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FOREWORD 

The Utilization of Criminal Justice Statistics Project was 

funded initially in 1972 by the National Criminal Justice Informa-

tion and Statistics Service of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration. One primary aim of the project is the production 

of annual editions of the Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics, 

a compilation of available nationwide criminal justice statistical 

data. A second aim has been and continues to be an examination of 

the utility that a variety of criminal justice statistical data 

bases have for addressing questions of practical and theoretical 

interest in the field. 

One product of that examination is a series of analytic reports, 

of which this volume is one. These reports, written by research 

staff members of the Utilization of Criminal Justice Statistics Pro-

ject, all have a common theme: the discussion of a central criminal 

justice topic using an exemplary or innovative criminal justice data 

base. Each report in the series not only discusses substantive find-

ings in regard to particular issues, but also considers the qualities 

and limitations of the data, as well as techniques and problems of 

analysis, in relation to the substantive findings. 

At a time when criminal justice statistics development is exten-

sive, and often expensive, these analytic reports focus attention on 
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one often overlooked function of criminal justice statistics --

the analysis of current issues and questions based on available 

data. In fact, the IIUtilizationll issue is perhaps as important 

as any in the area of criminal. justice statisti~s. It often hap-

pens that data are collected -- usually at great expense -- without 

subsequent efforts to utilize such data to address the pressing 

problems that confront criminal justice. This series of Analytic 

Reports explores the problems and prospects inherent in the applica-

tion of various sources of criminal justice statistical data to 

issues of interest and concern to agency personnel) planners. re-

searchers, and the public alike. 

Michael J. Hindelang 
Project Director 
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PREFACE 

This is the third of three reports focusing upon various char-

acteristi~s and patterns associated with the crime of burglary. The 

overall objectives of the series are basically threefold: first, 

to examine the characteristics of reported burglary incidents and 

their interrelationshipj second, to explore both the social and 

legal characteristics of those individuals apprehended for the crime of 

burglary; and third,to specify the extent to which various offense 

and offender characteristics are related. The first 'report pro­

vided an extended discussion of the data base utilized throughout the 

analysis and reviewed relevant research findings pertaining to burglary 

incidents. Noting the limitations of much research dealing with the 

crime of burglary, that monograph undertook a detailed analysis of 

~rious incident characteristics including such factors as the type, 

of structure burglarized, the amount of property stolen~ methods used 

to gain entr~ and the like. This analytic trend was continued in the 

se90nd monograph which examined such factors as the age, race, sex, 

and previous criminal history of those arrested for the commission of 

burglary' offenses. Analysis also focused upon. in.itial police decisions 

to hold or dismiss cases prior to trial. 

Findj,ngs reported in these two reports lent support to previous 
l.ljlt' .<!-n me. ~ 

research focusing on burglary. That is, relationships among incident 

characteristics were discovered to be quite similar to those found 

in other studies) whether utilizing official data 01: victim survey 
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techniques. ---' .~ Distinct 
--------.. -- -r-;;; 'j;~t J, -o·r'[eA15e.,~ . 

relationships were ==::.. eviden~'---'----f{--- offender characteristics) 

'Ind,'e.o.J-lnfi -L/l."'lU 
~. of the correlates of burglary are not randomly distributed 

but rather show evidence of being patterned events. 

Although research on violent and personal crime has demonstrated 

the existence of patterned relationships among offense and offender 

characteristics in the violent crimes of homicide, rape, and robbery, 

with few exceptions different types of burglary offenders have not been 

correlated with distinct types of burglary incidents. Certain offense/ 

offender relationships have been found, but overall patterns were not 

distinctive. This report examines the empirical link between offense 

and offender characteristics in an attempt to determine whether and 

to what extent certain types of burglary offenses were committed by 

certain types of offende~ 

School of Social Welfare 
University of Wisconsin 
Milwaukee, 1976 

Carl E. Pope 
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CRIME-SPECIFIC ANALYSIS: AN EMPIRICAL 

E}~INATION OF BURGLARY OFFENSE AND OFFENDER CHARACTERISTICS 

A primary objective of this report is to examine the relation-

ship between burglary incidents and those individuals apprehended for their 

commission. In other words, are certain kinds of burglaries committed 

by certain kinds of burglars? The research question and subsequent 

findings represent the culmination of an analytic trend begun in two 

earlier reports (Pope, 197ba, 1970b)) Luh~r~ 
LCY~~~{ei! 

'It wetS ShOWh) for eXCLmplt!) that juven~le offenders (those 17 years of 

age or younger) tended to commit 

residences and in the company of 

burglaries within 1 mile 
t8:.nd U,at arre.st~ 

others) v-- female 

of their 

and black/ 

other offenders =- also --::=:::- e~hi b/fe.d distinctive traits j ·females 

were frequently involved in group burglaries and were most likely to 

commit offenses in areas other than thpse in which they resided. 

Lf~ A number of burglary incident characteristics were round 
~ e X[L.'rn p.!.::.v ' 

to be related. Yr-esidential burglaries were more likely than non-

residential burglaries to involve financial loss and to occur during 

the daylight hours and on weekends.qrThese findings illustrate: 

that the characteristics of burglary off'i?,11ders as well as' 
LJ~:::trji!!::L~ he i d efrfs e. y kU~;&' 

certain patterns. 

_____ -- Our knowledge of burglary is Inc-oh1ple;tf) hDweve.r; without 
Or" uJheU1eQ . 

knowing h~nese patterns in-lersf!.et .. 

That is, by.knowing something about burglary 

incidents, do we also know something about those offenders who were 
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involved in the incidents and vice versa? 

Before proceeding with our analysis of patterned relationships 

in the commission of burglary, a few preliminary remarks are in order. 

As·noted above, this monograph is a continuation of two previous works 

focusing on incident and offender characteristics in burglary. tVhile 

the data base is briefly described in this report, a more detailed 

discussion can be found in the two earlier monographs. Further, 

the procedures utilized to analyze the data herein are at times quite 

complex and mathematically sophisticated. We have attempted to limit 

the complexity of the presentation by minimizing the technical discussion 

and briefly sumrnarizing the procedures. Emphasis is focused on the 

conceptual rather than technical aspects of this undertaking. To 

ease the reader's burden, a summary of the major findings of the three 

reports begins on page 57. 

Interrelationship Among Crime Characteristics 

As Wolfgang observed in his classic study of homicide} 

Most previous research has examined either the vic­
tim or the offender. In the present work, analy-
sis has been made of both victims and offenders, 
separately, as· distinct units, but also as mutually 
interacting participants ••• lt is one type of analysis 
t~ consider victims as a social group and offenders 
as another social group, it is quite a different 
and more refined type of analysis to c.onsider speci­
fic. victim-offender relationships, and to find race, 
sex, age, and other patterns among them (1958:319). 

----------------------
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By examining these victim-offender patterns, Wolfgang 

contributed both substantive and theoretical. knowledge regarding homi-

cide and other violent crimes. Although homicide was generally 

found to be an unplanned act, a number of empirical uniformities were 

noted. In two-thirds of the. cases analyzed, alcohol was 

present in the victi~ 
..!:!,._~0lY 

-the offendel1 (Wolfgang, 

1958:322). Wives were substantially more likely to be slain by their 

husbands than vice versa (Wolfgang, 1958:325). Approximately one-

fourth of all homicides were found to be victim precipitated in that 
(-- f-o r p";CLb.J.pif:: _ .~y- (~!7' t!~f.!::.~iJJLl?l~ ,) Ii CO) a i 100-) 

the victim had some hand in his own death l (Wolfgang, 1958:325). Fur-

'ther, certain characteristics were found to be associated with victim 

precipitated homicides, leading Wolfgang to conclude: 

The roles and the characteristics of the victim 
and the offender are reversed, and the victim 



assumes the role of determinant. This study has 
been one of the first to provide significant em­
pirical data to support von Hentig's assertion.s 
about the contribution of the victim to the gen­
esis of his own victimization (1958:326). } 

pre dC)/111'nol±i! 
The characteristics of those individ~srrnvolved in the killing 

3 

c3.:1.J 1 • .!3::!.li..J 
of others --rblack males between the ages of 20'24 laid the foundation 

for Wolfgang's theory regarding the existence of a subculture of violence. 

Those persons . -------------------------------=---rI:Z~::: were hypothesized 

to' share certain values and norms that conflict with those of 

the larger culture) So t ha-c those forces leading toward an 

eventual homicide expected and normal reactions by members of the 

subculture. For example, whereas . persons internalizing the norms 

of the larger culture may simply shrug off an insult, subcultural members 

would be more likely to respond with physical aggression. In an examin-

ation of rape events in Philadelphia, Amir also found the existence of 

significant patterns in the victim-offender relationship. Again, rape 

offenders ef..h i hde-d distinct characteristics In re(t:lt:i oj? to 

those incidents in which they were involved. 1rhese find-

~j:.J 
ings :further support to the subculture of violence theory. As 

Amir stated, "Of course, it is always people who commit rape, but the 

rate of rape is conditioned by the cultural norms and social organiza-

tion or disorganization of the group to wh~ch they belong" (1971:320). 

Withou~~nalYSeS of both incident and offender characteristics, 

much less would be lenown regarding homicide and rape events. Further, 

many erroneous theories Coneer/lin.g such acts -- for example, that blacks 

disproportionately kill or rape white victims -- would still be accepted 
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by many as fact. Without the empirical analysis initiated by Wolfgang, 

~ knowledge and implications of victim precipitated crime 

would still be untested conjecture) as would the existence of a subcul-

ture of violence. More recently, 

Normandeau's examination of interrel~.ted patterns in robbery 

has suggested a refinement of the subculture of violence hypothesis. 

Normandeau, notes: 

There is no trace among the arre~ted robbers 
(Negroes or whites) in our study of a large 
class of robbers with long previous records of 
violence. They are not a special class but are 
primarily thieves who occasionally, though rather 
rarely, use force to achieve their objectives. 
The display of violence in this context is on the 
whole an isolated episode (1969:309). 

Therefore, robbery offenders . may be better characterized as falling 

into a subculture of theft rather than of violence. 

Aside from the theoretical knowledge garnered from studies such 

as those noted above, practical implications are also apparent. If 

violent offenders ar~ somehow conditioned or molded by 

their subcultural attachments, then treatment or rehabilitation pro-

grams focusing on the individual offender are likely to prove 

If an 

individualized treatment program is applied to such offenders, either in 

an institution or other setting, any rehabilitative effects are likely 

to be nullified when he must once again adapt to his subcultural en-

vironment in order to survive. In an article focusing on classification 

for treatment purposes, Wa~ren notes of the subcultural identifier: 
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The essential characteristics of this type of 
offender is that the individual, although de­
veloping "normally" in most respects, has in­
ternalized the value system of a deviant sub­
culture (1971:253). 

She then recommends two levels of treatment~ one aimed at stopping the 

antisocial behavior and the other geared toward changing the content 

of the offender's value system. The latter approach might involve a 

broadening of the offender's self image by providing a strong identity 

model representing th7 values of the larger culture. Regardless of 

the merits of such an approach, the point is simply that 

empirical findings may provide the foundation for a program 

Unfortunately, analysis of the patterning of property offenses 

has lagged far behind similar research on violent and personal crimes. 

As noted in earlier monographs, little information currently exists 

(!.{)I1c.CYl1.in,) to the characteristics of burglary offenders, especially 

as they relate to burglary incidents. While Reppetto (1974) constructed 

typological profiles of offender charac,teristics, these were based 

primarily ort. personal interviews with adjudicated burglars. Further, 

these typologies were formed on singular defining characteristics and 

were found to overlap substantially. Scarr's (1973) typologies are 

even less compelling, being based upon impressions gained from criminal 

justice functionaries. In neither case are the distinctions made among 

burglary characteristics empirically grounded. Thus,answers to many 

questions regarding the nature of burglary are still LUlei£ar . 

5 
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The finding's reported below, represent an effort to provide some of these 

answers by undertaking an empirical analysis of the correlates bf 
~~IS~S and o?rrt(~dew 

burgl~yrano-theil patterning. 

Analytic Format 

The data utilized to examine the patterning of offense and offender 

characteristics were derived from a crime-specific burglary program 

conducted by the California Council on Crime and Justice. Burglary 

data were compiled in six separate police jurisdictions l and covered a 

~ year period from April 1972 to May 1973. Information was pro-

vided on both incident characteristics (type of target, time of day, 
!....,Ol) ~re'1c1e.r.9 

method of entry, etc.) and apprehended during the course of the 

project. Overall, the data contain much more information on both offenses 

and offenders than that normally appended to police incident report 

forms, thus praviding a solid basis for the present undertaking. 2 

While it ~;3hr have been possible to. discern interrelated patterns 

by cross-tabulating each offense variable by each offender variable, 

such a process is often inefficient and wasteful af information. The 

use of bivariate cross-tabulation, for example, would effectively pre-
t!IV1-t InO-:1 L:It.tr:.md,l.u:/:.ll!?Jl€- ....?I1Dt..::.:.h~f.::.:~r.:.L-/_70 __ (.L.>_e_V'_e.~'ic-a_.s_0 

clude the simultaneous consideration afli.ufiiei"-ous variables r --..- I 

our earlier analysis has indicated, some variables evidence a highly 

interrelated structure. Similarly, mUltiple regression analysis 

restricts the analyst to a single dependent variable for each solution. 
(-the... lilY); f.~ I:. 10I1,~._q£·..:.J.:r:.all '/ aMI, Ilc_ -tr:,e,h I1-j u.()e,'? .s udt_ 8..5 _those: Jld.e d ahove..>J, 
;In1:1ght-of-- y- ---a,-viable:-tB:lternaH ve for -maximizing--
I 

the amount of information in the data wauld be to. establish dimensians 
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(5ub5~S of interrelated variables) of both offense and offender 

characteristics and then classify various cases (entities) on the 

bas~s of these dimensions. The rationale behind this procedure is 

actually quite simple. The process begins by forming separate offense 

and offender dimensions of mutually colinear variables -- those that are 

highly correlated. Next, those cases eY-/u:.b,,~.:h'~ similar patterns 

across these dimensions are grouped together. The end result is 

an empirical typology of both offenses and offenders which can then be 

cross-classified to assess the degree to which the various patterns 

are related. 

A hypothetical example may help clarify the process. Con-

sider the relationship between two possible offense and offender 

types. Offense type A consists of daytime burglaries of residences 

"/1 t..0/u..c./, the value of the property stolen was minor and no force was used 

• to gain entry. Type B includes nighttime burglaries of commercial 

establishments in which entry was gained via the r·oof and the amount 

of loss was substantial. Offense type A may be tDn.£-Ulere..d a burglary 

• of opportunity, whereas type B shows evidence of sophistication and 

planning. Individuals subsumed under offender type A may be black 

males with prior drug arrests who were on parole at the time o~ their' 

• arrest. Offender type B may include white males with a history of 

prior burglary arrests who work in groups. Offenders classified 

under type A evidence 
trJPe. -J1; 

a drug-survival orientation, while 10frenders 

• 

• 
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the semi-professional burglar. The 

labels attached to each type are, of course, provisional. 

Cross-classification of the types would test the accuracy of the 

labels. For example, if "burglaries o£ opportunity" are connnitted by 

those evidencing characteristics of "drug survival" 'CYl1d few "semi-

professional burglars" are found to connnit such offenses (be..LJ:i 

more likely to connnit planned burglaries in which profits are relatively 

lucrative), then the conceptualizations of the types will have survived 

an important test. If, on the other hand, the types ,------ have no 

predictive validity, then the theory implied in conceptullization of 

the types is falsified. Of course, in practice, types are first 

constructed empirically, and conceptualization occurs only after 

predictive validity ha.s been established (or in the process of determining 

the utility of the types). If the types prove to be non-predictive, 

conceptua~ or theoretical extensions are doomed a·priori. 

Methods of Dimensional Analysis 

fF. Since the first task in the process outlined above is to establi"sh 

empirical dimensions of mutually colinear variables on which cases 

may later he. typed) cluster analysis would seem to be 

an appropriate method for accomplishing this objective. 3 While the 

general technique of clustering' originated in the early thirties, 

computational difficulties coupled with the lack of digital computers 

hampered its development. Within the last 20 years, however; a 
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multitude of divergent clustering procedures have proliferated in 

such diverse areas as psychology, anthropology and biology. At the 

present time, therefore, a researcher desiring to apply clustering 

techniques to his data has a wide variety of methods from which to 

choose. 

The general method of clustering utilized in this study was developed 

by Tryon and Bailey (1970) under the name of "cumulative C-OhH'Yl u../IloJI'ty 

key cluster analysis." As Tryon and Bailey note, "Cluster analysis 

is the general logic, formulated as a procedure, by which we objectively 

group together entities on the basis of their similarities and 

differences" (1970: 1). The method extrac,ts clusters of variables 

(V-analysis) or objects (O-analysis) that are as general as possible 

and in which those entities making up a cluster are highly inter-

correlated. The process defines c lusters that' are as, independent of 

each other as possible. By this method, more of the information con­

i (}a~ b t.) 
tained in the data . utilized than in prior crime-specific studies 

that relied almost exclusively on tabular analysis. Rather than 

considering only two or three variables at one time, all relevant 

data were explored and homogeneous groupings of attributes extracted. 

Incident Data 

Table 1 provides a listing of those incident characteristic 

variables entered into the clustering routine. ,These data represent 

1,196 incidents for which corresponding offender information was also 
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Table 1 Distribution of Incident Characteristics {or Those 
Burglaries Cleared by Arrest (N = 1-,196) 

Incident Characteristics!)! Case Distribution 

Weekday 69% (777) 

Weekend 31% (355) 

Day 43% (437) 

Night 57% (570) 

Residential 61% (729) 

Non-Residential 39% .(467) 

Door 61% (678) . 

Window 39% (439) 

No Force 44% (506 ) 

Force 56% (651) 

Attempted 5% (62) 

Completed 95% (1,134) 

No Tool 47% (539) 

Tool 53% (606) 

No Loss 37% (368) 

Loss 63% (622) 
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Table 1 Distribution of Incident Characteristics for Those 
Burglaries Cleared by Arrest (N = 1,196) (Continued) 

Incident Characteristics Case Distribution 

No Damage 46% (538) 

Damage 54% (626) 

Money 01.' Hard Saleable Items 65% (577) 

Other 35% (318) 

Return Of Victim 51% (606) 

Other 49% (587) 

Street Lights Within 100 Feet 68% (794) 

No Street Lights Within 100 
Feet 32% (378) 

Point Of Entry Lighted 35% (405) 

Point Of Entry Not Lighted 65% (751) 

Point Of Entry Visible 65% (757) 

Point Of Entry Not Visible 35% (400) 

Premises Not Alarmed 84% (1,008) 

Premises Alarmed 16% (188) 

Alarm Operated 49% (91) 

Alarm Did Not Operate 51% (94) 

11· 
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Table 1 Distribution of Incident Characteristics tor Those 
Burglaries Cleared hy Arrest (N = 1,196) (Continued) 

Incident Characteristics Case Distribution 

Security Inspection 14% (161) 

No Security Inspection 86% (1,013) 

Northern California 37% (445) 

Southern California 63% (751) 

Dog Present 8% (59) 

Dog Not Present 92% (678) 

Identifying Serial Numbers 9% (50) 

No Identifying Serial Numbers 91% (672) 

a 
The reader is referred to the first report for a detailed discussion 

. of these incident characteristic variables and the procedures utilized 
to arrive at each dichotomy (Pope, 1976a). 
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. 4 t available. In the first I~GPor the marginal distributions of 

all 8,137 burglary incident variables were examined and discussed. 

Here, we are only concerned with those incidents which were cleared 

by the arrest of an offender; thus allowing us to examine offense/ 

offender patterns. Table 1 5hOlJ..")S 
_.------ -_-...-. __ . ~-. 

each 

attribute and the percent and number of cases falling into each mutually 

exclusive category for those incidents cleared by arrest. Overall, 

the distribution of cases ~mong these variables is quite similar to 

those observed for the entire data set (See Pope, 197ba). For example, 

attempted burglaries account for ~ percent of all 'reported burglaries 

and S- percent of those cleared by arrest. Similarly, 44'per-

cent of all reported burglaries and 43 pe.re.:e.-11.i of th..o5f:. cAeare-d hy 

erre.~t oc..e.,.u VTe..d dUY""ll:=J -the.. dRy f"<~kt:. hOLLrs. 

However, as the earlier predictive attribute analysis (PAA) for 

cleared and not cleared cases graphically demonstrated, whether or 
'-I:-Il.e. p-ro hL'd ~.!.}?j..cJ -t~ c.~:~_ h<e-~J c..J.e.cue.dj 

not a financial loss occurred was substan2nii1y-re-l-ateCl (lto-r---{Pope) 

1970a). Those burglaries resulting in no financial loss were'substan-

tic:.lly more likely to be cleared (whether by the arrest of an offender 

or other means) than those burglaries resulting in a financial loss. 

While 12 percent of all, reported burglary incidents evidenced no financial 

loss, 37 percent of those incidents cleared by arrest resulted in no 

financial losses. More residential than non-residential 

s·tructures were included in those cases cleared by arrest. As Table 1 

L--_______ . ___ _ 
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demonstrates, 6l.percent of all residential burglaries were cleared 
(with) 

by the arrest of an offender compare~39 percent of all non-

residential structures. Corresponding figures for the total data set 

were 70 percent and 30 percent) respe.U:I'v'eiy_ 

---~---
Other differences ,reD a-rdtn.::! those cases 

cleared by arrest include a greater percentage of burglaries in which 
, 
np force was used to gain entrance, no tools were utilize~ and no pro-

perty damage resulte~ 

Table 2 presents the distribution of ~f/arj ~~~~ 
<..£./lCU-Il~~~t:/(:,.s_ ) 

census for those t!.a,seS cleared by arrest. As 

for the total data set, most of the i/1v,ikn-t da.J:.a fall into 

the lower education and income quartiles, including those areas with a 

higher percentage of black population. Approximately 65 percent of the 

incidents cleared by arrest fall into 
Lwjth,J., 

the two lower median income categories compare~5 percent in the 

two ~lu..rcategories. Similarly, for median education completed, '1 

percent of the inc.U:J....I0Jo!> f.J.JV- included in the highest education categbry 
i udtly . 

comparec::r-o--3rD percent in the lowest education cate:gory. Overall, 

~I Table 2 reveals greater percentage of cases distributed in the higher 
,Luji:l .... ;> 

income and educational categories when compare~imilar data for the 

full supply of cases (8,137) (Pope, 197 a) • 

Results of the Cluster Analysis~ 

V-analysis of these data resulted in three empirically and con-

ceptually distinct off.ense dimensions consisting of the use of force 



Table 2 Distribution of Census Characteristics +~r lhose 
Burglaries Cleared by Arrest 

Census 
Ch ar'ac ter is t ic 

Median Family 
Income 

Perc.ent of Fe­
males in the 

Labor Force 

Median Educa­
tional Level 

Percent of Black 
Population 

Percent of Homes 
Owner-Occupied 

Low 

33.5% 
(396) 

14.8% 
(175) 

35.5% 
(403) 

16.0% 
(189) 

27.3% 
(315) 

Case DistriEution~ 
Low-Medium 

31.6% 
(374) 

35.6% 
(421) 

34.8% 
(395) 

27.5% 
(325) 

28.3% 
(326) 

High-Medium 

23.4% 
(277) 

31.8% 
(376) 

22.6% 
(256) 

24.9% 
(294) 

26.1% 
(301) 

a .' . By q,l .. lhr't1.t.s. 
Crotals may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

High 

11.4% 
(135) 

17.8% 
(210) 

7.1% 
(80) 

31.6% 
(373) 

18.2% 
(210) 

15 

Totalb 

99.9% 
(1,182) 

100.0% 
(1,182) 

100.0% 
(1,134) 

100.0% 
(1,181) 

99.9% 
(1,152) 
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lClmouhi: i~ -hlC..t- ~e.cL...J -----, . 
to enter a prem~se, 

~' 
the C.e.nSVS characteris tics of 'target 

area . 
.I 

. b 
and the type of s truc·ture burglarized. Since 

the incident data used here included only those cases cleared by arrest, 

the total 8,137 reported burglary incidents were also cluster analyzed.ry 

The data were randomly divided into two groups and input into the cluster 
l IJlt cU e .0.1. ~ (I::-> 

program. The resul~l1i"ee dimensions conceptually similar to those 

found for incident cases cleared by arrest. Thus, dimensions of burg/a.n.~ 

incidents were found to be quite constant across all aata, whether 

cleared by arrest or not. Similarly, the same three dimensions' were 

reproduced in both split-half groups, thus, giving added credence to the 

overall reliability of the cluster solution. 

For each case a composite cluster score~ was computed 0n each 
~t,.k:::!0 

offense dimension -- FORCE, AREA, and STRUCTURE. Scores were then grouped 

into similar profile patterns thereby forming distinct types. This pro-

cess -- known as object cluster analysis, . (0,,(,, a-analysis -- resulted 

in seven distinct, mutually exclusive incident types (I-types) as in-

dicated in Table 3. Thus, I-type 1 includes those cases characterized 
us~ 

by ho forc~o gain entry, relatively disadvantaged social areas)and 

non-residential targets. In contrast, I-type 6 includes those burglaries 

occurring in socially advantaged target areas in which force was used 

to enter residential structures. Offense type 7 

-:::::. the highest percentage of· cases (32 percent) Md offense type 

the lowest (4 percent). Homogeneity estimates __ which simply measure 

the tightness of the profiles of the objects in each a-type, were generally quite higb 

ind;i.cating that the cases falling in each type exhibited very similar profile patterns 

The closer the members in each. profile approach ~ the value 1.000, the more alike 

they are. A zero value would'indicate that those objects in each core a-type are J 

f;ue rctndDh1fy~:t. 
completely unalike in their score profiles. In of~her words, their ~e pfOITies 

------~-~--.---- .. ---
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Table 3 Cluster Analysis Solution for Burglary IncidentCharacte~istics 

Homogeneity 
Number of Percent of Across 

Incident Burglary Burglary Attribute Incident Cluster Dimensions 
Type Incidents Incidents Dimensions Force Area Structure 

I-Type 1 89 7.95 .9000 Low Low High 

I-Type 2 48 4.29 .7788 Low High Low 

I-Type 3 194 17.34 .8728 Low High High 

I-Type 4 77 6.88 .8373 ' High Low Low 

I-Type 5 277 24.75 .8529 High Low High 

I-Type 6 79 7.06 .8704 High High Low 

I-Type 7 355 31.72 .8572 High High High 
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Offender variables were next entered into the variable cluster 

routine. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

lI. 

12. 

These were: 

Northern California/Southern California 
fJcvell t (?,c:!J.; 
--ryears and under/18 years and older 

RACE Wbite/black-other 

SEX 1'I,ale/female 

ARREST Reasonable. cause/other 

PAL Single offender burglary/group offender burglary 

TRAVEL One mile or less/greater than .1- 'mile 

PDISP R.eleased by the police/held for trial 

No prior 
~!ly'.J.\i.!.id.) 

PRIORS record'lprior record 

STATUS Not under ~v;.s iOh /under ~v/.s./lm 

DRUGS No prior drug record/prior drug record 

BURGR No prior burglary record/prior burglary record 

Here, only one dimension of mutually colinear offender variables was 

derived.
q 

This dimension reflected the overall previous criminal 

record of apprehended burglary offenders In addition to 

this dimension, two conceptually important single variables were also 
, ~nn a.rre..st.ee...)s rate-> 

included as dimensions. On the basis of previous ana ys ~ana , 
~~r of' c..6 m e... p,lrt:her0 L~!V't}-eL'f_d f.",~ {/-u.... ~-~ 

were selected 'as the two variables-mosr-1Tke1yr-~iscr~minate 

among cases in the later O-analysis. The three offender dimensions thus 

consisted of the criminal history of bur,glary offenders , their 

race (whether white or black/other), and whether single or multiple 

offenders were involved ' 
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O-analysis of the data resulted in eight distinct criminal types 

(C-type$. C-type 1" for example, included those burglary offenders 

with no prior'record who were white and worked alone, while C-type 

8 subsumed black/other off(mders with prior records WhD worked 

in groups. ,As noted in Table 4, overalL homogeneity coefficients 

19 

were quite high, indicating that cases within each of the C-types 

displayed quite similar patterns across the three offender dimensions. 

By using the above cluster analytic methods, we were able to reduce 

a large body of burglary data to a more manageable form, thus simplifying 

our analytic task- Aside from the large' number of variables, most 

of which were nominally scaled, it was quite difficult to determine 

dependent and independent variable relationships. That is, for most 

of the incident characteristics it was not theoretically meaningful 

to make a differentiation r-eg ard irj whether the variables were 

dependent or independent. The temporal order for many of these var­

iables, for example, would be quite difficult to determine. Cluster 

analysis enabled us to reduce the complexity of the data by creating 

sets of multi-dimensioned nominal variables and then determining how 

cases distributed themselves among those categories or sets. 

Since the resulting I (incident) and C (criminal) types were derived 

from a matched data set, it is possible to include each ty.pe as a new 

variable in the analysis. Using these respective types as variables, 

a bivariate Gross-tabulation can be produced -I:.ll.a-t., aside from being 
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Table 4 Cluster Analysis Solution for Burglary Offender Characteristics 

N 
0 

Homogeneity 
Number of Percent of Across 

Criminal Burglary Burglary Attribute Offender Cluster Dimensions 
Type Offenders Offenders Dimensions Record Race Crime. I-'artner.:f 

C-Type 1 122 10.20 .9787 Low Low Low 

C-Type 2 410 34.28 .9863 Low Low High 

C-Type 3 58 4.85 .9727 Low High Low 

C-Type 4 190 15.89 .9819 Low High High 

C-Type 5 116 9.70 .9682 High Low Low 

C-Type 6 147 12.29 .9651 High Low High 

C-Type 7 63 . 5.27 .9620 High High Low 

C-Type 8 90 7.52 .9676 High High High 
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. tr1LLY!.i~G 
conceptually clear, includ~he complex relationships found among 

many variables in the original data set. By cross-tabulating these 

offense and offender types it is possible to determine the extent to 

which characteristics of burglary are related. 

Findings 

The analytic findings reported in this section begin v7ith an 

examination of the relationship between the offense and offender types 

that were derived above. lO Tabular results presented here show empirically 

whether and to what extent composite offense characteristics are related 

to offender characteristics. The remainder of this section is devoted 

to an analysis of the relationship between the cluster types and other· 

incident characteristic variables such as the amount of financial lass 

and type of property stolen -- variables which were excluded from the typing 

process. Singular attribute variables such as age, race, and sex are 

also examined with respect to the remaining incidents and offender 

variables. Overall, these findings provide a comprehensive picture of 

patterned relationships in the burglary enterprise. 
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Table 5 presents the joint relationship of the seven offense 1-

Types and the eight offender C-Types. Both row and 'column'percentages 

are shown in order to assess the degree to which these types are in-

terrelated. Cells of particular interest are those row and column per-
. c!:.h~re.?y ;nd1t'!'!..'-!:.t'nq a re/a.t!9!'!!!'/:/f-_ be:twe en tyee.5) 

cents ~hat exceed the respect~ve marg~na~rce~For examp1e,----------~~--

offender types ' I 1'7 and IJ ~ 0 are moderately associated with 

offense type y.. That is those burglary offenses t.hcrt oc-

curred in socially disadvantaged census areas and in which force was 

used to gain entry to residential structures were characteristic of 

three groups of offenders -- those black/other offenders with no prior 

recordswho work in groups, those black/other offenders with prior 

recorclswho work alone, and those black/other offenders with prior records 

who work in groups. The strongest relationship is observed for the 

first offender group (C-Type 4) since the row percentage (25 percent). 

exceeds the column total (16 p~rcent) by q percentage points. Th 
, JiJ...o.se.:._ 0:,>129 ,0-:r,e~_iJ9.I cCLnd LV:;::"/:.. i~3!:.()():Cs) 

latter group' of offenders -_rb1ack/other, pr~ors, -- is also 

moderately associated with two other types of burglary offenses. These 

include non-residential burglaries in low status areas in which force 
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Tnble 5 Cros~-Tnbul .. t1on of Offense Type vith OtC.nder Type 

Offencer T\'~c.s 
C-'f'l~C: 1 C-T\-p~ G-T·,p. 2 ~ C-T"P" I. t'-T~ C-T ... ·p<" 6 

Cric::1nal History 
C-T .... p. 8 

OHense Type .. No Crit.inal History No Crir.inal lIistory No ericln.l Hi.story No Cl'ir.'lin.al History Criminal Ilistory Crl:::'li:tc11 History Cril:llnal 1Iistory ROil Total 
\'1litc \Ihit. Block Black "'hite Illlite Blaelt Black 
Sin!'le orrender Hul t!:lle Offenders SiT1E;le Offender !tul t11"11<" Of fencers Singh' Offer,~cr !'~'.!lt!£lc. Offenders Slr:r.l e Offender Hultiple Offenders 

J-T''''' 1 9%a 33% 9% 23~ 5'% 10% 8% 5% 
1 c· .. · force n~ 7% 15% 11Z ~X 7% 12% 5% 8% 
10" .. ' $tatus; Area (8) (29) (8) (20) (4) (9) (7) (4) (a9) 
!:o:1-Rcslccnt ial Structure. 

] -Iv?c 2 13% 35% ~% 21:( 2% 10% 4% 10% 
.i c.'~ torc.e. 5% 4% 1.% 6% 1% 4% 4% 6% 4% 
~:1rh Stat,us N:en (6) (17) (2) (10) (I) (5) (2) (5) (48) 
;'~t."sldentia.l Struct'Uy~. 

j-r'"t~ 3 9:: 41% 3% 20% 9% 10% 4% 4% 
,i..::.;,,; torce 16% 21% 9% -22% 17% 14% 12% 8% 17:1;' 
l'!r.h S:.ltUS Area. (18) (80) (5) (39) (18) (20) (7) (7) (194) 
!;C"!'J-:r,csi~ent ltll Structures 

l::ry.l'~ 7% 18% 4% 25% 10% 16% 8% 13:1; 
bif,!';. force 4X 4% 6% 111 8% 91 11% 12% 7~ 
1 (.1\01 Status Area (5) (14) (3) (19) (8) (12) (6) (10) (71) 
f'es!~r.oti2:1 Structures 

7-1'7e 5 12% 28% 7% 20X lOX 9% 6% 9% 
}<!f'h Fo:"ce. 2S% 201 33% 31% 2n 19% 28% 29% 25:t 
L:.;\: S~atus Area (32) (78) (la) (54) (28) (26) (16) (25) (tn) 
I :. .... -Rc~.!:!entlal Structures 

2..:T.:::E~ 9% 34% !it 4% 10% 22% 6% 10% 
~: tL,'h F o::ce 6% 7% 7::c 2% 8% 12% 9: 9% 7~ 
J!~rh Strltus Area (7) (27) (4) (3) (8) (17) (5) (8) (i9) 
:,e~it~1\ .. lal St.tuctl,.\ree 

1··7,'p!" 7 11% 41% 4% 8% 10% 14% 4% 8% 
hir.h force 34% 37% 26% 17% 3,6% 36t 2S% 31: 32% 
;;it.~ 5:;o.tus Area (39) (145) (14) (30) (37) (50) (14) (27) (35(,) 
!;on-RcsJ.dcnt 10.1 Structures 

~ota1 10% 35% 5% 16% 9% 12% 5% 8% 100% 
(115) (390) ~= (54) (175) (104) (139) 57X (86) (1,120) 

... 
Refers to the 1'0\1 percent. 

b
Rdcto to the colu::m percent. 

" 

'I 

-4.- _ 4' U4e;_ $~. 
,PL((4. Q •. 2412Wr. .Q SMA ( h; :as; SJiUW&L4di$Zk&t 1£ LaB .aild 1.& au 
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is used to gain entry (I-Type 5) and non-residential burglaries in 

low status areas in which little or no force is used to gain entry 

(I-Type 1). 

Other interesting relationships are also observed in Table 5. 

Those white offenders with no prior record who work in groups (C-Type 2) 

tend to burglarize non-residential structures in high status social 

areas, yet these burglaries vary with respect to the degree of force 

used to gai~ entry -- either minor or substantial force (I-Type 3 and 

I-Type 7). Those black/other offenders with no previous record who 

work in groups (C-Type 4) tend to commit burglaries in socially disad-

vantaged areas hitting residential and non-residential structures with 

either force or no force to gain entry (I-Types 1, 4, and 5). 

It would seem then that those offenders sharing the characteristics 

of C-Type 4 are not discriminating in the types of structures they burg-

larize or in the manner in which these burglaries are committed (either 

forcible or non-forcible entries). Thus, for those black/other offend­
I f"niqht ) 

who work in groups, Durglary-r-De more a ers with no prior record 

matter of opportunity than of planned attack. A contrast is provided by 

, those black/other offenders who work either singly or in groups but u}ho 

.have a previous criminal history «C-Types 7 and 8). Those offenders 

are most likely to commit f~rcible entry burglaries of residential struc-

tures located in disadvantaged social areas (I-Type 4). Hence, these 
Idu; llt...t:1e...- e°':::>i b I f./ . 

latter offend~king more rational choices i!-oneerru.."-j. the 

types of ~urglaries th~y commit. This line of reasoning, however, must 
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be considered speculative in light of the small number of cases in 

certain cells and bec.O-tLS e.- cell percents, although higher than 

average, could not be considered substantial. 

It is interesting to note that offense I-Type 2 (low force, high 

status areas and residential structures) is essentially unrelated to 

any of the eight offender C-Types. That is, offenders included in 

each of the separate C-Types are about equally likely to burglarize 

structures evidencing such characteristics. These targets may provide 

the burglar with relatively lucrative profits for a minimal expendi-

ture of energy. A similar finding is noted. re5o...rcl/nj both of-

fender C-Types I and 5) uJhite offenders who work alone, regardless 

of whether or not they have a previous criminal record, are about 

equally likely to commit burglaries subsumed under the seven offense 
(!/jd 1'f..J.L-t-t"ll% H1.{I-9 ' 

types. No pattern ¥p-ea.r.s here,--...---r ne wnite offenders may 

not be specializing in any particular type of burglary. 

The overall results displayed in Table 5 are informative but 

not as substantial as might be expected. If cell row or column per­

cents -tho...-I:. exceed' the marginals by 10 percentage points were accepted 

as a criterion for establishing a substantial relationship,{/ only one 

relationship could then be considered substantial: *hose white offend-

ers with previous criminal histories'. who work in groups (C-Type 6) 

tend to use ~ _______ ~ force to burglarize residential structures in 

socially advantaged target areas (I ..... Type 6). The row percentage for 
~Iy 

that cell is 22 percent compared 12 percent for the column total --

a difference of 10 percentage points. 
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Although some interesting patterns were suggested, the cross-

tabulation of offense and offender types evidenced no predictive 

utility from one set to the other. That is, on the basis of these 
J;jle..) 

findings one must conclude that eight offender types -have no 

overall interrelated pattern with respect to the se~en offense types. 

Nonetheless, it may prove profitable to cite some of those relation-

ships lhcJ:: were suggested by the data in Table 5. Black/other off-

enders, for example, were consistently found to commit burglaries 

in areas that were socially disadvantaged with respect to the four 

25 

census indicators. White offenders, on the other hand, tended to commit 

burglaries in more prosperous target areas. Generally, those offenders 

who evidenced little or no previous exposure to the criminal justice 

system tended to favor non-residential structures, lrJ those with 

prior records tended to choose residential structures. Those white 

offenders who worked singly, regardless of whether or not they exhibited 

a previous record, were not associated with any particular.type of 

burglary in that they were equally likely to be involved in ~of the 

seven types of burglary offenses. 

Type of Offender and Type of Property Stolen 

In an effort to examine further the underlying nature of burglary, 

the offense and offender types were 

type of property stolen and the amount of ~oney taken 

during the burglary. Table 6 provides information regarding the 



Table 6 Type of Offender, by Type of Property Stolen 26 

TYEe of ProEerty Stolen 
Soft Hard Items 

Jewelry/ Saleable Saleable From Row 
Money Furs Itemsa Itemsb Drugs Firearms Safe Total 

C-TYEe 1 
I, No Criminal History 4l%c 4% 12% 38% 3% 3% 0% 

'. Hhite 2l%d 6% 12% 7% 17% 4% 0% 10% 
Single Offender (33) (3) (10) (31) (2) (2) (0) (81) 

C-Type 2 
No Criminal History 23% 9% 8% 51% 2% 7% 1% 
White 38% 42% 26% 31% 50% 36% 100% 34% 

.". 
Multiple Offenders (59) (23) (22) (132) (6) (17) (2) (261) 

, , 
j, 
, I C-Type 3 
,0 I lifo Criminal History 16% 11% 16% 51% 0% 5% 0% • I 
,I 
, I Black/Other 4% 7% 7% 5% 0% 4% 0% 5% 
rl Single Offender (6) (4) '(6) (19) (0) (2) (0) (37) 'I 

:t C-Type 4 
, 1 No Criminal History 16% 5% 14% 56% 0% 9% 0% 

Black/Other 13% 11% 21% 17% 0% 23% 0% 16% 
J.lfultiple Offenders (20) (6) '~18) (71) (0) (11) (0) (126) 

; . C,-Type 5 
Criminal History 28% 7% 9% 51% 3% 3% 0% 
Hhite 13% 9% 7% 9% 17% 4% 0% 9% 
Single Offender (20) (5) (6) (36) (2) (2) (0) (71) 

C-Type 6 

:~ 
Criminal History 8% 8% 9% 64% 2% 9% 0% 
VJhite 5% 15% 11% 15% 17% 19% 0% 13% 
Ifultiple Offenders (8) (8) (9) (64) (2) (9) (0) (100) 

C-Type 7 
Criminal History 6% 6% 15% 71% 0% 3% 0% 

, .. Black /Other 1% 4% 6% 6% 0% 2% 0% 4% 
Single Offender (2) (2) (5) (24) (0) (1) (0) (34) 

C-Type 8 
Criminal History 12% 6% 12% 66% 0% 5% 0% 
Black/Other 5% 7% 10% 11% 0% 6% 0% 9% 

It Uultiple Offenders (8) (4) (8) (44) (0) (3) (3) (67) 

Total 20% 7% 11% 54% 2% 6% 0% 100% 
(156) (55) (84) (421) (12) (47) (2) (777) 

:,. 
aFor ,I example, clothing and furniture. 

I, 

I bFor example, televisions and stereos. ! 

CRow percent. 
dColuffinp~rcen t • 

• 



joint relationship between the eight offender C-Types and the type of 

property stolen. These data show that currency is most likely to be 

~olen during burglaries committed by those whit~ offenders with no 

previous criminal record who work singly (C-Type 1) followed by those 

white offenders with a prior record who work singly (C-Type 5). The 

row total for the former group is 4/ percent compared to a column total 

of 21 percent -- a difference of 20 percentage points. Earlier, these 

two offender groups were found to be randomly distributed across the 

seven offense types (see Table 5). 1f these offenders 

tend not to specialize in particular types of burglary but rather res-

pond as opportunities present themselves, it is logical 
'/Jt!.C-CL;:se L0 

that they would prefer currency . is easy to remove from the prem-

ise and has immediate payoff. 

Hard saleable items such as televisions, stereos, appliance~and 
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similar commodities are shown to be targets of offender C-Types 6,7, and 

8. All of these types share some similar characteristics in that they 

subsume those offenders who have a previous criminal record. Other 

characteristics include white offenders who work alone (C-Type 6), 

black/other offenders who work alone (C-Type 17'>; and black/other offel1.cle.rs 
!3 )t:fun'({fiv t~J S I..v-U~ .;,;.ft-.f::0 

who work in groups (C-Typ~~---1n only 12 instances 

J;e (jr~e..ed.J . 
these cases tended to in C-Type 2 -- those 

white offenders with no previous criminal history who work in groups •. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

I • I 

• 

• 

28 

Type of Offender and Amount of Financial Loss 

In an earlier re-p-or-t ,a relationship was observed between the Cum()1.ui1: of floSs 
~robCt. h~P..~!f: 0+ c1eQ..rr..o_".~...J 

an. t---SU'ch thattnose-burglaries in which no financial loss occurred 

were substantially more likely to be cleared than those in Which a 

financial loss resulted (Pope, 197ba). Further, a substantial relation-

ship was noted between the amount of financial loss arid whether, or not 

fue crime was cleared by arrest--ihose burglaries resulting in small 

losses were , most likely to be cleared. An examination of the 

relationship between the eight offender types and whether or 

not a financial loss occurred revealed that two of the C-Types were 

substantially related to this variable (table not presented). Those 

offenders included in C-Type 2 -- white offenders with no prior record 

who worked in groups were substantially more likely than those in-

eluded in other types to commit burglaries resulting in a financial 

los s. Those in C-Type 7, how'ever, (b lack/ others with no prior record 

who worked alone) were most likely to be involved in burglaries in 

which no financial loss resulted. Table 7 provides a more detailed 

examination of the data for those cases involving a financial loss of 
~~ a~'l~/L~_.or .r;;W-/~. log) 

some type. A strong linear tren VJ. en ere as one 

moves from C-Type 1 ~o C-Type 8 .. 

_________________ TIlose offenders included in C-Type 1 (white offen-

ders with no previous record who work singly) are most likely to commit 

burglaries resulting in losses in the $10 to $49 range. The row per­

~I::I'L) 
centage' for this group is 34 percent compared an overall column 
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Table 7 Type of Offender by Amount of Financial Loss 

Amount f Financial Loss 

J-A-' -10./ noo f. 0 *5001:0 
$1,,000 

Un c!:.$- .} 'f.200 -to r Row 
Offender T:lEes :PO $9 :1>10 $49 150 $99 $199 ("499 4929 ~lol:e Total 

CL. 
34% f C-T:lEe 1 l6%f:, 10% 12% 10% 12% 3% 

No Criminal History 15% 20% 11% 9% 6% 8% 5% 11% 
,~ - White (11) (23) (7) (8) (7) (8) . (3 ) (67) 

Single Offender 

C-TYEe 2 22% 23% 10% 14% 16% 11% 5% 
No Criminal History 68% 46% 34% 36% 31% 25% 18% 37% 
White (50) (52) (22) (33) (36) (25) (11) (229) 
Multiple Offenders 

C-T:lEe 3 7% 7% 19% 11% 19% 30% 7% 
No Criminal History 3% 2% 8% 3% 4% 8% 3% 4% 
Black /ol:./ler (2)- (2) (5) (3) (5) (8) (2) (27) 
Single Offender 

C-TYEe 4 5% 15% 9% 21% 23% 13% 15% 
No Criminal History 5% 11% 11% 19% 16% 11% 19% l3% 
B1ackjOI:ltrr (4) (12) (7) (17) (19) (11) (12) (82) 
Multiple Offenders 

C-TYEe 5 3% 15% 12% 25% 28% 12% 7% 
Criminal History 3% 8% 11% 17% 15% 7% 6% 10% 
White (2) (9) (7) (15) (17) (7) (4) (61) 
Single Offender 

C-TYEe 6 6% 11% 11% 6% 30% 23% 14% . 
Criminal History 7% 8% 14% 6% 21% 19% 19% 14% 
White (5) (9) (9) (5) (25) (19) (12) (84) 
Multiple Offenders 

C-T:lEe 7 0% 9% l3% 9% 17% 39% 13% 
crimiicl History 0% 2% 5% 2% 3% 9% 5% 4% 
Black 0/.-1,121' (0) (2) (3) (2) (4) (9) (3) (23) 
Single Offender 

C-T:lEe 8 0% 8% 10% 16% 8% 25% 33% 8% 
crimi~l History 0% 4% 8% 9% 3% 12% 25% (49) 
Black Dth.IJ __ '-:- (0) (4) (5) (8) (4) (12) (16) 
Multiple Offenders 

Total 12% 18% 11% 15% 19% 16% 10% 100% 
(74) (113) (65) (91) (117) (99) (63) (622) 

q Rr LV p-u-a e/lt..i . 
b 
C () I u..m 11 pe.-rc'~rJ:. 



30 

total of 18 percent. Offenders found in C-Type 8 (black/others with 

previous records who work in groups) are disproportionately clustered 

in burglaries with repc'rted los ses of $1,000 or more. Here the row 
u;d;f~ , 

percentage is approximately 33 percent compared~column total of 

/0 percent. 'Those offender types associated with the most frequent 
L.::;;;-J 

loss category $200 to $499 -- include those white offenders with pre-

vious criminal histories who either work alone or in groups (C-Types 

5 and 6). Although striking, this relationship is, perhaps, not unex-

pected. Those offenders involved in burglaries resulting in larger 

amounts of,financial losses all share one common characteristic, a pre-

vious criminal history. It could be argued, for example, that those 

with criminal experience (measured by previous arrests and/or convic-

tions) are more likely to know which items are of most value and also 

to have established connections for the disposal of expensive goods. 

Those without criminal sophistication (which ~lso includes those n ~eJLrS 
) I'nfDj l:Le-, more- /i ke./y to steal currency 

~ be easily disposed or re-marketed. 

or inexpensive 

items that can 

Type of Offense and Type of Property Stolen 

Type of property stolen and amount of financial loss were also 

cross-tabulated with the seven offense types to determine if similar 

relationships might exist with respect to incident characteristics. 

Table 8 presents the joint relationship between the seven offense 

types and the type of property stolen. Examination of this table rev~/5 
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Table 8 Type of Offense by Type of Property Stolen 

T~Ee of ProEert~ Stolen 
Soft Hard Items 

Jewelry! Saleable Saleable From Row 
--l Offense Types - Money Furs Items Items Drugs Firearms Safe Total 
'1 

I";T~Ee 1 13 % c.t. 8% 21% 47% 4% 8% 0% 
Low Force 5% b 7% 13% 6% 17% 9% 0% 7% 
Low Status (7) (4) (11) (25) (2) (4) (0) (53) 
Non-Residential Structures 

I-T~Ee 2 17% 14% 11% 57% 0% 0% 0% 
Low Force 4% 9% 5% 5% 0% 0% 0% 5% 
High Status Area (6) (5) (4) (20) (0) (0) (0) /'l c:: , 

\oJ..) } 

Residential Structures 

I-T~Ee 3 11% 9% 26% 49% 3% 1% 0% 
LmV' Force 7% 15% 27% 11% 25% 2% 0% 12% 
High Status Area (10) (8) (23) (44) (3) (1) (0) (89) 
Non-Residential Structures 

I-TYEe 4 . 29% 2% 3% 56% 0% 11% 0% 
High Force 12% 2% 2% 8% 0% 15% 0% 8% 
Low Status Area (18) (1) (2) (35) (0) (7) (0) (63) 
Residential Structures 

I-T~]~e 5 19/'0 470 10% 57% 2% 7% 1% 
High Force 24% 15% 23% . 27% 25% 30% 100% 25% 
Low Status Area (37) (8) (19) (111) (3) (14) (2) (194) 
Non-Residential Structures 

I-TYEe 6 23% 7% 7% 54% 0% 10~ 0% 
High Force 10% 9% 6% 9% 0% 15% 0% 9% 
High Status Area (16) (5) (5) (38) (0) (7) (0) (71) 
Residential Structures 

I-T~Ee 7 23% 9% 8% 54% 2% 5% 0% 
High Force 39% 44% 24% 34% 33% 30% 0% 35% 
High Status Area (61) (24) (20) (143) (4) (14) (0) (266) 
Non-Residential Structures 

Total 20% 7% 11% 54% 2% 6% 0% 100% 
(115) (55) (84) (416) (12) -(47) (2) (771) 

" ~~~ow p.e.re..d • • • • • • • • • 



32 

~a moderate relationship between those offenses included in 1-

Type 4 and the theft of currency. Those burglaries of residential 

structures in low status target areas in which force was used to gain 

entry are most frequently categorized by the theft of money as opposed 

to other objects. The cell total is approximately 29 percent compared 

(wi,t-/: J a column total of 20 percent. Burglaries of non-residential targets 

characterized by non-forcible entries in high status social areas (1-

Type 3) are most likely to result in the loss of soft saleable items 

such as clothing, furniture, bedding, and the like. It is interesting 

to note that burglaries invo1vi.ng the theft of hard saleable items 

(e.g., home entertainment equipment) are quite evenly distributed 

across the seven offense types. The row percentages for each of the 

O-Types in the hard saleable item category do not exceed the column 

total of 54 percent by more than 2> percentage points. Thus, the 

theft of such items is not characteristic of anyone type of burglary. 

Type of Offense a,nd Amount of Financial Loss 

In Table 9 the seven offense types are cross-tabulated with 

the amount of loss occurring during a burglary. Financial losses are 

n=latively uncommon for the first three burglary offense types. In 

fact', offense type 2. (non-forcible residential burglaries in high 

status social areas) evidenced n9 reported financial losses. Separate 

examination of the seven offense types by the attribute variable 

IVe.rs~ 
financial loss~fio financial loss ,underscored this trend (table 
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not presented). For those cases in which information about a financial loss 

was reported, the first three offense types were substantially more likely 

to involve no financial losses. These were all cases in which little or 

no force was used to gain entry. Overall, data in Table 9 show that the 

amount of reported financial loss is less associated with structural 

characteristics of burglary than with offender characteristics. The 

relationships reported here are less substantial and more evenly dis-

tributed than those reported in Table 7. Those offenses characterized 

by forcible non-residential burglaries in high status areas (I-Type 7) 
t!l:..9 +0 :{; q) 

are slightly more likely to result i~oss.· 

High forcible entry burglaries in low status areas of residential struc-

tures (I-Type 4) are generally characterized by losses in t~e $500 ,to 

$9~g range, followed by those in the $100 ,to $199 range. High force 

entry burglaries in low status areas of non-residential structures 

(I-Type 5) were generally characterized by less financial loss than tnat 

for the offense group reported above. Losses here were more likely to 

occur in the $10 to $49 and the $50 to $99 ranges. 

Offense/Offender Types and Sex of Apprehended Offenders 

The relationship between both the offense and offender types and -I::h E­

attribute variables oP 

and were also examined. Rather than present each 

separate table, since few differences were noted, the major findings 

are summarized in the text. While offense groups containing both male 

and female offenders were likely to be white, they differed with'respect 
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Table ':J Type of Offense by Amount of Financial Loss 

Amount of Financial Loss 
cj.l,OOO 

\... .. 'JU &,) t:!:P <)100 to !f200 to 4500 t{) or Row 
Offense Types opO ~9 410149 450 ~99 H99 -$499 4>999 More Total 

I-Type 1 
0%°" Low Force 0% 57% 0% 0% 43% 0% 

Low Status Area O%b 0% 6'70 0% O/'o 3% 0% 1% 
Non-Residential (0) (0) (4) (0) (0) (3) (0) (7) 

Structures 

I-Type 3 
Low Force 0'70 0% 0% o 0% 33'70 33'70 33% 
High Status Area 0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 1% 2% 1% 
Non-Residential (0) (0) .. (0) (0) (1) (1) (1) (3) 

Structures 

I-Type 4 
High Force 0% 14% 14% 21% 14% 25% 11% 
Low Status Area 0% 7% 12% 14% 7% 15% 10% 9% 
Residential (0) (8) (8) (12) (8) (14) (6 ) (56 ) 

Structures 

I' I-Type 5 
, , High Force 9% 23% 14% 15% 17% 13% 10% 

I' 
Low Status Area 231'0 37/0 39% 30% 27'70 24'70 30/'0 30% 
Non-Residential (17) (42) (25) (27) (31) (23) (19) (184) 

Structures 

I ... Type 6 
High Force 41'0 4% 13% 21% 24% 24% 10% 
High Status Area 4% 4% 14% 16% 14% 17% 11% 11% 
Residential (3) (3) (9) (14) (16) (16) (7) (68) 

Structures 

I~Type 7 
High Force - 18% 20% . 6% 12% 20% 13% - 10% 
High Status Area 73% 53% 29% 40% 52% 41% 48% 49% 
Non-Residential (54) (60) (19) (36 ) (61) (39) (30) (299) 

Structures 

Tc>tal 12% 18% 11% 14% 19% 16% 10% 100% 
-(74) (113) (65) (89) (117) (96) (63) (617) 

a.. R.o I.J..) f-Vt-l!.. t:.1L;t 0 

b 
C.o(u..h1./\ p.-m~-1t..-t" 

I 
I 
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to other character is t·ics. Females, for example, exhibited no previous 

criminal histories and generally engaged in mUltiple offender burglaries. 

Males, on the other hand, .f;'rt!!'6u-u.l:.iy LUork..e...d %he.. and were likely to 

have a previous criminal record of some type. The distribution of male 

and female offenders Q..I1'\..DYIj the six remaining offender types 

proved to be quite similar. With respect to the offense I-Types females 

tended to commit non-residential burglaries in socially advantaged areas 

and were as likely to use force to gain entrance as not. The difference 

between the percentage of male and female offenders falling into both 

I-Types was 10 percent or greater. Males, in comparison to females, were 

substantially more likely to commit burglaries of non-residential 

structures by maans of force in areas that were socially disadvantaged. 

. n· t Q J S' t-~ Offense/Offender Types Clnd Distance rrDm KeSf dt./1te~ "CD r;.H.L~~ IJ.-Yl· .c... 

. '. ~1?1fl1it ~J~cJ.o~.rio~o.u..s of re.5L'J€/rl.~. it Certain types of offenders were IDuna to . than 
l w flO C (h'l1/r~tirHL lJ..U}t..cJ! .. lJJr..l.L4_1 

others. Those r (j -less than 1 mile from their 

residenc.e included both white and black offenders 

with no previous criminal histories who worked in groups. Similarly, 
l!:::!h..o b-<-vt.j kuUy..vL fahqe·~il -1 &o~JJ.u.;..... ~Yr_t&9..J 

those - --y- eJ more than .J- mile'inc1.uc:1ed three offender 

previous criminal records. Other dis-

tinguishing characteristics included white offenders who.worked singly 

or in groups and black offenders who tended to work with others. Few 

relationships were found h et wee.-n distance +1-0/1"1. o·PJe.-tr.de...r5 
~~._+.o }'~0.c:t!:<':::J _, -I;'(.~-B (~+'-l 

the seven offense types. A moderate relationship, however, did 
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\ -t:1e d).s.f./J .. nc..::J 
maintain between~and both offender C-Type 2 and C-Type 5. 

Those offenders who committed burglaries characterized by minimum 

force to gain entry, high status target areas and residential struc­

tures, traveled more than .1. mile. Those who traveled less than .1-

mile tended to burglarize non-residential structures in low social 

statps areas utilizing substantial force to gain entry. 

Offense/Offender Types and Temporal Characteristics 
t!V1d. b.·0~ 0+ -!:J.~ 

In a similar manner, part of tne-week~during 

which the burglary occurred 

were also examined in. re-la..+iOh to the seven 

offense types and eight offender types. The data showed no relation-

ship between either weekday or weekend and the seven offense 

types. That is, each type of burglary was equally likely to occur on 

the weekend as during the week. li'me of.. cLa..y however, did evi-

dence some relationship to the seven offense types. Those burglaries 

most likely to occur during the daytime hours included the following 

types: forcible entry burglaries of residential structures in low 

status areas (I-Type 4) and forcible entry burglaries of residential 

structures in high status areas (I~Type 6). With respect to the of-

render types, black/other offenders who worked in groups but had no 

prior record (C-Type 4) were more likely to commit burglaries during 

the weekend.7 and black/ot~er offenders who worked singly but who had 

a prior record (C-Type 7) were most likely to commit burglaries during 

the weekday. This latter group was also more likely to 

burglarize during the nighttime hours. 
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With few exceptions, the data have shown only slight relationships 

between offender and offense characteristics. Cross-tabulation of the 

seven offense types with the eight offender types revealed the exis-

tence of only one relationship that could be considered substantial. 

Both the offense and offender types were also found to be relatively 

independent of other offense and offender variables when these were later 

introduced in the analysis. A major exception, however', proved enlight-

ening. The offender types and the amount of financial loss occurring 

during the burglary were strongly ~ related. The amount of financial 

loss In (l r c-(l .. ses substantially from C-Type 1 

+0 C-Type 8, thus indicating that those with criminal histories 

committed burglaries resulting in higher profits. 

There are still relationships -lAilt 

. -----. have not been reported (ej.) be.{; we e n - _ __ sex of the burg-

lary offender and temporal characteristics of reported burglary 

incident~. It may prove informative to examine some of the bivar-

iate relationships between single attribute variables in order to re-

fine earlier findings based on cross-tabulation of the offense and 

offender types. Hence, the following tables examine the joint relationship 

between the sex, race, and age of apprehended burglary offenders and various 

incident characteristics. 
Q1..r ... e~~"s ,s'e·0 

In Table 10, is cross-tabulated with the temporal character-

istics of those burglary incidents i~~ were cleared by arrest. Female 

offenders were substantially more likely than their male counterparts 
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Table 10 Temporal Characteristics of Reported Burglaries, 

by Sex of Apprehended Offenders 

• 
'"It:/,Ylpora I ,se..x 
C-f.t.ct.rl\cA e.r- i.s I:. i ('..5 Male Female Total 

Weekday 67% 80% 69% 

• (694) (83) (777) 

Weekend 33% 20% 31% 
(334) (21) (355) 

I 
Total 100% 100% 100'70 

I (1,028) (104) (1,132) I. 
Day 42% 58% 43% 

(381,) (56) (437) 

• Night 58% 421'0 57% 
(529) (41) (570) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(910) (97) (1,007) 

• Winter 28% ·27% 28% 
(305) (30) . (335) 

Spring/Autumn 33% 45% 34'70 
(359) (49) . (408) 

• Summer 39% 28% 38% 
(422) (31) (453) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(1,086 )- (110) (1,196) 

• 

• 

• 
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to cotmhit burglaries during the weekday as opposed to the weekend. 

Eighty percent of the female offe~ders burglarized during the weekday 

compared to 67 percent of the male offenders. Similarly, female of-

fenders (58 percent) were also substantially more likely than males 

(42 percent) to burglarize structures during the dayiight hours. 

------ With respect to the season of the year dur-

ing which these burglary incidents were reported, the marginal distri-

but ions in Table 10 show that those burglaries cleared by arrest were 

substantially more likely to be reported during the summer months tkaA 

39 

winter months. For all burglary incidents which occurred dur-

ing the project period, there was no difference with regard to the 

season of the year during which they were reported to the police. It 

I~ may, however, be the case thaf greater activity and interaction among 

people that usually occurs during the summer months results in the dis­

covery of burglaries 4I~t are still in progress and therefore, more 

~ likely to be reported to the police) possibly results in more appre-
~opor.f::io'1 f?-U 

hensions. Also of interest is that males than females 

, apprehended for burglaries which were committed during the summer 

was subsequently introduced as a control vari-

able to determine whether these initial relationships would change when 

the prior records of each group were similar. The data revealed that 



• I, 

t 

40 

for those who had no prior record, females were still substantially 

more likely than males to commit burglaries on the weekdays during 

daylight hours) bu..t those with a prior record, SeK. .s/lDWe..ci no 

the part of the week during which burglaries occurred. The relation-

ship observed between ,se..'f. and tirl1e.. of. day was not altered when both 

groups had a prior record) dnd no changes occurred in the C!..orre/C)tion 
tJ!.tonU1. ot repor1:J'n3..,/ 

between---r---and sex when prior record was introduced as a 

control variable. 

Table 11 provides data regarding the methods employed in burg-

lary incidents and the sex of apprehended offenders. 

Findings reported here are quite striking. Female offenders were sub-

stantially more likely to enter structures via the door than were male 

offenders were consistently associated with lesser 

amounts of force than were males. That is, females 

were substantially more likely than their male counterparts to commit 

burglaries characterized by no force, no tools~and no damage to proper-

ty. For example,while 79 percent of those burglaries committed by 

females involved no damage to the property of others, only 43 percent 

of those burglaries committed by males involved no damage. Introduc-

tion of prior record as a control variable did not alter these rela-

tionships. 

As the data in Table ,12 indicate, female offenders (59 percent) 

were more likely to burglarize non-residential structures than were 
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Table 11 Methods Employed in Burglary Incident?by Sex 
of Apprehended Offender 

Metd~()d5 
Se..~· 

Male Female Total 

Door 59% 77% 61% 
(594) (84) (678) 

Window 4170 2370 39% 
(414) (25) (439) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(1,008) (109) . (1,117) 

No Force 40% 78% '44% 

! 

(420) (86 ) (506) 

II J 
Force 60% 22% 56% 

(627) (24) (651) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(1,047) (110) (1,157) 

Tool 44% 74% 47% 
. (458) (81) (539) 

~ I~ No Tool 56% 26% 53% 
i (578) (28) (606) 

, ! Total 100% 100% 100% 
(1,036) (.109) (1,145) 

• No Damage 43% 79% 46% 
(452) (86) (538) 

i Damage 57% 21% 54% 
( i (603) (23) . (626) 
\ i 

ir 
Total 100% 100% 100% 

(1,055) (109) (1,164) 
., 

I 

(~ 
\ 

II , 
, 
\ 

I, 
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Table 12 Selected Burglary Incident Characteristic~by 
Sex of Apprehended Offenders 

Inc..id e Ilt .5e.~ 
c.ha..ro..e +e rt'sl:. I'c...s Male Female Total 

Residential 63% 41% 61% 
(684) (45) (729) 

Non-Residential 37% 59% 39% 
(402) (65) (467) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(1,086) (110) (1,196) 

No Loss 37% 32% 37% 
(330) (30) (360) 

Loss 63% 68% 63% 
(558) (64) (622) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(888) (94) (982) 

Money or Hard 69% 32% 64% 
Saleable Items (543) (34) (577) 

Other 31% 68% 36% 
(247) (71) (318) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(790) (105) (895) 

Attempted 6% 1% 5% 
(61) (1) (62) 

Comple ted 94% 99% 95% 
(1,025) (109) (1,134) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(1,086) (110) (1,196) 
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their male counterparts (37 percent). Further, females were slightly 

more likely than males to commit burglaries in which a financial loss 

of some type resulted and were substantially more likely to steal com-

modities other than currency or hard saleable items. These items were 

found to be those of the soft saleable variety including furniture, 

bedding/and the like. Those burglaries committed by male offenders 

were substantially more likely to result in attempts only compared to 

those committed by female offenders. Again, the relationships in Table 

12 remained stable when ·the prior records of each group. were similar. 

Table l3 reports on the temporal c;haracteristics of re" 

ported burglaries by the 
~3<7rdihy 

earlier findings 

race of ap'prehended offenders. Contrary to 
nn o....rres-cees st!...X:)) 

1 the temporal aspects of burglary 

were not associated with the racial characteristics of burglary offen-

ders. Both white and black/other offenders were equally likely to commit 

burglaries on 6\... weekday and during the day-

light hours •. Further, no differences were noted 

among black/others and whites regarding the season of the year during 

GhQi these burglaries were reported. Although white offenders were 

slightly less likely than black/other offenders to commit burglaries 

which were reported during the summer months, this relationship is not 

substantiel according to a /0 percent difference criterion. Only one 

relationship. changed when priors .was utilized as a control variable. 

For those who had no prior record, black/others were more likely than 

whites to commit burglaries on the weekend) bu.:t no differences were 

noted when both groups had a prior record of some type. 
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Table 13 Temporal Characteristics of Reported Burglaries, 
by Race of Apprehended Offenders 

lernpol~ } '!(ac.e.--
C1t.tw-a...L1:u; :.:,t, I'C.S White Black/Other Total 

Heekday 71% 65% 69% 
(518) (259) (777) 

Weekend 291'0 35% 31% 
(215) (140) (355) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(733) (399) (1,132) 

Day 43% 44% 43% 
(280) (157) (437) 

Night 57% 56% 57% 
(370) (200) (570) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(650) (359) . (1,007) 

Hinter 30% 25% 28% 
(235) (100) (335) 

Spring/Autumn 35% 32% 34% 
(278) (130) (408) 

Summer 35% 43% 38% 
(282) (171) (453) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(795) (401) (1,196 ) 
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1+ Black/ 

other offenders were substantially more likely than their white counter-

parts to commit burglaries in which force was used to gain entry, a 

tool was utilized,and damage occurred to the property of the victim 

(Table 14) • .5ti.ty-~ev{,n percent of the black/other offenders ~ompared with 

51 percent of the white offenders committed burglaries in which force 

'vas employed. Black/other offenders (49 percent) were also 

substantially more likely than their white counterparts (34 percent) 

to enter structures via the window rather than the door. For those 

who had a prior record, black/others were slightly more likely than 

whites to use a tool to gain entrance with resulting property damage 

although these relationships were not substantial. For those with no 

prior record, however, black/other offenders-were substantially more 

likely than whites to commit burglaries characterized by tools and 

property damage. 

There was no difference between black/other and white offenders 

Conce.rn./hj the type of structure selected by each. As Table 15 

indicates, 61 percent of both black/other and white offenders select-

ed residential targets. This relationship maintained regardless of 
Jlnlll'le..io ... / I~ 

prior criminal recor~ as did that between ro..ce.. ana-r-:-Forty-

three percent of those burglaries perpetrated by black/other offenders 

~j 
resulted in no financial loss compared 33 percent for white of-

fenders. Black/other offenders were slightly more likely than whites 

to steal money or hard saleable items) but the percentage difference 
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Table 14 Methods Employed in Burglary Incidents/by Race 
of Apprehended Offender 

. tv/etl/od.s 
1'(!;lc ~ 

White Black/Other I Total 

Door 66% 51% 61% 
(483) (195) (678) 

Window 34% 49% 39% 
(253) (186) (439) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(736) (381) (1,117) . 

No Force 49% 33% 44% 
(376) (130) (506) 

Force 51% 67% 56% 
(393) (258? (651) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(769) (388) (1,157) 

No Tool 52% 38% 47% 
(396) (143) (539) 

Tool 48% 62% 53% 
(370) (236) (606) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(766) (379) (1,145) 

No Damage 51% 37% 46% 
(392) (146) (538) 

Damage 49% 63% 54% 
(382) (244) (626 ) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(774) (390) (1,164 ) 
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Table 15 Selected Burglary Incident Characteristics;by 
Race of Apprehended Offender 

The. ide.h.t:: 
,., 
Kat!.e-

C!Jta-ro..c..,-(;e. r is t/(!..S White Black/Other Total 

Residential 61'70 61% 61% 
(484) (245) (729) 

Non-Residential 39% 39% 39% 
(311) (401) (467) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(795) (646) (1,196) 

No Loss 33% 43% 37% 
(221) _ (139) (360) 

Loss 67% 57% 63% 
(441) (181) (622) 

- Total 100% 100% 100% 
(622) (320) (982) 

Money or Hard 63% -67% 64% 
Saleable Items (383) (194) (577) 

Other 37% 33% 36% 
(223) (95) (318) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(606 ) (289) (895) 

Attempted 4% 7% 5% 
(35) (27) (62) 

Completed 96% 93% 95% 
(760) (374) (1,134) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(795) (401) (1,196 ) 

I 
I 

"------
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L£z.L~ 
was only /.f percent. Black/other offenders were ~lightly more 

likely than their white counterparts to engage in burglaries result-

ing in attempts only) a .reftvt-iol1s/up -thCLt; &cah1~ substantial 

when neither group had a prior record. 

Data in Table 16 show that those 17 years of age or less and 

those 18 years of age or older were about equally likely to commit 

burglaries on the weekends as during the'weekday. Juvenile offenders, 

however, were substantially less likely than their adult counterparts 

to burgla~ize during the nighttime hours. Fifty-one percent of the 

juvenile offenders committed burglaries at ~ night compared 62 per-

cent of the adult offenders -- a substantial difference of 11 percent-

age points. While adult offenders (34 percent) were substantially more 

likely than juveniles (23 percent) to commit burglaries that were 

reported to the police during the winter months, juveniles were more 

likely to commit burglaries reported during the spring/autumn and sum-

mer months. The relationships observed here. Q..ou.ld reflect. 

status differentials between juveniles and adults, 511tee -tho~1c-

17 years of age or less are more likely to be attending school during 

the week and thus less likely to be out during the evening ·hours on 

school days. They are, however, likely to have free time to en-

gage in burglary after schoo~ on the weekends, and during the non-

winter months. 
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Table 16 Temporal Characteristics of Reported Burglaries) 
by Age of Apprehended Offender . 

;J 
Te'fJtpOr tJ.) IJ./J.~ ! 
~'t.a e:if .. ~ sh (c.s 17 Or Less 18 Or Older Total 

Weekday 66% 71% 69% 
(378) (399) (77-7) 

Weekend 34% 29% 31% 
(192) (163) (355) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(570) (562) (1,132) 

Day 49% 38% 43% 
(247) (190) (437) 

Night 51% 62% 57% 
(258) (312) (570) 

Total 100% 100% 100% 
(505) (502) (1,007) 

Winter 23% 34% 28% 
(138) (197) (335) 

Spring/Autumn 37% 31% 34% 
(225) (183) (408) 

Summer 41% 35% 38% 
(247) (206) (453) 

Total 100% 100% 10'0% 
(610) (586) (1,196 ) 
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The data reported for the 1'"Y\C--/::~c1.5 of el1.t'ry show slight 

but non-substantial relationships between juvenile and adult offenders. 

Fifty-seven percent of those 17 years of age or less entered structures 

~ .... .J 
via the door ~ompared 64 percent of those 18 years or older (Table 

17). Further, juveniles were slightly more likely than adults to 

commit burglaries in which no for.ce was used to gain entry, no tool 

was utilizedyand no property damage resulted. 

Although those 17 and under were slightly more likely than their 

older counterparts to burglarize non··residential structures, this re-

lationship was not substantial. (Table 18). Sixty-eight percent of the 

juvenile offenders committed burglaries that resulted in financial losses 
l Lu J.:ili:.) 

compare~ r 59 percent of the adult offenders~ 

difference. When only those juvenile offenders with no prior adult 

r(~cord were considered, however, this relationship did prove to be 

quite substantial. Sixty-nine percent of the juveniles and 55 percent 

of the adults, respectively, engaged in burglaries in which a financial 

loss was reported (table not presented). Juvenile and adult offenders 

were ,about equally likely to steal money or hard saleable items and to 

engage in burglarie~ iJuLr resulted inattempt~ only. 

These data indicate that, although there are some relationships 

existing between offender and incident characteristics, most relation-

ships a:re not strong and few could be considered substantial even by a 

/0 percent difference criterion. The strongest relationships between 

offense and incident characteristics were observed for sex: . 
) 

fol'lowed by ra....e..e..) and 
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Summary and Discussion 

This re.pc>("t e.1-aVldne,d the extent to which the 

characteristics of burglary incidents and characteristics of persons 

apprehended for their commission were related. Previous mono-

graphs specified the nature and interrelationships of characteristics 

within each set. 

Other studies focusing on violent and personal crime have shown 

that offenders and victims often form an interactive pattern in wlu.cL 

certain kinds of offenders are likely to prey on certain kinds of victims 

and to exhibit distinct methods of attack. In studying rape, for example, 
d€-YLVtaJ.i..j Cl~--: or }O !.feArs ~u..!j~ r 

Amir discovered that older offenders preferred viCtims 

._--------... ,-_ .. 
(1971:55). Holfgang 

found a cultural preference by race and sex with regard to pa~ticular 

methods and weapons used to inflict death (1958:32). Such studies have 

deomonstrated that the correlates of violent crimes like homicide, rape, 

and robbery are not randomly distributed but rather are highly 

structured events as evidenced by the relationship between both the 

offender and his victim. 

If ) -&-/V:-U.j h- burglary is generally considered to be impersonal 

be.C.CL.u..5~ the target It5 property rather than a person, ~~~ 

pa.....tt€..f'ltS h'h.i.Jh.1: a{.s.o pe e.vr'de Id:.~ 

That is, it was generally supposed or hypothesized that those burglary 

offenders who differ with respect to age, race, sex,and other character-

istics would exhibit certain preferences in the structures they burglarize; 
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the property they steal, the manner in which they commit the crime;and 

tther facLors as well. TIlis supposition, however, was not entirely or 

completely substantiated by the data. 

"Cfi:. -rlre.- ftkc.LUt.jS f>reSt-1't.t-e d ke.-re.. jehVt~ d.irJ- '"11.ot: 5-Uffort a 

strong relationship between the characteristics of burglary offenders 

and the types of burglary they commit. This lack of patterning 

was forcefully illustrated when the seven offense types were cross-

tabulated with the eight offender types·. 

----------~--. '"~~~ 
Although some 

patterns were suggestive, they could not be considered substantial. 

Those row and column cell percents t.l'lR-t were, on the average, higher 
,,~ 

than their respective marginal totals indicated that black/other of-

fenders often burglarized structures in socially disadvantaged areas" 

whereas white offenders selected targets in more prosperous areas) as 

indicated by the social area dimension. Similarly, black/other of-

fenders were generally associated with burglaries of a more forcible 

nature. Those with no previous criminal record focused on non-resi­

dential targets; a...n.d those with a previow criminal history tended 

to choose residential targets. These relationships, however, were 

not strong and may 'reflect only chance variation. 

Since it was quite possible that the offense and offender types 

might be related to other variables thAt. had not been included as 

definers of the types, ~L more extensive analysis was undertaken. TIle 
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eight offender C-Types were found to be substantially related to the 

amount of loss reported to the police. An offender's previous criminal 

history was the most determining factor in regard to financial loss) wJl:.llJ 

those who evidenced a previous criminal history most likely to com-

mit burglaries in which reported financial losses were quite high. Al-

though certain of the offense and offender types were found to be asso-

ciated with categories of specific variables) there were no substantial 

overall rela~ionships. 

Sex, race;and age were separately cross-tabulated with various 

incident characteristic variables) the most substantial differences 
.p 

noted for the variable Se..)£. 

-=----.---.-~-----------
Females, for example, were subs tan-

tially more likely than males to burglarize non-residential structures 

with no force or tool to gain entry and no damage to property. Black/ 

other offenders £..!.JU-e.., htoYG II ke./y 

entries with resulting property damages' but: 

to use a tool in forcible 
,ars , 

were equally likely a.s u,k'de..s 

to select either residential or non-residential targets. Few 

differences were noted between those 17 years of age or younger and 

those 18 years of age or older regarding patterns in the commission of 

burglary. The latter group, however, was more likely to commit burg-

laries at night and during the winter months. 

flfHI"dJ there are so~e apparent differences when offense and of­
lc,ros<;,-to....b-u-Iu.:t. e d ./ 

fender characteristics are. I " these differences are not 
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strong (with the exception of those.. for male and female offenders). 

Regardless of how the data were viewedJ then, there seems to be 

little overall relationship among offense and offender characteristics. 

With few exceptions) on the basis of the data utili-

zed in this study, certain kinds of burglars do not commit certain kinds 

of burglaries. It may simply be the case, for example, that crimes 

of burglary are evenly distributed among members of the population. 

Unlike violent crimes in which there is an interactive pattern, burg-

lary and other property crimes) as well, may reflect· 'oPf~rtun:J:.y htOr-e. than 

choice. While this fs not to say that burglaries are commonly committed 

without intent, it is probably true that burglary -- more so than violent 

crimes -- is randomly perpetrated. Homicide, rape,and assault are not 

generally stranger-to-stranger crimes in that the perpetrator is likely 

to know his victim, at least in a casual way. On the other hand, the 

average burglar .. --while evidencing intent -- is unlikely to be familiar 

with potential targets other than that they belong to a particular class 

such as residential br non-residential structures. 

Although it is possible that the results obtained here may be an 

artifact of the data rather than an underlying phenomenon of burglary, 

tl1is would not seem to be the case. The characteristics of the offenses 

reported herein were found to be quite consistent with those found by 

other studies as well. Victim survey results and numerous studies based on 

police incident reports have consistently found the characteristics of 

burglary to be similar. Further, in those few instances where offender 
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characteristics have been reported, the distribution of these character-

istics did not differ greatly from those reported in this study. 

fl We were, however, limited in the type50f variables available 

for analysis. If additional variables of interest such as educational 

level, occupation) or employment status had been available, these may have 

been associated with incident characteristics. Unfortunately, we have 

no way of knowing. Suffice it to Say that the present study, employing 

more incident and offender data thoo have pre.ViOlA.'SJy be.e/1. v.sed) failed to 

find substantial interrelated patterns in offense and offender character-

istics. 

Conclusions: The Nature of Burglary 

In a.ddition to the analysis of the link between offense and offender 

types, and between types and separate single variables of interest, other 

substantive areas -- such as the interrelationships among offense charac-·­

teristics only and among offender characteristics only -- wer~ examined. 

Because of the length and complexity of these analyses, three r~ports 

were necessary to appropriately present and discuss the findings. Yet, 

it .is useful and instructive to 'SL-jhthe.Stze. ivll t./1Yee.., So 
--_ .. -

the major findings 

.and their implications~re presented below. 

Burglary is a broadly defined crime category generally involving 

the theft of goods from the dwelling place of another. As with many 

other criminal offen~es, the statutory definition of burglary has 
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evolved through the years to meet the demands of a growing, complex 

society. For example, few of the original common law elements of burg/Qry 

remain today. Thus, the crime of burglary may be committed 

either in the daytime or at nighttime; it may involve the use of force 

to gain entry or it may not; it may result in an attempt only or it 

may be carried through to completion. Further, the notion of a dwell-

ing unit has been expanded to include a wide variety of structures rang-

ing from garages and tool sheds to vehicles. 

PlfhoUJA burglary frequently involves the use of force to gain entry) 

. .----------- ---­
------~ 

it is often popularized as a crime of stealth. 

As opposed to robbery and other violent crimes such as rape and assault, 

burglary is generally characterized by little, if any, confrontation 

between the perpetrator and his intended victim (if we may conceive of 

the property owner as victim), Given the choice and an appropriate 

exit, the typical burglar would most often choose flight -I::h()..,/'L 

fight. The hallmark of the "professional" burglar !t for example, is his 

ability to leave the scene of the crime without being detected. Rarely 

do we find even unskilled burglars chancing eht:.ry -tc> premises 

th.a.-t they knew in advance cu-e.. occupied. Available data consistently 

show that residential burglaries are more likely to be committed dur-

ing daylight tl.hd commercial burglaries , at nighttime --

hours when both types of structures are most likely to be unoccupied. 

In Reppetto's recent study of residential burglary in the greater Boston 

metropolitan area, over 90 percent of those incidents reported to the 
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police involved the burglary of unoccupied premises (1974: 17). Simi ",-J.rly, 

the incidence of residential robberies was found to be quite small, 

constituting 'less than JO percent of all reported robberies in Boston 

(Reppetto, 1974:26). The President's Commission on Law Enforceme~t and 

Administration of Justice estimated that 1ess.than 3 percent of all 

reported burglaries resulted in sufficient confrontation to hp 

reclassified as robberies (1967a). 

In light of such facts it is, perhaps, not surprising that burglary 

evokes less fear among the populace than do violent crimes such as 

homicide, rape, robbery" and the like. Nationwide public opinion polls 

have shown that the percentage of citizens expressing a fear of walking 

alone at night has increased from 34 percent in 1965 to 41 percent in 

1972 (Hindelang, et al., 1974). Such expressed fear is understandable 

considering the increase in the number of rapes and ~~ts reported 

in most major cities throughout the country. Newspapers and other popu-

lar accounts daily contain stories reporting vicious attacks upon those 

citizens who chance to be upon the streets at night. Yet it is. quite 

well substantiated that the average citizen is far more likely to be 

the victim of a burglary than other more violent types of criminal of-

fenses. 

Both vic tim survey results and figures reported in the Uniform 

Crime Reports $how the incidence of burglary to be substantially 

higher than that 0( homicide, rape, robbery) and aggravated assault .. 

Of the seven index offenses reported to the 
-------,--"~~." ... 
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police in 1971, burglary exhibited the highest rate per 100,000 in-

habitants (Gray, 1972:60). In that year, the burglary rate was 
. ~ 

1,148.3 per 100,000 compared . rates of 8.5 for murder, 20.3 for 

forcible rape, 187.1 for robbery and 176.8 for aggravated assault. 

The burglary rate reported for 1971 represented an absolute increase 

of 62 percent for the S-- year period beginning in 1966. . It is quite 

apparent from these and other figures that burglary is a ubiquitous 

crime, affecting the lives of millions of Americans. Another aspect 

of the seriousness of the burglary problem can be seen in the amount 

of economic loss occurring as a result of this criminal offense. Such 

losses generally run into the hundreds of millions of dollars per annum. 

In 1971, for example, the estimated economic loss resulting from burg/Qry 

was $739 million (Gray, 1972:21). These losses would 

be substantially higher if figures from those burglaries never reported 

to the police were included. 

In light of the serious nature of burglary, it is ~pri.sj'/1.j 

that relatively few research efforts have focused upon this criminal 

offense. We know far less about burglary offenders, for example, than 

we know about rapists, assaulter~and robbers. Only recently have at­

tempts been made to examine ~he correlates of burglary and establish 

~ characteristics) such studiesJ 
relationships among incident 

lc..ltft~ • 
grow~ng in number, are JiDt:. e.orn.pre-.fte..n...s ive . 
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~----------'------------------

of k./Jol.J)ied~e- surrounding burglary (l ... nd shou..ld be.. considered ex-

ploratory and descriptive. Accepting the premise that crime is a struc-

• tured even t, we Jao ked 1-0 'r those patterned relationships existing 

in the burglary enterprise. We did not strive to construct a theory nor 

did we attempt to test a previously existing one since we were still in 

• "uncharted waters" t-et:,'ardt'n(> 
..J J this particular criminal offense. ()u-r 

first task wo..s -:--=-_.-----__________ --'l to describe the nature 

of burglary, thus laying the foundation for future research and theory-

• construction endeavors. The course of the investigation then. followed 

three separate //n fl-6 First, an examination of the characteris tics 

of burglary offenses was undertaken, followed by an examination of the 

• ~ characteristics of burglary offenders. , the research focused 

upon interrelated patterns of offense, and offender characteristics. 

This latter area was of primary import bl:'..(!.CLU.5C-..sO I,'id../e.-. reStD. Y6h. 

• 

• 

• 

• 
.' , 

• 
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1. Patterns ~f Burglary 

A major finding of this research was the lack of any significant 

patterned relationship between the chacteristics of burglary inci­

dents and those offenders apprehended for their commission. NJthou8/~ 

some offense and offender variables were found to be related -- for 

example, females were more likely than males to burglarize 

non-residential structures -- no overall pattern was evident. This 

was graphically illustrated when the offense and offender types were 
, r..16 ' 

cross-tabulated. Some patterns were suggestive,' the lack of any 

substantial relationship between offens~ types and offender Lypes was 

quite apparent. Those individuals apprehended during the project period 

did not d/rt-e"vSub.siO-h);/al!y with regard to the kinds of burglary 

they committed. '!Is h1evl:/::linucL ecuJ...Ur, t)tl,s c..ou1cL be an arti-

certain important offender variables such as 

~..J education or income level were not available for analysis, it may well 

fact of the data) 

be the case that offender variables are only randomly associated with 

offense variables. 

The utility of creating and cross-classifying empirical typologi.es 

as an efficient method in crUne-specifc research has been given some 
IDs i"t-f}k d,s~f!~/ 

support. he construction and application of typologies has often 

proven useful in criminological research. 

In a recent book, Sneath and 

Sokal (1973) present and describe various principles of numerical 
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taxonomy as an aid toward ordering and examining relationships among 

entities. Similarly, as Clinard and Quinney suggest: 

In the study of human behavior there is an 
attempt to order the diversified world of dis­
crete phenomena. The task is often accomplished 
through the development of classifications. The 
categorizing of observations into classes or types 
provides a means by which concrete occurrences 
can be ordered and compared (1967:1). 

Continuing their discussion, the authors note some of the advantages 

to be gained by classifying like phenomena into distinct groups. 

Among these advantages are, the reduction of phenomena to 
t OAlc:i.....> 

permit more systematic observation~e formation of hypotheses for 
'-rtV:>_;J 

later testing and a guide for future research endeavors. Similarly, 

typologies are also found useful as a preliminary step in macro-level 

theory construction. 

Typologies, then, are instrumental in aiding the researcher in dis-

covering relationships among phenomena. Roebuck and Cadwallader, for 

example, found distinct differences among criminal offenders who were 

classified into types on the basis of their criminal history (1961). 

The arrest histories of black armed robbers differed substantially from 

those of other groups and these offenders were found to exhibit distinct 

social and personal attributes. A typology of crime based on criminal 

behavior systems was constructed by Clinard and Quinney (1967). Offen-

ders included in each of the types, which ranged from violent personal 

crime to professional crime, were found to differ with respect to crim-

ina1 career patterns, group support of the criminal behavior, reaction 
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of the general population; and the degree of correspondence between crim-

inal and legitimate behavior patterns. Other methods of classification 

have included those based upon both physio.logical and psychological 

variables. 

The usefulness of any typology, of course, depends upon the purpose 

for which it is constructed. In the present study, the data were grouped 

into distinct offender and offense types as an aid toward examining 

j Mitt relationships. That such relationships were not in 

evidence suggests the disutility of creating typologies without a con­

comitant attElmpt by veYih'c..af.ion. If, for example, those who commit 

burglary off(mses do not differ substantially with respect to the types 

of burglary which they commit, then theoretical explanations based upon 

supposed differi?nces would not be fruitful. It is not argued 

tha~~dingS presented here are definitive) bu...t neither can 

they be ignored. The task at hand would seem to be toward additional 

research in other settings, hopefully with the inclusion of more varied 

offender information. 

2. Temporal Characteristics 

Analysis of the burglary incident data served to substantiate the 

findings of previous studies on the temporal aspects of 

reported burglary incidents. Residential burglaries were found to be 

reported as a weekday phenomenon most often occurring during the day-

light hours. Non-residential structures' were most likely to be burg-

larized during the weekends at nighttime. These relationships, how-
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ever, were weaker when only those ~ncidents fh~t were cleared by ar-

rest were considered. ,For cleared burglary incidents there 

was less of a distinction between the part of the week during which 

burglaries were committed (weekday or weekend) and the type of struc-

ture burglarized (either residential or non-residential). The relation-
,~ 

ship between time of the burglary and type of structure)wa~ still quite 

substantial. That is, residential structures were substantially more 

likely to be burglarized during the daylight hours tLl1d non-residential 

structures were ,.during the 

night- Attempted and completed burglaries were about equally 

likely to be committed during the dayligh. ,r evening hours and either 

on weekdays or weekends. 

Type of structure burglarized was found to be unrelated to either 

the month or season during which burglaries were reported seasons 

being broken down into winter, spring-autumn, and summer. Both resi-

dential and non-residential burglaries were similarly distributed by 

season of the year. lrhese data were compiled in California 
(Js Ct ... resul C, / 

a State with a rather temperate year-round clima~e would probably 

not expect burglaries to vary by season>sinc~ winter months are not 

debilitating enough to prohibit or circumscribe outdoor activity. 

A comparison of offenders' demographic characteristics and temporal' 

characteristics of offenses showed no differences between the day of the 

week during which burglaries ~ere committed and the ages of apprehended 

offenders. Although those offenders who were 18 years of age or older 
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• were slightly more likely to burglarize during the weekdays, this rela­

tionship was not substantial. Those 17 years of age and under, however, 

were substantially more likely than their older counterparts to burglar­

ize during the daylight hours. This latter relationship is quite 

p{~u~;b/~) since the activities of many juveniles are restricted by the~r 

parents during the evening hours. A prime time for many juvenile burg­

laries is that period from the end of school to dinnertime -- approxi­

mately 3:00 PM to 6;00 PM. Females were more likely than males to com-

mit burglaries On CL weekday and during daylight hours. No dif-

ferences were found be t:-we e,n.- the temporal characteristics of re-

ported burglary incidents and whether the apprehended offender was white 

or black/other. 

As noted earlier, most burglars try to avoid confrontation with the 

victim and thus choose times when residents or employees are likely to 

be absent. The data tend to support this supposition. Residential struc­

tures, therefore, are most vulnerable to burglaries during the daytime 

on weekdays) WI I;'h non-residential structures most vulnerable at 

nighttime during weekends. It is basic logic, then, to assert that 

extra precautions should be taken during' these critical hours. These 

precautions may be as simple as making certain that doors and windows 

are lo.cked before leaving homes or apartments for the day. Since entry 

to many residences can be effected with little or no force, this may 

simply reflect the lack of foresight by citizens in taking such precautions. 
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" Thirty-eight percent of all reported burglaries, for example,'involved 

. non-forcible entries. This figure was found to be substantially higher 

for residential (43 percent) as opposerl to non-residential burglaries 

(27 percent). 

3. Methods (Modus Operandi) 

As with many other types of criminal offenders, burglars f:re-

quently d iSp/a..y . distinct methods or ways of committing burg-

laries. Often, it is through these distinctive methods or ~odus 

operandi that known b1.1rgli:lrs are eventually.apprehended. That is, 

such unique methods may be trac'ed to an ex-offender I s criminal file, 

thus making him a prime suspect in OL current case if similar patterns 

J..6os~ 
were also found in Vast burglaries t/wt he 

,mtf"ouqh) 
committed~e 

have no data reflecting the refined modus operandi of individual offen-

ders, we do, nonetheless, have some gross estimates focusing on the man-

ner in which entrances were effected. These data include the amount 
I 

of force used to enter the structure, whether or not tools were used in 

the commission of the burglarYyand whether or not damage occurred to 

property. It is quite possible that certain types of burglary inci-

dents or certain types of offenders may have been associated with dis-

tinctive patterns of force, tools; and damage. 

The three modus operandi variables . were found 

to be highly intercorrelated. Those burglaries characterized by sub-

stantial force to gain entry were also those likely to have been entered 

by the use of tools with resulting property damage. Approximately 60 



percent of those reported burglary incidents involved forcible entries, 

use of toolS) and damage to property. This relation-

ship is not unexpected, for the use of tools would generally mean that 

the entry was forcible and pro~erty damage would thus be likely to occur. 

The !l1o,d uS oF: era...n d f VCc..r- i a...b / e.s were found to be substantially 

related to the type of structure burglarized. Non-residential as opposed 

to residential burglaries were more likely to be forcible entries in 

which tools were utilized and damage occurred to property. Non-residen-

tial structures were also more likely than residential structures to be 

associated with various target hardening characteristics such as lighted 

entrance ways and alarm systems. Further, all burglaries tlt.Clf. were 

reported as attempts only were characterized by fo,rcible entries. The 

use of tools and property damage were also found to be associated with 

attempted burglarie~although the relationship was not as substantial 
[~r:~~rl'e~) 

as or • Generally speaking, most burglaries reported to the 

police are completions rather than attempts. Attempted burglaries are 

less likely to be reported to the policeJPossibly because they are less 

likely to be discovered by the intended victim. The data reported here 

seem to substantiate this supposition. All attempted burglaries were 

forcible entries also characterized by the use of tools 

and damage to property. Hence, it is not unreasonable to assume that 

they were more likely to be discovered and subsequently reported to the 

appropria'te authorities. 
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tain offender charac erIstIcs-ryemales, for example, were substantially 

more likely than males to commit burglaries characterized by non-forcible 

entries, no tool~~and no property damage. This may be an ind~cation 

that females are less likely to be directly involved in the burglary. 

That is, they may serve as lookouts for male accomplices' who actually 

study /e-hd .sOthe. perpetrate the entry and theft. Data reported in 'a..no-/dte-r 
Supporf t:otltJ:.~0-:..s!''<-.'-:~~9.!:J_~r:.~ 
~at pingle females were involved in only tI percent of all re­

((3wt.jl:'::!7-,_~:!... .sQ~ ~o_se.,)_197.J.).v 
ported bur~rres In 13 percent of the cases, however, females were 

apprehended in the company of males. Females were also more likely than 

their male counterparts to enter target structures via the door. Since 

these characteristics were found to be correlated with completed burglar-

ies, we would expect those burglaries committed by females to result in 

completion more often than those committed by males. 

this supposition. 
(Blo.d~.(: t:h0 

The data supported 
ch.1 ct-c-k4t /iLr./ 

An opposite picture was presented for ~£fenders. 

were substantially more likely than their white counterparts to 

commit forcible burglaries in which tools were utilizea with resulting 

property damage. Similarly, they were less likely than whites to be 

associated wit~ completed burglaries" The data also showed that while 

those under IF were less likely than those 18 or older to commit for-

cible burglaries, use tools or have property damage occur, these rela-

tionships were not substantial. 

4. Attemp,.!=ed Versus Completed Burglaries 

• Of the total burglary incidents reported herein, a substantial 

• 
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proportion resulted in successful completions in that the offense was 

effectively carried out. Only approximately E) percent of all re­
illft l:: (J..,/SO..J 

ported cases were attempts only -- a figu~eld for burg-

laries cleared by the arrest of a suspect. Overall, the data showed 

the lack of any substantial relationship between attempted and completed 

burglaries and most of the remaining incident characteristics. Both 

residential and non-residential burglClries, for example, were equally 

likely to result in attempts or completions. Burglaries with resulting 
( Lt.;l'jjy 

property damage were more likely to be attempts comparec'r""thosehtLvi'/j 
~orlc.J..ILfJ?) r 

no property damage. The presence of alarm system was also found to be 
f:)Y~;"hic- e-nt-r2.!:.Y .. 

associated with attempted burglaries. As observ~ and c:t.:kt'€h1fied 
Lh~u-/e!':.J 

. were highly related in that for all attempted burglaries there was 
cF I~ CO'L-l:.1o!::.J~~$/ . 

a forcible entry. Similarly,~tt~san~evidenced a logically 

nece~sitated relationship be~5e all attempted burglaries involved no 

loss of property, although property may have been damaged. 

Of most interest, however, was the uh5th.C!-e.. of substantial rela .. 

tionshi~between attempted and completed burglaries and the various tar-

get hardening characteristics. One might expect that preventive tech-

niques such as increased lighting, security inspections, the presence 
,ha.~) 

of a dog,and the like would be more likely to~urglars,. thus re-

suIting in more attempted than completed burglaries. The data, 

however, did not support this supposition. Few differences were ob-

served between attempted and completed burglaries and the distribution of 

target hardening characteristics. Only two substantial relationships 
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were noted -- the presence of an alarm system and iden-

tifying serial numbers. First, premises th~~ had alarm systems were 

substantially more likely than those Lt.!rl:lLoLd theln to result in attempted 

burglaries; second, those premises in which distinctive serial numbers 

had been etched into personal property were more likely to result in 

comple ted burglaries. 

It should be reemphasized that attempted burglaries were unlikely 

to be reported to the police -- or even discovered -- unless there was 

some physical evidence that an attempted burglary had taken 

place. We have no way of knowing how many attempted burglaries went 

unnoticed by victims nor how many potential burglars were deterred from 

even attempting the crime. Conclusions, therefore, should be tempered 

by such considerations. 

Approximately 65 percent of all reported burglaries involved struc­

tures with street lights within 100 feet of the premises. This is prob­

ably more a result of chance than any planned action on the part of the 

victim. Most major cities provide street lighting in residential neigh­

borhoods, and non-residential structures are likely to provide their 

own lighting or, if located in downtown sections, take advantage of 

municipal lighting. Those ·premises with lighted entrance ways and 

those with unobstructed entr.ance ways accounted for approximately 30 

percent of all reported burglaries. Alarmed premises, security inspec­

tions, dogs present,and identifying serial numbers each accounted for 

approximately 10 percent of all reported cases. 



1 > 

I' 

, I 

,~ 
: 1 

~ ! 
( i 

;1 

• 
I 

II 
,I ., 

I 

I 
1 

r 
I 

,(,t" 

.' .. ::~" 
. ':it' 

.' "~,~. ~ 

;,~::!.;':~. 
::1' , 

5. Burglary Clearances 

Contained in the data base was information pertaining to whether 

or not the offense was cleared and the means by which a clearance was 

effected (whether by arrest of the suspect, case proved unfounded, or 

other means). The greatest proportion of all cleared cases were cleared 

through the arrest of a suspect. The data were aggregated across the 

six jurisdictions with clearances dichotomized into those cases not 
1 PI1Cl h.(! .. ~:nJL 10::'5 U)(l-S.J --- --.."...,.' ,,-,-,---,.,.-' 

cleared and those cleared by arrest. -fue variable most substantially 

associated with whether or not the offense was cleared. 

Of those cases involving no financial loss, 34 percent were cleared, 

whereas in those cases in which a financial loss occurred, only 15 

percent were cleared. Further, those burglaries in which reported 

financial losses were either in the low or high ranges were those most 

likely to be cleared by arrest. While 34 percent of those cases report-



73 

~s.J 
ing a financial of q dollars or less were cleared, 12 percent of 

those cases in the modal loss category ($200 to ~& were cleared by 

arrest. Further, 25 percent of those burglary offenses ilw.i:- reported 

financial losses of $5,000 or more resulted in clearances. In interpret-

ing this relationship between clearance and loss one caVGat is in order. 

Clearances covered only the 1 year time span of the study. Thus, 

although burglaries may have been cleared subsequent to the end of the 

project period, they would not be included within this data set. 

In order to determine other incident characteristic variables tJutt 

may be associated with clearanG~s, the technique of predictive attribute 
~. 

analysis was employed. The first split lne.-/u.ded +")1('lhe.t:a..t loss' 

which, as observed above, was correlated with the criterion variable, 

percent cleared. Other variables rather consistently associat~d with 
-I::he, LJ!>e... O~' };=I.s c7l1.d pn)per-i:y ddn~(]Je. 

those burglaries tI~Qt were cleared include Those 

burglaries characterized by no tool used to gain entry and no property 

damage were most likely to be cleared. These relationships were stronger 

for non-residential burglaries than for residential burglaries. IJI-[)lOdk 
a number of deterrent characteristic variables were also included in 

the FAA branching network, they were not associated in a consistent man-

ner with the criterion variable. 

those premises Ha..t, were alarmed. 

An exception, however, occurred for 
b~}Lr"C::.5 ou.,u .... r i!J9}?..!}..) 
)lios~remises hav~ng alarm systems 

were more likely to be cleared than those with no alarm system. The 

lack of an overall pattern suggests that cleared burglaries differ 

little from burglaries tACLt: were not cleared with respect to in-



cident characteristics -- a major exception being wh.ether or not a 

loss occurred. 

ff A possihle.. explanation 

focus~s upon the place where the apprehension was effected. It m()..y b.D--

, for example, that many offenders were apprehended at 

the scene of the crime, thus accounting for the relationship between 

no loss and clearance. 

a 11 other. Iy pes of arrest subsumed under "other" include on premises 

arrests, citizen arrests) and those in which the offender was fleeing the 

scene of the crime. Table 19 presents the relationship between 
tlt(,U1 ne-I'" a·I-' O,rre.5 l:. .. ) 

-PlYlCJ...h.c...t.CLl. J!....a.s.s ~il.Cl·----'---·(~j __ th- the original 

nine categories). An examination of this table shows a substantial 

relationship between no financial loss and the first three categories of 

tArrGst:. On premises arrests (75 percent), fleeing the scene·arrests (74 

percent~ and citizen arrests (69 percent) were substantially more 

likely to involve no financial loss than those in which a loss occurred. 

On the other hand, arrests based o.n reasonable cause criteria (84 percent), 

warrants (83 percent~ and all points bulletins (83 percent) were sub-

stantially associated with those.. 

foss o1!.-(!.,U r-red. 

burglaries In wlu.:C-L a.. -h~o.l1~o1.-
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Table 19 

::.. 

On 
LOSS Premises 

No Financial 75% 
I,.oss (163) 

Financial 25% 
Loss (55) 

Total 100% 
(218) 

• • • 

Whether or Not Financial Loss Resulted From Burglar~ 
i.n Hhich Apprehension Was Effected 

Type Of Arrest 
All Institu-

Fleeing Po::'nts Other tional 
Scene Citizen Bulletin . Charge Warrant Hold 

74% 69% 17% 0% 17% 0% 
(85) (20) (4) (0) (3) (0) 

26% 31% 83% 100% 83% 100% 
(30) (9) (20) (27) (15) (?) 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
(1l5) (29) (24) (27) (18) (5) 

• • • • • 

by Manner· 

Reason-
able 
Cause Other Total 

16% 0% 37% 
(85) (0) (360) 

84% 100% 63% 
(485) (1) (620) 

100% 100% 100% 
(543) (1) (980) 

• • • 



~ The data reported in Table 19 thus' support our supposi-

tion that no financial loss is associated with clearances simply 

because these were cases in which offenders were most likely to be 

apprehended at the scene. Those most likely to be involved in burg-

laries resulting in no financial loss included males, those 18 years 

of age and dder and black/other offenders. The only substantialre-

1ationship , however, was that for black/other offenders. Forty-

three percent of black/other offenders committed burglaries with no 

·~tlv 
reported financial losses compared 33 percent for wh~te offenders. 

6. Prior Criminal History 

The apprehended burglary offende~s included herein were most 

likely to be male (91 percent), white (66 percent~ and equally divided 
It . (~) 
De Ween those 17 and (51 percent); and those 18 and older (49 per-

cent). Of. those offenders, 42 percent had a prior record of some type, 

29 percent had a prior burglary record, 24 percent had a prior drug 

recor~and 22 percent were under some form of criminal commitment at 

• 
the time of their arrests. Unfortunately we had no data pertaining 

~) 
to the criminal record of juvenile offenders) '~hus the criminal 

history variabIes refer to adult records only. Thirty-three juveniles, 

however, did evidence previous conviction as an adult offender. When 

only those offenders 18 years of age or older were considered, the 

percentage of those with a previous record increased substantially 

80 percent had a prior record, 58 percent had a prior burglary record, 

47 percent had a prior drug recor~and 44 percent were under criminal 
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commitment at the time of their arrest. These data thus indicate sub-

stnntial criminal e'J.pc:xie..h.c-e.. on the part of this apprehended offender 

group. Males were substantially more likely than females to have a prior 

record and also more likely to have a burglary record, a drug record) or 

be under criwinal commitment. Black/other offenders were more likely than 

white offenders to have a previous burglary recorCS bILe the percentage 

of each offender group exhibiting a previous drug record was about equal. 

Whites were substantially less likely than black/other offenders to have 

a prior record as w~ll as being less likely to be under commitment at 

the time of arrest. 

7. Mobility 

Another area of analysis included the mobility patterns of 

apprehended burglary offenders. Included i.l1 the data set was a 

var!i.able that measured the distance (in miles) between' an offender's 

residence and the site of the offense. This distance was dichotomized 

to include those who burglarized 1 mile or less (52 percent) and those 

who burglarized greater than 1 mile (48 percent) from their residence. 

Male burglary offenders were less likely than females to commit an 

offense greater than 1 mile from their residence. Similarly, those 

17 years of age or younger (34 percent) were substantially less likely 

than those 18 and older (62 percent) to commit burglaries greater than 

1 mile from their residenc,e. While white offenders were slightly 

more likely than black/others to commit burglaries more than a mile 

from their residences, this relation-

, , 





___ ;=.0..""'--_ 
.~~---­----_._-



ship was not substantial. Interestingly, those with a prior burglary 

recor.d were more likely than those without a prior burglary record to b-e.. re.pr-esente.d 
(It -U1e. 3reo.:i.es,; II (CLt..l:C-JOr' 'f.:..; 

...,(). than !.J. m~is relationship held for other criminal 

history variables as well, ~ossibly indicating that those with prior 
IE-ra mo('e.),Aelj fo tro..v.e..lJ 

recor s to places where lucrative scores are thought likely. 

Did:.o.l1ce. was also found to be associated with certain of the in-

cident characteristic variables. That is, those who 
<J1~ I'" (~ -I:.i:C}:'!.'-l.=!!3:U~ _ -h-D ~ _.-/;/~j r _ ce . .sld e.~~e_ ,) 

CorY/tn, tied an Offense'twere most likely to burglarize 

non-residential structures in which entries were non-forcible, no 

tool was utilized) and no damage resulted to property. TIiese relation-

ships are probably accounted for by the strong association between 

d".siD-r\(~.e... and Sey... Female offenders were also found to exhibit similar 

characteristics to those listed above. 'b{stQoec. was also correlated with 
(C0j~iDr;J 

Ce/tSu..s c!tILru.e.t,-e.rlst,e.~. Those ,iii +he.. more than :L mITe com-

mitted burglari.es in areas with higher median family incomes, higher 

educational level~and a lower percentage of black residents. Those 

~dJ 
who -'burglaries outside their own neighborhoods, therefore, 

seeme.J to choose relatively socially advantaged areas. 

8. Single and Multiple Offender Burglaries 

Thirty percent of the arrestees included herein were single of-

fenders in that they committed burglaries by themselves as opposed 

to 70 percent who were involved in group burglaries. Offenders most 

likely to burglarize in the company of others included those 17 years 

of age or less and female offenders. White and black/other offenders 
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were equally likely to be involved in single or multiple offender burg-

laries. Those who worked in groups (younger offenders and females) 

were also less likely to have previous criminal histories. Multiple 

offender burglaries were also found to result in more financial loss 

than single offender burglaries. Earlier, it was noted that those 

burglaries tha...t: resulted in 

cleared than ·tlto5e.. th.a..t did 

financial losses were less likely to be 
t..!3:.!::mkr oF' C!-r/IIIl':::..e:.tLernS) 

not. ~s associated with +lnancW.L /O$,s} 

we would expect those who commit mUltiple offender burglaries to be 

less often apprehended than single-offender burglar~ yet the mutliple 

offender burglars comprise a substantial proportion of those included 

in the data set. Those 17 years of age or younger also comprise a 

substantial proportion of apprehended offenders and, as noted above, 

are most likely to cOimnit burglaries in the company of others. Younger 

offend~rs who burglarize in groups, therefore, seem to face a high 

probability of apprehension. 

9. Pre· Tria / Se.reeni rtf] 
J 

Police control the initial flow ofdeferidants in the criminal 

justice system by deciding under what circumstances an arrest is war-

ranted. Similarly, after arrest police and local prosecutors screen 

those cases with a low probability of eventual conviction, thus re­

ducing the case load burden at later processing stages. Data for 

pre. -h, a...1 SC-re e ";',1.3 were dichotomized into those held for 

trial and those released. Initial zero-order tables showed a strong rr . , 
. cJ,'s,pOS; l:./on,s 1.ltP aM'~ ('c.,CoCoI. and set of Ct£frelu.l1.~ 

relationship betW and .. . Black/other of-
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fenders,those 18 and over and males were those most likely to be 

held for t.rio... L When prior record was introduced as a control 

variable, however, black/others were substantially more likely than 

whi tes to be held for trial) but only in the no prior record category . 

For those offenders who had a previous criminal record, white offend-

ers were more likely than black offenders to be held for trial;but 

again only in the no prior record category. 

In order to assess the nature of interaction effects such as those 

noted above, predictive attribute analysis was employed. Again, PAA 

singled out thos e variables fh.a t were most substantially related to 

the decision to release suspects prior to trial. The first split oc-

curred on oVe..tt:l/ / prior .et!orcl , in that those offenders with no prior 

record were substantially more likely than those with a prior record 

to be released.. Other legal status variables were also 

found to be important. For example, those offenders who were under 

some form of criminal connnitment at the time of ar:r;est were mO.re... likely 
ct/1.Cvtt.. .=fJ~e..· _ t:-!~ .. UJC-I:f/_I1.{)t '" 

to be held While age, race)and sex differences were of less importance 

than previo~ criminal history, they were no~ altogether insignificant. 

Males, for example, generally fared worse than their female counter­
Lv 1 th...J 

parts, as did black/other offenders comparedc::::y:.:.:whites in those groups 

~h~t exhibited similar characteristics. It is unfortunate that addi-

tional judicial processing data were unavailable at the time of this 

study. Such data would have allowed us to examine the relevan'ce of 

both social and legal status variables at other stages where decisions 

are made in the processing of criminal defendants. 
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10. General Observations 

This study examined the correlates of burglary as they occurred 

across six separate police ju.risdictions over a i.-year period. 

Having relied upon official police data, the study was limited in 

some respects by the problems inh~rent in utilizing such data 

sources. We were not able, for example, to examine the correlates of 

unreported burglaries, although relevant findings from recent victim-

ization studies were reviewed. Also, as in any ex post fac.to design, 

test conditions could not be manipulated be~.tl...u.S'e.they were limited to 

the parameters established in the original California project. That 

is, while we might have preferred to have baseline data or to have· 

data collected somewhat beyond the project period, such preferences 

were beyond our control. Research is never perfect and most designs 

are plagued by shortcomings of one type or another. Thus, it would 

seem worthwhile to note the limitations of the present undertaking • 

(a) Lack of Generalizability 

The data reported herein were derived from selected target 

areas in six separate police agencies. Thus, it would not be ap-

propriate to generalize these findings to other geographic areas. 

Similarly, relationships are specific to those census tracts for 

which incidents were reported and may not, in fa~t, be found in other 

parts of the respective jurisdictions. Nonetheless, one is struck 

by the consistency with which similar findings are reported in di-

vergent research areas. That is, the characteristics of those burg-



lary incidents reported here and elsewhere are found to be quite 

similar regardless of the geographic area in which the research is 

undertaken. 

(b) Technique of Analysis 

Although a number of different analytic techniques were 

used to examine the correlates of burglary, ·there are some short-

comings associated with certain of these multivariate measures. 

With respect to predictive attribute analysis, for example, Turner 

points out that, "PAA suffers from an over fitting bias, it capitalizes 

on chance variation" (1969:37). In such circumstances solutions are 
• l.sr'l'tt.e... obs~.'fve('-!e.LoJ-Jons.'I..~"'!~,_cu~e.: _ ~!~_t:I~/?::.u-~::_d... r9:-);l..damlYd 

h:kely to be u1'lrel~able r Aftern:av~ng dl.vl.ded the data ~nto two sets 

Northern and Southern California -- we~-r~n the PAA analysis for 

in both sets. Results were quite similar 

to those obtained when the entire data set was used. Although this split-' 

half technique was not random, it should, nonetheless, increase the de-

~~_~cl/ I I I d ' ~itlons. gree of confidence in those PAA results for pre.--c;r,'c-\.. ('e. f.t).se.. I-Spa 

(c) Burglary Abatement . . 'f' b I 
t~1:>v~(...J:.~::_dt.ot.:..(}-~l/yI{4 . c'ili 0Vh.l.CG _~~_$+u..J.'l£.J 

Because of those problems ~ (lack of tr 

baseline data, restrictive time frame, selected target area~and the 

like) it was not possible to assess the overall effect of preventive 

techniques on the reduction of burglary. Had it been possible to do 

so, however, results here may have suggested some implications re-

garding the utility of future abatement programs. 

po I ,'c..~ .so..-I:u..rQ .l:~Cr'¥I ':J·r JLc/l.. b . .J_.u-z.N C2..reCLS 

red.l-l..c.L4tJ -/;/'l_t- Ul1.t.i..~u....... oP b.l...U1..f d' 

F~.w e.X Q./nplc. (..v 1~.~.;l::fuw~ , 
" s e {rec.;t~.re.... i--lt...-
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(d) Burglary Target Areas 

Although socioeconomic differences were noted across those 

census tracts included in the target areas, all were, in effect, high 

crime areas. It would have been advantageous had more diver-

sified areas been included in the study. 

Having listed some of the limitations of the study, it would only 

seem fair to present some of the improvements this study offered over 

previous research endeavors /11 fl,,;.s wua...· 

(a) Paucity of Burglary Research 

As noted at the outset, empirical research examining the 

correlates of burglary IS quit~ rare and haS only recently tme.vsed. 

All of the. literature reviewed h.t;..re.i 11..) for ex~ 

ample, contain stuuies conducted subsequent to 1970. 
____ ~~_ _ 1:11.u;.... U}:C,)u..~ ou...r) 

---- I,his st'tRly -y- sTiOs~tantive knowledge 
~-----...,----.------~"-

regarding the correlates of burglary. 

,(b) Methodology 

Previous research focusing on crime patterns has frequently 
ens IS t'f.~i:--> ' 

followed a ----. methodological format. Generally, this format 

consists of tabular analysis to the exclusion of other multivariate 

techniques. The limitations and advantages of tabular analysis were 

stated earlier and need not be repeated at this point. Suffice it 

to say that the technique generally precludes the simultaneous con· 

sideration of many variables. The multivariate analysis undertaken 

herein specified relationships among variables that may have been 
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overlooked had we relied only on tabular analysis. Similarly, by 

employing a cluster analytic solution it was possible to reduce a 

multitude of nominal variables to a more simple structure solution. 

Cluster analysis was also found to be an efficient technique for 

creating homogeneous types of both offense and offender variables. 

Techniques of dimensional analysis (both cluster and factor solutions) 

would seem to be of great value in future crime-specific research of 

this nature. 

(c) Missing Data 

For the most part the data reported in this study were 

~latively comp~ete. That is, for most variables the data contained 

a surprisingly low percentage of missing cases. C>nly two variables, 

type of property stolen and amount of financial loss , 

lto ... d over 15 percent of the cases missing. 

(d) Reliability o.f the Data 

Since these data were collected as part of a large-scale 

crime-specific burglary program, we have more faith in their accuracy 

than might otherwise had been the case. The accuracy with which burg­

lary data are recorded in day-to~ay police operations is at best un-

certain. However, since this project was closely monitored by both 
t{;/uz.. B~ u.. of Crlh\..i (\eLJ Sttl-h Ld: j('~) 
-"--and-each respect:LvepoIIce jurisdiction, we have less reason to 

doubt the accuracy with which burglary incident characteristics were 

recorded. Further, the type of information recorded was relatively 

complete compared to those burglary characteristics reported in 
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other studies. While it would be possible to speculate on the ~ype 

of additional variables tJ~~~ could have been included (e:g., victim 

characteristics), much more information was provided than has pre-

viously been available. 

Since many of the relationships found in the data were logically 

expected -- for example, attempted burglaries had no financial losses 

we have even less reason to doubt the accuracy of the data. If it 

had been discovered that cases involving financial losses were found 

within the category of attempted burglaries, then coding errors 

would have been suspected. Thus, we have some assurance that burg-

lary data collected by the police were accurately coded by personnel 

LI f3 f C . 'nd ..5,iCt-tls·!:;,e...s. working at 1:tu.. ureo..u- 0 'Y-1)'Y1.1 

The similarity of burglary incidents, regardless of the geo-

graphic area in which they occur, is quite striking. Our study has 

the findings of previous studies relyin3 

on police incident data for analysis. For example, residential burg-

laries are most apt to occur on weekdays during the daylight hours 

WId llon-residential burglaries on weekends during the night-

t~e. Most burglaries are characterized by forcible entries and rel-

atively few attempted burglaries are reported to the police. Findings 

such as these have been consistently reported by research projects 

conducted in quite divergent geographic areas. Further, victim 

'survey results have found similar characteristics. That is, character-

istics of burglary incidents reported in victimization studies are 
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While there is no way of knowing the characteristic~ of those 

burglary offenders who were not arrested, those offenders who were 

arrested and those who were not seem to be committing the same types 

of burglaries. Further, these burglaries do not seem to be the 

type likely to be committed by those skilled at their trade. These 

data, then, lend some measure of support to Shover's (1971) observa-

tions regarding the type of burglary offender emerging today --

occasional, unskilled offenders who evidence little sophistication, 

planning, and specialization. 

The results obtained here are suggestive but ~r 

final. Lh. ordu'" -to ~·tCLl'11..jl'\e... b.unJICLry po,,:I:±'€..n~s oll'"e.r ""b.i-ne...) 

jOI1.,jii'u..dl'no..l datu... c.OI1.t..oU'YLl.hj '/.A1.-+oYlYtc(\:.io/1.. 01"\. bot/"'" offense... and 

ofteltde.r- (!..Ir(.U"'().e.t.r:.fI',st.,'e.S CLre h-te.ded. Unfortunately, 

however, even data to support research of the present type are not 

generally available. It was only because of the special nature of the 
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California project that the analysis undertaken herein was made possible. 

If we are to increase our knowledge regarding the nature of crime and 

those who engage in it, adequate data collection systems must be in-

stituted and maintained. If refined data such as that utilized in this 

study had been maintained over time along with information on judicial 

and correctional outcome, we would be able to add even more to our know'~ 

ledge about burglary 0t.-c.,iderz.;t_ sl1..d of·fende.r e.-/1.Ct..Y"o.c---t erlsbl'e..s 

Cllu:! I n+e..n"e., h t I' en.5 hips. 
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NOTES 

lThe six agencies involved in the California burglary project included 
the San Francisco, Oakland, Los Angeles, and San Diego Police Departments 
plus the Los Angeles and Orange County Sheriff's offices. The reader is 
referred to the first monograph in this series for a more detailed dis­
cussion of the data base (Pope, 1976a). 

2For both offense and offender information a distinct crime report 
number was appended to the original coding form, thus providing a means 
of linking together offense and offender characteristics. Thus, if an 
offender was apprehended for a burglary rffense cOlnmitted in one of the 
target areas during the course of the project, he was provided with the 
same crime number as the incident itself. Since it was possible that 
more than one offender was involved in a particular incident or that one 
offender committed a number of burglaries, it was necessary to repeat 
each information field to provide for mUltiple offenses and offenders. 
That is, if more than one offender was involved in a burglary incident, 
burglary offense information was repeated ·for each offender. Similarly, 
if more than one offense was assocated with a particular offender then· 
the offender information was repeated. The end result was a matched data 
set of 1,196 cas~s in which each offender was linked to each incident 
and vi~e_ versa. Hhile. the-Droc.edu1:e-i,ntn)cluces a certnin--deg-ree-of--· 
error, any biasing effects should be minimal, since we are primarily 
concerned with the correlates of individual offense and offender characteristics. 

3.::::=:. Both factor and cluster analysis cu-e.. appropriate 
techniques for reducing data to a manageable subset. There are, however, 
some crucial differences in procedure. A major difference between the 
two techniques lies in the mathematical procedures utilized to reach a 
final solution and the manner in which dimensions are extracted, Factor 
analysis derives dimensions (factors) based upon the total data set; 
cluster analysis, on the other hand, derives dimensions (clusters) based 
upon a subset of variables that are mutually colinear. These mutually 
colin.ear subsets of variables are used to reproduce (maximize the vari­
ance in) the original correlation matrix rather than dimensions defined 
by the complete set of variab'les. Similarly as Bailey observes: 

In cluster analysis we draw boundaries 
so that each object is in one (but only one) 
group. Thus we meet the typological require­
ments of exhaustiveness and mutual exclusiveness • 
In factor analysis we place a factor through a 
cluster of vectors; each object is represented by 
a vector and each vector represents a conden­
sation of the vectors. The set of factors is 
not mutually exclusive and exhaustive. An ob­
ject can belong to (load positively on) more 
than one factor because the obj ect's variance 
is divided between factors (1975:62) .. 
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If the individual factors are not mutually exclusive then objects 
are later typed (grouped) on the basis of those factors may form over­
lapping types. Since it is desirable that both offense and offender 
types be as independent as possible so that cross-classification will 
produce meaningful results, the cluster analytic solution would seem 
to be the more appropriate' procedure. 

4These data comprise the matched set of 1,196 offense and offender 
cases derived by the procedure discussed in footnote 2. Since these 
data represent those incidents cleared by the arrest of the offender, 
frequency distribution may differ from those noted for all the burglary 
incident data (N=8,137) as discussed in the first (Pope 197 a). 
Since clustering was done with the former data set it would seem appro­
priate to present the frequency distributions for those incident cases 
cleared by arrest. 

5Since the logic and procedures for cluster analysis can be quite 
complex, our discussion focuses primarily upon conceptual rather than 
empirical tasks. For a more detailed presentation the reader is referred 
to Cluster Analysis by Tryon and Bailey (1970). 

6 
The defining variables for each cluster dimension were as follows: 

first dimension--property damage occurring during the burglary, force 
used to enter structure, tool used; second dimension-~median family 
income, median years' education completed, percentage of home owner­
occupied, percent'age of the population black; third dimension"--burglar 
alarm system, type of structure burglarized. 

?Often, questions arise concerning the reliability of cluster solu­
tions. That is, some argue that cluster analysis capitalizes on chance 
variation and, therefore, solutions are likely to differ when used on sim­
ilar data collected in different areas or for different time periods. 
If data are longitudinal in nature, one check on the reliability of 
cluster solutions would simply be to repeat the analysis at different 
points in time. Results can then be compared across time periods. An­
other reliability testing technique often used in social science research 
is that of split-half -- randomly dividing the data into two groups and 
then comparing the results in both groups. In order to provide some over­
all measure of the reliability of the cluster solution, it was decided 
to apply a split-half technique)since the total data set contained a 
sufficient number of burglary incident cases (8,137) to support such a 
method. 

~--------- ---,---.-- -
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~While there are numerous ways to obtain cluster 
cedure decided upon was a simple sum scoring method. 
Bailey note: 

scores, the pro­
As Tryon and 

The most meaningful weight matrix is the simple sum type ••• 
where the standard scores on a subset of variables form 
a composite score on that dimension; each variable 'par­
ticipating in the composite does so with a weight of 1.00; 
the nondefining remaining variables contribute a weight of 
.00. On common sensegrounds this form of weighting mak.es 
dimensions easier to interpret than the case in which the 
variables show graded weights, (1970: 175). 

qFor the offender data, the clustering process extracted only one 
true dimension of mU,tually colinear variables. This dimension 
included the following variables: prior criminal record, 

prior burglary record , . offender's age , criminal 
status at the time of arrest and prior drug use. Two addi-
tional dimensions consisted of single defining variables. For the 
second dimension, the variable ~~ was utilized since, overall, it was 
less substantially correlated with the defining variables' of cluster 
one and, therefore, thought to be a good ~iscriminafor fqr later typing. 
The third dimension was defined b~l(fr <> crip~ eo..r -i.;,1ii'6.b. was also less 
correlated with the definers of dimension one than other offender vari­
ables. 

10Those readers who are not interested in the analytic results 
reported here may proceed to page 53 where the major findings are 
su~narized and discussed. 

II L In the previous two ycpor-r:f. a I!) percentage point difference 
was utilized to evaluate the magnitude of observed relationships. That 
is, if a percentage difference was /0 percent or greater then the re­
lationship was considered substantial. If the relationship showed less 
than a /0 percent difference, it was not considered substantial. For 
a more detailed discussion of this'procedure see Pope (1976a). 
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