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Gender Identity Disparities in Criminal Victimization: National Crime
Victimization Survey, 2017-2018

Andrew R. Flores, PhD, Ilan H. Meyer, PhD, Lynn Langton, PhD, and Jody L. Herman, PhD

Objectives. To estimate the prevalence of personal and household victimizations among
transgender people in the United States.

Methods. We analyzed pooled 2017 and 2018 data from the National Crime Victimization
Survey, the first nationally representative sample that allows identification of transgender
respondents.

Results. Transgender people experienced 86.2 victimizations per 1000 persons compared with
cisgender people’s 21.7 per 1000 persons (odds ratio [OR] = 4.24; 90% confidence interval [CI]
= 1.49, 7.00). Households that had a transgender person had higher rates of property
victimization (214.1 per 1000 households) than households with only cisgender people (108 per
1000 households; OR = 2.25; 90% CI = 1.19, 3.31). Transgender victims whose sex assigned at
birth was male were more likely to perceive their victimization as a hate crime than cisgender
victims whose sex assigned at birth was male. There were no disparities in reporting
victimizations to authorities: only about half of the victimizations of both transgender and
cisgender people were reported.

Conclusions. Public policy and administration need to consider the unique vulnerabilities
transgender people routinely encounter, resulting in disparities in criminal victimization. (Am J
Public Health. Published online ahead of print February 18, 2021:e1—e4. https://doi.org/10.2105/
AJPH.2020.306099)

Anecdotal data and small-scale studies suggest that transgender populations are at a heightened
risk of criminal victimization, which is defined as any action by others that violate laws affecting
oneself or one’s property. However, outside of hate crime statistics, national data addressing this
issue have been limited. Beginning in 2016, the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS)—
the nation’s primary source of nonfatal criminal victimization statistics— began documenting the
sexual orientation and gender identity of respondents. NCVS 2017 data showed significant
disparities in victimization rates between lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) people
and cisgender heterosexual people. However, small sample sizes prohibited analyses of LGBT
subgroups (e.g., bisexual women or transgender people). By pooling 2 years of data, we report
what are to our knowledge the first prevalence estimates of victimization among transgender
adults in the United States from a nationally representative sample.

Methods
The NCVS is administered to a nationally representative, longitudinal sample of individuals aged
12 years or older within households in the United States. The survey collects incident-level data

about experiences with victimization both reported and not reported to police. The current
analysis used pooled 2017 and 2018 NCVS data for a total sample of 296 563 households and



482 469 individuals. More information about the NCVS is available through Bureau of Justice
Statistics (BJS) publications.

Measures

In July 2016, the BJS began identifying transgender people among NCVS respondents aged 16
years or older. Gender identity was measured with 2 questions: sex assigned at birth (male,
female, and don’t know) and current gender identity (male, female, transgender, or none of
these). Respondents are categorized as transgender if they identified as transgender or their
current gender identity was male or female and was different from their assigned sex at birth.
Respondents are categorized as cisgender if their current gender identity matched their assigned
sex at birth. In the 2017-2018 NCVS, about 0.10% (n = 420) people were thus classified as
transgender and 99.9% (n = 435 061) were cisgender. This prevalence estimate is consistent with
other government-sponsored surveys. This includes respondents who were categorized as
transgender men if their sex assigned at birth was female and they had a current gender identity
that was male or transgender (n = 181) and categorized as transgender women if their sex
assigned at birth was male and they had a current gender identity that was female or transgender
(n = 188). In addition, some respondents (n = 51) indicated they were transgender but refused to
answer the “sex assigned at birth” question and were not categorized as transgender men or
women; these respondents are included in overall analyses. We recognize that the terms
“transgender,” “transgender men,” and “transgender women” may not be how respondents
identify themselves, and we use these categorizations solely for analytic purposes and to clearly
communicate findings. NCVS data do not allow for assessment of gender nonbinary identities.

The NCVS documents numerous types of crime, which are broadly categorized as either
personal or property victimizations. Victims were asked if the victimization was reported to the
police, either by the victim or by others (e.g., witnesses or other victims). For each incident,
victims indicated whether they thought the incident was motivated by prejudice or bigotry
against their characteristics or religious beliefs. Respondents reported their age, race or ethnicity,
educational attainment, marital status, household income, and urbanicity of residence.

Analysis

We conducted analyses for transgender and cisgender people separately and, within these groups,
by current gender. After summarizing demographic characteristics, we estimated rates of
personal victimizations per 1000 persons, rates of property victimizations per 1000 households,
the percentage of victimizations reported to police, and the percentage of victimizations
perceived as hate crimes. We documented property victimizations at the household level. We
defined a household as a transgender household if at least 1 member of the household was
transgender. We applied the same categorization by current gender, and these households were
not mutually exclusive. We defined cisgender households as households in which there were no
transgender people. For point and standard error estimations, we used NCVS complex design
variables and weights, which account for the address-based cluster sampling, longitudinal design
with repeated interviews, and multiple interviews per household. Prior to computing estimates
for this article, we used the analytic approach and weights to produce estimates that replicated
those generated by the BJS. We estimated standard errors using Taylor series linearization. We
report unadjusted odds ratios with 90% confidence intervals as measures of association, and we



report differences (A) between estimated rates and percentages and associated 2-tailed P values
from use of the t test.
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FIGURE 1— Unadjusted (a) Personal and (b) Household Victimization Rates Among Transgender and Cisgender Peoplein
the United States: National Crime Victimization Survey, 2017-2018

Note. cis =cisgender; trans=transgender. Atransgender househald is a residence with at least 1 person who is transgender, and a cisgender household is a
residence with no transgender person. Thick black lines with caps represent 90% confidence intervals; thin black lines represent 95% confidence intervals.
“Because property victimizations occur at a household level, dividing by gender for cisgender households produces two estimates that are nearly the same.
Therefore, only total cisgender household values are shown.

Results

Transgender people were approximately evenly distributed by their sex assigned at birth, but
those who self-identified as transgender were more likely than cisgender people to refuse to
answer the “sex assigned at birth” question. Compared with cisgender people, transgender people
had similar racial and ethnic and educational distributions but were younger and more likely to
have never been married. Compared with cisgender people, transgender people were more likely
to reside in urban locations and in households earning less income (Table A, available as a
supplement to the online version of this article at http://www.ajph.org).

Transgender people experienced violence at a rate of 86.2 victimizations per 1000 persons
compared with 21.7 per 1000 persons among cisgender people (Figure 1a; odds ratio [OR] =
4.24; 90% confidence interval [CI] = 1.49, 7.00). These differences remained for men and



women. Transgender women and men had higher rates of violent victimization (86.1 and 107.5
per 1000 persons, respectively) than did cisgender women (23.7 per 1000 persons; OR= 3.88;
90% CI =0, 8.55) and cisgender men (19.8 per 1000 persons; OR=5.98, 90% CI = 2.09, 9.87),
but there were no differences between transgender men and women (A = 21.4; SE = 68.7; P
=.76).

Transgender households had higher rates of property victimization (214.1 per 1000 households)
than cisgender households (108 per 1000 households; OR =2.25; 90% CI = 1.19, 3.31; Figure
1b). These differences were consistent across genders.

Overall, there was a large, but not statistically significant, difference in the percentage of violent
victimizations against transgender and cisgender people that were perceived to be hate crimes
(19% vs 9%; A =9.8; SE = 6.2; P = .12). Between transgender and cisgender women, there was a
large and statistically significant difference in the percentage of violent victimizations believed to
be hate motivated (28% vs 9%; A = 18.4; SE=7.7, P =.02).

Approximately half of all violent victimizations were reported to police, with no differences
between transgender and cisgender persons (51% vs 47%; A =4.6; SE =13.3; P=.73) or
between transgender and cisgender women (49% vs 44%; A =4.7; SE = 17.2; P =.79) and men
(53% vs 50%; A =3.1; SE = 19.0; P = .87).

More transgender than cisgender people believed property victimizations to be hate crimes, but
these were imprecise estimates with large standard errors (4% vs 1%; A =2.9; SE =3.5; P = .40).

Approximately one third of property victimizations were reported to the police, but reporting by
transgender and cisgender people was similar (35% vs 27%; A = 8.1; SE = 8.8; P =.35). This
pattern did not differ by gender (transgender vs cisgender women: 39% vs 35%; A = 3.6; SE =
15.5; P = .82; transgender vs cisgender men: 21% vs 36%; A =—-14.8; SE=11.7; P = .21).

Discussion

To our knowledge, this is the first study using a nationally representative sample to examine the
victimization of transgender adults in the United States. Our findings evidence the
disproportionate rate of transgender people’s victimization. Rates of victimization did not differ
between transgender women and men. Reporting to police was low and similar to the cisgender
rate and to findings from the 2015 United States Transgender Survey.

Although some attention has been given to homicides of transgender women of color in the
media, little attention has been given to the crimes reported here and the fact that victimization
levels are similar among transgender women and men. We found that 1 in 4 victimizations
against transgender women were perceived to be hate crimes.

Our study is limited by relatively small sample sizes of transgender people, which accounts for
large confidence intervals and limits our ability to assess victimization subtypes. We also could
not investigate victimization at the intersection of gender identity, race and ethnicity, age, marital
status, urbanicity, and other characteristics. Some of these characteristics may confound our



findings, but others, such as household income, may be products of being transgender (e.g.,
employment discrimination) along a causal chain leading to criminal victimization. Future
research, using multiple years of NCVS data, could unpack the type of hate crime and its
severity, and consider potential confounders and mediators of victimization. There are also
general limitations in the NCVS, such as the reliance on self-report.

Public Health Implications

The documentation of violence from population-based data should spur policymakers to enact
“more effective and necessary policies at the local, state, and federal levels to protect people
based on their gender identity and gender expression.”1(p170) This is particularly important
because victimization is related to other measures of wellbeing— such as suicide rates—of
gender-diverse populations.





