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THE UTILIZATION OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE STATISTICS Project was
funded initially in 1972 by the National Criminal Justice Information and
Statistics Service of the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. One
primary aim of the project is the production of annual editions of the
Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics, a compilation of available
nationwide criminal justice statistical data. A second aim has been and
continues to be an examination of the utility that a variety of criminal
justice statistical data bases have for addressing questions of practical and
theoretical interest in the field.

One product of that examination is a series of analytic reports, of which
this volume is one. These reports, written by research staff members of the
Utilization of Criminal Justice Statistics Project, all have a common theme:
the discussion of a central criminal justice topic using an exemplary or
innovative criminal justice data base. Each report in the series not only
discusses substantive findings in regard to particular issues, but also considers
the qualities and limitations of the data, as well as techniques and problems
of analysis, in relation to the substantive findings.

At a time when criminal justice statistics development is extensive, and
often expensive, these analytic reports focus attention on one often
overlooked function of criminal justice statistics—the analysis of current
issues and questions based on available data. In fact, the utilization issue is
perhaps as important as any in the area of criminal justice statistics. It often
happens that data are collected—usually at great expense—without sub-
sequent efforts to utilize such data to address the pressing problems that
confront criminal justice. This series of Analytic Reports explores the
problems and prospects inherent in the application of various sources of
criminal justice statistical data to issues of interest and concern to agency
personnel, planners, researchers, and the public alike.

MICHAEL J. HINDELANG
Project Director
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PREFACE

THIS IS the third of three reports focusing upon various characteristics and pat-
terns associated with the criime of burglary. The overall objective of the series is
basically threefold: first, to examine the characteristics of reported burglary in-
cidents and their interrelationships; second, to explore both the social and legal
characteristics of those individuals apprehended for the crime of burglary; and
third, to specify the extent to which various offense and offender characteristics
are related. The first report provided an extended discussion of the data base
that is used throughout the series and reviewed research findings pertaining to
burglary incidents. Noting the limitations of much of the research that deals with
the crime of burglary, this report undertook a detailed analysis of various inci-
dent characteristics including such factors as the type of structure burglarized,
the amount of property stolen, methods used to gain entry, and the like. This
analytic method was continued in the second report, which examined such fac-
tors as the age, race, sex, and previous criminal history of those arrested for the
commission of burglary offenses. Analysis also focused upon the initial police
decision to release the suspect without a complaint being filed or to file a com-
plaint, which leads to prosecution.

The findings of these two reports lent support to previous research focusing
on the crime of burglary. That is, relationships among incident characteristics
were discovered to be quite similar to those found in other studies, whether
official data or victim survey techniques were used. Distinct relationships were
evident for both offense and offender characteristics, indicating that many of the
correlates of burglary are not randomly distributed but instead show evidence of
being patterned events.

Although research on violent and personal crime has demonstrated the exis-
tence of patterned relationships among offense and offender characteristics in
crimes such as homicide, rape, and robbery, different types of burglary offenders
have rarely been correlated with distinct types of burglary incidents. Certain
offense and offender relationships have been found, but overall patterns were
not distinctive. This report examines the empirical link between offense and of-
fender characteristics in an attempt to determine whether and to what extent cer- °
tain types of burglary offenses were committed by certain types of offenders.

Carl E. Pope

School of Social Welfare
Criminal Justice Program
University of Wisconsin
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 1976
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Highlights of the Findings

IN THIS REPORT, the characteristics of burglary incidents that occurred in six
separate police jurisdictions over a 1-year period were examined. The focus here
was on a patterned link between burglary offense and offender characteristics.
That is, an attempt was made to determine whether certain types of burglary of-
fenders committed certain types of burglaries. Females were substantially more
likely than males to burglarize nonresidential structures, using little or no force
to gain entry. Black/other offenders were more likely than white offenders to use
a tool, make forcible entries and damage property. Those 18 years of age and
older were more likely than those younger to commit burglaries at night and
during the winter. Aside from some minor relationships, however, burglary was
not found to be a patterned event—that is, certain types of burglary offenders
did not tend to commit particular types of burglaries.




CRIME-SPECIFIC ANALYSIS:
An Empirical Examination

of Burglary Offense and Offender Characteristics

Introduction

A PRIMARY OBJECTIVE of this report is to ex-
amine the relationship between burglary incidents
and individuals apprehended for these burglaries. In
other words, are certain kinds of burglaries commit-
ted by certain kinds of burglars? The research ques-
tion and subsequent findings represent the culmina-
tion of an analysis begun in two earlier reports
(Pope, 1977, 1977a). The data in these reports indi-
cated, for example, that arrested juvenile offenders
(those 17 years of age or younger) tended to commit
burglaries less than 1 mile of their residences and in
the company of others, and that arrested female of-
fenders were more likely to commit burglaries out-
side the areas of their residences and with other per-
sons. A number of burglary incident characteristics
were also found to be related. For example, residen-
tial burglaries were more likely than nonresidential
burglaries to involve financial loss and to occur dur-
ing the daylight hours and on weekdays.

These findings illustrate that the characteristics
of burglary offenders as well as burglary incidents
exhibit certain patterns. Knowledge of burglary is
incomplete, however, without knowing if or how
these patterns intersect. That is, by knowing some-
thing about burglary incidents, does one also know
something about those offenders who were involved
in the incidents and vice versa?

Before proceeding with the analysis of patterned
relationships in the commission of burglary, a few
preliminary remarks are in order. As noted above,
this report is a continuation of two previous works
focusing on incident and offender characteristics in
burglary, Although the data base is briefly described
in this report, a more detailed discussion can be
found in the two earlier reports. Furthermore, the
procedures used to analyze the data in this report are

at times quite complex and mathematically sophisti-
cated. An attempt has been made to limit the com-
plexity of the presentation by minimizing the techni-
cal discussion and briefly summarizing the pro-
cedures. Emphasis is focused on the conceptual
rather than technical aspects of this undertaking. A
summary of the major findings of the three reports
begins on page 41.

Interrelationship Among

Crime Characteristics

As Wolfgang observed in his classic study of
hemicide,

Most previous research has examined either
the victim or the offender. In the present
work, analysis has been made of both vic-
tims and offenders, separately, as distinct
units, but also as mutually interacting par-
ticipants. ... It is one type of analysis to
consider victims as a social group and offen-
ders as another social group, it is quite a
different and more refined type of analysis
to consider specific victim-offender rela-
tionships, and to find race, sex, age, and
other patterns among them (1958:319).

By examining these victim-offender patterns,
Wolfgang contributed both substantive and theoreti-
cal knowledge about homicide and other violent
crimes. Although homicide was generally found to
be an unplanned act, a number of empirical
uniformities were noted. In two-thirds of the cases
analyzed, alcohol was present in the victim, the of-
fender, or both (Wolfgang, 1958:322). Wives were
substantially more likely to be slain by their hus-
bands than vice versa (Wolfgang, 1958:325). Ap-
proximately one-fourth of all homicides were found
to be victim precipitated, in that the victim had some

15




hand in his own death, for example, by initiating an
altercation (Wolfgang, 1958:325). Furthermore,
certain characteristics were found to be associated
with victim-precipitated homicides, leading
Wolfgang to conclude:

The roles and the characteristics of the vic-
tim and the offender are reversed, and the
victim assumes the role of determinant. This
study has been one of the first to provide sig-
nificant empirical data to support von Hen-
tig’s assertions about the contribution of the
victim to the genesis of his own victimiza-
tion (1958:326).

The characteristics of those individuals pre-
dominantly involved in the killing of others laid the
foundation for Wolfgang’s theory about the exis-
tence of a subculture of violence. Those persons
were hypothesized to share certain values and norms
that conflict with those of the larger culture, so that
forces leading toward an eventual homicide would
be expected and homicide would be seen as a normal
reaction by members of the subculture. For example,
whereas persons internalizing the norms of the
larger culture may simply shrug off an insult, sub-
cultural members would be more likely to respond
with physical aggression. In an examination of rape
events in Philadelphia, Amir also found the exis-
tence of significant patterns in the relationship be-
tween the victim and offender. Again, rape offenders
exhibited distinct characteristics in relation to those
incidents in which they were involved. These find-
ings lent further support to the subculture of
violence theory. As Amir stated: “Of course, it is al-
ways people who commit rape, but the rate of rape is
conditioned by the cultural norms and social
organization or disorganization of the group to
which they belong” (1971:320).

Without such analyses of both incident and of-
fender characteristics, much less would be known
about homicide and rape. Furthermore, many er-
roneous theories concerning such acts, for example,
that blacks disproportionately kill or rape white vic-
tims, would still be accepted by many as fact. With-
out the empirical analysis initiated by Wolfgang,
knowledge about and implications of victim-precipi-
tated crime would still be untested conjecture, as
would the existence of a subculture of violence.
More recently, Normandeau’s (1968) examination
of interrelated patterns in robbery has suggested a
refinement of the subculture of violenceé hypothesis.
Normandeau notes:
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There is no trace among the arrested rob-
bers (Negroes or whites) in our study of a
large class of robbers with long previous
records of violence. They are not a special
class but are primarily thieves who occa-
sionally, though rather rarely, use force to
achieve their objectives. The display of
violence in this context is on the whole an
isolated episode (1968:309).

Therefore, robbery offenders may be better charac-
terized as falling into a subculture of theft rather
than of violence.

Aside from the theoretical knowledge drawn
from studies such as those just noted, practical im-
plications are also apparent. If violent offenders are
somehow conditioned or molded by subcultural
contacts, suich as peer group role models, then treat-
ment or rehabilitation programs focusing on the in-
dividual offender are likely to prove futile if the
total social environment is not considered. If an in-
dividualized treatment program is applied to such
offenders, either in an institution or other setting,
any rehabilitative effects are likely to be nullified
when the offender must once again adapt to the sub-
cultural environment in order to survive. In an arti-
cle focusing on classification of offenders for treat-
ment purposes, Warren notes the following about of-
fenders who identify with the subculture:

The essential characteristics of this type of
offender is that the individual, although
developing “normally” in most respects, has
internalized the value system of a deviant
subculture (1971:253).
Warren then recommends two levels of treatment,
one aimed at stopping the antisocial behavior and
the other directed toward changing the content of
the offender’s value system. The latter approach
might involve a broadening of the offender’s self im-
age by providing a strong identity model represent-
ing the values of the larger culture. Regardless of the
merits of such an approach, the point is simply that
empirical findings may provide the foundation for a
program of planned change.

Unfortunately, analysis of the patterning of
property offenses is far behind similar research on
violent and personal crimes. As noted in earlier
reports, little information currently exists concern-
ing the characteristics of burglary offenders,
especially as they relate to burglary incidents.
Although Reppetto (1974) constructed profiles of
offender characteristics, they were based prisnarily
on personal interviews with adjudicated burglars.




Furthermore, these profiles were formed on singular
defining characteristics and were found to overlap
substantially. Scarr’s (1973) profiles or typologies
are even less compelling, because they were based
upon impressions gained from criminal justice func-
tionaries. In neither case are the distinctions made
among burglary characteristics empirically
grounded. Thus, answers to many questions about
the nature of burglary are still unclear. The findings
reported later represent an effort to provide some of
these answers by undertaking an empirical analysis
of the correlates of burglary offenses and offenders,
and their patterning.

Analytic Format

The data utilized to examine the patterning of
offense and offender characteristics were derived
from a crime-specific burglary program conducted
by the California Council on Crime and Justice,
Burglary data were compiled in six separate police

_jurisdictions! and covered a 1-year period from
April 1972 to May 1973. Information was provided
on both characteristics of the incidents (e.g., type of
target, time of day, method of entry) and on charac-
teristics of offenders who were apprehended during
the course of the project (e.g., race, age). Overall,
the data contain much more information on both
offenses and offenders than do data that are nor-
mally appended to police incident report forms; it
thus provides a solid basis for the present undertak-
ing.2

1The six agencies involved in the California burglary proj-
ect included the San Francisco, Oakland, Los Angeles, and
San Diego Police Departments plus the Los Angeles and
Orange County Sheriffs’ offices. The reader is referred to the
first report in this series for a more detailed discussion of the
data base (Pope, 1977a).

2For both offense and offender information, a distinct
crime report number was appended to the original coding
form, which provided a means of linking together offense and
offender characteristics. Thus, if an offender was appre-
hended for a burglary offense committed in one of the target
areas during the course of the project, the offender was pro-
vided with the same crime number as the incident itself. Since
it was possibie that more than one offender was involved in a
particular incident or that one offender committed a number of
burglarles, it was necessary to repeat each information field to
provide for multiple offenses and offenders. That is, if more
than one offender was involved in a burglary incident, burglary
offense information was repeated for each offender. Similarly,
if more than one offense was associated with a particular of-
fender then the offender information was repeated. The end
result was a matched data set of 1,196 cases in which each of-

Although it might have been possible to discern
interrelated patterns by cross-tabulating each
offense variable by each offender variable, such a
process is often inefficient and wasteful of informa-
tion, The use of bivariate cross-tabulation, for exam-
ple, would effectively preclude the simultaneous
consideration of numerous variables that may in-
teract with one another. The earlier analysis indi-
cated that some variables evidence a highly interre-
lated structure. .

In light of the limitations of analytic techniques
such as those noted above, a viable alternative for
maximizing the amount of information in the data
would be to establish dimensions (subsets of interre-
lated variables) of both offense and offender charac-
teristics and then classify various cases (entities) on
the basis of these dimensions. The rationale behind
this procedure is actually quite simple. The process
begins by forming separate offense and offender
dimensions of mutually colinear variables, i.e., those
that are highly related to each other. Next, those
cases exhibiting similar patterns across these dimen-
sions are grouped together. The end result is an em-
pirical typology of both offenses and offenders that
can then be cross-classified to assess the degree to
which the various patterns are related.

A hypothetical example may help to clarify the
process. Consider the relationship between two
possible offense and offender types. Offense type A
consists of daytime burglaries of residences in which
no force was used to gain entry and the value of the
property stolen was minor. Type B includes night-
time burglaries of commercial establishments in
which entry was gained via the roof and the amount
of loss was substantial, Offense type A may be con-
sidered a burglary of opportunity, whereas type B
shows evidence of sophistication and planning. In-
dividuals subsumed under offender type A may be
Jjuvenile males with prior drug arrests who were on
parole at the time of their arrest. Offender type B
may include adult males who have a history of prior
burglary arrests and work in groups. Offenders
classified under type A evidence a drug-survival
orientation; type B offenders exhibit qualities of the
semiprofessional burglar. The labels attached to
each type are, of course, provisional.

fender was linked to each incident and vice versa, Although
the procedure introduces a certain degree of error, any bias-
ing effects should be minimal because we are primarily con-
cerned with the correlates of individual offense and offender
characteristics.




Cross-classification of the offense and offender
types would test the accuracy of the labels. For ex-
ampie, if “burglaries of opportunity” are committed
by those showing characteristics of “drug survival”
and if few “semiprofessional burglars” are found to
commit such offenses (because they are more likely
to commit planned burglaries in which profits are
relatively lucrative), then the conceptualizations of
the types will have survived an important test, If, on
the other hand, the types have no predictive validity,
then the theory implied in conceptualization of the
types is falsified. Of course, in practice, types are
first constructed empirically, and conceptualization
occurs only after predictive validity has been
established (or in the process of determining the
utility of the types). If the types prove to be non-
predictive, conceptual or theoretical extensions are
doomed a priori.

Methods of Dimensional
Analysis

Because the first task in the process outlined
above is to establish empirical dimensions of
mutually colinear variables on which cases may later
by typed, cluster analysis would seem to be an ap-
propriate method for accomplishing this objective.3

3Both factor and cluster analysis are appropriate tech-
niques for reducing data to a manageable subset. There are,
however, some crucial differences in procedure. A major

- difference between the two techniques lies in the mathemati-

cal procedures used to reach a final solution and the manner
in which dimensions are extracted. Factor analysis derives
dimensions (factors) based upon the total data set; cluster
analysis, on the other hand, derives dimensions (clusters)
based upon a subset of variables that are mutually colinear.
These mutually colinear subsets of variables are used to
reproduce (maximize the variance in) the original correlation
matrix rather than dimensions defined by the complete set of
variables. Similarly as Bailey observes:

In cluster analysis we draw boundaries so that each
object is in one (but only one) group. Thus we meet
the typological requirements of exhaustiveness and
mutual exclusiveness. In factor analysis we place a
factor through a cluster of vectors; each object is
represented by a vector and each vector represents
a condensation of the vectors. The set of factors Is
not mutually exclusive and exhaustive, An object
can belong to (load positively on) more than one fac-
tor because the object’s variance Is divided between
factors (1975:62).

If the individual factors are not mutually exclusive, then ob-
jects that are later typed (grouped) on the basis of those fac-
tors may form overlapping types, Because it is desirable that
both offense and offender types be as independent as possible
so that cross-ciassification will produce meaningfu! resuits,
the cluster analytic solution would seem to be the more ap-
propriate procedure,
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Although the general technique of clustering origi-
nated in the early thirties, computational
difficulties coupled with the lack of digital com-
puters hampered its development. Within the last 20
years, however, a multitude of clustering procedures
have proliferated in such diverse areas as psy-
chology, anthropology, and biology. At the present
time, therefore, a researcher desiring to apply
clustering techniques to data has a wide variety of
methods from which to choose.

The general method of clustering utilized in this
study was developed by Tryon and Bailey (1970)
under the name of “cumulative communality key
cluster analysis.” As Tyron and Bailey note:
“Cluster analysis is the general logic, formulated as
a procedure, by which we objectively group together
entities on the basis of their similarities and
differences” (1970:1). The method extracts clusters
of variables (V -analysis) or objects (0-analysis) that
are as general as possible and in which those entities
making up a cluster are highly intercorrelated. The
process defines clusters that are as independent of
each other as possible, By this method, more of the
information contained in the data can be used than
could be used in prior crime-specific studies that
relied almost exclusively on tabular analysis. Rather
than considering only two or three variables at one
time, all relevant data were explored and
homogeneous groupings of attributes extracted.

incident Data

Table 1 provides a listing of those burglary inci-
dent characteristic variables entered into the cluster-
ing routine. These data represent 1,196 incidents for
which corresponding offender information was also
available.4 In the first report in this series, the dis-
tributions of all burglary incident characteristics
were examined and discussed. Here, only those inci-
dents that were cleared by the arrest of an offender
are of concern, thus allowing for the examination of
offense and offender patterns. Table 1 shows each
characteristic dichotomized into mutually exclusive
categories for those incidents cleared by arrest.

4These data comprise the matched set of 1,196 offense
and offender cases derived by the procedure discussed in
footnote 2. Because these data represent those incidents
cleared by the arrest of the offender, frequency distributions
may differ from those noted for all the burglary incident data
(N=8,137) as discussed in the first report (Pope, 1977a).
Because clustering was done with the former data set, it would
seem appropriate to present the frequency distributions for
those incident cases cleared by arrest.




TABLE1 Characteristics of burglary
incidents cleared by arrest

TABLE 1 concluded

[Percent] [Percent]
Characteristics® Case distribution? Characteristics® Case distribution?
Day of week: Lighting with respect to point of entry:
Weekday 69 (777) Point of entry lighted 35 (405)
Weekend 31 (355) Paint of entry not lighted 65 (751)
Time of day: Visibility of point of entry:
Day 43 (437) Point of entry visible 65 (757)
Night 57 (570) Point of entry not visible 35 (400)
Type of structure: Extent of alarm systems:
Residential 61 (729) Premises without alarms 84 (1,008)
Nonresidential 39 (467) Premises with alarms 16 (188)
Point of entry: Functioning of alarm systems:
Door 61 (678) Alarm operated 49 (91)
Window 39 (439) Alarm did not operate 51 (94)
Use of force to gain entry: Security inspection conducted:
No force 44 (506) Security inspection 14 (161)
Force 56 (651) No security inspection 86 (1,013)
Outcome: Target area:
Attempted 5 (62) Northern California 37 (445)
Completed 85 {1,134) Southern California 63 (751)
Use of tool to gain entry: Dog on premises:
No. tool 47 (539) Dog present 8 (59)
Tool 53 (606) Dog not present 92 (678)
Loss: Serjal numbers etched on property:
No loss 37 (368) Identifying serial numbers g (50)
Loss 63 (622) No identifying serial numbers 91 (672)
a . . .
Dama ccurred: The first report in the series (Pope, 1977a) contains a:
Nog:a?n:ue ° 46 (538) detailed discussion of these characteristics and the pro-
9 cedures used to arrive at each dichotomy. The more extended
Damage 54 (628) presentation, however, is not essential for understanding the
analysis undertaken in this report.
Type of property stofen: BThe total number of cases for each variable may vary
Money or hard salable items 65 (577) because of missing cases.
Other 35 (318)
( dotecti Overall, the distribution of cases among these varia-
Method of detection; bles is quite similar to those observed for the entire
Return of victim 51 (606)
Other 49 (587) data set. (See Pope, 1977a.) For example, attempted
burglaries account for 5 percent of all burglaries and
Extent of strest lighting: 5 percent of those cleared by arrest. Similarly, 44
Street lights within 100 feet 68 (794) percent of all reported burglaries and 43 percent of
No street lights within 100 feet 32 (378)

those cleared by arrest occurred during the daylight
hours.




However, the first report of this series showed
that some of these variables were highly related to
whether the offense was cleared. For example,
burglaries resulting in no financial loss were sub-
stantially more likely to be cleared (whether by the
arrest of an offender or other means) than were
burglaries resulting in a financial loss. Eighteen per-
cent of all reported burglary incidents evidenced no
financial loss compared with 37 percent of those in-
cidents cleared by arrest. Seventy percent of all

incidents cleared by arrest fall into the two lower-
median income categories and only 35 percent fall
into the two higher categories. Similarly, for median
education completed, 7 percent of the incidents are
included in the highest education category com-
parea with 36 percent in the lowest education
category. However, overall, Table 2 reveals a
greater percentage of cases distributed in the higher
income and educational categories when compared
with the entire data set (N=8,137) (Pope, 1977).

TABLE 2 Distribution of burglary incidents cleared by arrest, by census tract
characteristics
[Percent]
Census tract Case distribution
characteristics Low Low-medium Medium-high High Total®
Median family 33.5 31.6 23.4 11.4 99.9
income (396) (374) (277) (135) (1,182)
Percent of
labor force 14.8 356 31.8 17.8 100.0
that is female (175) (421) (376) (210) (1,182)
Median
educational 35.5 34.8 22.6 74 100.0
level (403) (395) (256) (80) (1,134)
Percent of
population 16.0 27.5 249 31.6 100.0
thatis black (189) (325) (294) (373) (1,181)
Percent of homes
that are 27.3 28.3 26.1 18.2 99.9
owner-occupied {315) (326) (301) (210) (1,1562)
aTotals may not add to 100.0 percent because of rounding.

reported burglaries involved residential structures,
but only 61 percent of all burglaries cleared by the
arrest involved residential structures. Other
differences should be noted between those cases
cleared by arrest and the larger data set. The former
include a greater percentage of burglaries in which
no force was used to gain entrance, no tools were
utilized, and no property damage resulted.

Table 2 presents the distribution of burglary in-
cidents by census tract characteristics for those cases
cleared by arrest. Similar to the total data set, most
of the cases fall into the lower education and income
categories, and into areas with a high percentage of
black population. Approximately 65 percent of the
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Results of the Cluster
Analysis3

Analysis of these data resulted in three em-
pirically and conceptually distinct offense dimen-
sions consisting of the use and amount of force to
enter a premise, the characteristics of the target area

5Because the logic and procedures for cluster analysis
can be quite complex, the discussion focuses primarily upon
conceptual rather than empirical tasks. For a more detailed
preséntation the reader is referred to Cluster Analysis by Tryon
and Bailey (1970).




(census tract), and the type of structure burglarized .
Cluster analysis of the total 8,137 reported burglary
incidents was also undertaken to compare the results
with those obtained from the cases cleared by ar-
rest.” The data were randomly divided into two
groups for cluster analysis. The results of the cluster
analysis for both halves indicated three dimensions
conceptually similar to those found for incident
cases cleared by arrest. Thus, dimensions of burg-
lary incidents were found to be constant across all
data, whether cleared by arrest or not. Thus, these
results support the overall reliability of the cluster
solution.

For each case a composite cluster score8 was
computed on each of the three offense dimensions,
which were labeled Force, Area, and Structure (Ta-
ble 3). Scores were then grouped into similar profile
patterns thereby forming distinct types. This proc-
ess—known as object cluster analysis (or O-
analysis)—resulted in seven distinct, mutually ex-
clusive incident types (I-types) as indicated in Table
3. Thus, I-type 1 includes those cases characterized

6The defining variables for each cluster dimension were
as follows: first dimension—property damage occurring dur-
ing the burglary, force used to enter structure, tool used; sec-
ond dimension—median family income, median years educa-
tion completed, percentage of homes owner-occupied, per-
centage of the population that is black; third dinension—
burglar alarm system, type of structure burglarized.

70ften, questions arise concerning the reliability of
cluster solutions. That is, some argue that cluster analysis
capitalizes on chance variation and, therefore, solutions are
likely to differ when used on similar data collected in different
areas of for different time periods. If data are longitudinal in
nature, one check on the reliability of cluster soiutions would
simply be to repeat the analysis at different points in time.
Results can then be compared across time periods. Another
reliability testing technique often used in social science
research is that of split-half, that is, randomly dividing the data
into two groups and then comparing the results in both
groups. In order to provide some overall measure of the
reliability of the cluster solution, it was decided to apply a
split-half technique because the total data set contained a
sufficient number of burglary incident cases (8,137) to support
such a method.

8Although there are numerous ways to obtain cluster
scores, the procedure decided upon was a simple sum scoring
method. As Tryon and Bailey note:

The most meaningful weight matrix is the simple
sum type ... where the standard scores on a subset
of variables form a composite score on that dimen-
sion; each variable participating in the composite
does so with a weight of 1.00; the nondefining re-
maining variables contribute a weight of .00. On
common sense grounds this form of welighting
makes dimensions easier to interpret than the case
in which the variables show graded weights
(1970:175).

by no force used to gain entry, relatively disadvan-
taged social areas, and nonresidential targets, In
contrast, I-type 6 includes those burglaries in which
force was used to enter residential structures in
socially advantaged areas. Incident-type 7 contained
the highest percentage of cases (32 percent) and inci-
dent-type 2 the lowest (4 percent). Homogeneity
estimates, which simply measure how well the data
“fit” the profiles of the objects in each O-type, were
generally quite high, indicating that the cases falling
in each type exhibited very similar profile patterns.
The closer the homogeneity estimate to value 1.000,
the more alike the members of the profile are. A zero
value would indicate that those objects in each core
O-type are completely unalike in their score profiles.
In other words, their score profiles would be ran-
domly distributed.

Offender variables were next entered into the
variable cluster routine. The dichotomized values of
these variables were:

1. Northern California/southern California
17 years or younger/18 years or older
White/black-other
Male/female
Reasonable cause/other type of arrest
Single offender/multiple offenders
Burglary less than 1 mile from offender’s
residence/burglary 1 mile or more from of-
fender’s residence
8. Released by the police (complaint not
filed)/held for prosecution (complaint
filed or suspect transferred to the jurisdic-
tion of another agency)
9. No prior record of any kind/prior arrest
record
10. Not under supervision/under supervision
11. No prior drug arrests/prior drug arrests
12. No prior burglary arrest record/prior
burglary arrest record

NownkwP

Only one dimension of mutually colinear offender
variables was derived. This dimension reflected the
overall previous criminal history of apprehended
burglary offenders.? In addition to this dimension,
two conceptually important variables were also in-
cluded as dimensions. On the basis of previous
analysis, an arrestee’s race and the number of offen-
ders involved in the incident were selected as the two
variables most likely to discriminate among cases in

9This dimension included the following variables: prior
criminal record, prior burglary record, offender's age, crimmal
status at the time of arrest, and prior drug arrests.
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TABLE 3 Cluster analysis solution for burglary incident characteristics
Homogeneity

Type of Number of Percent of across Incident cl di i
burgiary burglary burglary attribute ncident cluster dimensions

incident incidents incidents dimensions Force? AreaP Structure®
I-Type 1 89 7.95 .9000 Low Low High
I-Type 2 48 4,29 7788 Low High Low
I-Type 3 194 17.34 8728 Low High High
I-Type 4 77 6.88 .8373 High Low Low
I-Type 5 277 24.75 8529 High Low High
I-Type 6 79 7.06 .8704 High High Low
I-Type 7 355 31.72 8572 High High High
&This dimension inciudes property damage occurring during the burglary, force used to enter structure, and use of a tcol.
BThis dimension includes median family income, median years education completed, percent of owner-occupied homes, and per-
cent of population that is black.
CThis dimension includes burglar alarm systems and the type of structure burglarized.

the later O-analysis.!0 The three offender dimensions
thus consisted of the criminal history of burglary of-
fenders, race (whether white or black/other), and the
number of offenders involved in the incident
(whether single or multiple offenders).

0-analysis of the data resulted in eight distinct
criminal types (C-Types). C-Type 1, for example, in-
cluded burglary offenders who had no prior record,
were white, and worked alone; on the other hand, C-
type 8 included black/other offenders who had prior
records and worked in groups. Table 4 shows the
overall homogeneity coefficients were quite high, in-
dicating that cases within each of the C-Types dis-
played quite similar patterns across the three of-
fender dimensions.

By using the above cluster analytic methods, a
large body of burglary data could be reduced to a
more manageable form, thus simplifying the analytic
task. Aside from the large number of variables, most
of which were nominally scaled, it was quite difficult
to determine dependent and independent variable
relationships. That is, for the most of the incident

10The second and third dimensions each consisted of
single defining variables. For the second variable race was
utilized because, overall, it was less substantially correlated
with the defining variables of cluster one, and therefore,
thowught to be a good discriminator. The third dimension was
defined by the number of offenders in the incident, which was
also correlated less with the definers of dimension one than
were the other offender variables.
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characteristics it was not theoretically meaningful to
differentiate between whether the variables were de-
pendent or independent. The temporal order for
many of these variables, for example, would be quite
difficult to determine. Cluster analysis made the
reduction of the complexity of the data possible by
creating sets of multi-dimensioned nominal varia-
bles and then determining how cases distributed
themselves among the resulting categories or séts.

Because the resuiting I (incident) and C (crim-
inal) types were derived from a matched data set, it
is possible to include each type as a new variable in
the analysis. Using these respective types as varia-
bles, a bivariate cross-tabulation can be produced
that, aside from being conceptually clear, includes
many of the complex relationships found among
variables in the original data set. By cross-tabulating
types of offenses with types of offenders it is possible
to determine the extent to which the characteristics
are interrelated.

Findings (Cluster Analysis)

The analytic findings reported in this section
begin with an examination of the relationship be-
tween the offense and offender types that were
derived earlier.!! Tabular results presented here

11The major findings are summarized and discussed on
page 41,




TABLE4

Cluster analysis solution for burglary offender characteristics

Homogeneity

Offender cluster dimensions

Number of Percent of across

Type of burglary burglary attribute Criminal Crime
offender offenders offenders dimensions history® RaceP partners®
C-Type 1 122 10.20 .9787 Low Low Low
C-Type 2 410 34.28 9863 Low Low High
C-Type 3 58 4.85 9727 Low High Low
C-Type 4 190 16.89 9819 Low High High
C-Type § 116 9.70 .89682 High Low Low
C-Type 6 147 12.29 9651 High Low High
C-Type 7 63 5.27 .8620 High High Low
C-Type 8 80 7.52 9676 High High High

3This dimension includes prior criminal record, prior burglary record, offender's age, criminal status at the time of arrest, and prior

drug arrests.
bThis dimension includes white versus black/other offenders.

CThis dimension includes single versus multiple offenders.

show empirically whether and to what extent com-
posite offense characteristics are related to offender
characteristics. The remainder of this section is
devoted to an analysis of the relationship between
the cluster types and other incident characteristic
variables such as the amount of financial loss and
type of property stolen, variables that were excluded
from the cluster analysis process. Singular attribute
variables such as age, race, and sex are also ex-
amined with respect to the remaining incident and
offender variables. Overall, these findings provide a
comprehensive picture of those patterned relation-
ships associated with the crime of burglary,

Table 5 presents the joint relationship between
the seven offense I-Types and the eight offender C-
Types. Both row and column percentages are shown
in order to assess the degree to which these types are
interrelated. The overall results displayed in Table
5 are informative but not as substantial as might be
expected. If row or column percents that exceed the
marginal percent distribution by 10 percent points
were accepted as a criterion for establishing a sub-
stantial relationship,!2 only one relationship could
then be considered substantial.

12|n the previous two reports a 10 percent point difference
was utilized to evaluate the magnitude of observed relation-
ships. That is, if a percent difference was 10 percent points or
greater, then the relationship was considered substantial. If

Although some interesting patterns are sug-
gested in Table 5 the cross-tabulation of offense and
offender types evidenced no predictive utility from
one set to the other. That is, on the basis of these
findings it must be concluded that there is no overall
interrelationship between the eight offender types
and the seven offense types.

Type of Offender and Type of Property
Stolen

In an effort to examine further the underlying
nature of burglary, the offense and offender types
were each cross-tabulated with the type of property
stolen and the amount of financial loss as a result of
the burglary. Table 6 provides information about
the joint relationship between the eight offender C-
Types and the type of property stolen. These data
show that among the various offender types currency
is most likely to be stolen during burglaries commit-
ted by white offenders who work alone and have no
previpus criminal record (C-Type 1), followed by
those white offenders who work alone and have a
prior record (C-Type 5). The proportion of cases in
the former group (41 percent) compared with the

the relationship showed less than a 10 percent point

difference, it was not considered substantial. For a more
detailed discussion of this procedure see Pope (1977a).
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1 TABLE S5 Type of burglary incident, by type of offender
[Percent]
C-Typa 1 C-Type 2 C-Type 3 C-Type 4
No criminal record  No criminal record  Nocriminal record  No criminal record
Type of White White Black/other Black/other
burglary incident Single offender Multiple offenders  Single offender Multipte offenders
I-Typa 1
Low force g8 33 9 23
Low status area 7b 7 15 11
Nonresidential structures (8} (29) (8) (20)
I-Type 2
Low force 13 35 4 21
High status area 5 4 4 8
Residential structures (6) (17) (2} {10
I-Type 3
Low force 9 41 3 20
High status area 16 21 9 22
Nonresidential structures {18) {80) (5) (39)
1-Type 4
High force - 7 18 4 25
Low status area 4 4 6 11
Residential structures (5) (14) (3) (19}
I-Typa §
High force 12 28 7 20
Low status area 28 20 33 31
Nonresidential structures (32) (78) (18) (54)
I-Type 6
High force 9 34 5 4
High status area 6 7 7 2
Residential structures (7) (27) (4) (3)
1-Type 7
High force 11 41 4 8
High status area 34 37 26 17
Nonresidential structures {39) (145) (14) (30)
Total 10 35 5 16
100 100 100 100
(115} (350) (54) {175}
3Row percent.
bColumn percent.

total proportipn of cases in which money was taken  randomly distributed across the seven offense types.
(20 Percent) yields a difference of 21 percent points. ~ (See Table 5.) If these offenders tend not to special-
Earlier, these two offender groups were found to be  ize in particular types of burglary but rather respond
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TABLE 5 concluded
C-Type5 C-Type 6 C-Type 7 C-Type 8
Criminal record Criminal record Criminal record Criminal record
White White Black/other Black/other Total
Single offender Multiple offenders  Single offender Multiple offenders
5 10 8 5 100
4 7 12 5 8
{4) (9) (7 (4) (89)
2 10 4 10 100
1 4 4 6 4
(1) (5) (2) (5) (48)
9 10 4 4 100
17 14 12 8 17
(18} (20) {7) (7) (194)
10 16 8 13 100
8 9 11 12 7
(8) {12) (6) (10) (77}
10 9 6 9 100
27 19 28 29 25
(28) (26) (16) (25) (277)
10 22 6 10 100
8 12 9 9 7
(8 (17) (5) (8) (79)
10 14 4 8 100
36 36 25 31 32
(37) (50) (14) (27} (356)
9 12 5 8 100
100 100 100 100 100
(104) (139} (57) (86) {1,120)

as opportunities present themselves, it is logical that  mediately.
they would prefer currency because it is easy to

Hard salable items such as televisions, stereos,
remove from the premise and can be used im-

appliances, and similar commodities are shown to be
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TABLE6 Type of offender, by type of property stolen

[Percent]
Type of property stolen
Soft Hard ltems
Jeweiry/ salable gsalable from
Type of offender Money furs items® itemsP Drugs Firearms safe Total
C-Type 1
No criminal history 41¢ 4 12 38 3 3 0 100
White 21d 6 12 7 17 4 0 10
Single offender (33) (3) (10) (31) (2) (2) (0) (81)
C-Type 2
No criminal history 23 9 8 51 2 7 1 100
White 38 42 26 31 50 36 100 34
Multiple offenders (59) (23) (22) (132) (6) (17) (2) (261)
C-Type 3
No criminal history 16 11 16 51 0 5 0 100
Black/other 4 7 7 5 0 4 0 5
Single offender (6) {4) (6) (19) {0) (2) ) (37)
C-Type 4
No criminal history 16 5 14 56 0 9 0 100
Black/other 13 11 21 17 0 23 0 16
Muitiple offenders (20) (8) (18) (71) (0) (11) (0) (126)
C-Type 5
Criminal history 28 7 9 51 3 3 0 100
White 13 9 7 ] 17 4 0 9
Single offender (20} (5) 6) (36) (2) (2) ) (71)
C-Type 6
Criminal history 8 8 9 64 2 9 0 100
White 5 15 11 15 17 19 0 13
Multiple offenders (8) (8} (9) (84) (2) 9) (0) (100)
C-Type 7
Criminal history 6 6 156 71 0 3 0 100
Black/other 1 4 6 6 0 2 0 4
Single offender {2) 2) {5) (24) (0) (1) 0) (34)
C-Type 8
Criminal history 12 6 12 66 0 5 0 100
Black/other & 7 10 11 0 6 0 9
Muitiple offenders (8) 4) (8) (44) . 0) (3) (3) (67)
Total 20 7 11 54 2 6 0 100
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(156) (55) (84) (421) (12) (47) (2) (777)

8ror example, clothing and furniture.
For example, televisions and stereos,
CRow percent.
Column percent.
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targets of offender C-Types 6, 7, and 8. All of these
types share some similar characteristics in that they
include offenders who have previous criminal
records, Other characteristics include white offen-
ders who work in groups (C-Type 6), black/other of-
fenders who work alone (C-Type 7), and black/other
offenders who work in groups (C-Type 8).

Type of Offender and Amount of Financial
Loss

In an earlier report, a relationship was observed
between the amount of loss and probability of
clearance: burglaries in which no financial loss oc-
curred were substantially more likely to be cleared
than those in which a financial loss resulted (Pope,
1977a). Furthermore, a substantial relationship was
noted between the amount of financial loss and
whether or not the crime was cleared: burglaries
resulting in small losses were most likely to be
cleared. An examination of the relationship between
the eight offender types and whether or not a finan-
cial loss occurred revealed that this variable was
substantially related to two of the C-Types (tables
not presented). Burglaries resulting in a financial
loss included a disproportionate percentage of of-
fenders in C-Type 2 (white offenders who work in
groups and have no prior record). Those in C-Type
7, however (black/others who work alone and have a
prior record) were most likely to be involved in
burglaries in which no financial loss resulted (table
not presented).

Table 7 provides a more detailed examination
of the data for cases involving a financial loss of
some type. There is a tendency for financial loss to
increase as one moves from C-Type 1 to C-Type 8.
The $110 to $149 category accounted for the
greatest proportion of C-Type 1 cases (white offen-
ders who work alone and have no previous record).
The proportion of C-Type 1 cases in this group is 34
percent; the proportion of all cases cleared by arrest
in this group is only 18 percent. Offenders found in
C-Type 8 (black/others who work in groups and
have previous records) are disproportionately
clustered in burglaries with reported losses of
$1,000 or more. Offender types associated with the
most frequent loss category, $200 to $499, include
white offenders who work either alone or in groups
and have previous criminal histories (C-Types 5 and
6). Although striking, this relationship is not surpris-
ing. Offenders involved in burglaries resulting in
larger amounts of financial losses all share one com-
mon characteristic, a previous criminal history. It

could be argued, for example, that those with cri-
minal experience (measured by previous arrests
and/or convictions) are more likely to know which
items are of most value and also to have established
connections for the disposal of expensive goods,
Those without criminal sophistication, which in-
cludes those 17 years or younger, may be more likely
to steal currency or inexpensive items that can be
easily disposed of.

Type of Offense and Type of Property Stolen

Type of property stolen and amount of financial
loss were also cross-tabulated with the seven offense
types to determine if similar relationships might ex-
ist for incident characteristics. Table 8 presents the
joint relationship between the seven offense types
and the type of property stolen, Examination of this
table reveals that those offenses included in I-Types
4, 5, and 7 accounted for a large proportion of the
category involving theft of currency. However, the
proportion of cases for each incident type that in-
volves the theft of currency does not vary dra-
matically among the I-Types. The largest proportion
of cases within each I-Type is accounted for by the
theft of hard salable items. It is interesting to note
that each I-Type contains approximately the same
proportion of the category ‘“hard salable items”
(e.g., home entertainment equipment). The propor-
tion of cases in each of the I-Types in the hard sala-
ble items category do not exceed the proportion ex-
pected (54 percent) by more than 3 percent points.
Thus, the theft of such items is not characteristic of
any one type of burglary.

Type of Cffense and Amount of Financial
Loss

In Table 9 the seven offense types are cross-
tabulated with the amount of loss occurring during a
burglary. Financial losses are relatively uncommon
for the first three burglary offense types. In fact,
offense Type 2 (nonforcible residential burglaries in
high status areas) evidenced no reported financial
losses. Separate examination of the seven offense
types by financial loss versus no financial loss under-
scored this trend (table not presented). For those
cases in which information about a financial loss was
reported, the first three offense types were substan-
tially more likely to involve no financial losses.
These were all cases in which little or no force was
used to gain entry, Overall, data in Table 9 show
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TABLE7 Type of offender, by amount of financial loss

[Percent]

Amount of financial loss

$1,000

$9 or $10 to $50 to $100 to $200 to $500 to or
Type of offender less $49 $99 $199 $493 $999 more Total
C-Type 1
No criminal history 168 34 10 12 10 12 5 100
White 15P 20 11 9 6 8 5 11
Single offender (11) (23) (7) (8) 7) (8) (3) (67)
C-Type 2
No criminal history 22 23 10 14 16 11 5 100
White 68 46 34 36 31 25 18 37
Multiple offenders (50) (52) (22) (33) (36) (25) (11) (229)
C-Type 3
No criminal history 7 7 19 11 19 30 7 100
Black/other 3 2 8 3 4 8 3 4
Single offender (2} (2) (5) (3) (5) (8) (2) (27)
C-Type 4
No criminal history 5 15 9 21 23 13 15 100
Black/other 5 11 11 19 16 i1 19 13
Multiple offenders (4) (12) @ (17) (19) (11) (12) (82)
C-Type 5
Criminal history 3 15 12 25 28 12 7 100
White 3 8 11 17 18 7 6 10
Single offender {2) (9) (7) (15) (17) (7) (4) 61)
C-Type 6
Criminal history 6 11 11 6 30 23 14 100
White 7 8 14 6 21 19 19 14
Muitiple offenders (5) 9) (9) (5) (25) (19) (12) (84)
C-Type 7 .
Criminal history 0 9 13 9 17 39 13 100
Black/other 0 2 5 2 3 9 5 4
Single offender (0) 2) (3) (2) (4) 9) 3) (23)
C-Type 8
Criminal history 0 8 10 16 8 25 33 100
Black/other 0 4 8 9 3 12 25 8
Multiple offenders (0) 4) (5) (8) (4) (12) (16) (49)

Total 12 i8 1 15 19 16 10 100
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(74) (113) (65) (91) (117) (99) (683) (622)

gRow percent,
Column percent,
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TABLE 8 Type of burglary incident, by type of property stolen
[Percent]
Type of property stolen
Soft Hard Items
Type of Jowelry/ salable salable from
burglary incident Money furs items? itams Drugs Firearms safe Total
[-Type 1
Low force 136 8 21 47 4 8 0 100
Low status area 5d 7 13 6 17 9 0 7
Nonresidentizi structures (7) 4) (11) (25) 2) (4) 0) (53)
1-Type 2
Low force 17 14 11 57 0 0 o] 100
High status area 4 9 5 5 0 0 0 5
. Residential structures (6) (5) 4) (20) 0) 0) 0) (85)
I-Type 3
Low force 11 9 26 49 3 1 0 100
High status area 7 15 27 iR 25 2 0 12
Nonresidential structures (10) (8) (23) (44) (3) (1) (0) (89)
I-Type 4
High force 29 2 3 56 0 11 0 100
Low status area 12 2 2 8 0 15 0 8
Residential structures (18) (1) (2) (35) (0) 7 (0) (63}
I-Type 5
High force 19 4 10 57 2 7 1 100
Low status area 24 15 23 27 25 30 100 25
Nonresidential structures (37) (8) (19) (11) 3) (14) 2) (194)
I-Type 6
High force 23 7 7 54 0 10 0 100
High status area 10 9 6 9 0 15 0 9
Residential structures {16) (5) {5) (38) (0) (7) (0) (71)
I-Type 7
High force 23 9 8 54 2 5 0 100
High status area 39 44 24 34 33 30 (0 35
Nonresidential structures (61) (24) (20} (143) (4) (14) (0) (266)
Total 20 7 11 54 2 7 6 0 100
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(115) (65) (84) (4186) (12) (47) 2) (771)
gFor example, clothing and furniture.
For example, televisions and stereos,
gRow percent,
Column percent,

that the amount of reported financial loss is associ-
ated less with structural characteristics of burglary
than with offender characteristics, That is, the rela-
tionships reported here are less substantial and more
evenly distributed than those reported in Table 7.

Offense/Cffender Types and Sex of

Apprehended Offenders

~ The relationship between both the offense and
offender types and sex of the apprehended burglary
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TABLE9 Type of burglary incident, by amount of financial loss
[Percent]
Amount of financial loss
$1,000
Type of $9 or $10 to $50 to $100 to $200 to $500 to or
burglary incident® less $49 $99 $199 $499 $999 more Total
-Type 1
Low force ob 0 57 0 0 43 0 100
Low status. area o¢ o} 6 0 0 3 0 1
- Nonresidential structures (0) (0) (4) (0) (0) (3) (0) (7}
I-Type 3
Low force 0 0 0 0 33 33 33 100
High status area 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1
Nonresidential structures (0) (0) 0) (0 (1) (1) (1) 3)
I-Type 4
High force 0 14 14 21 14 25 11 100
Low status area 0 7 12 14 7 15 10 9
Residential structures 0) (8) (8) (12) (8) (14) {6) (59)
I-Type §
High force 9 23 14 15 17 13 10 100
Low status area 23 37 39 30 27 24 30 30
Nonresidential structures (17) (42) {25) (27) (31) (23) (19) (184)
I-Type 6
High force 4 4 13 21 24 24 10 100
High status area 4 4 14 16 14 17 11 11
Residential structures (3} (3) (9) (14) (16) (16) (7) (68)
I-Type 7
; High force 18 20 6 12 20 13 10 100
High status area 73 53 29 40 52 41 48 49
Nonresidential structures (54) (60) (19) (36) 61) (39) (30) (299)
Total 12 18 11 14 19 16 10 100
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(74) (113) (65) (89) (117) (96) (63) (617)
31_Type 2 (nonforcible residential burglaries in high status areas) evidenced no reported financial loss.
Row percent.
CColumn percent.

offenders was also examined. Separate tables are not
presented because few differences were noted; rather
the major findings are summarized in the text,
Multiple offender groups containing both male and
female offenders were likely to be white. Females
exhibited no previous criminal histories and
generally engaged in multiple offender burglaries.
Males, on the other hand, frequently worked alone
and were likely to have a previous criminal record of
some type. The distribution of male and female of-
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fenders among the six remaining offender types
proved to be quite similar. An examination of the
offense 1-Types showed that females tended to com-
mit nonresidential burglaries in socially advantaged
areas and were as likely as not to use force to gain
entrance. Males, in comparison to females, were
substantially more likely to commit burglaries of
nonresidential structures using force in areas that
were socially disadvantaged (table not presented).




Offense/Offender Types and Distance From
Residence to Burglary Site

Certain types of offenders commit burglaries
close to their residences (table not presented). Those
who committed burglaries less than 1 mile from
their residence included both white and black/other
offenders who had no previous criminal histories
and worked in groups. Similarly, those who
burglarized targets | mile or more from their homes
included three offender types all evidencing pre-
vious criminal records. Other distinguishing charac-
teristics included white offenders who worked singly
or in groups and black/other offenders who worked
in groups. Few relationships were found between
distance from offender’s residence to burglary target
and the seven offense types. A moderate relation-
ship, however, was apparent between this distance
and both offender C-Type 2 and C-Type 5. Offenders
who commited burglaries characterized by
minimum force to gain entry, high status target
areas, and residential structures, traveled 1 mile or
more. Those who traveled less than 1 mile tended to
burglarize nonresidential structures in low status
areas using substantial force to gain entry.

Offense/Offender Types and Temporal
Characteristics

In a similar manner, day of the week and time of
the day during which the burglary occurred were
also examined in relation to the seven offense types
and eight offender types. The data showed no rela-
tionship between either weekday or weekend and the
seven offense types (table not presented). That is,
each type of burglary was equally likely to occur on
the weekend as during the week. Time of day,
however, did show some relationship to the seven
offense types. Those burglaries most likely to occur
during the daytime hours included the following
types: forcible entry burglaries of residential struc-
tures in low status areas (I-Type 4), and forcibie en-
try burglaries of residential structures in high status
areas (I-Type 6). The following relationships were
found between time of day and offender types:
black/other offenders who worked in groups and had
no prior record (C-Type 4) were more likely to com-
mit burglaries during the weekend, and black/other
offenders who worked singly and who had a prior
record (C-Type 7) were more likely to commit

burglaries during the weekday. This latter group was
also more likely to burglarize during the night.

Summary of Offense/Offender Typological
Analysis

The findings presented here generally did not
support a strong relationship between the charac-
teristics of burglary offenders and the types of bur-
glary they commit. This lack of patterning was force-
fully illustrated when the seven offense types were
cross-tabulated with the eight offender types.
Although some patterns were suggestive, they could
not be considered substantial,

Because it was quite possible that the offense and
offender types might be related to other variables
that had not been included as definers of the types, a
more extensive analysis was undertaken. The eight
offender C-Types were found to be substantially re-
lated to the amount of loss reported to the police. An
offender’s previous criminal history was the most
important factor in determining financial loss; that
is, those who had a previous criminal history were
most likely to commit burglaries in which reported
financial losses were quite high. Although certain
offense and offender types were found to be associ-
ated with categories of specific variables, there were
no substantial overall relationships.

Analysis of Demographic
Characteristics

There are still relationships that have not been
explored (e.g., between sex of the burglary offender
and temporal characteristics of reported burglary
incidents). It may prove informative to examine
some of the bivariate relationships between varia-
bles in order to refine earlier findings based on
cross-tabulation of the offense and offender types.
Hence, the following tables examine the joint rela-
tionship between the sex, race, and age of ap-
prehended burglary offenders and various incident
characteristics.

Sex

In Table 10, arrestee's sex is cross-tabulated
with the temporal characteristics of those burglary
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TABLE 10 Temporal characteristics of burglary incidents,
by sex of apprehended offenders
[Percent]
Temporal Sex
characteristics Male Femals Total®
Time:
Day 42 58 43
(381) (56) (487)
Night 58 42 57
(529) (41) (570)
Total 100 100 100
(910) 97) (1,007)
Day:
Weekday 67 80 69
(694) (83) (777)
Weekend 33 20 31
(334) (21) {355)
Total 100 100 100
(1,028) (104) (1,182)
Season;
Winter 28 27 28
(305) (30) (335)
Spring/autumn 33 45 34
(359) (49) (408)
Summer 39 28 38
(422) (31) (453)
Total 100 100 100
{1,086) (110) (1,196)
3Total number of cases for each variable may vary because of missing cases.

incidents that were cleared by arrest. Female offen-
ders were substantially more likely than their male
counterparts to commit burglaries duririg the week-
day as opposed to the weekend. Eighty percent of the
female offenders burglarized during the weekday
compared with 67 percent of the male offenders.
Similarly, female offenders (58 percent) were also
substantially more likely than males (42 percent) to
burglarize structures during the daylight hours.
With respect to the season of the year during which
these burglary incidents were reported, Table 10
shows that those burglaries cleared by arrest were
substantially more likely to be reported during the
summer months than during the winter months (38
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“percent versus 28 percent). For all burglary incidents
"that occurred during the project period, there was no
difference with regard to the season of the year dur-
ing which they were reported to the police. It may,
however, be that the activity and interaction among
people that occurs during the summer results in the
discovery of burglaries that are in progress;
therefore, burglaries are more likely to be reported
to the police, which possibly results in more ap-
prehensions. The proportion of males apprehended
for burglaries committed during the summer months
‘was greater than the proportion of females ap-
prehended during these months (39 percent and 28
percent, respectively).




Prior record was subsequently introduced as a
control variable to determine whether these initial
relationships would change when the prior records
of each group were similar. The data revealed that
for those who had no prior record, females were still
substantially more likely than males to commit
burglaries on the weekdays during daylight hours,
but for those with a prior record, sex showed no
relationship to the part of the week during which
burglaries occurred. The relationship observed be-

tween sex and time of day was not altered when both
groups had a prior record, and no changes occurred
in the correlation between month of reporting and
sex when prior record was introduced as a control
variable (table not presented).

Table 11 provides data on the methods
employed in burglary incidents and the sex of ap-
prehended offenders. Findings reported here are
quite striking. Female burglars were substantially
more likely to enter structures through the door than

TABLE 11 Methods employed in burglary incidents,
by sex of apprehended offenders
[Percent)]
Sex
Method Male Femaie Total®
Door 59 77 61
(594) (84) (678)
Window 41 23 39
(414) (25) (439)
Total 100 100 100
(1,008) (109) (1,117)
No force 40 78 44
(420) (86) (506)
Force 60 22 56
(627) (24) (651)
Total 100 100 100
(1,047) (110) (1,157)
Tool 44 74 47
(458) (81) (539)
No tool 56 26 53
(578) (28) (606)
Total 100 100 100
(1,036) (109) (1,145)
No damage 43 79 46
(452) (886) {538)
Damage 57 21 54
(603) (23) (626)
Total 100 100 100
(1,055) (109) (1,164)
3Total number of cases for each variable may vary because of missing cases,
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were male burglars, and were consistently associated
with lesser amounts of force than were males. That
is, females were substantially more likely than their
‘male counterparts to commit burglaries charac-
terized by no force, no tools, and no damage to
property. For example, although 79 percent of the
burglaries committed by females involved no

damage to the property of others, only 43 percent of
those burglaries committed by males involved no
damage. Introduction of prior record as a control
variable did not alter these relationships.

As the data in Table 12 indicate, female offen-
ders (59 percent) were more likely to burglarize
nonresidential structures than were their male coun-

TABLE 12 Selected characteristics of burgiary incidents,
by sex of apprehended offenders
[Percent]
Sex
Charscteristics Male Female Total?
Type of structure:
Residential 63 41 61
(684) (45) (729)
Nonresidential 37 59 39
(402) (65) (467)
Total 100 100 100
(1,086) (110) (1,196)
Loss:
No loss 37 32 37
{330) (30} (360)
Loss 63 68 63
(658) (64) (622)
Total 100 100 100
(888) (94) (982)
Type of property stolen:
Money or hard salable items 69 32 84
(5438) {34) (577)
Other 31 68 36
(247) (71) (318)
Total 100 100 100
(790) {105) (895)
Qutcome:
Attempted 6 1 5
{61) (1) (62)
Compieted 94 99 95
(1,025) (109) (1,134)
Total 100 100 100
(1,086) (110) {1,198)
aTotal number of cases for each variable may vary because of missing cases,
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terparts (37 percent). Furthermore, females were
somewhat more likely than males to commit bur-
glaries in which a financial loss of some type resulted
and were substantially more likely to steal com-
modities other than currency or hard salable items,
These items were found to be those of the soft salable
variety including furniture, bedding, and the like.
Burglaries committed by male offenders were sub-
stantially more likely to result in attempts compared
with those committed by female offenders. Again,
the relationships in Table 12 continued when the
prior records of each group were similar (table not
presented).

Race

Table 13 compares the temporal characteristics
of reported burglaries with the race of apprehended
offenders. Unlike earlier findings on the relationship
between time and an arrestee’s sex, the temporal
aspects of burglary were not associated with the
racial characteristics of burglary offenders. Both
white and black/other offenders were equally likely
toc commit burglaries on a weekday and during the
daylight hours. Furthermore, no differences were
noted among black/other and white offenders con-
cerning the season of the year during which the

TABLE 13 Temporal characteristics of burglary incidents,
by race of apprehended offenders
[Percent]
Temporal Race
characteristics White Black/other Total®
Time:
Day 43 44 43
(280) (157) (437)
Night 57 56 57
(370) (200) (570)
Total 100 100 100
{650) (359) (1,007)
Day:
Weekday 71 65 69
(518) (259) (777)
Weekend 29 35 31
(215) (140) (355)
Total 100 100 100
(733) (399) (1,132)
Season:
Winter 30 25 28
(235) (100} (335)
Spring/autumn 35 32 34
(278) (130) (408)
Summer 35 43 38
(282) (171) (453)
Total 100 100 100
(795) (401) {1,196)
8Total number of cases for each variable may vary because of missing cases.




TABLE 14 Methods employed in burglary incidents,
by race of apprehended offenders
[Percent]
Race .
~ Methed White Black/other Total?
Door 66 51 61
(483) (195) (678)
Window 34 49 39
(253) (186) (439)
Total 100 100 100
(736) (381) (1.117)
No force 49 33 44
(376) (130) (506)
Force (51 67 56
(393) (258) (651)
Total 100 100 100
{769) (388) (1,157)
No tool 52 38 47
(3986) (143) {539)
Tool 48 62 53
(3870) {236) (606)
Total 100 100 100
(766) (379) (1,145)
No damage 51 37 46
(392) (146) (538)
Damage 49 63 54
(382) {244) (626)
Total 100 100 100
(774) (390) (1,164)
&Total number of cases for each variable may vary because of missing cases.

burglaries were reported. Although white offenders
were somewhat less likely than black/other offenders
to commit burglaries that were reported during the
summer months, this relationship is not substantial
according to the 10 percent difference criterion.
Only one relationship changed when prior record
was utilized as a control variable. For those with no
~ prior record, black/other offenders were more likely
than white offenders to commit burglaries on the
weekend, but no differences were noted when both
groups had a prior record of some type.
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Black/other offenders were substantially more
likely than the white offenders to commit burglaries

-in which force was used to gain entry, a tool was

utilized, and damage occurred to the property of the
victim (Table 14), Sixty-seven percent of the
black/other offenders compared with 51 percent of
the white offenders committed burgiaries in which
force was employed. Black/other burglars (49 per-
cent) were also substantially more likely than white
burglars (34 percent) to enter structures through the
window rather than the door. For those who had a




TABLE 15 Selected characteristics of burglary incidents,
by race of apprehended offenders
[Percent]
Race
Characteristics White Black/other Total?
Type of structure: ‘
Residential 61 61 61
(484) (245) (729)
Nonresidential 39 39 39
(311) (401) (467)
Total 100 100 100
(795) (646) (1,196)
Loss:
No loss 33 43 37
(221) (139) (360)
Loss 67 57 63
(441) (181) (622)
Total 100 100 100
(622) (320) (982)
Type of property stolen:
Money or hard salable items 63 67 64
(383) (194) (577)
Other 37 33 36
(223) (95) (318)
Total 100 100 100
(608) (289) (895)
Outcome:
Attempted 4 7 5
(35) (27) (62)
Completed 96 93 85
(760) (a74) (1,134)
Total 100 100 100
(795) (401) (1,196)
aTotal number of cases for each variable may vary because of missing cases.

prior record, black/other offenders were somewhat
more likely than white offenders to use a tool and
damage property in order to gain entrance, although
these relationships were not substantial. For those
with no prior record, however, black/other offenders
were substantially more likely than white offeriders
to commit burglaries characterized by tools and
property damage (table not presented).

There was no difference between black/other
and white offenders concerning the type of structure
burglarized. As Table 15 indicates, 61 percent of
both black/other and white offenders selected resi-
dential targets. This relationship continued regard-
less of prior criminal record, as did the relationship
between race and financial loss. Forty-three percent
of those burglaries perpetrated by black/other offen-
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TABLE 16 Temporal characteristics of burglary incidents,
by age of apprehended offenders
[Parcent]
Temporal Age
characteristics 17 or youngar 18 or older Total?
Time:
Day 49 38 43
(247) (190) (437)
Night 51 62 57
(258) (312) (570)
Total 100 100 100
(505) (502) (1,007)
Day:
Weekday 66 71 69
(378) (399) 777)
Weekend 34 29 31
(192) (163) (355)
Total 100 100 100
(570) (562) (1,132)
Season:
Winter 23 34 28
(138) (197) (335)
Spring/autumn 37 31 34
(225) (183) (408)
Summer 41 35 38
(247) (2086) (453)
Total 100 100 100
(610) (588) (1,196)
8T otal number of cases for each variable may vary because of missing cases.

ders resulted in no financial loss compared with 33
percent for white offenders. Black/other offenders
were slightly more likely than white offenders to
steal money or hard salable items, but there was only
a 4 percent point difference. Black/other offenders
were also somewhat more likely than their white
counterparts to engage in burglaries resulting in at-
tempts only, a relationship that became substantial
when neither group had a prior record (table not
presented).

Age

Data in Table 16 show that those 17 years of age
or younger and those 18 years of age or older were
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equally likely to commit burglaries on the weekends
(66 percent and 71 percent, respectively). Juvenile
offenders, however, were substantially less likely
than adult offenders to burglarize during the night.
Fifty-one percent of the juvenile offenders commit-
ted burglaries at night compared with 62 percent of
the adult offenders. Although adult offenders (34
percent) were substantially more likely than juvenile
offenders (23 percent) to commit burglaries that
were reported to the police during the winter
months, juveniles were more likely to commit bur-
glaries that were reported during the spring/autumn
and summer months. The relationships observed
here could reflect that those 17 years of age or
younger are more likely to be attending school dur-




ing the week and thus less likely to be out during the
evening hours on school days. They are, however,
likely to have free time to engage in burglary after
school, on the weekends, and during the summer and
springfautumn months,

The data reported for the methods of entry show
slight but not substantial relationships between
juvenile and adult offenders. Fifty-seven percent of
the burglars 17 years of age or younger entered
structures through the door compared with 64 per-
cent of the burglars 18 years or older (Tabie 17).
Furthermore, juveniles were slightly more likely

than adults to commit burglaries in which no force
was used to gain entry, no tool was used, and no
property damage resulted.

Although those 17 and younger were slightly
more likely than their oider counterparts to burglar-
ize nonresidential structures, this relationship was
not substantial (Table 18). Sixty-eight percent of the
juvenile offenders committed burglaries that
resulted in financial losses compared with 59 per-
cent of the adult offenders. When only those juvenile
offenders with no prior adult record were con-
sidered, however, this relationship did prove tc be

TABLE 17 Methods employed in burglary incidents,
by age of apprehended offenders
[Percent]
Age _
Method 17 or younger 18 or older Total®
Door 57 64 61
(326) (352) (678)
Window 43 36 39
(242) (197) (439)
Total 100 100 100
(568) (549) (1,117)
No force 47 41 44
(273) (233) (506)
- Force 53 59 &6
(311) (340) (651)
Total 100 100 100
(584) (573) (1,157)
No tool 50 44 47
(294) (245) (539)
Tool 50 56 53
(291) (315) (606)
Total 100 100 100
(585) (560) (1,145)
" No damage 50 42 46
(298) (240) (538)
Damage 50 58 54
(297) (329) (626)
Total 100 100 100
(595) (569) (1,164)
aTotal number of cases for each varlable may vary because of missing cases.
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TABLE 18 Selected characteristics of burglary incidents,
by age ofapprehended offenders
[Percent]
Age
Characteristics 17 or younger 18 or older Total?
Type of structure: !
Residential 59 63 61
(358) (371) (729)
Nonresidential 41 37 39
(252) (215) (467)
Total 100 100 100
(729) (467) (1,196)
Loss:
No loss 32 41 37
(157) (203) (360)
Loss 68 59 63
(334) (288) (622)
Total 100 100 100
(491) (491) (982)
Type of property stolen:
Money or hard salable items 63 66 64
(294) (283) (577)
Other 37 34 36
(170) (148) (318)
Total 100 100 100
(464) (431) (895)
Outcome:
Attempted 4 6 5
(25) (37) (62)
Completed 96 24 95
(585) (549) (1,134)
Total 100 100 100
(€10) (586) (1,196)
8Total number of cases for each variable may vary because of missing cases.

quite substantial, Sixty-nine percent of the juveniles
and 55 percent of the adults, respectively, engaged
in burglaries in which a financial loss was reported
(table not presented). Juvenile and adult offenders
were about equally likely to steal money or hard
salable items and to engage in burglaries that
resulted in attempts only.

40

These data indicate that, although some rela-
tionships exist between offender and incident
characteristics, most relationships are not strong and
few could be considered substantial by a 10 percent
difference criterion. The strongest relationships be-
tween offense and incident characteristics were ob-
served for sex; these were followed by race, and age,




Summary and Discussion

This report examined the extent to which the
characteristics of burglary incidents and the charac-
teristics of persons apprehended for their commis-
sion were related. Previous reports specified the
nature and interrelationships of characteristics with-
in each set,

Other studies focusing on violent and personal
crime have shown that offenders and victims often
form an interactive pattern in which certain kinds of
offenders are likely to prey on certain kinds of vic-
tims and to exhibit distinct methods of attack. In a
study of rape, for example, Amir discovered that
older offenders preferred victims who were
generally about 5 or 10 years younger (1971:55).
Wolfgang found that choice of weapons and methods
used to inflict death differed according to the race
and sex of the offender (1958:32). Such studies have
demonstrated that the correlates of violent crimes
like homicide, rape, and robbery are not randomly
distributed but rather are highly structured events as
evidenced by the relationship between both the of-
fender and his victim.

Although burglary is generally considered to be
impersonal because the target is property rather than
a human being, similar patterns might be evident.
That is, it was generally supposed or hypothesized
that burglary offenders who differ in age, race, sex,
and other characteristics would exhibit preferences
in the structures they burglarize, the property they
steal, the manner in which they commit the crime,
and in other factors as well. This supposition,
however, was not entirely or completely substanti-
ated by the data.

When the sex, race, and age of offenders were
examined with the various characteristics of the bur-
glary incident, the most substantial differences were
noted for sex of the offender, Females, for example,
were substantially more likely than males to
.burglarize nonresidential structures with no force or
tool to gain entry 'and no damage to property.
Black/other offenders were more likely to use a tool
in forcible entries that resulted in property damage,
but they were as likely as white offenders to select
either residential or nonresidential targets. Few
differences in burglary patterns were noted between
those 17 years of age or younger and those 18 years
of age or older. The latter group, however, was more
likely to commit burglaries at night and during the
winter months. Although there are some apparent
differences when offense and offender charac-

teristics are compared, these differences are not
strong.
Regardless of how the data are viewed, then,

‘there seems to be little overall relationship among

offense and offender characteristics. With few ex-
ceptions, on the basis of the data used in this study,
certain kinds of burglars do not commit certain
kinds of burglaries. Unlike violent crimes in which
there is an interactive pattern, burglary and other
property crimes, as well, may reflect opportunity
more than choice. Although this is not to say that
burglaries are commonly committed without intent,
it is probably true that burglary, more so than
violent crimes, is randomly perpetrated. Homicide,
rape, and assault are not generally stranger-to-
stranger crimes in that the perpetrator is likely to
know the victim, at least in a casual way. On the
other hand, the average burglar, although eviden-
cing intent,"is unlikely to be familiar with potential
targets other than that they belong to a particular
type such as residential or nonresidential structures.

Although it is possible that the results obtained
here may be an artifact of the data rather than an un-
derlying phenomenon of burglary, this does not
seem to be the case. The characteristics of the bur-
glary offenses in this study were found to be quite
consistent with those found by other studies. Victim
survey results and numerous studies based on police
incident reports have consistently found the charac-
teristics of burglary to be similar. Furthermore, in
those few studies in which offender characteristics
have been reported, the distribution of these charac-
teristics did not differ greatly from those reported in

this study.

There were, however, limitations in the types of
variables available for analysis. If additional varia-
bles such as educational level, occupation, or
employment status had been available, these may
have been associated with incident characteristics.
Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing. The pres-
ent study, employing more incident and offender
data than have previously been used, failed to find
substantial interrelated patterns in offense and of-
fender characteristics.

Conclusions: The Nature of
Burglary

In addition to the analysis of the link between
offense and offender types, and between types and
separate single variables of interest, other substan-
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tive areas, such as the interrelationships among
offense characteristics only and among offender
characteristics only, were examined. Because of the
length and complexity of these analyses, three
reports were necessary to appropriately present and
discuss the findings. Yet, it is useful and instructive
to synthesize all three, so the major findings and
their implications are presented here.

Burglary is a broadly defined category of crime
generally involving the theft of goods from the
dwelling place of another. As with many other crim-
inal offenses, the statutory definition of burglary has
evolved through the years to meet the demands of a
growing, complex society. For example, few of the
original common law elements of burglary remain
today. Thus, the crime of burglary may be commit-
ted during either the day or the night; it may involve
the use of force to gain entry or it may not; it may
result in an attempt only or it may be carried
through to completion. Furthermore, the notion of a
dwelling unit has been expanded in Federal and
State statutes to include a wide variety of structures
such as commerical units, garages, and tool sheds.

Although burglary frequently involves the use of
force to gain entry, it is often popularized as a crime
of stealth. As opposed to robbery and other violent
crimes such as rape and assault, burglary is generally
characterized by little, if any, confrontation between
the perpetrator and intended victim (assuming the
property owner as victim). Given the choice and an
appropriate exit, the typical burglar would most
often choose flight rather than a fight. The hallmark
of the “professional” burglar, for example, is the
ability to leave the scene of the crime without being
detected. Rarely do even unskilled burglars enter
premises that they know in advance are occupied.
Available data consistently show that residential
burglaries are more likely to be committed during
day, and commercial burglaries at night, when both
types of structures are most likely to be unoccupied.
In Reppetto’s recent study of residential burglary in
the greater Boston metropolitan area, over 90 per-
cent of those incidents reported to the police in-
volved the burglary of unoccupied premises
(1974:17). Similarly, the incidence of residential rob-
eries was found tobe quitesmall,constituting less than
I0percentofall reported robberiesin Boston (Reppet-
to, 1974:26). The President’s Commissionon Law En-
forcement and Administration of Justice estimated
that less than 3 percent of all reported burglaries
resuited in confrontation sufficient for them to be
reclassified as robberies (1967a),

In light of such facts it is not surprising that bur-
glary evokes less fear than violent crimes such as
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homicide, rape, robbery, and the like. Nationwide
public opinion polls have shown that the percentage
of citizens expressing a fear of walking alone at night
has increased from 34 percent in 1965 to 41 percent
in 1972 (Hindelang et al., 1973). Such expressed
fear is understandable considering the increase in
the number of rapes and assaults reported in most
major cities throughout the country during that
period. Newspapers and other popular accounts
daily contain stories reporting attacks upon citizens
that happen to be upon the streets at night. Yet it is
quite well substantiated that the average citizen is
far more likely to be the victim of a burglary than of
other more violent tyges of criminal offense.

Both victim survey results and Uniform Crime
Reports figures show the incidence of burglary to be
substantially higher than that of homicide, rape,
robbery, and aggravated assault. Of the seven major
offenses reported to the police in 1972, burglary ex-
hibited the highest rate per 100,000 inhabitants
(Kelley, 1973:61). In that year, the burglary rate was
1126.1 per 100,000 compared with rates of 8.9 for
murder, 22,3 for forcible rape, 179.9 for robbery,
186.6 for aggravated assault, 882.6 for larceny $50
and over, and 423.1 for auto theft.13 The burglary
rate reported for 1972 represented an absolute in-
crease of 36 percent for the 5-year period beginning
in 1967. [t is quite apparent from these and other
figures that burglary is a ubiquitous crime, affecting
the lives of millions of Americans. Another aspect of
the seriousness of the burglary problem can be seen
in the amount of economic loss occurring as a result
of this criminal offense. Such losses generally run
into the hundreds of millions of dollars per year. In
1972 for example, the estimated economic loss
resulting from burglary was $722 million (Kelley,
1973:21). These losses would be substantially higher
if figures from those burglaries never reported to the
police were included.

In light of the serious nature of burglary, it is
surprising that relatively few research efforts have
focused upon this criminal offense. Far less is known
about burglary offenders, for example, than is
known about rapists, assaulters, and robbers. Only
recently have attempts been made to examine the
correlates of burglary and establish relationships
among incident characteristics, but such studies,

131972 UCR data are presented here because they are the
most comparable to the Aprll 1972 to May 1973 reference
period of the burglary data used in this report. However, the
most current UCR data at the time of publication were for 1975,
These data show simiiar relationships.
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although growing in number, are not comprehen-
sive,

This study contributes to the body of knowledge
surrounding burglary and should be considered ex-
ploratory and descriptive. Accepting the premise
that crime is a structured event, the crime of bur-
glary was examined for patterned relationships. No
attempt was made to construct a theory or to test a
previously existing one because so little research had
been done on this offense. The first task was to
describe the nature of burglary, thus laying the foun-
dation for future research and endeavors to con-
struct a theory. The course of the investigation then
followed three separate lines. First, an examination
of the characteristics of burglary offenses was under-
taken, This was followed by an examination of the
characteristics of burglary offenders. Finally, the
research focused upon interrelated patterns of
offense and offender characteristics., The latter area
was of primary import because so little research has
been undertaken in this area.

Patterns of Burglary

A major finding of the research presented in this
third report was the lack of any significant patterned
relationship between the characteristics of burglary
incidents and those offenders apprehended for their
commission. Although some offense and offender
variables were found to be related (for example,
females were more likely than males to burglarize
nonresidential structures), no overall pattern was
evident, This was graphically illustrated when the
offense and offender types were compared. Some
patterns were suggestive, but the lack of any substan-
tial relationship between offense types and offender
types was quite apparent. Those individuals ap-
prehended for burglary did not exhibit charac-
teristics that differed substantially with regard to the
kinds of burglary they committed. As mentioned
earlier, this could be an artifact of the data because
certain important offender variables such as educa-
tion or income level were not available for analysis.
Or it may well be that the offender characteristics
are only randomly associated with offense charac-
teristics.

The utility of creating and cross-classifying em-
pirical typologies as an efficient method of crime-
specific research has been given some support. The
usefulness of any typology, of course, depends upon
the purpose for which it is constructed. In the pres-
ent study, the data were grouped into distinct of-
fender and offense types in order to aid in examining

joint relationships. That such relationships were not
found suggests the disutility of creating typologies
without a concomitant attempt at verification, If, for
exampie, those who commit burglary offenses do not
differ substantially with respect to the types of bur-
glary that they commit, then theoretical explana-
tions based upon supposed differences would not be
fruitful. It is not argued that the findings presented
here are definitive, but neither can they be ignored.
The task at hand would seem to be toward addi-
tional research, preferably with the inclusion of a
greater range of offender information.

Temporal Characteristics

Analysis of the burglary incident data served to
substantiate the findings of previous studies on the
temporal aspects of reported burglary incidents.
Residential burglaries were generally found to occur
during the weekday and during the daylight hours,

Nonresidential structures were most likely to be
burglarized during the weekdays at night. These
relationships, however, were weaker when only the
incidents that were cleared by arrest were con-
sidered. For cleared burglary incidents, there was
less of a distinction between the part of the week
during which burglaries were committed (weekday
or weekend) and the type of structure burglarized
(either residential or nonresidential). The relation-
ship between time of the burglary and type of struc-
ture, however, was still quite substantial. That is,
residential structures were substantially more likely
to be burglarized during the daylight hours and non-
residential structures during the night. Attempted
and completed burglaries were aboutzequally likely
to be committed during the daylight or evening
hours and either on weekdays or weekends.

The type of structure burglarized was found to
be unrelated to either the month or season (winter,
spring/autumn, summer) during which burglaries
were reported. Both residential and nonresidential
burglaries were similarly distributed by season of
the year. These data were compiled in California, a
State with a rather temperate year-round climate. As
a result, burglaries would probably not be expected
to vary by season because winter months are not
generally harsh enough to limit outdoor activity.

A comparison of offenders’ demographic
characteristics and temporal characteristics of
offenses showed no differences between the day of
the week during which burglaries were committed
and the ages of apprehended offenders, Although of-
fenders who were 18 years of age or older were
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somewhat more likely to burglarize during the week,
this relationship was not substantial. Those 17 years
of age or younger, however, were substantially more
likely than their older counterparts to burglarize
during the daylight hours. This latter relationship is
quite plausible because the activities of many
juveniles are restricted by their parents during the
evening hours. A prime time for many juvenile
burglaries is the period from the end of school to
dinnertime, approximately 3:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.
Females were more likely than males to commit
burglaries on a weekday and during daylight hours.
No differences were found between the temporal
characteristics of reported burglary incidents and
whether the apprehended offender was white or
black/other.

As noted earlier, most burglars try to avoid con-
frontation with the victim and thus choose times
when residents or employees are likely to be absent.
The data tend to support this supposition. Residen-
tial structures, therefore, are most vulnerable to
burglaries during the day on weekdays and nonresi-
dential structures most vulnerable at night during
weekends. It is logical, then, to assert that extra pre-
cautions should be taken during these critical hours.
These precautions may be as simple as making cer-
tain that doors and windows are locked before leav-
ing homes or apartments for the day. Entry to many
residences can be effected with little or no force,
which may simply reflect the lack of foresight by
citizens in taking such precautions. Thirty-eight per-
cent of all reported burglaries, for example, in-
volved nonforcible entries. This figure was found to
be substantially higher for residential (43 percent) as
opposed to nénresidential burglaries (27 percent).

Methods

As with many other types of criminal offenders,
burglars frequently display distinct methods or ways
of committing their crimes. Often, it is through these
distinctive methods or modus operandi that known
burglars are eventually apprehended. That is,
unique methods may be traced to an ex-offender’s
criminal file, thus making him a prime suspect in a
case if its patterns are similar to patterns found in
past burglaries. Although the data upon which this
study is based do not reflect the refined modus
operandi of individual offenders, it does, nonethe-
less, yield some gross estimates focusing on the man-
ner in which burglaries were effected. These data in-
clude the amount of force used to enter the structure,
whether or not tools were used in the commission of
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the burglary, and whether or not damage occurred
to property. It is quite possible that certain types of
burglary incidents or certain types of offenders may
have been associated with distinctive patterns of
force, tools, and damage.

These three characteristics reflecting modus
operandi were found to be highly intercorrelated.
Those burglaries characterized by the use of sub-
stantial force to gain entry were also likely to have
been entered by the use of tools with resulting pro-
perty damage. Approximately 60 percent of those
reported burglary incidents involved forcible en-
tries, use of tools, and damage to property. This
relationship is not surprising, for the use of tools
would generally mean that the entry was forcible
and property damage would thus be likely to occur.

The modus operandi variables were found to be
substantially related to the type of structure
burglarized. Nonresidential as opposed to residen-
tial burglaries were more likely to be forcible entries
in which tools were used and in which damage oc-
curred to property. Nonresidential structures were
also more likely than residential structures to be
associated with various characteristics such as
lighted entrance ways and alarm systems. Further-
more, all burglaries that were reported as attempts
were characterized by forcible entries. The use of
tools and property damage were also found to be
associated with attempted burglaries, although the
relationship was not as substantial as for forcible en-
tries. Generally speaking, most burglaries reported
to the police are completions rather than attempts.
Attempted burglaries are less likely to be reported
to the police, possibly because they are less likely to
be discovered by the intended victim. The data
reported here seem to substantiate this supposition.
All attempted burglaries were forcible entries that
were also characterized by the use of tools and
damage to property. Hence, it is not unreasonable to
assume that they were more likely to be discovered
and subsequently reported to the appropriate
authorities.

Certain offenders characteristics were also re-
lated to methods of entry. Females, for example,
were substantially more likely than males to commit
burglaries characterized by nonforcible entries, use
of tools, and no property damage. Females were also
more likely than their male counterparts to enter
target structures through the door. Because these
characteristics were found to be correlated with
completed burglaries, one would expect burglaries
committed by females to resuit in completion more
often than those committed by males. The data sup-




ported this supposition. An opposite picture was
presented for black/other offenders. Black/others
were substantially more likely than their white coun-
terparts to commit forcible burglaries in which tools
were utilized with resulting property damage.
Similarly, they were less likely than whites to be
associated with completed burglaries. The data also
showed that although those 17 years or younger were
less likely than those 18 years or older to commit
forcible burglaries, use tools, or have property
damage occur, these relationships were not substan-
tial.

Attempted Versus Completed Burgiaries

Of the total burglary incidents reported in this
study, a substantial proportion resulted in successful
completions in that the offense was effectively car-
ried out. Only approximately 5 percent of all
reported cases were attempted, a figure that also
held for burglaries cleared by the arrest of a suspect.
Overall, the data showed the lack of any substantial
relationship between attempted and completed
burglaries and most of the remaining incident
characteristics. Both residential and nonresidential
burglaries, for example, were equally likely to result
in attempts or completions. Burglaries with resulting
property damage were more likely to be attempts
compared with those having no property damage.
The presence of a working alarm system was also
found to be associated with attempted burglaries. As
observed above, forcible entries and attempted
burglaries were highly related in that for all at-
tempted burglaries there was a forcible entry.
Similarly, attempts and financial loss evidenced a
logically necessitated relationship because all at-
tempted burglaries involved no loss of property,
although property may have been damaged.

Of most interest, however, was the absence of
substantial relationships between attempted and
completed burglaries and the various “target hard-
ening” (deterrent) characteristics. One might expect
that preventive techniques such as increased light-
ing, security inspections, or the presence of a dog
would be likely to hamper burglars, thus resulting in
more attempted than completed burglaries. The
data, however, did not support this supposition. Few
differences were observed between attempted and
completed burglaries and the distribution of deter-
rent characteristics. Only two substantial relation-
ships were noted: the presence of an alarm system
and the presence of identifying serial numbers. First,
premises that had alarm systems were substantially

more likely than those without alarm systems to
result in attempted burglaries; second, those pre-
mises in which distinctive serial numbers had been
etched into personal property were more likely to
result in completed burglaries.

It should be reemphasized that attempted bur-
glaries were unlikely to be reported to the police, or
even discovered, unless there was some physical evi-
dence that an attempted burglary had taken place.
There is no way of knowing how many attempted
burglaries went unnoticed by victims or how many
potential burglars were deterred from even attempt-
ing the crime. Conclusions, therefore, should be
tempered by such considerations.

Approximately 65 percent of all reported bur-
glaries involved structures with street lights within
100 feet of the premises. This is probably more a
result of chance than any planned action on the part
of the victim. Most major cities provide street light-
ing in residential neighborhoods, and nonresidential
structures are likely to provide their own lighting or,
if located in downtown sections, take advantage of
municipal lighting. Those premises with lighted
entrance ways and those with unobstructed entrance
ways accounted for approximately 30 percent of all
reported burglaries. Alarm systems, security inspec-
tions, presence of dogs, and identifying serial num-
bers each accounted for approximately 10 percent of
all reported cases.

Burglary Clearances

The data base also contained information per-
taining to whether or not the offense was cleared and
the means by which a clearance was effected
(whether by arrest of the suspect, by the case being
proved unfounded, or by other means). The greatest
proportion of all cleared cases were cleared through
the arrest of a suspect. The data were aggregated
across the six jurisdictions with clearances
dichotomized into those cases not cleared and those
cleared by arrest. Financial loss was the variable
most substantially associated with whether or not the
offense was cleared. Thirty-four percent of those
cases involving no financial loss were cleared,
whereas only 15 percent of those cases in which a fi-
nancial loss occurred were cleared. Furthermore,
those burglaries in which reported financial losses
were either in the low or high ranges were those most
likely to be cleared by arrest. Although 34 percent of
the cases reporting a financial loss of $9 or less were
cleared, 12 percent of the cases in the most frequent
loss category ($200 to $499) were cleared by arrest.
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Furthermore, 25 percent of the burglary offenses
that reported financial losses of $5,000 to $9,999
resulted in clearances. In interpreting this relation-
ship between clearance and loss one caveat is in
order. Clearances covered only the 1-year time span
of the study. Thus, although burglaries may have
been cleared after the end of the project period, they
would not be included within this data set.

Other variables rather consistently associated
with the burglaries that were cleared include the use
of tools and property damage. Burglaries charac-
terized by no tool used to gain entry and no property
‘damage were most likely to be cleared. These rela-
tionships were stronger for nonresidential burglaries
than for residential burglaries. Deterrent charac-
teristic variables were not associated in a consistent
manner with whether the case was cleared or not. An
exception, however, occurred for premises that had
alarm systems. Burglaries occurring on premises
having alarm systems were more likely to be cleared
than those occurring on premises with no alarm
system, The lack of an overall pattern suggests that
cleared burglaries differ little from burglaries that
were not cleared with respect to incident charac-
teristics, a major exception being whether or not a
loss occurred.

A possible explanation focuses upon the place
where the apprehension was effected. It may be, for
example, that many offenders were apprehended at
the scene of the crime, thus accounting for the rela-
tionship between no loss and clearance. Manner of
arrest includes the categories of reasonable cause
versus all other, Types of arrest included under
“other” include arrests on premises, citizen arrests,
and arrests in which the offender was fleeing the
scene of the crime. Table 19 presents the relation-
ship between loss and manner of arrest (with the
original nine categories). An examination of this ta-
ble shows a substantial relationship between no fi-
nancial loss and the first three categories of arrest.
Arrests on premises (75 percent), fleeing the scene
arrests (74 percent), and citizen arrests (69 percent)
were substantially more likely to involve no finan-
cial loss than were arrests based on reasonable cause
criteria (16 percent), warrants (17 percent), and all
points bulletins (17 percent).

The data reported in Table 19 thus support the
contention that no financial loss is associated with
clearances simply because these were cases in which

offenders were apprehended at the scene. Offenders

most likely to be involved in burglaries resulting in
no financial loss included males, those 18 years of
age and older, and black/other offenders. The only
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substantial relationship, however, was the relation-
ship for black/other offenders. Forty-three percent
of the black/other offenders committed burglaries
with no reported financial losses compared with 33
percent for white offenders.

Prior Criminal History

Apprehended burglary offenders included in
this study were most likely to be male (91 percent),
white (66 percent), and almost equally divided be-
tween those 17 years or younger (51 percent), and
those 18 years or older (49 percent). Unfortunately
the data that were used in this study did not show
whether juvenile offenders had prior juvenile crim-
inal history, and thus criminal history refers to adult
criminal records only. Thirty-three juveniles,
however, did evidence previous convictions as adult
offenders. Considering only those offenders 18 years
of age or older, 80 percent had a prior record, 58
percent had a prior burglary record, 47 percent had
prior drug arrests, and 44 percent were under super-

- vision at the time of their arrest. These data thus in-

dicate substantial criminal experience on the part of
this apprehended offender group. Males were sub-
stantially more likely than females to have a prior
record and also more likely to have a burglary
record, a drug record, or to be under supervision,
Black/other offenders were more likely than white
offenders to have a previous burglary record, but the
percentage of each of these offender groups exhibit-
ing a previous drug record was about equal. White
offenders were substantially less likely than
black/other offenders to have a prior record; they
were also less likely to be under commitment at the
time of arrest.

Mobility

Another area of analysis was the mobility pat-
terns of apprehended burglary offenders. Included
in the data set was a variable that measured the dis-
tance (in miles) between an offender’s residence and
the site of the offense. This distance was
dichotomized to include those who burglarized
targets less than 1 mile from their residences (52
percent) and those who burglarized targets | mile or
more from their residences (48 percent), Male bur-
glary offenders were less likely than female offen-
ders to commit an offense 1 mile or farther from
their residences. Similarly, those 17 years or
younger (34 percent) were substantially less likely
than those 18 years or older (62 percent) to commit
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TABLE 19 Whether or not loss resulted from burglary,
by type of arrest of apprehended offenders

[Percent]
Type of arrest
All Arrested Institu- Reason-
On Fleeing Citizen paints on other tional able

premise scena arrest bulletin charge Warrant hold cause Other Total

No loss 75 74 69 17 4] 17 0 16 0 37
{163) (85) (20) (4) (0} (3) (0) (85) {0) (360)

Loss 25 26 31 83 100 83 100 84 100 63
(55) (30) (9} (20) (27) (15) (5) {485) {1) {620}

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
(218) (115) (29) (24) (27) (18) (5) (543) (1) (280)




burglaries 1 mile or farther from their residences,
Although white offenders were slightly more likely
than black/others to commit burglaries 1 mile or
more from their residences, this relationship was not
substantial. Interestingly, those with a prior bur-
glary record were more likely than those without a
prior burglary record to be represented in the 1 mile
or more category. This relationship held for other
criminal history variables as well, possibly indicat-
ing that those with prior records are more likely to
travel to places where lucrative targets are thought
likely.

Distance was also found to be associated with
certain of the incident characteristic variables. That
is, those who committed an offense 1 mile or more
from their residence were most likely to burglarize
nonresidential structures in which entries were non-
forcible, no tool was utilized, and no damage
resulted to property. These relationships are proba-
bly accounted for by the strong association between
distance and sex. Female offenders were also found
to exhibit characteristics similar to those listed

.above, Distance was also correlated with census
tract characteristics. Those in the 1 mile or more
category committed burglaries in areas with higher
median family income, higher educational levels,
and a lower percentage of black residents. Those
who committed burglaries outside their own
neighborhoods, therefore, seemed to choose
relatively socially advantaged areas.

Single and Multiple Offender Burglaries

Thirty percent of the arrestees included in this
study were offenders who committed burglaries
alone as opposed to 70 percent who were involved in
group burglaries. Offenders most likely to bur-
glarize in the company of others included those 17
years of age or younger and female offenders. White
and black/other offenders were equally likely to be
involved in single or multiple offender burglaries.
Those who worked in groups (younger offenders and
females) were less likely to have previous criminal
histories. Multiple offenders burglaries were also
found to result in more financial loss than single of-
fender burglaries. Earlier, it was noted that those
burglaries that resulted in financial losses were less
likely to be cleared than those that did not. Because
number of crime partners is associated with financial
loss, one would expect those who commit multiple-
offender burglaries to be less often apprehended
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than single-offender burglaries, yet the multiple of-
fender burglars constitute a substantial proportion
of those included in the data set. Those 17 years of
age or younger also constitute a substantial propor-
tion of apprehended offenders and, as noted above,
are most likely to commit burglaries in the company
of others. Younger offenders who burglarize in
groups, therefore, seem to face a high probability of
apprehension.

Police Screening

Police control the initial flow of defendants into
the criminal justice system by deciding under what
circumstances an arrest is warranted and whether or
not sufficient evidence exists to file a complaint
against an arrested person. Data for police screening
were dichotomized into those released without filing
a complaint, and those for whom prosecution was in-
itiated by filing a complaint or who were transferred
to the jurisdiction of another agency. The data
showed a strong relationship between dispositions
and the age, race, and sex of apprehended offenders.
Black/other offenders, those 18 years or older, and

‘males were the types of offenders most likely to be

processed for prosecution. When prior record was
introduced as a control variable, however,
black/other offenders were substantially more likely
to be held for prosecution than were white offenders
only in the no prior record category. For those of-
fenders who had a previous criminal record, white
offenders were more likely than black offenders to
be held for prosecution, but the relationship was not
substantial,

Other legal status variables were also found to
be important in screening by the police. For exam-
ple, offenders who were under some form of supervi-
sion at the time of arrest were more likely to be pro-
cessed than those who were not. Although age, race,
and sex differences were of less importance than pre-
vious criminal history, they were not altogether in-
significant. Males, for example, generally fared
worse than females, as did black/other offenders
compared with white offenders in those groupy that
exhibited similar characteristics, It is unfortunate
that additional judicial processing data were
unavailable at the time of this study. Such data
would have allowed us to examine the relevance of
both social and legal status variables at other stages
where decisions are made in the processing of crim-
inal defendants,




Methodological Observations

This study examined the correlates of burglary
that occurred in six separate police jurisdictions
over a 1-year period. Because the study relied on
official police data, it was limited in some respects
by the problems inherent in using such data sources.
For example, correlates of unreported burglaries
could not be examined, although revelant findings
from recent victimization studies were reviewed.
Also, as in any ex post facto design, test conditions
could not be manipulated because they were limited
to the parameters established in the original Califor-
nia project. That is, although baseline data or data
collected somewhat beyond the project period might
have been preferable, such preferences were beyond
control. Research is never perfect and most designs
are plagued by shortcomings of one type or another,
Thus, it would be worthwhile to note the limitations
of the present undertaking.

Inability to Generalize

The data reported in this study were derived from
selected target areas in six separate police agencies.
Thus, it would not be appropriate to generalize these
findings to other geographic areas. Similarly, rela-
tionships are specific to those census tracts for which
incidents were reported and may not, in fact, be
found in other parts of the respective jurisdictions.
Nonetheless, one is struck by the consistency with
which similar findings are reported in divergent
research areas. That is, the characteristics of those
burglary incidents reported in these reports and
elsewhere are found to be quite similar regardless of
the geographic area in which the research is under-
taken.

Technique of Analysis

Although a number of different analytic tech-
niques were used in these three reports to examine
the correlates of burglary, there are some shortcom-
ings associated with certain of these measures. Pre-
dictive Attribute Analysis (PAA) was used in the
first two reports in this series. Turner points out the
following about PAA: “PAA suffers from an over
fitting bias, it capitalizes on chance variation”
(1969:37). In such circumstances solutions are likely
to be unreliable because observed relationships are
influenced by random error. After having divided
the data into two sets, northern and southern

California, the PAA analysis was rerun on both sets
on the decision to hold or release the offender.
Results were quite similar to those obtained when
the entire data set was used. Although this split-half
technique was not random, it should, nonetheless,
increase the degree of confidence in the PAA results
on the entire data set obtained for the police release
decisions.

Burglary Prevention Techniques

Because of the problems associated with the
original California burglary study (lack of baseline
data, restrictive time frame, selected target areas,
and the like), it was not possible to assess the overall
effect of preventive techniques on the reduction of
burglary. Had it been possibie to do so, however,
results here may have suggested some implications
about the utility of future abatement programs, for
example, whether police saturation of high burglary
areas is effective in reducing the incidence of bur-

glary.
Burglary Target Areas

Although socioeconomic differences were noted
across those census tracts included in the target
areas, all were, in effect, high crime areas. It would
have been advantageous to include more diversified
areas in the study.

Having listed some of the limitations of the
study, some of the improvements this study offered
over previous research endeavors in this area should
be noted.

Paucity of Burglary Research

As noted at the outset, empirical research ex-
amining the correlates of burglary is quite rare and
has only recently emerged. All of the literature
reviewed earlier, for example, contain studies con-
ducted subsequent to 1970. This study increases the
substantive knowledge regarding the correlates of
burglary and points to the need for additional
research in this area.

Methodology

Previous research focusing on crime patterns has
frequently followed a consistent methodological for-
mat. Generally, this format employs tabular analysis
to the exclusion of other multivariate techniques.
The limitations and advantages of tabular analysis
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were stated earlier and need not be repeated at this
point, The technique generally precludes the
simultaneous consideration of many variables. The
multivariate analysis undertaken in this study
specified relationships among variables that may
have been overlooked had tabular analysis alone
been relied upon. Similarly, by employing cluster
analysis, it was possible to reduce a multitude of
variables to a more simple solution. Cluster analysis
was also found to be an efficient technique for creat-
ing homogeneous groups of both offense and of-
fender characteristics. Techniques of dimensional
analysis (both cluster and factor solutions) would
seem to be of great value in future crime-specific
research of this nature.

Missing Data

For the most part the data used in this study
were relatively complete. That is, information on
most variables was missing on a surprisingly low
percentage of cases. Only two variables, type of
property stolen and amount of financial loss, had
data missing on over 15 percent of the cases.

Reliability of the Data

Because these data were collected as part of a
large-scale crime-specific burglary program, more
faith has been placed in their accuracy than might
otherwise have been the case. The accuracy with
which burglary data are recorded in day-to-day
police operations is at best uncertain. However,
because this project was closely monitored by both
the Bureau of Criminal Statistics and each respective
police jurisdiction, there is less reason to doubt the
accuracy with which burglary incident charac-
teristics were recorded. Furthermore, the type of in-
formation recorded was relatively complete com-
pared to the information about burglary charac-
teristics reported in other studies. Although it would
be possible to speculate on the type of additional
variables that could have been included (e.g., victim
characteristics), much more information was pro-
vided than has previously been available.

Because many of the relationships found in the
data were logically éxpected (for example, at-
tempted burglaries had no financial losses), there is
even less reason to doubt the accuracy of the data. If
it had been discovered that cases involving financial
losses were found within the category of attempted
burglaries, then recording errors would have been
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suspected. Thus, there is some assurance that burgla-
ry data collected by the police were accurately
coded by personnel working at the Bureau of Cri-
minal Statistics.

The similarity of burglary incidents, regardless
of the geographic area in which they occur, is quite
striking. This study has confirmed the findings of
previous studies relying on police incident data for
analysis. For example, residential burglaries are
most apt to occur on weekdays during the daylight
hours and nonresidential burglaries on weekends
during the nighttime. Most burglaries are charac-
terized by forcible entries and relatively few at-
tempted burglaries are reported to the police. Find-
ings such as these have been consistently reported by
research projects conducted in quite divergent
geographic areas. Furthermore, victim survey
results have found similar characteristics. That is,
characteristics of burglary incidents reported in vic-
timization studies are generally similar to those
found when official data are used.

Although there is no way of knowing the charac-
teristics of burglary offenders who were not arrested,
those offenders who were arrested and those who
were not, seem to be committing the same types of
burglaries. Furthermore, these burglaries do not
seem to be the type likely to be committed by per-
sons skilled at their trade. These data, then, lend
some measure of support to Shover’s (1971) obser-
vations about the type of burglary offender emerging
today: an occasional, unskilled offender who evi-
dences little sophistication, planning, or specializa-
tion.

The results obtained here are suggestive but not
final. In order to examine burglary patterns over
time, longitudinal data coniaining information on
both offense and offender characteristics are needed.
Unfortunately, however, even data to support
research of the present type are not generally availa-
ble. It was only because of the special nature of the
California project that the analysis undertaken for
these reports was made possible, In order to increase
knowledge about the nature of crime and those who
engage in it, adequate data collection systems must
be instituted and maintained. If refined data, such as
those used in this study, were generally to be main-
tained along with information on judicial and cor-
rectional outcome, researchers would be able to add
even more to the present knowledge of burglary inci-
dent and offender characteristics and interrelation-
ships.
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