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ABSTRACT

VICTIMIZATION TREND IN KOREA:

A TEST OF ROUTINE ACTIVITY THEORY

BY

Junseob Moon

Routine Activity Theory(RAT) is a commonly used approach for

explaining criminal victimization in Western society (Mustaine & Tewsbury, 1998).

However, there is no study to explain the victims' routine activities and the

criminal victimization in Korea, even though the lifestyle in Korea has become

more western.

The objective of this study is to examine the RAT using the Korean crime

victimization data. The Korean victimization survey is analyzed to find out the

relationship between an individuals’ daily routine activity and his or her actual

victimization experience through micro-level analysis. The present study

examines the key concepts underlying RAT (motivated offenders, suitable target,

and absence of guardianship) to examine patterns of victimization in Korea.

Measures of each concept are developed and evaluated in terms of their ability

to explain individuals’ risks of property and violent crimes.

This study uses nationally represented samples of 2,100 subjects over the

age of 15 or above, collected through face-to-face interviews spanning 10 days

from 1 May 1999 to 10 May 1999. For this study, Chi-square and logistical

regression are used.

According to this study, the single and the young, who spend the more

time outside the home are significant factors to explain victimization. The

finding shows that the home is the safest place in Korea, since there is no

personal level victimization (including sexual crime) in Korea.
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Introduction

Generally crimes are comprised of three elements: the offender, the victim,

and their interaction. However, in the past years, criminologists were primarily

interested in and focused on criminals, rather than on victims of crime. This often

meant they ignored the role of places and targets in criminal events (Weisburd,

1997). Criminologists focused on the criminal and the factors surrounding the

criminal. For example, they examined why some people commit crimes and

others do not and why some commit crimes at very high rates and others do not.

They also looked at age factors, such as at what age people begin committing

crimes and at what age they stop. Rarely, if ever, did these criminologists shift

their primary focus to look at the victims. Starting in the 19608, the research

model that focused only on the criminal changed, as several social movements

started to pay attention to the victims of crime, instead of only those that

committed the crime (Karmen, 2000).

An emphasis in the trend of criminological studies from the study of

criminal offenders to the study of victim’s behaviors and victims was developed

during the 19703 (Jensen & Brownfield, 1986). In an early classical text, The

 



Criminal and His Victim (1948), von Hentig explored the relationship between the

criminal and the victim. This is the first study that addresses the nature of the

victim. von Hentig tried to explain that the victim was often a factor in the

criminal act and expanded upon this notion (1948). von Hentig expressed that

“increased attention should be paid to the crime— the provocative function of the

victim.” He claimed that “With a thorough knowledge of the inter-relations

between doer and sufferer, new approaches to the detection of crime will be

opened (p 450).”

Many of scholars credit Beniamin Mendelsohn as the ‘father’ of

victimology. Mendelsohn coined the term “victimology” (Doer & Lab, 1998; Koichi,

1996; Lee, 2000). Mendelsohn, like von Hentig, was interested in the

relationship between victims and offenders (Doerner & Lab, 1998). He used a

questionnaire to ask about the situation in a criminal offense. By interviewing

victims as well as bystanders and witnesses, he discovered a strong

interpersonal relationship between victims and offenders (Doerner & Lab, 1998;

Lee, 2000; Walklate, 1989).

Mendelsohn made six categories based on legal considerations of victims’

blaming degree; completely innocent victims, victims with minor guilt or victims

2



due to ignorance, victims as guilty as the offender, victims guiltier than an

offender, victims most guilty, and simulating or imaginary victim (Doerner & Lab,

1998; Lee, 2000; Walklate, 1989). His classification was used in many recent

studies, both in criminology and victimology. Mendelsohn’s work is some of the

most prominent in the areas of criminology and victimology (Doerner & Lab,

1998)

However, the early victimologist generally failed to focus on the damage

inflicted on the victims by their offenders. Also, the early victimologists were not

interested in efforts regarding the victim’s rehabilitation or recuperation. In an

attempt to understand the causes of crime, they concentrated on how the victim

contributed to his or her demise. Eventually, the idea of victim precipitation

emerged from this preoccupation of ‘blaming the victim”. The victim blaming

contained in some of early victimological studies can be seen in the ways in

which the police, courts, social workers and victim support agencies interact with

victims (Williams, 1999).

The critical victimology, however, shows much more interest in the

practical effects of theories and policies upon actual victims, and in the dynamic

relationship between theorizing and dealing with victims. Critical victimology is
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one of the recent trends in victimology. Mawby and Walklate (1994) defined

critical victimology as “an attempt to examine the wider social context in which

some versions of victimology have become more dominant than others and also

to understand how those versions of victimology are interwoven with questions of

policy response and service delivery to victims of crime (p.21).” It began by

deconstructing the assumptions beneath the individualistic, victim blaming

tradition (Walklate, 1989) but rapidly moved on to consider ways of improving

services to victims and of altering traditional thinking about victims’ right (Mawby

& Walklate, 1994; Mullender, 1996).

After the emergence of victimology, many criminal justice and victimology

scholars have tried to gauge the extent of criminal victimization. Gauging this

extent has been a long time goal in this area (Doerner & Lab, 1998). In the

United States, information about crime and victimization had been based mostly

on the Uniform Crime Report (UCR). Although the UCR was and is still widely

used, many criminologists have argued that the statistics officially recorded by

the police, or any other agent of the criminal justice system for the matter, are not

an accurate measure of crime and victimization (Doerner & Lab, 1998; Walklate,

1989). Much research has been conducted in the last century in an effort to

4

 



demonstrate that officially recorded statistics of crime underreport crime, leading

to the so-called ‘hidden crime’ in society. For a long time, criminologists have

widely believed that the true amount of crime is largely unknown. The unknown

quantity of crime in any given society is known as the ‘dark figure’ of crime

(Doerner & Lab, 1998).

The criticism and dissatisfaction with official records as an accurate

measure of the amount and distribution of crime has led criminologists to

construct an alternative measure of crime. The effort toward this end result is the

victimization survey, which is based on interviews with samples of individuals

who answer questions concerning their experiences with victimization (O’Brien,

1985). The victimization survey uses dramatically different measures of crime

compared to official measures because they rely on ordinary citizens to

remember and report to an interviewer their experiences as victims (Kim, Shim, &

Cho, 1991 ).

In Korea, the difference between the official data and victimization survey

has not yet been systematically studied. Also, the study field and view towards

this issue is very limited. In addition to this, the victimization survey which is the

basis of the study, has been conducted sporadically and differentially. Therefore,
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in order to clarify the overall crime level and to understand the sociological

reasons of crime, various studies and improvements both in the quantity and

quality of studies are necessary.

Routine activity theory is a western-based theory that has been tested

many times over in the United States. This theory has repeatedly proven to be

reliable, and continues to be used throughout America, England, Australia, and

Great Britain. Primarily, this theory is used when cities have “unstoppable”

crimes. By unstoppable means crimes that continue to take place with police

action or when police tactics have no discernible effect. At this time, it is better to

focus on the victims instead of the criminals if the particular crime is to be

controlled. By focusing on the victims, we can identify particular traits or

variables that are present when the majority of the crimes occur. Consider this

situation, a city if suffering from a large number of rapes in a certain suburban

area, and police or public actions have no effect. In this situation, it would

definitely be prudent to utilize the routine activity theory. In using this theory, we

could identify which traits or variables seem to be present when the rapes occur.

For example, if it could be found that one particular factor was present in most of

the crimes we would seek to eliminate this factor from the suburban area. If the



factor in question was lighting, which deals with the guardianship aspect of the

routine activity theory, it would be looked to eliminate all the dark spots in that

area. New streetlight fixtures would be erected, broken streetlights would be

repaired, and it would be even possibly bring in high visibility police call boxes.

From past experiences, these lighting measures would definitely have an effect

on the rapes, much more so than if the police had chosen to concentrate on the

criminals themselves instead of the victims.

Routine activity theory is a commonly used approach for explaining

criminal victimization in Western society (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1998). However,

there is no study to explain the victims’ routine activities and the criminal

victimization in Korea, even though the lifestyle in Korea has become more

western. Cohen and Felson (1979) argued that the routine activity theory helps

assemble some diverse and previously unconnected criminological analyses into

a single substantive framework. Victimization is associated with lifestyle, daily

routines, and demographics and for this reason, the routine activity theory is not

only limited to western countries.

The objective of this study is to examine the routine activity theory using

the Korean crime study. The crime victimization data from the Korean
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victimization survey will be analyzed to find out the relationship between an

individuals’ daily routine activity and his or her actual victimization experience

through micro-level analysis.

Purpose of Study

Victimology is a new field of inquiry in the social sciences, including Korea.

In recent years in Korea, many scholars have tried to focus on the victims of

crime, but there is no study that has measured the victims’ characteristics.

Moreover, systematic research on the effects of victimization has not been

conducted, and the survey itself is still very limited in Korea.

Despite these difficulties, there have been three victimization surveys

conducted in Korea: once in Seoul in 1991, and after that, twice nationwide: in

1993 and again 1998 by the Korean Institute of Criminology. Studies that have

used these data, however, had been descriptive studies. Moreover, a major

threat to reliability has been the use of different questionnaires.

This study attempts to investigate the extent and aspects of criminal

victimization, to discover specific characteristics of victims and offenders, and to

analyze those factors affecting micro-level (individual) criminal victimization in



Korea, based on the routine activity theory. As the routine activities of the

persons change, the aspect of personal criminal victimization of these individuals

also changes. Routine activity theory suggests that the social context of criminal

victimization is a central issue in understanding victimization risks (Lynch, 1987;

Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1997). Personal lifestyles and routine activities of

individuals could partially explain personal criminal victimizations in Korea.

The present study examines the key concepts underlying Routine

Activities Theory (motivated offenders, suitable target, and absence of

guardianship) to examine patterns of victimization in Korea. Measures of each

concept are developed and evaluated in terms of their ability to explain

individuals’ risks of property and violent crimes.

The purpose of this study is to test empirically the routine activity theory,

and examine similarities and differences in major factors associated with the

personal - level victimization in Korea. Throughthis study, this approach can be

used to explain crime rates, and may be used to plan for future needs of criminal

justice services and personnel.



Literature Review

In the United States, the first victimization surveys were accomplished in

the late 19603 (9.9., Biderman, Johnson, McIntyre & Weir, 1967; Reiss, 1967;

Ennis, 1967), then methodology was studied and improved (US. Bureau of the

Census, 1970; LEAA, 1972, 1974), and the National Crime Survey was

implemented in 1972. The National Crime Survey was renamed to the National

Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), which more clearly reflect the emphasis on

the measurement of victimization experienced by U. S. citizens (Doerner 8 Lab,

1998). The NCVS collects detailed information about certain criminal offenses,

both attempted and completed, that concern the general public and law

enforcement (O’Brien, 1985). These offenses include the frequency and nature

of rape, robbery, assault, household burglary, personal and household theft, and

motor vehicle theft (O’Brien, 1985).

Victimization surveys, however, have limitations. First, the NCVS does

not measure homicide or commercial crime (Levitt, 1999). Second, the

researchers who conduct these surveys find that those interviewed tend to

incorrectly remember exactly when a crime occurred; such as in property

10



offenses, where victims often forget how much the losses were (Pursley, 1994).

Third, by far the major problem associated with the victimization survey

technique is its cost (Doerner & Lab, 1998). The greatest advantages come from

surveys at the local level that focus on what can be done to upgrade

neighborhood crime prevention and police effectiveness programs (Doer & Lab,

1998). However, the cost of conducting victimization surveys on an annual basis

in most communities would be prohibitive, and most communities simply cannot

afford them. Those limitations can affect their accuracy.

During the past decades, many scholars and researchers have been

interested in the question of personal differences in criminal victimization,

especially explanations of why crimes occur and why some people rather than

others are more likely to become the victims of crime. Kennedy and Sacco

(1997) pointed out that there are two major explanations related to causation of

victimization (p.93). The first explanation is questions of opportunity and

attempts to understand the ways in which victimization episodes are distributed

in time and space. The second major explanation type is intended to illuminate

how victims and offenders affect and are affected by each other in the context of

social change. As mentioned above, for this study, the crime trend is tested by

11



routine activities theory, since this approach can be used to explain crime rates,

and plan future needs for criminal justice services and personnel (Cohen &

Felson, 1979; Cohen & Cantor, 1981; Cohen, 1981; Messner & Tardiff, 1985;

Felson, 1987).

Routine Activity Theory

In recent year, there are several attempts to specify the conditions

necessary for victimization. These efforts go under such names as the “routine

activity approach” (Cohen & Felson, 1979), the “opportunity perspective”

(Cornish & Clarke, 1986; Mayhew et al.,1976), and the“lifestyle opportunity”

perspective (Hindelang, Gottfredson, 8 Garofalo, 1978).

Routine activity theory is one of the most populartheories used to explain

victimization. Routine activity theory suggests that “differences in victimization

risk are due to differences in the routine activities of persons (Lynch, 1991: 545).”

Crime and everyday life makes routine activity theory and its developments since

1979 by Cohen and Felson, accessible to students and scholars (Thompson &

Fisher, 1996). Routine activity has been defined as “recurrent and prevalent

activities (especially formalized work, provision of food and shelter, and leisure

activities), which provide for basic population and individual needs” (Cohen &

12



Felson, 1979: 593). Hence, routine activities may occur at home or away from

home, although the primary activity examined in most previous studies is the

amount of time spent outside the home with nonhousehold members (Cohen &

Felson, 1979).

Routine activity theory focuses on certain social circumstances that cause

victimization, which means that the person's daily routine lifestyle characteristics

affect the criminal situation by determining how often suitable targets can be

faced with motivated offenders (Copes, 1999). In other words, this theory sees

crime as a function of people’s everyday behavior and seeks to explain the

occurrence of criminal acts as the confluence of the following circumstances

(Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson, 1986, 1994; Garofalo, 1987; Lynch, 1987;

Miethe, et al., 1987; Miethe & Meier, 1990). First, there must be a motivated

offender, who must be motivated and able to commit crime. While most theories

tried to explain crime by focusing only on the offender, Cohen and Felson (1979)

maintained that offenders represent just one element of the criminal situation.

Second, there must be a suitable target. For these crimes to occur, there must

be an object toward which the offender acts. For example, there must be a car

before auto - theft can occur, a person present for an assault, or an unlocked

13



window to break into. Third, a suitable target must exist in the absence of

capable guardianship. Capable guardianship means anybody or anything that

might prevent the victimization from occurring.

As used by Cohen and Felson (1979), the term does not refer only, or

even mainly, to formal law enforcement in any narrow sense but to the whole

range of factors that protect persons and property by discouraging offending. For

the criminal act occurring, the target and the offender must be at the same place

at the same time.

The general point is that measuring routine activities only in terms of the

total amount of time persons spend away from home is problematic unless

adjustments are made for persons exposure risk by considering the nature and

temporal patterning of these activities (Stafford & Galle, 1984).

Many scholars have used routine activity theory to examine personal —

level criminal victimization from several methodological perspectives within a

variety of social contexts (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Garafalo, Siegel, & Laub, 1987;

Lynch, 1987; Miethe, Stafford, & Long, 1987; Messner & Tardiff, 1985; Sherman,

Garti n, & Buerger, 1989). In terms of this theory, the relationships between

demographic variables and personal victimization can be attributed to differences

14



in lifestyle. Hindelang and his colleagues (1978) argued, “this is because various

constellations ofdemographic characteristics are associated with role

expectations and structural constraints that, mediated through individual and

subcultural adaptations, channel lifestyles (p. 246).”

Miethe and his colleagues (1987) theorized that the temporal dimension

of routine activity theory was an important indicator of a person’s lifestyle and that

this factor is separate from, and mediate the effect of, social demographic

variables on victimization. They tried to assess the extent to which the measures

of major activity during the daytime (outside the home) and frequency of

nighttime activity away from home mediated the relationship between

demographic factors and violent victimization, and between these factors and

property victimization. They found that even if major activities during daytime

and nighttime intervened in the relationship between victimization and selected

demographic factors, they did so more strongly for property than for violent

victimizations.

Many studies found that demographic factors affected criminal

victimization. The young, residents of urban areas, males and singles (unmarried

persons) are exposed to motivated offenders because they are usually spending
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their nighttime away from home (Gottfredson, 1984; Hindelang, et, al., 1978; and

Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1998). Some studies, based on the National Crime

Survey and British Crime Survey, showed that age, race, sex and marital status

are generally among the most powerful predictors of interpersonal victimization

(Cohen et al., 1981 ; Gottfredson, 1984, 1986; Laub, 1990), as well as larceny

victimization (Cohen & Cantor, 1980).

Based on the former studies, given that victimization rates are higher in

nonhousehold locales (streets, parks, other buildings), persons whose major

daytime activity has changed from “ in home” (e.g., homemakers, unemployed), to

“ outside the home” (e.g., in school, employed) should experience an increased

risk of victimization (Cohen & Felson, 1979). The fact that predatory crime

occurs disproportionately during evening hours should result in an increased risk

of victimization among persons who increase their nighttime activity outside the

home over time (Cohen & Felson, 1979).

Among the various criminal behaviors, theft is one of the most frequently

occurring crimes in the United States (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1998). More than

22.7 million people were victimized with theft offenses in 1994, representing 56%

of all the criminal victimization that occurred in that year (Bureau of Justice
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Statistics, 1995). According to the previous research, individual behaviors and

social background are the most important factors that determine theft

victimization (Mustaine & Tewsbury, 1998).

Messer and Tardiff (1985) examined that the location of homicide (at

home versus away from home) and the nature of the victim and perpetrator

relationship could be predicted by the ability of several social demographic

variables - gender, race, age, marital status, and employment status. They

found that females, blacks, and Hispanics were more likely to be murdered by

family members and friends than were others. They also found that women, the

very young and old, and unemployed persons were more likely to be victimized

at home than were persons in the respective comparison groups.

Many scholars have been using the routine activity theory to strongly

support the idea that movement into the public domain increases one’s risk for

victimization (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1999). The person’s routine activities and

lifestyle can be shown that movement in public places makes one a suitable

target. For example, employed persons are more likely to be victimized than

unemployed persons in the public locales, however, the unemployed are more

often victimized than those individuals who stay in their homes for whatever
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reason (Cohen & Cantor, 1981; Cohen, Cantor, & Kluegel, 1981). Some studies

show that the persons who have the higher economic or symbolic value are more

attractive targets, and thus are at greater risk of victimization than others (Lynch,

1987; Miethe & Meier, 1990). Therefore, persons with higher income, social -

status, and education, who probably own more valuable properties, are more

attractive to criminals and therefore are assumed to have higher risk of

victimization (Cohen, et al., 1981; Miethe & Meier, 1994; Van Dijk, Mayhew, and

Killias, 1990). Gottfredson (1984) demonstrated that persons spending

nighttimes outside the home for leisure (e.g., at bars, movie, etc.) suffer a higher

risk of victimization than those confining their leisure time to the home (see also

Corrado, Roesch, Glackman, Evans, & Leger, 1980; van Dijk & Steinmetz, 1984).

Regardless of the theoretical perspective of researchers, research

indicates that offenders generally use distinguishing environmental stimuli that

function as cues to provide important information about the potential targets

(Bennett & Wright, 1984; Brantingham & Brantingham, 1978, 1981; Brown &

Altman, 1981; Cromwell, Olson, & Avery, 1991; Wright & Decker, 1994).

Personal — level criminal acts have reported a preference for targets that exhibit

‘useful’ characteristics, such as poor street lighting, lots of bushed obstructing
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entry points, and quiet streets, which may result in low levels of surveillability and

an abundance of hiding places (Litkermann, 1973; Phelan, 1977), which,

environmental characters, are also related to the guardianship of potential victims.

The routine activity analytical frameworks are said to assume as given the

motivation to offend, and state that patterns in daily vocational and victimized by

altering levels of exposure to potential offenders.
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Introduction to Korea

Population

The population of South Korea was estimated at approximately

47,470,969 in 2000 estimated (CIA, 2000). The annual growth rate has been

steadily declining since the 19605 and is now 0.93 % based on the annual

birthrate of 15.12 per 1,000 (CIA, 2000). The majority of the people live in the

South and southwestern coastal area. Seoul is the most populous region with

20% of the population followed by North Kyoung-sang Province (14.5%), South

Jul-la province (12.7%), and Kyoung-Ki province.

The pace of the urbanization was highest in the large metropolitan cities,

such as Seoul and Pusan, which averaged 9% annually between 19605 and

1970s. Seoul itself contains one out of every five South Korean. Government

efforts to stem the flow of the p0pulation from rural areas to towns include the

new community movement, launched in 1971. This movement was designed to

stimulate the rural environment by channeling state development funds to rural

areas and this is successfully finished.

South Korea is the world’s most ethnically and linguistically homogeneous

nation. Virtually the entire population is of Korean origin and there is no evidence
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of non-Mongoloid admixture. There is no national ethnic minority. The total

resident, non-Korean population is estimated at no more than 50,000 of whom

the majority is Nationalist Chinese. There are no widespread anti-western

feelings among the native population (CIA, 2000).

Crime in Korea

Crime is a problem in Korea. Several changes in the economic

opportunity structure and activity patterns in Korea have taken place in recent

years. There have been major increases in traveling outside of the country, the

single household, high educational level, and female labor force participation

(especially married women), and the percent of unattended house during the

daytime. A basic premise underlying the routine activity theory is that these

change in routine activity patterns increase target suitability and motivated

offenders, and decrease guardianship, and therefore affect the social and

temporal distribution of victimization.

According to the official criminal statistics, the total crime rate in Korea is

3,454 cases per 100,000 people. The crime rates (except traffic accidents) have

increased 55.6% in last 14 years (517,691 cases in 1984 to 805,764 cases in
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1997) (The Korean Supreme Prosecutor’ 3 Office, 1998). From these statistics, it

can be said that murder does not show much increase, but robbery, rape, and

arson has increased 3 to 6 times during the last 30 years.

Murder has risen from 500 cases in 1968 to 789 cases in 1997, which

shows continuous rise and falls between 500 and 800 cases. Robbery has

increased by approximately 4.5 times during the last 30 years from 946 cases in

1968 to 4,284 cases in 1997. Seen from the yearly rates, the 1979 rate seems

similar or a little decreased compared to that of 1968, however, the numbers

skyrocketed since then; 2,374 cases in 1980, 3,135 cases in 1985, and 4,195

cases in 1990. In 1991, the rate declined to 2,766 cases, but shot again to 4,496

in 1994, which reached the peak.

The rate decreased from 3,414 cases in 1995 to 3,586 cases in 1996.

The number was 4,282 in 1997, which was increased by 6,96 compared to the

previous year. Rape had rose from 1,350 cases in 1968 to 7,120 cases in 1997,

which shows approximately by 5.3 times during the last 30 years.

The data show that since the early 1980’s, which was the end of the 3rd

Economic Development Movement in Korea, the serious crime rates had

significantly increased because the economic situation was getting better in that
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Table 1. Number of reported major penal code offenses (1989 - 1998)“

 

  

 

 

 

1969 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1996

Then 100600 65031 6'7724—77—094 60492 fiw 60790 68812 80995 676?

Robbery 4065 4195 2766 2549 2676 4469 3414 3566 4262 5407

Rape 5102 5519 5175 5465 7051 6169 4912 5666 5665 6016

Assault

6. Bod", 25629 25524 25627 24799 27917 30400 26151 29240 26466 33635

Injury           
 

*Source: Crime Statistics (1999)

era (White Book, 1999). This seems to defy current criminological thought.

Therefore, this trend shows that the lifestyle and routine activity in Korea has

been changed in that period (e.g., high income, working condition, outdoor

activities, and so on.), and this situation affected the crime rates.

As shown table 1, the crime rates in Korean during 1997 to 1998 were

dramatically increased, since the Asian Economic Crisis was started in 1997.

During the crisis, livelihood — related crimes were especially increased, for

example, theft and robbery. Theft had increased from 68,812 cases in 1996 to

80,995 cases in 1997, and continuously increased in 1998. All other criminal

code offenses have been increased since 1994.
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Figure 1. Number of reported major penal code offenses

(1989 - 1998)
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The objective of this study is to adapt the routine activity theory using the

Korean crime study. The crime victimization data resulting from Korean

victimization survey will be analyzed to find out the relationship between an

individuals daily routine activities and his or her actual victimization experience

through micro-level analysis.
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Method

The purpose of this study is to find special characteristics of personal -

level victimization in Korea. To examine the personal — level criminal victimization,

data are analyzed from Victimization Survey in Korea conducted in 1998 by the

Korean Institute of Criminology (KIC). The following is a discussion of the

research question and the related hypotheses.

The general characteristics of samples in original research are

categorized by the respondents’ residential region, personal socio — economical

level, and households’ socio — economic characteristics. In this study, however,

the total victimization information is used.

Sample

This study uses nationally represented samples of 2,100 subjects over the

age of 15 or above. Che-ju Island was not in this sampling frame due to cost

effectiveness concerns. Data were collected through face-to-face interviews

spanning 10 days from 1 May 1999 to 10 May 1999.
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Variables

For this study, the demographic variables (sex, age, family annual income,

educational level, etc.), the lifestyle variables (daytime activity, nighttime activity,

leisure activity, fear of crime, etc), and the guardianship variables (times of

house vacancy, perception toward the police, residential circumstance condition,

self defense, etc.) are used. There are further explanations below.

1. Independent variables

The variable posited to mediate the impact of demographic attributes on

the likelihood of victimization is the measure of the quantity and nature of routine

activities outside the home. As mentioned above, many previous studies have

examined the routine activity theory to explain criminal victimization, but they

used different ways to test the routine activity theory. Three factors are tested in

this study: demographic factor, lifestyle factor, and absence of capable guardians.

Demographic Factors

The demographic factors used in this study are gender, marital status, age,

educational level, occupation, and household income are used. Gender was

coded into two dummy categories, male (= 1) and female (= 0). Most studies
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have found that persons who are more likely to be victimized are singles and/or

males (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 1998). Marital status was dichotomized into

single or not. The single includes ‘widowed’, ‘separated’, ‘divorced’, and ‘never

married”. The ‘separated’ status is still legally ‘married’ status, however, since

the separated person lives alone, this is included in the ‘single’ variable in this

study.

Consequently, marital status, also serves as a proxy measure for the

availability of capable guardians (Maxfield, 1987). Due to the overall low

frequencies of each occupational category, these occupational categories were

recoded into a new category called “employed”. Table 3 is a summary table

indicating sample sizes and percentages of demographic variables.

Lifestyle factors

‘Lifestyle factors’ are any activities that put someone at risk for

victimization and could include routine lifestyle and that the visibility to offenders

or their informants. Tremblay and Tremblay (1998) said “a crucial lifestyle

variable is the amount of time a person spends in public places and among non-

family members (p.295).” They also said that “an important routine activity
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Table 3. Descriptive of demoggphic factors
 

 

Demographic N %

Gender 2,100

Male 1,048 49.9

Female 1,052 50.1

A90

Range 1 3—87

Mean 37.3

Educational Level 2,097

Never been school 61 2.9

Elemantary school 179 8.5

Middle school 234 11.2

High school 867 41.3

Community College 234 11.2

4-year University 488 23.3

Graduate school 34 1.6

Employment 2,077

No 898 42.8

Yes 948 56.8

Household Monthly Income <Korean WON> 1,941

Mean 1,994,700

me 0-20,000,000
 

variable is the ‘away from household activity ratio’- an index designed to measure

variations over time in crime opportunity levels (p.295).”

The four variables used for measuring lifestyle (see Table. 4) were

relation to victimization in this study are commute, daytime activity, transportation,

and nighttime activity. The variable named ‘commute’ was obtained from

dichotomous variable (yes — no). The ‘transportation’ variable was recoded into

three categories: public (=1), private (=2), and private/risky (=3). The ‘public’

28



transportation includes urban bus, village bus, seat bus, cross-country bus,

commute bLS, school bus, subway, train, and taxi. The ‘private’ transportation.

includes car, and RV or van. The ‘private/risky transportation includes bicycle or

walk, which can be included into the‘private’ transportation. Since these are

riskier than other ‘private’ transportation, it was separately categorized. The

‘daytime activity was categorized into two domains: home/school (=1) and work

(=2). The daytime activity at school is nonhousehold activity, however, since the

school is one of the safest places in Korea from personal victimization, this

activity was combined with ‘household’ activity.

The ‘nighttime activity variable indicates if the respondent’s evening

activity away from home more than once a week or not. A measure of the

individuals nighttime activity was dummy coded, more than once a week (= 1)

and less than once a week or never (= 0). The persons who spend their evening

time away from home more than others increase their encounters with potential

offenders and are at greater risk of individual victimization (Mustaine &

Tewksbury, 1998). Given that victimization occurs disproportionately at night,
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Table 4. Descriptive of lifestyle factors
 

 

Lifestyle N %

Commute 2,100

No 743 35.4

Yes 1,357 64.6

Transportation 1,347

Public 684 50.7

Private 397 29.5

Private/Risky 266 19.8

Daytime Activity 2,057

At home or At School 952 46.3

At Working Place or Outside 1,105 53.7

Nighttime Activity 2,097

More than once a week 987 47.1

Less than once a week or Never 1,110 53.0

 

the frequency of nighttime entertainment (evening activity) was the best available

measure of a nonhousehold activity that should increase exposure to risk

(Hindelang et al., 1978).

Guardianship factors

The concept of ‘ capable guardianship’ is not clearly defined in past

researches. However, Eck and Weisburd (1995) defined a ‘guardian’ as a

person who can protect a target (P. 5), including friends and formal authorities

such as police and security personnel, “intimate handlers’ such as parents,
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Table 5. Descriptive of guardianship factors

Guardianship N

Self-defense activity (scale: 5-25)

Avoid specific area

Do not walk alone at night

Postpone a night schedule

Do not carry much cash

Do not take a cap alone at night

Cronbach's Alpha = 0.79

Perception toward the neighbor (scale: 4-16)

Help each other

Know well each other

Rent easily personal possessives

Share information on the neighborhood

Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.88

Perception toward the neighborhood (scale: 4-16)

Trash disposed carelessly

Vacant houses or land

Many dark and secluded places

Specific place with delinquent juveniles

Cronbach's Alpha = 0.63

Perception toward the police work (scale: 3-12)

Patrol well

Immediate dispatch

Trust police work

Cronbach‘s Alpha = 0.74

teachers, coaches, friends, employers, and ‘place managers’ such as janitors,

and apartment managers (Eck, 1994;Eck & Weisburd, 1995:5, 6, 55; Felson,

1 986, 1995221).
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Table 6. Descriptive of dependent variable

 

 

N %

Personal Total 2,100

No 1 ,893 89.8

Yes 207 1 0.2

Larceny 2,100

No 1 .955 93.1

Yes 145 6.9

Robbery 2,100

No 2,077 98.9

Yes 23 1 .1

Assault 2,100

No 2,061 98.1

Yes 39 1.9

Sexual Sexual [Felony] 1,044

No 983 94.2

Yes 61 5.8

 

2. Dependent variable

Personal - level victimization and sexual victimization are analyzed.

Personal-level victimization includes personal-level larceny, personal-level

robbery, injured or nearly injury by an assault, and sexual assault and

harassment. Sexual assault and harassment was asked only to female

respondents.

The experiences of the personal victimization, except sexual assault and

harassment, were computed into one category, which includes all three

victimization experiences: personal - level larceny, personal— level robbery, and
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injured or nearly injured by an assault. Due to the overall low frequencies of

each victimization category, these victimization categories were combined into a

new category, called “victimized”. Table 6 is a summary table indicating sample

size and percentages of each victimization variable. The respondents answered

each victimization question based on their victimization experiences during 1998.

All dependent variables were dichotomized (victimization =1 or no-

victimization=0).

Research questions

As mentioned previously, the general purpose of this study is to find the

special characteristics of personal —level victimization in Korea. In this section,

the questions are developed based on the literature review. As mentioned before,

personal life style and routine activities affect personal victimization. However,

personal lifestyle and routine activities differ in many ways from society to society.

The uniqueness of each society in its culture, political situation, population size,

composition, factors associated with personal — level victimization vary among

different routine activities, and wealth generates different criminal victimization

styles. Therefore, this study assumes that there would be variations in the
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personal - level victimization in different routine activities.

This study tests the following hypothesis:

Ho: There is no relationship between victims’ routine activities and

personal level victimization (larceny, assault, robbery, and sexual crime).

Ha: There is a relationship between victims’ routine activities and personal

level victimization (larceny, assault, robbery, and sexual crime).

Analytic technique

A total of two bivariate analyses and two of multivariate analyses were

tested.

To conduct bivariate analysis of effects, Chi-square analysis is used to

address the relationship of each factor of routine activities theory and the

personal level victimization, including larceny, robbery, assault, and sexual crime.

To test the demographic factors, this study considers gender, age, marital status,

educational level, and income. Also to measure the lifestyle factors, this study is

considers commute, transportation, daytime activity, and nighttime activity. This

analysis is used to test the absence of guardianship factors affects the

victimization.



Regression analyses were used to assess the effects of demographic,

lifestyle, and guardianship variables on the dependent measure while controlling

for other variables. The appropriate regression analysis for models with a binary

dependent variable, such as victimization/nonvictimization, is logistical

regression (Long, 1997). Many criminal justice researchers have used this

model, although it is the most appropriate for a dichotomous dependent variable.
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Results

This chapter presents the results of the study. It presents information on

the characteristics of victims and the effects of these cl'eracteristics on their

victimization. Also, it presents information on the types of routine activities of

victims and their impact on victimization.

Victims’ Characteristics on personal level victimization (larceny, robbery,

and assault)

Table7 presents base line information on the victims on personal level

victimization sampled for this study. As shown the table, some characteristics are

vastly different between victims and non-victims. Results indicate that nine

variables significantly related to the victimization: marital status (p<.01),

educational level (p<.05), age (p<.001), household income (p<.01), commute

(p<.01), daytime activity (p<.01), self—defense activity (p<.01), perception towards

the neighborhood (p<.001), and perception towards the police work (p<.05) were

significantly related to the personal level victimization.

While many formal studies have shown that gender is one of the most

significant variables to measure victimization, this variable is not significant in this
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Table 7. Victims’ characteristics of Personal level crime

 

 

Victimization

NO YES

N % N %

Gender

0 Female 950 49.8 102 52.8

1 Male 957 50.2 91 47.2

Marital Status “

0 Not married 821 43.1 104 54.5

1 Married 1083 56.9 87 45.5

Employment

0 No 806 42.7 92 48.2

1 Yes 1080 57.3 99 51.8

Educational Level '

1 Never been school 59 3.1 2 1.0

2 Less than high school 390 20.5 23 11.9

3 High school 780 41.0 87 45.1

4 Community college 208 10.9 26 13.5

5 4-year University or higher 467 24.5 55 28.5

Age m

Mean 37.6 32.9

Median 35.0 30.0

Income (Korean Won) “

Mean 196.8 225.2

Median 112.4 200.0

Commute “

0 No 693 36.3 50 25.9

1Yes 1214 63.7 143 74.1

Daytime Activity “

1 Mostly at home 552 27.9 33 17.5

2 Mostly at school 345 18.5 52 27.5

3 Mostly at work 1001 53.6 104 55.0

Nighttime activity

1 Almost everyday 252 13.2 35 18.1

2 Once in two or three dats 267 14.0 35 18.1

3 Once a week 363 19.1 35 18.1

4 Once or twice a month 483 25.4 51 26.4

5 Hardly ever 418 22.0 28 14.5

6 Never 121 6.4 9 4.2

Self defense activity “

Mean 8.16 8.94

Median 7 8

Neighbor

Mean 13.08 12.85

Median 7 13

Neighborhood ‘“

Mean 8.21 8.87

Median 8 9

Police work '

Mean 7.73 7.45

Median 8 8

 

Note: ' = p<.05, "=p<.01, “=p<001
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analysis. The measure of marital status indicated that 54.5% of victims were

single compared to 45.5% of married victims, which meant that the single was

more vulnerable on the personal level victimization. The contingency table for

educational level showed that almost 90 percent of victims had high school

degree or higher. The higher the educational level, the higher the victimization.

Among them, the person who completed high school is the most victimized

(45.1% of total victims.) The mean age of victims was 32.9 years old, while non-

victims’ average age was 37.6 years old. The formal research also shows that

age is one of the most striking indicators of crime victimization (Hindelang, et al.,

1977; Markides & Tracy, 1976), and this study also showed the victims were

more likely to be the young on the personal level victimization in Korea. Related

to the average household income of the victims, 2,225,200 Korean Won ($1.00 =

1,300 Won, in February, 2002) a month, which was almost 10% higher than non-

victims’ household monthly income. The higher socio-economical status, the

more the victimization of personal level victimization in Korea.

Almost three quarters of victims were commuting, while 63.7% of non-

victims did stayed home or at school. This result indicated that many crimes

occurred when the people commuted or were away from home. More than half
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of victims (55%) spent their time at the working place when they were victimized,

while twenty-seven percent (27%) of victims spent their time at school, and less

than twenty percent (17.5%) of victims were victimized at home.

Four measures of ‘guardianship’ are included in the analysis. Cohen and

Felson (1979) created the individual activity ratio to indicate the extent to which

individuals are ‘unprotected’ by perception of their environment. The persoris

self defense activities, their perception towards the neighborhood, and the

perception towards the police work were significantly related in the personal level

victimization.

Victims’ Characteristics on sexual victimization

Table 8 provides baseline data on the victims of sexual victimization

sampled for this study. As shown in the table, some characteristics are vastly

different between victims and non-victims. The sexual victimization was affected

by the victims’ marital status (p<.001), educational level (p<.01), age (p<.001),

commute (p<.001), daytime activity (p<.001), nighttime activity (p<.001), self

defense activity (p<.05), perception towards the neighbor (p<.05), perception

towards the neighborhood (p<.01), and perception towards the police work
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(p<.001) were significantly related to the personal level victimization.

Table 8 showed that over 85 percent of the female victims were single,

while almost half of non-victims were single. The persons with higher

educational background were more likely to be victimized than with lower

educational background, while there were 5 percent of non-victims who had

never been to school. The average of victims was 25.5 years old, comparing to

the non-victim’s average age of 38.1 years old. This result showed that young

women were more vulnerable to sexual crime.

According to the results, the person with higher household income was

victimized more than with lower household income. The average household level

income of victims was almost 10 percent higher than non-victims’ average

household income. Almost 80 percent of sexual crime occurred outside the

home during the daytime, since 46.7 percent of victims were at work place and 3

percent of victims were at school. Nighttime activities were also significantly

affected to the sexual victimization. Almost 80 percent of victims were going out

more than once or more a month at night, while over 40 percent of non-victims
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Table 8. Victims‘ characteristic of Sexual Crime

Victimization

 

NO YES

N % N %

Marital Status **’

0 Not married 410 41.8 52 85.2

1 Married 572 58.2 9 14.8

Employment

0 No 527 54.3 35 57.4

1 Yes 444 45.7 26 42.6

Educational Level “'

1 Never been school 45 4.6 0 0.0

2 Less than high school 231 23.5 3 4.9

3 High school 410 41.8 28 45.9

4 Community college 106 10.8 12 19.7

5 4-year University or higher 190 19.3 18 29.5

Age ...

Mean 38.1 25.5

Median 35.0 22.0

Income (Korean Won)

Mean 195.4 214.7

Median 180.0 200.0

Commute ‘"

0 No 483 49.1 15 24.6

1 Yes 500 5.9 46 75.4

Daytime Activity ""

1 Mostly at home 404 42.0 44 18.3

2 Mostly at school 159 16.5 21 35.0

3 Mostly at work 400 41.5 28 46.7

Nighttime activity ""

1 Almost everyday 86 8.8 12 19.7

2 Once In two or three days 78 8.0 11 18

3 Once a week 142 14.5 12 19.7

4 Once or twice a month 266 27.1 19 31.1

5 Hardly ever 315 32.1 7 11.5

6 Never 94 9.6 0 0

Self defense activity *

Mean 9.69 10.67

Median 9 10

Neighbor '

Mean 13.19 12.16

Median 14 12

Neighborhood '*

Mean 8.22 9.13

Median 8 9

Police work “"

Mean 7.78 6.98

Median 8 7

 

Note: " = p<.05, "=p<.01, "" =p<.001
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answered about their nighttime activities as ‘hardly ever or never.’

For measuring the guardianship factors, the victim’s self-defense activity,

perception towards the neighbor, neighborhood, and the police work are

significantly related to the sexual victimization.

The predictors of routine activities of victims on personal level

victimization

After examining the difference of routine activities on between victims and

non-victims, the following section examines the predictors of routine activities of

all victims on personal level victimization using logistical regression (Refer to

table 9). The bivariate models used earlier do not statistically control for the

effects of multiple variables on routine activities, logistic regression models are

used to examine the effects of victims’ routine activities on the personal level

victimization.

Logistic regression is the most appropriate method if analysis for two

reasons (Aldrich & Nelson, 1984; Hanushek & Jackson, 1977). First, the

operationalizations include both continuous and categorical variables. Second,

the measure of victimization is a skewed dichotomous variable. This allows a
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clearer examination of the factors that may attribute to victims being victimized

under certain conditions. The aim to see whether the routine activity of victims is

contingent upon their routine activity itself, or other characteristics of victims. The

findings from the logistic regression analysis of the effects of routine activities on

personal level victimization experiences appear in Table 9 and are quite mixed.

For instance, two proximities to demographic measures (employment and

household income), one lifestyle measure (daytime activity), and two

guardianship measures (self-defense activity and perception towards

neighborhood) are associated with personal level victimization experience. The

employed person carries a higher risk of victimization on personal level crimes.

Also, the person who has higher household income is more likely to be victimized

on the personal level victimization. Among the lifestyle factors, the daytime

activity was the only significant factor. The persons who spent more time outside

during the daytime were more likely to be victimized on personal level crime. The

person who was doing or having self-defense activity has less chance to be

victimized. It meant that self-defense activity was helpful to prevent victimization

from personal level crime. Perception toward their neighborhoods was also

significant.
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Table 9. Characteristics of Victims Regressed on the Number of Conditions

(Personal level victimization)

 

Full Model

_V_a_riaLble B 93E Exp (B)

Constant -3.61 0.81

Gender -0.02 0.20 0.9928

Age 001 0.01 1 .0046

Marital Status 0.08 0.23 0.7449

Employment -0.43 0.22 0.7736 "

Educational level 0.01 0.03 1.0490

Household Income (Korean Won) 0.00 0.00 1.0014 “*

Commute 0.00 0.27 1 .2303

Daytime Activity 075 0.32 0.2938 '

Nighttime Activity 0.12 0.18 1.0447

Self-Defense Activity 0.08 0.03 1.0487 “

Perception towards Neighbor 0.01 0.03 1.0494

Perception towards Neighborhood 0.15 0.04 1.1550 ""

Perception towards police work -0.06 0.05 0.9050

Log-likelihood 1170.66

Chi-square 52.74

R-square 0.1

“ p<.05, “ p<.01, "" p<.001.

The R square of personal level victimization indicates that 10 percent of

the variance in personal level crime was explained by the independent variables.

In summary, employment status, household income, daytime activity,

self-defense activity, and perception toward the neighborhoods were identified as

significant predictors of victimization of personal level crime.



Table 10. Characteristics of Victims Regressed on the Number of Conditions

(Sexual victimization)

 

Full Model

Mble B S.E ExplB)

Constant -1.06 1.48

Age -0.04 0.02 0.9588 *

Marital Status -1.51 0.46 0.1745 *"

Employment 0.13 0.33 1.6796 *

Educational Level 0.02 0.10 1.0320 “

Household Income (Korean Won) 0.00 0.00 1.0007 **

Commute -0.49 0.55 0.7979

Daytime Activity -0.29 0.60 1.4361

Nighttime Activity 0.08 0.32 1.2606

Self-Defense Activity 0.08 0.05 1.1106

Perception towards Neighbor -0.02 0.05 0.9884

Perception towards Neighborhood 0.14 0.08 1.1612

Perception towards police work -0.19 0.10 0.9073 *

Log-likelihood 427.21

Chi-square 71.68

R-square 0.20
 

The predictors of routine activities of victims on sexual victimization

The findings from the logistic regression analysis of the effects of routine

activities on sexual level victimization experiences appear in Table 10. The result

shows that age, marital status, employment status, educational level, household

level income, and perceptiontowards police work were significant factors to

predict victimization of the sexual crime.

According to the result, the employed person carries a higher risk of
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victimization on sexual level crimes. Also, the person who has higher household

income is more likely to be victimized on the sexual level victimization

characteristics. The age variable is also showed significant statistical result. It

means that the younger female individual is more likely to be victimized on the

sex-related crime. Marital status is also the important factor to predict the

victimization on the sex crime, which means that the single are more vulnerable

on this type of crime. On the sexual victimization, no life style shows statistically

significant in this study. Perception towards police work is statistically significant.

The persons who have been victimized have more negative perception towards

the police work.

The R square of sexual level victimization indicates that 20 percent of

observed variability in sexual level crime was explained by the independent

variables.

In summary, age, marital status, employment status, household income,

and perception toward police work were identified as significant predictors of

victimization of sexual level crime.
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Conclusion

The popularity of the routine activity approach for the explanation of

victimization and crime rates has dramatically increased in the last few years.

Social differentiation in the likelihood of victimization is commonly attributed to

differences in routine activities/lifestyles that place suitable targets who lack

guardianship on proximity to motivated offenders.

This study used theory and research on personal level crimes to provide

conceptualizations of central concepts from a routine activities approach to

criminal victimization. By laying out this framework, it was able to assess the

importance of individual characteristics in personal level victimization.

The primary question addressed in this study was “there is a relationship

between the personal victimization and routine activities.” The result of this

study suggest that routine activities are a population vulnerable to crime

victimization, and the some routine activities that characterize the personal

lifestyle contribute to the victimization of personal level victimization.

Based on the logistic regression results, it appears that demographic

factor has a significant amount of explanatory potential when it comes to

influences over women’s sexual victimization. Variation in the personal level
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incidences of larceny, robbery, and assault appears to be result of a variety of

demographic factors (such as employment status, household income), a lifestyle

factor (such as daytime activity), and guardianship factors (such as perception

towards their neighborhood, and self-defense activities). On the other hand,

variation in the sexual level victimization appears to the result of a variety of

demographic factors (such as age, marital status, employment status, and

household income) and a guardianship factor (such as perception towards police

work). These indicators provide support for routine activity explanations for

personal level victimization in Korea.

Additionally, and of equal importance, are the measures that are not

important predictors of personal level victimization. As previous research has

shown, lifestyle factors are influential in aiding to our understanding of personal

level victimization determinants, however, in this study, these factors are not

influential in the personal level victimization in Korea. This is of particular interest

because it is the contention of routine activity scholars that the effects of a

person’s status on his or her risk of victimization will be negated when personal

lifestyle characteristics and activities are considered. This research provides

strong support for the notion that it is not whom the persons are that determines
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their chances for victimization but rather what they do, where they are, and with

whom they come in contact.

In personal level crimes, this study found that the single who is working is

more likely to be a victim. However, as shown before, most females are faced on

the sexual crime threat, since the employment status, daytime activities,

nighttime activities, and other independent variables are statistically significant on

the sexual victimization. Most people think that the sexual crime is most

occurred at home, but this study shows that the home is the safest place since

there was no victimization at home.

Interestingly, the big difference between the western society and Korea is

that gender is not the significant variable to predict the victimization, while most

studies conducted in the western society have shown the gender is the most

significant variable to measure the personal level victimization.

Although these findings provide for a clear and relatively thorough

understanding of victimization risks in Korea, they must be viewed in light of

limitations of this study. There are some problems shown in victim survey. First

possible problem is cost oflarge samples. It is indicated that most large-scale

public opinion surveys are conducted with sample sized of less than a thousand
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or two. Victim surveys require such large samples because there are few crime

cases shown among the sample. This means that the most majority of

respondents are not likely to have been victimized in the past year or six months,

it becomes necessary to interview large numbers to get only a few victims.

Glaser (1978) explains that by using official statistics one must survey ten

respondents to obtain one victim. For more rare victimizations such as rape,

even larger numbers are needed to obtain a few cases. Also, because sampling

error is proportionate to the size of the sample instead of the size of the

population being sampled, one often needs as large a sample to estimate

victimizations in small or large cities as would be necessary for the entire nation.

Second, false reports on the part of respondents may produce erroneous

victim data. Some falsity in victim reports should be expected according to

Levine (1976), who found that respondents were inaccurate in disclosing

behavior with respect to voting, finances, business practices, sexual behavior,

academic performance, and other activities. Certainly, one would be

overoptimistic in assuming greater accuracy in recall of criminal victimization.

Mistaken reporting is another source of error in victim surveys. Thomas’

“definition of the situation” holds that, if individuals inaccurately feel that a
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situation is real, it is nevertheless real in its consequences (Thomas & Swaine,

1928). A person who has lost something may inaccurately but honestly, believe it

was stolen. Poor memory on the part of those surveyed is another potential

limitation in surveying possible victims of crime. Memory failure, or recall decay,

refers to the phenomenon of progressive memory loss as the distance increase 5

between the time of the event and the time of the interview concerning the event.

A principal type of memory fading in victim surveys is telescoping — the

tendency of respondents to move forward and report as having occurred event

that actually took place before the reference period. That is, a crime that

happened two years ago is mistakenly reported as having taken places within the

last six months. Overreporting in victimization surveys may be accounted for by

the fact that when asked, respondents will report to interviewers acts that they

ordinarily would regard as too trivial or unimportant to warrant police attention.

Much of the deep, dark figure of crime consists of minor property crime, a good

proportion of which would most likely have been unfounded by police (Black,

1970)

There is another possible limitation that is shown in this study, since this

study is using the secondary data. The major disadva ntages of secondary
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sources analysis are as follows: First, sometimes the purpose of the original data

collection is incidentally related to the researcher’s goals and interests. Specific

questions that researchers would prefer to ask may not be included in available

data. Second, there is no way that researchers can reconstruct missing data in

available secondary data. Data reliability can be affected by the nonresponse

and the incompleteness of information, which may be an important limitation.

Third, researchers must often speculate about the meaning of phraseology in

various documents, and they lack the opportunity of obtaining further clarification

from respondents. And finally, researchers must devise codes to classify the

contents of documents a nalyzed. If their analyses are conducted over time, it is

possible that missing information may exist frustrating their coding efforts.

Despite the shortcomings of victim surveys and secondary data analysis

that have been elaborated, it should be pointed out the no method of data

gathering is perfect. Many of these sources of error are not the sole province of

victim surveys, but may apply equally to some of the other techniques of data

gathering. Victim surveys are a relatively young endeavor in criminal justice.

Much has already been learned, and much has yet to be learned in future

methodological analyses.
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This study tests an important body of theory within victimization research

that is commonly accepted but not well supported on the victimized situation in

Korea. A strong case has be made a strong case that different opportunity

structures exist for personal level victimization and that multi-level analysis

reveals the complexity of the opportunity structures of crime events. Also,

differences in the opportunity structures underlying the personal level crimes,

included larceny, burglary, assault, and sexual crimes, in large part account for

differences in the ability of the routine activity theory to explain them.

The answers given to the research question in this article raise some

meaningful questions for future research. Based on the answers, future research

should focus on the effects of heterogeneity in the patterns of routine activities.

First, questions about the effects of more detailed indicators of people’s routine

activities should be put on the agenda of victimological research in a life history

approach. Second, the scope of future studies can be testing more dynamic

hypotheses derived from routine activity theory. As some scholars have argued,

a individual’s risk of victimization will be related not only to patterns of routine

activities but also to changes in these patterns.

In conclusion, the findings of this article stress the importance of the
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developments in criminology toward more studies in criminal victimization in

Korea. It is hope that future studies on victimization will make frequent use of the

routine activity approach, so that they can provide powerful insights into the

causal process behind criminal victimization. Replications will also give insight in

whether the results of this study are specific for the Koreans or even for the data

setused.



APPENDICES
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Appendix B. Survey Questionnaire (Enflsh Version)

Victimization Survey in Korea

<How to answer the questions>

 

This questionnaire contains two parts; Yellow and White.

First, to analyze the data, we would like to ask some

questions including your lifestyle. We also would like to aske

how many times you were victimized during the last year

(Jan, lst, 1998 to Dec, 3lst, 1998). These questionnaires are

printed on the white color paper. Please try to answer every

question.

Second, this part is the additional questions for whom there

was an experience of victimization during the last yeat. This

part is printed on the yellow paper, and please answers the

question if you have an experience of victimization in the last

year.

  
 

"It Do not fill out under this line.

 

 

319M}: @E'fliaig

l 2 3 4 5 6 7
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* Following questions are on our societies crime phenomenon.

  
 

1. How do you learn about or hear the news of a crime?

(Please select only ONE item.)

 

__ 1) Family 2) Friend 3) Neighbor

_ 4) Newspaper 5) Television 6) Radio

__ 7) Magazine _ 8) Other(SpecificallyI )

2. What do you think of the rate of total crime occurrence rate in Korea

recently?

__ 1) Increased rapidly

__ 2) Increased

__ 3) No much difference

_ 4) Decreased

_ 5) Decreased rapidly

3. What do yo think of the crime occurrence rate in your neighborhood

recenUy?

_ 1) Increased rapidly

_ 2) Increased

_ 3) No much difference

__ 4) Decreased

_ 5) Decreased rapidly

4. What do you think is the most problematic crime in Korea? (Please select

only ONE item.)

 
 

 

__ Ol) Homicide _ 02) Robbery

__ 03) Rape/Sexual harrassment _ 04) Assault

__ 05) Ransom/Slave trade _ 06) larceny, pick-pocket

__ O7) fraud _ O8) embazzlement, misappropriation

__ 09) cornering and hoarding _ 10) corruption, bribe

_ 11) juvenile delinquency _ 12) others(specifically1_)

1 2 3 4

8 10 ll 12
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5. How do you feel when walking alone in your neighborhood at night?

_ 1) Very scared

__ 2) Scared

__ 3) Neutral

4) Not so scared

__ 5) Never scared

6. Everyone fear that they would become a crime victim themselves.

This question asks about the fear of crime you have in your routine life.

Check the rate after reading the sentences on the left.

CDstrongly®moderately®moderately@strongly

disagree disagree agree agree

a) Afraid of auto or auto part thefts. _ _ __ __

b) Afraid of houshold theft when the home

is empty. __ _ _ __

c) Afraid of household theft accompanied

by threatening or assault. _ _ __ _

d) Afraid of theft outside(including pickpocket,

snatching, and shoplifting) _ _ _ __

e) Afraid of theft outside accompanied by

threatening or assault. _ _ _ __

f) Afraid of fraud __ __ _ __

g) Afraid of assauld _ _ _ __

h) Afraid of sexual attack or harressment _ __ __ __

 

 

56-7lUr 121 a1 4111401

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21
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7. Have you ever tried anything below to protect yourself and your house

from crime?

@Yes ® No

a) Look the doors and windows before going

to bed

b) Double-lock the windows and the entrance

c) put iron bars outside the windows

d) put the video camera or CCTV

e) set up the emergency line or bell which is directly

connect to the police office or police box

f) install the private security system

g) concern about the neighborhood security when you

move to other place

8. Do you have(carry) any self-defence utilities? If you do, what is it?

(Please select only ONE item.)

__ 0) Don't carry any

_ 1) whistle _ 2) pepper spray

_ 3) flash light _ 4) pepper gas gun

_ 5) control bat __ 6) knife

__ 7) pistol _ 8) others(specifically I )

9. How often do you act as below to protect yourself from crime?

@never®some-®often@always

times

a) avoid specific areas in fear of crime  

b) don't walk alone at night  

c) postpone a plan scheduled at night because

of fear of crime
 

d) don't carry much amount of cash  

e) don't take a cab alone at night  

f) ask a neighbor to look after your home

while your away  

g) volunteerly join the community crime prevention

program   

103

 



10. How much do you feel the probability that your house will be robbed?

_ 4) low

_ 1) very high

_ 2) high

__ 3) neutral

__ 5) very low

11. How much do you feel the probability that you will be the victim of the

crime such as robbery, theft, assault, pickpocket, and sexual assault?

4) low

_ 1) very high

__ 2) high

_ 3) neutral

_ 5) very low

 

 

* Question on Personal Information

 
 

1. What is your gender?

__ 1) Male

2. What is your age?

3. What is your marital status?

1) Single (never married)

_ 5) widows

_ 3) separated

__ 2) Female

2) married

__ 4) divorced

6) other(specifically I_)

 

 

10 11
 

37 39 4O 41 42 43
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4. How man are there in your family including yourself?

 

  

a) Under 20 years old Male , Female

b) 20-64 years old Male , Female

c) 65 or more Male , Female
  

5. What is your position in your family?

_ 1) householder

_ 2) spouse of the householder

_ 3) parents of the householder(including mother-in-law &father-in-law)

_4) siblings of the householder(including brother-in-law & sister-in-law)

_5) children of the householder(including daughter-in-law & son-in-law)

_ 6) other(specifically 2 )

6. How long have you lived in the present address?

(years)

7. What is your educational level?

__ 1) never been to school

_ 2) elementary school _ 3) middle school

_ 4) high school

6) 4-year university

5) community college

7) graduate school

7-1. Did you finish the above educational level?

_ I) graduate _ 2) drop out of school

_ 3) attending school 4) no category

8. Do you or your family own vehicles?(including car, van, truck)

Q) yes Q) no

7}) yourself

14) family(including yourself)

 

 

441-1413140111 Ma) 4-(04) c1413) c1404) 5 6 7 7-1'8—71 L1
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< Job Categories 1 The answer for Question in the next page)

(Professional - technical Job>

01) Engineer 02) Professor, Researcher

03) Medical Doctor, Dentist, Herbalist O4) Veterinarian, Pharmacist

05) Nurse 06) Accountant, Judge, Prosecutor, Lawyer

07) Teacher 08) Religious 09) press member

10) Entertainer, Athlete, Artist 11) Crew (Ship, Airplane)

12) Others(translator, institute teacher)

<the executive ° administrative staff>

21) CEO(More than 5 employees) 22) The executives of a enterprise

23) High rank officer 24) The executives of NGO

25) Professional soldier (a major or higher rank), Police (higher rank)

26) CEO (company related to the clerical work)

27) Other administrator

(Desk work>

31) General desk worker(at least the chief of section position

32) public officer(at least an assistant junior officer position)

33) NGO staff 34) cashier, paymaster

35) Communication 36) Postman

37) Soldier (lower rank), police(lower rank), firefighter, correctional officer

38) Other

<Sales industry>

41) Whole seller or retail seller (less than 5 employees)

42) Sales clerk 43) Reality dealer

44) Salesman 45) Stailman

46) Others

<Service>

51) Owner (Restaurant, Beauty salon, motel, etc)

52) Employee (Restaurant, Beauty salon, motel, etc)

53) Hair stylist, Cleaner 54) Janitor, housekeeper

55) Security guard 56) Others

<Agricultural - fishing industry>

61) Rich farmer 62) Middle class farmer

63) Small farmer 64) Poor farmer

65) Farmer 66) Daily farming, orchardist

67) Ship owner, fish-raising industry 68) Fisherman

69) Other

(productive industry>

71) Production company owner (less than 5 employee), Production director

72) Technician 73) Apprentice 74) Worker

75) Diver (Auto, heavy equipment) 76) Minor 77) Other

(non-worker)

81) Student 82) Housewife 83) Soldier

84) Unemployed person 85) Retire 86) Other

<non-classified>

99) Cannot classification(Specifically I ) 
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9. What is you and your householder's occupation? If you are the householder,

check the same one.(See the table of occupation category)

3) your occupation:
 

b) householder's occupation:
 

10. How much in your average monthly income? (including bonus & special

income)

a) personal income I won

IJr) household income I won

11. What kind of house do you live in?

1) own(including family owned house)

_ 2) deposit basis(not including monthly payment)

_ 3) lease(including deposit based lease)

_ 4) others

12. How do you think your social level? (1=lowest, 7=highest)

lowest midddle highest

 

I I l l l l l

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

 

* Question on your daily life and surrounding environment.

  
 

1. Do you commute?

_ 1) yes (W go to question 1-1)

_ 2) no (W go to question 2)

 

 

 

 

9—7} 94+ 10-7l 10-4 11 12 # Y 1

63 64 65 66 67 68 69 7O 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78

3
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l-l.

 

.-.__W__ <If you answered yes >

1-2.

1-3.

(Please select only ONE item.)

_ 01) urban bus, village bus __ 02) seat bus

__ 03) cross-country bus _ 04) commute bus/school bus

__ 05) subway __ 06) train

_ 07) taxi _ 08) car, RV or van

__ 09) bicycle _ 10) walk

11) other(specifically1 )

 

What time do you go to work and what time do you back home?

go to work at (AM/PM)

back home at _ (AM/PM)

How long does it take to work (school)?

hour(s) minute(s)
  

What kind of transportation do you take?

 
 

2. Where do you spend your time during the day?

__ 1) almost at home

2) almost at school

_ 3) work at the office

4) work in a factory or the site

__ 5) at markets or department stores where there are many people

_ 6) move around meeting buyers

3. How often did you go home late (after 10 pm) after work, school, or a get

together with friends last night?

 

 

 

 

_ 1) almost everyday __ 2) once in a two or three days

_ 3) once a week _ 4) once in 15 days

_ 5) once a week _ 6) hardly ever

__ 7) never

”719. 1—1 1~2 1-3 2 3

123|456|789101112

2 | |           
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4. How often was your house completely empty?

__ 3) once or twice in two or three months

_ 5) once or twice a year

7) never

1) more than once a week 2) once or twice a month

4) once or twice in half year
 

__ 6) hardly ever

5. What do you do to keep your house safe when you leave the house for a

day or two? (please select ONLY one item)

__ 1) nothing

_ 2) stop milk or newspaper delivery

3) disguise somebody in the house

_ 4) ask a neighbor to take care of the house

_ 5) ask a relative to take care of the house

_ 6) notify the apartment security guard

7) use the private security company

_ 8) other(specificallyt
 

6. How often did you go shopping last year (1998)?

7. What

community? (please select ONLY one item)

__ 01) rural bus, village bus

_ 3) once a week

_ 5) once a month

1) almost everyday

_ 7) never

__ 03) cross-country bus

__ O5) subway

__ O7) taxi

__ 09) bicycle

__ 11) others(specifically:

2) once in two or three days

_ 4) once in 15 days

_ 6) hardly ever

transportation system do you use when going out apart from

02) seat bus

04) commute bus, school bus

06) train

08) car, RV, minivan

10) walk

 

 

 

13 14 15 16 17
 

      
 

109

 



8. Please answer according to your situation.

CDstrongly®moderately®moderately@strongly

disagree disagree agree agree

a) I prefer to dress casually rather

than formally when I go out. _ _ __ _

b) I dress gaudily rather than plainly

when I go out. _ _ __ __

c) I wear outstanding and sumptuous

accessories. __ __ _ _

d) I spend much pocketmoney. __ __ _ _

9. This is a question on your neighbors. Please mark on the appropriate

answer.

®strongly®moderately®moderately©strongly

disagree disagree agree agree

a) Our neighbors help each other

through in difficult situations. __ _ __ __

b) Our neighbors know each other

quite well. __ _ __ __

c) Our neighbors lend or borrow

each other's possessives. _ __ __ _

d) Our neighbors share information

on the neighborhood. _ _ _ _—

e) Our neighbors cooperate and

join in various neighborhood events. __ _ __ __

 

 

 

a}

181920212223242526
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10. This question is on your neighborhood. Please mark on the appropriate

answer.

CDstrongly®moderately®moderately©strongly

disagree disagree agree agree

3) There are trash disposed carelessly

in our neighborhood.

b) There are vacant houses or land

in our neighborhood.

c) There are many dark and secluded

places in our neighborhood.

d) There is a specific place with delinquent

juveniles on our neighborhood.

11. This question is on police activities. Please mark on the appropriate

answer.

G)strongly®moderately®moderately@strongly

disagree disagree agree agree

a) The police in our neighbor is

doing patrol very well.

LI) I think the polich are immediately

sent when I report the accident.
 

Iil') If I report the criminal situation to the police,

they should arrest the criminal.  

12. What is your opinion on these comments?

a) Our community is safe from crime.

1) strongly agree

2) moderately agree

3) neutral

4) moderately disagree

__ 5) strongly agree

 

 

10 71 LI CI 1!} 11-7} 1+ CI 12-71

2728293031323334
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b) Our neighborhood is safe from crime.

c) My house is safe from crime.

1) strongly agree

2) moderately agree

3) neutral

4) moderately disagree

5) strongly agree

1) strongly agree

2) moderately agree

3) neutral

_ 4) moderately disagree

_ 5) strongly agree

 
 

 

 

 

41:11:

353637

4
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* This following questions ask you a few experience to help you think

about the criminal victimization you have experienced. Please limit the

  experiences to one year (1998).

 

1. Have you or your family experienced a traffic accident during last year

(1998)?

_ 1) Yes (I? go to question 1-1)

_ 2) No (W go to question 2)

 -...-._.-..-.... < If you answered YES. >

1-1. How many times? times

  
 

2. Have you experienced fraud during last year(l998)? (exclude 7JEQI- 2:153. for

this question.)

_ 1) Yes (W go to question 2-1)

_ 2) No (I? go to question 3)

 -----—---~——~- < If you answered YES. >

2-1. How many times? __ times

  
 

3. Have you offered bribe to police or public officer during last year (1998)?

__ 1) Yes (I? go to question 3-1)

2) No (W go to the next page)

 -......_...-_ < If you answered YES.>

3-1. How many times? __ times

  
 

 

 

 

38394041424344454647
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* The following questions ask the criminal victimization you have

experienced last yeat (from 1/1/98 to 12/31/98).

   

I. Did you experience auto-part (car stereo, tires, engine, car accesories, etc.)

last year?

__ 0) do not own a vehicle

_ 1) Yes (W go to question 1-1)

_ 2) No (W go to question 2)

 -...---........ < If you answered YES, >

1-1. How many times?? __ times

  1‘: Please answer the questions for <auto-part theft> in the

yellow sectlonfi

2. Have you experienced car (car, van, mini-van, truck) theft last year (1998)?

_ 0) Do not own a vehicle

__ 1) Yes (I? go to question 2-1)

_ 2) No (K?P go to question 3)

 
-~---~------ < If you answered YES, > 1

2-1. How many times?? times I

 1’? Please answer the questions for <car-theft> in the

yellow section it

....———...

 

3. Has a thief intended or completed theft of your house-hold

possessivesGewelry, audio, TV, computer) or money (cash, check, stock) last

year?(Do not include threatening and assault.)

__ 1) Yes (I? go to question 3-1)

_ 2) No (I? go to question 4)

 ~----—~— < If you answered YES. >

3-1. How many times? __ times

  m-.. 1? Please answer the questions for <larceny> in thejellow

section {I

 

 

1 1-1 2 2-1 3 3-1

484950515253545556
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4. Has a thief assaulted or threatened your family members and/to steal money

or house-hold possessives last year?

_ 1) Yes (‘3‘ go to question 4-1)

_ 2) No (I? go to question 5)

 
, “mm"... < If you answered YES, > .__....«-._._.._.......~...~_..-_...._.,;

I

1

4-1. How many times? _ _________ times 3

it Please answer the questions for < house-hold larceny> in ___,,,,,,,,,_J

the yellow section a"!

r

I

l

l

L..__......

5. Have you experienced pickpocket, snatching, shoplifting outside your home

and lost or nearly lost either money or possessives (jewelry, watch, bag,

handbag, cassette player) last year? (Do not include threaten or assault.)

_ 1) Yes (W go to question 5-1)

2) No (W go to question 6)

 ......-»~—~~— < If you answered YES. >

5-1. How many times? __ times

., it? please answer the questions for <personal larceny> in

the yellow section it?

  Lu.m—ga—m

6. Have you ever been threatened or assaulted and lost or nearly lost either

money or personal belongings outside last year?

_ 1) Yes (W go to question 6-1)

_ 2) No (W go to question 7)

 ~---------- < If you answered YES, >

6-1. How many times? __ times

ifr Please answer the questions <burglary> in yellow
A

section V

  

 

 

 

575859606162636465
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7. Were you injured or nearly injured by an assault last year? (Please do not

include burglary from the previous question.)

_ 1) Yes (W go to question 7-1)

_ 2) No (W go to question 8)

 
...__...._....m < If you answered YES. >

"
4
.
.
.
"

7-1. How many times? __ times

it Please answer the questions for < assault and bodily
A

injury> in yellow section. u

 r
-
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

 

 
W< The following questions gre only for females > -W

8. Have you ever experienced or nearly experienced ragI sexual

assaulted or sexual harassment last year?
 

1) Yes (Cr go to question 8-1)

_ 2) No

 
I..._.........~—..- < If you answered YES.)

l 8-1. how many times? __ times

1‘: Please answer the question for <sexual assault and

 harassment> in yellow section 131 
<Continued to the next page >-~—~3 

** If you answered 'yes' to the above questions asking your experience

of crime during 1998, please answer the questions in the yellow

section.

If you have no experience in crime last year, your questions are over.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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< How to answer in Yellow part questionnaire >

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Contents of Victimization ** Answer-Part **

< Auto-Part Theft > Yellow part p. 2 - 3_

< Auto Theft > Yellow part p. 4 ~ 5

< Household-level Burglary > Yellow part p. 6 - 7

< Household-level Robbery > Yellow part p. 8 - 11

< Personal-level Larceny > Yellow part p. 12 - 13

< Personal-level Robbery > Yellow part p. 14 - 17

< Injured by an assault > Yellow part p. 18 - 21.-..--

< Sexual assault and harassment > Yellow part p. 22 - 25‘  
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_....--......._..._.. < Auto-Part Theft>

You answered yes to the questions on auto-part theft in

the previous section. If you have several experiences on

this kind of crime, please answer the following questions

 based on the most current incident.   

1. Where was the place of crime?

__ 1) Household area

_ 2) Business district

_ 3) Near department stores and markets

_ 4) Public parking lot

_ 5) Temporary parking

__ 6) other (specifically I )

2. The month of the crime I

3. What was the approximate time of the crime?

(am/pm)

4. What was the part you got robbed? (please select only one item)

__ 01) engine __ 02) carburetor

__ 03) battery __ 04) tire, spare tire

__ 05) back mirror __ 06) indicator, light bulb

__ 07) hub cap _ 08) repair kit

__ 09) exterior accessories __ 10) interior accessories

__ 11) car stereo _ 12) other (specifically I ) 

5. How much was the approximate value of the item?

WOI'l

 

 

545 1 2 3 4 5
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6. Did you report the incident to the police?

__ 1) Yes (0' 6-1, 6-2)

_ 2) No (C? 6-3)

 -— < Reported > ._...

6-1. What was the police reaction to the report?

__ 1) No reaction was conducted.

_ 2) Verified the damage by phone.

__ 3) Verified the damage by an actual visit.

__ 4) Solves the crime through active research.

6-2. Were you satisfied about the police reaction?

__ 1) Very satisfied

_ 2) Satisfied

_ 3) Neutral

_ 4) Not satisfied

_ 5) Not satisfied at all  
 

  

._-....__.....____ < Not reported > 2-.---.

6-3. Why didn’t you report the incident?

_ 1) Because the loss wasn't serious.

__ 2) Because the incident was solved personally.

__ 3) Because there wasn’t any proof.

__ 4) Reported to another authorization (e.g., insurance company).

_ 5) Thought the police would be little help.

__ 6) Thought the police would be inquisitive.

_ 7) The criminal was an acquaintance.

_ 8) Fear of revenge.

_ 9) other (specifically I )  
 

 

 

6 6~1 6-2 6-3 #

13 14 15 16 17
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 ------------~— < Auto theft >

You answered yes to the questions on auto theft in the

previous section. If you have several experiences on this

kind of crime, please answer the following questions based

on the most current incident.  
 

1. Where was the place of auto theft?

__ 1) household area

_ 2) business district

_ 3) near department stores and markets

_ 4) public parking lot

__ 5) temporary parking

_ 6) other (specifically 1 )

2. The month of the crime I

3. What was the approximate time of the crime?

(am/pm)

4. Did you find your car?

__ 1) Yes _ 2) No

5. Did you report the incident to the police?

__ 1) Yes (Cr 5-1, 5-2)

_ 2) No ('3r 5-3)

 

 

 

1819 20 2122 23 24
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_-._..-......——-.— < Reported >

5-1. What was the police reaction to the report?

__ 1) No reaction was conducted.

__ 2) Verified the damage by phone.

_ 3) Verified the damage by an actual visit.

_ 4) Solves the crime through active research.

5-2. Were you satisfied about the police reaction?

_ 1) Very satisfied

__ 2) Satisfied

_ 3) Neutral

_ 4) Not satisfied

__ 5) Not satisfied at all 
 

 
 _..__.-_.......- < Not reported >

5-3. What was the reason?

__ 1) Found the car before reporting.

__ 2) Reported to another authorization (e.g., insurance company).

_ 3) Thought the police would be little help.

_ 4) Thought the police would be inquisitive.

__ 5) The criminal was acquaintance.

_ 6) Fear of revenge

   
 

 

 

 

 

7) other (specifically I )

5-1 5-2‘5—3 #

25 26 27 28

2
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W~- < Household- level burglary>

You answered yes to the questions on household

burglary in the previous section. If you have several

experiences on this kind of crime, please answer the

  following questions based on the most current incident.
 

1. The month of the crime I

2. What was the approximate time of the crime?

(am/pm)

3. How many persons were in the house at the time?

male(s) and _ female(s)

4. What did you get robbed? (Please select only one item)

_ 01) TV, audio _ 02) camera, camcoder

_ 03) jewelry such as watch, ring __ 04) cash, check, stock

_ 05) art pieces, antiques _ 06) furniture, folding screen

__ O7) clothes __ 08) food

_ 09) other electric appliances _ 10) agricultural products like rice

_ 11) other (specifically I__)

5. How much was the approximate value of the item?

W01]

6. Did you report the incident to the police?

_ 1) Yes ('3' 6-1, 6—2)

_ 2) No (CT 6-3)

 

 

1 2 3-(‘El) 3-(°‘1) 4 5 6

29303132333435363738394041424344
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r..._..._.-........- < Reported >

6-1. What was the police reaction to the report?

_ 1) No reaction was conducted.

__ 2) Verified the damage by phone.

_ 3) Verified the damage by an actual visit.

__ 4) Solves the crime through active research.

6-2. Were you satisfied about the police reaction?

_ 1) Very satisfied

_ 2) Satisfied

_ 3) Neutral

_ 4) Not satisfied

__ 5) Not satisfied at all 

 

 

 
 

 W~~-~ < Not reported >

6-3. What was the reason?

__ l) The damage was not very serious.

_ 2) The crime was solved personally.

_ 3) There wasn't any proof.

__ 4) Reported to another authorization (e.g., insurance company).

__ 5) Thought the police would be little help.

__ 6) Thought the police would be inquisitive.

__ 7) The criminal was an acquaintance.

8) Fear of revenge.

  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

9) other (specifically I )

6—116-2'6-3 #

45 46 47 48

3
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-----------------~ <Household-level robbery>

You answered yes to the questions on robbery in the

previous section. If you have several experiences on this

kind of crime, please answer the following questions based

on the most current incident.

1. The month of the crime I

2. What was the approximate time of the crime?

(am/pm)

3. How many persons were in the house at the time?

__ male(s) and _ female(s)

4. How many robbers were related to the crime?

male(s) and __ female(s)

5. What was the approximate age of the suspect?

(If several, answer based on the main suspect)

1) 105 __ 2) 205

_ 3) 308 _ 4) 405

5) over 503 6) could not identify

6. Who were the suspects?

__ 1) family member

_ 2) relative

__ 3) friend or lover

_ 4) colleague or boss

_ 5) neighbor

_ 6) close acquaintance

7) acquaintance (met once or twice)

_ 8) totalstranger

 

 

 

1 2 3—(‘El) 3-(01) 4-(3) 4-(°4) 5 6

4950515253545556575859606162
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7. Did the suspect carry or use a weapon? (please select only one item)

_ 1) no weapon __ 2) knife

_ 3) pistol (include pepper gas) __ 4) bat

_ 5) other (specifically I—)

8. Did the suspect attempt to rape or actually raped a female?

_ 1) Yes __ 2) No

9. How many family members got physically injured?

total I

10. What was the extent of the injury?

__ 1) were not physically injured

_ 2) slight injury(complete cure after 3 weeks or less)

_ 3) serious injury(complete cure after 3 weeks or more)

__ 4) killed

_ 5) other (specifically1_)

11. What did you get robbed? (please select only one item)

_ 01) TV, video, audio _ 02) camera, camcoder

_ 03) jewelry(e.g., watches, rings) __ 04) cash, check, stock

_ 05) art pieces, antiques __ 06) furniture, folding screen

__ O7) clothes _ 08) food

__ 09) other electric appliances _ 10) agricultural product like rice

11) other (specifically I )
 

12. How much was the approximate value of the item?

W01"!

 

 

 

636465666768697071727374
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13. What was your reaction to the attack?

__ l) Resisted by force.

_ 2) Threatened with words.

_ 3) Pleaded for less damage.

_ 4) Reported to the police or other authorization during the attack.

_ 5) Asked neighbors or other people for help.

__ 6) Tried to escape from the robber.

_ 7) Suffered the attack.

_ 8) other (specifically I )

14. How did your reaction affect the attack?

_ 1) Caused no damage.

_ 2) Caused less severe damage.

__ 3) Caused not much difference.

_ 4) Overreaction caused more severe damages to the victim.

15. Did you report the incident to the police?

1) Yes (0' 15-1, 15-2)

2) No (0’ 15-3)

 

 

13j14 15

75 76 77
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 »-—--—---—-~— < Reported >

15-1. What was the police reaction to the report?

__ 1) No reaction was conducted.

_ 2) Verified the damage by phone.

_ 3) Verified the damage by an actual visit.

_ 4) Solves the crime through active research.

15-2. Were you satisfied about the police reaction?

__ 1) Very satisfied

_— 2) Satisfied

__ 3) Neutral

__ 4) Not satisfied

__ 5) Not satisfied at all  
 

 

 --—--—--—~-~——-—- < Not reported >

15~3. What was the reason?

__ 1) The victimization was not very serious.

_ 2) The crime was solved personally.

_ 3) There wasn't any proof.

__ 4) Reported to another authorization (ex., insurance company).

__ 5) Thought the police would be little help.

_ 6) Thought the police would be inquisitive.

_ 7) The criminal was an acquaintance.

__ 8) Fear of revenge.

_ 9) other (specifically I )  
 

 

 

#5 15-1 15-2 15-3 #
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~~~ <Personal-1eve1 Larceny >

You answered yes to the question on personal-level

larceny in the previous section. If you have several

experiences on this kind of crime, please answer the

following questions based on the most current incident.  
 

1. Where was the place of the incident?

__ 01) near home

_ 02) school or workplace

_ 03) market, department store,

__ 04) public authorization such as post office and bank

_ 05) bars and motels

_ 06) streets like allies

_ O7) park or retired (quite) places

_ 08) public transportation such as bus, taxi, and subway

_ 09) train station or bus terminal

10) other (specifically I )

2. The month of the crime I

3. What was the approximate time of the crime?

(am/pm)

4. What is the value of the item or the amount of cash you got robbed?

won

5. Did you report the incident to the police?

_ 1) Yes (0' 5-1, 5-2)

__ 2) No (CT 5-3)
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 ....—--.——~---- < Reported >

5-1. What was the police reaction to the report?

_ 1) No reaction was conducted.

__ 2) Verified the damage by phone.

_ 3) Verified the damage by an actual visit.

__ 4) Solves the crime through active research.

5-2. Were you satisfied about the police reaction?

_ 1) Very satisfied

_ 2) Satisfied

__ 3) Neutral

__ 4) Not satisfied

_ 5) Not satisfied at all  
 

 ---------------~ < Not reported >

5-3. What was the reason?

_ 1) The victimization was not very serious.

__ 2) The incident was solved personally.

_ 3) There wasn’t any proof.

_ 4) Reported to another authorization (e.g., insurance company)

__ 5) Thought the police would be little help.

_ 6) Thought the police would be inquisitive.

_ 7) The criminal was an acquaintance.

_ 8) Fear of revenge.

__ 9) other (specifically I )  
 

 

 

r5-1’5-2é5—3 #

18 19 20 21
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___._ <Personal-level Robbery>

You answered yes to the question on personal—level

robbery in the previous section. If you have several

experiences on this kind of crime, please answer the

following questions based on the most current incident.  
 

 

1. Where was the place of the incident?

_ 01) near home

__ 02) school or work place

_ 03) market, department store, store

_ 04) public authorizations such as bank and post office

_ 05) places of amusement (ex, bar, motel.)

_ 06) streets like allies

_ 07) park or retired (quite) places

_ 08) public transportation such as taxi, bus, and subway

_ 09) train station or bus terminal

_ 10) other (specifically: )

2. The month of the crime I

3. What was the approximate time of the crime?

(am/pm)

4. How many robbers were related to the crime?

male(s) and __ female(s)

5. What was the approximate age of the suspect?

(If several, answer based on the main suspect)

 

 

1) 10s 2) 208

_ 3) 305 _ 4) 40$

__ 5) over 505 _ 6) could not identify

1 2 3 4-(‘El’) 4-(0‘1) 5

 

2223242526272829303132
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6. Who were the suspects?

__ 1) one of the family members

_ 2) one of the relatives

_ 3) friend or lover

_ 4) colleague or boss

_ 5) neighbor

_ 6) close acquaintance other than family or friend

_ 7) acquaintance (met once or twice)

_ 8) total stranger

7. Did the suspect carry or use a weapon?

_ 1) no weapons _ 2) knife

3) pistol(include pepper gas) 4) bat

_ 5) other (specifically 2__ )

 W—— < Females only >

8. Did the suspect try to rape or assult you?

1) Yes 2) No

  
 

9. What was the extent of the injury?

__ l) were not physically injured

_ 2) slight injury(complete cure after 3 weeks or less)

__ 3) serious injury(complete cure after 3 weeks or more)

_ 4) other (specifically: )

10. What is the value of the item or the amount of cash you got robbed?

 

won

11. Was a friend, colleague or lover on the site of the incident?

_ 1) Yes __ 2) No

 

 

637l8

33343536373839404142
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12. Did you have companies when you victimized?

1) Yes 2) No

13. What was your reaction to the attack?

_ l) Resisted by force.

__ 2) Threatened with words.

_ 3) Pleaded for less damage.

4) Reported to the police or other authorization during the attack.

5) Asked neighbors or other people for help.

__ 6) Tried to escape from the robber.

7) Suffered the attack.

__ 8) other (specifically 1
 

14. How did your reaction affect the attack?

_ 1) Caused no damage.

_ 2) Caused less severe damage.

3) Caused not much difference.

_ 4) Overreaction caused more severe damages to the victim.

15. Did you report the incident to the police?

__ 1) Yes (0' 15-1, 15-2)

__ 2) N0 (‘7 15-3)

 

 

12 13 14 15
 

43 45 46
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............a < Reported >

15-1. What was the police reaction to the report?

__ 1) No reaction was conducted.

_ 2) Verified the damage by phone.

_ 3) Verified the damage by an actual visit.

_ 4) Solves the crime through active research.

15-2. Were you satisfied about the police reaction?

__ 1) Very satisfied

_ 2) Satisfied

__ 3) Neutral

_ 4) Not satisfied

_ 5) Not satisfied at all  
 

 --------------- < Not reported >

15-3. What was the reason?

_ 1) The damage was not serious

_ 2) The incident was solved personally

__ 3) There wasn’t any proof

__ 4) Reported to another authorization (e.g., insurance company).

_ 5) Thought the police would be little help.

__ 6) Thought the police would be inquisitive.

_ 7) The criminal was an acquaintance.

_ 8) Fear of revenge

__ 9) other (specifically I )
   
 

 

 

15-115—215—3 #

47 48 49 50
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-.__....__..._._._ < Injured or nearly injured by an assault >

You answered yes to the question on assault in the

previous section. If you have several experiences on this

kind of crime, please answer the following questions based

on the most current incident.  
 

1. Where was the place of the incident?

__ 01) your place

__ 02) the suspect’s place

__ 03) friend or relative's place

_ 04) work place or school

_ 05) bar or motel

_ 06) inside public transportation

_ 07) the crowded place (ex., market, department store.)

__ 08) uncrowded places (ex. the byway)

_ 09) park or retired (quiet) places

_ 10) other (specifically I )

2. The month of the crime I

3. What was the approximate time of the crime?

(am/pm)

4. How many persons were related to the crime?

male(s) and female(s)

5. What was the approximate age of the suspect?

(If several, answer based on the main suspect)

 

 

_ l) 103 _ 2) 205

_ 3) 305 4) 40s

_ 5) over 505 6) could not identify

1 2 3 4-(‘El’) 4-(01) 5

 

5152535455565758596061
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6. Who were the suspects?

__ 1) one of the family members

__ 2) one of the relatives

__ 3) friend or lover

_ 4) colleague or boss

__ 5) neighbor

__ 6) close acquaintance other than family or friend

__ 7) acquaintance (met once or twice)

__ 8) total stranger

7. How did the suspect assaulted you?

__ 1) holded or shaked

__ 2) slapped with hands

_ 3) kicked with feet

_ 4) hit with furniture like chairs and tables

__ 5) waved bats or knives

__ 6) hit with rock or metal

_ 7) threatened or shot a gun

__ 8) other (specifically: )

8. Was a friend, colleague or lover on the site of the incident?

__ 1) Yes _ 2) No

9. Did you have companies when you victimized?

1) Yes 2) No

10. What was the extent of the injury?

__ 1) were not physically injured

_ 2) slight injury(complete cure after 3 weeks or less)

__ 3) serious injury(complete cure after 3 weeks or more)

4) other (specifically: ) 

 

 

 

6263646566
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11. What was your reaction to the attack?

.—

1) Resisted by force.

2) Threatened with words.

3) Pleaded for less damage.

4) Reported to the police or other authorization during the attack.

5) Asked neighbors or other people for help.

6) Tried to escape from the robber.

7) Suffered the attack.

8) other (specifically I )

12. How did your reaction affect the attack?

1) Caused no damage.

2) Caused less severe damage.

3) Caused not much difference.

__ 4) Overreaction caused more severe damages to the victim.

13. Did you report the incident to the police?

1) Yes (0’ 13-1, 13-2)

2) No (I:r 13-3)

 

 

11 12 13
 

67 69
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-..-.._....__......._ < Reported >

13-1. What was the police reaction to the report?

__ 1) No reaction was conducted.

__ 2) Verified the damage by phone.

_ 3) Verified the damage by an actual visit.

__ 4) Solves the crime through active research.

13-2. Were you satisfied about the police reaction?

__ 1) Very satisfied

__ 2) Satisfied

__ 3) Neutral

_ 4) Not satisfied

__ 5) Not satisfied at all  
 

 ‘----~~~—~--~~ < Not reported >

13-3. What was the reason?

_ 1) The damage was not serious

__ 2) The incident was solved personally

__ 3) There wasn’t any proof

__ 4) Reported to another authorization (e.g., insurance company).

_ 5) Thought the police would be little help.

_ 6) Thought the police would be inquisitive.

__ 7) The criminal was an acquaintance.

_ 8) Fear of revenge

__ 9) other (specifically I )  
 

 

 

13-113—2313—3 #

70 71 72 73
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-. .-n“. ..-.........-..._  
< Sexual assault and sexual harassment >

You answered yes to the question on sexual assault and

sexual harassment in the previous section. Please answer

the following questions. This section is for females only.

 

1. What was the actual incident? (please check every item you are included)

71') heard bad/insulted word about sex

L‘l’)experience to get a obscene telephone call from someone

51') hold hand or touch somewhere on my body

al) bodily stick by force, and touch my hip and breast

t'l') kiss by force

‘31-) touch my genitals

Al) Try to sexual relationship by force, but failed

°l) Do sex by force

@Yes @No

 

 

* Generally, option 1) is regarded the most serious, and 7) is the least

serious. If you experienced several incidents shown above, please

answer the below questions based on the most serious incidents you

experienced.

 

2. Where was the place of the incident?

01) your residence __ 02) suspect’s residence

O3) friend or relative's residence __ 04) work place or school

05) accommodation __ 06) places of amusement

07) bus or subway

08) subway station, bus terminal, or train station

 

 

 

 

   

__ 09) department store or market _ 10) underpass

_ 11) parking lot __ 12) alley or street

_ 13) public restroom _ 14) park or retired (quite) places

__ 15) other (specifically I__)

an; 1-7l Ll El E} D} a} A} o}- 2

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll

5
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3. The month of the crime I

4. What was the approximate time of the crime?

(am/pm)

5. How many persons were related to the crime?

male(s) and __ female(s)

6. What was the approximate age of the suspect?

(If several, answer based on the main suspect)

__ 1) 105 _ 2) 203

__ 3) 308 _ 4) 40s

5) over 505 _ 6) could not identify

7. Who were the suspects?

_ 1) one of the family members

_ 2) one of the relatives

__ 3) friend or lover

__ 4) colleague or boss

_ 5) neighbor

_ 6) close acquaintance other than family or friend

_ 7) acquaintance (met once or twice)

_ 8) total stranger

8. How did the suspect(s) threaten or assault?

__ 1) did not threaten or assault

__ 2) threatened with words

_ 3) holded or shaked

_ 4) slapped with hands or kicked with feet

_ 5) threatened with knife for a weapon

__ 6) assaulted with knife or a weapon

_ 7) other (specifically 2___ )

 

 

3 4 5-(‘el) 5-(01) 6 7 8

12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
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9. Did you get robbed?

_ 1) Yes _ 2) No

10. Was a friend, colleague or lover on the site of the incident?

1) Yes _ 2) No

11. Did you have companies when you victimized?

1) Yes _ 2) No

12. What was your reaction to the attack?

1) Resisted by force.

2) Threatened with words.

3) Pleaded for less damage.

4) Reported to the police or other authorization during the attack.

5) Asked neighbors or other people for help.

6) Tried to escape from the robber.

7) Suffered the attack.

8) other (specifically I )

13. How did your reaction affect the attack?

1) Caused no damage.

2) Caused less severe damage.

3) Caused not much difference.

4) Overreaction caused more severe damages to the victim.

14. Who did you tell the incident to right after it happened?

1) family (parents, sibling) __ 2) friend or lover

3) colleague _ 4) counsellor

5) police _ 6) other (specifically I )
 

7) didn’t tell anybody

 

 

91min 121314
 

23 24 25262728
 

        

140



15. Did you report the incident to the police?

__ 1) Yes (CT 15-1, 15-2)

_ 2) No (LT 15-3)

 

15-1. What was the police reaction to the report?

_ 1) No reaction was conducted.

__ 2) Verified the damage by phone.

__ 3) Verified the damage by an actual visit.

_ 4) Solves the crime through active research.

15-2. Were you satisfied about the police reaction?

__ 1) Very satisfied

__ 2) Satisfied

_ 3) Neutral

__ 4) Not satisfied

_ 5) Not satisfied at all  
 

 — < Not reported >

15-3. What was the reason?

__ 1) The damage was not serious

_ 2) The incident was solved personally

__ 3) There wasn’t any proof

_ 4) Reported to another authorization (e.g., insurance company).

_ 5) Thought the police would be little help.

__ 6) Thought the police would be inquisitive.

__ 7) The criminal was an acquaintance.

_ 8) Fear of revenge

_ 9) other (specifically I )

  
 

 

 

15 15-115—215-3 #

29 30 31 32 33
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Appendix C. Approval of the Universig Committee on Research involving

Human Subject (UCRIHS)

 

MICHIGAN STATE

U N l v E R s l T Y

December”. 2001

TO: Shelia Royo MAXWELL

560 Baker Hall

RE: IRB' 00-803 CATEGORY: 1-E EXEMPT

RENEWAL APPROVAL DATE: December 17. 2001

TITLE: VICTIMIZATION SURVEY IN KOREA' CHARACTERISTIC OF VICTIMIZATION ON

PERSONAL LEVEL CRIME IN KOREA

The University Committee on Research Involving Human Subjects' (UCRIHS) review of this project

is complete and I am pleased to advise that the rights and welfare of the human subjects appear to

be adequately protected and methods to obtain informed consent are appropriate. Therefore. the

UCRIHS APPROVED THIS PROJECTS RENEWAL

RENEW”: UCRIHS approval is valid for one calendar year, beginning with the approval date

shown above. Projects continuing beyond one year must be rermd with the geen renewal form. A

maximum of four such expedited renewal are possible. Investigators wishing to continue a project

beyond that time need to submit it again for complete review.

REVISIONS: UCRIHS must review any changes in procedures involving human subjects. prior to

initiation of the change. If this is done at the time of renewal, please use the gran renewal form. To

revise an approved protocoi at any other time dur'ng the year, send your written request to the

UCRIHS Chair. requesting revised approval and referencing the project's IRBII and title. Include in

your request a description of the change and any revised instruments. consent forms or

advertisements that are applicable.

PROBLEMSICHANGES: Should either of the following arise during the course ot the work. notify

UCRIHS promptly: 1) problems (unexpected side effects, complaints, etc.) involving human subjects

or 2) changes in the research environment or new information indicating greater risk to the human

subjects than existed when the protocol was previously reviewed and approved.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact us at 517 355-2180 or via email:

UCRIHS@piIotmsu.edu.
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