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Crime is both a complicated and volitile set df phenomena.
Projecting crime rates into any future time is thus a hazardous , 'j
occupation in the best circumstances; given present and his-
torical data on crime rates and criminal justice dispositions,
the enterprise is even more chancy. Much of value to determining
the feasgibility of future projections can be learned by attempting
to use historical data from American cities to see whether,
and to what extent, variations in érime rates are susceptible
to projection or, for that matter, histbrical understanding.

This note attempts to trace crime rates and demographic changes
for four offenses in five American cities from 1960 to 1970,
comparing census data with the information reported by police
on persons arrested for homicide; robbery, burglary and(auto
theft. The analytic methods used are, in my judgment, ac;
ceptable, but the results are no more reliéble than the weakest
link in the data chain employed--police reported'dataion~arrests.
Some of my findings, thus qualified, are as follows:
* Using crime rates and arrest statistics as a basis of

analysis, the offense rates for males of both races

and all important age groups increased in each 01ty

by a considerable margin.

* A small proportion of the increase in crime could have
been predicted by assuming that age- and race-specific
crime rates would continue at 1960 levels but the
age and race spructure of the cities would have changed
in the pattern that has been experienced. I call this
method ”prospectlve demography' even though accurate
use of the method in 1960 would have required fore-

knowledge of the characteristics of 1970 urban
" populations.



Population changes -become more important because rates
of crime have increased. Using what is termed “retro-
spective demography,” that is assuming the rates of
crime would change for each age and racial group as
they did, the difference in population c¢omposition
explains a much larger share of the noted increase

in crime rates; it cannot be projected to future

time periods without assuming age, race and. sex-specific
crime rates.

Variance between cities was substantial, so much so
that generalization from aggregate national data seems
less justified as a result of this exercise.

The "raw data' on age-specific arrests from urban police
was, in at least one case, sufficiently .incredible to
remove a city from one element of the analysis. What

this episode suggests about the mounitoring and auditing -

of police data casts a pall on all the ‘age-specific
data analysis, -

There is some evidence that robbery is more concentrated
among young offenders (15-19) in 1970 than in 1960 and
strong evidence that auto theft is less concentrated
among the young in the later year. There is no clear
pattern over time for burglary and homicide in our

five cities. )

There is some evidence that robbery is more concentrated
among Black offenders in 1970 than in 1960.  This is
probably related to the relatively high concentration

of young men in the Black male population. The racial
concentration of homicide is stable in three of the

five cities and increases in the other two.

.
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Data and Methods

This exercise was an attgmpt to blend two data sets--
arrests and census counts--into a unified population-based
estimate of specific crime réfes. Census data provided and
profile for-each city of the estimated number of persons by
‘age, sex, aﬁd'race. While the census is ackno@ledged to
undercount youhg Black males, and thué overestimate the
crime rate attributable 'to that group in ahy given year:, there
- i1s no serious view that undercounting increased between 1960
‘ and 1970.  For urban residents of Hispanic descent, it is
~likely that a smaller proportion were counted in the 1970
census than in‘the 1960 census. Cities with relatively largé
Hispanic surname populations were, therefore, avoided in the
following analysis, and no attempt was made to project Hispanic
surname rates of crime. |

The arrest statistics used in this exercise eéhibited
three major flaws. Firsi, they were nonspecific. While
datalon the age, sex and race of persons arrested were reported
for each city in each year, there was no counting of age-

A specific arrest rates within each racial or sex grouping.

Efforts to ovefcome this difficulty--only partially successful--
are reported later. It is a formidable problem. ‘Second,

arrest rates are a far from perfect predictor of crimes rates,
particularly among the yoﬁng; who may get arreéted more frequéntly

per 100 crimes than older offenders and who more often commit



'crimes in groups. Abhigher proportion of group criminalify
produces a ratio of arrests to cribes which is higher than
that of adults. Very Qareful studies at the inéividual~level
can correct for this phenomenon, but historical examination
of city arrest statistics cannot. If youth crimé has become
more group related, this will distort the crime rate estimates
over time derived from the present data.

Population estimates were derived for Blacks and Whites
in each city fbr‘maies ages 0-14, 15-19, 20-29, 30-39, and
40 and above. These population figures can be translated into
age-épecific or race-specific arrest rates withbut making any

assumptions other than that the two data sets are accurate.

Any further uses of the data require further assumptions:

1. Estimating Crime Rates. Arrests for major crimes are™

fa changing proportion of total crimes. As crime rates have

arrests

. has decreased. In order to
crimes

‘increased, the ratio of
eétimate crime rates over time for a particular age or racial
groups, the arrest rate for that group is multiplied by the
ratio %%%gg%g noted for a pérticulaf crime. Thus, the bur-
glary arrest rate for White males in Cleveland is multiplied
by the ratio of crimes over arresés in thé general statistics
for 1960 to produce an estimated offense rate for this group.
This‘assumes that the crime to arrest rat;o‘does not vary:

by race. Similar procedures are used for translating~age;

specific arrest rates into estimated crimes rates, thus as-

suming that age is not a significant determinant of the role



of arrests per 100 crimes committed. To the extent that age
or race is rated to-arrest risk, the estimates obtained by

this method are biased.

2. Determining. the "Youth Proneness"™ of Particular Offenses.

With the exception of homicide, serious crime is concentrated
among adolecents and young adults. To measure the variation in
youth proneness for different cities and different time periods,
an index of.”youth pronenessd is used in'thié report. This -
index number is the ratio of the arrest rate per 100,000 15-19
year—olds;fo tpe rate of arrést in the same city for 20-29
year-olds. If the homicide arrest rate per 1OQ;OOO»for the

- younger group is 10 as compared to five for the 20-29 year-
olds, the index is.10/5 or 2.0. As the number increases,

the concentration of cfime relative to populétion among the
young is increasingx If younger offepders committing crimes
are more apt to be arrested, the index will ovefestimate the
concentration of crime among the young. But unlesé arrest
proness by age changes dramaticaliy by crimé or between time
periods, the-index should perform as a gon indicator of trends

in youth proneness.

3. Estimating'Racial Differentials in Crime’Rates. Racial

‘groups do not have'crimé rates any more than age groups, cities,
or the nation as a whole. Individuéls have crime~rates—~most'
committing no serious offen;eé and some committing one or more.
But different classes and ages contain differentlﬁroporfions

of crime prone individuals, éven though no:race, dlass, or age



grouping contains'more than a min&rity of offenders, Predicting
the offensé rate of "a particular population is moré accurately
done with-spécific data on crimé rates apd demography. Rates

of violent offense'among Blacks are mﬁch'higherithan those of
Whites (as‘are rates of victimization). Arfest rétes for
nonviolent felonies are also‘higher‘than White rates, thoughb
ﬁhe difference is much smaller than in violent crime. In this
report, racial data on arrests per 100,000 is corrected for the
differences in age structure between the races that could con~-
tribute to>differences in the arfest rate for particular:offenses.
For each offense in each city in each year, the general re-
lationship between age and arrest rate was computed for gach
crime. The age structure of a given city's Black and White
population was then weighted to account fdr differences in

age structure. A simplified example is’presented in Table I.

-



Table I

Hypothetical Distribution of Population and Crime

Whites Blacks
- (A) (B) , (A (B) .
% of Population Arrest Rate A x B % of Population Arrest Rate A x B
| (0-14) (0-14)
0-14 30 -0 0] 30 8] 0
15-19 g 100 - 800 16 1.00 1600
20-29 16 50 800 24 50 1200
30-39 16 20 320 16 20 326
40 and . ,
over - 30 10 300 30 10 300
2220 3420



Under these circumstances, the correction factor for age

3420
2220’

arrest was 154%‘Qf the White rate, the races would really be

differences would bé or 1.54., If the Balck rate of
at.arrest parity given demographic differences. .Iﬂ fact, usually
the demographic correction factor is less dramatic--varying
(Black/White) frbm .75 to 1.55, because the younger Black ageA
structure contributed large numbers of noncrime prone youth
(0-14) to compensate for a higher proportion of young persbps
in.the high crime fanges. It should be noted however that the
data 6n c¢rime pronenéss by age is the same in column "B" in
Table I for‘each‘;acial group. This is not because .crime prends
by age are thé same; it results froh the fact that age-specific
arrest rates are not‘reported séparately. The operation assumes
no differences,by race in age propensity, even though wé have
evidence that offenses by Blacks are more éoncentrated among

Very young offenders than among Whites (see #5 below).

"

4. Estimating Race and Age-Specific Crime Ratés. The

arrest rate for each race was distributed in the age pattern
of all arrests to estimate the race—and.age-spécific rates.
This method is a poor substitute for data that employ cross
tabulated arfest»information,‘as Wershall.see.;'But it is thé
only method,fhat can be used on the ﬁistpricall&_collected

city arrest statistics.

5. Testing the Validity of Homogeneous Age Distributions

Among Blacks and Whites. The F.B.I. reporting does contain one

cross tabulation of arrests by age and race for each index



offense--with arrests of thosé under 18, and 18 and over being
the age categoriés fhat include speéific racial data. We
compared thése figures for each city for each crime and found
de?iations between our estimates and those data.
Table II reports the mean deviation noted in the compari-
son between the actual pattern of arrests reported to the
F.B.I. and our age-specific estimated crime rates. The devi-
ation is reported'by using our estimated rates as a base line
and indicating the difference obtained using the F.B.I. figures

as a deviation from that base line projection.



Table I1

Mean Deviation of Police Reported Arrests

from Age Specific Estimates Used in This Report,
Five Cltles

Homicide
Robbery
Burglary

Auto Theft

Homicide
Robbery

Burglary

Auto Theft

White,

White,

18 and Over .

1

Under 18

%

%

2.9

2.

3

9.1

1.9

-22.7

~-22.1

-11.7

9.

7

- Black,

Black,

10

18 and Over

Under 18
%

15.4
6.8
4.3

7
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There are two important conclusions to be‘Qrawn from
the comparison ef Table II. PFirst, assuming the same distri-
bution of arrests by age for both races significantly over-
estimates the offense rates of Whites uuder 18 while under-
estimating to a lesser degree the arrest rate of Biaeks under
18 for robbery and homicide. A necessary by—product of this |
is that older Black arrest rates are overestlmated ‘and older -
White arrest rates are underestlmated by the method we have
selected. The’comparlson shows a greater concentration of
arrests among very young age groups in the distribution of
arrests of Blacks than in the distribution of the arrest fer
Whites. It.also suggests that the margin of error produeed
by estimation technique may be within acceptable limits for
Whites over 18 and both segments of the dichotomiied Black
population: For White males under the age of 18, the average
deviation is much more substantial and the method we have used:
will overestimate arrest proneness, particularly'for offenses

of violence, to.a more problematic degree.  (Offense- and city-

 specific values can be found in Appendix C.)

Since our more detailed age data cannot be connected te
the F.B.I. arrest data without making further assumptiens abdut
the break in'overA18 arrests, we present this nemparison as
an indication of margin of error rather than a further correc-

tion factor that can be plugged into the data.

6. Deleting St. Louis. In'the'course of this analysis

using abstracted measures such as ”youth proneness " some hlghly

susplclous values appeared 1n the ana1y81s of St. Louls
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age—specific arrest rates for 1960. For reasons known oﬂly
to the St. Louis police, the arrest rates for robbery-and |
burglary experienced by males aged 20-24 were‘an'order of
magnitude lower than in that other sample city as seen in

Table III.



. Table III.

Arrests Rafes~per 100,000 for Males Ages 20-29,
Robbery and Burglary, Six Cities, 1960

Robbery
" Population # Arrests Rate per.100,000
| 20-29 '
St. Louis 44,117 . 14 32
Cleveland 55,762 ' 328 588
Boston B 51,116 151 A 295
Dallas . _ 42,168 | 93" - 221
Chicago 215,782 907 420
Washington 56,835 383 o 674
‘ Burglary
Population # Arrests ~Rate per 100,000
20-29
St. Louis 44,117 k 23 Y
Cleveland = 55,762 3060 549
Boston 51,116 209 ' 409
Dallas 42,108 216 513
Chicago 215,782 951 441 .

Washington 56,835 637 1121

13

o
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In this one age group, St. Louis arrests average less
than one-~tenth the rate experienced by‘other cities for beth_
.crimes, yet the crime rate and the arrest rate for youths
showed no such veriation. Moreover, what.was special about
St. Louis disappeared in the 1970 reports. The discrepancy
was not due to a visible typegraphicalverror: the rate dif-
ference appeafed in two separate erime categories and the paral-
lel data on arrest rates under 18 vs. over 18 showed much the
same picture. Of course, the pattern reported coula have been |
a faithful rendering of reality. This could be checked by |
inspecting prison admission records in Missouri for 1960 and
1961, If it is true, criminological‘echolars should rush
to the record books to explain such an impressive gap between -
cities, As‘a cautionary maneuvef, however, I have elected
to exclude the data ffom St. Louis. The residual worry is
that'other city data might also be inaccurate., If differences
as large as those noted in St. Louis pass into the records
(and aggregate national totals) without question, the reperting
eystem apparently does not contain the kind of auditing

mechanism that would inspire confidence in the final result:
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Results

The Sample of cities reported is biased because it avoids
areas of heavy Hispanic surname population. In other respects,
it is fairly repreéentative. With that in mind,bit is appfopri—
ate to search the present data set for trends in: 1) age- énd‘
race-specific crime rates, 2) the relationship between demographic
changes and shifts in crime, 3) the compound impact of chénges
in crime rates and in demography in explaining the growth of
crime, 4) trends in the concentration of criminal acts among
- the véry voung’and 5) trends, at theAcommunity level, in crime

raté differences (as measured by arrest) between the races.

1. Estimated Offense Rates. Using the age-specific crimq ’

rate estimateés described in I above; Table IV sets out shifts

-

in estimated crime rates for different ages among White and-

Black males for 1960 and 1970.
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Table IV

~ Estimated Offense Rates by Age and Race
for Males (Unweighted Mean, Five Cities)
‘ (Rate per 100,000)

Auto Theft

© White Black
Age Offense Rate Rate'. Increase Rate Rate Increase
1960 1970 % 1960 1970 %
Homicide 13.8 32. 136 114, 235 106
Robbery . 613.8 1,722 180 5,239 14,736 181

15-19 . _— : :

' Burglary 3,712 7,397 99 14,348 28,877 101
Auto Theft 6,295 12,187 94 13,503 136,571 171
Homicide ° . 16 - 35 119 117. 321 173
Robbery 313 682 117 2,583 8,727 226

. 20-29 :

Burglary 1,326 2,607 97 5,251 ‘12,992 146
‘Auto Theft 878 - 2,566 192 1,630 13,177 708
‘Homicide 12.2 26. 115 84. 169 100
Robbery 128 - 236 84 932 2,223 139
30'739 X , : ) .
“Burglary . 692 1,196 73 2,247 4,675 108
Auto Theft 293 777 166 506 3,044 502
Homicide 4.2 7. 71 A 74 69
Robbery 4.4 24, 68 174 372 114

40+ : : , 3 .

Burglary 101 168. 66 535 1,105 106
31 99 224 89 630 - 611
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Increases in age-specific estimated offense rates occur
across the board. The steepest and broadest increases for’
this period are homicide and auto theft. . These figures should

be.qualified by the fact that rates of offenses for the

~ youngest White males are overestimated (see.I-5, éupfa)

although not to a. degree that Would explain their 1960-1970 -

trend. ~ The 1nc1ease in offenses has been an eplsode Wwith.

"broad partlclpatlon among age and ethnlc groups. Inter 01ty

dlfferences -in rate change are detalled in Appendlx A; they

are too great to betsafely attributed to chance. Yet 1t 1s

- a safe generalization, given the error margin of'the estimates

and the inter-city differences, that when controlled for demo-

graphic changes;'ali the sample cities were headed substantiaiiy

'ih the same direction over this‘period;'but;at different -

rates ofjinoreasé;

What_moralithis.oarries.for the.future; with all oities.
starting from higher bases, isbanyoﬁe's guess Yet'tﬁe sheerﬁ_
Volume of 1970 estimated crlmlnallty mlght saggest a 1owev

upper~11m1t on the growth of crlmlnallty than would otherw1se

be the oase,

2. Populatlon Shifts as a Partlal Bxp1anatlon—a"Prospect1veT

Demograghy" : Increases in age~ and race—spec1flo crime rates

are a major contributor to the'shift‘in crime rates in the city, .

but not a total explanation. This section presents data on what
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would héve happenéd to crime in our sample cities if crime‘
rates for each of our sub—populatibns had remained at 1960
levels while the Qomposition of the‘pqpulation shifted. Popu—'
- lation shifts aré'isoléted in this manner, because noninfant
population is‘easier to predict over ten and fifteen year
periods thah_fiuctuations in propensity to comﬁit offenses}
Table VI reports the number of offensés projectéd by this method
and compares this.offénse rate with the 1960 rate aﬁd the -
change in offense rates actuélly experienced between 1960

and 1970 for robbery, burglary, and auto theft. Homicide

wa.s deletéd from this analysis because ouf projectiQns were
done for males only and female participation in homicide is

significant.



Table VI
Projected Crime Rates and Estimated Actual

Crimes Rates for Males, Five Cities

‘ % Increase
1970 % Increase 1960 - Actual No.

Projected to Projected Offenses
Crimes . Rate 1960-1970
. Robbery ‘ |
Cleveland 1,431 >' 13 » 320
" Boston . 605 - 28 | 433
_Dallas : 920 80 o 434
Chicago . © 15,776 25 - o 74
Washington 1,473 46 1,002
Burglary .
Cleveland 3,184 5 o4
Boston 3,644 13 T 202
Dallas o 7,603 - 58 ' 251
Chicago 36,874 26 : 15
Washington ) 6,067 35 387
Auto Theft
Cleveland 3,611 30 . 592
Boston 4,094 | 9 - 293
Dallas 3,140 54 , 261
Chciago 28,449 : 28 ‘ 69

Washington 2,724 ' 38 455
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The middle column of Table VI shows that subétantial.’
bincreases in 6ffenses cquld be predicted in all cities except
Cleveland soiely because of‘demographic change. A comparison
of the middle column in the table with the right hand column
shows how the projected increases compare with the>experienced»
increases. The actual increase in offense volume is vastly
greater than the ﬁredicted increase in 12 or our 15 observations,
for ewvery crime‘iﬁ every city except Chicago. It is wofth
noting that Chicago, with the highest base-rate of bffenses
vhas‘the lowest relative increase.

The "prospective' demographic estimates are probably on
the low side of reality, because our undérestimate of young
Black male crimes (see'I—5, above) reduces the projected crimé
fate for this high growth group in 1970. The margin of error .
produced by our estimating techniques and the high degree of
iﬁter—city variance make it difficult to extrapolate from
these data to any nationalypattern. Butvit,is‘clear thaf
age-, race- andvsex—specific populétion estimatesyare a neces-
sary if not sufficient chdition for projecting future crime

rate.

3. The Interaction of Population and Rate Changes——

‘Adventures inA”Retroépective”’Demography. Many critics of the:
thgorﬁ that demagraphic change is avpowerfﬁl explanation of
variatibns‘in cfime,rates pbint out thétvdemographic.shifts

aloné do not'accdunt for fhe majof‘changes in levels of offenses.
" Their methéd is generally that of TablekVI, assuming that

crime rates stay constant.
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But offense rates have increased. And since the impact
of population changés on crime rates will be affected by rate
changes, it is logical to inquire what difference population
changes have made in levels of crime, given fhat rate changes .
ha&e éccurred. An illustration of this methdd isaprovided
in Table VII for robbery in.Chicago and Washingfon, cities where
the '"'prospective'" predictions of 1970 c¢rime éhow population

shifts responsible for one-third (Chicago) and oné-twentieth

(Washington) of the increase in robberies.



Chicago
15~-19

20-29

Washington

15-19

20-29

Estimated Offenses Attributable to Changes
in Population of Young Black Males, Robbery

Table VII

Chicago and Washington, 1960-1970

% of Total
Population _ 1960-1970
Increase 1970 Estimated Number Increase in
1960-1970 Offense Rates of Crimes Robbery
27,754 15,369 4,266
18,995 9,092 1,727
5,993 72%
(5,993/8,288)
11,851 21,799 2,583
14,833 8,031 1,191
3,774 38%

(3,774/10,2681)
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Table VIT is an historical estimate of the role of popu-
lation shifts in the sense that it estimates the extent to
which changes in composition’of the population have produced
variations in crime levels that would pot have occurred unless
-pobulation increasgs in high risk sub-groups had compounded |
shifts in rate. Using this method, the population shift

accounts for over half of all the increase in Washington

o

robbery and 42 percent of the Chicago increase. It is at least

as valid an estimate of demographic impact for historical
purposes és the approach followed in Table VI, yet leads to
starkly different conclusions for some crimes in some cities.
Like all the other analyses reported in this section,
this exercise depends on the reliability of.the data used to
create the estimates. Still, in the context of planning for
future prbjéctions, the contrast between the predictable
(Table VI) and the unprédictable.(Table VII) impact of popu-

lation shifts on crime is worth making.

4, Trends in the Relative Criminal Participation of the’
‘ngggﬁ It has long been known that a,disproportionate number
of serious criminal offenses are committed by adolescents.
Section I.described the shorthand measure of “youthfproneness”
‘employed in‘the present‘Study——a number représenting for éach
‘crime in each ciiy the arrest rate of 15 and 19 year-olds

as a ‘proportion of the arrest rate of 20-29 year—élds.



Table VIII

Youth Proneness to Arrest
In Five Citdes
(15—19 rate)

20-29 rate

1960 1870 %_Change
Homicide
Cleveland .48 .60 +25
Boston 1.36 .53 . =60
Dallas .51 .73 . +43
Chicago o 1.47 1.97 +39
Washington 1.63 1,15 -29
Robbery
Cleveland 1.25 1.79 +43
" Boston 1.70 . 2.18 +28
Dallas’ 3.28 1.38 ~57
Chicago 1.80 2.19 422
Washington ‘3,18 3.33 + 5
Burglary
Cleveland 1.87 2.33 +25
'Boston 2.78 2.47  -11
Dallas 4.24  3.00 ~29
-Chicago 1.84 2.85 . +55
Washington 2.72 3.06 ‘ +13
Auto Theft
Cleveland 8.13 - 2.98 63
Boston . 5.24 4.75 -9
Dallas 15.69  5.37 -66
Chicago 7.46 1.89 -80

Washington 5.61 4,83 - -14
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For offenses other than homicide, arfest rates of the
young are higher.iﬁ‘both years than for the>20—29 year-old
age group that was used as a base rate. In 1960, the arrest
rates for homicide émong 15-19 year-olds was approximately
half as large as the older age group in701eve;and:aﬁd Dallas;
the other three cifies showed a youth arrest ratevfanging |

between 36 and 47 percent higher than the next oldest cohort.

The young were more arrest prone for robbery in ‘all cities

'in both years, although the extent of youth proneness varies

substantially in bdth years. In three of the four crimes .

~the concentration of arrests among the young increases during

the period 1960-1970. For homicide, this pattern applies to

all cities except Boston; for robbery all cities except Dallas;

'for burglary, increases are noted in Cleveland, Chicago, and

WaShingtOn, while Boston_and Dallas show a décreasing concen-
tration of crime among the young.

- Auto theft;»traditiohally the most youth'proné offense
of the seven F.B.I. index crimes, shows a’peréistent and fre-

quently substantial decrease in the concentritibn.oi arrests

“among the young. The extent to which this decrease is attributable

to changes in’ﬁolice practice is not known. 'Federal anti—theft
Stanéards, and‘other devices designéd to'differentially deter
namature“ offenders may have also ﬁlayed a role invthis patterﬁ.
But one thing that this data ﬁﬁambiguously demonstrates is the
Hézard.of agéregating arrests for all index crimes into'single

index category.
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.5' Trends in the Racial Concentration of Crime.

We a@temptéd to‘measure the difference in_cfime rates
petween tlie races by deriving estimated offense rates based
on arrest statistics, correcting these estimates forvthevdifferent
© age structures of the two populations, and expressing the
residual as an index of racial concentration. The resultant
values, in each case on age corrected ratio of Black‘arrests
fo White arreSts per 100,000 population. These figures
probably overétate racial differences for three reasons:
1) the CenSus; used as a population estimate undercounts
high-risk Black malés by as much as 30%; 2) Black arrests
occur more fréquenfly in younger agé groups than White arrests;
so that our age correction proportions do not completely con--
%rol for the interaction between age and race in fhe cities;
©3) younger»Black offenders are more apt to be arrestéd in
groups, thus inflating any estimate of crime rates based on
gross arrest rates.  With these manifold and important limits,

the data in Table IX are still of interest.



Table IX

Racial Differences in Arrest Rate (Black/White),
Four Crimes in Five American Cities, 1960 and 1970

: Homicide
1960 1970
Cleveland - 8.7 | 8.0
qufon - 14.5 ‘ 15.6
Dallas ' 7.8 8.4
Chicago 6.5 . 18.6:
Washington 3.8 | 6.4
Robbery
Cleveland» 7.7 7.3.
Bostén 6.4 9.0
Dallas 5.3 ~ 7.22'
Chicago 10.0 15.7
Washington 6.2 11.5
_ “Burglary
Cleveland 4.1 2.8
Boston 2.9 . 3.7
Dallas 5.3 | 2.9
Chicago 2.4 4.1
Washington 3.3 4.0
Auto Theft
Cleveland 2.6 4.2
Boston | 1.7 . 2.7
Dallas i‘B 1.1
Chicago 3.4 6.0

Washington - 2.0 5,0
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In both years the racial differential for homicide and
robbery--the two viblent'offenses~—Was far‘more‘substantial
than for the two nonviolent'offenses we sﬁrveyed; only one of
the twenty observations of city-level homicide and robbery
arrests show a Black/White arresﬁvpropensity of less rhan
five, while only one’of the twenty observations of burglary
and auto theft exceeded five. Among the cities, in each year
and for each offense, racial differences, as measured, varied .
- widely. The extent to which this is a reflectioh of compound
meagurement error or differences in police.policy is not known.
It is a naturai consfraint, however, on the utility of this.
kind of dafa in making future projections based on historically
observed values or trends.

The trend in relative raolal concentration of crime, -
to the extent that it is observed, is also difficult to discern.
With respect to homicide, the racial differences observed’in
1960 remain relatively stable in three of the five cities‘
-when controlled for changing numbers in the population, chengeil
in general offense propens1t1es and the age structure of a
population.' In Washington the offense propensity of Black
"offenders_isehalf'again as large in 1970 as- 1960. Iﬁ Chicago,
under the near unique 1870 circumstance of a 1argerdnumber
of homlclde arrests than homlclde offenses, the index number
triples. We have studied the Chloago situation in detall
and must conclude that a substantial amount of that change
is due to the huge growth in arrests of Blacks under 21 in -

groups for single—homicide‘episodes.
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For robbery, two of the five citles sfudied éhow relative-
stability_in racial differences in arrest rafes. The remaining
three cities show a tendency for the racial concentration to
increase. The pattern observed for burglaries is less cléar:
two cities show a'decreaée in the racial concentraéion of
arrests and three cities show increases, all of modest pro-
portions. The pattern for auto theft is chaotic; Dallas
begins with virtually no difference between Black and White
‘arrest rates and by 1960 the small gap between Black and White
arrest rates had been reduced to the point bf‘closure. During
the same time period Cleveland and Boston show increases in
~ the racial concentration of arrests but the 1970 difference
is not great. Chicago»and Washington, on the other hand,
show an increase in the racial concentration of arrests that

n

moré than doubles between the two census years.
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Concluding Reflections

If one Were'to_expand the sémple of cities and years
coveredlin this.péper, some of oﬁr techniques of analysis
 cou1d be used to correlate population shifts with reiative
increases in crime‘and to detérmine whether increasing tﬁe
sample of'citiés.generates'more consistent patterns. Aé an
alternative, aggrégate national totals éould be used both.to
: explain histprical patterns and to project future rates.

An aggregafe national approach seems foolhardy. The
poor guality of the data and the dubious nature of ﬁhe as-
sumptions one wquld have to makevinteract to expand greatly
the margin of error from such an exercise.

‘Expanding the sample of cities might prove worthwhile
if pérformed cautiously. But the'severe limits of our his-
torical data;will remain, and expanding the sample size will
not amelioraté the dangers produced by (1) unaudited data,
(2) arrest data tha£ is not cross-tabulated by age and race,
(3) variations in police repqrting‘of crimes and arrests, |
and (4) probable variation in the ratio of crimés to arrests
for different age groups.

It is an understatement to say that these data should
be interpreted with caution.‘ What, then, is the value of such
an exercise? Some of our findings, suéﬁ as the éonsistent
decrease in the concentration of auto-theft aﬁong fhe young,
seem robust enough to survive the assumptioﬁs in méthod that

produced them. Ana oﬁe implication of the data on youth-
proneness is that analysis of'trends in offensés muét be crimé—

specific rather than aggregated into categories such as "index crime."
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" More important, I hope the present exercise demonstre 3
the degree to. which.good history and goodAprojections‘dep 1d
on reliable data. Not the least of our needs in dealing
with criminal Justice "futures" is reform of the information

systems necessary for decent pdlicy analysis.
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Mean
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. Mean

Auto Theftk
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APPENDIX A

Males 15-19
Five Cities

Estimated Offense'Rates by Race and Age

33

N OO W
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RN N O W

White Black

Rate Rate Rate Rate

1960 1970. 1960 1970

3.06 30.2 39.0 182,

5.69 26.8 113.8 158,

15.75 37.8 133.9 211,

20.64 34.4 - 204.2 456,

23. 00 34.0 79.7 166.

- 13.8 32.6 114.2 - 235.
369.6 2,194.3 3,173.1 12,883.7
510.6 1,952.0 4,073.5 17,432.9
686.7 911.6 3,757.8 6,330.4
1,082.8 1,163.6 12,417.1 - 15,369.2
418.9 2,388.5 2,776.5 21,799.2
613.8 1,722.0 5,239.6 14,763.0

1,651.7 - 8,452.9 7,538.4 19,757.

' 3,576.0 4,326.9 14,086.3 35,020.
6,294.4 10,624.0 21,927.6 42,399,
4,911.1 4,237.2 £ 18,940.9 16,657,
2,131.4 9,344.0 9,245. By 30,549.
3,712.6 7,397.0" 14,347.8 28,876.8
4,748.3 16,813.9 13,227.8 52,668.
'8,143.0 25,239.9 16,130.6 . 52,704.
5,807.4 8,562.0 7,609.6 24,333,
9,728.2 4,864.7 24,187. 3 21, 827.
3,050.8 5,455.2 6,357.2 21,323,
6,295.4  12,187.2 13,502.6 36,571,
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Appendix A (cont'd)

: 34
Estimated Offense Rétes by Race and Age -
Males 20-29
Five Cities
| White Black
- Rate - Rate Rate Rate
1960 1970 1960 - 1970
Homicide . ,'
Cleveland ' 10 45 86 : 422
Boston ' . B 45 . 64 7 - 368
~ Dallas | 29 48 . 256 337
Chicago : 21 15 128 302
Washington 15 22 . 53 175
Mean 16.0 35.0 117.4 321.0
Robbery
Cleveland 304 1,010 2,509 9,929
Boston 307 868 2,013 - 9,608
Dallas E . 214 632 1,064 5,475
* Chicago 621 471 6,373 9,092
Washington 121 427 958 "~ 8,031
Mean - 313.4 681.6 2,583.4 8,427.0
Burglary
Cleveland | 333 2,993 3,966 11,685
Boston - - 1,318 3,513 4,270 17,028
Dallas 1,513 3,396 . 4,816 16,088
Chicago 2,745 1,321 9,481 7,572
Washington 720 1,813 3,723 12,238
. Mean 1,325.8 2,607.2 5,251,2 12,922.2
Auto Theft
Cleveland 588 4,191 . 1,621 24,377
Boston | 1,584 4,614 2,587 15,938
Dallas = 377 . 1,369 457 | 5,158
Chicago 1,343 2,050 2,241 14,986
‘Washington 499 606 1,244 . 5,424

_Mean . - 878.2  2,566.0 1,630.0  13,176.6
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‘Appendix A (cont'd)

' , 35
Estimated Offense Rates by Race and Age
Males 30-39 :
Five Cities
o White Black
Rate Rate Rate Rate
1960 1970 1960 1970
" Homicide ’ _
Cleveland - 12 36 o747 232
Boston : 6 31 - 87 o 174
Dallas 15 39 151 248
Chicago : 12 7 67 s 110
Washington 16 18 43 82
Mean | 12.2 26.2 84.4 3 169.2
Robbery : ‘
Cleveland | 165 - 276 1,058 2,080
Boston . 129 409 622 . 3,112

Dallas 40 210 239 - 1,820
Chicago : 238 134 2,375 2,001
Washington 70 151 365 . 2,103

Mean 128.4 236.0 931.8 . 2,223.72
Burglary .

Cleveland 509 - 1,075 1,755 3,022
Boston . . 684 2,014 .+ 1,622 6,761
Dallas : 507 - 1,253 1,923 5,919
Chicago 1,095 643 3,678 2,881
Washington ' 667 993 2,259 ’ 4,791

Mean - ' 692.4  1,195.6 . 2,247.4 4,674.8
Auto Theft
Cleveland " 208 845 - 430 3,691
Boston : ~ 456 1,615 530 3,806
Dallas = .- 178 . 342 ; . 255 1,284
Chicago 369 770 905 . 4,386
Washington 252 314 409 2,055

Mean = 292.6 777.2  505.8 3,044.4



Appendix A (cont'd)

36 -
Estimated Offense Rates by Race and Age A
Males 40 and Above
Five Cities ‘
- White '  Black
Rate Rate Rate Rate
1960 1970 1960 - 1970
Homicide
‘Cleveland "5 12 59 - 107
Boston 2 7 37 78
Dallas 5 10 58 90
Chicago 4. ‘ 40 51 -
Washington 5 5 25 44
Mean 4.2 7.2 . 43,8 74.0
Robbery
Cleveland ‘ 22 30 242 - 285
Boston 14 48 125 705
Dallas 7 13 49 172
Chicago | 22 13 388 357
Washington | 7 17 66 340
Mean L 14.4 24.2 174.0 - 371.8
Burglary - ,
Cleveland 66 . 139 395 542
Boston 157 . 227 . 722 - 1,464
Dallas 75 172 333 1,195
Chicago 148 84 ~ 846 ' 674
Washington 60 220 381 : 1,651
101.2 168.4 . 535.4 1,105.2
Auto Theft ) ’
Cleveland 17 134 | 70 754
Boston 42 170 92 714
Dallas o 35 61 . 57 1337
Cheiago 42 106 1L 1,084
Washington 17 25 : 53 260

Mean  30.6 99. 2 © 88.6 ©  629.8



APPENDIX B

Arrest Rates by Race, Offense and City,

Adjusted for Age Structure in City Population and Age-Specific Propen51ty to Arrest

. 994

A
[19]
. Hom1c1de_
1960 1970

: . Age Propensity ’ Age Propensity )

Black/White Score : Corrected : Black/White Score Corrected
City - Arrest Rates (Black/White) Ratio Arrest: Rates (Black/White) Ratio

Cleveland 8. 000 .920 8.7 7.192 .897 8.0

‘Boston 14.250 .985 14.5 110.25 .799 15.6

Dallas 7.6 .970 7.8 6.304 .752 8.4

- Chicago 6.57 1:000 6.6 17.273 .929 18.6

Washington 3.3 .871 3.8 5.333 .832 6.4

: Robbery
' 1960 1970
' Age Propensity , kAge Propen51ty
Black/White ~Score ‘ Corrected Black/White Score Corrected
City Arrést Rates {(Black/White) Ratio Arrest Rates (Black/White) - Ratio

Cleveland 7.713 .997 7.7 7.629 1.041 7.3

Boston 1 6.348 .997 6.4 8.809 973 9.0

* Dallas 5.460 1.033 5.3 7.226 1.061 7.2
. Chicago 11.032 1.097 10.0 16.695 1.066 15.7

' Washington " 6.184 6.2 13.147 § 1.140 11.5
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Appendix B (Cont'd)

Arrest Rates by Race, Offense and City,
Adquted for Age Structure in.City Populatlon and Age—-Specific Propen51ty to Arrest

/

Burglary

€ 4w

1960 1970
» Age Proéénsity' » Age Péopensity
Black/White Score Corrected Black/White Score . Corrected
City Arrest Rates (Black/White) Ratio ’ Arrest'Rates (Black/White) Ratio
Cleveland 4,184 - 1.027 4.1 3.017 1,090 2.8
Boston 3148 | 1.098 2.9 3.858 - 1.030 3.7
Dallas 3.480 -~ 1.072 3.3 4.502 1.548 2.9
Chicago 3.696 T 1.099 2.4 4,969 1199 4.1
Washington 4,031 - 1.209 3.3 4.702 ©1.179 4.0
Auto Theft
1960 1970
. Age Propensity . Age Propen51ty ;
_ Black/White Score Corrected Black/White Score Corrected
City Arrest Rates (Black/White) Ratio Arrest Rates (Black/White) Ratio
Cleveland 2.549 .968 2.6 4523 1.066 b2
Boston 1.577 . .93 1.7 2,737 1.030 2.7
Dallas 1.308 1.047 1.3 1.196 1.118 1.1
Chicago 2.534 " 1,040 2.4 6.331 1.053 6.0
 Washington » 1,939 : ~.959 2.0. 6.280 1.258 5.0



APPENDIX C

Percentage Deviation of F.B.I.

Arrest Rates- - from

Estimated Age-Specific Arrest Rates
Males, by Crime, City, Age and Race

39

White, Under 18

Offense
City Homicide Robbery Burglary Auto Theft
Chicago -29.5 - -10.9 -13.9 3.9
Boston -50.0 -38.6 -11.7 0.9
" Washington - ~-50.0 -43.8 =22.2
Cleveland 50.0 12.1 10.9 -43.0
Dallas -71.4 -23.3 - 1.7
Elack, Under 18
Offense
City Homicide: Robbery Burglary . Auto Theft
Chicago 6.1 | 2.1 7.5 -1.6
Boston 50.0 24.8 16.5 _ 1.7
Washington - ' 1.4 ‘ 3.5 1né
Cleveland ~-12.5 - 2.6 - 5.9° 15.5
‘Dallas 33.3 | ' 8.4 - - 9.9
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Appendix C (cont.'d)

40
Percentage'Deviation of F.B.I. Arrest Rates from
‘Estimated Age-Specific Arrest Rates |
Males, by Crime, City, Age and Race
White, 18 and Over
Offense
City ‘ Homicide Robbery Burglary Auto Theft
Chicago 8.3 7.2 . 14.5 - 1.2
Boston 2.4 19.5 8.5 - 1.1
Washington - 31.0 ; 34.5 - 25,0
Cleveland - 3.4 - 6.7 -11.7 3.7
Dallas . 7.4 10.6 - - -16.8
Black, 18 and Over
Offense
City = Homicide . Robbéry Burglary Auto Theft -
Chicago , - 1.8 - - 1.4 T - 7.8 . 0.5
Boston - 2.0 -12.5 - -12.0 2.2
Washington - - 0.9 - 2.7 , - 1.5
Cleveland 0,8 1.4 6.3 © -15.7

‘Dallas - . - 8.4 . -39 - : 14.1
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