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This chapter, in part, serves as an introduction to the next four chapters, which deal in 
detail with alternatives to the experiment as a data-gathering strategy. These alternatives
include surveys, participant observation, case studies, and unobtrusive measures. The

chapter begins with the examination of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and Uniform
Crime Reports (UCR). The UCR serves as a data source, and, for a time, it was about the only
source of information consulted by researchers in examining crime and criminal behavior.
Because most of our later discussion of sources, such as victim and self-report surveys, are con-
trasted with the UCR, it receives early and separate coverage in this chapter.
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ALTERNATIVE DATA-GATHERING STRATEGIES

As has been indicated, the classic experimental design rests as a reference point with which to
compare all other research strategies; however, this by no means suggests that the experiment
as a method of data gathering is better or a more desirable strategy. This debate among social
scientists, who disagree about which means of data gathering is best, illustrates the notion of
methodological narcissism (discussed in Chapter 1), which causes individuals to become so
committed to a particular research strategy that they consider all other approaches inferior. The
final resolution of this issue will be discussed in Chapter 9 under triangulation, where we will
argue that the best resolution of many of these issues is simply to employ multiple methodolo-
gies or a wide array of instruments. Arguments that suggest its superiority are misplaced in
that the experiment, despite its obvious strengths with respect to internal controls, tends to
have primary weaknesses that other techniques do not have with respect to external validity.
Outside of captive prisoner research, many topics in criminal justice require “real-world”
strategies or approaches that bring the researcher into the actual environment of naturally
occurring events (Filstead, 1971). Researchers may wish to examine the controlled experiment
as the ideal in this field and consider whether or not alternatives are more acceptable, if not
more powerful.

Experiments are, therefore, by no means the most effective data-gathering strategy.
Depending on one’s subject matter, a variety of techniques may be more appropriate or perhaps
necessary, because not all subjects lend themselves to experimentation. Figure 4.1 is an attempt
to illustrate the relative strengths and weaknesses of major data-gathering strategies. As has been
indicated, experiments are an outstanding method by which the researcher can exercise great
control over factors that may impair internal validity, as well as yield relatively quick and inex-
pensive quantitative data; however, such an approach trades such control for its chief limitation
of artificiality.

As we proceed down the vertical arrows in our illustration, we discover that the subse-
quent techniques become in general less quantitative, and the research exercises less control
over rival causal factors impacting on internal validity. On the other hand, as we move away
from experimentation, the researcher gains external validity and moves closer to the natural
environment in which behavior occurs (Bouchard, 1976). This scheme is intended as an
“ideal type” that overgeneralizes to simplify presentation. The model is not entirely true in all
cases; for example, some unobtrusive methods can be very quantitative. In fact, our division
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FIGURE 4.1 Alternative Data-Gathering Strategies in Criminal Justice: 
A Heuristic Model.
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98 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

of methods of data gathering is also somewhat arbitrary but hopefully it organizes these
methods in a manner that clarifies their presentation.

THE UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS

The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) is a special case in that, of all of the methodological
sources to be discussed, it has traditionally been the most widely cited on crime in the United
States. It is also used as a point of comparison for other data-gathering procedures, particularly
victim surveys and self-reports.

Beginning in 1930, the U.S. Department of Justice instituted the compilation and publica-
tion of national crime statistics. Although participation in the program by police departments and
reports to the FBI, which assumed responsibility as a clearinghouse, was voluntary in nature, the
number of departments and comprehensiveness of reports have continually improved over the
years. Large metropolitan areas were the best participants.

Most newspaper and other media accounts are based on summaries presented in the UCR.
In most instances, these are data presented in an uncritical and alarmist manner without supplying
many of the qualifying problems with the official crime statistics reported. Being the major source
of crime statistics in the United States until 1974, the UCR basically comprises crimes known to,
and recorded by, local police departments. Figure 4.2 illustrates the relationship between crime
committed and other sources of crime statistics including the UCR (crimes recorded).

Although in Chapter 6 we will explore the usefulness of victimization surveys in
estimating the number of crimes committed, it is unclear whether it is possible to obtain an
accurate estimate of the volume of annual crime in American society. For various reasons, not
all crimes committed are discovered; for instance, some crimes involve situations in which
the victim is not aware of having been victimized or there is no identifiable victim. Not all
crimes discovered are reported to the police, and not all crimes reported to the police are

Uniform
Crime Reports

(UCR)

B

A = Crimes Committed Undiscovered
B = Crimes Discovered
C = Crimes Reported
D = Crimes Recorded

A

C

D

FIGURE 4.2 Theoretical Relationship between Crimes Committed and Official Statistics.
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 99

recorded by the police. Although some may be concealed, a number of crimes reported are
unfounded or defined by investigating officers as not constituting a criminal matter. Thus,
even though crimes recorded by the police have an uncertain relationship to actual crimes
committed, until 1974 the UCR represented the available statistics on crime in American
society. The further removed statistics are from the crime committed, the weaker the figures
are as estimates of the true crime level. For instance, number of arrests, indictments, convic-
tions, incarcerations, and other dispositions such as probation or parole are all inadequate in
estimating the amount of crime in a society. They have much more to do with police efficiency
or allocation to correctional systems or other societal policies toward crime. The researcher
who chooses to utilize official statistics must become familiar with any shortcomings or
sources of bias they may contain.

The FBI receives these data from local police departments. In the majority of states, there
are operational state UCR programs in which the states required local departments to report their
data to the state and then share such data with the federal government. In the 1980s, 98 percent
of the police agencies operating in metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs)1 about 94 percent of
“other” cities, and 90 percent in rural areas reported the data. The Census Bureau estimates that
about 97 percent of the total national population was covered by the report.

THE VIOLENT AND PROPERTY CRIME INDEXES

In 2004, the FBI decided to stop reporting the crime index and report instead two indexes: the
violent crime index and the property crime index. An advisory board felt that the original crime
index had been distorted by including the category of larceny theft. Regardless, for those who
wish to make historical comparisons, it is not hard to combine the two and reconstruct the old
total UCR index.

The UCR is divided into Part 1 and Part 2 crimes. Part 1 crimes consist of index crimes
that are major felonies reported to the police that have been selected for special analysis because
of their seriousness, their frequency of occurrence, and the likelihood of being reported to the
police. The violent crime index consists of:

Murder and nonnegligent manslaughter

Forcible rape

Robbery

Aggravated assault

The property crime index includes:

Burglary

Larceny theft

Motor vehicle theft

Arson (data are not included in the index).

Part 2 crimes are nonindex crimes such as simple assault, vandalism, gambling, and
drunkenness. In all, twenty-two other crimes (twenty-one, excluding arson) are accounted for

1 MSA includes central cities (over 50,000) and contiguous counties that are functionally integrated economically and
socially with the core cities.

Index crime
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100 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

under Part 2 offenses. Although the FBI indicates that it cannot vouch for the validity of data
received from individual police agencies, it attempts to examine all reports for accuracy,
question any unusual changes in trends, undertake special inquiries if necessary, and eliminate,
estimate, and otherwise control for at least the most crass errors.

Table 4.1 contains the Uniform Crime Reports Indexes.

CRIME RATE

The crime rate is expressed as the number of crimes per unit of population, in this case per
100,000. Such a statistic enables control of population size and thus permits a fair comparison of
different size units. The growth in crime one reads about in the paper is usually based on the
crime rate for the index offenses (excluding arson). Although the notion of scales and indexes
will be treated in Chapter 10, for the purposes of this chapter, it is important to realize that the
crime indexes are unweighted; that is, each offense is merely summed and in a sense given
the same importance as all other offenses. The crime rate is the total number of index crimes
per 100,000 population. Thus, the violent crime rate equals the number of violent index crimes
per 100,000 population, and the property crime index equals the number of property index
crimes per 100,000 population.

CAUTIONS IN THE USE OF UCR DATA

The following statement serves as a caution in using any official government statistics:

The government is very keen on amassing statistics. They collect them, add them,
raise them to nth power, take the cube root and prepare wonderful diagrams. But

TABLE 4.1 The UCR Violent and Property Crime Indexes

Crime Index Offense Number Rate Per 100,000

Violent Crime

Murder and nonnegligent manslaughter 17,034 5.7
Forcible rape 92,455 30.9
Robbery 447,403 149.4
Aggravated assault 860,853 287.5

Property Crime

Burglary 2,183,746 729.4
Larceny-theft 6,607,013 2,206.8
Motor vehicle theft 1,192,809 421.3
Arson1 — —

Violent crime index2 1,417,745 473.5

Property crime index 9,983,568 3,334.5

1Although arson data are included, sufficient data are not available to estimate totals for this offense.
2Violent crimes are offenses of murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault. Property crimes are
offenses of burglary, larceny-theft, and motor vehicle theft. Data are not included for the property crime of arson.

Source: Modified from U.S. Department of Justice. FBI Uniform Crime Reports: Crime in the United States, 2006.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, September 2007.

Crime rate
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 101

what you must never forget is that every one of these figures comes in the first
instance from the chowty dar (village watchman), who puts down what he damn
pleases (Stamp, 1929, pp. 258–259; cited in Webb et al., 1981, p. 89).

Although the UCR has been steadily improved and refined in its more than half a century
of existence and can serve useful purposes, a researcher using these data for the analysis of crime
must exercise caution and be aware of the limitations of these statistics. An impressive body of
literature on the UCR has accumulated that point out these deficiencies.

Factors Affecting the UCR

Although no attempt will be made here to summarize the many fine critiques of the UCR and
many of the points to be elaborated overlap, some of the primary shortcomings of this source of
crime data can be detailed:

• As previously suggested in Figure 4.2, recorded statistics represent only a portion of the
true crime rate of a community. Although we will examine victim surveys in detail later,
the Bureau of the Census victim surveys suggest that there is possibly twice as much crime
committed as appears in the official statistics.

• The big increase in the crime rate beginning in the mid-1960s and extending through
the 1970s was in part explained by better communication, more professional police
departments, and better recording and reporting of crimes. Surprisingly, for instance,
there appears to be a positive relationship between a larger, improved, and profession-
alized police establishment and rising crime rates. Higher urban crime rates are 
related in part to the fact that there is a higher proportion of formal policing and
professional law enforcement in such areas. Increased urbanization itself also has its
own impact.

• Increased citizen awareness of crime and a general change in public morality may
have resulted in a larger proportion of crimes committed being reported to the police.
The usual and expected Saturday night barroom brawl of fifty years ago is now regard-
ed as a serious assault warranting police attention. In light of the success of the civil
rights movement, many more inner-city residents report crimes to the police, express-
ing confidence in the greater willingness of the police to respond to crime in their
neighborhood.

• Generally, most federal cases, “victimless” crimes, and white-collar crimes are not con-
tained in the UCR. Many of the analyses of age, sexual, and racial characteristics of those
arrested, then, describe the inept and poor criminal or concentrate on “crime in the streets”
rather than “crime in the suites.”

• Changes in police administration, politics in the statistical tabulating process, and,
simply, more attention to better record keeping have had a major impact on crimes
recorded. Obvious inadequacies in statistics from a jurisdiction are checked out by the
FBI. In 1949, for instance, the FBI refused to publish New York City Police Department
statistics. With improved recording, the robbery rate jumped 800 percent. Other changes
in police practices showed jumps of 61 percent in Chicago in 1961 because of a change
in chief, 202 percent in Kansas City in 1959 because of reforms, and 95 percent
in Buffalo in the early 1960s (President’s Commission, 1967, p. 25). In 1998, the
Philadelphia Police Department was accused of routine downgrading of crime reports in
which stabbings and beatings were recorded as hospital cases and burglaries became lost
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102 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

property (Thousands of Rape Claims, 1999). In 2004, it was charged that the city of
Atlanta had understated its crime rate by 22,000 crimes shortly before being approved
for hosting the Olympics. In 1999, Philadelphia’s Sex Crimes Unit dismissed as non-
crimes several thousand reports of rape (Associated Press, 2004). In a humorous exam-
ple of questionable statistics, the St. Paul, Minnesota, police department reported having
solved 215 rape cases in 1999, but reported that only 200 rapes had been committed. It
had also reported solving eleven more than that took place in 1997. The department
claimed a bookkeeping error. It turns out that the department had been too generous in
labeling cases as “cleared” beyond the guidelines provided by the FBI. The national
clearance rate for rape is about 50 percent.

Crime rates have a mysterious way of dropping if required for political purposes.
Nixon’s identification of the District of Columbia as a target of a crime-busting program
resulted in a dramatic drop in the crime rate that was more likely a matter of classifying
crimes out of the index. Until 1973, grand larceny of $50 or more could simply be classified
as under $50 and thus out of the index (Glaser, 1978, p. 58). An interesting example of
statistical shenanigans occurred in the mid-1970s during police negotiations in Cleveland
under the administration of Mayor Ralph Perk. The police were told that if they expected a
5 percent salary increase, they would have to demonstrate greater efficiency by dropping the
crime rate by a similar amount. Predictably, the crime rate recorded a drop in index crimes.
Sherman (1998) has argued that the more crime data is used to evaluate the police, the
greater the temptation is to cheat. He proposed creating separate, independent crime audits
as a solution. Such manipulation of crime statistics is not limited to the United States.
In 2008, charges were levied by criminologists that the British Home Office was manipulat-
ing research on crime by deliberately withholding or disrupting it. The office was accused
of suppressing statistics and studies that might reflect poorly on government policies
(BBC, 2008).

• In addition to those factors already indicated, Savitz (1978) notes some limitations of the
crime index. He summarizes a large number of elements that at the very least must be con-
sidered in using the index. In interpreting UCR statistics, one must keep in mind what
arrest statistics do and do not include. Arrests do not equal crimes solved or suspects
found guilty. Many potential crimes are also unfounded by police. These are complaints
that, on investigation by police, are determined not to be criminal matters.

• In cases of a multiple offense, only the most serious crime is recorded for statistical
purposes. Most crimes that are committed are not index offenses. Questions have been
raised that auto theft, a less serious crime with high reportability and clearance, artifi-
cially inflates the crime index and might best be dropped from the Part 1 designation
(Savitz, 1978).

• Rhodes points out that inflation caused incidents like bicycle theft to become larceny, an
index crime. In 1973, all larcenies were included as index offenses, thus sharply increasing
the crime rate (Rhodes, 1977, p. 168). At the same time, greater insurance coverage of
property crimes encourages their reporting.

• To be explored later in Chapter 10 is the problem that the crime index is an unweighted
index; that is, a murder counts the same or has the same weight as a bicycle theft. Imagine
two cities each with a crime rate of 100 per 100,000 population. In City A, 100 murders
were recorded, whereas in City B 100 joyrides were recorded. Somehow, these crime rates

Limitation 
of the crime

index
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 103

should not be regarded as the same. Most bodily injury crimes are “nonindex” or Part 2
crimes (Savitz, 1978).

• The existence of the “crime index” may cause police agencies to concentrate on these
crimes at the expense of other crimes.

• Although in 1978 Congress required that arson be included as an index offense, it has never
been included in the crime index because of the unreliability of arson offense information.
Jackson (1988) compared UCR arson data with a national survey of 683 fire departments
and found significant underreporting in the UCR. He explains that arson is unlike other
index offenses since determining whether a fire was purposefully set or attempted requires
a specific investigation.

• Raising yet another limitation, Wilbanks (1986) points out that despite the fact that the
media are fond of ranking cities with respect to index crimes the UCR itself correctly
cautions against comparing statistical data of individual reporting units from cities,
counties, and states solely on the basis of their population coverage. Such features as
population density, size of locality, age structure, population mobility, economic and
cultural conditions, climate, strength of law enforcement agencies and their policies,
politics, citizen attitudes, and reporting practices are all factors that complicate such
comparisons.

RELATED UCR ISSUES

Although it does not speak to any inaccuracy in the UCR itself, demographic shifts may provide
some explanation for rapidly rising or falling crime rates. Some criminologists had forecast the
crime dip in the 1980s, a general stabilization or decline in the crime rate. Although other
factors offset the decline, this prophecy was based on changes in population distribution. For
UCR crime rates, the maximal age range of criminality is 15–19, or 20–24 if an adult cohort is
considered. After World War II, the United States experienced an unprecedented “baby boom,” a
much larger than usual proportion of births beginning in 1946 and extending through the 1950s.
This group at first overwhelmed the capacity of hospital nursery wards; later, elementary schools
and high schools were hard pressed to meet the demands for space. In the late 1960s, colleges
could not expand fast enough to accommodate demand. Today most of these sectors have either
stabilized or declined in demand as the economy struggles to supply jobs and housing for the
now mature “baby boom” group. Similarly, the criminal justice system was struggling to deal
with the larger than normal group in the maximum crime-committing ages. As this group moves
into middle age and a smaller proportion of the population will be found in the high-crime ages,
the criminal justice system will hopefully find itself with a far more manageable situation.
A counterbalance to this demographic shift is the relationship between arrest rates and race.
If the birthrates and crime rates of minorities remain higher than the general population, we may
not see much of a drop in the crime rate.

Other variables that may also explain this decline include a greater reliance on longer
sentences, incarceration and incapacitation of serious offenders, a decline in the number of state
UCR programs, and an almost unnoticed decline in the per capita number of police in the United
States since during the 1980s. The researcher who decides to make use of official statistics such
as the UCR must become familiar with their inadequacies to avoid drawing inappropriate
conclusions. Despite the shortcomings that have been identified, the UCR remains an excellent
source of information on police operations. Exhibit 4.1 presents attempts to explain the crime dip
of the 1990s and the early twenty-first century.

Crime dip
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104 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

From the earliest compilation of national crime
statistics in the 1930s by the FBI in its Uniform Crime
Reports (UCR) until the early 1960s, the crime rate in
the United States had been declining, so much that
some prognosticators had unwisely predicted that,
given existing trends, growing affluence in America
might make crime a rarity by the twenty-first
century. By the mid-1960s, recorded crime did an
abrupt about face and rose at unprecedented levels,
producing yet new forecasts of unrepentant
explosions in the crime rate. A slight leveling off in
the early 1980s was interrupted by an epidemic of
youth violence beginning in the mid-1980s with the
advent of crack cocaine and the ready willingness to
use weapons to defend warring turf. By the 1990s,
just at the time that an assumed inevitability of such
high crime rates was setting in, an unexpected
decline took place, particularly in large cities.
Between 1993 and 1997, index crimes dropped over
20 percent.

The cause(s) of this decline remains a subject
of dispute. Some factors associated with the decline
in the crime rate in the 1990s include (Witkin, 1998,
pp. 28–37):

a healthy economy
crime prevention programs
decline in domestic violence
an incarceration binge
Compstat and community policing
decline in the crack epidemic
abortion

The healthiest U.S. economy in over thirty
years characterized by low unemployment and low
inflation has been viewed as primarily responsible
for falling crime rates. The relationship is not entirely
clear, however. In the 1960s, crime rates rose sharply
during periods of low unemployment. Sunbelt cities
with low unemployment had higher crime rates
than older cities with high unemployment. In the
1990s, murder in New York City fell over 66 percent
despite high unemployment (ibid., p. 30).

Crime prevention, which holds much promise
with early intervention programs with high risk

youth, has thus far demonstrated only modest
influence on crime rates.

Domestic murders, those among intimates,
showed a 40 percent decrease between 1976 and
1996. This is explained in part by a decline in
marriages among 20–24 year olds as well as
improved opportunities for women to escape
abusive relationships.

The imprisonment binge in the United States
has been phenomenal from about 744,000 in 1985
to 1,726,000 individuals in 1997 incarcerated in
federal, state, and local prisons and jails. This
represents the largest incarcerated population in the
world outside Russia. Locking up an additional million
prisoners must have an impact; however, “New York
City has displayed some of the most dramatic drops in
crime, but the state prison population—70 percent of
which is from the city—has increased only about
8 percent since 1993. Conversely, the law-and-order
state of Utah raised its incarceration rate by
19 percent from 1993 to 1996—but its violent-crime
rate went up” (ibid., p. 31).

Better policing has also been credited with
the decline. New York City, which showed sharp
decreases, utilized “compstats” (computer or
compare statistics) to computer map and identify
“hot spots” (high crime areas) where they would
concentrate their policing efforts. A focus on small,
nuisance crimes as suggested by Wilson and
Kelling’s “Broken Windows” (1982) theory was
pointed to. This postulates that small crimes left
unpunished breed more serious crimes. Nationwide,
however, some cities that employed no new
strategies also experienced plunging crime rates as
others who innovated saw rising ones.

The end of the crack cocaine epidemic, which
began rising in 1986, is a promising explanatory factor.
This epidemic had been combined with the carrying of
guns in order to secure operations. These same guns
were then used to settle disputes previously resolved
by fistfights. By the early 1990s, the crack crisis waned,
as did the violent crime rate. In some cases, territories
stabilized, and in others, the ravages of the drugs on
family members as well as incarceration took its toll.

(continued )

EXHIBIT 4.1

The Crime Dip
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 105

EXHIBIT 4.1 (Continued )

A final, controversial explanation is posed by
Levitt and Donohue (1999), who propose that the
advent of legalized abortion with the 1973 Roe v.
Wade decisions explains half the drop in crime
since 1991. Unwanted, potential criminals were
not born and crime declined beginning in 1992,

just when they would have reached their peak
crime years (18–24).

Source: Witkin, Gordon. “The Crime Bust: What’s behind
the Dramatic Drug Bust?” U.S. News and World Report,
May 25, 1998, pp. 28–37.

UCR REDESIGN

Beginning in 1977, the International Association of Chiefs of Police, as well as the National
Sheriffs Association, called for a major redesign of the UCR system, and after more than ten years
of effort by committees, task forces, and project staffs, the first major revision in the sixty-year
history of the program was accomplished (Poggio et al., 1985; Rovetch, Poggio, and Rossman,
1984). The lengthy process of the redesign study enabled redesign teams to take advantage of the
decade’s revolution in computer technology.

National Incident-Based Reporting System

The major change in the new UCR program was its conversion to a National Incident-Based
Reporting System (NIBRS), which involves a unit-record reporting system in which each local
law enforcement agency reports on each individual crime incident and on each individual arrest.
The original UCR only reported summary counts. The NIBRS uses fifty-two data elements to
describe victims, offenders, arrestees, and circumstances of crimes. While the UCR focuses on
eight index crimes, NIBRS has twenty-two Group A offenses, including bribery, counterfeiting/
forgery, drug and narcotic offenses, extortion/blackmail, fraud, kidnapping, pornography, non-
forcible sex offenses, and firearms violations.

Participation by law enforcement agencies in the program depends upon a department’s
data processing resources. If an agency cannot meet full participation requirements, it may limit
itself to reporting details of incidents involving the UCR’s eight index crimes rather than the
NIBRS’s expanded list of twenty-two crimes (Dodenhoff, 1990, p. 10). NIBRS divides data
collection into two levels. Level I covers all law enforcement agencies and requires basic Group
A incident-based data on the twenty-two categories of offenses. Level II participation includes an
additional eleven-category Group B list of lesser offenses, as well as more detail in submissions.
Agencies serving populations in excess of 100,000 plus a sampling of 300 smaller agencies will
participate in Level II. Exhibit 4.2 reports on features of the NIBRS.

NIBRS versus UCR

Some key differences between the NIBRS and the UCR program include (Rantala, 2000):

• Incident-Based versus Summary Reporting. The UCR reports Part I (index) offenses and
Parts I and II arrest data in aggregate (summary) form. NIBRS, which requires detailed data
on individual crime incidents and arrests, receives separate reports for each incident/arrest.
These reports include fifty-two data elements describing the victims, offenders, arrestees,
and circumstances of the crime.

National
Incident-

Based
Reporting

System
(NIBRS)

UCR redesign
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106 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

Negligent manslaughter
Justifiable homicide

Kidnapping/abduction
Larceny/theft offenses

Pocket picking
Purse snatching
Shoplifting
Theft from building
Theft from coin-operated machines
Theft from motor vehicle
Theft of motor vehicle parts/accessories
All other larceny

Motor vehicle theft
Pornography/obscene material
Prostitution offenses

Prostitution
Assisting or promoting prostitution

Robbery
Sex offenses, forcible

Forcible rape
Forcible sodomy
Sexual assault with an object
Forcible fondling

Sex offenses, nonforcible
Stolen property offenses
Weapon law violations

(continued )

EXHIBIT 4.2

The National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS)

With 1991 data, the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)
program of the FBI began moving from summary
counts to a more comprehensive and detailed
reporting system known as the National Incident-
Based Reporting System (NIBRS). By 1982, the Bureau
of Justice Statistics (BJS) had already provided over
$11 million to the states to establish centralized state-
level UCR programs. In a 1985 report, an FBI–BJS task
force that BJS underwrote recommended an incident
based system. When the Attorney General approved
NIBRS, BJS allocated an additional $13 million to the
states to implement the system.

NIBRS versus the Traditional UCR System
The traditional, summary-based UCR system counts
incidents and arrests, with some expanded data on

incidents of murder and nonnegligent manslaughter.
NIBRS, which will eventually replace the traditional
UCR as the source of official FBI counts of crimes
reported to law enforcement agencies, is designed to
go far beyond the summary-based UCR in terms of
information about crime.

One important difference between the two
systems is number of crime categories. The traditional
UCR counts incidents and arrests for the eight offenses
of the FBI Crime Index and counts arrests for other
offenses; NIBRS provides detailed incident information
on forty-six Group A offenses representing twenty-
two categories of crimes (Table A).

NIBRS, unlike the traditional UCR, also makes
a distinction between attempted and completed
crimes.

TABLE A The NIBRS Group A Offenses

Arson
Assault offenses

Aggravated assault
Simple assault
Intimidation

Bribery
Burglary/breaking and entering
Counterfeiting/forgery
Destruction/damage/vandalism of property

Drug/narcotic offenses
Drug/narcotic violations

Drug equipment violations
Embezzlement
Extortion/blackmail
Fraud offenses

False pretenses/swindle/confidence game
Credit card/ATM fraud
Impersonation
Welfare fraud
Wire fraud

Gambling offenses
Betting/wagering
Operating/promoting/assisting gambling
Gambling equipment violations
Sports tampering

Homicide offenses
Murder/nonnegligent manslaughter
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 107

EXHIBIT 4.2 (Continued )

In September 1982, a BJS–FBI task force
undertook a study of improvements to the Uniform
Crime Reporting Program, which was created in
1930. Law enforcement organizations, state UCR
program managers, and the research community
strongly supported this effort. In January 1984, a
conference considered various recommendations,
and in 1985, BJS and the FBI released the Blueprint for
the Future of the Uniform Crime Reporting Program.

The resulting program, the NIBRS, collected
its first data in 1991. An estimated 40 percent of
the nation reported to the NIBRS by the end of
1994. NIBRS represents a new way of thinking

(continued )

about crime, providing details about victims,
offenders, and the environments in which they
interact. This report on the first NIBRS data is a
beginning step toward using the data for planning
and evaluating law enforcement responses to crime.
It also illustrates the close partnership among BJS,
the FBI, and the more than 17,000 State and local
law enforcement agencies.

NIBRS collects arrestee information on the
forty-six Group A offenses and an additional eleven
Group B offenses (Table B). Unlike the traditional
UCR, NIBRS requires arrests as well as exceptional
clearances to be linked to specific incidents.

TABLE B The NIBRS Group B Offenses

Bad checks Drunkenness Runaway
Curfew/loitering/vagrancy Liquor law violations Trespassing
Disorderly conduct Nonviolent family offenses All other offenses
Driving under the influence Peeping Tom

In addition to expanded crime categories,
NIBRS definitions of certain offenses are more
inclusive than the traditional UCR definitions. For
example, the NIBRS definition of rape has been
expanded to include male victims.

In incidents where more than one offense
occurs, the traditional UCR counts only the most
serious of the offenses. NIBRS includes information
about each of the different offenses (up to a maximum
of ten that may occur within a single incident). As a
result, the NIBRS data can be used to study how often
and under what circumstances certain offenses, such
as burglary and rape, occur together.

The ability to link information about many
aspects of a crime to the crime incident marks the
most important difference between NIBRS and the
traditional UCR. These various aspects of the crime
incident are represented in NIBRS by a series of
more than fifty data elements (Table C).

The NIBRS data elements are categorized in six
segments: administrative, offense, property, victim,
offender, and arrestee. NIBRS enables analysts to
study how these data elements relate to each other
for each type of offense.

Administrative segment includes the ORI
(originating agency identifier) and incident numbers
that uniquely identify each incident. These tie

together all the records of a single incident. The
administrative segment also includes the date and
hour of the incident and if relevant, exceptional
clearance information.

Offense segment includes the type of
offense(s) reported, whether the offense was
attempted or completed, whether the offender was
suspected of using drugs or alcohol, the type of
location where the offense occurred (such as a store
or residence), the type of weapon or force used,
and whether the offender was motivated by bias
against the victim’s race, religion, ethnicity, or sexual
orientation. For certain offenses, the type of criminal
activity (such as possessing, selling, or transporting)
is indicated. For burglary incidents, the method of
entry and the number of premises entered are
included.

Property segment includes (for all property
offenses, extortion, kidnapping, and a few other
specified offenses) the type of property loss (burned,
counterfeited, destroyed, seized, or stolen), the type
of property involved (such as cash or jewelry), the
value of the property, and, if recovered, the recovery
date. For incidents of motor vehicle theft, special
indicators for the number of stolen and recovered
vehicles are included. For drug offenses, the type and
quantity of illegal drug(s) seized are included.
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108 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

TABLE C NIBRS Data Elements

Administrative segment:
1. ORI number
2. Incident number
3. Incident date/hour
4. Exceptional clearance indicator
5. Exceptional clearance date

Offense segment:
6. UCR offense code
7. Attempted/completed code
8. Alcohol/drug use by offender
9. Type of location

10. Number of premises entered
11. Method of entry
12. Type of criminal activity
13. Type of weapon/force used
14. Bias crime code

Property segment:
15. Type of property loss
16. Property description
17. Property value
18. Recovery date
19. Number of stolen motor vehicles
20. Number of recovered motor vehicles
21. Suspected drug type
22. Estimated drug quantity
23. Drug measurement unit

Victim segment:
24. Victim number
25. Victim UCR offense code

Victim segment includes a victim identification
number, the UCR code for offense(s) committed
against the victim, and the victim’s sex, age, race,
ethnicity, and residential status. In cases where the
victim is not an individual, codes are used to
distinguish among businesses, financial institutions,
governments, religious organizations, and society at
large. For incidents of homicide or aggravated
assault, codes describing the circumstances of the
incident (such as an argument or drug deal) are
provided. In incidents where the victim is injured,
information describing the injury (such as fractures

26. Type of victim
27. Age of victim
28. Sex of victim
29. Race of victim
30. Ethnicity of victim
31. Resident status of victim
32. Homicide/assault circumstances
33. Justifiable homicide circumstances
34. Type of injury
35. Related offender number
36. Relationship of victim to offender

Offender segment:
37. Offender number
38. Age of offender
39. Sex of offender
40. Race of offender

Arrestee segment:
41. Arrestee number
42. Transaction number
43. Arrest date
44. Type of arrest
45. Multiple clearance indicator
46. UCR arrest offense code
47. Arrestee armed indicator
48. Age of arrestee
49. Sex of arrestee
50. Race of arrestee
51. Ethnicity of arrestee
52. Resident status of arrestee
53. Disposition of arrestee under 18

EXHIBIT 4.2 (Continued )

or lacerations) is included. Each victim is linked by an
offender number to the offender(s) who committed
an offense against him or her, and the nature of the
victim’s relationship (such as family member,
acquaintance, or stranger) to each offender is
reported.

Offender segment includes information on
the age, sex, and race of the offender.

Arrestee segment includes information on
persons arrested in connection with the incident,
including the date of arrest, the age, sex, race,
ethnicity, and the residential status of the arrestee.

(continued )
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 109

EXHIBIT 4.2 (Continued )

An example of how those interested in the
study of crime can tap the potentially rich source
of new information represented by NIBRS is seen in
the Supplementary Homicide Reports data
published annually by the FBI in its Crime in the
United States series. Cross tabulations of various
incident based data elements are presented,
including the age, sex, and race of victims and
offenders, the types of weapon(s) used, the
relationship of the victim to the offender, and the
circumstances surrounding the incident (e.g.,
whether the murder resulted from a robbery, rape,
or argument). These data were provided to the FBI
for about 87 percent of the 24,703 murders
reported nationwide in 1991.

For other violent crimes such as rape and
robbery, UCR data beyond the summary counts have
generally been limited to a univariate distribution by
month. With the advent of NIBRS, the supplemental
data elements that were previously available only for

murder incidents can now be used in the analysis of
other violent crimes.

Of course, NIBRS also provides some data
elements that were not previously available for any
violent crimes, including murder. These new data
elements include whether the offender was suspected
of using alcohol or drugs shortly before or during the
incident, the type of location of the crime, the
residential status of the victim, and the nature of any
injuries sustained by the victim.

For robbery incidents, NIBRS also provides
previously unavailable data describing the property
that was lost and its value. Using NIBRS, a researcher
could study carjackings, for example, by selecting
robbery incidents that included a vehicle as the
property description.

Source: Reaves, Brian A. “Using NIBRS Data to Analyze
Violent Crime.” Bureau of Justice Statistics Technical
Report, October 1993.

• Expanded Offense Reporting. The UCR is a summary-based system and collects totals on
criminal incidents in eight offense classifications within the Part I type. NIBRS receives
detailed reports on twenty-two categories and forty-six offenses in the Group A list.
It adds the following list to the original UCR Part I crimes: bribery, counterfeiting and
forgery, vandalism, drug offenses, embezzlement, extortion and blackmail, fraud, gambling
offenses, kidnapping, pornography, prostitution, nonforcible sexual offenses, weapons law
violations, and stolen property offenses. In addition, many of the Part I offenses have been
expanded. For example, the forcible rape category now includes all forcible sexual offenses,
such as forcible sodomy, sexual assault with an object, and forcible fondling.

• New Offense Definitions. In addition to expanding the original list of UCR offense categories,
NIBRS revised the existing definitions of crime. Rape, for example, is defined as “the carnal
knowledge of a person, forcibly and/or against that person’s will; or, not forcibly or against a
person’s will where the victim is incapable of giving consent because of his/her temporary or
permanent mental or physical incapacity” (ibid.).

• Elimination of the Hierarchy Rule. Under the UCR “hierarchy rule,” if multiple crimes took
place within the same event, only the single most serious crime was reported. NIBRS elimi-
nates the hierarchy rule and cites all crimes reported as offenses within the same incident.

• Greater Specificity of Data. Because it collects more specific information regarding crimi-
nal incidents, NIBRS data will eventually lead to more detailed crime analysis, criminal
profiling, and crime reporting. NIBRS will also have the capability of providing break-
downs regarding victims, cost, involvement of weapons, injuries, and the like, innovations
that had not been possible in the past.

• Crimes against Society. Whereas the UCR distinguishes between “crimes against person”
and “crimes against property,” the addition of many new offense categories in NIBRS
necessitated the creation of a new category—“crimes against society.” This category
includes crimes such as drug offenses, gambling violations, pornography, and prostitution.

Hierarchy rule
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110 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

• Attempted versus Completed Crimes. The UCR system reports many attempted crimes as
completed ones. The NIBRS system will include a designation of each crime as either
attempted or completed.

• Designation of Computer Crime. With NIBRS data of the future, it will be possible to
determine whether a traditional crime, for example larceny, was committed by computer.
But this specificity will not eliminate the traditional classifications that are important for
historical trend analysis.

• Better Statistical Analysis. NIBRS will permit a greater opportunity for examining interrela-
tionships between many variables such as offenses, property, victims, offenders, and arrestees.

These features represent the first major overhaul of the UCR system in more than fifty years.
On a final note, mention should be made of the growing international effort with respect

to crime statistics. Organizations such as Interpol, the United Nations, and the World Health
Organization all have programs of collection. Some of the problems in analyzing these data
are the same as those affecting the UCR. Difficulties in analyzing crime data across countries
include: varying definitions of crime; differences in recording practices; differences in the law;
the stage of the system when crime is recorded; factual inequalities among countries in age
and urban/rural structure; and specific problems associated with recording crime (statistics
may be related to politics or measures of system workload) (van Dijk and Kangaspunta, 2000).

SAMPLING

Sampling may be used with any of the data-gathering procedures we discuss. The fact that it is
included here with surveys is simply a matter of editorial convenience. Some research involves a
complete enumeration of the total population, households, or the target of study. Ever since
1790, the U.S. Census has attempted to survey every household unit—man, woman, and child—
every ten years. Similarly, city directories attempt to count and obtain information on all persons
eighteen years of age or older who reside within their urban target areas.

Rather than attempting to enumerate an entire population, most studies make use of
sampling. Sampling is a procedure used in research by which a select subunit of a population is
studied in order to analyze the entire population. Sampling enables an inexpensive, relatively
quick assessment, by even small groups of researchers, of a population that is often so large that
complete enumeration is prohibitive. The logic of sampling enables one to make inferences to a
larger population (Kish, 1965).

The initial step in selecting a sample is to develop a sampling frame, a complete list of the
population (or universe) that one is interested in studying. For example, if one is interested in gener-
alizing all judges in California, a complete list of such judges would constitute the sampling frame.

TYPES OF SAMPLING

The major types of sampling procedures follow.

Probability Nonprobability

Simple Random Quota
Stratified Random Accidental
Cluster Purposive
Systematic (Multistage) Snowball
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 111

Probability Samples

Probability samples refer to samples that permit estimation of the likelihood of each element of
the population being selected in the sample.

Simple Random Samples. Simple random samples (SRSs) are samples in which each 
element of the population (or universe) has an equal probability of being selected. Sometimes
the mnemonic device EPSEM samples are used to denote the key features of an SRS (Babbie,
1992, p. 197).

EPSEM, a means of sample selection, is an acronym that stands for Equal Probability of
SElection Method. This method provides a way for selecting a sample in which each and every
unit or person in the population has the same or equal chance of appearing in the sample.
EPSEM or probability samples are very important in the field of statistics because the various
calculations and estimations of statistics assume that the sample was chosen by some probability
method. In describing samples that use an EPSEM, we will use the shorthand acronym EPSEM.

If probability methods have been utilized in selection of the sample, the concept of sam-
pling error enables researchers to assess confidence limits so that with a given degree of error,
they can assume that what is true of the sample is true of the population and that the sample mean
approximates that of the population.

Procedure. To select an SRS, it is necessary to acquire a clear and complete list of all elements
of the population because all elements must be independently and randomly chosen. Suppose
there were thirty people in a room and a simple random sample of five were to be drawn. One
could give each person a number, drop these numbers into a hat, scramble them, and then draw
five, one at a time. State lottery daily numbers usually make use of an honest gambling device
procedure that is essentially an SRS. What if, as in a large survey of the public, one wished to
draw a simple random sample of adults from a city of a million? Obviously, one would not put
numbers in a hat. To sample such large populations, researchers make use of a table of random
numbers. Figure 4.3 illustrates a theoretical population and a hypothetical typical table of ran-
dom numbers. Appendix B contains a larger table of random numbers.

To select a sample of ten inmates, one would first number the list of inmates, then choose
a random start, for example, the top left of Table of Random Numbers. As the entire population
consists of fifty cases, numbers from 00 to 99, or two-digit numbers, would enable each name to
have an equal probability of selection. Numbers from 51 to 99 are, of course, unusable; if these
numbers are chosen, they should be skipped and the selection process continued until the next
two-digit number between 01 and 50. According to Figure 4.3, the first number is 07—Albert
Bruno, the second is 00—no case, the third is 16—Mike Federici, and so forth, until ten cases are
chosen. If the same number is chosen twice, it is skipped because each respondent should appear
only once in the sampling frame. For complex sampling, various computer programs are avail-
able that provide an SRS of a specified size.

Advantages/Disadvantages. The chief advantage of the SRS is that it enables the use of statisti-
cal probabilities that are necessary in many statistical procedures. The primary disadvantages of
the SRS, however, are that it requires a complete list of the population to be sampled and, if large
numbers are involved, it can become a rather tedious and cumbersome procedure, although this
can be offset by computer. The SRS by no means guarantees a representative sample. On the last
point, by chance it is possible in our San Rocco sample to obtain a sample that is 50 percent
female, even though females represent only 10 percent of the population. As we will see in
our discussion, the probability of this occurring is small, but it certainly is possible. Such a
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112 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

nonrepresentative sample certainly raises problems for a researcher attempting to infer to the
larger population. Primarily for this reason, much survey research involving sampling utilizes
stratified random samples.

Some examples of research employing SRSs include a study of New York City drug laws by
Japha (1978) in which he randomly selected cases from the Criminal Court of Manhattan of per-
sons convicted for a nondrug felony who had been given a nonincarceration sentence. In addition,
he drew random samples of cases entering court for arraignment, cases reduced or dismissed at
first arraignment, clients in drug treatment programs, and males held on felony charges in
Manhattan. Sparks (1982), in a study of Massachusetts statewide sentencing guidelines,
constructed a random sample of 1,440 convicted criminals who had been sentenced in the
Massachusetts Superior Court during a one-year period.

Stratified Random Samples. Stratified random samples rely on knowledge of the distribu-
tion or proportion of population characteristics to choose a sample that assures
representativeness of these characteristics. Such characteristics are generally demographic in
nature, such as age, sex, race, social class, or of pertinence to the study, such as area of resi-
dence, nature and type of criminal record, region, or some quality of importance in the analysis.

The general procedure involves dividing the population into strata or groups based on
the variable(s) of stratification and then selecting the sample either proportionately or dispro-
portionately, depending on the decision made in this regard. For proportionate stratified
samples, sample subjects are chosen in roughly the same ratio as exists in the population.
For instance, suppose that in our San Rocco study of fifty inmates, we wanted to choose a
proportionate stratified sample by sex of ten inmates. Because one of ten is a female in the
population, we must be certain that only one of the ten subjects in the sample is female. Such
a procedure assures representativeness by sex, unlike the SRS in which half of the sample
were females.

FIGURE 4.3 Sampling Frame of Inmates at San Rocco Correctional Institution.

*This table of random numbers is provided for illustration purposes only. For actual projects, consult Appendix B.

Angelo, Gerald Clemons, Randy Kozak, Dave Parks, Zeke Thiel, Myrtle
Bell, Earl Dammer, Harry Lewis, Ed Penn, Wally Thompson, Mary
Bender, Harry Dutkowsky, Andrew Mack, Bob Quick, Bob Tierney, Estelle
Benekos, Peter Edsel, Earl McGill, Bill Rapp, Sean Unterwagner, Jim
Bethune, David Erisman, Mike Morris, Tom Rasp, Doug Vance, Lance
Bozo, Boris Frederici, Mike Mucha, Fred Ross, Joe Vega, Terence
Bruno, Albert Goblick, Al Norris, Herb Runt, Juan Wahlen, John
Burns, Rich Hairbreath, Harry Numa, Tod Saxon, Sid Wayne, Mike
Buxton, Bob Harlow, Joe Obernan, Stan Simmons, Mary Weeks, Bary
Buzawa, Eve Johnson, Leroy Parker, Omar Simpson, Ted Zeno, Mike

TABLE OF RANDOM NUMBERS*

07001 61569 08812 07344 92880 71728
43102 29751 87806 12031 56214 41387
61622 71481 20091 37658 99612 28143
50126 51296 07509 61483 25143 619747
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 113

Disproportionate stratified sampling involves oversampling—taking a larger than proportionate
number of certain groups to assure the appearance of a sufficient number of cases for comparative
purposes of a group that is small in the population. Again, returning to our example in Figure 4.3,
suppose that we wished to investigate differences between male and female inmates at San Rocco.
An SRS could result in a sample of all males, which would certainly destroy our ability to even
conduct the study. A proportionate stratified sample would yield one female and nine males, a
situation that would be quite hazardous because, on every variable of analysis, the 100 percent
response of females would be referring to only one respondent. A disproportionate stratified
sample might take all five female subjects and compare them with a sample of male respondents,
for example, five males. There is generally no problem in comparing males with females using a
disproportionate stratified sample; however, if inferences were to be attempted from a sample that
is overrepresentative of females to all inmates, the sample is obviously nonrepresentative.
Weighting of sample responses is a recommended procedure to adjust sample data to enable
inference to the general population. Basically, weighting involves the differential assignment of
adjustment factors to data to take into account the relative importance of that data.

Table 4.2 illustrates this process.
The responses of the males in the sample would in actuality carry nine times more weight than

those of females. That is, each response of males in the sample actually represents the response of
nine males—the respondent and eight others—whereas the female respondent represents only
herself. Thus, disproportionate stratified sampling permits comparisons between subgroups where at
least one of the subgroups might otherwise be too small. In the early victimization surveys of select
U.S. cities conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau on behalf of the Department of Justice, the
sampling frame was the complete housing inventory for the city as determined by the 1970 Census
of Population and Housing. To select a stratified sample, the city’s housing units were categorized
into 105 strata, for example, own or rent, occupied or unoccupied, and single-family or multiple-
dwelling unit (Criminal Victimization Surveys in Milwaukee, 1977). Garofalo describes the
sampling procedure utilized in the initial study of eight cities involved in Law Enforcement Assistant
Administration’s (LEAA’s) High Impact Crime Reduction Program:

Supplemental samples were drawn from new construction permits issued in each
city. Census Bureau interviewers visited the housing units selected and interviewed
residents about personal and household victimizations suffered during the preceding
twelve months. About 10,000 households or 22,000 individuals were interviewed in
each city. . . . The samples were sufficiently large to make reliable estimates of what
the attitude responses would have been if everyone in the city had been interviewed
(Garofalo, 1977, p. 14).

The numbers in the victimization survey report are weighted estimates as if the entire pop-
ulation were surveyed. The history of the operation of Bureau of Justice Statistics–sponsored
victimization surveys will be covered in depth in Chapter 6.

TABLE 4.2 San Rocco Correctional Institution: Weighting 
of Disproportionate Sample

Population
Disproportionate 
Stratified Sample Weight

Male 45 5 9 ×
Female 5 5 1 × or none
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114 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

In an analysis of characteristics of high- and low-crime neighborhoods in Atlanta,
Greenberg, Williams, and Rohe (1982) utilized a stratified random sample from three matched
pairs of neighborhoods selected on the basis of crime, racial, and income characteristics. A study
of the relationship between narcotics addiction and criminal activity in Baltimore by Nurco et al.
(1985) involved a sample of 354 male narcotic addicts who were selected using a stratified
random sample of a population of 6,149 known narcotics abusers who had been arrested or iden-
tified by the Baltimore Police Department between 1952 and 1976. The sample was selected not
on the basis of criminality but by race and year of police contact.

Cluster Sampling. Cluster sampling is generally used in surveys that involve field interviews
and is most useful in studies that involve widely dispersed subjects. The population to be surveyed
is divided into clusters, for example, census tracts, blocks, and sections, and then a probability
sample of clusters is selected for study. Such a sampling procedure is less time consuming and
costly, particularly in terms of field staff. Once the clusters are chosen, other sampling procedures,
such as a systematic sample of every nth house, may be employed. Cluster sampling is particular-
ly useful as a means of reducing travel costs in field interviewing.

An example of the use of cluster sampling is provided by Schuerman and Kobrin’s
(1986) study of neighborhood change and criminal activity in Los Angeles. They drew a sam-
ple from census tract clusters in Los Angeles County that were defined as high-crime areas in
1970. They then used a statistical procedure to assemble contiguous census tracts into 192
clusters or neighborhoods and studied the impact of socioeconomic and demographic trends in
these areas on crime rates. Sigler and Johnson (1986; see also Sigler and Haygood, 1988), in a
study of public perceptions of sexual harassment in Tuscaloosa, Alabama, employed a multi-
stage, stratified cluster sample in which grids on city maps, blocks, and residences were the
sampling units.

Systematic Samples. In systematic samples every nth item in a list is included in the sample. (In
the language of statistics, n represents every second, third, fourth, or nth case.) Purists insist that
such a sample is a nonprobability sample, because various patterns, for example ethnic surnames,
may exist in a list that would destroy its representativeness. If offenders or arrestees were listed in
order of offense seriousness, the final sample may be biased. This writer has chosen to place
systematic sampling in the probability group because the majority of researchers feel that it
satisfies the EPSEM requirement and belongs in the probability group. To illustrate systematic
sampling, let us return to Figure 4.3, the San Rocco example. Suppose we wished to select a
sample often from a population of fifty. Assuming the names are already numbered, we would
first select the proper sampling interval, in this case every fifth name. Sampling intervals are
selected by the ratio of sample size to population size—in our example, ten of fifty or one of five.
By choosing every fifth, theoretically every name in the population list has an equal probability of
being chosen so long as one uses a random start. Random start involves randomly choosing where
the interval will begin within the first interval—in this case, 1 to 5. For example, if the number 3
were chosen from a table of random numbers, the sample selected with the every-fifth-sampling
interval would be 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28, 33, 38, 43, and 48. As long as one both suspects that there is
no pattern in the population list and uses the proper sampling interval and random start, such that
each individual or unit has an equal probability of being chosen, a probability sample exists. The
obvious advantage of systematic samples is their relative ease of selection, although it may
become burdensome with large populations. In choosing a systematic sample from a uniformly
spaced list of names, a simple procedure, once the random start is selected, is to mark off with a
ruler or other measuring rod and proceed down the list until all cases are selected.
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 115

Multistage Sampling. Multistage sampling involves combinations of stratified, cluster, simple
random samples, and/or other sampling procedures. For example, a national survey of neighbor-
hood crime might stratify first on the basis of region—north, east, south, west. Within regions,
clusters are randomly selected, and within the selected regions, blocks are randomly selected for
door-to-door household interviews. Multistage sampling can become quite complex, as illustrated
by the study of media crime prevention campaigns by O’Keefe et al. (1984).

The population examined included a national sample of the noninstitutionalized U.S.
civilian population of age eighteen and over. A one-call quasi-probability sample design was
employed, based upon the Roper Organization’s master national probability sample of inter-
viewing areas. First, 100 counties were chosen at random proportionate to population after all
counties in the nation had been stratified by population size within geographic region. Second,
cities and towns were randomly selected from the sample counties according to their popula-
tion. Third, four blocks or segments were then drawn within each location. Quotas for sex and
age, as well as for employed women, were set in order to assure proper representation of each
group in the sample (O’Keefe et al., 1984, in Loftin, 1987, p. 100).

Nonprobability Samples

Any sampling procedure that violates the EPSEM is viewed as a nonprobability sample.

Quota Samples. Quota samples are nonprobability stratified samples. The researcher attempts to
ensure that the sample proportions, for example, age, sex, and race, resemble those of the population,
but does not fill these proportions or quotas on the basis of an EPSEM. Rather than attempting to
ensure that each element of each quota has an equal chance of appearing in the sample, the
researcher uses skilled judgment to select adequate numbers to fill each quota. The data are collect-
ed and analyzed on an ongoing basis until an adequate decision or prediction of outcome becomes
possible. Quota sampling is the favorite technique of many private marketing and consumer survey
organizations. Often at shopping malls, interviewers eyeball shoppers until someone appearing to fit
the requirements of one of their quotas is identified—for example, a black male in his forties. At
times, the interviews are aborted when, on the basis of demographic information, it turns out that the
interviewer guessed wrong on a characteristic and the individual is not needed in the quota.

An illustration of a quota sample is provided in a Philadelphia bail experiment conducted by
Goldkamp and Gottfredson (1984). First, a sample of judges was selected from Philadelphia
Municipal Court, and then cases from court files were selected according to a stratified quota
sampling design by which cases were chosen on the basis of both seriousness of charge and judge.

A quota sample was also used in a study of criminal victimization among the homeless in
Birmingham, Alabama (Fitzpatrick, LaGory, and Ritchey, 1993). The researchers used a previous
Birmingham Homeless Enumeration and Survey Project to construct sampling parameters and 
stratified on geographic site, gender, and race. They then conducted a quota sample survey of 150
homeless adults by randomly selecting persons from each homeless shelter or public site to match
the proportions found in the previous enumeration. After determining the number of respondents 
required from the site, interviewers selected subjects on the basis of sex and race. The demographic
characteristics of the sample matched those of previous studies conducted in Texas and Tennessee.

Accidental Samples. Accidental samples are the favorite “person on the street” interviews
where the “researcher” makes little attempt to ensure representativeness of the sample. This is
well illustrated by many television commercials, for example, “Nine out of ten doctors recom-
mend __________ .” Which nine of ten? An interview of the easiest and most accessible
generally will not yield data from which one could infer to larger populations.
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116 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

Purposive Samples. Purposive (judgmental) samples, on the other hand, represent the 
selection of an appropriate sample based on the researcher’s skill, judgment, and needs. This type
of sampling is well used on election nights when the major networks, based on sample precincts,
are able to quite accurately predict the likely outcome, often with a small margin of error with
only 2 percent of the votes cast. Marketing studies often use test areas that possess characteristics
quite similar to those of the nation. Both political campaign planners and market analysts have
made use of focus groups. Organizers of these focus groups bring together purposively selected
volunteers in order to measure reactions to or attitudes about products, candidate speeches, and
the like (Krueger, 1994 and 1997; Morgan, 1993; Stewart and Shamdasani, 1990).

The use of focus groups and mock trials as courtroom tools are burgeoning areas of applied
research. Focus groups involve bringing together a group of purposely selected volunteers in order
to measure reactions to or attitudes concerning products, candidates, defendants, and the like. They
are a means of gathering in-depth, qualitative data. In measuring business products, a focus group
of eight to twelve people may be brought together for a round table discussion of one to two hours.
Such participants are often recruited by telephone, matched on key demographic characteristics,
and offered an incentive to participate. Topics to be discussed are planned in conjunction with the
client or research issue. In addition to videotaping the discussion and observation, often through
two-way mirrors, subjects are also requested to fill out a questionnaire.

The dynamics of focus group interviews lie in the group process in which participants
influence each other, opinions change, and new views emerge. The participants learn from each
other (Krueger, 1997, p. 20). In the final analysis, the true test of focus group results is whether they
work in predicting product sales, future behavior, court outcomes, or whatever the topic under
investigation. Researchers can ask a small group of six to twelve people questions that will stimulate
lively discussion. The focus group members are the experts giving their opinion to the researcher.

Wanting to find out about kids who frequent crack houses, Bowser hung out in an inner-city
neighborhood and, once accepted, invited kids to join a focus group at a local pizza place and asked
them how to go about surveying the subject (Bowser and Sieber, 1993). Such groups can operate
very inexpensively and simply. Most researchers employ a discussion leader plus two assistants
(notetakers). Some essential elements of conducting focus groups include (ibid., pp. 81–82):

• Organize questions and probes beginning with general to concluding questions.
• Reduce these to five to seven general questions.
• Define your target population.
• Select homogeneous groups of six to twelve people. Do not mix genders, socioeconomic

status, or people who might be guarded around each other.
• Select good gatekeepers to aid in recruitment.
• Effectively invite them and provide incentives.
• Find a comfortable and private setting.
• Conduct the focus group, serve food, and summarize.
• Organize responses around major themes.
• Prepare and disseminate the report.

The purpose of focus groups of mock jurists is to identify and apply information on char-
acteristics of potential jurists in order to effect positive trial strategy. What are some themes and
tactics that might best communicate the case to the jury (Moore, 1998)?

Mock trials are more elaborate in simulating a trial in all respects. This involves attorneys
(or actors) presenting both sides of their cases in a simulated courtroom setting which includes
the voir dire (jury selection), preliminary instructions, opening statements, direct and cross
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 117

examination of witnesses, presentation of evidence, and closing arguments. Deliberations are
videotaped, and post-verdict discussions take place in order to monitor the decision-making
process and discover which documents, evidence, or arguments were most persuasive. Such
activities can assist in predicting panel reaction to charges, defenses, and possible awards in civil
cases. Juror profiles for particular cases can also be developed, enabling the targeting of certain
demographic, personality, and attitudinal characteristics. In order to explore this topic further, visit
jury simulation consulting firms on the Internet by entering “jury simulations” as the search item
on a Web browser such as Excite, Yahoo, or Infoseek.

Figure 4.4 describes the use of focus groups to successfully guide jury selection in the
notorious Birmingham Church Bombing Trial, which in 2001 won convictions of a former 
Ku Klux Klansman responsible for the attack.

Criminal profiling refers to attempts to construct typical characteristics of certain types of
criminals. Holmes (1989) used a purposive sample and talked to offenders, asking them questions
about their crimes, motivations, and crime scenes. This technique is used by researchers—for
example, by those in the FBI’s Behavioral Research Unit—for forecasting purposes and to aid in
the investigation of certain types of criminals such as serial murderers. In a criminal profiling of
forty-one convicted serial rapists, 76 percent were found to have been sexually abused as children.
This same profile found that the majority of serial rapes had not been reported to authorities
(Hazelwood and Warren, 1989). Exhibit 4.3 describes the crime profiling process.

Although purposive samples are not probability samples, their usefulness is judged on the
basis of whether they work in predicting future behavior or attitudes of the target population, for
example, voting patterns and consumer behavior.

The following caveat was issued by Sheley and Wright (1993, p. 3) in their study of juvenile
possession of firearms by selecting purposive samples of 835 male serious offenders incarcerated
in six juvenile facilities in four states and 785 male students in ten inner-city high schools near
these facilities:

It should be stressed that these findings are technically not generalizable to other set-
tings and populations. The four states serving as research sites for this study were not
a probability sample of States. Moreover, to maximize percentages of respondents

In 2001, a Birmingham, Alabama, jury took only two hours to convict a former Klansman in
the 1963 church bombing. Thomas Blanton Jr. was sentenced to life in prison for the murder
of four black girls who died in the September 15, 1963, explosion at the Sixteenth Street
Baptist Church. Using jury consultants, prosecutors organized two focus groups and polled
500 residents of the Birmingham area. With defense lawyers and judges, they devised a 
100-question survey that potential jurors completed at the beginning of the trial. Questions
related to attitudes toward interracial dating and the King holiday were used.

Much of the evidence against Blanton was circumstantial. The prosecution claimed that
they entered the evidentiary phase of the trial confident that they had selected a receptive jury.
The prosecution purported that it struck potential jurists due to their attitudes rather than race
and sex per se. The defense argued that the real intent of the prosecution had been to remove
white men, who had been struck based on racial lines. The judge ruled that the prosecution
had provided race-neutral reasons for its selection.

FIGURE 4.4 Research-Guided Jury Selection in the Birmingham Church Bombing Trial.
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118 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

Crime profiling (also called crime investigative
analysis) has been practiced on various levels in the
social sciences for years. Classic fictional detectives
such as Sherlock Holmes and Charlie Chan tried
their hand as did a host of profilers of figure such as
Hitler, the Boston Strangler, and the Mad Bomber. In
Profiling Violent Crimes (1996, p. 8), Ronald and
Stephen Holmes indicate that the profiler should
have three goals:

A complete profile provides the criminal
justice system with (a) a social and psychological
assessment of the offender, (b) a psychological
evaluation of the suspected offender’s belong-
ings, and (c) suggestions for the most efficient
and effective way for police to go about inter-
viewing the suspect once he or she is
apprehended.

Douglas, et al. (1992, p. 310) define crime profiling as
involving seven steps:

Evaluation of the criminal act itself
Comprehensive evaluation of the specifics

of the crime scene(s)
Comprehensive analysis of the victim
Evaluation of preliminary police reports
Evaluation of the medical examiner’s

autopsy protocol
Development of the profile with critical
offender characteristics
Investigative suggestions predicated on

construction of the profile

Components of the offender profile include (Federal
Bureau of Investigation, 1991):

age, sex, race
marital status/adjustment
level of intelligence
sexual adjustment and perversions
social adjustment
appearance and grooming
employment history/adjustment
emotional adjustment
work habits
location or residence in relation to crime scene

personality characteristics
evaluation and analysis of the criminal act
motive for the offense
lifestyle
prior criminal arrest history
sequence of events during the offense
mood of the offender before, during and after

the offense

The crime-profiling approach has been found
particularly useful in investigating arsons, bombings,
kidnaps, murders, child molestations, and serial
murders/rapes. In the profiling process, data is
collected and assessed, the situation reconstructed,
hypotheses formulated, profile developed and
tested, and results reported (Douglas and Burgess,
1986, p. 9). Beginning in the late 1970s, the FBI’s
profiling program, housed in its Behavioral Sciences
Investigative Unit, has enjoyed a high-media profile
beginning with success in predictions related to the
Wayne Williams serial murder case in Atlanta in the
early 1980s. Based on interviews with over thirty
serial murderers in prison, the profilers predicted he
would be a black male, early- to mid-twenties, and a
police buff (he impersonated a police officer).

Profiling may not be entirely accepted by old
line investigators as illustrated in the case of crim-
inologist Bill Tafoya. In 1993, then FBI agent Tafoya
was assigned to the Unabomber investigation in San
Francisco. His profile, which was not accepted, was
uncanny and would most likely have led to an earlier
bust of Ted Kaczynski. Contrary to the prevailing
profile, Tafoya indicated the bomber was probably in
his early fifties (Kaczynski was fifty-three when
apprehended). He predicted the bomber would have a
graduate degree, maybe a Ph.D.; a background in the
“hard” sciences, perhaps engineering or math; and
was an antitechnology Luddite (Witkin, 1997).

Sources: Holmes, Ronald, and Stephen Holmes. Profiling
Violent Crimes. 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, C.A.: Sage
Publications, 1996; Douglas, John, et al. Crime
Classification Manual. New York: Lexington Books, 1992;
and Miethe, Terance D., and Richard McCorkle. Crime
Profiles: The Anatomy of Dangerous Persons, Places,
and Situations. Los Angeles, C.A.: Roxbury, 1998.

EXHIBIT 4.3

Crime Profiling
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 119

involved in the behavior of interest, the study purposely focused on serious juvenile
offenders and on students from especially problematic inner-city schools. Therefore,
the six correctional facilities and ten high schools (and by virtue of the voluntary
nature of participation in the study, the respondents in those institutions) serving as
research sites were not probability samples of their respective universes.

Nonetheless, comparison of inmate respondents’ profiles with those known
through studies of youth in similar institutions indicates that the present sample was
not dissimilar to samples of State maximum-security wards serving as subjects of
other studies. Moreover, a 1984 study of inner-city high school students’ criminal
activity employed data collected from randomly selected high school students from
inner-city, high-crime neighborhoods in four cities and indicated age and race break-
downs very similar to those found among the student respondents.

A large number of evaluation studies in criminal justice employ purposive sampling as illus-
trated by the following. To assess the impact of determinate sentencing on institutional climate
and prison administration, Goodstein et al. (1984) studied three states that had recently imple-
mented determinate sentencing and purposely chose states that differed in the types of determi-
nate sentencing enacted. In an age cohort analysis of arrest rates, Greenberg and Larkin (1985)
chose twenty-five large cities for study on the basis of geographic representativeness. The detailed
planning in choosing a purposive sample can be illustrated in Jacob’s (1984) study of ten city
governments’ responses to crime from 1948 to 1978. The cities were chosen on the basis of fiscal
strength, type of city government, region, quality of urban life, possession of sufficient research
capabilities, accessibility (cooperativeness in the past) to research, availability of prior research,
and program initiativeness (had received federal grants in the past). Pate et al. (1986) studied fear
of crime in Houston and Newark, the former representing a new, growing city with low population
density and the latter a mature, high-population-density city with declining economic resources.
Toborg’s (1981) choice of sites in her study of pretrial release practices in nine jurisdictions was
based on very practical reasons, which probably exist in most purposive samples: geographic
diversity, wide range of (release) types, accurate and accessible records, and a willingness of
agencies to cooperate with the study. Agency contacts and cooperation are essential in such stud-
ies because, without such “hospitality,” suspicion will very likely undermine the project.

Snowball Sampling. Snowball sampling is a type of strategy employed particularly in 
exploratory studies of little-known or hard-to-obtain subjects (Goodman, 1969; Biernacki and
Waldorf, 1981). It basically entails obtaining a first subject and, on the basis of this subject, obtaining
an entrée and introduction to a second subject, then a third, and so forth. Gradually, as many subjects
as practicable are accumulated. Polsky (1967) employed this strategy in studying uncaught criminals,
as did Solomey (1979) in his study of undercover police. Alex (1969) also employed this strategy in
order to study black police officers in New York City. Such a sampling procedure may be the only
means of obtaining data on little-known or secretive subject matter. In order to study “The Social
Organization of Drug Use and Drug Dealing Among Urban Gangs,” Fagan (1989) used a snowball
sample of gang member respondents. Initial subjects were recruited through neighborhood agencies,
and gang members who were recruited later were nominated by these first respondents. All partici-
pants received payment for their cooperation in the form of caps, T-shirts, or coupons to music stores.

In contrasting a history of Asian gangs in San Francisco, Toy (1992) interviewed sixty-four
active gang members as well as nine respondents for historical purposes. Utilizing a snowball
sampling technique, subjects were initially recruited through neighborhood social service
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120 Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling

agencies and then asked to refer other gang members. Respondents were paid $50 and another
$40 for each successful referral.

In an Australian study, Dance (1991) utilized a snowball sample to study recreational
intravenous drug users. The author asked everyone she knew if they were familiar with any
intravenous drug users. After asking about fifty people, she met Roger, an intravenous drug
user with whom she developed a rapport. After he told his friends that she was trustworthy,
she was ultimately able to interview others.

The selection of the sample and instrument to be used for data collection is always governed
by time, cost, and staff available to collect and analyze the data. Unless selection probabilities can
be estimated, statistical inference to larger populations is hazardous. In the hands of skillful
researchers, however, and for specific research problems, nonprobability samples may be preferred.

Sample Size

There is no simple answer to the question: “What is an appropriate sample size to choose?”
It depends on a number of considerations, and there is no predetermined appropriate sample
size for all conditions. The choice of sample size can depend on the degree of accuracy
required, the funds available, the expected frequency (or rarity) of the characteristic to be
observed, and the anticipated subclassification of the variables. It’s important to note that with-
out a representative sample, sample size becomes irrelevant. A small representative sample
would yield a better estimate of the population than a much larger sample.

The size of the sample is statistically determined by the size of the sampling error to be
tolerated rather than the total size of the population (Kish, 1965). The larger the sample size, the
smaller the sampling error or extent to which the sampling values can be expected to differ from
population values. Depending on available funds, researchers should attempt to obtain as large a
sample as is practical. Statistical tables for determination of sample sizes are available in stan-
dard statistical texts. For instance, for the 95 percent probability that a sample will have less than
a plus or minus 5 percent error in estimating the population, a population of 500 would require a
sample of 217, a population of 1,000 needs a sample of 286, a population of 10,000 requires 370,
and a population over 100,000 must have a sample of roughly 400. Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS) has sample power software to determine appropriate sample size (avail-
able on the Internet at www.spss.com/samplepower/.

The sample size also depends on the expected frequency (or rarity) of the characteristic to
be observed in the population. For example, in the discussion of victim surveys in Chapter 6, it
will be indicated that a sample of 60,000 households is used for the National Crime Survey of the
entire U.S. population. A similar number was required for each city surveyed as part of the orig-
inal central city surveys. Why are such large samples required in victim surveys when similar
public opinion surveys are sometimes conducted with only a few hundred in the sample? The
reason is whereas nearly everyone has an opinion, victimization for a specific crime may be rare,
thus requiring a large sample in order to obtain a few cases.

Related to the last point is the fact that too small samples may provide too few cases for
analysis once the sample is subclassified. For example, if the study entailed comparison of three
race categories by ten different crime victimizations, some of the subclassifications (e.g., Asians
who have been burglarized) may yield too few cases for statistical analysis. In such cases, larger
samples are required than minimums expressed in statistical tables.

The reader is advised to examine statistical texts on sampling for more technical detail on
this subject (Kish, 1965; Bachman and Paternoster, 1997), as well as to consult journal articles
and examine sample sizes employed in similar studies.
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Chapter 4 • The Uniform Crime Reports and Sampling 121

Sampling involves scientifically selecting a microcosm of a larger population to which
one wishes to infer, usually at great savings in time and cost. There are two major types of
sampling: probability samples and nonprobability samples. In probability samples, which
consist of simple random, stratified, cluster, and systematic samples, an EPSEM is employed.
Each type has relative advantages or disadvantages over the others that must be considered prior
to the decision to employ one. Nonprobability samples do not make use of an EPSEM
procedure and thus make hazardous the employment of statistical techniques that assume this.
They also make problematic any generalization to the larger population from which the sample
was drawn. The major types of nonprobability samples are quota, accidental, purposive, and
snowball. Even though these do not employ EPSEM procedures, careful use of nonprobability
samples can be an effective tool in gaining information regarding larger populations. Because
of its increasing use as a data-gathering strategy in criminal justice, survey research is presented
in two chapters in this text. This chapter concentrated on sampling, mail questionnaires, and
questionnaire construction, as well as self-report surveys of crime. Chapter 6 will cover major
interviewing procedures.

Focus groups are purposively selected groups brought together to measure reactions to
some stimuli. Criminal profiling is an attempt to construct typical characteristics of certain types
of criminals.

Summary

Criminal-justice data gathering frequently requires
real-world strategies as well as the use of alternative
approaches, such as social surveys, participant
observation, case study/life history methods, and
unobtrusive measures. None of these methods is in-
herently superior to the others, although their relative
strengths and weaknesses can be broken down with
respect to quantitative/qualitative strength, greater or
less control over rival factors, control over factors of
internal/external validity, and artificiality/naturalness
(see Figure 4.1). Each of these alternatives to experi-
ments is briefly discussed as a prelude to detailed
treatment in successive chapters.

The Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) is given
special treatment in this chapter so that it will not be
lost in our discussion of other studies using avail-
able data or official statistics. Until recently, crimi-
nology and criminal justice in the United States
have heavily relied on the UCR for research purpos-
es. Most popular presentations on crime rates in the
United States are usually taken uncritically from the
UCR without a full appreciation of the limitations
of these data. The UCR is published annually by the
FBI and represents not crimes committed, but
crimes reported to, and recorded by, the police.
In general, the further from the actual offense

commission, the poorer the official statistics are in
providing an accurate picture of crime. The partici-
pation of local police departments in the UCR
reporting system has improved over the years, with
about 98 percent of the national population covered
by 1978. The original Crime Index consists of a
simple summated index of seven (arson, added in
1978, equals eight) crimes considered more serious,
most likely reported, and most frequently occurring.
The violent index offenses are murder and nonneg-
ligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and the
property index offenses are aggravated assault,
burglary, larceny-theft, auto theft, and arson. The
crime rate is the number of crimes per unit of popu-
lation. Investigators using the UCR for research
purposes should become familiar with its major
limitations which make it a particularly hazardous
statistic for comparing crime over time or measur-
ing actual crime commission.

In 1985, a blueprint for a redesigned UCR
program was developed, and by the early 1990s, it
had begun to be implemented. This program featured
a National Incident-Based Recording System
(NIBRS), which will eventually replace the tradition-
al UCR. This comprehensive system provides far
more detail than the previous summary-based one.
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Key Concepts
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index 102
Crime dip 103
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Review Questions

1. What is the UCR? What are its major components?
What are the major components of the crime index?
The calculation of crime rate? What have been some
major identified shortcomings of the UCR?

2. Given the identified shortcomings of the UCR, read
and then discuss how features of the redesigned UCR
may eliminate some of these shortcomings.

3. Discuss the National Incident-Based Reporting System
(NIBRS). What are some of its principal features as
well as advantages over the traditional UCR?

4. What are some possible explanations for the crime
dip of the 1990s?

5. Discuss the various types of sampling and when it
would be most appropriate to use each one.

6. For what is weighting used in disproportionate strati-
fied sampling, and why would samples be dispropor-
tionately drawn in the first place?

Useful Web Sites

The Welcome Gateways (Research Design) http://omni.
ac.uk/browse/mesh/C0035171L0035171.html
Preventing Crime: What Works, What Doesn’t, What’s
Promising www.ncjrs.org/works/wholedoc.htm
Campbell Collaboration www.campbellcollaboration.
org/fralibrary.html
A Social, Psychological, Educational, and Criminological
Trials Register www.ucl.ac.uk/spp/download/publica-
tions/annexe5.pdf
Cybrary: The World’s Criminal Justice Directory
http://talkjustice.com/cybrary.asp

Methods Reading List http://web.crim.ufl.edu/grad/
methods_readings.pdf
Randomized Experiments (A Tutorial) www.
socialresearchmethods.net/tutorial/beleu/rand.html
Research Designs (North Carolina State University)
www2.chass.ncsu.edu/garson/pa765/design.htm
Scientifically Based Research (ERIC Digest) www.
ericfacility.net/databasesERIC_Digests/ed474304.html
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