.ami]IIiwgg?iliim@wiliiKkdiiliiv

r!.Aﬁ ﬁ
J

d

i

—

k
éll

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

STUDIES IN CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT

IN MAJOR METROPOLITAN AREAS.

Section I

Measurement of the Nature and Amount of Crime

. ' by Albert J. Reiss, Jr.

Section IT

Public Perceptions and Recollections

About Crime, Law Enforcement, and Criminal Justice

by Albert J. Reiss, Jr.

This report is being reproduced by the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice as a reference document. The views il
and findings contained herein are ﬁhose of the

authors and are not necessarily endorsed by the

Commission or its staff,




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

h
reported in these two volumes owe muc

The studies
For each of

to many people and to their organizations.
the four papers, I have tried to acknowledge the gener-
osity and assistance of those who made the particular
study possible or to those who shared in the immediate
preparation of the materials for the manuscript.

Given the scope of these studies, there are many
persons who contributed in gathering the data or who
provided information to whom I am indebted but who must
accept a general note of appreciation. There are es-
pecially the 36 observers and their supervisors in the
three cities who did yeoman service. The many staff
officers in poiice departments who provided information
and assistance likewise is appreciated. A special thanks
must go to Richard Golden, Director, Data Systems Divi-
sion, Chicago Police Department and his programmer,

Mary Mrijenovich for their assistance in providing special
tabulations for Chicago. Deputy Superintendent William J.
Taylor, Chief of the Bureau of Personnel and Deputy Super-
intendent John J. Bonner, Planning and Research Division
of the Boston Metropolitan Police Department likewise

were very helpful. The many police officers and citizens
who cooperated with the field staff of the Institute for
Social Research, though unnamed, are not unappreciated.

Special thanks are due Fred Inbau and Northwestern
University School of Law and Robert Sheehan and Timothy
Moran of Northwestern University for housing the field
operations of the police observation studies.

The staff of the Survey Research Center Institute

for Social Research of the University of Michigan has

been most helpful. To Leslie Kish and Irene Hess of

the Sampling Section, John Scott of the Field Section,

and to the Director, Angus Campbell, special recognition -
in appreciation. _ ,

To my long time friend and sometime colleague, Lloyd
E. Ohlin of the National Crime Commission, an especially
warm thanks for patience and understanding.

Those who work most closely and intimately with a
principal investigator from day to day are sorely tried
and often go unrewarded as they share an irregular schedule
with long hours. I have tried to acknowledge my special
thanks to the assistants who worked with me: Howard Aldrich,
Stephen Cﬁtler, Donaid Dickson, Jack Fabker, James Norr,
John Maniha and Maureen Mileski. To John Spores and
Larry Tifft;to Donald Black, my collaborator in the police
observation studies, an especial note of gratitude. With-
out, however, the dedlcatlon and competence of the admin-
istrative and secretarlal staff of the Department of So-
ciology and the Center for Research on Social Organiza-
tion of The University of Michigan, no schedule would
have been met, delayed as some may appear to hawe been
for those who waited for results. Administrative officers
Mary Alyce La Forest.and Jaye Palmer and the secretarial
staff of Judith and Sharon McEndarfer and Mrs. Aled Wold

‘are especially to be complimented for their assistance.

Through all of this my wife and children have been
especially patient. May they share in any virtue that
accrues from the effort.

I bear responsibility for the faults as well as the

virtues of these several studies. Anyone who has ‘tried

‘to undertake several field investigations within a short

period of time will appreciate the fact that much is left
undone. These are not polished or finished products. Yet
hopefully they have provided a factual basis for the work
of the National Crime Commission and for others who may
work on the problems of crime, law enforcement, and the
administration of criminal justice.

Albert J. Reiss, Jr.
University of Michigan




g e e et S b oS i it 1 el e e ] e i i

1

v

-

S ooy
-

’

y
R
N

i
3
NP
1
4
§ .
e R
L
&
‘
i
;

SECTION TII:

Premises Where Victimization Occurs in Major
Crimes Against the Person, By Race and Sex
of Victims and Offenders . « « « « & « + &+

Forcible Rape and Assault with Intent to Rape
Robbery and Attempts to Rob . . « . « ¢« « . .

Major Assaults with A Dangerous Weapon:
Assaults with a Gun . « ¢ ¢ « o o & o 2 » o &

AssSaults with A Knife or Other Cutting
Instrument . ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o o o o o & s o o e o

Assaults with Other Dangerous Weapons . . . .

Assaults with Injury Without a Dangerous
Weapon and Battery Involving Physical Contact

Threats With and Without A Dangerous Weapon .
All Major Offenses Against Persons . . . . .

Victimization by Offenders in Each Major
Offense Against the Person on Street and
Residence PremisSe€S . o o o« o s s » s o o o =

The Experience of White Male Victims . . . .
The Experience of White Female Victims . . .
The Experience of Negro Male Victims . . . .
The Experience of Negro Female Victims . . .
Survey Incidence of Crime Victimization . . .

Major Problems in Sample Survey Estimation
Of crime L] . L] - - - - - L] L] L3 - - L - L] Ll .

Estimating Offense Rates from Victim
Information o« « « ¢ o o o « o o o o o« o 2 o

Comparison of Police Statistics and Survey
EStimates « « ¢ o« v 2 « o o o o o o o » 2 o

Crime Statiistics on Arrest . . o & o o o o

Conclusion v « o« o o o o o o o« o o s o « o

.

PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS AND RECOLLECTIONS ABOUT

CRIME, LAW ENFORCEMENT, AND CRIMINAIL JUSTICE
Introduction « o« s o o o ¢ o e o o s o o o

Part I: Evaluations and Images of Owners and Managers

of Businesses and Organizations Toward the Police

and PolicCe SeIVICE .+ v o « « s » » o o o o 4

102
103
108

118
122
126

131
131
135
138
140
143

144

166

168
171
182

A ke e iy G i S



- —— T - - .
g WY A—— R R
Ry i , e

Page
Conduct of Officer and General Emotional
State of Citizen - L] ® . L ] - L] - - - L] » - 29
T Conduct of Officer and General Demeanor
) MEN i i - . . - . . . . - . - . - - . .
1y CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMEXN . of Citizen o o . 33
STUDIES AREAS Conduct of Officer and Sobriety of. Citizen. 37
IN MAJOR METROPOQLITAN 'Prejudice' in Officer’s Behavior and
= = OF CONTENTS General Emotional State of Citizen . . . . 41
L — . . . . .
TABLE: — ——— 'Prejudice' in Officer's Behavior and:
VOLUME I Citizen's Demeanor » . . . - ] . . - . [ ] 45
, F THE NATURM_NMMEM 'Prejudice' of Officer and Sobriety of _
Section I 2 by ASUREMNT O l citi zen L] e L] L . L] L] L d L] L d L] o ® - . - - . 4 8
CRIME T : Police Behavior and the Role of the Citizen
Intl‘OduCtion e o v o ° P ed by an 1n.d.e}( Of C;:lme- 3 in the Situation . - . . . L] - . . . . L3 - Sl
os v
problems of Measurerfxentcrime e e e Police~Suspect Transactions . . . . . . . . 67
criteria for Measuring - locted Major crimes . . 12 Personal and Property Searches . . . . . . 80
. ] » e ! .
some Ways of Measuring » e e e e e 14 Field Interrogations . . . « ¢ & o « & & & 94
Criminal Homicide . = * P 18 Admissions or Confessions . . . . . . . . . 108
Forcible Rape . - - ° s P 3 The Use of ThreatsS . . « o ¢ ¢ o o o o o« & 113
A -t . .
Robbery « « » * * - ngsaalt e e e e e e 26 Citizen Requests for Consultation with a
; gimple < Third Party « o« o o o o o o o« o o -« . . 119
Aggravated and . .
. of Rape, . . . '
victims and Offendc]a_zs in Offense? J 29 Apprising of Rights + v v v ¢ ¢« o ¢« « = « & 124
‘ sau L L . .
N Robbery ind Z;SBecoming . victim of a Major 3 Police Attitudes Toward Negroes . . . . . . 132
. Probabili ty © oy : ’ . . . 3 . . . . . . ' N . :
Crime Against the Person . o - ‘ o in Section II: CAREER ORIENTATIONS, JOB SATISFACTION,
and Sex of Offenders and Thelr Victims 1in. 48 AND THE ASSESSMENT OF LAW ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS
i:gir Offénses Against the Person . ot s = " BY POLICE OFFICERS
Modal Types of Victims, Offerg.derf‘éri:gz Z;Z:;r;; Introduction . . « « & ¢ @ v . .. L.
. : : r .
offender Relationships 1n Major JE P 59 Design of the Studyd. « « « +« o = « o ¢ « =« 2
£2e Pe#ﬁon R R 65 Officer Orientation to A Police Career and
Burglary =« « « + .. . .69 Police Morale . . « &« &« & « ¢ o o o o o & & 5
Larceny:Theft « . « « o o o ¢ = 74 Officer Satisfaction with His Job . . . . . 43
Aato Theft . « « ¢ o ¢ = o ° R ;mé‘ -t Officer Satisfaction with His Assignment. . 52
~ : i esses . . . .
A Survey of Crimes Against Busin A i | Officer Perceptions of Relations Between Police
Orqanizationd » ~ x v v ;1 \rgani tions 80 and the Public and Changes in Them . . . . 71
. ' i Organizations . . i . )
Burglaries Against Businesses an g ) 82 Police and Relations with Local Government and
Robbery Against Businesses and Organizations . . - its Legal System . v v v v ¢ o 4 o o o o . 94
Shoplifting Against Businesses and 84 Officer Perxrceptions of Problems in Law
Organizations « « + « o ¢ o o ¢ o @ e s e e 00 T Enforcement anc.i in Their Relations with the
Shoplifting e ® a4 @+ @& &« s a s = @ . - - . ) . . g b

Passing Bad CheCkS -~ » . - . - . . . . 3 . u‘ . L4 b 96

s et oot R g 3 St e L b



; ' Page
: : R . . 5 Concluding Note . . . . . . . . .
Evaluations of the Police ..o » & « ¢ = * ) ng . . .
w1th the Polxce S S 10 ggpgnilx AittSurvey Instrument for A Study
es . o _ iyl
Experlen: o 1 11ce i s e s b e 18 1tudes D —
Images © e o e o o % o e
PART 1I1:
Citizen Perce tions and RecollectlonsJagzgge
Crime, Law Enforcement, and Criminal Ju . 29
Citizen Perceptions About Crlme in Their 23
Area . ® [ .. C. L ] [ L] » * L] L ® L] L] L [] L ] [ ] X
'. o . a 35

Perceptions of Law Enforcement . o o

Public Acquaintance and Contact with the o5

POlicCe v v o « o o o o o o o o = 8 o = s o o

Citizen Cooperatlon and Mobilization of the

POliCE o o « o s s o o« o % s o« o o o s o o o 67
69

Citizer Perceptions of'Officer Misconduc; o ‘e

Public Attitudes Toward the System of
Justice - L ] E 2 . L} L} ®. [ ] [} [ ] L] [ ] o . L ] L] .
Citizen Actions to Protecf Themselves From
Crime and Perceptions of What Should be Done

About the Crime Problem ¢ « ¢« « o o« o « o o & 91
| 112

L L 78

e s s S ot e . N

! ' A ConClddlng NOte . . L] o:,,,\- e L] L4 . . * . . .

Appendix A: Survey Instrument for A Study of ‘
| Crime Against Residents “oi Metropolltan Areas 1

'{’ Appendix B: Survey Instrument for A Study of
Law~Enforcement Contacts in Metropolitan Areas 1

VOLUME II

| Section I: PATTERNS OF BEHAVIOR IN POLICE AND CITIZEN
| . TRANSACTIONS

Introduction . . . ;b; « s e e e 6 b s e e e

Mobilization of the Police . . * 5 s e e e e

Empirical Study of Police and Citizen :
Transactions . . . . . . .0 . v .. . . . 13

Profile of the Citizen Part101pants in
Encounters . . .., ... ., ... .. 16

Some Aspects of Police-Citizen Interaction.

At b e S LU L e T




e 08 0 ER L
Y o PR

‘{r R

MEASUREMENT OF THE NATURE AND AMOUNT CF CRIME¥*

1

-

by

Albert J. Reiss, Jr.

*The research reported herein was supported by Grant Award
006, Office of Law Enforcement Assistance, U.S. Department
of Justice under the Law Enforcement Zssistance Act of 1965.

_Publication does not necessarily reflect the views of

officials of the Department of Justice. The assistance of
Jack Faber, Maureen Mileski, and John Spores in the prepara-
tion of tabular materials and of Otis Dudley Duncan and
Beverly Duncan for critical comment is gratefully acknowledged.

T e



IREEEEE

MEASUREMENT OF THE NATURE AND AMOUNT OF CRIME

To understand crime in any society, it is necessary to
define and classify crimes and to measure the frequency with
which they occur. It is no simple matter to define, classify,
and measure crime. Some of the problems in measuring the
nature and amount of crime in the United States and its sub-
divisions such as states or communities are considered below.
A few observations about problems in defining and classifying
crimes seems appropriate before considering these problems.

There is no rational classification of crimes based on a
set of properties that define all crimes. Quite commonly,
statuatory law provides a definition of crimes. 1In practice
nonetheless some organization has the responsibility to develop
means to define and classify crimes covered by statutes. Most
commonly, crimes are defined by organizations that are part of
the legal system--the poiice, prosecution, and judiciary.
Other organized ways of knowing whether crimes have occurred
are possible, however, such as the sample survey.

Qur knowledge of whether something occurs then, whether
deaths, illness, or crimes, is a function of some organized
means of knowing, such as respectively, the death registration

system based on voluntary reporting from counties and states,
the National- Health Interview Sample Survey, and the FBI
Uniform Crime Reports system based on reporting from police
departments. No attempt is made to review the problems that
arise for each and every organized system of intelligence on
crime. Only two such or;anized systems, police departments
and sample surveys, are considered below. Even within these
organized systems, there are many problems of definition and
classification. Police departments, for example, classify
crimes by their complaint status (reported or known to the
police), by department rules as to their bona fide status
(whether offenses reported or known to the police are either
bona fide or false or baseless complaints), and whether bona
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the amount of crime derive

police departments base

£ crime and know-

reporting information on crimes.

United States the main measures of
from police department statistics. ‘ .
their reporting systems up?nlﬁhe Uniform Crime Reporting )
System, though in some cases they have local and state re
porting systems as well.

a from the voluntary reporting system of police
The FBI

National estimates are based on

aggregate dat | '
departments to the rederal Bureau of Investigation.

Uniform Crime Reports summarize these aggregate statistics to
estimate the amount of crime and changes in that amount.

The Uniform Crime Reporting System has keen subject to
critical examination by the Federal Bureau of Investigation's
'Advisory Committee on Uniform Crime Records of the Internat-
ional Association of Chiefs of Police and by criminologists.

No attempt is made to review these criticisms here. They make

1Parenthetically, it should be noted that is is impossible
to ascertain from reports how many complaints originally classi-
fied as false or baseless are later cleared by an arrest, how
many arrests "clear" offenses.never reported to the police, or
how many complaints considered "unfounded" are later changed
to bona fide complaints. The Uniform Crime Reporting System
make provision' for correcting such "errors", but the system
for reporting does not permit one to determine accurately the
nature and amount of kinds of error. See Uniform Crime Report-
'ing Handbook, U.S. Dept. of Justice: Federal Bureau of Invest-
igation, Washington, USGPO, 1965, pp. 45-47,

2. . .
Ibid., p. 4, p. 10, and p. 56. .
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several things apparent however that generate our-main con-
cern. They make apparent that current methods of gathering
and reporting information on crime do not provide a valid
picture of the amount of crime in the society'or any of its
jurisdictions and that the FBI Crime Index does not provide
a reliable basis for determining whether crime is increasing
or decreasing in the United States.é/ Despite these criticisms,
it is apparent that the public and their policy makers form
judgments on the basis of these measures. Our main goal,
therefore, is to examine other ways of measuring crime, ways
that provide more rational information bases for action both
by the public and their policy makers.

Problems in Measurement Posed by an Index of Crime

-

At first glance, it would appear that a single index or

measure of the amount of crime in the United States or any
of its jurisdictions is an important item of information.
Just as we measure a death rate, so we may measure a crime
rate. Such reasoning rests, however, on scme misconceptions
about both death and crime rates.

We shall consider first some misconceptions about the
interpretation of simple rates such as a death or crime rate.
Any simple rate consists of but two elements, a population
that is exposed to the occurrence of some event (the denomina-
tor) and a count of the events (the numerator). Both of
these elements are measured for a given point or period of
tiﬁe. In calculating a crude death rate, for instance, it
is the practice to report the number of deaths for some

unit of population, such as every 100 or 1000 persons, for

3see for example, T. Sellin and M. E. Wolfgang, The
Measurement of Delinguency, New York: John Wiley and Sons,
Inc., 1964, Albert D. Biderman, "Social Indicators" in

Raymond A. Bauer, (ed), Sccial Indicators, Cambridge, Mass.:
The M.I.T. Press, 1966, pp. 111-119.
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for this limitation

some purposes,
causes of death or as a basis for publ
to reduce the death rate. Tpe'main reason " i
is that we know people die from many different "causes .

Death from an automobile accident is quite different from

death due to lung cancer. obviously public policy will be

quite different when one tries to reduce the d:iath rate éue

to factors connected with driving automobiles than when it

has some relationship to lung cancer, such as smoking. To

go one step further, we learned a great deal scientifically

about causes of death by classifying types of death and

Séarching for their causes. When one has»an understanding

of death from a particular cause, one may calculate a separate

rate for deaths from that cauge. Thus we now calculate a

death rate for diseases causally related to smoking, including

among these diseases cancer of the lung, larynx, and 1lip,

and chronic bronchitis.g/
The analogy to crime should be clear. We know that crime

is not alunitary’phenomenon nor are causes the same for all

types of crime. Furthermore, even in the absence of causal

4Mortalit_y from Diseases Associated with Smoking: United
States, 1950-64, National Center for Health Statistics, Series
20, No. 4, October, 1966, pp. 2-9,
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knowledge, we know that policies and pr~ctices for crime
control differ considerably depending upon the conditions
under which types of crime occur. A simple crime rate,
therefore, is of little use either for purposes of causal
analysis or for public policy.

The analogy between death and crime rates should not
be overdrawn lest it lead to further misconceptions. Some
of these differences merit attention since they should in-
fluence our choice of measures of crime.

First death is an event that occurs for every member
of the population; but every member of the population is
not a victim of @ ¢rime. In addition, some persons can never
be a victim of a given type of crime. Second, death can
occur only once for any: member of the population while crime,
like illness or accidents, can occur repeatedly. For that
reason one has multiplé victimization and multiple offenses.
There is, third, the fact that crime is a relational pheno-
menon between victims and offenders, so that one can
calculate offense, victim and offender rates. And indeed,
a crime may involve a single victim, several victims, a
diffuse public, or a corporate organization. Furthermore
the exposed population is not always made up of persons.

It may consist of organizations such as businesses, or even
the-general public, as in offenses against public order.
Fourth, an offender can commit several crimes at the same .
pointAin time. An offender may assault the owner of én‘
auntomobile, steal his car, and the possessions that are in
it. Fifth, the relative absence of completeness in
"registration” of offenses, offenders, and victims poses
major problems of meaningful interpretation of changes in
rates. Under present organizational systems for gathering
and processing intelligence on crimes, we lack the knowledge

that would permit us to separate "actual increase" from a
"registration" increase.
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Criteria for Measuring Crime

This paper illustrates more rational ways that crime may
e measured than those currently in use. The criteria of
rationality employed are: (1) thaf the information in the
rate count the events for the appropriate exposed population;
(2) that the choice of rate be appropriate to the data avail-
able and the goals for its use; (3) that rate information
permit a potential victim or an organization dealing with
a "crime problem" to calculate action more rationally.

No attempt is made to develop measures appropriate to all
types of crime. It is not at all apparent what measures are
appropriate for many white-collar crimes or for organized
crimes, given our current information systems. Except for

the calculation of some specific rates and sample survey
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estimates of crime, discussion is generally confined to the
Tart I offenses of criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, .
assault, burglary, larceny, and auto theft. Considering
these Part I offenses, some general problems in selecting the
exposed population and in the count of offensés are first
raised. An attempt is made to make clear what information is
appropriate to a rate for each of these types of crime. It
will become evident in the illustrations which follow that
current information systems make it difficult to do more than
approximate some of the criteria. Nonetheless; no criteria
are chosen that are not readily available within present in-
formation systems or that could be included with very little
effort. :

For those unfamiliar with the Uniform Crime Reporting
System several important features of the reporting system
should be understood before considering specific rates based
on them. PFirst, each crime br attempted crime'is counted in
only one crime classification. When several different Part I
offenses are committed by a person or group at the same time,
the offense is classified in the highest ranking offense in

the rank order of Part I offenses: c¢riminal homicide,

- forcible rape, robbery; assault, burglary, larceny—théft, and

auto theft. Thus a crime involving the murder of a rape
victim is classified as a criminal homicide, not as both a
rape and a homicide. Legally an offender could be charged
with both offenses. |

Sécond, the number of offenses counted in any criminal
event is classified differently for crimes against persons
and crimes against property. For offenses against the person,
the number of offenses counted is the number ofvpersons un-
lawfullyAkilled, raped, maimed, wounded, or assaulted, plus
any attempts to do so. For offenses against property, an

offense is counted only for each distinct operation or

266-261 O - 67 ~2
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the latter count results when the former is reduced by the

rumber of false or baseless complaints as determined from de-
1 artment rules for sunfounding" a complaint. | -

Finally, there are problems in classifying crimes arising.
from the organized ways police have for knowing when events
that are classified as crimes occur. The main ways they have
for knowing them are by responses to citizen complaints that
cuch an event is in progress or has occurred or by some pro-
active police strategy for gathering intelligence on events
that potentially might be crimes, such as by routine patrol
cr detective work.

A little reflection on what comes to the police as com-
rlaints or even as observations by police officers readily
suggests that the problem of determining whether an event is
to be classified as a crime depends upon the nature of the
information received. Generally the police must evaluate
information initially received from citizens by investigating
whether or not their complaint constitutes a crime event.
Obviously officer discretion or judgment as well as depart-
mental criteria affects the classification of such events
as crimes. But citizen reports do not present a homogeneous
set of events where the same criteria can readily be applied

as to whether or not the event .has occurred. This is

-9

particularly so for the criteria to judge whether or not the
event actually occurred. |

The problem of knowing whether an event has ogcurred is
especially difficult where the determination depends upon
the status of the complainant, of witnesses, or of offenders.
Some offenses are known to the police only through an arrest
sitﬁation where the offender is present. This is particularly
true for offenses involving morals or violations of moral
codes. Thus, the police do not usually know crimes of drunk-
enness except through the arrest of persons who are called
"drunks®. One clearly cannot have an offense of resisting
arrest by an officer without some person under arrest en-
gaging in resisting behavior. On the other hand, crimes
against property can be known to the police even though no
offender ever is known. Events of shoplifting can be deter-
mined only by observation; this is much less likely *o be
the case for burglary where evidence of entry, etc. nmakes
determination less difficult. Offenses against the public
peace and order occur only when there is a complainant
present, while burglary can occur without the presence

of a complainant. Some offenses have only testimony or

-behavior as evidence while for others there is physical

evidence.

Given the diversity of sources and types of information
on crimes, the procedures one has for determining whether a
crime has occurred must vary. It is doubtful therefore whether
it makes much logical sense to compute an overall measure of
crime, if by that is meant a measure of whether events have
occurred. Crime in that sense is unlike births or deaths,

where the event is more clearly specified. It is much more

like illness, where the organized procedures of medicine are
the major basis for knowing and classifying illness. Subject-

ive accounts of either illness or crime by complainants pose

&
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in illness reporting arises f‘ '
ome to our attention.

rom our present procedures of

"diagnosing" events that ¢

Surveying the seven Part I offenses, it is evident

that the exposed population is not logically the same for
all offenses. Yet the UCR system uses the total population
resident in a jurisdiction as the exposed population for the
calculation of its Index of Crime and for all crime rates
that are Part I offenses. Apart from the fact that the
total population rarely should be thought of as potential
victims of most crimes (even when pcpulation is the logical
base for the crime, younger age groups rarely are victims of
most offenses involving persons), only some subgroups are
clearly eligible for particular kinds of crime. To begin
with, the exposed population for some offenses is women only.
This is true for forcible rape, and for purse~snatching, with
and without force. The offense of pocket-picking is generally
defined as an offense aguinst men, so that ti . logical base
should be men. Indeed, among Part I offenses men and women
are the logical exposed population for only homicides,
muggings and certain kinds of stick-ups, and assaults.

The logical exposed population for almost all other Part
I offenseg is an organization.

For offenses of burglary, the
organization is either a household unit (

dwelling) or a business

or residential
-industrial organization. Indeed,

police statistics often differentiate between a residential

and a business burglary. For offenses of rcbbery, there is
a distinct class involving banks, Apart from banks, many
robberies are against businesses or organizations rather than

agalnst‘persons as victims. The’logical base, therefore, for

—
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these robberies is organizations. _
’ Larcénieévinclﬁae a hodge-podge of exposed populations.

Larceny of bicycles has & logiCal base either of number of

bicycles or bicycle owners. Larceny from autos or of auto

accessories has a logical base of automocbile owners of re- J

gistered automobiles. The same is true for auto theft.

Indeed, the annual'report of the Auto Theft Committee of the

International Association of Chiefs of Police, Inc.,presents

national statistics on auto theft only by number of passenger

cars registered. Offenses involving automobiles should logi-

cally distinguish between passenger cars and other types of

vehicles. The offense of shop-~lifting included in larceny-

theft is generally limited to retail trade establishments

while larceny from telephone :booths is generally against a

single organization. Theft from coin-operated machines at

most has a base of all industrial and business establishments,

including public organizations. y
It is reasonable then to propose that an exposed popula-

tion (the denominator in the calculation of rates) be selected

according to the type of offense and the status of the victim

in the offense for purposes of calculating crime rates. Quite

‘clearly where the exposed population is the number of organiza-

tions, such rates may be guite different in size from those
that would he obtained were the general population used as the
base for calculating the rate. This will be evident in

examples below.

The count of events also poses problems for the rational

calculation of rates. For some purposes one is interessted in

offense rates and therefore is interested in the number of
offenses that have occurred. Such information is important g
for programs of crime control. Yet, for other purposes, one '

is interested in the probability of victimization. Given the

fact that there is multiple victimization over a period of
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s are lower than the of fense rates.

time, the victimization rate
ig interes

For still other purposes one is int e

between the victim and the offender an

ar. One may wish
ictims by some characteristics of the offender y . ,
ror 3 : 1ikelihood +hat women will

know what is the

ted in the relationship
y wish to count

for instance, to know what is the .

o}
be assaulted by men. Or one may want | s
1likelihood that women will be assaulted in stree ngs.

i ses--the
The exposed population may be the same 1n bqth ca '
ount of events will be different.

g interested in other kinds

number of women--but the ©
Quite plainly, too, onre 1

of rates to understand the crime problem. Some of these

‘ ed
such as offender or arrest rates, or rates of offenses clear

by arrest and of persons charged through arrest are related

to the administrative processing of crimes or offenders. Like~
wise one may be interested in victim or offender rates such as

the incidence of multiple victimization or an offense rate for
offenders. Much less attention is given to these rates in

this paper, though patently they deserve consideration in any

comprehensive evaluation of crime statistics.

Some Ways of Measuring Selected Major Crimes

The system of Uniform Crime Reporting calculates an
offense rate for every 100,000 inhabitants in the United
States, and for selected regions and jurisdictions.g/ Offenses,
for which rates are calculated use as a base the total popula-
tion resident in a jurisdiction. As noted earlier, however,
given our criteria, the total resident population is not

generally the logical base for most offenses in the crime
index.

Qrime in the United States: Uniform Crime Reports for
the United States, U.S. Department of Justice, Annual Reports.

-]13~

Indeed, since it is known that the probability for most
offenses against persons varies considerably by the age and
sex of the person, age-sex specific rates are a more meaning-
ful kind of rate than a crude rate foxr persons of all ages.
An attempt is made in this and following sections to show
how some selected crimes against persons and property might
be calculated usiﬂg the information available in the files
of major metropolitan police departments and appropriate
information for the exposed population available from U.S.
Census sources.

For purposes of illustrating differences in rates for
offenses, different exposed populations are used depending
upon the type of offense. Whenever annual rates are calcu-
lated for the resident population, the estimated size of
the population is taken as of July 1 of the year for which
the rate is calculated.

There is no standard population aggregate for which a
rate must be calculated. Some rates are calculated for every
1,000, others for every 10,000, and still others for every
100,000 inhabitants. . The UCR calculates all crime rates for
every 100,000 inhabitants. Unfortunately the size of the

~unit often gives a social significance of "high" or "low" to

the rate that is not intended. For example in 1965 there was
an estimated resident population of 191,890,000 in the United
States and 206,661 aggravated assaults. The UCR reported
the rate of aggravated assaults as 106.6 per 100,000 inhabi-
tants. If every 10,000 inhabitants were the base, the rate
would be 10.7. It would of course be only 1.1 for every
1,000 inhabitants. Obviously the rate "looks bigger" if we
report it for every 100,000 than for every 1,000 inhabitants.
Conventionally, a unit of population is selected so as
to avoid rates that normally are less than 1. For purpose
of this report the unit selected for rate calculation was
10,000 inhabitants because it seemed a more meaningful unit

for citizens to interpret city rates that often are compared
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0,000 inhabitants has the ad-

A unit of 1 .
ding interpretation

iding the often mislea
red 'so because they are reported

jdered in interpreting

to national rates.
vantage also of avo
of "high" crime rates, rende
for a unit whose size may not be cons
the rate.

A more logical statistic fo

a probability statement giving the likelih ‘
of crimes to persons 1s one such

By way of illustration, there was a

r the public to understand is
ood of an event in

a population. The ratio

statement of "chances".

crime of aggravated assault for every 928 persons resident in

the United States in 1965.

Criminal Homicide:

The Uniform Crime Reporting Program includes all willful
killiﬁgs.without due process of law in murder and nonnegligent
manslaughter (criminal homicide). The killing of a felon by
a police officer or a private citizen is excluded from criminal
homicide. In 1965, UCR reported the homicide rate as 5.1 per
100,000 inhabitants, clearly the lowest rate for all major
crimes included in the Crime Index.

The crude rate of homicide for all inhabitants conceals
the fact that there is considerable variation in homicide
according to the sex and race of the victim. Table 1 presents
homicide rates for age and sex groups for the United States in
1965. The homicide rate for all males is more than three times
(0.7 per 10,000) that for females (0.2 per 10,000). The high-
est homicide rate is found in the 25-29 year age group while
the lowest rates occur for children between the ages of 1 and
14.

Among males, the rate varies from a high of 1.6 per 10,000
males aged 25-29 to a low of 0.1 per 10,000 males aged 1 to 14.
Among females it varies from a high of 0.5 per 10,000 females
aged 25-29 to a low of less than 0.5 per 10,000 females aged

10-14. 1In general, differences in homicide rates of males and

A s b i < ity
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Homicide Rates by Age and Sex, Unitad States, 1965.

Table 1
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L/Source:

, 1965, Table 17.
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*Less than .05 Homicides per 10,000 Population.
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reliable data of

than that for whites in 1965. While the likelihood of victimji-

zation was greater for nonwhites than whites at all ages, it
is much less so for persons under 14 and age 60 and over. The
disparity is particularly great beginning in the mid-twenties
where, for example, 1 in every 2,000 nonwhites was a victim of
a homicide in 1965 as compared with 1 of every 24,000 whites.
Were data available by sex as well, the probability of victi-
mization for nonwhite males aged 25-29 would undoubtedly be
even greater--perhaps as high as 1 in every 1,000 nonwhite
males aged 25-29. \

Forcible Rape:

Forcible rape is one of the major crimes in the UCR Index
for which a rate is calculated. The total resident population
1S considered the exposed population in calculating the ra
rate.l/ Yet i .

2 , et as noted earlier, rape iv a crime committed by
men against women. i '
h. Logically then, rape offender rates should

have "eligible" males as their base population and rape

offense or victim rates should have "
exposed population.
considerably by agé,

. eligible" females as their
Since the probability of being raped varies
age-specific rape rates are more meaning-
for women of all ages. Unfortunately

+apes Y age of Victin"l
+the - - L are not avai
e U.S. at the prese . i allable for

ful than a crude rate

though police records generally
of rape victims.

: -On, despite the occasional report
Table 3 Was prepared to illustrate
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the differences in the siie of a rate of forcible rape when

different exposed populations are used. o
In 1965 there was an estimated total resident population B

of 193,818,000 in the United States and 22,467 forcible rapes

or assaults to commit a forcible rape. The UCR reported the

rate of forcible rape as 11.6 per 100,000 inhabitants, or

(as in Table 3) a rate of 1.2 for every 10,000 inhabitants. ;

A crime of forcible rape (or attempt) occurred then for every

8,541 persons resident in the United States in 1965. §

Table 3: Rates of Forcible Rape for Selected Exposed
Populations, United States, 1965. :

1965 Population and Offenses Total Rate |Ratio of
Known to Police - Number Per |Rapes to
10,000 Persons

Ly | | |

Exposed Population:= f
Total Resident Population 193,818,000 1.2 11:8,627
All females 98,704,000 2.3 [1:4,394
Females, 14 yéars and :
over 71,052,000 3.2 |1:3,161
2/

Offensés Known to the Police:~

Forcible Rapes, and
Attempts . o 22,467

l/Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Population Estimates,
Current Population Reports, Series P-25, No. 321,
November 30, 1965, Table 2.°

'E/Source: Crime in. the United States, Uniform Crime Reports: :
1965, ©U.S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau :
of Investigation, July, 1966,
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se in knowing that there were 1.2

me u
There may be sO 10, 000 inhabitants in

forcible rapes or attempts for every

was co
65 or that such a. crime
ey o5t b even though by definition

Generally, however, both

mmitteed for

every 8,541 persons in the U.S.,
only women can be victims of rape.
citizens and the police are more intere
either of how many total forcible rapes there were (the total
is an indicator of the magnitude of the problem for policing)

or of what is the likelihood that a person will be a victim

sted in the question

of a given vae of crime.
Nationally, the forcible rape rate was 2.3 per 100,000

women of all ages; 1 of every 4,392 women in the United States

in 1965 was either a victim of a forcible rape or of an attempt
to rape with force. Accepting the fact that rape of a female
under age 14 is uncommon, a forcible rape rate also was cal-
culated for females 14 years old and over. In 1965 that

rate was 3.2 per 10,000, or 1 in every 3,161 women 14 years

old and over was a victim of a forcible rape or attempt to

rape with force.

By way of further illustration, forcible rape rates were

calculated for the city of Chicago. There were 1,223 forcible

rapes reported for Chicago in 1965. Since 1965 population
estimates were not readily available for Chicago, the 1960
Census was used to calculate the rates. The 1965 rape rate
was 3.4 per 10,000 for all residents of Chicago; it was 6.7
per 10,000 women of all ages, or 9.1 per 10,000 women 14 years
of age and older. The Chicago rate is almost three times

that for the nation as a whole. One of every 1,100 women 14
years old and over in Chicago in 1965 was a victim of a
forcible rape or an attemptvtd rape, assuming no repeated

victimization during the year.

It should be obvious that current practices of reportlng

vrates of forcible rape for all re51dents understate the

2]~

probability for victims of rape.

It is known that younger women more often are victims of

rape than are older women. Since age of the rape victim almost

always is known to the police, it would seem worthwhile to
calculate rates for different age groups. Similarly, since
in most major cities, as well as perhaps nationally, Negro
women are more liKely to be raped than are white women, such
rates should be calculated for women of a given race and age.
Finally, as shall be shown later, the race of the suspect
or offender is known in a substantial proportion of cases.
Since the public often misinterprets data on forcible rapes
because they are not given information by characteristics of
the suspect or offender, it should be useful, at least
annually, to provide probabilities of victimization by race
of victim and offender. The calculation of such rates is
illustrated later using data for the city of Chicago.

Robbery:

Robbery is a form of theft where the offender uses force

or violence to obtain property from a victim or threatens the

- victim by use of theats, weapons, or other means, to obtain

the property. The UCR classifies robberies into two major
groups: armed robberies where a daﬁgerous weapon is used and
strong-arm robberies where force is used without a weapon.
Information also is provided on the place of occurrence of
the robberies: highway (streets, alleys, etc.); commerical
houses, gas or service stations, and chain stores; residence
(anywhere on premises); bank; and miscellaneous. Rates are
calculated only for all robberies in' the UCR report.

Table 4 presents information on robberies attempting to
show the likelihood that a given type. of robbery occurs, -
including the likelihood that it will occur in particular

Ay e e

A i e 1
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United States and

Table 4: Robbery Rates by Type of Robbery,

é Chicago, Illinois, 1955,‘ 9/1960 U. S. Census of Population, Vol. I, Part 15, Table 20;

‘ resident population, all ages.
5 . er Rate Ratio of 1 '
P Numb?r of Num? per Robbery to éfbid., Table 20, resident population, 14 years and over.
b Type Inhabitants 1 00 s |10,000 | Inhabitants, —
? of Establish- Establish- e/ . bl . 3
Robbery ments, or ments ~ Sources: 1963 Census of Business, Table 3 and 1963 Census |
Households : Househoids of Manufactures, Table 4.
1/ £/Estimate, Chicago Housing Authority. j
United States:~ o5 816 0002/ 118,916 6.1 1,630 ﬁ
Total Index e 68,496 3.5 2,830 , , Com by ol . 1
Armed, any weapon places. Detailed information by place of occurrence is pro- :
Strong-arm, no 50,420 2.6 3,844 vided for the city of Chicago only, since the UCR data are i
weapon
Total Index 137,495,0009/ 118,916 g-g é’égg not given by place of occurrence.
j Armed, any weapon 68,436 : ! Rates are shown both for the exposed population of all
- Strong-arm, no 50,420 3.7 2,727 residents and for residents, 14 years of age and over. Since
| weapon ' g
1 2/ robbery victims rarely are”under 14 years of age, the popula-
é Chicago:= 3 550 404c/ 14,888 41.9 238 tion 14 years old and over seems the more appropriate one for .
Ind 404~ ' S )
i? Tzz;id,nai§ weapon ’ ' 7,365 20.7 482 which to calculate robbery rates. When robbery rates are {
0 Strong-arm, no : 7 523 21.2 471 computed for place of occurrence, the unit of exposure is N
H weapon . ’ * . . . ) . !
%‘ Total Index 2,630,047§/ 14,888 56.6 177 varied depending upon the type of place. For robberies in
o Armed, any weapon 7,365 28.0 357 streets, highways, or alleys, the exposed population is con-
i Strong~arm, no ' 7 523 28.6 350 sidered that of persons aged 14 and older. - Where robberies
: weapon r .
i‘ place of Occurrence » occur in establishments, the exposed population is considered
%f Street, highways, | : a/ s that of all commercial establishments; for residence robberies,
’ etc. : 2,630,047= 8,654 - 32.9 30 c . . . D
% Establishments 69,482%/ 1,782 256 .5 39 it is considered to be all households in the city. There is
! X Residence %,283,51935 2,164 15.6 639 some question about the accuracy of the count of establishments
i i 30,047= 2,164 8. 1,215 . . .
; ﬁizégiigieous el 2:888 ___2 o and households for the city of Chicago. All establishments
; Y included in the censuses of business and manufactures are o
i ~'Source: Uniform Crime Reports, 1965, Table 1 and p. 11. included in the total count in 1963 and used as the base for L
E/Source: Chicagq Polimat@partmegt, Data Systems Division, 1265 offense data. Excluded frqm.these counts are offices;
Monthly Return A's submitted to FBI. however robberies in offices generally are included in

| 5/1965 U. . population es?imates taken from Population EétimateS, "miscellaneous". Were establishments adopted as the exposed
Current Population Reports, U. S. Bureau of the
Census, Series P-25, No. 321, November 30, 1965, Table

2; total resident population, all ages.

unit for calculating robberies of commercial houses, gas or

e TR

service stations, chain stores, and banks, attention should

b/ s . 266-261 O -~ 67 - 3
—'Ibid., Table 2, resident population, 14 years and over. 266-261

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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st only those types of establishments

be given to insuring th lasses. It is

. . 5 se C
are included for robberies repor§ed in the the number of

possible that the census figure overstates the obber
establishments, given what is reported as offenses Y

in these classes. 1 |

For the U. S. as a whole, the rate of armec robbery is
greater than that for strong-arm robbery. .
that some persons are robbed more than once 1n the éamé ¥ear'
there is some overestimation of the likelihood of victimiza-
tion as stated in Table 4. Nonetheless, multiple victimiza-

lower for robbery than for burglary.

Given the fact

tion is considerably
When multiple victimization' from robbery OCCULS in the same
year, it is most likely to occur for commercial establishments.
Considering persons 14 years old and over the likelihood

that a resident of the U, S. would be a victim of robbery

was 1 in 1,156 persons in 1965. In the city of Chicago, 1

in every 177 persons of these ages was 4a robbery victim,
assuming no multiple victimization. One in every 357 persons
was a victim of an armed robbery. ’

In an important sense these probabilities are misleading,
however. From the standpoint of the police, of course, a
robbeyy is an offense regardless of the number of persons who
are robbed whenever it is a distinct operation involving one
or more robbers and one or more victims. The number of
robberies however necessarily underestimates the number of
persons who are victims of robberies in the sense that some

of their property was taken by force or at least they were

threatened by loss of property in a robbery encounter. Neither

the number of persons committing the offense nor the number of
victims in the offense then determines the number of offenses;

rather it is the operation or situation that determines whether
it is an offense of robbery.

~25~

One way of attempting to estimate probability of wvict-
imization is to compute rates for place of occurrenme. At
least for robberies in establishments, one can ask what is
the likelihood that a robbery of an establishment will occur,
or what is the likelihood that a robbery of a household will
occur. The number of perso?s who are victims is not material
to the definition of househ(lds or establishments. From
Table 4, it can be seen tha: the likelihood that a robbery
would occur in an establishment in Chicago was consicderably
higher than the likelihood Ehat a robbery would occur in or
about residence premises. One in every 39 establishments
was robbed, assuming no multiple victimization. (The figure
overstates victimization as data from sample surveys on
multiple victimization in: robberies of business establishments
below shown.) Yet, by compdrison only 1 in every 639 house-
holds was robbed, assuming no multiple victimization.

If one assumes that robberies in streets or public ways
involve persons primarily 14 years old and over, then the
likelihood of being robbed in public ways in Chicago was 1
in every 304 persons 14 years old and over. The likelihood
that a person of these ages will be robbed in or about a
residence is only about a fourth as great, since 1 in every
1,215 persons was a robbery victim in or about a residence
premises in Chicago. Assuming that the offense of robbery
occuring in a residence 1is directed against the household,
the likelihood of a household being robbed was 1 in every
639 households in Chicago in 1965.3/

Assuming that robberies of business establishments are

primarily directed against owners or employees who are in

8/

~/ Given the system for reporting robberies in or about
residence premises, it is not c¢lear whether such victims are
clearly residents of the household or residence premises where
the robbery occurs.
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direct contact with the public, the likelihood that a person
will be robbed in such a role in Chicago is much greater than
it is that he will be robbed in a citizen role, either in the
streets or in or about residence settings.

The foregoing analysis and the data in Table 4 point up
the difficulties in interpreting either rates of probabilities
of victimization for robberies. ansiderable attention should
be‘given to sepgrating robberies whefe persons are victims in
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offenses. Assaults with personal means such as hands, fists,
or feet are included in this category unless they result in
serious personal injury such as broken bones or internal in-
juries, when they are classified as aggravated assaults.

Table 5 was prepared to provide more detailed information
on victimization from assaults, both aggravated and simple
assaults, and by type of aggravated assault. The crude rates
and probability statements of victimization by assault over-
state the likelihood that a person will be a victim of an
assault since no account is taken of multiple victimization.

Furthermore, as data in Table 6 on victims and offenders in

public ways from those that occur in residence settings, ang
both, in turn, should be separatea from what are'essentially
robberies of business establishments. It seems clear that

the probability of yictimization from a robbery is considerably

R A A

greater if one operates a business--including particular types
of business--than if one is in other settings. While it may

be difficult to deyelop statistics that take account of multiple
victimization, it may not be out of the question to count the
number of victims in robbery offenses where the victim is in

No way part of an establishment.

assaults disclose, there are marked differences according to
the race and sex of the victim anad offender as well.
For the U. S. as a whole, in 1965 the likelihood of

victimization from an aggravated assault was 1 in 956 inhabi

tants of all ages or 1 in 678 inhabitants 14 years old and
over, assuming no multiple victimization from an aggravated
assault. The likelihood of victimization was greatest for
assault with a knife or other cutting instrument, the common

Aggravated and Simple Assault:

form of assault for Negro male offenders and victims as is
clear from data in Table 6 for Chicago. Though one is least

I , likely to be a victim of an aggravated assault with a fire-
i death or great bodily harm, : :
include attempts as well.

Statistics on aggravated assaultg arm, almost one in 4,000 persons is a victim of such an

The UCR reports acquire statistics
. 1t according to the type of weapon
- Or nonaggravated assaults, though
lated for types of aggravated
Simple assaults include assault
culpab;e negligence, intimi-
obstructing an officer,

assault or an attempt with a firearm.

' Data for Chicago in Table 5 show that 1 in every 91
persons 14 years old and over or 1 in 123 persons of all

ages was a victim of an assault in 1965, assuming no multiple
victimization. There were about 1.8 simple assaults for

assault or simple assaults,
and battery,

injury caused by
dation,

coercion, resisting or
pointing a gun in jest,

every aggravated assault in Chicago in 1965 with a rate of

hazing, 39.5 aggravated assaults per 10,000 inhabitants for all

and . .
any attempts to commit these persons 14 years and over as compared with a rate of 70.4

per 10,000 for simple assaults. Unlike the national data,

statistics on assaults for Chicago show almost no difference

e s i i, A G
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Table 5: Ag
: gravated and Other Assault Rates by iy«
. , 1) :
United States and Chicago, Illinois,YIQgg, ot Assault, 4
A Type of Nug?er Nu??er Rate r;;;;;;:;?‘
“ggravated Assault i tan per 1 !
Inhabitants |Aassaults 10,000 'tOAiissét
' itantg
: /Unlted States:%/ u—_-N‘—~““ﬂ
v dgravated assault):143,818,0002/ 202,661 | 10.s o
’ ’ 9
with firearm 137'496'0002/ 14,7 6:6 "!/
i with knife/cuttq 34,452 : 8 |
With blunt dan 72,958 i
weapon /dangerous ’ 5.3 1,885
with hands, f; 44,5 .
feet, etc. ists, 1286 3.2 3,084 l
Chicago:2/ 20,665 3.7 2,713
A -y
! 11 aggravateg assault 3,550 4040/ i
I , r20A 10,382 =
| With firearp 2,630,04797 , 59.2 342 u
with knife ) 9.5 ”
%’nStrumenéCUttlng 1,254 4.9 2 5323 . -
with blunt/dangero 5 ’ H ;
weapon us 13031 20.2 495 ;
With hangs, f; ‘i
’ st
feet, etc, S 2,495 9.5 1,054 b
Other asgg i
aggravateq o' "ot 1290 4o 2,039 ‘
3 fan oo 18,504 | 55 3
All assauls 1630,047%/ . 132 m
3,550,4049/. 26 par 70.4 142. ,
Y 2,630,047/ 1886 { 81 .4 123
~" Source.: Uni 109.8 { '
. nlform Crj \J ¢ 91
number ofr;me_Re Orts, 19¢s __-"‘"“J“‘*———-——-——- .
calcyl dgravateq » Table 1 apng -
s ateqd from th staults by £ - P. 8. The )
XT on page g, e pErcentage diszpe of assault is s
~" Source: Tibution in the T
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E/Ibi,d., Table 2; resident population, 14 years and over.

9/1960 U. S. Census of Population, Vol. I, Part 15, Table 20;
resident population, all ages.

Ei-/Ibid., Table 20; resident population, 14 years and over.

in the likelihood of assault with a firearm and assault with
“"personal weapons" such as hands, fists, feet or other bodily
means. It is possible, that, the use of personal means is
most subject to judgement in classification since inclusion
within this category involves a judgement about the extent of
personal injury. Differences among jurisdictions in the rate
of aggravated assault may‘arise in part because of the inclu-
sion of only some assaults with personal weapons or means as
aggravated assaults.

The crude rates for aggravated assault in Table 5 need
considerable refinement by race and sex of victim, and per-
haps age as well, since the likelihood of victimization varies
considerably by race and sex. High as some of the probabilities
of victimization from aggravated or simple assault are in Table
5, as Table 6 shows, Negro men and women are more likely to be

victims of assaults of all kinds than are white men and women.

Victims anu Offenders in Offenses of Rape, Robbery and Assault

Crime statistics for arrested offenders in the United States
generally show that the crime rate is higher among Negroes than
among whites in cities with multiracial populations. Some,
if not most of the difference iﬁ the crime rate of Negroes
and whites or their respective rates of offense can be
attributed to differences in -their age and socioeconomic

status compositions.
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Table 6: Rates of Victimization Per lgﬁgogeizgg:
for Selected Crimes Against

1965 to March 1966.*

ts by Race and Sex of Victim ‘
Chicago, Illinois, September : | ’ j

Table 6: Rates of Victimization Per 10,000 Residents by Race and Sex of Victim

? for Selected Crimes Against The Person: Chicago, Illinois, September
{ e fenders offenders 1965 to March 1966.* (Continued) '
2 Offende -
i Race and Total White Negro Total
? Sex of White Jegre ‘ Female ‘Male | Female Offenders Offenders
: Vietim e - Tremale | Male |Female Male Race and
i s to R Sex of White Negro Total White Negro Total
' s to Rape ot :
All Forcible Rapes ALl Attenmp P Victim | male |Female] Male | Female Male | Female | Male | Female '3
i Whit
; aaie 16 .51 Assault and Battery: Assault and Battery:
Female .52 .23 .74 .35 ‘ Minor Injury- Physical Contact-
No Dangerous Weapon Insulting or Provoking
Nearg 443 White .
ale 4.28 . Male 8.39 .28 2.26 .15 11.08 j2.08 .11 .60 .08 2.87 :
13-80 l/ls a . ‘
Female | .15 13.65 Female | 4.87 | .89 .47 21 | 6.45[1.72 .15 { .45 | .10 | 2.43 3
79 1 .16 .53 .69 :
Total .23 1.56 1.7 Negro ‘
_ Male 1.67 .13 ] 29.26 3.60 34.66 .63 .04 5.94 .42 7:.03 :
] All Armed Robbery ALl Strong-armed Robbery Female| .80 | .07 [37.76 5.48 |44.12| .29 9.55| 1.56 {11.40
N - . *
white 1lse a.25 1. .06 | 6.27 [1.74 | .03 [3.82] .04 5.63% Total 5.50 .50 | 7.85| 1.07 | 14.711.61 .11 | 2.00 .28 | 4.00
Female .50 .01 .58 01 1.10 .84 .02 2.25 .09 3.20 B
' Assault and Battery: Assault and Battery: ?
Negro Threat With : Threat With No
g‘dalel .gg .82 33-28 -gg 33-;2 'gs , ig:gg :23 i%:gi Dangerous Weapon . Dangerous Weapon ,
ale | . . . . . . i
e White 3
Total 1.03 .02 5.96 | -+ .09 7.11 }1.07 .02 7.46 .14 8.69 Male - .90 .02 .46 1.38 {1.21 .03 .43 .04 1.71 :
: Female .49 .07 .12 .02 .70 .57 .15 .13 .10 .96 ;
Assault and Battery: ~ Assault and Battery: Negro
! Shot or Attempted Cut, Stabbed, or Attempted Male 59 | 7.66 ] 1.17 | 9.42| .13 4.65| .13 | 4.90
White : Female | 1.75 .07 1 7.33| 1.27 8.82 | .07 4.79 .80 | 5.66 |
§ Male .38 .03 .13 .55 ]1.24 .26 .32 .03 1.86 » i
- Female .03 .01 .03 .07 .29 .07 .09 .07 .52 Total .62 .04 1.73 .25 2.64 .73 .07 .89 1.60 2,12 i
: { Negro ' : ,
i | Male .21 7.62 | 2.80 [10.63 | .59 22.35| 14.19 {37.13 ALl Offenses
. Female 2.03 29 2.32 .07 .04 H0.71 4,21 15.03 White : .
; - .Male 20.06 .87 {12.87 .41 34,22 ;
Total .18 .02 ] .99 .29 ] 1.48 .66 .13 3.40). 1.81 6.01 Female {10.79 1.43 4.63 .64 17.49
. V . - . , . Negro g
| Assault and Battery: Assault and Battery: Male | 5.82 | .25 l163.63| 25.62 [195.32
'; njured or Attempted, Serious Injury With Female| 2.11 .25 120.22| 15.65 [138.23 : i
; Dangerous Weapon Hands, Fists, Feet, Etc. i ; ) ) ;
. Wh;ti 124 o5 20 , ' . Tote 12.97 .99 | 35.04° 4.49 53.48
ale . . 381 .01 | 1.69 | .97 .05 .23 1.25 1
Female | .25 .02 03 .01 311 .36 | .04 .08 .03 .51 ;,
5 Neg:ie 25 5 83 - . *Source: Special Tabulation, Chicago Police Department Data Systems Division. ;
. . . 226 111.47 | .21 3.43 .21 3.85 i
Female | .15 | . 4.90 1 .95 | 5.99 | .04 4.10 .36 | 4.50
Total -64 03 F1.51 1 .32 | 2.49 | .55 .04 .89 .07 1.54 h
(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) .
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Crimes involve not only of fenders, however, but victims

as well. Much interest attaches, therefore, to the guestion
whether the victims of crime distribute t

the offenders. Where the rate of arrests -
the rate of victimization of the

hemselves much as do
for Negrco offenders

is higher than for whites,
Negro population is expected to be high.
rate of victimization is high, the question remains whether
most offenders select victims from their own or another race.
Closely related to this question is one of whether and
to what extent women are likely to be victims of crimes, and

But even if the

more particularly whether in the commission of criminal of-
fenses, the offender crosses both race and sex lines in the
choice of a victim.

These questions are considered below by examining the
race and sex of offenders and their victims for crimes of
rape, robbery and assault of the person. The data were
secured from the Chicago Police Department for the period
September, 1965 to March, 1966. They represent those cases
that have passed an initial detective investigation and
"unfounding" process. Some undoubtedly were unfounded on
later investigation, so that all cannot be considered bona
fide reports in terms of their final classification in the
police files. ‘

Nonetheless, the rate of unfounding will be fairly low
since the majority of cases are unfounded in the original
screening. The data on victims can be considered reasonably
reliable and valid since the data most usually are secured
from the victim as complainant, The information is secured
from some other person for only a small proportion of the
cases due usually to the fact that the victim is unable to

communicate the information. The data on the offender pop-

ulation is secured in two ways. When an arrest is made

-33=-

either at the time of the complaint or subsequently by detec-
tives; the information is secured for the arrested person. For
all other cases, the information on the offender is secured
from the victim. Police departments generally classify this
latter as "suspect" information. It provides a description of
the alleged offender they seek to locate and arrest.

Suspect information is srbject of course to unreliability
in reporting since the only way that it can be verified is
through a process that includes not only arrest but canons of
proof. Generally, however, suspect information as verified
through subsequent investigation and arrest is highly reliable,
at least so far as the race and sex of the offender are con-
cerned. ,

There nonetheless are questions of whether victims are
more likely to misperceive’ the race and sex of spme race-sex
combination of victim and offender. For example, are whites
more likely to misperceive the race of the offender than are
Negroes? Are white women more likely to misperceive a male
offender as Negro than Negro women are to misperceive a male
offender as white? There are reasons to believe that some
misperception may occur, particularly since race identifica-
tion is more difficult at some times of the day and certain
offenders that would be classified as white by the police
department mcre likely may be misperceived as Negro because
of the color of their skin, e.g, Puerto Ricans. Often the
only basis for the race identification is skin color; it is
likely that whites are more likely to misperceive skin color
in race terms than are Negroes. There is no way of assessing
this form of bias ih the data.

Tabulations for Tables 6 and 7 assume there is only one
victim and one suspect or offender for every offense. Some
of the offenses, in fact, involved multiple victims from a
single offender and multiple offenders for a single victim.
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Copd ders By Race and Sex for L
; i i i £ Victims and Offen BY,
rebte T EZEegigg gifﬁzibggiiﬁsi persons: Chicago, Illinois, September 16,

‘1965 to March 2, 1966« Table 7: Per Cent Distribution of Victims and Offenders By Race and Sex for

e s e e i e b

Selected Crimes Against Persons: Chicage, Illinois, September 16,
, ’ ace and Sex of Offenders 1965 to March 2, 1966.1 (Continued)
Race and Sex of Offenders R
Race and ; Negro Total white Negro Total .
Sex of White egr Per |nNum- Race and Sex of Offenders Race and Sex of Offenders 3
C g Per |{Num- : Race and . : !
Vict lelCent] ber ,
HERE Male |Female |Male|FemaleCent ber |Male|FemaleMalejFema e Sex of White Negro Total White Negro Total .
Victim Per | Num- Per | Num- ‘
i All Forcible Rapes All Attempts to Rape Male |Female |Male [Female |Centj ber {(Male{FemalefjMale|Female]Cent|ber x
| White A 1t d Batt Assault ’ d Batt ;
? Male ssault an attery: s an attery:
% Female | 12 5 17 791 21 10 31 54 Minor Injury- Physical Contact- ?
: No Dangerous Weapon Insulting or Provoking i
Negro White ‘}
pase 1 82 g3 | 380] 2 67 69 | 122 Male 22 1 6 + | 29 | 1095] 20 1 6 1 | 28| 284 !
emale ; 0o | 17 Female | 14 2 1 1 18 | 685] 18 2 5 1 | 25 | 258
Total 13 87 100 | 459] 23 77 1 6 y
- ) egro
, A1l Armed Robbery All Strong-Armed Robbery Male 1 * | 18 2 | 22| s28] 1 * | 14 1 | 16 | 168
Wh;:ie 10 23 R 34 610 g " 17 + 25 556 Female 1 * 27 a 32 1215 1 26 4 31 314
Eemale 3 * 4 * 6 117 4 * 11 * 15 340 Total 37 3 53 1 100 | 3823] 40 3 50 7 100 1024
Negro Assault and Battery: Assault and Battery:
Male 1 * 43 1 45 | 824 * 44 * 45 994 Threat With | Threat With No
. Female * * 14 * 15 271 * 14 1 15 337 Dangerous Weapon ' Dangerous Weapon o
! White - ]
i Total 15 | o+ Je4f 1 f1o0f1s22; 12 ] * | 86 2 1100 }2227 Male 13 s 7 20 | 136| 22 1 8 1 | 31| 169
i Assault and Battery: Assaul’. and Battery: Female 8 1 2 * 11 741 11 3 3 2 19 102 i
1 Shot or Attempted Cut, Stabbed, or Attempted Negro !
White ‘
Male 2 28 4 33 225 1 20 1 22 117 U
| . *
Male 1 100 L1 3 el I A 2 N B B Female | 1 « | 30 5 |36y 243| * 24 4 | 29 | 156
A Negro Total 24 | 2 66 10 100 678 34 4 55 7 100 544
Male 1 48 18 67 254 1 35 22 58 887 All Offenses '
Female 15 - 20 | 17 64) * * 19 8 27 414 White
= Male 15 1 9 * 25} 3381 :
‘ Total 12 1 67 ZQ 100 3791 11 2 57 30 100 ]1540 Female 8 1 .4 1 13 | 1859 .
i Assault and Battery: Assault and Battery: Nedro
B Injured- or Attempted, Serious Injury With 3ale 1 * 29 4 34 | 4666
D . : - 2
White angerous Weapon Hands, Fists, Feet, Etc. Female " * | 24 ; 3 28 | 3807
Male 19 1 6 * 26 167] 24 1 6 32 124 - Total 24 2 66 8 100 j13713
Female 4 * 1 * 5 33] 10 1 2 1 14 54 .
A Negro
Male 1 33 9 | 43| 274 1 21 1 23 92 1 L :
i Female 1 21 4 26 y 165 * 29 3 32 124 Source: Special Tabulations, Chicago Police Department Data Systems Division.
Total 26 1 ] 61} 13 ' |
2 1004 639} 36 2 >8 5 101 394 *Less than 0.5 per cent.
(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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there are multiple victims from
there is little bias from an

-37=
The proportion of cases where

a single offender is low SO that '
offenZer being included moxre than once in the ?opulatzon ;f.
offenders. There also may pe some bias from an offen ef e%ng
for committing one offense of this kind
Where there are multiple offen-

among the Index crimes against the person excluded are homicide

and larcenies from persons, e.g., purse-snatching or larceny 5
from pockets. At the same time, while all Part I assaults are
counted more than once

during the six month period. .
; the data actually underestimate the

this has little, if .any, effect

included above, the Index crimes include only aggravated

assaults (assaults with a gun, knife or cutting instrument, ‘.
ders for a single victim,
number of offenders. However,

on the race-sex classification of the offender,

% are few cases of crcss-race, multiple offenders of suspects,

| and few offenses where both men and women are the offenders

other dangerous weapon or aggravated with hands, fists, feet, o

th etc., and all attémpts at the samej.
since ere

Itvshould be clear also that statements about the sex of
victims or offenders in "major crimes against the person" in-

clude victims and offenders of specific crimes only when the
LY [} 13 s n .
in major crimes agalnst the person.

In tabulating offense data to make victim and offender
comparisons possible, the practice is to identify a major '
\ offender or suspect in cases of multiple offenders. The datailn
| Tables 6 and 7 should be affected little, if at all, by the
inclusion of multiple victims and offenders so far as com-
i parisons of race and sex of victims and offenders are concerned.

Their inclusion, however, affects observed rates of victimiza-

crime is relevant for a sex group. Thus, males are victims K
only of crimes of robbery and assault and battery, though they |

are by definition the sole offenders in rape cases, while
females are victims of rape,, robbery and assault and battery,
but offenders for only the two latter major types of crime.
The term "rate of victimization" is employed to speak of ‘
the chances that one may be a victim of a crime against the

person in this section. The rates given in Tables 6 and 7,
tion or of offenders.

Throughout this section some general terms are used to %

however, substantially underestimate the actual chances of

ones being a victim , during the six month pefidd for which

to the offense categories. A few words must be said . ' '
refer to £ ceg the data were avalilable (or for an annual period if the rates

- are doubled to provide a rough estimated annual rate). The
main reason for this underestimation is that the tables in- ‘
clude only those cases where both the victim and the offender's \ ]

race and sex were known. Information was available for the

about a number of them to guard against a misinterpretation

in their use. The term "major crimes against the person"

is used to refer to the crimes of Robbery (Armed and Strong-
Armed); Rape (Forcible Rape or Assaults or Attempts with
Intent to Rape); Assault and Battery (Shot or Attempted;
Cutting, Stabbing or Attempted; Injured or Attempted with
Other Dangerous Weapon; Serious Injury with Hands, Fists,
Feet, Etc.; Minor Injury With No Dangerous Weapon; Physical
Contact by Insult or Provocation; Threat with a Dangerous

ety RN RGBT Bt AP i For bty 5

race and sex of the victim and offender in only 62 per cent
of all cases; for 66 per cent of all cases there was informa-
tion on the race of both victim and offender. There is sub-

stantial variation by type of offense, however. For rapes,
information on the race of victim or offender was lacking

Weapon and Threat with No Dangerous Weapon). This definition

of major crimes is not the same as UCR Index crimes against
the person nor of their Part I crimes against the person.

for only 8 per cent of all rapes and attempts to rape. For

all aggravated assaults, information was available in 70
i per cent of the offenses; it was somewhat greater fox simple

assaults, depending upon the type of assault. Only among
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. . for only 50
robberies is the information particularly Poots :~ n aimed
per cent of armed robberies and 538 per cent of roti ictim

icti
robberies was information on the race and sex of bo v

and offender available. .
The available data make SEe

of victimization by race quite accurately; it is largely the

n on offenders that leads to substantial’

it possible to state probabilities

absence of informatio
underestimation of the probability of a person of a given race
and sex being victimized by a person of a given race and sex.
The nonreporting of information on victims seems closely re-
lated to type of offense and accounts for most of the "missing”
information. Nonetheless, a comparison of the distribution of
offenses where race of both victim and offender were known
with the distribution of offenses where only the race of the
victim was known (94 per cent of all casgs) shows only very
small differences in the distributions. While the available
data do not permit estimation of the probability of victimiza-
tion by type of offender, it seems doubtful that there are
biases operating that would distort the patterns observed in
victim-offender relationships.

The data in Table 6 are rates of victimization for race-
sex groups and the total population of Negroes and whites
resident in the city of Chicago. The exposed population for
each race-sex group is their population aged 14 and over; the
sum for the race-sex subgroups is the total population. Ex-
cluded then from the resident population of Chicago for pur-
poses of calculating these rates are all persons classified
as "other races" and all persons aged 13 and under classified
as Negro or whites.

Victim status, of course, is related to other character-
istics of the person, particularly his age and socioeconomic
status. Unfortunately these data on victims and their offen-
ders are lacking so that rates of victimizatior by age, race,

-39~

and sex or by age, race, sex and socioeconomic status cannot be
calculated. '

The rates in Table 6 can be regarded as "minimum" proba-
bilities that a person in a given race-sex group will be a
victim of an offender of a given race and sex (columns (1) =~
(4) in rows (1) - (4)), the probability that a person of a
given race and sex will be a victim (column (5) in rows (1) -
(4)) , and the probability that a person in the total population
will be a victim of an offender of a given race and sex
(columns (1) = (5) in row (5)). The probabilities that a
person in a given race-sex group will be a victim of an offender
of a given race and sex are in the body of each table for
major types of offense and for all major offenses against the
person. The probability :that a person of a given race and sex
will be a victim is given in the last column for each table
while the last row, "Total", gives the probability that a
person will be a victim of an offender of a given race and sex.

Probability of Becoming A Victim of A Major Crime Against
the Person:

Knowing the race and sex compositidn of the offender pop-
ulation, what expectation might one have about becoming a

victim of an offender of a given race and sex? Assuming that
offenders make no selection of their victims on the basis of

race and sex characteristics, any resident of Chicago should>
expect the chance is greatest of being a victim of a Negro male
offender. On an annual basis, one would estimate that about

70 of every 10,000 persons ages 14 and over would be victims

of a Negro male offender (based on an observed six month rate
of 35.04 per 10,000) . Next most likely is that one would be

a victim of a white male offender, though one should expect

this to occur only about one~third as often as that of being
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‘ $ st £f 12.97
a victim of a Negro male offender (a six month rate o

for white male offenders compared with that of ?5.0? for ?egro
male offenders in Table 6). Next in order of likelihoeod 1s

a victim of a Negro female offender, but
-third that of being a

that one would be
the risk is only slightly more than omne
Victim‘éf a white male offender. Yet,
times that of being a victim of a white £
it is quite unlikeiy that one would be a victim of ? white
female offender. The data emphasize also that one 1s more
likely to be a victim of a male offender of either race than
of a female offender of either race.

Based on a rank order of chances of being a victim of

it is more than four

emale offender for

an offender of a given race and sex, one should expect onels
chances are greatest for being victimized by a Negro male
offender, followed in order by the white male offender, the
Negro female offender, and the white female offender. This
same rank order holds for *+he offenses of forcible rape and
assaults with intent to rape. Were victims selected at

random, a woman is more likely to be a rape victim of a Negro
than a white male. ' It holds as well for both major forms of
robbery, with one being most likely to be a victim of a Negro
male in an armed or strong-armed robbery followed by risk of
victimization from a white male. For armed and strong-armed
robbery the chances that one would be victimized by a Negro
or white female are really very small; nonetheless they are
smallest for victimization by a white female.

The likelihood of being a victim of an offender of a

given race and sex is somewhat different for assault and

battery, however. Only in cases of an injury or attempt to

injure with a dangerous weapon, serious injury with use of
hands, fists, feet, etc., minor injury without a dangerous
weapon, physical contact by insult or provocation, and in

threats with a dangerous weapon does their rank order of

-41-
offender-specific victimization rates hold for the total
population.

Where cases involve the use of a gun, knife or other
cutting instrument or an attempt to use them, the rarik order
of offender-specific victimization rates changes. While it
still is true that one is most likely to be a victim of a
Negro male offender, the second highest victimization rate
is observed for Négro female offenders. And again, victimiza-
tion by a white female in a shooting, cutting or stabbing is
infrequent. Indeed the probability of being cut or stabbed
by a Negro female is more than two and one half times that
for a white male while the probability of being cut or stabbed
by a Negro'male is almost five times that for a white male.

If one calculates the vitimization rate by offenders of
a given race and sex for threats without a dangerous weapon,
victimization by a Negro woman is most probable followed by
such threats from a Negro male. Such threats should occur
least often from a white female.

These risks for major types of offenses against the
person are summarized in Chart I.

The rank order of offender race-sex specific victimiza-

tion rates for the total population of a city may well give

" rise to public expectations about their likelihood of being

victimized by an offender of a given race and sex, particular-
ly since information on the race and sex of offenders or
arrested persons generally is made available to the public
while that for the race and sex of their victims is not.
Despite such offender rates, offenders "select" their victims
on the basis of race and sex so that expectations built upon
the rank order of offender race-sex specific victimization
rates for the total population do not generally hold.

Whether or not for most offenses, offenders are causally

motivated to select a victim on the basis of their race and

e BT
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: - Specific Victimiza
: of Offender Race sex S -
Chart I: ?iglr{l 32322 for the Total Population by Selected Major

influencing a person of a given race to "“select"” a victim of
Offense Against the Person.

the same race, since citizens of the same race are the most

Rank Order of Offend?r Race-Sex "available opportunity". Apart from & few crimes that by de-
* Specific Victimization Rates et T _ . o i
| Type of Offense g ¢ the Total Population* finition specify the sex of the victim or the cffender (rape,
% i son © e s . . .
3 Against the Per ' % 11T | Rank IV for example), opportunities to commit crimes against men
Ran an S — . . .
i Rank I | Rank II ‘ appear greater than those to commit the same crime against
f All offenses NM WM NF WF R women. Patterns of public movement and private contact
? WM _— _— = among men and women appear to make men the more likely victims.
i Forcible Rape NM , _ ,
; e Women, for example, are less likely to go out unaccompanied at
Assault/Intent to Rape N o _— ' _r- night and white women probably do not enter high rate crime
§ Armed Robbery NM WM NF WF L arezs inhabited primarily by Negroes, to cite another example.
' ‘ The availability of victims for offenders then is influenc
N Strong-Armed Robbery NM WM NF WF i a— a y r ed
¥ ' . by patterns of residence and of daily living.
?; Shot or Attempted NM NE Knowing the race and.sex of victims and the frequency
i Cut, Stabbed, or . - o ' with which members of any race-sex group are victims of
i N —— . . .
i Attempted NM F : ' crimes and knowing the freguency of each race-sex group in
%i Injury/Dangerous i the total population aged 14 and over, the chances that a
WM NF WF . . . . .
Weapon N erson of a given race--sex group will be a victim of a major
P
Injury/Hands, Fists, —— crime against the person can be calculated. These rates are
t, Etc. NI WM NF ' ) ]
Feet, © M wE . given in the total column for "All Offenses" in Table 6.
Injury/No Dangerous For all major offenses against the person, the rate of
Weapon NM WM NF F T . : . . . .
P n . victimization is highest for Negro males. Doubling the six
Physical Contact- month rates in Table 6 and assuming there is no multiple
Insult, Provoke NM WM NF WF = : Lo ) )
victimization during the year, 381 Negro males ofevery 10,000
Threat/Dangerous _ Negro males (or almost 4 of every 100) are victims of a
Weapon NM WM NF WF . .
=TT major crime of robbery or of assault and battery.
Threat/No Danger- The secona highest rate of victimization for major offenses
ous Weapon NF NM WM WF .
—— T against the pexson is that for Negro females. Making the same
. mptions about an 1 t i i imi i S
¥ WY = White; "N" = Negro; "M' = Male; "F" = Female assumptions abo annual rate and multiple victimization a
o : 3 for Negro males, an estimated 276 of every 10,000 Negro women

(or somewhat less than 3 in 100) are victims of a major crime

sex is difficult to say. The patterns of residential and | of rape, r: pery or assault and battery in a year in Chicago.
-

social segregation of the races may well be a major factor - D

White men and women have much lower rates of victimization
than do Negroes. About 64 in every 10,000 white males are

[
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‘the serious offenses with a dangerous weapon.
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hbattery in a
estimated to be victims of robbery oYX assault and ba %

year (or less than one in every 100 white males) and only 33

t
white women of every 10,000 white women are estimated to be:

robbery, and assault and battery in a year.
or as a victim

victims of rape, .
Thus any Negro man in Chicago has a risk fac

more than six times that a white male and moxre than 11 times
that of a white female. Among women, the Negro WORAD in
Chicago has a risk factor as a victim about eight times that

of a white woman and more than four times that of a white male.

A rank order of victimization exists in Chicago then such
that Negro males should have the highest expectation that they
will E;wvictims of a major crime against the person, followed
in order of risk by Negro females, white males, and white

females.

This same rank order holds for the offenses of forcible
rape and assaults with intent to rape. Negro women are far
more likely to be victims of a forcible rape or of an assault
with intent to rape than are white women. Indeed the probabi-
lity that a Negrb woman will be a victim of a forcible rape is
about 18 times greater than that for white women.

The rank order holds as well for both major types of
robbery. Negro males run the greatest risk of being a victim
of an armed or strong-armed robbery. Their probability of
being a victim of a robbery is substantially greater than
that for Negro women who are next in order of risk. The pro-
bability for a Negro male is over three times that for a Negro
female. White males have an even lower probability of being
a victim of an armed or strong~armed robbery than do Negro
females and the probablllty is lowest for whlte'women

The pattern of risk among race-sex groups does not hold,
for all forms of assault and battery, however. It holds for

Thus the Negro

male runs the greatest risk of being shot, cut or stabbed or

-45-

injured with some other dangerous weapon, or in being threaten-

ed with a dangerous weapon followed in order by the Negro female,

white male, and white female. It is striking how much greater
is the risk for the Negro male and female in being a victim of

an assault, attempted assault, or a threat with a dangerous

weapon than for the white male or female. For example, the risk

of a Negro male being shot is roughly 20 times greater than
that for a white male while the Negro female risk of being shot
is over four times that of a white male. Clearly, too, it is
the Negro man and woman who run the risk in being assaulted
with a knife or other cutting instrument. The probability that
a Negro male will be stabbed is 20 times that for a white male
while the probability for a Negro woman is more than eight
times that for the white male.,

Surprisingly'perhaps to dl11 but the police, it is the
Negro woman who takes the greatest risk that she will be a
victim of serious injury from the use of hands, fists, feet
or other part of the body in an assault, She likewise assumes
the greatest risk for minor injury without a dangerous weapon,
in physical contact with insult or provocation and in threats
without a dangercus weapon. For all of these, the Negro male
has the second highest probability of being a victim, while
the white woman runs the lowest risk.

‘Indeed, it is altogether clear that the white woman has
a low probability of being a victim of any major offense
against the perscn. Furthermore, the white male always has
the second lowest probability of being a victim of a major
crime against the person in all types of major offenses

against the person. For all major crimes against the person

then, - the probability of being a victim is greater for any

Negro man or woman than for any white man or woman. The Negro
male runs the greatest risk of being a victim of an offense
involving a dangerous weapon and robbery.

The Negro woman
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runs the greatest risk of being a victim of rapé anc a-. o =
: forms of assault and battery that do not involve a dangerous . Chart II: Rank Order of Victimization Rates by Race and Sex of 3:
weapon. This does not mean that the Negro woman does not Victim for Selected Major Offenses Against the Person J
pon. . o :
. : ious assaults since not only “ T ) ok
i assume a high risk for all siarlo\.:l involving danger- Rank Order of Victimization Rates
i does she run a fairly high risk 1in cffenses Type of Offense by Race and Sex of Victim* {
ous weapons but she runs the greatest risk for offenses " Against the Person Rank I [Rank II |Rank IIT | Rank IV az
involving serious injury with the hands, fists, feet or other 1 '
parts of the body. Below it will be shown that this risk is m All Offenses NM NF WM WF :
a function of the relationship the Negro man and woman have N Forcible Rape - NE - WE !
to one another as victim and offender. . X Assault/Intent to |
Quite clearly, too, race is more important than sex in Rape _ NF _— WF L
the risk one takes in being a victim of a major crime against R C
. ) , — Armed Robber NM NF WM WF
; the person, as Chart II on risks of victimization for a person n T y v
of a given race and sex shows. Strong-Armed Robbery NM NF WM WF
‘ A comparison of the offender-race~sex specific victimiza- Shot or Attempted . NM NF WM WF
i
‘ tion rates for the total population with the probabilities that R cut., Stabbed ’
i . u abbe iR
g a person of a given race and sex will be a victim (calculated - Attémpted ' - NE - . %
| ‘- ¥
as a rate of victimization per 10,000 persons aged 14 and , £h |
; Injury/Other i
over of that race and sex) shows differences in the rank order Daggeix{ouse Weapon NM NF WM WF N
of probability of being a victim of an offender of a race-sex ) 1
. v L . Injury/Hands, Fists, 3
: group and the rank-order of victimization of the same race-sex Feet, Etc. NF NM WM WF ;
groups. The reader may wish to compare the rank order of ' | |
ffend _ . . ) ) ' Injury/No Dangerous ;
offender race-sex specific victimization rates with the rank Weapon NF NM WM WF :
- order of risk of victimization or the actual rates for sub- ical Contact
i groups in Table 6 to verify this conclusion. Eﬁgﬁiifng O;l'rif /- :
14
The rank order of offerder race-sex specific vicitimiza- h voking NF NM WM WF
- tlon rates and of victimization rates by race and sex of e Threat/Dangérous
E‘ victims for all offenses can be summarized as follows: S Weapon NM NE M wE
‘ Offender Race-Sex S if] - ‘I‘hre;t/No panger=
- -Sex Specific Tot S S , ous Weapon NF NM WM WF
Victimization Rates for rre Rac:‘lazécé::églg?,‘l]ggtgates by T p f
Total Pepulation i . ~
Negro Male 35,04 Negro Male 195 92 h * "W" = White; "N" = Negro; "M" = Male; "F" - Female.
White Male 12.97 Negro Female 138.23 - ' , . | i
Negro Female 4 . - It is apparent that for a member of the total population |
.49 White Male 34.22 ‘
White Female .99 White Female 17.29 " victimization by a Negro male is most probable and that it is
. ) . - -
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i jctimization.
the Negro male who is most likely to experience V

; : ulation is
It also is apparent that a member of the total pop

. she has the
least often victimized by a white female a?d the white-male-
lowest risk of victimization. However, while

offender victimization rate fo
; i eco
second, it is the Negro female who 18 S

victimization. Correlatively, the white ma °
ization but the Negro-female—offen er

r the total population ranks
nd in risk of
le has the second

igsk of victim

iz:ij;ization rate for the total population ranks seco?d.

These relative differences do not hold for all major
types of crimes against the person, however. 'They hold only
for both major forms of robbery, for injury with other dan-
gerous weapons, and for threats with a dangerous w?apo?.
Although the Negro woman runs the second highest rlék in
being a victim of a shooting, cutting or stabbing, it also
is apparent that Negro-female~offender victimization rate
for the total population ranks second. And, while in offenses
involving serious injury with hands, fists, feet or other part
of the body, injury without a dangerous weapol, and physical
contact with insults or provocation the Negro-male-offender
and white-male-offender victimization rates are highest, it
is the Negro woman who is the most likely victim. Thus for
these offenses of assault and battery, the Negro woman runs 4
far greater risk of being offended againsit than anyone runs

relatively in being a victim of a Negro woman for those
offenses.

Race and Sex of Offenders and Their Victims In
Major Offenses Against the Person

Ranked in order of chances of being a victim of an offen-
der of a given race and sex, a resident's chances, irrespective

of his own race and sex, in major crimes against the person are

v ot b
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greatest for victimization by a Negro male offender, followed
in order by the white male offender, the Negro female offender,
and the white female offender. These offender-specific victimi-
zation rates apparently mold public expectations about their
chances of being victimized. When held by members of some
race-sex subgroups, these expectations are false or misleading,
particularly as they apply to certain types of offenses against
the person. The offender-specific victimization rates for
race-sex subgroups of victims will be examined by assessing
what is the probability that a member of each subgroup will
be a victim of an offender of a given race and sex. Thus the
characteristics of the victim as well as those of the offender
will be taken into account. In particular it will be shown
that differences in the pattern of offender-specific rates in
major crimes against the peréon for the total population and
for the white population aré greater than differences for the
total population and the Negro population.

The actual experience of victimization of persons of a
given race and sex by offenders of a given race and sex pro-
vide the data for calculating offender-specific rates of
victimization for race-sex subgroups of the population in

Table 6. These may be regarded as minimum probabilities

‘during a six month period that a person of a given race-sex

subgroup will be victimized by some person of his own, and
the opposite, race and sex. '

A number of propositions are stated that summarize the
risk of victimization persons in a given race, sex, or race-
sex subgroup assume relative to other race, sex, or race-sex
subgroups. A

1. In major crimes against the person, females are more

likely to be a victim of males than males are of females,

irrespective of the race of victims and of offenders. The

following corollaries may be stated:
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la. A white female is more likely to be a victim of a

while male then a white male is to be a victim of
a white female.

1b. A white female is more likely to be a victim of a
Negro male than is a Negro male to be a victim of
a white female.

lc. A Negro female is more likely to be a victim of a
Negro male than is a Negro male to be a victim of
a Negro female.

1d. A Negro female is more likely to be a victim of a
Whife male than is a white male to be a victim of
a Negro female.

These differences betwen the vietimization of men and
women hold for all major crimes against the person with one
exception: a Negro male is more likely to be shot, cut or
stabbed by a Negro female than is a Negro female to be shot,
cut, or stabbed by a Negro male. The differences are espec-
ially great for cutting and stabbing with a knife or other
instrument. Though Negro females run a fairly high risk of
being cut or stabbed by a Negro male, the Negro maiz runs
an even greater risk that he will be cut or stabbed by a
Negro female.

It is noteworthy, too, that a white woman is almost ten

times more likely to be a victim of a white male than is a
white male to be a victim of a white female.

Though for all crimes against the person, the probability
that a white female will be victimized by a Negro male is less

than half that of being victimized by a white male, the
probability that a white female will be victimized by a Negro
male is more than twice the probability that a Negro female
will be victimized by a white male, and 18 times greater than

the probability that a Negro male will be victimized by a

white femalef This perhaps is so' for two main reasons--white

by
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females have the lowest offender rate among offender groups
and white females are least likely when committing an offense
to cross race lines.

2. Males are more likely to be victims of other males

than of females from either race. The following corollaries

may be stated:

2a. A white male is more likely to be victimized by
white male than by a white female.
2b. white male is more likely to be victimized by
Negro male than by a Negro female.
2c. Negro male is more likely to be victimized by
Negro male than by a white female.

2d. Negro male is more likely to be victimized by

B op B PR

Negro male than by a Negro female.

Theses differences befwéen the victimization of men by
men as compared with men by women hold for all major crimes
against the persoﬁ, except that in all assault and battery
offenses, other than physical contact with insult or provoca-
tion, a Negro male is more likely to be victimized by a Negro
female than by a white male.

The differences in male risk of victimization by the same

sex as compared with the opposite sex are very substantial for

poth white and Negro males.

3. In major crimes against the person, females are more

likely to be victims of the opposite sex than of the same sex,

regardless of race. The following corollaries may be stated:

3a. A white female is more likely to be victimized by a
white male than she is by a white or Negro female.
3b. A white female is more likely to be victimized by a
Negro male than she is by a white or Negro female.
3c. A Negro female is more likely to be victimized by a
Negro male than she is by a white or Negro female.
3d. A Negro female is more likely to be victimized by a
white male than she is by a white female, though she

is more likely to be vicitimized by a Negro female
than by a white male.
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i the
The basic relationship holds for all corollaries O r

. s o drod he whit
than the case where the Negro woman 1S victimized by the ©

. . i 1
male. While her chances of victimization by the white male

ictimi i hite
are greater than her chances of victimization by the whi

female, she is more likely to be victimized by another Negro
female than she is by the white male.

These differences between the victimization of women by
men as compared with women by women hold for all major types
of crime against the person with but a few exceptions. The
main exceptions stem from the fact that Negro women run a
substantially higher risk of victimization from other Negro
women and the relatively low rate of victimization of the
Negro woman by the white male, as already noted. The only
crime against the person where Negro women are more likely to
be the victim of a white male than of a Negro woman is in
threats with a dangerous weapon. The other exceptions occur
for minor injury with no dangerous weapon and threats without
a dangerous weapon. For these offenses, a Negro woman appears
more likely to be a victim of a white woman than a white man.

While it is clear that both Negro and white women are
more likely to be victimized by men of the same and opposite
race than they are by women of either race, it should be clear
that their risk of victimization by a man is considerably
greater for men from their own than from the opposite race.
These differences will be discussed in our next proposition.

4, A person of a givggﬁ;ace and sex 1s more likely to

be a victim of his own racze and sex than of an offender from
the opposite race, regardless of sex.
laries may be stated:

The following corol-

4a. A white male is more likely to be a victim of a
white male than he is to be a victim of a Negro
" male or female.
4b.

A white female is more likely to bhe a victim of a

white female than she is of a Negro female though

N e e b e
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she is more likely to be a victim of a Negro male
than she is of a white female.
4c. A Negro male is more likely to be a victim of a
Negro male than he is of a white male or female.
4d. A Negro female is more likely to be a victim of a
Negro female than she is of a white male or female.
The basic relationships hold except for the case of the
victimization of the white female where for all major offenses
against the person, other than minor injury without a dangerous
weapon and threats without a dangerous weapon, she is more
likely to be victimized by a Negro male than by a white female.
This exception derives in part from the fact that white females
have very low offense rates resulting in a low rate of victimi-
zation of white females by white females.

5. A white person is more likely than a Negro person of

the same sex to be a victim of a person of the other race and

sex. This proposition is understood more readily in terms of
its corollaries:

5a. A white male is more likely to be the victim of

a Negro man or woman than is a Negro man to be

victimized by a white man or woman.
While this proposition holds for all major offenses
against the person, the fact that a white male is more likely

to be victimized by a Negro man or woman than a Negro\han is
to be victimized by a white man or woman ié accounted for
primarily by the fact that a white male is mofe likely to be
victimized by a Negro male in offenses of armed and strong-
armed robbery, assaults involving injury with hands, fists,
feet, etc., minor injury without a dangerous weapon, and
threats without a dangerous weapon. Actually, the Negro.
male is somewhat more likely to be the victim of a white male
in shootings and cuttings or stabbings than is the white male

to be victimized by the Negro male, and there are virtually
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no differences in their risks for injury with a dangerous
weapon, and physical contact with insult or provocation.
The risk of victimization of a white male by a Negro
male is small with the exception of robbery so that a
white male's expectation of victimization by a Negro person
in assault and battery should be low.
5b. A white female is more likely to be a victim of a

~-55-~ ) ;

may be doubted that any real difference exists between the
risk of white and Negro women. i
6. A Negro is more likely to be a victim of another

Negro than is a white of another white, regardless of sex.

This proposition is more readily understood in the terms of ’Q

Negro male or female than is a Negro female to be its corollaries:

ba. Negroes are more likely to be victims of other

a victim of a white man or woman.

While this proposition holds for all major offenses Negroes of the same sex than are whites.

against the person, a Negro woman runs a higher risk of A Negro male is more likely to be a victim of a Negro

3  being assaulted by a white male in injury with a dangerous male than is a white male of a white male and a Negro female

weapon and in minor injury without a dangerous weapon. In is more likely to be a victim of a Negro female than is a

P . Co ey i a it . The within i imi ]
all cases of victimization, however, the probabilities are white female of white female he within sex victimization

; SO low as to emphasize that cross-race victimization of the rates of Negroes then are higher than the comparable within

white woman is small. sex rates for whites. Lo

6b. Negroes are more likely to be victims of persons of

E White women are more likely to be victimized by Negro

’a women than vice versa in all offenses except armed robbery

t and threats with a dangerous weapon, but their probabilities
are so very low that they may fluctuate considerably over time.
| It should be noted especially that although a white woman
18 somewhat more likely to be victimized by a Negro male in

forcible rape than is a Negro woman to be victimized by a
white male in forcible rape,

the opposite sex than are whites. 3

A Negro woman is more likely to be a victim of a Negro
male than is a white woman of a white male and the Negro male
is more likely to be victimized by a Negro female than is a i
white male by a white woman. In short, Negro men and women i

have to fear victimization from one another more than do

, .

white men and women.
It is ap- arent from the data in Table 6 that the risk of

victimization of a Negro woman. by a Negro male is very high--

. the probabilities of either event
occurring are extremely small, Furthermore, there are no

differences for assault with intent to rape. It should be
quite apparent then that a white woman or a Negro woman has

13
ittle reason to expect that she will be raped or assaulted
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considerably higher than the risk of victimization that a white
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male has from a white male.
Indeed, Table 6 makes abundantly clear that it is the
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Negro citizen who runs the high risk of victimization in a

city such as Chicago. The two highest rates of victimization g

forcible rape by a white male

more likely to be reported to th

in Table 6 for all major offenses against the person involve

Indeed since the former is

. the Negro male as offender. They are those of Negro male
¢ police than the latter, it ’ Y 7

victim and offender (163,63) and Negro female victim by
Negro male offender (120.22). The next highest risk is that

266+261 O - 67 -5 ri
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y a Negro female (25.62) . The &7

for a Negro male victimized b '
; fourth highest risk is that assumed by the white male from a
white male (20.06) followed by the risk a Negro female assumes
It is apparent that all cases

few exceptions, run little risk of victimization from women

i from a Negro female (15.65).
l of victimization of Negro by Negro are included in these high
risk groups but for whites only those cases of white male
victimization by white male offender are included.

7. The highest risk of victimization for persons in
each race-sex subgroup occur when the male of their race is
; the offender. More specifically, the highest risk of victimiza-

victimization for persons in each race-sex subgroup are these:
8a. A white woman is less likely to be a victim of a
Negro woman than of white men or women, or of Negro
males, for all offenses against the person other

than stfong-armed robbery.

L of the opposite race. More specifically, the lowest risk of

8b. A white male is less likely to be a victim of a

Negro female than of a white female, or of Negro

tion for persons in each race-sex subgroup are these: males or females, for all offenses but armed and

7a. A white woman is most likely to be a victim of a strong-armed robbery.

white male except for robbery and strong-armed 8c. A Negro woman is less likely to be a victim of a

robbery where she is most likely to be a victim of white woman than of Negro males or females, or of

a Negro male, though the difference is substantial white males.
only for strong-armed robbery. 8d. A Negro male is less likely to be a victim of a

7b. A white male is most likely to be a victim of a white woman than of a white man, or of a Negro man

white male. or woman

7c. A Negro woman is most likely to be a victim of a
Negro male.

Somewhat higher, though still comparatively low rates of

victimization in major crimes against the person, are observed

: 7d. A Negro male is most likely to be a victim of a

when the male of either race crosses race lines in selecting
Negro male,

a female victim. Table 6 makes clear that the white woman

The lowest ictimi i : : . C e .
rates of victimization for all major crimes runs a higher risk of victimization from a Negro man (4.63)

agalnst the person in Table 6 are - a function of the fact that than does the Negro woman from the white man (2.11) . When a

white females have an extremely low rate as offenders and that

? ‘ Negro women though having a much higher rate than white women,

: offend primarily against Negro men. Thus the lowest rates of
| : victimization

“ for all major crimes against the person arise
% for the white woman against Negro men and women.

man crosses race lines to "select" a female offender then,
the white woman runs a risk roughly twice that of the Negro
woman. This is not the case, however, for all major offenses
against person as Table 6 shows. It has already been noted

The Negro that the white woman may run a slightly greater risk for
man and woman

| . assumes very little risk of victimization by a
white woman.
for the white

8. When

Th forcible rape. But the main difference arises because the
€ next lowest rates of victimization occur

man or woman victimized by a Negro woman.

| race lines are crossed then in major crimes
against the person, the men ang women of either race
!

white woman is more likely to be the victim of robbery by a

Negro male than a Negro woman is to be a victim o¥f robbery

by white male. This is not surprising since such robberies

with

genexrally occur in places of business in Negro areas where
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ffenses of
the business has white employees. For some ©

: i to be
assault and battery, the Negro woman is more likely

i i to be
victimized by a white male than is a white woman

This is true for the offenses
injure without dangerous weapons,

and threat with a

victimized by a Negro male.
of injury or an attempt to
minor injury without a dangerous weapon,
dangerous weapon. Since the differences in the risk run by
white as compared with Negro women being victimized by a man
from the other race are small for all other types of assault
and battery, it can be said that in robbery the white woman
runs a higher risk of being victimized by the Negro male than
does the Negro woman by the white man while in assault and

battery, the Negro woman runs the higher risk.

It has been
being victimized
statistics about
can particularly

to victimization

noted that one's expectations about personally
in a crime can be misleading when based on
offenders. White victims in American society
be misled in their expectations about exposure

from Negroes.

Several findings from Table 6

provide more realistic expectations for members of each race-
sex subgroup in Chicago if one is calculating the risk to
- which one is exposed of becoming a victim of a major crime
against the person. These findings may very well hold for
most jurisdictions in the United States. '

1. On the whole, white men and women take much lower

~risks of victimization in major crimes against the person than
do Negro men and women.

2.

‘ - When persons in any race-sex subgroup calculate the
risk to which one is exposed of becoming a victim of a major
- crime against the person, one has most to fear from persons
, ,
of ones own race.

3. Men run the greatest risk of becoming a victim of
other men of their race.

4. Women run the greatest risk o
men of their race. '

f being victimized by
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5. White women are least likely to become a victim in

a major crime against the person while Negro women run a risk
that is substantially greatexr than that for white males.

6. When race lines are crossed in major crimes against
the person, the Negro male is the most likely offender. A

white male is more likely to be victimized by the Negro male

than is a Negro male to be victimized by a white male. White
women run about half as great a victimization by Negro as

white men.

7. The risk to which one is exposed of becoming a victim

of a major crime against the persoh varies somewhat by type of

major crime. When race lines arecrosses in major crimes

against the person, whites are most likely to be vici{imized

by Negroes in crimes of robbery. Correlatively, Ney:oes are

" more likely to be victimized by whites in crimes of assault

and battery.

The police and the public generally become aware of the

" crime problem through statistics on offenses and on offenders.

Rarely is a report given on the victims of offenders. These
findings may help to clarify how statistics on offenses and
offenders may mislead the public about the risk to which one

" is exposed of becoming a victim of a major crime against the

person because they do not take account of the fact that the .
relative proportion of race-sex subgroups varies in the popu-
lation and that offenders "select" their victims on the basis
of race and sex,

Modal Types of Victims, Offenders, and Victim-Offender

Relationships in Major Crimes Against the Person

The population of victims and offenders now is examined

from the standpoint of potential police and legal processing

of offenders in major crimes against the person. What type
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of offender, victim, and combination of yictim, and combination

of victim and offender are the police, ‘ |
6 differential selection for trial

the prosecutor, and

perhaps judges (if there is n

proceedings] likely to confront in their work? :
istribution of victims and offenders

Table 7 pre-

sents the percentage d
by race and sex for selected major crimes against the person.

The modal type of offender, victim, and relationship be-
tween victim and offender by their race and sex is presented
in Chart III.

The modal type of offender among race-Sex subgroups in
all major crimes against the person is the Negro male. Not
only is he the modal type of offender but in no case did he
commit less than one-half of all offenses in each major type
of crime againét persons. Furthermore, the Negro male account-

ed for over three-fourths of all offenders in major crimes of
forcible rape, attempts to rape, armed robbery, and strong-
armed robbery in Chicago during the six month period.

' The modal type of victim among race-sex subgroups varies
by major type of crime against the person. The Negro female

is the modal type of victim in forcible rape, assault with
intent to rape, and all assault and battery other than
assaults or threats involving a dangerous weapon. The Negro
male is the modal victim for offenses of robbery and'major
assaults that involve injury with a dangerous weapon.

Negroes are the modal type of victim in all major crimes
against the person then, except that the white male is the
modal victim in threats without a dangerous weapon and is
equally as liable to victimization as the Negro female in

injury where hands, feet, or other parts of the body ar
used in an assault. ‘

The role of victim is more widely distributed among race-
sex subgroups of the population than is the role of offender.

Only among rape offenses, where more than 50 per cent of the
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Chart III. Modal Type of Offender, Victim, and Victim and

Offender Relatiouship by Race and Sex for Selected
Major Offenses Against the Person.

Modal Type Of:

Victim-
Major Offense Offender Victim Offender
_ Relation-
Against the Person ship
Per Per Per

Status|Cent|Status|Cent jStatus |Cent

All Offenses ,NM 66 NM 34 NM-NM{ 29
Forcible Rape NM 87 NF 83 NF-NM| 82
Assault/Intent to Rape NM 77 NF 69 NF-NM| 67
Armed Robbery NM 84 NM 45 | NM~-NM| 43
Strong~Armed Robbery NM 86 NM 45 NM-NM| 44
shot or Attempted NM | 67 | NM | 67 | NM-NM| 48
Cut, Stabbed, Attempted NM 57 NM 58 NM-NM|] 35
Injury/Other Dangerous ’

Weapons NM 61 NM 43 NM-NM| 33
Injury/Fists, Feet, ‘
Hands, Etc. NM 58 |NF-WM 32 NF-NM| 29
Minor Injury/No , B
Dangerous Weapon | MM 53 NF 32 NF-NM} 27

Physical Contact/ 1
Insulting, Provoking NM 50 NF 31 | NF-NMj 26
Threat/Dangerous Weapon NM 66 NF 36 NF-NM| 30

Threat/No Dangerous )
Weapon NM 55 WM 31 NF-NM| 24
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victims of forcible rape and assault with intent to rape are
Negro women, and shootings or cuttings and stabbings where
more than 50 pex cent of the victims are Negro males, are
the majority of victims from a single race-sex subgroup.

For all major crimes against the person, the modal type
of victim-offender relationship involves Negroes as victims
and offenders. For all offenses, the Negro male victimized
by a Negro male is the modal type of victim-offender relation-
ship. The Negro woman as victim of the Negro male is the
modal victim-offender relatjionship in offenses of rape and
assault with intent to rape. Apart from rape offenses, how-

ever, the Negro female as victim of a Negro male is the modal
type of victim offender relationship in all offenses of
assault and battery other than those where injury is sustained
through use of a dangerous weapon.

The white woman is the least likely offender in all
major crimes against the person. For all major offenses
against the person, she comprises but tywo per cent of all

offenders, and for no specific offense against the person
does she comprise more than four per cent of all offenders.

) Indeed the role of offender in the population has an
anomalous quality. Negro males comprise, the smallest propor-
tion of the combined population of Negro and white men and

~women. Yet they commit two-thirds of all major offenses

against the person. White females comprise the largest

proportion of the combined population (41.5 per cent) and
yet they commit only two per

. cent of all major offenses
against the person.

| The white female is the least likely victim in all
major crimes against the person,

222 : other than assault in-
volving physical contact with insult- or provocation As

previously noted, however, she is more likely to appear as

& victim of an offense than as an offender. (0f course, it
must be borne in mind that she cannot be ap o

offender in
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offenses of rape, still the same is true for Negro women.)
The white woman is the victim in 13 per cent of all offenses
against the person. 1In no case does she appear as the modal
type of victim, however.

The white woman appears as a victim of Negro male in
forcible rape and assault with intent to rape about five
times as often as the Negro woman appears as the victim of
a white male. This gives rise to the impression that the
white woman is far more likely to be victimized by the white
male. Yet as previously shown, the white woman's chances of
being raped by a Negro male are very little different from
those of the Negro woman being raped by the white male.

Examination of Table 7 shows that certain kinds of
victim-offender relationships are infrequent in all major
types of offenses againsﬁ ;he person. No attempt is made
to summarize all of these here; the reader can determine them

by inspection of the table. In general, for all offenses of

robbery and assault and battery, it is unlikely that one will

encounter an offense where either white oxr Negro women victi-

mize any person of the other race. Generally, too, one in-

frequenﬁlzﬁenéounters an offense where a white woman is the
Much interest attaches to the incidence of victimization
across race lines. In Chart IV are sﬁﬁmarized the typs.of
victim-bffendex relationships that occur most, and least,
frequently when race lines are crossed in cbmmitting major
offenses against the person.
In major offenses against the person where the victim

‘and offender differ in race, it is clear that, except for

rape, the modal relationship involves a white male as the

victim of a Negro male. For rape offenses, the more likely

relationship involves the white female as the victim of the
Negro male. Perhaps police, judicial, and public views are
shaped by perceptions of offenses where race lines are

wmensor
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ictim and Offender Re-
4 offender Differ in
imes. Against the

Major Offense

When Victim and Offender
Differ in Race:

Least Freguent

1 vietim-0ffender

Most Frequent
Victim-Offender

Against the Person Relationship Relationship
gtatus |Per Cent | Status |Per Tent
All Offenses NMF-WF * WM-NM 9
WM-NF *
NF-WM *
Forcible Rape NF-WM 1 WF-NM 5
Assault/Intent to Rape NF-WM 2 WF-NM 10
Armed Robbery NWF-WF * WM-NM 23
- WMF-NF *
Strong-Armed Robbery NMF-WF -- WM-NM 17
Shot or Attempted NMF-WF - WM-NM 3
' WMF-NF| -~
WF-WM -
Cut, Stabbed, Attempted NM-WF -- WM-NM 2
Injury/Other Dangerous
Weapon NMF~WF - WM-NM 6
Injury/Fists, Feet,
Hands, Etc. NMF-WF -- WM~-NM 6
WM-NF -
Minor Injury/No
Dangerous Weapon NMF-WF * WM-NM 6
WM-NF *
Physical Contact/
Insulting, Provoking NM-WF * WM-NM 6
Threat/Dangerous Weapon' NF-WF * WM-NM 7
WF-NF *
Threat/No Dangerous Weapon|NMF-wF - WM~-NM 8

.
= Less than 0.5 per cent; -- = no observed cases. |
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crossed, neglecting, of course, to take into account the fact
that these do not reflect one% chances of becoming a victim.
When race-sex lines are crossed in committing a major
offense against the person, some victim-offender combinations
did not occur during the six month period. These usually
involved a Negro male or female as victim of a white female,

Burglarz:

When a person unlawfully enters a dwelling unit, commer-
cigl establishment, or any other building or structure to
steal or commit any felony, it is considered burglary, an
index crime in the UCR classification. It should be clear
from the definition of a buxglary that while the "victims"
of burglary may be one or more persons--the owner or owners
of the establishment--the unit to which the burglary attaches
i1s some structure~-e.g., a dwelling unit, a commercial estab-~
lishment, g public building, or any erection or appurtenance
the;eto. Yet, the UCR reporting system calculates rates of.
burglary for persons rather than structures or establishments.

From the standpoint of both the problems of policing and
from the public, the logical question would appear to be, what
is the likelihood that some structure or establishment that
L own, rent, or occupy will be burglarized. Furthermore, it
seems reasonable to assume that there are differences in the
rate of burglary according to the type of structure or establish-
ment tnat is involved in the burglary. This is recognized
in police statistics in that residential (dwelling unit or
household] burglaries are separated from nonresidential
burglaries. For these reasons, Table 8 was prepared to
illustrate the substantial differences in rate of burglary

according to the type of structure or establishment involved
in the burglary.
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¢ Burglary, United States and
Table 8: Burglary Rates by Type © g !
Chicago, 1965.
Number of Number Rate Ratio oftl
; of per Burglary to
Type Inhabltagts, Burglaries 10,000 Inhabitants/
of Households, g Households/
Burglary or gsta:— Establish-
lishments ments
United States:i/

Total Index 193,818,000% | 1,173,201 60.53 165

Residence 57,251,000/ | 580,735 101.43 08
Night 297,993 52.04 192
Day 282,742 49.39 202

Nonresidence 3,384,398%/ | 592,466 | 1,750.58 6
Night 538,499 1,591.12 6
Day 53,967 159.46 62

Chicago, I1l.:2/

Total Index 3,550,404% | 30,020 84.55 118
Residence 1,383,519 | 18,790 135.81 74
Nonresidence 82,104%/ 11,230 | 1,367.78 7

1'-/Source: Uniform Crime Reports, 1965. Table 14 provides a

Z/Source:

E/Source:

E/Source:

c/

~=" Source:

percentage distribution for burglaries in 646 cities

25,000 and over. This distribution is applied to the

burglary total in Table 1 to provide estimates for
total U. S. burglaries.

Chicago Police Department, Data Systems Division,
Monthly Return A's submitted to FBI.

Popglation Estimates, Current Population Reports,
Series P-?S, No. 321, November 30, 1965, Table 2;
total resident population, all ages.

Current Population Reports, "Households and Families
by Type: 1965", Series P-20, No. 14, July 2, 1965.

1965 County Business Patterhs,‘Table 2.

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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El-/Sou.n:'ce: 1960 U.S. Census of Population, Vol. I, Part 15,
Table 20; resident population, all ages.

E/Source: 1960 U.S. Census of Population and Chicago
Housing Authority.

E/Sources: 1965 County Business Patterns, Table 2 for Cook
County; 1963 Census of Business, Table 3; and
1963 Census of Manufactures, Table 4 for Chicago,
Illinois.

Table 8 presents rates of burglary separately for resi-
dential and nonresidential units or establishments. The
household rather than the!dwelling unit was used as the ex-
posed population for residential burglaries since generally
residential burglaries are reported for a household rather
than a dwelling unit. 1In as much as the Current Population

Reports of the Bureau of the Census provide current estimat-
es for number of households in the United States, the estimate
of number of households to which residential bﬁrglarieé apply‘
is easily obtained. While some agency in most major U. S.
cities does likewise for households in that city, the
estimates may be somewhat less reliable. Nonetheless for
purposes of illustration in Table 8, the estimate for Chicago
suffices. | -
There are somewhat more problems in obtaining an estimate
of the number of establishments that comprise the exposed
population for nonresiuential burglaries. Though technically,
burglaries of ships, vessels, and railroad cars are included
in the nonresidential burglary classification, their numbers
are not included in the'exposed "population" in Table 8
since it is difficult to estimate their numbers. ' Indeed, it
seems not unreasonable to assume that a revised system of
crime reporting would separate these kinds of burglaries

from all other nonresidential burglaries. Estimates of

:
i
i
i
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nonresidential units apart from these "movable establish-
ments" were obtained from census gnd social security
reporting systems. County Business Patterns of the U. §.
Bureau 6f the census proyides a count of all establishments
in the Standard Industrial Classification of the United
States other than households that have one or more employees
for which social security payments are made. This count

was used as an estimate of the number of establishments

in the United States. For Chicago, the censuses of business
and manufactures in 1963 were used to provide an estimate,
supplementing these counts with data from County Business
Patterns for all 80's in the SIC (educational, legal, med-

ical, and nonprofit organizations). There are some differ-

Chicago would have been a victim of a burglary in 1965.

For nonresidential units, the rates are considerably
higher. For the U.S., the rate is 1,750.58 per 10,000
establisnments; it is somewhat lower for Chicago, 1,367.78.

Assuming no multiple victimization, this is a burglary rate
of one for every 6 establishments in the U.S. and 1 for every
7 in Chicago. Quite clearly, the use of inhabitants rather
than establishments as the exposed unit for burglary grossly
underestimates the risk of burglary.

Table 8 also provides information on the rate of burglary

against type of establishments by night or day reported time
of entry. Although UCR reports such statistics only for

ences in the estimates one secures from census and from cities of 25,000 or more inhabitants, the distribution for

social security sources, based largely on what is the report- these cities was applied to.the burglary total for the U.s. i

Business Patterns underestimates the number of units since
a larger unit is the payroll unit. Nonetheless, the estima- R for residences by night and day periods. But there are very

There are no significant differences in the rate of burglary

tes are sufficiently reliable to make possible a crude substantial aifferences for nonresidential units. While the

estimate of the burglary rate against establishments. R rate of burglary was 1 for every 6 nonresidential units at

In 1965, the UCR reported a burglary rate of 605.3 per ’ night, it was only one for every 62 during the day.
100,000 inhabitants in the U.S.; the rate of burglary for
Chicago was 845.5 per 100,000 inhabitants (or 60.5 and 84.5

respectively per 10,000 inhabitants in Table 8). When rates

From these illustrations, it would seem that both the
public and the police could derive more information about the

problem of burglary by using establishments and households

are calculated separatedly for residential and nonresidential
structures, it is apparent that the rate of burglary is much
greater,

The rate of burglary for every 10,000 households was
101.43 for the U.S. and 135.81 for Chicago. Although the
rate of multiple burglaries against an establishment is
quite high, as will be shown in the sﬁrvey data below,
assuming no multiple victimization from burglary, 1 in every
98 households in the Unitegd States-and 1 in every 74 in

N i s e e

rather than population as the exposed population in calculat-
ing burglary rates. Thus while in the U.S. in 1965 there
would be little difference in the rate of residential and
nonresidential burglary were inhabitants used as the exposed
unit, there are very substantial differences when households
are the unit for residential burglary and establishments as
the unit for nonresidential burglary.

Larceny-Theft:

The UCR system defines larceny-theft as the felonious
stealing, taking and carrying, leading, riding or driving
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rty of another without any claim or
£ ownership or to convert
another. In the
d theft mean the

-71- (
away of the personal prope

right and with intent to deprive ?
to the use of the taker or

Table 9: Larceny Rates by Type of Larceny, United States and

Chicago, Illinois, 1965.
such property

Uniform Crime Reporting system larceny an

) . ined as "a special and vicious %
same thing, though robbery 18 defil rc auto theft. . Number Number of Rate Ratio of 1 1
type of theft" and classified separately as . Z? of Inhabitants/ per Offense to
; i 4 an index crime only when the valuation Larcen Offenses | Establish- 10,000 | Inhabitants
Larceny is considered a " y : ments,/ Batablishe
of the stolen property is in excess of 550. Registrations ments/Regis-
CR system provides trations
on a supplement to Return A, the UCR s¥y i Y
additional detail on the nature of larcenies. The major United States:=
| categories for which number of offenses are reported include: Total Index 762,352 | 193,818,000/ 39.33 251 .
. b ¥
pocket-picking, purse-snatching, shoplifting, larceny from 137,496,000—/ 55.44 180 ¥
autos, larceny of auto accessories, bicycles, larceny from Chicago, Ill_:g/ ﬁ
; buildings other than shoplifting, larceny from coin-operated Total Index 68,558 3'550,4049/ 19309 - ;1
i, . . . ) ‘j
: machines except those in buildings, and a residual category, , <'2,630,047§/ 61 .81 28 ]
v "311 other lercenies". While the UCR calculates a rate of Pocket Picking 1,285 1,262,8259/ 10.17 983 |
larceny for every 100,000 inhabitants, it ShOUld be apparent Purse Snatching 3’019 1,367,2222/ 22.08 453
from this classification of larcenies that not all population Shoplifting 5,432 29’7753/ 1,824.65 £ s gg
groups are equally liable as victims. For example, purse- From Buildings 10,804 1,434,848;—1-/ 75.29 133 :
snatching is a crime against women while pocket-picking is a Coin Operated ﬂ
] crime against men, for the most part. Furthermore, shoplift- Machines 200 —_—— —_— —_—— ¥
; ing is an offense against establishments, while larcenies of Bicycle Theft 8,609 -—= —_—— _— ﬁ
i b
b accessories and from autos are against owners of motor -From Auto 12,713 988,3947/ 128.62 78 o
| i
5 vehicles, of bicycles against bicycle owners, and so on.. It Auto Accessory 16,815 988,394—/ 170.12 59 .
! would seem reasonable then to calculate rates of larceny, in- All Other 9,681 - S _— ?
sofar as possible, for the different types of exposed units

E/Source: 1965 Uniform Crime Reports, Table 1.

2/

~/ BSource: Chicago Police Department, Data Systems Division,
Monthly return A's submitted to FBI.

or populations.

Table 9 was prepared to illustrate the substantial
differences in larceny-theft rates according to the type of
population or unit that risks that type of offense. Since
persons under 14 are not generally the victims of pocket-
picking or purse-snatching, all men 14 years and over are

taken as the exposed population for pocket-picking while

E/See Table 5, Footnote "a".

9/See Table 5, Footnote "b".

€/1960 U. S. Census of Population, Vol. I, Part 15, Table 20,

total resident population.

gi/Ibid., resident population, 14 years o0ld and over.

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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" larceny from buildings.

E/Ibici{., males 14 years old and Qve;.

g/Ibid.y females 14 years oigjand oyer.

9/a11 retail trade estabiiéhﬁéﬁ%s, 1963 Census_of Business,
Table 3.

b/ ] i households (See footnote "e",

2/ Includes 1,383,519 estimated ho )

Table 8) and all establishments (52,329) other than retail
trade (See footnote "f", Table 8).

i/chicago Police Department, Planning and Resgarch Division;
data are for all passenger and business vehicles.

all women 14 years old and over represent the presumably ex-
posed population for purse-snatching. The number of establish-
ments in retail trade provide the exposed units for shoplifting
while all other establishments and households ‘are the base for
The number of auto registrations pro-
vide the exposed unit for larcenies from autos and of auto
accessories, While vehicle registrations is a more reasonable
base as an exposed population than inhabitants, the count of
offenses is for all automobiles, including those owned by
residents outside of a city or jurisdiction. This problem
is discussed further in the analysis of auto theft offenses.
Though counts may be available on number of bicycles, none

was available for use in Table 9. Similarly, no rate is

calculated for larceny from coin operated machines since the
number of such machine owners in Chicago is not known. Finally,
while the "all other" category includes a substantial number

of larcenies, no rate is calculated since more detailed

analysis of what is included should be undertaken to deter-

mine appropriate units of exéosure to risk of these offenses.

’ Table 9 is limited largely to analysis of larceny rates

for the more detailed categories ‘of larceny, using data from

PR |
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Chicago, Illinois, by way of illustration.
fication of larcenies for Chicago is not tabulated by valuaticn
under and over $50. Of the 68,558 larcenies known to the
police in Chicago in 1965, only 25.3 per cent were $50 and
over. '

For all larcenies in Chicago in 1965 the rate was 261.8
per 10,000 inhabitants 14 years old and over. The rate of
pocket~-picking for men is 10.17 per 10,000 while that of purse-
snatching for women is 22.08 per 10,000. Thus the probability
that a woman will be a victim of a purse-snatching is more than
twice that a man will have his pocket picked, assuming no
multiple vicitimization. Indeed, assuming no multiple victimi-
zation, while 1 in every 453 women are victims of a purse
snatching in Chicago, only 1 in every 983 men is a victim of
a pocket picking.

Even though the survey on shoplifting from businesses and
organizations indicates substantial underreporting of shop-
lifting, almost 1 in every 6 retail trade establishments
reported shoplifting (assuming no multiple victimization) for
a rate of 1,824 per 10,000 retail trade establishments. While
larceny from buildings is substantial in volume, the rate is
much lower than that for shoplifting. About 1 in every 133
buildings, includigg'households and all other establishments,.
was victimized by larceny, assuming no multiple victimization.

The rates of larceny from autos and of auto accessories
also are high, though it is not known how many of the offenses
were against nonresidents of the city of Chicago. Quite
clearly such onffenses should be counted separately for
resident and nonresidents if a meaningful rate is to be
calculated.

The data in Table 9, were they to be regarded as very
crude probabilities of victimization from different types of
larceny show that the probability-of victimization varies

considerably depending upon one$ status as owner and as

The detailed classi-
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citizen. Thus if one owns a retail trade establishment, one
runs a very high risk of victimization from shoplifting--
indeed given underreporting from shoplifting it is doubtful
whether the rate is much under 100 per cent. If that is true,
the figure in Table 9 gives a rough indication of the extent
to which such larcenies are not reported to the police. It
also is clear that automobile owners run a high risk of victim-
ization of their property in autos and of accessories from the
auto; yet this probability is below that of having the auto
stolen as the data in Table 10 show. Since it is not known
how much of the reported larceny from autos and of auto
accessories may occur in connection with reporting of a stolen
auto, it is not possible to calculate the rate of occurrence
of larceny from autos and of auto accessories independent of
the rate of theft of autos. VYet automobile owners may very
well be interested in both rates as should the police.

Auto Theft:

Each theft or attempted theft of a motor vehicle is count-—
ed as an offense. Motor vehicles include both passenger and
business vehicles whether automobiles, trucks,‘buses,;motor-
cycles, motor scooters or other self propelled vehicles that
run on a surface. Cbunted as auto theft are all cases where

automobiles are taken by persons who are not lawfully entitled

to have them, even if later abandoned. Thus "joy ride" thefts

are counted as auto thefts even though in many jurisdictions

they are treated as midemeanors rather than felonies. When an

auto is taken in a burglary or robbery, it is counted only as
a burglary or robbery, however. -
The UCR system calculates auto theft rates for every T

100 000 inhabitants though many of these persons are not of an

age i
ge to own an automobile angd many who are may not possess one

e

e i s e
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so that they could be victims of such a theft. Furthermore,
auto theft statistics are kept by place of occurrence of the j
theft not by place of residence of owner. Both types of Y
statistics seem useful since they provide different types of 5
information. From the standpoint of policing one is interested %
in knowing how many auto thefts occur within the jurisdiction

and how many are recovered within it since these are police

matters. From the standpoint of the victim however one is L

interested in the probability that his auto will be stolen.
Ideally one would want to calculate both types of rates. This
necessitates gathering information on both the nuwber of
automobiles held by residents in an area and the numover of
transient vehicles that enter an area over a given period of
time. Lacking information on the number of diffexent vehicles
from outside a jurisdiction that enter a jurisdiction during

a period of time--say a year--it is difficult to calculate an
annual rate of theft for vehicles of honresidents. Nonethe-
less a meaningful rate could be calculated for residents.

The ‘data in Table 10 are intended to show the difference
in rates of automobile theft using number of registered motor
vehicles as contrasted with numbers of inhabitants as the ex-
posed population. First, let us consider the information for
the U.S. since the problem of transient vehicle rates does not
apply for the U.S. as a whole (or at least only to a very small
degree since relatively few foreign vehicles enter the U.S.).
In 1960 the rate of motor vehicle theft was 17.69 per 10,000
population but 43.11 per 10,000 motor vehicle registrations.
By 1965 the population rate had risen to 25.10 while that for
motor vehicle registrations was 53.84. There was a 52.8 per
cent increase in motor vehicle thefts during this five-year
period, a 7.7 per cent increase in population and a 22.3 per
cent increase in motor vehicle registrations. |

The auto theft rate er Chicago is substantially higheg

than that for the U.S., when ‘either population or motor .

|1



T

.

Auto Theft Rates, United States, 1960 and 1965, Chicago, Illinois, 1965.
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Annual Return of Offenses

N
m w
(o2}
g

H
. u -
— e
om

1) 24
— =Y
mw Q
& oF
(ORN)
w“ 40
n n 9
Ye] - Q

(o)) >
~ -~ O
A g
R

0]
] g q
(O I

o 4
te} (O
(o)} >
~{ 0nao
>

~ G
)] t-l
+ G =
H [a N0}
o] 0
[oF ~or]
0 o
=5

Q =
By +0
o H o
- © 4
°l &0
= Qe
M U c
Yy 03
- - 0
] -~ g
) O M

(aF

L1 I O
5 ®

2] 0

o =&

9] Q

N N

=l o

total

1965;

321, November 30,

Chicago population taken from U. S. Census of Population,

Table 20;

Part 15,

U. S. population taken from U. S. Bureau of the Census, Population Estimates,
I,

Current Populations Reports, Series P-25, No.
resident population.
Vol.

§/Source

total resident population.

For

; data are for all passenger and business vehicles.

Chicago, there are an additional 9,608 motorcycles and scooters registered.

ivision

Chicago registrations secured from Chicago Police Department, Planning and

i/U. S. registrations taken from Statistical Summary, U. S. Bureau of Public Roads;
Research D
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Yet the difference
between the two rates is greater for Chicago than it is for

the U.S.
differences in the number of transient-owned vehicles stolen

vehicle registrations is used as the base.
Much of this difference may be accounted for by
in Chicago. Undoubtedly scme differences in auto theft rates
among the major cities of the United States may be a function
of their differences in size of territory and population. Thus
Boston, with a very small proportion of both the population
and of the territory of the SMSA within the city limits, has
one of the highest auto theft rates in the United States.

Yet is also has one of the lergest daily movement of vehicles
through the central city. Though clearly such vehicles are
stolen in the central city, the rate in no sense reflects a
The likelihood

that a vehicle of a Boston Ccity resident may be stolen could

rate against residents of the city of Boston.

be little different from that for residents of surrounding
areas or of other cities were statistics calculated for Boston
owners who had their motor vehicle stolen in Boston.
Statistics on motor vehicle theft would seem to be in
particular need of revision both as to the basis of classifi-
cation, the counting of offenses, and the logical base mOH.

the calculation of rates.

A Survey of Crimes Against Businesses and Organizations:

An attempt was made to estimate the rate of crime against
businesses and organizations in high crime rate areas of
three cities, Boston, Chicago, and Washington, D.C. A sample
survey of businesses and organizations was drawn from two
police precincts in Boston, two in Chicago, and four in
Washington, D.C.

The two precincts in Boston are Dorchester and Roxbury.
Dorchester is primarily a white residential area where the

income of the inhabitants ranges from low to middle income.
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Irish people comprise the largest ethnic group. Among the

white areas outside downtown Boston, Dorchester has the high-

est crime rate. The major housing project in the precinct is
peopled mostly by Negroes, and there is a small Negro area
bordering on the other precinct selected--Roxbury. Roxbury

is largely made up of low income Negro families, though there
still are some white families scattered through much of the
precinct. The area has a very high crime rate for Boston, and
it is somewhat higher than that of Dorchester.

In Chicago a predominately white and a predominately Negro
area also were selected. Town Hall is primarily white, and,
for a white area in Chicago, its crime rate is fairly high.
There is a substantial number of low income Southern white
migrants in Town Hall, and about 20,000 Puerto Ricans also
live in the area. There is considerable variation in income
and ethnic composition of the population, ranging from very
low income, through working class, to middle income, and some
upper middle income whites who reside in a strip of modern

high-rise apartments along the lake shore. A few Negro families

are included in a housing project at one end of the precinct. -~

‘Fillmore is in marked contrast to Town Hall. Except for a
small Italian settlement, the area is made up primarily of
Negro families, many of whom are recent migrants from the

South. The average income is low, and the population has a

high density. The crime rate is high, considerably higher
than the Town Hall rate,

Police precincts 6, 10, 13 and 14 were selected in

Washington, D.C. They include over 40 per cent of the popu-~

lation in the District. Precincts § and 14 are low in crime

rates relative to population while precincts 13 and 14 are

high. Although about two-thirds of the District population

is nonwhite, about 90 per cent of the residents in the 1l4th

precinct, three-fourths of those in the 10th and 13th, and

a little more than one-half of those in the 6th are nonwhite.
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The purpose of the survey was to determine independent of
police department statistics what the nature of the crime pro-
blem is for businesses and organizations in these areas with
respect to burglary, robbery, and shoplifting. Though it was
originally hoped that rates of crime for these selected offen-
ses against businesses and organizations could be compared with
those calculated from police department statistics, it was not
possible to do so as police statistics are not tabulated in
detail sufficient to make the comparison with the businesses
and organizations that constituted the sampling frame for the
sample survey investigation.
| A main advantage of the sample survey data presented below
is that it provides statistical information not only on a rate
against businesses and organizations but a rate of multiple
vicitimization as well. ’

For Boston and Chicago, police precinct lists of all
businesses and organizations were used as sampling frames
while for Washington, D.C., the sampling frame was the real
property inventory for the District. A random sample was
drawn from each list to yield about 100.completed interviews
in each of the police precincts.

The number of completed interviews with owners or managers

of businesses and organizations in each police precinct is as

follows:
' Precinct Number in Sample
Boston, Dorchester............ccvvvea. 98
Boston, Roxbury...... ceeseesesnsescasas 92
Chicago, Town Hall............ cesesssss 109
Chicago, FillmoOre...ceeeeeeveeseecaessas 97
Washington, D. C., #6..veveeeeeeaceeess 109
Washington, D. C., #10.....00eeceanasns 89
Washington, D. C., #13. .. ceeeeenesnees 17
Washington, D. C., #l4....cceeeeeeeeee.. 97

TOtalI.'...I‘.-l.Q.D.'.III. 768
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It will be noticed that the number of businesses and

organizations sampled is slightl ;
These are also the precincts with the lower

The difference seeemingly are in-
tativeness for each precinct, however.

y larger in the predominantly

white precincts.
crime rates in each city.

sufficient to bias represen

Burglaries Against Business and Organizations

Almost one of every five businesses and organizations in
the eight police districts combined were burglarized during the
year period used in this survey (July 1, 1965 to June 30, 1966).
See Table 11. The rate of burglary is almost 32 per 100
businesses and organizations.

There is both variation by city and by police district
but it is not altogether relzted to differences in crime rates
of the areas. If we assume, as the police statistics of the
three cities indicate, that Dorchester in Boston, Town Hall in
Chicago, and Precinct #6 in D.C. have lower crime rates than
the other survey areas in these cities, the burglary rates
are not altogether consistent with this fact. 1In Chicago, Town
While District #6
in D.C. has a lower rate than Districts #13 and #14, it is
about the same as that for District #10, a higher crime rate
area. But in Boston, Dorchester has a slightly higher rate

of burglary against businesses and organizations than does

Hall has a much lower rate than Fillmore.

Roxbury and a somewhat higher percentage of them experienced
burglary during the year period,

Among the cities, Chicago has a substantially lower
rate in both districts than does any district of the other
cities. Particular attention is called to the fact that the
rate of burglary within a year's time runs as high as 51.8
for District #13 in Washington D.C., involving almost a third
of all businesses and organizat%ons sampled in that area to
as low as 4.0 for Town Hall in Chicago.
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Table 11: Burglaries, Robberies and Shoplifting Against Businesses
and Other Organizations for One Year (July 1, 1965-June
30, 1966) in Eight Police Districts.
Burglaries| Per Cent Robberies |Per Cent |Per Cent
City and per 100 of Organ- per 100 Jof Organ-|Reporting
Police Organiza- izations Organiza- |izations |Shoplift-
District tions that were tions that were ing
Burglarized Robbed .
All Districts 31.6 19.8 9.9 7.4 46.8
Boston-Dorchester 45.9 27.6 3.1 3.1 46.9
Boston-Roxbury 40.9 25.8 2.2 2.2 49.5
Chicago-Town Hall 4.0 3.1 5.1 4.1 31.6
Chicago-Fillmore 19.1 13.5 13.5 -11.2 . 50.6
D. C., #6 29.4 19.3 6.4 6.4 38.5
D. C., #10 27.4 19.0 15.5 10.7 51.2
D. C., #13 51.8 132.1 l6.1 14.3 60.7
D. C., #14 42.9 23.1 22.0 12,1 53.8

The burglary rate is a function both of the number of
organizations burglarized and of the number of times an or-

ganization is burglarized in a given period of time.

From

Table 12 we can see that roughly 61 per cent of all businesses
and organizations burglarized during the year had only one

burglary.

ported as 6ccurring during the year.
establishments burglarized had three

while four per cent had four or more

They accounted, however, for only 38 per cent of
all burglaries reported by all crganizations in that~peri6d.ﬂ
Another 25 per cent of all establishments burglarized had
two burglaries during the year.

burglaries.

Places with one and two
burglaries accounted for 70 per cent of all burglaries re-
Nine per cent of all

or more burglaries

R
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Table 12: Multiple Offenses of Robbery and of Burglary ' : -83- 3
Busingsses and Organizations go; Eight Police Districts ?
Combined (Based on those victimized at least once). June 30, 1966. See Table 11. The rate of robbery, taking i
N account of multiple victimizations during the year, is almost ii
N Cumula- | Per Cent | Cumula- |Burglary |Robbery ) ) . b
ngg:r of gErAgint tgﬁe of ALl tive Victims Victims 10 per 100 business and organizations. .H
Offenses | Organi- | Per Cent| Organi- | Per Cent|per 100 fper 100 As for burglary, so for robbery, we observe variation by '
Occurred zations of All zations of All Organiza- |Organi- ) ' . ' . e
Against Robbed Robber- | Burglar- { Burglar-|tions zations city and police district (See Table 11). And as for burglary, :
gzgigi' ies ized es there is no consistency between the overall crime rate of the
area and the rate for robbery against businesses and organiza- ii
4 'w
None 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 tions, though the pattern in Chicago and D. C. conforms to the !
; One -~ 79.6 60.5 61.3 38.3 12.1 6.0 expectation that the lower crime rate reas will have a lower
: Two 12.9 80.2 25.3 70.0 5.0 0.9 robbery rate. This is not the case in Boston, though it must v
: be pointed out that the robbery rate in Boston is very low in :
= Three 5.6 92.9 9.1 87.2 1.9 0.4 . :
= both precincts.
i Four T 92.3 2.1 92.5 0.4 T The low rate of robbery in both precincts in Boston is
P Five 1.9 100.0 1.4 97.0 0.3 0.1 coupled with a high rate of burglary against businesses and
: Six ——— —_— 97.0 —— organizations in these precihcts. These data are consistent
Seven —— 0.8 100.0 0.1 with those from the police observation done in these areas in
that almost no calls for service witnessed by observers were 1
Total 100.0 100.0 19.38 7.4 ) ) ) . :
: for robbery of a business or organization while there were a

large volume of breaking and entering calls from businesses
Robbery Against Businesses and Organizations

and organizations. Indeed, almost no robberies of any kind

were observed in these Boston precinct observation studies.

nasV

There are no adequate police statistic i g
P s for these police It seems reasonable to assume then that these areds of Boston

districts on robberies against employees ‘of businesses and

R . . ] . are high burglary-low robbery areas,
othe? organizations while engaging in their work. Police g T Y bb Y h hich i .
statistics on robberies in establishments for Chicago indicate The rate of robbery runs rather high in some precincts.

L - a rate of 256 per 10,000 establishments (or less than 3 per

100 establishments) . Comparable statistics are not available
for Boston and Washington, D.cC.

More than 10 per cent of all establishmerits in three of the
D.C. precincts and in Fillmore in Chicago were robbed at least
once during the year and the rate is one in five for District
#14 in D.C.

From Table 12 it can be seen that among organizations

Somewhat more than seven per cent of all business and

organizations in the eight police districts combined experienced

at least one robb i : . .
ery during the year period July 1, 1965 to that were robbed during the year, 80 per cent experienced

only one robbery. They accounted for 61 per cent of all
robberies. However 13 per cent-experienced two robberies

during the year. Places with one or two robberies account

for 80 per cent of all robberies reported. Eight per cent

N
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ts or Customers from Businesses and

Table 13: Theft by Cllenby Type of Organization: Eight Police

Organizations k&
Districts Combined.

nt of | Per Cent Per Qent Per Cent
P?idﬁztry of All Experlenc— of A}l

Types of Experiencing Shoplifting|ing Shop- |Organiza-
- Business or Shoplifting lifting of j{tions in
A Organization all Organ-| Samples

izations
é Construction 30.0 1.8 0.8 2.8
| Durable Goods 11.5 0.9 0.4 3.6
i Nondurable Goods Mfg. 33.3 1.8 0.9 2.5
] Transportation 6.3 0.3 0.1 2.2
i Wholesale and Retail '
y Trade 64.6 73.2 34.3 53.1
L Finance, Insurance, -
Real Estate 25.0 1.8 0.8 3.3 l
L Business, Personal B
and Prof. Services 29.3 20.2 9.5 32.3
Public Administration 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 :
All Organizations 46.8 100.0 46.8 100.0 ‘5

of all organizations robbed had 3 or more robheries during the R
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year.

Shoplifting Against Businesses and Organizations
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The offense of shoplifting generally is limited to whole-
sale and retail establishments and to certain kinds of business,
personal, and professional services establishments that sell
merchandise as well as services, e.g., taverns, éepair establish-
i ments, or beauty parlors. These all sell some merchandise
z that can be taken and that the owner regards as "shoplifting".
From Table 13 we can see that 73.2 per cent of all reports of
shoplifting occurred in wholesale and retail trade establish-

ments. An additional 20.2 per cent occurred in businesses that
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are classified as business, personal, or professional service
establishments. Over 93 per cent of all Shopliftiﬁg reported
then occurred in these types of businesses. While it is diffi-
cult to determine whether the other 7 per cent of reported
instances are bona fide cases of shoplifting, in most cases
some merchandise was sold--e.g., a manufacturer that has a’
retail outlet in connection with the manufacturing establish-
ment.

Of the organizations in the study, we can see from Table
13 that 46.8 per cent reported some shopliftihg. Fifty-three
per cent of all businesses and organizations were classified
as wholesale and retail .rade establishments and 65 per cent
of them reported some shoplifting. This is the highest rate
for any type of establishment,in the study. Yet high as this
figure is, it may well repreSent underreporting since most
small businesses have poor inventory control and report shop-
lifting-only if they apprehend someone engaged in it. None-
theless as Table 13 shows, with only a few exceptions, at
least one~fourth of the establishment in any industry group
reported some shoplifting. ‘

Some shoplifing was reported then by 47 per cent of all
businesses in eight police districts. It was somewhat lower
in the priharily white areas that included middle-income
residents in Chicago and Washington, D.C., but not in Boston.
See Table 14.

The question arises as to how serious are the losses from
shoplifting. Unfortunately most businesses lack inventory con-
trol and accounting systems that permit them to make valid

estimates of the amount lost thfough shoplifting. Most estimates

provided by the owners and managers in this survey therefore
are at best in the nature of "informed guesses". Whether on
the average they over- or underestimated values is difficult

to say since detailed studies of such losses for different
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cent. Since these districts are markedly different in popu-

lation characteristics, and perhaps even in their business -89~ v
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. o T . ' . o H g !
most common item taken in shoplifting is clothing and footwear, ?} g - 8 i
. » , .. N o ;
with 16 per cent of all organizations reporting this item. 8 o825 Tl o4~ H ‘
N . . . R Qo n o~ ° ¢ e Q:‘m
28 per cent of the organizations report that it is miscellan- s o EE“““‘E o WO me~ NNmo 5
. . ) -~ 0 — — Y
eous small items of less than $10 in value. Miscellaneous a Z 8l H ;
. o~ g
items of more than $10 in value accounts for 9 per cent while o 2 8 o 2 9 o « g
. g u 2 a"dogo . O T A m ;M
liquor or beer accounts for about 7 per cent. There is some 5 g st gﬁjgg ® No  HO e ® =
i 1 i : . . = u ™M N B N KXY + 4
variation in the kind of items taken among the districts. > g Q b ha 5 H
Differences here probably are due somewhat to the pattern of g @ ;5‘ ? ) i ix
. . . g J al ~ - o i
business establishments in the area. s I o : i T PO a 3 Ly
. ; e 0 B e i
An attempt was made to secure the estimated dollar value 3= H 5 2 a
- . . . s .
losses due to shoplifting over a period of time (See Table 16) T = S
. * b a
The inni \ - b B
P?rlOd beginning January 1, 1965 was taken as the period .‘C:H-'- oi 5 9 f oy o 2 o
for whic . . ‘ ) 0! oo x= . A ' 1eaNN 0. A .
h owners or managers were to estimate their losses. ;&,:‘ b g L8y 0w lo o > N0 T
Most re i : : ; ] o BHf = O a NN ~ H
ferred their estimates to a year periof of time, but w H G o= a g
32 per cen ; : ‘ O = - o 0
< t refused to make an estimate on the grounds they L aal o 3 i
had no good i o] 0
- ° good idea of the dollar value lost through shoplifting. § @ ':‘)’ ' b ™ b b bwr i« : :
ey know it occurs and have - . e ' H = . e e | e q e = 2
Ly mow d have caught customers shoplifting, a2 8 a I g5 -t as SRR -
u e have : - o [ )] -
| . Y no accurate estimate of how much they lose in § g A B H 0
E this way over a given period of time. w0 " > A
B Of those who estim =" 5 g -
: ate .
value for o11 . d dollar value losses, the modal B o> 50 o T S N N e e o 3
- Or s . . ) a“ - . - . ° . o 0
: all districts combined was less than $100. The 38 , 3 A ™~ Y® el goes g 4
o median value o I
£ifth | f losses was between $100 and $500. Over one- ) g '§\ _ § = !
: e 4
ifth of the owners and managers estimating losses placed AU R S © @m M nomw Q g
their loss over $1000. Consideri . ‘ 7] _ - g NQme 2
this loss is i ering the fact that much of o 5 " g 3
0SS 15 1n : r— e
' terms of small items, many of which are of ) 8 g ';gﬁ i &,
less than $10 in value, the . ada w810 u 58
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i fting since January, l
An estimate of the volume of shopli 19 oht per cent . =91~
. . Only ei1g - 4
1965 also was requested (See Table 17) fy rrences of
: . er o occ - ‘.A_na--.»—.-.-..r---..ﬂ.—..ma'sn ‘
refused to make an estimate of the numb e ntebory for . i
: ime. The modal C g9 3
shoplifting over this period of time ¢ chopliftin o g j
) . . . instances of shop ing Yo
- all districts combined is 100 or more . ) Cenc Of ahop- E ““g » i o 6 ‘
(35 per cent of all pusinesses estimating freq y - w\l Hgad ) < o 0~ I~ NS0 4 ¥
1v occurring interval is four ' il AL N oA =
; 1ifting) . The next most frequently © a = MO UM 1.:, 1
! . he open- o O . - —— e .
or fewer instances with 27 per cent. Apart from t P 99 | |
i i of 100 or more instances, there do not appear 2 % 2 < 89 %9 4SS ( 5
: ended interval of or ) that in the 8 N 5 '3 o aq o o A t 4
; . ] 3 . o oo [ W es) OO OO ]
‘ to be any fluctuations 1n estimates, suggesting that 1h g & “l e ' b E !
1‘ aggregate the estimates may conform to some reality dimension C > ) e r (
; of amount of shoplifting they experience--even though they g o 9l o @ H Yo ~No  ommo 3
. £ Qg N nj) o4O LN S © oy 0 O OV N o]
may over- or underestimate the actual amount. E O “ o= iy N PN pari-ApAdal £
'U m O bl ot - e e M i !%
] o I
. . : : 1ifti m g ni o o L
Entrepreneurial Actions 1n Dealing with Shoplifting. E gl o o ® 0 e oo | A y
4 w gl © ~ e = wn Ao~ &4 Yo
oF |8 : 2
Among organizations reporting shoplifting, it is less ,g ) § e ﬁ
. : op-{ i
common to call the police than to deal with them by other g o § 3' - o ~ @110 =
. . o e « ¢ e | ° 1]
means. (See Table 18.) Only about 37 per cent of all ownell:s g ;6, - f\,’ ~ :',,\ 0 A © i1 S
" and managers said they usually call the police when they find g P4 | R I e s a
N b M .
adults engaged in shoplifting (33 per cent call both for 2 5 _QQ-M ﬂ' <« 0 1 "o 0~ I~ N
adults and juveniles). Another five per cent will call the 5 . g & - PN <o I g
) > 0 =z —~ ~ o
police only if the offender refuses to pay. Altogether 58 g Y o » momaes B
, . . D i A
per cent of all owners and managers say they do not call the ,,3 % E % @ v ownoi
’ . e = LI ) s s s 4]
. . ey a n» w0 i < - o ™ N~
police when they find someone shoplifting. They prefer to a a8 5 - “ 10 nn o
handle the matter by other means, or to "forget" about it. L‘ 8 A "'5,’ ; ’ 3
n o o & g
The most common method for dealing with shoplifters 'S (';; 9 T > A -~ Saoo s o
: when the police are not called is to request payment for the 8 g 'é r ~ P N0 Q wunouw |’ 3
article taken. This accounts for about 44 per cent of all g H fl;*"—"‘“'“""""" e -‘ )
owners and managers. Forty per cent make both adults and 3 § 'gx { o H = i .§
juveniles pay while four per cent request it only of adults Ao | 9 hs =4 f [
and call the parents of the juvenile--requesting in many - i iég a %g §§ } =
: ‘ ; ;0 E
: es that the .t . - : - 3] 9 ¥ : R
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PLahle 17:

Per Cent Distribution of Owners/Managers Estimates of Dollar Value

Lost Through Shoplifting Since January, 1965:

Organizationsl/ in Eight Police Districts.

-“r e b -

{

-y e

Businesses and

-26-

o Estimated Dollar Value Lost
City and Police '
gistricts $1- 1 $100- | $500- | $1,000- § $2,500-| $5,000 { Total {cCan't
$99 | $499 $999 $2,499 $4,999 and Estimate
, Over
K Y. VS
i All Districts 38.5 | 31.5 8.4 13.6 2.8 5.2 100,0 32.2
{
; Boston, Dorchester ! 45.5 ! 45.5 9.0 —_— — —_— 100.0 26,7
f Boston, Roxbury 45.4 22,7 9.1 13.6 9.1 —— 99.9 42:1
Chicago, Town Hall | 52.0 | 24.0 — 16.0 4.0 4.0 1 ;
Chicago, Fillmore !34.4 | 28.1 9.4 21.9 —i- 6.2 1000 2109
D.C., # 6 29.6 ; 25.9 3.7 18.5 3.7 18.5 99 2
. . . . . .9 .
D.C., # 10 128.6 ! 42.9 19.0 9.5 - -— 100.0 Zg,g
D.C., # 13 ;42.3 ¢ 23.1 15.4 19.2 — -— 100.0 23.5
D.C., # 14 29.6 | 37.0 3.7 11.1 | 7.4 11.1 99,9 43,7
e e S ECSSUUIIE I ISP JUPRUIEIIS: SR S '
1/

Includes only those businesses (organizations) reporting shoplifting.

!w’« ; u] < -\
I
Table 18: Per Cent Distribution of How Owners/Managers of Businesses Deal
With €hoplifters: Eight Police Districts.l
Action by Owner/Manager
- Calls the Police Does Not Call the Police
Cltg‘azd‘lelce For For For Calls Adults Adults Asks Informal| Total
istricts Adults Adults Adults Police Must and Offender |Depends | Per
and but but not {Only Pay; Juveniles]Never tolon Cent
Juveniles{Parents Children {if Calls Must Pay {Return ' |Circum-
for if Offender |Parents stances
Juveniles {Return Refuses |for
Mdse. to Pay Juveniles

All Districts 32.9 2.9 0.8 5.4 3.7 40.1 11.7 2,5 100.0
Boston. Dorchester 21.4 —-—— - 3.6 3.6 53.6 14.3 3.6 100.1
Boston, Roxbury 21.2 3.0 ——— 6.1 —_— 57.6 12.1 —— 100.0
Chicago, Town Hall 29,2 —-— 4.2 4.2 12.5 29.1 16.7 4.2 li00.1
Chicago, Fillmore 45.5 ——— 3.0 -— 9.1 24,2 12,1 6.1 100.0
D.C., # 6 40,8 7.4 —— 14.8 —-——— 25.9 7.4 3.7 1100.0
D.C., # 10 39.4 6.1 -— 6.1 ——— 42.4 6.1 -—— 100.1
,D.C., # 13 48.0 —— ——- —-_— -— 36.0 16.0 - 100.0
gn.c,, ¥ 14 21.6 5.4 -— 8.1 5.4 45.9 10.8 2.7 99.9
l/Includes only those businesses (organizations) reporting shoplifting.

4F 7

o e

AR




¥

ool ‘ bl
" | -94-
_ %
to return. Again some variation occurs by district, though 95 i
. 13 3 - - = 'f
it is not patterned according to population characteristics -
. . . g
of the district, nor by city. .-48 o oo = oo j
For those owhers or managers who do not call the police, s © 99 oo agac
53 4 a4 73 7392 g
their reason for not mobilizing them was ascertained (See & A ’ - !
R TS )
) ; . il :
Table 19). About 26 per cent say they find the police response o) o &
. ) o t), - = ~ ~o o<t O ooy i
| an inadequate means of handling the matter. About 1l per cent 0 A . o M~~~ ovel e =
] ' ) ] Z W 00 — NN N ]
of all owners and managers give as their reason for not doing o 0 S &
{ . . s . : O - »
| anything that the police are too lenient in handling shop- B0 P . : §
! . . ) n o ‘o oe o owv ~ S~} 0 L
lifters; fourteen per cent believe that the police cannot do H O 0 & Y - o < e . ¢ ) poa
- ‘ o A 0 0 W o~ o~ et ~m 1o + S
: anything, mainly because of the way the matter would be € O @ 888 - he .
: g m | o — L
:.! 3 © sl S F ’,;
, handled in the courts. s 4 tdls g gfg:) » : | 5 )
N . . } g} 1 ~c~ 1~ P
Thirty-eight per cent do not want to take action because 2l M dsl 080 ~ O A C by
] O m | ol oo 0F0O 1y
they do not want to take the consequences of calling the polic g Sl ANl OO0 5 o
q : g P e. = 3] g bt i
Twenty-three per cent give as their reason that they consider ZH o E‘% 5 o ‘
. " O f'
. ; w | A 4 c . 4
it a small matter while 15 per cent say they don't want to get 2 oA %a« aﬂ)- mg "ol wm AHHA e r~OoW o "
R . . . { — . * . © « . © e n o
involved with the police and courts. Eleven per cent prefer Sl B ° B4 =R T o
. S 0@ 0 @
to handle it personally, though only two per cent of all owners S s B 5
. ) w o | = »
and managers say they want this course of action because they 5 @ vy 3 o
— 4
. n O (O3]
can recover their losses. g o ol B %ég wo~ N S i
The reasons given for not calling the police are to some z E g .g,g 624 1 8§ &% 8@ «aaa® 9
. . . o 0 ol O = o
extent at variance with their own reports of their behavior. °c =13l 58T o) i
onl ) g 0 el qug - 51D 3 :
y two per cent say they do not call the police because they g * gEIHLEL v 9l wn Aege o
can rec : . <o MmOy o5 .o ~ i 00 ~ <N {
over their own losses, though forty-nine per cent report 39 8382 : ~ R 5 P
actuall i . o g = ‘ ,
Y trying to make the offender pay for his loss. Com-~ 20 o & o . 5 !
pare Tables 18 and . i ; . u i 5 ;
y 19. Here again a discrepancy is found between a4y :Cig Eggg g SO % g i
the reasons given ilizi ; : : o S A MU AP St 5 g
" - - =9 for not mobilizing the police and reports of p " o5 | &SRH - o e £ 3
e ow they behave tow i S o moo - < 5
o y. ard violators. It seems reasonbly clear S og | @wd 9 -
L i ] : r~ i
- at businessmen in their behavior prefer to handle shop- oo 4 & ‘2257 £ N ae oo R g o
b lifting by informal nonlegal rath 80 57| oox & S8 Y4 T34z 5 E
T er than by formal legal Y MAQP A
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Passing Bad Checks 57
< oy 5
: , by
Not all businesses and organizations in the sample cash o | i
. . . o U { i
checks. Overall, 14 per cent of all organizations in the ﬁgg o : - (\;“} f\:jm ; i
‘ <P o ™M (88 < 3
| sample do not cash checks. Most of these have no customers. ,Qu S AN N ~ 1 ;
i ) , ( , . e Z000 ! !
Considering only those organizations that have customers who - i - R "l
: . i =3 !
o request that checks be cashed, only one-half of them actualliy T w PSS 29 99994
by I oo oo oo i
cash checks (Table 20). 2 Sad F 2 23 22 372 %
L. A : . e L e !
: Surprisingly, 36 per cent of all those who have check 'E' I :i .
. - 1 H
cashing customers say they honor almost all requests for check- o HOZ < — < My <t 0 M s
' . ’ . 1 " 3 L] I . d H
cashing. Fourteen per cent limit their cashing to only certain § 5;‘3 gg noAN Mmoo nwHd i
i "risks" or known customers. Another five per cent usually do o : o em e
: =} +J
= : : ot
not cash checks, though they make an occasional exception. B o §3§ no Mo ~
¢ Forty-five per cent of all businesses with check cashing Al PRy 7 Yo nmo owmas§oo2 i
. Qo glzrko ) :
l customers say they do not cash checks under any circumstances. mob o] il = — & '
’ . . . . . 0w A ;
. The main reason given is that they have had bad experience in 9 Ny 5 & o ' o ‘i
o | SlogfE A S N 1
. losses when they have cashed checks, though 10 per cent of all 0 R @ MO ~wo oM
. = a i meg-A ~—t - N — ™ o :
owners or managers say they do not keep enough cash on hand " o 2+ 5
) ’ 3 0 el ! .
to cash checks. Th i i m A alw o W i
is latter figure runs as high as 20 per - glg 24 ~ o b ~ g :7{
cent in Fillmore, Chicago where the robbery rate is high, and o a AlemEw @ e 1o ~awn x Gk
: - : . . . . N n
in two of the D. C. districts it is somewhat higher; these H g o § L
districts also have high robbery rates. é‘ a 'SH,E L , Z
Owners and managers who cash checks were asked about their % 5 3 g@‘ " m~ ae mnd~ ;
. $ fn . . 0 L
experience with "bad check passing”. About 15 per cent said 5 2 Fad 2 "
. U O
they had a real problem with bad checks though they continue £ 9 - g ;
3 i ‘ ; - o v w oA 0 0 ;
the policy of cashing checks, at least for some customers. “ o MERSE m o @noaa 0
Another 40 pex 7 s . o o vy < ®1m Am Mo~ :
per cent say they have some problem while 45 per - slsg oM i A 8 :
cent sa : . )
say they have no problem with bad check passing. & © 1 2 5
Attempts we © o ol o * !
Pt re made to learn from those'who cash checks NoM 2l w= ' ) g
h . U 0O 0] R R e ;| =] o NN (oRVo N ~ ¢
ow frequently they have trouble with bad checks. Twenty- e Sl-5%88] ¢ <o oo cuod g -~
seven per cent said . . i QY%A ™ < N ™ < M =z ‘
Lgis p they had no such experience since January iy <O " ¥
: a percentage we : " ) -
) ’ blP g 11 below that saying that bad checks are . N b = & |
- no problem to them. (S f o . :
- . b . (See Table 21.) Examining the distribution . ot %':121 gé ©
S of number of times they experi . . ) B o o =
Y experienced bad check passing in 1965 ' &8 3 §h2 §7 o |
; - 0 H X O - j
;:f , G M - 00 B oM 0
=t ] aly -4 O~ Q
“ © w + ~ 3
" - )] -~ = 00 = bk Ak 3
ya) < ge Ss) —
RIS ) o 00 o o N 4]
, ‘ i -l 29 00 e » y
: { ) 3 — n w = SRS NN S) m :
) . f ~ 00 &.o AR ™~
i Lo 4 <_®ma_ ©O0 aaaa § A
:? N ) z ‘
~ I




Per Cent of Owners/Managers Reporting "Bad Check"

Cashing Checks: Business in Eight Districts.y’

Problems in

-l/Includes only businesses

reporting they

cash checks.

Owners/Managers Who Cash Checks Have
City and Police |Real i\$ome No Total
Districts ;igﬁlem {"¥roblem Problem Pera
‘ | With With Ce
t
L Bad Checks Bad Checks Bad Checks "
All Districts 3 e
| 5.5 39.5 45.0 100.0
Beston, Dorchester 3 4 -
» : . 44.8 51.8
Boston, Roxbur 19. . 100.0
i ’ ¥ 3 45.2 35.5 100.0
{ Chicago,’Towﬁ Hall{ 18.7 34.9
¥ Chicago i ‘ ) - 46.4 100.0
g ‘g » Fillmore j 11.1 37.0 51.9 100.0
! D.C., $ 6
i D.c.. # 10 Po15.7 33.3 51,0 100.0
) ’ ;0 17.2 41.4 41.4
f D.C., # 13 i 21,7 . . 100.0
{ D.C 1 } = 34.8 43.5 100.0
j oot 4 ! 23.4 42.6 34 ) E
Qi e i . -0 100.0 i
1/, , | » o
— Excludes all businesses that do not cash checks.
R T R T , .
I TR T T T - s e W
L O ' e
"Tabie Per Cent Distribution of Number of Times Owner/Manager Experienced
Bad Check Passing Since January, 1965: Eight Police Districtsci/
A - T
) Number of Times Bad Checks Passed
City and Police 1- 5- 10- 20~ 30~ 100~ 300 Can't None Total
Districts 4 9 19 29 99 299 or Recall Per
‘ More Cent
All Districts 32.5 9.9 10.3 5.0 5.3 1.3 1.3 7.6 26.8 100.0
 Boston, Dorchester 39.2 14.3 7.1 1.8 1.8 - —— 8.9 26.8 99.9
Boston, Roxbury 40.0 10.0 13.3 6.7 - - - 10.0 20.0 100.0
Chicago, Town Hall 30.2 7.0 7.0 4.6 7.0 -—— - 9.3 34.9 100.0
Chicago, Fillmore 29.6 11.1 7.4 3.7 —-—- - -——— 14.8 33.3 99.9
D.C., # 6 21.1 11.5 15.4 1.9 3.8 1.9 5.8 5.8 32.7 99.9
D.C., # 10 ; 30,9 3.8 11.5 11.5 3.8 3.8 -——- 3.8 30.9 100.0
D.C., # 13 121.2 13.0 13.0 8.7 8.7 —-——— 4.3 - 30.5 100.0
D.C., # 14 42.2 6.7 ‘8.9 6.7 15.6 4.4 - 6.7 8.9 100.1
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Fion ! -100~ ~-101- ,{
. ‘ r than five
. le 22), about a tnird say that it was fewe Y
(in Table ! i tegory for those
S 2% % 9=%s This is in fact the modal and median category
~ . . o P 5 oONO checks. ~ . . s iod. None- ¥
3 “g g 83 as S5as d check passing experiences during this perio b
ggg S 33 e K B who report bad c rt that they took 20 or more bad 1
theless, about 12 per cent repo distribution of re- T
o t in this period. Given the frequency distr ' i
in . . K
8 o ™M m Henn checks . rolume of bad check passing that :
fa o] m o ') d heCk passlng” the VO i
“ 5 - S Re e N e ported bad c lice is substantial |
0 o ~ the police is ' C
@ <6294 == =P 5 and managers were asked whether the police are N
o Agaln owners : bogus check P
5\ bilized when they know a person has given them a bog only 15 L
0 1li ~ . N
Al ] m @1 0o NN mo . t mobilize the police. (See Table 23.) y ;
28 o] b5 s w1 mn wien and why they did no say they call the police B
T3} Ol 40 and managers _ P
. - oQq + of all owners -
° o = R per cent O . k Another 8 per cent say they D
n O iven a bad Chec . :
3 - o when they are g llect. Thus only 27 per cent say they g
. 't co ect. .
" ‘? - = § g will do so if they can i tance This is below the per- -
! g 9 S 8 Toe Bl o 1 a1 w i call the police under any circums ) hoplifting and only
! = - : . [ o L * : i for S Op 1 '
e ~ , lice
: S 3 ¥ § §5?§'8 m e i~ ol iw . centage saying they call the po 11 for employee theft.
b "" “ ta e w O
- n|SGAFEA B slightly above the percentag . lifting is to request
. g 'g\ q -g The most common response as with shop .
‘ ,‘ii. e -3 . . r cen
> & T 03 " ffender "make good"”. This accounts for 54 pe .
! o H o he offen ] " smal
= 5 3 hé % %% ne nraeoce % that t . that have bad check problems. Only a sma .
i T wg o ', Mmoo om neod i) of all businesses tha for colléction,
! ~ 0 S o m o o W~ ome agency for
g ° g =T bl B U R By tage gives the problem over to s i
: qani-
s @ EEEEE 2 percentag _ _ informal rather than formal org |
= 5‘ ﬁ further confirmation that in . fond , :
a 1 . = k Of enaders. by
5 8 : 1 with bad chec Pk
3 H o . are used to dea : 1
2 A 5 g zational means izations do not rely
B 4 X TN e v D ; learly then, businesses and organiz
H ~ > e N s o o . T + Quite cle Y ith their bad check
n 0 - I O T T S Py N t agents to deal wi
i - O T G- Ao ~ & rimarily on law enforcemen g . hich an owner or
1 a o ©oHeo 4 ;‘j P ; It seems apparent that offenses in which an _ on :
' 23 roblems. _ , ionship wi |
~ 2 © " P onsibility for the relatio o
8 a © 8 =) v o ~ o manager has taken some resp n employee or o
i . * 0 « o e s ] /)] . d him as a - i
O o WS o H MmN s ™ R Tt g the offen . t in him by cashing a check--is ;
T N = O+ 1 some trus . o
; . - —— -~ he has placead he is .
cause ; . re ne L
: 3 5 1 E > h he is unlikely to call the police and one whe _ . _
: D) V] ~ Q ere . . ) - b
; & 3 8 TP one w s for dealing with the offender
{ o :—i-‘ ] 8 ?41 i g r?'; likely to use personal means or ti Sanctions
: ' is i negative :
o Sh 3 %3 gd 5 of employee honesty, this includes neg . e on
: £ ; - O 4%  5H the case X it relies. heavily L
é I i g 4 H 00 EBERK omw 0 In the case of bad checks, L
: B i 54’;; 3 Qe O g of discharge. n : ,
’ -t )] -~ 0w N T : \ . ;
i ! >0 - g£a gg: bl 3 , restitution. nagers use threats ;
i +H A 00 T o S s s 9] often owners or manag i
! -~ S . e} e It is not known how !
i o - 2 2 28 OQouoo H w
L < MA@ ©BY aA4Q a — e

i AR SR T % 3y




.of police or other legal sanctions if the
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offender does not

voluntarily say they
It

make resititution. On a small proportion

will call the police if the offender does not make good.

seems reasonable to assume, however, that in many cases there

is an implied threat of some kind used to take more formal

action against the offender, if not an actual one.

Premises Where Victimization Occurs in Major Crimes
Against the Person, by Race and Sex of Victims and Offenders

There are a number of ways that the social enviromment is
viewed as a causal factor in crime. The sccial environment is
seen as causing some persons to become criminal offenders. It
also is presumed to have an effect on who becomes a victim of
a crime. Furthermore, it is thought that the social structure
of opportunities to commit crime affects both the prevalence
and incidence of crime. Finally, the structure of the entire
legal system from law enforcement to corrections is believed
to have consequences for offending, victimization, and the pre-
valence and incidence of crime. X

This report focuses on how the social environment enters in-
to the relationship between the victim and the offender for parti-
cular major crimes against the person. It specifically addresses
itself to two guestions. Are persons of a given race and sex who
are victimized by an offender of a given race and sex in a par-
ticular crime against the person more likely to be victimized in
cartain kinds of situations than others and more (or less 1likely)
to be victimized in that kind of situation than are persons in
another kind of victim-offender relationship? And, second, do
the kinds of premises or places where crimes occur lend them-~
selves to the intervention of law enforcement agents?

The police have long been aware of the relationship be~

tween the place where a crime takes place and the type of

crime that occurs. Some kinds of offenses are actually de-
fined i

fined in terms of a place of occurrence.
speak of street robberi

It is common to
€S or residential burglaries, for
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example., Furthermore, some of fenders are seen as following

a particular modus operandi that includes a type of premises,

e.g., second-story man or bank robber. Despite this recogni-
tion and the fact that police departments often keep informa-
tion on premises of occurrence so as to develop information
on crime patterns to deploy law enforcement agents, little
attention has been paid to the kinds of situations where par-
ticular kinds of persons are likely to be victimized by given
kinds of offenders. Tables 24 to 29 provide information on
this subject.

A word of caution is needed about the interpretation of
data in these tables. Not infrequently there are only a few
persons or a given race and séx who are victimized by a per-
son of a given race and sex in a particular type of crime.
When therefore we provide information on where the offenses
occur, there may be considerable error in the estimated per
cent of persons victimized in that kind of place because of
what may be regarded as a small sample of a particular kind
of victim-offender relationship. For this reason we shall

focus primarily on comparisons where there there are sub-

" stantial numbers of persons in a given victim-offender rela-

tionship.

Forcible Rape and Assault with Intent to Rape

It is immediately apparent in Table 24 that a majority

of all victims of forcible rape are victimized in a residence.

Fifty-three per cent of all white women victimized by a white
male, fifty-four per cent of white women victimized by a
Negro male and forty—eight per cent of Negro women victimized
by a Negrd male are victims in a public housing or other
residence, though most are victims in the latter type of
residence. o

Sincé this category of premises includes only those cases
where the forcible rape occurred inside the residence proper--
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excluding offenses occurring outside the living quarters as
in a hall, stairwell, porch or yard--it is immediately appar-
ent as well that law enforcement officials can do little to

i i ible rape. Other studies conclude Table 24: Per Cenﬁ of Pbﬂﬁ@ﬁ“ of A Given Race and Sex Victimized
prevent this kind of: forci P By An Offender~of A Given Race and Sex In Forcible Rape

that rapes within living guarters usually involve victims and j and Assault with Intent to Rape Offenses By Premises or
offenders who are known to one another. This only adds to - Place of Occurrence of Offense: Chicago, Illinois.X

N |

: ' 0 i law enforcement. B 2 : ;
i the problem:of preventive la Forcible Rape T Attempt to Rape |
What is also surprising is how few of the offenses of i ) ) ] . . 2/ f
. , ", . - . Premises or Offender and VictimZ™ i
forcible rape occur in what might be called public places Place of Occurrence — -~ — - r
, £ M ¢
: such as school property, parks, alleys, or streets. Almost of Offense - .
| . WF NF WF NF Wk NF WF NF o
y none of the forcible rapes occurred on school or park property. \
And of the rapes of white females by white mzles and of Negro Public Housing 2 ~-= 4 8 - - - 5 i
: females by Negro males, no more than one- eighth occurred in. Residence, excpt. Public 51 - 50 40 32 25 29 47 ;
i this kind of setting. It may well be that the presence of 4 * ‘
. . . .. . ; Railroad P t 2 | -- — ] =] = --
both the public and of the police in public sgettings substan- attroa TOPErtY L B
tially reduces the likelihood that a woman will be a victim Street . . 74 25 13 12 49 25 47 { 18
of a forcible rape in this situation. ) Park or School — ] =] - 2 21 -- 6 | --
There is some evidence that this is the case when one e o 8 . 29 38 17 5 ﬁz
. All ot 3 5 0 18 30 T
examines the data for assault with intent to: rape. The Sl 11 other , ‘ i
pe;:centage of white females victimized in public settings is [E— Per Cent Total 100 {100 {100 }100 Y100 Y100 100 ] 100
?? substantially greater for assaults with intent to rape than ' 4 :
- . N icti 55 4 1 24 76 37 3 1 118 f
for forcible rape. 1Indeed, almost one-half of the offenses umber of Victims ; - g’
AT i :

of assaults to rape that white men attempt against white e : | v

women and that Negro men attempt again i o
J PE a9 st white women occur /Data were secured by special tabulation from the Chicago Police

in a street setting. If one adds the public setting of parks s Department Data Systems Division for the reporting periods begin- .
or school grounds, an absolute majority of assaults with e ning September 16, 1965 and ending March 2, 1966. :ﬁ
at#empts to.rape °°c“r in these settings. See Table 24. . g-/Offender is listed first with victims on line below: %

There is another interesting side to this preblem if one e W = white} N = Negro; M =>Male; F = Female. ‘ :ﬁ
asks, what is the likelihood that a white or Negro woman who — : E
is approached by an offender with 1ntent to rape in a public *Less than 0.5 per cent.

; setting will actually be a victim of a Forcible rape. Of

the 35 wh .
e white women who were victins of a white or Negro male :
in a public setting, only 20 per cent were victims of a L {
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forcible rape. The situation however is very different from L
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male, the likelihood is that it will be in some other setting,

i.e., a setting that is not a public place.

Robbery and Attempts to Rob

Robberies clearly are most likely to occur either in
street and public settings or in places of business. (See
Table 25.) This is true for both armed and strong-armed
robberies. With few exceptions less than 15 per cent of all
robberies committed by white and Negro men against white
and Negro victims occur inside a living unit and generally
a smaller proportion occurs in some other part of the resi-
dence such as a hallway or porch. All in all, less than
one-half of the robberies committed by a white or Negro man
against any white or Negro woman occurs outside a public or
business premise.

There are some substantial differences according to
whethe; one is a victim of an armed as compared with a strong-
armed robbery, however. Quite clearly for every offender~-
victim race-sex comparison for armed and strong~armed robbery,
more of the strong-armed robbery offenses occur on public
than on business premises. Morc than one-half of all victims
1in any race-sex group who are robbed by a white or Negro
male (See Table 25) are victims in a street robbery. By
comparison, fewer than one-half of all comparable victim-

offender subgroups are victims in & street robbery when the
offense is armed robbery. |

Nonetheless, when one examines armed robbery offenses

by victim-offender statug in types of premises, one notes

that white males are more likely than Negro males to victimize
persons of any race and sex in a business than a street setting.

In fact, when white males commit an armed robbery their vic-

tim is either as likely, or less likely, to be in a public
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as compared with a business setting. But Negro males commit
armed robbery far more often in street settings. The sur-
prising thing perhaps is that more armed robberies do not
occur in business places than is the case. o
There are several patterns of victim-offender relation-

ship in premises that are apparent in Table 25. Forty-~three

per cent of the Negro males who were victims of a white male

in an armed robbery were taxicab driwvers. Only four per cent
of ali white males who were victimized by a Negro male in an
armed robbery were taxicab drivers. The comparable percent-
age for a Negro victim of a Negro offender in armed robberies
is 15 per cent. Nonetheless, a Negro male taxicab driver is
more likely to be victimized by a Negro male than a white
male in an armed robbery offense, since far fewer of the Negro
males who are victims while driving cabs are victimized by a
white male.

Women who are victims of a white male in an armed robbery
are most likely to be victimized in a place of business, but
when they are victimized by a Negro male in an armed robbery,
it is guite unlikely that it will be in a place of business.
The pattern is somewhat different for males. While all males
who are victims of armed robberies are equally, or more likely
to be victimized in a public setting (including taxicabs)
than they are in a place of business, the white male who is
offended against by a Negro male in an armed robbery is most
likely to be victimized in "a place of businegs of the race-
sex groups." This should surprise no one since opportunities
to rob white businessmen generally are higher, even in Negro
areas.

Among types of business premises, it is clear that white
operators of taverns and liquor stores and of gas stations
are more vulnerable to armed robbery by a white or Negro male
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The pattern of victimization on premises 18 somewhat 113 ,
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for 63 per cent of all assaults with a dangerous weapon of
Negro men and women by Negro men and 64 per cent of all such
assaults of Negro women by Negro men and women. White men
are about equally likely to be victimized by "some other”
dangerous weapon as by a knife or other cutting instrument,
both of which, however, are more likely occurrences for them
than assault with a gqun.

The most common premises for a person to be victimized
in an assault with a knife or other cutting instrument
depends largely upon the sex of the victim and of the
offender. See Table 27. |

White and Negro women are most commonly victimized in
assaults with a knife by white and Negro men in a residence

with the street being the second most common setting. These

two .settings account for almost all of the cuttings or stab-
bings of white and Negro women by white men,

When white and Negro women are victimized by another
woman, the premises patterns are less clear, partly because
the number of cases is small except for the victimization
of Negro women by Negro women. . What appears to be the case
is that white women are more commonly victimized in a street
than in a residence setting when the white or Negro woman is
the offender, while Negro women are nore commonly victimized
in the residence than in the street setting when the white
woman is ‘the offender.

Quite clearly when men are victimized by other men in
cuttings, stabbings, and attempts to cut or stab they are

more commonly victimized in a street than a residence setting--
the cbverse of the case for women.

This is most striking for.
the cross-race victimization of the white or Negro man It
is quite unilikely,

in fact, that a male who is victimized by
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a male offender of the other race will be victimized in a

residence. Indeed, in the cross-race victimization of males

by males in a cutting or stabbing, the second most common

place of occurrence is a tavern. This perhaps is not sur-

" males in the aggregate run a somewhat greater risk of victim-

prising since cuttings and stabbings frequently arise from
quarrels or arguments. Given patterns of segregation that
tend to limit interaction across race lines in the private
residence, the public setting of the street or the public
place such as the tavern are the more common places of cross-
race interaction and contact and, therefore, of victimization.

When men are victimized by women of their own race in

assaults with cutting instruments, however, they are more

commonly victimized in a residence than on a street or in
some other public setting. ‘This perhaps is not surprising
since it is the most likely setting for their intimate inter-

action and, therefore, for quarrels and arguments leading to
violence to arise. There are too few cross-race male victims
of women offenders in cuttings and stabbings to warrant any
conclusions.

Thus for male victims in assaults with cutting instru-

ments, the sex of offenders is more important than their

race in determining the most likely premises where victimiza-

tion will occur.
White male victims in the aggregate run a slightly

greater risk that they will be victimized on public premises
(38 per cent of all white male victims) than in a private

residence (35 per cent) in cuttings and stabbings. But Negro

ization in a private residence (46 per cent of all Negro male
victims) than on public premises (38 per cent). About 10
per cent of all white male victims compared with 7 per cent

of all Negro male victims are victimized in a tavern.
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ctims 100 | 100 _— r"“““~‘~—~—-~ci7 8 = 1100 ; 1
— [101 [ 100 —— 100 4|1
1 342 100 {1
See Table 24, ‘~—~J—~‘~J*___J____J 1 —-~J__iiJ 2

~ Offender 1j
sted first wi
ith ViCtims

below:
i N = Negro;

Table 29: Per Cent of Persons of A Given Race and Sex Victimized By An Offender of
a Given Race and Sex in Assault and Battery Involving Injury or Physical
Contact Without Weapons (or Attempts at Same) By Premises or Place of
Occurrence of the Offense: Chicago, Illinois.l

» - Serious Injury/Hands, Fists, Feet, Other Body
Premises oOr | >
Place of Occurrence’ Offender and Victim-/

of Offense | . NM NF
WM} WE} NMj NF| WM | WF{ NMI NF | WM WF| NM| NF
School Property 4 - 201 == 22 11 9 2 =~ ==} -= 10
Public Housing 1 3 - - - 22 7 9 - —-— - 10
Residence, excpt. Public 22 71 - o = 1 11 13 58 ~= b 67 20 30
Railroad Property —~ -~ — —— e - - ~— - - -
Other Transport Property 1 - - —— 9 11 2 ~ - - - o
Street 38 24 40 - 52 22 4,50 24 - - e 50
Park 1 - - —— 4 —— . 1 - - - ——
Tavern 6 3 ~-=1 100 4 ~= b g - —~— - 40 -
All Other Premises 27 == 1 40 - 9 22 15 6 ot 33 40 } ==
Total Per Cent o 100 {101 {1004 100 Y100 99 { 100 § 100 -~ $ 100 } 100 { 100
Total Victinms . 96 38 5 1 23 9 82 | 113 - 3 5 10

l/Source: See Table 24.

E/Offender listed first with victims on line below: W = White; N = Negro; M = Male;
F = Female.

= Female .
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Assaults with Other Dangerous Weapons

White and Negro men are the most common victims.and
offenders in assaults with dangerous weapons other than a
gun or a knife or other cutting instruments. White men
are about equally common as victims and as offenders while
Negro men are more common as offenders than as victims.

The Negro woman is more common as a victim than as an of-
fender largely owing to the fact that she is more likely

to be & victim of a Negro male than she is to offend against
him. .

As for assaults with a knifé or other cutting instrument,
the most common place for a person to be victimized in as-
saults with some other dangerous weapon depends largely upon
the sex of the victim or of the offender. Indeed the patterns
for premises of victimization among race-sex victimization
groups is almost the same in assaults with other dangerous
weapons as it is in assaults with a knife or other cutting

instrument. See Table 28.

Assaults with Injury without A Dangerous Weapon
and Battery Involving Physical Contact

The most common victim from assaults involving serious
injury in the use of hands, fists, feet or other parts of
the body, in minor injury without a dangerous weapon, and
in assault and battery involving physical contact with in-
sults or provocation is the Negro woman. (See Table 29.)

The next most common victim is the white man. The Negro

male is the third most common victim in assaults involving

Serious or minor injury without a dangerous weapon but the

white woman is the third most common victim in assault and
battery

involving physical contact through insults or prov-
ocation.

i —

Per Cent of Persons of A Given Race and Sex Victimized By An Offender of

Table 30

%y Premises or Place of

Chicago, Illinois.

n
.

Given Race and Sex 1in Assault and Battery Involving Injury or Physical

Contact Without Weapons (or Attempts at Same)

Occurrence of the Offense
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See Table 24.

2'--/Source

2/

F = Pemale.

= Neyro; M = Male;

N

.
!

White

W =

.

Offender listed first with victims on line below

*Less than 0.5 per cent.
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Table 33: Per Cent of Persons of A Given Race and Sex Victimized By An Offender of A
Given Race and Sex In Threats of Assault and Battery (or Attempts at Same) .
By Premises or Place of Occurrence of the Offense: Chicago, Illinois.Ll 1

‘ Threats Without A Dangerous Weapon
Premises or s s 2/
Place of Occurrence Offender and Victim= ;
of Offense WM WE NM ) NF
WM | wr | M| NF | wM| we| nM | np| wa| wr| wM| nF | wm | WF| M| NF i

School Property 6 3 - - -— 19 - - 40 29 23 11 25 36 - 27 ]

Public Housing 1 - - - - - e - - - 4 9 25 - -1 . 5

Residence, excpt. Public| 16 39 - - 33 19 - - 7 21 13 48 25 - 67 27 !

Railroad ‘Property 1 - 33 —— - - —-— - —tore - - —_ - -~ —— -
Other Transport Property| —- -- - - - - - - 2 - 1 - —= - - -
Street 32 33 33 100 67 31 - - 31 36 35 10 - 36 - 27
Park - - - i R - - - 2 -- - 2 - - - ——
Tavern ' 8 2 -- - - - -- - —— -= 4 2 - - - -
All Other Premises 36 26 33 - - 31 - -— 18 14 20 18 25 28 33 14
Total Per Cent 100 {100 99 {100 100 | 100 - -- | 100 | 100 | 100 { 100 }100 {100 |100 { 100
Total Victims 120 61 3 2 3 16 -— | - 42 14} 111 ] 132 4 11 3 22
1/ :
=/ Source: See Table 1. :

i <8
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g-»/Offe_nder stated first with victims on line below: W = White; N = Negro; M = Male; F =-Fenmale.
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Table 34: Per Cent of Persons of A Given Race and Sex Victimized By An Offender of A Given
Race and Sex in All Major Crimes Against the Person, Except Homicide, By Premises
or Place of Occurrence: Chicago, Illinois.=

. All Major Crimes Against Persons
Premises or
Place of Occurrence Offender and Victim%/
of Offense
WM - WE NM NF

WM WF{ NM{ NF { WM{ WF{ NM] NF WM| WF NM| NF|] WM| WF| NMj NF
School Property °3 1 3 5 2 71 331 -- 5 4 3 1] 15} 28 1 6
Public Housing 1 1 1 3 6 31 =—-1 14 * 1 2 8 2 1 7 8
Residence, excpt. Public 14 45 6} 28157} 27 --}-29 41 12 13} 421 27 3} 58} 30
Railroad Property * * 1] == j ==} ==} ==] - * * * T3 S U S
Other Transport Property * * 2 4| == 1} 17] -~ 4 1 1 * | —— 1 * *
Taxicab 1 - 71 ==} ==} =] ==} -- 2 -= 4l = = == ==~] -~
Delivery Trucks * =} ==} =] == ] ==} ==} == 21 ~= % SNUUUEGE UV AR U -
Newsboys, Street * - 1] ==] == ] ==} ==] == 3 - 4] == =] ==} —=} --
Newsboys, Other Premises * P 1 == ~= ] == == - L] - 3 = | == [ = =] ~--
Street 44 291 51§ 344f 12} 397 17} 14 50 54 491 261 24 441 20} 38
Parks 1 x| —-= 2 1 1} -——1 -- 1 1 * 1 1} ==] ==t ~=
Tavern or Liquor Store 10 4 3 3 7 9! 17| -~ 3 1 5 2112 - 5 7 |
Drug Store 1 — =] =] - ==] == -- *f | e | == | == == == =
Cleaners * 1f -~ 2} == =] —=] ~-- - * * x| o] -2 - * >
Super~Market * ¥ wm] == | ==} =] -] - Ll * * ] == | =] ==} -~ !
Gas Station 1 —— 2] == == ==} -={ -- -] -- — x| e | m2] == -=
Bank - Bl ] e ] == f =] =] - 1} -~ L35 NENUUS N BEITRS B, *
Other Businesses 1 1 1 2| ~-| -] -~ 14 3 1 1 Fl e ] ==} == *
Residence/Hallway oxr Porch 1 1 11 -- 1} ~=| == -- 6 4 4 3f ==} -~ 1 *
All Other Premises 22 17) 20} 171} 147 13} 16} 29 191 21 11y 157 20} 22 8 11
Total Per Cent 100 ! 100 {100 |100 {100 |100j100{100] 200}100 | 100 {100 3100 |100 }100|100
Total Victims 1981 ]1147}139{ 58| &&§]152 6] 711272]492 3909 |3311] 41} 68]612}431

l/Source: See Table 1.
g/Offender listed first with victims on line below: W = White; N = Negro; M = Male;  F = Female.

*Less than 0.5 per cent.
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threats with a dangerous

re more likely to be threat-

White women when victimized in
weapon by a Negro man or woman a
ened in a street than in a residence setting. . '
in threats without a dangerous weapon when a woman is vic-

. : v’ ic_.
timized by a man of her own race, she is more commonly v
Again these

Furthermore,

timized in residence than in street premlises.

patterns(of.victimization seem to mirror patterns of inter-

action within and between races.

All Major Offenses Against Persons

Looked at from the standpoint of the aggregate of vic-
tims among Negroes and whites in Chicago during the six
month period for which these data were gathered (see Table
34), the Negro male was the most common victim (4699) and
the Negro female was the second most common victim (3824}).
The white male was the third most common victim in frequency
of occurrence (3640) while the white woman was least common
as a victim (1967). From the study of rates of 'victimization
reported earlier, it is known that this made the risk of
victimization much higher for Negroes than whites since
Negroes comprise a much smaller proportion of the total
population in Chicago than do whites.

Now it is asked, what are the most common premises
where a victim of a given race and sex may expect to be a
victim of a major offense against the person from an offend-
er of a given race and sex? The data in Table 34 summarize
the data from all major offerses against the person.

Generally, regardless of the race and sex of the of-

fender, a man in Chicago is most commonly victimized on

street pre@ises.. The likelihood is much lower that he will

be victimized in a residence. There is one exception that

merits attention. When a man is victimized by a woman of

-127-~

victimized by a man or woman of their own race, the most

common place of occurrence of the offense against the per-

son is the residence. When women are victimized by a man

ocr woman of the other race, the most common place of occur-

rence is the street. There is one exception, though the

number of caseg is very small. Apparently Negro women who
are victimized by thte women in a major offense against
the person are somewhat more likely to be victimized in a
residence than on street premises. .

Again, the place of victimization would seem to be a
consequence of patterns of social interaction. In social
situations that lead to conflict, the woman is most likely
to associate with members of her own race in a residence.
However, in crnss-race contacts she is more likely to inter-
act with women outside the home. Hence when conflict arises
among women of different races, it generally occurs outside
the home.

These patterns of interaction in premises that lead to
an assault or battery can be summarized as follows:

1. Men are most likely to meet with other men outside
the home. The kind of situations that involve men in con-
flict also are unlikely to arise in the intimate setting of
the home. Therefore when conflict arises amdng men that
eventuates in an assault or battery, it most likely arises
in settings outside the home.

Nonetheiéss it is not altogether clear why the most
common setting for én assault or battery offense involving
men as victims and offenders arises on street premises.
Some offenses that arise in public settings and involve a
charge of assault or battery also involve another offense
that is generative of conflict, e.g., drunkenness. Yet
victims of assault oxr battery on stréet premises would not-

seem te be primarily. victims of "multiple" offenses.

Sk SR
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his own race, he is far more likely to be victimized in a

2. Men and women of the same race meet one another
residence than on a street premlsSes.
seems closely related to the patterns of

men and women in our society, particularly

most frequently in the domestic setting of the private resi~-

This finding dence, at least in meetings that potentiaily lead to conflict.

interaction among Conflict is endemic to the domestic relationship; quite com- x

sam;WQ‘:ggx

5 . to the conditions under which conflict between them arises

that is likely to lead to assault or battery. A man and
race'more likely than not are related in

monly the police are called to deal with a "domestic distur-
T

d
banca." Observation of these domestic disturbances discloses
woman of the same oy

' that in a substantial propeortion of them there is a high po-
a domestic relationship. When conflict arises in the domes-

tential for violence. Tt is not surprising therefore that

; i i home. If violence ) . . , S
tic relationship, they usually are at ' assault or battery involving men and women of the same race =

i ictimized at home by a spouse . . . . . )
results, the man or woman is victimi d me DY P arises most commonly in the domestic setting of the private

, or "lover."
? on the other hand, men are more likely to meet one

another outside the home, regardless of race. It is some-

residence.

There is one major exception to this pattern of vic-

timization in crimes against the person: robbery. But rob- -

&
N . s ; La ; 1 ‘se . . . .
‘what surprising nevertheless ‘that when conflict arises bery rarely ocours among persons who commonly are in inter-

between men, it is most likely to arise in the public con- action with one another. Women who are victims of men of

text of the street. This may be due in part to the fact their own race in an armed- or strong-armed robbery general-

that assault occurs in connection with other offenses that ly are victimized in the street or in a place of business.

arise in the street, but there must be other reasons as The findings then hcld only for all assaults or battery

well why the street is the most common setting. Cértainly rather than for all maj

o

r offenses against the person.

~

i a substantial proportion of these conflicts arise from 3. Race does ot seem to be much of a factor in deter- -

drinking--the tavern is the third most common setting for
men to be victims of an assault and battery; some of the

conflict that arises among drunks perhaps later erupts in
street fights. More needs to be learned, however, about

the specific kinds of situations that lead to conflict

among men in the streets, conflict that results in violence
against the person.

[

rmining the place where men of one race victimize men of L
another race in all najor offenses againsgt the person. It

does seam o be a favtor though in the victimization of
womer inall major offenses agalnst the person. Particular
attention is drawn to. the fact that white women who are i

yictimized by Negre men in all major crimes against the per-

.

re usually victimized in street premises. It per-

The pattern of victimization on premises is somewhat

o
haps is least common in cross—race interaction among persons
different for women. '

The race of the offender is far more
important in determining the premises of victimization of
women in an assault or battery offense.

it ouyr socsety for a white woman to interact with a Negro

ing that will lead to conflict where violence

t
When women are agalnet the persoii 18 an outccome of the conflict. It ailso .
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r them to meet within the private

i elatively uncommon fo .
e i they will come

dwelling unit, at least in such a way that

¥ . 1 2 n
into conflict. Hence it is not surprising that white wome

are unlikely to be victimized by Negro men
fense against the person within a dwelling unit. Such.
curs primarily outside the dwelling unit

in a major of-

victimization oc

and then most commonly as victims in offenses of robbery.

From this one might surmise that white women rarely become
victims of Negro men in an assault or battery except as

relative "strangers." They rarely are unable, therefore,

to identify the man who offends against them.

4. Since a substantial amount of assault and battery
occurs in a public setting §ugh as the street, it seems
clear that much of it potentially f£alls within the purview
of the police, for public settings are most accessible to
them.

Nonetheless, for certain types of offenses against the
person such as rape, and particularly for all offenses
against the person where women are the victims, the police
are unable to enter the setting until the offense has been
committed. A somewhat anomalous condition exists then

such that a woman is most likely to be victimized in situa-

tions where she is least accessible to preventive action

from the police while men are most likely to be victimized

in situations where the police may be able to engage in

preventive action.

L2 S ——

oM

o

e T

T

-131-

Victimization by Offenders in Each Major Offense Against
the Person on Street and Residence Premises

Two findings have been noted: (1) A large proportion of
all victim experiences occur either on street or on residence
premises; (2) The race and sex of the victim and of the
offender varies with the place of occurrence of the offense
in major types of offenses against the person. Turning atten-
tion instead to the premises where an offesnse may occur
against a victim and asking what proportion of the offenses
of a particular kind occur against a victim of a given race
and sex by offenders of a given race and sex on that premises,
other questions can be raised. For example, what proportion
of white male victims are victimized by offenders of each
ra~e and sex for armed robbery on street premises? Are more
of the offenses against white males in a street setting committed
by members of one race-sex subgroup than others? What are
the most common offenses against them in a street setting?
Tables 35 to 38 provide data to answer these guestions for each
major race-sex subgroup of victims.

The Experience of White Male Victimse

Eighty-nine per cent of the offenses against the white
male victims in street settings were committed by a white

‘male (52 per cent) or a Negro male (37 per cent). An additional

nine per cent were committed by males of other races. Thus

98 per cent of all white males victimized in street settings
in major offenses against the person were victimized by other
males. See Table 35. Clearly, a white male is very unlikely

to be victimized by a woman in a street setting in any major

offense against the person.

There is some variation, however, in what is the race

of the offender - who will victimize him in street settings
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le 35: Per Cent of Offenders of Each.Race an -
fante hi le Victims by Each Major Offense Against the . 1,
White Ma ¥ : i Ch o, Illinois.
Person on Street and Residence Premises: icago, .
2/ Total
Victim and Offenders— ota
Premises and ]  timized Bv: Per
Type of Crime White Male Victimize ¥: fcent Num- | Per
Against Person wMiwr | nM| nF| oM| OF [Total |ber | Cent
Street Premises:
Armed Robbery 23] -- | 68} —- 9 - igg ggz ;g
Strong-Armed Robbery 28| -~} 611 1} 10 100 28 5
Shot or Attempted 68 4 18] ~-- 111 —- 100 e :
Cut, Stabbed or Attempted 55 4 22 1 15} -—- : o "
Other Dangerous Weapon 58 1 29| -- 12} -- 10o . i
Inj./Hands, Fists, Feet, Etc. 72 2 24 | -— 2 —; 10 5o .3
Minor Inj./No Dang. Weapon 72 { - 20 1 7 100 3
Physical Contact 72 3 18 1 6] -- 100 130 :
Threat/Dang. Weapon 62} — 25} -~ 13§ —- 100 55
Threat/No Dang. Weapon 66 '3 22 | -~ 91— 100 58 3
All Offenses 52 1 37 1 91 -~ 100 ~— 100
Total Number 873 {1 14 (623 10} 148 2 -— 1670
Residence Premises:
Armed Robbery 39 | —- 57 4 -~ - 100 28 7
Strong~Armed Robbery 39 * 46 4 11| -- 100 28 7
Shot or Attempted 60 ] 10 301 -- -} - io0o 10 2
Cut, Stabbed or Attempted 59 } 30 5 2 3 2 100 64 16
Other Dangerous Weapon 74 | 15 41 - 4 4 100 27 7
Inj./Hands, Fists, Feet, Etc. 91 4 -—1-- 4§ -~ 100 23 6
Minor Inj./No Dang. Weapon 731 15 7 4 1f--~ 100 143 35
Physical Contact 76 5 8 5 51 -- 99 37 9
Threat/Dang. Weapon 89 | -~ 6 { -~ 51-- 100 18 4
Threat/No Dang. Weapon 68§ 4 11 14 | -~ 100 28 7
All Offenses 68 ] 12 13 3 4 § -~ 100 —-— 100
Total Numbex 275 | 49 53111 le6 3 - 406
i/Source: See Téble 1.
2y = White; N = Negro; M = Male; F = Female.

*Less than 0.5 per cent.
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depending upon the type of major crime against the person.
More than six of every ten times that a white male is victim-

ized in a robbery in a street setting, the offender is a Negro

e |

male. Indeed, this is the only type of offense where the
proportion of Negro male offenders is above the average for
offenses against white males.

Seven out of ten times that a white male is victimized
in assaults that involve the use of hands, fists, feet, or
other parts of the body and he sustains serious injury, in
assaults where he sustains minor injury without a dangerous
weapon, and in assault and battery with physical contact
involving insults or provocation the offender is a white male.
This is virtually the case, too, when he is shot in a street
setting, since 68 per cent of:the offenders in shootings of
a white male in the street were white males. For all other
assault and battery offenses, other than cuttings, stabbings
and attempts at the same and for threats to assault, a white
male is more likely to be assaulted by a white than a non-~
white male in a street setting. Indeed his chances in all
assault and battery cases or in threats are generally only
about one-in-five that the offender will be a Negro male. It
is somewhat higher for threats with a dangerous weapon and all
assaults with other dangerous weapons.

The situation is only somewhat different when the white
male is offended against in a residence setting. Eight out
of ten times the offender in a residence setting will Be a
male with 68 per cent of the offenders being white males and
only 13 per cent Negro males. Since other nonwhite males
commit 4 per cent of the offenses against white males in a
residence setting, in 85 per cent of the cases where the
white male is a victim of a major offense against the person
in a residence, his assailant is a male. Only 12 per cent
of the offenders against white males in a residence setting

-
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are white women and but three per cznt are Negro women.

Quite clearly then, even within the residence, a white male
is most likely to be victimized by another male--most usually
a white male.

Yet, there is some variation in what type of offender
will victimize a white male in a residence depending upon
the type of major crime against the person. Though it is
unlikely he will L& robbed in a residence, the offender in
such cases is almost always a male. Yet he is somewhat more
likely to be victimized by a Negro than by a white male in
either armed or strong-armed robbery in a residence.

In no major offense against the person is a white male
more likely to be victimized by a white woman thah‘by a

white man within the residencé setting.

It is clear that a
white woman will rarely victimize him in a residence in a

The white
male is more likely to be a victim of a white woman in a

robbery or in a threat with a dangerous weapon.

residegce in a cutting or stabbing than in any other major
offense against the person. Thirty per cent of the assailants
against white men in this offense in a residential setting
were white women.

About nine of every ten times that a white man is a
victim of a serious injury with hands, fists, feet, or other
part of the body and in threats with a dangerous weapon, the
offender is a white male. |

Are there differences in victim experience in street as
compared with residence settings in liability to particular

kinds of major offenses against the person? Data in the last

column of Table 35 give the victims of each major type of
offense against the person as a pProportion of all victims in
given premises.

A higher proportion of the white male victims in street
settings than on residence Premises are victims of robbery

But there are about three times as many white male victims of
a cutting or stabbing in a residential as co
setting.
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in street settings in fact are victims of all other forms of
assault and battery, other than a shooting.

The Experience of White Female Victims

For all major offenses against the person that occur in
street settings, the white woman is somewhat more likely to

be offended against by a woman than is a white man to be
(See Table 36.)

against her on

offended against by a woman in these settings.

Yet for only 12 per cent of all major offenses

street premises was tlie offender a woman--more

commonly a white

than a Negro woman. Yet it is clear that when a white woman

is offended against on the street in all major crimes, she must

expect that her assailant will be a man. When she is victimized

in a major crime against the person in a street setting in

Chicago, while her assailant is more likely a white man' (46 per

cent of all offenders in this setting), it not uncommonlz is a

Negro man (36 per cent of all offenders).

Indeed, in certain kinds of major offenses against the
person a white woman is more likely to be offended against by
When offended

vagainst in an armed or strong-armed robbery in the streets, a

a Negro than a white man in street settings.

white woman is more often a victim of a Negro than a white man.

She is much less likely to be offended against by a Negro than

a white man in all offenses of assault and battery and tbreats

of violence. This is true also for offenses of forcible rape.

and assault with intent to rape in street settings. Yet, in
Chicago, she is more likely to be offended against by a Negro
male in a rape or forcible rape in a street setting, than she
is likely to be offended against by a Negro male in assaults
and battery offenses in a street setting. Thus while white
women are less often victims of forcible rape and assaults with
intent to rape in street settings than they are of all other
mapr offenses against the person in street settings other than

266261 O - AT - U6
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Table 36: Per Cent of Offenders of Each Race and Sex Subgroup for White : -
Female Victims by Each Major Offense Against the Person on wy T

Street and Residence Premises: Chicago, Illinois.=

P71 B

. Victim and Offendersg/ Total Ty
Premises and : J
Type of Crime Per b
Against Person White Women Victimized By: Cent Num- | per N
WM |WF | NM!NF|OM]OF |Total| ber | cent . _:)
W =
Street Premises: :
Forcible Rape 45 | ~- 33} ~--122] -~ 100 - 1 ! ;T
Assault to Rape 62 | --1] 28| -—-1{10]|-- ] 100 29 4 T,
Armed Robbery 30 2 60) 2| 6}~ 1] 100 50 7 :
Strong-Armed Robbery 24 1] 66| 3 6| -~ *00- ] 258 35 T
Shot or Attempted 50 | -~ 50 - ~-]}--1"100 4 1 { S
Cut, Stabbed or Attempted 35120 15415115 | -~ 160 20 3 Wy, T
Other Dang. Weapon 56 | -- ] 22 1--}122]--] 100 9 1 ;
Inj./Hands, Fists, Feet, Etc, 69 115 15{-—-{--[|~-~1 100 13 2 -
Minor Inj./No Dang. Weapon 61,20 | 11| 4§ 3] 1| 100 193 26 z '
Physical Contact 67| 8| 151 3| 7}--1 100 | 89 12 o
Threat/Dang. Weapon 597 -] 23] 9] 9|--| 100 22 3 |
Threat/No Dang. Weapon 53115f 1512 3| 2§ 100 34 5 o
All Offenses 46 8 36 6 100 - 100 =
Total Number 330 | 60 | 265 ] 29 | 43 3 ——= 730
Residence Premises: gy,
Forcible Rape 50 | ~- 50 | == [ == ] —= | o
Assault to Rape 57 | —= | 24 |- |19 |- igg 3% g ' 1
Armed Robbery 47 | -- 53 -1}~ |~ 100 15 2 ?“*"“
Strong-Armed Robbery 59 --} 29| - |12 }|--] 100 17 3 ‘
Shot or Attempted 50 | 50 —— = {-- 100 2 * Y
Cut, Stabbed or Attempted 75 4 17 1 -- 4 | ~= 100 24 4 :
Other Dang. Weapon 84 111 51—~ 1]--1{-- 100 19 3 &
Igj./Hanqs, Fists, Feet, Etcd 87 | ~- 3 7 -~ 3 100 31 5
ManF Inj./No Dang. Weapon 86 8 2| - 3 1 100 324 50 Y
Physical Contact 81 2 11 | -= 6 |- 100 6 [
ggreat/Dangh Weapon 72 | 14 71 -- 7 {-- 100 32 lg b ~
reat/No D .
= Ofg o Dang. Weapon 770100 10 [--f 3 |--1 100 31 5 .
enses
ffene ;b 80| 6 9 --1 4 100 | -—- | 100
ota umber 5211 41 58 2 {27 4 —— 653 S
l/Source: See Table 1.
o T
2/4 = White; N = N | ‘
i N = Negro; M = Male; F = Female. -
*Less than 0.5 per cent. = -
A
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shootings, assault with other dangerous weapons, serious injury
with hands, fists, feet, etc., and threats with a dangerous
weapon, their perception of victim experience may be formed
more by the former than by the latter experience. Further-
more, since in the serious offense of robbery, their
assailant is more likely to be a Negro than a white man,
there are other bases for forming a perception of victimiza-
tion by Negro men. Thus while overall white women are some-
what more likely to be victimized by white than Negro men in
all major offenses against the persoh in street settings, the
fact that they are more likely to ke victimized by a Negro
than a white male in offenses of robbery and that one out of
three offenders against white women in forcible rape and
assault with intent to rape in street settings are Negro men
may have the greater effect on the perceptions white women
hold of victimization in street settings.

Within the residence, women generally are victimized B!

by men. Eighty per cent of white womea who were victims in
a residence were victims of white men; nine per cent were
victims of Negro men and 4 per cent of other nonwhite men.
Thus 93 per cent of the white female victims in a residernce
setting were victimized by men. The offender against her in
most other cases is a white woman.

For the more serious offenses of forcible rape and
armed robbery, a white woman is about equally likely to be
victimized in her home by a Negro as by a white male. 1In a
residence setting, she also is fairly often a victim of a
nonwhite male in an assault with intent to rape and a
strong-armed robbery from a nonwhite male. These offenses
comprise only 14 per cent of all white female experiences
as victims of major offenses against the person in the home,
however.

About one in ten white women when in a residence are
victimized by another white woman in assaults with other
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. T : _ ——— LTable 37: per Cent of Offenders of kach Race and Sex Subgroup for Negro
dangerous weapons and in threats W1anagguy}thout a dangerous g Male Victims by Each Mayn:OffenyaﬂgaInéEij'Per%nuon
weapon. Eight of every ten white female victims while in a R Street and Residence Premises: Chicago, Illinois.Z/
residence are victimized by a white male in assaults that-do__ wy - = ' )

R - T ""‘"*«--...\ /”__”' e ‘ . 2
not involve guns, knives, or sex. T ——— e Victim amic&fenders—/ Total
g Al . h ot imi . ' 3’ Premises and
4 most one of every ten white women who are victimized in - gégingi gZigin Negro Male Victimized By: g:it Num- | per
a residence are victims of a forcible rape or assault with ‘ wM | wr nM! NF| oM | oF ITotall ber | cent
intent to rape. Nevertheless, one-half of all white women - \} ; ~
. _— Street Premises:
victimized in a residence are victims of an assault without ! 7 b 1
, ] . R Armed Robbery 1f-- 97 1 -— 100 386 | 18
a dangerous weapon ‘and where they sustain only minor injury. f x Strong~Armed Robbery 2] -- 97 1} --|-- 1} 100 570 | 27
. " ; . _— _— —J Shot or Attempted 31 -~ 81 14 2| -- 100 96 5
Indeed, three~fourths of all white women who are victimized : Cut, Stabbed or Attempted 24 -- 77 b B 100 327 15
in a residence are victims where th i i T Other Dang. Weapon = 86 8f 1} 1 1oo 106 5
. they sustain only minor / > Inj./Hands, Fists, Feet, Etc. 5{ -~ 95 =) =] -- 100 43 2
b injury, where no major weapon actually is used, or where they . = Minor Inj./Ne Dang. Weapon 6§ —— 90 3 1{ -~ 100 396 | 19
. A . - ; Physical Contact 127 - 79 7 2 - 100 67 3
simply are threatened with violence. . Threat/Dang. Weapon 7| —- 81 ] 10 2~ 100 82 4
) Threat/No Dang. Weapon 22 -~ 98 -] - - 100 40 2
' @ A1l Offenses 3| -- 90 6] 1|--| 100 -—— {100
The Experience of Negro Male Victims ! -
- Total Number 73] 11961 f121t 17| 2 | --- | 2113
The Negro male, like the white is ot i =
) ! male, is a victim of % — Residence Premises:
other males in street settings. Nine out of ten times in
. . ) e Armed Robbkery - - 94 6 ~— | -- 100 34 4
all major offenses against the person, he is victimized by . Strong-Armed Robbery - == 96 4] ~- y-- ] 100 |- 25 3
another N . . . R Shot or Attempted 11 - 58 41 -~ | -~ 100 98 11
egro male. In only three per cent of victim Cut, Stabbed or Attempted S 401 60| -— |-—— | 100 359 | 41
z‘ experiences of Negro males in a st { i : ; . S Other Dang. Weapon - - 60 { 39{ 11|--| 100 95 | 11
s . reet setting is his assail- ¥ Inj./Hands, Fists, Feet, Etc.| ~-| -- 92 8| --1--1 100 12 1
ant a white male, See Table 37. "y Minor Inj./Ko Dang. Weapon 41 -- 66 { 30| --{--{ 100 143 ] 16
: . Physical Contact -] ~-- 84 6] —- -~ 100 25 3
: A Negro male on street premises is almost always victim- R Threat/Dang. Weapon 1) - 77 21| 1{-- 1 100 68 8
! ized by another Negro male in offenses that involve robbery threat/No Dang: Weapon B i Bl ST el L 2
N . - > - l — —_—— —_ ——
; and threats without a dangerous weapon Th i ; ' Ani Uffenses - >0 s 120 199
cularl t pen. e latter is parti- T Total Number gl -- | s07 (359} 3 |-} -~ 876
i r n i TR - g
% o y1 oteworthy since it is clear that such threats do o
! not involve a ¢ - .
% ross—-race contact. Only in offenses that
2 involv : . R 1/ . cee *
| lve assault and battery with physical contact through - ~/source: see Table 1.
1 insult or provocation i . . ~ . .
offender.apa' . " 1§ there a one in ten chance that the " 2y = White; N = Negro; M = Male; F = Female.
o inst a male i . . e o
r g = Negro male in a street setting is a white st
male, - *Less than 0.5 per cent.
s 3
i Negro men, like white ;
% by women t' . men, are unlikely to be victimized oy
= v on stree remi ‘
0 premises. The chances that a Negro male T

will be victimized by a Negro woman are greater however for

assaults, attempts, and threats that involve a dangerous 3

weapon than for all other major offenses against the person

i e s s
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Two out of 10 Negro male victims of a cutting or stabbing in T enough, the person who offends against her more likely is a ﬁ
a street setting are victims of a Negro woman. - woman if she is a victim of a major offense against the {
The situation is quite different when a Negro male is wo person in the stree- than in a residence. Nine out of ten |
victimized in a residence, however., With only an occasional . 9 times in a major offense against her in a residence, a Negro
exception, the offender against a Negro male in a residence - woman is a victim of a Negro man. It is rare, indeed that a
is - Negro man or woman. See Table 36. Within the residence, 4 Negro woman is a victim of another woman in a street or resi-
in fact, he is more likely to be victimized by a Negro woman S dence setting, and it is quite unlikely that she~will be a
~in a cutting or stabbing than he is toc be victimized by a o vigtim of a white man in either setting. See Table 38.
Negré man. And in fact for all offenses involving the ;p!_ﬂj : In a street setting, a Negro woman is unlikely to be a
actual use of dangerous weapons, four out of ten times {or ? victim of a forcible rspe by a white man and her chances are
more) his assailant is a Negro woman. Within the confines )f ; less than one in ten that her assailant will be a white male
of the private place then, a Negro man has reason tc expect Wgﬁ_ﬁg in an assault with intent to rape in the streets. She like-
violence with a dangerous weapon from a Negro woman. o wise almost always will be victimized by a Negro male if she i
. Further support is found £or this in that four of every :@g"ﬁ- is a victim of a robbery in a street. But if she is shot in
10 Negro male victims in a residence are victims of a cutting, 4. " the street, her assailant more likely than not is a Negro

stabbing, or attempt at the same. An additional 11 per cent

S — woman and her chances are almost even that her assailant will
C s . \ . . ! ' '
are victims in a shooting, and another 1l per cent are

. be a Negro woman if she is cut or stabbed in the street. She

victims in an assault with another dangerous weapon. For all C therefore risks serious body injury from a Negro woman if guns
of tlese offenses his risk of victimization in the home by a E% ﬁﬂ?, or knives are used against her in the street.
- Negro woman is high--in six of every 10 offenses against him 1 ’y When she is in a residence, however, her assailant almost
in the home then, a Negro male is a victim of a serious assault ;T always is a Nearo male. This is true even for the use of
with a dangerous weapon and given the frequency of the occurr- % dangerous weapons, though‘i of every 10 Negro women victims
ence of each, he has a somewhat better than even chance that s of a cutting or stabbing in the home are victimized by a ,
nis assailant will be a woman if he is attacked in a residence. - o Negro woman. Clearly within the home, it is the conflict ;
The Negro male clearly has reason to anticipate that he will - between a Negro man and a Negro woman that leads to her :

experience serious injury when he is a victim of a major - Ny experiences as a victim.

offense against the person in the home.

Indeed, only 25 per However a Negro woman is much less likely to be a victim

cent of all white men are victims from these same offenses - 5 of some offenses against the person in the home than she is
in a residence setting as compared with 63 per cent of all ’ : ‘ in the street. Thus while 14 per cent of all Negro women
Negro men. ' wfyuﬁ’ victims in the home are victims of a forcible rape or assault

with intent to rape, only 6 per cent are victims of these

%: ; - The Experience of Negro Female WVictims o : we T | offenses in the street--and, indeed, in actual numbers, she |
o ' ‘ - is more likely to be victimized in the home than in the street Jt
! Both on street a ; : : ' . : . : . 3
i , nd residence premises, the Negro woman BT e from these offenses. A higher proportion of Negro female B

almost always is victimized by another Negro

Interestingly SIS
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Table 38:

Female Victims by Each Major
Street and Residence Premises:
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Chicago, Illin

ois.L

Per Cent of Offenders of. Each Race and Sex Subgroup for Negro
Offense Against the Ferson on

. Victim and Offendersg/ " Total
Premises and
Type of Crime e Per
Against Person Negro Female Victimized By: }. .. Num- | Per
WM | WF NM NF { OM { OF | Total j ber Cent
Street Premises:
Forcible Rape 27 -~ 98 - -=].-- 100 46 4
Asgault to Rape 8] -~ 91 -~ - 99 23 2
Armed Robbery 1 * 97 3 -3 - 101 118 11
Strong-Armed Robbery 1] - 94 4 * * 99 221 21
Shot or Attempted —— - 17 83 | --j —— 100 18 2
Cut, Stabbed or Attempted 1] -- 56 43 | -~ ~- 100 89 8 :
Other Dang. Weapon 3 -- 76 { 21 })--) --{ 100 33 3 :
Inj./Hands, Fist, Feet, Etcqy. =-- | =- 85 15 ==} -~ 100 33 3 i
Minor Inj./No Dang. Weapon 2} -- 76 22 * * 100 323 31 ,
Physical Contact 31 -- 82 15§-—-1-- 100 87 8 L
Threat/Dang. Weapon 21 -- 88 10| == | -- 100 48 5
Threat/No Dang. Weapon 10 -~ 62 29 f == | -~ 101 21 2
all Offenses 2| ~ | 83| 15| *| * | 100 | -1 100 -
Total Number 201 1 | e7al161| 2| 2| -——- |1060)
Residence Premises: N ‘WT
Forcible Rape —~t-=| 99| —={ 1|--1] 100 | 152| 10 '
Assault to Rape 2| - 98 | —- j--}-=1 100 56 4 -
Armed Robbery 50—~ 95| ——}--|--1 100 21 1
Strong—-Armed Robbery -] -- 100 it B B 100 21 1
Shot or Attempted - == 94 6| ~-1] -~ 100 32 2
Cut, Stabbed or Attempted *l -= 80 20 V== —- 100 232 15 -
Other Dang. Weapon 31 ~- 83 12 21 - 100 96 5
Inj./Hands, Fist, Feet, Etcd -~ -- 96 4 1--1--1 100 68 4 »
Minor Inj./No Dang. Weapon 1 -- 92 7 * * 100 559 36
Physical Contact 21 -~ 88 10 | ==} - 100 126 8 -
Threat/Dang. Weapon 2 1 89 9l --1-- 101 117 8
Threat/No Dang. Weapon — f - 90 ;
‘ . 9 1{-- 100 71 5 h
All Offenses 1 * 90 g * 100 . 100 -
Total Number 16 | 2 11397 |127 8 1 —— 1551
Y/source: See Table 1. e
2/ — s - '
~'W = White; N = Negro; M = Male; F = Female.
. ?v,‘»
*Less than 0.5 per cent.
hide
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victims in the home than in the street are found in offenses
that involve the use of dangerous weapons or threats to use
them, except for victimization by shooting.

It is not surprising, on the other hand, that a Negro
woman is far more likely to be a victim of a robbery in the
street than she is in the home--both absolutely and relative

to all other major.offenses against her.

Survey Incidence of Crime Victimization

Criminal statistics are for the most part based on data
from law enforcement, correctional and judicial systems of
reporting. Though an occasional study has been made asking
either known offenders or selected populations of students
about their past experiences as offenders, there are almost
no known studies of questioning persons about their experience
as victims of crime.

The "offenses known to the police" are generally regarded
as the best available measure of the amount of crime in the
society since the police nominally are the first agency to
process crimes.. At the same time there is awareness of the

fact that for a variety of reasons persons do not report

crimes to the police, suggesting that police statistics under-

estimate the amount of crime in the society and the degree of
Just how substantial

is the volume of unreported crime and victim experiences is

victimization of citizens from crimes.
unknown. It is generally known that for some crimes such as
automobile thefts and homicides, underreporting is very low;
on thé other hand it is generally thought that underreporting
of victimization to the poiice is greatest for crimes where
there is a compliant victim, particularly those crimes where
the victim engaged in deviant behavior. Between these two
extremes, howeve;,,it is not known just how much crime goes

unreported to the police, thereby making it difficult to

‘determine accurately the volume of both crime and victimiza-

tion in the society.
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Although there are a number of ways that one might attemp

i ime in the
to estimate the extent of underreporting of cr

society--and no single way would seem Fo be the beszewzzrz:y
get underreporting for all types of crime--the saTP S;rvey s
appears perhaps the most logical means. The s:mp 2 ation
designed to question a probability sample of the pop

i i i of time. Since
about their experience with crime over a period

i ; interviewer
the survey is based on voluntary reporting tc an ,

* victi crime
it is reasonable to assume that some types of victim or

experiences will be underreported, partic?larly thos§ vhere
the person was in some way implicated in 111egél activity. |
Nonetheless, where such factors are not operating on reporting,
it would seem to have the advantage of providing an anonymous
means of obtaining victim eip@riences of crime. |

A cross-section of households in a high and a low crime
rate area of both Boston and Chicago were selected f?r the
sample survey investigation of victimization from Cflme.
These areas, Dorchester and Roxbury in Boston and Fillmore
and Town Hall in Chicago are described earlier in this report.
Before undertaking a description of the results of this in-

vestigation, some problems in such surveys are reviewed.

Major Problems in Sample Survey Estimation of Crime:

Four major types of problems in using the sample survey
as a means of estimating the kind and amount of crime are
discussed: (1) problems of sampling and gaining access to
respondents; (2) problems in the validity and reliability of
respondent reporting; (3) problems in estimating the incidence
of victimization and comparability of these estimates with
police statistics; (4) problems of interpreting the kind and
amount of crime from sample survey estimates.

1. Problems of sampling and gaining access to respondents:

To estimate both the amount of crime and victimization

from crime, information was to be secured from a universe of

hd - - o A o - e DA A A T

-145-

citizens. The sampling problem begins with defining an
appropriate sampling frame, i.e., a way of defining the units
Fhat are to be sampled. It proved difficult to secure
economical sampling frames for the resident samples.
For resgidents, a household sample was selected, since
potentially either the entire household is victimized by a
crime as in a burglary of a residence, or one or more of its
members are victims as persons, whether or not they are
victimized within the dwelling unit. Nonetheless there are
problems of whom is to be selected as the respondent to
provide the information and what kind of information can be
gained for other members of the household. Because of
problems of reliability and validity of reporting on victim
experiences for members of’ the household other than oneself
and also because of the difficulty in interviewing young
persons--problems discussed below--oniy respondents 18 years
of age and over were considered eligible for selection within o
households. The selection of these persons within households
was randomized, since failure to do so would seriously bias

the reporting of certain kinds of crime, as for example crimes

against males if largely women are selected as respondents.

The randomization of the selection of the respondent, :
however, meant that the average cost pef interview is higher f
since it necessitates call-backs to locate and secure the
cooperation of the respondent that is randomly selected
within a household. It seems quite clear, however, that
when one compares the respondent selection for the NORC
national sample and those done by the method selected for
this study, that the latter method despite its highér average
cost provides a more valid description of crimes against the
person. ‘ _ '

Selection of households in terms of a specific sampling
frame poses problems of cost. To reduce costs and %o avoid
clustering of sample units, a sampling frame of addresses

b i b o, s
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rather than of areas is desirable. There is good reason

to avoid high clustering of areas in an area probability
sample on the assumption that crime is not uniformly spread
across even very small areas of a city. The polling lists
provided a sampling frame for Boston. But in Chicago, an
area probability sample was selected.

Having selected a household, there are very real problems
in gaining access to respondents to secure the required in-
formation. For any sample survey of residents, there is some
loss due to the fact that some respondents never can be lo-
cated for an interview, even when someone has been contacted
in the household.  There always are some refusals to cooperate
as well. 1In general we know that it is harder to gain access,
it is somewhat harder to loéa?é the respondent desired from a
very low income than from a very high income respondent. Both
of these problems were apparent in our surveys of residents,
but they pose somewhat more serious problems for a study that
attempts to estimate crime in high and low income areas.

In both Chicago and Washington, D, C. there were a fairly
large number of respondents located in buildings with resi-
dgnt managers who function to control access to the tenants.
While letters could be addressed to respondents in these
buildings, they could not always be located by phone if the
manager denied such information or if he refused to allow
the interviewer to ring the bell of thé respondent. The non-

response rate is much higher for such buildings in both cities,

leading to some difficulty in estimating crime for high in-
come respondents.

There was less difficulty in getting access to buildings
in low income areas but there were very real problems in

finding respondents at home for interview. This substantially

increased the call-back rate in these areas. Since a substan-

tial proportion of all respondents resided in low income high

crime rate areas, such surveys have a higher average interview
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cost than is typical of the sample survey of a cross-section
of the population. For these reasohs, it also takes a longer
time to complete the survey in an area. These problems in
sampling and locating respondents suggest that local sample
surveys of crime are somewhat more costly than is generally
true of sample surveys. Furthermore, the overall response
rate is below that in the typical sample survey, being as low
as 62 per cent for the Town Hall area in the study.

2. Problems in the validity and reliability of

respondent reporting.

2a. Selecting the respondent for interview.

Early pre-tests disclosed that any respondent selected
provides reasonably compleﬁe“information for crimes against
the household and for those where the respondent personally
was a victim. Respondents are not very reliable reporters
for crimes against other members of the household. This was
assessed by interviewing independently several members of
a household. In gathering information then, respondents
were selected at random within the household so that vélid
and reliable information could be gained for each type of
respondent in a household.

Younig respondents are relatively uninformed about
offenses against the household or. against other members of
the household. For that reason, no one was interviewed in
the household who was under 18 years of age. This means
that no reliable estimate can be made for offenses against
such persons, though such offenses are included in official
police statistics as crimes known to the police.

2b. Salience of crime to respondents.

Before pre-testing ways of securing information on crime

or victim experiences, it was assumed that being a victim of
a crime is a very salient experience to a person. Although

we assumed that this would be somewhat more likely where the
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person experienced victimization through actual contact with
an offender than where only his property was involved, sur-
prisingly pre-tests over a two year period disclosed that
orime has low salience for a substantial majority of: the
population.

Several things.about the salience of crime became ap-
parent through pre-testing and doing the studies. One is
that respondents need considerable time to think about and
remember all of their crime experiences. This may stretch
over days or weeks as a time interval of recollection.
Without such an opportunity, respondent tends to focus
on the most recent events. Recognizing this the study focuses
on estimates for the most recent periods of time rather than
on any long term estimates.:Tfhis suggests that no single
sample survey can provide data on trends in crime; rather
one must rely on repeated surveys of a population over time

to estimate changes in kinds and amount of crime.

2c. Effects of questioning about victim experience

on the respondent.

Apart from the fact that citizens have problems in re-
calling experiences with crime or crimes against their house-
hold, the nature of the interview itself poses real problems
in gaining information.

It is commonly assumed that respondents experience
great diffic¢lty in reporting certain kinds of very personal
victim experiences. It is commonly assumed, for example,
that women will be reluctant to talk about their experiences
in rape situations or that any victim experience that involves
deviant status for the victim will not be reported. The
study does not provide sufficient information on this point.
There is reasonable assurance that experiences women havé
as rape victims are reported without great reluctance on

the part of the respondent, particularly the low income

o
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respondent. There is much less assurance that deviants or
upper income respondents report their victim experiences,
however. Lacking information on the deviant status of the
person reporting on a crime, it cannot be known whether there
is underreporting because of his deviancs:.

A second important problem is how the structure of the-
interview affects iespondent reporting. Early pre—testing‘
provided a convincing demonstration that any technique based
on asking the respondent whether they had a particular kind
of victim experience followed by questioning about that exper-
i=nce produced a "ceiling effect" on the number of victim
experiences for a respondent. It soon became clear that a
respondent controls the number of experiences he or she had
on the basis of what they consider a sufficient amount of
time they have given the interviewer. Furthermore, if the
respondent is asked whether this kind of crime occurred
against them or any other member of the household, a similar
control of information about crime against themselves and
other household members results.

Since th2 primary goal of the survey was to estimate

the kind and amount of crime, to overccme these defects in

"structuring the interview a schedule was developed that

first secured all of the information for the respondent as

a victim. After gaining information on all his victim ex-
periences, a separate victim experience schedule was taken
for each reported experience. This procedure yielded a
consi-erably higher number of average experiences per re-
spondent. It should be clear then that the guality of the
estimate secured from the sample survey depends very much
upon how one secures the information on experience. Any
technique for securing the information that prolongs getting
the information from the respondent will lead to considerable

underreporting of victim experiences.
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2d. Reliability and validity of reporting.

Despite attempts to seécure information on all victim
experiences during a recent time interval, the more serious
problem remains one of underreporting rather than over-
reporting. All examinations of the data for overreporting
suggest that reSponéents generally report events that they
regard as crimes. While some of these experiences might
not be defined as crimes from a legal or police point of
view, a matter discussed below, this problem can be handled
by classification. The reports themselves do not appear to
involve fabrication on the part of the respondent, but
rather a difference in conception of what constitutes a
crime against them. o

Underreporting constitutes a more serious problem
however. A separate study was undertaken of citizens who
called the police where an observer reported on the inter-
action that took place between the police and the citizens.
A sample of these observed incidents of police-citizen
interaction was selected and several months later an inter-
view taken with the person who was known to have reported
a victim experience to the police in the presence of an
observer. Surprisingly, over 20 per cent of these citizens
who were known to have called the police failed to report
that victim experience to the interviewer when the same
schedule was used to secure crime experiences as was used
with the cross-section sample. Police departments do not
report a similar problem on follow~-up through detective
investigation, though that does not mean the problem does

not arise in police work since no study has been made of

this problem for police departments. Sometimes police

detectives may report such experiences as failure to locate

the victim; in other cases they may be cloaked as an

"unfounded" report of a crime. In any event, it suggests

that further work on this problem seems necessary
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Finally, there are some difficult questions about the
bona fide quality of the event itself. This problem was
discussed somewhat with respect to overreporting. Police
departments have an organizational procedure for handling
this problem, usually defined as follow-up through detective
investigation. When in their judgment the facts do not
warrant the compléint, the complaint is unfounded, either
by the detective or by some superior officer or unit that
actually makes the decision about "unfounding" the reported
event.

The study was not designed to follow-up thie report of
victim events for which the police were not notified. It
could be argued that many of these would be unfounded on
detective investigation. ’Internal evidence suggests that
for the most part these are bona fide victim experiences.

The question can also be raised whether the offenses’
reported would be actionable in a legal sense. An attempt
was made to judge the credibility of the respondent's re-
port of the incident applying a rather crude set of criteria
of credibility. Two criteria were applied, the interviewer's
judgment ' of the credibility of the respondent and a
rebuttable presumption of credibility of the respondent's
description of the incident. Both of these criteria are
on the side of credibility of the respondent®s account. For
a 50 per cent sample of respondents that included 502 report-
ed incidents, for only 12 incidents was the respondent's
credibility questioned.

An attempt also was made to judge the sufficiency of
evidence offered in description of the incident. A lawyer
familiar with the criminal law utilized two criteria to make
a crude judgment of sufficiency of evidence. The evidence
was considered insufficient if it appeared highly unlikely
that the responrdent could offer evidence to the police that
a crime had occurred or if it appeared doubtful that the

286-261 O - 67 - 11
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incident involved an "offender." He also made a judgment
whether the incident was in fact a crime based on the
Criminal Codes of Illinois and Massachusetts.

These judgments are not altogether independent of one
another. The three questions asked essentially were: "Is
the respondent probably telling the truth (credibility)?"
"Assuming the incident happened as the respondent described
it, is it a crime (a violation of a Criminal Code)?" And,
"assuming the incident happened as the respondend described
it, and if it is a criminal violation, could the respondent
prove that it occurred (sufficiency of evidence)?" The
first two judgments are reasonably independent of one another
but the last depends upon the second.

Using these three criteria, a decision was made whether
or not the incident was legally "actionable." If the
respondent is probably not telling the truth, if the offense
is not criminal, and/or if the incident probably did not
happen at all, the incident is considered "not actionable. "
It should be clear that the amount of loss or damage or
the presence or absence of witnesses and similar criteria
that often may govern "actionability" are not included in
this judgment. Considering the three criteria, 106 of the
502 incidents (21 per cent) were not considered actionable.
Somewhat more than half of these were not considered action-
able though they involved a criminal offense. Eleven per
cent of all incidents were defined as nonactionable criminal
incidents because they did not meet the criteria of credibil-
ity or sufficiency of evidence.

By these admittedly rather crude criteria at least four
of every five incidents reported are considered bona fide

incidents. Only these incidents are considered in the estima-

tion of crime. Furthermore, in actually estimating the in-

cidence of crime based on reporting from citizens,
ing rate was applied based on an u

an unfound-
nfounding rate for the
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department. Yet the unfounding rate itself is a crude one
since it is not broken down adequately by type of incident;
there may be differentials by type of crime that are not

taken into account.

3. Estimating incident of victimization.

3a. Choice of a victimization rate.

The proportion of persons who have been victims of a
crime varies among areas of a city. Aand, indeed, to a degree
the proportion of persons who have been victims varies some-
what independently of the crime rate itself since the crime
rate depends upon a rate of multiple victimization. It was
found, for example, that the percent of persons victimized
from July 1, 1965 through:June 30, 1966 in all four precincts
was 33 per cent but this varied from a high of 39 per cent
in Roxbury and 32 per cent in Dorchester of Boston to 30
per cent in Fillmore and 26 per cent in Town Hall, Chicago.
While Roxbury, Boston had the highest gross offense rate
of .50 for this period followed by .48 for Dorchester, Boston,
the gross rate was .31 for Town Hall and .22 for Fillmore,
Chicago.

There are a number of ways of »stimating victimization
then. One can compute, as above, the proportion of persons
with one or more victim experiences in a given period of
time. This proportion will always be below a victim experi-
ence rate--here called a victimization rate--since it does
not take into account multiple victimization. Both rates
are of some interest since it is possible that high crime
rate areas are characterized more by multiple victimization
than they are by number of victims. Put another way, high
crime rate areas are both multiple offender and multiple
victim areas. Such a finding seems of some importance in
that it poses problems for the multiple victim. In any

crime prevention program, more research and attention needs
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to be directed to the multiple victim as well as to the multi-
ple offender.
The period of time for which the victimization rate is to

be calculated is also important. Memory affects the reliability
of reporting victim experiences and there is some seasonal v&ri-

ation in the crime rate. Thus one would not expect the Same
amount of crime to ‘be reported for each quarter of the year,
particularly for kinds of crime. It is not an easy matter
therefore to determime how much of the difference in reporting
for a given quarter of the year is due to seasonal variation
%n crime and how much to memory factors. 1In any case, there
1s a sharp decrement in reports of victim experiences over

time so that clearly memory is an important factor in periods
as recent as two years.

1

. For purposes of comparison with police department data
i1t was decided to take a one year period for calculating ,
victim experience rates. However, since recency of event
appears to affect reporting, the most recent year period was
chosen as the period for which data were to be used to esti-
mate victimization rates. This was the period pf Jﬁly 1,

1965 through June 30, 1966. This report period is not

identical with the police department annual report period

which generally is a calendar year. anetheless both logical-
ly relate to a year's pPeriod of time.

3b. P lecti
roblems of seiecting a base population or universe

[ R
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police district. Both of these estimates of current popula-
tion present problems. Population movement since the 1960
census may render the count fairly unreliable as an estimate
of current population, particularly for areas as small as a
police precinct. The estimate from the sample itself is
subject to sampling variability and at best permits a range
of estimates. This.means that whenever the sample survey
is used as a means of determining victimization rates, there
is a problem of whether one has reliable estimates of the
current population which is used as a base for the rate.
mstimation of current population is not a major problem for
national surveys since there are reliable estimates of the
U. s. population.l Some state and local areas provide such
estimates as well, but they are rarely :rovided for the
kinds of areas such as a police precinu.t.

The resident victimization rates in this study are
based on pupulation counts from the 1960 census. There is
no way of knowing how unreliable these estimates ére,
though the count falls within the estimates made from the
sampling procedure. The problem of reliability of the popu-
lation estimate does not appear to be a serious one in this
study since the goal was not so much the precision of the
estimate but the gross compérison of differences in rates
obtained from police statistics as compared with the sample

survey. Both the police and the sampie survey ratesbare

for estimates. e . .
== calculated for the same population base, so both have in
Rates of victimization £ ' common this imprecision in estimate.
s o) ’ .
for the resident population fr persons generally are computed - — Some of the crime that occurs in an area is against
c o v :
are no good estimates of th an area. Lnfortunate,ly there persons who are transient in the area These will be
(o] e opu .
precincts in 1966 for which dgtz i:%lon resident in the police s reported as crimes known to the police in that area and in
estimates of current Population ;e gathered. The best the calculation of an offense rate will be included as
; that can be made frop the area pziza;ii‘:vallable axe those offenses againét the base resident population. The inclu-
% R R 1. Sam l . s . . '
the one in Chicago, or by using the 1960 Y pe such as sion of offenses against transients in the area while
. Sensus data for a reflecting crime that occurs in the area distorts the
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. e area. At the
estimation of crime against residents of th

14
ident survey
same time, if one includes from the resil
4

here, one has
crimes against +he residents that occur elsew ’

. within the
distorted the description of Crime that oceurs

srea. Insofar as possible then, the survey procedure should

exclude all crimes that occur to residents outside the area.

At the same time, the residen

i i inst t
formation on crimes agains ' ’
be comparable with pelice statistics that include them.
Lacking a way of removing ¢
police statistics, the police statis

comparable with those from +he resident survey.
reliable estimates were secur-

¢ survey failing to provide in-

ransients in +he area will not

rimes against transients from the

tics are not strictly

For Boston and Chicago no
ed of the transient population in the study areas and at Fhe
same time transients could not be eliminated from Fhe police
statistics. Thus the two sets of data are not strictly coT~
parable in this respect. parenthetically, it should b? said
that it seems worthwhile for police departments to ?eport |
separately the crimes against residents and non-residents if

the object is to calculate a victim risk rate.

3c. Estimation of frequency of occurrence.

There is evidence that respondents do not provide a complete
account of all of their victim experiences. As indicated
earlier, following up experiences reported to the police, it

is known that some victims failed to report this experience

on later interview. There also are reasons to believe that

there are recall difficulties and problems of motivating

the respondents to continue to report information on their
experiences. This suggests that the estimates from the
survey are minimal rather than maximal estimates. In short,
current survey instruments while making substantial inroads
into dealing with what is called the "dark figure" problem

in estimating crime, i.e., how much crime goes unreported
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or do not appear in officisl police statistics, do not pro-

vide maximal estimates. Further work is necessary both with

the survey instrument and through other means if an estimate
of the actual amount of crime that occurs in an area over a
given period of time is to be made.

3d. Comparability of victimization rates with offenses

or crimes known to the police.

It has already been noted that there are several senses
in which one may speak of a victimization rate. One way to
regard such a rate is as a statement of the probability that
a person or a household or dwelling unit will be victimized

by a crime. Some attempt was made to calculate such victim-

ization probabilities earlier in this report. These estimates

were based however on all major crimes against persons known
to the police where a suspect was identified. Probabilities
were calculated for all major offenses against persons for a
population of a given race and age. It should be clear that

this probability ‘almost always will differ from the probability

that any person will be a victim of such offenses one, two,
three or more times.
There are a number of ways that data from surveys on

victim experiences are not comparable with metropolitan

-police department data on offenses known to the police. The

major sources of noncomparability are as follows:

(a) Survey data are reports on persons as victims;

police data are based on reports of offenses. An offense may

have more than one victim. For example, a robbery offense
may involve several people in a. business establishment as

victims. For police department statistics there could be a

report of one or more offenders arrested in thié robbery but

only one offense. 'While their reports also will include
information on the number of persons who were robbed, each
person robbed is not reported as & Separate offense. Yet

if we were to conduct a survey, each of the victims would
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report they were robbed.
There likewise are diffe

some kinds of offenses do not have pe
This may be the case for certain

rences because of the fact that
rsons who are immediately

1dent1f1abl¢ as a VLCtlm. i
types of offenses where the publlc more generally is define

For example, a person might be charged with
put no one other than the police
Or, there may

as the victim.
disorderly conduct in public,
officer who makes the arrest would be present. ere
be offenses of a collusive nature where it would be difficult
to define a victim since the alleged victim does not regard
This would be true, for example, of
Though such offenses occur and

himself as victimized.

an illegal sale of alcohol. .
in many cases to identify the offender, it

cases p0551b1e to define a victim beyond
the publlc pedce or offending standards of
beyond that of attributing a legal status

it may be possible
is not even in all
that of disturbing

public decerncy, or
to a person that automatically defines the person as legally

victimized. 1In any case, reports of such offenses Wlll not

usually be obtained through a survey procedure.

For still other offenses, as when the offense is against
property, it may be difficult to determine who is victimized.
IE artlcles are stolen from the household, shall one consider
or only those whose particular
Shall only the owner of the

all members as victimized,
property seems to be involved?
automobile that is stolen or all members of his family be
consideréd the victins of an automobile theft? For purposes
df the survey all such offenses against property were arbi-
trarily assigned as victimizing all adult members of the
household.

(b) Offense data_are reported for place of occurrence

of the offense while victim data are reported by the residence

imates of Gross Rate and Volume of Offenses by City and Police District from

of the victim. Thus in any sample survey one has offenses

reported that occurred outside the police district where a
person resides.

Correlatively, police data include nonresidente
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department rate of unfounding; (4) elimination of the offengeg
that a respondent says were not reported to the police ggo
that only offenses reported to the police are included.

In this procedure, no account was taken of other factors
that might affect the comparability of the statistics, e.q.,
the length of time that the resident was in the area or of
offenses that may have occurred against persons who moved
from the area during the past year. Since the rate of in-
and-out-movement did not appear to be unusually high for our
areas, this may not seriously affect the statistics. Tt
should be apparent that any survey for any area always will
have difficulty obtaining data on out-movers, though adjust-
ments could be made for those who moved into the district
by length of time in the district.

The police data could not be similarly adjusted for any
of the Boston or Chicago precincts, though that would have
been desirable. Among the scurces of noncomparability that

lie within the police data are thege: (1) the inclusion of

offenses where there is no clear victim other than the public

or where the i + ictimi i
re is mutual victimization; (2) the inclusion of

offenses against business establishments and othe

tions; (3) the inclusion of offenses against pers
18 years of age. '

r organiza-

. ons under

oy . Failure to eliminate these offenses means
at the police figures are higher than they would be if

rendered comparable with those for the survey. Hence compari

‘_ 4 s

Y _and police data

parable with police data
estimates for either set of

These problems Prevent precise
data.

It is obvious that maximum
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estimates of victims are not obtained from the survey data
and that a greater range of offenses are included in the
police than in the survey data when victim data are convert-
ed to offense data.

Recognizing these problems, any lack of comparability
of survey with police data is such that the survey data
underestimate offenses. By not adjusting the police data
for offenses not included in the survey data, there likewise
is error on the side of conservative estimates for the sur-
vey data. Therefore conclusions about differences between
data from police statistics and those from the survey are
based on procedures that give the "benefit of doubt" to the
police statistics.g/

Nonetheless, the prob{ém remained that when a higher
crime rate is observed using survey than police data, one

cannot estimate just how much more crime there is in the

society than is shown from police statistics. There is
reason to believe that it is more than our difference calcu-
lations show; just how much more remains unascertained.
Finally, it is difficult to determine what the differ-
ences might be between survey and police estimates were
police data based on all complaints to the police and all
crimes viewed by them whether or not there was a complainant.
The survey procedure in the nature of the case seems 3 poor
way to obtain information on crimes against the public where

there is no obvious citizen victim. Police data always will

2/ A more detailed discussion of some of these problems can
be found in Albert D. Biderman, et. al., "Salient Findings

on Crime and Attitudes Toward Law Enforcement in the District
of Columbia", Preliminary Technical Report, Bureau of Social
Science Research, Inc., Washington, D. C., May 28, 1966.
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underestimate where the citizen is unwilling to mobilize
the police or the police officer is motivated for some
reason not to make an official report. In any case, the
two organizational ways of gathering information probably
never shall provide mutually inclusive kinds of data; they
can only provide comparable estimates for offenses where
there are victims who potentially could mobilize the
police.

There is one other problem that merits attention in
evaluating data on victimization obtained from a survey of
households or residents. It could easily be assumed that,
relative to police data, reports from interviews would
include a substantial proportion of crimes that might be
considered as too minor to repért to the police. This does

not appear to be the case as only 11 per cent of all inci-

dents reported could not be considered criminal incidents.
A much higher proportion of all calls for police service
to any metropolitan police department is a noncriminal
incident.

Furthermore, of the 89 per cent that coﬁld be classi-
fied:as criminal incidents, 47 per cent were classified
as Part I offenses under the UCR system. This does not
mean of course that all of the Part I offenses would be
considered felonies under the criminal codes of Iliinois
and Massachusetts. Under the criminal codes of one or
both of these states, for example, the following Part T
offenses would not be considered felonies: auto thefts
not for gain or for use in the commission of a criminal
offense; larceny under $100 in Massachusetts and under

$150 in Illinois; and, in Massachusetts, breaking ana

entering with intent to commit a misdemeanor Indeed

. =4 »
only 35 per cent of all of the offenses classified
criminal under their statutes.

as
All in all, however, it
would appear that incidents reported to the interviewers

X
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as crimes were more likely to be serious criminal matters and
to less often involve noncriminal matters than is true for
any major metropolitan police department. If anything, then,
the survey procedure is biased against securing the more
"trivial" incident and recall tends to take only the more
"salient"”, serious experiences.

Taking only those incidents that occurred during the
year for which estimates of the rate of victimization are
made in Table 39, it can be seen that elimination of incidents
according to the procedures described above results in an
even higher proportion of all incidents being classified as
Part I criminal offenses (see Table 40). 1Indeed, 48 per cent
of all the incidents were classified as index crimes and over
one-half were Part I offenses.

Table 40: Types of Criminal Incidents for Respondents in
Four Police Precincts.

Type of Incident Number Per Cent
Forcible rape and attempts 2 0.7
Aggravated assaults and attempts 20 7.0
Robbery armed/with force 13 4.7
Burglary and attempts 63 22,2
Larceny, $50 and over 21 7.4
Auto theft | 17 6.0
Larceny, under $50 34 12.0
Simple assault 10 3.5
Sex offenses 7 2.4
Fraud, forgery 13 4.7
Threats, n.e.c. ie 5.6
All other 67 - 23.8
Total B 283 100.0
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While no direct comparison can be made with police data
for these cities, there is a rough ordering among index
Crimes comparable to that for the police data. Such differ-
eénces as occur suggest higher reporting of aggravated assault
ané burglary in the survey as compared with the police data.
This should not be at all surprising since such offenses on

the face of it would appear less likely to be reported to
the police.

Estimating Offense Rates from Victim Information

There are a number of ways that one can characterize
the extent of victimization from crime for a population
'Téble 39 provides a gross victimization rate for the po;ula—
.tl?n in the four police districts studied in Boston and |
Chicago. The gross victimization rate is based on the total
number of crime incidents that all residents 18 years of a
and over reported occurred to them durin .

g the pericd Jul
1965 through June 30, 1966, R

There is considerable variation in the gross victimiza

ti ¢ i | )
ion rate both by city and by district within city The

Boston precincts have considerabl

' y higher gross victimiza-
tion rates than do those in Chica o

; go. Since the response
rates in Chicago were lower than those )

sible that some of the city difference

1n response rates. The gross victimi

£ . .

rom a high of 73 per 100 residents in Roxbury, Boston t
, o

a low of 34 per 100 residents in Fillmore, Chica o}
3 * 3 ' ) - )
The gross-victimization rate is bas ’

in Boston, it is pos-
1s due to differences
zation rate varies

ed on alil incidents

re oxr i i

within a ti i
" Me period as long as a yYear, the gross victimiz
lon rate wi -
‘ will be greater than a net victimizatji
households. The Per cent o e Tor
persons were victimji
re victimized one or more times during the ye
ar

32 per cent; Roxbury, 39 per cent;

A
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i
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Fillmore, 30 per cent; Town Hall, 26 per cent. Overall, 33
per cent of all households reported one or more crime inci-
dents for the calendar year. Comparing this net rate for
households with the gross victimization rate in Table 39,
it can be seen that the gross victimization rate is almost
twice as great as the probability that a household will be
victimized one or more times during the year. For example,
while the gross victimization rate for Roxbury, Boston was
73 in 100, the likelihood that one's household will be vic-
timized one or more times during the year was considerably
less (though still high), 39 in 100.

Table 39 summarizes the calculations for a crude estimate
of the annual offense rate for the residents in the precincts
based on their reports of’victimization. Only those incidents
where the respondent was victimized within his own neighbor-
hood are included in the estimate. Since only about one-sixth

of the respondents moved during 1965 or 1966, in- and out-
mobility from the precinct is neglected in making the estimates.
The estimated rates are based on incidents that the respon-
dents said occurred in their own house, their own block, or
elsewhere in their own neighborhood.

As a first step in converting victim data to offense
dlata, all "single victim" were separated from all "entire
household" offenses. 2An offense such as auto theft or break-
ing and entering, for example, could be reported by every
member of a household rather than by the respondent only.
Any incident, therefore, that could be reported by every
member of the household was classified as a household offense.
By the survey method such offenses have a chance of being
included in the total incident figure equal to the number of
eligible respondents in the household when compared with the
inclusion of offenses where only one person is a victim.
The number of persons 18 years old or over in each precinct
was used to obtain an "offense equivalent" for all household

offenses.

266-261 O - 87 - 12

ettt oo et o< e emin o mem ol



-168~

Similarly, all multiple victim incidents are converted
to an "offense equivalent"™ base. The crude estimates of
offenses however does not take account of the fact that
residents do not report all these incidents to the police.
While there is some variation in the proportion respondents
claim they reported to the police by precinct, only about
36 per cent of the incidents were said to have been reported

to the police. This suggests that a very substantial amount

of crime in these precincts goes unreported to the police.
There is reason to believe, however, as reported tc the
police, are on the side of underestimation.
portion actually reported probably is higher.

Hence the pro-

Comparison of Police Statistics and Survey Estimat

es
To compare the crude estimates of offenses from the -

survey with those for police precincts, it is necessary to

render the police data comparable with those from the survey

Police statistics include incidents that are not reported

onn the survey. 2Among the major kinds of such offenses are

those related to offenses against organizations or establish-

ments such as nonresidential burglaries,
‘and those where persons are self-

| or mutual-victims. In
addition, police

statistics include crimes against non-
residents and against persons under 18 years of age

Unfortunately no data were available on crime against

non-residents in these precincts nor against persons under

18 years of age so that the police statistics could not be

adjusted for these factors. In Table 41, adjustments were

made for nonresidential burglaries and for

. the crimes in-
volving self- or mutual

~Victimization or against public order

liquor law violations, vagrancy,
property, and drug law violations.

such as gambling, tol
stolen

against public order,

gy
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Volume of Offenses Known to the Police and Gross Rates for Index and Non-

Index Crimes in Police Districts of Boston and Chicago, 1965.
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When comparison is made between the gross offense rate
in Table 39 and the offense rate for offenses known to the
police, there is considerable difference in the rates such
that there are much higher rates for the survey data. Much
of this difference, however, seems to be accounted for the
failure of citizens to mobilize the police as the data in
Table 39 show. Nonetheless, comparing the estimates for
reported index offenses (line 30 in Table 39) with those
derived from police statistics in Table 41, it can be seen
that except for the Fillmore district in Chicago, the rates
from the survey are higher. Indeod, for Dorchester, Boston,
they are three times greater and for Roxbury, Boston,
and Town Hall, Chicago, roughly twice as great. Only for
Fillmore; Chicago are the survey ustimates below that for
the police statistics and much of this may be an artifact
of the conditions under which the survey in that area was
concducted.

All in all it scems clear that the survey procedure
results in the detection of a large volume of unreported
crime. Even the crude comparisons in Table 39 and 41,
however, suggest that the rate of reported index offenses
is yreater than that shown in police statistics.

Though as indicated earlier, incide initi
screened to eliminate possible ;1izgli;n;Zs:?:j .

e € eless reports,
an aédltlonal correction was introduced in Table 39 to ap-
proximate an unfounding procedure. Though data on rates

of unfounding for complaints originating in these police

districts were not available from the police dep
an over

artments,

all unfounding rate of 4.4 per cent was applied to

St Imieedds = i
the Incidents to approximate a departmental unfounding rate
With these adjustments,

| . "offense equivalents" are given
in line 13 of Table

39 and a gross offense rate provided in
iplying these rates by the estimated number of

line 14,  Muls
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persons 18 years of age and over in these precincts, a crude
estimate of the number of offenses that would obtain in these
precincts during a year is obtained. Comparing these crude
estimates with the number of offenses reported in the police
statistics (see Table 41l), it can be seen that in all cases
the estimated number exceeds the number actually reported.
The differences aré particularly striking for all but the
Fillmore district in Chicago. The gross estimate of offenses
is more than five times as great as police statistics show

in Dorchester, Boston, more than three times as great in
Town Hall, Chicago, and twice as great for Roxbury, Boston.
Perhaps a main reason why the estimate is not substantially
different from the reported police figure for Fillmore,
Chicago, is that the Fillmore district was the scene of riots
not long after interviewing“began and the interviewers re-
ported greater difficulty in obtaining information following
the riots. There is evidence in the interviews that this

is the case.

-Crime Statistics on Arrest

Earlier, emphasis was placed on the fact that statistics
.on crimes agaiﬁst the persons vary considerably by race and
sex of the person and probably also by age. This was demon-
strated for major crimes against the person so far as the
prObabilitiesvof victimization by race and sex are concerned.
Homicide data from other studies also show varying prbbabili—
ties by age as well‘as by race and sex of victims as well as
of fenders. _

It should likewise be clear that rates of arrest by race,
sex, and age of offender clearly would aid our understanding
of offense pattexrns. Table 42 was prepared from data for
Seattle, Washington and New Orleans, Louisiana to illustrate
the considerable variation in arrest rates by réce, age,

and sex of offenders for selected criminal offenses. Quite

g e e et et
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Louisiana

New Orleans,

l.8

8.3

Age Groups
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6.2

11.1 [10.8
14.3

11.1

15.6
38.1 |17.2

22.2
1.2
12.3

-1
15.6

1.1
63.4

15
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Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Populationi/ for Selected Part I and Part II Offenses

Charged on Arrest, by Race, Sex; and Age of Offenderxr

and Seattle, Washington, 1965.2/
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Table 42:

Charged on Arrest, by Race, Sex, and Age of Offender:

10r Selected

¥

and Par

Lt II Uffenses
New Orleans,

Louisiang

Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Populationé/ for Selected Part I and Part II Offenses
New Orleans, Louisiana

and Seattle, Washington, 1965.9/ (CONTINUED)
City, Race and Sex Age Croups
of Offender, and | 14 & 65 &
Offense Charged underj 15-19| 20-24| 25-29]30~-34| 35-39]40-44]45-49|50-54|55-59|60-64{over |Total
BURGLARY:
New Orleans:
White: Male —_—— 67.21116.5] 41.6] 14.9} 22.4| 16.8] 11.0 6.6 0.9 --- -—=1 19.4
Female - 0.7 3.0 3.6 1.5 -—— 0.7 4.9 - ———] == -— 0.9
Negro: Male - | 272.0]1264.9}210.9§112.4] 69.4] 54.9| 23.4 5.4 6.3} —-—- ---1 63.6
Female —— 4.4 7.3 5.2 3.7 3.6 1.3 1.5 - ———f - —_—— 1.8
Seattle: = .
White: Male 12,8} 93,1} 19.4} 10.7 7.1 3.1 4.8 3.7 1.9 1.4] ~--- -—-=-1 12.8
Female 0,2 0.6 - 0.7 —-—— ——— —_—— - e —_——] --- - 0.1
Negro: Male 72.2]608.4| 61.6] 74.6} 22.1] 17.3 -——— - - —] == -—— 1| 75.4
‘ Female 4,0] --- - —_—— - — —— —— R —] -—- e 1.5
LARCENY-THEFT:
New Orleans:
White: Male —-— 61.2] 68.3} 44.3] 25.8] 33.2] 30.4] 26.0| 20.5] 14.2] 15.1] 3.3] 22.5
Female - 13.9] 24.1] 11.7% 15.0 4.7 6.5 9.1 2.2 6.4 1.0} 3.8 6.6
Negro: Male ~-~ 1166.11204.6{129.7{110.8} 72. 84.9| 40.0{ 16.3} 14.7{ 10.0} 4.8 51.7
Female -— 85.1} 76.5} 38.8] 30.5}] 33.8] 21.4 9.0 4.7 5.5 5.6] 2.4 20.6
Seattle:
White: Male 6.9 94.3| 44.0} 24.5| 16.7| 23.8} 18.5| 22.6} 25.2| 11.3}] l6.%} 5.7} 21.5
Female 2,47 35.41 14.1] 12.2 4.8 6.7 3. 1.7 4.2 2.0 1.4] 0.8 5.9
Negro: Male 53.1}747.81172.4|202.3{177.0} 78.0] 67.0}J135.1}] 39.9]|106.4} 62.7|16.1}130.0
Female 18.0]338.4}202.9] 45.6| 41.6] 47.2| 53.1} 27.6] 19.4 ——- ---118.9] 60.5

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 42: Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Pppulationi/ for Selected Part I and Part II Offenses

Charged on Arrest, by Race, Sex, and Age cf Offender:
and Seattle, Washington, 1965.9/

(CONTINUED)

New Orleans, Louisiana

City, Race and Sex
of Offender, and
Offense Charged

Age Groups

14 &
under

15-19

35-39

40-44

50-54

Total

AUTO THEFT:

New Orleans:

White: Male
Female

Negro: Male
Female

Seattle:

White: Male
Female

Negro: Male
Female

51.3
2.8

120.3

148.9
2.2

507.0
10.9

0.8

OTHER ASSAULTS:

New Orleans:

White: Male
Female

Negro: Male
Female

Seattle:

White: Male
" Female

Negro: Male
. Female

128.3
1.4

275.6
43.1

35.4
2.7

304.2
65.5

95.2
6.7

189.6

48.3

19.0
0.6

225.3

97.5

e
- e

154.8

29.4

22.1
0.6

143.5

21.2

59.5
3.8

106.0

20.9

12.2
0.6

122.3

13.6

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)

-GLT-

2




!
!
i
3
{

i e e A

[~

abicls

Table 42: Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Populationé/ for Selected Part I and Part II Offenses
Charged on Arrest, by Race, Sex, and Age of Offender: New Orleans, Louisiana
and Seattle, Washington, 1965.9/ (CONTINUED)
City, Race and Sex Age Groups
of Offender, and 14 & 65 & ‘
Offense Charged under|15-19]20-24125-25{30-34|35~39§40-44}145-49{50~-54(55-59[6e0-64|ovexr|Total
FORGERY AND y
COUNTERFEITING: l
New Orleans:
White: Male —— 9.8| 15.8 8.0 11.7 8.7 2.4 0.8 —— - 1.2 -—} 3.9 1
Female —— 2.8 2.3 3.6 —— 1.3 —— 1.4 —-— —— ——m] o~} 0,7 1
Negro: Male —— 20.5}) 33.3| 54.7} 34.8] 30.8] 20.0 - — 2.1 -] -—=]11.7
Female ——— ——— 9.7 5.2 1.2 6.0 — —— —_— e ——- ===} 1.5
Seattle:
White: Male 0.2 8.1} 11.7} 11.3 5.8 4.3}. 3.6 2.5 —— 2.1 ] ===t 3.3
Female 0.2 3.3 2.3 ——— 0.7 1.4 0.6 —_— 0.6 —— ——=} ~—=1 0.6 Y
Negro: Male — 63.4] 49.3| 42.6] 77.4] 17.3} 19.1 - —— —— ~-—-! -—=1]18.5 > |
Female 4.0 43,71 11.9} 22.8 ——— 7.9 —-—— ——— ——— o ——=) —==1 7.6 1
STOLEN PROPERTY:
BUYING, RECEIV-
ING, POSSESSING: I
New Orleans:
White: Male . 6.2 21.9] 28.0{] 13.3 8.6 7.2 6.4 5.5 17.2 3.6 4.6 1.3} 7.7
Female —— 3.5 5 3 0.9 5.2 2.7 6.5 1.4 - 2.4 3.0{ ———1{ 2.0
Negro: Male —— 40.8| 73.0| 40.6f 30.1f 12.3{( 20.0{ 20.0 5.4 4,21 10.0¢ 3.2{15.2
Female ——— 21.0] 12.25 14.2 3.7 7.3 4.0} 1.5 4.7 - ——} ==~ 4.5
Seattle:
White: Male —~——— 5.6] 12.3} 10.7 3.2 3.7 3.0 1.2 2.6 2.1 ==t -==1 2.9
Female —— 0.6 1.1 0.7 ——— 1.1 - ——— —— —— ==} -=-1 0.2
Negro: Male 2.1 38.0§135.5] 63.9} 33.2| 52.0 9.6 --—1{ 20.0 — -1 -==124.6 l
Female - ---} 11.9 ——— ——- ——— - —— -— —— -—=] -—-=-1 0.8 ‘
{CONTINUED ON NEXT PACE}
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Table 42: Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Populationéf for Selected Part I and Part II Offenses
Charged on Arrest, by Race, Sex, and Age of Offender: New Orleans, Louisiana l
and Seattle, Washington, 1965.%/ (CONTINUED) |
l
City, Race and Sex Age Groups {
of Offender, and 14 & 65 & *
Of fense Charged under}15-19120-24125-29) 30~34)35-39} 40~-44145-49150-54}55-59]60-64}over|Total ‘
1
VANDALISM: {
New Orleans:
White: Male 0.2 52.11 42.0] 22.1 7.0 7.2 7.2 3.2 1.6 0.9 2.3} 0.6 9.7 :
Female —— 2.1 2.3 1.8 0.8 1.3 2.2 —— ——— 0.8 ———] == 0.7 ;
Negro: Male - 39.7] 39.7| 12.5]| 19.0] 17.0 5.0 8.3 1.8 2.1 3.3} -=- 9.1 f
Female -— 1.1 3.6 1.3 2.4 2.4 1.3 1.5 —— ——— -———1.1.2 0.8 1
) f
Seattle:
White: Male 0.8 9.3( 11.2{ 2.5{ 1.9 1.8|.1.8{ 1.8 1.9 0.7 -—--{ ———[ 2.4 |
Female ——— —-——- 0.6 - 0.7 —— ~—— 0.6 - — -} —-- 0.1 \
Negro: Male 4.3 25.4 —-—— ---=1 11.1} 17.3 9.6 — ——— - —-—=] == 6.2 L
Female -——— --~] 11.9 —— -==] 15.7 —— —— —— —-—— ———f - 2.313
1
WEAPONS: CARRY-~-
ING, POSSESS- ‘
ING, ETC.:
New Orleans: 4
White: Male —— 29.4] 39.4] 23.0] 14.1 8.7 5.6 8.7 4.1 0.9 2.3} 0.7 8.9 ﬁ
Female —_— ——— ——— ——— 1.5 0.7 0.7 —-— —-—— —-—- ———1 - 0.2 !
Negro: Male ——- 1162.4}191.9§117.2] 87.1] 49.3] 48.3]| 28.4} 19.9] 25.2} 26.6}11.3| 45.8 f
Female ——— 6.6 8.5 6.5) 11.0 3.6 4.0 3.0 —— -— ———] -—- 2.8 ﬂ
Seattle:
White: Male ——— 6.2 7.0 1.3 1.3 2.5 1.2 1.8 0.7 - ——=] 0.4 1.5
Female — 1.1 0.6 —-— - - -—— —-—= - - ——ml === 0.1 |
Negro: Male 2.1 1114.1} 73.9] 74.6) 22.1 8.7) 28.7] 13.5} 39.9} 21.3 —-——} ~—=} 25.4 j
Female ——- 10.9] 23.9 —-—=] 1l0.4 -—=1 10.6 - - - teied B 3.8 ]
1

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 42: Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Populationéf for Selected Part I and Part II Offenses
Charged on Arrest, by Race, Sex, and Age of Offender: WNew Orleans, Louisiana
and Seattle, Washington, 1965.9/ (CONTINUED)
City, Race and Sex Age Croups T ‘
of Offender, and 14 & 65 & i
Offense Charged undex| 15-19{20~24125-29} 30-34135-39{40-44|45-49[50-54{55-59}60-64] over |Total 1
4
i
PROSTITUTION AND ‘
COMMERCIALIZED !
VICE: ‘
New Orleans: |
White: Hale -—= —— 5.1 9.7 2.4 1.4 2.4 2.4 2.5 —— -~-1 2.0 1.9 ]
Female - 5.6f 18.1} 10.8] 12,9 3.3 2.9 0.7 0.7 0.8 --—{ 0.8 3.6
Negro: Male —_—— —— 4.8 3.1 3.2 1.5 3.3 3.3 -— 2.1 -] - 1.2
Female —— 5.5] 21.9] 12.9 8.5 6.0 2.7 1.5 -—— 1.8 ———] -~ 4.0
Seattle: .
White: Male e — 0.6 0.6 - 0.6 - —— —— —-— —_—— = 0.11y i
Female —— 22.9] 23.71 14.3 3.5 0.6} —--- e - 1.4 ———] -~ 3.1 1%
Negro: Male — 12.7} 37.0| 42.6{ 11.1 8.7 28.7 ——— —— - e} —=={ 10.01°7 ]
Female -—-~ 1141.91883.11307.51135.3} 86.67 42.5] 27.6 —— —— -~=f{ —-—-—{108.9
SEX OFFENSES, 1
EXCEPT RAPE AND
PROSTITUTION:
New Orleans:
White: Male — e 2.3 4.4 5.3 2.4 7.2 4.8 1.6 2.5 1.8 2.31 1.3 2.4
Female — —— ———— - 2.3 - ——— —— ——— - -] - 0.2 ‘
Negro: Male - 1.2 1.6 1.6 — 1.5 1.7 ——— - —_— -==1 1.6 0.6
Female ——- e B ——— - 1.2 - - —— - ——] - .2 1
Seattle: i
White: Male 0.5 18.0} 15.3) 16.3 6.4} 11.6} 11.3 4.3 6.5 6.3 6.0f 1.8 6.8 ‘
Female 0.5 7.6 2.3 0.7 - 1.1 ——— -— ——— ——— e 0.9 1
Negro: Male ——- 50.71110.8) 21.3} 22.1} 26.0] 38.3} 13.5} 20.0] 42.6 ~—=} ~=-~] 21.5 i
Female 4,0 98.3] 23.9) 22.8] 10.4 - - - —— —-—— ~—=] -==] 12.1
PR — e e —— o — — e et a e ———
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Table 42: Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Populationé/ for Selected Part I and Part II Offenses

Charged on Arrest, by'Race, Sex, and Age of Offender: New Orleans, Louisiana

and Seattle, Washington, 1965.2/ (CONTINUED)
| City, Race and Sex Age Groups
of Offender, and 65 &
Offense Charged |15~19) 20~24}25-29| 30-34 .35—39 40-44| 45-49} 50-54} 55-59] 60-64] over|Total
DRUNKENNESS :
New Orleans:
White: Male 10.6 18.3} 41.6 45.41 114.7) 141.41 141.0] 141.2 89.6 ~82.2 35.0] 56.9
FPemale —— 0.8 5.4 6.7 4.7 8.0 10.5 8.8 2.4 1.0 -—— 3.2 ‘
Negro: Male 38.5 90.4} 89.1 80.7 64.8| 101.5 50.0 54.2 54.5 43.2 8.1] 36.9 ‘
Female —-—— - - 3.7 4.8 - 4.5 1.6 1.8 —-——— 4.7 1.3 ‘
Seattle: -
I — A
White: Male 9.3f 305.8(379.51 496.8B] 664.4} 882.8} 858.3] 853.2| 659.4] 601.0]224.5|381.2
Female 1.1 44.0| 44.3 55.3 6l1l.1 63.3 67.2 72.7 46.3 25.1] 11.2} 29.4
Negro: Male 50.7] 541.9]724.211050.9}1447.1}2459.3|2973.0]2275.5(1531.9}1818.2}1611.9}874.3 L;
Female 10.9 83.5]1159.5 83.3 70.81 212.3 68.9! 116.3 24.3 83.7 --=} 55.2 S
: ]
DISORDERLY
CONDUCT:
New Orleans: {
White: Male 261.2| 455.3}1358.6} 406.0| 705.5| 900.3] 907.5] 785.9} 621.0f 552.3{245.9]403,7 :
Female 29.9 59.6] 65.8 69.6 62.8 85.6 49.8 53.8 27.2 5.0 5.0f 33.8
Negro: Male 657.011058.1]781.1] 666.5] 662.9] 755.7| 637.0] 582.0| 461.0] 395.5 159.3 379.4 '
Female 64.1] 113.0} 82.8] 117.0 77.4 92.3 78.2 26.5 14.7 19.6] 36.8} 45.2 {
Seattle: o {
White: Male 37.2 37.0] 15.7 8.3 9.8 8.4 9.8 5.8 4.2 1.7 0.7 9.1
Female 3.3 8.5| 2.9 2.8 1.7 1.1 0.6 — 0.7 -—] ---] 1.2 -\
Negro: Male 114.1}] 110.8{106.5 55. 130.0 57.4 67. 39.9 21.3 62.7 —-——] 49.2 :
Female 10.9 35.81113.9 —— 15.7 10.6 ——— 19.4 —— - ---1 15.1 %

(CONTINUED ON NEXT

PAGE)
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Table 42: Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Populationé/ for Selected Part I and Part II Offenses

Charged on Arrest, by Race, Sex, and Zge of Offender: New Orleans, Louisiana

New Orleans,

Louisiana

Charged on Arrest, by Race,

Sex, and Age of Offender:

and Seattle, Washington, 1965.2/ (CONTINUED)
City, Race and Sex Age Groups
of Offender, and |14 & 65 &
Offense Charged lunder| 15-19} 20~-24] 25-29}30-34}35-39140-44)45-49}50-54155-59160-64jover ]Total )
VAGRANCY :
New Orleans:
{ White: Male ---1 570.7| 640.1} 423.2{362.2}705.5/810.0/873.7}694.7{490.9}451.6§193.7]406.7 ‘
E Female —~——— 41.7 73.9 40.6) 29.9} 24.7) 34.1} 18.2] 40.6 8.8 6.0 4.6] 21.2 1
Negro: Male ~-~-12303.312285.911282.61869.1{723.01{642.5{403.5{374.11345.8 é85.8 142.11580.8
' Female e o e 92.9¢ 108.1 40.1f 37.8f 39.9% 32.1} 18.0} 14.0 5.5 5.6} 1l6.61 26.8
Seattle:
White: Male 0.1 3.1 3.5 3.8 5.1} 11.0] 12.5] 18.3] 10.3 9.2 9.5 1.1 5.6
Female ——— -— - 1.4 1.4] 0.6] ——=| 1.7 =-=| ===| ===l -] 0.2 {
Negro: Male --—| 24.4] 61.6} 117.2| 77.4]130.0}201.0{270.7{179.6{191.5{125.4| 32.2| 80.7 | L ]
Female —— ——— 23.9 45.61 10.4) 23.6} 10.6} 27.6] 19.4} 24.3} 41.8 -—=-] 12.1 %
1
ALL OFFENSES:
New Orleans:
White: Male ~-—1 1,610{ 2,244| 1,547|1,272{2,036}2,312|2,268|1,900}1,430}1,220] 441,200
Female —— 55 263 195 184 152 208 127 132 66 19 16 103
Negro: Male ~-=1 4,807 5,847} 3,900(2,933(2,412}2,431{1,685}1,482{1,177 867 42111,643
FPemale - 369 353 344 361 313 254 165 98 38 50 69 166
Total Population -~~~ 1,486 1,799} 1,305} .98911,117|1,214{1,055 895 b67 555 219 713
Seattle: ‘
White: Male 37 801 739 654 697 90311,1204¢1,070(1,039 791 699 254 575
Female 10 171 130 106 87 100 83 88 87 56 32 13 64
Negro: Male 189} 3,688 2,512 2,53542,212(2,73013,598|4,230(3,493|2,617{2,226 85311,882
Female 62 993} 1,527 843 343 346 414 220 194 73 209 19 359
Total Population 31 549 501 473 453 550 662 629 585 447 357 125 352
(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 42: Arrest Rates Per 10,000 Population— for Selected Par

b
and Seattle, Washington, l965.~/ (CONTINUED)

-sex subgroups in

i/It was not possible to secure estimates of the 1965 population for race-age

r these race-age-sex

subgroups, there-

either New Orleans or Segttle.
fore, is used. Caution is neces
since changes after 1960 could s

The 1960 populatiqn fo
sary in interpreting t
ubstantially alter the

he figures within the tables therefore
rates for any subgroup.

2/Appreciaticm
Superintendent Joseph I.

table:

Giarusso an

] the following for providing the s :
e Sosen ° ? d Deputy Chief Alfred Theriot, Sr.

pecial tabulations for this
of the

New Orleans Polize Department; A. T. Labatut,

Bureau of EDP, City 'cf New Orleans; Chief

Assistant Chief M. E. Cook, Inspect

or J. V. Fineran,

and Mrs. Caroline Arwine

F. C. Ramon,

of the Data Processing Section, Seattle Police Department.
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Particularly striking, too, is the fact that arrest rategs
for race-sex-age groups are generally higher in Seattle than
in New Orleéns (except for arrests for prostitution and com-
mercializeg &ice for whites in New Orleans). This, despite

the fact that the scale of such operations pProbably is dreater

in New Orleans than_Seattle.

Arrest rates, like most Ccrime statistics, fail to separate

arrests of transients from those of residents and the statig-

tics for any given year are for arrests rather than for per-

sons under arrest one or more times. Hence arrest rates for

in an area. The very
eans for both whites

fit common-sense ideas
ns.

substantiagl vagrancy arrésts in New or1
and Negroes as contrasted with Seattle,

that transiency ig greater for New Orlea
Despite the fact that arrests

of transients and repeated
arrests are raflecteq i

n the police statistics, it nonethe-
less is Surprising that the young Negro male in both New .
Orleans ang Seattle has such a high pProbability of arrest

males in
the rate for Negro malesg age

this age group. Further-
20-24 is more than seven
for Negro males,

more,

times that in the upper a9e€ groups
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ifi ime. r-
nd proposals made for more specific measures of crime Pa
a » .
dentify the
i i is focused on the need to i
ticularly attention is
i i calculated, the
i for which crime rates are
exposed population Fime e
desirability of obtaining specific rates for both vict
| | i isti ams
offenders, and the need for developing statistical progz
¢ I '
i ; ition of such rates.
i i tion for the calcula
that provide 1nfo;ma . ' . o
Examples of the kind of statistics that it is believed w
X . . . . . tion
be more useful, given current aims in public informa o
. . an _
about criﬁe and the formation of public policy and org :
. . . w o
tional strategies to deal with crime, are given by way

illustration of what could be done.
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PUBLIC PERCEPTIONS AND RECOLLECTIONS ABOUT CRIME,

LAW ENFORCEMENT, AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE*

by
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May, 1967
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In many major metropolitan centers today, if not in the
country as a whole, problems of crime and law enforcement
command the attention of the public. For many inhabitants,
particularly within the inner core of our cities, crime ranks
first among the problems they régard as confronting our
society. ‘

A major objective of this study was to investigate how
citizens are affected by the ¢rime problem as they define and
experience it. This report deals primarily with the effects
of crime on the lives of citizens and their organizations,
their attitudes toward law enforcement and the judicial system,
and the nature of public information about these matters.

Two major surveys were conducted. One survey of businesses
and other organizations was deéigned to investigate the crime
problems of managers and owners of businesses or other organi-
zations in.high crime rate areas of three cities. The otherx
survey was designed to obtain information on how crime affects
the lives and impressions of a cross-section of adult citizens
in these same communities. . 4 |

The survey of businesses and other organizations was
undertaken in two police districts of Boston, two in Chicago,

‘and four in Waéhington, D. C. At least one white and one Negro

police precinét with a high crime rate was selecfed in each
city.i/ The universe of organizations in each precinct con-
sisted of all businesses and organizations located there with
the exception of private professional offices and public or
quasi~public organizations such as schools, utilities, parks
and other recreation facilities, most medical facilities, and
public transportation. 1In addition to all private business
organizations, the universe includes all industrial establish-
ments, churches and synagogues, and special purpose buildings

located in the area.-

1. PFor a description of these precincts, see Section 1
of this volume, Measurement of the Nature and Amount of Crime.

S P —————t
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For Boston and Chicago, the police department inventory

of all nonresidential premises in the area was used as the

universe from which the sample was- drawn.

The Real Property

Inventory of Washington, D. C. was used to define the universe

for the District precincts. The sampling fraction varied con-

siderably among the precincts both as a function of their

‘terrltorlal size and of the concentration of organizations in

the area.

The number of business and organizations secured for each

sample together with the response rate is given below:

City and Precincé. Number in Response
Sample Rate
Boston: Dorchester 98 86.7
Roxbury 96 82.1
Chicago: Town Hall 104 80.6
Fillmore 100 80.6
Washington, D. C.: 6¢h Precinct 111 82.8
10th Precinct 96 89.7
13th Precinct 96 788.1
l4th Precinct 99 93.4
Total 806 85.2

The sampllng‘frame for the Cross-section of the adult

population differed for Boston and Chicago

of the Boston Population Prepared annually by

R T T TR R R T

The voting census

the Boston Police

S

P —
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Department comprised the sampling frame for that city. An area
probability sample was drawn for the Chicago precincts.

The universe consisted of the adult population in each
police precinct. Any household member 18 years of age or
older was considered an eligible respondent. Only one respon-
dent was selected in each dwelling unit. Although all dwellings
within a precinct had equal probability of selection, members
of the adult population Had unequal changes of selection
because the probability of selection varied with the number of
adult members of the household. A sample was drawn for each
precinct to yield approximately 200 interviews for that precinct.
For a variety of reasons the response rate was lower in Chicago
than Boston. This was mainly due to the fact that refusal
rates were greater in the upper income, high rise apartment
areas of Chicago's Town Hall District. Actually 183 completed
interviews were obtained for the Boston, Dorchester area and
170 for ity Roxbury area. There were 168 completed interviews
for Chicagé's Fillmore area but only 154 for the Town Hall area.
Overall the completion rate was just under 70 per cent.

Interviews were completed by the field staff of the Survey
Research Ce@ter of the University of Michigan. The main field
work was co%pleted between July and October, 1966.

The report is divided into two main sections. The first
main section presents information on the evaluations and images
of owners and managers of businesjes and organizations toward
law enforcement agencies and officers. The second main section
presents information on how crime affects the lives of resi-
dents in high crime rate areas and their perceptions of the
law enforcement and criminal justice systems.

Although the results are presented for police districts, the
respondents in Dorchester, Boston and Town Hall, Chicago are
white respondents while those in Roxbury, Boston and Fillmore,
Chicago are Negro. Education and income were controlled in
comparisons, though not generally included in the tables.

e gy



Evaluations and Images of Owners and Managers of
TBusinesses and Organizations Toward the Police
“and Police Service

Much of the diséussion‘that revolves around "police-
community relations" neglects the relation of the relatively
isolated citizen or group to the police. The interest rather
focuses on police-minority groupkrelations. Special emphasis
usually is placedlupon the establishment of channels of com-
munication between those who would complain and those who
would explain.

Some models of police-community relations focus upon
the patrolman on the beat in the neighborhood setting. The
implicit model, more often than not, derives from the anachron-
istic image of the foot paérpiman on the beat rather than
from the bureaucratized and perhaps relatively impersonal
motorized patrol system. In any case, whether the concern is
with the adaption of urban policing to the rise of civil
rights organizations and‘self—conscious minorities or with
the officer walking his beat, a good part of routine police-
citizen situations go unnoticed.

Not only is there little interest in the average citizen--
who may well live eight stories above the nearest patrol car--

but there is surprisingly little consideration of police re-

lations with businesses and other organizations. Indeed, it
is of some relevance that the growth of large-scale industry
and business has brought with it a growth of private police
systéms in the United States. Whatever the historical bases
for this dual growth may have been, a significant portion of
the private sector is not in practice the responsibility of
public police forces. | |

| Still, however, the great majority of businesses and
organizations remain dependent upon city police departments.
In some urban areas over half of the businesses and organiza-

tions are without theft insurance, and a large proportion can
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afford only minimal protective measures such as burglar alarms,
reinforced locks or armored car service. For such businesses
as these the cost of c¢rime losses can mean the difference be-
tween profit and bankruptcy. For such businesses, further,

the police are understandably one of the more salient and
significant units in the social environment.

The business or organization located in a high crime rate
area, because of the fact of crime alone-not to mention the
greater likelihood that it will be without theft insurance or
adequate protective measures against -crime--is particularly
vulnerable to crime, and henc¢e, more dependent upon the
police than a business or organization in a relatively lower
crime rate area. An important gquestion arises then as to
whether differences exist béetween the policing and the re-
lations between the police and businessmen in high crime
rate areas as compared with lower crime rate areas. Some of
the attitudes, experiences, and expectations with regard to
the police of proprietors and managers of businesses and
organizations in eight police-‘districts in Boston, Chicago,
and Washington, D.C. provide some answer to this question.

Evaluations of the Police

The managers and proprietors were asked to evaluate the
kind of job the police do in their areas. Three choices
were given: "very good", "fairly?good", and "not too good".
Before the data are presented, however, it is important to
emphasize that these evaluations of the police arise from
a perhaps quite limited perspective--that of the manager or
owner of a business or onrganiz~tion. One can only speculate
at this point as to the bases for these evaluations. Police
officers probably are gquite correct in thinking that some

citizens simply are "cop haters" while others are "cop

b4




iovers“, Prejudice in one direction or the other can be ex-
pected to operate as much in attitudes toward the police as
in those held toward any other controversial group in society.
On the other hand, it is likely that most attitudes lie some-
where between the extremes. It remains difficult to draw
inferences about the determinants of any attitudes; rather,
the safer course is to seek out associations oxr correlations

between particular attitudes and other characteristics of the
persons holding them. In this report asscciations between
attitudes and expectations toward the police and the city

and intra-city locale of the persons holding them are con-
sidered. It cannot be shown, however, that any associations
are necessarily of a causal nature. It is extremely difficult

.to make a causal analysis .of attitude formation. The analysis

undertaken in this report does not permit causal inference.
In the aggregate the great majority--80 per cent--of
managers and proprietors think that the police are doing
either a "very good" or a "fairly good" job. (See Table 1)
Of these a little over half think that‘the job bging done is
"very good". Only 12 per cent say the job is "not too good".

Taking all of the cities together, then, there seems to be

. general satisfaction with police services. BAmong the cities

there is one noticeable difference: Boston managers and
owners clearly are less favorable .in their evaluations of
the police than are the managers and owners in Chicago and
Washington, D.C.

The differences across prec¢incts are most clear if the
proportions of managers and owners saying "not %po good" are

examined. With one exception the managers an# owners in the

higher crime rate areas have less favorable opinions about

police efficiency than do those in the lower crime rate
areas. Precinct 14 in Washington, D.C., is the exception.

But Roxbury owners and managers are less satisfied with the
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Table 1: Per Cent of Businesses and Organizations Classified
by Opinions Owners/Managers Have of the Kind of Job
the Police Are Doing in Their Areas for Eight Police
Districts in Three Cities.

.} Opinion uvf the Kind of Job the
City and Police | Police Are Doing in Their Area Total
District Per Cent
Very | Fairly | Not Too| Doesn't
Good | Good Good Know
All Disricts 43 37 12 7 99
Boston,

Dorchester 32 47 14 7 100
RBeston, Roxbury 30 38 23 9 100
Chicago, Town

Hall 51 34 2 13 100
Chicago, .

Fillmore 45 36 14 5 100
D.C., #6 55 31 7 6 99
D.C., #10 41 43 13 3 100
D.C., #13 47 34 14 4 99
D.C., #14 42 37 16 4 99

poliée than those in Dorchester, and the same holds true of

Fillmore as against Town Hall owners and maﬁagers. The
- same difference is evident when Districts 10 and 13 are

compared with District 6 in Washington, D.C.
The respondents also were asked whether or not they
thought the police’were not doing a good job in some respects,

apart from their overall evaluation of them. Again, the

owners and managers in high crime rate areas are more negative-
ly critical of the police than we find in the other districts.
(See Table 2) In every precinct, however, more than a majority
apparently have no criticisms of the police. In Town Hall,

the lower crime rate area of Chicago, only 13 per cent of

the managers and owners think that police work is not as

good as- it should be. ‘ )
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j Table 2: Per Cent of Ownexs/Managers Who -
' Some Respects Are Not Doing A Good Job for Eight i
f Police Districts in Three Cities.. ,
' { In Some Respects the Police T
City and Police Are Not Doing A Good Job Total
District Per Cent - —=
, T . 1
Agrees Disagrees Doesn't - g
: ' Know v
All Districts 32 64 4 100 T
o Boston, Dorchester 38 58 4 100 { EA\
é& Boston, Roxbury 41 54 5 100 -%f{l
LBy Chicago, Town Hall 13 81 6 100 = 2
Chicago, Fillmore 33 65 2 100 %,455‘
S D.C., #6 28 68 4 100 . N
o ' D.C., #10 33 63 5 101 {' .
: D.C., #13 39 60 1 100 i
| é z
D.C., #14 1 37 61 2 100 e

ndents who expressed the belief that police work
s it should be were asked to suggest means by %
Taking the owners and '

The respo
is not as good a

i which policing could be improved.
hree cities together the two most common

) increase police manpower and 2.) increase

managers from all t

' suggestions were 1.
(See Table 3) Twenty-eight per cent suggested —

Only 7 per cent were of

patrol work.
' the former; 26 per cent the latter.
! the opinion that better guality police are needed. Quite a o
large proportion of the responses fall into the "other" cate- T
gory, a catch-all category. Some owners and managers suggest
increasing the use of dogs, on-the-scene investigation, en- ST

forcement of curfew, human relations workshops, integration
of the police department, and so on. It is interesting that
some managers and owners seemingly echo police attitudes. , “]’
In the "other" category we find complaints, for example, that " —

policemen have too much paperwork to do, a common source of

. —

Total
Per
Cent
100
99
101
100
100
100
100
101
99

24
10
10
38
20
25
31
36
21

e~

her|Increase| Improve| Other

—

Police i Public

Punish-}{Author~-
ity

v

Court
ments

11

26
45
45
21
31
14
16
20
21

Patrol |Courts
Work

Ways the Police Could Be Improved

ity
Police
16

28
35
32
31
23
27
23
23
31

Increase|Better |Increase| Improve|Hars

|Manpower| Qual-

et

Per Cent Distribution of Opinions Held by Owners/Managers on How the Police
Could be Improved for Eight Police Districts in Three Cities (Includes Only

Owners/Managers With Opinions).

Table 3:
City and
Pclice
District
All Districts
Boston,
Dorchester
Boston,
Roxbury-
Chicago,
Town Hall
Chicago,
Fillmore
D.C., #6
D.C., #10
DQCO" #13
D.C., #14
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discontent for police officers. other respondents mentioned

that the courts interfere with police efficiency or effect-

iveness, and still others criticize the public in general.

Finally, some owners and managers-—about 6 per cen .
with those officers who think the police should be given
That SO many OwWners and managers express
rplame" individual cfficers

t--agree

more authority.
attitudes that essentially do not
for the failures of policing indicates that these people

extend a good deal of sympathy and "packing" to the police.
The differences among cities and precincts are not signifi-

cant or consistent on this dimension.

Experieces With the Police

'
Since the introduction'of motorized patrol a recurring
guestion has been raised as to the consequences for police-
citizen relations of the relative elimination of foot
patrol work. It generally is assumed that police-citizen

relations have become more impersonal. Though there are

of course no data on police-citizen relations before motor- ." -

ized patrol was instituted--so an historical comparison is °

'impossiblé—-cities differ according to how much they continue

to use foot patrolmen, so comparisons between cities never-
t+heless are possible.

One index of the nature of police-citizen relations as
far as their degree of impersonality is concerned is the
proportion of citizens who know a policeman well enough to

talk with him. Of all the managers and owners interviewed,

61 per cent know at least one police officer well enough to
(See Table 4)
far more foot patrol work in Washington, D.C., than in

carry on a conversation with him. There is

either Boston or Chicago, but, with one exception, the

Washington owners and managers are not significantly more
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Table 4: Per Cent of Businesses and Organizations Classified
by Whether or Not Owners/Managers Know Any Police-
men Well Enough to Talk With Them for Eight Police
Districts in Three Cities.

Knows Policemen Well Enough
City and Police To Talk With Them
District Knows At Does Not Pzgtgint

Least One Know Any
All Districts Gi 39 100
Boston, Dorchester 68 32 100
Boston’, Roxbury 63 v 37 100
Chicago, Town Hall 40 60 100
Chicago, Fillmore 60 40 100
D.C., #6 67 33 100
D.C., #10 60 40 100
D.C., #13 77 23 100
D.C., #14 62 38 100

likely to be acquainted with police offiéers. The exception
is Precinct 13, where 77 per cent of the owners and managers
know officers well enough to talk with them, a proportion
higher than those found in any other precinct of the three
cities. Precinct 13 is the highest crime rate area of the
four selected in Washington.

The smallest proportion, 40 per cent, is found in Chicago's
Town Hall, a relatively low crime rate area. However, the
proportions in génerél are not consistently related to the
crime rates of the precincts. The proportion knowing police-
men is a little higher in Boston's Dorchester than in Roxbury,
for example. Of course, the degree to which owners and
managers are acquaihted with some police officers may be
related to their expéeriences with crime, either as victims
or complainants. Nonetheless, other data below suggest that
it is more likely to be at the initiative of the officer--he
gets to know the businessman--rather than at the "initiative"
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of the businessman.
On the other hand, there is the question of EQE_EEEEE
managers and owners talk with the officers with whom they are
acquainted. 1In this regard there are fairly small but con-
sistent differences between the higher and the lower crime
(See Tqble 5)

when the categories are collapsed into two, those who talk

rate areas. The differences are most visible
with officers at least every day and those who talk with
officers less frequently than every day. It then becomes

apparent that managers and proprietors in high crime areas

talk with their police acquaintances more often than do

those in relatively lower crime areas. Nevertheless, in

nearly every case--Precinct 10 being the one exception--the

modal frequency is less than once a week. Overall, 30 per

cent of the owners and managers who have police acgquaintances

Table 5: Per Cent of Businesses and Organizations Classified

by How Often Owners/Managers Talk With Police
Officers for Eight Police Districts in Three Cities

(Includes Only Owners/Mana :
f , gers Who Know P
Well Enough to Talk With Them) . olicemen

. Frequency.With Which They Talk
City and Police With Policemen
District S 1 Per
everal | Every {Several Less Than Per
PTlmes Day | Times Cnce A Week, Cent
er Day Per Week Rarely, Never
All Districts 9 21 30 40
Boston, 0
Dorchester 3 24 31 42
Boston, Roxbury 7 ! 16 38 4 o1
Chicago, Town ’ o
Hall 12
12 22 '
Chicago, > o
Fillmore 11 23 29 38 101
D.C., #6 : 14 20 27 39 100
D.C., #10 12 25 35 27
D.C., ”
> $13 4 31 24 40 99
.C., #14 7 20 28 45 100
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talk with them at least every day. This is probably a higher

proportion than critics of motorized patrol work might expect.
Furthermore, the differences between Washington, D.C., where

foot patrol still is used quite heavily, and the other !

cities are not significant. That is, where police officers
still "walk a beat" a good deal, the owners and managers of
businesses and organizations do not talk with policemen
significantly more frequently than do owners and managers
in cities where foot patrol is nearly nonexistent.

Those who favor a return to foot patrol often mourn the
loss ¢f informed, person-to-person interaction betwcen the

They argue that in the days of foot

police and citizens.
patrol citizens could relate to policemen, and vice versa,
in a less "Oofficial® way; they could "know" one another, and
policemen were therefore more a part of the community and more
efficient in their duties. The point is that foot patrecl
allows citizens and officers to "visit" one another, to
initiate and to maintain close ties.

There are data pertaining to how owners and managers be-

come acquianted with police officers. 1If the advocates of
foot patrol are correct there is reason to expect police-
citizen acquaintanceships to arise more informally or cas-
ually in Washington, D.C., than they do’'in Boston or Chicago.
The evidence supports this expectation to some extent. It
is not that Washington owners and managers become acquainted
with officers in purely informal encounters, however; it is
more in the course of quasi-official visits by officers that
they get to know one another. These contacts are initiated
by the officers; but they do not involve investigations or
complaints; rather they are merely "checks" to see if every-
thing is 0.K., to see if there has been any trouble lately,
and so on. This is not an uncommon kind of introduction for
officers in Boston and Chicago, but it is more common in
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Washington, D.C., and it may be related to the greater use

of foot patrol in that city.
With the exception of Precinct 13,
owners and managers are slightly more likely to get anuainted

with officers in purely informa In Boston and
on the other hand, these acquai
a result of contacts with of £

in washington, D.C.,

1 encounters.

Chicago, ntanceships are more

apt to arise as
passing by the busines
handling other matters or a

ping by the bﬁsiness as customers.
ombined i% is clear that acqua
w out of official police visit
andling of complaints.

y rarely initiate contacts with
of a general felt insecurity or

icers who are

s or organization in the course of

s a result of the officers stop-
Looking at all of the
intanceships are quite

cities C
unlikely to gro
vestigations or the h

s during in-
Also it is clear

that owners and managers Ver

police officers wholly out
Rather, the relationships arise eit
or they are more desultory and casual

need. her as a result of

routine police checks,
It may be that there would be more of these

ers were to take even more

in their origin.
relationships if police offic
initiative themselves, rather than leaving so muc.. to chance.
It seems indisputable that this would 'be neither a waste of
police time nor unimportant from the point of view of police-
(See Table 6)

s with members of the public can
One way comes with
It

public relations..

Moreover, good relation
penefit the police in every concrete ways.
whatever easier access to information they may achieve.
able to assume that police officers are more likely

is reason
to meet with success when they seek information if they are

on "good terms" with their potential informants. About one-

third of the managérs and owners in all three cities help

the police by providing them with information. (See Table 7)

This proportion does not take into account the large number
of owners and managers who never are asked for information,

however. Still, the proportion seems rather small. It will

ied by How Owners/Managers

=
X

(Includes Only Those Owners/Managers With Police Acquaintances)

B S . . .
ecame Acquainted With Police Officers for Eight Police Districts in Three

Per Cent of Businesses and Organizations Classif
Cities

Table 6
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Who Help the Police

Table 7: Pexr Cent of OWHers/ManagerSfor Eight Police Dis-

By Giving Them Inﬁo;mation
tricts in Three Cities.

Helps the pPolice By Giving rotal

City and police Them Information o
District ——————Eg;;————~~*——Bg;g~gg;““”—"— Pex

| B 1 100

All Districts 34 ii "
Boston, Dérchester 23 - 06
Boston, Roxbury 33 - L6
Chicago, Town Hall 33 s oo
Chicago, Fillmore iz - oo
‘ 6 100
Ve, s o0 :
D.C., #13 38 64 "

D.C., #14 36
|
and

, - sinesses
and managers of bu
hat the owners an
be remembered th

the olice than are those 1in the rela ti vel lower Cr ime rate
i i Y
P

. . ]

2 -t d t th 3 .t. In
14

. . .. 1
in general, to provide such information. This 18 hardly
in '

surprising, however. In high crime rate areés thz szzzs .
and managers are jess satisfied with the police, bu fzil—
not as a rule "blame" the individual policeéen for the '
ures of the policing system. Furthermore, it probably 1s'th
fair to say that they are in no position to be reckless Z%ze
their relations to the police. Businessmen'no ?oubt reah:;.r
that police officers are neither beneath golng "out of ; si
way" for same citizens, nor above giving less than the be

service to others. Police behavior--when they are seeklng
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information--can come very close to bargaining behavior. l

Differences

between the three cities are small, but it
does appear that

Washington owners and managers are a little
more likely to provide information to the police than are

the owners and managers in the other cities. Whether or not

this difference is related to the differences in the use of

foot patrol is quite problematic. Those who give the police

information report that it usually concerns neighborhood

problems or information about wanted persons. Less frequen-

tly they report that the information concerns recently

committed crimes. It must be emphasized that most of the

owners and managers report that they are never asked for

information, that there is no occasion for them to provide
it. Of the total only 3 per cent of the owners and managers
report that they do not give the police information because

they fear the consequences of "getting involved". In short,

then, it appears that the police receive rather good coop-

eration from owners and managers from whom they solicit

information, but they nevertheless solicit it from only a
fairly small proportion of all owners and managers.

One crude index of the strength of the relationships
between policemen and owners and managers may be the extent

to which the owners and managers do small favors for officers.
It is sometimes the practice for businessmen to give, for
example, discounts or free coffee and soft drinks to officers.
If these favors are interpreted as means to obtaining

greater police concern or efficiency, then one might argue
that they indicate more the weakness or superficiality of

police-businessman relations than they do the strength of

these ties. But even if these relationships are partially

supported by the favors alone, it necessarily follows--if

this argument is correct--that the relationships would be

even weaker without the favors. Furthermore, in many cities

it is clear that small favors are given merely as an
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expression of appreciation or merely because they are tradi-

tional. Some policemen say that merchants and businessmen--

restauranteurs, for example--will give favors to officers
"just so they can have policemen around for show"

Twenty-five per cent of the owners and managers report

that they do small favors for policemen. Given that all of

the organizations in the sample are not business concerns,
this figure is fairly substantial. (See Table 8) The
differences between cities are not large, but owners and
managers in Chicago report the practice proportionately
less. As in the giving of information, owners and managers
of businesses and organizations in high crime rate areas

do at least "their share". Though somewhat more owners and
managers in high crime areas are negatively critical of the
police, individual policemen in these areas at least receive
favors'from as large a proportion of owners and managers as
do officers in areas with comparatively lower crime rates.
Roxbury and Fillmore owners and managers are slightly more
likely to do favors for officers than are owners and managers
in Dorchester and Town Hall, respectively. 1In Washington,
D.C., however, the practice is a little less common in the
high crime rate precincts. The favor most frequently re-
ported is the giving of discounts. Also frequent are
reports that free coffee, soft drinks, free merchandise and

free services are given.

Images of the Police

Apart from the way owners and managers of businesses
and organizations evaluate the police, and apart from the

experiences they have had with policemen, there is the

matter of hcow they perceive or describe the officers in

their area. These perceptions or descriptions might be
called their images of the police. A central part of the

TSI YRS -2 o AL AN e e SO
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Table 8: Per Cent of Owners/Managers Who Do Small Favors
For Policemen (E.g., By Giving Free Coffee, Dis-
counts, Etc.) for Eight Police Districts in
Three Cities.

Do Small Favors For
City and Police Policemen Total
District Does Does Not Per Cent
All Districts 25 75 100
Boston, Dorchester 24 76 100
Boston, Roxbury 31 69 ‘ 100
Chicago, Town Hall 15 85 100
Chicago, Fillmore 20 80 100
D.C., #6 31 69 100
D.C., #10 21 79 ' 100
D.C., #13 25 71 100
D.C., #14 31 69 io00

police image turns on the question of police efficiency.
How do the police respond when help is needed?

Citizens understandably measure police efficiency
partly in terms of the speediness or rapidity of police
responses to calls for help or assistance. Efficient
police are partially equated with fast police. The owners
and managers were asked to estimate the time it would take

. for the police to arrive at the business or organization if

they were called. Almost one-half of the owners and managers
estimated that the police would arrive in less than 6 minutes.
(See Table 9) This probably is a smaller proportion than

the police officials in these cities would expect, since

they typically estimate the average elapsed time before
arrival as something less than six minutes. There is

reason to think that the Chicago Police Department, with
more modern communications and more mobile patrol units,’is
capable of answering calls faster than the police in Boston
or Washington, D.C. Chicago owners and managers do estimate

a faster police response than do the owners and managers
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Table 9: Per Cent of Businesses and Organlzaﬁlogimgliis;OUld
= " by Owners'/Managers/ Estimates of t i Time TEight
Tgke For the Police to Arrlye.If Ca; e
Police Districts in Three Cities.
i 1d Take
umber of Minutes It Wou.
i N for Police to Arrive Total
Clt{_and N ota
Police § ' Per |
i i - - 0-29]30 or | Doesn't
bistrict 1-4 | 5 |6-9]10-14]15-19 |2 30 or | Doesn
7 é 10 99
All Districts 25 123 gl 14 7 5
Boston 100
Dorchester 22 | 271 151 12 6 : oo
Boston, Roxbury 19 |24 14} 10 6 6 1
i Town - : 100
Chasieer 35 |20 8l 16 3 1
. o : 7 98
Crilioare a0 {16f 1111 | 7 6 1 2
D.C., #6 21 129 6121 5 3 5 1k o
D.C #10 21 {20 610 . {10 5 15 12 o
.C.,
D.C., #13 27 122 2112 14 10 5 8 o
D.C $14 17 |15 6|21 10 5 6 21
- - , .

in Boston and Washington, D.C. The slowest response is esti-

mated by the owners and managers in Precinct 14 of Washington,

D.C., where only 32 per cent estimate the regponse at less
than 6 minutes. It is likely that the wideg nse of foot
patrol, as well as a iess efficient communications sytem,
contributes to a slower response time in parts of Washipgton;
nevertheless, Precincts 6 and 13 have estimates right at the
average for all of the cities and precincts. The times

. estimated by owners and managers in the high crime rate areas

of Boston and Chicago are higher than are those estimated in

the relatively lower crime rate areas. This may contribute--

along with the high crime rates themselves--to the lower
evaluations of the police in the high crime precincts. In

Boston and Chicago, then, those owners and managers who are

2]~
more likely to have their enterprises victimized are also

more likely to expect a relatively slower police response
to a call for help. In Boston's Roxbury and in Precinct 10

- of Washington, oth high crime rate areas, over 10 per cent

of the owners and managers estimate that it would take the
police 30 minutes or more to arrive at a call for help.
Right or wrong, these images surely reflect a good deal of
disenchantment with the police on the part of owners and
managers who are particularly dependent upon the police.
Put another way, police efficiency is seen as lower where ’
it is relatively more important and consequential.
Citizens have images not only of the police in general
but of the patrolinen in their neighborhoods in particular.
The owners and managers were asked whether or not they
thought that the best uniformed officers iﬁ the department
are assigned in their area. From the data it is evident
that such a question is quite difficult for a citizen to
answer. Sixty-eight per cent of the owners and managers.
in all three cities say that they do not know one way or
the other; and, of course, this very likely is an "honest" -
response, since probably only a small number have had
sufficient experience with officers from all or most pre-
cincts of their city. In every precinct, those who are
willing to advance an opinion are more likely to hoid the
more negative view of the police in their area, i.e., they
do not think the -men assigned to their area are the best
in the city. (See Table 10) Of those giving opinions,
moreover, the owners and managers in the high crime areas

are more likely to take the negative view of the police than

are those in the lower crime rate areas. It is possible
that this is merely a chance result of the differences in
those who were willing to give an opinion at all, but this
is unlikely, given that these results are fully consistent
with what one would expect in the light of the findings
discussed earlier. To repeat, then, the image of the

police is somewhat less positive in the eyes of the owners
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Per Cent of Owners/Managers Who Think That the
" Best Uniformed Officers in the Department Are
Assigned in Their Area for Eight Police Districts

Table 10:

In Three Cities.

City and Police The Best Uniformed Officers In

X Total
i District the Department Are Assigned Pe?
Thinks So| Does Not .| Does Not Cent
Think So Know
]
All Districts .13 19 68 100
Boston, : :
Dorchester ’ 16 i 25 : 59 . 100
Boston, Roxbury 10 : 20 | 70 ' 100
Chicago, Town ' :, :
Hall 9 10 ©o8l 100
Chicago, - ‘ '
Fillmore 15 ' 20 ' 65 100
D.C., #6 9 12 : 79 100
D.C., #10 8 23 ‘ 69 . 100
D.C., #13 13 23 . 64 100
D.C., #14 21 24 55 100

and managers who operate businesses and organizations

in relatively high crime rate areas than it is for those

in lower. crime rate areas. A greater need for the police,

then, is coupled with an image of a police system with a
lesser likelihood of satisfying such a need.

Citizen Perceptions and Recollections about Crime,
' Law Enforcement,

and Criminal Justice

There is a far from perfect relationship between the
perceptions and attitudes persons hold and either their be-

havior or the conditions that objectively obtain in their

environment. There are a number of reasons why this is so

Among the more important is the fact that perceptions are
relative both to values held and to Condltlons around one

There is further the fact that pluralistic ignorance often

/
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prevails in a population--one shares a common perception

learned from others, yet few persons actually hold this as
Added to this is the fact that people
incorporate their own and other's experiences in ways that

their private view.

preclude their assessing the environment in an objective

. fashion.

The examination of perceptions or attitudes about the
crime problem that follows more often than not is at
variance with some of the objective conditions of the
environment where these people live and even at variance
with their experiences. Nonetheless, such perceptions are

important since they define the situation for them.

Citizen Perceptions About Crime in 'Their Area

The areas chosen for study in Boston and'Chicago are
regarded among those with the highest crime rate areas for
Negro and white citizens respectively. The crime rate for
Roxbury, the predominantly Negro area of Boston is
twice that of Dorchester, a high crime rate white area
adjacent to it. Similarly, the crime rate for the Fillmore
district of Chicago, an urban Negro ghetto with an Italian
a Gold Coast and

slum area made up largely of white inhabitants.

fringe area, is twice that of Town Hall,

The casual visitor to these areas in either city will
see marked differences in the character of the housing and

other facilities. While there isvﬁrban blight in both the

"white and Negro areas of Boston and Chicago, much of the

Negro area in both cities has deteriorated housing. There
are other differences as well with both white areas having
more middle and even upper middle income housing.

It might eas1ly be assumed that such differences might
affect both the satisfaction with living 1n these areas and
a concern with the crime problem. The crime rate, after all,
as reportedvby the police is twice as high in the Negro as in

the white areas. And the differences in eesthetic, cultural,

e o e e -— — e
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ba- What is it that they especially like about living where
they do? Although somewhat more Negroes than whites say
they like nothing about living in their neighborhood (see

Table 11), the large majority emphasize that it is "a
nice place" to live.

ey ise is striking.
and recreational qualities of the areas likewls

; are overall the ]
Clearly the white areas pelow is presented the

"on the whole

nmore desirable”

residential areas in both cities.

d:
per cent distribution of those who agree

s no
do you like living in this neighborhood"?

Roughly the same proportions of Negro
and white respondents emphasize the safety, quietness, and

respectability of their neighborhood. Indeed mcre than one-

fourth of the residents in each precinct emphasize these qualities

: emale of their neighborhood (see Table 1l1). Again there are no
\ Male ; ; § consistent differences among residents by their sex and
: \ C:zﬁ Less | High § Some %% Less i High E CSiTZ . 1 Total educational level. ' . '
N _ ' ! hool : Collegegf than ! School | o g There are some things that a substantial proportion of
3 \ District than 2 s¢ ! toH.s. residents in all precincts do not like about their neighbor-
- | (or Race) |H.S- { E i% | , hood as can be seen in Table 12. About a third of the Negro
% E ; ! ﬁ ! and of the white residents in Chicago said they didn't dislike
:Bogggggestei ’ ‘it ; ‘ Loo ! Gy | anything about their neighborhood but in Boston abcut two
; (white) T 67 75 | 77 ;é 71 68 : ! and one-half times as many white as Negro residents said they
ERoxbury % - t G 14 63 disliked nothing about their neighborhood.
; (Negro) 83 | 67 75 62 ; Although there is a substantial minority of persons

é 1Chicago= : ; : % in each precinct who mention disliking it because they do not

:? Toun Hall % . | . ; e 77 like the moral character of their neighborhood (there is
‘é (white) 369 : 70 72 76 i too much crime, too many deviant or disrgputable
12 Fillmore ‘ i o5 E 50 65 persons, and it is an unsafe place to live), more of the
1 (Negro) 162 % 73 43 : 68 residents mentioned disliking where they lived because of

{

i V . e—
T+ is immediately evident that while Negro residents were SO

convenience or slum conditions. About equal proportions
what less likely than white residents to say they liked living

of Negro and white residents (11 to 15 per cent) do not

in the neighborhood where they reside, almost two~thirds of like their neighborhood because it has too many deviant

the adult residents in Negro areas said that on the whole residents. Yet while roughly equal proportions of Negro

and white residents in Chicago and in Roxbury, Boston said

they did not like living where they did because there is

they liked living there. There are no consistent differences
i by the sex or educational attainment of the adult respondent.
% ‘

e~ Negro women in Roxbury, Boston were somewhat less likely to too much crime, those in Dorchester, Boston failed to mention

4 . .. . articularly . . 5 3 J ‘
~ say they liked living in Roxbury than were Negro men, p this as a reason for not liking the neighborhood. One

if they had some college education. In general Negroes with

is inclined to conclude that the more -obvious convenience
features of landscape and daily life condition ones liking
or disliking a neighborhood rather than its moral qualities
- or the extent of crime in it.

some college education seem less satisfied with living in
their neighborhood than do Negroes from other levels of education.




Table 11l: Per Cent D
Four Polic

istribution of Main Thing Respo

ndent Likes
e Districts in Boston and Chicago.

About Living Around Here:

Crime Features of Neighborhood: Other Features:
Ci;y' Free Free safe |Respect- | Quiet Well Nice Can't Nothing Per
Pag. From of able Policed Place Say Liked Cent
D'gtl?et Crime | Deviant to About Total
istric Pexrsons Live It
All Districts 1 * 2 12 13 * 58 5 8 100
Bostoh;
Dorchester 1 1 —- 15 12 1 63 3 5 101 -
Roxbury 2 1 1 12 12 - 52 7 13 100 \
' i N
=
Chicago: i
Town Hall - - 6 11 11 - 61 9 2 100
Fillmore 2 - 3 10. 16 - 55 3 12 101

*0,5 per cent, or less.

Y - L9.- O 192-992

|
|

Table , Per Cent Distri i i i
12: Dis ribution of Main Thing R i i
Four Police Districts in Boston ang Cﬁigggg?nt Poesa't Like About Living Around Here:
Crime Featu i :
City res of Neighborhood: Other Features:
and Too Has N i
: ‘ t Disrep-~ Ch -
pond - : (o) P ang Slum Poor ! i
photice. C?gge geVLant Safe utable ing Condi- | Conven- ng ¢ ggth§ng Tt
erscns | Place | Behavior| Ethnic- | tions iences of R con
Goes On Class Agzut cent
Race
All Districts 10 12 1 * 4 11 23
| ‘ 4 35 - 100
Boston:
Dorchester — 15 - * 5
Roxbury 12 12 2 -— 5 lg gg e Too
' 17 100
Chicago: I
N
| ¥
Town Hall 15 11 -
Fillmore 11 - 13 1l - }E 13 ig 3 Too
34 100

*0.5 per éent, or less.
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n seem somewhat more

Women with some college educatio
s of their

the moral qualitie

likely to be concerned about
than women at other

neighborhood than do men and
educational levels, but the differences are not great.‘ No

ue in part to the high residential segregation
se neighborhoods, SO that the more
maintain neighborhoods

like. It is

doubt this is d
by social cléss within the
educated and higher income residents
ger area that they on the whole
cago where the Gold Coast with its

m crime free--is rather

£ the precinct.

within the lar
clearest perhaps in Chi
high rise apartments——though far fro
y contained from the slum sections ©
g class sections of that precinct

And ethnic islands, such

effectivel
So are the more workin
segregated from the slum sections.

as those inhabited by Puerto ‘Ricans,
r high crime rates in the white areas

are the modern ghettos.

Despite the rathe
and the very substantial ones in th
idents think their neighborhoods are reas
s that might get them into trouble. A
orse than most other

e Negro areas, a majority

of res onably free

of crime and problem
majority of residents see it as no w
areas of their city. They are without a doubt not basing

a rational calculation of probabilities
other differences among

their judgement on
of victimization from crime or upon

the areas of their city.
Tables 13 and 14 give information on how residents

compare their neighborhood with other neighborhoods and
their concern with the crime problem in their neighborhood.
A majority do not see behavior or activity in their
neighborhood as giving it a "bad name", though Negro resi-
dents are more likely to see their neighborhood as having
things going on that give it a bad name than are white
residents. See Table 13. ‘

The sex and educational level of residents do not make
for consistent differences in assessing whether things go

on in the neighborhood that give it a bad name as the

Per Cent Distribution of Comparisons Respondent Makes of His Neighborhood With Other

-
.

Table 13

Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.

Neighborhoods
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pable 14: Per Cent Distribution of Respondents Assessment of Crime Problem in the Neighborhood:
Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicagc-

when you think about the chances of get-
o . ting robbed, threatened, beaten up or any
DodPeop}e Living in thing of that sort, would you say your
. this Neighborhood: neighborhood is (compared to other neigh-
City borhoods in town) :
and
Police
District Keep {some) Don't ! Per Very | About | Less | One of Don’t No Per
Out of Have Know Cent safe | Average| Safe the Know Answer | Cent
Trouble | Trouble Total Worst Total
With with
Law Law
All Districts 67 24 9 100 20 53 19 4 4 - * 101 1 1
- w ‘(
O 1
Boston: 1
Dorchester 82 10 8 100 33 47 15 1 2 2 100
Roxbury 65 25 10 100 7 46 34 8 5 - 100 {
Chicago: , |
1
Town Hall 76 19 5 100 21 68 11 - — - 100
Fillmore 44 44 12 100 17 62 9 4 8 - 100 ‘

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)

Table 14

. Per Cent Distribution of Respondents Assessment of Crime Probliem in the Neighborhood: %

Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago. (Continued)
Is there so much trouble in How about crimes in i ‘
_ ' your neigh-~ ~ !
this neighborhood that you borhood-~are they committed 7 !
City would like to move away if mostly by: |
and you could? |
Police . j
District Yes | Very Safe All Don't |Per People | Half Out- Don't No Per
or No Other | Know Cent Who and siders | Know Answer |Cent
Total Live Half Who Total
Here DPoes
All Districts 20 77 * 3 100 14 11 41 32 2 100
Boston:
Dorchester 13 84 - 3 100 13 11 42 30 4 100
Roxbury 30 66 -— 4 100 13 1 14 42 29 2 100
. !
Chicago: ?
Town Hall 11 86 - 2 99 21 5
: 55 19 - 100
Fillmore 18 77 1l 4 100 13 9 33 45 —_— 100

*0.5 per cent, or less.
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distribution below shows:
: Male Female

City

and Less High Some Less High | Some
District Than School | College || Than School |College
(or Race) H.S. H.S. i
Boston:

Dorchester (white) 11 25 46 38 36 16
Roxbury (Negro) 54 40 67 51 36 57
Chicago:

Town Hall (white) 8 20 28 40 35 40

Fillmore (Negro) 31 18 43 35 17 50

the more

Among white males in both Chicago and Boston,

education, the moré likely one:!is: to see the area as having

behavior or activity that gives it a bad name.

would seem that Negro men and women with a high school
education are less likely to see the area having things

that give it a bad name than are Negro men and women with

more or less than a high school education.

rationale for these patterns is lacking.

Except for Chicago's Fillmore district, a majority cof

An obvious

Likewise it

the residents see their neighborhood as quiet compared with
other neighborhoods in the city, though Negroes clearly
see their neighborhoods as having some people who are noisy

and disturbing more often than do residents of white

neighborhoods.

See Table 13.

little difference in this perception.
Again, except for Chicago's Fillmore district, a

Ones sex or education makes

majority of the residents see people in the neighborhood as

keeping out of trouble with the law (See Table 14).

white residents are more likely to see their neighborhood

Yet

as free of persons who get in trouble with the law than

are Negroes, with sex and educational level making for no

difference in one's perception.
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A majority of the residents see their neighborhoeé.as
very safe or about average when compared with other neigh-
borhoods of the city. While 33 per cent of the white
residents in Boston's Dorchester and 21 per cent in
Chicago's Town Hall regard their neighborhocd as very safe,
only 7 per cent of the Negroes in Roxbury and 17 per cent
in Fillmore regard their neighborhood as very safe.

Yet a substantial majority of the residents (77 per
cent) do not feel there is so much trouble in their neighbor-
hood that they want to move away. White residents are less
likely to want to move than are Negro residents because
of trouble in their neighborhood. See Table 14.

A sizeable minority--in some cases a slight majority--
of the residents are concerned with the crime problem or
features of it in their neighborhood. This is particularly
true for Negro adults in Roxbury but ityalso is more true
for Negroes in Fillmore, Chicago as coﬂirasted with white
adults in either city.

A third of all adults believe there are things going
on in their neighborhood that gi&e it a bad name. They
are most likely to mention the crime problem in the neighbor-
hood or that deviant persons of one kind or another as what
gives it a bad name. An appreciable minority also mention
"low class" or "irresponsible behavior" by some residents
as what gives it a bad name. (See Table 13.)

Almost one-half of the Negro residents see their
neighborhood as having some fairly noisy people who disturb
others (Table 13).

Yet such problems are not severe enough to cause
most residénts to want to move away. There is a minority
of 1 in 5, however, that does feel there is so much trouble
in the neighborhood that they would like to move away though
one's sex or education does not appear to affect appreciably
this desire to move. Roxbury residents are most likely to
want to move--almost one in three express a desire to move
because of trouble in the neighborhood. They clearly see
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their neighborhood as leés safe than do residents in any other

area with 34 per cent of Roxbury adults seeing their
neighborhood as less safe than most in Boston and 8

per cent seeing it as one of the worst.

verhaps, women do not appear to see their neighborhood

as less safe than do men nor does education appear to have

an appreciable effect on this judgement. pParenthetically,

it should be remarked that the latter perceive the reality

as it exists in terms of the police defined crime problem

in Boston. ' See Table 14.
Though 1 in 4 adult respondents think that people

living in their neighborhood have some trouble with tée law,
44 per cent of all Fillmore residents see sonme of thelr'
neighbors that way. Despite the fact that they see their
neighbors as having some trouble with the law, they are

| less willing to attribute the major crime problem in the

neighborhood to them. Fourteen per cent of all residents
see the crimes in the neighborhood as committed primarily
by the people who live in the area with an additional 11 per
cent seeing it about half due to outsiders. While Town Hall
residents are more likely to see crime in the area committed
by neighborhood residents than are the residents of the other
areas; only about 1 in 4 residents see at least part of the
crime problem as due to neighbors. ‘
Alternatively, 41 per cent attribute the crime problem
as due entirely to outsiders; more than half of all the
residents see all or at least half of the problem due to out-
siders (Table 14). This is most true for residents in Town
Hall, Chicago. Again we observe some disjuncture between
their assessment of reality and objective conditions. Only
in the very literal sense of "next door" neighbors or those
in one's block or building would the majority of crime in
an area not be committed by persons who live close to one.
vA'méjority of 6ffenders for a small area such as a census
tract come from the immediate and adjacent census tracts.

' There are few outsiders who commit crimes in an area in the

Somewhat surprisingly,

3
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sense that they are people who are altogether unfamiliar with
the neighborhood and its residents.

The interesting question arises why there is this
disjuncture between the objectiVe conditions of a residential
area and the perceptions residents have of living conditions
and the crime problem in their area. Undoubtedly some of
the disjuncture is more apparent to outsiders than real to
insiders in the sense that judgements are relative to ones
prior experiences and choices. A selective process goes on
such that those who remain in these areas adapt to the con-
ditions there, partly by altering their perceptions to reduce
the dissonance created by their choices and partly because
they make other investments. Correlatively, those who flee
the inner city have less tolerance for the conditions for
such areas. And indeed, though we lack information for
those who left the area or for those resident in the outer
reaches of the metropolitan area, there is some evidence
in the reasons people give for choosing to live in these

areas that they have a greater tolerance for the conditions
there.

Perceptions of Law Enforcement

A resident population is highly dependent upon the
public police for service in our society. OrganiZations
may resort to a private police but only an occasional
citizen can afford to do so. What is more, a democratic
soviety such as ours institutionalizes in the law protection
through a publi¢ police.

There is a high degree of ambivalence on the part of
+hg public toward the police. Ambivalence is more likely
to characterize dependency in a'case.. But perhaps it is
more likely to do so for dependency'upbn the police for two
main reasons. One reason is that Americans never have
accepted in the English or Eurdpean sense the full necessity
and responsibility of the police for the public welfare.
They fail to grant status honor to the police and are deeply
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ambivalent about whether policing is congruent with
democratic institutions. So deep seated is this ambivalence
in many Americans, that one senses they have an uneasy
"truce' with the police to grant them as little power as
necessary. But what power is necessary?

A second major reason why Americans are ambivalent
stems from their more immediate experiences today. Many
Americans today are upset by their experiences as victims
of crime or at least by their perception that there is a
'crime problem' in the United States. They also perceive
that the police are the main source of immediate protection
against crime--their most obvious 'safequard‘' so to speak.
They see law enforcement and strengthening of it as the most
obvious solution to the inconvenience, losses, and anxiety
they experience from crime. They are in a kind of 'double
bind'. They are sceptical, if not distrustful, of police
power, yet they see police power as the most obvious solution
to their problem. They respect the police function but
are distrustful of them in some ways. They are sympathetic
with them in the difficulty of their job but seem afraia
to allow them discretion. They fear the police but they
fear crime more. Although these phrases perhaps over~
dramatize the ambivalence of many Americans perhaps, the
data below draw attention to these themes.

Even though as noted above a majority of residents
tend to perceive their neighborhoods as about average or
safer than others in the city, a very substantial majority
believe that there has been an increase in violent crime in

their city. An absolute majority of 57 per cent (Table 26)

think that there is very much more. A somewhat greater pro-

portion of Boston than Chicago residents, whether Negro or

white, see very much more crime in their city. White
residents in both cities are somewhat more likely to see a

very substantial increase in crime than are Negro residents,

but the differences are small. Since Negroes more often are

victims of crime than are whites--and indeed the probability
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of victimization for Negroes is considerably greater--
obviously the objective probabilities are far from perfectly
correlated with perceptions. It is possible of course that
the absolute increase in crime for whites is greater, but
there is no good evidence to support that contention. Only
a very small proportion of all residents see a decrease

in crime and but 11 per cent see little change.

The more education one has, the more likely one is
to see a substantial increase in crime without respect to
race. And men are somewhat more likely than women to regard
the increase in crime as substantial.

The majority of citizens have not had to call the police
about someone living in their neighborhood--though they
may have called them for some other service or for some
experience as the victim of a crime. Only 17 per cent of
all persons say they have called the police about someone
in the neighborhood since living there. See Table 15. There
are almost no differences between Negroes and whites in
the proportion saying they have called the police about
someone in theAneighborhood since living there, and there
are no important differences by the sex or educational level
of the fespondent.

It should be apparent from an examination of Table 15
that there is an obvious memory factor, however, in reporting
whether one has called the police, granted even a fairly
high transiency rate in these neighborhoods. Most residents
who reported calling the police said they called within the
past six months. See Table 15. Given the obvious
effects of recall in this case, these are clearly very
minimal estimates. Yet they do indicate that almost 1 in
every 5 households have an adult who said they called the
police about someone in the neighborhood since living there--
indeed 1 in every 10 has done so within the last six months.

On the whole, residents of Boston and Chicago see the
police as doing a good job, but it is evident that whites
are more satisfied with the job that the poliqe are doing

than are Negroes in both cities. See Table 16. Although 29




A i i about Someone in their
Table ;5. Per Cent Distributions For Respondent's Having to Call the Police

Districts in Boston and Chicago.

Neighborhood.
Has ) ) o Here:
City Called Last Time Police Were Called Since Living Here:
' Police ] )
Pzgfce S?nce Since | April-| Jan.- | July-{ Jan.- 1964 iggé— Bigzge g;ZTEd g:gt
istri Livin Jul June March | Dec. July :
pistrict éZ;eg 1 ! 1966 1966 1965 1965 Police | Total l
; | 5 | * .82 100
{ All Districts 17 7 5 1 2 1 1 1
Boston: |
- 101 i
Dorchester 18 9 3 1 2 i _i ; N g; o :
Roxbury 19 6 7 -- 2 ;
&
Chicago: j
- - 99
Town Hall 17 6 2 - 2 2 4 - - gg Lo
Fillmore 15 6 6 1 1l — 1 - - 1
|
!
*0.5 per cent, or less.

|
;

Table 16: Per Cent Distribution of Evaluation Respondent Makes of the Kind of Job the
Police are Doing in His Neighborhood: Four Police Districts in Boston and

Chicago.
Do the police get along
‘ better, worse, or about
Cit Kind of job police are the same with the people
andy doing: who live here as they do
: with people in other
Police { ahborhoods?
District v nelgnboriooads: ,
4 Very | Fairly Not Can't Per Better About Worse Per
: Good Good Too Say Cent the Cent
; Gooad- Total Same Total
? All Districts 29 41 20 10 100 25 67 8 100
f
Boston: »
. w
| Dorchester 47 33 11 9 100 31 63 6 99 0
i Roxbury 17 41 35 7 100 13 70 17 100
' .
i Chicago:
i Town Hall . 36 46 15 3 99 41 54 5 100
, Fillmore 18 47 18 17 100 18 78 4 100
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per cent of all respondents thought the police were doing

| 1 in
a very good job, twice as many whites as Negroes

Chicago thought they were doing a very good job and more

i oes in
than two and one-half times as many whites as Negr

Boston thought they were doing a Very good job. ‘
1 in 5 Negroes in either city see the police as doing

Almost oné-~half of both whites and Negroes 1n
job,

Less than

a very

good job. ' e
Chicago think that the police are doing & fairly g

i i as
however. And while Negroes 1D Boston rate the police

doing a fairly good job more than do whites, three times

i i ee the police as
as many Negroes 1n Boston as whites s P

doing ‘'‘not too good' a job (over one-third of the Negroes
in Roxbury are clearly dissatisfied with the police) .

When residents were asked whether they thought the police

get along better, WwOrse, or about the same with the peo?le
Who 1ive in their neighborhood as compared with people 1n
other neighborhoods, 1 in 4 thought they get along better.
But clearly whites are far more 1ikely to share this ‘
perspective than are Negroes. About two and one-half t%mes
as many whites as Negroes think the police do a better job
in their neighborhood than elsewhere in the city. None-
theless, Negroes in Chicago's Fillmore as compared with
whites in Town Hall, did not rate the police as doing a
worse job in their neighborhood than in pther neighborhooés
and they were but a minority of 5 per cent. The Negroes 1in
Boston, however were almost three times as likely to say
that the police did a worse job in their neighborhood than
did the whites in Dorchester. See Table 16.

Neither one's sex nor educational level exercises
much influence on one's perceptions of the kind of job the
police are doing in the neighborhood and of how the police
get along with people in their neighborhood as compared
with people in other neighborhoods.

Residents do not on the whole perceive the police as

operating with universalistic standards of justice however.
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They see them as exercising differential treatment depending
upon 'who you are'. Table 17 shows that 42 per cent of all
adult residents believe that how police treat you depends
upon who you are and 16 say that sometimes this is true.
There are no very marked differences by the race of the
respondent with Negroes only slightly more likely to

affirm that the police engage in the differential application
of justice. It is nonetheless true that whites are more
likely than Negroes to affirm that police officers are
universalistic in their application of norms. Perceptions
of treatment are relatively uninfluenced by the sex or
educational level of respondents.

Whenever a respondent believed that how the police treat
you depends upon who you are, he was asked what sort of people
he believed are well treated by the police and what sort are
treated not so well. Eighteen per cent of all respondents
believed that members of some race or ethnic group are
treated poorly by the police and 12 per cent regard members
of some deviant status or behavior such as drunks, bums,
or criminal suspects, or persons who are disrespectful or
resistant to police authority as poorly treated by the
police. Yet 43 per cent see some groups as being treated
well by the police. Were one to weigh their responses in
a balance of differential treatment, it seems clear that
more people see the police as applying differential justice
by exempting persons or treating them 'better' than by
the more punitive application of justice or treating them
tpoorly'. See Table 17.

When persons of deviant status or behavior are seen as
targets of poof treatment (by 4 per cent of the respondents,)
the most frequently mentioned are drunks and bums with a
minority mentioning prostitutes, homosexuals, or beatniks.

‘Two per cent mention criminal suspects as receiving poor

treatment from the policé. An equal proportion--six per
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Table 17: Respondent's Perceptions of How Police Treat People:

and Chicago.

Four Police Districts in Boston

Does how police treat Race-ethnic groups seen as targets of poor
you depend on who you treatment:
City are?
and )
Police Yes | Some~- | Nc {Can't | Per No Negroes | Negroes | Spanish | All No Per
District times Say Cent Mention Only and Speak- Other ; Answer|Cent
; Total Other ing Total
All Districts | 42 16 | 36 6 100 79 14 2 * 2 3 100
Boston:
Dorchester 42 13 40 5 100 85 7 2 2 4
- 10
Roxbury 46 14 34 6 100 75 20 3 1 - 1 108
Chicago:
Town Hall 33 17 48 2 100 84 2 2
‘ ) —-= 10
Fillmore 39 24 28 S 100 74 20 i 1 1 § igg

et R b e o, e i 2 i o= ¢ RS a

*0.5 per cent, or less.

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 17: Respondent's Perceptions of How Police Treat People:

—-Z v._.

Four Police Districts in Boston

and Chicago. (Continued)
Deviant Groups Seen As Groups Seen As Treated
City Targets of Poor Treatment: Well by The Police:
and
Police No Drunks,|Crimi~|Disres- Per No Rich Whites |[Negroes|No Per
District Deviant Bums, |nals, |pectful Cent |Mention and Ans- |Cent
Mention~| Devi- | Sus- or Total|l of Respect- wer |Total
ed ants pects }jResistant Well able
to Treated
Authority
all :
Districts 88 4 2 6 100 53 35 8 - 4 100
Boston:
Dorchester 90 4 2 4 100 41 50 5 - 4 100
Roxbury 87 7 2 4 100 47 45 6 - 2 100
Chicago:
Town Hall | 88 5 2 5 100 67 26 - - 7 100
Fillmore 88 2 - 10 100 56 22 17 -= 5 100

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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norms that confer a dev.iant status. At lease six per cent
- of the population seems correctly aware of the fact that
o oo S o any resistance to police authority or a lack of respect
=) o . . . .
H%g = = ~ for it in any form is likely to result in differential
) ) . .

8 - treatment by the police. Both the survey of police officer

o . ] . ) . .

@ ) Ay 21 3 A T attitudes and observation of police behavior in transactions

4 £ ol §$ with citizens confirm the fact that the police behave

A0 m .
A 8387 0 o < ® 1n differentially toward persons who show disrespect for,
. (i) . .
%) 8'5 gE 5. " - or who resist their authority.
It SgE4 - i rientations account
B cial class more than race o
: tE o = 5 - ted better b
o b7 ab P '53‘ 0 e for perceptions of groups seen as treate Y
9 0 , . . : -
3 47 8% 527 the police. Thirty five per cent of all residents inter
~ £ . . - b
'3 g 5:‘ g o S W é Viewed saw the rich and respectable a%; tr?atec.i betterlti )
& E‘%ﬁ ¢ 3% the police while only 8 per cent mentioned whites. Althougt
e (@] ’
’5 g&,.i’,g% © there are some differences by race of respondent, N?groes,
g 8.2 4 §-§ g = P a particularly in Roxbury, are almost as likely as whites to
2 t .

0 i = F see the rich and respectable treated better. See Table 17.
ré‘ “E a S3 §§ There is a marked city difference with Chicago citizens only
i H o ~ . . i
| &: A0 & X - half as likely to see differential treatment for the rich
. T " - o and respectable as do Boston citizens. This probably
3 - - ‘ |
| é g§ " "o oo represents a real difference between the police forces of
4w
| 0 ° 2 the two cities.

o [ 4] '

i - E’, o'm - ow Among those who see ethnic or race groups as the

i o} © ot . ;

i " § gﬁ 5 targets of differential treatment by the police, Negroes

| 5 3 i oes

=. 2 %% < select Negroes as targets. At least 1 in everZ StII:egr iy

| R = : i e police
P o 3: %éﬁ%% o o ) believes that Negroes are treated differently by .p.n
‘g"g o Ann = when they are given an unstructured probe for deterrfJ..nl g
g 8 i d poorly by the police.
-§_5 o éiwg o <« 0 < 1 what groups they think afe t.reate p Yy by hove 10

f 8‘*5 §% %SH%E In Chicago's Town Hall District, nevertheless, er X

A 5 8 i i i i ho regard them-

| 8" o ubstantial minority of Puerto Ricans w

H Q — PN a s ) .

i = R i i i i fficers.
{ : . 5 85 a a3 m selves as being treated differentially by police o o
b 3 ke See Table 17. Since no other minority group that curren Ly
. oo O . l . .ce
: g :C: & is reputed to receive differential treatment from the.poll
§5 2 §-§ © @0 - was represented in the districts selected for study, it

;‘3% E probably accounts for why they are not mentioned. It
: ~ 3 § o

: g3 1. B |s 8
e S 0-r - QN 0. m 2
i g Ay 51§ §2 12 _E
5 1 AS W +H 0 04 d o
3 Gags 2lh 8% |8 2
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ow status minority

probably is true that members of any 1
s as the

group in American cities perceive themselve
object of differential treatment by the police.
cifically asked whether they

a difference in how one
The propoxrtion
residents (as

All residents were spe
think that being a Negro makes
is treatea by the police. (Table 18).
that is so was 38 per cent of all

16 per cent who mentioned Negroes in
The proportion of

who agree
compared with the

g response to the unstructured question) .
o believe they receive

nt as Table 18
t Negroes

those who agree includesg some wh
more rather than less equiﬁable treatme
G also shows. Even this proportion agreeing tha
: eatment is only somewhat above that of

get differential tr
those who mention the rich and respectable as receiving better
‘pelieve that a specific

treatment, and there is reason to
question about the rich and respectable receiving better
treatment would increase that proportion who agree.

Not unexpectedly Negroes are more likely to agree
a Negro makes a difference in how

T

:.-.‘.——xw._.?‘ “ RNt L,

than are whites that being
one is treated by the police. What is surprising is that

while almost the same proportion of Negroes in Roxbury

(46 per cent) and in Fillmore (44 per cent) believe that

being a Negro make
33 per cent of the whites in Dorchaster as compared with

only 14 per cent of the whites in Town Hall believe that
it makes a difference. Whether this is due o the fact

s a difference in how one is treated,

that Roxbury and Dorchester are adjacent communities and
therefore residents have a better opportunity to observe
differences in treatment, or whether the reality is of a

different order in the two cities cannot be ascertained

from this investigation.
Respondents who believed that it makes a difference
were asked how they thought it makes a difference (Table 18).

About 1 in 5 believe that Negroes get more equitable

treatment but this is largely accounted for by the fact

that whites in Dorchester, Boston hold that belief. Only

Cent
Total
100
100
101
100
100

Say
4
11

Can't | Per
11

Makes
No
Difference
64
67
57
86
60

Both
2

22
17
29
10
26

Unjust

In what ways does it make a difference?

Treatment | Treatment

Equitable

Per
.Cent
 Total

100
100
100
100
100

Say
10
9
11
10
13

No |Can't

52
£8
43
76
43

33
46
14
44

difference?
38

Does being a
Negro make a

Yes

Pe X . v \
r Cent Distribution of Perceptions of Whether Being A Negro Makes A Difference in

How One is Treated by the Police in Two Districts of Boston and Chicago

City
and

Police
Dorchester

Table 18
Roxbury
Town Hall
Fillmore

District
(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)

All Districts

Boston:
Chicago

A R T
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in How One is Treated by the Police in Two Districts of Boston and Chicago.
(Continued)

. Per Cent Distribution of Perceptions of Whether %eing A Negro Makes A Difference

Table 18
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2 per cent of all other whites and of Negroes believe the
Negro is getting more equitable treatment; a very small
percentage believe that scme Negroes get more equitable
treatment while for others it is more unjust. Roughly

1l in 5 persons believe that the Negro gets more unjust
treatment but the differences between Negroes and whites
who hold this belief is not as great as some might expect
(See Table 18). There is a substantial minority of whites
in Dorchester (17 per cent) and of whites in Town Hall

(10 per cent) who believe that the Negro gets poorer treat-
ment.

Respondents were asked whether they had any evidence
of mistreatment of Negroes, particularly whether they had
seen any such mistreatment or simply heard of it. (Table
18). Five per cent say they have seen Negroes physically
mistreated; an additional 5 per cent say they have witnessed
other unfair treatment in arrest or being held on suspicion
charges; and, 2 per cent mention rudeness or impoliteness.
Of those who report seeing bad treatment, it was not
expected that the bulK of reports of mistreatment would
focus on forms of 'justice' other than manners (rude or
impolite). The reason for this should be clear to the
reader who has examined the study of police-citizen
transactions. "Bad" manners or forms of etiquette are
far more common in police handling of citizens than are

other forms of differential treatment by the police. 1Is it

possible’ that at least some citizens have come to regard
Vpblice' etiquette as different from 'civil' etiquette?

" That 1 in 10 respondents report seeing Negroes
treated unfairly is substantial. Much of the reporting is
by'Negroes with only 2 per cent of Town Hall whites in
Chicago reporting seeing unfair treatment (although 6
per cent of Dorchester whites report seeing unfair treat-
ment) .

The city differences are apparent in hearsay reports
of bad treatment as well (Table 18). Roughly 1 in 5 whites
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-50- - suspects. The differences between Negroes and whites

differ by city. Whites in Chicagc believe that the police
are both too lenient and too harsh (including all categories
in Table 17) while in Boston, Negroes are about twice as
likely (22 per cent) as whites (12 per cent) to believe the
police are too harsh though they differ little in their
perceptions of leniency on the part of the police in dealing

and Negroes in Boston report they have heard of bad treat-
ment - of Negroes while only 7 per cent of the whites in
Chicago as compared with 20 per cent of the Negroes report

P ) 7 "
?..' :

such hearsay evidence. 1In fact, about 9 of every 10
whites in Chicago's Town Hall believe that race makes no

A
i

v x # i
X s . ’
£ \ b :
o - e

i'{ difference in how you are treated by the police while Negroes
' with suspects.

Most citizens do not believe that most police «ificers
'enjoy pushing people around' or 'giving them a hard time'.
See Table 17. Only from 8 to 11 per cent of the white citizens
in Chicago and of Negro citizens in Boston believe there are
many officers who behave that way. Nonetheless 1 in 4
Negroes in both Boston and Chicago believe there are quite
a few who behave that way and 1 in 10 white citizens agree

with them.
Only a minority of citizens (7 per cent) believe that

% in Boston and Chicago are fairly in agreement; at least

P a third of both groups believe that it does make a differemce.
.Nonetheless it may not be anticipated by some readers that
two-thirds of all Negroes when defining how and in what

ways being a Negro makes a difference in how he is treated

S by the police do not maintain that race makes a difference.
There is much controversy about how citizens view the
police as treating persons:who are suspected of breaking the

|
3 .

0 : law. As Table 17 makes clear, a very substantial proportion
i

of citizens do not feel they know enough to make a judgement;

24 | g
¢ 3 . ﬁ R .

no police officers enjoy pushing people around or giving
them a hard time--a professional ideal. But about half of
all respondents do think it is only'a small number of
officers who behave 'unprofessionally'. Whites are more
likely than Negroes to believe that it is only a small
number of officers or that no police officer enjoys pushing
people around, yet more Negroes than whites do not express

53 per cent of all citizens said they could not make a judge-
mentf About 1 in 4 citizens believe the police treat
suspects 'about right' with almost no differences among

" Negroes and whites in Chicago in this perception but with

i Boston Negroes somewhat less likely than Boston whites to
‘believe that the police treatment is 'about right'. A

| minority of 8 per cent believes that police treatment of sus-
‘; pects is too lenient; only whites in Town Hall, Chicago are
£ more likely to hold that view than the citizens in the

other communities. There is an additional minority of 5

an opinion. A
Throughout these comparisons of how citizens regard
the conduct of the police with citizens, when race and sex

. : it are controlled, educational level does not
per cent that holds the police are both too lenient and too of citizens !

harsh with suspects so that all in all about 13 per cent say
that the police at times are too lenient.

FRSEEY

appear to influence perception of police conduct. None-
theless both sex and education appear to have some influence

By contrast, at on perceptions. The following example illustrates the

lease 18 per cent say the police are at times too harsh
with suspects if one inciudes those who see them
too harsh,' those who regard them as
need to' and those who see them as

nature of that effect.
Returning to the question of respondent perceptions

of whether being a Negro makes a difference in how he is

as 'usually
'harsh only if they

; 'both lenient and harsh'.
On balance then there are somewhat more citizens

the police as 'too harsh' rather than

treated by the police; the percent of<respondents who said

who regard

'too lenient' with

e i e e % it ¢ e s o e Y it it Y e s et et ¢ | e e

AN NS W o & s 3, i

e T e B S T W T R T T T T T T
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and sex is as given below:

!
Sex of Race of Respondent i Total
Respondent Negro White Per Cént Yes
Male 57 | 38 48
f
i Female 44 29 36
i Total 50 33 41

It is clear there is both a race and a sex difference in
perceptions about whether being a Negro makes a difference
in how one is treated by police. Negroes are more likely
than whites to think that it makes a difference and males
more than females. More impogtantly, however, the Negro
male is most likely to believe that it makes a difference while
the white female is least likely to believe that it makes
a difference.
Now these differences are remarkably close to
experiences as offenders and as victims by race and sex and
in turn the likelihood that one will have contact with the police.
One might also guess that it fits a model of the likelihood of
differential treatment by the police with the Negro male most
likely to be treated unjustly and the white female least likely.
The effect of education is less clear as the following
example for the same class of perceptions illustrates:

Education of Race of Respondent Total
Respondent Negro White
Less than H.S. 49 22 - 39 ;
High School 56 v 34 44 |
Some College i' 40 . 46 44 i
, ! I
;
. Total 50 33 41 ;
|
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The effect of education is very apparent for white
citizens. The more education one has, the more likely one ‘
is to believe that being a Negro makes a difference iﬁ“how
one is treated by the police. Not so for Negroes. What
is unexpected is to find that Negroes with at least some
college education do not believe that being a Negro makes ;
a difference in how one is treated by the police. ’

To understand why education might not show the expected
effect, it must be remembered that the survey questioned
respondents in high crime rate Negro and white areas respectiwve
The white areas have proportionally more educated middle and
upper middle class respondents in them than when compared
with the Negro areas. Possibly one has a more selected sample
of Negroes with 'some college' that of whites; there may be
disproportionally fewer who have completed a college degree

program in the sample of Negroes than of whites. Other
interpretations are possible, however, including some that
might argue there are factors influencing educated Negro ‘
respondents to perceive the situation different from less ' §
educated Negroes. :
Regardless of how one interprets the effect of education
on this opinion, it is evident that education in and of itself
does not have such a pervasive effect that it operates
indepenﬁently of other factors.
There is considerable evidence that focal concerns
of police culture are the twinned symbols of respect and
deference from the public and prestige for their role in
socigty. Lacking status honor for their occupation, they
seek prestige. Engaged in'what they often define as
unpopular work where authority must be sustained, they
seek to command respect. The survey of police attitudes
reported in this volume indicates these are focal concerns
and that a sizeable segment of the police do not believe -
they are given the proper amount of deference or respect.
The observational study of police-citizen transactions also
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e likewise shows tﬁat failure to

reported in this volum
police leads to less

grant deference and respect to the

civil treatment by the police.
Earlier it was noted that the public in

has ambivalent attitudes toward the police. .

segment of the public is favorably disposed toward the police,

p ambivalence toward them. Though

able, it might also be

toward the public.

a broad sense

A substantial

yet they show some dee
the data are not as readily avail
said that the police are deeply ambivalent
The police occupational culture tends to set the officer

apart from the public and to characterize the public in

relatively unfavorable terms. To a degree the public that

provides more problems for them. At
n day to day relations with
Such

is regularly policed
the same time the police engage, i
le in their territory that- they find satisfying.

peop .
act contributes to feelings of ambivalence

differences in cont
on their part.

How accurate are the police in their perce
All adult residents

ptions about

the public's view of respect for them?
were asked, "Considering everything about the way that the
police do their job, would you say that you had great respect
for them, mixed feelings, or little or no respect for them?"
A slight majority say that they have great respect for the
police, though more white than Negro respondents report
great respect for the police. See Table 19. Yet what 1is
equally striking is that a substantial minority acknowledge
their ambivalent feelings toward the police by saying they
have mixed feelings about them. Negroes are more likely than
whites to report mixed feelings.

only a minority of 7 per cent of all citizens say they
have little or no respect for the police, although 1 in
10 Negroes in both Boston and Chicago say they have little
or no respect for the police (see Table 19). Such a
minority, if they come into frequent encounters with the

police may well contribute to the police officer's image

Per Cent Distributions of Residents Respect for the Police and Prestige Given Them

for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.

Table 39
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of disrespect from the public.
The city differences are worth noting.

Chicago are more likely to say that they have great respect
This is true

Citizens of

for the police than are citizens of Boston. -
for comparison of both Negro and white citizen groups 11
the two cities. '
About one of evefy four citizens believes that public
opinion of the police hus changed in the past five geafs.
Among those who regard it as changing, the large majority
(63 per cent) believe that the public has changed in a |
more negative fashion. Here is an example of pluralistic
ignorance since a sizeable minority of these respondents did
not report themselves as holding particularly negative
feelings toward the police. Their perceptions of change
in public opinion may be formed more by media reports of
dissatisfaction with the police or by other forums of opinion
than by their own views.
Among those who say public opinion toward the police
as changing in the past five years, there is a substantial
difference in the perception of Negroes and whites as the

distribution below shows:

| Perceived i Race and Sex of Respondent Total%
| Change in P - T _ ) E
" Ppublic Opinion ; Negro White Per i
' Toward P, et o n1s o an ammman ot e e e :
Police Male i Female Male | Female Cent j
’ 1
Favorable 29 32 45 33 35 i
Mixed - - 7 2 2
Unfavorable 71 68 48 65 63
i
Total 100 100 100 ¢ 100 100
! , .

Among Negroes, there is almost no difference between men and
women in their perception of change in public opinion toward

the police but white women were much more likely than white

-57~

men to see opinion as changing in an unfavorable direction.

Education does not appear to have a consistent relation-
ship to perceived change in opinion toward the police for
both Negroes and whites. Among whites, the college educated
were more likely than those without a college education
to see the change as favorable but among Negroes those with
less than a high school education were most likely to see
opinion as changing favorably.

Apart from a judgement about the police as the agents
of law enforcement, the public views other aspects of the
police, particularly the prestige of the job and how well
police officers do their job. Some mention has already
been made of these aspects of public evaluation of the police.
An attempt was made, however, to get an assessment of public
opinion of the prestige of the police occupation by having
them make a choice between police work and a job in the
construction business paying as much money. They were
asked if a young man would make a mistake if he became a
policeman rather than taking a job in the construction
business paying as much money; 68 per cent felt the young
man would not be making a mistake and 6 per cent felt it
depended on factors related to the two jobs. Yet 1 in 4
citizens believe that he would be making a mistake, suggesting
at least that they assess police work as having less
opportunity and perhaps prestige as well. There are no
differences by race, though there are by precinct in the
cities (see Table 19).

To assess how well they thought the average police
officer was doing his job, citizens were told: "Some people
say you would have to replace half of the police now on the
force to get a really good police force here." They then
were asked whether they agreed with that assessment of the
police or not. As Table 19 shows, a third of all citizens .
agreed with the statement, indicating that theyAdo not have
a high degree of confidence in the average police officer of
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their city. Negroes showed less confidence than did whites. 2‘,%"3 § = g
A fourth of the whites in both cities agreed that they o AU ~ -
el thought at least half of the officers would have to be replaced, ::3 b n
i but 45 per cent of the Negroes in Roxbury, Boston held & 245 N mo i
i that view and a third of the Negroes in Chicago's Fillmore f;; o dgo
district held that view. = B od OB |«
. o - WOPHPO — N NN
The Chicago, Fillmore district was the scene of riots >0 | o nEoooHom
during the study and there was objective evidence of dis- :§ {g o
content with the police among a substantial segment of ?,‘5 3':", ‘gﬁ o_§>’, :E): S N o ~ I~
the Fillmore residents during the riots. It may well be a8 | ° 33“@ °& )
that there is a similarly high potential for riot in Roxbury ’ é: _§ -
given this rather substantial degree of lack of confidence ,&4"‘3] 'é' ng 959
in the Boston police. Indeed to an extent this question %‘8 = 85%.&3& ~N ~ ™ o =t
serves as a measure of hostility toward the police. §“3 g . o=
Public Acquaintance and Contact with the Police. Eg -E‘ ggwg qg
There are few social roles in the society where contact &"’5 (é 5,% ou‘g‘ °8 . ek =
with the public is as pervasive as it is with the police. Ef;' E "
public roles are most likely to generate frequent or §g E ,cﬁru-g -
pervasive role contacts. Many parents and all children come 8’4% ~ g-g :%Lﬁ' mr A
into contact with the public school teacher. Perhaps next ué": § Q2
to the school teacher, a substantial proportion of citizens T3 51 o
o at one time or another have some contact with a police officer. ”:':r: : ‘Egg ©
e Such contacts with police officers are by no means qa: ,8 §o§ e mo
always contacts with him in his official role as an officer, _gg 5 i
however. Contacts with the police in their official role 453 E o
were measured in a number of ways in this study. Table 15 'ﬁé’ 'g 8§ A S o =3
shows that 17 per cent of all citizens called the police 4',":3 inllie
about someone in their neighborhood since they moved there; it: " g
there was no differences by race of resident. Another §§ §g§ < N "o
measure of official contact with the police was to ask them N W % 8
when was the last time they talked with a policeman about &S
something official, like getting a ticket or reporting o o b g‘ g:» . I
something that was wrong (see Table 21). Only 30 per cent : ‘,‘?'E,.%E f‘: o 2h 9; gg
of all residents said they had never talked with a police- % © mg-g e ‘3 g’g .§ g%
man about something official. Six per cent said they had = 7 18 °% |§ ="
. 268-261 0 - 87 - 17
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Table 20: - - - N
* Oofficers for pesidents in Four Police Districts of Boston and Chicago.
- {th 11 . Was social or official contact ﬁ
Last socladi contact with a poliliceman: with policeman most recent?
Cit L.
andy Within Week Month | More |Nevexr Can't | Per No Social | official Ccan't Per
Police Past To A to Than say Cent Contact Most Most Re- Cent ;
District Week Month | Year A Total Recent Recent | member | Total
Ago Ago Year 1
Ago
All
Districts 22 12 18 16 31 1 100 15 50 34 2 101
Boston: ‘E
4
] 1
Dorchester 33 15 22 15 14 1 100 7 66 37 - 100 3
Roxbury 18 9 21 12 36 4 100 21 48 27 4 100 '
Chicago: :
Town Hall 21 17 19 11 32 — 100 9 40 49 2 100 1
Fillmore i3 7 9 25 45 1 100 19 35 44 2 io00 i
|
|
1
ey
Table 21: Per Cent Distributi i ‘
) : ons for Kind of Official R i '
Officers for Residents i . cial ela?lonshlps Residents Have With Poli
in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago. olice
Last official contact with i
: a pol .
City policeman: How contact was made: |
and Within| Week | Mont ‘
Police seat ee . to-h ¥§§§ Never Dgg't ger Phone In Both No Per |
District Week Month | Year A member T§2§l Ferson Official | Cent
Ago Ago | Year Contact | Total
Ago
All
Districts 6 9 26 ﬂ
28 30 1 .
100 16 45 8 30 99 ;
Boston: . *
Dorchester 8 9 23 ‘1
30 29 , |
Roxbu 1 10 ~
ry 4 8 26 26 33 3 100 1 a4 10 29 100 fl
Chicago: ion
C ey
T 11 FTT
own Ha 8 13 1
Fillmore 4 7 Z 32 28 = 100 15 48 9
3 27 28 - 100 17 28 100
45 10 28 109
|
|

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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! done so within the past week, 9 per cent more than a week
‘ ' ~62- ago but less than a month ago and 26 Per cent more than a
: g - - oo Sg month but lesg than a year ago. Overall 41 per'ccianf: of the
';_1"?3 wb S S 2 o residents interviewed claimed they had some official contact
= 8388 with a police officer during the past year.
v f,g # ;E) “ <« N o There was not much variation by police precinct in the
E . 5;58, 558 Proportion claiming some official contact with the police
i 2 U{z . <™ during the past year (Table 21). It yag somewhat higher
g% '5% m' (45 per cent) than the average for Negroes in Chicago's
2-3 UO Fillmore ang somewhat below  for Negroes in Boston's Roxbury.
© 6 o = a0 N Over one-half of the citizens saig they had their last
g %E E official contact with a pPolice officer in person; 45 per
r:g é i 0 cent made only personal contact and 8 per cent by phone and
; -5‘4!; & §S.§'§ © © w0 o ¢ bersonal contact. An additional 1g per cent made contact
’ 2 a 5 gH3H by phone. There are almost no differences by race (or.
ﬁﬁ & a | p”ﬁ _ Precinct) in the wWay contact was made with the po’{.ice in an
v %3 > gg m“% mu; w~ official role. Table 21.
’ 9 E f,_’, B0 e © : Most citizens made their official contact with the
?3?5 i °a°2 police in the role of complainant; 28 per cent of alj
E‘: § E;.é o N Citizens mobilized them for criminal matters--10 per cent
; 8_3 § éé% o oo for crimes against their pc.arson and 18 per cent for crlm::ition
qé';o' -~ 8838 against their propertl.r. Dlstun‘:b:fmc_es accc.:»unted for an at-
% gg '3 3 Ak o v :: 9 per cent; mobilization for Civil complaints, 1 per cent;
54;2 o -553 and, for other police ‘service, 8 per cent. 1In all T:hen 37
st §25 5 5 PEr cent of the citizens were in the role of cc.bmplaln&nt
0 é gay 3 a < =g when they had an official contact w:Lth.the police and :.LO' .
‘ -25 = é‘@% per cent made requests for police service. For an additiona
g% % ke 17 per cent of official encounters traffic offensc.as served |
0o & gég o . o as the basis for contact. There are only small differences
EE 8-‘3% - a A between Negroes and whites in the pProportion mobilizing
im j‘“ the police for crimes against pProperty b1:1t Negroes we:.re . |
é?) 8y o o o @ o more likely than_whltes In Boston to mob:l.llzc.a the.pollce or ,
Hl{j 2-342 ™ N ™M ™ crimes against the person. qurelati_.vely whites in Boston
a0 ‘884 were more likely to request police service. {f
.- v : i
A T N I N - |
s o B Wole &8 18 "¢ )
2 g8 | £ 18 55 |§ ] |
& © e 78 |8 82 |3 && |
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All in all then official contact with the police
for these citizens is more likely to involve criminal
than traffic matters. Furthermore, citizens were as likely
to mobilize the police for disturbances and noncriminal
matters as they were to be involved with them in traffic
encounters.

Within the sample, somewhat more than two-thirds have
had official contact with the police so far as they can
remember and roughly the same proportion have had some social
contact with a police officer. Compare Tables 20 and 21.

As compared with the 41 per cent of residents who said
they had some official contact with a police officer during
the past vear, 52 per cent claimed they met an officer in scme

nonofficial or social contact:during the past year (see below

and Tables 20 and 21). There dre very substantial differences
City ~ Per Cent Per Cent Per Cent
and Official Social Without Social

Police . Contact Contact oxr Official
District " in Past Year in Past Year Contact

All Districts . 41 ' 52 ' 15

; !
i ;
Boston: ! % i
Dorchester 40 ! 70 7 :
Roxbury 38 , 48 21 :
Chicago:
Town Hall 40 57 9
Fillmore 45 29 19

in the percent of citizens claiming social contact with a
police officer, however. Negroes were less likely than
whites in both cities to say they had some social contact
with an officer in the past year. Only 29 per cent of the
Negroes in Chicago's Fillmore said they had a nonofficial

contact with police officers as compared with 45 per cent

u
2 Ew
1

BN
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who said they had an official one. In all other districts
nonofficial contacts exceeded official contacts.

The ratio of official to nonofficial contacts is a
crude measure of the relationship of a police department
to a community. Presumably the police-community relations
programs want to increase the ratio of nonofficial to
official contacts with the police.

There may be special factors accounting for differences
in nonofficial contacts with the police. Some of the
differences relate to the kind of patrol the police do. Foot
patrol may increase such contacts over mobile patrol. There
is somewhat more foot patrol in Boston than in Chicago, but
the differences due to this would be small. Boston officers,
however, spent more time out of their car in nonofficial
contacts than do Chicago officers and this is more likely
to. account for some of the difference.

Where an officer lives also influences nonofficial
contact between the public and the police. The high rate
for Boston's Dorchester undoubtedly is accounted for in
part by the fact that a fxzir number of the Boston officers
live in Dorchester; this is perhaps somewhat more true for
the "Irish" than other ethnic officers in the department.

There is some confirmation for these speculations in
Table 20. The precincts are ranked in social contacts
just about as they are in terms of per cent who claim they
know an officer. Sixty nine per cent of the citizens in
Dorchester make some claim to knowing a police officer as
do 48 per cent in Chicago's Town Hall, 49 per cent in
Boston's Roxbury but only 40 per cent in Chicago's Fillmore.
'If one considers friends and relatives on the force as a
measure of more intimate social contacts, the following
proportions obtain: Dorchester, 40 per cent; Fillmore, 20
per cent; Bpxbury 17 per cent; Town Hall, 16 per cent. From
this measure, the substantially larger proportion of friends
or relatives on the force in Dorchester might accourt for
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roportion of social

; i gher
much of the considerably . g cent of Dorchester's

i d, 18 per
n Dorchester. Indeed,
o ante tive on the force and 29 per

. sim to have a relu
residents claim force (Table 20).

cent claim to have a friend on the

i i tizens and
some differences in social contact of ci

i ted for
officers among the precincts undoubtedly is accoun

j ice. This 1is
by casual social encounters with the police

i i i e more
apparent in that Town Hall residents 1in Chicago ar

jkely as Fillmore residents to say they
"gay hello".

than twice as 1

know an officer on the force to whom they

i i ial contact
Some further evidence for differences 1n socia

precincts is provided

. the
o d experiences among .
opportunities an P tact--the social

by an answer to the question: "Wwhich con

) " e were 15 per
or the official one--was most recent? Ther

i i but
in both cities said they had no contact with the police

. . s e
it was less than 1 in 10 for whites 1n both cities. Quit

. . ice
clearly the probability rhat a citizen will meet a poli

i i i igh. Yet
officer in some encounter during a year 18 quite high

i i ter
the probability that a Negro resident will have some encoun

is less than the probability that a white resident will have
- Table 20 provides information whether the sociél or
the official contact was most recent. In interprétlng Fhé
data in the table it should be kept in mind that if a citizen
had only one or the other kind of contact then that contact
is considered the most recent. Somewhat surprisingly Boston
residents were more likely than Chicago residents to report
their social contact as more recent. This was expected for -
Dorchester, Boston where the per cent of social contacts was so hig
There are then differences among the precincts in the kind
of social contacts one makes with police officers. Dorchester
clearly seems to maximize opportunities for mecre social contacts
with police officers as relatives and friends. Town Hall seems

to provide more opportunities for casual encounters.

—,6 '.7 -

Citizen Cooperation and Mobilization of the Police

There is considerable question about the willingness of
citizens to mobilize the police and to cooperate with them in
investigation or in the reporting of crimes. In the first
section of this volume, it was noted that there is consider-
able crime where the citizen is a victim and yet they say
they did not report it to the police. The most frequent
reason they give for not reporting a crime to the police is

that they believe it is useless or futile to do so. At least

half of the victims who failed to report a victim experience

to the police gave this reason. They regard the experience
either as so minor that the police shouldn't be bothered
with it or that they believe the police wouldn't want to be
bothered with it. They can't see that the police could do
anything about it in any case. Their attitude is in this
sense quite realistic--many of these events could not be
'solved' by police investigation even were the resources to
be allocated to doing so, itself a highly unlikely event,
given limited police resources for investigation.

A second main reason given by respondents is that it
is too troublesome to report the event. They give as rea-
sons that it takes too much of their time, that they do not
want to be bothered with being a complainant in court, and
similar instances of not wanting to take the time. Most of
these events apparently are regarded as minor in the sense
that they are 'not worth the time'.

There is little evidence that citizens fail to report
crimes to the police because they hold some negative ex-
pectation about what the police will do if they report it.
In short, they do not seem to fail to report because they
believe that the police are 'against them'.

Residents also were asked whether they ever had seen
or witnessed an event that looked like it might be a crime

that they did not report to the police. Only 1 per cent

Urmiinit o e mpinnt St s - e s sk g P _ .



——

A

DN

;
j
7
!
i
i
|
!
i

-68-

of all residents said they had seen such an event and not re-

ported it. Considering the main reasons they give for not
reporting it, we find a pattern similar to that for not re-

porting their own experiences. I
All residents also were told: "ap number of people don

call the police when they see someoné commit a crime." -They
then were asked: "What do you think are some of the main
reasons why people don't call the police in such cases?" |

The two major reasons given by residents why they think
people don't call the police in such cases are that peo?le
don't want to be bothered by taking the time or by getting
involved, given by 44 per cent of all residents, and that
people have some reason for not reporting it, such as protect-
ing the offender, fear of reprisal, or that it is none of
their business, given also by 44 per cent of all residents.
One-half of all residents then reply in terms that suggest
either the citizen is disengaged from it or that he is so
engaged in it that he can't afford to get involved by reporti
ing it. Only one per cent said they thought it was that such
citizens would feel it was useless, and 2 per cent said they
thought people were unaware of how to report it. Eight per
_snt did say that they thought citizens might not want to
report it because they felt the police wculdn't do anything
about it or that they might not come when called. Few
mentioned that they felt such persons feared trouble from the
police if they were to report it.

Overall, then, most citizens do not regard the failure
of other citizens'to mobilize the police as a matter of their
having a negative evaluation of’how the police will respond
o them. Indeed both their own behavior in calling the police
with reasonable frequency and the reasons they give why they,
themselves do not, ¢all thé police suggest that they regard

citizens themselves, as the main source of nonreporting.

SE IR IR ERE
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Quite clearly citizens do not always feel the obliga-
tion to call the police to report a crime. Though the evi-
dence cannot be mobilized from the survey in any manner of
proof, there does seem to be reason to believe that citizens
do not call the police unless they regard a matter as some-
thing where they were seriously wronged or they are personal-
ly affronted, or where they have something personally to
gain from it, such as gain from an insurance claim. But
any gain has to be worth the effort of calling the police
and 'getting involved'. Apart from such motivations to call
the police citizens are inclined to disengage themselves
from any responsibility to call the police.

Citizen Perceptions of Officer Misconduct

Citizen perceptions of officer misconduct is shaped both
by their experiences in transactions with them and by their
sharing in a forum of public opinion. Earlier the perceptions
citizens have of how officers behave improperly in their judg-
ment toward persons who have broken the law, and how they be-
lieve officers apply differential standards of justice toward
various groups or persons was discussed. Here we turn to
some perceptions citizens have or various kinds of personal
misconduct by police officers. For some of these forms of
misconduct there is a simple report of hearsay but for most
part they were asked about what they saw or experienced.

The survey could not determine the validity of either fact
or opinion. '

An unexpectedly large proportion of the citizens re-
ported that they think the police in their district takes
bribes and payoffs--38 pexr cent in Table 22. Negroes in
both cities reéorted the police take biibes and payoffs more
than did whites. Indeed one-half of the citizens in Chicago's
Fillmcre think the police take bribes and payoffs. For those
who believe it was true, they were asked whether 'most' or

= i e S e S g S 3y i e A it
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i 7 a just 'some' officers took bribes and payoffs. A third of
% val o oo 2 all adult citizens who believe the p?lice take bribes and
; 3545' 2 a3 ~ m payoffs believe that most officers will take them. How-

» 9 . S ever, citizens in Chicago--both Negro and white--who be-
g% L lieve officers take bribes and payoffs were less likely to
0 - g m say that most take them than were citizens in Boston.
ks E’ﬂ 0 Were the reality of police conduct to accord with
8?: >~ g ¥ G & o m citizen beliefs in these areas, then one would be forced

Ez §§ i ' to conclude that there is considerable police-public col-
J&J)S 0 g{ E lusion in these districts. This is not to say that most
é o % 84 ‘ ‘ citizens engage in such conduct with most police officers.

) qc-;‘z : 3 vl et o~ ~N 0 h Bat a substantial proportion of citizens do believe that

0" ks 8‘8 § = o ~ e some police officers are in collusion with some citizens,

gg Mﬁg h and a surprising minority believes that this is true for

é 4{3"5 pae ; most police officers in their district.

83 Almost a third of the adult residents report they have
&’Q o 45'35 =3 2 S 88 i seen a police officer do something they felt was wrong and
" *é§ mg Eg a e m ' an additional 17 per cent say they have been told by some-

:3'—3 o h one about something a poiice officer did that was wz.:ong.

fi‘: 2 0 + o o ~oO Almost one-half of all residents then report they either saw

| N B*F‘E‘,‘,; %E " o= - A or heard about a police officer doing something that was

‘*3‘: z‘.p?:: © _ wrong. There are small differences between Negroes and

gﬁ 'ﬁ.g% whites in their reports of officer misconduct, but the dif-

gtﬂ 'é n r~ o o ® o “ ferences are not large. See Table .23. ‘
ﬁqs E’gg = A o - Considering in Table 23 what was the most serious thing
EE ?ﬂ: ” they saw a policeman doing that they regard as wrong, the

S'U g‘f’% o P . - A major or most serious misconduct they report relateé 1.:0 the

*é 5 8-53 > threat or undue use of physical force against the citizen--

S 9 P most reporting its actual use. (Table 23). There, of course,
3:55 b M is considerable difficulty attendant upon determining when

; b A i %8 “ the use of physical force is 'necessary' and when there

4 ‘;,’ S 8§ 43 " é ’? o mg 'actually' is undue use of force. Officers are empowered'. to

s o HEdS P 5 e g §: '- use force, if necessary, to effect a lawful arrest.. Lacking

d ©98a 4 |a 82 |3 &&F |
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] i : i i i icago.
Table 23t gerAéggiizzigglfor Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicag
by .
Has anyone ever told you
Ever seen a police- about something they saw
man doing anything a policeman do that was
you felt was wrong: wrong?
S ; Per Cent
Per
and s No Can't S§w
potice | ves | Mo | cgnie 1 EE, | it | ooing | Gont | san or Heaza
District say Tgtal Wrong Total Wrong
47
A 30 68 2 100 17 50 3 30 100
Districts
Boston:
3 7 100 46
Dorchester| 27 72 1 100 19 52 'g, §3 100 43
Roxbury 33 64 3 100 16 48
Chicago:
100 51
Town Hall | 32 68 -- 100 19 47 i 3; 100 45
Fillmore 29 69 2 100 16 51

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 23: Per Cent Distribution of Residents Perceptions and Recollections of Wrong Doing
by A Policeman for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.
(Continued)
Major serious things saw that a policeman did that was wrong.
City §
and Undue Threat | Solicit-|Accept-~|Tolerat~ {(Saw in Other | All No Never | Per
Police Use of of ing A ing A ing or Part I |Other|Answer} Saw Cent
District Physical} Force Bribe Bribe ]Organized |Coming or ' or Total
Force Crime Out Part II Heard
Illegal]| Crime Wrong
Place Doing
All
Districts 14 2 2 8 * 1l 2 1 2 68 100
Boston:
Dorchester 13 1 1 7 - 1 2 1 3 71 100
Roxbury 16 2 2 9 1 2 3 - 1l 64 100
Chicago:
Town Hall 9 —-= 2 15 - - 2 - -— 72 100
Fillmore 15 5 3 5 - - 2 2 2 66 100

*0.5 per cent, or less.

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 23: py A Policeman for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.
% (Continued)
|
% Minor things saw or heard that a policeman did that was wrong:
? i i i i i Per
; City ficer | Discour- | Drinking | Sleeping | Ignoring | All No None
! and ﬁgzis gimbled teous on on A Com- Other | Answer|Mentioned | Cent
Police Duty Duty plaint or No Total
District Wrong
Doang
Mentioned
AL 2 83 100
Districts 1 * 1 8 * 2 3
Boston: |
| - 7 100
Dorchester 3 - 1 11 - é % i ;5 e
Roxbury -— - 1 8 1l 5,
- .
Chicago:
Town Hall - -= 4 11 - - i —; g; igg
Fillmore —— 1 - 4 - - 5

*0).5 per cent, or less.

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) |
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Table 22: Per Cent Distribution of Residents Perceptions and Recollecticns of Wrong Doing

by A Policeman for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.

; (Continued)
& Resident has seen police use physical force and judges it to be:
Saw force used: ‘
City Per Used Used Degree Was Not Can't | Per Per Per
and Cent Proper Force of Necessary Say Cent Cent Cent
Police Saw Amount in Force to Use Never No Total
‘ District Physical of Self Used Force Seen | Answer :
; Force Force | Defense | Unwar- Force .
: Used ranted Used :
All ,
Districts 25 7 2 7 6 3 72 3 100 !
Boston: |
N ~J
Dorchester 29 9 3 8 6 3 70 1 100 ¥
Roxbury 25 6 2 10 6 1l 68 7 100
!
: Chicago: {
: Town Hall 21 9 2 5 4 - 79 - 100 i
i Fillmore 24 5 1 10 6 2 75 1 100
!
4
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further information on whether the force was used in g law-

ful situation and the conditions under which it was used,

there is no way of assessing the validity of their complaintg

about officer misconduct in the use of force. 1In Chicago

and Boston more Negro than white residents report they saw

force cr threats of force used unduly. Indeed twice as

mény Negroes as whites in Chicago make such reports. The

differences are much smaller for Negroes and whites in Boston
An additional 10 per cent report seeing an officer so- ‘

licit or accept a bribe. While the differences between Negro

and white reports are small in Boston, more than three times

as i id i i
many white as Negro residents in Chicago report officers

accepting a bribe--15 per cent of all white residents report

they have seen an officer‘aécept a bribe. It should be borne

a long period of time so that it isg not possible to assess

current practice within the police department

. Nonetheles
such experiences, )

oo even over a long period of time, have con-
ributed to a public image of the police,

o .
nly a very small Proportion of the adult citizens re

ort . . .
P officers as €ngaging in a Part I or Part 11 crime--but

two per cent--
and there are no differences by race of citizen
Consideri iti res) .
g citizen reports of se

| | eing officers en

in misc ei j « o
: onduct, their major complaints ‘are about the use of
orce and the Soliciting ang accepting of bribes

Again, it must pe emphasized
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"most serious" thing they ever saw, since they were asked to
report the 'most serious' event.

Citizens also reported certain 'minor' infractions that
they either saw or heard about a police officer doing what
they regarded as wrong: 17 per cent of the citizens reported
some minor infraction. More Negro than white citizens re-
ported such infractions. The main infraction reported is
drinking on duty; white citizens reported this infraction more
often than Negro citizens. Table 23 summarizes citizen re-
ports of minor infractions by police officers.

Above it was noted that when respondents were asked to
report the most serious thing they ever saw an officer do
that they thought was wrong, 14 per cent mentioned the undue
use of force as the most serious thing. When citizens were
specifically asked (Table'23) whether they ever saw the po-
lice use physical force, 25 per cent report they have seen an
officer use physical force. Of these, 7 per cent judged the
degree of force used was not warranted by the.situation and
another 6 per cent said that it was not necessary to use any
force. Negroes were somewhat more likely to judge the degree
of force used was unwarranted than were whites, but the dif-
ferences are not large. From these two questions 14 and 13
per cent of the residents respectively believe that police
officers have used force unduly. And what may surprise some,
the differences between white and Negro residents in report-
ing they have seen force used unduly is not large. Indeed
in Table 23 it can be seen that 6 per cent of the citizens
in 3 of the 4 districts say that it was not necessary to use

force.
Again, while caution must be exercised in accepting

citizen reports as bona fide, it nonetheless provides some
indication of the volume of citizens who at one time or
another could have made a complaint against the police for
undue use of force. Indeed some of them may very well have
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made it, though unfortunately.they were not asked whether or

not they reported it. Furthermore, there is no way of know-

ing against whom the force was used, though in any case the

citizen could have segved as a complainant or witnessed for
a complainant.

It should also be apparent in Table 23 that 9 per cent
report that in their judgment the officer used the proper

amount of force, and 2 per cent report that he used it in
self defense. White citizens were somewhat more likely

than Negro citizens to report that the proper amount of force

was used in the encounter.

Public Attitudes Toward the System of Justice.

Within the legal syétem of the United States the separa-
tion of functions and roles among the law enforcement, public
prosecution, and judicial organizations sets the stage for
conflict among them in criminal matters.

Some conflict is inevitable in such a system, given the
fact that the law enforcement agents largely control the case
inputs into the legal system through their power of arrest.
Apart from the decision to arrest, however, police control
over dispositions in the legal system is almost entirely in-
direct, resting in their role of providing evidence and testi-
mony for the prosecution in particular cases.

The public prosecutor with the initial control over the
case output process may come into conflict with both the po-
lice and the judicial organizations. The prosecutor occupies
a kind of 'middleman' role between functionaries in the two
organizations. It is not surprising, therefore, that his
primary task often becomes one of the bargaining agent be-
tween agents of the two organizations, rather than that of
a person who defends the public interest per se.

The courts ar

e in the role of principal agents of con-
trol over the final output from the system by their power

1 3 a b 3 ] : 1 4 g 4 4 4 . 3
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of disposition of legal cases. In fact they may share that
power with a corrections system and sharing it may substan-
tially restrict their actual power of disposition over them.

The court, nevertheless, is powerless to control case
inputs into the system apart from taking punitive sanctions
toward agents in other legal roles or by appeals to the legis-
lative process. The major form of sanctioning agents avail-
able to them is to 'deny a case' to those who control the
inputs--the public prosecutors and the police.

Though conflict is endemic in the system, then, so far
as citizens are concerned, they generally are unaware of
the systemic origins of the conflict and attempts to resolve
it. Furthermore, since each organizatinn has relations with
an external environment as well, each is -attempting to bal-

ance interests with respect to their environment. The po-

lice, perhaps, are most vulnerable to control from their ex-

’ternal environment and the courts the least. Even the power

to legislate is for the most part subject to judicial review.
Yet the power of the courts over the disposition of

cases and to sanction the other agents in the system may

.create problems for them in their relations with the larger

environment that includes the public. Members of the public
may not comprehend the legal issues yet they may take a
ztance with respect to the issues or particular cases. Fur-
thermore, it is in the arena of public opinion in a democratic
society that many of the conflicts between organizations are
played out if not resolved.

Public perceptions that there is a rise in crime in the
United States when coupled with their ambivalence toward
the police sets the stage for public entry into the debate
when the U. S. Supreme Court renders decisions with respect
to the legality of police actions. The situation is particu-
larly complicated since the pubiic has fragmented into sepa-
rate publics not only over the specific issues of legality
of police action but over the more central constitutional:

issues to which they relate.
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e issues that has ensued, the
es whether on the is-
e relating to

Tn the conflict over thes

public gradually has come to take sid
sues of civil review of the police or on thos
of rights of the offender and the accused.
iscern publics of any substantial
or 'anti' posi-

the protection
Yet it is difficult to d

scope that align themselves in clear 'pro'
While there are some

and vice versa,

tions with respect to these issues.
groups that are pro-police and anti-court,
o not appear to comprise a majority of the

kely to be the case is that citizens

such groups d
public. What is more 1i
will be more or less 'pro' or 'anti'
indicating again their deep ambivalence to

process of crime and justice.
tempt was made to discern public concerns over

on particular issues,
ward the whole

Some at
these issues. See Table 24.
one of the issues over which people may divide is the

gquestion of whether 'the courts have gone too far in making

rules favoring and protecting people who get into trouble
with the law'. Many members of the public are anxious about
. the crime situation as they define it and even though the
legal decisions may be less pervasive in their impact than
the public or police perceive them to be, they may view with
alarm such decisions lest they not be in the interest of
protecting them. Attempts by the courk to balance individual
and collective interests may nevertheless be viewed as 'going
too far' one way or the other.

Elsewhere in Volume II of this supplement, it is repoxrt-
ed that 9 of every 10 police officers think the court has
gone ‘too far' in making rules favoring and protecting people
who get into trouble with the law. As the data in Tabie 24
indicate, 1 in 5 people do not believe they ére sufficiently

well informed to make a judgment on the issue while no police

TN

Cent
Total
100
100
100
99
100

Say
19
22
16
26
28

Not | Can't |Per

and | Generally | At All

Con

30
18
38
33
31

No,

Pro

Yes,
Generally

Yes,
Too Much
Offender

Protection .
52
31
33
33

Do you think the courts have gone too far in making
40

rules favoring and protecting people who get into

trouble with the law?

Per Cent Distribution gf How Residents Perceive Rights of Offenders
Before the Law for Residents in Four Police Districts of Boston and

Chicago.

City
and
Police

District
(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE) -

Table 24
All Districts
Boston
Dorchester
- Roxbury
Chicago
Town Hall
Fillmore
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esidents Perceive Rights of Offenders Before the Law

Table 24: Per Cent Distribution of How R
for Residents in Four Police Districts of Boston and . Chicago. (Continued)
Do you think too much attention is being given to protecting rights of people
who get into trouble with the police?
City Reasons why too much attention given:
agq Per Per Can't |Per Police Police | Hands Too Too Other Can't | Total
D?Oul?et Cent | Cent Say Cent Interro- Stop of Many Much Reasons Say Per
istric Yes No Total | gations and Police | Loop- Crime | for Too Cent
' or Frisk Tied | holes Much Yes
Confes- for Atten-
sions Crimi- tion
nals
All ’
Districts 38 34 28 100 4 1 6 12 8 4 3 38
Boston:
Dorchester | 57 |20 23 100 3 2 11 | 1s 10 5 10 57 |
Roxbury 30 46 24 100 7 - 4 13 6 - - 30 S
1
Chicago: . 4
|
Town Hall 45 33 22 100 5 - 7 10 7 7 9 45
Fillmore 21 40 39 100 - - 1 6 7 3 4 21

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 24: Per Cent Distribution of How Residents Perceive Ri
: $! ; : ghts of Offenders Before the L ‘
for Residents in Four Pollce Districts of Boston and Chicago. (Continued) e e
Concern of gespondent over treatment of offenders:
Respondent s disburted about:
City Soft Inequitable | Vi ?ﬂ Soft |
and iola- o Inequities All All | Accepts [ Can’t | Per
Police Treat— Results tion Treat- of _of Other : Things Say Cent
District men of. o? ) ment Individual | These As Are Total
of Justice Individ- of Rights
Offend- ual Indi-
ers Rights vidual ‘
Rights ;
Fl
All :
Districts 32 7 7 2 1 1l 3 22 25 100 |
-
Boston: |
Dorchester: 44 7 4 1 ;
- 1 4 16
Roxbury. 25 7 11 2 2 1 2 28 52 igg &
Chicago: i
Town Hall 43 10 — 2 2 - |
Fillmore 22 7 8 5 1 2 i i% ;g igg ;

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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" that there are too many loopholes for offenders, a complaint

of about one-third of those believing offender rights are
overprotected. About an equal proportion give reasons that
relate to the legality of police means, relating to the
right of the police'to interrogate or use confessions or to
stop and frisk, or, more generally, that the 'hands of the
police are tied'. Yet there is a sizeable minority that
bases their view largely on the opinion that there is too
much crime today.

All residents also were asked what concerned them most
about the treatment of offenders today. One in 4 residents
could not say what bothered' them, if anything. Yet almost
a third believe that there is too much 'soft treatment of
offenders' and 7 per cent felt there is inequity in justice.
One in 10, however, is concerned with the fact that the
rights of the offender are dealt with improperly. As Table
24 shows, however, whites are far more likely than Negroes
to be concerned about the soft treatment of offenders while
Negroes are far more often concerned with the violation »f
tha rights of the offender.

Ganerally the public reads the 'crime news' and they
become involved in major cases that come to trial. There is
reason to believe that they take sides in such major cases
and act as jurors or jurists, as the case may be, reaching
a verdict or a decision as to disposition. For that reason,
all residents were asked to evaluate the sentencing behavior
or judges. Almost exactly one-half of all citizens responded
that there was too much leniency in the system in some respect.

One in five citizens believes there is too much leniency for

at least some offenses and offenders. One in 4 believes there

is a general tendency for leniency in the system. See Table
24.
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Just as it is difficult to characterize an individual
respondent as clearly pro- or anti- police, so it is diffi-
cult to classify many as pro- or anti=-court since there is
a substantial minority that believes the U. S. Supreme
Court has gone too far but that criminal courts are not toco
lenient. Yet overall, there is considerable sentiment for
the police in the stance they take on the issues, though it
must be remembered that a sizeable minority of the public
either is uninformed about the issues or has not arrived at
a position with respect to them.

It %E clear that citizen views of the legality of police
means are not always judged within a context of their appli-

cability to them. This is understandable given their anxie-

ties and concerns about their desires for protection from
victimization from crime on the one hand and from the arbi-
trary use of police power on the other.

All citizens were asked about their views whether the
police should have the rightvto stop them and guestion or
search them. See Table 25. A substantial majority of the
citizens believe that the police should at least under some
conditions be able to stop and ask them their name and address
(79 per cent); an absolute majority of 56 per cent sets no
conditions for stopping and asking them to identify themselves.
In Boston there are no differences between Negroes and whites
with almost 6 of 10 citizens saying they would not object to
the police asking them to stop and identify themselves by
name and address under any conditions. In Chicago the situa-
tion is somewhat different. The proportion is the same as
in Boston for white citizens in Town Hall but Negroes in
Fillmore are less likely to agree to being stopped to identify
themselves under any conditions; they are more’ likely to ex—’

press contingent conditions themselves.
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Table 25: Per Cent Distribution of Resident’s Opinions About the Right of the
Police to Stop or/and Search and Interrogate Them for Residents of
Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.
Should a police officer have the right to stop you anywhere outside
your home and--
City Ask you to give Ask about what To search you To question you
and your name and you are doing if he stops if he believes
Police address there, where you{|you you have commit-
District have been, etc. ted a crime
Yes Depends Yes Depends Yes | Depends Yes Depends
All Districts 56 23 27 31 18 |- 29 69 29
Boston:
Dorchester 59 18 27 29 17 28 74 |- 25
Roxbury 58 22 24 33 15 28 63 34
Chicago:
Town Hall 62 21 42 35 26 30 77 23
Fillmore 48 32 20 29 20 32 66 34
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At the same time it must be remembered that 2 of every‘
10 citizens do not believe the police have a right to stop
and ask under any conditions. There are nb significant
differences between Negroes and whites in this respect.

There is a fallind off in citizen agreement that the
police have a right to do more than ask the citizen to identi-
fy himself. Only 27 per cent agree that he can question them
as to what they are doing there, where they have been, and
'things like that'. Another 31 per cent are willing to allow
such questions under certain conditions; or, only 6 in 10
express some willingness to be questioned about their reasons
for being where they are. There is one major exception in
that white citizens in Town Hall, Chicago were more likely to
agree that they could be questioned about their whereabouts;
42 per cent agree to such questioning under any conditions
and 35 per cent agree to it under certain conditions; the
Negro citizens in Chicago's Fillmore are in sharp disagreement
with them in this respect.

Even smaller proportions are willing to be searched if"
they are stopped. Yet 2 in 10 citizens is willing to be
searched under any conditions, if stopped, and almost 3 in
10 are willing to be searched under some conditions, if stopped.
Again, white citizens in Town Hall, Chicago, are most willing
to be unconditionally searched, if stopped.

Given the fact that some citizens have great difficulty
in seeing themselves in the role of an offender or in condi-
tions where the police would stop them to question them about
their whereabouts, and also given the fact that a sizeable
minority always places conditions on their agreement about
police rights, all citizens were asked: "Suppose a policeman
thinks you have committed a crime; should he have a right to
question about a lot of things to find out?" Seven in every
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ten citizens agree that the police should have such a right
and the remaining agree that an officer should have such a
right under some conditions, generally reasonable assurance
that a crime was committed. Almost no citizens then are
opposed to allowing the police the right to question them
if there is reasonable assurance of wrong-doing.

White citizens are somewhat more likely than Negro
citizens to grant the right to question by the police un-
conditionally if they are suspected of wrong-doing. Assum-
ing that Negroes at least perceive themselves as more often
subject to improper questioning--for which there is some
evidence in the survey--then it is not surprising that they
are more likely to attach ¢tonditions to the right of the
police to question them. Tﬁeir answers suggest that they
are more opposed to 'arbitrary forms of questioning' than
they are to the officer's right to question, if suspected
of wrong-doing. Most citizens do not qualify their answers
with mention of their ‘constitutional rights' under question-

ing.

| Experience of course can change the way that a citizen
perceives his rights vis-a-vis those of the police. A sub-
stantial proportion of these citizens have had contact with
the police in an official role. Generally their transactions
probably were ones where they took the role of complainant or
where at most they were in the role of a 'minor offender',
such as in violation of a traffie ordinance.

Unfortunately

1t 1s not known how many citizens were in the role of more

serious offenders. Citizens involved in more serious offenses

may be more aware of problems of rights in transactions with the

police. Since many residents probably had no contacts with the
police where they regarded their own rights as problematic, they
may be more willing to permit the police greater discretion in

police citizen encounters than the law or the courts may
warrant.
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Citizen Actions to Protect Themselves From Crime and
Perceptions of What Should be Done About the Crime Problem

Given citizen concern with the crime problem, it is
not unreasonable to expect that they would take some steps
to protect themselves, particularly since these citizens live
in the higher crime rate areas of the city. Furthermore,
it should be expected that they would be more involved in the
issues of doing something about it. They might be expected
to have specific views on measures to deal with the crime
problem.

All residents were asked what they thought was the most
important thing that could be done to cut down the amount of
crime in their neighborhood. .While it was possible to code
most of their responses in terms of a single main proposal,
for some more than one proposal was coded. A striking fact
is that an absolute majority of the residents make proposals
that could be characterized as taking measures that can be
described as repressive of crime and criminals or as
protective of citizens rather than measures that deal with
amelioration of the social conditions that lead to crime or
moral measures that would make people conform better toc the
laws or norms of society. Forty-two per cent of all residents
would take only repressive or protective measures such as
to increase and strengthen the police, have stricter laws,
more convictions and stiffer sentences, enforcement of
curfews and crackdowns on teenagers,; and the punishment
of parents as well as juveniles. An additional 11 per cent
would take some repressive measures, 7 per cent combining
them with ameliorating social conditions and 4 per cent
with moral measures.

Only 8 per cent of all citizens recommend measures
that would deal with what often are regarded by criminologists
as the more fundamental conditions that lead to crime. These
included proposals for more jobs, more youth and recreation

programs, better housing and education, or integration of the
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races. And only 6 per cent emphasize moral training or
leadership including better child training and supervision

and moral leadership by citizens or religious leaders, factors
that psychologists or psychiatrists might emphasize.

When the specific proposals for dealing with the crime
problem that were classed as repressive or protective are
examined in detail, citizens in high crime rate areas were
most likely to demand more police and stronger police protection.
A third of all citizens made proposals of this kind. Eight
per cent of all citizens want stricter laws, and'sentences,
more convictions, and better enforcement of curfews; six
per cent would 'crackdown' on teenagers and gangs. Fourteen
per cent mention other repressive measures that should be
taken. .

Considering proposals for dealing with the social
conditions of crime, the major proposals made are for youth
and recreation programs given by 12 per cent of all
residents. But 5 per cent of the residents mentioned more
job opportunities as a way of dealing with the crime problem.

Among the moral measures mentioned, better child
training and more supervision by parents was mentioned
by 10 per cent of all citizens in these areas, the majority
however focusing on supervision rather than child training.

If one regards these general tendencies of citizens
seriously then clearly there is more support for repressive
and enforcement measures than there is for the proposals

of social scientists that would undertake programs regarded as

getting to the 'causes' of crime. Looked at from another

perspective, clearly social science knowledge has not been

so widely disseminated in the population, or at least accepted,

that it can gain strong support from the citizenr

. y in high
crime rate areas.
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The degree to which citizens are involved in the
broblems of crime, law enforcement and the legal system in
their city should be reflected in their knowledge of the crime
problem in their city as presented in police statistics about
crime, in their familiarity with the police department and
their rights before the law. Although it was not possible
to explore their knowledge in detail, Table 26 presents two
measures of their knowledge of the crime problem-~whether
crimes of violence are increasing and an estimate of the
number of persons who are murdered each month--one measure
of their familiarity with the police department--whether or
not they know the name of the chief of police--and a
measure of their knowledge of their access to the legal
system--whether or not citizéné know of their subpoena
power. '

During 1964 and 1965, the years immediately prior to
the study, there was no dramatic rise in the crime rate in
either Chicago or Boston. Chicago showed only a slight
increase in rates of homicide and rape from 1964 to 1965
and some actual decrease in robbery and aggravated assault
rates--the major crimes against the person. Indeed until
shortly before the study was in the field, citizens in
Chicago were more or less exposed to a 'stable' crime
situation, if not one in which they believed it actually
was decreasing. For Boston, there were somewhat greater
increases in aggravated assault and robbery rates from 1964
to 1965, but citizens were not exposed to media releases
about increase in those types of crime.

For both cities, however, and more particularly
Eoston, there was considerable media attention to violence
in organized crime. Boston, of course, in recent years had
dealt with national headline news in the "Boston strangler"
and other episodes. It is difficult to know to what extent

citizen attitudes are formed by the occasional crime or the

media preoccupation with certain kinds of crime
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Table 26:

Per Cent Distributions of Residents Knowledge of Crime and quicing in Their
City for Residents of Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.

TR B

i e T T

Does resident know name of
City chief of police?
and .
Police Knows Knows Gives Says Per
District Present Name In- Doesn't Cent
Chief Similar correct Know Total
Name
All Districts 49 1 1 49 100
Boston:
Dorchester 45 2 1 . 52 100
Roxbury 29 1 - 70 100
Chicago:
Town Hall 75 - - 25 100
Fillmore 65 - - 35 100

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 26:

Per Cent Distributions of Residents Knowledge of Crime and Policing in Their

City for Residents of Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago. (Contirued)
i " N
Would you say there has been an increase in D;ezle krniow
. violent crime here in | ? © ubpoena
City . L ———— power?
and,
Police Very Just Not No A bon't | Per Yes | No No Per
District Much A Much Change | Decrease | Know Cent Answer |[Cent
More | Little | Differ~ ’ Total Total
More ence
All
Districts 57 20 11 3 2 7 100 28 | 61 1 100
Boston:
Dorchester | 67 19 7 1 1 4 99 | 25|75 | -- 100
Roxbury 60 11 12 1 2 13 99 35 | 65 - 100 A
— &
Chicago: .
Town Hall | 50 32 11 6 1 - 100 | 3266 | 2 100
Fillmore 46 22 13 5 4 9 99 22 |78 - - 100
(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE}
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-96- . and how much their attitudes derive from aggregative

:8‘ ’ i statistics., 1In any case, neither city was gripped by a
43 , "crime wave" prior to this time. During the period the
é’g‘ i study was in the field, Chicago experienced riots in the
e Fillmore district that may have had an effect on the attitudes
‘;"’ =N oo oo wa of some citizens. |
& K HES 9 S 9 o9 u} Table 26 shows that 57 per cent of the citizens do
Ry O H - believe there is very much more violent crime in their city,
E,E P ,‘. though more Boston than Chicago citizens share that view.
,gf; £ §$ a aa . ) Negroes were somewhat less likely than whites to believe
«sg - | ﬂ that it was increasing. It is obvious that the views of
g - % o ;5 g © < < < 3 hal a majority of citizens are not in accord with what police
S_,g '8 = “".1 department statistics disclosed. And only a minority of about
qé‘ g g Lo x L i . . 1 in 10 residents perhaps reflect the situation as department
mfa g @ = releases presented the crime picture. Of course, these
%ﬂ :: o - N - . perceptions were obtained from citizens in high crime rate
.—;3 § ~ areas. Their perceptions may be formed far more by their
54;3: ) la - o - . perception of what goes on in their areas than by what takes
ne 8 © place in the city. There have been substantial changes in
E’ o : Lo - o~ ™ . . these areas during the past decade such that the crime rate
:?_3:-5 . n '_' - is much higher today.
a8 g ol Lo - L o - There was an average of 33 homicides a month in Chicago
f‘g ot E’ < L i in 1965 as compared with somewhat fewer than 5 a month in
08 §‘g o ~ N < s Boston. Negroes were less willing to hazzard a guess or
gug gl o ! H report what they knew than were whites in both cities.
aa 2ol 1 o o © o o L A third of all Negroes did not make an estimate. It is
A% g’\ RN - ~ = .A apparent that the city differences reflect differences in
gé) E, Jl Lo © © o o o , order of magnitude of homicide between the two cities. But
o é . hel | IS - ~ K _ citizens in Chicago markedly underestimate the number of
By 5 ° 0 3 homicides while those in Boston are much closer to the actual
§t8 ﬁv o o§ N A = : _ rate. It seems doubtful, however, that citizens are making
“51 0 ) their estimates .on the basis of actual knowledge. Rather it
AT a o P seems that substantial numbers dPn't 'believe' there could
. oL 9 E) ~ § m‘ be a large number of homicides. There is of course some
Y E',S,E‘: ;_: 43 . é’g' - ,gg 3' : substantial overestimation in both cities, but much more so
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in Chicago than in Boston. Undoubtedly the fact that
Chicagc averages a little more than 1 homicide a day as
compared with only somewhat more than one a week in Boston
has an effect on the crime news in the two cities. This
in turn might convey to some citizens in Chicago a much
higher crime rate than actually is the case.

Only a minority of citizens in Table 26 are aware of
their power to obtain a writ commanding a person to appear
in court to testify as a witness. Somewhat unexpectedly,
there are city differences in this respect. For Boston,
Neéroes were more likely than whites to acknowledge their
subpoena'power while the reverse is true for Chicago.

There is a sﬁbstantial difference between residents
of the two cities in their ﬁémiliarity with the name of
the chief of the department. More than twice as many
citizens in Chicago as Boston know the name of Superintendent
O. W. Wilson, the commanding officer of the Chicago Police
Department. Three out of 4 white residents in Town Hall
know his name. Indeed only 45 per cent of the residents
of Dorchester in Boston and 29 pei cent in Roxbury could

name Edmund McNamara as Commissioner'of Police for the

- Boston Metropolitan Police Department.

Commissioner McNamara's tenure in Boston is of less
duration than that of Superintendent Wilson in Chicago.
Nonetheless, even the casual observer of the two cities
would probably conclude that all media in Chicago give greater
coverage to the Chicago Police Department than do the
Boston media to their department. Regularly scheduled news
conferences and television programs with the Superintendent
of the Chicago police undoubtedly has contributed to the
high "acquaintance" of Chicago citizens with their chief.

There are a variety of ways that citizens attempt to
protect themselves against crime. They may attempt to
reduce the risk of being a victim of crime by changing
their habits of ‘living or by increasing their means of
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protection. Or, they may attempt to reduce the risk of

loss from crime if they are victimized. The major way to

reduce losses is to cover them by purchasing insurance.

For some citizens, psychological defenses may operate as well.

- No attempt was made to measure psychological defenses

against victimization from crime. Rather information was

gathered on how citizens may have altered their behavior

as a result of perceptions of the crime problem, what steps

they had taken to insure against losses, and what measures

they had to protect themselves in case of an attempted crime.
| Table 27 provides information on whether or not the

residents of these high crime rate areas carry insurance that

protects their house and belongings against theft and

burglary. Only a little more than 1 in 3 persons reported

carrying insurance. More Boston than Chicago residents

reported carrying insurance and there were more whites than

Negroes in Boston with insurance policies against theft

and burglary. The most common policy carried is a

_generél home owners policy with a minority carrying a policy

for burglary or theft only.

Why should such a substantial proportion of citizens
not carry insurance? Considering the reasons they give for
not carrying insurance in Table 27, the major reasorn given is
that they cannot afford insurance--17 per cent gave that
reason. More Negroes than whites said they could not afford
insurance. About an equal percentage seemed to have no real
reason for not taking out an insurance policy and there are
almost no race differences in that respect. For 14 per cent
of all residents, however, the reason given is that they
cannot see any need for it. This was given by almost 1 in
3 residents in Chicago's Town Hall district; more whites than
Negroes in Boston gave the same reason. Only a minority
of all residents say they have actually been refused an
insurance policy, all of them residing in Boston's Roxbury.

A minority also indicates they intend to insure. '
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Table 27. Per Cent.Dist;ibution of Residents Possession of Insurance for Residents in
Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.

City Do you have an;insurance policy that protects house
and and belongings against theft and burglary?
Police
District Per Cent General Home Theft or Fire and Theft Other Don't Know
Yes Owners Burglary or Burglary
Only

All

Districts 35 24 6 3 A 1
Boston:

Dorchester 48 39 2 6 - 1
Roxbury 30 20 6 N - 1 3
Chicago: 1

=

Town Hall 27 18 5 2 2 T
Fillmore 29 13 12 3 1 — ‘

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Per Cent Distribution of Residents Possession of Insurance for Residents

Table 27:
in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago. (Continued)
Why haven't you taken out insurance of this kind?
City
and Per Refused | Intends Can't No Can't | Just | All No
Police Cent A to Afford Need Say Rent | Other | Answer
District No Policy Insure Insurance For
Insurance It
All .
Districts 64 2 2 17 14 18 2 4 5
Boston:
Dorcheste - 52 - 2 12 12 18 1 2 4
Roxbury 70 6 - 29 8 16 5 ] 1 .
ot
. o
Chicago: T
_Town Hall 73 - 2 9 31 16 2 11 2
Fillmore 71 - 4 13 13 22 2 1 le
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Apart from the fact that about 1 in 6 citizens say
rance policy, the major

em to fit the

they cannot afford to carry an insu
reasons for not carrying any policy do not se

realities of their living in high crime rate areas.
it is possible that a majority of

Judgements

of course are relative and
those who say they have no need for an insurance policy or
that they just can't say why they don't have one are persons
who do not own homes and their personal property is fairly
meager. ’

Residents of high crime rate areas clearly take steps
to protect themselves against crime by changing their habits
of daily living. See Table 28. Only a little less than
4 in 10 residents report they have not changed their habits
in any way. In Boston, white residents were more likely to
say they had not changed their, habits in any way while in
Chicago Negro residents were slightly more likely to say
they had not changed in any way. More than a fourth of all
residents report changing three or more of their personal habits
including staying off the streets at night, using taxis at
night, avoiding being out alone, and avoiding talking to
strangers. The proportion was lowest in Chicago's Fillmore

district. , ,
Women were much less likely than men of both races to

say they had not changed their habits in any way as the

following distribution shows:

(ST
. BN

Race and Sex of Respondent
Number of
Negro White
Habits Changed
Male | Female Male | Female
None at all 50 33 66 33
Only one 23 19 20 18
Two 14 15 5 11
Three 11 14 4 17
Four 3 18 3 15
Five or more - 2 2 6
Total 100 100 100 100
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the Dangers of Crime for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.

Per Cent Distribution of Things Residents Have Done to Protect Themselves Against
(Continued)

Table 28
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of Things Residents Have Done to Protect Themselves Against

' s+  Per Cent Distribution ‘ . : .
Table 28 for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.

the Dangers of Crime

(Continued)
When you go out, do you carry anything When do you carry something?
to protect_yourself?
Cit
andy what do you carry?
peny ' ni iki Al Never | Per
District per | Fire- | Knife/ .| Striking All No When some At ways e ‘
Cent arm Cutting Object Other | Answer | Out Places | Night Cent
Yes . Alone or . Total
Times "
11 ’ ;
AIJSistricts 9 * .6 2 * 1 1 1 2 5 91 100
Boston: . ' .
-- - - 00§
porchester 3 - 1 1 1 1 2 97 1
Roxbury 19 - 10 6 2 1 1 3 7 6 8l 98 §
: 1
Chicago:
Town Hall 6 -= 6 - - ~-— 2 - 2 2 94 100
Fillmore 8 1 7 - - - 1 - 3 4 91 99

*0.5 per cent, or less.

(CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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Table 28: Per Cent Distribu?ion of Things Residents Have Done to Protect Themselves Against
the Dangers of Crime for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.

THINGS DONE ABOUT HOUSE/APARTMENT:
City Put Locks on Door: Put Locks or Bars on Windows:
and . ; ’
Police . Why Decided? Why Decided?
District Per Was . Knows M P 1 |
A - KNow asg revalence Per Was Knows Mass Prevalence
Cent | Victim | Victims | Media of High Cent | Victim | Victims | Media of High
Yes on Crime Yes on Crime
Crime Crime .
aAll .
Districts 28 9 4 3 7 10 1 * * ' 4
Boston:
Dorchester | 28 .6 3 6 6 6 - - 1 2
Roxbury | 36 13 5 1 10 18 4 1 1 2
Chicago:
Town Hall 29 9 7 - 4 4 - - - 2
Fillmore 17 .7 1 1 6 : 10 2 - - 7

*0.5 per cent, or less.

{CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
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ave Done to Protect Themselves Against

Table 28: Per Cent Distribution of Things Residents H ‘
the Dangers of Crime for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.
(Continued)
THINGS DONE ABOUT HOUSE/APARTMENT: 1
Additional Lights
City : Other Measures Taken:
and Why Decided?
Police 1
District Per Was Knows Mass Preva- | Total | Keep Keep Keegp Keep Stay All
cent | Victim | Victims | Media | lence Per Dog Lights | Monay/ | Club/ at Other
Yes on . of Cent on/ valua~ Gun Hone
Crime High Other Doox bles
Crime Locked Away '
All \
Districts 5 - * - 2 22 6, 10 * 1 1 4
Boston:
&
Dorchester | 3 -— 1 - -- 20 7 9 1 -- -- 3 2 1
Roxbury - 8 - - - 3 - 25 5 12 — 2 2 4 L |
Chicago:
Town Hall - - - - - 36 7 18 —— - 2 9 ‘
Fillmore 6 -= -- - 4 8 4 3 -- - - 1 I
*0.5 per cent, or less.
{CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE)
|
nease .w 4 vi — - ) ...‘... - - it AR
‘ X - 7 ) ) ;
- 4 a 3 ]
i Table 23: Per Cent DistﬁibuFion of Thipgs Res%dents Have Done to Protect Themselves Against
4 the Dangers of Crime for Residents in Four Police Districts in Boston and Chicago.
; (Continued) :
City Household member owns weapon and use for which it is intended:
and . ’
Police Peg Cent Spo;t, Protection | Both Sport For Use For
District  own Hunting, Only and In Job Collection
Firearm Marksmanship Protection Onl
: Y .
Only
all g
Districts 14 5 4 3 1 1
Bostan:
Dorchester 10 5 — 2 2 1 |
Roxbury 11 1 8 1 -- 1 ! '
(]
. o !
Chicago: N i
Town Hall 25 , 11 7 7 —_ -
Fillmore 14 6 4 4 - -
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Sex is more important than-race in accounting for a change
in habits, however. There is little difference in the
proportion of Negro and white women reporting numbers of
change in habits. However, r«ace is important for males.
Negro males are more likely to report they changed their
habits than are white males, particularly in the proportions
reporting two or more changes in habits. This should not be
unexpected if one takes account of the fact that the crime
rate in the Negro areas in the survey is twice as high as
that in the white areas. Yet the probability that a Negro
woman will be victimized is much greater than than that a
white woman will be victimized and the difference in
probabiliities is not reflected for them.

Looking at the specific ways that people have changed
their habits because of,é fear-of crime against them
(Table 28), the largest proportion--50 per cent--report
staying off the streets at night and avoid being out alone
or simply staying home at night--39 per cgnt. Yet a
substantial proportion said they did not talk to strangers--=35
per cent--and 21 per cent report they use only a car or taxi
when they go out at night. About 8 per cent mention other
changes in their habits such as never going into public parks
at night or walking their dog at night. Area differences are
more important than race differences in accounting for differences
in habit changes. Thus Roxbury Negroes more often report they
stay off the streets at night than do Dorchester whites while
Town Hall whites were slightly more likely than Fillmore
Negroes to say they stay off the streets at night.

There are, both race and sex differences in changing
habits of daily living. For reports of staying off the
streets at night, 50 per cent of both Negro and white women
say they have changed in that way but twice as many Negro
men (32 per cent) as white men (16 per cent) report they
stay off the street at night. The same pattern holds for use
of taxis (or car) at night. Twenty-eight per cent of the women

kit iy e b L
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in both cities say they go out at night only in a car or
taxi; this is true for 14 per cent of Negro males but only
7 per cent of the white males.

Similarly in changing ones habits by avoiding talking
to strangers, Negro and white women show the same proportion
changing--about 40 per cent. More than twice as many Negro
(27 per cent) as white men (12 per cent) . ho&evar, report
they avoid talking to strangers.

" The situation is somewhat different for avciding being
out alone at night (or always staying home at night unless
they use cars cr taxis). About the same propdrtion of
Negro and white men--15 per cent--say they avoid being out
alone at night but 46 per cent of the Negro women and 52 per
cent of the white women say they avoid being out alocne or do
not go out at all at night. Sex but not race seems important
in accounting for patterns of going out at night.

There are no sex or race differences of any consequence
in the proportion reporting other changes in behavior with
9 per cent of white men and women and 8 per cent of Negro
men and women reporting such changes. There seems good
reason to regard these reports of changes in behavior as wvalid
.ones, given the relationships observed.

Education has some effect on whether or not one changes
ones habits because of perceptions of the crime situation,
but the effect is less than that for sex and not always
independent of race. For Negroes, education has no effect
in the proportion reporting they have not changed at all; 41
per cent of the Negroes at each educational level say they
have not changed. For whites, there is a small difference
with somewhat fewer of the college educated--six per cent--
saying they have not changed at all. For both Negroes and
whites, however, the more education, the more reporting
only one habit change.

Education has some effect on the type of habit change.
Those with less education in both races are more likely to
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avoid going out alone at night, though this does not appear

to be affected by the use of taxis or cars at night since
there are much smaller differences by education for that
habit change. Among Negroes, the college educated are less
likely to say they stay off the streets at night while the
reverse is true for whites.

Perhaps the single most significant change in behavior
" as a consequence of ones perception of crime is whether one
carries something to protect oneself when going out. Table
28 shows that almost 1 in 10 residents in high crime rate
areas report they carry something to protect themselves.

One in every 5 Negroes in Boston reports carrying something
for protection as compared with 1 in every 33 whites in
Boston. For the most part cftihens arm themselves either
with a knife (or some other cutting instrument) or with some
striking object such as a club or stick. Overall, knives

or other cutting instruments were reported for the majority
of those who carry something for protection when going out.
Only in Chicago's Fillmore did anyone report carry®ng a gun
for protection.

Those who carry something for protection report for
tﬁe most part that they always carry it--5 per cent of all
residents say they always carry it, though Negroes are more
likely to report they always carry it than are whites.

The race of the resident is far more important than his
sex in determining whether anything will be carried for pro-
tection when going out. Educational level has almost no
effect on whether a resident will carry something for
protection when going out. Negroes of both sexes (23 per
cent of the males and 16 per cent of the females) were far
more likely to carry something for protection than were

whites (5 per cent of males and 4 per cent of females). Quite

evidently Negroes fear crime in the streets more than do

whites, if this is taken as a measure of their fear in going
out.

EENEEEEENE
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Another major way that residents may seek to protect
themselves is to possess a firearm that can be used for
protection. Fourteen per cent of all residents say they own
a firearm. One in 10 Boston residents said they owned a
firearm but 1 in 4 white residents in Chicago and 1 in 7
Negro residents in Chicago say they own one. See Table 28.
Only about half of those owning a firearm, however, say they
keep it for protection. The other half say it is used for
sporting purposes only; a very few say it is in a collection
or they have it for their job. Almost all Negroes in
Boston say they have a firearm for protection, only and more
than one-half of the Negroes in Chicago who have a firearm
say it is for protection. No whites in Boston said they
kept a firearm for protection, only, but half of the whites
in Chicago say they kept one at least partly for protection.

Potentially at least 1 in 7 hcuseholds in high crime

" rate areas has a firearm that can be used by some member of

the household for purposes of either protection or assault.
There is no evidence that Negroes are more likely to own

firearms than whites. There is almost no difference in the
proportion of Negroes and whites in Boston reporting owning
a firearm and in Chicago more whites than Negroeé reported

owning a firearm.

Additional protection of the household can be gotten by
securing the dwelling unit in various ways such as putting
additional locks on the door, locks or bars on the windows,
and additional lighting in dark places. All residents were
specifically asked about whether or not they had taken some
measures to protect their place of residence, and if so they
were specifically questioned about those measures.

Thirty-two per cent of all residents said they had done
something to their house or apartment as a means of protection.
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If a resident did at least one thing, he was quite likely to
take a second measure for protection of his dwelling unit as
wéll. Twenty—eight per cent of all residen*= said they had
put additional locks on their doors. There are city differ-
ences in this respect, with whites in Chicago more likely to
have done so and Negroes in Roxbury more likely to have done
so. '

The addition of locks and bars to windows was more common
among Negro residents in both cities with more than twice as
many Negroes as whites in both cities having taken this means

- of protection. Undoubtedly the fact that slum areas are more
extensive in the Negro than in the white precincts selected
in both cities might account for this difference. Older slum
dwelling units afford less protection.

Only a small proportion of residents had additional light-
ing installed, but again Negro residents more often took that
step. Such lighting was generally interior hall lighting or
porch lighting to afford protection against being assaulted
inside the building.

Twenty-two per cent of all residents reported taking other
kinds of measures to protect themselves (Table 28). Six per
cent acquired a dog. This was only somewhat more common among
white than Negro residents. The other majcr measure taken
was to keep the door locked at all times and generally to
keep the lights on at night as well, reported by 10 per cent
of all residents. There are area differences in this practice.

A Concluding Note

No attempt is made here to summarize how residents and
owners or managers of businesses and other organizations
perceive the crime problem or of how they behave in an en-
vironment where the rate of crime is high.
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Several main conclusions bear repetition here. Citi-
zens who live in high crime rate areas of our cities are
concerned with the problem of personal safety. Even though
they doc not perceive their neighborhoods as places where
crime is a way of life, they do see crime as increasing
and fear for their own safety in many ways. Indeed, the
surprising thing is that they may alter their behavior more
than their attitudes and perceptions in their anxiety over
the crime situation. W omen are more anxious about the
crime situation than are men, and for many problems, Negroes
more than whites.

Citizens of these areas %re not inclined to approach
the problem of a solution to the crime problem by taking
measures that would deal with the causes of crime. Rather
they opt for more and stricter law enforcement, more severe
penalties for offenders, and stricter laws. They would re-
press rather than reorganize to deal with the problem.

On the whole citizens are reasonably positive in their
attitudes toward the police. They nonetheless report spet
cific attitudes that indicate they think the police in their !
city could be better, that they do not think of them as free ‘ é
from misconduct, and that they do not believe many police %
officers behave in a professional manner toward citizens. |
Negroes are less positive toward the police than are whites,
but there is a substantial minority within both groups that
would opt for a more professional police, if some of the
measures are taken as indicators of professionalization of
the police.

It is doubtful that most citizens would see themselves
in a pro- or anti-police position or in a pro or anti-civil
rights position. They are concerned about the crime prob-
lem and many of their attitudes and perceptions relate more
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to these concerns than they do to any position Vis~a-vig
the law enforcement or criminal justice system.

Finally, it should be noted that Survey results for
4 cross-section of the U. §. population might well dig=~
close a somewhat different picture of the crime problem
and of citizen perFeptions toward law énforcement and
criminal justice. Yet, that should not in any way obviat
the importance of how residents in high crime raté area )
of our large metropolitan cities regard crime. X

there that much of the problem exists today,
a4 more exacerbated form.

For it ig
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APPENDIX A
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
FOR
A STUDY OF CRIME AGAINST RESIDENTS

OF METROPOLITAN AREAS
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Survey Research Center Sam. Bk. No.
The University of Michigan :
Project 947

June, 1966
! Do not write in above space.

A STUDY OF CRIME AGAINST. RESIDENTS OF METROPOLITAN AREAS

1. Place Interviewer's Label Here . PSU:

. Your Int. No.

' 2

:

‘ 3

: 4., Date of Int.
!

5

. Length of Int.

(minutes)

I'm_ (name) from the Survey Research Center at the University of
Michigan. We're doing a study for the National Crime Commission on crime
against residents in the community. As you may know, the President and
the Congress appointed a Commission to look into the problems of crime
and law enforcement in our country and to come up with some solutions.
I'd like to talk to you because you can help the Commission in their work
by your answers in this study. Your answers are strictly confidential
since this is a statistical study and no names are used.

l;i About how long have you Lived at this address?
. 1

Years (IF MORE THAN 15 YEARS OR ALWAYS LIVED HERE, SKIP TO Q.6,
- PAGE 2)

2. Since 1850, what is the longest time you have lived at any one address?

Years

3. Just before you moved here, in what city did you live?

CITY OR TOWN STATE

(IF (WASHINGTON/CHICAGO/BOSTON) ASK:)

3a. What was your address?

2b. Was that in the city or in the suburbs?

1. city| : 2. Suburbs
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7. Compared to other neighborhcods, do things go on here that might give

4. For how long did you live there this neighborhood a bad name?

Years

l. Yes 2. No |=sp SKIP TO Q. 8

¢

7a. What kinds of things might give this neighborhood a bad name?

5. 1If you think back to about 1950, since t+hat time, what city did you
live in most of the time? '

City State

(IF (WASHINGTON/CHICAGO/BOSTON) ASK:)

L 5a. What was your address?

7b. What do you think can be done about it?

5b. Was that in the city or in the suburbs?

1. City 2. Suburbs

==p (ASK EVERYONE)

6. On the whole, do you like liviﬁd‘ih this neighborhood, or not?
: 8. Are the people living in this neighborbmod quiet or are some pretty

1. ves, like 2. No noisy and disturb the neighborhood?
* y 1l. Quiet 2. Some noisy

i 6a. What are the main things 6c. What are the main things you
o you especially like about ‘ don't like about living : : »

i living avound here? ' around here” 9. Would you say that the people living in this neighborhood keep out of
e trouble with the law, or are there some who regularly get in trouble
fus with the law?

s

% 1. Keep out of trouble 2. Some get in trouble

10. Have'yoﬁ ever had to call the police about anyone in this neighborhoo
1. Yes 2. No
6b. Are there any things you 6d Are there any thin
. . gs you do

v don't like? (IF YES, like? (IF YES, DESCRIBE) L ' i

H DESCRIBE) 10a. When was the last time you called them about somecne in the

N neighborhood?

‘é Date

; 10b. What was that about?

P .

i
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11l. When you think :  cl
about the chances of gettin " robb
” , . | | , d, thr
up, or anything of that : yor v r néighbecroned, | |
ALTERNATIVES}:g at sort, would you say your‘nelghborhooddisbigig\
1. Very safe as compared i o
: : ed to ot J i
Iy 52 p her neighborhoods in to‘m?-’SKIp 0 I
2. About averaée? . f
3. Less safe than most? \I
4. One of the worst in town?
{ 8. Don't know - DO NOT READ)
1la. Is there SO
S much trouble in thj i
T ' 1s neighb :
ike to move away from here if you cgulgthOd £hat you would
4 l' N 3
Yes ’ I2. N;] 3. Other (Specify)
J ¢ _\\‘
12,

How about crimes h

they are committed LbcriPd, i your neighborn
ed mostly by- ghborhood--would
hood or mostly by outsidzrgg the people who live here igoghf:y5tpa§b
U €ighbor-

1. People who live here
— 2. Half and hai¢
— 3. Outsiders

,8

Don't know who commits thepm

13. What types o

: f people g

might be P ° You : ‘

ont LES You think they (the People who commit imes)
think crimes

T —

14,

1
A
-
O

I am go;ng to show you some cards about different kinds of crimes. I
would like you to tell me if any of the things on each card have hap-
pened to you personally in 1965.or 1966. By a crime, I mean anything

gomebody could be sent to prison or fined for doing or even trying to
0.

(IF RESPONDENT BALKS AT SERIES, SAYING HE HAS NEVER HAD ANY CRIMES

HAPPEN TO HIM, SAY:) We have found that many of the things we are

interested in are hard to remember unless we ask specifically about
them. I'm sure we'll find going through the cards a big help.

HAND CARDS A-J TO R, ONE AT A TIME; PROCEED THROUGH SERIES, READING
ALL ITEMS ON EACH CARD, GIVING RESPONDENT AMPLE TIME TO CONSIDER AND
REPLY TO EACH ITEM ON EACH CARD.

IF A CRIME IS MENTIONED IN Q. 14, THEN ASK Q. l4a WHETHER THE SAME
KIND OF CRIME AS THAT JUST DESCRIBED HAS HAPPENED TO RESPONDENT AT
ANY OTHER TIME DURING 1965-66.

(IF YES TO Q. 14)

14. Has that hap- l4a. How many

pened to you in times has that

1965 or 19662 happened to you
in 1965 or 19667

CARD A: BURGLARY--BREAKING AND

1.

ENTRY
Someone breaking into your
home? (Or garage, shed, store, | 2. No 1. Yes pmp Times
office?)
Trying to break in? 2. No 1. Yes p=b Times
Have you ever found:
(a) a door jimmied? ’ 2. No{ | 1. Yes > ' Times
(b) a lock forced? 2. No l. Yes pup Times
(c) a window forced open? 2. No 1. Yes pmp Times
Has something been taken or ~
stolen from your home? {(Or 11 Times
from a garage, shed, store, 2. No -Yes = T
or office?)
Has anyone tried to steal - .
anything of yours from a 2. No 1. Yes Lﬂ! Times

locker or safe?
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(IF
YES TO 9. 14 (IF YES TO Q. 14°

14. Has that hap- 14a. '
pened to you in p tiﬁes Eow Tan 14. Has that hap- l4a. How many
1965 or 196672 ha s that i pened to you in times has that
 infPoeed to you 1965 or 13667 happened to you
65 or 19667 s in 1965 or 1966°
CARD B: ROBBERY N
- b (CARD C CONTINUED)
1. Something taken directly from w7 5. Purse snatched, thin |
s ) i . 3 gs taken e
you by force or by threatening |2. No 1. Yes !—b . i from purse? 2. No 1. Yes = Times
to harm you? — Times .
. ~ . o .
2. Hold up or stick up? 2. No l. Yes pmip Times ° Focket picked: ' E 2. Mo Ll' ves _______?1m§s
St Nttty
i I . 7 : - : | o - )
3. Mugging or yoking? 2. No 1. Yé;—P.) - i Sgii g; ggiostolen in restau [;: No [l. Yes—k-) Times
— Times : : , -
4. s - .
trong-arm robbery? : 2. No l. Yes Time 8. Things stolen from you while oa
. R s bus, train, boat or plane? 1In 2. No 1. Yes p=p Times
i ? .
5. %oney or bicycles taken by 5 a station?
o ,
orce’? . No | 1, yes-r-) Times .
’ 9. Luggage stolen? 2, No 1. Yes [=> _Times
6. i .
Violent purse Snatching? 2. No 1. Yes ) ‘ .
‘ = ! —— Times 40. Things taken from mail-box? 2. No 1. Yes Times
7. Any attempts to rob
you by
force? 2. No 1. Yes pmp 11. Any attempts to steal anything? | 2. No 1. Yes —> Times

o CARD C: THEFT-STEALING CARD D: VANDALISM OR ARSON

N ANYTHING ELSE STOLEN: THINGS PURPOSELY DAMAGED OR SET

- Times '
i : -
. ' llll

: . FIRE TO:

%J L 1. Car stolen? 2 ' } |

. . No 1. Yes Times 1. Window broken maliciously? 2. No 1o Yesp> . Times
i —_—

(i 2. Things stolen frop ' L] ‘

i car?

i . [EZ:Eé 1. Yes Times 2. Property broken or damaged 2. No 1. Yes fimes
| _— | | - : deliberately? ‘

- . ub caps, tires, batter ke

- , Y taken

I from car? - - | 2. No{ |1 imes deli . 1 |

i - Yes Times 3. Fire deliberately set? 2« o 1 Yes Hnes
O 4. Bicycle stolen? I -—--—_--—-_-------_--—_---—--n--—_--—-;_---_-----_-——---——-—; --------
oy N R et O Ry T ToUU )

P 1. Yes i . ‘

= e -m , } Timec (CARD D CONTINUED NEXT PAGE)

faal RS e,
————
—— e - -
- ————
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(CARD D CON'TINUED)

4. Car damaged maliciously--
antenna broken, lights
broken, tires slashed,
paint scratched?

5. Walls marked, fences or other
property on premises damaged?

6. Teenagers or children bother-
ing you by mischief?

CARD E: ASSAULT

SOMEONE TRYING TC HURT YOU
PHYSICALLY OR THE THREAT OF
INSURY IN ANY OF THESE WAYS:

1, Beaten up?

2. Attacked with a weapon (club,

knife, gun, hammer, bottle,
chair)?

3. Stones or other dangerous
’ objects thrown at you?

4. Hit or kicked?

5, Fight picked with you?

6. Any attempts or threats to
assault you or beat you up?

14.

Has that hap-

pened to you in
1965 or 196672

(IF YES TO Q. 14)

l4a. How many
times has that

happened to you
in 1965 oxr 19667

2. No 1. Yesg}q» Times
2. No 1. Yes Times
2. No 1. Yes Times
2. No 1. Yes jmp Times
2. No 1. Yes L‘ Times
2. No 1. Yes l—b Times
2. No 1. Yes }-' Times
2. No 1. Yes mp Times
2. No 1. YesAr-D Times

CARD F: SERIOUS AUTO OFFENSES

Hit and run accident?

Trying to force you off the
road or into an accident?

Deliberately driving a car at
you?

Someone failing to identify
himself after damaging or
running into your car?

CARD G: SEX OFFENSES

l‘

2.

Somecne peeping in your windows?

Indecent exposure in front of
you?

Rape or attempted rape?

Molested or sexually abused?

CARD H: ' THREATS

1.

2.

Blackmail?

Threatening or obscene or in-
sulting letters or telephone
calls?

" 14.

Has that hap-
pened to you in
1965 or 19662

2. No 1. Yes ’-’

2. No l. Yes =
2, No l. Yes L—)

2. No l. Yes L’

2. No 1. Yes p=>

2. No l. Yes L’

2. No l. Yes jwp

2. No l. Yes |jmp

2. No l. Yes

2. No L. Yes fmp

(IF YES TO Q. 14

l4a. Hew many
times has that
hapoezied to you
in 1965 or 19667

Times

Times

Times

Times

Times
Times

Times

Times

Times

(CARD H CONTINUED NEXT PAGE)
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(CARD H CONTINUED)

3. Someone demanding money with
threat to harm you if you
don't pay?

4. Someone demanding anything
else with threats?

5. Someone threatening to make a
false report about you to the
police or to your employer or
someone else?

6. Someone selling "protection"?

CARD I: FRAUDS, FORGERIES,

SWINDLES

l. Passing worthless check,

' counterfeit money?

2. Someone forging your name to
something? -

3. Someone pretending to be some-
body else to get you to give
something or do something?

4. Being cheated by a confidence
game? A swindle?

5. Selling you worthless things

by making false claims about
them?

(CARD I CONTINUED NEXT PAGE)

N T i e ety o -
R N R i ety
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(IF YES TO Q. 14)

l4. FHas that.hap—
pened to you in
1965 or 196672

l4a. How many
times has that
happenpd to you
in 1965 or 1966?

i
o L ) it . o SR
] ¢ N X g o
- = ""h . N

2. No 1. Yes Times
—E;_§2~ ll:'Yei}_) Times
. |2. No 1. Yes}-p_~ __Times
2. No | 1. Ye;}.; Times

2, No 1. Yes |mp Times *
2. No 1. Yes jap Times
2, No l. Yes |=p Times
2. No l. Yes Times
-E. No 1. Yes jmp Times

Rndad ke Y
T o et o e e e i S T ——— . = o =
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14.

Has that hap-
pened to you in

(IF YES TO Q. 14)

l4a. How many
times has that

1965 or 19662 happened to you 1
in 1965 or 1966?
(CARD I CONTINUED)
6. Selling you something stolen
or something they had no 2. No 1. Yes f-bf Times
right to sell? S
7. Embezzling: misusing money ;
you trusted someone with? _E_ No 1. Yes "". Times
CARD J: OTHER CRIMES
1. gilzﬁuzigtimony against you 2. No 1. Yesg}-b' Times
2. PFalse accusation to police? 2. No 1. Yes}-v Times
3. Illegal action by police or Times
other officials? 2. No _i:_f?s
4., Kidnapping? 2. No 1, Yes F.p Times
5. Prowler? 2, No 1. Yes jmp Times
6. Defamation of character or )
slander--somecne trying to 2. No 1. Yes Lup Times
ruin your reputation?
7. ANYTHING ELSE? 2. No 1. Yes}; Times
Specify:
TED IN
VIEWER: ADD THE TOTAL NUMBER OF INCIDENTS THAT R HAS REPOR
INTER 14a AS HAPPENING TO HIM IN 1965 OR 1966:
' TOTAL



5
g
l
i
‘
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15 ©Now thinking back over your entire life, what w?ulé you say was the
worst crime that has ever happened to you--the very worst thing in
all your life? (IF R SAYS NO CRIMES HAVE EVER HAPRENED'TQ HIM SAY:
"I mean at any time in your life, no matter ?ow long.agc.vn IF STILL
NO: "Not even little kinds of things that I1've mentioned?")

I F BR: LETE AN INCIDENT FORM FOR EACH INCIDENY mENTIONED
e Ing?VinggD lig%P IF THE INCIDENT HAPPENED TO R AT OTHER TIMES DPRING
1965 OR 1966, BE SURE TO COMPLETE AN INCIDENT FORM FOR EACH TIM? fN
1965 OR 1966. IF "WORST" CRIME IS ONE WHICH HAPPENED IN 1965 OR 1966,
INDICATE BY CHECKING "1" FOR Q. T1-2b AND "1" FOR Q. I-2c. IF "WORST"
DID NOT OCCUR IN 1965 OR 1966, BE SURE TO COMPLETE AN INCIDENT FORM

FOR IT. "WORST" CRIME IS (CHECK ONE):

1. Same as one in Q. 14 or Q. l4a

e

2. New incident form completed

———

3. No crimes ever

Now we'd like to go back to the first incident you meptioned that
happened to you and ask you a few more details about it.

17. Now, L'd like to ask you whether any of the things on each card have
happened to anyone who lives here with you, that is anything that has
happened in 1965 or 1966.

(HAND CARDS A-J TO R, ONE AT A TIME, PROCEED THROUGH. SERIES BUT THIS
TIME DO NOT READ EACH ITEM ON THE CARD. IF R READ'S, AS YOU HAND EACH
CARD, ASK, "Has anything on this card happened in 1965 or 1966 to any-
one who lives here with you?" IF R HAS DIFFICULTY READING, READ ALL
ITEMS ON EACH CARD. RECORD ALL THESE INCIDENTS IN Q. 17a-17b.

17a. What happened and to whom did it happen?

17b. How many times has that happened toSVICTIM)or to anyone else
who lives here in 1965 or 19667

———————__“""“"_—____-'—-—-"‘—_—-——-_-———--—-.————--———n————-—-——--.v——-———-----—

(SERIES CONTINUED NEXT PAGE)
[RECORD CRIMES ON P. 13]

(IF
18.

(IF

19.

(IF

20.

(IF
21.

13-
i

17a. What happened? To whom? (VICTIM: 17b. How many times hag
SPECIFY RELATIONSHIP that happened in
TO R) 1965 or 19662

NOT MENTIONED IN Q. 17)

Has anyone picked a fight or beaten up your children, stole things

from them at school, stolen their toys, or bothered or molested them
in 1965 or 19667

l. Yes |==p RECORD IN Q. l7a 2. No

NOT MENTIONED IN Q. 17)

How about auto theft, has the car of anyone who lives here been stole
or broken into in 1965 or 1966?

l. Yes |emp RECORD IN Q. 17a 2. No

NOT MENTIONED IN Q. 17 )

Has anyone taken something from the (house/apartment) that belongs tc
someone who lives here in 1965 or 19662

1. Yes }=» RECORD IN Q. l7a 2. No

NOT MENTIONED IN Q. 17)
Has anyone who lives here had any property stolen in 1965 or 19662

l. Yes p=p RECORD IN ¢. 17a 2. No

.

PORES e SRR S
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22,

23.

= (ASK
24.

‘crime?

~1l4-

Thinking about other members of your household--what would you say
was the very worst crime that ever happened to any one of them?

INTERVIEWER: COMPLETE AN INCIDENT FORM FOR EACH INCIDENT RECORDED IN
Q. 17a. IF INCIDENT HAPPENED TO ANOTHER MEMBER OF R'S HOUSEHOLD OR
MORE THAN ONCE TO THE SAME HOUSEHOLD MEMBER, BE SURE TO COMPLETE AN
INCIDENT FORM FOR EACH TIME IN 1965 OR 1966. IF "WORST" CRIME IS ONE
WHICH HAPPENED IN 1965 OR 1966, INDICATE BY CHECKING "1" FOR Q. I-2b
AND "1" FOR Q. I-2c. IF "WORST" DID NOT OCCUR IN 1965 OR 1966, BE
SURE TO COMPLETE AN INCIDENT FORM FOR IT. OTHER HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS''
WORST CRIME IS (CHECK ONE) :

1. Same as one in Q. 17a
2. New ‘incident form completed
3. No crimes ever

Now we'd like to get a few more details about the first incident you
mentioned that happened to (FIRST OTHER HOUSEHOLD MEMBER VICTIM) .

EVERYONE)

(Other tpan what you have told me about already) has any relative or
close friend of yours ever been seriously injured as a result of a

: (IF‘ASKED FOR DEFINITION, "SERIQUSLY INJURED" MEANS: ‘Requir—
ing a stay in the hospital or permanent physical impairment.)

1. Yes 2. No|=» GO TO Q, 25
v

w
4
'[::,
LS
i

T SR T

24a. Could you tell when that happened? (IF
o : MORE TH
CASE, ASK FOR THE MOST RECENT.) ‘ AN ONE SUCH

Month Year

24b. To whom did thisg happen?

RESPONDENT IS REFERRING TO
RELATIONSHIP OF "the one cl

{SPECIFY RELATIONSHIP TO R. IF

MORE THAN ONE VICTIM, ASK FOR
osest to you.")

B S i i b o e R

PR e it emtanr st i s

25,

 =15-

Besides the things that have happened to you or the other pecple in
your house, have you ever seen anything happening that you thought
was against the-lair, a crime or probably a crime?

1. Yes 2. No |=sp

!

GO TO Q. 26

25a. What happenéd? (IF MORE THAN ONE, ASK ABOUT THE MOST RECENT)

»

25b. Did you call or tell the police about it or get someone else
to report it?

l. Yes |=p» SKIP TO Q. 25d 2. No

K

25c. Why didn't you tell ihe police about it? (PROBE FULLY. IF
MORE THAN ONE REASON GIVEN, ASK WHICH WAS MOST IMPORTANT AND
UNDERLINE IT.)

(SKIP TO Q. 26)

(ASK UNLY OF PEOPLE WHO SAID YES, THEY REPORTED IN Q. 25b)

25d. Did you ever see a crime or something that looked like it
might be a crime and not tell the police about it? (IF NO,
PROBE:) You never saw any other crime?

1. Never saw any other crime «ap (SKIP TO Q. 26)

2. Saw but always reported esp - (SKIP TO Q. 26)

3. Saw but did not report

¥ -

25e. Why didn't you report it? (PROBE FULLY. IF MORE THAN ONE
REASON GIVEN, ASK WHICH WAS MOST IMPORTANT AND UNDERLINE IT.)




~16-

e (ASK EVERYONE)

26 A number of people don't call the police when they see someone

27. .

28.

commit a crime. What do you think are the main reasons why people
don't call the police in such cases?

[

i i i ht.to stop you any
i olice officer should have the rig ou-
3§e¥guoﬁgéggeaygur home and ask you to identify yourself by giving
e and where you live?
Yo e ASK 27a., THEN
1 Yes 2. Depends 3. No = SKIP TO Q. 29

y . J

27a. Why do you feel this way?

i ddress? Do you think
bout asking you more than your name and a :
gogoiice officeg should have the right (be able?to ask you.quest%zns
about what you are doing there, where you have been, and things like
that?

l. Yes 2. Depends 3. No

28a. Why do you think he should (not) have the right to do that?

-17-~

w=p (ASK EVERYONE)

29,

30.

Do you think that a
if he stops you?

29a,

police officer should have a right to search :

1. Yes 2. Depends ‘3. No

Why do you feel this way?

Suppose a police officer thinks you may have committed a crime.
Should he have the right to question you about a lot of things to

find out? (IP R SAYS HE NEVER DOES ANY THING WRONG, SAY: "Well
let's just suppose.")

30a.

1. Yes 2. No

Why do you think he should (not) have the right to ask that'
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31. Now we'd like to ask you if you have ever been in a court where a = (ASK RVERVONE)

criminal case was being tried either as a witness or as a member of
a jury. First, have you ever been in court as a witness in a :
criminal case?

32. Did anyone ever ask you to be a witnegs and you weren't for some f

reason? ;
1. VYes l 2. No l v ;

32a. wWhat was the reason you weren't a witness?

1. Yes 2. No SKIP TO Q. 32

¥

3la. When was the lasé time?

Month ___Year

3lb. Were you asked to be a witness for the defense or for the

prosecution? 33. If you were to haée the information (again), would you volunteer to

be a witness?

1. Defense 2. Prosecution {8, Don't know

l. Yes 2. No

3lc. How many times did you appear at court (in connection with

this case)? . 33a. Why do you feel this way?

Times

31d. Did you have to take off time from work to appear?

34. Have you ever served on a jury or a grand jury?
1. Yes . : 2. No —
l l 1. Yes 2. No
3le. How much time did you 31f. How long did you spend
take off gfor the (what was the longest 35. Were you ever on trial as a defendant in a criminal case?
longest time you spent |- time you spent) at court?

at court)?

l. Yes 2. No

¥

35a. What kind of case was that?

ol

3lg. Were you generally satisfied with the way the case was tried?

1. Yes 2. No

SRR

31h. Why not? 35b. How did it come out?

ST G
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40. Have you ever gotten together with other people around here or has

any group or organization you belong to met and discussed the problem

A s q : :n this neighborhood, do you think things have ;
36. . Thinking about crime in 1 g9 i of crime or taken some sort of action to combat crime?

been getting better, getting worse or staying about the same during
the past few years?

1. Yes 2. No

v

40a. Who got together about this?

1. Better 3. Worse 2. Same 8. Don't know

i 3

36a. In what ways?

40b. What did you do?

37. What do you think would be the most important t@ing that can be done
here to cut down the amount of crime in this' r.eighborhood?

41. Turning now to a different subject: The demonstrations, marches, and
picketing in the news today--How do you feel about them? ' Do you think

they are generally good or bad? (PROBE FOR FULL AND COMPLETE RESPONSE,
E.G., "Why?") e .

Anything else?

38. (Other than what you've told me) do you think there's a lot, something,
or very little that you as an individual can do about crime in this
neighborhood?

EA ';_ " 11, A lot 2. Something 3. Very little §. Don't know

38a. Why do you feel this way?

42, Do you think these demonstrations, marches and picketing are a very
serious, a somewhat serious, or no danger to keeping order in our
cities?

1. Very serious 2. Somewhat serious 3. No danger 8. Don't kno

39. What.abgut the city govermment, (the mayor and council/the District
Commission). Do you feel they are doing a very good job, a fairly

good job, or not too good a job when it comes to fighting erime and
protecting citizens against crime?

1. Very good job 2. Fairly good job 3. Not too good a job

39a. Why is that?
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Whenever there are demenstrations, marches, or picketing these days,

the police are there to handle matters that may come up.

How do you

feel about the way they usually handle such matters here in (Boston/

Chicago/Washington, D.C.).
fairly good job, or a poor job?

Do you feel they do a very good job, a

1. Very good 2. Fairly good

g. Don't know 3. Poor

1 1

v

— L :
% et + e
A4 ] K b

43a. What do you like about the 43c., What don't you like about
way the police handle these the way they handle these
situations? situations?
. 4
43b. Are there any ways they might|{{43d. How might they better handle

better handle these situa-
tions? (DESCRIBE)

these situations?

44.

Now, we'd like to ask you some questions about the law and courts here:

From your own experience'or from what you hear, do you think that the
criminal courts in (Washington/Boston/Chicago) always give people

accused of crimes a fair trial?

l. Yes

2. No

¥

44a. In what ways might some one not get a fair trial?

ERXEEREENR

.:‘ ‘!l
] i N :
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45. How do you feel about the laws and sentences that are usually handed
out in criminal cases here. What about the judges and the sentences
that are usually‘handed out? Do you think they are too lenient, too
harsh, or about right? (PROBE FOR FULL AND COMPLETE RESPONSE, E.G.,
"In what ways?")

46. Turning now to the courts and their rulings, do you think that the
- csurts have gone too far in making rules favoring and protecting
) pecple who get into trouble with the law? (PROBE FOR FULL AND COMPLETE
RESPONSE, E.G., "In what ways?")

47. Do you think that too much attention now is being given to protecting
the rights of people who get into trouble with the police?

l. Yes 2. No 8. Don't know

‘ ¥

47a. Why do you say that?

i :

i
i
;
!
!
1

]
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51. Some people say that how the police treat you depends on who you are.

48.‘ Now, we'd like to talk about the police in this neighborhood: would
Do you think this is true?

L4 . Sl are .
very good job, a fairly good job, or not too good a job? doing a

1. Yes 2. Sometimes 3. No s=pSKIP TO Q. 51

1. Very good 2. Fairly good 3. Not too good l8, Don’t_EEEE]
¥ J I ! 2 ¥
48a. Are there any particular ways| |48c In what ~ 5la. What sort of people are treated well and what sort are treated
e . wa ' .
I they aren't doing a good job? doing a gogg ?ggg t they not so well?

WELL TREATED: : POORLY TREATED:

( 1 ves| [z No-_‘;f«’

48b. In what ways?

(Ir NEGROES ARE MENTIONED ASK Q. 51b.)
5lb. What have you personally seen that affected your ideas of how

the police treat Negroes in (Washington/Chicago/Boston)?

49, Do vo i .

+ witg :hzh;2§é§2e golige ggt a19ng better, worse, or about the g

v in other nesope W10 live in this neighborhood as they do with con

{t : ighborhoods in (WaShington/Chicago/BostOn)9 wi people

) o ASK IF NEGROES NOT MENTIONED IN Q. 5la. OR R ANSWERED "No" TO Q. 51.)

51c. If a man is a Negro, do you think this usually makes a difference 1n
how he is treated by the police in (Washington/Chicago/Boston)?

4 - i 3 <

; : ! % 3 3
. ? . é

H B 3 E b

1. Better 2. About the Same 3

No

l. Yes 2.

v

=

51d. In what way?

8. Don't know

. 1. People who live here || 2. Both,
.

5le. What have you personally seen that affected your ideas of how
the police treat Negroes in (Washington/Chicago/Boston)?

¢

w
o
(o)
-
-
Q
o
1 - > i } 4

s ‘ 50. Compared +o
T 3 other neighborh
SR police have a hi g rvo?ds, do the (Wash' ;.
: neighborhood? igher reputatiop Or a poorer r;;g:§2£ggl§gg:£POSton)
is

1. Higher l 2 ,
' .  Sane 3. Poorer 8. Don't know

R
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52. Do you think that the police are generally too lenient, too harsh,

or about right in dealing with people who are suspected of breaking
the law?

il'[‘ s —
B 4. A
, : .

—

53. How many police do you think there are on the {Washington/Chicago/
Boston) police force who just enjoy pushing people around and
giving them a hard time? Would you say there are many, gquite a few,
or only a small number?

e

‘fﬂ )% . 1. Many 2. Quite a few 3. Small number 4. None 8. Don't know

"

5 54, 'Some people say that police officers take bribes and payoffs. Do you
think that the police in this (district/precinct) [&rea) are doing that?

—

l. Yes 2. No 8. Don't know

y

54a. Would you say that most of the officers or only some of them do
that?

1. Most | 2. Some

1 y . !
I
~. y o Y i

55, If there were more Negroes on the police force, do you think people
in your neighborhood would cooperate more, abcocut the same, or less with
the police?

R
i
—

ﬂ(
C
»
;
I3
A

fIf More 2. Same 3. Less 8. Don't know
X ' L 2

55a. Why would this make people (more/less) cooperative?

I

e bt
e X t i

k g 3
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56.

i 57.

58,

L R

i
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Now we'd like to turn to a slightly differgnt topic--the general
public's opinion of the police. Do you think that the general
public's opinion of the police has changed in the past five years?

l. Yes 2. No 8.

Donft know

¥

56a. In what ways has it changed?

In the last few years, do you think that the police have changed in
the way they act toward the public?

bon't know

1. Have changed 2.

Have not changed 8.

v

57a, 1In What ways have they éh@ﬂged?

Do you think that in. general the public helps as much as they should
when they see police officers in trouble?

1. Yes| 2. No | 8.

—

Don't know

o i

KY. fapt oy e

I e

-

i

58a. Are there any ways they
could help more? (IF

YES, DESCRIBE)}

38b. In what ways could they help

more?

59. Why do you think they don't help more?

.
L
N
T )
| |
n
:
=
63.

.27

gngou think there should be more use of police dogs than there is

1. Yes 2. No

60a. Why do you say that?

pd

-

If_a young man had a choice between being a city policeman and getting
a job paying just as much in the construction business do you think
he would be making a mistake if he became a policeman?

l. Yes 2. No

6la. Why do you feel this way?

Some people say you would have to replace at least half the police
now on the force to get a really good police force here in {(Washingtor
Chicago/Boston}. Do you think that is true or not?

1. Yes, true 2. No, not true

62a. Why do you say that?

Do you think the (City/D.C. Metropolitan) police should be paid very
much more, somewhat more, or about what they are paid now?

1. Very much more 2. Somewhat more 3. Less

Same pay 4.

8. Don't know




#

64.

65.
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. . . lice do their job would
Considering every thing about the way the po : L

you say that you had, great respect for the PO%ICG: or little
respect for them, or mixed feelings about them?

1. Great respect 2. Little respect

3. Mixed feelings || 8. Don't know

Now I'd like to ask some other questions. Do you have a good friend
or a relative who is 3 member of the (D.C. Metropolitan/Chicago/
Boston) police force? (IF YES, PROBE T0 ASCERTAIN RELATIONSHIP.)

1. Yes | 2. wo pwsxIP TO Q. 65b.

{

65a. Who?

1. PFriend 2. Relative 3. Both

SKIP_TO Q. 66

65b. Do you know any policemen well enough to call them by name?

-

l. Yes 2. No

A

65c. Is he a member of the (D.C. Metropolitan/Chicago/Boston)
police force?

1. Yes map SKIP TO Q. 66 2. No SKIP TO Q.

66

65d. Du you Know any policemen well enough to say hello to?

l. Yes 2. No

¥

65e. Is he a member of the (D.C. Metropolitan/Chicago/Boston)
police force?

l. Yes 2. No

E . .
5 q

"~

gy o . .
B j :

66.

67.

=29~

Wheg was thg last time you talked to a policeman about something
official-~-like getting a ticket or reporting something that was wrong?
(;F NEVER, PROBE: Not even for anything like getting a driver's
license or anything like that?)

1. Within past week

2. More than a week but less than a month ago

3. More than a month but less than a year ago

4. More than a year ago

0. Neveres (SKIP TO Q. 68)

66a. Did you talk by telephone or in person?

1. Telephone 2. In person

66b. What was the reason for your speaking to the policeman? (DESCRIBE
FULLY BEING SURE TO INDICATE THE KIND OF INCIDENT INVOLVED, ITS
SERIOUSNESS, AND THE ROLE OF R.)

On the whole did the policeman (policemen) in this case act as you %hink
(he/they) should?" '

1. Yes | 2. No 3. Yes & No
(mixed reaction)

4., Yes & No
(different policemen)

67a. What did you liike about the way (he/they) acted?_

67b. What didn't you like about the way (he/they) acted?

(IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED)

67c. How did the officer(s) treat you as a person? (How did you feel
about what he did to you as a person?)

I
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== (ASK EVERYONE)

68. When was the last time you talked with a policeman about
was not official--socially, or just to say hello,

Or even out of
curiosity to ask what was going on?

1. Within past week

+ More than a week but less than a Y€a. ayu
. More than a month but less than a vear ago
- More than a year ago

0. Never

RN

]

(IF THERE IS ANY DOUBT AS TO WHETHER THE

something that

% B Vg.i

OFFICIAL OR THE SOCIAI CONTA
MosT RECENT, ASK Q. 69; IF NO DOUBT, CHECK WITHOUT ASKING) CT Was
69. Which contact - the social or the official one - was most recenty
1., oOfficial 2. Social LE: No contact
. ]
70. Have you ourself ey ‘
wrongg y er seen a“policeman doing anything you felt was
1. Yes 2. No
[ 2 | 2
70a. What is the most serious

. Ob. Has anyone told ou about
t?;gg YOu ever saw a police something they sgw a police
OXricer do that was wrong? officer do that was wrong?

| 1. Yes 2. No
4

Whgt was the most serious
thing anyone told you they

Saw a police officer do
that was wrong?

70c,

C it

=3]-

(ASK UNLESS ALREADY MENTIONED IN Q. 70)

1
o )

l&
;I
“TII

i

;

o
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71. Have you ever had an experience where you saw a police officer using
physical force of some kind toward a person?
l. Yes l 2. No
1 ,
7la. How do you feel about the way he handled the situation?
72. Other than regular police work, do you know of anything the police are

doing to work with people in this community?

1. Yes 2. DNo

¥ 3

' 72a. What are they doing? 72d. Is there anything you think

the police should be doing to
work with the people in this
community? (DESCRIBE)

72b. How do you feel about what

they are doing?

had

72c. Have you personally :
any kind of contact w%th
the police in connection
with that? ' (DESCRIBE)
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'  ﬂ§ 75. Do you own or rent this (house/apartment)?
. s . la uke to kno &
i this talk about crime, we wWou . i
72 gince there 8% have done {nqg in any way to protect yourself against = 1. Own |=p SKIP T
if you yourself have dogirzzyigtsgtalk about what you have done about s o 0. 76 ——

the dangers of crime.
your (house/apartment) . Do y9u‘hav
locks or bars on windows, additiona

apartment) ?

e any special locks on your doors,
1 lights outside your (house/

(IF RENTS, ASK:)

75a. Have the owners or managers of the building done anything to

1. Yes 2. No |=sp SKIP TO Q. 74 protect it from crime or mischief, like putting more secure
‘ ‘ lockg on entrances, locks or bars on windows, additional lights,
Y provided a doorman, or done something else to protect against
. ‘ N crime?
(IF YES, INDICATE ALL THAT APPLY AND ASK3) g
' ‘ : 1. i
73a. What made you decide (to put them on/to do that)? (CHECK ALL \ Yes 2. No

THAT APPLY)

'

73a. Why decided? (INDICATE WHAT WAS DONE)

-

1. LockKs on dooree 1. More secure locks on building entrances

it

2. Locks or bars on windows
3. Additional lights

4., Doorman, other attendant
7. Other, (SPECIFY)

2. Locks or bars-,r
on windows . ) ) .
75b. What is your monthly rent, including utilities?

$

s : s ’
L 3. Additional emp

(IF OWNS:)
lights

76. What is the present market value of your house?

$

oams s o ST

74. What else, if anything, have you done to protect your (house/apartment)?

ol it bR AN

& (ASK EVERYONE)

77. How many rooms are there in your (house/apartment), not counting

74a. What made you decide to do that? bathrooms?

Rooms

r3
= e

E ‘1—

ps
i
|
i
|
i
i
i
‘
.
A
i
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78. Do you own an automobile? 83.

1
5
&
,

In what ways, have you changed your habits because of fear of crime:

1. Stay off streets at night

1. Yes = SKIP TO Q. 79 2. No

2. Use taxis at night

78a. Does anyone else in the family (living here with you) own an
automobile?

3. Avoid being out alone

4. Avoid talking to strangers

1. Yes' 2. No ™% GSKIP TO Q. 81

7. Other (SPECIFY)

0. Have not changed ways at all
(ASK IF ANY AUTOMOBILES IN HOUSEHOLD)

79. Do any of these automobiles (Does this automobile) have theft insur-

; 84. When you go out, do you ever carry anything to protect yourself?
ance or a comprehensive policy that includes theft insurance? ’ Y ¥y any g o Yy

l. Yes | 2. No

84a. What do you carry?

B 1. Yes (any one) 2. No

80. What do you (or other members:of, the family) do, if any thing, to pro-
tect the car(s)? (READ ALTERNATIVES AND CHECK AS MANY AS APPLY)

1. TLock on hood

2. Lock doors

is?
3. put in garage 84b. When do you do this?

i 7. Other (SPECIFY)

0. Nothing

== (ASK EVERYONE)

81. Are you a licensed driver?

R T T A I

1. Yes 2. No

2. Is anyone else in your household a licensed driver?

1. Yes 2. No

s L e = A

e B S T R it = e S
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< 85. Do you now have an insurance policy that protects your hogse and
b belongings against theft or burglary? '
(IF HAS INSURANCE AND HAS HAD THEFT INCIDENTS)

‘ 86. Has the .
12. No 3 re ever been a time when you could h i .
1. i%es ‘ didn't for some reason? b4 ave filed a claim and
85a. What kind of insurance g5b. Is there any reason why you 1. ves A
policy is it? Is it a haven't taken out insurance
general home owners of this kind?

policy, or is it a
policy just on theft
or burglary, or is it
.some other kind?

86a. What was the reason you didn't file a claim?

1. General home owners

|

2. Theft or burglary only

3. Other (SPECIFY) (ASK EVERYONE)

=% 87. Do you or does an
. ” : y member of the household own a fi
any kind--pistol, rifle, shotgun)? irearm (a gun of
: '
8. Don't really know . SKIP TO Q. 87

—_— 1. Yes 2. NO |empp -p GO TO Q. 88

(ASK Q. 85c IF R HAS THEFT INSURANCE AND HAD NO ROBBERY OR BURGLARY ‘L

OR THEPT INCIDENTS FROM HOUSE. IF HAS BAD SU”W INCIDENTS, SKIP TO Q. 86) 87a. Is the weapon for use in hunting or i
¥ some of both? g protection or perhaps
- 85c. Have you ever filed a claim on this policy for theft or
B burglary? 1. Hunting, marksmanship, sport
-
P 1. Yes 2, MNo k<& SKIP TO Q. 86 2. Protection
- A 3. Both
: 854, How long ago was that?
e 4. Only as part of protective service job
H ; Date
| 5. ©None of the above (curio, collector, ornamental)
i 85¢. What was it for? 7. Other (SPECIFY)
|
'Y
ﬁ g85f. Did you get the amount of money you felt it was worth? o
i
i » :
i 1. Yes '2. No 88. Now I'd like to ask you some other questions. Do you know the name
s _ , of the chief of police here in (Washington/Chicago/Boston)?
% (Name)

gt

o iﬁ
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89.

90.

9l.

92.

93.

-38-

rease in violent crime here in

has been an .inc )
Would you say there = ttacks on people--like shoot-

I mea

' hington/Chicago/Boston)?
(Washingtonh/ 290/ Would you say that there's now very

ings, stabbings and rapes. : y -
much'more of this sort of thing, just a little bit more,onot much
difference, or that there is no more than five years ago: (IF

RESPONDENT HAS BEEN A RESIDENT LESS THAN 5 YEARS: Well, from what
you've heard....)

1. Wery much more .

2. Just a 1ittle,bit more
3. Not much difference

4, No increase

5. Even less

8. Don't know

ol guess are murdered in (Washington/

About how many people would y
Just give me your best auess. (PROBE:

Chicago/Boston) each month:
1, 5, 10, 50, 100?)

No idea at all

PESREERE Y

Actual numbe.

I1f you wvere accused of a crime and you knew of someone who could
clear your name but for some reason didn't want to get involved,
how could you get that pexson to make a statement at your trial?

2. ©No, don't know

1. Yes, knows of subpoena power

Now just a few guestions about the people who live here and we'll be

through. How many people are there, children as well as adults, in
your family who 1ive at this address with you? (NOT COUNTING
RESPONDENT)

People

aAre there any (other) people who share this (house/apartment) with
you?

l. Yes 2. No

L_"I

g3a. How many?

| / jllr‘ 3 = _%MT
: ]I' ; : i o

94.

-39

Have all I
all the people living here now lived here since January 19657

1. Yes 2, No

¢

(IF NO, PROBE TO GE
HOUSEnéLD,) T AGE AND SEX AND NUMBER OF MONTHS LIVED IN THE

AGE SEX NUMBER OF MONTHS

85.

Has anyone moved out of the household since January 19652

DECEASED) (INCLUDE

1. Yes 2. No

¢

AGE SEX NUMBER OF MONTHS

96.

97.

Are you (READ ALTERNATIVES) :

2. Widowed 3. Divorced 5. Never married

1. Married 4. Separated

Wwhat is your occupation?

97a. What kind of work do you do on your job?

T

ek e IR

USRS N S

IR ey i) Sy
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98. What is the highest grade you attended in school? (CIRCLE HIGHEST LEVEL)

Never attended school

X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 High School Diploma

College 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more

INDICATE IF HAS HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA

Bus/Tech 1 2 3 4 or more

1. Yes 2. No

1 THERS IF RESPONDENT
(ASK Q. 99 IF R NOT HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD AND LIVES WITH O .
IS HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD, LIVES ALONE, OR THERE IS NO ACKNOWLEDGED HEAD, SKIP TO

Q. 102.)

99. What is the occupation of the head of the household?

i

99a. What kind of work does he do on his job?

100. What is his marital status (READ ALTERNATIVES):

l. Married 5. Never married

2. Widowed

3. Divorced

4. Separated

101. What was the last grade in school attended by the head?
LEVEL) :

Never attended school

K L 2 3 4 3 6 7 8 9 10 11

High School Diploma

College 1 2 3 4 5 6 or more

"Bus/tech Al 2 3 4. or more INDICATE IF HAS HIGH SCHOOL DIPLOMA

1. Yes 2. No

(CIRCLE HIGHEST

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

==p (ASK EVERYONE)

Which of the
week?

0. None

e

1. Male head only

2. Female head only

-4]1-

3. Both male head and female spouse

4. One person, other than head or spouse

people living here were working at a regular job liast

5. More than one person, but none of the above applicable

About what was your total family income last year--1965--from all
the members of the family together including all sources such as
wages, profits, interest, and so on?
letter on the card that fits.

___a. Under $3,000
b. $3,000-$4,999
c. $5,000-$6,999
d. $7,000-$9,999

’
s

(HAND CARD)

Just give me the

$10,000-$14,999

$15,000-5192,999

$20,000~-524,999

'$25,000 and over

Does anyone here work nights--3 nights a week or more outside the

home regularly?

1. Yes

2. vNo

Is there someone, other than a child under 10, who is usualliy at

home here during the day?

l. Yes

2. No

Do you have a telephone here in this (house/apartment)?

1. Yes

2. No

1

106a. Is there a phone in the building that you can use whenever

you want to?

1.

Yes

No

e

266-261 O - 67 - 28
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107.

108.

109.

-42-

How near by is the closest store that sells liquor?
l.v Same building
Adjacent building
3. Less than one block

2
3
___4. oOne block but less than two
__5 Two to three blocks

__ 6

More than three blocks

Thank you for your cooperation. That completes ?he questions we
have. Is there anything else you'd like tc mention about the
problem of crime in this area that you think the National Crime
Commission ought to be informed about?

" Would you like to hear how this survey came out? (IF YES, THEN SAY:)

Let's see, I have your address on this cover sheet. Could you give
me your name? Thank you.

(NAME)

APPENDIX B

SURVEY INSTRUMENT
" . FOR
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LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS
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A STUDY OF LAW ENFORCEMENT CONTACTS IN METROPOLITAN AREAS
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Do not write in above space

PLACE INTERVIEWER'S LABEL HERE

Your Interview Number

INCIDENT FORM FOR Q. 16 and Q. 1l7a.
{ '
Contact Identification and Report. (NOTE THAT "VICTIM"
WIT.L. ALWAYS BE THE RESPONDENT).

l-la, Listed as incident: _A B _C _D _E _F

in question: 16 __17a

l1-1b. When did that incident occur? (See question 16
oxr 17b.)

MONTH DATE

Now I'd like to talk with YOU about the incident that
happened to you on (most recently, or since
June 1). Would you tell me a little bit more about
what happened? (IN DESCRIFTION OF VICTIMIZATION OR
INCIDENT, BE SURE TO SPECIFY WHETHER ACTUAL, ATTEMPT,
OR THREAT OF CRIME AS WELL AS SPECIFIC DETAILS, e.dqg.
"The door was jimmied on the garage in back of the
house.")




-2
(UNLESS CLEAR FROM THE DESCRIRTION OF THE INCIDENT, ASK:)

I-3 Were you present when the (incident/crime) took place?

5 o ‘l.YES ! 2. NO &

(ASK I-4 i-k IF DIDNT ASK BYSTANDER(S) TO BE WITNESS (ES)

I-4i. Why didn't you happen to ask anyone to be a witness?
S 1-4., Was anyone (else) around when this happened? .
. 1.YES 2. NO 3 SKIP TO Q. I-5 4* 8. DON't KNOW \ I-4j. 1Is there any way you could have made a_person be a
?é witness for you if you needed him?
v - : i "o No |
Vi =7 Who were thney? Ti-4b. sSex | I-4c. Whata;s (Els/her) 1. Yes | . 2. No j
g -4a. g ¢ ! age out?
; éﬁigcigyvﬁg¥?§§ON lI-4k. In what way?
ERTA M F years i
5 A. : ‘
é . ‘ i
gé b. M F years |
A M F years ,'
C. -
" . years ==p (ASK EVERYONE)
D.
years I-5 Wbere did this incident happen--in or near your home, within
E. M F a block of your house, in the neighborhood or else where in
i w F years (Washington/ Chicago/Boston)?
(:f Fn
Vo 1. at h 3 A A
: . . at home . within a block of
P I-4d. Did you ask (him/her/any of them) to be a witness for | the house SKIP
TR ou? 2. near home 4. in neighbor= . TO
: y _— (
F : hood I-5b.
~; 1. YES 2. NO }-) GO TO I-4i-k | . 5. elsewhere in
i ‘ : (Washington/ Chicago/
% D-4e. Did (he/she/they) agree to serve as witness (IF AT OR NEAR HOME) Boston) J
‘ for you if you needed them?
i . R—— I-5a. Just where (at/near) home did it take place?
‘l' ¥ES l \ 2. NO 8- DOﬁqiﬁ N J ' Cne rouom apartment
SKIP TO 1-5 ¥ SKIR TO I-5

Inside house or in multi-room apt.>
(SPECIFY ROOMS) :

1

J

{ I-4f. wWhy did (he/she /they) refuse to be a witness for you?

On landing, hall or stairway (i.e., inside an

apartment building, but outside of the apartment)
‘In lobby of apartment building '

On porch

In yard, driveway, or parking area
Alley, sidewalk or street (which?)

I-4g. 1Is there any way you could have made (him/her/any of
them) be a witness for you if you needed them?

\ 1. YES ! ‘ 2, NO P GO TO I-5

;Jéjv %‘ Yﬁr4h.' In what way? ]

Other place near home (SPECIFY)

-y GO TO I-6

-l i s AT TG . . e,
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(asK I-5b IFtﬂlfﬁlN BLOCK, IN NEIGHBORHOOD, OPR. ELSEWHERE)

*

1-5b. Just where (within a block/@n the neighborhood/
elsewhere in the city) did it take pLace)?

In a yard, driveway, Or parking area
alley, sidewalk or street (which?)

park, field, or playground

vacant lot

public conveyance or station

Retail eztablishment or bank (SPECIFY)_
payern, restaurant, pool hall (SPECIFY)

Other place (SPECIFY)

R's place of work (SPECIFY office, factory, etc.)

mar——

(ASX EVERYONE)

I-6. Were you or was anyone with you threatened in any way--with
some weapon or with words or in some other way?

{1. Yes| {2. No}-b EKIP TO I-7

I-6a. Who was threatened? (CHECK ALI WHO WERE THREATENED
LETTERS INDICATE PERSONS IDENTIFIED IN I-4a.)

I-6b. How were (you/they) threatened-- with some
weapon, or words, or what? (IF DIFFERENT METHODS

FOR DIFFERENT VICTIMS, PREFACE DESCRIPTION BY LETTER
- OF VICTIM) :

A : - . . | . G A
: v g N T M

I-7. Was anyone injured or burt by what happened?

l. YES 2. NO |==bp (SKIP TO Q. I-8)

!

I-7a. How was the injury inflicted? (IF VICTIM WAS HIT,
INDICATE INSTRUMENT USED.) (IF DIFFERENT METHODS
USED FOR DIFFERENT VICTIMS, PREFACE DESCRIPTION BY
LETTER OF VICTIM) '

I-7b. How serious was the injury? (CHECK APPROPRIATE BOX
FOR EACH VICTIM)

R A B Cc D E

0. No injury

1. Minor injury

2. Treated at emergency center
or by doctor and released

3. Hospitalized overnight or
longer

4. Died from injuries

(CHECK ONE; DO NOT ASK)

[:] R was treated or hospitalized for injury (Continue with I-7c or

R was not injured or suffered only minor injury not requiring

7a)

“ ‘ treatment (SKIP TO I-8)

o (‘f . W E T v N
(/-.fi‘ ‘ s ! »:f
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(IF R TREATED OR HOSPITALIZED)

v

(ASK I-7c IF R IN HOSPITAL OVER NIGHT OR LONGER)

I-7c. How long did you have to stay in the hospital?
days

(ASK I-8a-p. IF THREAT, ATTEMPT OR ACTUAL TAKING OF Y
| PROPERTY) ' ‘ *ARING OF MONEY OR

-

I-7d. (In addition to the time you spent in the hospital)
How many times did you have to go to a doctor's
office, a clinic or medical center, or a hospital?

total times

I-8a. What money or property (was taken/was there an attempt
to take)? (CHECK ALL CATEGORIES BELOW THAT APLLY)

(ASK ONLY ABOUT ITEMS ACTUALLY TAKEN)

~I-7e. Did you have to take off time from work for any of I-8b. About how much was that worth? (IN TERMS OF WHFAT R PAID)

these treatnments?

l. YES ‘ 2. NO

k 2

I-7f. In all, how much time did you have to take off?

A. Currency, money, or checks ... 1. TAKEN (VALUE) $

2. ATTEMPT OR THREAT NNLY

B. Clothing siiivenennnnenenncoans 1. TAKEN (VALUE) $

HOVRS 2. ATTEMPT OR THREAT ONLY

’

- T o —————r il

I-7g. How much did the total-treatment of your injuries
cost (including hospitalization)? §

C. Household goods ..ceeeieeeefase 1. TAKEN (VALUE) $

2. ATTEMPT OR THREAT ONLY

I-7h. How was this paid? (If R has not yet paid, ask: Aut bi '
How will this be Da£;?\ ’ D. utomobile ..ieveiviiirrncenas 1. TAKEN (VALUE) §

. 2. ATTEMPT OR THREAT ONLY
1. R's (or R's household's) insurance or

; : medical coverage or plan

E. Auto parts, accessories ...... 1. TAKEN (VALUE) $

‘ 2. Insurance of other (SPEC;FY) 2. ATTEMPT OR TEREAT ONLY

' ceseesacesersesorann e l. TAKEN (VALUE
3. Out of R's (or R's household's) pocket F. Jewelry AK ( ) $

2. ATTEMPT OR THREAT ONLY

———~— Out of some other's pocket (SPECIFY) G. BiCYCLE veveernnsnneenenennans 1. TAKEN (VALUE) $

s 2. ATTEMPT OR THREAT ONLY
5. Welfare, city or country aid (SPECIFY) T ° A

H. Negotiable instruments,
credit cards ..vicececsecscnns 1. TAKEN (VALUE) §$

6. Other (SPECIFY)

2. ATTEMPT OR THREAT ONLY !

omp wmp w=p w=p (ASK EVERYONE)

‘ I. Other (SPECIFY) .:csevcccesces 1. TAKEN (VALUE) $
I-8. Was any

money or property taken or was there an attempw

to take any of your money or property? 2. ATTEMPT OR THREAT ONLY
! S A ] |
——2. Yes + only an unsuccessful attempt was made to b e e e mem e i

take money or property (SERIES CONTINUED NEXT PAGE) |

3. Offense not directed in an '
B way to money or property
S (SKIP TO I-9p.10.) Y way Y P

s s

g
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(IF PROPERTY TAKEN OR AN ATTEMPT OR THREAT)

P-
+
")

I-8c. How did (OFFENDER]) go about (taking/trying to take)
1. Violence
2. Threat of violence
3. Forcible entry
4. Entry with force
5, Stealth
6. Frauu

‘.
—————— 1

7. Other false claim (DESCRIBE)

§. Other (DESCRIBE)

- - - . - - AT "
- - o i —— - - -
o o et o S Y o G e T o A 8 S —-—— -
o " S o O
- - oma v -

(SERIES CONTINUES NEXT PAGE)

(IF MONEY OR PROPERTY TAKEN
) ASK I-8d;
SKIP TO Q. 1-9.,p. 10) ' s

I-8d.

- -

IF ONLY ATTEMPT OR THREAT,

How much, if any, of the actual stolen property or money

did you get back?

(IF ANYTHING RECOVERED ASK)

I-8e,

How was it recovered?

(IF NOT TOTALLY RECOVEERED)

I-8f£. Were you repaid in any way for the loss--say by
insurance, or in some other way?

- —
1. YES 2. NO I»SKIP TO I-87.

I-8h.

I-8i.

How were you repaid?

What per cent of the loss did that cover?
per cent

pid you have any trouble collecting? (IF YES,
DESCRIBE TROUBLE)

—-p GO TO Q. I-9, p. 10

o

R R 2N

e e o T
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(IF PROPERTY TAKEN AND NO REPAYMENT MADE)

I-87.

Do you carry any insurance

that would cover such a loss? _T

(SKIP TO I-80)

1. YES 2. NO

a claim to cover the loss?

I-8k. Have you filed

1. YES l 2. NOPSKIP T) I=8n)
— .
1-81. (Have you gotten/does it look as though you will
' get) all that you claimed?
1. Yes |wp GO TO I-9 ' 2. No
- ———

I-8m. Why not? . |

- ‘20 TO I-9)
e
I-8n. Why didn't you file a claim?

- emdy SKIP TO I-9

(IF_ R DOESN'T CARRY THEFT INSURANCE)

I-80. Why don't you carry theft insurance?

wwp w=» (ASK EVERYONE)
I-9. Was any property damaged or was there any attempt made to
destroy or damage some of your property?

Yes, property was damaged.

Yes, only an unsuccessful attempt was made to aamage or
destroy . property.

Offense not directed in any way to damage -~ SKIP TO I-10,
p. 12, ' '

i g

i it i

o

3 f X B : : ]
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(ASK I-9a-m IF THREAT, ATTEMPT, OR ACTUAL DAMAGE)

1-%9a. What property (was/did the
' Yy attempt to) damage? (CHECK ALL
CATEGORIES BELOW THAT APPLY) ’

(ASK ONLY ABOUT ITEMS ACTUALLY DAMAGED)

——

I-9b. About how much was that worth?

A, Windows DroKen ....eeeeeeeesenness 1. Damaged (VALUE) $

2. Threat or attempt only
B. Automobile damaged ...............__ 1. Damaged (VALUE) $

2. Threat or attehpt only
C. Locks broken ..eeeeeeeeceeeansnons 1. Damaged (VALUE) $__

2. Threat or attempt only

t

D. Property in home ........i.eee...__ 1, Damaged (VALUE) $___

2. Threat or attempt only
E. Other damage (specify): eesse____1l. Damaged (VALUE) $

2. Threat or attempt only

(IF PROPERTY DAMAGED OR DESTROYED ASK I-9c; IF ONLY ATTEMPT OR T REAT,
SKIP TO I-10, p. 12) '

I-9¢c. Were you repaid in any way for the damage done to your
property-~say by insurance, or in some other way?

1. ves| (2. Nol(skIP TO I-9g, p. 12)

I-9d. By whom.were you repaid?

PER CENT

I-9e. What per cent of the loss did that cover?

1-9f. Did you have any trouble collecting? (IF YES, DESCRIBE TROUBLE])
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_(IF NOT REPAID)

I-9g. Do you have any insurance that would cover loss for

damages?
1. Yes! (2. NoM{SKIP TO I-91)

T 1-9h. Have vou filed a claim to cover the loss?

1 Yes |2. No)-b("-}'.IP TO I-9Kk)

I-9i. Does it look as though you will get all that
you claimed?

(1. Yesl=pGO TO I-10 [2. NO

I-9j. Why not?

'-_’ {(SKIP.TO T1-1Q)

I-%. Why didn't vou file a claim?

~=p SKIP TO I-10

(IF NQ DAMAGE INSURANCE)

I-91. Why don't you carry insurance for damages to your property?

) =y (ASK EVERYONE) . o
I-10. Did the police learn about this incident? gl

1. ves] [2. Nolw(SKIP T0 Q. I-14, p. 18)
y

I-10a. How did the police first 1earn about it?
) Personally to a Policeman:
Reported by: Phone At the Elsewhere
Station
Respondent .............
Witness ......vuveuin.. .
dffender teesesseeeinne, e
Observed directly by
Policeﬂ
Othexr (SP;ECIFY)

~13-
1-10b. How long after the police learned about the
(INCIDENT) was it before they came?

1. Police were there as it happened and
observed it directly.

2. Right away or within 5 minutes
3. SBhort time after, or within 6 to 15 minutes
4. 15 minutes to 29 minutes

5. 3 minutes to 59 minutes

(=)

6. An hour to two hours

7. More than two hours (SPECIFY EXACT LENGTH
OF TIME)

I-10c. What did the polide do?

I-10d. Did you ask the police to do anything while they
were handling your case?

2. Noi

1. Yes

|

I-10e. What did you ask them to do?

I-10f. How did the police respond to what you
asked them to do--did they do it, or what?

e g——

:
b
5
g
¢
4
£
i
:
g
§




-14-

-15-
I-1lc. (Other than what you've told me) Did any detectives
or gther‘pollce officers come to see you after the
police first came to handle the matter?

L}. Yes[ 2. No

I-11d. Who came?

I-10g. Would vou say that you were completely satisfied with the
way the police who first came handled the matter?

rr— i .

1. Yes [ 2. No

L I-10h. What did you like about the I-10j. wpat didn't you like about
il way it was handled? the way it was handled?

——e S

I-lle. wWhatdid they do?

SO

CHECK ONE - DO NOT ASK)

[ ORE—.

. ' Case followed up by other police officers or by detectives
or by both - GO ON TO I-118§.

I-10i. Is there anything you didn't I-10k. Is there any?hing you did
like about the way it was handled? like about the way it was handled?
(IT YES, DESCRIBE) — (IF YES, DESCRIBE)

-

‘ l No follow up by police officer of any kind - SKIP TO I-12.

(IF FOLLOWED UP BY OTHER OFFICERS OR DETECTIVES)

I-11f. Were you completely satisifed with the way that the
detectives/other officers) handled your case?

; . A , . 1. Yes) - | 2. Nof

Lo F-11. Did the police follow up your case in any wav? - -

3 ‘

% X .

; ’ [i:::g;;:_ 2. No I-11lg. What did you like ' I-11i. What didn't you like about

§ ‘ about the way it was handled? the way it was handled?

: I-lla. Who came?

I-11b. What did they do?
-11h. Is there anything you I-113. Is therg anything you liked

éiéi't ]1ike about the way it about the way it was handled? (IF
was handled? (IF YES, DESCRIBE) YES, DESCRIBE)

e T DU e e o en et ot S e e a5



H
v

£
ki
¥

I-12. Looking back on the whole,
policemen) in this cas
{he/they) should?

16-

do you think the (policeman/

e acted or behaved toward you as

, l. Yes ' 2. Yes and No 3. No

)

r*I--12a. What was it (he/they)
did that you liked?

‘1 I* that you didn't like?

1-12c. What was it (he/they) did

I-12b. Was there anything (he/
they)did that you didn't like?
(IF YES, DESCRIBE)

I-12d. Was'there anything (he/
they) did that you did like?

(IF YES, DESCRIBE)

¥s

I-13.

-17-

How did you fe 4 .
you as a r:rsoi% about the way the officer(s) treated

£I§3NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED, ASK)
-13a. Did(he/they) do anythin i
g that made you an
the way (he/they) treated you? ! gry with

Ei i?sl |2. No l |8. Don't know ]

I-13b, Whatdd (he/they) do that madz you feel that way?

-

—es

(IF NOT SPECIFICALLY MENTIONED, ASK)

Ifl3c. Was there anything (he/they) did that wade you
feel (he/they) (was/were) against you as a
person’? )

—

ll___‘isﬂ ]2. No | |_8. Don't kﬁoQ

I-13d. What?

—p wp (SKIP TO I-15)




AS K‘

(IF R SAYS POLICE DID NOT LEARN OF INCIDENT, I-14)
I-14 why wasn't it reported? (UNDERLINE THE MOST IMPORTANT I-16b.
' REASON) '
K EVERYONE
ééis. Was tLe crime committed by only one or more than one person?
1. Evidence indicates only one offender
2. Evidence indicates more than one offender
I-l6c.
I-15a. How many of them do you think there were?
(NUMBER OF OFFENDERS)
7. Uncertain {SPECIFY)
I-16. Do you know who it was who cimmitted the crime or were
% there any suspects?
§’ :h 1. Absolutely no idea who or what kind of person(s)
i —— " 4id it.=H(SKIP TO Q. I-19 P. 25.)
. 2.‘ Saw or heard offenders but den't know who they
- were (SKIP TO Q. I-16b.)
3. Suspects only
- 4. Offender(s) definitely identified and R knows
j, who they are
'? I-16a. Was it anyone you know personally or that you met before? I-164

1. Immediate family member (SPECIFY)

2. Relative (SPECIFY)

3. Friend
4. Neighbor

5. Acquéintance or other known to victim previously
(SPECIFY HOW MET OR KNOWN BEFORE)

6. Business relationship, offender a client

7. Business relationship, offender a
vendor, delivery boy, etc.

0. Stranger

-19-

What was (his/her/their) race?

1. Only Negro person(s)

2. Only white person(s)

3. Only other non-white person(s)

4. Both white and Negro person(s)

5. Other (SPECIFY)

8. Unknown

(IF ONE OFFENDER)
How o0ld do you think the (OFFENDER) was?

(IF MORE .THAN ONE) ,
How old was the youngest?'

THEN) And h
the oldest? ( ) ow old was

Q“Only one" or If
youngest of
"More than one"

"More than
one, "Oldest"

Child (under 10)
Juvenile (10-17)
Young adult (18-22)
Adult (over 22)

Unknown

Sex of offender(s)?

1. All male

2. All female

3. Male and female

4. Unknown .

T,

s

LT

L. R

T

¥

B



.-20“
-21- ,

i-l6e. Do you Kknow where the offender (s) 13 ) (ASK Q. I-17 ONLY
. . I 1 0 | E' ‘)E‘
I-17. FENDER(S) OR SUSPECTS IDENTIFIED) )

Did the i i
police ask you to bring charges or sign a complaint? J

jcago/Boston)

ENN

1. Definitely (Washington/Ch

shington/Chicago/Boston) . - Yes, advised me to press charges, take out
" . cu

2. Definitely outside (Wa -
warrant, sign a complaint

unknown L .
8. Not sure Or " __2. Police left it up to me

R T

__3. No, didn' . ,
was/werd sane? , didn't mention it

1-16f. Do you think the offender (s) (
4. No, advised against it

R asserts offender(s) sane .
—_— No, said I couldn't press charges

L.

2. R asserts perhaps insane 8. Don't know

mr——

3, R asserts not insane

pum————

g. R says he has no idea

PUSEES

I-17a. i i i :
a Did you ‘sign a complaint/press charges) (anyway)? :

t

I-169g. what do you think the of fender (s) motive was?

.

1. Yes s - 7 wo]
es WSKIP TO I-18 L?, No | ;

1. Gain I-17b. Why not?

| ——

5. Mischief,-prankq fun ___ 1. Because of personal, business or family ties

} 3 : : &4
g F H
o o . . | 4

Crt _— o 4 2 E:

2., Because it wasn't worth all the trouble

xcept domestic) involved

L 3. Grievance, quarrel (e

3. Because it might cause other trouble for

4. Domestic and lover's guarrels
respondent

-

5. Penalty evasion (as in hit-&-run accident,

escaping from an vfficer) 4. Because the laws don't offer any real remedy

Because the police arrested suspects or

[6)]
.

__ 6. O?hgr utility (unathorized use Of property, joy- offenders j
riding) . !

; ___7. Other (SPECIFY) ;

8. Drunk f

i

9, Other irrational

10. Unintentional or accident

——

11. Other (SPECIFY) -__

-

m B EBEWER

-




- S e - SO
T R W S —

R R ey

BNy s e

-22-
_ (IF SUSPECT IDENTIFIED OR OFFENDER WAS KNOWN__ASK ,I;rlf)th Y
I-18. Did anything further go on in connection wi is
e incident—--was an arrest made, or did it go to court
N , or what?

0. Nothing has happened (GO TO I-18a)

1. Arrest was made (GO TO Q. I-18b)

2. Arrest was made and gone to court (GO TO Q. I-18b)

iy 3. Other (SPECIFY)

B
-
(GO T0 I-18b) -
!ﬂ-ﬂgv
1
i

I-18a Do you expect that there will be ;myi_:hing further
going on in connection with this incident?

1. No further activity anticipated (GO TO
I-180, ©. %4‘ ‘

—

| FIE

2. Pending (SPECIFY)

"™\ (GG TO I-180, p. 24)

S

I-18b. (IF R SIGNED A COMPLAINT OR IF AN ARREST WAS

JRE.

|
Lo

MADE, ASK) v
Was +he offender or suspect jailed?

3 )

i 1. Yes] | 2. No} IB. Don't know]

- i S f‘, k. . S <,
4 A i i g e |

e A

P : I-18c. Was the offender relieased from jail
P . (on bail)?

[L. Yes| |8. Don't know|

I-184. Did the case go to court yet?

Il. Yes! 2. No ]" GO TO I-180 <« 8. Don't know

I-15e. Was (he/they) tried for the origiral
charge or with a more minor charge?

L. 0riginal] (2. Moreg minor/ |8. Don't kDOWJ'

§ Dl I-18f. How do you feel about (his/her/them) being
tried that way?

RY I,

RN

»

R

|

¥
§x
i
{

i

w

!
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-23~

I-18g. Did you have to go to court in connectlon with
the case? .

L1oxes]  Gowe]

I-18k.

I-18h. How many tlmes have you had to go ln
connectlon w1th the case?

- TIMES
I-18i. Did yoﬁ have to take time off from work to appear?

1. Yeé] o AI 2. Mo

I-18j. How much time did you take off?

Was there anyone who was a witness when the case was
tried in court, either for, K you or for the offender?

-

1. Yes, for R.

2. Yes, for offender

3. Yes, for both

4. Noep SKIP TO Q. I-18n

I-181. Were you satisfied with what 'the witness(es)
said for you? (IF NO, DESCRIBE)

I-18m. How did you feel about what the w1tness(es) said
for the offender?

I-18n;

What happened when the case came up in court--is the case
being continued,(was he/were .they)fined, acquitted or freed,

sentenced, or what?

(SPECIFY)




=14~

=25«

I-180. Apart from what the police did, how do you feel about
what else (has been/is being) done with your case?
Would you say you are completely satisfied, fairly
satisfied, or not too satisfied about what (has been/
- is being) done about the incident?

anp (ASK FVERYONE)

I-19, Have you gone to see a lawyer in connection with tiiis
incident?

i 1. Yes| 2. No! =sp SKIP TO I-20

I-19a. Why did you first go to see him?

illi; ;

{ 8. Don't know

] i
1. Completely satisfied,

‘ ' 2. Fairly satisfied l 3. Not too satisfieﬁ] .
“ | l B! I-19b. Is he still handling the matter for you?
; - Gl Lz )
I-15p. What in particular de¢ you I-18r. What in particular don't o . . i ) ‘
P like about the way it (was/ you like ahout the way it . I-19c. What (has he advised/did he advise) you to do?
is being) handled?_ (was/is being) handled?

I-19d. Are you satisfied with the way that he (has handled/
been handling) the case for you?

(IF NO, WHY NOT)

I-19e. About how much has this cost you (so far?)H

P

I-18g. 1Is thete anything you are ' I-i8s. Is there anythi

dissgtisfied wiph about the like about thg S;Egigou

| wvay it éwas/ls being) _ {(was/is being) handled?
/ handled? (IF YES, DESCRIBE) (IF YES, DESCRIBE)

i
L e

}
¥ et e e e Lo . o
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-26-

(ASK EVERYONE] | | .
i from anyone else in connection
i et help oxr advice 3 : Sonnec
-2t qu %ét‘?ryizgigent, lgke from your family. fri?igsé someon
wltthen;Zighborhodd or a professxonal person
in '
worker or minister?

]-’SKIP 70 I-21
{l. Yes‘ \_2;_—§9—

1—205. Who was that?

‘ —

1-20b. What did you ask them to do (for you)?

Were they able to help you?

t

I-20cﬂ

2. No

v

1. Yes

1-20e. Why weren't they

T-204. How? able to help you?

'
py

. ,,,‘
o 4 i

.~ i-» e

-

L e
4 § :
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-27-

I-21. Now a few specific details about the incident: Do you

recall on what day of the week the incident happened?

' :
" 1. Monday 2. Tuesday 3. Wednesdaﬂ l_?. Thursday]

5. Friday 6. Saturda 7. Sunday

I 8. Don't know J

I-22 About what time of day was that?

(SPECIFY) 1 A.M.l[ P.M.] l 8. Don't know 1

WV

I-22a. Was it between midnight and 4 A.M. in the wee hours
of the morning, between 4 A.M. and 8 A.M. in the
early morning, between 8 A.M. and noon in the
morning, between noon and 4 P.M. in the afternoon,
between 4 P.M. ;and 8 P.M. in the evening, or
between 8 P.M. and midnight at night.

a. 12 midnight to 4 A.M.--wee hours of morning
b. 4 A.M. to 8 A.M.--early mornihg

c. 8 A.M.. to 12 noon--morning

d. 12 noon to 4 P.M.--afternoon

e. 4 P.M., fo 8 P.M.--evening

f. 8 P.M. to 12 midnight--night

i-23. (Other than time off for treatment) did this
incident cause you to lose any days from work?

1. YES 2. NO ,
T

I-23a. In all, how much time did you lose from work?

INTERVIEWER: GO TO NEXT INCIDENT THAT HAS HAPPENED SINCE JUNE )3
OF THIS YEAR, 1966; OR, IF NO MORE INCIDENTS, RETURN TO

QUESTIONNAIRE, Q. 19, page 13.
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