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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study analyzed the patterns of stranger-to-

stranger crime committed on resgidential 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 survéy that
interviewed nearly 1,000 persons including victims and
non-victims of residential crime, a field observation
study of 39 separate areas ofvthe Boston SMSA and inter-
views with 100 offenders.

The study determined that the concept of residential
crime is diffuse and that there is a considerable variance
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 unequaily distributed geo-~
graphically and among different segments of the popula-
tion. The incidence of each is disproportionately high
in the central aréas of SMSA, this being especially true
for robbery. |

| The a§erage loss in a residential burglary was on the

order of $300 and except for multiple victims, the economic

consequences did not appear serious to the individual.
The fear engendered by residential crime was its most
important consequence for many peopie.

The interviews with burglary offenders indicated
that in general they did little planning, were not
highly skilled, and did not make large profits from
their crime. The intervieweeé 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 economic con-~
siderations. The middle and older age groups were typi-
cally more mobile and highly effecéive, though‘not
highly skilled, burglars. The older group (25 and older)
selected their targets with more care, preferring afflu-
ence to vulnerability.

Apart from differences in’housing type selected,
there was no great difference between white and black
burglars. The principle difference between drug users
and nonwdrug users was the fregquency with which.the
former worked.

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 assoclated were affluence, vulnerability
(including level of physical access, 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. TFactors such as housing type,
regular police patrol, street lighting and neighborhood
traffic patterns did not seem to greatly influenrce the
regidential crime rate.

In general, crime rates were inversely proportional
to distance from the center of the metropolitan area.
However, in the inner areds vulnerabiliﬁy was.considered
a more important factor than affluence, whereag this re-
lationship was reversed in the outer areas.

It was»determined’that the relative weight of factors
Varied among areas of the city qnd~that the probability of
regsidential burglary victimization follows an ascending
hierarchy:

1. Areas with a highly cohesive population or a
concentraticn’of secure buildings, regardless
of iocation. '

2. butlying non~éffluent areas

3. Outlying affluent areas

" 4, Inner city areas,thaﬁ aﬁe not highly vulnerable

5. Inner city areas that are highly wvulnerable.

aaill B

Large housiné 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.

Within areas of comparable crime rate, victimization
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 were less for those whose doors, locks,
and windows were at least of minimum standard. In general,

awareness of and concern about being burglarized was found

to parallel both the burglary experience of an area and
.of the individual. Most people's OQinions of how to im-
.proﬁe security were based on traditional notions of police
-patrol} even though this type of protection was féund 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 progréms directed at offender motivation and
crime opportunity. Regarding motivation, the ériminal

7

justice system does not appear to deter criminal behavior,



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 réduction.
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 factors related to
specific offenders, crimes, areas, and victims. A prd—,
gram designed to reduce crime in one type area may have
no effect in another and in some instanées may displace
offenders functionally or geographicqlly and shift crime
risk to other victims; kThe most effective strategy would
appear to be to raise the level of awelling access se-
curity;, even though the exact method must vary, depending
on the area. In some cases aﬂ increase in the number of
security guards, in otheré 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"controi of resi-
dential crime differs from séreet crime. Residential
crime”is less dangerous, but bécause it is dispefsed and

hon—visible, it is less aménable to control by police

methods. Its control larggly depends on citizen actions,
both as individuals and in groups. If citizens were fully
informed of the nature of residential crimé, they would

be better able to assist in its control.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

A, BACKGROUND OF THE PRESENT STUDY

This study of “crime in and around residences" §rows
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. ORJECTIVES OF THE PHASE I STUDY

Phase I was required to determine the nature and
pattern of common crimes committed against residential
properties in urban aﬁd suburban 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 ¢rimes, and criminal

| N

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 guantitative
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 ?ates and distinctive characteristics 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 ﬁatterns of residential crime.

2. Methodology

The setting for this study was Metropolitan Boston:
It is not; 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



SMSA. 1In 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 begin
to move away from the general study of "crime" and "crimi-
nals" 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 cof. 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;’(z) an analysis

of police records pertaining to 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 ; (4) a field observation study
of the characteristics of selected geographic areas to
determine the comparative security features 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.

“ er_

A

Tasks 2, 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
thirty-nine geographic areas of the Boston SMSA.l These
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
propar, where each comprises one of the city's 824 police
reporting areas, commonly called RA's. (See Map IA.)

The RA's 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,
andvgedéraphic communities. The next level unit is the
police district; the twelve dist;ictsz roughly correspond
to the historic divisions of Bostontas they were incérpora—
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 RA'S- Within the city
the terms area, neiéhborhood,,and district will refer to
the units described above.

Suburban police do not use the reporting area con-
cept. The suburban areasAa:e actually census tracts

for which crime data was especially collected for this
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project (see Map 1C). Table 1.1 identifies all the
studied areés by neighborhood and police district.

The first step in the analysis (Task 2) was to
gather police data on all residential robberies and
bmrq]_aries:3 reported in each area between 1/1/69 and
9/30/714. Next, from the original 39 areas, 18 (see Mapé
1A and 1C) were selected, from within the stratified
categories, for further analysis. This took the form
of é 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 énalyzed
in Tasks 2 to 4. Efforts were made throughout to
interface.each task with previous research identified
through the literature search (Task‘lf.

The report that follows is organized to present the
findings of each task indiviaually and as an integrated
whole. 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 ;eference 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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quantitative analysis contained in Appendix C. Chapter
VI is concerned with the characteristics of victim and
non-victim persons; Chapter VIIL, victimized and non-
victimized structures. The basic data for these two
chapters are the results of the household survey

conzained in Appendix D.  Chapter VIII presents overall

conclusions and the policy implications of the findings.

¢)}
- . |
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TABLE 1.1A

LOCATION OF REPORTING AREAS BY

POLICE DISTRICT AND NEIGHBORHOOD - CITY OF BOSTON

&

POLICE REPORTING
DISTRICT AREA NEIGHBORHOOD
1 62 West End
70%* .. Beacon Hill
83% North End
3 421 Mattapan
447% Mt, Boﬁdoin
467 Mattapan
470 Mattapan
4 135 Beacon Commonwealth
622% Kenmore Sq.-B.U.
143 Prudential-Copley Sq.
145%* Prudential-Copley Sqg.
166%* South Bay-City Hosp.
Castle Sg.-South End’
5 530 Hyde Park - Readville
720 West Roxbury
6 196% Broadway
214 Broadway
232 Telegraph Hill-

. Beach Front

*Household Survey Area

10




POLICE REPORTING
JISTRICT AREA NEIGHBORHOQOD
7 824 Maverick-Central Sq.

9 265 * Sav Mor
296 Sav Mor
297 Washington Park
306 Grove Hall West
307* Grove Hall West
308 Washingtén Park
315%* Grove Hall West
319 Grove Hall West

10 291% Jackson Square
589 Mission Hill Housing Prbj.
600 Mission Hill Housing Proj.
602 Mission Hill Proper

11 256%* Columbia Point

13 505 * Forest Hill
653 Moss Hill Sect.

14 775 * Chestnut Hill-Aberdeen
779 Brighton Center

15 -57% City Square

S11

TABLE 1.1B

LOCATION OF REPORTING AREAS BY

SUBURBAN TOWN AND NEIGHBORHOOD

CITY REPORTING NEIGHBORHOOD
AREA
NEWTON 736 CHESTNUT HILL
745 NEWTONVILLE -
AUBURKDALE
NORWOOD 134 CENTRAIL NORWOOD-
- WILLET POND
12




INTRODUCTION

FOOTNOTES

Three areas (196, 470, and 745) are actually twoc
RA's combined into one.

Two districts were recently combined, but for crime
analysis purposes the city contihues to use the 12-

district framework.

. Data on murder, rape, arson, and vandalism was col~-

lected by a different method (s8€ PD. 23-24),

City police data for the 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 police data was not availlable
for 1969, but was for all of 1970 and 1971.

13

CHAPTER II
THE PROBLEM OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME
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CHAPTER ITI

THE PROBLEM OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME

A. INTRODUCTION

This chapter will attempt to define the nature of

residential crime, the problems in researching it, its

distribution and its consequences. The cbhjective of

this section is to present the dimensions of the prob-

lem. Discussion of the explanatory variables is left

for later chapters.

B. THE DEFINITION OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME

-'Residential crime is a somewhat amorphous term. The
working definition for this study is "stranger-to-stranger

crime committed in and around .dwellings in urban and

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

as areas attached to housing units which form logical
extensions of dwelling space, such as hallways, yards,‘ér
the grounds of housing projects. The criteria for inclusicn

is whether the property in question is under the control

of owners, occupants, or managers. Areas under the control

of local government} such as streets and alleys, are excluded.

The establishment of a category of crime based on a

precise definition of place of occurrence presents funda-

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

mindl 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 Crime 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 premisesl. The

. 3 4
assault”®, larceny”, and Vandalisms;‘for example -~ in that

the location of the crime is problematic, insofar as its
Ooccurrence on a residential premise is more likely to be
by chance than by design. |

Two crimes, robbery and burglary, are exceptions to
the above genera;ization. The UCR contain a category of
residential robbery. However, much of the so—éalled
residential robbery does not involvs'direct attack on a
dwelling, but more typically the victim (often a non-
resident) iskgttacked in an adjacent area, such aé a hallway.
In some respects, these érimes tend to resemble street
robbery, and the fact that they occur on residential premises
isroften g matter‘of chance. Other residential robberies
may begin as burglaries, but bécause of an‘unexpected-
encounter between offender and victim, théy become robberies,
althoﬁgh, as this study will suggest, "home invasién'

robberies are comparatively rare.

15

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.® 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
couldvbe expected to be home, for the purpose of committing
a serious offense. At preseht in the United States, however,
under UCR definition and often by state statute, the offense
of bﬁrglary can be committed against non-dwelling structures,
can occur at any time of the day, and does not require a
forceable entry. Indeed, nearly half of the burglaries re-
ported annually do not take place‘in dwellings7, 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 aﬁount'which, if sustained
in an ordinary theft, wbuld not constitute a felony qrime.v

The fact that the concept 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, no£‘the Cross-
cutting category of residential offenders. Court records
deal with burglars, but not residential burglars per se. . In
sum, it must be borne in mind that while there are residentiél

crimes, there is no clearly delineated category of criminal

hehavior which can be labeled -residential crime.

16



c. THE MEASUREMENT OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME
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, 6 largely derived from records

of persons who are apprehended for criminal or delinguent
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 f'ew~-»a:.esidents 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 is that the basis for most
criminological 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 reflected in officiél statistics.

Indeed, the President's Crime Commission estimated that

the actual rate of the common residential crime of burglary

was about three times greater than the official rate.8 |
An annual survey of a random sample of Boston households

calculated victimization rates for residential burglary.

17
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Table 2.1 compares their findings to the official police

figures.
TABLE 2.1

COMPARISON OF OFFICIAL AND UNOFFICIAL
RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATES--1970

Per 1000

Households

Official Ratel 32
Survey Rate? _ 120

lsee report of the Police Commissioner, City of Boston,
1970, Table IV.

2utT-Harvard Joint Center for Urban Studies, Citizen
Attitude Survey, 1970,

This finding parallels the Presidential Commission
repoxrt noted earlier 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 wiew 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 «fficial 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." 10" . . :

———
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Victimization data gathered by the household survey
phase of the present proiect was used as a check on the
accuracy of police crime reporting figures. As expected
from previous surveys, all RA's reported more offenses
than police figures. However, in two officially low crime

RA's the survey uncovered a sufficient amount of unreported

burglary 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 was 3/1000. Yet, from a total of 43

non~victimized households interviewed, six burglaries

were sustained in the equivalent time period. In RA 447

the official rate for the first nine months of 1371 was
10/1000, but of 68 non-victim households surveyed, ten
sugtained 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.ll In later sections of the présent study,
analysis of similar RA's will frequently find 196 and 447
standing out from their group. It is likely, therefore, that
these are not low 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 undertaking criminological research based on

19

official statistics, it is useful to conduct validation

studies.

D. THE DISTRIBUTION OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME

1. By Category

O0f 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

RESTDENTIAL ROBBERY AND BURGLARY OFFENSES

1970
u. s. AT | BOSTON
ey | DSIIMATED | MIE BRR oss WO. 100,000
giiéi§?§ia} 1,247,000 614 6,985 1,089
iiiiiigtial 41,800 21 325 51

1ppT UCR 1970, Tables 1 and 19.

zReport of the Police Commissioner, Cityv-ecf Boston, 1970(

Table 1V.
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TABLE 2.3

ROBBERY AND BURGLARY OFFENDERS - 1970

1 2
U. S. A. BOSTON
ESTIMATED
TYPE OF GROSS NO. RATE PER GROSS NO. RATE PER
OFFENDER ARRESTED 100,000 ARRESTED 100,000
Burglars 285,000 188 971 151
Robbers 88,000 58 631 98

1rBI UCR 1970, Table 23.

2Report of the Police Commissionexr, City of Boston, 1970,
Table VIII.

Male youths, particularly from the non-white segments
of the population, are heavily represented as offenders

in thefleading residential crime categories.l? See Tables

2.4 and 2.5.

.TABLE 2.4

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS
~ARRESTED FOR BURGLARY - 1970

Nationallyl U.S. Cities? U.S. Suburbs> Boston?
% Male 95 95 95 97
Median Age 17 17 17 18
$ Non-white 34 39 18 45
SOURCE: FBI Uniform Crime Reports 1370
1. Tables 28, 30, 32.
2. Cities are defined as municipalities with over
2500 population, Tables 34, 36, 38.
3. Tables 40, 42, 43.
4. SOURCE: Annual Report Police Commissioner for
the @ity of Boston 1970, Table VIII.
TABLE 2.5.
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS
ARRESTED FOR RUBBERY - 1970
. 1 e 2 3 4
Nationally U.S. Cities U.S. Suburbs Boston
¢ Male 94% 94% 95% 93%
Median age 20 19 20 20
% Non-wi.ite 65% 68%. _ 40% 65%
SOURCE: FBI Uniform Crime Reports 1970

.. Tables 28, 30, 32.

. Tables 34, 36, 38.

. Tables 40, 42, 43.

SOURCE: Annual Report Police Commissioner for
the City of Boston 1970, Table VIII.
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The crimes of robbery and burglary are reported under L .
others the victim was apparently a prostitute or drug

sub~categories of residential attack, others are not. . . " . "
: pusher so that the crime may have arisen out of professional

Yor purposeg of the present stud special analysis . ; .
purp P Yr SP ¥ disputes. 1In some of the cases which occured inside the

was made of several other offenses to determine what )
' dwelling, there was evidence of an unlawful entry, but

proportion of them would be of a residential nature
this does not guarantee that the perpetrator was a stranger.

i.e., stranger to stranger on residential premises). S co s
( ’ ° ° P In any event the number of incidents was so few that it is

The results follow: ‘ Lo \ . .
clear that the probability of becoming a residential murder

Rape. 92 rapes (12% of the city total) were reported
3PS P ( Y ) P victim is in the order of one in 100,000 annually for the

to the police in the 36 Boston areas studied. Only six .
average Bostonian. ¥

met the definition of a residential crime. Given that

other studies (See Note 1) have shown that most rapes Arson. Arson is a potentially serious but a com-

occur. between previously acquainted persons, this finding paratively rare crime. Only 3 respondents in the house-

is probably typical. hold survey reported sustaining an arson against residential

premises. This would comprise an annual rate of approx-

reported in the 36 studied areas of which three were ~imately 1/1000 households.

possibly residential. However, given the small sample Vandalism. ‘MOSt acts of vandalism are usually

size and the gravity of the offense, a further analysis minor in nature. However, it.is a relatively common

was made of all 321 murders which occured in Boston in the crime.. In 1963 a-survey of a random sample of Boston house-

years 1969-1971, inclusive. This disclosed that seven -holds . (n=500) reported an annual vandalism rate of 62/1000.

were clearly perpetratéd by strangers on residential prémises, The household survey conducted for this study reported

five were in connection with a robbery, and two with an a rate of 80/1000 hOUSGhbldSF,

apparent burglary. In an additional twelve cases (comprising
' 2. By Time

13 victims) the victim was apparently killed on residential ,
It is apparent from Table 2.6 that the number of

premises, but the perpetrator and motives are unclear.

Murder. 28 murders (9% of the city total)were J .

It is not likely that all of the killers were strangers reported qrimes has greatly increased both locally and

s . ' . , o .
since, in some instances, the victim was thought to | nationally. " In 1966 the P;eSldent s Crlme Commission ggtl

have been in a quarrel just prior to his death Tn mated that about half of all robberies and two thirds of

all burglaries went unrecorded,‘ As Table 2.6 indicates,
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TABLE 2.7

OFFENDER RATES PER 100,000

between 1966 and 1970 reported residential burglary SELECTED RESTDENTIAL CRIMES

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

: . il , 1962 1966 1970
this increase, victimization studies, including those CATEGORY ) _

j ' ] U.S.A. 132 145 188
conducted for this project, contlnue‘to‘flnd much unreported Burqlars U.8.A. 132, 145, 188
erime. Therefore increases appear to be real and not just _—— 35, _3%4‘ | o
' Robbers Boston 75 64 a8
due to improved reporting.

In contrast, while arrests nationally have followed +Estimate based on population of 675,000
++Estimate based on population of 650,000
SOURCE: ~ FBI UCR 1962, 1966, 1970

Annual Reports Boston Police Department, 1962,
1966, 1970.

a similar pattern of steady increase, locally they dipped

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

(See Table 2.7.)

The present study determined that residential burglariesr

were more likely to occur during the week and in the daytime.

¥

- ’ TABLE 2.6

Residential robbery, on the other hadd, was more common
QFFENSE RATES PER 100,000 POPULATION-

CRLECTED RESIDENTIAL CRIMES at night and on the weekend. Ther@ were no discernable

patterns by month or season. Specific details are discussed

- ' 1970
CATEGORY | - 1962 1966 . s s 19,
Residential U.S.A. 207, 343++ lgég . N G hecs
Burglary. Boston 248 434 9 » |
dential U.S.A 4 6 - 21 Among the regions of the United States, robbery
Residentia .SL.A. |
Robbery Boston 5+ - 134+ 51

e rates are currently highest in the Northeast and lowest
+Estinate based on populatgon of 675,000 e
++Estimate based on pOpulagloiggg 650,000
URCE: FBI UCR 1962, 196 ‘ .
20T An;uET”Reporés Boston Police Department, 1962, 1966, 1970.

in the South, while burglary rates are highest in the

West, with the other regions showing no significant

variations from one'another.l3

Within any given region, it has been found that

-

crime rates are higher in central cities than in. suburbs.

For the crime of robbérf, approximately 10% of which is
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residential in nature,l4 according to the Uniform Crime

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

- TABLE 2.8
rate about ten times that of suburbs in 1970. Burglary, - -
DISTRIBUTION OF CRIME
‘of which nearly 60% is residential, occurs about twice BY RACE AND INCOME

- (rates per 100,000 population)

as frequently in cities of over a quarter of a million as

: — White Non-White
in suburbs.l5 Chapter V will discuss in detail the . $0- $3,000- $6,000-  Above $0- $3,000- Above
e - Crame $2,999 $5,999 $9,999 -510,000- $2,999 $5,999 $6,000
spatial distribution of residential crime within the ‘
Burglary 1,310 958 764 763 7 1,336 1,261 2,056
-~ metropolitan area. Robbery 116 91 42 34 278 240 121

Source: Phillip H. Ennis, Criminal Victimization in the United
States (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 1967),
Table 14. '

4, By Population Characteristics

In terms of offense rates, the burden of crime is
not evenly distributed across the population. A NORC

studyl® indicated that victimization falls most heavily

The NORC study also provided data regarding the axtent

. , , , . £ ' ictimizati { A
categories of crime are considered, ‘it is found that © multiple victimization which further indicates that

among whites, burglary victimization rates decline as crime 1s unevenly distributed. learlv one third of the

income rises, while among blacks, the reverse is true. victimized households sustained more than one crime. gee

Robbery victimization tends to decline as income rises Table 2.9.

e TABLE 2.9

among both races. See Table 2.8. THE EXTENT OF MULTIPLE VICTIMIZATION

All Households with-—

Mo victimizationsS. i veeeeesennnens 72
One victimization...iveieetasnasel?
Two victimizatiens........ e e .. b
Three victimizationS..e.eee.eeens .. 2
Four or more victimizations..... . 1
) Total . 100%

N . (3,296)

on low-~income and non-white groups. When specific I

Source: Phillip H. Ennis, Criminal Victimization in the United
3 - States (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 1967),
Table 21. -
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B. THE CONSEQUENCES OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME
l. Direct

Economic Conseguences

In BQstoh'in 1970 the average 1§ss from a residen-
tial burglary was $338 and the gross loss approximately
$2,361,000. The average loss from rasidential robbéry
was $133 and the gross loss approximately $43,000.+7
Nationally the average residential burglary loss was
approximabely $330 and the residential robbery loSs $268.
The gross losses respectively were approximately 406 mii—
lion and 12 million.18 If the number of unreported resi-
dential purglaries'were taken into account, it is likely
that the total loss would be in the vicinity of one billion
dollars. Only about 10 ~ 15% of property taken 1in reported

burglaries is recovered.

-

Physical Injury

Burglary by definition is not a crime of force or
threat against the victim. If these elements are present,
the offense is properly classified as robbery. The
President's Crime Commission estimated that 1 in 40 bur-
glaries results in a sufficient confrontation to re-
clésiéfy it as a robbery. This appears, however, to be'

incorrect. Data for the present study suggests that 1 in

29

100 is probably a more accurate estimate.lgIn addition it
was noted earlier that only two or three murders per year
in Bo;ton could be attributed to the work of a burglar.
Thus, in general, burglary does not appear to‘be physically
dangerous ‘to the victim.

An analysis 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 wit:h an object or stabbed. (See Chapter IV, p. 143)
If the study figures for robbery are projected to the entire
city it would mean about 150—200’persons'are assaulted
annually in a city of 640,000 or less than one in 3,000.
The murder analysis.wodld suggest four to f£ive 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

Economic Consequences

The need for residential burglary insurance is one
part of indirect economic costs to the citizen. About
35% of the household survey's respondents said they had
such insurance, another (27%) said. the only reasgn they

did not have .insurance was that it was too expensive?o
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Other costs include variously priced hardware

itens from special locks to alarm systems. Fifty percent

of the respondents had purchased special locks of one sort

or another. Only’3% owned any kind of alarm system. In

any case, the security hardware costs of those interviewed

do not appear excessive. -

Social Costs

The social costs of residential crime are myriad.-
One of the foremost among them is the level of fear which

living with crime generates in people.

In general, the WORC study concluded that most people
do not express fear of crime. However, fear, like other
aspects of the‘crime problem, is not spread evénly across .
the population; urban dwellers in general, and in par-

ticular women, non-whites and low income persons expressed

the most fear of c::rime.?'-'T~

findings of the 1IORC study of crime victimization as regards

the respondents fears for the'security'of his home.
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The following tables indicate some

TABLE 2.10

CONCERI ABOUT BURGLAPRY

White
Response Male Female
Very concerned 11% 14%
Somewhat concerned 36 38
Not worried 53 48
TOTAL 100% 100%
N (4,668) (7,515)

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

fecates (Chicago: National Opinion Research Center, 1967),

Table 46.

Personal awnerience with crime victimization apparently tends

to heighfen the individual's concern about burglary and robbery.

TABLE 2.11

CONCERN OF VICTIMS AND NONVICTIMS

ABOUT BURGLARY AND ROBBIRY

(in percentages)

Worry about burglary or robbery

Males:
Worried
Not worried

Number of males
Females:
Worried

Not worried

Number of females

Victim Nonvictim

69 59
31 41 -

100 100
(iL,456) . (3,930)
84 77

16 23

100 100
(2,3989) (6,189)

Source: Task Force Report: Crime and its Impact--An Assessment

(Washington: Government Printing 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

¢ould do anything to control crime.zé

33
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SUMMARY - CHAPTER II

The concept ¢f residential crime is diffuse. The most
common residential offenses are burglary, and to a nuch lesser

extent, robbery.

Crime statistics, whether pertaining to offeses or of-

fenders, must be treated cautiously. There is much unreported

crime, and =wariations in the rates of unreported crimes do not

ﬂécessarily‘parallel the rates cf 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. Robbhery 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 appéars*to be a significant
amount of multiple victimizatiog‘ Fear of burglafy victimi-
zation among the population tends to parallel actual victimi—.

zation.

The economic consequences of residential burglary are
large in sum, but they are relatively small for mast indi-
vidual victims and usually not dangerous physically. Resi~
dential robbery, while uncommon 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

Indeed, most rapes do not occur between strangers. For
example, a District cof Columbia study reported that 2/3
of a sample of rape victims were attacked by persons
with whom they were at least casually acquainted. See,
Report of the President's Commission on Crime in the
District of Columbia (Washington: U.S. Government
Printing Office, 1966), p. 53.

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). 4

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. Criwe
in the District of Columbia, p. 76«

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

The largest part of the national dollar loss to vandalism

is incurred by public buildings and facilities. See

Stephen Cutler and Albert J. Reiss, Jr., "Crimes Against
Public and Quasi-Public Organizations in Boston, Chicago,
and Washington, D.C." (A special survey for the President's
Commission 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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10.

11.

12.

See Blacks' Law Dictionary, Rev. 4th ed. (St. Pauk: West

Publishing Co., 1968) p. 247.

In 1970, the UCR listed . 58% of all reported burglaries

as residential, however, some of these occured in unattached
garages or other non- dwelllng pronerty Op. cit. FBI,

UCR, 1970, p. 21.

See op. cit.,

Crime and Its Impact, p. 17, Table 4.

See Floyd Fowler, "City Taxes and Services: Citizens

Speak out," Nations Cities, Vol. 9 (Nov. 1971), pp. 37-52.

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

See Deborah Blumin, Victims: A Study of Crime in a Boston
Housing Project, (Boston: Mayor's Office of Justice

Administration, forthcoming). This study interviewed 283
households of approximately 950 in the project. The
results separated burglaries from attempts.  The rate for
the former was 187/1000 households and for the latter,
355/1000.

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 incorréct, and that the

13.

figures see op.

14.

15.

l6.

17.

18.

arrested population does in fact coincide to the actual
population. (See Chapter VIII)

The regional figures tend to fluctuate by year and exhibit
differences between UCR and victimization studies. See
op. cit. Crime and Its Impact, p. 28~29. For current
cit. UCR, 1970. ' i

!

The figure of 10% is based on national averages and
while this parallels cities such as Boston, it may
grossly underrepresent the experlence of other cities.

. A Rand study of New York crime indicated that nearly

30% of all robberies were residential, see Peter W.
Greenwood, An Analysis of the Apprehension Activities
of the New York City Police Department (New York: Rand
Institute, 1970), Table 7.

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

Op. cit. anis, Criminal Victimization, pp. #3-48.

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

Op. Cit., UCR, 1970, Table 19.
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19.

20.
2L,

22,

B s N\iﬁ"\‘bﬂ‘,

the cmmmission apparently assumed all residential rob-
peries begin as burglaries. Op. cit., Crime and Its
Impact, p. 15 and FPI, Uniform Crime Reports 1965,

Taple 1%, p. 105. An analysis of 152 residential rob-
berics in Boston during 1969-1971 determined that only
gne third took place in the dwelling unit. The 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 when he committed the crime,
In several instances a ruse was used to gain entrance,
imiicating that the offender knew the premises were occu-
pi@d,@nd he was going to engage in a robbery. Even if

it ware assumed that all cases within the dwelling where
the offendel”s intentions were unclear were actually bur-
glaries that turned into robpberies, this would constitute
only 252 ¢of all residential robberies in the sample.
Projroting these figures citywide, it would mean that

no more than one burglary in 20 turns into a robbery.
Clearly 1/100 is much closer to reality than one in 40.

Sce Appendix D, Table 26.

@p: cit., Ennis, Criminal Victimization, and op. cit.,
Crime and Ite Impact, ». B6.

Op. cit., Crime and Its Impact, p. S1.
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. PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON RESIDENTIAL CRIME




be made more secure against criminal attack,

CHAPTER IIT _ ' - describe citizen behavior as it relates to

PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON RESIDENTIAL CRIME - " residential security, or examine the effect of

varlous deterrent measures on offender behavior.

he OVPRVITY Work in this category tends to be much less

P s

e 15 rosear clated to i I e d . o
Provious research rela o this study may be subsumcd theoretical and more applied than the scholarly

unediory throe headings,
criminological-literature.

1, A conpiderable body of scholarly material

3, A growling number of'popular books and articles

. dealing with the classic questions of

by journalists, ex-criminals, or security

eriminology. In general, this literature

personnel, which offer suggestions on how to

has sought to describe the nature and
. . . ~ . -
safeguard residential premises from criminal

-

~ attack. In general, these studies lack an

exient of criminal behavior and identify

empirical base and do not contain systematic
and build systematic theories of a predictive X :

: . analysis. - Instead, they are largely compendia
and explanatory nature. While work of this .
, , of common-sense suggestions.
type has not been focused on residential , oo '
The review which follows attempts to integrate the above

crime, and is therefore not directly con-~
) material in a form which is most relevant to the present

gruent with the concerns of this project, it . - . .
’ project. The central guestion therefore is what information

does provide theoretical underpinnings for a ] ) :
exists about how residences may be made more secure from

_general approach to the problem. - : _ _ '
criminal attack. However, an answer to this gquestion requires

2. A small number of professionally prepared _ -
' consideration of a number of collateral factors. Therefore,

studies, mostly of recent vintage, which address

the material will be reviewed to determine what research

themselves to questions of direct concern to the

findings exist regarding (1) the behavior of residential

, . apparent correlative factors, test hypotheses,

.
) , : ‘
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present project. Among them are studies that

offenders; (2) correlative factors and theories +that seek

- geck to determine ways in which residevces might .
to explain the distribution of residential crime and its

causation; and {3) means of controlling residential crime,
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B. OFFENDER BEHAVIOR

Criminal offe%der typologies are usually constructed ac-
cording to-categories of target or qggfyation (property, per-
éon, sax éfféﬁdmr, etc.) or legal definitions (robber, burglar,
rapldet) rather than in terms of locatiorof offgnse (residence,
gstreet, commercial establishment). Therefore, their ap-
plicehility to residential crime varies. Gibbons and
;arrityl offer a typology for property offenders (including
robbers as well as burglars and thieves) whicb assumes that
the réal world of criminal behavior is comprised of social
roles or stable behavior patterns and that these role patterns
arce differentiated along two major dimensions: -self-definition
and attitudes, and offense behavior. They argue that variations
in these two dimensions are highly interrelated--offenders yho
exhibit certain kinds of attitudes and self definitions in

common also commit offenses of some specific kind. They

differentiate a so-called professional or "heavy" from the

nonprofessional property offender. The professional is char-
acterized by a high degree of technical skill and large profit

in the operations he undertakes i non-professional crime

is characterized by lack of planning, lack of skills ahd meager
profit, Apcoxding to Gibbons and Garrity, both the non-professional
anﬁbthe professional have "right guy" attitudes, i.e., they are

loyal to the criminal group.
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Clinard and Quinney2 analyzea what they termed "conven-
tional criminals" who commit property offenses to obtain part
"or all of their income. F&r such individuals the£; criminal
career is a way of life, they have a self concept as a criminal

and associate with other offenders. Like the. criminals described

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

maintain loyalty to the criminal group. Clinard and Quinney
define a p%ofessional criminal in terms of high skill and while
they conceded that some robbers or burglars could fit into

this definition they emphasize the element of non—violegce
associated with professionalism and indicate that c@nfidence
men represent the archetype of proﬁessionél criminals.

A group of researchers working on a pilot study for the
President's Crime Commissidn3 inter&iewed 50 professional
criminals in four United State§ éities; htlanﬁa, Chicago, New
York, and San Francisco. Their definition of profeséional
crime was "crime committed for personal or economic gain by
individuals whose major source of income is from criminal
pursuits and spend the majority of their working time in

illegal enterprises." Their definition excluded organized

and .white collar crime and concentrated mainly on"pfedatory
offenses (such as robbery or burglary) where the victim
does not consent. This definition contrasts with previous

views of a professional criminal as one who is highly skilled,
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~did not personally care for.

-and instead emphasizes working regularly at crime as the

essential characteristics of professionalism. The

' Commisgion researchers did, however, differentiate

'between high status, and medium or low status professional

criminals. Many of the characteristics which other
Qrimiﬁologists have ascribed to professionals tended to
cluster in the definition of high status professional
criminals. That is, the high status criminals engaged in
a great deal of planning, expected loyalty from their

associlates, 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 loyaity from other pgofessional criminals.

A study of older (average age 35 years) property of-
fenders, mostly black (86%5 who were incarcerated in a
Washington, D. C. reformatory for men, indicated that the
subjects; although they had extensive records, did hot
view themselves as crimimals. Instead they tended to have
middle class values regarding crime, i.e., they subscribed
-to the belief in crime as 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 whicp they

4
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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 profits 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 criminalé and
defines himself as a criminal.

At the operating level of residential criminal behavior
tHe research questions have dealt with mobility and organi-
zation. A study of offender mobility in Seattle in 1965
indicated that property offenders were more likely to operate

outside of their own neighborhoods than person offenders.

‘Over 70% of the apprehended burglars were working in census

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

Indianapolis study of apprehended burglars showed that they worked

a mean distance of 1.76 miles from their place of residenc'e.6

A study of crime patterns in St. Louis found that
residential burglars were more likely than other property
offenders to work in theix own neighborhoods'becauée of
the greater ease with which they could obtain informétion

about targets.7
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on fences would cut down on property theft.

membors of the offenders' interactional network,lO

Most burglaries do not involve cash losses. Therefore,

meansg must be found to turn stolen items into dollars. Gener-

ally, this is accomplished through a receiver of stolen goods,

commonly known as a "fence". Robert Barnes, a professional

‘burglar, advises his fellows not to steal what they cannot sell.

In Barnes' opinion, a concentration of law enforcement resources
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

9 In addition to the fences there are other

payment for drugs.
such.as

tipsters, lawvers, and bondsmen.

C. CORRELATIVE FACTORS AND EXPLANATORY THEORIES

Past research has linked many factors with the inci-
dence of crime, and several theories seek to explain the
distribution of crime and the behavior of offenders.

Among the earliest, significant efforts to invéétigate
the geographical distribution of crime were those undertaken
by members of the so-called "Ecological School", éarticu—
larly Thrasher, Shaw, and McKale} which developed at the
University of Chicago between the two World Wars. Their
research tended to concentrate on juveﬁile deliquency,
particularly as regards the spatial distribution of offender
rates, Their main research findings were (1) rates of
delinquency and crime varied widely‘in different neighborhoods
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in the city, (2) the high crime and deliquency rates de-
creased with increasing distance from the city center,
(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 ethnicbgroups 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.

The Chicago School explained their findings in terms
of social disorganization. They maintained that the areas

of concentration of crime and deliquency were "zones in

 transition," adjacent to the thriving center of the city

but characterized by mixed land usage, highvindustrial
concentraéion, physical deterioratioh; rented dwellings,
transient populations -- often foreign and nonwhite‘a~
with few ties to the social institutions of the area. Tt
was argued that the rapid turnover of population in such
areas is associated with crime and disorder because the
movement and change are disruptive to institutional patterns
of behavioi.

In general, the gradients of spatial distribution of
offender rates discovered in Chicggo 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-

gtandard dwelling units}3

However, since a number of factors
have been cited as correlates of crime, the relationship among
them and their order of importance have been much debated in the
criminological literature.

Several researchers have questioned the Ecclogical School's
assumption that the position of an area per se accounts for the

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

high crime rates attract, rather than produce, offenderv14

He examined the criminal records of Danville, Illinois, men
who had been committed to prison for felonies and concluded
that while in fact 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 c¢riminal records before coming to Danville. Thus,

hoth pull and push factors seem to operate in high delinquency
areas.
In an ecological analysis of Baltimore, Lander deter-
m‘ s 1 » o ¢ Y 1
ined that delingquency rates were fundamentally related
- ’
not specmf;cally to the socin-economic conditions of the
area : y
., but rather to the degree of social instability and
normlessnes 15
I S He argued that the delinquency rate in a

stable community would be low in spite of poverty, bad

housing and proximity to the city center.
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In Baltimore, Lander  also found that the high

concentration of hlacks in an area was associated with a

relatively low delinguency rate. Where blacks constituted

less than half of the population of an area, however, the

delinquency rate was relatively high. The same pattern was

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

association between the racial heterogeneity of an area and

+he crime rate was maintained when gocio-economic level was

.
controlled for.“"7 Willie and Gershenovitz contend that

racially heterogeneous areas are characterized by 2 low degree

of social integration, wnich accounts for the high offendexr

rate in these arcas.Ll8

Wilkes has concluded:

the racial composition of an area doces have

an impact upon the area's crime rate, but this
relationship is not a simple one. That is, we cannot
unequivocally assert that certain nationality or
racial groups have high rates of crime regardless

of their geographical location, nor can we state
that the geographical location exclusively deter—
mines the crime rates of such groups. It is

necessary to consider the area's ongoing social
processe

5. and the gocial and cultural structure of
the residential area in order to un

derstand the
relationship between geographical jocation, racial
ccmposition, and area crime rate. In other
words, the social integration of the area appears to
be of crucial importance in pregd

icting the area's
rate of crime and delinguency.
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Durkheim, an early French sociologist, suggested that
differential crime rates are produced by differential
degrees of social cohesion and corresponding social con-
trol.20 Following Durkheim's lead, sociologist Robert K.
Morton devised an analytical scheme for predicting the
likolihood of criminal and/or deviant behavior on the basis
of differential access to the legitimate means to achieving
success goals,Zl
Also basing his work on the notion that lower class
persons arce frustrated in their efforts to achieve success,

cohen?? devised a theory to account for the rise of de-

linguent subcultures in urban disadvantaged neighborhoods.

He argued that lower class boys, unable to succeed in the

societally prescribed manner, "stand the values on their
head" and develop counternormative behaviors which are the
antithesis of what is valued in conventional middle class
goclety.

More recently, Cloward and ohlin?3 have <eweloped a
theory of delinguency causation, also based on the seminal
contributions of Durkheim and Merton, which takes account
not only of thafdistribution of accéss to legitimate
channels but also of the differential availability of

illegitimate alternatives. Cloward and Ohlin posit the
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existence of three-distinct types of delingquent 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 comparea éﬁree different
neighborhoods and their characteristic patterns of delinquency.
Racketville represents the subculture of young delinquents in
neighborhoods where rackets are the chief means of achieving
success goals. Slumtown represents the conflict subculture éf
delinquent youth in the most deteriorated slums. Haulberg's
theft subculture grows out of a social contradiction in which
there are partially limited conventional and criminal oppor-
tunities by which to achieve success 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. Increases
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in crime, it is argued, may stem from increased prosperity
and leisure in that there are more and more goods to steal
and more ahd more time in which to do it.2°

Other researchers have noted that many persons, even
in high crime areas, do not become criminals, and instead
of secking explanations in environmental factors they have
examined psychological considerations which stress early
family life. A well-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 delinguency. In 1955, the McCords?®

examined
the relationship between the data collected earlier and the
subsequent life histories cof the 263 boys remaining in the
study group. They did not find a strong direct relationship
between residence in slum neighborhoods and criminality.
Instead tiney concluded that the mother's personalify was

the key factor in determining whether the individual became

delinquent.. The McCords also looked at particular types of
offenses ahd reported that a high percentage of those boys
who had been convicted at least once for property crime

had been raised by‘negleéting parehts and had been sub-
jected tc erratic discipline. They also found no signiﬁiwant

relationghip between property crime and the socio-economic
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characteristics of the neighborﬂood-amd 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 showed that 76% of the sample of juvenile
delinguents committed crimes against property, 5 years
later 74%, 10 years 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-—
crease in involvement in sex dffensesband drunkenness.
Other studies have noted a similar effect of maturation
or so called "burﬂing out," which refers to the termin-
atioh of the criminal career at éhe onset of middle age
or sooner .28

Currently, much interest #n the elements of crime
causation centers ‘around tﬁe relationship between drug
use and crime, especially for common crimes such as
robbery and burglary;. Many persons, when arrested for
these offenses, admit to a drug habit, garticularly
heroin addition.29 Estimates that addicts account for

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

in discussions of the 'problem.30 It is generally conceded,
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howévar, that criminal behavior does not rasult from drug
use per se. Instead it is thought that the need for drugs,
and therefore the need for funds to purchase drugs, or
the illegality of drug use which compels addicts to be
involved 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 df addict crime is perhaps overstated and
thé majority of addicts probably do no£engage,in resi-
dential type criﬁe as a means of obtaining money.31
Morcover, based on a study of addict offenders which
ghowed that most had been delinquent prior to addiction,
Rolb32 suggests that the direction of causality is re-
versed, namely that addicts do not become criminal but
rither that criminals become addicted to drugs. Support
for this argument is also found in studies by Morgan33
which indicate that a majority of the adult subjects had
eriminal records prior to identification as drug users.

According to O'Donnéll,34‘drug use has spread out-
sids the previously narrow circles in which it was pre-

valeat and 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 alsovareas of
‘high crime and delinquency and argues that both drug use
dnd 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 urban areas such as New York City

and Chiéago, concludes that both criminality and drug use

‘stemm from the same éociological conditions, that both are

a relafively normal part of the subculture of the disadvan-
ktaged areas of cities, but that once addicted, young criminals
may perpetuate their illegal activities in order to sustain

their narcotic habits. Finestone alsd 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 cities 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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constitute breeding grounds for both drug use and crime,
particularly property crime, which, in that context, are

"normal" responses to "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 in residential crime. A Presidential
‘Task 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 producing a
dramatic reduction in crime may be to
invite disappointment.

Perhaps a more useful approach is to ascertain whether an
addictive habit increases the freguency of criminal activity.
In other words, an individual who engages in criminal behavior
might do so regardless of whether he is addicted, but the
volume of his criminal activity may well be affected by the
fact of his addiction. The relationship between the two is

still by no means clear, however,

39 cite several accounts of

Larner and Tefferteller
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 jobs with

illegal activities.,
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On the other hand, Kolb40 indicates that heroin Sup—
presses rather than excites crime;-thus, a burglar who is an
addict might be less active than he would be were he not
addicted. Similarly, data compiled by the Narcotic Bureau
of the Chicago Police Department for 19514l indicated that
addiction tends to reduce the capaciﬁy for careful planning
of property crime and the propensity to violent crime.

However, Chein and Rosenfeld42 found that high drug
use areas in New York €ity were ones with increasing property
crime while low drug use areas showed increases, in disturbance
type crimes. Finestone “3nas also suggested that with
increased drug'uéé property‘crime rose and violent crime
declined, although the finding“as to violent crime is dis-
puted by O'Donnell.AA O'Donnell, in a study of 266 addicts,
found.tha£ drug use increased the-fréqﬁency with which
individuals engage@min common residential crimes, such as
robbery and burglary.

In summary, the weight of research thus far tends to
suppq;f the hypothesis that regular drug use may increase the

frequency of individual criminal bkehavior, but that residential

typeuérime 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 rather is pieéented

D
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in order to suggest the major themes and concerns which have
dominated the field of criminology, and which, therefore, have
guided the present research. At present there is little precise
knowlodge about the relative contributions of social,

cultural and economic variables to the production of crime.
Since nw single variable‘is strongly correlated with crime,

it is cwnéludad that some complex configuration of variables
produces an énvirenment.thch is conducive to the occurrence
of eriminal behavior. However, the studies cited aré not
fully successful in explaining which factors are paramount

in erecating crime and which are merely eovariant, nor is it
clear whg criminogenic factors are differentially located.
Morcover, in all too many instances the studies fail to

differentiate beltween offender and offense rates.

D. CONTROL OF RESIDENTIAL CRIME

1., Police and security patrols

Standard texts in police administration project a model

45 crime is

of erime control approximating the following:
assumed to arise out of a union of desire and opportunity.

Te counter crime, police employ a strategy of detection,
deterrence, and apprehension (DDA). In essence, this involves

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

Omnipresence: 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.

Aggressive patrol: Police seek to interdict crime

by locating and challenging suspicious persons.

Rapid response: the capability of quickly responding

to emergency calls in order that criminals may be
apprehended in the act.

Follow-up investigation: optimum investigative techniques

to maximize the possibility that the offenders who are

successful in fleeing from criﬁe scenes will 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
gquestions their effectiveness. A Washington D.C. study under-
took to determine how convicted felecns perceived and responded
to the police DDA strategy.46 Three-fourths of the interviewed
sample had been convicted of robbery, bu£glary, or laxrceny,
i.e., common residential typé crimes. In general, the group did
not activeiy perceive the size and nature of police operations,
and at thé time of the crime took few precautions againét the
possibility of police inferference.y The conclusion of the study

was that either offenders were not highly rational and were not
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fearful 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
one-third thought that chances of capture were minimal.47
The Washington study48 found that burglars were the

least susceptible to police deterrence. It was hypothesized
that the reason for this was that they worked in low visi-
bility situations. Robbers were the most susceptible al-
though they tended to mention fear of informers rather than
patrolling police. In this respect, a Presidential Commission
Htﬁdy calculated that tbe average patrolman is.likely to
encounter a robbery in progress once every fourteen years.

. A Rand Corporation analysis of'the apprehension activities

of the New York City Police Departmeﬁt provides some intexr-

esting findings in regard to the effectiveness of the DDA
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strategy in controlling various types of crime.
Rand 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-
signed to the detectives for investigation that evehtually
reosult 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 ARKEST INDEX
FOR PART I OFFENSES

Detective

Arrest Arrest

Crime Cases Index Index

ici 338 .7130 .6632
gngClde 906 .4834 .3914
Robbery 15,847 .1327 .0558
Assault 13,392 .4599 .3075
Burglary 67,028 .0434 .0135
Grand Larceny 40,822 .0420 .0216
Grand Larceny, MvV® 20,792 .0810 .0221

Motor Vehicle

Source: Peter W. Greenwood, An Analysis of the Arprehension

Activities of the New York City Police Department
TNew York: Rand Institute, 1970), p. 6.
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It would appear that the probability of arrest differs
vastly botween what the study called crimes of passion
(homicide, rape, assault), and crimes of profit (robbery,
buxglar&, larceny). The latter, of course, are the ones
whiel constitute the heart of residential crime. In these
categorics police managed to effect arrests in only about
5% of the cascs. Iowever, it shduld be borne in mind that
sinee many crimes are not reported, for crimes of profit,

the true arrest figures may be closer to 2%.

0Of those arrested only a minority are convicted and an

oven legscer number incarcerated. For example, in 1970, about
one third of the adults who were arrested for burglary ware
convicted of the substantive offense. The comparable figure
was approximately one fourth for robbery?l A Presidential
Commission calculated that less than 10% of all persons
arrested for Index crimes actually are sentenced to rprison.52

The Rand study also provided findings regarding the means
Ly which police were able to effect arrests and the likeli~
hood of apprehension in various circumstances, The vast
majority of arrests for property crimes were made near

the scene of the crime or as a result of evidence that was

readily apparent at the time the crime was reported. TFor

unsolved crimes of profit, the probability of arrest through

dotective investigation is extremely low, .06 for robbery,

.01 for burglary, and .02 for 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 tc the case.

As an additional test, a comparison was made between
detective arrest indices for high value loss against low
value loss cases. It was found that detecti§es are no
more successful in solving cases to which they assign high
priority éhan they are for those of less signifigance.
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 investigative success between residential

and commercial types of burglary.

Another Rand study analyzed the effects of police

"saturation" (substantial increases in manpower to heighten

omnipresence) in a Manhattan precinct553 It was 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 anoted an apparent dis-

placement of visible type crimes to areas immediately
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adjacent to the experimental precinct. However, there was
no evidence of a functional displacement within the ex-
perimental area; that is, robbers did not appear to switch
to burglary.

Pield observation studies in Washington, éhicago, and
Boston, performed under the direction of Albert Reiss, ténd
to support the Rand findings. 'Aécording to Reiss, the
amouht of time police spend on patrol is iaréely unpro-
ductive 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 crimé.54

James Q. Wilson,in an anzlysis of police operations,
similarly determined that most calls for police service
do not involve serious crime such as robbery or burglary,
but instéad concern what Wiisnn has called order maintenance,

: 55
i.e., settling disputes or rendering miscellaneous services.

‘ i . . K6 .
This is oconfirmed in research by Webster-"  and Livermore27’ »

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 individualfresidentiéivtype crime
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resulting in an arrest is in the order of one in fifty or

a hundred. The explanation for this latter finding seems

to lie in a variety of factors such‘as the low vigibility

of residential crime, the ratio of police resources to
possible c¢crime targets and the competipg demands which other
police tasks place on resources.

However, a factor which balances the apparently bleak
showing of the police in their effofts to contrbl residen -
tial‘crime is that.dffenders commit multiple offenses over
a periodvof time and are therefpre likely to be caught
eventually. Thus, while the police and the larger criminal
justice system may be largely ineffective in interdicting
criminal acts they méy be very effective in interdicting
ériminal 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 o~f the criminal justice system affects criminél
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
degign of building security codes‘6o Typical of these pro-
yramg 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 approach provides free home security checks
by law enforcement officials and focuses on the adequacy
of building codes, secﬁrity standards on new structures, and
the need for legislative controls on locksmithing and
key duplicating. It has been reported that, as a consequeﬁce
of ﬁhis program, the burglary trend for the period examinea
was down.

A similar program is "Operatidn'Identification,"
originally undertaken by the Monterey Park, California
Polica Department, which involved etching the owner's drivers

+ . N 6
license nunmber on items of value. 1

Both of these plans have
been implemented elsewhere in the United States.

In‘addition to the regular police there are a
numbexr of’private and volunteer protective forces which
provide security for a'community. A recent study indicated
that most - ivately 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 protection of their own communities.

James Q. Wilson has described citizen auxillaries 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 interest and action
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in such programs. 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, disordexrly, intolerant, and
downright vicious elements also flock
to police standards...for motives of
their own, and with objectives for%&gn

=~ to the maintenance of civil peace.

A recent analysis of citizen defense orgamizationsG5
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 of 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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observer role.

The types of patrol of concern in this context are
those specifically 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 ailledged police misconduct. The New York City

¢ .
Housing Authoxity, for examnle, has a recnlar police

for?e of 1200 men and in addition reportedly employs
more than 8500 unpaid volunteers in tenant safety

patrols in 93 kousing projects. These patrois are

Qrimarily deployved to Survey poorly lighted areas of

the ject 13 i i
¢ projects, and in some instances ride elevators as

escorts for unacuompanied women. 66

Cltlgen patrols gehgrally are not-institutionally gs—

tablished i 5 '
ablished in the same way as regular police and consequently

they "
face severe problems in obtaining resources; and main-

taining organizational integrity. In addition,'theyAfrequently

en ici ili
counter suspicion or hostility from regular police and the

community they seek o serve. They generally lack the lzgal

authority necessary to perform police type operations such

as ar i ‘
‘rest, search, and Selzure, and thus are confined to an

The nature of such patrol work is frequently

boring and thus the attrltlon rate among members is high.’

i
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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 as "mostly tedious
duty".67 Several informants reported that they thought
the main consequence of their patrols was symbolic and
participatory rather thah 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, 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 éhe activities of the
6y

auxillary police. Nevertheless, although a ohe wgek

experimental youth patrol in New York City in 1968 was des-
cribed as very éuccessful,70 four.years later the- concept
remains unimplemented on a larger scale.

in sum, bésed on studiés available , the effect of
citizen patrols on the incidence of common crime appears
problematic. Possibly the most effective anti-crime activity
-is the use of police éupglementary organizations for observa--
tion of specific premiées, e.g., unarmed guards at building
entrances in Housing project areas. Attempts of citizen

patrols to duplicate regular police by engaging in general
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patrol and investigative activities seem to be no more effective
than regular police and in many cases less so. Moreover,

there is alsm a danger arising from untrained and non-

official persons cairying out professional duties. Neverthe-
less, the literature does preéent the_possibiiity that

citizen patrols, even though less technically efficient

than regulér police, may possess trade off benefits in

terms of citizen morale.

2. Physical Security

Studies of crime patterns in terms of physical security
fall into two major categories,‘depending’on whether they .
attribute target vulnérability to the physical composition
of cities and neighborhoods or, to tﬁe individual dwelling--
its structural characteristics, security systems, and oppor-
tunity factorsl Bridging these two foci are housing projects,
because they must be considered both as a major component of
the neighborhood structure and as individual housing units.

It is commonly assumed thaf light constitutes a major
deterrent to crime. Several articles report major reductions
in the rates of crime after.the installation of an improved
lighting system.7l Generally such studies are not

rigouously documented; more importantly for the concerns

68

of the present prcject, 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 burglarized struc-

tures had "adequate" side or rear lighting although éntrv

from these directions accounted for 77% of all burglaries

ip the city. The study hypothesized that there was a

correlation between lighting and residential crimé. It

was not stated whether lighting in the surveyed premises
was significantly poorer than in non-victimized locations, .

although apartment buildings tended to have both better

iighting and .fewer night time burglariesu72

Jane Jacobs, in an early study'relating crime patterns
to city planning, argued that in specializing activity areas
into residential, commercial, industrial, financial, educational,
and recreational, casual surveillance of streets and public
areas.has been reduced and the city made more unsafe.73
The alternative she suggested was to concentrate diverse
land use so as to generate mbre street acgtivity and more
voluntary surveillance; Her models for this type of neigh-

borhood development 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 networks, 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

crime. However, in considering building security, she pro-

posed specific measures such as doormen and elevator
operators for housing projects.
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 impraétical in most cities becauge there are not enough
evéning establishments 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 tc "design out" areas where there are enough
peéple to create high probability of crime but not enough

to deter it.

Although the thrust of the Angel study also relates mainiy

‘to street crime, he makes two suggestions that pertain to

70

residential crime. Firét, noting higher crime rates for
dwellings behind commercial strips, he proposes to replace
commercial strip developments with clusters of stores in
order to eliminate accessible high crime residential fringe
areas behind strips. Secondly, he recommends that housing
projects be planned withldwelling entrances facing inward
in order to encourage project ground use and avoidance of
isolated border areas.

A pilot study was undertaken of vnrime experience in the
city of Detroit in order to examine the premise that the
physical design of urban neighborhood may be utilized as an

approach to crime reduction.75

The findings concerning
residential property are relevant in the present context.
Site surveys were conducped on' 288 structures in
which burglaries had been commit%ed in 1969—1576, 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 residential structures, 63.5% were located
at or near corner lots: From this finding a hypofhesis
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 ox
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.

The majority of the 52 single-family dwellings were
found.to have garages in the rear adjoining an alley, whiéh
obstructed vision from the dwelling directly across the
alley.

The study did not provide statements of relationship
between variables, possibly because the sample wés too
small from which to draw meaningful inferences. A number
of observations, however, were offered without reference
to quantitaﬁive data: (1) homes with front or rear porches

appeared to be more susceptible 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 ﬁhé méin 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

i
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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

bqth high rise apartments and garden apartments or row house

type dwellings. Although no quantitative data were

provided, certain genéralizatiﬁns were drawn from the study:
(1) burglaries in the public housing projects generally occur
during evening hours when occupants arée away shoéping or
visiting; (2) burglaries in the one public housing project
which houses primarily senior citizens generally occur on

weekends when residents leave their apartments unoccupied for

. one or more days to visit relatives; (3) ground floor apart-

ments located at the end of a row of buildings are the most
freguent object of breaking and entering;~(4) generally,
row house apartments are more frequently victimized by
breaking amd entering than high rise apartment buildings.

This arises from the fact that althéugh individual.dwelling
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units are continguous in row housing, there is limited
Visibility of adjoining apartments because all windows 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) Mugging and 5
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
areas such as courtyards which are not visible from the

street or sidewalk, building lobbies, stairwells, and laundry

et

rooms.

The Detroit study found that oné 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
gsurvey these areas; hence pedestrians are often victimized

by muggings or purse snatchings.

A study of the security of housing projects by Newman com-
pared a number of them and tried to determine why some were
relatively more secure than similar ones in other areas. In general,

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

in Which the residents themselves assume responsibility for
safe, well maintained living 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 corridors, stéirways, and
grounds related to specific dwelling units (through land-
scaping, partitioning, and positioning).are more likely'to

be maintained and watched by residents than large anonymous
spaces. Surveillance capability, he felt, was increased throﬁgh
modification of windows and other openings and by increasing
activity through corridors andfgroﬁnds. Security-was also
foste;ed_by altering the governance of housing projects in order

to provide monetary incentives for self-maintenance and self-

policing. This same éuggestion is madé by Duhl in reference
to a specific New York City Housing Project.

Other measures mentioned by Newman for'making'space
defensible include alterations of building design to make
it ﬁo;e difficult for criminals to evade detection by eliminating
blind corners, enclosed corridors and windowless stairways,
and by using electronic devices to monitor entrances, halls,

stairs, and grounds. Newman also points out that security
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arrangenents which conflict with fesidential ¢Onveniénce
Will not be used by residents, and describeé_how tenants some-
times deliberately jam locks and leave fire~doqrs open.

Newman éuggests that using single load corridors
i.e., structures with one row of apartments Qpening on to a
single outside corridor, improves surVeillancé from both
apartments and grounds and also eliminates underused hallways.
However, Jacobs 79 Gites an example of a siﬁgle loaded hi-rise
that was successful in creating activity and surveillance
along corridors, but whose stairways and elevators became
high crime areaé. The light and activity along corridors

could be viewed by the residents of the surrounding neigh-

‘borhood and attracted delinguents to the building who were

able to penetrate the entrances without difficulty and vic-
timiéed residents in the underused areas.

In some respects, the proposals to improve security
design contradict one another. Luédtke, Angel, and(Newman
agree that’undertrafficked interior project grounds are
hazardous. However, whereas Angel urges that pedestrians
should be encouraged to traverse grounds, Newman indicates
thatroverly accessible grounds draw in cfiminal elements from
outside the project and so he recommends that pedestrians be
routed around the border streets. Solutions therefbre seem
tpldepend ocn 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
with physical design features ’ thef 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 |
with the past Jacobs and Hewman seek to structure

social organization thru physical design and land use
planning.

!
S

t
ial premises tend to concentrate on individual dwelllngs

14

tended to shift emphasis over the years. Holcomb, 80 writi
in 1953, e

c
oncentrated on simple securlty brocedures (leav1ng

ligh
ghts on, avoiding glass doors, buylng window locks) ang

included only a brief description of door locks or a

In ¢ i
ontrast, Moolman in 1970 listed extensive consumer infor-

m (4 . .
ation regarding special locks, alarm Systems, unbreakable

las -
g S, and steel doox frames.8lMoreover, 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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larm systems.

eye locks. Robert Barhes, a professional burglar, suggests
that an apartment can be made secure for $98, 82 which in-
cludes security for the front deor, sliding patio doors,

and windows. For the front door, he recommends a dead bolt
locking device, battery powered burgler 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 powered alarm system for each

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

Standards for burglaly prevention dev1sed for the city

- of Alexancrla, Vlrgln1a, emphasized the goal of slowing down

the burglar until the police have time to arrive rather

than attempting to prevent entr§ altogether. §3 The

authors of these guidelines suggest that a combination 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 within a time period which 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 sysfem for instantaneous notification of |

the police an? rapid police response.
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SUMMARY - CHAPTER IIT

This chapter has examined an extensive literature

related in whole oOr in part to the problem Of residential

crime, and has suggested a number of generalizations

which pertain to various aspects of the problem.

Offender Behaviox

The research has generally'agreed that the majority

of property offenders, i.e., those who commit residential

burglary or robbery are unskilled, do little planning,

posséss'limited_mobility, and do not make large profits
from their criminal endeavors. The literature differs on

the extent to which offenders specialize oOr 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 area; e

However, 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-

econonmic factors such as racial and income characteristics,

family background, age, and addiction to drugs.

79

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 are ineffective against single
acts of robbery or burglary. On the other hand, since
property offenders commit 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 methods or fear of punishment.
While normal police-operations appear ineffectiwve, it has
been posited that local or fixed security may be an effective
deterrent in specific circumstances.

The literature also suggests fhat the probability
of victimization of an individual dwelling is related
to the vulnerability of its design, access security and
the degree to which the social organization and physical
layout of the surrcunding neighborhood fosters 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, inter-

views with adjudicated burglars, and survey research data.

B.  SCOPE
Police reports on 1,988 residential burglaries and
152 residential robberies were collected from 39 geograph-
ic areas of metropolitan Boston. They comprised the total
of such crimes reported in thess areas over a three year
period. Personal interviews were conducted with 100
adidicated burglars. The intexrviewees were selected
from court probationers and the jail‘pqpulation. All
were voiunteers.
Arguably the validity of the interview data is

limited by the small size of the sample, possible biases

- f£xom non-random selection, and possible lack of veracity

by the interviewees. However, it was concluded that in
terﬁs of the resources of the project and its desired
output, that is, detailed information on how and why
residential offenders attack dwellings, the selected
sample was appropriate. A complete account of’the
offender interview process is contained in Appendix B,

Section II,
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C. BURGLARS AND BURGLARY

l. Burglary and the Criminal Justice Syst‘eml

Over half of all burglaries 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
Oor appertunance thereto, to commit a felony or theft,

even though no force is used.? In Massachusetts, however,
there are a specific number of criminal charges which

may be leveled depending upon such variables 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 bu;glary
type offense is afforded a hearing at the district court
level. iﬁigeneral the district coﬁrt cannot diépose of
breaking and entering cases where the penalty is more

than ten years imprisonment. 2As a practical matter most

cases are handled at district court level, including

felony cases over which the court technically does)néﬁ
have any jurisdictioﬁ. In these cases the police
prosecuter will reduce the chazge to one which the court
cah hear. This is es?ecia;ly likely when ﬁhe 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, given a suspended sentence, placed on probation,
or sentenced - juveniles to the youth service division

and adults to +he house of correction. The latter is a

- medium security penal institution 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 defendant'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 courf, may receive
any of the penalties they would be liable to in district
court or they may be sentenced to a.ﬁerm 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 SMSA

No. persons tried for burglary2
% tried in district court
% tried in superior court

Total % convicted

-Sentenced to imprisonment as % of

total cases tried3

%2 of Total Sentenced to imprisonment
who were received at state prison

$ of Total Sentenced to imprisonment

who were received at house cf correction

1. 1970

2286

22%

co
w
o0

1 . ' . .
‘Source: Statistical Reports of the Commissioner of

Corrections, Comm. of Mass. 1966, 1968, 1970.

2Does not include pending cases.

3 . .
Does not include cases pending sentence.

4Baéed on figures for entire state.
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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 imprisonéd are confined in.the house of correction
rather.than the state ﬁrison. In}l§70 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.

Age

Under 18 vears
18 - 25 years

Over 25 years

Race

White
Non-white
Drugs

Drug user
Non-drug usexr

These categories were formulated based on an analysis of
criminal justice statistics, the literature, ana pre—ﬁesting
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" would
involve subjective ratings beyond the data base.

An analysis of offender data in t .2 criminal justice
system suggests that youth and/or -non-white status may
be factors in offender behavior. ILikewise, a popular
explanation of the incidence of burglary relates to drug
users' need for funds. Thus, the categories were devised
to determine the influence of these 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 group; most skilled
offenders weré:ovef 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,
BOSTON, 1970 COMPARED TO CITY POPULATION

Arrestedl i City
Burglars .. Population
% Male 97% | 162
Median Age ’ : 18 28.7
§ Non-white 45% | 16%

1 aAnnual 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 population. 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
White Norn White
Drug User Non Drug User Drug User Non Drug Usexr lotal-
Z Under 18 1 (5%) 11 (52%) 4 (19%) 5 (24%) 21 (iOO%)
< 18-25 19 (37%) 5 (10%) 16 (31%) 11 (22%) 51 (100%)
Oover 25 6 (24%) 10 (40%) 2 (8%) 7 (28%) 25 (100%)
97

Total No. 26 26 22 23

As a group they were 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-percentége admitted to being
involvgd previously in other illegal activities, principally
auto theft and drug law violations and to having also broken

into non residential buildings, particularly stores and ofificen

(See Appendix B, Tables 4~10).

* A major drug user was defined as someone spending over $50 a

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 who admitted to being major drug users were likely
to be addicts, all those who said they were mnot 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 mention certain serious assaults they
had been charged with. On the other hénd, some individuals
admitted to crimes which; though consistent 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 askéd:to select the type similar to that in which
they most frequently operated. The types were

A public housing project with elevétor buildings;

A group of attached (row) houses;

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 buildings;

A group of detached, single-family houses.

Table 4.4 shows the resultsA (see Appendix B, Table 10).
TABLE 4.4 | |

SELECTION OF LIKELY TARGETS

Housing Projects 19% Brick Apartments 8%
Row 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 selécted most
frequently. The principle reasons for selecting single~family
houses were apparent affluence,vulnerability to attack and
isolation from neighboring residences. Multi-family houses
were selected because of vulnerability to attack (see Appendix B,
Table 11). '

The older age group was more apt to work in single family
houses thah 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.

More 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 were
marginally more concerned that a residence appear affluent.
More non—whifes worked in housing projects, and were somewhat
more concerned that thére should be few police or security
patrols around and that they be inconspciuous than were whites

(see Appendix B, Table 12).

C Y

Interviewees were also asked to select the houéing 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 LIKELY TARGETS

Projects 40% 01d Brick Apartment 3%
Row Houses 6% Single Family House 21%
Multifamily House 5% Luxury Apartment 25%

v = o7
Housing projects, the luxury apartments and the single-
family houses were most often indicated as unlikely targets.
In general, the reasons interviewees gave relqted to fear
of detection (see Appendix B, Table.i4) ‘
The older age group was least apt to work in hﬁusing:‘
projects because they did not think they would be profitable.
In avoiding lukury 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 target

because it might not be vprofitable.

Non-whites avoided single-family houses; whites avoided

. projects. There was‘litﬁle difference, however, between the

selections of drug and non-drug users, althougﬁ non-drug
users were somewhat more concerned about the possiblity of

police or security patrols (see Appendix B, Table 15).

97 .



s-

]

Although single-family houses were selected by of-
fenders more frequently than housing projects, police and
victimization data indicate that single-family houses have

lower burglary rates than housing projects (see Table 4.6)

TABLE 4.6

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

Rate Per 1000

8ingle-Family Houses 94

Housing Projects 103

The apparent discrepancy between targets selected by
interviewees and real-world victimization patterng parallels
biases in the offender sample. Older white interviewees,
who were overrepresented in the sample, generally preferred
single-family houses, while younger offénders tenéed to
operate in housing projects. On the other hand, the’

aversion of almost all interviewees to luxury high-rise

- REEYEReT s ormeout by police data (see Chapter V)

The preference of younger offenders for projects

along with the higher victimization of projects suggests

that the real world burgiar 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,
although whites were more apt to be adverse. Non-whites who
avoided white neighborhoods were mainli young and/or less

experienced (see Appendix B, Table 16).

An analysis of police arrest data for specific locales
indicafes 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 were 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).’



4., Planning and Method of Operation

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

and 18)

The majority of the intervieweés undertook some plan-
ning before they hit a target. The older group was more
likely to engage in extensive planning. There was no sig-
nificant difference by racé, but drug users tended to do
less planning than non—drug‘users.

The extent cof 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 typés, suggesting that personal
characteristics of offenders are more important than the

housing type attacked.

b. Type of Planning (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 reéidence and a
few looked for signs such as uncollected mail or neWspapérs.

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, in
51% they were sleeping and in 14%, though awake, they
we€re unaware that a burglary was tgking place. For
example, they may have been in the backyard or basement
while 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 interviéwéés Wéntéd to
know what valuables were available. The primary means of
finding this out were "window peeping" and through tips.
A third of the sample also wanted £6 know whether there
was a burglar alarm system in use. .The Glder group was
more likely to take cognizancé of police or security pat-

rols, even though 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 indicated 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'
asseftions, since most reported burglaries occur during

the daytime. Hovever, it is difficult to pinpoint the

~exact time when burglaries occur so that many morning

burdlaries may not be discovered until later. This could
explain why police rocords indicate most burglaries occur
in the afternoon (see Appendix B, Table 23). The police

data also indicates that weekdays 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 housiﬁg type. Some in-
teresting differences emerged. The old brick apartment,
tﬁe multi-family house, and the projects were more likely

‘to be hit in the daytime, reflecting a general feeling

1n2

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
bﬁrglary in the suburbs where two of the single-family areas
were located. A city RA of single~family homes and &
suburban apartment area showed patterns which f£it the city-
suburb dichotomy--day in the city, night in the suburbs.

It is likely that the iﬁterviewees, in preferring night
attacks on single-family homes, viewed this housing type as
synonymous with suburbia. This is a'reasonable assumption
in the Boston area, Where only 15% of the eentral.city
hdusing stock is eingle-family. In contrast some housing;
project areas has & high percentage Qf night attacks.

d. * Means of Transport (see Appendix B, Table 24)

Most interviewees got to their target in stolen
cars, on foot, or in their own cars. Not surprisingly,

considerably more of the youﬁger aée 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 non-drug users.

e.ﬁnTime Traveled (see Appendix B, Tables 25 and 26)

Aboqt half of the interviewees would not travel more
than one hour from their homes to make a hit. A quarter
would 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 neighborhoéd if they were going to
hit an apartment or a house.

The younger age group and non-whites generally were
less likely to tra&el 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.intervieweeé' responses. tended on the whole to coin-
cide with their criminal histories, since nearly half showed
a consistent pattern of arrests in the suburban town, or
city neighborhood where they resided.

As regards mobility, this sﬁggests\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.

B} 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 f£ifth
never used them. The major task of the accomplice was to
be the lookouﬁ man. Other tasks were to help carry the
gcods cut, 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'acdomplices to help them carry ﬁhe 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 (Appendix B, Table 28)

Almost three quarters of interviewses carried a screw-
driver, and two-fifths carried a crowbar, tire iron, or

jimmy. Other tools inéluded 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 thap
the window. Not surprisingly, in the oldﬁbrick apartment

building it was used three guarters 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 to hit because it gave them
the option of trying the window should the door prove%too
difficult.

Poiice 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 usihg 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. ?he older age group was less likely to use
methods involving extreme force (attacking the lock, direct
impaét) than the other two age groups, and more likely to use
methods not lnvolv1ng a high degree of force (loiding the door,
picking the lock, Oor cutting the window glass). There® dld
not appear to be major differences in attack methods by race
or drug use. |

Interviewees were rated as skilled seml—skllled or un-
skilled according to the entry method they pr1n01pally used.
The sklllyratlngs_a551gned 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 wefe 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),

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

Interviewees estimated that it took them five minutes
to enter a door and three minutes for a window. Ten minutes
was the maximum time they wouid spend in an attempt to enter
a door and five minutes for a window (where they were usually
more exposed).

As might be expected the youngsr age group gave some-
‘whg% higher estimates and the middle greups somewhat lower

estimates, particularly to enter doors.

k. Goods Sought (see Appendix B, Table 3€)

Hi—ffs, TVs, radios were sought b; over three guarters
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.

lo8

Almost all the younger age group looked for hi-fi's,
TV's, and radios whiéh they might use themselves or were
easy to sell. Only half looked for jewelry oxr silver
because they found these items more difficult to sell. On
the other hand, fdur—fifths of the older ége group - usually
with well established fences - sought jewelry and silver
and onl& half bothered with TV's radios, and hi-fi's.

Once again police data supported the offenders asser-
tions. In the cases analyzed the most common item of loss
(52% of the cases) was electronic equipment such as hi-fi's,
TV's and rédios. Cash was taken iﬁ 25% of the inétances, |

jewelry in 18%, clothing in 10%, and photo equipment in 8%.

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

Almost half . the interviéwees 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 differénces be-
tween age groups. . The younger agde d}oup had lower average
scores (one third made less than $de and the older age group
had higher average scores (over half made over $300 a hit).

443 Qf the whites‘made average scores over $300, com-

pared to 15% of the blacks. More drug users than non-drug



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 cemparison between actual police reports and offender

estimates is provided in Table 4.7.

s

TABLE 4.7

COMPARISON OF ACTUAL VS. ESTIMATED LOSS

Police Reports Offenders Estimates

Value of Loss

(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-

Jow the actual value of the item. It shoﬁld be noted that
average age of the cffender sample is older than arrested
burglare. 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 Spent Inside Residence (Appendix B, Table -39)

Over 90% of interviewees usuéily spent less thae 30
minutes, and alﬁost 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 iess‘than 15 minutes
and almost a fourth spent between 307minures and 2 hours.
There were no significant differences between whites and non-

whites nor between drug users and non-drug users.

n. Emergency Situations (Appendix B, Tables 40 to 41

Interviewees were asked what they would call aﬂ emergency

situation 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 analysis, 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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TABLE 4.8

CRIME DISCOVERY FACTORS ACCORDING TO POLICE RECORDS

Discovered By

(N=1947)
Household Member . 94.,1%
Neighbor 4.6%
Police +
Other++ +

Attention Drawn By

(N=1793)
Alarm Ringing +
Sight of Offender 7.7%
Condition of Premises - ;

(Offender: not present) 92.0%

H
Less than 1%

++
Caretaker, relative, passerby
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5. Actions after Completing a Hit

a. Actions 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 be£ween the sub-
groups. Over two-thirds of the middle and older age groups
disposea 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 inter&iewees usually disposed of the
goods in a bar, whiig 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 differencé betwéen the
age groups. A majority of the younger group disposed of the
goods in a house or apartment, while over half the older

group and nearly half the middle age group disposed of them

in a bar. Very few of the older group used a house or aparf—y

ment. There was little difference between the other two

sub groups.
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6. Motivation and Frequency of Operation

Those offenders interwviewed for this study primarily
expressed need for money for drugs or 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 gquestion, 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 week, whereas almost all the older age group
needed more than this. Drug users needed considerably more

than non-drug users.

b. Number 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 Week 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
likely 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 uﬂdecided and a few
said yes (see Appendix B, Table 49),

A cénsiderably lower percentage of the younger age group
and higher pefcentage of the middle age group said they would
definitely stop. There was no significant difference between
drug users and non-drug users. "Enough money to support
your needs" to the former meant, "énough money to support
your habit! |

Of the drug users asked whether they had broken into a
residence before taking drugs, seventy-one percent said no,

twenty-nine percent said yes. In general this answer approxi-

mated their criminal history, i.e., for two-thirds drug arrests :

preceeded burglary charges; however, more than two-thirds
had 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 accel-’

. erates the pace of burglary'activity.
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Just under half of the interviewees mentioned other
motives besicdes profit for breaking into residences. The
younger age group and non-drug users were more apt to
mention additional motives. The excitement or "challenge"
of breaking and entering was the motive given nost fre-
guently, particularly by the youngerkage yroup . (see

Appendix B, Table 50)
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7~ Offender Profiles

A brief profile of the typical offender in each cate-
gory drawn from the comparisons made in the previous péges
may help to highlight the differenées 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 typicgl juvenile offender in this study had been
arrested a couple of times and placéd on probation. He
was unskilled and because of his youth, more than 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 neighborhooa; | |
| Sométimes 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

which he was unfamilar and where he would feel conspicuous.
His average score was low. His disposal of tﬁe goods;was
haphazard rather than carefully planned. He was less likely
than the older ones to assess the possiblg gain against the
risk, both in the actual burglary itself - where planning,
if any, concentraﬁed on how to do it rather than whether it
was worthwhile to do - and ih his behavior afterwards. He
ran’the riék of taking the goods home and keeping them there
while he tried to arrange to sell them. To him it seemed
more a éame than a way of life. As for the money, he‘spent
most of it on,ciothes, goods, a small part on drugs, and

gave some to his family.
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(2) The 18-25 Year 0l1ld 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,n
he has probably had several previous convictions. In many
instances he made a calculated decision to concentrate on
breaking and entering because it was easy, not too risky,
and had relatively light penalties if he waé caught. "I
gave up mugging because it might end in murdef." (18 year
old) "I like breaking and entering because you don't have
to contend with people." (22 year old)

He was more mobile and had moved outside his own neighbor~
hood for at least half his hits; Sipgle-family suburban homes
he found easy and profitable. Multi-family homes he fouﬁd
good for a quick séore. 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 invélved little skill;
rathefvhe forced the door or window using screwdrivers or
‘crowbars. He would probably do little planning. "You have
to know whether prople are home or not, but you find that out
when you're’there" or "I just pick at random unless I know

something ahead of time."
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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 madevmore 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. 1In several caseé the fénces were referred to
as "so-called respectable citizens." He spent the money,
if not on drugs, on goods, clothes, "having a good time,"

"leading the good life," traveling, and on his family.

(3) The Older Offender - Age 25 and Unwards

The typical offender 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 yvears, 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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‘ ¢ d more profitable than oth t £ . :
as preferable to an ore p © n et types o anyway, "You can always try the window." However, because

rime. "I purse-snatched when I was 15. I grew out of X
cri P g of his reluctance to be caught, he was more wary of entering

t 0 ething bigger." And in many cases he also ,
that onto som -ng g9 . 4 an occupied house than the younger ones, and more wary of

. Y ] i chbor-
changed from less profitable to more profitable neighbor large dogs. He was less afraid of burglar alarms because

" re...E sS
hoods. 1 changed as'I learned more rom low class he felt he was able to handle them. He was scornful of .those

i i i tm ...it's th tep." . . . . s
neighborhoods to high rise apartments 1 another step working in housing projects, "only junkies would go there...

That the neighborhood should be affluent was the nothing worth taking." He stayed longer in a residence than

first consideration -and therefore he spent much of ‘his the others and would be more thorough once he was there. He

time working in single family suburban houses. He was would look for a variety of things in unlikely places (like

more inclined to plan carefully, tq get to know the the freezer or the refrigerator), and occasionally find them.

neighborhood thoroughly before attempting a hit there. His average score was higher and he disposed of the goéds

He might work there a couple of days, he might talk to immediately through several trusted fences.

the neighbors, he might dress up.."It's very important not
g r g P y P On the whole, (unless he were a drug addict) he made

to look ocut of place.” He might put on a repairman's umi- fewer, more profitable hits, thus reducing the chances of
form. "I'd cruise there today, see how the people are. You being caught. "I do three to four hits a month, but they've
can look at a person and know just what they'd have in their got to be good ones." He might have a job, "I juét do it
house." He toqk care and advised, "Don't shoot blind, that's on&e a month to supplement my income...I've been doing it

for beginners." And he was cautious, "When the gains don't for 15 years." But usually he had had considerable difficulty
outbalance the'other, you don't take the chance." Sometimes getting or holding jobs, and had often given up trying. "I

‘he did the planning and others did the job.  When he did it don't like to work. I haven't had to work for five years;“

himself, his entry methods were usually effective and some- Moreover, "You can make a week's pay in one night." Money

. : T i RS H
o . s, :

times skillful. He felt there were few places he could not: went on goods, clothes) alcohol, and family, or building

get into. "Any lock made by man can be broken by man." And up his own business. As one interviewee put it, "I steal
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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 énter residences.
They both used accomplices to the same extent; and fre-
quentlf had accomplices of the opposite race. They pri-
maxrily looked for cash, color TV's, stereos, and radios.
They would spend approximately the same length of time
ingide a residence, they disposed of the goods in the
same type of places. There was approximately the same
likelihood in each group that some of the money obtained
would be spent on drugs. There was almost no difference

in the number of hits they both made a week.

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 neighbgrhoods and easy to get
into. He generally picked a certain type of house and
hit it whether the owner was black or white. "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". Severalvsaid they
would not hit .a poor neighborhood regardless or race be-
cause "they're poor jﬁst like me" or "I have more than they
do." |

He preferred working in the early evening, and then
the afternoon. In order to reach;his targét he would be
ﬁgre likely to useva stolen car, to travel further, and
to be more cautious 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.



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{thé black burglar had many things
iﬁ common with his white counterpart. He generally preferred
o hit residences owned by white people largely because he
assumed they were more affluent. “If 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. "I don't like to hit
my own people...but sometimes you’cdn‘t help it." The
neighborhoods he worked in most often had single or multi-
family houses or were housing projects. However, here thére
was considerable diversity within.théxgroup 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, like
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." However, many blacks did not hit suburban houses be-
cause 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 conspicuous." As another ﬁan put it, the
suburbs are "too 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. "Cops 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 morxre likely
to be deterred bg 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.
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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.

128

¢, Drug Usge

(1) The Drug User

The typical drug user in the interviewee 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
wéapons, 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 two important respects. First, he needed
more money and second, as a consequence, he made more hits.
His habit could cost him $1,500 a week, 1t rarely cost
him less than $150. Since his jo}:;, "if he still had one,
normally earned him between $100 and $200 a week, 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 way to get the amount of money
he needed, and did not involve violence. However,
his scores were only a little higher than the non-drug

user, and therefore he made many more hits per week. In

fact, on average the drug user made five to six hits each wesk,

while the non-drug user only made one or two. A drug user,
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aged 27, described the way 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 benders I might
db 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 hisvown neighborhood, particularly as his habit in-
creased. "When I started doing it, it was always there
(single family suburban houses); then I said to heck Qith”
going all 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 Qant 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, "When 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, 1I'd go elsewhere." He gave up more easily
because in the extra time taken, he could make a couple
more hits somewhere else.

ﬁowever, once inside the resiaence, his need for
money again affected his reactions. If he triggered
an alarm, if someone was asleep inside, or if soﬁeone
returned, he was more iikely than the non-drug usex.to
guickly finish the job, rather than to leave immediately.

As might be expected from the frequencvywith which

he 6peraﬁéd, 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 experience

and was more likely to be in jail than the non-drucg qéer.
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(2) The Non-Drug User

in the residence, by police or security patrols, even by

The non—-drug user was a more nebulous figure, difficult .
dogs or by neighbors checking on the residence. He was

to characterize. The group of non-drug users included a ] .
. also more inclined to be deterred by good lighting although

cross~section of the large variety of people who commit ) _
less inclined to be deterred by the hardware - burglar

residential crimes but do not use hard drugs or anmphetamines.
alarms, strong locks, steel doors and frames, etc. - perhaps

Within the group there were the very young, the old, the .
because‘he was in less a hurry and allowed himself more time

unskilled, and the highly skilled. Techniques, methods of-
to get around them He was less likely both to work in his

operation, and motivation varied substantially within this ) _ . »
immediate neighborhood and to hit the residences of friends

group - more, probably, than they did between drug users and _
or acquaintances; some interviewees were shocked at the

non-dxug users. Where there are clear divergencies of opinion .
suggestion.

within the group, such as between juveniles and adults; they i
' There was. remarkable similarity in the group's

have been noted. _
attitude toward drug users. Frequently, a non-drug user

The user/non-user groups did differ in two major ways:
would remark of a very poor, run-down neighborhood, "only

the non-user needed less money and made fewer hits. _ ' _
a junkie would go there", or, "that was a junkie's paradise”,

The non-drug user generally did not operate at the tempo _
: but personally he would not go near it. Several mentioned

or under the tremendous pressure of the drug user. He had
specifically that they would not do a job with a drug

more time to plan and although the bulk of non-drug users _ : :
-addict. "I wouldn't work with a Jjunkie - they're not

still only did a little planning, he did more than the drug
good thieves, anyway, they're too noisy."
users. : S '

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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many robbery offenders are dismissed. The court can also
D. ROBIERS AND ROBBERY

hear robbery cases where the original charge is reduced.

Regidential offenders constitute a much smaller per-

Robbery charges not dismissed or reduced are heard in
centage of the xrobber population than do residential burglars

the format for burglary analysis wherever appropriate. In

. superior court. The Harvard Study described a sample of
of the burglar population. It is therefore difficult to :
robbery cases processed through the &riminal justice system.
gencralize about residential robbers on the basis of findings
l Based on the table it would appear that in contrast to burg-
about robbers in general. Although an analysis of residential
, : lars, robbery offenders are more likely to be tried in
. robberies was undertaken for this study through an exami- .
superior court and imprisoned in maximum security insti-
nation of police data, interviews with victims, and site
l . tutions. (see Table 4.9)
, visits, no actual offenders were interviewed. What follows :
is a brief discussion of data on residential robbery following
' TABLE 4.9

addition, this section will refer to a study of robbery in DISPOSITION OF ROBBERY PROSECUTIONS

p-T"""""&"

' Boston conducted by the Harvard Law School. 4 CITY OF BOSTON--1Y68 .
l 1. Robbers and the Crlmlnal.Justlce System 2 tried in district court . 59%
Under uniform cr1me~repo?:t1ng rules a person commits a ' ¢ tried in superior court | ] 41%
robbery when he obtains oxr attempts to obtain property or a . ' !
' ¥ aing ox pEs 0 PLOP Y I Total % convicted E ‘ 55%
:hing of e icti . o '
thing value from the presence of the victim by use of . Sentenced to imprisonment
l ' forece or by putting the victim in fear.® If this occurs ,' as % of total cases tried ' 48%
on residential premises it is classified-as a residential % of total sentenced to
N ‘ ) . . 13 o
l robbery. Massachusetts statutes provide a similar defi- I imprisonment, sentenced t |
. - house of correction 49%
nition for the crime of robbery.® ‘
' ' I % of total sentenced to
A person grrested »for robbery will follow a somewhat imprisonment, sentenced to
' similar path through the criminal justic.é system as a I state prison o ' 51%
burglar., District courts do not have jurisdiction to try v ; . Source: thn' Conklin, Robbery and the Criminal Justice

robbery cases. They do, however, conduct the preliminary System, Table 23.

hearings to determine probable cause and at this stage

o | | | - | | 135
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TABLE 4,11

2. Personal Characteristics

DESCRIPTIONS OF OFFENDERS
Table 4.10 presents demographic characteristics of persons
RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY
arrested for robbery compared to the general population.

TABLE 4.10

DIMOGRAPIIC CUARACTERISTICS OF PERSONS ARRHSTED FOR RODRINY, SEX (N=264)
DOSTOI, 1970 COIMPARLD TO CITY POPULATION
‘ Male ~ 97%

Female ~3%

. , 2
Arrested Robbersl City Population

$ Male 93% 46% RACE (N=257)
Median Age 20 , 25.7 White - 5%
% Non-white 65% 16%

Black = 93%

. Other - 2%
lAnnual Report Police Commissioner for the City of Boston,

1970, Table VIII.

2y,s. Census, 1970. AGE (N=204)

: Under 17 - 12%
Arrested robbers as a group, therefore, are male;

17 - 20

52%
and compared to burglars, slightly older and more likely

21 - 25

27%
to be non-white. Table 4.11 presents characteristics of

| , Over 25 =~ 9%
described offenders in the residential robberies analyzed

for this study. The large percentage of black offenders4
may be a result of the fact that in the study's sample 80%

of the crimes took place in five areas where the population

is 55% black compared to 16% in the city as a whole.
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3. Choice of Target b. Persons

, Table 4,11 i i fi isti i =
Residential robbers not only attack a type of 1l-identifies the characteristics of resi

. ; . ; dential robbery victims.
housing, 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.

TABLE 4.12
a. Housing Type

Very little data exists on residential robbery RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY VICTIM CHARACTERISTICS

offendexs and their choice of housing type. An analysis
of residential robberies in the study RA's disclosed that

only one third took place in a dwelling unit, whereas the AGE  (N=147)

remainder were in areas such as hallways or elevators. g?der3gl ?gf
0f those in the dwelling unit only 8% were in single 2% - ég izf
family homes and the remainder divided between apartment 51 - 65 18%
. Over 65 28%
buildings and public housing units. . 100%
Of those robberies which occurred outside the dwel- SEX  (N=152)
ling unit but on residential premises, 65% were on the Male 74%
~ Female 26%
grounds of housing projects, 34% in apartment buildings, .
. RACE (N=127)+
and 1% on the property of single family hcuses. This |
White 83%
seems a reasonable finding since residential robbery in Black 11%

Other ‘ 6%
Boston is concentrated in the inner-city areas where there )

NE - b = B . lll' R R R T A =

are few single family houses, and mostly multi-unit dwel-

lings. (See Chapter vV, page 189)
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The findings regarding age are predictable since
older persons are more vulnerable to physical attack than the

younger. If the number of larceny purse-snatchings were

included with robbery figures the percentage of female victims

would 1likely rise considerably. Over three-quarters of the

viectims were white.

A close analysis of residential robberies in the three

survey RA's (N-64) disclosed that in a fourth of the cases _.he

victim was a non-resident (see Appendix C, Maps for RA's 145,

166, and 256).

4, Planning and Method of Operation

a. Extent of Planning

. The Harvard study indicated that older "professional"
type robbers tended to plan the most. The others did little
planning. Tipsters, fox example, were less relied upon by
robbers than burglars. As with burglars, professionals
would be more likely to case the area and look for afflu-
ent targets, whereas other offenders were more concerned
with viectim vulnerability.

Robbers, in general, need to be wary of the police
to 2 greater extent than burglars since the bulk of rob-
berics 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 constitutes
‘slightly less than 10% of all Boston robberies compared

to 66% foirstreat robberies.
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b. Time of Operation

Residential robberies tended to run counter to
preferred burglary time patterns, i.e., to cluster in the
afternoon snd on week-ends. This is natural, since robbery
requires that people be home, whereas burglary requires
that they not be. No pattern was discernéd by month or

by season. (see Table 4.13)

TABLE 4.13

TIME PATTERNS FOR RESIDENTIAL ROBBERY

MONTH (N=152)

January 11.8% Mav 11.8% Septenber 5.9%

February 5.9% June 12.5% October 8.7%

March 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% Thursday 12.5% Sunday  _11.9%
Tuesday 19.2% Friday 14.,5% - 99.6%

Wednesday  10.5% Saturday 19.8%

.

TIME (N=152)

0:01 A.M. - 6:00 A.M. 12.5% |
6:01 A.M. -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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e, Weapons and Nature of Attack

c. Accomplices

Table 4.14 provides details of the nature of the

In 76% of the cases examined for this study there attack.

there were two or more perpetrators. An accomplice

in robbery often serves different purposes than one in TABLE 4.14

burglary. Primarily, he can aid in applying physical NATURE OF THE ATTACK

force (or the threat of it) to the victim.

Offender used threat as follows (N=133)
d. Location and Technique of Entry

Only one-third of the cases involved an entry into

Gun 20%
the dwelling unit. In about 10% of those cases entry was Knife 30%
via the window. In the remainder, it was via the door. * Blunt Object 3%
Physical Force 47%

However, in contrast to burglary, robbers were more likely

(60%) to gain entry »r a ruse or threat; i.e., pose as Victim Resisted (N=130)

a deliveryman or accost the occupant as he is entering Yes 5%

or leaving his home. In 8% of the cases, entry was No 35%

gained through an unlocked door and in 14% wvia bodily Victim Injured (N=99)

Yes 50%
No 50%

force against the door.

In two-thirds of the cases which did not occur in
If Injured, How (N=50)
the dwelling unit, 80% took place in hallways, 12% in

. Shot 0%
elevators, and the remainder in miscellaneous areas such Stabbed 122
as driveways or walk-ways. Struck by Object 8%

Beaten 80%

- S A aE EaE :ll.’ - am am o A s
, ;

As indicated by the table, the offenders were armed

in about half the -cases and in about half the victim was injured
142
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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 use of weapons (50%), and injury or
assault upon the wvictim (50%)8. This would 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 Jjewelry 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 ;obbéry is déngeroﬁs by definition since it in-
volves physical confrontation. The most common type
emergencies are unexpected érrival of police or a third
party, or resistance by the victim. According to the Har-
vard study, most robbers felt carrying a gun would neutral-
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 f£light, although use of a gun was not

9

ruled out completely. O0f 67 offenders interviewed by
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the Harvard study, two had actuélly been committing burg-
laries when they were confronted by the occupant and used

force on him, converting the crime to robbery.lo

h. Motivation and Level of Effort

The reaéon chiefly mentioned for cémmitting robbery
as determined by the Harvard study was the need for funds
to puréhase drugs followed closely by the need for money
for .a better life. As in burglary, adults and whites
‘were more likely to realize larger géins 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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SUMMARY -~ CHAPTER IV

In general, the characteristics of burglars tended to
coincide with those suggested by the literature search. Most
notably they were'not highly skilled. Differences among bur-~
glars emerged when they were divided into categories based on
age, race and drug use. Those under 18 were more likely Eo
be unskilled, to hit targets close to home, to have some
difficulty disposing of the goods, to make lower scores and
to bfeak‘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--
purglars, The older grqup'genarally'selected.théir,targets
with more care, preferring affluence to accessihility or

vulierability.

Apart from soma differences in the housing types
selected and avoided and the time of day worked, there was
much similarity between the methods of black and white burglars.
The principal difference by drug use was the amount of
mdney needed and therefore the frequency of operation (the
averade score being approximately the Séme for both groups).
Although residential;robbery was a swail pomyrcentgge
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 measures which

might apply to one group would be inappropriate for another.
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CHAPTER IV

FOOTHNOTES

The discussion which follows is based in part on
Edwin Powers, The Basic Structure of the Administra-
tion of Criminal Justice in Massachusetts, 5th Ed.
(Boston: Mass. Correctional Association, 1969).

FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook, p. 27.

Por example, 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 pexrson
lawfully present therein being put in fear.

Entering without breaking in the night time a
dwelling house or breaking and entering 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 time or day
time a building, ship, vessel, or vehicle with
intent to commit a misdemeanor.

In some 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
bhe charged with possession of burglary tools or re-
celving stolen property.

John E. Conklin, Robbery and the Criminal Justice
System (New York: J.B. Lippincott Co., 1972). This
work bears some similarity to the present study.

FPor example, the roblhery 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 time 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 grcat extent on residential robbery per se;
nevertheless, some of the study data does touch on

the concerns of this project.

Op. cit., FBI, Uniform Crime Reporting Handbook, p. 20.

Robbery: The taking with intent to steal of personal
property in possession of another from his person or
in his presence by violence or putting him to fear.

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. 63-71.
Ibid, p. 112-14.

Ibid, p. 108-12.

Ibid, p. 65.

Ibid, p. 82

149



CHAPTER V

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS
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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
centefs on factors related to the total environment rather
than those related to individual persons, dwellings, or of-
fenders. Areas have been grouped accoxding to a number of

variables, such as age, race, and income of residents and

has then been made to explain the group rate and why indivi-

‘dual RA}S "deviate" from it. Standard statistical tests are
used to calculate the significance of,ﬁhe groupings. To
complement this approach, regression analysis has been used
to study the influence of these factors on the avérége an-

“ nual burglary rate. The main purpose of the analysis which
follows is to determine why the rates of residential crime - g

_are differentially‘distributed among geograprhic areas.

B. METHOD

. | an average residential burglary rate calculated. An effort

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 interneighborhood variation in the types of dwelling

may also be influential in determining the rate of resi-
dential crime.

The particular measures of these independent variables
are as follows: affluence is measured as neighborhood median
income in thousands of dollars; racial composition is the
percentage of non-whites in the RA; the neighborhood burglary
rate is the average of the rates in all contiguous RA's; the
average number of people under eighteen years per occupied
dwelling unit is a measure of the concentration of young
people in the area; percentage of dweliing units in large
buildings (10 or more units) is the measure of the influences
of structure type on residential burglary rate. (Déta 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 RA's 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

*7

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 RA's. 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. Unfortunately, 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 only if especially suggestivef _The RA's contained in
the various samples are given in Appeﬁdix C, Table 3.
Investigation of the influenées 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 rygative correlation between
income and percent non-white, with income being the causal

variable in the determination of residential crime rates.
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This extensive collinearity between the independent or

: It should also be noted that the reported crime rates for
-explanatory variables can be seen clearly from the correlation

i certain RA's were considered suspect. As indicated in Chap-
' matrix of Table 5.,1. This is based on selected reporting |
ter II, the household survey data suggests that RA's 196 and
areas in the c¢ity of Boston.
l 447 are not low residential burglary areas. The same may be
also true of RA 600, a housing project not surveyed. Although
' TABLE 5.1 it reports a low residential burglary rate, it had a relatively
l CORRELATION MATRIX REGRESSION VARIABLES high residential robbery rate. This RA frequently stands out
from the trends of comparable RA's in various analyses under=-
' income Race Youth Structure Neighborggzg taken for this chapter. Therefore, it is possible that the
Income 1.0 -.36 -.11 ‘-%7 -.24 T official figures do not accurately reflect “he level of
' Race 38 he0 26 06 -50 fesidential burglary.
Youth -.11 .56 1.0 .09 ~.08 ,
. Structure = -.27 ~-.06 .09 1.0 35
‘ Neighborhood -.24 .50 -.08 .35 1.0
rate
l Thus, the income variable is seen to be negatiyely cor-
'l related with all three additional variables; high positive
correlation also exists between race and the age composition
' of the neighborhood. Because of this multi-collinearity, the
effects have been analyzed in a multi-variate framework.
l These results are discussed separately in Part H. The single
l variate analyses are discussed in the appropriate sections of

Part C below.

Py
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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 is 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 T,
Map 2.) .

Criminological research has repeatedly found that the
core area of the city, the section wﬁére social problems are
concentrated, contains the greatest n@mber of offenders and
the highesf rates of crime. It 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." BAs 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 tc 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 OF REPORTING AREA

. 1
Location - Group Rates

Average‘Annual‘Rate/lOOO DU's

Core 39
Adjacent to Core 22
Outlying 12

1
D;fference in group rates not significant at .05 level.

See also Appendix C, 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 arcas 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? neighborﬁood, which has a generally
low crime rate. Possible reasons for this will be discussed
in Section H of this. Chapter.

Among adjacent RA's there is muéh more fluctuation in
crime rate, ranging from low to high, indicating that
factors other than location might havé more influence on the
residential burglary rate. On the other hand, it is note-
worithy 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 purposes, since

many adjacent RA's display socio-economic characteristics

siniilar 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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' Neighborhood Rate

2. Neighborhood Burglary Rate

A comparison was made between the residential burglafy
rate of an RA and the overall burglary (both residential
and non-residential) rate of the larger neighborhood. The
offender data in Chapter IV suggests that burglars do not
confine themselves solely to residential attacks or to an
area as small as a few blocks. 2 large group do, however,
tend to operate in the same general neighborhood. There-~
fore, burglaries against résidents in an RA may be in part
a function of the general burglary level in the surrounding

neighborhood. (See Table 5.3.)

TABLE 5.3

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE COMPARED TO SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOODSl

Average Annual Rate/1000 bU's

Low ’ ' . g
Medium 28

1. .
Difference 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 low burglary rate
neighporhoods 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 primafily a housing
project area. Here tco, though, there is a level of security
and mainténance 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 Appeﬁdix C, Table 6 in both
the complete sample and in the main subsampie, the environmen-
tal burglary rate is significantly positively éssociated 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 RA's were grouped into'three
categories: (1) white--less than 20% (in actuality less
than 10%) black population; (2) mixed--20 to 63% black
population; (3) black--over 63% (in practice over 78%)
black population. VTable 5.4 iﬁdicates the raﬁe for

each type area.

TABLE 5.4

- RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATE BY RACE

Type ~ RA RN Average Annual Rate/1000 DU's

white 19
mixed 40
black 59

lGroup rates significantly different 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-white 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 suspect because
of its strong collinearity with low income, a large number
nf young people, and generally high burglary rates, as seen
in Table 5.1. The multivariate analysis presented in Section H

attempts to disentangle some of these effects.

4, 1Income

Income has often been cited as a factor in producing
high crime rﬁtes. Low income areas-may breed offenders as
well as apathy or alienation which provides criminal oppor-
tunity. High income areas offer the chance for profitable
scores, since there will 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 according to family and un-

related persons' median income as * .lsted by the 1970 U;S.

Census. The ratings are
Lower Group—ulesé 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#

% :
o This definition of income provides for a rel
ranking of an areas rather than an absolute one as

" Type - RA Average Annual Rate/1000 DU's
Lower . 47
Middle N C 27
Higher k13

ative

used in
Chapter VI, p. 201. Thus, an RA may have a "higher" in-
Some leyel relative to other areas without actually being a
high" income area.
l . . s k] a 3
Group rates significantlv 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
where figures are suspect, two have medium rates and eight
have high rates.

The regression results for median income are given in
Appendix C, Table 10. Both the complete sample and the main
sample show a significant decreasing burglary rate with in-
creased income. The low youth sample shows a similar but
much stronger tendency. These trends probably reflect both
lower victimization with inccme, and ccllinear factors such
as the neighborhood réte, proportion of the dwelling units in
large structures, etc. as seen in Table 5.1. Similar pat¥
terns hold in the low ﬁouth'areas, but are probably distorted
because of the student neighborhoods that comprise part of
this sample, which while low income, are not "poor." Such
areas offer attractive targets because of their relative af-
fluence and casual life styles. |

The relationship betwéen 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 was

found that in black areas burglary rates increase with income

level, while among white areas it decreases. {(See Tables

5.6A .and 5.6B)* However, there is some indication that among -

white RA's at the highest levels of income, victimization

rises though not to the same rates as in the low income.

. TABELE 5.,6A

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATES BY INCOME IN BLACK RA'S

<

Type ratsl Avg. Annual Rate/1000 D.U.s3
Lower Income (265, 296, 297, 54
. 589)
Middle Income® (306, 307, 3068, . 62
315, 319, 447)
1

There were no higher income black areas.

Tf RA 447 is eliminated, the rate is 69.

3
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TABLE 5.6B _ ,

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY RATES BY INCOME IN WHITE RA'S

Type RA's Avg. Annual Rate/1000 D.U.s 2
Low Incomel (622, 135, 196) B
Medium Income (57, 62, 70, 83, 10
214, 602, 7751
779, 824)
High Income (134, 143, 232, 421, 12
505, 530, 653, 720,
736, 745)
1

If RA 196 is eliminated, the rate is 74.

2Differences in group rates significant at 95%,

5. Housing Type

Housing type ﬁas been suggested as correlated with
crime, in that large buildings prévide an impersonal
atmosphere in which crime opportunities exist} while
detachal structures, such as single~family homes, offer
more portals to attack. RA's were classified according

*
to their predominate housing type.

g'In most areas predominate type was determined ac-
coxrding 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 burglaries. '
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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 was felt

that the public housing areas were sufficiently

' unique to require a separate analysis.)

I - The crime rate of each is expressed by Table 5.7.

. ) TABLE 5.7

.; RESIDENTIAL '!BURGLARY BY RA'S PREDOMINANT HOUSING TYPE

1

AVERACE ANNUATL RATE'/lO 00 D.U.'s
Single Family 14
Small Multi-unit 30
Large Multi-unit 37

Public Housing - 34

...
Differences between group rates not

significant at the .05 level.

.

See also Appendix C, Table 11.
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The,faét 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 with burglary. On;y RA 421
deviated from this pattern, and its crime réte was not
tested by household survey. However, in Chaptex VII an
analysis of victimization failed to support a relationship
between burglarf rates and housing type. ‘

Because of the generality of the housing variable
used, the regréssion analysis shows no real correlation be~
tween housing types and burglary rates (see Appendi% C,
Table 12). The housing vériable used in this analysis is
the proportionrof the dwelling un;ts in buildings of more
than lOIunits, and thué not as detailed as the one discussed

above. The scatter plot (Appendix C, Figure 1) for these

. variables shows that there are both high crime areas with

few large structures, and low crime areas with many such
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buildings. Clearly the aiVersity between high-rise, high
rent areas, and high-rise, low income, and public housing in
terms of security, life style, and'sqcial facto;s mitigate
the usefulne;s of regression analysis of the housing factor

above.

6. Youth.Poﬁulétion;

‘The offender interview data supports the common be-
lief. 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 groups according to thé percentage éfﬁthe popu-
lation under 18 Years ofvage:

1. ©Under 20%

2, 20 to 29%

3. 30 to 39%

4, Over 40%"

Table 5.8 presents the results.
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level. See also Appendix C, Table 13.

TABLE 5.8 ;

AVERAGE ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY BY UNDER 18 POPULATION i

Under 18 Populationl

Average Annual Rate/1000 DU's L
Less than 20% 37 §
Less than 30% 18
Less than 40% ' 19 _ - i
Over 40% ‘ | 41

lDifference beéween‘groups not significant at ,os5

—

The clearest pattern is found at the over 40% level.
If RA's 196 and 447,-wherevthe figures are suspéct, were

eliminated from the over 40% group, the rate increases to

51 and all remaining areas have at least a medium rate.
The remainder are likewise housing prdject areas. Housing f

project areas tend to ke located in or near the core area

and have a large black, low-income population, and many

factors interact in such areas. Nevertheless, projects

tend £o be victimized primarily by young persons who live in

the vicinity. (See Chapter IV, PP. 96 and 104 and Appendix B
Tahles 10, 25, 26) This was confirmed by an analysis made of all
arrests for burglary in RA 256 (a largé ﬂousing préjéét) | —

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’
shown in Appendix C, Figure 2 depicts two separate groups
of observations. The low youth sample, those RA's with
less than 25% under 18, shows no correspondence to the
number of youth in the area. Clearly these areas are being
burglarized for different reasons than the main sample.
In the larger sample, burglary incidence increases with
the number of young people. This is consistent with the
analysis presented above, and probably reflects the more

common trend in areas of high youth pqpulation.

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
dwelling unit is unoccupied, the social cohesion of the area,
the visibility of entrances, 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 Vulﬁérability

The highest levels of access security were found‘in'

the areas of luxury high-rise buildings. Typical of these

was (non-survey) RA 62. The Charles Rivér Park Apartments,

completed i