of depar tments  think t h a t  no hierarchy rule should be  used--all counts  
of each offense for each victim should be tallied. (The remainder p re fe r  a 
modification t o  t h e  current  rule.) 



We recommend t h a t  a l l  offenses for each  victim involved in a cr iminal  
incident be reported.  By vi r tue  of t h e  flexibility of a unit-record sys tem,  th is  c a n  be  
accomplished without diminishing the  ability t o  provide a simple and unambiguous 
classification of a criminal event.  

Recommendation 5.4: Redef ine  aggravated assaul t  m o r e  explici t ly in 
(Levels I and  11) t e r m s  of t h e  use of weapons and  t h e  e x t e n t  of 

injury. 

A frequently-raised issue concerning t h e  cur ren t  classif ication of offenses  is 
the  difficulty and ambiguity in distinguishing aggravated f rom simple assault .  
According t o  t h e  UCR Survey, more  than half of law enforcement  agencies a g r e e  t h a t  
"aggravated assault  should be defined in t e r m s  of ac tua l  injury without regard t o  
intent," and another  19 percent  neither agree  nor disagree with t h e  s t a tement .  W e  
recommend t h a t  an  assault  be  defined a s  aggravated if e i the r  a weapon is present  o r  
the  victim sustains injuries involving broken bones, loss of t ee th ,  internal  injuries, or 
loss of consciousness. 

Recommendation 5.5: Col lect  additional information abou t  homicides. 

For homicides, agencies currently submit t h e  Supplementary Homicide 
Report (SHR), a unit record containing information about t h e  cr ime,  t h e  victim, t h e  
offender(s), t h e  victim-offender relationship, t h e  weapons used, and a n a r r a t i v e  
description of t h e  c i rcumstances  of t h e  homicide. Because of i t s  importance,  w e  
recommend t h a t  additional information be collected for homicides. Specifically, w e  
recommend t h a t  Level I agencies report ,  for every homicide, the  d a t a  e lements  t h a t  
a r e  reported by Level I1 agencies for offenses generally. Thus, a l l  agencies  would 
report  information not current ly  collected on type of location, t i m e  of day, and  Zip 
code of victim, a s  well a s  a l l  of t h e  d a t a  e lements  current ly  col lected on t h e  SHR. In 
addition, we recommend coding circumstances at t h e  local level where  t h e  mos t  
detailed information about t h e  incident is available. Making t h e  coded d a t a  avai lable  
for research would greatly faci l i ta te  analyses involving t h e  c i rcumstances  of 
homicide. 

Recommendation 5.6: Distinguish among c r imes  agains t  businesses, 
(Levels I and 11) cr imes  against  individuals o r  households, and  c r i m e s  

agains t  o the r  entities. 

Currently, no distinction is made between incidents in which the  victim is an  
individual (or household) and incidents in w h i c h  t h e  victim is a commerc ia l  
establishment. Such information is necessary for understanding the  na tu re  of local ,  
s t a te ,  and national c r i m e  pa t t e rns  and also for reconciling UCR with National C r i m e  
Survey data.  Two-thirds of a l l  local law enforcement  agencies  support such a change ,  
and most of the  remainder a r e  neutral. Fur ther ,  this distinction is generally q u i t e  
simply made. Thus, we recommend distinguishing among c r imes  agains t  businesses, 
crimes against individuals or households, and c r imes  agains t  o ther  en t i t i e s  (such a s  
public buildings). 



Recommendation 5.7: Distinguish c r i m e s  agains t  residents of a 
(Levels I and 11) jurisdiction f rom c r i m e s  agains t  nonresidents, in 

brder to b e  ab le  to adjust  For large  influxes of 
nonresidents e i t h e r  as dayt ime business populations 
or as tourists. 

An issue frequently raised by law enforcement  agencies in jurisdictions with 
large  tourist populations is t h e  resulting inflation of thei r  c r ime  r a t e s  a s  a result  of 
t h e  influx of tourists; a similar argument  c a n  be made for c i t i e s  with large dayt ime 
business populations. The problem ar ises  because c r i m e  r a t e s  a r e  calcula ted a s  t h e  
ra t io  of cr imes reported in a jurisdiction t o  t h e  resident population size. Thus, while 
t h e  numerator includes reported c r imes  against  nonresidents, t h e  denominator 
excludes nonresidents. To address this issue, w e  recommend including a d a t a  e lement  
indicating t h e  victim's residentlnonresident s t a t u s  and computing resident c r i m e  r a t e s  
in which only residents a r e  included in both numerator  and denominator. 

Recommendation 5.8: Col lect  value of proper ty  s to len by dollar value  and  
(Levels I and 11) provide fo r  t h e  value  to b e  indicated as missing for  

cases in which i t  is no t  known. 

Value of property stolen is current ly  col lected in t h r e e  broad categories;  
however, exac t  dollar values a r e  needed t o  comple te  t o t a l  values in these  categor ies  
a s  well a s  11 property class categor ies  and  28 offense c lass  categories.  Because many 
have questioned t h e  accuracy of  property value data ,  consideration was given t o  e i the r  
eliminating collection of this e lement  ent i re ly  or  collecting it in categories.  The 
former  was re jected because i t  was thought important  t o  have some information, 
a lbei t  imperfect ,  on the  ex ten t  of  losses suffered.  The l a t t e r  was re jected because i t  
was considered advantageous t o  have d a t a  collection under Levels I and  I1 a s  parallel  
as possible, and collection of exac t  dollar values is necessary under Level I1 for  several  
reasons. 

Unit-record reporting makes i t  possible t o  provide specifically for missing 
property values. In this way, t h e  e x t e n t  of missing values would be known and  
adjustments could be made. 

Recommendation 5.9: Record re la ted incident numbers on e a c h  a r r e s t  
(Levels I and 11) repor t  and  submit repor ts  on exceptional 

clearances,  in o rder  t o  increase  t h e  accuracy of 
c learance data.  

Clearance d a t a  a r e  of ten viewed a s  among t h e  least  reliable information in 
t h e  UCR data.  (A c r ime  is "cleared" when a t  leas t  one person is ar res ted,  charged 
with commission of t h e  offense,  and turned over t o  a cour t  for prosecution.) 
Clearance r a t e s  may vary widely across  law enforcement  agencies, across  divisions 
within a single agency, or  over t ime  in a single agency, without ref lect ing any 
meaningful differences in performance.  Further,  most observers believe t h a t  
c learance reporting is easily manipulated through management  actions. As a result ,  
c learance s ta t is t ics  a r e  not accep ted  a s  valid performance measures by many 
knowledgeable users of UCR data .  



To increase  t h e  accuracy of c learance s ta t is t ics  a s  well a s  expand t h e  
possible analysis of such data ,  we recommend tha t ,  for each  repor ted a r r e s t  record,  
t h e  corresponding incident number(s) be shown. Further,  we recommend tha t ,  for e a c h  
exceptional c learance,  a separa te  record be submitted identifying t h e  corresponding 
incident number and t h e  basis of t h e  exceptional c learance (e.g., suicide of offenders 
or  deathbed confession). 

These recommendations,  together  with t h e  recommendation for unit-record 
reporting, should increase t h e  reliability of c learance s ta t is t ics  and clarify thei r  
interpretation. By merging d a t a  files, it will be possible t o  assure  t h a t  no more  than 
one c learance is recorded for any particular reported crime. Clearances  could no 
longer be claimed for c r imes  not reported. The number of c learances  claimed per 
a r r e s t  could be tabulated and analyzed. Analysts could examine t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 
multiple a r res t s  a r e  made for single cr imes and t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which a r res t s  for one 
kind of c r ime  (e.g., possession of burglar's tools) a r e  used t o  c lea r  o the r  types  of 
cr imes (e.g., robberies, burglaries, and larcenies). Submission of exceptional c learance 
records would allow examination of the  reasons for such c learances  and t h e  ex ten t  t o  
which they a r e  used. I t  also would likely reduce any misuse of th is  category.  

Level I1 Reporting 

While t h e  Level I component,  like t h e  current  UCR system, will provide 
c r ime  s ta t is t ics  on virtually a l l  local law enforcement agencies in t h e  United Sta tes ,  i t  
provides no information on many offense types and only limited d a t a  describing t h e  
nature  of t h e  criminal incidents t h a t  a r e  included. Additional information is needed t o  
provide a more  comprehensive view of the  incidence of c r i m e  in this country  a s  well 
a s  a means for examining t h e  na tu re  of cr ime generally. The Level I1 component is 
designed t o  provide this information. 

The primary objectives of t h e  Level I1 component a r e  twofold: 

t o  provide national and regional e s t imates  of t h e  incidence of 
a l l  c r imes  reported t o  the  police and of t h e  nature  and 
c i rcumstances  of cr imes,  victims, and offenders; and 

t o  provide c r i m e  s ta t is t ics  on both individual agencies and 
representative groups of agencies, which individual law 
enforcement  agencies can use a s  a basis for cornparison with 
their  own stat ist ics.  

Recommendation 6.1 : Seek part icipation in t h e  Level I1 component  f rom 
a l l  agencies  serving populations in excess  of 
100,000 and  a sample of at leas t  300 smaller  
agencies. 

One of the  key fea tu res  of t h e  proposed Level I1 component  is i t s  ability t o  
provide accura te  national and regional e s t imates  while being implemented by a 
relatively small fraction of agencies. The Level I1 agencies will be  chosen in such a 
way tha t  their c r ime  s ta t is t ics  a r e  nationally and regionally representative.  
Participation in the  Level I1 component should initially be sought from a l l  of t h e  
approximately 300 c i ty  and county agencies serving populations over 100,000 and f rom 



a sample  of a t  least  300 other  agencies. Because of t h e  concentration of offenses in 
large  jurisdictions, these agencies would repor t  more  than one-haif of al l  offenses in 
t h e  United Sta tes .  Level I1 d a t a  will yield national and regional e s t imates  t h a t  could 
be used by all  law enforcement  agencies for comparisons with their  own stat ist ics.  
Est imates  will also be made by jurisdiction size. Cr ime s ta t is t ics  for agencies 
part icipating in t h e  Level I1 component will be available individually, so  t h a t  
nonparticipating agencies might be  able t o  compare  their  c r ime  s ta t is t ics  directly 
with those  of a particular participating agency of thei r  choice. 

Recommendation 6.2: Collect  P a r t  11, as well as P a r t  I, offense d a t a  and  
(Level I1 only) use more  detailed offense-type categor ies  than  t h e  

cur ren t  categories. 

A second fundamental difference between the  Level I and Level I1 
components is t h e  collection of counts of offenses for P a r t  I I  a s  well a s  P a r t  I 
offenses. While we have not recommended changes for the  Level I component in this 
regard,  we recommend collection of counts  for -all  P a r t  I1 offenses in t h e  Level I1 
component. 

Further,  we recolnmend tha t  t h e  offense type categor ies  used be more  
detailed than t h e  current  P a r t  I1 categories.  In part icular,  many of the  offense types 
included in the  existing miscellaneous category should be given separa te  categor ies  
(e.g., kidnapping, blackmail, extortion, and bribery). Also, some of t h e  existing 
categor ies  might be broken down into more detailed categor ies  (e.g., illegal manufac 
tu re  of deadly weapons might be distinguished from illegal carrying of deadly 
weapons). 

Recommendation 6.3: Collect  detailed incident d a t a  describing t h e  na tu re  
(Level I1 only) of t h e  criminal incident, including victim and 

of fender characterist ics,  victim-of fender 
relationship, use of force,  na tu re  and e x t e n t  of 
injury, and type  of location. 

Table 2 lists our recommendations for d a t a  e lements  t o  be included in t h e  
Level I1 component. A fundamental  f ea tu re  of the  Level I1 component is t h e  inclusion 
of detailed incident da ta  describing the  nature  of t h e  criminal incident and t h e  
character is t ics  of t h e  victim. 

Users of UCR d a t a  strongly support the  inclusion of such detailed data .  In 
the  survey of law enforcement  agencies, 76 t o  90 percent  of agencies indicated they 
found these da ta  t o  be useful. 

Most notable among t h e  recommended e lements  a r e  the  a r ray  of victim char-  
acterist ics--the victim's age, race ,  sex, and e thnic  origin and the  victim's relationship 
t o  t h e  offender. This information is cr i t ica l  t o  those interested in examining offenses  
against part icular subpopulations such a s  children or t h e  elderly. 

Also recommended for inclusion a r e  e lements  describing the  nature  of any 
confrontation between victim and offender--use of force  and/or weapon, type  of 
weapon, and ex ten t  of injury. This information is necessary t o  understand t h e  e x t e n t  



Table 2 


RXCOHEIGNDGD LIST OF DATA ELEMENTS FOR LEVEL I1 COMPONENT 

IncidentIOffense Record 


* 	 Agency identifier' (UKI i tde)
* 	 Incident number 
* 	 Additional offense records indicdtora 
* 	 Record type (initial/update/deletion)
* 	 Primary offense type 
* 	 Offense status (comple elattemptedlunfounded) 
* 	 Secondary offense type E 
* 	 Date of incident 
* 	 Circumstance code (homicides only)(e.g., barroom brawl, lover's quarrel, drunkenness, 


revenge, etc. )c 

Time of incident 


* 	 Location type (e.g., private residence, gas station, convenience store, etc.) 
Type of forcible sexual offense (rape of femalelrape of male/rape by instrumentationletc.) 

* 	 Type of theft ( e . g . ,  pocket-picking, purse-snatching, shoplifting) 

Number of premises entered 


* 	 Method of entry (forcible/unlawful without use of forcelattempted forcible) 

Type of property loss (nonelthe t/damaged/other) 


* 	 Type of property stolenldamaged 5 
* 	 Number of vehicles stolen 
* 	 In-use status (for arson only) 
* 	 Value of property stolen/damagede (dollar value) 
* 	 Value of property recovered (dollar value) 
* 	 Victim type (individual/business/other)
* 	 Number of victims 


Age of victimb 

Race of victi 
'tSex of victim 

Ethnicity of victimb 


* 	 Resident status of victim (full-time residentlpart-time residentlnonresident) 
* 	 Use of force/weapon (e.g., handgun, rifle, knife, strongarm, etc.) 

Nature and extent of injury (e.g., death, broken bones, internal injuries, loss of teeth, 
etc.) ' 
Zip code of victim 
Number of of fen e s 
Age of offender kf  
Race of offende b'f 
Sex of offenderEpf 
Ethnicity of offenderb'f 
Relationship of victim to offenderbvf 

* 	 Clearance status (not cleared/cleared by arrestlcleared exceptionally) 
* 	 Juvenile clearance status 

Arrest Record 


Agency identifier (OR1 code) 

Identification number of the arrest record 

Corresponding incident number(s) (if different from identification number) 

Record type (initial/update/deletion) 

Type of arrest (taken into custody/cited/sumoned) 

Level of arrest (felony/misdemeanor/etc. )g 
Primary offense type 

Secondary offense typeb 

Date of arrest 

Age of arrestee 

Race of arrestee 

Sex of arrestee 

Ethnicity of arrestee 

Police disposition (for juvenile)(codes 1 to 5 in UCR Handbook, p. 62) 

Exceptional Clearance Record 


* 	 Agency identifier (OR1 code) 
* 	 Identification number for the clearance record 
* 	 Incident number of case cleared (if different from identification number) 
* 	 Basis for clearance (codes 1 to 10 in UCR Handbook, p. 10) 

*Asterisk indicates inclusion in Level I component. 


a~ndicates whether an additional record exists for this incident. 


b~epeat up to some maximum number. 


'A 	 narrative description of the circumstances of homicide would also be submitted. 


d~ncludes vehicle type and arson property classification as in UCR Handbook. 


e~ncludes recovery of locally stolen property recovered by any jurisdiction. 


'As reported by victim or witness. 


g ~ h e  coding must allow for arrests that will later be determined to be a felony or misdemeanor, 

and for distinguishing between fingerprintable and other arrests. 




of violence. Together with victim-offender relationship da ta ,  i t  will enable  
investigation of t h e  nature  of t h e  interaction between vic t im and  of fender--analyses 
never before  possible with UCR data.  

Several  o ther  e lements  a r e  also included. Some, such as t i m e  of day  and  
date ,  f rom which day of week c a n  be derived, describe deta i ls  of t h e  incident. Zip
code of v ic t im is included t o  permit  geographic analyses of c r i m e  as, for example,  t h e  
proportion of c r ime  in major metropoli tan a r e a s  perpetra ted against  res idents  of t h e  
cen t ra l  ci t ies.  

Two important classes of d a t a  e lements  a r e  not included--elements 
describing t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which drugs were  involved in t h e  offense  and e lements  useful 
particularly t o  local operations. In spi te  of thei r  importance,  t h e  fo rmer  were  
excluded because of t h e  subjective judgments o f t e n  required (e.g., determining 
whether a n  offender was using drugs). Instead, we urge t h a t  special  studies be 
undertaken at t h e  e a r  liest opportunity t o  develop b e t t e r  methods of understanding t h e  
ex ten t  and  na tu re  of drug-related crime. Da ta  e lements  useful for local operations 
will be included in t h e  system design, with part icular i t ems  chosen a t  t h e  option of 
local agencies. 

Recommendation 6.4: 	 Col lect  d a t a  periodically describing t h e  
(Level I1 only) character is t ics  and  policies of e a c h  reporting law 

enforcement  agency and  assemble  these  d a t a  
together  wi th  demographic, socioeconomic, and  
physical charac te r i s t i c s  of t h e  jurisdiction, which 
should b e  obtained f rom o ther  sources  such as t h e  
U.S. Census Bureau. 

Level I1 d a t a  will be substantially more  useful if character is t ics  of 
participating agencies and t h e  jurisdictions they serve  a r e  readily available f rom t h e  
National UCR Program. We have recommended t h a t  agency character is t ics ,  such a s  
agency type,  number of employees by rank, gender and full-time s ta tus ,  annual 
operating budget, type of shift  assignment, and use of formal  c a s e  screening, be  
obtained by a n  annual survey of law enforcement  agencies. D a t a  on these  
character is t ics  will permit  observation of changes in police pract ice  over t i m e  and 
comparisons among agencies in similar jurisdictions. We also recommend t h a t  
jurisdictional characterist ics,  such a s  demographic composition, land a rea ,  number of 
households, number of cars ,  and number of commercia l  establishments, be assembled 
from existing sources t o  compute  population-at-risk c r i m e  r a t e s  (e.g., rapes  per 10,000 
females and burglaries per household) and t o  examine sources of variation in c r i m e  and 
arres t  r a t e s  due, for example, t o  changes in demographic composition. 

Recommendation 6.5: 	 Design t h e  National Program t o  allow for  a variety 
of levels of state program participation in Level 11. 

Some s t a t e s  with UCR programs might want  a l l  agencies within t h e  s t a t e  t o  
collect Level 11-type data.  Other  s t a t e  programs wanting t o  make a c c u r a t e  s t a te -  
level es t imates ,  but lacking t h e  resources t o  include all  agencies, might augment  t h e  
national sample of agencies sufficiently t o  enable them t o  prepare  desired s ta te- level  
est imates.  Such a state-level  sample might include, for example,  al l  agencies  serving 



populations in excess 'o f  10,000 and a sample of smaller agencies. Still o the r  state 
programs might ask only those  agencies se lected nationally t o  submit Level I1 data ,  
but  would be willing t o  col lect  these  d a t a  from local agencies. In a l l  th ree  of these 
cases, t h e  state program would process t h e  d a t a  for s t a t e  use and forward i t  t o  t h e  
national level as well. Some o ther  s t a t e s  might be unwilling t o  process Level 11 d a t a  
at all. In these  s ta tes ,  Level I1 d a t a  would be sen t  directly t o  t h e  National Program. 
Likewise, in s t a t e s  without state UCR programs, d a t a  from local  law enforcement  
agencies would be sen t  d i rect ly  t o  t h e  National Program. Ideally, a l l  s t a t e s  would 
eventually opera te  under one of t h e  f i r s t  two options so t h a t  state-level  e s t imates  
would be available nationwide. 

Quali ty Assurance 

Four key findings emerge  from review of UCR audit  and quality assurance 
procedures at t h e  federal ,  s t a t e ,  and local levels. First ,  a c c u r a t e  and consistent  
reporting is essential  t o  t h e  UCR Program. Second, the re  is widespread concern about 
t h e  accuracy of UCR data--concern t h a t  is shared by t h e  FBI, s t a t e  UCR programs, 
local law enforcement  agencies,  researchers,  and other  UCR users. Third, despi te  this 
concern, nobody knows how a c c u r a t e  UCR d a t a  actually a r e ,  which seriously 
compromises their  uti l i ty and authority.  Fourth, t h e  UCR program c a n  overcome 
these  problems through a program of increased quality assurance. 

Recommendation 7.1: Ins t i tu te  routine, ongoing audi ts  of samples  of 
(Levels I and 11) part icipating UCR agencies in order  t o  establish 

t h e  e x t e n t  of e r ro r  in t h e  sys tem on a continuing 
basis. 

We have recommended t h a t  s t a t e  and national programs routinely audi t  local 
agencies, using procedures developed by t h e  International Association of Chief of 
Police (with cer ta in  modifications). The principal purpose would be t o  measure  the  
ex ten t  of er ror  in reported offenses,  clearances,  and arres ts ,  al though t h e  use of 
audits  might also encourage agencies t o  report  honestly and accurate ly .  Only one- 
quar ter  of depar tments  responding t o  the  law enforcement  agency survey disagreed 
with a s ta tement  t h a t  contributing agencies should be audited on a confidential  basis. 

Recommendation 7.2: Develop a code  of professional s tandards  for 
(Levels I and 11) reporting systems. 

The National Program has long provided agencies with descriptions 
of basic record systems and procedures for compiling of UCR reports.  We 
recommend tha t  such descriptions be formalized by the  National Program, in 
conjunction with t h e  International Association of Chiefs of Police and t h e  
National Sheriffs' Association, in t h e  development of a code of professional 
standards for reporting systems together  with a t imetable  for adoption by 
local agencies. 



Recommendation 7.3: 	 Develop improved feedback to agencies through 
(Levels I and  11) self-administered proficiency tests, periodic 

reports on common audi t  errors,  and-regular r epor t s  
t o  individual agencies on  t h e  e x t e n t  of e d i t  
discrepancies in thei r  UCR submissions. 

The National UCR Program could,improve t h e  quality of UCR d a t a  through 
increased training and review, building on cur ren t  quality assurance procedures. 
Specifically, we recommend tha t  t h e  National Program offer  a basic UCR tes t ,  t o  be  
self-administered by local agency s taff ,  machine-graded by t h e  National Program, and  
t h e  results  returned t o  t h e  local agency. W e  also recommend t h a t  t h e  National 
Program of fe r  update quizzes, which could be scored by local agencies themselves  t o  
t e s t  s taf f  proficiency. Third, we recommend issuing periodic repor ts  on common 
errors  and problems t h a t  a r e  identified in agency audits. Finally, t h e  National 
Program, in collaboration with s t a t e  programs, should periodically provide local  
agencies with analyses of their  er rors  a s  identified in edi ts  performed at t h e  state and  
national levels. 

Recommendation 7.4: Strengthen state UCR program quality assurance, 
(Levels I and 11) including expansion of local  agency audi ts  

conducted by state programs. 

Since their  inception, s t a t e  programs have played a key role in quali ty 
assurance. W e  recommend continuing and expanding this role. Fi rs t ,  s t a t e  programs, 
by their  nature ,  can  undertake much more  extensive d a t a  cleaning than could t h e  
National Program, querying reporting agencies t o  resolve apparent  errors.  Second, 
s t a t e  programs can d e t e c t  the  need for and offer  training in problem a reas  part icular 
t o  the  s t a t e ,  most obviously those resulting from idiosyncrasies of t h e  s ta te ' s  penal 
code. Finally, s t a t e  programs should also conduct audi ts  much more  frequently than 
they do now. Indeed, s t a t e  program staff  should probably conduct most of t h e  rout ine  
audits  discussed in Recommendation 7.1. 

Relationships with Other  Da ta  Systems 

The Uniform Crime Reporting systern col lects  information about police 
operations--the cr imes reported t o  the  police and t h e  a r res t s  made by t h e  police. A 
complete  criminal justice information system clearly requires more. Additional d a t a  
a r e  obtained from t h e  National Cr ime  Survey (NCS), which turns t o  households t o  
determine t h e  ex ten t  of unreported c r ime  and t o  col lect  detailed information on 
victims, and from various Offender-Based Transaction Sta t is t ics  (OBTS) systems, 
which draw together a r res t ,  prosecution, and cour t  disposition and sentencing informa- 
tion. The following recommendations a r e  concerned with the  relationships between 
UCR and these  other  d a t a  systems. 

Recommendation 8.1: 	 Develop t h e  UCR, t h e  NCS, and OBTS sys tems  as 
independent programs providing complementary  
criminal justice s t a t i s t i c s  for  multiple purposes. 
The s t rengths  of e a c h  of these  d a t a  sys tems should 



b e  continued and  enhanced, r a the r  t h a n  compro- 
mised to achieve f a c e  comparability. 

The proposed new UCR Program will not, in itself, subst i tu te  for t h e  types  of 
information t h a t  a r e  now provided by t h e  NCS and OBTS systems. We have 
consequently recommended t h a t  these  th ree  programs be developed a s  complementary  
sys tems providing criminal justice s ta t is t ics  for multiple purposes. 

Recommendation 8.2: 	 S t ruc tu re  t h e  UCR and NCS d a t a  so as to permi t  
reconcil iat ion of t h e  two. 

The UCR d a t a  s t ructures  described earl ier  have been designed t o  permit  a 
high degree  of reconciliation with National Cr ime Survey data.  To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  
both t h e  UCR and t h e  NCS cover  t h e  same crimes against  t h e  same populations, w e  
have assured t h a t  t h e  new UCR d a t a  will make i t  possible t o  ascer ta in  t h e  es t imated  
count  of cr imes t h a t  would presumably be counted according t o  t h e  rules of t h e  NCS, 
and t h e  count of cr imes t h a t  would presumably appear only in t h e  UCR. For example,  
presently analysts can  say t h a t  t h e  UCR counts  more automobile t h e f t s  than does t h e  
NCS because the  UCR includes the f t s  of automobiles owned by businesses; they cannot  
determine separately t h e  number of the f t s  of business automobiles, a figure t h a t  will 
be  known in t h e  future  UCR system. 

Each of t h e  recommended changes is desirable from t h e  perspective of t h e  
UCR system alone. The fea tu res  of the  proposed new system which also serve  t h e  
purpose of reconciling t h e  UCR and NCS d a t a  s t ructures  include t h e  following: 

a 	 distinguishing commercia l  victimizations from personal and 
household crimes;  

a 	 clarifying t h e  separation between simple and aggravated 
assault; 

a 	 including g rea te r  information about victims and allowing for 
da ta  about multiple victims in a single incident; and 

a 	 distinguishing burglary with and without thef t .  

Recommendation 8.3: 	 Develop d a t a  s t ructures  and  associa ted aud i t  
procedures with a n  e y e  toward eventual  ana ly t i c  
integration of t h e  est imation of c r i m e  r a t e s  and  
t rends  f rom UCR and NCS data. 

The s t ra tegy of integrating t h e  NCS and UCR d a t a  sources, not  
recommended for t h e  immediate  future,  differs from reconciliation. Integration 
would enta i l  using d a t a  from both sources together  t o  produce unified e s t i m a t e s  of t h e  
volume of crime in various categories.  Possible methods for in tegrat ing t h e  d a t a  
sources have not yet  been sufficiently developed, in our view, t o  justify near- term 
plans for publishing integrated figures. However, the  new UCR d a t a  s t ruc tu res  and  
associated audit procedures should be developed with an  e y e  toward permit t ing 



development and eventual implementation of methods for integrating the calculations 
of crime r a t e s  and trends. Much confusion about the  interpretation of cr ime statistics 
would be alleviated if the federal government could generate and publish estimates of 
crime ra tes  tha t  a r e  compatible with the data  from both UCR and NCS. 

Recommendation 8.4: Design the  UCR system t o  allow linkage of police 
records t o  t he  prosecution and court  records 
collected by OBTS systems. 

Information on dispositions is important a s  a measure of arrest  effectiveness 
and a s  a key variable for evaluating the e f fec t  of law enforcement on ra tes  of 
criminal activity. 

W e  recommend that  the UCR system be designed t o  enable case-by-case 
linkage between police offense and arrest  records and OBTS prosecution and 
disposition data. These linkages would be made by researchers, and a r e  not now 
recommended a s  par t  of the ongoing compilation of UCR files. The collection of 
arrest  identification numbers, corresponding offense identification numbers for 
arrests, and the level of arrest  (felony/misdemeanor/fingerprintable,etc.) will support 
this objective. Further, even without linking any records, collecting information on 
the level of arrest  would enable meaningful comparisons t o  be made between UCR and 
OBTS aggregate data. For example, the UCR count of felony arrests for thef t  could 
be compared with the number of convictions for felony thef t  from OBTS. 

Publications, Analyses, and User Services 

Police, researchers, and other UCR users all e x ~ r e s s e d  the need for more 
explanatory and interpretive'discussion in Crime in the uni ted States. Police pointed 
t o  the need t o  identify comparable local jurisdictions and to  discuss differences in 
crime ra tes  and c1ea;ancesi researchers.pointed t o  such issues a s  the need t o  
document the  reporting populations covered by various published tables and from year 
to year, in order t o  aid comparisons across published tables and over time. 

Recommendation 9.1: Crea te  six publication series, including: 

a 	 an  annual report tha t  is basically factual  but more textual and 
interpretive than the  current report; 

a 	 quarterly releases of cr ime counts and trends; 

a 	 annual compilations of statistics for local jurisdictions, similar 
t o  those currently in Crime in the U.S.; 

a 	 a series of computer-generated special reports t o  individual 
agencies or groups of similar agencies; 

a 	 a series of occasional publications analyzing special issues about 
crime, primarily directed at researchers; and 

a 	 a series t o  provide for publication of methodological details and 
technical documentation. 



Currently,  t h e  major publications of UCR d a t a  a r e  C r i m e  in t h e  United 
S ta tes  and similar compilations of state-level  information bv s t a t e  UCR programs. . .,
The proposed new UCR system offers  opportunities for much more  extensive and 
complex  tabulations and analyses. W e  recommend a series of six publications taking 
into account t h e  need t o  serve  a variety of audiences; t h e  need t o  provide c r i m e  
s ta t is t ics  at t h e  national, regional, and local level; differences in d a t a  availability 
between Levels I and 11; t h e  need t o  provide both factual  information and guidance 
as t o  interpretation; and t h e  need t o  establish a limited s e t  of s tandard publications, 
while providing a vehicle for special  reports. 

Series 1. The f i rs t  series will provide a broad overview of c r i m e  in t h e  
United States.  Recognizing t h a t  this is t h e  only series many readers  would consult, we 
recommend grea te r  use of both s ta t is t ica l  analysis and in terpret ive  narra t ive  than in 
t h e  current  c r i m e  in the  United Sta tes .  This se i ies  will impr ive  upon t h e  national and 
regional information in Cr ime  in t h e  United S ta tes  by including analyses of victim 
character is t ics ,  ex ten t  of injury and loss, and location, based on e s t i m a t e s  f rom Level 
I1 data.  

Series 2. The second series will be quarterly press releases based on repor ts  
from Level I1 agencies. Largely factual  tabulations with only minor commentary ,  t h e  
press releases would include current  quar ter  and year-to-date counts  and r a t e s  for t h e  
major cr ime categor ies  used in t h e  Series 1 report ,  and comparisons with pas t  years. 

Series 3 and 4. The third and fourth series will provide listings of d a t a  for 
agencies and jurisdictions. The Series 3 publication would be a listing of offense  
counts, clearances,  and a r r e s t s  for al l  jurisdictions, using Level I-type data.  The 
Series 4 publications would be computer-generated printouts containing more  detailed 
information about individual agencies or jurisdictions than the  Series 3 publication. 
These would be available for e a c h  jurisdiction or agency, but most recipients would 
generally be provided t h e  printouts for only a small number of jurisdictions of thei r  
choice. 

Series 5. The f i f th  publication series will be t h e  vehicle for special  
analyses. Generally intended for specialists, these reports would rely heavily on Level 
I1 component d a t a  and on special studies based on samples of cases. Topics addressed 
could range from basic criminological research t o  policy studies concerning issues a t  
local, s t a te ,  or national levels. 

Series 6. The final publication series will document t h e  technical  deta i l  for 
t h e  other series. I t  would include, for example,  a publication detail ing t h e  methods 
used t o  impute missing values in o ther  series. 

Recommendation 9.2: 	 Issue UCR repor ts  at leas t  once a year  jointly wi th  
a corresponding repor t  f rom t h e  National C r i m e  
Survey, and occasionally issue joint publications. 

Currently, Cr ime in the  L'nlted S ta tes  is released separate ly  and on a 
different da te  from reports of NCS results. Many users of c r i m e  s ta t is t ics ,  provider 
of UCR data ,  and federal  officials have complained tha t  t h e  uncoordinated re lease  of 
findings is confusing and even embarrassing. 



W e  recommend t h a t  a t  least  annually the re  be a joint re lease  of separa te  
publications from t h e  UCR Program and NCS explaining UCR-NCS comparisons; 
occasionally, a loint publication should be released describing overall  t rends  for 
general  readers.  

Recommendation 9.3: 	 Provide a continuing analysis capabi l i ty  f o r  
reconciliation of UCR a n d  NCS data ,  evaluat ing 
seriousness scoring, 	 and  preparing 
publications, special  	 studies, and  technical  
documentation. 

The proposed UCR publications clearly require g r e a t e r  ongoing analysis than 
is now undertaken t o  produce Cr ime  in t h e  United Sta tes .  Analytic capabil i ty will also 
be  needed t o  ca r ry  ou t  a proposed ser ies  of studies on t h e  use of seriousness scoring, 
and t o  analyze t h e  relationships and reconcile d i f ferences  between UCR and NCS 
results on a continual basis. 

Recommendation 9.4: 	 Support continued and  enhanced user services, 
including a user d a t a  base  wi th  f i les linked over  
t ime,  t h e  capac i ty  t o  d raw samples  of offenses  fo r  
analysis e i the r  by t h e  UCR s ta f f  or by outside 
researchers,  and  response to public queries. 

User services under the  National UCR Program will support  t h e  requests of 
law enforcement,  researchers,  government ent i t ies ,  and others.  Indeed, t h e  
availability of unit records and t h e  increased complexity and deta i l  in t h e  two-level 
system is likely t o  increase both t h e  frequency and t h e  scope of t h e  requested 
services. 

Implementation and  Costs 

Implementation of t h e  proposed new UCR system will involve a number of 
tasks for each  level of t h e  system--local, s t a te ,  and national. For t h e  local  level, w e  
have proposed development of generic systems (both manual and automated) ,  including 
prototype incident and a r r e s t  repor t  forms and system operating manuals. These 
systems could be installed by local agencies, or  exist ing sof tware  could be  revised. 
Local personnel would need t o  be trained. We have similarly proposed development of 
generic (automated)  systems for s t a t e  programs. 

For t h e  national level, sof tware  will be developed t o  const ruct  and maintain 
t h e  da ta  base and t o  perform analyses. Additional implementation act iv i t ies  include 
developing prototype publications, refining t h e  Level I1 sample, and modifying t h e  
IACP audit procedures a s  necessary. 

The es t imated cos t s  of implementation, considering only those cos t s  t h a t  t h e  
National Program might be expected t o  fund (in whole or  in part), a r e  at  leas t  nine 
million dollars, not including any costs  of installing or revising local-level sys tems or  
training t h e  local agency s t a f f .  The es t imated cos t s  a r e  expressed ent i re ly  in 1984 
dollars and include no inflation adjustment.  Because of uncer ta int ies  involved in 



making these  cos t  es t imates ,  and because sys tem development o f ten  incurs unforeseen 
difficulties, this  cos t  e s t i m a t e  should be  viewed a s  a minimum. 

While developing and implementing t h e  recommended system will require a 
substantial commi tment  of resources, we believe t h a t  t h e  benefits  t o  those  who use 
UCR data ,  and ult imately t o  t h e  public, should justify t h e  cos t s  many t imes  over. 



Chapter  1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Uniform Cr ime  Reporting (UCR) Program of t h e  Federal  Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI) was begun more  than 50 years ago by t h e  International Association 
of Chiefs  of Police (IACP). The IACP c r e a t e d  i t s  Commit tee  on Uniform Crime 
Records in 1927. Headed by Commissioner William P. Rutledge of Detroi t ,  with 
technical  staff  funded by t h e  Rockefeller  Foundation, t h e  c o m m i t t e e  developed t h e  
system's reporting rules and forms over t h e  next th ree  years. Actual  d a t a  collection 
was begun by t h e  IACP in January 1930, with part icipation f rom agencies in 400 
cities. By September 1930, t h e  system had grown t o  over 800 agencies and was 
t ransferred t o  t h e  FBI under enabling legislation passed t h e  previous June. By 1933, 
some 1,658 police departments,  as well a s  a number of sheriffs'  and state police 
agencies, were  participating in t h e  system. 

Since then, t h e  system has grown considerably in coverage and refinement.  
By 1938, t h e  system included 4,283 agencies. This figure remained essential ly t h e  
s a m e  until t h e  f i rs t  s t a t e  UCR programs were  initiated during t h e  l a t e  1960s. Under 
t h e  state programs, part icipation has grown t o  almost 16,000 agencies covering 
97 percent  of t h e  population. Nevertheless, i t  is still  basically t h e  s a m e  system t h a t  i t  
was 50 years  ago. The P a r t  I (Cr ime  Index) offenses, for which t h e  FBI col lects  d a t a  
on repor ted incidence, a r e  largely those defined by t h e  original IACP system, although 
statutor'y rape has been dropped and arson added. The 21 categor ies  of P a r t  I1 crimes,  
for which UCR contributors repor t  only arres ts ,  a r e  also largely unchanged. 
Collection of d a t a  on t ra f f i c  and parking violations has been discontinued, while 
categor ies  have been added for narcot ics  offenses, vandalism, cur few violations, and 
runaways. 

The stability of t h e  UCR system is a t r ibute  t o  t h e  foresight and c a r e  of t h e  
original IACP Commit tee  on Uniform Cr ime  Records. While important changes and 
extensions have occurred over t h e  past 50 years, t h e  cur ren t  sys tem would seem 
completely familiar, though impressively comprehensive, t o  a member  of t h e  Rutledge 
Commit tee .  

What would not be familiar  t o  a visitor from t h e  1927 c o m m i t t e e  a r e  t h e  
revolution in d a t a  processing capac i ty  and t h e  amount and variety of d a t a  col lected by 
some local depar tments  and s t a t e  UCR programs for their own purposes. The fact of 
t h e  enormous growth in d a t a  processing capaci ty  is now so commonplace t h a t  i t  is 
somet imes difficult t o  realize how substantial  and how recen t  this revolution is. The 
U.S. Census began using computers  in 195 1, but this was st i l l  basically a card-counting 
operation. Computer capaci ty  large enough t o  allow processing of Census t apes  did 
not a r r ive  until t h e  1970 Census. Today, i t  is apparent  t h a t  similar processing 
capaci ty  will soon be available in desktop personal computers. 

Along with th is  revolution in d a t a  s torage and processing, criminal justice 
information systems have proliferated. Many larger depar tments  a r e  computerized,  
with t h e  potential  t o  maintain a wealth of deta i l  on offenses, ar res ts ,  police activity,  
and manpower. Some s t a t e  programs have begun t o  col lect  d a t a  addit ional  t o  UCR 
information, including detailed breakdowns of offense types, vict im descriptions, and, 
in some cases,  individual c a s e  record d a t a  and disposition and sentencing 
information. Other  d a t a  bases have been const ructed based on victimization surveys 
and on t h e  compilation of offender-based records t h a t  t r ack  cases  through t h e  



criminal justice system. This development is unquestionably uneven. Indeed, the  
variat ion in t h e  breadth and depth of information f rom place t o  place may well be 
larger today than i t  was in 1927. The capaci ty  t o  link di f ferent  sys tems is frequently 
limited or  nonexistent. But the  amount of information and i t s  deta i l  have grown 
enormously. 

There  has also been an  expansion in t h e  use of UCR data.  Although t h e  
sys tem was designed for law enforcement  agencies, o the r  users form a significant 
portion of today's UCR audience. Researchers, t h e  media,  community groups, federal ,  
state, and local governments, and criminal justice pract i t ioners  o ther  than  law 
enforcement  officials al l  now use UCR data.  

Recognizing t h e  changes in processing capaci ty ,  information collection,  and 
use of data ,  t h e  IACP has th ree  t imes  called for review of t h e  UCR system. In 
response, t h e  Bureau of Jus t ice  Sta t is t ics  and t h e  FBI formed a joint BJS/FBI Task 
Force  on Uniform Cr ime  Reporting, which in 1982 con t rac ted  with Abt Associates t o  
conduct a full-scale review of the  UCR system. As developed by t h e  BJS/FBI Task 
Force,  t h e  study has th ree  phases. Phase I was devoted t o  a n  examination of the  
original sys tem and t h e  current  system. Phase I1 has  examined a l ternat ive  potential  
enhancements  t o  t h e  system, culminating in t h e  recommendations presented in this 
report .  Following approval of t h e  recommended changes,  Phase I11 provides for 
development and implementation of t h e  system, including de te r  mination of hardware 
requirements,  development of forms, instructions, and sof tware ,  test ing,  and,  finally, 
implementation. 

The recommendations of this report  r e f l ec t  a remarkable  consensus on t h e  
direction for a fu tu re  UCR program. Indeed, i t  seems  sa fe  t o  say t h a t  they would be 
warmly endorsed by t h e  original designers a s  well. The l imitations of t h e  cur ren t  
system re f lec t  t h e  limitations of technology at t h e  t i m e  of i t s  design. The 
recommended system ref lects  the  vastly increased capaci ty  of modern police 
information and d a t a  processing systems. I t  would immediately increase t h e  depth  and 
scope of t h e  UCR program, providing substantially more  a c c u r a t e  and useful 
information about c r ime  in the  United S ta tes  and detail ing law enforcement  agencies' 
responses t o  c r ime  problems in ways never before possible. I t  would reestablish t h e  
leadership of t h e  National UCR Program in t h e  continual development of s t a t e  and 
local c r ime  reporting systems. Equally important,  by fundamentally revising the  
s t ructure  of UCR reporting t o  ref lect  improved police information and d a t a  processing 
capabilities, t h e  new system could be implemented without overburdening contributing 
agencies and would indeed lay the  basis for orderly evaluation and development of t h e  
program over t h e  coming decades. 

The benefits  of the  new system would be  readily apparent  t o  legislators and 
other  government officials, members of t h e  public, criminal justice researchers,  the  
media, and t h e  contributing law enforcement  agencies. The recommended UCR 
system would immediately provide law enforcement  and the  public with a f a r  more  
compelling, and in al l  likelihood more accurate ,  description of local conditions. This 
would include t h e  ability t o  identify t h e  ac tua l  e x t e n t  of injury and loss and t h e  risk of 
victimization, t o  distinguish cr imes tha t  a r e  preventable and defensible through police 
action,  and t o  identify t h e  circumstances of c r imes  and, hence,  t h e  potent ia l  for 
defensive actions by t h e  public and police. 

At  t h e  s a m e  t ime,  the  recommended UCR system would provide fa r  more  
information on the  administrat ion of law enforcement  and allow for fa r  more  powerful 
comparisons of t h e  effect iveness  of a l ternat ive  policies and resources. Fur ther ,  t h e  



recommended Program would allow UCR information t o  be combined wi th  information 
from other  sources, thus presenting t h e  effect iveness  of law enforcement  within t h e  
context  of t h e  to ta l  criminal justice system. 

Moreover, and equally important,  t h e  enhanced UCR Program provide t h e  
basis for continued development of state and local c r i m e  reporting. Thus, fo r  
example, t h e  tools and descriptions developed for t h e  National Program, and  t h e  local  
police information systems and sof tware  needed t o  support them, could readily b e  
extended so  t h a t  local depar tments  or  s t a t e  agencies would provide deta i led  
information on t h e  ex ten t  and nature  of c r i m e  risks in local neighborhoods. 

In fac t ,  a significant benefit  and use of this expanded d a t a  base  would b e  in 
local c r ime  prevention and avoidance (e.g., local c r i m e  watch programs). The  more  
extensive d a t a  can  and should permit  police t o  furnish c i t izens  with basic knowledge 
about t h e  quality of life in thei r  neighborhoods, thus fostering community  c r i m e  
prevention and avoidance programs and enhancing police/community relations. 

Finally, t h e  system would be inherently flexible. I t  would mainta in  a basic  
consistency with t h e  current  system, allowing continued understanding of t rends  over  
t ime  while vastly increasing our understanding of current  conditions. I t  could be  used 
t o  collect  additional information t o  address emerging issues without requiring 
permanent and costly changes t o  t h e  basic system. I t  could be readily expanded by 
s t a t e  and local agencies t o  m e e t  thei r  special  needs. 

Study Objectives and Approach 

The basic objective of t h e  study was t o  determine what ,  if any, changes  
should be made t o  the  current  National UCR Program. All a spec t s  of t h e  sys tem w e r e  
considered, including: 

t h e  goals and objectives of t h e  system and t h e  intended user 
audience; 

d a t a  collection, including reporting mechanisms, edi t ing and  
quality control, accuracy of t h e  da ta ,  and contributor workload; 

use of the  da ta  by law enforcement  agencies, o the r  cr iminal  
justice system practi t ioners,  researchers,  t h e  media, and  others;  

publications, user services o f f e r e d  by t h e  FBI, and t h e  FBI's own 
analytic program; and 

the  relationship of t h e  UCR t o  other  systems, with par t icular  
focus on the  relationship between UCR and t h e  National C r i m e  
Survey and t h e  relationships between the  National Program and  
s t a t e  UCR programs. 

The study itself relied on extensive outreach t o  obtain t h e  views of a l l  inter-
ested parties. Progress was regularly reviewed by a Steering C o m m i t t e e  composed of 
leading criminal justice practi t ioners and researchers,  including law enforcement  
executives, a prosecutor, s t a t e  UCR program directors,  a s ta t i s t i ca l  analysis c e n t e r  
director,  researchers,  a representa t ive  of t h e  media, and representa t ives  of t h e  Inter-



national Association of Chiefs of P lice, t h e  National Sheriffs' Association, and t h e  
Association of S t a t e  UCR ProgramsP In addition, t h e  study s taff  worked closely with 
t h e  Joint  IACPINSA Commit tee  on Uniform C r i m e  Records, which not only played a 
major role in reviewing and developing t h e  study plan, but also made important  contri-
butions t o  identifying key issue a r e a s  and developing a national survey of law enforce-
ment  agencies. 

Major study act iv i t ies  included: 

a review of t h e  l i tera ture ,  including publications e i the r  using 
UCR d a t a  o r  cri t ically assessing t h e  UCR; 

in-depth interviews with staff  of se lected state UCR programs 
and local law enforcement  agencies, government officials, 
researchers,  and media representa t ives  in nine s t a tes ;  

s i t e  visits t o  al l  units in t h e  FBI-UCR Section t o  review d a t a  
processing, quality control ,  training, repor t  publication, and  
dissemination practices; 

a mail  survey of s t a t e  UCR programs; 

collection and review of comple te  documentation for local, 
state, and national UCR programs; 

telephone interviews with criminal justice researchers  t o  
ascer ta in  how they use UCR d a t a  and what  enhancements  they 
would recommend; 

a review of requests for service made  t o  t h e  National UCR 
Program; 

a review of o ther  d a t a  systems, including t h e  National Cr ime  
Survey and t h e  Cr ime  Classification System being developed by 
t h e  Police Executive Research Forum; 

a national conference held at t h e  Belmont Conference Cen te r  in 
Elkridge, Maryland, of exper ts  in collection and use of UCR 
data ,  including representatives of local law enforcement  
agencies, law enforcement  membership organizations, 
s ta t is t ica l  analysis centers ,  o ther  criminal justice agencies, t h e  
research community,  and t h e  National Cr ime  Survey Redesign 
Consortium; and 

a national mail survey of local law enforcement  agencies,  
including both contributors and noncontributors of UCR data ,  t o  
which more  than 3,400 agencies responded. The survey's 22-
page questionnaire asked for opinions on t h e  accuracy and 
uti l i ty of UCR data ,  cr i t ic ism of t h e  cur ren t  UCR Program, 

'see Acknowledgments for a list of Steer ing C o m m i t t e e  members. 



1.2 

suggested modifications o f  t h e  program, t h e  uti l i ty and  
difficulty of supplying ce r ta in  additional types of da ta ,  and  t h e  
cur ren t  and planned availability of computer  sys tems t o  process 
UCR data.  

Organization of the Report 

The remainder of this repor t  presents and discusses our recommendat ions  for 
changes t o  t h e  current  UCR Program. Chapter  2 summarizes t h e  issues raised about  
t h e  current  program. These cover a l l  a spec t s  of t h e  system, including i t s  scope,  d a t a  
elements and definitions, analysis, presentation and in terpreta t ion of da ta ,  and 
reporting and accuracy.  

Chapter  3 presents an  overview of t h e  recommended system. This chap te r  
describes t h e  two  components of t h e  system--called Level I and  Level 11--and 
compares them with t h e  current  system. Most agencies would contr ibute  t o  t h e  Level 
I component, which would col lect  much t h e  same information a s  does  t h e  cur ren t  
system, but with several  important changes. 

Chapter  4 provides a detailed discussion of one of t h e  mos t  important  
recommendations in this report--conversion t o  unit-record reporting,  in which 
individual records of both incidents and a r res t s  a r e  submitted,  r a t h e r  than t h e  
summary counts used in t h e  current  system. The chap te r  considers t h e  advantages  and 
disadvantages of such a system, including issues of local contr ibutor  workload and 
costs, and describes t h e  transmission of d a t a  under such a sys tem among local 
agencies, t h e  s t a t e  programs, and t h e  National Program. 

Chapters  5 and 6 describe t h e  Level I and I1 components of t h e  recommended 
system, addressing such issues a s  offense types for which counts  a r e  col lected,  
distinguishing a t t e m p t e d  from ac tua l  offenses, use of the  Hierarchy Rule,  definit ions 
of offense categories,  collection of additional d a t a  elements,  collection of dollar 
values for stolen property, improving c learance data ,  and collection of d a t a  on agency 
and jurisdictional characterization.  Chapter  6 also discusses the  se lect ion of agencies  
for participation in t h e  Level I1 component. 

Chapter  7 presents recommended changes in quality assurance procedures. 
These include use of routine audits  of part icipating agencies,  agency self-cert if ication 
of minimum reporting-system standards, increased feedback t o  local  agencies,  and 
strengthening of s t a t e  program quality assurance measures. 

Chapter  8 describes t h e  relationship of t h e  UCR system t o  two  o ther  
systems--the National Cr ime Survey (NCS) and Offender-Based Transaction S ta t i s t i c s  
(OBTS) systems. I t  discusses development of t h e  UCR and the  NCS d a t a  s t ruc tu res  
and related audit procedures t o  permit  reconciliation and eventual  ana ly t i c  integration 
of the  two. It also discusses designing the  UCR so a s  t o  permit  linkage of UCR d a t a  
t o  prosecution and cour t  da ta  in the  OBTS systems. 

Chapter  9 principally discusses recommended publications under t h e  proposed 
system. I t  also includes discussion of an  analytic program associa ted with t h e  
National UCR Program and t h e  provision of user services by t h e  program. 

Chapter  10 outlines t h e  tasks necessary for implementation and  operat ion of 
the  system. I t  of fers  a schedule under which implementation might be  under taken and 
provides es t imates  of t h e  costs  of implementation and operation. 



Four appendices provide supplementary material .  Appendix A describes t h e  
methodologies used t o  conduct s i t e  visits, interviews and surveys. Copies of t h e  d a t a  
collection instruments a r e  included a s  a t t achments  t o  Appendix A. Appendix B 
describes technical  aspects  of integrating t h e  UCR and t h e  NCS. Appendix C provides 
a detailed breakdown of t h e  es t imated costs  of implementing and operating t h e  
recommended system. Appendix D describes t h e  sample design for t h e  proposed 
Level I1 component. 
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Chapter  2 

ISSUES RAISED ABOUT UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING 

The findings and recommendations in this repor t  r e f l e c t  information and 
advice from numerous UCR c ntributors and users. The issues raised by these  sources 
have been detailed elsewhere? This chapter  summarizes them t o  assist  t h e  reader  in 
understanding t h e  rat ionale for changes and improvements t h a t  a r e  recommended in 
subsequent chapters.  The issues a r e  presented here  without c o m m e n t s  or  judgments. 
Most of them a r e  cri t icisms of t h e  cur ren t  system, but some a r e  tr ibutes.  

Scope of the Program 

Numerous aspects  of t h e  UCR Program's scope have been debated 
throughout t h e  program's history, and  w e  encountered strong feelings about  e a c h  in t h e  
course of our s i t e  visits and interviews. Even today, the re  is st i l l  d isagreement  over t h e  
appropriate audience for t h e  UCR, t h e  theoret ica l  underpinnings of t h e  program (then 
and now), whether reporting should be  mandatory, and t h e  scope of repor ted offenses. 

In t e rms  of t h e  appropr ia te  user audience,  many of those  interviewed for this 
study believed t h a t  t h e  UCR system should focus primarily on t h e  needs and in teres ts  of 
contkbutors ,  i.e., local law enforcement  agencies. ~ h e s e  c r i t i c s  asser ted t h a t  t h e  
current  system is neither useful t o  t h e  field officer nor understandable t o  police chiefs 
and, fur ther ,  t h a t  t h e  feedback mechanism is too  slow t o  enhance law enforcement.  
Others saw a broader audience for t h e  UCR. Some thought t h a t  a major objective of 
t h e  UCR Program should be t o  support academic research and  t h a t  t h e  system's 
capacity should be enhanced t o  serve  these  needs. Others  thought t h e  program should 
provide analysis meaningful t o  t h e  public and t o  interested agencies  in t h e  public and 
private sectors. Finally, some sources suggested t h a t  t h e  UCR Program address  rural  
a s  well a s  urban needs. 

An interesting range of observations was made with respect  t o  t h e  
theoretical  foundation of t h e  UCR Program. Some raised t h e  issue t h a t  t h e  sys tem had 
been constructed without reference t o  a n  underlying criminological theory. Others  
noted tha t  t h e  current  sys tem assumes a constancy between t h e  repor ted and 
unreported cr imes and between Index c r imes  and other  offenses. Some cla imed t h a t  t h e  
Uniform Crime Reports were  never intended t o  be a complete  description of criminal 
activity; they thought the  UCR should be viewed a s  repor ts  of c i t izen con tac t s  with 
police ra ther  than a s  an  accura te  indicator of c r ime  itself. 

Opinions a r e  sharply divided a s  t o  whether the re  should be mandatory 
reporting t o  t h e  National Program. Our survey suggests t h a t  about half of a l l  law 

'A comprehensive enumeration of issues from all  sources o ther  than t h e  law 
enforcement agency survey is given by E.L. Rovetch,  E.C. Poggio, and H.H. Rossman,-
A Listing a n d  classif ication of Identified Issues ~ e g a r d i n g  t h e  Uniform Cr ime  
Reporting Program of t h e  FBI (Cambridge,  MA: Abt Associates Inc., January 1984). 
The results from t h e  survey a r e  described separate ly  by J.M. Chaiken and k'. Akiyama, 
The Uniform Crime Reporting Study: 1984 Survey of Law Enforcement  Agencies 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Abt Associates Inc., forthcoming). 
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enforcement  agencies feel  less than universal part icipation presents  l i t t l e  or  no 
problem. Some interviewees who a r e  proponents of mandatory reporting noted t h a t  
voluntary part icipation constrains the  FBI in the  amount  of information i t  c a n  request ,  
since cooperation may be  dependent on not overtaxing contributors. Others  thought 
t h a t  reporting should not be mandated,  claiming t h a t  mandating c r e a t e s  animosity and  
tha t  a good voluntary system could elici t  d a t a  of equal quality. Moreover, respondents 
from local agencies and s t a t e  programs noted t h a t ,  if a federal  sys tem required 
participation, t h e  federal  government would have t o  reimburse contr ibutors  for t h e  
expenses they incurred. 

With respect  t o  t h e  scope of reported offenses, some law enforcement  
agencies and researchers  indicated the re  should be  some way within t h e  UCR system t o  
account for t h e  "dark number1' of unreported crimes.  Others  (but not a majority) 
thought t h a t  t h e  d a t a  base should include cr imes commi t ted  on federal  property,  c r imes  
handled by t h e  private crime-control industry, and/or c r imes  enter ing t h e  sys tem 
through non-law-enforcement agencies (e.g., federal  regulatory agencies). Inclusion of 
cr imes reported by regulatory agencies would address  another  problem mentioned by 
some, namely t h a t  c r ime  types currently reported in t h e  UCR do not include white- 
collar crimes. 

A strong consensus has arisen, especially among local law enforcement  
agencies, for reporting additional offense types t o  t h e  UCR rogram. A t  t h e  present 
time, only se lected offenses (those known a s  P a r t  I offenses; plus simple assault)  a r e  
reported t o  t h e  FBI; for P a r t  I1 offenses other than simple assault ,  only d a t a  about 
ar res ts  a r e  current ly  reported. 

Suggestions were  of ten made t o  include specif ic  addit ional  offenses on t h e  
P a r t  I list. Among those frequently mentioned were  rape  of males,  sexual abuse of 
children, o ther  sex  crimes,  sale of child pornography, o the r  child abuse, kidnapping, sa le  
or possession of drugs, blackmail, extort ion,  and terrorism. However, r a the r  than single 
out particular offense  types, a majority of law enforcement  respondents urged t h a t  
every offense repor ted t o  their  agency be included in Uniform Cr ime  Reporting. Those 
who oppose universal inclusion of offenses point t o  t h e  difficult ies of establishing and 
maintaining common definitions across s ta tes ,  especially when some forms of behavior 
a r e  legally proscribed in some s t a t e s  but not in others. 

D a t a  Elements and Definitions 

Issues surrounding the  da ta  e lements  and definitions current ly  employed in 
the  UCR tend t o  re f l ec t  the  special interests of diverse user groups. The discussion 
tha t  follows presents issues raised regarding P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 c r imes,  d a t a  e lements  
collected under the  current  system, additional e lements  t h a t  could be col lected under a 
revised system, t h e  ability of law enforcement  agencies  t o  provide new da ta ,  
classification and scoring, and unfoundings and clearances.  

L ~ h eP a r t  I offenses a r e  criminal homicide (including murder, nonnegligent 
manslaughter, and manslaughter by negligence), forcible rape,  robbery, aggravated 
assault, burglary, larceny-theft ,  motor-vehicle the f t ,  and arson. 

28 



2.2.1 Distinction between Part I and Part I1 Offenses 

With minor exceptions, designating an  offense a s  P a r t  I means  both  ( I )  t h a t  
d a t a  a r e  col lected on t h e  number of r ported offenses of t h a t  type, and  (2) t h a t  t h e  
offense is included in t h e  Crime Index.g Consequently, when someone indicates  t h a t  a 
specific offense  should be P a r t  I, i t  is of ten difficult t o  distinguish whether  t h e  meaning 
is t h a t  offense d a t a  should be collected,  or  t h a t  t h e  da ta  should be  col lected and  t h e  
counts  should be included in t h e  Index. Our law enforcement  agency survey explicitly 
distinguished between t h e  possibilities of reporting t h e  offense and including i t  in t h e  
Index, but most respondents made no distinction--where respondents wanted a class  of 
offenses reported,  they usually also wanted them t o  be included in t h e  Index. 

Several sources pointed out  t h a t  labeling some offenses as Index c r imes  
suggests t h a t  non-Index cr imes a r e  less serious. Consequently, publication of t h e  C r i m e  
Index may mislead t h e  public about t h e  t rue  ex ten t  and seriousness of cr ime.  Some 
sources c i t ed  the  simple f a c t  t h a t  most victims of c r ime  have been victimized by P a r t  
I1 offenses. Further,  they noted t h a t  P a r t  I1 c r imes  a r e  important t o  small  depar tments  
t h a t  comprise t h e  bulk of local enforcement  agencies, and t h a t  P a r t  I of fenses  a r e  not  
necessarily t h e  most relevant aspec t s  of a department 's  day-to-day operations. 

A number of suggestions were  made concerning t h e  dist inction between 
Index and non-Index crimes,  ranging from eliminating i t  a l together  t o  replacing i t  with 
any of t h r e e  alternatives: a distinction between cr imes against  persons and  c r imes  
against  property; a distinction between s ta tutory  and regulatory offenses;  or  a 
distinction between felony and misdemeanor offenses a s  locally defined. Many f e l t  very 
strongly t h a t  t h e  current  Index should be retained in order t o  preserve t h e  t i m e  series. 
Others  suggested eliminating t h e  calculation of any c r ime  index but disaggregating t h e  
d a t a  t o  allow t h e  present version of t h e  Index (or any other  t i m e  series)  t o  be created.  
A number of sources fe l t  tha t  t h e  debate  about t h e  Index as a representa t ion of t h e  
c r ime  problem is largely a problem for t h e  media, which tend t o  use aggrega te  figures, 
and less of a n  issue for researchers,  who work with disaggregated data.  

Some cr i t ics  believed tha t  the  Index offenses a r e  too  broadly defined. One  
source a t t r ibuted t h e  various definitional problems t o  a decision, ear ly  in t h e  history of 
the  UCR, t o  cover t h e  range of definitions used in various s ta tes .  

Nearly universal objection was raised t o  including a t t e m p t e d  c r i m e s  in t h e  
same category a s  completed crimes. Over three-quarters of law enforcement  agencies  
believe a t t e m p t s  should be counted separately for all c r ime  types. 

2.2.2 Offense-Specif i c  Issues 

A number of offense-specific issues were  raised for c r imes  now designated 
a s  P a r t  I. Larceny was a popular target .  One of the  most frequent suggestions was t o  
include only thef ts  where the  property loss exceeded some minimum amount.  Eighty 

3 ~ h e  exceptions are: (a)  t h e  number of simple assaults  is repor ted,  but 
simple assault  is neither considered P a r t  I nor included in t h e  Index, and (b) negligent 
manslaughter is defined t o  be P a r t  I but is not included in t h e  Index. From t i m e  t o  
t ime  t h e  definitions have been changed, so t h a t  t h e  relationship be tween  "Index 
Crime" and "Part I Crime" has not always been t h e  same. 



percent  of law enforcement  agencies agreed with th is  proposition. The favor i te  cut-off 
point was $500, but higher cut-offs were  recommended by many. Eighteen percen t  of 
law enforcement  agencies recommended cut-of f s of $1000 or  higher. Additional 
suggestions for  clarifying larceny included reporting purse snatching as robbery or  a 
separa te  offense,  distinguishing pet ty  larceny f rom shoplifting, and  identifying "fad1' 
components (e.g., t h e f t  of c a r  stereos) t h a t  evidence large year-to-year changes. 

Another oft-cited problem was t h e  difficulty of distinguishing between 
simple and aggravated assault. One suggestion was t o  hinge t h e  definition not  on t h e  
presence of a weapon or on intent ,  but on ac tua l  injury (56 percent  of law enforcement  
agencies concurred). Another suggestion was t o  disaggregate aggravated assault  
stat ist ics.  For  example,  8 3  percent of law enforcement  agencies  agreed wi th  t h e  
suggestion f rom many researchers t h a t  family disputes should be  distinguished from 
other  assaults. Other  interviewees called for more  information on t h e  types and  e x t e n t  
of resulting injuries. Some sources noted tha t  t h e r e  is substantial  variat ion in t h e  
definition of assaul t  on a n  officer. 

Many users would like t o  see  more deta i led  information on homicide, 
specifically, 

f i rs t  and second degree, stranger-to-stranger versus familial, 
and child abuse cases; 

distinguishing a l l  self-defense killings f rom others4; 

eliminating negligent manslaughter cases;  

collecting for a l l  homicides t h e  information on in tent  and 
o ther  features  t h a t  is now included in t h e  UCR repor t  for law 
enforcement  officers killed and assaulted (LEOKA); and 

presenting additional deta i l  in t h e  Supplementary Homicide 
Report  (SHR). 

Some suggested t h a t  depar tments  report ,  a s  a separa te  section of t h e  SHR a l l  homi-
cides commit ted by police officers, whether justifiable or not. A final suggestion was 
t o  link homicide d a t a  with National Cen te r  for Health Sta t is t ics  data .  

Arson was another popular topic for debate.  Many interviewees (but under 
ten  percent of law enforcement  agencies) called for excluding it f rom t h e  Index, ci t ing 
several  reasons: (1) arsons a r e  not always reported t o  t h e  police; (2) identification a s  
arson involves subjective judgment; (3) arson is o f ten  accompanied by some less 
serious offense; (4) arson offenses a r e  o f ten  uncovered through proactive police 
operation; and ( 5 )  arson does not come t o  t h e  a t t en t ion  of police in a t imely manner. 
Alternative approaches for collecting arson d a t a  were  recommended, such a s  
collecting arson s ta t is t ics  from f i re  depar tments  or  publishing t h e  d a t a  in a special  
report  like t h e  Bomb Summary instead of in Cr ime  in t h e  United Sta tes .  There  was 

4 ~ tpresent,  justifiable homicides a r e  limited t o  killing of a felon, e i the r  by a 
peace officer in t h e  line of duty or by a private c i t izen during t h e  commission of a 
felony. 



also a general  concern about t h e  difficulties of obtaining good arson data: many 
police depar tments  do not  have responsibility for arson cases; some f i re  depar tments  
a r e  not  municipal agencies but volunteer organizations; and many c i t i e s  simply d o  not  
have arson data .  Nevertheless, majori ty opinion appeared t o  be  t h a t  arson should s t a y  
in t h e  Uniform Cr ime  Reporting Program because t h e  s ta t is t ics  a r e  valuable despite 
thei r  limitations. 

Many would like t o  see  disaggregations of robbery into stranger-to-stranger 
versus familial, and into hijackings versus other  robberies. Some pointed ou t  t h a t  
robbery could be  considered a c r ime  against  persons ra ther  than a property crime. 

Suggestions for a u t o  t h e f t  included eliminating joyriding f rom t h e  counts, 
distinguishing between unaut orized use and a t t empted  au to  the f t ,  and deleting or  
redefining t h e  "7X" category,P since the f t s  and recoveries may not balance. 

Recommendations for burglary included distinguishing burglaries of resi-
dences, residential  outbuildings, and commercia l  establishments. Some sources asked 
for information on type of nonresident dwelling and for a means  of linking burglary 
d a t a  with insurance c la ims data.  

Several  issues were  raised concerning offenses included in P a r t  I1 a r r e s t  
data.  Some thought drunkenness and vandalism should be deleted.  One source saw no - " 
reason t o  include a r res t s  fo r  "su~picion.~'  The use of a catch-all  ca tegory  for 
miscellaneous offenses was also questioned. 

2.2.3 Cur ren t  D a t a  Elements 

Several issues were  raised concernine. da ta  e lements  col lected in t h e  
current  UCR Program. Property lost d a t a  were  gf ten cri t icized on t h e  grounds t h a t  
determining value is difficult and t h a t  values a r e  of ten inflated for  insurance 
purposes. Moreover, the  current  system is unable t o  link property stolen in one 
jurisdiction with property recovered in another.  

Concerning juvenile data ,  one source suggested replacing t h e  UCR a g e  
limit with a state 's  s ta tutory  age  limit. Definitions of juvenile offenses were  
character ized a s  too broad and vague, and juvenile dispositional d a t a  a s  incomplete. 
For some, dispositional d a t a  served no purpose, but others found t h e  d a t a  useful if 
broken down by offense. Some would dele te  minor s t a tus  offenses (e.g., curfew,  
loitering, runaway) f rom t h e  Uniform Crime Reports; o thers  saw these  offenses a s  
cr i t ica l  t o  understanding delinquency. 

Several issues were  raised about e thnic  origin data.  Ethnic origin is hard  t o  
determine; officers o f ten  assign ethnicity on t h e  basis of t h e  offender's last  name. 
Many off icers  simply omit  t h e  i t em because i t  does not m a t t e r  t o  them. Another 
source fe l t  strongly t h a t  t h e  Japanese/Chinese/PacificIslander distinction should be  
reinstated,  since Japanese  and Chinese (but not Pacific Islanders) a r e  nonwhite 
categories with lower c r ime  r a t e s  than whites, and such distinctions provide important  
clues t o  understanding criminality. Still another  suggested using locally re levant  
categories,  such a s  Eskimo in t h e  Northwest. Problems in t h e  instructions and training 

5 ~ h e7X category distinguishes between the  location (jurisdiction) of a motor  
vehicle when stolen and i t s  location when recovered. 



for coding e thn ic  origin were  also noted. Finally, one interviewee requested a s tudy t o  
examine t h e  completeness  and accuracy of racele thnic i ty  coding. 

2.2.4 Additional Data Elements 

Many interviewees suggested collecting addit ional  d a t a  in a revised UCR 
Program. It  should be noted, however, t h a t  conservative observers warned against  
collecting more  data ,  predicting t h a t  expansion t o  a more  complex system could 
decrease  uti l i ty and  accuracy of t h e  data.  

A str iking di f ference of opinion emerged between researchers  and law 
enforcement  agencies  concerning t h e  kinds of d a t a  t h a t  should be  added t o  t h e  UCR 
system. Researchers  generally emphasized information t h a t  would help understand t h e  
nature  and occurrence of cr ime,  whereas law enforcement  agencies emphasized 
information t h a t  would help them perform their  jobs bet ter .  

For example,  many researchers indicated a need for additional d a t a  on 
victims and offenders,  including demographics, e x t e n t  of injury and loss t o  victim, 
victim-offender relationship, and income and employment s t a tus  of both. Others  
desired c r ime  analysis data: t ime  of day, day of week, geo-codes, type of location, 
weapons, and modus operandi information. Still o the rs  wanted more  detailed drug 
da ta ,  specifically on drug trafficking, number of drug-related offenses, drug 
enforcement,  narcotics,  drug-related arres ts ,  and types  and amounts  of drugs seized or  
in possession of ar res tees .  On t h e  other  hand, one interviewee thought t h e  UCR 
already col lected drug d a t a  in too  much detail.  

Respondents t o  our law enforcement  survey were  asked t o  indicate t h e  
usefulness of 30 dif ferent  i tems of information t h a t  might be included in a fu tu re  UCR 
system. Their answers a r e  summarized in Table 2.1 according t o  the  percentage of 
agencies considering t h e  information "very useful.11 They gave top  ratings t o  some 
d a t a  i tems a l ready collected by the  UCR system (e.g., type of offense and arres teels  
sex), some i t ems  already collected for se lected types of incidents (e.g., weapons and 
use of force), and details  concerning a r res tees  and t h e  disposition of ar res tees '  cases. 
Information about victims, especially their  race ,  relationship with t h e  offender,  and 
residence s ta tus ,  was given lower priority by law enforcement  agencies than 
information on arres tees .  (However, less than one-third of agencies indicated any 
d a t a  i tem as being "not useful.") 

Researchers  and other  UCR users also recommended expanding the  
program t o  include other  criminal justice system da ta ,  such a s  c a s e  filing by t h e  
prosecutor (with reason for not filing), prosecution, disposition and sentencing, and 
corrections data ,  a s  well a s  information on prior record,  recidivism, and criminal 
justice sys tem cost .  Such d a t a  could be collected on a sample basis. Offender-based 
transaction s ta t is t ics  (OBTS) were  viewed a s  highly desirable. One source suggested a 
system with two parts: one t o  report  c r ime  counts, and a second t o  t rack each  c a s e  
following arres t .  I t  should be recognized tha t ,  al though these  sources would like t o  
see  these additional data ,  not al l  saw the  UCR a s  t h e  appropr ia te  vehicle for reporting 
them. Some sources vehemently opposed collecting these  d a t a  a s  pa r t  of t h e  UCR 
Program. One observed t h a t  i t  is not a proper function of UCR a s  long a s  t h e  program 
is based on police reporting, and tha t  a "BJS Integrated Series" including dispositional 
d a t a  would be more  appropriate,  One source thought a n  OBTS-type system would not  



Table 2.1 


USEFULNESS OF SELECTED DATA ELEMENTS 


Percentage of agencies 


Data element 


Type of offense 

Offense information presented for 


arrests 

Type of weapons used at incident 

Prosecution charge 

Time of offense 

Disposition of prosecution 

Offender age on arrest report 

Offender sex on arrest report 

Sentence of arrestee 

Use of force at incident 

Type of property Loss 

Offender race on arrest report 

Officer time on crime-related calls 

Value of property lost 

Nature of Location of offense 

Number of victims 

Officer time spent on patrol 

Calls with officer dispatched 

Number of calls for service 

Age of victims 

Sex of victims 

Officer time on noncrime calls 

Geographic location of incident 

Officer time in court 

Officer time on administration 

Race of victims 

Call codes indicating whether call 


is apparently crime related 

Victim-offender relationship 

Residence status of victims 

Type and extent of injuries 


Very 

useful 


61 


57 

5 7 
54 
5 2 
5 1 
50 
48 
48 
4 7 
4 5 
4 5 
44  
4  3  
4 3 
4  3  
42  
4 1 
4 1 
39 
39 
39 
3  8  
3 7 
35 
34  

3  3  
3 1 
2 9 
28 

Somewhat 

useful 


29 

33 
34 
36 
3 5 
3  9  
3 7 
3 7 
40 
3 9  
4 3  
3 7 
3 8 
4 1 
4 1 
4 4  
37 
36 
34  
4 5 
4  4  
4 0  
3 7 
40 
38 
4 3  

36 
4 8  
42  
4 8  

Not 

useful 


10 


10 

10 

10 

13 

10 

13 

15 

13 

14 

12 

19 

18 

16 

16 

14 

21 

23 

25 

16 

17 

21 

2 5 
23 
2 7 
2 3 

3 1 

2 1 
2 9 
2  4  

Total 


100 


100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 


100 

100 

100 

100 


Source: UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies, conducted by Abt Associates 
Inc., 1 9 8 4 .  

Note: Responses are weighted to reflect estimates for all law enforcement 

agencies in the United States. (See Appendix A for details.) 




work, since UCR is a year-of-offense system whereas  OBTS is a year-of-disposition 
system. 

Administrat ive d a t a  about police depar tment  operations and ca l l s  for 
service were  in general  not  considered a s  valuable a s  most o the r  suggested addit ional 
d a t a  items. The most highly ranked administrat ive information for law enforcement  
agencies was  "officer t i m e  spent on crime-related calls" (44 percent  indicated "very 
useful"), Yet ,  a s  noted earl ier ,  a sizable majori ty of agencies  considered every  d a t a  
i tem suggested on t h e  questionnaire t o  be  e i the r  "very useful" or  "somewhat useful." 

2.2.5 Ability of Law Enforcement Agencies to Supply New D a t a  Elements  

The  feasibility and cos t  of adding d a t a  e lements  t o  fu tu re  UCR repor t s  is 
greatly influenced by t h e  ex ten t  t o  which t h e  d a t a  a r e  a l ready being cap tured  in 
computer-readable form at t h e  local level. Consequently, The UCR Survey asked law 
enforcement agencies t o  describe t h e  computers  they presently have or  plan t o  have 
for  handling c r i m e  reports,  and t h e  availability of part icular d a t a  i t ems  on e i the r  
computer records o r  manual reporting forms. 

The survey showed (see Table 2.2) t h a t  most  large  agencies  ( those  serving 
jurisdictions over 100,000 population) already have compute rs  installed t o  handle 
cr ime records, and t h a t  within two years  a l l  but a handful will have such computers.  
Adoption of computers  by mid-sized agencies (serving 10,000- 100,000 population) is 
substantially less extensive,  but large increases a r e  planned for t h e  next  t w o  years: 
over half, and perhaps up t o  62 percent,  will have compute rs  available for c r i m e  
reports by 1987. Most small  agencies neither have nor plan t o  have computers  for  th is  
purpose. 

Because t h e  number of small  agencies is large, overall  only about  11 
percent of agencies  now have computers  for c r ime  reports.  However, t h e  bulk of t h e  
nation's c r imes  a r e  repor ted by large or  mid-sized agencies. Moreover, some s t a t e  
UCR programs keypunch t h e  paper offense repor t  forms sen t  t o  them by local 
agencies. Taking these  fac to rs  into account ,  we e s t i m a t e  t h a t  a t  leas t  68 percen t  of 
al l  cr ime repor ts  a r e  now converted into computer-readable records,  and t h a t  without 
any changes in t h e  UCR Program a t  least  88 percen t  of a l l  c r i m e  repor ts  will be 
routinely available in computer-readable form by 1987. 

Agency responses t o  questions about t h e  part icular d a t a  i t ems  t h a t  a r e  
already available t o  them a r e  summarized in Table 2.3. The i tems a r e  ordered 
according t o  t h e  percentage of agencies saying they a l ready t abu la te  t h e  i t em or  could 
"easily" obtain i t  from their  computer files or manual files. For comparison, t h e  rank 
order of t h e  same i t ems  from Table 2.1 (usefulness) is shown in t h e  far-right column of 
Table 2.3. 

The t ab le  re f l ec t s  wide range of availability for these  d a t a  i tems. Fewer  
than one-quarter of agencies have d a t a  on "officer t i m e  on administration," while 
nearly three-quarters of agencies have "arrestee's sex" readily available, Some of t h e  
i tems suggested a s  most useful, especially deta i ls  of t h e  offense  or t h e  arres tee ' s  
characterist ics,  a r e  commonly available already. But i t ems  about  t h e  disposition of 
arrestees' cases,  while judged by law enforcement  agencies  a s  very useful t o  have,  a r e  
not readily available. Fortunately,  many of t h e  i t ems  considered important  by 
researchers, such as number of victims and ages  of victims,  a r e  readily avai lable  t o  
more than half of a l l  agencies. 
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Table 2 . 3  

AVAILABILITY OF DATA ELEMEXTS AT 
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 

Data element 

Percent of Agencies 

or easily Having 
available already 

Rank 
order of 

availabilitya 

Rank 
order 

usefuln 

Offender sex on arrest report 

Offender age on arrest report 

Type of offense 

Offender race on arrest report 

Offense information presented 

for arrests 


Time of offense 

Value of property loss 

Type of property loss 

Number of victims 

Type of weapons used at 

incident 


Sex of victims 

Number of calls for service 

Use of force at incident 

Age of victims 

Nature of location of offense 

Calls with officer dispatched 

Race of victims 

Geographic location of incident 

Residence status of victims 

Prosecution charge 

Type and extent of injuries 

Call codes indicating whether 

crime-related 


Victim-offender relationship 

Disposition of prosecution 

Officer time on crime-related 

call s 


Officer time on patrol 

Sentence of arrestee 

Officer time in court 

Officer time on non-crime calls 

Officer time on administration 


Source: UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies, conducted by Abt Associates Inc., 1984 


Note: Responses are weighted to reflect estimates for all agencies in the United Sta 


a ~ a ~ e d 
on percentage having already or indicating easily available. 


b~ased on percentage of agencies indicating data element is very useful. 




2.2.6 Classification and  Scoring 

Several  important issues were  raised about t h e  classification and scoring of 
offenses. A substantial  controversy in classification revolves around t h e  Hierarchy 
-Rule, which is used in multiple-offense situations t o  score a single offense--the 
highest-ranking offense on t h e  FBI's ordered list of P a r t  I cr imes.  Some sources 
recommended eliminating t h e  Hierarchy Rule, o thers  wanted t o  change it,  and st i l l  
o thers  wanted t o  keep i t  as is. Those objecting t o  t h e  rule said i t  is simplistic and 
misleading and  causes  information loss. They claimed t h a t  small  contributors a r e  
ent i t led  t o  c red i t  for  everything they do, and tha t  t h e  public and media object  t o  t h e  
rule. Several  sources suggested counting t h e  most serious offense for  e a c h  victim a s  
a n  a l ternat ive .  This issue is discussed in some deta i l  in Chapter  5. 

A few sources suggested a major revision t o  t h e  cur ren t  classif ication 
system. In order t o  provide contributors with relevant management  and policy 
information, they recommended abandoning legal classifications in favor of more  
generic definitions, categorizing c r imes  by "impact" a s  they a r e  in t h e  Cr ime  
Classification System now being developed by t h e  Police Executive Research Forum. 
It was thought tha t  such a scheme would help t h e  public understand t h e  meaning of 
c r i m e  counts  and help police depar tments  a l locate  resources based on re la t ive  danger. 

Many noted problems resulting from s t a t e  variations in t h e  definitions of 
offenses. Mismatched definitions a r e  thought t o  introduce measurement  error.  For 
example, t h e f t  from a n  au to  is burglary in California and may consequently be 
classified as such in a local agency, even though i t  should be classified a s  t h e f t  in t h e  
UCR. Some thought tha t  training could resolve such problems. Alternatively,  some 
suggested t h a t  offenses could be classified according t o  s t a t e  penal codes at t h e  local 
level, but  reclassified for t h e  UCR at t h e  s t a t e  or  federal  level. 

The most frequently c i t ed  issue regarding scoring concerned t h e  Hotel  
Rule, under which a ser ies  of re la ted offenses tha t  a r e  likely t o  be repor ted by a single 
person, such a s  a s e t  of burglaries f rom several  hotel  rooms in a single hotel ,  a r e  
scored a s  a single offense. Those objecting t o  t h e  use of this rule argued t h a t  i t  
applies d i f ferent  standards t o  comparable situations, and especially t h a t  i t  
undercounts cr imes in big c i t i e s  with numerous large buildings. 

The problem of overlapping jurisdictions, which may result  in duplicate 
reporting, was o f ten  cited.  As one solution, one local law enforcement  agency recom- 
mended reporting by t h e  agency tha t  handles t h e  incident, r a the r  than by the  
jurisdiction where t h e  offense occurs. 

2.2.7 Unfoundings and Clearances  

Two sources raised questions about t h e  unfounded category.  One  
recommended tha t  it be be t t e r  defined. A second suggested eliminating it a l together ,  
arguing tha t ,  if a c i t izen thinks a c r ime  has occurred, i t  ought t o  be counted. 

Clearance da ta ,  and particularly their  quality, were  a common c a u s e  of 
concern. Many users thought the  d a t a  a r e  not credible, too  poor t o  be of any use, and 
worthy of deletion. One researcher suggested evaluating t h e  d a t a  before  they a r e  
published. Some police depar tments  objected t o  t h e  counting rules; specifically, they 
suggested, for example, tha t  a case  should not be counted a s  c leared if only one of t h e  
several offenders involved is ar res ted,  a s  this does not r e f l ec t  t h e  t r u e  workload. 



2.3 

Ideas for improving t h e  c learance d a t a  included allowing a range of law enforcement  
agency dispositions for cases  administratively c leared (e.g., when a warrant  is issued) 
and for cases  no t  assigned because of low solvability factors.  One police depar tment  
noted t h a t  large proportions of uncleared cases  in communities with a significant 
tourist  or t ransient  population give a n  unfair slant  t o  t h e  stat ist ics.  One  researcher  
asked for more  detailed c learance data ;  another wanted t o  link c learances  and arres ts ,  
noting t h a t  a n  incident-based system is needed t o  perform such analyses. 

Analysis of D a t a  

Nearly a l l  UCR user groups voiced a strong desi re  for more analysis of 
UCR data ,  a lbei t  of many dif ferent  types and for d i f ferent  purposes. Sources were  
nearly unanimous in calling for more  special studies and analyses of t h e  UCR data ,  
especially of trends--by specific cr ime,  by c r ime  and region, and by race  and gender 
for arrests .  Law enforcement  agencies, in part icular,  requested information t h a t  
would help t h e m  compare  c r ime  among jurisdictions, taking into account  local 
population and other  conditions. Researchers wanted a means  of checking t h e  FBI's 
es t imat ion procedures. 

Several  suggestions were  made concerning t h e  analysis of age,  sex, and 
-r a c e  data.  One  source thought t h e  UCR should not show r a c e  at all, but instead should 
use a model t o  cor re la te  various character is t ics  with commit t ing a n  offense. Another 
asked for a breakdown of a r res t s  by race(s) of victim and perpetra tor .  Many 
researchers reported tha t  the  lack of full age/sex/race  breakdown is a rea l  problem. 

Many sources recommended weighting cr imes by seriousness, s t a t ing  t h a t  
unweighted aggregate  c r ime  r a t e s  can  be very misleading. A majori ty of law 
enforcement  agencies supported t h e  idea of weighting c r imes  as a n  adjunct t o  c r i m e  
counts. Some objected t o  giving equal weight t o  a t t e m p t e d  and completed crimes.  
Some thought t h e  purpose of a weighted index would be narrower; o thers  noted t h a t  
unweighted and weighted s ta t is t ics  generally produce very similar trends and other  
results. 

Another topic of concern was t h e  population base. Using t h e  intercensal  
e s t imates  can  be problematic; for example,  underestimates of population growth in 
t h e  l a te  1970s c rea ted  a n  inaccurate picture of increases in c r ime  rates.  Some 
sources said c r ime  r a t e s  should be computed based on t h e  population at  risk (e.g., 
number of women for rape) ra ther  than the  en t i re  population. Additional changes 
could include adjusting for tourism and including employees a s  well a s  s tudents  in 
campus populations. A majority of law enforcement  agencies agreed with t h e  idea of 
distinguishing c r ime  r a t e s  against  residents from others,  and only 12  percent  disagreed 
( the  remainder were  neutral). But less than one-quarter agreed t h a t  a u t o  t h e f t  r a t e s  
should be expressed per 100,000 vehicles, and under one-third believed t h a t  t h e  
number of women should be the  population base for rape stat ist ics.  

2.4 Presenta t ion and  Interpretation of Data 

There has been a wide variety of ideas for b e t t e r  ways t o  present UCR 
data.  These range from al ternat ive  publications and user t apes  t o  methods of 
clarifying t h e  tables. 



Many sources had comments  about the  presentation of UCR data .  Most  
thought the re  a r e  too many detailed tables and not nearly enough analyses, graphics,  
and narrative t o  explain t h e  data ,  but t h e  summary of offenses a t  t h e  f ront  end w a s  
praised a s  very useful. A number of a l ternat ive  publication fo rmats  have b e e n  
recommended: 

producing a shor ter  version of Cr ime in t h e  United Sta tes ;  

0 publishing two volumes: a narrative reader  and a s ta t i s t i ca l  
digest; 

developing a n  easily digested front section and putt ing deta i l  
in la ter  sections; 

publishing several  regional volumes ra the r  than a single 
national report;  

producing one repor t  t o  address police and public needs, and 
another t o  respond t o  researcher needs;and 

producing reports by size of depar tment  t o  allow for 
discussion of more  relevant issues. 

In general, however, users felt t h a t  repor ts  have improved over t h e  years,  par t icular ly  
in t e rms  of their methodological documentation and use of graphics, 

Several issues were  raised about t h e  presentation of d a t a  by geographic  
areas. Some sources found t h e  relationship between geographic a r e a s  and  repor t ing 
agencies confusing, since, for example,  a given county may have several  police depar t -
ments. I t  was thought tha t  t h e  number of agencies reporting for e a c h  geographic a r e a  
should be shown. One source thought geographic definition should coincide m o r e  
clearly with Census definition. Alternatively, d a t a  could be  aggregated by t h e  
reporting terri tory for t h e  police agency and then by t h e  census-defined Metropol i tan  
Statist ical  Area (MSA). Yet another  option might be  t o  break down t h e  d a t a  by 
sections of the  c i ty  such a s  Census t r a c t ,  neighborhood, or block. Or  d a t a  could b e  
aggregated at t h e  s t a t e  level, with breakdowns for large jurisdictions. 

Most users cr i t ic ized t h e  c r ime  clock, since i t  does not adjust  for changes  
in the  population. However, it does have a few supporters. 

Rates  were of ten considered preferable to  raw frequency figures. S o m e  
sources suggested using NCS d a t a  t o  adjust for variation in reporting ra tes .  

Many users cri t icized the  use of d i f ferent  bases for d i f fe ren t  tables. O n e  
source noted the  difficulty of following d a t a  f rom one ser ies  t o  t h e  next,  s i n c e  
di f ferent  tables a r e  based on di f ferent  numbers of years (1, 2, 5 ,  o r  10). Others  s imply 
asked tha t  the  presentation be explicit about changes in t h e  population base; o n e  
source pointed t o  the  Census a s  a model for handling varying bases. Finally, i t  w a s  
observed that  the  bases used t o  const ruct  r a tes  tend t o  affect perception of c r i m e ,  
e.g., a r a t e  of 2,100 per 100,000 may be perceived a s  more  serious than 210 per  
10,000. 



2.5 

Timeliness of t h e  release of UCR d a t a  was a n  important  issue. UCR 
feedback was  cr i t ic ized as t o o  slow t o  aid individual police depar tments  in carrying 
out  their  operations or  t o  m e e t  ce r ta in  research needs. Recommended solutions 
included making raw d a t a  more  readily available; doing t rend analyses for d a t a  on 
hand at t h e  e n d  of e a c h  month; issuing regional edit ions a s  soon as al l  t h e  necessary 
d a t a  a r e  received; and simplifying t h e  UCR t o  a c c e l e r a t e  publication. 

Some sources offered suggestions about  distribution of Cr ime  in t h e  United 
States.  Repor t s  could be released t o  police agencies, who would in turn  release them 
t o  t h e  press. Alternatively,  reports could be  mailed di rect ly  t o  t h e  media. The FBI 
could provide f o r  ear ly  re lea ie  of t h e  repor t  t o  academ~cs / resea rchers ,  who a r e  
flooded with questions f rom t h e  media but cannot  comment  until they have seen t h e  
report. Copies might also be  distributed t o  t h e  judiciary. 

Researchers  freauentlv indicated a desire for  access t o  UCR d a t a  in 
machine-readable form. s o h e  a k o  noted t h e  desirability of having micro-level d a t a  
made available on t a p e  and on-line, though this would be possible only with a n  
incident-based system and not with t h e  curr&t ,summary systemm, 

Several  sources  noted problems of comparison. This is part icularly 
important because many users rely on the  federal  program a s  a primary reference tool 
for cross-state and cross-jurisdictional comparisons. But UCR d a t a  a r e  thought not  
always t o  be comparable  bver t ime, across 'jurisdictions, or  across  states, a G o b l e m  
at t r ibuted both t o  rea l  d i f fe rences  in population, socioeconomic factors ,  and police 
characterist ics,  and t o  differences in reporting procedures and lack of training. 
Further,  offenses  known t o  police cannot be matched t o  c learances  and arres ts ,  s ince 
t h e  former a r e  presented by municipality, whereas t h e  l a t t e r  a r e  presented by 
metropolitan areas.  One local law enforcement  agency asked for  more  information on 
communities t o  fac i l i t a t e  comparisons with other  jurisdictions. Several  sources--
including a number of local agencies, s t a t e  UCR programs, and media representatives- 
-recommended t h a t  t h e  UCR provide a ranking of c i t i e s  according t o  c r i m e  rates.  

Repor t ing and Accuracy 

A number of issues were  raised concerning t h e  reporting of UCR data.  
Some agencies indicated reporting was burdensome. I t  was suggested by some t h a t  
reporting be incident-based ra the r  than summary-based, and by others  t h a t  d a t a  be 
reported only f rom a sample of agencies. The accuracy of reporting was also a major 
issue. Sources of inaccuracy were  noted, a s  were  methods for improving t h e  quality of 
t h e  da ta  collected.  

Some local law enforcement  agencies found reporting t o  be burdensome. 
They claimed t h a t  offense reports a r e  of ten incomplete,  coding is t ime  consuming, 
depar tments  have too few staff  t o  complete  t h e  forms, and some of t h e  forms have 
internal problems. Reporting is further complicated by t h e  fact t h a t  UCR is a support 
service within a n  operational unit of each  agency, and the re fore  is assigned a low 
priority. 

Many of those who collect  and/or use UCR d a t a  indicated a s t rong 
preference for a n  incident-based system over t h e  cur ren t  summary-based system in 
which, they said, t h e  d a t a  a r e  too highly aggregated and too  much information is 
unnecessarily lost. Proponents of incident-based reporting said t h a t  i t  provides a 
logical approach t o  addressing specific a t t r ibu tes  of a victimization,  allows b e t t e r  



responses t o  special  requests, and would make the  UCR more accurate .  On t h e  o t h e r  
hand, incident-based systems can  be expensive: on-line transactions a r e  costly,  as a r e  
changes t o  software. Some suggested t h a t  at least  a sample of anonymous individual- 
level d a t a  should be  made available for analysis. Others  recommended t h a t  s t a t e s  use 
incident d a t a  and repor t  summary s ta t is t ics  t o  t h e  federal  system. 

From responses t o  t h e  UCR survey, we e s t i m a t e  t h a t  approximately  40 
percent  of law enforcement  agencies already provide incident records  t o  the i r  state 
programs. Only 15 percent  of these  considered incident reporting t o  b e  more  d i f f i cu l t  
than their  previous summary reporting, and 47 percent  said i t  is easier .  Even a m o n g  
agencies reporting by t h e  summary method, only one-quarter thought incident  
reporting would be  more difficult.  

Several sources argued t h a t  t h e  UCR should switch f rom a census  t o  a 
sampling approach, which they claimed would provide more  a c c u r a t e  d a t a  and  r e d u c e  
cost. 

The accuracy of UCR d a t a  is thought t o  vary by s t a t e  ( those  wi th  state 
programs a r e  generally considered t o  have more  reliable reporting) and  by jurisdiction 
within a given s t a t e  (with differences due t o  reporting, a r res t ,  ahd recording policies 
and procedures). Besides underreporting, er rors  a r e  said t o  resul t  f r o m  
misclassification, lack of uniformity in applying definitions, and, for on-line agencies ,  
d a t a  entry  errors. Some sources blamed high staff  turnover for problems in d a t a  
quality; others blamed t h e  assignment t o  UCR responsibilities of civilians who  a r e  
unfamiliar with law enforcement.  One proffered solution was t o  hold one person in 
each  department,  most likely t h e  UCR section head, accountable for t h e  numbers  and  
t o  require his or  her signature on t h e  reports. Overall,  however, t h e  quali ty of U C R  
d a t a  was fe l t  t o  have improved steadily over t h e  years. 

Many sources viewed underreporting as a major problem. C r i m e  is bel ieved 
t o  be underreported by both victims and police. Reasons for police underrepor t ing 
may include political or fiscal considerations, police adminis t ra t ive  procedure< 
dispatchers'  omitting cer ta in  incidents from t h e  system, individual officers '  r epor t ing  
decisions, and misclassifications. Cer ta in  offenses a r e  thought t o  be par t icular ly  
vulnerable: rape (because of c i t izen nonreporting), larcenies (because s to res  dec l ine  
t o  prosecute shoplifters), and simple assaults  (if t h e  disturbance is resolved a t  t h e  
scene with no continuing danger). One respondent saw l i t t le  evidence of downgrading, 
assert ing tha t  people a r e  too busy t o  juggle t h e  figures. 

Training was another important issue. Many noted t h e  impor tance  of 
training programs for those working on t h e  UCR. Some thought the re  should be  
minimum training requirements for UCR clerks and cer t i f ica t ion requ i rements  for 
UCR section heads. Others  thought police officers should be trained t o  wr i t e  o f f e n s e  
reports, and chiefs should be trained in t h e  meaning of UCR d a t a  and thei r  u t i l i ty  as a 
planning tool. Still o thers  suggested training for potential  users (including, in 
particular, the  news media) t o  understand t h e  UCR. 

Many observers have recommended periodic audi ts  of UCR data .  S o m e  
thought there  should be a mandatory audit  system at t h e  s t a t e  UCR level. O t h e r s  
noted tha t  auditing could be performed on a sampling basis. One  source  sugges ted  
tha t  t h e  FBI audit t h e  large police departments,  perhaps a sample of 10 p e r c e n t  per  
year. Others thought audits  should be conducted by each  agency a s  p a r t  of i t s  in te rna l  
inspection program, while o thers  thought they should be  done by qualified ou t s ide  
groups. Police depar tments  could be offered fiscal incentives t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  in 
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audits. Or,  as an  a l ternat ive  t o  audits, more validation studies could be conducted t o  
es t imate  t h e  types artd ex ten t  of er rors  in UCR data.  Law enforcement  agencies 
concurred t h a t  contributing agency reporting systems should be  reviewed and cer t i f ied  
t o  assure t h a t  they mee t  basic standards (59 percent  agreed and another  26 percent  
were  neutral). Forty-one percent agreed t h a t  audits  should be  conducted on a 
confidential basis; 32 percent  were  neutral  on this point. 

Other Issues 

UCR contributors and users also offered opinions on t h e  UCR Program's 
organizational location, suggestions for an  advisory board or  research cen te r  for t h e  
UCR, and concerns about the  program's funding. 

With regard t o  organizational sponsorship of t h e  UCR, some would move i t  
t o  the  Bureau of Jus t ice  Statist ics,  claiming tha t  t h e  FBI lacks credibil i ty because of 
rhe professional nature of t h e  FBI's relationship with local  police depar tments .  
Moving t h e  UCR t o  BJS, they asserted,  would reduce t h e  emphasis on police-generated 
cr ime s ta t is t ics ,  foster  a broader criminal justice system focus, and pave t h e  way for 
integrating t h e  UGR with v ic t imga t ion  studies. Others  claimed t h a t  FBI sponsorship 
is cr i t ica l  t o  police participation. 

The suggestion was made t o  establish an  advisory board t o  t h e  UCR 
Program, with representatives of both large and small  agencies or  of various user 
groups. Another suggestion was t o  c r e a t e  a federally funded research unit associated 
with the  UCR Program. Such a unit would serve a s  a clearinghouse for information on 
UCR d a t a  and assistance in using t h e  data.  A re la ted suggestion was t o  assign 
responsibility for interpreting UCR d a t a  t o  a national c r i m e  research unit or  academy 
of criminology. 

Finally, a number of funding issues were  raised. Some people thought tha t ,  
since the  UCR is a national program, some of i t s  funding should c o m e  from t h e  
national level. S t a t e  funding is said t o  be fragile and in need of supplements from t h e  
federal  government. One source noted t h a t  a t  least  some s t a t e  programs a r e  
reluctant t o  accep t  federal  funds, e i ther  for fea r  of becoming dependent or  because 
too many strings a r e  a t tached.  At  t h e  same t ime,  s t a t e  UCR programs may find it 
hard t o  ge t  s t a t e  money if they a r e  seen merely a s  a conduit t o  t h e  federal  program. 
One s t a t e  program respondent suggested t h a t  t h e  federal  program buy information 
from s t a t e  and local agencies. Part icular concern was expressed about the  means  of 
funding modifications t o  t h e  system. Some said t h a t  s t a t e  and local agencies will need 
financial support t o  implement changes in t h e  federal  system. 

The information obtained from interviews and surveys great ly  assisted t h e  
process of developing recommendations for the  National UCR Program described in 
the  chapters  tha t  follow. The new system responds positively t o  most of t h e  
criticisms summarized here. Even in cases  of conflict ing opinions, ir was o f ten  
possible t o  design the  new system so t h a t  d i f ferent  users will be  able  t o  analyze t h e  
collected d a t a  in such a way a s  t o  obtain their  desired a r ray  of c r i m e  stat ist ics.  Not 
every c r i t i c  of the  current  UCR system will be satisfied,  but t h e  design does re f l ec t  
careful  a t tent ion t o  the  opinions of UCR contributors and users. 

6 ~ h eissue of organizational sponsorship a t  t h e  federal  level is not  addressed 
in this study. 



Chapter  3 

OVERVIEW OF THE RECOMMENDED UCR SYSTEM 

The National Uniform Cr ime  Reporting Program was originally c r e a t e d  t o  
serve local law enforcement  agencies by providing them with a widely accep ted ,  
national program for consistent  repor ts  on c r ime  and law enforcement  in t h e  United 
States.  Since i t s  inception, t h e  program has c o m e  t o  serve  multiple purposes i t s  
c rea to rs  may not have foreseen.  The UCR d a t a  help m e e t  t h e  need of law 
enforcement  agencies t o  repor t  t o  t h e  public on local conditions and t rends  in c r i m e  
and arrests .  The d a t a  a r e  also used t o  compare  conditions in di f ferent  a r e a s  and 
jurisdictions, t o  provide s t a t e  and  national s ta t is t ics  on cr ime,  and a s  a basis for 
operational, policy, and academic research into t h e  nature  and causes of c r ime  and t h e  
effectiveness of law enforcement .  In addition, t h e  very exis tence of a national 
reporting program fosters  fu r the r  development of s t a t e  and local police information 
systems. 

Almost no one would deny t h e  importance of  any of these  uses for UCR 
data.  Nor do they need t o  be ranked. Although some would emphasize one aspec t  of 
the  system more than another,  a l l  of these  uses a r e  fundamentally consistent  with one 
another--the product of  an  e f f e c t i v e  national program of uniform c r i m e  reporting. 
Further,  the re  is widespread recognition t h a t  t h e  UCR has already made an  enormous 
contribution in each of these  areas.  Even so, the re  is a c lea r  consensus among users 
and contributors on four general  a r e a s  for improvement t o  t h e  current  system. 

First ,  t h e  system should be expanded. Users of al l  types desire more  
information on P a r t  I1 offenses than t h e  d a t a  on a r res t s  current ly  available. They 
also would like having more deta i led  d a t a  about criminal incidents, including vic t im 
character is t ics ,  victim-offender relationship, type  of location, t i m e  of day, day of 
week, use of force or weapon, and e x t e n t  and na tu re  of injury. Some want addit ional  
information about agencies and t h e  jurisdictions they serve. This might include 
agency character is t ics  such a s  type of agency, annual budget, type  of shi f t  
assignments used, and number of calls  for services received,  a s  well a s  jurisdictional 
character is t ics  such a s  demographic composition, number of households, and number 
of commercial  establishments. 

Second, the  system should be flexible. The Hierarchy Rule provides a good 
example. Some users of UCR d a t a  like t h e  current  Hierarchy Rule; o thers  would 
prefer t h a t  no hierarchy rule were  used; and st i l l  o thers  would like a hierarchy rule 
based on t h e  most serious offense for each victim, Likewise, some users prefer t h e  
current  unweighted Crime Index; o thers  would prefer a weighted index using serious- 
ness scores. Among those preferr ing seriousness scoring, d i f ferent  users might want  
t o  apply different se t s  of seriousness weights. The original sys tem addressed these  
issues and made reasonable choices; a problem arises because not everyone would 
make the  same choices. The only way t o  address such issues seriously is t o  design a 
system t h a t  permits users t o  apply their  rule of choice. 

Grea te r  flexibility is also needed t o  allow the  UCR t o  accommodate  special  
studies. For example, t h e  cur ren t  UCR d a t a  provide no basis for examining t h e  
offense of parental  kidnapping. The only way t o  develop information on parenta l  
kidnapping would be t o  change t h e  reporting system, including new reporting forms, 
training and notification to  contributing agencies, and d a t a  base modification. By t h e  
t ime  this process was completed,  t h e  in teres t  in parental  kidnapping might have long 



since subsided. Under some al ternat ive  kinds of systems, i t  would b e  relat ively easy 
t o  re t r ieve addit ional  information for a special study without modifying t h e  UCR 
reporting system itself. 

Third, t h e  UCR Program must assure consistent  and uniform reporting across  
jurisdictions and  over t ime. This requires stronger quality assurance,  including 
systemat ic  audi ts  t o  assess and document reporting accuracy,  

Fourth,  analysis and publication should be strengthened. Exac t  requirements  
depend on t h e  specific need of t h e  user, but  include more  extensive  analysis and 
interpretation,  fuller  documentation of d a t a  collection and editing, and more  exten-  
sive user services. 

Finally, accomplishment of these  objectives must be  balanced against  t h e  
requirement t h a t  t h e  reporting burden on contributing agencies be  reasonable. Such a 
balance is not possible without major s t ructura l  changes t o  t h e  UCR system. 

The system we propose res t s  on two  fundamental  changes  in t h e  UCR 
Program. The f i rs t  of these  is implementation of a two-level reporting system. 

3.1 	 Conver t  t h e  UCR system to a two-level reporting sys tem 
under which most  agencies repor t  bas ic  offense  a n d  arrest 
information similar to t h a t  current ly  repor ted (Level I), while 
a comparat ively  small  sample  of agencies  repor t  much m o r e  
extensive  information (Level 11). 

Two-level reporting m e e t s  t h e  needs for increased depth  and scope of reporting while 
minimizing t h e  burden imposed on contributors and on t h e  s t a t e  and  national UCR 
programs. Level I is needed t o  provide a basic set of s t a t i s t i c s  for a l l  jurisdictions and 
a geographically comprehensive d a t a  base. Level I1 is needed t o  provide much more  
extensive and detailed information. 

The reporting requirements of t h e  Level I component would be  readily m e t  by 
contributors t o  t h e  cur ren t  system. The sample of Level I1 agencies  would be 
dominated by larger agencies, many of which a l ready col lect  and  a u t o m a t e  t h e  
required data.  Thus, the  Level I1 component would impose relat ively modest  reporting 
burdens while providing cr i t ica l  information on t h e  na tu re  and e x t e n t  of criminal 
offenses, victimizations, and police a r res t s  and clearances.  

The Level I1 reporting must be based on a sample of agencies.  This is necess- 
ary  t o  enable t h e  use of Level 11 information t o  re f l ec t  ac tua l  pa t t e rns  and levels of 
criminal ac t iv i ty  and t o  assure tha t  the  Level I1 repor ts  include a wide a r ray  of 
jurisdictions t h a t  local agencies can reasonably use for comparison. A basic sample  of 
agencies for Level I1 would include most larger jurisdictions and a sample  of smaller  
jurisdictions t o  permit  est imation of national and regional pa t t e rns  and t rends  in 
crime. Given t h e  importance of t h e  Level I1 da ta ,  s t a t e  UCR programs should expand 
this sample t o  provide t h e  basis for state-level  es t imates .  Indeed, s t a t e s  may well 
wish t o  convert  entirely t o  Level I1 reporting. 

The second fundamental  change--discussed in t h e  nex t  chapter--is conversion 
t o  unit-record reporting. This simply means t h a t  contributing agencies  no longer 
submit summaries of t h e  number of offenses and a r res t s  in various categories.  
Instead, they submit a brief repor t  for each  offense  or  ar res t .  As discussed in l a te r  
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chapters,  this conversion t o  unit-record reporting is t h e  keystone of a more  flexible 
and expanded UCR Program with reasonable reporting burdens for  contributing 
agencies, Indeed, once t h e  conversion has been accomplished, t h e r e  is reason t o  
believe t h e  agencies will not  only find t h e  UCR Program more  useful, but ,  in many 
cases, will find thei r  reporting burden is reduced. 

Table 3.1 summarizes t h e  differences between t h e  cur ren t  sys tem and  e a c h  
of t h e  proposed components. These differences a r e  discussed briefly in t h e  remainder 
of t h e  chapter,  

Level I Component 

The Level I component is in many ways similar t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  sys tem in t h e  
scope of information collected.  Most agencies, probably 93 t o  97 percent ,  would 
contribute t o  t h e  component. The major differences from t h e  c u r r e n t  sys tem a r e  as 
follows. 

First,  a s  already noted, t h e  Level I component would use unit-record repor t -  
ing, in which records a r e  submitted on individual criminal incidents and  on individual 
arrests. This would replace t h e  current  system in which agencies repor t  only summary 
to ta ls  of offense and a r res t  counts  by category.  As discussed in Chap te r  4, th is  
conversion t o  unit-record reporting provides a substantial increase in t h e  power and  
flexibility of t h e  UCR Program with only modest  costs  t o  federa l  or  s t a t e  
governments or local contributing police agencies. 

Second, a s  in t h e  cur ren t  system, t h e  Level I component would include of- 
fense reports on P a r t  I offenses only and a r res t  d a t a  on both P a r t  I and  P a r t  I1 offen-
ses. However, al l  o ther  forcible sex offenses would be repor ted in addit ion t o  rape,  
and negligent manslaughter would be excluded. Also, a t t e m p t s  would be  distinguished 
from actual  occurrences, whenever such a distinction is meaningful. Aggravated 
assault would be redefined t o  distinguish more  clearly between aggrava ted  and simple 
assault. 

Third, t h e  current  system's Hierarchy Rule, by which only t h e  most serious 
offense occurring within a single incident is counted, would be essential ly e l iminated 
under the  proposed system--all counts  of a l l  offenses against  e a c h  vic t im would be  
included in the  reporting, However, t h e  Hierarchy Rule would s t i l l  be  used t o  
determine the  primary offense, listed first  in t h e  reporting. Thus, t h e  Level I compon-
e n t  would retain the  current  system's capaci ty  t o  charac te r ize  an  e v e n t  in t e r m s  of a 
single crime, while providing g rea te r  flexibility in measuring to ta l  cr ime.  

Fourth, two  pieces of information would be added t o  repor ts  on offenses  in 
the  Level I component. First ,  information on the  type of victirn would be col lected,  
distinguishing among individual or household, business, and o ther  victim types. 
Second, a da ta  e lement  would be added t o  distinguish offenses agains t  residents f rom 
those against nonresidents, thereby allowing calculation of c r i m e  r a t e s  for t h e  
resident population, especially in jurisdictions with large influxes of tourists  or  
daytime business commuters.  Conversion t o  unit-record reporting would allow these  
da ta  i tems t o  be added with minimal increase in contributor burden. 

Fifth, t h e  value of property stolen and recovered would be  repor ted  a s  under 
the  current system, except  t h a t  provision would be made t o  record "unknown" in 
appropriate cases. 
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Table 3.1 


COMPARISON OF CUBBENT AND RECOHPIENDED UCB SYSTWS 

I 

Recommended System 


Level I Level I1 

Characteristic Current system component component 


Target percentage of 

agencies 


Type of reporting I summary I unit-record 1 unit-record 
I 

Offense types for Part I offenses Part I offensesa Part I and Part 11 

which offense data offenses 

are collected 


Handling of attempted included in counts; include in counts; include in counts; 

crimes not distinguis ed from distinguish from distinguish from 
6actuals actuals I actuals 

I 
I

Use of Hierarchy Rule yes I noc i noc 

Classification of current Part I and current Part I current Part I defi- 

offense Part I1 definitions definitions, nitions, with sharper 


with sharper defini- definitions of aggra- 

tions of aggravated vated assault and rape 

assault and rape category broadened to 


category broadened to include all forcible 

include all forcible sexual offenses; 

sexual offenses; refined Part 11 

refined Part I1 definitions; detailed 

definitions data allow alterna- 


tive classifications 

as well 


Collection of limited limited, but includlngl extensive, including 

detalled lncldent Lype of victim victim type, victim 

data (individual, business, characteristics, 


or other) and resi- victim-offender 
dent/nonresident relationship, use of 

status force/weapon, type of 
weapon, nature/extent 
of injury, day of 

I weekltime of day, 
type of location, 

resident /non- 


resrdent status of 

vlctlm 


Collection of value of records dollar values record dollar values; record dollar values; 

property stolen and include provlslon include provision 

recovered for recording for recording 


"unknown" "unknown" 


Cross-ref erenclng of no yes I yes

cleared offenses to 


Iarrests 


Agency and jurisdictional number of employees; number of employees; extensive set o 
characteristics populatron size population-at-risk 1 characterlstlcst; 

data I 
a ~ h e  rape category is broadened to include reporting of all forcible sex offenses; manslaughter is 

excluded. 


b~xcept for attempted rapes and attempted forcible entry for burglaries; attempted homicides are counted 

as aggravated assaults. 


'~xce~t to determine the primary offense, which is recorded first. 


d ~ e eTable 6.4. 
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Sixth, in contras t  t o  t h e  cur ren t  system, a c leared offense would be  linked t o  
t h e  a r res t  (or exceptional clearance) by which the  offense  was cleared.  This would b e  
accomplished by recording t h e  incident identif ication number on t h e  a r r e s t  r ecord  o r  
exceptional c learance report. This approach should e l iminate  a number of problems in 
reporting c learances  under t h e  cur ren t  sys tem and lead t o  more  a c c u r a t e  c l e a r a n c e  
data.  

Finally, a few additional jurisdictional character is t ics  would be  c o l l e c t e d  
under t h e  Level I component. These d a t a  would be  collected f rom sources such as t h e  
U.S. Census Bureau, not individual law enforcement  agencies, and  would include 
information on demographic composition as well a s  t h e  number of households, c o m -  
mercial  establishments, and automobiles in t h e  jurisdiction. 

Level I1 Component 

The Level I1 component represents  a substantial expansion of d a t a  co l l ec t ion  
over and above t h e  current  system. However, only about th ree  t o  seven p e r c e n t  of 
agencies, principally t h e  larger ones, would be asked t o  contr ibute  t o  th is  component .  

As for t h e  Level I component, reporting would be  on a unit-record basis; e a c h  
incident and e a c h  a r r e s t  would be repor ted individually, r a the r  than  on a s u m m a r y  
basis a s  under t h e  current  system. 

In the  Level I1 component, P a r t  I1 offenses a s  well a s  P a r t  I Offenses  would 
be reported. For each  reported offense,  a substantial  amount of deta i l  about  t h e  
criminal incident would be collected,  including victim character is t ics ,  v ic t im-offender  
relationship, type of location, t ime  of day and day of week, use of fo rce  or weapon,  
and ex ten t  and nature  of injury. As with both t h e  current  sys tem and  t h e  L e v e l  I 
component, a r res t  d a t a  would be collected on both P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 offenses. T h e  
information reported on arres ts  would be t h e  same under t h e  Level I1 component  a s  
under t h e  Level I component. 

The handling of a t t empts ,  use of t h e  Hierarchy Rule, classif ication of 
offenses, and cross-referencing of c learances  t o  a r res t s  also would be t h e  s a m e  u n d e r  
t h e  Level I1 component a s  under t h e  Level I component. At tempted  offenses  would b e  
distinguished from ac tua l  occurrences. The Hierarchy Rule would be essent ia l ly  
eliminated, in t h e  sense tha t  a l l  offenses involved in a given incident would b e  
reported. The current  Par t  I and P a r t  I1 definitions would remain t h e  basis of c lass i -
fication, though all  forcible sexual offenses would be included in P a r t  I ,  and a g g r a -  
vated assault would be defined more  explicitly. The detailed d a t a  col lected under t h e  
Level I1 component would also allow other  classif ication schemes t o  be used, such  a s  
t h e  Crime Classification System being developed by t h e  Police Executive R e s e a r c h  
Forum. Cleared offenses would be cross-referenced t o  corresponding a r r e s t  ( o r  
exceptional clearance) records. 

Values for property stolen and recovered would be repor ted a s  dollar values ,  
a s  under the  current  system. However, provision would be made t o  record "unknown" 
in cases where t h e  property value is not  known. 

Finally, an  array of agency and jurisdictional character is t ics  would be c o l l e c -  
t e d  under the  Level I1 component. Through a n  annual survey of law e n f o r c e m e n t  
agencies participating in this component,  information would be col lected on a g e n c y  
type (e.g., municipal police, sheriff with full police responsibilities, sheriff with jail 



and cour t  responsibilities, county police, s t a t e  police, t ransi t  authority,  etc.), annual 
operating budget, salary ranges, type of shift  assignment (fixedlrotating), type  of 
patrol  unit s t a f f ing  (one or  two  officers), use of foo t  patrol ,  and number of ca l ls  for 
service,  a s  well a s  o ther  characterist ics.  Jurisdictional character is t ics  would be  
obtained through sources such a s  t h e  U.S. Census Bureau or  s t a t e  agencies, and  would 
include such i t ems  as t h e  jurisdiction's demographic composition, number of 
households, number of commercial  establishments (by type), and number of 
automobiles. 

State Programs 

S t a t e  programs play a n  essential  role in t h e  recommended system. As both a 
primary user and a n  essential  review and processing point in t h e  network of d a t a  flow 
from local agencies t o  t h e  National Program, they a r e  c r i t i ca l  t o  d a t a  collection and 
analysis. Indeed, they would be  responsible for much of t h e  increased quality 
assurance under t h e  recommended system discussed in Chap te r  7. In addition, s t a t e  
programs a r e  aware  of changes in state law and/or local conditions t h a t  might a f f e c t  
UCR reporting, and they can  provide a level of feedback and  in teract ive  d a t a  edit ing 
with local agencies t h a t  would be impossible for t h e  National Program. 

Equally important,  s t a t e s  play a key role in developing criminal justice policy 
in t h e  United States.  S t a t e  UCR programs and Sta t is t ica l  Analysis Cen te r s  a r e  
cr i t ica l  t o  expanding and applying UCR d a t a  collection and analysis t o  m e e t  state-
specific needs. 

The remainder of t h e  report  discusses t h e  deta i ls  of our recommendations 
and t h e  reasons behind them. 



Chapter  4 

UNIT-RECORD REPORTING 

One of t h e  major design issues for t h e  UCR system is t h e  choice  between a 
summary reporting system and  a unit-record reporting system. In t h e  cur ren t  
summary system, local law enforcement  agencies repor t  counts  of offenses,  
clearances,  and arres ts ,  and to ta l s  of t h e  value of property stolen and  recovered in 
various categories.  In a unit-record system, local agencies would submit  separa te  
records for each  individual offense and arres t .  Our recommendations a r e  as follows: 

4.1 	 Convert the entire UCR system to  unit-record reporting in 
which local law enforcement agencies submit reports on each 
individual criminal incident. 

4.2 	 Convert the entire UCR system to  unit-record reporting in 
which local law enforcement agencies submit data on each 
individual arrest. 

The type of record submit ted under unit-record reporting could be  e i the r  a 
machine-read Bble record,  a coded reporting form, or a copy of a n  a c t u a l  incident or 
a r res t  report .  

Conversion t o  r i t - r e c o r d  reporting is t h e  keystone of t h e  new UCR system 
proposed in this report .  Indeed, i t  is s a f e  t o  say t h a t  most of t h e  enhancements  
suggested in l a te r  chapters  could not be  accomplished without th is  change. Accord-
ingly, this  chapter  discusses t h e  advantages  and disadvantages included in simply 
converting t h e  current  UCR t o  a unit-record system. Later  chap te r s  show how fur ther  
enhancements can  build on unit-record reporting t o  c r e a t e  a more  powerful and 
responsive UCR Program. 

The basic advantages of a unit-record reporting system, discussed in Section 
4.1, a r e  increased reporting accuracy and vastly increased flexibility in collecting and 
presenting data.  These advantages must be  weighed against  any increase  in t h e  
reporting burden on local contributors or  s t a t e  and federal  costs.  In f a c t ,  a s  discussed 
in Section 4.2, law enforcement  agencies appear t o  prefer unit-record reporting. 
Exploration of unit-record reporting under t h e  current  UCR, described in Section 4.3, 
explains why: conversion of t h e  cur ren t  UCR t o  unit-record reporting would not 
increase contributor burden; i t  would in fact be simpler for many agencies. 

Unit-record reporting does require a mater ia l  increase in d a t a  entry .  The 
da ta  flows required a r e  described in Section 4.5. However, t h e  addit ional  d a t a  en t ry  
costs, described in Section 4.6, a r e  not large. Indeed, a s  more  depar tments  a u t o m a t e ,  
the  additional entry  cos t s  promise t o  become almost trivial. 

'~ubmiss ion  of a copy of a n  ac tua l  report  is not recommended for t h e  
national program. I t  would be used only where s t a t e  programs prefer  this approach. 

L ~ h ete rm incident-based reporting is of ten used t o  describe wha t  w e  re fe r  
t o  a s  unit-record reporting. We have used t h e  l a t t e r  expression since i t  is a s  
applicable t o  a r res t  reporting a s  t o  incident reporting. 
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4.1 Advantages  and  Disadvantages of Unit-Record Reporting 

There  a r e  a number of potential  advantages  t o  a unit-record reporting 
system. In part icular,  unit-record reporting is expected t o  increase t h e  accuracy of 
reporting, t o  provide much grea te r  flexibility in using and analyzing da ta ,  and t o  allow 
t h e  collection of additional information at modest  costs. 

The  cur ren t  sys tem has frequently been cr i t ic ized with regard t o  d a t a  
accuracy,  and  preliminary evidence from a n  analysis of audi t  d a t a  suggests t h a t  t h e r e  
is in f a c t  substantial  underreporting of Index offenses (see  Section 7.5.6). Thus, a 
principal object ive  of t h e  current  redesign e f f o r t  is t o  improve t h e  system's 
accuracy.  Unit-record reporting might increase accuracy in several  ways: 

a 	 Using a computer  ra the r  than a c lerk  t o  perform t h e  necessary 
additions should improve t h e  accuracy of these  computations. 

a 	 Including an  identification number on e a c h  record makes i t  
possible t o  reconcile and cor rec t  what  has been recorded in 
ways not possible (or possible only with g r e a t  difficulty) under 
t h e  current  system. 

Suppose, for example,  t h a t  a UCR records c lerk  received a 
phone call  while tallying a s tack of offense repor t s  directly on 
t h e  monthly Return A form. Af te r  completing t h e  phone call ,  
t h e  clerk forgot whether t h e  assault  incident on top  of t h e  s tack 
had already been tal l ied and included with t h e  20 other  assaults  
with a knife or cut t ing instrument. To resolve this problem 
under t h e  current  system, t h e  c lerk  would have t o  go back 
through all of the  cases  for t h e  month. 

In one of our s i t e  visits, a UCR clerk  re la ted how she 
maintained a tal ly of offenses a s  needed for UCR reporting and 
compared i t  at t h e  end of each  month with an  independent tal ly 
maintained by one of t h e  detectives.  She indicated tha t  if t h e  
two  differed she would simply change hers t o  match  his. There  
was no simple way t o  reconcile d i f ferences  on a case-by-case 
basis. 

With unit-record reporting, inclusion of t h e  incident number 
el iminates these problems. To determine whether t h e  assault  
had been included in t h e  first  example,  t h e  c lerk  would simply 
look t o  s e e  whether a repor t  had been recorded with t h e  
incident number of t h e  assault  case.  In t h e  second example,  t h e  
clerk would match the  two tal l ies by incident number t o  find t h e  
source of error.  

a 	 More detailed edi t  checks can  be performed with unit-record 
reporting. For example,  edi t  checks  could be used t o  d e t e c t  
such errors  a s  classifying a n  incident a s  a pocket-picking when 
t h e  type of property stolen was recorded a s  off ice  equipment. 
Under the  current  sys tem,  such e r ro rs  a r e  not  de tec tab le  
because the  nature  of larceny (pocket-picking in this case)  and 
t h e  type of property stolen a r e  recorded independently. 



a By allowing missing value codes for individual incidents where  
information (e.g., property value) is missing, averages  c a n  be 
computed without needing t o  make t h e  assumption t h a t  missing 
values a r e  zero. 

a By linking a r res t s  t o  c leared offenses through corresponding 
identification numbers, c learance d a t a  might be  made  more  
accurate .  This does require, however, determination of these  
incide t numbers in order t o  complete  t h e  a r r e s t  reporting 
form. E 
Finally, use of incident numbers on t h e  records may improve 
accuracy by improving audit  capabilities. Both internal  and 
external  audits  would be able  t o  verify t h e  various repor ted d a t a  
e lements  linking incidents reported under t h e  sys tem back t o  
t h e  original offense reports from which they were  generated.  

A second major advantage of a unit-record reporting system is i t s  increased 
analytic flexibility. Unit records provide a n  immediate  capabil i ty t o  analyze a l l  
variables included in each incident record. For  robberies, for example,  one could 
cross-tabulate weapon use by premise type, premise type by type of property stolen,  
or even weapon use by both premise type and type  of property stolen. None of these  
tabulations is possible under t h e  current  system, even though e a c h  of t h e  individual 
d a t a  e lements  is recorded. Similarly, for burglaries, one could cross-tabulate any 
combination of type of burglary (forcible entry ,  unlawful en t ry  without force ,  o r  
a t t empted  forcible entry),  residential status,  t ime  of day, and  type  of property 
stolen. Under t h e  current  system, only t h e  cross-tabulation of residential  s t a t u s  and 
t ime  of day is available. With a r res t  records, too, more  analyt ic  capabil i ty is provided 
by unit-record reporting. Specifically, i t  would be possible t o  obtain any desired 
cross-tabulation of t h e  age,  sex, race,  and e t h n  c origin of t h e  a r res tee ,  whereas  under 
t h e  current  system only age  by sex is available.i Further,  unit-record reporting allows 
a r res t  information t o  be linked t o  previously recorded information on t h e  offense(s) 
involved, one of t h e  features  most desired by contributing police agencies. 

Unit records also provide g rea te r  flexibility in performing special  studies. If, 
for example, i t  were  of national importance one year t o  obtain more  deta i led  
information on robberies commi t ted  with f irearms, i t  would be possible t o  se lec t  a 
sample of t h e  records of such offenses reported t o  police and t o  request  agencies  t o  
submit additional da ta  on t h e  sampled cases. This enables UCR t o  t r a c k  emerging 
issues on a timely basis without requiring major changes t o  the  d a t a  collection system. 

As discussed in Section 4.3, unit-record reporting may also be  somewhat  
simpler for local agencies. I f  this is true,  it would be a major advantage,  a s  i t  is 
highly desirable t o  reduce t h e  burden on local contributors. 

3 ~ h i stopic is addressed a t  length in Chapter  5. 

and sex cross-tabulation current ly  available is r es t r i c ted  by t h e  a g e  
categories used on t h e  Age, Sex, Race,  and Ethnic Origin of Persons Arres ted forms. 



Another cr i t ica l  advantage of unit-record reporting is t h a t  i t  allows t h e  
collection of additional information, resulting in significant improvements t o  t h e  
system, As discussed in deta i l  in Chapter 5, such improvements include distinguishing 
a t t e m p t e d  offenses f rom actual  occurrences,  business f rom personal victims,  and 
nonresident f rom resident victims, as well a s  collecting additional offense  information 
on incidents involving multiple offenses and/or multiple victims. These improvements  
could not  b e  made  under t h e  current  summary system without substantial ly complicat -  
ing and increasing t h e  reporting burden on local contributors,  With unit-record 
reporting, such enhancements can be accomplished with only modest  addit ional  con- 
tr ibutor burden. 

Of course,  these  advantages must be balanced against  t h e  disadvantages of 
conversion t o  unit-record reporting. One possible disadvantage is interruption of t h e  
t i m e  ser ies  of criminal incident and a r res t  data ,  ser ies  of much uti l i ty t o  criminal 
justice researchers.  Discontinuities in t h e  series would be  c r e a t e d  if, as intended, use 
of unit-record reporting produced more a c c u r a t e  data.  Presumably, most would prefer  
g rea te r  d a t a  accuracy t o  maintenance of t h e  t i m e  series. Fur ther  changes  in quality 
assurance measures recommended in Chapter  7 would also c r e a t e  ser ies  discontinui- 
ties, so conversion t o  unit-record reporting would simply be  contributing t o  t h e  discon- 
tinuity. But, as discussed in Section 9.3, s teps  can  be taken t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e  s ize  of 
any such discontinuity and cor rec t  for i t  in evaluating trends. Thus, potent ia l  
interruption of t h e  t i m e  series should not be a n  obstacle t o  conversion t o  unit-record 
reporting. 

Another potential  disadvantage is delay in obtaining summary counts  of 
offenses and a r res t s  in agencies without computerized systems. With t h e  cur ren t  
summary system, e a c h  agency has t h e  summary counts  i t  submits t o  i t s  s t a t e  program 
or t o  t h e  National Program. If incident d a t a  a r e  submitted,  an  agency would e i the r  
have t o  compute  i t s  own summary counts  or wait  until summary repor ts  a r e  re turned 
t o  i t  by t h e  state or  national program. A few s t a t e s  current ly  do re tu rn  summary 
counts t o  individual agencies. In t h e  near future,  i t  is expected tha t  most  mid-sized 
and large depar tments  will have enough computer capabil i ty t o  provide t h e  summary 
counts internally. In small  departments,  t h e  number of offenses and a r r e s t s  is small  
enough t h a t  counts  can  be obtained manually by t h e  local agency with l i t t l e  ef for t .  
Nonetheless, some depar tments  may well desire periodic (monthly or  quar ter ly)  
reports based on incident and a r res t  records they submit. If t h e  s t a t e  program does 
not provide such reports,  t h e  National Program may need to. Though mee t ing  th is  
need may increase t h e  workload a t  t h e  national level, i t  should not be  a n  obstacle  t o  
unit-record reporting. 

The g rea tes t  potential  disadvantage could be  cost ;  unit-record reporting may 
be more costly than summary reporting. This topic is explored in th is  chap te r  by 
examining t h e  workload involved in coding d a t a  a t  local agencies and comparing d a t a  
entry  costs  under summary and unit-record reporting. As the  discussion in Sections 
4.4 and 4.6 makes c lear ,  cos ts  a r e  not an  obstacle t o  adoption of unit-record reporting.  

Preferences  of Law Enforcement Agencies 

According t o  t h e  results of the  UCR Survey of Law Enforcement  Agencies, 
39 percent of agencies contributing t o  the  UCR already submit incident-based 
reports. These depar tments  strongly favor unit-record reports. Forty-eight pe rcen t  
of these  indicated t h a t  submitting unit records is eas ier  than previous summary 
reporting; another 58 percent  indicated tha t  submitt ing unit records was  equally 
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convenient. Only th ree  pe rcen t  thought i t  was much more  difficult,  

Even depar tments  t h a t  a r e  not now under a unit-reporting system now seem 
willing t o  t r y  it. Thus, in addition t o  t h e  39 percent of depar tments  now under unit- 
record reporting, another  17 percent  of depar tments  do no t  now use incident 
reporting, but believe i t  would be easier. Overall, then,  a majori ty of depar tments  
already use o r  would find i t  eas ier  t o  use some version of t h e  sys tem w e  a r e  
recommending. Further,  another  29 percent  of agencies do not  now use unit-record 
reporting but believe t h a t  unit-record and summary reporting would be  equally 
convenient, Among depar tments  using summary reporting, 14 percen t  think unit- 
record reporting would be more  difficult  and another 11 percent  think i t  would be 
much more difficult.  

Somewhat surprisingly, small  depar tments  seem t o  have a slightly stronger 
preference for unit-record reporting than do large departments,  al though a majori ty of 
depar tments  of every s ize  approved t h e  change. Table 4.1 shows t h e  responses of law 
enforcement  agencies by jurisdiction size. 

The strong support f rom t h e  smallest  c i t ies  reminds us t h a t ,  although we tend 
t o  think of automat ion a s  necessary for unit-record reporting, i t  is also a pract ical  
system in many nonautomated departments.  The average police depar tment  serving a 
c i ty  under 10,000 repor ts  fewer  than 13 Index offenses per month. These agencies a r e  
probably cor rec t  in thei r  judgment t h a t  submitting 13 records  with a few i tems 
checked would be eas ier  than completing t h e  tally book and summary forms required 
for  summary reporting. 

Large jurisdictions with populations in excess of 100,000 a r e  generally auto- 
mated even if they do not  submit incident d a t a  t o  t h e  UCR Program. A t  t h e  t ime  of 
our survey, 86 percent  said t h a t  they had d a t a  processing systems in place for c r ime  
records, and another 10 percent  had plans t o  buy a computer  within t h e  next  two  
years, for a to ta l  of 96 percent  of al l  depar tments  serving jurisdictions with over 
100,000 people. Moreover, two-thirds of the  mid-sized (10,000 t o  100,000) depart-  
ments  also have or plan t o  have d a t a  processing systems within t h e  next  two  years. 
(Twenty-eight percent have them already.) Thus, we s e e  s t rong support and 
immediate feasibility for a to ta l  conversion of uniform c r ime  reporting t o  a unit-
record basis. 

The system's eventual  operating costs  could have been a f a c t o r  influencing 
desirability. The e f f e c t s  on to ta l  system cos t  depend on detailed decisions t o  be made 
a s  the  new UCR is completed.  In Section 4.6, we provide a calculation indicating t h a t  
annual da ta  entry  costs  would not be prohibitive for a unit-record sys tem similar t o  
t h e  current system. Thus, t h e  decisive factors ,  in our analysis, a r e  issues of quality, 
ra ther  than cost: t h e  g rea te r  analyt ic  power of unit-record reporting,  and t h e  
potential improvements in reliability through reduced c ler ical  burden and g rea te r  
quality assurance capability. 

A Unit-Record Reporting System Equivalent t o  t h e  Cur ren t  System 

Table 4.2 describes what  a unit-record sys tem equivalent t o  t h e  cur ren t  
summary system might look like. The system is equivalent in t h e  sense t h a t ,  aside 
f rom identification numbers, i t  col lec ts  precisely t h e  s a m e  information. No consider- 
at ion is given in this chap te r  t o  expanding of the  information col lected beyond t h a t  of 
t h e  current  system. For example,  both systems col lect  information for robberies on 
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Table 4.1 

ESTIMTBI) PERCEUTACBS OF AGlMCIES USING 08 

SUPPORTIYG UUIT-RE- REPORTING 


Use or prefer to use 


Currently use 


Use or think easier 

to use 


Use or think easier 

or same to use 


Population of Jurisdiction 

Under 10,000- A1 1 
10,000 100,000 100,000 agenciesa 

40 36 29 39 

58 51 40 56 

90 77 60 85 

Source: 	 UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies, conducted by Abt Associates 
Inc. 1984. 

a~ncludes special police departments such as transit police and state police. 




Table 4.2 ' 

RECOED SPECIFICATION FOP A UNIT-RECOU) REPORTING SY-
B ~ ~ V ~ L B W Tm aranewr s ~ s w t  

Criminal  Itomicidea 

Inc iden t  number 
Type of homicide (murder and nonnegl igent  manslaughter vs. neg l igen t  manslaughter)  

Number of v ic t ims 

Number of off nders  

Age of v i c t im% 

Sex of v i c t imb  

Race of v i c t imb  
E t h n i c i t y  of v ic t imb 
Age of offenderC 
Sex of o f f ende rC  
Race of offenderC 
E t h n i c i t y  of offenderC 
Use of weaponC 
Re la t i onsh ip  of v i c t im  t o  offenderd  
Circums tances  
Value of proper ty  s t o l e n  by type  of p rope r ty  
Value of proper ty  recovered by type  of p rope r ty  
Unfounded s t a t u s  (1  - unfounded; blank o the rwi se )  
Clearance  s t a t u s  (1  = c l ea red  by a r r e s t  o r  excep t iona l  means; blank o t h e r w i s e ) '  
Youthful c learance  s t a t u s  ( 1  - i f  c l ea r ance  involves  only  persons  under 18 yea r s  of age;  blank o the rwi se )  

& 
Inc iden t  number 

Number of v i c t ims  

Actual vs .  attempted (0 - at tempted;  1  = a c t u a l )  

Value of proper ty  s t o l e n  by type of p rope r ty  

Value of proper ty  recovered by type  of p rope r ty  

Unfounded s t a t u s  

Clearance  s t a t u s  

Youthful c l ea r ance  s t a t u s  


Robbery 

Inc iden t  number 

Use of weapon (1  - f i r ea rm;  2 = k n i f e  o r  c u t t i n g  ins t rument ;  3 - o t h e r  dangerous veapon; 4 - s t r o n g  arm) 

Premise type  (1  = highway; 2 = c o m e r c i a l  house; 3 - gas  o r  s e r v i c e  s t a t i o n ;  4 - convenience  s t o r e ;  


5 - res idence;  6 = bank; 7 - misce l l aneous )  

Value of proper ty  s t o l e n  by type  of p rope r ty  

Value of proper ty  recovered by type  of p rope r ty  

Unfounded s t a t u s  

Clearance  s t a t u s  

Youthful c learance  s t a t u s  


Assaul t  

I nc iden t  number 
Number of v ic t ims 
Type of a s s a u l t  (1  = f i r ea rm;  2 = k n i f e  o r  c u t t i n g  ins t rument ;  3 = o t h e r  dangerous  weapon; 4 - hands, 

f i s t s ,  f e e t ,  etc.--aggravated i n ju ry ;  5 = o t h e r  a s s a u l t s ,  s imple ,  not agg rava t ed )  

Unfounded s t a t u s  

Clearance s t a t u s  

Youthful c learance  s t a t u s  


Burglary 

Inc iden t  number 

Type of burglary  ( 1  - f o r c i b l e  e n t r y ;  2 - unlawful  entry--no f o r c e ;  3 - a t t emp ted  f o r c i b l e  e n t r y )  

R e s i d e n t i a l  s t a t u s  (1  - res idence;  2 - nonres idence)  

Daytime s t a t u s  ( 1  = day; 2 - n i g h t )  

Value of proper ty  s t o l e n  by type  of p rope r ty  

Value of proper ty  recovered by type  of p rope r ty  

Unfounded s t a t u s  

Clearance s t a t u s  

Youthful c l ea r ance  s t a t u s  




Table 4 . 2  (con t inued)  

Larceny-Thef t 

I n c i d e n t  number 
Type of t h e f t  (codes A t o  I )  
Value of p r o p e r t y  s t o l e n  by type  of p r o p e r t y  
Value of p r o p e r t y  recovered  by type  of p roper ty  
Unfounded s t a t u s  
Clearance s t a t u s  
Youthful  c l e a r a n c e  s t a t u s  

Motor Vehicle  Thef t  

I n c i d e n t  number 
Number of s t o l e n  v e h i c l e s  
Type of motor v e h i c l e  ( 1  = a u t o ;  2 = t r u c k  o r  bus;  3 = o t h e r )  
Value of p r o p e r t y  s t o l e n  by type of p r o p e r t y  
Value of p roper ty  recovered by type  of p roper ty  
Type of recovered v e h i c l e  ( 1  = s t o l e n  l o c a l l y ,  recovered l o c a l l y ;  2 = s t o l e n  l o c a l l y ,  r ecovered  by o t h e r  

j u r i s d i c t i o n ;  3 = s t o l e n  i n  o t h e r  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  recovered l o c a l l y )  
Unfounded s t a t u s  
Clea rance  s t a t u s  
Youthful  c l e a r a n c e  s t a t u s  

-Arson 

I n c i d e n t  number 
Proper ty  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  ( A  t o  J )  
In-use s t a t u s  (0  = u n i n h a b i t e d ,  abandoned, o r  not normally i n  use ;  1 = o t h e r )  
Est imated va lue  of p r o p e r t y  damage 
Unfounded s t a t u s  
Clearance s t a t u s  
Youthful  c l e a r a n c e  s t a t u s  

Law Enforcement O f f i c e r s  K i l l e d  o r  Assau l ted  (LEOIW) . 
I n c i d e n t  number 
Felonious a c t  vs. a c c i d e n t  o r  neg l igence  ( f o r  o f f i c e r s  k i l l e d  o n l y )  
Type of a c t i v i t y  (codes 1 t o  11) 
Type of weapon (codes A t o  E) 
Type of assignment  (codes F t o  L) 
Persona l  i n j u r y  s t a t u s  (0  = no; 1 = y e s )  
Time of day (0 = a.m.; 1 = p.m.) 
Clearance s t a t u s  

A r r e s t s  (Adul t )  

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number 
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of o f f e n s e  
Sex of a r r e s t e e  
Age of a r r e s t e e  
Race of a r r e s t e e  
E thn ic  o r i g i n  of a r r e s t e e  

A r r e s t s  ( J u v e n i l e )  

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  number 
C l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of o f f e n s e  
Sex of a r r e s t e e  
Age of a r r e s t e e  
Race of a r r e s t e e  
E thn ic  o r i g i n  of a r r e s t e e  
P o l i c e  d i s p o s i t i o n  ( f o r  j u v e n i l e s )  (1 = handled by Department and r e l e a s e d ;  2 = r e f e r r e d  t o  j u v e n i l e  

c o u r t ;  3 = r e f e r r e d  t o  w e l f a r e  agency; 4 = r e f e r r e d  t o  o t h e r  p o l i c e  agency; 5 = r e f e r r e d  t o  c r i m i n a l  o r  
a d u l t  c o u r t )  

*Note t h a t  t h e  c u r r e n t  system uses  inc iden t -based  records  on t h e  SHR. Three v a r i a b l e s  (weapon, r e l a t i o n s h i p  
of v i c t i m  t o  o f f e n d e r ,  and c i rcumstances )  a r e  recorded i n  n a r r a t i v e  form on t h e  SHR, but  a r e  h e r e  
cons idered  t o  be coded i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s .  

b ~ e p e a t  f o r  each v i c t i m  up t o  some maximum number. 

'Repeat f o r  each o f f e n d e r  up t o  some maximum number. 

d ~ e p e a t  f o r  each v ic t im-of fender  combinat ion.  



4.4 

weapon use, premise type, type of property, and t h e  value of property stolen and 
recovered; i t  is only t h e  manner in which t h e  d a t a  a r e  collected t h a t  differs. 

We consider a n  equivalent system so t h a t  we c a n  compare  t h e  burden on local 
contributors and  system cos t s  under unit-record and summary reporting. The 
hypothetical  sys tem discussed in this chapter  should not  be confused, however, with 
e i the r  of t h e  two  components of t h e  UCR system t h a t  we actually recommend for  
implementation. These a r e  discussed in Chapters  5 and 6 .  

The specification in Table 4.2 requires a di f ferent  record type for each  of t h e  
eight P a r t  I offenses. In addition, another special record type is used in lieu of t h e  
cur ren t  Law Enforcement Officers Killed or Assaulted (LEOKA) form t o  record 
incidents in which law enforcement  off icers  a r e  assaulted. Finally, two  more  record 
types  (for adul ts  and juveniles) a r e  used t o  record a r res t s  for a l l  P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 
offenses. 

In order t o  be entirely equivalent t o  t h e  cur ren t  system, t h e  specification in 
Table 4.2 provides for recording values for property stolen and recovered for each  of 
11 property types  whenever property values a r e  recorded. The reporting forms could 
be  simplified substantially by including a single field in which t o  record t h e  principal 
type  of property d a t a  in addition t o  one field each  for t h e  values of property stolen 
and recovered. 

Comparison of Summary Reporting with Unit-Record Coding 

In th is  section, we compare  reporting under t h e  current  summary system with 
reporting under a unit-record system. As an  example, we examine t h e  P a r t  I of fense  
t h a t  occurs most frequently--1arceny-theft. The discussion considers only depar t -
ments  operating manual systems, a s  virtually al l  (if not  all) au tomated  depar tments  
alreadv use  incident-based svstems.---- I t  is assumed t h a t  t h e  deoar tment  uses  t h e  Tallv- - -,- - -, I
I 

Book: Return A and t h eBook: Return A and t h e  ~ ; ~ ~ l e m e n t a r ~~ ; ~ ~ l e m e n t a r yReport  of Offenses '(henceforth re fe r red  t oReport  of Offenses '(henceforth re fe r red  t o  
simply a s  t h e  Tally Book). (If t h esimply a s  t h e  Tally Book). (If t h e  Tally Book is not used, depar tments  using a manual1 
system would have t o  usesystem would have t o  use something similarsomei t o  produce the  necessary summary 
counts.) Exhibits 4.1 through 4.4, rep;oduced from t h e  Tally Book, a r e  provided here  
f o r  the  convenience of t h e  reader. 

Such a depar tment  would use a procedure roughly a s  follows: 

1) 	score  a t ick t o  record t h e  offense in column 2 on t h e  top  of 
Exhibit 4.1; 

2) 	 score  a tick in column 3 if t h e  offense is unfounded; 5 

3) 	 score a tick in column 5 if t h e  offense is cleared and, if t h e  
c learance involves only persons under 18 years  of age,  in column 
6 a s  well; 

5 ~ o l u r n n4 can be calculated on a monthly basis a s  the  difference be tween  
Columns 2 and 3. 





Exhibit 4.2 

LARCENY-THEFT (TYPE OF THEFT) 

6 X  CATEGORIES 


Enter "$0"if nothing is stolen 








- - 

4) score  t h e  value of property stolen under t h e  appropr ia te  
monetary ca tegory  (greater  than or  equal t o  $200, between $50 
and  $200, or  less than $50) on t h e  bottom of Exhibit 4.1; 

5) 	 score  t h e  value of property stolen under t h e  appropr ia te  t y p e  of 
t h e f t  ca tegory (e.g., pocket-picking, purse-snatching, etc.) in 
Exhibit 4.2; 

6) 	 score  t h e  t o t a l  value of property stolen by type of proper ty  in 
Exhibit 4.3; and 

7) 	 finally, score  t h e  value of any property recovered by t y p e  of 
property in Exhibit 4.4. 

In addition, t h e  agency case number may be recorded repeatedly,  as t h e  UCR 
Handbook (1984)suggests, "to t r a c e  o r  double check for proper tallying." The  ~ e %  
A p p ~ e m e n tt o  Return A used t o  report  monthly summary offense  counts  under 
t h e  current  system c a n  then be readily completed by tallying and  to ta l ing t h e  en t r i es  
on these  tables  and recording t h e  resulting figures on t h e  monthly reporting forms. 

Alternatively, with a unit-record system t h a t  col lected ent i re ly  equivalent 
information, one  would record a l l  d a t a  on a single form and perhaps on only one line of 
one  form, as shown in Table 4.3. For each  incident, one would record t h e  incident 
number, t h e  type of t h e f t  code  (codes A t o  I, a s  shown on Exhibit 4.2), t h e  value of 
property stolen (codes A t o  K, as shown in Exhibit 4.3), and t h e  value of property 
recovered (also codes  A t o  K). Check marks or x's would b e  used in t h e  final t h r e e  
columns t o  indicate offenses t h a t  a r e  unfounded, c leared,  and  c lea red  involving only 
persons under 18 years  of age. 

In both cases,  t h e  person recording t h e  d a t a  needs t o  de te rmine  t h e  s a m e  
items--the type of thef t ,  t h e  type of property stolen,  and t h e  value of property 
stolen. Aside from t h e  incident number, four variables need t o  be  recorded on t h r e e  
separa te  pages of t h e  Tally Book with t h e  summary system, as opposed t o  only t h r e e  
variables on a single page with t h e  unit-record system. This d i f ference occurs  because  
t h e  summary s y s ~ m ' m ~ s t  e n t e r  property value- twice  in order t o  t abu la te  of property 
value by t h e f t  ca tegory and  property value by type of property. Unit records  do not  
require such duplication because a l l  th ree  pieces of information a r e  linked t o  e a c h  
other  in the  single record. 

The unit record does require entry  of t h e  incident number,  which makes  t h e  
to ta l  required en t r i es  equal. However, while incident numbers a r e  not s t r ic t ly  
required for t h e  summary system, t h e  Handbook does suggest recording t h e  case 
number four d i f ferent  t imes  for larcenies. If t h e  incident number were  recorded 
whenever suggested with t h e  summary system, i t  would be recorded t h r e e  times; with 
t h e  incident system i t  is necessarily recorded only once. 

Finally, at  t h e  end  of t h e  month, four addit ions a r e  required with t h e  
summary system, but none with t h e  incident system, For t h e  repor t ing of a n  offense,  
i t  thus appears t h a t  t h e  unit-record system would be  simpler than  summary reporting 
for a depar tment  t h a t  operates  a manual system. 

Handling of unfoundings a f t e r  recording of t h e  initial incident should a lso  be 
somewhat simpler under unit-record reporting. Under t h e  cur ren t  sys tem,  unfoundings 
a r e  tallied in t h e  top  table  of Exhibit 4.1 and added at t h e  end of t h e  month. There  is 
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no linking of th is  tal ly with t h e  tal ly of t h e  original incident. However, t h e  UCR clerk  
would also need t o  de le te  o ther  tal l ies a s  appropriate according t o  t h e  t y p e  of of- 
fense. For a n  unfounded larceny, i t  would be necessary t o  de le te  ta l ly  e n t r i e s  indicat- 
ing t h e  value category (bottom of Exhibit 4.1), type of t h e f t  (Exhibit 4.2), value of 
property stolen (Exhibit 4.3), and conceivably value of property recovered (Exhi-
bit 4.4). With a unit-record system, unfoundings would be  handled e i the r  by enter ing 
a n  unfounded code  on t h e  original incident repor t  form or  by c rea t ing  a n  upda te  record 
consisting only of t h e  incident number and t h e  unfounding code. 

Consider t h e  handling of clearances,  one of t h e  d a t a  e lements  of t h e  cur ren t  
system most subject  t o  criticism. Under t h e  current  system, c lea rances  a r e  recorded 
in the  Tally Book in t h e  t ab le  shown here  at t h e  top  of Exhibit 4.1 a s  pa r t  of incident 
reporting. No specific method is provided t o  keep t rack  of whether  a given offense 
has been cleared,  so as t o  prevent a subsequent a r r e s t  f rom clear ing t h e  offense  a 
second time. Under unit-record reporting, c learances  could be  handled in a n  analogous 
fashion by recording t h e m  on t h e  incident reporting forms in t h e  s a m e  way t h a t  
unfoundings a r e  recorded. Those c learances  known at t h e  t i m e  of recording t h e  
incident could be  noted on t h e  incident reporting form; those  occurring l a t e r  would be 
entered into t h e  sys tem via a n  update record. 

Alternatively, c learances  could be identified based on a r r e s t  reporting, 
although exceptional c learances  would have t o  be  handled by s o m e  o ther  means. With 
unit-record reporting of a r res t s  t h a t  includes re la ted incident numbers, c lea rances  by 
arres t  could be determined using a computer  t o  count t h e  number of unique incident 
numbers in e a c h  offense class. Exceptional c learances  could b e  handled by means  of a 
separate  exceptional c learance record, similar t o  a n  a r r e s t  record,  t h a t  would indicate 
related incident number(s). (The handling of c learances  under t h e  recommended 
system is discussed in Chap te r  5.) 

Recovered property would be  handled similarly under t h e  t w o  systems. 
Under t h e  current  system, t h e  value of t h e  property recovered is recorded by type  of 
property in t h e  ~ e t u r n  A. Tally Book in t h e  t ab le  shown as Exhibit 4.4. ~ r6v i ; ion  is 
made for t h e  incident number t o  be recorded, although this  is not  required. Under a 
unit-record system, property recovered shortly a f t e r  the incident could be recorded on 
t h e  same form. Recoveries occurring a f t e r  t h e  form had been t ransmi t t ed  would have 
t o  be handled through a n  update or correction of t h e  incident record.  Since property 
is usually recovered e i the r  soon or not a t  all,  reporting would usually be  a s  simple 
under t h e  unit-record sys tem as under summary reporting. 6 

Finally, consider t h e  di f ference between t h e  cur ren t  summary a r r e s t  report-  
ing system and a unit-record a r res t  reporting system. Under t h e  cur ren t  sys tem,  an  
agency tha t  uses t h e  Tally Sheets (Age, Sex, Race  and Ethnic Origin of Persons Arres- 
ted) will record th ree  tal l ies for each arrest--one t o  indicate t h e  a g e  ca tegory  and sex 
of the  arres tee ,  a second t o  indicate t h e  race  of t h e  a r res tee ,  and a third t o  show 
ethnic origin. The placement of these  entr ies  indicates t h e  offense  classif ication.  For 
juveniles, a n  additional tal ly is used t o  record t h e  police disposition (e.g,, handled 
within depar tment  and released, referred t o  juvenile cour t  or  probation depar tment ,  
etc.). A t  the  end of e a c h  month the  tal ly sheets  must be  to ta led and t h e  t o t a l s  trans- 
ferred t o  t h e  Age, Sex, Race ,  and Ethnic Origin of Persons Arres ted reporting forms. 

%f ,  as shown here,  property recoveries were  t o  be linked wi th  offenses,  then 
later  recoveries would require looking up t h e  original offense  number. 



Table 4.4 shows what a reporting form for a unit-record adul t  a r r e s t  repor t -  
ing sys tem might look like. Each a r r e s t  would be  represented by a single record.  
Principal differences in recording a r e  t h e  inclusion of identifying numbers associa ted 
with e a c h  a r r e s t  and t h e  linking of a r r e s t s  t o  incidents by recording incident numbers 
on a r r e s t  repor ts  (if t h e  identifying number for t h e  a r res t  is no t  a lso  t h e  incident 
number). Also, a g e  (in years) would be  recorded directly ra the r  than  coded in to  cate-
gories. Sex, race ,  and e thnic  origin would be indicated by checking t h e  appropr ia te  
column under each  of t h e  corresponding headings. (For juveniles, addit ional  columns 
would be provided indicating police disposition.) 

Aside from identification numbers, t h e  s a m e  information must be  determined 
in both systems--the offense classification and t h e  age,  sex, race ,  and e thnic  origin of 
t h e  arres tee .  The unit-record system does require the  additional recording of t h e  
a r r e s t  identification number. However, i t  does not require t h e  monthly to ta l ing of 
tal l ies both within cells  of t h e  form and across cel ls  t o  obtain various to ta l s  across  
categor ies  (e.g., of the  sale or  manufacture  of drugs). Again, unit-record reporting 
appears  t o  be  somewhat simpler for local agencies than the  current  summary reporting 
system. 

4.5 D a t a  Entry and Transmission 

The flow of da ta  would be substantially di f ferent  under a unit-record report-  
ing system than under the  current  system and would depend on t h e  type of s t a t e  UCR 
program. 

4.5.1 S t a t e s  with Automated UCR Systems 

The en t ry  and transmission of d a t a  in s t a t e s  with au tomated  UCR programs 
a r e  shown in Figure 4.1. Local agencies with manual systems could t ransmit  d a t a  t o  
thei r  s t a t e  agency on hardcopy incidentlarrest  coding forms (such a s  Tables  4.3 
and 4.4), in which case  the  state agency would en te r  the  data.  Alternatively,  local  
agencies could use di rect  ent ry  into a s t a t e  computer ,  if t h e  s t a t e  program provided 
this capability. Local agencies with au tomated  systems would ideally submit d a t a  t o  
thei r  s t a t e  programs in machine-readable form, e i ther  by sending a magnet ic  t a p e  or  
floppy disc or via phone lines. Most large agencies would presumably submit a tape.  
Agencies using microcomputers could submit d a t a  on floppy discs, if t h e  s t a t e  program 
had t h e  capabil i ty t o  read the  disc, or via phone lines using a modem hook-up t o  the  
microcomputer. However, in small agencies with few reported offenses, i t  may be 
simpler and less costly to  mail a hardcopy l i s ~ i n g  of individual offenses and a r r e s t s  t o  
the  s t a t e  agency, which would then reen te r  the  d a t a  and send a copy t o  the  National 
Program. 

4.5.2 S t a t e s  with Manual UCR Systems 

The entry  and transmission of d a t a  in s t a t e s  with manual UCR sys tems  a r e  
shown in Figure 4.2. In these  s ta tes ,  t h e  d a t a  processing is done by the  National Pro- 
gram instead of at t h e  s t a t e  level, with feedback t o  t h e  s t a t e  program t o  m e e t  i t s  
reporting requirements. As in s t a t e s  with au tomated  s t a t e  programs, local agencies  
with manual systems could send hardcopy or machine-readable d a t a  or  t h e y  could 
direct-enter t h e  d a t a  t o  t h e  National UCR Program. Hardcopy or  machine-readable 
d a t a  sent  t o  these s t a t e  programs would be  forwarded t o  t h e  national level for  en t ry ,  



Tab le  4.4 

ADULT ARREST WIT-BECOED REPOBTIW; FOBn 

Sex Race E t h n i c  o r i g i n  

A r r e s t  Of fense  Am. I n d i a n  Asian o r  Re1 a t  ed 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  c l a s s i f  i- Age Male Female White Black o r  Alaskan P a c i f i c  Hispanic  Not i n c i d e n t  

number c a t  iona  n a t i v e  I s l a n d e r  H i span ic  numbers 

Note: T h i s  form i s  a sample f o r  d i s c u s s i o n  purposes  o n l y  and i s  n o t  recommended f o r  u se .  

a s e l e c t  one of codes  Ola t o  2 7  a s  shown on c u r r e n t  Age, Sex, Race and E thn ic  O r i g i n  of Persons  A r r e s t e d  form. Codes 
r e p r e s e n t i n g  t o t a l s  o r  s u b t o t a l s  ( i . e . ,  18, 180,  185, and 1 9 )  should  n o t  be used.  
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and summary repor ts  would be  produced and re turned t o  t h e  state level  for  state 
reporting purposes. Direct  en t ry  at t h e  local level, if th is  capabil i ty w e r e  provided by 
t h e  National Program, would be  en te red  into a national computer  f rom which, again,  
summary repor t s  would be produced and returned t o  t h e  states. Local agencies  with 
au tomated  sys tems  would generally t ransmit  machine-readable d a t a  di rect ly  t o  t h e  
national level, which would have t o  produce and re turn  summary repor t s  t o  t h e  state 
program. Again, for small agencies, i t  may be less costly for t h e  agency simply t o  
submit hardcopy computer listings of individual offenses and a r r e s t s  and  computer-  
generated summary reports. These would be  sen t  t o  t h e  s t a t e  program, which would 
forward t h e  listings of offenses and a r r e s t s  (and perhaps a copy of t h e  summary repor t  
a s  well) t o  t h e  national level. 

While unit-record reporting is feasible in s t a t e s  with manual UCR programs, 
w e  strongly recommend t h a t  t h e  National Program t a k e  s teps  t o  encourage and 
fac i l i t a t e  t h e  implementation of au tomated  systems in these  s ta tes .  Automated  state 
programs c a n  provide more rapid feedback t o  contributors and improve d a t a  quality. 

4.5.3 S t a t e s  without UCR Programs 

In s t a t e s  without any UCR program (See Figure 4.3), local agencies  would 
opera te  precisely a s  they would in s t a t e s  with au tomated  UCR programs e x c e p t  t h a t  
t h e  initial transmission of d a t a  would be  t o  t h e  national r a the r  than t h e  state level. In 
these  states, too, we strongly recommend t h a t  t h e  National Program encourage and 
fac i l i t a t e  t h e  implementation of au tomated  s t a t e  UCR programs. 

4.5.4 Local Systems on Microcomputers 

The  above discussion provides t h r e e  options for local agencies  with sys tems  
on microcomputers--submission of a floppy disc, transmission via phone lines, and 
mailing of hardcopy printouts. Several  options a r e  provided because,  at l eas t  with 
current  technology, s t a t e  programs and t h e  National Program a r e  no t  likely t o  have 
t h e  capabil i ty t o  read floppy discs from al l  local microcomputers. Discs d i f fe r  in 
many ways--size, density, bytes per sector ,  s torage on one or both sides, and so  forth-- 
and disc readers  can read only t h e  one type of disc for which they w e r e  designed. 
Local agencies can  use, and undoubtedly would be  encouraged t o  use, one of perhaps 
several  specific microcomputers for which t h e  s t a t e  and/or national program would 
maintain a disc reader.  But under a voluntary system, some agencies will no doubt use 
microcomputers with discs t h a t  a r e  not  readable by their  s t a t e  agency. In such cases ,  
t h e  local agency c a n  either t ransmit  machine-readable d a t a  by phone, using a modem,  
or  simply send hardcopy printouts generated by t h e  microcomputer t o  t h e  s t a t e  
program t o  be  reentered by s t a t e  UCR s taff .  

4.6 Costs of a Unit-Record System 

An important issue t o  be considered in choosing between a summary and  a 
unit-record system is cost. In this section,  w e  consider t h e  cos t  component  t h a t  was  
thought potentially t o  th rea ten  t h e  feasibility of a unit-record system--data e n t r y  
costs. These costs  were expected t o  be much higher under unit-record repor t ing 
because of t h e  substantially g rea te r  number of d a t a  e lements  t h a t  need t o  be  au toma-  
t ed  under such a system. As will be seen,  however, these  cos t s  appear  not  t o  be  a s  
g rea t  a s  one might imagine, especially i f  one  considers t h e  marginal c o s t s  of en te r ing  





d a t a  over and above those t h a t  would be incurred under t h e  current  system. In t h e  
remainder of th i s  section, w e  examine both t h e  to ta l  and t h e  marginal cos t s  of d a t a  
en t ry  under a unit-record system. For this purpose we use 1982 d a t a  without a t t e m p t -
ing t o  project  t h e  number of records t o  be handled in fu tu re  years. 

4.6.1 Total  D a t a  Entry Cos t s  

The t o t a l  cos t  of d a t a  entry  for t h e  unit-record system described in t h i s  
chap te r  is e s t imated  t o  be about one and one-half million dollars. This f igure i s  ob-
tained by f i rs t  es t imat ing t h e  number of charac te r s  t o  be entered (see Table 4.5) a n d  
then examining t h e  costs  of entering and verifying t h e  d a t a  (see  Table 4.6). T h e s e  
cos t s  would be  hared,  of course, among local agencies, s t a t e  programs, and t h e  Na-
tional Program. 7 

Table 4.5 provides es t imates  of t h e  number of charac te r s  t o  be  e n t e r e d  f o r  
e a c h  type of record,  including incident records, LEOKA records, a r r e s t  records,  a n d  
records t o  modify previously submitted records. The first  column indicates t h e  a p -
proximate number of charac te r s  per record,  which ranges from a low of 8 for a s s a u l t s  
to a high of 25 for criminal homicide. The second column indicates t h e  number  of 
records of each  type,  based principally on Cr ime  in t h e  United Sta tes ,  1982. The f i n a l  
column, which is t h e  product of t h e  f i r s t  and second columns, shows t h a t  t h e  approxi-
m a t e  number of charac te r s  t o  be  en te red  is about 400 million. Sixty-one p e r c e n t  of 
these  a r e  for a r r e s t  records and 36 percent  a r e  for offense records, t h e  bulk of t h e  
l a t t e r  being for larceny and burglary. 

The cos t  of entering t h e  charac te r s  is e s t i  a t e d  in Table 4.6. Each of t h e  
$00 million charac te r s  must be en te red  and verified? so tha t  about 800 million key-
punch strokes a r e  required. A t  a keypunch r a t e  of about 8,000 s t rokes  per hour f o r  a 
well-laid-out form, this would require about 100,000 hours. At  a keypunching c o s t  of 
about $15 per hour, this would result in a to ta l  d a t a  entry  cost  of about one a n d  o n e  
half million dollars. 

4.6.2 Marginal D a t a  Entry Cos t s  

The marginal d a t a  en t ry  cos t s  for the  sys tem described in this chapter- - the  
costs  over and above t h e  en t ry  costs  tha t  would be incurred whether or  n o t  t h e  
national system used unit-record reporting--would be far  less than t h e  to ta l  d a t a  e n t r y  
costs. There a r e  several  reasons for this: 

Fourteen s t a t e s  have fully au tomated  or partially incident-based 
systems, each  of which includes all of t h e  da ta  e lements  needed 
for the  system equivalent t o  the  current  system and described in 
this chapter.  

'NO a t tent ion is given here  t o  t h e  division of costs  among these  e n t i t i e s ,  a s  
our purpose is only t o  learn t h e  magnitude of t h e  to ta l  cos t .  

hundred percent  verification is assumed throughout. 



Table 4.5 


ESTIMATED NUMBER OF CHARACTERS TO BE ENTERED 

IN A UNIT-RECORD REPORTING SYSTEM 


Estimated Number of Approximate 
number of records total number 

Type of characters 1 9 8 2 ~  of characters 
record per record (in thousands) (in thousands) 

~ncident/offense 


Criminal homicide 2 5 21 525 


Rape 10 78 780 


Robbery 10 537 5,370 


Assaultb 8 1708 13,664 


Burglary 12 3,416 40,992 


Larceny-theft 10 7,108 71,080 


Motor-vehicle theft 16 1,048 16,768 


Arson 12 87 1,044 


LEOKA 14 5 6 784 


Arrest 13 12,136 242,720 


~pdate/modify 7 1,295' 9,100 


-Total 27,490 402,827 


a~ased on Crime in the United States, 1982, Tables 1 and 23 and p. 244. 


b~ncludes both simple and aggravated assault. 


u umber is based on the assumption that number of modifications is equal to 10 

percent of number of offense records. 




Table 4.6 


ESTIMATED COST OF DATA ENTBY 

FOB A UNIT-RECORD REPORTING SYSTEM 


Approximate number of characters 
to be entered initially 

400,000,000 characters 

Approximate number of characters 
to be verified 

400,000,000 characters 

Total number of strokes required 800,000,000 strokes 

Data entry rate 8,000 strokes per hour 

Required number of hours 100,000 hours 

Approximate cost for keypunch 
operators 

$15 per hour 

Estimated total cost of data entry $1,500,000 



Many local agencies, especially large ones, a l ready e n t e r  d a t a  
for thei r  own au tomated  systems, independent of any s t a t e  o r  
national program. 

The cur ren t  summary system includes substantial  d a t a  e n t r y  
costs  t h a t  would not be incurred were  a n  incident-based system 
t o  be used. 

Analysis of responses from t h e  UCR Survey of Law Enforcement  Agencies 
indicate t h a t  much incident information is already computerized.  Of t h e  approxi-
mately 12 million annual P a r t  I offenses, at  least  68 percen t  a r e  currently 
computerized and a n  additional 20 percent  a r e  planned for computer izat ion by 1987. 
These figures include automation of local agency hardcopy offense  records  by current  
s t a t e  UCR programs (about four percent  of offenses). Fur ther ,  a r r e s t  records a r e  
computerized with approximately t h e  same frequency a s  offense  records,  according t o  
the  survey results. Thus, within a very short  period t h e  vast  majori ty of both offense 
and a r res t  records will be automated,  and t h e  marginal annual cos t  of en t ry  of t h e  
nonautomated records would likely be  less than 12 percent  of $1,500,000, or  $1 80,000. 

4.7 Feasibility of a Unit-Record Reporting System 

A unit-record reporting system offers  a number of c lea r  advantages. I t  
should: 

e increase d a t a  accuracy; 

o provide more  analytic flexibility; 

e allow t imely response t o  emerging issues through t h e  conduct  of 
special studies; and 

e allow collection of additional d a t a  e lements  t h a t  substantially 
improve t h e  system without making i t  overly cumbersome. 

At  t h e  same t ime ,  the  potential  obstacles appear not t o  be  serious. Da ta  on 
floppy discs of types t h a t  a s t a t e  program cannot  read c a n  be t r ansmi t t ed  by phone 
line or on hardcopy listing t o  be reentered.  The to ta l  cos t  of d a t a  entry ,  while not 
small, would certainly not rule out use of unit-record reporting. More t o  the  point, 
the  marginal cost  of enter ing d a t a  not already au tomated  by local agencies is likely t o  
be quite small  indeed, especially a f t e r  a few more years of increasing automation.  

In this chapter ,  we have considered a hypothetical  UCR system,  equivalent in 
information coverage t o  t h e  current  sulnmary system, solely for t h e  purpose of exam-
ining unit-record reporting. Once t h e  decision t o  adopt unit-record reporting is made, 
a foundation is laid for fur ther  enhancement t o  the  UCR. Thus, we now s e t  aside 
simple conversion of t h e  current  system and move on t o  discuss fur ther  enhancements 
in the  chapters  tha t  follow. 



Chapter 5 

UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING: LEVEL I 

The proposed new UCR system would include two reporting levels. Level I 
agencies would contribute information similar t o  that  collected under the  current 
system, but in unit-record form. Level I1 agencies would contribute more extensive 
information--including the information required of Level I agencies. About 95 percent 
of agencies would report under the Level I system. 

In this chapter we discuss data  collection for the Level I component of the 
recommended UCR system. The primary objectives of the Level I component a r e  
twofold: 

a 	 t o  provide a basic set  of accurate  and comparable crime 
statistics for all jurisdictions in the United States; and 

a 	 t o  provide a geographically comprehensive national crime data 
base. 

Our recommendations for data  collection for the Level I component a r e  t o  
collect the same data  elements as  under the current system, but using unit-record 
reporting, and with the following additional modifications: 

5.1 	 Retain da ta  collection for Pa r t  I offenses only, but eliminate 
negligent manslaughter altogether and broaden the  rape 
category t o  include all  forcible sexual offenses in Pa r t  I. 

5.2 	 Distinguish at tempted from completed offenses. 

5.3 	 Report other distinct offenses occurring within a criminal 
incident, in addition t o  the  most serious offense as 
determined by the Hierarchy Rule; retain the Hierarchy Rule 
t o  determine the  most serious offense for each victim within 
a criminal incident. 

5.4 	 Redefine aggravated assault more explicitly in te rms  of the 
use of weapons and the extent  of injury. 

5.5 	 Collect additional information about homicides. 

5.6 	 Distinguish among crimes against businesses, crimes against 
individuals or households, and crimes against other entities. 

5.7 	 Distinguish crimes against residents of a jurisdiction from 
crimes against nonresidents, in order t o  be able t o  adjust for 
large influxes of nonresidents e i ther  as daytime business 
populations or as tourists. 

5.8 	 Collect value of property stolen by dollar value and provide 
for the  value t o  be indicated as missing for cases in which i t  
is' not known. 



5.9 Record re la ted  incident numbers on e a c h  arrest repor t  a n d  
submit  r epor t s  on exceptional c learances  in order  to increase 
t h e  accuracy  of c lea rance  data. 

I t  is important  t o  recognize t h a t  these  recommendations a r e  predicated on  
t h e  adoption of both t h e  recommendation t o  conver t  t o  unit-record reporting and  t h e  
creat ion of t h e  Level I1 sys tem t o  collect  information on P a r t  I1 offenses and  
substantially more  deta i led  incident data.  Without unit-record reporting, adoption of 
the . recommendat ions  for  t h e  Level I component would be infeasible. I t  would b e  
extremely difficult  t o  modify t h e  use of t h e  Hierarchy Rule and t o  distinguish offenses  
against  businesses versus individuals and against  residents versus nonresidents under a 
summary reporting system. On t h e  other  hand, without t h e  collection of P a r t  11 
offenses and deta i led  incident d a t a  in a Level I1 component, w e  would want  t o  expand 
t h e  recommendations for d a t a  collection under t h e  Level I component t o  include at 
leas t  some of these  data .  

The recommendations on modifying t h e  current  sys tem for t h e  Level I 
component considered a number of factors. These included: 

workload burden and cos t s  for local agencies, state UCR 
programs, and t h e  National Program in t e r m s  of both 
changeover cos t s  and increased operational costs; 

a importance of t h e  purposes for which t h e  d a t a  will be  used; 

availability of t h e  d a t a  from o ther  sources, in part icular,  t h e  
Level I1 component and t h e  National Cr ime  Survey; 

a accuracy of data ,  specifically, whether modifications c a n  
improve t h e  accuracy of d a t a  currently collected,  whether 
potential  new d a t a  e lements  can  be accurate ly  collected,  and 
whether t h e  d a t a  collected provide t h e  best  measure  of t h e  
charac te r i s t i c  of interest;  and 

e f f e c t  on t h e  t ime  series, and, if a modification disrupts t h e  
t i m e  series,  whether a n  adjustment c a n  be easily made t o  
cor rec t  for t h e  resulting discontinuity. 

In considering t h e  availability issue, a n  important question is whether a d a t a  
i t em is needed for nearly every local agency (or juri diction), which neither t h e  Level'1I1 component nor t h e  National Cr ime  Survey (NCS) can  provide. D a t a  a r e  needed 
f rom al l  local agencies if t h e  public wants t o  have t h e  information about  i t s  own 
locale, or if t h e  police or public want t o  be able t o  compare  i t s  own agency or  locale 
with neighboring ones. Data  might also be needed f rom al l  local agencies if 
occurrences a r e  rare,  in which case  neither t h e  Level I1 component nor t h e  NCS would 
provide a n  adequate  number of cases. 

l ~ h eNational Cr ime  Survey is a continuous survey of a representa t ive  
sample of housing units  across t h e  United Sta tes ,  containing about  126,000 indi-
viduals. Since i t s  inception in 1972, t h e  NCS has been conducted for t h e  Bureau of 
Jus t ice  Sta t is t ics  by t h e  U.S. Bureau of the  Census. 



5.1 Choice  of Offenses  fo r  which Offense  Counts  A r e  Col lected 

The original designers of t h e  UCR selected relatively few crimes--called 
P a r t  I crimes--for which information should be collected on t h e  number of offenses. 
The  basic c r i t e r i a  used t o  se lect  these  P a r t  I c r imes  were  t h e  seriousness of t h e  cr ime,  
t h e  similari ty of r a t e s  of occurrence throughout a l l  geographic regions of t h e  country,  
t h e  frequency of occurrence,  and t h e  likelihood of coming t o  t h e  a t t en t ion  of police. 
The  cur ren t  list of P a r t  I crimes,  shown below, is similar t o  t h a t  established in 1930; 
indeed, t h e  only changes have been t h e  exclusion of t r a f f i c  fa ta l i t ies  f rom negligent 
manslaughter,  t h e  removal of s ta tutory  rape,  and t h e  addition of arson. 

P a r t  I o f fenses2  

Criminal homicide 
Forcible rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated assault  
Burglary 
Larceny - t h e f t  
Motor vehicle t h e f t  
Arson 

The  list of P a r t  I offenses is cr i t ic ized by some for: 

inclusion of pe t ty  larceny, negligent manslaughter, and arson; 
and 

exclusion of serious c r imes  such as sexual offenses o ther  than  
rape,  child abuse, and drug offenses (now al l  classified a s  P a r t  I1 
offenses); and terrorism, kidnapping, blackmail, and extor t ion 
(none of which is current ly  classified a s  a dist inct  offense  
category). 

As t h e  1958 UCR Consultant  Commit tee  chaired by Dr. P e t e r  P. Lejins 
pointed out ,  t h e  difficulty in separating P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 offenses arises from t h e  fact 
t h a t  t h e  classification into P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 has several  d i f ferent  objectives. No 
single division (which would represent a compromise) can  fully accomplish a l l  of these  
objectives, so  t h a t  any single division will be inadequate on some grounds. Specific-
ally, t h e  1958 Commit tee  suggested t h a t  t h e  objectives sought in t h e  cur ren t  
classif ication are:  

differentiat ion of offenses t h a t  generally become known t o  
police, whether or not a n  arres t ,  is made from those t h a t  
generally become known t o  police only if a n  a r res t  is made; 

'with two  exceptions, t h e  o f fenses  defined a s  Par t  I offenses, t h e  offenses  
defined as Index offenses, and t h e  offenses fo r  which counts a r e  col lected a r e  t h e  
same. The two  exceptions a r e  simple assault ,  for which counts  a r e  obtained but which 
is neither a P a r t  I offense nor an  Index offense, and negligent manslaughter, for which 
counts  a r e  obtained and which is a P a r t  I offense but not  an  Index offense. 



e selection of 
criminali ty;  

ce r ta in  offenses t o  provide a n  index of overall  

r separation of offenses into more and less serious ones; and  

r separation of offenses into those t h a t  a r e  especially important  
t o  police and those of lesser importance t o  police. 

Clearly,  t h e  choice of offenses included in P a r t  I would depend on which 
objectives were  used. For example, criminal homicide would probably not be included 
on t h e  basis of t h e  second objective; i t  is simply too  infrequent t o  have a m a t e r i a l  
e f f e c t  on any  broad index. But i t  would cer ta inly  be included based on any  of t h e  
other  th ree  objectives. Indeed, in addressing t h e  cr i t ic isms t h a t  have been ra ised 
about t h e  cur ren t  classification into P a r t  I and P a r t  11, i t  should be  recognized t h a t  a n  
offense could be included in P a r t  I--so t h a t  t h e  UCR would co l l ec t  counts  for  t h e  
offense--without including i t  in a c r ime  index. Thus, t h e  issues of deciding which 
offenses t o  tal ly and which t o  include in a c r ime  index a r e  at leas t  part ial ly 
separable. In this chapter ,  we a r e  concerned with t h e  fo rmer  issue--which offenses  
should be tallied. The issue of which offenses t o  include in a n  index then becomes a n  
issue of analysis and presentation. 

Among offenses current ly  included in P a r t  I offenses,  only pe t ty  larceny, 
negligent manslaughter, and arson a r e  controversial. Arson is t h e  most r e c e n t  
addition t o  t h e  Crime Index, in response t o  a congressional mandate .  Although i t  
fails some of t h e  c r i t e r i a  for an  index item--because i t s  de tec t ion  depends heavily on 
investigative practice--the seriousness of t h e  c r ime  has tr iggered demands for b e t t e r  
data.  Police opinion is sharply divided. Twenty-two percent  of depar tments  a g r e e  
t h a t  "arson does not belong in t h e  UCR, and should be repor ted e l s e ~ h e r e . ~ ~  On t h e  
other hand, 32 percent  I'strongly" disagree with t h a t  s t a t e m e n t ,  and another  23 
percent "disagree somewhat,ll making a slender majori ty of support  for  i t s  continued 
inclusion. Given t h e  support from law enforcement  (a lbei t  weak), we d o  n o t  
recommend a change t o  t h e  s t a tus  quo, which would require a reversal  of t h e  
congressional mandate.  

Collecting d a t a  about negligent manslaughter is viewed a s  a nuisance by 
some. I t  is included in the  current  program only a s  a n  ed i t  check for  homicide da ta ;  
no counts of negligent manslaughter a r e  published in C r i m e  in t h e  United Sta tes .  
Further,  the  National Cen te r  for Health Sta t is t ics  has information on negligent 
manslaughter, thought t o  be at least  a s  a c c u r a t e  a s  t h e  UCR da ta ,  t h a t  can be  used 
for  edi t  checks. Thus, we recommend discontinuing t h e  collection of negligent 
manslaughter da ta ,  

Although pet ty  larceny is arguably inappropriate for inclusion a s  a P a r t  I 
offense on the  basis of any of t h e  four objectives, we recommend t h a t  collection of 
pet ty  larceny d a t a  be retained,  primarily because of t h e  difficulty of establishing a 
reasonable cut-off point over t ime. 

Larcenies in which the  value of property stolen is t r iv ia l  may  not  c o m e  t o  t h e  
a t tent ion of t h e  police unless an  a r r e s t  is made. To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  such offenses  a r e  
not consistently reported t o  police, they a r e  not appropr ia te  t o  include in a n  index. As 
long a s  nonreporting remains sys temat ic ,  however, t h e  r a t e s  c a n  s t i l l  se rve  for year ly  
comparisons. Certainly such offenses a r e  neither part icularly serious nor especially 
important t o  the  police. From t h e  National Cr ime  Survey w e  know t h a t  in 1979 about  



27 percen t  of repor ted larcenies involved pro e r t y  of less than $50 in value and  42 
percen t  involved a property loss of less than 9100. Thus, if larcenies of property o f  
low value could b e  easily distinguished f rom those  of property of high value, w e  would 
probably recommend t h a t  they be  omi t t ed  f rom UCR reports. 

Two problems ar ise  in excluding pe t ty  larceny: establishing a cut-off va lue  
and  classifying with respect  t o  t h e  cut-off. All states have s ta tu to ry  dist inctions 
be tween  p e t t y  and  grand larceny, but these  vary considerably f rom state t o  s t a t e .  
O n e  could establish a n  arbi t rary  figure somewhere around t h e  median state s t a t u t o r y  
figure. Respondents t o  t h e  UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies were  asked to 
suggest  a threshold t o  distinguish between major and minor larcenies. Figure  5.1 
shows t h e  distr ibution of their  suggestions. Half t h e  depar tments  se lected numbers  
between $200 and  $500, but many suggested f a r  higher thresholds. About one-seventh 
wanted t o  see t h e  distinction drawn above $1,000. 

Even if a cut-off were  agreed on, the re  would still  be  t h e  problem of 
adjusting for  inflation. With inflation, more  larcenies will tend t o  exceed a f ixed 
dollar cut-off over  t ime. Thus, the re  will appear t o  be a rise in t h e  number of ser ious  
larcenies unless t h e  cut-off is regularly adjusted--for example, by using t h e  consumer  
price index (CPI). Unfortunately, any a t t e m p t  t o  adjust  for price changes e x a c e r b a t e s  
t h e  second problem with larceny cut-offs--classifying with respect  t o  t h e  cut-off. I t  
is diff icult  enough for local police t o  establish whether a larceny involves more  o r  
less than $50 worth of goods. To expect  them t o  distinguish above and below $50 o n e  
year  and then above and below $54 t h e  next  year (a f t e r  t h e  index has been adjusted f o r  
inflation) is at bes t  awkward. 

In principle, this  problem could be overcome by analysis of t h e  repor ted  
offenses. The National Cr ime  Survey col lects  information on t h e  distribution o f  
repor ted larcenies by categor ies  of value, and th is  information might be  used to 
e s t i m a t e  t h e  underlying distribution of value and t h e  proportion above a n  adjusted-for- 
inflation cut-off point. Suppose, for example,  t h e  cut-off were  $54. Offense  c o u n t s  
could be  col lected only for larcenies above, for example, $50. Counts  of larcenies o f  
property above this value would be col lected in categories,  say $50 t o  $100, $100 to 
$200, and over $200. (Dollar values used frequently in s t a t e  laws t o  distinguish p e t t y  
larceny f rom grand larceny--e.g., 100, 250, 500, 1,000--might be advantageously used 
for  some of t h e  divisions between categories.) Da ta  from the  NCS, or perhaps f r o m  
t h e  Level I1 component, could then be used t o  e s t i m a t e  the  number falling above $54 
within t h e  $50-$100 category,  and this number would be added t o  t h e  count  of t h o s e  
falling entirely above t h e  $100 mark. This sum would provide an  e s t i m a t e  of t h e  t o t a l  
number of larcenies involving losses in excess of $54. 

This approach would reduce contributor workload in some jurisdictions, but i t  
would have l i t t le  e f f e c t  in many. Automated depar tments  t h a t  require a record f o r  
every larceny would continue t o  do so, electronically excluding those below t h e  c u t -  
off for UCR reporting. 

More important,  adjusting t h e  cut-off by t h e  CPI or any other  pr ice  index 
will not  really adjust  for inflation. Inflation is not a simple rescaling of a l l  prices by a 
constant  factor ,  A sizable portion of t h e  increase in t h e  consumer price index s i n c e  
1972 is directly due t o  energy costs. Fuel the f t s  occur, but not  very often.  Housing 
costs,  another  large component of t h e  CPI, have even less consequence for  l a rceny  
values. The th ree  largest categories of t h e f t  a r e  currency (for which t h e  CPI  would b e  
just right), jewelry and precious metals  (for which t h e  CPI would usually have been t o o  
low in t h e  1970s), and consumer electronic goods (for which t h e  CPI would o f ten  h a v e  
been too  high). 





Figure 5.2 provides a simulated example using ac tua l  historical prices. Say 
t h a t  t h e  values of stolen consumer e lect ronic  goods (radios, TVs, and so for th)  a r e  log- 
normally distr ibuted and t h a t  roughly 75 percent  of these  values were  above $50 in 
1972. If t h e  number of the f t s  were  constant,  t h e  average values would have risen e a c h  
year  due t o  inflation in t h e  prices of consumer e lect ronic  goods. These r i ces  rose  
much more  slowly than t h e  to ta l  consumer price index (CPI). Thus, if t h e  !50 cut-off 
had been inflated by t h e  CPI, t h e  number of e lect ronic  goods the f t s  counted would 
have fallen dramatically.  As shown in Figure 5.2, for example,  t h e  number of counted 
electronic goods the f t s  would have fallen by about a third from 1972 t o  1982, even  if 
t h e  ac tua l  number had remained constant.  

Even assuming t h a t  one could determine a n  appropriate price index for t h e  
kinds of goods t h a t  a r e  stolen, or could somehow use separa te  prices for e a c h  i t em,  
t h e  adjustment process would still  be extremely complicated,  and this index would b e  
sensitive t o  shifts  not only in t h e  average price of stolen goods but also in t h e  
distribution of these  prices. As t h e  nominal $50 cut-off dr i f ts  down t h e  distribution, 
t h e  curve becomes s teeper ,  and a n  increasing f ract ion (eventually 100 percen t )  of 
marginal offenses must be excluded. This f ract ion depends strongly on t h e  e x a c t  
shape of t h e  distribution, which will be known only approximately and may change  
over t ime, both because of price shi f ts  and because of changes in t h e  behavior of 
thieves. Addressing these  methodological problems may be entirely appropr ia te  fo r  
analysis. However, we question t h e  feasibility or  appropriateness of such adjus tments  
for t h e  i dex and recommend t h a t  t h e  UCR continue t o  count al l  larcenies, regardless 
of value. 3 

The other  major issue concerning t h e  list of P a r t  I offenses is t h e  exclusion 
of many serious offenses. Certainly,  inclusion of many of these  would be  appropr ia te  
t o  mee t  a t  least  some of the  objectives of t h e  cur ren t  classification into P a r t  I and  
11. Terrorism and kidnapping, for example,  would probably be considered appropr ia te  
for al l  but t h e  second objective and, if a weighted index were  used, would be  qu i te  
appropriate for tha t  objective a s  well. (Section 9.3.2 discusses potent ia l  use of a 
weighted index.) 

Though we think tha t  national information on many of the  P a r t  I1 of fenses  is 
important, we do not recommend inclusion of P a r t  I1 offense d a t a  in t h e  Level I 
component. However, we do recommend inclusion of a l l  of these  offenses in t h e  d a t a  
collection for the  Level I1 component. This would satisfy public needs for national 
information on these offenses and would also provide local agencies with a basis of 
comparison. Local depar tments  t h a t  so desire could col lect  P a r t  I1 of fense  
information and compare  their  P a r t  I1 r a t e s  with national or regional r a t e s  or with 
ra tes  of similar jurisdictions part icipating in t h e  Level I1 component. 

W e  do recommend tha t  the  current  P a r t  I offenses be broadened t o  include 
all  forcible sexual offenses, since many collectors and users of UCR d a t a  indicated 
interest  in having such data.  In addition t o  f e m a l e  rape,  P a r t  I would now include rape  
by instrumentation, rape of males, and other  sexual assaults. A code would be used t o  
indicate t h e  type of forcible sexual offense,  one code being used for (nonsta tutory)  
rape of females in order t o  maintain continuity with past  d a t a  collection. 

3 ~ o t h i n g  in this approach precludes analyt ic  adjustments of published indices 
t o  distinguish large from lesser thef ts .  Indeed, such analyses would be encouraged, 
particularly if they also used extended incident d a t a  t o  measure changes  in t h e  
pat terns  of goods stolen. 



Figure 5.2 


CHANGE IN THEFT INDEX WITH CPI-ADJUSTED CUT-OFF 


Year 


NOTE: 	 Hypothetical example using actual prices and a constant 
number of simulated thefts. Percentage is based on 5,000 
Log-normally distributed random numbers with median = $100 in 
1972 dollars. Nominal value of thefts in each year is based 
on current prices for consumer electronic goods (radios, TVs, 
etc.). The $50 cut-off is adjusted each year by the consumer 
price index. 



5.2 A t t e m p t s  

An issue frequently raised regarding t h e  current  UCR system is t h e  handling 
of a t t e m p t s ;  i t  is a n  issue both of d a t a  collection and of analysis and presentation. 
Generally, a t t e m p t s  a r e  classified and included in t h e  c r ime  counts along with c r imes  
actual ly  commit ted.  The current  reporting system distinguishes com le ted  from 
a t t e m p t e d  rape  and  completed burglaries from a t t e m p t e d  forcible entries! a t t e m p t e d  
homicides a r e  classified a s  aggravated assaults. At tempts  a r e  not  distinguished for 
o the r  P a r t  I offenses. Perhaps t h e  most important consequence is t h a t  a t t e m p t s  a r e  
included in t h e  c r i m e  counts, and t h e  resulting r a t e s  give t h e  impression t h a t  
(reported) serious c r ime  occurs more frequently than i t  actually does. 

As with many of t h e  limitations of t h e  current  UCR, this one was forced on 
t h e  designers by t h e  constraints of t h e  summary d a t a  collection system. At tempts  
could be  distinguished from completed offenses only by keeping a n  entirely separa te  
summary t o t a l  for a t t e m p t s  t o  commit  each  type of offense. With a l l  reporting 
conver ted t o  a unit-record basis, this would no longer be necessary. A single check 
mark on t h e  form could be used t o  indicate for each  report  whether t h e  c r i m e  
described was completed or only a t t empted ,  and we recommend t h a t  such a change be  
made. 

D a t a  from our survey indicate t h a t  a substantial  majority of police 
depar tments  support this change. Forty-two percent  "agree strongly [that]  in general  
a l l  UCR c r i m e  categories should repor t  a t t e m p t e d  c r imes  separately f rom ac tua l  
ones.'' Another 33 percent said they "agree somewhat," and 11 percent  indicated t h a t  
they nei ther  a g r e e  nor disagree. Only 14 percent  expressed disagreement,  and  most of 
those  merely said they disagree "somewhat.l' Disagreement tended t o  be  slightly 
stronger among t h e  very largest  depar tments  ( those serving populations over 100,000), 
but even here  fewer  than one-quarter disagreed, Our recommendation t o  co l l ec t  this  
i t em for every offense thus seems congruent with t h e  needs of both law enforcement  
and  research users of t h e  data.  

5.3 Classification and Scoring Rules 

Classification and scoring rules a r e  t h e  rules used t o  ca tegor ize  and  count 
iminal events. Classification is determining t h e  proper c r ime  category under which 
repor t  a n  offense; scoring is counting t h e  number of offenses involved. For  simple 

even t s  the re  is no problem: if a man is stopped and robbed, one robbery has 
occurred. But what if the  man is robbed and beaten,  or  two men a r e  robbed, o r  one 
man is robbed and another robbed and murdered? The current  UCR has adopted a 
series of rules t o  deal  with these  compound events. The key rules included are:  

1. 	 Hierarchy Rule: Classify a criminal event  in t e rms  of the  most 
serious offense involved. 5 

'identifying a t t empted  burglaries o ther  than by a t t e m p t e d  forcible en t ry  
would not generally be possible. 

5 ~ o rapplying t h e  Hierarchy Rule, offenses a r e  ranked a s  follows: criminal 
homicide, forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault ,  burglary, motor-vehicle thef t ,  
and larceny-theft. The rule does not apply t o  t h e  offense  of arson. 



2. 	 Arson exception: If a n  event  involves both arson and  o ther  
P a r t  I offenses, classify the  event  a s  both a n  arson and t h e  
most serious other  P a r t  I offense. 

3. 	 Basic scoring rule: If t h e  classification is homicide, rape,  .or 
aggravated assault ,  count t h e  number of victims; if t h e  classi- 
f ication is robbery, burglary, larceny, or arson,  count  t h e  
number of dist inct  operations (incidents); and if t h e  classifica- 
tion is motor-vehicle t h e f t ,  count t h e  number of vehicles. 

4. 	 Hotel  Rule: Burglaries of hotels, motels, lodging houses, and 
commercia l  spaces, if under a single manager and  if likely t o  
be  reported by t h e  manager, a r e  counted as a single offense.  

5. 	 Larceny Rute: Multiple re la ted larcenies c o m m i t t e d  a t  t h e  
same t ime  e.g., t h e f t  from ten  parking m e t e r s  in a row) a r e  
counted as a single event ,  

While a l l  of these  rules have been cri t icized,  t h e  Hierarchy Rule  has probably b e e n  
singled out  most often.  Two problems a r e  involved. Fi rs t ,  t h e  rule  suppresses infor-  
mation on t h e  nature  of events. A rape-robbery is simply repor ted a s  a rape. Second, 
in some cases  t h e  interaction of t h e  scoring and Hierarchy Rules produces e x t r e m e  
results. The beating of t e n  victims is t e n  aggravated assaults; if one  of t h e  v i c t i m s  
dies i t  becomes a single murder. Police depar tments  a r e  r a t h e r  sharply divided in 
their  views on t h e  Hierarchy Rule. Almost one-third asked t o  re ta in  t h e  rule in i t s  
present form. Another 18 percent  asked t h a t  t h e  rule be modified t o  record t h e  m o s t  
serious offense  for each  victim in a single criminal incident. These groups t o g e t h e r  
represent half t h e  responding depar tments  supporting something like t h e  p resen t  
rule. Larger depar tments  were  more  inclined t o  e l iminate  t h e  Hierarchy Rule. M o r e  
than two-thirds of these  depar tments  agreed with t h e  s t a t e m e n t  t h a t  "No hierarchy 
rule should be used--all counts  of each  offense for each  victim should be  tallied." 

Those who object  t o  t h e  Hierarchy Rule consider i t  s implist ic t o  count  only 
t h e  most serious offense, noting t h a t  t h e  current  rule loses information,  obscures t h e  
ac tua l  number of offenses reported,  and hides the  connection between loss and injury 
offenses. A s t a t e  program staff  member objected fur ther  t h a t  t h e  rule does not a l low 
small contributors t o  t ake  credi t  commensurate  with al l  t h e  c r i m e s  they handle, a n d  
suggested t h a t  t h e  media and t h e  public would oppose use of t h e  rule if t h e y  
understood it. Those who support t h e  rule consider i t  c r i t i ca l  t o  be able  t o  o f f e r  a 
c lear  and simple character izat ion of a given criminal event .  

In fact ,  a s  we shall see ,  the  need for these  rules is par t ly  a ref lect ion of t h e  
limitation inherent in a summary reporting system, which by i t s  na tu re  c a n  only t a l ly  a 
limited s e t  of offenses. Accordingly, we propose t o  t ake  advan tage  of t h e  f lexibil i ty 
offered by unit-record reporting t o  report  al l  o f fenses  for a l l  v ic t ims but still  r e t a i n  
the  ability of t h e  current  rules t o  provide a simple and unambiguous classif ication of 
criminal events. This is done a s  follows: 

I. 	 Each unit-record has a single incident number t h a t  applies t o  
al l  offenses and victims involved in a given event.  

2. 	 Under this common incident number, a s e p a r a t e  record is 



en te red  for each  victim, together  with a l l  offenses agains t  th is  
victim, listed in order of seriousness a s  determined by t h e  
Hierarchy ~ u l e . ~  

Thus, t h e  t o t a l  incident may be classified and scored under cur ren t  rules by looking at 
t h e  number of counts of t h e  most serious offense listed under t h e  incident number. 
Alternatively,  t h e  incident may be classified in t e r m s  of each  victim o r  t h e  presence 
of a given offense,  and so  forth. 

The major reason for proposing th is  procedure is not concern wi th  t o t a l  c r i m e  
counts, but  r a the r  concern with providing more  complete  information on t h e  n a t u r e  of 
crimes. Indeed, t h e  limited evidence available suggests t h a t  t h e  cur ren t  rules d o  not 
material ly reduce to ta l  offense counts. The Oregon UCR program both co l l ec t s  
information on a l l  P a r t  I offenses and applies t h e  Hierarchy Rule in generat ing UCR 
reports. As shown in Table 5.1, t h e  overall  repor ted Index c r i m e  was 1.2 pe rcen t  
lower in 1983 than i t  would have been in t h e  absence of t h e  rule. Thus t h e  Hierarchy 
Rule seems very unlikely t o  have any appreciable effect on comparisons of pe rcen tage  
di f ferences ,  e i the r  from one year t o  t h e  next within a jurisdiction or  between juris- 
dictions in a given year. Suppose, for example,  t h a t  in two jurisdictions t h e r e  were  no 
d i f fe rence  in c r ime  r a t e s  computed without use of t h e  Hierarchy Rule. In t h e  f i rs t  
jurisdiction, however, one percent  of incidents involved two offense types, and in t h e  
other  jurisdiction, two percent  of incidents involved two offense types. C r i m e  r a t e s  
computed using t h e  Hierarchy Rule would then di f fer  by only one percent  in spi te  of 
t h e  substantial  100 percent  difference in t h e  r a t e  of multiple offenses between t h e  
two  jurisdictions. 

The current  classification and scoring rules can,  however, a f f e c t  our under- 
standing of some criminal events. To s e e  this, complex incidents involving more  than  
one victim or  more than one offense may be divided into th ree  classes: 

Class 1: an  incident in which a single 
than one type of cr ime,  

person is t h e  victim of more  

Class 2: an incident in which t h e r e  
same type of crime, and 

a r e  multiple victims of t h e  

Class 3: an incident in which the re  a
e n t  types of crime. 

r e  multiple victims of differ-

The need for t h e  current  rule under a summary system is c lea res t  in Class  1 inci- 
dents. If we want t o  be able  t o  add up individual P a r t  I offenses t o  obtain a n  overall  
Cr ime  Index, then i t  seems desirable t o  score  only one c r ime  per incident. Given t h a t  
requirement,  the  obvious choice is t o  use t h e  most serious of t h e  c r imes  involved. 
Seriousness is then reasonably approximated by ranking the  first  seven Index C r i m e  
headings, ra ther  than by any a t t e m p t  t o  measure t h e  seriousness of t h e  specif ic  inci- 
dent. 

6 ~ o w e v e r ,  lesser included offenses would not be recorded. For  example ,  t h e  
t h e f t  inherent in every completed robbery would not be recorded. 



Table 5.1 

EFFECT OF EIERARCHY RULE ON WPORTED 

OFFENSE COUNTS: OREGON UCR PROGRAM, 1983 


I I I 

I Count Count 1 I

I without  w i th  I I

I Hiera rchy  Hierarchy I 1 Pe rcen t age 
1 	 1Offense 	 Rule Rule D i f f e r e n c e  d i f f e r e n c e  

I I 

Murder I 114 114 1 0 I 0.0 


Rape 	 j 1,073 1 1,073 j 

I I I 


Robbery 	 1 4,527 1 4,455 1 

I I I 


Assau l t  	 ) 23,893 1 23,893 1 

I I I 


Burglary 	 1 46,325 ) 45,900 1 

I I I 


Larceny 	 1 98,471 1 97,383 1 -1,088 1 -1.1 

I I I I 


Motor-vehicle I I I I 

t h e£t 1 8 , 0 3 4 ~  1 7,430 1 -604 I -7. 5a 


I I I I 

I I I 	 I 

I I I 	 I 


T o t a l  	 1 182,437 1 180,248 1 -2,189 I -1.2 


I I I I 

I I I 	 I 


Source: 	 Pe r sona l  communication from Stephen C. Kinca id ,  Supe rv i so r ,  
Oregon Uniform Crime S t a t i s t i c s ,  J u l y  1984. 

a ~ h e  t h e f t  of a motor v e h i c l e  i s  always r epo r t ed  a s  a motor-vehicle  t h e f t  ever 
when taken  a s  a bu rg l a ry  under t h e  Oregon program. I f  t aken  i n  a b u r g l a r y ,  
t h e  Oregon UCR program makes t h e  v e h i c l e  t h e  f r u i t s  of t h e  bu rg l a ry  o f f e n s e  
when r epo r t ed  t o  t h e  Nat iona l  Program. 



However, classifying Class 1 incidents in t e r m s  of a single offense  c a n  sup- 
press important  information on t h e  na tu re  of t h e  event. Table 5.2 lists a l l  possible 
pairs of Index offense types and suggests which pairs might be substantively important  
and  why, The Supplementary Homicide Report  (SHR) now requires a narra t ive  des- 
cription of t h e  circumstances of t h e  crime. Thus, t h e  FBI is already col lect ing infor- 
mation on o ther  Index cr imes associated with homicide but dropped because of scoring 
rules. Precoding t h e  SHR t o  identify associated c r imes  would fac i l i t a t e  exploratory 
analysis and would allow analysts t o  apply whatever scoring rule they preferred.  We 
have recommended t h a t  this be done. (Recommendation 5.5, discussed below.) 

In looking at cr imes t h a t  occur in conjunction with rape,  two  kinds of ques- 
t ions a r e  asked. F 'rst ,  a r e  the re  aggravating circumstances involved, such as addi-
t ional  severe  injury -f or the f t?  Second, what can  we learn about t h e  se t t ing  o r  precipi- 
ta t ing fac to rs  (e.g., rape of a burglary victim who happened t o  be home). In both 
instances, t h e  importance of these questions is t h a t  they provide additional d a t a  about 
a criminal incident, not  t h a t  we need t o  count a l l  t h e  larcenies. In a summary d a t a  
collection system, the re  a r e  severe  limits t o  t h e  amount  of additional de ta i l  t h a t  c a n  
b e  collected. The current  reporting system only distinguishes a t t e m p t e d  f rom 
completed rapes, providing no other  analyt ic  data.  

A similar observation applies t o  robbery, where t h e  question is not  whether 
a n  aggravated assault  occurred, but whether a weapon was present (collected under 
t h e  present system) and whether severe  injury occurred. Robbery plus burglary usually 
means a burglar was confronted by t h e  victim. Knowing about this combination is 
helpful in understanding how the  robbery c a m e  about,  but again t h e  issue is one of 
additional c r ime  a t t r ibu tes  ra ther  than miscounting. A combination of aggravated 
assault  plus burglary may mean t h a t  t h e  offender broke into t h e  victim's house in 
order t o  commi t  t h e  assault,  or t h a t  he  broke in for some other  reason and a confron-
ta t ion unexpectedly occurred. According t o  Table 5.1, about 1.4 percent  of violent 
c r imes  (murder,  rape, robbery, and assault)  involved a burglary (and about 1 pe rcen t  of 
t h e  burglaries involved a violent crime). This is useful information, but w e  imme-
diately in terpret  i t  a s  information about t h e  violent crimes,  not about burglary. 

The final two  possible pairs identified in Table 5.2 a r e  motor-vehicle t h e f t  
combined with burglary or  other larceny. In both cases,  t h e  essential  na tu re  of t h e  
occurrence is unchanged by the  joint occurrence of t h e  two  offenses. Somebody broke 
into a house and stole several  things, one of which was a ca r ,  or somebody s tole  a c a r  
t h a t  contained something else of value. Again, these  can  be viewed e i the r  a s  addi- 
tional d a t a  about a single c r ime  or a s  additional crimes. 

This discussion indicates the  desirability of maintaining t h e  abil i ty t o  re-
c r e a t e  something like the  present Hierarchy Rule in analyzing t h e  data .  A t  a mini-
mum this  requires t h a t  t h e  da ta  collection system preserve some indication of rela-  
tionship among the  multiple cr imes associated with a single incident. This would 
minimize disruption t o  the  t ime series, since t h e  analyst  could re t roact ively  apply t h e  
old rule t o  the  new incident data.  I t  might also alleviate some of t h e  polarity 
indicated in law enforcement responses t o  our survey query on t h e  Hierarchy Rule. 
The advantage of unit-record reporting is tha t ,  a s  described above, t h e  repor t s  c a n  

7 ~ i n c e  aggravated assault is implicit in forcible rape, listing o ther  offenses 
will not include the  ex ten t  of injury. Thus this a spec t  of rape is only cap tured  by t h e  
injury information collected a s  par t  of t h e  Level I1 component, described in Chap te r  6 .  



both cap ture  t h e  details  of a n  event  and permit  a c lea r  classif ication under t h e  
current  classif ication and scoring rules. 

Where more  than one person is victimized in a single incident (Class 2 inci-
dents), d i f ferent  i t ems  a r e  counted, depending on t h e  c r ime  type involved: 

I tem Counted Cr ime  Type 

persons homicide 
rape 
aggravated assault  

operations robbery 
burglary 
larceny 
arson 

vehicles motor-vehicle t h e f t  

Each of these  decisions represents a considered compromise wi th  t h e  require- 
ments  of summary-based reporting. However, with unit-record reporting,  a great ly  
simplified counting system could be employed t h a t  preserves t h e  t i m e  ser ies  but  st i l l  
allows analysis of t h e  implications of a l ternat ive  counting rules. As long as only one 
type of c r ime  is involved, only one report  is required, which includes as one of t h e  
descriptive a t t r ibutes ,  "How many (persons, places, or vehicles, as appropriate)  were  
involved?'' The analyst  could then count incidents or victims for any s e t  of cr imes,  
and t h e  e f f e c t  of a l ternat ive  counting rules could be easily determined. 

In examining these  rules, i t  is useful t o  consider t h e  di f ferent  perspectives of 
t h e  police and t h e  public. From t h e  police perspective, a n  incident involving t h e  
robbery of t en  victims is a single incident t o  be investigated and processed. From t h e  
public's perspective, however, t h e  f a c t  tha t  the re  were  t e n  victims is a n  important  
reflection of a n  individual's risk of victimization. (Counting victims is also important  
for reconciliation and integration of UCR with NCS data.) The cur ren t  rules a r e  
sometimes appropriate t o  t h e  police perspective (e.g., t h e  handling of robberies or  t h e  
use of the  Hotel  Rule) but at other t imes  appropriate t o  t h e  public perspective (e.g., 
t h e  handling of assaults). Both perspectives a r e  legit imate and important,  and t h e  new 
d a t a  collection system would provide a capability t o  produce counts  appropr ia te  t o  
e i ther  perspective. 

Class 3 incidents involve both multiple victims and multiple offense  types. 
Under current  coding rules, if five people a r e  shot and injured, five assaults  a r e  coun- 
ted,  unless one victim la ter  dies, in which case  al l  five assaults  a r e  unfounded and one  
homicide is scored. Multiple victims of d i f ferent  offense types  a r e  probably 
extremely rare ,  so the  t ime  series is probably not great ly  a f f e c t e d  by excluding 
aggravated assaults  and rapes t h a t  occur in t h e  presence of a more  seriously 
victimized person. Nevertheless, i t  is hard t o  justify excluding them. 

Classification Systems 

Long usage has established widespread familiari ty wi th  t h e  cur ren t  
classification system. Complaints about t h e  cur ren t ' sys tem tend  t o  b e  objections t o  

5.4 



specific implementation, not t o  general  concept.  One may object  t o  ambiguit ies in 
t h e  definition of aggravated assault ,  or  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  robbery ca tegory  covers  a 
multi tude of sins, but  t h e  general  idea of counting assaults  and robberies i s  rare ly  
challenged. 

In t h e  UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies, respondents were  asked t o  
respond t o  two  general  i tems about  t h e  current  approach t o  classification. The  
general  caption of t h e  i t ems  was: 

Following is a list of cr i t ic isms t h a t  have been made of t h e  cur ren t  
UCR Program. For e a c h  i tem,  please indicate how serious a prob-
lem i t  is in t e r m s  of your use of UCR data.  

One of t h e  i tems on t h e  list was "UCR categor ies  a r e  too  broad t o  be  useful." For ty-
six percent of t h e  respondents r a t e d  this a s  "No problem," t h e  most  positive of t h e  
available responses. Another 28 percent  chose t h e  next most positive response, saying 
i t  was a "slight problem." About one-fifth said i t  was "a problem (but not serious)," 
and only 6 percent ra ted  i t  "serious" or  "very serious." A slightly higher share  of t h e  
negative responses c a m e  from very large agencies, but even here,  over  70 percent  of 
t h e  respondents thought t h e  problem slight or  nonexistent. 

The second i t em said, "There a r e  too  many gray a r e a s  involved in classifying 
crimes." This was perceived as a slightly more  serious problem, but s t i l l  one-quarter  
of t h e  agencies said i t  was "no problem," and another third said t h e  problem was 
"slight." Here also, t h e  large depar tments  expressed more  concern than others. 
Overall,  13 percent thought t h e  problem "serious," or  "very serious." Among agencies  
serving populations over 100,000, 22 percent  marked these  responses. While w e  did 
not  ask specifically about aggravated assault ,  many conversations have indicated t h a t  
this is t h e  source of most complaints about "gray areas" in classification. 

Unit-record reporting allows consideration of a l t e rna t ive  types  of 
classification systems. As an  example,  we may consider t h e  C r i m e  Classification 
System (CCS) developed by t h e  Police Executive Research Forum. CCS groups c r imes  
in seven categories,  shown in Table 5.3. As Table 5.3 also shows, these  ca tegor ies  
lump an  even wider range of offenses than do current  UCR ca tegor ies  and somet imes 
split c r imes  on a relatively unimportant basis. Homicide, for example,  is classed 
e i ther  a s  injury only (as a r e  assaults  without the f t )  or a s  injury plus loss (as is robbery), 
depending on whether i t  can be determined t h a t  something was stolen. This si tuation 
is tolerable only because CCS uses unit-record reporting and includes t h e  information 
listed in Table 5.4. Homicides can  be  identified through the  level of injury variable or  
the  UCR category. Rape can be  found only by looking a t  t h e  field designated "UCR 
category." 

Some of t h e  e lements  listed in Table 5.4 a r e  designed primarily for local 
c r ime  analysis and need not  be considered for a national reporting system. The o thers  
a r e  addressed in Chapter  6 of this repor t ,  which proposes their  inclusion in t h e  Level I1 
component. For a d a t a  collection system with these  addit ional  e lements ,  
classifications like t h a t  of CCS a r e  automatically possible. For sys tems  without t h e  
additional information, they a r e  insufficiently precise and cannot  subst i tu te  for t h e  
current  UCR classification. Accordingly, we have not recommended t h a t  t h e  C C S  
elements  be added t o  Level I reports. 



Table 5.3 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CCS ANTI UCR CATEGORIES OF OFFENSES 


CCS I UCR 

loss only burglary with theft, larceny, auto theft, 
arson, vandalism 

threat only assault (without injury) 

injury only homicide, rape, assault (without theft) 

threat plus loss robbery (without injury) 

injury plus loss 

regulatory 

attempts 
I 

homicide or rape (with theft) 
robbery (with injury) 

(various Part I1 offenses) 

(any crime) 



Table 5.4 


CCS VARIABLES 


Victim Characteristics 


Age 


Sex 


~acelethnicity 


Residence status 


Level of injury 


Type of injury 


Medical treatment 


~ictim/offender relationship 


Offense Characteristics 


Crime category 


Seriousness score 


Time of occurrence 


Place of occurrence 


Geocode 


UCR category 


Disposition 


Weapon type 


Extent of force 


Type of property 


Value of property 


Source: PERF, "Crime Classification System Issues summaryt1 (undated). 




In 1976, SEARCH Group conducted a field t e s t  of another  unit-record d a t a  
collection system,  which they called At t r ibute  Based Cr ime  Reporting (ABCR). The 
final version of t h e  sys tem required 28 separate  i t ems  of information. This was de-
signed t o  al low c r i m e  classification not only by UCR rules but a lso  by t h e  s t a t e  penal 
codes (of several  s t a t e s  in one system), t h e  American Law Inst i tu te  Model Penal  Code, 
and the  Uniform Offense  Classification System used in NCIC1s Computer ized Criminal 
History files. The  28 a t t r ibu tes  included in ABCR were  sufficient  t o  reproduce UCR 
classifications exac t ly  in 66 percent  of t h e  c r imes  tes ted.  Another 8 pe rcen t  were  
assigned t o  t h e  c o r r e c t  major category but disagreed in detail.  

The ABCR system is qui te  complex and allows deta i led  coding of relat ively 
ra re  events  t h a t  may  have special t r ea tment  under state s t a t u t e s  (e.g., train-wrecking 
or interfering wi th  a fireman). A listing (not a definition) of a t t r i b u t e  values requires 
five pages. The  system's authors observed t h a t  even  professional coders  had some 
difficulty in learning t h e  complete  coding rules. No test of police off icer  coding was  
conducted. Several  of t h e  a t t r ibu tes  involve long lists (20 t o  72 i tems) of possible 
values from which more  than one choice  may be entered.  

ABCR clear ly  includes fa r  more  deta i l  than would be appropriate for use wi th  
t h e  Level I component. Unfortunately, much of t h e  deta i l  is contained in f ields t h a t  
a r e  also required for UCR classification, so t h e r e  is no simple way t o  reduce t h e  
system t o  essentials. Thus, ABCR does not appear  t o  o f fe r  a pract ica l  basis of offense  
classification. 

Nevertheless, such an  approach may well provide a n  important  a id  to 
classification. ABCR a t t e m p t e d  t o  develop a t t r i b u t e  codes  t h a t  would allow a 
completely au tomated  classification. However, two  a l ternat ives  should also b e  
considered. Fi rs t ,  a t t r i b u t e  d a t a  could be  col lected and used t o  distinguish ambiguous 
areas  of classif ication (e.g., a t t e m p t e d  burglary vs. vandalism). Second, t h e  necessary  
a t t r ibutes  for each  offense type category could be  formally listed in t h e  -UCR 
Handbook t o  be  used as a basis (particularly in difficult  cases)  for manual ass ignment  
of t h e  offense t y p e  category.  W e  propose t h a t  t h e  potent ia l  use of ABCR and  these  
other approaches be explored fur ther  in a field test during t h e  development of t h e  new 
UCR system. 

Some clarifying changes in classification rules would enhance t h e  rel iabil i ty 
of t h e  sys tem as well as improve i t s  comparabil i ty with t h e  National C r i m e  Survey. 
The ambiguity most frequently c i t ed  by researchers  and local agencies is t h e  distinc-
tion between aggravated and simple assault.  Over half t h e  police depar tments  re-
sponding t o  our survey agreed with the  recommendation t h a t  "aggravated assaul t  
should be  defined in t e rms  of ac tua l  injury without regard t o  intent." Combined with 
t h e  19 percent  who neither agree  nor disagree, th ree  ou t  of four depar tments  would 
accept  this change in classification definition. As with many other  proposed changes,  
the  responses of t h e  largest  depar tments  were  slightly more  conservative than those  
of other agencies. A third of the  depar tments  serving populations over 100,000 dis-
agreed with t h e  proposal. 

The basis of a definition is suggested by t h e  National Cr ime  Survey, in which 
assault is m r a v a t e d  if i t  has any of t h e  following character is t ics :  

weapon present (not including 'lpersonalll weapons, such a s  fists, 
f ee t ,  t ee th ,  etc.), 

broken bones, 



loss of tee th ,  

internal  injuries, 

loss of consciousness, o r  

hospitalization of two  or  more  days. 

Some of t h e  NCS c r i t e r i a  require more  information than t h e  police a r e  likely 
t o  have, since they do not ordinarily follow-up on victims in marginal  assaul t  cases. In 
part icular,  police agencies a r e  unlikely t o  know whether a n  assaul t  resul ted in hospi-
tal ization of two  or more days--information tha t  is readily available f rom t h e  victim. 
In a few unusual instances t h e  legal e lements  of aggravated assaul t  may be  p resen t  
without producing any of t h e  detailed injuries listed, but t h e  number of such marginal  
cases  is surely small, and t h e  precision gained from avoiding local judgment is thought  
t o  be  more  than sufficient t o  compensate  f o r  any definitional depar ture .  Thus, w e  
recommend t h a t  t h e  UCR define a n  assault  t o  be  aggravated if e i the r  (1) a weapon 
(other than a "personal" weapon) is present or (2) injuries sustained by t h e  v i c t i m  
include broken bones, loss of t ee th ,  internal  injuries, or loss of consciousness, 

With t h e  exception of burglary, classification rules for o the r  UCR P a r t  I 
offenses require minimal judgment. Burglary poses a problem if t h e f t  does  no t  
occur. Legally, only intent  t o  commi t  a t h e f t  or  felony is required,  but when t h e  
c r i m e  is not  completed,  intent  may be difficult  or  impossible t o  judge. 

Police depar tments  strongly oppose t h e  concept of counting a l l  windows a n d  
doors broken in t h e  absence of a witness a s  a t t e m p t s  at burglary. Only 13 p e r c e n t  
agreed with t h a t  suggestion, while 45 percent  strongly disagreed and  another  29 per-
c e n t  disagree "somewhat." Among t h e  largest  depar tments ,  feelings were  e v e n  
stronger. Four percent agreed,  while 68 percent  disagreed strongly. Unfor tunate ly ,  
t h e  number of cases  fo r  which such judgments must be made is not  inconsequential; i 
1983, a t t e m p t e d  forcible en t r i es  const i tu ted 9 percent of t h e  burglary category.  ! 
Simply eliminating t h e  ambiguous categor ies  would seriously damage  t h e  basic c o n c e p t  
of t h e  burglary definition. 

To handle this, we recommend distinguishing between burglaries wi th  and  
without thef t .  This is readily done in unit-record reporting. As Sect ion 5.2 recom-
mends, a t t e m p t s  a r e  always t o  be distinguished from completed offenses. The non-
the f t  completed burglaries a r e  thus those involving arson, kidnapping, or  some o t h e r  
felony tha t  does not now a f f e c t  P a r t  I classification. This would a l so  aid in recon-
ciling and integrating the  UCR and the  NCS. (Burglaries wi th  t h e f t  c a n  b e  
distinguished by t h e  existence of a n  en t ry  in a field designating t h e  type of p roper ty  
stolen or by creat ion of a field especially for the purpose of indicating t h e  a c t u a l  
occurrence of a theft.) 

' c r ime in the  United States.  1983. 



5.5 Adding Incident Data 

Figures 5.3 and 5.4 show how law enforcement  agencies assessed t h e  
usefulness of several  d a t a  i tems t h a t  might be gathered for offenses. F e w  
depar tments  r a t e d  any of t h e  i tems a s  "not at a l l  useful," and t h e  range of responses 
for t h e  d i f fe ren t  i t ems  is surprisingly narrow. The i t em judged most useful--type of 
offense--got t h e  support of 90 percent  of t h e  agencies; t h e  i t em judged leas t  useful--
whether t h e  vic t im was a resident--still got  71 percent.  In general, d a t a  about  t h e  
victim were  less likely t o  be ra ted "very useful" than d a t a  about t h e  incident. Only 28 
percent  thought t h a t  knowing types and ex ten t  of injuries was very useful, and only 29 
percent  gave th is  rat ing t o  knowing whether t h e  victim was a local resident. How-
e v e r , o v e r  70 percent  r a ted  it a s  usefu1,and 54 percent  a g r e e d t h a t :  

Some way should be found t o  adjust local c r ime  r a t e s  t o  t a k e  
account  of t h e  fact tha t  t h e  r a t e  of cr imes per resident may 
include large numbers of cr imes agains t  nonresidents, such as 
commuters  and tourists. 

The categor ies  receiving least  support a r e  those t h a t  a r e  totally al ien t o  t h e  
current  UCR d a t a  collection system, such a s  a geocode for t h e  location of t h e  offense,  
vict im injury, residence status,  and relationship t o  offender. Even here,  law 
enforcement  agencies were  generally favorable toward thei r  collection. 

Some detailed incident d a t a  a r e  col lected under t h e  current  sys tem ( s e e  
Table 5.5). Many additional i tems of information about incidents a r e  recommended 
for inclusion in t h e  Level I1 UCR component and would become available t o  sa t is fy  
national and regional requirements for information about t h e  nature  of crime. Our  
recommendations for t h e  Level I1 system (Chapter  6 )  include collection of t h e  
following: 

victim characterist ics,  

victim-offender relationship(s), 

ex ten t  of injury t o  victim(s), 

type of victim (individual, business, or  o ther)  

day of weekl t ime of day, 

type of premises, and 

type of weapon. 

The issue here  is which, if any, of these  character is t ics  should a lso  b e  
included in t h e  Level I component. The main c r i t e r i a  applicable t o  selecting i t e m s  in 
any of these categor ies  for inclusion in Level I a r e  whether they a r e  so  r a r e  t h a t  t h e y  
need t o  be collected from all  agencies in order t o  g e t  a n  adequa te  number of cases ,  
and whether they a r e  required for each agency in order t o  inform t h e  public of loca l  
conditions or t o  compare  c r ime  problems in neighboring locales or jurisdictions. 



Figure 5.3 


USEFULNESS OF INCIDENT DETAIL 
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Figure 5.4 


USEFULNESS OF VICTIM DETAIL 
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Except  for homicide and c r imes  whose victinls a r e  not eligible for inclusion 
in t h e  National C r i m e  Survey (primarily foreign visitors and conlmercial  victims), both  
t h e  NCS and  t h e  Level I1 component would provide detailed information about v ic t im 
character is t ics ,  victim-offender relationships, e x t e n t  of injury, and type of weapon. 
Since o ther  agencies could certainly col lect  this kind of information if they chose,  
e i the r  by adopting t h e  Level 11 component or by o ther  means, no compelling reason for  
forcing local  compliance by inclusion in the  Level I component emerges ,  excep t  for  
t h e  following categories,  which a r e  discussed below: 

additional information for homicides; 

e distinguishing commercia l  from household and personal victims; 

e distinguishing cr imes against  nonresident victim^;^ and 

e improving t h e  codes used for "nature of larcenies." 

5.5.1 Additional Information for  Homicides 

Agencies participating in the  UCR Program now submit Supplementary 
Homicide Reports  (SHRs), which a r e  unit records containing information about t h e  
cr ime,  t h e  victim, the  offendeds),  t h e  victim-offender relationship, and t h e  weapons 
used. In addition, a narrative description of t h e  c i rcumstances  of t h e  homicide is 
included. 

Because of i t s  importance, we recommend t h a t  additional information be  
collected for homicides. Specifically, we recommend t h a t  Level I agencies repor t  
homicides using t h e  more  extensive s e t  of d a t a  e lements  t h a t  will be repor ted by 
Level I1 agencies for offenses generally (see  Table 6.1). Information on type  of 
location, t i m e  of day, and zip code of victim, not c ~ ~ r r e n t l ycollected,  a s  well a s  a l l  of 
the  d a t a  e lements  currently collected on t h e  Supplementary Homicide Report ,  would 
thus be col lected on every homicide. In addition, we recommend coding c i rcumstances  
at the  local level where t h e  most detailed information about t h e  incident is 
available. By reporting the  narrative description a s  well, both s t a t e  and national 
programs could verify t h e  coding. Making t h e  coded d a t a  available for research would 
greatly faci l i ta te  analyses involving the  c i rcumstances  of homicide. 

5.5.2 Type of Victim 

Distinguishing cr imes against  businesses f rom cr imes  against  households and  
individuals is one of the  most important s t  ps tha t  could be taken for reconciling UCR 
da ta  with National Cr ime Survey data.  In addition, policymakers would b e t t e r  

' ~ l t h o u ~ hdistinguishing nonresident victims will help reconcile NCS with  
UCR da ta ,  the  main reason for making this distinction is t o  satisfy local needs. Aside 
from nonresidents, o ther  types of victims a r e  ineligible for inclusion in t h e  National 
Cr ime Survey, such as  children under 12 years old and ce r ta in  mili tary personnel and  
institutionalized individuals. The complexity of distinguishing such victims d i c t a t e s  
against thei r  separate  identification in t h e  Level I component. 

l o c h a p t e r  8 discusses reconciliation of UCR and NCS data.  



understand local c r ime  pat terns  and problems if the  available d a t a  showed t rends  in 
commercia l  c r imes  (and number of commercia l  establishments) separa te ly  f rom t rends  
in c r imes  against  households and individuals (and the  corresponding numbers of house- 
holds and population). Two-thirds of al l  police depar tments  a g r e e  wi th  this proposed 
change. Most of t h e  remainder a r e  neutral. 

Reporting law enforcement  officers have l i t t le  difficulty determining if t h e  
victim of a c r i m e  is a business, and they already record this information for some--but 
not all--UCR crimes.  We recommend t h a t  the  Level I component add  a code  fo r  t h e  
purpose of distinguishing commercia l  crimes.  Specifically, we recommend inclusion of 
a d a t a  e lement  for type of victim tha t  distinguishes among c r imes  agains t  individuals 
or  households, cr imes against businesses, and cr imes against  o ther  e n t i t i e s  (e.g., public 
buildings). 

5.5.3 Distinguishing Crimes against Nonresidents 

An issue t h a t  is frequently raised by law enforcement  agenc ies  in jurisdic- 
tions with large tourist  populations is t h e  resulting inflation of the i r  c r i m e  rates.  
More than half t h e  police depar tments  agree  tha t  some adjus tment  i s  necessary. Their 
argument  has merit .  Cr ime r a t e s  a r e  calcula ted a s  t h e  ra t io  of c r i m e s  repor ted in a 
jurisdiction t o  t h e  resident population size; thus, while t h e  nu  e r a t o r  includes 
reported cr imes against  tourists, the  denominator excludes tourists.T1 In towns with 
few residents but with large numbers of tourists, t h e  e f f e c t  c a n  be substantial .  Myrt le  
Beach, South Carolina, f q r  example,  had a reported c r ime  r a t e  t h r e e  t i m e s  t h e  
national average in 1982. 

An analogous argument  can be made for c i t ies  with l a rge  day t ime  business 
populations. Cr imes against  those working or shopping in t h e  c i t y  b u t  residing in t h e  
suburbs a r e  included in the  numerator of the  c r ime  ra te ,  but t h e  v ic t ims  a r e  excluded 
from t h e  denominator, which includes only t h e  city's residents. 

Conversely, i t  should be recognized tha t  t o  t h e  ex ten t  c r i m e  r a t e s  a r e  inap- 
propriately inflated in these types  of locations, victimization r a t e s  a r e  inappropriately 
deflated elsewhere. In the  a r e a s  in which t h e  tourists  reside a n d  f rom which t h e  
dayt ime workers and shoppers commute,  vict imization r a t e s  a re ,  in th is  sense, under- 
est imated.  

There a r e  two  possible approaches t o  resolving this problem. One is t o  adjust  
t h e  denominator t o  ref lect  t h e  average number of people a t  risk of victimization,  
taking into account numbers of commuters  and tourists  and t h e  length of s t a y  of 
tourists. This seems infeasible on a national scale. The second approach  adjus ts  t h e  
numerator t o  include only reported offenses against  residents. This approach is 
readily implemented under a unit-record UCR system by including a single addit ional 
d a t a  element--the resident or  nonresident s t a tus  of t h e  v ic t im,  which may be  

l l l t  should be noted t h a t  Cr ime in t h e  United S t a t e s  d o e s  no t  explici t ly 
calcula te  cr ime r a t e s  for individual jurisdictions but does show c r i m e  counts  and 
population size. 

1 2 c r i m e  in t h e  United Sta tes ,  1982. 



combined wi th  t h e  i t em distinguishing commercia l  victims. We recommend t h a t  a 
d a t a  e lement  be  added t o  forms for reporting crimes,  indicating t h e  resident s t a t u s  
(permanent  resident,  part- t ime resident, or nonresident) of t h e  victim. Cr ime  r a t e s  
should be computed by adjusting t h e  numerator at leas t  for agencies wi th  
disproportionately large tourist  (or daytime) populations, and possibly for  a l l  agencies. 

Introduction of codes for residents and nonresidents should be  handled wi th  
sensitivity t o  t h e  possibility t h a t  some might view them as making unnecessary invi-
dious distinctions. Nor is any purpose served by separately publishing counts  of c r i m e s  
against  residents and nonresidents; t h e  counts of c r imes  against  residents would b e  
used only for  calculating c r ime  r a t e s  per 100,000 residents. 

5.5.4 Codes for "Nature of Larcenies" 

The codes currently used for nature  of larcenies are: 

(a) pocket-picking 

(b) purse-snatching 

(c) shoplifting 

(d) from motor vehicles (except e )  

(e) motor-vehicle par ts  and accessories 

(f) bicycles 

(g) from buildings (except c and h) 

(h) from any coin-operated machines (parking meters ,  etc.) 

(i) al l  other 

These do not const i tu te  a classification system because of overlap a m o n g  
them. For example, bicycles can be stolen from buildings, motor-vehicle pa r t s  c a n  b e  
shoplifted, and coin-operated machines may be located in motor vehicles. For th i s  
reason, contributors must be provided with additional t e x t  explaining how t o  c o d e  
larcenies t h a t  fall into two or more categor ies  ( the  sequence of codes does not m a t c h  
t h e  hierarchy specified in the  instructions). Anyone a t t empt ing  t o  wr i t e  a precise  
analysis of larceny subcategories must use sentences  like t h e  following: "Thefts of 
things o ther  than bicycles from buildings other  than s tores  decreased by 5 percen t  in 
the  year 1981-82." To avoid this difficulty, we recommend tha t  t h e  nature  of larceny 
be captured in three  separate  da ta  elements: 

type of property stolen, 

location type,  and 

type of the f t  (e.g., pocket-picking, purse-snatching, shoplifting, 
etc.) 



5.6 

Under t h e  present summary system,  t h e  first  of these  i t ems  must b e  used in en te r ing  
t h e  value of property stolen, although t h e  summary system does not r e ta in  t h e  infor- 
mat ion on number of incidents by type of property. With unit-record reporting,  an- 
swering t h e  question at once  cap tures  t h e  d a t a  for both valuation and counting.  
Moreover, knowing about t h e f t  of bicycles and motor-vehicle pa r t s  is probably as 
important  when t h e  t h e f t  is accomplished by burglary o r  robbery as i t  is when only 
simple larceny is involved. The  one i t em can  serve for a l l  c r i m e  types. The c u r r e n t  
d a t a  collection system ga thers  information about type of location for  robbery and 
burglary, as well a s  for larceny. By using a single d a t a  e lement  defined t o  encompass  
a l l  of t h e  various location types, we g e t  a simpler sys tem t h a t  cap tures  more  deta i l .  
The  third and final i t em provides useful information on t h e  c i rcumstances  and n a t u r e  
of t h e  larceny. 

Value of Property Stolen and Recovered 

The value of property stolen in simple larcenies is current ly  co l l ec ted  in 
t h r e e  broad categor ies  (divided at $50 and $200). However, e x a c t  dollar values  a r e  
needed t o  compute  both t h e  t o t a l  values in these  th ree  categor ies  and t h e  Supplement 
t o  Re turn  A, which requires a breakdown of t h e  monthly to ta l  value of stolen proper ty  
for  each  of 11 classes of t a r g e t  property and for each  of 28 classes of offense  (e.g., 
shoplifting, nonresidence burglary in t h e  daytime, robbery of a gas  or  se rv ice  
station). These d a t a  a r e  current ly  used t o  compute  national average  values of s to len  
property for e a c h  of these  offense  and property classes. 

Figure 5.5 shows a frequency distribution of values of stolen property. The 
d a t a  for t h e  figure were  computed f rom t h e  1979 National C r i m e  Survey and  r e f e r  
only t o  c r imes  reported t o  t h e  police. The figure suggests several  observations a b o u t  
stolen property values. 

First ,  no summary d a t a  sys tem could provide this information. Incident-level 
d a t a  a r e  t h e  only general  means  of establishing t h e  shape of a distribution curve.  In 
th is  instance, t h e  shape of t h e  distribution is of more  than academic  in teres t ,  s ince  i t  
graphically i l lustrates t h e  e x t r e m e  diversity of losses in t h e f t  incidents. Most of t h e  
t h e f t s  a r e  relatively minor: a lmost  three-quarters include losses of less than $100. 
(At tempts  a r e  excluded from these  data.) A few of t h e  t h e f t s  a r e  ex t remely  large.  
About one percent  of them exceed $5,000 in value. One large t h e f t  r epresen t s  as 
much property loss a s  several  hundred small  thefts .  

The second observation is t h a t  no single measure of cen t ra l  tendency does  a 
very good job of character iz ing t h e  data .  The mean is dominated by t h e  largest  one 
percent  of t h e  values. (In th is  part icular d a t a  base, t h e  largest  single observation 
contr ibutes  about seven dollars t o  t h e  mean.) The median, on t h e  o ther  hand, is 
uninfluenced by t h e  large t h e f t s  t h a t  account  for most of t h e  economic loss. For s o m e  
applications, to ta l  value is t h e  most interesting number. For o thers  i t  is of pract ica l ly  
no in teres t ,  and "typical1' values a r e  of primary concern. 

Third, t h e  distribution of values has a much larger f ract ion of out l iers  t h a n  a 
normal distribution. Therefore,  much larger sample s izes  a r e  required t o  provide 
s table  es t imates  of means. Because single large values c a n  be  s o  influential ,  
ext remely large numbers of observations a r e  required t o  insure consis tent  c o u n t s  of 
these  ex t reme  cases. Even with t h e  large sample s ize  of t h e  National C r i m e  Survey 
(over 5,000 cases  of t h e f t  repor ted t o  t h e  police), t h e  standard e r ro r  of t h e  e s t i m a t e  
of t h e  average amount  of property stolen is st i l l  about t e n  pe rcen t  of t h e  e s t i m a t e .  



Figure 5 . 5  
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This implies tha t ,  outside t h e  50 largest  cities, most local jurisdictions have t o t a l  
stolen property values t h a t  f luc tua te  randomly and substantially f rom year  t o  year. 

The NCS provides some additional information about property values. Re-
spondents a r e  asked how they determined t h e  values they report. The s t a t e d  values 
di f fer  systematically according t o  es t imat ion method, with biases of as much a s  15 
percent  for some classes of t a r g e t  property. Close examination of t h e  e x a c t  s t a t e d  
values also indicates large c lus ters  of responses a t  round numbers. (For example,  t h e  
number of $10 t h e f t s  is about t e n  t imes  as large as t h e  number of $1 1 thefts.) About 5 
percent  of t h e  NCS respondents were  simply unable t o  provide a value for  missing 
property, even in a context  where approximate values were  permissible. 

All of th is  suggests inaccuracy in property valuation. Additionally, in 
reporting t o  police, vict ims may have incentives for inaccuracy if they think i t  will 
increase their  insurance compensation o r  provide substantiat ion for  a t a x  deduction. 
In fac t ,  researchers,  local agencies, and s t a t e  UCR programs have a l l  informed us t h a t  
they seriously question t h e  accuracy of property value data.  Only a quar te r  of t h e  
police depar tments  surveyed thought t h a t  t h e  numbers were  reasonably accura te ,  and 
of t h e  largest  departments,  only 11 percent  r a ted  them this  favorably. About half t h e  
depar tments  (in each  size category)  said they thought property loss values "have lots 
of errors,  but give a good idea of t h e  general  trend." Eleven percen t  of t h e  largest  
departments,  and 6 percent  of t h e  to ta l  respondents, said they thought t h e  values they 
were  reporting were  "so inaccurate  t h a t  we should not  bother t o  co l l ec t  them." 

Further,  property value information will inevitably somet imes be  missing. 
Current  p3CR forms do not allow this t o  be recognized; they fo rce  a guess in every 
incident. Treating missing d a t a  as ze ro  violates t h e  spirit of t h e  coding rules. It is 
also t h e  easiest  solution, and one suspects t h a t  i t  occurs frequently. Since only t o t a l  
values a r e  reported,  no adjustment for missing d a t a  is possible. And, s ince  t h e  
instructions require a value for every incident, i t  is not  even possible t o  assess t h e  
e x t e n t  of the  problem. 

Finally, some problems ar ise  specifically due t o  t h e  na tu re  of t h e  cur ren t  
summary system. The 28 offense c tegories for which property values a r e  col lected 
a r e  subcategories of t h e  f i rs t  s e v e J 4  Index offenses and thus implicitly bring with 
them all  of t h e  current  classification and scoring rules. By t h e  Hierarchy Rule, for 
example, property lost in a robbery accompanied by a murder will be  a t t r ibu ted  t o  t h e  
la t ter .  Thus, t h e  calculated average property value for robberies will not  include a l l  
robberies. 

Recovered property is even more  problematic. The rules of valuation may 
change from thef t  repor t  t o  recovery report ,  even if t h e  property is not  damaged. (If 
i t  is damaged, police a r e  supposed t o  guess t h e  post-damage value of t h e  property.) 
Since only a fraction of stolen goods a r e  recovered ( a  quar ter  according t o  UCR data),  
the  inherent sampling instability is greater .  The es t imat ion problem is fur ther  
exacerbated because a single recovery may involve stolen goods f rom several  thef ts .  

1 3 ~ x c e p tfor burglaries a t  unknown hours. 

1 4 ~ r s o n  d a t a  a r e  collected separately;  assault  is defined t o  exclude t h e  
possibility of theft .  



In shor t ,  the re  a r e  a number of issues concerning property values. Several  
a r e  addressed by t h e  use of unit-record reporting. With this form of reporting, i t  is, 
for example,  possible t o  examine the  shape of t h e  distribution of property values and  
t o  compute  individual agencies' median values, which a r e  more s table  than mean  
values. Unit-record reporting also makes i t  possible t o  provide specifically for missing 
property values, which we strongly recommend be  done. In th is  way, t h e  e x t e n t  of 
missing values would be known and adjustments could be made. Unit-record repor t ing 
would e l imina te  some of the  constraints on analyzing property values by, for example,  
enabling calculation of average loss in al l  incidents involving robbery. 

Because so  many raised the  issue of t h e  accuracy of property value da ta ,  
consideration was given t o  e i ther  eliminating i t s  collection entirely or  collecting i t  in 
categories.  The former was re jected because i t  was thought important t o  have s o m e  
information, a lbei t  imperfect ,  on the  e x t e n t  of losses suffered. The l a t t e r  w a s  
re jected because i t  was considered advantageous t o  have d a t a  collection under Levels  
I and I1 a s  parallel a s  possible. (Collection of exac t  dollar values in t h e  Level I1 
component is necessary for such purposes as examining t h e  shape of t h e  value  
distribution and  computing indices t h a t  r e f l ec t  adjustments for inflation.) Thus, w e  
recommend t h a t  collection of property values be retained,  and t h a t  t h e  values b e  
reported by dollar value, rather than categories,  in Level I a s  well a s  in Level 11. 

Clearances  

Clearance d a t a  a r e  widely viewed as among t h e  least  reliable information in 
t h e  UCR program. Suspicion of c learance s ta t is t ics  is shared by law enforcement  
officials, police officers who complete  c learance reports,  and researchers  alike, a n d  
for many diverse reasons. While intended t o  shed light on t h e  performance of l a w  
enforcement  agencies, clearance s ta t is t ics  a r e  not accepted as valid pe r fo rmance  
measures by many knowledgeable users of UCR data.  

Considering t h a t  a burden is placed on reporting agencies t o  record c lea r -  
ances, some have suggested tha t  clearances be  omit ted in t h e  future  UCR system. On 
balance, w e  find tha t  the  opportunities for improving t h e  quality of c learance d a t a  a n d  
for enhancing understanding of their  interpretation,  a r e  sufficiently g rea t ,  especia l ly  
with a unit-record UCR system, t h a t  c learance reporting should continue. 

5.7.1 Shortcomings of Existing Clearance Sta t is t ics  

Research has shown t h a t  c learance r a t e s  may vary widely across law en-
forcement agencies, across divisions within a single agency, or over t i m e  in a s ingle  
agency, without reflecting any meaningful differences in performance. Further,  m o s t  
observers believe t h a t  clearance reporting is easily manipulated through management  
actions. 



The average number of reported clearances per repor ted a r r e s t  ranges  widely 
among agencies. When t h e  number of clearances is lower than t h e  number of ar res ts ,  
typically t h e  agency is not diligent about recording c learances;  another  possible 
explanation is t h a t  multiple offenders a r e  frequently a r r e s t e d  fo r  single crimes. 
Neither of these  c i rcumstances  necessarily ref lects  poorly on t h e  crime-fighting 
performance of t h e  agency. 

Suspicion is more  commonly raised about the  meaning of high c lea rance  r a t e s  
per crime. Clearance r a t e  inflation can happen in at leas t  f ive ways: 

e officers can  be  diligent or overzealous in recording multiple 
clearances for single arres ts ;  

a clearances c a n  be recorded for cr imes t h a t  were  not  repor ted;  

e when several  separa te  a r res t s  a r e  made for a single cr ime,  a 
c learance may be incorrectly claimed for each  a r res t ;  , 

e "exceptional" c learances  may be claimed under c i rcumstances  
not warranted by t h e  UCR definitions; or  

e clearances may not be actually counted a s  they occur  b u t  r a the r  
"estimated1' at t h e  end of t h e  month for inclusion in t h e  UCR 
reporting forms. 

None of these necessarily re f l ec t s  favorably on t h e  performance of t h e  agency. 

An unrelated problem sometimes prevents meaningful in terpreta t ion of 
c learance stat ist ics,  especially monthly statistics: t h e  month during which a c lear-
ance  is reported may be la ter  than the  month during which t h e  c lea red  c r i m e  was 
reported.  

5.7.2 Improvement in t h e  Accuracy of Clearance S ta t i s t i c s  

In order t o  increase t h e  accuracy of c learance s ta t i s t i c s  a s  well a s  expand 
t h e  possible analyses of such da ta ,  we make the  following recommendations:  

0 Incident records submitted under the  proposed s y s t e m  should 
include codes indicating whether the  offense has been  c lea red  
and whether has been cleared involving only persons under 18 
years of age. iJ 
Arrest  records submitted under the  proposed s y s t e m  should 
include the  cor re  onding incident numbers of (a l l )  r e la ted  
criminal incidents. ft 

1 5 ~ l e a r a n c e smade a f t e r  submission of t h e  incidentJoffense  repor t  t o  t h e  
s t a t e  or national program would be  reported by submission of a n  u p d a t e  report .  

16~ubmiss ionof such linked information raises possible i ssues  of privacy and 
confidentiality which will need t o  be investigated. 



a 	 A special  record should be c r e a t e d  t o  repprt  each  exceptional 
c lea rance  and the  basis for the  clearance.  

A s tandard procedure would need t o  be  developed for cases  in which t h e  
a r res t  is made in a jurisdiction other  than t h a t  in which t h e  offense occurred. O n e  
possible procedure would be t o  have t h e  arres t ing agency forward a copy of a 
completed a r r e s t  repor t  t o  the  agency with jurisdiction for t h e  offense and  t o  have t h e  
l a t t e r  agency de te rmine  the  corresponding incident number from i t s  record and repor t  
t h e  a r res t  t o  t h e  National Program. 

Together with unit-record reporting, these  recommendations have t h e  poten- 
t ia l  t o  increase substantially t h e  reliability of c learance s ta t is t ics  and t o  clarify t h e  
interpretation of c learance s ta t is t ics  and t h e  implications of differing r a t e s  among 
agencies. The possibility of counting more  than one c learance per repor ted c r i m e  
would be eliminated. Clearances could not be claimed for c r imes  not reported.  
Temporal inconsistencies a r e  resolved so t h a t  c learances  could be c red i t ed  against  t h e  
month in which t h e  c r ime  was reported. The number of c learances  claimed per a r r e s t  
could be tabula ted and analyzed. The e x t e n t  t o  which agencies use exceptional 
clearances and t h e  reasons for those c learances  would be immediately available. 
Analysts would be able t o  examine t h e  ex ten t  t o  which multiple a r res t s  a r e  made fo r  
single cr imes and t h e  ex ten t  t o  which a r res t s  for one kind of c r ime  (e.g., possession of 
burglar's tools) a r e  being used t o  c lear  o ther  types of c r imes  (e.g., robberies, 
burglaries, and larcenies). The d a t a  recommended for collection would represent  a 
c lear  and perhaps d ramat ic  improvement over current ly  col lected c lea rance  data.  

5.7.3 Burden on Agencies of Record-Based Clea rance  Reporting 

The proposed system evidently places new burdens on agencies t h a t  do n o t  
currently record c learances  in relat ion t o  part icular a r res t s  or  part icular crimes.  
However, such burdens a r e  intentionally imposed, because t h e  purpose is t o  have 
agencies comply with minimally acceptable  standards for reporting c learances  t h a t  
ref lect  ac tua l  performance. 

While we a r e  not cer ta in ,  we expect  t h a t  t h e  proposed system would have a 
negligible e f f e c t  on t h e  workload burdens of agencies t h a t  a r e  conscientiously follow- 
ing proper procedures for the  existing summary-based system. The e x t e n t  of burden 
should be determined a s  t h e  ent i re  unit-record sys tem is t e s ted  and developed. 

5.7.4 Reasons for Continuing Clearance Reporting 

One hazard of discontinuing collection of c learance s ta t is t ics  is tha t  policy- 
makers and members of the  press and the  public who a r e  not familiar with t h e  failings 
of clearance s ta t is t ics  could mistake the  motives underlying the  change. Charges  
might arise tha t  c learance da ta  a r e  not being published in t h e  new system in order t o  
protect  law enforcement  officials from having t o  reveal  a declining level of 
performance. UCR reporting agencies would then be unable t o  demonstra te  t h e  
untruth of such charges if they had in f a c t  stopped collecting c learance stat ist ics.  

l7I'he allowed reasons for exceptional c learances  a r e  given in t h e  UCR 
Handbook, 1984, p. 42. 



Even if t h e  UCR program discontinued collection of c l e a r a n c e  da ta ,  many 
agencies would continue thei r  collection. Some would do so a s  par t ic ipants  in the  
Level I1 component. Others  would continue t o  collect  da ta  simply t o  avoid making 
changes, t o  protect  against  charges  of a cover-up, or  t o  exercise in ternal  management 
control. These agencies might well publish their  c learance s t a t i s t i c s  locally. But 
without any uniform national standards and definitions, wi thout  comprehensive 
comparison s ta t is t ics  f rom other  similar agencies, and without anyone having t h e  
capabil i ty t o  compile t h e  locally reported figures into a single d a t a  base  for analysis, 
c learance s ta t is t ics  would become even more  suspect than they a r e  now. For a l l  these  
reasons, we re jected t h e  possibility of discontinuing collection of c l e a r a n c e  data .  

5.8 Additional Ar res t  D a t a  

Three  additions a r e  recommended in a r res t  r e ~ o r t s .  F i r s t ,  w e  recommend 
collecting type  of a r res t  t o  distinguish a r res t s  where t h e  ;uspect is t aken  into custody, 
summoned, or ci ted.  This is useful both t o  el iminate any uncer ta inty  t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  
two  categor ies  should indeed be considered arres ts ,  and t o  col lect  information on t h e  
re la t ive  frequency with which each type of a r res t  is made. 

Second, we recommend collection of level of ar res t ,  distinguishing among 
locally defined felonies and misdemeanors, and (in some s ta tes)  f ingerprintable a r res t s  
and "wobblers" (arres ts  t h a t  will la ter  be determined t o  be a felony o r  misdemeanor). 
This d a t a  e lement  is needed only for t h e  purpose of linking UCR d a t a  t o  prosecution 
and cour t  d a t a  (see Section 8.1.); i t  would not be used in publishing UCR data.  

Finally, we recommend collection of secondary offense types.  Jus t  a s  for 
offenses for which we recommended collecting not only t h e  most ser ious  offense  based 
on t h e  Hierarchy Rule but a l l  (Par t  I) offenses within t h e  criminal incident,  w e  think i t  
is important t o  cap ture  a l l  of t h e  types of offenses for which a person is ar res ted.  

5.9 Description of Recommended Unit-Record D a t a  Elements  

Table 5.6 lists t h e  d a t a  e lements  for the  proposed unit-record Level I compo-
nent. I t  describes t h e  e lements  for incident, ar res t ,  and except ional  c lea rance  re-
cords. Exact definitions of t h e  categor ies  a r e  not specified for c e r t a i n  i tems, such as 
type of t h e f t  or type of location. In these  cases, examples a r e  given t o  indicate t h e  
types of ca tegor ies  envisioned. 

The information collected on t h e  incidentloffense record  is similar t o  tha t  
collected under t h e  current  system, with only these  changes: 

inclusion of t h e  incident number a s  pa r t  of unit-record report-
ing; 

distinguishing a t t e m p t e d  from completed offenses; 

o capturing secondary offenses currently excluded by t h e  Hierar-
chy Rule; 

a distinguishing types of victim (individuals or  households vs. 
businesses); and 



Table 5.6 


RECOMMENL)ED LIST OF DATA ELENENTS FOR LEVEL I COMPONENT 

Incident /Offense ~ e c o r d ~  


Agency identifier (ORI code) 

Incident number 

Additional offense records indicator b 


Record type (initial/update/deletion) 

Primary offense type 

Offense status (complete/attempted/unfounded) 

Secondary offense typeC 

Date of incident 

Location type (e.g. private residence, gas station, convenience store, etc.) 

Type of theft (e.g. pocket-picking, purse-snatching, shoplifting, etc.) 

Method of entry (forcible/unlaw ul without use of forcelattempted forcible) 
dType of property stolenldamaged 

Number of vehicles stolen 

In-use status (for arson only) 

Value of property stolen/damagede (dollar value) 

Value of property recovered (dollar value) 

Victim type (individual/business/other) 

Number of victims 

Resident status of victim (full-time residentlpart-time residentinonresident) 

Use of force/weapon (e.g. handgun, rifle, knife, strongarm, etc.) 

Clearance status (not clearedlcleared by arrestlcleared exceptionally) 

Juvenile clearance status 


Arrest Record 


Agency identifier (OR1 code) 

Arrest identification number 

Corresponding incident number(s) (if different from identification number) 

Record type,(initial/update/deletion) 

Type of arrest (taken into custody/cited/summoned 2Level of arrest (e.g., felony, misdemeanor, etc.) 

Primary offense type 

Secondary offense typeC 

Date of arrest 

Age of arrestee 

Race of arrestee 

Sex of arrestee 

Ethnicity of arrestee 

Police disposition (for juvenile)(codes 1 to 5 in UCR Handbook, p. 62) 

Exceptional Clearance Record 


Agency identifier (OR1 code) 

Exceptional clearance identification number 

Incident number of case cleared (if different from identification number) 

Basis for clearance (codes 1 to 10 in UCR Handbook, p. 10) 


a ~ o rhomicides, all of the data elements recommended for Level I1 would be reported. 


blndicates whether an additional record exists for this incident. 


'~epeat up to some maximum number. 


dlncludes vehicle type and arson property classification as in UCR Handbook. 


eIncludes recovery of locally stolen property recovered by any jurisdiction. 


f ~ h ecodes must allow for arrests that will later be determined to be a felony or 

misdemeanor, and for distinguishing between fingerprintable and other arrests. 




a distinguishing residents from nonresidents. 

Even the  i t ems  t h a t  a r e  unchanged yield more  d a t a  than in t h e  present  system, 
because they would apply t o  every offense type, For  example, at present information 
about  type of location is col lected only for robbery, burglary, and arson. 

Case  numbers (possibly encrypted) a r e  needed at t h e  national level as 
reference numbers for use in editing, auditing, and  selecting samples for special  
studies. However, this  inclusion of c a s e  numbers ra ises  potentially important  issues of 
confidentiality and access t o  information t h a t  will need t o  be addressed. If a c t u a l  
numbers a r e  t o  reside at t h e  national level, s tandards for t h e  re lease  of those  numbers 
would have t o  be developed. 

The information col lected on t h e  a r res t  record would b e  similar to t h a t  
currently collected,  with only these  additions: 

t h e  a r res t  identification number needed for unit-record report-
ing; 

a corresponding incident numbers for purposes of linkin incidents 
and a r res t s  for c learance analyses (and o ther  

a type of ar res t ,  distinguishing a r res t s  where  t h e  suspect  is taken 
into custody, summoned, or c i ted;  

level of ar res t ,  distinguishing felony f rom misdemeanor arres ts ;  
and 

secondary offense  types, t o  cap ture  a l l  offenses for which a n  
a r res t  is made. 

The final record type  is for an  exceptional clearance.  This record documents  
such clearances,  provides t h e  corresponding incident number, and gives t h e  reason for 
t h e  exceptional c learance f rom t h e  definition given in t h e  UCR Handbook. On  e a c h  
record the  agency identifier (OR1 code) is included t o  identify t h e  reporting agency. 

Excluded from this list of d a t a  e lements  a r e  i t ems  of information col lected 
by police depar tments  t h a t  a r e  useful and, in some cases,  essent ia l  for local 
depar tments  but not necessarily appropriate for a national d a t a  base. Examples of 
such i tems include victim and witness names and telephone numbers, geocode (e.g., 
census t r ac t )  of t h e  location of t h e  incident, and police c a s e  s t a t u s  (e.g., cases 
cleared,  warrant issued but no c learance,  etc.). Obviously, each local agency (whether 
Level I or Level 11) can choose t o  include in i ts  record sys tem whatever  addit ional  d a t a  
i t  wishes. Further,  s t a t e  programs may choose t o  ask agencies within t h e  s t a t e  t o  
submit additional e lements  beyond those included in t h e  National Program. In 
developing both local and s t a t e  generic sof tware  for t h e  future  UCR system,  provision 
should be made t o  fac i l i t a t e  inclusion of such "local option" d a t a  e lements ,  

Together, t h e  proposed s e t  of d a t a  e lements ,  while only slightly more  
extensive than those captured under t h e  current  sys tem,  would represent  a substantial  
enhancement of t h e  current  system. The additional e lements  would address  several  of 
t h e  most important issues raised by t h e  contributors and  users of UCR da ta ,  and  t h e  



method of collecting t h e  d a t a  (unit-record reporting) would provide enormously 
g rea te r  flexibility in t h e  ways in which the  d a t a  could be  used. The type  of a r r e s t  
e lement  distinguishing felonies from misdemeanors would be included principally for 
t h e  purpose of eventual  linkage t o  Offender-Based Transaction Sta t is t ics  (OBTS) 
systems current ly  being developed. Since OBTS systems a r e  generally l imited t o  
felony cases, and  since t h e  processing of cases  through t h e  criminal justice sys tem 
depends on t h e  felony/misdemeanor distinction, i t  is important t o  cap ture  th is  d a t a  
element. The offense  type recorded on t h e  a r res t  record need not match  t h e  offense 
type on t h e  corresponding incident report. A burglar may be a r res ted  for possession 
of burglar's tools o r  stolen property, while t h e  offense c leared is a burglary. In fac t ,  i t  
is useful t o  record both o f fense  types in order t o  be  able  t o  examine their  relationship. 



Chapter 6 

UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING: LEVEL I1 

The Level I component described in the previous chapter will, like the 
current UCR, provide cr ime statistics on virtually all local law enforcement agencies 
in the United States. This breadth of coverage, however, necessarily restr ic ts  the 
depth of information collected. Even with the improvements suggested in the previous 
chapter,  the Level I component provides no information on many offense types and 
only limited data  describing the nature of those criminal incidents tha t  a r e  included. 

Such information is needed t o  provide a more comprehensive view of the 
incidence of crime in the United States and t o  provide a means for examining the 
nature of crime generally. Further, this needed depth of information can be obtained 
with relative ease from many larger departments and could be acquired from a limited 
sampie of smaller agencies. The Level I1 component proposed in this chapter is de-
signed to  supplement the information from the Level I component by providing this 
depth, 

The primary objectives of the Level I1 component a r e  threefold: 

e t o  provide accurate  and detailed national and regional cr ime 
statistics; 

t o  provide detailed cr ime statistics on individual agencies and 
representative groups of agencies, for use by other agencies a s  a 
basis for comparison; and 

t o  provide a national crime data  base containing detailed 
information on the nature of offenses and the characteristics of 
victims and offenders. 

Our recommendations for the Level I1 component a r e  the following: 

6.1 Seek participation in t he  Level I1 component from al l  agencies serving 
populations in excess of 100,000 and a sample of at least 300 smaller 
agencies. 

6.2 Collect Par t  11, as well as Par t  I, offense da t a  and use and more 
detailed offense-type categories than the current categories. 

6.3 Collect detailed incident da ta  describing the  nature of the  criminal 
incident, including victim and offender characteristics, victim-offender 
relationship, use of force, nature and extent  of injury, and type of 
location. 

6.4 Collect da ta  periodically describing the  characteristics and policies of 
reporting law enforcement agencies. Assemble these da ta  together 
with demographic, socioeconomic, and physical characteristics of each 
jurisdiction, which should be obtained from other sources such as the  
U.S. Census Bureau. 

6.5 Design the  National Program t o  allow for a variety of levels of state 
program participation in Level 11. 



The Level I1 component would include all  of t h e  d a t a  e lements  included in Level I. A s  
a consequence, most of t h e  recommendations for Level I apply t o  Level I1 as well, 
including: 

e elimination of negligent manslaughter and broadening of t h e  
rape  category; 

distinguishing a t t empted  from completed offenses; 

e reporting of o ther  dist inct  offenses occurring within a criminal 
incident in addition t o  t h e  most serious offense; 

e redefining aggravated assault  in t e r m s  of use of weapons and 
e x t e n t  of injury; 

collecting homicide circumstances a s  a code; 

distinguishing cr imes against  businesses f rom cr imes  against  
individuals or households; 

distinguishing between cr imes against  residents and c r imes  
against  nonresidents; 

collecting property values by dollar value; 

recording re la ted incident numbers on a r r e s t  records; and 

e submitting exceptional c learance records. 

6.1 Participating Agencies 

One of t h e  key features  of t h e  Level I1 component is i t s  ability t o  provide 
accura te  national and regional e s t imates  through actually implemented by a relat ively 
small  fraction of agencies. In this way t h e  burden on local contributors is limited. 

This would be accomplished by selecting agencies in such a way t h a t  t h e  
c r ime  s ta t is t ics  they report  would be nationally and regionally representative.  The  
design of this sample is discussed in Appendix D. As indicated there ,  part icipation in 
t h e  Level I1 component should initially be sought from al l  of t h e  approximately 300 
c i ty  and county agencies serving populations over 100,000 and from a sample of a t  
least  300 other  agencies. Because of the  concentration of offenses in large agencies,  
these  jgencies  would include more than one-half of a l l  offenses in t h e  United 
States.  This approach would yield national and regional e s t imates  t h a t  could be used 
by all  law enforcement  agencies for comparisons with thei r  own stat ist ics.  Estimate:  
would also be made by jurisdiction size. Cr ime  s ta t is t ics  for agencies part icipating in 
t h e  Level I1 component should also be available individually, so t h a t  nonparticipating 
agencies could compare their  c r ime  s ta t is t ics  directly with those of a par t icular  
participating agency of their  choice. 

' ~ s s u m i n ~the  (unknown) distribution of P a r t  I1 offenses is similar t o  t h e  
(known) distribution of P a r t  I offenses. 



Development of t h e  Level I1 component may also be valuable t o  agencies  not 
part icipating in this system in another way. As discussed in Chapter  10, considerable 
e f fo r t  would be devoted t o  developing generic sof tware  and systems manuals for t h e  
Level I1 component. Af te r  test ing and refining in Level I1 operations,  these  sof tware  
and manuals should be made available t o  a l l  agencies wishing t o  adopt  t h e  Level I1 
d a t a  collection system. Many agencies desiring t o  upgrade thei r  crime-reporting 
system should generally be able  t o  install t h e  system at comparatively l i t t l e  cost .  

6.2 Offenses Included 

A second fundamental  f ea tu re  of t h e  Level I1 component would be  t h e  
collection of counts of offenses for P a r t  I1 as well a s  P a r t  I offenses. While w e  have 
not recommended changes for t h e  Level I component in this regard,  we recommend 
collection of counts for a l l-P a r t  I1 offenses in t h e  Level I1 component. 

Further,  we recommend t h a t  t h e  offense type categor ies  used be more  de-
tailed than t h e  current  P a r t  I1 categories.  In part icular,  many of t h e  offense  types 
included in t h e  existing miscellaneous category should be given s e p a r a t e  categor ies  
(e.g., kidnapping, blackmail, extort ion,  and bribery). Also some of t h e  exist ing ca te -
gories might be broken down into more  detailed categor ies  (e.g., illegal manufacture  
of deadly weapons might be distinguished from illegal carrying of deadly weapons). 

In developing t h e  final s e t  of categories,  t h e  National Cr ime  Information 
Center  (NCIC) codes should be taken into account.  The g rea te r  deta i l  of these  codes 
provides a specific se t  of detailed codes for consideration. At  a minimum, t h e  UCR 
categories should be developed so tha t  the  NCIC and UCR codes  will be compatible.  
In choosing offense categories,  t h e  categor ies  being used in cur ren t  unit-record 
systems encompassing P a r t  I1 offenses (especially state sy tems)  should be considered, 
in order t o  build upon the  experience of those s y s t e m s  The resulting categor ies  
would also pe used for coding P a r t  I1 a r r e s t s  in both t h e  Level I and Level 11 
components. 

Information obtained from all  surveys and interviews with those who col lect  
and use UCR d a t a  support t h e  inclusion of P a r t  I1 offenses. Those con tac ted  
commented that: 

Pa r t  I1 offenses may cause  a s  much or more  harm or loss a s  
Par t  I offenses; 

the  focus on P a r t  I offenses may have diverted police and public 
a t tent ion away from other  offenses; 

e P a r t  I offenses a r e  not necessarily most relevant t o  a depar t -
ment's day-to-day operation; and 

' s ta te  UCR programs, of course, might choose t o  use even more  detailed 
categories for their own purposes than those specified by t h e  National Program. The 
categories used would, of course,  have t o  be defined a s  subcategories of those  used 
nationally in order t o  be ab le  t o  m e e t  the  National Program requirements.  

'use of NCIC codes for P a r t  I a r res t s  should be explored at t h e  same t ime. 
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6.3 

a 	 most  depar tments  y e  small, and P a r t  11 cr imes  a r e  important in 
these  departments.  

The UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies supports collection of P a r t  I1 
data .  Table 6.1 gives t h e  percentage of agencies indicating t h a t  offense counts  should 
be  col lected for a selected s e t  of P a r t  I1 offenses included in t h e  survey, broken down 
by size of jurisdiction. There is almost no difference across  t h e  two  jurisdiction s ize  
groups. While t h e r e  is substantial  variation from one offense t o  another,  t h e  percen- 
t a g e  of agencies  thinking counts should be collected is generally qui te  high, ranging 
f rom a low of 58 percent  t o  a high of 96 percent,  with most figures tending t o  be  
toward t h e  higher end of t h e  range. 

The cur ren t  UCR system simply cannot inform policy concerns about c r imes  
not identified by t h e  P a r t  I offense categories. This is a serious issue. Because i t  is 
t h e  national d a t a  base on criminal offenses, t h e  public looks t o  t h e  UCR Program for 
d a t a  on emerging issues. Recently,  for example, t h e  At torney General's Task Force  on 
Family Violence called for expansion of t h e  UCR t o  col lect  information on t h e  
incidence of family violence. Prior concerns with arson led t o  a legislative 
requirement t h a t  counts of arson incidents be collected.  While some information c a n  
be  obtained f rom t h e  National Cr ime  Survey (NCS), t h e  sample sizes for this survey 
a r e  of ten t o o  small  t o  provide adequate  geographic deta i l  or  information on relat ively 
infrequent, but serious, crimes. Further,  the  NCS is res t r ic ted t o  cr imes against  
individuals and would be inappropriate for collecting information on t h e  number of 
arsons, for example.  

Collecting t h e  en t i re  range of P a r t  I1 offenses would allow t h e  UCR Program 
t o  respond t o  emerging needs in two ways. First ,  of course,  t h e  range of offenses 
covered would include a lmost  a l l  c r imes  known t o  t h e  police. Second, a s  discussed in 
Section 6.6, if more  deta i l  is needed t o  identify specific offenses or situations, special  
d a t a  collection e f fo r t s  could be undertaken for samples of unit records of offenses o r  
a r res t s  submit ted under t h e  Level I1 program. This would provide t h e  new program 
with t h e  capaci ty  for timely response at minimal cos t  t o  contributors and government. 

Detailed D a t a  

A fundamental  f ea tu re  of t h e  proposed Level I1 component is t h e  inclusion of 
detailed incident d a t a  describing t h e  nature  of t h e  criminal incident and t h e  
character is t ics  of the  victim. Specific recommendations a r e  listed in Table 6.2. All 
of t h e  Level I component d a t a  e lements  a r e  included and a r e  shown with an  asterisk. 
Detailed categor ies  remain t o  be developed for i t ems  such a s  type of weapon or type 
of location. However, examples of some possible categor ies  a r e  included in the  table  
t o  indicate t h e  type of  ca tegor ies  envisioned. 

Our interviews and surveys of those using UCR da ta ,  a s  well a s  our review of 
t h e  l i tera ture  discussing UCR data ,  provide strong support for the  inclusion of such 
detailed data.  Recommendations for inclusion c a m e  from all  classes of users--law 
enforcement,  s t a t e  UCR programs, researchers,  t h e  media,  and others. The UCR 
Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies in part icular indicated broad support from law 
enforcement ,  a s  shown previously in the  bar graphs in Chapter  5 and described here  in 

'see Chapter 2. 



Table 6.1 


PERCENTAGE OF AGENCIES FAVORING COLLECTION OF OFFENSE COUNTS IN UCR 

FOR SELECTED PART I1 OFFENSES 


Offense type 


Statutory rape, female 


Sexual abuse of children 


Simple assault 


Assault, child abuse 


Assault of spouse 


Kidnapping 


Bad checks 


Embezzlement 


Child pornography, sale 


Other pornography, sale 


Drug abuse, sales 


Drug abuse, possession 


Vandal ism 


Size of jurisdiction 


Under 10,000 Over 10,000 


88 86 


9 6 96 


73 75 


92 93 


73 75 


96 93 


58 60 


73 73 


84 77 


75 70 


87 84 


80 79 


69 65 


Source: UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies, conducted by Abt Associates 
Inc., 1984. 

Note: Figures shown are estimates for all Law enforcement agencies in the 
United States. 



Table 6.2 

RECOWIENDED LIST OF DATA ELEMENTS FOR LEVEL I1 COWWNXM 

Incident/Offense Record 


* 	 Agency identifier (OR1 code) 
* 	 Incident number 
* 	 Additional offense records indicatora 
* 	 Record type (initial/update/deletion)
* 	 Primary offense type 
* 	 Offense status (complete/attempted/unfounded)
* 	 Secondary offense typeb 
* 	 Date of incident 
* 	 Circumstance code (homicides only)(e.g., barroom brawl, lover's quarrel, drunkenness, 


revenge, etc. Ic 

Time of incident 


* 	 Location type (e.g., private residence, gas station, convenience store, etc.) 
Type of forcible sexual offense (rape of female/rape of male/rape by instrumentation/etc.) 

* 	 Type of theft (e.g., pocket-picking, purse-snatching, shoplifting) 

Number of premises entered 


* 	 Method of entry (forcible/unlawful without use of force/attempted forcible) 

Type of property loss (none/the t/damaged/other) 


* 	 Type of property stolen/damaged 5 
* 	 Number of vehicles stolen 
* 	 In-use status (for arson only) * 	 Value of property stolen/damagede (dollar value) 
* 	 Value of property recovered (dollar value) 
* 	 Victim type (individual/business/other)
* 	 Number of vic ims EAge of victim 


Race of victi 
tSex of victim 

Ethnicity of victimb 


* 	 Resident stacus of victim (full-time resident/part-time resident/nonresident) 
* 	 Use of force/weapon (e.g., handgun, rifle, knife, strongarm, etc.) 

Nature and extent of injury (e.g., death, broken bones, internal injuries, loss of teeth, 
etc.) 
Zip code of victim 
Number of offen e s 
Age of offender 
Race of offende b'f 
Sex of offenderiBf 
Ethnicity of offenderbvf 
Relationship of victim to offenderbsf 

* 	 Clearance status (not cleared/cleared by arresc/cleared exceptionally) 
* 	 Juvenile clearance status 

Arrest Record 


Agency identifier (OR1 code) 

Identification number of the arrest record 

Corresponding incident number(s) (if different from identification number) 

Record type (initial/update/deletion) 

Type of arrest (taken into custody/cited/summoned) 

Level of arrest (felony/misdemeanor/etc. )g 

Primary offense type 

Secondary offense typeb 

Date of arrest 

Age of arrescee 

Race of arrestee 

Sex of arrescee 

Ethnicity of arrestee 

Police disposition (for juvenile)(codes 1 to 5 in UCR Handbook, p. 62) 


Exceptional Clearance Record 


* 	 Agency identifier (OR1 code) 
* 	 Identification number for the clearance record 
* 	 Incident number of case cleared (if different from identification number) 
* 	 Basis for clearance (codes I to 10 in UCR Handbook, p. 10) 

*Asterisk indicates inclusion in Level I component. 


a~ndicates whether an additional record exists for this incident. 


b~epeat up to some maximum number. 


'A narrative description of the circumstances of homicide would also be submitted. 


d~ncludes vehicle type and arson property classification as in UCR Handbook. 


eIncludes recovery of locally stolen property recovered by any jurisdiction. 


f ~ sreported by victim or witness. 


g ~ h e  coding must allow for arrests that will later be determined to be a felony or misdemeanor, 

and for distinguishing between fingerprintable and other arrests. 




Table 6.3. Typically, 28 t o  47 percent  of agencies found these  d a t a  very useful, 
another 33 t o  48 percent found them somewhat useful, and only 10 t o  24 percen t  found 
t h e m  t o  be not useful a t  all. Furthermore,  37 t o  64 percent  of agencies  thought  t h a t  
t h e  e lement  would be easy t o  supply ( the  percentage depending, of course,  on  t h e  
part icular item). 

Strong support for t h e  collection of victim character is t ics  in par t icular  (for a 
specific set of violent crimes) has also c o m e  from t h e  At torney General 's Task Force  
on Family Violence: 

The Uniform Cr ime  Reports  of t h e  Federal  Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI) should be revised t o  col lect  and publish d a t a  t h a t  indicate  t h e  
age  of t h e  victim and t h e  relationship of t h e  victim t o  t h e  offender  
for cr imes of aggravated assault,  simple assault,  rape,  sex offense  
(except prostitution), and offenses against  t h e  family and  children. 5 

Indeed, the  a r ray  of victim characterist ics--the victim's age,  r ace ,  sex, and  e thn ic  
origin and t h e  victim's relationship t o  t h e  offender--is perhaps most  notable  a m o n g  t h e  
recommended elements.  This information is cr i t ica l  t o  those  in teres ted in examining 
offenses  against part icular subpopulations--crimes against children, c r i m e s  agains t  t h e  
elderly, cr imes against  women, and so forth. Offender character is t ics ,  when known, 
would als be included whether or not t h e  offender is specifically identif ied and/or 
arrested.t? 

Also recommended for inclusion in the  Level I1 component  a r e  e l e m e n t s  
describing t h e  nature  of any confrontation between the  victim and  t h e  of fender--the 
use of force and/or weapon, t h e  type of weapon (if any), and t h e  e x t e n t  of injury. This 
information is necessary t o  examine t h e  ex ten t  of violence and t o  o f f e r  t h e  public and 
government a be t t e r  understanding of t h e  context  of violent offenses. Together  with 
t h e  victim and offender da ta ,  and d a t a  on t h e  victim-offender relat ionship in 
particular, these d a t a  would permit  investigation of t h e  na tu re  of t h e  in teract ion 
between victim and offender never before possible with UCR data .  

Several o ther  d a t a  e lements  would describe details  of t h e  incident itself. 
Time of day and day of week were  identified a s  being of in teres t  in our surveys of 
UCR users. Although day of week is not explicitly listed in t h e  d a t a  e lements ,  i t  is 
derivable with a computer algorithm from t h e  d a t e  of t h e  incident. The number of 
premises entered would be included t o  provide more  deta i led  information on 
infrequent but complicated cases  falling under t h e  Hotel  Rule. Finally, t y p e  of 
property loss would be included in order t o  distinguish t h e f t  losses from o t h e r s  (e.g., 
due t o  vandalism). 

Another included i tem would be the  Zip code of t h e  victim. Ir-~clusion of this 
variable would permit  cer ta in  geographic analyses of cr ime,  for example ,  examination 
of t h e  proportion of cr ime in major metropoli tan a reas  tha t  is c o m m i t t e d  agains t  resi- 

' ~ t t o r n e ~  General's Task Force  on Family Violence, Final  Report ,  
Washington, D.C., September 1984, p. 82. 

61f a suspect is la ter  ar res ted,  his or her character is t ics  would be given on 
t h e  arres t  report ,  but the  incident repor t  would not be changed o r  updated.  



Table 6 . 3  

PERCENTAGES OP LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES FOR WHICH 

DETAILED INCIDENT DATA ARE USEFUL AND EASY TO SUPPLY 


Usefulness of data 


Very Somewhat Not Easy to 
Data element useful useful useful supply 

Victim characteristics 
Age 
Sex 

39 
39 

45 
44 

16 
17 

5 5 
58 

Race 34 43 23 52 

Victim-offender 
relationship 31 48 2 1 37 

Type and extent of 28 48 24 39 
injuries 

Use of force 4 7 39 1 4  56 

Types of weapons 57 3 3 10 60  

Time of incident 52 35 13 64 

Source: 	UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies, conducted by Abt 
Associates Inc., 1984. 

Note: 	 Figures shown are estimates for all law enforcement 

agencies in the United States. 




den ts  of t h e  cen t ra l  ci ty,  o r  t h e  percentage of c r ime  against  res idents  of suburban 
a r e a s  occurring in urban areas. 

I t  should be  noted tha t ,  while we have recommended substant ia l  expansion of 
incident d a t a  collection, w e  have n, t recommended additional d a t a  e lements  for 
reporting of a r r e s t  records. No new d a t a  e lements  were  identified as being important  
in our research. Strong in teres t  in a full breakdown of a r res tees  by age,  race ,  and  sex, 
no t  possible with t h e  current  summary system, was identified, b u t  this, of course, 
would be readily available with unit-record reporting of arrests .  Nevertheless, using a 
finer breakdown of offense types  will provide highly useful information not current ly  
available. 

As for t h e  Level I component,  a special record would be  submit ted t o  docu- 
ment  exceptional clearances. This record would be  identical in form t o  t h a t  used in 
t h e  Level I component. 

An e lement  not included in t h e  t ab le  but recommended for  consideration and 
tes t ing during t h e  development of t h e  sys tem is an  i tem (or i tems) t o  indicate which of 
t h e  offenses occurring in a multiple-offense incident was t h e  originally intended, 
"source crime1' of t h e  incident. Such a n  i t em would be useful t o  police and researchers  
al ike in understanding t h e  na tu re  of criminal incidents. We have recommended t h e  
e lement  for consideration only, because of t h e  subjectivity in coding and lack of 
experience in collecting and using such a n  element.  

A particularly important  class of d a t a  e lements  excluded f rom Table 6.2 is 
i t ems  re la ted t o  drugs. A number of users of UCR d a t a  indicated a n  in teres t  in having 
information such as number of drug-related offenses and drug-related arres ts ,  and  t h e  
types  and amounts of drugs seized or in possession of ar res tees .  Given t h e  highly 
subjective judgments involved, i t  is probably more appropr ia te  t o  col lect  such 
information on a special study basis until t h e  problems of collecting i t ,  and  t h e  uti l i ty 
of analyzing i t ,  a r e  be t t e r  known. We do urge, however, t h a t  t h e s e  d a t a  be collected 
on such a basis at t h e  ear l ies t  opportunity. 

As with Level I ,  d a t a  e lements  useful t o  local operations but unnecessary for 
a national d a t a  base a r e  not included in t h e  list of required i tems. Local agencies 
obviously could (and should) include any additional i tems they wish in their  records 
systems. Indeed, a major potential  benefit  of the  proposed system would be t o  enable  
local agencies t o  include geocodes of incident location in their  systems, analyze c r ime  
pat terns  by neighborhood, and inform t h e  public of these  pat terns .  Fur ther ,  s t a t e  
programs might request  agencies t o  submit other i tems of importance a t  t h e  s t a t e  
level. The development of generic local and s t a t e  systems will need t o  allow for such 
elements. 

Agency and Jurisdictional charac te r i s t i c s7  

The utility of t h e  Level I1 component d a t a  would t o  be substantial ly increased 
if various character is t ics  of t h e  part icipating agencies and t h e  jurisdictions they serve  
were  included. A list of recommended i t ems  is shown in Table 6.4. 

7 ~ h i s  section relies heavily on mater ia l  contributed by Greg  Thomas of t h e  
Police Executive Research Forum. 

6.4 



Table 6.4 


JURISDICTIONAL AND AGENCY CHARACTERISTICS RECOMMENDED FOR 

INCLUSION I N  LEVEL I1 DATA COLLECTION 


Characteristic 1I Proposed source 
- -  -

Jurisdictional characteristics 

Region of the United States FBI UCR master file 


Juvenile age limit in state FBI UCR master file 


Population size FBI UCR master file 


Age/sex/race/ethnic origin composition U.S. Census Bureau 


Land area Annual UCR survey 


Road miles Annual UCR survey/U.S. Census Bureau 


Number of households U.S. Census Bureau 


Number of commercial establishments, by type U.S. Census Bureau 


Number of automobiles State motor vehicle registrars 


Agency characteristics 

I 

Agency typea Annual UCR survey 
I 

Number of employees by sworn ranks 1 Annual UCR survey 
Civilian-professional 
Civilian-paraprofessional 
Civilian-clerical 

Number of employees by sex and race/ethnicity I Annual UCR survey 

Number of, employees by full and part-time status I Annual UCR survey 

Annual operating budget Annual UCR survey 

Minimum/maximum salaries for sworn ranks Annual UCR survey 

Shift assignment (fixed/rotating) Annual UCR survey 

Patrol unit staffing (one/two officers) Annual UCR survey 

Formal case screening (yes/no) b Annual UCR survey 

Alternative responseC Annual UCR survey 

Cars taken home d Annual UCR survey 

Firearm policye Annual UCR survey 

Foot patrolf (yeslno) Annual UCR survey 

Number of calls for service Annual UCR survey 

Number of firearm incidentsg Annual UCR survey 

a ~ o rexample, municipal police, sheriff's office with general police responsibility, state 

police, transit police, etc. 


b~oes the department have a formal process of screening cases and closing those with little 

solvability potential? 


'Does the agency evaluate incoming calls for service and assign alternative reporting 

procedures, like taking a report over the telephone or scheduling an appointment to 

interview the caller at a later time? 


d~oes the agency assign marked police units to its patrol officers for their personal use 

while off duty? 


e~oes the department's current policy limit the use of deadly force to the defense of human 

life and exclude the use of deadly force in apprehending fleeing felons? 


f~oes the department have regularly assigned, full-time foot patrol beats? 


g~umber of incidents involving firearms discharged at or by members of the department in 

the reporting year. 




Most of the  jurisdictional character is t ics  would be obtained from existing 
d a t a  sources such a s  t h e  U.S. Census Bureau. These d a t a  a r e  needed t o  compute  
population-at-risk c r ime  r a t e s  (as, for example, rapes per female ,  burglaries per 
household, c a r  the f t s  per automobile, etc.). They could also b e  used t o  examine 
possible sources of variation in c r ime  and a r res t  r a t e s  due, for example ,  t o  changes in 
t h e  demographic composition of t h e  resident population. 

Agency character is t ics  primarily describe t h e  type of agency, available 
resources, and  cer ta in  agency policies. Collection of these  charac te r i s t i c s  would 
permit  observation of changes in police pract ice  over time. It would permit  agencies 
t o  compare  thei r  resources with those of agencies in similar jurisdictions. Cross-
agency analyses controlling for jurisdictional differences might be  able  t o  establish 
relationships between ce r ta in  agency policies and offense or  a r r e s t  ra tes .  

In addition, annual numbers of calls  for service would be  col lected with t h e  
survey t o  measure of t h e  e x t e n t  demand for police services. Overall ,  41 percent  of 
agencies responding t o  t h e  UCR survey found number of calls  for service  very useful, 
and -another 34 percent found them somewhat useful. Fully 58 percen t  of agencies 
serving populations over 100,000 found these  d a t a  very useful. 

Agency character is t ics  could a l l  be obtained by supplementing t h e  current  
Law Enforcement Employees Report ,  which annually col lects  information on number 
of full-time law enforcement  employees, with a special questionnaire module sen t  only 
t o  Level I1 law enforcement  agencies. (Agencies reporting under t h e  Level I 
component would continue t o  provide only t h e  police employee d a t a  currently 
collected.) Since only some of t h e  i tems a r e  likely t o  change f rom one year  t o  t h e  
next, each agency might be  sen t  a listing of i t s  previous responses and  asked t o  update 
i t  where appropriate,  thereby minimizing t h e  burden on local contributors.  

6.5 Integration with Level I Component 

Da ta  collection under t h e  Level I1 component would be fully in tegrated with 
Level I d a t a  collection. As shown in Table 6.2, each d a t a  e lement  inciuded in t h e  
Level I component would also be collected under t h e  Level I1 component.  Thus, Level 
I-type da ta  e lements  would be available from all  UCR contributing agencies. 

Transmission of d a t a  would be a s  described in Chapter  4. The several  options 
envisioned for s t a t e  program involvement in handling Level I1 d a t a  a r e  described in 
Section 6.7. 

6.6 Special Studies 

One of t h e  g rea t  s t rengths  of unit-record reporting in general ,  and of the  
Level I1 component in part icular,  is provision of a n  immediate  capabil i ty t o  perform 
special studies of criminal incidents or arrests .  Such studies could be conducted by 
drawing samples of relevant offense or a r res t  records, based on d a t a  e lements  
included in the  system, and then gathering additional information on these  cases. The 
information would most of ten be collected by forms mailed t o  law enforcement  
agencies (probably through t h e  s t a t e  programs), although special  d a t a  collection t e a m s  
might be used in some instances. 



These d a t a  bases could be used t o  address a t  leas t  th ree  types  of needs  a s  
they arise--the need for additional information on t h e  nature  of ce r ta in  types  of 
crimes,  t h e  need for additional information t o  identify t h e  ex ten t  of ce r ta in  c r imes ,  
and t h e  need for followup on offenses. For example,  a part icular need might a r i s e  t o  
understand t h e  c i rcumstances  of rapes in which t h e  victim is re la ted t o  t h e  offender .  
Such offenses could be identified with t h e  expanded system da ta ,  a small  nat ional  
sample se lected,  and additional information solicited f rom t h e  agencies reporting t h e  
se lected offenses. In other  cases,  t h e  e x t e n t  of a given offense subcategory,  fo r  
example, jewelry-store burglaries, may be  unknown. A special study could be  
conducted by selecting a sample of burglaries of commercia l  establishments and  
collecting additional information t o  ascer ta in  t h e  proportion t h a t  involve jewelry 
stores. 

Finally, such studies could be used t o  examine t h e  consequences of o f fenses  
t o  victim o r  offender. There  is today no representa t ive  national d a t a  base t h a t  t r a c k s  
cr imes f rom a r r e s t  through prosecution and c o u r t  disposition, although t h e  OBTS d a t a  
bases being developed by many s t a t e s  will eventually perform this function. In t h e  
meantime, t h e  UCR Program could undertake a one-time or  periodic special s tudy  t o  
const ruct  a highly accura te  and representa t ive  national d a t a  base t o  examine c r imina l  
punishment in t h e  United Sta tes .  A small sample of a r res tees  could be se lected and  
followed up t o  collect  information on prosecution, disposition, and sentencing. Th is  is 
o f fe red  a s  a n  example of t h e  capability of t h e  proposed system t o  conduct spec ia l  
studies, not a s  a specific recommendation. 

6.7 S t a t e  Part icipation 

Several  options a r e  envisioned for s t a t e  part icipation in t h e  Level I1 c o m -  
ponent. First ,  some s t a t e s  with UCR programs might want a l l  agencies within t h e  
s t a t e  t o  col lect  Level 11-type data.  This option obviously provides t h e  most a c c u r a t e  
state-level c r ime  s ta t is t ics  and should be considered by s t a t e s  having t h e  necessary  
resources t o  support this  level of d a t a  collection. Such s t a t e s  would process t h e s e  
da ta  for thei r  own use and forward d a t a  periodically t o  t h e  National Program.  
Depending in par t  on resource availability, t h e  National Program might ask t h e  s t a t e  
t o  submit e i the r  a l l  of t h e  Level 11-type d a t a  or possibly only d a t a  from those agenc ies  
serving populations over 100,000 or included in t h e  sample of smaller  agencies. Level  
I-type d a t a  would be submitted for a l l  agencies in any case.  

Other  s t a t e  programs wanting t o  make a c c u r a t e  state-level  e s t i m a t e s  but  
lacking t h e  resources t o  include all  agencies might augment  the  national sample  of 
agencies. Such a sample m ~ g h t ,  for example,  include all  agencies serving populations 
in excess of 10,000 and a sample of smaller  agencies. These s t a t e  programs would 
process t h e  d a t a  for s t a t e  use and forward i t  t o  t h e  national level a s  well. Again, 
Level I1 d a t a  sent t o  t h e  National Program might be d a t a  e i ther  from all  of t t .2se  
agencies or possibly from only those agencies included in the  national sample. 

Still o ther  s t a t e s  might choose t o  ask only those agencies se lected nationally 
t o  submit Level I1 da ta ,  but would be willing t o  process and edi t  these  data .  However,  
this option generally would not provide a large  enough sample t o  obtain s ta te- level  
es t imates  of reasonable accuracy.  These s t a t e  programs would s t r ip  off t h e  included 
Level I d a t a  e lements  for t h e  se lected agencies for thei r  own processing and repor t ing,  
forwarding t o  t h e  National Program Level I1 d a t a  (including t h e  Level I d a t a  e lements )  
for  these agencies plus Level I d a t a  for o ther  agencies. 
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Some state programs might be  unwilling t o  process Level I1 d a t a  at all.  In 
these s t a tes ,  t h e  d a t a  would e i ther  be sen t  t o  the  s t a t e  program for  forwarding t o  t h e  
National Program o r  be sen t  directly t o  t h e  National Program. Level I d a t a  f r o m  the  
Level I1 agencies  would probably bes t  be sen t  t o  t h e  state program, a l though t h e  
National Program could s t r ip  off t h e  Level I information obtained f rom t h e s e  agencies  
and send i t  t o  t h e  state program. 

Finally, where the re  is no s t a t e  UCR program, d a t a  f rom par t ic ipat ing local 
law enforcement  agencies would be collected directly by t h e  National Program. 

While t h e  Level I1 component could accommodate  a wide range of s t a t e  
program involvement, s t a t e s  should seek t o  establish programs capab le  of including a t  
least  an  augmented s t a t e  Level I1 sample. The reasons fo r  this, a l ready discussed in 
Chapter 3, a r e  clear.  First ,  because s t a t e  programs can  provide m o r e  a c c u r a t e  data ,  
their  involvement would improve t h e  quality of t h e  national d a t a  base. Secondly, 
s t a t e s  play a key role in t h e  development of criminal justice policy in t h e  United 
States. Accordingly, s t a t e  policymakers need the  depth  and b read th  of information 
provided by Level I1 reporting for thei r  s t a t e  ra the r  than having t o  rely on nat ional  or  
regional trends. 

Design of t h e  Level I1 Sample 

Level I1 must be able  t o  provide national e s t imates  for t h e  expanded informa- 
tion collected in this component. This requires t h a t  t h e  Level I1 agencies  fo rm a 
national probability sample. Design of a n  appropriate sample is discussed in d e t a i l  in 
Appendix D. This section summarizes t h e  main conclusions of t h a t  discussion. 

The recommended sample for Level I1 agencies would consis t  of a l l  of t h e  290 
agencies serving jurisdictions with populations of 100,000 or  more,  plus a sample  of at 
least 300 t o  500 smaller agencies s t ra t i f ied  by region, size, and degree  of urbaniza- 
tion. 

There a r e  several  reasons t o  include all  of t h e  largest  agencies.  Fi rs t ,  these  
agencies a r e  simply too important  not t o  include. As a group, t h e y  c o n s t i t u t e  less 
than 2 percent of current  UCR contributors,  ye t  account  for m o r e  than half of t h e  
UCR offenses current ly  reported.  Secondly, these  agencies generally a l ready mainta in  
extensive automated d a t a  systems; they could provide Level I1 informat ion a t  
relatively l i t t le  cost  t o  themselves and in t h e  form (magnet ic  t ape)  t h a t  would b e  most 
easily processed by t h e  UCR Program. Finally, although i t  might b e  technically more  
e f f i c ien t  t o  omit  a few large agencies from t h e  Level I1 sys tem,  i t  would seem 
advantageous simply t o  include them all,  both in t e rms  of securing cooperat ion and  in 
t e rms  of ease  of reporting. 

The sample of smaller  agencies would be s t ra t i f ied  by region, s i ze ,  and 
degree of urbanization for two  reasons. First,  it seems desirable t o  design a sample  
tha t  can provide reasonably reliable es t imates  a t  t h e  regional a s  well a s  t h e  national 
level. Indeed, i t  seems likely t h a t  separa te  es t imates  by jurisdiction s ize  class,  or  by 
degree of urbanization (cit ies,  suburbs, and rural  areas)  should b e  explored a s  well. 
Second, cr ime r a t e s  tend t o  differ  across  regions and across  jurisdictions of d i f fe ren t  
sizes and degrees of urbanization, so t h a t  s t ra t i f ica t ion would allow a smal le r  to ta l  
sample size. 



These sample  sizes a r e  not incontrovertible. Designing any sample a lways  
involves a t radeof f  between the  to ta l  resources required and the  precision of e s t i m a t e  
obtained. Thus, while we can  say tha t  t h e  sample of 600 t o  800 agencies discussed 
here  would b e  adequa te  t o  achieve reasonable levels of precision at t h e  national a n d  
regional levels, f inal  sample sizes would depend on t h e  resources available and t h e  
precision desi red by t h e  government. In addition, a s  discussed in Appendix D, t h e  
design of t h e  b e s t  possible sample is not straightforward. I t  must account  for t h e  w i d e  
array of s t a t i s t i c s  t o  be  est imated,  t h e  e x t e n t  of variation within s t r a t a  and o v e r  
t ime, and t h e  exac t  procedures used t o  c r e a t e  es t imates ,  among o t h e r  
considerations. Thus, final samples might be larger or  smaller  or  more or  less heavi ly  
strat if ied.  Nevertheless, t h e  sample sizes presented here  provide a good idea of t h e  
approximate s i z e  and  s t ruc tu re  required. 

The  number of agencies interested in collecting Level I1 d a t a  may be expec-  
ted  t o  grow over  t ime. Some s t a t e  programs already require extensive unit-record 
reporting; o t h e r s  may convert  t o  a s ta tewide Level I1 program once t h e  supporting 
sof tware  and fo rms  have been developed. As more  agencies automate ,  they may f ind  
i t  convenient and  desirable t o  collect  Level I1 da ta ,  especially a s  t h e  value of t h e  
additional Level I1 information is demonstrated.  Such evolution is not wi thou t  
precedent. The UCR Program began in 1930 with 400 agencies, grew t o  over 4,000 b y  
1940, and t o  a lmost  16,000 today. 

But t h e r e  a r e  important differences between t h e  UCR of 1930 and t h e  pro-  
posed Level I1 component. Federal  d a t a  collection was in i t s  infancy in 1930. No o n e  
today would a c c e p t  c r ime  s ta t is t ics  from a small  number of volunteer agencies w i t h  
automated sys tems  as adequate  t o  inform national policy. Such agencies could n o t  
possibly be regarded as representative of t h e  nation, and t h e  d a t a  they provided would 
be largely discounted a s  merely special case studies ra the r  than national s t a t i s t i c s .  
Nor can w e  expec t  t h e  public, police, and policymakers t o  wait  t en  years o r  more  f o r  
most agencies t o  repor t  Level I1 data.  Thus, Level I1 must s t a r t  with a na t iona l  
probability sample  of agencies. 

The number of Level I1 contributors could st i l l  grow from t h a t  base ,  
however. How t o  include these additional agencies in s t a t e  and federal  publications 
and d a t a  bases would depend, t o  some extent ,  on t h e  numbers involved and  t h e  
resources available f o r  processing additional data.  Nevertheless, i t  is conceivable  
tha t ,  eventually,  al l  agencies would e lec t  t o  repor t  under Level 11, and even tha t ,  s o m e  
years from now, a future  study of UCR will ca l l  for a sample of "Level 111" repor t ing  
agencies t o  t a k e  advantage of further advances in information technology. 



Chapter  7 

QUALITY ASSURANCE IN THE UCR SYSTEM 

Four key findings emerge  from review of UCR audi t  and  quali ty assurance 
procedures at t h e  federal, state, and l o c a l  levels. First ,  a c c u r a t e  and  consis tent  
reporting is essential  t o  t h e  UCR Program. Second, the re  is widespread concern about  
t h e  accuracy of UCR data--concern tha t  is shared by t h e  FBI, state UCR programs, 
local law enforcement  agencies, researchers,  and o ther  UCR users. Third, desp i t e  th is  
concern, nobody knows how accura te  UCR d a t a  actually a r e ,  which seriously 
compromises thei r  utility and authority. Fourth, t h e  UCR Program c a n  overcome 
these  problems through a combined program of auditing, establishing recordkeeping 
standards for contributing agencies, and providing for ongoing support  and  feedback 
from t h e  FBI and s t a t e  UCR programs. 

Accurate  and consistent  reporting is essential  t o  t h e  UCR Program. Indeed, 
t h e  Uniform Cr ime  Reporting Program was originally conceived to m e e t  local  police 
needs for a c c u r a t e  and consistent  information on t h e  na tu re  and  e x t e n t  of c r i m e  in 
their  jurisdictions. Before t h e  UCR Program was implemented,  local  depar tments  
were  at t h e  mercy of t h e  local press, whosf swings in coverage of individual c r i m e s  
generated a succession of ''crime waves." Police depar tments  generally had no 
system for tallying c r ime  in thei r  jurisdictions. Even when they  did, however, thei r  
figures were  useless for assessing ac tua l  conditions, since t h e r e  was  no basis agains t  
which t o  assess local figures and no assurance t h a t  t h e  f igures w e r e  accura te .  The  
Uniform Cr ime  Reporting Program m e t  this need by transforming local  depar tment  
tallies into uniform national FBI repor ts  on local cr ime,  which in t u r n  m e e t  a var ie ty  
of needs for national c r ime  information and research on criminal ac t iv i ty  and  law 
enforcement. 

Much of this repor t  is devoted t o  discussion of ways in which t h e  UCR 
Program can  t ake  advantage of advances in technology and local  police information 
systems t o  provide a more  flexible and a c c u r a t e  p ic ture  of c r i m e  in t h e  United 
States. The proposed enhancements  t o  t h e  UCR Program would allow for  many 
a l ternat ive  ways of counting and classifying c r i m e  and for  g rea t ly  enhanced 
descriptions of t h e  nature,  circumstances,  and victims of cr iminal  events.  
Nevertheless, t h e  hear t  of t h e  UCR is still  i t s  assurance of a c c u r a t e  and  comparable  
local c r ime  reports, and such enhancements will be useless unless t h e  accuracy  of t h e  
reports can  be assured. 

There is considerable worry about t h e  accuracy of UCR counts.  Two sor t s  of 
accuracy issues a r e  involved. The first  is t h e  question of bias. Many users and 
contributors believe tha t  t h e  UCR tends t o  undercount offenses,  for  example,  
Part icular concern a t t a c h e s  t o  gray a reas  such a s  a broken window or  o ther  damage  t o  
property tha t  might be interpreted e i ther  a s  vandalism (which is n o t  included in t h e  
current UCR cr ime  ~ n d e x )  or  a t t e m p t e d  burglary (which is counted in t h e  Index). 
Likewise, the  distinction between aggravated assault  (which is counted in t h e  Index) 
and simple assault (which is not counted in t h e  Index) r e s t s  t o  s o m e  e x t e n t  on 
judgment as t o  whether the re  is in tent  t o  inflict "severe or  aggrava ted  bodily injury.'' 

'see, fo r  example, Lincoln Steffens ,  The Autobiography of Lincoln Steffens,  
Harcourt, Brace & World, 1968. 
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The concern is tha t ,  where classification is a m a t t e r  of judgment, depar tments  may  
tend,  on average,  t o  classify events  so a s  t o  reduce c r ime  Index counts. Similarly, i t  is 
thought by s o m e  t h a t  UCR may tend t o  overcount arrests .  That is, s o m e  depar tments  
may repor t  multiple a r res t s  for a single a r res t  with multiple offenses and/or  count  a n  
a r r e s t  twice  when a person is wanted by one jurisdiction and arres ted by another.  

Interestingly, t h e  question of overall  bias is not  necessarily as serious as i t  
might seem. We already know tha t  UCR c a n  never hope t o  count a l l  c r i m e s  because  
many g o  unreported. W e  also know t h a t  the re  a re ,  in fac t ,  gray a r e a s  where  judgment 
e r ro rs  may occur. As long a s  reported counts  systematically exclude a c e r t a i n  
proportion of cr imes,  they can  still  serve a s  an  excel lent  index of c r ime .  Similarly, 
while inflated counts  of a r res t s  and c learances  could be  important if t h e y  were  s e v e r e  
enough t o  produce a rea l  misperception of t h e  probability of apprehension, th i s  
magnitude of e r ro r  is generally not alleged. 

Of even  g rea te r  concern than bias is variat ion across depar tments  and over  
t ime. If w e  do not  know whether a di f ference in repor ted c r ime  r a t e s  between t w o  
depar tments  or  two  years  represents a real  d i f ference in c r ime  or  a dif ference in 
reporting, then we have no idea whether we should t a k e  the  difference seriously. This 
was a recurring theme in our early conversations with police and researchers.  Indeed, 
in t h e  UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies, two-thirds or  more  of t h e  
depar tments  f e l t  t h a t  more  than just a l i t t le  of t h e  variation in c r i m e  and  c lea rance  
r a t e s  across  depar tments  ref lected differences in reporting practices. One-quar ter  o r  
more of t h e  larger depar tments  (over 10,000 population) fe l t  t h a t  reporting 
differences accounted for a g rea t  deal  of t h e  variation. There was somewhat  less 
concern for variat ion over t ime,  but even here  about half of t h e  depar tments  fe l t  t h a t  
more than just a l i t t le  of t h e  variation from year t o  year was due t o  changes  in 
reporting. 

Despite these  widespread perceptions, t h e r e  is remarkably l i t t l e  hard evi- 
dence on t h e  ac tua l  e x t e n t  of UCR bias or  reporting variation. Ef fo r t s  t o  use 
victimization surveys for this purpose a r e  seriously hampered by problems of 
comparability, t h e  unknown errors  in t h e  survey results, and t h e  ve ry  thin survey 
samples. Anecdotal  evidence abounds. A 1967 Task Force  Repor t  from t h e  
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of J u s t i c e  c i t e d  11 
cases  in which o f fe  e counts in major c i t ies  had jumped by anywhere f rom 26 t o  202 
percent in one year? They then recounted t h e  history of Chicago and New York: 

"Although Chicago, with about 3 million people, has remained a 
l i t t le  less than half the  size of New York Ci ty  with 7; million 
throughout t h e  period covered . . . , i t  was reporting in 1935 about  
8 t imes  a s  many robberies. It continued t o  repor t  several  t i m e s  as 
many robberies a s  New York Ci ty  until 1949, when the  FBI discon- 
tinued publication of New York repor ts  because i t  no longer 
believed them. In 1950 New York discontinued i t s  prior p r a c t i c e  of 
allowing precincts t o  handle complaints directly and installed a 
cen t ra l  reporting system, through which c i t izens  had t o  r o u t e  a l l  
calls. 

2 ~ r e s i d e n t ' s  Commission on Law Enforcement  and Administrat ion of Jus t i ce ,  
Task Force  Report: Cr ime  and Its Impact--An Assessment (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office,  1967), p. 22. 



"In t h e  f i rs t  year,  robberies rose 40 percent  and burglaries 1,300 
percent,  passing Chicago in volume for both offenses. In 1960 
Chicago installed a cen t ra l  complaint  bureau of i t s  own, repor t ing 
the rea f te r  several  t imes  more  robberies than New York. In 1966 
New York, which appeared t o  have had a sharp decline in robberies 
in t h e  l a t e  fifties, again t ightened i t s  cen t ra l  controls and  found a 
much higher number of offenses. Based on preliminary repor t s  for  
1966, i t  $i now reporting about  40 percent  more  robberies than  
Chicago." 

The Chicago/New York s tory  did not end with t h e  1967 Task Force  Report .  
In 1983, a Chicago TV station,  WBBM-TV, reported having uncovered ev idence  t h a t  
c r i m e  records were  being erroneously dismissed as unfounded by t h e  Chicago Police 
Department,  in order t o  keep thei r  c r i m e  s ta t is t ics  low. Subsequent aud i t s  conduc ted  
internally and by t h e  FBI conf i rmed t h e  allegations. The FBI found t h a t  r e p o r t s  of 
serious cr imes in Chicago had been dismissed a s  unfounded f rom 7 t o  19 t i m e s  more  
o f t e n  than in other  big ci t ies,  and t h a t  t h e  largest  increase in such dismissals in 
Chicago was associated with t h e  most severe  crimes. An internal  aud i t  conduc ted  by 
t h e  police depar tment  reviewed a sample of 2,300 rapes, robberies, and  burglaries 
classified as unfounded in 1982. Police auditors concluded t h a t  m o r e  than  40 percen t  
had been discarded in error.4 Nor is Chicago t h e  only such case. A r e c e n t  a r t i c l e  in 
t h e  Columbus, Georgia, Ledger and Examiner maintained t h a t  police t h e r e  achieved 
Columbus's reputation a s  one of "the 15 safes t  c i t i e s  'n t h e  U.S." by classifying a lmos t  
half of i t s  c r ime  reports a s  "miscellaneous incidents." 3 

The fact t h a t  such misreporting occurs in a system involving a lmos t  16,000 
voluntary reporting agencies is neither surprising nor especially useful  for assessing 
t h e  overall accuracy of t h e  UCR. Some general  evidence is avai lable  f r o m  audi ts  
performed by t h e  IACP and by a f e w  state UCR programs. These  audits ,  discussed 
more  fully in Section 7.5, a r e  in no sense representa t ive  of t h e  e n t i r e  UCR sys tem,  but 
at least  they give some indication of t h e  likely e x t e n t  of UCR bias and repor t ing 
variation. 

Examination of IACP and s t a t e  audit  results  suggest  substant ia l  
underreporting but more substantial  variation in reporting across  agencies.  P a r t  I 
offenses for a l l  agencies audi ted were  undercounted by about 16 percent .  A r r e s t  and 
c learance d a t a  were  more accurate .  Overall,  5 percent  of a r r e s t s  a n d  only 2 pe rcen t  
of clearances went  unreported. Variation in reporting was much m o r e  pronounced. In 
t e r m s  of offense counts, for example,  one quar ter  of agencies w e r e  found e i t h e r  t o  
overreport  offenses or t o  underreport  by 10 percent  or  less, while ano ther  quar te r  
underreported by 39 percent  or  more. For clearances,  one q u a r t e r  were  found t o  
underreport by 33 percent  or  more,  while at t h e  other  ex t reme ,  ano ther  quar te r  

'Ibid.,- pp. 22-23. 

4 ~ e e"Fighting Cr ime  with Erasers," Chicago Tribune, February 1983, p. LO; 
"Chicago Police Found t o  Discard Cases  Erroneously," New York Times,  2 May 1983, 
p. A-2c.; "Burying Crime in Chicago," Newsweek, 16 May 1983, p. 63. 

5 ~ e d g e r  and Examiner (Columbus, Georgia), September  4, 1984, pp. A-1 and 
A-3, 



overreported by 57 percent or more. Arrests showed similar variation, with o n e  
quarter underreporting by 22 percent or more, while another quarter overreported b y  6 
percent or more. 

In short, there  is evidence that  the widespread concerns about the  a c c u r a c y  
and consistency of the UCR system a re  a t  least somewhat justified. These conce rns  
can and must be addressed. The UCR must establish programs t o  measure the e x t e n t  
of error, t o  improve local agency reporting, and t o  provide greater training a n d  
support t o  s t a t e  and local agencies. 

The key recommendations are: 

7.1 Institute routine, ongoing audits of samples of participating 
UCR agencies in order t o  establish t h e  ex ten t  of error  in t he  
system on a continuing basis. 

7.2 Develop a code of professional standards for reporting 
systems. 

7.3 Develop improved feedback t o  agencies through self-
administered proficiency tests, periodic reports on common 
audit errors, and regular reports t o  individual agencies on the  
extent  of edit  discrepancies in their UCR submissions. 

7.4 Strengthen state UCR program quality assurance, including 
expansion of local agency audits conducted by state programs. 

The following sections detail recommended steps t o  provide de f in i t e  
information on the extent of error and to  improve reporting quality. A final s ec t ion  
documents the examination of audit findings. 

7.1 Audits 

A national audit program is essential t o  assuring UCR accuracy and 
consistency. Such a program would put into effect ,  on a routine basis, procedures like 
those developed by the IACP. Auditing is required to  identify the extent  and c a u s e s  of 
error in UCR reporting, to respond to  suspect data  reports, and to  assure the u s e  of 
required reporting procedures throughout the system. Further, auditing would provide 
law enforcement agencies the opportunity to  address allegations of inaccuracy. 

We consequently propose the creation of a national UCR audit program, t o  be 
given the following responsibilities: 

to  establish and maintain a set  of uniform audit procedures; 

to  train s t a t e  program staff in the use of these procedures; 

to  accompany, periodically, s t a t e  staff conducting audits t o  a s su re  
uniformity of procedures; 



t o  supplement s t a t e  audit  capability, conducting addit ional  aud i t s  where 
appropriate t o  provide a c c u r a t e  es t imates  of e r ro r  r a t e s  in nat ional  c r ime  
s ta t is t ics  or t o  prevent f lagrant  violation of reporting rules; and  

t o  conduct audi ts  in s t a t e s  without s t a t e  programs. 

Audits generally have th ree  possible purposes. Fi rs t ,  t h e y  c a n  b e  used t o  
measure t h e  e x t e n t  of error.  I t  s eems  doubtful t h a t  a system as complex a s  t h e  UCR 
will ever  be totally e r ro r  f r e e  and even more  doubtful t h a t  i t  will ever  b e  f r e e  of 
allegations of error.  Accordingly, t h e  f i rs t  essential  need is t o  know how much error  
the re  actually is. This c a n  be done only through audi ts  of repor t ing agencies. 
Fortunately,  however, audi ts  for th is  purpose could be  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  a sample  of 
departments.  

This so r t  of error-measurement auditing is typified by common quality 
control  procedures in manufacturing, where samples of i t ems  a r e  t aken  f rom t h e  
production line and examined for defects.  The purposes he re  would be  t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e  
ex ten t  t o  which errors  a r e  occurring and t o  identify changes in e r r o r  r a t e s  over  t ime  
o r  particularly error-prone groups of agencies. Analysis of e r ro r  sources  could also be 
used t o  understand why e r ro rs  occur and  thus t o  identify t h e  need for  clarifying 
instructions in training. 

The results  of t h e  audi ts  would determine: 

the  ex ten t  t o  which repor ted offenses, ar res ts ,  and c lea rances  
a r e  likely t o  over- or  underreport  audit  figures. (This would 
provide "adjustment" of to ta l  e s t imates  for t h e  sys tem;  if 
desired, t h e  sample could be expanded t o  provide cor rec t ion  
factors  for each  type of offense and/or type of depar tment . )  

the  e x t e n t  t o  which variat ion in c r i m e  counts  and c l e a r a n c e s  
across jurisdictions is due t o  variation in reporting pract ices .  
(This could be  used t o  provide guidelines a s  t o  when t o  t a k e  
seriously a di f ference in repor ted offense or  c l e a r a n c e  ra tes .  
Again, if samples were  large enough, th is  could be  examined  by 
type of offense and/or agency.) 

the  e x t e n t  t o  which year-to-year changes in c r i m e  r a t e s  and 
c learance r a t e s  re f l ec t  ac tua l  changes a s  opposed t o  changes  in 
reporting practices.  (This would be used t o  assess  t h e  
significance of changes in the  c r ime  Index from one y e a r  t o  t h e  
next, for example.  Again, analysis by type of o f fense  o r  
depar tment  is possible.) 

Such audits  seem clearly necessary t o  provide confidence in t h e  UCR and t o  allow 
intelligent use of UCR d a t a  by local police, policymakers, r e sea rchers ,  and the  
public. Further,  such audi ts  seem very likely t o  be accep ted  by contr ibutors .  Only 
one quar ter  of depar tments  responding t o  t h e  UCR Survey of Law Enforcement  



Agencies disagree2 with a s t a tement  tha t  contributing agencies should be audited o n  a 
confidential  basis. 

The  second potential  use of audits  is t o  increase agency incentives t o  r e p o r t  
honestly and  accurate ly .  The idea, of course, is t h a t  t h e  desire t o  avoid unfavorab le  
audi t  r epor t s  will lead agencies t o  t ighten internal  controls, thereby assuring t h a t  
repor ts  a r e  accurate .  Audits conducted on a sample basis could serve this purpose  as 
well. However, t h e  frequency of audits  might not be large enough t o  e n c o u r a g e  a 
substantial  change  in nonaudited agencies. 

A reasonable quality assurance program does require t h a t  t h e  N a t i o n a l  
Program have t h e  capability t o  conduct audi ts  of agencies with suspect  r e p o r t i n g  
practices.  T h e  FBI currently can  and does identify suspect reports marked  by 
unusually large  month-to-month or  year-to-year changes or by deviations from u s u a l  
levels in similar agencies. Except in t h e  most  e x t r e m e  cases,  however, t h e  most  t h a t  
can  be  done now is t o  query local agencies (or their  s t a t e  UCR programs) t o  c o n f i r m  
or  c o r r e c t  t h e  submission. Audits would allow d i rec t  follow-up where deviations f r o m  
norms a r e  large  enough t o  cause  concern. 

A third potential  use of audits  is t o  enforce  required procedures a n d  t o  
c o r r e c t  e r ro rs  throughout t h e  system. The annual audi ts  of corporate  income a n d  
balance shee t  s t a tements  by independent accountants  a r e  an  example. This s o r t  of 
audit  is done not t o  measure error  or investigate suspect  cases, but t o  cer t i fy ,  to t h e  
e x t e n t  possible, accura te  and consistent  reporting by each corporation. T o  b e  
e f fec t ive  for such purposes, UCR audits  would have t o  cover a large propor t ion of 
offenses, and possibly of departments,  on a regular basis. This is not now done, e i t h e r  
by t h e  National UCR Program or  by any s t a t e  UCR program, and we do not p r o p o s e  
t h a t  i t  be done in t h e  future. 

Such audits  could (and should), however, be conducted by reporting a g e n c i e s  
themselves. The capaci ty  for formal auditing will depend, t o  some extent ,  on a g e n c y  
size. Nevertheless, a s  discussed in Section 7.2, we propose tha t  some basic i n t e r n a l  
review process be required of every contributing agency. 

The UCR Program cannot,  of course, force  agencies t o  allow outside a u d i t s .  
The audi t  function is so essential, however, t h a t  we propose t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  

6 ~ a n y  agencies were  neutral  on t h e  issue, though a majori ty of l a r g e r  
agencies (over 100,000 population) favored audits. The actual  question and r e s p o n s e s  
were: 

"Contributing agencies should be audited on a confidential basis t o  a s s u r e  
reporting accuracy." 

Keither 
Agree Agree Agree Nor Disagree Disagree 

Strongly Somewhat Disagree Somewhat Strongly 
Agencies Serving 
Populations 
Over 100,000 40% 29% 15% 7% 9% 

All Agencies 18% 23% 32% 12% 14% 



agencies agree  t o  maintain records for audits  and t o  permit  a u d i t  reviews of UCR 
reporting by t h e  s t a t e  or  national UCR programs. Agencies t h a t  a g r e e  t o  maintain 
basic records and allow review of their  reporting pract ices  would b e  specially noted in 
annual UCR publications t h a t  list d a t a  for individual agencies. ( S e e  Section 7.2 for a 
discussion of self-certification,) 

In most cases,  t h e  details  of individual audits  would be  e x p e c t e d  t o  b e  kept 
confidential. This seems  necessary in order t o  p ro tec t  agencies  against  
misinterpretation of audit  results. Auditors, by their  nature,  t e n d  t o  develop a deep 
commi tment  t o  detailed accuracy and t o  deem any error  important .  Even a well run 
depar tment  could appear  mismanaged if an  undigested list of "audit  exceptions" were  
t o  be  published without any asse  sment  of the  relat ive importance of t h e  e r ro rs  or  t h e  
reasonableness of t h e  error  ra te .  7 

Audit results  would be used .to provide es t imates  of o v e r a l l  reporting error.  
Fur ther ,  the  National Program obviously must reserve the  right to indicate e r ro rs  in 
individual situations, where  appropriate. A finding of major e r ro rs  in a large 
depar tment  would at leas t  require subsequent reaudit  t o  assure cor rec t ion .  Continued 
high errors  would require t h a t  t h e  agency's figures be  dropped f r o m  t h e  UCR or t h a t  
cor rec ted  es t imates  based on audit  figures be published. Especially for large 
departments,  corrections t h a t  resulted in dramat ic  shifts  in t h e  t i m e  ser ies  of d a t a  for 
t h a t  depar tment  might also have t o  be noted. 

7.1.1 Audit Procedures 

Existing audit  procedures a r e  generally based on those  developed by the  
IACP. The IACP procedures require audits  of four s tages  for o f f e n s e  reporting: 

I .  	 initial receipt  of ca l l  (review of telephone tapes  t o  see whether  
calls  a r e  logged and telephone reports wri t ten  o r  units 
dispatched); 

2. 	 incident repor t  completion (review of complaint c a r d s  t o  s e e  
whether repor ts  a r e  completed when units a r e  dispatched);  

3. 	 classification/scoring (review of incident r e p o r t s  t o  see  
whether incident reports a r e  properly prepared, c lass i f ied ,  and 
scored and then en te red  on a register  of offenses); a n d  

4. 	 tal l ies (review t o  s e e  whether registers of incidents  a r e  
accurate ly  counted for monthly UCR reports). 

For clearance reporting, t h e  IACP procedure provides for review of source  documents 
t o  determine whether repor ted c learances  a r e  justified. This should also be  matched 
by reviews of a r res t s  t o  assure  tha t  clearances a r e  reported,  but IACP procedures do 

7 ~ o w e v e r ,  the re  is an  issue, which will need t o  be addressed,  of whether 
federal  or s t a t e  freedom of information a c t s  might jeopardize t h e  desired 
confidentiality of audits. 



not address t h e  audit ing of a r res t  reporting. We would propose tha t  these  p rocedures  
be followed, wi th  ce r ta in  modifications. 

Fi rs t ,  t h e  review of telephone tapes  is apparently t h e  most expensive s t e p  i n  
t h e  audit  process  (and, of course, not feasible fo r  depar tments  without such tapes). In  
view of i t s  re la t ively  high cost ,  this  audit  s t e p  should be done less frequently (but n o t  
eliminated entirely).  

The second modification involves t h e  way in which records a r e  t r a c k e d  
through t h e  sys tem.  The IACP drew separa te  samples of records at  each  audit  s t a g e .  
While this may  s t i l l  be necessary for telephone t ape  review, since t apes  may not  b e  
held for long periods, we recommend t h a t  generally a sample of cases  be  t racked a l l  
t h e  way through t h e  system, from initial ca l l  t o  final reporting t o  t h e  s t a t e  or n a t i o n a l  
program. This was  not possible for IACP, in pa r t  because local record s y s t e m s  
sometimes m e t  t h e  requirements for audi ts  only at some stages.  W e  propose t h a t  t h e  
record keeping minimally necessary for audi ts  at a l l  s t ages  (with t h e  poss ible  
exception of telephone tapes) be  required of contributors (see  Section 7.2). 

Third, t h e  adoption of unit-record reporting would, of course, remove t h e  
need t o  verify tallies. Instead, t h e  t ransmit ted coding shee t s  or  tapes  would need to 
be  verified for a sample of offenses identified in agency records. Likewise, a s a m p l e  
of submitted unit-record reports should be examined t o  verify t h e  exis tence o f  a 
corresponding offense  record t o  assure t h a t  additional unit records a r e  not b e i n g  
created.  

Fourth, auditing of c learances  should be revised so  t h a t  both possible types  o f  
er ror  can be  detected.  The procedure developed by IACP examines t h e  s o u r c e  
documents for cases  cleared by a r r e s t  or  exception t o  determine whether t h e  
clearance was justified, thus detect ing any cases  erroneously cleared.  The p rocedure  
does not, however, identify cases  t h a t  should have been c leared but were  not. 

Arres t  reporting should also be audited. Again, a two-way check  is 
desirable. Thus, a sample of booking ca rds  would be used t o  see  t h a t  a r res t s  are 
properly coded and reported t o  UCR. Likewise, a sample of reported a r r e s t s  would b e  
selected and t raced  back t o  t h e  original a r r e s t  record t o  assure proper documenta t ion  
and nonduplication of UCR arrests.  

In adapting t h e  IACP audit  procedures t o  unit-record reporting, t h e  
procedures should be  simplified t o  whatever e x t e n t  possible. The cur ren t  p rocedures  
require a substantial  amount of labor; any simplification would allow audi ts  to b e  
conducted with increased frequency. In any case ,  audit  procedures would b e  
essentially t h e  same for Level I and Level I1 agencies,  though Level I1 agencies would,  
of course, involve more  offense types and d a t a  e lements .  

7.1.2 Sample Design 

We have recommended tha t  audits  be ca r r i ed  out  on a sample basis t o  a l l o w  
estimation of t h e  ex ten t  of over- or underreporting and of how m u c h  
interjurisdictional and intertemporal  variation is due t o  variations in r e p o r t i n g  
practices. The former is needed t o  know t h e  e x t e n t  of overall  er ror  in nat ional  o r  
regional c r ime  stat ist ics.  The l a t t e r  is needed t o  understand t h e  e x t e n t  t o  w h i c h  
observed variation across agencies or  across t ime  represents  rea l  differences in c r i m e  



7.2 

o r  a r res t  ra tes ,  a s  opposed t o  di f ferences  in reporting practices.  Ideally, bo th  would 
ult imately be known by s ize  of agency and by region of t h e  country. 

The design for t h e  sample of audits  should t a k e  s e v e r a l  impor tan t  
considerations into account.  First ,  t h e  sample should be designed to permi t  se lec t ion  
of agencies on a n  ongoing basis. No agency hould know in advance  t h a t  i t s  repor t ing 
for some upcoming month is t o  be audited.' Second, Level I a n d  Level I1 agenc ies  
should be distinguished, since Level I1 agencies should be audited m o r e  f requent ly  than 
Level I agencies. This is appropriate,  in part ,  simply because Level I1 agencies  t e n d  t o  
be  t h e  larger agencies, and their  e r ro r  r a t e s  have g rea te r  e f f e c t  o n  overall  nat ional  
er ror  rates. However, these  agencies should also be audited more  f requen t ly  because  
error  ra tes  in national e s t imates  for  d a t a  e lements  repor ted on ly  in Level  I1 a r e  
entirely dependent on t h e  e r ro r  r a t e s  for these  agencies. Finally, t h e  sample  design 
must t ake  into account samples of audi ts  being conducted by s t a t e  programs. 

Lacking a c c u r a t e  information on t h e  e x t e n t  of variat ion i n  e r r o r  r a t e s  f rom 
agency t o  agency, on t h e  numbers of audits  t o  be conducted by state programs,  and 
t h e  allocation of those audi ts  across Level I and Level I1 agencies ,  i t  is d i f f icul t  t o  
offer  specific guidance on sample  sizes for a national audi t  program. However,  based 
on some rough calculations, i t  appears  t h a t  a well-designed sample consis t ing of about  
two  or th ree  agencies per s t a t e  (and a n  average of perhaps 50 r e c o r d s  per agency)  
would t o  produce moderately a c c u r a t e  es t imates  of er ror  for t h e  n a t i o n  a s  a whole. 

An audit program is essential  t o  UCR. No d a t a  sys tem o f  th is  impor tance  
and scope can be maintained without some basic program t o  assure  consis tency across  
reporting agencies. Nor c a n  cost  considerations be an  obstacle.  If i t  is t o o  cos t ly  t o  
conduct an  adequate  number of audi ts  t o  produce a c c u r a t e  e s t i m a t e s  within a one-
year period, these audits  should be spread over several  years. While fa r  f rom ideal, 
such an  approach would ult imately provide basic information on t h e  e x t e n t  a n d  n a t u r e  
of er ror  in t h e  system. 

Code of Professional Standards for  Reporting Systems 

The National Program has long provided agencies with descr ipt ions  of basic 
record systems and procedures for compilation of UCR reports. W e  recommend t h a t  
such descriptions be  formalized by t h e  National Program, in conjunct ion wi th  IACP 
and NSA, in the  development of a code of professional s t a n d a r d s  for repor t ing 
systems, together with a t imetab le  for adoption by reporting agencies .  Agencies 
cert if ied as meeting t h e  standard s e t  by t h e  code would be so  des ignated.  Such a 
program could be designed for agencies t o  self-certify t h a t  t h e y  m e e t  t h e  code's 
standards; al ternatively,  cer t i f ica t ion might be integrated with ongoing accred i ta t ion  
efforts. 

is, of course, possible t h a t  some key agencies could  b e  aud i ted  on a 
regular basis. 
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Our survey of law enforcement  agencies indicates t h e  majority of contribu- 
tors  recognize t h e  importance of agency reporting systems meeting basic standards. 9 
Accordingly, th i s  section discusses t h e  recordkeeping standards t h a t  should be  
considered fo r  inclusion in t h e  code of professional standards. 

The  f i r s t  s t e p  in specifying standards is t o  review t h e  flow of information. 
This serves  t o  identify t h e  points at which errors  may ar ise  and t h e  records needed t o  
permit  l a t e r  review and audit  of t h e  reporting process. 

Some stylized flows a r e  presented in Figure 7.1. The flow of information for  
offense repor ts  s t a r t s  with a cal l  t o  t h e  police, except  in cases  where the  offense is 
directly discovered by t h e  police. (Obviously, not a l l  offenses a r e  reported nor 
necessarily even  known t o  anyone except  t h e  offender,  but  this is beyond the  purview 
of t h e  UCR.) The  cal l  may require any of a number of actions,  including dispatching a 
patrol  c a r  o r  taking a telephone report  of a crime. The major error  possible at th i s  
point is failing t o  dispatch a patrol  c a r  or t o  record a telephone report  when i t  appears  
t h a t  a n  offense  may be involved. 

The next  s t e p  is completing t h e  incident repor t  itself. The obvious potent ia l  
e r ro r  he re  is t h a t  reports may not be filed or  may be incomplete. 

The completed incident report  must then be classified and scored--that is, 
t h e  criminal e v e n t  is character ized a s  larceny, burglary, or other offense, and t h e  
appropriate number of counts recorded. Error here  arises from t h e  opljious possibility 
of mistakes in applying the  UCR classification and scoring rules. Each of t h e  
United S t a t e s  has i t s  own criminal code and i t s  own definitions of offenses. The UCR 
system imposes i t s  own unique classification, which generally differs in some deta i l  o r  
another  f rom t h e  s t a t e  codes. Some s ta tes ,  for example,  consider taking property 
f rom a c a r  t o  be  a form of burglary, whereas UCR defines this a s  a larceny. Likewise, 
r ape  of a male  is not included in the  current  UCR definition of rape,  though i t  is 
considered rape  under several  s t a t e  codes. 

9 ~ h equestion and responses were: 

"Contributing agency reporting systems should be reviewed and cer t i f ied  t o  
assure t h a t  they m e e t  basic standards." 

Neither 
Agree Agree Agree Nor Disagree Disagree  

Strongly Somewhat Disagree Somewhat Strongly 

Agencies Serving 
Populations 
Over  100,000 47% 31% 11% 6% 6% 

All Agencies 22% 37% 26% 8% 8% 

loin some s ta tes ,  t h e  s t a t e  program receives copies of the  offense repor t s  
and classif ies and scores them for local departments.  
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In addition, where incidents involve more than one offense, t h e  event  mus t  
s t i l l  be classif ied under a single code. The UCR Hierarchy Rule essentially provides 
a n  ordered list of offenses, so t h a t  when multiple offenses a r e  involved, t h e  even t  is 
coded in t e r m s  of t h e  most serious offense. This sounds straightforward enough, but i t  
has  i t s  complexit ies.  For example, although motor-vehicle t h e f t  is listed below 
larceny-theft  in t h e  hierarchy of P a r t  I cr imes,  i t  in fact takes  precedence over  
larceny-theft  in classification.' l Likewise, when arson or  just if iable homicide occurs  
in conjunction with another P a r t  I offense, t h e  Hierarchy Rul is not applied. Instead, 
both t h e  o ther  offense and t h e  arson or homicide a r e  entered.  f 2  

The number of offenses must also be determined. The general  rule is t h a t  f o r  
murder, rape,  and  aggravated assault,  t h e  number of offenses equals t h e  number of 
victims, whereas  robberies, burglaries, and larcenies a r e  scored in t e r m s  of t h e  overall  
even t  (e.g., t h e  robbery of ten  people in one criminal incident counts a s  one robbery, 
not  ten). Here  again, an  apparently straightforward rule may become difficult t o  
apply in c e r t a i n  situations. The classic example is t h e  Hotel  Rule--essentially a ru le  
t h a t  a s e t  of apparently related and sequential burglaries of different guests' rooms in 
one hotel  be  counted a s  one event ,  largely on t h e  ground tha t  this represents  a single 
overall operation tha t  is likely t be reported (once) by the  hotel r a the r  than (several  
t imes) by t h e  individual guests.P3 Similarly, a re la ted s e t  of larcenies--thefts f rom 
t e n  parking meters ,  fo r  example--is classified a s  a single event.  

Under unit-record reporting, offenses would no longer need t o  be tallied by 
local depar tments ,  thereby removing t h e  potential  for addition errors. Instead, 
however, offenses would reported t o  t h e  UCR. The potential  for er ror  here,  of course ,  
r es t s  in mistranscription and omit ted or duplicated offense records. Finally, d a t a  
received must be entered in t h e  s t a t e  and/or national UCR d a t a  bases, a s  discussed in 
t h e  next section. 

Arres ts  and c learances  show similar er ror  patterns. First ,  a r res t s  must b e  
en te red  in some basic booking system. Again, t h e  f i rs t  source of e r ro r  is loss of a r r e s t  
events  in t h e  system. Next, t h e  a r r e s t  must be classified and scored. Under UCR 
rules, a n  a r r e s t  is a single event;  when multiple charges  a r e  filed, t h e  a r res t  must b e  
reduced t o  a single charge. If P a r t  I c r imes a r e  involved, the  usual Hierarchy Rule  
applies. If only P a r t  I1 offenses a r e  involved, t h e  agency is lef t  t o  determine the  mos t  
serious offense. Arres ts  a r e  scored by t h e  number of persons arres ted.  In par t icular ,  
multiple charges  do not mean multiple arres ts ,  even when additional charges  a r e  
developed a f t e r  t h e  initial arrest .  Additional information on the  age,  race/e thnic i ty ,  
and sex is also required. Under the  current  system, this requires e laborate  tallies. 

' ' s ee  U.S. Depar tment  of Justice,  Federal  Bureau of Investigation, Uniform 
Cr ime  Reporting Handbook, 1980, pp. 33 and 35 (problem 4). 

1 2 ~ h o u g h  t h e  justifiable homicide is then unfounded: Ibid., pp. 34 and 3 5  
(problem 5). 

13while these  rules a r e  quite reasonable, they do produce potential  problems, 
though undoubtedly rare ,  when applied together.  Thus, t h e  rape,  robbery, a n d  
aggravated assault  of a number of victims (in a single incident) becomes a single 
murder if one victim dies. 



Under unit-record reporting, a single a r res t  record would be submi t t ed  for each 
arres t .  Thus, t h e  major a r e a s  for er ror  with unit records would b e  in e i the r  losing 
a r r e s t s  ent i re ly  or  in classification and scoring. 

C lea rance  r a t e s  also a r e  developed from t h e  a r res t  record.  Each a r r e s t  must 
be  linked t o  offenses, including a l l  P a r t  I offenses for which t h e  pe rson  is charged and 
referred for  prosecution. These offenses a r e  then cleared,  unless they have already 
been c leared earlier. Thus, a single a r r e s t  may result  in s e v e r a l  c learances  (or no 
clearances,  if t h e  cr imes were  previously cleared). Crimes m a y  b e  c lea red  without 
a r r e s t  in special  c i rcumstances  where t h e  offender is known and  l o c a t e d  but a n  a r r e s t  
is not feasible due to,  for example,  dea th  or  t h e  fact t h a t  t h e  o f fender  is already in 
custody. 

The obvious sources of e r ro r  in c learances  ar ise  f rom f a i l u r e  t o  account  for 
a l l  P a r t  I c r imes  involved with t h e  a r r e s t  and from failure t o  a s s u r e  t h a t  t h e  c r imes  
have not been previously cleared.  There  is also some potent ia l  for misuse of t h e  
exceptional clearance.  In part icular,  when t h e  offender is known but not located,  a 
c a s e  may not be cleared. Again, unit-record reporting would e l i m i n a t e  t h e  need for 
agencies t o  tal ly clearances. 

7.2.2 Contributor Standards 

These brief descriptions of t h e  sources of er ror  in repor t ing  also suggest two 
basic sor ts  of requirements for local reporting systems: 

f irst ,  a set of processing controls t o  assure t h a t  a l l  c a s e s  move 
through t h e  system, and 

second, a se t  of records t h a t  support internal  a n d  ex te rna l  
audits. 

The f i rs t  sort  of controls assures t h a t  cases  a r e  not lllostl' in t h e  sys tem;  t h e  second 
allows for routine quality control. Most of these  basic requ i rements  a r e  not new. 
They have been variously described in FBI publications, and sev r a l  were  c i t e d  a s  t h e  
basic records needed for t h e  UCR audit  developed by t h e  IACP.f4 The basic require-
ments  for a minimal recordkeeping system for both Level I and L e v e l  I1 agencies are:  

For Offenses: 

e Some record of al l  ca l ls  for service tha t  allows per iodic  review 
of receptionist disposition. This may be a t ape  of ca l l s  or  a 
wri t ten  or computerized log. The records need not b e  perman-
e n t  but should be s tored for some reasonable l eng th  of t i m e  
(at least  two months). 

14see,  for example,  UCR Handbook (1984), p. 2, and U.S. Depar tment  of 
Justice,  FBI, Manual of Law Enforcement Records, especially p. 68. For  t h e  IACP 
audit  records requirement,  s e e  International Association of Chie f s  of Police, Inc., -The 
IACP-UCR Audit/Evaluation Manual, Gaithersburg, Maryland, 1976, pp. 26, 35, 43, 52, 
62. 



A sys tem of prenumbered dispatch ca rds  t h a t  record a l l  
d ispatches  plus officer call-ins of c r imes  discovered by police. 
These  form t h e  basis of an  offense repor t  tracking system. 
Numbering is key t o  allowing positive follow-up t o  assure t h a t  
a l l  r epor t s  a r e  complete.  

A records  unit  t h a t  maintains dispatch ca rds  in a t ickler sys tem 
t o  assure  t h a t  incident repor ts  a r e  completed.  

e Classification and scoring performed o r  reviewed by a cer t i f ied  
UCR exper t  (see  Section 7.3 f o r a  discussion of UCR 
cert if ication).  

Use of routine internal  controls--specifically, a repor t  t h a t  
identif ies outstanding incident repor ts  by month, using t h e  
sequential  numbering system t o  identify and follow up on cases  
without reports. 

Internal  review program t o  review periodically receptionist  
disposition, incident repor t  completeness,  and classification and 
scoring. 

For Arres ts  and Clearances: 

A cen t ra l  a r r e s t  booking system t h a t  assigns sequential  numbers 
t o  a r r e s t s  at booking. 

An a r r e s t  repor t  for each a r r e s t  t h a t  t i e s  t h e  a r r e s t  t o  one or  
more  offenses by offense number(s). 

Classif ication of a r res t s  performed -or  reviewed by a cer t i f ied  
UCR exper t  (see  Section 7.3). 

Entry of e a c h  a r res t  into al l  re levant  offense fi les and listing of 
a l l  offenses c leared by t h e  arres t .  

Established procedures for exceptional clearances,  with 
supervisory review. 

e Internal review program for a r r e s t  classification, offense and 
c learance links, and transmission. 

These procedures contain very l i t t le  t h a t  t h e  FBI has not already said t o  local  
departments.  They present basic requirements for orderly reporting and record keep-
ing t o  suooort internal  and external  audits. What seems required now is ~ o s i t i v e  
cGtificatfihn bv local deoar tments  t h a t  the" have reviewed' t h e  Manual 'of Law- -. - -- - -- .- - - 2  

Enforcement Records and  t h a t  they m e e t  t6e standards listed above. This would 
necessarilv involve self-cert if ication by agencies. Some assistance in self-evaluation- -
might be o f f e r e d  by having agencies answer a few d i rec t  questions concerning, fo r  
example, t h e  local agency name for t h e  dispatch and a r r e s t  logs and deta i ls  on how 
long they a r e  retained,  requests for copies of internal  forms flow reports,  and de ta i l s  
on internal audit frequency. In addition, this  f i rs t  self-cert if ication by t h e  agency 



should be accompanied h y  a prior agreement  t o  permit  audi ts  a s  reques ted .  Agencies  
complying wi th  t h e  request  for self-certification would be  spec ia l ly  n o t e d  (for 
example,  with a n  asterisk adjacent  t o  t h e  agency name) in annual U C R  publ icat ions  
t h a t  list d a t a  for individual agencies. (See t h e  description of S e r i e s  3 and  S e r i e s  4 
publications in Chapter  9.) 

7.3 Improved Feedback to Local Agencies 

In addition t o  t h e  use of audi ts  and t h e  development  of t h e  c o d e  of 
professional standards described above, t h e  National UCR Program c a n  a l so  improve 
UCR quali ty through increased training and feedback t o  local  agencies .  
Recommendations for additional training and feedback build on e x i s t i n g  FBI p rograms  
and a r e  s t ructured t o  recognize rea l  resource limitations in dealing w i t h  a lmos t  16,000 
contributing agencies. No dist inctions a r e  envisioned between L e v e l  I and  Leve l  I1 
agencies in regard t o  these  procedures, excep t  a s  necessitated by t h e  d i f fe rences  in 
t h e  d a t a  collected.  

The National Program now of fe r s  limited training in UCR class i f ica t ion and 
scoring, supplemented by more  or  less intensive s t a t e  program e f f o r t s .  T h e  l imi ted 
training frequency usually re f l ec t s  manpower limitations. But t h e  Nat ional  P rogram 
does have well tes ted printed materials ,  plus a regular newsletter  to c o m m u n i c a t e  new 
rulings on special cases. Thus, self-training is possible. What is missing f r o m  this  
system is regular cer t i f ica t ion of local depar tment  capabilities. S i n c e  t h e  Nat ional  
Program does have extensive t e s t s  already developed for training sess ions ,  i t  would be  
relat ively easy for t h e  program, ideally in conjunction with s t a t e  p rograms ,  t o  o f fe r :  

0 a basic UCR t e s t  t o  be  self-administered by local a g e n c y  s taff  
but ideally be machine graded by t h e  National P rogram,  wi th  a 
ce r t i f i ca te  of proficiency awarded for passing scores; and 

update quizzes, which could be self-scored by local u s e r s  t o  test 
their  continuing proficiency. 

Similar feedback could be developed from t h e  audit program. An annua l  analys is  of 
common errors  and problems could be issued each year, based on t h e  sample  audi ts .  In 
addition, er ror  ra tes  could be published t o  provide local d e p a r t m e n t s  wi th  guidelines 
for  evaluating their  own performance,  based on their  internal reviews.  

Finally, t h e  National Program (and s t a t e  programs)  could develop 
considerable information on local depar tment  accuracy,  based on e d i t s  of incoming 
data.  Such edits ,  of course,  would be used directly t o  cor rec t  data. I t  should be 
recognized, however, t h a t  t h e  volume of offense da ta  will cer ta inly  prohibit  ex tens ive  
correction of suspected e r ro rs  by contributing agencies on a case-by-case  basis. 
Instead, th ree  sor ts  of edi ts  a r e  envisioned: 

I.  Batch control  re turns  t o  agencies where t h e  n u m b e r  of 
offenses/arrests  t r ansmi t t ed  does not agree  with t h e  b a t c h  case 
numbers given by t h e  agency. 
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Agencies would submit offenses and a r res t s  in batches. I t  is suggested t h a t  these  
batches b e  held for one month, t o  minimize t h e  need for l a te r  updates. Thus, January 
offenses and  a r r e s t s  would be submitted in March. The agency would e n t e r  a count  of 
the  t o t a l  number of offenses and a r res t s  t ransmit ted in order t o  be  able  t o  verify t h a t  
al l  were  received.  The national or s t a t e  UCR programs would probably query agencies 
if t h e  number received did not match t h e  control  total .  

2. 	 Missing d a t a  in fields t h a t  should b e  completed,  given t h e  na tu re  
of t h e  offense. 

We d o  not  suggest  t h a t  t h e  National Program a t t e m p t  t o  fill  in missing d a t a  by 
contact ing contributing agencies. If a missing-data problem is severe,  i t  would be  
possible t o  t r y  t o  e s t i m a t e  values by contact ing agencies  with respect  t o  a sample  of 
the  missing cases. In general, however, t h e  unit-record sys tem could handle missing 
d a t a  much more  effect ively  than does t h e  cur ren t  system. In e f fec t ,  t h e  cases  for 
which d a t a  a r e  not missing would be  used t o  e s t i m a t e  values for o the r  cases, 
Furthermore,  t h e  e x t e n t  of missing d a t a  and t h e  na tu re  of t h e  imputation used could 
be readily documented.  

What t h e  UCR Program c a n  d o  is t o  o f fe r  feedback t o  local contr ibutors  in 
t e rms  of quar ter ly  repor ts  on t h e  incidence of missing d a t a  by e lement ,  and 
comparison of local agency performance with average  or  better-than-average agency 
performance. Very extensive missing d a t a  problems might, of course, suggest special  
follow-up. 

3. 	 Inconsistent Values, where the  ed i t  program finds unlikely 
values or  inconsistent values (such as injury codes for a larceny). 

Again, ed i t  processing would probably simply adopt  a rule. Thus, t h e  offense  code  
might be given precedence,  wiping out  inconsistent fields. Likewise, out-of-range 
values might be  set t o  missing. Again, however, t h e  local agency should receive  a 
quarterly repor t  indicating t h e  incidence of problems by d a t a  field. 

The combination of a regular audit  program, agency self-cert if ication,  and  
continued feedback in t e r m s  of training materials ,  tes ts ,  and e r ro r  analyses would both  
document t h e  ex ten t  of er ror  and material ly improve UCR reporting accuracy.  These  
s teps  would accordingly remove a major impediment t o  t h e  e f fec t ive  use of t h e  UCR. 

Role  of S t a t e  UCR Programs in Quali ty Assurance 

S t a t e  programs should be a n  important pa r t  of t h e  UCR quality assurance 
program. First ,  s t a t e  UCR programs could under take much more  extensive d a t a  
cleaning. By t h e  t ime  d a t a  reach the  National Program, t h e  volume is such t h a t  t h e  
program c a n  at most impute missing da ta ,  override inconsistencies, and issue repor t s  
on t h e  incidence of d a t a  problems, a s  described in Section 7.3. S t a t e  programs, in 
contrast ,  could undertake t o  query reporting agencies t o  resolve apparent  errors. This 
does not only re f l ec t  t h e  smaller  volumes involved. Correct ions  of d a t a  drawn from 
operating records sys tems a r e  generally much eas ier  when t h e  cases  a r e  st i l l  l'alive"-- 
before they require extensive fi le searches and  while memories can  st i l l  fill  in for 
missing paper. Because s t a t e  programs a r e  also closer t o  local agencies, they a r e  
more likely t o  know whom t o  cal l  in each agency and more  able  t o  develop rapid 
turnaround. 



S t a t e  programs could also note  t h e  need for and o f fe r  t r a in ing  in a r e a s  t h a t  
a r e  state-specific. Most obviously, changes in s t a t e  law might c r e a t e  new divergences  
between s t a t e  legal ca tegor ies  and t h e  uniform UCR categories.  State programs  a r e  
uniquely positioned t o  note  these  changes, issue warnings agains t  misclass i f ica t ion for  
UCR, and  t rack  agency repor ts  t o  assure t h a t  the re  a r e  not s u d d e n  sh i f t s  in UCR 
cr ime  to ta l s  due t o  such misreporting. 

S t a t e  programs should conduct audits  more  f r e q u e n t l y  t h a n  t h e y  do 
currently. The audit  s t a f f  of t h e  National Program would, if necessary ,  conduc t  s o m e  
audits  as needed for national er ror  es t imates .  However, s t a t e  p r o g r a m s  should st i l l  
conduct enough additional audi ts  t o  assess reporting accuracy fo r  t h e i r  state. These 
e f fo r t s  should obviously be  coordinated. Hence t h e  bulk of a u d i t s ,  and  perhaps  all 
audits, should be conducted by s t a t e  program s t a f f ,  with quali ty con t ro l  a u d i t s  and  
training by National Program staff  t o  insure consistency across  s t a t e s .  

Several s t a t e s  now conduct occasional audits. Only one, N e w  York, conduc t s  
randomly selected audits. Even New York conducts only a few a u d i t s  e a c h  year.  A 
substantial increase in s t a t e  program audits, using procedures es tabl ished by t h e  
National Program, might require some funding support f rom t h e  Nat iona l  Program,  but  
would materially strengthen s t a t e  program quality assurance. 

Similarly, s t a t e  programs could also amplify reporting s y s t e m  requ i rements  
in t e rms  of local practice. Again, they could be familiar  with individual local  agenc ies  
in a way tha t  the  National Program staff  can  never hope t o  be. This  would require  
act ive  outreach by s t a t e  program directors  t o  local agency UCR s t a f f s  and  c h i e f s  t o  
discuss problems and provide continuing training. Such c o n t a c t s  would involve 
periodic field visits a s  well a s  a t t endance  a t  s t a t e  meetings of po l i ce  and sheriffs'  
organizations. 

Finally, s t a t e  programs should play a major role in inc reased  feedback 
provided t o  local agencies, both on their  own init iat ive and as l iaison be tween  t h e  
National Program and local agencies. In coordination with t h e  Nat ional  Program,  
s t a t e  programs could distr ibute t h e  periodic t e s t s  fo r  cer t i f ica t ion o f  UCR proficiency 
and the  results of these  tests .  They could distr ibute t h e  qu izzes  developed by t h e  
National Program t o  be used by local agencies t o  maintain prof ic iency;  t h e y  might 
also c r e a t e  and distr ibute similar types of mater ia ls  on thei r  own. To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  
auditing and editing a r e  carr ied  out by s t a t e  programs, a s  recommended ,  t h e n  they 
would also be expected t o  distr ibute information on common e r r o r s  and  provide 
individual agencies with information on their  own part icular problem a reas .  

S ta te  programs a r e  also, of course,  a major component of t h e  UCR system. 
Accordingly, the  National Program quality assurance should inc lude  review of s t a t e  
program procedures and biannual audit  of every s t a t e  program t o  a s s u r e  a c c u r a t e  and 
complete transmission of data .  

Error R a t e s  in UCR Reporting 

As already noted at  t h e  beginning of this chap te r ,  while t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  has 
often questioned t h e  accuracy of  UCR d a t a  and our s i t e  visi ts  and  surveys  have 
identified specific sources of error,  l i t t le  quant i ta t ive  information on  repor t ing e r ro r  
ra tes  has been available. (A notable exception is the  information ava i l ab le  f r o m  t h e  
IACP audit/evaluation project ,  which is discussed in Section 7.5.3.) In th is  sect ion,  w e  
present the  results of an analysis intended t o  e s t i m a t e  error  rates in t h e  UCR 
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reporting of offenses ,  clearances,  and arrests .  The approach used was t o  ana lyze  
current ly  exis t ing and available d a t a  from audi ts  of local law enforcement  agency  
reporting. 

7.5.1 Data Sources 

Two sources  of d a t a  were  used in this analysis: audits  conducted by t h e  IACP 
and audi ts  conducted by s t a t e  agencies. The IACP audits  were  conducted be tween  
1974 and 1977 as par t  of their  UCR AuditJEvaluation project, sponsored by t h e  
LEAA. A t o t a l  of 35 audits  were  conducted and a r e  docimented i n  The IACP-UCR 
Audit Evaluation Final Report  (1976). (Three of t h e  audits  were  reaudits  of previously 
audited agencies.) Additional detailed information not contained in these  documents  
was obtayned f rom a member of t h e  original audit  project ,  who abs t rac ted  t h e  
necessary information from t h e  original audit  materials .  

Thirty-eight audits  previously conducted by several  s t a t e  agencies were  a l s o  
used. These aud i t s  were  made available t o  us for research purposes on condition t h a t  
t h e  identi ty of t h e  individual agencies--and in some cases,  t h e  identi ty of t h e  s t a t e s  
themselves--be kep t  confidential. This confidential i ty requirement re f l ec t s  t h e  fact 
t h a t  only a f e w  s t a t e  agencies now conduct audits. Such confidentiality would not, of  
course, be required under an  ongoing audit  program such a s  t h a t  described in Sect ion 
7.1. In order  t o  maintain confidentiality in this analysis, no information on t h e  
identity of t h e  s t a tes ,  on t h e  distribution of number of audits  by s t a t e ,  or  on t h e  
actual  number of audi ts  used in any specific analysis is provided. However, t h e  r e a d e r  
should recognize t h a t  t h e  results a r e  based on d a t a  from only a very limited number of 
s t a t e s  and a r e  somet imes heavily dominated by one or two states.  

7.5.2 Description of Audit Procedures 

Before turning t o  our analysis of these  da ta ,  we need t o  exami t h e  a u d i t  
procedures themselves. The IACP procedure is composed of five stages.'' S tages  I, 
11, 111, and V re la te  t o  incidentloffense reporting. Stage I V  re la tes  t o  c l e a r a n c e  
reporting. (For this reason, i t  is discussed a f t e r  Stage V.) The IACP audit  project  d i d  
not address t h e  auditing of a r res t  reporting, but some s t a t e s  have done so. Except f o r  
Stage V,  e a c h  of t h e  IACP audit  s tages  involves sampling source mater ia ls  such as 
complaint ca rds  or incident reports. Some s t a t e s  have developed and used a modified 
auditing procedure where sampling is not used and a l l  relevant cases  during t h e  a u d i t  
period a r e  t r acked  through the  reporting system, 

As mentioned, t h e  IACP audit  procedure involves four s tages  re la ted t o  
offense reporting. The purpose of Stage I is t o  determine if ( I )  telephone recept ionis ts  
accurate ly  document ci t izen requests for police service (i.e., prepare a complaint  
control  card ,  dispatch t icket ,  blotter  entry ,  or computer  entry),  and (2) police un i t s  
a r e  dispatched and/or telephone reports a r e  taken in response t o  requests for police 
service. S tage  I is conducted by monitoring se lected segments of t ape  recordings of 
incoming calls, and forward-checking each relevant ca l l  t o  determine ( I )  if  a 
complaint c a r d  was generated or a repor t  taken,  and (2) if t h e  nature  of the  incident 

151'here is a sixth s tage (victim/compliance interviews) a s  well, but t h i s  
s tage is actually conducted in conjunction with other  stages.  
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as recorded on t h e  ca rd  or  repor t  is consistent  with t h e  informat ion recorded on t h e  
tape.  For our purposes, we a r e  concerned at this s t age  only wi th  e r r o r s  of omission 
(no complaint  card  or  repor t  generated),  a s  only these  should a f f e c t  t h e  number of 
P a r t  I offenses reported. 

The purpose of Stage I1 is t o  determine if, upon responding t o  a reques t  for 
service,  t h e  investigating officer accurate ly  documented t h e  e l e m e n t s  of t h e  
incident. This s t age  is conducted by selecting a sample of compla in t  c a r d s  (or 
dispatch documents) and forward-checking each t o  determine if an incidentloffense 
repor t  was prepared, and if t h e  na tu re  of t h e  incident a s  descr ibed in t h e  incident 
repor t  is consistent  with information recorded on t h e  complaint  c a r d .  A t  th i s  stage, 
w e  a r e  concerned with errors  of omission (no incident repor t  e n e r a t e d )  and  with 
downgrading errors  (Par t  I offenses described a s  P a r t  I1 offenses). 1% 

The purpose of Stage 111 is t o  determine t h e  accuracy w i t h  which incident/  
offense  reports a r e  classified and scored. Stage I11 is conducted by se lect ing a sample 
of incidentloffense reports,  reviewing each t o  determine t h e  c o r r e c t  UCR 
classification, and comparing this classification with t h a t  shown on t h e  agency's 
register  of incidents. A t  this s t age  we a r e  concerned with omissions (i.e., P a r t  I 
incidents for which no entry  is made on t h e  register  of incidents), downgrading of P a r t  
I offenses t o  P a r t  11, and upgrading of P a r t  I1 offenses t o  P a r t  I. 

The purpose of Stage V is t o  assess the  accuracy of t h e  numerical  count  of 
offenses reported. I t  is conducted by recounting t h e  Index c r imes  f o r  t h e  aud i t  period 
using t h e  source documents (e.g., incidentloffense reports,  compla in t  cards ,  register  
of incidents, daily activity sheet)  from which the  agency tabula tes  t h e  offenses  known 
f o r  t h e  monthly UCR Return A. The count  is based on t h e  agency's classif ication; no 
judgments a r e  made regarding t h e  accuracy of t h e  classif ication,  since th is  has 
already been considered in Stage I11 of t h e  audit. 

Stage IV of t h e  IACP procedure audits  t h e  reporting o f  c learances .  Its 
purposes a r e  (1) t o  determine if t h e  agency properly c lea r s  (by a r r e s t  or  by exception) 
incidents in conformance with national UCR guidelines, and (2) t o  ve r i fy  t h e  accuracy  
of the  clearance d a t a  submitted on t h e  monthly UCR Return A. I t  is conducted by 
selecting a sample of source documents (e.g., a r res t  reports,  supplementary  investi- 
gation reports, or follow-up reports)  leading t o  c learances  by a r r e s t  o r  except ion and 
reviewing each t o  determine t h e  accuracy of t h e  c learance by examining whether  t h e  
a r res t  supports t h e  c learance or, al ternatively,  whether the re  is su f f i c ien t  documenta- 
tion t o  support an  exceptional clearance.  

Because this procedure examines only cases  claimed t o  be  c lea red  by an 
agency, i t  will identify cases  t h a t  were  erroneously c leared b u t  will not  identify 
uncleared cases tha t  should have been cleared.  Some s t a t e s  h a v e  used audi t  proce- 
dures for clearances tha t  allow errors  of both kinds t o  be detected.  

As indicated previously, t h e  IACP procedure does not a d d r e s s  t h e  audit ing of 
a r res t  reporting. Some s t a t e s  do audit  a r r e s t  reporting by performing an  independent 
tally of ar res ts  for t h e  a r r e s t  period and comparing t h e  ta l ly  wi th  t h e  agency's 
reported arrests ,  for t h e  audit  period. 

1 6 ~ s  discussed l a te r ,  some of the  downgrading e r r o r s  may possibly be 
reversed later. 



7.5.3 IACP Error  Es t imates  

Even though t h e  principal purpose of t h e  IACP procedure may be  considered 
t o  be  identif ication of problem a reas  within t h e  reporting system, t h e  IACP aud i t /  
evaluation project  did provide information on reporting error  rates.  Specifically, t h e  
final repor t  gives es t imates  of t h e  reported c r i m e  Index a s  a percentage of t h e  
es t imated  t r u e  number of P a r t  I incidents for each  audited agency. However, t h e s e  
es t imates  provide less than ideal measures of reporting e r ro r  ra tes ,  for several  reasons  
t h a t  can  b e  addressed. First ,  t h e  es t imates  do not  t a k e  into account  reporting e r r o r s  
resulting r m t h e  final counting of P a r t  I offenses as, for example, f rom a register  o f  
i n c i d e n t s j p  Second, no adjus tment  is made when various s tages  of t h e  audit  a r e  n o t  
conducted at  a n  agency. The calculation is made as though no errors  were  made at 
these  stages,  and  38 percent  of t h e  s tages  a r e  omi t t ed  for lack of adequate  record  
sys tems t o  support  auditing. Third, t h e  method used t o  project  to ta l  e r ro r s  occurr ing 
in t h e  audit  period ( a t  Stages I1 and 111) from er ro rs  identified in t h e  sample is l e ss  
precise than i t  might be. The procedure used is t o  multiply t h e  number of omissions 
and downgradings identified in t h e  sample by t h e  ra t io  of t h e  number of sampled 
incidents considered t o  be  P a r t  I or  potentially P a r t  I t o  t h e  es t imated  number of such  
incidents in t h e  en t i re  audit period. A more precise e s t i m a t e  is obtained by 
multiplying t h e  number of identif ied omissions and downgradings by t h e  a c t u a l  
sampling fraction,  which is known exactly. Fourth, no account is taken of t h e  
upgrading e r ro rs  at Stage I11 t h a t  offse t  omissions and downgradings of P a r t  I 
incidents. 

7.5.4 Methodology fo r  th is  Analysis 

Two dif ferent  methodologies were  used t o  e s t i m a t e  error  r a t e s  in inciden" 
reporting f rom t h e  audit  data.  One was used for audits  conducted using the  s t r i c t  
IACP procedures (involving sampling at th ree  stages), including in part icular t h e  35 
audi ts  actually conducted by t h e  IACP. The o ther  was used for audits  t h a t  t racked a l l  
offenses for t h e  audi t  period through t h e  en t i re  reporting system. 

The f i rs t  methodology is summarized in Table 7.1. A t  Stage I, a c e r t a i n  
number (x1) of P a r t  I offenses identified in t h e  sampled segments  of t h e  te lephone 
tapes  a r e  de tec ted  t o  be  omissions for which no unit was dispatched nor te lephone 
repor t  taken. Since only a sample of segments of t h e  t a p e  was  audited, th is  r epresen t s  
only a portion of t h e  to ta l  Stage I omissions for t h e  audit  period. If t h e  proportion of 
t h e  t ape  audited is represented by t h e  fraction f l ,  an  unbiased e s t i m a t e  of t h e  t o t a l  
number of omissions is given by x l / f l .  This represents  t h e  es t imated loss of P a r t  I 
incidents at Stage I. 

Similarly, at Stage 11, a ce r ta in  number (x2) of omissions and downgradings t o  
P a r t  I1 offenses a r e  discovered. If t h e  proportion of complaint  cards  audited a t  t h i s  
s t age  is given by t h e  fraction f,, then an  unbiased e s t i m a t e  of t h e  t o t a l  number of 
omks ions  and downgradings is C2/f2. This es t imates  t h e  loss of P a r t  I incidents at  
Stage 11. 

A t  Stage 111, upgradings a s  well a s  omissions and downgradings must b e  
considered. If x3 denotes t h e  number of omissions and downgradings ne t  of t h e  

17stage V of t h e  IACP audit  procedure. 





number of upgradings among t h e  sampled incident reports,  and if f3 denotes  t h e  
fraction of repor ts  sampled in t h e  audit  period, then x3/f is a n  unbiased e s t i m a t e  of 
t h e  t o t a l  number  of omissions and downgradings ne t  of i%e t o t a l  number of upgrad-
ings. This e s t i m a t e s  t h e  net  loss of P a r t  I offenses at th is  
sampling is used and  only t h e  simple di f ference between t h e  
I incidents (e.g., f rom a register  of incidents) and t h e  
considered. The  di f ference represents t h e  loss of P a r t  

Since t h e  n e t  losses of P a r t  I offenses at e a c h  s t a g e  a r e  cumulative,18 a n  
unbiased e s t i m a t e  of t h e  ne t  undercount is given by: 

The c o r r e c t  offense  count (as per t h e  audit)  c a n  be expressed a s  

and t h e  es t imated  e r ro r  r a t e  is given by 

The second and simpler methodology, applicable for audi ts  conducted by 
states for which all  incidents for t h e  audit  period were  examined, is summarized in 
Table 7.2. One  begins with t h e  assumed c o r r e c t  count (cauqt) of offenses based o n  
t h e  audit. Let t ing c l ,  c2, c3 ,  and c g  represent  t h e  agency s counts  at each  of t h e  
four stages,  then caUdit - represents t h e  loss of P a r t  I offenses at Stage I, a n d  
similarly c l  - c ~ ,cz - a n2c 3  - c g  represent  t h e  losses at Stages  11,111, and V. T h e  
to ta l  ne t  loss is given y t h e  sum of these  four d i f ferences  and is equal simply t o  
caudit - cx (The to ta l  net  loss could, of course,  have been obtained immedia te ly  
simp y a s  t is one difference;  use of t h e  in termediate  d i f ferences  is for t h e  purpose of 
examining at which s tages  losses occur.) The error  r a t e  in offense  reporting is t h e n  
given by 

With both methodologies, numbers o f  er rors  were  imputed for s t ages  o m i t t e d  
from auditing at individual agencies. The imputation was based on observed e r r o r  
ra tes  a t  o the r  agencies. Computation of es t imated  clearance-reporting error  r a t e s  
from t h e  audit  d a t a  was completely straightforward.  However, only those a u d i t s  
allowing identification of both kinds of  e r ro rs  ( t h a t  is, erroneously clearing a n  o f f e n s e  
and failing t o  c lear  a n  offense t h a t  should be c leared)  were  used in t h e  analysis. Thus,  
t h e  audits  conducted by the  IACP were  not  used. Error r a t e s  for c learances  w e r e  
computed simply a s  

18with t h e  possible exception noted previously, of S tage  I1 downgradings. 
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T a b l e  7 . 2  

METHODOLOGY FOR MODIFIED IACP AUDIT PROCEDURE 
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opposed t o  di f ferences  in reporting practices. This depends on t h e  variat ion in e r r o r  
ra tes  across  agencies. 

Table  7.3 shows both t h e  overall and agency e r ro r  r a t e s  for reporting P a r t  I 
offenses t o  t h e  National Program. The overall e r ro r  r a t e  was  -16 percent,  indicating 
t h a t  t h e  number of offenses reported by t h e  audi ted agencies was 16 percen t  below 
t h e  ac tua l  number of P a r t  I offenses for these  agencies. Except for t h e  l imi ta t ions  
noted above, th is  would confirm assertions of underreporting. Unfortunately, t h e  d a t a  
would not  support  analysis t o  determine t h e  types  of offenses t h a t  tended t o  g o  
unreported, 

As a l ready discussed, a constant r a t e  of underreporting might no t  be  of 
substantial concern.  If a l l  agencies underreported by about  16 percent,  then t h e  c r i m e  
Index would st i l l  provide a good indicator of t rends  in c r i m e  and di f ferences  in c r i m e  
ra tes  across  jurisdictions. In fact, however, t h e  audi ts  indicated a fairly substant ia l  
variation in reporting error.  The median error  r a t e  was  -21 percent--indicating t h a t  
half t h e  agencies underreported by more  than 21 percent ,  while t h e  o ther  half 
underreported by less (or overreported). Variation in e r ro r  r a t e s  is indicated by t h e  
last two  figures. 

One uar te r  of agencies a r e  es t imated t o  underreport  by less than 10 p e r c e n t  
(or o v e r r e p o r t ,  \ while another quar ter  a r e  es t imated  t o  underreport  by at l eas t  
39 percent. The o ther  50 percent of agencies repor t  with e r ro r  r a t e s  in te rmedia te  
between these. However, an  unknown, and possibly qui te  large, portion of t h e  
observed variat ion may be due t o  sampling variat ion resulting from t h e  l imi ted 
numbers of records sampled for auditing a t  each  agency. Thus, t h e  e x t e n t  of var ia t ion 
in error  r a t e s  due t o  real  differences in error  r a t e s  across  agencies is smaller  t h a n  
shown here. 

In t e r m s  of sources of error,  note  t h a t  t h e  overall  e r ro r  r a t e  in Table 7.3 is 
considerably lower than t h e  average agency e r ro r  ra te .  This suggests t h a t  larger  
agencies, which a r e  weighted more  heavily in computing t h e  overall r a te ,  a r e  m o r e  
accura te  than smaller agencies. As Table 7.4 indicates, this is indeed t h e  case. 
Agencies serving populations in excess of  250,000 underreported a t  a median value of 
13 percent,  whereas agencies serving populations less than 50,000 underreported at  a 
median value of 29 percent.  Agencies of in termediate  s ize  fel l  midway between. 

Error r a t e s  in reporting clearances a r e  shown in Table 7.5. Both t h e  overal l  
error r a t e  and t h e  agency error  ra tes  a r e  reasonably close t o  zero. Thus, t h e r e  
appears t o  be no general  tendency across agencies t o  overreport  (or underreport)  
clearances. (This is not t o  say tha t  an  individual agency might not consistently,  f r o m  
year t o  year,  e i ther  overreport  or underreport clearances.) 

The interquarti le range, however, suggests enormous variability f rom o n e  
agency t o  another  in t e rms  of c learance e r ro r  ra tes .  Twenty-five percent  of agenc ies  
underreport by 33 percent or more, while another  25 percent  overreport  by about  57 
percent or  more. As for offenses, however, these  variat ions may re f lec t  sampling 
variation resulting from t h e  limited numbers of records audi ted at e a c h  agency, as 
well a s  variation in the  ac tua l  agency error rates.  

Error r a t e s  for a r res t  reporting a r e  shown in Table 7.6. The overall  e r r o r  
r a t e  is a negative 5 percent,  suggesting slight underreporting of a r res t s  nationally. 
The median and mean a r e  both a negative 1 percent ,  indicating no general  bias a c r o s s  
agencies in t h e  reporting of a r res t s  for P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 offenses. The in terquar t i le  



where c agency is the  agency c learance count  and caudit is t h e  audit  c lea rance  
count. 

Error ra tes  in a r r e s t  reporting were es t imated in a similarly s t ra ightforward 
fashion. Only s t a t e  agency audits  could b e  used, since the  IACP pro jec t  was l imited t o  
incident and c learance reporting. The  error  ra tes  a r e  computed by t h e  same formula  
used for  clearances, with each of the  t e r m s  referring t o  a r res t ,  r a the r  than  c lea rance ,  
counts. 

7.5.5 Limitations 

Before  turning t o  t h e  results  of t h e  analysis, several  impor tan t  l imitations 
should be noted. First ,  t h e  results  a r e  not generalizable. Because t h e  audi ted 
agencies cannot  in any sense be  considered a probability sample  of agencies nationally, 
the re  is  no stat ist ical  basis on which the  audit results for  t h e s e  agencies  c a n  be 
generalized to agencies nationally. 

Second, est imated error  r a t e s  for offense reporting may b e  misestimated for 
several  reasons. T h e  IACP procedure identif ies ce r ta in  cases as potent ia l  e r r o r s  if 
evidence for possible error exis ts  but cannot  definitely be  established. The  analysis 
described here  disregards such potential  e r r o r s  and hence  undoubtedly underes t imates  
rhe  ac tua l  error r a t e  in this regard. Also, er rors  a r e  likely to  be  underes t imated due 
to imputation at omit ted s tages  of the  audit. When an  agency's  record sys tem is 
inadequate to support a n  audit  s tage,  tha t  s tage is excluded f rom t h e  audit. Since 
e r ro r  ra tes  a t  a given s tage a r e  likely t o  be  higher if records s y s t e m s  a r e  inadequate  
t o  support auditing, t rue  error  r a t e s  at omit ted stages a r e  likely to be  higher than the  
imputed error  ra tes  based on agencies for which an  audit  could b e  conducted.  

On the  o ther  hand, the  computation of error ra tes  is based on the  assumption 
t h a t  none of the  downgradings f rom P a r t  I t o  P a r t  I1 at S t a g e  I1 is u l t imately  repor ted 
as a P a r t  I offense. Since some of these  may well be caught and cor rec ted  at S tage  
111, er ror  ra tes  may be  overes t imated in th is  regard. Since (1) only a f rac t ion  of these  
a r e  likely to  be corrected,  (2) downgradings comprise only about 40 percen t  of S t a g e  I1 
errors,  and (3) Stage  I1 e r ro rs  comprise only a f ract ion of al l  o f fense  reporting errors,  
this  assu~npt ion can have only minimal effect on overall er ror  r a t e s  in offense  
reporting. Thus, overall i t  is thought tha t  our es t imates  a r e  more likely t o  
underestimate than to  overes t imate  the  ac tua l  error ra tes  at t h e  audi ted agencies. 

7.5.6 Estimated Report ing Error R a t e s  

Two sor ts  of numbers a r e  of in teres t  in considering these  audits. Fi rs t ,  we 
would like to know what they suggest  about t h e  accuracy of national c r ime  s ta t i s t i c s ,  
in part icular about t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which U CK-repor ted c r i m e  s t a t i s t i c s  a r e  biased 
above or below the t rue  values. This is bes t  indicated by what  w e  have t e rmed  t h e  
overall error r a t e  ( the  error  r a t e  for a l l  agencies weighted by t h e  number  of offenses 
or c learances  or ar res ts)  in t h e  agency. Second, we would like to  know how much of 
t h e  variation in reported c r i m e  s ta t is t ics  across  agencies r e f l e c t s  r e a l  d i f ferences  as 



T a b l e  7.3 

OFFENSE-REPORTING EBBOR RATES 
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Table 7.4 


MEDIAN AGENCY OFFENSE-REPORTING ERROR RATES 
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Table 7.5 

C L W C E - R E P O R T I N G  ERROR RATES 
(in percent) 


Overall Error ate^: -2 
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Table 7.6 


ARREST-REmTIYC BILilOD RATES 

(in percent) 


Overall Error ate^ -5 

Agency Error Rates b 

Median: -1 

Meant -1 


25th percentile: -22 
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Source: 	Analysis of state 
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a~verall error rate equals 

average of agency rates, 

weighted by true number of 

arrests. 


b~efers to median or mean 

of individual agencies. 




range indicates substantial variation in error rates, though not nearly so large a s  for 
clearance reporting. Twenty-five percent of agencies underreported arrests by 
22 percent or more, while another 25 percent overreported arrests by 6 percent or 
more. Again, however, much of this variation may be due to sampling variability. 



Chapter  8 

RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER DATA SYSTEMS 

The Uniform Cr ime  Reporting system col lects  information a b o u t  law 
enforcement  agency operations--the c r imes  reported t o  t h e  police, t h e  a r r e s t s  m a d e  
by t h e  police, and t h e  resources available t o  t h e  police. A comple te  c r imina l  jus t ice  
information system clearly requires more. The current  UCR d a t a  lack i n f o r m a t i o n  in 
t h r e e  important  categories: 

information about victims, 

information about c r imes  not reported t o  t h e  police, and  

information about what  happens t o  offenders a f t e r  ar res t .  

Presently,  no single source can  provide a l l  these  data.  The National C r i m e  Survey 
(NCS) turns  t o  households t o  determine t h e  ex ten t  of unreported c r i m e  and to c o l l e c t  
more  information on victims. Various Offender-Based Transaction S t a t i s t i c s  (OBTS) 
systems draw together  a r res t ,  prosecution, and cour t  disposition and s e n t e n c i n g  infor-
mation. 

The proposed new UCR Program would not be  s o  comprehens ive  as t o  
incorporate o r  subst i tu te  for t h e  types of information t h a t  a r e  now provided b y  t h e  
NCS, by OBTS systems, or  by other  re la ted d a t a  systems. It would not,  fo r  e x a m p l e ,  
conta in  d a t a  records t h a t  link part icular offenses repor ted in t h e  NCS to pol ice  
records  for t h e  same offense (if reported) and also include d a t a  f rom prosecu t ion ,  
cour t ,  and corrections records associated with offenders a r res ted  for t h a t  o f f e n s e  (if 
any). The new UCR Program has, however, been designed t o  permit  c lea r  c o m p a r i s o n s  
between t h e  s ta t is t ics  i t  would genera te  routinely (such a s  c r i m e  r a t e s  and c l e a r a n c e  
ra tes)  and t h e  corresponding numbers from other da ta  systems. Moreover,  i t  would 
include sufficiently specific information about each offense  and a r r e s t  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  
some important kinds of research tha t  require case-by-case linking f rom one d a t a  
sys tem t o  another.  

Even though the  UCR, NCS, and OBTS d a t a  records would not b e  r o u t i n e l y  
linked on a case-by-case basis, the re  is considerable in teres t  in a n  abil i ty t o  i n t e g r a t e  
t h e  s ta t is t ics  and findings from all  three.  The information in each  system w o u l d  help 
t o  in terpret  t h e  other  systems' findings. For example, i t  would be  much e a s i e r  t o  find 
out  whether increases in c r imes  reported to  t h e  police re f l ec t  changes  in t h e  
percentage of c r ime  reported or  changes in the  ac tua l  incidence of cr ime.  S imi la r ly ,  
studies using t h e  d a t a  could determine if changes in t h e  number of a r r e s t s  or  
c learances  ref lect  rea l  changes in law enforcement  effect iveness  or  a r e  o f f s e t  by 
reduced conviction rates.  

Moreover, a l l  information contains some error ,  whether in r e c o r d i n g  or 
sampling (or both). Because t h e  d a t a  collected by t h e  new UCR P r o g r a m  would 
overlap those collected by other  systems, t h e  combined information could be used 
e i the r  t o  identify t h e  e x t e n t  of er ror  in t h e  di f ferent  sys tems or  t o  provide b e t t e r  
combined estimates.  



8.1 

This sort of integration requires that there be common elements in two or 
three of the systems, which is more difficult to  achieve than it seems. Although the 
NCS was originally developed for the explicit purpose of complementing UCR data, its 
samples, definitions, and counting rules are different enough t o  make integration with 
UCR data impossible unless specific changes are  made. Similarly, OBTS data are  
based on NCIC codes and hierarchies which, though developed by the FBI, cannot be 
mapped into UCR offense categories. f 

This chapter discusses the system modifications required to  allow integration 
of the UCR Program with NCS and typical OBTS data files. 

Our major recommendations are the following: 

8.1 	 Develop the UCR, the  NCS, and OBTS systems as independent programs 
providing complementary criminal justice statistics for multiple 
purposes. The strengths of each of these data  systems should be 
continued and enhanced, rather than compromised to achieve face 
comparability. 

8.2 	 Structure the UCR and NCS data so as t o  permit reconciliation of the  
two. 

8.3 	 Develop data structures and associated audit procedures with an eye 
toward eventual analytic integration of the estimation of crime rates 
and trends from UCR and NCS data. 

8.4 	 Design the UCR system t o  allow linkage of police records t o  the prose- 
cution and court records collected by OBTS systems. 

In addition, Chapter 9 contains the following related recommendations: 

9.2 	 Issue UCR reports a t  least once a year jointly with a corresponding 
report from the National Crime Survey. 

9.3 	 Provide a continuing analysis capability for reconciliation of UCR and 
NCS data, evaluating seriousness scoring, and preparing periodic 
publications, special studies, and technical documentation. 

Differences between UCR and the National Crime Survey 

Although a major impetus for establishing the National Crime Survey was to  
provide information that was difficult or impossible to obtain through the UCR Pro- 
gram, the two systems now often provide competing and incompatible information 
about the amount and extent of crime. Even experts in analysis of crime data are  
often confused or uncertain about the reasons for disparities between results from the 
two sources. And representatives of the media, the general public, law enforcement 
agencies, and government officials alike express dissatisfaction or frustration with 
crime figures they cannot reconcile. The presence of two sets of figures, one from the 

'NCIC codes can be mapped into UCR categories if the NCIC subcodes a re  
used rather than the general categorized codes. 



UCR program and t h e  other  from t h e  NCS, has tended t o  make b o t h  of t h e m  suspect ,  
al though a n  original goal of having two systems was t o  c l a r i f y  and e n r i c h  our 
understanding of crime. 

The  National Cr ime  Survey a t t e m p t s  t o  apply consistent  sampl ing  a n d  inter- 
viewing methods  across t h e  country,  in contras t  with t h e  varying c r i m e  repor t ing 
p rac t i ces  among jurisdictions and law enforcement  agencies. S i n c e  1973, approxi- 
mately  132,000 members of 66,000 households have been interviewed every  s ix  months  
t o  col le  t deta i led  information about t h e  crimes, if any, of which they  h a v e  been 
victims? The  survey confirmed t h a t  the re  a r e  wide variations in t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 
individuals repor t  c r imes  t o  t h e  police. I t  also demonstrated t h a t ,  fo r  mos t  t y p e s  of 
cr ime,  t h e  number of victimizations substantially exceeds t h e  number  of c r imes  
included in t h e  Uniform Cr ime  Reporting stat ist ics.  

Fur ther ,  analysis of t h e  victimization survey d a t a  showed t h a t  a c h a n g e  in 
UCR c r i m e  r a t e s  due t o  changes in victim reporting pract ices  was n o t  only possible in 
principle, but  was f a c t  an  important explanation of apparent t r e n d s  in UCR c r i m e  
r a t e s  in t h e  1970s. During those  years t h e  population gradually included m o r e  types  
of people who a r e  likely t o  repor t  c r imes  t o  t h e  police.4 The s t u d i e s  revea led  t h a t  
comparatively small changes in reporting and recording behavior c a n  yield surprisingly 
large shi f ts  in reported c r ime  rates.  

Victimization surveys have also been helpful in showing how a more  e f f e c t i v e  
criminal justice system somet imes leads t o  apparently higher c r ime  rates by encourag- 
ing more  c i t izen c r ime  reporting. Research with victimization surveys  in Portland,  
Oregon, demonstrated a n  instance where criminal justice improvements  h a d  been 
accompanied by higher repor ted (but not ac tual )  c r ime  rates;  subsequently poli t ical  
pressure for reduced c r ime  r a t e s  led t o  abandonment of t h e  improvements.' Resul ts  
such as these  from victimization surveys now help prevent jumping t o  incor rec t  
conclusions when UCR cr ime  s ta t i s t i c s  go up. 

' ~ e f o r e  1973, pilot surveys and bounding interviews for t h e  c u r r e n t  National 
C r i m e  Survey were  conducted. From 1973 t o  1976, robberies and burglar ies  of busi- 
ness establishments were  also measured by t h e  survey method, Cur ren t ly ,  commerc ia l  
c r imes  a r e  not comprehensively covered by t h e  National Cr ime  Survey; t h e y  a r e  
included only if the  incident involves a victim who resides in a household, a n d  they 
a r e  categor ized according t o  t h e  type of c r ime  against tha t  victim. 

3 ~ .Ernst Eck and Lucius J. Riccio, "Relationships Between Repor ted  C r i m e  
Ra tes  and Victimization Survey Results: An Empirical and Analyt ical  ~ t u d ~ , ~ '  Jo.urna1 
of Criminal Jus t ice  7 (Winter 1979): 293-308. 

4 ~ l b e r tD. Biderman, J a m e s  P. Lynch, and J a m e s  L. P e t e r s o n ,  "Why NCS 
Diverges from UCR Index Trends," Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Social Science 
Research,  paper presented at t h e  1983 Annual Meeting of t h e  A m e r i c a n  Soc ie ty  of 
Criminology. 

5 ~ n n e  L. Schneider, "Victimization Surveys and Cr imina l  J u s t i c e  System 
Evaluation," in Sample Surveys of t h e  Victims of Crime, ed. Wesley G. Skogan 
(Cambridge, MA: Ballinger Publishing Co., 1976). 



Yet,  despi te  these  and other  useful products of victimization surveys, t h e  
disparities be tween  UCR and NCS c r ime  r a t e s  and trends present serious problems for  
many users of c r i m e  stat ist ics.  In some years t h e  two  have yielded apparently oppo-
s i t e  conclusions, for  example, t h a t  c r ime  has both increased and decreased over t h e  
last  year. Care fu l  a t tent ion t o  details  can  e plain a large  pa r t  of t h e  apparent  
differences be tween  t h e  NCS and t h e  UCR.g Aside f rom t h e  major intended 
difference t h a t  t h e  NCS can  include cr imes not  repor ted t o  t h e  police, which a r e  
automat ical ly  omi t t ed  by t h e  UCR, other  sources of d i f ferences  include t h e  following: 

The  UCR includes reported cr imes against  businesses (e.g., 
t h e f t s  of automobiles owned by businesses), whereas  these  a r e  
omi t t ed  in t h e  la tes t  NCS data.  

For many types of property offenses, t h e  NCS base for c r ime  
"rates" is t h e  number of households, whereas t h e  UCR base is 
t h e  population. Household sizes have declined on t h e  average,  
so t h a t  t h e  number of households in t h e  U.S. has increased 
fas te r  than t h e  population. Accordingly, a c r i m e  r a t e  per 
household can decline from year t o  year while t h e  corresponding 
r a t e  per cap i ta  increases. 

For c r imes  against  individuals, t h e  NCS does not  survey children 
under 12 years old. Any cr imes against  children a r e  excluded in 
t h e  count of crimes,  and the  number of children is excluded in 
t h e  population base. The UCR, however, includes any reported 
c r imes  against children ( a  relatively small  number) and includes 
t h e  count of children in t h e  population base (a  big number). 
During the  1970s t h e  number of children declined steadily 
re la t ive  t o  t h e  to ta l  population, resulting in a n  apparent  
inflation of UCR r a t e s  a s  compared t o  NCS ra tes .  

The sources also differ  in t h e  ex ten t  t o  which they include o r  
exclude cr imes commit ted against  special populations such a s  
foreign visitors, mili tary personnel, and institutionalized 
people. For example, c r imes  against  foreign visitors a r e  not  
included in t h e  NCS but may be included in t h e  UCR t o  t h e  
same degree  a s  o ther  crimes. Cr imes against  mili tary personnel 
and their  dependents, if handled by t h e  mili tary justice system, 
typically would not be counted in t h e  UCR, whereas the  NCS 
includes them unless the  military personnel reside in barracks. 

Definitions of some c r ime  types differ slightly between the  two  
sources, a s  do hierarchy rules for deciding which of two  c r imes  
t o  count when both have occurred in a single event.  For 
example, an  event  involving both a burglary and a simple (not 
aggravated) assault  is counted a s  an assault  by t h e  NCS and a s  a 
burglary by the  UCR. 

6 ~ i d e r m a n ,Lynch, and Peterson,  op. ci t .  



8.2 

The necessary exclusion of homicide from a survey of victims does n o t  h a v e  a major 
influence on comparisons of t rends  in overall c r ime  r a t e s  because t h e  number  of 
homicides is small  compared t o  t h e  to ta l  of UCR Index crimes. 

Retaining t h e  Benefits  of Both NCS and  UCR 

Most people concerned with t h e  national implications of c r i m e  p a t t e r n s  find 
l i t t l e  comfor t  in t h e  f a c t  t h a t  researchers  can  explain away many of t h e  d i f fe rences  
between figures published by t h e  NCS and t h e  UCR, or even t h a t  cr iminologis ts  find 
g r e a t  in teres t  in some of t h e  subtle distinctions in t h e  s ta t is t ics  published by t h e  two  
sources. Rather ,  they want a consistent  d a t a  system t h a t  c lar i f ies  t h e  impl icat ions  of 
a l l  t h e  data.  They do not  want t o  see  c r ime  figures t h a t  appear  illogical or  contradic-  
tory  t o  readers  who d o  not carefully study numerous details. 

By simultaneously sponsoring two  major projects, one t o  redesign t h e  UCR 
and t h e  o ther  t o  redesign t h e  NCS, t h e  Bureau of Jus t ice  S ta t i s t i c s  provided a n  
opportunity not  only t o  strengthen each  source of information about  c r i m e  in t h e  
United Sta tes ,  but also t o  enhance t h e  comprehensibility and comparabi l i ty  of t h e  
two. But b e t t e r  coordination between t h e  two  has not been a paramount  issue in t h e  
redesign projects. While t h e  NCS was originally intended t o  c lar i fy  issues concerning 
nonreporting of c r ime  in t h e  Uniform Cr ime  Reports, and while many of i t s  aspects-- 
including c r ime  type definitions--were developed t o  allow ready comparisons,  i t s  
g rea tes t  s t rengths  have proved t o  lie elsewhere. 

Most advisers t o  t h e  redesign projects agree  t h a t  each  source  h a s  unique 
capabilities, and t h a t  both t h e  UCR and t h e  NCS should be continued, enhancing t h e  
s t rengths  of each ra the r  than compromising any of their  best  f e a t u r e s  in t h e  pursuit 
of comparability. Among t h e  major s t rengths  of t h e  NCS is t h e  weal th  of informat ion 
i t  provides about t h e  victims of c r imes  and about the  c i rcumstances  of both vic t imiza-  
tion and successful avoidance of victimization. 

Par t ly  in response t o  this growing knowledge base, the  behavior of t h e  crimi- 
nal justice system (CJS) toward victims is undergoing rapid change.  R a t h e r  than 
considering the  CJS  a s  a collection of agencies established t o  deal  with c r i m e  and 
criminals, increasingly practi t ioners and the  public alike perceive t h e  s t a k e  of v ic t ims 
in t h e  outcomes of cases  and the  importance of the  victims' roles. The  NCS c a n  also 
play a role in evaluating t h e  e f f e c t s  of victim resti tution and compensation programs 
t h a t  have arisen out  of t h e  new policy agenda of victims' rights. 

Analysis of c r ime  surveys has shown t h a t  people exper ience and respond t o  
"crime problems" in ways tha t  a r e  partially unrelated t o  t h e  ac tua l  c r i m e  levels in 
their  communities. Only through general  surveys of t h e  population abou t  c r i m e  issues 
can  we gain be t t e r  understanding of t h e  fea r  of c r ime  and feasible public policy 
responses. 

Another s t rength  of the  NCS is t h e  possibility of adding or  modifying ques- 
tions in response t o  changing policy or research questions. (Because t h e  UCR is der- 
ived through independent da ta  collection act iv i t ies  by many law e n f o r c e m e n t  agen- 
cies, changes in even small  details  can  be contemplated only infrequently.) 

The unique capabilities of the  UCR should also be s t rengthened r a t h e r  than  
compromised t o  t h e  goal of comparabil i ty with t h e  NCS. Most important ,  only t h e  
UCR has t h e  geographic scope t o  provide information on local r a t e s  of c r i m e  and 



arres t .  Since our policing and criminal justice sys tems a r e  primarily determined at 
local and s t a t e  levels, t h e  UCR is t h e  basic source of information for public policy. 
The volume of c r i m e  covered by the  UCR fa r  exceeds t h a t  covered by any conceivable 
survey. Accordingly, t h e  UCR is sometimes t h e  only potentially rel iable source  of 
information on relat ively infrequent, but important crimes. Finally, t h e  UCR is t h e  
only national source  of information on various aspec t s  of law enforcement  agencies' 
ac t iv i t ies  re la ted  t o  reported crimes, including arres ts ,  ar res tees ,  and  clearances. 

8.3 Reconcil iat ion of UCR and  NCS D a t a  

Four basic s t ra tegies  for enhancing t h e  interrelationships between t h e  UCR 
and t h e  NCS w e r e  considered during t h e  course of t h e  study. W e  have proposed t h a t  
t h r e e  of them be  adopted immediately: 

issuing joint reports, 

s t ructur ing t h e  d a t a  t o  permit  reconciliation, and 

providing a continuing analysis capabil i ty for reconciliation, 

while t h e  four th  should be planned for t h e  future: 

integrating t h e  d a t a  sources. 

With respect  t o  issuing joint reports,  some of t h e  results  f rom t h e  UCR a n d  
t h e  NCS should be published simultaneously each  year,  e i the r  in s e p a r a t e  volumes or in 
a single volume. They should be accompanied by explanatory mate r ia l  derived f r o m  
analysis of t h e  differences between t h e  two  d a t a  series. The deta i ls  of th is  recom-
mendation a r e  discussed in Chapter  9. 

The UCR d a t a  s t ructures  described in ear l ier  chapters  have been designed t o  
permit  a high degree  of reconciliation with NCS data .  To t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  both  t h e  
UCR and t h e  NCS cover t h e  same c r imes  against  t h e  same populations, w e  have  
assured t h a t  t h e  new UCR da ta  would make i t  possible t o  ascer ta in  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  
count of c r imes  tha t  would presumably be counted according t o  t h e  rules of t h e  NCS, 
and t h e  count of cr imes t h a t  would presumably appear  only in t h e  UCR. For example ,  
presently analysts can  say tha t  t h e  UCR counts more  automobile t h e f t s  than t h e  NCS 
because the  UCR includes the f t s  of automobiles owned by businesses; they cannot  
determine separately the  number of t h e f t s  of business automobiles, a figure t h a t  
would be known in the  future  UCR system because t h e  d a t a  s t ruc tu res  have been 
reconciled. 

Appendix B discusses in detail  various kinds of changes t h a t  could have been 
made in UCR d a t a  s t ructures  t o  permit  be t t e r  reconciliation between NCS and UCR. 
Each of t h e  changes actually recommended in Chapters  5 and 6 is, however, highly 
desirable from t h e  perspective of t h e  UCR system alone. The fea tu res  of t h e  
proposed new system which also serve  t h e  purpose of reconciling t h e  UCR and  NCS 
d a t a  s t ructures  include t h e  following: 

distinguishing commercial  vict imizations from personal and 
household crimes;  



enforcement  on r a t e s  of criminal activity.  Thus, some would argue t h a t  sentencing 
p rac t i ces  play an  important role in deterring crime, and a role equally important  as 
t h a t  of t h e  police in apprehending criminals. This could be  b e t t e r  t e s ted  if 
comprehensive d a t a  were  compiled continuously on t h e  likelihood of a r res t ,  t h e  
likelihood of conviction, and t h e  outcomes of sentencing for jurisdictions across  t h e  
country.  Only then would i t  be possible t o  analyze ac tua l  c r ime  ra tes  as functions of 
these  and other  variables, and thus t o  determine t h e  e f f e c t s  of variat ions in a r r e s t s ,  
prosecution, and sentencing on t h e  level of crime. 

Such linkage with current  prosecution d a t a  should be possible in principle. 
Various OBTS systems now col lect  information on the  disposition of felony a r r e s t s  in 
some s ta tes .  But these  disposition d a t a  a r e  not readily linked t o  police d e p a r t m e n t  
individual a r res t  records and associated offense records. The new UCR Program 
should be designed t o  enable such linkages t o  be made by researchers,  al though linking 
records is not planned a s  pa r t  of t h e  ongoing compilation of UCR files.7 T h e  
collection of a r res t  identification numbers, corresponding offense ident i f ica t ion 
numbers for ar res ts ,  and t h e  level of a r r e s t  (felony/misdemeanor/fingerprintable,etc . )  
support th is  objective. In fact, since t h e  definitions of levels of a r r e s t  d i f fer  f r o m  
s t a t e  t o  s t a t e ,  the  main purpose of collecting this d a t a  i t em is t o  allow meaningful 
comparisons between UCR d a t a  and re la ted d a t a  collected by prosecutors and cour ts .  

In t h e  absence of records linked c a s e  by case ,  useful comparat ive  informat ion 
could st i l l  be obtained by combining resul ts  f rom OBTS da ta  and t h e  new UCR d a t a .  
Key information available through OBTS systems alone includes: 

0 the  arresting agency (NCIC) code,  which can  be used t o  develop 
disposition r a t e s  by agency; 

0 t h e  a r res t  charge for t h e  most serious offense for which t h e  
offender was a r res ted  (in t h e  given instance), which allows 
calculation of disposition r a t e s  by offense; and 

0 offender character is t ics ,  which allow examination of disposition 
by offender characterist ics.  (The most important of these  
character is t ics  may be t h e  gradual build-up of prior offense  
records.) 

Comparisons between UCR and OBTS results  require some adjus tment  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  
forms of t h e  data.  Specifically: 

OBTS da ta  a r e  now collected only for felony a r res t s  (or, in some 
s ta tes ,  for fingerprintable arrests) .  This distinction is not  now 
entered in t h e  UCR a r r e s t  record,  but is included in t h e  
proposed UCR system t o  allow comparisons. 

e The OBTS uses NCIC offense codes,  which can be mapped into 
UCR codes if t h e  detailed NCIC subcodes a r e  used, r a the r  than  
general ca tegor ical  codes (e.g., t h e  general  code 10-99 for  

7 ~ nany consideration of linking UCR and OBTS records, issues of privacy a n d  
freedom of information will need t o  be addressed. 



homicide does not match a single UCR category exactly). Use 
of t h e  general  codes must be discouraged in OBTS systems. 

OBTS disposition r a t e s  for a n  offense re fe r  t o  a l l  cases  in which 
t h a t  offense ca r r i es  t h e  most serious a r r e s t  charge,  not  t o  a l l  
instances of t h e  offense. Unfortunately, t h e  OBTS rules used in 
collapsing multiple offenses differ  from t h e  cur ren t  UCR 
Hierarchy Rule. To permit  comparing disposition ra tes ,  t h e  
recommended rules for handling multiple offenses in t h e  UCR 
have  been designed t o  enable analysts t o  map UCR offenses t o  
OBTS collapsed offenses. 

OBTS d a t a  a r e  initially sorted by year of disposition ra the r  than 
year  of offense. For many users, this  will not  be  a problem. If 
necessary,  OBTS records can  be sorted t o  c r e a t e  a set indicating 
disposition r a t e  for offenses commi t ted  in a given year and 
disposed of within some period the rea f te r  (e.g., one t o  five 
years  later). 



Chapter  9 

PUBLICATIONS, ANALYSES, AND USER SERVICES 

Discussions with police, researchers,  and o ther  UCR users (such a s  media a n d  
government) ear ly  identified a s t rong need for more  interpretation of t h e  f igures  
published annually in Cr ime  in t h e  United States.  Each group emphasized s l ight ly  
di f ferent  needs. All expressed t h e  need for more  explanatory and in te rp re t ive  
discussion in Cr ime  in t h e  U.S. Police pointed t o  t h e  additional need t o  identify c o m -
parable local jurisdictions and t o  discuss differences in c r ime  r a t e s  and c learances .  
kesearchers  pbinted t o  t h e  need t o  document t h e  reporting populations covered b y  
various published tables  and f rom year t o  year,  and otherwise t o  a id  comparisons  
across  published tables  and over t ime. 

The desire for more  in terpreta t ion also showed up in discussions of t h e  n e e d  
fo r  specific explanatory d a t a  i tems, such as information on t h e  victim-offender 
relationship or  on whether c r imes  were  drug- or alcohol-related. Likewise, the re  w a s  
frequently strong support for  information on prosecution and cour t  disposition of 
cases, though coupled with considerable doubts t h a t  t h e  UCR should col lect  t h e s e  
data.  These i tems also show up frequently in requests made t o  the  FBI. 

The same needs were  strongly confirmed in t h e  UCR Survey of L a w  
Enforcement Agencies. Well over two-thirds of the  agencies agreed with t h e  need f o r  
analyses t o  aid comparison of d i f ferent  jurisdictions, t o  consider special  topics, a n d ,  
most important,  t o  identify comparable jurisdictions for comparison by l o c a l  
agencies. No more than 5 percent  actually disagreed with t h e  need for such analyses ,  
and t h e  remaining quar ter  were  neutral .  Agencies also strongly favored both indices  
t h a t  r e f l ec t  t h e  to ta l  volume of c r i m e  and separate  indices of more  serious c r i m e .  
Similarly, over 92 percent  f e l t  t h a t  information on prosecution and cour t  disposition 
would be  useful, though most f e l t  t h a t  this  should be col lected separate ly  from t h e  
UCR but then linked with t h e  UCR. 

Comments  on other  UCR user services were  less frequent and mostly c a m e  
from researchers.  I t  is c lea r  t h a t  researchers have somet imes found i t  diff icult  t o  
read and merge UCR tapes. Likewise, UCR staff  discussion of t h e  requests f o r  
information received by t h e  UCR suggests t h e  need for a d a t a  base covering longer  
t i m e  ser ies  a s  well as for a more  flexible analytic file t h a t  could be assessed re la t ive ly  
easily t o  answer specific questions. 

The proposed new UCR system could m e e t  these  needs. To exploit fully i t s  
expanded capabilities, we recommend t h e  following actions: 

9.1 Create six publication series, including: 

a a n  annual repor t  t h a t  is basically fac tua l  but  more  t ex tua l  
and in terpret ive  than  t h e  cur ren t  report; 

a quar ter ly  re leases  of c r i m e  counts  and  trends; 

annual compilations of s t a t i s t i c s  for local  jurisdictions, 
similar t o  those  current ly  in C r i m e  in t h e  US.; 



a series of computer-generated special reports t o  indivi-
dual agencies or groups of similar agencies; 

a series of occasional publications analyzing special issues 
about crime, primarily directed at researchers; and 

a series t o  provide for publication of methodological 
details and technical documentation. 

9.2 Issue UCR reports at least once a year jointly with a corres-
ponding report from the National Crime Survey, and 
occasionally issue joint publications. 

9.3 Provide a continuing analysis capability for reconciliation of 
UCR and NCS data, evaluating seriousness scoring, and 
preparing periodic publications, special studies, and technical 
documentation. 

9.4 Support continued and enhanced user services, including a 
user data base with files linked over time, the  capacity t o  
draw samples of offenses for analysis either by the  UCR staff 
or by outside researchers, and response t o  public queries. 

9.1 Publications Series 

Current ly  t h e  major publications of information from UCR d a t a  a r e  C r i m e  in 
t h e  United S t a t e s  and similar compilations of state-level  information by s t a t e  UCR 
programs. In addition, various tabulations and press releases prepared by t h e  FBI, 
s t a t e  UCR programs, and local law enforcement  agencies present monthly, quar ter ly ,  
semiannual, or  preliminary annual figures similar t o  those in Cr ime  in t h e  United 
States.  Other  detailed documents,  computer  printouts, and analyses prepared by t h e  
FBI, s t a t e  UCR programs, or local law enforcement  agencies from UCR d a t a  o r  
re la ted da ta  management systems typically have a limited distribution. 

The proposed new UCR system offers  opportunit ies for much more  extensive  
and complex tabulations and analyses than a r e  current ly  published. Remarkably,  our 
review of annual repor ts  from s t a t e  UCR programs t h a t  already have unit-record 
systems showed t h a t  few o f  them take  advantage of t h e  capabil i t ies of thei r  d a t a  t o  
develop substantially di f ferent  types of published tabulations than a r e  available f rom 
the  UCR summary system. Thus, t h e  content  of t h e  publications t o  be developed in 
conjunction with t h e  new UCR program would not only have national in te res t  but  
would also guide s t a t e  and local agencies in improving their  own analyses of UCR 
data.  

A publication plan for t h e  UCR must t ake  account  of: 

t h e  need t o  serve  a variety of audiences, including t h e  general  
public, specialists in crime-related issues, and law enforcement  
agencies; 

t h e  need t o  provide c r ime  s ta t is t ics  on t h r e e  levels--national, 
regional, and local; 



0 t h e  differences in d a t a  available from t h e  Level I and Level I1 
agencies; 

t h e  need t o  provide both fac tua l  information and guidance with 
respect  t o  in terpreta t ion of t h e  findings; and 

0 t h e  need t o  establish a limited s e t  of standard publications, 
while also providing a vehicle for o ther  repor ts  on a n  as-needed 
basis. 

Meeting these needs clearly requires more  than one publication. We recommend six 
separa te  series of publications. 

Series 1. An annual publication containing mostly t ex t  and  graphics, wi th  a 
small  number of detailed tables  covering national and regional issues. 

Series 2. Quar ter ly  re lease  of current  c r ime  counts  and trends. 

Series 3. An annual compilation of tables for individual agencies  and juris-
dictions. This publication would be similar t o  t h e  local listings of key counts  now con-
tained in Crime in t h e  U.S. I t  would not contain narra t ive  explanations other  t h a n  
clarif ications of d a t a  sources, definitions, and headings in t h e  tables. 

Series 4. Tabulations of da ta ,  in standard formats ,  for individual law en-
forcement  agencies. This ser ies  would contain more  deta i l  than Series 3, again  
omitt ing any narra t ive  explanations. Series 4 tabulations would not  be  publications 
s t r ic t ly  speaking, since recipients could subscribe only t o  se lected par t s  of t h e  
collection. For example,  they could choose t o  receive standard groupings, such a s  a l l  
large agencies, or customized collections such a s  al l  jurisdictions within 50 miles of 
thei r  own location. 1 

Series 5. Occasional publications describing analyses of special  issues or  
specific detailed d a t a  elements.  These could be included (e.g., a s  appendices) in t h e  
annual publications or  they could appear  separately.  

Series 6. Methodological and technical  documentation. 

Table 9.1 summarizes t h e  key features  of each series. D a t a  from all  agen-
c ies  would be used in t h e  overall  summary Series 1 repor ts  and in t h e  detailed repor t s  
by locality in Series 3 and 4. Level I1 agencies would play a special  role in developing 
t h e  interpretive and analytic comment  in Series I. In addition, t h e  relat ively smal l  
number of Level I1 agencies would allow these  agencies t o  provide t h e  basis for rapid 
quarterly es t imates  of basic facts.  At  the  same t ime,  t h e  wealth of deta i ls  col lected 
from Level I1 agencies would make them t h e  natural  base for t h e  Series 5 analysis. 
Special surveys would also play an important role in Series 5. 

Generally, Series 1 publications would present t h e  basic f a c t s  on c r ime  in t h e  
U.S. However, since they would be intended for a wide audience,  they must both  
organize information in a useful and insightful manner and provide some of t h e  

'state programs would undoubtedly continue t o  publish d a t a  by s ta te .  



Table 9.1 

SUMMARY CHARACTEBISTICS OF PUBLICATION SERIES 


S e r i e s  

S e r i e s  1 

S e r i e s  2 

S e r i e s  3 

S e r i e s 4  

S e r i e s  5 

S e r i e s  6 

Audience 

gene ra l  

genera l  

gene ra l  

law 
enforcement 

r e sea rche r s  i n  
s p e c i a l  t o p i c s  
about crime 

t echn ica l  
r eade r s  

Data 
source  

both Level I 
and Level I1 
agencies  

Level I1 
agenc ies  

both l e v e l s  

both l e v e l s  

Level I1 
agencies  

-

Frequency 

annual 

quar-
t e r l y 

annual 

annual 

annual 

annual 

Level of 
j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  

d e t a i l  

n a t i o n a l /  
r eg iona l  

n a t i o n a l / 
r eg iona l  

l o c a l  

l o c a l  

-

-

Comment 

bas i c  annual UCR r epo r t  (Crime 
i n  t h e  U.S.) 

pres s  r e l e a s e s  on key crime 
t r e n d s  

bas i c  counts  f o r  l o c a l i t i e s  t o  
supplement S e r i e s  1 r e p o r t  

d e t a i l e d  counts  f o r  l o c a l i t i e s ,  
a l lowing  comparisons of s i m -
i l a r  agencies  

s p e c i a l  ana lyses  

t e c h n i c a l  d e t a i l  



in terpreta t ion frequently requested by UCR users. Series 2, 3, a n d  4 publications 
would be clearly factual  tabulations including l i t t le  in terpreta t ion and  c o m m e n t  
beyond explanations of d a t a  sources. Series 5 mater ia l  might include r e p o r t s  involving 
more  extensive modeling, arguments,  and interpretation. Technical  deta i ls  on 
e s t i m a t e s  and methodology would be reserved for Series 6 material .  

9.1.1 Series 1 Publications 

Series 1 is intended t o  provide a broad overview of c r i m e  in t h e  Uni ted 
States.  In t h e  current  fo rmat  of Cr ime  in t h e  United States,  only t h e  Index c r i m e s  a r e  
discussed substantively with any analysis of detailed data.  Even here,  t h e  discussion is 
highly standardized, using t h e  same words (but different numbers) f r o m  year  t o  year .  
Only in t h e  foreword a r e  significant new developments emphasized. While we d o  no t  
s e e  Series 1 a s  t h e  place for detailed technical  or methodological s tudies ,  w e  recog-  
nize t h a t  this  would be the  only ser ies  t h a t  many readers  would consul t .  The media  
and most government policymakers a r e  among this group. W e  would t h e r e f o r e  
encourage more  interpretive narra t ive  directed specifically toward t h i s  audience,  a s  
well as t h e  inclusion of appropriate graphics. We also urge g rea te r  u s e  of s t a t i s t i c a l  
analvsis, which ~ l a v s  a verv small  role in current  UCR ~ubl ica t ions .  Because  C r i m e  in 
t h e  Gniied s t a t &  is t h e  nafionls primary source of in fo tha t ion  about c r i m e  trends,  t h e  
additional explanatory power of t h e  d a t a  collected from Level 11 a g e n c i e s  should be 
used t o  enharice the  role of formal  s ta t is t ica l  analysis in future  publications. 

Table 9.2 shows the  information suggested for inclusion in S e r i e s  I. Gener-
ally, i t  it-lcludes the  national and regional information currently in C r i m e  in t h e  Uni ted 
Sta tes ,  with substantial improvements and clarif ications based on e s t i m a t e s  from d a t a  
collected from Level I1 agencies. (The relationship between t h e  UCR Ser ies  1 publica- 
tion and National Cr ime  Survey publications is discussed in S e c t i o n  9.2.) T h e  
victimization ra tes  listed in Table 9.2 a r e  not merely counts of c r i m e  incidents  divided 
by population; ra ther  they t a k e  into account  t h e  d a t a  for possible mul t ip le  v ic t ims per  
c r ime  t h a t  a r e  included in t h e  proposed UCR system. Victimizations t h a t  c a n  
reasonably be presented with a "population a t  risk" different from t h e  t o t a l  population 
(and in some cases  not persons at  all, but r a the r  vehicles or  households) a r e  shown a s  
a l ternat ives  t o  victimizations per 100,000 population: both s t a t i s t i c s  would be 
calculated and analyzed or  published a s  appropriate. 

Some of the  general  principles implicit in Table 9.2 require e laborat ion.  O n e  
key point is the  meaning of t h e  phrase "national estimates." Under c u r r e n t  p rac t i ce ,  
UCR tables tha t  refer  t o  t h e  to ta l  United S ta tes  may or may not  b e  national e s t i -  
mates. True national e s t imates  must include es t imates  for nonreporting jurisdictions. 
Only some of the  tables (e.g., to ta l  P a r t  I offenses and to ta l  a r res t s )  now supply th i s  
information. The reader of UCR publications is normally poorly equipped t o  m a k e  
appropriate adjustments. The best imputations of missing d a t a  would t a k e  in to  ac-
count t h e  known character is t ics  (such a s  location and size) of t h e  nonrepor t ing agen-  
cies. Only the  National Program staff  analysts of d a t a  have convenient  access  t o  th is  
information. 

Even a rough adjustment proportionate t o  to ta l  population is o f t e n  m o r e  
trouble than a casual user is willing t o  undertake. Since reporting f rac t ions  d i f fe r  
from table  t o  table within a single year,  someone who is using more  t h a n  one  t a b l e  for 
more than one year finds t h a t  even drawing a simple graph a c c u r a t e l y ,  l e t  a lone  
computing stat ist ical  trends, is a major undertaking. The most c o m m o n  response is  t o  
ignore t h e  problem. The biases so introduced a r e  generally minor o v e r  shor t  periods of 



SAMPLE OUTLINE FOR SERIES 1 REPORT 

OVERVIEW 

A. 	 Count of offenses and victimization rates per 100,000: level, 

change since previous year, and long time series for the subset 

of offenses for which past data are available. National esti- 

mates and breakdown by degree of urbanization and by region. 

Comparison with National Crime Survey where appropriate (and 

with National Center for Health Statistics counts for homi- 

cide). 


B. 	 Summary of key facts about crimes of violence. Perhaps the 

following summary tabulations will also appear here: 


Tabulation of extent of injurya 


Tabulation of victimlof fender relationshipb 


Breakdown by crime classificationC 


Breakdown by locationd 


Victimization rates by age, race, sex 


Relationship of victimization rates to geographical region, 

degree of urbanizatione 


Clearance rates 


C. 	 Suuunary of key facts about crimes against property 


11. CBIMES OF VIOLENCE AND TBEIR VICTIMS 

Details about crimes of violence. Information about victim- 

offender relationships is presented first. The following 

information may possibly be displayed separately for (A) crimes 

committed by friends and relatives, and (B) crimes committed by 

strangers or unknown. The information is to be given separately for 

each type of violent crime. 


Characteristics of victims 


Number of victims per crime (average and distribution) 


Extent of injury/loss for classes other than murder 


~ocation~ 


Circumstances (for homicide only)f 


Weapon typeg 


Rate er 100,000 by degree of urbani~ation,~ 

phics! 	

location, demogra- 

Clearance rate (by offender characteristics) h 


111. CRIMJlS AGAINST PROPERTY 

Details for crimes against property. Separate sections cover pro- 

perty owned by individuals or households and property owned by 

businesses. A residual category (crimes against public property, 

religious institutions, etc.) may be discussed separately where 

pertinent, or included in total counts of crimes against property 

without separa:e discussion. 


A. 	 Individually owned property: rate per 100,000 and one-year 

change 


Extent of loss 


Breakdown by classif icationj 


Rates per 100,000 by region and degree of urbanizatione 


Burglary rates per household, auto theft rates per household 

and per automobile 


Clearance rates 


B. 	 Commercial property: rate per 100,000 and one-year change 


Extent of loss 


Breakdown by classif icationj 


Rates per 100,000 by regional degree of urbanizatione 




Table 9.2 


(continued) 


'LV. 	 OTBER CRIMES 

V. OFFENDERS 


A. 	 Description of offenders from current offense and arrest 


records 


Number of-offenders per crime, by offense type 


Percentage of arrestees that fall into various 

age/race/sex/ethnicity categories, by type of offense 


Arrest counts and rates for various demographic groups by type 

of offense 


Time trends in arrest rates and reported offending rates by 

demographic group 


B. 	 Facts on cohort of releases 


Rearrest rates by original offense and release status 


Rearrest rates by demographic group 


Arrestirearrest offense type transition matrix 


A. 	 Personnel levels 


Sworn and civilian. Average, standard deviation, and 

interquartile range per capita, per offense, and per call for 

service, by degree of urbanization and size of place 


Relation of clearance rates to per offense staff levels 


B. 	 Summary of relevant special Series 5 studies 


C. 	 Law enforcement officers killed/injured in action 


D. 	 Killings by law enforcement. Counts by circumstance. 


VII. 	 REPORTS ON SPECIAL !3TUDIES 

See discussion of Series 5 reports in text. 

a~egree of in jury: death/apparent severe wounds/sent to 

hospital/minor/none. 


b~elationship: family or friend/acquaintance/stranger or unknown. 


C~lassification of crimes of violence: murder/rape or other sexual 

assault/assault/robbery/other. 


d~ocation codes: In home/near home/at work/other inside/other outside. 


e~egree of urbanization would be' a scale from central city of MSA to 

rural. 


~ollowin~ incident followed from f elony/or 
FBI codes for murder: 

incident followed from..."/suspected felony/romantic triangle/ argument 

over money or property/other argument/miscellaneous non-felony/unknown." 


g~ollow FBI codes for murder weapon. 


h~xcluding murder. For clearance rates, offender characteristics must be 

based on victim statement rather than arrest information, since the 

latter will not be available for uncleared cases. 


i~emographics= age, race, sex. 

jclassif ication for property: burglary/larceny/auto 

theft/vandalism/other. 




time, but over  a decade or  more they may lead t o  seriously erroneous conclusions.  Me 
recommend t h a t  t h e  UCR Series 1 publication impute missing d a t a  for al l  t a b l e s ,  using 
a s  much s t ra t i f ica t ion information a s  possible. The Series 6 publications s h o u l d  then  
be used t o  document  d a t a  imputation techniques. Thus, a n  example of a S e r i e s  6 
publication would be  a n  annual description of t h e  e x t e n t  and na tu re  of missing data in 
tha t  year's Ser ies  1 report ,  including known differences between r e p o r t i n g  and 
nonreporting jurisdictions. I t  could describe t h e  methods used for filling in p a r t i a l l y  
missing d a t a  fo r  jurisdictions tha t  report  some of t h e  t i m e  a s  well as f o r  to ta l ly  
missing jurisdictions. 

Similar conditions apply t o  es t imates  of trends. The s ta t is t ica l  s i t u a t i o n  for  
trend e s t i m a t e s  is somewhat different than for cur ren t  counts  of c r imes  o r  v i c t i m i z a -  
tion rates,  because  t h e  main issue is comparability of adjacent  observations. The best  
es t imate  of a di f ference may not be t h e  difference of t h e  bes t  e s t imates  of t h e  t w o  
observations. Involved explanations of this point would probably be inappropr ia te  for 
t h e  broad readership of Series 1 publications, and probably irrelevant for the main 
indicators derived from Level I data.  Estimation methods become more p r o b l e m a t i c  
for measures based on t h e  Level I1 data ,  since t h e  smaller  numbers of obse rva t ions  
would make these  es t imates  more vulnerable t o  bias f rom missing data.  A l s o ,  t h e  
strat if ication of t h e  Level I1 component sample would make imputation more  d i f f i c u l t  
for users outside t h e  UCR group. I t  is thus practically essential  t h a t  i n d i c a t o r s  
derived from t h e  sample in t h e  Level I1 component be based on imputed miss ing  data .  
Since these  would invariably be compared with indicators from t h e  Level I c o m p o n e n t ,  
comparable adjus tments  a r e  essential. 

Some i tems a r e  notable for their  absence from Table 9.2. The c r i m e  c locks  
currently included in Cr ime  in the  United S t a t e s  a r e  not suggested for the  front  
mat te r  of t h e  Series 1 publication. We remind t h e  reader  t h a t  researchers  i n t e r v i e w e d  
as part  of th is  study' strongly advocated this change. The clocks were  s e e n  a s  
contributing l i t t l e  substantive information, and instead dramat iz ing a nearly i r r e l e v a n t  
stat ist ic.  

Fur ther ,  t h e  outl ine does not explicitly preserve t h e  P a r t  I /Par t  I1 d i s t i n c t i o n  
or emphasize t h e  calculation or publication of a c r i m e  Index. Rather ,  we a r e  sugges t -  
ing publication of disaggregate information t h a t  focuses separate ly  on e a c h  t y p e  of 
crime. The presentation of summary information about  c r i m e  in t e r m s  of w e i g h t e d  
crime indexes is not recommended for t h e  present t ime. However, Section 9.3 discus-
ses a recommended continuing analysis capabil i ty t h a t  would examine r e p o r t e d  c r i m e s  
in terms of seriousness. 

The outl ine does retain the  separation between violent c r ime  and p r o p e r t y  
cr ime now used in t h e  UCR. The proposed Series 1 publication would a t t e m p t  t o  so r t  
out crimes in which the re  is an actual  confrontation between victim and of fender ,  
with injury or t h r e a t  of injury t o  the  victim, from o ther  crimes.  The c a t e g o r i e s  in t h e  
Series 1 reports a r e  also intended t o  ref lect  fairly well t h e  distinctions s u g g e s t e d  by 
the  Police Executive Research Forum's Cr ime  Classification System: 

violent vs. property crime; 

e 	 for property crime, cr imes against  persons vs. c r imes  against  
institutions or  commercial  establishments; 



for  c r imes  against  persons, cr imes by family and friends vs. 
c r imes  by strangers,  or  some o ther  such breakdown by degree  of 
acquaintance;  and 

property c r i m e  for gain vs. o ther  property crime. 

The violent c r ime  category shown in t h e  sample outl ine for  Series 1 would 
include a l l  c r imes  in which the re  is a d i rec t  confrontation with t h e  victim with a c t u a l  
or  potential  physical violence. Accordingly, cr imes involving personal con tac t  b u t  no  
d i rec t  confrontation,  such as various frauds, would be included in property crimes. 

Proper ty  c r ime  would be  subdivided into c r imes  against  property owned by 
individuals and  c r imes  against  commercia l  establishments. The reason for t h i s  is 
twofold: t o  allow comparison with figures from t h e  National C r i m e  Survey, which 
interviews only individuals, and t o  so r t  out  those c r imes  t h a t  a r e  most distant  f r o m  
individuals. A residual ca tegory of c r imes  against  property owned by ne i the r  
individuals nor businesses (e.g., public buildings and religious institutions) would a l s o  
be  included, of course, but w e  have not a t t e m p t e d  t o  resolve how these  c r imes  should 
appear  in th is  outl ine of t h e  Series 1 publication. 

There  a r e  obvious l imits t o  t h e  distinction between individuals and establish-
ments. Larcenies from small  business establishments may be a gray a r e a  because  
small  shops a r e  so  of ten a d i rec t  extension of t h e  individual owner. Even t h e  robbery 
of a bank or o the r  commercia l  establishment involves di rect  confrontation with indivi-
duals a s  well a s  loss of property by a business. One solution is c lear ly  t o  distinguish 
among robberies or, al ternatively,  t o  avoid t h e  problem by counting a bank robbery 
both a s  a c r ime  against  persons and a c r ime  against  a business. Indeed, one of t h e  
g r e a t  s t rengths  in t h e  Level I1 component is i t s  abil i ty t o  support a l t e rna t ive  defini-
tions. The detailed d a t a  available through unit-record reporting would allow rap id  
application of a variety of counting and classification rules. 

In developing definit ions t o  be  used in UCR reports,  however, some decision 
must be made. Our proposed outl ine would include a l l  robberies under violent c r i m e  
(as  they a r e  today); a l l  larcenies of businesses, including small  individually owned  
businesses, would be included in commercia l  crime. These decisions basically r e f l e c t  
our proposed organization of t h e  Series 1 reports around broad ca tegor ies  distinguish-
ing violent c r ime  and cr imes against  persons from commercia l  crime. We believe t h a t  
t h e  UCR reports will be more  useful if al l  robberies (and, similarly, a l l  commerc ia l  
crimes) a r e  presented together  and discussed a s  a whole, r a the r  than being spread o v e r  
different categories. It should st i l l  be noted t h a t  ce r ta in  offenses (e.g., receiving 
stolen goods) cannot  be al located t o  individuals or t o  establishments. 

The outline also suggests t h a t  violent c r ime  might be categor ized by t h e  
distance between victim and offender. Cr imes by s t rangers  or even acqua in tances  
represent very di f ferent  si tuations than do c r imes  commi t ted  by family members  or  
close friends. The genesis of t h e  a c t ,  t h e  issues posed for the  law in t e r m s  of t h e  
ex ten t  of governmental intervention, and t h e  capaci ty  of law enforcement  t o  p reven t  
offenses differ  dramatically.  Yet  another category is c r e a t e d  by t h e  so-called v ic t im-
less crimes--really offenses in which the  victim and offender a r e  t h e  same (e.g., d rug  
addiction and prostitution)--though this distinction is clouded by t h e  presence of t h i r d  



par t ies  (e.g., drug dealers  and pimps) who intervene in and exploit t h e  self-victimiza-
tion (of add ic t s  and prostitutes). Here  again, the re  a r e  continuing issues raised about  
t h e  proper e x t e n t  of government intervention. 2 

The  organization of topics in t h e  outline re f l ec t s  four d i f ferent  types  of 
information available about crime: 

description and counts of criminal events,  

description and counts of victims, 

e description and counts of offenders, and 

description of criminal justice system response t o  crime. 

The  BJS Report  t o  t h e  Nation was qui te  explicitly organized around t h e s e  
topics. The proposed outline is based part ly on th is  organization and par t ly  on t h e- -
current  C r i m e  in t h e  U.S., which omi t s  separa te  discusGon of victims (on which t h e  
UCR now co l lec t s  few data)  but otherwise discusses counts  of offenses (cr ime index), 
police and police response (crimes c leared and law enforcement  personnel), and  offen-
ders  (persons arrested).  

Sections 11, 111, and IV in t h e  outline in Table 9.2 describe criminal even t s  and  
victims. Section V presents information about offenders,  both as perceived by c r i m e  
victims and witnesses who report  cr imes t o  t h e  police, and a s  determined when sus-
pec t s  a r e  arres ted.  Both the  demographic profile of offenders and t h e  propensity of 
d i f ferent  demographic groups t o  commit  offenses and be  a r res ted  a r e  presented in 
Section V. 

The outl ine also suggests reviving a set of longitudinal d a t a  about offenders  
dropped f rom C r i m e  in t h e  United S ta tes  a f t e r  1975. The d a t a  were  const ructed by 
drawing a sample  of offenders released from t h e  criminal justice system in a given 
year,  including those  arres ted and not  prosecuted, those prosecuted but not c0nvicte.d 
o r  not incarcerated,  and those released from jail or prison. Criminal history f i les  were  
then used t o  follow t h e  sample over t ime  and t o  repor t  on subsequent arrests .  Building 
on t h e  growing knowledge about criminal ca ree rs  t h a t  is being developed in t h e  re-
search community,  a new version of this longitudinal f i le  could be  const ructed t o  
provide d a t a  for independent research as well as for t h e  information proposed t o  b e  
included in t h e  Series 1 publications. 

Section VI  of t h e  Series 1 report ,  on law enforcement ,  is straightforward.  
The final sect ion presents or summarizes findings f rom Series 5 special studies, dis-
cussed below. 

nothe her category of interest ,  though perhaps not  appropr ia te  for UCR, is 
betrayals of trust .  The seriousness surveys indicate t h a t  these  a r e  regarded as qu i te  
serious. For example,  stealin $1,000 f rom a depar tment  s t o r e  is scored as a 6.9, 
while a public official  taking f 1,000 of public money is scored a s  a 9.5. Similarly, 
cheating by doctors  and legislative bribe taking in unknown amounts  a r e  e a c h  r a t e d  as 
about 14.0. 



9.1.2 Series 2 Publications 

Series 2 publications would be quarterly press releases based on  repor ts  f r o m  
Level I1 agencies. They would be  largely factual  tabulations with only minor commen-  
tary.  Key numbers would include current  quarter-  and year-to-date coun ts  and r a t e s  
for t h e  major c r i m e  categor ies  used in t h e  Series 1 report ,  together  wi th  comparison 
with past  years. Level I1 agencies would be the  ideal basis for such quar te r ly  
es t imates .  Because they would const i tu te  a s t ra t i f ied  sample of a l l  agencies,  t h e y  
could provide genuine national e s t imates  of c r ime  counts. A t  t h e  s a m e  t ime,  t h e  
relatively small  number of Level I1 agencies should permit  more  rapid compilations. 

9.1.3 Series 3 and 4 Publications 

The Series 3 and 4 repor ts  would provide listings of d a t a  coun ts  by jurisdic- 
tion. Accordingly, they would be based on a l l  agencies and could not conform t o  t h e  
offense typology suggested for Series 1, which would require t h e  more  deta i led  d a t a  
collected only f rom Level I1 agencies. 

Table 9.3 shows t h e  information suggested for inclusion in t h e  Ser ies  3 a n d  4 
compilations. To t h e  ex ten t  possible, a l l  figures would be e s t i m a t e d  for  e n t i r e  
jurisdictions, independent of which part icular agencies in the  jurisdiction do or  d o  n o t  
repor t  and whether they repor t  partially or  entirely. Counts by agency  would b e  
shown within jurisdictions, excep t  when agency service a reas  c ross  jurisdictional 
boundaries, in which case  they would be shown a s  t h e  subtotal  for t h e  agency a c t i v i t y  
within tha t  jurisdiction. Because agencies would part icipate in t h e  col lect ion of d a t a  
on victims' residence s ta tus ,  vict imization r a t e s  per 1,000 res idents  could b e  
calculated,  thereby facil i tat ing re la t ive  comparisons among jurisdictions having 
different-sized commuter  and tourist  populations. 

I t  should be noted t h a t  t h e  simple information on residentlnonresident s t a t u s  
provided by the  Level I agencies would be sufficient  t o  deal  with th is  issue only f o r  
well-identified c i t ies  or  towns. For a county containing many c i t i e s  or  towns i t  is n o t  
possible t o  add together t h e  d a t a  for residentlnonresident s t a tus  and de te rmine  how 
many county residents were victimized. The collection of Zip codes  repor ted  by t h e  
Level I1 agencies would, therefore ,  permit  more  meaningful analysis of t h e  
geographical relationship between t h e  victim's residence and t h e  jurisdiction where  h e  
or she is victimized. The Level I1 d a t a  would permit  making national and regional  
es t imates  related t o  t h e  residency s ta tus  of victims. 

The Series 3 publication would be a listing of offense counts,  c learances ,  a n d  
arres ts  by jurisdiction, using t h e  Level I-type data--that  is, t h e  common c o r e  of bas ic  
d a t a  provided by both Level I and Level I1 agencies. This is intended t o  provide local-  
detail  supplements t o  t h e  Series I report  and would include limited i t e m s  of informa-  
tion about each agency or jurisdiction (i.e., those judged t o  have wide in teres t ) ,  t o  be  
tabulated and distributed in large quanti t ies t o  contributors and in te res ted  readers.  

The Series 4 publications a r e  envisioned t o  t ake  a form t h a t  has  only r e c e n t l y  
become technologically feasible. Other ,  more detailed information t h a n  avai lable  in 
Series 3 would be prepared a s  Series 4 printouts. These would potential ly be  ava i l ab le  
for every jurisdiction and agency, but we expect  tha t  few users will w a n t  t o  r e c e i v e  
t h e  ent i re  collection. Rather ,  Series 4 reports will be distr ibuted in compila t ions  of 
printouts tha t  include small numbers of jurisdictions or  agencies,  in accord  with t h e  
request of the  recipient. 



Table 9.3 


TABULATIONS AND ANALYSES UNDERLYING 

SERIES 3 AND 4 DATA COMPILATIONS 


I. Crimes reported to the police 


A. Annual estimates and trends for individual jurisdictions: 

cities, counties, MSAs 


1. 	Counts of crimes 


2. 	Victimizations of residents per 1,000 resident population 


B. 	Annual counts of reported crime by agencies, organized by 

jurisdictions 


C. Assaults and killings of law enforcement officers 


11. Response of law enforcement agencies to reported crime 


A. 	Crime-specific arrest counts and fractions, juvenile and adult, 

by gender and racelethnicity, by jurisdiction, by agency that 

made the arrest 


B. 	Crime-specific clearance counts and fractions, juvenile and 

adult, by agency 


C. Property recovered, yes/no 	(especially vehicles), dollar 

amount, by agency making the recovery 


D. 	Time trends in the above 


111. Comparability information 


A. 	For each jurisdiction, a list of other jurisdictions similar in 

characteristics, in order from the most to the least similar 


B. 	For each jurisdiction, deviation from average statistics, given 

the characteristics of the jurisdiction, for reported crimes, 

arrest counts and fractions, clearance counts and fractions, 

etc. 


IV. Personnel information 


A. 	Sworn and civilian employees, by agency, organized by 

jurisdiction, with subtotals by jurisdiction 




This form of publication permits  f a r  more  detail  than would b e  reasonable to 
distr ibute in a single publication t h a t  a t t e m p t e d  t o  describe every contr ibut ing 
agency. For example,  manpower is current ly  summarized by only t w o  numbers p e r  
jurisdiction: t o t a l  count of civilians and to ta l  sworn officers. Police depar tments  in 
Utah would no doubt t r ade  t h e  e n t i r e  Alabama table  for additional de ta i l  about t h e i r  
neighbors in Utah. Information on arres ts ,  clearances,  and staffing deals  with issues 
whose in terpreta t ion varies considerably from s t a t e  t o  s ta te .  While t h e  UCR sys tem 
a t t e m p t s  t o  impose uniformity of definitions, d i rect  comparabil i ty is o f t en  m o r e  
interesting within s t a t e s  than across  s ta tes .  

In t h e  UCR Survey of Law Enforcement Agencies, one of t h e  s t ronges t  
requests was for  more  useful information allowing comparisons among jurisdictions 
and agencies. Our suggestion t h a t  victimizations of residents be distinguished f r o m  
those of nonresidents is only one  s t e p  toward ehabling local agencies  t o  make  sensible 
comparisons even if they have only limited analytic capabilities. W e  envision t h a t  
o ther  analyt ic  ac t iv i t ies  a t  t h e  national or  state level would enhance t h e  abil i ty to 
compare  d a t a  across  agencies and jurisdictions: 

The UCR d a t a  base would include much more information about  
agencies and their  jurisdictions than is currently obtained by t h e  
FBI. (These additional d a t a  a r e  discussed in Chapters  5 and  6.)  
Using c lus ter  analysis or  similar techniques, i t  would be  possible 
t o  charac te r ize  jurisdictions by their  degree  of similari ty t o  
e a c h  other  on a multidimensional ar ray of d a t a  i tems, such as 
sociodemographic fea tu res  of t h e  population, s ize  and budget of 
t h e  police force,  etc. Tabular mater ia l  provided t o  e a c h  juris-
diction, then, could list perhaps 15 other  jurisdictions in order  of 
similarity. 

By multivariate regression or  similar techniques, i t  would be 
possible t o  es t imate ,  for e a c h  jurisdiction, t h e  "expected1' count  
of repor ted c r imes  (or victimizations), by c r ime  type,  for  a 
jurisdiction with i t s  characterist ics.  Then, t h e  deviation of e a c h  
jurisdiction above or  below i t s  expected value could be 
presented,  perhaps graphically, thus greatly enhancing t h e  
ability of readers  t o  understand comparisons among agencies. 
Series 6 publications would describe the  methods of these  
multivariate techniques and evaluate  any interesting issues t h a t  
ar ise  in deriving t h e  coefficients.  

9.1.4 Series 5 Publications 

Series 5 would provide t h e  opportunity for publication of special  analyses,  
which might be summarized in Series 1 or 2 releases. These would generally be in ten-
ded for specialists and would rely heavily on the  Level I1 component,  on t h e  specia l  
studies based on samples of cases  discussed in Chapter 7, and on a n  integration of 
UCR and other data.  

Some examples of Series 5 special analysis topics a r e  presented in 
Table 9.4. The list is hardly exhaustive,  but i t  does give some idea of t h e  range of 
topics t h a t  might be covered. As can  be seen from t h e  exhibit,  t h e  topics addressed 
could include policy analyses, individual victim analyses, and operational analyses.  
Policy analyses would include basic analyses of the  causes of c r i m e  and of t h e  e f f e c t s  



EXAMPLES OF TABULATIONS AND ANALYSES 

UNDERLYING SERIES 5 PUBLICATIONS 


Regarding crimes reported to the police 


A. Analysis of trends in annual national estimates in terms of 

changes in population size, demographic composition, geographic 

distribution of population. This would be used to identify the 

extent to which changes in crime are explained by underlying 

demographic factors or seem to reflect possible changes in 

basic lawlessness. 


B. Similar analysis of differences in crime rates across 

jurisdictions. Combined time series/cross-sectional data would 

provide strong tests of hypotheses. Second-level analysis 

could attempt to explain "unexplained differences" in terms of 

probability of arrest, sentencing, police manpower and 

deployment, and so forth. Where appropriate, studies could 

closely examine selected jurisdictions where the probability of 

arrest or conviction had changed substantially due to special 

police initiatives, legislation, etc. 


C. Detailed analyses of characteristics of various offenses or 

crime types, as appropriate, in terms of: 


Weapons use 


Seasonal 


Time of day 


Locus, target, or type of property 


Dollar value of loss or property damage (distribution of) 


Drug involvement 


Circumstances or surrounding activity 


Some of these could become routine advisories (e.g., type of 

property). Some may involve special surveys for samples of 

offenses to gain needed missing detail (e.g., property type 

detail, drug involvement) 


D. Analysis of recovery probability by time since offense 

(already undertaken by FBI for auto thefts) 


E. Studies of changes in reported crime rates following passage of 

new types of legislation in one or more states. Models for 

projecting effects of such changes in other states. 


F. Analysis of crime problems facing special populations such as 

retirement communities, colleges and universities, etc. 


11. Regarding victims of crimes 


A. Characteristics of victims, by crime type, with special emphasis 

on the probability of being victimized 


B. 	Average number (and distribution) of victims per crime, by crime 

type, an input to seriousness assessment 


C. 	Injury of victims, deaths of victims, with special emphasis on 

which types of crimes and what circumstances lead to injury 


D. Victim/offender relationships. 	This could include analysis to 

determine the relationships that seem to be involved in similar 

crimes. For example, are offenses by "acquaintancestt more like 

those of "friends" or of "strangers," and can they be grouped 

with either of the other categories? 




Table 9.4 


(continued) 


111. Regarding offenders 


A. Analysis of arrest/re-arrest data for sample of releases (see 

text for Series 1). This could include: 


1 )  	Probability of re-arrest 

2 )  	Evidence on whether there is a progressive development of 
offenses in terms of magnitude or type of offense. For 
example, do most burglars tend to remain burglars, or are 
they likely to shift crimes (potentially useful in sorting 
suspect possibilities for investigation/identification)? 

3) 	Evidence on how careers in crime evolve over the 
individual's lifetime. This could also provide important 
understanding as to the causal nature of demographic 
characteristics associated with crime (i.e., if the 
demographic factors are really causal, then a given 
individual criminal will become more or less likely to be 
re-arrested as his age, marital status, etc. change over 
time). 

B. Analysis of number of offenses and size of criminal population 

based on capture/recapture models (currently in progress within 

the FBI) 


IV. Regarding response of law enforcement agencies to reported crime 


A. Analysis of the relationship between clearances and unfoundings 


B. Cross-walks: crime type of arrest vs. 	crime type on incident 

report 


C. 	Correlates of clearance probability: 


Crime type 


Victim offender relationship 


Time of day 


Jurisdiction size 


Reporting delay 


Police response delay 


D. 	Analysis of extent to which clearances are due to, for example: 


1) 	On-view apprehension by policies 

2 )  	Immediate calls by victim or witness 

3 )  	Other cases where offender known to victim or witness 

4 )  	Investigation in other cases. 

This could be used to examine the usefulness of alternative 

resource allocations and response time rates, for example. 


E. Analysis of connection between clearance rates and police 

manpower or police manpower per call, including noncriminal 

calls for service (and to analyze police manpower needs as a 

function of population, crime rate, and noncriminal calls for 

service). 


F. Analysis of the effects of police actions such as arresting 

drunk drivers on motor vehicle fatalities or other outcomes. 




9.4 

Alternatively, we recommend t h a t  a phased-in implementation be  used a n d  
designed in such a manner as t o  allow estimation of a n  adjus tment  fac to r  t o  correct 
for t h e  e f f e c t  of conversion t o  t h e  new system. Adjustment fac to rs  would b e  
es t imated by analyzing changes in c r i m e  s ta t is t ics  from one year  t o  t h e  nex t  f o r  
agencies operating under t h e  old system, agencies t h a t  conver ted t o  t h e  new s y s t e m  
during t h e  year, and those t h a t  a r e  operating under t h e  new system. 

Nevertheless, i t  should be  recognized t h a t  such adjus tments  would b e  
imperfect. In part icular,  i t  would be  virtually impossible t o  e s t i m a t e  t h e  e f f e c t  o f  
aspects  of t h e  new system t h a t  produce thei r  effects over long periods of t ime,  such  
as t h e  increased use of auditing. Fur thermore,  such general  adjus tment  fac to rs  would 
apply t o  agencies on average but might not  accurate ly  re f l ec t  t h e  di f ferences  f o r  a n y  
particular agency. 

Joint Reporting of UCR and NCS Results  

Currently t h e  major publication of UCR sta t is t ics ,  Cr ime  in t h e  Uni ted 
S ta tes  is released separately and on a di f ferent  d a t e  from repor ts  of results  f rom t h e  
NCS. Many users of c r ime  s ta t is t ics ,  providers of da ta ,  and federal  o f f i c i .  Is h a v e  
complained t h a t  t h e  uncoordinated release of findings is confusing and e v e n  
embarrassing. 

At  least  th ree  different levels of joint reporting of UCR and NCS resul ts  c a n  
be envisioned. The first  level would be t o  produce separa te  publications wi th  a n  
annual joint release. In this level of joint reporting, each  d a t a  source  would be  des- 
cribed in i t s  own publication o r  publications, but once a year (or more  of ten)  a major  
publication from t h e  UCR and one f rom t h e  NCS would be released simultaneously at  
a joint press conference. Additional mater ia ls  would be provided t o  t h e  press  a n d  
other interested part ies explaining t h e  relationship between t h e  figures appear ing in 
t h e  separate  volumes. 

A t  t h e  second level, the re  would be  joint release of separa te  publications 
t h a t  have standard t ex t  explaining UCR-NCS comparisons, plus occasional joint publi- 
cations. The detailed results  from each  d a t a  source would appear  in s e p a r a t e  
publications, al l  of which would include similar general  explanatory mate r ia l  abou t  t h e  
relationship between UCR and NCS figures. Perhaps th is  mater ia l  would n o t  b e  
specific t o  the  reference yeads )  discussed in t h e  publication, but would be  s t andard  
t ex t  coordinated by the  agencies preparing t h e  separa te  publications. Simul taneous  
release of major publications from each  source would occur once a year or  more  o f t e n ,  
and occasional joint publications for general  readers  would describe overall  c r i m e  
trends. 

Finally, the  third level would enta i l  integrated publication. A single volume 
would include t h e  annual release of detailed UCR da ta ,  re la ted NCS data ,  explanat ions  
of the  relationships between t h e  figures from t h e  two sources, and es t imated  na t iona l  
cr ime figures based on da ta  from t h e  two sources used complementari ly and a s  dua l  
frames. Other publications from e i the r  source, no m a t t e r  what topic  they c o v e r ,  
would include explanatory mater ia l  about  t h e  relationship between UCR and NCS 
figures. 

The first  level of coordination evidently can  and should be  undertaken i m m e -  
diately, without awaiting complete  implementation of t h e  new UCR system. In our  
proposed outlines for t h e  new UCR publications, t h e  second level of coordinat ion is 



recommended. Of course, gradually a greater  degree of interaction between U C R  and  
NCS publications could develop. This section discusses t h e  th ree  approaches, s h o w i n g  
t h a t  t h e  third level  of coordination does not appear t o  be  pract ica l  or  even d e s i r a b l e  in 
t h e  near future.  

The t h r e e  possible approaches t o  joint reporting c a n  be  compared a c c o r d i n g  
t o  their  cos t ,  intelligibility, convenience, and timing. Cos t  considerations do n o t  
appear t o  weigh heavily in t h e  choice. Although cos t s  appear  t o  increase s o m e w h a t  
with t h e  successive levels of coordination, t h e  differences do not  seem major, a n d  w e  
have not  a t t e m p t e d  t o  es t imate  them numerically. 

Even a brief consideration of the  question of intelligibility reveals that t h e  
needs of t h e  general  reader  a r e  quite dist inct  from t h e  needs of t h e  exper t  w h o  re- 
quires sourcebooks of crime-related data. The most useful form of pub l ica t ion  for  
re fe rence  purposes is e i ther  separate  volumes or  a volume divided into s e c t i o n s  ac-
cording t o  t h e  source of t h e  data ;  the  most useful form for t h e  general  r e a d e r  inte-  
gra tes  findings across  t h e  different sources. 

Resolution of these  competing requirements is not easy. While t h e  c u r r e n t ,  
uncoordinated publications evidently present intelligibility problems t o  p o l i c y m a k e r s  
and members of the  press and public, exper ts  in criminology and c r i m e  s t a t i s t i c s  a r e  
also major users. I t  might seem t h a t  providing a c lea r  indication of t h e  source  o f  e a c h  
i tem of information in a combination volume could preserve t h e  usefulness o f  t h e  
publication for researchers  without confusing t h e  general  reader.  The B u r e a u  o f  
Justice Sta t is t ics  already faced this problem in preparing i t s  Repor t  t o  t h e  N a t i o n  on 
Crime and Just ice ,  which meticulously credi ts  each  map, table,  or  s t a t i s t i c  using 
e i ther  fine-print t e x t  adjacent  t o  the  information or  footnotes  at t h e  ends of chap-
ters. Yet t h e  intended audience of this publication c lear ly  is t h e  general  r e a d e r ,  a n d  a 
different fo rmat  would no doubt have been adopted if t h e  repor t  were  i n t e n d e d  pri- 
marily t o  be a source document for research. 

The authors  of Report  t o  the  Nation were  dealing with informat ion t h a t  is 
unambiguously derived from UCR da ta  alone, or f rom NCS d a t a  alone, o r  f r o m  a 
separately c i t ed  study. The c i ta t ion problems would be much grea te r  if s o m e  of t h e  
s ta t is t ics  presented were  derived f rom both UCR and  NCS d a t a  by s o m e  joint 
est imation procedure. 

From t h e  standpoint of convenience, separa te  volumes seem c lea r ly  p r e f e r -  
able for research and reference purposes. Many uses a r e  made of f igures f r o m  t h e  
separate  sources without any need for cross-reference t o  o ther  sources. For e x a m p l e ,  
law enforcement  agencies may be interested in a r r e s t  s t a t i s t i c s  submit ted by c o m p a r -  
able agencies elsewhere; researchers may wish t o  se lec t  a sample of law e n f o r c e m e n t  
agencies according t o  their  a r res t  workload, or they may be in teres ted in t h e  n a t u r e  or  
extent  of injuries sustained by victims of violent cr ime.  There is l i t t le  r e a s o n  t o  
require these users t o  work with a single volume t h a t  is at  leas t  twice  a s  l a r g e  a s  they 
need for their purposes, especially since they would not  have any difficulty knowing 
which is the  volume they need. 

Similarly, considerations of convenience suggest  t h a t  in tegrated i n f o r m a t i o n  
derived jointly from the  UCR and t h e  NCS and intended for t h e  general  r e a d e r  should 
be available in a small publication, ra ther  than combined with detailed s t a t i s t i c s  f rom 
the  UCR and/or from t h e  NCS. 



Perhaps t h e  most compelling arguments  for separate  publications of t h e  
deta i ls  from t h e  two  sources ar ise  from t h e  issue of timing. While se lected informa-
tion, such a s  preliminary es t imates  of households a f fec ted  by cr ime,  c a n  be produced 
f rom t h e  NCS less than one year a f t e r  t h e  reference calendar year,  most NCS statis-
t i c s  a r e  available only later .  If emphasis were  placed on a n  in tegrated publication at  
t h e  t ime  t h e  UCR d a t a  were  available, t h e  apparent importance of l a te r  results  f rom 
t h e  NCS for t h e  same calendar year  would be unjustifiably downgraded. The th i rd  
level of coordination described above--joint publication--also envisions t h a t  integra-
t ive  analysis will t ake  place prior t o  publication of the  s ta t is t ics  from e i the r  source,  a 
procedure t h a t  would clearly delay publication of any of t h e  figures pas t  t h e  end-of-
summer da tes  t o  which we a r e  now accustomed. 

Further,  many law enforcement  agencies release thei r  own UCR s ta t i s t i c s  
close t o  t h e  end of t h e  calendar year in question. Restrict ing re lease  of these  ea r ly  
figures, in t h e  in teres t  of preparing a joint volume of t h e  NCS and t h e  UCR da ta ,  
seems neither sensible nor feasible. A preferable approach would be  t o  re lease  
detailed d a t a  a s  they become available, but t o  release t h e  annual UCR Series 1 
publication jointly with some major NCS publication. The Series I publication should 
include explanatory mater ia l  about i t s  relationship t o  t h e  NCS d a t a  and  NCS 
publication series. 

9.5 Analysis Capabil i t ies 

The proposed UCR publications a s  outlined in Section 9.1 clearly require a 
g rea te r  ongoing analysis ac t iv i ty  than is now undertaken for producing Cr ime  in t h e  
United States.  Much of t h e  analysis needed is apparent from the  descriptions of t h e  
content  of t h e  publications and t h e  underlying tabulations. Indeed, t h e  examples of 
analyses for Series 5 publications listed in Table 9.4 present an  extensive  list of 
possible analytic topics. We shall not comment  fur ther  on a l l  possible types  of 
analysis here. Two topics deserving g rea te r  explanation a r e  discussed in this section: 
analysis needed t o  reconcile UCR results  with NCS results, and analysis of seriousness 
weights for crimes. 

9.5.1 Continuing Analysis for  Reconciliation between UCR and NCS D a t a  

Section 9.2 discussed t h e  necessity of making the  UCR d a t a  sys tem reconcil-
able with National Cr ime Survey data.  But by no means would t h e  provision of 
reconcilable d a t a  systems by itself be adequate  t o  resolve in t imely fashion t h e  major 
questions t h a t  users of the  d a t a  may have about relationships between figures derived 
from the  two  sources. An ongoing analysis ac t iv i ty  would be required to: 

identify t h e  maximal degree  of agreement  between t h e  two  
sources; 

develop explanations or hypothesized explanations of any dis-
agreements  between t h e  d a t a  sources; 

recommend changes t o  survey methods and d a t a  collection or 
audit  activit ies designed t o  reduce or explicate dispari t ies 
between the  two sources; and 



a recommend, c a r r y  out,  or  sponsor associa ted exper imental  or  
methodological studies designed t o  confirm or  r e f u t e  hypotheses 
t h a t  a t t e m p t  t o  explain disparities. 

Even if t h e  c r imes  of a ce r ta in  offense type es t imated  by t h e  NCS as repor-
t e d  t o  t h e  police during a part icular calendar year happened t o  agree  exact ly  with t h e  
corresponding UCR counts,  special  tabulations and e s t i m a t e s  would have t o  be  under- 
taken just t o  show t h a t  t h e  d a t a  f rom t h e  two  sources actual ly  agreed in this way. 

Carrying out  these  comparat ive  calculations would be  one function of t h e  
suggested ongoing analysis activity.  Arguably, t h e  majori ty of users of both UCR and 
NCS d a t a  would never have any need t o  examine t h e  special  tabulations prepared and 
examined by t h e  analysis group, a s  long a s  users were  assured t h a t  t h e  analysis had 
been undertaken and t h a t  t h e  results  were  a s  advertised: t h e  two  d a t a  sources agreed 
t o  t h e  e x t e n t  they could be  expected t o  agree.  Researchers  in teres ted in t h e  deta i ls  
could obtain t h e m  from Series 6 publications. 

More realistically, lesser degrees of compatibil i ty would be found in t h e  
data.  Perhaps t h e  trends over t i m e  in NCS es t imated  counts  of offenses repor ted t o  
t h e  police would agree  with t h e  corresponding t rends  in t h e  UCR counts, but  t h e  
numerical national e s t imates  would be persistently di f ferent  in t h e  two  sources. The 
audi t  information t o  be collected in conjunction with t h e  new UCR system might o r  
might not help t o  explain such a disparity. 

Perhaps t h e  UCR figures would show an  upward or  downward trend,  and t h e  
NCS figures no t rend  (or a n  opposite trend), which analysis might reveal  is nonetheless 
compatible with t h e  UCR d a t a  because of t h e  inherent sampling variance of t h e  
NCS. Or  perhaps some a r e a s  of UCR-NCS compatibil i ty would be  found, along with 
other  a reas  of serious discrepancy. 

A c lea r  understanding of t h e  e x t e n t  of agreement  between t h e  two  sources 
would be needed t o  build confidence in t h e  figures being published, and t o  justify 
various federal  agency act iv i t ies  such a s  collecting, tabulating,  and disseminating both 
t h e  UCR and t h e  NCS data.  Analyses di rected at identifying and documenting compat-  
ibilities should be  undertaken rapidly and in parallel with preparation of UCR and NCS 
figures for publication each  year. Presumably, with t h e  passage of t ime  many of these  
calculations would become routinized or even unnecessary due t o  gradual im-
provements in t h e  d a t a  systems. 

Because of t h e  t i m e  constraints and t h e  possibility of gradual routinization of 
t h e  calculations, this kind of reconciliation analysis would appear  t o  be appropriately 
housed within t h e  federal  government. 

However, when serious incompatibilities a r e  found between the  UCR and t h e  
NCS, especially if they ar ise  a s  unexpected new developments in t h e  cur ren t  year's 
data ,  no advance plan can  assure t h a t  valid explanations will be available within t h e  
t ime  f rame  necessary t o  permit  their  publication along with t h e  UCR and NCS re- 
sults. An additional, possibly separately housed, ongoing analysis ac t iv i ty  should be  
established t o  develop explanations of t h e  incompatibilities. These studies might 
involve examination of survey methodological issues, special  analyses of UCR audit  
da ta ,  application of results  from victimization surveys other  than t h e  NCS, compari-  
sons of UCR and NCS d a t a  at geographically disaggregated levels, or  determination of 
t h e  covariates of er rors  in e i ther  of the  d a t a  systems. 



Occasionally the re  may remain,  despite t h e  above analysis ac t iv i t ies ,  s o m e  
residual disparities t h a t  should be  resolved for important policy purposes and y e t  are 
resistant  t o  analysis with t h e  regularly collected UCR and NCS data .  In such cases, 
special studies should be  sponsored. These might include forward or  backward r e c o r d  
checks; special-purpose victimization surveys differing f rom t h e  exis t ing NCS in 
format ,  content ,  o r  method of administrat ion; or  special  d a t a  col lect ion projects  in 
se lected law enforcement  agencies. The ongoing reconciliation analysis a c t i v i t y  
recommended in th is  chapter  need no t  necessarily sponsor special  s tudies  i tself ,  bu t  i t  
should play a role in deciding which issues a r e  sufficiently perplexing and  important  t o  
meri t  resolution by these  methods. 

9.5.2 Continuing Analysis of Seriousness Scores 

The cur ren t  c r ime  Index has  been vigorously faulted for  giving equal  we igh t s  
t o  t h e  most serious and pe t ty  crimes.  This, i t  is argued, is c lear ly  inappropriate,  
because i t  misleads a s  t o  t h e  a c t u a l  seriousness of c r i m e  and  concea l s  impor tan t  
changes in serious c r ime  beneath a mass of minor crimes. We suggest  t h a t  t h e s e  
cri t icisms a r e  also likely t o  be  t r u e  of any reasonable seriousness-weighted index. Nor  
do we believe t h a t  seriousness scores  will material ly change overall  Index pa t t e rns .  
Accordingly, we have recommended against  adoption of weights at th i s  t ime ,  prefer-  
ring instead t o  publish s ta t is t ics  for disaggregated c r i m e  groupings as discussed in 
Section 9.1. 

A t  the  same t ime, seriousness scoring is intuitively appealing. I t  s e e m s  
appropriate, therefore ,  t o  continue research in this a r e a  t o  a t t e m p t  t o  ident i fy  
seriousness-weighted indices t h a t  ac tual ly  can  be shown t o  convey b e t t e r  summary in- 
formation about crime. This e f f o r t  would be  aided by t h e  Level I1 component ,  which 
would provide t h e  basis for construction of a variety of a l t e rna t ive  indices. 

There seems t o  be  no reasonable way t o  c r e a t e  a n  overall index of c r i m e  t h a t  
ref lects  differences in seriousness. There  a re ,  of course, a var ie ty  of ways  t o  develop 
indications of re la t ive  seriousness. Most prominently, Thorsten Sellin, Marvin 
Wolfgang, and Robert  Figlio of t h e  University of Pennsylvania C e n t e r  f o r  Studies in 
Criminology and Criminal Law have developed seriousness scores  based on t h e  r e l a t i v e  
scores assigned by individuals t o  a var ie ty  of criminal even t  d e ~ c r i ~ t i o n s . ~  However,  
such studies, while of ten extremely insightful, seem unlikely t o  o v e r c o m e  t h e  prob- 
lems inherent in t h e  use of a n  overall  c r i m e  Index. First ,  any such a t t e m p t  will b e  
subject t o  endless debate: you may or  may not  agree  with t h e  most r e c e n t  seriousness 
survey results  t h a t  four instances of Medicare fraud by physicians a r e  somehow m o r e  
serious than one rape-murder, or t h a t  four instances of pe t ty  shoplifting of $10 w o r t h  
of cosmetics a r e  more  serious than one s to re  break-in and t h e f t  of $1,000, or  t h a t  
even 120 instances of trespassing in t h e  backyard of someone's home a r e  in any con-  
ceivable sense equivalent t o  planting a bomb in a public building and killing 

3 ~ e ee s ~ e c i a l l v  Cen te r  for Studies in Criminolosrv and Cr imina l  Law, T h e  
Seriousness of ~ i i m e :  kesu l t s  of a National Survey, unive;;ity of Pennsylvania, '19m 
and Thorsten Sellin and Marvin E. Wolfgang, The Measurement of Delinquency ( N e w  
York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1964). 



20 people.4 These problems a r e  endemic t o  any a t t e m p t  t o  c r e a t e  an  overall index. 
However, while they will ref lect  on t h e  index's credibility and  provide cr i t ics  with a 
wonderful a r r a y  of absurd examples, they a r e  in fact unlikely t o  present a mater ia l  
barrier  t o  t h e  use of a n  index, a s  t h e  success enjoyed by t h e  Gross National Product,  
t h e  Consumer Pr ice  Index, t h e  Poverty Line, and t h e  cur ren t  unweighted c r ime  Index 
all  a t t e s t .  

The fundamental  problem is t h a t  the  original issues raised with t h e  cur ren t  
c r ime  Index a r e  likely t o  be t rue  of any other  index as well. Larcenies and a u t o  t h e f t  
outnumber murder,  rape,  and robbery by a factor  of about 13 t o  one (1982). Most 
indices a r e  likely t o  be dominated by less serious crimes.  Indeed, this may be very 
desirable. There  is no reason t o  believe tha t  less serious c r imes  in to ta l  a r e  somehow 
less important as a group than more serious crimes.  In any case ,  a n  overall index 
based on seriousness scores  will clearly be just a s  opaque a s  any o ther  index in t e r m s  
of communicating t h e  na tu re  of criminal events,  and a lmost  a s  arbi t rary  in adding up 
wildly disparate  c r imes  into a single number. 

The f a c t  t h a t  no index is adequate  by itself does not,  however, mean t h a t  no 
index is needed or  t h a t  t h e  current  index could not be  improved. Some summary mea- 
sure  is clearly needed. Further,  the re  is a natural  impulse t o  weight cr imes by thei r  
seriousness, t h a t  is, t o  count more serious c r imes  more  heavily. Even so, cur ren t  
developments seem too  rudimentary t o  warrant  immediate  application by t h e  FBI or 
BJS t o  c r e a t e  a new c r i m e  Index. First ,  i t  does not appear  t h a t  seriousness scoring has  
a very su s t an t i a l  e f f e c t  on trends in t h e  index. This was pointed out in 1974 by 
Blumstein9, using UCR d a t a  for t h e  period 1960-72. W e  have repeated a similar 
analysis using d a t a  f rom 1974 t o  1983. Approximate seriousness scores  were  given t o  
t h e  seven Index c r imes  follow in^! t h e  e x a m ~ l e s  ~ r o v i d e d  in t h e  Bureau of Jus t i ce  
Statistics1 1983 Report  t o  t h e  ~ a G o n  on ~ r i i e  and Jus t i ce  (pp. 4-5). This was done t o  
a t t e m p t  t o  explore t h e  impact  of seriousness weights on t h e  c r i m e  Index using avail- 
able data .  we  should note,  however, t h a t  t h e  idea  of having only seven categor ies  of 
c r ime  t o  deal  with c lear ly  violates t h e  basic idea of most  seriousness scoring, which is 
usually intended t o  provide near-continuous gradations of seriousness. Thus, t h e  ser- 
iousness scores a r e  only loosely based on t h e  ground scores  for ca tegor ies  of offenses, 
which vary considerably based on specific circumstances.  In any case ,  the  seven index 
weights assigned for t e s t  purposes were: 

Murder 35 
Rape 2 5 
Robbery 2 0 
Assault 12 
Burglary 10 
Larceny/Auto t h e f t  4 

We then c rea ted  a weighted index r a t e  for 1974 through 1983 based on t h e  adjusted 
t ime  series given in t h e  1983 Crime in t h e  United S t a t e s  (p. 43), se t t ing 1974 equal for 
both indices. 

' ~ h e s e  examples  a r e  a l l  taken from t h e  seriousness scores  presented in t h e  
BJS Report t o  the  Nation (pp. 4-5). 

5 ~ l f r e d  Blurnstein, "Seriousness Weights in a n  Index of Crime,'' American 
Sociological Review 39 (December 1974): 854-864. 



As c a n  be seen from Table 9.5, t h e  pa t t e rns  of change presented by t h e  
weighted and unweighted r a t e s  a r e  essentially t h e  same,  confirming t h e  ea r l i e r  work 
of Blumstein. The size of t h e  changes do d i f fe r  somewhat. The weighted r a t e  t e n d s  
t o  show less of a n  increase than t h e  unweighted r a t e ,  especially in 1976. Indeed, t h e  
to ta l  increase in t h e  weighted c r ime  r a t e  frorn 1974 t o  1983 is about four-sevenths t h e  
increase in t h e  unweighted ra te .  Interestingly, a s  shown in Table 9.6, t h e s e  di f fer-  
ences  a r e  due mostly t o  differences in changes in property c r i m e  ra tes ,  r e f l ec t ing  t h e  
shift  in weight from larceny/auto t h e f t  t o  burglary. Violent c r imes  (murder ,  r ape ,  
robbery, and aggravated assault)  a r e  so relat ively infrequent tha t ,  even  wi th  t h e  
higher weights given them by seriousness scoring, they rare ly  have a m a t e r i a l  e f f e c t  
on the  overall change in t h e  c r ime  ra te .  

The evidence t h a t  seriousness scoring probably would not,  according t o  t h e s e  
simplified examples, produce a major change in t h e  overall c r ime  Index p a t t e r n  
reduces t h e  urgency for i t s  adoption. At  t h e  s a m e  t ime,  t h e  di f ferences  in s o m e  y e a r s  
suggest t h a t  several  e f f o r t s  should be  undertaken t o  prepare  for even tua l  use of 
seriousness scoring. First  is t h e  pract ica l  conversion of t h e  204 c r i m e  scenar ios  used 
in the  most r ecen t  seriousness survey into a manageable s e t  of descr iptors  t o  b e  
collected by t h e  UCR program. This would require t h a t  t h e  variat ion in seriousness 
scores be reduced t o  a reasonable s e t  of c r ime  a t t r ibutes ,  such a s  e x t e n t  of injury a n d  
property loss, use or th rea t  of force,  use of weapon, and so forth. This could be  done  
by various regression or scoring techniques t o  develop es t imates  of t h e  ways in which 
various descriptive dimensions lead t o  changes in seriousness scores. T h e  goal would 
be t o  make use of t h e  differences in seriousness without requiring extensive  c r i m e  
classification categories.  Account would also have t o  be taken of a possible tendency 
t o  score multiple-victim events  a s  less serious than events  involving a n  equal  number  
of single victims. 

In addition, any seriousness-scored index should be validated where  possible. 
First,  t h e  internal  validity of derived scores  based on t h e  analysis above should b e  
checked in t e r m s  of their  abil i ty t o  predict  t h e  scores  for new c r i m e  scenarios. S c o r e  
stability across individuals and demographic groups and over t i m e  should b e  docu- 
mented. External  validity should also be established. I f ,  f o r  example,  t h e  scoring is  
f e l t  t o  ref lect  people's views of t h e  re la t ive  seriousness of t h e  overall  c r i m e  level ,  
then the  scored index might be expected t o  cor re la te  more  closely wi th  survey 
responses t o  questions concerning the  importance of "the c r i m e  problem" than  is t h e  
current  unweighted index. 

W e  recommend t h a t  an ongoing analysis ac t iv i ty  should be sponsored t o  c a r r y  
out the  program of studies outlined in this section. 

User Services 

By long-established usage, the  t e r m  user services has been applied t o  a l l  UCR 
activit ies o ther  than general  audience publications. In this section w e  distinguish 
three  types of services and th ree  potential  audiences. Some of the  services  would 
apply t o  al l  audiences, while o thers  would have only specialized interest .  Although a l l  
the  existing service demands a r e  likely t o  continue,  we ant ic ipate  t h a t  t h e  avai labi l i ty  
of unit records ( ra ther  than summary records) and t h e  increased complexi ty  of a 
system with two levels of reporting would significantly increase the  scope  of se rv ices  
likely t o  be demanded. A t  t h e  local level, t h e  requirement  for maintaining s u m m a r y  
stat ist ics would no longer have a federally mandated justification, but local  agenc ies  
might wish t o  continue t h e  same tabular fo rmats  for their  own use. Keeping dup l ica te  

9.6 



Table 9.5 

EFFECT OF SERIOUSNESS SCORES ON THE CRIME? INDEX PER 100,000: 
1974 - 1983 

Year-to-Year Cumulative Since 1974 
Percentage Change Percentage Change 

Weighted Weighted 
ear Index Weighted Index Index Index Index Index 

- - - -974 4,850 4 ,850  

975 5 ,281  5,205 8.9 7.3 8 .9  7 .3  

976 5 ,271  5 ,078  -0.2 -2.4 8 .7  4.7 

977 5 ,062  4 ,939  -4.0 -2.7 4 . 4  1.8 

978 5 ,124  5 ,021  1.2 1.7 5.6 3.5 

9 7 9 5 ,548  5,422 8.3 8.0 1 4 . 4  11.8 

980 5 ,931  5 ,884  6.9 8.5 22.3 21.3 

981  5 ,841  5 ,806  -1.5 -1.3 20.4 19.7 

982 5 ,386  5 ,469  -4.4 -5.8 15 .2  12 .8  

983 5 ,158  5 ,029  -7.7 -8.0 6 . 4  3.7 

lote: ( 1 )  Weights are adjusted so that the 1974 index is the same as the unweighted in 

( 2 )  	Weights used are as follows: murder = 3 5 ,  rape = 2 5 ,  robbery = 2 0 ,  assault 
burglary = 1 0 ,  larceny/auto theft = 4 .  



Table 9.6 


SOURCES OF DIFFERENCES I N  CBIME RATE CHANGES FOR SELECTED YEARS 

Violent vs. property crimes 


I Violent Property I Crime 

Item I Crimes Crimes I Index 


I I I 

1974 to 1976 	 I I I 


I I I 

Percentage change I I I 


Unweighted I -0.1 1 9.6 I 8.7 

Weighted 1 -1.6 I 6.6 I 4.7 


I I 	 I 

Contribution to change in Index I I 	 I 

(in percentage points) I I I 


Unweighted I 0.0 I 8.7 I -

Weighted I 5.1 I -
I -Oo4 I 	 I 


1974 to 1983 	 I I I 

I I I 


Percentage change I I I 

Unweighted 1 14.7 1 5.5 1 6.4 

Weighted 1 11.8 I 1.3 I 3.7 


Contribution to change in Index I 
I 

I 
I 	 I 


(in percentage points) 

Unweighted 

I
1 1.4 I

I 
5 .O I 

I -

Weighted 1 2.7 1 1.0 I -


I I 	 I 

Individual crime types 


I Larceny 

Item I Murder I Rape I Robbery I Assault I Burglary 1 Auto Theft 


I I I I I I 

I I I I I I 


1974 to 1976 	 I I I I I I 

I I I I I I 


Percentage change 1 -10.2 1 1.5 1 -6.0 1 5.8 1 0.4 1 14.1 

I I I I I I 


Contribution to I I I I I I 

change in Index 1 I I I I I 

(in percentage I I I I I I 

points) I I I I I I 


Unweighted I -0.0 I 0.0 1 -0.3 1 0.3 1 0.1 1 8.6 

Weighted 1 -0.1 I 0.0 1 -0.7 1 0.4 1 0.2 1 4.9 


1974 to 1983 	
Ii I 

i 
Ii iI iI Ii 


I I I I I I 

Percentage change 1 -15.3 1 28.6 1 2.2 1 26.6 1 -7.2 1 11.7 


I 1 I I I I 

Contribution to 1 I I I I 

change in Index I I I I I I 

(in percentage I I I I I I 

points ) I I I I I I 


Unweighted 1 -0.0 I 0.1 I 1.2 1 -2.1 1 7.1 
Weighted 1 -0.2 1 0.5 1 Ool j 2.00.3 I -3.0 1 4.1 


I I I I I I 

I I I 1 I I 


Source: Crime in the United States, 1974, 1976, and 1983. 




systems would substantially increase costs  and naturally increase res i s t ance  t o  
adopting t h e  unit-record system. To avoid this--and also t o  bring t h e  benefits  o f  t h e  
new UCR immediate ly  t o  local agencies--more feedback t o  local agencies would  be  
needed than is now t h e  practice.  

9.6.1 Services  t o  Police 

Although t h e  current  system was designed with the information n e e d s  of 
local police agencies  in mind, i t  was also designed so t h a t  l i t t le  ac t ion on t h e  p a r t  of 
t h e  National Program was required t o  m e e t  those needs. Since police d e p a r t m e n t s  
already had s e n t  full summary information t o  t h e  UCR section, the re  was nothing t h e  
federal  government  could send back t h a t  t h e  local agencies did not  already know, 
aside from information on other  jurisdictions. Unit-record reporting would c o m p l e t e l y  
change this. With unit-record reporting, t h e  local agency would need some m e t h o d  of 
creat ing or obtaining summary data.  More important,  t h e  enhanced flexibility o f  t h e  
new system would dramatically increase t h e  kinds of summary d a t a  t h a t  would  be  
returned f rom t h e  s t a t e  or  federal  program. 

The best  method of providing these  new levels of user services d e p e n d s  on 
t h e  technology available at t h e  local level. Depar tments  without computers  m u s t  r e l y  
on e i ther  a s t a t e  or a federal  d a t a  processing cen te r  t o  re turn  their  summary t a b u l a -  
tions. They may, however, be able t o  specify individual table  fo rmats  or c o n t e n t s  of 
special local in teres t .  Since both t h e  Level I and t h e  Level I1 components would  be  
flexible enough t o  include additional d a t a  defined a t  t h e  local level, these  new t a b l e s  
could include deta i l  on topics not even anticipated at t h e  national level. For e x a m p l e ,  
depar tments  could add geographic codes or officer identification numbers t o  r e p o r t s  
and obtain breakdowns of performance or workload indicators a t  those levels. I n  our 
survey of s t a t e  UCR programs, tabulations by geocodes were  of ten mentioned as t h e  
most useful service  they provide t o  their  contributors. 

Complete  flexibility for t h e  thousands of police depar tments  in the  s y s t e m  is 
clearly infeasible simply because of bulk. W e  can,  however, easily imagine a s h o r t  l ist  
of, say, t e n  most frequently requested tables, from which depar tments  could c h o o s e  
options. A computer  sys tem tha t  remembers  each department 's  requested t a b l e s  and  
prints and mails them on schedule (or on receipt  of sa t is factory  input reports)  is no t  
hard t o  envision. Such a system should operate  a t  t h e  s t a t e  level. Depar tments  t h a t  
must rely on t h e  National Program t o  tabula te  summary counts  will genera l ly  be  
small. For the  depar tments ,  t h e  counts become an  important method for c o r r e c t i n g  
erroneous submissions of individual offense and a r r e s t  reports. Thus, r e t u r n s  of 
summary counts t o  depar tments  would necessarily genera te  a round of d e p a r t m e n t a l  
queries and correct ions  t o  t h e  UCR d a t a  base. This so r t  of exchange would r e q u i r e  
the  speed of response and flexibility provided by s t a t e  UCR programs. 

For depar tments  with any da ta  processing capabil i ty a t  all--even a f e w  
thousand dollars' worth o f  rnicrocomputing equipment--summary tables  can be g e n e r -  
a t e d  locally. These agencies could share in the  potentially unlimited capability of t h e  
new system. They could indeed specify any table,  listing, or  graphic display and o b t a i n  
t h e  results more or  less instantaneously. Since t h e  d a t a  fo rmats  would be s t a n d a r d -  
ized a t  the  federal  level, t h e  sof tware  needed t o  per iorm these  analysis would b e  m o s t  
efficiently wri t ten  and distributed a t  tha t  level. W e  an t i c ipa te  t h a t  access  to th i s  
software,  and t h e  ability t o  use i t  on a n  individual agency's own da ta ,  would be a 
powerful incentive t o  cooperate  with t h e  new system of UCR d a t a  collection. 



9.6.2 Services to Research Users 

The research community is t h e  second major audience for unpublished UCR 
data.  Several  years  of detailed fi les have recently been archived with ICPSR ( t h e  
Inter-university Consortium for Poli t ical  and Social Research). This makes  t h e m  
available in conveniently read fo rmats  with comprehensive documentation and with 
one set of defaul t  adjustments for missing data.  The emergence of a s tandard archiv- 
ing service has  greatly enhanced t h e  uti l i ty of d a t a  for research use and has signifi- 
cant ly  shortened t h e  familiarization t ime  required t o  begin using a new d a t a  base. W e  
certainly encourage t h e  continued use of archives a s  t h e  main distribution system t o  
t h e  research community,  and we would recommend enhanced di rect  communication of 
d a t a  and contextual  information between t h e  UCR Program and ICPSR or  another  
archiving agency. 

UCR f i les  a r e  already qui te  complex. With t h e  introduction of a two-level 
reporting system, they would become even more  complicated. We an t ic ipa te  t h a t  
even sophisticated users would be gra teful  for technical  assistance in reading UCR 
files and interpreting the  results. To minimize duplication of e f fo r t ,  s tandard 
software for handling t h e  files would be needed. In addition, t h e  f i les should be a s  
self-contained a s  possible, so t h a t  auxiliary information would not  be required. For 
example, t h e  d a t a  from sample agencies should be  directly accompan.ied by sampling 
weights and other  design information, so t h a t  they could be analyzed without f i r s t  
merging them with another file. 

This presents a logistical problem, since research users would be  employing 
a n  unpredictable variety of combinations of computers and sof tware  for thei r  
analyses. One reasonable solution is t o  distr ibute t h e  access  sof tware  in higher-level 
languages such as SIR or MARK IV, a s  well a s  a version of at least  some functions in 
ANSI standard FORTRAN IV. Researchers  should also have access  t o  a deta i led  
documentary repor t  of the  exac t  s t ruc tu re  of t h e  system, including known limits t o  
generalizability such a s  missing or suspect  data ,  sampling defec t s  and l imitations,  
reliability studies on individual a t t r ibutes ,  changes in definition, procedure,  or d a t a  
handling practice,  and all  of t h e  other  inevitable complexities tha t  accompany a large-
scale da ta  collection effort .  

The volume of da ta  t o  be col lected by t h e  Level I1 component  could be  
immense. Even a single year's d a t a  on P a r t  I incidents would exceed t e n  million 
records. Most users will want several  years of da ta ,  so t h e  number will be  t h a t  much 
greater.  Admittedly t h e  records will be short, but even if only 20 bytes per record a r e  
used, four reels of 1600 BPI t a p e  would be required fo r  each year's da ta .  More t h a n  
two full reels would be devoted t o  larceny incidents, which most researchers  could 
happily ignore. This suggests at least  two  a l ternat ives  t o  t h e  d a t a  bulk problem. The 
less desirable one would be t o  supply files with larceny removed and t o  mainta in  
separate  files for t h e  larceny data.  This still  would force  processing of a large volume 
of larceny cases  in order t o  study any of them,  and it would introduce t h e  requirement  
of an  additional merge for users who want their files t o  ref lect  t h e  t radi t ional  P a r t  I 
Index offenses for some or al l  jurisdictions. 

A more convenient solution is t h e  one now followed by t h e  Bureau of t h e  
Census in providing individual data .  A one-percent sample of t h e  fourth coun t  records  
is ext racted and c leared for anonymity. After  suitable imputation of missing d a t a ,  
this sample is distributed a s  t h e  Public Use Sample of t h e  U.S. Census. This s t r a t e g y  
raises some problems for distribution of UCR d a t a  because r a r e  even t s  a r e  
particularly salient. (Murder and rape a r e  notable examples.) Also, a resea rcher  



interested in a part icular subcategory of robbery (e.g., robbery of convenience s to res  
at night) might need t h e  en t i re  d a t a  base t o  have enough cases for meaningful 
analysis. An easy solution t o  this dilemma would be  t o  have di f ferent  sampling ra t ios  
for different offenses. One simple version would be  10 percent  for  larceny and  100 
percent  for everything else. Alternatively, one might base  t h e  sampling ra t io  on both  
t h e  c r ime  type  and t h e  s ize  of t h e  jurisdiction, increasing t h e  reporting frequency of 
small  jurisdictions for analysts whose interests require geographic detail.  I t  is no t  
necessary t o  have a single solution t o  these problems. A small  number of s tandard 
archive files could be prepared t o  accommodate  a lmost  a l l  requests. 

9.6.3 Services to Other  Public Users 

There  will continue t o  be audiences who need unpublished d a t a  but a r e  unable 
t o  do their  own d a t a  processing. Legislative and other  governmental  bodies a r e  key 
among these, The UCR program must continue t o  maintain t h e  capabil i ty t o  respond 
t o  these  needs a s  t h e  system changes. This response function would be  similar t o  t h a t  
currently operated,  with some changes. The current  summary system is incapable of 
responding t o  stat ist ically complex queries, so only standard procedures such a s  cross- 
tabulations a r e  required t o  respond t o  those requests t h a t  could be  answered at all. As 
t h e  capability of t h e  system grows, so will t h e  complexity of issues t h a t  c a n  be  
addressed, and hence t h e  level of demands likely t o  be  placed on t h e  system. To m e e t  
this situation, t h e  UCR must place considerably more  emphasis on s ta t i s t i ca l  analysis 
than is now in evidence. Indeed, one general, and a lmost  inevitable, result  of t h e  
changes discussed here  would be substantially more  ac t ive  in teract ion between UCR 
staff  and t h e  professional s ta t is t ics  community. 

I t  is qui te  possible t h a t  t h e  enhanced publications program described here  
would significantly reduce ce r ta in  kinds of requests for information f rom t h e  general  
public, since i t  is designed t o  make many interesting results  available in t h e  form of 
occasional papers and other  published analyses. On t h e  o ther  hand, exper ience t e a c h e s  
us tha t  when d a t a  a r e  available, uses a r e  always found for  them. This does not  justify 
a policy of simply collecting and never analyzing da ta ,  but  i t  does warn t h a t  substan- 
t ial  and sometimes unanticipated demands for information a r e  likely t o  a r i se  a s  poten- 
t ial  users become familiar  with t h e  power of t h e  system. 

9.7 Release of UCR Information 

An important s e t  of issues t h a t  will need t o  be examined and resolved 
concerns t h e  release of UCR d a t a  and publications. Some of t h e  issues revolve around 
privacy and confidentiality on t h e  one hand, and access  t o  information a s  provided by 
the  Freedom of Information Act  on t h e  other. Other  issues concern s t a t e  program and  
local agency control  over, or  knowledge of, t h e  re lease  of t h e  d a t a  they submit t o  t h e  
National Program. As par t  of t h e  development of t h e  sys tem,  a detailed s e t  of 
procedures for t h e  release of d a t a  addressing each  of these  issues should be developed. 

9.8 Conclusion 

The need for more  extensive interpretation of UCR d a t a  was  a cen t ra l  t h e m e  
in discussions with al l  UCR contr ibuters  and users. The new UCR system would 
support a vastly more powerful ser ies  of publications for t h e  general  public, for local  
police agencies, and for researchers,  in turn generat ing requirements  for m o r e  



extensive analysis and user services. The recommendations of th is  c h a p t e r  d e m o n -  
s t r a t e  t h e  power of t h e  new UCR system t o  improve our understanding of t h e  c r i m e  
problem in t h e  United S ta tes  and of t h e  police resources and o ther  a c t i o n s  n e e d e d  t o  
m e e t  it. 



10,000 and 100,000 in population, including one Level I1 agency with a microcomputer ,  
one  Level 1 agency with a mainframe, another  Level I agency with a microcomputer ,  
and a third Level I agency opera ted manually; th ree  s i tes  under 10,000 in population, 
one  a Level I1 agency with a microcomputer,  one a Level I1 agency opera ted  manually, 
and one a Level I agency opera ted manually). 

Task 1.3: Develop and produce manuals t o  be used by local  agency personnel 
t o  opera te  Level  I or  Level I1 systems. One  s e t  of manuals would descr ibe  d a t a  
e l ements  and definitions. Another s e t  would describe t h e  operation of t h e  sys tem,  
including input formats ,  descriptions of reports ,  e t c .  

Task 1.4: Develop prototype,  system-compatible cr imel incident  and a r r e s t  
r epor t s  t o  b e  used by field law enforcement  officers.  These repor t s  would be  
recommended a s  facil i tat ing use of t h e  sys tem,  but would not be required in any sense. 

Task 1.5: Develop a recommended training curriculum fo r  s t a t e  program 
personnel t o  t ra in  local agency s t a f f ,  in order t o  s tandardize  training f rom one  s t a t e  
t o  another  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  possible. 

Task 1.6: Train local personnel in t h e  use of t h e  UCR system,  holding re-
gional training sessions within e a c h  s t a t e .  Training would have t o  accoun t  for  
differences among t h e  th ree  generic sys tems and also differences between t h e s e  and 
other  local sys tems being used. 

Task 1.7: Install generic s t a t e  sys tem or revise existing system. 

10.1.2 Implementation of t h e  S t a t e  System 

Task 2.1: Develop a generic s t a t e  sof tware  sys tem supporting both Level  I 
and Level I1 report ing (with t h e  l a t t e r  being used only a t  the  state 's  option). This 
sys tem would be  for  use both in s t a t e s  current ly  without a n  incident-based sys tem 
(those with summary systems and those with no s t a t e  program a t  all) and in any s t a t e s  
t h a t  have a n  existing incident-based sys tem but would prefer  t o  use the  gener ic  
system. The sys tem would provide al l  s ta te- level  d a t a  handling, including edit ing,  
collation, and state-level  repor t  generation. The task  includes requirements  analysis ,  
system design, computer  programming, test ing,  and sys tem documentation.  (As  for  
t h e  local generic system, t h e  system should be wri t ten  in a highly t ranspor table  
language such a s  ANSI COBOL.) 

Task 2.2: Tes t  t h e  generic s t a t e  sys tem in two  sites. 

Task 2.3: Develop and produce manuals t o  be  used by s t a t e  program person- 
nel t o  opera te  the  generic system. 

Task 2.4: Install t h e  generic s t a t e  system in s t a t e s  wanting t o  use i t .  

Task 2.5: Revise so f tware  in s t a t e s  with a n  existing incident-based sys tem 
t h a t  prefer  t o  modify thei r  own system ra the r  than adopt  t h e  gener ic  system. 

Task 2.6: Train s t a t e  personnel in operation of the  system. 

Task 2.7: Assist s t a t e  programs desiring to augment  t h e  national  sample  of 
Level I1 agencies t o  enable them t o  obtain a c c u r a t e  state-level  e s t i m a t e s  of c r i m e  



stat ist ics.  This would include assistance with t h e  development and/or implementa t ion  
of a sample design for selecting additional law enforcement  agencies within t h e  s t a te .  

10.1.3 Implementat ion of t h e  National System 

Task 3.1: Develop and install a national system t o  const ruct  t h e  data base. 
The state prototype system could be used by t h e  National Program t o  p e r f o r m  initial 
processing of d a t a  f rom agencies in s t a t e s  without s t a t e  programs. The addi t ional  
so f tware  would complete  processing for d a t a  f rom al l  s t a tes ,  including various 
accounting functions t o  monitor d a t a  receipts,  additional ed i t  checks  a c r o s s  records,  
collation of da ta ,  etc. 

Task 3.2: Develop analyt ic  specifications and prototype r e p o r t s  for t h e  
recommended publication series. The specification would include imputa t ion  proce- 
dures. 

Task 3.3: Develop analytic sof tware  t o  perform analyses and p roduce  compu- 
ter-generated,  camera-ready copy for reports. 

Task 3.4: Refine the  sample design and  se lect  t h e  sample for t h e  Level I1 
component. 

Task 3.5: Refine  audit procedures developed by t h e  IACP t o  t r a c k  offenses  
through t h e  reporting process ( ra the r  than sampling at each  s tage)  and t o  a u d i t  a r r e s t  
records a s  well a s  offense and c learance records. Test  revised procedures a t  six si tes,  
half Level I agencies and half Level I1 agencies. 

Task 3.6: Develop t h e  sample design and sample selection p rocedures  for t h e  
audit. 

Task 3.7: Conduct methodological studies (a)  t o  determine t h e  b e s t  form of 
analytic integration of t h e  UCR and t h e  NCS based in pa r t  on audit  results ,  and  (b) t o  
develop ways t o  col lect  and analyze d a t a  concerning drug-related crimes.  

Task 3.8: Manage system development a t  t h e  local, s t a t e ,  a n d  national 
levels. 

10.1.4 Operat ion of t h e  National System 

Task 4.1: Perform training of ana liaison with staff  a t  existing s t a t e  pro- 
grams and with local agency staff  where s t a t e  programs do not exist. 

Task 4.2: Construct  t h e  d a t a  base. This includes d a t a  receipt ,  d a t a  en t ry  
where necessary, editing and cleaning of da ta ,  and collating of d a t a  t o  p roduce  t h e  
analytic files. 

Task 4.3: Produce periodic and special  publications a s  recommended  in 
Chapter 9 of this report .  

Task 4.4: Provide user services. 



Task 4.5: Administer a cert if ication,  test ing,  and local e r ro r  repor ts  p ro-  
gram. 

Task 4.6: Conduct audi ts  of local law enforcement  agencies, in conjunct ion 
with state program s taff  where state programs exist. 

Task 4.7: Conduct special  programs/studies. 

Task 4.8: Manage t h e  National Program. 

10.2 Implementation Schedule 

Figure 10.1 i l lustrates a schedule under which t h e  recommended system c o u l d  
be  implemented, e a c h  ver t ica l  line corresponding t o  a calendar quarter .  Generic l o c a l  
and state sys tems  would be developed simultaneously in one and one-half y e a r s ,  
tested,  revised as necessary, and retested.  Manuals, prototype c r ime  and arrest 
reporting forms, and training mater ia ls  would all  be developed during t h e  l a te r  p a r t  of 
system development, t e s ted  at t h e  t e s t  s i tes  along with t h e  so f tware  system, a n d  
revised if necessary. Local agency staff  would be trained by state UCR p r o g r a m  
staff,who would themselves be trained by National Program s taff .  Installation of t h e  
generic sys tems and  revisions of exist ing systems for local agencies and for s t a t e  UCR 
programs could begin a f t e r  two  and one-half years, and might be  completed at m o s t  
agencies a f t e r  one and one-half years. 

National system sof tware  and prototype repor ts  would be  developed in t h e  
f i rs t  th ree  years. The design of t h e  sample for t h e  Level I1 component would b e  
refined and t h e  sample  se lected at t h e  outse t  so t h a t  agencies would know e a r l y  on  
whether they will be  asked t o  par t ic ipate  in t h e  Level I1 reporting. The sample d e s i g n  
for t h e  audits  would be  developed concurrently, although ac tua l  selection would o c c u r  
on a n  ongoing basis once routine audi ts  were  begun. Ref inement  of audit  procedures ,  
on t h e  other  hand, would begin comparatively l a te  in t h e  development process, as t h e  
procedures cannot be  t e s ted  until agencies a r e  operating under t h e  new system. T h e  
methodological study of t h e  analysis of t h e  UCR and t h e  NCS would begin st i l l  l a t e r ,  
a s  i t  cannot be  conducted properly until t h e  results f rom agency audi ts  become a v a i l -  
able. 

10.3 System Cos t s  

A proximate costs  for the  tasks described in Section 10.1 a r e  shown in 
Table 10 . lq  Appendix C gives a detailed breakdown of the  es t imated  costs.  The t o t a l  
cos t  of implementation is e s t imated  t o  be about 9.4 million dollars (expressed e n t i r e l y  
in 1984 dollars). Local costs  comprise about 6 3  percent of the  to ta l  e s t imate ,  state 
program costs  16 percent ,  and National Program costs  2 1 percent.  Seventy p e r c e n t  of 
t h e  local costs a r e  for local law enforcement  agency staff  training by s t a t e  pe rsonne l  
in operation of t h e  new systems. To the  ex ten t  tha t  this  could be accomplished w i t h  
existing state UCR program s ta f f ,  t h e  cos t  of this task could be funded ou t  of e x i s t i n g  

' c o s t s  a r e  not included e i the r  for Task 1.7 (installing t h e  generic s y s t e m  o r  
revising the  existing system at local agencies) or  for Task 3.7 (conduc t ing  
methodological studies). 
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Figure 10.1 
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a~ncludes cost of special studies conducted by 

state program personnel and contractors. 




budgets. Annual operational costs  of t h e  National Program a r e  es t imated  t o  b e  abou t  
5.3 million dollars. This compares  t o  a FY 1983 budget of 2.7 million dollars t o  oper-  
ate t h e  cur ren t  National Program. 

These  costs, especially t h e  implementation costs,  should be  regarded  wi th  
uncertainty and probably a s  underestimates of t r u e  costs. Some of t h e  c o s t  
components a r e  very difficult t o  e s t i m a t e  without collecting c e r t a i n  deta i led  
information, such as t h e  precise hardware and sof tware  configurations at e a c h  of t h e  
state programs. Also, as mentioned previously, development and implementat ion of 
large d a t a  sys tems such as this of ten involve unforeseen difficult ies requiring 
additional resources, a contingency for which no provision has been made. 

I t  is important t o  recognize t h a t  a large  amount  of discretion c a n  be  
exercised in defining some of the  tasks, with consequent substantial  implications for  
costs. In developing t h e  generic local systems, one could expend a substant ia l  amount  
of e f fo r t ,  for  example, in determining d a t a  e lements  and repor ts  t h a t  would b e  of 
local in teres t  only, or one could simply make provision for local agencies t o  b e  a b l e  t o  
input and process several  d a t a  e lements  of thei r  choosing. There is a par t icular ly  
large amount  of discretion involved in t h e  tasks associated with operating t h e  National 
Program. The  amount  of resources t o  be utilized in edit ing and cleaning t h e  d a t a ,  in 
providing ( f ree)  user services, in conducting audits ,  and  in performing specia l  s tudies  
al l  a r e  qui te  discretionary, and t h e  choices made  have potentially very large  c o s t  
consequences. 

10.4 Conclusion 

The success of t h e  UCR Program t o  d a t e  cannot  be  questioned. S ta r t ing  wi th  
300 agencies in 1930, it today includes nearly 16,000 contributing agencies  cover ing 
over 97 percent  of t h e  population. The volume of information collected,  t h e  dep th  of 
local coverage,  and t h e  unique combination of information on c r i m e  and  a r res t s ,  on 
victims, offenders, and police resources, make i t  t h e  basic source  of policy 
information on c r ime  in t h e  United States.  

This success is a t r ibute  t o  t h e  foresight and c a r e  of t h e  original IACP Com- 
mi t t ee  on Uniform Cr ime  Records. The s t ruc tu re  i t  c r e a t e d  t o  ca tegor ize  and  ta l ly  
cr imes and a r res t s  has well withstood t h e  test of t ime. Indeed, judging by t w o  y e a r s  
of study and discussion with concerned exper ts  across  t h e  country,  the re  is no reason 
t o  think t h a t  t h e  original designers were  substantially wrong in any of t h e  decisions 
they made. Many of these  decisions were  compromises; many were  controversial .  
But, in most cases,  d i f ferent  decisions would be  just a s  controversial  today.  F i f ty  
years of hindsight do not suggest tha t  the  original f ramers  of t h e  UCR could have done 
much be t t e r  than they did. 

Yet i t  is clearly t ime  t o  change t h e  UCR Program. In a t i m e  of 
revolutionary advances in d a t a  processing capac i ty  and massive expansion in local  
agency d a t a  bases, t h e  current  UCR still  r e f l ec t s  t h e  basic l imitations of paper  
reporting and hand tallies. It is this discrepancy between t h e  potent ia l  and  a c t u a l  
UCR that  c r e a t e s  t h e  cur ren t  frustrat ions with t h e  program. The UCR sys tem mus t  
be revised t o  t ake  advantage of t h e  flexibility and depth  of information now avai lable  
t o  it, or i t  will become obsolete. Equally important,  if t h e  UCR National Program 
does not reasser t  i t s  role in leading and coordinating local police information sys tem 
development, i t  will lose t h e  ability t o  maintain e f f e c t i v e  sharing of nat ional  c r i m e  
information. 



Under p resen t  circumstances,  t h e  actions necessary t o  m e e t  UCR reporting 
goals and r e a s s e r t  UCR leadership a r e  simple in concept.  Our recommendations 
involve five bas ic  steps: 

Conversion of t h e  current  UCR system t o  a unit-record 
repor t ing system. 

Implementation of a two-level reporting system t o  al low t h e  
col lect ion of more  extensive d a t a  from a relatively small  set of 
se lec ted  depar tments ,  while minimizing t h e  reporting burden on 
t h e  major i ty  of departments.  

Implementation of a n  ongoing audit  and  training program. 

Implementation of s teps  t o  allow UCR d a t a  t o  be used together  
with d a t a  f rom t h e  other  major criminal justice d a t a  bases. 

0 Development of a comprehensive program of publication and 
dissemination t o  make  use of t h e  flexibility and completeness  of 
t h e  enhanced UCK system. 

These s t eps  should be  taken today. Failure t o  act will r e ta rd  but not s top  t h e  
continued development of highly au tomated  local information systems. If ac t ion is 
taken now, t h e  UCR Program can  again lead s t a t e  and local law enforcement  agencies  
in developing thei r  own information systems and providing needed information t o  
governments, law enforcement  agencies, and t h e  public. 



Appendix A 


METHODOLOGY FOR SITE VISITS, SURVEYS, AND INTERVIEWS 




This appendix describes t h e  methodologies used in four key  d a t a  collection 
efforts:  s i t e  visits t o  s t a t e  and local UCR programs, mail survey of state UCR pro- 
grams, telephone interviews with criminal justice researchers,  and  m a i l  survey of law 
enforcement  agencies. For each  of these  effor ts ,  t h e  following sec t ions  descr ibe  
selection of s i t e s  and respondents, instrumentation, d a t a  col lect ion procedures,  and 
documentation of results. 

A. 1 State and Local Site Visits 

Site  visits were  conducted by Abt Associates s taf f  t o  t e n  state government  
and 19 local/county jurisdictions. The s t a t e s  were  se lected t o  o f f e r  a geographical  
balance, and t h e  assistance of t h e  FBI's UCR Section was sought t o  ensure  t h a t  a 
range of reporting configurations and state-level reporting issues would a l so  be  repre- 
sented. Eight of t h e  t e n  state-level  visits were  conducted in s t a t e s  wi th  s t a t e  UCR 
programs, one visit was conducted in a state whose UCR program w a s  in t h e  develop- 
ment  and implementation phase (Vermont), and one was  conducted in a state with no 
program in exis tence or  development (Ohio). The local/county jurisdictions were  
chosen in consultation with t h e  FBI's UCR Section and state UCR program s taff .  
Geographical, social, and demographic balance, a s  well a s  representa t ion of a range of 
UCR reporting configurations and issues, were key c r i t e r i a  in local /county s i t e  selec- 
tion. Table A.l lists t h e  s i t e s  visited in this component of t h e  study. 

At  each si te,  ce r ta in  key individuals in t h e  collection and  tabula t ion of UCR 
d a t a  were  interviewed. A t  t h e  s t a t e  level, those interviewed included t h e  supervisor 
of the  UCR program, t h e  chief stat ist ician (or equivalent), t h e  supervisor of d a t a  
processing, a d a t a  coder,  and a d a t a  entry  clerk. Users of UCR d a t a  w e r e  identified 
by asking s t a t e  UCR program s taff  t o  identify key users, and then  asking those key 
users t o  identify any additional users of t h e  data.  In most s t a t e s ,  user respondents 
included representatives of print  and e lect ronic  media, off ic ia ls  in o ther  s t a t e  
government agencies, and academic  researchers. 

Respondents f rom contributin agencies in local/county jurisdictions typi- 
cally included t h e  chief of t h e  agency kor, in large jurisdictions, a depu ty  chief), t h e  
supervisor of UCR reporting, a representative of t h e  department 's  research unit (in 
large jurisdictions), a d a t a  coder,  and a d a t a  entry  clerk. Users w e r e  identif ied for us 
by local agency s taff ;  most commonly, these  were  local government  officials  and 
media representatives. 

Each s i t e  visit was conducted by one Abt senior s t a f f  member .  The s t a t e  
visits averaged two  days in duration while t h e  local/county visits typically lasted one 
and one-half days. 

Interviews were  conducted according t o  s t ructured protocols.  These proto- 
cols included questions on basic s i t e  character is t ics  a s  well a s  individual respondent 
data ,  and separate  series of questions for users, local d a t a  col lectors ,  and s t a t e  d a t a  
collectors. User questions focused on familiari ty with t h e  UCR Program and i t s  
publications and t h e  specific uses made of the  data.  Local and  s t a t e  d a t a  collector 
questions focused on detailed documentation of a l l  collection,  tabula t ion,  quality 
control, and reporting procedures. Abt staff  obtained a l l  r e levan t  manuals, repor t  
forms, system documentation,  and s ta t is t ica l  reports. There  w e r e  a l so  specif ic  ques- 
tions on workload, training, and reporting issues, including t h e  mos t  common types of 
errors. All respondents were  asked for their  suggestions a s  t o  sys tem enhancements.  
The interview protocols a r e  included a s  At tachment  I t o  this Appendix. 



Table A.l 


STATES AND LOCAL/COUNTY JURISDICTIONS 

IN UHICH SITE VISITS WERE CONDUCTED 


States 


States with State UCR Programs 


California Bureau of Criminal 

Statistics 


Florida Department of Law 

Enforcement 


Illinois Department of Law 

Enforcement 


Maine State Police 


Massachusetts Criminal 

History Systems Board 


New York State Division of 

Criminal Justice Services 


Oregon Law Enforcement 

Data System 


South Carolina State Law 

Enforcement Division 


States without State UCR Program 


Ohio 


States with State UCR Program 

in Develo~ment 


Vermont State Police 


Local/county jurisdictions 


San Francisco Police Department 

Los Angeles Police Department 


Manatee County Sheriff's Department 

Jacksonville Sheriff's Office 


Watseka Police Department 

Wheaton Police Department 


Bath Police Department 

Portland Police Department 


Boston Police Department 


Erie County Central Police 

Services (includes Buffalo) 


Portland Police Bureau 

Multnomah County Sheriff's Office 


Richland County Sheriff's 

Department 

Myrtle Beach Police Department 


Cleveland Police Department 

Toledo Police Department 


Burlington Police Department 

Brattleboro Police Department 

Rutland Police Department 


Source: List compiled by Abt Associates staff. 
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Immediately a f t e r  return from t h e  field, each  interview was  documented in 
deta i l  by t h e  person conducting t h e  interview. 

A.2 Mail Survey of S t a t e  UCR Programs 

Abt Associates conducted a mail survey of t h e  32 state UCR programs (in- 
cluding t h e  District  of Columbia) t h a t  did not receive  in-person s i t e  visits. Table  A.2 
lists these programs. 

The instrument used for this survey was reviewed and  approved by BJS and 
t h e  FBI before i t  was mailed t o  t h e  programs. The questionnaires were  sen t  t o  t h e  
supervisor of t h e  s t a t e  program and included questions on program s taff ing and organ- 
ization, funding, legislative mandate  for reporting, fo rmat  and  procedures for local 
reporting, complete  program information flow, classif ication and  scoring, quali ty 
control, auditing, training, and use of FBI technical  assistance,  among  o ther  topics. 
The instrument is included as Attachment  2 t o  this Appendix. 

The response r a t e  for this survey was 100 percent. The  questionnaire was 
sent  out shortly before t h e  1983 UCR conference in Quantico, Virginia. A session for 
representatives of a l l  s t a t e  programs was held at t h e  confe rence  t o  answer thei r  
questions on the  survey and t o  encourage their  response. Some questionnaires were  
returned at t h e  conference and t h e  remainder were  submitted shor t ly  the rea f te r .  

A.3 Telephone Interviews with Criminal Jus t i ce  Researchers  

Abt Associates senior staff  identified and  interviewed 22 criminal justice 
researchers on their  uses of UCR d a t a  and their  suggestions fo r  sys tem enhancement .  
The interviewees, listed in Table A.3, were  identified through a l i t e ra tu re  review, 
personal knowledge of Abt Associates s taf f ,  and consultat ion wi th  t h e  BJSJFBI Task 
Force. The objective was t o  develop a list of leading scholars a n d  researchers  who 
have frequently used UCR da ta  in their  work. 

The instrument used for these  interviews included questions on specific 
research interests and projects, t h e  fo rmat  of UCR d a t a  used, t h e  re la t ive  e a s e  of 
obtaining and using raw UCR da ta  or special UCR tapes,  thei r  mos t  and leas t  success- 
ful experiences with the  data ,  and comments  and suggestions on t h e  collection and 
reporting of the  data .  The interview protocol is included a s  At tachment  3 t o  this 
Appendix. 

The telephone interviews averaged 30 minutes in durat ion and t h e  results  
were writ ten up in t h e  protocol format.  Syntheses highlighting key findings were  then 
prepared. 

A.4 Law Enforcement Agency Survey 

A.4.1 Nature  of t h e  Survey 

The Uniform Crime Reporting Survey was administered through a 22-page 
written questionnaire (At tachment  4)covering the  following topics: 

e agency fac t s  



Table A.2 


RESPONDENTS TO MAIL SURVEY OF STATE UCR PROGRAMS 


State 


Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

District of Columbia 

Delaware 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Maryland 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Oklahoma 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

Texas 

Utah 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wyoming 


Agency 


Criminal Justice Information Center 

Department of Public Safety 

Department of Public Safety 

Crime Information Center 

Bureau of Investigation 

State Police 

Metropolitan Police Department 

State Police 

Crime Information Center 

Criminal Justice Data Center 

Department of Law Enforcement 

Department of Public Safety 

Bureau of Investigation 

State Police 

State Police 

State Police 

Bureau of Criminal Apprehension 

Board of Crime Control 

Crime Commission 

State Police 

State Police 

Police Information Network 

Office of Attorney General 

State Bureau of Investigation 

State Police 

State Police 

Department of Public Safety 

Department of Public Safety 

State Police 

Association of Sheriffs and Police Chiefs 

Department of Public Safety 

Office 	of the Attorney General 


Source: List compiled by Abt Associates staff. 


Note: 	In addition, review protocols were prepared by Abt staff on the 

state programs receiving site visits: California, Florida, 

Illinois, Maine, Massachusetts, New York, Oregon, South Carolina, 

and Vermont (program in implementation phase at time of site visit). 




Table A.3 


RESEARCHERS INTERVIEWED 


Richard Block, Loyola University (Chicago) 


Alfred Blumstein, Carnegie-Mellon University 


Jan Chaiken, Rand Corporation 


Stevens Clarke, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 


Jacqueline Cohen, Carnegie-Mellon University 


Philip Cook, Duke University 


Stuart Deutsch, Georgia Institute of Technology 


James Fox, Northeastern University 


Michael Gottfredson, Claremont Graduate School 


Thomas Henderson, Criminal Justice Statistics Association 


James Jacobs, New York University 


Michael Maltz, University of Illinois-Chicago Circle 


Lloyd Ohlin, Harvard Law School (retired) 


Albert Reiss, Yale University 


Peter Rossi, University of Massachusetts-Amherst 


Lawrence Sherman, Police Foundation 


Wesley Skogan, Northwestern University 


Bradford Smith, National Council on Crime and Delinquency 


Gregory Thomas, Police Executive Research Forum 


James Q. Wilson, Harvard University 


Ann Witte, University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 


Franklin Zimring, University of California, Berkeley 


Note: Affiliations correspond to the time of the interviews (1983). 




computer  systems available and planned for processing UCR 
d a t a  

t h e  agency's UCR reporting procedures and burdens 

opinions about t h e  accuracy and usefulness of UCR da ta ,  cr i t i -
c isms of t h e  current  UCR program, and proposed modifications 

for 46 categories of offenses (e.g., a t t e m p t e d  burglary of a 
residence), opinions concerning whether t h e  UCR should count  
offenses a s  well a s  ar res ts ,  and/or include t h e  offense in t h e  
Index 

e for various types of information in t h e  following categor ies ,  
opinions concerning t h e  usefulness of t h e  information t o  the  
agency, and t h e  difficulty of supplying it: 

--calls/complaints 
--details from offense reports 
--details concerning a r res t s  and a r res tees  
--disposition of a r res t s  
--time spent by off icers  on tasks. 

Open-ended questions allowed for respondents t o  describe changes they would 
like t o  see  made t o  t h e  UCR, aspects  of t h e  UCR t h a t  should be preserved w i t h o u t  
change, and changes t h a t  would make t h e  UCR substantially more useful. For  a g e n -
cies  t h a t  do not currently part icipate in t h e  UCR, information was requested a b o u t  
reasons for nonparticipation. 

A.4.2 Survey Sample 

The survey was mailed t o  5,714 law enforcement  agencies. The s a m p l e  
f r a m e  initially consisted of al l  16,932 agencies which a r e  included in t h e  F e d e r a l  
Bureau of Investigation "Return A" file. However, t h e  f r a m e  was subsequently adjus-
ted  a s  described below. The initial f r ame  was s t ra t i f ied  into th ree  categories:  

St ra tum I .  Agencies serving populations larger than 10,000 and 
s t a t e  agencies such a s  s t a t e  police. All of these  agencies were-
included in the  sample (sampling probability = I). 

St ra tum 2. Smaller agencies were invited in advance t o  make 
known their  desire to  par t ic ipate  in the survey. All those who 
requested participation were  assigned t o  this s t ra tum and included 
in t h e  sample (sampling probability = I). Announcements of t h e  
opportunity t o  par t ic ipate  in the  survey appeared in a number of 
publications whose readership includes police managers. 

St ra tum 3. There remained approximately 11,700 law enforcement  
agencies serving populations up t o  10,000. The survey was mailed 
t o  a random sample of 500 of these  agencies (sampling prob-
ability = .0427). 



While only a b o u t  one-third of a l l  law e n f o r c e m e n t  agenc ie s  w e r e  included in 
t h e  sample ,  t h e  s t r a t i f i c a t i o n  r e su l t ed  in mail ing surveys  t o  agenc ie s  cove r ing  o v e r  
85 p e r c e n t  of t h e  U.S. population. 

A.4.3 Survey  P r o c e d u r e s  

A number  of s t e p s  w e r e  t a k e n  t o  max imize  response  ra tes .  Announcemen t s  
w e r e  p laced  in t h e  FBI Law Enfo rcemen t  Bulletin and  in publ ica t ions  of t h e  Na t iona l  
Sheriffs '  ~ s s o c i a t i o n ~ oCall). ll Announcemen t s  w e r e  a l s o  
included in mail ings by  state p rograms  t o  agenc ie s  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h e  UCR Pro-  
gram. 

T h e  survey  ques t ionnai res  w e r e  d is t r ibuted  by t h e  FBI, wi th  envelopes  f o r  
re turn ing  t h e  c o m p l e t e d  ques t ionnai re  t o  A b t  Associates .  A f t e r  t h e  f i r s t  round of 
comple t ed  ques t ibnnai res  had  been  rece ived ,  t h e  FBI a n d  s t a t e  p rog rams  w e r e  g iven  
l i s t s  o f  nonrespondents  for  follow-up. 

A.4.4 S a m p l e  A t t r i t i o n  

A f t e r  t h e  ini t ial  mail ing l is t  had been  prepared ,  c o m m e n t s  f r o m  FBI o r  s t a t e  
program s t a f f  indica ted  t h a t  s o m e  of t h e  sampled  agenc ie s  w e r e  inappropr ia te  rec ip-  
ien ts  of t h e  quest ionnaire;  t hey  were  de l e t ed  f rom t h e  sample .  For  t h e  mos t  p a r t ,  
t hese  de le t ions  r e p r e s e n t  local  o f f i ce s  of agenc ie s  whose  h e a d q u a r t e r s  w e r e  t o  b e  
included in s t r a t u m  I of t h e  sample.  In a smal l  number  of ca ses ,  agenc ie s  w e r e  de le-  
t e d  f rom t h e  sample  because  they  no  longer ex is ted ,  had  m e r g e d  wi th  a n o t h e r  agency ,  
o r  w e r e  a l r eady  r ep resen ted  in t h e  response of a l a rge r  agency.  (Fo r  example ,  a 
sheriff 's  d e p a r t m e n t  migh t  respond on behalf of s ampled  c i t i e s  w h e r e  i t  p rovides  
police serv ices ,  s ince  t h e  sheriff 's  d e p a r t m e n t  submi t s  a l l  UCR r e p o r t s  for  t h o s e  
cities.) Fo r  s imilar  reasons ,  a sma l l  number of agenc ie s  w e r e  added  t o  t h e  sample ,  b u t  
t h e  sample  ad jus tmen t s  on t h e  whole resu l ted  in a subs t an t i a l  n e t  reduct ion  in s a m p l e  
size. Natural ly,  a t t r i t i o n  was  l ea s t  among  t h e  volunteers  ( s t r a t u m  2), s ince  they  h a d  
contemporaneous ly  r eques t ed  t o  par t ic ipa te .  

T h e  ini t ial  a n d  f inal  f r a m e  and  sample  s i ze s  a r e  shown in Tab le  A.4. Based  
on t h e  sample  a t t r i t i o n  in s t r a t u m  3 (23.8 percent ) ,  w e  revised  t h e  e s t i m a t e  of t h e  
number of agenc ie s  in t h e  sampling f r a m e  in s t r a t u m  3. Our  f inal  e s t i m a t e  is t h a t  
8,929 agenc ie s  serv ing  populat ions under 10,000 populat ion had  not  r eques t ed  t o  b e  
surveyed and  thus  a r e  r ep resen ted  by t h e  s t r a t u m  3 sample .  

A.4.5 Response  R a t e s  a n d  Response  Biases 

By t h e  close-out  d a t e  for  r ece ip t  of ques t ionnai res ,  3,411 valid ques t ionnai res  
w e r e  rece ived ,  for  a n  ove ra l l  response r a t e  of 62 p e r c e n t .  (A sma l l  number  of 
addit ional  comple t ed  ques t ionnai res  w e r e  r ece ived  f r o m  a g e n c i e s  not  in t h e  s a m p l e  o r  
a f t e r  t h e  close-out  d a t e .  These  w e r e  reviewed for  t he i r  c o n t e n t ,  bu t  s t a t i s t i c s  f r o m  
t h e  survey included in t h e  t e x t  of this  r e p o r t  d o  no t  r e f l e c t  t h e s e  respondents .)  
Responses w e r e  r ece ived  f r o m  agenc ie s  within a l l  50  states, plus t h e  Di s t r i c t  of  
Columbia, Guam,  and  P u e r t o  Rico.  



Table A.4 


NUMBER OF AGENCIES IN SAMPLING FRAME AND SURVEY 

SAMPLE FOR UCR SURVEY OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 


Stratum Stratum Original Adjusted Original Adjusted 
Number Description Frame Frame Sample Sample 

1 -> 10,000 pop 
or special 4,760 4,662 4,760 4,662 

2 < 10,000 pop 
requested to 
be surveyed 454 447 454 447 

3 < 10,000 pop 
not requested 11,718 8,92ga 500 381 

-Total 16,932 14,038~ 5,714 5,490 

Source: Compiled by Abt Associates staff. 


a~stimate. 




Table A.5 


RESPONSE RATES ACCORDING TO POPULATION SIZE AND TYPE OF AGENCY 


Stratum 

number 


1 


2 


3 


Total 


Stratum 

description 


Total 


Cities, over 

100,000 


Cities, 10,000- 

100,000 


Counties, over 

100,000 


Counties, 10,000- 

100,000 


Special agencies 


Volunteers 

under 10,000 


Sampled 

under 10,000 


-

Sample size 


4,662 


179 


2,629 


102 


1,725 


27 


44 7 


38 1 


5,440 


Respondents 


2,921 


146 


1,758 


7 3 


924 


20 


314 


176 


3,411 


Response rate 


62.7 


81.6 


66.9 


71.6 


53.6 


74.1 


70.2 


46.2 


62.1 


Source: Compiled by Abt Associates staff. 




The response r a t e s  d i f fered substantially among t h e  th ree  s t ra ta .  Naturally,  
t h e  volunteers had t h e  highest response ra te ,  70 percent.  The lowest response r a t e  
was for  t h e  small  agencies in s t ra tum 3, namely, 46 percent.  Even within s t r a t u m  1, 
t h e  response r a t e  increased with t h e  s ize  of t h e  agency; further,  t h e r e  were  signifi- 
c a n t  d i f ferences  in response r a t e s  between county agencies and c i t y  police depar t -  
ments. 

Consequently, for purposes of projecting survey responses t o  t h e  e n t i r e  
population of law enforcement  agencies, d i f ferent ia l  weighting fac to rs  for agenc ies  
were  applied according t o  t h e  scheme shown in Table A.5. Each of t h e  five subca te -  
gories of s t r a t u m  1 was given i t s  own weighting fac to r  ( the  inverse of i t s  response 
rate) ,  and a l l  agencies in s t ra tum 2 had a sixth weighting factor.  The agenc ies  in 
s t ra tum 3 w e r e  given a weighting fac to r  of 50.7, reflecting both t h e  response r a t e  in 
this s t r a t u m  and also t h e  es t imated s ize  of t h e  sampling f r a m e  in t h e  s t r a t u m  
(8,929 agencies). 

Aside from t h e  differential  response r a t e s  according t o  t h e  s i ze  of t h e  
agency surveyed, the re  were  no other  response biases apparent in t h e  data .  Agencies  
in s t a t e s  with UCR s t a t e  programs were  nei ther  more  nor less likely t o  respond than  
those without s t a t e  programs. Nor was t h e r e  any response bias distinguishing inci- 
dent-based s t a t e  programs from summary-based s t a t e  programs. In fac t ,  63.3 p e r c e n t  
of sampled agencies  in s t a t e s  without s t a t e  programs responded, 62.5 p e r c e n t  in 
summary-based s ta tes ,  and 62.6 percent  in completely incident-based s ta tes .  (The 
remaining s t a t e s  a r e  partially incident-based, part ial ly summary-based.) 

The response r a t e s  from each surveyed s t a t e  a r e  shown in Table A.6. T h e  
differences re f l ec t  primarily the  re la t ive  mix of large agencies, small  volunteer  
agencies, and small  sampled agencies in t h e  s t a tes .  



RESPONSE BATES BY STATE 

Number of 
Number ofagenc ies  i n  
agenc iessurvey Response 

S t a t e  respondingsample p e r c e n t  

AK 68 7 5 
AL 5 6 119 4 7 
AR 3 7 105 35 
A2 3 1 35 89 
CA 1653 30 50 
CO 425 3 79 
CT 4381 5 3 
DC 11 100 
DE 78 88 
FL 123197 6 2 
GA 7 5 156 48 
GM 11 100 
HI 45 80 
IA 10 1 110 9 2 
ID 1931 61 
IL 167269 62 
IN 102159 6 4 
KS 5 1 70 73 
KY 49111 44 
LA 32102 31 
MA 66169 39 
MD 3446 7 4 
ME 3543 81 
MI 90208 43 
MN 76132 58 
MO 10.5158 66 
MS 64104 6 2 
MT 1623 70 
NB 3042 71 
NC 110142 77 
ND 1921 90 
NH 2529 86 
NJ 178237 7 5 
NM 2943 67 
NV 1115 7 3 
NY 15 1 229 66 
OH 2 24 307 73 
OK 83130 64 
OR 4861 7 9 
PA 165274 60 
PR 11 100 
RI 2 7 31 8 7 
SC 6078 77 
SD 1923 8 3 
TN 76131 58 
TX 16134 7 46 
UT 3141 7 6 
VA 108123 88 
VT 911 8 2 
WA 6681 81 
W I  113141 80 
WV 4283 5 1 
WY 2 7 35 77 

1 5,490 3,411 I 62 



Attachment 1 


TOPIC OUTLINE FOR IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS 




Topic Outline for In-depth Interviews 
on Uniform Crime Reporting 

Name of Respondent 

Respondent's Address 

Respondent's Telephone Number 

Name of Interviewer 

Date of Completion / / 

INTRODUCTION 

a Research sponsored by Bureau of Justice Statistics 

Purpose of research is to examine UCR and recommended 
changes 

a Interview is voluntary and confidential 



(ASK EVERYONE) 


I. Respondent Characteristics 


A. Affiliation 


B. Size of Agency 


C. Jurisdiction of Agency 


D. Size of Population Served by Agency 


E. Position in Agency 


F. 	 Function (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

Administrat ion ( ) 

Analysis ( ) 

Data preparation ( ) 

Planning ( 1 

Operations ( 1 

G. 	 Years in: 


Criminal justice 


Present position 




(ASK USERS ONLY) 

11. F a m i l i a r i t y  w i t h  UCR 

A. 	 Frequency o f  Use 


Use r o u t i n e l y  


Use o c c a s i o n a l l y  


Used i n  p a s t  


B. 	 A v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  Crime i n  t h e  U.S. 

Own c o p i e s  ( 1 

Copy e a s i l y  a c c e s s i b l e  ( 1 

None ( 1 

C. 	 Use o f  a n y t h i n g  b e s i d e s  Crime i n  t h e  U.S. 
CODE ALL MENTIONED. 
DO NOT READ LIST. 

None 

Law Enforcement  O f f i c e r s  K i l l e d  

Bomb Summary 

A s s a u l t s  on  F e d e r a l  O f f i c e r s  

O the r  (SPECIFY) 



(ASK USERS ONLY) 

111. Use of UCR 

A. 	 General a t t i t u d e  toward UCR 

1. 	 Ways i n  which UCR he lps  you do  your job 

2. 	 Ways UCR makes your job harder  

3. 	 How would you be a f f e c t e d  i f :  

a. 	 Your j u r i s d i c t i o n  dropped out  of UCR 

b. 	 UCR system was terminated 

B. 	 Use of Crime Data 

1. 	 (Do you) / (does  your)  department use o f f ense ,  c l ea rance ,  o r  
a r r e s t  d a t a ?  I f  so,  f o r  what purposes? 

- of fense  d a t a  

- c l ea rance  d a t a  

- a r r e s t  d a t a  

[Note: Be s u r e  t o  record p r e c i s e l y  how each is used.] 

2. 	 I s  the  d a t a  t h a t  is used t h e  UCR d a t a  submitted t o  t h e  s t a t e  or 
FBI, o r  d a t a  prepared s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  i n t e r n a l  purposes? 



( A S K  USERS ONLY) 

111. Use o f  UCR 

B. 	 U s e  o f  Crime Da ta  ( c o n t i n u e d )  

3. 	 ( D o  y o u ) / ( d o e s  your  d e p a r t m e n t )  u s e  t h e s e  d a t a  f o r  
compar i sons  

- w i t h  o t h e r  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ?  

- between a r e a s  w i t h i n  your j u r i s d i c t i o n ?  

- from one  time p e r i o d  t o  a n o t h e r ?  

4. 	 (Do y o u ) / ( d o e s  your  d e p a r t m e n t )  u s e  t h i s  d a t a  p r i m a r i l y  f o r  
management, o p e r a t i o n s ,  p l a n n i n g ,  f o r m u l a t i n g  agency p o l i c y  o r  
communicat ing w i t h  p e o p l e  o u t s i d e  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  r e g a r d i n g  
p o l i c e  pe r fo rmance  and/or  f u n d i n g  needs .  

C. 	 Use o f  P e r s o n n e l  Data 

1. 	 (Do you)  / ( d o e s  your  d e p a r t m e n t )  u s e  any  o f  the UCR d a t a  on law 
en fo rcemen t  p e r s o n n e l ?  I f  so, f o r  what  p u r p o s e s ?  

2. 	 (Do you)  / ( d o e s  your  d e p a r t m e n t )  u s e  any o f  t h e  UCR d a t a  on law 
en fo rcemen t  p e r s o n n e l  k i l l e d  o r  a s s a u l t e d ?  I f  s o ,  f o r  what  
p u r p o s e s ?  

D. 	 Does s t a t e  UCR program ( i f  any )  p r o v i d e  you a n y  s p e c i a l  t a b u l a t i o n s  
o r  r e p o r t s ?  ( I f  y e s ,  g e t  s p e c i f i c s  and q u e r y  u s e f u l n e s s ) .  

E. 	 I s s u e s  

1. 	 What c h a n q e s ,  i f  any ,  would you recommend to t h e  c u r r e n t  UCR 
s y s tern? 

2. 	 Which a s p e c t s  o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  s y s t e m  d o  you f e e l  s t r o n g l y  
s h o u l d  n o t  b e  changed?  



(ASK USERS ONLY) 

111. Use o f  UCR 

E. 	 I s s u e s  ( c o n t i n u e d )  

3. 	 Shou ld  any  o f  t h e  P a r t  I o f f e n s e  c a t e g o r i e s  b e  changed?  I f  so, 
how? 

- any  c a t e g o r i e s  added o r  d e l e t e d  

- any c h a n g e s  t o  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  c a t e g o r i e s  

4. 	 Would i t  b e  more u s e f u l  to  you i f  o f f e n s e  c a t e g o r i e s  were b a s e d  
on c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  o f f e n s e  such  a s  u s e  o f  f o r c e  and t i m e  
o f  day  r a t h e r  t h a n  l e g a l  d e f i n i t i o n s ?  

5. 	 Would i t  b e  more u s e f u l  t o  you i f  c r i m e  r a t e s  were  r e p o r t e d  i n  
t e r m s  o f  p o p u l a t i o n  a t  r i s k  o r  o f f e n d e r - p r o n e  p o p u l a t i o n ,  r a t h e r  
t h a n  s imp ly  i n  t e r m s  o f  t o t a l  p o p u l a t i o n  a s  is c u r r e n t l y  
done?  

6. 	 D o  you t h i n k  t h a t  c h a n g e s  i n  c i t i z e n  r e p o r t i n g  p r a c t i c e  o v e r  
time o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  a c r o s s  j u r i s d i c t i o n s  s e r i o u s l y  r e d u c e  t h e  
u s e f u l n e s s  o f  UCR o f f e n s e  d a t a ?  

7. 	 Do you t h i n k  t h a t  c h a n g e s  i n  -.-p o l i c e  r e p o r t i n g  p r a c t i c e s  o v e r  
time or d i f f e r e n c e s  a c r o s s  j u r  i s d i c t i o n s  s e r i o u s l y  r e d u c e  t h e  
u s e f u l n e s s  o f  UCR d a t a  on  

- o f f e n s e s ?  

- c l e a r a n c e s ?  

- a r r e s t s ?  

8. 	 Are t h e r e  any t y p e s  o f  d a t a  n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  a r r e s t  s y s t e m  
t h a t  would b e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  u s e f u l  t o  you? 

- c o u r t  d a t a  

- c o r r e c t i o n s  d a t a  



(ASK U S E R S  ONLY) 

111. Use of UCR 

E. 	 I s s u e s  (con t inued)  

9. 	 Are t h e r e  any t a b l e s  o r  a n a l y s e s  no t  inc luded  i n  t h e  c u r r e n t  
system t h a t  shou ld  be  included i f  t h e  sys tem is r e v i s e d ?  

10. 	 Should any o f  t h e  c u r r e n t  t a b l e s  be d i s c a r d e d ?  

11. 	 Are t h e r e  any o t h e r  changes to t h e  UCR sys tem you would 
recommend? 

F. 	 From your p e r s p e c t i v e  what would be an i d e a l  crime r e p o r t i n g  
system? Would you recommend an incident-based system? 



(ASK 	LOCAL AGEhCY DATA COLLECTORS ONLY) 

I V .  Local Agency Collection of UCR Data 

A. 	 Request copies of a l l  applicable report forms, system documentation, 
and reports generated from data. 

B. 	 Describe complete offense data system, not jus t  UCR component. How 
are clearances handled? 

C. 	 Describe the en t i r e  information flow of the crime reporting process 
from the time a c a l l  i s  received i n  the Communications Center u n t i l  
the UCR data is sent t o  e i ther  the s t a t e  program or the FBI. 

[Note to  interviewer: The level  of d e t a i l  we are a f t e r  is a 
broad schematic of paper flows across sections with descrip- 
t ion of major checks on completeness and accuracy.] 

D. 	 Describe qual i ty  control  of data collection.  

1. 	 How are numbers assigned to  the reports? I s  a log kept t o  
ensure that  no reports are missed? Who maintains i t ?  [function,  
not name] If a report i s  assigned a number from a preprinted 
dispatch card, how does the UCR Section knw tha t  a report 
i s n ' t  missing, assuming that  not a l l  c a l l s  for service r e s u l t  
i n  a  written report? 

2. 	 Are offense reports reviewed by UCR s ta f f  for accuracy and 
completeness? How are  e r rors  resolved? 

3. 	 Are there mechanisms for review a t  each stage of t ranscr ip t ion  
w i t h i n  UCR? What are the mechanisms? 

4. 	 Who c l a s s i f i e s  and scores reported incidents? 

5. 	 I s  classifying and scoring reviewed? By whom? A l l  cases o r  a 
sample of cases? 



(ASK LOCAL AGENCY DATA COLLECTORS OhZY) 

I V .  Loca l  Agency C o l l e c t i o n  o f  UCR Data 

D. 	 D e s c r i b e  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  o f  d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  ( c o n t i n u e d )  

6. 	 What happens  i f  t h e r e  is a  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  o p i n i o n  between t h e  
UCR c l a s s i f i e r  and t h e  UCR r e v i e w e r ?  Have you e v e r  c a l l e d  
t h e  S t a t e  UCR Program t o  r e s o l v e  a  problem o f  t h i s  n a t u r e ?  What 
abou t  t h e  FBI? What is t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  f r e q u e n c y  o f  c a l l i n g  
e a c h ?  

7. 	 Does anyone check t h e  sys tem o u t p u t  f o r  e r r o r s ?  What happens  
i f  an  e r r o r  is n o t e d ?  

8. 	 Do S t a t e  UCR p e r s o n n e l  e v e r  rev iew your work f o r  a c c u r a c y ?  
D e s c r i b e .  

9. 	 What happens  i f  an  e r r o r  i n  your  work is d e t e c t e d  a t  t h e  S t a t e  
l e v e l ?  

10.  	 Do your D e p a r t m e n t ' s  UCR p e r s o n n e l  a t t e n d  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n s ?  
When o r  how o f t e n ?  Are t h e s e  s e s s i o n s  c o n d u c t e d  by t h e  S t a t e ?  
FBI? J o i n t l y ?  O t h e r ?  

11 .  	 What is  your p e r s o n a l  o p i n i o n  o f  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  d a t a  you 
r e c e i v e ?  What d o  you s e e  a s  t h e  major  p rob lems  o r  s o u r c e s  o f  
i n a c c u r a c y ,  i f  any?  

E. 	 D e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  t y p e s  o f  r e q u e s t s  f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e c e i v e d ,  i f  
any. Who makes t h e  r e q u e s t s ?  

I?. 	 Workload 

1 .  	 C o l l e c t  i n f o r m a t i o n  on number and l e v e l s  o f  s t a f f  i nvo lved  i n  
VCR. 

2. 	 What a s p e c t s ,  i f  any ,  o f  c o l l e c t i n g  d a t a  f o r  t h e  UCR program 
a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  burdensome? 

G. 	 From your  p e r s p e c t i v e ,  what  would be  an  i d e a l  c r i m e  r e p o r t i n g  
sys t em?  Would you recommend a n  i n c i d e n t - b a s e d  sys t em?  



(ASK STATE AGENCY DATA COLLECTORS ONLY) 

V. S t a t e  UCR Program C o l l e c t i o n  o f  UCR Data 

A. 	 Reques t  c o p i e s  o f  a l l  fo rms ,  documen ta t ion ,  and r e p o r t s  t h a t  we d o  
n o t  a l r e a d y  have .  

B. 	 D e s c r i b e  comple t e  o f f e n s e  d a t a  sys t em,  n o t  j u s t  UCR component ,  
i n c l u d i n g  t h e  e n t i r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  f low from t h e  r e c e i p t  o f  d a t a  
from l o c a l  a g e n c i e s  t o  t h e  submiss ion  of  d a t a  t o  t h e  FBI. How 
o f t e n  is  d a t a  s u b m i t t e d ?  How a r e  c l e a r a n c e s  hand led?  

C .  	 I n  t h o s e  c a s e s  i n  which c l a s s i f y i n g  and s c o r i n g  is  done  a t  t h e  
s t a t e  l e v e l ,  d e s c r i b e  t h e  p r o c e s s .  

D. 	 D e s c r i b e  t h e  q u a l i t y  c o n t r o l  o f  d a t a .  Is t h e  d a t a  r o u t i n e l y  
e d i t e d ?  By whom? How o f t e n ?  

E. 	 Loca l  a g e n c i e s  v a r y  i n  t h e  q u a l i t y  and a c c u r a c y  o f  t h e  d a t a  t h e y  
submi t .  How d o  you f i n d  o u t  where t h e  problems a r e ?  How d o  you 
respond t o  t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  r e p o r t i n g ?  

F. 	 Are a u d i t s  e v e r  conduc ted  o f  d a t a  s u b m i t t e d  by l o c a l  a g e n c i e s ?  
Who? How o f t e n ?  D e s c r i b e  t h e  p r o c e s s .  

G. 	 What t y p e s  o f  e r r o r s  most f r e q u e n t l y  o c c u r  from th l o c a l  l e v e l ?  
What happens  i f  an e r r o r  o r  d i s c r e p a n c y  i s  n o t e d ?  Are  t h e r e  
problems conforming t o  F B I  d e f i n i t i o n s ?  

H. 	 Do you d o  t r a i n i n g  o f  l o c a l  agency p e r s o n n e l ?  H o w  o f t e n ?  

I. 	 Do S t a t e  U C R  p e r s o n n e l  a t t e n d  t r a i n i n g  s e s s i o n s ?  When and how 
o f t e n ?  Who c o n d u c t s  t h e  c o u r s e s ?  



(ASK STATE AGENCY DATA COLLECmRS ONLY) 

V. S t a t e  UCR Program C o l l e c t i o n  o f  UCR Data ( c o n t i n u e d )  

J. 	 What s e r v i c e s  d o  you p rov ide  t o  l o c a l  a g e n c i e s ?  To what e x t e n t  
do you t h i n k  t h e s e  encourage p a r t i c i p a t i o n ?  

R. 	 C o l l e c t  in fo rmat ion  on number and l e v e l s  o f  s t a f f  involved i n  UCR 
r e p o r t i n g ,  on computer c o s t s ,  and on t o t a l  c o s t  o f  UCR r e p o r t i n g .  

L. 	 Who uses  s t a t e  sys tem? D e s c r i p t i o n  of t y p e s  o f  r e q u e s t s  f o r  i n f o r m a t j  
r ece ived ,  i f  any. By whom? Are t h e r e  s e r v i c e s  t h e y  would l i k e  t o  
p rov ide  b u t  d o  n o t ?  Why n o t ?  

M. 	 From your p e r s p e c t i v e ,  what would be an i d e a l  cr ime r e p o r t i n g  
system? Would you recommend an inc iden t -based  system? 



Attachment 2 


STATE UCR PROGRAY REVIEW 




STATE UCR PROGRAM REVIEW 

P l e a s e  l i s t  t h e  n a m e ( s  ) a n d  p o s i t i o n l s )  o f  t h e  p e r s o n s  who c o m p l e t e d  
this q u e s t i o n n a i r e .  

N a m e  P o s i t i o n  

A d d r e s s :  

T e l e p h o n e  Nurke  r : 

D a t e  o f  C o m p l e t i o n :  

PART I :  STATE REPORTING PRACTICES 

1. P l e a s e  d e s c r i b e  t h e  s i z e  a n d  type of staff r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  UCR ( e . g . ,  
o n e  b u r e a u  c h i e f ,  o n e  u n i t  s u p e r v i s o r ,  s i x  f i e l d  l i a i s o n s ,  a n d  two 
s t a t i s t i c i a n s ) .  



2. 	 In the space below, please draw an organizational chart showing the 
location of the e n t i t y  responsible for UCR i n  re lat ion  t o  the overal l  
structure of the agency. If you have a preprinted chart,  please attach 
i t .  



Approx ima te ly  how much d i d  it c o s t  your  agency  t o  o p e r a t e  its s t a t e  
UCR Program l a s t  y e a r ?  I f  d a t a  p r o c e s s i n g  c o s t s  a r e  n o t  i n c l u d e d  i n  y o u r  
b u d g e t ,  p l e a s e  add.  ( I f  you have a l i n e  item b u d g e t ,  p l e a s e  a t t a c h  a 
copy.  

What a r e  t h e  s o u r c e s  o f  your  f u n d i n g  o t h e r  t h a n  s tate monies?  

Source  	 P e r c e n t  of T o t a l  Funding  

4. 	 Have t h e r e  been  a n y  major  changes  i n  your  UCR Program i n  the p a s t  two 
y e a r s  ( e . g . ,  l a r g e  t u r n o v e r  i n  s t a f f ,  r e o r g a n i z a t i o n ,  i m p a c t  of  new l a w s ,  
r e d e s i g n  o f  UCR r e p o r t i n g  f o r m s ) ?  

Yes (PLEASE DESCRIBE BELOW) ( 1 

5. Are l o c a l  d e p a r t m e n t s  mandated b y  

you? 
s t a t e  law t o  s u b m i t  UCR r e p o r t s  t o  

Yes (ANSWER A ,  B A N D  C BELOW) ( ) 

No (GO TO QUESTION 6 )  ( 1 



A. When was t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  p a s s e d ?  

B. 	 Is t h e r e  a n y  r e c o u r s e  a g a i n s t  a n o n r e p o r t i n g  a g e n c y ?  


Yes ( 1 What is  t h e  r e c o u r s e ?  
-

C. Are 	 s a n c t i o n s  e n f o r c e d ?  

Yes ( 	 1 

No 0 


6. How many r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t i e s  c o n t r i b u t e  UCR d a t a ?  

7. 	 I n  w h a t  f o r m  a r e  l o c a l  d a t a  s u b m i t t e d  t o  you? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY 

Hard c o p y  ( p a p e r  f o r m )  ( 1 

Computer  tape ( 1 

On-1 i ne ( 1 

I F  MORE THAN ONE FORM I S  CHECKED 


How many e n t i  t i e s  s u b m i t  d a t a  t o  you..  .. 

# OF ENTITIES 

I n  h a r d  c o p y  ( p a p e r )  f o r m  

I n  c o m p u t e r  t a p e  fo rm 

On- l ine  



8. 	 I n  w h a t  fo rm a r e  y o u r  d a t a  s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  FBI? 

Hard c o p y  ( p a p e r  f o r m s )  ( 

Computer  tape ( 1 

O t h e r  (DESCRIBE) ( 1 

9. How o f t e n  d o  you s u b m i t  d a t a  t o  t h e  FBI? 

iO. How o f t e n  d o  l o c a l  r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t i e s  s u b m i t  d a t a  t o  you?  

11. 	 I n  g e n e r a l ,  i s  t i m e l i n e s s  o f  d a t a  s u b m i s s i o n  a  p r o b l e m ?  

y e s  ( 1 

No ( 1 

1 2 .  I n  y o u r  s t a t e ,  how many r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t i e s  s u b m i t  d a t a  t h a t  are.. . 

# REPORTING ENTITIES 

I n c i d e n t  b a s e d  

Summary b a s e d  

O t h e r  (DESCRIBE)  



13. 	 Do you collect i n f o r m a t i o n  beyond t h a t  w h i c h  i s  r e q u i r e d  by  t h e  n a t i o n a l  
UCR Program? 

Yes 	 ( ) D e s c r i b e  

14. 	 D o  you p u b l i s h  UCR or o t h e r  d a t a  p e r i o d i c a l l y ?  

Yes ( PLEASE ATTACH LIST OF PUBLICATIONS 

No 	 0 

15. 	 Does a n o t h e r  s t a t e  a g e n c y  p u b l i s h  y o u r  d a t a  p e r i o d i c a l l y ?  

Yes ( ) PLEASE ATTACH LIST OF PUBLICATIONS 

N o  	 ( 1 

16. 	 P l e a s e  g i v e  a c o m p l e t e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  t h e  e n t i r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  f l o w  from 
t h e  time the d a t a  a r e  r e c e i v e d  u n t i l  t h e y  a r e  s u b m i t t e d  t o  t h e  FBI. 
I d e n t i f y  t h e  p o s i t i o n  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  e a c h  p h a s e  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s .  ( I f  
you h a v e  a  work-f low c h a r t ,  p l e a s e  a t t a c h ) .  



1 7 .  	 What percent  of your UCR f i e l d  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e ' s  time i s  devoted t o  a s s i s t -  
ing  l o c a l  repor t ing  e n t i t i e s  with UCH procedures ( i nc lud ing  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  
and- scor ing  1 ? 

18. 	What is  the most common c l a s s i f y i n g  and ecoring o r  o t h e r  procedural  
problem t h a t  l o c a l  c l e r k s  i nqu i r e  about? 

19. 	 Have you ever  ca l l ed  the  FBI f o r  a s s i s t ance  i n  t h i s  regard? 

Yes 	 ( Descrlbe the s i t u a t i o n  

20. 	 Do l o c a l  repor t ing  e n t i t i e s  ever request  t h a t  you prepare s p e c i a l  
r epo r t s  f o r  them? 

Yes 	 (ANSWER A AND B BELOW) ( 

NO 	 (GO 'PO QUESTION 2 1 )  ( 1 

A.  Please descr ibe  the type of reques ts .  



B. 	 About  how many s p e c i a l  r e q u ? s t s  f rom l o c a l  r e p c  ?g e n t i t i e s  
d o  you r e c e i v e  per y e a r ?  

Did y o u r  a g e n c y  p r o v i d e  t r a i n i n g  t o  UCR p e r s o n n e l  i n  l o c a l  r e p o r t i n g  
e n t i t i e s  d u r i n g  1982? 

Yes 	 (ANSWER A AND B BELOW) ( 1 

No 	 (GO TO QUESTION 2 2 )  ( 1 

A. 	 About  how many l o c a l  p e r s o n n e l  d i d  you a g e n c y  t r a i n  i n  1 9 8 2 ?  

8 .  	 Is this t r a i n i n g  e v e r  c o n d u c t e d  j o i n t l y  with p e r s o n n e l  f r o m  the 
F B I ?  

22. 	 Does t h e  FBI e v e r  c o n d u c t  t r a i n i n g  i n  l o c a l  r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t i e s  w i t h o u t  
y o u r  a s s i s t a n c e ?  

Yes 	 ( 1 

23. 	 Who t r a i n e d  your  ag thncy  ' s  UCR p e r s o n r l e l  r e s p o n s i b l e  t o r  h a n d l i n g  c l a s s i  -
f i c a t i o n  and sc -or i  ncq p r o c e d u r e s ?  CHECK ALL THAT APPLY 

FBI 	 s t a f f  ( 1 

A n o t h e r  s t a t e ' s  p r o g r a m  

pe r s o n n e 1 ( ) 


O t h e r  (SPECIFY) ( 1 




2 4 .  	 Do your agency's s ta f t '  members ever  attend r e f r e s h e r  courses  i n  UCH 
procedures? 

Yes (ANSWER A AND B BELOW) ( 1 


No (GO TO QUESTION 2 5 )  ( 1 


A .  Who provides  this i n  s e r v i c e  t ra in ing?  

Personnel from 

another s t a t e  


Other (SPECIFY) 	 ( I 

B .  How o f t e n  do s t a f f  a t tend  these  courses? 



PART 11: OUALITY CONTROL 

1. 	 Does y o u r  a g e n c y  p e r f o r m  a n  e d i t  c h e c k  o f  t h e  d a t a  s u b m i t t e d  by l o c a l  
r e p o r t i n g  e n t i  t i z s ?  

Yes (ANSWER A-D) ( 1 


No (GO ?Y) QUESTION 2 )  ( 1 


A. 	 D e s c r i b e  how t h e  e d i t s  a r e  p e r f o r m e d  a n d  w h e t h e r  t h e y  a r e  d o n e  
m a n u a l l y  o r  by machine .  

B. 	 How many of t h e  e d i t  c h e c k s  u s e d  by t h e  FBI d o e s  y o u r  a g e n c y  u s e ?  
CHECK ONE. 

A l l  o f  them ( ) 

Some of them ( 1 


None of  them ( 


C. Does y o u r  a g e n c y  u s e  o t h e r  e d i t  c h e c k s  t h a n  t h e  o n e s  u s e d  by t h e  
FBI? 


Yes ( 

D. 	 Do you have  a p r o c e d u r e s  manua l  t h a t  s p e c i f i e s  y o u r  e d i t  c h e c k s ?  

Yes ( 

N o  ( 1 



2. 	 What types of e r r o r s  (e .g. ,  a r i themat ica l ,  missing da ta  e n t r i e s ,  m i s c l a s s i -  
f i c a t i o n s ,  suspect property l o s s  values)  most frequentiy occur a t  the 
local  l eve l?  

3. 	 What a r e  the sources of the e r r o r s  (e.g.,  hand t a l l y  mistakes, untrained 
s t a f f ,  care lessness ,  d i f ferences  i n  s t a t e  law and UCR d e f i n i t i o n s ) ?  

4. 	 What correc t ive  ac t ions  do you take when an e r r o r  or discrepancy i s  noted 
(e .g . ,  s t a t e  makes correc t ions ,  c a l l  loca l  report ing e n t i t y ,  v i s i t  l o c a l  
reporting e n t i t y ,  e t c .  I ?  



5, 	 P l e a s e  l i s t  b r i e f l y  t h e  t y p e s  o f  c o r r e c t i o n s  t o  s t a t e  reports m o s t  
f r e q u e n t l y  i d e n t i f e d  b y  t h e  n a t i o n a l  UCR p r o g r a m .  

For  e a c h  t y p e  you l i s t ,  c h e c k  w h e t h e r  t h e  s o u r c e  o f  e r r o r  i s  u s u a l l y  
s t a t e  o r  l o c a l .  

TYPE OF CORRECTION 	 SOURCE OF ERROR 
STATE LOCAL 

6. 	 What do y o u  do t o  correct t h e s e  p r o b l e m s  when t h e y  arise a t  t h e  local 
l e v e l ?  

7 .  	 Has the FBI c o n t a c t e d  y o u r  a g e n c y  d u r i n g  the l a s t  1 2  m o n t h s  a b o u t  a 
p r o b l e m  w i t h  y o u r  d a t a ?  

Yes ( 1 Describe 



0 .  Hnw d o  you i d e n t i f y  l o c a l  r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t i e s  t h a t  d e v i a t e  from t h e  F B I ' s  
UCR s t a n d a r d s ?  

9. If you have a problem r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t y ,  what c o r r e c t i v e  a c t i o n  i s  taken?  

$9, Do you r o u t i n e l y  a u d i t  l o c a l  r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t l e s '  UCR o p e r a t i o n s ?  

Yes (ANSWER A AND B) ( 1 

No (GOTOQUESTION11) ( 

A. m s c r i b e  t h e  procedures.  

b. Who conduc t s  the a u d i  t a ?  



11. 	 Can you i n i t i a t e  a n  a u d i t  o f  a l o c a l  r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t y  o n  y o u r  own o r  does 
t h e  r e p o r t i n g  e n t i t y  h a v e  t o  a s k  f o r  o n e ?  

Can i n i t i a t e  a n  a u d i t  ( 1 


R e p o r t i n g  e n t i t y  m u s t  a s k  ( ) 


1 2 .  	 How many a u d i t s  were c o n d u c t e d  l a s t  y e a r ?  

PART 	 111 : YOUR COMMENTS 

p l e a s e  a d d  a n y  i n f o r m a t i o n  which  you t h i n k  w i l l  be h e l p f u l  t o  u s  i n  
t r y i n g  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  y o u r  s t a t e ' s  UCR o p e r a t i o n s .  You may a t t a c h  
a d d i t i o n a l  p a g e s  a s  n e c e s s a r y .  



Attachment 3 


RESEARCHER INTERVIEW PROTOCOL 



Researcher  P r o t o c o l  

1. 	 Name 

Phone U 

Cal lback  i n f o  

P o s i t i o n  and T i t l e  

O r g a n i z a t i o n s  

2 .  	 We a r e  aware of t h e  fo l lowing  a s p e c t s  of your work: 

How would you c h a r a c t e r i z e  your p r i n c i p l e  r e s e a r c h  i n t e r e s t ?  

a. F i e l d :  

-Criminal  J u s t i c e  -Other  

P o l i c e  	 -Sociology 

- A j u d i c a t i o n  -Psychology 

- C o r r e c t i o n s  -P u b l i c  P o l i c y  

- CJ System 

- J u v e n i l e s  

b. What kind of u n i t s  do you g e n e r a l l y  look  a t ?  

- Crimes 

- Of f e n d e r s  

- Vie tims 

- CJS employees 

- I n s t i t u t i o n s  



c .  How wuuld  you d e s c r i b e  t h e  k i n d s  o f  m e t h o d s  you t y p i c a l l y  u s e ?  

-Qua1i t a  t i v e  Q u a n t i t a t i v e  

f i e l d  o b s e r v a t i o n  i n v o l v i n g  t i m e  

- c a s e  s t u d i e s  -i n v o l v i n g  p l a c e  

- t h e o r e t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  w i t h i n  o n e  t i m e  
a n d  p l a c e  

l e g a l  r e s e a r c h  
( e . g .  f l o w c h a r t )  

d .  G e n e r a l  d e s c r i p t i o n  ( i f  more t h a n  a b o v e )  

3 .  We're p r i m a r i l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  u s e s  o f  UCR d a t a :  

-Have you a c t u a l l y  u s e d  Cr ime  i n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  
i n  y o u r  r e s e a r c h  

-A r e  you  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  o t h e r  FBI P u b l i c a t i o n s :  

Which o n e s ?  e v e r  u s e d ?  

-I n  wha t  fo rm d i d  you u s e  t h e  d a t a  

Hard c o p y  

Keypunched f rom h a r d  c o p y  

-T a p e s  f r o m  FBI ] ( i f  t h e  l a t t e r  t w o ) :  

-S p e c i a l  s t u d y  done  by FBI ] I 
I 

w e r e  t h e y  e a s y  t o  g e t  

a d e q u a t e l y  d o c u m e n t e d  

w e r e  t h e y  e a s y  t o  u s e  



4 ( R ) .  Could you d e s c r i b e  your most r e c e n t  s u b s t a n t i a l  use of U C R ?  

a .  What was t h e  q u e s t i o n ?  

Purpose : 

-Evalua t ion  -Planning - (Other )  

b. Can you t e l l  me about your a n a l y t i c  methods (e .g .  r e g r e s s i o n ,  
c r o s s t a b s  . . . ) 

c .  Which UCR d a t a  d i d  you u s e ?  

d .  Which o t h e r  d a t a ?  



e .  Was the  formulation of the ques t ion  inf luenced by 

-UCR data  a v a i l a b i l i t y  

-Other data a v a i l a b i l i t y  

f .  What would the i d e a l  data base f o r  t h i s  study look l i k e ?  

g .  	 What made t h i s  study [ s u c c e s s f u l  ] 
[unsuccessful  ] 



4 ( S ) .  Could you d e s c r i b e  your most s u c c e s s f u l  use of UCR? 

a .  What was the  q u e s t i o n ?  

Purpose : 

-Evaluat ion  Planning - (Other)  

b. Can you t e l l  me about your a n a l y t i c  methods (e.g.  r e g r e s s i o n ,  
c r o s s t a b s  . . . ) 

c .  Which UCR data  d id  you u s e ?  

d .  Which o t h e r  da ta?  



e .  Was the  formula t ion  of  t h e  q u e s t i o n  i n f l u e n c e d  by 

-UCR da ta  a v a i l a b i l i t y  

-Other da ta  a v a i l a b i l i t y  

f .  What would t h e  i d e a l  data  base f o r  t h i s  s tudy  l o o k  l i k e ?  

g. What made t h i s  s tudy  [ s u c c e s s f u l ]  



4 ( L ) .  Could you d e s c r i b e  your l e a s t  s u c c e s s f u l  use  of UCR? 

a .  What was t h e  q u e s t i o n ?  

Pur pose : 

-E v a l u a t i o n  -P l a n n i n g  ( O t h e r )  

b. Can you t e l l  me a b o u t  your  a n a l y t i c  methods ( e . g .  r e g r e s s i o n ,  
c r o s s t a b s  . . . ) 

c .  Which UCR d a t a  d i d  you u s e ?  

d .  Which o t h e r  d a t a ?  



e .  Was t h e  formula t ion  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n  i n f l u e n c e d  by 

-UCR da ta  a v a i l a b i l i t y  

-Other da ta  a v a i l a b i l i t y  

f .  What would the  i d e a l  data  base f o r  t h i s  s tudy l o o k  l i k e ?  

g .  What made t h i s  s tudy  [ u n s u c c e s s f u l ]  



5. T h i n k i n g  of  your own and o t h e r  u s e s  o f  U C R ,  would you c h a n g e  

-Scope of one o f  t h e  e x i s t i n g  t o p i c s  
[Note t o  i n t e r v i e w e r s :  t h e  t o p i c s  a r e :  

(1) O f f e n s e s  Repor ted  
( 2 )  Crimes  C l e a r e d  by A r r e s t  
( 3 )  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of P e r s o n s  A r r e s t e d  
( 4 )  D i s p o s i t i o n  o f  P e r s o n s  Charged 
( 5 )  Law Enforcement  Employees 
( 6 )  O f f i c e r s  K i l l e d  o r  A s s a u l t e d ]  

-P r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  e x i s t i n g  t o p i c s  

-f 0rm 

-t i m i n g  
n a r r a t i o n  

-D e t a i l e d  d e f i n i t i o n s  and c o u n t i n g  r u l e s  



-Data c o l l e c t i o n  and Q u a l i t y  a s s u r a n c e  p r o c e d u r e s  

-A d d i t i o n a l  t o p i c s  

6 .  	 Think ing  abou t  an  i d e a l  d a t a  s y s t e m ,  what  would your  d e s i g n  
s u g g e s t i o n s  b e ?  

-A g g r e g a t i o n  

-Linkage  w i t h  o t h e r  systems 

-



-Data elements 

-Form ( tape ,  hard copy, time-shared data base) 



A t t a c h m e n t  4 


INSTRUMENT FOR MAILED SURVEY 

TO LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES 




OMB Clearance Number: 1121-0106 
Expiration Date: 12/31/84 

Uniform Crime Reporting Survey 




DIRECTIONS 

This questionnaire should be completed by the Chief of 
Police or Sheriff or a designated deputy and returned to 
Abt Associates at the address shown on the back of the 
questionnaire. 

This questionnaire has been designed to collect informa- 
tion from a wide range of law enforcement agencies. It 
has also been designed to take as little of your time as 
possible. Most items require that you circle a number; 
some require a short written response. 

Completion of this survey is entirely voluntary; however, 
it is essential to the success of the study that your agen- 
cy's views be known. 

Your answers to this questionnaire will be kept strictly 
confidential if you so desire. Please be sure to indicate 
in question 60 on page 22 whether or not you want Abt 
Associates to keep your answers confidential. 

Please complete and return this questionnaire no later 
than August 24? 1984. If you have any questions concern- 
ing how to complete the questionnaire, please call Ms. 
Diane Stoner at Abt Associates. Their telephone number 
is (61 7) 492-7100. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

NOTE: If there is no ID# on the cover of the ques- 
tionnaire, please write in your agency's OR1 number. 



UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING SURVEY 


Agency Facts 

1. Is your agency best described as . . .  (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 

Municipal police . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .01 11.121 

County police . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .02 


Sheriff's office with general police responsibilities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .03 


Sheriff's office limited to judicial security. prison transport. 
jails. and warrant service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .04 


Transit system. public housing agency. port authority or 

other special local district police . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .05 


State police . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .06 


Federalagencypolice . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
07 

Private police such as railroad. university or college campus . . . . . . .08 


Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 09 

2. Does your agency have a logging system that gives every call or incident (whether crime-related o r  not)  a se-
quential call number before it is dispatched and regardless of whether a crime or incident report i s  written? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 131 


No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 


3. Does your agency use a computer to store or process crime records? 

Yes (ANSWER QUESTIONS 4 THROUGH 18) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


No (SKIP TO QUESTION 19). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 


4 . Does your agency have computerized records of calls for service and complaints? 

Yes (ANSWER A AND 6). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
2 

IF  YES: 

Do these records include . . .  (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 

Yes No 

A. A narrative description of the call? . . . . . . . . . . . .1. . . . . . . .2 


8. A code for the type of call? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 .  . . . . . . .2 




18 

5. 	 Does your agency have computerized records of incidentioffense reports filed by officers? 

Yes(ANSWER A-C) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 

IF YES: 

Do these reports include.. . (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 
Yes No 

A. A narrative description of the offense?. . . . . . . . . 1 . . . . . . . . 2  

B. A code for the typeof offense?. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I . .  . . . . . . 2  

C. Codes for other offense characteristics such as 
time of day, or victim characteristics?. . . . . . . . . .l.. . . . . . . 2  

6. 	Does your agency have computerized records of arrests? 

Yes (ANSWER A-B). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1  

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

IF YES: 	 yes NO 

A. Are these records linked to offense records?. . . .l.. . . . . . . 2  

B. Do these characteristics include codes 
for some offender characteristics?. . . . . . . . . . . .l.. . . . . . . 2  

7. 	 Does your agency have other computerized records? 

Yes (PLEASE DESCRIBE BRIEFLY). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1  

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

8. 	Does your agency. . . (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 

Have exclusive use of a computer.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1  

Share computer facilities with other government agencies. . . . . . . . . . 2  

Purchase computer services from a vendor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3  

Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 4 



QUESTIONS 9 THROUGH 17 DEAL WITH SOME TECHNICAL ASPECTS OF YOUR COMPUTER SYSTEM. 

9. What is the make (manufacturer) of your computer? 

10. What is its model number? 

11. What is the slze of its main memory? (RECORD IN EITHER KILOBYTES OR MEGABYTES) 

45-47, d8.49 
Kilobytes Megabytes 

12. What is your computer's available disk storage capacity in megabytes? 

Megabytes 

13. How many tape dr~ves does your computer have? 

Drives 

14. What densities does your tape drive(s) support? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

800 Bpi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


1600 Bpi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 


6250 Bpi . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


15. Is your computer system capable of communicating with other systems? 


Yes(ANSWERA AND B) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
2 

IF YES: 

A. At what baud rate? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

300 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


1200 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 


4800 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


9600 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4 




B. With which of the following systems are you capable of 
communicating? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

National Crime Information Center (NCIC).. . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 

Nat~onal Law Enforcement Telecommunications 

System(NLETS). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
2 


State system 

County system (SPECIFY MAKE AND MANUFACTURER 


. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


OF COUNTY SYSTEM). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 


16. Does your computing system support the following communications protocols? 

(CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM) 


Yes No 


Async . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1........2 


Bisync 2780 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1........2 


Bisync 3780 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1........2 


B~sync3270 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 . . . . . . . . 2  


Other bisync . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 . . . . . . . . 2  


17. Does your system have any dial-up ports for remote term~nals? 


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


No 2 


18. Will your department make any major changes to your ex~sting computer fac~l i ty  during the next two years? 


Yes (ANSWER A) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 ' 7 


No 2 


IF YES: 

A. Please br~efly outllne the changes you will make. 



IF YOU ALREADY USE A COMPUTER AND YOU ANSWERED QUESTIONS 4 TO 18. SKIP TO QUESTION 22. 

19. Do you plan to start using a computer to store and process crime records in the next two years? 

Yes (ANSWER QUESTIONS 20 AND 21). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 241 

No (SKIP TO QUESTION 22). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

20. As currently planned, will you. . . (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 

Have exclusive use of your computer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1  

Share computer facilities with other government agencies. . . . . . . . . .2 

Purchase computer services from a vendor. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 

Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 4 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8 


21. Do you know what computer you plan to use? 

Yes(ANSWER A-D) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 

IF  YES: 

A. What is the make? 

B. What is the model number? 

C. What is the planned memory size? (RECORD IN EITHER KILOBYTES 

OR MEGABYTES) 


39.41 42  43 
Kilobytes Megabytes 

D. What is the planned storage dlsc capacity. in megabytes? 

Megabytes 

22. Do you participate in the national or state Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR) program, either directly 	or 
through another local agency? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 48 

No (GO TO QUESTION 33). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2  



UCR Reporting Procedures and Burden 

23. Does your agency submit information on each incident individually or do you total incidents and report 
summary figures to the UCR program? 

Individual incidents (ANSWER A). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 1  
 49 


Summary figures (ANSWER B). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2 


IF SUBMIT INDIVIDUAL INCIDENTS: 

A. Do you think that reporting individual incidents places more or less 

burden on your department than the old tally system for UCR report- 

ing did? 


Incident reporting is.  . .  (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 


Much easier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 


Somewhat easier. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 2 


About thesame . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


Somewhat more difficult. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 


Much more difficult. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..5 


IF SUBMIT SUMMARY FIGURES: 

B. Some people have suggested that it is easier for departments to 

report each incldent tndividually. If you were to report the same infor. 

mation that you do now for each offense or arrest. but did not have to 

tally up the totals. would it be. . .  (CIRCLE ONE NUMBEFI) 


Much easier . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


Somewhat easier. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..2 


About thesame . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


Somewhat more difficult. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 4 


Much more difficult. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 5 


24. Do you have a computerized system for automatically generating UCR reports? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 
 52 


No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 




25. Please estimate the average number of hours per week your employees spend on national and state UCR 
tasks. 

Number ol 
Type of Stafl hours per week 

Sworn 

Civilian 57-60: 

26. Classification in UCR involves placing offenses into the UCR crime categories. Please indicate the descrip- 
tion or descriptions that best describe how your agency classifies offenses for UCR. (CIRCLE ALL THAT 
APPLY) 

State agency classifies incident report for UCR.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .1 


Offenses are classified for UCR by your agency's 
central record staff. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2  


Offenses are classified for UCR by your agency's 
desk sergeants or other line supervisors. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


Offenses are classified for UCR by the reporting 
or investigating officer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 4  


Offenses are classified for UCR by various agency 
staff, depending on who is available. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .5 


Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 	 6 

27. 	 Scoring in UCR involves determining the number of offenses to be counted in a particular incident. While 
scoring and classification are often done together. they are sometimes done separately. Please ind~ca te  
the description or descriptions that best describe how your agency scores offenses for UCR. (CIRCLE ALL  
THAT APPLY) 

State agency scores incident report for UCR. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1  71 


Offenses are scored for UCR by your agency's 

central record staff. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Offenses are scored for UCR by your agency's 

desk sergeants or other line supervisors. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Offenses are scored for UCR by the report~ng 

or investigating officer. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Offenses are scored for UCR by various agency 

staff, depending on who is available. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5  


Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 	 6 76' 



28. 	 Reporting clearances accurately for UCR requires that all offenses for which a person is arrested be cleared 
but that offenses that have already been cleared by a prior arrest not be cleared a second time. Uncleared 
offenses may also be cleared exceptionally when the identity and whereabouts of the offender are known 
and the offender would be arrested except for special circumstances (death, previous incarceration). Listed 
below are a number of different ways agencies handle clearances. Please indicate which of these descrip- 
tions best apply to your agency. (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

The state program calculates clearances based on our offense, 

arrest, and exceptional clearance reports. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..1  11 


We have a system that links each arrest or exceptional clearance to  

the original offense reports and counts up all offenses that 

are not indicated as being previously cleared. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2  


We probably miss some clearances because we often clear only 
one offense even though the arrest was for multiple 
reportedoffenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


We probably double count some clearances because there 
is no easy way to be sure no one else has been arrested 
for the offense unless we happen to notice i t .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


We probably miss some clearances because exceptional 

clearances are rarely entered in UCR reports. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

We don't always know whether a case should be cleared 

or whether it should be unfounded. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

We probably miss some clearances because not all 
dispositions get entered in our UCR reports. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


29. 	Overall, how do you feel your agency's reported clearances compare with actual clearances? (CIRCLE ONE 
ANSWER) 

Reported clearances are much higher than actual. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 1  


Reported clearances are somewhat higher than actual.. . . . . . . . . . .. 2  


Reported clearances are just about the same as actual. . . . . . . . . . . .  . 3  


Reported clearances are somewhat lower than actual. . . . . . . . . . . . .. 4  


Reported clearances are much lower than actual. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 5  


30. 	 Is there at least one person in your agency who has received formal training in UCR from either the state or 
the FBI? 

Yes 	. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 




31. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. (CIRCLE ONE 
NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM) 

Agree Disagree 
Don't 
Know 

Our agency could use more training in UCR 
reporting rules and procedures. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 8 

Our agency could use more help in 
setting up our records system. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 8 

Our agency could use more help in figuring 
out how to use crime statistics. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
We know where to call when we need help 
withUCR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 8 

It is a real problem to free staff time 
for UCR training.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 8 

UCR training is not generally avail- 
able in the areas where we need help. . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 8 

32. 	 If your agency did not contribute to the federal or state UCR program would you. .  . (CIRCLE ONE 
ANSWER) 

Continue to collect and tabulate the same crime 
statistics that you now do for UCR. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 

Continue to collect crime statistics but classify and 
tabulate them differently (ANSWER A). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Drop a major portion of the current reports (ANSWER 8). . . . . . . . . . . .3 

Not tabulate any crime statistics. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4  

Other (PLEASE SPECIFY) 5 

A. IF CLASSIFY AND TABULATE DIFFERENTLY: 

Please describe the major changes you would make. 

0. IF DROP A MAJOR PORTION: 

Please indicate what you would drop. 



Listed below are four types of information contained in the FBI's publication Crime in the Un~ tedStates and 
state UCR Program reports. For each type, please indicate whether your agency uses the published data for 
comparison. (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Use to look Use for 
at changes from comparison of 
one year to the your agency with Don't 

next in your agency other agencies use 

Offense data..  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . . .  3 


Clearance da ta . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . . .  3 


Arrest data. .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . . .  3 


Personnel data. .  . . . . . . . . . . .  1 . . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . . .  3 


34. How big a role does UCR data play 	- whether published by the FBI or provided to you by your state UCR 
program - in your agency with regard to . . .  (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 

Essential Helpful 
Not 

used 

. . . . . .Internal management.. 1 . . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . . .  3 49 

Public . . . . . . . .information.. 1 . . . . . . . . . . .  2 . . . . . . . . . . .  3 50. 

Evaluating your agency's 
performance . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Making budgetary 
dec~sions. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Supporting budgetary 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .requests.. 1 . .  

35. Some people have felt that they could not compare their crime rates with those of other jurisdictions 	-
even jurisdrctions with s~milar populations - because citizens are more likely to  report a crime in one place 
than another. Others feel that this IS a minor problem. How much of the difference in crime rates across 
similar jurisdictions do you think is due to differences in citizen reporting practices? (CIRCLE ONE 
NUMBER) 

A great deal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54
1 

Some . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Verylittle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 

None . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4 

No opinion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5 

36. Similarly. some people have argued that even changes in crime rates from one year to the next may largely 
reflect changes In citrzens' willingness to report crimes. Hovrl much of the year-to-year change in a jur~sdic- 
tion's crime rates do you thrnk is due to changes in citrzens' v~~ll ingness to report crime? (CIRCLE ONE 
NUMBER) 

A great deal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 55, 

Some . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Verylittle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
3 

None . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4 

No opinion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5 



37. 	What about changes in crime rates from one decade to the next? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 

56A great deal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


Some . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 


Verylittle . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
3 

None . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4 

No opinion . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5 

38. The same issues have been raised in terms of differences in police reporting practices. Although UCR ru les 
are the same for all, some people have argued that the way the rules are interpreted and applied is so d i f -  
ferent in different departments that crime rates, arrest rates, and clearance rates cannot be compared f r o m  
one jurisdiction to another - even when they appear to be similar places with similar populations. In your  
opinion, how much of the differences across departments are a reflection of differences in police reporting 
practices with respect t o . .  . (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM) 

A great Very No 
deal Some little None opinion 

Offenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 571 

Arrests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 58' 

Clearances . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 59: 

39. 	 A given agency may also change its reports as recordkeeping improves or even because different staff i n -  
terpret the rules differently. How much of year-to-year changes in crime. arrests. and clearance rates do y o u  
think is likely to be due to changes In agency reporting practices with respect t o . .  . (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER 
FOR EACH ITEM) 

A great Very N o 
deal Some little None opinion 

Offenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 M)I 


Arrests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 61' 


Clearances . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 62' 


40. What about changes from one decade to another? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM) 

A great Very No 
deal Some little None opinion 

Offenses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 63. 


Arrests . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 M 


Clearances . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 6s' 




41. 	 Some people have argued that property loss values reported in UCR are simply t oo  inaccurate to use. Would 
you say that property loss values are..  . (CIRCLEONE NUMBER) 

Reasonablyaccurate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 66: 


Have lots o f  errors but give a good idea of  the 

general trend . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
2 

Are better than nothing.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..3 


Are so inaccurate that we should not bother to 

collect them . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
4 

42. 	 Following is a list of criticisms that have been made of the current UCR program. For each item, please in- 
dicate how serious a problem it is in terms of your use of  UCR data. (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH 
ITEM) 

VFV 
serious 
problem 

Serious 
problem 

A 
problem 

Slight
problem 

No 
problem 

Not all police departments 
submit reports to UCR.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 67, 

Federal agencies are not 
included in UCR. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 68. 

National UCR reports are 
not timely enough.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 69' 

State program does not 
return data in a timely 
manner or in a form that 
can be readily utilized. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 70; 

UCR offense categories are 
too broad to be useful. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 7 1 

There are too many 
grey areas involved in 
classifying crimes. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 72: 

There are too many 
grey areas in 
determining clearances. . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 73 

43. 	 When UCR was first developed. the designers maae two critical decisions. 

First, they recognized that vice crimes such as drug offenses. prostitution, and gambl ing were unlikely to be 
reported by citizens. For these offenses, they declded not to count offenses and instead only collect infor. 
matlon on arrests. 

Second, in order to reduce police reporting burden. the designers selected seven broad types of crimes for 
offense reporting. These crimes (plus arson) are the Part I offenses. These cr imes form the basis of the 
crlme index and are the only crimes for which numbers of offenses are published nationally. In the natlonal 
UCR system, only the numbers of arrests are now published for other crlmes ( the Part II offenses). though 
some state UCR programs publish offense data for both Part I and Part II crimes. 

This system has been criticized. People have argued that police record systems are more sophisticated and 
that UCR does not need to be hamstrung by the record systems of f i f ty years ago. They have argued that the 
current crime reporting in the UCR is both too broad and too narrow. On the one hand, the public may be un- 
necessarily frightened by crime index totals that reflect a large volume of petty larceny. On the other hand. 
the crime index may not adequately reflect the volume of  crlme-related demands for police services. 



Neither 
Agree

Strongly 
Agree 

Somewhat 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Disagree
Strongly 

UCR crime categories should separate 
crimes against persons and their 
property from crimes directed at 
commercial establishments.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

UCR crime categories should report 
attempted burglaries separately 

.:. . . . . . . . . . .ones.actualfrom . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

In general, all UCR crime categories 
should report attempted crlmes 
separately from actual ones..  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

Assault reports should distinguish 
family disputes from other assaults. . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

Arson does not belong in the 
UCR. It should be reported 
in another system, if necessary. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

Criminal homicide in UCR now includes all 
willfull killings (except the killing of 
a felon by a police officer in the line 
of duty or by a citizen during the com- 
mission of a felony). UCR should be 
modified to distinguish all self-defense 
killings from others.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

Instead of just reporting clearances, 
UCR should report a range of law 
enforcement agency d~spositions 
such as not investigated due 
to low solvability, warrant issued, 
arrest made, and so forth. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

Some method should be found to dls. 
tinguish major thefts from minor larcenies. . . . . . .  1 2' 3 4 5 

Following are a series of statements about possible modifications to the current system. Please indicate 
for each whether you agree or d~sagree. (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 

Classification rules should be changed to eliminate grey areas. Specifically. . .  (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER 
FOR EACH ITEM) 

Neither 
Agree Agree Agree Nor Disagree Disagree 

Strongly Somewhat D~sagree Somewhat Strongly 

Aggravated assault should be 
defined in terms of actual lnjury 
without regard to intent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

Unwitnessed broken windows, doors. 
etc. should automatically be classifled 
as attempted burglary.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

We need better information on UCR accuracy. Specifically. . .  (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 
Neither 

Agree Agree Agree Nor Disagree Disagree 
Strongly Somewhat Disagree Somewhat Strongly 

Contributing agency reporting systems 
should be reviewed and certified to 
assure that they meet basic standards. . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

Contributing agencies should be 
audited on a confidential basis 
to assure reporting accuracy. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 



Even if the current crime index is retained, we need other crime indices that distinguish different kinds of 
crlmes better. Specifically. . .  (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 

A
Str

gree 
ongly 

Agree 
Somewhat 

Neither 
Agree Nor 
Disagree 

Disagree 
Somewhat 

Disagree 
Strongly 

In addition to the crime counts provided 
by a crime index. we need some way to 
indicate the average seriousness of 
the crimes included in the index. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

We need a separate index of serious 
crime that does not include so many 
minor crimes.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

We need an index of total crime that 
includes all offenses, including 
many Part II offenses.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

The crlme rate expresses crime in terms of the number of index crimes per 100,000 residents. We need to ex- 
press the crime rate in terms of populations at risk. Specifically. . .  (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH 
ITEM) 

Neither 
Agree Agree Agree Nor Disagree Disagree 

Strongly Somewhat Disagree Somewhat Strongly 

Some way should be found to adjust 
local crime rates to take account of 
the fact that the rate of crimes per 
resident may include large numbers 
of crimes against nonresidents 
such as commuters and tourists. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

Auto theft rates should be expressed 
in terms of thefts per 100,000 vehicles. . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

Rape rates should be expressed in 
terms of number of females in the 
populat~or, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 

Regardless of how the UCR reports are changed. ~t would be very useful if UCR publications included more 
analys~s. Specif~cally. we need. . .  (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH ITEM) 

Neither 
Agree Agree Agree Nor Disagree Disagree 

Strongly Somewhat Disagree Somewhat Strongly 

Analyses that would take account of 
differences in local populations and 
condit~onsso that we could compare 
crime rates in different places. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

Analyses of special topics such as 
new types of crime and the Impact of 
different police techniques. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 

Direct reports back to contributors 
showing them which jurisdictions are 
comparable to theirs and what crime 
rates are in those jurisdictions. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 4 5 




44. 	 If UCR were to distinguish minor and major larcenieslthefts, a good cut-off point would be. . .  
Fill in the amount you would recommend: $ 	 32 351 

45. 	The current Hierarchy Rule requires counting only the highest ranked Part I offense and ignoring all other 
offenses in a given incident. Do you think.. . (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 

The current rule should be retained as is. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. I  


The current rule should be modified to count the most serious 

offense for each v ict im. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2  


No hierarchy rule should be used - all counts of each 

offense for each victim should be tallied. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .3 

Other (SPECIFY) 	 4 

46. 	Some people have argued that we need reports like the UCR reports for the rest of the criminal justice 
system. Specifically, they suggest, we need to know what happens once an arrest is made in terms of 
prosecution, disposition, and sentencing. 

A.How useful do you think it would be to have such a system? (CIRCLE 
ONE NUMBER) 

Very useful . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 39, 

Somewhat useful.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . 2  

Not useful . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 

B. If such a system were to be created, should it be. . .  (CIRCLE ONE 

NUMBER) 


Part of UCR . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 


Separate from UCR but use the same 
jur~sdictionsso that the two could be 
linked together . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Completely unrelated to UCR. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  .3 


47. 	 Going back to the crimes reported in UCR. a variety of offenses are l~sted below. Please indicate. . .  
a. Whether you think that UCR should report offenses and arrests in 


this category, just report arrests. or not include at all; 


b. Whether you think the offense should be tallied separately or should 

be lumped together with other offenses listed in the same category; 


c. Whether, i f  we had to have only one crime index, this offense should 

be included. 


(Note: for offenses that should be lumped together, you may indi- 

cate groupings by drawing a l~ne  around the grouping you 

would like. For example: 


Lump together 

Forcible rape of a female 

Forcible rape of a male 

Other forcible sexual assault - female 

Other forcible sexual assault - male 

Alternatively. you may, if you wish, simply circle "2" under "lump 

together". without indicating exactly which offenses should be 

grouped together.) 




FOR THIS OFFENSE .SHOULD UCR REPORTS: 
a. b. 

Count Do 
oltmses Count not Tally Lump 
and arrests include sepa to. 
arrests only at all rately gather 

MurderlHomicide 

Nonnegligent homicide (chargeable) . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 o l !  1 2 42 


Nonnegligent homicide (self.defense) . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 AA, 1 2 45: 


Justifiable homicide . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 471 1 2 481 


Negligent manslaughter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 50' 1 2 511 


Sexual Assaults 

Forcible rape of a female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 53. 1 2 w . 

Forcible rape of a male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 fd. 1 2 571 


Other forcible sexual assault (including 

attempted raps) - female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 591 1 2 60 


Other forcible sexual assault (including 

attempted rape) -male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 62' 1 2 63 


Statutory rape- female . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 65, 1 2 66! 


Statutory rape- male . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 6e. 1 2 69. 

Sexual abuse of children . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 71 1 2 72 


Assault 

Aggravated assault with 

actual injury . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 


Other aggravated assault . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 


Simple assault . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 


Childabuse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 


Domestic assault of spouse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 


Robbery 

Robbery . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Attempted robbery . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Burglary 

Burglary of a residence . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Attempted burglary of a residence . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Burglary of residential outbuildings . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Attempted burglary of 
residential outbuildings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Burglary of commercial buildings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Attempted burglary of commercial buildings . . . . . .  1 

c. 
Include 
in Index? 

YES NO 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 



FOR THIS OFFENSE, SHOULD UCR REPORTS: 

a. 
Count Do 
oflenses Count Not Tally Lump Include 

and arrests include sepa. to. in Index? 

arrests only at all rately gether YES NO 

Larceny-Theft 

Purse-snatching . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 50. 

Pocket-picking . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 53: 

Shoplifting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 56, 

Other thefts from individuals 
(as opposed to businesses). . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 59 

Other theft from businesses 
or organizations. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 6% 

Auto Theft 

Auto Theft. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 651 


Attempted auto the f t . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 68, 


Joyr~dinglunauthor~zeduse . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 71  


Other 

Kidnapping . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Arson of a residential bui ld~ng . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Arson of a commercial building. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Bad checks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Embezzlement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Child pornography -production. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Child pornography -sale.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Other pornography -production. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Other pornogra~hy - sale. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Drugabuse-sale . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Drug abuse-possess~on . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Vandalism . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  


Other (SPECIFY) 2748 

5 2  52  

All other felonies not llsted above 
(e.g.. blackmail. counterfeiting). . .  

All other misdemeanors not listed above. . . . . . . . .  1 




48. 	 Thinking about the items you checked in question 47, how much of a burden would reporting these offenses 
in separate categories impose on your department? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 

Amajorburden . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1 74: 

A moderate burden . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 


Aminorburden . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


Noburden . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4 


49. 	 Some people have argued that we need very different information on crime than that currently supplied by 
the UCR. For each of the items listed below, please indicate: 

A. How useful that type of information would be to your agency: and 

8. How easy or difficult it would be for your agency to supply the 

information. 


A. B. 
HOW USEFUL HOW EASY OR DIFFICULT TO SUPPLY 

- -- (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH CATEGORY) --- -
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER 
FOR EACH CATEGORY) 

Some Not el 
Vafy what all 

Very easy -
we already 

tabulate 

We already have inlor. 
mallon on computer and 
programmlnp to pet 11 
would be 

Somewhat Very 
Easy diflicull dillrult 

We have ~n files but 
repofllng it would be 

Somewhat Vefy 
Easy difficult difl~cult 

We don't have th 
informat~onbut 

Would t 
Could prohibit 
get it to colla 

Callslcomplaints 

Including, 

number of calls.. . .  1 2 3 75, 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 

number of calls for 
which an officer is 
dispatched . . . . . . .  1 2 3 78, 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 

codes that 
indicate whether the 
call is apparently 
crime related.. . . . .  1 2 3 ,,, 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 

Offense Reports 

Including. 

typeofoffense. . . .  1 2 3 14 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 

time of offense.. . .  

use of force.. . . . . .  

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

3 

17 

ZC. 

01 

01 
I 
j 

02 

02 

03 

03 

04 

04 

05 

05 

06 

06 

07 

07 

08 

08 

09 

09 

geographic location 
of offense (e.g.. 
census tract 103).. .  1 2 3 23 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 

nature of location 
of offense (park, 
store. house. etc.). . 1 2 3 26, 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 

type of weapons 
used . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 291 01 02 03 04 05 06 0 7 .  08 09 



A. B. 
HOW USEFUL HOW EASY OR DIFFICULT TO SUPPLY 

- - - (CIRCLE ONE ANSWER FOR EACH CATEGORY) - - -
(CIRCLE ONE ANSWER 
FOR EACH CATEGORY) 

Very easy -
Offense Reports 
(cont'd.) 

Very 
Some 

what 
Not at 
all 

I 
we already 

tabulate 

type and extent 
of injuries.. . . . . . .  1 2 3 01 

victim-offender 
relationship, 
if known.. . . . . . . .  1 2 3 35 

number of victims. . 1 2 3 38 

age of victims. . . . .  1 2 3 41, 

sex of victims. . . . .  1 2 3 MJ 

race of victims. . . .  1 2 3 47, 

residence status 
of victims.. . . . . . .  1 2 3 so, 

type of 
property loss. . . . . .  1 2 3 53: 

value of 
property loss. . . . . .  1 2 3 56, 

File of Arrests 

Including, 

offense report 
informat~on. . . . . . .  1 2 3 59 01 

offender age. . . . . .  1 2 3 62 01 

offender sex. . . . . .  1 2 3 65) 01 

offender race. . . . . .  1 2 3 68 01 

Disposition of Arrests 

Including. 

prosecution charge. 1 2 3 -, 01 

disposition . . . . . . .  1 2 3 -ir 01 

sentence . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 i7 01 

Tabulations of Officer 
Time Spent on 

administration . . . .  1 2 3 11 ,  

courts . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 141 

patrol . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 171 

noncrime 
related calls. . . . . .  1 2 3 20 

crime-related 
calls . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 2 3 23: 01 

We already have inlor. 
mation on computer and 
programminglo get i t  

We have in tiles but 
reporting it would be 

We don't have this 
inlormation but 

would be Would be 
Somewhat Very Somewhat Very Could prohibitwe 

Easy dilf~cutt difl~cult Easy ditlrult dill~cult get it to collect 



One suggestion that has been made would be to have some departments report in substantially more deta 
than they do under the current system. If this were done, how likely do you think it is that your departmer 
would be willing to report the more detailed data? 

Very likely . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 
 261 

Somewhat likely . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 


Not at all likely . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 


51. Please describe briefly the three most important changes that you would like to  see made in UCR, if an] 

52. What aspects of UCR do you feel should be preserved without change, if any? 

53. What could be done to make the UCR program substantially more useful to  law enforcement agenc i~s?  



54. Please list any other comments you want to make about UCR. 

IF YOUR AGENCY IS NOW PARTICIPATING IN UCR, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 60. 

For Non-Contributors Only 

55. What is the size of the population that you serve? (CIRCLE ONE NUMBER) 


Above 1.000.000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


500.000-1,000.000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 


250,000-499,999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 


100.000-249.999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4 


25.000-99.999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5 


5.000-24.999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
6 


Less than 5.000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
7 

56. How many full time employees does your agency have who are. . . 

Number ol Employees 

Sworn officers 


Civilian staff 


57. 	 Have you contributed to UCR at any t ~ m e  dur~ngthe last f ~ v e  years? 


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


No . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 


58. Do you think that you are likely to contribute to UCR in the next year or two? 


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


No 2 




59. Why are you not contributing to  UCR (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 


Temporary problem in getting reports together. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 1 


Requ~restoo much staff t i m e . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2 


Not usefu l tome . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 


My jurisdiction has too little crime for it to  matter. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 4 


Other (SPECIFY) 5 


60. 	 Do you want us to keep your answers to  this survey con f~den t~a l?  


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 


No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 


61. 	Please sign below to  ind~cate  that the chief or sheriff completed or reviewed the answers to  thls 
puestionnalre. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. PLEASE RETURN THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE 
ENCLOSED, STAMPED. SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE TO: 

UCR Study 

SRG Data Receipt 

Abt Associates Inc. 

55 Wheeler Street 

Cambridge. MA 02138 




Appendix B 

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY 


AND THE UNIFORM CRIME REPORTING PROGRAM 




This appendix compares  t h e  d a t a  s t ruc tu res  of t h e  National C r i m e  Survey a n d  
t h e  UCR and discusses t h e  possibility of integrating t h e  t w o  sets of d a t a  i n t o  
combined es t imates  of c r ime  rates.  

B. 1 Structuring t h e  D a t a  to P e r m i t  Reconciliation 

The UCR and t h e  NCS dif fer  in t h r e e  fundamental  aspects:  coverage ,  classi-
fication, and counting. This section discusses changes needed in t h e  UCR d a t a  t o  
permit  be t t e r  reconciliation between t h e  two  sources. The Level I1 U C R  component  
would include a l l  t h e  revisions discussed here. In regard to t h e  Level I UCR 
component, our main conclusions a r e  as follows: 

a Commercia l  vict imizations should be distinguished f r o m  per-
sonal and household c r imes  in both components of t h e  n e w  UCR 
system. 

a The requirements of reconciling national e s t i m a t e s  f r o m  t h e  
NCS and t h e  UCR d o  not mer i t  having a l l  par t ic ipat ing agenc ies  
submit separa te  UCR counts  of personal v ic t imizat ions  n o t  
covered by t h e  NCS because of age  or  residence. T h e  discre-
pancy between t h e  two  systems does not have major  policy 
implications and may be  adequately analyzed by sampling o r  by 
occasional special studies. 

The UCR definition of aggravated assaults  should be  c la r i f i ed  t o  
specify in more  useful t e r m s  t h e  boundary between s imple  and  
aggravated assault.  The NCS definition seems  cons i s ten t  wi th  
t h e  UCR definition excep t  t h a t  t h e  former  is more  precise.  We 
know l i t t le  about  t h e  differential  interpretation of t h e s e  and  
other  definitions by police agencies, and t h e  design phase  of a 
new UCR system provides t h e  opportunity t o  learn m o r e  abou t  
t h e  c lar i ty  and usefulness of various forms of definitions. 

a The NCS should review i t s  t r e a t m e n t  of t h e f t  in cases  w h e r e  t h e  
stolen object  does not ac tual ly  belong t o  t h e  victim. 

a A subcategory of burglary with t h e f t  should be  de f ined  and  
tabulated t o  avoid ambiguous judgments about intent .  

a Reconciliation of t h e  di f ferences  caused by t h e  UCR Hierarchy 
Rule could be accomplished through analysis of cur ren t ly  collec-
ted  NCS data.  

a Multiple-victim d a t a  should be collected in both components  of 
t h e  new UCR system t o  allow victim a s  well a s  incident counts.  

B.I. 2 Coverage 

The NCS covers only c r imes  against  households or  agains t  persons living in 
households or  group quarters,  while t h e  UCR seeks t o  be  universal. This means  t h a t  
every P a r t  I c r ime  a n  NCS respondent repor ts  t o  t h e  police should b e  recorded in t h e  
UCR. Crimes against  businesses (and against  persons living in g roup  quar ters)  a r e  



within t h e  scope of t h e  UCR but not universally within t h e  scope of t h e  NCS. Over  
one-third of t h e  burglaries and robberies counted in t h e  UCR would no t  e n t e r  NCS 
coverage because  t h e  victims a r e  businesses. 

With t h e  present UCR data ,  i t  is impossible t o  say how many larcenies and  
motor-vehicle t h e f t s  a r e  under NCS coverage,  because t h e  UCR subclassifications 
identify t a r g e t s  but not necessarily victims. Some kinds of larceny a r e  inherently 
di rected agains t  businesses (e.g. shoplifting), and some a r e  inherently di rected agains t  
persons (e.g., pocket-picking), but in about three-quarters of a l l  cases, t h e  t a r g e t  
could be a person, a household, o r  a business. 

The  init ial  design of t h e  NCS included surveys of business crime. I t  was  
quickly determined t h a t  reporting r a t e s  for these  offenses were  much higher than for  
those  agains t  individuals or  households, and t h e  NCS d a t a  were  not  entirely satisfac- 
tory  because t h e  sampling f r a m e  for  businesses was ou t  of date ,  So a decision was  
made t o  c o n c e n t r a t e  t h e  NCS on individuals and households, leaving t h e  coverage of 
business victimizations t o  official  sources, namely t h e  UCR. 

Unfortunately,  although t h e  UCR includes business victimizations, i t  does no t  
describe them. Since a major fraction of c r imes  against  businesses a r e  inseparably 
commingled with personal victimizations, UCR d a t a  cannot  presently be  used t o  
describe, o r  even  count,  cr imes against  businesses. Even if identifying business c r imes  
were  not essent ia l  for integrating t h e  NCS and t h e  UCR, i t  would significantly ex tend  
t h e  usefulness (and logical coherence) of t h e  UCR. One  common complaint  against  
t h e  Cr ime  Index--and even against  i t s  eight components--is t h a t  fundamentally differ-  
e n t  events  a r e  counted together.  Robbery of a convenience s to re  and of a school child 
a r e  both serious crimes,  but their  antecedents  and policy implications a r e  a lmost  
completely different.  When robberies increase, one would like t o  know which kind of 
occurrences account  most for t h e  increase, and t h e  proposed UCR system would 
provide th is  capability. 

The c a s e  for collecting UCR d a t a  t o  distinguish businesses from other  c r i m e  
ta rge t s  is a s t rong and simple one: only one additional information i t em is required, 
and i t  is a l ready collected for burglary. The information is reliably and readily ob- 
tained, and i t  is intrinsically useful for purposes other  than NCS reconciliation. 

Other  coverage differences between t h e  NCS and  t h e  UCR complicate  t h e  
reconciliation process but do not seem sufficiently important t o  include d a t a  i t ems  for 
clarifying t h e m  in t h e  Level I component of t h e  proposed UCR system. The NCS 
sample omi t s  many persons who do not live in households: residents of mili tary bar- 
racks, pat ients  and inmates, t h e  homeless. This omission involves a small  percentage 
of t h e  population and makes t h e  survey much easier t o  conduct. 

Children under 12 a r e  also omit ted from t h e  National Cr ime  Survey. I t  is not  
c lear  how many cr imes against  this ge  group occur,  or what  fraction of them might 
c o m e  t o  t h e  a t tent ion of t h e  police.a The youngest people in t h e  survey (age 12-15) 

'young victims a r e  only half a s  likely a s  t h e  t o t a l  population t o  repor t  t o  t h e  
police. Criminal Victimization in t h e  U S . ,  1981. Tables 92 and 95. 
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have victimization r a t e s  50 t o  70 percent  higher (for c r imes  o t h e f t  and c r i m e s  of 
violence, respectively) than t h e  r a t e  for  t h e  t o t a l  survey sample. 1 

Table B.l was prepared t o  show t h e  inadvisability of trying t o  p repare  UCR 
reporting forms t h a t  would col lect  information for determining exact ly  which r e p o r t e d  
c r imes  victimized people who would be included in t h e  National C r i m e  Survey. T h e  
questions shown in t h e  table  limit t h e  range of possible answers  t o  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  
needed for reconciliation with t h e  NCS, so  most of them serve no o ther  purpose. M o r e  
open-ended questions could yield analytically useful information and  would b e  inc luded  
in t h e  Level I1 component of t h e  proposed UCR system. 

For example, t h e  question, "How old is t h e  victim?" yields f a r  more  s p e c i f i c  
information than "Is t h e  victim over  12 years  of age?" Counterbalancing t h e  p o t e n -  
tially g rea te r  utility is t h e  problem t h a t  t h e  police off icer  must  supply f a r  m o r e  
information in order t o  determine t h e  a g e  of every known victim. Roughly one-sixth 
of violent c r imes  involve multiple victim^.^ If one of these  victims repor t s  t h e  c r i m e ,  
and t h e  other  victims a r e  not available, t h e  police officer taking t h e  repor t  is unl ikely  
t o  know how old t h e  other  v ic t ims are .  However, even in poorly r e p o r t e d  
circumstances i t  should usually be c l e a r  whether  the re  a r e  any vic t ims under t h e  a g e  
of 12. 

The lesson tha t  emerges  f rom this  example is tha t ,  t h e  more  in format ion  a n  
i t em t r ies  t o  capture ,  t h e  higher t h e  risk t h a t  i t  will c a p t u r e  no information (or no 
reliable information) at all. One might ask a specific question e a c h  t i m e  t h e  a n s w e r  
t o  t h e  general  question is unknown, but t h e  result would be t o  double t h e  c o m p l e x i t y  
of offense reporting forms for a l l  law enforcement  agencies, and t h e  reward  would  be  
only a small increase in information. 

B. 1.3 Classifying Cr imes  

Cer ta in  c r imes  a r e  defined a lmost  identically in t h e  UCR and t h e  NCS. T h e  
e lements  of rape,  larceny, and motor-vehicle t h e f t  a r e  nearly identical  under NCS a n d  
UCR definitions. (The NCS definition of rape is gender neutral ,  but  t h e  UCR def in i -  
tion is currently for females  only.) Over  t h e  past decade,  t h e  two  d a t a  sources  h a v e  
been in substantial agreement  about  both level and trends in t h e s e  t h r e e  o f f e n s e  
categories. UCR tota ls  for r ape  and  motor-vehicle t h e f t  have consistently d i f f e r e d  
from NCS levels by less than t h e  NCS sampling error.  Larceny counts  have been a b o u t  
14 percent lower in t h e  UCR than in t h e  NCS, but t h e  two  sources for th is  c r i m e  a r e  
converging. In 1982 t h e  UCR showed about  5 percent  more  larcenies than  NCS res-
pondents said they reported t o  police. Since a t  least  13 percent  of t h e  UCR c r i m e s  
involve businesses, this  st i l l  leaves a small  discrepancy, but one well within t h e  k n o w n  
sources of uncertainty in the  two  d a t a  collection systems. 

'children just under 12 a r e  qui te  d i f ferent  f rom those just over  12,  a n d  
generalizing these  ra tes  t o  t h e  unsurveyed population could be  done only v e r y  
speculatively, About t h e  most t h a t  c a n  be said is t h a t  a few percen t  of t h e  c r i m e s  
known t o  t h e  police involve vic t ims too  young t o  be included in t h e  National C r i m e  
Survey. Ibid., Tables 92 and 95. 

3 ~ r i m i n a l  Victimizations in t h e  U.S., 1981, Table 50, indicates  abou t  s e v e n  
victims for every six violent crimes.  



Table B.l 


QUESTIONS THAT WOULD BE NEEDED ON UCR REPORTING FORMS 

TO ESTABLISH VICTIM COVERAGE IN THE NCS 


1. 	 Were the victims people, businesses, or both? 


only businesses 


only people 


people plus businesses 


2. 	 How many people were victimized? 


3. 	 How many of these were over 12 years of age? 


4. 	 How many of these are residents of the United States? a 


5. 	 How many of these live in households and group quarters covered by the 
NCS , and how many in military barracks or institutions 
not covered by the NCS? 

Note: 	 These questions are not recommended for inclusion in the UCR 

offense reporting forms with this wording. 


a ~ o rexact comparison of in-movers and out-movers between UCR and NCS 

data, the victims' status six months before and after would be 

needed. Further, for comparing with NCS data for geographic 

subareas, the city or county of residence would have to be 

determined. 




For t h e  t h r e e  o ther  c r i m e  classif ications covered by both  sources  (robbery, 
aggravated assault,  and  burglary), definitional discrepancies a r e  potential ly important ,  
and  t h e  published d a t a  from t h e  t w o  sources a r e  in substantial  disagreement.  Burglary 
in t h e  UCR requires a judgment of in tent  t o  s t e a l  something o r  t o  c o m m i t  a felony. In 
NCS tabulations, 

"Burglary re fe r s  t o  t h e  following c r imes  agains t  households: for-
cible en t ry  and unlawful en t ry  without force,  usually b t no t  
necessarily a t t ended  by the f t ,  and a t t e m p t e d  forcible entry." ! 

More specifically, the re  a r e  NCS c r imes  called: 

"Burglary, forcible entry ,  nothing taken,  property damage"; 

"Burglary, forcible entry ,  nothing taken,  no property damage"; and  

"Burglary, unlawful e n t r y  without force. 

Some of these  c r imes  would be  classified as burglary under UCR rules, while 
o the rs  would be vandalism or  merely trespassing. If a c t u a l  t h e f t  does  not  occur,  
neither t h e  NCS nor t h e  cur ren t  UCR d a t a  provides a basis for determining accura te ly  
whether a the f t  was intended. As a pract ica l  m a t t e r ,  such inferences  by police, while 
necessary for classification, a r e  o f ten  highly conjectural. 

I t  may be impossible t o  c r e a t e  a classif ication scheme in which both  sources 
produced str ict ly comparable judgments on every c r i m e  incident. Twenty-one percent  
of cr imes classified a s  burglary in t h e  NCS involved property d a m a g e  but  no thef t .  
Another 5 percent were  unlawful en t r i es  with no force,  no property damage,  and  no 
thef t .  A large share  of these  even t s  probably would not m e e t  t h e  s t r i c t  UCR stan- 
dards for burglary classification. The cur ren t  NCS publications d o  not  de ta i l  t h e  
number of burglaries with t h e f t  t h a t  a r e  repor ted t o  t h e  police, but th is  f igure  c a n  be  
approximated from d a t a  on t h e  relationship between reporting and economic loss. In 
1981 the re  appear t o  have been about  2.1 million b r laries with t h e f t  in NCS house- 
holds t h a t  respondents said they  repor ted t o  police.61 kh i s  number is abou t  9.5 pe rcen t  
below t h e  UCR count of completed household burglaries. By 1982 t h e  di f ference had 
narrowed slightly, so  t h a t  t h e  NCS burglaries with t h e f t  were  only 7.5 pe rcen t  below 
t h e  UCR count. Since these  calculations involve untes ted assumptions about  a ra the r  
substantial number of "don't know" responses (about 10 percent  for  value of loss), as 
well a s  NCS survey error  (about 7 percent  for  a 95  percent  conf idence interval), th is  
c a n  be taken as qui te  close agreement .  Thus, one might expec t  t h a t  appropr ia te  
definitional changes would permit  identif ication of a common c o r e  of burglaries for 
which t h e  two systems could be  a lmost  completely reconciled. 

Criminal Victimization in t h e  United Sta tes ,  1981, based on NCS da ta ,  gives 
t h e  following definition of robbery: 

4 ~ National C r i m e  Surveys: ~ National Sample, 1973-1979 ~ . ( 1981), p. 185. ~ ~ 

k r i m i n a l  Victimization in t h e  U.S., 1981, Tables 1, 77, 79, and  99. 



"Completed or a t t e m p t e d  thef t ,  directly f r o m  a person, of property 
or cash  by f o r c e  or  th rea t  of force, with or without a weapon." 

This closely resembles  t h e  UCK definition: 

"Robbery i s  t h e  taking or a t t empt ing  to t ake  anything of value f rom 
the  ca re ,  custody, or  control of a person or  persons by fo rce  or 
th rea t  of f o r c e  or violence and/or by putt ing t h e  victim in fear." 

The major d i f ference i s  NCS's use of t h e  word "directly", where UCR uses "care,  
custody, or control." In fact ,  careful  examination of t h e  NCS survey instrument 
suggests tha t  t h e  dist inction is more  important than i t  might at f i rs t  seem. In order to  
b e  counted a s  a robbery victim, the  respondent must answer "yes" to  t h e  question, 
"Was something stolen or  taken without permission tha t  belonged t o  you or o the rs  in 
t h e  household?" If t h e  stolen goods were borrowed, rented,  or temporari ly held, t h e  
respondent might answer  "no," although by UCR and common law definitions t h e  cr ime 
would qualify as a robbery. 

Eliminating this discrepancy would not improve the  match of UCR and NCS 
robbery data. In 1982 t h e  UCR showed 537,000 robberies, of which at most 77  percent  
victimized individuals. In t h e  s a m e  year,  NCS respondents indicated reporting 750,000 
robberies (corresponding to  about 650,000 dist inct  criminal operations) t o  t h e  police. 
Thus, under present  definitions the  UCR figure is at leas t  17 percen t  below t h e  NCS 
figure, and any known adjustment would e i the r  decrease  t h e  UCR figure or  increase  
t h e  NCS figure. 

Aggravated assault  presents t h e  most serious definit ional  problem of t h e  
major UCR categories.  Qui te  apar t  f rom any issues of matching NCS and UCR rules, 
we know tha t  police depar tments  have differing policies for distinguishing between 
aggravated and simple assault. As t h e  UCR definition now stands, i t  poses two  imped-
iments to  any a t t e m p t  t o  pin down t h e  set of covered crimes. The  formal  definition 
i s  

"... an  unlawful a t t a c k  by one person upon another  for t h e  purpose 
for inflicting severe  or aggravated bodily injury. This t y p e  o f  
assaul t  usually is accompanied by t h e  use  of 7 weapon or by means 
likely t o  produce death  or g r e a t  bodily harm." 

Since t h e  second sentence contains the  word "usually," only the  first  is 
strictly defining. Even th is  requires first,  a guess about  t h e  purpose of t h e  a t tack,  and 
second, a judgment of severity. The accompanying t ex t  provides illustrations of 
severe  injury bu t  does  not establish a lower limit on the  e x t e n t  of injury. 

T h e  lVCS definition would appear to be  more res t r ic t ive  than t h e  UCR, since 
i t  requires e i ther  t h e  use of a weapon or one of t h e  following in ju r ies  

broken bones 

t e e t h  knocked ou t  

7 ~ ~ RHandbook, 1984, p. 16. 



e internal injury 

knocked unconscious 

hospitalized more  than two  days. 

The injury examples listed by t h e  UCR are:  

broken bones 

e internal injury 

where s t i tches  a r e  required. 

Since these  a r e  c i t ed  only a s  examples,  i t  is not c lear  where t h e  loss of t e e t h  o r  of 
consciousness should be  classified. These borderline cases  do not contr ibute  much t o  
t h e  discrepancy between the  two  sources, since 94 percent  of a l l  NCS aggravated 
assaults  involve weapons and a r e  thus automatically covered by both definitions. 
Some of t h e  discrepancy may be due t o  t h e  definition of weapon. The NCS excludes 
what t h e  UCR cal ls  personal weapons (hands and fee t )  but shows a slightly higher 
proportion of "other" weapons (i.e., not  guns or knives). Even in the  presumably unam-
biguous categor ies  of assaults  with guns and knives, however, UCR numbers a r e  about  
40 percent  below t h e  NCS es t imates  of cr imes reported t o  t h e  police. 

Although exac t  comparabil i ty probably cannot be obtained between t h e  NCS 
and t h e  UCR definitions of aggravated assault,  we have recommended for t h e  new 
UCR system tha t  aggravated assaul t  be  defined more  explicitly in t e r m s  of t h e  use of 
weapons and/or t h e  ex ten t  of injury. 

B.1.4 Counting 

UCR rules include a number of complex provisions t o  avoid inflated or  dupli-
cate counts. Some of these  a r e  no t  reproduced by t h e  NCS. For example,  if six 
people a r e  assaulted and one of t h e m  dies, t h e  f ive survivors a r e  not included in UCR 
counts. The two major counting rules a r e  t h e  multiple victim rule and t h e  Hierarchy 
Rule. For t h e  cr imes of murder, rape,  aggravated assault,  and a u t o  the f t ,  one offense 
is counted for each person or a u t o  involved. For robbery, burglary, larceny, and arson, 
t h e  unit of count is t h e  criminal operation. For these  cr imes t h e  NCS asks t h e  respon-
den t  t o  guess how many other  people were  involved. This information indicates t h a t  
t h e  number of robbery incidents is about 13 percent  less than t h e  number of victims; 
for larceny, the  difference is only 1 or 2 percent. Individual victims a r e  not neces-
sarily well informed about t h e  number of o ther  people involved, so these  adjus tments  
may conform only poorly t o  fac t ,  especially in the  case  of larceny, where  the  c r i m e  
may be discovered some t ime  a f t e r  i t  occurs. 

For burglary, t h e  multiple victim concept results  in t h e  Hotel  Rule, where 
t h e  basis of count is how many repor ts  a r e  conjectured t o  be filed. Transients a r e  
assumed t o  report  through a facil i t ies manager, while apar tment  dwellers a r e  assumed 
t o  repor t  individually. On this basis, burglaries of nine rooms in t h e  s a m e  hotel a r e  
counted a s  one operation, but burglaries of nine apar tments  in t h e  s a m e  building a r e  
counted a s  nine operations. There  is no source of information t o  indicate how fre-
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quently th is  rule is invoked, but every indirect da tum suggests t h a t  i t  is too  r a r e  t o  
a f f e c t  t h e  general  c r ime  r a t e s  reported. 

The Hierarchy Rule provides t h a t  only one of t h e  f irst  six Index c r imes  is t o  
be counted if more  than one occurs. Arson is specifically excluded f rom t h e  Hierarchy 
Rule, and motor-vehicle t h e f t  is excluded by implication in one of t h e  examples  in t h e  
UCR and book.^ If arson occurs in conjunction with another  c r ime ,  both a r e  
counted. If motor-vehicle t h e f t  occurs in conjunction with one of t h e  f i rs t  f ive  
crimes, only t h e  other  c r ime  is counted. If motor-vehicle t h e f t  occurs  in conjunction 
with another  larceny, only t h e  motor-vehicle t h e f t  is counted. 

The number of multiple cr imes in t h e  NCS is substantial. Seventeen percent  
of a l l  rapes  involve theft .  The number of rape-burglaries is unknown. Combinations 
of burglary and motor-vehicle t h e f t  a r e  also possible, but again, thei r  frequency is not 
reported in t h e  NCS. For most o ther  pairs of cr ime,  NCS definitions have t h e  s a m e  
e f f e c t  as t h e  Hierarchy Rule (e.g., assault  plus t h e f t  equals robbery). Although 
current  NCS publications do not show t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  Hierarchy Rule, t h e  col lected 
d a t a  a r e  sufficient  t o  allow full comparability. Thus, although the re  a r e  many good 
reasons for changing or eliminating t h e  Hierarchy Rule, t h e  need t o  reconcile UCR 
and NCS d a t a  is not one of them. 

Integrating UCR and NCS D a t a  in to  National Est imates  

This section discusses t h e  use of t h e  two independent d a t a  sources--the UCR 
and t h e  NCS--complementarily and a s  dual frames,  t o  produce national e s t imates  of 
t h e  incidence of c r ime  by c r ime  type. 

The possibility of producing combined es t imates  of c r ime  r a t e s  and victimi- 
zation r a t e s  from both UCR and NCS d a t a  is a t t r a c t i v e  primarily from t h e  perspective 
of policymakers and t h e  general  public. Af te r  all, t h e  federal  enterpr ise  of collecting 
d a t a  about c r ime  should, from their  perspective,  a t  leas t  be able t o  produce credible 
and reliable es t imates  of t h e  amount and trends in t h e  volume of crime--summarized 
information tha t  can be readily understood without detailed knowledge of t h e  d a t a  
sources and their  limitations. 

Researchers who specialize in crime-related issues, on the  o ther  hand, have a 
more subtle understanding of t h e  impossibility of precisely defining what const i tu tes  
criminal behavior, much less any part icular subcategory of crime. Many of them 
welcome t h e  richness of information provided by independent d a t a  sources and might 
never consult integrated national e s t imates  t h a t  r es t  on simplified and not fully veri- 
fied assumptions. For them i t  will always be necessary t o  make known, through publi- 
cations or  maintenance of d a t a  archives, what  t h e  UCR d a t a  revealed directly,  a s  
opposed t o  what they revealed a f t e r  manipulation by analysts. 

The notion tha t  NCS and UCR d a t a  c o  d be integrated is analogous t o  a 
s ta t is t ica l  method called multiple-frame sampling? This technique is incorporated in 
many types of surveys for which a comprehensive list of a l l  possible units  t o  be sur- 

9 ~ e e ,for example, H.O. Hartley,  "Multiple F r a m e  Surveys," Proceedings of 
the  Social Statist ics Section of the  American Sta t is t ica l  Association, 1962. 



veyed can  be  obtained only by combining several  different lists. O f t e n ,  one of t h e  
f rames covers  approximately a l l  units in t h e  population t o  be sampled but  is costly t o  
use for sampling, while o the r  lists a r e  available for less expensive sampling methods. 
Ordinarily, t h e  individual f rames  a r e  not independent but conta in  a g r e a t e r  or  lesser 
degree  of overlap; and in most applications i t  is possible t o  d e t e r m i n e  unambiguously 
whether a given sampled unit is or  is not  in each of t h e  sampling f rames.  

In t h e  case of two  frames,  t h e  units in t h e  population f rom which t h e  sample 
comes may be divided into th ree  groups: those covered only by t h e  f i r s t  f rame,  those 
covered only by t h e  second f rame,  and those covered by both. A f t e r  t h e  sample is 
chosen, a dual-frame e s t i m a t e  of a s ta t i s t i c  of in teres t  is derived from: t h e  e s t i m a t e  
f rom al l  sampled units in t h e  f i rs t  group, t h e  es t imate  for a l l  sampled units  in t h e  
second group, t h e  e s t i m a t e  for  t h e  overlap group from those  over lap units  drawn from 
t h e  f i rs t  f rame,  and t h e  e s t i m a t e  for t h e  overlap group from those  over lap units  drawn 
from t h e  second frame. 

To make a n  analogy t o  NCS and UCR data ,  t h e  unit t o  b e  sampled is a crim-
inal event. I t  is in t h e  "official reports" f rame  if i t  is repor ted t o  t h e  police; some 
fraction of these  is included in t h e  UCR d a t a  according t o  sampling probabilities t h a t  
can  be measured and analyzed. The c r i m e  is in t h e  "victim f ramet t  if t h e r e  is a victim 
who is eligible for sampling in t h e  NCS (i.e., resident of a household o r  eligible living 
quarters,  12 years of a g e  or  older, etc.) and t h e  type of t h e  c r i m e  in question is 
included in t h e  survey instrument. Some fraction of these  c r imes  is explici t ly counted 
in t h e  NCS according t o  t h e  sampling design of t h a t  survey, nonresponse, recal l  er rors  
by respondents, and so forth.  

The analogy, however, is not  very far-reaching. In par t icular ,  not  every 
c r ime  is necessarily included in one o r  t h e  other  f rame,  and  t h e  e x t e n t  of overlap 
between t h e  two  f rames  is not  known. A respondent's s t a t e m e n t  t o  t h e  c r i m e  survey 
interviewer t h a t  a part icular c r i m e  has been reported t o  t h e  police is no guarantee  
t h a t  the  cr ime has in f a c t  been reported,  or  tha t ,  if repor ted i t  has  been included in 
t h e  UCR statist ics.  

As with a typical  everse-record check study, criminal e v e n t s  may be divided 
into t h e  following subsets: 1b 

those t h a t  a r e  identified by both t h e  official and  t h e  survey 
reporting system; 

those where t h e  police have a n  official  record and t h e  respon-
dent describes t h e  same event ,  but t h e  respondent fai ls  t o  s t a t e  
tha t  i t  has been repor ted t o  t h e  police; 

cases  where the  respondent says the  police were  notif ied but 
the re  is no official  record of t h e  event ;  

those identified by t h e  survey system but not included in official  
records; 

--

' ' ~ h e  categor ies  a r e  adapted from Albert  3. Reiss, Jr., "Official and Survey 
Crime Statistics," unpublished, March 1983. 



o c r imes  known t o  t h e  police but not included among t h e  NCS 
c r i m e  types or  eligible populations, for example, burglaries of 
commercia l  establishments or  assaults  against  mili tary person-
nel  in barracks; and 

o c r imes  not known t o  t h e  police nor recorded by t h e  survey 
system. 

Set t ing as ide  t h e  last  category,  which is  beyond t h e  scope even of integrating UCR 
and  NCS da ta ,  i t  is apparent t h a t  a ca re fu l  determination of t h e  c r imes  falling in to  
t h e  other  f ive  categor ies  cannot be made routinely; they c a n  only be  made  infre-
quently and  through laborious special studies. Some kind of technique, such as regres-
sion analysis, would then be required t o  "predict" t h e  re la t ive  amounts  of c r i m e  in 
e a c h  of these  categor ies  as a function of more  readily observed aspec t s  of a locality's 
population, UCR c r i m e  rates,  police operational practices,  and so  forth. 

These prediction equations would be  needed t o  extrapola te  f rom t h e  neces-
sarily l imited special  studies t o  the  general  populations of c r imes  t h a t  a r e  of in teres t  
for policy purposes. Considering our presently very limited understanding of t h e  
causat ive  fac to rs  underlying differential  r a t e s  of c r i m e  reporting t o  t h e  police in 
di f ferent  jurisdictions, i t  appears t h a t  a substantial  and extended research e f f o r t  
would be  needed t o  produce believable in tegrated es t imates  from appropriately adap-
ted  multiple-frame techniques, 

Alexander and Singh point out t h r e e  other  reasons why applying a multiple-
f rame  approach would present many technical  obstacles t o  making es t imates  of c r i m e  
r a t e s  for small  geographical areas ,  such a s  ci t ies,  r a the r  than for t h e  nation as a 
whole. Their reasons a r e  a s  follows: 

First ,  the  geographic definitions of c r imes  differ  between t h e  
two  surveys. A c r ime  is recorded in t h e  NCS according t o  t h e  
location of t h e  person's residence and in t h e  UCR (typically) 
according t o  t h e  location of t h e  criminal event. If t h e  location 
of t h e  event  happens not  t o  be one of t h e  geographical a reas  
included in the  NCS sample, fur ther  definitional and analyt ic  
problems arise. 

Second, simple dual f r a m e  models assume t h a t  the re  a r e  no 
systemat ic  differences between t h e  units in t h e  overlap tha t  a r e  
in t h e  f irst  f r ame  and those t h a t  a r e  in t h e  second. In t h e  c a s e  
of reported or  nonreported cr ime,  this is not a tenable assump-
tion, again requiring fur ther  complexity in t h e  s ta t is t ica l  
model. 

Finally, t h e  dual-frame approach does not  apply at all  t o  geo-
graphical a reas  tha t  happen not t o  be included in t h e  NCS 
sample. Because the  NCS d a t a  a r e  intended t o  provide national 
es t imates ,  they do not have t o  be, and a r e  not,  representa t ive  
for  small  geographical areas.  Even if a geographical a r e a  is 
included in t h e  NCS sample, t h e  sample s ize  from t h a t  a r e a  may 
be  inadequate t o  yield an  acceptable  sampling error.  UCR data ,  
on t h e  other  hand, a r e  provided by t h e  voluntary cooperation of 



local a g e n c i ~ ~  and traditionally provide small-area es t imates  of 
c r ime  rates.  

Alexander and  Singh suggest two  a l ternat ive  methods t o  t h e  multiple-frame sampling 
approach for  integrating UCR and NCS data ,  especially t o  provide small-area est i-  
mates: synthet ic  es t imat ion and regression estimation. The synthet ic  es t imat ion 
approach has  l i t t le  appeal. Much like cross-tabulation, synthet ic  es t imat ion of c r i m e  
r a t e s  requires est imation from national or  large-area d a t a  for various subcategories of 
victims, say, d i f ferent ia ted according t o  race,  age ,  sex, and general  ca tegor ies  of 
residence. The e s t i m a t e  for a given locality would then be calcula ted simply f rom t h e  
re la t ive  numbers of residents in t h e  various categories. This method does not t a k e  
into account  any local data.  A t  best ,  i t  can  describe what  t h e  c r i m e  r a t e s  would be  in 
t h e  locality if i t  were  somehow average in relat ion t o  other  localities. 

In t h e  regression approach, t h e  detailed reasons for  dispari t ies between t h e  
NCS and t h e  UCR cr ime  counts  a r e  ignored. Instead, t h e  di f ference between t h e  two  
c r i m e  counts  is modeled directly as a function of character is t ics  of t h e  population and 
t h e  jurisdiction. This method could potentially allow t h e  use of UCR d a t a  t o  e s t i m a t e  
t h e  victimization r a t e  t h a t  would be  obtained from t h e  NCS if i t  were  administered in 
a jurisdiction, but i t  does not help much in determining t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which "actualv 
c r i m e  counts  exceed those recorded in official records. 

A Bayesian technique h a t  has been applied t o  small-area es t imates  is known 
as t h e  James-Stein estimator." in this technique, local d a t a  and large-area d a t a  a r e  
combined t o  derive es t imates  for local areas ,  but the  weight a t t a c h e d  t o  t h e  e s t i m a t e  
f rom local d a t a  (e.g., if some NCS sampled households were  in t h e  local jurisdiction) 
depends on t h e  size of t h e  variance of the  es t imate  from local d a t a  alone. For exam- 
ple, if a small  c i ty  happened t o  conta in  t en  respondents t o  t h e  c r i m e  survey, their  d a t a  
would be included in t h e  in tegrated es t imate ,  but without a large weight. If a c i ty  
happened t o  include 450 respondents t o  t h e  NCS, t h e  James-Stein es t imator  would 
automatically give high weight t o  t h e  information obtained f rom them. 

Many technical  and conceptual  complexit ies face those  who would wish t o  
adapt  and apply existing methods t o  the  integration of NCS and UCR data.  Since 
research in this part icular application is only in i t s  infancy, we believe t h a t  a substan-
t i a l  amount of research and field tes t ing of d a t a  collection and validation procedures 
is needed before any agreement  c a n  be  reached a s  t o  a suitable method. 

I1char les  H. Alexander and Rajendra P. Singh, "Some Potent ia l  Uses of UCR 
by NCS t o  Produce Local Estimates," paper presented at t h e  national meetings of t h e  
American ocie ty  of Criminology, November 1984. 

"For example, s e e  B. Efron and C. Morris, "Data Analysis Using Stein's 
Estimator and Its Generalizations," Journal of t h e  American Sta t is t ica l  Association, 
Vol. 70, pp. 311-319, 1975 and R.E. Fay and R.A. Herriot ,  "Estimates of Income for 
Small Places: An Application of James-Stein Procedures t o  Census Data," Journal  of 
t h e  American Statist ical  Association, Vol. 74, pp. 269-277, 1979. 
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This appendix examines issues of t h e  design of a national probability sample  
fo r  t h e  expanded UCR system. Following a brief discussion of t h e  objectives of t h e  
design, we consider such topics a s  t h e  choice of sampling unit, t h e  se lect ion of t h e  
sampling f rame,  s t ra t i f ica t ion of t h e  sample, al location of t h e  sample among s t r a t a ,  
and  t h e  s ize  of t h e  sample. Finally, we discuss possible augmentation of t h e  sample  
within states t o  enable a c c u r a t e  state-level  e s t imates  t o  be made, 

D.1 Objectives 

In designing any sample, t h e  f i rs t  s t e p  should be a determinat ion of t h e  
objectives of t h e  sample. As discussed in Chap te r  6 ,  we recommend t h a t  t h e  Level I1 
component include a l l  P a r t  I1 a s  well as P a r t  I offenses, and t h a t  substantial  deta i led  
incident d a t a  (such a s  victim characterist ics,  victim-offender relationships, e x t e n t  of 
injury, and use of weapon) be  collected on e a c h  incident included in t h e  system. I t  i s  
our recommendation t h a t  t h e  objective of t h e  s a m ~ l edesign for t h e  Level I1 comDo-
nen t  be  t h e  provision of a c c u r a t e  national and regional c r ime  stat ist ics.  ~ d d i t i o n a i l ~ ,  
state-level  e s t imates  could be  m a d e b y  states t h a t  so  desired) by sufficiently 
augmenting t h e  sample within a given state. (See Section D.9.) 

The objective of obtaining a c c u r a t e  national and regional e s t i m a t e s  would 
require a wide variety of s ta t is t ics ,  generally taking one of t h e  following forms: 

t o t a l  numbers of offenses, clearances,  and a r res t s  in P a r t  I1 
offense categories,  as well a s  in P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 subcategories 
defined by t h e  detailed d a t a  (e.g., robberies with serious injury 
t o  t h e  victim); 

proportions of offenses, clearances,  and a r res t s  falling in var-
ious classes (e.g., proportion of rapes  in which t h e  offender is a 
s t ranger  t o  t h e  victim or  proportion of reported aggravated 
assaults  between relat ives t h a t  a r e  c leared by arrest) ;  

differences in c r ime  r a t e s  between years  for offense categor ies  
available only with t h e  expanded system (i.e., P a r t  I1 offenses  
and P a r t  I and P a r t  I1 offense subcategories); or 

means (such a s  mean value of loss by embezzlements) .  

D.2 Sampling Unit 

In any sample, t h e  population e lements  of interest--in this c a s e  P a r t  I and  
P a r t  I1 offenses in t h e  United States--are grouped into sampling units t h a t  cover  t h e  
en t i re  population and do not overlap (in t h e  sense t h a t  every e lement  of t h e  population 
belongs t o  one and only one unit). 

One option of ten is t o  t r e a t  t h e  e lements  themselves--here t h e  individual 
incidents--as t h e  sampling units. This would be  possible for offenses repor ted under 
unit-record reporting. A sample of repor ted offenses could be se lected (wi thout  
regard t o  t h e  reporting agency) and returned t o  t h e  reporting agency for fu r the r  d a t a  
abstraction t o  support the  Level I1 component. While spreading t h e  burden ac ross  
many agencies, this approach has t h e  major disadvantage of requiring implementat ion 
of t h e  system a t  almost 16,000 law enforcement  agencies. Fur ther ,  P a r t  I1 offenses  



would have t o  be  l isted by every agency if these  were  t o  be  included in t h e  Level I1 
component sample  of offenses. 

A f a r  more  natural  and pract ica l  choice--and t h e  choice  w e  recommend--is 
t o  t r e a t  individual local, county, and  state law enforcement  agencies  as t h e  sampling 
units for t h e  incidents occurring within their  jurisdictions. With th is  approach,  a 
sample of law enforcement  agencies would b e  se lected and  d a t a  col lected on incidents 
within t h e  sampled agencies' jurisdictions. (Formally, th is  approach is called c lus te r  
sampling.) This approach has t h e  enormous advantage of requiring implementation at 
only t h e  sampled agencies, which, as will be  discussed, would be  vastly fewer  t h a n  
16,000. 

D.3 Sampling F r a m e  

In any sample design, t h e  sampling f r a m e  is t h e  list of units--in this case t h e  
law enforcement  agencies--from which t h e  sample will be selected.  The c u r r e n t  
agency list maintained by t h e  FBI is recommended as a n  excel lent  f r a m e  from which 
a n  initial sample of agencies could be  drawn. The sample  would need t o  be updated 
periodically t o  re f l ec t  changes in t h e  f rame  as old agencies  ceased t o  exist  and new 
agencies a r e  created.  

Table D.l shows t h e  distribution of agencies in th is  sampling f rame  by popu- 
lation s ize  and degree  of urbanization. Also shown a r e  t h e  corresponding Index c r i m e  
counts. One not ices  immediately t h e  degree  t o  which c r i m e  is concentra ted in a 
relatively few large agencies. In fac t ,  55 percent  of t h e  offenses fal l  within t h e  
jurisdictions of less than 2 percent  of t h e  agencies, those  serving c i t i e s  and count ies  
with populations in excess of 100,000. 

D.4 Stra t i f ica t ion 

A standard technique used in sample design is  strat if ication--the division of 
t h e  population of units  into mutually exclusive and exhaustive subpopulations, e a c h  of 
which is called a stratum--and t h e  selection of a sample  from e a c h  s t ra tum independ- 
ently. There  a r e  two  principal objectives of strat if ication: (1) t o  increase t h e  preci- 
sion of es t imates  for t h e  en t i re  population, and (2) t o  assure  adequately precise est i-  
ma tes  for ce r ta in  subpopulations. To achieve t h e  f i rs t  objective,  t h e  population must 
be divided into s t ra ta ,  each  of which is relatively homogeneous a s  compared t o  t h e  
overall population. To achieve t h e  second, each subpopulation of cr i t ica l  in teres t  
should be made a separa te  s t ra tum (or combination of s t ra ta) ,  and a n  adequately large  
sample allocated t o  it. 

Three variables--population size, degree  of urbanization, and geographic 
region--suggest themselves as potential  s t ra t i f ica t ion variables. Population s ize  is 
probably t h e  most important of these  for improving t h e  precision of national and 
regional est imates.  For example,  in es t imat ing national counts  of P a r t  I1 offenses, 
counts within an  agency would obviously be corre la ted with t h e  s i ze  of t h e  jurisdiction 
t h a t  t h e  agency serves. St ra t i f ica t ion by population s ize  would make  t h e  variat ion in 
agency offense or a r r e s t  counts within each  s t ra tum much smaller  than t h e  variat ion 
across agencies generally. 

Degree of urbanization has potential  importance as a s t ra t i f ica t ion variable 
for two reasons. First ,  c r ime  r a t e s  a r e  highly corre la ted with degree  of urbanization, 
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Table D.l 


LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES IN SAMPLING FRAME BY POPULATION 

SIZE AND DEGREE OF URBANIZATION 


Agencies 	 Crime Index 


Group 	 Number Percent Number Percent 


Cities 


-> 100,000 182 1.1 5,082,000 44.5 

50,000 - 99,999 304 1.8 1,166,000 10.2 

25,000 - 49,999 653 3.9 1,186,000 10.4 

10,000 - 24,999 1,695 10.0 1,084,000 9.5 

< 10,000 8,762 51.8 881,000 7.7 


Suburban counties 


-> 100,000 102 0.6 983,000 8.6 

25,000-99,999 353 2.1 374,000 3.3 

10,000-24,999 17 7 1 .O } 135,000 1.2 

< 10,000 1,016 6.0 


Rural counties 


-> 100,000 2 0.0 } 215,000 1.9 

25,000-99,999 325 1.9 

10,000-24,999 959 5.7 175,000 1.5 

< 10,000 2,375 14.0 131,000 1.1 


othera 	 8 0.0 


Total 	 16,913 100.0 11,432,000 100.0 


Sources: 	Computations from FBI 1983, Return A file and from Crime in the United 

States, 1983, Table 13. 


Note: 	 Crime Index counts are for agencies reporting; no adjustment is made for 

nonreporting agencies. 


a~ncludes four state police agencies and four agencies in U.S. Possessions. 
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s o  t h a t  s t ra t i f ica t ion in th is  dimension would increase t h e  precision of many 
estimates.  As shown in Table D.2, t h e  Index c r ime  r a t e  is 6,406 per 100,000 in ci t ies,  
whereas in rura l  count ies  i t  is only 1,990 per 100,000. Secondly, since i t  is of national 
in teres t  t o  understand t h e  na tu re  of c r ime  in both urban and  rura l  areas ,  separa te  
es t imates  a r e  highly desirable and could be bes t  assured by s t ra t i f ica t ion in this 
dimension. 

Finally, if indeed w e  wish t o  be able  t o  make  separa te  es t imates  of adequate  
precision, geographic region should be used, at leas t  for t h e  four major regions of t h e  
U.S.--the Northeast ,  t h e  North Centra l ,  t h e  South, and t h e  West. St ra t i f ica t ion in this 
dimension should also increase t h e  precision of many es t imates ,  s ince  c r ime  r a t e s  
d i f fer  f rom one region t o  another  (as  shown in Table D.3, f rom 4,768 I dex c r imes  per 
100,000 in t h e  North Cen t ra l  t o  6,358 per 100,000 in t h e  West in 1983). !? 

The choice  of t h e  number of s t r a t a  t o  def ine  With these  variables must 
depend in pa r t  on t h e  t o t a l  sample s ize  t o  be used. If w e  were  t o  assume a sample s ize  
of perhaps 500 t o  1,000 agenc'es,  a s t ra t i f ica t ion such as t h a t  shown in Table D.4 
might be a reasonable ch0ice . j  Agencies serving populations over 100,000 a r e  not 
subdivided further,  under t h e  assumption t h a t  a l l  of these  agencies  would be  included 
in t h e  sample (see  Section D.7). 

Method of Estimation 

Another aspec t  of t h e  sample design t h a t  must be  considered is t h e  method 
of est imation,  which in some instances c a n  have large  e f f e c t s  on t h e  precision of 
est imates.  For example,  in es t imat ing to ta l  national coun ts  (or, equivalently, ra tes)  
for a given offense category,  at least  th ree  poss'Ib le  e s t imates  could be used. 
(Formulas for these  es t imates  a r e  shown in Table D.5. ) One is a n  unbiased es t imate ,  
which is simply a weighted sum of t h e  counts  within e a c h  s t ra tum,  where t h e  weights 
a r e  t h e  inverses of t h e  sampling r a t e s  for agencies within e a c h  s t ra tum.  The two  
o thers  a r e  so-called ra t io  es t imates  t h a t  a t t e m p t  t o  t a k e  advantage of correlation 
between t h e  variables of in teres t  (in this case ,  t h e  offense  count)  and a n  auxiliary 
variable known for a l l  agencies whether included in t h e  sample  or  not. The auxiliary 
variable t h a t  we have in mind for possible use is t h e  s ize  of t h e  population served by 
individual agencies. One  of these  es t imates ,  called a separa te  ra t io  es t imate ,  uses 
rat ios of to ta l  offense  counts  in sampled agencies t o  t o t a l  population of sampled 
agencies within e a c h  s t r a t u m  t o  derive a national e s t imate .  Each ra t io  is multiplied 
by t h e  t o t a l  population of a l l  agencies in t h e  s t ra tum,  and  these  products a r e  summed 
t o  obtain t h e  national es t imate .  The other ,  t h e  combined ra t io  es t imate ,  uses instead 
t h e  ra t io  of t h e  es t imated  national offense count  (based on t h e  unbiased e s t i m a t e  
discussed above) t o  t h e  national population a s  es t imated  f rom t h e  sampled agencies. 
This ra t io  is multiplied by t h e  known national population t o  obtain t h e  es t imated  

'FBI, Cr ime  in t h e  United Sta tes ,  1983, pp. 44-48. 

'A more nearly optimal choice could be made in t h e  final design using 
regression analysis t o  examine the  amount  of variat ion explained by each s t ra t i f i -  
ca t ion variable. 

3 ~ e e ,William G. Cochran,  Sampling Techniques (New York: John Wiley and 
Sons), 1977, pp. 164-165 and p. 270. 



Table D.2 


InRX CRIME RATE PER 100,000 

BY DEGREE OF URBANIZATION 


Urbanization Crime rate 


Cities 6,406 

Suburban counties 3,734 

Rural counties 1,990 

- -

Overall I 5,346 

Source: Computed from Crime in the 

United States, 1983, Table 13. 
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Table D.3 

INDEX CRIME BATE PER 100,000 

BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION 


Region 	 Crime rate 


North Central 


Northeast 


South 


West 


Overall 


Source: 	 Computed from Crime in the 
United States, 1983,  Table 3 .  



Table D.4 

STRATIFICATION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY SAKPLING FRAME 

BY POPULATION SIZE, DEGREE OF URBANIZATION, AND GEOGRAPHIC REGION 


Stratum Northeast  North Cen t r a l  South West To ta l  

C i t i e s  and coun t i e s  -> 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 ~  3 4 54 120 82 290 

Cities 50,000 - 99,999 8 7 7 7 60 80 304 

Cities 25,000 - 49,999 181 189 145 138 65 3 

C i t i e s  10,000 - 24,999 572 509 415 199 1,695 

C i t i e s  < 10,000 2,264 2,229 3,151 1,118 8,762 

Suburban coun t i e s  25,000 - 99,999 44 116 163 30 35 3 

Suburban c o u n t i e s  10,000 - 24,999 2 5 5 4 88 10 177 

Suburban c o u n t i e s  < 10,000 42 3 90 381 122 1,016 

Rural coun t i e s  25,000 - 99,999 4 7 8 2 149 47 32 5 

Rural coun t i e s  10,000 - 24,999 3 3 35 3 488 85 95 9 

Rural coun t i e s  < 10,000 274 639 1,125 337 2,375 

To ta l  3,984 4,392 6,285 2,248 16,909 

Source: Computations from FBI 1983 Return A f i l e .  

Note: Excludes fou r  agenc i e s  i n  U.S. Possessions.  

' ~ n c l u d e s  f o u r  s t a t e  p o l i c e  agencies .  



Table D.5 


ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATES 


Notation 


H = number of strata 

Nh = number of agencies in stratum h in population 

nh = number of agencies in stratum h in sample 

yh = total number of offenses of a specified type in all sampled 
agencies in stratum h 

xh = total population served by all sampled agencies in stratum h 

Xh = total population served by all agencies in stratum h 

X = total population 

A 

Unbiased estimate (Y )u 


Separate ratio estimate (iRs 


A 

Combined ratio estimate 
(YRc ) 

H 

where X 
A 

= 'i -*R x 
u L hh= 1 "h 




national offense  count. 

The final sample design work should examine t h e  precision of a l t e r n a t i v e  
es t imators  for  e a c h  of t h e  various classes of es t imates  t o  be made. In t h e  following 
discussion, w e  assume use of t h e  unbiased es t imate ,  recognizing t h a t  a r a t i o  e s t i m a t e  
may improve t h e  precision of some estimates.  In fac t ,  preliminary analyses did  
indicate t h a t  t h e  ra t io  es t imates  would somet imes yield increased precision. 

D.6 Allocation of Sample 

Sampling theory indicates t h e  optimal allocation of a sample  among strata 
for est imating a mean (or to ta l )  over t h e  en t i re  population for a variable Y, t h e  allo- 
cation depending on t h e  form of es t imator  used. For t h e  unbiased e s t i m a t e ,  t h e  
optimal al location is t h a t  which assigns t o  s t ra tum h a sample s ize  nh proportional t o  
the  quantity, W sh/r 'F where Wh is t h e  weight associated with s t r a t u m  h and  is equa l  
t o  t h e  proportian of akencies in t h e  population in s t ra tum h, Sh is t h e  s tandard devia- 
tion of t h e  variable Y within s t ra tum h, and ch is t h e  cos t  per unit of d a t a  col lect ion 
in s t ra tum h. (If cos ts  a r e  equal across  s t ra ta ,  t h e  denominator c a n  be  ignored.) 

This result  is not specifically applicable t o  t h e  c a s e  at hand, since,  as dis-
cussed earl ier ,  w e  wish t o  e s t i m a t e  a variety of quanti t ies,  and t h e  Sh will d i f fer  f r o m  
one variable of in teres t  t o  another.  However, only t h e  re la t ive  s izes  of t h e  Sh, a n d  
not t h e  absolute levels, a f f e c t  t h e  allocation, and t h e  re la t ive  s izes  of t h e  Sh might  
reasonably be  expected t o  be roughly similar from one variable of in teres t  t o  ano- 
ther. Indeed, a n  analysis of t h e  Sh for t h e  seven original Index offenses  suggests th i s  
is so. For example,  t h e  rat ios of the  S for burglary t o  t h e  Sh for  t h e  Index offenses  
as a whole ranged from only .224 t o  .3& across  t h e  t e n  population groups f rom which 
agencies would be sampled. 

Further,  moderately sized deviations t o m  t h e  optimal al location usually 
have small e f f e c t  on t h e  precision of es t imates .  Thus, one might reasonably use as 
t h e  basis of allocation t h e  Sh fo r  a lmost  any offense count variable. A par t icular ly  
good choice is likely t o  be the  Index c r i m e  count,  as i t  will r e f l ec t  c r i m e  counts  m o r e  
generally than any single offense variable. One would use t h e  Sh for t h e  Index c r i m e  
count for t h e  most recently available year at t h e  t i m e  t h e  allocation is made. In th i s  
section, we show an  allocation based on t h e  Sh for t h e  Cr ime  Index coun ts  for  1983 
and examine t h e  precision of t h e  resulting es t imates .  

For simplicity of computation,  we have disregarded t h e  geographic s t ra t i f i -  
cation. Since region is corre la ted with c r ime  ra tes ,  t h e  e f f e c t  of this will be  t o  un- 
deres t imate  t h e  precision of es t imates  t h a t  would be obtained were  this s t ra t i f i ca t ion  
taken into account,  and t o  overes t imate  somewhat t h e  required sample sizes. 

In allocating the  sample, we have assumed t h a t  a l l  agencies  serving jurisdic- 
tions of at leas t  100,000 people will be included. We have done so for several  reasons,  
but t h e  consequences in t e rms  of reduction in the  precision of national and regional 
es t imates  a s  compared with a n  unconstrained optimal al location would have t o  b e  
examined before making any f inal  decision in this regard. One  reason for including a l l  
of these  agencies is tha t  the  optimal al location would undoubtedly sample  a la rge  

4~bid. ,  pp. 115-1 17. 



fraction of t h e m  and, for a sufficiently large to ta l  sample size, would in fact include 
them all. Second, if most of these  agencies a r e  t o  be sampled in any case, i t  may b e  
advantageous, in t e r m s  of securing t h e  cooperation of these  agencies,  t o  ask t h a t  a l l  

" contribute,  Third, these  agencies  a r e  generally expected t o  be  able  t o  supply Level I1 
d a t a  at relat ively l i t t l e  cos t  t o  themselves and in t h e  form (tapes) t h a t  is most easily 
processed by t h e  UCR Program. Finally, d a t a  from these  agencies  a r e  of par t icular  
import, s ince  c r ime  is more  prevalent in large metropoli tan areas ,  and  i t  will be  of 
in teres t  t o  make  es t imates  specifically for this group of agencies. 

Table D.6 shows t h e  optimal llocation among s t r a t a ,  assuming 100 percen t  
sampling of t h e  over-100,000 stratum,'and percentage sampling r a t e s  when t h e  addi- 
tional sample s ize  a l located t o  a l l  o ther  s t r a t a  is 500. Put t ing as ide  t h e  290 agencies  
sampled in t h e  over-100,000 s t ra tum,  one sees  in t h e  f i rs t  column t h a t  71 percent  of 
t h e  additional sample is a l located t o  c i t ies  and t h e  remaining 29 percent  t o  suburban 
and rural  counties. From a dif ferent  perspective, one finds 40 percen t  al located t o  
agencies serving c i t i e s  and counties with populations between 25,000 and 100,000, 
20 percent  a l located t o  agencies in jurisdictions with populations between 10,000 a n d  
25,000, and 40 percent  a l located t o  agencies serving smaller  populations. 

. . 
sampling r a t e s  within s t r a t a  for a n  additional sample  s ize  of 500 range f rom 

1.6 t o  21. Generally, t h e  r a t e s  a r e  higher in t h e  s t r a t a  for agencies  serving larger  
populations, and  they a r e  also higher in s t r a t a  for c i t i e s  than  for counties. The fo rmer  
f a c t  r e f l ec t s  g rea te r  within-strata variability, while t h e  l a t t e r  r e f l ec t s  both g r e a t e r  
variability and g rea te r  numbers of agencies. 

D.7 Sample Size  
C 

One of t h e  major issues t o  be addressed in designing any sample  is t h e  cho ice  
of sample size--the ul t imate  choice  representing a trade-off between costs  and t h e  
precision of es t imates  (or t h e  power of s ta t is t ica l  tests). Table D.7 shows t h e  e f f e c t s  
of a l ternat ive  sample sizes on t h e  precision of es t imated  c r i m e  r a t e s  for a range of 
offenses of varying frequency of occurrence.  The first  column of t h e  table  gives t h e  
sample size t o  be allocated among al l  s t r a t a  except  the  s t r a t u m  of c i t i e s  and count ies  
over 100,000. In addition, a l l  290 agencies in t h e  l a t t e r  s t r a t u m  a r e  assumed t o  b e  
sampled. The second column gives t h e  to ta l  sample s ize  a s  t h e  sum of these. T h e  
remaining columns give t h e  standard error  of es t imated c r i m e  r a t e s  for Index offenses  
a s  a group, a s  well a s  for burglary, aggravated assault ,  forcible rape,  and murder  
considered individually. Standard e r ro rs  a r e  given both in absolute value and a s  a 
percentage of t h e  corresponding ra te ,  Standard errors  c a n  be t ransla ted directly in to  
95 percent confidence intervals by multiplying by 1.96. For example,  if the  es t imated  
c r ime  r a t e  were  5,000 per 100,000 and the  standard error  were  100, we would be 95 
percent ce r ta in  t h a t  t h e  t rue  r a t e  was between 5,000 2 196, t h a t  is, between 4,804 and  
5,196. Fur ther ,  if t h e  standard error  a s  a percentage of t h e  r a t e  were  2.0 percent ,  w e  
would be 95 percent  ce r ta in  t h a t  t h e  es t imated r a t e  was within 3.9 percent  of the  t r u e  
rate.  

P a r t  I offenses a r e  used in this table  because d a t a  were  available from FBI 
files t o  allow direct  computation of t h e  variances of e s t i m a t e s  for these  offenses. 
Since ac tua l  counts of P a r t  I offenses would be available f rom t h e  Level I component,  

5 ~ h i ss t ra tum also includes four s t a t e  police agencies. 



Table D.6 


SAMPLE ALLOCATION AND SAMPLING RATES 


Percent ' Percentage 
allocated sampling 

Stratum to stratuma ratebl 

Cities and counties -> 100,000 - 100.0 

Cities 50,000 - 99,999 12.8 21.1 

Cities 25,000 - 49,999 . 15.7 12.0 

Cities 10,000 - 24,999 16.5 4.9 

Cities < 10,000 26.4 1.5 

Suburban counties 25,000 - 99,999 6.9 9.8 

'Suburban counties 10,000 - 24,999 0.8 2.3 

Suburban counties < 10,000 4.3 2.1 

Rural counties 25,000 - 99,999 4.6 7.1 

Rural counties 10,000 - 24,999 3.1 1.6 

Rural counties < 10,000 8.9 1.9 

-Total 100.0 


a~gnores allocation to stratum of cities and counties over 100,000 sampled at 

100 percent. 


b~ampling rates shown are for an additional sample size of 500 over and above the 

290 assigned to the stratum of cities and counties over 100,000; rates for other 

additional sample sizes are proportional. 
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t h e  Level I1 component would actually be more  useful for es t imat ing t h e  f requency o f  
P a r t  I1 offenses. However, t h e  precision of es t imates  for P a r t  I1 offenses is e x p e c t e d  
t o  be quite c lose  t o  t h e  precision shown here  for P a r t  I offenses of similar f r e q u e n c y  
of occurrence. 

Table D.7 indicates important increases in t h e  precision of e s t i m a t e s  as one 
increases t h e  sample  size for t h e  additional s t r a t a  f rom 100 t o  800, and perhaps sur-
prisingly small  differences across offense categories.  For Index offenses considered as  
a whole, t h e  s tandard error  expressed a s  a percentage of t h e  r a t e  decreases  f rom 3.6 
percent t o  1.2 percent.  For burglary and aggravated assault,  t h e  pe rcen t  s t a n d a r d  
errors  a r e  just slightly larger. For t h e  leas t  f requent  of t h e  offenses  considered-- 
forcible rape  and  murder--the percent standard errors  a r e  significantly g rea te r .  For 
murder, they range from 6.6 percent with 100 agencies in t h e  additional s t r a t a ,  t o  2.2 
with 800 agencies. 

The precision of es t imates  for t h e  u l t imate  sample design will, w i t h o u t  
doubt, be b e t t e r  than those shown in Table D.7, for several  reasons. Fi rs t ,  as a l r e a d y  
noted, these  figures do not t ake  into account  t h e  substratif ication by g e o g r a p h i c  
region, which would reduce t h e  within-strata variance and hence increase precis ion.  
Secondly, t h e  design can and should be refined when a b e t t e r  idea of t h e  t o t a l  s a m p l e  
size is known, by examining t h e  choice of number of s t r a t a  a s  well as t h e  popula t ion  
cut-offs dividing s t ra ta .  With sufficiently large sample sizes, breaking t h e  s t r a t a  i n t o  
finer population divisions would almost certainly increase precision. A f u r t h e r  
increase in precision could likely be obtained by assignment of agencies  such as the 
county field off ices  of s t a t e  police (currently grouped with county agencies  s e r v i n g  
populations less than 10,000) t o  their  own s t ra ta .  Also, a s  discussed previously, u s e  o f  
one of t h e  ra t io  es t imates  might provide g r e a t e r  precision than t h e  u n b i a s e d  
estimate.  Finally, if t h e  (unconstrained) optimal allocation would sample  t h e  o v e r -  
100,000 s t r a t u m  at less than 100 percent,  overall precision would be  improved if we 
were not t o  insist on including a l l  such agencies in t h e  sample. This could m a k e  a 
large di f ference for small sample sizes. 

In Section D.1, we identified four classes of es t imates  t o  be made  with e x -
panded system data.  Thus fa r  we have considered t h e  precision of only one  c lass--  
es t imates  of numbers of offenses, clearances,  and arrests--which w e  have examined  b y  
transforming them into r a t e s  per 100,000 population. Before finalizing any decis ion o n  
t h e  size of t h e  sample, t h e  precision of each  type  of e s t i m a t e  at both nat ional  a n d  
regional levels should be considered. Examination of t h e  precision of e s t i m a t e s  o f  
differences between years is particularly important,  a s  such es t imates  a r e  of c r i t i c a l  
interest. From the  analysis presented here,  we would recommend a sample  s ize  o f  at 
least 600 t o  800 agencies. 

Sample Rotation 

Inclusion in t h e  sample of agencies se lected for part icipation might u l t i -  
mately result  in some systemat ic  differences between these  agencies  and/or  t h e i r  
jurisdictions and the  agencies and jurisdictions not included. Such di f ferences  w o u l d  
result if, for example, the  additional d a t a  and analyses produced for such d e p a r t m e n t s  
ultimately led t o  greater  police effectiveness in reducing t h e  incidence of c r i m e  or t o  
increasing t h e  number of a r res t s  in t h e  se lected jurisdictions. One  might a lso  i m a g i n e  
tha t  t h e  additional information from t h e  expanded system might result  in i n c r e a s e d  
press coverage, and tha t  such coverage might cause  changes in t h e  behavior of e i t h e r  
victims or offenders. Victims, for example,  might repor t  offenses more  f r e q u e n t l y  
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than  previously. 

If such differences did develop, e s t imates  based on a fixed sample  of 
agencies would be  biased. The se lected agencies would no  longer be  representa t ive  of 
t h e  nonselected agencies. 

In order t o  assure t h a t  t h e  es t imates  remain unbiased, w e  recommend t h a t  
t h e  sample be  slowly ro ta ted  (i.e., changed). Agencies in s t r a t a  sampled a t  100 per- 
c e n t  would be unaffected,  since such agencies a r e  necessarily included. In s t r a t a  
sampled at less than 100 percent,  a small  proportion of t h e  sampled agencies would be 
replaced by a new sample of agencies on a periodic basis. As a n  example,  perhaps 10 
percent of t h e  sample might be  ro ta ted  every five years. Analyses should be 
conducted periodically t o  compare  t h e  newly sampled agencies  with t h e  originally 
sampled agencies for t h e  e x t e n t  of any systemat ic  differences.  The result  of these  
analyses would be  used t o  determine t h e  frequency and e x t e n t  of ro ta t ion necessary t o  
assure t h a t  any bias in t h e  es t imates  is negligible. 

D.9 State-Level Augmentation of Sample 

While t h e  principal purpose of t h e  Level I1 component should be, in our view, 
obtaining accura te  national and regional es t imates ,  individual state programs may 
wish t o  be  able t o  make a c c u r a t e  state-level  e s t i m a t e s  a s  well. Expected sample sizes 
fo r  t h e  Level I1 component sufficient  for national and regional e s t imates  would not 
generally be adequate  for state-level  es t imates .  The system should be  designed t o  
enable such s t a t e s  t o  augment  t h e  national sample by selecting additional agencies 
within t h e  s t a t e  sufficient  in number t o  allow precise state-level  e s t imates  t o  be 
made. Some s t a t e s  might well wish t o  collect  Level I1 d a t a  for a l l  agencies  within t h e  
state. The national system must be  designed t o  allow for this. 

A separa te  issue is whether or not such addit ional Level 11-type d a t a  should 
be forwarded t o  t h e  national level, processed, analyzed, and published. We have no 
recommendation now on this issue, a s  i ts  resolution should depend on both available 
resources at the  national level and t h e  results  of audits  of both t h e  Level I and Level I1 
components, which would indicate any differences in accuracy between t h e  two. 

D. 10 Summary of Sample Design 

The sample for Level I1 would probably include a l l  agencies serving 
populations of 100,000 or  more  plus a sample of perhaps smaller  agencies  s t ra t i f ied  by 
region and size. This sample would be suff ic ient  for regional and  national e s t i m a t e s  
and could be augmented by s t a t e  UCR programs t o  provide state-level  es t imates .  
However, details  of this sample design should be reexamined before final 
implementation. In part icular,  t h e  issue of sample s ize  needs t o  be  investigated with 
respect  t o  t h e  precision of es t imates  of proportion of offenses, c learances ,  and a r res t s  
falling in various classes and differences in c r i m e  r a t e s  between years  for offense  
categories available only in t h e  Level I1 component. The final decision should also 
ref lect  more precise information on t h e  availability of resources. 
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