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PREFACE 

The study of a crime like burglary is like the tracking of wild game: 

The investigator is constantly in the position of reconstructing a trail by in­

ference from evidence of the prior presence of his quarry. Unlike other 

instances of surveying a population to find out what its characteristics are, 

the universe of criminals is not available for enumeration so that any sensible 

sampling procedure can be carried out. Furthermore, one is in the position 

of relying on those universes correlated with the criminal universe for infor­

mation about the activities of the perpetrators of most crimes. What this 

means for our study is a heavy reliance upon the patterning of offenses in a 

metropolitan area; an almost equally heavy reliance upon face-to-face inter­

views with the vi.ctims of offenses in that same area; lesser reliance upon 

interviews wi.th personnel in the court system; and least reliance upon infor­

r ... lation collected from burglars themselves. 

This ranking is a very unsatisfactory. if understandable, state of 

affairs. With finite resources, the decision evolved. as the study progressed. 

to devote most energy to the more reliable sources of information. The 

several interviews that were conducted with criminals--both professionals 

ana. amateurs; both drug users and non-drug users--resulted in considerable 

redundancy of information. Since we had neither adequate resources nor per­

sonnel to carry out a systematic and extensive search for criminals "on the 

street. " nor time to spend digging behind the facades with which we were 

always presented by our potential criminal informants, our decision was to 

rely on criminal informants only fOT anecdotes illustrating the art of burglary. 

Only slightly more satisfadory was our experience with the court system, 

though here we were able to interview more systematically incumbents of a 

variety of roles within that system, and trace out how those roles impinge 

upon the process of dealing with an apprehended criminal. "We are happier 
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with the outcome of this phase of our study than with our lack of success to 

adequately deal with live, on the street, crim.inals, but much remains even 

there to bring our court study to the level achieved by the other two portions 

of our work. 

We are most satisfied with our victimization survey, and with our 

offense-patterning study. We were able to select victims and non-victims 

randomly and stratify them according to several important variables. Thus, 

w~ can differentiate between residential and non...;.residential burglary; we can 

differentiate between being victimized in a high crime-rate versus a low 

crime-rate area; and we can finally, of course, differentiate between being 

a victim of the crime and not being a victim of the crime. If one adds the 

variable of geography (Fairfax County, the District of Columbia, Prince 

George's County), our survey can be described as a 2x2x2x3 factorial design. 

To this sample we were able to administer an extensive and lengthy questionnaire, 

one that enables us to get to the heart of the criminal victimization process. 

It is our conviction that a carefully chosen sample like ours, modest in size 

but interviewed in depth, is most desirable when attempting to describe a 

type of crime in detail and with precision. We are equally satisfied with 

our analYSis of the patterning of offenses, based on police report data, even 

after acknowledging the difficulties inherent in those materials. We are 

especially pleased with the detail we were able to achieve in describing the 

correlates of this patterning with social structural variables. 

The substance of the study is organized around the four major 

concepts necessary, if not sufficient, for an understanding of any crime: the 

offense, the victim, the offender, the criminal justice system. Since we are 

interested in drawing action implications for controlling the crime and reducing 

its incidence and prevalence, we have also included a chapter devoted to 

generalizations about the crime derived from our empirical study, and 

recommendations to diminish its impaet. The interested practically oriented 

reader may wish to begin with that chapter and examine and read the 

remainder of our text with an eye to noting the degree b which our conclusioos 

seem substantiated by our facts. 
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II 

..... 

------------------------------

At the highest level, of course, our study is but another modest 

attempt to provide some information in answer to that most fundamental of 

quest ions which has bedeviled man since he began interacting with his fellows 

in an organized social structural arrangement: Under what circumstances do 

men obey rules? 

HAS 
McLean, Virginia 
1972 
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PATTERNS OF BURGLARY 

PART I: 

AN INTENSIVE STUDY OF THE CRIME 

IN A METROPOLITAN AREA 
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Joan L. Pinsky 
Deborah S. Wyatt 

1 



Chapter 1. Burglary. Burglars, 

and Burglarizing 

This report is a study of the patterning of incidents of one particular 

kind of criminal offense--burglary1_-in three distinct but adjacent jurisdic­

tions for the three-year period 1967. 1968. 19B!:!. How these crimes dis­

tributed themselves over space and through time is the first step in an attempt 

to understand this particular kind of criminal behavior. 

At the most abstract level. for any ki.'1d of criminal behavior .. three 

agencies are responsible for forming the patterns on the environment of any 

area, patterns which produce the characteristic criminal behavior distribu­

tions found there: 

The offender, by taking advantage of existing opportunities 
and/ or creating his own opportunities .. commits crimes; 

The citizen, by what he does or does not do, increases and/ 
or decreases the probability that he will or will not become 
a victim of a particular crime. 

The political jurisdiction--largely via its major law enforce­
ment component. the police~-attempts to counter the moves 
of the offender. and abet the moves of tLe citizen, in the 
neverending interaction among these tll'ree elements of the 
patterning of criminal behavior. 

If we consider thes e three agents. what we shall present in this 

report is (1) a description of the distribution of the crimes that are the con­

sequence of the interaction of these three sets of forces; (2) an analysis of 

the circumstances of victims of the crimes; and (3) some hunches about 

lIncluded in this crime category are "breakings and enterings. II To 
simplify comm),lnication. we will refer to all incidents within the category as 
"burglaries. 1/ 
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offenders and the court/polhe systems as these contribute to crime patterning. 

We will be able to say, when we are finished, what the patterning is and what 

it is not. and what are the best ways to go about changing it. 

A Conceptual Orientation 

Burglary is a crime against a place. or against property. not against 

people. More appropriately. it is a crime against people only indirectly. 

Although in common usage we refer to the residents or owners of the burglarized 

structures as victims, it is technically the structure itself that is "victimized. II 

Both from everyday observations of police personnel and from the informal 

reports of professional thieves. a burglar looks for likely places to hit in con­

trast to, say, a con-man, who looks for likely people to swindle. Thus. to a 

large extent, burglary is a crime of opportunity as this opportunity is reflected 

in the environment--both physical and social--through which the burglar moves. 

In order to know the way in which this environment is construed, we must 

eventually, of course, discover the perceptions of burglars as they practice 

their trade. However, in the absence of this information, we can learn a good 

deal abol..'t the characteristics of the "objective" opportunity structure of the 

physical and social environment by an analysis of the patterning of the offense, 

regardless of this subjective reality. at least to the extent that this objective 

reality, too, is meaningfully patterned. 

Burglary itself is behavior. (Or, more properly, burglarizing is 

the behavior of committing a burglary.) Like all behavior, it involves needs 

to be met, opportunities to meet them, perceptions of these opportunities. 

means to take advantage of such opportunities, satisfactions 'ivhen needs are 

met, decisions about alternate routes to need-meeting. and the existence of 

outside interference in the process. Thus, schematically. the following 

elements are necessary in any approach to burglary. as indeed they are for 
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any form of motivated behavior: needs. opportunities, means, satisfactions, 

choice (not necessarily rational-conscious). This is presented schematically 

. F' 1 2 In Igure . 

This approach contains the basic logic for a more elaborate cycle 

representing burglary specifically. and presenteci as Figure 2. Though the 

order of the elements in this cycle is open to modification based on empirical 

constraints and not fixed. the elements themselves are a minimum necessary 

to a full understanding of the crime. The elements are. in. the hypothetical 

cycle order of the figure: 

., Needs that may be met through successful burglarizing. 

• Knowledge of burglary technology. 

" Perceived opportunities to burglarize. 

.. Burglary perceived as a path to meet needs. 

.. Choice of burglary over other paths. 

(If; The burglary attempt. which succeeds in the com­
plete cycle. (Note that if it fai1s~ the police and 
court systems cor.ne in.to play and this single cycle, 
at least, is broken. ) 

.. Conversion of the burglarized goods into a useful 
form. 

• Satisfaction for the act . 

., Reinforcement of the whole series of steps in t...l-J.e 
cycle, thus increasing its probability of reoccur­
rence. 

2To make easier the examination of Tables and Figures while 
reading the text. both have been included in Part II of this report. 
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Note that in Figure 2, we have represented each element in a differ­

entiated form--that iss there are available at any point many more options 

than the one necessary to complete a burglary, and most of these options are 

neither burglary nor even criminal options, reflecting the fact that non­

criminal behavior cycles or partially criminal cycles are no different in kind 

from the particular cycle we are focusing on. (One important implication of 

of this, in addition to the recognition of the fact that non-criminal behavior 

is most C0mmon in the repertories of all of us. is that deflection at any 

point before the burglary attempt.is one mode of preventing the occurrence 

of a burglary. ) 

This cycle enables us to organize, in a useful way. the information 

produced by ££E. investigation of the empirics of burglary in particular, but 

also--in the long run--of crime in general. Let us use it first, however, 

to briefly review and similarly organize some of the more important prior 

work in the study of burglary. 

1. Needs that may be satisfied 
through successful burglarizing 

A common and obvious need that may be satisfied through successful 

burglarizing is a need for money. Prominent among those who stF.'al for 

money are drug addicts. For, as most authorities agree, "once addiction 

is begun, the highly inflated prices paid for drugs is a factor which virtually 

forces the addict into illegitimate income-producing behavlOr lt (Kavaler, 

1968). Other equally current information supports this fact of addidion­

related theft (Brill and Lieberman, 1969; O'Donnell, 1966; Plair, 1970; 

Smith, 1966). However, more empirical studies need to be conducted before 

the extent to which addicts are responsible for property crimes in general 

(and burglary in particular) can be precisely estimated. Perhaps the most 

realistic observation about the drug-crime relationship is one offered by 
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Blum; who wrote: "The best evidence today suggests that the drug-crime 

relationship depends upon the kinds of persons who choose to use drugs, the 

kinds of persons one meets as a drug user, and on the life circumstances both 

before drug use and those developing afterward by virtue of the individual's 

own response to soc~ety and society's response to him" (Blum, 19(7). 

Similar uncertainty about precision arises when attempting to deter­

mine the relationship between crime and the use of alcohol. 3 Arguments vary: 

On the one hand it is asserte.d that criminal behavior, e. g., breaking and 

entering. is a result of the relaxed inhibitions felt by the person in an intoxi­

cated state; on the other, it is believed that crimes against property occur 

as a method of obtaining money to purchase alcoholic beverages. (MacCormick. 

1968; McGeorge. 1963; Blum, 1967.) In this area the evidence for a crime­

alcohol link, though substantial, is imprecise. 

A final IIneed" in the general category of stealing for financial 

reasons is represented by the burglar whose goal is to lead a IIfast" and 

"expensive ft life. He may choose burglary as a means of supplementing his 

normal income, or he may make burglary his primary career upon realizing 

that more money can be made in this way than he can realize by working as 

a "nine-to-fiver." (Barnes. 1970.) 

Another broad class of motives which may be met by stealing are 

those grouped under the label "social." Motivation of this kind is often 

thought to be reflected in activities of members of delinquent subcultures 

who band together in lIyouth gangs. II and whose illegal activities serve to 

mutual reinforcement and satisfaction of needs for peer group approval. social 

status. and recognition of worth. (Spergel. 1964.) 

3 Though, properly speaking and increasingly acknowledged. alcohol 
is but another drug, it is so prevalent and has so many social-structural 
special responses surrounding it, that we bow to convention and consider it 
apart from other drugs here. 
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Finally. there are all those drives best characterized as idio­

syncratic or eccentric. These range from the simple desires to obtain 

"kicks" and "thrills" through burglary. to more complex behavior patterns. 

tending toward the scatological if not outright psychopathological. Thus. for 

some, burglary may provide an exciting life of adventure or a satisfying 

way of matching wits with the law; for others it may be a means of rebelling 

against the dull routine of a nine-to-five job; and for yet others, it may be an 

expression of frustration or a manifestation C',f neurotic or even psychopathic 

personality characteristics. (Bromberg, 1965; Haveman. 1957; Koskoff. 

1968; West, 1963.) 

This categorization is not meant to imply empirical differentiation; 

only analytical precision. For each type of need is not necessarily indepen­

dent of the others. It is. in ,fact. most often the case that more than one 

need is satisfied by one kind of behavior. Thus, the youth who participates 

in gang burglaries may be satisfying not only a need for peer group approval 

and achievement of social status within his group, but may be finding a means 

of expressing his internal feelings of rebellion and frustration against life in 

general. 

2. Knowledge of burglary technology 

The number and type of '3kills demonstrated by those who perceive 

burglary as a satisfactory way of meeting their needs is varied considerably. 

particularly along the dimension of technological sophistication. They range 

from the relatively simple technique of throwing a rock through a window in 

order to gain entry, to the very complex art of using lock-picking tools to 

·v overcome barriers erected by cautious property owners. A burglar's degree 

of skill may also be indicated by the type of goods he steals. Thus. while 

the relatively unskilled or amateur burglar will generally seek money as 

his object of theft. since this "loot" requires no knowledge of "fences If for 
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disposal. and is easily oonve:rted into need-meeting items, the professional 

burglar, with his wider number of contacts with receivers of stolen goods 

and the ability to distinguish between valuable and worthless items ,(a neces­

sary ability in the case of furs or jewelry, for example), will often make that 

kind of goods his prime target. The literature suggests that burglars of 

the latter ilk are less common than unskilled or semi-skilled criminals 

(Pileggi, 1968), and furthermore, that the majority of burglaries that do 

occur are a result of opportunity rather than careful, rational planning (e. g. , 

a potential thief sees promising circumstances [the household with three 

days I accumulatlon of newspapers on its porch] and takes advantage of thl~m 

at the moment [Furlong, 1968]). 

Another distinction between types of techniques necessary for a 

burglar to become successful has been suggested by Shover (1971). He 

contrasts "physical techniques .. /I which include the process of learning 

how to overcome improvement~ in security measures and to keep up with 

other industrial innovations, with what he classifies as "definitional tech ... 

niques," which consist of what is best des~ribed as fllarceny sense. II These 

include the processes of sensitizing oneself to the presence of all those op­

portunities available in everyday life for illicit gain. The latter includes 

such diverse talents as "spotting a score" and successfully If taking it off. II 

Such a "sense" may be acquired through exposure to other thieves, or-~in 

a very few cases .. -through "independent invention. " 

3. Perceives oEEortunitl to bu.!glarize 

Obviously, a burglar may initially be exposed to the vaElt numbers 

of opportunities to burglarize in a variety of ways. Shover suggests that 

initial exposure frequently occurs through observation of the crime surround­

ing the youth residing in a socially disorganized urban area, or, for the rural 

youth, through geographic mobility and a consequent exposure to diverse 
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social worlds and "fastertr life styles (1971). Given such an initial contact 

with opportunity. the burglar or potential burglar becomes aware of the eas.3 

with which entry can be made from clues left through the carelessness of 

potential victims. Thus, doors and windows are often left unlocked. or. 

even if locked. in many cases the locks used are obviously worthless and 

easily forced by a celluloid strip, or some other equally simple tool. The 

potential burglar is often clearly "told" of a victim's absence from premises 

by clues ranging from the obvious three-day accumulation of newspapers. to 

the more subtle lone living-room light shining brightly at three o'clock in 

the morning. Local obituary columns and society pages notify burglars of 

places ripe for theft. as do casual comments of potential victims or persons 

associated with potential victims (servants. beauticians, or bartenders. for 

example) informing the thief of a given person's wealth as well as the pattern­

ing of occasions of his absence from his dwelling. Ecological studies--including 

our own--strongly suggest that burglars perceive specific areas of a city as 

providing a greater opportunity for their crimes than others. (Boggs. 1965; 

Giertz. 1970; Morris, 1958; Reiss. as cited in Normandeau, 1969; Spergel, 

1964.) Other analyses of burglary patterns seem to suggest that the perceived 

opportunities vary according to time of day and day of week as well (Luedtke, 

1970). 

Another factor suggesting a varying opportunity structure is pattern­

ing in choice of items to be burglarized. The burglar keeps up with changing 

values of items, and, as a result. now steals more television sets. say, than 

horses. Similarly, checks and credit cards 
4 

have become more important 

targets to the burglar in recent years. (Shover, 1971.) Because of techno-

,..' logical development and improvements in the construction of safes over recent, 

4Though recent liability limits for the consumer have complicated 
the credit card picture in the last several years. 
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years, the number of non-residential safe burglaries have. by contrast, 

shown a downward trend. e'The Boom in Bank Robbery, II 1960; "Safe 

Burglaries in California. II 1970.) 

4. Perceives burglary as Eath to. 
need-meeting 

For too many members of our society. it seems, burglary is 

percei ved as an acceptable path to meeting needs. Particularly for those 

brought up outside the values of the majority culture. burglary reflects a 

rejection of the values of that culture as well as a way of life which is both 

emotionally and financially satisfying. Some feel that the crimes they com­

mit through burglary are less harmful thc:n those that they allege are fre­

quently committed by respected members of the business community. For 

some. the adoption of burglary as a way of life represents a way of expressing, 

in active behavior, the attitude that they» too, have a right to share in the 

wealth and abundance of contemporary society. For still others. burglary 

is not adopted as a way of life, but is viewed as an occasional method of 

alleviating pressure, usually financial pressure, brought on by unusual cir­

cumstances. Within this group falls the "circumstantial offender" whose 

criminal activities do not reflect basic values. but only a temporary deviation 

from ordinary abiding by societyls rules. Regardless of which group one 

is discussing. this aspect of the behavior of burglars and other criminals 

as well, is least understood and infrequently considered, despite its critical 

place in the criminal behavior cycle. 
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5. Chooses burglary over other 
pdhs to meet need 

The choice of burglary over other paths. to meet needs is frequently 

based upon a belief that it offers the greatest chance of success with the 

minimum amount of risk, given that one is not squeamish about breaking 

laws. Although it has been alleged that there has been an increase in the 

number of burglaries in which the burglar actively seeks a confrontation 

with the victim (Furlong, 1968). most students of burglary still regard 

burglary as an essentially passive crime in which the burglar tries to avoid 

an;r form of contact with the victim. (Barnes, 1971; Black, 1963; Cousins, 

1969; Malcolm X. 1964; Roebuck, 1967.) The reasons for this are both 

varied and obvious. First, the chances of getting caught after committing 

a crime within an unoccupied structure are lower than those same chances 

in an occupied structure because of the greater probability of the burglar 

being gone from the scene of the crime (and possibly rid of the stolen goods) 

before the crime (burglary) is discovered. Second, entering unoccupied 

premises minimizes the risk of later identification. Third. even if the bur­

glar should be caught, the penalties accoml")anying this crime are likely to be 

less severe than those accompanying other forms of theft, for example. 

the penalties accompanying rObbery. Fourth. the burglar is usually fearful 

of encountering his "victim." realizi.ng that such an encounter may both 

endanger his own life as well as increase the risk of his apprehension and 

subsequently severe punishment. A fifth reason for the choice of burglary 

over other types of crime relates to the rich opportunity structure repre­

sented by most environments. a reason described in more detail above. 

']\., Given a choice of burglary as a means. there then exists a variety 

of subchoices about the particular form of the crime to be made. Some 

individuals choose daytime activity, working only during the day on vacant 

homes; others choose to steal at night. including the so-called "cat burglars. II 
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who. though they allegedly like to enter a site while a victim is there. 

characteristically do not generally seek a direct confrontation with him. 

Still others include specialists in burglarizing hotels. resorts. and apart­

ments. In brief. the complexity of the division of labor is limited only by 

the relative richness of the environment. 

~Attempts and succeeds at burglary 

For the cycle of burglary behavior to continue beyond this point, 

the burglar must be successful at his criminal activity. Thus, a part of 

the literature on burglary describes those burglars who were repeatedlr, 

successful in breaking in and stealing. and continued this until they were 

caught. (Black, 1963; Carter. 1966; Frum, 1958; Morris, 1951; Partsch. 

1970; Tappan, 1960.) In other cases, the burglar will attempt a burglary 

(frequently in the case with the unskilled or "crude" burglar), but because 

of, say. his lack of basic skills, he may be unsuccessful and thus be dis­

couraged from any further attempts. Often. too, the more highly skilled 

burglar may temporarily be dissuaded from burglarizing because of the 

occurrence of unforeseen obstacles. According to Barnes, for example, 

a burglar will usually commit a burglary once he has decided to do it, un­

less he encounters one particular indicator: noise. For, according to 

Barnes. "Any kind of noise creates uncertainty. Noise is the burglar's 

main concern and fear." (1971.) In most instances. however, once a 

burglar successfully penetrates a target, he will usually complete his in­

tended theft unless. of course, he discovers someone else on the premises. 

(Furlong. 1968; Irwin and Yablonsky, 1965.) 

Of course, the most important factor affecting the outcome of 

burglary attempts. and the general level of burglary activity in a particular 

geographic area, is police activity. For an example discussing su.ch activity 
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in the New Ycrk City Police Department, of patrolling and trailing in order 

to catch burglars in the act, see Black (1963). 

7. Converts burglarized items i.nto 
need-meeting items 

Although there is little systematic evidence available on the means 

by which stolen property is disposed of, there is both anecdotal and descrip­

tive material available, as well as consensus among burglars o police, and 

scientists, that conversion is the single most important element in the cycle. 

There are a variety of routes through which the burglar disposes of his 

stolen goods, ranging from the "square-john If man-on-the-street who pur­

chases, say, a color television at an abnormally low price even though he 

suspects that the item has been stolen, to the professional fence who pur­

chases large quantities of stolen goods L":' order to supy;:ement his legitimate 

business. or, in some cases, to operate a businese entirely based on the 

sale of stolen goods. 

To almost all burglars, a trustworthy fence is the key to a success­

ful burglary operation. The fence provides the burglar with an outlet for 

stolen goods, a source of credit. and a link to the straight world. Further­

more, by having a reliable way to dispose of stolen goods immediately, the 

professional thief avoids the pitfall. common to novice thieves; of being 

caught with hot items in his possession because he lacks a place to dispose 

of them quickly. (Barnes, 19'( 1. ) 

Specifics of relationships be~ween particular.' fences and particular 

burglars vary. Thus, a drug addict, desperate for a fix, may sell his goods 

at an extraordinarily low percentage of street values whereas a more highly 

13 



skilled burglar. well-trained in the art of bargaining, and not driven by 

drug-induced cravings, will often use moE!:. than one fence as an outlet for 

his goods, and thereby both increase his bargaining position. and avoid the 

danger of the loss of an entire haul in the event that anyone fence is caught. 

(PileggL 1968.) 

8. Satisfies need 

If all the elements of the cycle have been successfully completed 

up until this point, then the original needs tha.t the burglar set out to meet 

will be filled. The dope addict may now purchase drug8; the compulsive 

spender may go on a spending spree; the insecure youth will feel approved 

and accepted; and the rebel may avoid a nine-to-five routine. 

For some, such as the "circum.stantial offender, If a single act may 

satisfy all his needs and he may never again burglarize. For others, such 

as the drug addict, the action must be repeatedly performed in order to 

provide a continuing source of funds with which to purchase the drugs. 

Finally. for the professional burglar, the activity may occur only 

once in several months, at which time he steals enough to last him for a 

relai.Lvely long while. engagir.g in the crime once again only after his supply 

of money begins running short. 

9. Reinforces burglary beha viOl' patter!!, 

The way in which burglary behavior is reinforced is through success. 

For many, 'the process continues until they are caught. But even for those 

who are ar!'ested :.tld incarcerated. confrontation with the law is often con­

sidered only a temporary perturbation in an otherwise linear career line. 

Especially for ,younger offenders. imprisonment acts as a reinforcing, rather 

than deterring, factor: Prison is perceived as a test of his capacity to endure. 
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He learns to "do time like a man" and, upon release, all too frequently 

falls back into a ~~iminal career pattern.' (Shover, 1971.) Especially if 

the burglar is embittered by his contact with the criminal justice system. 

he may express his frustrations against it and society in general by making 

this use of the time he must "do. " 

For first offenders. prison almost invariably provides the first 

intensive association with hardened criminals. Many receive a broad 

education in theft from these "veteran" offenders. For a man imprisoned 

later in life. there may be an experience of "loss of heart, " a feeling that 

"crime just wasn't worth it." He may undergo a period of self-examination 

and heightened anxiety. concluding that his life in crime is too costly, and 

may declde to go straight when his current sentence is completed. others, 

too. may withdraw from the cycle UpC_1 :rBacbing middle-age. Little research 

has been done that allows one to unJf?'"fatsnd the nature of the "dropping out" 

process. though afe s+atistics indicate thclt dropping out is a fairly frequent 

occurrence among property offenders. 

Summary 

In this chapter we have set the stage for presenting the results of 

our study by presenting a conceptual framework embodying the crime which 

should help us make sense of our findings. The remaining chapters are 

devoted to presenting those findings. the facts upon which they are based. 

as well as the recommendations implied by these facts and findings for 

dealing with the problem of burglary. 
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The Setting 

Chapter II. The Study Site 

and Data Base 

The three jurisdictions which provide the setting for this study 

are Fairfax County; Virginia (hereafter, FC), Washington. D. Co (here­

after, DC), and Prince George's County, Maryland (hereafter~ PGC). 

"fhe actual police departments, 1 whose jurisdictions we are examining, 

are the Prince George1s County Police Department (hereafter. PGCPD), 

the Metropolitan Police of the District of Columbia (hereafter» MPDC), 

and the Fairfax County Police Department (hereafter" FCPD). The uni­

verse of burglaries we want to understand include those offenses known to 

these three departments for the calendar years 1967, 1968, and 1969, and 

categorized by each of them, for purposes of reporting to the FBI each 

calendar year, as burglaries, according to local statutory definition. 

Figure 3 locates the three jurisdictions in the Washington, D. C. Standard 

Metropolitan Statistical Area; Table 1 presents summary data characterizing 

each of the three sites. A few additional remarks about each site will 

prove of additional help in orienting the reader. 

1The particular department is of some moment since, in the case 
of Prince George's County. there are a total of 21 additional police presences 
within the County boundaries and, in the case of Fairfax County, there are 
two other pOlice departments whose jurisdictions lie within the overall 
county boundaries and who are completely surrounded by areas whose po­
licing agency is the Fairfax County Police Department. 
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Fairfax County. Virginia 

Lying directly to the west of the District of Columbia, though 

separated from it by the Potomac River, Arlington County, and Alexandria 

City. FC is the wealthiest, least densely populated, whitest, freest from 

crime, and most lightly policed of the three jurisdictions v.ndt::r study (see 

Table 1). From 1940 though 1970 the population of the county doubled each 

decade. making the county one of the fastest growing in the country. Though 

a good deal more homogeneous with respect to most social indicators than 

either DC or PGC. it has nevertheless some areas that are considerably 

less affluent than one might expect considering the county median family 

income. 

The county is governed by a Board of Supervisors. all of whom are 

elected, who in turn appoint the county executive, who is the administrative 

head of government. 2 The County police force consis"!:ed, for the study years. 

of 396 men. Patrolling is done almost exclusively by automobile, for the 

obvious reason that the jurisdiction of the county police encompasses a large 

geographical, suburban. area. Fairfax City and Falls Church City are not 

part of the county, and therefore are not part of the police area of responsi­

bility; the towns of Vienna and Herndon, though part of the county, are also 

not part of the county police area of responsibility. As noted above, the 

county is the most lightly policed of our three jurisdictions, as well as having 

the lowest crime rate per population. As for its burglary problem specifically. 

2Fairfax County publishes, each year, a booklet entitled The 
Citizens Handbook. The reader can pursue a more detailed anthropological 
description of the county by reading it. Though intrinsically interesting-­
especially to a Civil War buff--most of the material is not directly relevant 
to our study. 
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it has the lowest frequency and lowest residential rate of the three jurisdic­

tions studied. 3 

Washington, D. C. 

In stark contrast to FC. DC is the poorest. most densely popu-

lated, blackest. most crime-ridden, and most heavily policed of our three 

jurisdictions. From 1960 to 1970, it is the only one of our three jurisdictions 

to suffer a net population decline. It is a rather heterogeneous urban area. 

encompassing within its borders at one and the s~me time extremes of slum 

and fashionable housing. 

The District is controlled by the Federal government. Executive 

authority is vested in a single Commissioner (called the "Mayor"), anassistant 

to that commissioner, and a nine-member city council. All are appointed by 

the President. Its finances are controlled by Congress. It is, thus. a non­

representatively governed jurisdiction. It is heavily policed but. in spite of 

this. suffers from one of the highest overall crime rates of any urban area 

in the country. It has the largest burglary problem. in terms of both raw 

frequencies and residential burglary rates. of the three jurisdictions under. 

study here. 

3 As will be noted later. it is not yet possible to calculate non­
residential burglary !,ates for our sites under study. Another study has 
indicated that. nationally. non-residential burglary rates are higher in 
central cities than they are in suburban locations. (Reiss. 1969, p. 75.) 
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Prince George'sCounty, Maryland 

Only the Potomac River has a longer boundary with DC than does 

PGC. Lying directly east of Washington. the entire southwestern border 

and three-fourths of the northwestern border of the District of Columbia 

touch PGC. This geographical fact has profound implications for the future 

development of the county, as it has had for the most recent decade when. 

experiencing the most rapid growth of our three jurisdictions, the emigration 

from the District to the nearer parts of PGC began to affect the county's 

character. The areas immediately adjacent to the District are similar in 

many respects to those within the District next to these same boundaries. 

But. the political context circumscribing life in these areas is vastly differ­

ent in the District and in the county. The county is. thus, in the process of 

attempting to cope at one time with (1) the development of a plethora of in­

dependent jurisdictions. (2) a full range of rural-suburban-urban problems~ 

and (3) rapid change and growth. 

The county contains eight cities and twenty towns. These incor­

porated areas contain 30.6% of the county's popUlation. Partially in re­

sponse to the changes that have been and are going on in the county--changes 

largely a function of the inexorable laws of demography- -the government of 

the county has recently undergone a drastic change in structure. Prior to 

1971. the county was governed by five commissioners. all of whom were 

elected. who handled both administrative and legislative functions. Beginning 

in 1971. a county executive head is elected directly. while legislative func­

tions are carried out by an 1i-man elected county council. As the county 

adapts to this vigorously contested change. a good deal of uphea .ral and stress 

has occurred throughout the year. PGC stands between FC and DC in wealth l 

density. racial composition. criminality, rates of burglary, and intensity 

of policing. though nationally the county is above average for suburban juris­

dictions with respect to its overall crime rate. 
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Data and Data Source!! 

Police Reports 

The empirical description. of the patterning of burglary offenses 

reported in Chapters III and IV is based upon offense reports from the police 

departments in the jurisdictions chosen as our study sites. 4 That the number 

of offenses reported in police records is less than the total number of offenses 

actually committed in a jurisdiction is a commonly accepted fact: non-reporting 

by victims, non-reporting by police, and police errors in classifying crimes 

are just some of the factors which contribute to this discrepancy. However~ 

how representative of the total offense population the recorded offenses are 

is an almost impossible parameter to estimate. The fact remains that at 

this point in time police data are the best available for demographic analyses 

of crime patterning; indeed, they are almost the only data available that are 

economically feasible to study. 

Table 3 presents the number of burglaries for FC, DC, and PGC 

for 1967, 1968, and 1969, as reported in the Uniform Crime Reports for 

those years. Of the 85,292 events reported in the UCR, we have available 

a total of 56, 926 for our analyses, distributed in the manner presented in 

Table 4' over jurisdictions and years. The following factors account for 

the major discrepancies between the two tables: 

4 Table 2 presents the percentage distribution of the seven FBI 
index crimes for the study site. In all three jurisdictions" burglary is 
the single largest category of crime. although its percenta,ge varieS some­
what from one site to another. 
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1. The absence of police report information, coded and 
recorded on computer tape, in the MPDC, prior to 
1 February 1968. 

2. The use of a random sample of cases from PGC police 
report files, necessitated by the lack of a computerized 
da ta processing system in that jurisdiction. 

Table 5 presents characteristics of the PCG sample, in detail. 

For the data used from DC and FC, we had available to us the 

complete police report data files from MPDC and the complete burglary 

and breaking and entering police report data files from the FCPD. Data 

for the PGCPD sample of burglary events were coded directly by members 

of our staff from police report files at Seat Pleasant, Maryland. 

1970 Census Data 

By coding data according to geographical location--specifically, 

according to census tract of occurrence--we ar e able to relate burglary to 

social characteristics of "neighborhoods. ,,5 From the available data, a 

set of social characteristics are correlated with burglary statistics on a 

tract-;-to-tract basis after selecting those data which we feel are most 

reliable. 

5There is now available, from the 1970 Census, first count and 
some second count data. The task of interpolation of values from 1960 
census data to 1970 census data was carried out by Census Data Corporation. 
Under subcontract to HSR, CDC--and most specifically, Dr. George B. 
Bricker·--was responsible for the programs necessary to convert 1970 data 
to 1960 boundaries; interpolate values for all characteristics used; and 
produce relevant peTcentages. The greatest difficulty was obtaining 1960 
data, on tape, in order that interpolations might be possible. Though it 
is bindsllght, and thcugh Wolfgang (1958) was one of the first ~o anticipate 
the following solution to the nastiness of interpolation, we strongly recom­
mend that longitudinal studies with fewer than IT. time points, as a matter 
of policy, tlturn the cornertl around census years. From our experience, 
the extra effort involved in working with any other time sampling consumes 
time more profitably spent on other aspects of offense patterning. 
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Burglary Rate Data 

Crime rates have generally been, and continue to be, computed 

as the number of crimes that occur in an area relative to the number of 

people residing in that area. However, it has been pointed out6 that a valid 

rate forms a probability statement, defining the actual likelihood of a crime 

occurring with respect to an appropriate target group of potential "victims. 11 

For example, the exposed population of potential rape victims is female, so 

that a rape rate might be computed as the number of rapes relative to the 

number of females in the population. lOr burglary, the most meaningful 

rate is stated as the number of structures or units that are at risk. To 

calculate a burglary rate in this manner necessitates obtai),,~::lg an estimate 

of burglarizable units. 

For the jurisdictions under study, estimates of the number of housing 

units are available and can be used as a valid base for calculating residential 

burglaries. These estimates result in the overall residential burglary rates 

presented in Table 6. Unfortunately we ,,-ere unable to gain access to some 

usable count of non-residential structural units similar to the count of 

residential units we have JIsed throughout. These data are simply not available 

for oUr jurisdictions in a form that is easily and imr.'lediately applicable to 

becoming the denominator of an expression for a non-residential burglary rate. 

Interviews with Victims and Non-Victims 

Subsequent to completing analysis of police report data, tho census 

tracts in our three jurisdictions were stratified according to the rate of 

burglarization in each. Following this, from each jurisdiction the highest 

6Stuart Lottier, who calculated burglary rates of chain grocery 
stores in MichIgan, using the total number of grocery stores in the chain 
as the base for his rates, is one of the' earliest examples of a recognition 
of the rate base problem (L'Jttier, 1938a). More recently this method has 
been appUed by S. L. Boggs (1966), Albert J. Reiss (1967), Andre 
Normandeau (1968), Sagi and Wellford (1968), 31!tl0ng others in addition to 
ourselves. 
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and lowest tracts were chosen, and a printout of burglarized sites in each 

of those tracts for 1969 was obtained from the police jurisdictions. House­

holds on each list were then randomly ordered, and interviews were conducted 

with residents or business owners at those sites who had been there s!nce 

1969 when the original burglary occurred. In addition to interviewing these 

victims, an attempt was made to interview a comparable non-victim in each 

of the relevant tracts. Strictly speaking, of course, there is no such thing 

.. as a non-victim: there is, at best, simply someone who has not yet been 

victimized. However, in order to avoid the clumsiness of a long phrase, 

we will use the terms victim and non-victim as they are ordinarily understood. 

The distribution of interviews in the pilot study where our question­

naire was developed, and in the full-scale study where data was systematically 

collected from a sample that was as random as we could make it, are presented 

in Table 7. 

Interviews with Offenders 

In spite of the small number of offenders we were able to talk to, 

we have included a description of much of the material provided by them. 

It is our distinct impression that there is a large degree of redundancy in 

the material these men were able to provide. Our specific hypothesis to 

account for this is the extent to which burglary, as a crime, is dependent 

upon the characteristics of sites. And, quite frankly, sites do not vary that 

much in their essential means of entrance and exit. Nevertheless, some 

of the information did provide rather valuable clues for interdicting the 

crime itself, clues tbat could only be provided by participants in the culture 

of crime. 

Interviews with Criminal Justice System Personnel 

More than 50 informants, from among police, prosecutors, defense 

attorneys, judges, and probation and parole personnel in our three jurisdictions 

were interviewed, in order to create, for each of the jurisdictions, a typical 

scenario with respect to the progr ess of an apprehended burglar through the 
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system. Rather than burden the reader with a host of statistics, which are 

available in other studies, concerning the disposition of cases, average case 

loads, etc., etc., we have chosed to present in narrative form a typical and 

representative path through the systems of each of the jurisdictions. It is our 

distinct impression that whatever problems exist with respect to the criminal 

justice system in terms of interdicting crimes, and whatever advantages that 

portions of that system have in interdicting crime, a qualitative presentation 

is much more apt to capture these good and bad points than is a simple recital 

of by now familiar statistical characteristics. The reader may differ with 

our judgment, but he is at least encouraged to examine with as open a mind as 

possible the materials which we present and the form in which we present them, 

Summary 

From these five sources--offense reports, census data, interviews 

with victims, interviews with offenders, and interviews with members of the 

criminal justice system--we assemble and present the facts necessary to 

understand burglary in its empirical manifestation in our study site. The 

following five chapters detail the gathering of and uses made of these sets 

of material. They are but prolegomenon to the ultimate chapter--generali­

zations and recommendations we draw from the facts our study uncovered. 
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ChaEter III. The Offense 

Three questions form the framework for this chapter: 

1. Yi:hat is .!. ... burglary offense like? 

2. How are burglaries distributed through space and time? 

3. What social characteristics are correlated with the, 
occurrence of burglarieS? 

Let us take them up in that order. 

What is a Burgl~ry Offense Like? 

In a trivial sense, a burglary possesses certain characteristics 

by law. These vary somewhat from jurisdiction to jurisdiction but, by 

and large, the similarities are greater than the differences. 1 What we 

are interested in noting here are other characteristics--not necessarily 

embodied in these definitions--which are correlated with the offense. We 

are interested in the details of the crime, and--given our comparative 

emphasis--the degree to. which these details vary from jurisdiction to 

jurisdiction, and yea r to year. 

1There is, as we fully recognize, the issue of decision processes 
in the minds of individual police personnel as they assign the report of some 
piece of untoward behavior to one crime category or another. ThiS, too, is 
a part of the definitional problem. No amount of speculation will allow us to 
ascertain the degree to which this factor has affected our findings. Com­
mitted as we are to the police report as our fundamental datum, and interested 
in a study of a substantive offense, coping with the methodological jungle that 
an error analysis of police judgment embodies is simply beyond our resources 
and, apparently, often beyond the wit and resources of other professions, as 
well. See, e. g., New York Times, 26 September 1972, p. 37, "Crime in 
Capital is FOCll.S of National Political Fight. II 
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Stated another way, though burglary is an offense in which illegal 

entrance into a structure is made or attempted in order to commit a felony 

or theft. within the broad limits of this definition, a wide variety of beha viors 

are subsumed. For example, the structure entered may be a one-room apart­

ment. or it may be a huge warehouse; the intruder may have taken five cents 

worth of candy. or he may have stolen a half million dollars worth of jewelry; 

the offense may take place at any time of day. on any day of the week. and 

during any mon,th of the year. However, even though the crime of burlgary 

may vary greatly along such continua. certain regularities do appear. and 

can be identified. from an analysis of the data provided in the offense reports 

under examination. It is our purpose here to delineate these regularities as 

concisely as the data permit. 

Burglary Attempts 

The legal definition of burglary includes cases in which a forcible 

entry is attempted, but not actually made. A variety of reasons may account 

for an unsuccessful entry. For example. the potential intruder may be 

scared off. or he may not be able to effect entry. Table 8 provides a distri­

bution of burglaries according to whether or not entry was made. Unsuccess­

ful attempts at entry in the District of Columbia account for a smaller per­

centage of total burglaries than in the: other two jurisdictions. by a considerable 

margin. 

Type of Structure Entered 

Burglary is more frequently a crime against residential structures 

than against non-residential structures: for the nation as a whole, in 1970, 

residential burglary accounted for 58% of the total number of burglaries. 2 

2U. S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
Crime in the United States. Uniform Crime Reports--1970. WaShington: 
Government Printing Office. 1971. 
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This same pattern holds true for all three ju risdictions we studied. although 

the degree to which it does so varies, both within and between jurisdictions 

(see Table 9). Note that relatively fewer residences are burglarized in FC 

than in the other two jurisdictions. Note further that, even were all sites 

not stated on the FC reports to be residences considered residences. this 

difference would still remain. A further observation is that the relative 

percentage of residential burglaries appears to be increasing over time. 

This trend is present in data from all three jurisdictions, and is consistent 

with trends in national statistics; viz., the percentages of residential bur­

glaries nationally for the years 1966-1970 are, respectively. 49%, 49%, 

54%, 56%, and 58%. 3 

Type of Goods Stolen 

Although occasionally a burglar will break into a structure in order 

to commit an act of violence, in the vast majority of cases theft is the crimi­

nal intent. Of those cases in which theft is the intent, there are several pos­

sible outcomes: (1) In burglary attempts. the offender ipso facto does not 

carry away any property or money from within the structure. (2) In some 

cases in which the burglar succeeds in entering the structure, he may not 

succeed in his intent to steal, for he may be either frightened away bef')re 

he has the chance. or not find what he is looking for, or other circumstantial 

factors may interfere. 

Of the cases reported to the police in which money or property is 

stolen, the amount of information regarding the stolen property varies in 

the offense report. In some instances, it is not possible to tell. at the time 

the initial report is completed, what--if anything--is stolen. For various 

3Uniform Crime Reports (see Footnote 2), for 1967, 1968, 1969. 
1970, and 1971. 
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reasons, this information may not get recorded at a later date, either. In 

many cases of breaking and entering with theft, more than one ~ of prop­

erty is taken; however. the coding forms in Fe and DC allow space for re­

cording only one type. 

In spite of all these difficulties. it is still possible to get. from 

police data, a rather useful idea of the shape of the distribution of the types 

of goods stolen (see Table 10). The most striking feature of the distributions 

presented in Table 10 is the preponderance of home entertainment equipment 

(televisions. radios. stereos, etc.), and money and coins. stolen. compared 

to all the other categories of goods stolen. No other single category of goods 

comes close to either of these two in relative popularity as burglarizable items. 

Value of Goods Stolen 

Table 11 presents a distribution of the value of property sto:en. 4 

The most striking feature of this table is the extent to which the bulk of 

burglaries involves items of moderate value. 

Value of Property Damaged 

In the course of a burglal'Y, an offender may damage a building or 

other property when attempting entry. while rummaging through the prem­

ises and carrying away property. or to express anger or strong emotion 

(Friedman. 1968). We were able to assess the amount of damage done in 

burglary only for PGC. Table 12 presents a distribution of the value of 

property damaged by burglars in that jurisdiction. About two-thirds of the 

4In some burglary cases in which theft occurs, the "victim" is 
more likely to be able. at the time the report is taken, to say what was 
fJtolen, than he is to provide an estimate of the value of the items stolen; 
thus. the number of cases available for tabulation with respect to this 
information is unusually low. 
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reported burglaries involved no recorded property damage; where damage 

did occur, the value of the amount of damage was usually fairly low. 

Place of Entry 

In all three jurisdictions, access to premises broken into was most 

generally via the door (Table 13). Although our data on place of entry was 

~ not broken down by type of structure, there is evidence from an early FBI 

study that place of entry does vary according to type of structure entered. 5 

Data submitted by 1,941 city police departments throughout the U. S. during 

October, 1961, to the FBI, showed that doors were a more frequent place of 

entry for residential burglaries than for non-residential burglaries (Table 14). 

• 

In two jurisdictions in our study. information was collected regard­

ing whether the door or window entered was located in the front, side. or 

rear of the premises. Analysis of these data show a marked preference in 

DC for front doors or windows. contrasted with more use of rear or side 

doors or windows in PGC (Tables 15 and 16). Perhaps the difference in 

modal type of housing in these two jurisdictions (one and two family dwellings 

vs. apartments) partially accounts for this discrepancy. Location of entry 

has also been shown by another study to vary according to type of structure 

entered. In an analysis of burglaries committed in one police district in 

Chicago during 1969, ~ doors or windows were the most frequent point of 

entry for non-residential burglaries, whereas front doors or windows were 

the most frequent point of entry for residential burglaries. 6 

5U. S. Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
Crime in the United States. Uniform Crime Reports--1961. Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1962. p. 9. 

6 Chicago Police Department Operations Research Task Force. 
Allocation of Resources in the Chicago Police Force. November 1969. 
pp. 305-307. 
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Means of Entry 

Data on means of entry are available for two jurisdictions (Table 17). 

The most substantial difference between these two jurisdictions is a greater 

relative frequency of forcing locks in DC. One nypothesis which may partially 

explain this difference- is that city dwellers may be more security-conscious# 

making it necessary for the intruder to use force in entering. as opposed to 

a lack of such security-consciousness among suburbanites. who thereby make 

it relatively easier by their carelessness about security for an intruder to 

enter without force. 

Month of Occurrence 

Although the monthly distribution of burglaries. as presented in 

Table 18. demonstrates some unevenness, the more striking characteristic 

of thes e data is the narrownes s· of the range within whi ch the monthly per­

centages fluctuate. The fact of stability in burglaries over the months was 

also noted in several other American cities. 7 

Season of Occurrence 

To Bxamine the seasonal nature of burglary, the months of the year 

were grouped into Cold. Mild. and Hot weather months. The distribution of 

burglaries among these three seasonal types is 3hown in Table 19. Again. 

a significant difference in the number of burglaries from season to season 

71967-1969 data provided by the police departments in San Fran­
cisco, California; Columbus. Ohio; Portland. Oregon; Philadelphia, Penn­
sylvania; Miami. Florida; and St. Louis, Missouri. 
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does not appear. 8 This same observation may be made from the data sup­

plied by police departments in several other cities. However. there is a 

hint of a pattp.rn in our data, with PGC having relatively more burglaries 

recorded in the winter. FC having relatively more in the summer. and DC 

remaining intram,igently egalitarian across the seasons. 

Time of Da¥ and Da¥ of the 
Week of Occurrence 

By definition. burglary times of occurrence estimates are infer­

ential and circumstantial; i. e .• by definition no one is around when burglaries 

occur. The time of occurrence. recorded on police reports. becomes less 

accurate as the fineness of the time interval increases. Thus. the year of 

occurrence is very reliably recorded. the month slightly less so, the week 

even less so, the day considerably less so, and--by the time one is esti­

mating day/night or hour--anything finer is almost totally unreliable. 9 

Consequently. we have here only reasonably reliable data from the juris­

diction whose reports we coded ourselves--PGCPD. 

As Tables 20, 21, and 22 show, the kind of burglary profoundly 

affects the time of occurrence. The patterns for residential vs. non­

residential burglaries are strongly related to time of occurrence, and in 

expectable ways. Non-residential burglaries, as c::>mpared to residential 

8Theodore N. Ferdinand, of Northern Illinois University, disagrees 
with this analysis. In a personal communication he suggests that our groupings 
of months into "cold. mild, and hot. " ~bscured a pattern found in his research 
of housebreak and business break peaks in July, August, and December. More 
research is clearly needed here. (Personal Communication, 22 January 1972). 

9Inquiry at the relevant MPDC and FCPD offices produced the infor­
mation that weekend burglaries are usually (but not always) recorded as 
occurring on the day of reporting (that is, usually Monday). Burglaries 
occurring during the night are frequently recorded as occurring when re­
ported. rather than at the time of actual or estimated occurrence. 
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burglaries, are much more likely to be weekend and nighttime crimes. Or, 

stated another way, they ar e most likely to occur when structures of a non­

residential nature are most likely a priori to be unoccupied. This is perhaps 

not so surprising as is the extent to which residential burglary is a daytime, 

weekday phenomenon. Granted that residences are likely to be unoccupied 

for substanital portions of the day, nevertheless, the fact that almost 50% 

of all ree!dentials burglaries for whic h time of occurrence could be estimated, 

occurred between 10:00 a. m. and 4:00 p. m. is rather startling. 

How are Burglaries Distributed Through Space and Time?1O 

Burglary rates are computed, for residential burglaries~ as the 

number of burglaries of residences per 1,000 residential units (1. e., family 

dwelling space, such as a house, apartment, or room) for each census tract. 

For non-residential burglaries, we have used the raw frequency within each 

tract as our indicator since, as we have mentioned previously, there is no 

way to know the appropriate denominator in the abserice of a structure-at­

risk count, a count which is not readily available for our areas. Neverthe­

less, in spite of the difficulty with a non-rate indicator of prevalence, the 

difference between these two classes of burglaries is of sufficient interest 

to warrant an examination of both indicators, even though one is less than 

adequate compared to what we would ideally wish. 

Residential Burglary Rate Patterning 

Fairfax County, Virginia 

Table 23 presents the residential burglary rates for census tracts 

in FC. Table 24 and Figures 4-6 select from Table 23 the highest and lowest 

rate tracts, and present them sepa;rately--in the former instance, as an 

abbreviated table; in the latter instance, as a geographical pattern. There 

is, at this level of abstraction, little obvious consistency to the year-to-

year changes in the county in the rates of reSidential burglary. From 1967, 

10 Studies which have dealt with these questions in other metropoHtan 
areas are Sutherland, 1934; Schmid, 1937; Lottier, 1938; Morris, 1958; and 
Schmid, 1960. 
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the average residential burglary rate across tracts grew from 18.31 to 20.63 

in 1968, and then remained constant in 1969 at 20.62. Furthermore, the co­

variation between years across tracts (as expressed by a simple product 

moment correlation coefficient) ranges from +.18 between 1967 and 1968 to 

+.49 between 1968 and 1969 (r 67 -69 = +.28). Given the rapid growth and 

change in the county over the past decade, it is not surprising that simple 

geographical stability filOUld not be a characteristic of the rate of residential 

burglary. Thus, although other factors differentially operative in the tracts-­

factors such as wealth, changing land use patterns, etc. --may still be associated 

with the burglary rate on a within -tract basis, the low year-to-ye ar correlations 

we have found across tracts suggest that these factors have been changing rapidly 

enough to eliminate relationships 011 a between -tract level. 

Visually, from the maps in Figures 4 though 6, there is a tendency 

for high rate tractp (relative to each year's independent ranking of rates) to 

cluster increasingly in the eastern end of the county; i. e., nearer Arlington 

County and Alexandria City. The exception to this is, of course, Tract 42 

(the southern part of the Centreville District of the county). Nevertheless, 

the overall tendency seems clear, as the burglary rates in general, more 

and more, center upon the eastern and northeastern fringes of the county. 

Washington, D. C. 

In marked contrast to Fairfax County, and in spite of a sharp rise 

in the overall rate of residential burglary from 1968 to 1969 (from 36.53 to 

53.85), the patterning of rates per units at risk by census tract in DC is 

remarkably stable. The relevant \.Hta are presented in Tables 25 and 26 

and Figure 7 and 8. 

The year-to-year correlation of rates across tracts in DC is +.88 

between 1968 and 1969--the two years for which data were available to us. 

Furthermore, a distinct geographical pattern can be clearly seen in Figures 7 

and 8, contrasting" the high risk "southeastern" section of the city with the 

low risk "northwestern" section. This general pattern is not startling for 

those familiar with DC--indeed, it is an instance of confirmed folk knowledge-­

but the degree of stability ir. patterning implied by the size of the correlation 

between the two years is somewhat higher than we anticipateu, particularly 
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in view of the general increase in the residential burglary rate itself. Thus, 

it is not that burglars are necessarily conquering new worlds wifLlin DC; it 

is, rather, that they are more intensively cultivating well-worked soil, gathering 

an increasing number of harvests each year from the same limited acreage. 

One intriguing suggestion from the figures is that of a more sharply geographic 

split in 1969 than in 1968--note the changes in Tracts 44, 47, 56, and 57.2 as 

indicators of an increasing relative freedom from victimization in the westerly 

reaches of the District, and the opposite kinds of changes in Tracts 66, 67, 

and 81, indicating the reverse direction on the other "side" of the city. By 

and large, however, these are small perturbations in an otherwise exceptionally 

stable situation, gi,ven the fact of a generall ove:l:all increase in the residential 

burglary rates. 

Prince George I s C~>unty, Maryland 

PGC stands between DC (highest) and FC (lowest) in its rate of 

residential burglary. The rate per 1,000 units at risk overall was 23.08 

in 1967. 28.95 in 1968, and 31. 41 in 1969. It also stands between these 

two in the degree of year-to-year stability in rates by tract, though it is 

more nearly similar to DC. Thus, the correlatior.. over tracts from 1967 

to 1968 is +.54, and from 1568 to 1969 that same statistic is +.77 (r 67 -69 = 
+.70). Data by tract are presented in Tables 27 and 28 and Figures 9-11. 

Visually, the change that is occurring in the coU,nty appears to be 

an increasing concentration across its middle of high rate areas, hegiIUling 

.at the eastern tip of DC and extending through the Bladensburg, Kent, and 

Marlboro areas (Tracts 33, 35, and 5, for example), with no similarly clear 

concentration in terms of low rate areas occurring. ll 

11It is well to note when considering PGC that there are a multi tude 
of small municipalities, as noted earlier, whose police report data are un­
coordinated with those of the PGCPD records. This eliminates a substantial 
area of the county from our data base, and compels us to exercise caution in 
generalizing about PGC. 
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Non-Residential Burglaries 

Tracts with the highest and lowest frequencies of non-residential 

burglaries are shown in Tables 29-31, and the physical location of these 

tracts are mapped in Figures 12-19. In FC, there is considerable consistency 

over time with respect to the geographi cal distribution of non-residential 

burglaries--much more so than was the case with the residential rate. The 

correlation across tracts betwen 1967 and 1968 is +.89; between 1968 and 

1969 it is +.84; and between 1967 and 1969 it is +.90. From Figures 12-14, 

it is apparent that the tracts with the most non-residential burglaries are 

clustered together in the mid-eastern section of the county; tracts with the 

lowest frequencies of non-residential burglaries, on the other hand, seem 

scattered in an apparently non-patterned fashion. 

In DC, a consistent pattern through time also emerges. The corre­

lation of non-residential burglaries across tracts between 1968 and 1969 is 

+.90. As expected in an urban setting, the non-residential burglaries are 

concentrated in the central area of the city, and the tracts with the fewest 

non-residential burglaries are located around the periphery. 

In PGC, the spatial distribution of non-residential burglaries is 

also consistent over the years 1967-69, though less so than either FC or 

DC. The correlation between 1967 and 1968 is +.69; between 1968 and 1969, 

it is +.64; and between 1967 and 1969 it is +.67. Geographically, the distri­

bution across tracts seems patternless, although any statement of this sort 

about PGC must be made with caution, because of the large number of tracts 

which were eliminated from the analysis because of police jurisdictional problems. 

DC, like most cities, has a central business district. For those 

familiar with DC, it is readily observable from Figures 15 and 16 that the 

high non-residential burglary tracts are concentrated in the central business 

segment of the city. Neither of the suburban jurisdictions under study has a 

central area of business activity. Each can better be described as having a 

series of business and shopping areas varying in size and distributed geographi­

cally more or less in relation to popUlation density. For example, as of 

1970, in FC there v.ere 34 netghborhood shopping centers, 23 community 
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shopping centers. and two regional shopping centers. 12 The patterning of 

these suggests a straightforward explanation of the distribution of non­

residential burglaries in the county. A comparison of Figures 12-14 with 

Figure 20, which indicates visually the location of shopping centers. demon­

strates what we mean. This comparison reveals a similarity of p~ttern of 

concentration (the one exception being Tract 32) of centers and or'non­

residential burglaries. Though these observations are not sm[prising, they 

lend strong support to a hypothesis which asserts that burglaries are a func­

tion of opportunity. 

What Sodal Characteristics are Correlated 
with the Occurrence of Burglaries? 

As we begin examining answers to this third major question, we 

know already. in a gross sense, what social factors are associated with 

burglary rates and frequencies. Simply by comparing the characteristics 

noted in the descriptions of the three jurisdictions within our site. and 

noting those which order the sites in the same way that burglary indicators 

do. a crude estimate of covariation is available. It is our intention now to 

attempt a sljghtly more refined analysis of burglary indicator correlates. 

though still using the essential logic of tying indicators to one another via 

the mechanism of linking both to geographical areas by utilizing census tract 

information. 

Fairfax County, Virginia 

Table 32 presents, for FC, the mean values for the four burglary 

indicators and the thirteen census-tract based social indicators for the three 

12Fairfax County, Fairfax County Facts and Figures 1870. 
Fairfax County, March 1971. 
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years of the study. Several facts of interest are apparent from this table. 

First, the average residential burglary rate across census tracts (RBR) 

changed little over the three years. Second, though in 1967 the average 

frequency of residential and non-residential burgla.ries per tract was equal 

(almost litez-ally SO), since that time there has been a decline in the non­

residential burglary frequency; and an increase in the residential burglary 

frequency. Third, if we look for changes in the other social indicators of 

a similar magnitude, only housing and rental costs co-vary systematically 

over the three years: in both instances~ increasing. The one other indicator 

which might be thought to be predictive moves in the "wrong" directionj 1. e. , 

the percentage overcrowded housing units deslines. 

. Table 33 presents the intercorrelations among the four burglary 

indicators across census tracts for Fe. Of most interest in this table is 

the rather strong positive correlation, all three years, between the residential 

burglary frequency and the non-residential burglary frc1.uency. A compar'i­

son with Tables 36 and 39 will quickly show that while this is also the case 

in PGC (though dramatically less so in 1969 as compared to 1967 and 1968), 

it is definitely not the case in DC. Our explanation for the high correlation 

in one instance, and the low in another, revolves around the differences 

between land use development in the urban DC and the suburban counties, 

FC and PGC. The existence of shopping centers throughout FC and PGC 

means that opportunities for both residential and non-residential burglaries 

will coexist in the same geographical areas to a similar degre'e. In DC, 

residential and non-residential land use is more likely to be geographically 

separated. Thus, to the degree that both residential and non .. residential 

burglary are a function of opportunity, to that degree should results such as 

ours for FC, and differences between FC and PGC and Dr such as ours, 

emerge. That is, mixed use areas (such as suburbs) will present a problem 
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of burglaries of all kinds for all geographic areas; more urban areas will 
13 result in segregated burglary patterns. by type. 

Table 34 presents the correlations between the four burglary indi­

cators for 1967. 1968 and 1969 for FC and census indicators. There are 

simply no year-to-year replicated relationships between the one rat~ measure 

we are able to construct, and the social indicators derived from census tract 

data. in the county. In no instance is there significance in two years with 

respect to the same variable and the residential burglary rate. The three 

frequenc.Y indicators# however. shoW' a different pattern: each of them is 

strongly correlated with census tract population. In addition, residential 

burglary frequency, the increasingly more frequent form of burglary in the 

county. is associated all three years with two other indicators which are also 

related to opportunity structure: the percent overcrowded housing (negative 

correlation) and the percent lower cost housing (negative correlation). Thus. 

again, we have another piece of evidence that the occurrence of burglary, on 

an absolute basis, is a function of the opportunities which exist. The greater 

the population the greater the number of burglaries. The most profitable 

'fay to think about burglary on a county-wide basis in FC is as a flat proba­

bility which is associated with population density and structure alone. 

Washington. D. C. 

Table 35 presents the average values, across census tracts, for 

the four burglary indicators and thirteen social indicators for the District 

13This implies, by the way. that police personnel in all areas of a 
"suburb" must be able to cope with all kinds of burglaries. Segregated use 
areas, on the other hand. imply the possibility of relatively more specializa­
tion on the part of police personnel in coping with fewe)." kinds of burglaries 
for any given geographical area. A simple point, perhaps, but one that does 
have implications for practical matters like police staffing at substations. etc. 
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of Columbia. As was the case with FC and PGC--though to a lesser extent-­

the residential rate is going up, as is the residential frequency, while the 

non-residential frequency by tract is decl,ining. Because we have data for 

only two time points in DC. we cannot infer trends which are in any sense 

compelling, so let us turn immediately to the intercorrelations across tracts 

of the four burglary indicators and the thirteen social indicators. 

From Table 36 we can see that--unlike the two suburban jurisdic­

tions--there is little relationship between residential and non-residential 

burglary frequencies in DC. 14 Note further that, with this exception. all 

the indicators are more highly intercorrelated in DC than in either FC or 

PGC. This finding anticipates the general picture presented in Table 37. 

where the correlations of the indicators of burglary with the other census­

derived indicators are presented. In general. all indicators are much more 

strongly related to tract characteristics in DC than in either FC or PGC, 

implying a very strong interaction b8tween urban-ness of jurisdiction and 

the strength of the relationship between crime and social indicators. 15 Thus. 

14Similar results were obtained by Boggs in St. Louis in his corre­
lations among different kinds of burglary rates. (Boggs, 1964. p. 63.) 

15Boggs found that, in the city of St. Louis. both residential and 
non-residential burglary rates were significantly and positively correlated 
with "minority group status, It a dimension composed of percentage Negro 
and a fertility ratio" (Boggs, 1964, pp. 72-74.) Schmid, in a study using 
1949-51 burglary rates (calculated on the basis of population) showed that 
in Seattle, non-residential burglary was correlated positively with percent 
male, percent 60 years and over, percent unemployed, and negatively with 

.. percent married and median income (Schmid. 1960, p. 673.) In Atlanta. 
it was shown that family median income was negatively associated with the 
burglary rate (based on population). (Atlanta Commission on Crime and 
Juvenile Delinquency, 1966; Appendix B-1, p. 15.) In Chicago. the burglary 
rate per 100,000 population was positively correlated with,percent non-white, 
density, and percent migrant. The rate was negatively correlated with 
median family income. percent owner occupied, median rent. value of 
owner-occupied homes, and with percent foreign born. (Giertz, 1970, p. 28.) 
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for all four indicators there is a relationship in both years between burglary 

and percent white aged 5-24, percent husband-wife households. percent 

overcrowded, percent lower cost rentals and percent owner-occupied housing. 

Further, there is a relationship both years for three out of the four indica­

tors and one year for one out of the four indicators, between burgl~ry anti 

percent white, percent black overcrowded households, and percent lower 

cost houses. And all of these relationships are in the "expected" directions; 

i. e .• more burglary (or a higher rate of burglary) is associated with the 

"less desirable end" of a variable, or with the presence of a higher propor­

tion of the relatively more disadvantaged portion of the population. 

Prince George's County, Maryland 

Table 38 presents the mean values, across census tracts. f.or the 

by now familial' set of variables. As noted before, for the area of the county 

with which we are concerned, residential burglary is increasing (as is its 

rate), while non-residential burglary is declining. With respect to direction 

of change of the other indicators, as well as these facts about burglary 

occurrences, the county characteristics resemble FC more closely than they 

do DC. Table 39 suggests that, with respect to land use, PGC more closely 

resembles FC than it does DC. In addition, recall that there is a larger por­

tion of PGC which is not policed by the PGCPD than is the case with respect 

to FC and the FCPD. Given the nature of the rapid change and growth of 

PGC. we would predict that the diminished correlation between residential 

burglary frequency and non-residential burglary frequency in 1969. as com­

pared to 1967 and 1968, represents a real trend and that--as will be noted in 

a moment--in this as in other respects, PGC is a unit that stands between 

FC and DC in its present structural characteristics and in the nature of the 

changes it; is undergoing. 
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The residential burglary rate. in PGC, is negatively correlated 

with percent white, negatively correlated with percent husband-wife house­

holds. and positively correlated with percent black housing units (see Table 40). 

Residential burglary frequency. however, is positively correlated with percent 

white aged 5-24 and with the total population. If one looks at Table 37, it 

can be noted that though the burglary rate is correlated with race in the same 

" way in both DC and POC, the correlation with percent white aged 5-24 is 

the opposite in each of the jurisdictions. Our hypothesis to explain this 

anomoly is that the absolute number of crimes is a function of the size of 

the population in the younger age groups in an area. while the crime rate 

is a function of relative opportunity. 16 Thus, in the two jurisdictions with 

.. 

a preponderantly white population. whites commit most burglaries (see per­

cent white 5-24 for FC and POC) in an absolute sense. but the rate is higher 

in those areas with a high proportion of blacks simply because the areas in 

which blacks Ii ve offer more opportunity for committing the crime of burglary. 

In brief, the positive correlations between percent white aged 5-24 and the 

burglary frequency indicators in POC and Fe are artifacts of the correlation 

between the burglary frequency indicators an d the total population of the juris­

dictions. 

16The issue of the relationship between burglary rates and burglar 
rates has been dealt with by Boggs. She found. in St. Louis. a Significant 
correlation between burglar rates and residential burglary rates. The cor­
relation between burglar rates and non-'t'esidential burglary rates was found 
to be insignificant. She concluded that residential burglaries were crimes of 
opportunity. (Boggs. 1964. pp. 65-68.) 
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A More Intensive Look at the Residential 
Burglary Rate: A High Rate-Low Rate Tract 
Comparison for the Three Jurisdictic.;:ns 

For practical reasons, it may be informative to look intensively 

at the ten highest rate. and ten lowest rate. residentially burglarized tracts. 

and see which of our social indicators distinguishes between the two different 

kinds of tracts. To do this, a Fisher's exact test for statistical significance 

was applied to a median test with respect to the social indicators for each 

jurisdiction and year separately in the following mann€7C: First. the number 

of tracts in both the high and low rate sets which exceeded the median value 

for the social characteristics in question were counted. Second, a Fisher's 

exact test was applied to the resultant two by two table, generated by the 

axes high vs. low rate tract, and equal to or above the median vs. below the 

median on the variable of interest. These results are presented in Tables 41-

43. 17 

17 An example of how to read these rather information-dense tables 
is the following: In Fe in 1967, the residential burglary frequency of 5 of 
the 10 highest residential burglary rate tracts exceeded the median value of 
the residential burglary frequency of the ten highest and lowest rate tracts 
taken. as a single distribution. and the remaining fi ve were equal to or below 
this median value; of the ten low RBR tracts. four exceeded the median. five 
equalled it or were less than it. and one had no information with respect to 
that characteristic. By a Fisher's exact test of the resultant 2 x 2 table. 
the null hypothesis of no difference between the two sets of tracts with respect 
to this characteristic could not be rejected. Substantively. the absolute num­
ber of residential burglaries in Fairfax County in 1967 did not distinguish high 
rate tracts from low rate tracts. 
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Fairfax County. Virginia 

None of the social indicators distinguishes between high and low rate 

tracts in FC consistently over the three-year period for which we have data. 

The only correlates which are possibilities are percent white and percent 

black overcrowded. The percent white result suggests that the racial make­

up of tracts remains moderately. but weakly. associated with the burglary 

rate through time; the percent black overcrowded result occurs in only one 

year. These are, however. hardly worth mentioning. For FC, at least, 

there is little to choose from in distinguishing high and low rate reSidentially 

burglarized census tract units. 

Washington, D. C. 

In DC, by contrast. almost every social indicator plus every measure 

of burglary distinguishes high rate from low rate tracts. As was the case with 

correlations. this testing of extreme groups indicates that social indicators 

interact with urban vs. suburban settings in producing strong and definite 

patterns. 

Prince George's County. Maryland 

The most revealing set of data is that from PGC where. for 1967 and 

1968. there is little association between the burglary rate and social charac­

teristics; but in 1969, there is frequent and marked association. Our hypothesis 

is that PGC has. in some n:anner. crossed the urban threshhold in a way which 

Fe has not, and is no\v ex:periencing the turmoil and problems of the urban 

inner city. Note that we are not inferring this from any particular single associ­

ation, but from the pattern of significance which we find over our jurisdiction 

and across the three years we are looking at them. 
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Summarx 

The results of this chapter indicate tha'c burglary patterns differ 

according to the degree of urbanization of the area where the burglaries 

occur, and that these differences are patterned. A detailed presentation 

of the highlights of these results will be given in the final chapter. 
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Chapter IV: The Victim 

What differences are there between homes and businesses that are 

burglarized, and other nearby homes and businesses that are not burglarized? 

Of those differences. which are factors that can be controlled in order to pre­

vent or deter burglary in the future? Which are factors that cannot be changed? 

These questions, and others like them, are the kinds of considerations that 

guided the intensive study of victims and non-victims of residential and non­

residential burglaries in our study site. Our purpose is to provide informa­

tion to citizens and to members of the criminal justice system that will help 

them prevent and deter future burglaries. 

We inquired in detail about five kinds of factors characterizing 

victims and non-victims in similar neighborhoods: 

• Background and demographic information. 

• Victimization exp';riences. 

Burglary victims. 
Victims of oth(J:" crimes. 
Victim assisting responses of the police and 

other elements of the criminal justice system. 

• Psychological orientations. 

Perceptions of the crime problem in general. and 
the burglary problem in particular. 

Fear of crime. 
Feelings along a dimension of potency-impotency • 

with respect to the likelihood of one's being 
able to do something about the crime problem. 

• Responses to the perceived crime problem o.r the 
crime problem experienced as a victim. 

Target hardening efforts. 
Prevention efforts. 
Heightened attending to crime deterrent information. 

.. PhYSical characteristics of victimized sites and sites 
which have not yet been victimized. 
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Victims of both residential and non-residential burglaries in both 

high and low burglary rate areas in each of the three political jurisdictions 

in our study site were interviewed about these issues. In addition, people 

who had not yet been burglarized but who were from the same neighborhood 

as these victims were interviewed as a comparison sample. In a111 a total 

of 346 completed interviews, out of a goal of 360> were gathered. 

Developing an Interview Schedule 

We first conducted a pilot study of burglary victims and non-victims, 

both residential and non-reSidential, with two purposes in mind: 

• To develop interview schedules for the full-scale survey 
of victims and non-victims. 

• To pretest those schedules prior to the full-scale survey. 

We conducted forty-eight pilot interviews. Subjects f~)r those inter­

views were obtained in one of three ways. First, members of our company's 

staff not involved in the burglary project were interviewed, and also asked 

for comlnents and suggestions for improving by revision the interview 

schedule. Second, interviews were conducted with friends and acquaintances 

of the interviewers. Third, interviewers went into the field to pretest, on a 

"cold" basis, "randomlylf chosen respondents, in circumstances simulating 

the actual survey conditions. Table 44 presents a summary description of 

the respondents in the pilot survey. They represent a wide variety of poten­

tial responoent types, in terms of background characteristics and, as our 

subsequent experience with the interview schedules in the fu.ll survey con­

firmed, they allowed us to anticipate, by their beha vior. most of the problems 

in interviewing that the larger sample did. 
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Methodology of the Full-Scale Survey 

The stlldy site was stratified according to political jurisdiction 

(FC vs. DC vs. PGC). burglary type (residential vs. non-residential), and 

neighborhood (high burglary rate vs. low burglary rate). 1 Working from 

police report computer printouts~ a listing of burglary victims for the year 

1969 was prepared for each of the twelve "cells" resulting from the inter­

section of these three stratification factors. The numbers of victims poten­

tially available to be interviewed, ranged from 81 cases in the high burglary 

rate. non-residential burglary type, of Prince George's County, to 100 cases 

in six of the remaining "cells. fI Addresses of burglary sites in each list 

were then randomly ordered. and the interviewers were instructed to pro­

ceed through the list until 15 completed interviews had been conducted. 

Table 45 presents the dispositions of residential and non-residential victim 

addresses for each "ceU fl of the sampling frame. 

A sample of non-victims to compare with victims in each of the 

twelve "cells fl was chosen by a process that approximated unbiased selection, 

if not strictly speaking random selection. The overriding criterion was the 

selection from the neighborhood of a burglary-victim address, by a chance 

process, someone who had not been burglarized, but who by virtue of being 

in the same neighborhood, living in the same kind of house, or operating a 

similar flbusiness, fI had been at equal risk. In some instances the procedure 

that we devised of counting facing houses or businesses on a block until a 

randomly chosen number had been reached proved feasible; in other instances 

lIn the case of residential burglaries, flrat~" means occurrences 
per 1, 000 residential units per geographical area; for non-residential bur-

1 · fI t fI' 1 f h' ganes. ra e slmp y means raw requency per geograp lcal area. For 
a fuller discussion of all this, see Harry A. Scarr, Patterns of Burglary 
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1972). 
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the interviewers simply tried to obtain anyone who had not been victimized 

within a "reasonable" surrounding area. In five of the twelve instances it 

proved literally impossible to obtain the quota of fifteen non-victims. Con­

sequently. though we obtained a 96 percent completion rate in terms of our 

target sample size. our failures only involved non-victims of non-residential 

burglaries. 

Figures 21, 22, and 23 show the geographical distribution of inter­

views in the three jurisdictions of our study site. Interviews were conducted 

during June and July 1972. Table 46 presents the distribution of complete 

interviews. within our sampling frame. Throughout the remainder of this 

chapter, the number of cases upon which percentages are based will be 90 

in the case of victims of residential burglaries, .non-victims of residential 

burglaries. and victims of non-residential burglaries; and 76 in the instance 

of non-victims of non-residential burglaries. Only when the number of cases 

differs from these, will a figure for the number of cases be given. 

Characteristics of Respondents 
in the Final Sample 

Table 47 presents briefly some demographic characteristics of the 

respondents in our final sample. The median age in three of the four groups 

of respondents fell in the category 46-55; the single exception being non­

residential non-victims whose median age fell in the category 36-45. As 

is usually the case in surveys of this kind, residential respondents were 

predominantly female, while non-residential respondents were primarily 

male. The racial composition of the respondents was predomir.antly white 

in all four groups, though the percentage white was conSiderably higher 

among non-residential respondents than amongst residential respondents. 

Tables 48 through 55 present interviewer ratings of sample sites. 

Residential sites were typically two-story, and non-residential sites were 

typically one-story. buildings. Most premises were judged to be in sound 
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condition by the interviewers, although residential non~victim and non­

residential victim sites were more likely to be judged deteriorating or 

dilapidated than residential victim sites or non-residential non-victim sites. 

Table 50 shows that sites were distributed all along block faces, though there 

was some concentration at or near corners. Table 51 indicates that, in 

general, respondents' views of their surroundings were largely unobstructed. 

Parking facilities for reSidential sites were typically on the strfi,let 

in front of the site, rather than to the side or in the rear. By contrast, many 

non-residential sites had both parking lots and front g on the street,. parking, 

with less frequently parking on the sides or in the rear. All this is shown in 

Table 52. Table 53 indicates that land usage around residential sites was 

largely residential, and around non-residential sites was largely non-residential. 

However, as Table 53 also indicates, residential victims were less likely to 

be in totally residential surroundings than were residential non-victims, and 

non-residential victims were similarly less likely to be surrounded by noh­

residential sites than were non-residential non-victims. Table 54 is another 

way of stating that fact, 1. e., in spite of these slight qualifications, residential 

sites were largely in residential neighborhoods, and non-residential sites 

were largely in entirely non-residential neighborhoods. (The latter is true, 

however, to a lesser degree than is the case with residential sites.) Finally, 

Table 55 indicates that in the case of residential sites, single family dwellings, 

and duplex or attached single family units, were by far the most common 

form of residential housing unit among both victims and non-victims. 

Table 56 presents information about non-residential sites in our 

sample. Among the various characteristics, the only differences between 

victims and non-victims among the non-residential sites seem to be two: 

First, non-victimized non-residents have been at their present site a shorter 

time period than have victimized respondents; and non-victimized respondents 

are at sites with fewer people than are respondents at victi.mized sites. 

49 



In summary, an examination of this table describing the character­

istics of our final sample reveals few differences between victims and non­

victims in either the residential burglary category or the non-residential 

burglary category. Thus, any differences found cannot automatically be 

considered artifacts of our particular sample. 

Victimization Experiences of 
Respondents and at Sites 

Burglar:>:: 

Tables 57-85 describe the context in which residential burglary occurs. 

and some victimization experiences of both victims of residential burglaries 

and non-victims of residential burglaries. First. if one examines Tables 57 

and 58. which represent activity levels around the residential sites. one can 

see that the median values for amount of light and amount of traffic do not 

differ between victims and non-victims of residential burglary. Thus, both 

groups judged the lighting on their streets to be about "average, II and both 

day and night traffic to be moderate. This was also the case for non-residential 

victims and non-victims. although it should be noted in Table 58 that non­

residential respondents judge daY'ime activity on their street to be higher 

than do residential respondents. 

In over 50 percent of the cases of residential burglaries. victims were 

away from their homes between 20 minutes and four hours. In the case of 

non-residential victims. premises were usually unoccupied for no more than 

10 hours before the burglary was discovered. The latter case reflects the 

fact that non-residential burglaries are much more likely to be night-time 

and weekend burglaries than are residential burglaries. All this information 

is summarized in Tables 59 and 60. Shifting our attention to the way in which 

an. intretder gains access to both residential and non-residential structures t 

Tables 61 and 62 imply the following: First. intruders are more likely to 
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enter residences than non-residences throu h the door. though the difference 

is fairly slight. Second, when considering tHe orientation of the'building. 

residential victims are relatively more likely \\0 be attacked from the rear; and 

non-residential victirns more lil,\:ely to be attac~'~d from the front. Access 

to both is almost invariably via the first floor. \ 
\ 

If we look at the means that intruders used to gain access, we find 

that the breaking of glass in doors or windows is most common in both resi­

dential and non-residential burglaries, though such breakage is relatively 

more frequent in the latter case than in the former. In addition, perhaps a 

reflection of the fact that professionals are more likely to concentrate on 

non-residential burglaries. other tools. and undoing locks" are much more 

likely to be techniques used by non-residential intruders. whereas hands are 

much more likely to be used by residential burglars. Finally. from Table 63, 

we see that the intruder. in the judgment of our respondents, succeeded in bur­

glarizing the attacked structure in approximately two-thirds of both the resi­

dential and non-residential crimes we had information about. 

Tables 64 and 65 present preventive measures in operation at the 

time of the criterion burglary for both our residential and non-residential 

sites. In general, the degree of protection used by both is remarkably 

similar. Two exceptions are that non-residential sites are much more likely 

to have lights on at the presumed time of the intrusion, whereas residential 

victims are more likely to have had a dog on the premises at that time. Two 

other items that differ substantially- -the presence of a radio, record player 

or TV, or the presence of a private guard--are really incomparable as be­

tween the two kinds of burglary. In Table 65 we can see that. in general, 

pan-residential sites had more precautionary me28ures being taken than did 

residential sites at the time of the intrusion. Thus, the modal number of pre­

cautions in the case of non-reSidential sites was two and the modal number in 

the case of residential sites was one. 

51 



Details of the outcome of the burglary or attempted burglary are 

presented in Tables 66-69. In Table 66, we note that non-residential bur­

glaries are more likely to involve the taking of one kind of propertY1 whereas 

residential burglaries were li!{ely to involve the loss of several different types 

of property. Furthermore, as Table 67 demonstrates, the property stolen 

is more likely to be limited to easily converted items in the case of residential 

burglaries, than in the case of non-residential burglaries. On the other hand, 

Table 68 shows that vandalism is much more lik~ly to be characteristic of 

non-residential burglaries and breakings and enterings. (To some degree 

this is an artiiact of the presence of schools in our sample, but their presence 

alone is insufficient to account for the dramatic difference we find). Whether 

or not property is recovered does not distinguish between the two kinds of 

burglary. As might be expected and as Table 69 indicates, the value of the 

property stolen or damaged is likely to be higher in the case of non-residential 

than in the case of residential burglaries. 

On the Sellin-WoJigang seriousness scale, non-residential burgla:..!es 

tend to be Slightly more serious than residential burglaries. but the difference 

is trivial and certainly not significant (see Table 70), Finally. in terms of 

the distribution of final outcomes of burglaries, note in Table 71 that we too 

find the usual low clearance rate in our sample for the crime. i. e .• no 

arrest was made in three-fifths of both the residential and non-residential 

burglaries we studied. 

Other Crimes 

In addition to asking about burglary in particular, we asked all 

four categories of respondents about other kinds of offenses that occurred 

in their neighborhoods. If one compares Tables 72 and 73. and Tables 74 

and 75, one discovers that the neighborhoods of non-residential non-victims 
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seem to differ more systematically from the neighborhoods of non~residential 

victims. than do the neighborhoods of residential non-victims differ from the 

neighborhoods of residential victims. That is. if one simply counts the number 

of instances where the answer tiNa offenses or attempted offenses" is given 

for each offense category for non-residential respondents. and does the sa.me 

thing for residential respondents. in the case of non-residential respondL'uts 

the proportion of non-victims saying no is greater than the proportion of 

victims saying no in 11 of 13 instances, whereas in the case of residential 

respondents in only 7 of 13 instances do non-victims indicate "No offenses tI 

proportionally more often than victims. 

However. as Table 76 indicates. there is a slight difference between 

victims and non-victims of both residential and non-residential burglaries in 

the number of times they have been victimized. Thus, for residential sites 

the median number of times victims have been victimized is three, whereas the 

median number of times non-victims have been victimized is two, and for 

non-residential sites, the difference is even more dramatic, viz. I medians 

of six and three. 

In an inquiry made only of non-residential sites, we found that 

though the victims of non-residential burglaries are more likely also to be 

victims of bad checks and shoplifting, the reverse is true for employee theft. 

Taking these three categories of crime--check passing. shoplifting and em­

ployee theft--we note that more than half of the non-residential victims have 

been victimized five or more times with respect to these three crimes, whereas 

half of the non-residential non-victims have been victimized only three or 

more times (Tables 77 and 78). 

In summary, then. though non-victims of burglary are not free of 

other victimization experiences, they are less likely:' than burglary victims 

to have had them. 
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Police 

The police are an essential part of the experience of most victims 

of residential and non-residential burglaries. In Tables 79-85 we summarizf' 

the orientations of all four of our categories of respondents to various aspects 

of police behavior -in the context of their neighborhoods, as well as police 

behavior in response to particular victimization experiences. As Table 79 

indicates, at least half of all four categories think the police are doing a 

"good!! or !'very good" job in their neighborhoods. Table 80 indicates. however, 

that victims of both residential and non-residential crimes think there are 

some ways in which the police aren1t doing a good job, though this tendency 

is $ light. As one would predict. Table 81 indicates that viGt,;,ms, more than 

non-victims. are much more likely to be interested in having an increased 

police presence (1. e .• more police cars and more police on foot) in their 

neighborhoods. 

Considering only actual victims of both residential and non-residential 

burglaries. we see from Tables 82 and 83 that the police response to the 

criterion crime, in the vast majority of cases, was extremely quick. We also 

note from Table 84 that. subsequent to the initial contact by the police. in 

the majority of cases of both kinds of crime~ additional follow-up contacts 

were made. Table 85 presents the degree of satisfaction with police per­

formance with respect to the three dimensions of promptness, courteousness 

and competence. for both residential and non-residential victims. Note 

that, in general. the proportion of non-residential victims giving the very 

satisfied response for all threE' dimensions"-promptness, courteousness, 

and competence--is greater than the proportion of victims of residential 

crimes giving that response, though in each case it is by far the modal 

response. Note further that victims of both kinds of crimes are most satis­

fied with police courteousness. next most satisfied with police promptness, 

and least satisfied with police competence. Again, however, note that these 
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are relative trends, and that, in terms of absolute percentages. the police 

response to the crimes we were studying was generally very satisfactory. 

Psychological Orientations: Perceptions 
of the Crime Problem and Attitudes Toward It 

Gi ven the experiences with burglary and other crimes that were 

•. reported by our respondents, what kinds of effects do we find these experi­

ences to have had on their attitudes and beliefs about the particular neigh­

borhood situation in which they find themselves. and the crime siil;tation in 

general? In Tables 86 through 97 we record the perceptions of our four 

categories of respondents with respect to the seriousness of crime and re­

lated problems in their surroundings. If one examines Tables 86 and 87, and 

Tables 88 and 89, one notes that the actual perception of kinds of problems 

in the neighborhoods <If victims and non-victims of both residential and non­

residential burglaries do not differ significantly. However, if one then 

examines Table 90 and notes the number of problems perceived by our four 

categories of victims, one sees that non-residential non-victims perceive 

fewer total problems in their neighborhoods than do the other three cate­

gories of respondent. Thus, the median number of problems noted by non­

:,:,esidential non-victims is one, whereas the median number noted by the other 

categories of respondents is two. 

Though perceptions are the same with respect to problems in 

general, Tables 91 through 94 reveal that non-victims of both residential 

and non-residential burglaries report !ewer crimes in their neighborhoods 

than do victims of either kind of burglary. That is, in the case of residential 

" respondents, in 10 out of the 12 instances presented in Tables 91 and 92, the 

percentages of respondents giving "No" in answer to the question of whether 

particular crimes are committed in their neighborhoods is greater on the part 

of residential non-victims than on the part of residential victims. Similarly, 
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in comparing Tables 93 and 94 note that in 11 out of 12 instances the per­

centage of non~residential non-victims giving "No" as the answer to the 

question of what crimes are committed in their neighborhood is greater than 

the percentage responding "No" ti.,tnong non-residential victims. This is 

also reflected, though imperfectly, in Table 95, where the median number of 

crimes reported by non-residential victims is four, While the median number 

reported by non-residential non-victims is three, while the median number 

reported by residential victims and non .. victims is the ~ame-~three. Given 

the prior evidence of similar perceptions, we hypothesize that the results in 

Tables 91 through 94 is an accurate description of what is going on. Note, 

further, that in Table 96, there is really little difference between the per­

ception of the direction in which the burglary rates are moving in all four 

kinds of neighborhoods. And, finally, note that in Table 97 there are very 

few differences between victims a.nd non-victims in all categories with respect 

to their estimate of their likelihood of their being burglarized or robbed. 

There is little difference between victims and non-victims of eithe_' 

residential or non-residential burglaries in terms of how worried they are 

about being robbed, how afraid they are walking alone at night in their neigh­

borhoods, and how fearful they are about their homes and businesses beirlg 

broken into. This is shown in Tables 98 through laO. Table 101 indicates 

that there is also little difference in feelings of the amount that one can do 

to prevent one's being victimized on the part of resident victims and non-victims 

with respect to differ~nt crimes. However, if we sU'mmariz~ the number of 

items for which resident victims and non-victims feel they might be able to 

affect their own victimization odds, we note that there is &: sligh~ tendency 

for non-victims to feel more "potent" than victims. This is shown in Table 102. 

Data for non-residential victims and non-victims is similar to these results 

as Tables 103 and 104 indicate. In fact, in the instance of non-residential 

respondents, the difference in potency ~s even less than the difference just 
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noted for residential respondents. By contrast, we find in Table 105 that 

the majority of Victims of both residential and non-residential crimes 

believe that additional protective measures than those they took might have 

prevented the particular burglary we were asking them about . 

Responses to the Crime Problem in General 
and Victimization Experiences in Particular 

Physical Target Hardening 

Given their experiences, and given the attitudes and orientations of 

victims and non-victims of both residential and non-residential crimes, what 

efforts did they take to attempt to reduce the probability of being victims in 

the future? Table 106 presents two kinds of comparisons: First. a com­

parison of the current behavior of victims of both residential and non-residential 

crimes. with their own past behavior at the time of their being burglarized; 

second. a comparison of the current behavior of victims with the current 

behavior of non-victims for both residential and non-residential sites with 

respect to target hardening practices. Looking first at residentiai respondents. 

note that, among the factors where victims are now more cautious than they 

were in the past, we find: 

.. Leaving a light on inside. 

.. Leaving a light on outside. 

.. Having a dog on the premises. 

• Having bars or wire mesh on doors or windows. 

• Having a private patrolman or security guard. 

.. Having a chain lock without a key on the door. 

• Ha ving a dead bolt lock. 
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II Having a bar across a sliding door or window. 

• Ha ving key locks on windows. 

• Ha ving other special locks. 

• Having other protective measures. 

Comparing the current behavior of the victims of residential burglaries 

with their non-victim "controls, " we find that victims are more likely to: 

• Lea ve a light on inside. 

• Ha ve bars or wire mesh on doors or windows. 

., Ha ve a dead bolt lock. 

• Have a bar across a sliding door or window. 

• Have a key lock on a window. 

.. Have other special locks. 

If we now summarize the results of these two kinds of comparisons, we note 

that, though victims of residential burglaries have in fact increased their 

cautiousness, they are more likely to simply have brought themselves up 

to the level of protection already utilized by non-victims, than they are to 

now exceed non-victims in their protectiveness, jn most categories. Of 

course, both factors are operating. but the general impact of the two kinds 

of comparisons is that victims are more frequently bringing their levels of 

protection "Up to snuff, II rather than exceeding their non-victim compatriots 

in cautiousness. 

If we look at non-residential victims and non-victims, we find that 

non-residential victims are more likely to now: 

• Use a burglar alarm. 

• Lea ve a light on outside. 
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.. Ha ve a dog on their premis es. 

• Have bars or wire mesh on doors or windows. 

• Engage the services of a private patrolman or security guard. 

o Have a dead bolt lock. 

• Have a bar across a sliding door or window. 

.. Have special locks. 

• Take other protective measures. 

If. as we did with residential respondents. we now compare current behavior 

of victims and non-victims of non-residential burglaries; we find that victims 

are more likely than non-victims to: 

.. Have a burglar alarm in operation. 

• Leave a light on outside. 

• Have a dog on their premises. 

• Have bars or wire mesh on windows. 

• Have a private patrolman. 

e Have a chain lock without a key on the door. 

e Have a bar across a sliding door or window. 

• Employ a special lock. 

In the case of non-residential victims and non-victims. both increased 

hardening as a response to being victimized, and relatively harder premises 

.. when compared to non-victims. seem to be equally the case. 
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Beha vior Changes 

In Table 107 we are able to make similar comparisons to those we 

have just made with respect to behavior patterns for residential respondents. 

Thus. victims are usually more likely now than at the time of their burglary 

experience to: 

.. Ha ve someone at home now. 

.. Lea ve a radio on. 

• Keep their doors locked in the daytime. 

.. Keep their doors locked in the evening. 

.. Keep their windows locked when someone is home. 

They arE; also more likely to do most of these things than are non-victims. 

Furthermore. as Table 108 shows, they are much more likely to be cautious 

now when going on vacation than they were around the time of their having 

been burglarized; and they are also more likely to be cautious than their 

current non-victim counterparts. Note. however. that--as Table 109 indi­

cates--in terms of the sheer number of measures taken by particular individuals 

to protect homes when on vacation, there are no differences among (1) viCtims 

of residential crimes before the criterion burglary, (2) victims of residential 

crimes after the criterion burglary, and (3) current non-victim controls. 

In Table 110, we find similar results for non-residential respondents. That 

is, victims are more cautious now with respect to more items. and are in 

the process of catching up with. rather than surpassing, their non-victimized 

comparison group. 

Considering items common to both residential and non-residential 

victims, Table 111 presents changes in levels of protection among residential 

and non-residential victim respondents. With the exception of the installation 

of a burglar alarm, victims of residential crimes seem to have increased 
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their protection across the board more than victims of non-residential 

crimes. In an absolute sense, the latter have also considerably hardened 

their premises. In further support of this difference, we find in Tables 112 

and 113 that in the case of those items asked only of :residents, the range of 

percentages over items where more protection now exists a.l.nong residents 

is from 1. 1 to 28. 9, whereas the range over items for non-residents is from 

2.2 to 5. 6. This is lurther support for the increasingly plausible hypothesis 

that victims of residential crimes are more likely to harden their homes in 

response to a victimization experience than are victims of non .. residential 

crimes Ukely to harden their victimized sites. 

Finally, if one looks at Table 114, one notes that the percentage of 

respondents among residential victims having !!£ special locks on their doors 

decreased from 65 to 23 from the time of their criterion victimization to 

now, and further that the current 23 percent is much less than the current 

40 percent of non-victims who have no special locks on their doors now. On 

the other hand, the percentage of non-residents decreased from 46 to 31 per­

cent and the 31 percent is not that different from the percentage of non-Victims 

who currently have no specia,llocks on their doors. 

Prevention Efforts 

We see in Table 115 that fewer non-victims than victims have gotten 

together to discuss the problem of crime with others in their neighborhood, 

and perhaps take some action. We note further in Table 116 that victims of 

residential crimes are more likely to be in favor of: 

" better street lighting; 

4) stronger police powersi 

.. more crackdown on offenders; 

than are non-victims of residential crimes, and--with the exception of 
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street lighting--the same is true when one compares the victims of non­

residential crimes (Table 117) with non-victims of non-residential crimes. 

Table 118 is one of the clearer iliustrations we found of differences 

between victims and non-victims of both residential and non-residential 

crimes, in terms of their responding to the situation of having been vic­

timized. The median number of things one desires to have done in order 

to reduce crime in the future, among the victim..; of both residential and 

non-residential crimes, is four, whereas the median number of things among 

non-victims of residential crimes is two and the median number of things 

among non-victims of non-residential crime is three. 

The response to public information about the burglary problem 

differentiates between residential and non-residential respondents. Non­

residential victims are much more likely than non-residential non-victims 

to have read material about protecting their sites. Tables 119 through 122 

clearly show this. In addition, non-residential victims are likely to have 

encountered more sources presenting material on protecting themselves 

against burglary, than have non-residential non-victims. The same differ­

ences do not hold for residential victims versus residential non-victims. 

Summary 

In Chapter VII we present a summary L. ;t of all the findings from 

the victimization survey. 
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Chapter V. The Burglar 

Background 

In their study of personality characteristics and developmental 

experiences of a sample of inmates in the California State Prison system, 

Kolodney, et al. (1970) were able to show a distinct patterning of personality 

characteristics for all felons except burglars. The occurrence of behavior 

which can be characterized as burglary is so frequent and so prevalent in 

the general population. one should be surprised only if a distinct pattern of 

obvious personality traits is visibly apparent among a set of incarcerated 

felons. Since, to a large degree, most burglaries are a product of circum­

stance and opportunity, and since the apprehension of a burglar is an unlikely 

event, lack of pattern is not surprising. 

In spite of these results, distinction which divides burglars into 

subsets that are fairly homogeneous, and reasonably different from one 

another. is one based on the dimension of degree of commitment to their 

profession. For, the crime is so rational, the technology so accessible, 

and the rewards so straightforward, that it is possible to "earn one! s living" 

by burglary in a way that is distinctly less risk-ridden than would be the case 

with. say, armed robbery or murder for hire as true occupations. Thus. 

folklore. criminologists, and the police, as well as other members of the 

criminal justice system, have recognized for some time the distinction 

between master. or professional. burglars. and amateur, or casual, burglars. 1 

1 
Actually, a four-fold table resulting from the interacUon of two 

analyticaHy distinct variables may be a better way to distinguish among 
classes of burglars. Thus. skill and proportion of income due to burglary, 
imply the following: 

(Footnote continued, next page) 
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Though one correlate of this distinction is age, a second and more 

important correla.te is the degree of organization brought to burglary as a 

professioI1~ and the lack of organization characterizing amateur efforts. As 

our figurative description of the elements necessary to complete the crime 

indicates (see Chapter I, pp. 2-15; above), a rather complicated series of 

events must take place for a successful burglary to have occurred. It follows, 

then~ that to the degree these elements can be routinized and enacted within 

an orderly division of labor. to that degree an effective and profitable criminal 

social organization can be said to exist. 

Within the jurisdictions constituting our field site, both kinds of 

burglars operate. The most notorious master burglar in the DC metropolitan 

area is Robert Earl Barnes (1971), who has operated for many years in and 

around Washington. His story is now well-known. and scarcely needs re­

telling here. The interested reader is referred to his book. Another and 

even more remarkable professional operation. which was going on during the 

time that the offense report data for our study were being gathered was the 

"Beltway Gang." The organization of this Ifgang" was at one and the same 

(Footnote 1. continued) 

"Amateur" 
(ML10r in-

Low skill 
level 

High skill 
level 

come source) 

A 

C 

"Professional" 
(Major in-

come source) 

B 

D J 
In terms of this typology we deal, in this chapter, with representatives of 
types A and D. though teen-age drug induced thieves may be B rather than A. 
I am indebted to Joan Pinsky for suggesting this typology. See also the chapter 
on profeSSional crime (pp. 96-101) in Crime and Its Impact--An Assessment~ 
(GPO. 1967) by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Ad­
ministration of Justice. 
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time both more subtle and less complicated than people far removed from 

the local criminal justice systems believe. We have interviewed gang per­

sonnel, and those police personnel assigned to their capture. 

The form casual burglary in our site frequently assumes is drug­

induced crime, particularly on the part of teen-aged male juveniles. In our 

site, this form of burglary on the part of juveniles is more typical of Prince 

George's County and the District of Columbia. than it is of Fairfax County. 

Though this is only an impression based on information gathered from differ­

ent parts of criminal justice systems in our jurisdictions, it must suffice 

since no systematic data which could assess this proposition ypt exist. We 

can argue that our interpretation of what our informants told us seems reason­

able. though that is not, of course, final "proof. II 

Organization of this Chapter 

Without getting into problems connected with the potential trans­

formation of one kind of burglar into another, we will in this chapter USe 

the elements of the burglary cycle as they reflect contrasts 0etween "pro­

fessionals" and "casuals" as the mode for organizing information about the 

operation of the "Beltway Gang. " and the activities of the drug-abusing l:jgh­

school burglar. By pointing up differences in the mode of operation of each 

of these kinds of criminals, and by reporting anecdotal material supporting 

contrasts, we will be able to suggest firm hypotheses about both the charac­

teristics of each form of the crime, each kind of criminal, and the vast 

differences within each set between each form, for future systematic study. 

Even though this chapter is hypothesis generating and idea developing, 

it does ~ot mean that the information we present is either invalid, or less than 

adequate to provide clues to criminal justice personnel interested in deterrence. 

We in no sense have a "systematiC sample" of either burglars or their police 
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antagonists. If the reader feels compelled to hold this chapter up to the rig­

orous standards of conventional social science proof. o. proof that the earlier 

chapters. incidentally. have been able to withstand quite well. before using what 

we offer then he had best not waste his time reading this one because it will 

not withstand such a $crutiny. In our judgment. it has been more important 

to first make a cut at the emic world of the burglar in depth and detail than 

to etically characterize him shallowly though broadly. 

Motivation: Why Steal? 

If we were to summarize the two major themes that pervaded all 

our discussions with and about master and casual amateur burglars. one 

would characterize the master burglar as a man who is motivated by the 

challenge of successful burglarizing, in much the same way that other mem­

bers of our culture respond to similar challenges. and characterize the 

motivation of the drug-induced casual burglar to be that of simply obtaining 

sufficient funds to support a habit that is always beyond his means, and 

usually increasingly so. 

The concept of challenge is illusirated by Barnes r reports that most 

professional burglars of his acquaintance. and he himself. have a particular 

non-instrumental need that they satisfy through burglary, in addition to the 

more acceptable and expectable financial rewards of their trade (Barnes, 1971). 

Thus. some burglars steal cufflinks, others clocks. still others stereophonic 

equipment. etc. One member of the Beltway Gang, in support of the challenge 

concept. specialized in forklifts. Though not technically a burglary, since the 

man who engaged in the activity was among other things a professional burglar. 

it is not inappropriate to report this particular "swindle" as some indication 

of the kind of motivation underlying his behavior. This man would offer to a 

prospective client a forklift at a llbargain-basement ll price. provided only that 

66 



--------------------------------------

the deal were consummated immediately and in cash. The whole procedure 

was fairly simple: The gang member wO'.lld gain access to the storage yard 

of a construction or warehouse firm during some of the firm's off-daylight 

hours, say, on a weekend, and with a client in tow. After demons!.:;rating the 

machinery, he would then collect his money and leave. Though this differs 

from collecting artifacts, it nevertheless vividly demonstrates the kind of 

extra risk to which a professional criminal may expose himself in order to 

indulge his sense of excitement and challenge. Beyond this. police personnel 

are quick to acknowledge that there is no such thing as "just a burglar, II and 

that--other than financial gain--the detective must always differentiate among 

multiple actual and potential motives. 

Technology: How? 

The outstanding difference between casual burglars and profeSSional 

burglars is the degree to which more sophisticated technology of all sorts. 

both social and physical, is more readily available to the operation of the 

professional. For example, after one has listed picking locks with credit 

cards, smashing windows, crawling into basements, knocking on doors to 

see if anyone is home before entering, and stealing from one's friends whose 

home layouts one knows. one has nearly exhausted the technology usually 

available to the casual burglar. 

By contrast, the physical equipment and ingenuity that is available 

to the professional burglar is wide, and varied in scope. (8ee Barnes [1971J; 

Burke [1966J; and Jackson [1969], passim.) Yet, it is not physical technology 

that is so remarkable in tr.3 professional's resources. Rather, the degree 

of social organization that is brought to bear by a burglary ring is the real 

remarkable achievement, reflecting a considerable degree of social sophis­

tication and human engineering skill. For example, the Beltway Gang engaged 

in considerable pianning. They routinely would enter, say, an appliance store, 
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or buy inexpensive appliances while in such a store, simply to collect intelli­

gence about the best way to penetrate that structure. Included among their 

personnel were men who could reroute burglar alarms, men who could avoid 

different kinds of alarms, and men capable in most of the criminological 

hardware skills. They gathered knowledge about the particular hardware they 

would be confronting as they attacked different targets in different areasp and, 

in general, paid considerable attention to planning what they intended to do. 

The jobber bureaucracy they created was their most noteworthy 

achievement. The news reports were, in fact, a bunch of romantic nonsense 

with respect to how the gang operated. They implied a gang of 30 to 90 mem­

bers full-time. Of course. anyone with a bit of experience in organizational 

behavior knows that 90 members require a cumbersome visibility that a 

criminal gang simply cannot afford. Furthermore, it is impossible that this 

gang could have functioned as it did with that many members. 

In fact, discussions with the gang make it clear in what sense t.hey 

"had 80 or 90 '1 members. Their structure was elegant in its simplicity. 

Four members constituted the core of the gang. the ruling oligarchs, as it 

were. These men, by virtue of their experience in crime in the DC area, 

had accumulated a "£ile" of knowledge of particular people and their exact 

specialties in criminal activity in the area. When a particular opportunity 

presented itself. they would "SUbcontract" to individuals with appropriate 

skills, the particular job at issue, raking off a certain percentage of the 

"take" for themselves. In some instances, of course, they actively committed 

crimes; but their singular genius was the multiplier effect of their subcontract­

ing apparatus, which gave them the resources of great size without the cumber­

someness ordinarily as:lsociated with it. Now, if one looks at their operation 

in the sense of an on-going process, it is easy to conceive of 80 or 90 people 

being ro.utinely involved over time in criminal activity which they were respon­

sible for generating. The operation only' seems complicated and cumbersome 
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when viewed from the outside; from the standpoint of the core members of 

the gang who let subcontracts sequentially, the process was simple, effective. 

and lucrative. 

It is social technology that we think has been generally neglected in 

studies of crime. 2 With the exception of some rather romanticized descrip­

tions of the Mafia in its various pursuits, in discussions of criminal activity 

of other sorts, the Beltway Gang provides insight into the degree to which a 

"run-of-the-mill" burglary operation is a good deal more sophisticated than 

has hitherto been suspected. In fact, social technology even more than physical 

technology distinguishes the successful professional from the casual thief. 

Opportunity: What Cues are Reliable? 

The amateur relies on the resources of his friends. as potential 

burglary targets. far more than does the professional. It is quite common, 

especially among young drug abusers, to steal from increasingly socially 

close individuals as one's career progresses through time. Thus, he first 

steals from people in his neighborhood; next he proceeds to steal from 

acquaintances; he then begins to steal from close friends, and he finally 

steals from family--parents and siblings. By contr.ast, the opportunity struc­

ture perceived by professionals is considerably wider in scope, and less 

parochial in variety of targets to choose from. As a consequence, of course, 

the professional operates in a potentially riskier environment as he attempts 

to penetrate the structures of strar:gers. For example, the Beltway Gang 

was so named because its activities centered on burglarizing apartment 

buildings adjacent to the autobahn which surrounds the city of Washington, D. Co 

2 
A noteworthy exception to this general neglect is Werner J. Einstadter, 

"The Social Organization of Armed Robbers, " Social Problems. 17, no. 1 
(1969) 64-83. . -
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The gang would break up into two teams. the first responsible for marking 

unoccupied apartments in previously designated buildings. They would be 

followed, in turn. by the second team, W:10 would break into the "cleared" 

units, conduct their business in a very professional manner. disturbing a:::. 

little as they could in the process of stealing as much as possible. 

This fact of dealing with structures of strangers induces in profes­

sional burglars the ability to develop a repertory of cover stories, in order 

to protect themselves should they be accidentally discovered. For example. 

in one instance. a member of the Beltway Gang, while working in an apart­

ment w!1ich was empty. suddenly found himself confronting the gentleman 

who lived in the apartment and who had come home unexpectedly. The man, 

an irate Colonel assigned to the Pentagon, asked, "What in the hell are you 

doing in my apartment? II The thief replied, "Pm the maintenance man here 

to fix a leaky faucet. II Whereupon the irate Colonel. mollified. offered hin 

a drink. The thief respectfully declined. went through the door, and was 

gone, not before. be it noted. however. having stolen the goods i.e came for 

in the first place, 

Many opportu..'1ities are equally visible to professionals and amateurs: 

II Individual houses are best burglarized on weekdays. be­
tween 10:30 and noon or 1:30 and 3:00 p.m. Housewives. 
their husbands at work and their children in school, are 
apt to be away during those periods. 

• Stores, and other business establishments. are best bur­
glarized in the evenings or on weekends when they are 
vacant. 

One of the things distinguishing professionals from amateurs. in the minds 

of many detectives, is the fact of a home burglary occurring in the evening 

or night hours. with the attendant risk of discovery few professionals would 

run. This. according to detectives. is one of the most reliable clues that an 

amateur is working an area, unless. and only unless. extraordinary circum­

stances are known to them. 
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The kipc!!:! vf doors and windows. the kinds of locks on them, and 

the place of a structure in its surrounds, are furthe"" elements playing a role 

in the opportunity matrix perceived by the burglar ".:hen choosing a target. 

But more important than any of these cues are informants. the lifeblood 

of the complicated process in which are implicated the burglar. the burglary. 
"-

and the criminal justice system. Most burglaries committed by professional 

criminals are a consequence of information they have received from informants 

about the availability of easily transportable and valued goods at particular 

locations. The informant may be anyone. from a jeweler who hopes to buy 

and resell jewels to shary in the loot, to a doorman who is aware of the occu­

pancy habits of the residents of the expensive apartment building he monitors, 

to all those persons who for any of a thousand reasons. have knowledge of 

the vacancy patterns with respect to any structure which contains something 

of value. 

Informants not only abet burglars. however. They also play impor­

tant roles in the capture of thieves. In terms of police lore. the informant 

is the element essential to make sense out of crime patterning in a particular 

jurisdictional area. Both the police and the criminal allegedly engage if'. 

this form of mutual "extortion, " in order to keep tabs on one another. The 

difficulty in evaluating this hypothesis is, of course, that one has nothing with 

which to compare the relative effectiveness of different resources. It is 

impossible, for instance, to know when invebtigators ~ using every re­

source at their disposal, aad, consequently, whether the informant truly is 

or is not essential to apprehension. In any event, the social networks envel­

oping police. crimina!s. and the criminal justice system within a particular 

geographical area, and the activities surrounding the structures containing 

residences and businesses in that same o.rea. are the most important elements 

in the opportunity matrices within which burglars operate. For, to a large 
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degree, these externals shape his perception of the relative opportunities to 

burglarize within a particular area, which in turn plays a major role in his 

decision. 

A quite different set of factors which shape his responses to oppor­

tunities in an area are its percei ved deterrents. For example, the Beltway 

Gang operated in both PGC and in FC. but net in Montgomery County. Maryland. 

We discovered upon inquiry, that at the time of their activity, gang members 

alleged that there was a $50, 000 bond required for bail in Montgomery County 

simply for being arrested on suspicion of burglary. whereas the analogous 

bail bond in FC was only $2.500, and in PGC, only $3. 000. Therefore, since 

Montgomery County and FC are roughly comparable in terms of their socio­

economic status and thus equally promising as target areas. it simply made 

no sense for the gang to attempt to operate in Montgomery County, given that 

FC was (I) equally accessible. (2) equally wealthy, and (3) e~sier to stay "on 

the street" in. A second factor deterring the Beltway Gang was the allegedly 

differential punishment for daytime versus nighttime breaking and entering. 

For e~tample, gang members believed the penalty for nighttime burglary to 

be from five years to execution, whereas dayt:i.me burglary was thought to be 

easily reduced to a misdemeanor. 

A final, most obvious, factor- which deters the professional burglar 

but not the casual, is simply the poverty of the intended target. The Beltway 

Gang would rarely bother burglarizing an apartment which they did not believe 

had at least a $250monthly rental; and, by definition in most areas in which 

they operated. they would similarly only rarely bother with homes I valued at 

less than $50, 000. This, of course, stands in stark contrast to the opportv.­

nistic behavior of the amateur, particularly the drug-driven amateur, who is 

limited to his immediate surroundings. 
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Choice: Why Burg,lary- Rather than Somethin,g E~? 

Criminals of the sort who built and main.tained the Beltway Gang, 

during its brief but lucrative time of operation, rarely confine themselves to 

one particular sort of criminal activity. Thus, thei!' choice of burglary is p 

in each instance, dictated by the circumstances surrounding a particular po­

tential target. We have already noted that we know little about the social 

organization of such gang-so We know even less about the variety of services 

they offer to the criminal and non-criminal community. By reputation, how­

ever, the members of tce Beltway Gang were alleged to have committed 

crimes ranging from daytime burglaries to murder for hire. In terms of 

sheer opportunity and economic return for investment, though, burglary was 

far and away their most frequent activity. This suggests to me the interesting 

question of whether, as I suspect is the case, the more intelligent its members 

and the better-organized the gang, the higher the percentage of its activities it 

devotes to burglary and kindred crimes, which have a relatively ~ clearance 

rate, and result in a relatively high rate of return. 

By contrast, drug-induced burglars seem to be different from drug­

induced robbers. Those to whom we talked made the explicit and quite 8e1£­

conscious statement that they were interested only in stealing from sites 

where no one was likely to be present. Unlike criminals who are more pro­

fessional, amateurs are interested only in that particular kind of crime which 

is easy, .reqUlres relatively little skill, and has relatively light consequences 

if caught. The choice, then, seems dictated relatively more by opportunity 

in the case of the professional, and relatively more by character in the case 

of the amateur. This Lypothesis, too, is worthy of further attention. 
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Outcomes: What is Taken? 

Though the availability of a good fence makes it possible for both 

professionals and amateurs to deal, upon occasion, with unusual goods. it 

is still the case that both prefer easily convertible and low volume goods of 

high value. Diamonds. jewelry, credit cards (before the newly enacted 

limited liability credit card law. at least), cash. and expensive electronics 

equipment are the staple of the burglar. The probability of tracing these 

materials is extremely loy~; their convertibility into cash is extremely high; 

and they are eminently portable. A few things are stolen for instrumental 

purposes, rather than for cash c('nversion. Automobiles. tools, and-­

occasionally--something as exotic as a fire extinguisher.
3 

However, aside 

from occasional esoterica like this. and aside from their "things" (see 

pp. 68-69, above), a professional burglar typically succeeds when he is able 

to remove sufficient goods which when converted into cash, support him in 

the style of life to which he is accustomed. 

But if the rewards of success for the professional are greater. so 

is the punishment he encounters upon failure: One member of the Beltway 

Gang is now serving a total of 30 years in State Prison; a second is serving 

25 years; a third is servin~ 18 years; and a fourth is serving 16 years. 

On the other hand. a typical amateur is likely to receive no more than a sus­

pended sentence. particularly if he is caught on his first offense. and he is. 

in fact~ supporting a potentially "rehabilitative" habit--say, drugs--with his 

3Those who have seen the classic French movie. Rififi. will recog­
nize at once that particular kinds of fire extinguishers. which emanate sticky 
"goo" are quite suited to neutralizing the sound from bell burglar alarms. 
The net effect ,is to reduce the sound of an alarm to "nothing more than the 
humming of a hummingbird. " by filling the bell cha.mber with sa.in fire ex­
tinguisher goo. 
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burglarizing. In spite of this difference. the evidence suggested by all 

self-confessed professional thieves indicates that the deterrent effect of failure 

on them is minimal, even as the deterrent effect of failure and its attendant 

circumstances is profound for the amateur. 

Conversion: On the Necessity for 
Ha ving a Good FenC:-f! 

When discussing criminal behavior with the Beltway Gang, one area 

where no information of a.ly kind would be revealed was that of fences. their 

description and kinds. For, from the information we were able to gather, 

it became clear that the fence is to the burglar banker. mother-confessor, 

sleeping place in time of trial, and magic converter of goods into money. 

In addition, fences typically function as sources of intelligence on potentially 

low-risk, lucrative jobs. Because a fence is alleged to be, in many instances. 

a legitimate busint:ssman, he is quite frequently because of his trade in a 

position to turn odd and otherwise not easily disposable loot from particular 

kinds of burglaries into lucrative thefts. Thus, the fence looms as the essen­

tial element in the burglary cycle.4 

But it is not only the professional who has his outlets. In the Wash­

ington, D. C. area there are numerous fences available to young drug abusers 

for the conversion of the goods they steal. These men are usually introduced 

to the young men by drug pushers. Though nickel and dime operators. it is 

.,. 4It is little wonder that we were confronted with the cynicism of a be-
lief in the complete corruptibility of any citizen when talking to men who allegedly 
had been dealing with eminent corruptible citizens for years. As one member 
cf the organization remarked. "If I offered you a $1.000 watch for $100 you'd 
take H wouldn't you?" TIle implication being we 8":e all thieves. Independent 
evidence from police personnel indicated that th,- Beltway Gang fences and bonds­
men were likely to be as far away as Philadelphia or even Florida. and were 
suspected of being. in most instances. legitimate businessmen. 
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nevertheless the case that here, too. without the convertibility afforded by 

this particular social role. a goodly portion of the whole amateur system of 

burglary as lucrative behavior would collapse. 

Reinforcement: Satisfactions of Thieves 

The Beltway Gang returned. to each of its core members, never 

less than $100 a day net for no more than four hours of effort if they chose 

to work. Opportunities available to these same men in legitimate employ­

ment ranged from $7.800 a year as managers of 7-Eleven Stores, to the 

lower reaches of government ser\ : '"'e. Given a low clearance rate for bur­

glary, and the opportunity to convert goods as well as knowledge about crimi­

nal technology, the reinforcements offered by legitimate society in the eyes 

of theE' ') men were understandably not terribly competitive. It was not, in 

the case of the professionals, the size of particular hauls--their largest was 

$18, OOO--but the reliability of the income which was the most startling fact 

we learned from them. For the amateur the satisfaction is perhaps likely to 

be satisfaction at thumbing one's nose at the establishment, while--for drug 

users--supporting an illicit habit. 

SummaEY 

'Tn one word, organization is the attribute most characteristic of 

professional thieves, and chance most apt for casual practitioners. In 

Chapter VII we shall, in more detail, extract recommendations for inter­

diction from the findings we have presented here. 
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Chapter VI. Courts and Burglars 

What happens to an offender in each jurisdiction when he comes into 

contact with the criminal justice system after being apprehended? Are there 

differences between juriscictions in the way they treat the "typical" burglary 

suspect? To begin to answer questions of this kind. we interviewed a sample 

of criminal justice personnel from different parts of the court system in each 

jurisdiction. Table 123 presents the distribution of interviews by jurisdiction 

and criminal justice system personnel category. On the basis of interviews 

with those respondents. we have constructed three scenarios. which describe, 

in ideal type form, the progress of a burglary suspect through the court system 

in each jurisdiction. 

The more obvious drawbacks of this techniqu'8 are evident: 

1. We do fliolence to the range of the variety of experiences 
of suspects. as this variety interacts with suspect type, 
by singling out the most frequent category for special 
attention. 

2. We tend to identify too strongly with criminal justice 
system personnel as they attempt to cope with an im­
posf'.i.ble situation--impossible from the standpoint of 
resources currently available to cope with an increas­
ingly heavy load of cases. Thus. we inadvertently 
shade our attitudes and opinions in the direction of sym­
pathy with the courts. rather than being as "objective" 
as we might like. 

3. We show no statistical trends; we imbed our scenarios 
in no wider context. in order to give the reader a feel 
for the representativeness of what we are saying. 

4. Finally. the rules of inference that we use to include 
or exclude an. element from a scenario are largely un­
known to the reader. 
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On the other hand, certairi advantages accrue to the technique. 

1. We are able to dramatize differences in procedures in 
the three jurisdictions in a way statistical descriptions 
do not allow. 

2. We are able to give the typical reader, who perhaps is 
unfamiliar with the workings of a court system in a 
pedestrian burglary case, a feel for what is actually 
going on. 

3. In a very real sense, the scenarios are truer to the 
kind of information we gathered from our informants in 
unstructured and semi-structured interviews, and are 
more appropriate vehicles for making use of that ma­
terial. Had we been able to systematic8lly sample from 
the criminal justice system personnel rosters in each 
jurisdiction (and it is questionable whether that is even 
possible, let alone desirable) then it would be appropri­
ate to present our data in a more systematic form. 

4. Given the limits of time, money and energy, imposed 
by the conditions of our study, this seemed the most 
effective way to present this aspect of the phenomenon 
of burglary in our jurisdictions. Note that, we have 
in fact used the most frequent kind of offense and path 
through the system. based on our statistical analysis. 
Thus, in each scenario, a young male who is involved 
in a relatively minor theft is the person followed through 
the system. 

We have--when appropriate--referred to relevant sources in support 

of many of the points we attempt to make. 1 

IThe remainder of this chapter was written by Deborah Wyatt. 
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Fairfax County 

The following describes a typical burglary in FC: 

Itls shortly after noon. Friday the twentieth of June. M __ • 
twenty-two years of age. is driving through a .:'-leighborhood 
close to where he lives. He knows) through a friend, that 
most of the neighborhood women are attending a local meeting 
this Friday afterLoon. He spots a corner house that looks 
empty. parks his car and gets out. 

He goes to the front door, knocks and waits several minutes 
for someone to answer. Certain that no one is home. he 
circles around back. screwdriver in his coat pocket. He 
reaches the rear of the house. pulls out his screwdriver and 
quickly pries open the screen door. He moves about through 
the house; he first ransacks the desk drawers. then goes to 
the master bedroom in search of cash or credit cards. He 
finds sixty dollars tucked away underneath some lingerie. 
He takes the money and is on his way out when he notices a 
stamp collection laying on top of a table. He estimates it 
to be worth about seventy-five dollars, picks it up and hurries 
out of the house. He's circling around front again when he 
stops frozen in his tracks: there stand two policemen wait­
ing to arrest him. He is advisee vf his rights, arrested and 
escorted to the police car. 

This is the story of M __ , a fictitious person who reflects character­

istics present in most burglar suspects who operate in Fairfax County. M __ 

is young. white and male; he is in need of money and burglary seems to him 

an easy way to satisfy that need. Breaking into homes is. to him, a fairly 

easy way of getting money, because he's done it a number of times in the 

past and--up to now--has never been caught. M __ has no real direction, 

no central goal in life. His actions in this instance were not carefully planned; 

he had no idea that a neighbor would be watching and that his activities would 

be reported to the police. 
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M ____ represents but one of a variety of burglary offenders who bur .. 

glarize in the county. Among adult offenders l there are more professional 

or semiprofessional burglars who commit well-planned crimes; and who are 

more likely to be responsible for many of the apartment burglaries that take 

place in the area. There is also a category that consists of "drifters," "va­

grants, II or "bums, " individuals who allegedly commit burglaries while drunk. 

They are generally unemployed, come from a lower socio-economic level 

than the others we mentioned~ and among the ones mos~ likely to get caught. 

There is yet another substantial category, juvenile offenders. This 

group consists primarily of middle-class young males between the ages of 

fifteen and seventeen. They operate in small numbers and are Hkely to be 

burglarizing more for thrills and excitement than out of any real neea. ~1 

money. They also gain st:?tus and recognition from their peers for burglary 

and other petty rebellious activities. They break into unoccupied structures, 

including homes, schools and restaurants; however, after one bust they 

usually quit. 

How is the Offender Caught? 

In most cases of burglary or breaking and entering reported to Fe 

police (our sources es.timate between 85 and 90 percent of all burglaries) the 

offender is not caught. In the 10 to 15 percent where he is caught, it is fre­

quently through information provided the police by informants. In a few in­

stances, the police may catch an offender with stolen goods in his :t=ossession, 

and obtain a confession of guilt. Or perhaps, before a burglar has left the 

premises, the owner may return home, see him, and later be able to make 

a positive identification. Sometimes, such as in our hypothetical case, a 

neighbor may notice the offender, call the police and the police may catch 

him whlle he is still at the scene. In the case of businesses, b,uglars are 

frequently caught as a consequence of silent alarm use. Fin.ally. on ra.re 
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occasions (in FC. at least) the police may be able to obtain fingerprints at the 

scene of the cdme and successfully match them with a suspect whose finger­

prints are on file. either in police department or FBI records. 

After being escorted to the patrol car. M __ is driven to the 
county jail where a warrant for his arrest is obtained and a 
$5.000 bond is set. He cannot raise the $5,000 bond. nor 
can he pay $500 to a bondsman to post bond for him, so he 
must go to jail. 

The next day he is brought before a judge in the Fairfax 
County Court. Bond is reviewed and because he can show 
"substantial community ties" (by virtue of the fact that he 
has lived there most of his life) it is reduced to $2.500. 
Although most burglary offenders can raise the $250 bonds-
man's fee for this amount of bond, JVf cannot so he will 
return to jail. At this time it is also determined that he is 
eligible for court-appointed counsel. 

Fairfax County has no Public Defender System; thus. indi­
gent offenders are represented by attorneys selected from 
a panel of lawyers who practice in the area. Practitioners 
serving under this system are compensated for their ser-
vices by state funds. A date is then set for M 's prelimi-
nary hearing; because his is a "jail case, " it must be sche­
duled within the next ten days. 

Sometime that day the courthouse will advise the attorney 
who has been selected of bis appointment to the case. 
Within the next few days. U,e attorney will contact his pro­
spective client at the jail to :liscuss the facts of the case. 

M 's next official contact wHh the court comes at the time 
of the preliminary hearing. A~ that time the prosecution puts 
forth a minimum amount of evidence in an effort to show 
probable cause that a crime has been committed and that 
this person could have committed that crime. If the judge 
finds "probable cause, " the case is bound over for further 
investigation by a grand jury. Even if the judge does not 
bind the case over, the Commonwealth!s Attorney may go 
ahead and ask the grand jury that an indictment be returned. 
The preliminary hearing is advantageous to the defense 
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attorney in that it offers him an opportunity to gauge the 
strength of the prosecution's case and thus helps him de­
cide what course of action would be the best to take in 
defending his client. 

In approximately 99 percent of the cases. the grand jury returns 

indictments requested by the Commonwealth's Attorney's office. An in­

dichnent often includes charges in additioh to the one for whicn the person 

was initially arrested. In M_'s case, he is charged with the following: 

Burglary with intent to commit larceny or any felony 
other than murder, rape or robbery; 

Larceny of goods of the value of $100 or more; 

Receiving stolen goods of the value of anOO or more. 

I: is not unusual for a person accused of burglary to also be charged 

with larceny and/or receiving stolen goods. Such multiple charging has two 

purposes; on the one hand, it helps assure the prosecution that the offender 

will be found guilty on at least one count of the offense which he is alleged 

to have committed. For example. the police may have apprehended a bur­

glar close to the victim's home with the stolen property in his possession; 

however. there is no evidence that he broke into the home. Proof that the 

offender "broke and entered" the dwelling is necessary to convict a person 

0f statutory burglary under Section 18. 1-89 of the Virginia Code. consequently 

the prosecution may have to settle for a conviction of larceny or receiving 

stolen goods in the absence of proof that the defendant indeed did break into 

the victim's home. 3 

3 liThe word 'break, , used in this section, is borrowed from the law 
of burglary. If then, in any case, a person by even slight force removes or 
displaces anything attached to the house as a part thereof, and relied on by 
the occupant for the safety of the house. it is a breaking within the meaning 

(Footnote continued, next page) 
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The multiple charging also provides both sides with an opportunity 

for plea bargaining. Our sources in the Commonwealth's Attorney's office 

give two primary reasons for engaging in this practice: (1) in cases where 

evidence is weak and they feel they will have difficulty obtaining a conviction, 

they may agree to let the offender plead guilty to a lesser charge than the 

initial one broug'ht against him, and (2) when they feel that the offender de­

serves a break. Their reasoning closely parallels that expressed by David 

Sudnow in "Normal Crimes." That is, 

... that the defendant "receive his due." The reduction of 
offense X to Y must be of such a character that the new 
sentence will depart from the anticipated sentence for the 
original charge to such a degree that the defendant is likely 
to plead guilty to the new charge, and at the same time, not 
so great that the defendant does not "get his due. 114 

Because M_ does not have a prior record, the prosecution 
agrees to let him plead guilty to grand larceny. Although 
both grand larceny and statutory burglary are felonies and» 
in theory. the sentences are the same (unless the burglar 
is armed), in practice grand larceny is considered a. less 
serious offense and persons convicted of it generally receive 
a less severe sentence than those convicted of statutory' bur­
glary. 

Footnote 3', continued. 
of this section, if the other constituent parts of the offense exist." Finch v. 
Commonwealth. 14 Gratt (55 Va. ) 643, cited in Code of Virginia, Michie, 
1960, 213. 

flActual breaking involves the application of some force, slight 
though it may be~ whereby the entrance is ~ffected." Williams v. Common­
wealth. 192 Va 764. 71 S. E. (2d) 73, cited in Code of Virginia, Michie. 1960, 
213. 

4David Sudnow, "Normal Crimes: Sociological Features of the Penal 
Code in a Public Defender Office," Social Problems. 12 (Winter 1965) 262. 
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M IS primary concern is with the amount of time he is 
going to spend behind bars. His attorney advises him to 
plead guilty to gralld larceny, that given his clean record, 
the judge will probably give him probation. M_ accepts 
his advice and agrees to plead guilty to the lesser offense. 

There are two other alternath"es which M __ might have preferred~ 

given different circumstances. First, had the issue of a procedural error 

been raised (as might have occurred on a question of illegal search and sei­

zure). it would probably have been to his advantage to plead not guilty before 

a judge. A judge is able to decide on the technical issues raised by defense 

counsel, whereas a jury decides according to the merits of the case; i. e .• 

questions of law vs. questions of fact. 

The final alternative would ha ve been for M to plead not guilty 

before a jury. That would have been to his advantage had he had a long 

record of previous offenses. For, in Virginia the jur:x: does the sentencing 

in cases where it convicts, and does so without benefit of a presentence in­

vestigation report. 5 Thus, unless the fact that the offender had a prior 

record came out at the trial (which would not happen unless the defendant 

took the stand), the jury would have no way of distinguishing between a first 

offender and a ten-time recidivist. There is, however, one major disadvan­

tage to the defendant in choosing a tria.l by jury; that is, the jury cannot give 

probation or a suspended sentence. In Virginia, once a person is convicted, 

jurors must sentence him to a prison term. However, in a case where the 

defendant has a long record, it is doubtful that the judge would give probation. 

thus it might still be to the defendantls advantage to request a jury trial. 

5The presentence investigation is a detailed investigation into an 
offenderl s background with the purpose of helping the judge determine what 
would be the most appropriate disposition of a case. It would include, of 
course, any history of prior offenses. 
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On the da.te of his trial, M_ is arraigned (given formal 
notification of the charges against him) in the circuit court, 
and enters a plea of guilty. After he has entered a guilty 
plea, he is asked a series of questions, designed to insure 
that his cunstitutional rights are being protected. Among 
the questions are: 

Has anyone forced you to plead guilty to this charge? 

Has anyone promised you anything in return for a plea 
of guilty? 

Do you know if anyone has made a recommendation 
for leniency, either to me or to the prosecutor? 

The next step is for the prosecution to present before the judge 

the "e vidence" that he would present if the case were going to trial. In 

other jurisdictions this Supreme Court requirement is satisfied by a verbal 

explanation of how the prosecutor would proceed. However, in Virginia, the 

law has been interpreted to mean that witnesses must go on the stand to tes­

tify in the form of a miniature trial. Defense counsel has the opportunity 

to cross examine, though he generally raises few objections to the testimony. 

At the conclusion of the a.ctual trial, the judge sets a date for the 

accused to return for sentence and then~ at the request of the defense, orders 

a presentence investigation. This investigation must be ordered, at the de .. 

fendant's request, in all non-jury felony cases where the defendant has been 

convicted of or has pleaded guilty to a crime carrying a possible maximum 

sentence of ten years or more 

The presentence invest~gation is handled by one of the probation 

,.. officers from the Virginia Department of Probation and Parole. In addition 

to performing this investigative function, each officer also supervises a 

caseload of probationers and parolees. 

In his capacity as an investigative officer, the probation officer first 

questions the offender about his background. He then verifies this information 

with information from the police department and FBI. The officer also speaks 
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to members of the defen.dant's family, his employer, and his friends to 

determine the kind of a.djustment he has made within his community. The 

information gathered through this investigation is used by the officer to 

help him decide what recommendation, probatiou or incarceration, to make 

to the court. Although the recommendati.on he makes to the court is not 

binding on the judge, in most cases the judge in fact does go along with the 

officer's suggestion. If the judge chooses to jail the accused, the amount 

of time the offender receives is determined solely by the judge. 

In M._'s case, the investigati ve officer recommends pro­
bation. The background investigation has revealed that he 
comes from a family concerned about his welfare, and that, 
although he is currently unemployed, past employers con­
sider him a satisfactory employee. As a probationer. he 
will be entitled to job placement through the Department of 
Vocational Education; hopefully, with a new lease on life he 
will not be seen in court again. 

The report is sent to the court; the judge agrees that pro­
bation is the best alternative. and on M_'s sentencing day' 
gives him a few words of warning, places M_ on probation 
and sends him on his way. 

M_ now weighs his past record of achievements and the 
rewards of burglary against his fear of punishment, if 
caught again. Although he knows that next time. as a sec­
ond offender" he is likely to receive a more severe sen­
tence, probably several years, his primary concern is 
with what the chances are of getting caught again. He had 
successfully completed quite a few burglaries before this 
first arrest; he has friends wh9 have completed hundreds 
before being apprehended a first time. He examines the 
situation closely. Finally, based on what he considers to 
be very low chances of getting caught. he decides that the 
rewards of the crime counterbalance any negative features 
associated with committir.g it and thats at least for the time 
being, he will continue to burglarize. 

BOne other issue that should be mentioned' is the alternative path 
M would have taken had he been charged with a misdemean.or instead of 

(Footnote continued, next page) 
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This single factor, the low probability of apprehension, has been 

the element most frequently mentioned by our respondents as a cause of 

recidi vism among burglars. Fear of punishment, even though the punishment 

might involve a substantial amount of time in prison. generally does not 

outweigh the advantages provided by the crime. especially given the low 

likeliliood of getting caught. This element is of considerable importance 

when considering the different methods of reducing the incidence of burglary. 

There is one final path over which a burglar can travel which should 

be noted. Cases of offenders under the age of eighteen are referred to the 

Fairfax County Juvenile and Domestic Relations Court for adjudication. 

This court, along with most other juvenile courts in the United States. differs 

substantially, both in practice and philosophical approach, from the courts 

through which adults pass. In the words of the President's Task Force Re-
'7 

port on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime:' 

They (the juvenile courts] differ from adult criminal courts 
in a number of basic respects, reflecting the philosophy 
that erring children should be protected and rehabilitated 
rather than subjected to the harshness of the criminal sys­
tem. Thus they substitute procedural informality for the 
adversary system. emphasize investigation of the juvenile's 
background in deciding upon dispositions. rely heavily on 
the social sciences for both diagnosis and treatment, and 
in general are committed to rehabilitation of the juvenile 
as the predominant goal of the entire process. 

Footnote 6, continued. 
a felony offense. Rather than. being tried in the Circuit Court. his case 
would have gone to the Fairfax County Court. The process would not have 
included a preliminary hearing nor a formal indictment; he would have been 
subject to a fine and/ or jail sentence which could not exc6ed one year. 
rather than a prison sentence. 

7 The Pre"sident's Commission on Law Enforcement and Adminis­
tration of Justice, Task Force Report: Juvenile Delinquency and Youth 
Crime (Vvashington, D. C.: Government Printing Office. 1967) p. 1. 
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This philosophy is reflected in numerouS ways in Fairfax County's 

juvenile court. As with other juvenile courts, the general language is dif­

ferent from that of the adult court. "Petitions." "adjudication hearings, " 

"predisposition in vestigc:.:!;ions" are the terms us ed. The courtrooms are 

smaller than those of the Circuit Court and a more informal and relaxed 

atmosphere prevails. The fundamental premise under which the court 

operates stems from a basic belief that, if dealt with early enough$ beha­

vior patterns of these children can be changed in such a way to keep them 

from full-fledged criminal careers, more easily here than when they are 

adults. The juvenile court is geared toward rehabilitation and change rather 

than toward punishment and custody. 

Typically, immediately after arrest 1 a juvenile will be released 

into the custody of his parents. A juvenile's initial contact with the judicial 

system will be at intake; the function of this stage is to try to arrive at a 

solution through informal court intervention. Alternatively. the juvenile 

may be brought before a Ilhearing officer, II the function is the same as that 

of intake, although the encounter is somewhat more formalized. Burglaries, 

because of the seriousness of the offense. are not as likely to be informally 

disposed of at intake or befor'e a hearing officer as are other categories of 

juvenile offenses. In most cases, a petition will be drawn up and the juvenilLe 

will be brought before one of the two juvenile cou!'t judges. 

The next step in the process is a preliminary or adjudication hearing. 

This is the fact-finding hearing, at which witnesses appear and the judge de­

termines whether the youth is guilty or not guilty. The juvenile is entitled 

to an attorney and may not waive his right to counsel. If a finding bf guilty 

is made, there may be a predisposition investigation by one of the counselors 

from the Department of Juvenile Services. The role of the counselor stIlongly 

parallels that of the probation officer in the adult system except for the fact 

that the juvenile counselor does only investigative work, not prob~ation and 

aftercare. 
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The final disposition in a burglary case is frequently restitution 

by the offender to the victim along with probation or a one year's continu­

ance of the case. If the case is continued, and the juvenile completes the 

year without further incident, the case will either be dismissed or closed, 

and the juvenile will not have a record. 

If a juvenile has been through the system, has a record of three 

to five offenses and probation has been tried but has not been successful. 

the judge may commit the youth to a juvenile institution. Juvenile commit­

ments differ from adult commitments both in type of institution and in length 

of time to be served. A juvenile may be committed until he reaches twenty­

one years of age; there is no distinction by type of crime as there is in the 

adult system. Again, the purpose of this is to allow flexibility in the system 

so that a young person may be released when it is felt that he has been re­

habilitated. 

The District of Columbia 

Late one night. G __ is picked up for possession of 
recently stolen property. He is a known dope addict; 
he has been arrested several times before on both 
drug and burglary charges. Suspecting that he might 
have been involved with a burglary that was reported 
earlier that day, they check his prints with those found 
at the scene of the crime and discover t.hat they match. 
Confronted with the evidence. G __ breaks down. ad­
mits to having been involved and implicates his com­
panion, T __ , with the hope that by talking he'll get 
a break. 

G and T • along with a majority of other burglars 
in the District, are young, black, male and stealing to 
support a narcotics habit, in the example, heroin. They 
were exposed to drugs and crime at an early age; they 
learned on the street and in school how to break into 
places and how to get rid of their stolen goods. They 
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wander through apartment complexes, searching for easy 
hits. Th1ey knock on doors, and when no one answers, 
deftly slip the locks with credit cards. The people they 
steal from are for the most part poor like themselves. 
Oftentimes the victims are ghetto dwellers; often the item 
stolen is the only thing of any real value in their home. 

Another category of offender operates in the whiter. more 8.ffluent 

lower density areas of DC. Burglars who work in this area are generally 

professionals; they may even be part of an organized burglary ring. When 

these offenders are caught, they are described in sensational news stories 

by the local press. 

How is the Offender Caught? 

As was the case in Fairfax County. the vast majority of burglars 

are not caught. In cases where they are, it is often because they have been 

careless. :n the words of a local defense attorney we talked to: "They're 

really dumb and clumsy. They don't just go in, take the stuff and get out, 

but they stop and fix themselves a sandwich. They screw around inside and 

leave fingerprints like crazy. II This last ractor, fingerprints, has been the 

most frequent response to our question about how burglaries are solved. 

Frequently, the police have a suspect in mind, and if latents are left at the 

scene, they can often be matched with prints on file with either the police 

department or FBI. 

In addition to the use of fingerprints, offenders are frequently 

caught through information supplied by informants. However, if a case is 

to stand up in court, an informant's word alone will not suffice, other evi­

dence must also be presented. 
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Another method of apprehending the criminal, especially in non­

residential burglaries, is through the use of silent burglar alarms. Bur­

glars may also have been seen by witnesses. or the offender may be caught 

soon after the crime was committed with the stolen property in his possession. 

as was the case in Fairfax County. 

" The District of Columbia Court System 

Prior to 1971, DC had only one local court, the District of Columbia 

Court of General Sessions. That court had jurisdiction over all civil cases 

and criminal misdemeanors that violated local statutes. Local felony offenses. 

on the other hand, were handled in the U. S. District Court for the District 

of Columbia along with other federal crimes. 

By the late 1960's, serious problems had arisen concerning the ad­

ministration of justice ~n the District. Criminal cases had become heavily 

backlogged at District Court; it was not uncommon for a defendant to ha ve 

been waiting a year or more for his case to come to trial. In order to re­

lieve some of the pressure on the overburdened District Court, the U. S. 

Attorney's office began a policy of reducing many felonies to misdemeanors 

so that they could be processed through the less congested Court of General 

Sessions. As a consequence, many offenders, including burglars. were back 

out on the street the day after their trial. In addition. there were numerous 

administrative problems, largely due to the fact that there was no system 

of computerized information on persons who came through the court. The 

situation was one that required attention. 

In the summer of 1970, Congress passed a bill providing for a 

sweeping reorganization of the District's court system. The Court Reform 

and Criminal Procedures Act of 1970 called for the establishment of a new 

Superior Court of the District of Columbia. The ne'7 court would inherit 

91 



the responsibilities of the old Court of General Sessions, but in add.ition 

would have jurisdiction over felony offenses that were in violation of Title 22 

of the District of Columbia Code. Superior Court would take over the less 

serious felonies (including Burglary II) as of J?ebruary 1971j at a later date, 

the remaining felonies (including Burglary I) would be transferred over 

from District Court. Seventeen new judges we~,:,e added to the court during 

the first phase of reorganization; seven more welre to be added When the re­

organization was completed in August 1972. A new superior court division 

was formed within the U. S. Attorney's office (resJponsible for the prose­

cution of both federal offenses and local felonies), and the District's first 

Public Defender Service was established. Funds were also authorized (by 

amendment of the 1964 Criminal Justice Act) at this time to pay attorneys 

who defended indigents in· court appointed cases in Superior Court. .Judges 

sitting on the bench were assigned to serve on a rota.ting basis, both so that 

they would become familiar with all types of caE:,es (which would enable the 

Chief Justice to assign judges to the courts where they were most needed) .. 

and to alleviate the monotony which developed from listening to cases in­

volving only one type of law. 

The juvenile court also underwent a great deal of change. In line 

with the goal of creating a single unified court, the juvenile court wa,S com·, 

bined with the domestic relations court and a newly created intrafamily 

branch to form the Family Division of the Superior Court, The new court 

philosophy emphasized working with the family as a whole, single unit. 

Although Superior Court is still in the process of reorganizing, sig­

ni!icant changes have alr.eady taken place. Since reorganization, the backlog, 

both in the adult and juvenile courts, has substantially decreased. According 
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to our sources. felonies no longer must be reduced to misdemeanors for 

them to be processed through. Offenders are getting Iljail time II and as 

------- --I 

one judge put it. IIWitnesses are now coming forward to talk; they no longer 

fear that the offender will be out on the street the next day seeking revenge. 11 

A new computerized system of arraignment and indictment procedures has 

been established and other miscellaneous improvements in administrative 

techniques have also been initiated . 

This is not to say that all problems associated with reorganization 

have been solved. Only recently was the final phase of reorganization effec­

tuated; it remains to be seen whether the new court is capable of handling a 

full criminal docket. Judges are in many cases still operating out of tempo­

rary offices; the court itself is spread over several blocks in six different 

buildings. Security under the new conditions may prove to be a serious prob­

lem with the transfer of prisoners from building to building. In conclusion. 

Superior Court has not solved all the problems facing the District I S court 

system two years ago, but the court has certainly done a great deal towards 

promoting positive change. It does not have the prestige and dignity of other 

long established courts. but it does appear well on its way to giving the 

District of Columbia a local court which the city can take pride in. 

G is transferred from the substation to the central 
cellblock of the Metropolitan Police Department. He is 
familiar with the system; as waS mentioned earlier l he has 
been arrested several times before. 

G __ 's journey through Superior Court will in ffia:lY respects be 

similar to the one M_ went through in Fairfax County. A major difference 

arises. however. due to the extremely high volume of cases that Superior 

Court handles. Because of the large number of cases that go through the 

District's court. the organizational structure is different frOln that of most 

local state courts. Rather than handling all types of local cases itself, the 
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prosecutorial responsibilities are split between the Superior Court Division 

of the U. S. Attorney's office and the Corporation Counsel. The former is 

further subdivided into three sections: felony trials, misdemeanor trials 

and grand jury. The Corporation Counsel is responsible for the prosecution 

of civil and juvenile cases. The courtroom setup, too. follows a categorical 

breakdown: judges handle only felonies, only misdemeanors, only civil cases, 

etc. The purpose of this kind of "piecemeal" operation is to provide maxi­

mum efficiency in a court that handles over a quarter of a million cases a 

year. 

The morning after arrest, G is taken to the Superior 
Court cellblock to await judicial proceedings. He is inter­
viewed by a representative from the CJA office who deter-
mines that G is eligible for appointment of counsel 
with funds pursuant to the Criminal Justice Act. He is also 
questioned by an agent from the DC Bail Agency. whose re­
sponsibility is to recommend to the court conditions for pre­
trial release. Among the recommendations he may make 
are: (1) release on personal recognizance; (2) release to a 
third party custodian (friend, relative or agency that accepts 
third party custody), and (3) that release not be granted. In 
G __ 's case, there appears to be an aunt who could ac-
cept custodianship, so release to her custody will probably 

. be the decision. Finally. G __ is asked to submit a urine 
sample for analysis of drug usage. 

In the meantime, his "lockup number" along with those of 
other lockups of the day, has been placed on a master list 
and presented before a judge for appointment of counsel. 
The judge has assigned G 's case to one of the "volunteer" 
or "CJA'I attorneys. The attorney appointed to represent 
him goes to the lockup section and speaks briefly with his 
client regarding basic background information and to learn 
what he knows about the facts of the case. 

The next step in the process is the "presentment to the 
Committee Magistrate, II that 'is. he is brought before the 
court where he is advised of his rights, released to the 
custody of an aunt. and assigned a date to return to court 
for his preliminary hearing. 
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Next, his attorney contacts an Assistant U. S. Attorney 
in the grand ju.ry section to discuss a possible plea bar­
gain. G __ is unwilling to plead guilty to a felony of-
fense, and since the prosecutor will not reduce the charge 
to a misdemeanor, no agreement is made. Consequently, 
the case is sent on for further investigation by a grand jury. 

Before the expected date of the preliminary hearing arrives, the 

grand jury returns the indictment on the case. Since the purpose of the 

preliminary hearing is to determine if there is enough evidence to hold 

the aefendant over for further investigation by a grand jury. there is no 

longer a need for a preliminary hearing and it is cancelled. The grand 

jury indictment charges him with: 

Burglary II 

Larceny of property of a value in excess of $100 . 

• 
Receiving stolen property of a value in excess of $100. 

Notice of the charges of the indictment is sent to the defendant, as 

well as the date he is to appear in court for arraignment. 

At time of arraignment. G __ appears before a judge and 
is formally notified of the charges against him. At this time 
his attorney also enters a plea of not guilty in his behalf. 
Dates are set for a status hearing and for trial. 

Following this court appearance. his attorney again contacts 
the U. S. Attorney's office. Th~.s time he speaks to the Assis­
tant U. S. Attorney in the felony trials section who has been 
assigned to the case. Although G __ previously refused to 
plead guilty to a felony charge. hE. has since realized the 
strength of the prosecution's case against him and, on his 
attorney's advice, agrees to plead guilty to the felony charge 
of grand larcb"tly. The Assistant U. S. Attorney, satisfied 
that the defendant will "get his due. " accepts the plea. 
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At the status hearing. the judge hears motions pertaining 
to the case, and learns of the agreement that has been 
made between the two parties for the defendant to plead 
guilty. Sometime before the scheduled trial date. G __ 
wil.l appear in court and enter his plea of guilty. On that 
day he is asked a series of questions (much like the ones 
asked of M in FC) to assure the judge that he is 
entering the plea of his own volition" Next, the pros­
ecutor "proffers" the case, that is, states what evidence 
he would be presenting if the case were being tried. (Un-.. 
like the procedure used in Fairfax County, he does not call 
witnesses to the stand.) Once the judge is satisfied that 
the defendant's rights have been observed, he accepts the 
guilty plea, sets a date for the defendant to return for 
sentencing and orders a presentence investigation. 

The function of the presentence investigation in the District is quite 

similar to the one described earlier for FC. When the report iEl returned 

to court. the judge will probably follow the recommendation stated 

in the report. As was the case in Fairfax, it is the responsibility of the 

judge to determine the length of sentence. 

Because G __ has been in before. probation has been 
tried but has failed, he is unemployed and on drugs, the 
decision is incarceration. He returns for sentencing and 
is given a two-to-six year sentence. He will be eligible 
for parole after two years of the sentence h.as been ~erved. 

Had G been charged with a misdemeanor offense rather than -- . 

a felony, his process through the courts would have resembled more closely 

that which took place in Fairfax County. The misdemeanor trials section of 

the U. S. Attorney's office would have been responsible for the prosecution 

of the case and the case would have been heard before a judge hearing mis­

demeanor cases rather than felonies. The defendant would not have been 

"presented, " but rather would t.d v'e had only an arraignment. There would 

have been no requirement for a preliminary hearing and no grand jury in­

vestigation. Finally, the possible sentence would have either been a fine or 

jail time. hut no possibility of imprisonment in the penitentiary. 
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II 

qthe r O}2tlons, 

The juvenile court in DC is geared towards rehabilitation and 

change rather than punishment. Youthful offenders in the District range 

from chance one ... time offenders to teen-age recidivists charged with armed 

robbery. Typically, juveniles caught in the aet of burglary are taken to 

one of the Youth Divisions of the Metropolitan Police Department. There 

the Youth Division officer decides whether or not to detain them, and 

attempts are made to contact parents of the offenders. 

If' a youth is detained, he will be taken to the District's Receiving 

Home for Children, a temporary detention center. There a representative 

of the Court Social Services division will further screen the case, and will 

also make a decision to release or detain the youth to the parents pending t?e 

court appearance. Next, he will be brought before an intake officer where 

a decision is made to petition or not to petition th.e case. Since burglary ;.~ 

considered a serious offense, the case will probably be petitioned. (Paren­

thetically, though the Corporation Counsel, pursuant to the 1970 Criminal 

Justice Act, has absolute veto power over any decision made at the intake 

level, he rarely exercises this power. ) 

In cases where a youth has been detained overnight, he is brought 

before a judge the next day for a detention hearing. The judge will decide 

at that hearing if there is enough evidence to carry the case further and if 

he should be detained pending trial. A plea of guilty or not guilty will then 

be entered, and a date for trial or "fact finding hearing" will be set. 

The ju venile fact-finding hearing strongly resembles an adult t:rial 

except that a juvenile has no right to trial by jury. If he is found guilty, a 

date is set fo:1:' a predisposition hearing and a probation officer from the 

Department of Social Services will prepare a background investigation report. 
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In both DC and FC, many juveniles are placed on probation for one year. 

Although institutional commitment is also a dispositional choice. it is usually 

resorted to only when all other attempts at rehabilitation have failed. 

Prince George's County 

J is seventeen years old. He can neither read 
nor write, and is neither in school nor working. He spends 
most of his time at home loafing; on occasion he does some 
television repair work for his mother's friends. In the after­
noon, after school lets out, he goes outside to play with the 
younger children of the neighborhood. Often they drift over 
to Mrs. Jones' house to fool around. Several times now, 
Mrs. Jones has told them not to play there, and once has 
even threatened to call the police. One Friday afternoon, 
as she is returning home from work. ::::he sees one of the 
youngsters perched on a tree limb by her bedroom window. 
She recognizes him to be J __ . She chases him away. 
inspects the window and upon finding indications of 
attempted entry, calls the police and reports the incident. 

Many characteristics of burglary offenders in Prince George's 

County have already been touched upon in the discussions of the other two 

jurisdicti Jns. Our sources estimate that about half of the burglars are white. 

half black and that almost all of them are stealing to support a narcotics habit. 

The alcohol-related offense. discussed previously for Fairfax County, is also 

common in PGC. Most offenders live in the county and burglarize either 

residences during the day (frequently apartments) or non-residences at night. 

Because of the 1969 passage of a housing ordinance requiring the installation 

of deadbolt locks on all apartment doors. some sources suggest that there 

has been a relative increase in house burglaries. though apartments still 

remain the most frequent targets for breakings and enterings. 

98 



• 

How is the Offender Caught? 

Here, as in the other jurisdictions, lTIOst of the time offenders are 

not caught. Cases that are solved are frequently solved through the use of 

informants. However, this evidence must be supplemented by other evi­

dence if a case is to be successfully prosecuted. Fingerprints left at the 

scene of the crime, testimony by witnesses. apprehension of the criminal 

with recently stolen goods in his possession or catching the offender inside 

the structure being burglarized, are all methods, by now familiar to the 

reader, by which the offender is caught. 

The path by which a burglar travels through the Prince George's 

County courts is similar to that traveled in the other two jurisdictions. 

Briefly stated. the steps are: 

• Appearance before a commissioner, available twenty­
four hours a day to determine bond. 

• Presentment before a judge. 

• Preliminary hearing~ 

• Investigation and indictment by a grand jury. 

IJ Arraignment. 

.. TriaL 

.. Sentence. 

The process in Prince George's County differs from that of the 

other two jurisdictions in that: 

1. In most burglary and "b&e" cases, preliminary hearings 
are diopensed with. because indictments are generally 
returned before the hearing date has come up. 
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2. In Prince George's County it is reported that felony 
storehousebreaking charges are frequently reduced 
to misdemeanor storehousebreaking charges. This 
is possible because in the Maryland Code (and in a 
local county law) there is a distinction between felony 
and misdemeanor storehousebreakings by value of 
property stolen. As a consequence. it is not unusual 
for a reduction to be made for a storehousebreaking 
offense, especially when the exact value of the goods 
stolen is in question. 

3. In January 1972, Prince George's County began oper­
ating its first Public Defender System. The organiza­
tion is small and attorneys are permitted to engage 
in non-criminal pri vate practice as well as serving the 
PDS. Indigent offenders are represented either by an 
attorney from this office. or by a IIpanel attorney. " 
The panel attorney is similar to the court appointed 
volunteer attorney described in Fairfax County, how­
ever his appointment is made by the Public Defender's 
office, not by the court. 

4. The Maryland Department of Probation and Parole 
serving the Seventh Circuit court is responsible for 
presentence investigations of cases referred to them 
by the court; however, unlike the Virginia system. the 
officers are responsihle only for presentence investiga':' 
tion reports, not for probation and aftercare supervision. 

5. Finally, unlike the statutory requirements in Virginia 
and the District, there is no minimum amount of time 
a Prince George's County offender must serve. Ac­
cording to our sources, although it is impossible to 
make a generalization regarding length of sentence, it 
is likely that an offender convicted of a daytime house­
breaking. with some history of previous crime, will 
receive an eighteen month to two year sentence. Three, 
four or five year sentences are also given. again, de­
pending on the circumstances of the crime. 
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A police officer is dispatched to Mrs. Jones' home to make 
a report. Upon completion of the investigative report. the 
officer goes to J 's home. picks him up a.nd takes him 
to the police station. 

After being interviewed by an intake officer, a decision is 
made that J should go before the court. a,nd a juvenile 
petition is then authorized. 

Within the next few days, J_ and his mother receive a 
summons to appe?-r in court for the youth's arraig~lment. 
As the arraignment begins. the juvenile court master!! pro­
ceeds with question after question, taking painstaking care 
that J understands what his constitutional rights are. 
Since J_'s mother does not have enough money to pay 
an attorney, she has requested that an attorney be appointed 
to the case. 

The attorney appointed to represent him is Mr. Brown, a 
panel attorney. He contacts his client and arrangements 
are made for an informal meeting between the two of them 
and the boy's mother. 

When the date of the adjudication arrives, the prosecutor 
calls the complainant. Mrs .. Jones, to the stand. She re­
lates what she saw that Friday afternoon; the defense cross 
examines. and the witness steps down. J himself is 
called. and claims that he did not try to break into Mrs. 
Jones' house. 

The master has a difficult decision to make. Though the 
prosecution has not proved the case, the master feels 
something should be done to help J . He places the 
case on the docket, orders J to stay away from the 

!!Activities of the juvenile court master in Prince George's County 
are almost identical to those of a judge. with the major difference being that 
a Circuit Court judge has ultimate jurisdiction over any matters that come 
before the Juvenile Court. In practice, however, recommendations made 
by the master to the Circuit Court judge responsible for the Juvenile Court 
are routinely approved. 
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lady's house and instructs the Department of Juvenile Services 
to get the boy into a vocational training program. He realizes 
it will be at least six months before the youth can be placed, yet 
he nonetheless turns to that as the best alternative possible. 

Conclusions 

Our most striking finding is that. in the opinion of our informants 

and regardless of its structure, the courts have a minimal impact on bur­

glars. It was repeatedly noted that a burglar often completes thirty, forty 

or even more offenses before getting caught once. Thus, the Eunitive con­

tacts that the burglar has with the for-mal criminal justice system are likely 

to be very infrequent compared to the rewarding contacts he has with theft 

as a profession. Even the potential impact which the courts might have in 

terms of posing a threat of punishment is completely undercut by the fact 

that chances of getting caught are so low. 

Another factor also must be frankly acknowledged as impeding court 

effects. Over ai. Q over again we heard the comment: "Burglaries just aren't 

serious crimes." Crimes against property in general are neither con­

SIdered so serious nor punished so severely as crimes against persons. 

Only when a burglar endangers or threatens to endanger a person, or when 

he has a history of recidivism. do the penalties become severe. In the words 

of one judge responding to a"question about his sentencing practices: 

One of the factors I consider when deciding how much time 
to give a man, is whether the crime [burglary] was com­
mitted in his own neighborhood or in one completely unfa­
miliar to him. The guy that breaks into a place at random, 
having no idea what the behavior patterns of the victim are, 
is running a much greater risk of breaking in while someone 
is home. That's one thing I won't tolerate. 12 

12 . . 
By contrast, a prosecutor was qUlck to pOInt out: You know, when 

you're talking about the burglar that's when you're really talking about the 
hardened criminal. A burglar is habitual: you can be sure that the case you've 
got him on isn't his first burglary, and that it won't be his last. When you get a 
guY' for burglary, you ought to lock him up for a long time. II 
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Chapter VII: Generalizations and Recommendations 

Generalizations 

The goal of this research is reducing burglaries. The conceptual 

tool we suggest is the interdiction of the burglary cycle, tak~ng those actions 

based--to the greatest degree possible--on whatever we discover to be the 

empirical situation. If we return now to the conceptual orientation presented 

in Chapter I, it becomes apparent that our results speak to portions of the 

cycle of behavior involved in the events surrounding a burglary, rather than 

to the total cycle. In brief, we have detailed a series of findings which are 

relevant to interdiction by manipulating the opportunities in the environment 

in which a b1.il-rglar operates. 

To facilitate the statement of particular recommendations which we 

think potentially effective in reducing the occurrence of burglaries on the 

basis of findings from our study. let us state those findings baldly~ in their 

declarative. simplified, but essential. form. Each generalization we shall 

draw from the analysis of our data falls somewhere between a fact and a 

hypothesis. While there is evidence in our data :to support all statements to 

varying degrees, it is quite obvious that each one cannot be considered a 

completely validated proposition. Since. however, it remains true that actions 

must always be based on less than perfect information. we cannot for that 

reason alone refuse to take pr'edictive risks simply because our data are 

less than perfect. Here follow, then. the major empirical generalizations 

from our study. 
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The Nature of the Offense _____ II. 4 

• Residential burglaries occur more frequently than non ... 
residential burglaries. 

• Residential burglaries, relative to non-resident'i.al bur­
glaries, are increasing in frequency. 

Easily movable and easily convertible-into-money goods 
are the preponderance of stolen items; specifically, home 
entertainment equipment, and money itself. 

• Most burglaries involve the theft of goods of moderate 
value • 

• Specifically, in our subu.rban jurisdictions, two­
thirds of all burglaries involved the theft of items 
worth, in each instance, less than $500. 

• Burglarized units are usually entered via a door or 
window. 

• Urban burglaries involved forced entry relatively more 
often than suburban burglaries. 

• Burglary frequencies do not vary systematically by month 
or by season. 

• Non-residential burglaries are likely to occur at night and 
on weekends. 

• Residential burglaries are likely to oc-cur during the day 
on weekdays. 

The Patterning of the Offense 

• Residential burglary rates tend to be geographically stable 
in urban areas. 

• Residential burglary rates tend to be geographically un­
s~able in suburban areas undergoing rapid population growth. 
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• Non-residential burglary frequencies tend to be geo­
graphically sta.Jle in both urban and suburban areas. 

• Frequencies of residential and non-residential bur­
glaries are more highly correlated, geographically, 
in suburban than in urban areas. 

The Correlates of the Offense 

\l Burglary frequencies are strongly correlated with 
population size in suburban areas. but not in urban 
areas. 

• Burglary rates and burglary frequencies are highly 
correlated with a variety of social structural charac­
teristics in urban areas. and correlated with few such 
characteristics in suburban areas . 

. Specifically, in our urban jurisdiction, bur­
glary rates and frequencies are strongly posi­
tively correlated with: 

percent overcrowded housing units 

percent lower cost rental units 

percent black overcrowded housing units 

percent lower-cost housing units 

and strongly negatively correlated with: 

percent white population 

percent white population, aged 5-24 

percent husband-wife households 

percent owner-occupied housing units. 
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The Victims of the Offense 

Victims vs. Non-Victims 

• Victims of burglaries i:end to be victims of other 
crimes as well, more than do comparable non­
victims. 

• Both victims and non-victims perceive similar kinds 
of problems, including crime problems. to exist in 
their neighborhoods . 

. How~ver. non-victims report fewer crimes 
occurring in their neighborhoods than do 
victims. 

• Victims of burglaries are in favor of more different 
kinds of future actions to reduce crime, than are com"" 
parable non-victims. 

• Victims of burglaries want a greater increase in police 
activity than do comparable non-victims. 

• Amount of lighting and street traffic around sites does 
not differentiate between victims and non-victims of 
burg~aries. 

• Victims and non-victims are equally fearful about crime 
in general, and crime in their neighborhoods in particular. 

Residential Burglaries va. 
Non-residential Burglaries 

• Non-residential victims of burglaries as well as non­
residential non-victims pay rnore attention to media 
information about crime and its prevention, than do 
residential victims of burglaries and non-victims. 

• Residential and non-residential burglaries are equally 
serious. 

• Non-residential burglaries occur in neighborhoods 
where other offenses also occur, to a greater degree 
than do residential burglaries. 
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- - ::;?"-- ---~-~ --------- ~ --~iitry_tUTEfsid .... emlar~ry sites is more likely to 
be by cruder means than is entry to nOIl-residential 
burglary sites. 

• Vandalism is more characteristic of non-residential 
than of residential burglaries. 

G Non-residential burglaries involve fewer different 
kinds of goods stolen than residential burglaries . 

. However, the value of property taken in non­
residential burglaries is higher than the value 
of that taken in residential burglaries. 

• Victims of residential burglaries have increased 
their protection to a greater degree than have victims 
of non-residential burglaries, since the victimization 
experiences each went through. 

Victims of Residential Burglaries vs. 
Non-Victims of Residential Burglaries 

.. Victims of residential burglaries are more cautious 
since their victimization experience than they were 
before that experience with respect to: 

, Leaving a light on inside. 

· Leaving a'light on outside. 

Having a dog on the premises. 

• Having bars or wire mesh on doors or windows. 

· Having a private patrolman or security guard. 

· Having a chain lock without a key on the door. 

· Having a dead bolt lock. 

· Having a bar across a sliding door or window. 

· Ha ving key locks on windows. 

· Having other special locks. 

· Having other protective measures. 
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Having someone at home now. 

· Lea ving a radio on. 

· Keeping their doors locked LTl the daytime. 

Keeping their doors locked in the evening. 

· Keeping their windows locked when someone 
is home. 

• Victims of residential burglaries are more cautious 
.currently than non-victims of residential burglaries 
are currently with respect to: 

· Leaving a light on inside. 

· Having bars or wire mesh on doors or windows. 
/' 

Ha ving a dead boltr'fock. 

· Having a bar across a sliding door or window. 

· Having a key lock on a window. 

· Having other special locks. 

· Having someone at home now. 

Lea ving a radio on. 

· Keeping their doors locked in the daytime. 

· Keeping their doors locked in the evening. 

· Keeping their windows locked when someone 
is home. 

• Victims of residential burglaries are more likely than 
non-victims of residential burglaries to favor: 

Better street lighting. 

· Stronger police powers. 

· More crackdown on offenders. 
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Yictims otNon .. Residential Burilaries vs. 
Non-Victims of Non-Residential Burslaries 

~ Victims of non-residential burglaries are more cautious 
since their victimization experience than they were be~ 
fore that experience with respect to: -

· Using a burglar alarm. 

Leaving a light on outside. 

· Having a dog on their premises. 

· Having bars or wire mesh on doors or windows. 

· Engaging the services of a private patrolman or 
security guard. 

· Having a dead bolt lock. 

• Having a bc;r across a sliding door or window. 

· Having sp~ciallocks. 

• Taking other protective measures. 

@ Victims of nO!1-residential burglaries are more cautious 
currently: than non-victims of non-residential burglaries 
are currentlx with respect to: 

· Having a burglar alarm in operation. 

• Leaving a light on outside. 

• Having a dog on their premises. 

· Having bars or wire mesh on windows. 

· Having a private patrolman. 

• Having a chain lock without a key on the door. 

o Having a bar across a sliding door or window. 

· Employing a special lock. 

,. Victims of nonresidential burglaries are more likely 
than non~victims of non~residential burglaries to favor: 

· Stronger police powers. 

· More crackdown on offenders. 
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Attitudes Toward Police 

.. All respondents are very satisfied with police cour­
teousness. promptness and competence . 

Recommendations 

. However~ given this high absolute level of 
satisfaction, respondents are .relatively 
most satisfied with police courteousness. 
next most satisfied with police promptness, 
and least satisfied with police competence. 

Recommendations based on these results relate mostly to the op­

portunity structure of a neighborhood or of a particular site, and only 

secondarily to the behavior of the burglar, e. g .• the conversion of stolen 

goods. In some instances, they are responses which it is proper for the 

criminal justice system to make; in other instances, they imply responses 

more appropriate for the private citizen to make. In either case, we have 

attempted to be concrete. pointed. and specific, rather than abstract, muted, 

and diffus e. 

Citizen Responses 

The most important recommendation that we make is that all effort 

be made to encourage the ordinary citizen in the belief that by a seriGs of 

simple. straightforward acts, he can affect the likelihood of his being bur­

glarized. Our evidence suggests that a substantial number of burg7.aries is 

the product of citizen carelessness providing an easy opportunity for a thief. 

Our prediction is that simple acts. of the kind we shall mention. because 

they affect characteristics with a high frequency among burglary offenses. 

-could have a marked effect on counteracting the completion of such offenses. 

if Widely utilized. 
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The citizen can diminish the perceived opportunitl to burglarize, 

by being sure that: 

.. Residential premises always appear to be occupied. 
particularly during the day on weekends. 

" Non-residential premises always appear to be occu­
pied (or under surveillance). particularly during nights 
and on weekends . 

The citizen can counteract most simpler. but more prevalent, forms 

of burglarLtechnologl by: 

.. Securing his premises. particularly during his absences, 
by such acts as: 

. Bolt-locking doors and windows . 

• Extensive lighting about the outside. 

The citizen can interfere with the ease of conversion of burglarized 

goods by: 

.. Engraved identification on home entertainment equip­
ment, or other easily pawned. portable. possessions. 

• Keeping no more cash or convertible securities than 
is absolutely essential on his premises. 

Police Responses 

The police can, especially by encouraging citizens to take simple 

precautions of the kind we have recommended. reduce the frequency of 

burglaries. thus enabling their own efforts to be concentrated on the sub­

stantially fewer and--presurnably--more skillfully executed offenses. This 

is the most important recommendation we can make to police departments at 

the moment, for success at encouraging simple citizen preventive efforts will 

have a multiplier effect of substantial magnitude in affecting "how thinly" 

police. and other criminal justice system personnel as well. must spread 

themselves. 
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Conclusions 

In many instances what we have just said may seem Irobvious. II 

Thus. it is well to remember Lazarsfeld's incisive comments about Irob­

viousness Ir before considering that characteristic necessarily pejorative: 

If we had mentioned the actual results of the investigation 
first [rather than results which looked reasonable though, 
in fact. they were completely false and contrary to the ac­
tual results of the studies]. the reader would have labelled 
these Irobvious Ir also. Obviously something is wrong with 
the entire argument of "obviousness." It should really be 
turned on its head. Since every kind of human reaction is 
conceivable. it is of great importance to know which reac­
tions actually occur most frequently and '. lder what condi­
tions; only then will a more advanced soc: . science develop. I 

And. we might add. a truly more useful one, as '~ll. 

Ip. F. Lazarsfeld, IrThe American Soldier--An Expository Re­
view." 'public Opinion Quarterly, g (Fall. 1949), p. 380. 
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CHAPTER I 

BURGLARS, BURGLARIES, BURGLARIZING 
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Figure 1. A General Behavior Cycle 

s = status needs 
w = writing for periodicals 
ws = writing skills 
p = peer approval 



Figure 2. A Specific Behavior Cycle: Burglary 
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CHAPTER II 

THE STUDY SITE AND DATA BASE 
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Figure 3 
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.Table 1. Statistical Profile 

District of Prince George I s 
Characteristics F.airfax Countl Columbia Couritl 

1- Population. 1970 455.021 756,510 660,567 

2. Percent population 
change. 1960-1970 47.1 -1. 0 84.8 

3. Percent of population in 
urbanized areas, 19701 87.4 100.0 82~e 

4. Percent nonwhite popu-
lation. 1970 4.2 72.3 15.0 

5. Median family income. 
19702 $15~ 933 $ 8,554 $11.925 

6. Percent school-age 
population (5-17) 35.0 21. 7 26.7 

7. Percent one and two 
family dwellings, 1968 76.9 36.2 57.6 

8. Physical area (sq. mi.) 406 693 485 

9. Number of index crimes r.f-
16.715

5 
ported to the police, 1970 9,760 59~ 311 

10. Persons per square mile 1.120 10,964 1,362 

11. Rate of index crimes per 
3 p 1'16.1

5 
100,000 in .. i-:labitants, 1970 2,145.0 7,840.0 

12. Number of police officers. 
5385 June 19'j'0 396 4,582 

13. Number of police officers 
1. 005 per 1, 000 population, 1970 0.87 6.06 

14. Number of burglaries re- 4,054 22,348 5,469 
ported to police. 1970 

15. Residential burglary rate 
per 1,000 housing units, 1968 20.24 33.97 32.48 

IAn urbanized area consists of a "central city. or cities. and sur-
rounding closely settled territory. " 

2rn 1970 dollar values. 

3Eight square miles of which are water. 

4Includes murder. non-negligent manslaughter. forcible rape, rob­
bery, aggravated assault. burglary. larceny $50 and over in value. and auto 
theft. 

5These figures refer to that part of Prince George1s County which 
is under the jurisdiction of the Prince George's County Police Department. 
(There are 21 Inul1.icipalities which have their own pollce and keep separate 
offense records. ) 
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,Table 2. Percentage Distribution of Index Crimes 

Fai rfax County Washington. D. C. Prince George's County 

1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 

Murder 0.1 0.2 O. 1 0.4 0.4 0.5 O. 1 0.2 O. 1 

Forcible rape 0.7 1.0 1.0 " 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.6 0.9 

Robbery 2. 1 2.2 2.0 14.6 17.5 19.9 3.9 4.4 0.4 

Aggravated Assault 4.5 4.4 4.9 7.9 6.3 5.8 4.5 4.1 4.9 

BURGLARY 54.6 52.9 45.6 37.0 36.4 36.8 45.6 47.8 42.0 
'. 

Larceny 21. 7 22.3 28.2 18.0 16.0 18.5 17.8 17.3 20.7 

Auto Theft 16.2 17.1 18.1 21. 5 23.0 18.0 27.2 25.6 24.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N 5,902 7,079 '1, 699 39,585 49,360 62,229 11,885 14,684 16.163 

;. .. 



1967 

1968 

1969 

1-'. 

Table 3. Distribution of Burglarie's , 
by Juris diction-

Fairfax County Washington. D. C. Prince George's County 

3.224 14.702 5.419 

3,742 17.950 7.023 

3.513 22.933 6.786 

1Uniform Crime Reports. and police department UCR tally sheets 
submitted to FBI. 
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1967 

1968 

1969 

Table 4. Distribution of Burglaries Included 

in our Analyses by Jurisdiction 

. -~. n 
Fairfax County Washington, D. C. Prince George1s County! 

3.375 2.365 

3,986 16,4472 
2» 192 

3.824 22.480 2.263 

lSee Table 5. 

2 January data incomplete. 
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Year 

1967 

1968 

1969 

Table 5. The Prince George's County Sample 

of Burglary Reports 

No. of No. of 
Burglaries Sampling Cases 

Reported Fractions Expected 

5.437 .40 2.175 

7.035 ... 31 2" 181 

6" 808 Q32 2)117.9 

12!j 

Actual 
No .. of 
Cases 

2.365 

2.192 

21'263 



1967 

1968 

1969 

Table 6. Rate of Residential Burglaries 

per 1. 000 Housing Units 

Fairfax County Washington. D. C. Prince Georgeis County 

17.13 

20.24 33.97 

18.87 49.38
1 

IRate computed. to the 1968 housing census base. 
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24.51 

32.48 

30.56 

I 
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Status 
~ 
:p 
s::: 
(]) 

'CI 
• .-1 
(fJ 
(]) 

p:i 

Victim 2 

Non-victim 2 

-

Table 7. Distribution of Respondents for 

Victimization Study Pilot Interviews 

Fairfax County Washington, D. C. 

High Low High Low 

'"@ .... .... c;J CiS ro 
.,"" :p '.-1 :p 
~ 7J s::: Cil 1:: Cil ~ (]) (]) 

'CI '.-1 'CI • .-1 'Tj :p 'CI 
~ ~ • .-1 '.-1 '.-1 s::: '.-1 

(fJ (]) (fJ (]) (fJ (]) (fJ 
(]) 'CI (]) '"d (]) 'CI (]) 
~ • .-1 ~ • .-1 ~ • .-1 ~ 

§ (fJ s::: (fJ § (fJ s::: 
(]) 0 Q) 

~ 0 
Z p:i Z p:i Z Z 

2 2 2 2 2 1 2 

2 2 2 2 2 3 2 

l l' 

Prince George's County .-
High J Low 

.... ~ CiS 
• .-1 :j:I 

nI ~ nI s::: Total 
(]) 

'.-1 'CI :a 'CI ~ 

s::: .... 
~ 

• .-1 
(]) (fJ (fJ 

'CI (]) 'CI (]) 

'.-1 ~ • .-1 H 
(fJ § (fJ § (]) (]) 

p:i Z p:i Z 

2 2 2 2 23 

2 2 2 2 25 

48 



CHAPTER III 

THE OFFENSE 
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Table 8. Percentage Distribution of Burglari~ 

According to Success or Failure ,to Enter 

Fairfax County District of Columbia 

1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 

Forcible entry and unlawful 
entry without force 87.2 86.8 88.4 95.5 95.4 93.2 

Unsuccessful attempts at entry 12.8 13.2 11. 6 4.5 4.8 6.8 
, 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N 3.224 3,742 3,513 13.89517,22721,484 

Prince George's County 

1967 1968 1969 

90.0 90.2 90.0 

10.0 9.8 10. 0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

5.419 7,023 6.786 



Table 9. Percentage Distribution of Structure 

!!.urglarized in the Three Jurisdictions 

Fairfax County D. C. Prince George's 
Structure 

1967 1968 1969 1968 1969 1967 1988 1969 

... -
Offices 12.4 9.4 9. 1 5.5 6.4 6 .. 4 4.9 6.0 

Stores 12.3 10.9 8. 1 16.1 7.7 1506 12.4 11.5 

Residences 47.5 52.7 55.1 62.8 70.9 62.8 67.7 68.6 

Mis cellaneous * ~3.5 19. 7 18.8 15.4 14.8 15.2 15.0 13.9 

Not stated 4.3 7.3 8.9 • 2 .2 -- -- --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

(N) 3.375 3.986 3.8~4 16.447 22.480 2.365 2,192 2,263 

* Includes such structul'es as schools. churches. restaurants. 
and buildings under construction. 
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Property Stolen 

Autos and Accessories 
Cameras and accessories 
Charge plates'l< 
Checks and documents 
Clothing 
Drugs 
Equipment and supplies 
Food 
Guns 
Home entertainment items 
Household goods 
Jewelry 
Keys 
Liquor 
Money and coins 
Office supplies and equipment 
Purs e and contents 
Sporting goods 
Tobacco 
Tools 
Other 

Total 

N 

* No category in D. C. 

Table 10. Pe rcen tage Distribution of Prope Tty Stolen 

in the Three Jurisdictions 

Fairfax County D. C. Prince George's County 

1967 1968 1969 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 
""" 

1.6 1.9 2.1 1.4 1.1 2.3 2. 2 1.6 
1.8 2.2 1.9 2.4 2.7 2.0 2.6 1.8 

0 0.2 0.2 -- -- 0 O. 1 0 
1.4 0.7 1.6 0.2 0.3 0.8 1.5 1.3 
2.2 2.2 2.5 7.9 6.6 2.8 3.6 3.5 

0 O. 1 0.1 0 0 0 0 0.2 
4.5 4.9 4.4 0.8 0.7 2.6 1.7 2.9 
2. 7 2. 9 2.5 1.8 1.8 2.7 2.3 1..0 
4.0 5.5 6. 0 1.7 1.5 4.0 5. 3 6.6 

13.4 17.0 16.7 33.9 39.7 21. 6 22.6 26.1 
5.5 6.8 6.6 4.8 6.0 5.8 4.3 5.0 
5.9 6.0 8. 1 5.9 5.4 8.2 9.8 9.2 
0.7 0.4 0.7 O. 1 0.3 0.7 0.4 0.3 
4.6 3.0 2.8 2.6 O. 9 1. 1 1.0 1.3 

35.9 32.8 26.0 19.5 19.0 26.6 25.8 23.9 
2. 3 2. 1 3. 3 4.5 5.2 2.9 2.3 2.6 
1.0 1.0 O. 9 1.0 0.2 1.1 1.6 2.1 
1.1 1.3 2. 5 0.9 0.8 1.4 1.5 1.8 
1.2 1.2 0.8 1.2 0.9 1.5 0.8 O. 6 
5.6 4.1 5.1 2. 3 2.9 4.5 4.0 2.8 
4.8 3.6 5. 0 6.8 4.1 7.3 6. 5 5.3 .. 

100.0 lCO.O 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1,868 2.1 173 2,055 13,112 17.818 1.667 1.549 1,613 

" 



Table 11. Percentage Distribution 0 f Value of p'roperty 

Stolen in Fairfax County and Prince George's County* 

Fairfax County Prince George's County 
Value. 

1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 

$ .01-49 27.27 24.23 21. 60 26.68 21. 26 21. 85 

50-99 14.58 15.23 13.09 13.24 15.10 12.48 

100-499 40.65 38.83 39.57 40.96 42.88 41. 58 

500-999 11. 23 13.02 13.98 11. 56 13.25 13.60 

1,000-4,999 5.92 8.13 10.58 7.04 7.09 9.70 

5,000+ 0.34 0.55 1. 18 0.52 0.42 0.79 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N 1,166 1,267 1.352 1.548 1,411 1,515 

* In the D.C. coding system~ "no information" is included wit.11 the $.01 to $50. 00 
category, resulting in over 950/0 of all cases in this single category. Thus, we have not included 
their data. 



j:'able 12. Percentage Distribution of Value of Property 

Damaged during Burglaries: 

Data Available only for Prince George's County 

Value 1967 1968 1969 

No Damage 65.92 66.71 66.11 

$ 01-49 26.55 25.81 25.63 

50-99 2.58 3.62 3.45 

100-499 4.06 3.16 4.20 

500-999 0.38 0.32 0.22 

1,000-4. 999 0.38 0.28 0.22 

5,000 + 0.13 0.09 0.18 

Total 100.00 100.00 100.00 

N 2,365 2 .. 181 2 .. 263 
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Place 
of Entry 1967 

Door 53.6 

Window 22.6 

Roof 1.2 

Other 1.0 

Unknown 18.6 

Total 100.0 

N 3,375 

Table 13. Percentage Distribution of Place of 

Breaking and Entering for the Three Jurisdictions 

Fairfax County D. C. Prince George's County 

1968 1969 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 
-

49.9 41. 9 59.4 60.7 63.3 62.4 58.8 

24.0 22.7 28.0 22.9 26.2 27.0 29.8 

1.0 0.5 1.0 1.4 1.0 0.5 1.0 

0.7 0.7 3.7 3.9 1.9 1.7 2.4 

24.4 34.2 7.5 11. 1 7.6 8.4 8.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

3,986 3,824 16,447 22,480 2,865 2,192 2,263 
----- --



Table 14. Percentage Distribution of Place of Entry 

by Type of Structure Entered in Burglaries* 

Types of Structures 
Place of Entry 

Percent Door Window Roof 

Residence (Anywhere 100.0 61. 4 33.7 .2 
on premises) 

Retail Store 100.0 49.2 39.3 4.6 

Warehouse or plant 100.0 45.1 41. 7 4.0 

Public Building (School. 100.0 38.8 52.9 .9 
Library. etc.) 

Gas Station, Garage. etc. 100.0 39.7 53.6 . 9 

Business or Professional 
100.0 53.1 37.6 1.6 Office 

Bank (Savings and Loan. 
100.0 56. 1 34.1 2.4 etc. ) 

Other (Boxcar, Private 
100.0 60.0 27.2 1.6 Clubs. etc.) 

Total Burglaries 100.0 53.6 38.3 1.7 

Other 

4.7 

7.0 

9.2 

7.4 

5.7 

7.7 

7. 3 

11. 2 

6.4 

Due to rounding may not add tb .. ~ 00 percent 

* VCR Report. 1961. p. 9. 
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.. 

Table 15. Percentage Distribution of Location of Door 

Entered Where Door was the Point of Entry 

D. c. Prince George's County 
Location 

1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 

Front 72.9 73.7 55.9 48.1 50.1 

Rear 23.5 22.8 34.7 44.0 41.8 

Side 3.6 3.5 9.4 7.9 8.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

N 9»770 13,630 721 582 595 
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Table 16. Percentage Distribution of Location of Window 

Entered Where Window was the Point of Entry 

D. C. Prince George's County 
Location 

1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 

Front 36.9 28.0 14.5 15.8 26.0 

Rear 42.6 51. 2 59.1 57.3 53.7 

Side 20.5 20.8 26.4 26.9 20.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
. 

N 4,604 5,148 235 253 227 
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Table ~7. Percentage Distribution of Means of Entry in 

Washington, D. C. and Prince George's County 

D. C. Prince George's County 
Means of _Entry 

1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 

Break glass 23.0 19.8 :~4. 4 27.6 25.8 

Force lock 49.3 53.0 30.8 26.9 31. a 

Open unlocked door/window 8.6 6.2 10.6 10.0 10.2 

Use key to unlock door 2.4 2.4 2.7 3.5 3.2 

Other 5.6 3.6 15.1 15.4 15.2 

Unknown 11. 2 15. 1 16.4 16.2 14.7 

t-:=! 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

16,446 22,480 2,365 2,192 2,263 

I 



I 
Month 

Januar.J 

February 

March 

April 

May 

June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Total 
-

N 

---------------------------
Table 18. Percentage Distribution of Burglaries by 

Month of Occurrence in the Three Jurisdictions 

Fairfax County D. C. Prince George I s County 

1967 

7.9 

7.5 

7.9 

6.5 

6.5 

8.4 

10.2 

11.1 

8.7 

8.7 

8.7 

7.9 

100.0 

3~375 

1 
Estimate. 

1968 

7.6 

8.3 

7.4 

7.7 

8.4 

8.4 

9.6 

9.2 

7.7 

7.2 

8.2 

10.0 

100.0 
"- . 

3# 986 
-' 

1969 19681 

8.6 7.6 

7.3 6.8 

8. 1 7.6 

6.8 9.9 

7.3 9.3 

8.9 7.8 

9.4 8. 1 

9.5 8.7 

7.7 8.2 

9.0 8.7 

8.2 8.0 

9.2 9.3 

100.0 100.0 

3,824 17#678 

1969 1967 1968 1969 

8.2 9.2 7.8 9.6 

6.2 7.2 8.3 7.4 

6.6 7.3 8.1 7.7 

6.6 5.7 7.0 8.1 

7.7 7.0 7.1 6.8 
, 

8.1 6.4 7. 1 8.0 

8.9 8.9 8.4 8.4 

10.0 9.0 9. $ 8.8 

8.9 9.8 7.9 9.0 

9.5 8.8 7.8 8.4 

9.2 9.8 9.2 8.8 

10.1 10.9 11. 7 9.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
"-

22.480 2.365 2.192 2,263 

" 



Seasons 
1967 

-
Winter (Nov. 

32.0 Dec. Jan. Feb.) 

Spring-Autumn 
(Mgr. Apr. Sept. 31. 8 
Oct. ) 

Summer (May 
36.2 June, July, Aug.) 

Total 100.0 

N 3,375 

Table 19. Percentage Distribution of 

Burglaries by IISeasonll 

Fairfax County D. C. 

1968 1969 1968 1969 

34.0 33.3 31. 7 33.7 

30.0 31. 6 34.4 31. 6 

35.9 35. 1 33.9 34.7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
--.. 

3,986 3,824 17,678 22,480 

Prince George's County 

1967 1968 1969 

37.1 36.9 34.8 

31. 6 30.9 33. 2 

31. 3 32.2 32.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 
-

2,365 2,192 2,263 



Day of Week 

Sunday 

Monday 

Tuesday 

Wednesday 

Thursday 

Friday 

Saturday 

Total 

N 

Table 20. Percentage Distribution of Residential and Non-Residential 

Burglaries by Day of Week for Prince George's Count:l, 

1967 I 1968 

Res. Non-Res. Total Res. Non-Res. Total Res. 

11. 9 21. 9 14.2 10.2 17.3 15.2 9.7 

13.4 11. 9 15.0 15.3 14.7 15.7 14.4 

15.3 14.0 14.0 14.2 11.8 14.6 15.9 

15.3 10.0 15.8 14.7 11. 0 12.5 15.6 

15.2 12.6 12.8 15.4 14.7 15. 1 16.2 

16.1 12.8 14.8 17.0 12.8 13.5 16.8 

12.8 16.8 13.4 13.2 17.7 13.4 11. 4 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -
1,498 867 2,365 1,504 688 2,192 1,580 

1969 

Non'~Res. Total 

24.4 14.9 

12.9 15.3 

11. 7 12.4 

12.7 14.3 

11. 6 13. 9 

11.6 14.5 

15.1 14.7 

100.0 100.0 

683 2,263 



Day 

Night 

Unknown --
Total 

N 

Table 21. Percentage Distribution of Residential and Non-Residential Burglaries 

by Day and Night for Prince George's County 

1967 1968 1969 
EII_ 

Res. Non-res. Total Res. Non-res. Total Res. Non-res. 

45.1 10.0 32.3 45.3 8.7 33.8 49.7 6. 1 

26.5 51. 4 35.6 33.6 53.3 39.8 26.5 56.1 

28.4 38.5 32.1 21.1 37.9 26.4 23.8 37.8 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1,498 867 2,365 1,504 688 2,192 1,580 683 

Total 
'-

36.5 

35.4 

28.0 

100.0 

2,263 



12:01 a. m. to 3:59 a. m. 

4:00 a. m. to 6 :59 a. D:. 

7:00 "') .• m. to 9:59 a. m. 

10:00 a. m. to 12:59 p.m. 

1:00 p.m. to 3:59 p. m. 

4:00 p. m. to 6:59 p. m. 

7:00 p. m. to 9:59 p. m. 

10:00 p. m. to 12:00 a. m. 

Total* 

N 

Unknown 

Grand Total 

Table 22. Percentage Distribution of Burglaries by 

Time of Day for Prince George ' ~ County 

1967 1968 

Res. Non-res. Total Rc..J. Non-res. Total 

10.4 54.8 25.1 10.7 51. 0 21. 5 

2. 7 16.3 7.2 3. 9 17.6 7.6 

2.9 2.3 2.7 3.0 1.6 2. 6 

28.9 2.5 20.2 26.9 2. 1 20.3 

21. 7 4.9 16.2 19.4 4.4 15.4 

11. 6 5.5 9.6 11.9 6. 3 10.4 

15.5 6.3 12.4 16.6 5.6 13.7 

6. 2 7.4 6. 6 7.5 11. 2 8.5 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1.073 527 1,600 1.174 427 1, 6.01 

765 591 

1.498 867 2.365 1,504 688 2,192 

1969 

Res. Non-res. Total 

8.2 53.0 19.6 

2.8 17.6 6. 5 

2. 5 1.7 2. 3 

33. 1 2.0 25.2 

20.8 2. 9 16.2 

10.1 6. 1 9.1 

17.0 7.8 14.7 

5.5 8.8 6. 3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

1,198 ...-'!09 1,607 -
656 

1,580 683 2.263 

* These figures comprise approximately 70% of the total number of burglaries recorded for each year. 
In the rEimaining cases the time of occurrence could not be determined. 
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-

Table 23. 1 Distribution of Residential Burglsx:y Rates 

(Number/I. 000 Residential Units at Risk) 

bi: Census Tract .for Fairfax C~unty 

1960 Ce~sus 
Tract 1967 1968 1969 

. 
01 23.59 26.52 32.37 
02 23.89 30.44 51.96 
03 16.94 15.30 16.38 
04 20.92 23.89 22.97 
05 17.52 27.78 19.46 
06 16.19 35.40 16.35 
08 23.68 26.50 28.30 
09 13. 16 16.36 18.91 
10 13.06 12.71 24.17 
11 17.05 27.56 27.05 
12 16.89 15.88 16.88 
13 8.26 16.53 24.79 
14 22.62 23.90 19.04 
15 14.24 26.54 14.22 
16 27.64 18.17 20.58 
17 13.44 17.08 16.19 
18 13.88 49.77 32.80 
19 24.98 22.46 21. 23 
20 17.04 29.08 14.26 
21 11.38 19.73 21. 39 
22 20.10 12.40 13.10 
23 8.33 13.49 11.51 
24 14.68 15.33 17.64 
25 21. 37 19.20 28.11 
26 11. 10 5.28 8.46 
27 9.51 14.26 19.81 
28 22.07 20.06 18.30 
29 13.46 20.12 12.89 
30 12.44 17.72 13.16 

I The number of residential units by census tract as of January 1. for 
1967-1969 was obtained from the Fairfax County Division of Planning. Population 
and Housing--1960·,1970. 

2The following tracts are omitted from the table: Tract 07, Fort Belvoir: 
Traet 33. the town of Vienna; Tract 35, the city of Fairfax: Tract 45. the town 
of Herndon; and Tract 46. Dulles International Airport. 
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Table 23 (Continued) 

Tract 1967 1968 1969 

31 25.14 16.57 110 96 
32 23.07 15.14 14.98 
34 13.22 15.44 16.66 
36 13.67 19.67 15.63 
37 15.90 12.66 12.53 
38 14.24 15.42 13.07 
39 17.98 13.72 21.99 
40 26;11 20.01 40.25 
41 20.90 36.96 24.93 
42 19.30 23.78 32.48 
43 44.96 20.96 18.33 
44 12.48 17.89 18.03 
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..Table .24. High and Low Residential Burglary 

Rate Tracts: Fairfax County 

High Residential Burglary Rate Tracts 

1967 1968 
Tract Rate Tract Rate Tract 

43 44.96 18 49.77 02 
16 27.64 41 36.96 40 
40 26.11 06 35.40 18 
31 25. 14 02 30.44 42 
19 24.98 20 29.08 01 
02 23.89 05 27.78 08 
08 23.68 11 27.56 25 
01 23.59 15 26.54 11 
32 23.07 01 26.52 41 
14 22.62 08 26.50 13 

Low Residential Burglary Rate Tracts 

1967 1968 -Tract Rate Tract Rate Tract 

13 8.26 26 5.28 26 
23 8.33 22 12.40 23 
27 9.51 37 12.66 31 
26 11. 10 10 12.71 37 
21 11. 38 23 13.49 29 
30 12 •. 44 39 1~.72 38 
44 12.48 27 14.26 22 
10 13.06 32 15.14 30 
09 13. 16 03 15.30 15 
34 13.22 24 15.33 20 
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1969 
Rate 

51. 96 
40.25 
32.80 
32.48 
32.37 
28.30 
28.11 
2 f'.05 
24.93 
24.79 

19S9 
Rate 

8.46 
11.51 
11. 96 
12.53 
12.89 
13.07 
13.10 
13.16 
14.22 
14.26 
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(':OlrN',l'Y, "41. 

1960 
(!J~NSUS '1'Ui~,q='l'S 

Figure 4. Highest and ,Lowest Residential Bu rgla sr. 
Rate Tracts: Fairfax County. 1967. 
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Figure 5. Highest and Lowest Residential Burglary 
Rate Tracts: Fairfax. County, 1968. 
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Figure 6. Highest and Lowest Residential Burgla!Z 
Rate Tracts: Fairfax County. 1969. 
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Table 25. 1 Distribution of Residentia!..Burglary Rate~ 
(Number /1, 000 Residential Units at Risk) 

by Census Tract for \iVashing1on. D. C. 

1960 Census 
1968 1969 

Tract2 

91 33.00 56.58 
02 31. 60 62.57 
03 7014 12.70 
04 25.64 24.u9 
05 34.89 33.27 
06 9.23 13.37 
07 12.36 8.04 
08 11. 88 17.33 
09 12.56 28.83 
10 8.73 15.55 
11 12.00 18.28 
12 15.19 10.27 
13 9.78 12.59 
14 10.02 13.86 
15 12.15 24.30 
16 11. 36 35.22 
17 16.37 23.45 
18 34.03 46.72 
19 16.37 24.95 
20 18.70 42.08 
21 20.40 40.04 
22 18.84 48.05 
23.1 23.51 24.98 
24 28.77 47.94 
2::3 36.60 68.16 
26 29. ";'9 68.08 
27 53.86 96.64 

1The number of residebHal units by census tracts as of January 1. 1968 
was provided by Mr. Nathan Levy. Statistical Systems Group, Office of Budget 
and Executive Management. Government of the District of Columbia. No com­
parable data for 1969 is available at this time, and therefore the 1968 data were 
used in computing the 1969 rates. 

? 

"'The following tracts are omitted from the table: Tract 23.2. U. S. 
Soldiers Home; Tract 73. 1. Bolling Air Force Base; Tract 73.8, D. C. Village; 
and Tract 96, St. Elizabeth's Hospital. 
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Table 25 (Continued) 

Tract 1968 1969 

28 56.98 70.13 
29 47.45 60.76 
30 49.60 59.10 
31 22,,89 58.09 
32 24.00 50.42 
33 27.46 51. 13 
34 45.76 84.02 
35 46.17 83.83 
36 53.60 94.45 
37 74.79 102.47 
38 42.76 58.74 
39 21. 43 43.20 
40 31. 98 56.82 
41 24.80 36.74 
42 62.06 73.68 
43 52.22 48.76 
44 81. 97 103.48 
45 61. 69 95.77 
46 58.97 68.93 
47 53.57 97.09 
48 32.97 68.22 
49 52.25 52.24 
50 47.07 42.66 
51 26.74 50.88 
52. 1 45.91 60.06 
52.2 51. 19 61. 90 
53.1 40.37 42.87 
53.2 65.39 59.01 
54. 1 31. 70 25.79 
54.2 13.11 41.19 
55 30.23 42.98 
56 14.46 14.70 
57.1 19.29 23.07 
57.2 37.44 15.41 
58 35.23 53.40 
59 25.79 55.55 
60 17.25 39.72 
61 1. 23 6.15 
63 23.10 33.73 
64 91. 77 155.06 
65 56.69 77.86 
66 68.2'/ 116.34 
67 61. 08 113.35 
68 40.10 68.22 
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Table 25 (Continued) 

Tract 1968 1969 

69 34.98 54.52 
70 98.48 123.85 
71 57.59 112.56 
72 134.33 286.56 
73.2 58.68 48.81 
73.3 34.70 24.61 
73.4 78.22 108.49 
73.5 68.92 76.89 
73.6 59.30 76.24 
73.7 1'7.79 23.60 
74.1 77.35 125.23 
74.2 42.05 61.96 
74.3 40.76 78.25 
75 49.33 66.68 
76.1 30.80 47.32 
76.2 28.35 24 .. 48 
76. :3 37.04 45431 
77.1 24.94 62.15 
77.2 16.26 27.69 
77.3 36.16 55.93 
77.4 22.87 43.97 
77.5 42.88 53.70 
78.1 69.55 120.55 
78.2 7.14 19.38 
78.3 42.52 65.75 
78.4 29.24 67.15 
78.5 27.19 55.62 
78.6 54.18 84.16 
79 9.26 8.30 
80 31.05 56.41 
81 61. 66 113.83 
82 58.94 73.18 
83 92.55 104.58 
84 58.68 65.04 
85 62.86 71. 42 
86 65.04 65.04 
87 44.97 88.25 
88.1 36.27 42.82 
88.2 32.~6 " I. 27 
89 23.90 36.49 
90 32.20 51.87 
91 50.78 45.99 
92 38.15 54.75 
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Table 25 (Continued) 

Tract 1968 1969 

93 19038 510 51 
94 23 .. 68 60021 
95.1 27.00 29014 
95.2 18.16 33.59 
95.3 12034 24.67 
9504 10.37 16.03 



-,--.... --=---........ -~ ......... ---___ , ----------
Table .26. High and Law Residential Burglary 

Rate Tracts: Washington~ D. c. 

High Residential Burglary Rate Tracts 

==n 

IH68 1969 
-Tract Rate Tract Rate 

72 134.33 72 286.56 
70 98.48 64 155.06 
83 92.55 74.1 125.23 
64 91. 77 10 123.85 
44 81.97 78.1 120.55 
73~4 78.22 66 116.34 
74.1 77.35 81 113.83 
37 74.79 67 113.35 
78.1 69.55 73.4 108.49 
73.5 68.92 83 104.58 

1ICAi:" 

Low Residential Burglary Rate Tracts 

1968 1969 

Tract Rate Tract Rate 

61 1. 23 61 6. 15 
03 7.14 07 8.04 
78.2 7 14 79 8.30 
10 8.73 12 10.27 
06 9.23 13 12.59 
79 9.26 03 12.70 
13 9.78 06 13.37 
14 10.02 14 13.86 
95.4 10.37 56 14. ~10 
16 11. 36 57.2 15.41 

.~ 
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:Vashington. D. C •• 1960 Census Tracts 

Figure 7.. Highest and Lowest Residential Burglary Rate 
~:J: Washington, D. C .• 1968 

III High Ten 
m..l 
~ Low Ten 

r2l Omitted 
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!!'shington. D. C .• 1960 Census Tracts 

Figure 8. Highest and Lowest Residential Bt~rglary Rate 
Tracts: Washington. D. C., 1969 
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19662 

Census 
Tract 

02 
04 
05 
06 
OZ 
08 
09 
10 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
20 
21 
22 
24 
25 
27 
28 
31 
32 

Table 27. 1 Distribution of Residential Burglary Rates 

(Number/! .. 000 Residential Units at Risk) 

by Census Tract for Prince George's County 

1967 1968 1969 

16.22 9.26 18.53 
16.62 24.9Q 14.56 
11. 12 36.52 18.47 
10.65 51.52 48.72 
16.55 32.52 28.37 
-- -- -.. 
5.12 6.48 24.66 
5.02 38.26 20.16 

11.88 21. 71 23.66 
21. 55 47.62 35.91 
23.18 24.42 24.34 
2.60 13.42 26.00 

33.00 35.45 38.91 
- 33.25 35.90 37.22 

31. 58 40.32 28.25 
28.28 39.84 44.31 
32.45 38.71 34.44 
19.55 18.06 30.12 
21.. 55 26.81 19.28 
64.58 57.33 62.50 
50.10 19.00 48.12 
49.85 45.55 43.50 
34.22 55.58 64.50 
48.45 ~3.42 52.28 

IThe number of residential units by census tract as of January 1. 
for 1967-1969 was obtained from the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Cc.amission. Information Bulletins--Area. Population. and Housing Counts. 
Montgomery and Prince George's County. Bulletins 12 and 15. 

2The following tracts are omitted from the table: Tract 03. Glenn Dale 
Sanitarium; Tract 11. Andrews Air Force Ba.se and U. S. Naval Receiving 
Station; and all tracts which contain or are coincidental with municipalities 
having their own police departments. The 1966 census tract boundaries are 
essentially the same as the 1960 boundaries with some alterations due to 
municipal annexations after 1960. 
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Table 27 (Continued) 

Tract 1967 1968 : 1969 l 
33 28.87 3fL 26 50.19 

34 43.22 58.55 72.53 

35 27.17 44.78 57.59 

37 18.50 15.61 15.12 

38 30.27 18.29 15.72 

49 35.10 32.32 34 .. 44 

50 24.35 34.74 26.84 

52 17.55 20.29 24.03 

56 13.90 29.55 34.75 

57 19.15 26.65 29.93 

65 23.55 17.36 23. '/8 

69 8.80 19.58 16, 25 

70 7.22 2.00 9.62 

71 8. ''l2 18.26 25.69 

72 
73 12.62 17.84 13.19 

74 17.18 18.23 18.06 

.. 
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Table 28. High and Low Residential Burglary 

Rate Tracts: Prince George's County 

High Residential Burglary Rate Tracts 

1967 1968 

Tract Rate Tract Rate Tract 

25 64.58 34 58.55 34 
27 50.10 25 57.33 31 
28 49.85 31 55.58 25 
32 48.45 06 51. 52 35 
34 43.22 13 47.62 32 
49 35.10 28 45.55 33 
31 34.22 35 44.78 06 
17 33.25 18 40.32 20 
16 33.00 20 39.84 28 
21 32.45 21 38.71 16 

Low Residential Burglary Rate Tracts 

-1967 1968 

Tract Rate Tract Rate Tract 

08 -- 08 -- 08 
72 -- 72 -- 72 
10 5.02 70 2.00 70 
09 5.12 09 6.48 73 
70 7.22 02 9.26 04 
71 8.72 37 15.61 37 
69 8.80 65 17.36 38 
06 10.65 73 17.84 69 
05 11.12 22 18.06 05 
73 12.62 74 18.23 02 
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-
1969 

Rate 

72.53 
64.50 
62.50 
57.59 
52.23 
50.19 
48.72 
44.31 
43.50 
38.91 

1969 

Rate 

-- ---
9.62 

13.19 
14.56 
15.12 
15.72 
16.25 
18.47 
18.53 
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Figure 10. Highest and Lowest 
ReSidential Burglary Rate Tracts: 
Prince George's COlmty. 1968 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
1 

MARYLAND 
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Figure 11. Highest and Lowest 
Residential Burglary Rate Tracts: 
Prince George 1s County. 1969 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY" 
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_Table 29. 'rracts with High and Low Fregllencies~ 

!ion-Residential Burglaries: Fairfax CountJ:: 

lligh Non-Residential Burglary Tracts 

Il"'""'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''----''''''''',,.,.,,. ~I=·=='"'=="==""i,p, =="=~==='=' ==='= .... "'==ri, 
1968 a 1969 11 

Frequen;y .~===;;:quency 
t---....,."""""--...,;".-.....;".,"""""*=="'=====.=~====.r-~ . -""'-===. 

142 30 103 
87 t 21 71 
76 ! 12 69 
76 t 32 62 
66 09 58 
64 1 20 58 , 
64 19 52 i 

g ~~~_~:J 
Low Non-Residential Burglary Tracts 

1967 1968 

Frequency Tract Frequency Tract Frequency 
~---------~=--------=~&.~--======-~~====-====-,~~===========~~~~, 

Tract 

18 6 13 3 18 3 
08 6 08 4 13 5 
37 9 18 5 08 8 
13 9 03 11 27 8 
15 14 28 13 03 12 
03 16 37 13 29 15 
36 17 26 15 41 15 
01 17 02 19 26 17 

~_~_~ ____ =-____ ~_: ______ ~ __ ~~4_~-=-=====~~=2~======~ __ ~~.~. ~ 
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Table 30. Tracts with High and Low Frequencies of 

Non-Residential Burglaries: Washington. D. c. 

High Non-Residential Burglary Tracts 

1968 1969 

Tract Frequency Tract Frequency 

58 349 58 298 
84 190 51 112 
49 151 48 101 
48 146 54.2 99 
28 132 49 93 
44 118 84 86 
47 106 75 85 
51 104 54.1 83 
52. 1 99 45 77 
85 95 53.2 77 

bow Non-Residential Burglary Tracts 

1968 1969 ... 
Tract Frequency Tract Frequency --

03 0 03 0 
15 0 95.3 0 
95.3 0 15 1 
14 1 63 1 
61 1 12 2 
62 1 08 3 
63 1 14 3 
09 2 06 5 
26 2 07 5 
06 3 26 5 

56 5 
73.4 5 
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Figure 12. Highest and Lowest Non-Residential Burglary 

Rate Tracts: Fairfax County, 1967 
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Figure 13. Highest and Lowest Non-Residential Burglary 

Rate Tracts: Fairfax County, 1968 
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Fi ure 14. Hi hest and Lowest Non-Residential Bu 

Rate Tracts: Fairfax County. 1969 

169 

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

~ High Ten 

II Low Ten 

~ Omitted 



liI Hig!; Ten 

r&l Low Ten 

~ Omitted' 

~'.ng1;on. D. C., 1960 Census TractE!. 

Figure 15. Highest and Lowest Non~Residential Burglary 

Rate Tracts: Washingt.on. D. C •• ,1968 
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,Washingt~. D. C •• 1960 Census Tracts 

Figure 16. Highest und Lowest Non-Residential Burglary 

Rate Tracts: Washington. D. C •• ,1969 
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PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, 

MARYLAND 

1966 CENSUS TRACTS 
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(:I~NSUS PJ,'u"u;rl'S 

Fj.gure 20. Location of Shopping Centers as of H170 for Fairfax County. 

Source: Homeseekers Guide to Fairfax County, Virginia. Prepared by Joel 
C. Miller, July 1970. 

( A Joint Publication - The Washington Center for Metropolitan Studies, The 
Housing Opportunities Counc"il of Metropolitan V,'ashington) 
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Table 32. Mean Burglary and Social Indicator Values 

Across Census Tracts: Fairfax County, Virginia 

-~ 

1967 1968 1969 

Residential burglary rate 18.31 20.63 20.62 .. 

Residential Burglary frequency 40.56 52.85 53.23 

Non-residential burglary frequency 40.51 39.97 34 .. 23 

Burglary total frequency 81.08 92.82 87.46 

Population 9353.79 9842.64 10331. 41 

Percent white 94.87 94.85 94.92 

Percent white, aged 5-24 20.18 18.69 17.46 

Percent husband-wife households 89.28 88.87 88.56 

Percent, aged 6-17 26.72 26.74 26.90 

Percent rooming houses 1. 00 1. 00 1. 00 

Percent overcrowded 4.82 4.41 4.08 

Percent black overcrowded 9.41 9.33 9.13 

Percent black housing units .79 .77 .77 

Percent "lower" cost houses 58.41 55.95 53.28 

Percent "lower" cost rentals 40.00 38.41 37.41 

Percent owner occupied 64.67 64.13 63.54 

Percent husband wife households 73.03 72.95 73.08 • 
with children under 18 
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Table 33. Intercorrelations Among Burglary Indicators: 

Fairfax County, Virginia 

1967 1968 1~69 

RBF NBF BTF RBF NBF BTF RBF NBF BTF 

1. Residential burglary rate .16 ~.09 .02 .41 -. 12 .20 .27 -.17 .09 

2. l;lesidential burglary frequency .66 .89 .66 .93 • 63 .93 

3. Non-residential burglary frequency .93 .88 .87 

RBF = Residential burglary frequency 

NBF = Non-residential burglary frequency 

BTF = Burglary total frequency 



Population 

Percent white 

Percent white aged 5-24 

Percent husband-wife 
households 

Percent aged 6-17 

Percent rooming houses 

Percent overcrowded 

Percent black over-
crowded 

Percent black housi.ng 
units 

Percent "lower" cost 
houses 

Percent "lower" cost 
rentals 

Percent owner occupied 

Table 34. Correlations Between Burglary Indicators 

and Social Indicators: Fairfax County, Virginia 

Residential Residential I Non-residential 
Burglary Rate Burglary Frequency Burglary_ Frequency 

1.' 
1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 

-.13 -. 09 -.22 .74 .73 .73 .67 .73 .74 

-.23 -.08 -. 08 . 01 .10 .11 • 00 .04 -.05 

.18 -.08 -.03 .20 .09 .29 .04 -.02 .18 

. 19 .09 .00 .13 .07 .01 -.35 -. 11 -.28 

-.28 .11 .04 .07 .21 .18 .09 .18 .11 

.08 -.00 .34 -.12 -.18 .02 -.16 -.10 -.10 

.07 .05 .22 -.34 -.32 -.30 -.22 -.24 -.16 

.27 .08 .02 .38 .23 .2(1- .18 .11 .07 

.16 .13 .42 .00 -.08 .06 .02 -.04 .02 

-.13 -.27 -.06 -.31 -.31 -.31 -.04 -.15 .01 

• 12 -.04 • 0'1 -.22 -.24 -.29 -.18 -.16 -.13 

-.06 .16 .08 -.14 -.'01 -.07 -.03 -.03 -.02 

Percent husband-wife house- -.49 -.15 -.17 .00 .09 .04 • 10 .15 .02 
holds with children under 18 

Burglary 
Total Frequency 

1967 1968 1969 

.77 .80 .81 

,01 .08 .04 

.12 .05 .27 

-.15 -.01 -.12 

.09 .22 .16 

-.16 -.16 -.04 

-.30 -.31 -.27 

.30 .19 .16 

.02 -.07 .05 

-.17 -.27 -.19 

-.22 -.22 -.25 

-.09 -.02 -.06 

.06 • 13 .04 



Table 35. Mean Burglary and Social Indicator Values 

Across Census Tracts: Washington. D. C. 

, " 

1968 1969 
, 

Residential burglary rate 36.53 53.85 

Residential burglary frequency 73.28 106.53 

Non-residential burglary frequency 38.85 34.48 

Burglary total frequency 111. 69 140.99 

Population 6211. 78 6210.10 

Percent white 35.97 34.46 

Percent white, aged 5-24 7.60 7.21 

Percent husba.nd-wife households 72.05 70.88 

Percent. aged 6-17 17.15 17.35 

Percent rooming houses 5.86 5.86 

Percent overcrowded 11. 87 11. 91 

Percent black overcrowded 69.45 70.25 

Percent black housing units 17.27 17.60 

Percent "lower" cost houses 54.56 51.69 

Percent "lower" cost rentals 77.94 76.87 

Percent owner occupied 27.75 28.29 

Percent husband-wife households 
43.28 J with children under 18 43.09 
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Table 36. Intercorrelations Among Burglary: Indicators: 

Washington, D. C. 

1968 1969 

RBF NBF BTF RBF NBF BTF 

1. Residential burglary rate .55 . 30 .56 • 51 .22 .54 

2. Residential burglary frequency . 19 .80 .10 . 91 

3. Non-residential burglary frequency .74 • 51 

RBF = Residential burglary frequency 

NBF = Non':'residential burglary frequency 

BTF = Burglary total frequency 



Population 

Percent white 

Percent white aged 5-24 

Percent husband-wife 
households 

Percent aged 6-17 

Percent rooming houses 

Percent overcrowded 

Percent black over-
crowded 

Percent black housing 
units 

Percent "lower" cost 
houses 

Percent "lower" cost 
rentals 

Percent owner occupied 

Table 37. Correlations Between Burglary Indicators 
and Social Indicators: Washington. D. C. 

Residential Residential Non-residential 
Burglary Rate Burglary Frequency BurelaIT. Frequencv 
1968 1969 1968 1969 1968 1969 

-.09 -.06 -.43 .46 -.12 -.18 

-.38 -.46 -.21 -.28 -.25 -.13 

-.33 -.38 -.17 -.20 -.28 -.19 

-.62 -.8:5. -.29 -.31 -.35 -.25 

.25 .39 -.01 .09 .04 -.06 

.33 .35 .09 .14 .36 .23 

.62 .63 .26 .29 .37 .30 

.37 .47 .22 .28 .19 .08 

-.14 .00 -.20 -.10 -.01 -.07 

.43 .42 .25 .24 .24 .13 

.45 .46 .29 .29 .35 .31 

-.45 -.30 -.46 -.35 -.25 -.25 

Percent husband-wife house- .16 .30 .03 .14 -.07 -.12 
holds with children under IS" 

.. 

Burglary 
Total Freauency_ 
1968 1969 

.22 .32 

-.30 -.30 

-.29 -.25 

-.41 -.37 

.02 .06 

.28 .22 

.40 .38 

.27 .28 

-.14 ... 11 

.31 .26 

.41 .38 

-.45 -.40 

-.02 .07 



_ Table 38. Mean Burglary and Social Indicator Values 

Acros.3 Census Tracts: Prince George1s County. Maryland 

1967 1968 
. 

Residential burglary rate 23.08 28.95 

Residential burglary frequency 25.20 26.85 

Non-·residential burglary frequency 13.92 11.40 

Burglary total frequency 39.12 38.25 

1969 

31. 4~ 

28.25 

11. 45 

39.70 

Population 8606.95 9154.35 9701. 57 

Percent white 79.72 79.10 78.27 

Percent white, aged 5-24 22.50 21.,72 20.85 

Percent husband-wife households 88.97 87.67 

Percent, aged 6-17 24.70 24.75 24.85 

Percent rooming houses 1. 7 rl 1. 77 1. 77 

Percent overcrowded 8.80 8.45 8.22 

Percent black overcrowded 27.05 27.70 28.17 

Percent black housing uzuts 8.27 8.47 8.88 

Percent "lower" cost houses 66.82 65.02 63.25 

Percent "lower" cost rentals 62.42 61. 02 59.72 

Percent own'er occupied 51. 80 51.45 51. 05 

Percent husband-wife households 68.50 68.47 68.57 
with children under 18 
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Table 39. Intercorrelations Among Burglary Indicators: 

Prince George's County. Maryland 

f 

1967 1968 1969 

RBF NBF BTF RBF NBF BTF RBF NBF BTF 

l. Residential burglary rate .52 .11 .44 .52 .14 .45 .41 -.07 .32 

2. Residential burglary frequency .62 .97 .60 .97 .34 .95 

3. Non-residential burglary frequency .80 .78 .61 

RBF = Residential burglary frequency 

NBF .. Non-residential burglary frequency 

.B TF a Burglary total frequency 



Table 40. Correlations Between Burglary Indicators 
and Social Indicators: Prin~e George's County, Maryland~ 

Residential Residential Non - residential 
Burglary Ra,te Burglary Frequency Burglary Frequency 

" 

1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 1967 1968 1969 

Population .05 .14 -.15 .71 .79 .70 .75 .72 .53 

Percent white -.30 -.44 -.63 .07 .06 -.01 .01 .18 . 10 

Percent white aged 5-24 .08 . 17 .03 .43 .46 .46 .23 .19 -.02 

Percent husband-wife -.34 -.28 -.46 -.01 .09 .01 .08 .23 .11 households 

Percent aged 6-17 -.19 .00 -.11 -.15 .02 -.14 • 12 .16 .04 

Percent rooming houses -.01 -.04 • 16 -.08 -.16 .02 -. 17 -.19 -.00 

Percent overcrowded .09 .19 .43 -.24 -.18 -.12 -.09 -.23 -.19 

Percent black over- .15 .40 .50 -.16 -.07 -.05 .04 -.13 -.11 
crowded 

Percent black housing .29 .4Q .60 -.06 -.04 .04 -.04 -.16 -.05 
units 

Percent "lower" cost 
.39 .03 .30 -.10 -.29 -.24 -.46 -.42 -.28 

houses 

Percent "lower" cost 
.20 .25 .50 -.24 -.25 -.14 -.28 -.36 -.26 

rentals 

Percent owner occupied -.21 -.16 -.28 -.25 -.15 -.28 .03 .15 .10 

Percent husbal\d-wife house- -.05 .04 -. 05 .06 .06 .03 .03 .07 -.00 
holds with children under 18 

Burglary 
Total Frequenc~ 

1967 1968 1969 

.78 .84 .76 

.06 .10 .02 

.40 .42 .38 

.02 .14 .04 

-.08 .06 d.10 

-.11 -. 19 .01 

-.21 -.21 -.16 

-.11 -.10 -.08 

-.04 -.08 .02 

-.22 -.36 -.29 

-.28 -.31 -.20 

-.18 -.07 -.20 

.05 .07 .02 



Table 41. High vs. Low Residential Burglary Rate Tract Comparisons: Fairfax County. Virginia 

_1967 1968 1969 
Tracts exceeding median Tracts exceeding median Tracts exceeding median 

High RBRl Low RBR2 P High RBR3 Low RBR4 P High RBR5 Low RBR6 p 

Residential burglary frequency 5/10 4/9 n.s. 7/9 0/10 .01 7/9 2/9 .10 

Non-residential burglary 
3/10 6/9 n.s. 4/9 5/10 n. s. 4/9 5/9 n. s. 

frequency 

Burglary total frequency 5/10 4/9 n. s. 5/9 3/10 n. s. 7/9 2/9 • 10 

Population 3/10 6/9 n. s. 4/9 5/10 n. s. 4/9 5/9 n. s. 

Percent white 1/10 7/9 .01 3/9 6/10 n. s. 2/9 7/9 .10 

Percent white aged 5-24 6/10 3/9 n.8. 3/9 5/10 n.8. 4/9 5/9 n.8. 

Percent husband-wife 
1/10 3/9 4/9 2/10 4/9 5/9 households n. s. n. s. n.8. 

Percent aged 6-17 3/10 6/9 n. s. 4/9 4/10 n. s. 4/9 4/9 n.8. 

Percent rooming houses 3/10 1/9 n.8. 3/9 2/10 n.8. 5/9 1/9 n.8. 

Percent overcrowded 4/10 3/9 n. s. 5/9 4/10 n.8. 5/9 4/9 n.8. 

Percent black overcrowded a/10 2/9 .05 5/9 4/10 n. s. 6/9 3/9 n. s. 

Percent black housing units 6/10 1/9 .10 3/9 2/10 n.8. 5/9 1/9 n.8. 

Percent "lower" cost houses 3/10 6/9 n.s. 4/9 5/10 n.8. 3/9 5/9 n. s. 

Percent "lower" cost rentals 5/10 4/9 n.8. 4/9 4/10 n.8. 5/9 4/9 n.8. 

Percent owner occupied 4/10 5/9 n.8. 5/9 4/10 n.8. 4/9 5/9 n. s. 

Percent husband wife house-
2/10 7/9 .05 4/9 5/10 3/9 5/9 holds with children under 18 n. s. n.8. 

1 
16. 40, 31. 19. 02, 08. 01. 32. 14. 21960 census tracts 43. 

1960 census tracts 13. 23. 27, 26, 21. 30, 44. 10. 09, 34. 
31960 census tracts 18, 41. 06, 02, 20. OS, 11, 15, 01, 08. 
41960 census tracts 26~ 22. 37. 10, 23. 39. 27, 32, 03. 24. 
51960 census tracts 02, 40, 18, 42, 01, 08, 25, 11. 41. 13. 6 . 

1060 censlis trncts 26, 23, 31. 37, 29, 38, 22, 30. 15, 20. 
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Table 42. High vs. Low Residential Burglary Rate Tract Comparisons: Washington. D. C. 

1968 I 

High RBR tracts* ** Low RBR tracts 
exceeding median exceeding median p 

Residential burglary 6/7 2/10 .05 frequency 

Non-residential burglary 
5/7 3/10 .05 frequency 

Burglary total frequency 7/7 1/10 .01 

Population 2/7 6/-10 n.s. 

Percent white 1/7 7/10 .10 

Percent white aged 5/24 1/7 7/10 .10 

Percent husband-wife 
0/7 8/10 .01 

households 

Percent aged 6-17 5/7 3/10 n. s. 

Percent rooming houses 4/7 3/10 n. s. 

Percent overcrowded 7/7 1/10 .01 

Percent black overcrowded 5/7 3/10 n.s. 

Percent black housing units 4/7 4/10 n.s. 

Percent "lower" cost houses 6/7 2/10 .05 

Percent "lower" cost rentals 6/7 2/10 .05 

Percent owner occupied 0/7 8/10 .10 

Percent htil:>Land wife house-
4/7 holds with children under 18 

4/10 n. s. 

~~ 

0*1960 census tracts 72, 70, 83, 64;. 44, 73.4, 74. 1. 37, 78. 1. 73. 5. 
~( 

+1960 census tracts 61, 03, 78.2, 10. 06. 79. 13, 14. 95,4, 16. 
++1060 ccnsus tracts 72, 64, 74.1, 70, 78.1, 66, 81, 67, 73.4, 83. 

10GQ CCtlHUS tructs 61, 07, 70, 12. 13. 03, 06, 14. 56, 57.2. 

1969 

High RBR tracts + Low RBR tracts f + 
exceeding median exceeding median 

8/a 1/10 

7/8 2/10 

8/8 1/10 

3/8 6/10 

0/8 9/10 

0/8 9/10 

1/8 8/10 

7/8 2/10 

5/8 3/10 

8/8 1/10 

8/8 1/10 

7/8 1/10 

8/8 1/10 

7/8 2/10 

3/8 5/10 

7/8 2/10 

p 

.01 

.01 

.01 

n. s. 

I .01 

.01 

.02 

.02 

n.s. 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.01 

.01 
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Table 43. High va. Low Residential Burglary Rate Tract C~.mparlsons: Prince George's County. Marylan..9. 

- - 1967 1968 1969 
Tracts exceeding- median Tracts exceeding median Tracts exceedinl! median 

High RBRI Low RBR2 P High RBR3 Low RBR4 p High RBR5 'Low RBR6 p - "" 
Residential burglary frequency 8/10 2/10 . 05 9/10 1/10 • 01 a/10 3/10 n. s. 

Non-residential burglary 6/10 4/10 n. s. 7/10 3/10 n. s. 5/10 4/10 n.8. 
frequency 

Burglary total frequency a/l0 2/10 .05 9/10 1/10 .01 7/10 3/10 n. s. 

Population 5/10 5/10 n.8. 6/10 4/10 n. s . 4/10 6/10 n. s. 
. . 

4/10 6/10 3/10 7/10 1/10 9/10 .01 Percent white . ,. n.s. n. s • 

Percent white aged 5-24 5/10 5/10 n. s. S/10 4/10 n. s. 6/10 4/10 n. s. 

Percent husband wife 
2/10 7/10 .10 2/10 7/10 .10 2/10 8/10 .05 households 

Percent aged 6-17 3/10 6/10 n. s. 5/10 5/10 n. s. 4/10 6/10 n. s. 

Percent rooming houses 2/10 3/10 n. s. 4/10 6/10 n.8. 2/10 1/10 n. B. 

Percent overcrowded' 5/10 4/10 n. s. 8/10 4/10 n. s. 7/10 1/10 .02 

Percent black overcrowded 6/10 4/10 n.s. 6/10 2/10 n. s. 8/10 2/10 .05 

Percent black housing units 6/10 4/10 n. s. 6/10 4/10 n. s. 9/10 1/10 .01 

Percent "lower" cost houses 6/10 4/10 n. s. 5/10 5/10 n. B. 6/10 4/10 n. s. 

Percent "lower" cost rentals 5/10 5/10 n.s. 6/10 4/10 n.s. S/10 1/10 .01 

Percent owner occupied 4/10 6/10 n. s. 5/10 5/10 n. s. 3/10 7/10 n. s. 

Percent husband wife house-
4/10 6/10 5/10 3/10 5/10 4/10 holds with children under 18 n. s. n. s. n.8. 

1 27, 28, 32, 34, 49, 31. 17, 16, 21. 21960 census tracts 25, 
31960 census tracts 08. 10, 09, 70, 71, 69, 06, 05, 73, 56. 
41960 census tracts 34, 25, 31, 06, 13, 28, 35. 18, 20, 21. 
51960 census tracts 08, 70, 09, 02, 37, 65, 73. 22, 74. 71. 
61960 census tracts 34, 31, 25, 35, 32. 33, 06, 20, 28, 16. 

lOOO censlIs trncts 00, 70, n, 04, 87, ~H, GO, 05, 02, 24. 
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Table 44. Characteristics of Pilot Study Respondents 

Residential 

1. Sex 
Male. . ........... l1li •••• 00 .. CII • 

Femaleo Q • D ••• a ••• 0 ••••• Go • 

2. Age 
18-35 f1I. Q ". • __ •• " ." ... .:.# ......... ., 

36-5,5 .. ., ..••. ...• 0 •••• l1li •• 

Over 55 ......... 0 •• 0 ••••••• 

3. Race 
"Wllite .... tit ........ 0 ............ .. 

Black ..... III .............. 0 .... .. 

4. Marital standing 

10 
14 

13 
10 

1 

11 
1 

Married ......... " .. '" ... II 4' .. • .. ... ... 9 
Single .... 0 • • .. • .. • .. • • • .. • • • .. • ... 3 

5. Occupation 
Not in labor force ..••.•.•. 
Clerical ...... oO ............. . 

Professional, technical 

12 
1 

managerial . . • . . • . . . . • • . 9 
Service ................... CI • • .. .. 2 

6. Education 
High school ...••.•.••.•.•• 
Some college or post-

high school ••..••....•. 
Post-graduate study ...•.•. 

7. Type of structure 
Detached ............... 0 ...... .. 

Apartment .................. . 
Townllouse ................. .. 

8. Number of rooms 
3 -5 .............................. .. 
6 -8 ............................ . 
9-11."' ................... . 
Over 11 ................... . 

9. Length of time living at present 
address 

Less than 6 months ..••.••. 
6 months-l year .••.••...•. 
4-5 years ................. ,.. . 
6-10 years .••...••.....••• 
Over 10 years .....••....•. 

7 

3 
10 

17 
3 
4 

3 
8 

10 
3 

3 
6 
7 
4 
4 

~""=r 

Non-Residential 

1. Sex 
Male. '" ... 0 •• 0 0 .. lit ••• 0 •• 

Female . 0 lit .,. •••• It II .. D .... ., 

2. Age 
18-35 ••••••••••••••••• 
36-55. lit CJ •• lit 0" GO. It GO ... '" e lit 

Over 55 .•.. It •• lit '" 0 0 .... 

3. Race 
White .••••• 0 q 0 0 GO lit ••• " • 

Blacko ........ 0 •••• 4 ••• 

4. Position 
Owner ........ " .. lit ... c ••• 

Manager II •• II ......... 0 • 

5. Type of operation 
Independent .••••.•...• 
Chain store .•••..•••.• 

6. Location 

7. 

B. 

9. 

In shopping center ...•. 
Otller .... -. Q ... '" •• D ..... II 

Type of structure 
Retail sales ..•.•.••.•• 
Services 0 •• II III lit •• lit •• II • II 

Other (senool. etc.) .... 

Floor space (in square feet) 
Under 5. 000 .••.••••••. 
15.000-24.999 ...•..••• 
Over 44.999 .•.••.•.••• 
Don't know ...... 0 lit ••••• 

Length of time in operation at 
present address 

6' months -1 year ••••••• 
2-3 years ..•••••.•••.. 
4-5 years ..•••.••••.•. 
6-10 years •.••.•.•••• '. 
More than 10 years •••. 
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20 
4 

8 
14 

2 

11 
1 

13 
11 

16 
8 

9 
15 

8 
13 

3 

20 
1 
2 
1 

5 
2 
2 
6 
9 



Table 45. Disposition of Residential Victim and Non-Residential Victim Addresses 

Fairfax County 

Disposition Low 

R/V NR/V 

Total listed offense sites 91 82 

Completed Interviews 15 15 

Refused to be interviewed -- 5 

Inappropriate Site . 
Duplicated addresses 1 22 
No such address /business 10 --
Vacant 3 2 
No answer 15 2 
New owner/tenant/mgmt. 34 7 
No qualified respondent 

to interview 2 9 

Not contacted 11 20 

R/V = Resident Victim 
NR/V = Non-Resident Victim 

High 

R/V NR/V 

100 100 

15 15 

1 5 

6 31 
-- 4 
-- --
15 3 

6 8 

3 10 

54 24 

Washington. D. C. Prince George's County 

Low High Low High 

R/V NR/V R/V NR/V R/V NR/V R/V NR/V 

100 99 100 100 88 93 100 81 

---
15 15 15 15 15 15 15 10 

8 2 1 7 2 4 2 4 

2 23 6 10 1 9 2 14 
-- 9 4 5 3 3 4 7 

1 4 1 8 -- -- 4 --
17 -- 7 -- 7 1 15 1 

8 6 7 8 23 12 23 10 

3 2 2 3 6 5 6 3 

46 37 57 44 31 44 29 26 



19(;0 
High residential (~J~NSITS 

burglary rate tract 
Low residential burglary 

rate tract 

High non-residential burglary 
frequency tract 

Low non-residential burglary 
frequency tract 192 

Figure 21. Geographical Distribution 
'of Interviews: Fairfax County, Va. 

~I 
1 

.. I 



~lngton. D. C •• 1960 Census Tracts 

~~ High residential burglary 
~,,~ rate tract 
_~ Low residential burglary 

rate tract 

•
High non-residential burglary 

frequency tract 
.•.. ,. '":.: .,' Low non-residential burglary 

.,; .. ". frequency tract 

Table 22. Geographical Distribution 
of Interviews: Washington. D. C. 



High .l'esidential burglary 
rate tract 

Low residential burglary 
rate tract 

High non-residential burglary 
frequency tract 

Low non-residential burgJ.ary 
frequency tract 

\ 

" 

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, 

MARYLAND 

1,966 CENSUS TRACTS 
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Table 46. Distribution of Respondents for Victimization Study Interviews 

Fairfax County Washington, D. C. Prince George1s County , 

High Low High Low High Low Total 

R NR R NR R NR R NR R NR R NR 

Victim 15 15 15 . 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 180 

Non-Victim 15 14 15 13 15 15 15 13 15 11 15 10 166 

I Total 346 

R :;:: Resident 
NR :;:: Non-Resident 



Age 

18-25 

26-35 

36-45 

46-55 

56-65 

Over 65 

Total 

Sex 
...... 

Male 

Female 

Both 

Total 

Race 

Don't know 

White 

Non-White 
-

Total 

Table 47. Percentage Distribution of 

Age. Sex and Race of Respondants 

Resident Non-Resident 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Vlctim 
"" 

4.4 8. 9 7.8 1.3 

16.7 15.6 13.3 21. 1 

22.2 18.9 23.3 35.5 

24.4 25.6 35.6 25. 0 

23.3 23.3 17.8 9.2 

8.9 7.8 2.2 7. 9 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

30.0 31. 1 65.6 69.7 

64.4 66.7 23.3 28. 9 

5. 6 2. 2 1.1 1.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

-- 1.0 -- --
61. 1 62.2 88.9 88.2 

38. 9 36.7 11. 1 11.8 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 
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Number of 
Stories 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four to Six 

Over six 

Total 

.. 

Table 48. Percentage Distribution of 

Number of Stories in Sites Surveyed 

Resident Non-Resident 

Victim Non- Victi"" Victim Non-Victim 

34.4 32.2 55. 6 51. 3 

54.4 56.7 20.0 19.7 

10.0 8. 9 13.3 17. 1 

O. 0 1.1 6. 7 9.2 

1.0 1.1 4.4 2. 6 

100.0 100.0 1.00.0 100.0 
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Table 49. Percentage Distribution of Physical Condition 

of Premises Surveyed and Surrounding Premises, 

Premises Surrounding Premises 
Respondent 

Dilapidated Deteriorating Sound Dilapidated Deteriorating Sound 

Resident/Victim 1.1 12.2 86.7 1.1 13. 3 85. 6 

Resident/Non-Victim -- 8. 9 91. 1 3. 3 20.0 76.7 

Non-Resident/Victim 1.1 8.9 90. 0 -- 13. 3 86.7 

Non-Resident/Non- Victim -- 3. 9 96.1 1.3 '2.6 96.1 



Table 50. Percentage Distribution of Location 

of Sites Surveyed on Block 

Residents Non - Residents 
Location 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

Corner 21. 1 14.4 22.2 23.7 

Near corner I 26.7 30.0 21. 1 27.6 

Middle of block 44.4 51. 1 38.9 42.1 

Other 6. 7 4.4 17.8 6. 6 

No response 1. 1 -- -- --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Respondent 

Resident/ Victim 

Resident/Non-Victim 

Non-Resident/Victim 

Table 51. Percentage Distribution of ReE!pondent's View of 

Surroundings: Obstructed or Unobstructed 

View Blocked by: 

Trees or Fence 
Driveway 

Enclosed 
shrubbery or wall norch 

27.8 6.7 5.6 --

18.9 5.6 2.2 1.1 

4.4 2.2 4.4 N/A 

Non-Resident/Non-Victim 1.3 1.3 -- N/A 

Other Nothing 

4.4 62.2 

5. 6 71. 1 

14.4 77.8 

22.4 76.3 



Parking 

None 

Street 

Parking lot 

Driveway 

Garage 

Alley 

Loading dock 

More than one of above 

Other 

No response 

Total 

• 

Table 52. Percentage Distribution of Availability of Parking 

in Front, on Side. and in Re8.r of Sites Surveyed 

Resident Non-Resident 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 
'-

Front Side Rear Front Side Rear Front Side Rear Front Side Rear 

5. 6 50.0 78.9 3.3 52.2 81. 1 10. 0 46.7 52.2 9.2 57.9 63.2 

74.4 10.0 1.1 85.6 10. 0 2.2 34.4 8.9 2.2 39.5 9.2 3. 9 

3. 3 2. 2 5. 6 3.3 -- 4.4 40.0 26.7 21. 1 43.4 22.4 11.8 

3. 3 24.4 2.2 4.4 33.3 1.1 3. 3 2.2 -- -- -- 1.3 

-- 1.1 2. 2 -- 1.1 3.3 -- 1.1 -- -- -- 1.3 

-- 4.4 5. 6 -- 1.1 5. 6 1.1 -- 10.0 -- -- 11.8 

-- -- 1.1 -- -- -- -- 2.2 2.2 -- 2. 6 1.3 

8. 9 4.4 1.1 2. 2 -- -- 10.0 8. 9 4.4 7. 9 3. 9 2. 6 

2. 2 1.1 1.1 1.1 2.2 2.2 1.1 1.1 5. 6 -- -- --
2. 2 2. 2 1.1 -- -- -- -- 2.2 2.2 -- 2. 6 2.6 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 lOU 0 100.0 100.0 lOU 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 
"' 



Use 

Left 

Non - residentia 1 4.4 

Residential 84.4 

Vacant lot 1.1 

Vacant. Non-residential --
Vacant, Residential --
Building under construction --
Wooded area 5. 6 

More than one of above --
Other 2.2 

No response 1.1 

Total 100. 0 

___ ~ ___________ · _________ ~l 

Table 53. Percentage Distribution of Use of 

Land Surrounding Sites Surveye£ 

-
Resident 

Victim Non-Victim 

Right Rear Left Right Rear Left 

4.4 3.3 -- 1.1 1.1 75.6 

86.7 75.6 95.6 90.0 83.3 6.7 

1.1 1.1 -- 2. :;) 3.3 5. 6 

-- -- -- -- -- 1.1 

-- 2.2 -- -- 1.1 --
-- 1.1 -- -- -- 1.1 

2.2 13.3 2.2 3.3 7.8 2. 2 

-- -- 1.1 2.2 3.3 1. 1 

4.4 2.2 1.1 1.1 -- 6.7 
1.1. 1.1 -- -- -- --

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Non-Resident 

Victim Non-Victim 

Right Rear Left Right Rear 

66.7 47.8 86.8 85.5 56.6 

10.0 21. 1 5.3 9.2 19.7 

6.7 6.7 3.9 1.3 3.9 

-- -- -- -- --
-- -- -- -- --
1.1 -- -- -- --
5.6 5. 6 2.6 -- 6.6 

-- 2.2 -- 1.3 1.3 

10.0 14.4 1.3 2. 6 7.9 

-- 2.2 -- -- 3. 9 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

• 



Table 54. Percentage Distribution of Type of Block 

on Which Sites Surveyed were Locate,! 

Type of Residential Non - Residential 

Block 
Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victirr .. 

Rural -- -- 1.1 1.3 

Entirely non-residential 3. 3 -- 70.0 69.7 

Mainly non-residential 2.2 -- 10.0 14.5 

About half and half -- 1.1 10.0 :7.9 

Mainly residential 5. 6 2.2 6.7 2.6 

Entirely residential 87.8 96.7 1.1 --
No response 1.1 -- 1.1 3.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

-
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Table 55. Percentage Dist:dbution of 

Type of Site Sprveyed 

Resident 
Type 

Victim 
, 

Single family dwelling 68.9 

Duplex or attached 23.3 
single family unit 

Multi-unit townhouse 1.1 

Garden-type apartment 2.2 

Highrise apartment 1.1 
. ~. 

Apartment, other 1.1 

Other 2.2 

Total 100. a 
.. 
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Non- Victim 

67.8 

26.7 

1.1 

2. 2 

2. 2 

--

--

100.0 
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Table 56. Percentage Distribution of Selected 

Characteristics of Non-Residential Sites and Respondents 

Non-Resident 
Length 

of Time at Site Victim Non-Victim 

Since 1968-69 25.6 52. 6 

Since 1966-67 24.4 15.8 

Since 1960-65 28.9 15.8 

Before 1960 20.0 15.8 

No response 1.1 --
Total 100.0 100.0 

Position 

Owner 24.4 25.0 

Manager 34.4 38. 2 

Assistant Manager 1.1 2. 6 

Other 40.0 34.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Resident of neighborhood 

Yes 75.6 72.4 

No 24.4 27. 6 

. Total 100.0 100.0 

Number of People Employed . 
0-5 45. 6 55.3 

6-15 23.3 26.3 

16-25 12. 2 5. 3 

26-50 8.9 5. 3 
-

Over 50 8.9 616 

1..1 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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Table 56 (Continued) 

Non-Residential 
Establishment 

Victim Non-Victim 

Office 2.2 7.9 

Church 4.4 

School 3.3 

Business 83.3 86.8 

Other 6.7 5. 3 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Type of Organization 

Corporation 54.4 55.3 

Partnership 5. 6 5. 3 

Sole proprietorship 25.6 26.3 

No Response 14.4 13.2 

Total 100.0 100. a 

Part of a chain 24.4 30.3 

Independent 57.8 53.9 

Other 2.2 2. 6 

~'.o response 15.6 13.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Floor Space 

Dontt know 8. 9 19.7 

Under 5. 000 sq. ft. 34.4 44.7 

5.000-14.999 sq. ft. 25.6 18.4 

15-.000-24.999 sq. ft. 10.0 6.6 

25.000-34,999 sq. ft. 8. 9 1.3 

35,000-44.999 sq. ft 4.4 5.3 

45,000 and over 7.8 3.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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Table 57. Percentage Distribution of 

Respondents by the Degree of Lighting on the Street in Front 

Resident Non - Resident 
Lighting 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

Very dark 16.7 7.8 4.4 3. 9 

Dark 11. 1 12.2 15.6 6. 6 

Average 33. 3 36.7 43.3 48.7 

Light 20.0 18.9 14.4 11. 8 

Very light 18.9 24.4 21. 1 26.3 

Donlt know -- -- 1.1 2. 6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

-' 
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Table 58. Percentage Distribution of Respondents by 

Amount of People and Motor Vehicles Passing in Front 

in the Daytime /Nighttime 

Resident Non-Resident ... ] 
Daytime 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

Sporadic 11. 1 8.9 7.8 3.9 

Very light 10.0 11. 1 2.2 3.9 

Light 21. 1 18.9 6.7 6.6 

Moderate 22.2 30.0 23.3 27.6 

Busy 13.3 10.0 34.4 14.5 

Very busy 21. 1 20.0 25.6 12. 1 

Don't know 1.1 1.1 -- --
No response -- -- -- 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

Nighttime 

Sporadic 12.2 8. 9 7.8 3.9 

Very light 15.6 15.6 17.8 14.5 

Light 20.0 24.4 14.4 18.4 

Moderate 27.8 24.4 27.8 23.7 

Busy 13.3 11. 1 8. 9 11.8 

Very busy 11. 1 15.6 13.3 17. 1 

Don't know -- -- 10. a 9.2 

No response -- -- -- 1.3 
. 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 59. Percentage Distribution of Length of Time 

Home was Unoccupied at Time of Bur glary 

Home unoccupied Resident Victim 

Don't know 5. 6 
.~ 

Less than 20 minutes --
20 minutes to one hour 27. 8 

2-4 hours 24.4 

5-8 hours 5.6 

9-12 hours --
13-24 hours 3.3 

25-48 hours 13. 3 

Over 48 hours 1.1 

No response 18. 9 

Total 100.0 
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Table 60. Percentage Distribution of Length of Time 

Premises Were Unoccupied a~._T~me of Burglary 

Premises Unoccupied Non-Resider. Victim 

Don't know 2. 2 

Under 10 hours 46. '; 

10-15 hours 27.8 

16-24 hours 4.4 

25-48 hours 6.7 

48-72 hours 1.1 

Over 72 hours 1.1 

No response 10.0 

Total 100. a 
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Table 61. Percentage Distribution of 

Place Burglar Entered Structure 

Victim 

Intruder entered: 
Resident 

Don't know 2.2 

Door 63.3 

Window 24.4 

Other --
Door of garage 6.7 

Window of garage 1.1 

Garage. other 2.2 

No response --
Total 100.0 

-
Don't know 3. 3 

Side 13.3 

Front 34.4 

Rear 44.4 

Other --
No response 4.4 

Total 100.0 
-

Don't know 2. 2 

Basement 18.9 

1st Floor 72.2 

2nd Floor 2.2 

Above 2nd floor 3. 3 

Other 1.1 

Total 100.0 

211 

Non Resident 

5. 6 

45.6 

33.3 

14.4 

--
--
--
1.1 

100.0 

5. 6 

18.9 

35.6 

28.9 

8.9 

2.2 

100.0 

4.4 

7.8 

75.6 

2.2 

2. 2 

7.8 

100.0 



we -- -

Table 62. Percentage Distribution of How 

Burglar Entered Structure and Instruments Used 

- -
Victim 

How Int rude rEnte red Resident Non~Resident 

1st Step 2nd Step 1st Step 2nd Step -
Don't know 3. 3 8. 9 8.9 20.0 

Open unlocked door/window 13.3 4.4 4.4 --
Cut or tear screen 13.3 -- 1.1 2.2 

Break glass in door/window 30.0 7.8 46.7 3. 3 

Use slip-lock method-plastic card 6.7 -- 3.3 --
Pry open door / window 20.0 5. 6 17.8 5. 6 

Use key 4.4 -- 2.2 --
Other 7.8 5. 6 15.6 10.0 

No response 1.1 67.8 -- 58.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Instruments used: 

Don't know 34.4 13.3 36.7 30.0 

Hands 17.8 6.7 7.8 2.2 

Key 4.4 -- 2.2 -... 

Plastic card 4.4 -- 2. 2 --
Rock 5. 6 3. 3 14.4 --
Sc rewdri ve r 6. 7 1.1 6. 7 1.1 

Cutting instrument 10. 0 3.3 1.1 3. 3 

Other 11. 1 -- 27.8 4.4 
No response 5. 6 72.2 1.1 58.9 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 63. Percentage Distribution of 

Successful and Unsuccessful Burglary Attempts 

Did Intruder Succeed 
Victim 

in Attempted Burglary Resident Non-Resident 

No 15.6 15.6 

Donlt know 4.4 6. 7 

Yes 68.9 64.4 

No response 11. 1 13.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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Table 64. Percentage Distribution of Preventive Measures 

in Operation at Time of Burglary 

Victim 

At the time of the burglary: Resident Non-Resident 

No Yes 
No 

Total No Yes 
No 

response response 

Were the doors locked? 11. 1 85. 6 3. 3 100.0 2. 2 97.8 --
Were the windows locked? 8. 9 85.6 5. 6 100.0 8. 9 90.0 1.1 

Were the lights on inside? 65.6 28.9 5. 6 100.0 16.7 83.3 --
Was a radio, record player or TV on 82.2 11. 1 6. 7 100.0 -.- -- 100. 0 

Was a private guard on premises? 7.8 -- 92.2 100.0 95. 6 4.4 --
Was a dog on premises? 70.0 26.7 3. 3 100.0 96.7 3. 3 --
Was an alarm system in operation? 91. 1 3. 3 5.6 100.0 '(,S.6 24.4 --

I Were there any other measures? 92.2 2.2 5.6 100.0 96.7 3. 3 --
"-

.. 

-

Total 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 



Table 65. Percentage Distribution of Total Number of 

Protective Measures Being Taken at Time of Burglary 

Victim 
Number 

Resident Non-Resident 

None 6.7 --
One 38.9 22.2 

Two 35. 6 50. 0 

Three 11. 1 26.7 

Four -- 1.1 

Five 1.1 --

No response 6. 7 --

Total 100.0 100. 0 

"-
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Types Stolen 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five 

f3ix 

Seve:l 

Eight or more 

Don't know 

No response 

Total 

'/~, ""'!!' ! '.~ ,; 

Table 66. Percentage Distribution of 

Number of Types of Property Stolen 

Victim 

Resident 

28.9 

21. 1 

15.6 

4.4 

4.4 

2. 2 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

20.0 

100.0 
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""'"'= 

Non-Resident 

53 

18.9 

3. 3 

2. 2 

--

--
--
--

1.1 

21. 1 

100. 0 



~ 

.~ 

,','5" 

TablfJ 67. Percentage Distribution of 

Whether Following Types were Stolen 

Was any Clothing, Home Entertain- Victim 
Items, Household Goods, Jewelry, 
Money or Tools Stolen Resident 

No 7.8 

Don't know 1.1 

Yes 70.0 

No response 21. 1 
-

Total 100.0 I 
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Non-Resident 
.-

28.9 

1.1 

48.9 

21. 1 

100.0 --



· . -l.I ' , . 

Table 68. Percentage Distribution of Property Damaged at Time of 

Burglary, and Property Recovered After Burglary 

Victim 
Property Damaged 

Resident Non-Resident 

No 54.4 38.9 

Donlt tCnOW 11. 1 5.6 

Yes 33.3 54.4 

No response 1.1 1.1 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Property Recovered 

No 83.3 80.0 

Don't know 3. 3 4.4 

Yes 7.8 11. 1 

No response 5. 6 4.4 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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Table 69. Percentage Distribution of Value of 

Property Stolen and/ or Damaged 

--
Victim 

Value 
Resident Non-Resident 

Nothing 4.4 1.1 

Under $10 8. 9 4.4 

$10-$250 43.3 30.0 

$251-$2,000 30.0 41. 1 

$2,001-$9,000 6.7 3.3 

$8,vGl-$30, 000 2.2 --
$30,001-$80,000 -- --
Over $80,000 -- --
Don't know .. - 14.4 

No response 4.4 5.6 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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Table 70. Percentage Distribution of 

Seriousness of Crime 

Victim 
Seriousness of Crime 

Resident 

Low 1 7.8 

2 8.9 

3 37.8 

4 32.2 

5 10.0 

6 2.2 

7 

High 8 

No response 1.1 

Total 100.0 
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Non-Resident 

16. 7 

4.4 

30.0 

38.9 

3.3 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

3.3 

100.0 



II Final Outcome 

No arrest made 

Suspect arrested 

Table 71. Percentage Distribution of 

Final Outcome of Suspect 

Victim 

Resident 

60.0 

8.9 

Suspect found guilty 2.2 

Suspect acquitted 1.1 

Other 1.1 

Don't know 26.7 -. 
Total 100.0 

221 

Non-Resident 

61. 1 

12.2 

3. 3 

1.1 

1.1 

21. 1 

100.0 J 



Number of offenses or 
attempted offenses in 
this neighborhood 

No 

Don't know 

Yes, once 

Yes, twice 

Yes, three times 

Yes. four times 

Yes. five times 

Yes, six times 

Yes, seven or more times 

No response 

Total 

Table 72. Percentage Distribution of Offenses by 
the Number of Times Victimized: Residential Victims 

91. 1 73.3 68.9 64.4 76.7 

1.1 

7.8 17.8 17.8 13.3 11.1 

1.1 5.6 

1.1 

2.2 

6.7 

2.2 

3. 3 

1.1 

5. 6 

8.9 

1.1 

1.1 

5. 6 

3.3 

5. 6 

1.1 

1.1 

Type of Offense 

..... 
0.. 
S 
<lJ 
t!­
cd 
r.. 
o 
<lJ 
0.. 
cd p:; 

71.187.8 96.797.8 

3.3 --

16.7 4.4 

3. 3 

1.1 

4.4 

1.1 

1.1 

3. 3 

1.1 

1.1 

2.2 1. 1 

1.1 1.1 

<lJ 
til 
C 
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4l S 
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J.. .... 
dJ .... .c cd 
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1. 1 4.4 

2. 2 3.3 

til 
0) 

E! .... 
r.. 
(J 

r.. 
Q) 

:S o 

~ 
<!l 

98.9 

1.1 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. a 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Numb1er of offenses or 
attempted offenses in 
this neighborhood 

No 

Don't know 

Yes. once 

Yes" twice 

Yes, three times 

Yes. four times 

Yes. five times 

Yes. six times 

Yes. seven or more times 

No response 

Total 

Table 73. Percentage Distribution of Offenses by 
the Number of Times Victimized: Residential Non-Victims 

92.2 

5.6 

1.1 

1.1 

'C 
Q) 

p. 
S Q) 
Q)'C) ......... 

.... "c 
C1l Q,) 

H !> 
o Q,) 

'Cb.O 
Q,) C1l 
b.OS 
C1l C1l 
S'C 
C1l 0 0 .... 

84.4 76.7 

7.8 13.3 

fi. 6 7.8 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 1.1 

H 
o 

.... 
Q,) ..... 

"c 
(J 
(/l ..... 
S 

66.7 78.9 

13.37.8 

5.6 

2.2 

3. 3 

1.1 

7.8 

7.8 

2.2 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

Type of Offense 

77.8 

2.2 

15.6 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

81. 1 93.3 

4.4 4.4 

1.1 

2.2 

2.2 

8.9 

1.1 

8.9 

97".8 92.2 

2.2 2.2 

1.1 

4.4 

(/l 
Q) 

S ..... 
H 
(J 

H 
Q) 

:B 
o 

2 
<t:: 

90. a 94.4 95. 6 

8.9 4.4 

1.1 1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

1.1 

100. a 100. a 100. a 100. a 100. a 100. a 100.0 100. a 100. a 100. a 100. a 100. l) 100. a 



Number of offenses or 
attempted offenses in 
this neighborhood 

'No 

Don't know 

Yes. once 

Yes, twice 

Yes, three times 

Yes. four times 

Yes, five times 

Yes, six times 

Yes, seven or more times 

No response 

Total 

.• 

Table 74. Percentage Distribution of Offenses by the 
Number of Times Victimized: Non-Residential Victims 

T;ype of Offense 

Q) -0 0..-4 "C ~ 1:l.O 
+' +> () Q) 0 c .... P- E· ... "C Q) "C.,c: ..... 
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100.0 100.0 100.0 



--



Number of offenses or 
attempted offenses in 
this neighborhood 

No 

Don't know 

Yes. once 

Yes, twice 

Yes, three times 

Yes, four times 

Yes, five time3 

Yes, six times 

Yes, seven or more times 

No response 

Total 

Table 75. Percentage Distribution of Offenses by the 
Number of Times Victimized: Non-Residential Non-Victims 

Type of Offense 
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-- 7.9 N/A 1.3 

1.3 2. 6 N/A -,-
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N/A -- -- --
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Table 7p. Percentage Distribution of Respondents 

by the Total Number of Times Victimized 

Residential Non-Resirential 
Number of Times 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

One time 16. 7 10.0 8.9 11. 8 

Two times 12.2 15. 6 8. 9 2. 6 

Three times 10.0 8.9 3.3 10. 5 

Four times 8. 9 6.7 e. 7 10. 5 

Five times 5.6 4.4 -- 1.3 

Six times 5. 6 -- 7.8 6. 6 

Seven times 3.3 5. 6 7.8 3. 9 

Eight times 2.2 -- 3. 3 2. 6 

Nine or more times 14.4 21. 1 31.8 22.4 

None 21. 1 26.7 20.0 26.3 

No response -- 1.1 1.1 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 77. Percentage Distribution of Non-Residents by the Number of Times 

Victimized Each by Bad Check-Passing. Shoplifting, and ~mployee Theft 

Non - Resident 

Number of Times Victim Non-Victim 

Bad chech: Shoplifting Emp. theft Bad check Shoplifting 

No 30.0 18.9 63.3 23.7 13'.2 

Don't know 4.4 7.8 6.7 1.3 3.9 

Yes, once 4.4 2.2 8.9 10.5 3.9 

Yes. twice 3.3 2.2 3.3 7.9 2.6 

Yes. three times 4.4 -- 4.4 10.5 10.5 
" 

Yes. four times -- 2.2 3.3 6.6 3.9 

Yes. five 11.1 2.2 3.3 2. 6 1.3 

Yes. six times -- -- 1.1 2.6 --
Yes. seven or more times 32.2 25.6 4.4 19.7 15.8 

No response 10.0 38.9 1.1 14.4 44.7 

-
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Emp. theft 

73.7 

2. 6 

6.6 

3.9 

3. 9 

1.3 

1. 3 

--
3. 9 

2. 6 

100.0 



Table 78. Percentage Distribution of Non-,Residents 

by the Total Number of Times Victimized by Bad Check­

Passing, Shoplifting, and Employee Theft 

Non-Residential 
Number of Times 

Victim Non-Victim 

Once 4.4 7.9 

Twice 3.3 6.6 

Three times 6.7 3. 9 

Four times -- 2.6 

Five times 5.6 1.3 

Six times 1.1 6. 6 

Seve'n times 2.2 1.3 

Eight times -- --
Nine or more times 44.4 35.5 

None 31. 1 32.9 

No response 1.1 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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Table 79. Percentage Distribution of Respondents 

b:t Kind of Job Police are Doing in Their Neighborhood 

_. 

Kind of Job 
Resident Non-Resident 

Police are Doing Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

Very poor 3.3 3.3 2.2 --
Poor 7.8 10.0 3.3 2. 6 

Avera.ge 26.7 25.6 16.7 14.5 

Good 32.2 21. 1 32.2 34.2 

Very Good 25. 6 34.4 42.2 47.4 

Don't know 3.3 5. 6 3.3 _M 

No response 1.1 -- -- 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 80. Percentage Distribution of Respondents 

by Whether or not There are any Ways in Which the Police 

Are Not Doing a Good Job in Their Neighborhood 

Police Not Doing Good Job? 
Resident Non-Resident 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

No 48.9 57.8 66.7 69.7 

Donlt know 17.8 14.4 7.8 7.9 

Yes 20.0 18.9 15. 6 14.5 

No response 13.3 8.9 10.0 7.9 

'r'otal 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 81. Percenta~e Distribution of Respondents 

by Whether or Not They Would LikeJ.2 See More Police Cars! 

Police on Foot in Their Neighborhood to Reduce Crime 

In Your Neighborhood. Would Resident Non-Resident 
You like to see more Police 
Cars Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

No 41. 1 54.4 46.7 55.2 

Yes 52.2 42.2 52.2 44.7 

No response 6.7 3.3 1.1 --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

More Police on Foot 

No 52.2 64.4 52.2 63.2 

Yes 41.1 32.2 46.7 36.8 

No response 6. 7 3. 3 1.1 --
Total 100:0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

231 



Table 82. Percentage Distribution o~_Victims 

by Length of Time Before Police Were Notified 

When were Police Notified 
Victim 

Resident Non-Resident 

Less than 5 minutes 61. 1 41. 1 

5-15 minutes 14.4 16.7 

1/2 hour - 1 hour 8.9 5. 6 

More than 1 hour 4.4 1.1 

Next day 5. 6 3.3 

Week later 2.2 --
More than week later -- --
Police discovered burglary 1.1 24.4 

Don't know 2.2 7.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 -
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Table 83. Percentage Distribution of Victims 

b;r L'angth of Time it Took for Police to Arrive 

How Long did it take Victim 

for Police to Arrive 
Resident Non - Resident 

" 

N ever came to scene 1.1 --

Don It know whether or not they came 1.1 1.1 

Less than 5 minutes 6.7 8.9 

5-15 Minutes 45.6 25.6 

About 1/2 hour 23.3 18.9 

About 1 hour 7.8 7.8 

More than an hour 4.4 1.1 

Did not come that day -- --
Don It know when they came 8.9 13.3 

No response 1.1 23.3 

Total 100. 0 100. 0 
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Table 84. Percentage Distribution of Victims by the Number 

of Additional Personal Contacts Made by the Police 

Victim 
Additional Contacts Made 

Resident Non-Resident 

No 41. 1 34.4 

Don It know of any more were made 2.2 11,. 1 

Yes, one 30.0 14.4 

Yes, two 12.2 15. 6 

Yes, more than two 7.8 12.2 

Yes, don It know how many 4.4 10.0 

No response 2.2 2.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 -
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How Satisfied were you 

with Police 

Very dissatisfied 

Dissatisfied 

Neutral 

Satisfied 

Very satisfied 

No response 

Total 
'---'. 

Table 85. Percentage Distribution of 

Victims by Satisfaction with the Police 

Victim 

Resident 

Promptness Courteousness Competence Promptness 

3.3 2.2 1.1 --
3.3 1.1 7.8 1.1 

7.8 4.4 8.9 1.1 

27.8 28.9 35.6 26.7 

56.7 63.3 45.6 64.4 

1.1 -- 1.1 6.7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

, ~, 

Non-Resident 

Courteousness Competence 

-- --
-- 4.4 

2.2 8. 9 

23.3 23.3 

72.2 61. 1 

2.2 2.2 

100.0 100. 0 



Do These Types 
of C~e Exist 
:in Neighborhood 

No 

Yes 

Yes. it is the 2nd 
worst problem 

Yes. it is the 
worst problem 

No response 

Total 

Table 80. Percentage Distribution of Type of Problem by Whether or not 
They Exist in the Neighborhood. According to Residential Vict~s 

, -
Neighborhood Crime Reported by Residential Victims 
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Do These Types 
of Crime Exist 
in Neighborhood 

No 

Yes 

Yes, it is the 2nd 
worst problem 

YeSl, it is the 
worst problem 

No response 

Total 

Table 87. Percentage Dist;ribution of Type of Problem by Whether or Not 
They Exist in the Neighborhood. According to Residential Non-Victims 

• 

Neil:ihborhood Crime Reported by Residential Non-Victims 
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Do These Types 
of Crime Exist 
in Neighborhood 

No 

Yes 

Yes. it is the 2nd 
worst prob lem 

Yes. it is the 
worst problem 

No response 

Total 

Table 88. Percentage Distribution of Type of Problem by Whether or Not 
They Exist in the Neighborhood, According to Non-Residential Victims 

Neighborhood Crime Reported by Non-Residentia~ Victims 
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Do These Types 
of Crime Exist 
in Neighborhood 

No 

Yes 

Yes, it is the 2nd 
worst problem 

Yes, it is the 
worst problem 

NO' response 

Total 

• 

Table 89. Percentage Distribution of Type of Problem, by Whether or Not 
They Exist in the Neighborhood. According to Non-Residential Non-Victims 

Neighborhood Crime Reported by Non-Residential Non-Victims 

d 
00 
Cl) 

0 .,... 00 . ,... .... .... b.O :=f Cl) - 00 
Cl) cO c: ,,... ..c: 00 c: ........ :!4 C) C) bI) 0 
cO s.. 

S cO cO c: .,... 
::s 0 s.. c: 0 .,... .... 
0"0.. Cl) cO Iii 0 s.. "CJ d »:g 

:S ..... 
Cl) 00 .... Po! .... ,,... 

~ .,... 00 Cl) s.. c: 
"CJ c: .g cO .... 

C) ::1 ..... o 0 .~ cO S cO cO <1:1 c: .... 0 ~ 0 te; 
~~ s.. b.O 0 (\) 'S \.) 0 » - ~b.O P-! cd .,... S .~ c: b.O ..c: .9 S "-4 .... cO C) s.. C) 

::1 o cO Cl) .... s.. i:= c: 00 c: 
Cl) 0< ..... 0 !Zl 0 tI.l 0..Cl) -.... ,,... 

0:.0 S Cl) 
Cl) 

.0 Po! 
o .,... S..... .... 0.. 

'10 ~ s.. s.. 00 "CJ 00 s.. .0 cO 0.. "CJ..a 'I:: cd 
C) C) o Cl) 0 .... c: ::s 0 Cl) 0 00 

~~ ~ j~ rt:s 0 
~ ::s 0 0 c: s.. c: 0 

U Po! p:;::q Po! p~ I\:)63 

68.4 63.2 72.4 80.3 100.0 89.5 89.5 93.4 98.7 88.2 N/A 

9.2 10.5 5,3 9.2 -- 7.9 6. 6 5.3 1.3 6. 6 N/A 

11. 8 2. 6 7.9 6. 6 -- -- 2. 6 -- -- 2. 6 N/A 

10.5 23.7 14. 5 3.9 -- 2. 6 1.3 1.3 -- 1.3 N/A 

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1.3 N/A 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

» 
C) 

c: 
Cl) 
::s 
0" 00 
c: a 

:=f Cl) 
Cl) ..... 
0 .0 

0 s.. Cl) ..... 0.. 

'S '"' Cl) Cl) 
::- 8 ::s 

I-:l 

71. 1 93.4 

6.6 2. 6 

7.9 --

11.8 3.9 

2.6 --
100.0 100.0 



Table 90. Percentage Distribution of Respondents 

by the Number of Problems in the Neighborhood 

. ' 
Resident N on-Resident 

Number of Problems 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

One problem 17.8 17.8 25.6 31. 6 

Two problems 23.3 18.9 25.6 11.8 

Three problems 8.9 15.6 17.8 18.4 

Four problems 16.7 6. 7 12.2 6.6 

Fi ve problems 11. 1 10.0 5.6 3.9 

Six problems 4.4 3.3 1.1 --
Seven problems 1.1 7.8 1.1 1.3 

Eight problems 2.2 1.1 -- 1.3 

Nine or more problems 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.3 

No problems 13.3 16.7 10.0 23.7 

No response -- 1.1 -- --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 91. Percentage Dis!ribution of Type of Offense by Wheth~r or Not 
They are Committed in the Neighborhood, As~ording to Residential Victims 

Type of Offense 
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committed equally by neighbor- -- 1.1 4.4 -- 2.2 -- -- -- -- --
hood people and outsiders 

Yes. biggest crime problem. 
committed by neighborhood 1.1 1.1 13.3 2.2 3.3 -- 1.1 -- 1.1 2.2 
people 

No response 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 2.2 3.3 2.2 2.2 2.2 

Total 100.0 100. I) .loe.O 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 92. Percentage Distribution of Type of Offense by Whether or Not 
They are Committed in the Neighborhood ft According to Residential Non-Victims 

Type of Off ens e 
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Table 93. Percentage Distribution of Type of Offense by Whether or Not 
They are Committed in the Neighborhood, According to Non· Residential Victims 

r-. 
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Type of Offense 
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Yes. biggest crime problem, -- 1. 1 8.9 -- -- -- 10.0 4.4 -- --don't know who commits' them 

Ycs. biggest crime problem. 1.1 1.1 12.2 -- 2. 2 -- -- -- 3. 3 2.2 
committed by outsidcrs 

Yes. biggest crime problem, 
committed equally by l'icighbor- -- -- 2.2 -- -- -- -- -- -- 6.7 
hood people and outsiders 

Yes. biggest crime problem, 
committed by neighborhood -- -- 8.9 1.1 -- -- -- -- 1.1 5.6 
people 

No response -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 94. Percentage Distribution of Type of Offense by Whether or Not 
They are Committed in the Neighborhood. According to Non-Residential Non-Victims 

Type of Offense 

I Ul 
~ Ul 

CIS -I.l OJ 
OJ tJ d 

::; '.-I I-< Ul Ul Are These Types of ..0 bO '0 OJ ::; -I.l 
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No 82.9 69.7 42. 1 63.2 82.9 92.1 8.8.2 94.7 43.4 51. 3 76.3 53.9 

Yes 15.8 26.3 51. 3 28.9 15.8 7. 9 11.8 5. 3 38.2 22.4 19.7 26.3 

Yes, bigge·st crime problem, -- 1.3 -- 1.3 -- -- -- -- -- 5.3 1.3 1.3 
don't know who commits' them 

Yes. biggest crime problem, 
committed by outsiders -- 1.3 5. 3 1.3 -- -- -- -- 9. 2 11. 8 -- 5.3 

Yes. biggest crime problem, 
committed equally by neighbor- -- 1.3 -- 2. 6 -- -- -- -- 3. 9 5. 3 -- 1.3 
hood people and outsiders 

Yes, biggest crime problem, 
committed by neighborhood 1.3 -- 1.3 2.6 1.3 -- -- -- 5.3 3.9 1.3 11. 8 
people 

No response -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1.3 --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. b 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Number of Types 

One 

Two 

Three 

Four 

Five 

Six 

Seven 

Eight 

Nine or meTe 

None 

No response 

Total 

... 

Table 95. Percentage Distribution of Respondents 

by the Number of Types of Crime Committed 

in Their Neighborhood 

Residential Non-Residential 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

15.6 21. 1 7.8 13.2 

17. B 15.6 7.8 15.8 

13.3 10.0 14.4 11. 8 

13.3 15.6 17.8 14.5 

13.3 10.0 8.9 10.5 

6.7 5.6 8.9 9.2 

3. 3 4.4 11. 1 3.9 

3.3 1.1 8.9 2. 6 

6.7 4.8 10.0 6. 6 

4.4 8. 9 4.4 11.8 

2.2 -- -- --
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

245 



Table 96. Percentage Distribution of Respondents 

by the Change in the Number of Burglaries Being 

Committed from 1969 to the Present 

Change in Number Residential Non - Residential 

of Bu(!,glaries 
Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

Decreased 23.3 10.0 23.3 14.5 

Stayed about the same 25.6 26.7 30.0 23.7 

Increased 23.3 25.6 28.9 21. 1 

Don't know 8. 9 11. 1 5.6 5.3 

No response 18.9 26.7 12.2 35.5 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 97. Percentage Distributi:on of Non-Residents 

by Their Perceived Chances of Being Burglarized/Robbed 

. 
Broken into or entered illegally Robbed 

Perceived 
Chances Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 

NR/V NR/NV NR/V 

Very low 43.3 43.3 20.0 

Low 15. 6 19.7 16.7 

Average 16.7 13.2 24.4 

High 3.3 3. 9 12.2 

Very high 7.8 2. 6 21. 1 

Don't know 2. 2 3. 9 --

No response 11. 1 13.2 5. 6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 

NR/V = Non-Resident Victim 

NR/NV = Non-Resident Non-Victim 

NR/NV 

30.3 

19.7 

19.7 

10.5 

9.2 

6.6 

3. 9 

100.0 

NR/V NR/NV NR/V NR/NV 

32.2 36.8 11. 1 21. 1 

17.8 13. 2 16.7 11. 8 

27.8 31. 6 18. 9 11. 8 

6.7 6. 6 10. 0 ! 10. 5 I 
13.3 10. 5 8. 9 6. 6 

" 

2.2 1.3 1.1 --
-- -- 33. 3 38.2 

100. 0 100.0 100. 0 100. 0 



.!~ble. ~.8. Peroentas.e Distribution of Respondents 

l'-J~ How Worried The;}': a.re About B~ini Robbed 

I Da~!:e Resident 

Victim Non .. Victim Victim 

Not at all worded 78.9 77.8 71. 1 

Just a little worried 7.8 13.3 lB.9 

Somewha.t worried B.9 11.1 8. 7 

Very worried 4.4 7.8 3.3 
, 

Total 100.0 100.0 1100. a 

Nighttime 

Not at all worried 46,7 40. 0 33.3 

Just a little worried 17.8 22.2 23.3 

Somewhat worried 15. 6 14.4 15.6 

Very worried 16. 7 18.9 17.8 

Don't know 3.3 4.4 10. a 

No response -- _. --
Total 100.0 100.0 lOa. a 
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Non-Resident 

Non-Victim 

75.0 .. 
14. 5 

6. 6 

3. 9 

100.0 

44.7 

21. 1 

13.2 

13. 2 

6. 6 

L3 

100.0 
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Table 99. Percentage Distribution. of Residents 

by Whether or Not a Fear of Crime Keeps Them from 

Walking Alone at Night 

Resident 
Fear of Crime 

Victim Non-Victim 

No 46.7 52. 2 

Don't know 2.2 2. 2 

Yes 51. 1 45.6 

Total 100.0 I 100.0 
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Table 100. Percentage Distributioll.of Residents 

by How Worried They are About Their Homes 

Being Broken Into or Entered Illega'!!y" 

Resident 

How Worried 
~~:~ . 

Victim Non-Victim 

Daytime Nighttime Daytime Nighttime 

Not at all worried 33.3 32.2 40.0 28. 9 

Just a little worried 18.9 27.8 23.3 30.0 

Somewhat worried 26.7 17.8 15.6 23.3 

Very worried 21. 1 22.2 21. 1 17.8 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 101. Percentage Distribution of Resident Victims and Non-Victims 

by Their Perception of How Effectively They can Prevent Themselves from Being Victimized 

What C:';I.fi Residents Burglary 

do to Pre vent Vic-
timization R/V 

Nothing at all 3.3 

Not very much 20.0 

A little 10.0 

Some 34.4 

A lot 31. 1 

Don't know 1.1 

No response --
Total 100.0 

R/ V = Resident Victim 

R/NV = Resident Non-Victim 

R/NV 

3. 3 

10.0 

13.3 

31. 1 

38.9 

3. 3 

--
100.0 

Robbery Auto Theft 

E/V E/NV R/V R!NV 

14.4 13.3 4.4 5. 6 

30.0 30.0 ~4.4 17.8 

11. 1 11. 1 13.3 8.9 

28.9 30.0 34.4 30.0 

14.4 12.2 23.3 26.7 

1.1 2. 2 10.0 

11~~1 -- 1.1 --
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Assault Rape Murder 

R/V R!NV R/V R!NV R/V R/NV 

5. 6 8. 9 7.8 6.7 17.8 17.8 

28.9 32.2 34.4 23.3 42.2 32.2 

15.6 13.3 10.0 14.4 4.4 14.4 

35.6 30.0 23.3 24.4 15.6 16.7 

8.9 12.2 16.7 21. 1 8.9 12.2 

5. 6 3.3 7.8 10.0 11.1 6.7 

-- -- -- -- -- --
100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 



Table 102. Percentage Distribution of Resident Victims 

and Non-Victims by Potency ~~ 

Resident 
Potency Score 

Victim Non-Victim 

Low 1 5.6 6.7 

2 34.4 27.8 

3 35.6 41. 1 

4 24.4 21. 1 

High 5 -- 3.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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,Table 103. Percentage D5,stribution of Non-Resident Victims and Non-Victims 

by Thelr Perception of How Effectively They can Prevent Themselves from. Being Victimized 

I What can Non- ' 
Residents do to Pre-' 

Burglary Robbery 

vent Victimization 
NR/V NR!NV NR/V 'NR/NV 

Nothing ~ 10.0 10.5 23.3 23.7 

Not very m.uch 22.2 15.8 22.2 22.4 

A little 8.9 10.5 7.8 6.6 

Som.e 26.7 30.3 27.8 26.3 

A lot 32.2 28.9 16.7 17.1 

Don't know -- 2.6 1.1 3-.9 

No response -- 1.3 1.1 --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

NR/V = Non-Resident Victim 

NR/NV = Non-Resident Non-Victim. 

Vandalized 

NR/V NR/NV 

18.9 21.1 

21.1 38.2 

13.3 9.2 

21. 1 22.4 

21. 1 7.9 

3. 3 1.3 

1.1 --

100.'0 100.0 

Employee theft Shoplifting Bad checks 

NR/V NR/NV NR!V NR/NV NRJV NR/NV 

6.7 6.6 5.6 3.9 10.0 9.2 

11.1 9.2 7.8 10.5 13.3 13.2 

6.7 6.6 6.7 5.3 6.7 10.5 

22.2 23.7 15.6 17.1 20.0 17.1 

31.1 36.8 11.1 18.4 23.3 31. 6 

10.0 10.5 1.1 2.6 6.7 2.6 

12.2 6.6 52.2 42.1 20.0 15.8 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 



Table 104. Percentage Distribution of Non-Resident Victims 

and Non-Victims by Potency Score 

Non - Resident 
Potency Score 

Victim Non-Victim 

Low 1 11. 1 9.2 

2 21. 1 27.6 

3 36.7 36.8 

4 27.8 23.7 

High 5 3. 3 1.3 

No response -- 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 
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Table 105. Percentage Distribution of Victims 

by Types of Protective Measures they Feel Might Have Prevented Burglar~ 

Victim 
Protective measures 

Resident Non-Resident 

No 37.8 44.4 

Yes, better locks on doors 13. 3 2. 2 

Yes, alarm 3. 3 15. 6 

Yes, better locks on windows 3.3 --
Yes, lights on inside -- 1.1 

!, 

Yes? other 40.0 34.4 

No response 2.2 2. 2 

Total 100.0 100.0 

•. 
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Table 106. Percentage Distribution of Respondents , 
by Whether or Not Protective Measures Were/Are Taken 

Burglar Alarm in Resident Non-Resident 

Operation Then 
Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

No 93.3 75.6 
Sometimes -- --
Yes 6.·7 23.3 

Not relevant -- --
No response 100.0 . 1. 1 100.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Burglar A larm in 
Operation Now 

T9~~2 
--

No 91. 1 47.8 59.2 
Sometimes -- -- 1.3 
Yes ~/. 8 6.7 51. 1 38.2 

Not relevant -- -- -- 1.3 
No' response -- 2. 2 1.1 --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Light Left on 
Inside Then 

No 26.7 15.6 
Sometimes 2.2 --
Yes 70.0 81. 1 

Not relevant -- 2.2 
No response 1.1 100.0 1.1 100.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Light Left on 
Inside Now 

No 8.9 10.0 14.4 9.2 
Sometimes 4.4 11. 1 -- 1.3 
Yes 86.7 77.8 82.2 86.8 

Not relevant -- -- 2.2 1.3 
No response -- 1.1 1.1 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

(Table continued, next page) 
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Table 106 (Continued) 

Light left bn Resident Non-Resident 

Outside Then 
Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

No 65.6 18.9 
Sometimes 10.0 --
Yes 23.3 77.8 

Not relevant -- --
No response 1.1 100.0 3. 3 100.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Light Left on 
Outside Now 

No 51. 1 58.9 15.6 51. 1 
Sometimes 15.6 8.9 -- 2. 6 
Yes 33.3 31. 1 81. 1 73.7 

Not relevant -- -- -- 1.3 
No response -- 1.1 3.3 1.3 

Total 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 

Dog on Premises 
Then 

No 65.6 95.6 
Sometimes -- --
Yes 34.4 3.3 

Not relevant -- --
No response -- 100.0 1.1 100.0 

Total 100. 0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

.. Dog on Premises 
Now 

". No 53.3 57.8 87.8 93.4 
Sometimes -- -- 1.1 1.3 
Yes 46.7 42.2 10.0 5. 3 

Not relevant -- -- -- --
No response -- -- 1.1 --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 106 (Continued) 

Bars or Wire Mesh 
on Doors or Windows 
Then 

No 

Yes 

Not relevant 

No response 

Total 

Bars or Wire Mesh on 
Doors or Windows Now 

No 

Yes 

Not relevant 

No response 

Total 

Private patrolman or 
Security Guard Then 

No 

Yes 

, Not relevant 

No response 

Total 

Private Patrolman or 
Security Guard Now 

" 
No 

Yes 

Not relevant 

No response 

Total 

Resident Non-Resident 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 
-

88.9 71. 1 

11. 1 26.7 

-- --
-- 100.0 2. 2 100.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

68.9 8n.7 60.0 71. 1 

31. 1 13.3 37.8 27.6 

-- -- -- --
-- -- 2.2 1.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

97.8 85.6 

2.2 11. 1 

-- 1.1 

-- 100. 0 2.2 100~' 6 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

92.2 92.2 80.0 89.5 

7.8 7.8 16.7 9. 2 

-- -- 1.1 --
-- -- 2.2 1.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 106 (Continued) I 

Insurance to cover Resident Non-Resident 
theft, vandalism or 
injury then Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

No 36.7 15.6 

Yes 63.3 76.7 

Not relevant -- 1.1 

No response -- 100.0 6.7 100.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Insurance to cover 
theft, vandalism or 
iniurY now 

No 32.2 28.9 20.0 14.5 

Yes 67.8 68.9 72.2 81. 5 

Not relevant -- -- -- 1.3 

No response -- 2.2 7.8 2. 6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Chain lock with key 
on doors then 

No 84.4 96.7 

Yes 15.6 2.2 

Not relevant -- --
No response -- 100.0 1.1 lOa-; 6 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Chain Lock with key on 
doors now 

No 72.2 72.2 94.4 98.7 

Yes 27.8 26.7 -- 1.3 

Not relevant -- -- -- --
No response -- 1.1 -- --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 -
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Ta.ble 106 (Continued) 

Chain Lock without Key Resident Non ... Resident 
on Doors 'rhen --

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

No 93.3 93.3 

Yes 6. 7 5. 6 

Not releva.nt ~- --
No response ... 100.0 1.1 100. 0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Cha.in Lock without Key 
on Doors Now 

No 85.6 86.7 93.3 93.4 

Yes 14.4 12.2 5.5 6.6 

Not re1e vant -- -- -- --
No response -- 1.1 1.1 --

" 

Total 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100.0 

Dead bolt lock on 
any doors then 

No 90.0 71.2 

Yes 10. a 26.6 

Not relevant -- --
No response -- 100.0 1.1 100.. a -'rota 1 100.0 100.0 100. a 100. a 

Dead bolt lock on 
any doors now 

I 

No 55.6 71. 1 58.9 57.9 

Yes 44.4 27.8 40.0 42. 1 

Not relevant -- -~ ... - --
No response -- 1.1 00 1.1 

Total 100.0 100. a 100.0 100. 0 

21)0 
(Table continued, next page) 



Table 106 (Continued) 

Bar Across Sliding Door Resident Non-Resident 
or Window Then 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 
,,;. 

No 98.9 93.3 

Yes 1.1 5. 6 

Not relevant -- --
No response -- lOa. a 1.1 100. a 

Total 100,0 100. a 100.0 100. a 

Bar Across Sliding Door 
or Window Now 

-
No 93.3 96.7 88.9 96. 1 

Yes 6.7 2.2 10.0 3.9 

Not relevant -- -- -- --
No response -- 1.1 -- 1.J. _. 
Total 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. a 

-. 
Key Lock on any 
Windows Then 

I 
No 97.8 98.9 

Yes 2.2 -- • 
Not relevant -- --
No response -- lOa. 0 

, 
1.1 1 OQ. 0 

Total I 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Key Lo ck on any 
Windows Now 

NQ 95. 6 97.8 95.6 98.7 

Yes 4.4 1.1 2a2 --
Not relevant -- -- -- --
No response -- 1.1 2.2 1.3 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. a 
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Table lOB (Continued) 

Other Special Resident Non-Resident 
Locks Then 

Victim Non-Victim Victim 'Non-Victim 

No 92.2 80.0 

Yes 7.7 18.9 

Not relevant -- --
No response -- 100.0 1.1 100.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Other Special 
Locks Now 

No 83.3 91. 1 71. 1 80.3 

Yes 1B.7 7.8 27.8 19.7 

Not relevant -- -- -- --
No :r:esponse -- 1.1 1.1 --
Total 100.0 100. 0 100.0 100. 0 

Other Protective 
Measures Then 

No 9B.7 84.4 

Yes 2.2 11. 1 

Not relevant -- 1.1 

No response 1.1 100.0 3.3 100.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100. 0 

Other Protective 
Measures Now 

No I 84.4 82.2 70.0 73.7 

Yes 14.4 15. 5 25.5 21. 1 

Not relevant -- -- 1.1 2.B 

No response 1.1 2. 2 3. 3 2. B 

Total 100.0 100. a 100.0 100. a 
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Table 107. Percentage Distribution of Residents by Whether or Not Protective Measures Were/Are Taken 

Resident 

Protective Measures Victim Non-Victim 

, 
No 

Some-
Yes 

No 
Total No 

Some-
Yes 

No 
Totai times response times response 

Usually someone home during 
45.6 11. 1 42.2 1.1 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 100.0 

day around time of burglary 
Now 24.4 11. 1 63.3 1.1 100.0 10.0 7.8 82.2 -- 100.0 
Usually someone home in 

3.3 5.6 90.0 1.1 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 100. a 
evening before 

Now 2.2 4.4 93.3 -- 100.0 1.1 1.1 97.8 -- 100.0 
When no one was home was a 

84.4 5.6 8.9 1.1 100. a -- -- 100.0 100.0 s --radio left on before 

I Now 74.4 7.8 17.8 -- 100.0 70.0 17.8 12.2 -- 100.0 
Doors locked, someone home 

28.9 4.4 65.6 1.1 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 100.0 
daytime befOL'e 

Now 21. 1 3.3 76.5 -- 100.0 21. 1 16.7 61.. 1 1.1 100.0 
Doors locked. som.eone home 

17.8 2.2 78.9 1.1 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 100.0 i 
evening before 

Now 14.4 3.3 82.2 -- 100.0 20.0 8.9 70.0 1.1 100.0 
Doors locked, asleep at 3. 3 -- 95.6 1.1 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 100.0 

night before 
Now 3. 3 -- 96.7 -- 100.0 -- 1.1 97.8 1.1 100.0 
Doors locked, home vacant 7.8 1.1 90.0 1.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 -- -- --less than an hour before 
Now 5.6 2.2 92.2 -- 100.0 5.6 6.7 86.7 1.1 100.0 
Doors locked, home vacant 

3.3 -- 95.6 1.1 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 100.0 
more than an hour before 

Now 2.2 -- 97.8 -- 100.0 2.2 2.2 94.4 1.1 100.0 
Windows locked, someone 

15.6 10.0 73.3 1.1 100.0 -- 100.0 100.0 -- --home before 
Now 10.0 8.9 81. 1 -- 100.0 23.3 20.0 55.6 1.1 100.0 
Windows locked, no one 

4.4 3.3 91. 1 1.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 -- -- --home before 
Now 3.3 3.3 93.3 -- 100.0 6.7 7.8 84.4 1.1 100.0 



Table lOB. Percenta e Distributiol'! of Residents by Whether or Not 
Measures Were Are Taken to Prot"ect Homes While on Vacation -

Resident 

Protective M-easures Victim Non-Victim 

No Don't Yes No Total No 
Don't 

Yes 
No 

know regponse know res120nse 

Did you keep a list of 
73.3 -- 26.7 -- 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 

serial numbers before 
Now 51. 1 -- 4B.9 -- 100.0 57.B -- 41. 1 1.1 
Deliveries cancelled during 17.B 2.2 61. 1 18.9 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 

vacation before 
Now 13.3 2.2 64.4 20.0 100.0 11. 1 -- 57.B 31. 1 
Neighbor watch residence 11. 1 3.3 66.7 18.9 100.0 -- -- -- 100.0 

during vacation before 
Now 7.8 3.3 68,9 20. a 100.0 10.0 -- 58.9 31. 1 
Friend check on rel:lidenee 

42.2 38.9 18.9 100.0 100.0 
during vacation before -- -- -- --

Now 34.4 -- 45.6 20.0 100.0 32.2 -- 36.7 31. 1 
Notify police of absence 

63.3 -- 17.8 18.9 100.0 -- -- ~.- 100.0 
during vacation before 

Now 56.7 -- I 23.3 20.0 100.0 51. 1 -- 17.8 31. 1 
Protect home during vaca-

71. 1 2.2 7.8 18.9 100.0 100.0 tion other ways before -- -- --
Now 58.9 2.2 18.9 20,0 100.0 53.3 -- 15.6 31. 1 

• 

. Total 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 



---

Table 1 O~ercelltage Distribution of Residents by Number 

of Melasures Taken to Protect Homes While on Vacation 

- -
Resident 

Nu:mber of Measures Victim Non-Victim 

Before Now Now 

One , 10.0 6.7 7.8 

Two 31. 1 25.6 23.3 

Three 20.0 24.4 23.3 

Four 15.6 18.9 13.3 

Five 1.1 4.4 2.2 

None 3.3 ~- 1.1 

No response 18.9 20.0 28.9 
, 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Protective Measures 

Cash drawers left empty 
after closing before 

Now 
Cash drawers left 

visib ly open before 
Now 
Money removed each 

day before 
Now 
Items removed from 

windows before 
Now 
Burglar resistant glass 

in windows before 
Now 
Safe on premis es 

before 
Now 
Safe visible from outside 

before 
Now 
Security guard on 

premises before 
Now 

• 

Table 110. Percentage Distribution of Non-Residents by Whether 
or Not Protective Measures Were/Are Taken 

Non-Resident 

Victim Non-Victim 

No 
Some-

Yes 
Not No 

Total No 
Some-

Yes 
Not 

times relevant resp. times relevant 

20.0 1.1 52.2 21. 1 5.6 100.0 - -- -- --
16.7 1.1 55.6 21. 1 5.6 100.0 17.1 1.3 59.2 21. 1 

21. 1 -- 34.4 1.1 43.3 100.0 -- -- -- --
18.9 -- 38.9 1.1 41. 1 100.0 27.6 -- 35.5 --
21.1 1.1 64.4 10.0 3.3 100.0 -- -- -- --
18.9 1.1 65. 6 11. 1 ::;.3 100.0 26.3 1.3 60.5 10.5 

27.8 1.1 4.4 56.7 10.0 100.0 -- -- -- --
28.9 1.1 2. 2 56.7 11.1 100.0 36.8 -- 2. 6 57.9 

84.4 -- 7.8 -- 7.8 100.0 -- -- -- --
80.0 -- 13.3 -- 6.7 100.0 73.7 -- 19.7 --
44.4 -- 52.2 -- 3. 3 100.0 -- -- -- --
50.0 -- 44.4 -- 5.6 100.0 48.7 -- 50.0 --
40.0 -- 12.2 -- 47.8 100.0 -- -- -- --
35.6 -- II. 1 7.8 45.6 100.0 31. 6 -- 19.7 --
90.0 -- 6.7 1.1 2.2 100.0 -- -- -- --
85. 6 -- 10.0 2.2 2.2 100.0 93.4 -- 3. 9 --

No 
Total 

resp. 

100.0 100.0 

1.3 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

36.8 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

1.3 100.0 

180.0 100.0 

2. 6 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

6. 6 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

1.3 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

48.7 100.0 

100.0 100.0 

2.6 100.0 



Table 111. Percentage Distribution of Protective l\1,easures by Change in 
Situation from Time of Burglary to Now: Resident and Non-Resident Victims 

Victim 

Protection with respect to: Resident Non-Resident 

Less Same More 
No 

Total Less Same More response 

Burglar alarm 3.3 95.6 1.1 -- 100.0 -- 71. 1 27.8 

Light left on inside 3.3 77.8 17.8 1.1 100.0 1.1 93.3 2.2 

Light !eft on outside 5.6 77.8 15.6 1.1 100.0 -- 93.3 3.3 

Dog on premises 8.9 74.4 16.7 -- 100.0 2.2 86.7 10.0 

Bars or wire mesh on windows 3.3 76.7 20.0 -- 100.0 -- 85.6 11. 1 

Private patrolman or guard 5. 6 88.9 5. 6 -- 100.0 1.1 88.9 6.7 

Insurance 3.3 92.2 4.4 -- 100.0 5.6 87.8 1.1 

Special locks 3.3 43.3 53.3 ~- 100.0 1.1 68.9 27.8 

Other measures 5.6 83.3 11. 1 -- 100.0 1.1 78.9 16.7 

--

No 
Total response 

1.1 100.0 

3.3 100.0 

3.3 100.0 

1.1 100.0 

3.3 100.0 

3.3 100. a 
5.6 100.0 

2.2 100. 0 

3.3 100.0 



Table 112. Percentage Distribution of 

Protective Measures by Change in Situation from 

Time of Burglary to Now: Resident Victims 

Change.tin Prote ction 
Protecti ve measures No 

Less Same More 
response 

Someone home during day 5.6. 64.4 28.9 1.1 

Someone home in evening 1.1 94.4 3. 3 1.1 

Radio left on -- 88.9 10. a 1.1 . 
Doors locked/ someone home / 87.8 11. 1 1.1 --daytime 

Doors locked/ someone home / 1.1 94.4 3. 3 1.1 evening 

Doors locked/ asleep / night -- 98.9 -- 1.1 

Doors locked/home left vacant -- 95.6 3. 3 1.1 
less than one hour 

Doors locked/home left vacant 
96.7 2.2 1.1 --more than one hour 

Windows locked/ someone home -- 92.2 6. '7 1.1 

Windows locked/no one home -- 97.8 1.1 1.1 

Serial numbers -- 78.9 21. 1 --
Vacations -- 60.0 21. 1 18.9 
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Total 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100. a 

lOa. a 

100.0 
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Table 113. Percentage Distribution of 

Protective Measures by Change in Situation from 

Time of Burglary to Now: Non-Resident Victims 

Change in Protection 
Protective Measures 

Less Same More No 
response 

Cash drawers empty -- 71. 1 3.3 25.6 

Cash drawers visible -- 53.3 2.2 44.4 

Money removed from premises -- 83.3 3. 3 13.3 
each day 

Items removed from window 32.2 2.2 65.6 
each day --

Burglar resistant glass in 
1.1 85.6 5. 6 7.8' 

windows 

Safe on premises 7.8 86.7 2.2 3.3 

Safe being visible -- 42.2 3. 3 54.4 

Guard on premises 1.1 91. 1 4.4 3.3 
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Total 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 
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Table 114. Percentage Distribution of Respondents by 

Number of Types of Special Locks on Doors and Windows 

. 
Resident Non-Resident 

Total Then 
Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

One 27.8 44.4 

Two 4.4 6.7 

Three 2. 2 --
None 65. 6 46.7 

No response -- 2.2 

Total 100.0 100.0 

Total Now 

One 44.4 41. 1 48.9 57. 9 

Two 26.7 16.7 13.3 7.9 

'Three 5. 6 1.1 4.4 --
None 23.3 40.0 31. 1 34.2 

No response -- 1.1 2.2 --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Table 115. Distribution of Respondents by Whether or Not 

Respondents Have ever Gotten Together with Any Group 

of People to Discuss the Problem of Crime 

Residential Non-Residential 

Have you gotten together 
Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim with any group of people 

No one got together 77.8 80. a 73.3 84.2 

Don't know if anyone got 1.1 5.6 6.7 1.3 together 

Yes. but no action taken 5. 6 3.3 3.3 5.3 

Yes, but don't know if 6.7 1.1 3.3 action was taken --
Yes. and action was -
taken 

7.8 10. a 12.2 9.2 

No response 1.1 -- 1.1 --
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 10J. a 
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Table 116. Percentage Distribution of Residents by 

What They Would Like to See Done to Reduce Crime 

In Your Neighborhood. 
Resident 

Would You Like to See: 
Victim 

No Yes No 
Total No Response 

Better street lighting 40.0 53.3 6.7 100.0 54.4 

More programs for youth 40.0 53.:: 6.7 100.0 46.7 

Stronger police powers 43,.3 48.9 7.8 100.0 65.6 

More crackdown on offenders 31. 1 62.2 6.7 100.0 38.9 

Anything else 71.1 22.2 6.7 100.0 72.2 

Non-Victim 

Yes No 
Total response 

42.2 3.3 100.9 

50.0 3.3 100.0 

31. 1 3.3 100.0 

57.8 3.3 100.0 

24.4 3.3 100.0 

.i 
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Table 117. Percentage Distribution of Non-Residents by 

What They Would Like to See Done to Reduce Crime 

Non-Resident 
, In Your Neighborhood. 
Would You Like to See: 

Victim 

No Yes No 
Total No Response 

Better street lighting 61. 1 37.8 1.1 100.0 53.9 

More programs for youth 54.4 44.4 1.1 100.0 47.4 

Stronger police powers 48.9 50.0 1: 1 100.0 60.5 

More crackdown on offenders 30. a 68.9 1.1 100.0 36.8 

Anything e Is e 66.7 31. 1 2.2 100.0 78.9 

t, 

Non-Victim 

Yes No 
Total reS}:lonse 

46.1 -- 100.0 

52. 6 -- 100.0 

39.5 -- 100.0 

61. 8 1.3 100.0 

21. 1 -- 100.0 



Table 118. Percentage Distribution of Respondents by 

How Many Things They Would Like to See Done to Reduce Crime 

Resident Non-Resident 
How Many 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

Nothing 6.7 7.8 2. 2 1.3 

One 7.8 20.0 11. 1 10.5 

Two 11. 1 21. 1 15.6 22.4 

Three 17.8 12.2 16.7 10.5 

Four 17.8 13.3 23.3 22.4 

Five 18.9 11. 1 21. 1 15.8 

Six 13.3 7.8 6. 7 5,3 

Seven -- -- -- 2.6 

No crime in neighborhood 3.3 6.7 2.2 9.2 

No response 3.3 -- 1.1 --

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

-
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Table 119. Percentage Distribution of R~spondents by 

Whether or Not They Have Read. Seen, or Heard Material 

on How to Protect Against Burglary 

Read. Seen or 
Resident N on-Resident 

Heard Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

No 17.8 11. 1 35.6 56.1 

Don't know 2.2 5.6 3.3 6. 6 

Yes 80.0 83.3 61. 1 47.4 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
-
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Table 120. Percentage Distribution of Residents by Where They Have Read. 
Seen or Heard Material on How to Pr0tect. Against Burglary 

. 
Resident 

Victim Non.,. Victim 
Have you ever: 

No No No Yes Total No Yes Total response response 

Read magazine or newspaper 45.5 40.0 14.4 100.0 48.9 38.9 12.2 100.0 
article 

Read pamphlet 75.6 10.0 14.4 100.0 77.8 10.0 12.2 100.0 

Read anything in a book 80.0 5. 6 14.4 100.0 84.4 3.3 12.2 100.0 

Seen anything on te levision 16.7 68.9 14.4 100.0 18.9 68.9 12.2 100.0 

Heard anything on radio 64.4 21. 1 14.4 100.0 78.9 8.9 12.2 100.0 

Read or seen anything elsewhere 83.3 2.2 14.4 100.0 83.3 4.4 12.2 100.0 

._1 



Table 121. Percentage Distribution of Non-Residents by Where They 
Have Read. Seen or Heard Material on How to Protect Against Burglary 

-- --
Non-Resident 

,. 

Victim Non-Victim 
Have you ever: No No 

No Yes Tota.l No Yes 
responsE response 

Read magazine or newspaper 35.6 26.7 37.8 100. 0 31. 6 18.4 50.0 
article 

Read pamphlet 47.8 14.4 37.8 100.0 42.1 7.9 50.0 

Read anything in a book 56.7 5.6 37.8 100.0 48. '7 1.3 50.0 

Seen anything on te levisi'on 26.7 35.6 37.8 100.0 15.7 34.2 50.0 

Heard anything on radio 54.4 7.8 37.8 100.0 39.5 10.5 50.0 

Read or seen anything elsewhere 46.7 15.6 37.8 100.0 47.4 2.6 50.0 

Total 

100. 0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 



Table 122. Percentage Distribution of Respondents 

by the Number of Places They Have Read. Seen. or 

Heard Material on How to Protect Against Burglary 

Resident Non-Resident 
Number 

Victim Non-Victim Victim Non-Victim 

One 31. 1 26.3 35.6 52.2 

Two 35.6 24.4 16.7 18.4 

Three 11. 1 4.4 3. 3 2. 6 

Four 1.1 2.2 1.1 2.6 

Five 1.1 2.2 3.3 --

Six 1.1 -- 1.1 --
None 4.4 3.3 1.1 --

No response 14.4 11. 1 37.8 50.0 

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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CHAPTER VI 

COURTS AN}) BURGLARS 

... 
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T8.;ble 123. Distribution of Interviews 1 

~ 

Criminal ,Justice 
Jurisdiction 

.- .. 

Personnel Category 
Total 

- Fairfax County District of Columbia Prince George's County 
... 

Ju.dges 3 4 4 11 

Prosecutors 3 5 3 11 

Defense Attorneys 4 5 3 12 

Probation/ Parole 3 2 33 I 8 

Police 2 11 2 15 

Total 15 27 15 57 

1Several interview.!:; with persons marginal to the criminal justice system have not been included 
in this tabulation. 
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PART III 

AN ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHIC GUIDE 

TO THE LITERATURE ON BURGLARY, 

BURGLARS, AND BURGLARIZING 

by 

Joan S. Pinsky 
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This bibliography includes literature 
through 1970. It is as nearly exhaus­
tive as we were able to make it. given 
the resources we were able to devote 
to it. 
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may be stealing as much as $2.6 billion a year in property. 

Aldrich, Howard and Albert J. Reiss, Jr. "A 1968 Followup Study of Crime 
and Insurance Problems of Businesses Surveyed in 1.966 in Three 

!.. Cities. 11 Appendix B to U. S. Congress. Senate. Select Committee on 
Small Business. ,9rime Against Small Business. 9lst Cong., 1st sess. 
Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1969. 

.. 

Four hundred thirty two owners and managers of business es in high 
crime rate areas were reinterviewed. Information regarding insu.r­
anee, crime victimization. and protective devices was obtained. 

Alexander, Donald G. "Is Marijuana Really Dangerous? II 1.:'~ation's Cities, 
December 1969. 

Cites the statistic that 75% of the burglaries in Albuquerque, New 
Mexico were committed by addicts or those who have been addicts. 

Amir. Menachem. JJForcible Rape." Federal Probation, 31 (March 1967) 
51-58. 

Analysis of 646 forcible rape cases in Philadelphia, PaD for 1958 
and 1960. In 4% of the cases, a burglary or robbery was committed 
in addition to the rape. 

Anderson, Sir Robert. Criminals and Crime: Some Facts and Suggestions. 
London: J. Nisbet and Co., Ltd .• 1907. 

Groups offenses against property into three categories: the pre~ 
meditated crimes of professionals, chance crimes due to special 
circumstances, and crimes of degenerates. 

Anslinger, Harry J. and William F. Tompkins. The Traffic in Narcotics. 
New York: Funk and Wagnall Co .• 1953. 

Many drug addicts have long previous police records of a non­
narcotic nature before becoming addicted. 

Atlanta Commission on Crime and Juvenile Delinquency. "Opportunity for 
Urban Excellence. II Atlanta, Ff>bruary 1966. 

Presents number and rate of burglary by family income in the census 
tract in which co:rrmitted, for fiscal year 1965 in Atlanta. 
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Audett, James Henry. RaE Sheet. New York: William Sloane Assoc .• Inc. 
1954. • . 

Autobiography of bank robber, safe burglarp escape artist extraordi­
nary. "Blackie" Audett describes humorous incidents related to his 
life as a criminal. and at the same time gives the reader some in­
sight into the particular reasons he chose crime as a way of life. 

Bacon. Seldon. "Alcohol, Alcoholism, and Crime." Crime and Delinquency, 
9 (1963) i-15. 

In the amateur thief. as the am.ount of alcohol is increased. any 
poorly controlled antisocial tendencies are allowed greater freedom. 

Ball, John C. "Delinquent and Non-Delinquent Attitudes Toward the Preva­
lence of Stealing. II Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology, and Police 
Sciencep 48 (1957) 259-274. 

Survey of 108 boys incarcerated at a Southern state reformatory and 
nondelinquent boys. Delinquents perceived stealing as being more 
prevalent than nondelinquents. 

Banay, Ralph S. "Alcoholism and Crime. II Quarterly Journal of Studies on 
Alcohol, 2 (1942) 686-716. 
- Study-of 3,135 cases of alcoholics admitted to Sing Sing Prison in 

New York State between 1930 and 1940. 

Barnes, Harry Elmer and Negley K. Teeters. New Horizons in Criminology. 
3rd ed. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall. 1959. 

Discusses some criminal classifications. One who has committed 
burglary may be a situational offen.der, a chronic offender who has 
stumbled into criminal activity, or a chronic offender with truly 
antisocial.attitudes. 

Barnes, Robert Earl. "How Safe is Yot.._' House from Burglars? It The Wash­
ington Star, August 19-22. 1968. (Reprinted in booklet by the Washington 
Star" n. d. ) 
- Gives hints to the householder, 8.nd discusses classes of thieves. 

Are :you Safe from B~glars? Garden City. New York: 
Doubleday and Co., 1971. 

Advice from a professional burglar on what measures the average 
householder can take to prevent burglaries. Also includes interesting 
accounts of Barnes' experiences as a burglar. 
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Belson. William A. _ !lThe Extent of Stealing by London Boys and Some of 
Its Origins. !I London: The Survey Research Center, London School 
of Economics and Polit.ical Science. 1968. 

Survey of 1.400 boys drawn from a universe of London homes. 
The boys were interviewed about their stealing experience. 

Biderman~ Albert D., Louise A. Johnson, Jennie McIntyre, and Adrienne 
Weir. Report on a Pilot Study in the District of Columbia on Victiml.­
zation and Attitudes Toward Law Enforcement. The President's Com­
mission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. Field 
Surveys 1. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office. 1967. 

Interviews were conducteti with 511 randomly selected household 
members in three police precincts. 

Black. Donald J. !lProduction of Crime Rates. !I American Sociological 
Review. 35 (1970) 733-748. 

Analysis of 554 routine encounters between uniformed patrohnen 
and citizenR in Boston, Chicago. and Washington, D. C. during 
1966. Various factors that influence the decision to give official 
status to a crime were identified. 

Black. Jack. rrA Burglar Looks at Laws and Codes. II HarEer's Monthly 
Magazine. 160 (February 1930) 306-313. 

According to a professional thief, the legal code was breaking down, 
because it became complicated, devious, slow-moving. Also due 
to corruption of judges. policemen. 

. You Can't Win. New York: The Macmillan Co .• 1926. -----
The life history of a burglar. 

Black. Susan. "A Reporter at Large: Burglary--I." New Yorker. 39 
(Dec. 7. 1963) 63-64+. (a) 

Comprehensi ve discussion of legal definitions, burglars' M. O. s .. 
characteristics. habits, motives, ways of life. 

"A Reporter at Large: Burglary--II.!I New Yorkey' .. ~ (Dec. 14 • 
1963) 89 - 91 +. (b) 

Discussion of police handling of burglary caSEB. techniques of pur­
suing burglars. relationship between detectives and bUi-glars • 
sketches of two cases. phony burglaries, unreported burglaries. 

Blacker. Edward, "The Incidence and Significance of Crime in the History 
of the Chronic Drunkenness Offender." In Norbert C. Kelly (ed.). Se­
lected Papers delivered at the 10th Annual Meeting of the North American 
Association of Alcoholism Programs. 1.959. 

Survey of 120 court-committed alcoholics at the Massachusetts Cor­
rection Institute at Bridgewater. 
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Bloch, Herbert A. and Gilbert Geis. Man, Crime, and Society: The Forms 
of Criminal Behavior. New York: Random House, Inc .• 1962. 

Discusses characteristics of professional criminals, forms of pro­
fessional criminality, and the sociology of theft. 

Blum, Richard. "Drugs and Violence." In the National Commission on the 
Causes and Prevention of Violence. Task Force on Individual Acts of 
Violence, Crimes of Violence. National Commission on the Cause;:3 and 
Prevention of Violence Staff Study Series. Vol. 13. Washington, D. C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1970. (a) 

Survey of 315 California drug dealers. Fifteen percent stole drugs$ 
of whom less than one fourth said that they burgled or robbed legiti­
mate enterprises or straight citizens. 

"Mind-Altering Drugs and Dangerous Behavior: Alcohol. II In 
the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration 
of Justice, Task Force Report: Drunkenness. Washington. D. C.: 
Gmrernment Printing Office. 1967. (b) 

Alcohol is implicated in unskilled property crimes. 

"Mind-Altering Drugs and Dangerous Behavior: Dangerous 
Drugs. 11 In the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice. Task Force Report: Narcoti,?s and Drug 
Abuse. Washington. D. C.: Governnlent Printing Office, 1967. (c) 

Summarizes current knowledge on marijuana, hallucinogens. stimu­
lants. tranquilizers, barbiturates, and volatile intoxicant sniffing, 
regarding the relationship of these drugs to crime. 

"Mind-Altering Drugs and Dangerous Beha.vior: Narcotics." 
In the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the Adminis­
tration of Justice, Task Force Report: Narcotics and ~)rug Abuse. 
Washington. D .. C.: Government Printing Office, 1967. (d) 

There is a tendency for opiate addicts, after release from hospitals 
and prisons, to experience an increase in arrests over preaddiction 
experience, these arrests being for narcotic offenses and in con­
nection with crimes against property. 

Boggs, Sarah L. "The Ecology of Crime Occurrence in St. Louis: A Re­
conceptualization of Crime Rates and Patterns." Ph. D. dissertation, 
Washington University, 1964. 

Analysis of 23, 349 Index crimes recorded in St. Louis in 1960. Spe­
cific crimes were distributed to 128 census tracts, according to 
place of occurrence and place of residence of the offender. Cri.me 
rates were calculated, using appropriate denominators, and crime 
rates were correlated with social area dimensions. 
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Bonger. William Adrian. Criminality and Economic Conditions. Trans. by 
Henry P. Horton. Boston: Little. Brown and Co., 1916. 

Burglary is committed by individuals whose principal or subsidiary 
occupation is t..heft. and who, in general. do not consider it shameful. 

"The Boom in Bank Robbery." Fortune. 61 (Jan. 1960) 115-117+, 
Confronted by the ail-but-impregnable bank vault~ the safecrackers 
had more or less conceded their battle with bankers. Recent bur­
glaries have occurred mainly in small. ill-protected banks. 

"Booming Industry--Home Safeguards. II U. S. News aDd World Report. 
October 26, 1970. p. 35. 

Dis cussion of various electronic devices to protect homeowners 
and apartment dwellers from burglars. 

Booth, Ernest. Stealing Through Life. New York: Alfred A. Knopf. 1929. 
Life story of a burglar. 

Bowers. John. "Big City Thieves. t! Harper's Magazine. 234 (Feb. 1967) 
50-54. 

Describes various M. O. s of burglars. interviews with two burglars 
and a locksmith. 

Brill, Leon and Louis Lieberman. Authority and Addiction. Boston: Little, 
Brown and Co., 1969. 

Study of 180 convictions involving narcotics. Thirty five percent 
admitted to breaking and entering in order to support their haJ:>i..t. 

A Burglar. In the Clutch of Circumstanoe: My Own Story. New York: 
D. Appleton and Co .• 1922. 

Life story of a burglar. 

"The Burglary Boom." Newsweek. 1l. (Jan. 29. 1968) 73-74. 
A new breed of housebreaker is operating in major U. S. cities. 
who concentrate on easily hockable items . 

Burke, Shifty [pseudo ] Peterman: Memoirs of a Safe-Breaker. London: 
Barker, 1966 . 

Life story of an English burglar. 

Caldwell, Morris G. lIPersonality Trends in the Youthful Male Offender. 11 

Journal of Crilninal Law, Criminology and Police Science, 49 (1959) 
405-416. 

Analysis of 459 male off~nders incarcerated in Alabama in 1950 who 
were given the MMPI. Two maje types of burglars were identified. 
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Callard, Pauline. "Significant Differences Between Recidivists and Non­
Recidivists. If British Journal of Criminology, 1 (1967) 93-101. 

Followup study of 158 boys coming to the courts for the first time 
for property offenses in Devon. England in 1960-61. 

Carmody. Deirdre. "Outwitting Burglars is Now Universal Pastime--Variety 
of Locks Tried by Apartment Dwellers." New York Times. April 23. 
1970, p. 39. 

Enumeration of security measures that can be taken. 

Carter, Tho'mas. "How I'd Rob Your House." Life, May 31, 1966, p. 29. 
Description by a burglar of how he operated. 

Cavan~ Ruth Shonle. Criminolog;r. 3rd ed. New York: Thomas Y. Crowell 
Co .• 1962. 

Discusses professional crime. including burglary and disposing of 
stolen goods. 

"Celebrity Watchers. fI ~ewsweek, 36 (Jan. 2'1, 1964) 77. 
Discusses epidemic of jewelry thefts from celebrities. 

Chein, Isidor, Donald L. Gerald, Robert S. Lee and Eva Rosenfeld. The 
Road to H: Narcotics. Delinquency, 8.nd Social Policy- New York: 
Basic Books, 1964. 

Analysis of residence location of delinquents charged with narcotics 
violations and that of delinquents charged with non-narcotics viola­
tions in Manhattan from 1949-1952. and records of gang members 
kept by group workers. 

Chicago Police Department. Operations Research Task Force. Allocation 
of Resources in the Chicago Police Force. November 1969. 

Analysis of burglary data in one district for 1968-69 was undertaken 
to determine methods of improving the effectiveness of police patrols. 

Church, Orin. "Crime Prevention: A Stitch in Time." Police Chief (March 
1970), 52-54. 

Discusses the operation of the Security Unit of the Seattle Police 
Departlnent. which advises and encourages businesses regarding 
security devices. such as locks. alarms. and burglrr-proof glass. 

Clark. John L .• Helen Hannigan and John P. Hart. ltAlcoholism. a Parole 
Problem: A Statistical Study of 100 Male Felons Paroled from Sing-Sing 
P;r:ison to the New York City Area During 1962." Masters Dissertation. 
Fordham University, 1964. 

Analysis of the criminal histories of 100 cases of alcoholics. 
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Clark, John P. and Eugene P. Wenninger. "Socio-Economic Class and Area 
as Correlates of Illegal Behavior Among JuveniIes." American Socio­
logical Review, !1 (1962) 826-834. 

Survey o~ 1, 154 public school students from 6th to 12~i. grades in 
fcur different types of communities. 

... Clinard, Marshall B. Sociology of Deviant Behavior. 3rd ed. New York: 
Holt. Rinehart. and Winston, 1968. 

Cites a 1960 study of Milwaukee that showed that th~~ inner core 
area of the city had 13.7% of the population and 690/0':)f the arrests 
for burglary. 

Clinard. Marshall B. and Richard Quinney. Crhninal Behavio!' System~: 
A Typology. New York: Holt. Rinehart, and Winston. 196~'. 

Types of criminal behavior are constructed on the basis. of four 
characteristics: criminal career, group support, correspondence 
between criminal behavior and legitimate behavior patterns. and 
societal reactions. 

Cochran. Murray O. "Police Science Traps Lone Wolf Burglar." Law and 
Order. g (1964) 12-13. 

Illustrates use of glass fragments from a broken window found in 
the suspect's pants cuffs as evidence. 
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Cohen, Albert K. and James F. Short. "Research in Delinquent Subcultures. " 
Journal of Social Issues. 14 (1958) 20-37. 

Differentiates varieties of delinquent suhcultures. 

Cohen. Bernard. "The Delinquency of Gangs and Spontaneous Groups. " 
In Throsten Sellin and Marvin Wolfgang (eds.). Delinquency:: Selected 
Studies. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1969. pp. 61-111. 

Analysis of the delinquent acts of gangs and groups in Philadelphia 
during 1965-66 recorded by the police department. 

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. Board of Parole. Statistical Unit. "Charac­
teristics of Persons Arrested for Burglary. II Mimeographed. Harrisburg, 
Pa.: Commonwealth of Pen.t'J.sYlvania, 1965. 

Profiles of 394 burglars released on parole in 1964. 

Conner, Lawrence S. "When Mourners go to Services, Robbers Break in 
Some Homes. II National Observer, January 4, 1971, p. 12. 

Indianapolis experienced a rash of burglaries in homes temporarily 
empty because occupants were attending funerals. The burglars 
presumably got addresses and funeral information from newspapers. 
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Costales. Vincent E., Richard Niska, and Kelley B. Ballard. "Comparative 
Analyses of Offenders in the Four Most Frequent Crimes in the State 
of Washington: Burglary, Forgery, Larceny, and Auto Theft." Research 
Report, ~ (Nov. 1969) 1-14. 

Study of 2.259 male adult property offenders received by the Washing­
ton State Department of Institutions from 1965-68. 

Cousins, Margaret. "How to Foil the Burglar," !;louse Beautiful, 111 (Feb. 
1969) 72-73+. 

Recommendations for the householder. 

Crime and the Physic;:l.l City. A Pilot Study Prepared for the National Insti­
tute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. Detroit. Mich.: Gerald 
Luedtke and Associates, 1970. 

Analysis of 289 residential and non-residential premises which were 
the site of burglaries or robberies in Detroit during 1969-70. 

'lCrime Prevention--Part 2." The Police Chief. 34 (June 1967) 10-24. 
Summary of discussions of the Pilot Workshop in Police Operations 
v. the Crimes of Robbery. Burglary and Auto Theft conducted by the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police. 

Crookston, Peter. Villain. London: Jonathan Cape" 1967. 
Life story of an English burglar. 

Crosby, Robert and David Snyder. Crime Victimization in the Black Com­
munity: Results of the Black Buyer II Survey. Bethesda, Md.: Re­
source Management Corp .• 1970. 

Survey of 4~ 000 urban black households in 35 cities. 

Cummings, Harry. "Protect Your Home from Theft. 11 News and Views, 
November 1963. 

Hints for the householder from a burglar. 

Cutler, Stephen and Albert J. Reiss, Jr. '1CrimesAgainst Public and Quasi­
Public Organizations in Boston, Chicago, and Washington. D. C. A Re­
port to the President1s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administra­
Hon of Justice." Business and Organization Survey Report #6, Odober 9, 

nalysis of 48 interv-iews with representatives of telephone companies. 
(·lectric companies, etc., in Boston, Washington, D. C., and Chicago. 

Darnton, .John. "Outwitting Burglars is.Now Universal Pastime: Strategems 
in Suburbs." New York Times. April 23, 1970, p. 39. 

Discusses police tacdcs in response to increasing burglaries in 
suburbia. 
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Davies, M. "Offense Behavior and the Classification of Offenders. " 
British Journal of Criminology, ~ (1969) 39-50. 

Study of 507 male probationers in 1964-65 in England. 

DeLamater, John. liOn the Nature of Deviance." Social Forces, 46 (1968) 
445-455. 

Presents a social psychological approach to deviance. 

Dentler, Robert A. and Lawrence J. Monroe. "Social Correlates of Early 
Adolescent Theft." American Sociological Review, ~ (1961) 733-743. 

Survey of 912 junior high school youths in a middle class suburb, 
a rural farm town, and a rural non -farm town. 

DeQuiros} C. Bernaldo. Modern Theories of Criminality. Trans. by 
Alfonso de Salvio. Boston: Little. Brown, and Co., 1911. 

Comments on the thief's skill in overcoming scientific methods 
of detection and appl'ehension. 

Doi, Toshiaki and Iwao Sugimoto. "Juvenile Recidivists: Property Offenders 
and Violent Offenders." International Criminal Police Review, 22 (1967) 
24-28. 

Study of 197 juvenile delinquents in Japan. Most thefts were com­
mitted for the sheer thrill or to obtain money for pleasure seeking. 

Dole, Vincent P., J. Waymond Robinson, John Orraca, Edward Towns$ 
Paul Searcy, and Eric Caine. "Methadone Treatment of Randomly 
Selected Criminal Addicts." New England Journal of Medicine, 280 
(June 19, 1969) 1372-1375. 

Comparative study of 12 addicts treated at a met.t'ladone program 
and 16 who were not treated. Eleven of the controls were re­
incarcerated for burglary, compared to none of the treated. 

Duvall. Henrietta J., Ben Z. Locke, and Leon Brill. "Follow-up Study of 
Narcotic Drug Addicts Five Years After Hospitalization." Public Health 
Reports, ~ (1963) 185-193. 

The majority of the violations, other than drug offenses, were for 
means of supporting the habit. 

Ellison, Bob and Jill Sh_pstad. This Book Can Save your Life! New York: 
New American Library, 1968. 

Cites statistics from Denver on how burglars enter homes. 

England, Ralph W., Jr. "The Independent Offender." Current History, 52 
(June 1967) 334-340+. 

Presents a typological scheme of offenders based on extent of organi­
zation and motivation. 
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Ennis, Philip H. Criminal Victimization in the United States: A Report of a 
National Survey. The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and 
Administration of Justice. Field Surveys II. Washington .. D. C.: Gov­
ernment Printing Office, 1967. 

Nationwide survey of 9,644 households regarding victimization and 
attitudes toward the police. law enforcement, and security. 

Erickson. Maynard and Lamar Empey. "Court Records, Undetected Delin­
quency. and Decision-Making. 11 Journal of Criminal Law, Cri'min01..~ 
and Police Science 1 54 (Dec. 1963) 456-469. 

Survey of 180 adolescents: high school boys who had never been to 
court, high school boys who had been to court once, repeat offenders 
assigned to a special program. and incarcerated offenders. 

Falk, Gerhard J. "The Influence of Season on the Crime Rate. II Journal of 
S::riminal Law, Criminology. and 1'0lice Science. 43 (1952) 199-213. 

Analyzes number of index offenses reported by the police in eight 
American cities, according to 'month and time of day. 

Feaval, John S .• Louis W. Knuth and Lloyd H. Lind. "Probation Versus 
Incarceration for Felony Burglars." Master's Thesis. University of 
Wisconsin. 1968. 

Study of 146 probationers and 136 parolees in Wisconsin. 1958-59. 
Violation rates (of parole or probation) due to the specific programs 
of probation or parole are of much less significance than the cri­
teria of case difficulty. 

Ferdinand. Theodore N. "The Criminal Patterns of Boston Since 1849. " 
American Journal of Sociology. 21. (1967) 84-99. (a) 

Analysis of arrest rates in Boston from 1849-1951. Burglary has 
shown a downward tendency, although specific events have resulted 
in periodic upswings. 

"A Comparison of Crime in Boston and New Haven Since 1849. " 
Paper read at the American Sociological Association meeting, San Pran­
cisco, 1967. (b) 

As economic conditions worsened during depressions, burglaries 
inevitably increased sharply. 

"The Offense Patterns and Family Structures of Urban, Village. 
and Rural Delinquency." Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology. and 
Police Science, 55 (1964) 86-93. (c) 

Analysis of data collected from the juvenile courts in Michigan in 
1960. The results probably indicate that property offenders have 
become delinquent largely thOrough their experiences in extra-family 
groups. 
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Ferracuti, F'ranco, Rosita Perez Hernandez, and Marvin E. Wolfgang. 
IIA Study of Police Errors in Crime Classification. 11 Journal of Criminal 
Law .. Criminology, and Police Science, ~ (March 1962) 113-119. 

Study of 86 police officers charged with classification of crimes in 
Puerto Rico. Results of a classification test revealed a large pro­
portion of errors • 

Finestone, Harold. "Narcotics and Criminality. II Law and Contemporary 
]?robiems, g (1957) 69-85. 

Analysis of arrests of all known narcotic users vis-a-vis the offender 
population at large in Chicago in 1951. 

Foener, Michael. "Money and Economic Factors in Crime and Delinquency. " 
Criminology, .!! (1971) 311-332. (a) 

Reports results of nationwide surveys of U. S. adults age 21 and 
over conducted in 1961, 1965, and 1968, regarding loss of money_ 
Concludes that victim behavior is conducive to criminality. 

"Adventitious Criminality: A Crime Pattern in an Affluent 
Society." International Criminal Police Review. 22 (1967) 246-250. (b) 

Economic affluence functions with a two-fold effect: increased in­
centives to the thief and reduced prudence in the citizen. 

"Some Problems in Evaluation of Proposals for Victim Com­
pensation. 1I International Criminal Police Review, ~ (1967) 66-71. (c) 

Even when not overtly acting to commit a crime. the property owner 
often tempts the offender. 

"Victim-Induced Criminality. 11 Science. 153 (1966) 1080-1083. (d) 
The victim often contributes to the occurrence of the crime through his 
own carelessness. 

Footlick, Jerrold K. "Campus Stealing Rises Rapidly. JJ National Observer, 
November 7 .. 196,6. 

A campus offers an easy mark for many nonstudents who are always 
around. A major cause of theft is the "impersonal" nature of the ex­
panding academic institutions. 

Friedman, Albert B. "The Scatological Rites of Burglars. 11 "Western Folklore, 
27 (July 1968) 171-179. 
- Depositing a pile of feces has been considered by some thieves as a 

protective good luck measure. 
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Frum. Harold S. "Adult Criminal Offense Trends Following Juvenile Delin­
quency." Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology. and Police Science, 
49 (1958) 29-49. 

Study of 319 official criminal histories of recidivists in an Indiana 
prison in 1952. 

Furlong. William Barry. I'How to Keep Thieves Out of Your Home. II Good­
Housekeeping, 167 (July 1968) 68-69+. 

Hints for the householder. 

Furstenberg. Mark H. "Violence and Organized Crime. II In National Com­
mission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence. Task Force on In­
dividual Acts of Violence. Crimes of Violence. National Commission 
on the Causes and Prevention of Violence Staff Study Series. Vol. 13. 
Washington. D. C.: Government Printing Office. 1970. Appendix 18. 

There is no way to estimate how much street crime is com-mitted 
by addicts desperately needing money. 

Galub. Jack. "Burglars Will Get You. If You Don't Watch Out. II American 
Home. 1l (Sept. 1970) 108+. 

Hints for the hous eholder. 

Gardner. George E. liThe Primary and Secondary Gains in Stealing. II Nervous 
Child. 6 (Oct. 1947) 436-446. 

Stealing can in some degree be termed a neurotic act. There are 
secondary (conscious) gains to the act of stealing. as well as primary 
(unconscious) gains. 

Gault. Robert H. Crimin?-~. Boston: Heath. 1932. 
Criminals develop habits that are peculiar to themselves. 

Gavzer. Bernard. On Guard: Protect Yourself Against the Criminal. New 
York: The Associated Press. 1970. 

Hints for the apartment and home dweller. 

Genet. Jean. A Thief's Journal. 1949. Reprint. Trans. by Bernard 
Frechtman. New York: Grove Press. 1964. 

Life story of a burglar. 

Gerard. Donald L. and Conan Kornetsky. IIAdolescent Opiate Addiction: 
A Study of Control and Addict Subjects. rr Psychiatric Quarterly. ~ 
(1955) 457-468. 

Study of 32 patients under 21 when a4mitted to the U. S. Public Health 
-Service Hospital in Lexington. Kentucky, and 23 non-drug-using youths 
in New York City. 
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Gibbons, Don C. Society, Crime, and Criminal Careers. New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, 1968. 

Discussion of the various role career patterns, their definitional 
dimensions, background dimensions, and supporting evidence. 

Changing the Lawbreaker. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1965. 
Presents descriptions of different delinquent and criminal role 
patterns and offers suggestions for treatment. 

and Donald L. Garrity. "Definition and Analysis of Certain 
Criminal Types. If Journal,of Criminal Law, Criminology. and Police 
Science, g (1962) 27-35. 

Discusses eight property offender types. including the professional 
"heavy" and the non-professional, both of whom may be burglars. 

Giertz, J. Fred. "An Economic Analysis of the Distribution of Police Patrol 
Forces. II Miami University. Oxford. Ohio, April 1970. 

Analysis of police patrol data (manpower per district) for 1965 in 
Chicago and the relationship of patrols to crime rates and 1960 
census data. Property crimes were more prevalent in low income 
areas. 

Gillin, John L. The Wisconsin Prisoner: Studies in Criminogenesis. Madi­
son, Wis.: University of Wisconsin Press, 1946. 

Study of 486 prisoners. The basic motivation for breaking and 
entering lies deep within the persona.lity. 

Girard. Paul J. "Burglary Trends and Protection. II Journal of Criminal 
Law. Criminology,_ and Police Science, 50 (1960) 511-518. 

Discusses factors contributing to the rise in crime. Provides 
recommendations for securing premises against burglars. 

Glaser. Daniel. The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole System. Indian­
apolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1964. 

Involvement in burglary promotes personal relationships that en­
courage crime. 

Gluck, Harold. "A Word to the Wise--From a Criminologist. II New York 
, 'rimes, October 11, 1970. p. 7. 

Carelessness in the simplest matters goes far to explain why bur­
glary is the common everyday crime it is. 
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Gould~ Leroy C. "The Changing Structure of Property Crime in an Affluent 
Society." Social Forces~ 48 (Sept. 1969) 50-59. 

Analysis of the number of bank burglaries from 1930 through 1965 
in the U. S. as compared with the cash and coin in banks. 

Government of the District of Columbia, Department of Corrections. Office 
of the Director. "Summary of Preliminary Data from Drug Abuse Sur­
vey of D. C. Jail Intake. II Mimeographed. Washington, D. C.: Govern­
ment of the District of Columbia, Sept. 9~ 1969. 

Study of 567 men admitted to the D. C. jail from July 18 to August 20, 
1969. 

Graham. George W. "One Hundred Burglars and One Hundred Robbers. " 
Master's Thesis. University of Texas, 1941. 

Used 1938-42 case files from the Texas Prison System to attempt 
to determine if there were patterns of behavior which might assist 
in predicting behavior. 

Greenhalgh. W. F. "A Town's Rate of Serious Crime against Property and 
Its Association with Some Broad Social Factors. II London: Home Office. 
Scientific Advisor's Branch. February 1964. 

Focusing on 1961. a formula was developed to show the relationships 
of social and police variables to the crime rC).tes of the boroughs in 
the town. 

Grigsby. Shaw Earl. "The Raiford Study: Alcohol and Crime." Journal of 
Criminal Law. Criminology. and Police Science~ 54 (1963) 296-306. 

Study of 351 inmates at t..~e Florida State Prison at Raiford. 

Grout~ Edward Harold. Burglary Risks in Relation to Society. Law. and 
Insurance. London: Sir r. Pitman and Sons. 1927. 

Although burglary and housebreaking existed in earlier centuries, 
they never reached the scale of the industrial era. for the simple 
reason that there were not the goods in existence to be purloined. 

Guerin, Eddie. I Was a Bandit. Garden City. N. Y.: Doubleday. Doran. and 
Co .• 1929. 

Life story of a burglar. 

Guze, Samuel B .• Vicente B. Tuason. Paul D. Gatfield. Mark A. Stewart 
and Bruce Picken. "Psychiatric Illness and Crime with Particular 
Referenc~ to Alcoholism: A Study of 223 Criminals." Jour:.lal of Ner­
vous and Mental Disease, 134 (1962) 512-521. -- . 

There was not a significant difference in number of burglary ar:~ests 
between the alcoholics and non -alcoholics. 
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Haines, William H. and John J. McLaughlin. "Narcotic Addicts in Chicago. " 
American Journal of Psychiatry, 108 (1952) 755-757. 

Study of addicts referred to the behavior clinic of the Cook County 
criminal court between April 1 and September 1; 1951. 

Hair, Robert A. and Samm Sinclair Baker. How to Protect Yourself Today. 
New York: Stein and Day, 1970. 

Cites statistics from one police department on how burglars get into 
a home. 

Hakeem. Michael. IlGlueck Method of Parole Prediction Applied to 1861 
Cases of Burglars. II Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology. and Police 
Science, 36 (1945) 87 -97. 

Sample consisted of burglars paroled in Illinois 1925-1935. Illustrated 
possibility of establishing a scheme of predicting future criminality. 

Jlparole Predic on Variables and the Time Factor in Violations 
by Burglars. II Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police Science, 
~ (1944) 157-165. 

Study of 868 cases of burglars who were paroled in Illinois and who 
subsequently violated parole and werr:: returned to prison. 

Hall, Earl and Jack F. Chappell. "Man-Machine Systems to Aid in the Appre­
hension of Career Criminals. 'J In Proceedings of the 2nd National Sympo­
sium on Police Science and Technology. Chicago: Illinois Institute of 
Technology, Apri118, 1968. 

Illustrates a system of statistical analyses that provides forecasts of 
when and where future crimes will be committed. 

Hall. Jerome. "Theft, Law and SOciety." American Bar Association Journal, 
54 (1968) 960-967. 

The criminal receiver is the heart of the theft problem. For pro­
fessionaloffenders. rehabilitation by the personnel of most prisons 
is so remote a possibility as to be irrelevant. 

I... Theft, Law and Society. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1952. 
Contains an extensive study of fencing. 

;; Halleck, Seymour L. Psychiatry and the Dilemmas of Crime: A Study of 
Causes. Punishment and Treatment. New York: Harper and Row, 1967. 

The assumption that the criminal is out to make a profit does not 
always find support. 
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Hamilton, Peter. "The Police and the Security Industry. I. The Decline 
of Public Interest to Law and Order. II Police Journal, 41 (1968) 261-
267. (a) -

Today the public protects their property less than ever. Many of 
our buildings offer easy targets to the illegal intruder. 

. liThe Police and the Security Industry. II. The Rise of the 
---=--~ Security Industry and Its Role in Crime Prevention. 11 Police Journal, 

41 (1968) 297-303. (b) 
There are two parties to ,"'very theft--the thief and the owner. The 
affluent society needs a new concept of the responsibility of owner­
ship. 

Hapgood, Hutchins. The Autobiography of a Thief. New York: Duffield and 
Co •• 1903. 

Life story of a thief who was primarily a pickpocket. but who occa­
sionally participated in burglaries. 

Haveman. E. "History of a Burglar. II Life. 43 (Oct. 7. 1957) 147-151. 
A case study of a burglar who committed crimes as a way of ex­
pressing deep :cesentments that lay dormant within him. 

Heiner, W. and J. E. Heiner (eds.) A Burglar's Life; or The Stirring Ad­
vent:ures of the Great English Burglar Mark Jeffrey. London: Angus, 
1968. 

Life story of a burglar. 

Henley, Arthur. "Muggers of the Mind." Today's Health. 49 (Feb. 1971) 
38 -:41 +. 

Reports on an interview study of 100 victims of crime. Statistics 
do not reveal the depth of emotional, as well as physical. injury 
done to victims of burglary. 

_____ --' "Making Your Home Safe Against Intruders. 11 Ladies' Home 
Journal. §i (July 1968) 66+. . 

Hints for the householder. 

Hickey, Neil. The Gentleman Was a Thief. New York: Holt. Rinehart, and 
'Winston, 1961. 

The life story of Arthur Barry, skillful "second story man" of the 
1920's. 
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Hobbs. Albert H. "Relationship Between Criminality and Economic Con­
ditions. If Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology. and Police Science, 
34 (1943) 5-10. 

If one changes the index of criminality or the economic index. 
the correlation between the two may be changed. 

Holcomb. Richard L. Protection Against Burglar~. Iowa City. Iowa: 
University of Iowa. 1953. 

Covers a variety of methods to prevent burglary. Everyone has a 
moral obligation to keep temptation out of the way of persons who 
may ,be on the borderline between honesty and dishonesty. 

Hunter, George. How to Defend Yourself. Your Family and Your Home. 
New York; McKay. 1967. 

Hints for the householder. 

Irwin, John. 11he Felon. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall. 
1970. 

Study of 116 men released on parole from California prisons in 1966. 
Describes various criminal behavior systems, of which the thief 
system is one" 

and Donald R. Cressey. "Thiefs, Convicts, and the Inmate 
--~-::-:--Culture. I' Social Problems, .!Q (Fall 1962) 142-155. 

Imprisonment has little effect on the thief one way or another. 

and Lewis Yablonsky. "The New Criminal: A View of the Con-----temporary Offender." British Journal of Criminology, E.. (1965) 183-190. 

Jackson. Bruce. A Thief's Primer. New York: The Macmillan Co .• 1969. 
Story of an ex-upper-middle-class Texan turned professional thief 
who "makes his 1i ving completely outside the law hut has some prin­
ciples about it. " 

Jackson, K.arma Rae and Selby G. Clark. "Thefts Among College Students. 11 

Personnel and Guidance Journal, ~ (1958) 557-562. 
Comparative study of 120 students apprehended for theft at Brigham 
Young University and 120 students selected from the remainder of 

• the student population. 

James, I. Pierce. "Delinquency and Heroin Addiction in Britain. 11 British 
Journal of Criminology, ~ (1969) 108-124. 

Study of 50 nontherapeutic heroin addicts at British prisons in 1967. 
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Johnson, Jim. Crime Around the Clock. New York: Vantage. 1968. 
An account of the experiences of a man who served time in American 
state penitentiaries. 

Kahn, Marvin W. "A Comparison of Personality. Intelligence, and Social 
History of Two Criminal Groups." Journal of Social Psychology, 49 
(Feb. 1959) 33-40. 

Study of 15 murderers and 24 burglars who were admitted to a 
psychiatric hospital for evaluation of legal sanity. 

Kaufman, Ulrich. How to Avoid Burglary, Housebreaking. and Other Crimes. 
New York: Crown Publishers. Inc .• 1967. 

Hints for the householder. 

Kavaler, Florence. "A Commentary and Annotated Bibliography on the Re­
lationship Between Narcotics Addiction and Criminality." Municipal 
Reference Library Notes. XUI (1968}. 

Most authorities agree that once addiction is begun. the highly in­
flated price paid for drugs virtually forces addicts into illegitimate 
income-producing behavior. 

Klimek. Walter S. and Neal J. McHugh. Recidivism and Rehabilitation. 
lllinois Youth Commission. 1967. 

Study of 1,624 male wards discharged from the Illinois Youth 
Commission. 

Klotter, John C. and Robert 1. Cusick, Jr. Burglary: Prevention, Investi­
gation, and Prosecution. LouiSville, Ky.: University of Louis'ville, 
n. d. 

Study conducted in eight cities involving analyses of records of police 
departments. courts. and interviews with policemen. public prose­
cutor$ judges and burglars. 

Kolb. Lawrence. "Drug Addiction: A Study of Some Medical Cases. II 

Archives of Neurology and Psychiatry, 20 (1928) 171-183. 
Study of 119 medical addicts, 90 of whom were never arrested during 
the entire. course of their lives. 

"Drug Addiction and Its Relation to Crime. II Mental Hygiene. ~ 
(Jan. 192~) 74-89. 

Study of 225 drug addicts. The indirect effect of addiction is to in­
crease the impulse to lie and steal. The continued effect of the drug 
is to create petty thieves. 
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Kolodney, Steve E., Paul L. Patterson, Douglas Daetz and Robert L. Marx. 
A Study of the Characteristics and Recidivism Experience of California 
Prisoners. Volume II: Technical Repol't. San Jose, Calif.: Public 
Systems, Inc., 1970. -

Koskoff. Yale David and Richard Goldhurst. The Dark Side of the House. New 
York: The Dial Press, Inc .• 1968. 

Biographical sketch of Mi.llard Wright, who in 1946 became the first 
and only habitual criminal to agree to a lobotomy in an effort to re­
duce hi.s criminal tendencies. 

Kozel, Nicholas J., Barry S. Brown and Robert L. DuPont. "A Study of 
Narcotics Addicted Offenders at the D. C. Jail. II Washingtop., D. C.: 
Government of the District of Columbia. Narcotics Treatment Adminis­
tration, n. d. 

Study of 225 residents present at the D. C. jail between August 11 and 
September 22, 1969. 

Lauber. Lyle G. "Socialization and Conformity Within a Prison. ff Master's 
Thesis, Ohio State UniverSity. 1959. 

Study of 100 burglars incarcerated in an Ohio prison. 

Lawrence, Leonard G. "Burglary. II In The Police Yearbook, 1962. Wash­
ington, D. C.: International Association of Chiefs of Police, 1962. 

One police chief's policy with regard to the burglary problem. 

Leitch, David. The Discriminating Thief. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and 
Winston. 1969. 

Story of Xavier Richier. master art thief in France in the 1960's. 

Lemert, Edwin M. liThe Behavior of the Systematic Check Forg(er." Social 
PrOblems, 6 (1958) 141-149. 

The presence of the occasional older professional thief in the ranks 
of check forgers may actually token a slow disappearance of pro­
fessional thievery. 

Lentz. William P. "Rural Urban"Differentials and Juvenile Delinquency. It 
Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology. and Police Science •. 47 (1956) 
331-339. 

Study of 420 boys committed to the Wisconsin school for boys during 
1948-49. 

Lichtenstein. Grace. "5 Boys Are Arrested as fCat Burglars' in Flushing. " 
New York Times, February 14, 1970. p. 24. 

The boys took great pride in their operation. 
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Lippman. Werner O. "Psychoanalytic Study of a Thief. II A:r'~I.lives of Crimi­
nal Psychodynamics. ~ (Fall 1957) 782-815. 

Translation of an article which first appeared in 1926--among the 
first psychoanalytic studies of criminals. 

Loth. David. IIAre You Inviting Burglars? II American Legion Magazine! 87 
(July 1969) 16-20. 

Hints for the householder. 

• Crime in the Suburbs. New York: William Morrow and Co .• 
--1-9-6-:-7-. -

Illustrates the pattern of burglary ending up as petty larceny on the 
books. Also discusses the game theory as applied to police patrols. 

Lottier. Stuart. IIDistribution of Criminal Offenses in Metropolitan Regions. II 

Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology. and Police Science, ~ (1938) 
37 -50. (a) 

Analyzed offense data for Detroit and 17 cities in Michigan for 1932 
and 1933. Computed property offense rates based upon units of 
property. 

"Distribution of Criminal Offenses in Sectional Regions. II 

Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology, and Polige Science, ~ (1938) 
329-.344. (b) 

Analysis of index crimes by state for 1934 and 1935. 

Lyons. John F. "Lucrative Looting: Burglary. Holdup Loss Soars, Pushing 
Insurers into Red Ink, Rate Rise." Wall Street Journal, July 28, 1965. 
p. 1+. 

Thieves are becoming increasingly aware of new markets for their 
loot. Better fences and professional methods are making- crime pay. 

MacIsaac, John. Half the Fun Was Getting There. Englewood Cliffs, N. J. : 
Prentice-Hall. 1968. 

Autobiography of a thief who "worked confidence rackets. swindled 
gambling establishments, and with varying degrees of success, also 
doubled as a burglar. safe cracker, car thief, armed robber. and 
you name it. " 

MacKeniie, Donald. Occupation Thief. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1955. 
Autobiography of a man whose criminal activities included dealings 
on the black market, traveling on false passports and violating immi­
gration laws as well as housebreaking. 
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Malcolm X. Autobiography of Malcolm X. New York: Grove Press. 1964. 
Autobiography of a man who 'moved from a life of crime to become. 
one of the greatest leaders of the Black revolution. His criminal 
activities included playing the numbers, selling reefers and burglary. 

Marcus. B. If A Dimensional Study of a Prison Population." British Journal 
of Criminology, 1:. (1960) 130-153. 

Study of 797 convicted prisoners incarcerated in England. 

Martin, John Bartlow. My Life in Crime: The Autobiography: of a Profes­
sional Criminal, Reported by the AuthoE.' New York: Harper Bros., 1952. 

Life story of a burglar. 

Masaki, T. liThe Amphetamine Problem in Japan. II World Health Organi­
zation Technical Report Series No. 102. Expert Committee on Drugs 
Liable to Produce Addiction, Sixth Report. Geneva: World Health 
Organization, March 1956. 

A survey carried out in 1954 showed that 33% of juveniles confined 
to reforrnatories were familiar with amphetamine, and there have 
been cases of crimes committed by addicts just for the purpose of 
getting the drug .. 

Mathias. William J. "Perceptions of Police Relationships. II Police Chief. 38 
(1971) 78-85. 

Replication of Albert Reiss 1 s victimization survey conducted for the 
President t s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Conducted in the Model Neighborhood area of Atlanta, 
Georgia. 

Maurer, David W. and Victor H. Vogel. Narcotics and Narcotic Addiction. 
Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas. 1967. 

The degeneration of addicts into thieves is common the world over. 

McGeorge, J. "Alcohol and Crime. II Medicine, Science. and Law, .~ (1963) 
27-48. 

Analysis of crime statistics for thrf-!e years in New South Wales, 
England, of 1.221 break, enter, and steal cases. 49% were addicted 
to drink. 

McIntyre, Jennie. "Public Attitudes Toward Crhne and Law Enforcement. " 
Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Nov. 
1967. 

Surllmarizes results of the survey conducted for the President's Com­
mission on Law Enforcenl.ent and Administration of Justice. 
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McKelway. St. Clair. liThe Burglar with the Notebooks " in The Big Little 
Man from Brooklyn. Boston: Houghton. Mifflin Co ... 1969. 

Offers some insight into the reasons behind Michael Sutton's career 
as a burglar; describes some of his various burglaries and gives an 
elaborate list of thoughts and idE)as he had on burglary which he re­
corded during his time in prison and on the outside. 

Meyers. AlanS. (eo,.) Social and Psychological Factors in 0eiate Addic~. 
New York: Bureau of Applied Social Research.. 1952. 

Review of relevant research. The evidence tends to support the 
view that addiction is the cause of violations of narcotic and other 
laws. 

MHler Walter B. "Theft Behavior in City Gangs." In Malcolm W. Klein (ed. ) 
Juvenile Gangs in Context. Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, 1967. 

Analysis of theft behavior of about 350 gang members. 

"Violent Crimes in City Gangs. II The Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, 364;., (March 1966) 97. -

Theft is the roost common offense of gangs. 

Moles, Oliver Clinton, Jr. "Boy Assaulters and Thieves: A Social Psycho­
logical Study. II Ph. D. dissertation, University of Michigan. 1963. 

Study of 26 trios of repeated assaulters, repeated larcenists and 
burglars. and non-delinquent boys. 

Moolman. Val. Practical Ways to Prevent Burglary and Illegal Entry. New 
York: Cornerstone Library, 1970. 

Hints for the householder. 

Morris, Norval. The Habitual Criminal. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 1951. 

Analysis of the records of 302 confirmed recidivists and habitual 
criminals in England and Wales in 1948. 

and Gordon Hawkins. The Honest Politician's Guide to Crime 
Control. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1970. 

Presents recommendations for dealing with the crime problem. 

Morris, Terrance. The Criminal Area: A Study in Social Ecology. New 
York: Humanities Press, 1958. 

Analysis of crime distribution in Croydon. England. Found that 
crimes against property were concentrated in those areas providing 
the greatest opportunity. 
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Moskin, J. Rebert. lIThe Suburbs: Made to Order for Crirne." Life, 
May 31, 1.966. p. 21+. 

One reason burglaries are more numerous is that narC' .... 'tic addicts 
are invading suburbia. 

Murray, Don. "How Bright Lights Reduce Crime. II Coronet (Feb. 1960) 
29-33. 

Ever since McPherson. Kansas. installed an extensive street 
lighting prograln, there have been no burglaries. 

Mylonas. Anastassios D. and Walter C. Reckless. "Prisoners l Attitudes 
Toward Law and Legal Institutions. 1\ Journal of Criminology, Criminal 
Law, and Police Science, 54 (1963) 479-484. 

Study of 300 property offenders (1/3 burglars) admitted to the Ohio 
State Penitentiary during 1961-62. 

National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence. Task Force 
on Individual Acts of Violence. 'ILevels and Trends of Individual Violence 
in the United States. II Crimes of Violence. National Commission ,n the 
Causes and Prevention of Violence Staff Study Series, Vol. 11. Washing­
ton, D. C.; Government Printing Office, 1970, Chapter 3. (a) 

Illustrates the influence of urbanization and age redistribution of 
the population on burglary. 

I1Recidivism Over the Criminal Career. It Crimes of'Violence. 
National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence Staff 
Study Series. Vol. 12. WashingtoG. D. C.: Government Printing Office. 
1970, Chapter 12. (b) 

Reports results of a Philadelphia cohort study of 3.475 boys. Fifty­
five percent were one-time offenders, responsible for 11 % of the 
property crimes. 

liThe Role of Alcohol, Narcotics, Dangerous Drugs in Individual 
Violence. 11 Crimes of Violence. National Commission on the Causes and 
Prevention of Violence Staff Study Series, Vol. 12. Washington, D. C. : 
Government Printing Office, 1970, Chapter 15. (c) 

Cites experts who comment on the thefts of addicts in order to sup­
port their habits. 

New Jersey Legislature. Narcotic Drug Study Commission. Interim Report 
for 196::3. New Jersey: New Jersey Legislatur~, March 1964. 

Report on 2,737 persons who were registered as convicted narcotic 
offenders in New Jersey from 1952-1062. 
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New York City Police Department, Statistical and Records Bureau. Statistical 
Report of Narcotic Arrests and Arrests of Narcotic Users, 1968-1969. 
New York~ New York City Polic0 Department, n. d. 

In 1969, 11. 3% of arrests for burglary were of narcotic users. Of 
all property crimes, burrlary had the highest percentage of arrests 
of narcotic users. 

Normandeau, Andre. "Trends and Patterns in Crimes of Robbery. IJ Ph. D. 
dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1968. 

Analysis of 10% sample of an robbery crimes recorded by the police 
in Philadelphia from 1960-66. 

O'Donnell, John A. Narcotic Addicts in Kentucky. Public Health Service 
Publication No. 1881. Washington, D. C.: Govern'ment Printing 
Office, 1969. 

Follow-up study of 266 white Kentuckians who had been patients in 
the U. S. Public Health Service Hospital for addicts in Lexington, 
Kentucky. 

Ohlin, Lloyd E. "The Effect of Social Change on Crime and Law Enforcement. JJ 

Notre Dame Lawyer, 43 (1968) 834-846. 
Increased prosperity results in more goods to be stolen; general 
affluence creates careless attitudes toward the safeguarding of 
property. 

Parker, Tony and Robert Allerton. The Courage of His Convictions. 
London: Hutchinson and Co., 1962. 

Autobiographical account of a cri'minal, whose offenses on record 
included theft, housebreaking. warehousebreaking. safe blowing. 
smash and grab. among others. 

Partsch. Francis L. "To Catch a Thief: Antiburglar System Works in Iowa 
Town." Wall Street Journal, Nov. 24, 1970. p. 1. 

Describes Department of Justice experiment in Cedar Rapids. 

Pes cor. M. J. "Statistical Analysis of the Clinical Records of Hospitalized 
Drug Addicts. IT Public Health Reports. Supplement No. 143, 1943. 

Study of 1.036 patients admitted for treatment of narcotic drug 
addiction to the United States Public Health Service Hospital. Lex­
ington. Kentucky. during 1936 -37. 
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Peterson~ Richard A., David J. Pittman and Patricia O'Neal. "Stabilities 
in Deviance: A Study of Assaultive and Non-Assaultive Offenders. II 
Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology. and Police Science, g (March 
1962) 44-48. 

Study of 88 cases of men 40 years and older arrested during 1958 
in St. LDuis. 

Phelan. Jim. The Underworld. London: Tandp-m, 1967. 
Autobiography of an English criminal who committed burglaries. 

Pilleggi. Nicholas. "1968 Has Been the Year of the Burglar." New York 
Times MagaZine. Nov. 17, 1968. p. 54+. 

Discusses different M. O. 's and sketches the life of a career burglar. 

Pittman, David J. and C. Wayne Gordon. "Criminal Careers of the Chronic 
Police Case Inebriate. II Quarterly Journal of Studies on Alcohol, ~ 
(1958) 255-268. Reprinted in David J. Pittman and Charles R. Snyder 
(eds.), Society, Culture, and Drinking Patterns. New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, 1962. Chapter 30. 

Study of 187 men serving 30-day sentences or longer for public intoxi­
cation in Rochester, New York, from October 1953 to September 1954. 
and who had served at least one previous sentence for public intoxica ... 
tion. 

Pittman, David J. and William F. Handy. "Uniform Crime Reporting: 
Suggested Improvements." Sociology and Social Research, 46 (1962) 
·12 -55. 

Co·mments on the unsatisfactory method presently used for calculating 
crime rates. 

Plair, Wendell and Lorraine Jackson. Narcotic Use and Crime: A Report 
on Interviews with 50 Addicts Under Treatment. Research Report 
No. 33. \Vashington. D. C.: District of Columbia Department of Cor­
rections .. Nov. 1970. 

Study of juveniles and adults at two residential treatment centers. 

Plol::icowe, Morris. "Some Basic Problems in Drug Addiction and Suggestions 
for Research. If In American Bar Association and American Medical 

• Association, Joint Committee on Narcotic Drugs. Drug Addiction: 
Crime or Disea.se? Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1961. 

Many addids are being arrested for predatory crimes which for 
them are a necessary way of life to support their habits. 
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Pref3ident's Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia. Report. 
Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1966. 

Survey of 855 housebreakings reported in the District of Columbia 
during December 1965. 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. 
The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society. Washington, D. C.: Govern­
ment Printing Office, 1967. 

Violent confrontation occurs in 1/40 of all residential burglaries. 

. Task Force on Assessment. Task Force Report: Crime and Its -----Impact--An Assessment. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 
1967. 

Includes results of a pilot field research study of professional crime, 
data from national victimization study. 

Task Force on Narcotics and Drug Abuse. Task Force Report: 
Narcotics and Drug Abuse. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1967. 

The extent of the addict's or drug user's responsibility for all non­
drug offenses is unknown. The nondrug offenses in which the heroin 
addict typically becomes involved are of the fund-raising variety. 

Task Force on Police. Task Force Report: The Police. Washing­
ton, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1967. 

According to the police in Oakland, California, commercial burglaries 
occur in establishments with inadequate lighting. 

Task Force on Science and Technology. Task Force Report: 
Science and Technology. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1967. 

Existing studies do not present definitive conclusions as to the effects 
of lighting on crime. 

Quinney, Richard. "Structural Characteristics. Population Areas, and Crime 
Rates in the United States." Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology, and 
Police Science, §.1 (March 1966) 45-52. 

"Crime, Delinquency, and Social Areas." .Journal of Research 'il 
in Crime and Delinquency, 1. (1964) 149-154. 

Analysis of the 1960 arrest reports of the Lexington and Fayette 
County. Kentucky, Police Depart'ments. 
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Heiss, Albert J., Jr. "Field Survey." Appendix A of U. S. Congress, Senate. 
Select Committee on Small Business. Crime Against Small Business. 
91st Cong., 1st sess. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 
1969. 

Survey of a sample of all businesses in the United States, regarding 
experiences with crime and ways that businesses deal with crime 
problems. 

"Offenses of Burglary, Robbery, and Shpplifting Against 
Businesses or Organizations in Eight Police Precincts of Three Cities. " 
A Report to the PrE!sidentts Commission on Law Enforcement and the 
Administration of Justice. Business and Organizations Survey Report #2, 
October 8, 1966. (a) 

Burglaries in some parts of a city may be five times as prevalent 
as in other areas. 

"Place of Residence of Arrested Persons Compared with Place 
Where the Offense Charged in Arrest Occurred for Part I and Part II 
Offenses. If Report submitted to the Presidentts Commission on Law 
Enforcement and Administration of Justice. Mimeographed. Ann Arbor, 
Mich.: University of Michigan, 1966. (b) 

Compared the census tract of occurrence with the tract of residence 
of the offender for 19, 327 persons arrested in Seattle in 1965. 

and Donald J. Black. Studies in Crime and Law Enforcement in -------Major Metropolitan Areas. Vols. I and II. The Presidentts Commission 
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice. Field Surveys III. 
Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1967. 

Discusses the measllrement of the nature and amount of crime, and 
public perceptions of crime in police precincts in Washington, D. C., 
Boston, and Chicago. 

Remsberg, Charles and Bonnie Remsberg. "Aristocrats of Crime: Jewel 
Thieves. It New York Times Magazine, Dec. 27, 1964, p. 9+. 

Discusses various types of jewel thieves, a growing number of 
whom display a viciousness and predilection for violence that the 
old pros deploreo 

Robin, Gerald D. tlGang Member Delinquency: Its Extent, Sequence, and 
Typology. II Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology,· and Police Science, 
55 (1964) 59-69. 

Analysis of 711 police delinquency histories of active gang members 
in Philadelphia as of January 1962. 
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Robins, Lee N. Deviant Children Grown Up: A Sociological and Psychiatric 
Study of the Sociopathic Personality. Baltimore: Williams and Wilkins, 
1966. 

Thirty-year follow-up of neurotic children seen in child guidance 
clinics, as compared with controls. 

Robinson, Bernard F. "Criminality Among Narcotic Addicts in the Illinois 
State Reformatory for Women." Illinois Medical Journal, 119 (1961) 
320-326. 

Study of 56 female criminal addicts. Mentions that addicts commit ,. 
crimes for money to purchase drugs. 

Robison, Sophia M. A Study of the Youthful Delinquent Behavior of Men Who 
Are Respectable Members of Society.: New York: Adelphi University, 
1965. 

Interviews were conducted with 350 males between 30-60 years old 
who had spent their adolescence in the United States. 

Roebuck, Julian B. Criminal Typology. Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas. 
1967. 

Study of 400 black offenders who entered the D. C. Reformatory 
between January 1954 and November 1955. Offenders were differ­
entiated into types according to the offense pattern. M. O. s, social 
attributes, personality type, self-concept, and attitudes. 

"A Criticism of Gibbons' and Garrity's Criminal Typology. 11 

Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police Science. 54 (Dec. 
1963) 476-478. 

The resE'archer might accomplish more if attention were paid to 
one particular group of offenders at a time. 

"The Negro Addict as an Offender Type. II Journal of Criminal 
Law, Criminology, and Police Science, ~ (1962) 36-43. 

Study of 50 offenders incarcerated in the District of Columbia re­
formatory. 

Roth, Jack. "Beach Boy Caper. II Esquire, 64 (Sept. 1965) 118-119+. 
Story of the burglary of the most famous jewels in New York from 
the Museum of Natural History. 

Sagi, Phillip C. and Charles F. Wellford. "Age Composition and Patterns 
of Change in Criminal Statistics. If Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology. 
and Police Science, 59 (1968) 29-36. 

Application of statistical procedures adapted from demography to 
data on arrests in cities of 2.500 or more fo~ 1958-1964. 
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Salerno. Ralph and John S. Tompkins. The Crime Confederation: The Untold 
Story of Americafs Most Successful Industry--The Strategies a.nd Tech­
niques of the Cosa Nostra and Allied Operations in Organized Crime. 
Garden City, N. Y.: Doubleday and Co •• 1969. 

Organized crime is responsible for much crime against property 
Cosa Nostra members furnish outlets for stolen goods and at times 
help in setting up the jobs. 

Schafer, Stephen. The Victim and His Criminal: A Study in Functional Re-
sponsibility. New York: Random House. 1968. 

Study of criminal cases of inmates in Florida from 1962-63. Only 
somewhat over half of the burglars and robbers felt they had some 
obligation to the victim. 

Schmid, Calvin F. t1Urban Crirne Areas. Part II. II American Sociological 
Review, 25 (Oct. 1960) 655-678. 

Analysis of 1949-51 offenses known to the police and 1950-51 arrests 
in Seattle. Examines the spatial distribution of specific types of 
crime. criminals' residences. and social structural variables. 

_____ . Social Saga of Two Cities: An Ecological and Statistical Study 
of the Social Trends in Minneapolis and St. Paul. Minneapolis! Minneapolis 
Council of Social Agencies, 1937. 

Analysis of the spatial patterns of burglary in Minnesota for 1933-36. 

Schrag, Clarence. "A Preliminary Criminal Typology." The Pacific Socio-
logical Review, 4 (Spring 1961) 11-16. 

Analysis of interview and questionnaire data from inmates of insti­
tutions for juvenile and adult offenders. Burglars regularly per­
ceive role requirements according to illegitimate prescriptions. 

Schuessler, Karl. "Components of Variations in City Crime Rates. II Social 
Problems, 9 (1962) 314-323. 

Correlational analysis of crime rates and social characteristics of all 
American cit~es. 100,000 population or more, 1950. 

Schupe, Lloyd M. "Alcohol and Crime: A Study of the Urine Concentration 
Found in 822 Persons Arrested During or Immediately after the Com-

" mission of a Felony. 11 Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology. and 
Police Science, 44 (1954) 661-664. 

Study conducted in Columbus, Ohio, from 1951-53. Of the 181 
burglary cases, 29% had no alcohol in their urine. 

Schur, Edwin, Crimes Without Victims--Deviant Behavior and Public Policy: 
Abortion) Homosexuality, Drug Addiction. Englewood Cliffs) N. J. : 
Prentice-Hall, 1965. 

The addict is much more likely to commit nonviolent crimes against 
property than violent crim,es against persons. 
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Scott, P. D. and D. R. C. Willcox. "Delinquency and the Amphetamines. " 
British Journal of Psychiatry, 111 (1965) 865-875. 

Study of young persons admitted to London Remand homes during 
the first half of 1964. 

Shannon, Lyle W. Measuring Delinquency and Predicting Later Criminal 
Careers. Iowa City, Iowa: University of Iowa, 1970. 

Analysis of data on juveniles who had contact with the police from 
1950-55 in Madison, Wisconsin. and from 1950-60 in Racine, Wisconsin. 

, 
"Types and Patterns of Delinquency in a Middle-Sized City. 11 

Journal of Research in. Crime and Delinquency, 1. (Jan. 1964) 53-66. 
Analysis of data on juveniles who had contact with the police from 
1950-53 in Madison, Wisconsin. 

lIThe Spatial Distribution of Criminal Offenses by States. II 
Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, and Police Science, 45 (1954) 
264-274. 

Analysis of offenses known to the police and reported to the FBI 
for 1946-52. 

Sharpe, May Churchill. Chicago May: Her Story. New York: The Macaulay 
Co., 1928. 

Life story of a burglar. 

Shaw, Clifford R. Brothers in Crime. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1938. 

Life story of a group of brothers who were criminals. 

The Jack-Roller: A Delinquent Boy1s Own Story. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1930. 

Autobiographical sketch. 

Short, James F. and Fred Strodtbeck. Group Process and Gang Delinquency. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1965. 

Analysis of the behavior of 598 members of delinquent gangs. 

Shover, Neal Elwood. Burglary as an Occupat5.on. Ph. D. Dissertation. Uni-
v.ersity of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1971. '~ 

Shover views burglary from an occupational standpoint and elaborates 
on the findings he ma.de from his 47 interviews and 88 questionnaires 
administered to inmates of the Ulinois State Penitentiary System, as 
well as incorporating readings he did on lives of burglars and other 
criminal 'offenders. 
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Sjostedt, Elsie Marie. "A Study of Personality Variables Relating to Assaul­
tive and Acquisitive Crime. II Ph. D. dissertationp Purdue University, 
1955. 

Study of 30 women convicted of assaultive crimes and 30 women 
convicted of acquisitive crimes. 

Skolnick, Jerome H. Justice Without Trial: Law Enforcement in Democratic 
Society. New York: John WIley and Sons, 1966. 

Investigation of the inner workings of an American city police depart­
ment. States how the burglar may engage in a bargaining process 
with the criminal justice system. 

8'mall Business Administration. Crime Against Small Business.' Report 
submitted to the United States Senate. Select Committee on Small 
Business. Washington. D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1969. 

Presents principles of crime solutions and offers recommendations 
for the businessman, the police, the com"munity, etc. 

Small, Collie. "The World's S"martest Detective." Saturday Evening Review, 
225 (May 16, 1953) 40-41+. 

Describes various ingenious M. O. IS 

S"migel, Erwin O. "Public Attitudes Toward Stealing as Related to the Size 
of the Victim Organization. II American Sociological Review, ~ (June 
1956) 320··327. 

Study of 212 non-transient adults in Bloomington, Indiana. 

Smith, W. G., E. H. Ellinwood, Jr. and G. E. Vaillant. "Narcotic Addicts 
in the Mid-1960's." Public Health Reports, !D:. (May 1966) 403-412. 

Study of a sample of narcotic addicts admitted to the Public Health 
SerVice Hospital in Lexington, Kentucky. 

Soderman. Harry and John J. 0' Connell. Modern Criminal Investigation. 
5th ed., rev. New York: Funk and Wagnall, 1962. 

Presents general discussion about burglary and recom"mendations 
as to how to investigate burglaries. 

Spergel, Irving. Racketville, Slumtown, Haulburg: An Exploratory Study 
of Delinquent Subcultures. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1964. 

Based on the research experience of one observer, interviews with 
delinquent group members, officials, other knowledgeable persons 
and examination of files. 
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Stanford Research Institute. "A Description of Active Juvenile Offenders and 
ConvictedAdult Felons· in the District of Columbia." In the President's 
Commission on Crime in the District of Columbia, Report. Washington, 
D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1966. 

State of California. Department of Justice. Division on Law Enforcement. 
Safe Burglaries in California: An Analysis of Selected Offenses. Sacra­
mento, Calif.: California Department of Justice. June 1.970. 

Analysis of 401 safe burglaries that occurred between December 1969 
and January 1970. , 

. Department of Justice. Division of Law Enforcement. Bureau ----:-----of Criminal Statistics. "Follow-Up Study of 1960 Adult Drug Offenders. " 
Sacramento, Calif.: Bureau of Criminal StaLib~.i...:;s, 1968. 

Study of 1,396 heroin, 1,034 marijuana and 824 dangerous drug 
adult offenders arrested in California in 1960. 

. Department of Public Health. "Alcoholism and California: -----Law Violators, Probation Status and Dr'inking Involvement--A Pilot 
Study." Publication No.4, Feb. 1961. 

Study of 134 adult felons convicted in Los Angeles from October to 
December 1958. 

Department of Public Health. Division of Alcoholic Rehabilitation. 
"Criminal Offenders and Drinking Involvement: A Preliminary Analysis. It 
Publication No.3, Berkeley, 1960. 

Study of 2,325 newly committed male felons entering the California 
Department of Corrections from March to October 1959. 

Sterago, Anthony. "Crack Police Work Broke Back of Beltway Gang. " 
Fairfax Globe, Dec. 19, 1968, p. 15. (a) 

Emphasizes importance of police cooperation between jurisdictions. 

IIGettin,g .Rid of Stolen Goods is Big Business. II Fairfax Globe, 
Dec. 12, 1968, p. 35. (b) 

Describes procedures used by Beltway Gang to fence their stolen 
goods. 

"Introducing No. Virginia's Big Crime Ring." Fairfax Globe, 
Nov. 11, 1968, p. B1. (c) 

Describes some of the main members of the Beltway Burglars. 
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Sudnow. David. "Normal Crimes: Sociological Features of the Penal Code 
in a Public Defender Office." Social Problems, 12 (Winter 1965) 255-276. 

Study of the way the penal code is employed i~the daily activities 
of legal representation. based on field observations of a Public 
Defender Office in a metropolitan California community. 

"Survey Discloses a Pattern in Crime." New York Times, Jan. 20, 1970, 
p. 27. 

Study of 829 persons arrested for burglary during October 1969 
in New York City. 

Sussman, Barry. "Should You Fear Violence?" Washington Post, Sunday. 
Dec. 20. 1970, p. Bl +. 

Analysis of crime data for the Washington. D. C. metropolitan area 
for October. 

Sutherland, Edwin. The Professional Thief. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1937. 

Burglars depend primarily on manual dexterity and are not generally 
regarded as professional thieves. 

Principles of Criminology. Philadelphia: Lippincott. 1934. 
Presents statistics on the location of chain store. drug store. and 
bank burglaries in Chicago from 1924-32. 

__ -:--=---::- and Donald Cressey. Principles of Criminology. Philadelphia: 
J. P. Lippincott, 1966. 

Discusses professional theft vis-a-vis SOciety's view of it. 

Sutter, Alan G. "A Hierarchy of Drug Users." In Marvin Wolfgang. Leonard 
Savitz and Norman Johnston (eds.). The Sociology of Crime and Delinquency. 
2nd ed. New York: John Wiley and Sons. 1970. 

A typology of dope fiends consists of: the con artist; till tappers and 
money burglars; boosters. merchandise burglars and fences; game 
artists; and strong armers and thugs. 

TalJpan. Paul W. Crime, Justice, and Correction. New York: McGraw-HilL 
1960. 

Property offenders are either simple or professional, based on their 
level of operations. 

Tennent. J. G. "Truancy and Stealing: A Comparative Study of Education Act 
Cases and Property Offenders." British Journal of Psychiatry, 116 
(1970) 587-593. 

Study of 68 truants and 120 property offenders referred to the London 
Remand Home by the juvenile courts from 1965-67. 
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Thackery. Ted. Jr. The Thief. Los Angeles. Calif.: Nas Pub., 1971. 
Tbief, killer and hoodlum. Wayne Burk chose to be a professional 
thief with full knowledge of the possible consequences. He con­
siders himself both a successful and moral man and has no inten­
tions of giving up his life in crime. 

'I'inklenberg. Jared R. and Richard C. Stillman. IIDrug Use and Violence. II 
In D. N. Daniels. M. F. Gilula and F. M. Ochberg (eds.). Violence 
and Manis Struggle for Existence. Boston: Little, Brown and Co .• 
forthcoming. 

Many opiate users turn to criminal activities. particularly crimes 
against property. 

Tolchin, Martip. IIMayor Opens Anticrime Drive. II New York Times. 
Jan. 7, 1969. p. 43. 

New program focuses on alerting city dwellers to the precautions 
to be taken against burglary. 

Turner, Stanley. liThe Ecology of Delinquency. II In Thorsten Sellin and 
Marvin Wolfgang (eds.). Delinquency: Selected Studies. New York: 
John Wiley a.nd Sons. Inc., 1969. 

Study of a sample of all juvenile offenses known to the police in 
Philadelphia in 1960 that involved any physical injury, property 
loss or damage. 

Ullman, Albert D., Harold W. Demone, Jr .• A. Warren Stearns and 
Norman F. Washburne. IISome Social Characteristics of Misde­
meanants. II Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology. and Police 
Science. 48 (1957) 44-53. 

Survey of 1,000 consecutive jail admissions in Massachusetts in 
1949-50. 

u. S. Congress, House of Representatives. Crime in America--In the Nationls 
Capitol. Hearings before the Select Committee on Crime pursuant to 
H. Res. 17. 91st Cong .• 2nd sess. Washington. D. C.: Government 
Printing Office. 1970. 

Includes testimony of businessmen who have been victims of burglary. 

1 

Select Committee on Small Business. Subcommittee on Small :t 
Business Problems in Smaller Towns and Urban Areas. The Impact of 
Crime, Crime Insurance, and Surety Bonds on S'mall Business in Urban 
Areas. Hearings pursuant to H. Res. 66, 91st Cont., 2nd sess. Wash-
ington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1970. 

Includes testimony describing various preventive programs. 
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U. S. Congress. House of Representatives. Government Operations Com­
mittee. Crimes Against _Banking Institutions. Eighteenth Report by the 
Committee on Government Operations. Washington. D. C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1964. 

Discusses vulnerability of nlOdern institutions and provides recom­
mendations. 

U. S. Congress, Senate. Committee on Government Operations. Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations. Organized Crime and Illicit Traffic in 
Narcotics. Hearings Pursuant to S. Res. 17, 88th Cong., 1st sess. 
Washington. D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1963. 

Includes testimony of Joseph Valachi. whose specialty was burglary 
before he became a member of the Cosa Nostra. 

Committee on the District of Colu·mbia. Crime in the National 
Capital. Hearings on Drug Abuse in the WaShington Area. 91st Congo • 
1st sess. Washington. D. C.: Government Printing Office. 1969. 

Includes testimony from a Prince George's County judge. who cited 
that in more than 500/0 of the cases against property the offender states 
that the proceeds of the crime were for the purchase of drugs. 

U. S. Department of Health. Education. and. Welfare. "Narcotic Drug Addic­
tion." Mental Health Monograph No.2, Public Health Service Publica­
tion No. 1021, 1963. 

A great many narcotic users turn to crime to support their addiction. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Crime in the. 
United States. Uniform Crime Reports--1961. WaShington. D. C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1962. 

Presents data on burglary in October 1961 from 1941 police depart­
ments throughout the U. S. 

U. S. Department of Justice. Federal Bureau of Investigation. Crime in the 
United States. Unporm Crime Reports--1965. Washington. D. C.: Gov­
ernment Printing Office. 1966. 

Special survey conducted in October, November 1964 in the ·Washington. 
D. C. metropolitan area of residences of offenders as compared to 
place where the offense was committed. 

University of Kansas. Governmental Research Center. First Annual Burglary 
and Larceny Seminar--A Report. Specia.l Report No. 108. Lawrence, 
Kansas: University of Kansas. Dec. 1961. 

Presents a program of detailed technical instruction in burglary and 
larceny investigation method and procedure. 
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Unkovic, C. M. and L. Zook. "A' Cops and Robbers' Look at Thievery. " 
American Journal of Corrections, 32 (1970) 6-13. 

Study based on interviews with both convicted and non-convicted 
criminals and with police. 

Vollmer. August. The Police and Modern Socie:~·. College Park, Md. : 
McGrath, 1936. 

Discusses the changes in the character of burglary over time. 

Votey, Harold L., Jr. and .Llad Phillips. Economic Crimes: Their Gener­
ation, Deterrence and Control. Santa Barbara, Calif.: University of 
California. 1969. 

Analyzes national crime trends and law enforcement activities for 
1952-1957. 

Wallace, Robert. "Confessions of a Master Jewel Thief." Life, March 12, 
1956, pp. 121-126. 

Adventures of second-story man and bigtime jewel thief Arthur Barry. 
who stole more than $10 million in jewels froyJ.1. such wealthy socialites 
as Mrs. Janl.es P. Donahue, daughter of F. W. Woolworth and Jesse 
Livermore. the· Wall Street operator. 

Wallerstein. James S. and Clement J. Wyle. "Our Law-Abiding Law­
Breakers." Probation, 25 (April 1947) 107-112. 

Study of 1,698 New York citizens, of whom 17% of the males and 
4% of the females admitted to burglaries. 

Ward, David A .• Maurice Jackson apd Renee E. Ward. "Crimes of Violence 
by Women. II In National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of 
Violence. Task Force on Individual Acts of Violence. Crimes of Violence. 
National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence Staff Study 
Series, Vol. 13. Washington; D. C.: Government Printing Office. 1970. 

Study of the prison files of inmates con.fined in the California Institute 
for Women and in the Minnesota Women's Reformatory. 

Webster. John A. "Police Task and Time Study." Journal of Criminal Law, 
Criminology. and Police Science, ~ (1970) 94-100. 

Analysis of every assignment to which patrolmen were dispatched 
over a 54-week period in one city. 

West, D. J. The Habitual Prisoner. London: Macmillan and Co., 1963. 
Study of preventive detainees and prisoners serving sentences in 
England. 
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Whaley, Bobbie G. "I Was a Burglar with a Badge." Saturday Evening Post. 
235 (Feb. 10, 1962) 86-89. 

Confessions of a Denver policeman who committed 43 burglaries. 

"What the Police Can--And Cannot--Do About Crime." Times July 13. 1970, 
pp. 34-36+. 

Suggests possible reforms to deal with the crime problem 

--Wheeler, Keith. "Brotherly Boom in Burglaries." Life. August:. 
r p. 71+. 

Biographical sketch. 

and Sandy Smith. lIMurf the Surf and His Jewel-Studded Jinx. " -----
Life. g (April 21. 1967) 92-94+. 

Describes the elite group of jewel thieves in Miami Beach. 

Wheeler. Stanton. "Criminal Statistics: A Reformulation of the Problem. " 
Journal of Criminal Law. Criminology. and Police Science, ~ (1967) 
317-324. 

States a need for the development of consumer-oriented crime statistics. 

White. R. Clyde. "The Relation of Felonies to Environmental Factors in 
Indianapolis. " Social Forces • .!.Q. (May 1932) 498-509. 

Analysis of 638 male cases obtained from the Indianapolis criminal 
court for 1930. 

Wilks. Judith A. "Ecological Correlates of Crime and Delinquency." In 
the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice. Task Force on Assessments. Task Force Report: Crime and 
Its Impact--An Assessment. Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 
Office. 1967. 

Provides a synthesis of past research to show systematic differences 
in the distribution of crime. 

Willbach. Harry. "The Trend of Crime in Chicago." Journal of Criminal 
Law. Criminology, and Police Science. g (1941) 720-727. 

Analysis of data on arrests of males from 1919-1939. 

"The Trend of Crime in NeVI York City." Journal of Criminal 
Law. Criminology. and Police Science. ~ (1938) 62-75. 

Analysis of data on arrests of males for various crime categories 
from 1916-36. 
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Williams, John B. (ed.) Narcotics. Dubuque, Iowa: William C. Brown Co .• 
1963. 

Cites a study of the relationship between narcotics and crime con­
ducted by a L.oS Angeles policeman. 

Williamson. Henry. Hustler! New York: Doubleday, 1968. 
Henryfs life as hustler, junkie, thief .. racketeer, hold-up man and 
mugger» illustrates the ease with which members of the lower class 
echelons of American SOCiety can fall into a life of crime--indeed, in 
many cases it is the only path open to them for success in the world. 

Wilson, Brian. Nor Iron Bars a Cage. London: William Kimber and Co., 
1964. 

Autobiographical account of an English burglar. 

Wilson, Herbert Emerson. I Stole $16, 000, 000. New York: Signet, 1956. 
Autobiography of a burglar. 

Wolfgang, Marvinl E. and Franco Ferracuti. Subculture of Violence. London: 
Tavistoek Publications, 1967. 

Cjtefi various studies comparing assaultive criminals and thieves 
in 1fi.i11y. 

Worsnop, Richard L. 'JBurglary Prevention. II Editorial Research .Reports. 
Jan. 17, 1968. pp. 43-60. 

Presents an overall discussion of burglary. in addition to ret·om­
mending precautionary measures. 

Yablonsky. Lewis. The Violent Gang. New York: Macmillan, 1962. 
Classifies gangs into three types: delinquent gangs. violent gangs, 
and social gangs. 

Y()der, Robert M. liThe Best Friend a Thief Ever Had. II Saturday Evening 
Post, 227 (Dec. 25. 1954) 18-20+. 

Biographj cal sketch of a fence. 

Zimmerman. Paul, Jams.:; Toolan. Ranate Safrin, and S. Bernard Wortes. 
"Heroin Addiction in Adolescent Boys. II Journal of Nervous and Mental 
Disease, 114 (195i) 19-34. 

Study Or22 adolescents admitted to Bellevue Hospital in New York 
during January-February 1951 for heroin addiction. 
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