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INTRODUCTION

The Victimology Project was funded by contract with the City of Port-
land at the request of the City-County Justice Planning Office. Portland
is one of eight cities nationwide to participate in the LEAA High Impact
Program which is aimed at the reduction of stranger-to-stranger street crimes. !
This study is but one segment of the information being gathered by the Jus-
tice Planning Office to assist in the design and administration of action
programs designed for the prevention of these crimes.

In this study we have concentrated specifically on robberies and
burglaries since these crimes constitute by far the largest percentage of
stranger-to-stranger crimes in the City of Portland. We have gathered a
large amount of information on what traditionally has been considered the
passive role in stranger-to-stranger crimes--the victim. The hypothesis
of this study is that the victim is not passiveji\That there is something
about a person (or a dwelling or business) that governs his becoming a -
victim rather than someone else. It may be a person's age, habits, Tiving
situation, socio-etonomic status, etc., the appearance of a dwelling, its
location in relation to its surroundings, condition of the neighborhood,
traffic patterns, security measures of a business, working hours, amount
of cash carried at any one time, etc. |

The project consisted of three distinct parts. The first part was an
analysis of previous victim studies conducted nationwide to guide us in the
determination of what information was available and what would have to be

collected during the project. The second part is the analysis of existing

1See Appendix I for a description of this program.



information on the victims. The Tast segment was a survey of: (1) the

victims of crimes that had been cleared, and (2) the victims of uncleared

crimes.z

For the purposes of the project the victims studied were those who
reported crimes during 1971. This is a severe Timitation since nationally
only approximately 40 percent of all victims report the crimes committed
against them. The U. S. Bureau of Census recently completed a survey in
Portland that will give more exact figures on unreported crimes in the
City of Portland.

During 1971 there were 10,794 burglaries and 1,797 robberies reported.
Of these figures the Police Department reports that approximately 16% of
the burglaries and 23% of the robberies have been cleared. In the survey
we have attempted to determine if there is a difference between the victims
of cleared and the victims of uncleared crimes.

The sample drawn for the survey was selected by generating a random
number table of the case numbers of the individual crimes. (See procedures

section for a description of the sample size.)

2The terms cleared and uncleared generally refer to whether or not someone
has been arrested for commiting that crime or has admitted commiting the
crime after being arrested for a different offense.

Critical Summary of Previous Studies:

A critical summary of the professional 11teréture concerned with
criminal victimization does not present the researcher a particularly
arduous task. In other words, although one is constantly hearing about
an overwhelming concern for the victims of major crimes, few systematic
attempts have been made to ascertain either the extent of the actual
victimization or the critical physical and social components which might
conceivably make a particular individual more vulnerable to criminal
attack. It would follow that thase studies would offer few guidelines,
either to an individual or a law enforcement agency, for the actual pre-
vention of crime. For example, it is well known that most crimes occur
in or around the home, but how is this particularly beneficial to anyone
concerned with prevention? It seems ﬁn]ike]y that arguing for particular
prudence in or near one's dwelling unit would have any effect on the
crime rate. By the same token, it is hard to believe that this fact‘
would in any way mitigate the real fears about personal security. Given
the Tack of specificity, at least in terms of the present study, of the
Titerature concerning criminal victimization, it is fair to ask what
actually can be gained from these studies. {(See Bibliography for a list
of the studies referred to.)

. For one thing, the studies do point out the inadequacy of the present
crime reporting methods. Not only do they highlight many of the deceptive
aspects of the Uniforp Crime Reports, they detail the extent on unreported

crimes. For example, one study found that over 40% of the crimes revealed
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to the researchers were not reported to the police.’ However significant

these figures are, they have 1ittle relevance to the present study. Since

we were asked to deal solely with reported crimes, obtainad from police
statistics, it matters Tittle that these statistics bear little resemblance
to the actual extent of criminal victimization.

Second, for the most part, these studies were concerned with the ex-
tent of all crimes from consumer fraud to homicide. In our case, we were
concerned with the two most prevelently reported crimes; namely, robbery
and burglary. Thus, we were further constricted from forming any general-
izations as to the overall crime picture in the City of Portland.

Third, all of the previous studies were, in a sense, public atti-
tudinal studies concerning the conduct and efficacy of the police. For
example, it was repeatedly noted that most people did not report crimes
because they felt that the police could not or would not do anything to
help them. We did include a question concerning the relative degree of
confidence in the police before and after the occurrence of a crime.

The important attitudinal questions, however, should be dealt with by
another study that deals with the victims of unreported crimes as well.

Fourth, many of the studies attempted to enumerate the losses tothe
individual victim of a crime, both in financial and psychological terms.
Since we were dealing with reported crimes, it was deemed unnecessary

to duplicate police statistics in terms of financial loss. As to the

Tcriminal Victimization in Maricopa County, Institute for Local Self Govern-
ment, Berkeley, 1969.

psychological aspects of an individual crime, we could find no adequate
measures, other than those items in the questionnaires as attached, for
quantifying the trauma and impact of a criminal contact. In fact, and
in keeping with other studies in this field, we found that the saliency
of a particular victimization rarely had speciallsignificance. In some
cases victims could not even recall that they had been involved in the
crime as reported.

By far the most helpful studies, in terms of their emphasis on
immediate preventative measures, have been those which concentrated on
the physical aspects of criminal victimization. For example, it has
been shown that the lighting of commercial and residential properties and
adjacent alleys, walkways, streets and parking facilities has a direct
relationship to the commission of crimes. Further, the location of
entry and exit points and the general maintenance and condition of
buildings appears to be an imprtant crime factor. Also, the location of
a structure on a given block seems to help determine its vulnerability
to certain types of crimes. One study concluded that over 50 per cent

of the robberies and over 70 per cent of the bunglaries occurred a

covrnér or near corner sites.z

Finally, concealment is frequently a factor in criminal activities.
Any object (such as trees, shrubs, fences, signs, advertising, and
architectural design features) which prevents the observation of

criminal activity has significance for preventive measures.

2crime and the Physical City: A Riot Study prepared for the National In-
sTitute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Luedtke (Gerald) and
Associates, Detroit, LEAA NI69078, 91 pp.. June, 1970.




It is to these immediate questions which we addressed ourselves.
We attempted to design a questionnaire which would be a short term aid
to law enforcement agencies and the public alike. It is our hope that
from the composite victim profile and the physical factors treated in
this study, a better understanding to the physical and social components

~
of criminal victimization may emerge.

! 7
ANALYSIS OF EXISTING DATA

The existing data on robberies and burglaries in Portland came
from two major sources: the report of the concentrated Crime Reduction
Program (by Brad Shiley) and a computer tabulation of reported robberies
and burglaries grouped by police reporting grids, takén from the Portland
Police Bureau's planning and research department.

The second group of data presented a number of problems since the
police keep records by patrol aréés or grids. The information is not
comparable to existing census data in this form. The boundaries of the
grids do not coincide with census tract lines so it was necessary to
group a number of grids or census tracts together to get the boundaries
to fit as closely as po;sible. In most cases interpolation was necessary.
The resulting areas are referred to as “reporting areas" in this study.

The reporting areas and corresponding census tracts and corresponding

crime rates are shown in the following table.
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INBET A - PORTLAND AND VICINITY
® Census Non- Density
[ Code Tract Res. Res. Total Total Persons/
No. No. Populat. Burg. Burg. Burg. Rob . Acre
1 1 6,058 131 87 218 11 7.77
* 21.61 36.0 35.97 1.81
* ° 2 2 5,687 30 48 78 6 9.61
* 5.27 19.2 13.70 1.05
e o R S AT | 3 3.00 3,252
— T 3.02 7,800
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4 1 “/ e 7 < ] * 7.69 20.9 14.29 0.81
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o L *‘(f*‘{ Tl .wﬁ ﬁm 2 5  4.02 3,445 15 30 45 1 11.84
5 Gt ;;Iﬂ:(; e ?; -1 ® * 4.3¢  23.3  13.04 0.28
FEg :r< ;uéé; 4,,5‘» ;m R S SN ; 6 5.0 3,632
i '150‘ .’\ﬁh 2‘1‘ 20 1[5 18 1g mmjﬁK . ‘170;““ ’ul 1 3 e woz 5.02 3,929
52 ",43*‘7‘*l LI!cﬁt e P \
;~%?m;.;;;-g;;mglf; e L™ e i - 7,561 57 72 129 10 12.11
L . :‘.: Fv’.s;rs;t{“?‘n;::‘{vzoz dros i ® YLIW o : "‘;j - ‘;9202‘?”"‘55 9702 Jwo * 7.53 26.3 17.06 1.32
it ‘ ‘v: ;" % 3"190‘ ot ':~ -~ l .‘,! Y __!Lﬁm,;i.._.;"., 4+ --v!"u;xv:‘r,':' .
B el ; NG B 760l s0m
\*4*4, ,_,_~,f:“12 Lo Tl 6.02 4,301
0t o 4 (h 89 4,205
: 13,577 104 148 252 12 3.34
e * 7.65 39.7 18.55 0.88
| o
: 8 7.01 4,456 27 51 78 2 13.14
: * 6.05 31.0 17.48 0.44
9 7.02 4,605 22 50 72 4 12.94
@ i * 4.77 31.0 15.61 0.86
. .
10. 8.01 5,031 52 44 36 4 13.45
* 10.33 23.5 19.08 0.79
' : 11 8.02 4,604 48 57 105 4 13.95
@ ® * 10.43 31.4 22.82 0.86
12 9.01 4,713
9.02 3,491
10.00 6,032
14,236 103 155 258 23 12.58
® * 7.23 27.7 18.11 1.61
®
*Crimes per thousand ulatiop except for residential burglaries which is
- - o i Bup {arigs Sgr %ggusand nous%ng un? ts. g
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Census Non-

Code Tract Res. Res. Total
No. No. Populat. Burg. Burg. Burg.
13 171.01 2,313

12.01 4,747
7,060 87 141 228
* 12.32 35.9 32.29
14 11.02 1,835
12.02 3,592
5,427 80 71 151
* 14.73 31.2 27.80
15 13.01 3,980 41 86 127
* 10.30 53.3 31.90
16 13.02 3,403 20 31 51
* 5.88 24.9 15.00
17 14 5,283
18.02 3,186
8,463 60 118 178
* 7.09 33.9 21.04
18 15 3,833 22 35 57
* 5.74 26.4 14.88
19 16.01 6,174 35 60 95
* 5.67 29.0 15.39
20 16.02 4,663 48 61 109
* 10.30 35,2 23.39
21 17.901 6,833
18.01 3,848
19 6,372
17,053 149 264 413
* 8.73 421 24.22
22 17.02 3,982 14 37 51
* 3.51 31.2 12.81
23 20 5,782
25.01 5,690
25.02 4,080
15,552 149 233 382
* 9.58 34.6 24 .56

*Crimes per thousand
burglaries per

Total
Rob.

43
6.09

14
1.65

1.04

12
1.94

18
1.05

1.75

30
1.92

10

Density
Persons/

__Acre

13.81

10.89
21.75

18.60

14.34
5.21
8.39

10.36

13.74

11.92

16.28

population except for residential burglaries which is
thousand housing units.
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Census Non- Density
Code Tract Res. Res. Total Total Persons/
No. No. Populat. Burg. Burg. Burg. Rob. _Acre
24 21 2,551 8% 55 140 36 6.38
* 33.33 38.2 54.90 14.11
25 22.01 1,234 33 37 70 58 6.11
* 26.82 62.2 56.91 47.15
26 22.02 462 32 13 45 15 1.66
* 69.56 49 .4 97.82 32.60
27 23.01 2,244
23.02 1,262
3,506 107 242 349 159 8.67
* 30.48 128.9 99.43 45.29
28 24.07 3,745
24.02 2,851
6,596 73 240 313 108 15.93
* 11.06 87.3 47.42 16.36
29 26 3,187 50 62 112 19 12.65
* 15.67 55.8 35.10 5.95
30 27.01 3,704
27.02 2,708
28.01 3,516
28.02 3,440
29.02 6,021 .
19,383 159 215 374 34 12.80
* 8.20 28.3 19.28 1.75
31 29.01 4,969 25 29 54 6 13.32
* 5.03 18.3 10.86 1.20
32 29.03 4,567 25 25 50 3 6.42
* 5.47 18,5 10.94 0.65
33 30 5,033
74 2,394
73 2,078
9,505 79 121 200 14 1.31
* 8.30 2937 21.03 1.47

*Crimes per thousand population except for residential burglaries which is

burglaries per thousand housing units.
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Census
Code Tract
No. No. Populat.
34 31 4,924
*
35 32 4,534
*
36 33.01 3,050
X
37 33.02 2,708
*
38 34.01 3,531
34.02 2,858
6,389
*®
39 35.01 3,784
44 71
~ 3,855
*
35.02 2,488
*
41 36.01 4,641
*
42 36.02 6,989
*
43 36.03 1,897
*
44 37.01 4,136
’ *
45 37.02 2,861
*
46 38.01 . 3,246
*

Non-
Res. Res. Total Total
Burg. Burg. Burg. Rob .
" 48 108 156 14
9.75 61.5 31.70 2.84
51 186 - 237 55
11.25 112.3 52.31 12.14
34 128 162 51
11.14  115.3 53.11 16.72
23 152 175 42
8.48. 143.0 64.57 15.49
34 355 439 215
13.11 137.8 68.70 33.64
33 . 100 133 29
8.54 63.8 34.45 7.51
33 81 114 41
13.25 87.0 45.78 16.46
39 191 230 45
8.40 111.8 49.56 9.69
77 192 269 32
11.01 80.9 38.48 4.57
22 27 49 11
11.57 42.0 25.78 5.78
38 79 117 10
9.17 54.7 28.26 2.41
34 81 115 41
11.88 87.4 40.20 14.33
38 42 80 9
11.69 31.8 24.61 2.76

12

Density
Persons/

Acre

15.44
16.08
16.49

15.30

14.72

2.86
10.03
11.49

12.99

*Crimes per thousand population except for residential burglaries which is

burglaries per thousand housing units.
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Census Non- Density
Code Tract Res. Res. Total Total Persons/
No. No. Populat. Burg. Burg, Burg. Rob . Acre
47 38.02 3,086 31 41 72 12 11.18
* 10.03 32.8 23.30 3.88
48 38.03 3,852 24 55 79 18 12.67
* 6.23 34.6 20.51 4.67
49 39.01 6,311
40.01 5,827
12,138 115 361 476 44 11.03
* 9.47 87.8 39.20 3.62
50 39.02 3,324
40.02 5,337
8,661 74 129 203 24 9.76
* 8.54 94.6 23.44 2.77
51 41.07 5,082
42 2,951
8,033 86 168 254 14 3.61
* 10.70 60.4 31.63 1.74
52 41.02 4,805 55 93 148 9 10.16
* 11.43 52.8 30.76 1.87
53 43 1,163
45 2,044
47 4,147
7,354 138 104 262 25 1.11
* 18.77 34.4 35.64 3.40
54 46.01 2,764
69 2,304
5,068 51 94 145 29 2.45
* 10.05 62.0 28.59 5.71
55 46.02 2,035 29 49 78 9 5.78
* 14.21 61.6 38.23 4.47
56 48 3,268 '
49 3,329
6,597 79 93 172 30 28.43
* 11.96 20.4 26.06 4.54
57 50 800
51 1,487
2,287 98 51 149 96 4.99
* 42.79 39.4 65.06 41.92

*Crimes per thousand population except for residential burglaries which is

burglaries per thousand housing units.
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Census Non- Density ®
Code Tract Res. Res. Total Total Persons/
No. No. Populat. Burg. Burg. Burg. Rob. Acre
58 52 3,516 30 36 66 22 22.54
* 8.52 11.8 18.75 6.25 ®
59 53 2,047 259 53 312 66 13.65
* 126.34 28.8 152.19 32.19
60 54 963 84 21 105 73 9.08
* 87.50 39.8 109.37 76.04 P
61 55 1,222 42 59 101 7 13.28
* 34.42-  76.9 82.78 5.73
62 56 2,778 39 28 67 11 22.22
* 17.56 16.8 30.18 4.95 ®
63 57 1,015 68 52 120 23 3.55
* 66.66 76.4 117.64 22.54
64 58 5,640
60.01 938 °
61 1,989
8,567 52 66 118 3 4.72
* 6.06 20.2 13.76 0.35
65 59 2,730 18 11 29 4,31
* 6.59 8.4 10.62 °
66 60.02 2,332 20 21 41 6.80
* 8.58 26.6 17.59
67 62 2,812
63 4,524 Py
7,336 37 62 99 11 3.00
* 5.04 36.8 13.48 1.49
68 65.01 3,312
66.01 1,910
5,222 16 50 66 1 3.99 ®
* 3.06 44.5 12.64 0.19
69 65.02 3,103
66.02 4,053
7,156 58 101 159 10 6.46
* 8.10 41.5 22.20 1.39 ®
70 67.01 2,593 9 24 33 1 5.71
* 3.47 29.3 12.74 0.38
*Crimes per thousand population except for residential burglaries which is

burglaries per th

ousand housing upits.

Census Non-

Code Tract Res. Res. Total
No. No. Populat. Burg. Burg. Burg.
71 67.02 4,545 12 35 47

* 2.63 22.5 10.32

.72 68.01 1,920

68.02 2,719
4,639 21 45 66
* 4,52 33.4 14,22
73 72 2,619 11 5 16
* 4.19 17.0 6.10

*Crimes per thousand

burglaries per thousand housing units.

Total

15

Density
Persons/

_Acre

13.64

5.27

0.43

population except for residential burglaries which is
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Currently the City of Portland does not aggregate information on
victims of crimes. Crime $tatistics contain information about the
criminal but not about the victim. The information on the victims exists
in the police crime reports, but it is never coded and aggregated by
the computer for use in decision-making. This restricts our analysis of
victims to indirect measures of the characteristics of robbery and
burglary victims. The available information used in this analysis was
1970 census tract data and the 1971 robbery and burglary tabulations by
police reporting grids.

Both the census tract information and the crime incidence figures
measure what is occurring in specified gecgraphic areas. In a given
area, variations in the social economic characteristics coincide with
variations in robbery and burglary rates. The nature and strength of
the relationships between robbery and burglary rates and socio-economic
characteristics can be found by anaiyzing those variables in different
parts of the city.

For each robbery or burglary there is a victim, hence a crime rate-
victim rate. Analyzing the variations in the city's socio-economic

characteristics and robbery and burglary rates reveals the strength and

direction of the relationship of those characteristics with victim rates.

For example, if median income is strongly negatively correlated burglary
(as average neighborhood income goes up, everything else remaining the
same) the number of burglaries will go down.

This analysis assumes that the characteristics of the victim are
similar to his neighbors.‘ If the victims of robberies and burglaries

have substantially different characteristics from the rest of the

19
neighborhood, then this weakens the analysis. This analysis notes which
socio-economic neighburhood characteristics change (and in what direction)
as the number of victims per thousand population rises and it explains how
much of the total variation in victim rates is explained by the character-

istics used.

Variables Used in the Analysis

Data on robberies and burglaries were made available for use in the
following categories:
1. Residential burglary
2. Non-residential burglary
3. Total burglary
4. Armed burglary
5. Unarmed robbery
6. Total robbery
Since the reporting areas vary greatly in size and population, in
order to compare them we converted thgir crime incidence into rates per .
1,000 population, and in one case of residential burglaries, we converted
to crimes per 1,000 dwelling units. Popu]atianis the most widely usea '
standardization rate and we based our analysis on it. However, if we
had not converted to a crime per population rate, the strongest relation-
shjp would show crime is a function of the population of the reporting
unit which fsn‘t helpful in understandiﬁg what is happening in the city.
We'a1so Tooked at crimes per acre and burg]aries per housing units,
but these measures were not useful in themselves, so their use is con-

fined to where they support relationships found elsewhere.
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The purpose of this study is to identify what things victims of

robberies and burglaries have in common. In our analysis, 16 socio-economic

characteristics were examined in reporting districts.
1. Median income
2. Median value of owner-occupied housing
3. Median rent

Percent white owner-occupied housing

5. Percent owner-occupied housing

6. Percent white renter-occupied housing
7. Percent negro renter-occupied housing
8. Percent renter-occupied housing

9. Percent population 1iving in the same house from 1965 to 1970
10. Population density per acre

11. Residences per 1,000 population

12. Median number of rooms per housing unit

13. Percent total rental housing vacant for less than two months
14. Percent local housing vacant all year

15. Percent unemployed males over 16 in the Tlabor force during 1970

16. Number of residences per acre

Methodology Used in This Analysis

The statistical method we used to analyze the data was stepwise
regression. This statistical technique provides correlation coefficients,
partial correlation coefficients, and the percent of the crime rate that
is explained by the socio-economic characteristics (r2). The correlation

coefficients indicate how closely a change in one variable 1s related

21
to a change in another variable. Correlations can range from -1 to +1.
A correlation of +1 is perfect: a given change in one variable will re-
sult in a given change in the other variable. With a negative correlation,
as the value of one variable increases the value of the other variable
decreases. Part of the relationship shown by a correlation may be due to
the effects of one or more outside variables. To the extent that this
happens the correlation is not an accurate measure of the relationship.
In order to discover the true relationships, outside variable effects
need to be controlled. Once the other independent variables are con-
trolled, a partial correlation is what is left.

The partial correlations that are shown in this analysis are con-
trolling the effects of the other independent variables in the analysis.
Not all independent variables will appear in each of the analyses. In
the stepwise regression program, the computer selects the variables which
are most related to the dependent variables. This analysis results in
an r? figure which may be read as the percent of the crime rate which the
16 particular census characteristics are explaining.

In the tables that fo]]ow, the partial correlations and the rZ terms
are the most important. These tell us how each social characteristic is
related to the crime rate and the extent to which these relationships ex-
plain the crime rates. Included in the tables are the correlation co-
efficients and the amount of change that takes place when the effects of
the other social characteristics are controlled for. Many of these dif-
ferences were very large. When a large correlation is reduced to a
partial near zero, the relationship between these characteristics and

crime rates is almost totally due to the effects of the other variables.
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In several instances the effects of the other social characteristics

completely masked the relationship. When those other characteristics
were contolled for, the partial correlation changed signs from the
correlation coefficients. This means that whalt appeared to be a fairly
strong positive relationship was due entirely to the effects of other
characteristics and when they were controlled for the relationship re-
versed itself. Extreme caution éhou]d bé taken in using correlation in-
formation of this type because it can mislead the user as to the nature

and strength of the relationships of individual characteristics to crime

or victim rates.

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY/1,000 POPULATION*

p2 = ,7022
Independent Variables
Percentage unemployed males over 16 in labor force

Median income

Median value of owner occupied housing -

Vacant housing for rent less than two months

Percentage white owner occupied housing | -.
A

.29

Percentage housing negro renter occupied

Percentage housing renter occupied

. . tive 1.0
* closer a correlation approaches negative or positive .
tggere1ationship +o crime rates. The smaller the percent change, the hig

the reliability of the correlation.

Correlation

w
(=]

.25
.33

52

Partial Correlation

Q
[Le]

.26
N
.49
.22

Difference

0, the stronger
her

Percentage Change

—
N
o1

230

133

69
238
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Residential Burglary

Looking at the partials the strongest simple relationships are the
-.49 Partial Correlation for the percent white owner-occupied and .26
partial correlation for median value of housing. As these rates increase
residential burglary rates decrease.

There is virtually no relationship between residential burglary and
the percent rental housing vacant for less than two months or the un-
employment rates. The large changes between the correlation coefficients
and the partial correlations for median income and percent renter occupied
maybe interpreted as follows: There is a general trend for Residential
Burglary rates to decrease as income increases; but when two neighborhoods
have the same housing values and other characteristics, the neighborhood
with the higher income will be victimized more. Similarly, for the per-
cent renter occupied-~-throughout the City as the percent renter occupied
increases residential burglary increases; However, if two neighborhoods
are the same except the percentage renter occupied is higher in one than
the other, the high renter occupied area will be victimized less. These
are fairly strong relationships. A1l these variables taken together ex-

" plain 70 percent of the residential burglary rates.

NON~RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY/1,000 POPULATION*

ré = 7773
" Independent Variables

Housing units/1,000 popu1atidn
Median income
Median number of rooms
Median value of owner occupied housing
Median rent
Vacant housing all year
Vacant housing for rent less than two months
Percentage renter occupied

Percentage unemp1oyed males over 16 in labor force

5

*The closer a correlation approaches negative or positive 1.00, the stronger
the relationship to crime rates. The smaller the percent change, the higher

the reliability of the correlation.

Correlation

.62
.40
.33
.61
.75
.59
.61

Partial Correlation

.24
.14
.37
.31
42
1
.09
.37

Percentage Change

195
31
85
85
39
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Non-Residential Burglary

This table includes the commercial and institutional burglaries.

The variables explained more of the non-residential burglary rate
than they did residential burglary rate. Seventy-eight percent of the
non-residential burglaries are explained by the 1listed variables, as
compared to 70 percent for residential burglary.

Looking at the partial correlation coefficients: median value of
owner occupied housing, vacancy rates and unemployment show definite
relationships to the crime rates. As vacancy and unemployment go up in
an area, so does the non-residential burgiary rate. This tendéncy is
somewhat counter-acted as the value of the owner occupied housing goes
up. The other variables appear to be only slightly related.

The large changes in Median income and Median rent indicate that,
although for the City as a whole as income and rent increases, burglary
rates decrease in neighborhoods with similar composition, the businesses

and institutions in the wealthier neighborhood are more prone to burglary.

TOTAL BURGLARY/1,000 POPULATION*

ré = .8088

Independent Variables
Number of housing units/acre
Median income
Median value of owner occupied housing
Median rent
Vacant housing all year
Vacant housing for rent less than two months
Percentage housing white owner occupied
Percentage housing owner cccupied
Percentage housing white renter occupied
Percentage housing negro renter occupied
Percentage housing renter occupied
Percentage unemployed males over 16 in labor force
Percentage 1iving jn same house five years (65-70)
Density (population/acre)

Number of housing units/1,000 population

Correlation

—
(83

41
47
.67
.61
.69
.60
.04
.38
.57
.62
.21
.008
.59

Partial Correlation
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Difference

w
nNo

.56
13
.47
.31
.70
.55
.55
.31
.30
.68
.55
14
.122
.29

Percentage Change

240
164
32
114
46
115
80
92
785
79
119
88
67

1530

.49

*The closer a correlation approaches negative or positive 1.00, the stronger the
relationship to crime rates. The smaller the percent change, the higher the re-

liability of the correlation.
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Total Burglary

When residential and non-residential burglary are combined, the
burglary incidence rates explained by the socio-economic characteristics
increases from 70 and 78 percent to almost 81 percent. This would
suggest that the characteristics related to burglaries are pretty much
the same for residential and non-residential burglary. It is probably
better to describe them together.

Looking at the partial correlation coefficients the characteristics
of victims of burglary together, all year vacancy rates and the number
of housing units/1,000 population are positively correlated. As these
rates go up in an area, so do the burglary rates. As the median value
of owner occupied housing and the percentage of white renters increases
the burglary rates go down.

Median income changes from a positive to a negative cocrrelation,
indicating that the trend in the entire City is for burglary rates to
decrease as income increases. This indicates that the overall trend for
the City taken as a whole is for burglary rates to decrease as income
increases. If other variables are not controlled, but that in an area
where all other variables are equal, the area with the highest median
income will be burglarized more.

It is interesting to Took at-the large number of va;iables that
lose almost all effect when the other characteristics are controlled
for. Many strong relationships drop out as is shown by the number of
large correlations of .4-.6 that are reduced to virtually nothing. The

result is that there are a few things that are related to burgiary rates
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in a fairly strong way, .3~.5, and many elements that are barely related
to Tocation even though they may show strong correlations when the other

variables are not controlled for.



RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY/1,000 RESIDENCES
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Median income .08

Median value of owner occupied housing -.05

Median rent -.16
Vacant all year ‘ -.17

Vacant for rent less than two months -.12
Percentage white owner occupied housing -.19
Percentage owner occupied housing .10

Percentage negro renter occupied housing .18
Percentage renter occupied housing -.07

Percentage unemployed males over 16 in labor force (1970) -.05

Percentage 1iving in the same place for five years (65-70) .08
Population/acre .17

Housing units/1,000 population .40

Housing units/acré ' -.25
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Residential Burglary Rates Per 1,000 Housing Units

This crime rate isn't related very much to the socio-economic
characteristics that were used. Fourteen variables explained only 46
vercent of the variation in burglary rates. That is almost half as much
as is explained by using burglaries per 1,000 population. The only
variables that show any sort of relationship are the two characteristics
which are housing rates and might be considered components of burglary
rate.

Housing units per 1,000 population and housing units per acre
should be disregarded. Residential burglary rates per residence may be

an important measure but it is not related to the measures we used.
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The ex-ist']'ng data for y\obbery contains several prob]ems which ® size of the correlations. Combined with the small amount of the total

complicate and confuse the analysis. First there is the problem of variation of robbery rates that the regression explained, the analysis

locating the victim. The crime statistics that we have report the in- of robbery rates is totally untrustworthy.
cidence of robbery or burglary in a grid. In the case of burglary ®
the address of the crime is the address of the victim. This is not
the case for robberies. What is reported is where the crime occurred
not where the victim lived or how far from home he was. An analysis of Py
the incidence information 1ike burglarly yields a description of the
characteristics of areas where people are likely to be robbed. That is
the most that is possible using the incidence figures. The second e
theoretical problem is that robbery is a category which encompasses a
very Targe number of illegal acts with very different characteristics.
The City of Portland offense code Tists 14 different classifications for ®
robbery.

The robbery incidence statistics that we had aggregated the 14
categories into two categories: armed and unarmed robbery. It is ®
impossible to combine that many categories and get any accurate picture
of what is going on. It is almost impossible to conceptually Jjustify
that there should be similar socio-economic characteristics between the ®
elderly victim of a mugging and say a bank robbery, but are hoth con-
sidered armed robberies. These could not be divided in the data that
we had. ®

The third problem was a statistical one. The distribution of
robbery rates is so skewed that it totally violates several basic assump-

tions of the analysis. As a general rule, this tends to exaggérate the ®
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Recommendations

The available information on the victims of crimes could be greatly
expanded through a number of changes in the police record keeping. A
small number of changes could result in a great deal of important infor-
mation. We recommend the following:

1. Compilation of victim characteristics such as address, age,

sex, race, income and occupation in a retrievable form.

This would enable Justice Planning to monitor the types of people

who are victimized and be able to notice changes in rates and compositions.

2. Develop a method of identifying and separating those persons who
are multiple victims over a five year period. Perhaps if only
by asking victims how many times they had been victimized in
in the past five years.

This group is especially interesting because there are things about
them that have for some reason made them more prone to become victims of
crime than others. It is quite possible that this group would demonstrate
which social characterisiics or behaviors are more like to be associated
with victimization rates.

3. Reporting "grids" should be made more compatible to census

tracts for use in comparing social characteristics and crime
rates.

The gathering of governmental statistics could be made much more use-
ful and effective simply by having the reporting units of various types
of statistics compatible. Overlapping boundaries make many statistics
useless for comparison. CRAG may be the most appropriate body to do

this sort of thing.
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INTERVIEWING PROCEDURE

After our usual procedure for canvassing for available interviewers,
we hired ten people frowm a group of about thirty who applied fo; the jobs.
Five of the ten were experienced interviewers, eight were women, eight
were in their twenties, one was in his thirties, one was in her forties,
and one was black.

We held a six-hour training session for the interviewers, during
which we studied the residential burglary and individual robbery question-
naires, making sure that each person understood what we wanted to find
out with each question. We ended the session by holding mock interviews
with a person who was experienced in confronting all types of people play-
ing the role of the respondent and portraying the kinds of difficult per-
sons the interviewers were 1ikely to confront.

Later we trained four people (three women and a man) to administer
fhe commercial robbery and burglary questionnaires. We felt theve was no
point in familiarizing every interviewer with them because many couldn't
work for us during the day. Furthermore, there weren't many commercial
victims in our sample, and we thought we'd get better results by having
four people do all the interviews.

Because one of our goals was to minimize interview time, we sent
an introductory letter to respondents prior to sending out interviewers
(see Appendix II). We sent the letters via bulk mail in three batches
with an "Address Correction Requested" order on each piece, so that we'd
know which respondents had moved (by their return envelope) and thereby

not waste an interviewer's time on a bad address.
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If the returned envelope had a new address on it, we mailed again
to that address, and we were fairly successful in locating and interview-

ing those people (see below for a breakdown of the sample). The majority

of our return mail, however, gave us no new address. The Post Office told

us that this was because many people never file change of address forms
when they move. Also, after one year from the moving date, the Post
Office destroys change of address forms that people do file with them.
Thus, if a victim had moved and filed a change of address form prior to
October, 1971, the Post Office had no record of his new address when we
mailed to him in October, 1972. Since the study was to be confined to
1971 victims there was a much Targer loss factor than anticipated.

Qur interviewers were equipped with letters of introduction from
the Mayor's Office {see Appendix II). We advised them not to push a per-
son who refused an interview. Once it appeared that nothing could get a
person to talk, the interviewer was to leave courteously. If the un-
successful interviewer was able to give us an idea of why he had been re-
fused, we sent someone else. For instance, if a black person refused an
interview to a white intgpxiewer, we sent our black interviewer. Or if
an older woman wouldn't talk to a younger man, we sent an older woman to
get the interview. We were fairly successful in avoiding refusals and
in turning refusals into compieted interviews. We finished with 22 re-
fusals. As a percent of the sample (589), that is 3.7 percent, a Tower
rate than surveys generally achieve, according to Dave Yaden of Campaign
Information Counselors.

Basud on Yaden's advice, we set three visits as our maximum number

of attempts to get an interview. If an interviewer made th:;= attempts
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to find a respondent at home (taking care to arrive at different times
of the day and evening and leaving messages) and was unsuccessful, he
dropped the interview. These numbered 50, or 8.5 percent of the sample.

Here is a breakdown of our sample (the 589 people we mailed to):

Sample
Category of Response Number Percent of SA

Completed interviews 310 52.6
Refusals 22 | 3.7
Terminated efforts after three attempts 50 8.5
Address from police records not good* 20 3.4
Moved** 147 25.0
Others*** 19 3.2
Terminated efforts because of deadline  _21 3.6
Total Ssmple 589 100.0

*These were particularly troubling since the address we got from police
files simply did not exist. These were doublechecked with Mrs. Myer in
the Police Bureau Records Department to be sure they weren't copied in-
correctly.

**These 147 don't represent the total number of the sample who moved
since their burglary or robbery. Thirty-two of the completed interviews
were people who had moved, and ten from other categories were people who
had moved since the crime occurred. Hence, the total moved category in-
cludes 189 victims, 32 percent of the sample.

*%*Eight of these people could not remember a crime.having occurred or

were part of the sample because they reported a neighbor's crime. Two

were people who were unavailable because of a Tong absence from their

home address. Three were addresses that interviewers couldn't find. Three
were homes and an apartment where the interviewerfcog1dn't.determjne whether
anyone lived there. One was a man who claimed we'd interviewed him (it

was probably the U. S. Census crime survey). One was a Safeway Store
manager who wouldn't talk to us without approval from a higher Safeway
authority. One was unkhown to anyone at the store he was supposed to

have worked at.



Interview Results:

After each interview was conducted, the completed survey form was coded
and the data keypunched so that the responses to individual questions could
be correlated with other question responses. The total number of similar re-
spon§es were totaled and comparisons made between cleared and uncleared in-
cidents.

There are two serious differences in the data presented here. Even
though the sample size is adequate for the victims of reported robberies
and burglaries, there is no information on the incidents not reported to
the police. In a criticism of its own methodology the Washington, D.C.

study on Criminal Victimization in the United States reports that incidents

" . . . are more often reported by renters than owners, those paying lower

rents, the “pbor“ on our SES measure, those divorced and -separated, those
with insurance against theft and those who carry weapons, and females.
Widows and widowers and those over 55 years of age are less frequently
represented among the victims of recent incidents."* From this it can be
concluded that even though our sample is random for victims who reported
crime but not random for all victims.

The second problem deals with the ability to make statements regard-
ing differential vulnerability given the results of the survey. Again
we can make statements about victims but can say nothing about how they
differ from the general popuiation. For example, we can say that the largest
percentage of victims of residential burglaries are acquainted with three

or mere neighbors but we don't have figures on what percent of all Portland

*President's Commisgion on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice,
P119t_$tudy.on Victimization and Attitudes Toward Law Enforcement and
Administration of Justice. Field Surveys No. 1, U.S. G.P.0., Washington,
D.C., 1967. '
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residents know that among neighbors. We also can say that the Targest per-
centage of robbery victimsvwere walking alone at night but cannot say that
they differ from other people who walk at night. What is required to
clarify these inabilities is a control group of people who were not
victims of robberies or burglaries during 1971.

We can, however, make valid statements about victims of selected
crimes and legitimately discuss the differences between the cleared and
uncleared cases. Comparisons can be made between victime and the general
population where data exists from the 1970 census.

In the following sections we describe the data obtained in the survey.
As with the formulation of the questionnaires, the data for robberies and
burglaries are separated into several different categories. We found it

necessary to separate individual robberies and residential burglaries from

commercial robberies and burglaries. The division for this separation

was made from the assumption that the circumstances are quite different
accompanying a purse snatcher than robbing a major bank or burglarizing a
home than a large manufacturing plant. The original sample of 600 was not
controlled for this since it was felt that given the fact that sample was
random the number of commercial robberies and burglaries selected would be
in the correct proportion to individual incidents. The result of this
was that the sample yielded very small numbers of commercial cases. This
will be described more fully in the following sections.

The graphs premared from tabulated responses to the surveys were pre-
pared for the questions in which number of responses was high enough to

compute percentages that would have some meaning. For example, if a
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question has a selection of five answers and only four people respond to
the question and two pick different responses and two others pick a third
response, we would have to report that 25% answered one way, 25% a second
way, and 50% a third way. In these cases we felt that there was not
enough information to make any conclusions so the question was deleted

from the graphs.*

*See Appendix III for a complete 1ist of questions.
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Residential Burglaries:

There were 117 surveys completed for cleared residential burglaries and
98 completed for uncleared cases. »

As mentioned previously there were 144 cases in which the victim had
moved and whom we could not locate after the standard measures were
executed. (See section headed Interviewing Procedure.) This group con-
sisted of 94 burglaries, approximately 55% of which were uncleared and 45%
cleared cases. Although the loss of interviews through moving was unex-
pectedly Targe and resulted in smaller samples, the loss is fairly evenly
distributed between cleared and uncleared. A comparison of responses of
this basis thus retains validity, but the percentages between responses
may change. For example, Graph I shows that in 15.2% of the cleared and
23.3% of uncleared cases the victims were rentors. If the information on
the moved victims were added, the difference (approximately 8%) would re-
main the same but tha percentage of rentors versus owners would probably
change assuming that a larger percentage of the "movers" would rent or lease
their home rather than owning it. The high number of moved victims has
further implications in that this may be a significant indication that
victims of burglaries may be more transitory than the average citizen.

This would indicate that he would live in less established neighborhoods,
be acquainted with fewer neighbors, live in houses of Tower value, and
tend not to carry burglary insurance (since most burg]ary insurance is
written as on attachment to homeowners policies).

It would also be interesting to see how the people would respond to
the question related to moving. Was their decision to move in fact affected

by the incident? Further study of this segment of the population of victims
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should be done with a more concentrated effort made to locate them than

was possible given the timing of this project.

At the beginning of this study we expected to find differences between

cleared and uncleared cases. However, a study of the graphs for residential

burgla® “ . reveals few significant differences between the cleared and un-
cleared cases. The assessed valuation of the home of the victims who were
owners is an exception to this (see Graph II). In the categories under
$20,000 one finds 71.8% of the uncleared crimes but only 59.0% of the
cleared crimes. This would indicate that the Tower the housing value the
lower the chances that a burglarly would be cleared, and is further sub-
stantiated by a Took at victims owning homes valued at more than $20,000
(41. 0 of the cleared, only 28.3% of the uncleared).

Other obvious differences are that 24.0% of the victims of uncleared
cases were away on vacation or other prolonged absence as opposed to 16.4%
of the cleared cases and that the larger percentages (37.0) of cleared
burglaries occurred while the victims were gone during regular working
hours* (see Graph IV). This would indicate that a burglar has a greater
chance of successfully burglarizing (not getting caught) a home while the
occupant is away on vacation. This indicates a need for more security
measures being taken during these periods of absence.

Response time of the police also seems to have an effect on the
clearance of burglaries in 54% of the cleared cases the police arrive
less than five minutes as compared to 42% of uncleared cases within this

time limit This factor cannot be solely attributed to the

*It should be noted, however, that no significaiit differences appear be-

Eﬁeeg §}§ared and uncleared as to time of day of the burglarly (see
ar .
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police but also depends on when the incident was finally reported. It is
noted, for example, that the neighbor reported burglaries constitute 15.6%
of cleared cases, but only 5.9% of the uncleared (see Graph IX).

In about 62% of the cleared cases the victims were rot aware that
an arrest had been made in connection with their case. Many of the
people interviewed felt that this has a definite effect on the pub1i§'s
attitudes of the police.

In terms of confidence in the police prior to the incident there
was little difference between the cleared and uncleared cases (Graph XIII).
Seventy four point eight percent (74.8%) of the victims of cleared cases
and 76.1% uncleared cases responded positively. Afteé the incident

the percent of positive responses drops to 71.7% of cleared and 64.2% of

_uncleared cases.

The typical victim of residential burglaries in our sampTé (as re-
flected in the higher number of responses to contain questions) has 1ived
at the same address over five years, owns his own home which is worth
$15-20,000, was burglarized between 6 p.m. and 6 a.m., was not at home at
the time of the incident, made a conscious effort to lock his doors and
windows before Teaving. He did not ask anyone to keep their eyes on the
house, knows three or more families on the block but they were unaware
that the burglary had taken place, reported the incident to the police
himself, carried burglary insurance and reported the incident to the
company. He did not have an alarm system, he had not marked any of the
stolen items but did have serial numbers Tisted where available, the in-
cident did not affect him enough to consider moving as a result of it.

He felt that nothing could have been done to prevent the particular
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incident but had taken further security measures as a result of it,
usually the addition or changes of locking devices. The burglar forced
or broke into a Tocked door or window that was located in a spot not
visible from the street. The victim's residence was sound* as was his
neighborhood which had satisfactory* lighting. However, if the residence
was on a corner location, its vulnerability was increased. The residence
usually was different in some way from those around it. It may be in
better shape than those around it or in worse shape. In a neighborhood
with lower valued homes it had a higher value, in a neighborhood with high
value homes it had a lower value. If in a well kept neighborhood, it was
unkempt, in an unkempt neighborhood it was well kept.

The burglar has 84 chances out of 100 of not being caught.

*For a definition of terms, see the Physical Survey form in Appendix III.
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PHYSICAL SURVEY
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Commercial Burglaries:

In interpreting the statistics on commercial burglaries, we do not
have to take into account a large number of moved victims that we were
unable to contact. Because of this we can be more sure of its randomness
and its statistical signiffcance. The graphs include only those questions
with an adequate number of responses to determine differences between
cleared and uncleared cases.

Again the response differences between the cleared and uncleared
cases are few. In some of the questions, the patterns do not follow what
would be expected. For example, a much larger percent of uncleared crimes
than cleared crimes are committed against commercial establishments which
have been in their present Tocation between 1-5 years (Graph I1). The per-
centage of uncleared crimes drops down in the next category--6 to 10 years
in the same location--and goes back up in those business which have been
at the location 10 years or over. One of the largest indicators of the
clearance factor for commercial burglaries is whether or not there is a
burglar atarm (Graph III). Seventy seven point one percent (77.1%) of the
uncleared burglaries occurred in places that did net have an alarm.

An interesting, but difficult to explain, phenomenon occurs in the
question regarding confidence in the police (Graph VIII) As would be ex-
pected in the cleared cases, the percent indicating they are very con-
fident in the police increased from 66.7% prior to the incident to 69.0%
afterwards. However, 48.6% of the victims of uncleared cases indicated
they were very confident in the police prior to the incident and a larger

percent, 54.3% were very confident after the incident even though the
incident was uncleared.
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The physical survey reveals that the burglaries that were cleared
occurred mainly in areas consisting of mainly commercial or industrial
Tand uses whereas the uncleared cases occurred on areas that had a
larger percentage of residential and mixed land use. This may be due to
the fact that areas with mixed land usage is more accessible to the
burgtar. For example, he would arouse more suspicion if walking in an
area late at night where there are only commercial establishments, most
of which would be closed than he would in areas where there would be
several reasonable destinations available to him.

The "typical" victim of commercial burglaries in our sample has been
in business at the same location, which he owns, for over ten years. The
incident occurred between midnight and 6 a.m. which was not during regular
business hours. There was no one on the premises at the time. The burg-
Tar broke in through a window. It may or may not be visib]e from the
street (there is no significant difference between the two). The business ;
did not have an alarm system,

There is an equal chance that the stolen items were not marked for
identification. The stolen merchandise was not recovered in most cases
although the recovery rate for cleared cases was 53.6%. In the cases ' !
where the stolen items were recovered, the victim felt that the identifi- |
cation marks, serial numbers, etc., did not assist in its recovery. The
victim carried burglary insurance and reported the incident to the in-
surance company. The business had been the victim of multiple burglaries
in the past five years. The prevalent attitude of the victims of commer-
cial burglaries is that "it (victimization) is something that you have

to expect and there isn't much that you can do about it."

63
The incident occurred in an area with satisfactory* street lighting,
occurred in a deteriorating* area, but the actual building where the in-

cident occurred was considered to be sound*.

*See Appendix III for definition of items.



P

COMMERCIAL BURGLARY

7. Qkkkk
5.6---

-~

15. Bk dkkdedons

39 . BRkkdkhhdhkhkkokkdok kk

8.3--~~

: 136, R hhhdkkkkkkhdkok kok ok

tess than one
1-5
6-10

10+

25, Q¥ Fxkwdkkwxk ] pant

1060

64

17.2mm e
32.]******%*******§*'}ease
276 mmmmm e
42.9**********************
5D 2 e onn
3.6*46 a.m.-6 p.m.
14,7
21, g¥*xkxixinnsd 6 pom. -midnight
| F T ]
77'4****;g*;fffffff******************** midnight-6 a.m.
3.6*% unknown
17.8--o--
: : [ 4 l' 4 [ 2 [}
0 80 70 60 50 40 35 25 1% D
Pércent * Cleared
Graph .1 ~ Uncleared

at prasent

Years-

Own, rent, or

Time criminal entered

Tocation

Tease building

93.1

v Ay e W

COMMERCIAL BURGLARY

- o o - Y o A o e e . mm A S vm et A e e e WP ST Be A WA VR el e A e s e

65

6.9***lves

]0_0*****
8. 8- -~

10, Qfekx A
5.9--4

no

after regular business
hours

short-term absence
vacation, etc.

other

 unlocked door

o

unlocked window

33, Fkkkk Ak RRIRIIRAFAH hroke window

1 q 3

Ly

¥ i ¥ i _p ]
70 60 50 40 30 20 10
Percent
Graph 11

0

* Cleared
~ Uncleared

Anyone on

Reason no onx

Method of criminal entry

premises

on premises



COMMERCIAL BURGLARY

66

46 , fxk*kk dkokokkok ok fokkkkkokkokk

9 . 8*****
8.1---1

27 . 2% %dkkkkkkkdkkH

L 1 4 ]

yes

no

yes

no

yes

no

locking doors
Tocking windows
turned on alarm

light burning

60 50 40 30 20 1%
Percent
Graph III

0

*Cleared
-Uncleared

Alarm Entry point

Did alarm
go off

~Security measures

visible from

street

system

COMMERICAL BURGLARY
®
’ \
® : 39, 3k kkkk ko kdok ok ok y.our‘se'l £
57.6-=m=mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm o m e
aw]
14, 3xk¥Fkrknejghbor 3
9.0--w~~ 5
e o
46 . 4*********************** emp'l Oyee —
33, 3mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmnm °
=
.9-3other
‘ ’ .
‘ 12.0%*%%%%| | hour
[P P — o
: . g
40 . O******************** 2 hours ;
® 38.7-- e =
(7]
20, Q¥**kkkkkk**) 3 hours 2
6.5--- : ©
o
8.0%***l 4 hours ¢
® 12.9====-- :.;
16.0*****%x%% 5 hours o
(P — 5
4 .0*¥ 6+ hours :§
Y 12.9----=
. @ ,
la |
: : 4 - : 4 f J' 2
100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 o
Percent * Cleared
Graph IV - Uncleared

67

M

burglar



COMMERICAL BURGLARY

68

53, 6% *kkkdkkkhhhkdhkhhhkdhkhkrkk

.

yes -

. 4

160

3+

e W S W S
80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10 0O

Percent
Graph V

o
[¢3]
S
no w
wy
yes .§
g
no o
ol
. ) g
Hist of serial nos. T
=3
2
engraving o
g
other 0
=
2
unknown
* (Cleared

- Uncleared

items

marked

recovered

COMMERCIAL BURGLARY

29'4***************

64_7********************************

76 5mmmm e e mm e mmmmm i m

yes

no

don't know

yes

no

yes

no

L 1 i '} 2

80 70 60 50 40 30 Z0 10
Percent
Graph VI

0

“* Cleared
- Uncleared

Burglary

69

Did identifying
marks assist in
recovery

insurance

Burglary
reported to
insurance co



COMMERCIAL BURGLARY

30, Dx*kkkkkkdkkhhkik

16.7===mm=m-

23, JkHdkkkkkdhkk

22 2mmmmmm e

10 . Q%**kk

30.6=~==mmmmm- ————

36, TrEkKkdk gk kkkorkkkk

27 B

2.8-

6 .Qx**

10.3-==--

17, 2% %kkkkkdk

6.9~~~

58, G kkk ke kkdok ok dokokok kkkkdok
B8, B mm e
3, 4%%

6.9---

13, 8¥Fkkkrxk

4+

don't know

3+
none

unknown

yes, moved

no

6‘9***
3.2--
3_4**
3.2--
89.7**********************************************
90, 3= mm e e e e
$  — . / I B— e
100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 10
Percent
Graph VII

0

* Cleared
- Uncleared

yes, considered

70

Number of burglaries 1in

last five years

Number of people acquainted

with in block

Considered moving
- due to burglary

v mmeier g en e e e e q—— e -

COMMERCIAL BURGLARY

66.7**********************T********** very.

20.Q¥**kkkkkkkisomewhat
6.7***[undecided
2.9-

3.3**not very
8.6----

~ 3.3%*none
8.6---~

69'0*********************************** very

Confidence in Police

17, 2%#*wkwkxd somewhat
25, 7mmmm e

3.4*% yundecided
2.9

3.4*4 not very
8.6----

6.9%*% none
8.6~

90 80 70 60 50 40 30

20 B o
* Cleared

Percent - Uncleared

Graph VIII

71

Before burglary

After burglary

e ———



PHYSICAL SURVEY o 72 ’
73
®
\
PHYSICAL SURVEY
. ® . !
"y 025.6**’5*?"******** excellent Block Location of Commercial Burglaries
U e e s e ——— o’)
-y
Sgé8;?:&?*???:\:****************** Sat'iSfaCtOY'y jrg-’-; North
10.2%****lynsatisfactory % g
6.3--- g 13.1% 2.6% 5.2% 7.8%
2.5*}poor ? ,
6.8--~ | 6. 3% 15.6% 12.5% ———
®
48;6*************‘k********** Sound ——————————————— 2.6%
YR —— e 4
| | S ot s 12. 5%
51 e detertorating 2 J Hest Fast
T m
‘ 2.6% | ----- 13.1% 7.8%
4.6--)dilapidated <§ %
_____ 3.1% |  —mmm- 9. 3%
85'7*************************i****************** Sound Y ‘
B4 0 o e o e e z 13.1% 15.7% 7.8% 7.8%
oo
14, 3%*¥*¥%*4 deteriorating 5E
15,9=mmmmeam -é‘.f_’_ 3.1% 9. 3% 9.3% 18.7%
S Q3 ®
1.1-] diTapidated ©-a
South
Corner locations--42.1% Gothic lettering: Cleared
32.0% Italic lettering: Uncleared
' . @
i
_ Graph X
. , [ ]
" : { 4 : ) 2 $ 2 N . .
100 90 80 70 60 50 40 30 20 1o 0 o
Percent * Cleared | !
Graph IX ~ Uncleared

It ¥



74 ‘ 75
Bobberies: Due to the lack of data on commercial robberies a cab company was in-

There were 36 completed interviews with victims of individual ) terviewed since a number of the incidents in the sample invol ved cab

robberies, there were an additional 50 robbery victims selected in the drivers. The interview is included in Appendix V of the report.
original sample of 600 that we would not locate. A substantial majority
of these were individuals rather than commercial robberies. In the group b
of 50 not contacted 31 were uncleared and 19 were cleared. The large
difference between these numbers is enough to cause some doubt as to the
randomness of the final sample. Once again it is important to take into »
consideration that this high moved rate strongly indicates a high transi-
tory nature of the victims of reported robberies in the City'of Portland.

The commercial robberies in the sampla totaled nine, four cleared »
and five uncleared. Tnese were separated from the individual robberies
due to the fact that there are, for example, Targe differences between
robbing a market and a purse snatch, both of which are considered ®
robberies in police statistics. The number of commercial robbery cases
is not high enough to make any valid statements about differences between
cleared and uncleared cases. The only unanaimous response of the 9 o
cases is that nothing could have been done to prevent the incident.

The physical survey for individual robberies indicates that the
incidents occurred in areas of highly mixed use with retail commercial L
establishments and multi-family residential dwellings being the highest

and cpen space and institutional being the next highest land use. Street

lighting in the immediate vicinity of the incident was satisfactory*. d
The area could be characterized as deteriorating in most cases.
*For definition of terms, see Appendix III. ® o L
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High Impact Anti-Crime Program

APPENDIX I

DESCRIPTION OF HIGH IMPACT CRIME PROGRAM. LEAA [

f!! Law Enforcement Assistance Administration

5 i U. S. Department of Justice




I BACKGROUND

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) was created
by the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 for the
purpose of improving the law enforcement and criminal justice system
in the United States. Its principal means of fulfilling this task
is through the award of grants to states, local agencies, private
research organizations and universities. LEAA's FY 1971 budget, the
bulk of which is devoted to grant activities, was well in excess of
$400 million; LEAA's FY 1972 budget amounts to nearly $700 nillion. Of ‘
the funds available for action grants, 85% is given to the states
according to their population ("block" grants). The remaining 15%
is awarded by LEAA at its discretion. Additional funds ($21 million

in FY 72) are budgeted for research purposes.

In past years, LEAA discretionary funds have been awarded for
numerous, relatively small projects. In 1971, there were forty-five
discretionary grant programs and over 650 awards were made within those ®
categories. 1In 1972 a new initiative against crime -- The Impaci Program
was begun. This new program channels a substantial portion of discretionary
and research funds to meet problems which LEAA has determined to be of N )
highest priority. The Impact Program involves every component of LEAA |
as well as the selected cities and the corresponding State Planning
Agencies. For the first time, many of the different LEAA grant categories - ®
(e.g. discretionary, research, block) are being used in a large scale
coordinated effort. The success of the effort depends upon the degree
of coordination that can be achieved, the innovativeness of approach, and . ®

the availability of a wide variety of rescurces. ?

I1 THE SELECTION OF CRIME TARGETS

Funding of the Impact Program involves the cuncentration of substantial
rescurces on two specific types of crime: stranger-to-stranger crime
and burglary. The following definition is used for stranger-teo-stranger
crime: homicide, rape and robbery, as defined by the Uniform Crime
Reporting Standards, when such crimes do not involve relatives, friends,
or persons well known to the victim. Data on robbery is used as a surrogate
for stranger-to-stranger crime.

These two types of crime were chosen because they are:

A. Statistically a significant part of the total crime picture.

B. Crimes that can be affected by a concerted effort of the

criminal justice system.

C. A major concern of the general public,

Robbery occurs most frequently of all violent crimes and 55% of all
robberies occur in the street. Burglary is the most widespread of ail
serious crimes; there were slightly over 2 million reported burglaries
in 1970. The total crime rate for index crimes is expected to rise 21%
from 1971 to 1972. Of all index crime, the greatest increase in incidence
rates wiil be in robbery (31%). Burglary is expected to increase 18%
during the same period. Thus, in terms of reported crimes and the projected
rates of increase, burglary and stranger-to-stranger crime (the latter

measured by the robbery index) are very significant.

It is possible for the criminal justice system to take action against

burglary and certain kinds of violent crime. Tactical analysis can provide



a basis for prevention and deterrence; improved police capabilities can

increase detection and apprehension of offenders; adjudication and post-

adjudication decisions can influence recidivism. Therefore, such target

crimes are amenable to a concerted attack by the system and the community.
A number of studies have found that the public is most concerned

with crimes of violence and that this relates specifically to a fear

of strangers. Both robbery and burglary pose the threat of violence;

sixty percent of all robberies involve an armed assailant.

ITI SELECTION OF TARGET CITIES

Urban areas were selected for the Impact Program because the highest
proportion of crime victims live in cities. It is there that the incidence
of crime continues to increase significantly. Burglary, for example, is
about three times as preya]ent on a per capita basis in Targe cities (250,000+)
as in small towns (under 10,000). Robbery or street crime is even more
an urban event. In 1970, the robbery rate per 100,000 for cities above
250,000 population was 595. For metropolitan suburban areas, it was
exactly 1/10 of that or 59. Further, for small cities under 10,000 the
robbery rate dropped to 24 per 100,000 population. It is clear that in
order to make an impact on street crime, the target areas must be the rela-
tively large central cities.

The first selection criterion, therefore, was that the cities be over
250,000 in population. Because of the Timited funds available, it was
unlikely that a significant crime reduction could be achieved in the
nation's largest cities. The six cities over one million in population

were, therefore, not considered. It was important to provide adequate

®

resources for the program (about $20 million per city) so it was
decided that eight of the fifty cities with populations between
250,000 and one million would be chosen. Selection was based on
the following assumptions:
(a) The greatest reduction could be achieved in those cities with
the. most serious robbery and burglary problems.
(b) The program should have a broad geographic distribution.
(¢) Strong local administrative support could be expected.
Based on these criteria, Newark, Baltimore, Atlanta, Cleveiand, Dallas,

St. Louis, Denver and Portland were selected.

IV PROGRAM DESIGN

The National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, the

researéh arm of LEAA, was responsible for the overall design of the program

and for the development of a resource document, Planning Guidelines and

Programs to Reduce Crime, for the use of the cities.

To assist the cities in devé]oping their impact programs, a general
analysis of the target crimes was made. Each city is to undertake its
own specific crime ana]ys%s. The Institute's effort is simply a suggested
approach for crime specific planning.

A. Problem Analysis

To provide a meaningful framework for addrégsing the probtilems

of stranger-to-stranger crimes and burglary, it is necessary to
define the key dimensions of the problem. The Institute staff
used the following matrix to array the various factofs that should

be considered.



~— system Deterrence Post
response Prevention Detection Adjudica~ Adjudica~
Apprehension tion tion
factors
OFFENDER
VICTIM
ENVIRONMENT

A listing of the relevant questions and major issues within each
segment of the matrix was then undertaken. Many of the issues that resulted
from this approach (eg., vocaticnal training as a preventive program) are
not directly related to the criminal justice process. They are, however,

of major importance and must be addressed in any comprehensive attack

on crime.

The next task was to determine which problems to address. The
objective was to maximize impact by selecting those factors most
amenable to influence and those most 1ikely to have the greatest
effect on the problem. To determine these factors, the following
questions were asked:

a. What statistical eviaence is available on offenders, victims
and the environment in robbery and burglary? Do these data
provide a focus for an action program?

b. Apart from statistical data, what are the informed judgements
of experts in the field of criminal justice with regard to
these two crimes?

c. What research has been or is being undertaken that is relevant
to those crime areas?

d. What approaches to the problems have been taken by the criminal
justice community? Have demonstration programs been funded
under discretionary or block grant awards that have proved success-
ful. Can models be developed from such programs for intensive
use in combatting crime?

e. Within a framework of the above criteria, what programs could be
implemented, tested, and evaluated within the time and cost
constraints of the demonstration?

Based on the above, the Planning Guidelines suggests the following

"targets" to provide a common basis for action throughout the system:

(1) Persons who have committed street crimes and burglary and are

likely to be recidivists.

FBI data on repeaters by type of crime indicate that burglars



had a 76% recidivist rate and persons committing robbery had a 57% recidi-
vist rate. A number of predictive strategies can be used to identify and
define those offenders who are most likely to commit these crimes again.
For example, a Philadelphia Birth Cohort Study indicates that less than
10% of the delinquent population is responsible for 60 - 70% of the
serious offenses; these people are classifiable as chronic recidivists.

A considerable amount of research has been done which demonstrates the
feasibility of predicting delinquent behavior.

(2) Certain juveniles and young adults constitute "high risk" groups -

drug addicts, the unemployed male and truants and dropouts.

Nearly half of those arrested for index crimes are under
eighteen. In addition, there appears to be a rapid growth of juvenile
crime. For example, in comparing arrest trends for different age
groups between 1960 and 1970 the following major trends emerged:

(a) for violent crimes juvenile arrests increased almost 3 times faster
than adult arrests; (b) although drug arrests jumped for all age groups
during the 1960's the increase exceeded 3,000% for juveniles under 18.
With regard to recidivism, the FBI found that of the offenders under 20
released in 1965, 74% were rearrested by the end of 1968. This was the
highest recidivism rate of all age groups. In addition, data on arrest

by age and specific crime indicate that persons under 21 years of age
account for 57% of the total robbery arrests and 70% of the total burglary
arrests.

(a) Drug addicts: While more research is necessary on

the role of drugs in crime, there is little doubt
that addiction causes a great deal of crime and that

its reduction can be expected to reduce crime. A

(3)

New Yark City study, in 1967, revealed that "41% of

those arrested for burgiary were admitted users."

In addition, drugs and alcohol may provide a stimulus

for crime; a study of armed robbers indicated that

such was the case in 71% of the "spur-of-the-moment"
robberies.

The unemployed young man: The able-bodied young man

who is unemployed and unoccupied is a prospect for serious
criminal activity. If he already has a criminal record,
he is Tikely to be a recidivist. In two studies of
convicted robbers by the Pennsylvania Board of Parole,

it was found that 57% of those involved in the 1950 study
and 74% in the 1965 study were unemployed at the time

the robbery was committed.

Truants and dropouts. If the unemployed young adult is

a probable offender, the truant child is a potential
delinquent. National studies of delinquency emphasize

the critical nature of a youth's educational experience

in the development and avoidance of a delinquent and
criminal career. Not only are school truants and dropouts
overly represented in the delinquent population, but delin-
quents are far more T1ikely to have had unsuccessful school
experiences. Special efforts must be made to reach truants
and school dropouts in order to provide Tearning and work
experiences that will reduce the incidence of delinquent

and criminal behavior.

Those people who are most Tikely to be victimized.

There is a need to identify those people or businesses with



characteristics that make it more likely that they will be crime victims.
Research findings and the judgments of law enforcement officials will
contribute to a petter understanding of victimization and provide a

basis for deterrent action by law enforcement agencies.

(4) Those settings which are found to be "high risk" Tocations.

Several studies are currently underway that will contribute
significantly to our knowledge of the settings of crime.] Mapping
techniques can be used to determine crime patterns within a city to
permit more effective resource allocations. Public housing projects are
known high crime areas, and a series of Institute studies? have develaped
architectural design and target hardening techniques to reduce these
crime problems.

B. Sample Projects

The Planning Guidelines includes a desciiption of a number of

projects that might be of interest to the impact cities. The
list of projects is only one of the resources available to the
cities for planning their program. The Guidelines contains
programs in:
1. Prevention and Post-Adjudication

a. Adult and Juvenile Rehabilitation and Control Programs.

b. Narcotic Addiction Treatment

c. Vocational Rehabilitation of Unemployed Young Men

d. Truants and School Dropoﬁts

e. Correctional Service

1 Notably NI 72-002 "Burglary: A Study of 1ts Character, Correlates,
Correctives and Causes" and NT 71-026-142 - A joint LEAA-HUD study
of Crimes in and Around Residences.

2 NI 70-015, 70-082, and 71-127 "Physical Design for lmproving Security
in Residentiai Environments, New York.

v

2. Deterrence, Detection and Apprehension -- Community Action
a. Police-Community Cooperation
b. Haidening of Potential Targets
‘c. Non-Police Tenant Patrol
d. Emergency Assistance
e. Personal Property Identification
3. Deterrence, Detection and Apprehension -- Police Action
a. Police Patroi Allocation
b. Police Communication, Command and Control
c. Police Investigation
d. Criminalistics Laboratories
e. Police Department Organization and Management
4. Adjudication
a. Court Delay
b. Witnesses and Jurors
c. Court Recording
5. Impact Program Publicity Campaign
PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION
A. Goals
The objective of the Impact Program is to affect a tangible reduction
in the incidence of the target crimes in the selected cities.
Specifically, the aim is to halt the increase in these crimes and
to achieve a 5% reduction in two years and a 20% decrease in
lfive years.
B. Management
The major responsibility for developing the impact program lies

with the city. The basic data for planning, implementation and



aval «.*.0 will be developed by the cities.

The LEAA Regional Offices and the State Planning Agencies will play
a significant role in the overall design of the pregram, in
monitoring its progress and in evaluating its effects.

. Crime Specific Planning

The program will focus on the three basic elements of any criminal
act: the offender, the victim, and the crime setting. It will
also stress development of an appropriate criminal justice system
response in terms of prevention, deterrence, detection and
apprehension, adjudication and post-adjudication processes. The
target crimes will provide direction for the actions taken within

the system.

To assist the impact cities in the indepth analysis of target
crimes that is needed for program development, the Statistics
Division of the National Institute has suggested the adoption of
certain data collection and audit procedures. These recommendations
include the following:
(1) Incident data: information from incident reports and
arrest records should be organized differently and in more
detail than is generally done by police agencies. The
first requirement is that the victim-offender relationship
be determined. Second, the distribution and characteristics
of specific criminal events are needed. It is useful to have
data available for small geographic areas, and a precinct
or police district is the minimum acceptable for planning

purposes. Strategies will vary by the location of crimes;

the type of place in which off-street crime occurs, and the
type of neighborhood. In addition, information on the
number of offenders, apparent age, weapons, and apparent

motive can also prove useful.

(2) Arrest data: characteristics of the arrestee should be
examined along with the offense. These characteristics in
aggregate can provide useful insights into the target

population.

The Division is also suggesting formats that will facilitate the
processing of incident and arrest data. It recommends that an indepen-
dent audit of the statistics be .carried out routinely since the maintenance

of integrity and credibility of the statistics is essential.

VI EVALUATION

The Impact Program is designed to demonstrate the effectiveness of
comprehensive programs to reduce stranger-to-stranger crimes and burglary.
The value of this two-year effort depends on three elements: effective
planning, consistent implementation and rigorous evaluation.

The National Institute will assist in the design of a comprehensive
evaluation program that will measure the actual effect of the program

on crime rates in the impact cities ana the effectiveness of the action

projects in achieving the program goals.

Three levels of evaluation will be required to adequately assess the
program. Each project in the impact program will contain an evaluation
component, and the cities will be responsibie for this effort. The

second level of evaluation will involve groupings of projects, both



within a city and across all eight cities. The Institute will perform
these comparative evaluations. The final level is a “macroscopic"
evaluation to determine the extent to which crime reduction goals

are met. The latter will be accomplished by a large scale victimization
survey conducted for the National Institute by the Census Bureau.
Interviewing will take place in a probability sample of some {0,000 -
12,000 households in each city. The first survey will cover July

1971 - July 1972, the "before" measurement. A second survey will be
conducted in January 1975 for the period Jdanuary - December 1974.
Evaluation of crime reduction will be based on victimization rather

than reported crimes..

@
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Dear Friend:

The Urban Studies Center at Portland State University is conducting

a survey at the request of the Portland High Crime Impact Task Force.
The topics included in the survey include characteristics and experi-
ences of victims of robberjes and burglaries during 1971.

Your household has been selected by scientific sampling methods to be
included in the survey. An interviewer from the Urban Studies Center
will call on you shortly to ask you some questions. Your participa-
tion in this voluntary survey is very important since your household
has been chosen to represent many other households. The information
you provide will help the Task Force to plan new programs and evaluate
existing ones. :

Your answers to the Urban Studies Center interviewer are confidential
and will be used only to produce statistical totals. If you have any
questions, please call the Urban Studies Center (229-4015) and ask

for the Crime Survey Project.
SincZw,
’ ?

Leon R. Arens
Project Director

Thank you for your cooperation.

LRA/jc

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
City HALL

TERRY D. SCHRUNK

MAYOR

HowARD P. TRAVER
EXECUTIVE ASSIGTANT

DAvin H, DockHAM
EXECUTIVE ASSIBTANT

KEITH L. JONES
ADMINISTRATIVE ASSI8TANT

C1iTY OF PORTLAND
OREGON

MARY V, TOBKIN
ADMINIBTRATIVE BECRETARY

October 19, 1972

To Whom It May Concern:

This is to introduce Marcia Angelos. She is 2 member of a research
team sponsored by the Portland High Crime Impact program, and
she is authorized to conduct interviews with selected 1971 victims

of robberies and burglaries in the City of Portland, The goal of

the project is to provide more information to assist in the reduction

of crime in the city.

Your cooperation in this interview will be appreciated.

Yours truly,
s g
Keith L. Jones

Administrative Assistant

KI.J. P
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Type of crime
(cleared or uncleared)

11

Victim's name

Victim's address

Address of crime

Date of crime

Case number

INTERVIEWER'S RECORD

Interviewer's name

Contacts ]

Completed interview

ot at home

Other (specify)

Time interview began

Time interview ended

VICTIM'S RESIDENCE

Single faﬁi]y home
Duplex

Rooming house ____
Mobile home

Other (specify)

Apartment House:
up to 8 units
9 to 20 units ___

over 20 units

If it's a business or an institution, describe the building.
Such as: service station, school, store, etc.




RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY e RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY _ | 13

112 Page 2
1. How long have you Tived at this address?
a. less than one year Go to Q. 2 ® 7. Was anybody in your home when it was burglarized?
b. 1 to 5 years Go to @. 3 a. yes  Go to @ 10
c. 6 to 10 years Go to Q. 3 b. no Go to §. 8
d. more than 10 years Go to Q. 3
8. Why weren't you at home?
2. How many times have you moved in the past year? @ a. vregular working]hourz :
a. one b. vacation or prolonged absence
b. two c. Jjust stepped out for a moment
c. three d. regular short-term absence
d. four or more e. other (specify)
f. don't know
3. Do you rent, lease, or own your home (apartment)? ®
a. rent Go to §. o 9. Before you left, do you remember: Mark each and every appropriate category
b. Tease Go to Q. & a. closing and locking all the doors
C. own Go to Q. 4 b. closing and locking all the windows
c. Tleaving a light burning
d. asking the neighbors to keep an eye on the place
4. What is the assessed valuation of your home? ® e. other (specify?
a. under $5,000 f. none of the above )
b. $5,000 to $10,000 g. don't know
c. g]0,000 to %]5,000 Go to Q. 11
d. $15,000 to $20,000 .
e. $20,000 to $25,000 . 10. How many people were there at the time
f. $25.000 to $35.000 o a. one
g. $35,000 to $55,000 b. two
h. $55,000 and above c. three
i. don't know d. four or more
J. refused
s 11. Did you know that a burglary was taking place?
5. What is your monthly rent? a. yes
a. under $45 b. no
b. %45 to %85 ’
c. %85 to $110
d. $110 to $130 P 12. What did you do?
e. $130 to $155 a. call the police
f. $155 to $185 b. call a neighbor v
g. $185 to $225 c. wait quietly until the burglar(s) had left
h. $225 to $300 : d. other (specify)
i. over $300 e. don't know
Jj. refused °®
~ 13. Did you see the burglar(s)?
6. I understand that you were the victim of a burglary on » 1971, a. yes Go to Q. 14
About what time did it happen? - : b. no Go to Q. 18
a. don't know .
b. day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.) '.
c. evening ( 6 p.m. to midnight)
d. night (midnight to 6 a.m.)
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14.

16.

16a.

17.

18.

19.

20.

114

How many were there?

a.
b.
C.
d.

Which of the following details could you tell the police about the burglar(s)?

.
b.
c.
d.
e.

How

one
two

three or more
don't know

age If so, ask how old

sex If yes, ask which sex and note
race If yes, ask which race and note
clothes

height

weight

physical build
facial features
other (specify)

you ever seen this person before?
yes
no

your neighbors see the burglar?
yes Go to Q. 17
no Go to Q. 18
don't know Go to Q. 18

any of your neighbors seen this person before?
yes
no

did you find out that you had been burglarized? Note each and

every appropriate category.

—hmc:z_ncrm(::r: -Hh Mmoo o
=

oo O
. oo
=

saw evidence of the break-in
noticed that property was missing
police notified me

neighbor notified me

other (specify)
don't know

did the burglar(s) get in?
entered unlocked door
entered unlocked window
broke or forced window
broke into Tocked door
other (specify)
don't know

yau see the place where the burglar broke in from the street?
yes
no

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY
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21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

Do you have an alarm system in your house (apartment)?
a. yes Go to Q. 22
b. no Go to Q. 25

Is it a silent alarm or a noise alarm?
a. silent
b. noise

Did the alarm go off during the burglary?
a. yes Go to . 25

b. no Go to Q. 24

c. don't know Go to Q. 25

Why not?

a. malfunction

b. alarm wasn't turned on ‘

c. entry point was not connected to alarm system
d. burglar disconnected alarm

e. other (specify) -

f. don't know

Who reported the burglary to the police?
a. victim

b. companion

c. observer

d. neighbor

e. other (specify)

How Tong did it take the police to arrive?
a. 1less than 2 hours (specify)

b. 2 to 5 hours

c. within 24 hours

d. 2 to 5 days v

e. never showed up

f. don't know

When the police arrived, what was the first thing that they did?
Interviewer probe: what was the next thing, ete. -

115
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32a.

33.

34.

35.

116

How soon after the burglary did the police make an arrest?

QJ(ZDE ~Hh O OO T
2 P

o oo

O T oo g
a e e . o,
[a®

o
o

Q0O T I oo I
« .+ e« O P
=

id

immediately or while the burglar was in the act
within 2 hours from the time of the burglary
between 2 and 24 hours after the burglary
within a few weeks

don't know  Go to Q. 30

never did Go to Q. 30

were the police able to find the person(s) who burglarized you?
victim's physical description of the burglary, or description by
member of the household

neighbor's physical description of the burglar

clues Teft at the scene of the crime

identification of stolen items

don't know

the stolen items have any identifying marks?
yes

no

don't know

you marked any of the stolen items for identification?
yes Go to Q. 32
no Go to Q. 34

were they marked?

Tist of serial numbers
engraving
Other (specify)
don't know

ere any of the stolen items recovered?

yes
no
don't know

the identification help the police to recover the items?
yes

no

don't know

Do you have burglary insurance?

a.
b.

Was
a.
b.

yes . Go to Q. 35
no Go to Q. 36

the Toss reported to your insurance company?
yes
no

e
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36.

37.

38.

How many times has your home been burglarized in the past five years?

o0 o

How
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

If some were not reported, go to Q. 38.

Why

—3Q —hHh 0O O T

one
two

three

four or more

many of those burglaries were reported to the poiice?
one

two

three

four or more

don't know

didn't you report that (those) burglary(s)?

nothing could be done - lack of proof

didn't think it was important enough

police wouldn't want to be bothered ‘

didn't want to take the time - too inconvenient .
private or personal matter - didn't want to report it
didn't want to get involved

afraid of reprisal

reported it to someone else

other (specify)

To finish up the interview, I have a few background questions for you.

39.

40.

In the block where your house is, how many different families or
households do you know well enough to speak to once a week?

a.

b
c.
d.
e

one
two

three or more
none

don't know

Were you confident in the police before the burglary?

“-H MO a0 T

yes, very confident
yes, somewhat confident
undecided

no, not very confident
no, no confidence at all
other (specify)

If all were reported go to q.

3
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41.

42.

43.

44,

45,

46.

118

Were you confident in the police after the burglary?
yes, very confident

yes, somewhat confident

undecided

no, not very confident

no, no confidence at all

other (specify

-0 o0 o

Have you considered moving (or did you move) out of the neighborhood
because of the burglary?
a. yes, considered moving

b. yes, did move
c. no
d. don't know

Have you or other members of the household changed any of your habits
because of the burglary?

a. yes Go to Q. 44

b. no Go to §. 45

c. don't know Go to q. 45

What have been the changes? Note answer

Is there anything you can think of now that might have prevented the
burglary? Note answer

If no Why not?

[ {

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY
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47. Note victim's sex
a. female
b. male

48. Note vietim's race

a. white
b. negro
e. other

119
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1. How long have you lived at this address?
a. less than 1 year Go to q. 2
b. 1 to 5 years Go to Q. 3
c. b6 to 10 years Go to Q. 3
d. more than 10 years Go to @. 3
2. How many times have you moved in the past five years?
a. one
b. two
c. three
d. four or more
3. Do you rent, lease or own your home (apartment)?
a. vrent
b. Tlease
C. own
4. T understand you were the victim of a robbery on , 1971

About what time did it happen?

a. don't know

b, day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.)

c. evening ( 6 p.m. to midnight)

d. Night %midnight to 6 a.m.?

5. Remembering back to that time, would you please describe as fully as
possible where and how the robbery took place? Interviewer probe:
be sure to fiud the exact location of the robbery.

6. How far from your home did the incident take place?
one block

two to five blocks

five to ten bTocks

over 10 blocks

don't know

Moo

INDIVIDUAL ROBBERY .
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7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

What were you doing there?

en route to or from work/business
shopping, running an errand, etc.
visiting a friend or acqua1ntance
taking a walk
don't know
other (specify)

-h OO T ®

Were you alone?

a. yes Go to Q. L0
b. no Go to Q. 9

Who was with you?

a. member of the family
b. friend or acquaintance
c. pet or watch dog

d. other (specify)

ow often did you walk or drive past that spot before the robbery occurred?
every day

.- a few times a week

monthly

rarely

never before

don't know

~HhD o 0 O 2

In the block where the robbery took place, how many people do you know
well enough to speak to once a week?

one

two

three or more

none

don't know

a0 oT

Now, speaking of the robbery itself, did you see the robber before he(she)
actually held you ufs?

a. yes

b. no

How did the robber(s) approach you? Interviewer probe: where was he
before the robbery - where did he come from? Note answer.
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14. How many robbers were there? ® 22. Did the robber(s) hit or attack you?
) ’ ‘ a. yes
E: ; B. no
c. 3
g goﬁftmﬁgﬁw 23. Did you resist?
°® a. yes
b. no
15. Did you know the robber(s) before the robbery?
d. yes Go to Q- Z6 24 were T
« . you injured?
b. no Go to Q. 17 a. yes
S b. no
16. How is @hat you knew this person?
g igT;é¥v2ember 25. During the robbery did you call or yell for help?
c. neighbor E' yes Go to Q. 27
d. acquaintance » Mo Go to Q. 26
e. fellow worker o
f. other (specify) \ 26. Why didn't you call for help?
a. too frightened
17. Why do you think this person robbed you? 2. ﬁgltezguoﬂet¥§:1d respond
a. needed the money d. other (sgecif )
b. personally disliked you @ e. don't knpw M
c. Jjust happened to be there - don 0
d. other (specify)
1 * .
e. don't know 27. Did anyone see you robbed?
a. yes
18, Did the robber threaten you? ® b. no
a. yes
b. no 28. Who called the police?
a. victim
. b. witness
?
19. g1d ;22 robber have a weapon? . c. relative
b. no d. neighbor
. e. other (specify)
f. don't know
A n «
20. g1d ygg See a weapon: 29. When were the police called?
b. %’0" ® a. immediately after the robbery
) b. more than an hour after the robbery
‘ c.  a d?y after the robbery
21 What was the weapon? . d. don't know
g' gﬂ;fe ; 30. How Tong did it take the police to arrive
’ . ' a. less than 5 minutes
g' gié;]gl;,(goglé%fb())ttle, etc. o b. from 5 to 10 minutes
) P y ; c. from 10 to 30 minutes
; d. from 30 minutes to an hour
3 e. more than one hour
i f. didn't show up
® g. don't know
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31. When the police arrived, what was the first thing they did? ) ® 36. Why ;1‘1%1R]'t you r{gpgrtdthat(t?osi) r];obbem]g(s)?
; obe: what was the next thing, ete. ' a. nothing cou € done - lack ot proo

Interviever probe: what va g b. didn't think it was important enough
c. the police wouldn't want to be bothered
d. didn't want to take the time - too inconvenient
e. private or personal matter - didn't want to report it

® f. didn't want to get involved
g. afraid of reprisal
h. reported to someone else
i. other (specify)
3. Which of the following details could you tell the police about the robber(s)?
) w old and note

g: :gi z; gg: Zgé ZZich sex and note ® 37. Were you confident in the police before the robbery?

c. race if so, ask which race and note a. yes, very confi dent.:

d. clothes b. yes, §omewhat confident

e. height c. undecided _

£. weight d. no, not very confident

g. physical build e. no, no confidence at all

h. facial features ° f. other (specify)

i. other (specify)

38. Were you confident in the police after the robbery?
33. How soon after the robbery were the police able to make an arrest? a. yes, very confident
a. immediately ' b. vyes, §omewhat confident
b. within a few hours" ® c¢. undecided _
c. within a few days d. no, not very confident
d. within a few weeks e. no, no confidence at all
' £

e. don't know other (specify)

34. How many times have you been robbed in the past five years? e 39. 2’\0 finish up the interview, I have a few background questions to ask you.
re you:
ﬁ' %Qg a. single
c. three b. married
d. four or more g. S;Zg;ggd
. "t know .
e dontine o e. separated
. these robberies were reported to the police : . N .

» E?W Eﬁgy of P 40. Do you have any children Tiving with you?
b. two a. yes
c. three b. no
d. four or more ®
e. don't know 5
If some weren't reported, go to Q. 365 if all were reported, go to §. 87 41. What was the highest grade or year of regular school you attended?

a. never attended school
b. elementary (1-8)

c. high school (9-12)

d. college
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42.

43.

44.

45,

46,

47.

48.

49,

50.

126

What is your age? Note answer

At the time of the robbery, were you:

. looking for work

working full time

working part time

working part time and keeping house
working part time and going to school
keeping house only

retired

. other (specify)
If vietim works at all or is retired, ask Q's 43 and 44. If vietim
does not work, move to Q. 456

TQ Hh OO QOO O

What type of business or industry did you work in?
Note answer

What was your exact job at the time of the robbery?
Note answer

In what general group shown on this card did your total family income
fall last year, before taxes?

a. Under $2000 g. $8000 to $9999

b. $2000 to $2999 h. $10,000 to $14,999
c. $3000 to $4999 i. $15,000 to $19,999
d. $5000 to $5999 j. $20,000 or more

e. $6000 to $6999 k. don't know

f. $7000 to $7999 1. refused

Have you considered moving (or did you move) because of the robbery?
a. yes
b. no

Do you feel differently about the neighborhood since the robbery?
Note answer

Is there anything that you can think of now that might have prevented
this robbery? Note answer

If no Why not?

INDIVIDUAL ROBBERY
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51.

52.

53.

127

Have you or other members of the household changed any habits as a -

result of the robbery?
Note answer

Note victim's sex

a.
b.

Note viectim's race

a.
b.
.

male
female

white
negro
other
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COMMERCIAL ROBBERY age 2
1. How 1?ng haﬁ this business been at this location? » 5. When the police arrived what was the first thing that they did?
a. Jess than 1 year
b. 1 to 5 years Interviewer probe: What was the next thing, etc.
c. 6 to 10 years Note response
d. more than 10 years
e. don't know
®
2. 1 unders?and that you were the victim of a robbery on , 1971,
Remembering back to the incident, would you please describe as fully as
possibie when and how the robbery took place? )
Note as many details as posatible, especially t . ¢
and the date. P pectally the time of day or night ®
6. Which of the following details could you tell the police about the robber(s)?
a. age If so, ask how old :
b. sex If so, ask which sex
@ c. race If so, ask which race.
d.' clothes'
e. height
f. weight
g. physical build
h. facial features
® i. other
3. Who called the police?
a. yourseif
b. owner | 7. How soon after the robbery were the police able to make an arrest?
C. co-worker a. immediately
d. witness b. within a few hours
e. other (specify) PY c. within a few days
f. don't know - - d. git@lnka few weeks
e on now ‘
4. How long did it take the police to arrive? : . i
o less than 5 micutes p rrive 8. How many times have you or this business been robbed in the past five years?
b. from 5 to 10 minutes o a. one
c. from 10 to 30 minutes b. two
d. from 30 minutes to an hour c. three -
e. more than an hour d. four or more
f. didn't show up e. don't know
g. don't know
* 9. How many of these robberies were reported to the police?
a. one '
b. two
c. three
‘ d. four or more
g If some of the robberies weren't reported, go to §. 10. If all were

reported, go to Q. 11
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10.

11..

12.

13.

14.

15.

Why didn't you report that (those) robbery(s)?

noth1ng could be done - Tack of proof

.didn't think it was important encugh

the po11ce wouldn't want to be bothered

didn't want to take time - too inconvenient

pr1vate or personal matter - didn't want to report it
didn't want to get involved

afraid of reprisal

reported it to someone else

other (specify)

=S5 —hO Do O‘ﬂ)

Were you confident in the police before the robbery?
a. Yes, very confident

b. Yes, somewhat confident

¢. Undecided

d. No, not very confident

e. No, no confidence at all

f. Other (specify)

Were you confident in the police after the robbery?
a. Yes, very confident

b. Yes, somewhat confident

c. Undecided

d. No, not very confident

e. No, no confidence at all

f. Other (specify)

Have you considered moving (or did you move your business) because
of the robbery?

Yes, considered moving

Yes, did move

No

Don't know

Qo oo

Before the robbery, did you have any security devices to prevent
robberies?

a. Yes If so, ask what they were and note answer
b. No

Have any other security devices or security precautions been added
since the robbery?

a. Yes If so, ask which devices or what precautions and note them
b. No

COMMERCIAL ROBBERY 131
Page 4

16.

17.

Is there anything else you can think of now that might have prevented
this robbery?

If no, why not?
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1. How long has this business been at this Tlocation?
a. less than 1 year Go to Q. 2 e
b. 1 to 5 years Go to Q. 8
¢c. 6 to 10 years Go toc Q. 3
d. more than 10 years Go to Q. 3

2. How many times have you meved in the past year? ®
a. one
b. two
c. three
4,  four or more

3. Do you rent, lease or own this location?
a. rent Go to Q. 4
b. lease Go to Q. 4
C. own Go to §. &

4. What is your monthly rent? Note answer.

5. Approximately what is the dollar value of your building and your inventory?

Note answer-.

-~ /I

6. On what days of an average month do you have the Targest amount of cash here? ®

Note answer.

7. I understand you were the victim of a burglary on , 1971.
About what time did it happen? ¢
a. Don't know
b. Day (6 a.m. to 6 p.m.)
c. Evening (6 p.m. to midnight)
d. Night (midnight to 6 a.m.)

8. Was anybody here when you were burglarized?
a. Yes Go to Q. 9
b. No Go to q. 14

133
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

How many people were here at the time?
1

2

3

4 or more
don't know

oo o

was there?
yourself
employees
watchman

other (specify)

a0 o=
e o .4 o T
O

Did you (they) know that a burglary was taking place?
a. yes
b. no

Did you (they) see the burglar(s)?
a. yes
b, no

Which of the following details were you able to tell the police about
the burglar(s)?
a. age If so, ask how old

b. sex If so, ask which sex
C. race If so, ask which race
d. clothes

e. height

f. weight

g. physical build

h. facial features

i. other (specify)

Go to Q. 17

Why wasn't anyone there?

after regular business hours
short term absence {lunch, etc.)
vacation or prolonged absence
other (specify)

o0 T
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15.

16.

17.

18.

20.

21.

OO0 O T
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Before you left, do you remember: Mark each and every appropriate category

c1os1ng and Tlocking all the doors

closing and locking all the windows

leaving a light burning

setting the burglar alarm

asking neighbors to keep an eye on the place
other (specify)
none of the abcve
don't know

oA D QO T

noticed that property was missing
police notified me

other (specify)
don't know

H® O T T

ow did the burglar(s) get in?
entered unlocked door
entered unlocked window
broke or forced window
broke into locked door
other (specify)
don't know

Can you see the place where the burglar broke in from the street?
yes
no

T o

Do you have an alarm system in your business?
a. yes
b. no

Is it a silent alarm or a noise a1arm?

a. silent

b. noise

Did the alarm go off during the burglary?
a. yes Go to Q. 23

b. no Go to Q. 22

c. don't know Go to Q. 23

ow did you find out that you had been burglarized? Mark each and every
saw evidence of the break-in appropriate category

COMMERCIAL BURGLARY
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22. Why not?
a. ma]funct1on
b. alarm wasn't turned on
c. entry point wasn't connected to alarm system
d. burglar disconnected alarm
e. other (specify)
f. don't know
23. Who reported the burglary to the police?
a. yourself
b. companion
c. observer
d. neighbor
e. other (specify)

24.

26.

ow long did it take the police to arrive?
2 to 5 hours:

within 24 hours

2 to 5 days

never showed up

don't know

@ o0 T T
- » & & »

When the police arrived, what was the first thing they did?
Interviewer: probe; what was the next thing, etc.
Note response

How soon after the burglary were the po11ce able to make an arrest?
immediately or in the act

within a few hours

within a few days

within a few weeks

don't know

O oo T
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27. How were the police able to find the person(s) who burglarized you?
a. your (or an employee's) physical description of the burglar
b. your neighbor's physical description of the burglar
c. someone else's description of the burglar
d. clues left at the scene of the crime
e. identification of stolen jtems
f. other (specify)
g. don't know
28. Were any of the stolen items recovered?
a. yes
b. no
29. Had you marked any of the stolen items for identification?
a. yes Go to Q. 30
b. no Go to Q. 32
30. How were they marked?.
a. 1list of serial numbers
b. engraving
c. other (specify)
d. don't know
31. Did this help the police to recover the jtems?
a. yes _
b. no
c. don't know
32. Do you have any burglary insurance?
a. yes
b. no
c. refused to answer Go to Q. 34
33. Was the loss reported to your insurance company?
a. yes
b. no
34. How many times has your business been burglarized in the past five years?
a. one
b. two
c. three
d. four or more
e. don't know

p
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

137

How many of those burglaries were reported to the police?
a. one

b. two

c. three

d. four or more

e, don't know

If some were not reported, go to @. 36. If all reported, go to Q. 37

Why didn't you report that (those) burglary(s)?

." nothing could be done - lack of proof

didn't think it was important enough

police wouldn't want to be bothered

didn't want to take time - too inconvenient

private or personal matter - didn't want to report it
didn't want to get involved

afraid of reprisal

reported it to someone else

other (specify)

S Hho Qoo T

To finish up the interview I have a few background auestions for you.

In the block where your business is located, how many people do you Xnow
well enough to speak to once a week?

a. one

b. two

¢c. three or more
d. none

e. don't know

Were you confident in the police before the burglary?
Yes, very confident

Yes, somewhat confident

Undecided

No, not very confident

No, no confidence at all

Other (specify)

@ 0 TP

Were you confident in the police after the burglary?
a. Yes, very confident

b. Yes, somewhat confident

c. Undecided

d. No, not very confident
e. No, no confidence at all
f. Other (specify)
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40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

Have you considered moving (or did you move your business) out of
this neighborhood because of the burglary.

yes, considered moving

yes, moved

no

don't know

oan oo

Have you == other members of the business changed any of your habits
as a re.. .. of the burglary?

a. yes

b. no

What have been the changes?

Note response

Is there anything you can think of now that might have prevented the
burglary? _ : ‘ "

Note response

If no Why not

Note victim's sex
a. male
b. female

Note vietim's race
a. white
b. mnegro
¢. - other

139

PHYSICAL SURVEY

Type of Crime

(cleared or uncleared)

Victim's Name
Victim's Address
Address of crime
Case Number

Census Tract Number

INTERVIEWER: For ROBBERY - COMMERCIAL (except for robbery of a cab driver),
BURGLARY - RESIDENTIAL, and BURGLARY -~ COMMERCIAL, before entering the
premises, take note of the area immediately surrounding the victim's home

or business establishment. For ROBBERY - INDIVIDUAL, check out the immediate
area where the robbery actually occurred after the interview is completed.

In all cases you need not leave the target biock, but do include the areas
directly across the street from all four sides of that block. We appreciate
your cooperation as this will help us to typify the neighborhood environment.

1.

2.

Indicate a rough approximation, expressed in percentages, of each type
of land use found in your area (for example, single family residential 50% ,
multifamily buildings 25% , etc.

a. single family residertial
b. multifamily buildings
(1) high rise
(2) Tow rise
commercial retail
commercial wholesale
industrial/manufacturing/warehouse
open space
(1) parks
(2) playgrounds
(3) other (specify)
g. institutional
(1) education
(2) cultural
(3) medical
(4) religious
(5) public administration
. entertainment
i. vacant land

“H O

How adequate is the street 1ighting in the area? (Note: It is generally
accepted practice to have street lights on each intersection and spaced
120-160 feet apart throughout the block.)

a. excellent - lights at each intersection and spaced throughout the bTlock
b. Ssatisfactory - lights at each intersection and some lights irregularly

spaced throughout the block.
c. unsatisfactory - lights at intersections only
d. poor - Tights at some intersections or no lights at all
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3.

Qdk) A

How would you characterize the overall physical condition of the area?

a. sound - housing and buildings well maintained

etc.) and unkept (tall grass, weeds, etc.).
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INTERVIEWER: Fi11 in the following using the map above

4.

The incident occurred in square
NOTE: Mark square on the map with an X

Locate each street Tight in the area with an 0 on the map

There are total street Tights in the area.
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. . (i.e., paint not
peeling or walls crumbling), Tawns and parks trimmed and uncluttered, etc.)
b. deteriorating - some housing and buildings showing wear, unkept lawns
and open space.
c. dilapidated - most of the housing and buildings poorly maintained or
abandoned, Tawns and open space cluttered (garbage, abandoned autos,

Write in the street names on the map (Ex., Street D = E. Burnside)

PHYSICAL SURVEY
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Please answer the following for all categories except ROBBERY - INDIVIDUAL

8. How would you characterize the physical condition of the house or building

where the incident occurred?
a. sound - house or building well maintained (i.e., paint not peeling
or walls crumbling), lawns or parking area well kept and uncluttered)
b. deteriorating - house or building shows some wear, surrounding area
In some disarray.
c. dilapidated - house or building clearly beyond repair, surrounding
area cluttered and unkept.

9. Is there anything unusual about the house or building which sets it apart
from the surrounding neighborhood?

Please answer the last question for all categories.

10. Is there anything else that you noted which would be of particular value
in typifying the neighborhood?
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The following report is by Beryl Linn, one of the project interviewers.
She was asked to write about the significant things she noticed that perhaps
would not show up on the questionnaire.

During the victimization survey, I interviewed primariiy in the North-
east and Southeast sections of Portland. 1 interviewed black and white
people, very rich to very poor and young to elderly. In this section I
will note some interesting things that were perhaps not covered in the
questionnaire--some things that fit a pattern or that I saw repeating them-
selves.

I noticed a Tot of racism, especially in the areas peripheral to
Albina. Whites of all ages and income levels said that crime in their
neighborhood was caused by blacks. Some people were blatant ébout it,
saying that "because there are a lot of coloreds around here people get
robbed. "

Others would say, "It is the neighborhood. You know how the neigh-
borhood has changed. Now I haven't got aﬁything against -3 mixed neigh-
borhood, but . . . well, you know." In neighborhoods Tike Irvington and
Alameda, just about everyone I interviewed pointed.out their proximity
to Albina. Even if victims had been robbed or burglarized by a White,A
they would say they had expected the criminal to be black. | N

Interviewing in Albina, I found that blacks would say that the criﬁe
problem was caused by population density or the econowmic status of the |
neighborhood. One man said, "It's a ghetto. What do you expect?" Ancther
said, "There's so many people. If you live where there's lots of people,

I guess you can expect to get hit."
In close-in Southeast there was considerable referénce to hippies

as the cause of neighborhood deterioration and crime.
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In cases where the burglar or robber had been identified, it was
almost unanimously young males in their teens or early twenties. Females
were identified in only two of the cases I interviewed, and they were
both estimated as being of eighth grade age.

In Northeast Portland, most of the victims I interviewed told me
about neighbors who had been victimized and often they told me about
burglaries and robberies in just about every house along théir street.

In both Northeast and Southeast, victims I interviewed were upset
about the crime rate. They didn't cite statistics or studies, but seemed
upset because of experiences they or their neighbors had had.

Some victims I had interviewed had taken protective measures: two
had installed elaborate electronic alarm systems, two had installed bars
across sliding patio doors, some had put double Tocks on doors and nailed
windows shut and some were involved in informal and formal organization
with other neighbors for the'purpose of watching each other's property
(this was especially true in upper income white areas). In the older
neighborhoods closer in, most respondents said they wouldn't go out alone
at night, and some older women said they were afraid to go out in the day-
time for fear of having their purse snatched. Everyone I talked with
seemed to be careful about locking up, even if they were home during the
day.

Without going back through the questionnaires to count, it seems to
me a significant proportion of burglary entries were made at Tocations
clearly visible from the street. In a few cases_the victim came home to
find his front door broken in. In one especially interesting case the

burglarized house sat fairly close to a usually busy through-street, with
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no shrubbery concealing it. To gain entry the burglars knocked the front
door in, so that the victim found it lying shattered in the living room.

With regard to the question about the victim's confidence in the
police, several times when I was interviewing a family, the parents would
say that they were confident in the police and the child would make faces
and say that they didn't 1ike the police. The parents would reprimand
the child and reaffirm their confidence in the police. One woman whose
daughter was present said she was confident in the police and then told
the daughter to go outside and play. Then she said that she didn't want
her daughter toc hear how she really felt and that when her son had been
in trouble the police had treated her, the mother, as though she were the
criminal.

People who said they had no confidence in the police usually said
they felt that way because the police weren't deterring burglaries and
robberies. Those who said they were confident in the police usually added
that the police couldn't do much about deterring crimes. Whites often
held negative attitudes about the police because they felt the police
hadn't done as much as they could have in following up information. Blacks
of moderate income had somewhat the same complaint, but added that they
didn't expect much. Several poor btacks laughed loudly when asked about
their confidence in the police.

A few victims complained that the police treated them more Tike a
criminal than they did the real criminal. In explaining their Tack of
confidence in the police, a black family told me about their daughter
coming home to find there were burglars in the basement. She ran to a

neighbor's house to get her husband. The neighbor called the police and
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her husband ran home and pulied his gun out of a drawer. The husband met
the police at the door, telling them the burglars were in the basement.
Spotting the gun in his hand, the police drew their guns on the husband,
handcuffed him, his wife and the neighbor and took them down to the police
station while the burglars continued to work. It was not easy for the
three to be released and the burglars were never apprehended.

From interviewing some victims of commerical robberies (Piaid Pantry
stores and other late night groceries and gas stations), I found that
robbery seems to be an expected hazard of such businesses. I talked to
a store manager about two robberies and he had trouble remembering their
details because there had been so many.

The manager had an interesting idea for a security device he thought
would be safe and effective: a flashing red Tight on the top of the store.
It could be activated by a foot button to notify neighbors or passersby
or patroimen that a robbery was happening.

While the questionnaire didn't ask it, I thought that the property
stolen most often was significant. Those items most often mentioned
were television sets, stereo equipment, radios, cameras, binoculars,
jewelry and cash. Victims often said that burglars had virtually ransacked
their homes, dumping out things like sugar bowls, powder boxes and drawers
attempting to find cash.

The most significant thing I noticed during the sufvey was how up-
tight people are about crime and how frightened many of them are of
being victimized, not just of losing property but of being physically

hurt. I was also astounded at how blatant some of the robberies and
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burglaries were in terms of the time of day and the visibility of the

crime. I was impressed with the degree that people seem to be watching
for suspicious activity around them. As more than one person said,

"What's this world coming to!®
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Interview with Floyd Woody, Manager, Broadway Cab, December 6, 1972.

Mr. Woody has been manager of Broadway Cab since November, 1971.
Since that time, the company:has sustained between 20 and 25 cab robberies.
Except for two of them, they occurred in Albina and were done by blacks.
The two outside Albina were at S.E. 82nd and N.E. 82nd and Fremont.

When Woody arrived at Broadway Cab, his dispatchers weren't send-
ing cabs into Albina. He changed that, but he says that a driver still
has the right to refuse to take a call. 1If a driver arrives at his
address and finds no porch Tight on and no one in sight, he will probably
leave immediately.

When a driver picks up a fare who gives him a fictititous address
(such as under the Steel Bridge) or says "just start driving, I'11 tell
you where Tater," he knows he's got a robber aboard. In both cases,
the cabby will stop the cab.until the fare gives him a good address.

If.a driver starts toward a destination with a fare aboard and
suspects that the person is a robber, he can alert the dispatcher, who
will alert other cabs in the destination area to cover the victim cab.

A cabby will also turn his inside light on as a clue to police or other
cabs that he is in danger.

Woody said that in about a year Broadway Cab will have an elaborate
piece of equipment, costing about $30,000, that will help protect
drivers. FEach cab will have an accessible, but not discernable (to the
passenger), switch that will trigger a warningv1ight in the dispatcher's
office. The cabby will be able tc use it in case of either a robbery

or an accident.
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Broadway has 115 cabs, and about 95 percent of them are out during
the daytime and 85 percent are out during the night. Between 2 a.m. and
6 a.m. only about ten cabs are out.

When a cabby goes on duty, he has enough change for his first fare,
between $10 and $20. Cabs don't drop their cash at any time during their
runs. Robbers generally try to time their robbery at the end of the
cabby's shift, when he has the most money. They try to figure that out.
by how much is written on the cabby's trip ticket, sc cabbys turn it
upside down as a preventative measure. The biggest robbery during Woody's
tenure has been $200, and the average is about $30. July and August are
the biggest robbery months.

The robbers are almost always armed, carrying either a knife or gun.
When Woody arrived, cabbys were carrying guns, and he stopped that.

Out of the 25 robberies in the past year, there have been 3 or 4
apprehensions. They were cases where police or cover cabs were on the
scene. The robberies are reported only if the amount of cash taken was
significant and if there were enough clues.

None of the cabs are insured against robbery--there is no insurance
for it.

Woody says that an equally serious problem the cabs have is the "no
pay" customer, again in the black community. In these cases, either the
fare runs away at the end of the trip or he tries to create a scene,
attracting other blacks and outnumbering the white driver. Woody says

these happen at a rate of three or four a day.
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Interview with Mel Cline, Superintendent of Radio Cab Co. The
Manager of Radio Cab was hospitalized because of a heart attack.

Mr..Cline didn't have a clear idea of how many robberizs Radio Cab
had sustained during the last year. His first answer was 3 or 4, but
he agreed that it must be on par with Broadway, which had about 23
robberies, according to its manager. Cline did say that Radio simply
doesn't keep track of the robberies.

Radio Cab has 105 cabs in its fleet, and an average o7 95 are on
the streets all the time, except for the early morning hours.

Radio does use one preventative measure that Broadway does not.

A Radio driver won't stop if he's flagged down in the middle of Albina.
But Radio drivers do respond to calls to good addresses in Albina.

Cline said that Radio's attitutde toward robberies is that as long
as the driver isn't hurt, the cash taken is negligible. A Radio driver
was killed four or five years ado on a run to Vancouver, but the company
has been Tucky since then with none of them hurt.

A typical robbeny seems to be the same as with Broadway, with the
robber holding a knife at the driver's throat or a gun at his head. Cline
said that robbers seem to be 50% white and 50% black. He said that
drivers who are robbed generally go straight to the police station to

look at mug shots.
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