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THE NATURE AND EXTENT OF CRIME IN MASSACHUSETTS

I. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THE REPORT

This report has been prepared to provide a detailed and
thorough analysis of the nature, distribution, and growth of
"serious crime" in Massachusetts. The term "serious crime"
includes those offenses which are generally implicit in
references to "crime in the streets," such as murder, rape and

robbery. While the Committee on Law Enforcement and Administration

of Criminal Justice is seriously concerned about the many other
types of crime not included in this report, these serious crimes
are of greatest concern to the citizens of the Commonwealth.

The Committee on Law Enforcement is primarily concerned
with effecting a reduction in serious crime through the develop-
ment of crime-specific programs in large cities and by improving
the performance and efficiency of the state and local criminal
justice agencies in Massachusetts. If criminal justice agencies
are to allocate their resources properly and design effective
anti~-crime programs, they must have accurate and up-to-date crime
statistics. While statistics by themselves frequently fail to
suggest clear directions for policy, the availability of
appropriate data does allow public officials to extract some
basic patterns and assess their implications for the planning
and development of anti-crime programs.

The purpose of this report is to compile and interpret
existing crime statistics for recent years in Massachusetts.
It offers these data in a format which enables the public and
criminal justice officials to better understand the crime problem.
It is an attempt to use statistics to develop an overall
perspective on crime in the Commonwealth. While it does not
eliminate the need to undertake more detailed local analyses, it
does provide a basis for initial decision making and planning to
develop effective anti-crime programs.

B. SOURCES OF CRIME STATISTICS

The primary source of data on the incidence and distribution
of crime in the United States is the Uniform Crime Reports (UCR),
published by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The UCR is
compiled annually from data reported by local law enforcement
agencies representing 92 percent of the national population.

The UCR distinguishes between index and non-index crimes.
There are seven Crime Index offenses:




grand larceny ($50 and above);
auto theft.

1) murder and non-negligent manslaughter;
2) forcible rape;

3) robbery;

4) aggravated assault;

5) Dburglary;

6)

7)

The Crime Index offenses are those crimes generally believed
to be most serious and most likely to be reported to the police.
Although these crimes comprise less than ten percent of all
crimes reported to the police (and an even smaller percentage
of the actual victimized population), they instill the greatest
fear in the general public. When citizens express concern about
"crime in the streets," they are typically referring to the
Crime Index offenses. This report will concern itself exclusively
with the index offenses.

cC. INTERPRETING CRIME DATA

The data compiled in the Uniform Crime Reports are derived
from only reported offenses. This produces a weakness in the
data begause it is a well documented fact that offenses known to
thg police constitute only a fraction of the actual amount of
crime committed in any locality. Victimization surveys typically
dlscloge substantial under-reporting for all offense categories
¢xcepting murder and auto theft. The degree of under-reporting
1s related to the nature of the offense (for example, rape is
reported less frequently than burglary and burglary less frequently
than robbery), to the socio-~economic composition of the community,
and to the community's perception of the police (which is in
turn related to police attitudes and procedures).

. ?here are other important weaknesses in the UCR data. The
definitions of the individual index crimes are somewhat arbitrary
and frequently exclude offenses which are virtually identical to
those counted in the Crime Index. (A theft of $49 is not included
in the Index, while one of $51 is.) The use of fixed monetary
amounts in the definition of grand larceny (the most common index
crime) during an inflationary period means that the UCR index will
rise even if the actual acts of larceny and other crimes involving
stolep property remain static, simply because inflation increases
the likelihood that the value of goods stolen in a particular
crime will exceed $50.

The distinction between index and non-index crime often depends
on thg judgment of the patrolman making the report. (For example,
when is an assault "aggravated"?) Police departments have different
stapdards in these matters, just as they do for deciding whether
a8 given act will result in a criminal charge.

A somewhat different kind of problem is the lack of any
welghting by seriousness of offense: the Index equates murder
or forcible rape with auto theft. This lack of weighting
heavily biases the Index in favor of property crimes (which in
1972 constituted 91 percent of all index offenses reported in

Massachusetts). Thus a ten percent reduction in shoplifting of
valuable items would more than offset a doubling of both rape
and murder -- at least as far as Crime Index rates are
concerned.

It should also be noted that the crime rates reported in
the UCR, which are calculated in terms of offenses per 100,000
persons, are not exceptionally valid indicators of t.o2 actual
likelihood of victimization in most areas. Crime rates vary
enormously even within very limited geographical areas: the
incidence of armed robbery in the densely populated core of the
typical urban area may be hundreds of times that experienced
by a suburban community only a few miles away. The concentration
of crime in particular neighborhcods within a city may mean that
virtually all its residents experience either substantially
more or substantially less crime than the city's overall UCR
statistics would indicate.

Even if there were not substantial geographic or socio-
economic variations in crime, the UCR crime rates would still
be statistical abstractions because likelihood of victimization
obviously depends on personal circumstances. While a given
offense may occur at a very low rate per 100,000 total population,
if only a very restricted segment of the population actually
stands threatened by that crime, those persons may individually
have a very high likelihood of victimization, and that crime
may pose a serious threat to their safety. The likelihood of
rape for women as a sub-group of the population is at least
twice the UCR rate, because men are not potential victims.
Similarly, the proportion of all automobile owners having their
cars stolen in a given year is far higher than the UCR auto
theft rate, which projects the same number of offenses over the
entire population. This is not a minor statistical point, for
the actual fear of crime experienced by individuals is a result
of their own perceived likelihood of victimization, not the
average crime rate reported in a community.

In spite of these qualifications, the UCR statistics are
the only general crime incidence data presently available, and
it is important to understand the potential uses of these data.
Most criticisms of the UCR data focus on their deficiencies as
measures of the absolute or the actual level of crime in a
community. Certainly there are substantial differences between
UCR figures and true victimization rates. However, in most
practical anti-crime applications, the concern is not with the
absolute level of crime but rather with measuring relative
variations in crime. Did burglary increase last year? Does
Worcester have more robberies than Springfield? UCR statistics




can bg used as relative measures of crime in answering these
questions to ?be extent that any disparity between UCR rates
and "true" crime rates is relatively constant.

A detailed discussion of the reliability and validity of
the UCR is beyond the scome of this report. It will suffice
to say that reporting rates vary, often substantially, among.
neighborhoods; different cities have different recording
procedure§; but both reporting rates and record-keeping practices
are changlng over time, bringing the UCR statistics closer to
actual v%ctlmization rates. In spite of the foregoing disclaimers
the Committee feels that the UCR statistics are very useful '
relat;ve measures of crime, especially for comparisons over
relatlvgly short time spans or among communities of similar size
and social structure. The statistical analyses below have taken
these limitations into account.

II. THE GENEF«#L INCIDENCE OF SERIQUS CRIME IN MASSACHUSETTS,
1968~1972

Massachusetts, like every other state, has experienced a
ateady increase in most categories of crime during the past
decade. 1972 marked the first major departure from this
pattern. While reported crimes against persons continued to
climb, crime against property declined slightly and, due to
the previocusly mentioned preponderance of property crime in
the UCR Crime Index, a small decrease in the Index
resulted.

Table 1 displays the numbers and rates of each index
offense reported in Massachusetts over the five-ypar period
1968-1972; 1972 rates for the United States are presented for
comparison. Each property offense decreased slightly from
1971 to 1972, a trend that was duplicated in many other states.

The decrease in property crime should be viewed in the
light of past crime trenws. During the five years prior to
1972, crime rates for each index offense increased each year
without exception. The most dramatic increases occurred in
robbery (up 169 percent), burglary (up 98 percent), and grand
larceny (up 129 percent). Overall, the number of reported
index crimes almost doubled, rising from 100,989 offenses in
1967 to 200,796 in 1971. The index crime rate increased 87
percent during this period.

While this increase can in part be attributed to better
reporting procedures and a larger population of individuals
susceptible (in a statistical sense) to criminal activity
(10-25 year olds), the marked increases in robbery, burglary,
and larceny strongly suggest that a proportion of the increase
might be explained by the increase in the use of addictive
drugs. These three offenses are typically considered in any
analysis of drug-related crime.

During the period 1967-1971, drug dependence increased
dramatically in Boston and the other major urban centers of
Massachusetts, which, at the same time, were experiencing both
the highest rates of these three offenses as well as the most
rapidly increasing rates. In 1971, Boston alone accounted for
almost six out of every ten robberies reported to the police.

It appears that during 1972, the drug problem began to
recede. TFewer addicts were consuming less heroin. This reduced
drug use came about, in part, through increased. law enforcement
activity, and increasing market conceniration among distributors
leading to increased prices, decreased juality, and frequent
supply shortages. These changes were felt most strongly in the
core cities of the major metropolitan areas of the Commonwealth,
and, as will be shown in later sections, it is in these cities
that the most noticeable reversals of property crime trends
appeared during 1972.
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A number of other factors contributed to the decline in
property crime in 1972. Widespread concern about "crime in the
streets" ‘during the late sixties had, by 1971, led many
citizens to take increased precautions to protect themselves
and their property. The steps to safeguard property seem to
have been the more effectiva: alarms, improved locks, auto
theft prevention devices, and intensified shoplifting
surveillance in stores have all made property crime more
dangerous and less profitable. Many of these anti-crime strategies
became widely used only in 1971 and 1972. In addition, law
enforcement agencies have been trying new approaches during this
same period, especially since the availability of federal funds
from the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. These innova-
tions have resulted in reduced crime rates in some communities.

Also, Massachusetts has had unusually high rates of property
crime relative to the rest of the nation in past years. Property
crimes constitute 91 percent of all index offenses reported
in the Commonwealth. If we divide the seven offenses in Table 1
into a violent crime index (murder and non-negligent manslaughter,
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault) and a property
crime index (burglary, grand larceny and auto theft) it becomes
clear that while the rate of violent crime is lower for Massachusetts
than for the rest of the country, the rate of property crime
substantially exceeds that of the nation as a whole. Table 2
displays the results of such analysis.

Statistically, Massachusetts' high rate of property crime is
a result of the high incidence of burglary and especially of auto
theft. Taken together, these two offenses account for 66 percent
of all index crimes reported to the police during 1972. From
1965 through 1971 Massachusetts has had the highest rate of auto
theft in the country, a rate two to three times that of most other
states. During past years, the yearly increase in auto theft in
Massachusetts would have been sufficient to produce a substantial
increase in the UCR Crime Index for the Commonwealth even if all
other index crime categories remained constant. It remains to
be seen whether the new Massachusetts Certificate of Title Law
for motor vehicles, which became effective in 1972, and is being
implemented gradually with the expiration of existing auto
registrations, will have any noticeable impact on the volume of
vehicles stolen yearly.

Most of the factors which contribute to these anomalously
high property crime rates are unknown; lax automobile registration
laws, dense central cities, and high unemployment may all play a
role. Whatever the specific underlying causes, it is likely that
Massachusetts is gradually evolving -- demographically,; economically,
and culturally -- toward patterns more closely approximating the
U. 5. average.
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Figure 1 depicts Massachusetts' relative standing among all
states for each index offense from 1961 through 1972. The years
1961-1971 display a relatively coherent pattern: while the
Commonwealth's rank in most offenses slowly rose (our rates
increased somewhat more rapidly than the rates of other states),
its leadership in the property crimes each year became more
distinctive. It was the latter, especially, which made the
state's overall index crime rate one of the highest in the
nation. On the other hand, Massachusetts reported lower rates
for the crimes of violence, especially when compared with other
heavily urbanized states. While violent crime was increasing

TABLE 2: INDEX OF VIOLENT AND PROPERTY CRIMES
FOR MASSACHUSE%TS AND THE U.S.

1971 AND 1972

1971 much more rapidly than property crime in Massachusetts, it was
growing at a pace equal to that reported by other states.
Massachusetts United States | In 1972 there was a substantial chan i 2rns :
ge in these patterns:
gigggonggise gg?ber of ?gte Per Percent Rate Per ”} Massachusetts lost its leadership in auto theft. The Commonwealth's
enses 0,000 Increase 100,000 | rankings in burglary and larceny increased only because these
Persons Over 1970 Persons é property crimes fell even more rapidly in other major states
, o : than in Massachusetts. On the other hand, the state's rankings
Violent Crime 15317 266.0 23.7 392.7 ] in murder/manslaughter, rape, and assault all increased dramatically.
. . ; The overall pattern of these changes seems to be a gradual
Property Crimg 185479 3221.2 15.0 2514.0 : convergence of Massachusetts' quite anomalous crime rates toward
rates more in accord with its rank in population -- approximately
Total 200796 3487.3 16.1 2906.7 ; tenth in the nation in most crimes.
5 The statistics on crimes against persons in Massachusetts
present a striking contrast with those for crimes against property.
Instead of decreasing slightly from high levels, they continued
1972 their rapid rate of growth during 1972. Whatever the factors
7 responsible for the reduction in property crime, they clearly did
not extend to crimes against persons. It is possible that one
i of the results of target-hardening, and other measures making
Cat Massachusetts United States property crimes more difficult, is a displacement of some property
Iadegoéngf Number of Rate Per Percent Rate Per crime to the violent crime category, either through shifts from
ndex ense | Offenses 100,000 Increase 100,000 burglary to robbery or through the use of violence in what was
Persons Over 1971 Persons intended to be only a property crime.
Violent Crime 17086 295.2 11.0 397.7 The most conspicuous characteristic of violent crime in
P . Massachusetts is its continuous rate of increase. Table 3 traces
roperty Crime] 179175 3096.2 -3.9 2431.8 the increase in crime rates in Massachusetts for each index
Total offense during the thirteen-year period 1969-1972. Rape and
rota 196261 3391.4 -2.7 2829.5 murder/manslaughter have more than doubled. Most categories of

property crime are at least four times as prevalent as before.
Robbery, the most common violent offense, is especially

important because, more than any other single crime, it generates
public fear. Citizens who fear robbery will no longer walk frcely
in the city or react openly and helpfully when encountering
strangers. And robbery has increased over sevenfold since 1960.
Inasmuch as crime and increases in crime are concentrated in the
major cities of the Commonwealth, these increases would be far
more dramatic were only major city crime rates displayed.

The following sections will develop such analyses of local
crime.
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TII. ANALYSIS OF LOCAL CRIME PATTERNS

While the foregoing analysis provides a pigture of gegeral
crime trends in Massachusetts, and places them in perspective
through comparison with other stdtgs,.the more.productlve\crlme
analyses focus on local data descriptive of crime patterns _
within the Commonwealth. For the most part,.any effegtlve crime
prevention and control program must be conce%ved, designed, and
implemented in response to specific local crime p;oblems and
a wide range of other local resources and constra;nt;. It
is, therefore, appropriate to survey the nature, 1nc;d§nce, and
geographic distribution of crime for Massachusetts cities and
towns of more than 25,000 population.

From a preliminary review of the available data it was
concluded that local crime patterns with%n the Commonwea}th
might best be studied by: (1) looking first gt.Boston,llngsmuch
as Boston is unique in so many ways; (2) examinilng the incidence
of crime among the major cities of.the Commonwgalth -~ the
large central cities of certain major metropol}tan areas --
relative to elsewhere in the state; (3) exploring the incidence
of crime in those metropolitan areas relative to elsewhere 1n
the state; (4) analyzing the distribution gf crime w1th1n.the
metropolitan areas -- central cities relat}ve to surrounﬁlng
jurisdictions; (5) assessing the unique crime patterns within
each major city, relative to the other major cities; and, (6)
evaluating the crime phenomenon as it occurs among the smaller
cities and towns across the state. Where meanlngful, data
from Massachusetts cities will be compared to crime patterns
in cities of comparable size throughout the United States.

A. CRIME IN BOSTON -- 1967-1972

1. Overview

over the last decade, and especially during the fiye years,
1967-1971, every index offense has increased each year in Boston,
both in number and rate, excepting rape and larceny, which
declined slightly during 1971. During 1972, the rape rate increased
again, while the number and rate foi lagce21e§ cggﬁinzggngogngard.

s pi the increase in the rape rate, Boston s .S.
Biigézeover 500,000 populationpdeclined from 19th to 20th, 1971-1972.
Boston's rank for larceny declined from 18th to 20th, 1971-1972.
During 1972, Boston's murder rate, 16.5 per 100,000 pegsons, A
reflecting 104 offenses, fell below the 1970 ra@e! 17.8 per 100,000,
reflecting 114 offenses. Its rank among U.S. cities over 500,000
population dropped from 13th to 16th, 1971-1972.
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In recent years, Boston has reported one of the highest
auto theft rates among major U.S. cities. The city's 1972
rate was two and one-half times that of the Commonwealth and
almost six times that of the nation. During 1972,
Boston's auto theft rate fell slightly from its 1971 level, but
the city climbed from second to first rank among U.S. cities
over 500,000 population, due to Cleveland's declining rate.

Boston's robbery problem continued to worsen during 1972.
From a rate of 475.0 in 1969, robberies have steadily increased
to a 1972 rate of 798.4 -- a 68.1 percent increase. Due in
part to its increasing rate, and in part to decreasing rates
reported by San Francisco, Cleveland, and St. Louils, Boston's
rank among the largest U.S. cities increased from 8th (1971)
to 5th (1972). It is little consolation to recognize that

Washington,; D.C., Baltimore, and Detroit reported 1972 rates
in excess of 1000.

Boston's steadily worsening burglary trend was finally

reversed during 1972, from a 1971 rate of 1940.6 to 1612.5 in
1972.

Table 4 displays numbers and rates of the seven index
offenses reported in Boston during 1969-1972; 1972 data for the
Commonwealth and for the United States are also presented.

Although Boston contains only 10.9 percent of the state's
population, it accounts for 19.8 percent of all index offenses
reported in Massachusetts: 43.4 percent of all crimes against
persons, and 17.5 percent of all property crimes. Thus, it
is not surprising to find that Boston's rates for the index
offenses are typically multiples of those for the Commonwealth
as a whole: murder and robbery rates are respectively 4.5 and
5.2 times greater; aggravated assault and auto theft are
respectively 2.6 and 2.5 times greater. However, Boston's 1972
larceny rate, 889.0, was little greater than the state's 881l.4;
the city accounts for 1l percent of the state's larcenies,
proportionate to its population.

Caution is necessary in interpreting the foregoing figures;
they are intimately related to Boston's unique role in Massachusetts
and the New England region. The Boston metropolitan area has
for many years been the locus of specialized economic, political,
and cultural activities which service both the state and the
region. Boston has the highest concentration of these region-
oriented activities of any city in the Boston Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA). In addition, it provides
a variety of business, industrial, and entertainment functions
similar to those of the larger metropolitan core cities. Boston's
specialized metropolitan and regional service role has become
more pronounced as many residents continue to move to the
surrounding suburbs. Boston is unusually small in relation to
the size of its metropolitan area. And Boston, as the core city,




U.S.

1872

Rate
8.9
22.3
179.9
186.6
1126.1
882.6
423.1
2829.5

Rate
152.8
125.2
881.4
972.4

1972
215
8840
7247
71894 | 1242.3
56272

51009
196261 | 3391.4

1972

13.8
68.1
31.2
12.5
2.0
9.0]

Percentj Massachusetts
-12.0

in Rate| Number
1972/69

In-
crease

Rate
16.5
41.5

798 .4
319.4 |
1612.5
889.0
2466.8
6144.1

1972

104
262
5037
2015
10173
5609
38763

Number

Rate
18.1
36.7
738.7
297.5
1940.6
1100.6
2500.3] 15563
6631.7

.

NUMBERS AND RATES OF INDEX OFFENSES
1971

116
235
4735
1907
12439
7055
16027
42514

Number

IN BOSTON, 1969 - 1972; MASSACHUSETTS AND U.S.,
Rate
17.8
47.3
525.8
253.8
1560.2
1176.6
2391.9
5973.4

1970

114
303
3371
1627
10002
7543
15334
38294

Number

TABLE 4:

14.
40.3
475.0
243.4
1432.9
1010.5
2418.0
5634.5

1969

Number|{ Rate*
91
253
2984
1529
9002
6348
15190
35397

Index
Offenses
Manslaugn-
Aggravated
Assault
Larceny ($50
and Over)
Auto Theft
Totals

Murder and
ter

Non-
Negligent
Forcible
Rape
Robbery
Burglary

* Rates are based on number of offenses per 100,000 persons
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also has an unusually large proportion of low-income households.
All of these influences taken together result in very unusual
use of the city: each working day, Boston hosts an influx of
population significantly larger than that experienced by most
other major cities in the United States.

2. Robbery and Burglary in Boston

Direct efforts by law enforcement agencies can at best have
only a minor impact on the incidence of murder and non-negligent
manslaughter, forcible rape, and aggravated assault. These
crimes are most frequently committed in locations not readily
patrolled by the police (within a residence, an enclosed courtyard,
a car, a tavern), and frequently the victim and assailant are
"friends" or family members who spend considerable amounts of
time together. Robbery and burglary, on the other hand, are
distinguished by (1) their high rates (exceeded only by auto
theft), (2) steadily increasing rates (The burglary rate
dropped during 1972, but it is too early to infer an established
trend reversal.), (3) their seriousness, in terms of public
concern, and (4) relative susceptibility to organized police
intervention.

Figure 2 clearly reflects the dramatic increase in the rate
of robbery in Boston during the past six years. From 19639 through
1972, the robbery rate increased 68.l1 percent (Table 4). From
1967 through 1972, it increased 238.3 percent. Boston reported
1463 robberies in 1967, 5037 in 1972 -- an increment of 244.3
percent. The city's 1972 rate was 5.2 times the state's
and 3.2 times the aggregate rate for the other major cities of
the Commonwealth (Table 10a). In 1970, 1971, and 1972, Boston
accounted, respectively, for 59.6, 58.7, and 57.0 percent of all
robberies reported throughout Massachusetts.

Although the large concentration of business and commercial
establishments within Boston has contributed to this growing
problem, there has also been a dramatic increase in the number
of robberies occurring on the streets of the city. In 1969,
street robberies accounted, numerically, for almost 75 percent
of all robberies reported in Boston, and this proportion has
likel. increased as businesses install more effective protective
measures.

The average citizen does not study statistics describing
the crime problem; he senses it: he, or one of his close friends,
may have been victimized, and fear has become pervasive in many
of the city's neighborhoods, not to mention the apprehension felt
by visitors and new residents. In 1967, the President's Commnission
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice noted that 43
percent of those people surveyed in the areas of Roxbury and
Dorchester (Boston's lowest-income neighborhoods) reported that
they stayed off the streets at night altogether, while 21 percent
said that they used cars or cabs at night because of their fear
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of crime. Robberies are now 3.4 times more frequent than when
that survey was taken. It requires little imagination to
explain why many areas of Boston seem virtually deserted at
night, and why pedestrians in many neighborhoods keep their
distance from one another or move at a half-run.

FIGURE 2: ROBBERY PER 100,000 POPULATION, 1967-1972,
FOR BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS, AND THE U.S,
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Figure 3 depicts Boston's burglary rate, 1967-1972, From
1969 through 1972, it increased 12.5 percent. (Table 4) (The
percentage increase is slight, in part, because the 1972 rate
was 16.9 percent less than the 1971 rate; the 1969-1971 increase
was 35.4 percent.) From 1967 through 1972, it increased 98.1
percent. (1967-1971: 138.4 percent.) Boston reported 5,047
burglaries in 1967, 10,173 in 1972 -- an increment of 101.6
percent, the greatest increase involving residential burglary.

The city's 1972 rate was 1.3 times the state's but actually
less than the aggregate rate for the other major cities of the
Commonwealth (Table 8b ). In 1970, 1971, and 1972, Boston
accounted, respectively, for 15.5, 16.1, and 14.1 percent of
all burglaries reported throughout Massachusetts. Thus, from
one standpoint, the problem is not severe: a) Boston's burglary
rate is lower than those of the other major cities in the state
(though in numbers of offenses, Boston far exceeds the other
cities); b) with 11 percent of the state's population, Boston's
contribution to the burglary problem of the Commounwealth is not
strikingly disproportionate. From another standpoint, it is
guite severe: a) the burglary rate, prior to 1972, had been
increasing more rapidly in Boston than in the Commonwealth,
and more rapidly in the Commonwealth than in the nation as a
whole (Figure 3); b) on a per capita basis, burglary is the
third most frequent offense in Boston. It is important to
_note that this analysis does not consider many other factors:
the psychological costs suffered by burglary victims have
received but passing mention ("public concern"), and it is
difficult to even begin to assess the economic costs -~ the
obvious costs borne by victims, and the not-so-obvious costs
assumed by citizens and commercial establishments as they
install locks, alarms and closed-circuit television scanners,
pay security guards, and purchase more expensive insurance
policies. 1In the last analysis, Boston's burglary problem is
unequivocally severe, and warrants the full attention of the
law enforcement community.

3. Boston Compared With All U.S. Cities Over 500,000 Population

In order to appraise more meaningfully the incidence of crime
in Boston, a comparative analysis is presented, in which 1972
Boston crime data are contrasted with those obtained for all
U.S. cities having more than 500,000 inhabitants in 1970.

It can be validly argued that comparisons of this nature
should utilize the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA)
as the unit of analysis rather than the city. In recent
decades, large cities across the nation have varied widely in
terms of the number of square miles of contiguous suburban area
which they have annexed and incorporated within their respective
political jurisdictions. Conscquently, and because suburban
areas generally tend to have lower crime rates than the core
areas of large cities, a particular city may repert an ostensibly
high crime rate largely as a function of the ratio of coure area
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to suburban area within its political boundaries. As that ratio
drops, so will the crime rate. The SMSA, a more inclusive
census designation, which usually extends to include several
counties surrounding its central city, if used in lieu of the
city, would somewhat attenuate the impact of the core/suburbia
ratio on crime statistics.

However valid this argument may be, the city, and not the
SMSA, is the focus of attention in Massachusetts because: (1)
SMSAs do not plan and implement crime prevention and control
programs -- city governments do =-- and this document is intended,
among other things, to inform policy- and program-level decision
making; (2) the Boston SMSA, delineated differently than most
other SMSAs due to Massachusetts' unique political geography, is
comprised of 77 incorporated cities and towns, immediately adjacent
to each other, each with its own government. Little parallel
exists between Boston's relationships with these cities and towns,
and the relationship between most other large U.S. cities and
governmental units included within their respective SMSAs.

Of particular note, as Boston is compared with the 26 U.S.
cities over 500,000 population, is Boston's rank for auto theft
(Table 5). While the rate declined slightly, from 1971 to
1972, the city moved from second to first rank displacing
Cleveland (Table 6b). Were it not for a pronounced reduction
in Cleveland's rate, from 2643.8 to 2334.0, Boston's rate of 2427.7

would not have earned it the dubious distinction of first place.
This development illustrates an obvious characteristic of rank
ordered crime data: Boston's rank order for a particular offense
might change over time solely as a function of rate changes in
other cities. This should not be ignored in weighing the
significance of these comparisons.

Boston's 1972 larceny rate, not significantly different than
the U.S. rate, reflects a marked decline from 1971, in the per
capita frequency of this offense. Concurrently, the city's rank
among the 26 cities fell from 18 to 20.

In 1971, Boston ranked 1l5th among the cities under analysis,
with a burglary rate of 1940.6. Memphis and San Antonio, with
rates of 1682.4 and 1617.6, held ranks 19 and 20. Both experienced
rate increases in 1972, yielding 1972 ranks of 9 and 15 respectively.
Had not Boston's burglary rate fallen as far as it did, it might
have remained greater than San Antonio's, and emerged greater than
Washington's, which dropped rrecipitously from its 1971 level.

But, as it happened, Boston's rank fell to 18 in 1972.

In the light of the earlier discussion of robbery in Boston,
it is not ¢ irprising to find that Boston ranked eighth in 1971
but f£ifth in 1972 (Table 6a). But again, the city's rank increase
was due, in part, to declining rates reported by San Francisco,
Cleveland, and St. Louis.
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8.5
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Boston
1972 Rank
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40.9
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Tables 5, 6a and b based on 1970 Census population data.

where, 1972 crime rates for all Massachusetts cities and towns, including Boston, are based on more current

population data used in the 1972 UCR.
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as presented in all other tables and figures.

Index
Offenses

% 1= highest ranking rate/100,000 persons.

Non-Negligent
Manslaughter

Murder and
Robbery
Aggravated
Asseult
Burglary
Larceny

$50 & above
Auto The
Total Index

Rape
*% These Boston rates are consistent with those presented in Tables 6a and 6b but inconsistent with Boston rates
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TABLE 6a: VIOLENT CRIME RATES OF U.S. CITIES
OVER 500,000 POPULATION-~-1972

Ranks in ( ).

Tot. Index |Murder and

. Crime Rate |Non-Negli- Forcible Aggravated
City and Rank gent Man- Rape Robbery ggsault
slaughter
Denver 7566.9 (1) | 17.3 (15) | 71.5 (4) | 391.3 (16) | 374.4 (11)
Detroit 7092.3 (2) | 39.8 (2) 54.1 (12)1136.0 (1) | 404.9 (9)
St. Louis 6843.1 (3) | 32.9 (4) | 82.3 (2) | 778.5_(6) | 516.8 (4) |

San Francisco | 6514.1 (4) | 11.3 (20) | 70.6 (5) | 639.0 (9) | 372.4 (12)

hos Angeles | 6282.4 (5) } 17.8 (14) | 78.3 (3) | 505.7 (12) | 534.6 (3) |
Boston'- 6046.6 (6) | 16.2 (16) | 40.9 (20)| 785.7 (5) | 314.3 (16)
Phoenix 5737.1 (7) | i4.s (18) | 44.0 (18)] 222.2 (21) | 454.5 (8)
Baltimore 2623.7 (8) | 36.4 (3) | 51.3 (15)]1058.1 (2) | 702.7 (1)
New York | 5520.0 (9) | 21.5 (9) | 41.6 (19)| 994.0 (4) | 471.9 (6) |
Cleveland 5467.4 (10)) 40.9 (1) | 61.5 (8) | 751.0 (7) | 264.7 (18)
Dallas 5354.4 (11)] 22.7 (8) | 63.1 (7) | 309.8 (17) | 536.4 (2)
New Orleans 5055.0 (12)] 27.5 (6) | 44.0 (17)| 505.7 (11)| 243.7 (14)
Washington 4949.8 (13)] 32.4 (5) | 94.4 (1) | 1024.6 (3) | 515.1 (5) |
Hous ton 4896.5 (14)] 23.8 (7) | 39.2 (21)] 415.1 (14)] 175.9 (22)
Seattle 4888.9 (13)1 7.9 (24) ] 52.4 (14)] 294.6 (18)| 178.8 (21) |
Kansas City 4770.0 (16)] 14.0 (19)) 67.8 (6) | 412.6 (15)) 386.7 (10) |
Memphis 4666.3 (L7)f 20.2 (12) | 59.8 (9) | 268.8 (21)| 246.8 (19)
Pittsburgh 4527.8 (18)] 9.4 (22)| 57.3 (10)] 508.7 (10)| 351.3 (13)
Columbus __ | 4456.2 (19)} 10.9 (2llﬁm 54.1 (13)] 271.3 (19) 164.9 (23) |

Jacksonville 4344.2 (20)] 18.2 (13) 55.4 (11)| 269.6 (20); 467.8 (7)

san Antonio 4202.7 (21)] 15.9 (17)| 39.1 (22)] 183.4 (24)| 283.4 (17)
San Diego 4024.1 (22)] 4.4 (26)| 23.7 (25)| 175.8 (25)! 142.4 (24)
Chicago .3614.7 (23)| 21.1 (11)| 45.4 (16)| 698.9 (8) | 331.3 (15)

*

Philadelphia 3006.4 (24)] 21.2 {(10)| 30.2 (24) 498.3 (13)| 236.2 (20)

Milwaukee 2951.1 (25)] 7.8 (25)| 12.1 (26)] 104.3 (26)] 96.8 (26)

Indianapolis 2579.4 (26) 8.9 (23) 36.9 (23 187.7 (23) 97.5 (25)

1. Consistent with Boston rates presented in Table 5. Rates based on 1970
Census population data. In preparing all other Tables and Figures, 1972
rates for Massachusettscities and towns, including Boston, are bhased on

more current population data used in the 1972 UCR.
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TABLI 6b: PROPERTY CRIME RATES OF U.S. CITIES
OVE!. 500,000 POPULATION--1972
It is important to note that despite its high crime rates,
Boston is not an especially crime-ridden city, relative to other
major cities across the nation, notwithstanding the fact that

Ranks in ( ).

among the 26 cities here considered, Boston's overall index
cit cot. ndex Buralacy | crime rate places it sixth in rank order. Instead, it is the
ey Tome nate urglary Larceny Auto : high-crime core of what, in other circumstances, might be a much
and Rank Over $50 Theft . . . \
larger city, the boundaries of which would incorporate large
Denver 7566.9 (1) 1254.5 (1) 1969.4 (1) 1488.5 (7) suburban, residential neighborhoods with typically l?wer
crime rates. (The index crime rate of the Boston SMSA ranks
Detroit 17092.3 (2) 2816.0 (3) | 1283.8 (10) 1357.7 (8) eighteegtb among the rates of the SMSAs gorresponding to the.
T T T above cities.) Nonetheless, Boston's crime problem 1s a serious
St, Louis 1 6843.1 (3) | .824.8 (2) 795.0 (22) 1812.7 (5) one, and, as previously stated, a growing one. Comparisons
which allow us to see Boston in a "relatively" favorable light
$an Francisco | 6514.1 (4) J 2028.7 (10) | 1844.6 (2) 1547.6 (6) are not intended to imply that Boston's index crime rate is socially,
economically, politically, or in any way acceptable.
Los Angeles |6282.4 (5) 2573.0 (5) ] 1375.6 (9) 1197.4 £10)
Boston® {1 6046.6 (6) | 1586.9 (18). . |_..874.9 (20) 2427,7 (1)
Phoenix 5737.1 (7) 2641.0 (4) _ | 1654.3 (4) | 706.9 (20) | B. THE GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF INDEX CRIME IN MASSACHUSETTS
Baltimore  ]5623.7 (8) 1875.3 (13) - 977.9 (17) 921.9 (14) It can be observed (Table 8b) that Cambridge and Worgester
T ) have higher auto theft rates than Boston; that the Cambridge
New York 5520,0 (9) 1881.7 (12) 1145.2 (16) 964.2 (12) burglary rate is greater than that for Boston. However, rate
. comparisons among the major cities are not of central interest
Cleveland 5467.4 (10) | 1391.1 (22) 624.2 (24) 2334.0 (2) here, but will be discussed in section C, Crime Patterns Differ
_ . Among Major Cities. Rate comparisons are relevant to the present
Dallas = 15354.4 (11) ) 2543.2 (6) 1241.2 (13) 638.0 (22) discussion only tangentially. The present analysis is intended
- to answer questions regarding the geographic distribution of
New Orl 5055.0 (12 1420.1 (21 1513.8 (6 200.2 . ; .
New Orleans . }3052.0.(12) L 14 2L (6) 1200.2 (9) crime, in terms of numbers of offenses: (a) Of all index
Washington | 4949.8 (13) | 1692.1 (17) §21.8 (21) 769.5 (17) qrimes reporte@ %n Massachusetts, what prgpo;t?on are committed
- in the major cities of the Commonwealth, individually ana
Houston  ~ 14896.6 (14) | 2385.7 (7) | 957.2°(18) | 2055.1 (4) collectively? (b) Of all index crimes reported in Massachusetts,
what proportion are committed in the major metropolitan areas
Seattle 4888.9 (15) | 2135.9 (8) _ } 1571.1 (5) 648.0 (21) of the Commonwealth, individually and collectively? (c) What
. . proportion of the index crime reported in the major metropolitan
Kansas City 14770.0 (16) | 1867.9 (14) 1247.7 (12) 773.2 (16) areas occurs 1n the major cities central to those areas? Each
; of these questions will be answered in the absolute, and relative
Memphis = |4666.3 (17) | 2071.0 (9) 01483.5 (7) 492.1 (23) to the distribution of population.
Pittsburgh  |4527.8 (18) | 1504.3 (19) 918.6 (19) 1178.2 (11) ' . , )
e - - SR 1. Disproportionately High Incidence of Crime in the Major Cities
Columbus  __ [4456.2 (19) | 1786.4 (16) | 1417.0 (8) 751.6 (19)
Collectively in 1972, the major cities accounted for 42.8
Jacksonville ]4344.2 (20) | 2007.9 (11). 1153.2 (15) 159.6 (25) percent of all index offenses reported in the Commonwea}tb. Boston
alone accounted for 19.8 percent; the other six major cities
San Antonio 4202.7 (21) | 1840.2 (15) 1195.4 (14) 797.9 (15) (Cambridge, Fall River, Lynn, New Bedford, Springfield, Worcester)
‘ . accounted for 23.0 percent (Table 7). Among the latter six cities,
San. Diedo 4204.1 (22) ] 1429.0 (20) 1669,0 (3) 120.0 (26) Springfield and Worcester contributed most heavily. Given the
i i i i it i isi that more index
Chicago 3614.7 (23) | 1087.9 (23) 470.8 (25) 959.3 (13 size of their populations, it is not surprising :
R Tt LS LS ) offenses were committed there than in Cambridge, Fal; Blver,
Philadelphia |3006.4 (24) ] 1087.0 (24) | _.310.4 (26) 2302.1 (3) Lynn, and New Bedford combined. Together, the six cities
reported 45,225 index offenses in 1972; Boston alone reported
Milwaukee 1 2951.1 (25) 694.6 (26) 1283.2 (11) 752.2 (18) 38,763.
Indianapolis 2579.4 (26) 1102,2 (25) 46,9 (23) 491.3 (24)

1. See footnote on preceding page.




TABLE 7 :

IN THE MAJOR CITIES
RELATIVE TO POPULATION CONCENTRATICN
1971 end 1972

DISPROPCRTICKATE INCIDENCE OF INDEX CrIME

T 1 !
Number of Number of Percent Percert Percent of All [Percent of All g
. ti Index Index of Stete's of Stat?’s Index Off?nses Index Off?nses:
City Pop§;$§ion Pop;g?;;on Offenses Offenses Population Population Reported in Repcrted in i
1972 1971 1972 Mass. Mass. b
1571 o1 1971 1972 !
Boston 641,071 630,900 Losih 38763 11.1 15.9 21.2 19.8
2
Cambridge 100,361 100,612 77 6624 1.7 1.7 ’ 3.6 3L
|
v ' - S
Fall River 98,341 - 91,98k I 65k 5535 17 1 3 2.8 3
Lynn 90,29k 91,200 " 4389 4200 1.6 1.6 2.2 2.1
New Bedford 101,777 102,190 |f 5603 Lh68 1.8 1.8 2.8 2.3
Springfield 163,905 163,369 10273 11504 2.8 2.8 >-1 2:3
Worcester 176,572 175,727 12559 1289 3.1 3.0 6.3 6.6
Totals N
Without Boston 731,250 731,082 46L55 45225 n 12.7 12.6 231 23.0
Totals in- '
cluding Boston | 1,372,321 1,361,982 88969 83988 23.8 23.5 Wh.3 42.8
Massachusetts 5,758,000 5,787,000 ! 200769 196261 100.6 100.0 100.0 i 100.0
TABLE 8a: CONCENTRATION OF CRIMES OF VIOLENCE
IN THE MAJOR CITIES ~- 1972
Cit Murder and
1ty Non-Negligent Aggravated All Crimes
(population) Manslaughter Forcible Rape Robbery Assault Against Persons
No. |Rate?]{ 3° | mo. |Rate % No. | Rate % No. | Rate No. | Rate 7
Boston
(630,900) 104 ]16.5 | 48.4 262 | 41.5 33.4 |5037 |798.4 4 57.0 2015 | 319.4{27.8 7418 }1175.8]43.4
(I
Cambridge P
(100,613) 13 }12.9 6.0 32 31.8 4.1 329 1327.0| 3.7 238 1 236.6{ 3.3 612 | 608.3[ 3.6
F?é% §§Z?r 8 8.2 3.7 11 | 11.2 1.4 203 {207.2| 2.3 149 | 152.1] 2.1 371 | 378.6(-2.2
4
Lynn 1 1.1 5 13 | 14.3 1.7 163 | 178.7| 1.8 342 375.0f 4.7 519 | 569.1{ 3.0
(91,200) ' : . : : . - : . )
Nfgogeg§8§d 3 2.9 1.4 21 | 20.5 2.7 214 | 209.4 ! 2.4 150 | 146.8 2.1 388 | 379.7] 2.3
Seiégggégid 8 4.9 3.7 30 | 18.4 3.8 430§ 263.2; 4.9 791 484.2 10.9 i259 ¢ 770.7f 7.4
Worcester i i
(175,727) 7 4.0 3.3 32 | 18.2 4.1 501 | 285.1. 5.7 275| 156.5 3.8 815 | 463.8] 4 g
Totals w/out
Boston 40 5.5 | ¥B.6 f 139 [19.0 | 17.7 §1840 ! 251.71 206.8 1945 ] 266.0 26.8 3954 542.2] 33 3
Totals includinc :
Boston 144 £ 10.6 { 67.0 {401 |29.4 | 51.1 {6877 |504.9 ' 77.8 3960 ¢ 290.8 52.6 111382 | 835.7166.¢
Massachusetfs 215 3.7 11 ;
(5,787,000) 1+ o7 |100-9 J 784 113.5 100.1 [sed0 152.8 100-0 4 7247 ' 125.2100.0 {17086 | 295.2k00.0

1. to nearest 1,000

2. rate per 100,000 persons

3. number of offenses reported in city/number reported in State. |




CONCENTRATION OF CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY

IN THE MAJOR CITIES--1972
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in State

The contribution of each major city to crime in the
Commonwealth was dlsproportlonately high relative to its
contribution to the state's population. 1In other words, there
exists a disproportionate concentration of the state's crime in
the major cities (Table 7). (In 1972, this disproportionality
was greatest for Worcester, Sprlngfleld Cambrldge, and Boston.
It was also slightly greater in 1971 than in 1972, exccpt for
Springfield and Worcester.) Collectively, the seven major
cities accounted for 23.5 percent of the state's population,
while 42.8 percent of the state index offenses occurrcd there
during 1972. (See Table 7.)

Some have contended that reported crime (relative to actual
crime) may be greater in these cities than elsewhere in the state
because the public is more aware of the crime problem, and
better educated regarding appropriate responses to it (via
mass media saturation). In short, it is argued that residents
of major cities may have a stronger proclivity to report offenses.
However, victimization studies have refuted this argument. It
has been rupcdtedly found that serious crime goes severely under-
reported in the larger cities across the nation -- 35 to 60 percent
under-reported, depending upon the offense. Thus, it appcars more
reasonable to argue that greater urban public "awareness," and
the impetus behind any mass media saturation campaign, stem as
a direct function of a more serious crime problem: actual
offenses are far more frequent on a per caplta basis; and this
more serious crime problem is reflected in major-city crime
rates despite chronic non-reporting.

Tables 8a and 8b reveal that crimes against persons are
significantly more concentrated in the major cities than crimes
against property. Of all crimes of violence reported in the
Commonwealth, 66.6 percent were reported in the seven major
cities; of all property crimes, 40.5 percent were reported there.
However, it is seen that Boston is the source of this disparity.
If Boston is excluded from the calculation, the remaining six
cities accounting for 12.6 percent of the state's population,
account respectively, for 23.2 and 23.0 percent of the state's
violent and property crimes. Boston, with 10.9 percent of the
state's population, accounts, respectively, for 43.4 and 17.5
percent of the state's violent and property crimes. Individually,
each of the six major cities, other than Boston, reports a
disproportionately high incidence of both violent and property
crimes, relative to their respective contributions to the state's
population; but, as would be expected based on the aggregate
data, it is only Boston wherein the gap betwaen the two categories
of crime is quite so pronounced.

Turning to examine the individual index offenses, the
disproportionately high incidence of spegific crimes in the major
cities is outstanding. It is observed that 77.8 percent of all
Massachusetts robberies, 54.6 percent of all aggravated assaults,
38.3 percent of all burglaries, and 53.5 percent of all auto
thefts committed in 1972 were committed in the seven major cities
of the Commonwealth. Expectedly, Boston's inclusion in these
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statistics plays a determining role. Boston alone accounted for
57.0 percent of all robberies committed in the state,

The six cities reported a total of 1840 robberies while
Boston alone reported 5037. It is interesting to note that
over the past four years, the concentration of robbery and
burglary in the seven major cities has remained relatively
constant, but the concentration of auto theft seems to be
decreasing (Table 9).

Relative to the concentration of Massachusetts' population
in the major cities (Refer to Table 7, above.), these crime-
specitic data forcefully underscore the extraordinary
concentration of serious crime in the major cities. The
implications for the geographic allocation of crime prevention
and control funds and for program-planning-budgeting decisions
should be clear.

TABLE 9: CONCENTRATION OF ROBBERY,
BURGLARY, AND AUTO THEFT IN

THE SEVEN MAJOR CITIES -- 1969-1972

Index Percent of State Offenses Reported in 7 Major Czties

Offense 1969 1970 1971 1972
obbery 77.6 77.7 79.2 77.8
Burglary 39.3 40.3 40.6 38.3
Auto Theft 60.1 59.0 54.4 53.5

2. Disproportionately High Incidence of Crime in the Major
Metropolitan Areas

Collectively, the five metropolitan areas accounted for
59.2 percent of all index offenses reported in the Commonwealth
in 1972, The Boston metropolitan area alone accounted for 32.5
percent, while the others combined accounted for 26.7 percent
(Table 10).
contributed most heavily. Together, the four metropolitan areas
reported 52,380 index offenses in 1972; Boston alone reported
63,782.

As might be expected, each metropolitan area contributed to
crime disproportionately, relative to its contribution to the
state's population.
more tharn a fifth of the state's population, accounted for a
third of Massachusetts' index crime.
tionality reflected by the Lynn metropolitan area was hardly
noticeable. Collectively, the five metropolitan areas accounted

._32_.
TARLE 10y DIVPROPORTIONATE THCOIDENGE OF INDEX CORIME
TN MAJOR MEIROPOLITAN ARKAY RELAWIVE
To POPULATIO Y SUHCUNTRATION —~—~ 1972
Area Number of Poepoont Poroent of 4171 Index
Metropolitan] Popula- Index Of'fengesjof State 'y Offences Beportod in
Area tion 1972 Poapulation] Stoate w1970
Lo72 rayo
1.
Boston 1,292,000 H3780 2.3 0
J’]n P s mRs ‘;.1
Fall River 249,962 115715 4.3 0L
New Bedford
3. _
Lynn 235,000 $305 N, i,
i,
Springfleld 389,530 P HO6D . 2.3
; sy
L“
Worcester 230,832 oo N0 oo
Totals w/out
Boston Metro , .
Totals Incl,
Boston Metro .
Aroa 2,398,130 116162 1.4 59,0
Massachu- v
setts 5,787,000 196261 100.0 100 .0

Among the latter, the Springfield and Worcester areas

The Boston metropelitan area, with a fraction

In contrast, the dispropor-

1. Boston/Cambridge/Somerville/Newton/Quincy/Brookline/Watertown/Revere/Milton/Dedham/

Needham/Everett/Chelsea.
2. Fall River/New Bedford/Dartmouth/Somerset/Westport,
Acushnet (7,967) is contiguous to New Bedford but data are not available.

Freetown (4,117) is contiguous to both Fall River and New Bedford but iu
excluded a¢ it is not part of either SMSA.
3. Lynn/Peabody/Salem/Saugus/Swampscott/Lynnfield.

available.

4. Springfield/Chicopee/Holyoke/W. Springfield/Agawam/Ludlow/Long Meadow/E. Longmeadow/
Wilbraham/.

Boylston (2,925), Leicester (8,363), Paxton (3,562), and W. Boylsten (6,
data are not available,

Hampden (%,203) data are not available.
5. Worcester/Grafton/Holden/Millbury/Shrewsbury.

Auburn (15,7h41) datae are not available.

Fairhaven (16,852) data not available,
Nahant (L,087) data are not

051)
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i
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e . . SO S UUU: ISR ST . o B i)
Fall River : - ,
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O A — b S Y A : b
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TABLE 12b: INDEX OFFENSES FOR THE FALL RIVER/NEW BEDHFORD

-37 -

METROPOLITAN AREA -- 1972

City or

Total Crime Index

-38~

Town Population Percent of
Number All Offenses
in Area
Fall River 97984 5535 48.1
New Bedford 102190‘ Ly68 38.8
HAcushnet 7967 N/A N/A
-Eé;tmouth 20156 B 721 6.3 N
‘Egi;haven 16852 ﬁ}A “§}K>“
Séﬁérsé; | 18792 279 21&
Westport 10840 514 4.5
Totals 249962 1 11517 100.0

TABLE 1l2c: INDEX OFFENSES FOR THE LYNN

METROPOLITAN AREA- -~ 1972

TABLE 12d: INDEX OFFENSES FOR THE SPRINGFIELD
METROPOLITAN AREA 1972
City or Population Total Crime Index
Town
Percent. of
Number All Offenses
in Area
Springfield 163369 11504 62.9
Agawam { 221,55 862 L7
Chicopee e 167900 1085 5.9
E. Longmeadow 13225 217 1.2
Hampden 4293 N/A N/A
Holyoke L9900 2,07 13.2
Longmeadow 16017 289 1.6
Tudlow 16265 271 1.5
W. Springfield 28,78 1200 6.6
Wilbraham 12223 L27 2.3
Totals 3898327 16262 100.0

Total Crime Index
City or :
Town Population
Percent of
Number All Offenses
in Area
Lynn 91200 4200 50.0
. R IR — e o
Lynnfield 11700 239 2.8
Nahant o8y N/A N/A
Peabody 51900 1328 15.8
Salem 40799 1500 17.9
Saugus. 25806 950 11.3
Swampscott 13597 178 2.1 ]
2.
Totals 235002 8395 100.0

1. excluding Acushnet and Fairhaven.
2. excluding Nahant,

1. excluding Hampden.
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TABLE 1l2e¢: INDEX OFFENSES FOR THE WORCESTER
METROPOLITAN AREA -- 1972
City or Population Total Crime Index
Town
gercent of
Number All Offenses
gn Area
Worcester 175727 12894 E 90.8
Auburn 15741 N/A : N/A %
Boylston 2925 ﬁ/A ﬁ/A
G;;;;;;mmwmwuw - 11248 N 138 1.0
~H01d;£ S - wié}éép“”“m'wmmwvigbmm —
Leicéster 8363 N/A N/A'
Millﬁﬁry Aiiéaém i 1M£g7 1.3
féxégﬂAww”“ 3562 N/A N/A
shrewsbury 19322 | 857 6.0
W..gSYiééog, um-w“gégiwn*MW_M“W“E)AMMMNWMWN“_N};T._ﬁ-
Totals 2308321' 14206

-

‘ 100.0

1. excluding Auburn, Boylston, Leicester, Paxton, and

W. Boylston.

.

For Boston, Tables l1l3a and b were prepared, allowing
similar contrasts for each index offense. These data indicate
that 86 percent of all robberies, 56 percent of all burglaries,
and 63 percent of all auto thefts committed within the metropolitan
area are committed in Boston. An examination of the other offenses
reveals that Boston once again accounts for an inordinately large
proportion of the crimes committed in the metropolitan area: 81
percent of the murder and non-negligent manslaughter, 76 percent
of the forcible rape, and 76 percent of the aggravated assault --
all offenses involving violence and injury to a victim. The
relative concentration of these offenses in Boston may be
partially explained by the concentration of transient individuals
and low-income families within the city. It is within these
groups that an inordinate share of such interpersonal violent
offenses exists. :

It is interesting to note that while Boston accounts for
48 percent of tle total number of larcenies reported within its
metropolitan area, the city experiences a lower rate than several
contiguous communities in spite of its large shopping districts.
Of course, on the one hand, many proprietors do not report all
incidents of shoplifting. On the other hand, larcenies under
$50 (the typical shop-1ift) are more likely not reported than
larcenies over $50, and only the latter are reflected in these
data.

Although this discussion yields some insight into the
distribution of crime within the major metropolitan areas, it is
but a stepping-stone to a more intensive review of the problem.
In this section, as earlier, the reasons why have been almost
totally ignored. The geographic and temporal distribution of
offenses committed within each city has not been and will not
be explored. To complete such analyses, we would need to deter-
mine the incidence of offenses within a city employing a smaller
unit of analysis such as the census tract, the "neighborhood,"
or the police precinct. This more exhaustive approach was
employed in the 1971 report, Crime in Boston: An Analysis
of Serious Crime Patterns in 81 Neighborhoods, prepared for the
City of Boston, Sage Streets Act Advisory Committee by
Albert Cardarelli. This kind of design would facilitate an
examination of the demographic and socio-economic conditions
of each unit, and would allow a more meaningful analysis of
the relationship between such factors and crime patterns.

*available at the library of the Committee on Law Enforcement.




TABLE 13a: (CRIMES AGAINST PERSONS FOR BOSTON

METROPOLITAN AREA ~- 1972

Murdgr and Non-
gity or Population ﬁzgiigigﬁter Forcible Rape Robbery Aggravava?éd Assault
OWn ‘
Numbexr ?ggfoggr Number ?ggfoggr Number ?ggfoggr Number ; ?ggfoggr
Boston 630,900 104 16.5 262 41.5 5037 798.4 2015 319.4
Brookline 60,500 0 0 13 21.5 102 168.6 34 56.2
;;iﬁc;“_r ' 88,900 | 3 3.4 7 7.9 52 58.5 61 68.6 1
Vmii;;n 27,900 0 0 3 10.8 11 39.4 7 25.1 1
| bedham 27,826 T o 0 1 3.6 20 71.9 -8 28.8
Needham 31,238 0 0 1 3.2 0 0 7 22.4
Newton 87,600 2 2.3 6 6.8 54 61.6 121 138.1
Watertown 38,013 0 0 1 2.6 20 52.6 10 26.3
_ Cambridge 100,612 13 12.9 32 31.8 329 327.0 238 236.6
Somerville 84,800 3
EveretE 40,700 0
Chelsea 30,013 2
Revere 43,500 2
Pﬂn ——
Totals 1,292,502 129 10.0 344 26.6 5858 453.2 2644 204.6,
TABLE 13b: CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY FOR BOSTON
METROPOLITAN AREA ~-— 1972
Burglary Larceny $50 Auto Theft
City or . and over
Town Population
Rate Per Rate Per Rate Per
Number 100,000 Number 100,000 Number 100,000
Boston 630,900 10173 1612.5 5609 889.0 ‘ 15563 __ 2466.8
Brookline 60,500 1246 2059.5 1101 1819.8 1162 1920.7
Quincy 88,900 1254 1410.6 588 773.9 754 848.1 §
Milton 27,900 199 713.3 222 795.7 85 304.7
Dedham 27,826 187 672.0 426 1530.9 387 1390.8
Needham 31,238 272 870.7 387 1238.9 81 | 259.3
Newton 87,600 801 914.4 1129 1288.8 537 613.0
Watertown 38,013 229 602.4 230 605.1 153 402.5
Cambridge 100,612 1711 1700.6 1039 1032.7 3262 3242.2
Somerville 84,800 996 1174.5 296 349.1 1327 1564.9
Everett 40,700 359 882.1 94 231.0 268 658. 5
Chelsea 30,013 354 '1179.5 196 653.1 319 1062.9
Revere 43,500 522 1200.0 324 744.8 865 1988.5 |
Totals 1,292,502 18303 1416.1 11741 908.4 247863 1915.9
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C. CRIME PATTERNS DIFFER AMONG MAJOR CITIES

In the preceding section, The Geographic Distribution of
Index Crime in Massachusetts, numbers of offenses were examined
to determine where the largest proportion of serious crime was
committed. Rate comparisons were 'of secondary importance,
cspecially such comparisons between and among the major cities.
For purposes of the present discussion, the reverse will hold
true: we will be more concerned with the fact that Springfield's
aggravated assault rate was 484.2 in 1972, to Boston's 319.4,
than with the fact that 27.8 percent of the state's assaults
occurred in Boston, while only 10.9 percent occurred in
Springfield; more concerned that from 1969 through 1972 every
major city has endured more burglaries per capita than Boston,
than that Boston accounts for 14.1 percent of Massachusetts'
burglaries while the other major cities account for only 2.3 to
7.2 percent.

Turning first to the total index crime rate (Table 14) , among
the six major cities other than Boston, Cambridge reported the
highest rate and Worcester the second highest in 1969, 1970,
ancd 1971. 1In 1972, Worcester ascended to first place, and
Springfield to second, while Cambridge dropped to third, with
rates of 7337.5, 7041.7, and 6583.7 respectively. As per capita
crime increased in Boston, it increased faster in other major
cities. In 1970 and 1971, Cambridge and Worcester recorded
rates greater than Boston's; by 1972 Boston ranked fourth.

Persons-property distinctions (Tables 8a and 8b), however,
shed an interesting light on these findings. For crimes against
persons, Worcester's rate of 463.8 falls below those of Boston
(1175.8), Springfield (770.7), Cambridge (608.3), and Fall River
(569.1). Thus, Boston's low overall crime rate is largely a
function of its low rate for crimes against property -- f£ifth in
rank order among the seven cities. Worcester and Springfield
reported the highest violent crimes rates: 6873.7 and 6271.1
to Boston's 4968.3.

Unlike burglary and auto theft, which, for some major cities,
have shown percentage declines in numbers (1969-1972), robbery
shows only positive percentages (Table 15a), Cambridge's 1972
reduction notwithstanding. Springfield's singular 561.5 percent
increase (1969-1972) ostensibly reflects something more than
an actual increase in robbery of that magnitude. It is
interesting that during 1969 and 1970, both Fall River and
Springfield fell below the robbery rate for the state. In

Percent Increase
66.5
56.2
29.
31.0

in Number of

Offenses
1969 - 1972

Rate
6144.%
6583.7
5648.9
4605.3
4372.2
7041.7
7337.5
3391.4

1972

38763

6624 | ¢
5535
4200
4468
11504
12894
196261

Number

Rate
6631.7
6562.9
4860.8
5505.2
6267.7
7112.7
3487.3

1971
7177 i 7151.2

42514
6454
4389
5€03

10273

12559

200796

Number

5973.4
7535.8
4716.3
4748.9
4575.7
4779.6
6454.0
3004.0

MAJOR CITIES —-- 1969-1972
Rate

TOTAL CRIME INDEX

1970

38294
7563
4570
4288
4657
7834
11396
170800

Number

TABLE 14:

Rate
5634.5
624.1
347.4
440.3
446.4
454.5
567.1
2660.8

1969

35397
6175
3324
3867
4520
7367
9932
149807

Number

1971, only Fall River's rate was lower than that of the Commonwealth.

And by 1972 all major cities had surpassed the state in robberies
per capita.

*1969 UCR (p. 5%9) reports 2740.2, based on a Massachusetts population of 5467000; 2660.8 is

based on a Massachusetts population of 5630224 (Preliminary 1970 U.S. Census).

New Bedford
{(102,180)

City

(1972
Population)

Boston
(630,900)
Cambridge
(100,612)
Fall River
(97,984)
(91,200)
Springfield
(163,369)
Worcester
(175,727}
Massachusetts
(5,787,000)

Lynn

|




TABLE 15a:

ROBBERY IN THE MAJCOR CITIES

OF MASSACHUSETTS —-- 196%9-1972
1969 1970 1971 1972 Percent Increase
City in Number of
Offenses
1969 - 1972
Number Rate Numbex Rate Number Rate Number Rate
Boston 2984 475.0 3371 525.8 4735 738.7 5037 798.4 68.8
Cambridge 1€0 161.7 256 255.1 355 353.7 329 327.0 105.6 o
T
Fall River 44 46.0 80 82.6 129 131.1 203 207.2 361.4
Lynn 120 136.6 146 161.7 142 157.3 163 178.7 i 35.8
New Bedford 126 124.4 106 104.1 169 166.0 214 | 209.4 69.8
Springfield 65 40.1 70 42.7 407 248.3 430 263.2 561.5
Worcester 345 187.0 369 209.0 452 256.8 501 285.1 45.2
Massachusetts 4955 88.0%* 5658 99.5 8069 140.1 8840 152.8 78.4
*1969 UCR (p. 59) reports 90.6; see footnote to Table 14.
TABLE 15b: BURGLARY IN THE MAJOR CITIES
OF MASSACHUSETTS -- 1969-1972
City 1969 1970 1971 1972 Percent Increase
in Number of
Offenses
1969 - 1972
Number Rate Number Rate Number Rate Numbexr Rate
Boston 9002 1432.9 10002 1560.2 12439 1940.6 10173 1612.5 13.0
Cambridge 2018 2039.6 2181 2173.2 1978 1970.9 1711 1700.6 -15.2 |
?
Fall River 1488 1555.2 1927 1988.7 3052 3103.6 2321 2368.8 56.0
Lynn 1707 1943.8 1992 2206.1 1825 2021.2 1664 1824.6 - 2.5
New Bedford 1625 1604.7 2168 2130.1 2566 2521.2 1926 1884.7 18.5
Springfield 2392 1475.8 3117 1901.7 4358 2658.9 4565 2794.3 90.8
Worcester 3981 2273.0 4612 2612.0 5110 2903.4 5179 2947.2 30.1
Massachusetts 56450 1002.6%* 64523 1134.1 77145 1339.8 71894 1242.3 27.4

*1969 UCR (p. 59) reports 1032.6; see footnote to

Table 14.




HE MAJOR CITIES

TRY Y
QOF MASSACHUSETTS -- 1969-1972

THEFT

AUTO

*1969 UCR (p. 59) reports 858.8; see footnote to Table 14.
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With regard to both burglary and auto theft (Tables 15b
and 15c), Boston's offenses clearly out-number those reportoed
by the other major cities, but, on a per capita basis, other
major cities have been suffering more chronic problems.
Boston's burglary rate has been, and is, the lowest among the
seven cities, 1969-1972. Excepting 1971, when Fall River's
rate ranked first, Worcester has led the seven cities, with
1969, 1970, and 1972 rates of 2273.0, 2612.0, and 2947.2 per
100,000 persons.

Upon recalling that Boston's auto theft rate carned it
first place among all U.S. cities (500,000+), note that in both
Cumbridge and Worcester, auto theft constitutes cven a more
severe problem. However, looking beyond auto theft and
considering the crime problem more broadly, Worcester and
Cambridge are not alone.

D. OTHER CITIES AND TOWNS OF THE COMMONWEAILTII

Tables 16 and 17 respectively present crime rates for
Massachusetts cities and towns having 50-100,000 and 25-%50,000
inhabitants. However, it should be understood that these
categories are arbitrary, and are meant to connote "midele-
sized" and "small-sized" communities, rather than sharply
delineated groupings. Fall River and Lynn are, accordingly,
listed in Table 16, but not included in the calculations yielding
row 3 in the table, as they have been considered to be among
the "major cities" throughout this report.

A cursory review of both Tables 16 and 17 reveals no
systematic patterns among the cities in terms of offense rates,
except that rates for the larger-size cities are slightly higher
excepting assault and larceny. The aggregate total Crime Index
rates for both categories are lower than the Crime Index ratc
for the state, as is also true with regard to the individual
index offenses, with one anomoly: the larceny rate for cities,
25,000-50,000, is greater than that for the Commonwealth as a
whole.

The total index crime rates for the "middle-sized"
communities range from 1162.8 for Arlington to 6046.3 for
Brookline. It is important to note that Brookline and Framingham
are the only places within this group (other than Fall River
and Lynn, which are excluded) that have total index crime rates
in excess of that for the state; Lowell, Somerville, Newton,
and Quincy approach the state's 3391.4. Brookline, Newton,
Quincy, and Somerville are all part of the Boston metropolitan
area, are contiguous to Boston, and, except for political
boundaries, cannot be distinguished as separate urban/social
systems. The ability of any citizen to travel rapidly from one



TLRLE 16 ¢ INIDEXL IRIME RLTES LT
NMARSATEUIETTE IJITIED AND TOWNS
HAVING S2-107,707 INBAEITANTS —— L1570
Meurder &
Tztal | Neon-neg-lForzi- AZEra-— Larceny fAuts
oIty Fopulztion Irndex iligens rlie Fribery fvated Burslary g2 and Tnef:
Crime Man— Ragpe Assault Drrex
Rate slaugh—
ter
Magsachusetis
Petal 5,787,000% K 3391.% 3.7 13.5 .52.8 125.2 1242, 3 881,54 aTIln
£0-100,95C8 17,71L,000%*§ 3214.¢8 €.32 19.% 131.5 | 163.¢ | 1z31.¢ 1162.¢0 LB1.6
Massachusects ) **
£6-103,000 1,014,880 2810.% 1.3 3.8 En ] £5.0 Ta1E 1 . fin g
 Arlington 52,200 1162.8 o 21.1 z24.5 30.7 255.6 22607 295.8
Brockton 92,958 i N/A N/A N/A N/& N/A N/A N/A N/A
Brookline 60,500 60k6.3 G 21.5 1RE.6 56.2 2C059.5 1819.8 1922.7
Chicopee 67,906 1597.9 1.5 2.9 28.5 2.9 Bh2.k 188.5 533.1
Fell River 97,984 5648.9 g.2 11.2 207.2 152.1 2368.8 13832.9 1517.6
Framingham 65,200 3k18.7 1.5 3.1 21.5 58.3 957.1 1682.5 69L .8
Lawrence 67,400 2866.5 o 1i7.8 7.5 132.0 £827.9 61k.2 1227.0
TABLE 16 : INDEX CRIME RATES OF
MASSACHUSETTS CITIES AND TOWNS
EAVING 50-100,000 INHABITANTS -— 1972
Murder &
Total Non-neg- |Foreci- Agpra— Larceny Auto
City Population Index ligent ble Robiery {vated Burglary PS0 and Theft
Crime Man-— Rape Assanlt Over
Rate slaugh-
ter
Lovell 94,616 3221i.Lk 3.2 19.6 61.3 87.7 1265.1 5L9.6 1235.5
Lynn 91,200 4605.3 1.1 ik.3 LTTB.T 375.0 1824.6 1028.> 11RE L
i
Malden 55,790 {2335.5 1.8 7.2 125.0 ek.7 €e3.8 £93.3 960.7} &
1
Medford 6L ,2€8 1851.6 3.1 16.9 52.G 37.3 511.9 639.5 595.9
Newton B7,600 3025.1 .3 6.8 £1.6 138.1 91k.h 1288.8 £13.C
Pesbedy 51,900 2558.8 c 1.9 53.9 121.% 1152.2 ELB.9 780.3
Pittsfield 56,906 |} 2651.7 1.8 0 3€.9 k3.9 | 1137.0 1217.8 214 .k
Quincy 88,900 |{ 3171.0 3.4 P9 58.5 EE.6 | 1Lk1C.€ 773.9 BLE.1
Somervillie 8i,800 | 3253.5 3.5 §.3 97.9 55.4% | 117h.5 349.1 156k.9}
Waltheam 60,600 | 1917.5 1.7 2,32 21 .5 29.6% 772.32 513.2 55€.1

_6b.—




TABLE 16

INDEX CRIME RATES OF
MASSACHUSETTS CITES AND TOWNS
HAVING 50-100,000 INHABITANTS -- 1972

Murder &
Total Non-neg-jiForrdi- Aggra-— Larceny FAuto
City Population ! Index ligent ble Robbery jvated Burglary $50 and Theft
Crime Man- Rape Assault Over
Rate slaugh-
F ter
Weymoutn 56,300 | 2207.8 0 T.1 30.2 30.2 719.4 1001.8 hig.2
* to the nearest thousand.
*% Excludes Brocktoh, for which offfnse data ajre riot available. i
Also excluded infthis row are Fall River anii Lynn, whi¢h are trdated as "pajor citips”
thongh they techhically fall within this pobulation category.
]
TABLE 17 . INDEX CRIME RATES OF
MASSACHUSETTS CITIES AND TOWNS
HAVING 25-50,000 INHABITANTS —-- 1972
Murder &
Total Non-neg-}{Forel- Aggra- Larceny Auto
City Population Index ligent bie Robbery {vated Burglary | $50 and Theft
Crime Man- Rape Assault Over
Rate slaugh--
: Ler
Massachusetts
Total 5,787,000% }3391.4 3.7 13.5 152.8 | 125.2 | 12k2.3 881.4 972. 4
U.S. , 8
25-50,000 16,673,000% {2821.3 5.1 15.0 102.6 145.3 1063.8 1100.2 389.3
Massachusetts % .
25-50,000 1,062,286 |2777.3 1.3 6.0 58.7 | 68.6 | 992.14 908.5 | 741.8 | g
]
Attleboro 33,000 26L2. L 0 6.1 48.5 63.6 709.1 1045.5 769..9
Belmont 25,036 1555.1 0 T.1 1L4.3 32.1 577.8 770. 4 153.4
Beverly 38,808 | 316L4.3 0 5.2 5h.1 20.6 | 1301.3 1229.1 554.0
Billerica 31,727 362L4.7 3.2 6.3 k1.0 167.1 171L4.6 1122.1 570.5
Braintree 36,807 4550.8 0 5.4 65.2 220.1 1152.C 14%20.9 1687.2
- Chelmsford 31,511 170kLk.2 0 6.3 15.9 60.3 612.5 701.3 307.8
Chelsea 30,013 3148.6 6.7 6.7 80.0 159.9 1179.5 653.1 1062.9

_'[g_.
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MASSACHUSETTS CITIEND AND TOWNS
HAVING 25-50,000 INHARITANTE -- 1972
Murder &
Total Non-neg-|Forcil- Aggra- Larceny uto
City Population In@ex ligent ble Robbery jvated Burglary | $52 :;é nggt
Crime Man- Rape Assault Over
Rate slaugh-
» fer
Danvers 26,554 | 3016. 0 7.5 26.4 101.7 534 .8 1318.1 1028.1
Dedham 27,826 | 3698. 0 3.6 T1.9 28.8 | -672.¢C 1530.9 |1390.8
Everett Lo,700 §1960.7 0 2.5 140.0 Le.7 882.1 231.0 658.5
Fitchburg k3,700 | 3L46L. 2.3 9.2 70.9 89.2 | 1393.6 1009.2 890.2
Gloucester 28,388 | 3286. 7.0 0 35.2 186.7 1285.6 637.6 11i3Lk.3
Haverhill 46,900 | N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Holyoke 49,900 | 4823. 2.0 20.0 148.3 | 116.2 | 2222.L 953.9 1360.7
Leominster 34,100 | 3011. 2.9 2.9 32.3 | 11k.4 | 1061.6 1020.5 7.1
Lexington 33,000 | 22k2. 0 9.1 39.4 84.8 960.6 809.1 339.4
Marlborough 28,185 | 2632. 0 2k.8 63.9 | 120.6 879.9 993.4 549.9
TABLE 17 : INDEX CRIME RATES OF
MASSACHUSETTS CITIES AND TOWNS
HAVING 25-50,000 INHABITANTS —-- 1972
Murder &
Total Non-neg- {Forci- Aggra- Larceny Auto
City Population Index ligent ble Robbery {vated Burglary $50 and Theft
Crime Man— Rape Assault Over
Rate slaugh-
 ter
Melrose 33,263 . 935.0 0 0 39.1 51.1 222.5 249.5 372.8
Methuen 36,109 j2293.1 2.8 0 60.9 4.8 1121.6 479.1 553.9
Milton 27,900 | 1888.9 0. 10.8 39.4 25.1 713.3 795.7 304,
Watick 31,135 §2595.2 0 0 25.7 6.k 908.9 1018.1 635.
Needham 31,238 239Lk.5 0 3.2 0 22.4 870.7 1238.9 259.3
Northampton 29,605 § 1746.3 0 0 16.9 20.3 429.0 925.5 35L.7
Norwood 32,359 { 2546.4 0 3.1 b9 .k 40.2 899.3 871.5 683.0
Randolph 28,389 824.3 0 1h.1 31.7 66.9 2h3.1 278.3 190.2
Revere 43,500 } 4181.6 4.6 18.% {158.6 66.7 1200.0 Thl .8 1988.5F
Salem 40,799 | 3676.6 L.g 2.5 80.9 Lk .1 2068.7 8L0.7 634.8

_Eg_
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community to the next renders obsolete the notion of local
communities as distinct and autonomous entities subject to the
criminal activities of only local residents.

Among the cities 25-50,000, eight have rates greater than
the rate for the state; and, again, six are included in the
metropolitan areas delineated above: Dedham and Revere (Boston);
Salem and Saugus (Lynn); Holyoke and W. Springfield (Springfield).

The fact that the "middle-" and "small-size" cities generally
have lower crime rates than the major cities is consistent with
conclusions drawn from earlier research in which it has been
found that crime rates in general, and property crime rates in
particular, decrease as distance from the center urban areas
increases.

Finally, it is important to emphasize that the cities under
consideration, unlike the major cities and the major metropolitan
areas, do not contribute disproportionately to Massachusetts'
index crime, relative to their aggregate populations. The medium-
size cities collectively support 17.5 percent of the state's
population, while only 14.5 percent of all index offenses were
committed there in 1972. For the 25~50,000 population category,
those figures are 18.9 and 15.5 percent respectively.
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Iv., SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The incidence of index crime in Massachusetts has been
compared with its incidence in other states, from 1961-1972.
The incidence of index crime in Boston has been compared with
its incidence in comparably large cities across the nation.
Crime trends in Massachusetts and in Boston were assessed,
comparing the present scope of the problem relative to its
past dimensions. This approach allows us to determine the
severity of the problem today, relative to its past severity
in the Commonwealth and relative to its severity in other
jurisdictions. But, as mentioned earlier, it is difficult to
draw conclusions useful in criminal justice program-planning
from analyses of this nature.

Public officials and criminal justice agencies must attempt,
in analyzing the crime problem, to bring this analysis to bear
on policy and program-planning-budgeting decisions. The
executive decision-maker in the law enforcement-criminal
justice system needs to know the answers to many questions.
These answers must be determined by careful consideration of
existing resources, the strengths and weaknesses of available
manpower , information regarding innovative programs implemented
both here in the Commonwealth and elsewhere in the nation, and
through the evaluation of current crime prevention and control
ctforts, as well as increased data descriptive of the crime
problem itself. The Committee on Law Enforcement, in its
role as a comprehensive criminal justice planning agency, is
continually pursuing alternative answers, continually considering
all of these factors, and attempting each year to reflect those
answers in its Annual Action Program, which describes the programs
it will fund with the monies channelled to Massachusetts by the
Law Inforcement Assistance Administration in the Department of
Justice. But the Commonwealth receives only a small amount of
funds from the LEAA when compared to state and local criminal
justice agency expenditures -- an amount which can dwindle to
insignificance as it is allocated to new crime prevention and
control programs implemented across the state. If these
monies are divided among too many small projects, important
economies of scale are forsaken. If they are directed to areas
within the state where the crime problem is not great, significant
reductions in the scope of the problem cannot and will not be
realized. Much of this study was, therefore, focused on the
geographic distribution of serious crime in the Commonwealth.
1f we ascertain where, within Massachusetts, the problem of
serious crime is most pronounced, where each of the offenses
is most concentrated, such information can form the basis for
crime-specific program-planning and serve to guide the allocation
of crime prevention and control funds. It is from this perspective
that some of the outstanding findings of this analysis will be
sumnmarized.
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A. TOTAL CRIME INDEX

Boston, Cambridge, Fall River, Lynn, New Bedfoxrd,
Springfield and Worcester together contain 23.5 percent of the
state's population but reported 42.8 percent of the index offenses
committed in 1972. (See Table 18.) (And it is safe to say that
non-reporting of serious offenses is probably greater in the
larger cities.) Boston, with 10.9 percent of the state's
population, bore the brunt of 19.8 percent of all Massachusetts
index crime.

The major metropolitan areas, housing 41.4 percent of the
population, accounted for 59.2 percent or almost three-fifths
of the serious crimes reported during 1972. Alone, the Boston
metropolitan area accounted for one-third of the Commonwealth's
index crime.

The incidence of serious crime in the smaller cities of
the Commonwealth is not disproportionate relative to their
population concentration. The middle-size cities, having
between 50,000 and 100,000 inhabitants, account in the aggregate
for 17.5 percent of the population of the state but for only
14.5 percent of the index crime. The smaller cities (25,000-
50,000 inhabitants) account for 18.9 percent of the population
but for only 15.5 percent of the index crime.

The aggregate index crime rates of these categories of places
similarly reflect the urban nature of the crime problem. For
the major cities of the Commonwealth: 6166.6 index offenses per
100,000 persons. For the major metropolitan areas: 4843.9.
For middle-size cities (50-100,000 population): 2810.4. And
for the smaller cities and towns (25-50,000 population): 2777.3.
The aggregate rates of the latter two categories were both
lower than the rate for the state: 3391.4.

B. CRIMES AGAINST PERSCONS AND CRIMES AGAINST PROPERTY

Crimes of violence appear to be more concentrated in urban
areas than property crimes. The murders, rapes, robberies, and
aggravated assaults reported by the major cities in 1972
represented 66.6 percent of all such crimes reported in the
Commonwealth. That figure for burglary, larceny, and auto
theft combined was 40.5 percent. This disparity is accentuated
in Boston, the most "urban" of the urban centers: 43.4 percent
of the Commonwealth's crimes against persons, baut only 17.5
percent of the crimes against property were committed there last

year.



TABLE 18: NUMBERS, RATES, AND GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION CF
INDEX CRIME BY POPULATION GROUPING -- 1972
J 5 Total Crime Index
Population Aggregate |Percent™ ’
Group Population [of State's
of Group Population 5 5 5
Number™ ° |Percent of ° Rate™ °
State's
Total
Major Metro- 1
politan Areas 2,398,130 41.4 116162 59.2 4843.9
Major Citiesz' 1,361,982 23.5 83988 42.8 6166.6 )
50—100,0003' 1,014,880 17.5 28522 14.5 2810.4
25—50,0004' 1,092,285 18.9 30336 15.5 2777.3
Massachusetts 5,787,000 100.0 ,[ 196261 100.0 3391.4

—-(G-

1. Boston/Cambridge, Fall‘River/New Bedford, Lynn, Springfield, & Worcester; see notes to Table 10.
2. Boston, Cambridge, Fall River, Lynn,; New Bedford, Springfield, & Worcester.
3. Excludes Fall River(97,984) and Lynn(91,200), which have been treated as major cities; avoids

redundancy. Also excludes Brockton; data not available.

L

. Exq}udes Haverhill and Taunton; data not available.
5. Note that there exists redundancy in these statistics: the major metro areas contain the major

cities, as well as some of the cities in the 50-100,000 and 25-50,000 population categories.
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