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Violent Victimization ?

Abstract
In order to understand the characteristics of juvenile victimization, explicit comparisons between the
victimization of juveniles and adults need to be made. In this paper, rates of violent victimizations of youth
aged 12 to 17 and adults were compared using the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), an annual
. survey of 50,000 American households administered by the U.S. Bureau of Census on behalf of the U S,
Department of Justice. Analyses with 1994 data revealed that Juveniles were substantially more likely than
adults to be victims of violent crimes and suffer from a crime related injury. Large disparities between
Juveniles and adults were present for both males and females, Whites and Blacks, and persons from different
types of localities. Moreover, juvenile victims were more likely than adult victims to know their offenders.

Some characteristics of the NCVS may result in an underestimate of the disproportionate youth victimizations.
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Violent Victimization of Youth versus Adults in the National Crime Victimization Survey

Most of the recent public concern about youth and crime has focused on youth as perpetrators. But
public and policy awareness has devoted much less attention to another key fact about youth: that it is also a
time of heightened vulnerability for crime victimizations. Juveniles are among the most highly victimized
segments of the U.S. population. One of the reasons why this reality has not gained more attention is that crime
victimization data are often not presented in a way that contrasts the experience of youth and adults. Thus in
this paper, we will contrast the rates of different types of violent victimization among youth (12- to 17-year-
olds) and adults (18-year-clds and above} using a national survey on criminal victimization.

While under eighteen 1s the conventional definition of childhood, many statistical publications in the
past have not used thus cut-off (Macguire & Pastore, 1995). For instance, the National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS), the nation’s most important source of crime statistics has not until recently provided analyses
of juvenile crime victimization using this demarcation (Perkins & Klaus, 1996; Perkins, Klaus, Bastian, &
Cohen, 1996). Instead, age of victim has been divided into seven categories including one 12-13 and another
16-19. However, “under eighteen” is an important demarcation to use because it is the legal definition of a
Jjuvenile and rr‘105t public policies concerning youth, including a great deal within the criminal justice system,
1s based on this demarcation. Eighteen is also frequently the age at thich youth graduate from high school,
and so it marks a significant change in lifestyles and responsibilities.

Another factor that has inhibited greater recognition of the problem of juvenile crime victimization has
been a tendency to minimize its seriousness, even when statistics about its frequency have been available. For
example, Garofalo, Siegel, and Laub (1987), reviewing the data from the NCVS on youth victimizations,
expressed concern that what was being counted as crimes against youth might consist of trivial events,
particularly peer assaults, that were a watering down of the concept of crime. Such events, they commented,
“although unpleasant and perhaps frightening, are not as alarming as suggested by the labels ‘assault’ and

¢S

robbery™ (Garofalo et al., 1987, p. 331). Cultural stercotypes do scem to consider peer assaults in schools,
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for example, as less intrinsic‘ally serious than behaviorally equivalent peer assaults between adults in the
workplace, but that does not necessarily mean that youth victimizations entail less injury, less physical threat
and any fewer medical or psychological consequences. Thus, in this paper we also seck to document and
compare the seriousness the violent victimizations occurring to youth (12- to 17-year-olds) and aduits (1 8-year-
olds and above). All together, we will examine the following: 1) the rates of crime victimization injury of
Juveniles and adults; as well as 2) the rates of victimization among youth and adults by gender, ethnicity,
locality of residence, and relationship to the offender; and 3) the rates of reporting of victimizations of youth

and adults to police.

Method
National Crime Victimization Survey

The data for this articles come from the NCVS. The NCVS, previously known as the National Crime
Survey (NCS), is an annual survey of 50,000 American houscholds administered by the U.S. Burcau of the
Census on behalf of the U.S. Department of Justice. The NCVS has consistently obtained a very high response
rate of about 95% and the large sample size allows calculation of rates for relatively rare types and subtypes
of crime. |

The NCVS has been conducted since 1973 to collect detailed information about the victims and
consequences of crime in the United States. In addition to demographic information, such as age, gender,
ethnicity, and income, the NCVS gathers such information as the relationship between victim and oifende{,
whether the crime was reported to police, and reasons for not reporting the crime. American citizens 12 years
of age and older living in households and group quarters within the United States and the District of Columbia
are cligible as respondents for the survey. Individuals who are in institutions, ¢crews of v;ssels, or members
of the armed forces living in military barracks are excluded from the survey. The Census Bureau selects

respondents for the NCVS using a “rotating panel” sample design. Households are randomly selected each
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month and all eligible individuals become part of the panel.

Once in the sample, respondents are interviewed seven times. There is a baseline interview (which is
not included in the data set) and then six follow-up interviews (one every six months for three years). During
the interview, respondents are asked whether they have been victimized during the six month time prior to the
interview. The first and fifth interviews are done in person and the rest by telephone, some of which are done
using CATI (Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing). After the seventh interview, the household is
removed from the panel and a new household is rotated into the sample.

In order to gain more accurate information regarding difficult-to-measure crimes like domestic
violence, rape and sexual assault, the survey was recently redesigned. All households received the new
redesigned survey in 1994 and the results reported in this study are based on data taken from the NCVS for
that year.

The data set being used in this analysis 1s the “incident-level” file which contains all incidents reported
from the redesigned survey during 1994‘ Although each incident is linked to a particular victim, the unit of
analysis for this data is the incident rather than the victim. The NCVS defines “incident” as “[a] specific
criminal act nvolving one or more victims and offenders.. Hence, one incident may comprise several
victimizations” (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, pp. 963) and a victim also could report more than one
incident. However, series crimes were omitted from this analysis. The NCVS defines series crimes as six or
more incidents of crime (within a six-month reference period) that are similar in nature, of which the respondent
1s unable to furnish details of each incident separately. Thc majority of juveniles and adults (79.8% and 83.6%,
respectively) in this dataset reported only one incident.

The final sample included 18,889 respondents in which 2772 were juveniles from age 12 to 17 and
16,117 were adult 18 and older. Among juveniles, the data set included 481 twelve-year olds, 468 thirteen-
year-olds, 474 fourteen-year-olds, 449 fifteen-year-olds, 461 sixteen-year-olds, and 439 seventeen-year-olds.

The different age groups were represented in proportion to their numbers in the general population.
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Measurement

Viglent Crime. The “violent crime™ category was divided into three categories: “rape/sexual assault,”
“robbery,” and “assault.”

Rape/Sexual Assault. The “répe/sexual assault” category included: completed and attempted rape,
sexual attack with serious or minor assault, sexual assault without injury, unwanted sexual contact without
force, and verbal threat of rape or sexual assault. The NCVS defined “rape” as:

Forced sexual intercourse and includes both psychological coercion as well as physical
force. Forced sexual intercourse means vaginal, anal, or oral penetration by the offender(s).
This category also includes incidents wherc the penctration 1s from a foreign object such as
a bottle. (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, p. 998).
“Sexual assault” was defined as:

A wide range of victimizations, separate from rape or attempted rape. These crimes include
attacks or attempted attacks generally involving (unwanted) sexual contact between victim
and offender. Sexual assaults may or may not involve force, such as grabbing or fondling,
for example. Sexual assault also includes verbal threats. (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics,
pp. 1011-1012).

Robbery. The “robbery” category included the following crime categories: Completed robbery with
injury from serious or minor assault, completed robbery without injury from minor assault, attempted robbery
with injury from serious or minor assault, and attempted robbery without injury. The NCVS defined “robbery”
as: “completed or attempted theft, directly from a person, of property or cash by force or threat of force, with

or without a weapon™ (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, p. 1003).

Assault. The NCVS defined “assault” as: “an unlawful physical attack, whether aggravated or simple,

upon a person” (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, p. 933) and classified the severity of assaults into two major
sub-categories: Simple assault and aggravated assault. “Simple assault” was defined as: “an attack without
a weapon resulting cither in minor injury (e.g., bruises, black eyes, cuts, scratches, swelling) or in undetermined
injury requiring less than two days of hospitalization” (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, p. 934). Attempted

assault without a weapon and verbal threat of assault also were included in the NCVS definition of “simple
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assault.” “Aggravated assault” was defined as “an attack or attempted attack with a weapon, regardless of
whether or not an injury occurred, and attack without a weapon when serious injury results™ (p. 934). Rape,
attempted rape, sexual assaults, and attacks involving theft or attempted theft were excluded.

Injurv. To examine if they were injured, victims were asked “What were the injuries you suffered, if
any?” (no=0, yes=1). To assess the extent of injury incurred, injury was classified into the following seven
categories: 1) bruises, black eye, cuts, scratches, swelling, and chipped teeth; 2) knife or stab wounds; 3} gun
shot or bullet wounds; 4) other weapons injury; 5} broken bones or teeth; 6) internal injuries or knocked
unconscious; and 7) other injuries.

Medical Treatment. To examine if injured victims were hospitalized, victims were asked, “Were you
injured to the extent that you received any medical care, including self treatment?” (no=0, yes=1). To assess
whether they were hospitalized, the injured victims were asked, “Did you stay overnight in the hospital?” (no=0,
yes=1).

Victim-Offender Relationship  In this paper, the victim-offender relationship was examined for only

single-offender incidents. To assess if the respondent knew the offender, the respondent was asked, “Would
you be able to recognize the offender if you saw himvher?” If the response was affirmative, the respondent then
was asked, “How well did you know the offender? By sight only, casual acquaintance or well known?” If the
victim knew the offender well, the respondent was asked, “How did you know the offender? For example, was
the offender a friend, cousin, etc.?” The responses were categorized as: 1) spouse at the time of the incident,
2) ex-spouse at the time of the incident, 3) parent or step-parent, 4) own child or step-child, 5) sibling, 6) other
relative, 7) boyfriend, girlfriend, or ex-boy/girlfriend, 8) friend or ex-friend, 9) roommate or boarder, 10)
schoolmate, 11) neighbor, 12) someone at work or customer, and 13) other non-relative. A variable of victim-
offender relationship then was constructed containing three categdrics: stranger, sight only, and known (whiph
induded both casual acquaintance and well known).

Localitv. The classification of urban, suburban, and rural areas are based on classification criteria
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called the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). MSA is defined by the U.S. Office of Management and
Budget as:

1) a city has a population of at least 50,000; or 2) the Census Bureau defines an urbanized

area of at least 50,000 people with a total metropolitan population of at least 100,000 (or

75,000 in New England). (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, pp. 975-976).

Furthermore,

The Census Burcaus’ definition of urbanized areas, data on commuting to work, and the strength of
the economic and social ties between the surrounding counties and the central city determine which
counties not containing a main city are included in an MSA. For New England, MSAs are determined
by a core area and related cities and towns, not counties. A metropolitan statistical area may contain
more than one city of 50,000 and may cross State lines. (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics, p. 976).

The NCVS uses the 1980 MSA status. In our study, we refer to a central city of an MSA as an urban area, an

MSA but not in central city as a suburban area, and not an MSA as a rural area.

Data Analysis

Data analyses were conducted using the SPSS mainframe statistical package and Minitab statistical
program. Although the NCVS data are often presented without statistical tests (Perkins &Klaus, 1996; Perkins
et al., 1996), it is a probability sample and chi-square analyses can and should be conducted to determine
whether differences betweer.x Juvenile and adult victimization rates for different types of personal crimes were
likely due to a chance. Instead of a simple random sample, the NCVS uses a stratified, multistage cluster
sample. Because of this complex sampling, the effects of this design must be taken into consideration when
conducting significance tests. Pointing out that, “variance estimates must be adjusted upward to account for
any correlation which may exist between respondents in any given cluster area” (p. 97), Bachman and Coker
(1995) estimated the design effect for the NCVS to be approximately 192 for personal crimes of violence. Thus,

the chi-square statistics reported in this study were first divided by 1.92 before significance was assessed.
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Weighted Data. In a large survey data representing the total population, weights are commonly used

to obtain population estimates of particular events. For the NCVS data, its sample cases also can be converted
to population estimates using a weight created by the U.S. Burcau of Census. (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics,
p. 66). For different types of analysis, the NCVS provides three classes of weights: household weight, personal
weight, and incident weight. For our study, the person weight was selected to compute estimates of crime
victimizations of persons in the total population. (See the NCVS Codebook (U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics,

1996) for more weighing information.)

Results

Youth versus Adult Rates. The first row of Table 1 shows that the overall violent crime victimization

rate for youth 12- to 17-years of age in 1994 was 2.7 times hjgher than the rate for adults. The 2 x 2 chi-
squares were significant for overall violent crime victimization rate (sz =18.96, p <.01). Among the three
different types of crime, the assault rate for- youth was significantly different than the assault rate for adults (3%,
=1724,p< .Ql). Specifically, the simple assault rate of youth was 2.9 times higher than the rate for adults
(%1, = 13.04, p < .01). It was almost four times as high for simple assault with injury (x*,, =4.31, p < .05)
and three times as high for simple assault without injury (%%, = 6.01, p < .05).

Youth versus Adult Rates by Injury. The first row of Table 2 shows that the overall injury rate for

youth 12-to 17-years of age in 1994 was 2.7 times higher than the rate for adults (x%;, = 4.68, p <.05). Youth
were almost three times more likely than adults to have a cnme related mjury. However, the rates of
hospitalization for crime related injuries are about the same for youth and aduits.

Youth versus Adult Rates by Gender. Juvenile and adult victumization rates were compared by gender
in Table 3. We found that juvenile-adult ratios were similar for both sexes. For males, the 2 x 2 chi-squares

were significant for overall violent crime victimization rate (xzm =2326,p <.01), assault (xzm =2105,p<
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.01), and simple assault (x’, = 15.36, p < .01). For females, the 2 x 2 chi-squares were significant for overall
violent crime victimization rate (x%;, = 14.21, p < .01), assault (X*ny = 12.92, p <.01), and simple assault (x?,
=10.13, p < .01).

However, boys were approximately three times as likely as male adults to be victims of aggravated
assault (XZ(I) = 5.0, p <.05), close to five times as likely as male adults to bé‘\rictilns of simple assault with
injury (%% = 6.58, p < .05), and almost four times as likely as male adults to be victims of simple assault
without injury (3%, = 8.27, p < .01). In contrast, girls were four times as likely as adult females to be vicfims
of sexual assault (sz =469, p <.05) and they were three times as likely as female adults to be victims of

verbal threat of assault (x%,, = 5.18, p <.03).

Youth versus Adult Rates by Ethnicity. As can be seen in Table 4, the victimization rates of youth and

adults were compared for two ethnic groups: Whites and Blacks. (Other ethnic groups were omitted in our
analyses.) When the victimization rate of White juveniles was compared to the victimization rate of White
adults, the obtained chi-squares were significant for overall violent crime victimization rate (o y = 19.60, p <
.01), assault (xzm = 18.08, p < .01), aggravated assault (sz =3.99, p <.05), simple assault (xzm =13.62,
p <.01), simple assault with injury (chz) =398 p < .03,) and simple assault without injury (X2(1> =518 p<
.05). For Blacks, the obtained chi-squares were significant for overall violent crime victimization rate oy =
18.95, p <.01), assault (x°;, = 18.08, p < .01), aggravated assault (%ay = 4.45, p < .05), simple assault Oy
= 12.82, p <.01), and simple assault without injury (%= 11.38, p < .01).

Youth versus Adult Rates by Locality. In Table 5 the victimization rates of youth and adults were

compared among three types of locality: urban, suburban, and rural areas. We found that the adult-juvenile rate
ratio was the highest for residents of suburban areas (x*1y=25.03,p < .01). Youth living in the suburbs were
three times more likely than adults living in the suburbs to be victims of violent crime. The adult-to-juvenile

rate ratios were equal for both residents of urban (0 =1981,p< .01) and rural (3%, = 9.86, p < .01) areas.
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Juvenile residents of urban areas were twice as likely as adult residents of urban areas to be victims of violent
crime. Similarly, juvenile residents of rural arcas were twice as likely as adult residents of rural areas to be
victims of violent crime.

Youth versus Adult Rates by Relationship to the Offender. In Table 6 the adult-juvenile rate ratio was
compared for incidents when the victim did not know the offender and when the victim knew the offender. When
the victim did not know the offender, the rates of victimization did not diﬁ'er-between juveniles and adults.
However, when the victim knew the offender, the obtained chi-squares were significant for overall violent crime
victimization rate (x%, = 13.39, p < .01), assault (¢, = 12.26, p <.01), simple assault () = 10.02, p < .01),
and simple assault without injury (x%q = 5.62, p <.05).

In Table 7 the victim-offender relationship was broken down further into three categories (i.¢., did not
know the offender, knew the offender by sight only, and knew the offender well) and the “known” category of
victim-offender relationship also was broken down into “related” or “unrclated” subcategories. When the
distribution of juvenile and adult victinﬁzations were compared for each of the three categories of victum-
offender relationship, we found many significant differences. In particular, a larger proportion of juvenile
victims knew their offenders. For overall violent crime victimization, 65% of the juvenile victims knew their
offenders well compared to 50% of the adult victims (x*q, = 24.33, p < .01). Furthermore, Table 7 shows that
among juvenile victims who knew their offenders, the two highest percent distributions were categorics of
schoolmate (29%) and friend (15%). In contrast, among adult victims who knew their offenders, no one
category stood out.

Youth versus Adult Rates of Reporting. In Table 8 we examined whether crime was reported to police
by juvenile and adult victims. We found that less than one-third of the overall violent victimization incidents
occurring to juveniles and less than one-half of those occurring to adults were reported to the police. For

rape/sexual assault in which the victim did not know the offender, however, 74% of the juvenile victims had their
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incidents of victimization reported (by them or by others) to the police. For robbery, 59% of adult victims (who
did not know the offender) and 68% of adult victims (who knew the offender) responded that incidents of their
victimizations were reported.

Youth versus Adult Reasons for Not Reporting. Because of low reporting rates of victimization for

both juveniles and adults, we also decided to mvestigate the reasons for not reporting. As can be seen in Table
9, the highest percent distribution was the “dealt with other way” category in which 36% of juveniles and 33%
of adults answered that police were not informed because they took care of their victimization informally.
Tluiny-oﬁe percent of juveniles and 21% of adults also answered that the most important reason was that they

felt the incident was not important enough to warrant a police notification,

Discussion

The significance of this study is in highlighting the dramatically high rates and seriousness of crimes
against youth, The NCVS statistics revéal that the rates of violent victimization for 12- to 17-year-olds are
substantially higher than the rates for adults, for the most part by a factor of two to three times. The higher
rates for juveniles held for all types of crimes, although it was only statistically significant for assaults. (Most
government publications on crimes fail to distinguish statistically significant and nonsignificant differences.)
Such high rates are not restricted to Juveniles, in that young adults are also a highly victimized segment of the
population. However, when we compared the rates of different types of violent victimization between youth (12-
to 17-year-olds) and young adults (18- to 24-year-olds) we found that rates of victimization were similar. In
fact, the overall violent crime victimization rate for youth was shightly higher (116 per 1000) although not
significantly than the rate for young adults (106 per 1000).

NCVS statistics also cast doubt on claims youth victimizations, even if frequent, are not as serious as
those suffered by adults (Garofalo et al., 1987). This analysis shows that youth were almost three times more

likely than adults to have a crime related injury. Although the sample sizes for specific injuries are small and
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thus unreliable, they do suggest that youth are at least as likely as adults to sustain an injury caused by a
weapon. Youth are certainly no less likely than adults to sustain a knife or a gunshot wound in the course of
a crime. Furthermore, their rate of hospitalization for crime injuries is at least as high as for adults. It is
difficult to look at such rates and conclude that youth victimization is less violent, less threatening or less
criminal.

Within the youth population, violent victimization rates were about fifty percent greater for boys than
for girls (x*y) = 4.48, p <.05), a gender disparity shown by other studies (Finkelhor & Dziuba-Leatherman,
1994). But when juvenile and adult victimiéation rates were compared by gender, we found that juvenile-adult
disproportions were simifar for both males and females. Boys and girls were both almost three times more
likely than their adult counterparts to be victims of assault and violent crime 1n general. ‘When juvenile and adult
victimization rates were compared by cthnicity, the conclusions were parallcl. While the crime victimization
rate for White and Black youth were similar (as in other national self-report studies, Finkelhor & Dziuba-
Leatherman, 1994), both White and BlacI.< juveniles were over two and a balf times more likely than their adult
counterpart to be victims.

Results also revealed that in all types of locality (i.e., urban, suburban, and rural), the overall violent
crime victimization rates were higher for juveniles than adults. Even though for both juveniles and adults, urban
areas were more dangerous than rural areas, the overall vic;lent crime victimization rate for youth was higher
everywhere. Interestingly, youth living in rural areas had victimization rates as high if not higher (73 per 1000)
than adults living in urban areas (57 per 1000). If people think of urban areas as the crime danger zones, it may
be important to recognize that youth in rural areas have a vulnerability to victimization that rivals that of adults
n such danger zones.,

In regards to the victim’s relationship to the offender, a large proportion of juvenile victums knew their
offenders. Among juvenile victims who knew their offenders, the categories of schoolmates and friends stood

out. However, among adult victims who knew their offenders, no one category stood out.
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Another important difference between juvenile and adult victimization is in the likelihood of police
reporting. Overall the rate of police reporting for juvenile crime victims is lower than for adult crime victims.
There is a dramatic exception to this pattern for rape/sexual assault against juveniles and particularly
rape/sexual assault by strangers, in which case 74% of the incidents against juvenile; were reported to police
compared to only 33% for adults. It could be that rape or sexual assault of a juvenile by a stranger is perceived
as so dangerous and threatening that it overwhelms any reluctance to report. It also may be the case that adults,
who have control over. their own reporting, allow their embarrassment over the sexual nature of the crime to
inhibit them (for adults, reporting rates for sexual assaults are somewhat lower than for other crimes), whereas
the reporting of sex crimes agaihst Juveniles may be increased by adult involvement in the decision making and
the operation of mandatory child abuse reporting laws.

When respondents were asked what was the most important reason why a victimization incident was
not reported to the police, a large portion of juveniles and adults answered that police were not informed because
they took care of it informally or they felt the incident was not important enough to warrant a police notification.
The NCVS does not make it clear whether respondents felt that the nature of the victimization was not important
to them or whether it would be considered as not important by the police. Furthermore, in this “not-important-
enough™ category, a subcategory called “child offender(s)/kid’s stuff” is included. It is an interesting
commentary on the prevailing societal view about juvenile victimization that a victim’s decision not to report
because the offender was a juvenile is so easily categorized as being that the offense was not important. In fact,
victims may fail to report juvenile offenders because of a wish to spare juvenile perpetrators a criminal reoorq,
rather than a judgment that the victimization was not important.

As the nation’s largest continuing survey of American households on their experience with criminal
victimization, the NCVS is one of the most important information sources on the amount and distribution of
crime and crime trends in the U.S. Although there have been other studies of youth victimization, one of the

NCVS’s additional major virtues is its ability to provide comparable, uniform, detailed information about
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criminal victimization, its circumstances and consequences for both juveniles and adults. These are features
that lend particular significance to the findings of this analysis that the rates of violent victimization for 12- to
17-year-olds are substantially higher than the rates for adults.

Why are youth so vulnerable to victimization? In the few places it has been analyzed, the explanatory
factor that has been most emphasized in the criminology literature has been the idea that the risk-taking and
delinquent behavior of youth increases their risk of crime victimization, an idea for which there is some empirical
support (Lauritsen, Sampson & Laub, 1991). But this idea and evidence have also been criticized on a couple
of grounds. First, it may not be adequate to explaining the excess victimization that youth suffer at the hands
of intimates and acquaintances or the high rates of victimization of younger children (Finkelhor & Asdigian,
1996). Second, there may be some confounding of causal order as victimization may lead to risk-taking and
delinquency rather than vice versa (Fagén, Piper & Chang, 1987).

There are other possible explanations of differential youth risk that also necd to be explored. First, the
dependent status of youth may make therﬁ more vulnerable to victimization. Juveniles have much less choice
than adults over whom they associate with, and this can put them into more involuntary contact with high risk
offenders and thus at greater jeopardy for victimization (Lynch, 1991). For example, when children live in
families that mistreat them, they are not free or able to leave. When they live in dangerous neighborhoods, they
cannot choose on their own to move. If they attend a school with many hostile and delinquent peers, they cannot
simply change schools or quit. They cannot drive around in private cars, live alone or work in limited access
offices and factories as can adults. This absence of choice over people and environments may affect juveniles’
vulnerability to both intimate victimization and street crime.

Another vulnerability factor that needs to be considered is the weaker formal sanctions that apply to
youth victimizations. Much youth violence is excluded de jure or de facto from formal systems of social control.
With the exception of gang violence or extreme cases, most cases of juvenile-on-juvenile violence and many

cases of adult-on-juvenile violence are not treated as crimes or even serious offenscs by the public, police, and
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other agents of social control (Finkelhor, 1997). Compared to adults, youth have less access to protection from
being victimized when much of youth violence which is often characterized as school-yard fighting and the like,
1s considered outside the purview of the police and criminal justice system,

Unfortunately, for purposes of analyzing the disproportion of youth victimization and examining some
of these theoretical issues, the NCVS has several weaknesses, some quite germane to questions raised in thig
analysis. First, the NCVS only interviews persons age 12 or older and has no victimization information for
younger children, some of who have comparably high victimization rates, as indicated by other studies
(Finkelhor & Dziuba-Leatherman, 1994), but with perhaps important differences, especially at younger ages.
The age cut off at twelve in the NCVS was related to NCVS designers’ doubts that children younger than twelve
would be able to accurately recall an event or understand the survey questions, an assumption that more recent
studies and methodologies have called into question (Richters & Martinez, 1993; Selner-O’Hagan, Kindlon,
Buka, Raudenbush & Earls, 1998; Shahinfar, Fox & Leavitt, 1997, Singer, 1993). This of course makes it
impossible to compare juvenile victimization to adult victimization across the spectrum of childhood. Since
childhood is such an extremely heterogeneous category, twelve-year-olds and seventeen-year-olds having not
much in commén, it is inherently misleading to discuss juvenile victimization in general without reference to age.
We would expect the nature, quantity, and impact of victimization to vary across lifespan with the different
capabilities, activities, and environments that are characteristic of different stages of development. We need
good studies of the different types of victimization across all ages of childhood with which to examine such
changes.

Another weakness with the NCVS that has bearing on this analysis is evidence that it tremendously
underestimates the rates of youth victimization. Many other self-report studies of youth victimization have
emerged with substantially higher rates than the NCVS estimates (Finkelhor & Dziuba-Leatherman, 1994; Wells
& Rankin, 1995). For example, Wells and Rankin (1995) point out that the National Youth Survey estimated

the juvenile rate of violent victimization in 1976 to be approximately 267 per 1000 compared to 66 per 1000
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for the NCVS or almost four times higher. Tﬁs was prior to an NCVS redesign in 1992 that has since increased
the amount of youth victimization reported (Kindermann, Lynch & Cantor, 1997, U.S. Department of
Education, 1994) but still not to the level comparable to other studies.

Wells and Rankin (1995) and others point out several factors that probably contribute to the NCVS
underestimation of juvenile victimization rates. First, the NCVS has failed to'dssess certain juvenile specific
crime such as statutory rape and sexual abuse. Second, the NCVS sets the context of the interview as an interest
in “crime” victimization. If youth are less likely to view their victimizations as crimes, they may be less likely
to think of them or disclose them to interviewers. Third, the interviews are not éystematically conducted in
privacy. Most are done over the phone, but respondents are not asked about the presence of other persons in
the room during the phone interview, and youth, who are less likely to live alone or have phones in private
quarters, may be reluctant to reveal victimizations in front of their family membérs, even if they do not involve
family victimizations (Wells & Rankin, 1995). Fourth, the NCVS makes no particular effort to render the
interview child-sensitive. There may be doncepts that are vague or unclear to younger respondents, terms like
“illegal” or “incident”, and this may inhibit disclosure.

Additiénally, the NCVS allows “proxy” interviews for 12- and 13-year-olds in which another individual
(e.g., a parent) answers the questions about the child identified to be interviewed. The interviewer would
conduct an interview by proxy if the parent refused permission for the child to be interviewed by self-response.
If the individual responding for the juvenile is the offender or not aware of the victimization, an underestimation
of victimization will occur. For the 1994 data set, fifty-seven proxy interviews were conducted because parents
refused permission for their children to be directly interviewed.

Furthermore, the NCVS and all other types of self-report survey are subject to response biases and
sampling problems. Because youth are more likely to be victims of crimes perpetrated by intimate offenders,
it is likely that candid disclosures are not always obtained. In a large scale telephone survey, obviously those

who do not have access to telephone are excluded. For NCVS and many other self-report surveys, individuals
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who are not clearly attached to stable household units also are omitted (e.g., runaways). Thus, homeless
juveniles, in addition to institutionalized Juveniles (e.g., youth in juvenile correctional facilities), who are likely
to have higher than average levels of victimization will be missing in the NCVS estimates (Wells & Rankin,
1995). For all these reasons, the disparity between youth and adult victimization may be even greater than what

was estimated in the NCVS.

Conclusion

The NCVS data analyzed in this paper revealed that the overall violent victimization of 12- to 17-year-
olds (approximately 11 percent of the 1994 U S. population 12 years of age and up) accounted for almost one-
fourth of the estimated 10.86 million victimizations in 1994 This highlights the important issue about youth
crime victimization, about which all too little is known. Data, analyses and theoretical discussions of youth
victimization are sorely lacking. We desperately need more comprehensive, youth-sensitive national studies to
assess the vast quantity of umeported youth victimization, including family violence and youth-on-youth
violence. Some of this could be done through supplements and improvements to the NCVS itself. Some need
to be done through special studies and new methodologies. Young victims need to receive the same research

and policy attention that has been accorded to the problem of young offenders.



Violent Victimization 19
References

Bachman, R., & Coker, A L. (1995). Police involvement in domestic viclence: The interactive

effects of victim injury, offender’s history of violence, and race. Violence and Victims, 10, 91-106.

Fagan, F., Piper, E. S., & Cheng, Y. (1987). Contributions of victimization to delinquency in inner
cities. The Jounal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 78, 586-613.

Finkethor, D. (1997). The victimization of children and youth. InR. Davis, A.J. Lurigio, & W.G.
Skogan (Eds.), Victims of crime (2nd eld., pp. 86-107). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Finkelhor, D., & Asdigian, N. L. (1996). Risk factors for youth victimization: Beyond a lifestyles

theoretical approach. Violence & Victims, 11(1), 3-20.

Finkelhor, D., & Kendall-Tackett, HK. (1996) A developmental perspective on the childhood
impact of crime, abuse, and violent victimization. In D.Cichetti & S. Toth (Eds.), The effects of trauma on
the developmental process. Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press.

Finkelhor, D, & Dziuba-Leatherman, J. (1994). Children as victims of violence: A national survey.

Pediatrics, 94(4), 413-420.

Garofalo, J., Siegel, L., & Laub, J. (1987). School-related victimizations among adolescents: An
analysis of National Crime Survey (NCS) Narratives. Journal of Quantitative Criminology, 3, 321-338.

Kindermann, C., Lynch, J., & Cantor, D. (1997). Effects of the redesign on victimization estimates.

Washington, DC: United State Department of Justice, National Crime Victimization Survey.

Lauritsen, J. L., Sampson, R. J, & Laub, I. H. (1991). The link between offending and
victimization among adolescents. Criminology, 29; 265-292.

Lynch, J. P. (1991). Victim behavior and the risk of victimization: Implications of activity-specific
victimization rates. In G. Kaiser, H. Kury, & H. J. Albrect (Eds.), Victims and Criminal Viglence (pp. 543-

568). Freiburg, Germany: Eigenverlag Max-Planck-Institute.



Violent Victimization 20

Macguire, K., & Pastore, A L. (Eds.). (1996). Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics

1995 (Eds.), U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics. Washington, DC: USGPO.

Perkins, C., & Klaus, P. (1996). National Crime Victimization Survev: Criminal victimization

1994. U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics. Washington, DC: USGPO.

Perkins, C., Klaus, P. A, Bastian, LD, & Cohen, R L. (1996). Criminal victimization in the -

United States, 1993: A National Crime Victimization Survey report. U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of

Justice Statistics. Washington, DC: USGPO.
Richters, J. E., & Martinez, P. (1993). The NIMH community violence project: Children as victims
of and witnesses to violence. Psvchiat 56, 7-21.

Selner-O'Hagan, M. B., Kindlon, D. J., Buka, S. L., Raudenbush, S. W, & Earls, F. J. (1998).

Assessing exposure to violence in urban youth. Journal of Child Psvchology and Psychiatry and Allied

Professions, 39(2), 215-224.

Shahinfar, A. Fox, N.A_, Leavift, L.A. (1997, April). The development and validation of the

Violence Exposure Scale for Children (VEX). Washington, DC: Biennial Meeting of the Society for

Research in Child Development.

Singer, M. L, Anglin, T. M., Song, L. Y., & Lunghofer, L. (1995). Adolescents' exposure to
violence and associated symptoms of psychological trauma. JAMA, 273(6), 477-482.

U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics (1996). National Crime Victimization Survey Codebook.
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.

U.S. Department of Education: Office of Civil Rights. (1994). 1992 Elementarv and secondarv

school civil rights compliance report: Reported and projected enroliment data for the nation (final file).

Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
Wells, L.E., & Rankin, J.H. (1993). Juvenile victimization: Convergent validation of alternative

measurements. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency 32, 287-307.




10 >d,,

Sor > d |

"PSEQ91 161 SEM I IOP[0 10 B[ 3Tk 10J [pE6T UL 916°8LSTT e L] 03 7T 28k 10y uongndod (w0 ayy,
"Aanfur Inoyim JNesse [BNXas pue J[NESSE SNOLIAS JO JOUTUL IIM NORNE [BUXIS Sapi[ou] .

"SISED ([ URY I3ma] U0 paseq SI WSy ,

e Zl LT PELEETT 8L 09 J[NESSE JO JBAIY) [BQI0A
£€ 6 0¢ 0698291 . TE€L°L99 A1nfuy noygum
8¢ S 61 PT6°LYO 1 RE1°81¥ Kinfur yim
6T 97 SL 8E 096 819°069°1 3jduns
8T ¥ 11 9P TE8 9SG ¥HT uodeam yim pausieap
LT € 8 18£°8LS S61°¥81 uodeas yim paidwane
€T € L YrLTIS 1€8°591 Knfur yum pasejdwod
9T 01 9T 885°C88°1 79S°¥65 pajeArISFe
R 9¢ 101 SE6°EY8’9 081°682°C uessy
02 T ¥ $18°062 956'06 Aanfur jnoyim
01 I ol [9L°60T £€0°C1 Ainfur girm
ST z [ $£9°00F 686201 £19qqou parduwrane
$'T z S £98°96¢ 0v9‘0r1 A1nfur ;nopim
07 I T 79¢°L8T 79208 Amfur q@is
€T € L 8TT P9 706091 £19qq01 paadwod
'z S Al $98'vE0°1 168°€9C K1aquoy
0'¢ 170 £°0 A F00°L 3010 JNOYIIM JOBIUOD [ENXSS pAUEMUD
. <1 N.D am.o _ohnmm mmaw.o :—Emmw ::d@m\uam._ gﬁo jealy) _mn._o>
€¢ €0 ol 6L1PS 60€°61 Jinesse [eaxas
0¢C I T STL'BHT 16T°¢y adex poydwane/adea
| 4 € 867 98¢ L6V 9L - ljnessy [enxag/adey
WLT 157 911 LSO'SET'S 69S°579°T SAWILID JUB[OIA
oney ey L1-T1 se8e . L]-T1 se%e awLy) jo adA L

WNpYy/aMudang SHOpY So[IuaAnf SInpy SO[IURAN[
i)

d

661 ‘soney pue sojeunysy uoneindod SHNPY pue Sa[IUIANS JO SUONEZIWIIIIA QWD) JULJOIA [ J[YEL

1T UOHEZILILA WUIJOIA




0" >d,
'SOSED ()] UBY) J9MIJ U0 paseq Stojewnsy

ST F'0 of Tzl 6667 uonezifendsoy
ST z S $T0'90¥ 9r9°¢TI £l rayip
01 I ol 0I+'szl 898°C1 Snotsuoaun paxdouy/Ainfur [pussiug
01 I ol 9LT'ST] 879°1C 41993 10 sauoq uajoug
o€ I € L10'6£T LEP 69 Amfut vodeam ra130)
0°01 170 ol 0C8°LT OLSTI punoM 3911nq ‘Joysuny)
0% T0 el 81w P59 ¥I punom qejs ‘apruy
9 6 £7 0£0°799°1 ST8°61S SN0 “sasirag
LT I 0¢ 86LPT1°T 091°189 (1re) Aanfug
oney SHNpY So[IuRAn( snpy S9[IudAnS

0001 1od ayey

sjewnsyg uonendog

ZT UOHEZIWIIA JUI[OIA

SHNPY pue safiueAnf jo Ainfu uoneziwnalp WL "7 Iqe



10 >d,
o > d |

"SAsed ()] UBY) JOM3) UQ Paseq si ewinsyg ,
“AInfur oYM J[NESSE [ENX3S PUB J{NBSSE SNOLIIS 10 JOUTW UM JOBJIE [ENXAS S2pn[du]

I

A€ 6 8T L9T°S06 8¥6°90¢€ nesse Jo Jealyl [eqIon
9T 8 4 62S'99L 96°9ET Amafur jnopim
A 9 €l YLOPLS 6bb ShI Krnfur gm
WL X4 £9 698'SHL'T £68°889 a|dus
9T L 81 811'¥69 165°10T peleaz1gde
LT 0¢ £ L36°6E6'T ¥8¥°068 Jnessy
81 ¥ L 819°GLE £90°18 A1a9qoy
ot S0 oC LSOO 6061 [J[NESSE [ENX3s
€7 € L Zlo'pee LLT'TL nessy [enxag/adey
9T LE S6 916089~ FTR'EYOI SAWIID) WUAJOIA
oney ey LI-T] sede L1-T1 sade
NPY//8[IUdAT| s npy saIudANg S1npy SO[IUDAN]
SI[RWS ] OB
61 ! 9z LIV RTET 108°L6T J[NESSE JO Jeaiy) [eqioA
L€ 01 LE 91216 9T 1ty Anfut Jnogm
8y S ¥Z 0S8°CLYy 689°TLT Amfur gim
W67 0g L8 6LV PILT STLT00T arduts
97 £l 123 0Ly 681°T 0L6°T6E pajeavidse
W8T 157 1zl 676'€06°C 969°t6E" | ynessy
£z L 91 97 659 678°T8I1 A1qqoy
- 0 - £71°8 - JINESSE [ENXSS
0T o0 0 SPEIT 0T Jnessy [enxag/adey
LT 0 LET 0FS‘#8S° Y SFL'18ST SSWLID) JUB|OLA
oney ALy LI-TZ1 sade L1-Z1 sode
Jnpy/3jusang S1npy Sa[IuaAL[ supy sajluaang
EI

SUONEZIWIIIA JO QW

€7 UOHEZIWTIOIA JUSIOLA

"JOPUAL) AQ S93eY SUONEZIWIIIA JUPY PUE [IUIAN[ "€ 3[QEL



Anfur Jnoyum jjnesse jenxes PUE Jjnesse snot

107 >d
s0">d

SISED O uey) Jamaj uo paseq s Aewnsyg
198 10 Joupu yim YoeNe [EnXAs Sepnjouj

1

0'Z 6 81 S16°00Z 6LT°59 }[nesse JO Jealyy [eqraa
WS L 8¢ 87€°19] 0TPLE] Ainfur noynm
9'C [ €1 €L9°L11 Sc'op Afur yum
WIE (44 89 916°6LY ¥S6°8HT d[duis
P vl v 906°00¢ 8STSTI paieAeige
6T 9¢ €01 £28°08L TITvLE Jjnessy
Sl €1 0T 19€°98¢ 60S €L A12qq0y
ST (4 o5 z10°0s I8°81 Jjnessy [enxag/adey
ST IS 871 961°LT11°1 SES 99 SSWILIT) JUBJOIA
onry ey L1-71 sa8e LI-2] sade
Py euaAng s}npy S9[IudANf Snpy Sa|tusAnf
e TG
¥'T zl 6¢C 0L5°186°1 A4S JnESSE JO jealy) [eqioa
g€ 6 8C SSILYb ] 91Z°¢IS Arnfur moynm
£€ 9 0z 299°606 0F6°LSE Aanfuy yym
w07 LT 8L L3E°8EC'Y LS 00F 1 aduus
8T 6 ST S09°505°] ¥81°96+ pajeaes3ge
W0'T 9¢ €01 766°CHR‘S 7£8°968°] inessy
St 14 0l 861°L69 66€ €L A13qqoy
Sl z £ $S9°18C ¥89°LS Jnessy [enxag/adey
W87 Fh 911 Pr8°878°0 +16°L80°7 SQWILIY) JuajaIp
oney a1ey LI-71 so8e L1-g] sode
Inpy/9Qiusang sinpy SafIuAANg sinpy Sa|ludANg

YT UONEZIWOIA Jusjolp

Aoy £q sajey SUOHEZIWNDIA NPV pue a[tuaans ' 3jqe],



100 >d

B2IY [BINISLIELS UBI[OdORIY 0861 oy uodn paseq uonmyaq

JT 0¢ €L L66'88T°1 0¥0°LIY feany

WJE ¥ Lzl 0TE 0L E 9¢0°¢€9¢’1 ueqingng

JT LS 6€1 6EL°OVT'E £6+°SH8 ueqan)
oney NPy SIudAN| upy AIuRAN[

0001 Jod a1ey

arewnsy uonedod

7 UONEZIWIOIA JUSJOIA

[0uapIsay Jo A11[e00T Aq $18Y UOHBZIWIPIA WL JUA[OIA JUPY PUB J[IUAAR[ “G [qEL




‘Araful Jnojyim Jynesse [enxos pue nesse

100 >d |
S0 > d |

S9SED O] U Jam3) U0 paseq st ewnisy |
STUOLISS 10 Joutur ypim Yoene [enxas sapujouy

[

L'z 9 91 S66°L0T°1 191°0L¢ 1[Nesse JO JeaJy; jequaa
0’S 14 0T 000°+C8 0SS°Stir A1nfur oy m
0t ¢ A 6L1‘Ob9 £60°89¢ Amlur yim
WJFE ! 8t vL1°8L9°C F08°C80° I a[dus
0'¢ ¥ Zl 008°L¥L 906 1LZ pojearIIge
W€ . 81 09 SLO'STP'C 01L°6S€°] Inessy
0°¢ 1 € ZT9v61 0v8°ZL A13qq0y
0'¢ ] (4 £P0EST T16°vS Jnessy [enxagyadey
W€ 0z 99 0¥9°cL8’c CoOP E8Y' SSWILIY) JuaOI A
oney aey L1-7] sa3e L1-T] sa3e
u~=ﬁ<\m:=u>=ﬁ mu_zﬁ< mu::m;:_.. w:=©< mo_EoZ:.
IS3UBIS-UON BIUENS-UON
£1 € ¥ 89699 66L°08 Jnesse Jo Jeaay) [eqloa
01 £ € 08b° 1S 8LLOL Knfur noyzm
0'C I z £61°802 €66°LYy Ainfur yim
€1 L 6 LSESIF] 1LS°661 ardwis
L'l € [ I€1°0LS £08°S01 pejeaeigge
Pl 01 ¥1 88°G86°1 £LE°SOE Huessy
01 z z 876 69¢ €€9°LE A1aqqoy
€1 £0 F0 06Z°09 680 jjnessy jenxag/adey
1 €1 9] LOL'SIFT S6¥ TSE SWLID JUBJOIA
oney sey L1-71 sade LI-T] sode
::_u‘c\\o_wcm\r:_, m::w< mo_.EuPE. m:_:ua% - mm.::m:wE.
B3NS

STUDTIEZITUITSTA JO TN

97 UOHBZIWIOIA JI[OIA

Tapuayo o diysuoneroy Aq sarey UOHBZIWIIA JNPY PUE 3[IUSAN[ "G B[qE.L,



Violent Victimization 27

Table 7. Percent Distribution® of Juvenile and Adult Victimizations by Type of Crime and Relationship
to Offender”

Violent Rape/

Crimes Sexual Assault' Robbery Assault
Juv. Ad. Juv. Ad. Juv. Ad. Juv. Ad.
Stranger 19% 39%™ 15%° 20% 35% 66% 19% 37%"
Had Seen Before 16% 11%" 4%* 11% 16%* 5% 17% 12%"
Known 65% 50%" 82% 69% 49% 29% 65% 51%"
Known - related ,
Spouse - 5% - 8%° - 3%* - 5%
Ex-Spouse - 2% - 4% - 1%* - 2%
Parent/Step parent 2% 1% - 1%* 5% 1%° 1%* 1%
Child/Step child - 1% - - - 2%" - 1%
Sibling 1% 2% - 1%* 2% 2% 1%* 2%
Other Relative 2% 2% 4%° 1%° 5%° 1%*° 1%* 3%
Total 5% 13% 4%* 15% 12%* 10% 4% 14%
Known - unrelated
Boy/Girlfriend 3% 8% 15%° 16% 2%* 7% 3% 8%
Friend 15% 6% 20%° 16% 5%° 5% 16% 6%
Roomate/Boarder - 1% - 2%*° - - - 1%
Schoolmate 29% 1% 8% 4%" 20%° - 31% 1%
Neighbor 5% 4% 4% 2% 7% 1%*° 5% 4%
Co-Worker/Customer 1%* 8% - 5%* - 05%"° 1%° 9%
Other Non-Relative 6% 8% 31%* 9% 4%* 4%° 6% 9%
Total _ 60% 37% 7% 55% 36% 18% 61% 38%

Includes sexual attack with minor or serious assault and sexual assault without injury.
* Estimate is based on fewer than 10 cases.

> Percentages may not add up to total due to rounding.

Single offender case only.

“p< .05

“p < .0l

c



Table 8. Percent Distribution of Juveni

Relationship to Offender
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le and Adult Victimizations Reported to Police by

% Reported to Police

Juvenile Adult

Violent Crimes

stranger 33% 44 %

non-stranger" 21% 43%
Rape/Sexual Assault

stranger 74%* 33%*

non-stranger 44 %* 27%
Robbery

stranger 26%* 59%

non-stranger 33% 68%
Assault

stranger 32% 41%

non-stranger 19% 43 %

" Included victim knowing
* Estimate is based on fewe

the offender well and by sight only.
r than 10 cases.
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