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EXECUTIVE SUm-1..21.RY 

This study analyzed the patterns of stranger-to-

stranger crime committed on residential premises in urban 

and suburban areas. This was accomplished through exami­

nation of police and other criminal justice records, a' 

search of relevant literature, a household survey that 

interviewed nearly 1,000 persons inclwding victims and 

non-victims of residential crime, a field observation 

study of 39 separate areas of the Boston SMSA and inter-

views \'1i th 100 offenders. 

The study determined that the concept of residential 

crime is diffuse and that there is a considerable variarice 

in the frequency, distribution, and consequences of spe-

cific offenses. The most common of the serious residen­

tial offenses is burglary, followed at a considerable dis-

tance by robbery. 

These crimes tend to be unequally distributed geo-

graphically and among different segments of the popula­

tion. The incidence of each is disproportionately high 

in the central areas of SMSA, this being especially true 

for robbery. 

The average loss in a residential burglary was on the 

order of $300 and except for multiple victims, the economic 
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consequences did not appear. serious to the individual. 

The fear engendered by residential crime was its most 

important consequence for many people. 

The int.erviews v.,i th burglary offenders indicated 

that in general they did little planning, were not 

highly skilled, and did not make large profits from 

their crime. The interviewees were divided into cate­

gories based on age, race, and drug use. Those under 

18 were apt to be unskilled, to hit targets close to 

home, to make lower profit from individual scores and to 

be motivated by "excitement" as well as by ~~conomic con­

sidera-tions. The middle and older age groups were typi­

cally more mobile and highly effective, though not 

highly skilled, burglars. The older group (25 and older) 

selected their targets with more carer preferring afflu-

ence to vulnerability. 

Apart from differences in housing type selected, 

there was no great difference bebTeen \'1hite and black 

burglars. The principle,difference between drug users 

and non""drug users was the frequency ".'lith ".'Jhich the 

former ~vorked. 

An analysis was undertaken of various environmental 

factors thought to influence the distribution of residen­

tial crime rates among areas. Those that appeared to be 
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most closely associatt::d '\";eL"B affluence , vulnerability 

(including level of physical access l occupancy, visi­

bility and social cohesion) and location. The last was 

a proxy for a variety of socio-economic factors which 

cluster in the inner city. Factors such as housing type, 

regular police patrol, street lighting and neighborhood 

traffic patterns did not seem to greatly influence the 

residential crime rate. 

In general, crime rates were inversely proportional 

to distance from the center of the metropolitan area. 

However, in the inner areas vulnerability \Vas considered 

a more important factor than affluence, whereas this re-

lationship was reversed in the Quter areas. 

It was-determined that the relative weight of factors . . 

varied among areas of the city ~nd.t~at the probability of 

residential burglary victimization follows an ascending 

hierarchy: 

1. Areas with a highly cohesive population or a 

concentration of secure buildings, regardless 

of location. 

2. Outlying non-affluent areas 

3. Outlying affluent areas 

4. Inner city areas that are not highly vulnerable 

5. Inne.r city areas that are highly vulnerable. 
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Large housing project areas were virtually the only 

ones with a significant amount of residential robbery. 

In these areas the most likely explanation for the high 

rates of residential robbery and burglary was "the pre-

sence of a large youth population. 

v'li thin areas of comparable crime rate I victimiza'tion 

tended to fall most heavily on the relatively affluent 

and those whose dwellings were unoccupied for a great 

portion of the time. In general, most dwellings had sub-

standard access security for portals; but the rates of 

victimization vlere less for those whose dov,r.-s, locks I 

and windows vlere at least of minimum standard. In general I 

awareness of and concern about being burglarized was fo~nd 

to parallel both the burglary experience of an area and 

of the individual. Most people's opinions of how to im­

prove security were based on traditional notions of police 

. patrol~ even though this type of protection was found to 

be ineffective because of the low visibility of residential 

crimes. 

The general conclusion of the study was that, in order 

to reduce the rate of residential crime it is necessary to 

undertake programs directed at offender motivation and 

crime opportunity. Regarding motiva.tion, the crimina.1 
" 

justice system does not appear to deter criminal behavior, 
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either through fear of punishment or by rehabilitating 

adjudicated offenders. However, the offender population 

for specific crimes such as burglary appears to be rela-

tively small and known, so that programs directed toward 

them might produce major dividends in crime reduction. 

The most effective type programs appear to be those per-

taining to drug treatment and employment opportunities. 

Strategies to minimize crime opportunity must take 

account of a variety of interactive facto"rs related to 

specific offenders, crimes, areas, and victims. A pro-

gram designed to reduce crime in one type area may have 

no effect in another and in some instances may displace 

offenders functionally or geograph~c~lly and shift crime 

risk to other victims. The most effective strategy would 

appear to be to raise the level of dwelling access se-

curi ty', even though the exact method must vary, depending 

on the area. In some cases an increase in the number of 

security guards, in others higher standards for doors 

and locks, and in still others the installation of central 

station alarms would be appropriate. 

In many respects, the character and'control of resi-

dential crime differs from street crime. Residential 

crime is less dangerous, but because it is dispersed and 

non-visible, it is less am~nable to control by police 
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methods. Its control larg~ly depends on citizen actions, 

both as individuals and in groups. If citizens were fully 

informed of the nature of residential crime, they \'lould 

be better able to assist in its control. 

.. 
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A. 

CHAPTER I 

,INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND OF THE PRESENT STUDY 

This study of Hcrime in and around residences" grows 

out of the concern felt by various,agencies of the federal 

government over the incidence 6f stranger~to~stranger 

crime committed in and around dwellings. Both the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) and the De­

partment of Housing and Urban Development (DHUD) are 

vitally interested in reducing the level of this type of 

crime and as a result have undertaken :a four phase study of 

which the present project is Phase I. 

B. OR,JECTIVES OF THE PHASE I S'1'UDY . :: 

Phase I was required to determine the nature and 

pattern of common crimes co~itted'against residential 

properties in urban and suburpan areas. The tactics, 

conditions, and circumstances related to the crime 

were to be investigated in order to assist DHUD and 

LEAA in establishing guidelines for residential 

security. 

The study was expected to focus on the relation­

ship between such pertinent factors as neighborhood 

environment, characteristics of persons and residences 

victimized, details of specific crimes, and criminal 
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behavior. The study was to encompass both high and 

low crime rate areas in order to assess the characteristics 

of each as they relate to residential crime. It was 

also to include non-victims as well as victims, to 

determine whether they have different characteristics 

or use different protective measures. 

C. RESEARCH DESIGN 

1. General 

To accomplish the objective of the project, the 

study has sought to identify, describe, and where 

possible to explain in a systematic and quantitative 

mahner, the rates and patterns of residential crimes, 

and their correlation to key variables. Rates are here 

defined as the number of offenses"per unit (generally 

measured in crimes per 1000 households'· per year) , 

patterns are the chronological and spatial distribution 

of rates and distinctive character:stics of residential 

crime in terms of method and target of attack. 

Correlative factors are conditions and circumstances 

which appear to be related to, and are possible explanations 

of the rates and patterns of residential crime. 

2. Methodology 

The setting for this study was Hetropolitan Boston~ 

It is no~ however, meant to be a definitive account of 

residential crime in the entire Boston area. Rather, 

the study has examined representative areas of the Boston 

2 
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SMSA. In effect this is a microcosmic look at the resi­

dential crime problem. As the report will make clear, 

accumulations of gross data across large geographic units 

often obscures as much as it reveals. Policies based on 

such data may be inappropriate when applied in specific 

situations. Of late criminal justice research has hegin 

to move away from the general study of "crime" and "crimi­

nals ll to the study of specific types of criminal behavior 

such as robbery or burglary. This study carries the trend· 

a step further by adopting an area specific approach wherein 

an analysis is undertaken of the crime experience of various 

types of .. urban environments. 

In order to gather information and test hypotheses, 

the study employed five basic tools: (1) a search of the 

literature, both popular and professional; (2) an analysis 

of police records pertaining ~o residential crime; (3) a 

survey of households which included both a detailed 

interview with victims and non-victims of residential 

crime, and an audit and site survey of the security 

aspects of dwelling units i (4) a field observation study 

of the characteristics of selected geographic areas to 

determine the comparative security featur~s of each; and 

(5) a study of residential offender behavior, including 

detailed interviews with and an analysis of the criminal 

history of 100 adjudicated burglars. 
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Tasks 2r 3, and 4 were closely related and form 

the core of the project. In essence they comprise 

an analysis of the residential crime experience in 

" h' f h 1 Th thlrty-nlne geograp 1C areas 0 t e Boston 811SA. ese 

areas were chosen based upon stratifications of housing 

type, race, income and crime rate. 

Thirty-six of the locales are in the city of Boston 

proper, where each comprises one of the city's 824 police 

reporting areas, commonly called RA's. (See Hap IA,,) 

The RAls are the smallest subdivision for which crime 

records are kept. The next largest unit of crime analysis 

is·the neighborhood, of which there are 81 in Boston. The 

neighborhoods generally comprise coherent social, economic, 

and geographic communities. The next level unit is the 

police district; the twelve districts2 roughly correspond 

to the. historic divisions o,f Boston as they were incorpora-

ted into the city proper and are the present administrative 

subdivisions of the city police department (see Map IB). 

A district, therefore, is a group .of neighborhoods 

and a neighborhood is a group of RAls. Within the city 

the terms area, neighborhood, and district will refer to 

the units described ~bove. 

Suburban police do not use the reporting area con­

cept. The suburban areas' are actually census tracts 

for which crime data was especially collected for this 

4 
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MAP lA 

5 

SELECTED POLICE REPORTING AREAS 

CITY OF BOSTON 

surveyed areas 

~ non surveyed areas 
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MAP IB 
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NElGHBORHOODS WITHIN 
BOSTON POLICE DISTRICTS 

Broken lines--Police Dist~!ct! 
Solid lines' --Neighborhoo 
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project (see Map lC). Table 1.1 identifies all the 

studied areas by neighborhood and police district. 

The first step in the analysis (Task 2) was to 

gather police data on all residential robberies and 

burglaries~ reported in each area between 1/1/69 and 

9/30/714. Next} from the original 39 areas, 18 (see Maps 

lA and lC) were selected, from within the stratified 

categories, for further an~lysis~ This took the form 

of a household survey (Task 3) of victims and non-victims 

and a site survey of the environment (Task 4) .. In 

addition, the offender interviews (Task 5) were 

structured to gather data on areas of the type an~lyzed 

in Tasks 2 to 4. Efforts were made throughout to 

interface each task with previous research identified 

through the literature search (Task lie 

The report that follows is organized to present the 

findings of each task individually and as an integrated 

\·lhole. Chapter II delineates the nature of the residential 

crime problem. Chapter III presents previous research 

findings on the subject and is supported by Appendix A, 

which contains the bibliography. Chapter IV discusses 

offender behavior, with reference to additional material 

from the offender interviews in Appendix B. Chapter V 

examines the influence of environmental factors, with 

detailed information from the site survey and various 
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quanti~ative analysis contained in Appendix C. Chapter 

VI is concerned with~he characteristics of victim and 

non-victim persons; Chapter VII, victimized and non-

victimized structures. The basic data for these two 

chapters are the results of the household survey 

cOl • .t.:.ained in Appendix D. Chapter VIII presents overall 

conclusions and the policy implications of the findings. 
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,TABLE 1.lA 

LOCATION OF REPORTING AREAS BY 

POLICE DISTRICT AND NEIGHBORHOOD - CITY OF BOSTON 

--~--------------.-------"----------------

POLICE 
DISTRICT 

REPORTING 
AREA NEIGHBORHOOD 

r-----------+--------------+----------'----'--~--
1 62 

70* 

83* 

3 4;21 

447*· 

467 

470 

4 135 

622* 

143 

145* 

166* 

5 530· 

720 

6 196* 

214 

232 

*Household Su·rvey Area 10 

WesJc End 

~. Beacon Hill 

North End 

Mattapan 

Mt. Bowdoin 

Mattapan 

Mattapan 

Beacon Commonwealth 

Kenmore Sq.-B.D. 

Prudential-Copley Sq~ 

Prudential-Copley Sq. 

South Bay-City HOsp. 
Castle Sq.-South End· 

Hyde Park - Readville 

West Roxbury 

Broadway 

Broadway 

Telegraph Hill­
Beach Front 
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I I 

I POLICE REPORTING 
)ISTRICT AREA NEIGHBORHOOD 

7 824 Maverick-Central Sq. 

I I 9 265 * Sav Mor 

TABLE 1.lB 

I 296 Sav Mor I 
297 Washington Park 

..• ,::: 

I 306 Grove Hall West 
!I 

LOCATION OF REPORTING AREAS BY 

SUBURBAN TOWN AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

I 307* Grove Hall West 

I 308 Washington Park 

I t 

I 315* Grove Hall West I 
.~ 
I 

CITY REPORTI);G NEIGHBORHOOD 
AREA 

I 
319 Grove Hall West 0 HI ~ n 

10 291* Jackson Square i 
'! 

NE';'lTON 736 CHESTNUT HILL 
, 

589 Mission Hill Housing Proj. 745 Nm'~Tm,7V ILLE -
AUBURNDALE 

I 
600 Mission Hill Housing Proj. 

I 602 Mission Hill Proper 

-

. 

I 11 256* Columbia Point I 
Nom'lOOD 134 CENTR.T\L NO:s.~';OOD-

\'lILLET PQ2\D 

I 13 505 * Forest Hill I 
I 

653 Moss Hill Sect. 

14 775 * Chestnut Hill-Aberdeen I 
I 779 Brighton Center il 
I 15 ·57* 

I City Square I '1 

11 12 

.1 
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INTRODDCTION 

FOOTNOTES 

1. Three areas (196, 470, and 745) are actually two 
RAts combined into one. 

2.. Two districts were recently combined, but for crime 
analysis purposes the city conti~ues to use the 12-
dist~ict framework. 

3. Data on murder, rape, arson, and vandalism was col­
lected by a different method (see pp. 23-24). 

4. City police data for ~he last three months of 1971 was 
not available at the time of the records search. Since 
it was necessary to obtain victim data for the house­
hold survey, there was no opportunity to wait for it 
to be compiled. Suburban polic~ data was not available 
for 1969, but was for all of 1970 and 1971. 

13 

·1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

-

CHAPTER II 

THE PROBLEl't1 OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME 
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CHAPTER II 

THE PROBLErl OF RESIDENTIAL CRH1E . 

A. INTRODUCTION 

'l~his chapter will attempt to define the nature of 

residential crime, ,the problens in researching it, its 

distribution and its consequences. The cbjective of 

this section is to present the dimensions of the prob-

lem. Discussion of the explanatory variables is' 18f~ 

for later chapters. 

B. THE DEFINITION OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME 

_ . Residential crime is a somewhat amorphous term.. The 

\vorking definition for this study is "stranger-to- stranger 

crime committed in a:nd around .dvlellings in urban and 

suburban areas." The term "around.dwellings" was defined 

as areas attached to housing 'units \'lhich form logical 

extensions of dwelling space, such as hallways, yards, or 

the grounds of housing projects. The criteria for inclusicn 

is whether the property in question is under the'control 

of Q\'mers, occupants, or managers. Areas under the control 

of local government, such as streets and all~ys, are excluded. 

The establishment of a category of crime based on a 

precise definition of place of occurrence presents funda-

-
mental problems to the investigator. In general, the cri-

minal law, crime statistics, and criminological research 
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are not organized around the concept of residential crime. 

For example, in defining the crime of rape, the law re­

quires no specification of locale; the Uniform Cr~me Re­

ports (UCR) do not contain a category of residential rape; 

and studies of the criminal histories of rapists do not 

single out those who might choose to attack exclusively 

or primarily strangers on residential premises l . The 

'~ame is true for many other categories of offense _ murder2, 

assault3 , larceny4, nd d l' 5· al van a ism , for example - in that 

t4e location of the crime is problematic, insofar as its 

Occurrence on a residential premise is more likely to be 

,by chance than by design. 

Two crimes, robbery and burglary, are ex~eptions to 

the above generalization. The UCR contain a category of 

residential robbery. However, much of the so-called 

residential robbery does not involv~ direct attack on a 

dwelling, but more typically the victim (often a non­

resident) is ~ttacked in an adjacent area, such as a hallway. 

In some respects, these crimes tend to resemble street 

robbery, and the ~act that they occur on residential premises 

is often a matter of chance. Other residential robberies 

may begin as burglaries, but because of an unexpected 

encounter between offender and victim, they become robberies, 

although, as this studf r,.,ill suggest, "home invasion" 

robberies are comparatively rare. 
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The'prototype of residential crime is the offense of 

burglary. In its original common law definition, burglary 

involved the breaking and entering of the dwelling house 

of another at night with the intent to commit a felony 

therein. 6 In this respect, it encompasses all the elements 

that the public tends to associate with residential crime -

forceable entry into a dwelling at a time when the occupants 

could be expected to be home, for the purpose of committing 

a serious offense. At present in the United States, however, 

under UCR definition and often by state statute, the offense 

of burglary can be committed against non-dwelling structures, 

can occur at any time of the day, and does not require a 

for~eable entry. Indeed, nearly half of the burglaries re­

ported annually do. not take place in dwellings 7 , and the over­

whelming number of residential burglaries are committed at a 

time when the occupants are away. In many' instances, the. 

dollar value of the loss is of an amount 'which, if sustained 

in an ordinary theft, would not constitute a felony crime. 

The fact that the concifpt of residential crime is not 

clearly defined. in law, administration, or. research, has pre­

sented difficulties in integrating the present study with 

other work in the field. For example, criminological litera-

ture discusses person or property offenders, not the cross-

cutting category of residential offenders. Court records 

deal ,.ji th burglars, but not residential burglars per 5e. In 

sum, it must be borne in mind that while there are residential 

crimes, the~e is no clearly delineated category of criminal 

behavior ~!-nich can be labAled ·ref;idential crime. 

16 
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C. THE HEASUREMENT OF RESIDENTIAL CRIHE 

In attempting to describe the extent of residential 

crime, account must be taken of methods of computing 

crime statistics. There are two means by which a crime 

rate may be calculated: (1) studies of crime or offense 

rates, largely derived from the number of crimes reported 

to the police in a particular jurisdiction,. (2) studies 

of criminal or offender rates,largely derived from records 

of persons who are apprehended for criminal or delinquent 

behavior in a particular jurisdiction. 

These two methods will yield different results when 

applied to the same geographic unit. For example, a large 

number of crimes might be reported in Neighborhood X, but 

very few~r~~idents of the neighborhood might be charged 

by the police. Thus, Neighborhood X might have a high 

offense rate, but a low offender rate. 

Another consideration i~ thit the basis for most 

criminologic,a1 analysis is official statistics pertaining 

to crimes reported to or arrests made by the police. How­

ever, there is a significant amount of crime which, for 

various reasons, is never ref1ecte,d in official statistics. 

Indeed, the Preside'nt' s Crime Commission estimated that 

the actual rate of the comroon residential crime of burglary 

was about three times greater than the official rate. 8 

&~ annual survey of a random sample of Boston households 

calculated victimization rates for re,sidential burglary. 
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Table 2.1 compares their findings to the official police 

figures. 

TABLE 2.1 

cm1PARISON OF OFFICIAL lu'f\!D UNOFFICIAL 
RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATES--1970 

Per 1000 
Households 

Official Rate1 32 

Survey Rate2 120 

ISe~ report of the police Commissioner, City of Boston, 
1970, Table IV. 

2MIT~Harvard Joint Center for Urban Studies, Citizen 
Attitude Survey, 197~. 

'l'his finding parallels the Presidential Commission 

report noted e'arlier and was generally duplicated in nine 

other cities which underwent similar surveys as part of ~ 

a national study. 9 

While the problem of unreported crime is known to 

researchers, the prevailing view has been 

It is not necessary to Know about every act 
that occurs. Official information would still 
be adequate for most crimes to show the relative 
variation in crime rate in different city areas, 
providing that the offenses and the offenders 
in these areas have roughly the same chance of 
coming to vificia1 notice and action. There is 
increasing evidence ... that this assumption is 
probably true, especially for the more serious 
offenses which are not confined in the family 
context. "1(' . 

. 18 
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Victimiza'tio;n data gathered by the household sux'vey 

phase of the present project was used as a check on the 

accu~acy of police crime reporting figures. As expected 

from previous surveys, all RA's reported more offenses 

than police figures. H0wever, in two officially low crime 

RA's the survey uncovered a sufficieht amount of unreported 

burglaxy to raise doubts whether the relative variation in ac­

tual crime parallels the variation in reported figures.' 

In RA 196, the recorded rate for the first nine 

months of 1971 \vas 3/1000. Yet, from a total of 43 

non-victimized households interviewed, six burglaries 

.wer(~ sustained in the equivalent time period,. In RA 447 

the official rate for the first nine months of 1971 was 

10/1000, but of 68 ~on-victim households surveyed, ten 

sustainE~d burglaries during that period. RA 196 is a 

city housing project. A more extensive survey reported 

for a 12-month period in 1970-71 a residential burglary 

rate of 552/1000 households as compared with the official 

rate of 12/1000. 11 In later sections of the present study, 

analysis of similar R.1\ I s will frequently find 196 and 447 

standing out from their group. It is likely, therefore, that 

these are not 10v1 burglary rate areas. If, however, the 

present research had relied solely on the official rate, 

a number of possible false hypotheses could have been 

generated to explain this unusual situation. This suggests 

than in unde+taking criminological research based on 
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official statistics, it is useful to conduct validation 

studies. 

D. THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESIDEN'rIAL CRINE 

1. By Category 

Of the serious residential crimes, burglary is the 

most common and robbery a distant second. Table 2.2 

provides a comparison of offense rates for the two most 

common type crimes. Table 2.3 provides similar data for 

offender,rates for all burglars and robbers. 

TABLE 2.2 

RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY AND BURGLARY OFFENSES 

1970 

S A. l 
U. • B 0 S T 0 N

2 

ESTIMATED RATE PER RATE PER 

OFFENSE GROSS NO. 100,000 GROSS NO. 100,000 

Residential 
614 6,985 1,089 

Burglary 1,247,000 

Residential 
21 325 51 

Robbery 41,800 

IFBI UCR 1970, Tables I and 19. 

2ReEort of the Police Commissioner! City' of BostOtl t 1970, 

Table IV. 
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TABLE 2.3 

ROBBERY AND BURGLA.RY OFFENDERS - 1970 

TYPE OF 
OFFENDER 

Burglar,s 

Robbers 

IFBI UCR 1970, 

2Regort of the 
Table VIII. 

1 
u. S. A. 

ESTIMATED 
GROSS NO. RATE PER 
ARRESTED 100,000 

285,000 188 

88,000 58 

Table 23. 

Police Commissioner, 

2 
B 0 S TON 

GROSS NO. RATE PER 
ARRESTED 100,000 

971 151 

631 98 

City of Boston, 1970, 

Male youths, particularly from the non-white segments 

of the population, are heavily represented as offenders 

in the leading residential crime categories. 12 See Tables 

2.4 and 2.5. 
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% Male 

Median 

. TABLE 2. 4 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS 
ARRESTED FOR BURGLARY - 1970 

Nationallyl U.S. Cities 2 U.S. 

95 95 

Age 17 17 

Suburbs 3 Boston4 

95 97 

17 18 

% Non-white 34 39 18 45 

SOURCE: 

% Male 

FBI Uniform Crime Reports 1970 

1. Tables 28, 30, 32. 
2. Ci ties are defined as municipalities \\li th over 

2500 population, Tables 34, 36, 38. 
3. Tables 40, 42, 43. 
4. SOURCE: Annual Report Police Commissioner f')r 

the City of Boston 1970, Table VIII. 

TABLE 2.5. 

DEt10GRi\PHIC CHARi\CTERISTICS OF PERSONS 
ARRESTED FOR RUBBERY - 1970 

Nationally 
1 

U.S. Cities 2 U.S. 

94% 94% 

Suburbs 
3 Boston4 

95% 93% 

Median ag~ 20 19 20 20 

% Non-v;.:.,i te 65% 68%· 40 96 65% 

SOURCE: FBI Uniform Crime Reports 1970 
1. Tables 28, 30, 32. 
2. Tables 34, 36 , 38. 
3. Tables 40, 42, 43. 
-i. SOURCE: Annual Report police COITGnissioner for 

the City OfBO'ston 1970, Table VIII. 
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The crimes of robbery and burglary are reported under 

sub-categories of residential attack, others are not. 

For purposes of the present study, special analysis 

~las made of several other offenses to determine what 

proportion of them would be of a residential nature 

(i.e., stranger to stranger on residential premises). 

The results follow: 

Rape. 92 rapes (12% of the city total) were reported 

to the police in the 36 Boston areas studied. Only six 

met the definition of a residential crime. Given that 

other studies (See Note 1) have shown that most rapes 

occur between previously acquainted persons, this finding 

is probably typical. 

Hurder. 28 murders {9% of to:e city totallwere 

reported in the 36 studied areas of which three were 

possibly residential~ However, given the small sample 

size and the gravity of the offense, a further analysis 

was made of all 321 murders which occured in Boston in the 

years 1969-1971, inclusive. This nisclosed that seven 

were clearly perpetrated by strangers on residential premises, 

five were in connection with a robbery, and two with an 

apparent burglary. In an additional twelve cases (comprising 

13 victims) the victim was apparently killed on residential 

premises, but the perpetrator and motives are unclear. 

It is not likely that all of the killers were strangers 

since, in some instances, the victim was thought to 

have been in a quarrel just prior to his death. In 
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others the victim was apparently a prostitute or drug 

pusher so that the crime may have arisen out of "professional ll 

disputes. In some of the cases which occured inside the 

dwelling, there was evidence of an unlawful entry, but 

this does not guarantee that the perpetrator was a stranger. 

In any event the number of incidents was so few that it is 

clear that the probability of becoming a re·sidential murder 

victim is in the order of one in 100,000 annually for the 

average Bostonian. 

Arson. Arson is a potentially serious but a com­

paratively rare crime. Only 3 respondents in the house­

hold 'survey reported sustaining an arson against residential 

premises. This would comprise an annual rate of approx­

imately 1/1000 hous~holds. 

Vandalism. Most acts of vandalism are usually 

minor in nature. However, it· is a relatively common 

crime. In 1969 a-survey of a random sample of Boston house­

·holds (n=500) reported an annual vandalism rate of 62/1000. 

The household survey conducted for this study reported 

a rate of 80/1000 households. 

2. By Time 

It is apparent from Table 2.6 that the number of 

reported crimes has greatly increased both locally and 

nationally. In 1966 the President's Crime Commission esti­

mated that about half of all robberies and two thirds of 

all burglaries went unrecorded. As Table 2.6 indicates, 
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between 1966 and 1970 reported residential burglary 

increased 150% and robbery nearly 300% in Boston. Despite 

this increase, victimization studies, including those 

conducted for this project, continue to find much unreported 

crime. Therefore increases appear to be real and not just 

due to improved reporting. 

In contrast, while arrests nationally have follow~d 

a similar pattern of steady increase, locally they dipped 

at mid-decade and then rose back to former levels. 

(sec Table 2. 7 . ) 

TABLE 2.6 

OFFENSE RATES PER 100~000 POPULATION" 
SELBCTED RESIDENTIAL CRlIvlES 

CATEGORY 1962 1966 
-
Residential U.S.A. 207+ 343++ 
Burglary Boston 248 434 . 

Residential U.S.A. 4 6 

Robbery Boston 5+ 13++ ...... 

+Estimate based on population of 675,000. 
++Estimate based on population of 650;000 

1970 

614 
1089 

21 
51 

' .. ' .. ". 

§2Y~: FB! UCR 1962, 1966, 1970 ' 
AnnuaI'""-Reports Boston police Department, 1962, 1966, 1970. 
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CATEGORY 

Burglars 

Robbers 

TABLE 2.7 

OFFENDER RATES PER. 100,000 
SELECTED RESIDENTIAL CRIMES 

1962 1966 

U.S.A. 132..l.. 145++ 
Boston 154' 128 

U.S.A. 32 34++ 
Boston 75+ 64 

+Estimate based on population of-675,000 
++Estima'te based on population of 650, 000 

SOURCE: FBI UCR 1962, 1966, 1970 

1970 

188 
151 

58 
98 

Annuar-Reports Boston Police Department, 1962, 
1966, 1970. 

The present study determined that residential bur~:laries 

were more likely to occur during the week and in the daY·time" 

Residential robbery, on the other haud, was more common 

at night and on the weekend. Ther~ were no discernable 

patterns by month or season. Specific details are discusse~ 

in Chapter IV. 

3. By Area 

Among the regions of the United States, robbery 

rates are currently highest in the Northeast and lowest 

in the South, while- burglary rates are highest in the 

West, with ·the other regions showirtg- no significant 

variations from one another. I3 

Within any given region, it has been found that 

crime rates are higher l'n central c't' ~~ , b b 1. las \.-uan l.n·Sll ur s. 

Eor the crime of robbery, approximately 10% of which is 
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residential in nature,14 according to the Uniform Crime 

Reports, cities over 250,000 in population had a robbery 

rate about ten times that of suburbs in 1970. Burglary, 

of which nearly 60% is residential, occurs about twice 

as frequently in cities of over a quarter of a million 

, -15 
in sub,u:r::bs. Chapter V will discuss in detail the 

spatial distribution of residential crime within the 

metropolitan area. 

,4. By Population Characteristics 

In terms of offense rates, the burden of crime is 

not evenly distributed across the population. A NORC 

study 16 indicated that victimization falls most heavily 

on low-income and n<;:m-whi te groups. When specific 

categories of crime are considered, 'it is found that 

among whites, burglary victimization rates decline as 

income rises, while among blaoks, the reverse is true. 

Robbery victimization tends to decline as income ris~s 

among both races. See Table 2.8. 
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TABLE 2.8 

DISTRIBUTION OF CRIME 
BY RACE AND INCO~ill 

(rates per 100,000 population) 

White Non-White 
$0 $3,000- $6,000- Above $0- $ ~ nnn_ _,..,_v Above 

Crime $2,999 $5,999 $9,999 ··$10,000· $2,999 $5,999 $ 6 ,'000 

Burglary 1,310 958 764 763 . 1,336 1,261 2,056 
Robbery 116 91 42 34" 278 240 

Source: Phillip H. Ennis, 
States (Chicago: 

Criminal Victimization in the United 
National' Opinion Research Center, 1967), 

Table 14. 

The NORC study also provided data regarding the extent 

of multiple victimization whi~h further indicates that 

crime is. unevel'lly disr.ribl1tec1. :Jeaxl:, one ~hirr'l. of the 

victimized households sustained more than one crime. See 

Table 2.9. 
TABLE 2.9 

THE EXTENT OF MULTIPLE VICTIMIZATION 

All Households with--

No victimizations ................ 72 
One victimization •...•••.. ~ •••••• 19 
Two victimizati0ns ....... : ....... 6 
Three victimizations ............. 2 
Four or more victimizations ...... 1 

Total 100% 
N (3,296) 

Source: Phillip H. Ennis, Criminal Victimization in the United 
States (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 1967), 
Table 21. 
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E. THE CONSEQUENCES OF RESIDENTIAL CRINE 

1. Direct 

Economic Consequences 

In Bo.ston in 1970 the average loss from a residen­

tial burglary was $338 and the gross loss approximately 

$2,361,000. The average loss from rp.Bidential robbery 

was $133 and the gross loss approximately $43,000.17 

Nationally the average residential-buEglary loss was 

approximately $330 and the residential robbery lois $268. 

The gross losses respectively were approximately 400 mil­

lion and 12 million. 18 If the number of unreported resi­

dential burglaries were taken into,account, it is likely 

that fhe 10tal loss would be in the vicinity of one billion 

dollars. Only about 10 - 15% of property taken in reported 

burglaries is recovered. 

Ph:{oi.cal Injury 

Burglary by definition is not a crime of force or 

th~eat against the victim. If these elements are present, 

the offense is properly classified as robbery. The 

~resident's Crime Commission estimated that 1 in 40 bur­

glaries r~sults in a sufficient conf;ontation to re­

classify it as a robbery. This appears, however, to be 

incorrect. Data for the present study suggests that 1 in 
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100 is probably a more accurate estimat~.19In addition it 

was noted earlier that only two or three murders per year 

in Doston could be attributed to the work of a burglar. 

Thus, in general, burglary does not appear to be physically 

dangerous to the victim. 

An analysi3 of residential robberies undertaken 

for this study indicated that the victim was attacked in 

about half of the cases. In 80% of those instances, he 

was knocked down or beaten while in the remainder he was 

struck vli i:h an obj ect or stabbed. (See Chapter IV, F. 143) 

If the study figures for robbery are projected to the entire 

pity it would mean about 150-200 persons are assaulted 

annually in a city of 640,000 or less than one in 3,000. 

The murd/3r analysis ~vould suggest four to £i ve such 

incidents annually lead to a criminal homicide. Robbery, 

however, is· much more geographically 'concentrated than 

burglary so that the averages would vary considerably 

by neighborhood. 

2. Indirect 

Econ'omic Consequences 

The need for residential burglary insurance is one 

part of indirect economic costs to the citizen. About 

jS% of the household survey's re~pondents said they had 

such insurance, another (27%) said, the only reasqn they 

did not hav,e .insurance was that it was too expensive.2 0 
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other costs include va.riou,sly p,;t:'i,c~d hq.rdYlaxe 

items from special locks to alarm systems. fifty percent 

of the respondents had purchased special locks of one sort 

or anoth~~r. Only 3 % ovmed any kind of alarm system. In 

any case, the security hardt-lare costs of those interviewed 

do not appear excessive. 

Social Costs 

The social costs of residential crime are myriad. 

One of th~ 'foremost among them is the level of fear which 

living with crime generates in people. 

In general, the NORC study concluded that most people 

do not express fear of crime. Hm'lever, fear, like other 

aspects of the crime problem, is not spread evenly across. 

the population; urban dwellers in general, and in par­

ticular women, non-vlhi tes and low income persons expressed 

the' most fear of crime. ?:,", The following tables indicate some 

findings of the NORC study of crime victimization, as regards 

the responden~s fears for the security of his home. 
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Response 

Very concerned 
Somewhat concerned 
Not worried 

TOTAL 
N 

TABLE 2.10 

COl.'l'C:Cffi·j ABOUS' BURGLARY 

White 
Male Female 

11% 
36 
53 

100% 
(4,668) 

14% 
38 
48 

100% 
(7,'S15) 

Non-White 
Male Female 

22% 25% 
29 37 
49 38 

100% 100% 
(646) (1,037) 

Source: Phillip H. Ennis, Victimization of Crime in the United 
Scates (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 1967), 
Table 46. 

Personal ~x~8ri8no~ with cri~e victiMization apparently tends 

h individual's concern about burglary and robbery. to heighten t e 

TABLE 2.11 
CONCERN OF VICTE1S AND NONVICTIf.1S 

ABOUT BURGLARY AND ROBBERY 
(in percentages) 

Worry about burglary or robbery 

Hales: 
Worried 
Not worried 

Number of males 

Females: 
Horried 
Not tvorried 

Number of females 

Victim 

69 
31 

100 
(l,456) 

84 
16 

100 
(2,399) 

Nonvictim 

59 
41·, 

100 
(3,930) 

.- ., 
( I 

23 
100 

(6,189) 

Source: Task Force Report: Crime a~d ~ts Impact--An Assessment 
(Washington: Government Prlntlng Office, 1967), p. 86. 
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Chapter VI contains an extensive discussion of 

fear among respondents to the-household survey conducted 
, 

for the present study. In general it parallels the NORC 

findings. Perhaps the most discouraging finding of the 

NORC and other surveys was that few people thought they 

. I . 2~ could do anythLng to contro crLme. 
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SUWI.1ARY - CHAPTER II 

rrhe concept of residential crime is diffuse. The most 

common residential offenses are burglary, and to a much lesser 

extent, robbery. 

Crime statistics, whether pertaining to offeses or of-

fenders, r.1Ust be treated cautiously. There is' much unreported 

crime I and ''"ariations in the rates of unreported criT'les do not 

necessarily' parallel the rates of reported crimes. It seems 

clear, however, that overall the actual rate of residential 

crime has risen significantly in recent years. 

Residential crime, particularly robbery, tends to cluster 

in the central metropolitan areas. Robbery and burglary vic-

timization is unevenly distributed among the population, with 

the highest incidence falling on specific groups such as the 

non-white population. There also appears ~to be a significant 

amount of multiple victimization. Fear of burgl~~y victimi­

zation among the population tends to parallel actual victimi-

zation. 

The economic consequences of residential burglnry are 

large in sum, but they are relatively small for most indi­

vidual victims and usually not dangerous physically. Resi~~ 

dential robbery, \,lhile \:.ncornmon and not great in total dollar 

loss, imposes high social costs on society in terms of victim 

fear. 

The central finding of this chapter is the variance of 

specific residential crimes in terms of their frequency, 

distribution and consequences. 
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CHAPTER II 

FOOTNOTES 

1. Indeed, most rapes do not occur between strangers. For 
example, a DLstrict of Columbia study reported that 2/3 
of a sample of rape victims were attacked by persons 
\1i th vlhom they vlere at least casually acquainted. See t 
ReEor~ of the President's Commission on Crime in the 
i5Istr~ct of Colunbia (~lashington: U. S. Government 
Printing Office, 1966), p. 53. 

2. Murder is also predominately a crime between acquaintances. 
A Philadelphia study indicated that only 12% of all homi­
cides examined over a four-year period occurred between 
strangers. See Marvin E. Wolfgang, Patterns of Criminal 
Homicide (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 
1958) . 

3. The District of Columbia study referred to in Note 1 found 
that only 19% of a sample of aggravated assault victims 
were unacquainted with their assailants. Op. cit. Crbne 
in the District of Columbia, p. 76~ 

4. A 1970 FBI analysis of larceny found that nearly two­
thirds were from autos or stores or involved stolen 
bikes. See FBI, VCR 1970, Table 19. A victimization 
study indicated that only 11% of all larcenies took 
place in the horne. See Phillip H. Ennis, Criminal 
Victimization in the United States (Chicago: National 
Opinion Research center; 1967), Table 20. 

5. The largest part of the-national dollar loss to vandalism 
is incurred by public buildings and facilities. See 
Stephen Cutler and Albert ~T. Reiss, Jr., "Crimes Against! 
Public and Quasi-Public Organizations in Boston, Chicago, 
and l'lashington, D. C. 11 (A special survey for the -President's 
Cowmission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 
1966), cited in Task Force Report: Crime and Its Impact-­
An Assessment (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 
1967), p. 46. 
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6. See Blacks! Law Dictionary, Rev. 4th ed. (st. Pau~~ West 
Publishing Co., 1968) p. 247. 

7. In 1970, the UCR listed. 58% of all reported burglaries 
as residential, however, some of these occured in unattached 
garages or other non-dwelling property. Op. cit. FBI, 
VCR, 1970, p. 21. 

8. See op. cit., Crime and Its Impact, p. 17, Table 4. 

9. See Floyd Fowler, "City Taxes and Services! Citizens 
Speak out,l! Nations Cities, Vol. 9 (Nov. 1971), pp. 37-52. 

10. Op. Cit., Crime and its Impact, p. 54. 

11. See Deborah Blumin, Victims: A Study of Crime in a Boston 
Housing Project, (Boston: Hayor's Office of Justice 
Administration, forthcoming). This study interviewed 283 
households of approximately 950 in the project. The 
results separated bULglaries from attempts. The rate for 
the former was 187/1000 households and ior the latter, 
355/1000. 

12. It could be argued, however, the the arrested or adjudicated 
population is unrepresentative in that it grossly over­
represents disadvantaged groups. Data collected for this 
project suggests that this is incorr~ct, and that the 
arrested population does in fact coincide to the actual 
population. (See Chapter VIII) 

13. The regional figures tend to fl.uctuat~ by year and exhibit 
differences bet'iveen UCR and victimization studies. See 
op. cit. Crime and Its Impact, p. 28-29. For current 
figures see op. cit. UCR, 1970. 

14. Th~ figure of 10% is based on national averages and 
wh~le this parallels cities such as Bost'on, it mav 
grossly underrepresent the experience of other cities. 

. A ~and study of N~W York crim~ ihd~cated that nearly 
30~ of all robber1es were resldent~al, see Peter W. 
Greemvood, An Analysis of the Apprehension Activities 
of t~e New York City Police Depaitment (New York: Rand 
Inst~tute, 1970), Table 7. ' 

15. Op. cit., UCR, 1970, pp. 15, 21. 

16: Op. cit., Ennis, Criminal Victimization, pp. 43-48. 

17. See Annual Report of the Police Commissioner for the 
City Boston,1970, Table IV. 

18. Op. Cit., VCR, 1~70, Table 19. 
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19 I< 'l'h,e corrunission apparently assumed all residential rob­
be,:l.'.;H3 bogin as burglaries. Op. cit., Crime and Its 
Impact, p. 15 and FBI, Uniform Crime Reports 1965, 

··/rt.rS'fe-14, p. 105. An analysis of 152 residential rob­
beries in Booton during 1969-1971 determined that only 
one third took placco in the dwelling unit. ~'he rest 
were in hallways, elevators, etc., where the offenders 
presence was not necessarily unlawful. Of those in the 
dwelling unit, it is not always possible to determine 
the offender's state of mind \'lhen he committed the crime, 
In sovoral instances a ruse was used to gain entrance, 
iml1ct?~ting that the offender kne'\', the premises \'lere occu­
pimd~nd he was going to engage in a robbery. Even if 
it 'V!era rwsumed that all cases within the dwelling where 
tho of£~ndcr'zintGntions were unclear were actually bur­
glariQs that turned into robberies, this would constitute 
only 2S!Z. of all reSidGntial robberies in the sample. 
Projc'cting theso figures citywide, it \-JOuld mean that 
no mnro than one burglary in 90 turns into a robbery. 
Clearly 1/100 is much closer to reality than one in 40. .. ..,., 

20. Sc.·(~ Appcmdix D I Table 26. 

~l. 01'- cit., Ennis, Criminal Victimization, and op. cit., 
£rim(~ il~.\l Itz Impact, p. 8-6. 

22. Op. cit., Crime and It~ Impact, p. 91. 
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CHAPTER III 

PIU!VIOUS RESEliI\CH ON RESIDENTIAL CRIME 

A CnfHJic1.c:>rable body. of scholarly material 
~---. ....".~~-- .... ----
~1:Ltr~1 with J:he classic guestions ~ 

9IJ1?JJ12J.oQY. !ngeneral, this literature 

has ~ought to describe the nature and 

(\>ft!:nt. of cri,minal behavior and identify 

n.ppar(;mt correIa til. V(f. factors ( test hypotheses, 

and huild systcnatic theories of a predictive 

nnc1 QXplnnlltory nature. While i'lork of this 

typo' hus not been focused on residential 

crimc,and is therefore not directly con­

gruQnt with the concerns of this project, it 

docs !~l~ovido theoretical underpinnings for a 

~lolwral flppronch to the problem. 

A ~~mall number of professionall:t prepared 
.......~~~ 

s"ti.H:1ics I mostly.of recent vintage r \'1hich address 
~~)""" . 
.tJlt'rnflolves tog\.lGstions of direct concern to the 

ruzeaent Broject. Among them are studies that 

seck to determine ways in which resider>ces might 
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be made more secure against crimina,l attack, 

describe citizen behavior ~s it relates to 

residential security, or examine the effect. of 

various deterrent measures on offender behavior. 

Work in this category tends to be much less 

theoretical and more applied than the ~ciholarly 

cr iminological'''li tera tur~ . 

k growing number of popular books and articles 

by journalists, ex-criminals, or security 

personnel, \'1hich offer suggestions on how to 

safeguard residential premises from criminal 

attack. In general, these studies lack an 

empirical base and do not contain systematic 

analysis. Inst8ad, they are largely compendia 

of common-sense suggestio~s. 

The review which follows attempts to integrate the above 

material in a form which is most relevant to the present 

project. The central question therefore is what information 

h res ';den_ces may be made more secure from exists about mv ..... 
.-

criminal attack. HOvlever t an answer to this question req;uires 

consideration of a number of collateral factors. Therefore, 
.~ -... ~ 

the material will be reviewed to determine vlhat resea'rch 

findings 'exist regarding (1) the behavior of residential 

offenders; (2) c'orrelative factO.rs and theories thC\t seek 

to explain the di~tribution of residential crime and its 

causat10ni and (3) means of controlling residential crime. 
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B • OFFEnDER BEfIA VIOR 

Criminal offender typologies are usually constructed ac-

cording to-categories of target or motivation (property, per­

son, sex 6ffendcr, etc.) or "legal definitions (robber, burglar, 

rapist} rather than in ter~s of locatio~of offense (residence, 

strc0t, commorcial establishment). Therefore, their ap­

plicubility to residential cir~~ varies. Gibbons and 
1 

Garrity offer a typology for property offenders (including 

relibers as well as burglars and thieves) which assumes that 

th(.! "r(~al world of crimina';. behavior is comprised o£ social 

rol(.w or scable: behavior patterns and that these role patterns 

arc diff.erentiat.ed along two major dimensions: ·self-definition 

and attitudes, and 9ffonse behavior. They argue that varia1::l.:ons 

in those two dimensions are highly interrelated--offenders who 

exhibit certain kinds of attitu~es and self definitions in 

cO.mmon also commit offenses of some specific kind. They 

different.iate a so-called professional o:c"heavy" from the 

nonprofessional property offender. The professional is char­

acterized by a high dogree of technical skill and large profit 

in tho op¢rntions he undertakes; non-professional crime' 

is characterized by lack of planning, lack of skills and meager 

profit. AccOl:ding to Gibbons and Garrity', both the non-professional 

and tho professional have "right guy" attitudes, i.e., they are 

10Y£1l to the criminal group. 
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Clinard , 2 
and QUlnney analyzed what they termed "conven-

tional~riminals" who commit properf.y offenses t b" ~ 0 0 "Ca:J.n par t 

or all of their income. For such individuals their criminal 

career is a \-7ay of life, they have a self t concep as a criminal 

and associate with other offenders. Like tha criminals described 

by Gibbons and Garrity, they also tend to specialize and to 

maintain loyalty to the criminal group. Clinard and Quinney 

define a pr .. ofessional criminal l'n t f h' erms 0 J.gh skill and while 

they conceded that some robbers or burglars could ~it into 

this definition they emphasize the element of non-violence 

associated with professionaiism and indicate that confidence 
" 

men represent the archetype of professional criminals. 

A group of resea~chers ",orking on a pilot study for the 

President's Crime COIT~ission3 interviewed 50'professional 

criminals in four Un~ted States 't' 1 ~ CJ. les: At anta, Chicago, New 

York, and San Franc~sco. Th' d f' 't' ~ eJ.r e lnl lon of professional 

crime was "crime committed for personal or " economlC galn by 

individuals whose major source of income is from criminal 

pursuits and spend the majorlty of their working time in 

illegal enterprises." Their definition excluded organized 

and white collar crime and concentrated mal'n'ly on" predatory 

offenses (such as robberx or burglary) where the victim 

does not consent. This definition contrasts with prey~ous 

views of a professional- c ' . 1 rlmlna as one who is highly skilled, 
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, and instead emphasizes ",orking regularly at crime as the 

essential characteristics of professionalism. The 

. Commission researchers did, however, differentiate 

between high status, and medium or low status professional 

criminals. Many of the characteristics which other 

crim.i.nologists have ascribed to professionals tended to 

cluster in tl1~ definition of high status professional 

criminals. That is, the high status criminals engaged in 

a 'great deal of planning, expected loyalty from their 

associates, and tended to be specialized. The low or 

middle status professional, on the other hand, engaged 

in little or no planning, did not specialize and did not 

expect loyalty from other professional criminals. 

A study of older (average age 35 years) propertY,of­

fenders, mostly black (86%) who ,,,ere'incarcerated in a 

Washington, D. c. reformatory for men, indicated that the 

subjects, although t:hey had extensive records, did not 

view themselves as criminals. Instead they tended to have 

middle class values regarding crime, i.e., they subscribed 

to the belief in crime ~s a deviant form of behavior and 

supported rehabilitation goals. Despite extensive involvement 

in criminal activity they were thought not to be highly skilled 

or professional. In fact, most were individuals who seemed 

to be caught up in a particular cycle and way of life which they 

did not personally care for. 4 

42 

I 

I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Adjectives such as low or middle status professional, 

conventional, or nonprofessional, all tend to describe 

property offenders with limited skills, who do little planning 

and obtain relatively modest pr9fits from their work. On 

this the literature seems to agree. However, there is dis­

agreement as to whether the low status semi-professional 

offender, the type most frequently involved in residential 

crime, tends to specialize, is loyal to other criminals and 

defines himself as a criminal. 

At the operating level of residential criminal behavior 

tlie research questions have dealt with mobility and organi-

zation. A study of o~fender mobility in Seattle in 1965 

indicated that property offenders wer~ more likely to operate 

outside of their own neighborhoods than person offenders. 

. Over 70% of the apprehended burg'lars were working in census 

tracts other than the ones in which they resided. 5 A 1930 

Indianapolis study of apprehended'burglars showed that they worked 

a mean distance of 1.76 miles from their place of residence. 6 

A study of crime patterns in St. Louis found that 

residential burglars were more likely than other property 

offenders to work in their own neighborhoods because of 

the greater ease with which they could obtain information 

about targets. 7 
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Most hurglaries do not involve cash losses. Therefore, 

means must be~ found to turn stolen items into dollars. Gener­

ally, this is accomplished throu~h a receiver of stolen goods, 

Commonly knowl'} as a "fence ll
• Robert Barnes, a professional 

burglar, advis)cs his fellows ·not to si;eal v-lhat they cannot sell. 

In Barnes' opinion, a concentration of law enforcement resources 

on fences would cut down on property theft. 8 A Presidential 

Commission study indicated that some persons acted as fences 

to supplement legitimate businesses while others' main enter~ 

prise was dealing in stolen goods. It was also reported that 

some narcotic dealers took stolen goods instead of cash as 

payment for drugs. 9 In addition to the fences there are other 

members of the. offenders' interactional network,lO such.as 

tipsters, lawyers, and bondsmen. 

C. CORRELATIVE FACTORS AND EXPLANATORY THEORIES 

Past research has linked many factors with the inci-

dChca of crime, and several theories seek to explain the 

distribution of crime and the behavior of offenders. 

Among the earliest, significant efforts to investigate 

the goographical distribution of crime \'lere those undertaken 

by members of the so-called "Ecological School", particu­

larly Thrasher, ShaT,,/, and McKay II, which developed at the 

University of Chicago between the two World Wars. Their 

research tended to concentrate on juvenile de1iquency, 

pcu:tioularly as regards the spatial distribution of offender 

rates. ~heir main research findings were (1) rates of 

delinquency· and crime varied \',1idely in different neighbolhooas 
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in the city, (2) the high crime and deliquency rates de~ 

creased \vi th increasing distance from the city center I 

(3) high deliquency rate areas tended to maintain their 

high rates over time although the population composition 

of the area changed radically, (4) the deliquency rates 

of particular nationality and ethnic groups followed the 

general tendency of the entire population, to be high in 

the central areas of the city and low as those groups 

moved towards the outskirts. 

Th8 Chicago School explained their findings in terms 

of social disorganization. They maintained that the areas 

of concentration of crime and de1iquency were lIzones in 

transi tion, II adjacent to the thriving center of the city 

but characterized by mixed land usage, high industrial 

concentration, physical deterioration; rented dwellings, 

transient populations -- often foreign and nom'lhite --

with few ties to the social institutions of the area. It 

was argued that the rapid turnover of population in such 

areas is associated \'lith crime and disorder because the 

movement and change are disruptive to institutional patterns 

of behavior. 

In general, the gradients of spatial distribution of 

offender rates discovered in Chicago have been found in other 

cities. 12 Other studies have found high correlations between 

crime rates and other social problems such as infant mortality, 
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mental disorder, and high proportions of overcrowded and sub-
13 

standard dV1elling uni.ts. However, since a number of factors 

have been cited as' correlates of crl.'me, the relationship among 

them and their order of importance have been much debated in the 

criminological literature. 

Several researchers have questioned the Ecological School's 

assumption'that the position of an area per ~ accounts for the 

crime rate. Taft, for example, has contended that areas with 

high crime rates attract, rather than produce, offenders~4 
Hc examined the criminal records of Danville, Illinois, men 

who had bcc:n committed to prison for fc:lonies and concluded 

tha t \vhilG in facl: social and economic conditions of areas 

directly influenced the concentration of crime, over 40% of 

those committed to prison from ,the Danville delinquency areas 

had had criminal records before coming to Danville. Thus, 

both pull and push factors seem to operate in high delinquency 

aJ:oas. 

In an ecological analysis of Baltimore, Lander deter-

mined that delinquency rates were f d t 1 un amen a ly related, 

not specifically to the socia-economic conditions of the 

area, but rather to the deqree of social ±nstability and 
15 

normlessness I. He argued that the delinquency rate in a 

stable commu.nity would be low in spite of poverty, bad 

housing and proximity to the city center. 
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16 
In Balt:more, Lander also found that the high 

concentration of blacks in an area was associated with a 

relatively low delinquency rate. Where blacks constituted 

less than half of the population of an area, hm'lever r the 

delinquency rate was relatively high. The same pattern was 

found in Washington, D.C., where, in addition, the high positive 

association bett,'l'een the racial heterogeneity of an area and 

the crime rate "It'las maintained when socio-economic level was 

, 7 
controlled for ..... Willie and Gershenovitz cont.end that 

areas are characterized by a low degree 
racially heterogeneous 
of social integration, ,tlhich accounts for the high offender 

rate in these areas. lS 

,.. 

Wilkes has concluded: 

the racial composition of an, area~ces have , 
an impact upon the area: s· crl.me race, bu~ th::s 
relationship is not a slmple on~. Th~t lS~ we cannot 
unequivocally assert that certal.n n~tlonall.ty or 
racial groupS have high rat~s of crlme regardless 
of their geographical 10cat70n, nor c~n we state 
that the geographical locatl.on exclusl.velY,deter­
milles the crime rates of such groupS., It lS, 
necessary to consider the area's ongolng soclal . 
processes and the social and cultural structure of 
the residential area in order to unders~and the, 
relationship bet\'leen geographical locatlon, raclal 
composition, and area crime rate. In other to 
w~rds the social integration of the area appears 
be of' crucial importance in prI~icting the area's 
rate of crime and delinquency. 
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Durkhcim, an early French sociologist, suggested that 

diffcrcntial crime rates are produced by differential 

degrees of social cohesion and corresponding social con­

trol. 20 Following Durkheim's lead, sociologist Robert K. 

Horton dovised an analytical scheme for predicting the 

likelihood of criminal and/or deviant behavior on the basis 

of differential access to the legitimate means to achieving 

21 Guccess goals. 

Also basing his work on the notion that lower class 

persons arc frustrated in their efforts to achieve success, 

Cohcn22 devised a theory to account for the rise of de­

linqucmt subcultures in urhan disadvantaged neighborhoods. 

110 urguctl that lower <?lass baysl unable to succeed in the 

sooiot,aJ.ly prescribed manner" II stand the values on their 

head" and develop counternorn.~ative behaviors which are the 

antithesis of what is valued in conventional middle class 

fiocicty. 

Marc recently 1 Clm'lard and Ohlin23 have ,t~(":Jeloped a 

theory of delinquency causation, also based on the seminal 

contributions of Durkheim a.nd Merton, \'lhich takes account 

not only of th(~.e distribution of access to legitimate 

channels b\lt also of the differential availability of 

illegitimate alternatives. Cloward and Ohlin posit the 
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existence of three-distinct types of delinquent subculture--

conflict, retreatist and criminal--based on differential 

access to legitimate and illegitimate opportunities. By 

implication from their analysis, crimes of, property, such as 

burglary, would most likely occur in contexts where avenues 

to legitimate success are closed to up-coming youth, but where 

there is an established criminal network such as fences through 

which success strivings may be channeled. 

In a similar analysis, sperge124 compared three different 

neighborhoods and their characteristic patterns of delinquency. 

Racketville represents the subculture of young delinqUents in 

neighborhoods wher~ rackets are the chief means of achieving 

success goals. Slumtown represen~s the conflict subculture of 

delinquent youth in the most deteriorated slums. Haulbergls 

theft subculture grows out of a social contradiction in which 

there are partially limited conventional and criminal oppor-

tunities by w·hich to achievp. ,c;uccess goals. 

In contrast to theories which relate crime to social 

disorganization or paucity of social and economic resources, 

some writers have suggested that crime is to some extent an 

unintended consequence of social developments that are almost 

universally regarded as improvements in the society. Incr~ases 
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in crime, it is argued t may stem from increased prosperity 

and leisure in that there are more and more goods to steal 

, , h' h t d 't 25 and more and more t~me ~n w ~c 0 0 ~ . 

Othcr researchers have noted that many persons, even 

in high crime areas, do not become criminals, and instead 

of seeking Gxplanations in environmental factors they have 

cy-amined psychological considerations which stress early 

family life. A !''lell-known investigation of this type was 

the Cambridge-Somerville study of 650 boys begun in 1938 

as an effort to determine if certain forms of treatment 

would deter delinquency. In 1955, the Mccords~6 examined 

tbe relationship between the data collected earlier and the 

subsequent life histories of the 263 boys remaining in the 

study group. They did not find a st;ong direct relationship 

between residence in slum neighborhoods and criminality. 

Inotoad t.hey concluded that the mother's personality was 

the key factor in determining whether the individual became 

dclinquont. 'rhe HcCords also looked at particular types of 

offenses and reported that a high percentage of those boys 

'who nad been convicted at least once for property crime 

had been raised by neglecting parents and had been sub­

jected t(' erratic discipline. They also found no signii~,~!.::!a{:1t 

relationship beb'1een property crime and the socio-economic 
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characteristics of the neighborhood_and concluded! there­

fore, that property crime is not simply the result of . 

poverty. 
27 

., ,The Gluecks reported a relationship between the 

frequency of property offenses and the aging process. 

A study shoi.<led that 76% of the sample of juvenile 

delinqu'ents committed crimes against property, 5 years 

later 74%, 10 ye~rs later 51%, and 15 years later 42%. 

The decline in commission of property offenses among the 

members of this sample was offset, however, by an in-

, . volvement in sex offenses and drunkenness. crease ~n ~n 

Other studies have noted a similar effect of maturation 

or so called ":nur1?-ing out;" which refers to the termin­

ation of the criminal career at the onset of middle age 

28 or sooner .. 

Currently, much interest 1n the elements of crime 

causation centers -around the relationship between drug 

use and crime,8specially for common crimes such as 

robbery and burglary. Many persons, when arrested for 

these offenses, admit to a drug habit, particularly 

, dd't'on 29 Estimates that addicts account for hero~n a ~ ~ . 

50% of all property. crime have. become a common yardstick 

in discussions of the problem. 30 It is generally conceded, 
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howev~r, that criminal behavior does not r~sult from drug 

Use p'cr !!£. Instead it is thought that the :peed for drugs, 

and therefore the need for funds to purchase drugs, or 

the illogality of drug use which compels addicts to be 

invol.vacl in criminal subcultures! are the chief factors 

conducive to criminal behavior. 

The relevant question for this study is the extent to 

which drugs contribute to the problem of residential crime. 

Clearly a number of residential offenders are also drug 

users, but the fact that drug use is correlated with 

criminal behavior does not confirm a causal relationship. 

The volume of addict crime is perhaps overstated and 

the majority of a.ddicts probably do not engage "in resi-

. . f bt . . 31 dentlal type cr~me as a means 0- 0 a~n~ng money. 

Moreover, based on a study of addict offenders which 

ahO';1cd ·t.hat most had been delinquent prior to addiction, 

!'tolb32 sugsrests that the direction of causality is re­

V'l~rscd f namely that addicts do not become criminal but 

l:!'i~ther that. criminals become addicted to drugs. Support 

f~r this argument is also found in studies by MOrgan33 

wl\toh indicnte that a majority of the adult subjects had 

cr,~minal records prior to identification as drug users. 

According to Q'DOnnell,34 drug use has spread out­

sidi'.~ the previously narrow circles in ,.,hich it was pre­

valc;,ntano. has been taken up by younger and more 
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heterogeneous .sectors of the population, including those 

who would normally engage in criminal behavior. He has 

found that areas of high opiate use are also areas of 

high crime and delinquency and argues that both drug use 

and criminal behavior are manifestations of basic under-

lying sociological factors. 
35 

Similarly, Finestone, in a review of the findings of 

several studies on the relationship between narcotics and 

.criminal behavior in large url:;lan areas such as Ne\V' York City 

and Chi~ago, concludes that both criminality and drug use 

'stem from the same sociological conditions, that both ar~ 

a relatively normal part of the subculture of the disadvan­

taged areas of cities, but that once addicted, young criminals 

may perpetuate their illegal activities in order to sustain 

their narcotic habits. Finestone also draws attention to the 
36 

evidence, originally generated by Faris and Dunham in the 
37 

1920's and 1930's, but also substantiated more recently, 

that the areas of citips such as Chicago and New York City 

which are characterized by high rates of narcotic addiction 

and criminality are also noted for other forms of social 

pathology such as residential instability, physical disease 

and infant mortality. Such disadvantaged areas, it is argued, 
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consti tu'te breeding grounds for both drug use and crime, 

particularly property crime, 'which, in that context, are 

"normal" respons,es to It abnormal" sociological conditions. 

If, in fact, criminals become addicts rather than the 

reverse, then a " solution" to the drug problem might not 

produce a reduction ~n residential crime. A Presidential 
38 

;rask Force has commented: 
Since there is much crime in cities where 
drug use is not thought to be a major 
problem, to commit resources against abuse 
solely in the expectation of prodtlcing a 
dramatic reduc·tion in crime may be to 
invite disappointment. 

Perhaps a more useful approach is to ascertain whether an 

addictive habit increases the frequency of criminal activity. 

In other ,'lords, an individual who engages in criminal behavior 

might do so regardless of whether he is addicted, but the 

volume of his criminal activity ~ay well be affected by the 

fact of his addiction. The relationship between the two'is 

still by no means clear, however. 

Larner and Tefferteller39 cite several accounts of 

addicts who were able to support their habits by legitimate 

employment until such point as their tolerance for the 

narcotic increased, i.e, more and more of the drug was 

required to sustain the same physical and psychological 

state of well being, at which point it became necessary 
- .. :/' 

to supplement and ultimately replace regUlar j9bs with 

illegal activLt.ies. 
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d b
.1 O. . On the other han , Kol - 1nd1cates that heroin sup-

presses rather than excites crimeJ thus, i burglar who is an 

addict might be less active than he would be were he not 

addicted. Similarly, data compiled by the Narcotic Bureau 
41 

of the Chicago Police Department for 1951 indicated that 

addiction tends to reduce t~9 caracity for careful planning 

of property crime and the propensity to violent crime. 
42 

However, Chein and Rosenfeld found that high drug 

use areas in ~Je\V Yo:,::'};: ei'ey '(dere ones wi th increasing property 

- crime while lOVl drug use areas showed increases. in disturbance 

type crimes. Fineston8 43 has also suggested that with 

increased drug use property crime rose and violent crime 

declined, although the finding as to violent crime is dis-
44 puted by O'Donnell. O'Donnell, in a study of 266 addicts, 

found that drug use increased the' fr'equency with which 

indi.v~d'UaJ.s engaged in common residential crimes, such as 

robbery and burglary. 

In summary, the weight of research thus far tends to 

'support the hypothesis that regular drug use may increase the 

frequency of individual criminal behavior, but that residential 

type c~.ime by drug users is largely of the relatively unsophis­

ticated property crime type, such as "smash and grab" burglary. 

The above discussion is by no means exhaustive of the 

literature on the causes of crime but ~ather is p~esented 
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in order to SU9(Jcst the major themes and concerhs which have 

aominat(tdt.hc field of criminology; and which, therefore, have 

guided the presant research. At present there is little precise 

kn01(ll,nd9u ilbout the relative contributions of social, 

cultural and economic variables to the production of crime. 

fiitH.W lUJ !~ingle variabl c, is strongly correlated with crime, 

it is c(,n:lCludod that some complex configuration of variables 

prcKluC'oz iln environment which is conducive to the occurrence 

(ll c:r:imintl,l behavior. Hot·/C.ver 1 the studies cited are not 

fully (HlC,;:ccssful in explaining which factors are paramount 

in croating crime and which are merely covariant, nor is it 

clear why criminqgenic factors are differentially located. 

Mcn:aovor, in all t.oo many inst.ances the studies fail to 

dif£~.t'ont:lal;.c between offender and offense rates. 

D;, CON~'ROL OF RESIDENTIAL CRIHE 
----,--~~--~~~~~~~~~= 

1. p;olicc and securitYJeatrols 

Stand.ard texts in police administration project a model 

of crimo control approximating the following: 45 crime is 

t\ssumodt.o arise out of a union of desire and opportunity. 

'to CO,Ut1tCr crime t police employ a strategy of detection l 

dGtcrl."'ence ; and apprehension (DDA). In essence, this involves 

tho. application of specific techniques designed to suppress 
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criminal behavior. The primary techniques are: 

Qmnipresence: An attempt to project to the maximum 

extent a belief on the part of potential offenders in 

the likelihood of police presence at any given point 

in time and space. 

~gressive patrol; Police seek to interdict crime 

by locating and challenging suspicious persons. 

Rapid respo~: the capability of quickly responding 

to emergency calls in order that crimimals may be 

apprehended in the act. 

Follow-up investigation: optimum investigative techniques 

to maximize the possibility that the offenders who are 

successful in ~leeing from crime scenes \1ill be apprehended 

at a later date. 

The crime control model of policing and the DDA strategy 

it employs have been the subject of recent research which 

questions their effectiveness. A Washington D.C. study under-

took to determine how convicted felons perceived and responded 

to the police DDA strategy.46 Three-fourths of the int.erviewed 

sample had been convicted of robbery, burglary, or larceny, 

i.e., common residential type crimes. In general,the group did 

not actively perceive the size and nature of police operations, 

and at the time of the crime took few precautions against the 

possibility of pol~ce interference. The conclusion of the study 

\<las that eit:her offenders were not: highly rational and were noJc 
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:f.earful of the consequences, or else, while committing 

the crime, they were able to block out the fear. A study 

of robbery offenders in Boston concluded that one-third 

did not fear capture, one-third blocked out the fear, and 

ona-third thought that chances of capture were minimal.~7 
48 

'rho Washington stUdy found that burglars were the 

leRst suscoptible to police deterrence. It was hypothesized 

th(1'1::. the reason for this was that they v.]Orked in Im'l visi­

hili t.y 8i tuations. Y{obbers Here the most susceptible al­

though thoy tended to mention fear of informers rather than 

pntrollinH police. In this respect, a Presidential Commission 

atudy calculated that the average patrolman is likely to. 
4q 

encounter a robbery in progress once every fourteen years. 

. A Rand Corporation analysis of the apprehension activities 

of tho No\\! York CH:.y Police Department provides some inter­

(w't.ing findings in regard to the effectiveness of the DDA 

strntogy in controlling various types of crime,50 The 

Rnnd researchers constructed an arrest index, defined as 

the fraction of crimes that result in at least one arrest, 

and a detective arrest index for the fraction of cases as-

bigncd to the detectives for investigation that eventually 

result in a detective arrest. The arrest indices are an 

estimate of the probability that at least one offender will 

be arrested for any particular crime. See Table 3.1. 
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TABLE 3.1 

ARREST INDEX AND DETECTIVE ARREST INDEX 
FOR PART I OFFENSES 

Crime 

Homicide 
Rape 
Robbery 
Assault 
Burglary 
Grand Larceny 
Grand Larceny, MV

a 

aHotor Vehicle 

Cases 

338 
906 

15,847 
13,392 
67,028 
40,822 
20,792 

Arrest 
Index 

.7130 

.4834 

.132'1 

.4599 

.0434 

.0420 

.0810 

Detective 
Arrest 
Index 

.6632 

.3914 

.0558 

.3075 

.0135 

.0216 

.0221 

Source: Peter W. Greenwood,·An Analysis of the !I.,:,prehGnsion 
Activities of the New York City Police 1)p.partment 
1Nevi york: Rand Institute, 1970), p. 6. 
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It 'Vlf"uld appear that the probability of arrest differs 

vastly bct\tl(~en 'VThat the study called crimes of passion 

(homicide, rape, assault), and crimes of profit (robbery, 

bur<;ll.try I larceny). The latter, of course, are the ones 

which constitute the heart of residential crime. In these 

catogorios police managed to effect arrests in only about 

5~ ~f tho cases. llowcvcr, it should be borne in mind that 

s.illGO n1any orimes arc not reported, for crimes of profit,. 

tho truo arrest figures m~y be closer to 2%. 

Of those arrested only a minority are convicted and an 

'.:!von lesser number 5.ncarcerated. For example, in 1970, about 

one third of the ndults who vlere arrested for burglary WI·are 

cOllvi ct::.cd of the $ubstanti ve offense. rrhe comparable f3.gure 
51 

wus t\pproximately one fourth for robbery. A Pr(lsidential 

C{)mmiss;i on culculut.ed that lf~sl$ tha'n '10% of all persons 

arrested for Index crimes actually are sentenced to prison. 52 

':.I .. ho Rarlu study also providc.:d findings regarding ·the means 

1JY 'Vlhich police 'rlere able to effect arrests and the likeli-

hood of approhension in vurious circumstances. The vast 

mujcn:ity of arrests for property crimes 'rlert:; made near 

t~h() SCQne of the Crili'te or as a result of evidence- that was 

X'N1C.Uly Ul)paren·t at the time the crime was reported. For 

\\risolved crimes of profit, the p.robability of arrest through 

detective invostigation is extremely low, .06 for robbery, 

it 01 for burglary I and .0,2 £{')r larceny. In contrast to 
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crimes of passion, the probability of arrest for crimes 

of profit does not appear to increase if more effort is 

devoted to the case. 

As an additional test, a comparison ,"vas made betwe~:m 

detective arrest indices for high value loss against low 

value loss cases. It was found that detectives are no 

more successful in solving cases to ,,;hieh they assign high 

priority than they are for those of less significance. 

This finding agreed with other results of the Rand analysis, 

indicating that the solution of any particular property 

crime is largely a chance event, relatively insensitive 

to the amount of investigation conducted. They also found 

no difference in inv~stigative St1CCess bet¥leen residential 

and commercial types of burglary. 

Another Rand study analyzed the effects of police 

II saturation" (substantial increases in manpoYler to heighten 

omnipresence) in a Manhattan precinct;?3 It waE: found that 

saturation tended to be followed by a reduction in crimes 

of a type visible to patrolling police but had no effect on 

non-visible crime. Residential crimes tend to be largely 

of the latter type. The study also llotea an apparent dis­

placf'!n"ent of visibll= type cri:;:es to areCl.S immediately 
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no evidence of a functional displacement within the ex­

perimental area; that is, robbers did not appear to switch 

to burglary. 

Field observation studies in Washington, Chicago, and 

Boston, performed under the direction of Albert Reiss, tend 

to support the Rand findings. According to Reiss, the 

amount of time police spend on patrol is largely unpro­

duc~ive in that officers observe few crimes in progress. 

Also, the bulk of police mobilizations are in response to 

citizen calls, most of which do not concern serious cri~e.54 

James Q. Wilson,in an an3~ysis of police operations, 

similarly determined that most calls for police service 

do not involve serious crime such as robbery or burglary, 

but instead concern what Wilsnn has called order maintenance, 
- 55 

i.e., se~tling disputes or rendering miscellaneous .services. 

b b t Sf:1 d L' 0 ~e 57 ... This is oonfirmed in research y We s eL" an lverm ~ . 

The conclusions which emerge from the recent studies 

suggest that there are many obstacles to the successful 

application of the classic DDA strategy for the control of 

residential (and other) type crime. First, most common. 

offenders are not rationally calculating individuals likely 

to weigh carefully cost/benefit factors; secondly, the 

likelihood of any individual residential type crime , 
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result~ng in an arrest is in the order 'of one in fifty or 

a hundred. The exulanation for this latter finding seems J; 

to lie in a variety of factors such as the low visibility 

of residential crime, the ratio of police resources to 

possible crime targets and the competi~9 demands which other 

police tasks place on resources. 

Hr)\vever, a factor which balances -the a.Oparently bleak 

showing of the police in their efforts to control residen~ 

tial crime is that offenders conuni t nml tiple offen::les over 

a period of time and are therefore likely to be caught 

eventually. Thus, while the police and the larger criminal 

justice system may be largely ineffective in interdicting 

criminal acts "chey may be very effect.ive in interdicting 

criminal careers. A study of robbery offenders, for example, 

concluded that virtually all career robbers were caught. 58 

Although there are limited data on the way in which 

the workings ~f the criminal justice system affects criminal 

careers, the Washington study59 previously cited concluded 

that imprisonment was not sufficiently punitive to constitute 

an effective deterrent nor was it sufficiently rehabilitative 

to serve as an effective means of crime prevention. 

Recently there have been attempts to evolve new 

police strategies to deter crime beyond the traditional 

patrol and investigative methods. This has, led to the 

establishment of crime prevention bureaus within municipal 
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police departments. In essence, crime prevention units seek 

to harden crime targets by conducting premise surveys, 

providing public education programs, and assisting in the 

design of building security codes.
60 

Typical of these pro-

grams is one in Stockton, California, where the police 

department and local business associations have set up 

working committees to involve citizens in burglary prevention 

programs. This a~proach provides free home security checks 

by law onforcement officials and focuses on the adequacy 

of buildillg codes, security standards on new structures r and 

the naed for legislative controls on locksmithing and 

k~y dupJ.icating. It has been reported that, as a consequence 

of this program, the burglary trend for the period examined 

was down. 

A similar program is "Operation-Identification," 

originally undertaken by the Monterey Park, California 

Police Department, which involved etching the ownei's drivers 

lic<:mse m.1.mber on items of value. 61 Both of these plans have 

been implemented elsewhere in the united States. 

In addition to the regular police there are a 

number of private and volunteer prote~tive forces which 

provide security for a .community. A recent study indicated 

that most > .i.vately owned security organizations service 

the non-residential market. 62 
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There are also a variety of citizen groups organized 

for the surveillance and pro-tection of their mlln communities. 

James Q. Wilson has described citizen auxiliaries as perhaps 

"the single most effective addition to police practice", 

and has urged the President of the United States to use his 

office and prestige to enlist citizen i~terest and action 

in such programs. 63 In contrast, Bruce Smith has said 

Experience has shown that it is not alone 
the super defenders of hearth and home 
who clamor for an opportunity to serve. 
Truculent, disorderly, intolerant, and 
downright vicious elements also flock 
to police standards ... for motives of 
their own, and with objectives for6~gn 
to the maintenance of civil peace. 

. . t' 6-5 A recent analysis of citizen defense organlza lons 

indicates that while all of those groups considered arose 

out of a common belief in the failure of the police" 

they could be dichotomized in terms 9f whether they saw 

themselves in a supplementary versus an adversarial capa-

city vis-a-vis the police. Often self-defense groups were 

organized around ethnic considerations and held particular 

ideological beliefs. concerning the maintenance of law 

and order. 
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The types of patrol of concern in this context are 

those speci~ically organized to protect residential areas 

(especially housing projects) as opposed to those which 

engage in more general patrol of public ways, or attempt. 

to counter alledged police misconduct. The New York City 

Housing At:.thm~i ty, for exarn;:>Ie , has a rC(f1l1f1.r police 

force of 1200 men and in addition reportedly employs 

more than 8500 unpaid volunteers in tenant ~afety 

patrols in 93 bousing projects. These patrols are 

primarily deplo;,/ed to survey poorly lighted areas of 

the projects, and in some instances ride elevators as 

es corts for unacl::ompanied women. 66 

Citizen patrols generally are t' . n?1nst1tutionally es-

tablished in the ~'3ame way as regular police and consequently 

they face severe F:roblems in obtaining resources, and main­

taining organizational integrity. I dd't' 
n a 1 10n, they frequently 

encounter suspicion or hostility from regular police and the 

community they seek ~o serve. Th 
ey generally lack the legal 

authority necessary to perform police type operations such 

as arrest, search, and seizure,and thus are confined to an 

observer role. The nature o£ such p t 1 k' a ro wor 1S frequently 

boring and thus the attr1't~on rate among .~, . .... mem..J.)srs 1S high. 
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After three and one half years, the founder of a housing 

authority patrol reported that he had not seen anything 

"really suspicious" and saw the work ~s "mostly tedious 

67 
duty!! . Several informants reported that they thought 

the main consequence of their patrols was symbolic and 

participatory rather than the actual reduction of the 

crime level. However, visible guards patrolling on foot 

in limited areas such as an old people's home, or a play­

ground t appeared in some instances to have reduced vandalism 
68 

and physical assaults. 

There is little hard data on the effectiveness of such pa­

trols, although there are. some glowing but unsubstantiated reports 

of success. For example, it is claimed that crime was cut 

40% in one New York City precinct by the activities of the 
69 

auxilIary police. Nevertheless, although a ohe w~ek 

experimental youth patrol in New York city in 1968 was des-

70 
crib~d as very successful, four. years later the· concept 

remains unimplemented on a larger scale. 

In sum, based on studies availabl'e , the effect of 

ci tizen patrols on the in(:idencE~ of common crime appears 

problematic. Possibly the most effective anti-crime activity 

.' is the use of police sUPF:lementary organizations for observa-' 

tion o£ specific premises, e.g., unarmed guards at building 

entrances in housing project areas. Attempts of citizen 

patrols to duplicate regular police by epgaging in general 
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patrol and investigative activities seem to be no more effective 

than regular pdlice and in many cases less so. Moreover, 

there is alst'~ a danger arising from untrained and non-

official persons carrying out professional duties. Neverthe-

less, the literature does present the possibility that 

citizen parrols, even though less technically efficient 

than regular police, may possess trade off benefits in 

t~rms of citizen morale. 

2. Physical Security 

Studies of crime patterns in terms of physical security 

fall into tVlO major categories, depending' on 1;'Jhether they 

attribute target vulnerability to the physical composition 

of cities and neighborhoods or, to the individual dwelling--

its structural characteristics, security systems, and oppor­

tunity factors. Bridging these two foci are housing projects, 

because they must be considered both as a ~najor component of 

the neighborhood struct~re and as individuQl housing units. 

It is commonly a,ssumed that light constitutes a major 

deterrent ·to crime. Several articles report maj or reductions 

in the rat,es o,f crime after the installation of an improved 

lighting system. 7l Generally such studies are not 

rigouously documented; more importantly for the concerns 
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of the present project, the type of crimes usually mentioned 

are non-residential, such as playground vandalism, street 

robbery, or commercial burglary. 

A Detroit study which inspected the site of residential 

burglaries rated street lighting "inadequate from a crime 

reduction standpoint" in 50% of the blocks surveyed and 

88.2% of the alleys. Only 11.1% of the burglari2ed struc­

tures,had "adequate ll side or rear lighting although entry 

from these directions accounted for 77% of all burglaries 

in the city. The study hypothesized that there was a 

correlation between lighting and residential crime. It 
, 

~as not stated whether lighting in the surveyed premises 

was significantly poorer than in non-victimiz?d locations, 

although apartment buildings tended to have both better 

lighting al1:d .fewer night time burglaries. 72 

Jane J'acobs, in an early study' relating crime patterns 

to city planning, argued that in specializing activi,ty areas 

into residential, commercial, industrial, financial, educational, 

a~d recreational, casual surveillance of streets and public 
73 

areas has been reduced and the city made more unsafe. 

The alternative she suggested vlas to concentrate diverse 

land use so as to generate more stre~t activity and more 

voluntary surveillance. Her models for this type of neigh~ 

borhood dev~lopment were New York's Greenwich Village, and 

Boston's North End (a portion of which formed part of the 
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study area for the present proJect). Aside from the creation of 

specialized activity areas, Jacobs attributed high crime 

incidence to underuse of border areas along the edge of 

transportation neblOrks, university and educational facilities, 

and housing projects, and to underuse of grounds, hallways, 

and elevators within housing projects. Much of Jacobs' 

analysis is more germane to street crime than to residential,. 

cri~e. However, in considering building security, she pro-

posed specific measures such as doormen and elevator 

operators for housing projects. 
74 

In a similar study, Angel accepted the Jacobs 

theory of crime prevention through street activity and 

casual surveillance, but found her concept of mixed land 

use impractical in most cities becaus'e;' there are not enough 

evening es·tablishments to sprinkle effectively over. all 

city streets. Asserting that few crimes will occur under 

conditions of either very few people, both potential 

victims and criminals, or very many people on the streets, 

Angel proposes to "design out" areas '>\There there are enough 

people to create high probability of crime but not enough 

to deter it. 

Although the thrust of the Angel study also relates mainly 

to street crime, he makes two suggestions that pertain to 
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residential crime. First, noting higher cri~e rates for 

d\,lellings behind cOITI.merci,al strips, he proposes to replace 

commercial strip developrnents ~",i th clusters of stores in 

order to eliminate accessible high crime residential fringe 

areas behind s·trips. Secondly, he reconunends that housing 

projects be planned with dwelling entrances facing inward 

in order to encourage project ground use and avoidance of 

isolated border areas. 

A pilot study was undertaken of crime experience in the 

9ity of Detroit in order to eXMmine the premise that the 

physical design of urban neighborhood may be utilized as an 
. , 75 

a~proach to crime reduction. The findings concerninq 

re~idential property are relevant in the present context. 

Site surveys were conduct0d on'298 structures in 

which burglaries had been cor:unitt;.ed in 1969-1970. Seventy­

three of the selected sites were residential premises (52 

single-family homes, 21 apartments), while four were multi-

unit housing projects. 

Of the 73 ~esidential structures, 63.5% were located 

at or near corner lot5~' From this finding a hypothesis 

was generated that corner houses appear to be more susceptible 

to burglaries because, there being no adjoining home, fear 

of detection is minimized. 76 
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It was found that 65.6% of the sites had side or 

rear access to the alley. Although it was not stated what 

percentage were actually entered from the side or rear, the 

study noted that of 21,000 burglaries of private dwellings 

which occurred in the city in a 10 month period, the side , 

or rear accounted for nearly 77% of entries. 

rr'he majority of the 52 single-family dwellings 'vere 

found,to have garages in the re~r adjoining an alley, which 

obstructed vision from the dwelling directly across the 

alley. 

The study did not provide statements of relationship 

between variables, possibly because the sample was too 

small from which to dra\v meaningful inferences. A number 

of observations, however I vIere offered without reference 

to quantitative data: (1) homes with front or rear porches 

appeared to be more suscept.ible to burglary~ such dwellings 

are easy prey for the potential burglar, since locks usually 

found in porch doors are inadequate and can be pried open 

with a large screwdriver. Once inside the porch enclosure, 

the criminal is concealed from public view and can work 

methodically to open the main door; (2) large chimneys 

located on the side of homes offer another form of conceal­

ment for the burglar, since the side door was often found 

72 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I'· 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

- ~-~~- ------------

to be located near the chimney; (3) houses having double 

alleys, one in the rear and another on the side, tend to 

be victimized more, since the side alley usually faces the 

back of strip commercial development which offers both 

concealment and nearby parking)~ (4) dwellings facing a 

large park or an undeveloped open space are often more 

susceptible to burglaries since there are no nearby structures 

facing the front entrances to provide a surveillance effect. 

Four public housing projects were" surveyed which included 

both high rise apartments and garden apartments or row house 

type dwellings. Although no ql.lantj,tative data Wt:;re 

provided, certain generalizations were drawn from the study: 

(1) burglaries in the public housing projects generally occur 

during evening hours when occup~nts ar~ away shopping or 

visiting; (~) burglaries in the one public housing project 

which houses primarily senior citizens generally occur on 

weekends \vhen residents leave their apartments unoccupied for 

one o:r more days to visit relatives; (3) ground floor apart­

ments located at the end of a row of buildings are the most 

frequent object of breaking and entering; (4) geneially, 

row house apartments are more frequently victimized by 

breaking aIr-a entering than high rise apartn}ent buildings. 

This arises from the fact that although individual dwelling 

73 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

units are continguous in row housing, there is limited 

visibili ty of adj oining apartments because all \Alindows and 

doors are located along the same linear axis. In addition, 

the high rise apartment buildings have more elaborate 

security measures at the entrance points. (5) Hugging and 

purse snatching in housing projects tend to occur along 

paved walkways leading to shopping and parking areas. A 

large proportion occur during the daytime, and frequently 

involve elderly persons. (6) Crime-staging areas in large 

public housing projects are the parking lots, enclosed 

.a.reas . such as courtyards which are not visible from the 

street or sidewalk, building lobbies, stair~ell~, and laundry 

rooms. 

The Detroit study found' that on-e of the most significant 

factors in crime incidence on project grounds was the use 

of the super block, where interior grounds are not traversed 

by streets. Police patrol cars cannot drive through to 

survey these areas; hence pedestrians are often victimized 

by muggings or purse snatchings. 

A stUdy of the security of housing projects by Hewman com­

pared a number of them and tried to determine why some ''lere 

relatively more secure than similar ones in other areas. 

he found much higher crime rate in high rise buildings. 
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his analysis he developed a concept of "defensible space" 

in which the residents themselves assume responsibility for 

safe, well maintained li~ing environments rather than relying 

on hardware or external institutions such as the police. 

Newman proposed to further "territorial concern" by changes in 

physical design. He pointed out that corri~ors, stairways, and 

grounds related to specific dwelling units (through land­

scaping, partitioning, and positioning) are more likely to 

b~ ~aintained and watched by residents than large anonymous 

spaces. Surveillance capability, he felt, was ,increased through 

modification of windows and other openings and by increasing 

activity through corridors and grounds. Security was also 

fostered by altering the governance of housing projects in order 

to provide monetary incentives for self-maintenance and se1f­

policing. This same suggestion is ma~e by Duh1 in reference 

. . t' 78 to a specific New York City Houslng ProJec . 

Othex measures mentioned by Newman for making space 

defensible include alterations of building design to make 

it mo;e difficult for criminals to evade detection by eliminating 

blindcorners t enclosed corridors and windowless stairways, 

and by using electronic devices to monitor entrances, halls, 

stairs, and grounds. Ne\vman also points out that security 
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arrangements which conflict with residen~ial convenience 

will not be used by residents, and describes how tenants some-

times deliberately jam locks and leave fired09rs open. 

Newman suggests that using single load corridors 

i.e., structures with pne row of apartments opening on to a 

single outside corridor, improves surveillance from both' 

apartments and grounds and also eliminates underused hallways. 

However, JacoDs 7q cites an example of a single loaded hi-rise 

that'was successful in creating activity and surveillance 

along corridors, but '\vhose stairways and elevators became 

high crime areas. The light and activity along corridors 

could be viewed by the residents of the surrounding neigh-

borhood and attracted delinquents to the building who were 

able to penetrate the entrances without difficulty and vic-

timized residents in the underused areas .. 

In some respects, the proposals to improve security 

design contradict one another. Luedtke, Angel, and Newman 

agree that undertrafficked interior project grounds are 

hazardous. However 1 \'lhereas Angel urges that pedestrians 

should be encouraged to traverse grounds, Newman indicates 

that overly accessible grounds draw in criminal elements from 

outside the project and so he recommends that pedestrians be 

routed around the border streets. Solutions therefore seem 

to depend on who the offenders are, where they come from, what 

attracts them to or deters them from committing offenses. 
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Although the Jacobs and Newman studies deal 

wi th physical design features f thei can be seen as 

following in the wave of earlier writers who posited 

social disorganization. as a key variable in determining 

the crime rate of an area. Like the latter the former 

agree that it is people who deter crime. In contrast 

wi th the past Jacobs and Ne"l;vman seek to structure 

social organization thru physical design 2,nd 1 d 
_ .J..f;l,n ~ use 

planning. 

The more practical t d' 
s U J.es of "hOi-] to" secure residen-

tial premises tend to t t 
concen ra e on individual dwellings 

rather than surrounding areas. Th . 
ese studies, however, have 

tended to shift emphasis over the years. Holcomb, 80 
writing 

in 1953, concentrated on simple 
security procedures (leaving 

lights on~ avoiding glass doors, buying 

included only a brief description 
windo~ locks) and 

of door locks or .alarm systems. 
In contrast r Hoolman in 1970 listed 

extensive consumer infor-

mation regarding special locks, alarm systems, unbreakable 

glass, and steel d f 81 
oar -rames. Horeover, whereas earlier 

advice was largely addressed to suburban householders, the 

more recent emphasis has been on central city apartments. 

Among the favorite items in the more recent security 

guides are electronic alarm locks, police locks, and magic 
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eye locks. Robert Barnes, a professional burglar, suggests 

that an apartment can be made secure for $98, 82 which in­

cludes security for the front daor, sliding patio doors, 

and windows. For the front door, he recommends a dead bolt 

locking device, battery powered burglar alarm, and locking 

key chain. For the patio door, he prescribes a cross bar 

locking device, including a safety bar screwed on to the door, 

a chain and catch, and a lock with a key, as well as a battery 

powered alarm. For the window, he advises key locks for 

each window, and a battery power.ed alarm system for each 

Qne. As an option he suggests an added metal window gate 

Standards for burglary prevention devised for the city 

of Alexandria, Virginia, emphasized the goal of slowing down 

the burglar until the police have time to arrive rather 

83 
than attempting to prevent entry altogether. The 

authors of these guidelines suggest that a combina';':ion of 

security devices, such as alarms and window gates is more 

reliable than a single secure device, because even if a 

burglar cannot defeat this one special device he may find 

various other means of entry which will permit him to do 

the job and leave ,(>lithin a time period 'i'7hioh is not sufficient 

for police action to be effective. Of course, such guide-

lines are dependent for their significance upon the presence 

of an efficient system for instantaneous notification of 

the police a~e rapid police response. 
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SUMMARY - CHAprrER III 

This chapter has examined an extensive literRture 

related in whole or in part to the problem of residential 

crime, and has suggested a number of generalizations 

which pertain to various aspects of the problem. 

Offender Behavior 

The research has generally agreed that the majority 

of property offenders Ii. e. I those who commit residen"tial 

b~rglary oi robbery are unskilled, do little planning, 

possess" limited mobi~ity, and do not make large profits 

from their criminal endeavors. The iiterature differs on 

the extent to which offenders specialize or see themselves 

as members of a distinct criminal subculture. 

Correlative Factors and Explanatory Theories 

The literature has argued that neighborhoods with 

high offender and offense rates tend to be geographically 

concentrated in the center of the metropolitan are~~ 

Howeverr a number of covariant factors are present in these 

areas, and it is difficult to sort out their relative weights. 

Attempts to explain the motivation for and distribution of 

residential type crimes have chiefly concentrated on socio­

economic factors such as racial and income characteristics, 

family background, age, and addic"tion to drugs. 
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Crime Control 

While the traditional view has been that police 

are a major deterrent to residential type crime, recent 

studies have suggested that standard police patrol and 

investigative operations ar0 ineffective" against single 

acts of robbery or burglary. On the other hand, since 

property offenders cormnit multiple crimes, they tend to 

be caught relatively often. Thus, the police do interdict 

criminal careers although the larger criminal justice 

system does not seem to deter offenders through either 

current rehabilitation ~ethods or fear of punisl~ent. 

While normal police·operations appear ineffecti'V'e,it has 

been posited that local or fixed security may bean effective 

deterrent in specific circumstances. 

The literature also suggests that the probability 

of victimization of an individual dwelling is r-elated 

to the vulnerability of its design, access security and 

the degree to which the social organization and physical 

layout of the surrounding neighborhood fos~ers the detection 

of offenders. 
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CHAPTER IV 

OFFENDERS AND OFFENSES 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes some of the behavioral pat­

terns which relate to the principal residential crimes, 

burglary and robbery. It draws on police reports f inter­

views with adjudicated burglars, and survey research data. 

B. SCOPE 

Police reports on 1,988 residential burglaries and 

lS2 residential robberies were collected from 39 geograph­

ic areas of metropolitan Boston. They comprised the total 

of such crimes reported in there areas over a three year 

period. Personal interviews were conducted with 100 

adj:dicated burglars. The interviewees were selected 

from court probationers and the jail population. All 

were volunteers. 

Arguably the validity of the interview data is 

limited by the small size of the sample, possible biases 

from non~random selec~ion, and possible lack of ~eraeity 

by the interviewees. However, it was concluded that in 

terms of the resources of the project and its desired 

output, that is, detailed 'information on how and why 

residential offe~ders attack dwellings, the selected 

sample was appropriate. A complete account of the 

offender intervieVl process is contained in Appendix B, 

Section II~ 
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C. BURGLARS AND BURGLARY 

1. Burglary and the Cr'imina'l 'Just'ice Syst'em 1 

Over half of all burglarie~ are residential in nature. 

According to uniform crime~reporting rules, a person com-

mits a residential burglary when he makes or attempts 

to make an unlawful entry into a dwelling or an erection 

or appertunance thereto, to commit a felony or theft, 

even though no force is used. 2 In Massachusetts, however, 

there are a specific number of criminal charges which 

may be leveled depending upon such v.Jriables as time of 

day, degree of force used, type of structure attacked, 

whether or not the victim ~s present, the motive of the 

offender, etc. 3 

In Massachusetts a person charged with a burg:.Iary 

type offense is afforded a hearing at the district court 

level. In:general the district court cannot dispose of 

~reaking and entering cases w~ere the penalty is more 

than ten years imprisonment. As a practical matter most 

cases are handled at district court level, including 

~elony cases over which the court technically does not 

have any jurisdiction. In these cases the police 

prosecuter will reduce the 6ha~ge to one which the court 

~an hear. This is especially likely when the defendant 

has agreed to plead guilty in return for lesser sentence. 
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Defendants found guilty at district court level may 

be fined,. giveri a suspended sentence, placed on probation, 

or sentenced - ju.veniles to the 'youth service division 

and adults to th~ house of correction. The latter is a 

medium security penal inst.itution operated by county 

government. 

Alternatively, the district court judge or the dis-

trict attorney may elect to send a case to the grand jury 

for indictment and subsequent trial in the superior court. 

This is likely to occur if they feel the de£epdant's crime 

or past history merits a state prison sentence. 

Individuals who are held to the grand jury, and 

indicted and tried in the superior court, may receive 

any of the penalties they would be liable to in district 

court or they may be sentenced to a .term in the state 

prison if convicted. Table 4.1 presents the disposition 

of burglary prosecutions in a typical year. 
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TABLE 4.1 

DISPOSITION OF BURGLARY PROSECUTIONS BOSTON SMSA1 - 1970 

2 No. persons tried for burglary 

% tried in district court 

% tried in superior court 

Total % convicted 

. Sentenced to imprisonment as % of 
total cases tried3 

% of Total Sentenced to imprisonment 
who ",ere received at state prison4 

% of Total Sentenced to imprisonment 5 
who were received at house of correction 

2286 

78% 

22% 

61% 

22% 

17% 

83% 

lsource: Statistical Reports of the Co~missioner of 
Corrections, Comm. of Mass. 1966, 1968, 1970. 

2 Does not include pending cases. 

3Does not in91ude cases pending sentence. 

4 . 
Based on figures for entire state. 
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----------------------------~------............ ......... r. 
It is evident that the district court rather than 

the superior court disposes of burglary cases; only a 

small percentage of those convicted'are imprisoned; and 

most imprisoned are confined in. the house of correction 

rather than the state prison. In 1970 the median house 

of correction sentence for burglary was six months. 

2. Characteristics of the Interview Sample 

The interviewees for this study were classified by 

three categories and seven sub~categories. 

Under 18 years 
18 - 25 years 
Over 25 years 

Race 

White 
Non-white 

Drugs 

Drug user 
Non-drug user 

These categories were formulated based on an analysis of 

criminal justice statistics, the literature, and pre-testing 

of actual subjects. Originally the proposed typology was 

based on skill levels, such as skilled, semi-skilled, pro­

fessional, and non-professional. However, it soon became 
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apparent that most offenders in the sample were not high­

ly skilled and to classify them as "professional" ~1ould 

involve subjective ratings beyond the 'data base. 

An analysis of offender data in t.a criminal ~ustice 

system suggests that youth and/or,non-white status may 

be factors in offender behavior. Likewise, a populat 

explanation of the incidence of burglary relates to drug 

users' need for funds. Thus, the categories were devised 

to determine the influence of thes~ factors. 

The three characteristics used to describe interviewees 

tended to overlap to some extent. For example, most drug 

users were in the 18 - 25 year grotip; most skilled 

offenders were 'over 25. 

,Table 4.2 describes demographic characteristics of 

persons arrested for burglary in Boston in comparison 

with the general population. 

TABLE 4.2 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS ARRESTED FOR BURGLARY, 
BOS'l'ON, 1970 COMPARED TO CITY POPULATION 

% Male 

Median Age 

% Non-white 

Arrestedl 

Burglars 

97% 

18 

45% 

City 
pop.ulation2 

46% 

28.7 

16% 

1 Annual Reports Police Commissioner for the City of Boston 
1970, Table VIII. 

2 U. S. Census, 1970. 
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The interview population was in many respects similar 

to the arrested populatiqn. All were male, 46% non-white, 

and the median age was 24. 

Table 4.3 relates the age and race of interviewees with 

their drug use* (see also Appendix B, Tables 1-3. 

TABLE 4.3 

\"lhite Non White 
Drug User Non Drug User Drug User Non Drug User rotal 

Under 18 1 (5%) 11 (52%) 4 (19%) 

16 (31%) 

2 (8%) 

5 (24%) 

11 (22%) 

7 (28%) 

18-25 19 (37%) 5 (10%) 

Over 25 6 (24%) 10 (40%) 

Total No. 26 26 22 23 

As a group th-ey ~-,ere not well educated and had limited 

work skills - 70% had never earned more than $200/week in a 

legitimate occupation. Nearly 60% were in jail at the time 

they were interviewed. A large-percentage admitted to being 

involved previously in other illegal activities, principally 

auto theft and drug la~." violations and to having also broken 

21 (100%) 

51 (100%) 

25 (100%) 

97 

into non residential buildings, particularly stores and offi~c~. 

(See Appendix B, Tables 4-10). 

* A major drug user was defined as someone spending over $50a 
week buying drugs or admitting to using hard drugs or amphetamines. 
Amphetamines were included because several interviewees, who did 
not use heroin, were addicted to amphetamines and indicated they 
stole to support their habits. Those spending over $50 a week 
on drugs were also included in order not to omit anyone who did 
not want to admit to taking heroin, but who was prepared to 
admit to buying sUbstantial amounts of unspecified drugs. While 
most of those wh::> admitted to being major drug users were likely 
to be addicts, all those who said they were not are less likely 
to be accurate. Therefore, the drug user category may really 
be larger and the non-drug user category smaller than appears. 
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A check of the interviewee's official criminal histories 

generally verified their own accounts, although a few, perhaps 

understandably, did not mentiori certain se~ious assaults they 

had been charged with. O~l the -other hand, some individuals 

admi tted to crimes which, though consi-stent with their his-

tories, did not appear in official records. 

3. Choice of Target 

a. Preferred Dwellings 

Interviewees were shown slides of different types of 

housing and asked~to select the type similar to that in which 

they most frequently operated. The types were 

A public housing project with elevator buildings; 

A group of attached (row) hOU~~Si 

A group of small multi-family houses (known_locally 

3 or 4 deckers). 

A group of large multi-unit older brick apartment 

buildings; 

A group of luxury high-rise apartment buildingsi 

A group of detached, single-family houses. 

Table 4.4 shows the results (see Appendix B, Table 10). 

TABLE 4.4 

SELECTION OF LIKELY TARGETS 

Housing Projects 19% Brick Apartments -8% 

Rm'! Houses 6% Luxury High~Rise Apartments 4% 

Multi-family Houses 28% Single Family Houses 35% 

N = 97 
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Single family and'multi-family houses were selected most 

frequently. The principle reasons for selecting single-family 

houses were apparent affluence,vulnerability to attack and 

isolation from neighboring residerices. Multi-family houses 

were selected because of vulnerability to attack (see Appendix B, 

Table 11). 

The older age group was more apt ~o work in single family 

houses than other age groups, valuing the affluence and iso-

lation of residences. Likewise, only members of the older age 

group showed serious interest in luxury apartments. The young-

er groups found such apartments "too much of a hassle," requiring 

skill, experience and extensive planning before they could be 

attacked. 

~~ore members of the younger group worked in multi-family 

houses and housing projects. Their chief concern was that 

the residence be easy to enter, and they were considerably 

less interested than other age groups that it appear affluent. 

More whites worked in single-family houses and
l 

were 
I 

marginally more concerned that a residence appear affluent. 

More non-whites worked in housing projects, and were somewhat 

more concerned that there should be few police or security 

patrols around and that they be inconspciuous than were whites 

(see Appendix B, Table l2)~ 
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Intervie"7ees were, also asked tp select the housing type 

in which they were least likely to work. The table below 

gives their answers (see Appendix B, Table 13). 

TABLE 4.5 

SELECTION OF LEAST LIRELY TARGETS 

Projects 40% Old Brick Apartment 3% 

Row Houses 6% Single Family House 21% 

Multifamily House 5% Luxury Apartment 25% 
N = 97 

Housing projects, the luxury apartments and the single­

family houses were most often indicated as unlikely targets. 

In general, the reasons interviewees gave related to fear 
'. 

of detection (see Appendix B, Table. 14) 

The older age group'was least apt to work in housing: 

projects because they did not think they would be profitable. 

In avoiding luxury apartments and the single-family houses, 

the main reservation of the younger groups was that there 

would be police or security patrols around. Only 10% of 

the younger interviewees indicated that they rejected a tarqet 

because it might not be profitable. 

Non-whites avoided single-family houses; whites avoided 

projects. There was little difference, however, between the 

selections of drug and non-drug users, although non-drug 

users were somewhat more concerned about the possiblity of 

police or security patrols (see Appendix B, Table 15) • 
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Although single-family houses were selected by of­

fenders more frequently than hou~ing projects, police and 

victimization data indicate that single-family houses have 

lower burglary rates than housing projects (see Tahle 4.6) 

TABLE 4.6 

COMPARATIVE RESIDENTIAL BURGALRY VICTIMIZATION BETWEEN 
SINGLE-FAMILY HOUSES AND HOUSING PROJECTS 

Rate Per 1000 

Single-Family Houses 94 

Housing Projects 103 

The apparent discrepancy between targets selected by 

interviewees and real-world victimization patterns parallels 

biases in the offender sample. Older white interviewees, 

who were overrepresented in the sampl~, generally preferred 

single-family houses, while younger offenders tended to 

operate in housing projects. On the other hand, the' 

aversion of almost all interviewees to luxury high-rise --.. r---- ----apa::r-'E-men-t.--s--±·S--bO-rIT8---vrrt--by -pnltce data (see Chapter V) 

The preference of younger offenders for projects 

I 
I 

I 

along with the higher victimization of projects suggests 

that the real world burglar population tends to be as young, 

as arrest figures would seem to indicate. 
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b. Effect of Race in Decision Process 

Most whites and non-whites would still work in a neighbor-

hood if the race of residents were different from their own, 

al though vlhi tes were more apt to be adverse . Non-whites who 

avoided white neighborhoods were mainly young and/or less 

experienced (see Appendix B, Table 16). 

An analysis of police arrest data for specific locales 

indicates that age and race make a difference in type of area 

chosen for attack. In a housing project area there were no 

burglars over 25. In contrast, 30% of the offenders arrested 

in an apartment area vlere 25 or older. In a predominantly 

black area 84% of the offenders were non-white while in a 

white suburban area only 7% were. In a' white inner city 

transient area offenders were evenly divided between the 

races (see Appendix B, Table 16).' 
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4. Planning and Method of Operation 

a. Extent of Planning (see Appendix B, Tables 17 

and 18) 

Th(~ majority of the interviewees undertook some plan­

ning before they hit a target. The oldeL group was more 

likely to engage in extensive planning. There was no sig­

nificant difference by race, but drug users tended to do 

less planning than non-drug users. 

The extent of planning by housing type was also 

checked. Except that considerably more planning was anti­

cipated before hitting the luxury apartment, there was little 

difference between the housing typ~s, suggesting that personal 

characteristics of offenders are more importan't than the 

housing type attacked. 

l;. Type' 'of' Pla'rining (see Appendix B, Tables 19 

and 20) 

Most interviewees, especially in the older group, wanted 

to know whether the dwelling was occupied, and found out by 

observing the premises. Some telephoned the residence and a 

few looked for signs such as uncollected mail or newspapers. 

The police data (N=1910) tends to confirm the offenders' 

reluctance to confront the householder. In 92% of the 

cases studied the premises were not occupied when the 
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burglary occurred. Of 82 cases where the premises were 

occupied and the occupants state could be determined I in 

51% they were sleeping and in 14%, ~hough awake, they 

were unaware that a burglary was taking place. For 

example, they may have been in the backyard or basement 

\,lhile the burglar was in the living room. In the other 

35% they became aware of the burglary but a sufficient 

confrontation did not take place to cause the crime to 

be classified as a robbery. 

Approximately a third of the interviewees wanted to 

know what valuables were available. The primary means of 

finding this out were "windo,'l peeping" and through tips. 

A third of the sample also wanted to know whether there 

was a burglar alarm system in use. The older group was 

more likely to take cognizance of police or security pat­

rols, even thou~h they were less deterred by them (see 

Appendix B, Table 15). 

c. Time 'of Operation (see Appendix B, Tables 21 

to 23) 

Overall, interviewees preferred to work in the morning 

because people were likely to be out, and few worked after 

midnight. In terms of age groups, considerably more of the' 

middle age group worked in the morning and more of the younger 

and older groups worked in the afternoon and early evening. 
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Younger offenders' preferences were in part dictated by 

the necessity of attending school. 

According to racial groups, more non-whites than whites 

operated in the mornings while more whites operated in the 

early evening. Several non-whites indicat~d that people 

in white neighborhoods were more likely to be suspicious if 

they saw non-whites there after dark than during the day. 

There were no significant time differences between drug 

users and non-drug users. 

Police reports tend to confirm the interviewees' 

assertions, since most reported burglaries occur during 

the daytime. Hove~er, it is difficult to pinpoint the 

exact time when burglaries occur .EiO that many morning 

burglaries may not be discov,ered until later. This could 

explain why police rocords indicate most burglaries occur 

ih the afternoon (see Appendix B, Table 23) ~ The police 

data also indicates that we~kdays were the most favored 

days, while ,no pattern could be discerned by month or season. 

The time of day a hit would normally be made by 

interviewees was also checked by housi.ngtype. Some in­

teresting differences emerged. The old brick apartment, 

the multi-family house, and the projects were more likely 

'to be hit in the daytime, reflecting a general feeling 
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that this was when the residents were out (at work, taking 

the children to school, or shopping). For the single­

family house, the evening was marginally preferred. There 

is some confirmation of this in the police data examined. 

72% of burglaries in all areas together took place in the 

daytime, while only 54% of burglaries in the single-family 

areas took place in the daytime (see Appendix C, Table 17). 

Likewise, there was a relatively high incidence of nighttime 

burglary in the suburbs where two of the single-family areas 

were located. A city RA of single-family homes and a 

suburban apartment area showed patterns which fit the city­

suburb dichotomy--day in the city, night in th'e suburbs. 

It is likely that the interviewees, in preferring night 

attacks on single-family homes, viewed this housing ~ype as 

synonymous with suburbia. This is a reasonable assumption 

in the Boston area, where only 15% of the central,city 

ho.using stock is single-family. In contrast some housing 

project areas has a high percentage of night attacks. 

d. '~e'a'n's' '0'£" 'Tr'a'n'sI),o'rt (see Appendix B, Tabl~ 24) 

Most interviewees got to their target in stolen 

cars, on foot, or in their own cars. Not surprisingly, 

considerably mpre of the younger age group went on foot. 

More of the middle age group went in stolen cars, and 
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more of the older group went in their own cars. More 

whites used a stolen car and more non-whites went on 

foot. There was no major difference between drug users 

and ~on-~rug users. 

__ ~. ___ Time Traveled (see Appendix B, Tables 25 and 26) 

About half of the interviewees would not travel more 

than one hour from their homes to make a hit. A quarter 

\'lould consider traveling one to three hours, and a few 

would travel over 24 hours. 

Again, about half of the respondents said they would 

not work in their own neighborhood if they were going to 

hit an apartment or a house. 

The younger age group and non-whites generally were 

less likely to travel far. For younger offenders this 

meant operating primarily in their own neighborhoods. With­

in the categories of race and drug use there was considerable 

division over working near home. 

The interviewees' responses tended on the whole to coin­

cide with their criminal histories, since nearly half showed 

a consistent pattern of ar~ests in the suburban town, or 

city neighborhood where they resided. 

As regards mobility, this suggests that once beyond the' 

-teen years, offenders split into two groups--one preferring 
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to operate close to home and the other to travel further 

afield. 

f. Use of Accomplice (see Appendix B, Table 27) 

Almost half the interviewees always used at least one 

accomplice, over a third sometimes used them, and a fifth 

never used them. The major task of the accomplice was to 

be the lookout man. other tasks were to help carry the 

goods out, to do the job with the interviewee and to drive 

the get-away car. 

Considerably more of the younger age group always used 

accomplices - breaking and entering was often ,a group ac-

tivity for them - while considerably less of the older age 

group always did. The younger group were more inclined to 

have accomplices to help them carry ,the goods out (partic­

ularly important since many of them travelled on foot) . 

Drug users were considerably more likely than non-drug 

users to use accomplices consistently (usually the accom-

plice was also an addict). 

g. Tools and/or Weapons (AppendixB, Table 28) 

:Almost three quarters of intervieWiges carried a screw-

driver, and two-fifths carried a crowbar, tire iron, or 

jimmy. Other tools included celluloid cards, glass cutters, 
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hammers, and dent pullers. Only six people admitted to 

carrying guns, five to carrying knives, and three to 

carrying mace. 

h. Place of Entry (see Appendix B, Tables 29 to 31) 

The place of entry - window and/or door - was tabulated 

by housing type: in most the door was used more often than 

the window. Not surprisingly, in the old brick apartment 

building it was used three quarters of the time and in the 

projects over two thirds of the time. In all housing types 

except the luxury apartment building, the first floor was 

the level interviewees preferred tQ hit because it gave them 

the option of trying the window should the door prove too 

difficult. 

Police data confirmed "that in general the door was vio-

lated about twice as frequently as the window. Curiously, 

though, the police data for housing projects contradicts 

the offenders' statements. Only four of 18 surveyed RA's 

had more "than 50% entrance via the window and two of these 

were project areas. (See Appendix C, Table 17)' 

i. Method of Entry (see Appendix B, Tables 32 to 35) 

Interviewees were asked which method they used to enter' 

a door or a window. A full description of the various 
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methods of entry listed is given in Appendix B, Table 32. 

By far the most common method employed against a door was 

to pry it. Other methods included attacking the lock 

directly, loiding the door, or using direct impact. Very 

few people picked the lock or used a passkey. 

The most common method used to enter windows was to 

break the glass. This was followed, in order, by loiding 

or prying the catch, cutting the glass, or finding the 

window open. 

There were few differences in methods used by categories 

of interviewees. The older age group was less likely to use 

methods involving extreme force (attacking the lock, direct 

impact) than the other two age groups, and more likely to use 

methods not involving a high ,degree of force (loiding the door, 

picking the lock, or cutting the window glass). There~~id 

not appear to be major differences in attack methods by~race 
or drug use. 

Interviewees were rated as skilled, semi-skilled, or un­

skilled according to the entry method they principally used. 

The skill ratings assigned to the various methods are shown 

in a footnote to Appendix B, Table 33. Over four-fifths 

of the interviewees were semi-skilled, only 6% were skilled' 

and 11% were unskilled. 
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Not surprisingly, more of the younger group fell into 

the unskilled category and none were skilled, but neverthe-

less, three quarters of the group were semi-skilled. A 

few more of the older age group were skilled. 

Police data confirms that the vast majority of attacks 

on doors are carried out by even more simple methods than 

the interview sample described. This suggests that real 

world burglars are younger and less skilled (see Appendix B, 

Table 34) i 

j. Time Taken to Enter (see Appendix B, Table 35) 

Interviewees e'stimated that. it took them five minutes 

to enter a door and three minutes for a window. Ten minutes 

was the maximum time they would spe~d in an attempt to enter 

a door arid five minutes for a window (where they were usually 

more exposed) . 

As might be expected the younger age group gave some-
"\~;~:" . 

what higher estimates and the middle groups somewhat lower 

estimates, particularly to enter doors. 

k. Goods Souqht (see Appendix B! Table 3£) 

Hi-f~s, TVs, radios were sought by over three quarters 

of the interviewees, cash was sought by 70%, and jewelry 

and silver by two thirds. Only a few interviewees (less than 

10%) were interested in other items such as photo equip­

ment, credit cards, clothing, or furniture. 
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Almost all the younger age group looked for hi-fils, 

TV's, and radios which they might use themselves or were 

easy to sell. Only half looked for jewelry or silver 

because they found these items more difficult to sell. On 

the other hand, four-fifths of the older age group - usually 

with well established fences - sought jewelry and silver 

and only half bothered with TV's radios, and hi-fils. 

Once again police data supported the offenders asser-

tions. In the cases analyzed the most common item of loss 

(62% of ~he cases) was electronic equipment such as hi-fils, 

TV's and radios. Cash was taken in 25% of the instances, 

jewelry in 18%, clqthing in 10%, and photo equipment in 8 l?, o. 

1. Average Score (see Appendix B, Tables 37 and 38) 

Almost half.the interviewees made average scores be-

tween $100 and $300. Just under a third made more than that 

and about a fifth made less. 

As expected, there were considerable differences be­

tween age groups. ,The younger age g~OUp had lower average 

scores (one third made less than $50} and the older age group 

had higher average scores (over half made over $300 a hit). 

44% of the whites made average scores over $300, com-

pared to 15% of the blacks. More drug users than non-drug 
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users made average scores of over $300. 

The amount of the average score by housing type was 

also tabulated. Those interviewees hitting the projects 

and multi-family houses generally expected average scores 

below $300. Those hitting the luxury apartments usually 

expected an average score of over $1,000. 

A comparison between actual police reports and offender 

estimates is provided in Table 4.7. 

TABLE 4.7 

COMPARISON OF ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED LOSS 

Value of Loss Police Reports Offenders Estimates 
(N = 1673) 

under $100 21% 23% 

$100 - $300 38 47 

$301 - $1000 34 25 

over $1000 7 6 
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In general the offenders' estimates are slightly 

below the police reports but the reports more nearly reflect ac­

tual value of the stolen item while the estimates are what the 

offender expects to receive. Usually this is 60-80% be-

low the actual value of the item. It should be noted that 

average age of the offender sample is older than arrested 

burglars. The estimates made by the two younger age groups 

are much more consistent with real world losses than the 

estimates of the sample as a whole. Once again this suggests 

that arrested burglars and actual burglars share the same 

characteristics. 

m. Time Sp~nt Inside Residence (Appendix B f Tabie39) 

Over 90% of interviewees usually spent less than 30 

minutes, and almost half of these spent less than 15 minutes 

in the residence. 

None of the younger age group spent over 30 minutes 

there. Few of the older age group spent less than 15 minutes 

and almost a fourt~ sp~~t between 30 minutes and 2 hours. 

There were no significant differences between whites and non­

whites nor between drug users and non-c1rug users. 

n. Emergency Situations (Appendix B, Tables 40 to, ~l) 

Interviewees were asked what they would call a~ emergepcy 

situai:ion and what they would do. Most would leave immediately 
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if they thought they had set off a ringing or silent alarm, 

although some would quickly finish the job and then leave. 

Almost all interviewees would leave if someone returned 

and nearly three quarters if someone were awake inside the 

residence when they entered. However, only a quarter would 

leave immediately if someone was asleep inside - about the 

same number that would leave if a dog started barking. 

There was little difference between the reactions of 

the sub groups. More of the older age group would leave if 

someone was inside (asleep or awake), several mentioned 

more severe penalties this would involve if they were caught. 

Based on the police records ana'lysis, burglary is most 

often discovered by the return of a household member some­

time after the crime has occurred. In only 7% of the cases 

was discovery triggered by sighting the offender. In less 

than 1% was it discovered by the police. Only one crime was 

reported as discovered by the activation of an alarm. 
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CRIME DISCOVERY FACTORS ACCORDING TO POLICE RECORDS 

Discovered By 
(N=1947) 

Household Member 
Neighbor 
Police 
Other++ 

Alarm Ringing 

Attention Drawn By 
(N=1793) 

Sight of Offender 
Condition of Premises 

(Offender' not present) 

Less than 1% 

++ 
Caretaker, relative, passerby 
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7.7% 
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5. Actions after Completing a Hit 

a. Action§ Immediately Afterwards (see Appendix B, 

Table 42) 

Most interviewees disposed of the goods immediately. 

Others took them home, ·to a friend's house, or elsewhere. 

There were considerable differences between the sub­

groups. Over two-thirds of the middle and older age groups 

disposed of goods immediately, but only 10% of the younger 

age group - instead, almost all of this age group took them 

home or to a friend's house. 

Most whites disposed of the goods immediately. As might 

be expected, considerably more drug users disposed of the 

goods immediately,. to get cash for narcotics. 

b. Where Goods Disposed of (see Appendix B, Table 43) 

Two-fifths of the interviewees usually disposed of the 

goods in a bar, whil':e somewhat fewer took the goods to some-

body's house or apartment. The other places mentioned most 

often were stores, warehouses, and gas stations. 

Again, there was considerable difference between the 

age groups. A majority of the younger group disposed of the 

goods in a house or apartment, while over half ~he older 

group and nearly half the middle age group disposed of them 

in a bar. Very few of the older group used a ho~se or apart­

ment. There was little difference between the other two 

sub groups. 
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6. Motivation and Frequency of Operation 

Those offenders interviewed for this study primarily 

expressed need for money for drugs ?r the more conventional 

luxuries of life (see Appendix B, Tables 44 and 45). 

a. Money Needed to Live per Week (see Table 46) 

Of the interviewees who answered the question, a third 

estimated they needed $50-100 a week, almost half needed 

between $100 and $500, and the remainder needed over $500. 

Not surprisingly almost none of the younger age group needed 

over $100 a \'leek, whereas almost all the older age group 

needed more than this. Drug users needed considerably more 

than non-drug users. 

b. Ntmber of Hits per Week 

The operating frequency of individuals is shown in Appendix 

B, Table 47. The major factor here was drug use. Almost half 

the drug users made over five hits a week while a sizable 

majority of the non-drug users made less than three hits a week. 

The number of hits each interviewee made a \veek was also 

tabulated with his average score and the amount of money he 

needed a week (see Appendix B, Table 48). 

Those making fewer hits tended to make higher average 

scores. As might be expected the more money an interviewee 
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needed each week the greater the number of hits he was 

11.ke1y to make. 

Interviewees were asked if they would continue to break 

and enter if they had enough money to cover their needs. 

Almost three fourths said no, some were undecided and a few 

s~id yes (see Appendix B, Table 49). 

A considerably lower percentage of the younger age group 

and higher percentage of the middle age group said they would 

definitely stop. There was no significant differenc.e between 

drug users and noh-drug users. "Enough money to support 

your needs" to the former meant, "enough money to support 

your habit:' 

Of the drug user$ asked whether they had broken into a 

residence before taking drugs, seventy-one percent said no, 

twenty-nine percent said yes. In general this anSv.7er approxi-

mated their criminal history, i.e., for two-thirds drug arrests 

preceeded burglary charges; however, more than two-thirds 
. . 

h~d some criminal arrests before their first drug arrest. 

Thus, their involvement in burglary (and drugs) may have been 

a continuation of their criminal career rather than a result 

of drug use. It seems clear, however, that drug use acce1-' 

erates the pace of burglary activity. 
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Just under half of the interviewees mentioned other 

motives besides profit for breaking into residences. The 

younger age group and non-d17ug users ",ere more apt to 

mention additional motives. The excitement or "challenge" 

of breaking and entering was the motive given most fre-

quent1y, particularly by the younger age group (see 

Appendix B, Table 5~) 
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7~ Offender Profiles 

A brief profile of the typical offender in each cate-

gory dravm from the comparisons made in the previous pages 

may help to highlight the differences among them in skill 

levels, planning, mode of operation, preferred neighborhood, 

and attitudes. 

a. Age 

There are many individual exceptions within each age 

group but there are enough differences among groups to make 

comparisons worthwhile. 

(1) The Juvenile Offender 

The typical juvenile offender in this study had been 

arrested a couple of times and placed on probation. He 

was unskilled and because of his youth, more tha~ his 

record, found it difficult to get a job. He was more in­

clined than the older offender to work with friends or in 

gangs. In general he traveled on foot to make a hit, 

which meant that he was likely to work in or around his 

own neighborhood. 

Sometimes a hit was done on the spur of the moment. 

"I'm. just walking down the street and a couple of friends 

say, hey do you want to break into a house with us, I say 
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OK if it's a good hit." He was not usually desperate 

for money, and probably not very experienced. Since he 

was not always very skilled, it was more important that 

a place should be easy to get into than that it should be 

affluent. He frequently used unskilled methods like 

breaking the glass in the window to enter. He took 

longer than the others to get in; he was more deterred 

by evidence of a burglar alarm, and the possibility of 

police or security patrols and by neighborhoods. with 

l:lhich he was unfamilar and where he would feel conspicuous. 

His average score was low. His disposal of the goods was 

haphazard rather than carefully planned. He was less likely 

than the older ones to assess the possible gain against the 

risk, both in the actual burglary itself - where planning, 

if any, concentrated on how to do it rather than whether it 

was worth\vhj 1e to do - and in his behavior aftenmrds. He 

ran the risk of taking the goods home and keeping ~hem'there 

while he tried to arrange to sell them. To him it seemed 

more a game than a way of life. As for the money, he spent 

most of it on clothes, goods, a small part on drugs, and 

gave some to his family. 
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(2) The 18-25 Year Old Offender 

The picture of a typical offender in this age group 

may be colored by the large number of heavy drug users 

in it, but still distinct differences can be discerned 

from the younger group. Even if not interviewed in a jail, 

he has probably had several previous convictions. In many 

instances he made a calculated decision to concentrate on 

br~aking and entering because it was easy, not too risky, 

and had relatively light penalties if he was caught. III 

gave up mugging because it might end in murder. II (18 year 

old) III like breaking and entering because you don't have 

to cont:end with people. It (22 year old) 

He was more mobile and had moved outside his own neighbor-

hood for at least half his hits. Single-family suburban homes 

he found easy and profitable. Multi-family homes he found 

good for a quick score. By his early 20's he was a very ex­

perienced, effective, but usually not a highly skilled burg­

lar. His methods of entry usually involved little skill; 

rather he forced the door or window using screwdrivers or 

crowbars. He would probably do little planning. lIyou have 

to know whether prople are home or not, but you find that out 

when you're there ll or III just pick at random unless I know 

something ahead of time. II 
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Usually he would not enter an occupied house, although 

more of this group were prepared to chance it than the 

other groups. In general, he made ,more hits (over 50% did 

five or more hits a week, although most of these were drug 

users), and his average score was higher than the juveniles. 

He took a wider variety of goods because he had more highly 

developed channels for disposing of them. No one in this . 

group indicated that getting rid of their score was a prob­

lem. Moreover, he usually disposed of goods immediately, 

to one of several reliable fences with whom he'd worked for 

some time. He would meet the fence in a bar, or even at 

his house. In several cases the fences were referred to 

as lisa-called respectable citizens. II He spent the money, 

if not on drugs, on goods, cioth~s, IIhaving a good time," 

1I1eading the good life,lI traveling, and on his family. 

(3) The Older' Offender- Age 25 3.nr'l TTT)~'1qrrlfj 

The typical off~nde~ in this age group was a very old 

hand. Unless he had recently become a drug addict he had 
. 

been breaking and entering for many years, and he had been 

in and out of jail several times on many different charges. 

(Everyone interviewed in this -age group was in jail.) Like, 

many in the middle age group he chose breaking and entering 
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as preferable to and more profitable than other types of 

crime. "I purse-snatched when I was 15. I grew out of 

that onto something bigger." And in many cases he also 

changed from less profitable to more profitable neighbor-

hoods. "I changed as I learned more ... from low class 

neighborhoods to high rise apartments ... it's another step." 

That the neighborhood should be affluent was the 

first consideration and therefore he spent much of his 

time working in single family suburban houses. He was 

more inclined to plan carefully, to get to know the 

neighborhood thoroughly before attempting a hit there. 

He might work there a couple of days, he might talk to 

the neighbors, he might dress up.- "It's very important not 

to look out of place." He might put on a repairman's uni­

form. "I'd cruise there today, see how the people are. You 

can look at a person and know just what they'd have in their 

house." He took care and advised, "Don't shoot blind, that's 

for beginners.!! And he was cautious, "When the gains don't 

outbalance the other, you don't take the chance." Sometimes 

he did the planning and others did the job. When he did it 

himself, his entry methods were usually effective and some­

times skillful. He felt there were few places he could noc 

get into. "Any lock made by man can be broken by man." And 
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anyway, "You can always try the window." Hov7ever, because 

of his reluctance to be caught, he was more wary of entering 

an occupied house than the younger ones, and more wary of 

large dogs. He was less afraid of burglar alarms because 

he felt he was able to handle them. He was scornful of .those 

working in housing projects, "only junkies would go there ... 

nothing worth taking." He stayed longer in a re;sidence than 

the others and would be more thorough once he vIas there. He 

would look for a variety of things in unlikely places (like 

the freezer or the refrigerator) 1 and occasionally find them. 

His average score was higher and he disposed of the goods 

immediately through several trusted fences. 

On the whole, (unless he were a drug addict) he made 

fewer, more profitable hits, thus reducing the chances of 

being caught. :II do three to four hits a month, but they've 

got to be good ones. 1I He might have a job, "I just do it 

once a month to supplement my income ... lfve been doing it 

for 15 years." But usually he had had considerable difficulty 

getting or holding jobs, and had 'often given up trying. "I 

don't like to work. I haven't had to work for five years.!! 

Moreover, "You can make a week's pay in one night." Money 

went on goods, clothes, alcohol, and family, or building 

up his own business. As one interviewee put it, "I steal 

to live." 
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b. Racial 

In many respects the pictures from the interviewee 

sample of the white and black burglar were very simi-

lar. They were both likely to be semi-skilled and use 

the same simple but effective methods to enter residences. 

They both used accomplices to the same extent, and fre-

quently had accomplices of the opposite race. They pri­

marily looked for cash, color TV's, stereos, and radios. 

They would spend approximately the same length of time 

inside a residence, they disposed of the goods in the 

same type of places. There was approximately the same 

likelihood in eacl1 group that some of the money obtained 

would be spenf on drugs. There w.as almost no difference 

in the number of hits they both made a 'Vleek. 

However, some interesting differences and view-

points did emerge between the groups which may be seen 

from the following profiles. 

(1) Whites 

The white burglar was more likely to be married than 

the black burglar. He was more likely to have had a 

semi-skilled job and to have earned a little more money 
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a week than the black burglar. He was more inclined 

to prefer single family houses, principally because they 

were usually in affluent neighb?rhoods and easy to get 

into. He generally picked a certain type of house and 

hi tit whether the owner was black or "'hi te. "No dif­

ference, if the houses were the same, they'd have the same 

amount of money." However, he was less likely to plan 

deliberately to go to a black neighborhood for fear of 

violence. "If you get caught in a black or Puerto Rican 

neighborhood you might get killed." 

The white burglar was less likely to go into housing 

projects because there were too many people around and 

there was "nothing worth taking there". Several said they 

would not hit a poor neighborhood regardless or race be­

cause "they're poor just like me" or "I have more than they 

do. " 

He preferred working in the early evening, and then 

the afternoon. In order to reacb.his target he would be 

more likely to use a stolen car, to travel further and 
. I 

to be more cau·tious in hitting the same neighborhood again. 

The white burglar gave a higher estimate of the 

amount of money he needed a week than the black burglar. 
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However, since his average score was likely to be a little 

higher, the number of hits "made a week by each group were 

almost identical. While approximately the same number in 

each group were drug users, the white burglar was marginally 

more likely to be a heroin user. 

(2) Blacks 

As was mentioned earlier;the black burglar had many things 

in common with his white counterpart. He qenerallv preferred .. - - -
to hit residences owned by white people largely because he 

assumed they were more affluent. IIIf it was a black guy, 

I'd know there was not too much money. If it was' a white 

guy, I'd know there was." However, some hits he made would 

probably be in black neighborhoods. III don't like to hit 

my own people ... but sometimes you ccin't help it." The 

neighborhoods he worked in most often had single or multi­

family houses or were housing projects. However, here th~re 

was considerable diversity within the group since blacks 

also selected single-family houses along with the projects 

and luxury apartments as the neighborhoods in which they were 

least likely to work. The black who did work in single­

family houses was probably more experienced; he would do more 

planning and preparation before making a hit; he might even 
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dress up to play the part of a salesman, gardener, or 

odd-job man. 

One man remarked, "It's important to dress right, l.ike 

the people of the neighborhood." Another pointed out, 

"Another reason for going out to the suburbs is because 

anybody living in the suburbs - you know they got more than 

you. II However, many blacks did not hit suburban houses be­

ca,use they felt conspicuous and out of place there. "I 

wouldn't go to the suburbs because there are no black people 

there - you're too conspicu.ous." As another man put it, the 

suburbs are IItoo quiet, too scary. They're sweet targets, I 

know, but I'm from the city so I like the city." The juveniles 

in the group tended to feel that affluent white neighborhoods 

were better secured. They therefore worked in medium and 

lower income white neighborhoods because they felt they were 

more affluent than black neighborhoods. 

They disliked the luxury apartment buildings for the same 

reasons. lIeops over there all the time. (Slide picture) 

Looks like a white neighborhood. You'd have a police escort 

every corner you turned." In general blacks were more likely 

to be deterred by' police patrols. 

Unlike the white burglar he was more likely to get to his 

target on foot, though he often used his own or a stolen car. 

127 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 

I 

Unlike the white burglar he would probably travel less 

than one hour to make a hit. His average score ,was mar­

ginally lower than the white burglar; he was much less 

likely to be looking for jewelry or silver, and he was 

more inclined to take the goods home or to a friend's home 

than to dispose of them immediately. 

The adult black gave a lower estimate of the amount 

of money he needed a week - between $100 and $250, rather 

than $250 or more that the white burglar required. If he 

was a drug user, he was more .inclined to use amphetamines 

than the white burglar. 
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c. lJrug UE'e 

(1) The Drug User 

The typical drug user in the intervie'vee sample 

was under 25; usually he was addicted to heroin, sometimes 

to amphetamines. Often he had been an addict for several 

years. In many respects his method of operation was very 

similar to the non-drug user -- the time of day he worked, 

his means of transport, his attitude toward carrying 

weapons, the goods he wanted (except for more cash), the 

length of time he stayed in the residence, and where he 

disposed of the goods. However, he differed from the non­

drug user in tvlO im?ortant respects. First, he needed 

more money and secund, as a consequence, he ~ade more hits. 

His habit could cost him $1,500 a \veek, it rarely cost 

him less than $150. Since his job, "if he still had one, 

normally earned him between $100 and $200 a vleek, he had 

to supplement his income in other ways. In general, he 

had decided to concentrate on breaking and entering be-· 

cause it was the easiest 't'lay to get the amount of money 

he needed, and did not involve violp.Tl.cA. J.l'oT',1ever, 

his scores were only a little higher than the non-drug 

user, and therefore he made many more hits per vleek. In 

fact, on average the drug user made five to six hitA ARCh WRRk, 

while the non-drug user only made one or two. A drug user, 
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aged 27, described the Ttlay he worked, "I wouldn't stop 

till I made my quarter (250 dollars) or more, and my partner 

would have to make that, too. Most claimed they did not 

break and enter before taking heroin. A man on ampheta­

mines was also likely to make more hits than the. non-drug 

user. "On amphetamines you're full of pep, does something 

to your,nervous system. You can't stop for days. We'd 

just keep going on and on ... on one of those b d en ers ~ might 

do 150 or 200 burglaries; before that I had only done about 

ten a year." 

Although the drug user, in principle, preferred 

single family suburban houses where the scores were higher, 

he was more likely'than the non-drug user to work around 

or in his own ne;ghborhood, ~ particularly as his habit in-

creased. IIWhen I started do'ing i t, it was always there 

(single family suburban houses); then I said to heck ~ith 

gOing al~ the way out there. I wanted the junk, right; 

I'd look for the quickest way to make money where I wouldn't 

have to drive all the way there and have to drive back 

and go and see the dope man. I'd want it right there, 

right now. Even though there might be better hits ... you 

still don't want to spend the time. You want to do what 
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you got to do as quick as you can do it." 

Because of the speed and urgency with which he 

needed his money, his view of deterrents was somewhat 

different from the non-drug user. Although he preferred 

no one to be home, he was more inclined to be reckless 

and risk confrontations. 

As one drug user said, "Nhen I'm strung out on 

drugs, I don't care who's at home. I need money." How­

ever, the drug user was more likely to be deterred by 

burglar alarms, by strong locks, by steel doors or frames, 

by anything, in fact, that might delay him. "If the door 

was a hassle, I'd go elsewhere. II He gave up more easily 

because in the extra time taken, he could make a couple 

more hits somewhere else. 

However, once inside the residence, his need for 

money again affected his reactions. If he triggered 

an alarm, if someone was asleep inside, or if someone 

returned, he was more likely than the non-drug user to 

quic.kly finish the job, rather than to leave immediately. 

As might be expected from the frequency with which 

he operated, he would do little or no planning, he usually 

did not "case" the residence. He would usually work with 

several fences and he almost always disposed of goods 

immediately. He had a great deal of previous exnerience 

and was more likely to be in jail than the non-drug user. 
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(2) The Non-Drug~~ 

The non-drug user was a more nebulous figure, difficult 

to characterize. The group of non-drug users included a 

cross-section of the large variety of people who commit 

residential crimes but do not use hard drugs or amphetamines. 

Within the group there were the very young, the old, the 

unskilled, and the highly skilled. Techniques, methods of" 

operation, and motivation varied substantially within this 

group - 'more, probably, than they did between drug users and 

non-drug users. Where there are clear divergencies of opinion 

within the qroup, such as between juveniles and ~dultsi they 

have been 'noted. 

The user/non-user groups did differ in two major ways: 

the non-user needed less money and made fewer hits. 

The non-drug user generally did not operate at the tempo 

or under the tremendous pressure of the drug user. He had 

more time to plan and although the bulk of non-drug users 

still only did 'a little planning, he did more than the drug 

users. 

The non-drug user's attitude to deterrents was also 

generally somewhat different. He was concerned with avoiding 

violence or personal confrontations. He was more inclined 

than the drug user to be deterred by a full time occupant 
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in the residence, by police or security patrols, even by 

dogs or by neighborG checking on the residence. He was 

also more inclined to be deterred by good lighting although 

less inclined to be deterred by the hardware - burglar 

alarms, strong locks, steel doors and frgmes, etc. - perhaps 

because he was in less a hurry and allowed himself more time 

to get around them He was less likely both to work in his 

immediate neighborhood and to hit the residences of friends 

or acquaintances; some interviewees were shocked at the 

suggestion. 

There was remarkable similarity in the group's 

attitude toward drug users. Frequently, a non-drug user 

would remark of a very ppor, run-c1mvn neighborhood, "only 

a junkie would go there", or, "that \'las a junkie's paradise", 

but personally he would not go near it. Several mentioned 

specifically that they would not do' a job with a drug 

-addict. "I wouldn't work with a junkie - they're not 

good thieves, any"vay, they're too noisy." 
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D. ~1b~gBS AND ROBBERY 

Residential offenders constitute a much smaller per-

centage of the robber population than do residential burglars 

of the bUrglar population. It is therefore difficult to 

generalize about residential robbers on the basis of findings 

about robbers in general. Although an analysis of residential 

robberies Was undertaken for this study through an exami-

nation of police data, interviews with victims, and site 

visits, no actual offenders were interviewed. What follows 

is a brief discussion of data on residential robbery following 

tho format for burglary analysis wherever appropriate. In 

addition, this section will refer to a stUdy of robbery in 

Boston conducted by the Harvard Law School.4 

1. Robbers and the Criminal Justice System 

Under uniform crime-reporting rules a person commits a 

robbery When he obtains or attempts to obtain property or a 

thing of value from the presence of the victim by use of 

force or by putting the victim in fear~5 If this occurs 

on residential premises it is classified-as a residential 

robbory. Massachusetts statutes provide a similar defi­

nition for the crime of robbery.6 

A person arrested for robbery will follow a somewhat 

similar path through the criminal justiGe system as a 

burglar. District courts do not have jurisdiction to try 

robb~ry Cases. They do, however, conduct the preliminary 

hea.rings to determine probable cause and at this stage 
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many robbery offenders are dismissed. The court can also 

hear robbery cases where the original charge is reduced. 

Robbery charges not dismissed or reduced are heard in 

superior court. The Harvard Study described a sample of 

ro~bery cases processed through the 6riminal justice system. 

Based on the table it would appear that in contrast to burg-

lars, robbery offenders are more likely to be tried in 

superior court and imprisoned in maximum security insti-

tutions. (see Table 4.9) 

'lIABLE 4.9 

DISPOSITION OF ROBBERY PROSECUTIONS 

CITY OF BOSTON--l~68 

% tried in district court 

% tried in superior court 

Total % convicted 

Sentenced to imprisonment 

as % of total cases tried 

% of total senten6ed to 

imprisonment, sentenced to 

house of correction 

% of total sentenced to 

imprisonment, sentenced to 

state prison 

59% 

41% 

55% 

48% 

49% 

51% 

Source: John Conklin, Robbery and the Criminal Justice 

System, Table 23. 
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2. Personill Characteristics 

Table 4.10 presents demographic characteristics of persons 

arrested for robbery compared to the general popUlation. 

TABLE 4.10 

1)1lHOGAAPHIC CIIAH...'\CTETIISTICS OF PERSONS A:£(Rl!!8TED FOTI 
DOGTO:1, 1970 C0!1PARDD TO CITY POPULATION 

% l-1ale 

Median Age 

% Non-white 

1 
Arrested Robbers 

93% 

20 

65% 

. l' 2 Clty Popu atlon 

46% 

28,,7 

16% 

lAnnuul Report Police ConunissioI).er for the City of Boston, 
1970, Table VIII. -

2U.S. Census, 1970. 

Arrested robbers as a group, therefore, are male; 

and. compared to burglars, slightly older and more likely 

to be nen-white. Table 4.11 presents characteristics of 

described off~ndarR in the residential robberies analyzed 

for this study. The large percentage of blac~ offenders 

may be a result of the fact that in the study IS samnle 80% 

of the crime§ took place in five areas where the popUlation 

is 55% black compared to 16% in the city as a whole. 
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DESCRIPTIONS OF OFFENDERS 

RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY 

SEX (N=264) 

Male - 97% 

Female -3% 

RACE (N=257) 

t'llii te - 5% 

Black - 93% 

Other - 2% 

AGE (N=204) 

under 17 - 12% 

17 - 20 - 52% 

21 - 25 - 27% 

Over 25 ~% 
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3. Choice of Target 

Residential robbers not only attack a type of 

nousing, but a particular type of person. Like burglars 

they must calculate possibility of gain, risk of detection 

and ease of access; but also face the added factor of 

victim resistance. 

a. Housing Type 

Very little data exists on residential robbery 

offenders and their choice of housing type. An analysis 

of residential robberies in the study RAls disclosed that 

only one third took place in a dwelling unit, whereas the 

remainder 'l.l1ere in areas such as hallways or eleva tors. 

Of those in the dwelling unit only 8% were in single 

family homes and the remainder divided between apartment 

buildings and public housing units. 

Of those robberies Il1hich occurred outside the d\l1el-

ling unit but on residential premises~ 65% were on the 

grounds of housing projects, 34% in apartment buildings, 

and 1% on the property of single family hcuses. This 

seems a reasonable finding since residential robbery in 

:Boston is concentrated in the inner-city areas where there 

are :fe~11 single family houses, and mostly mul ti-uni t d'l.l1el-

lings. (See Chapter V, page l89) 
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b. Persons 

Table 4.11 identifies the characteristics of resi­

dential robbery victims. 

TABLE ~.l~, 

RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY VICTIM CHARACTERISTICS 

"I t 

AGE (1'1=147) 

Under 21 5% 
21 3.0 22% 
31 - 40 13% 
41 50 14% 
51 - 65 18% 
Over 65 2S% 

100% 

SEX (N=152) 

Hale 74% 
Female 26% 

R.~CE (N"=127) + 
, 

I . 
lVhite 83% 
Black 11% 
Other 6% 
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The findings regarding age are predictable since 

oldor persons are more vulnerable to physical attack than the 

youngar. If the number of larceny purse-snatchings \'7ere 

included with robbery figures the percentage of female victims 

would likely rise considerably. Over three-quarters of the 

victims were white. 

A close ana.lysis of residential robberies in the three 

survey RAts (N-64) disclosed that in a fourth of the cases ~he 

victim was a non-resident (see Appendix C, Mapa for RA's 145, 

166, and 256). 

4. Planning and Method of Operation 

a. Extent of Planning 

The Harvard study indicated that older "professional" 

t.ypa l:'obbers tanded to plan the most. The others did little 

planning. Tipsters, for example '. were less relied upon by 

robbers than burglars. As Ylith burglars, professionals 

would be more likely to case the area and look for afflu-

cmt tnrgets, whereas other offenders were more concerned 
7 

with victim vUlnerability. 

Robbers, in general, need to be wary of the police 

to a greater extent than burglars since the bulk of rob­

berios take place on the public ways or in stores. It is 

interesting, however, that residential robbery, though it 

is less visible than other types, annually const.itutes 

slightly less than 10% of all Boston robberies compared 

tt\ .66% for streltlt robberies. 
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h. Time of Operation 

Residential robberies tended to run counter to 

preferr.ed burglary time patterns, i.e., to cluster in the 

afternoon and on week-ends. This is natural, RincR robberv ... 
requires that people be home, whereas burglary requires 

that they not be. No pattern was discerned by month or 

by season. (see Table 4.13) 

TABLE 4.13 

TI}ID PATTERNS FOR RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY 

HONTH (N=152) 

January 11.8% May 11.8% Septer.lber 5 .. 9% 

February 5.9% June 12.5% October 8.7% 

l-1arch 7.2% July ·6.5% November 9.2% 

April 7.2% August 10.5% December 3.2% 

99.4% 

DAY (N=151) 

Monday 11.2% Thursd3.Y 12.5% Sunday 11.9% 

Tuesday 19.2% Friday 14.5% 99.6% 

vlednesday 10.5% Saturday 19.8% 

TIME (N=152 ) 

0:01 A.M. - 6:00 A.M. 12.5% .. .:: 

. , 
6:01 A.H. -12:00 P.M. 15.7% . 

12:01 P.M. - 6:00 P.M. 42.1% 

6:01 P.M. -12:00 A.M. 29.8% 

"100.1% 
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c. Accomplices 

In 76% of the cases examined for this study there 

there were two or more perpetrators. An accomplice 

in robbery often serves different purposes than one in 

burglary. Primarily, he can aid in applying physical ' 

force (or the threat of it) to the victim. 

d. Location and Technique of Entry 

Only one-third of the cases involved an entry into 

the dt,velling unit. In about 10% of those cases entry was 

via the \'lindmv. In the remainder, it was via the door. 

However, in contrast to burglary, robbers were more lik~ly 

(60%) to gain entry ~~ a ruse or threat; i.e., pose as 

a dcliveryman or accost the occupant as he is entering 

or leaving his home. In 8% of the cases, entry was 

gained through an unlocked door and in 14% via bodily 

force against the door. 

In two-thirds of the cases wllich did not occur in 

the dwelling unit, 80% took place in hallways, 12% in 

elevators, and the remainder in miscellaneous areas such 

as driveways or walk-ways. 
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e. Weapons and Nature of Attack 

Table 4.14 provides details of the nature of the 

attack . 

TABLE 4.14 

NATURE OF THE ATTACK 

Offender used threat as follows (N=133) 

Gun 20% 

Knife 30% 

Blunt Object 3% 

Physical Force 47% 

Victim Resisted (N=130) 

Yes 5% 

No 95% 

Victim Injured (N=99 ) 

Yes 50% 

No 50% 

If Injured, How (N=50) 

Shot 0% 

Stab~ed 12% 

Struck by Object 8% 

Beaten 80% 

As indicated by the table, the offenders were armed 

in about half the 'cases and in about half the victim was injured 
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even though most of the time he did not resist. The 

Harvard study provided similar findings for all types of 

robbery in regard to us~ of weapons (50%), and injury or 

assault upon the victim (50%) B. This \lTould suggest that 

residential robbery, while dangerous to the victim, is 

no more dangerous than other forms of robbery. 

f. Goods Sought 

Most robbery loss involves cash, although the re-

porting areas analysis disclosed jewelry was taken in 

17% of the cases and clothing in about 9%. The average 

loss per residential robbery in Boston in 1970 was 

$133. 

g. Emergency 

A ~obbery is dangerous by definition since it in­

volves physical confrontation. The most common type 

emergencies are unexpected arrival of police or a third 

party, or resistai~e by the victim. According to the Har-

va,rd study ( most robbers felt carrying a gun would neu'tral-

ize civilian interference. In instances where the victim 

resisted and was shot it was felt by the robbers that the 

victims' behavior was illegitimate. Police interfering 

was best met by flight, although use of a gun was not 

ruled out completely. 9 Of 67 offenders interviewed by 
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the Harvard study, two had actually been commi t'ting burg-

laries when they were confronted by the occupant and used 

force on him, converting the crime to robbery.lO 

h .. Hotivation and Level of Effort 

The reason chiefly mentioned for committing robbery 

as determined by the Harvard study was the need for funds 

to purchase drugs followed closely by the need for money 

for .a better life. As in burglary, adults and whites 

·were more likely to realize larger gains from a robbery 

than were other categories of offenders. The Harvard 

study reported that 32% of the adults and 8% of the ju­

veniles made $100 or more on a robbery, as did 43% of 

whites and 20% of blacks. ll 
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SUMNARY - CHAPTER IV 

!n general, the characteristics of burglars tended to 

coincide with those suggested by the literature search. Most 

notably they \-lere not highly skilled. Differences among bur-

glars emerged when they were divided into categories based on 

age, race and drug use. Those under lB were more likely to 

be unskilled, to hit targets close to home, to have some 

difficulty disposing of the goods, to make lower scores and 

to break and enter for "excitement". The middle and older 

age groups were likely to be more mobile and to'be highly 

effective and experienced - though not highly skilled·-
, 
burglars. The older group ger_~rally selected their .target::; 

\.;ith more care. preferrina affluence to accessibility or 

vulrterabilitv. 

Apart from somm differences in the housing types 

selected and avoided and the time of day worked, tp.ere was 

much similarity betvleen the methods of black and white burglars. 

The principal difference by drug use was the amount of 

monGY needed and therefore the frequency of operation (the 

aVeraqe score beinq approximately the same for both groups). 

Although residential. robbery was a sh,al1 p~~tcent~.ge 

of all robberies, it did not vary from other types of robbery 

in any important respect. Residential robbery victims in 

this study tended to be elderly, predominatly male, and white. 
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The central finding of this chapter is that important 

differences exist between various types of burglars. This 

suggests that deterrent and correctional m~:msures which 

might apply to one group would be inappropriate for another. 
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CHAPTER IV 

}'OOTNOTES 

1. Tho discussion which follows is based in part on 
Edwin Powers, The Basic Structure of the Administra­
tion of Criminal Justice in Massachusetts, 5th Ed .. 
TBoston: Mass. Correctional Association, 1969). 

2. FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook, p. 27. 

3. For cxnmple, a person may be charged with: 

Burglary - Breaking and entering the dwelling 
house of another in the night time with intent 
to commit a felony therein. 

Entering without breaking in the night time 
or breaking and entering in the day time, a 
building, ship, or vessel with intent to 
commit a felony, the owner or other person 
lawfully present therein being put in fear. 

Entering without breaking in the night time a 
dWelling house or breaking and e!'ltering in the 
day time a building, ship, or vessel with intent 
to commit a felony, no person lawfully 
therein being put in fear. . 

Breaking and entering in the night ti~e or ~ay 
time a building I ship, vessel, or vehlclre wlth 
intent to commit a misdemeanor. 

In som(.: instances an individual may not be charged 
with the substantive offense because the police can 
not link him to an actual burglary. He may instead 
be charged with possession of burglary tools or re­
ceiving stolen property. 

4. John E. Conklin, Robbery and the Criminal Justice 
System (New York:--;.J.,B. Lippincott Co., 1972). This 
~ork bi3rs some similarity to the present study. 
For example, the robbery project interviewed convicted 
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offenders (67 men in the state prison) and victims 
(90 persons), and covered a similar locale (city of 
Boston) and tine period (1966-1968). Although it is 
centered on the crime of robbery and its relationship 
to the Criminal Justice System, rather than how to 
make potential victims more secure, and does not dwell 
to any grout extent on resident~al robbery per se; 
nevertheless, some of the study data does touch on 
the concerns of this project. 

5. Op. cit., FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook, p. 20. 

6. Robbery: The taking with intent to steal of personal 
propcrty in possession of another from his person or 
in his presence by violence or putting him to fear. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

II. 

In some instances of purse-snatching it is diffi­
cult to decide whether the offense should be classified 
as a robbery or larceny. Uniform crime-reporting rules 
provide that if more force is used than is actually 
necessary to snatch from the grasp of the victim, the 
offense is a robbery. 

Op. cit. , Conklin, p. 63-7I. 

Ibid, p. 112-14. 

Ibid, p. 108-12. 

Ibid, p. 65. 

Ibid, p. 82 
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CHAPTER V 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

In this section an attempt is made to relate the socio-

economic and vulnerability characteristics of various re-

porting areas to their crime experience. The analysis 

centers on factors related to the total environment rather 

than those related to individual persons, dwellings, or of-

fenders. Areas have been grouped according to a number of 

variables, such as age, race, and income of residents and 

an average residential burglary rate calculated~ An effort 

has then been made to explain the group rate and \'lhy indivi-

dual RA I S II deviate ll from it. Standard statistical tests are, 

used to calculate the significance of ,the groupings. To 

complement this approach, regression analysis has been used 

to study the influence of these factors on the average an­

nual burglary rate. The main purpose of the analy~is which 

follows is to determine why the rates of residential crime 

are differentially distributed among geographic areas. 

B. METHOD 

The regression analysis focuses on a variety of socio-

economic influences to explain the wide variations in report~ 

ing area burglary rates. Since, particular importance is 
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frequently placed on income, racial composition, burglary' 

rate of the surrounding areas, and age distribution as 

key socio-economic factors influencing crime rates, these 

are included in the analysis. The special emphasis of 

this study on physical aspects of the target also suggests 

that in'terncighborhood variation in the types of dwelling 

may also be influential in determining the rate of res i-

dcmtial crime. 

The particular measures of these independent variables 

are ~s follows: affluence is measured as neighborhood median 

income in thousands of dollars; racial composit~on is the 

percentage of non-whites in the RA; the neighborhood burglary 

rate is the ave~age of the rates in all contiguous RAls; the 

aver-age number of people under eighteen years per occupied 

dwelling unit is a measure of the concentration of young 

people in the area; percentage of dwelling units in large 

buildings (10 Or more units) is the measure of the influences 

of structure type on residential burglary rate. (Data for 

the regression analysis and additional census information is 

contained in Appendix C, Table 1, and the average annual bur­

glary rates in Appendix C, Table 2). 

For the regression analysis, four different samples of 

the 39 RAls were used. In addition to the full 39 RA sample, 

three subsamples were defined. The first subsample contains 

seven areas with less than one person under eighteen years per 
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four dwelling units. These areas had few families with 

children and instead contained a high percentage of college 

students, singles, and young couples as well as elderly. 

The second subsample includes four outlying neighborhoods. 

The last subsample is the 28 remaining RAls. The purpose 

of classifying the data in this manner was to focus on the 

different reasons for residential burglaries in different 

kinds of areas and to improve the explanatory power of the 

equation by controlling for obvious influences on the bur­

glary rates. Unfori:una tely, however, the small number of 

observations in two of the subsamples precludes meaningful 

statistical interpretations of the results. Thus, the fol-

lowing discussion centers on the complete sample and the main 

subsample. Pertinent results from the other samples are re­

ported on'ly if especially suggestive; .The RA's contained in 

the various samples are given in Appendix C, Table 3. 

Investigation of the influences of these social and 

physical variables must take account of their tendency to 

. covary in the real world. Thus, statistical association 

between the crime rate and the racial composition of the 

neighborhood may only reflect r .~gative. correlation betwe'en 

income and percent non-white, with income being the causal 

variable in the determination of residential crime rates. 
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This extensive co11inearity between the independent or 

explanatory variables can be seen clearly from the correlation 

matrix of Table 5.1. This is based on selected reporting , 

areas in the city of Boston. 

TABLE 5.1 

CORRE~ATION MATRIX REGRESSION VARIABLES 

Income Race Youth Structure Neighborhood 
Income 1.0 -.36 -.11 

Rate 
-.27 -.24 

Race -.36 1.0 .56 -.06 .50 
Youth -.11 .56 1.0 .09 -.08 
Structure -.27 -.06 .09 1.0 .35 
Neighborhood -.24 .50 -.08 .35 1.0 rate 

Thus, the income variable is seen to be negatively cor-

related with all three additional variables; high positive 

correlation also exists between race and the age composition 

of the neighborhood. Because of this multi-co11inearity, the 

effects have been analyzed in a multi-variate framework. 

These results are discussed separately in Part H. The single 

variate analyses are discussed in the appropriate sections of 

Part C below. 
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It should also be noted that the reported crime rates for 

certain RA's were considered suspect. As indicated in Chap­

ter II, the household survey data suggests that RA's 196 and 

447 are not low residential burglary ?reas. The same may be 

also true of RA 600, a housing project not surveyed. Although 

it reports a low residential burglary rate, it had a relatively 

high residential robbery rate. This RA frequently stands out 

from t.he t.rends of comparable RA' s in various analyses under~ 

taken for this chapter. Therefore, it is possible that the 

official figures do not accurately reflect ~he level of 

residential burglary. 
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C. RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY ANALYSIS BY SOCIAL INDICATORS 

1. Geographic Location 

Location is based on an RA's position relative to the 

metropolitan core. Otficially this i~ measured from the 

State House, the historic center of the city, which is adja-

cent to Park Station, the hub of Boston's subway network. 

In a broader sense the "core" section describes the central 

business district and the area around it, including most 

of the low-income black ghetto area. This core is contained 

within Police Districts 1, 4, 9, and 10. (See Appendix C, 

Map 2.) 

Criminological research has repeatedly found that the 

core area of the city, the section where social problems are 

concentrated, contains the greatest number of offenders and 

the highest rates of crime. I~'has also been found that 

crime rates decrease with distance from the core (See 

Chapter III, pp. 44-45) 

The Boston black ghetto is not entirely located within 

the "core." Af;; Appendix C, Map 3 depicts, it has expanded 

into surrounding areas. Therefore, an RA may be core in 

the sense of its central location or in terms of its social 

characteristics, In this section core RA's will be desig­

nated according to geographic location. Appendix C, Maps 

4. and 5 and Table 4 depict the general trend of residential 

crime to decrease with distance from the center. These results 

are summarized in Table 5.2. 
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TABLE 5.2 

AVERAGE ANNUAL BURGLARY RATE BY LOCATION 

1 

OF REPORTING AREA 

Location Group Rates AVera-ge Annual Rate/1000 DU' s 

Core 

Adjacent to Core 

Outlying 

] 

39 

22 

12 

Difference in group rates not significant at .05 level. 

See also Appendix Cf -Table 4. 
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While not statistically significant, the results are 

suggestive. The clearest pattern emerges in the core RA's. 

Among those that tend ·to deviate from the pattern of medium 

to high rates, three areas (62, 143, .and 602) are luxury 

high-rise apartment areas with special security devices and 

private guards. RA 600 (a housing project) reports a low 

burglary rate, but as noted, the area was not surveyed, and 

it is possible that the reported rate is incorrect. RA 83's· 

loW' rate was confirmed by the household survey. This RA is 

part of the North En~ neighborhood, which has a generally 

low crime rate. Posaible reaso~s for this will be discussed 

in Section H of this. Chapter. 

Among adjacent ~~, s there is much more fluctuation in 

crime rate, ranging f~om low to high, indicating that 

factors other than location might have more influence on the 

residential burglary rate. On the other hand, it is note­

wor~hy that none of the outlying areas had high rates. 

It is likely that the distinction between core and 

adjacent areas is not useful for analytic purpose~, since 

many adjacent RAls display socio-economic characteristics 

similar to core RA's. In contrast, there is a marked dif­

ference between inner (core and adjacent) RA's and outlying 

ones. The latter, for example, contain no black, low-income,' 

or 'housing project areas. 
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2. Neig~borhood Burglary Rate 

A comparison \'las made bet\veen the residential burglary 

rate of an RA and the overall burglary (both residential 

and non-residential) rate of the larger neighborhood. The 

offender data in Chapter IV suggest,; that bu!="glars do not 

confine themselves solely to residential attacks or to an 

area as small as a few blocks. A large group do, however, 

tend to operate in the same general neighborhood. There­

fore, burglaries against residents in an RA may be in part 

a fUIlction of the general burglary level in the surrounding 

neighborhood. (See Table 5.3.) 

TABLE 5.3 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE COMPARED TO SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOODS l 

Neighborhood Rate 

Low 

Medium 

High 

Average Annual Rate/lOOO DU's 

8 

28 

55 

lDifference in group rates significant at .05 
level. 

See also, Appendix C, Table 5. 
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The clearest patterns emerged in the low and high 

neighborhoods. Only one of 12 RA' s in ION' burglary rate 

neighborhoods had other than a low rate itself. In the high 

burglary rate neighborhoods, RA's 143 and 166 were well be­

low their environs. RA 143, as noted, is a luxury high-rise 

area with private security. RA 166 is primarily a housing 

project area. Here too, though, there is a level of security 

and maintenance beyond the normal pattern for housing projects. 

(See Appendix 'C, p. 16.) 

The regression analysis confirms the correlation be­

tween residential burglary rates and the rates in the adja­

cent neighborhoods. As seen in Appendix C, Table 6 in both 

the complete sample ~nd in the main subsample, the environmen­

tal burglary rate is significantly positively associated with 

high rates within the RA. 
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3. Race 

Many studies have found correlations between race 

and crime, particularly noting high crime rates in black 

areas. 

The individual PAIs were grouped into three 

categories: (1) white--less than 20% (in actuality less 

than 10%) black population; (2) mixed--20 to 63% black 

population7 (3) black--over 63% (in practice over 7g%) 

black population. Table 5.4 indicates the rate for 

each type area. 

Type - RA 

white 

mixed 

black 

TABLE 5.4 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE BY RA£E 

Average Annual Rate/lOOO DU's 

19 

40 

59 

lGroup rates significantly diffe~ent at .05 
level, 

See also Appendix C, Table 7. 
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There was considerable deviation in rates within the 

white and mixed categories. In the black areas the only 

deviation from the generally high rates is RA 447, where the 

figures are suspect. 

The regression analysis demonstrates a significant 

positive correlation between non-vlhi te composition of the 

population and residential burglary rates, as can be seen 

from Appendix C, Table 8. Furthermore, in the main sample 

.the percentage of non-white population explained about 25% 

more 'of the variation in burglary rates than the next "best" 

variable, environmental burglary rate (R2 ='.56 vs •. 48). 

However, the explanatory power of race is suspec,t because 

of its strong collinearity with low income, a large number 

of young people, and generally high burglary rates, as seen 

in Table 5.1. The multivariate analys~s presented in Section H 

attempts to disentangle some of these effects. 

4. Income 

Income has often been cited as a factor in producing 

high crime rates. Low income areas may breed offenders as 

well as apathy or alienatJ.on which provides criminal. oppor­

tunity. High income areas offer the chance for profitable 

scores ,. since there ~.,ill likely be more valuable articles 

available to·steal. The presence of such·items will manifest 
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in the apparent value of the dwelling, observation by the 

burglar, or tips from his acquaintances. 

RA's have been grouped accordi~g to family and un­

related persons' median income as '~sted by the 1970 U.S. 

Census. The ratings are 

Lower Group--less than $5,000 

Middle Group--$5,000 to $8,000 

Higher Group--over $8,000 

Table 5.5 presents the findings. 

TABLE 5.5 

* RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE BY INCOME. 

Type - RA 

Lower 

Middle 

Higher 

* 

Average Annual Rate/lO'OO' DD's 

47 

27 

13 

This definition of income provides for a relative 
ranking of an area rather than an absolute one as used in 
Chapter VI, P. 201. Thus, an RA may have a "higher" in­
come level relative to other m;eas without actually being a 
"high" income area. 

lGroup rates significantly different at .05 
leVel. -

See also Appendix C, Table 9. 
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No clear pattern emerges, since a number of areas deviate 

from low to high residential burglary rates at all income 

levels. Among the low income areas, ignoring 196 and 600 

\"here figures are suspect, two have medium rates and eight 

have high rates. 

The regression results for median income are given ln 

Appendix C, Table ·10. Both the complete sample and the main 

saml?le show a significant decx:easing burglary rate with in­

crea'sed income. The low youth sample shows a similar but 

much stronger tendency. These trends probably reflect both 

lower victimization with income, and collinear factors such 

as the neighborhood rate, proportion of the dwelling units in 

large structures, etc. as seen in Table 5.1. Similar pat-

terns hold in the low youth areas, but are probably distorted 

because of the student neighborhoods"that comprise part of 

this sample, which while lovl income, are not "poor." Such 

areas offer attractive targets because of their relative af-

fluence and casual life styles. 

The relationship between income and burglarization rates 

is reversed in the suburban areas where there is a significant 

positive correlation between income and burglary incidence. 

Here it is likely that income measures attractiveness as a 

target rather than causal social factors associated with the 

burglars themselves. 
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When race and income were considered together , it vlaS 

fouri~ that in black areas burglary rates increase with income 

level, while among white areas it decreases. (See Tables 

5.gA.and 5.uB)- However, there is some indication that among 

white RA's at the highest levels of income, ~ictimization 

rises though not to the same rates as in the low income. 

TABLE 5. 6A 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATES BY INCOHE IN BLACK RA'S 

Type R..7\' s 1 

Lower Inco~e(265, 296, 297, 
589) " 

2 Middle Income (306, 307, 308, 
315, 319, 447) 

Avg. Annual Rate/lOOO D.U.S~ 

54 

62 

lThere were no higher income black areas. 

2If RA 447 is eliminated, the rate is 69. 

3 Differences between group r:ttes nat .. significant at. OS level. 
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TABLE 5. 6B _0 , 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATES BY INCOME IN WHITE RA'S 

Type RA's Avg. Annual Rate/1000 D.U.s 2 

Low Income l (622, 135, 196) 53 

Medium Income (57, 62,70,83, 10 
214, 602, 775, 
779, 824) 

High Income (134, 143, 232, 421, 
505, 530, 653, 720, 
736, 745) 

12 

ilf RA 196 is eliminated, the rate is 74. 
Difference~ in group rates significant at 95, 

5. Housing Type 

Housing type has been suggested as correlated with 

crime, in that large buildings provide an impersonal 

atmosphere in ~'lhich crime opportunities exist; while 

detachm structures, such as single-family homes, offer 

more portals to attack. RA's were classified according 

* to their predominate housing type. 

'Ii 
In most areas predominate type '\vas determined ac-

cording to which had the largest percentage of units in 
the total housing stock. The exceptions were 505, where 
there were slightly more small multi-unit dwellings than 
single-family, and 70, 145, 307, and 622, where SMU's 
prevailed over large multi-units. In those instances the 
rating was made based on site observers judgments of which 
type best characterized the RA and on the type of housing 
sustaining burq1aries. 
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1. Single-family structures 

2. Small multi-family structures, 2-9 units 

(usually walk-up) 

3. Large multi-family structures, 10 or more 

units ( often elevator buildings) 

4. Public housing projects (While not a type of 

housing in the physical sense, it wa~ felt 

that the public housing areas were sufficiently 

unique to require a separate analysis.) 

The crime rate of each is expressed by Table 5.7. 

TABLE 5.7 

RESIDENTIAL/BURGLARY BY RA I S PREDOMINANT HOUSING TYPE 

1 
l'~VEPl'!.GE ANNUAL RATE/lOCO D. U. ! S 

Single Family 

Small Multi-unit 

Large Multi-unit 

Public Ho~sing 

14 

30 

37 

34 

1Differences between group rates not 
significant at the .05 level. 

See also Appendix C, Table 11. 
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The fact that areas where single-family housing predominate 

has a markedly lower rate than the others may be less a 

result of structure than other covariant factors such as 

location in outlying areas. 

If 196 and 600, where figures are suspect, are removed 

from the housing project group, its rate increases to 43/1000. 

If the luxury high-rise areas are removed from the 

, large multi-unit sample, the average rate rises to 57/1000 

units. This suggests the possibility that large structures 

may be positively correlated '\vith burglary. Only RA 421 

deviated from this pattern, and its crime rate was not 

tested by household survey. However, in Chapte~ VII an 

analysis of victimization failed to support a relationship 

between burglary rates and housing type. 

Beca~se of the generality of the ~ousing variable 

used, the regression analysis shows no real correlation be-

tween housing types. and burglary rates (see Appendix C, 

Table 12). The housing variable used in this analysis is 

the proportion of the d,velling units in buildings of more 

than 10 units, and thus not as detailed as the one discussed 

above. The scatter plot (Appendix C, Figure 1) for these 

variables shows that ther~ are both high crime areas with 

few large structures, and low crime areas with many such 
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buildings. Clearly the diversity between high-rise, high 

rent areas, and high-rise, low income, and public housing in 

terms of security, life style, and social factors mitigate 
J' 

the usefulness of regression analysis of the housing' factor 

above. 

6. Youth Population 

The offender interview data supports the common be­

iief· that younger offenders work close to their homes, 

so that neighborhoods with a high proportion of,youths 

will likely'experience more crime. The RA's were divided 

into four group~ accord~ng to the percentage of, the popu­

lation under 18 years of.age: 

1. Under 20% 

.2 • 2'0 to 29% 

3. 30 to 39% 

'i. Over 40% 

Table 5.8 presents the results. 
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TABLE 5.8' 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY BY UNDER 18 POPULATION 

Under 18 pOEulationl Averag:e Annual Rat.e/lOOO 

Less than 20% 37 

Less than 30% 18 

Less than 40% 19 

Over 40% 41 

. lDifference between groups not significant at .05 
level. See also Appendix C, Table 13. 

DU's 

The clearest pattern is found at the over 40% level. -

If RA.'s 196 and 447,' where the figures are suspect, were 

eliminated from the over 40% group, the :r:ate increases to 

51 and all remaining areas have at least a medium rate. 

The remainder are likewise housing pr6ject areas. Housing 
.' 

project areas tend to be located in or near the cor..e area 

and have a large black, low-income population, and many 

factors interact in such areas. Nevertheless, projects 

tend to be victimized primarily by young persons who live in 

the vicinity. (See Chapter IV, PP. 96 and 104 and Appendix B 

Tables 10, 25, 26) This was confirmed by an analysis made of all 

arrests for burglary in RA 256 (a large housing project) 

during the years 1970 and 1971. It disclosed that out of 

a total of 78 persons arrested, 30% were under 17, 70% were 
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17-24, and none were older. Eithty-one percent of all 

persons arrested lived in the project. 

In the main regression sample residential burglary 

increases with the number of young people 18 years old or 

less (see Appendix C, Table 14). This trend does not 

exist in the complete sample, however. The scatter plot' 

show'n in Appendix C, Figure 2 depicts two separate groups 

of observations. The low youth sample, those RA' s \vi th 

less than 25% under 18, shows no correspondence to the 

number of youth in the area. Clearly these are~s are being 

burglarized for different reasons than the main sample. 

In th8 larger sample, burglary incidence increases with 

the number of young people. This is consistent with the 

analysis presented above, and probably reflects the more 

cornmon trend in areas of high youth population. 

D .. RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY BY VULNERABILITY FACTORS 

There are several factors that can make an area more 

or less vulnerable to victimization. These include level 

of access or physical vulnerability of structures and their 

component units, average number of hours during which a 

d\,lelling unit is unoccupied, the social cohesion of the area, 

the visibility of entr~nces, and the deployment of protective 

forces. All of these factors have been examined in the 18 

areas that underwent household and site surveys. 
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1. Access Or Physical VUlnerabi.li ty 

The highes~ levels of access security w~re found in 

the areas of luxury high-rise buildings. Typical of these 

was (non-survey) RA 62. The Charles River Park Apartments, 

completed in 1962, are near downtown Boston. They consist 

four high-rise apartment complexes and a few ranch style· 

single-family town houses. Most residents have middle to 

high incomes. There are security guards on duty day and 

night at entrances to the complex, and entrances to the 

apartment buildings can be seen either directly by guards 

or via closed-circuit TV cameras, which operate 24 hours a 

day. All similar areas (RA's 143 and 602) also displayed 

low rates of burglary and had no. robberies. .. 

of 

~n analyzing the victimi.zation of luxury high-rise areas, 

two factors should be considered. pr~perly speaking, luxury 

high rise,is a type of structure, not a characteristic of 

an area, although in this study enough of these buildings 

clustered to form distinct areas. Further, luxury high-

rise by definition denotes the residence of a particular 

class of people (middle or higher income, usually with no or 

few children). Therefore, the very low victimization rates 

would probably not hold in an area containing few rather 

than a concentration of such structures. It is also likely 

that it would be more difficult to impose and maintain 

the same level of security with a different population 

group, e.g., low-income families with many children. 
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The household survey undertook an analysis to determine 

the security of dwelling portals (doors and windows). Por­

tals met Federal standards (see Chapt~r VII, Note 1 ) if the 

door were mCic.A of metal, metal panel, solid wood ,/ or hollow 

wood with a dead bolt or dead latch three-fourths inch or 

longer (or an auxill.i.ary vertical bolt lock) and no exposed 

hinges. In general most portals did not meet the standard. 

'11herefore, it is not feasible to rate RA I S according' to 

physical vulnerability, although this was an important 

consideration with some burglars. Impressionistic ac-

counts of physical vulnerability for each surveyed FA are 

found in Appendix C.' Chapter VII contains an extensive 

discussion of tne subject in relation to victimization 

within an FA. 

2 •. Occupancy or Behavioral Vulnerability 

The overw'helming number of burglaries are directed 

against unoccupied premises. The household survey ranked 

RA's according to the rates at \'7hich d\'7ellings were oc-

cupied. The groupings were as follows: 

High Occupancy: RA's where 60% or'more of the dwellings 

were unoccupied in the dayt.ime no more than five hours a week. 
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Lm'l Occupancy: RA' s where 60% of the dVvellings were 

unoccupied in the daytime more than 35 hours a week. 

Medium Occupancy: RA' s ,.,here dwellings did not fall 

into either of the above categories .. 

The results are contained in Table 5.9. 

TABLE 5.9 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE 
BY nt'JELLING OCCUPANCY 

!ype of FA 

Low occupancy 

Medium occupancy 

High occupancy 

Average Annual Rate/lOOO DU's 

94 

27 

28 

Difference between groups not significant at the .05 
level. See also Appendix C, Table 15. 

As the table suggests, the three areas vlhere dwel-

lings are unoccupied a great portion of the day are fre-

quently victimized. In others there is wide variation. 

In ehapter VII the relationship between low occupancy 

and victimization is confirmed. 

3. Social Coheslon 

The criminological literature has often argued that 

socially stable areas display lower crime rates. Studies 

of crime in housing projects have suggested that residents' 
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attitudes and relationships to\'lard one another are signifi-

cant in fostering a concern for the area, vlhich in turn 

leads citizens to observe and report criminal behavior. 

(See Chapter III, P. 75) 

The household survey phase of the present project 

has derived an index of social cohesion based upon the 

answers to three questions: 

In some neigh'borhoods people do things together and help each 
other--in other neighborhoods people mostly g6 their own ways. 
In general, what kind of neighborhood \vould you say this is 
mos~ly--one where people help each other or one where people 
go their own ways? 

c=J HELP EACH OTHER 

D GO THEIR OIm i'7AYS 

Hmv many families around here do you feel you know well enough 
to ask a favor of if you needed something--\'lOUld you say most 
of them, some of them or almost none of them? 

o MOST 

DSOHE 

D ALMOST NONE 

And hmv lon'g have you been living at this address? 

J 74 
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The areas \'lere rated 10\<7, medium, or high in degree 

of social cohesion, based on the following scale. One 

point (each) was given if a person knew almost none of his 

neighbors, had lived at his present address less than two 

years, or said that people in the neighborhood went their 

own \'Vay. Tvvo points (each) were given if a person knew 

most of his neighbors, said people in the neighborhood 

helped each other, or had lived at his present address 

five years or more. Those who received an average score 

that was less than 1.6 were defined as "'low," between 1.6 

and 2.5 vlere defined as "medium" and those ,\lith 2.6 or 

more viere defined as "high." Any RA where 40 % or more 

fell into the 10VI category was defined as "low"; RA' s 

where 40% fell into the "high" cate-gory were defined as 

"high" cohesion. 

As Table 5.10 indicates, the btirglary rate was in-

versely related to social cohesion. 

TABLE 5.10 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY BY DEGREE OF SOCIAL COHESION 

Degree of Social Cohesion 

Low 
Medium 
High 

Average Annual Rate/lOOO DU's 

90 
28 
16 

Differences between groups not significant at the .05 level. 
See also Appendix C, Table 16. 
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The example of a socially cohesive area was RA 83. 

Its population is predominately Italian-American, and 

of all RA's surveyed it ranked highest in social cohesion 

and lowest in the utilization of external protective 

forces as measured by calls for police service. The 

North End neighborhood is in effect an urban village. 

Other highly cohesive areas (RA's 57 and 505) displayed 

low rates as did the non-surveyed but similar white 

ethnic areas (214,232,824). 

4, ViSibility 

Arnong visibility factors analyzed \llere street light-

ing, patterns of pedestrian and vehicle traffic, and visi­

bility of portals. Visibility and social cohesion combined 

comprise the level of crime detection in an area. People, 

particularly residents, must net only be able to see pos­

sible offenders but must be concerned enough to act on their 

observations. 

a. Lighting 

Most burglaries take place in t.he daytime and even 

at night many attacks originate from within hallways rather. 

than the streets. Lighting was rated as standard or non-

standard. Standard lighting is 20,000 lumen standard fix-

tures spaced approximately 150 feet apart on alternate sides 
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of the street. Commercial street lighting is 20,uOO lumen 

fixtures spaced directly opposite each other, 150 feet 

apart. 

In general, the municipal lighti'ng provided was simi-

lar in RA's but the contour of buildings and trees, combined 

with dwelling lights, altered lighting effects from block to 

block and RA to RA. 

impact of lighting, 

The study did not reveal any significant 

The most poorly lit area (FA 70) had 

few night burglaries and no residential rObberies. 

b. Traffic Patterns 

Traffic conditi6ns are defined as follows: 

1. Light traffic--generally very few or no passing 

vehicles over a period of 10~15 minutes. 

2. Moderate traffic--generally a steady flow of 

passing vehicles every few minutes. 

3. Heavy traffic--generally a continuous flow of 

passing vehicles. 

Pedestrian traffic was classified in the same terms 

as vehicular traf£ic--light, moderate, and heavy .. In 

addition, residents in yards and in streets were noted to 

estimate outdoor users in tile neighborhood. 

No clear pattern emerg8d from the analysis of traffic 

patterns. Both RA' 83 and 622 had many people on the street 
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late at night, yet one had low and the other high victimiza­

tion. RA 505 had few people on the street and a low victimi­

zation rate. It is likely that the social cohesion of an 

area is more important than the number of persons on the 

street in determining whether criminals will be deterred. 

RAls 505 and 83 both rated high in social cohesion, while 

622 was 10\'1. 

c. Visibility of Portals 

Al though there l'las var ia -bion among RA IS, more RA I s 

(~uch as 70, 265, 291, and 736) with portals somewhat ob­

scured from vie\'l by shrubs, trees, vacant lots, dark alley­

''lays or small streets had medium or high burglary rates 

and more RAJ s where entrances could be easlly seen (such 

as RA's 505, 57, and 134) had 1,0\'1 burglary rates. Only 

RA 83, where many entrances 'vere difficult to see because 

of side alleys or small back streets I had a 10,'1 burglary 

rate. It was also note\'lorthy that in RA 256 robberies 

were concentrated in buildings set back from the main road. 

5 •. P~btective Forces 

The po~ice are commonly thought of as the first line 

of defense against crime. Police departments in the Boston 

area generally have a large amount of personnel per capita 

compared to other regions of the country. See Table 5.11. 
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TABLE 5.11 

COIv}PARATIVE RATIO OF POLICE TO POPULATION--19'70 

Boston 

Ne\vton 

Norwood 

Sworn Personnel/ 
1000 Population 

4.36 

2.28 

1. ,I) 

~FBI UCR 1970, Tabl~ 51. 

National Average l 

for Cities of a 
Similar Size 

2.8 

1.5 

1.5 

In general, however, the police do not appear to be 

particularly successful in detecting burglaries in progress. 

Of approximately 2,000 burglaries analyzed, less than 1% 

were discovered by patrolling police. In an additional 

6% the crime was discovered while still in progress by 

citizens ,,,,ho summoned police. In 93% of the cases the 

crime was not discovered until sometime after being,com-

mitted. 

Police were able to effect arrests in approximately 

5% of the cases surveyed. About half the arrests were 

at the scene and the rest later on through detective follow 

up investigation. These findings are quite similar to a 

study of police apprehension activities undertaken in New 

York City. See Table 5.12 
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City 

Bast-on 
(39 M's) 

+ New York 

+ 

TABLE 5.12 

COY~ARATlVE ARREST INDEX FOR BURGLARY 

Cases Arrest Index 

1,860 .04 

67,028 .04 

Detective 
Arrest Index 

.02 

.01 

Peter W. Greem7ood, An Analysis of the Apprehension 
Activities of the New York City Police Departme~t 
(New York: Rand Institute, 1970), p. 6. 

A study of robbery in Boston analyzed means by which 

residential robbery is discovered and arrests effected. 

Of a total of 69 residential robberies that occurred in 

the first six months of 1968, none were observed by pat-

rolling police. ~f the 46% cleared by. arrest, only 15% 

of t,hat number resulted from an arrest at .the scene, 

whil'e the remainder ,vere through some type of follO\'1 up 

investigation. The number of on-scene arrests for resi-

dential robbery was lower than for any other category of 

robbery. (See Table 5.13) 
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TABLE 5.13 

CLEARANCE BY TYPE OF ROBBERY--19.68* 

TYPE OF MBBERi' 

Street 
Rcwi- Small Large 

Means of clckrance Purse- dential Cab commercial robbery snatch robbery commercial 
robbery robbery robbery 

Arrest as scene 52.4% 43.n 15.6% 32.5% 16.1% lB.8% 
Victim identification 16.1% 0.0% 50.0% 5.0% 22.6% 31. 3% 
Identification of suspect 
in another case 7.3% 0.0% 15.6% 55.0% 25.8% 25.0% 
J.1ultiple confession 21. 8% 56.2% 15.6% 5.0% 12.9% 6.3% 
Police investigation 2.4% 0.0% 3.1% 2.5 .. 22.6% lB.8% 

Total number 124 16 32 40 31 16 

*Source: John F. Conklin, Robbery 
System. Table 19. and the Criminal Justice 
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There was confirmation of this in the present study, 

since only 23% of the res4dent~al bb ~ ~ ro, ery arrests took 

place at the scene. Hm.;ever 1 the number of cases (13) 

was too small to draw conclusions. 

The above findings seem to confirm the previous re­

search, ,.,hich suggests that the low visibility of residen­

tial crime makes it difficult to control via police methods. 

Measuring the amount and effect of police protection 

in relation to 'f' , spec~ ~c cr~mes in the particular reporting 

areas studied by this project is difficult, Po~ice de-

overa workload, of which ployment is normal 1 ... " based on 11 

residential crime is only a small part. I n addition, 

police patrol beats in Boston general_'y encompass several 

RAIS. Therefore, any calculation of police cars vs. the 

number of burglaries or robberies would be meaningless, 

since there is no T,.;ay to determine how much time officers 

spend on anti-residential crime patrol in one RA as com­

pared to officers in another RA. 

One possible indicator of relative police protection 

in an area is to measure consumer evaluations. In this 

respect, the household survey asked questions regaxding 

citizens' opinions of police protection. With but one exception, 

all white RA's gave favorable rat~ngs ~ to the police and all 
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mixed or black areas gave unfavorable. RA 196, a white 

housing project area, also gave unfavorable ratings. 

Whether the ratings reflect objective reality or simply 

racial and class attitudes is difficult to ascertain. 

Site survey observers did not note any obvious differences 

in the level of police operations bet,.;een black and 'vhi te 

RA' s, although no performance tests '\t]ere run to measure 

such factors as speed of response. None of the surveyed 

RAts employed private patrols to any extent. HOvle\rer, the 

study did analyze the use of security patrols designed 

to protect a specific locale, in this instance a public 

housing project. Each of the three surveyed housing projects 

received special protection as follows: 

166 3 private guards and one city policeman 

per shift (2 shifts 8 AM to midnight)~ 

196 - 1 city policeman per shift (2 shifts 8 ~1 to 

midnight) plus extra details on the weekend, 

primarily to combat rOi',dyism. 

256 - 3 city policemen per shift (2 shifts 8 AM to 

midnight) . 

The crime rate for each area is shm·m in Table '""5 ;14 
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TABLE 5.14 

AVERAGE ANNGAL RI"lTES OF RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY AND ROBBERY 

Residential 
Burglary Rate/lOOO D.D. 

18 

6 

50 

Residential 
Robbery Rate/lOOO Persons 

4 

a 

4 

lIn this RA the rate was adjusted to reflect only of­
fenses in the project. The other two RA's consist solely 
of public housing. 

211': should be remembered that a survey found a high rate 
of burglary in this RA; see Chapter It, p.19. 

It i~ interesting also to note 'that the residents of 

the three projects perceived the relative presence of foot 

patrols with reasonable accuracy. 

Q. Ho",.oiten do you ::;ee police patrolling on foot? 

166. 1916 256 

At least once a day. 16~ 10% 17% 

At least once a week 18' 7 32 

Less than onc/~ a ''leek 66 81 52 

Perceptiops of police patrol did not ~eflect in 

assessments of protection. 
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Q. HQ\ol would you rate the: job police do .of protecting 
this neighborhood? 

Very good or gOO? enpugh 

Not so good or not good at all 

N.A. 

166 

43% 

47 

o 

196 

33% 

61 

6 

256 

17% 

72 

11 

RA 166 is unusual in that its residential burglary 

rate is below that of its neighborhood and relatively low 

for a mixed population, core ~rea, housing project with a 

large youth and low-income population. It is difficult not 

to infer that in some respects its special protective ser-

vices perceived by the population has positive effect on 

the burglary rate. 'RA 196, in contrast, is less protected 

in fact' and perception, and' it is 1:ikely that the actual 

burglary rate in part reflects this. RA 256 has protec-

tion similar to 166, and its residents ax'e at least as 

aware of if as in 166, but somehow do not feel protected. 

One possible explanation for the difference bet"l,veen 

these tl,"'O areas is the size of 166 compared to 256. The 

former covers a smaller land ar.A~ than the latter. There­

fore, protective forces may be spread too thinly in 256. 

It is noteworthy, however, tha~ citizen attitudes toward 

police were extremely negative in 256 and the level of 
portal.security was higher in l66~ 
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Local security via the use of police or guards is 

probably more accurately seen as an access vulnerability 

factor, since it is not normally a facet of routine Dolice 

operatLon~. 

E. RESIDENTIAl, BURGLARY BY PATTEHNS OF ATTl'-_CK 

Attack patterns were analyzed in three dimensions: 

day versus night, front versus rear or side, and door 

versus window (see Appendix C, Table 17), in order to de­

termine if certain" type RA's had distinctive patterns. 

Only RA's with 10 or more offenses were included in the 

analysis. 

1. Day Versus Night 

The only pattern which clearly emerges is that outlying 

areas, particularly the suburbs, have a high percentage of 

nighttime burglaries. Some housing projects ~lso have a 

large number of night attacks. Thr.= pattern of night at­

tack in the outlying areas possible relates to the low 

density of these neighborhoods r a fact which makes intru­

ders highly visible during the day. The household survey 

found little connection beh/een occupancy and night attacks, 

In two of the three suburban RA's where night attacks 

were common, the dwelling occupancy rates were high. The 

exception was RA 73.6. In the housing proj ects , it has been 
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demonstrated that most offenders are young and live in the 

vicinity. It is likely that night attacks coincide with 

the normal time periods when youngsters gather. As in the 

suburbs, night attacks in the projects were not correlated 

\·d th occupancy, since the areas where night burglary \V'as 

high (196, 256) also had high occupancy at night. 

2. Front Versus Side or Rear 

The pattern that emerges relates to housing type. 

Rear or side attacks are predominant in a single-family 

housing area, and quite common in small multi-unit areas. 

Large multi-unit areas are more likely to be attacked 

thr6ugh the front. This is the expected pattern, since 

single or small multi-unit housing usually has more por­

tals available for attacK, whereas d\velling' units in ~arge 

apartment build'ings often do not have side or rear portals. 

3. Door Versus Window 

Here, too r the patter~ i~ more related to housing 
" \.\ .... ". 

type than to the environmental chara~~eristics of an area. 

H~:>t.1sing proj ects tended to be atta'-ck~d v~a the window to 

a much greater extent than ih other housing types. As 

Chapter VII will indicate, housing projects generally 
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have above average physical security, and it is likely 

that young offenders who operate in such areas, finding 

doors too difficult for their skills, instead rely on 

their agility to attack windmls. This may also be due to 

the design of the building, such as in RA 256, where it 

is easy to step from the passage v<lindow sills to an apart-

ment window sill at all levels. 

F. RES!DENTIAL ROBBERY ANALYSIS BY SOCIAL INDICATORS 

Only five reporting areas had enOugh residential 

robberies from \A,1hich to draw inferences (see Appendix C, 

Table 18). Four were in the core; 'one was adjacent. By 

racial characteristi.cs, one RA. w'as black and four were 

mixed. All vlere lovl income, and four had a large under 

18 population. Sixty-four percent of the residential 

robbery offenders described in these areas were under 21. 

Four of the five RAls were housing project areas. 

The above data suggest that the typical RA where 

residential robbery is a problem is primarily one composed 

of low-income non~white persons, who live in housing 

projects that contain large youth populations. 
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G. RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY BY PATTERN OF ATTACK 

Once again, only five RA's (166, 145, 256, 589, and 

600) had robbery rates high enough for comparisons of 

robbery patterns to be made. (See Appendix C, Table 19.) 

Housing projects were the predominate housi~g types in four 

of these RA's and large multi-family apartments in one RA 

(145). In RA 145 half of the robberies occurred within 

the dwelling unit itself, compa.red to a quarter or less in 

the housing project RA's. Mo.:ee assailants in RA 145 (37%) 

carried guns and seemed older in the assessment of the 

victims than in the other RA's. A majority were described 

as over 21, whereas in all the housing project RA's the 

largest group of offenders were described as between 17 

and 20. In all RA' s except 145 hal·f or more 0f the rob-

beries occurred during the day. 

These findings suggest that the character of residen-

tial robbery differs bet\A,1een housing projects and other 

inner city neighborhoods. In the former, the offenders 

are local youngsters, while in the later they are older 

men from outside the area. 
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H. CONCLUSIONS 

1. Multivariate Regression Analysi~ 

A number of factors have been examined in this chap­

ter in order to explain the differential distribution of 

residential crime rates. In section B and throughout the 

presentation of the univariate regression r~sultsthe 

problem of collinearity among the variables has been empha­

sized. This suggests that the relationship between the 

environmental variables and residential burglary rates 

should be examined 'lin a multivariate framework in addition 

to the partial analysis presented in the preceeding sec-

tions. Accordingly, a series of multiple regression analy-

ses have been perfo~med as a means of disentangling the 

separate effects of income, age, race, neighborhood burglary 

rates, and housing type. The,results of the analysis are 

summarized below. Full details ar(:: found in Appendix C, 

Section II. 

This multivariable equation hlelps disentangle the 

effects of the socio-economic variables considered. First, 

when racial factors 'are held constant, burglary rates 

increase with affluence. As noted previously, without con­

trolling for race, burglary rates increase with income in 

relatively affluent outlying areas, and decrease with income 

'in all other areas. Second, in most cases crime rates in­

crease \V'i th the number of people under 18 years old in the 
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reporting area. Only in the RA' s \'1i th few young people is 

crime invariant with this factor; income, racial composi­

tion, housing t'ypes, and neighborhood burglary rates do 

not influence this effect. Third, the racial composition 

of the RA is the most important and most st~ble predictor 

of burglary rates. However, as is pointed out elsewhere 

in this r.eport, racial composition is often covarient Wl th 

other determinants of crime. Finally, with all these 

factors held constant, there is a spillover effect of 

crime: RA's surrounded by high burglary rate areas tend 

to have higher crime than otherwise. This effect, hOi'leVel:, 

may simply be a measura~ent of socio-economic continuity 

rather than crime patterns. 

2. Patterns of Victimization 

The foregoing analysis confirms the relationship be­

t\veen race, income, geographic location, and neighborhood 

burglary rate. This is not surprising, since previous re­

search has also identified the inn~r city areas as those 

where crime and othl::;r social problems are concentrated. 

If location can be seen as a p~oxy for other factors, 

then the';most important considerations that govern the 

differential distribution of residential burglary rates 

are location, affluence, and vulnerability (access, occu­

pancy, visibility and social cohesion). 
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This leaves unresolved the relative weight of these 

factors. It has been a major hypothesis of this project 

that the configuration of forces at Vlork in one RA may 

differ substantially from those in another. 

In RA IS '\'lhere social cohesion was high or there 

was a concentration of access-secure buildings, the bur~ 

glary rate was low regardless of location or (in the case 

of luxury high-rises) affl uence. In these RA IS lmv VUl­

nerability was the key factor. 

Among other areas there appeared to be a fundamental 

difference in crime rate based on geographic location, 

with rates generally inversely proportional to distance 

from the core. However, the precise interplay of forces 

within the inner (core and adjacent) or outer zone dif­

fered among particular type RA's. 

RA 256, a large public housing project with a pre­

dominately non-white population, had a high incidence of 

residential burglary and robbery despite better than 

average police partol and portal security. As indicated, 

earlier, most offenses are committed by youths who 

reside in the project. Therefore, the high crime rate is 

probably explained by population characteristics which 

produce offenders. 
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RA 622( composed of young, unmarried, white persons, had 

a low level of social cohesion. It also had a 10,\,1 dwelling 

occupancy rate during the day and the predominate housing 

type is multi-unit apartments ~ S9 that burgla,r~ can \\10rk 

in low visibility situations. Here the burglary rate is 

best explained by the combination of vulnerability factors 

which provides crime opportunities. 

RA 315 is located in the midst of high-crime, core 

neighborhoods. It is chiefly composed of black families 

and has a relatively low transiency rate and a high per­

centage of homeowners. Most of the housing is small multi­

unit. One section o,f the RA is relatively affluen't:. 'rhe 

social cohesion of the area was rated as medium, and the 

percentage of youngsters under 18 is about average. This 

RA does not produce an inordin,ate amount of either crime 

opportunities or offenders. In many respects it resembles 

a typical outlying area. Its high burglary rate is likely 

a result of being a relatively affh.lent area located amid 

less affluent environs. 

tfuile the presence of a large low-income youth population 

explains the burglary rate in housing projects, it has not 

been established whether affluence or vulnerability is a 

more important factor.in the'distribution of residential 

crime among inner city reporting areas. Burglars who work 
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in these areas are more likely to be younger and p.on-white 

than suburban burglars. When interviewed, these groups 

tended to give first preference to vulnerable targets 

followed by affluent ones. The fact that higher burglary 

~ates are found in areas like 622, where vulnerability is 

more apparent than in those such as 315 or 70, where 

some affluence was noted, suggests that within core and 

adjacent areas vulnerability is a more important factor 

than affluence in determining victimization probability. 

In outlying areas (none of which had highly cohesive 

populations or a concentration of well secured buildings) 

it would appear as though the relative effect of affluence 

and vulnerability are the reverse of the city. An analysis 

of suburban burglary arrests disclosed that there were 

considerably fewer juvenile offender~ than in the city. 

Among older offenders interviewed by this project there 

was a greater preference for affluent targets mrer vulnerable 

ones. Suburl?an RAls 736 and 745 were both more affluent 

than 134, while vulnerability was similar in each. Yet 

the first two had medium rates, while the latter had low. 

It could be argued that 134 was geographically remote, but 

the Newtonville section of 745 was e.qually so (see Appendix 

C, R' 63) and still had a medium rate. 

194 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

The foregoing suggests that 
the probability of resi­

burglary victimization fall 
dential 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

,_ . ows an ascending hierarchy. 
RA ~ w~th a highly cohesive 

tration of secure bu~ld' .... ~ng;:, 

Outlying, non-affluent RA's 

Outlying affluent RA's 

population or a concen­

regardless ot location. 

Inner RA's that are n6t 
highly Vulnerable 

Inner M's that 
are highly vulnerable. 
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SUMMARY - CHAPTER V 

This chapter has examined a number of environmental 

factors thought to influence the distribution of residen-

tial crime rates among areas. The factors which appeared 

to be most influential were affluence, vulnerability, 

(acc~~ss, occupancy, visibility, and' social cohesion) and 

location. The last was a proxy for a variety of socio­

economic factors which cluster in the inner city. FaJ~ 

tors such as housing type, normal police patrol, street 

lighting and neighborhood traffic patterns did not ap-

pear to greatly influence the residential crime rate. 

It was determined that the relative weight of 

factors differed among RAls. Socially cohesive areas 

or those with a concentration of buildings that main-

tained a'high level of access security had the lowest 

probability of victimization regardless of location or 

other factors. Among other areas distance fron the geo-

graphic center of the metropolitan area was fundamental. 

In general, crime rates were inversely proportional to 

distance from the center. However, in the inner areas 

vulnerability appeared to be more important than affluence, 

whereas this relationship was reversed in the outer areas. 

Large housing projects were virtually the only RA's 

with a significant amount of residential robbery. In 

these areas the most likely explanation for t~e high 
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residential crime rate was the presence of a large youth 

population. 

The central finding of this chapter is that to a 

large extent the residential crime rate of an area is 

predictable based upon factors of location, affluence, 

and vulnerability. 
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CHAPTER VI 

VICTIMS AND NON-VICTIMS 

A. INTRODUC'rION 

This r,hapter is concerned with differences between 

the people vlho \vere and were not burglarized in the high, 

medium, and low crime RAls during the time frame of the 

study .. The socio-economic char.acteristics of these groups 

of people, certain of their behavioral traits, and their 

awareness and attitudes toward crime and its prevention 

will be discussed. The central question to be answered in 

this and the following chapter is: Within areas of similar 

crime rate, why is a particular household victimized? 

Grouping areas.by crime rate insures that generaliza­

tions will be drawn from data on persons with relatively 

equal chances of being victimized thus minimizing biases 

, vlhich might arise if a single sample were used. For 

example, blacks are usually found to be victimized more 

frequently than whites, but, whites are more li};:ely to live 

in the outlying areas where crime rates are low for reasons 

which relate to_factors other than race. Nevertheless, as 

Chapter V pointed out, the factors which influence one 

high crime area may not influence another. 
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The Sample 

The srunple RA's selected for the household survey were 

initially stratified according to residential crime rate, 

income level, racial composition and predominant housing 

type in or.der to approximate a "typical large metropolitan 

area, " 

The hou~,;ehold survey sample is composed of: 

1. 'a random sample of the dwelling units in each of 

the 18 RA's which excluded all units that the 

police records showed had reported a burglary over 
. , 

the appropriate ,Period of time, and 

2. a random sample of the dwelling units in the 18 

RA I S at ,,,,Thich (according to police reports) a 

burglary had taken place .. 

Victims, for the purposes of this chapter, are, unless 

otherwise specified, defined as respondents in the 18 RA's 

",Those dwelling units sustained burglaries or attempted 

burglaries during the time frame of the study. Non-victims, 

then, are respondents who have not had a burglary or,attempted 

burglary in their dwelling during the same time frame .. 

One hundred and tvlenty-five persons who lived at the 

reported burglar~ address at the time of the burglary were 

intervie-;ved. An additional 52 respondents were interviewed 

whosed\vellings had been burglarized, according to police 
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reports, after January 1, 1970, but before they had moved 

in. By definition these respondents were non-victims. 

(Data on victimized structures is diicussed in the next 

chapter.) During the survey another 95 respondents who had 

been burglarized at their present address during the 1970-

1972 period were interviewed. Some of these persons had 

failed to report the crime; for others, the report was too 

recent to be available. 

Thus 220 persons in the 18 RA's \'7ho had experienced a 

burglary or a burglary attempt were interviewed. These 220 

respondents had sustained 298 burglaries or attempted bur­

.glaries over the ti~e period of the study. Appendix D, 

Table 1, shows the extent of multiple-victimization. The 

682 IIno.n-victims" had experienced 269 other residential andl 

or non residential crimes. Burglary has been singled out 

for special analysis because it involves the largest number 

of serious residential crimes and.a direct attack against 

the dwelling unit. . 

The findings from the sample population are presented 

in a form which inaicates the victim rate (number of persons 

victimi2;edper thousand households), the number of burglar­

ies per thousand (burglary incidence), and the percent of 

multiple victimization occurring to dtvellings in the 18 RA I s" 

It should not be inferred that the real world population will 
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contain the same population proportions as the sample. 

Tests of statistical significance using chi square 

computations have been conducted on data in this chapter. 

Findings termed statistically "significant" are so at the 

. 05 level. Additional data is presented in Appendix D. 

B. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF VICTIMS 

Various social indicators have been shown to relate 

to both the crime rate of an area and individuals who are 

victimized. The preceding chapter has discussed some of 

these in terms of the crime rate of the RA. The socio-

economic characteristics of the individual victims presented 

here should be vievled wi thin the context of those findings. 

1. Victims Income Characteristics 

The low, middle, and high-income definitions used here 

approximate those used in the Bureau of Labor Statistics' 

standard for Boston for a family of four; that is, low-income 

families earned less than $8,000~ middle income families 

earned between $8,000-$15,,000, and high income families 
. 

earned more than $15,000 a year. 53% of the sample popula-

tion had a low total family income in 1971, 26% were middle-

income, and 21% were high-income. 
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TABLE 6.1 

VICTIHIZATION BY INCOHE* 

Burglary 
V . rate Cn) incidence 

Less than $8,000 100 (424) 140 

$8,000 - $14,999 130 (209) 140 

$15,000 or more 190 (169) 230 
( 802) 

% I1ultiply­
victimized 

40% 

8% 

21% 

* Differences in group rates significant at the .05 level. 

As Table 6.1 shows, victimization is significantly 

related to affluence. That is, the higher an iridividual's 

income, the more likely he will be victimized. A possible . . 

explanation for this phenomenon is that \vithin a neighborhood, 

a person'e economic affluence is mirrored in his dwelling. 

The prospective burglar, interested in making a profitable 

hit, will choose the target with the most visible signs of 

affluence. This assumption, i.e., vlhere the resident's in-

come is high his dwelling will visibly reflect this afflu-

enc&, is corroborated in the site survey data. 
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TABLE 6.2 

VICTIHIZATION BY INCOHE IN LOW, 
~1TDDLE, l\ .. ND HIGH CRIME R.A' S * 

V. 
Burglary % Multiply-

rate (21) incidence victimized 

HC RAts 

Less than $8,000 100 (167) 150 50% 

$8,000 - $14,999 180 ( 60) 210 17% 

$15,000 or more 250 ( .40) 370 48% 

HC R.71..' S 

Less than $8,000 100 (117) 150 50% 

$8,000 - $14,999 220 71) 220 

$15,000 or more 260 78) 300 15% 

LC R.2\' S 

Less than $8,000 120 (139) 120 

$8,000 - $14,999 60 ( 89) 60 

$15,000 or more 110 ( 41) 120 9% 
(802) 

* Differences in High and Middle Crime groups significant 
at the 95% level. 

As Table 6.2 shows, the pattern of victimization in­

creasing with income exists in both high and middle crime 

RA' s. However, the low income people who w'ere victimized 

in these RA's had a higher percentage of It' 1 . .. . mu ~p e-v~ct~m~za-
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tion than either the 'high or middle income victims. It 

may be that burglars who are not as interested in the afflu-

ence of a target will return to the same dwelling unit once 

it has proven vulnerable. 

Although affluence is significantly associated with 

victimization regardless of the general income level in 

middle and high crime areas, this relationship did not ob­

tain in the low crime areas. 

2. Victims' Racial Characteristics 

One quarter of those interviev.red in the study \qere 

black and three-quarters, white. Al though blacks 'were 

victimized at slightly higher rates than whites, there was 

no significant difference in victimization between the two 

groups. Blacks, however, tended to be multiply-victimized 

somewhat more often than whites (see Appendix D, Table 2). 
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HC RAIS 

Black 

I'lhite 

HC RAIS 

Black 

White 

LC MIS 

Black 

White 

TABLE 6.3 

VICTDlI ZATION BY RACE IN LO\\T, 
MIDDLE, AND HIGH CRIME RAIS* 

v. rate (n) 

90 (161) 

140 (132) 

210 (83) 

170 (187) 

140 

70 

( 50) 

(285 ) 
nl98) 

Burglary 
incidence 

140 

210 

280 

180 

220 

90 

% Multiply­
victimized 

55% 

50% 

33% 

6% 

57% 

29% 

* Differences in High Crime areas, only, significant at 
.05 level. 

In the high crime areas surveyed the total population 

was 55% black and 45% white. The victimization rate for 

whites in these areas was found to be significa.ntly higher 

than for blacks (Table 6.3). The multiple victimization 

for whites and blacks in these areas were each about 50%. 

In the middle crime areas where the total percentage of 

blacks was smaller than in high crime areas, blacks were 
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victimized slightly more frequently than their number in 

the general population and were somewhat more likely to be 

multiply-victimized than whites. Blacks were also more 

likely to be victimized and multiply-victimized in low crime 

RA IS, but the number of blacks in lovl crime areas (N = 50) 

makes these figures less reliable. 

3. Race and Income Characteristics 

When race and income were tabulated together (Table 6.4), 

victimization rises as income rises for beth blacks and whites. 

"The most frequently victimized group ,'7as the high.:.·income black 

group (N = 36) who ,,,ere also most frequently multiply-vic-

timized. The order is, in terms of 'decreasing 'Victimization, 

high-income blacks, middle income blacks, high income whites, 

middle income whites. and low income blacks (same rate, al-

though the incidence figures are higher for the black group) f 

and low income whites. This finding is quite different from 

that of the NORC Studyl which found on a national random 

sample that victimization rose with affluence for blacks but 

decreased with affluence for whites. 
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TABLE 6.4 

VICTIMIZATION BY RACE AlTD INCO!1E* 

Burglary % Hultiply-
V. rate (n) incidence victimized 

BLACK 

Less than $8,000 110 (167)" 160 45·~ 

$8,000 - $14,999 220 ( 67) 230 5% 

$15,000 or more 270 ( 36) 500 85% 

WHITE 

Less than $8,000 90 (256) 130 44% 

$8,000 - $14,999 110 (153) 120 9% 

$15,000 or more 190 (123) 200 5% 
(802) 

* Differences in group rates significant at .05 level. 

This pattern of victimization increasing with affluence 

in the order mentioned above was found in both high and 

middle crime rate RA's, but not as consistently in the low 

crime RA's (see.Appendix D, Table 3). The sample of blacks 

earning $15,000 or more in middle and low crime FA's, how-

ever, was too small (N = 8) to be reliable. 

4. Education and Occupation 
= 

Victims tended to have more education than non-victims: 

55% of the victims had at least some college education 
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although only 39% of all persons interviewed had some 

college education. Persons ,;V'ho did not continue their 

education past high school were victimized less often than 

their numbers in the general population. These tendencies, 

however, were not significant (see Appendix D, Table 4). 

There were almost no differences in the rates of vic-

timization betiveen occupational groups (see Appendix D, 

Table 5). Professionals were victimized just slightly more. 

frequently than other groups, and semi-skilled and skilled 

workers just slightly (not significantly) less frequently 

than other occupational groups. 

Thus; no clear association between victimization and 

occupation or education emerges. Tne tendencies for the 

college-educated and the professionals to be victimized 

slightly more frequently than others may simply reflect a 

correlation between these qualities and higher incomes. 

5. Age and Harital Status 

Victims were significantly more likely to have a head 

of household who ~vas thirty years old or less (see Appendix D, 

Table 6). Victims of burgiary were least likely to be 

found in the sixty-five or more age group. 

These findings are fairly consistent with police data 

on surveyed area burglary victims. The police records 
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indicate that 44% of the victims had a head of household 

between the ages of 21 and 30. Only 5% of the victims on 

whom the police have data had a head of household who was 

over 65 years of age (see Appendix Dr Table 7). 

Horeover, single persons, particularly young single 

persons, were significantly more likely to be victimized 

than those of other ages (see Appendix D, Table 8). 

Young heads of household were heavily concentrated in 

the high burglary ra-te RA' s and were victimized dispropor~ 

tionately within the high crime areas (see Appendix D, 

Table 9). This young, single group, particularly in RAts 

622 and 775, was highly transient and left their homes un­

occupied a good deal of the time r ,,·,hereas the elderly, the 

group that \V'as victimized least frequently, were less tran­

sient and often at home (see section on Occupancy Behavior 

in this chapter) • 

C. BEH.z\VIORAL CPAHACTEIHSTICS OJ!" V1CTIHS AND NON-VICTIMS 

The household survey obtained information on peoples' 

occupancy patterns, social interaction with neighbors, and 

various household security practices to better understand 

the effeqt of these behavioral variables on victimization 

experience. 
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1. qccupancy Behavior 

The amount of time when no one is at home \'laS positively 

associated with the likelihood of being burglarized. 

VICTIMIZATION BY OCCUPANCY PATTERN* 

Burglary % Multiply-
V. rate (n) incidence vic·timized . 

Olit 0-5 hours 
per week 80 (372) 100 25% 

Out 5-35 hours 
per "i.'7eek 140 (262) 160 14% 

Out more than 
35 hours per \'leek 160 (230) 220 38% 

(864) 

* Differences in group rates significant at .05 level. 

As Table 6.5 indicates, people \'7hose homes were un-

occupied more than thirty-five daytime hours per week were 

twice as likely to be victimized at least once by burglar 

as those whose homes \'lere almost ahJays occupied during the 

day.2 In terms of burglary incidence, this relationship 

is even greater. This basic pattern holds in both high 

and middle crime RAts although those who leave their houses 

unoccupied. 5-35 hours per week have almo.:;t the same- victim­

ization rate as those who are out more often in the high 
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c:;:ime RA I S (see Appendix D f Table 11). The patt.ern of 

multiple-victimization has a similar relationship to hours 

unoccupied. 

In the low crime RAls however, people out between 5-35 

hours per week have the highest victimization rate. An 

analysis of each low crime RA:indicates that this relation­

ship is strong in only one. RA 134 is a middle-income 

suburban area located a good distance from the core city. 

It has a fairly large youth population. Arrests in the 

town in which the RA is located are too few for inference, 

'but it may be 'that local youths, who can closely ,..,a·tch a 

resident leave his home, are breaking into the houses in 

this area. 

2. Social Isolation 

It has been shown in the previous chapter that the 

degree of social cohesion in an RA appears to be related to 

the FA's crime rate. An index of the degree of "social 

isolation" was composed in order to measure the amount of 

neighborhood interaction of victims and non-victims. The 

index was based on the same three questions as the. index 

of "social cohesion" in Chapter 5 but applied here to 

individuals (see Appendix D, Table 12). Overall, no signi­

ficant relationship appe,ars altl').ough the "isolated" were 
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victimized and multiply-victimized at slightly higher 

rates than their numbers in the sample population. 

However, a relationship between victimization and 

social isolation did seem to exist in the low burglary rate 

RA's (see Appendix D, Table 13); victimization and particu­

larly multiple-victimization rose the more a person was 

isolated in his neighborhood. As the 1m.., crime RA' s ex­

hibited most cohesion, it may be that an individual's isola­

ti~n from his neighbors is more apparent to a prospective 

burglar, particularly if the latter is a resident of the 

area. Data also indicated, however, that in low crime RA's 

(only) isolation was related to being out frequently. Thus, 

this may be an effect of occupancy more than of isolation per see 

3. Security Behavior 

People were asked "what measures do you usually take 

,..,hen you leave horne to work, shop, etc?" and asked to respond 

to a list of measures. It was thought that people whose 

security behavior was less than minimum (those who did not 

lock doors or vlindows when leaving) would be victimized 

by burglars more frequently than others. However, 95% of 

the respondents said they did usually lock their doors when 

t.hey left horne. This distribution did not allow for mean­

ingful analysis between victims and non-victims . 
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Fewer people, about half the sampled population, were 

in the habit of locking their windows when they Vlent out. 

The percentage vlho did not lock their windows was fairly 

constant, regardless of the crime ra·te of the RA (see 

Appendix D, Table 14). 

TABLE 6.6 

VICTIMIZATION BY SECURITY BEHAVIOR* 

Burglary % Hultiply-
V. rate (n) incidence victimized 

Locks windows 
when leaving 90 (401) 110 22% 

Does not lock 
windows when 
leaving 40 (393) 50 25% 

(794) 

* Differences in Group rates signific~nt at.O':, level. 

Victims, however, locked their windows significantly 

more often than did non-victims (Table 6.6). This is sur­

prising in light of the fact that an F.B.I. analysis3 

indicated that 32% of burglary entries ~lere made through 

unlocked doors or windows and police data on areas surveyed 

in this project indicates that 10% of burglaries were 

through unlocked doors and 27t·through unlocked windows. 

It may be that victims were. loath to admit that although 
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they had incurred a burglary recently, they did not take 

such fundamental steps to prevent another occurrence. To 

control for behavior changes, all victims \vho said they had 

changed their security practices in the last year and all 

those burglarized before January 1971 were deleted. Never­

theless, the data may still reflect, to some degree, security 

behavior changes due to victimization. It may be, though, 

that such behavior does not have much effect on one's 

likelihood of. being burglarized. Data from the offender 

interviews (see Appendix B, Table 32) suggest this may indeed 

be the case. 

D. AWARENESS OF CRIJ'm 

To elicit the general degree of awareness about the ' 

burglary problem the household· survey asked respondents two 

questions. relating to worry about one's home. being burglar­

ized in the daytime or at night. Further, the relationship 

of victimization experience and this concern ,for one's home 

was investigated. It wa~ hypothesized that victims" level 

of concern about burglary ~'1ould be higher and that this in-

creased concern would translate_into behavioral changes 

designed to' increase security in the home. 
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1. Concern About Burglary 

Generally, about half the respondents expressed "high 

concern" and half expressed "low concern!l4 about 'their home 

being broken into. However, three-quarters of the respondents 

in high residential crime RAls, half of those living in 

medium crime RAls, and just over one-quarter of those living 

in low crime RAls expressed high concern (Appendix D, Table 15). 

This suggests that people are fairly knowledgeable about 

burglary conditions in their neighborhood. 

The experience of being burglarized was significantly 

associated with a higher leyel of concern (Table 6.7) . 

TABLE 6.7 

VICTIIlIZATION BY CONCERN ABOUT BEING VICTIMIZED* 

High concern 

LoW concern 

V. rate (n) 

350 

120 

(436) 

(427) 
(863r 

* Differences in group rates significant at .05 level. 

73% of the victims expressed 'considerable worry compared 

to 41% of the non-victims. This relationship held most 

strongly in the low crime RAls, where people do not expect 
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to be victimized (see Appendix D, Table IS). 

5 . . . f' tl As ~"as found in the NORC study worry J..S sJ..gnJ.. J..can y 

higher among the blacks than among whites (Appendix Dr 

Table 16). 69% of the blacks and 40% of the 'tvhites said 

they were either "very" or "some\"hat" worried. In the 

extreme fear categories, even great~r differences appear: 

45% of the blacks were "very worried ll while only 21% of 

the whites felt this way. 31% of the \vhite respondents and 

17%, of the blacks said they w'ere "not at all \vorried, II the 

lowest level of concern. Blacks were victimized somewhat 

more often by burglars and were more likely to live in high 

crime RA,I s than were "'''hites. HOv.7ever ( in high crime RA IS 

80% of the blacks expressed a high degree of concern as 

opposed to 62% of the whites (see Appendix D, Table 16). It 

should be' remembered that in high criI?e RA IS, \vhi tes were 

victimized more often than blacks, although affluent blacks 

had the highest victimization rate vlhen income was' controlled 

for. 

People v7ho lived in public housing were more concerned 

about being burglarized than those who lived in private 

housing, either small or large multi-unit dwellings or 

single-'family d\vellings (Appendix D, Table 17). One out of 

three respondents in private housing expressed a high degree 

of concern ~vhereas two out of three of those living in public 
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housing expressed such concern. There were no differences 

in the amount of concern between the 3 private housing cate­

gories mentioned above. It should be noted that the burglary 

victimization rate was lower for those living in public 

housing although multiple-victimization was greater than in 

private housing. 

Women, significantly more often than men, expressed 

concern (see Appendix D, Table 18). No statistically signi­

fic~nt differences were found vlhen worry \Vas related to in­

come or distance from the core city (Appendix D, Tables 19 

and 20). Low income people expressed most concern, followed 

by high income people, then middle income peopl~. In terms 

of geographic location, 52% of the core city residents, 

71% of the residents in adjacent areas, and 30% in outlying 

areas expressed a high degree of concern. How~ver, when the 

two housing projects adjacent to the core are not considered 

in the "adjacent" category, only 20% of the residents in 

adjacent RA I S expressed such \vorry. It appears that while 

residents in adjacent RAls generally were not highly concerned, 

residents of housing projects in adjacent RAls were extremely 

concerned. 

Although the experience of victimization and the resi­

dential burglary rate of the RA are associated with concern, 

these factors appear to be only partial explanations of the 
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uneven distribution of concern within the population studied. 

Of the four RAls with the highest fear levels (256, 196, 

736, and 291) two are medium crime areas, one a high crime 

area, and one that may be high (196). Victims in these four 

RAls were not significantly more afraid than non-victims. 

These facts \vould suggest that in areas t,'lhere the population 

was extremely concerned about their homes being broken into, 

their concern is not fully explained by either the experience 

of victimization or the burglary rate of the area. Two of 

the four areas are housing projects (256, 196). Of the re-

inaining two R~IS with extremely high levels of concern, one 

(736) is a suburban ,area with a median income above $28,000 

and the other (291) is an area where the racial composition 

of the population is changing rapidly and the burglary rate 

has increased more than 500% between 1969 and 1971. 

2. Security Behavior Changes 

Although the NORC Study7 stated that recent victimiza-

tion experience did not !l seem to increase behavior designed 

to pr6tect the horne", the household survey data (Table 6.8) 

indicates that changes in security practices in the last 

year were made by 46% of the victims and 19% of the non­

victims--a signifibant dif£erence. The ~ajority of the 

victims who changed their security behavior said they had 
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done so as a result of being burglarized. It would seem, 

then, that one consequence of being burglarized is the taking 

of stronger security practices. 

TABLE 6.8 

VICTIHIZATION BY SECURITY PRACTICE CH.AL~GE* 

Burglary % Nultiply-
V. rate (n) incidence victimized 

Has. changed 260 (230 ) 310 19% 

Has not changed 70 (672 ) 100 43% 
(902) 

* Differences in group rates significant at 95% level. 

In high crime RA's, 46% of the victims and 28% of the 

non-victims haa changed their security behavior, 53% of the 

victims and 15% of non-victims in medium crime RA's, and 54% 

of the victims and 19% of the non-victims in low crime RA's 

(Table 6.9). Thus, a larger percentage of victims in low-

crime RA's and a larger percentage of non-victims in high 

crime areas changed their security practices in the last 

year. This suggests that both victimization and the general 

burglary rate of an area have an effect on security practice 

changes. 
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TABLE 6.9 

VICTIHIZATION BY SECURITY PRACTICE CHANGE 
IN Lmv, ~UDDLE AND HIGH CRHm RA' S * 

HC RA'S 

Changed 

No change 

MC RA'S 

Changed 

No Change 

LC RA'S 

Changed 

No change 

V. rate ('n) 

170 ( 90 } 

90 (200 ) 

430 ( 89) 

110 (229) 

220 ( 56) 

40 (248) 
(902) 

Burglary 
'incidence 

260 

120 

470 

130 

230 

70 

% Hultiply­
victimized 

52% 

33% 

12% 

18% 

5% 

75% 

* Differences in group ra'tes significant at .. OS level. 

E. CITIZEN'S ATTITUDES TOWARD CRHm PREVENTION 

Several questions were asked on the household survey 

to elicit the citizens~ views on crime prevention and their 

involvement in preventive activities in their ne~ghborhoods. 
, . . 

Ten percent of the respondents said there was no need 

to reduce crime in their heighborhood. As Table 6.10 shows, 

almost one-third of the respondents had no clear idea about 
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how to go about reduci.ng crime. Furthermore, of those ,\·,ho 

had a specific idea (51%) , no more than 11% mentioned the 

same solution. 

TABLE 6.10 

"WIIAT I IF ANYTHING, WOULD YOU IJIKE TO SEE DONE 
Dl YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD TO REDUCE CRn1E?" * 

Victims Non-victims 

More police patrol 10% 11% 

Hore foot patrol 9% 9% 

Better street lighting 11% 6% 

Deal \vith drug probleJ)1 15% 5% 

Polic:e Protection 7% 5% 
unspecified 

l10re policy (numbers) 8% 5% 

Policy-community relations 13% 10% 

Recreation or discipline 4% 4% 
for 'teenagers 

Other physical security 11% 4% 

Deal with social 5% 2% 
problems (jobs, etc ~) 

Don I t Kno\v 20% 31% 

No crime in neighborhood 1% 12% 

* Figures based on multiple responses. 
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6% 
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It has been found previously that few people lIbelieve 

that they as individuals could do anything about the crime 

in their own neighborhood. 1I8 This attitude seems consistent 

with the responses about decreasing crime in the neighborhood 

on the household survey. 110re than anything else, people 

saw the police as the main crime prevention agents. 41% of 

the resp~nses were suggestions referring to the police--more 

patrols, more foot patrols, more policemen, better police-

communi ty relations, etc. Another 13% thought the \vay to 

reduce crime was to improve the physical security of the 

neighborhood--particularly street lighting. Only 6% of the 

respondents suggested that dealing with the drug problem 'ivas 

a way to lessen crime. Victims tended to have more ideas 

concerning crime reduction ~n the neighborhood than did non­

victims vlith 20% of the victims saying they "didn I t know" how 

to reduce crime, compared to 31% of the non-victims. 

The level of neighborhood involvement in crime prevent-

ive activities was found to be relatively low. Only lout of 

5 persons interviewed had ever met \vi th neighbors or other 

groups to talk about crime in the neighborhood (Appendix D, 

Table 21) and only 7% decided to do anything about it 

(Appendix D, Table 22). Host of these (fe'\'1) people became 

active in a neighborhood group \vi th a multi-problem orienta-. 

tion rather than in a specifically crime oriented group 
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(see Appendix D, Table 231. 12% of the victi.'I1ls 'w'ere in-

volved in such groups as opposed to 6% non-victims. 

People vlere also asked if they had heard of private 

citizens neighborhood patrol groups (see Eppendix D, Table 24). 

57% were familiar with this idea, and 65% of the sample 

thought it was a "good idea" in general. !lore victims (77%) 

thouqht it was a good idea than non-victims (63%) (Appendix D, 

Table 25). Non-victims were some\vhat less familiar with the 

idea and somewhat less sure ( ll don't know") about the effect 

of such groups. Generally, however, people seemed to be 

favorably disposed toward neighborhood patrol gorups. 

The responses ~o these questions suggest that people 

viewed the neighborhood crime problem as being 0'I.1.t of the 

control of themselves and their neighbors. Despite the fact 

that: the majority were familiar \vi th and positive about 

neighborhood patrol groups, no one suggested them as a way 

'co reduce crimc'in the neighborhood (although the questions 

about such groups had already been asked) and only very fe,., 

had even gotten together with their neighbors in any kind of 

group where crime 'vas an issue. The orientation of the re-

sponc.1ents seemed to be tmvard traditional police patrols 

rather than neighborhood patrols. 

The differences bebveen the victims and non-victims 

suggest that the issue was more pressing to victims who 
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had therefore given it more thought and were slightly more 

likely to actively involve themselves' in crime preventive 

activities. 

Another method of protecting oneself against loss due 

to burglary would be to buy an appropriate insurance policy 

(Appendix D, Table 26). 41% of the non-victims and 35% of 

the victims had done this. The most common reasons given 

for not obtaining such a policy (see Appendix D, Table 26) 

'vere that it was too expensive (15%), they had nothing worth 

insuring (14%), and they had never thought about it (11%). 

Victims and non-victims gave similar responses to this 

question. 
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SU.MJ.'vlARY - CHAPTER VI 

Based upon the findings of this chapter it would 

appear that the probability of burglary victimization 

within areas of comparable crime rate is unevenly 

distributed. There was also a considerable amount of 

multiple victimization. The highest incidence fell 

on the relatively affluent--whether in low, middle, 

or high income RAls. It was also found that burglary 

victims left their dwellings unoccupied more often 

than people who had not been burglarized. pverall, 

the factor of race did not seem to affect burglary 

experience within an RA. 

Awareness of and concern about being burglarized 

was found to parallel both the burglary"expeiience of 

the area and of the individual. Victims were 

not only more concerned about being burglarized, but 

also somewhat more concerned wit~ crime in general in 

their neighborhood. Most persons whether victims 

or non-victims tende~ to seek solutions to residential 

crime which involved emphasis on regular police pa"trols 

rather than on things they or their neighbors could do. 
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CHAPTER VI 

FOOTNOTES 

Phillip H. Ennis, Criminal Victimization in the United 
States (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 
1967), Table 14. 

Another measure of occupancy, based on the usual number 
o~ h?u~s p~r day, showed a similar relationship to " 
vlctlmlzatlon (see Appendix D, Table 10). 

Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook, Feb. 1965, pp. 39-40. 

Fear categories "lere based on the responses to: HIn 
the daytime". and "at ni?ht," "hm., worried are you about 
your home belng broken lnto or entered illegally when 
no one is at home?" 

Op. Cit., Ennis, Criminal Victimization in the United 
States, p. 75. 

Ibid' f p. 75. 

Ibid., p. 86. 

Task Force Report: Crime and Its Impact, An 
Assessment, p. 91. 
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CHAPTER VII 

STRUCTURAL VICTIrlIZATION 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter focuses on the possible relationship be-

tween a dwelling unit's physical characteristics--such as 

the type, number and security of portals--and its probabil-

ity of being burglarized. The data analyzed in this chapter 

is primarily derived from the household survey described in 

Chapter 6. In this context, hmvever r the "victim" is a 

d'\'lelling unit wherein a respondent, was burglarized during 

the'time frame of the study. 

I,n choosing a target a burglar likely considers four 

points: occupancy, affluence, access, and detection. The 

influence of the first two \Vere discussed in the previous 

chapters. The factors which relat'e to the physical attri·-

butes are access and detection: Can the burglar success-

fully enter and leave with a minimal probability of being 

detected and apprehended. 

Dwelling units have two general access characteristics: 

the number and type of potential ,entry portals (doors and' 

windovls) a'nd the quality of portal security (locks, door 

construction). The most universal physical aspect of detec~ 
,. 

tion is the visibility of the portals ~o persons in neighbor-

ing d~velling units and/or on the street. There is also a 

social factor dealt with in earlier ch~pters: someone must 

not only recognize the irregular behavior, but act to 
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interrupt it. This is dictated to a large extent by the 

occupancy and the degree of social organization in the 

area. Other detection factors dealt with briefly are 

burglar alarms and dogs. 

Analysis of detection . (visibility} and access factors 

is complicated by their interactive nature. Visibility 

factors may lessen the number of potential portals avail­

able to the burglar. For example, unconventional entry 

through a vulnerable front l',vindmv in full view of street 

and neighboring houses is generallyles~ preferable to the 

burglar than attacking a more physically secure but less 

visible back door. Portal visibility can also alter the 

absolute level of portal security ~~ affecting. the duration 

and/or method of attack, since the more visible the portal 

the more quickly it must be violated. Similarly, very low 

portal security will virtually nullify the deterent effect 

of visibility. The two factors are also influenced by the 

skill level of the attacking burglar. 

In adaition to the previous material this chapter 
t 

examines the distribution of II s tandard" door security, by' geo-

graphic location, type of structure, income of household, 

etc., and indicates the nature of the deficiencies causing 

" t d d" most doors to be rated non-s an ar . Note is also taken 

of less common detection factors including location of 

structure on the block, presence of burglar alarm and dogs. 

The chapter conclti.des ~.;ri th a discussion or the re'J':ati'Ve 
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influence of several common deterrents on offender behavior. 

B . HOUSEHOLD SURVEY SlUIPLE 

The sample was drawn from Q\'Vellings wi thin the 18 sur-

veyed RAs described in Chapter 6 (see Table 7.1). It 

should be noted that the sample does not contain any luxury 

high rise buildings. The burglary incidence rate is the 

number of burglaries per 1,000 dwelling units over the time 

period of the study. The rates are based on the "".veighted" 

figures. The (n)s appearing on the tables are the umveighted 

numbers. 

Tests of statistical significance using chi square com­

putations have been. conducted on the data. The significance 

or non-significance at the .05 level is noted on each table. 

TABLE 7.1 

TYPE OF STRUCTURE 

Small Large 
Sing'le Multi-unit Multi-unit 
Family (2-9 units) (10+ ) Public Private 
% (N) % (N) I % (N) % (N) % (N) 

. 

All RAs 25 (168 ) 40 (432) 35 (234 ) 24(148) 76 (686) 

High Crime 9 (31 ) 40 (153 ) 51 (78) 44 (52) 56 (210 ) 

Middle Crime 26 (67) 40 (121) 34 (93 ) 22 (52) 78 (229 ) 

Low Crime 32 (70) 40 (158 ) 28 (63,). 15 (44 ) 85 (247) 
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C. ACCESS FACTORS 

1. Number and 'I'ypes of Portals 

The number and type of portal entry opportunities 

tend to effect target attractiveness, as evidenced by 

burglary rate. As Table 7.2 suggests, by holding the number 

of doors to the dwelling unit constant, the presence of 

accessible windov7s tends to increase the burglary probability. 

TABLE 7.2 

BURGLPRY RATE BY NUMBER OF DOORS WITH AND WITHOUT 
ACCESSIBLE WINDOWS LDADING DIRECTLY TO THE DWELLING UNIT 

1\11 RlIs 

High crime 

~lidd10 Crime 

!-ow Crime 

1 Door 2 Doors 
1 Door l'lindo',o/ 2 Doors Windows 3 Doors 

Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate (N) 

74 (SO) 166 (153) 179 (104) 176 (126) 116 (115) 

66 (11) 169 (38) 80 (36) 400 (45) 95 (59) 

169 (24) 303 (54) 57 (44) 211 (37) 49 (26) 

10 (15) 66 (61) 365 (24) 45 (44 ) 258 (30) 

S1.9ni£ic(lOco not obl uinod at the .05 level for test of independence 
botweell numbel.' of portals and crime rate. 

3 Doors 
Nindows 

Rate (N) 

194 (153) 

409 (47) 

279 (34) 

77 (72) 

As Table 7.3. shows, attacks on single-family units 

do not totally explain the accessible window preference. 

The high burglary rate of mUlti-unit structures with 

accessible windows suggests first-floor apartments have a 

higher probability of burglary than other units in multi-

unit structures. 
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,TABLE 7.3 

BURGLARY INCIDENCE RA.TES BY NUMBER OF DOORS LEADING 
DIRECTLY TO DWELLING UNITS IN t1ULTI-FA11ILY STRUCTURES WITH 

AND WITHOUT ACCESSIBLE l'i'INDOWS 

1 Door 2 doors 3 Doors 
1 Door l'Iindows 2 Doors Hindows 3 Doors lYindows 

Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate, (N) Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate (N) 

ALL Ri\s 
Small mUlti-unit 57 (29) 216 (73) 247 (52) 195 (80) 143 (64) 259 (87) 
Large mUlti-unit 0 (10) 167 (20) 157 (48) 1()4 (29 ) 103 (49) 177 (55) 

HIGH CRI:,lE 
Small mUlti-unit 139 (8) 304 (16) 163 (26) 406 (33) 210 (30) 338 (25) 
Large mUlti-un'it 0 (2) 54 (8) 28 (10) 449 (8) 50 (27) 679 (18) 

HIDDLE cRntE 
Small mUlti-unit 75 (12) 383 (28) 144 (15) 292 (18) 66 (14 ) 290 (18) 
Large multi-unit 0 (6) 0 (8) 6 (2M 41 (12) 34 (12) 358 (14) 

LON eRnIE 
Small multi-unit 20 (9) 16 (29) 368 (11) 56 (29) 106 (20) 132 (24) 
Large mUlti-unit 0 (2) 783 ( 4) 541 (12) 0 (9) 406 (10) 65 (23) 

Significance not obtained at the 05 1 . 
bet\o,'eell number of portals ~nd cri~e ra~~~l for test of independE'nce 

Table 7.3 also suggests the tendency for units with 

accessible windows to have higher burglary rates is more 

pronounced in the small than in large multi-unit structures. 

This is not surprising since many small mUlti-unit struc­

tures have the security disadvantages of both detached single­

unit dwellings (multiple access points) and large multi-unit 

structures (interior, thus non-visible, doors to the d~vellinq_ 

unit) . This perhaps explains why dwellihg units in small 

mul ti-uni t structures have the highest burglary rate. of any 

other type structure: 

Small mUlti-unit structures: 

Large multi-unit structures: 

Single-unit strucutres: 
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Tha accessible window finding does not appear to hold 

in low crime areas, . (See Table 7.3), suggesting that this 

characteristic of portal choice is more salient to the less 

sx.illGd burglars. The offender data in Chapter IV indicated 

that less experienced burglars, who concentrate in the high 

crime itA's, are more likely than. other burglars to use vlindo\'-T 

entrances. However, this data does riot indicate windm'ls are 

attacked more frequently than doors, but rather that preference 

is shown for dwelling units with a window option. 

It is possible that the number of doors leading 

to the dwelling units without accessible windows vlill in­

fluence the burglary rate. However, Table 7.3 does not 

strongly indicate this relationship. The burglary rate 

of these dwelling units is more likely influenced by the 

number of doors leading to the common hallways of the 

structure. Table 7.4, in fact, indica~es a direct rela­

tionship between the number of doors to the building 

and the burglary rate for small multi-unit structures. 

TABLE 7.4 

BURGLARY INCIDENCE RATE OF UNITS WITHOUT ACCESSIBLE 
WINDOWE' IN MULTI-FAHILY STRUCTURES BY NUHBER 

OF DOORS LEADING INTO THE STRUCTURE 

. 
ALL Ri\s 

Small mUlti-unit 
Large multi-unit 

1 Door 2 Doors 3 Doors 
Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate (N) 

63 (42 ) 153 (89) 474 (23) 
128 (76) 86 (34) 0 (6) 

Significance obtained at the .OS level for test of independence 
bctwaen (1) numbar of doors and crime rate (2) number of doors 
and housing type. 
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It could be argued that the presence of locked 

common entrances affects the burglary rate in Table 7.4. 

Surprisingly, however, the burglary rate for units in 

buildings 'rlhich are essentially opel?- to the public and 

those that are not, do not appear to be strikingly different. 

(See Table 7.5). Since the tenants of mUlti-unit structures 

usually have little control over the security of the 

common entrances, this finding is particularly interesting.' 

TABLE 7.5 

BURGLARY INCIDENCE RATE OF UNITS IN MULTI-UNIT STRUCTURES 
BY THE TIME COl·1l-10N ENTRANCES ARE LOCKED 

ALL RAs 
Small multi-unit 
Large mUlti-unit 

Locked Locked Never "-
Day & 'Night Night Locked 
Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate (N) 

232 (193~ 67 ( 66) 240 (153) 
157.' (74) 282 (9) 152 ~153) 

Significu~ce ~ot obtained at the .• OS level for test of independence 
between t:~me ooors loci:f'd and cr~me rate. 

2. Physical Security of Portals 

Although the factors of number and types of portals 

a~pear to affect the burglary rate, their presence is not 

amenable to change. The question, then, is: if the unit's 

portals are secured, will the unit's burglary probability 

be reduced? 
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conventional wisdom dictates "target hardening" to 

le.ssen an individu.a.l units chance of victimization. 

Furthermore, the offender interview data indicated that 

physical vulnerability was a major consideration in tar-

get selection (Appendix B , Table 11 ). Al though strong 

locks had a low deterrent ranking (Appendix B, Table 57 ) 

among the burglars interviewed, the most common recommen-

dation that they might give friends and family for burglary 

protection was to place strong locks on the doors. 

(Appendix B, Table 5,9) This seeming conflict suggests 

three things: first, that those interviewees who worked 

in housing types where there were accessible first 

floor windows felt that strong door locks or door frames 

were no problem, since they could enter by the window; 

second, that there w.as some bravado in the replies, such as, 

"there's no lock I haven't been able to get through"i 

and third, that the interviewees might have been 

judging by their experience of existing locks and doors 

in particular housing types. 

The offender interviews also indicated that portal 

security had a differential effect on the various types 

of burglars. A high level of physical security seemed more 

effective against the young, inexperienced burglar and the 

impatient drug-user. The older, skilled offender, who 

usually works the more affluent neighborhoods, is not 

particularly deterred by the qualitY--,of portal security 

• I 
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(alarms were more of a threat). h T us, in high crime in.-

ner RA's, where the young and the drug-users work 

frequently, the da~a should evidence the affect of good 

security. In the outlying middle and low crime areas, 

the difference between the burglary rate is expected to 

be less closely related to the quality of portal security-­

the more skilled burglar not being as deterred by physical 

security. 

The study attempted to determine the effects of 

~hysical security by measuring the door security of 

dwelling units. Doors were rated as "standard" and 
\, .I 

non-standard. The rating of "standard" for a door is 

somewhat more stringent than Federal Crime Insurance 

requirements, but less than the proposed Federal Security 

code. l The construction stand~rd a door must meet in 

this study is : (1) be of metal, metal panels, solid wood, 

or hollow wood of three-quarter inch thickness; (2) have 

no unprotected glass in or near the door handle; (3) have no ex­

posed hinges. The standard ~)or's locking system includes 

a three-quarter inch dead latch or dead bolt, or a verti-

cal bolt. Only the doors leading directly to the dwelling 

unit were evaluated. The dwelling units are divided into . -
three categories: (1) no stan<1ard doors; (2) some 

standard doors; (3) all standard doors. Since the 
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As Table 7.7 indicates, the association betvleen 

burglary rates and security is particularly strong in the 

inner (core and adjacent) high crime areas again sug­

gesting tha,t good security is more effective against the 

less skilled, less mobile group of burglars. However, the 

sample is too small to confirm that security is less 

effective against the older, more skilled burglars in the 

outer areas. 

TABLE 7.7 

BURGLARY RATE THROUGH DOOR BY DOOR VULNERABILITY AND 
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION: INNER (CORE AND ADJACENT) VS. OUTER 

No 'Some All 
Standard Standard Standard 

Doors Doors Doors - Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate (N) 

All RAs 
~607) 138 (52) 29 (51 ) Inner 96 

Outer 45 166) 97 (5) 0 (6 ) 
-

High Crime 
Inner 101 (251) 174 (22) 17 (27 ) 
Outer -- -- -- -- -- --

Middle Crime 
Inner 
Outer 

Low Crime 
Inner 
Outer 

(168) 101 (25) 48 III 
I 

(79) 159 (3) 0 56 
-

71. (188 ) 333 (5) 24 
4~J i, ( 87) 0 (2) --

Significallce ohtained at: f;he • os level for test of independence 
bQctwccn 0,) door vulncr,lbility and crime rate (2) location and 
door vulnerability. 

(19) 
(6) 

(5) 
--
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evaluation seeks to determine the effectiveness of standard 

doors, burglaries through windm'ls and attempted burgla:r.i€!s 

must be removed from the sample. Although this has 

been done, a certain number of doors "vere entered ">1i th-

out the burglar defeating the door (use of a key or 

door unlocked). 

The quality of standard doors in the sample is 

low: 8% of the units have all standard doors; 4% have 

at least one standard door. But nevertheless, a pattern 

emerges: burglary incidence is inversely related to 

standard door security. This relationship appears to 

hold in each crime area (Table 7. 6) . It should be not~~d 

that having some standard doors did not deter offenders 

since this group had the highest rates of all. 

TABLE 7.6 

BURGLA.RY RATE THROUGH DOOR BY DOOR VULNEPJ:~BrLITY 
IN HIGH, MIDDLE, AND LOY-v CRnm RAs 

No Some All 
Standard Standard Standard 

Doors Doors Doors 
IRate (N) R:I..'I'E (N) RATE (N) 

All RAs 79 . (773) 136 (57) 28 (57 ) 

High Crime 101 (251) 174 (22) 17 (27 ) 

Hiddle Crime 98 (247) 1.03 (28) 44 (25) 

Low. Crime 54 (275) 273 (7) 24 (5) 

Signifirilnc(' oht,dr.e~l ill: the .05 lewd for test of indepcllden~Q 
between (1) door vulnerability and crime rate (2) door 
vulnerability and crime areas. 
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Although physical security generally appears to 

affect the burglary rate, the previous chapter suggested 

that occupancy was highly correlat~d with victimization. 

The offenders who were interviewed were primarily deterred 

by occupants in the dwelling under consideration for at-

tack (see Appendix B, Table 51). .A test of the independence 

of door security fron the influence of occupancy can 

be seen in Table 7.8. Security of the doors appears 

to be effective in two of the three occupancy categori8s. 

TABLE 7.8 

BURGLARY' RATE THROUGH DOOR BY DOOR VULNERABILITY 
AND NUMBER OF HOUnS UNOCCUPIED PER WEEK 

No Some All 
Standard Standard Stantard 

Occupancy Doors Doors Doors 
Rate (tl) Rate (el) Ratel (N) 

All Itt\s 
Less than 5 46 (326) 144 (22) 54 (19) 
5 - 35 B5 (223) 22 (18) 5 (lB) 
Hore than 35 103 (196) 402 (16) 0 (13) 

Si9nificance obtained ,at the .05 level for test of independence 
between (1) door vulnorabilLiy and crime rate (2) occupancy . 
and crime rate. 

Chapter VI also indicated that affluence was a 

key variable in victimization. The independence of door 

security from income is apparent from Table 7.9. 

TABLE 7.9 

BURGLARY RATE THROUGH DOOR BY DOOR VULNERAB.ILITY AND 
INCOME OF HOUSEHOLD 

f No Some All 

I Standard Standard Standard 
Income I Doors Doors Doors 

Rate (N) Ratel (~n Rate (N) 

All RAS 
Less than $8,000 68 (373) :;W,9, (21) 47 (15) 
$8,000 - $15,000 63 (192) 160 (19) 0 (11) 
More than $15,000 145 (133) 23 (12) 0 (6) 

Signi.ficnncc oblaine-d at t1:.:l .05 level fer test of independence 
be-t.ween (1) door vUlncral,lilitl' and crime rate (2) door vulnerability 
mId income 
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It was hoped that data would yiel'd a number of 

cases in which the burglar had the choice among both 

standard and non-standard doors. Unfortunately, only 

five cases ~n units with only two doors leadi~g directly 

to the dwelling unit),gave the burgla:r: an opportunity to 

choose between a standard and non-standard door. Never-

theless, .in four of the five cases the burglar entered 

the non-standard door. 

Even though the sample of units protected by 

standard doors is only 8%, it is useful to see how 

these protected units are distributed by geographic 10-

cation, type of structure, private/public, income of 

household, C'.nd tenure. 

The category with one of the greatest variations 

was geographic location. Only 1% of the dwellin~ units 

in the outer areas are protected, compared with 6% of 

the dwelling units of the inner (core and adjacent) areas. 

But since the ou£er areas also have a lower burglary rate, 

and door security is less effective against the experienced 

burglar who tends to operate in these outer, more affluent 

areas, this absence of door security is less significant 

than it might appear. 

Dwelling units in large multi-unit structures have the 

highest percentage of protected units, 15%. Since most 

units in large multi-unit structures are less likely 
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to have accessible windows, the overall security of these 

units is enhanced. Units in small multi-unit structures 

have 6% protected, while single-family-attached have 4%, 

and single-family·,detached have, 'in our survey, no units 

with all standard doors. 

The relative protection of units in large multi-

unit structures probably reflects the influence of 

public housing. Public housing has two and a half times 

the proportion of protected units as private housing (18% 

of public housing units have qll standard doors, compared 

with 5% in private housing) . 

Households earning less than $8, 000 appear to 

be bett~r protected than higher inc6ilie households. Nine 

percent of the under $8,000 income category have uhits 

with all standard doors, while· 6% of the households in 

the category behleen $8, 000 and $15,000 and 6% in the ,~ategory 

of over $15,000 have units with all standard doors. 

However, when public housing tenants are removed from 

the low income category, the percentage of all standard 

units falls to 2%. 

Control over one I s level of fli<!;~cUJ;i;ty depends to 

some extent on whether one owns or rents. While owners 

have complete control over their level of security, limited 

only by income and willingness to expend income on se-
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I , , singie-familu units, which curity, they usually lve ln ~ 

have the high8st number of portals to secure. Renters 

I The tena~t can usually provide, have limited contro . " 

at his own expense, auxiliary locks but can no~ easily 

alter the door construction. Provision of ~uxiliary locks 

can be expensive for frequent movers. Furthermore, the 

t 'f the door is wood panel locking system may be irrelevan 1 

and can be easily battered through. The study indicates 

that 7% of the renter-;,occupied units compared with 1% 

, h' all standard doors. of the owner-occupied unlts ave 

(See Appendix D, Tables 32-37). 

Major factors in the construction and/or the locking 

system of the doors' evaluated in this study caused 88% 

of the units to have non-standard ~oors. Construction factors 

that caused a door to fail include one or more of the 

following: (1)· 39% of the doors in the study are wood 

panel; (2) 8% have outside removable hinges; (3) 26% 

h dl Only 1 8% of the doors had have glass near the an e. 

dead bolts, 12% had dead latches, and 13% had a verti-

cal bolt auxiliary lock, which satisfies the locking 

system requirement. Only 7% of the units had any kind 

of special windO'i'1 protection--special locks( bars( 

burglar-proof glass. 
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D. DETECTION FACTORS 

This section on detection factors will first discuss 

the characteristic common to most structures--the visi-

bility of the portals. Next to actual occupancy of the 

dwelling unit, the offender interviews suggested that bur­

glars were most deterred by neighbors and other persons ,in 

the vicinity. 

Presumably, a burglar concerned about detection 

will enter a dwelling unit through the least conspicuous 

portal. The door is obviously the most natural way of 

entering a dwelling unit, but it is also the easiest to 

secure. Thus, the burglar has a trade-off bet\'leen the de-

tection possibilities of the window and the access limitation 

possibilities of the door. The household survey contained 

172 cases in which there was an option to enter window or 

door. In 61% of these cases the door was attacked. 

(Se~ Table 7.10) 2 

TABLE 7.10 
PORTAL ATTACKED BY CHOICE OF DOOR OR WINDON 

AND STRUCTURE TYPE 

Door Windm'l Total 
Structure T~e % (N) % (N) % (N) 

Single Family 67% : (36) 33% (19) 100% (54) 

Small Multi-unit 58% (48) 42% (35) 100% (83) 

Large Multi-unit 60% (21) 40% (67) 100% (35) 

TOTALS 61% (105) 39% (14 ) 100% (172) 

Significanc7 obtaiped at the .05 level for test of independence 
between chol.ce of portal and structure type. 
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A window entry, presumably, would be less noticeable 

if it were made on the side or the rear. As Table 7.11 

indicates, of 79 window attacks, three-quarters were made 

against the side or rear . 

TABLE 7.11 

WINDOW ATTACKED BY LOCATION AND STRUCTURE TYPE 

Side of Attack 
Front Side Rear 

Structure Type % (N) % (N) % (N) 

Single Family 23% (5) 32% (7) 46% (10) 

Small Multi-unit 15% (6) 39% (15) 46% (IS} 

Large Hulti-unit 50% (9) 22~ (4) 23% (5) 

TOTAL 25% (20) 33% (26 ) 42% (33) 
.' 

Significance obtained at the .05 level for test of independence 
between location of ~linrow and type of structure. 

Total 
Total 

% (N) 

iOO% (22) 

100% (39) 

100% (18) 

100% (79) 

Although door'entry is more conventional, the bur-

glar concerned about detection will likely enter the 

least visible door. An exa~ination of 39 burglaries 

against.~ingle-family units found that only 46% of the 

doors attacked were on the front of the unit. 
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Table 7.12 measures.the visibility of attacked 

windows and doors (doors leading to common hallways ex­

cluded). The table indicates that the doors attacked 

were generally less visible than the attacked windows. 

This may suggest that the speed with which a window ca~ 

be violated reduces the deterrent effect of its visibility. 

TABLE 7.12 

VISIBILITY OF ATTACKED PORTALS 

,Not visible from street 
or neighbors' wiftdows 

Visible from street, 
not visible from 
neighbor~' windows 

Visible from neighbors' 
windows at distance 
greater than 50 feet, 
not visible from street 

Visible from neighbors' 
windows at distance 
less than 50 feet, not 
visible from street 

Visible from street 
and neighbors I w:i.ndO'>¥s 
at distance less than 
249 feet 

TOTAL 

* 

* Door Window 
% (N) % (N) 

33% (22 ) 10% (6) 

8% (5) 5% (3) 

12% (8) 17% (10 ) 

19% (13) 35% (21) 

28% (19) ,33% (20 ) 

100% (67) 100% (60) 

-Doors not leading to d\'lelling unit from a multi-unit 
common hallway. 
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As in the previous section, an attempt was made to 

locate dwelling units which gave the burglar the opportunity 

to choose between a visible and a non-visible door. The 

sample yielded 21 cases where the security can be held 

constant and the visibility factor varied. In 57% of 

the cases the non-visible, non-standard door was attacked 

rather than the visible, non-standard door. (See Appendix 

D, Table 38) . 

The detection factors other than visibility include 

location on the corner of the block, burglar alarms, and 

dogs. 

Previous research has indicated that corner structures 

have a higher probability of burglary. Not having an 

adjacent structure presumably reduces the detection possi­

bilities'as well as opening a side (~specially in large 

multi-family structures which are often attached) to entry-

exit opportunities. A third of the offenders interviewed 

said they were deterred by structures being close on the 

side. The household survey data confirms the higher 

burglary of corner structures. (See Table 7.13). 

TABLE 7.13 

BURGLARY BY I,OCATION ON BLOCK AND STRUCTURE TYPE 

Corner Non-Corner 
Structure Tvpe Rate I eN) Rate eN) 

,Single Family 253 ! (39) 109' (141) 

Small multi-unit 194 ( 62) 185) (373) 

Large multi-unit: 273 (28) 122 (206) 

TOTAL 242 (120) 144 (720) 

Significance obtained at the .05 level for test of l.ndependence 
between location on block and crime rate. 
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The detection factor which appeared most salient 

to the burglars interviewed in the offender survey was the 

burglar alarm. The household survey indicated that only 

1% of the households had a burglar alarm. 

A detection factor which also influences access to 

some degree is the presence of a dog. About one fourth 

of the offenders \'lere deterred, and an additional two-fifths 

thought presence of a dog might deter them. The house-

hold survey shows that 15% of the respondents mvned dogs. 

E. EFFECTIVE COHBINATIONS OF DETERRENTS 

This section discusses the relative influence of 

common deterrents on offenders intervie'\ved in the study. 

(See Appendix B, Tables 51-53) The deterrent variables 

selected included three for which there were a reasonable 

number of offender responses and \,lhi6h ,vere principally 

v,Tithin the influence of thE' resident--burglar alarms, 

dogs, and strong door locks (hardware). In addition, po-

lice patrols were included because the most common demand 

of oi tizens ,vas for more patrols. This ca-tegory does not 

include fixed post or local security. It was taken in-

stead as heightened regular patrols. The object 

was to see what variable or combination of variables 
3 

definitely deterred each offender intervie,ved. For example, 

of those offenders w'ho were definitely deterred by burglar 
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alarms, how many were also deterred by police or security 

patrols and strong locks, and how many were also deterred 

by dogs but nothing else? In other \vords, how many offen­

ders in total were definitely deterred by each variable and 

what ,vas the marginal deterrent effect of adding one more 

variable to the other variables? 

Table 7.14 compares those intervievlees \'7ho would 

definitely be deterred to those who might be or would 

definitely not be deterred by every possible combination of 

the four variable. 

TABLE 7.14 

Interviewee Deterrance 

A = \,iould definitely be deterred by burglar alarm. 

A = Hight £!: would not be deterred by burglar alarm. 

KEY: A = Burglar Alarms1 B = uogs1 C = security Patrols; 

D = Strong Locks. 

-ABCD = 1 ABCD = 28 ABCD = 0 ABCD = 0 

ABCD = 1 ABCD = 1 ABCD = 0 .ABCD = 2 

ABCD = 5- ABCD = 1 ABCD = 1 ABCD = 8 

ABCD = 13 ~BCD = 0 ABCD = 0 ABCD = 5 
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In total, sixty-six people responded. Twenty-eight people 

(42%) ~1era not definitely deterred by the presence of all 

four variables. The remaining 38 people (57 %) \",ere deterred 

by at least one and often by severa~ of the four deterrents. 

Table 7.l5shows the number and percentage of people 

who would be deterred initially by each of the four 

variables alonG and then vlha t combination after that would 

give tho best protection. 

TABLE 7:.15 

D~ll:glar Alarm 

Police/ 
Security ~ 
Patrols 13.±i±EB' 

PoH co/Sec­
vrHy Patrols 

Strong 
Locb; 

Strong 
Loeks 

From this, a burglar alarm stands out as the best de-

tarrant, followed by a dog. A burglar alarm and a dog 

t09cthor provide protection(against 47% of the responding 

interviewces while the addition of police/security patrols 

and strong locks only adds 7% and 1% respectively. The 

additional effect of each variable over the other three 

vt.\,'r'iables (i. e. I the number of additional interviewees 
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who would be deterred by each variable alone) is shown in 

Table 7.16. 

TABLE 7.1fi 

Additional Deterrance Combina~ions 

Alarms 
[ 13 (19%) 

Dogs 
8 (12%7 

Po 1 ice / Sec u r ity 1-:i=!=P:+:1::t:r.:r1 
Patrols +-

Stl~ong 

Locks 
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SU:4:1z\RY - CHAPTER VII 

In this chapter household survey data was used to 

oxamine the relationship beh-leen a d,.,ell.ing unit's characteristics 

and its burglnry probability. The analysis included access and 

detection factors which encourage or deter particular types 

of t,JUrglnrs. 

Under f,l.CCOGS factors, the data indicated that \;,~ts' 

wit.h uccessiblc windo~Ts have a higher burglary probability 

th 't M'tl'~ut mhese 1. a.t.te.r were in multi-unit "an unl~S wi lW • • _ 

st.ructures whose rate ''las influenced by the number of doors 

leading into the building, regardless of the building's 

locking practices. Although only 8% of the units in 

the survey had all standard doors, the efficacy of this 

protection was evidenced by a lower burglary tate. The 

units with protacted doors were more prevalent in inner 

Ms, large mUlti-unit structures, public housing, renter 

occupied units and lower income households than in their 

counterparts. Deficiencies in both the construction and 

locking sy(~tcms of the doors caused them to fail, but 

insufi:icient locks alone accounted 'for most failures. 

~'he detoction factors included visibility of pprtals, 

alarms, dogs and location on the block. The survey data and 

of£endlJr intarvie\-ls indicated tha t \'1hile visibility was a 

considlaration, most burglars were definitely deterred by 

alarms a quarter of the interviewees by a dog. The survey 

confirmed previous findings that corner structures \'1.ere 

particularly attractive to burglars. 
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.-------------------------------------------------i~----____ __ 

Footnotes - Chapter VII 

1. Federal Crime Insurance Program of Natiohal Housing 
Act as amended by P.L. 91-609. Federal Securitv Code with 
Ninimum Building Secur.iJ:L Guidelines and Cost'''Estimates 
for The Security Features (Initial Draft) of the National 
Institute of Lavl Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, May 14, 1971. 

2. It should be noted the visibility tables include an 
unknm'ln number of attacks on portals \'lhich' took place at 
night. 

3. Offenders were asked whether each deterrent on its 
O\'ln wouJ:d deter them. These combinations were constructed 
from their separate responses. 
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CHAP'2:'ER VIII 

CONC1~USIONS AND POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

A. OVERVIEW 

Previous chapters of this study have attempted to 

describe the nature and extent of residential crime and 

specific findings about offenders, geographic areas, and 

victimized persons and dwellings. This chapter will pre­

sent the general conclusions of the study and their policy 

implications for the reduction of the rate of residential 

crime. Basically there are two ways by which residential 

crime may be reduced. One is to reduce the number of of­

fenders who engage in such behavior and/or their frequency 

of operation, and the second is to reduce the number of op­

portuni ties to commit offenses'. 

B. REDUCING THE NUHBER OF OFFENDERS 

1. Factors Related to the Increase in Residential 

Crime Rates 

As noted in Chapter II, th~ rates of residential crime 

have risen significantly in recent years. Many, factors 

could be cited to explain this phenomenon. For example p 

an increase in youth, black, or low-income populations, 

which have high offender r~tes, could result in increased 

criminal activity. 
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Between 1960 and 1970 the percentage of the popula-

tion, 14 to 24 inclusive, rose in Boston from 18 to 23 

percent, while between 1962 (the first year of the decade 

for which adequate figures are avail~ble) and 1970, the 

under 25 arrested population rose from 69% to 77% of all 

robbery arrests, and 70% to 76% of burglary arrests. 

The black population in the city has remained at 

approximately 16% since about 1965. Between 1965 and 1970 

the percentage of non-whites arrested for burglary rose 

from 35% to 46%, and for robbery from 56% to 65%. 

Recent explanations of crime rates have emphasized 

the frustrations of'bl~cks that cause them to engage in 

criminal behavior. The extent to which this has increased 

offender rates among blacks is only conjectural. Black 

burglars interviewed in the present study.did not ex-

press motives very different from, nor did they work more 

frequently than, their white counterparts. If they pre­

ferred to attack d\ovellings m'med by \'lhites, it was prin­

cipally because they felt whites were more affluent. A 

high percentage of robbery assailants in this st~dy were 

described as black and a high percentage of victims were 

white. However, there was insufficient data on both 

victims and assailants "to ascribe this phenomenon to 

to particular causes. The Harvard study of robbery in 

253 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

'I 
II 
I 

II 
II 
I 
" 

I II i' . 

ijl 

Boston was unable to conf' h lrm any ypothesis regarding 

the disproportionate number of black offenders involved 

in robbery. It did conclude, however ( t11at "th e changing 

status of the blac~~ man in American soc;et' y ].' s .... probably 

responsible for some of the recent increase in robbery 

rates. rrl 

Real income rose steadily in Boston throughout 

the 1960's for both whites and non-whites. 2 However,·it 

has been suggested that relative deprivation may account 

for increased criminal behavior. There is some support 

for this in the present study, in that, while most offenders 

interviewed came from lower income backgrounds, their ex~ 

pressed motives for crime were not related ~o basic sur­

vival needs such as food and shelter. Unless they were 

major drug users, they sought money for such things as 

clothes or vacations. Therefore, while not absolutely de­

prived, individuals who engage in criminal behavior may 

feel relatively so. 

Increases in youth and non-white populations, feel­

ings of frustration, and relat~ve deprivation probably 

account for some of the increased crime rate. However, 

it is most unlikely that the above factors account for the 

340% increase in residential burglary and the 920% increase 
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in residential robbery rates that occurred in Boston between 

1962 and 1970. 

Between 1965 and 1970 narcotic arrests rose ten-fold 

(from 210 to 2,106) in Boston. The increased arrests have 

paralleled residential crime increases to such an extent 

that a relationship between them could logically by in­

ferred. Support for this hypothesis is contained in the 

interview section of this study, which found that burglars 

who are major drug users work much more frequently than non­

drug users due to their need for funds to purchase drugs. 

The present study has also examined the argument that 

the rise in crime has been due to constraints ~n police 

or greater court leniency. Certainly police work load has 

risen. For example, calls for police service rose 71% in 

Boston between 1964 and 1970,' while manpower rose only 8%.3 

Between 1966 and 1970 the percentage of arrested burglars 

who were convicted declined, fewer of the guilty were im­

prisoned, and of those imprisoned, a higher percentage fe­

ceived short terms in houses of correction rather than 

state prison sentences. 4 

As noted throughout this report, the extent to which 

the criminal justice system deters crime is unclear. The 

fact that fewer accused persons are incarcerated~nd for 

shorter terms than in the past mayor may not mean that 
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there are more burglars in circulation. For example, of-

fenders who receive ~robation or a shorter sentence may be 

more likely to forego criminal behavior than those who are 

giv~n prison terms. Howeve~, there is no way to determine 

this. All that can be asserted is that it would appear thaf 

in 1970 the average. burglar had less chance of being caught, 

convicted, and incarcerated than he did in 1966. 

2. The Size of the Offender Population 

In attempting to draw conclusions about offenders and 

offenses, the present study went beyond police reports to 

actual offenders and victims. However, while ~rocedures were 

employed to locate unrecorded crime- victims, no similar 

procedures were utilized to find unapprehended offenders. S 

Therefore, the character and extent of the real offender 

population is uncertain. Indeed, many studies. argue that 

the apprehended offender group .is not r~presentati~e.6 

In general there are two models to describe the of­

fender population for a crime such as burglary. Each 

model assumes that the actual number of burglaries in a 

community is approximately three times the reported 

figure. This would mean in 1970 in the city of Boston 

there were 30,000 burglaries or in the SMSA j 100,000. 
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Model A could be described as the economic model. 

It assumes that the apprehended burglar population is co­

incident with the actual burglar population and thus dis­

plays many of the charact.eristics of offenders interviewed 

for this study. This would mean that the average burglar 

is motivated by economic gain (including the need for funds 

to purchase drugs) and works frequently, usually with ac­

complices, to maximize profits. 

In 1970 approximately 1,000 people were charged with 

burglary in Boston. If this figure coincides with the 

actual size of the local burglar population, and if there 

were 30,000 burglaries in the city, then according to this 

model, 500 two-man teams would average qO burglaries (30;000 

7 500) or a return of $3,000 apiece (60 x $100 7 21 since 

the average gain from a residential burglary is only about 

$100.7 Obviously, these figures would vary considerably 

betv.,een juveniles, "-'1ho averaged one hit a week, and drug 

users, who averaged five. Juveniles also made lower 

average scores, and older offenders made higter ones. 

Model B, which could be called the psychological model, 

posits that there are a large number of offenders, most of 

whom remain uncaught. If this is -true, they can not work 

frequently, and economic gain can not be their primary 

motive. For example, if there were 5,000 burglars in 
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Boston in 1970, their average gaih even if they worked 

alone< would' have been only $600 per. year (30,000 divided 

by 5,'000 = 6 x $100 = $600). This would suggest that 

their prime motive was not economic but psychological. 

Obviously the two models can not coexist in their 

entirety. That is, there can not be a large population 

of burglar!?' I most of "-,,hom are undetected, who engage in 

crimina~ behavior for economic gain; otherwise, there 

would be many more burglaries. The present study would 

suggest that wh~le model B might explain the behavior of 

some juvenile offenders, model A'is much more explanatory 

of most burglars. 

If the offender population for burglary is relatively 

small (in Boston on the order of 1;000 out of 70,000 males 

b~tween 14 and 24, and much s~aller for other population 

groups) and known to the criminal justice system through re­

peated arrests, there are fundamental implications for de-

terrence and correctional efforts. While it is not within 

the scope of the present study to evaluate specific programs, 

there are two obvious possibilities for altering criminal 

behavior which develop from this finding: 
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1. The offender population could be dealt with 

more severely by the criminal justice system, 

and convicted burglars would be sent to jail 

on the rationale that the society will sustain 

one, three, or five fewer burglaries for every 

week that the offender is away. 

2. Specific programs to alter motivation could 

be instituted. 

In attempting t.o choose between these approaches, 

which are obviously not mutually exclusive, it should 

be pointed out that neither punishment nor reh~bilitation 

has seemed to deter most offenders to date. While the 

present project was not equipped to undertake a social-

psychological analysis of the interviewed offenders, the 

general impression of the staff was that the typical bur­

glar was not a'hardened cri~inal, but an individual who 

met certain needs by criminal behavio~ and who might be 

equally content to meet them in non-criminal ways, if 

such alternatives were readily available. 

It is appropriate to point out that were drug 

users "cured" or their habit met in a way that did !"lot 

require them to steal, there would probably be a major 

effect on the resident~al burglary rate. This would be 

true even if the drug users continued to burglarize, 
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since the frequency of such activity would drop. If the 

interviewee sample is representative of Boston burglars, 

and the drug using group of offenders reduced their ac-

tivity to the level of· their non-drug using counteroarts 
~ , 

it would mean a 20% drop in the annual burglary rate. 

If they stopped entirely, it would mean a 50% reduction~ 

As regardf.1'the non-drug using group of burglars, it 

is possible that specific programs directed toward this 

relatively known population might cause many of them to 

forego theft behavior. One possible approach would be 

training for employment in occupai:ions whose requirements 

and rewards coincide to some extent with theft behavior. 

Construction work, for example, is v1ell paid, demands 

manual skills, and presents some degree of physical chal­

lenge. 

C. HEDUCING OPPOHTUNITIES FOH HESIDENTI1~L CRIME 

The primary serious residential crime is burglary 

and to a lesser extent, robbery. Other crimes either 

are not usually serious (vandalism) or very uncommon 

(arson). Major differences exist bebveen the prin~i-

pal offenses. Hesidential burglary is a cornmon phenomenon 

across the metropolitan area and involves a direct attack 
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against a dftlelling unit \'lhen its occupants are a'lllay. 

Residential robbery is a much rarer crime, largely confined 

to a few inner city neighborhoods and is usually perpetrated 

outside the individual dwelling unit,s. By def ini tion it 

requires a personal confrontation. This finding suggests 

that strategies to counter residential crime must take 

account of the specific aspects of each in terms of geo­

graphic location, place and method of attack r victim and 

offender. 

1. Reducing Vulnerability 

This study has indicated the incidence 0f residential 

crime among and within geographic areas is distributed in 
\ 

predictable patterns based on factors of location (as 

proxy for socio-economic conditions), affluence, and vul-

nerability (L,1cluding access, 'occupancy, visibility, and 

social cohesion) with the relative influence of eac~ 

varying among RA's. There is also a significant amount 

of multipl~ victimization. Since location and affluence 

are not flexible, 6pportunity reduction must concentrate 

on vulnerability factors. 

One means of reducing burglary opportunity would 

be to strengthen the degree of social cohesion within 

particular neighborhoods so· that citizens would assume 

increased reponsibility for one anothers' security. 
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However, this is likely to be very difficult, since ethnic 

communities such as RA 83 are less corrunon in American 

cities tllan they were in the past. Recently there have 

been proposals to strengthen territorial concern by 

changing the structure of living environmen,ts. v]hether 

this can be accomplished is problematic. Housing project 

areas, for example, tend to rank low in levels of social 

cohesion, and, unlike areas such as RA 83, are beset with 

problems of race, lmv income, broken families, unusually 

large youth populations, etc. Fostering territorial con-

cern in a housiLng project like RA 256 or among "che transient 

youth population in RA 622 would be a formidable under-

taking. This study' can only assert that while to create 

socially cohesive neighborhoods wobld probably reduce 

residential (and other type) 'crime, its'achievement 

might be difficult. 

A similar situation is presented by attempts to 

control residential crime through increased access se-

curity by the use of guards and surveillance devices. 

Because' of the low visibility of residential crime, regular 

police patrol is not particularly effective against it. 

It \'las determined, however, that local patrol forces, 

i.e., personnel assigned to fixed locations, appeared 

effective in high-rise luxury areas and to some extent 
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in a housing pruject such as RA 166. There are two ob-

stacles, ho~ever, to achieving a high level of security. 

One is the size of an area. A large mUlti-unit structure 

in a concentrated land area can be secured by guards, 

alarms, etc. But a number of smaller type structures, 

spread over a wider geographic area, can not achieve 

the same level of security except at prohibitive costs. 

Se~ondly, there are limits imposed by the type of popu­

lation occupyin~ the structure. Middle class citizens 

or residents of senior citizen pubiic housing can be 

expected to cooperate with security control to a greater 

extent than low-income youngsters in a housing project. 

There is a possibility, however, that improved security 

in such areas as housi~g.projects might come about 

through altered-physical design, installation of tenant 

patrols, and special emphasis on the involvement of youth-

ful residen-ts in community affairs. 

The site survey of this project also identified 

cel:"tain RA' s where fallen trees, rubbish, or "'leeds ob-

structed visibili"l.:y in the area, particularly of rear or 

side portals of d\'lelling units. Hufiicipal government 

might contribute toward burglary prevention by removing 

obstructions to visibility in areas where they are common 

and serVe no usefUl purpose. 
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It is also possible that if more police efforts were 

directed toward receivers of stolen property, it might 

curtail the market for stolen property. At present, com­

munities are instituting new systems for marking items so 

that, if stolen, they can be traced to their owners. The 

burglars frequently mentioned that they utilized licensed 

business premises as outlets for stolen goods. Concen­

trated police surveillance of these places ~vi th a view 

toward administrative procedures to revoke licenses might 

make fencing more difficult. 

Individual householders generally can not change 

their occupancy pattern. Although it is often recommended 

that occupancy be simulated, the burglars intervieVled 

were generally not fooled by this. Individuals might 

rely on neighbors to watch their dwelling while they 

are away, but this is often not feasible in areas where 

transiency is high and occupancy time low. 

In regard to access security, citizens can remember 

to lock their doors and windows, and in some cases, they 

can purchase or have purchased for them more effective 

portal security. This is easier in some structure types 

than in others. In large multi-unit buildings, the only 

practical means of entry for a'burglar may be via the 
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front door. In others (single-family homes) there may be 

three to four doors and twenty windows. 

The cost-benefit tradeoff may dictate the individual's 

response. In high crime, large multi-unit areas " where 

probability of burglary is high and the installation of 

secure door and lock mechanisms is relatively inexpensive, 

it may be cost effective. In non-affluent outlying areas 

the probability of loss may be so low that obtaining a 

high level of security for 'all portals would be less 

cost-effective than securing insurance. In highly affluent 

dwelling areas, such as Rt.\. 736, where targets may attract 

more skilled burg1arsi a high. level of security would 

likely require a central station alarm system. Given 

possible losses, this might be well worth the cost. 

The policy implication 'of these findings is that 

crime reduction programs must give priority to high 

rate areas and high risk persons; The most useful 

strategies app~ar to be efforts to decrease access 

vulnerability; however, particular strategies must be 

area-specific to fit the local conditions. 
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2. Educating Citizens 

The most important. consequence of residential crime 

appears to be the fear that it engenders among some seg­

ments of the population. To some extent fear tends to be 

rational, in that its distribution follows the distribu­

tion of residential burglary; i.e., it is higher in high 

crime areas and among victims. In other respects, it is 

not rational. Burglary, while common, results in a modest 

loss and no physical danger. Rnhhery, though physically 

dangerous to the victim, is uncommon. The exceptions to 

this are those persons who are repeatedly burglarized and 

those who live in areas where residential robbery is 

common. In some instances the highest fear was not found 

in the highest crime areas. 

During the course of thi~ study considerable confusion 

among the public about the nature of robbery and burglary 

was noted, and the terms were frequently used interchangea­

bly. Public perceptions of residential crime are often 

shaped by descriptions such as the following, taken from 

a popular book on crime prevention. 

It was that hour just before dawn ... Suddenly 
the phone .rang in the police station and a 
frantic whispered voice of a woman pleaded with 
the desk sergeant to send help. Someone had 
broken into her apartment. 

Radio transmitters crackled, guns were drawn 
fr~m leather holsters, and as the burglar 
c~lmbed out from the frightened W:oman I s open, 
wlndow, three police officers were waiting 
for him ... 
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Weeks later the woman identified the thief in 
court. Twice before convicted he ivas sent to 
prison for ten years. 

Later when she thanked the policeman who had 
made the arrest, ... if the burglar had shown 
any sorrow for his crime. In spite of being 
robbed (sic), she felt sorry fo1.' the man and 
wondered what kind of life he had lived to 
make him a criminal. til don't know about his 
background," the officer said, "but he sure 
didn't show any remorse ... they don't 'feel 
sorry for their actions. He's only sorry we 
caught him. If there is one thing I've learned, 
it's that criminals consider themselves part 
of' a different world than ours. They see 
society as being made up of t",70 kinds of people 
... themselves and the peopll3 they victimize." 

"You mean the criminal mind works differently?1I 

"Exactly'I"B 

As this study has demonstrated, very few burglaries 

take place against occupied premises, and the pre-dawn 

hours are the leas'c common in 'which a residential burglar 

would work. As the study also determined, t:,le great bulk 

of offenders did not appear to be hardened criminals. It 

is likely that fear of residential crime and crime in 

general would be less if people were more aware of the 

true nature of crimes such as burglary, that the proba-

bili ty of victimization 1chrough residential robbery is 

remote, and that a stranger-to-:-stranger murder or rape 

on residential premises is extremely rare. 
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This is not to suggest that all fears are unjusti-

fied, but that accurate information on the nature and 

extent of various crimes would permit pe\ ;p1e to make more 

rational calculations about their own victimization proba-

bilities. This consideration is important, si~ce the 

control of residential crime presents very different 

problems from the control of street crime. It is 

dispersed and non-visible and is therefore less sus-

ceptible to control by police methods. Its control 

is largely dependent on citizen actions, both of indi-

viduals and groups. People must provide adequate portal 

security and work with their neighbors to safeguard their 

territory. The policy implication ,of this finding is that 

more public information about the actual nature and ex-

tent of residential crime would make people less fearful 

and be'tter able b:" assist in crime control. 

D. CRIME DISPLACENENT FACTORS 

Crime reduction programs must be aware of the prob-

lems of' displacement. There are two types of displacement 

which can occur; functional and ~eosraphic. For 

example, robbers can switch to burglary and burglars can 

move from the inner city to the outer. Functional trans-

fers may possess s.ome benefit 1 in tha t given a choice, 

most persons would prefer to be burglarized rather than 
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robbed, since the former rarely involves confrontation 

and injury. Geographic transfer of crime risks, on the 

other hand, is not a satisfactory policy alternative. 

There is insufficient information available to 

forecast in precise detail the effects of v.arious strate­

gies on crime displacement. 
The interviewed bu~glars 

were asked what they WOuld do if their present targets 

hardened. III general I they indicated that they would 

continue &s burglars, choosing targets that were less hard 

or upgrading their skill levels. The older offenders and 

·drug users were more likely than others to change to 

other crime categories. S 

The types of burglars who work certain geographic 

areas are generally known (see Appendix B, Table 16b). 

Some understanding of possible displacement effects can 

obtained by briefly analyzing the residential burglary 

situation in some of the typical RAls cited previously. 

In RA 256 (typical of large housing project .. areas 

such as 196 and 166) the offenders were all under 25 

and generally resided in the project itself. RA 315 

(typical of small multi-unit neighborhoods in core or 

adjacent areas such as 265, 291, and 447) is part of the 

Boston ghetto area, \vhere a large percentage of the 
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burglars are juveniles and most offenders were black. 

RA 622 (typical of the white, highly transient apart­

ment areas like RA 70 and 775) in general had an older 

group of burglars, with about equal, numbers of blacks 

and whi·tes. Suburban RA's (736, 745) also had a burglar 

population that was generally older, but 93% were white. 

In areas like 256, if more positivG opportunities 

(vocational training, community participation, etc.) 

were available to youth, it is likely that criminal be­

havior would be reduced with little displacement. If 

alternative strategies were utilized, such as increasing 

police patrols or hardening portal access, offenders in 

the former case might operate in adjacent areas, or in the 

latter, commit more robberies. 

If a single RA or a similar group of RA's were sub­

jected to target hardening and other ones left untouched, 

that is, if standard doors were installed in all areas like 

622, or burglar alarms in all areas like 736, or a combina-' 

tion of these items in areas like 315, the offenders \vould 

be likely to shift to other locales. However, there are 

limi·ts to the opt.ions of various groups. Nhile the young 

black offenders who work in the ghetto area could shift 

to adjacent areas like 622, it is not likely that they 

would more to the outlying sections like 736 because many 
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of them do not use automobiles, find that they are too 

conspicuous in these areas or lack of information about 

targets. On the other hand, the white offenders who 

operate in RA 622 could move to the suburbs and, the 

suburban offenders could move to areas like RA 622, but 

neither could move to the black ghetto, where they would 

be conspicuous. 

The policy implication of t.his assessmeflt constitutes 

the ultimate finding of the present project. Strategies 

design to counter residential crime can only be effective 

if they take account of the specific characteristics of 

offenses, offend, ers, and locales. ~ t rt S rat~gy that may 

be effective against juvenile burglars who work in inner 

city housing projects may be ineffective against older 

burglars in low-density suburJ?an areas. A strategy to 

secure one area may simply cause offenders to relocate 

so that the net effect is a transfer of risk from one 

segment of the population to another. Worse, a strategy 

to combat burglary may heighten robbery. This study has 

identified patterns in th8 distribution of residential 

crime. Attention to their implications should assist 

in the design and implementation of appropriate counter­

strategies. 
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SmillVlARY - CHAPTER VIII 

This chapter has posited that crime can be reduced in 

two \'lays: by reducing the number of offenders or reducing 

the number of opportunities. Socio~economic factors such 

as race and income do not appear to fully expJ.ain the 

increase in the rates of residential crime. Increased 

drug use would seem to be more closely related. There 

has also been a trend in recent years for there to be less 

probability that the average burglar would be arrested 

and incarcerated. 

It would appear that the number of persons who engage 

in a specific offense such as burglary constitutes a rela­

tively small percentage of the population, motivated pri­

marily by ec?nomic considerations o~ a drug habit. The 

most likely programs designed to reduce offender motiva­

tion would be directed toward drug treatment and employ­

ment. 

The reduction of crime opportunities would probably 

best be achieved through lessening vulnerability by 

raising the access security level of dwellings q.nd pro­

moting citizen concern. 

In the ultimate sense, control of residential crime 

is much more dependent upon citizens than street crime. 

In contras~ to the latter, residential crime is more 
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dispersed and less visible, so that it is difficult to 

deter by routine police methods. If citizens are properly 

informed of the nature of residential crime, they could 

take steps, both as individuals and as groups, to better 

secure their own dwellings. 

The ultimate conclusion of the study is that care­

ful attention to the patterns of distribution of resi-

dential crime will assist in the design and implementa­

tiun of appropriate counter-strategies. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

Foo'rNOTES 

1" Joh11: Conklin, Robbery and the Criminal Ju:stice System, 
(Phl1: J. B. Lippencott, 1972) p. 36. 

2. 

3. 

S~e Table below. 

1JIEAN HOUSEHOLD INCOHE, CITY OF BOSTON 
(Dollars at 1970 Prices) 

Year of Period City of Boston 
City of Boston 

Nonwhite 

1960 
1965 
1970 

$ 8,115 
9,343 

11 ,r 507 

$6,051 
7(594 
9,248 

Source: A. Ganz and T. Freeman, Population and Income 
of the City of BOsr.:lln (BRA Research DeFar.tment, 
1972)p.36. 

Re}2r '8sentative Indicators of Boston Police Work. Load, 
1962 - 1970. 

Total Calls Part I , Sworn Police 
Year for Service Offenses* Manpmver 

1962 NA 20,515 2,595 
1963 NA 20,612 2,557 
1964 199,172 22,517 2,572 
1965 220,847 26,132 2,495 
1966 229,141 25,806 2,513 
1967 236,475 28,215 2,494 
1968 286,784 36,452 2,617 
1969 332,458 39,942 2,607 
1970 340,742 . 43,335 2,805 

Source: Annual Report, Boston Police De}2artment 197O" 
Figure 1. 

*Part I Offenses include Criminal Homicide, Forcible 
Rape, Robbery, Aggravated Assault, Burglary, Larceny, 
and Auto Theft. 
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4. See Table below. 

NUMBER OF REPORTED BURGLARIES 
AND COURT DISPOSITIONS OF BURGLARYIARRESTS 

SELECTED YEARS BOSTON SHSA 

1966 1968 

No. of reported burg1aries2 19,204 25,332 

No. persons tried for 
burg1ary3 1,819 2,218 

Total g, 
0 convicted 74% 64% 

Sentences to imprisonment 
as % of total cases tried4 30% 24% 

% of Total Sentenced to 
imprisonment, itlho it1cre 
received at state prison5 30% 20% 

1970 

33,934 

2,286 

61% 

21% 

17% 

1Source: Statistical Reports of the Commissioner of 
Corrections, Corom of Nass. 1966, 1968, 1970. 

2Source: FBI, Uniform Crime Reports, 1966, 1968, 1970. 

3Does not include pending cases. 

4Does not include cases pending sentence. 

5~ased on figures for entire state. 

5. The reason for this is obvious, it is much less diffi­
cult to ask individuals about undetected crimes they 
experienced rather. than those they committed'. Methods 
of securing this type information e.g., anonymous 
questionnaires etc. do exist but would have been beyond 
project resources. 

6~ See James F. Short, Jr, and F. Ivan Nye, "Extent of 
Unrecorded De:inquency, Tentative Conclusions," 
Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police 
Science" 49, Nov-Dec. 1958, pp. 296-30~ 
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7. 

8. 

9. 

The average loss for residential burglary in Boston :l:n 
1970 was' $335 r but since most of this was not in cash, 
it had to be converted through fences at 60-80% discounts . 
Thus, most burglars only received from a fourth to a 
third of the value. 

Jack DeCelle, The Safety strategy, (Joseph Rank Pub. 
1971) pp. 15-16. 

See table on the following page. 
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Q. What ,",auld intervie\'lees do shoul.d present 
targets harden, in total, and by age, race 
and drug use? 

I AGE RAe E DRUG tiSE 

Total ! Unc1er 18 18-25 Over 25 tv Han W DU 
I 

stop B & E 15% 20% 9% 25% 12% 18l!; 7% 

shift to other 
homes 20 20 22 lS 19 21 21 

Shift to noo-
residential 
buildings 13 20 11 10 14 11 12 

Shift to other 1 
illegal activi-
ties (I) 28 I 7 31 35 29 26 41 

Get a job (2 ) 8 ! 7 9 5 7 8 2 

Learn new B&E 
skills 23 20 27 15 21 24 29 

Other (3) 19 20 4 15 17 3 7 

Total No. 
ans,.;er lng 

I 
80 15 45 20 42 38 42 

r.1ultiple Responses 

Examples 

lsee Table 9 Appendix B for other illegal activities interviewees 
~dmitted to have already engaged in. 

Non DU 

24% 

18 

13 

13 

13 

15 

13 

38 

2 . h' \.... EJ.t er ~nstead of IJreaking and enteri.ng or as well as breaking and 
entering. 

3Continue the same as before - cannot harden targets sufficiently; 
go back to school. 
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Table lB 
\ 

Median Age of Interviewees in Each Age Group 

AGE 
Under 18 18-25 Over 25 

Median age 15 20 32 

No. of 
Interviewees 21 51 25 

Table 2A Age of Drug Users and Non.Drug Users 

D R U G U S E 
Drug User Non Drug User 

~ 
Under 18 5 (10%) 16 (33% ) 

t!l 18 - 25 35 (73%) 16 (33%) 
..t, 

Over 25 8 (17%) 17 (34% ) 

Total # 48 (100%) 49 (100%) 

Table 2B Drug Use According to Age 

AGE 
Under 18 18-25 Over 25 

~ Drug User 5 (24%) 35 (69%) 8 ( 32%) U) 
0 
(!) Non Drug 
b User 16 (76 %) 16 (31%) 17 (68%) ~ 
Q 

Total II 21 (100%) 51 (100%) 25 (100%) It 
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Table 3A Race of drug user.s and non-drug users. 

RAe 'E 
1--,-' 

White Non-White 
U) 

Drug User 26 (50%) (!) 22 (49%) 
b 
~ 
Q Non Drug User 26 (50%) 23(51%) 
fz.< 
0 

~ Total # 52 (100%) 45(100%) U) 

b 

Table 3B Drug Use of Whites and Non-Whites 

USE o F D R U G S -

Drug User Non-Drug User 

~ 
White 26 (54%) 26 ,(53%) 

u Non-White 22 (46% ) 23 (47% ) 
.:x: 
~ 

Total # 48 (100%) 49 (100%) 

Table 4 Education levels of interviewees, in total 
and by age, race and drug use. 

-
A G E RA C E 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 y] Non W 

Under Btl- 9% 29% 4% 4% 13% 4% 

8-9th 1'2 33 8 4 13 11 

10-11th 42 33 53 28 34 51 

12th 21 0 22 36 25 16 

Over 12th 15 5 14 28 13 18 
\ 

Total ~ 97 21 51 25 52 45 
- ,-

Nedirtn Ed. 11th 10th 11th 11th 10th 11th 

B-2 

I 
"DRUG USE 

DU :'1on DU 
I 

2% 16% I 
13 12 

46 39 

27 14 

13 18 

48 49 

11th lOth 
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Tabla 5 l1arital status o·f interviewees; and number of 
d~pendonts, in total and by age, race and drug use? 

AGE RAe E 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 N Non 

uar;riad. 19% 0% 18% 36% 19% 18% 

Sint;Jle 74 1.00 73 48 69 80 

Divo;rc(ul 7 0 4 16 11 2 

TOeal 1# 97 21 51 25 52 45 

NO dOpCndento 62'% 95% 61% 36% 73% 49% 

OtlC or more 
dnp(wdohtB 38 5 39 64 27 51 

1_.,.,.,.51 

Total it 97 I 21 51 25 52 45 

Tabl.e (; Type of occupa\:'i~:mf:" iuterviot;'lees had held, in total 
and by age I rt:u:::annd drug use?+ 

W 

l\ G E RA C E 

Tot.al Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W - iNon w 
,~ tJrlflkillcd S3% 71% 49% 40% 59% 44% 
~ 
~ Somi .. £lkill cel G1 14 74 72 65 56 

~ J\rttmd $orvicc~ 8 0 12 8 1<1 2 

r-.... Skilled, tnnlin-
~ '9'orin1, or 
~ £)l~o£ension(;\l 8 0 6 20 8 9 
u g 

!~nvCr been 
t'"!nl{,)loyad 7 24 4 0 6 9 

~otaJ. i 97 21 51 25 52 45 

+t>ocs not - add up 
~,.I;>\~d_ 

to 100% due to 1\\u1 tiple responses. 

8-3 

DRUG USE 

DU Non DU 

17% 20% 

73 76 

10 4 

48 49 

67% 57% 

33 43 

48 49 

DRUG USE 

DU Non DU 

52% 53% 

67 55 

10 6 , 

8 8 

6 8 

48 49 

.. 
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I 
I 
I 

I 

, , had ever earned in a week? What VlaS t.l1e most ~nterv~ewees 

$50 - 100 

$100 - 200 

Over $200 

Total # 

Table B 

r-- ~ 
\ ~m 

HP 

~~ In jail 
1J:.l8 

24 47 28 o 34 

43 12 47 57 39 

23 o 21 43 22 

.87 17 4.7 23 41 

Status of offenders at the time of interview, 
in total and by age, race and drug use? 

15 

46 

24 

46 

AGE RAe E 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over, 25 W Non W 

59% 10% '65% 100% 69% 47% 

35 0 31 53 8m probation 41 90 z On 
H 

Total # 97 21 51 I 25 I 52 45 

B-4 

26 23 

49 36 

21 25 

44 

t . 

o R U G U S E -
DU Non DU 

69% 49% 

31 51 

48 49 j 
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'l'abla SA Hhat othor illcgal activities did interviewees say 
thay had engaljed in, in total, and by age, race 
and drug USe? + 

J I DRUG USE -J I--- - AGE RAe E 
,Y,l 

III !fetal Under 18 18-25 Over 25 N Non Vi DU 
~j 

ff 
X'urnmmu LCiling .~ lOfb 21% 8% 4% 9% 11% 11% "'j;. 

H 
fJ ~o1Jbcry 21 5 33 8 26 16 26 
rt: 

ffl 
J\ut.o1..1w.f.'t 50 47 54 42 55 43 45 

ti~ l\lloault 29 21 25 25 26 23 23 
t 
H 110a Dena ina 
n nllrcoHco 56 47 71 33 57 52 100 
~1 ''i S(31UU(1 t':J ,'. nnrcot:.i,co 14 5 15 21 15 14 23 l;J 
o1! 1 

ill 
()thor 25 16 29 25 23 27 38 

~ !ionn 17 21 a 29 15 18 6 

~'.~~ a~,...,.....,~~ 

'1'0 t.;n 1. H 91 19 48 24 47 44 47 
'~"..;\oIo~~~mt?.!.f¢t,,>.~ .. _ 

... ·Uoou not Iltltl up 'to 100% due to multiplc responses 
.~~~~~-W~~~~ ... oo4; .. 

~~1illl~§' 
lSt'Nlling chocks) forgery; pickpocketing; can man i shoplifting i 
p.impin~l; (U:["lon; smuggling; stealing from tills; receiving stolen 
gOO({ij • 
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Non DU 

9% 

16 

55 

25 

18 

13 

11 

27 

44 
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Table 9B 

,.--" 

~ stores 
H 
E-i z offices , ril 
0 
H 
U) Restaurant.s 
~ 
I Factories 

Z 
0 z Others 

'l'otal '# 

Does not add up 

What other non-residential buildings, if any 
had interviewees worked on. 

A G E R A C E 

18-25 Over 25 W Non Vi 
Total Under 18 

I 

64% 52% 65% 60% 
63% 70% 

24 33 52 39 
32 11 

7 17 6 12 
5 9 

6 5 4 11 11 0 

24 11 27 
27 35 28 .. 

. ·17 43 33 
76 17 42 

'" 

to 100% because of multiple responses. 
-

B-6 

-
DRUG USE 

DU Non DU 
. 

66% 59% 

35 29 

7 10 

5 8 
-

28 24 

39 37 
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Table 10 What housing types did interviewees most frequently operate in, 
in total, by age, race and drug use? 

A G g RAe E D RUG U S E 
.-j'j" 

" Under Over 
Non wI 'l'ota1 18 10-25 25 1'1 DU Non DU -- ~ 

I Single FnmHy 
35% 52% 41% 29% 44% 27% HOllSO 35% 14% 

Mul ti Fanily 
House 28 33 33 12 26 29 21 35 

Housing Proj¢ct 19 33 18 8 12 28 I 12 24 
I 

Old Brick 
Apm:trncm't a 5 10 8 9 6" i3 4 
BUilding 

!~C;M lIou se 6 14 2 8 6 G G 6 

r~Ultury Apnrtne11t 4 0 2 12 6 2 4 4 

-
t.l'otal 11 97 n 51 25 52 45 48 49 
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Table 11 What were the principal reasons for operating in 
particular housing types?* 

1---- .HOUSING T Y P E S 
I 

I!-lUIU-family ~ousin9' Row Old b:rick Luxury ~ingle family 
IProiects louses Houses Apts. Apt. House 

Ease of. 
access (1) 46% 58% 45% 56% 17% 39% 

Appears 
affluent 33 33 35 37 58 48 

Feels I inconspicuous (2) 21 17 23 30 25 14 

Isolated' 

I I neighborhood 0 17 12 15 25 31 

I Few police/se-
curity patrols 21 8 22 19 17 15 

Neighbors don't 
know each other 25 25 12 7 17 7 j (3) 
Total No. 
Responses 24 12 60 27 12 59 

*Each interviewee who indicated that he often operated in more than one 
housing type was asked to describe his reasons for selection of the two 
housing types where he most often worked. This chart, therefore, includes 
two sets of answers from most ini;erviewees. 

Table 12 What were the main reasons interviel-lees gave for. their 
choices, in total &nd by age, race and drug use?T 

AGE R ACE I DRUG 
Under Over 

Total 18 18-25 25 t'1 r~on N DU 

Ease of access 1 44% 52% 42% 40% 46% 42% 

Appears affluent 41 24 40 56 46 36 

1.' . 2 Pee s ~nconsp~cuous 21 29 1.3 28 23 .18 

Isolated neighborhood 19 0 21 32 27 9 

Fel., police/security 
patrols/guards 19 29 13 20 15 22 

Neighbors don't 
knm-l each other 3 12 24 6 16 1.5 9 

Total 97 21 51 25 52 45 

+!Ilill not add uo to 1.0fr% - see £ootnote, 'L'able 1.1. 

Examples 

lBuild_ing "dead easy." "Can walk l;'ight in." "No problem." 

2Pits into neighborhood - same race or age as residents. 

3Either a transient, fast shifting neighborhood (students, 
working qirls), or single family, possibly elderly 
neighborhood where houses isolated from each other. 

B-8 

44% 

46 

17 

21 

1.7 

13 

48 

USE~ 
:10n DU 

45%l 
37 

24 

16 ". 

20 

12 

49 
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Table 13 1i7hat housing types \'lere interviewees least likely 
to operate in, overall and by age, race and drug use? 

AGE RA C E '~nRUG USE 

Under 'Over 
Total 18 18-25 25 li7 Non W nu Non DU 

Housing projects I 40% I 23% I 38% ! 53% I 46% I 30% I 42% 34% 

Luxury apartments 25 28 28 16 22 29 21 29 

Single family houses 21 28 22 12 10 34 22 18 . 

Row houses 6 9 6 4 10 2 6 6 

Hulti-family houses 5 9 4 4 2 4 4 6 

Old brick apartlllents 3 0 2 8 10 0 2 4 

Total # 97 21 51 25 52 I 45 48 49 

~ai.>le 14 What were the principal reasons for not operating in particular 
housing types?+ -. 

I 
I H a U S I NG T Y P E S 

Row HultJ.-family Old 'brick' Luxury S~ngle fam~ly 
Projects Houses Houses Apts. Apts. House 

~ ...... 
1-1 Not profitable 58% 66% 40% 100% 9% 0% 

(/) 
(DO 
ZO Feels con-' HO 
Eol ~ spicuous 11 a a 26 47 
~O 
tr~ ~ police/secu-Pd~ 
O(D rity patrols ; 11 17 0 a 78 37 H 
8~ 
OZ Too many 

, 

Z 

~~ people around 44 33 6Q 0 44 16 

ft./D Neighbors' 
U sL1rveillal1c~ 17 50 60 0 13 26 UlH 

Z8 
O~ 

~~ ~L'otal·No. 
ttl Responses 36 6 5 1 23 19 
~ 

NUl no t: add up to lOO~. Ree footnnb::~ , ~able 11. 
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Table 15 What were the main reasons inter.viewees gave for their 
choices by age, race, and drug use? 

A G E R A C E 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 1'1 Non W 

Too many people 
around (1,) 35% 33% 41% ' 28% 38% 31% 

~lot profitable 31 10 35 48 3G 24 

Police/security 
patrols 31 57 29 16 27 36 

Neighbors 
(2) surveillance 21 33 14 ' 24 17 24 

Feels con-
spicuous (3) 20 24 22 12 11 29 

Total # I 97 21 51 25 52 45 

HI; 11 not add UD tQ 100%, See footnote, ~;;l,hle 11. 

Examples 

DRUG 

DU 

35% 

29 

23 

17 

19 

48 

Ipeople walking by in the street or in the apartment building; 
children playing outside. 

2Neighbors likely to be watching from inside (the ne~t door 
house or apartment) :"Too m'any nosy neighbors .... ", _ .. Always 
watching out for strangers, "Couldn,' t get to the front door 

,before the neighbor would call the cops." 

30ut of place in the neighborhood - race or age different 
from residents. 
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24 
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1'able l6a Would white and non white interviewees still hit a 
neighborhood if the race of residents was different 
from their O\,ln? 

Z 
0 
H 

8 

u 
r.t, 

R A 

White 

Would not hit neighborhood 30% 

Might hit neighborhood 11 

Would still hit neighborhood 59 

Total If 46 

Table 16b Characteristics of Arrested Burglars 
Selected Areas 1970-71 

A"Je Race 
Type of Area Under 17 17-24 25 over W 

Large public 
housing project 
(N==78 ) 30% 70% 0 NA 

Inner city apt. 
area, predomi-
nantly white 
transient 
(N=162) 14% 56% 30% 50% 

Predominantly 
black,inner city 
(N-518) 34% 50% 16% 16% 

Predominantly 
white suburban 
(N=125) 23% 59% 18% 93% 

B-ll 

C 

Non 

NW 

NA 

50% 

84% 

7% 

E 

White 

8% 

20 

72 

39 

I
J
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Table 17 

tilone 

Some 

1\ lot 

!rota 1 # 

) 
How much planning did interviewees do, in total, 
and by age, race and drug use? 

) 
A G E R A 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W 

26% 29% 33% 8% 29% 

60 42 61 60 59 

14- 19 6 32 11 

97 21 51 25 52 

C E 

Non W 

22% 

60 

18 

45 

Table 18 How much planning was done by housing type? 

H a U SIN G T Y P E 

DRUG USE 

DU Non DU 

33% 18% 

58 61 

8 20 

48 49 

Ro\', Multi family Old Brick Luxury Single family 
Projects Hou,ses Houses Apt. Apt. Houses 

~C!l 
21% 25% 32% '26% 8% 24% z None 

H 
8Z 

58 60 ZZ Some 63 50 58 67 
~~ 
::<0.. A lot 17 25 10 7 33 16 
~ 

':'otal Jl 24 12 " 59 27 12 55 

Table 19 t<lhC'.t type of information would intervie\.,ees \.,ant?~ 

'- AGE R A ,C !:: DRUG USE 

Total Under 18 13-25. Over 25 1'1 Non 1'1 DU l~on DU 

Oecupimcy of 
Residents 70% 76% 63% 80% 65% 76% 58% 82% 

Valuables 
avalailable 34 43 27 36 29, 40 27 41 

Burglar 
Alarm 36 34 36 36 29 47 35 39 

, . 
police or 
security 
patrols 14 0 10 36 17 11 13 16 

Location of 
entrances 15 19 12 24 17 13 13 18 . 

Escape 'routes 20 19 16 28 17 22 15 24 

Total # 97 21 51 25 52 '45 48 49 -
+Wil1 not ads"!. up to 100% due to multiole responses. 
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Table 20 HO't1 did those interviewees who wanted to know the occu­
pancy pattern of residents and what valuables were 
available obtain thei:!:" information, in total, and by 
age, race and drug use? + 

. AGE RAe E DRUG USE CJ 

~ 
f 
~ 

~ g 

>: 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 
fi 

~ 
~ 
:> ,:r: 
(fJ 

I'il 

Ii! 
t:I! 
;:;l 
H 

~ 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W DU 

Watches residence 1 
68% 56~~ 62% 85% 76% 58% 75% 

Asks neighbors 6 0 3 15 8 3 4 

Signs of absence 2 6 0 6 10 I 3 9 7 

Telephones 18 12 21 15 17 18 21 

Other3 24 31 31 25 23 26 29 

Total # 
68 16 32 20 34 34 28 

Winc10W peeping 42% 55% 28% 40% 53% 33% 46% 
4 

Previous entrance 9 11 7 10 7 11 8 

Tips from 
friends/fence 33 33 50 10 20 44 38 

5 Other 39 22 50 40 53 28 67 

Total # 
33 9 14 10 15 18 13 

_-w"""""'~.t_~, ... _*~_, __ .. __ "-~_ 

+wi11 not add uQ to 100% due to multiple resQonses. 

Examples 

lLangt:h of time interviewees would watch residence varied from half 
an hour to periodically over several weekR. 

2Newspapers outsic1e front door, uncollected mail, old milk bottles. 

31\sks friends; gets tip; checks newspapers; rings front door bell. 

4May have broken in, or' entered previouf.'.Y as a tradesman, salesman, 
or friend. 

5TV • 1 . , d' • . d . aerl.a , al.r con l.tl.oner outSl. ei sees faml.ly 
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Non DU 

63% 

8 

5 

15 

20 

40 

40% 

10 

30 

45 

20 
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I 

I 

Table 21 What time of day or night did interviewees usually work, 
in total, and by age, race and drug use~ 

~ 
~ 
0 ::: 6 am - 12 pm 
I'il 

~ 12 pm - 6 pm 
I'il 
H 

6 ~ pm - 12 am 

~ 12 am - 6 am z 
H 

~ 
Ho preferred 

time H 
8 

Total # 

+Will not ad~ up 

Table 22 

AGE RA 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W 

41% 30% 54% 30% 29% 

34 40 38 48 31 

33 40 30 39 45 

9 10 14 0 8 

5 10 4 9 8 

94 20 51 23 51 

to 100% due to multiple responses. 

What time was the hit probably made, by 
housing type?* 

H a U SIN G T Y P E 

C E 

Non W 

57% 

39 

20 

11 

2 

44 

Rm'l Hulti-family Old brick Luxury 
Projects Houses Houses . Apt. Apt. 

I'il 
Morning 

17% 
~ 

6am-12pm 43% 25% 48% 58% 

:>-I 
Afternoon 

~ l2-6pm 30 33 35 42 42 
t:I! • gJ Evenl.ng 

17 50 28 31 42 p:j 6pm-12am 
Pl, 

~ Night 
1!1 12-6am 17 17 10 4 0 
I'il 
~ No preferred 
~time 13 0 3 0 8 

. 

Total # 
23 12 60 26 12 

DRUG USE 

DU Non DU 

47% 40% 

34 35 

31 3t; , -
11 8 

6 4 

47 48 

, 

Single family 
House 

33% 

32 

37 

7 

7 

57 

*This chart includes two answers from most interviewees (see footnote, ~able11.). 
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Table 23 TIME OF ATTACK, BASED ON POLICE RECORDS 

Jan. 

Feb. 

Mar. 

Apr. 

Month (N=1140)+ 

8.9% 

7.3% 

8.8% 

7.9% 

Mon. 

Tues. 

Wed. 

Thurs. 

May 7.3% 

June 7.9% 

July 9.2% 

Aug. 6.4% 

Day (N=166 6) 

16% Day 
Fri. 

lS.9% Sat. 

lS.8% Sun. 

17% 
" 

Time (N=1632) 

Day 72.4% 

Night 27.5% 

99.9% 

By Hours (N=918) 

0:01a.m. - 6:00a.m. 10.9% 

6:01a.m. - 12:00a.m. 16.2% 

12:0lp.m.- 6:00p.m. 47.7% 

6:01p.m. - 12:00p.m. 2S.1% 

Sept. 6.4% 

Oct. 8.8% 

Nov. 10.2% 

De9·· 10.1% 

1(5.1% 

10.6% Total 

99.S% 
8.1% 

Total 

99.9% 

+City data for 1969-1970 only because last 3 months 
of 1971. not available. 

B-1S 

Total 

92.2% 
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Table 24 What means of transport did interviewees usually use 
to reach crime scene, irt total and by age, race and drug use? 

AGE RAe E DRUG USE 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 1'1 Non N DU Non DU 

Stolen car 
or truck 35% 10% 45% 35% 43% 27% 38% 32% 

Own car C'r 21 5 27 52 21 22 21 21 
truck 

On foot 24 65 18 4 18 31 23 26 
\ 

Friend's car 10 15 10 9 8 10 6 11 

Other1. 10 5 14 9 10 11 11 11 

Total # 94 20 51 23 I 49 44 47 47 

Examples 

I Taxi, public transport, rented car. 
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1 hour 

3 lwurt; 

G houra 

12 hmn:n 

24 hemrn 

2.4 haura 

=~J;;;:~~- .. , '!;Or"'':; '- ~~l>rk> .' 

·~~~:::d"'~i),;~~·~~t: \\' 

'rhc farthest:. ilnd longest~ intervie\'1ees \-lou1d 
t.ravel to make a hit? 

. A G 11 R A C 
'='''''' 

i 

'l'otnl J Uncl.l3t' 19 18-25 Over 25 ! tV I ~on 
'. ~,: .;~,... ' 

~3% 71% 53% 40% 50% 58% 

20 18 33 20 25 27 

1 6 0 0 3 0 

1 0 0 5 0 3 

4 0 3 10 5 3 

1.4 6 11 25 18 9 
! 

~ 

I ~-2.~ I 17 36 20 40 33 

a-17 

~ Dru'T U::;c 

W flU ,l;bn DU 

47% 59% 

26 26 

0 3 

3 0 

6 3 

18 10 

34 39 
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I 

Table 26 

Would not. work in own 
neighborhood to hit 
apartment,. 

70tal # responses 

IVould not work in own 
neighborhood to hit 
house. 

Total # responses 

Intervie\'1ees \'1ho \'1ould not work in their own 
neighborhood. 

62 16 34 12 32 30 

46% 40% 45% 53% 40% 54% 

83 15 47 21 48 35 

B-18 
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35 48 
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Table27 

1\lways 

sometimes 

Never 

Total it 

Drives 

Carries goods 
out 

Acts as look 
out 

1\cts as part-
ncrl 

Does jo), f.or 
inteJ:viewee 

Other 

t.rotal it 

~Will not add up 

Example 

Did intervie\'lees use accomplices, and, if so, \vhat 
for/in total, and by age, race and drug use. + 

A G Ii RA C E 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W 

45% 62% 45% 29% 48% 41% 

3(j 24 39 42 36 36 

19 14 16 29 15 23 

96 21 51 24 52 44 

17% 11% 17% 22% 25% 8% 

30 44 32 11 35 24 

55 56 59 50 50 59 
, 

23 28 27 11 25 22 

5 11 0 11 5 5 

5 11 2 6 3 8 

77 18 41 18 40 37 

to 100% due to multiplefesponses. 

IShnres job and proceeds with interviewee. 
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DRUG USE 

DU Non DU 

54% 38% 

31 40 

15 23 

48 48 

24% 11% 

26 34 

42 68 

29 18 

3 8 

3 B 

38 38 

I 

\1 
I 

I 

.Table 28 vlhat tools and/or weapons did intervie\vees usually 
carry, in total and by age, race and drug use. + 

AGE R ACE 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over'25 W Non W 

\vrench, vice 
grips 3% 0% 2% 8% 2% 4% 

Hammer 6 10 6 4 0 13 

Screwdriver 72 86 76 52 57 89 
Ul 

Cro\'lbar, 
tire iron, 31 

H jimmy 39 53 33 J6 46 

Picks, key 
5 6· 4 6 4 

0 gun "5 

0 Glass cut-
ter 7 Q 14 0 8 7 

E-I Laid card 8 5 12 4 10 7 

Other 1 29 24 24 44 33 22 

None 2 0 2 4 4 0 

Total # 97 21 51 25 52 45 

Guns 8% 5% 10% 8% 13% 3% 

Ul 

z Knife 7 5 7 8 B 5 

0 5 11 5 0 \5 5 
14 

Hace 

~ other2 4 5 5 0 3 5 

rt'l 

~ None 75 74 74 85 73 78 

Total # 13 40 36 76 19 42 
. ~ 

II-Will not add up to 100% due to multiple responses. 

. 
Examples 

lKey, knife, dent P?ller.' 

~~achete bottle' B--20 

DRUG USE 

DU I Non DU 

4% 2% 

2 10 

71 73 
. 

35 
\ 43 

4 6 

13 2 

13 4 

35 20 

,2 2 .. 

48 49 
, 

8% 8% 

11 3 

5 5 

3 5 

70 78 

37 40 
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WhatwlHJt.hc I:,-sual. portal of entry, by housing type?* 

f{ 0 U S I N G T Y P E 
X<~~~ 

Ro'i' Hu1 ti-fattUy Old brick Luxury Single family 

I, 
,,1 

',1 
'~ 

~amln." 

Door 

l'r(;d"ae tc Houccs 

32~ 4U 

(is 59 

HoUser; Apt. Apt. House 

42% 25% 50% 47% 

S8 75 50 53 
,:] ,-;ty<" 'i"<;i;(i;C"{1,r:-- -....., ... 

"~,: 

f!!"Ill[W,{W.9_ , 29 17 74 28 20 70 

:ltl'hiD c!hr.U,'t:,:. incl,udca two octs of ans\om;t;s from most intervie\1eeS (see foot­
note" lJ'Llbl(~ 11) 

Tllbln 30 VlIHit floor did interviewees prefer to enter, 
by houaing typc?* 

HOUSING T Y P E 
"" -~=-,.-"-"'"--[:':: 

!,o,);'," mJ.;'#:''''';;:}W.':f'l':t~'*'';t;. 

] 
~~=> 

RoW' t·lul tl.-faml.ly Old Brick Luxury Single family t 

l't~ojecto Hou!)(~s Houses Apt. Apt. House 

lot floor SG.% 67% 65% 56% 20% 67% 

2ml floor 21 0 18 . 13 30 17 

15 l.7 4 6 20 22 m fj'np £loot,· 
a 
() m.dwu.y or 
.,;J UifJhdl1c 3 17 2 6 10 0 

fl' D<wn not " 

mnt t m' G 0 12 19 20 28 

- ~,,~, 

_",-__ 34 6 51 16 10 18 I 
.''l'h.io chart 1ncl.ud{~nt\.,.o nots oe anS\'lerS from some intervie\'lees (se~ -tQQtmotc, Tnblc 11). 

I 

Table 31 Location and portal of entry - based 
on pnlir,p. r.p.cnrnR 

Door 67.7% 

Window 32.0% 

other 

Total 99.7% 
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Table 32 Which of the methods listed below did interviewees normally 
use to enter a door or window? 

1-1. G E RACE DRUG USE 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non ~7 DU Non DU 

l~rying deor1 42% 35% 45% 42% 45% 39% 42% 42% 

Att.acking 10ck2 17 26 18 4 7 26 16 18 

Direct Impact3 11 12 14 5 17 6 14 9 

, 

Leiding door 4 16 8 16 25 19 14 20 13 

I Picking lockS 6 2 4 13 5 8 3 8 

Passkcy6 4 11 1 4 2 S 2 5 

Look for C:oor open A 6 2 7 5 .. 2 ;3 5 

Total # * 90 20 46 24 49 41 '46 44 

. 
Breaking glass7 37% 41% 37% 35% 42% 32% 37% 38% 

Prying catch8 16 12 17 15 12 19 17 14 

Leiding catch9 21 23 22 17 19 24 15 26 

Cutting glass10 13 10 10 22 11 14 17 9 

Look for window opcm 13 14 14 11 15 11 14 13 

- L 

'rotnl # ** 
93 20 49 24 51 42 48 45 . 

*Int~u:vie\"ees wer7 asked to describe \"hat methods they would use for a 
tYP.l.cal ten entrl.es through a door and ten entries 1:hrough a \dndow. 

**Seven people s<'.id they only \"e t th h' d "' - ,n roug \'ll.n ows and four said they 
went:. only through doors. So they were not asked this section of the 
question. 
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1 
Using force to pryor jimmy the door and jamb apart, or to 
force the lock striker out of the door or wall. Usual tools; 
screwdriver, crowbar or pinchbar. 

2Breaking or taking the lock apart, thus openi~g the door. 
Usual tools;pinchbar, crowbar, screwdriver, ?1iers or dent 
puller. 

3us ing direct physical force or ranwing or attacking the 
door with heavy objects, thus breaking the door or taking 
it off its hinges. Usual tools; body (shoulder, knee, foot), 
crowbar, axe. 

4Sl ipping thin, flexible material between door and jamb to 
move the bolt. Usual tools; credit card; plastic strip, 
screwdriver, knife. 

5Usua l tools; lock picking set, wire, file. 

6usual tool~; skeleton key or homemade key. 

7Smashing glass and then turning catch and op'ening window. 
Usual tools; scr.ewdriver, rock, elbow, brick, tape. 

8Breaking the wood between the blO frames and forcing open 
the catch. Usual tools; screwdriver, crowbar . 

9Placing an object between the two frames to slip open the 
catch. Usual tools; screwdriver, plastic strip, butterknife. 

lOcutting glass and then turning catch and opening window. 
Usual tools; glasscutter, tape. 
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Table 33 tlhat t-las the skill level of interviev{ees*, in total, 
and by age, .race, and drug use? 

AGE RACE DRUG USE 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W DU Non 

Unakilled 11% 24% 8% 8% 17% 4% 6% 16% 

Semi-skilled S2 76 86 80 77 89 90 76 

Skilled G 0 6 12 6 7 4 8 

'l'otnl it 97 21 51 25 52 45 48 49 

DU 

*Skill level was determined by the entry method interviewees predominantly 
used: 

Skillr:.d 

Semi-skilled 

Unskilled 

(door) 

(door) 

(,,,indow) 

(door) 

(window) 

lockpicking 

prying 
attacking lock 
loiding 
passkey 

prying 
loiding 
cutting glass 

direct impact 
door open 

smashing glass 
window open 

'8-25 
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I 

+ 

Table 34 TECHNIQUES OF PORTAL ENTRY, RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY 

Door (N=219)t 

Pry Door 

Attack Lock 

Direct Impact 

Loid Door 

pick Lock 

Pass Key 

Open Door 

Window (N=383)++ 

Break Glass 

cut Glass 

Pry Catch 

Use Open or Unlocked 
Window 

19.2% 

15.0% 

39.3% 

5.5% 

5.0% 

5.9% 

10.0% 

99.9% 

38% 

1% 

33% 

28% 

100% 

Police reports in the Boston area were largely of the 
short narrative type and therefore not particularly 
helpful in pinpointing the specific method of attack 
used against the door.' For example, it was common simp;Ly 
to record "door forced. 1\ Therefore., it was necessary to' 
use victimization data for analysis purposes. 

++ Based on Boston Police Records 
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'l'able 35 What was the average and the maximum number of 
minutes that intervie\'lees estimated they would 
~ake to enter through a door and through a window, 
~n total, and by age, race, and drug use? 

AGE RACE DRUG USE 

. 'l'otal undef_, 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W DU Non DU 

~ 
;<; 
r,.1 Average 
~ Mi.nu\;.os 5 8 4 5 4 6 5 5 

r.ti Ma.ximum 
ftc Minutos 10 12 8 10 9 11 10 9 

rl1 t'1:i.nc1ow --
~ 

H 1'I.vcx.uga 
Minutes 3 3 2 3 4 " 3 3 4 

&~ 

t1aximUln 
Minutes 5 6 5 5 6 5 5 6 
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Table 36 What goods \vere interviewees primarily looking for 
once they were inside, in total, and by age, race' 
and drug use? + 

AGE I R ACE 

Total Under J.8 18-25 Over 25 I W I Non ~'7 

Cash 70% 60% 73% 76% 73% 67% 

Jewle:ry, 
silver 66 54 65 80 79 51 

Electric 
appliances 6 10 4 8 6 7 

Photo 
equipment 9 5 8 16 13 ,4 

HiFi, TV, 
radios 78 95 84 52 77 80 

Clothing, 
furs 7 0 8 12 8 7 

Furniture, 
paintings 7 14 4 8 10· 4 

Credi t cards,', , 
checks (social 6 5 4 12 4 
securi ty, etc. ) 8 

Total .II 97 I 21 I 52 25 52 I 45 'IT 

+Figures do not add up to 100% due to multiple responses. 
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77% 63% 

73 59 

2 10 

8 10 

75 82 
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lJ.'ahlc 37 

£'i 
H m 
fa ~. 0-$50 
Pt 

W ~SO-100 

8 (\100-:{OO 
t/J 

& ;:300 .. r;OO 

~ ;500-1,000 [~ 
~ 

)vOr $1,000 

'l'ot.Ul i 
~ .. " "' ..... 

What was the average score per hit for interviewees, 
in total, and by age, race and drug use? 

AGE RAe E DRUG USE 

To'i!al Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non N DU Non DU 

9% 35% 2% 0 13% 4% a 18% 

14 J,G 16 4 7 23 10 16 

47 .32 51 44 37 58 48 47 

14 0 19 17 20 8 25 4 

11 4 7 22 17 3 13 9 

6 0 5 13 7 4 5 7 

86 20 43 23 46 40 40 .45 

-
lJ.'able 38 What was the average score by 

housing type? 

H a U SIN G T Y P E 
Row Nult~farr\~ly Old brick Luxury Single family 

Projects Houses Houses Apts. Apts. Houses 

IlCUS thun $100 22% 27% 20% 12% 9% 11% 

$100 - 300 57 27 51 42 46 43 

$300 ... 1000 17 27 24 31 18 28 

Over $1000 4. 18 0 15 27 
. 

19 

L::tal U 23 11 55 26 11 54 

C:1!I.t>rt.: -

.8-29 
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Table 42 What did interviewees do immediately after making 
a hit, in total, and by age, race, and drug Use? 

AGE RAe B 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W 

Goes horne 19% 48% 12% 9% 16% 23% 

Goes to 
friend's 
house 15 38 10 4 12 19 

Goes to 
public place 1 4 0 2 13 4 5 

Disposes of 
goods 55 10 67 70 64 42 

Other 2 
6 5 8 4 4 12 

Total # 93 21 49 23 50 43 

Examples 

1 Bar. 

2 Hides goods (near target, in dump yard); leaves town. 
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4 26 
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Ho~, long did intervi!!~leeS usually spend inside the 
rosidence, in total, and by age, race, and drug use? 

AGE RAe E DRUG USE 

-
'1,'ota1 Under 18 18-25 Over 25 v7 Non W DU Non nu 

E-' 
~'t tJmlnr 1; min. 40% 50% 41% 29% 35% 44% 39% 41% 

til 
15"'30 min. 51 50 54 50 54 51 55 50 

tlf 

(tj 30 mi.n. - 7 1 hour G 0 2 17 6 5 5 
(41 

0 2 4 4 0 2 2 - 1 .... 2 hours 3 t'!,. 

M ave:t 2houro 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
r· 

'1'ol:(l1 U 90 20 46 24 48 41 44 46 
~~:::~~-"'~~~ 
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Table 40 

Leaves 
immediately 

Quickly 
finisbes job 

What do interviewees do if a burglar alarm sounds, 
or if they think they have triggered a silent alarm, 
in total, and by age, race, and drug use? 

AGE RAe E 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W DU 

78% 85% 77% 75% 79% 77% 67% 

21 15 23 21 21 20 31 

Ignores alarm 1 0 0 4 0 2 2 

Total # 91 20 47 24 47 44 45 

Leaves 
inunediate1y 73% 72% 75% 68% 77% 68% 67% 

Quickly 
finishes job 26 28 25 27 20 33 30 

Ignores alarm 1 0 0 5 2 0 2 

Total # 84 18 44 22 44 40 43 
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Table 41 Wihat else' might have made interviewees leave . 
n total, and by age, race, and drug use? + ~mmediately, 

. 

AGE RAe E DRUG USE 
Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W DU Non DU 

Oog barJdng 20% 33% 16% 16% 19% 20% 19% 20% 
Someone a ... ,.ake 
inside 71 71 65 84 74 67 73 69 
Someone aSleef 
inside 24 14 24 32 27 20 19 29 
Someone 
r.cturning 88 95 88 80 88 89 83 92 
Other 11 5 10 20 13 4 8 14 
~'ot(\l. # 97 21 51 25 52 45 48 49 
fAlill not Fl,rin up to 100% due to multiple responses. 

!xnmeles 

INeighbo~s return; hears car stop (police),' unexpected noise. 
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Table 43 

.:~ i---

r 
Warehouse 

I House/apt. 

I Bar 

S·tore 

i I Gas Station 
" 1 

Other 
I 

" , I, .AI # 
f-

Whe;:-e do intarvlGwees dis?ose of tha goods, 
in total; and by age f race, and drug use:? + 

AGE R ACE 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 \'if Non \'1 

11~ 14% 9% 14% 11% 12% 

34 52 39 9 35 37 

40 10 48 55 39 41 

17 5 23 18 22 12 

10 15 11 5 13 7 

25 33 27 14 24 27 

87 ?-l 44 22 46 21 
J I I 

._' (i'h 11 not add up to 100% due to multiple responses. 

I 

I ~xamp1es 
Poolroom, ragetrack, pawnshop, restaurant, barbershnp. 

, B-34 

DRUG USE 

DU Non DU 

7% 16!b 

33 36 

40 40 

29 7 

12 9 

-:t 27 

42 45 
I 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

• < 

Table 1j4. What do intervie\-tees use the money for, 
in total, and by age, race, and drug use?+ 

AGE RAC'E DRUG USE 
' .... , ... ;;:-. 

Total Undor 18 18-25 Over 25 ~ 
~ W Non Vi Vi· 

, 
Non DU ~ >1 

(;) ."." , ~~~ 
(4 

rtf Drugs 51% 35% 67% 32% 50% 52% 98!1 * 13% *, X 
0 Alcohol 19 15 
"" 

0 6 48 25 11 8 29 .. ~ 
f4 Buys goods, 

t>l 
til clcltlw(J 55 70 47 60 48 61 42 69 p 

~.:: Don}ts money 14 5 18 16 13 14 13 15 ttl 
til Oiher l 

'J<- 116 40 37 68 42 50 35 54 
..,. 

H 

~Iol:al # 
c~~~~\I''''_;:;:'<'I;Im.~;''''t~ % 20 51 25 52 44 48 48 

HUll notluM upf;o 100% due to multiple responses. 

~.n\plel! 

lOivoa to family, children; takes vacation; leads the good life _ 
"gO()o to fnt)cy rCl£tIlUrnnts" i "to live. II 

fI' 

~no d~ug UDOr claimed he did not buy heroin, but WRS given 
it at parties (see footnote to Table 54). 

~*Thcao intm:view(~es would b1,lY only marijuana or hallucinogens. 
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Table 45 How much money did interviewees spend 
on drugs a \'leek, in total, and by age, 
race, and drug use? 

AGE RAe E DRUG USE 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W DU 
,-

None 37% 50% 18% 61% 43% 38% 2% * 

$ 1- 25 11 28 7 4 9 14 5 

$ 25- 50 5 11 5 0 5 5 7 

$ 50-100 9 11 10 8 7 11 16 

$100-200 7 0 7 13 5 5 14 

Over $200** 30 0 53 13 9 27 56 

Total # 80 18 40 22 43 37 43 -

*This interviewee claimed to use heroin only when he was given 
it at parties. 

**0£ these at least 18 people (23%) spent $500 - $1,500 a week 
on drugs. 
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$ 50-100 

$100-250 , 

$250-500 

$500-1000 

Ove:r' $1000 

Total # 

Table 46 How much money did interviewees need to live 
a \'leek, in total, and by age, race, 
and d:rug use? 

AGE RA C E DRUG 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non 1'1 DU 

34% 89% 24% 5 % 32% 37% 20% 

18 6 16 35 10 29 15 

21 6 16 45 27 ,14 20 
~ 

16 0 32 0 17 14 30 

11 0 13' 15 15 3 15 

76 18 38 20 41 35 40 

Table 47 How many hits per week did interviewees make, in total 
and by age, r'ace and drug use'? * 

. 
AGE RAe E DRUG USE 

USE 

Non 

fE Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W DU Non DU 
t:r: 

re 0-1 17% 25% 5% 33% 16% 17% 5% 
Vl 

I t' 1-2 26 40 21 24 29 23 17 H 
II! 
I's.l 
0 

2-5 27 30 25 29 27 28 33 

~ 5·~10 15 5 25 5 , 13 17 21 
~1 

~ 
10 15 ! 0 25 16 15 24 ~ OVer 10 

Tota.l # 85 20 44 21 45 40 42 
,. I 

* These cntegories were \lsed because interviewees frequently made such 
replies as "I do one hit every blO '\'leeks," "I make O'1e or two hits a 
week," or "I do four or five hits a week." 
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Table 48 

0 

0-$50 

$50-100 

$100-300 

$300-500 

$500-1000 

Over $1000 

Total # 
Responses 

$50:"'100' 

$100-250 

$250-500 

$500-1000 

Over $1000 

Total # 
Responses 

Nhat was the relation of the average score and the 
money needed per week to the number of hits per week? 

" , .... "'"~-' ....... --...... 

NUMBER OF HITS PER WEEK 

- 1 1 - 2 2 - 5 Over 5 (Of thes~) 
.. Over 10 

9% 19% 5% 5% (0%) 

9 19 10 23, (25) 

55 24 67 50 (50) . 

18 19 10 14 ( 8) 

18 5 10 10 (17) 

9 14 0 9 ( 0) 

11 21 21 22 (12) 

46% 55% 40% 6% (0% ) 

27 20 10 17 (13 ) 

18 20 ·30 17 ( 0) 

0 5 20 28 (38 ) 

9 0 0 33 (50 ) 

11 20 20 18 ( 8) 
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Table 49 Would interviewees continue to break and enter if 
they had enough money for their needs, in total 
and by age, race and drug use? 

AGE RAe E DRUG USE 

Total Under 18 1 18-25 Ove~ 25 W. Non W DU Non DU 

Yes 10% . 19% 4% 13% 6% 14% 11% 8% 

tNo 73 52 83 71 80 64 78 69 

Naybe 17 29 13 17 14 21 11 13 

93 21 48 24 51 42 45 48 

~-

Table 50 

I=~ 
H 
rz.. 
@ 
III 

CI) 1 
fil 
(::l Excitement 
H 
CI) 

fil 
IX1 Encouraged 
til by group 
~ 
H 
8 

Other2 
~ 

What motives did interviewee's have, besides profit, 
for breaking into residenclE!s in total, and by age, 

rac~ and dru~ use? 

A G B . RAe E DRUG USE 

Total Under 18 18·-25 Over 25 \"7 Non W DU Non DU 

30% 50% 21% 13% 27% 33% 28% 33% 

5 6 5 0 5 5 4 4 

65 44 73 87 69 62 68 63 

22 18 

8 (32%) (42%) 21(47% (38% ) 24(49%) 

Total * 
43 (44%) 16(76%) 19(37%) 

Examples 

1 
Challenge; ~spirit of it." 

2 . . Revenge; ~ t 's so easy, "it's a hobby," i "to help my pal." 
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Table 51 What effect do the follm-ling detection a~d access 
deter-::-ents ha:re on intervie\'lees' decision to hit. 
a res1dence, 1n total, and by age, race and drug use? 

AGE RACE DRUG USE 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non N DU Non 

Full time occuEant 

Would prevent 
offense 67% 68!!; 63% 74% 75' 57% 60% 73% 

Might prevent 
offense 21 16 23 22 15 29 24 18 

No eff{'ct 12 16 15 4 10 14 16 9 

Total No. 
Answering 90 19 4.8 23 48 42 45 45 

z Neighbors checking 
0 

H Would'prevent .. 
E-< 

offense 23% 25% 14% 35% 24 21% 25% 21% 

u Might prevent 
~ offense 39 44 ( .,. 6 35 41 31 32 44 
~ 

Ii1 No effect 39 31 52 24 30 48 43 35 

0 

Total No. 
I 

Answering 62 16 29 17 33 29 28 34 

leo 
E-< 

Police/Security 
Patrols -

Pi Would prevent 
~ offense 14% 26% 7% 18% 4 25% 10% 18% 
~ 

~ 
Might prevent 
offense 37 42 38 32 48 25 39 36 

fil I 

E-I No effect 49 32 56 50 48 50 51 47. 
fil 

0 
Total No. 
Answering 86 19 45 22 . 46 40 41 45 

Evidence of alarm 
, 

Would prevent 
offense 36% 47% 38% 25% 37 35% 41% 31% 

Might prevent 
offense 37 24 33 54 40 35 36 38 

No effect 27 29 29 21 23 30 23 :n 

I Total N~. l J Answering. 86 17 dE) 24 43 43 44 42 

B-40 

DU 



I 

I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(.:; 

;cJ 
QJO 
g 
."j H 
,jJ 

BE-i 
0 ..., 

t) 

til 

E-i 
(J) 

M 

0 

8 

Z 

'(J) 

M 

(J) 

~ 

f4 

~ 

t) 

Mu 

E-i"': 

M 
(J) 
(J) 
QJ 
0 
u 
.t, 
\.lI 

o~ 
0 n 
+l 
u 
QJ 
4J 
CJ 
0 

Table 51 (continued) 

AGE RACE 

Total Under 18 18-25 Over 25 W Non W 
Good Lightil'!£l 

Would prevent 
offense 9% 7% 9% 11% 13% 4% 

Might prevent .. 
offense 24 29 12 42 36 7 

No effect 67 64 79 47 51 89 

Total No. 
' Answering 66 14 33 19 39 27 

StronS[ Locks 

Would prevent 
offense 5% 7% 4% 5% 5% 5% 

Might prevent 
offense 33 33 29 40 24 42 

No effect* 63 61 67 55 71 54 

Total No. 
Answering' 83 18 45 20 , 42 41 

Steel Doors and 
Frames 

Would prevent 
offense 5% 25% 16% 16% 18% 18% 

Might prevent 
offense 45 38 32 53 3'9 39 

No effect 50 38 51 32 44 42 

Total No. 
Answering 62 16 37 19- 39 33 

DoS[ 

\'iou1d prevent 
offense 22% 24% 24% 14% 24% 19% 

Might prevent 
offense 39 33 31 64 38 41 , 

No effect 39 43 45 23 38 41 

rotal No. 
IAnswering 92 21 49 22 50 42 

*1~0 different answers here: 

1. "I haven't found a lock I can't get through yet", 

or 2. "Just go through the window". 
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Table 52 

Full time 
occuEant 

:z 
Would prevent 

Ie offense 

II- Might prevent 

I&-
offense 

Ie.; No effect 

r<i Total No. 
Responses 

&-1 
Neighbors 

r:.1 Checkin9: 

C Would prevent 
offense 

I Hight prevent 
offense 

Iu. No effect 

EI Total No. 
Res..Eonses 

I;;! " ,. 

~Po1ice/securitz 
patro1~ 

0: 

io: 
Would prevent 

offense 

~ Might prevent 

IE- offense 

ir:: No effect 

'c Total No. 
Responses " 

Evidence of 
~rm 

Would prevent 
offense 

Might prevent 
offense 

No effect 

Total No. 
Re~onses 

What \.,as the view of different detection and access 
deterrents by neighborhood? 

H o u S I N G T Y PES 

Row Multi family Old brick Luxury Single family Projects Houses Houses A..Et . A~b. Houses 

57% 90% 69% 64% 63% 67% , 

33 0 18 28 18 19 
9 0 12 8 - 18 13 

21 11 55 25 11 52 

20% 22% 21% 23% 42% 21% 

27 44 40 35 0 48 
53 33 38 41 57 30 

15 '9 42 1'7 7 33 -. .. - .. - . . 

. 
10% 30% 15% 13% 0% 13% . 
45 3Q 41 30 41 35 
45 40 43 56 58 50 

20 10 51 23 12 51 

. 
40% 36% 44% 30% 18% 34% 

30 39 45 40 
40 36 

,~~ 

20 27 25 30 36 26 

20 11 52 23 11 50 

B-42 
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Table 52 (dont Id,) 

-~ 

H 0 U S I N G T Y P E 
-.-, 

Row t1ulti-family Old brick Luxury Single family 
Projects Houses Houses Apt. Apt. Houses 

", 

Good Lishtins 

:2;; Would prevent 
0' offense 0% 20% 5% 5% 11% Hi 15% 
E-f! 
U Might prevent C4 
E-f offense 12 40 23 17 33 26 C4 

(/) 0 
!To effect 88 40 71 76 55 . 57 

'l'Qi;fl.l No. I .R~sOOnSF!A 17 10 38 17 9 38 ~-! (/) 

Strons Locks -
Would p,revent 

z (/)' offense 5% 9% 2% 8% 10% 4% 

Might prevent 
offense 40 54 33 26 10 31 

(1.1 tl-l, No effect 55 36 64 65 80 6'6 

\ Total No. 
Responses 20 11 54 23 10 45 

~u Steel Doors 
and Frames. 

, 
Would prevent 

'offense 6% 66% 20% 20% 11% 14% 
A':j U 

Might prevent 
offense 50 16 35 40 33 39 

, No effect 44 16 
C41'l! 

43 40 55 46 

Total No. 
Responses 18 6 48 20 9 41 

U) DOS 8(/) 

E3 Nould prevent 
~ offense 9% 27% 24% 23% 27% 22% 
<./J 

tl-l Might prevent Z 
0 offense 41 45 38 34 45 37 
H 

t No effect 50 27 36 42 27 39 w 
OE-f 

tl-l Total No. 0 
He..~ponses 22 11 57 26 11 _., ..... 53 

*Most interviewees made bl0 responses to each question (see footnote 
Table 14 ). 
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Table 53 What precautions \vould the interviewees advise?, 

;. C .~ H.:"'\C:'; __ JmUG IL':~; __ . '4 -._- -·-----l--r·-··--- ---.' 

~~~~~:J.+~!11(::: 18 ..l~~5 .. gV:~~25 N :10'1 ~'7 _ . .R~~~~ _._ .. _--_ .... -
Burglar alarms 26% 12% 18% 21% ... 

1 
Strong locks 45' 62 42 35 40 50 41 48 , 
Strong doors & 
frames 7 14 6 0 6 7 2 

Dog , 20 24 21 13 18 21 18 
I 

W'indow locks or bars 18 29 17 13 16 21 18 
, 

Full time occnpant 30 29 19 13 10 31 20 

Lishts on 14 5 17 17 24 2 14 

Radip'playing 7 0 8 9 10 2 9 

Other 2 34 24 33 52 40 31 41 

Total # answe~ing 92 21 48 23 50 42 44 

Examples 

lSix people speci~ically recommended the New York t~pe Fox police lock. 

2Notifyand know-neighbors (4) - electrify windows (3) - have screens 
on windows (3) - don't have expensive things (3) - have plexiglass 
windows (2) - have an insurance policy (3) - have a gun (2) - leave 
the door open (2). 
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APPENDIX B 

S'ECTION 2 

OFFENDER INTERVIEN METHODOLOGY 

1 
1 
) 
~ 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
-I 
I 

I 
I 
,I 
II 
~ ,I 

II 
II ~ 

J 

A. SAJ.'.1PLE SELECTION 

A prime objective of the study has been to determine 

specific details of criminal behavior in relation to 

resident~al crime. Per.so~al interviews were conducted 

with actual offenders, because a study confined to an _ 

analysis of official records alone would not provide suf-

ficient information. An official record, for example, 

m~ght indicate that subject X attacked house Y via method 

Z. Another record might describe the personal and crimi-

nal history of the subject offender. However, official 

records could not be expected to tell why the offender 

chose house Y, used method i-, or many other details of the 

offense such as how he determines whether a dwelling is 

occupied, what he does if an alarm sounds, etc. 

The sample population was limited to subjects involved 

in the crime of burglary since it was the key residential 

offense. Pr.oject resources permitted the scheduling of 100 

interviews. It is likely that if persons convicted of other 

crimes had been included the findings would have ,been too 

diverse. 

The interviewees were sought among probationers at an 

inner city and an outlying district court, and among pri-

soners at two houses of correction which serve the city of 
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Boston and a large portion of its suburban area respec·· 

tively. District courts, probation departments, and houses 

of correction supervise the vast majority of persons con­

victed of various burglary related offenses (see Chapter IV, 

Table 4 . 1 ). There was no attempt to interview non-adjudicated 

persons suspected of being burglars since (1) authorities 

generally are not permitted to furnish such information and 

(2) it would not be in the suspect's interests to speak 

frankly about any burglaries that he committed but was not 

convicted for. 

'1'he interviewees 'Vlere all volunteers. This was- made 

necessary because the subjects were to be asked to discuss 

sensitive matters like thefr own criminal operations. Indeed, 

each interview was taped, and probed in detail the subject's 

method of operation so that a random selection would prob-

ably ha.ve produced many refusals to be intervieltJed. Secondly, 

the various correcti'onal authorities involved stipulated that 

iu'cerviews were to be entirely voluntary without any appear­

ance of implicit coercion. Finally, a purely random sample 

\'10uld have turned up an interviewee population wit.h a large 

percentage of teen-agers. It \vas considered desirable that 

the median age be somewhat above the norm since older offenders 

would probably be more skilled and have more to contribute 
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to the intervie';'l. It was therefore decided that inter­

viewees be selected on a volunteer basis with controls 

applied for age. 

Arguably the validity of the data is limited by the 

small size of the sample, possible biases from non-random 

selection, and possible lack of veracity of the interviewees. 

However, it was concluded that in light of the project re­

sources and desired output, that is, detailed information 

on hO\>I and why residential offenders attack dwellings, the 

selected sample was appropriate. 

To control for individual'veracity each interviewee was 

given a skill test and his criminal history checked against 

his own statements. In the opinion of the interviewers most 

int~;:rviewees seemed candid and their answers generally fit 

well with data collected in seperate components of the study 

such as the police records analysis and the household vic­

timization study. Nevertheless, despite the above controls 

and the staff assessment of the results, the offender inter­

view section should be seen as primarily exploratory in 

nature. Even though its findings are presented in quanti­

tative as well as narrative form, due to the sample size and 

it.s method of selection, it cannot be inferred in a scientific 

sense that these findings apply to the general burglar 
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population. They should be seen as qualified and tenta-

tive. HO'.'lever., it is hoped that this study will be useful 

not only for its data but as a guide to similar studies of 

a more ambi-tious nature. To aid such efforts, the sections 

below on interviewing methods have been developed more ex-

tensively than would be necessary for this project alone. 

B. INTERVIEW TECIHUQUES 

One hundred burglars were interviewed. Preparations 

for these interviews included: 

1. collection of slides of different housing 
types - actual housing photographed 
was in other northeastern cities which had 
housing stock similar to the Boston area. 
Local housing was not used because, as an­
ticipated, the interview€es were most curious 
about the exact location of the residences 
shown 

2. design of interview questionnaire, score sheet, 
and skill test 

3. selection and training of interviewers 

4. pretest of interviews 

5. adjustments of interview methods, question­
naire, score sheet, and skill test 

The interviews sought specific information. Inter-

viewees were asked at the beginning of the interview to 

identify those housing types in the slides that they were 

B-48 

· '" 

j 

I 
I 

1 
t 
.f 
~ 
::r~ '''''r,o<,l; ""I ._ '.'-.. • 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 

I 

most and least likely to operate in. They were then asked 

further questions about their reasOns for particular se­

lections. They were asked sequentially about each phase of 

a burglary: target selection, planning, method of operation, 

actions after completion of burglary, use of money, fre­

quency of operation! motives, and effects of deterrents and 

target hardening. A skill test was given as a separate 

part of the interview in which interviewees demonstrated 

their methods of attack on actual doors, locks, and windows 

which were specially constructed for this project. 

In the first set of pre-tests non-offenders with know­

ledge of residential burglary were interviewed (including a 

p'olice detective, a criminologist, and a security specialist). 

These pre-tests were designed to test interview format, the 

appropriateness of questions and to estimate the length of 

the interview. More pre-tests then were given to inmates at 

a local house of correction and several interview techniques 

were tried. These pre-tests enabled the following assessments 

and adjustments to be made before the final interviews began: 

1. The slides worked well both in interesting 

interviewees initially and in eliciting specific 

and useful information. 
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2. More information 'Vlas obtained in less 

structured interviews, that is, when inter­

viewers asked several broad questions wi'th 

follow-up questions rather than adhering 

strictly to a question and answer format. 

3. The interviews would be taped. Interviewers 

obtained more information when they could 

concentrate on the conversation and not write 

down all the responses. Moreover, contrary 

to expectations, none of the interviewees ob­

jected to a tape recorder being used, pro-

viding confidentiality and anonymity were 

gua:!:'anteed. 

4. Each interviewer would score his own inter­

view as soon as possible afterwards. Ex-

periments with a second person scoring the 

replies during the interview were unsatis-

factory both because key comments were missed 

and because the uns'cructured format made it 

difficult to keep track on the score sheet. 

5. Although slides were effective in helping to 

pinpoint the interviewees' usual area of opera­

tion, they were not helpful in pinpointing 
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access and detection variables important to 

the interviewee. These slides were there­

fore eliminated and the information obtained 

through direct questions. 

6. Locks and doors used in the skill test were 

destroyed so frequently (five during the pre­

tests) that interviewees would be asked to 

demonstrate their skills only up to the point 

where significant force was used. 

7,' The interviewees were so cooperative that more 

probing questions were added for the regular 

interviews referring, for example, to previous' 

illegal activities, disposal of the goods and 

to use of drugs. 

8. The skill tests showed very few of the inter­

viewees were highly skilled, and that a large 

majority were semi-skilled. Therefore, con­

trary to expectations, the analysis would have 

to be based on criteria other than skill level. 

9. Becaus~ of the detailed and extensive infQr­

mation obtained from the interviews, computer run 

offs vlOuld have to be made for a satisfactory 

analysis to be done. 
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C. SELECTION AND TRAINING OF IN'I'ERVIEiti}ERS 

All interviewers had some background in fields related 

to the subject matter of the interview. One, for example, 

was a doctoral candidate in sociology, specializing in 

crime and delinquency; another was a third year law student. 

One interviewer had worked with delinquents and minority 

action groups. Interviewers were both male and female, and 

were ethnically mixed. In general there were no major dif­

ferences in the reaction of various subjects to different 

interviewers. (Note: This is in contrast to the household 

survey phas~ of th,e proj ect.) 

Interviewers were given interview and scoring instruc­

tions. The pre-test interviewers watched at least the first 

interview given by each person to see that the interviews 

were satisfactory. Since interviewers scored their own in­

terviews as soon as possible after they were undertaken, when 

the 100th interview was completed, all the interviews except 

the last few had been scored. Hand tallies were made periodi­

cally to indicate the initial direction of the findings. 

The average interview lasted about 1~-2 hours and con­

sisted of the slide test and the skill test. The latter took 

an average of 20 minutes. Interviewers worked in two-person 

teams. In general they found it unproductive to do more than 
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four interviews per day. The average interviewer completed 

about 13 interviews during the course of the project. 

After 100 interviews were completed and scored, the 

score sheets were handchecked for errors. At this point 

three interviews were discarded for technical reasons -

eg., indistinct recording so that an insufficient number of 

responses could be heard. After the c8rrections.were made 

the information was k~ypunched and ·the computer analysis 

bE!gan. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This appendix supports the analysis in Chapter V of 

the text. It consists of two major sections. The first 

contains detailed information on 18 reporting areas that 

underwent household survey. The pertinent items noted were: 

1. Location in terms of distance from the core of 

the metropolitan area. 

2. Population characteristics in terms of race, income, 

age, and social cohesion. 

3. Housing type broken into categories according to 

the predominant types in the P~. These are 

respectively single-family, small multi-unit, large 

mUlti-unit, public housing. 

4. Characteristics of the surrounding neighborhood 

in terms of population and th~ burglary rate, both 

residential and non-residential. 

5. Security in terms of portal vulnerability, traffic 

patterns, street lighting, and obstructions to the 

visibility of possible attack points. 

6. Crim2 patterns in terms of time, location and portal 

of attack. 

The police data on residential burglary and where appropriate, 

robbery for each RA has been plotted on maps which. contain 

detailed information on construction of the buildings, physical 

layout of streets, alleys, and yards 4 

The maps provide a reference for points alluded to in the site 

description and a graphic representation of the distribution 

of the commonest type of residential crime (see sample provided 

by l1ap Cl) . 
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KEY -
Types of burglaries: 
~ day-time, forced 
o day-time, no force 
A night-time, forced 
m night-time, no force 
4~ (ex) number of occurences' 

ITT:1 t.Jj 
indicates residences \'1here 

crimes occurred. 

indicates non-residential 

property. 

Types of residences: 
0- d\'lelling, Sanborn" map notation for a private residential building 

occupied by not more than two families . 

. F- flat, Sanborn map notation for a residential building occupied by 

not more than one family per floor. 

A- apartments, Sanborn map notation for a residential building occupied 

by several families I with at least hlO per floor. 

R- rooming, Sanborn map notation for a residential building containing 

more than ten rooms used for lodging purposes. 

t 

" 

I 

The second section t' h con a1ns t e full quantitative 

material referred to in . var~ous parts of the chapter. 

I This includes details of the regression analysis. 
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R A 70 

A. LOCATION 

R A 70 is located in central Boston on Beacon Hill, 

a historic neighborhood of the city. It is adjacent to 

the Boston Common and is within walking distance of down-

tOvTn commercial and nightlife sections. The nearby 

subway stations make the area accessible to most of the 

metropolitan area. 

. B. PO)?ULATIO:N CHARACTERISTICS 

The residents of R A 70 are mainly a transient popula-

tion of t\7hi te, middle and upper income " white collar ~vorkers. 

There are fevl families with children in the area and over 

half the dwelling units are occripied by bnly one person. 

C • HOUSING CHAR1\CTERISTICS 

Housing stock in R A 70 consists of mainly attached 

. mul tiorfamily structures r a large proportion having 10 or 

more u~its. It is an expensive area in terms of both rents 

and property values. Residences generally appear to be 

in sound condition, z.nd the single··family homes on lIt. 

Veron and Chestnut streets are in excellent bondition. 

C-3 ; .... 
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D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

Many long time residents of Beacon Hill complain that 

the hill has been invaded by IIhippies" and that there is 

an influx of drugs. In contrast to the affluent residents 

on Mt. Vernon, there are a number 9f shabby rooming houses 

for transients on Pinckney~tr~et and other parts of the hill. 

The neighborhood has a medium burglary rate. 

F;. SECURIT¥ 

An unusual feature in the area's physical layout is 

the number of narrow alleys that ru~ behind apartments. 

Rear access from narrow alleys and access to upper 

level windows from the roofs of garages and garden apart­

ments are factors that increase the vulnerability of resi­

dences. Other factors are old doors, some with panels or 

glass in them, glass windows around doors, and old locks. 

Some new! solid-core doors have been installed along 

with window grates, and special locks. There are also 

many burglar alarm signs. 

Street lighting in R A 70 consists mainly of gas 

and incandescent lights. According to city. officials, 

residents have opted for this type lighting t~ preserve 

the historic atmosphere of Beacon HilI'. HO\-lever, R A. 70 

does not meet the general lighting standards of other areas 

of the city. 
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The main traffic arteries for both pedestrians and 

vehicular traffic a~e Charles Street and Beacon ~treet 

which have moderate to heavy traffic throughout the day and 

night. Interior streets are lightly travelled except at 

the beginning and end of the work day when numerous office 

workers pass through the area. 

F. eRniE PATTERNS 

In R A 70 the burglaries tend to cluster in the 

interior streets of the area. Several corner dwellings 

were hit, and several adjacent dwellings (for example, 

three on Louisburg Square and five apartment buildings on 

Hount Vernon Street). Apart from the group of large 

apartment buildings on Hount Vernon Street, the principal 

targets \'lere affluent single-family dr,'rellings. 

A majority of entries were made through the ~ront door 

of the building (even when there was rear access from 

narrow alleys) during. the day. Ground floor apartments 

were hit most often. Force was usually used. More breaks 

occurred·on Thursdays and Fridays than on other days and 

were distributed fairly evenly throughout the year. There 

~lere at least six purglaries in nearby apartments on Hount 

Vernon Street within five weeks of each other, in which similar 

operating techniques \Vere used. This suggests that the same 

burglar or burglars returned several times. 

In R A 70 the b~rglary rate has increa~ed considerably 

in three years and in 1971 the R A had a high burglary rate. 

A li~ely explanation for the burglary rate in this ~ A is the 

large number of drug users who frequent the area. 
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R A 83 

A. LOCATION 

R A 83 is located in the North End, a neighborhood of 

central Boston whose perimeters are defined by water on 

three sides and an expressway on the fourth. It is accessible 

by foot to all parts of central Boston, including cheap 

nightlife areas and the warehouse district. There is a 

nearby bus and subway stop. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

R A 83 'is inhabited mainly by Italian-American :j:amilies. 

There are no blacks and, although students and young pro­

fessionals have been moving into the North End recently, 

most persons are long-time resident~ of the area. Typically 

residents are lovl and middle j.ncome blue-collar T,..;rorkers who 

occupy rented units. This area vias one of ·three with a high 

degree of social cohesion. 

C. HOUSINQ CHARACTF.RT~TTr.~ 

The predominate housing type in R ~ 83 is small~ attached 

multi-family structures of 5-10 units, with some larg-e' 

multi-family structures ~ Al thoug.h most buildings were built 

at"the turn of the century, they appear to be in sound condition. 
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D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTI'CS 

The surrounding North End neighborhood was one of the 

areas examined in a well-known study of the relation between 

crime and land use patterns, Jane Jacobs ,. The neath and I,ife 

of Great American 'Cities. Its popUlation and_ housing, are 

similar to RA 83. The burglary rate in the North End is low. 

E. SECURITY 
, 'M 

R A is a densely populated area with numerous 

dark, narrow alleys and courtyards, and structures which are 

completely surrounded by other buildings. 

Dwellings in R A 83 are vulnerable to breaking and 

.entering. They have old doors, some ",ith a key-in-knob lock, 

and a few were standing open at the time of site observations. 

Doorways are dark, particularly at night. There are few 

ground-level VlindovlS, but many upper floors are accessible 

by fire escapes. No special s~curity devices were noted 

except in a few commercial establishments which had alarm tape 

or \vindow grates. However, observers were under surveillance 

by residents looking out of upper story \vindows. S·treet 

lighting is standard in the area, except on Hanover Street, 

\vhich is lit 'as a commercial street. 

Hanover Street receives a constant flow of slow-moving 

traffic, while Commercial receives faster moving, but with 

fewer cars. Other itreets are not usually travelled by 

cars because they are winding and narrow. 

There are people outside on the streets constantly 

in good weather until late at night, especially oh ~anover 

Street. 
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F. CRI!1E PATTERNS 

R A 83 has too Iowan incidence of residential 

burglary to discern a crime pattern. However, of the 

nine residential burglaries noted on the map, four occurred 

in one building and two in another. Neither building was 

dissimilar from others in the area, except that one backed 

onto several corronercial buildings. No breoaks vlere made 

on Sundays, the day for public gatherings in the North End, 

or during the summer months. 

R A 83 is curiously atypical. It is in the core city, 

the interior streets are poorly lit with many alleys and 

small side streets behind, the condition.of the doors and 

windows are extremely poor and there are almost no special 

security devices. ~he area includes almost everything 

that would suggest a high burglary rate. However, it is 

a very stable neighborhood (66% of the residents have 

lived there over 5 years), it is an extremely tightly 

knit ethnic co~munity, with much community activity. 

It was one of the highest RAs in percent of the dwellings 

that are occupied during the day, and the neighbors are 

extremely watchful - as our observers discovered. 
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R A 145 

A. LOCATION 

R A 145 is situated in the neighborhood of the 

Prudential Center in the South End district of Boston. 

It is accessible by subway and is adjacent to many 

commercial establishments in the Prudential Center and 

along Hassachusetts Avenue. 

B. POPoULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

R A 145 has a transient, racially mixed population 

comprised of low and medium income v70rking people. Al though 

some young professionals are buying townhouses in the area, 

the predominant occupancy pattern is rented units. Almost 

half the units have one-person households. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERIS~ICS 

Housing stock in R ~ 145 is predominantly attached 

multi-family structures, a large proportion having 10 or 

more units. 

The condition of most dwellings is generally sound, 

although there are some deteriorating structures. Presently, 

a large number of units are undergoing rehabilitation. 

D. ~mIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

The Prudential-Copley Square neighborhood surrounding 

R A 145 contains a mixture of cultural and academic centers, 

office buildings, expensive stores, upper income high rise 

apartments, deteriorated residential sections, and hotels, 
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bars, and nightclubs. Its commercial and tourist facilities 

attract residents 

the city. 

both of other parts of Boston and outside 

Respondents interviewed in the household survey 

complained that teen gangs and prostitutes operate in the 

area, although some have been evicted in the process of 

rehabilitation. The neighborhood has a high burqlarv 

rate. 

E. SECURITY 
+ 

Generally, residential structures in the area appear 

vulnerable to breaking and entering because of old, loose­

fitting doors, some with glass panes; loose-fitting, screen­

less windows; and rear access from narrow alleys. 

The vulnerability of doors with glass panes is evi­

denced by the fact that some p~nes have been broken and 

are now replaced with plywood. Residents on Durham Streets 

have replaced old doors with solid wood ones and have added 

wrought iron grates over windows and glass panes near doors. 

The presence of a few trained dogs was reported to, 

interviewers. but alarms were not evident to observers. 

Non-resident pedestrian traffic is generally routed on 

the perimeters of the araa, mainly along Hassachusetts Avenue. 

In cool weather, there were few people on any street in the 

area, but on a summer afternoon many residents were seen, 

sitting on their steps and in chairs along the sidewalk. 

especially on st. Botolph. 
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Vehicular 'traffic is usually heavy on the perimeters 

of the R A, particularly on Massachusetts Avenue. St. 

Botolph, the only through street within the area, receives 

moderate traffic. The other streets are dead-end streets 

that only residents and their visitors have reason to drive 

over. 

Nighttime traffic follows the same general pattern 

as daytime traffic. 

Lighting in R A 145 is standard on all streets, but 

St. Botolph appears particularly well lit because no trees 

obstruct light. 

F. CRIME PATTERNS .~ RURGLARY 

In RA 145, more burglaries occurred on St. Botolph, and 

on the side streets towards Massachusetts Avenue than on the 

other streets.' The single-faf!lily dwellings, particularly on 

Cumberland and Durham Streets, welBhit considerably less often 

than the apartment buildings and flats. There were so many 

burglaries in this area that the fact that several adjacent 

apartments were hit is not very significant. A majority 

of apartments were hit more than once (one was hit 14 times, 

apother 8 times) b~tween 1969 and 1971. 

Approximately three quarters of the entries were 

through the front door. Force was usually employed. Most 

burglaries occurred during the day; on a weekday while 

residents ,'lere out working. Fewer burglaries occurred in 

the summer months when some residents tend to sit outside. 
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Most residences were physically vulnerable but some of the 

single family dwellings, particularly on Durham and Cumberland 

streets, had both a higher level of security and a lower 

burglary rate. The burglary rate has not risen for three 

years in this area perhaps because several old buildings 

were pulled down and other buildings renovated and better 

secured, thus reducing the number of obvious targets. 

G. -CR:tBB PATTERNS ;- ROBBERY 

In R A 145, a majority of the robberies occurred in 

the large multi-family apartment buildings on St. Botolph, 

the main street of the R A. The remainder occurred in small 

and large multi-family apartments in the dead end streets 

running off St. Botqlph. No robberies occurred in single 

family dwellings in the area. 

Less than half the robberies occurred within the 

d\1elling units themselves -- the majority occurred in the 

more public parts of the buildings; principally in the 

hallways. Just over half the robberies occurred at night. 

Eighty-nine percent of the robbery victims were residents. 

Eighty-four percent of the assailants were described by the 

victims as Black and in over two-thirds of the cases, at least 

two assailants were described. 

Over a third of the assailants used guns to threaten 

their victims. 

Robbery offenders in R A 145 were more likely to be 

older and armed than in the other four (housing project/RA's) 

studied. 
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R A 166 

A. LOCATION 

R A 166 is located in the South End district in the 

neighborhood of South Bay and Castle Square. I·t is near 

central Boston and is accessible by subway and bus. 

B. PO~ULATION CHAP~CTERISTICS 

About half the population in R A 166 is black, with 

Spanish-speaking residents comprising a significant propor-

tion of the rest. Low income families with children, many 

,.,i th a female head, predominate in the area. This was one 

of the highest RA's in percentage of population under 18. The 

area has a medium transiency rate, even though it is primarily 

a housing project area . 

C. HOUSIUG CHARACTERISTICS 

The South End housing project, a SOD-unit complex 

wi th combined high rise towers and middle rise apartment. 

buildings, is the predominant housing stock in 166. The 

arrangement of buildings in the project is a complicated 

one that permits passage from one block of units to another 

through stairwells and underground hallways. Streets cut 

through the interior of the project, but there are a number 

of interior courtyards that cannot be surveyed from the street. 

In comparison to the Columbia Point project and to 

sections of the Broadway project, the Cathedral p~oj~ct 

appears better maintained and cleaner inside. 
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Other housing in the area includes attached apartment 

buildings of five or more units. Most appear to be deteriora­

ting although there has been recent renovation of many structures 

on Shawmut Avenue. One unusual feature of housing in the 

area is the number of residences located above commercial 

establishments. This type is found on Washington Street. 

D. NE!GHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

The neighborhood surrounding R A 166 has a racially 

mixed population and varied land use patterns which include 

manufacturing and warehouse properties, parks, a hospital, 

and medical facilities, and residential neighborhoods which 

range from dilapidated to upper income areas. 

Washington Street is a commercial center with a number 

of small shops. It is also the side of a number of taverns 

and bars which cater to the alcoholi~s seen on the streets 

the area. The neighborhood haq a medium buglary rate. 

E. SECURITY 

Almost all residences outside the project appear to 

he vulnerable to breaking and entering because of doors and 

windows in poor condition, and 6ld locks. Some doors have 

panes of glass in or near them and pry marks are evident on 

a few. A factor in the vulnerability of residences outside 

the project is rear access from narrow alleys. No special 

security devices are evident. 

in 

The insides of buildings in the project are dimly lit 

with 1m., intensity incandescent lights. In the towers the 

stairwells are laid out in such a way that surveillance is 

C-14 
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'b f' doors and -turns block the view of imposslble ecause lre 

different sections. In the middle rise buildings hallways 

are well main-t:ained and children play in them. Elevators in 

the tower were out of order at the time of site visits. Doors 

in the project are of metal construction with drop bolt locks. 

AuxilIary exterior lights have been installed in the 

project, and many people were observeq sitting outdoors in 

good weather. Other streets in 166 are not well lit, 

particularly Sha~~ut Avenue, which is dark and deserted. 

Pedestrians and vehicular traffic are concentrated on 

Washington Street, a main traffic artery between central 

Boston and outlying areas, and East Brookline, a main cross 

street. Traffic is moderate to light on all other streets 

in the area. 

F. CRI~lli PATTERNS - BURGLARY 

The part of RA 166 that-is outside the housing project 

b 1 rate than within the proJ'ect itself. has a higher urg ary 

within the project there se~ms a slight preference to select 

corner and end buildings. 

The pattern of entry was predominantly through the 

front of the building - usually through the door. Almost 

twc thirds of the entries occurred during the "day, slightly 

more often on weekends. Burglaries seemed distributed fairly 

evenly through the year. In almost a quarter of the entries~ 

the residence vlas occupied - the highest figure for any RA. 
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This RA is somewhat unusual. It has a medium burglary 

rate despite processing the characteristics associated with 

a high burglary RA; low income, racially mixed, in the core 

city, a high percentage of residencs under 18, many cheap 

bars nearby, and a high rate of burglary in the surrounding 

neighborhood. Hm'lever, the burglary rate ha.s fallen for 

three years. 

Several factors may contribute to this: First, the 

project has a medium transiency rate and a generally more 

stable population than the area outside the project. Second, 

some security precautions have been taken: the doors are 

metal and many have had additional locks put on. Third, the 

project has a higher level of police protection than usual; 

three security guard::=; and one policeman on duty each shift. 

Finally, recent renovations in the ~rea generally may have 

removed some easy targets and.decreased its attraction to 

normal elements from crime here. 

G. CRIHE PATTERNS - ROBBERY 

Uore robberies (89%) occurred within the project in 

RA 166 than in the multi--family apartments outside it. 

52% of all the !Jobberies occurred in one particular building 

of the housing proje6t - always outside the dwelling unit 

and usually in the elevator or in the hall. 

In fact, all except three of the robberies within the 

project occurred in the buildings in the central complex. 

C-'16 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Unlike most robberies . . 
WJ. thJ.n the;'project the two robberies 

occurring outside the project took place 
within the dwelling 

unit itself. AlmostBO% of the robberies 
occurred during 

the day. One third of the victims within 
the project were 

non residents. Eighty-four percent of the assailants were 
described by the victims as Black. 

In b'lO thirds- of the cases 
at least two assailan.ts wer.e described:. r:1:bst Offenders "''lere 
not armed. 
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R A 265 

A. LOCATlON 

R A 265 is located in Roxbury's Sav Mor neighborhood 

adjacent to Blue Hill Avenue. It was once a busy commercial 

strip whose businesses have been closed since the 1967 riots 

in Roxbury. R A. 265 is accessible by bus, but it is about 

a half mile from a subway stop. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTIG~ 

R A. 265 is inhabited by black Im'1 and middle income families 

with children. Although the majority. of residents live in 

rented units, the area has a relatively low transient rate. 

C. HOUSIHG CHARACTERISTICS 
= 

The predominant housing type in R A 265 is small mUlti-

family structures of 2-4 units, both free-standing a~d attached. 

There are also a few single-family houses and several large 

apartment buildings in the area. Almost all structures are old 

but their condition varies from sound to deteriorating. Generally 

single-family houses appear to be in better condition than 

other structures, although several apartment buildings have 

undergone recent renovation. 

C-lS 
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D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

The Sav Mer neighborhood is similar in popUlation and 

housing characteristics to RA 265 with the exception of the 

commercial establishments, bars and restaurants that line 

part of Warren Street and much of Blue· Hill Avenue, the 

border streets of the area. The.surrounding neighborhood 

has a high burglary· rate. 

E. SECURITY 

RA 265 is a medium density area with commercial and 

manufacturing structures concentrated in the first block of 

Haverly Street off Warren. It is unusual in the number of 

dead end streets it has off both Blue Hill Avenue and 

Copeland. !~uch of the area appears deteriorated with 

abandoned buildings and overgrmvn yards. 

Residences in 265 are vulnerable because of glass 

panes in many doors; old, loose-fitti~g windo~s; and the 

poor visib~lityof many doors from other houses because 

the houses are set at angles that do not permit surveilance. 

Street lighting in the area is standard. However I -, 

most houses are dark because yards and porches are not lighted. 

Blue Hill Avenue and Warren Street are major traffic 

arteries. Traffic is generally light to moderate on other 

streets. 

While the few persons observed on the stree~ and in 

y:ards appeared to be residents of the RA, an elementary 
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schoDl in the area brings in student-I'elated traffi.c during 

school sessions. A nighttime obse~vation found few people 

in yards or on the street. 

F. eRnIE PATTER~§ 

Multi-family buildings are hit considerably more 

often than single-frunily dwellings in this area. For 

example, on Waverly Street, three adjacent multi-family 

houses w~re hit five times between them, while nine 

single-family dwellings next door to them were untouched. 

Also several houses and multi-family dwellings at the 

end of the dead end streets were hit. 

In contrast to most areas, almost two thirds of 

the entries (which were usua11v forced) were made through 

the side or rear of the building, and approximately half 

through windows. Possibly this may be tied to the poor 

visibility of access points, and to the large number of 

abandoned buildings and overgrown yards, making it easy 

to approach the side or rear of houses or apartments un-

detected. 

Most breaks occurred on weekdays and fairly regu-

larly through the year. 

R. A 265 is a racially mixed area in the core city, 

surrounded by a neighborhood with a high burglary rate. 

However, the burglary rate has not risen in three years. 
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Simple security devices, (window grills, a buzzer system, 

mesh reinforced glass doors) have reduced the burglary rate 

in at least one apartment building; this building reported 

10 burglaries in 1969 and 1970 and none in 1971, suggesting 

that the burglars themselves are probably young and relatively 

unskilled. 
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R A 291 

A. LOCATION 

R A 291 is located in Boston's Roxbury district .in the 

Jackson Square neighborhood. The area is bordered by 

Columbus Avenue, a main route to central Boston, but it is 

about a half mile a\·ray from the nearest sub\vay station. 

B. POPULATrON CHARACTERISTICS 
~ - ~ 

R A 291 is a racially mixed neighborhood with about 

60% black residents. Typically inhabitants are low 

income families \1ith children. The area has a medium 

transiency rate, although most persons occupy rental units. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

The predominant housing type in R A 291 are small 

multi-family structures of 2-4 units, both free-standing and 

attached. Single-unit structures comp,:r:'ise about 10% of the 

total units, and large apartment buildings account for less 

than 1% of the total. 

Host houses in the area were built around 1900 and 

many no,', appear to be in deteriorating condition. Hmvever, 

some single':"farnily and renovated apartment buildings appear 

sound, while a few are dilapidated. About 25% of the units 

are vacant, the highest proportion of any area surveyed. 
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R A 291 

A. LOCATION 

R A 291 is located in Boston's Roxbury district in the 

Jackson Square n~ighborhood. The area is'bordered by 

Columbus Avenue, a main route to central Boston, but it is 

about a half mile away from the nearest subway station. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTIC$ 

R A 291 is a racially mixed neighborhood with about 

60% black resi.dents. Typically inhabitants are 1m., 

income families with children. The area has a medium 

transiency rate, although most persons·occupy rental units. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

The predominant housing type in R A 291 are small 

multi-family structures of 2-4 units, both free-standing and 

attached. Single-unit structures comprise about 10% of the 

total units, and large apartment buildings account for less 

than 1% of the total. 

Most houses in·the area were built around 1900 and 

many now appear to be in deteriorating condition. However,. 

some single-family and renovated apartment buildings appear 

sound, while a few are dilapidated. About 25% of the units 

are vacant, the highest proportion of any area surveyed. 
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D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

The Jackson Square neighborhood is similar in composi­

tion to R A 291. It has a medium burglary rate. 

Directly across Columbus Avenue lies an extensive 

housing project which reports high rates of robbery and 

assault. 

E. SECURITY 

R A. 291 is a medium density area in a hilly section 

of Roxbury. Because of the hills there are a number of 

short streets that are either dead-ends or connect to 

other streets at odd angles. Also because oithe hills 

and rocks, a number of lots are vacant. 

The area is primarily residential although there are 

a number of old industrial buildings along Columbus Avenue 

and a few small commercial establishments. The area appears 

to be in deteriorated condition with overgrown lots and 

vacant houses. 

Most residences in the area are vulnerable to burg-

laries because of age and poor maintenance of doors and 

windows. Many doors are loose fitting ~nd some have glass 

panes. Windm'ls are generally without screens or storm 

windows. 

However, a number of residents of th.~ area have taken 

precautions with second locks on doors, watch dogs ahd 

-
grills over windows. One alarm system \'las in evidence. 
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Another factor in the vulnerability of houses in the 

area is the poor surveillance from one house to another 

due to overgrown shrubbery, vacant lots and streets at 

odd angles. Almost half of the burglaries in the area 

occurred in houses that can not be viewed from other 

house~ on one or more sides. 

street lighting is standard, but many yards are 

dark. 

Columbus Avenue is a main traffic artery between 

central Boston and the suburbs. However, else~lhere in 

the area there is little traffic because of several dead 

end streets and t~e poor condition of the roads. The 

layout of the streets is complicated, and an outsider 

would have difficulty in finding his way without a map. 

Few residents or pedestrians were observed outdoors 

even in good weather. 

A nighttime survey found little traffic in the area. 

F. CRIME PATTERNS 

In RA 291 more burglaries occurred between Lindwood 

and Cedar Streets (in the southe~st section of the area) 

than in the other parts of the area. The different 

residential dwelling types seemed to be selected as 

targets equally. Unlike most RA's a majority of entries 

were made through the rear or side of the building -

perhaps because of the number of vacant lots and overgrown 
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yards making such an approach easy. Probably for the same 

reason alm.ost half the entri.es were through the window. 

Force was nearly always used. Three quarters occurred in 

the day and over half in the early summer months (!.1ay 

through July). No particular day was. favbred. 

Although the residential burglary rate is still medium, 

there has been a seven fold increase since 1969. Given the 

combination of factors present, the increase is not unexpected. 

RA 291 is in the core city, is a low income, racially mixed 

area, surrounded by a high rise neighborhood. The area has 

undergone recent population changes and is now somewhat 

transient socially, and deteriorating physically. It was 

one of the highest RAJ s in terms of citizen concern over 

burglary. 
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R A 307 

A. LOCATION 

R A 307 is located in Roxbury's Grove Hall West, 

a residential neighborhood designated for urban renewal 

in the 1960's. It is bound by several major streets and 

is the location of a subway and bus station, thus being 

easily accessible by public transportation. 

.B. POPULATIOiJ CHARACTERISTICS 

R.A 307 is mainly inhabited by black and a few 

Spanish-speaking farni.lies V?i th children, although about 

one third of the units are occupied by one-person households. 

Most residents are low income workers although there are a 

few middle and upper income blacks in the area. The area has 

a l!1ec.1ium tra:l1siency rate d~~"pi te a high' proportion of renters. 

It 'vas one of five areas with a low level of social cohesion. 
C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

The predominate" housing type in R.A. 307 is large 

mUlti-unit structures of 10 or more units. Other ty~es 

include detached 2-4 unit structure~ and 15 new townhouses 

built during urban renewal. Also built during urban renewal 

is a 70-unit middle-rise 221d3 project~ This project has 

been cited by several housing authorities as one of the most 

sUccessful in terms of low turnover rate of -tenants and 
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<;food maintenance. There is also a public housing high rise 

tOliU:~r. for the economy . 

f -the large multi-unit structures 
Although some 0 

most other structures in the area 
appear to be deteriorating, 

federally subsidized garden 
d On Columbus Avenue" nppear Soun . 

apartments are being constructed. These apartments have 

V
"'ndali:?ed during the construction 

been extensivolY "'-

process. 

D. NgI mmormoog CH~ R A (''PF.RJ ~!JlJ L'_C! 

.... " . h d is very similar to 
Tho Grove Hall West neighbor 00 

d is Franklin Park, 
"'dJ' acent to this neighborhoo 307. t" It A 

~1hich is the site of assaults 
a largo recreational park 

of' the area complain of teenagers 
b'l.· Resi.dents unc1 :n'J #)(~rlCS. 

unci drug::>. 

'l'he n<;1ighborhood has a hig'h burglary rate. 

* .. .... 

Thc vnndalism of structures in the area underlines an 

upparnnt security problem. 'rhe doors of several large 

mi..}l ti-!umil.y structures had panes of glass knocked out, 

allowing [roc passage into the buildings. Glass in doors 

hav b{~cn replacod with ply""ood in other structures. 

One vlsit. during warm w'eather found doors to some 

mult.i-i'mnily struc'cures braced open, apparently to allow 
~ ~ ,~~: ~~:' 

, .- . 
chill.b::fm pluying outside to enter. 

1
'k doors, are old and loose fitting. 

~Nindows t l.·e many 

tl~Yl!ieally thoyhavO; no screens , grates or .. "ires mesh pro-

'. 

. The screens or mesh are apt to be rusted even on tectl.On. 

\till~O'~$ that llnvc them. 
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Security devices noted by observers included grates 

installed over sliding glass doors on the new single family 

tovmhouses, grills over 't'lindows in the 22ld3 project, and 

some special locks installed on doors. One alarm was seen. 

street lighting in the area is standard, but few dwellings 

had outside lights on at the time of observation. 

Three major streets--Washington, Walnut, and.Columbus--­

bound R A 307, and all receive moderate to heavy traffic 

throughout the day. The interior streets are lightly 

travelled by residents and their visitors. Observers 

found children playing in the street and teenagers standing 

around .~partment doorways, but little other pedestrian 

traffic and few people in yards. A nighttime observation 

found the streets almost deserted. 

F. CRnm PATTERNS 

The burglaries tend to cluster off, the interior 

streets of the area, which have little traffic. The 

large multi-family apartments were hit considerably more 

often than other housing types (every apartment building 

except one between Waldren and Wardman Road was hit, most 

several times). However, there were certain notable 

exceptions to the general burg.lary pattern: the two 221 D 3 

proj eo'ts and the large tower for the elderly on Columbus 

Avenue. 
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Over nalfthe antries ",ere made through the rear 

('JraS.rle ·of the building (many apartments have back doors) I 

ffltdnlytnrough the door. Force was almost always used. 

l<iot:}t entrio6 'flare Made during the day I predominantly during 

tllo I(/N!k ",i th July and I\Ug'ustthe preferred months. 

'llho but-glary rate in RA 307 has remained fairly constant 

foX" thr~a yenrs ~ There is little \'Ii thin the area to a'ttract 

criminal cloments from elsewhere. It is a generally transient 

noi{/hlJorilood \ldth certain stable areas (the projects and the. 

tc:.wJ(·r for tho elderly) within it, where non-residents~'1ould 

1:10 C(miil'>:lCUOUs. And it is also in the projects and the tmver 

for the' 01<:1Qr1y that acC~SS security is higher than else~lhere I 

fmd tJw btlrglary rate lower. This M demonstrates that 

cvpn in un arOll -Ylith a high burgla.ry rate there can be 

ia<:,latod J,ockat!J that arc untouched. No bUrglaries have 

honn ,:r-portod in those complexes during the time frame of 

t.he HU.tdy. 
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n A 315 

A. r~OC11rrION -,.;.,._-
R A 315. in the G1:ove Hall West neighborhood of Roxbury, 

a neighborhood tl'41.t underwent urban rene\"al in the 1960 IS. 

It i6 adjacent to main thoroughfares and is accessible by 

bus. Howover , it is about half a mile from the neares't 

subway. 

D. POPUI~NrIOU CHARACTERISTICS 

R A 315 is inhabited by black low income workers and some 

professionals. Fa~milies with children predominate. The area 

hilS n rolat.ivc;ly low transiency rate and a significant percentage 

of h'}~ncowncr s . 

(! . HOUSING CHAR1\CTgRIS~VICS 
.II H' 

Small structures of 2-4 uhits comprise almost all 

housing in t.he area, with the exception of a few single­

family h.oroes ,one large apartment building, and several rest 

homes for tho elderly. Host structures appear sound and a 

:e0\'I' single-family houses are in excellent condition. 

D. HI~IGtmORI100D CllAMCTEIUSTICS 
~/I;'" -, 

'l'he Grove Hall West neighborhood has characteristics 

aimilar to R A 315, although throughout the neighborhood 

there are a higher proportion of large multi-family structures. 
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The neighborhood is bordered by Narren Street "!'"here a number 

of bars and commercial establishments a.re located, and is 

adjacent to Franklin Park, site of numerous assaults and 

robberies. The neighborhood burglary rate is high. 

E. SECURITY 

Host residences are detached small multi-family 

structures. There are many ground level access points per 

unit, thus making them vulnerable to breaking and entering. 

Doors with glass panes are common and fe,,, appear to have 

special locks. A number of houses have aluminum frame 

storm \"indows that provide a measure of reinforcement when 

closed. A few dog warnings and an alarm system were noted. 

Street lighting is standard. 

All streets in the area receive light to moderate 

traffic except Humboldt, ,.,hich has moderate to heavy traffic, 

and Warren, '''hieh has heavy traffic. Likewise, there are 

few people on the streets or in yards, and nighttime observation 

found the streets almost deserted. 

F . CRIHE PATTERNS 

In RA 315 the single family dwellings, particularly 

on Hm"land Street, were hit more often than·. other types of 

dwellings. On Howland Street burglaries clustered together. 

On Wabeno and Waunbeck Streets the corner flats were hit. 

Over tHO thirds of the entries \'1ere made through the 

front of the building, usually through the door. Force was 

commonly used. Almost two thirds of the burglaries took 
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place during the day and over half in June, July and 

August. No particular days of the week \'lere favored. 

'the burglary rate doubled bet\'leen 1969 and 1971. 

Although RA 31S has a low median income, some 

professionals (middle and high income) live there, particularly 

around Howland Street. Their houses seem tl).e preferred 

targets. In fact, almost a third of the victims in RA 315 

compared ,to a small percentage of non-victims, h~d annual 

incomes between $10,000 and $15,000. The general security 

level was medium. However, 47% of the victims compared to 

8% of non-victims have changed their security practices in 

the last year, presumably to try to combat the rapidly 

increasing burglary rate. To an extent then, the high 

burglary rate in this area can be explained in terms of 

contrasts in \'leal th, where a small 'pocket of affluence is 

surrounded by an extremely poor neighborhood. 
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R. A. 622 

A. LOCATION 

R A 622 is in the Kenmore Square-Boston University 

neighhorhood of Boston's Back Bay district. The area is 

about a mile from central Boston but it serves as a com­

mercial nucleuS to the neighborhoods around it. The Kenmore 

Square subway and bus terminal lie within the area, and main 

traf~ic arteries criss-cross it. It is accessible by foot 

from the Back Bay and Fenvlay neighborhoods of Boston. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

The residents in R A 622 are typically white, young, 

and transient. Many residents are students, and within the 

area are several dormitories and fraternity houses;l About 

half the units in the area are occupied by one-person house-

holds. Most dwelling units are rented. This is one of 

five areas which ranked low in social cohe~ion. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

The predominant housing type in R A 622 is attached 

multi-family structures, a-large proportion having 10 or 

.i 

more units. There are also two modern Boston ,uniyersH:y 

dormitories located :tn the area. Generally structures appear 

sound desp~te the fact that most of them were built 

1 
Dormi tories and fra-terni ty houses were excluded from the 
household survey sample. 

C-33 

almost 100 years ago. Many apartment buildings have offices 

on the ground floor. 

D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

The Kenmore Square-Boston Univexsity neighborhood 

includes part of Boston University and a residential section 

of Back Bay similar to R A 622. It has a medium burglary 

rate. 

E. SECURITY 

Residences in the area.appear vulnerahle to burglary 
, '-:. .. , 

because of old doors and windows,.because they are acc~ssi-

ble from the rear by back streets and alleys, and because 

the upper floors of many buildings can be reached by fire 

escapes at the rear of buildings. 

l\1any doors have glass panes in or near them which are 

not protected by bars or mesh in mosi c~ses. Special locks 

have been installed on some front doors. Windows are generally 

old and loose fitting. Most have no screens or grills. 

Buzzer systems have been installed in many apartments'. 

Other security devices noted by observers were alarms in sev-

eral buildings where doctors offices are located .. 

Street lighting in the area is standard for residential 

areas except on Commonwealth Avenue, which is lit as a com-

mercial street. The nightclubs and open commercial establish-

ments further illuminate Commonwealth Avenue. 
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At night, groups of young people can be seen sitting 

or standing in front of establishments on Commonwealth. 

Commonwealth Avenue receives a constant flow of heavy 

pedestrian and vehicular traffic at all times of day and night . 

Other streets in the area are narrow and vehicular traffic 

is moderate and more slow moving. Pedestrian traffic on these 

streets varies, increasing when students are going to and 

from nearby Boston University. 

BUrglaries occurred in every part of this' area, 

.partictllarly I in the middle section of Bay Sta'te Road. 

There was just qne small group of residences on Bay State 

Road, near Sherborn Road, that were not hit,. However, on 

the rest 9£ Bay State Road there were no obvious differences 

between those buildings that were hit Emany several times) 

and those that were not. All were multi-unit buildings. 

First floor units were more likely to be hit than the rest. 

A. large majority of entries \qere through the front 

of the building - usually through the door. Force was 

usadonly t~'lO thirds of the time. Most burglaries occurred 

during the day, predominantly on \'leek days and were 

distributed fairly evenly throughout the year. 

Despite the heavy vehicle and pedestrian traffic, it 

is a .highly transient and unstable neighborhood so strangers 

are unnoticed. Horeover, many apartments are over offices 

C-35 

making detection even less likely. This was "also one of the 

lowest RA' s in terms 'of time d\vellings being occupied. 

Although, some security improvements have been made, predomi-

nant security level of the area is low. 
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RA 57 

A. LOCATION 

~~ 57 is located in the City Square neighborhood of 

Charlestown, a district of Boston separated from the central 

city by water on three sides and railroads on the fourth . 

The area is accessible from Boston by sub'tvay and from most 

parts of Charlestown by foot. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Blue Collar Irish American workers are the dominant 

group in RA 57. There are no Black residents. Low and 

middle income families 1,vi th children predominate in the 

RA. The area has a low transiency rate and the proportion 

of owner-occupied units is significantly higher than generally 

found in the City of Boston. It was one of three areas 

with a high degree of social cohesion. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

Housing stock in RA 57 consists mainly of small, 

attached multi-family structures, of 2-4 units along with 

single-family townhouses. Although old, most structures 

appear to be in sound condition. 

D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHA~CTERISTICS 

The City Square neighborhood is similar to RA 57. 

Immediately to the north of the area are extensive housing 

projects. The surrounding neighborhood has a low burglary 

rate. 
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1rouses in the area are vulnerable through front doors, 

Which generally are old, loose fitting, and have glass panes. 

Some hOUses have only the original locks on old doors, and 

a X<!""" have only key-in-knob locks. 

~lit1c1ows are without screens for the most part, al­

though mesh .lire screens have been added to street level win­

dows, Ill~parently to protect glass from children plaYing in 
the str~uet. 

One vulnerable point in many of the houses is a cellar 

door that can be pried or shoved open easily. At least half 

the houses have rear access through narrow alleys. 

notice Of strangers on the street, in that a few persons 

W'CU:e noted w'atching the observers ° from windows. 

City street lights are standard except on Winthrop 

Stroot, which is POorly lit. Hallways inside houses reflected 

light on front steps, but few additional outside lights were 

on. !i'hus, front doorways were dark. The streets around 

Ilonumont Square are pa>;ticularly well lit because of the 

tlood lights beamed on the monument. 

Pedestrian traffic is also light except for the oc­

ca9;tonal bUsloads of tourists visiting Bunke>; Hill. 
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found a number of small teenage groups A nighttime survey 

the surrounding neighbor­standing around in the area and, in 

hood. 

F. 

At night velucu ar 
° 1 traffic is liSlht. 

CRIME PATTERnS 

of burglary for a Iowan incidence A 57 has too . t 

R the burglaries do clus er to be determined, however 

pattern b"1.0 ldings were forcibly Most .... around Monument Square. A 

through the door. the front, usually ent
ered through . kdays 

majority of the breaks occurred at night and on wee. ( 

d fairly even y 0 sprea 1 ver the year. 

o remote from the Charlestovm 1.S rest of Boston( 

although d b7 subway. 1.°t is connecte' ~ However, there is 

-'"""PS from t other 9.L.~ -~~ 
little to attrac d ethnically 

the area is Boston.-

not affluent( there is 

it is a fairly tightly 

little night ltfe an 

• 0 However I there 

are several teenage 

knit co~nun1.ty. to 

o 0 hborhood that tend ne1.g gangs in the 

o considerable There 1.S t Square at night. a
round Monumen , 'ble for some gather d b respons1. 

groups coul e vandalism and the same 

of the burglaries. 
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A. 'LOCATION 

R A 196 is in South Boston, a district separated 

from the rest of Boston by railroad tracks and expressways 

on one side and water on three others. The area can be 

reached by bus but not by subway; it is distant for pedes-

trians from other parts of Boston. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

The residents of the area are ,typically white, low 

income families with s.ome Spanish-speaking residents, and 

about 5% black residents. A large percent of the units are 

occupied by female heads of family, and the area has the 

largest percentage of children under 18 of any area sur-

veyed. Almost all residents rent units in the housing 

project located in the area. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

RA 196 is comprised of a large middle-rise project. 

The buildings are laid out in large superblocks with two 

L-Shaped series of connected structures forming a partially 

enclosed courtyard. Host superblocks have four such structures 

which form two courtyards which do not permit surveillance 

from the street. 

1 
The housinlg project that makes up RA' s 196 and 198 together 
will here be referred to as RA 196. 
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D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHAW.CTER! S'TICS 

The surrounding Broadway neighborhood contains a 

number of businesses and a large number of bars and taverns. 

Host Of the neighborhood is residential. The neighborhood 

has a 10\'/ burg1a,ry rate __ 

E. SECURI"rY 

Maintenance and ' securl.ty within project buildings 

Varies. Most units have locks installed with metal plates 

on motal doors. Some doors have peep-holes and some ground 

floor windows have wire mesh, but others are without even 

r,HJrCens. 

The upkeep of the hallways also varies. 

buildings are in good condition and have well 

While some 

lit halls, 

in others vandals have marred walls ~~th y,... paint and have 

broken lights and windows. Broken windows have been board-

cd up, reSulting in dark halls and stairways. Pry marks 

are evident on some doors. 

A nighttime observation found the interior grounds 

poorly Ii t, with fe\<1 auxilIary flood lights supplementing 

the incandescent lights in doorways and the standard street 

119"11t5 at the edge of the proJ' ect. R . d es~ ents report teen-

aga gangs in the area. 

Surveillance is not possible by police patrol cars in 

the interior courtyards of the proJ'ect. A police station 

is situated one half block from the proje~t an~ an ~f~icer 
is stationed in the project from 8:00 Nk to 

l l'1idnigh ~. 
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vehicular traffic travels along the perimeters of 

the project, Broad\vay, the main route, has a steady flow of 

moderate to heavy traffic. Within the project, cross 

streets are narrO\i and form confusing patterns by transversing 

parking lots and running into dead ends. They receive light 

vehicular traffic and light pedestrian traffic \Vas observed 

at the time of the survey, although numerous children ""e:l:'e 

seen playing in the courtyard. 

F. C~IME PATTERNS 

RA 196 has too 1m'! a reported burglary rate for there 

to be any discernable pattern. Nhat breaks there Viere, 

were distributed fairly evenly through the front of the 

building, in 85% of the cases through the' \'lindow suggesting 

that the doubly reinforced metal doors were successful in 

warding off intruders. Just over half the burglaries 

occurred during the day and there were too few cases for 

preferred days or months to be determined. 

The burglary rate found by this and an independent 

survey ,.,as considerably higher than the reported rate. 
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R A 256 

A. LOCATION 

R A 256, Columbia Point, is a large peninsula that 

extends into Dorchester Bay. The fourth side of this penin-

sula is bordered by two expressways and railroad tracks . 

which separate it from the Dorchester district of Boston. 

The R A .is thus distant from most parts of Boston. 

The Columbia Point project itself is further isolated from 

the, city because it is located a half mile out on the penin-

s'ula and is distant from any subway stop. Buses are the 

main public transportation. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

R A 256 has a highly tra~sient/' mixed population, with 

60% black residents and the rest white and Spanish-speaking. 

Typically, inhabitants are lm.;r income families with childreIl!, 

many with a female head. It wa~ one of the highest RA's in the 

number of persons under 18. 

C. HOUSING CEARACTERISTICS 

Housing in 256 is comprised of the large Columbia Point 

housing project, a 1400 unit project built in the 1950's. 

The project includes a mixture of three story buildings 

and seven story elevator buildings~ ~lost structures ar~ 

built in thrAe sections, so that each ground level entrance 

is the access point to a large number of units, but not to 
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the entire building. 

Buildings are constructed in large superblocks. A road 

docs not circumvent each building, but rather several buildings 

form an interior courtyard which cannot be surveyed from 

police patrol cars. 

Most buildings are deteriorating. There is evidence 

of extensive vandalism, elevators are out of order, and 

interior iights are broken. 

D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERIS'I'ICS 

The Columbia Point peninsula comprises an entire neighbor-

hood. surrounding the project are large open spaces on the 

peninsula. 'rhe area incluc1es a shopping- center, several 

schools, Some industrial properties~ and ~ bank. 

The open spaces around the project contrast sharply to 

the project area which has a great concentration of structures 

in a small area. Hesidents report 'l:eenage gangs operate in the' area. 
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E. SECURITY 

A number of security devices have been installed in 

the Columbia Point project, including metal doors, frames, 

and special locks on apartment doors. Columbia Point is 

the only area surveyed in the city of Boston where more 

entries are made through windows than doors. These entries 

through windows are possible, even on the upper flbors, 

because the offender can step across the inner corners from 

the ledge of the hallway windovl to the ledge of an apartment 

window. Grills and mesh wire have been put on some windows, 

but these precautions are mainly taken on the ground level. 

Hallways in the project are dark due to burnt out and 

vandalized lights. Special plastic covers have been installed 

over some, not all lights. 

There is very light vehicular traffic in 256 aside from 

that on the expressways which form the.west boundary. Like­

wise, there is little p~destrian traffic, and few people 

were seen around the project grounds. A nighttime observation 

found a -small number of people in the doorways of the project. 

Street lights in 256 are standard and a number of auxillary 

lights have been attached to the exteriors of buildings. How-

ever, because structures are built on sup~rblocks a·nd because 

their.design includes many interior corners, there·are numerous 

f th 't Whl'ch are dark and which cannot small areas 0 e proJec 

come under po1ice patrol car surveillance. 

, has a securl'ty force with three officers on Columbia P.olnt 

the project grounds from 8:00 AB to !1idnight. 
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F. CIUtiE PAT'l.'ERUG - BURGLARY , 

In RA 256, there are both three story and seven story 

buildings. Marginally, the seven story buildings were hit 

more frequently. The taller buildings suffered more multiple 

victimization; some buildings were hit six, eight, nine or 

elaven times. No three-story building lllas hit more than 

four times. 

Most entries occurred through the front of the building 

and in ~ half the cases through the window. Just over 

half the burglaries took place during the day. 

Columbia Point is extremely isolated from the rest of 

Eoston, and it is reasonable to assume that the residents are 

largely responsible for the crime pattern there. Eighty one 

-percont of the arrested burglars in 1970 and 1971 were residents. 

It has a very high rate of crimes, pa~ticularly robbery and 

assault. 

G. (;H1.Ml!: 1> A'.l"l!1!!HNS - RCBBERY 
"'~ ,.,~,' 

Most robberies (87%) were committed in the seven story 

apartment buildings. In some of these buildings as many as 

tlll:'CC Or four robberies occurred. Only 14 % of the robberies 

occurred in the three story buildings, and these buildings 

,"ere set well back from the main road, Mt,. Vernon street. 

No robberies ooonred in the three story apartments lining 

Mt~ Vernon Street. 
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Less than a quarter of the robberies occurred within 

the d\velling units, the remainder took place in the more 

public areas of the building: the halls, and elevators. 

Half the robberies occurred at night and half during the day. 

Over three quarters of the robbery victims were 

residents. Ninety one percent of the assailants were described 

by the victims as Black and over four fifths of the robbery 

victims described at least two assailants. Fqrty percent of 

the assailants threatened physical force and almost a quarter' 

had knives. 
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Residential burglaries at Columbia Point. 
bUrglaries listed. 

MONTICELLO 

25 IJI 
26 AI 
JO 62 
4062,;.r ., 
5001 
6061.1 
80,;.1., 
8461 ';'2 
gS~l 41 
9961.;.2., 
10001';'1 
103 c.I 01.,2 

.~ 

26101 ,;., 

6610' ." 
1061 03 ';'7 
u61 .2 
14,;.41{2 
150,,;., 
18A2. 
19AI 01 .,1 

MONTPELIeR 

10AI 
1101 lEI 
14., 
1563 ,;., 
19.c.1 01 ... 2 151 
2061 
2301 
25 AI >III 
26 A4,;.r !!!4 
29.6.1 01 .1 
JO.,I 
3401 

110 02 "'3 ., 
III .c.2 
114 AI Or .' 
115 AI 02,;.1 
11961 ., 
156 01 
161.c.2 "" 
164 A3 01 ,;., iii3 
16561 Of .,5 
166 AI 
169.2 
170.4 

~ 

sA3 .,1' 
9.c.3 .3 

~ 

6.c.lol 
106/ 

260.' 
264 AI 
350 .c.1 ",I 
38001 

~indicates 1.story building 

f~l~;~~ndicates 3 story building 

174A2 
17GA! .2 
180.' 
181.1 
184 01 
1890I.A2 ., 

-

CWflI.-N~ . T. MORRISSEY 
'\. BLVO:J 

- - - - - - - -

RA 256 
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R A 447 

A.. LOCATION 

R A 447 is located in Mt. Bowdoin, a large predominantly 

residential neighborhood of Dorchester. The R.A. is not close 

to major commercial, industrial, or nightlife activities. AI-

though a bus passes a few blocks away on Washington Street, 

the R.A. is not accessible from central Boston by subway. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

RA 447 is primarily composed of Black low and middle 

income families with children, with few elderly residents. 

In general, inhabitants are renters \and tend to be highly 

transient. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

The predominant housing type in 447 is detached 2-4 \lnit 

dwellings. Housing in the area is old, but its condition 

varies, with sound structures next to deteriorating or 

delapidated structures. The area has an above average vacancy 

rate. Several "for sale" signs were noted. 

D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

The Mt. Bowdoin neighborhood is similar in composition 

to R A 447. Commercial establishments line Washington 

Street and Blue Hill Avenue, which border the neighborhood. 

The neighbo;J:hood has been cha.nging racially in t,he last 

decade from a completely white area to a black area. 'Its 

burglary rate is medium. 
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SECURITY 

There are signs of dgterioration in that some yards 

ate overgrown or filled ",ith discarded auto parts and furniture. 

Others are planted with shrubbery that obscures entrances. 

Dwellings in R A 447 are detached, small, multi­

family structures with a high proportion of ground-level 

access points per unit. Doors are old, and many have 'glass 

panes in them. A fe\., Vlere standing open at the time of 

one site obsorvation. Windows are like~vise old and screen­

less. 

security devices were not evident to site observers, 

but a f.ew alarms, special locks, metal t d gra es, an trained 

dogs were reported to interviewers. 

street lighting is standard,.but many houses and yards 

appoar dark because outside lights are not on and bushes 

OftOl'1. obsoure light from ground-level doors and \'lindmvs. 

The area has light vehicular and pedestrian traffic. 

A c1nytime obse:rvation found a fe'w school children playing 

in, tho streets, and at night some young men were seen stand­

:i.n~I m:'ound. Howevar I in contradiction to the findings of 

site: obs~rvcrs( residents perceived the traffic flow as 

heavy. 
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F. CRIHE PATTERNS 

The reported burglary rate'here is very low, but 

the victimization study indicates that it may be con-

siderably higher than reported. ~~hat entries there were 

occurred mainly through the front of the building--two­

thirds through \'lindO'.'ls--and during the day. No days of 

the week or months of the year were preferred~ Over 

three y,ears the reported burglary rate remained fairly 

constant. It is possible that the high transiency rate 

is an explanation of the discrepancy bet\'leen the reported 

and survey crime rates. 
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R A 505 

1.. LOCATION 

R A 505 is located in the Forest Hills neighborhood 

of the Jamaica Plain District. It is several miles from 

central Boston and is neither adjacent to main thorough­

fares or near a subw'ay station. The area is further isola-

ted in that the cemeteries and large park on the north and 

east form a barrier to other residential and commercial 

areas. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

Residents of R A 505 are white, middle income, white 

collar workers, or skilled labore:.s. The area has a low 

transient,rate and most residents own their homes. It was one 

of three areas with a high degree of social c~,esion. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

About half the units in R .2\ 505 are single-family 

houses and the rest detached 2-4 multi-unit structures" 

There are some new houses in the area and all residences 

are in sound or excellent condition. 

D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTIS 

h d ).'s similar in composi­The Forest Hills neighbor 00 

tion to R A 505. Its burglary rate is low. 
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~. SECURITY . -:: « 

Re~idences in the area are vulnerable to breaking and 

ent.ering in that, being detached single-family and small 

multi-fwnily stl':t'ictures( there are many ground level access 

points per unit. 

Doors and windowe are in good condition. However, many 

residences have glass panes in or near the doors, and most 

ar¢ without special lOcks on doors or t-lindows. 

No unusual security devices were noted by observers. 

Street l~ghting in the area is standard, and some outdoor 

lights ~rc turned on by r~8idents at night. 

R A 505 receives very light pedestrian and vehicular 

traffic, except for residents and school c~ildren going to 

and frOHi their homes. A nig~ttime observation found virtu-

ally no one on the streets. 

P. CIUMBPAT rl'I;;RNS ---
n A 505 has too low a burglary rate 

for any pattern to be discerned. t~hat few breaks there 

wore, \1;'01;0 mnde on weekdays. Most breaks occurred during 

the do.y und usually t.he entr:'i took place through the siue 

ell:' rC~r door which was entered forcibly. No breaks took 

plat~t? ;tnt-he ~.n.lmnl€'lh months. On no occasion was anyone 

inside when the break Occurred. 

Several fa-::tors may heIr) e~I-lain the 101'1 crime rate. 

M. 505 is relatively isolated from--although 
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close to--the core city, and t:lere is a low rate of burglary 

in the surrounding neighborhood. There is little in in to 

attract criminal elements from other area9; it is not 

conspicuously affluent (mainly middle income) and it is not 

particularly accessible by public transport. Moreover, it is 

a cohesive and stable neighborhood ,.,i th a high percentage 

of home owners '\<lhere houses are close together and neighbors 

knOvl each other. Strangers are conspicuous and probably 

regarded v'lith curiosity. The fact that doors and windows are 

only moderately secure seems immaterial in this RA. 
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RA 775 

A. LOCATION 

RA 775 i.s located in the Ch(;~stnut Hill-Aberdeen neighbor­

hood of Allston-Brighton. The area is four or five miles 

from central Boston but is accessible because it is adjacent 

to Commonwealth Avenue, a main thoroughfare, and to the 

subway line that runs along Commonwealth. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

RA 775 is the site of two large apartment buildings 

for the elderly. Slightly over half the residents in the area 

were over 62 years old in 1970.* 

Residents of the area are typically retired or middle­

income working people: There are £e\'1.Blacks and relatively 

few children in the area.' Most dwellings are rented. 

C.HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

The predominant housing types in RA 775 are detached 

small multi-family structures. There is also a new garden 

apartment complex and a large high rise·apartment building, 

both built to house the elderly. Thus, the predominate 

housing type has changed from small to large multi unit. 

Most residences in RA 775 appear to be generally sound, and the 

new elderly housing is in excellent conditi6n. 

* 
... 

The 234-unit high rise project for the elderly: was incomplete 
at the time of the 1970 Census. The increase in units may 
be assumed to have produced a concommitant increase in 
population and percent of elderly residents in the ar~a. 
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D. NEIGH130RHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

The Chestnut Hill-Aberdeen neighborhood is similar in 

compositi(mto RA 775. There are a couple of small social 

club buildings in the RA, and an ice cream stand attracts 

cro1tlds of teenagers at night. 

'2he neighborhood has a medium burglary rate. 

E • SJl:CUrUTY 

Structures form a ring around a large open space that 

has no cross streets, causing feo:'l residences to have close 

surveillance from the rear. While the open space has been 

designated as a playground, it has an overgrown and neglected 

look. 

Houses are vulnerable because of glass panes in d00~S 

and 10050-£i tting vlindows. Rotten windmv frames ''lere noted 

in old apartment buildings along Chiswick. 

Security devices vlere not evident in the area although 

some resit1entsreport special locks installed on front doors. 

Streot lighting is standard, although, some yards appear dark 

because outside lights are not on. 

While the short stretch of Commonwealth Avenue that 

forms a border of 775 is a major thoroughfare, other streets 

j,n the area are lightly travelled. 

At the time of the site observations, there were a 

few persons in yards or walking along the street, but 

otherwise pedestrian traffic is very light. A nighttime 
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observation found traffic very light. This RA was one of 

the lowest in terms of time v1hen d\\Tellings were unoccupied. 

F. CRnm PATTERNS 

The burglaries in R A 775 cluster off Chis''lick Road 

in the west of the area. Here several apartment 

buildings have been hit more than once. None of the single­

family dwellings in the east of the area were hit. Entries 

were usually made through the front of the building, usually, 

through the door.' Force was always used. Three quarters of 

the breaks occurred during the day, mainly on ''leek days. 

Half the breaks took place between June and September. 
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R A 134 

. A. LOCATION 

RA 134 is located in Norwood, a suburb about a. half 

hour's car ri~e from central Boston, Although Norwood is 

accessible to Boston and the subur~s via an expressway, 

134 is several miles away from this route. It is not 

connected to Boston by rapid transit systems. 

B. POPULATION r,HARAr,~RRT~~T0Q 

R A 134's population is characterized by white, middle-

inco:',1C fal~.1ilie$. :lany ~ersons are professional and vlhite' 

collar worh:crs; al'though a significant number are' u~sl .. :illed 

w0rKers. About half the units in the area are owner-occupied. 

C. HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

Almost half the units in 134 are single-family ,units. 

Many of these are modern ranch and spilt-level style houses 

alth~ugh there are some older Victorian houses in the area. 

The area also contains several new garden apartment complexes, 

one being quite large with several hundred units. 

Housing is generally new and in sound or excellent 

condition. 
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D. NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

R A 134 is similar to other sections of Norwood 

and the burglary rate in the town is low. 

·E. SECURIT:( 

Residencesaie vulnerable to breaking and entering 

, because, as detached single-f.amily and small mul ti-uni t 

structures, there are many ground-level access points per 

unit. 

Doors and windows are in good condition. However, 

there are a number of all-glass doors, and many have glass 

panes in or near them. 

Some r~sidences have special locks, usually on the 

front door only. 'other security devices were· not evident 

to observers. Lighting in the area is standard. 

EX,cept for the town center around Washington and 

Nahatan Streets, traffic is very light. One of the most 

notable aspects of the area is the emptiness of residential 

streets. There.was little pedestrian traffic and few per-

sons were seen in yards. There is also light traffic at 

night. 

F. CRIME PATTERNS 

R A 134 has a relatively low burglary rate. 11.1.0re 
.. 

burglaries occurred in the modern developments in the 

side roads off Walpole Street, in the southwest corner 
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of the area. 

three times. 

Here several buildings were hit two or 

Again, most breaks occurred during the day 

and usually the side or rear door was entered forcible. 

k 1 week davs and were disttibuted Most breaks too p ace on J 

:,:airly €:venly through the year. 

R A 134 is some distance from the core city and 

there is also a low rate of burglary in the surrounding 

neighborhood. However, a possible explanation for the 

divergency of the burglary rate within the area itself 

is that strangers may be less conspicuous in the modern 

developments, as many residents ~li11 be newcomers to 

the neighborhood. Also, the modern developments look 

more affluent than some of the older houses in the area. 
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A. Location 

R A 736 is in the Ch~stnut Rill neighborhood of Newton, 

a large suburb immediately west of Boston. The area is 

bordered by Boston on the east and Brookline on the south. 

Several major thoroughfares and a subway line that runs to 

the perimeter of the area make R A 736 accessible to cen-

tral Boston despite the distance of more than five miles. 

B. ~Eulation Characteristics 

The residents of R A 736 are characteristically white, 

upper or middle-income professionals. A relatively low 

proportion of persons under 18 years old coupled with a 

low proportion of one-person households is evidence of 

the predominance of couples without resident children. 

There is a high proportion of homeowners and a concommitant 

low transiency rate. 

C. Housing Characteristics 

Housing stock in R A 736 is predominantly detached 

single-family structures. The area has the highest per-

cc:mtagc of this type of any area surveyed, and most struc­

tUres are in sound or excellent condition. Property is 

expensive with residences valued at $50,000 or more. 
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The surrounding neighborhood, tho'llgh not quite as af­

fluent as, is similar to R A 736. It has a medium burglary 

rate. 

E. SECURITY 

Residences in the area are vulnerable to breaking and 

entering because, being predominantly detached single-family 

houses, there are many ground-level access points per unit. 

Furthermore, because of large yards, fences, hedges, shrub-

bery, and the distance from and angle to the street of neigh-

boring houses, many access points have poor visibility to , -

either passersby or neighbors. 

Doors and windows are in good condition, but many 

doors have glass panes in or near them. Security devices 

in the area include a few alarm systems and special locks, 

usually on front doors only, but ocicassionally on other 

doors as well as windows. 

Lighting in the area is generally standard. However, 

because of the size of yards, trees, and distance from the 

street, many houses are not well-lit at night. 

Vehicular traffic on most streets in 736 is light to 

moderate. However, Commonwealth Avenue, Beacon Street, 

and Chestnut Hill are major arteries into Boston and receive 

heavy traffic, as co Hammond Pond and Hammond Street, the 

major cross streets in the area. 

Pedestrian traffic is light. 
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- F. CRIME PATTERNS. 

There were two principal differences between·RA 736 

and most other R A's. First, half the breaks occurred 

at night and second, the burglaJS entered through windows. 

more frequently than doors. Most entries ",ere made for-

cibly through the rear or side of the building. Most 

breaAs took place on Fridays and Saturdays and ~uring 

the summer months \'lhen people were probably assumed to 

be. a'i'lay. 

Although R A 736 is a. suburb five miles outside 

-Boston, it is ea.sily accessible from the core city by 

car or public tr~nsport. It is an obviously wealthy 

area vii th some, but not much 1 interchange bet\'leen neigh­

bors. Moreover, the distance bet\'leen the houses and 

the number of access points not visible from the road 

make it easy for a stranger to go unnoticed. 
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R A 745 

R A 745 consists of two non-contiguous areas of 

Newton, a large suburb adjacent to Boston. They each cor-

respond to a census block area and are similar in socio-

economic characteristics and housing stock; which in both 

is made up of large multi-family structures. The two areas 

were surveyed together to determine crime patterns in 

suburban apartment areas. 

A. LOCATION' 

One area, Auburndale, is near the western boundary of 

Newton, approximately ten miles from central Boston. It is 

accessible to Boston by a subway line that terminates 

across the street from the area. 

The other area, Newtonville, is located on the northern 

boundary of Newton, and is about two miles nearer central 

Boston. However, it is not accessible by subway and is some­

what difficult to loca~e \vithout prior knowledge of the 

streets in the surrounding neighborhood. 

B. POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS 

The population in both the Nevltonville and ]I,.uburndale 

areas is white, middle income \vhi te-collar workers. There 

are low proportions of children and elderly in the areas, 

a~d few one-person households. Almost all persons are renters. 
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This area scored low in social cohesion, but since, most 

housing units are pew it is not surprising that people have 

not established stable relationships. 

. 
r.. HOUSING. CHARACTERISTICS 

Housing stock in the Newtonville and Auburndale areas 

is almost entirely made up of large multi-f,amily units. 

These are new 2-3 story garden apartments which appear to 

be in sound condition. 

!). !'1EIGHBORHOOD CHARACTERISTICS 

The above apartment areas are surrounded by suburban 

residential neighborhoods of single-family houses and large 

open spaces. "rhe apartments stand out in the neighborhood 

because they are high density concentrations in low density 

neighborhoods. The'neighborhood has a medium burglary rate. 

E. SECURIT:f 

Auburndale and Newtonville are similar in that each 

is almost entirely made up of garden a~artments surrounded 

by well-tended yards. 

However, in Auburndale the structures are built facing 

a street that circles the interior of the complex and parking 

lots at the rear of buildings, forming a second street. 

Thus, both front and rear of buildings can be viewed from 

the street. The area'has few shrubs and no trees. 

In Newtonville most structures are built in a super-

block with interior paths leading to centrally located parking 

lots. Many large shrubs line walks. 

C-64 

I 

I 
.1 
J 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

In the Auburndale area a number of security devices 

are in evidence: a buzzer system at entrances; glass doors 

reinforced with mesh at entrances and at entry to halls; 

and windows that cannot be pried open. Visibility of 

entrances is good. 

Street l~ghting,in Auburndale is standard. There are 

auxilIary exterior lights attached to buildings. 

In the Newtonville area exterior doors are wood panelled 

with no locks. Obse~vers 'were able to enter buildings un~ 

challenged, The apartments surveyed have key-in-knob locks. 

Vis{bility of many entrances is not possible from cars because 

of the superblock construction and the obstruction of shrubs. 

Street lighting in Newtonville is standard. Exter'ior 

lights have been installed beside doors. 

Vehicular traffic is very light during day and night 

in both areas and they are empty of pedestrians, even in 

good weather. 

RA 745 ~vas one of the lowest areas i,n terms of amount 

of time when dwellings were occupied. 

F. CRnlE PATTERNS 

All entries in the Auburndale area and 60% of t~e 

ent-ries in the Newtonville area vl'ere made through the door. 

Force was usually applied. In ~ewtonville almost two thirds 

of the burglaries occurred during the day, but in Auburndale 
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over half occurred at night. In both areas at least half 

the burglaries took place at the weekend when, in all cases, 

the residence was unoccupied. 

Auburndale and Newtonville are both in Newton. Both 

areas have large multi family apartments oGcupied by white 

middle income residents. However, even thongh Newtonville is 

considerably less accessible from the core city than 

Auburndale, the burglary rate there was higher. ~here are 

two possible explanations. First the entrances to all the 

Auburndale apartments were highly visible from other apart-

ment buildings and from the road - there is a very open 

layout - whereas the entrances to the Newtonville apartments 

(~an only. be seen fro~ one apartment building directly 

opposite. Second, the security levei'in the Auburndale 

apartments is higher than in Newtonville. 
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Reporting Area 

population 

~ Black 

'!. t.:nder 18 

~ (;2 and Over 

Total Units 

% in Single 
Unit Structures 

~ ~n Structures of 
10 or Hore Units 

% O~~er Occupi~d 

% Renter Occupied 

't Vacant 

Value Range of Ol,~er 
Occupied Structures 

Rent Range 

62 

2050 

u 

6'1. 

13% 

1386 

100% 

100% 

ill 

$268 

~ >' 0 ... •• ' 

135 143 1 21.4 1 2.32 

2278 i1l74 1668 

2% 1% 2'1. 

7'!. 3'1. 31% 

4% 30% 15% 

1385 I 800 I 640 

.2% I .4% 124% 

57% I 91% ,--

7% I -- I 38% 

92% 1100% 16l% 

7% I 10% I 15% 

4G, ~OO 
57,100 

G,90( 
12,30C 

857 

22% 

28% 

301 

5% 

23% 

18% 

81% 

4% 

$158-
271 1$280 

$46- I $81-
87 162 

..... -

T.able IB 

1970 CENSUS STATISTICS: ~ON-SURVEY AREAS 

-r 
470- I 530 I 589 421 1 467 297 30G 30i; 1 3B 29<S. 

917 1040 In8G 795 23BO 11401 681 827 196 1124.8 

86% 96'1. 76% 931 96% 8% 63% 20% - , 95% 

34% 49% 36% 36'! 42% 20% 39% 25% 36% 1 59% 

13% 7% 20% 13% 4% 15% 5% 15% il% 5% 

342 301 I 313 279 815 549 206 2G8 59 410 

11% 58% I 6% 30% 3% 19% 16% 62% 53'1. .4% 

5% 13% I 33% 44% 40% 6% 7% 8n 

26% 14% I 25% In 12% 30% 51% 69% ·!42i 1% 

73% 85% I 13% 82% 87% 69% 48% 30% 51l~ 98% 

:tH 5% I 11% 5% 3% 2% 4% 1% 17% 

5, 3001 9,60(/ I I 117 , 100 1 1l9,OOO 
13,800 15,80Q12,200 18,4011• 14,80q26,300 20,500\23,000 

16,6001: 
21,700 

$87-
10Z 

$76-1 $76-
126 108 

$9~1 $B9~ I $101-j $118-1 $l06- I $76-
105 (126 173 139 163 88, $73 

600 

2588 

39% 

36% 

21% 

1038 

1% 

27% 

.7% 

99% 

14'1; 

$67 
183 

602 653 720 779 824 

1416 48~ 53L 990 11860 

8% . n. 

5% 371 25% 25' 3H 

13% 171. 21% 20% 12% 

846 I 126 192 3C5 643 

7% I 98~ 26% 7% 8% 

15% ,-- 11% .1% 

6% I 95% 48% 42% 31% 

93% I H 52% 57% 6n 

13'1. ' -- 2% 2% 4< 

9,000128 ,000 in 000 121,51)01 9 1 6tj 
In,aol) 39,000124:300 23,31)0 13,2r. 

$104-
208 ' 

$107- I .$92 
141. • 127 

$64-
75 

I . I 1----1--l---t---I----l---tl---r---l---I 
% Cnits Occupied by 
One-person Househo1d~ 

52'!. -53% 51% 25% 32% 30% 15% 21% In 23% 20'!. 10% 9% lll'l 13% 40'1; 57% 17% 22% 151 Hi 

17% 31% '2.9% 16% 28% la 
5'= 

! Units Occupied by • 

Fe!:1ale Head of Househo1dt:;% 'I 3% 1 L I ! ! --l ! !. I U. I \ .. 
I Fam.ly and t.:nrelated . I . . I' \$7 509\ $8.91)3\$9 393\ $1,1391 $3,llZI $6,110 1\ $g<9~1) I $11.161 .$6,915 S7,oeS Ferson !-!edian Income $6,6?R 54,279 $9,421 $5,701 $8,903 " • 

4% 34% 15% 17% 23% 6% 14% 9% 63'& 5\ ! 11% 19% 

-- ~enotes none or this category present. C-68 
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Table 1A 

1970 CENSUS STATISICS SURVEYED J..REAS 

I 
~ 447 .. 505 622 775 736 I 745 134 

I ReportJ.ng Area 57 70 83 i45 166 195 256 265 291 307 315 

population 1355 2377 1349 1443 2091 3160 4708 1402 905 1029 801 791 409 3140 209 4104 251 9943 
" 

% Black ----- .4% ----- 38% 50% 5% 60:; 86% 60% 82% 85% 83% ---- .5% 7% 2% ----- M 
I % Under 18 30% 9% 23% 14% 41% 51% 61% 34% 24% 38% 27% 45% 30% 3% 11% 1.5% 9% 32% . 
i% 62 and Over 14% 18% - 17% 19% l4% 1,0% 9% . 13% 23% 5% 24% 5% . 19% .7% 51% 1; % 7% 14::: 

Total units 459 1451 576 771 740 937 1418 483 425 376 220 250 131 510 115 647 132 3281 . 
,% J.n sJ.ngle 
Unit Structures 29% 11% .6% 3% 6% 3% ---- 11% 9% 3% 13% 7% 47% 6% 6% 78% 7'J. 46% 

:t J.n btructur:s of 8% 38% 22% 40% 63% 72% 96% 16% .4% 39% .9% ---- ----- 42% 9% 2'" 91% 22% 10 or more UnJ.ts '" 

% Owner Occupied 42% 17% 12% 7% 3% 6% ----- 21% 19% 6% 3:'% 30% 66% 8% 13% SOX 5% 52% 

% Renter occupied 58% - 83% 88% 93% 97% 94' 100% 79% 81% 94% 63% 70% 34% 92% 87% 20~ . 95% 48% 

'Ii Vacant 
6% 7% 8% 10% 8% 4% 18% 8% 24% 6% 8% 11% 1% 10% 3% 1% 3% 4% 

Value Range 01: Owner $12,200 $52,300 ---- $22,500 ----- $6,300 ----- .... $11 ,7001 $5,400 ------ 514,400 $13,800 $21,400 $37.700 ------ $51,800 $29,200 $28,80( Occupied Structures $20,200 S60 000 . iS6 900 114 800 511 40C $15,400 $23,800 

Rent Range $73 $167 $43 $88 $74 $53 $69 $91 $64 $99 $98 $83 $109 $132 $88 $198 $222 $154 
$116 $252 $76 $128 $96 $85 $75 $107 $90 $106 $115 $102 $113 $181 

l't unJ.cs uccupJ.eCl oy 
21% 52% 32% 55% 31% 33% 23% 25% 35% 21% 16% 16% 10% 53% 54% 12% 29% ,18% one-person Households 

% units Occupied by 12% 2% 8% 6% 29% 32% 42% 19% 19% 33% 21% 23% 13% 2% 7% 7% 4% 7': 
Female Head of Household 

7,lll/$5,964J$2,650 !I: i ! $3,93B 1$5,7791 $6,471 $6,694 (10,0001$1,127 $5,386 ~30, 482 

-, 
Family and Unrelated $12,542 
Person Median Income $7,100 $3,362 $3, 550 1$3,459 j$4,909 $l1,16l 

I 

----Denotes none of this category present. 
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57 

70 

83 . _ . 
1343 

145 

166 

196 

256 

265 

291 

307 

315 

447 

505 

622 

7363 

7453 

.775 

Table 2A 
1 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE PER 1000 HOUSEHOLDS 

SURVEY AREAS 

1 9 6 9 '1 9 7 0 1 9 7 12 

Incidence/Units Rate Incidence/UJlits Rate Tnf"';nt=>nf"'t=>./Units 

6/459 13 4/459 9 5.3/459 

9/1351 7 27/1351 20 69.3/1351 

2/576. 3 4/576 _7. 9.3/576 . .. 
-- -- 14/3281 4 25/3281 .- -, 

85/771 11.0 61/771 79 77.3/771 

16/740 21 15/740 20 10.6/740 

6/835 7 8/835 9 2.6/835 

46/1418 32 51/1418 36 116/1418 

25/483 52 15/483 31 25.3/483 

2/425 5 8/425 19 16/425 

23/376 61 29/376 77 .28/376 

12/220 56 13/220 59 25.3/220 

2/250 8 2/250 8 2.6/250 

-/131 -- 4/131 31 1.3/131 

36/510 71 56/510 110 ~ 84/510 

-- -- 23/647 35 24/647 . '. 
-- -- 6/132 45 5/132 

.,,.. _ .... '10_ , . . . '- .. . -... -, , " ,-- -- . - . ,. 

8/115 iO 2/115 17 .12/115 

1. Number of units based on 1970 Census Statistics. -. 

Rate 

11 

50 

16 

8' 

100 

14 

,3 

82 

52 

, 38 

74 

111 

10 

10 

i64 
k, 

37 

: 37 

1011 

2. Boston police data not available !or Period October through December 1971. 
Figures given here are estimated number of incidents and rates extrapo­
lated from October through December. 

3. Suburban police data. for 1969 was unavailable. 
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I 
Average 
Yearly 

Rate I 
11 

26 I 135 

143 
9 

6 I 214 

232 
97 

18 I 296 

297 
6 

50 I 306 

- 308 
45 

319 
2Q 

421 
71 

75 I 467 

470 
9 

14 I 589 

600 
116 

36 I 602 

653 
41 

64 I 779 

824 

1- 62 

- ·530 

I 720 

I 

1 9 6 9 

'fable 2B 
1 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE PER 1000 HOUSEHOLDS 

NON-SURVEY AREAS 

197 0 1 9 7 12 

Incidence/Units Rate Incidence/Units Rate IncidenceiJ:LIli ts 

102/1385 74 100/1385 72 146.3/1385 

6/800 8 6/800 8 13.3/800 

0/640. 0 4/640 6 5.3/640 

2/301 7 1/301 3 4/301 

11/342 32 19/342 56 27.6/342 

11/301 37 11/301 37 25.3/301 

15/313 48 10/313 32 10.6/313 

13/279 47 22/279 79 38.6/279 

50/815 61 76/815 93 54.6/815 

2/549 4 4/549 7 4/549 

10/206 49 9/206 44 10.6/206 

13/268 49 6/268 22 12/268 

2/410 5 5/410 12 73.3/410 

5/1038 5 3/1038 3 16/1038 

3/846 4 2/846 2 1.3/846 

15/126 119 6/126 48 2.6/126 

4/305 13 4/305 13 5.3/305 

2/643 3 '1i643 6 1. 3/643 

0/1386 0 0/1386 0 0/1386 

0/59 a 0/59 0 0/59 

2/192 10 1/192 5 ,2J/192 

1. Number of units based on 1970 Census Statistics. 

Average 
Yearly 

Rate Rate 

106 83 

17 10 

8 4 

13 7 

66 5' 

84 52 

34 38 

.138 88 

67 73 

7 6 

51 47 

45 37 

179 65 

15 7 

2 2 

21 62 

17 14 

2 3 

0 0 

0 0 

! if'l·~ 19 

2. Boston Police data not available for Period OctClber through December 1971. 
Figures given here are estimated number of incidents and rates extrapo": 
lated from October through December. 
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Table 3 

RA's IN EACH SUB-SAMPLE 

Main Sample Low Youth 8'lburban 

57 308 62 134 
83 315 70 720 

166 319 135 736 
196 421 143 745 
214 447 602 
232 467 622 
256 470 775 
265 505 
291 530 
296 589 
297 600 
306 653 
307 779 

825 

C-71 
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I I 
1 
1 

I I ! 
I 
I 
I I· . I 
I 
\ 

I 

I 
'.i _I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

62 0 
70 26 
83 9 

135 83 
143 10 
145 97 
166 18 
265 45 
291 20 
296 56 
297 52 
306 38 
307 71 
308 88 
315 75 
319 73 
589 65 

00 7 
02 2 

622 116 

Table 4 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE 
BY LOCATION OF REPORTING AREA 

RA's Ad acent toCore 2 

57 11 134 
196 6 530 
214 4 720 
232 7 736 
256 50 745 
421 6 
447 9 
467 47 
470 37 
505 9 
653 62 
775 64 
779 14 
824 3 

GROUP RATES4 

Core 39 
Adjacent to Core 22 
Outlying 12 

6. 
0 

10 
36 
41 

lcore RA's are those within Districts 1, 4, 9 and 10. 
2Adjacent RA's are those within police distri.cts that adjoin the 
core districts. 'As noted (see pp. ). Boston Police Distript 
boundaries conform to hi,storic towns so that an adjacent: RA could 
be seen as one in a "town" that adjoins the core city. 

,30utlying is all other RA's. ' 
4Difference in group rates are not significant at the .05 level. 
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RA # 
57 
83 

Ul 134 
ro 196 
0 214 0 

~~ 232 OH 
505 HO 

,Q 530 s::~ 
Hbl 600 .r{ 

602 Ul Ql 
- :z; 653 
~Ql 720 +l 

m 779 p::; 
824 

62 
70 

Ul 256 ro 

§.2 291 
421 . r{ H 
447 roo 

<1J,Q 467 
~~ 

470 bl s::.r{ 589 H<lJ 
:z; 622 Ul - <1J 736 

~+l 745 ~ n:l 
p::; 775 
Ul 135 

ro 143 0 

BO 145 
r{~ 166 :I1~ 
s::il 

265 
Htn 296 

.r{ 297 
Ul<lJ 

306 - :z; 
~<lJ 307 

~J 308 
n:l ·315 p::; 

319 

Table 5 

AVERAGE .. ANNUAL BURGLAR~ RATE: 
ru_ COMPARED TO SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOOD 

Total 
I -- Neighborhood. 

RA Residential Neighborhood Residential Rate/ 
Rate/lOOO DUs Rate/IOOO Persons 2 

1000 Persons 
11 7.2 2.6 

9 9.2 2.8 
6 2.7 
6 9.9 3.5 
4 9.9 3.5 
7 3.7 2.0 

14 8.3 4.9 
0 3.8 2.6 
7 11.2 9.2 
2 11.2 9.2 

62 8.8 7.5 
10 6.5 2.3 
14 9.0 6.1 

3 6.7 2.5 
0 21.1 16.6 

26 21.1 16.6 
50 24.5 15.5 
20 17.8 13.7 

6 14.3 11.0 
9 16.9 l3.0 

48 14.3 11. 0 
38 14.3 11.0 
65 8.6 7.2 

116 19.9 15.5 
36 11.'8' 7.1 
41 11.8 7.1 
64 13.6. 8.9 
83 59.1 49.6 
10 28.9 15.0 
98 39.9 15.0 
18 33.1 14.0 
45 32.8 26.6 
56 32.9 26.6 
52 34.2 28.0 
38 31. 5 26.7 
71 31. 5 26.7 
88 34.2 28.0 
75 31.5 26.7 
73 31. 5 26.7 

Neighborhood 
3 

Rate Avera e RA Rate 
Low 
Medium 
Hi h 

8 
28 
55 

ITotal neighborhood rate includes residential and non-residential 
burglaries. 

2Burglary rates are calculated by 1000 persons rather than dwellings, 
since the number of non-residential structures at risk is unknown. 

3Difference in group rates significanlat .05 level. 
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Table 6 

REGRESSION RESULTS: NEIGHBORHOOD BURGLARY RATE 

Samplel Constant Coefficient R2 F 

Complete 
2 

* .OOO~ .28 15.7 
(N=39 ) (3.96) 

Main * .0004, .47 23.9 
(N==28) (4.89) 

Low youth * * * * 

1. Samples explained in text. 

2. Indicates not significantly different from zero at .05 level . 

3. Number. in parentheses are t values. 
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White RA's 
57 
62 
70 
83 

134 
135 
143 
196 
214 
232 
421 
S05 
530 
602 
622 
653 
720 
736 
745 
775 
779 
824 

Table 7 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RA.TE 
BY RACIAL COMPOSITION OF REPORTING AREAS 

Rate 000 
Un s 

0 
26 

9 
6 

83 
10 

6 
4 
7 
6 
9 
0 
2 

116 
62 
10 
36 
41 
64 
14 

3 

Rate 
Mixed RA's Un 

166 18 
256 'SO 
291 20 
467 47 
470 37 
600 '7 

/AVERAGE ANNUAL RATEI 

White 
Mixed 
Black 

19 
40 
59 

BICLck 

296 
297 
306 
307 
308 
31S 
319 
447 
589 

IGroup rates significant at .05 level. 

\ 
\ 
\ 

C-7S 
" 

Rat 
RAls U 

56 
S2 
38 
71 
88 
75 
73 

9 
65 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Table 8 

REGRESSION RESULTS: PERCENTATE NON-WHITE 

Sample l Constant Coefficient R2 F ---

Complete .03 .0004 ~16 7.97 

(1'1=39 ) (3.90)2 (2~82) 

Main *3 .0006 .54 32.3 
(1'1=28) 

Low Youth * * * * 
(N=7) 

l. Samples explained in text. 

2. Numbers in parentheses are t values. 

3. Indica'tes not significantly different f:t:'om zero at . 
. 05 le;vel . 
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RA# 

135 
145 
166 
196 
256 
265 
291 
296 
297 
589 
600 
622 

Table 9 ' 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE 

BY INCOME LEVEL 

LOWER MIDDLE HIGHER 

RATE/lOOO DUs RA# RATE/lOOO DUs RA ~t RATE/lOOO DUs 

83 57 11 134 6 
97 62 0 143 10 
18 70 26 232 7 

6 83 9 421 6 
50 214 4 470 37 
45 306 38 505 9 
20 307 71 530 a 
56 308 88 653 62 
52 315 75 720 10 
65 319 73 736 36 

7 367. 47 745 41 
116 447 9 

king 
pp. 
tive 

602 2 ,. 
775 84 
779 14 
824 3 

INCOME RATE 

Lm\Ter 47 
Middle 27 
Higher 13 

lThis definition of income provides for a relative ran~ 
of an area rather than an absolute one as used in Chapter VI, 

Thus, an RA may have a'higher income level rela-
to other areas without actually being a "high" income area. 

2Group rates significan.tly different at .05 level. 
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11 
~I 

I I 
~ 
'I 
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t 
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, Table 10 ". 

REGRESSION RESULTS: MEDIAN INCOME 

Samp1e1 Constant ,Coefficient R2 

Complete .05 -.OOOL .05 

(N=39 ) (5.41)2 (-1.77) 

Main .06 -.0004 .0.6 

(N =28) (3.75) (-1.71) 

Low Youth .141 -.002 .62 

(N=7) (5.27) (-3.27) 

Suburban .0001 .19 

( ,N=4) (3.03) 

1samples described in. text previously. 

2Numbers in pa'rentheses are t values. 
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" 

Single 
Farnily 

134 
470 
505 
530 
653 
736 

1,1 

Table 11 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE 

Rate/ 
1000 
D.U.s 

6 
31 

9 
a 

62 
36 

BY PREDOMINANT HOUSING TYPE IN RA 

Small Rate/ I Large I Rate/ 
Multi- 1000 I Multi- 1000 
unit D.U.s I unit D.U.s 

I 

57 11 62 0 
83 9 70 26 
214 4 135 83 
232 7 143 10 
265 45 145 97 
291 20 307 71 
296 56 421 6 
308 88 602 2 
315 75 622 116 
319 73 745 41 
447 9 775 64 
467 47 
720 10 
779 14 
824 3 

r-------------------~I~ 
RATE/lOaD D.U.s 

Single Family. 14 
Small Multi-unit 30 
Large Multi-unit 37 
~Pu~lic Housing 34 

Public 
Public 
Housing 

166 
196 
256 
297 
306 
589 
600 

Rate/ 
1000 
D.U.s 

, 

18 
6 

50 
52 
38 
65 

7 

Difference between group rates not significant at the 
.05 level. 
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Q.muplel 

Complete 
(N=39 ) 

Main 
(N=2&·.) 

Low Youth 
(N=7) 

Table J.2 

REGRESSION RESULTS! HOUSING 

Constant 

.04 2 
(4.69) 

.03 
(4.21) 

.110 
(2,55 ) 

Coefficient 

*3 

* 

* 

lsamples explained in text. 

2Numbers in parentheses are t values. 

F 

* * 

.01 1.04 

, • 08 1. 48 

3* indicates not significantly different from zero 
at .. 05 level. 
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Table 13 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY 

BY PERCENT POPULATION UNDER 18 

Avg. Annual 
% RA Rate/lOOO D.U.s 

62 0 
70 26 

cIP 135 83 
0 143 10 N 

Z 145 97 

~ 602 2 
8 622 116 
(I) 736 36 
U) 745 41 
Ii1 775 64 H 

cJIl 83 9 
0 232 7 M 

~ 
291 20 
315 75 

8 421 6 
U) 470 37 
U) 720 10 
Ii1 779 14 H 

57 
134 6 
214 4 
265 45 
296 56 

cAO 306 38 0 
'<l' 467 47 
z 505 9 
~ 530 0 
8 600 7 
U) 653 62 
U) 824 3 Ii1 
H 307 71 

308 88 

166 18 
Z 196 6 

I} ~ 256 60 
8 297 52 

~cJIl 319 73 
00 447 9 
~'<l' 589 67 

Average Annual 
Rate/lOOO UJ:lits l 

Less than 20% 37 
Less than 30% 18 
Less than 40% 19 

OVer 40% 41 

IDifference between groups not significant at. 05· level. 
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sample l 

Complete 

(N=39 ) 

Main 

(N=8) 

Table 14 

REGRESSION RESULTS AGE 

Constant 

.04 
(3.42)2 

3 
* 

Coefficient 

* 

.03 

(2.20) 

1 
Samples explained in text. 

2Numbers in parentheses are t values 

F 

* * 

* 4.83 

3 * indicates not significantly different from 
zero at .05 level. 
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Table 15 . 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE 

BY DWELLING OCCUPANCY RATES 

RA RATE/I000 D.U.s 

:>; 
622 116 CJ z 745 41 :s:r-x: 
775 64 aP-l 

HO 
CJ 
CJ 
a 

57 11 
70 26 

:>; 134 6 
j:ijCJ 145 97 HZ 

265 45 t::1r-x: 
t::1P-1 291 . 20 HO 
~CJ 307 71 CJ 

a 505 9 
736 36 

:>; 83 9 
CJ 166 18 

G~ 196 6 HP-I 
256 50 ::r:o 

CJ 315 75 CJ 
a 447 9 

Occupancy Rates 1 

Low 94 
Medium 27 
High 28 

J!.Differences between groups is not significant at the .05 
leve 1. 
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Table 16 

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE 

1 BY DEGREE OF SOCIAL COHESION 

RATE/ l RA 1000 D.U.s 

Z 
~~ 307 71 
aU) 622 116 Hfil 

745 41 ::r: 
a 
CJ 

. 70 26 
134 6 
i45 97 

Z 166 18 
~a 196 6 OH 

256 50 HU) 
t::1fil 265 45 fil::r: 
~a 291 20 u 315 75 

447 9 
736 36 
775 64 

Z 
57 11 0 

::r:H 83 9 t!JU) 
Hfil 505 9 ::rl::r: 

a u 

I Cohesion" 2: 
Rate 

LOvl 90 
Medium 28 
High 16 

lIncludes onlY,RA's in the household survey. 

2Differences between groups is not significant at the 
_.05 level. I 
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Table 17 

rmSIDENTIAL BURGLARY BY PATTERNS OF ATTACK 

Number Day Night Front Rear/Side Door Window 

57 43 57 83 17 70 
62+ 
'70 80 20 72 28 76 
83+ 

134 56 44 48 52 79 
135 79 21 77 23 80 
143 79 21 58 42 100 
145 81 19 74 26 84 
166 65 35 73 27 79 
196· 57 43 100 -- 15 
214+ 
232+ 
256 56 44 82 18 40 
265. 68 32 35 65 51 
291 75 25 37 63 51 
296 76 24 49 51 66 
297 63 37 41 59 47 
306 79 21 52 48 .53 
307 74 26 47 53 66 
308 80 20 54 46 66 
316 69 31 80 20 73 
319 80 20 38 62· 59 
421 60 40 --, 100 44 
447+ 
46.1 68 32 38 62 67 
470· 57 43 23 77 72 
505+ 
530+ 
589 78 22 95 5 81 
600 44 56 42 58 31 
602+ 
622 82 18 81 19 76 

- 653 71 29 40 60 70 
720+ 
736 50 50 20 80 45 
745 50 50 64 36 82 
775 75 25 67 '33 85 
779 80 20 57 43 100 
824+ 

+ Insufficient number of incidents from which to 
develop pa t,tern 

C-87 

30 

24 

21 
20 --
16 
21 
85 

60 
49 
43 
33 
53 
47 
33 
34 
27 
41 
56 

33 
28 

19 
69 

24 
30 

55 
18 
15 --

Number 

11 
0 

69 
9 

39 
343 

21 
104 

37 
12 

8 
6 

172 
48 
18 
48 
21 

.. 34 
76 
66 
16 

167 
10 

2 
30 
28 

5 
0 

62 
22 

6 
126 

23 
5 

47 
11 
16 
12 

7 
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Table 18 

RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY RATE PER 1000 PERSONS1 

JANUARY 1969 - DECBMBER 1971 

..J 

Reporting Area No. of Incidents 

135 5 

143 2 

145 19 

166 20 . 

256 47 

265 1 

296 6 

297 1 

306 . 2 

307 2 

315 1 

319 6 

467 1 

589 22 

600 15 

622 2 

lOmitted areas had no robberies 
'+Less than 1/1000 
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Average 
1000 Persons 

+ 

+ 

4 

4 

4 

+ 

2 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

6 

2 

+ 
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TABLE 19 

ROBBERY PATTERNS 
IN SURVEY RAIS 

166 145 256 

Place Where Robbery Occurred 

wi thin dvrelling unit 16% 

outside chvel1inq unit 84% 

Time 

Daytime 79% 

Night~me 21% 

Type of Threat 

Gun 10% 

Knife 

Physical force 79% 

Other (razor, blunt object) 

Unknown 10% 

Offender described as: 

White 

Black 84% 

Other 5% 

Unknmvn 10% 

16 or less 5% 

17-20 35% 

21-25 10% 

Over 25 20% 

Unknown 30% 

42% 

58% 

48% 

52% 

37% 

16% 

37% 

10% 

16% 

84% 

21% 

41% 

5% 

15% 

C-89 

22% 

78% 

50% 

50% 

15% 

22% 

41% 

4% 

17% 

2% 

91% 

4% 

2% 

13% 

57% 

17% 

.:.2% 

11% 

589 600 

23% 27% 

77% 73% 

77% 60% 

23% 40% 

23% 7% 

55% 33% 

17% 60% 

5% 

100% 100% 

18% 

32% 40% 

14% 20% 

13% 

36% 27% 
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MAP C2 

THE METROPOLITAN CORE 

CITY OF BOSTON 
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MAP C3 
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7 

A % OF TOTAL POPULATION* 
1970 

31-50% 

51-90% 

*Boston Sunday Globe 
January 7, 1973 
p.57 
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MAP C4 
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RESIDENTIAL BURGLARIES 
PER 1000 RESIDENTS 

BY NEIGHBORHOOD-1971 

~ Less than 10/1000 m 10-19/1000 

G 20-30/1000 

i:~ Over 30/1000 
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RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE I PER 1000 DWELLING UNITS 
SELECTED RA'S 1969-1971 

I 
.W" • 

HIGH I 
MEDIUM 

LOW 

-~--------------------

Multivariate Regressio~ Analysis 

Variable Definitions are as follows: 

Y~Reported burglary rate per occupied dwelling unit 

X =Median income of the reporting area 
1 

X =Mean number of household members below 18 years.of 
2 age 

X =% 6f non-white residents in reporting area 
3 

X =% of occupied dwelling units in buildings with over 
4 10 units 

X =Neighborhood burglary rate 
5 

5 

Y=ao+ L a X + Uk 
K=l K K 

Table 20 presents the results of five separate regres-

sions taking one variable at a time,and the one equation 

taking five variables at a time. While all coefficients 

have the "expected" sign, only in the cases of income, race 

and neighborhood burglary rate do they achieve any level 

of significance. Further, the use and interpretation of 

explanation variable X , total burglary rate in the sur-
5 

rounding neighborhood, is rather complicated since it is 

itself in par.t a function of the dependent variable Y. At 

the limit where neighborhood and RA become coterminus, it 

would "explain" the data perf ec·tly • Furthermore, to t.he 

C-94 



I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

53.2 
(5.41 

3G.G 
(3.42) 

26.3 
(3.90) 

3G.S 
(4. CEn 

5.04. 

(0. Gl) 

1~L4 

(1 ~09) 

Table 20 

RfGRESSI01'7 P.I.SULTS ON CO!;JPLETE SAMPLE 

-0.21 
(-1.78 

2.13 

(0.21) 

.38 

(2.82) 

~0.12 -1.10 0.10 

(-1.00) (-.09) (0.43) 

0.'07 

(0.40) 

-0.16 

(-.87 ) 

.07 

.00 

.16 

.00 

.324 .28 

(3.96) 

.297 

(2.31) .26 

lNumbors in parentheses are t values all 
coof£iQi~nt values x 10-3 complete sample (N=39) 
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f 

3.16 

0.05 

7.97 

.16 

15.6 

3.65 
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extent that the socio-economic structure of the RA's tend 

to be spatially continuous, there will be a high degree of 

collinearity between X and the remaining variables,and 
5 

thus the reliability of the coefficient estimates is wor-

sened. In addition to these significance and interpreta-

tion problems, the "fit" of the equations is quite poor. 

To improve the performance of the regression equations 

the areas of either p~rticularly high income or low youth 

populations were eliminated. As explained in Chapter 5, 

burglary seems to be caused by different factors in these 

areas, and hence the linear approximation implicit in the 

regression model might break down. RA' s con-caining :Eewer 

than one person 18 years or younger per four dwelling 

units and the out:lying areas were removed from the sample 

for the next stage of the analysis. 

The results of the initial analysis on this reduced 

sample are presented in Table 21. Again, in the single 

variable regressions all of the coefficients have the 

"expected" sign. In addition all variables are signifi­

cant t including the measure of youth and housing type. that 

were not significant with tile complete sample. In all 

cases the "fit" is improved, ',,,ith the variation explained 

by the equation increasing by nearly 75%. 
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Table 21 

HOLT IVAfl,.!ATE n.EGRESSION .RESULTS NAJOR SUBSAl1PLE 

I "1. 112 cx3 
Cl.. 4 cts R2 a 

(, 

61.l) ~,,42S .10 

I (3 .. 7!i) (-1.71) 

.16 
4.68 25.8 

I (Ow32) (2.20) 

.554 .56 10.a 

I 
(1.9S) (5.68) 

30 <o~; .206 ~04 

(4.21 (1.02) 

I -1.53 .389 .49 

(-0,18) (4.89 ) 

I .... 42~7 .463 9.78 .442 .135 .162 .63 

(-1.·17) (.lG:3 ) (0. 77) (1.76) ( .609) (0 .91) 

'1liote: Numbers in parentheses are t values all 
cocfficiant ·values X ).0-3 main subsample 

I s 
Y';:~CI. + k 10-}"X K o K-' ~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I C-97 

I 

f I 
2.92 

4.83 I 
32.3 I 
1.04 I 

23.9 I 
7.07 

~ :1 

(N=28 ) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

'. 

No other regression equation provides suCh consistently 

high values for the coefficient test statistic. 

This multivariable equation helps disentangle the 

effects of the socio-economic variables considered. First, 

when racial factors are held constant burglary rates 

increase with affluence. As noted previously, without 

controlling for race, burglary rates increase with income 

in relatively affluent suburban areas, and decrease with 

income in all other areas. Second, in most cases, crime 

rates increase with the number of people under 18 in the 

reporting area. Only in the RAls with few young people is 

crime invariant with this factor; income, racial composition, 

housing, types, and Neighborhood burglary rates do not 

influence this effect. Third, the-racial composition of 

the RA is the most important and most stable prediction of 

burglary rates. However, as is pointed out elsewhere in 

this report, racial composition is often covariant with 

othe~ determinents of crime such as physical and behavioral 

vulnerability. Finally fall ·t.hese factors held constant 

there is a spill-over effect of crime: RA's surrounded by 

high burglary rate areas tend to have worse crime than 

otherwise. This effect, however, may simply be a measure-

ment of socio-economic continuity rather than a statemer:.t 

of the causes of crime patterns. 
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The next step involves reducing the number of variables 

included in the regression equation to improve the relia-

bility ~f the estimated coefficients. Clearly the racial 

variable is the best single explainant, but the neighbor-

hood burglary rate performs nearly as well. However, the 

race variable is the only independent variable to enter 

the five variable equation significantly. In fact, all 

others have t values less than unity, and hence reduce the 

reliability of the estimated equation. Because of the good 

univariate performance of these two variables, two series 

of bivariate analyses were performed to combine the other 

socia-economic variables first with race and second with 

the neighborhood burglary rate. 

In the results presented in Table 22, the race variable 

was retained in each equation. It is.impossible not to, 

notice the stability of the ethnic coefficient and its 

fairly high level of significance in each case. None of 

the other variables show significance in these regressions, 

but it is interesting to note that income nOV.1 appears with 

a positive coefficient, indicating that with racial variables 

held constant, increased income is associated with higher 

burglary rates. 

Results based on regression equations using the 

"neighborhood" burglary rate as an indepen.dent variable are 

C-99 

CI. 
0 

-4.80 
(-0.29) 

0.45 
( .03) 

9.99 
(1.60) 

,I 
Table 22 

r 

HULTIVARIATE REGRESSION RESULTS: RACE 

Cl.
l 0: 2 a 3 

0.21 0.62 
(~ .97) (5.21) 

6.2,9 0.53 
(0.66) (4.79) 

0.55 
(5.39) 

.05 
( . 33) 

f 

.58 16.6 

.57 16.0 

~56 16.3 

INumbers in parehtheses are t values 
all coefficient values x 10-3 main subsample (N=28) 

5 

Y=a + ~la X o K= K- K 
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presented in Table 23. These regressions take the three 

socio-economic variables and combine them each in turn with 

X. Reasonable fit is obtained in these results, but in no 
5 

case do they provide improvements over the results using 

pairs of socia-economic variables including race as shown 

in Table 22. It is also interesting to note that the func-

tional dependence of Y on Xs described above does not 

appear to dominate, as would be the case if the coefficient· 

X was close to unity. As in Table 22, race appears to 
5 

provide the most explanatory pO'Vler of the socio-economic 

variables. 

Finally, the r:ace variable and the neighborhood burg­

lary rate were considered together with the other socio­

economic variables incl~ded. By dropping the housing vari­

able from the five variable equation presented in Table" 23, 

the equation below with four independent variables was ob-

tained (numbers in parentheses are t values, all coefficient 

values X 10- 3) . 

r---
CI. a CI. a a R-2 f 

0 1 2 3 5 

"'38.6 .37 14.0 .38 .17 .56 9.00 
(-1.39) (1..56) (1.35) (1.67) (1.08) 

'-

C...,lOl 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Table 231 

HULTIVARIATE REGRESSION RESULTS: NEIGHBORHOOD 
BURGLARY RATE 

a 0.
1 a 2 a

3 
a 5 

-2 f 0 R 

-·16.5 .. 18 .43 .46 12.0 
(0.76) (0.75) (4.36) 

-13.8 13.2 .35 .49 13.4 
(-1.14) (1.40) (4,31) 

7.3 
(0.8) 

.46 .08 .54 15.8 
(2.09) (0.50) 

lNumbers in parentheses are t values 
coefficient value$. x 10"3 rna'in subsamp1e (N=28) 

5 

Y=a + r a X 
o K=l K K 
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Black 

11hite 

, 

'l'able 1 

EXTENT OF MULTIPLE - VICTIHIZATION IN 
LOW, MIDDLE AND HIGH CRIME RATE RA'S* 

% of Victims Who Nere Victimized More than Once 

He HA's 43% 

Me RAls 24 

LC RA's 32 

'l'OTAL 28 

'-

Table 2 

VICT:tl1J:ZATION BY RACE 
-. 

.V. rate** Cn) % 1'1ultiEly , . 
130 (294) 46% 

110 (679 ) 22 

( 898) 

-

Victimized 

#"crime Rate", in these tables, refers only to the residential 
burglary rate. 

**The victimization ra,te per thousand is based on weighted 
frequencies. The number of cases Cn) refe:r, to the 
actual number of interviews. 

NOt statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 3 

VICTIMIZATION BY RACE AND INCOME 
IN LOW, MIDDLE AND HIGH CRI}ffi RAIS 

HC RA's v. rate (n) Burglary Incidence 
Black -
Less than $8,00C 80 (87) 120 
$8,000-$14,999 180 (30 ), 180 
$15,000 + 230 (20) 370 

"'''hi te 

Less than $ 8,000 120 (80) 180 
$8,000-$14,999 180 (30 ) 250 
$15,000 + 260 (20) 370 

MC RA's \ 

Black 

Less than $8,000 200 (51) 270 
$8,000-$14,999 270 (23) 280 
$15(000 + 350 (8 ) 710 

vlnite 

LeS s th an $ 8 , 000 60 (66) _ 70 
$8,000-$14,999 210 (48) 210 
$15,000 + 240 (70 ) 270 

LC RA"'s 

Black 
~ ••• !l' 

LeSs than $ 8,000 70 (29) 110 
$8,0.00-$14,99,9 290 (14) 360, 
$15,000 + 130 (8) 400 

mite 

LeSS than $8,000 80 (110) 130 
$8,000-$14,999 50 . (75) 50 
$15,000 + 110 (33) 110 

*Figures for Blacks in low crime RA f S ar'e based on RA' s 
196 and 447. If -these two RA 1 S are really middle or high 
'crime areas as survey figures suggest, there are no blacks 
in the 1m'1 crime PA' s. 

Statistically siqni:f.ic?nt at the .05 level in high and middle c:r.ime 
RA's only. 
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Table 4 

VICTIMIZATION BY EDUCATtON OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD .. 
V. Rate (n.) 

Less than 
grade 12 210 (284 ) 

ni.gh school 
graduate 270 (253) 

Any coJ.lcge 310 (265 ) 

Iligher degree 430 (95~ 
_. -
(897) 

. -
Not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table 5 

VICTlt1!ZATION BY OCCUPNrION OJ!' HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD r" --
V. Rate (n) 

~-...- -
l' ,rofessional 430 (179) 

t1anager 340 (87) 

. Clerical 350 (112) 

Sales 250 (40) 

Skilled worker 300 ( 83) 

Semi-skilled worker 190 (lIS) 

Service worker 320 (102) 

Unskilled 

I 
·190 :( 142) 

Not statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 6 

VICTIMIZATION RATE BY AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 
I - -

V. Rate (n) 

30 years of less 230 (319 ) 

31 - 64 years 150 (406) 

65 or more yeCl.rs 90 

I 
(138) 

(8~3J 
Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

AGE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD OF THOSE PERSONS IN TFE 
srl'UDIED RA! S REPORTING A BURGLARY TO THE POLICE (N = 1526) 

J:J.ge Percent~e reporting a burglary 

. 
pnder 21 years 10% 

21 - 30 years 44 . 31 - 40 years 16 

41 - 50 years 13 
51 - 65 years 12 
65+ years 

5 
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Table 8 

% WI~H HEAD OF H,)OSEHOLD 30 YEARS OF AGE OR YOUNGER 
Al\iD VICTIMIZATION IN LOW', 1-1EDIUM, AND HIGH CHIME RATE 

RAIS 

,--_.-
HC HA's 

Me M's 

LC RA'a 

390 

270 

200 

(129 ) 

(85) 

(73) 

(287 ) 

44% 

35 

22 

__ •.. ______ ~ ________ -L __________ ~ ______________________________________ ~ 

Table 9 

VICr.II!r.lIZATION BY AGE AND MARITAL STJI.TUS OF H~AD OF HOUS}ZHOLD 

r ) .. . -.!...., .-.. " 
V. Rate (n) 

tC_~ 

Head to 40 yrsr 
not married 440 (147) 

I'lead 40-64 yrs, 
l'lot married 390 (69) 

Head to 40 yrs, 
married (\vi'l::11 or 
v11thout children) 290 (311). 

Head 40-64 yrs, 
married (with or 
without children) 270 (198) 

Head 65 yrs. + 160 ( 138) 

( 863) 
--,---. ,"/ 

Statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 10 

VICTIMIZATION BY NUl-1BER OF HOURS DWELLING UNOCCUPIED ON USUAL DAY 

I 

V. Rate (n) 

None to two hours a day 120 (314 ) 

2 - 7 hours a day 170 ( 331) 

8 or more hours a day 280 (238) 

I (883) , 
-- ". ,,.. ~ 

Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

" 

'lIable 11 

VICTIHIZATION BY OCCUPANCY IN LOW, 1vlIDDLE, AND 
HIGH CRHill FA I S 

~ 

v. Eate (n) Incidence 

HC R7\ IS 

out 0-5 hrs/'\vk 70 (108) 100 

Out 5-35 hrs/wk 150 (80) 200 

out 35 or more 160 ( 91) 220 

IvlC RA IS 

out 0-5 hrs/wk 130 (112) 160 

out 5-,35 hrs/wk 170 (93) 180 

out 35 or more 220 (87) 270 

LC RA's 

out 0-5 hrs/wk 60 (152) 70 

Gut 5-35 hrs/wk 11,0 (89) 110 

out 35 or more 80 (52 ) 160 
, 

(864), 

Statistically significant at the .05 level in high and middle 
crime RA's only. 
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Table 12 

VICTIHIZATION BY SOCIAL J:SOLATION 

V. Rate (n) Incidence 

Isolated 140 (289 ) 200 

Sommvhat 100 (403) 130 
isolated 

Not isolat:ed 120 ( 210) 130 

(902 ) 

~.0/l0~ ill • 

Not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table 13 

VICTIMIZATION BY SOCIAL ISOLA'I'ION 
IN LOW, r.uDDLE, AND HIGH CRIME PJI ... 'S 

cidence % l.~ulti 

He AA' s --
Jsol~.tted 130 (122) 190 46% 

somevlhat 
isolat.ed 70 (115) 120 71 

NOt iso1atGd 210 (56) 230 10 
"-

Me RA's 

Isolated 200 ( 95) 230 15% 

SOlnGwhat 
iso1at~d 150 (149) 180 20 

Not isolated 220 . (62) 250 14 

LC RAls 

Isolated. 100 (72) 170 70% 
, ~, ~:" 

Somewhat 
isolated 80 (139) 100 25 

Not isolated 30 (92) 40 33 

(902)' 

statistically significant at the .05 level. in. lO~ crime 
RA's only. 

0-7 

victimized 

II 
I 
1 
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Table 14 

VICTIMIZATION BY SECURITY BEHAVIOR IN 
LON, MIDDLE AND HIGH CRIME RAIS 

.... ~~ 

V. Rate (n) Incidence 

HC RAls 

Locks windows 80 ( 113) 100 

Does not 
lock windmvs 50 (130) 50 

MC RA's 

Locks 'ivi ndows 140 (138) 140 

D.oes not 
lock windows· 50 (126) 50 

LC Rll. IS 

Locks vdndows 60 (150) 70 

Does not 
lock vlindows 40 (137) , ·60 

I (794) 

Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table 15 

% Hu~tiply-victimize 

25% 

-,-

-'-

--

17% 

501; 

VICTI.MIZATION BY CONCERN ABOUT BEING BUHGLARIZED IN 
LOW, MIDDLE AND HIGH CRIME RAtS 

. 
HC RAls V. Rate (n) 

--- \ 

High 330 (205 ) 

Low 180 (80) 

MC RAls 

'High 370 (148) 

.Low . 190 (143) 

LC RAls 

IUgh 360 (83) 

Low 80 (204) 

(863) 

Statistically significant at tbe .05 leVel. 
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Table 16 

DEGREE OF CONCERN ABOUT BEING BURGLARIZED BY RACE 
IN LOvl, HIDDLE AND B:tGH CRIME RA I S 

He 1'.A IS 

~:J.9 ItA 1 fl 

131ttck 

Whito 

rUnck* 

Wh,i to 

% P.isrh Concern 

80% 

62 

48% 

51 

58% 

27 

(n) 

(159) 

(132) 

(82) 

(167) 

(50) 

(273) 

*£:'igUJ;'~ for b 1 k h ( 8
63

) --rr. ac s ere are based on RAts 196 and 447. 
~: these t\.,to RA l S are really middle or as su~v ~. high crime areas, 

~ .... e.y .L.l.gures suggest, there bl crime l~) IS. are no acks in the 1m'1 

Table 17 

i 
i. 
~ , 

, 
) ,. 
J 
I 

1 , 

" 
f 

DEGHEE o~ C~NCERN ABOUT BEING BURGLARIZED BY r-________ RE_._s_Pl~~N.-PE:N~T~S_:t-IO-U-S-I~N~G~T1Y:P~E~A:N~D~V~I~C~T~I~~~1I~Z~A~T~I~O~N~--------------~---1i;i }I 
r-_____ --!;:~ .. Hi~h Concern V R t 1 ( .. a e n) % Multiply-victimized; 

, \:1,,'1 
Public 
housil19 61% 70 

Large multi-
unit 36 100 

. Small multi- c#.'. 

'Unit 35 140. 

Single . 
33 110 

(244) 57% 

(225) 10 

. 
(l62) 2,1 

\ . 
j 

II i 
:) 
:1 

1\ I 
fl 
l\ 

'(234) 18 ti 

~;-;;t~-;;~~ij;;;;l~;;~0~;;~;;;;i1~_..l6. (,6.;.J. 3:L \l _______ ---. __ Jrl 
1 Vietim rate stated for housing type overall.. 86 Ii \l 

_~ I 

'~amily 

0-9 

-

Table 18 

DEGREE OF CONCERN ABOUT BEING BURGLARIZED 
BY SEX OF RES~ONDENT 

C ( ) 
% High on cern n 

\ 

Male 
31% (302) 

Female 57 (561) 

Statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table 19 

DEGREE OF CONCERN ABOUT BEING BURGLARIZED BY INCOME 

% High Cbncern .(n) 

Less than $8,000 
48% (424) 

$8,000-$14,999 
38 (209) 

$15,000 or more 

\ 

43 <;169) 
-
(802 ) 

Not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table 2Q 

DEGREE OF CONCERN ABOUT BEING BURGLARIZED BY 
DISTAN0E OF. DWELLING UNIT FROM T,llE .cOl<'E CITY 

\ % Eigh concern (n) 

52% 
(343) 

.core city 
71 (252) 

Adjacent 
30 

(268) 

outlying -~-. 
(863, ) --

Not sta±istically significant at the .05 level. 
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Table 21 

NEIGIlBORHOOD COl~CERH ADOUT CRIHE 

Victims Non-victims 

Yes 25% 17% 

No 75 83 

Not statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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% Sample 

191': 

81 
-

100% 

(n) 

(169 ) 

(719) 

(888) 

I 
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'rable 22 

NEIGHBORHOOD DECISION TO TAKE ACTION ON CRnm 

victims Non-victims % of, Sample nro _____ 
_ a::u:w::XI"'~~.u:o''*!!I'''''''''' • ...:..-~\~~~ 

Yes 12% 6%-

. 
No 12 11 \ 

Have not mec 
with neighbors 76 83 

-
Not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table 23 

NEIGHBORHOOD AC'l'lON AGAINST CRIME 

7~ 

11 

82 

---
100% 
(-:::... 

Victims Non-victims % of Sample 

Multi-problem 
group 9% 11% 5% 

crime 
oriented 1 1 1 

Other 2 1 1 

Inappropriate 88 94 93 

--
100% 

Not statistically significant at the .05 level. 
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(n) 

(62) 

(98) 

(728) 

-, 

(888). 

(n) 

(44) 

(9 ) 

(9) 

(826) 

(888,. 
> 
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Table 24 

RESPONDENT'S 1\N0\'1LEDGD OF CITIZEN PATROL GROUPS 

, 
victims Non-victims % of samRle -

Yes 62% 55% 57% 

No 38 45 43 

.-~ 

1 
100% - -

Not statistically significant at the .05 level. 

Table 25 

R:r::Sl?ONODNlr I S OPINION OF CITIZEN PATROL GROUPS 
ow ~'Itlj.")"'~ ____ ~""_ 

.. "f , . b~ 

.'," Victim!!! ' ..- Non-victims % of samp~ 

"A good ideaH 77% 63% 65% 

HA ba.d idea" 14 15 15 

Don't know 9 22 20 

-. 
100% 

NOt. statistically sianificant at the .05 level. 
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~ 
C) 

'.-1 
rl 
0 

(n) O-t 
.. 

UJ . 1 ~ t;. 

.C? 
(514) 

(388) 
,. 

(902 ) . 

(I.. 

~ 

.r::: 
;:, 

(n) "-

.JJ 
(586) ,0 

(136) ~ 

LH· 
(180) 

H --,-
(902) 

Table 26 

BURGLARY J.N~ry~~NCE 

Victims Non-victims % of sample (n) 

Yes 35% 39% 38% (342) 

No 65 61 62 (557) .. . .. --
100% (899) 

4 _ ... _, 
:,~ ... t;..e.p'. ___ . , . .. .- .. ~ '--~~. -""i'l -~ .'~~ .. , ... .. 

~_4._· 

'1;00 expensive 17% " 15% 15% (134) 

Can't - high 
risk neighborhood 12 10 10 (90) 

Can It - too 
many claims 

(4) already 2 -- --
Don't think 
will be burglar-

2 (18 ) ized 2 2 

Never thought 
11 (98) about it 10 11 

Nothing worth 
14 14 (126) insuring 14 

Other 5 . 1 ,2 ( 18) 

NA 3 7 6 (53) 

Has insurance 35 39 38 (342 ) 

--
100% (883) 
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Table 27 

BURGLARt It;CIDE~CE RATE OF UNITS NITHOUT fl.CCESSIBLE NINDONS IN MUL'rI-FAL"1ILY. 
STRUCTURES BY NU!>1BER OF DOORS LE1,DING INTO THE STRUCTURE 

1 Door 2 ·Doors 3 
Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate 

AI':f) nT.s 
Brrnll r.\ulti-unit 63 (42) 153 (89) 474 

... ~.':-.~:.?.!:,.!\Ul t! ~~ !_~_ 128 (76) 86 (34) 0 
_"""",""",,\o;j~'t>#'*' ___ "" __ ~_ i---
llIfm Cfn:lm 

!:t:lall Multi-unit 159 (17) 161 (43) 209 
Large Multi-unit 27 (21) 6() (16) . 0 

,,',f'-.-"_ ''!'' _____ 

M:roin,l~ CRr~l; 

nnal1 ~ulti-unit 17 (16) 225 (25) 116 
Large mUlti-unit 41 (35 ) 39 (16 ) 0 

~>",}t ... ~.,_. ___ , 

Lm'l CHHm 
Small multi-unit 0 (9 ) 62 (21) 795 
lJHrgo mUlti-unit 483 (20) 500 (2) 0 

-
SignifiNn.':" eIH .. ain'>u at; t.he .05 leval [or test; of 
indL'p('n,kn('I.! b.H~:.;>.'n (l) number of doors and cr.ime 
rate (2) mU'!ber of dool."s and housing type. 

Table 28 

Doors 
(N) 

(23) 
(6) 

(11) 
(1) 

(4) 
(4 ) 

(R) 
(1) 

13UHGl,ARY INCIDE!I1CE RATE OF UNITS IN MULTI-UNIT STRUCTURES 
BY THE TINE COM/iON ENTRANCES 1>RE LOCKED 

Locked Locked Never 
Day & Night:. Night Locked 

-
ALL Iv'\s 

Sl'lUll mu1.ti-unit 
1, ... 1'<;0 I\ml ti~ul1 i t: 

~"::!."":~~ -:::~:::- -. . 
HIGI! CRW1; 

Small nlulth,unit: 
Large mUlti-unit 

r---. 
0_ 

~IIDDLE CRna:: 
Small ~ulti-unit 
Li:lrga mUlti-unit 

W~~ CR!:'IE 
Sma.ll 1'1\111 ti - uni t 
Large roulti-unit 

Rate (N) Rate (N) Rate 
.. 

232 (193) 67 (66) 240 
157 (74 ) 282 (9) 152 

282 (74) 74 (19) 280 
249 (31) 800 (4) lLl 

311 (64) 446 (4) 158 
104 (41) 0 (2) l()O 

. 
36. (55) 22 (43) 284. 

0 (2) 0 (3) 207 

Sigllific;!.ncQ not OQLilined at the .05 level for test of 
independence between time doors locked and crime rate. 
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(153) 

(64) 
(49) 
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(40) 
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TAble 29 

BURGL~~~ ~~~~E~Hg~U~~U~~O~N~~C~~~;Dv~~~E:~~LITY 

No Some All 
Occupancy Standard Standa.rd Stantard Doors Doors Doors Rate (11 ) Rate (1-1 Ratel (N) 
All Ri\s 

Less than 5 46 (326) 144 (22) 5 - 35 85 (223) 54 (J.9) 
Hore than 35 22 (18) 5 €1.8) 103 (196) 402 (16) 0 . (13) 

lIi9h Crime 
Less than 5 39 (93) 326 (8) 22 I (1).) 5 - 35 
Hore than Oil (70) 0 (7) 35 138 (79) 279 (7) o I (4) o (6) 

Middle Crime -
Less than 5 78 (!l3) 58 (10) 

148 I (71 5 - 35 
HOl."e than 

71 . (73) 31 (10) o (10) 35 118 (71) GOO (8) ~. o (7) 
LO\~ Crime I 

Less thap 5 36 (14f) 125 (4 ) f) I 5 - 35 (1) 
HOl."e than 

92 (80) 0 (1) :: I (4) 35 51 (40) 0 (1) --
Significance obta' . ~ned at the .05 level for t t " 
~ndependcl1ce betwe.en (Ii cloor vu.lnerabili tv e:nd o. 
crime rate (2) occupancy and. cr~me rate. ' 

Tab!e 30 

BURGLARY RNJ.'E TIlJ:tOUGI! DOOR BY D00R VULNERIII3ILITY 
INCO/IE OF HOUSEHOLD AND 

I No 

j Some' I All Standard Income Standard fltand1lrd Doors 
Rate [ (11) 

Doors Doors , ! Ratel (N) I l~ate 

All RAs 

(21) r Less than $8,000 68 (373) 209 47 $8,000 - $15,000 63 (192) 160 (19) 0 More than $15,000 145 (J.33) 23 (12) 0 
High Crime 
~ess than $8,000 84 (142) 183 (12) 18 $8,000 - $lS,OOf) 94 (55) 462 (3) 0 More than $15,000 344 (31) 0 (4) f) 

Hiddle Crime I 
Less than $8,000 76 (11l0) 2.80 (7) 132 $8,000 - $15,01)0 
More than $15,000 

116 (53) <l6 (J.4 ) f) 
13.5 (65) 30 (6) 0 

Low Crime . 
Less than $8,000 48 (131) 0 (2) 91 $8,000 - $15,000 25 (8 1i) 250 (2) More than S15,OOO Il 

116 (37) 0 (2) --
.. ""," . 

Sl.!1nl.ncan'cc obtained at the .05 level for: test of 
independence between (1) door VUlnerability and 
~rime rate (2) door vulnerability and income. 
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(20) 
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(13) 
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Table 31 

SECURITY OJ!' BN'l.'ERBD DOOR BY SECURITY OF NON-EN'l'ERED DOOR 
111 UNITS "11TH O:ILY 1'\'10 DOORS LEADING DIRECTLY TO THE UNIT 

Security of Door 
Not Entered 

Standard 

Non-Standard 

Security of Doo~ Entered J I----=.--------.. --~-----------.----Standurd . Non-Sta.ndard 

1 4 

1 64 

Significance obtained at. the: .05 level for test of 
illdcpcmdcncc bcLwecn door entt!red and door not entered, 

Table 32 

OIS'l'nrt3U~'lOH OF DOOR vur,m:MDILITY . 
BY GeOGllAPIlIC LOCATION 

No Some All 
Standard Standard SLandard 

- Doorn Doors Doors 
Y- (N) % eN) ", (!1T 

liLt. Ms 
lnncr 82% (607) 12% (52) G% (51) 

_2}!c~££.. 99'1. _.'1 66) __ ,4'1. (5) 1% (6) .'.--... , .... -~ .---- - - -\. 
IlIGtI cnum 

Ir\IIOr BO% (251) 5% (22) 15% (27) Outer -- -- -- -- -- ---.,...~ 

Wl'nOr.E CIUHE 1-
Inner 70% (611) 22% (12) 8% (19 ) Outel;' 92% (79) 3% (3) 5% (6) 

l.o\~ crmu:) 
Innor 96.% (188) 1% (5) 3'& (5) Outor 99\ (B7) .n (2) -- --

- . 
Signilicance obtained at the .05 level for test of 
independence between location and door vulnerability. 
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Ta',lc 33 

OISTRIBUTION OJ;' ObOil VULNERABILITY 
BY STnCC'l'UP.E 

No Some 
Standard Stalldard 

0001:5 Doors 
q N) q (~) 

ALL R1\s 
Sing1e-bmily detached 9n (lVI) 1% (4) 
Single-family attached 88~ (42) s'& (6) 
Small multi-unit 09'l. (376) 5% (24) 
r,argc mUlti-unit 82 (192) n (13) 

All 
Standard 

Doors 
~ (N) 

0% (0) 
4% (3) 
G% (21) 

l5,!; (27) 

-IlIGllCRII-IE 
Sirlglc- Eami ly detached 100~ (21) 0'1; (0) 0% (0) 
Single-family attached 90'!. (il) 3~, (1) 7% (1). 
Small I:lUlti-unit 83't. (129) 7'/.1 (11) 10% (12) 
Large mUlti-unit 6n ~59) 5% (8) 28% 0.0) 

--- --
HIODLE CRnlE 

Single-family detached 9n (41) 3'; (2) 0% (0) 
Singlc-fa!nHy attached 6n (16) 20% (5) 11% (2) 
Small mUlti-unit B-1'!; (104) 9% (8) n (5) 
f"arge multi-unit 76% (72) 6% (5) 18% (277) 

LOW CRUIE 
Single-family detached 99!i. (48) H (2) (0) 
Single-family ~ttachcd lIJO~ (lB) 0% (0) (0) 
Small mUlti-unit 95~ (143) 2% (5) 3% (4 ) 
r,arge mUlti-unit. 99% (61) 0% (0) .1% (1) 

TO'rAL B7% (720) 4~ (47) 9% (818) 

Significance obtained at the .05 l~v!l for test of 
indqpcndcncu between door vUlnerabll~ty and 
housing type, 

Table 34 

DISTRIBU'fION OF DOOR VULNERABILITY BY 

PUBLIC/PRIVATE CONTROL 

No Some All 
Standard Standard Standard 

Doors Doors Doors 

% (N) % (N) % ,(N) 

Public Housing 80% (126 ) 2% (2 ) 18% (17) 

Private Housing 90% (594 ) 5% (44 ) 5% (34 ) 

Significilnce obtained at the .05 level for test 0: 
indep~ndence between door vulnerability and housing type. 
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TIlb1c 35 

DISTRIllOTIO!( OP DOOR VULNERi\BILITY BY INCOME 

No SOl!m All 
Standard st.:lnd.·rd Standard 

Doors Doors Doors 

- t _IN) ~ .,- IN) ',) (N) 

ALt. 1111:: 
I.cS/' than $IJ,OOO 88% (373) 3% (21) 9% (35) 
$11,000 ~ $15, aDo gg% (192) !it (19) u% (11) 
Moro t,.han Bfi% 9% 5% $1!i,OOO (133) (12) (6) 

""-,,,~ .. '- ~"-"""'~"'-"'---"""'-""'-''''-~ =:~~.~----'- - - --- ~ 

. 
.~ ..... -,.,., ... q _",., .. ,.,,~." "' .. ___ 'If..<*,....". .... _~ 

IIIGII CIUI·n; 
IJ('Eif; thill, $6,000 80'/. (142) H (12) 16% (20) 
$£I/(J()O - $15,000 93% (55) 4.'/, {3} 3% (3) 
Hon) than $15,000 75% (31) 10~ (4 ) n (1) 

<!<e,,,,,,,,,","" ,.~ ............. :" .. " •• ~ ... ___ • __ 

~- -HUltl1,r! Glw·jf; 
I'('(;r; Lhan $8,000 84% (100) 5'1. (7) 11% (13) 
$1),000 - $15,000 77't (53) 12% (14) 11% (5) 
"\(1J;::!! Ul11n $15,()00 78t (S5) 1H (6) 8% (5) 

.,---_ . .,-.,,, ",,-oj, ._--',"","" - I 

It)l/ CIl) ~Il: 
J.of(~!;~; t.han $11,000 99i (131) .5% (2) .5% (2) 
$1l,(l0(l - $15,000 %% (BII) 1% (2) :It .(3 ) 
llQrC! than $15,000 99% (37) 1% (2) 0 (0) 

Signi CiCullCC obtainoel at thn .05 l('vcl for test of: 
intl~·pl1Iltkn("(· hntwt)(w door vulllcrilbilj t:y (lnll incoille. 

Table 36' 

DXSTlunUTION OF DOOR VULNERADU,ITY BY TENURE 

No SOIne All 
Standard Standard Standard 

Dool.'U Doors Doors - ;; (N) \. (N
e " N 

J\l.rr RAG 
Olmer occllpied units 95% (128) 4% (5) 1% (2) 

_ !~.~~~~c~l!!.~~ -!~ (1;.11\) n (52) 7% (55) 
1--

IIIGII ClUNE 
0\\'1\01.' occupied uni ts 100't (30) 0% (0) 0% (0) 
ROllter qccupicd units 82t (220) 8'lo (22) 10% (27) 

HIDDLI; cnnm 
Owner occupied units 89t (50) 7% (4) 4% (2) 
Rental.' Qccupied units 81'1, (1!)7) 10% (2·1 ) 9% (23) 

, 
LOH crum: 

OWOOI: occupied un! ts 98% (48) 2% (1) 0% (0) 
Rcmtcr occupied units 95% (227) 3% (6) 2% (5) 

Significanco not obtained at the .05 level for test of 
inde?cndcnce between door vulnerability anel tenure. • 
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Table 37 

OIS~'RIDUTION OF DOOR VULNERABILI'l'Y BY 
NUHBER OF HOURS ONELLING UNIT IS LEFT VACANT PER l'lEEK 

No Some All 
Standard Stnndard Stnndnrd 

Doors Doors Doors 
9; (N • (:~) '/, (N) 

ALL RAs 
Less than 5 hours 88% (326) 3% (22) 9% (19) 
5 - 30 hOU1:S 84'io (223) 8'6 (IS) 8% (18) 
Nore than 30 hours 9n (1%) n (16) soc . (13) 

1---- '--- -------= ;.::..-IlIOIl CltWE 
Less than 5 hours 77% (93) n (8) 2il% 
5 - 30 hours 86% (70) 9% (7) 5% 
I,lore than 30 hours 89'6 (79 ) 6% (7) SOC 

HIDDLE CluHE 
Less tha:'\ 5 hom:s 82% (93) a% (10) 10% 
5 - 30 hours 69% ('73) 15% (10), 16% 
Hora than 30 hours 88% (71) 4% (8) 8% 

LON CRI!-1E 
Less than 5 hours 98% (140) 1% (4 ) 1% 
5 - 30 houl,"s 97% (80) .2% (1) 3% 
Hore than 30 hours 99% (46) 1% (1) --

Table 38 

VISIBILITyl AND VULNERABILITY OF ATTACKED DOOR 
VS. NON-ATTACKED DOOR2 

Door Attacked 
Not Not 

Other Door Visible! visible/ Visible/ 
Standard Standard Non-Standard 

Not Visible/ 
Standard 1 0 2 

Visible/Standard 0 0 1 

Not Visible/ 
Non-Standard 1 0 34 

Visible/ 
Non-Standard 0 0 12 

TOTAL 2 0 49 

Significance not obtained at the .05 level for test of 
independence botween characteristics of attacked doors 
and non-attacked doors. 

IVisible from st;eet or neighbors' windows 

(11) 
(4 ) 
(6) 

(7) 
(10) 

(7j" 

(1) 
(4 ) --

Visible! 
Non-Standard 

1 

0 

9 

8 

18 

2Incl udes' only units with two doors leadil>g directly 
to the dwelling unit. 

<. 
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SURVEY !1ETHODOLOGY 

A. Sampling )?,rocedures. 

The sample was drawn from the addresses listed in the 

1970 Boston City Directory and from town police.> listings for 

the FJUburban l:'f.!portil1g' areas. To correct for possible in­

accuracies in 1::hose listings int.ervie\·lers listed the number 

of dwcl1inO units at the specified address. When this listing 

differed form that of the City Directory, additional addresses 

were selected (at the sampling rate) t.o account for in:-.the 

Direotory listing. 

Interviewing Ptoccdures. 
~ _ .... f· t ... ....-..... -._' ....... __ 

Al1 introcluctory 'letter explaining the study \vas sent to 

each dwelling unit. Any adult (over age 17) was interviewed. 

Intorviewers returned to a d,..;elling unit a minimum of six times 

b~fore the household 'was considered either a refusal or non­

):'cul),ol'ldel1,t, In the case of a refusal an intervieW'ex; of a diff. 

£crcnt agG3,' raC(3 or sex was given the assignment. 

r.rhe in'l;erv'iewe,rs were experienced staff members of 

'I;he Survey Research P:,,:ogram. Pilot intervie\vs, a week's train­

ing on the questionnaire and appendices, and careful evaluation 

of the intervie,~s as they came in, served to insure complete 

and consitentdata colle6tion. 
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c. Coding Procedures. 

The codi~g at Survey Research was contin~ously checked 

for internal inconsistencies amoung the coding staff. Cross-

coder reliability was found to be 98%. 

D. Reliability of the Data. 

The response rate, overall, was 75%, ranging from 64% 

to 91% in the various RA's. The approximate sampling error 

for a sample of this size is, at maximum," 5% at the .05 level. 

1;-

~l 
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