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INTRODUCTION

Crime is a concern of all citizens. Fear of injury, loss of property,

mwﬁnémss to use public facilities for shopping, transportation, or
entertainment, and the economic impact directly in loss or indirectly
through lﬁgher insurance rates, increased tax e;cpenditures for enforce-
ment and adjudication, and business losses passed on to the consumer,
all affect our daily lives. The true extent of this criminal activity is

not precisely known.

Most research conducted by criminal justice planners and students

of criminology, as well as the information published in the media, relies
on police statistics as reported in the Uniform Crime Report. However,
the adequacy of such statistics has frequently been questioned and re-

searchers are generally aware that much crime goes unreported for a

Pt

variety of reasons. "

The Katzenbach Commis s.ion reported 0;1 crime in America and
proposed that more research be directed at the study of crime from the
perspective of the victim. (Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 2). Such an
approach has two advantages: (1) it gives a much broader picture éf the

extent of crime, since unreported crime, for whatever reason, will be

included in the analysis, and (2) the data collected thus will allow research

*See Geiss, Gilbert, '"Statistics Concerning Race and Crime, ' and
Shulman, Harry, '"The Measurement of Crime in the United States, "
as well as the Uniform Crime Report, for discussions of the problems
encountered in using most crime statistics.
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on the victim, the relafionship between victim-and offender, and charac-
teristics of victims, thus leading to better estimates of the factors leading
to victimization.

~

There are certain difficulties with victirniza.ﬁon surveys: they exclude
{1) "victimless" crimes such as drunkenness, drug abuse, and prostitution,
(2) crimes against the public, and (3) generally various types of fraud
;.-Lnd, blackmail. However, given these qualifications, victimization survejrs
provide important dafa o.n the extent of crime and may provide additional
information on factors leading to cr.i_me. These attributes provide a
better basis for planning and implementing programs for crime prevention

and control.

In the course of reporting on cyime in. the United States, the
Commission also cited rese;arch which indicates tl;;at the ‘a.ctual amount
of crime varies from two to four times the amount reported in police
crime statigtics. In 1965, the National Opinion Research Center conductea
a survey of.IO, 000 households to determine the extent of pe'r sonal victimi-
z-ation experienced by individuals within these units. The results of .
that survey are compared to the Uniform Crime Reports for the same
period in Table 1. (Crim'inal Victimization, 1967: 12). These findings
are sﬁpported by similar surveys in Washington, D.C., Boston, and

Chicago. (Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 80-85).

The use of similar research designs has been dictated by the
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Table 1

COMPARISON OF NORC NATIONWIDE SURVEY RESULTS
AND UCR REPORTED CRIME (Rates per 100, 000)

NORC UCR Ratio of Survey Results
- Survey Reported Crimes to Reported Crime
Willful Homicide 3.0 5.1 .58
Forcible Rape 42.5, . 11.6 3.66
Robbery 94.0 61.4 - 1.53
Aggravated Assault 218.3 106.6 ) 2,04
Burglary 949.1 299.6 3.16
Larceny 606.: ¢ IITNATEEY.L 6 2.26
Motor Vehicle Thefi 206.3 T TTNz26.0 .91
Total Violent 357.8 184.7 1.93
Total Property 1,761.8 793.0 ‘ 2.22

problems which exist in present crime statistics. The Bureau of the Census

in the Fall of 1972 collected data on crirninal- victimizations which occurred

~

during the preceding year.

P

;I‘his report pres'énts a description and discussion of a victimization
survey similar to the NORC survey conducted in 1965 and presents similar
data and analyses for the City of Cleveland. Such research will present,
hopefully, an accurate picture of the extent of crime in Cleveland and will

allow meaningful comparisons across cities.

The report consists of six sections, as described below.

® Section I presents an overview of the City of Cleveland,
explaining the Cit.'s diversity, history, and demographic
composition, to .ay and during the 1972 survey period,

° Section II consists of an overview of the criminal justice
agencies operating in Cleveland, as they are constituted

. how and as they were in 1972.-

iii.
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Section III is a presentation of the survey results,
including a discussion of crime types and definitions.
This section also includes a description of the data
collection procedures.

Section IV develops the data and presents analyses of

. the results. The differential rates of victirnization

and of non-reporting are analyzed in light of the
selected demographic variables cutlined in Section I.
These rates are also compared with other similar
surveys and with "baseline'" Cleveland Police

~ Department data.

Section V formally presents conclusions drawn from

the analyses in Section IV. Appropriate recommendations,
based upon the analyses of the data, are also included

in this section.

A Glossary and Technical Appendices follow the body
of the report. The Appendices include a detailed
explanation of the data collection procedures cited

in Section III,

v,
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_SECTION I
OVERVIEW OF THE CI’I‘Y"OF CLEVELAND

1.1 INTRODUCTION .

.'I‘his se&ion presents a demographic, statistical profile of the
City of Cleveland. The-i)urpC)s‘e of this section is to provide information
which will illzminate better the social environment in which (1) the
victimization survey data were gathered and (2) in which the reported
and unreported crimes occurred. A temporal distinction has been made
between th;e activities of the Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program and
other crime control and criminal justice system improvement projects,

occurring in 1973 and 1974, and the community environment extant in

1970 through I972.

The victimization data collected by LEAA ‘and the U.S. Bureau
of the Census represent a s;.mple chosen from the City of Cleveland.
as a whole. 'l:’he City's residents, as shown below, do not represent
a homogeneoug group; the same is true for the s;n'vey sample.
On the assumption that there are valid correlations between certain
social conditions or community characteri.stics and the occurrence of
criminal activity and/or victimization, the social environment of Cleveland
is analyzed bath from a Citywide and from a ”commurfity” point of view.

Ideally, further data collection efforts will be able to make finer

1-1




L4

: }
[

-

e
i : i :

o

A S St
I

oM
- s

3 r -

|

o —

]

Fr—me—

-

”

geographical distinctions in the data in order to provide planners and

administrators with more useful information than Citywide aggregates.

Figure 1-1 is a map of Cuyahoga County ghowing the locafion of
Cleveland with respect to the other m1,u'1icipalities and fo Lake Erie,
which forms nearly all of the City's northern boundary. Two major
waterways provide lines of demarcation for other features: the Rocky
River represents a significant portion of the City's western boundary;
and the Cuvahoga River splits the City a:t approximately the East/West
dividing line. The Cuyahoga River runs from the industrial valley south
of Cleveland through the City north to the downtown area. The mouth
of thig river is at Lake Erie, just north of the industrial area 1.<nown as
“"The Flats.!" Figures 1-2 %gd 1-3 are maps of Cleveland which demonstrate
the allocatiorn of census tr;cts to Social Planning Areas (infra) and the

boundaries of Cleveland's six Police Districts, respectively.

The data presented here are drawn from a number of sources.

Information from 1970 is principally represented by the tabulations of

 the U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1970 Censuses of Population and Housing.

Certain data available at the Census Tract level are aggregated into

1-2
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ANALYTICAL PLANNING AREAS CUYAHOGA COUNTY 1973

01 BAY VILLAGE

02 BEACHWODD

03 BEDSOAD

04 BEQFORD HEIGHTS
06 BENTLEYVILLE

06 BEALA

07 BRATEMHAL

08 BHLLFSVILLE

08 BROAUVH W HEIGHTS
10 BHROORPAHK

11 BROOXLYN

12 GHOOXLYN HEIGHTS
13 CHALIN FALLS

14 CHAGIIN FALLS TWP,
§ CINIPAL

0 CLHIHAL [ABRT

7 CENTHAL WEST

8 CLANK FULION
9
4]

1

|

|

i

2 HLMHHWH
22 EDGISVALLR
23 GLLnvile
24 GOULRILH
25 HOUGH
20 JEFFERS0N
27 KINSMAN
268 LEE MILEY
19 MOUNT PLEASANT

!
J&

o1 .
|

30 NEARWEST SIDE

31 NORTH BROADWAY
32 Noum COLLIKWOQD
33 NORWODD

34 ?umms BELLAIRE
35 RIVENSIDE

36 SOUTH BROADWAY
37 S0UTH BROOKLYN
28 SULIH COLLINWOOD
34 THEMONT

&0 UNVIRSITY

41 WEST SIDE

42 WOULLAND HILLS
43 CLEVELAND HEIGHTS
44 CUYAHOGA HEIGHTS
45 TAST CLIVELANG

46 FULiID

47 TARVIEW PAIK

48 GARHIELD HEIGHTS
48 GATLS MILLS

50 GLENWILLOW

34 HiGHEARD BEONTS
52 HUNTING VALLEY
53 INDEPENDENCE

54 LAKEWOUD

66 LINHDALE

66 LYNOHURST

87 MAPl[ HElme

B8 MAYFIL

97

83

——puriensis -—]

£3 MAYFIELD HEIGHTS
80 MIDDLEBURG HEIGHTS
81 MORELAND HILLS
82 NTWBURGH HEIGHTS
83 NORTH OLMSTED
84 NORIH AANDALL
55 NOATH HOYALION
66 0AKRWOOD
67 OLMSTLD TWP,
3 OIMGTED FALLS
69 ORANGE
10 PANMA
71 PAPRMA HEIGHTS
12 'Y POR PIKE .
15 MERAUGND HEIGHTS
T4 RIVEREUGE TWP
15 Bat sy laven
18 Livih ey
77 SHAKLN HEIGHTE
78 SOLON
79 LUl EUCLIO
A0 &1HONGSVILLE
81 urwi n' m HEIOHTS
82 valttyviw
83 WALTC nmus
84 WA NSVILLE TWP,
B WAHIIENSVILLE HEIGHTS
BY WLSTIAKE
87 WODDMLAE
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~ws Danotes City of Cleveland APA

- Denotes Suburban APA
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Denotes Census Trects

80 ~ 85

CRIMINAL JUSTICE COORDINATING COUNCIL

OF GREATER CLEVELAND
Analytical Planning Areas
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FIGURE 1-1 SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS IN CUYAHOGA COUNTY, OHIb
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Social Planning Areas (SPAs);* other data are presented for the City as
a whole or for the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA)** when

tract-level information was not available. Other information has been

made available from the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services, the

Regional Planning Commission of Cuyahoga County, the Northeast Ohio

Areawide Coordinating Agency, the Real Property Inventory of Metro-
politan Cleveland, a‘nd various governmeptal and ciuasi-governmental
agencies in the City and County. These latter sources have principally
provided data which are defined for a particular month or year and

which, in some cases, are intended to update the Census Bureau's efforts.

*The geographic unit employed here, the Social Planning Area, was
established by the Research Department of the Federation for Community
Planning shortly after the 1950 census to reduce to more comprehensible
form the mass of information presented for the almost 300 census tract
units into which Cuyahoga County in 1940 was divided. The census tracts
were laid out to include populations of about 3, 500 persons each and their
boundaries were drawn to coincide with and not to cross those of political
subdivisions or physical barriers. They were intended to be permanent,
except for possible further subdivision, to embrace relatively homogeneous
populations, and thus to serve as a basis for compar1son of areas with
each other and with themselves over time. ’

The social planning areas of Cuyahoga County, of which 28 are within
the City of Cleveland and 14 in the remainder of the Ccunty, were estab-
lished out «f combinations of census tracts using the same general principles
as were applied in developing the original census tracts. Less emphasis
was given, however, to achieving equal units of population and more to the
delineation of areas of rmaximum homogeneity of population characteristics
and in particular to the awareness of residents of their membership in an
identifiable '"community.' (Federation for Community Planning, Research
Department, AREA FACTS BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA FOR CUYAHOGA
COUNTY AND CLEVELAND, OHIO. Cleveland: January 1974, page i.).
(Emphasis added) '

**An SMSA is a county or a set of contiguous counties with one or more
"central' cities of 50, 000 or more inhabitants. The Cleveland SMSA
includes Cuyahoga, Geauga, lL.ake, and Medina Counties.
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1,2 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION IN 1970

The Census Bureau prepared a number of spe'cial tabulations of

Pt

social and economic data™® from the Bureau's 1970 Census data collection
effort. In some cases, these data are not consistent with previously

published reports; however, the errors are minor in consideration of

e
L3

‘Al W .

the proportion of the population represented. In order to maintain internal

-~

consistency in this report, a single source has been used for the data;

where other sources are used, in whole or part, the source and the

.

deviations are noted. The 1970 Census counted 751, 046 persons living
in Cleveland during April of that year; this figure represents nearly half
(43. 6 percent) of the Gounty's population of 1,721,248 and 36. 4 percent

of the SMSA's population of 2, 064, 194.

poa - -
t- \-

1.2.1 AGE AND RACE DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION

ﬂ
‘.

The age distribution of the entire population and of the black

population in 1970 do not differ significantly between the City and the

(,\
%

SMSA. In the City, 33.7 percent of the population was under 18 and
10. 6 percent was age 65 years and older, compared with 34. 3 percent
and 9.2 ﬁercen{:, respectively, for the SMSA., The median age for all
; reéid.ents of the City was‘ 29,0 years; the median age for the black
population of the City was 24,2 years. In 1970, white persons repre-
sented 61.1 percent of the City's population and 83.5 percent of the

SMSA's residents. Table I-1 presents these data in greater detail.

-

*U.S. Department of Commerce, Social and Economic Statistics
Administration, Bureau of the Census, DATA FROM THE 1970 CENSUS
FOR YOUR CITY: A COMPUTER PROFILE FOR CLEVELAND, OHIO.
Washington {Photocopy, Undated).

P
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Table 1-1 {
. 1
- DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION -
BY AGE AND RACE, 1970
CITY OF CLEVELAND
All Races Whites Blacks ‘All other
Number Percent Number Percent Numbef Percent Numberxr Percent
Total (A+B) 751,046 100.0 459,092 100.0 287,871 100.0 4,083 100.0
A. Under 18 253,454 33.7 136,281 29.7 115,861 40.2 1,312 32.1
1. Under 6 81,491 10.9 46,812 10.2 34,124 11.9 555 13.6
2. 6-13 116,081 15.5 60,111 13.1 55,445 15.3 525 12.9
3. 14-17 55,882 7.4 29,358 6.4 26,292 9.1 232 5.7
B. 18 and over 497,592 66.3 322,811 70.3 172,010 59.8 2,771 67.9
1. 18-20 38,164 5.1 22,674 4.9 15,264 5.3 226 5.5
2. 21 and over 459,428 61.2 300,137 65.3 156,746 54.5 2,545 62.3 :

8-1
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Table 1-1 %
H
DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION }
BY AGE AND RACE, 1970 .
CITY OF CLEVELAND f
- —
All races Whites Blacks All other :
{cont.) .
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
a. 21-24 47,942 6.4 31,588 6.9 16,041 5.6 313 7.7
b. 25-34 89,085 ll.? | 54,632 11.9 33,444 11.6 1,008 24,7
c. 35-44 80,484 10.7 44,153 9.6 35,933 12.5 398 9.7
d. 45-54 87,513 11,7 | 56,222 12.2 30,978 10.8 313 7.7
e. 55-64 74,592 9.9 53,095 11.6 21,276 7.4 221 5.4
f. 65 and over 79,812 10.6 60,447 | 13.2 19,074 6.6 291 7.1 ;
MEDIAN AGE 29.0 years 32.1 years 24.2 years Not Computed

NOTE: Columns may not total 100.0 percent due
to rounding. Percentages are
computed within columns only.

6-1

SOURCE: U.S.

Bureau
of the Census
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1.2.2 FAMILIES, FAMILY INCOME, AND HOUSING

Using the Census Bureau's definition of a fainily as Aconstitﬁting
two or'. more reiated persons residing together, theré were 184, 645
families in 1970 of which 80. 7 percent v;'ere headed by a ma.lg. Thei‘e
were 67,181 black families in the City {36 percent of the total), of which
70.7 percent were headed .by a male. Family size in the City for all
families was an average of 3.56 persons; by race, average family size
ranged from 3.43 persons for white families to 4, 07 per‘sons for black
families., Of the total families in the City, 104,429 (56. 6 percent)
included related children u}nder ‘the age of 18; 71.4 percent of these

related children resided with both parents.

Per capita 1969 income for the City was $2, 811. The median
annual income in 1969 was $9, 098 for all Cleveland families and $7, 609

(16 percent lower) for black families. Family income in 1969 was

distributed as follows: 23 ;ercent of the families' incomes were below

$5,000; 62 percent of the families' incomes fell between $5; 000 and

$15, 000; and 15 percent of the families had a 1969 annual income of

$15,000 or more. The applicable statistical poverty or low-income

level for a family of four was approximately $3,700. In 1969, 24, 865
(13.5 percent) of Cleveland's families earned less than this amount;
55.8 percent of these poverty-level families were headed by women.

These families accounted for 97,081 persons, or 12.9 percentA of all

1-10
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Cleveland residents. In 1969, a total of 128, 129 City residents were
below the low-income level: 77,111 (60,2 percent) of these were blacks;
22,714 (17.7 percent) of the total were age 65 and over; and children

under 18 constituted 54,661 (42.7 percent) of the poverty-level population.

The Cen;us. Bureau has separa;cely counted unrelated individuals
living alone of with énonrelative. This category i.ncluded 86,7487
'Cleveland residents in 1970, of whom 28,113 (32.5 percent) Wéfe blacks.
The median income for all unrelated Cleveland individuals was $2, 775
in 1969, less than one-third of the median income for families. The
appropriate 1969 poverty-level income for individuals was approximately
$1,800. In 1969, 31,048 of the Cleveland résidep‘cs below the poverty
level were unrelated individuals, representing 24.2 percent of those

below the low-income level and 4.1 percent of all Clevelanders.

" In 1970, the Census Bureau enumerated 264, 156 year-round
housing unit‘s in Cleveland. Of these units, 248,393 (94. 0 percent) were
'occu;;ied, 114,567 by owners, and 133,826 by renters. The remaining
15,763 of the housing units stood vacant or for sale or rent and unoccupied.
In the City, 39.2 percent of the occupied units were single-fax%ily
dwellings; 39.7 percent were in 2-, 3-, or 4-unit structures, 20.é
percent were in apartment buildings, and 0.4 percent were mobile homes
or trailers. Approximateiy half of the unoccupied units (50. 1 percent)

were vacancies in 2-, 3-, or 4-unit structures, 37.2 percent of the

1-11
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vacancies were in apartment buildings, and 12.7 percent of the unoccupied
units were single-family m;lits. Blacks lived in 86,298 (34.7 pefcent)

of the occupied housing units, including 32, 448 units which were black-

- owner occupied. In the City, 92.9 percent of all occupied housing units

had less than 1.0l persons per room; the co;'nparablé figure for the black
population was 90. 1 percent. One percent of the City's housing units
were the residence of 1.5 or more persons per room; f&r the black popu-~
lation, this figure was 1.4 percent. Of the 248,393 occupied housing
units in the City in 1970, 181,009 (72.9 percent) were moré than 30 years
old; 14,254 (5.7 percent) ofr the occupied units had been built between

1960 and March 1970.

1.2.3 ETHNICITY AND NATIVITY

Foreign sto;:k plays an important role in Cleveland's population
as it does in other major industrial cities in the Northeast United States.
Of the persons enumerated?n the 1970 Census, 164,523 (21.9 percent)
of Cleveland's residents were foreign-born or the children of foreign-
born parents. The largest of these formally-defined groups are .
from Poland (3. 0 percent of the population), Italy (2.4 percen.t),
Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia (2. 3 percent each), Germany (2.2 percent),
and Hungary (1.8 percent). Complementing these national or-igins;
approxim;.tely 21 percent (156, 062) of the population reported that at

least one language other than English was spoken in the home.. The

1-12
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- principal languages repérted were Polish (3.4 percent of the City's

population), German (.3. 2 percent), Italian (2.4 percent), Hungarian
(1.7 percent), é.nd Spanish (1.5 percent), The Spanish heritage popu-~
lation, reflected in the statistics on language but not on nationality, |
derives principally from the growing number of Puerto Rican persons
among the City's residents. The importance and impact of these data

are discussed in greater detail in Sect.ion' 1.3, below.

1.2. 4 POP’(SCLATION MOBILITY

The 1970 Census enumerated 683, 642 persons age five years and
older; of these individua;ls, 625,244 (91.5 percent) reported their 1965
and 1970 residences. During that five—yeal: period, 41.6 percent (260, 355)
of those reporting had changed residence at least once. The majority
of these changes had occurred within Cuyahoga County (81.8 percenﬁ of
those reporting). Mobility data on the Cleveland black population indicate
that of 260, 195 blacks age five years and older, 134,601 (51.7 percent)
lived in a different home in 1970 from 1965, representing a "mobility
rate' approximately te;n percentage points higher than for all Cleveland
residents. During the five-year period, 13,152 blacks (9.8 percent of
those who maoved) relocated to‘Clevela.nd from other states, compared
to an interstate rate of 13.4 percent (34,808 of 260, 355) for all Cleveland
residents'.' In all cases, the region of the United States from whic.;h the

most significant numbers of these people moved was the South.
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1.2, 5' EMPL,OY;MENT AND OCCUPATIONS
The 1270 Cen:sus enumerated 524,430 persons age 16 and older.

Of these perszon.s, 302,514 individuals (57. 7 percent) constituted the

civilian labor forcé.. Black residents of Cleveland represented 35.8

percent and women of all races constituted 40.2 percent of the City's

civilian Jabor force. In 1970, 286,784 of the 302,514 persons in the

civilian labor force were employed. Of the total population 15,730

persons age 16 and older were not currently employed but were either

on layoff or actively seeking employment and available to accept a job.

This ﬁguré represents a Citywide unemployment rate of 5.2 percent.

Of the 121, 625 women in the civilian labor force in the City, 6,012

(4.9 'percent); were unemployed in April 1970; for the black population,

7,890 persons, representing 7.3 percent of the black civilian labor force,

were unemployed.

Qf the 286,784 emplf)yed persons in the City, the largest number
(76,822, or Z6.8 percent) worked as operatives in transportation and
non-transportation occupations. * The second larges;t group, of 55,700

persons (19.4 percent), was employed in clerical and kindred occupations.

* The third and fourth largest groupé, of 41,351 (14. 4 percent) and 40, 074

(14. 0 pexcent), were employed as service workers (except in private

households) and as craftsmen and kindred workers, respectively,

*The categories of occupations used here are those developed by the U.S.
Departrment of Commerce, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and are known
as the Standard Industrial Classifications.
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l 'Préfessional, technical, and kindred workers made up 8.9 percent

l (25, 469) of the employed p.er sons; non-farm laborers constituted 6.1
percent (17, 485.) of those employed. All other occupational categories
I represented less than five percent each of the employed labor force.
In Cleveland there were more persons employed in manufacturing
(107,477 or 37.5 percent) than in a v other industrialbcategory. The
.second and third largest industrijwere wholesale and retail trade

(49, 672 or 17.3 percent) and professional and related services (42, 742

or 14.9 percent). All other industries represented less than ten percent

each of the employed labor force.

,,
&

1.2.6 EDUCATION

There were 199,902 persons age three to 34 years old enrolled

r,
*

in schools in Cleveland in April 1970. Nearly 92 percent (183, 649) of
these individuals were enrolled in primary, elefnentary, and high schools

in the City: this figure consists of 15,977 children in nursery school and

_ ,‘ ‘

,
E
|

kindergarten, 117,143 children in grades 1 through 8, and 50,529 in

e-

£
[

high school. Black residents of Cleveland represented 55.8 percent of

‘-

those enrolled in these grades. College enrollees residing in the City
constituted 16,253 (8.1 percent) persons of the school enrollment of

all races.

CQf the population 25 years old and over in Cleveland, 34.5 percent

had a grade school education (through grade 8) or less, and 37.4 percent -

. BN
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- of the impoi'tant characteristics of

were high school graduates, including 9.9 percent of the total who had
completed at least one year of college. These 411,486 Cleveland resi-
dents age 25 and over had completed a median of 10.7 years of schooling.

1.3 ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHIC, SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC
CHARACTERISTICS

The data presented in Section 1.2 statistically describe certain
/Cleveland's population in 1970. In
conjunction with the survey results presented in Sections III, IV, and V
of this report, it is necessary to understand the demography of Cleveland
from the following points of view, i.e., dimensions of stratification:
(1) Age of residents, age of heads of households, in groups

12 to 15 years,

16 to 19 years,

20 to 24 years,

25 to 34 years,

35 to 44 years,

45 to 49 years,

50 to 64 years, and

65 years of age and older;

e 9P 0ed a0

(2) Sex of residents;
(3) Race of residents, race of heads of households, in groups

& White, and
© Black

(4) Marital status of residents, in groups
- & Married,

o Never married, and
e All other;

1-16
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(5) Annual family income of residents, in groups

Under $3, 000,

$3, 000 to $4, 999,

$5, 000 to $6,999,

$7,000 to $7, 499,

$7,500 to $9,999,

$10, 000 to $14,999,

$15, 000 to $24, 599,

$25, 000 and over, and

Not reported and/or not zvailable;

e & & 90 © 0 00O

(6) Number of persons pér/(oulsehold, in groups

e One person,

o Two and thrse persons,

¢ Four and five persons, and
® Six or more persons;

(7) Residence tenure, in groups

o Owned, and
o Rented;

(8) Number of units in household structure, in groups

One unit,

Two units,

Three and four units,

Five through nine units,

Ten or more units, and

Not reported and/or not available.

@ 0 ©6 2 0 ¢

Certain data are also necessary for commercial establishments in the
City, including (1) kind of business, in groups Retail, Whoiesale, Service,
and Other, (2) amoulnt of annual receipts, in groups Less than $10,,000’
$10,000 to $24,999, $25,000 to $49,999, $50,000 to $99, 999, $100, 000
'to $499, 999, $500, 000 or more, and No sales and/or no data available,

and (3) Number of paid employees, in groups One through three employees,

1-17
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Four through seven employees, Eight through 19 employees, 20 or more
employees, and None and/or data not available. The Victimization
Survey data collection procedures and the attémpts . stratify the samrle
along these dimensions are discussed in detail below in Section III.

At this juncture, it will suffice to assume that the sample has been
proportionately drawn for representativeness of 510,824 persons age 12

and over, 230,404 households, and 31,001 commercial establishments.

Comparison of the Victimization Survey sample with the Census
Bureau's figures points up a number of discrepancies. First, regarding
Sex Characteristics: the sample consisted of 44.7 percent male and
55.3 percent female persons age 12 and ovér; the Censul.s Bureau reports™
a population of 286, 387 (46.7 percent) males and 326,378 (53. 3 percent)
females age 10 and over. The available data do not permit attribution
of the two percentage-point difference solely to the slightly different age ‘
groupings. Second, regardi:hg Racial Characteristics: the sample
consisted of 60.5 percent white, 38.1 percent black, and 1.3 percent
all other races for persons age 12 and over; the Census Bureau reports**
a population of 352, 169 (63. 6 percent) white, 198,302 (35.8 p?rcent)
black, and 3, 063 (0.5 percent) all other races, age 14 and over. Not-

withstanding the differences in age groupings, it is possible that the

*U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. CENSUS TRACTS.
CLEVELAND, OHIO SMSA, REPORT PHC(1)-45. Washington: GPO
(May 1972). Table P-1,

*%{.,S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. DATA FROM
THE 1970 CENSUS FOR YOUR CITY: A COMPUTER PROFILE. Op. cit.
' 1-18
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""black" and '"all other' racial categories may be significantly over-

represented in the sample. Third, regarding Family Income Characteristics:

the sample and Census Bureau report household™ income distributions
as shown in Table 1-2. The sample data ma.y over-represent the o
low income ranges and under-represent the income ranges above $10, 000
per annum. Fourth, although the age distributi.ons presented by the
sample and the Census reports do not permit direct comparison of many
characteristics, the sample indicates a Citywide unemployment rate of
8.8 percent whereas the Census Bureau reports** an unemployment rate
of 5.2 percent. Both rates ar’e computed as the ratio of unemployed
persons to the total civilian labor force. As‘ with Sex, Race, and Family
Income, these unemplo‘yment figures may present data tabulation and
analysis difficulties due to the proportion of the true population which

is representeci by each person in the sample; if the difference between

the estimate and the true populz’ion is great enough, the liberal appli-

cation of standard errors and error-correction techniques may not be

steste oo
AR

sufficient to account for the variances.

The following paragraphs develop an analysis of the sets of data
presented in Sections 1.2.1 through 1.2.6. Where appropriate, tentative

conclusions are drawm regarding the effects or relationship of these

*Census data do not include '"households,' hence, categories ''families"
and "unrelated individuals' are combined.

**U.S. Department of Commerce, op. cit., page 10.

#%%Cf, Michael J. Hindelang, "A Note on Sampling Error.'" Technical
Memorandum prepared for National Crime Survey Project (LEAA and
Census Bureau). Albany, N.Y.: Criminal Justice Research Center
(Photocopy, January, 1974).
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‘factors with respect to the Cleveland survey dala on crime victimization

presented in Sections IV and V. The analytical discussions are presented

in the same order and for the same subject matter as Sections 1.2. 1.

through 1.2.6.

1.3.1 AGE AND RACE DATA ANALYSIS
Although the distributions o/f/per sons by age and by race do not
differ importantly between the City and its surrounding com:munities

{(i.e., the SMSA), a nu:ﬁber of marked distinctions are noticeable among

‘various groups within the City. As shown in Table 1-1, in 1970 whites

represented 61. 1 percent of the population, blacks constituted 38.3
percent, and all other races made up approximately one-half of one
percent of the City's residents. The differential distribution of ages

within each race is revealed by the comparative median age {igures,

i.e., the median age of the white ipopulation is 32.1 years, whereas

the median age for blacks is 24,2 years. More strikingly, 51.1 percent

(147, 165) of the black population'was under the age of 25, while only

41.5 percent (190, 543) of the white population was under 25. This group
of éersoﬁs, particularly those age 10 to ‘24, was identified by fhe Clevelanﬁ
IMPACT MASTEi{ PLAN as having the highest propensity toward involve-
ment in serious crime.  As ~sho'\:vn in Section IV, below, the data do not

indicate a substantial preponderance of inter-racial over intra-racial

-

*Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program, IMPACT PROGRAM MASTER PLAN--
1972, Office of the Mayor, Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program Office ~
(June 1972), pp. 3-1 to 4-44,
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TABLE 1-2. °

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLD INCOME BY
CENSUS BURXAU AND VICTIMIZATION SURVEY TYPOLOGIES

v r s WAL A e R TR et b e R bl

“

'Victimizatioﬁ
Incoms Census Bureau .
Range ‘ Survey
‘ (Dollars) Unrelated _ All : .
: Families Individuals Households Households
I 7 % 7 % 7 % ¥ %
ess than 24260 | 13.1 4528/3/ 52.4 69543 | 25,6 45853 24,3
000 ) ‘
I5K - 6999 38691 21.0 25217 | 29.2 63908 | 23.6
'51{ - 7999 63544 33.6
42257 22,9 10453 12.1 52710 19.4
'soo - 9999 26284 13.9
’K - 9999 80948 43.8 35670 | 41.2 116618 | 43.0 89828 47.6
lOK - 14999 51295 27.8 | 4481 5.2 55776 | 20.6 38506 20,4
lﬁK, - 24999 24658 13.4 765 0.9 25423 9.4 12933 6.8
i;reater than or | 3484 1.9 | 288 0.3 | 3772 1.4 | 1766 0.9
equal tp 25K ' N
3"0“:’ ik 184645 86487 271132 188886
'NO'I‘E: (1) Census date provided from a 1970 survey of 1969 annual income. SOURCE:

U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.

DATA FROM THE

1970 CENSUS FOR YOUR CITY: A COMPUTER PROFILE OF CLEVELAND,
OHIO. Washington: Census Bureau (Photocoyp, undated).

(2) Survey data for victimization sample households taken in 1971-72 for 1970
incomes. SOURCE: Victimization Survey working notes. The victimization
survey data are extrapolated from the known size of the sub-samples to the
population by estimated proportionate representations. See text for further

discusgsion of this issue. :
. 1.21
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crime in Cleveland. Thus, it is reasonable to expect a positive correlation
between the number of persons in particular age groups and the amount

of crime associated with those persons.

-

The data on the Citywide distribution of Cleveland's residents are
summarized in Table 1-3. These data do not demonstrate great disparities

within the population. Cleveland w hid appear to be a "melting-pot' of

' 'races, ages, and ethnic backgrounds. Closer examination of these data

on a geographic basis reveals a much less homogeneous society, one in
which there are obviously sharp differences among '"communities, "' each
of which may be homvogeneous to the point of defining cliques within the
City. Although ethnic considerations are di.scussed below in Section 1.3.3,
it is useful to examine here the racial characteristics of Cleveland's
heterogeneity. When the Census T-ract data from the 1970 Census of
Population and Housing are aggregated by Cleveland Police District, it
is seen that the proportion of the residents who are non-white ranges
from two percent each in Districts One and Two, to 37.5 per‘c‘ent in
District Three, 58 percent in District Four, 87 percent in District Five,
and 54 percent in District Six. The two Districts west of the Quyahoga
Riv'er, kﬁown generally as the dividing line between the East Side and
the West Side; are predominantly (98 percent) white. The "pon-white"

population in Districts One and Two in 1970 was almost entirely of

Puerto Rican descent. The "non-white'" population in Districts Three,

1-22
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-.TABLE 1-3

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE
CLEVELAND POPULATION (1970)

CHARACTERISTIC

FOR THE BLACK

- POPULATION

" Persons

Number of persons
Percent of total population
Percent change in number, 1960 to 1970
Persons per square mile
(Area = 76.097 sq. mi.)
Persons per residential square mile
(Area = 47.758 sq. mi.)

Households

Number of households

Percent of all households

Percent change in number, 1960 to 1970

Mobility

Number of persons residing in same house
as in 1965

Percent of total population residing in
same house as in 1965

Housing Units Occupied in 1970

Number of housing units

Average persons per unit

Percent lacking some or all plumbing facil-
ities

Percent with 1.0l or more persons per room

Percent with telephone available

Percent with one or more automobiles

1969 Family Income Characteristics
Number of families ,
Percent of all families
Mean income

Median income

Percent less than $3,000
Percent $3,000 to $4,999
Percent $5,000 to $6,999
Percent $7,000 to $9,999
Percent $10,000 to $14,999
Percent $15,000 to $24,999
Percent $25,000 and over

Families with 1969 Income Below Poverty Level

287,841
. 38.
+15.
3,782.

6,027.10

NOWw
I BR

87,343
33,
+28.

N
2R AR

125,594
43.63 %

Unknown
Unknown

67,181

(2]

o
NORARNONO
AN VL IR IR ;R 2R

Number of families

Percent of all families

Percent of all families below poverty Tevel
Number with female head of household .

Mean family income

Mean family size (persons)

Number of households

Percent of racial category

Percent of §11 households below poverty level

28.4 %

FOR ALL CITY
RESIDENTS

750,903
100.
-14,

9,867.

15,723.14

NO O
3R AR

264,053
100.
—6.

-~ O
2R 3

364,889
48.59 %

248,393

n

~n
WO WMN I
A AR IR IR R 2R 3

212,655
100.0 %

20.0 %
1-23
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- TASLE 1-3

(cont.)
FOR THE BLACK
CHARACTERISTIC POPULATION
Educational Characteristics of Persons
Aged 25 and Qlder
memmmemem e MALES= === mm e e e
Number 63,645
Percent less than five years schooling 8.4 %
Percent five to eight years schooling 10.0 %
Percent one to three years high school 30.5 %
Percent four years high school 24.2 %
Percent four or more years college 2.8 %
Median years completed 10.3
--------- FEMALES=~~mm—mm e c e e
Number 77,060
Percent less than five years schooling - 5.0%
Percent five to eight years schooling 9.8 %
Percent one to three years high school - 33.2 %
Percent four years high school 27.8 %
Percent four or more years college 3.3 %
Median years completed 10.8
Occupation of Employed Persons
Aged 16 and Qlder
Number of persons 100,327
Percent professional, technical, kindred 7.0 %
Percent managers, administrators (non-farm) 2.3 %
Percent sales workers _ 2.9 %
Percent clerical, kindred 16.9 %
Percent craftsman, foreman, kindred 9.8 %
Percent operatives (non-transportation) 22.1%
Percent transport equipment operatives 5.9 %
Percent laborer (non-farm) 8.3 %
Percent service workers (non-household) 20.1 %
Percent private household workers 4.0 %
Unemployment Characteristics of Persons
- Aged 16 and Qlder
Percent unemployed, male 7.7 %
Percent unemployed, female . 6.8 %
Males 16 to 21 years, not attending school:
" Number 1,342
Percent unemployed 30.1%
Number high school graduates 537
Percent high school graduates unem-
ployed 12.0 %
Number high school drop-outs 805
Percent high school drop-outs unem-
ployed 18.0 %

FOR ALL CITY

RESIDENTS

4,959

1,850
12.

3,109

20.

SNHAROMOPR~INO
22 3R IV RV IR 2R 3R 2R IV BR
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Four, Five, and Six in 1970 consisted almost entirely of blacks. Thus,
the population of the City's East Side was 60 percent black and the City's
West Side was approximately two percent Puerto Rican. Due to the
dynamic social environment in Cleveland since 1970, recent data would
indicate a higher '""non-white' population on the West Side due to the

gradual integration of certain neighborhoods in Districts Qne and Two.

Table 1-4 presents a distribution of age, race, and ethnicity by
Sociai Planning Area (SPA). * For the reader unfamiliar with Cleveland,
the table also indicates the general location of the SPA by listing the
appropriate Police District: District One is on the far West Side;
District Two is on the near West Side; District Three is downtown and

the near East Side, east of the Cuyahoga River; District Four is the

' Southeast area; District Five includes the University Circle area, the

site of Case Western Reserve University, and due east of downtown; and

ke ol
-

District Six is‘the Northeast': area. Examination of the table reveals
cgrtain of the distinctions discussed above. For example, i;c will be
noted that high ""non-white!" and '"foreign stock' ratios never occur
together. Furtﬁer, high '"non-white" ratios generally are coirgcident
with a younger population, i e. , & high ""under 25 years" rati;. Finally,

the occurrence of SPAs with high foreign-stock ratios on the East Side

generally indicates '"pockets' of older first- or second-generation

*See footnote, supra, at page 1-2.

**Also see Figures 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3, supra.
11-25
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TABLE 1-4

SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS

BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970)

s9°iai Plan- Police 1970 % under % non- zoggign
I ning Area ‘District( Population 25 years white stock
jl Central 5;6 10062 45.5 - 98.3 1.0
l Central East 5 21734 38.8 96.9 2.0
l Central West 3 17701 50.0 82.2 4.8
1 Clark-Fultaon 1,2 21154 44.7 0.4 31.0
, Corlett 4 39127 48.0 60.6 16.6
_ Denison 2 18299 44 .4 1.6 31.2
1 |
~ Downtown 3 3794 29.9 15.8 25.5
I Edgewater 1 10772 37.8 1.4 29.3
—! Glenville 5,6 78699 51.6 96.5 1.8
I{l Goodrich 3 8730 39.3 5.4 37.1
l Hough | 5 45487 53.1 93.5 2.7
gLJefferson 1 29858 40.8 0.5 36.7
l Kinsman . 14859 52.9 75.9 9.2
Lee-Miles 4 28559 45,4 91.9 5.4
Mt. Pleasant 4 33613 44.2 3.4




SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS

TABLE 1-4

BY SOCIAIL PLANNING AREA (1970)

| (cont.)

_'I——‘Socia.l Plan~- $ of

. ning area Police 1970 % under % non- foreign
j (cont.) District population 25 years white ‘stock
= Neag West Side 1,2 50323 - 49.2 3.8 23.4
~, North Broadway 3,4 13501 43.9 1.3 33.2
1 . ,

. North Collinwood 6 22439 34.6 3.1 42.9
-. Norwood 5,6 21910 45.1 25.3 41.3
—I puritas-Bellaire 1 26846 44.5 8.4 28.8
T' Riverside L1 37375 44.1 0.8 28.4
—‘l South Broadway 3,4 30243 40.7 1.2 38.8
I South Brooklyn 2 43239 40.0 0.3 39.4
j South Collinwood 6 31544 42.6 17.4 29.6
j Tremont 2 18151 49.9 4.0 30.3

1 University 5 12804 58.1 27.9 23.0
|
}1 West Side 1 24923 45.4 6.9 28.4
-i . Woodland-Hillis 4,5 35257 36.7 35.3 35.2
~I Cit&’ of Cleveland|{1,2,3,4,5,6] 750903 45.3 39.0 21.9

-

I
N Ia. N

Source: Census Tract Reports
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immigrants. | These families and older couples have remained in their
neighborhoods, some of which are the only homes in the United States

which 'the*'y have known. In these ethnic pockets, the residents continue
their mores, t;aditions, and beliefs, either as a significant attempt to"

keep those attitudes alive, or as a defense mechanism when they cannot

afford to move elsewhere. ™ Through examination of the table, the taxonomy

.,descri'bed above (i.e., principally older white foreign stock on the West

Side and certain small communities on the periphery of the East Side,
and principally young '"non-whites'" through the geometric centers of-
Police Districts Three, Four, Five, and Six) is further illuminated.

N

These social circumstances may in several ways tend to foment
the occurrence of criminal activity. First, the process of racial or
cultural diversification of a neighborhood, however slowly it takes place,
creates tension among old and new residents. These emotions n’;ay
demonstrate themselves in %ﬁhe form of qutward expressions of resent-
ment or disapproval; in cities like Cleveland, however, these texixsions
would more frequently be manifested in paranoia and withdr.awal from
the extant socie£a1 framework until the major frictions ha.'vé s?bsided.
(Deutsch and Collins, 1958; Rose, 1970; Sjoberg, 1967). Lacking the
opportunity to ri‘gorously examine social-attitude data on a tim.é-series
basis, whether these situations are occu?ring (or have occurred) in

Cleveland may be demonstrated by the incidence of criminal activity

*Cf. Gans (1962), especially chapters 2, 3, 5, and 12.
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in general and assault, rbbbery, burglary, and larceny in particﬁlar.

The data examinations in Sections III and IV serve these ends.

1.3.2 FAMILIES, FAMILY INCOME, AND HOUSING DATA ANALYSIS
Three issues are of particular importance with respect to families,

family incomes, and housing:. (1) the number and proportion of families

with incomes below the poverty level; (2) the quality of the housing c?ndi-

'tions; and (3) the distribution of owner- and renter-occupied households

in the City. The first two deal obviously with the disparity in the quality

of life of the .City‘s residents. The substance of the third differs from

these two, but parallels the discussion advanced in Section 1.3.1 regarding

the transiency/stability and community pride in the City's neighborhoods.

The Owner/Renter issue has been discussed in the IMPACT MASTER
PLAN--1972, At that point it was mentiolned that the ratio of renter-
occupied to owner-occupied units in high crime areas of the City was
approximately 4.0: 1, and that this figure was higher than desirable for
a stable community. Table 1-5 shows, among other data,- the number
of owner-occupied units and the ratio of renter-occupied to owner-occupied
units in each SPA in fhe City. It will be noted that although these ratios
range from 0.1I- (Lee-Miles) ta ZIL 38 (Central West), 24 of the 28 SPAs
had 1970 Rfant/Own ratios less than 4.0: 1, and 11 of these 24 had ratios

less thar 1.0: 1. As an adjunct to this measure, the changes were

1.29




SELECTED FAMILY,

TABLE 1-5

INCOME, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA

Sociai Plan-— Number of Average No., Owner- [Ratio of
ning Area Police households | persons penj occupied |renter-occ.
District (1970) household units (1970 to owner-
(1970) Joce. (1970)
Central 5,6 3261 2.99 473 5.89
_iz Central East 5 8281 2.57 1852 3.47
‘I Central West 3 6729 2.52 276 23.38
Clark-Fultan 1,2 7071 2.99 3827 0.85
1 Corlett 4 11574 3.36 7505 0.54
Down town 3 1464 1.53 117 11.51
l Edgewater 1 4425 2.37 1222 2.62
l Glenville 5,6 22621 3.45 8973 1.52
= Goodrich 3 3309 2.61 841 2.93
+ Hough 5 14437 3.07 2605 4.54
 Jefferson 1 10420 2.86 6698 0.56
1 Kinsman 4 4676 3.17 1147 3.08
1 Lee-Miles 4 8066 3.53 7282 0.11
_l Mt. Pleasant 4 10929 3.10 5384 1.03
I ' 1-30
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TAJJAJE 1 - 5
SELECTED FAMILY, INCOME, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS
) BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA

Sociai Plan- ‘Percent Percent l.Ol} Percent . Median’ :
ning Area lacking or more per-| families be- ~family | ‘
. plumbing fac- sons per . low poverty income ' }
‘ ilities room level | |
Central l‘ 9.4 13.8 39.1 4930
| |
i Central East | 7.0 7.3 26.9 | 5945 ]
] ‘ |
Central West | 7.1 10.9 41.0 | 3925 §
‘ | | |
Clezk-Fulton 1.5 :( 6.3 7.0 1 9284 |
! | ! ‘ ! |
l Corlett 1.2 | 8.4 12,1 9316 |
| | 1 {
l Denison | 2.2 5.9 8.7 - 9557
A, | | , ‘ :
|  Downtown 29.7 3.3 8.0 - 9384
l Edgewater 1.3 3.2 3.8 11013
Glenville ' 1.2 9.7 20.0 8139
j Goodrich 4.4 7.2 13.8 7786
, :
l ‘Hough 5.3 '12.4 39.4 4655
Jefferson 1.1 .- 4.4 4.9 10565
" Rinsman 2.2 13.3 30.1 4945
| Lee-Miles 0.4 8.5 5.1 12600
. Mt. Pleasarnt 0.8 7.0 14.8 8695
! -

iy
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TABLE 1-5

SELECTED FAMILY, INCOME, AND HOUSING CHARAC.'TERISTICS
) BY SOCIAL PILANNING AREA

(cont.)
;I Social Plan- Police Number of Average No. owner-|Ratio of
ning Area District households | persons pesr occupied renter-occ.
| (cont.) (1970) household units t0 owner-—
_il (1970) (1970) occ. {1970)
’l Near West Side 1,2 16278 3.02 4813 2.38
' North Broadway 3,4 4457 2.99 2422 0.84
1
North Collinwood 6 8672 2.57 4844 0.79
=7 Norwood . 5,6 7391 2.94 2683 1.75
l Puritas-Bellaire 1 8200 2.76 6964 0.18
] Riverside 1 11451 3.22 8847 0.29
[' South Broadway - 3,4 9988 2.91 5185 0.93
l South Brooklyn 2 15082 2.86 10326 0.46
- ,
l South Collinwood 6 411200 2.78 4993 1.24
! .
r-\.
I Tremont -2 5907 3.05 1823 2.24
l University 5 3911 2.28 900 3.35
" West side 1 8051 3.09 4512 0.78
l Woodland-Hills 4,5 14460 2.42 5205 1.78
City of Cleveland [1,2,3,4,5,6| 248,280 2.97 114,528 1.17
l 1-32
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SELECTED FAMILY, INCOME, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

TABLE 1-5

BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA

I Percent Percent Percent

Social Plan- lacking 1.01 or families Median

ning Area plumbing more personbelow pov- family
l (cont.) facilities [ per room erty level income
l Near West Side 5.2 10.2 15.8 8520
I North Broadway 3.0 8.4 9.5 8930
' North Collinwood 1.4 2.9 5.1 9985
l Norwood 3.0 7.8 15.9 8375

Purltas—BellaJ.re 1.1 8.7 3.9 10905
l Riverside | 0.8 6.7 4.0 11721
l South Broadway - 3.4 6.0 7.8 9738
I. South Brooklyn 0.8 3.4 5.1 16644
' South Collinwood 1.6 5.0 7.2 9823
l Tremont 5.1 10.5 18.2 7413
l University 3.2 5.2 15.5 8290
l West Side 1.8 5.0 4.6 10634 .

Woodland-Hills 1.1 3.9 11.0 9238
) 8 . l

|

lity of Cleveland 2.7 7.4 13.4 9147

|
4
L
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examined in the numbers of owner- and renter-occupied units in 1960
and 1970. Notwithstanding Citywide decreases of 5.5 percent in the
owner-occupied units and 10. 0 percent in the number of units occupied
by renters over this ten-year period, some striking changes are evident
in the SPAs: the Jefferson SPA, for example, with a four percent
decrease in owner-occupied and a 30.2 percent increase in renter-
occupied units over the ten years, demonstrates a movement coincident
with the changing nature of the neighborhoods., The older residents,
whose homes are paid-for, tend to rent or subdivide their property as
they leave the corhmo.ﬁity, permitting other persons with moderate
incomes (who do not choose to sett.le permanently in that neighborhood;)
to move in on a relatively temporary basis. * These new residen’cs,A in
general, have not and will not in‘i;ernalize the mores or traditions of

the communit;y. " A new resident thus rnay.remain. an "outsider! while
living and perhaps working in the community. This aloofness or alienation
is not the k.ind of commuﬁit;r-orientgd spirit which, according to law
enforcement professionals, causes residénts to think or act toward

the cornmon good of protection of each other's belongings. Thus, if
the environment for unnoticed or unreported burglaries is not. created,_-

it is, at the least, not discouraged.

The quality of housing conditions and the proportion of the popu-

lation below the poverty level are significant and related indicators of

*Cf., Gans (1962), Chapters 5 and 12.
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the quality of urban life. Housing quality may be gauged by the pfoportion
of the households which (1) lack some or all plumbing facilities and (2)
contain 1. 01 or more persons per room. Although the relationship is

not absolutely predictive, Table 1-5 shows that the SPAs with the highe;c,t
proportions of inadequate plumbing and overcrowding are on the East

Side and on the near West Side, all in the hi'ghly‘-urbanized Central City
areas. These cornmunities are thosg which have been or are currently
experiencing cultural and racial diversification. They are also subsumed

within the ca’cngoi'y of "high-crime areas."

Income-related issues parallel the housing problems in the City.
The SPAs with the lowest median incomes and highest proportions of
families below the poverty level are nearly coincident with the low

housing-quality areas. Also of potential interest is the inequality of

- income distribution within the City., Examination of Table 1-5 shows

that the median income for éPAs ranged from $3,925 (Central West) to
$12, 600 (Lee-Miles) with concomitant poverty-level proportions of 41.0
percent and 5.1 percent. Several theories have been propounded con-
cér_ning the unequal distribution of wealth or income within a d..efined
community and the relationship of that distribution to the propensity.

-l
(or the target) for commission of lucrative criminal acts.” The income

*See, for example, the technical discussion of the Lorerz Curve and Gini
Concentration Ratio in Shryock and Siegel (1973) at page 178 ff. The Council
on Municipal Performance (1973) reported on tests of statistically~significant
cerrelation and found that "Poverty in the sense of not having as much as
the next person is related to crime, " original emphasis jat p. 12 of 1973
Report). CCMP also noted that, among 17 factors tested for 30 large U. S,
cities, the three measures of income inequality were '" ... the cnly ones
significantly correlated with both crime indices,' i.e., Robbery and
Non-violent crimes (at p. 19 of 1973 Report).

. 1-35
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data are available to test these relationships at the Census Block or Census
Tract level for 1970; however, the victimization data are not available,
even in coded form, to test the statistical strength of the correlation.
Further, the income data are already five years old; they need to be
updated, perhaps coincident with a comprehensive rigorous sampling of
households for updates of other necessary ciata. Without these data, a

number of conclusions would have to remain speculative at this juncture.

1.3.3 ET}IPJIC¥TY AND NATIVITY DATA ANALYSIS

The i970 Cleveland population of foreign stock was discussed in
Section 1. 3.1 in connection with the Age and Race Data Analysis, Table 1-4
lists (by Social Planning Area) the proporti;an of the population of foreign
stock, i.e., persons who were themselves foreign-born or the children
of foreign-born parents. Although only 21.9 percent of the City's residents
in l§70 were first- or sec‘ond-generation immigrants, the proportions
in each SPA range from 1. 6 percent in the Central Area to 42.9 percent
in North Collinwood; the median proportion per SPA is approximately
28. 6 percent ‘forréign-stock. In Cleveland, an "Ethnic' is colloquially
defined as a person of Central European stock or descent.l As discussed
in Section 1.2.3, the concept of ethnicity would more properly be extended
to.groups deriving from six nations: Poland, Italy, Czechoslovakia,
Yugoslavia, Germany, and Hungary. The retention of national mores

and, more relevant to the present discussion of criminal activity, the
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concept of the strong nuclear family intuitively has an effect on the pro-
pensity to commit or become a target for criminal or delinqueﬁt acts.

A preliminary aﬁalysis of the data indicates that a significant negative
correlation mz;.y exist between the ''pockets of ethnicity' and the frequency
and severity of delinquent behavior among all age groups, e.g., strong
families and strong-family cultures tend tc '"take care ogf'ﬁ?éir own'' in a
tribal-law environment. {Bensman and Rosenberg, 1963, at 83-95 and
155-182; Hauser, 1967). Timely reliable data, however, are not available
to rigorously examine this phenomenon at the community/neighborhood

level.

1.3.4 POPULATION MOBILITY DATA AN‘ALYSIS

Trénsiency in neighborhoods and cities, as discussed in Section
1.3.2 with respect to housing, is an important criterion in assessing
the stability of a community. Section 1.3.2 also described a relationship
between the social stability of an area and its attractiveness to crime
and criminals. Table 1-6 summarizes population mobility data for the
City by Social Planning Area. The table shows that, Citywide, 57.5
percent of the population reporting had not changed residence§ in the
five y‘ears prioir to the 1970 Census. Exammed by SPA, ho'wever, the
data show a range from 43.74 percent (Edgewater) to 70.07 percent
(Lee-Miles). Two SPAs are anamolies in this analysis: the Downtown

SPA, the location of Cleveland State University and most of its student
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l TABLE 1-6
SELECTED MOBILITY DATA
l o ‘BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS (1970)
i B ,7'? o number : :
Social Plan- number of i ) Of those reporting
ning Area persons over| reporting .
l 5 years-old % no % change % change
- ‘ change in SMSA outside SMSA
l Central 9,231 8,106 58.99 37.24 3.76
l Central East. 20,185 17,452 59.87 33.35 6.78
Central West 15,937 14,085 53.18 40.67 6.16
l [
} . 0
"~ Clerk-Fultaon 19,057 18,423 I 57.12 35.33 7.55
! Corlett 35,400 32,597 49.04 43,00 7.96
I Downtown 3,764 2,650 33.47 35.36 31.17
,l Edgewater 9,954 9,188 £3.74 40.26 16.00 |
l Glenville 71,264 65,770 58.25 34.91 6.84
I Goodrich 7,963 7,380 54.49 34,01 11.50
il Hough 40,823 35,031 50.81 41.13 8.06
_ Jefferson 27,361 26,543 62.40 30.47 7.13
: l I S o
Kinsman 13,177 12,122 55,01 36.58 8.41
" Lee-Miles 26,597 25,412 70.07 26.30 3.63
l MEt.. Pleasant 31,035 28,456  64.29 31.33 .39
I 1-38



TABLE 1-6

SELECTED MOBILITY DATA

" BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS (1970)

)

_l— Sociai Plan- number of |, .rvher Of tb:ose reporting

' nir(lgo;l'\lg?? gg;iogs |Feporting % no % c¢hange % change outi~

years—-old change in SMSA side SMSA

' Near West Side 44,571 41,423 44.64 40.05 15.31
S Noxrth Broadway 12,342 11,779 64.51 28.80 6.69
| I -

_ North 'Collinwood 20,952 20,164 61.74 31.96 6.29
' =

| Norwgod 19,747 18,247 53.91 33.84 12.25
—l Puritas-Bellaire 24,564 23,839 69.15 25,94 4,91
—l Riverside 33,970 32,900 68.05 26.11 5.84
_" South Broadway - 27,639 25,982 64.20 29.04 © 6.76
I South Brooklyn 39,650 38,588 65.18 29.91 4.91
I South Collinwood | 28r295 ' 25,881 53.28 36.16 10.56
I Tremont 16,133 lSv,126 51.03 34.11 14.86
—i University 12,202 10,483 35.94 30.43 33.63
_?.. West Side. 22,655 21,711 57 .42 35.50 6.66
g |

" Woodland-Hills 32,638 29,729 52.84 36.27 10.89
| ‘

City of_Cleveland 683,655 634,516 57.50 34.00 8.50
|
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population; and the University SPA, the location of Case Western Reserve
University and most of its student population. Excluding these two units,
the data show that the range of residence changes is 25. 94 percent to

43 percent within the SMSA and 3. 63 percent to 16 percent from outside

the SMSA to Cleveland during the five-year period. These changes, coupled

with the area-specific data on racial, age, and foreign stock distributions,

permit certain gross conclusions to be drawn with respect to SPAs which

are in transition or remaining stable with the previous population. These

conclusions are described in Section 1. 4,

1.3.5 EMPLOYMENT AND OCCUPATION DATA ANALYSIS

The civilian Iabor force in Cleveland consisted of 302,480 persons
age 16 and over in 1970, repreéenting 57.68 percent of the population in
that age group. In April 1970, the Citywide unemployment rate was 5.20
percent. While this Citywide figure was not extraordinary for urban
centers in the Spring of 1976:, closer examination of the data reveals a
significant range of these rates for the 28 SFPAs, The lowest rate (2. 46

percent) was to be found in the Riverside area on Cleveland's far West

“

, Side where 367 men and women were out of work; the highest rates were

located in two a.dja.cent areas on Cleveland's East Side, in the Central
area where 483 persons (10 percent of the civilian labor force) were
unemployed and in Hough where 1, 542 persons (11. 17 percent) were out

of work, Table 1-7 presents these data for all SPAs in the City. The
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TABLE 1-7 </

- EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS BY
SOCIAL PILANNING AREA (1870)

.

Social Plan-

Persons age

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE

All Persons

Men

ning Area 16 and over Number Percent of | Percent Number
. age group unemployed
i Central 6,648 3,014 45.34 5.35 1,814
I Central East 16,139 8,381 51.93 8.29 4,868
- Central West 11,690 4,829 41.31 10.00 2,577
_l ,

Cla—k-Fulton 14,747 8,666 58.76 3.70 5,339
1

Corlett 25,696 15,309 59.58 5.44 9,139
1 Deni.son 12,902 7,538 58.43 4.95 4,678
” Downtoun 3,573 1,893 52.98 6.34 1,373
] Bdgewater 8,435 5,453 64.65 3.94 3,086
l Glenviile 50,292 "30,339 60.33 6.83 16,851
I Goodrich 6,544 3,822 58.40 7.14 2,376
. Hough 28,594 13,811 48,30 11.17 8,199

Jefferson 21,911 13,304 60.72 3.28 8,125
1

Kinsman 9,232 4,638 50.24 9.70 2,848
_l .

Lee-Miles 19,355 13,652 70.53 3.27 7,603
—lm;. Pleasant 23,717 15,221 64.18 5.66 8,148
T
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l TABLE 1~7

‘ EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS BY
‘ I 'SOCTAL PLANNING AREA (1970) ,
(cont.)
' CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE ) )
Social Plan- Men Women
| l ning Area Num. er Percent  Number Number | Percent |
‘ Unemployed | Unemployed | Unemployed | Unemployed :
A | —_— |
f I Central L 12,73 1,200 125 10.42 |
lcenﬂ{al East i' 443 9.10 3,513 252 : 7.17 |
| Central West | 296 11.49 2,252 | 187 “ 8.30 |
! ! _ I ‘ | -
Clezk-Fulton 172 3.22 3,327 149 4.48 )
Corlett 454 4.97 6,170 379 | 6.14 ‘
| Denison 275 5.88 | . 2,860 98 3.43 ‘
Downtown 78 5.68 520 2 8.08
1 Edgewéter 124 4,02 2,367 91 | 3-84‘ _
’ I Glenville 1,200 7.12 13,488 873 | 6.47
| . Goodrich 178 7.49 | 1,446 Sl es 6.57
_l Hough 977 11,92 5,612. 565 | 10.68
I.Jefferson 286 ~ 3.52 5,179 151 2.92
Kinsman 267 I 1,790 183 | 10.22
- Lee-Miles 256 3.37 6,049 190 [ 3.14
Mt. Pleasant

557 6.84 7,073 304 , 4.30

...l‘ L i e




TABLE 1-7

EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS BY
SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970)

Soc;al Plan-

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE

|
!
1
1
1

ning Area Persons age All Persons Men
{cont.) 16 and over| Number Percent of |Percent Number
age group |[unemployed
Near West Side 33,122 18,121 54.71 6.18 11,708

¥ North Broadway 9,607 5,447 56.70 - 3.89 3,490
~IL . i
| North Colllnwood 17,867 10,569 '59.15 3.46 6,205
-' Norwood 14,974 8,606 57.'47 6.39 5,188
1 Puritas-Bellaire 18,441 11,441 62.04 3.37 7,382
] Riverside 25,643 14,925 58.20 2.46 9,357
l Soufh Broadway - 22,389 12,277 54.83 4.25 7,650
l South Brooklyn 31,860 18,384 57.70 2.60 11,389
' South Collinwood | 23/118 " 14,106 61.02 3.31 8,610
j Tremont 11,913 6,603 55.43 6.56 4,187

. University 10,953 5,459 49.84 4,23 3,073
1

. West Side 17,461 10,711 61.34 3.79 6,744
1 Woodland-Hills 27,553 15,961 57.93 4.45 8,867
L]

City of Cleveland 524,376 302,480 57.68 5.20 180,574
ﬁ' ' .

f .
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TABLE 1-7

EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS BY
SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1870)

|

‘.ﬁ.s_?c;i al Plan- — CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE S—
i nl?goﬁif? Number Percent Number Number Percent
: , _|Unemployed jUnemployed Unemployed | Unemployed
. Near West Side 733 6.26 6,413 386 6.02
. North Broaduway 109 3.12 1,957 103 5.26
T North Collimvood 172 2,77 4,364 194 4.45
ﬁ-LNorwood 389 7.50 3,418 161 4.71
l Puritas—Bellaire 243 3.29 4.059 143 3.52
. Riverside 228 2.44 5,568 139 2.50
' South Broadway - 316 4.13 4,627 206 4.45
l South Brooklyn 340 2.99 6,995 138 1.97
i South Collinwood 282 3.28 5,496 185 3.37
’l‘ Tremont 352 8.41 2,416 81 3.35
University 161 5.24 2,386 70 2.93
@ wm o see [ e
i I R R
Hoodland—Hille 364 4.11 7,094 347 4.89
i R . :
city of Cleveland 9,714 5.37 6,012 4.94
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geographic patterns implied in the previous discussions of race, age,
income, and housing quality also obtaﬁ here, Clearly, the propensity
toward criminal activity may be only a subtle co?relate of an'y one of
these factors, but when all are considered there may be significant
degrees of covariation. The feasibility and methodology for testing this
postulate are currently being investigated. In particular, it appears
desirable to examine a time-series of unemployment rates, on an SPA
or other basis, in contrast to the changing patterns of other factors
describing the social environment. Preliminary conclusions are pre-
sented belo~w in Section 1, 4.

.~
Al

Two other factors are of importance in the discussion of employment:
the number of unemployed young men.under the age of 22; and the number
of high school dropouts age 16 through 21. Table 1-3 demonstrates these
data on a Citywide basis by race; however, rigorous reliable data were
not available to identify whether geographic patterns exist or the degree
of covariation with other factors. The implications of these employment
data are twofold: (1) if unemployment is high in relation to the surrounding
environment, young people with nothing constructive to gccupy._their time
may engage in delinquent or criminal behavior; alternatively, A(Z) where
unemployment is low in relation to the larger community, residents may
tend to become complacent as they enjoy '"'the good life,'" and may be

careless with their property and household and thus "invite'' into their
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communities retaliatory or covetous criminal or delinquent behavior,
particularly when racial or cultural segregation and gross income

inequality are widespread.

The Citywide occupational data shown in Table 1-3 dernonstrate
a preponderance of employm;ant as (1) non-transportation equipment
operatives, (2) clerical and kindred wo?kers, (3) non-household ;ervice
workers, and (4) craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers., These
orderings are valid for the black populs‘*ion as well as for all City
residents. Table 1-8 presents the distribution of occupational types
by SPA in 1970. The.patterns are noticeable in terms of the propor-
tionate occurrence of major occupational tyées, The plurality of the
occupations in 16 of the 28 SPAs are Non-Transportation Operatives;

ten of the SPAs have a plurality among Clerical Workers; and one SPA

each has a plurality among Craftsmen and Non-Household Service Workers.

The second-highest proport’i:onate representation of occupations is
distributed among approximately the same categories: ten SPAs have
the second-highest fraction in Clerical Workers, seven in Service
Workers, six m Craftsmen, three in Non-Transportation Ope'z?atives,

and two in Professional, Technical and Kindred Workers.

The occurrence in the Professionals category of 18.7 percent of

the Downtown ei’nployed persons and 17,9 percent of the Edgewater
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TABLE 1-8

OCCUPATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS BY
SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970)

[N
.

Social Plan~

Percent

i

Mt. Pleasant

19.4

_ Employed Percent Percent Percent
ning Area persons over ProfessionaljManagers, Sales Clerical
tl age 15 etc. etc. Workers Workers
I Central 2,558 2.7 1.5 1.3 7.9
A:TI Central East 7,686 6.2 1.4 2.6 11.2
Central West 4,346 7.3 3.1 2.3 22.5
i ‘.Cla:E~Fulton 8,345 5.7 5.3 ‘ 5.3 5.3
| . .
~ Corlett 14,476 6.6 3.2 3.9 18.1
X | -
| Denison 7,165 7.8 4.Q 4,4 21.0
H!l Downtown 1,654 18.7 8.0 3.0 23,2
HI Edgewater 5,243 17.9 7.4 6.1 - 27.1
l Glenville 28,266 6.7 1.9 2.8 17.7
. Goodrich - 3,117 5.2 3.3 1.6 17.9
I Hough 12,269 5.1 1.6 26 13.7
wl sefferson 12;87‘3 8.6 4,2 6.5 23.7
i' Kinsman 6,961 2.3 i.4 3.i 13.6
i
Lee-Miles 13,206 12.7 4.1 4.4 20.8

-.! :

' 11,850 7.2 3.2 2.9

]
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OCCUPATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS BY

TABLE 1-8

SOCIAL PLANNING ARFA (1970)

{E (cont.)
TI Social Plan- Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent |Percent
M ning Area Crafts- Opera— Trans-— Labor- Service | House~
_ men tives port Op- ers Workers } hold
; - (non- eratives Workers
’I transport)
;I Central 9.2 22.1 6.8 17.6 21.1 5.6
T éentral East 9.2 22.3 6.8 9.5 24.0 5.6
iCentral West 7.5 18.2 3.2 9.0 18.8 3.5
N Clark-Fulton. 19.4 24.5 7.1 7.0 11.9 0.6
1
- Corlett 14.0 23.5 6.2 8.0 14.3 16.8
Denison 17.7 22.8 - 5.9 5.2 11.5 0.4
—_‘I Downtown 12.7 10.2 4.7 5.8 13.7 0.0
~l Edgewater 13.5 11.1 3.8 2.7 9.8 0.4
l Glenvilie 9.4 '52.4 6.1 7.7 20.3 3.9
i Go;;x:ic;h 10.5 . 33.9 4.6 6.5 15.3 0.5
.Hough‘ 10.1 23.5 6.3 9.2 23.4 3.6
IJefferson 18.5 18.9 4.5 3.5 10.2 0.3
) Kinsman 10.9 24.8 8.6 11.9 19.5 4.9
1
Lee~Miles 11.3 19.0 5.1 11.4 11.2 1.8
1
. Mt. Pleasant 10.9 21.8 5.4 6.3 18.2 4.2
T
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i T%'*BLE 1-8 *-rounded from
- OCCUPATIONAL CHARACERISTICS BY 14.29
‘él SQCTIAL PLANNING AREA (1970)
l Sociai Plan- Employed Percent Percent Percent Percent
ning Area persons Profess- Managers, Sales Clerical
i (cont.) over age ional, etc. etc. Workers Workers
15 '
i Near West Side 16,956 6.1 3.5 3.2 14.3 *
O 4 499
' North Broadway 5, 235 4.1 2.5 4.4 17.9
North Collinwood 10,204 12.3 4.9 4.9 22.3
Norwood 8,056 5.7 2.8 3.2 18.3
"l Puritas—~Bellaire 11,055 6.7 4.4 5.5 19.6
r Riverside 12,934 13.0 7.5 8.2 24,7
:l South Broadway - 11,764 5.9 2.9 4.5 21.1
l South Brookiyn 17,906 10.9 5.9 5.6 24.2
l South Collinwood 13,639 10.0 3.6 4.7 20,2
I Tremont 6,101 5.1 2.8 4.3 14.0
University 6,418 17.3 3.6 3.7 21.8
S . . — L
"West Side 10,3065 i 7.1 3.4 6.5 21.6
City of Cleveland 285,940 8.9 3.8 4.5 19.4
x| »
. e .
Number of SPA s with
Iighest proportion 0 0 0 10
Number of SPAs with S o
econd-highest proportion 2 0 0 10
l i .
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TABLE 1-8

**~rounded from

- OCCUPATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS BY 14.27%
I SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1870)
(cont.)

’I Social Plan- Percent|{ Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
. ning Area Crafts—~| Operat- Trans- Labor- Service House-
i men ives (non- port Op- ers Workers hold
ll transport) eratives Workers
—

l' Near West Side 14 ,3*%* 3.1 . 6.1 6.4 14.0 0.7
@ North Broadway | 19.0 16.9 13.2 7.8 13.2 0.4
] North Collinwood] 15.9 22.8 3.0 3.0 10.7 0.2
;l Norwood 13.9 33.3 3.9 5.6 12.5 1.4
.. Puritas-Bellairef 19.9 21.4 5.2 4.2 10.1 0.6
~_ Riverside 17.9 11.3 3.5 2.7 10.6 0.4
I South Broadway | 18.3 24.1 5.6 5.9 10.8 0.4
l South Brooklyn | 18.6 15.7 4.1 4.0 9.1 0.3
i South Collinwoocd| 15.3 26.3 3.1 4.5 11.0 0.9
l Tremont 14.6 26.8 5.6 10.5 16.0 0.4
. University 6.2 12.0 2.1 6.5 18.8 2.6
l West S:Lde 17.4 23.1 4.9 4.1 11.1 0.5
l oodland-Hills 10.9 17.3 3.5 5.1 12.0 2.7
City of Cleveland |14.0 21.8 5.0 6.1 14.4 1.7

No. of SpPAs with | 1 16 0 0 1 0
!_lghest proportion|. :

o. of SPAs with 6 3 0 0 7 0
2nd

l highest prop.

1-50




e
=

ks
k4

employed persons is further evidence of the geographic stratification
of Cleveland's society. The Downtown SPA, in addition to housing
students at Cleveland State University, is also the location of a number
of recently-constructed apartment buildings. Of the four such buildings
occupied in 1974, only two were occupied in 1970. These 1970 Census
residents constituted the beginning of a trend among professional,
technical, and clerical persons to work and live in downfown Cleveland.
The apartment buildings generally provided rentals in a2 number of ranges,
i.e., from an average of 43 to 211 dollars per month, thus attracting
persons with a broad spectrum of financial positions within these occu-
pational classifications. For example, in 1970, 41.9 percent of ‘the
employed persons living in the Downtown SPA were in the professional,
technical, and clerical occupations. In the Edgewater SPA, 45 percent
of the employed residents were in the professional, technical, and
clerical cccupations. The Edgewater residential environment consists
of a mixture of relatively new apartments with older multiple-unit
dwellings and middle- and upper-middle income homes. The average

contract rent ranged from 68 dollars per month in the southern blocks

of the Area to.166 dollars per month along Lake Avenue in the northern

-portion of the Area. The average value of residences ranged from

12,900 dollars to 51, 300 dollars. Rents averaged 3.1 to 5.9 rooms

per unit; owner-occupied residences averaged 5.3 to 9.3 rooms per
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home. In sum, Edgewater in 1970 was a middle- to upper-middle income
Area with virtually no non-white residents, composed of professional

and clerical persons, who worked principally in downtown Cleveland.

1.3.6 EDUCATION DATA ANALYSIS

The data presented in Table 1-9 permit examination of the educa-

tional attainment of Cleveland's population in 1970 by Social Planning Area.

‘The data are tabulated for 41 1,486 persons age 25 and older. Citywide,

7. 0 percent of this population had completed less than five years of
schooling, '34.5 percent had completed less than one year of high school,
37.4 percent had completed at least four years of high school, and 4.4
percent had completed at least four years of college. The data in the
table show that while these figures do not represent a population that is

in general undereducated, the data do show some significant variances

from the surrounding communities. These variations are noticeable

from three figures: the per'c“entage of thhe population with four years or
less of schooling; the percentage of the population with our or more years
of college; and the median school years completed. Statewide, 3.5

percent of the population had less than five years of school, in the

SMSA this figure was 4.1 .percent, and in Cleveland the proportion is

7.0 percent. In 1970, 9.3 perceht of Ohio's inhabitants over the age of

24 had completed four or more years of college, while in the SMSA and
the City the figures were 10.9 and 4. 4 percent, respectively. Finally,

the median school years completed figures are 12.1 years each for the
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TABLE 1-9

‘EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY PERSONS AGE 25 AND OVER
BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970)

I Social Plan~— Number of Median Percent Percent Pexrcent
ning Area Persons over | school yrs. | less than 8 years high school
j age 24 completed 5 years 4 years
—' Central 5,477 8.8 14.9 14.1 11.1
"+ Central East 13,344 9.5 11.6 12.1 19.7
Central West 8,796 9.9 13.6 12.2 19.9
I Claw=k-Fultaon 11,675 10.1 5.3 18.1 24.6
I Corlett 20,308 10.7 7.3 12.8 28.5
I Denison 10,162 10.4 6.3 16.0 27.9
;’l Downtown 2,582 10.3 6.0 16.2 18.3
l Edgewater 6,682 12.2 3.4 11.5 35.3
I Glenville 38,085 10.8 6.4 10.3 27.0
Goodrich © 5,325 9.4 10.9 20.2 17.3 ;
I-
Hough 21,412 9.8 10.1 12,1 20.4 |
sl 1
~ Jefferson 17,691 10.9 4,2 16.4 35.0
l Kinsman 6,999 9.3 13.3 13.4 18.8
l Lee-Miles 15,583 12.0 4.4 7.8 35.9
,.l ‘
B Mt. Pleasant 18,828 11.1 6.4 10.2 30.0
_I !
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E' o TABLE 1-9

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY PERSONS AGE 25 AND OVER
ll : : BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970)
(cont.)

I Soc:.al Plan- | Percent
.. ning Area ~ College
1
—l Central ‘ 0.4
I Central East 1.9
l Central West 2.2

Clark~Fulton 1.8
I Corlett 2.6
i3
1
‘™ penison 3.4
’zl Downtown 10.9
I Edgewater 11.4
l Glenville 2.8 B
LGoodrich 2.0
as Hough ; 2.2
1 |

Jefferson 3.9

Kinsman ‘ 0.8

Lee-Miles , 7.7
ll Mt. Pleasant 4.0

| |
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TABLE 1-9

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY PERSONS AGE 25 AND OVER
BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970)

mr Sociall Plan-— Number of |Median Percent Percent Percent
ning Area persons school yrs. less than 8 years high
;I (cont.) over age 24| completed 5 years school~-~4
‘ years
1 Near West Side 25,459 9.4 9.0 18.3 18.9
%' North Broadway 7,616 9.5 7.1 19.7 21.8
1
North Collinwood 13,072 10.8 6.9 12.4 23.9
”‘“' Norwood 12,018 9.4 ll.'O 24,2 19.5
' Puritas-Bellaire 14,889 11.2 2.8 14.4 34.9
ﬂl Riverside 20,910 12.3 2.1 11.3 40.9
“' South Broadway - 17,911 10.0 7.8 17.1 24.7
l South Brooklyn 25,960 11.4 2.9 14.4 34.7
l South ¢Ollinwood 16,209 10.8 7.0 15.2>A N 31.5
I kTrcmont 9,053 9.3 13.3 18.0 17.6
“', University 5,365 ”ll.>8 7.1 11.1 23,7 7
o - B
West Side 13,590 11.2 4.1 14.9 34.3
Woodland~Hills 22,533 10.8 7.2 11.4 25.5
‘“ ity of Cl'eveland N 4ii,486 7 10.7 7.0 13.8 o ;;‘ -
l . _ _ _
1
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TABLE' 1-9

il EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY PERSONS AGE 2. AND OVER
BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970)
i (cont.)
® social plan- Percent
= Ning Area College
I (cont.)
I Near West Side 2.5
‘ l North Broadway 1.8
I North Collinwood 1.8
Norwood . 3.1
Puritas~Bellaire 2.3
l Riverside 10.2
I South Broadway - 18.3
I South Brooklyn 4.2
I South Collinwood 3.6 '
l Tremont 2.6
l University . 19.9
l West Side 2.6
Woodland-Hills 11.6
!ty of Cleveland 4.4
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State and the SMSA, but only 10.7 years for the City. In all urban areas
of Ohio, the medianv level was 12,2 years for whites and 10. 6 years for
blacks. Thus, although the City was composed of less than 40 percent

non-white residents in 1970, the Cleveland population's educational

attainment is noticeably closer to that of a predominantly black population

in a'radically integrated community.

The implication of a racial bias in educational attainment is
reinforced from the data in Table 1-9. Of the 13 SPAs with above-City;-'
median attainment, ten had less than the Citywide average proportion
(39. 0 percent) of non-white residents. The same t.en SPAs had more
than the Citywide average proportion of foreign stock and also had
unemployment rates lower than the Citywide average. In general, these
SPAs are located on the City's periphery, i.e., they are the outlying
Areas; they are situated in Police Districts One (five SPAs), Two (one
SPA), Four (one SPA), Five (one SPA), and Six (two SPAs).  These

data are discussed further and conclusions drawn below in Section 1. 4.

1.4 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS REGARDING SOCIAL DATA

Section'I has presented a general social, demographi‘c,'; and economic
description of the City of Cleveland in 1970. The city described is one
of significant heterogeneity, compounded with the problems of most major

American cities. Cleveland as a jurisdiction, however, is not as heterogeneous

%#The ten Areas are: [District One) Edgewater, Jefferson, Puritas-Bellaire,
Riverside, and West Side; {District Two) South Brooklyn; (District Four)
Woedland-Iills; {(District Five) University; and (District Six) North Collinwood
and South Collinwood.
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ag the summary citywide statistics imply. In reality, the city is an
aggregation of neighborhoods, each of which constitutes a polarized
region in terms of its population's age, race, ethnic/national background,
housing qo.ality, family structure, income, occupation, and education.
While crime-causality is not posited here, it is significant to note that
these differences, on whatever str-a’cx.wnn tend to breed inter-neighborhood
frictions and tensions. Such at‘t’itudes. may appreciably heighten a com-
munity's propensity to be a location for criminal activity, either as a
target (i.e., for burglaries or auto thefts or commercial crimes) or

as a place in which persons with anti-social tendencies are born and
raised. Individuals living in such neighborhoods may well be socialized
differently, that is, they may learn different normative behavior whioh

may be contrary to the accepted norm cof the majority. Sub-cultural

groups may readily develop into contra-cultural groups.

These'patterns diff.:ar among the communities in a statistically
significant manner (see Section IV). The researchers ha‘{e been unable
to relate these sccial environments to criminal victimizations principally
because the Survey data were not available on a neighborhooc} bases.

It has been impossible to come to finite conclusions about who commits
crime, who gets victimized, why the crime occurs, and, in sum, how
such crime can be reduced. Future victimizaticn surveys must indicate
this information in order to ensure the practical utility of the research

for local government planning and resource management.
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SECTION II

CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES IN CLEVELAND

2,1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the structure, function, and operation of the
criminal justice agencies serving the residents of Cleveland, Ohio. The
discussion focuses upon these agencies and the City as they were in 1971
and 1972, the time period of interest with respect to the Victimization

Survey results presented in the remainder of this report.

Nationally, the criminal justice agencies in large urban areas
administer justice in a characteristically non-systematic manner with
regard to the coordination and cooperation among agencies and functions.
For the most part, this is not the case in Metropolitan Cleveland. Although
the criminal justice agencies serving Cleveland did not.in 1971-72 repre-
sent a finely-tuned smooth-rﬁnning "system, ' the inter-agency activities
in general performed smoothly. This is remarkable in light of a number
of facts: (1) there are 60 discrete municipalities in Cuyahoga County,
consisting of 38 cities, 18 villages, and four townships; (2) there is no
unincorporated territory for which the County is solely responsible for
municipal services; (3) in addition to the Cuyahoga County Sheriff's Office,
each municipality operates a local government law enforcement agency;
and (4) there are 13 Municipal Court Districts in the County, each including
from one to 14 municipalities, and each with its own Municipal Prosecutor's

QOffice attached to the Court. 2.1
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The reasons for sn'-xooth operations are typified by three sit\‘aations:
(1) the City cof Cleveland, through its criminal justice agencies, annually
represents from two-thirds to three-fourths of the CountWide agencies'
workload; (2) there are, as a practical matter, only three adult correction/
detention facilities in the County, i.e., the Cleveland Police jail, the
Cleveland House of Correction (Workhouse), and the Cuyahoga County Jail;™
and (3) there are, as a practical matter, only two adult probation depart-
ments in the County, i.e., the Cleveland Municipal Court Probation
Department and the Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleaé Probation
Department. Thus, the City is not only the dominant force in shaping the
economic and social structure of the metropolitan area, but also represents

the focus of criminal justice agency operations in Cuyahoga County.

2,2 CITY OF CLEVELAND CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES

Cleveland is .governed by a Mayor-Council system. Mayor Ralph
J. Perk's Administration ingluded the following cabinet-level departments
in 1972: Community Development, Finance, Health and Welfare, Human
Resources, L;aw, Port Authority, Public Properties, Public Safety, Public
Service, and Public Utilities. The Dix;ector of the Law Department serves
as Vice~-Mayor. Cleveland's Mayor and the Councilmen from the City's
33 Wards mﬁst stand for election during the Fall of odd-pumbered years.

Mayor Perk was elected to his current position in 1971.

*The County Jail is principally a holding facility »ather than being an insti-
tution for sentenced felons., Those sentenced for terms longer than one year
are transferred to State facilities within a few weeks after their sentencing,
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The City, through its Mayor and Council, provided support'for
the operations of the C;Leveland Police Departmeht (the bivision of Police
of the Depa tment of Public Safety}, the City Police Prosecutor (in the
Law Department), fhe Municipal Court (together §vith the Village of
RBratenahl} and Mgnicipal Court Probation Department, and the Workhouse

{the Cleveland House of Correction of the Department of Health and Welfare).

2.2.1 CLEVELAND POLICE DEPARTMENT*

The Cléveland Police'Department functions through its top admini-
strative officer, the Chief of Police, az.ld'falls within the structure of the
Departmenﬁ aof Public Safety along With other City Safety functions, such
as the dog pound and City fire s.uppression éctivities. In 1972, four
Inspectors headed the various operations of the police furce: One Inspector
served as Deputy Chic ; one headed the Headquarters Staff, including
- onsility for P_Ian-ning and Research, Personnel, Cleric‘al, and
Recruitment functions, and the Restricted Duty Pool; the third Inspector
supervised the Bureau of Staff Operations, inclﬁding the Division of
Administrative Services, the Division of Communications, and the
D.ivision-of. Services {which included the. Re;:ord Section); and 1}he fourth
Inspector was in charge of Line Operations, 'including the Divigions of

Basic Patfol, Criminal Investigation, and Traffic.

At the end of 1971, the Police Department had a total complement

*This description is taken from the Cleveland IMPACT MASTER PLAN--
1972, Office of the Mayor, Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program (June 1972),
Section 2.
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of 2,315, of which 1, 391 (60. 1 percent) were assigned to patrol functions
within one- of the six Districts of the Police Department's Task Force,

and 635 (27.4 percent) of the entire force were assigned to in&estigative
activities. The Depari:ment operates out of six Distriét Stations, including
Headquarters which is colccated with the District Three Station., The
Headquarters site is also the location of the Chief's office, selectad staff
offices, thé Detective Bureau, the Communications Center, the Record
Divisicn, aﬁd the Jail. The six Districts are subdivided into zones, of
which there was a total .of 86 in 1971. 7The zones and Districts are the
basic vnits by ‘%fhich the Department allocates rescurces and deploys
personnel and equipment. The number of police per capita for Cleveland
is 3.1 .per 1"000 popuiation, compar.ed to an average fobr large cities of
2.0 per 1,000 population. The density is 30.4 policemen per square mile |

and 48.5 policemen per residential square mile.

The Cleveland Polic:: Department's 1971 budget was $39, 096, 283,
up 3.6 percent from the 1970 total. The 1971 figure consisted of $29, 147; 620
for personal servi;es, $9, 766,702 for other operations, and $181, 961 fér
capital outlay. -The Department's budget ;éptrvesented 60.7 percent of

all local government law enforcement expenditures in 1971.

2.2.2 CLEVELAND LAW DEPARTMENT

Under the .aegis ot the City of Cleveland Law Department, the

Chief Police Prosecutor and his staff represent the City in criminal cases

2-4
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before the Municipal Court. It has been the responsibility of the Prosecutor's
Office to interface and liaison with police personnel in order 'to bring
defendants to trial or preliminary hearing (ih misdemeanor or felony
matters, respectively) in the City court. To‘this end, the Prosecutor's

staff has offices cqlocated with the Municipal Court's Criminal Branch,

the Court Clerk's Offices, the Municipal Court Probation Department, the
City Jail, and Cleveland Police Headquz;rters. Preliminary Hearings for
felonies are held Monday through Saturday mornings in the Municipal Court

in order to facilitate irmnplementation of Constitutional speedy-trial provisions

and to reduce the overnight population of the City Jail.

Theb Cleveland Law Department, including the Police Prosecutor's
Office, had a 1971 budg’ef of $823, 008, of which $536,819 was for personal
services and $286, 189 for other operating expenses. The total 1971 budget
was down 26. 5 percent from the 1970 operating budget. The Ci‘ty‘ Law
Department's 1971 allocatioh; was 39.7 percent of all municipal law depart-

ment expenditures in the County.

2.2.3 CLEVELAND MUNICIPAL COURT®

Tiue Ohio Legislature has created, by statute, 108 municipal courts
throughout the State. There are 13 such Municipal Court Districts in
Cuyahoga County. The Cleveland Municipal Court District judicates for

the City of Cleveland and the Village of Bratenahl, with the City providing

*Parts of this description are taken from the Cleveland IMPACT MASTER
PLAN--1972, Office of the Mayor, Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program
(June 1972), Section 2.
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the bulk of the Court's work. The municipal court has jurisdiction to try
persons accused of misdemeanors, municipal or-dinance violatiions, or
traffic violations committed within its jurisdiction. The municipal court
judge sets bond in felony cases, and upon finding of probable cause at a
preliminary hea.ri.ng may bind the accused over to the grand jury or the
Court of Common Pleas., As a practical matter, an indictment from the
grand jury is forthcoming, at which time the case is ""nolled' in favor of

the indictment. ''Nolle' is colloquial for nolle prosequi, an entry filed

by the Prosecutor denoting that the prosecution intends to proceed no
further with the criminal action. Cases which are '"'nolled" may be refiled
at a later date. The record entry for such cases as are '"nolled'" appears
as '""Nolle, Indicted,' indicating the sequence and relationship of the two

events.

Misdemeanor and felony are distinguished on the basis of the immaximum
sentence \%,rhich may be as se"::ssed under state law for theAparticular offense.
In Ohio, a felony is defined by statute as a crime which may be punished
by death or by imprisonment in the‘state penitentiary. A misdemeanor
is defined as a crime punishable only by fine or by imprisonm?n‘q in the

House of Correction or the county jail for not more than one year.

Misdemeanant probation in Cuyahoga County is the respons.bility
of the Municipal Courts. The Cleveland Municipal Court Probation

Department had a staff of 25 full-time probation officers in 1971.

2-6
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The Cleveland Municipal Court, including the Municipal Court
Probation Depa;tment, had a'1971 budget of $3, 139, 011, of which
$2,583, 333 was for personal services and $555, 678 for o;:’ner operating
expenses. The total 1971 operating budget was .up 1 3 percent from the
1970 budget. The Cleveland Court's 1971 allocation represented 72.7

percent of all Municipal Court expenditures in the County.

'2. 2.4 CLEVELAND HOUSE OF CORRECTION™

The Cleveland House of Correction, known as the Workhouse, is
located on City-owned land in Warrensville Heights, southeast of Cleveland
in Cuyahoga County. The several Workhouse facilities m 1971 had a
total capacity of 860 persons. The majority of the inmates are sentenced
misdemeanants. In 1971, the Workimuse had a staff of 144 full-time
personnel, including 99 custodial officers, 12 guidance and counseling
staff, and 33 administrative and maintenance personnel. The House of
Correction is operated by tﬁe City through the Department of Public Health

and Welfare.

2.3 COUNTY OF CUYAHOGA CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES - .
Cuyahoga County 1s administered by three County Corﬁmissioners,

elected at-large. The County, through the Board of Commissioners and

several County Departments, provided support for the operations of the

Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas, the Court of Common Pleas

*This description is taken from the Cleveland IMPACT MASTER PLAN--
1972, loc. cit.
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Probation Department, County Prosecutor's Office, and the Juvenile Court.

Partial subvention was provided to the Legal Aid Society of Cleveland.

2,3.1 CUYABHOGA COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE

The County Sheriff is an elected law enforcerpent officer for the
entire county. Although the Sheriff is empowered to perform law enforce-~
ment functiqn’s, in Cuyahoga County the Sheriff's Office acts principally
in the fields of process service, Court security (as bailiffs), prisoner

transport, and opsration of the County Jail.

2.3.2 CUYAHOGA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE

The Office of the Cuyahoga County Prosecutor represents the
People in cases be pre fhé Court of Common Pleas and the Cuyahoga
County Crand Jury. Assistant Prosecuting Atforneys coordinate' case
preparation activities with the Police Prosecutors. at the Municipal Court
level and with personnel frp__x"n the police depértments appropriate to the

persons arrested and being tried in the Court of Common Pleas.

.2.3.3 CUYAHOGA COUNTY COURT OF COMMON PLEAS*
The Constitution of the State of Ohio provides that there shall be
a Court of Common Pleas’ in each of the 88 counties in the State. The
Court of Common Pleas has origiz.la.l and exclusive jurisdiction to try
felony matters to Eompletion, as well as 2ny other offense which is not

in the exclusive jurisdiction of the inferior courts. In 1971, 13 of the

#*This description is from the Cleveland IMPACT MASTER PLAN--1972,
loc. cit.
— 2-8
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Court's 28 judges were assigned to hear criminal cases. In addition, the
bench is often augmented by visiting judges. In 1971, 40 visiting judges
sat a total of 666.5 judicial days. The visiting judges are employed for
the purpose of increasing the number of cases which the Court can hear
in a given time, in order to reduce the Court's criminal case backlog

(the number of cases awaiting trial).

The State of Ohio considers probation for adults to be a local
rather than a statewide matter, The Cuyahoga County Court of Common
Pleas Probation Department maintains a full-time staff to handle approxi-
mately 2, 000 probation cases each year. In addition to supervising
probationers from the Court, the Departmerﬁ: prepares pre-sentence

investigation reports on persons convicted in the Common Pleas Court.

These reports are prepared at the direction of the judge in the case.

Until July 1972, the _.;fuvenile Court of Cuyahoga County was a
separate agency from the Common Pleas Court. Since that time, the
Juvenile Court Division of the Court of Commmon Pleas has performed
the same functions as the former autonomous Court. The juvenile court
was created by the State Legislature to protect the general public's
interest in the welfare of Ohio's juveniles. A child is defined as a person
under the age of 18 when the alleged offense was committed. The Court
has jurisdiction also over adults who are charged with .child abuse or

neglect, with failure to exercise reasonable parental control, or with

2-9
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contributing to the delinquency of a minor child. The Juvenile Court may

bind such an adult over to the Common Pleas Court in felony matters.

The Juvenile Court (Division) has original and exclusive juris-
diction over a child arrested on any complaint whatsoever. In certain
circumstances, the Juvenile Court may relinquish jurisdiction to the
Common Pleas Court if the child is charged with a felony and is over the

age of 15,

As an extension of the judicial operations, the Juvenile Court also
operates a Detention Home for temporary custody of children and a

probation department to facilitate their transition to the community.

2.3.4 LEGAL AID SOCIETY OF CLEVELAND
The Legal Aid Society has operated as a Public Defender's Office

in Cuyahoga County. Initially, the Society received subvention and case

' assignmentS" only from the Court of Common Pleas for representation of

indigent felony defendants. Recently (since 1972), the Seciety has begun

to extend its services to the Cleveland Municipal Court &1 the representation
of indigent defendants at preliminary hearing for felony casesmand at

trial for misdemeanor cases. F¥unds are being provided turough City

and County sources in addition to a number of grants frem the Law

Enforcement Assistance Administration of the U.S. Department of Justice.

2-10
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2.4 STATE AGENCIES AFFECTING CRIMINAL JUSTICE IN CLEVELAND

Three State Agencies are n\oteworthy in the context of'the Clevelz;,nd
criminal justice system. The Ohio Youth Commission operates girls!
and boys' facilities in the Cleveland area. These facilities provide for
schooling, custodial care, and the juvenile counterpart of adult penal
institutions for children from Northeast Chio. A State Prison System isg
administeréd from Columbus, including Minimum, Medium, and Maximum
security locations throughout the State, The .Ohio Adult Parole Authority
operates two offices in the Cleveland area to assist in the re-integration

of parolees.
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SECTION III

SURVEY RESULTS

3.1 DATA COLLECTION
Before reviewing the data ccllected for Cleveland, a few comments

on the research design are in order. This section briefly outlines the

time period under study, sampling procedures, definition of categories,

and generation and anélysis of the basic tables used in this report. The
Appéndix contains an explanation of the sampling design, copies of the
instrument, documentation of programs and tabulating procedures, and

computation of statistics.

A stratified random .sample was generated employing computer
tapes from the 1970 decennial census for each city in the study. ™ Additional
data were added to provide an accurate picture of the population of each

city in 1972. E

In October 1972, interviewers were sent into the field to visit‘each
pfe—sélected dwelling unit. Respondents were ‘interviewe'd' concerning
whether they or any member of the household had been a victim of a crime
during the preceding year; i.e., S'eptem‘be_r 1971 through August 1972, If

they had, additional questions were asked of the victim if he were available,

*The 13 cities in the survey were the eight LEAA IMPACT Cities (Atlanta,
GA; Baltimore, MD; Cleveland, OH; Dallas, TX; Denver, CO; Newark, NJ;
Portland, OR; and St. Louis, MQ) and the five largest cities in the United
States (Chicago, IL; Detroit, MI;. Los Angeles, CA; New York, NY; and
Philadelphia, PA)., These cities are sometimes known collectively as the

sites for the National Crime Panel. 3.1
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concerning loss, circumstances, injuries, reporting to police, and victim

and offender characteristics.

The completed interview served és the principal source document:
for additional processing, including the computation of incidence tables,
standard errors, aznd estimated rates. These tables serve as the basis
for this report; some of the tables appear here in medified form. The

period under study is the year September 1971 through August 1972,

Several points are critical to understanding the implications of these data.

First, the rates are computed from self-reported data, which themselves

frequently are questioned. *

In addition, it must be pointed out that a questionnaire was used
to obtain information on offenses which occurred to Cleveland residents.

These data do not contain information on rate of victimization for subur-

“banites who travel into the City for work or entertainment and may be

victimized while in the City. This is quite important given the position
of Cleveland vis-a-vis the County and the Northeastern Chio area.
Cleveland's population increases considerably during the day as workers
arrive and people come into the central city of the SMSA to shdp or to
make use of entertainment or service facilities. The precise magnitude
of this daily influx cannot be determined. However, statistics are
available on the number of workers living outside the central city who

commute into the central city each day to work. According to the Real

*See Field Surveys I, op. cit., pp. 26-41 (Chapter 2), Derek Phillips,
Knowledge From What?, and Pauline Young, Scientific Social Surveys

and Research for a discussion of problems involved in self-reporting

and attempts at external validation.

3-2
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Property Inventory of Me;t;'opolitan Cleveland, over 205, 000 individuals
enter Cleveland déily to work and'retu_rn to their homes outside of the
central city in the evenings. This influx more than doubles the population
within the City each day. Added to this total are the individualsA who enter
the City t;:: shop, to attend concerts, theaters, museums, sporting events,

ete.

As a result, the "at risk" population of Cleveland is considerably

" greater than the residential population. In addition, these commuters

who are victims of criminal activity obviously'could not be interviewed
by the survey team. This circumstance may have prevented the accumu-
lation of data on a large fraction of tﬂe victimizations. These individuals
dq, however, report these victimizations, when they occur in Cleveland,
to the Cleveland Police. These crimes are then added to the Cleveland

Police Department statistics. (See Section 4,6 below on Reporting).

3.2 ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES

Most crime statistics are presented as ''rates' to allow comparison
across ufv_equal size populations. For example, if there are 130 rapes
among blacks and 43 rapes among whites (as there were in 1972 in
Cleveland), the important point is the rate of rape for each group given
its proportion in the population; that is, the number of victimizations
(or incidents) per 100, 000 population. This standardizing allows easier

comparison than do absolute numbers, especially when the bases are




¥

PP
i

different. However, it must be borne in mind that rates can be misleading

if based on a small total. *

In many of the tables presented in this report,.Athe.“Control Totals'"
indicated the total population on which rates were computed. To obtaih
the aﬁsolute number of events, it is necessary to multiply the rate by
this total (in.IOO, 000s). For example, in Table 3-3, the rate for robbery
comurmitted by a stranger is 2,174 robberies per-100, 000. To obtain
the estimated number of incidents, this rate is multiplied by 5. 11 (the
control population in 100, 000s), resulting in an absolute number of

robberies by strangers of 11,109,

In many cases, the term '"estimated' is used when discussing
rates or number of incidents. It must be remembered that the data
presented in this analysis are survey data collected from a sample of
households in Cleveland. L;ess than 1C, 000 households of the more than
200, 000 hogseholds were actually interviewed. Theiefore, rates or
numbers of incidents which were based on the smaller ''n" were
statistically projected (i.e., generalized) to the total population. Due
to 'samp.ling error, small discrepancies are possible, resulting in the
use of the term "estimated.'" In addition, categories sometimes do not

sum to the given '""Total.! This is a function of the summation process

*Also implied in rate computations is a direct relationship between
population and the incidence of crime. A number of studies, cited in
Section IV, have noted the co-variation of the two; however, comparison
of two disparate cities' rates may not be warranted. The reader is
cautioned against drawing such conclusions. The issue is discussed

in greater detail below.

3-4
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and the rounding error which frequently inflate the sum of categories to
one or two more than the given total. However, in the case of individuals,
an error of two in 500, 000 (or two in 230, 000 in the case of households)

is less than 0.01 percent and is inconsequential in the analysis.

" All differences discussed in this survey have been subjected to

statistical testing to determine if the difference is "real" (due to some

‘tested variable) or due to chance. The level of significance here for all

tests is 0. 05, This means that the likelihood of making an error in
stating that . ""real" difference exists when it does not is less than one

in 20. A detailed discussion of the statistical tests appears in the
Technical Appendix. However, whenever the word "significant'" is used
in the text, it indicates that such a test has beern conducted and the results

indicate the difference discussed is ''real. ™

The data presented here are estimates derived from a probability
sample and as such are subject to sampling errors which may become
significant. Every attempt has been made to reduce this possibility of
error, but the reader must be aware that generalizations made from
these :lzia are tenuous and the interpretation of these tables must be

doxne c:. :fully.

The problem of causation in criminal research must be carefully

examined because of the complexity of the various socic-economic,

3-5
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psychological, and ec.oiogical variab‘les b.ei.ng studied. The fact‘ that a
relationship, i.e., a statistically strong association .between two . ariables,
exists does not imply causation. The field of‘ criminological research

has shifted from a single variable approach to crime causation to the
"multiple factor approach' of Cohen (Cohen, 1970). Several authors

have addressed the issue of what causes crimes and have eliminated
simplistic single-factor model research ba;ed on faulty criteria of
causality. * The development of complex multi-factor statistical models
would allow the elimination of some ""spurious'' relationships; however,

this approach is beyond the ééope of this research. ** In addition,

care must be taken to avoid Vattributing criminal behavior to all members -

oo sla e
AR

of a social or geographic group.

A brief discussion of the '"representativeness' of the National Crime
Survey data has been offered in ‘Jection 1.3 above. A detailed comparison
of the 1970 Census data with th«: Survey data indicates some divergence
in the sample "'statistics" whicirl cannot be explained away by either

(1) non-comparability of category or (2) changes in the two years from

enwneration time (1970) to Survey interview time (1972). Any differehcé

~

should be analyzed in terms of a goodness-of-fit test to determine how

*See MaclIver, Social Causation, and Wilkins, '"The Concept of Cause
in Criminology."

**See Hubert Blalock, Causal Inference from Non-Experimental Data,
for a discussion of alternate designs which attack the problem of
spurious relationships.

*x#This is frequently referred to as the ""ecological fallacy' or the fallacy
of aggregation. '
- _ ) ’ ' 3.6
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well the two compare. Such a procedure has been empioyed and ﬁe resuit'é
indicate that for'the following categories significant ciiffere;nces exist™:
Bace,b Sex, Tenure, Income, and Age, though in the latter two categories
precise comparisons are difficult because of non-comparability of the

data. This lack of representativeness does no.t appreciably affept 1':he
conclusions drawn fro.m the data in a logical sense, but does significantly
affect the aEility to generalize. Statements about Cleveland or other

cities are questionable and any projections or generalizations are tenuous,

to say *he least.

3.3 CRIME DEFINITIONS

The traditional UCR division of criminal activity into "Crimes
against Persons' and ”Crimes-é.gainst Property' will be employed in
this discussion., Howevs>, sorme qualifications are in order before
pfoceeding. Difficulties in categorizing and defining crimes have fre-

quently been discussed in thé criminology literature. The typology of

crime types outlined by. Clinnard and Quinnev (1967) and Gibbons (1965)

roughly follows the dichotnmy outlined above with the exceptions of victim-~

less crimes, white-collar crimes, and organized crimes.

The categories chosen allow straightforward translation of UCR

data into the categories chosen by the National Crime Panel. Three

#*The data and tests of significance are presented below in the technical
Appendices.

3-7
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broad classgifications transcending this dichotomy are also employec}:
Personal Crime, Household Crime, and Cormmercial Crime. Each
specific crime is discussed below under these general headings. Many
crimes are further differentiated as "attemptgd,” distinguishing that

criminal activity (e.g., burglary) which was attempted but not completed.

The crime categories used for most of this report are much

simplified aggregations of very specific crime definitions. With the

exception of the first nine tables (see Section 4.2), the National Crime
Panei categories: "Asgsaultive Violence with Theft," '"Assaultive Violence
without Theft," "Personal Theft without Injury,' and '"Total Victimizations"
are used for personal victimizations instead of the Uniform Crime Report
categories. For household victimizations, the categories "Burglary, !
"Liarceny ovelf‘ $50," and "Auto Theft" are used, and for commercial

victimizations, the categories "Burglary' and "Robbery' are used.

The National Crime Panel categories outlined above are based on
an aggregat.ion of the more speciﬁc crimes recorded on the source docu-
ment (i. e., interview instrum.ent) into categories that list "various forms
of corrmonAtheft and interpersonal behavior. ! (National Crimé{.Survey,
1974). They do not agree with the categories employed in the Uniform
Crime Reports nor with typologies developed by; criminal researchers.

The UCR cafegories are hased on a hierarchy of seriousness and, in the

3-8
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event that an individual is the victim of several "'crimes," e.g., a
woman is robbed and raped, only the more serious offense, e.g., -the
rape, is recorded. The NCP catégories allow finer distinctions and

permit a closer examination of the various '"elements' of a crime.

. The elements are consistent with UCR categories and allow
recombination of elements of NCP incidents into UCR incidents for
ocomparative purposes. These conversions are discussed in detail in

the Appendix.

Before examining the detailed statistical breakdowns in Tables
P-1 through P-31, H-1 througvh H-lZ, and C-1 through C-8, 2 review
of the data following the more traditional UCR categories will be presented.
This first section (4. 2) will allow the reader to famniliarize himself with
the data using categories with which he is probably a.iready familiar.
- The data may then be revievf/ed in more detail using the National Crime

-

Panel categories, which include detailed demograpbic information.

3.3.1 PERSONAL CRIME

The primary characteristic of personal crime is that the victim ..
and offender come into direct contact, thus including homicide, assault,
rape, robbery, and personal 1a1:ceny, i. e., theit from a person. For
the purposes of this sﬁi‘vey, murder -ill be excluded from the personal

crime category because of its relative infrequency and the obvious

3-9
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‘difficulties involved in interviewing victims. Rape is defined as carnal

knowledge through the use of force or the threat of force, including

attempted rape. Statutory rape (without force) is excluded.

An assault is an unlawful physical attack by one person upon another.

Aggravated assault includes all attacks resulting in serious injury,' as

well as attacks with a weapon which result in inju.ry. It a.lso. includes
attempted assault with a weapon. Simple assault includes an attack

without a weapon resulting in minor injury and attempted assault without

a weapon. Aggravated assault may be distinguished from homicide only

in that it is less serious in its consequence, i.e., death does not occur.
However, this is frequently only a function of the efficieney of medical
intervention or the ineffectiveness of the as sailant.' {(Firearms and Violence,
1967: 40). In terms of the UCR categories, the accurate differentiation
between simple and aggravated assaults is one of the most serious and

‘
“t

frequent reporting difficulties experienced by police departments.

Robbery is defined as theft, directly from a person, of property
or cash by force or threat of force, with or without a2 weapon. Robbery
with injury includes attacks resulting in serious or minor inju.:i.;ie-s, as

well as attempted robbery with a weapon. Robbery without injury involves

the threat of harm.

The force may be applied through physical assault, i.e., "mugging"
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or "yoking" (strong-arm robbery), or through the threat presented with
a weapon -- gun or knife. Né’cionally, robbery is one of the crimes most
feared because it is unexpected, can rarely be avoided, and re:sults in the

loss of property and potential injury. (Conklin, 1972: 2).

The category of personal. larceny includes pocket-picking, purse-
snatching Wjithout force, and theft of personal property from an individual‘
in a public place. The first two offenses include contact; the latter
occurs without contact. An example uf personal larceny without contact
would be the theft of a coat or briefcase from an individual while in a
public place such as a restaurant. However, the victim is usually
unaware of and has no contact with the offender. In Tables 3-1 through
3-10, these offenses are include;,d under personal larceny as '"personal
larceny without contact.' However, in the detailed analysis using the
National Crime Panel (NCP) ca‘cegorieé, these same offenses are included
under household incidents as ""larceny occurring elsewhere.' The effect
of this definition is to increase the number of personal victimizations
reportable under the.U;CR scheme (see Tables P-1 through P-12), but
to reduce their number in the subsequeln’c analysis of household crime in

Tables H-1 through H-12,

The logic of the definitional scheme chosen for this report centers
on the concept of '"at risk'" rates of victimization. When an individual

loses property in a public place, it is most likely personal property
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and the loss affects him directly, in much the same way as a purse-
snatching or a robbery. Hence, when examining personal victirnizations,

it is reasonable to view the crime in this light.

However, in terms of prevention and control, the characteristics
of the cffense and the circumstances are more similar to a household
larceny and are counted in this category, as in the NCP classifications.

Measures aimed at reduction of such offenses, i.e., public awareness

to reduce household offenses.

campaigns, information programs, etc., are the same techniques used
The NCP categories are aggregations of these incidents according
to more than one characteristic, thus differentiating them from the UCR
categories and, hopefully, providing a better description of the incident.
""Assault without theft'" includes simple and aggravated assault and rape
in which no theft or loss of property occurs. ''Assault with theft' includes
incidents of simple and aggravated assault and rape which are accompanied
by theft. '"Personal theft without injurv' includes roblery, pocket-picking,
abnd pur sle-snatching. The use of the NCP categories allows two major
elements of an'incident, personal violence and theft, to be examined more
precisely. This breakdown becomes especially useful in light of the
differing hypotheses presented fdr the '""cause'' of personal crime. Research

indicates that the characteristics of assaults and theits differ significantly

and may be attributed to totally differea: patterns of interaction between

3.12



" 3.3,2 HOUSEHOLD CRIME

victim and offender.

There are three major categories of household crime: burglary,
larceny, and auto theft. They are .clas‘sified as household crimes because
they repr'esént a; loss to the enti1:e hc;usehold eQen though only the property‘
of a particular individual might have been taken. In most cases, they
aléo represent a breach of the privacy and security of the household

and therefore constitute a psychological threat to the residents.

Buljglary is defined as ‘unlawful entry for the purpose of committing
a félony or theft. The important characteristic of burglary is that(the
offende'r had no legal right to be in the structure. The use of force or
a passkay need not be demonstrated, nor need the structure be the victim's
home. illegal entry of a shed, garage, or other structﬁre also cofxstitutes

burglary.

Lar&eny is a theft committed by an individual with a right to be
in fhe victim's home. Generally, no force is used and a confrontation
does noi: occur. Larceny is accomplished by stealth. As noted above,
the theft of personal property §vithout contact is counted as a personal
victimization in Tables 3-1 through 3-10 but is counted as a household
larceny away from home in Tables H-1 thzlough H-12. This procedure has

the effect of differentially inflating household larcenies in the latter tables.

3.13
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Auto theft includes the theft of the victim's automobile or other

motore vehicle, e.g., motorcycle or snowmobile.

3.3.3 COMMERCIAL CRIME

Thep major difference between commercial crime and the household
‘and personal crimes discussed above is that the victim is in 2 commercial
‘establishment rather than a household or alone ar an individual. For the
purposes of this analysis, only two types of commercial crimes are con-
sidered, robbery and burglary, which are identical except in location to

robbery and burglary as discussed above. Most employee crimes, such

as embezzlement, are not considered.

3.4 ADDITIONAL TERMS

In addition to the crime definitions presented above, some discussion
of other terms used in this survey might be in order. The response cate-
gories include two terms which may require clarification. These are

UDon't know'" and '"Not available."

The first term, “Don’t' know, ' means that the respondent was
| asked a question, but after thinking about it could not answer, either due
to lack of knowledge or forgetfulnecs. This is differentiated from the
category '""Not available! which may mean that data were not collected
or were not applicable‘in this case. This may be due to loss of data,

interviewer failure, or the fact that the category does not apply, e.g.,

3-14
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a male victim of purse-snatching. The categories are usually included

in a table in or@er to accounf: for all possible responses. However, in
some cases, the tables are analyzéd with the exclusion of the "Don't know'
or '_'Nof availa.ble. " In these cases, the discussion is prefaced with a

statement of the form, ""Of those cases in which loss is known . . . ."

Weapons include firearms, cutlery instruments, clubs, and danger-~
ous solutions such as acid, poison, etc. Firearms are generally differ-
entiated into handguns, including revolvers and pistols designed to be

fired with one hand, and "long guns' such as rifles and shotguns.

The term '"offender' is used to refer to the perpetrator of any
incident, The characteristics of the offender are qualified by the adjective
"perceived." This is necessary because of the nature of the survey. The
respondent is the victim and generally can only give information on the
characteristics of the offender as he saw and remeinbered them. Neo
police or arrest data are employed which would in fact contain information

on the demographic characteristics of offenders.

-

'fhe terms 'incident" and ''victimization" must be cleafrly distin-
guished., The former refers to a specific criminal act {(event) involving
one or more victims and one or more offenders. A victimization refers
to a specific criminal act as it affects a single victim., Multiple victimi-

zations refer to a case where an individual is the victim of more than one

3-15
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incident during the survey period. These distinctions are important because
incident characteristics, e.g., time, location, weapons, loss, will be
different from the number of victimizations. This difference will become

apparent in Section 4. 2 below.

3-16-
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SECTION IV

ANALYSIS. OF SURVEY DATA

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This section will present the analysis of the data collected by the

- National Crime Survey and broken down according to two categorization

schemes. The first analysis {Section 4.2) employs the Uniform Crime
Report classification scheme. This is being used to allow the reader to view
the data in categories with which he may already be familiar and which allows
comparison with other research which has traditionally used this scheme.

The second analysis employs the National Crime Panel categories which allow
the analysis of multiple crimes, such as assault with theft (robbery occurring

during the commission of a rape, for example). Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5

examine Personal Crime, Household Crime, and Commercial Crime, respectively.

In order to facilitate the continhity of the analysis and at the same time present

the reader who wishes more detail with as rmuch of the raw data as pessible, the

core tables which were used in the analysis have been included and will be found

at the end of the section. *

*The only exception is Section 4. 2, the analysis of Uniform Crime Report data,
in which the tables are presented within the text, This was felt to be desirable

given the small number of tables, i.e., ten.
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4.2 ANALYSIS OF UNIFCRM CRIME REPORT DATA

Table 4-1 presents data on the total number of crime izcidents
which, according to the survey, occurred in the City of Cleveland during
the year. There were 137,772 criminal actions. Of these, 59,299 were
crimes against persons. An additional 64, 712 (47 percent) were household
incidents, and 13,761 (10 perc:ent) involved cornmercial. operations. The
President's Commission on Law Enforc‘ement and Administration of
Justice suggests that fear of crime presents a bigger problem and a larger
gsocial loss than the actual commission of crime. (Crime and Its Impact,
1967: 3). However,, in many cases, this fear is unfounded and is most
probably based on a lack of knowledge about the extent of crime and the
probability of victimization. It is this misinformation ';vhich frightens
many Americans and prevents them from enjoying the many facilities
available to them. One of the purposes of this survey is to reduce this
fear and misinformation by presenting accurate data on the extent, type,
and consequences of crime in Cleveland, For example, the incidence of

violent crime occﬁpies a smaller proportion of all incidents than the

citizen generally believes.

Obviously, crimes against the person or violent crimes are of the
greatest concern to the individual, although they comprise only a small
percentage (18.7 percent) of all surveyed incidents. These crimes

include those in which the individual cormr.es in direct contact, frequently




Table4-1 ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONAL, HOUSEHOLD AND COMMERCIAL
INCIDENTS IN CLEVELAND, 1971-1972
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. % of all
Number Incidents
Personal Incidents 59299 (100%) 43,0
Rape - 970 (1. 6%)
Robbery 10450 (17, 6%)
with injury 2510
without injury 7940
Assault 11990 (20.2%)
serious 6230 "
minor 5760
Personal Larceny .35889 (60, 5%)
with contact 4200
without contact 131689
Household Incidents 64712 (100%) 47.0
Burglary 28665 (44.3%)
forcible entry 12629
- unlawful entry 8904
attempted burglary 7132
Larceny 18457 (28.5%)
under $50 10083
$50 or more 5445
amount not available 687
attempted 2242
Auto Theft 17590 (27. 2%)
completed 12043
attempted 5547
Comercial Lncidents 13761 (100%) 10.0
Robbery 2386 ( 17.3%)
completed 1802
attempted 584
Burglary 11375 (82. 7%)
completed © 8353
attempted 3022
Total Incidents -137772 100.0
Source: Tables Bl, SK1, El, 4A of National Crime Survey
; 4.3
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in a violent way, with the criminal, i.e., rape, robbery, and assault.

By far, the majority of crimes (81.3 percent) are against property and

do not include a violent or assaultive encounter.

In addition,_ in more than three quarters of the robt eries (76 percen£),
the victim receivéd no injliryf If these are excluded from the violent crimes
category, the proportion of é.ll crimes r.epres‘ente‘d by violent crimes drops
to less than 13 percent. These statistics derﬁonstrate that, for the most
part, the distribution of crime in Cleveland, following that of other large

cities, consists primarily of crimes against property.

Table 4-2 presents the same data in slightly aifferent form. The
emphasis here is on the number of -specific victimizations which occurred.
This number is larger than the number of incidents presented in Table 4-1
because an individual may suffer more than one victimization during the
survey period. There were 4, 209 multiple victimizations; thes¢ da;té.,
however, do ndt allow the determination of the number of individuals who
were victimized more than once. Approximately seven percent of the
inéidents were multiple victimizations with mul‘éipie victimizations for

robbery occurring most often.

The data presented in both Table 4-1 and Table 4-2 reflect the

same basic trend, i.e., a relatively low frequency of violent crime and

4-4




[ropumen i

’
DRI ] [T

e o

F

Iy P pa a e

o

“ a -
[veorspin Fenp—

A

e ad Koainarimses

8

i

Vo d

Table 4-2 ESTIMATED NUMBER ‘OF P.ERSONAL VICTIMIZ ATIONS
IN CLEVELAND, 1971-1972

. Personal Victimizations

..,
-

B)

‘e

Rape

Robbery
with Injury
without Injury

Assault
serious
.minor

Personal Larceny
with contact
without contact

Source: Tables Al and SK1 National Crime Survey

2839
9223

7909

6454

4373
31639

1021

12062

14363

36, 062

63508

(1. 6%)
(19. 0%)

(22. 6%)

(56. 8%)

4-5
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a‘relatively high frequen;:y of theft. In the case of Table 4-2, 56.8 percent
of the victimizations do not include contact and violence.™ The multiplle '
victimizations accent the prevalence of robbery in certain areas, i.e.,
individuals are victimized more often probably due to greater exposure

to potential robbers.

These tables amply document the fact that the crimes of violence
are a rnuch smaller proportion of total crime than popularly believed.
Fear <;f violent crime has been equated with a fear of strangers. The
dimensi(;fms and effects of these fears are well stated in the Commission's
Task Force Report on Crime and Its Impact;

"The first [conclusion] is that the public fears most the
crimes that occur the least -- crimes of violence.

Second, the fear of crimes of violence is not a simple
fear of injury or death or even of all crimes of violence,
but, at bottom, a fear of strangers.

Third, this fear of strangers has greatly impoverished
the lives of many Americans, especially those who live
in high-crime neighborhoods in large cities. People
stay behind the locked doors of their homes rather than
risk walking in the streets at night. Poor people spend
money on taxis because they are afraid to walk or use
public transportation. Sociable people are afraid to talk
to those they do not know.

Fourth, the fear of crime may not be as strongly influenced
by the actual incidence of crime as it is by other experiences
with the crime problem generally. For examryle, the mass
media and overly-zealous or opportunistic crime fighters
may play a role in raising fears of crime by associating

the idea of 'crime! with a few sensational and terrifying
acts.' (Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 88-89).

#If robbery without injury is excluced, the percentage of victimizations

without violence increase to 71. 3 percent.

4-6
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For Clevelanders, fear of crime may be closely equated with fear
of strangers: their greatest chance of victimization occurs at the hands of
someone unknown to them.b The data presented in Table 4-3 support the
contention that in Cleveland violent crimes are cofnmitted ip general by
people unknown to the victim, In all 'categories of crime types, the rate for
crimes in which the offender was a stranger is higher >than the rate for crimes
in Which the offender was not a stranger (approximately ten times greater).
However, in the ''violent crimes, " the ratio of rates in which the offender was
a stranger to rates in which the offender was not a stranger is much lower,
on the order of three to one. For larceny and robbery without injury, the

ratio is considerably higher.

4.2.1 VICTIM-OFFENDER RELATIONSHIPS
‘The statistics gé‘i:hered in Cleveland differ considerably from the previous
information collected on the viqtim—offender relationship. This difference may

well be a function of the "reporting" of crime, discussed in greater detail below.

Although the Cleveland survey data de not show, in térms of absolute
numbers, a preponderance of violent crimes in which the victim‘iand offender
were known to ea;:h other, éhere is a définite trend. The rate of violent crimes
in which the offender is known to the victim is different from the rate of property

crimes in which the offender is known.
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The victim-offender relationship has been ;examined by several
researchers; the study of "victimology" has become important to an
unde;‘stand'mg of‘crime and its incidence. (Schafer, 1968). Most research
on homicide indicates that the assailant is known té the victim and is
frequently a reia.tive or close friend. (Wolfgang, 1958; Bensing and
Schroeder, 1960; Bullock, 1955).* Similar research on aggravated
assault (Pittman and Handy, 1964; Pokarny, 1965) and rape (Amir, 1967);
McDonald, 1970) indicates that most victims of these crimes knew their
assailant, at least by sight. Table 4-4 presentsa summary of data from
the research on the percent of individuals involved in each “Yiolent crime'

who knew their assailant.

These data differ in a major wa:} from Cleveland victirnizatiox; data;’
this difference may be attributed to the fact that all of the research cited
is based on repofted statistics. A possible explanation lies in the inter-
personal relationship which é;xisted prior to the cri;ninal act. An emotional,
tense relatioﬁship existing between individuals who are related or known
to each other closely may be more likely to result in actions being reported
to the poiice. Also, individuals may be willing to report a crime and
undergo the attendant embarrassment wher the assailant is known and the

chance of apprehension is greater. This would differentially overload

*Even though homicide is not discussed in this survey, the research on
homicide indicates that it is almost identical to aggravated assault in terms
of demographic characteristics of victim and assailant, location, motive,
etc. Since there is little research onassault per se, the literature on
homicide will be reviewed and the similarities brought out in the discussion
of assault. ''In most cases it is probably the element of chance that prevents
the offense [aggravated assault] from sliding over into criminal homicide

by the death of one of the parties." (Clinnard and Quinney, 1973: 26).
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Table 4-3 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100, 000° RESIDENTS 12 YEARS
-OF AGE OR OLDERJOF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVELAND,
1971-1972 BY VICTIM-OFFENDER RELATIONSHIP

Offender was Offender was not = Percent
a Stranger a Stranger Stranger
CONTROL TOTAL (PERSONS) | - 510, 824 510, 824
| TOTAL : . _
- PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION RATE* 11,314 1,118 . 91.0%
Rape | 150 - , 50 75.0
Rabbery . ‘ o 2,174 B 187 - 92, 1
with injury 485 | 70 87.4
without injury ' 1, 689 117 . 93.5
Assault | 1,941 871 . 69.0
serious : ; 1,120 - 429 : 72.3
minor - g1 | 442 ' 65.0
Personal Larceny ' B . 7,049 10 99.9
with contact : \ g 10 . 98. 8
without contact ) | 4‘ 6, 20?; 0 | 100.0

*Rates are computed per 100, 000 residents.
'a :
Source: Tables Al and SK1 National Crime Survey
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Table 4-4

VICTIMS OF PERSONAL CRIME WHO KNEW ASSAILANT

Percent Who Knew Assailant™

Murder 62 (1) 79 (4)
Aggravated Assault » 50 {2) 75 (4) gg (5)
Rape o 48 (3), ¢4 ()

% Parentheses indicate source.

(1} Wolfgang

(2) Pittman and Handy

(3) Amir -

(4) Crime and Its Impact-~-An Assessment
(5) McClintock

4-10
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the category of '"offenders xnown to victims' in reported cases.

Regardless of the explanation, the fact rem‘ainé that the victim-
offender relationship observed in the Cleveland data differs considerably
from that observed in previocusly published research. The trend toward
a "known" victin.b-offender relationship in violent crimes contrasted with
a ''stranger' relationship in property crimes doevs exist; however, reliable

interpretation at this time is difficult.
!

b

4.2.2 RACIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Table 4-5 presents data on the rates of personal victimization by the
race of the victim. In all cases except rainor assault, the rate of victimizations
was higher for blacks with victimization'for robbery Withoﬁt injury occurring
more than twice as often as for whites. Thisbhigher rate may be related
to higher exposure to risk. Much of the literature discusses the rela-‘

tionship between race and crime and presents similar findings. (Wolfgang,

1970; Pittman and Handy, 1964). The relatively higher proportion of seric-s
assaults may be .attributed to the influx of weapons. The possession of a
firearm is part of the subculture of viclence as are the norms for its use
(Firearms in Am‘erica, 1~968:6). It is possible that greater acééss to weapons
and a willingness to use them in the crime areas of Cleveland has resglted in

more serious assaults.

4-11




N [ .. - & o

[

~ - "
A
. '] [ e - i

B

-"

H

o

|

-

K
W

!;

4

In general, the racial distribution of cri.rné in Cleveland follows
the patterns observed elsewhere. Blacks are more frequently involved
in crimes both as offender and victim than expected from their propor-
tionate representation in the population. The National Opinion Research
Center (NORC) studies indicate that for all categories except '"larceny

over $50,' non-whites are victimized from one and one-half to almost

. four times as often as whites. In the case of violent crime, the involve-

ment of blacks is considerably greater. This involvement may, however,
be a function of factors other than race alone. Other research has
indicated that differential reporting, arrest, and detainment may account
for an overloading of black offenders and victims. (Wolfgang and Cohen,
1970; Reasons and Kuykendall, 1972). It is likely that, at least in some
cases which are based on repo}rted crime, this situation obtains in
Cleveiand.‘ The "subculture of violence! theory, Adiscussed by Wolfgang
and re-emphasized by the President's Commission on Violence in America,
indicates a. .differential in&olvement in violence by migrating black
southerners. (Gastii, 1971). During the five years preceding the 1970
Census, a large humber of immigrants, primarily from the South, entered
Cleveland (see Section 1.2.4 above). These individuals, because of an
historical use of personal violence as a solution to certain problems, may
be more likely to employ sip ilar techniques in new énvironments where

such actions are classified as criminal. In addition, different patterns

of housing, i.e., quality, density, multi-family proximity, and different

4-12
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Table 4-5 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100,000 RESIDENTS 12 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER)OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVJ:..LAND
1971-1972 BY RACE OF VICTIM

White Black
CONTROL TOTAL ' 309, 297 194,743
TOTAL
PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION RATE 11,215 14,679
Rape ) : . 195 214
Robbery v 1,717 3,429
with injury 467 704
without injury 1,250 2.7.25
Assault 2,700 3,045
serious 1.309 1,954
minor 1,391 1,091
Personal Larceny 6,603 7.928
_with contact " 668 : 1,184
without contact 5,935 6,744

w Source: Tables A3 and SK3 National Crime Survey
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Table 4-6 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100, 000 Households)
OF HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVELAND,
1971-1972 BY RACE OF HEAD )

White ‘Black

CONTROL TOTAL ' 145, 062 82, 695
TOTAL |

HOUSEHOQOILD VICTIMIZATION RATE 23,560 36,040

Burglary 8, 840 18,833

forcible entry 3,241 - 9,439

unlawful entry without force 3,403 ‘ 4,650

attempted forcible entry 2,196 4,743

Larceny* | 7,956 8,127

under $50 ' 4,848 3,568

$50 or more 1,954 3,071

a.mount N, A, 151 567

attempted ) 1,004 : 920

Auto Theft - 6, 754 9, 080

N completed : 4,591 6,301

1
~ attempted 2,173 2, 779

* Data taken from ''at Home'" sort break onl
y

Source: Table El1, National Crime Survey
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patterns of socialization may place blacks at risk more frequently than

~

whites.

Rates of household victimization by race of househcld head are
presented i1:1 Table 4-6. These data follow the pattern established for
personal victimizations. In most categorievs, black households suffer
higher victimization rates. This is especially true for burglary, where
'the rate is more than twice as high for blacks as for whites. The only
exceptions are "larceny under $50'" and "attempted larceny.! Explanations
for this probably involve the amount and frequency of valuables and/or

cash carried by individuals at risk.

4.2.3 INCOME CONSIDERATIONS -

Tables 4-7 and 4-8 presenf.; two interesting trends in the relation-
ship between the income of the victim's family (Table 4-7) or the household
(Table 4-8) and victimization rates. For individuals, the rate of victimi-

zations remains fairly constant, fluctuating only slightly until relatively

. high income levels are reached, where a marked increase occurs in the

category of '"$25, 000 plus.!' This jump appears to be a function of sample
size for the larger inmcome category (i.e., $25,000 plus) contains only a

e

few cases.

Robbery and rape rates decline steadily with income and are probably

due to the fact that those in‘higher income categories are less likely to

*Less than 0.8 percent of the households and 1.1 percent of individuals

fall in this income category. 4-15
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Table 4-7 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100, 000. RESIDENTS 12 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDERJOF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVELAND,
1971-1972 BY INCOME OF HEAD )

Under $3000-  $7500- $10,000- $15,000- $25,060 N.A.
$3000 7499 9999 14, 999 24,999 or More
CONTROL TOTAL 72,099 137,922 61,942 102, 635 40, 766 15,780 89,681
TOTAL
PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION RATE 13,276 12,573 11,626 13,282 13,879 18,071 10,153
Rape 318 . 257 207 126 " 65 0 173
Robbery 3,307 2,851 2,222 1,764 1,701 2,238 1,927
with injury 916 707 413 422 199 444 455
without injury. 2,391 2,144 1,809 1,342 1, 502 1,794 1,482
, Assault 2,778 3,001 2,446 3,563 2,559 3,922 1,985
serious 1,581 1,790 1,402 1, 647 1,242 1,738 1,266
minor ' 1,197 1,211 1,044 1,916 1,317 2,184 719
Personal Larceny 6,873 6,464 6,751 7,787 9, 554 11,611 0,058
with contact - 1,767 965 413 550 384 1,306 796
without contact 5,106 5,499 6,338 7,237 9,170 10, 605 5,262

o ‘
), Source: Tables A9 and SK9 National Crime Survey

o
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Table 4-8 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100,000 Households)-
OF HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVELAND,
1971-1972 BY INCOME OF HEAD

Under $3000-  $7500 $10,000- $15,000- $25,000 N.A.
$3000 7499 9999 14,999 24,999 or More
CONTROL TOTAL 45, 853 63,544 26,284 38,506 12,933 1,766 41,518
TOTAL | :
HOUSEHQLD VICTIMIZATION RATES 22, 259 29,806 31,407 30,726 39,296 43,995 23,109
Burglary 12,747 13,415 11, 600 12, 663 15,441 19, 442 9,708
forcible entry 5,753 6,071 4,278 5,575 6,224 11,068 4,484
unlawful entry without force 3,499 4,147 4,070 3,901 5,274 4 182 3 220
attempted forcible entry 3,496 3,196 3,252 3,188 3,943 4,192 2,004
Larceny 6, 044 8,961 10,458 9,088 10,484 8,186 5,400
under $50 3, 466 4,668 5,937 5,247 5, 044 1,363 3,058
$50 or more 1,‘874 2,749 3,044 2,455 3,576 4,091 1,345
amount N, A, 217 502 462 62 185 0 239
attempted 487 1,042 1,015 1,324 1,678 2,732 758
Auto Theft 3,468 7,430 ' 9,349 8,975 13, 37»1 16,367 8,061
completed 2,454 5,066 5,643 6,579 8,303 9,502 5,878.
attempted 1,014 2,364 3,706 2,396 5,068 6,865 2,183

Scurce: Table E6 National Crime Survey
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frequent places where these offe;nses occur, ’I‘he oppo‘site trend occurs

for larcenies in which the rate of victimization increases ﬂvith income.

This is probably due to the facf that such individuals have more possessions
of value with them that are available to theft, i.e., cameras, coats, etc.

It is probable that such thefts occur from restaurants, offices, etc. It

would appear that the place of occurrence is more important to victimi-

- mation in these circumstances than the income of the victim. However,

income traditionally plays an important role in determining the types and.
locations of places frequented. Hence, individuals with 1owe.r incomes
frequent neighborhood bars, poolrooms, and employ public transportation
or walk; they expose themselves to a greater risk of.robbery. Individuals'
with higher incomes are more likely to frequent restaurants, lounge bars,
or places of entertainment where theft by stealth, e.g., pocket-picki’ng,
stealing of coats, briefcases, etc., is more likely to occur. The hypothesis
is examined in more detail Lelow (Table P-8) when location of occurrence

is controlled.

There seems to be little association between income and likelihood
of assault. The rate for high income individuals is higher but may be a

function of sample size (see note on sample size above)

Household victimization rates generaily increase with income as
seen in Table 4-8. This is due to the fact that the wealthier households

are more likely to be victimized simply because they offer a greater

4-18
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reward for the would-be thief. The only exception is the uéperfmiddlé
income category of $10, 000 to $14,999. In most cat.egories, higher
iﬁcome implies ﬁore possessions of value; hence, a linore likely prospect
for theft. It is possible that the anomaly of the $10, 000 to $14, 999 group
may be explained by racial differénces; race as a potential confounding
factor is examined below where a more detailed breakdown is presented
(see Table P-5). Alternativély, individuals in this category may be zﬁore
strongly imbued with a '"middle-class ethic' and thus would be more
conscious of personal/household security and take extra measures to
prevent victimizations. A final factor, which cannot be addressed due

to a lack of data, is related to the location of these households. Individuals

in this category ($10, 000 to $14,999) may reside in the more homogenous

neighborhoods near the periphery of the city. The income category is
consistent with the characteristics of the residents in the Far West section |

of Cleveland, where the incidence of all crime types is lower.

Table 4-9 presents victimization rates by sex of victim. With the
exception of rape and personal larceny, the rates for women are consistently
below the rates for men. All previous research indicates that.{ with the
exceptiion‘of ra.-pe (which is sex-specific), women are involved as offenders
or victims significantly less often than men, This difference can be

explained in terms of an Mat risk" concept. Women are less fréquently

. in those areas, such as bars and poolrnoms, where assaults or robberies

4-19



Table 4-9 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100,000 RESIDENTS 12 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER)IOF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVELAND,
1971-1972 BY SEX OF VICTIM

Male Female

CONTROL TOTAL | ‘ 228,433 282, 3".)2— '
TOTAL |
PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION RATE 14,483 10,775
Rape - : 11 353
Robbery | 3,112 1,754 ’
with fnjury » 720 423
without igjury 2,392 1,331
Assault ' . : 3,75 2,046
serious 2,254 | 978
minor ‘ 1 505 B 1 068
Personal Larceny 7,601 6,622
with contact 490 1,152
without contact 7,111 5,470 -

[1:8
1
N Source: Tables Al and SK1 National Crime Survey
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are likely to occur. Schafer (1968). argues that women are more likely to
remain at home »wi'th children and hence less likely to be found in those
places Qhere crimes occur. In addition, in the event of an argument,
women are less likely to resort to physical means to settle a dispute,
resulting in a lower rate of involvement in assaultive violence. Obviously,

the rape rate will be higher for women due to the definition of the crime.

‘The data on personal larceny with contact contain purse-snatchings,

which are primarily offenses against females.

4.2.5 AGE CONSIDERATIONS

Table 4-10 presents rates of personal victimization by age of the
victim. For most crime categories, the rates peak ifor ages 16 to 19
and 20 to 24, the only exception is larceny with contact. This is probably
a function of older individuals, especi'ally'women, who are less able to

protect themselves from such theft. Purse-snatchings occur much more

-1

s

often among older women than among younger women.

In most categories, however, older ::_nc.lividﬁ!als are less likely to
be bexpo‘s_ed to criminal ac‘tivitylr. They are more likely to stay at home, -
or less likely to visit public places, such as b?.rs,v wh:are assaiﬁlts and
robberies frequently occur. In addition, in the event of a robbery attempt,
they are less likely to resist and becorr;e injured or less likely to become

involved in an altercation leading tc physical violence, i.e., an assault.

*Survey results in which personal larceny is further refined indicate that
the rate of purse-snatchings among older women (50+) is several times
the rate for younger females,.
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Table 10 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100,000, RESIDENTS 12 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER)OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVELAND,
1971-1972 BY AGE OF VICTIM _

(A2 4

12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+
CONTROL TOTAL 54 401 = 48,354 55,412 74,372 101,801 104 971 71 514
TOTAL
PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION RATE 14,981 21,417 19,789 16,255 11,265 7,405 3,782
Rape 145 690 774 69 100 25 0 }1
Robbery 2,977 3,388 3,535 2,584 2,147 1,867 1,087 i
with injury 863 597 538 624 596 460 321
without injury 2,114 2,791 2,997 1,960 1,551 1,407 766
' Assault 3, 785 6, 581 5,460 3,603 2,083 986 364 _
serious 1,779 3,304 3,353 2,138 1,209 ° 508 184
minor 2,006 3,277 2,107 1,465 | 874 478 180 )
Personal Larceny 8, 074 10,758 10,020 9,999 6,935 4,527 2,331
with contact 281 856 592 839 877 1,026 1,237
without contact 7,793 9,902 9,428 9,160 6,058 3,501 1, 094

Source: Tables A2 and SK2

National Crime Survey
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These age findings are consistent with most previous research which
supports a relationship between young individuals and criminal involve-

ment as either a victim or offender.

4.3 ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL CRIME PANEL DATA -- PERSONAL CRIME
General patterns can be discerned by reviewin;‘g the data presented
in the tables. The less serious crimes occur more frequently. Larceny
accounts for more than 60 percent of all personal incidents, while rape
accounts for less than two percent of all pérsonal incidents, and less than
one 1.)ercent of awll incidents. Robbery and assault combined account for
approximately 16 percent of all incidents. Returning to the National Crime
Panel categories results in excluding "household larceny occurring else-
where "from' personal incidents' and placing it within "household incidents, "
it should be noted that this modification changes the distribution of crimes
so that under the NCP scherr_le, personal crime accoqnts for 27, 610 incidents,
or 20 percent of the total incidents occuring in Cleveland in 197;-72. The
artificial e#clusion of this category, Which will be discussed below in
Section 4. 4.2, results in a redistribution of personal'cri.rne‘ with assault
accounting for-most types' of personal crime. It must be emphasized that
this artificial change in definition does not alter the fact that larceny without
contact is still the most frequently-occurring crime whether it be classed

as a personal or household incident.

4-23
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Most of these personal crimes (in excess of 61 percent) do not result

in injury or are not considered serious. Most crimes are committed by
strangers and outside of the home. In most offenses in which the race of
offender is known (78 percent), both victim and assailant are of the same

race. Interracial crime is relatively infrequent.

In 65 percent of personal victimizations, the total loss, including
damage, was less than $50. Less than half of all personal victimizations
(44.9 percent) and of all household victimizations (42.9 percent) were

reported to the police.

However, different crimes occur under different circumstances,
times, and locations, and involve different victims and offenders. To

fully understand them, it is necessary to examine each crime in detail.

The following sections discuss each crime type as a dependent
variable and examine each f;rpe in light of several independent variables.
This approach has been chosen because it focuses attention on the
activity (i.e., a crime) which is of principal interest. However, it
must be pointed out that this approach employs a simplistic rr}_odel and
no attempt is made to determine causation. The fact that a relationship

exists between crime incidents and selected variables is in no way meant

- to imply that these variables cause crime. The causative factors leading

to the commission of crime are too complex to be amenable to a simplistic

explanation such as presented here.
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Each discussion below develops a profile of the offense, the
victim, z'Lnd the assailant in order to convey a ma#imum of information
about the dimensions of crime in Cleveland. Homicide data were not col-
lected because of its relative infrequency and because much of the literature
has been devoted to studying this phenomenon. This ié especially true
since the rate of unreported homicide is relatively low, resulting in most
homicides éppearmg in the official statistics for analysis. Rape is also
excluded as a specific offense although it does appear under the heading

of "Assaultive Violence!' for most of the tables.

4.3.1 ASSAULTIVE VIOLENCE

During the year under study, t].:lere were an estimated 18,221 acts
of assaultive violence in Cleveland. Assaultive violence accounted for
13.2 percent of all incidents and 57.3 percent of.pe;rsonal crime. The
rate of victimizations was 3,567 per 100,000 residents 12 years old and
older. Stated another way, an individual in Cleveland had approximately
one chance in 30 of being the victim Qf assaultive violence. The actual
rates differ considerably for different race, age, and sex groupings.
The following paragraphs will examine assaultive violence fro.m the

viewpoint of the victim and the offender, and will examine reasons for

non-reporting.

Victims of Assaultive Violence

Males are the victims of assaults significantly more often than

females. This is especially true for assaultive violence without theft.

4-25
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This category includes rape, attempted rape, serious assault, attempted
assault, and minor assault. It is possible thé.t males become involved in
assaults through altercations with others while a female is more IikelyA .
to become involved in an assault in the process of theft or rape. This

difference is illuminated when the victim-offender relationship is examined.

Females are more likely to be victimized by individuals known to

. them (see Table P-1) than are males. This is probably a function of the

fact that females are less likely to visit places where assaultive violence
occurs. Table P-8 indicates the distribution of the"surveyed personal
crime by location and victim-offender relationship. Twenty-nine percent
of crimes in which the offender is known to the victim occur  in their

home or other building while only seven percent of crimes in which the
offender is unknown to the victim occur there. Unfortunately, the data
are not presently available to allow controlling for sex. It may be assumed
that women are more likely t; be at home and less likely to be in parks

or on the streets, where the majority (69.3 percent) of all stranger-to-

stranger offenses occurs.

The victim of assaultive violence is most likely to be yc;ung, less
than 34, with a modal age of 20 to 24 (see Table P-2). This, again, is
probably a function of the victim's patterns of socialization and interaction.
Younger individuals are more likely to visit bars, sporting events, and public

places with an increased risk of involvement. In addition, younger males

4.26
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are more likely to respond to provocation with violence., Older males
and females of all ages are more likely to leave the scene of the alter-

cation and thus avoid further violence.

The data presented in Table P-2 show that the rates for older

individuais (35-65+) of both races and sexes are considerably lower

than the rates for younger individuals (16-34)., Generally, the rates

for nonstranger assaultive violence are considerably lower than the rates
for stranger-to-stranger victimization. This, however, is probably a
function of the small number of nonstranger offenses which results in no -

offenses appearing in some age, race, and sex categories.

The lowest rate for assault with theft is for black females over
50, while white females over 50 experience the lowest rate of victimi-
zations for assault without theft. This may be a function of the white
female's greater involvement in personal theft without injury, while the
black female is more likely to be involved in an altercation resulting in
rape. However, in both cases, the rates are considerably less than

those of . males.

It appears that race has a varying effect on victimization. The rates
for blacks are generally higher across age and sex categories. However, in
many instances, there are larger differences, .between age categories than
between racial groups. At this point it can only be said that race, sex, and
age all appear to interact to affect victimization rates, and that no variable;
by itself is sufficient.
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Victims of assaultive violence appear to be less well integrated

into society, as indicated by higher rates of victimization for divorced or

| unemployed individuals (see Tables P-3, P-4, a_n& P-6). Unemployment

probably results in greater exposure to risk since the individual experiences
considerable free time in which he may become involved in activities

leading to victimization. While the differences between activity categories.

,appear to be relatively small, they are statistically significant. Unem-

ployed individuals and individuals under 16 have the highest rate for
assault among whites. Among blacks, similar patterns obtain. * In
addition, one may tentatively argue that unemployment is an indication
of an overall lack of integration which places one in those situations in

which violence is more frequently resorted to.

When controlling for marital status, the effect of youth is diminished,
e.g., young married individuals are less likely to become involved in
assaultive violence without theft than are young divorced or young

never-married individuals (see Table P-4). |

The differential involvement by sex is s‘till present even when
marital status is considered. Married or widowed females have the
lowest rates of victimization. Rates for divorced or separated females
are higher than for married women but about equal to that of married

or widowed men. Divorced or separated males have the highest rates

. - . r =

*The high rate for black members of the Armed Forces is probably a
function of the sample size, i.e., less than one-tenth of one percent of
the population falls in this category, rather than any actual differential
in victimization.
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of victimization. This can be explained in terms of males' exposure to

risk. It may be that single wornien or divorcees are less likely to be away
from home' in th;e evenings than are either single or married men. (Obviously,
this situation is changing, but it does appear that single women have fewer

such opportunities open to them.)

It: appears that marriage has the effect on both sexes and on most
age groups of reducing the individual's exposure to risk by giving him
more responsibilities and requiring that he be at home more in the
evenings, whereas drinking, dining out, attending entertainments,
more often the activities of the unmarried, all expose the individual

to greater risk of victimization.

Contrary to expectations generated by previous researches, the
rate of nonstranger victimizations among married individuals is not
significantly higher than one would expect, based on the research relating
assault and homicide to clos:e, frequently intiraate relationships. Rather,
it appears to follow the general trend outlined above, i.e., married
individuals suffer fewer victimizations of both types and at the hands

of both known and unknown cffenders about equally.

The association between income and race in effecting assaultive
violence may be examined in Table P-5. While total personal victimi-
zations tend to decline with increasing income, assaultive violence does

not seem to follow this pattern. This is especially true for whites. The
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rate of victimi=zations for assaultive violence with theft does decline with
increased incame. However, the rate of assaultive violence without theft
remains constant, but at a significantly higher rate. Surprisingly, the
amount of incame does not result in a grea.ter'likelihood of assault with

theft (except for blacks in the $25, 000 plus category) but does result for

whites in a greater chance of theft with contact. This may be partly ex-

plained by higher-income individuals' greater willingness to surre¢nder
money to a roliber, thus avoiding assault and injury. Blacks suffer a
relatively greater probability of being robbed with injury, possibly a

result of attempting to protect their property.

The role of income is ambiguous when examining assaultive violence.
The data do not follow a hypothesis which would expect higher-income
individuals to avoid possible situations in which assault might occur. As

income increases assaults decline up to a point and then again increase.

Theft accompanies assault more frequently between strangers
than between individuals known to each other (see Table P-1). In cases
of assaultive viclence with theft, the ratio of stranger-to-stranger to
nonstranger offenses is 6.5: 1, while for assaultive violence without
theft the ratio is only 2.3: 1. The implication of this difference, which
is statistically significant, is that individuals who know each other are

more likely to become involved in assaults (i.e., assaultive violence
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without theft) than individuals unknown to each other, while individua:ls
unknown to each other are more likely to become involved in assaultive
viclence with theft. When assaultive violence with theft does occur between
individuals known to each other, the theft may freqﬁe_n'tly be an afterthought,

(Pittman and Handy, 1964).

In a review of previous research on violent personal crime,
Clinnard and Quinney point out that

" ... aggravated assaults result from domestic quarrels,

altercations, jealousies, and arguments over money or

property. Most of the offender-victim relationships have

been intimate, close and frequent, primarily involving

family members and close friends. The major exception

is the small proportion of such homicides occurring in

connection with other crimes like robbery.'" {(Clinnard

and Quinney, 1973: 43).

McClintock indicates in his research that only one-{ifth of the

assaults studied involved strangers. (McClintock, 1963: 219). Both of

these studies offer data \vhiéh differ from that seen in Cleveland.

The victim-offender relationship may be further examined in
Table P-23, in which the data are presented broken down by race.
Blacks are more frequently victimized by someone known to tl';em than
are whites (43,5 percent compared to 31.7 percent). Among relatives,
spouses are more likely to be the assailant for both races, and, as
expected, victims knew their assailant more often in assaultive violence
wllthout theft than in cases of assaultive violence with theft. It has

been hypothesized that older individuals would not frequent places
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where theft might cccur and would aveid violent activities whenever possible.
The relé.tionship between age and viétirn—offender relationship is presented
in Table P-24. For most age categories, the percent of assailants unknown
to the victim remains relatively constant. Approximately 60 percent of

the assaults without theft involve individuals unknown to victims (range is
from 58.9 to 64 nercent). The exceptions not included in the above range
are individuals over age 50 and under 15. The 61der individuals are vic-
timized by unknown assailants more often than other age categories, while
the ‘younger individuals (12-15) are victimized more often by known indi-
viduals. This is probably due to the youth involvement with other possibly

delinquent acquaintances,

Two reasons may be offered to explain this difference. The first

is a matter of definition. Using the traditional definitions of assault and

robbery, the existence of certain elements might eliminate the considera-

ot
tion of certain offenses from th, assault category when robbery occurs.

"I“he grouping employed by the NCP categories present more complete

data on assaultive violence by including certain robberies in the category
of assaultive violence with theft. This differential does in fact appear

if the two categories of assaultive violence are examined.

In addition, most previous research is based on reported incidents
while this survey includes "all" incidents. In the event of a minor assault

by an unknown assailant, in which there is little likelihood of apprehension,
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by an unknown assailant, in which there is little likelihood of apprehension,
an individual rhay not report the incident to the police, thus differentially

overloading the category of assault by individuals known to the victim.

The Cleveland data demonstrate the role of family members and
relatives in assa;ults in Cleveland. Approximately 20. 3 percent of the
incidents in which the assailant was krnown involved close relatives (spouse,
parents, or children). The point has already been demon%trated (Section
4.2.1) that Cleveland differs significantly from previous research which
demonstrates thal most assaults oé;:ur between individuals known to each

other, somewhere between 50 to 80 percent. In Cleveland, the reverse is true.

A review of Table P-22 presents additional data on the relationship
between victim and offender by type of incident. If "stranger" is defined
as "did not know" or knew by '"sight only," the perclent of incidents A'mvolvi_ng
relatives or well-known off'e:nde'rs is 13 percent for gssaultive violence
with theft and 24 percent for assaultive vjolence without theff. * These
data are interesting in two respects: they support the hypothesis offered
earlier‘ that thé M is for theft to occur between strangers while‘assaults
occur between individuals known to each, and they support the tr ends_-séen,
elsewhere. These findings do seem to follow the trends toward a prior

victim-offender relationship found in the literature on violent personal crime.

Time of day plays a significant role in the distribution of assaultive

*If casual acquaintances are included in the nonstranger category, the per-
cent of such nonstranger involvement increases to 23 percent for assaultive
violence with theft and 39 percent for assaultive violence without theft.
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acts {see Table F-7). More than 1.5 times as many assaulté occur at
nigﬁt than during the day. In addition, most of' these nighttime assaults
occur between 6 P.M. and Midnight. More assaults occur.during this
six-hour period than occur during the 12-hour period of 6 A.M. to 6 P. M.
This, again, is probably a function of exposure to risk. More people

are about in the evening and they frequent public locations which place
them in closer contact with potential offenders (and, in fact, become
potential offenders themselves). During the day, i.e., 6 A.M. to 6 P.M.,
most individuals are eitﬁer at work or at home and are less likely to be

exposed to possible offenders.

. Group as sault without theft, i, e., assault by more than one offender,
does not occur as frequently as does group assault with theft (see Table P-9),
More than 55 percent of all assaults involved one victim and one assailant,
and more than 60 percent of assaultive violence without theft involved
one offender. However, tW; -thirds of the assaultive acts with theft
involved a group of offenders, most frequently“'tWO. The concept of group
attacks occurring may be a function of the media in dramatizing such
occurrences. (Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 88-89). In the event that
a group assault does occur, it is most likely to be of this type. Slightly
more than one-half of the assaultive violence involving multiple offenders

did, in fact, involve five or more.

The victim-offender relationship does appear to be related to the

incidence of victimizations by multiple offenders. More than one-half
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of the strang'er‘-to-stranger victimizations involved two or more offenders,
while less than one-quarter -of the nonstranger victimizations involved
multiple offenderé. When these two categories are aggregated, as above,
this distinction becomes confounded. It is probably this cornbination of
multiple offenders_; and strangers which leads to the great fear of personal

crime, especially crime of an assaultive nature,.

The differential involvement of multiple offenders in stranger-to-
stranger and in nonstranger crimes may be due to the nature of the relation-
ship prior to the offense. In nonstranger crimes, the victim and the offender
may have been involved in close contact. This relationship may in fact lead
to the assault, usually of a one-to-one nature. Gang attacks are often for

other motives, e.g., gain.

Weapons play a major role in crimes against persons, Being present
in 46.7 percent of all personal‘ crime incidents. Guns were the most fre-
quen‘t»type of weapon, accounfing fér 55.5 percent of all the Qeapons employed.
The percent o£ incidents involving Weapoﬁs varies from offgnse to offense,
ranging from 41.8 percent in the case of personai theft to 54.9 percent in

the case of assaultive violence with theft., In all cases in which a weapon was

"used, the choice was for a gun -~ 50. 3 percent in assaultive violence with

theft, 49.8 percent in assaultive violence without theft, and 64. 5 percent
in the case of personal theft (see Table P-28). There appears to be no signif-
icant difference in the use of guns by offenders known to their victims or

unknown to their victims. The relative ease with which certain handguns
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("Saturday-Night Specials'') can be obtained may be a major factor in the
seriousness of the outcome of many assaults. While it cannet be argued
that the possession of a handgun causes an assaultive crime, it may facili-

tate its commission and lead to more serious consequences.

A study conducted in Cleveland in 1973 found that a firearm
purchased for self-protection was six times more likely fo be used
against a-fémily member or friend than to protect oneself from an
intruder. The obvious interpretation of these data indicate that the
availability of a {firearm is an important consideration in examining
the seriousness of assault. Frequently, guns purchased for protection

are turned against friends, or even against the purchaser.

Significantly more victims of assaultive violence without theft
required hospitalization than did victirns of assaultive violence with
theft. However, those injured during the commaission of a theft required,

on the average, a longer stay (see Table P-12).

In addition to hospitalization, many victims were injured to the '
extent that they lost time from work. Thirteen percent of the victims
(see Table P-26) lost some time from work ranging from a few hours
to more than 10 days. Of those losing time from work, most individuals
lost from one to five days of work.. The percent losing days of work
is cohsiderably greater for the victims of assaultive violence with theft

than for those victims of assaultive violence without theft, This trend

is consistent with the differential length of hospital stay cited above.
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In addition to injury, the time required to complete the police report,
idén‘cify suspects, and appear in court, all take an individual away from
his job. Given the complexity of personal victimization, they may result

in greater time loss.

Howewver, it is difficult to explain this differential rate of injury
which involves more severe injury to victims of assault with theft. This

is not consistent with the model of robbery and assault offered by most

. research. In both situations of assaultive violence, however, the majority

of the victims who were injured suffered injuries severe enough to require
at least emergency room treatment and, in some cases, overnight hospi-
talization. This may be a result of the increased access to ard use of
weapons, and possibly the fact that more victims are responding to

robbery with i:esistaance which may lead to injury.

The victim's response to assault as reported in the data varied
from no resistance to attacking his assailant (Table P-14). Most fre-
quently (35 percent of the assaultive incidents), the victim did nothing.

In approximately 27 percent of the incidents, the victim attacked the

offender employing either a weapon or his hands. This high incidence

of active resistance may account for the relative frequency of hospitali-
zation. In a number of cases, the victim tried to reason with the offender.
There are some interesting differences between thebcategories of assaul-

tive violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft. In the latter

#%The Cleveland Police report increases in the number of robberies
committed by "amateur robbers,! especially drug addicts. Generally,
these individuals are less sure of themselves and are more likely to

"Jose control of the situation' with resultant violence.
4.37
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category, reasoning with the offender or leaving the scene occurred much
more frequently, more than one-quarter of the time, while some form

of resistance accurred more frequently in cases of assaultive violence
with theft. The use of 2 weapon, hitting the assailant, yelling for help,
or grabbing the assaﬂan’c occurred in 44.3 perceht of these cases but in

only 30.9 percent of assaultive violence without theft.

There are significant differences between age, sex, and racial

categories in their individual responsegs to assaultive violence. Table

P-15A breaks out the attempts at self protection by the age and sex of the
victim. Women of all age categories use weapons or hit their attacker
less often than men. Older males use weapons significantly more often
than any other group.™ Surprisingly, however, with this exception, there
is- no pét‘tern of weapon use or force among males according to age.
Younger women (12-34) do use weapons or force significantly more

often than do older women (’335-65+). Women of all ages yell for help
more often than meﬁ. This may be a function of training and various
workshops held to discuss crime prevention. Screaming is stressed,

while the use of weapons or force is to be avoided,

The differences between assaultive violence with theft and without
theft hold acrass race and sex categories. Blacks used a weapon half

‘

again as ofter as whites (7.4 percent compared to 5.5 percent) (see

Table P-~15B). However, when combining the use of & weap on with the

*Again, this anomaly may be a function of the small sample.
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use of physical force (e.g., hitting the offender), the percentages for
both races are approximately equal. The use of a weapon appears to be
a result of access, i.e., force is the response, among young males of
both races, to éertain actions. However, it appears that some age,

race, and sex categories have greater access to weapons.

Gerierally, the amount lost is considerably greater in thefts in
which there is no violence than in thefts in which violence occu”s (see
Table P-18). There are many possible explanations for this, two of
which are discussed below. The first centers on the effectiveness of
resistance in preventing completion of the theft or in preventing the
thief from obtaining all of the victim's property. The second may be
a function of the victim's willingness to try to protect his money, with
an assault resulting. For example, individuals with less property may
attempt to prevent the theft through resistance which results in assault.
Wealthier individuals may l;e willing to give up possessions more readily
and avoid violence. In addition, there are cases on record in which the
robber, dissatisfied with the srnall amount of property carried ‘by his

victim, assaulted him.

There appear to be significant differences in the amount of loss
when looked at in terms of racial groups. Table P-21 breaks down
the distribution of amount of loss by race. Blacks suffered significantly

larger losses ($50 plus) than did whites. This is probably related to
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the amount of property (usually monev) carried by each group: blacks

may simply carry more cash than whites and thus be more likely to lose

large sums. Unfortunately, we have little evidence to test this hypothesis.

In the case of assaultive violence with theft, the median loss of
those suffering some loss is apbroximately $50 for whites and for blacks

approximately $150. * However, the true extent of the economic impact

" of assaultive violence is unknown. A better estimate may be obtained by

looking at Table P-19 in which the loss including damages is considered,
Even this information, however, is not sufficient since it neglects lost
wages, lost productivity, and business losses occurring from fear on the
part of the average citizen. The Commission has addressed this problem
and offered some tentative figures which only touch on the "hidden costs."

(Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 3).

The fear of interracial assault is definitely unfounded. Table P-17
presents data on the race vof the victim and individual assailant. Over
81 percent of all assaultive violence involved a victim and offender of the
gsame race. In the small number of interracia'l cases, blacks assaulted.‘
whites approximately three times as often as whites assaulted blacks.
There appear to be no significant differences in this pattern between

aggaultive violence with theft and assaultive violence without theft.

*The median loss is used for two reasons. Due to the open-ended nature
of the upper category $250+, the computation of a mean is impossible.

In addition, the losses are probably not evenly distributed, providing
further complications. The median, which is defined as the value of

the "middle case'" is more useful given these constants.
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Multiple victimizations (Table P-11) occur only rarely in the case
of assaults. In 89 perc'ent ‘of the assault incidents, the victim was assaulted
only once. In thAe event that a multiple victimization did occur, it most
frequently involved two victimizations. There are no significant differences
between the number of prultip’sgvictimizations when examined controlling
for victim-offender relatlo;:si»}p or crime type, i.e., assaultive violence

Awith theft or without theft. In the case of nonstranger . incidents, the number

of multiple victimizations is slightly lower but is not significantly different.

Offenders

Unfortunately, very little data has been collected on the offenders
in these victimizations. Only age (in broad categories), race, and number
of offenders are reported. Generally, the assailants and victims are

similar in race and age.

vThe patterns of the df.ta on the p‘erc‘eived characteristics of offenders
generally are similar to those of the victinﬁs. Table P-10 sﬁowé these
distributioné. The relative frequency of black. offenders is higher overall
than that of white offenders with the major differep.ce occurring in the
area of assaultive violence without theff, in which more offenders are
white than black. The age breakdown of offenders shows that the perceived
age of most offenders is in excess of 21 (see Table P-VIO). There are no

significant differences in offenders' ages and types of personal crime.
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In the case of single victimizations, Table P- 25 presents the
distribution of assaults by the age of victim and assailant. Few individuals
of any age (80) are victinized by assailants under-12. In the case of
asgailants between 12-14, the majority (9‘5 percent) of their victims are
of the same age. It is.only in the older age categories, 15-17, 18-20,
and 21 or over, that differences appear between the age of victiml and
assailant. The 15-17 year olds tend to assault individuals in the same
age categories while 18-20 year olds tend to assault individuals older
than themselves. This is especially true of assault with theft, in which
case 84.6 percent of the victims are the same age or older than the
offender. In the cases of assaul‘g without theft, the victims tend to be

the same age as their assailants.

. In the case of incidéhts involving multiple offenders, the largest
number of incidents involve victims and assailants of the same age.
There appear to be no differences between the age distribution of multiple
offenders when viewed in light of crime type. Multiple as sai;gnts of
mixed ages tend to victimize individuals in the 20-34 age category.
However, this is probably a function of the higher involvement of victims

of this age category to all offenses.
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Race does not appear to affect the distribution»of offender-age
categories as presented in Tabie P-27. Approximately the same proportion
of whites and blacks are found in each age category. The only area of
interest is the category of assailants involving assailants of r;'lixed races.
In these cases, a significantly different proportion of the assailants are
of mixed ages as well. This may be a function of interracial groups

which are rare, or more likely, a function of the small sample size,

Cleveland Police statistics offer some information on the individuals
arrested for these offenses. However, the categories of offenses are
not comparable and the fact that the data are for individuals arrested
immediately biases the statistics. Even so, the age and race trends

observed in the victimization data are born out in the police data.

4.3.2 PERSONAL 'I‘HEFTN'

This ‘ca‘cegory of crime refers to the theft of personal property
without assault either with or without contact between offender and
victim. "The fqllowing offenses are included: robbery and attempted
robbery (with or without a weapon), purse-snatching, and pocket-picking.
This definition differs slightly from the one employed in Section 4.2

above, in which the loss of property without contact, such as theft of
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coats, umbréllas, etc., is counted as personal theft under the UCR scheme,
In the case of the NCP categories, such thefts are included under
"Household Victimizations, ' larceny occurring elsewhere. For the
following discussion, the categories of robbery, purse-snatching, and

pocket -picking are dealt with.

During the year surveyed, there were an estimated 13,596 personal
‘thefts without assault in Cleveland. Personal theft without assault
_accounted for 9.9 “pé;:cent of all incidents and 42.7 percent of personal
crime, Tle crude rate of victimization was 2,662 per 100, 000 residen’cs‘.
12 yeé.rs of age and older. An individual Clevelander's chance of being
victimized was approximately one in 40. The actual rates differ con-
siderably for different race, age, and sex groupings. The following

paragraphs will examine personal theft without assault from the viewpoint

of the victim and the offender, and will examine the frequency of reporting.

i

Victims of Personal Theft

A review of Table P-1 indicates the distribution of personal theft
by the victim-offender relationship. By far, the majority of personal

thefts occurs between strangers (roughly 20 times as many).

It has already been pointed out that, though there is a trend
toward more nonstranger assaultive violence, most crime in Cleveland

is committed by individuals not known to the victims. However, the
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ratio of offenders unknown to victims to offenders known to victims is
rmuch grela.tér for personal theft than for assaultive violence. Such a
trend, however, is to be expected, based on most of the previous research
and literature. Individuals involved in assaultive violence may have been
acting in a previous setting. It is the previous contact which ma& give
rise to the assault. (Pittman and Handy, 1964; Pokorny, 1965; Wolfgang,
1957). Theit, however, is frequently committed only for gain and the
thief (or robber) selects his victim because of opportunity or potential
return. Rescarch on robbery reported on by Conklin indicates nearly

75 percent of all robberies are (1) of persons who, as part of their
employment, were in charge of goods, or (2) in the open following
sudden attack. Only a small proportion occurred in vases where there
-was a ""previous association of some duration between victims and

offenders.' (Conklin, 1972: 60).
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Additional information on 'ch‘e victim-offender relationship is
presented in Table P-23, Race does not affect the victim-cffender in
the case of personal theft without assault. Almost‘c}z percent of the
black victims did not know their assailant, while 93, 3 percent of the
white victims did not know their assailant, 'a. difference which is not

significant.

With the exception of younger individuals, i.e., age 12-15 and
16-19, the percent of the victims who did not know their assailant
remains constant at over 90 percent (Table P-24). This differs slightly
from the data on assaultive violence presented above and reflects the

more random nature of personal theft.

Females are the victims of theft at the hands of strangers more
oftén than males. This is most likely a function of exposure. Women
are the victims of personal theft without assault more often thah men,
even tﬁough,. overall, women are the victims of personal crimes less
often than men. Purse-snatching appears to be fhe major component
of these personal thefts. The woman is an easi.er target for the oppor-

tunistic offender because she offers little resistance, is oftent.'{rnes

oI
xR

careless with her purse, and is usually unable to pursue her attacker.

*Pocket-picking, the complement of purse~snatching committed against

males, requires more skill and is more often the work of the '"professional

thief,
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In these cases, it is most likely that the victim will not know her attacker

since her role as victim occurred at random. The locations in which such

.

personal thefts occur further support this contention. Table P-8 presents

the distribution of personal thefts by location and victim-offender relation-

ship. In the case of the offender known to the victim, the largest category

7,
7

of thefts occurred in the street (36.8 percent). However, this is not

*

significantiy different from the category of '""Inside Home or Other Building."

When looking at the data for offenses in which the offender is unknown to
the victim, by far, most of the offenses occur in the street (67.7 percent).

This is significant, since the next largest category ("Non-Residence

<

Building, Public Convenience'') accounts for only 14 percent of the offenses.

Table P-22 presents data on the victim-offender relationship for

personal thefts. By far, most victims did not know, or knew oh.ly by

3 a

sight, their assailant or did not know whether they knew him or not.

-

Ninety-two percent of the offenders fell in this category. Only 4.3 percent

of the offenders were relatives or were well known to the victim. This

2

Iy .

.differs significantly from the pattern for assaultive violence without

theft.

It appears that women are more likely to be robbed or suffer a

. PR Y F

purse-snatching at the hands of a stranger because their exposure to

this offénse is greater and they make a better targef because of this -

inability to provide substantial resistance.

prey
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Table P-2 presents age, race, and sex distribution for the
victims of personal theft controlling for the victim-offender relationship.

In those cases in which the victim does not know the offender, by far the

majority of such cases (in excess of 95 percent), young black males (16-19)

have the highest rate of victimizations. In all age and sex categories,
the rates of personal theft are higher for blacks than for whites (the

only exception being black males over 65).

These findings are consistent with other research and can be
expected based on the concept of ""exposure'" or the "at risk'" modal.
The majbrity of offenders (Table P-16) in cases of personal theft are
black (61.1 percent), even though, for all personal crir.ne, the racial

category of offenders is only slightly more often black (51.9 percent).

_ If the concept of the opportunistic or need offender is employed, it is

more likely that he will rob someone who he frequently sees, probably
another black. The frequen;cjr of interracial personal theft, though
greater than that of interracial assault, is only 28.8 percent. Generally,
both victim and assailant in a personal theft are of the same race,

usually black,

Age and sex crosscut racial categories (Table P-2) in that rates
for males of all ages and both races are higher in both cases than the

rate for females in the same age-race categories. The rates for males
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generally decline with age While for females they increase with agé. Again,
this may be a function of the older women; lower resistance to purse-
sna.tciling, the most common type of personal theft experienced by women.
Older males; on the other hand, may less frequently visit places or be

placed in situations in which theft occurs.

Marital status (Table P-.3 ), possibly as a measure of social
integration, but more probably as a determinant factor in "exposure,"
is important in examining rates of victimization. Sigrnificantly more
divorced-~separated/single individuals of both sexes are victims of
personal theft than are married or widowed individuals. In Section 4.3,1
above, divorced and unmarried individuals were considered less well
integrated into society and, as a result, more likely to become victims
of assault. The same argument is not as viable in the case of theft.

An alternative argument centers on the fact that unmarried individuals
(either single or divorced/sép.arated) are more likely to frequent places
in which a robbery may occur. In addition, they may carry more money

and thus be a better potential victim.

When age and marital statﬁs are combined (Table P-~4:);~ marriage
apparently has a moderating effect. The ;‘ates for married/widowed
individuals in all age categories are lower than for divorced/separated
or never-marriea individuals and the rates for young married individuals

are considerably below the rates for all individuals in the same age category.

4-49
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The question of socictal integration may be examined from another
dimension, i.e., employment. The highest rates of victinﬁzation (Table
P-6) are for unemployed individuals of both races, tﬁough the rate for
unemployed blacks is more than twice the rate for unemployed whites.
Employed individuals certainly are more likely targets from the point

of view of the professional rObber, i. e., they simply have more worth

,taking, but their victimization rate is lower than the rate for unemployed

individuals. Foth groups are '"at risk'" more frequently than others, yet
they are differentially victimized. These may best be explained by looking

at the opportunities available to the offender.

Even though unemployed individuals are less likely targets in terms
of potential return, they are probably more frequently placed in a situ-
ation in which personal theft (or assault, as seen above) is likely to occur.
Unemployed individuals are more likely to frequent bars or other '""hangouts"

where they are exposed to theft. -

Income appears to play an ambiguous role in the case of personal
theft (see Table P-5). For whites, rates of victimiz;mtion decline with
increasing income, the only exception being the category ($25’, 000+),
which experiences a high rate of victimization. The rates for blacks
are consistently higher, as much as twice as high, given the same ir{come.

The patterns, with the exception of the high-income white victims which
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may well be a function of small sarnple size, can be explained best in terms

of exposure. It is likely that lower income groups of both races will often

frequent locations which expose them to a greater risk of victimization.
It is probably the differential exposure to possible offenders, rather than
the likelihood of reward to the offender, which results in increased victimi-

zation rates for lower-incore groups.

The temporal distribution of personal thefts differs from that of
assaults (see Table P-7). Most assaults occur between 6 P. M. and
6 A.M., with the majority of these occurring between 6 P. M. and
Midnight. Most personal thefts, however, occur during the day, i.e.,
from 6 A.M. to 6 P.M. This is probably due to the fact that most
individuals are traveling to or from work during these hours and are
more likely to be victimized, i.e., fhey present a "better target."
The fewest thefts occur between Midnight and 6 A. M., which one might

expect, given that fewer indi“viduals will be abroad at this time.

There is a slight difference in time distribution for stranger-to-
sfranger and nonstranger offenses. More stranger-to-stranger offenses
occur during the déy, while more nonstranger offenses occur during the
evening.. This is probably due to different patterns of interaction, which
would place individuals in contact with potential offenders in different ways
at different times. B: should be pointed out that the sample size of non-

stranger offenses is too small to allow valid interpretations.
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Interracial theft occurs more frequently than interracial assault
but still accounts for only 29 percent of all personal theft victimizdtions
(see Table P-17.). In the case of interracial personal theft, whites
are the victims of biack assailants significantly more often than blacks

are the victims of whites.

Sixty-three percent of the personal thefts involved multiple offenders,
most frequently two, as opposed to assaults in which 45 pe;r¢ent involved
multiple offenders (Table P-9). However, when looking at the number of
multiple offenders by victim-offender relationship, it appears that more
stranger-to-stranger offenses involve multiple offenders than do non-
stranger incidents. This is probably a function .of the prior activity
involving the action.  Theft by somec;ne known to the victim probably
occurs following close interaction on a one~to-one basis (59 percent of
all incidents), while thefﬂ between individuals unknown to each qther
probabiy ocecurs more often-:by random and implies no prior involvement

of this type.

Slightly moré than 41 percent of the inc.idents of personal theft
involved a weapon of some kind. Most often this was a gun (64. 3 percent)
or a knife (25. 8 percent)(see Table P-28). Weapons were not used in
purse~snatching or pocket-picking. There is no significant difference
in the use of weapons when viewed in light of the victim-offender relation-

ship. In personal theft committed by stranger-to-stranger, weapons
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“are used in 41.9 percent of the incidents, while they are employed in

44,6 percent of stra.nger—to-honstranger offenses.

The victim's response to personal theft is, generally, to do ;1othing
(Table P-14). Sixty-four percent of the victims responded that they did
nothing when confronted by the offender. Only 9.6 percent responded to

the attack with a weapon or physical force. Blacks were less likely to

‘'offer resistance to a robber or purse-snatcher (30.2 percent) than whites

(44 percent). Whites used weapons or force in 11.8 percent of the
incidents, while blacks used weapons or force in only 7.6 percent of
the incidents. This ratio of weapon use parallels that found for both

racial groups in the case of assault.

Most victims of personal theft lost less than $50 worth of property
(54.4 percent) (Table P-18). Twenty-six percent lost between $50 and
$250.. Only 6.6 percent lost more than $250.* When total loss is con-
sidered, thg pattern of loss Aremains approximately the same, with
53.1 percent suffering a total loss, including damages, of less than $50,
Almost 26 percent sufferad a total loss of between $50 and $250. When
examining loss by rz;.ce, blacks suffer greater losées than do Whi’ﬁes.
Table P-21 presents the data on loss by race. Most white victims

(61. 6 percent) suffered a total loss of less than $50, while 49.9 percent

of the blacks suffered a similar loss., More than twice as many blacks,

*Percents do not total to 100 because in some cases (12.7 percent) there
was no loss or the amount is unknown., '
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proportionately, sﬁffered losses of over $‘ZSO (8.9 percent) as 'did whites
(3.3 percent). The mecﬁan value of loss in the case Qf robbery is appro;ci-
mately $37 for whites and $50 for blacks. This differential loss by race
most probably is a result of the amount of money and/or other property
carried by each group. It is possible that blacks suffer larger losses

simply because they carry more money than whites, for whatever reason.

Offender in Personal Theft

majority of the offenders were black (81, 8 percent). These data follow

It has already been mentioned that there is little information avail-
able on the offender in the incidents of assaultive violence. A similar
gituation also occurs in the case of personal theft. Most of the offenders,
when age could be determined, were 21 years of age or older (53 percent).
Table P-10 breaks down the age distribution of offenders by presumed .

age. Of those offenders under 21, most were between 18 and 29. The

the trends observed in the individuals arrested by the Cleveland Police
for robbery .ad larceny. Cleveland Police statistics indicate that
slightly less than one-half (48. 2 percent) of the offenders were 21 years

of age ox older. Approximately three-quarters of the offenders were

blacks (74. 1 percent).

Even though the Cleveland Police data refer only to persons

arrvested for crimes known to the police, the age distribution for both

victimization survey results and Cleveland Police data are quite close.
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The fact that the percent of arrested blacks is significantly higher than
the percent of black offenders reported by victims may well be a result

of differential reporting by blacks (see Sexztion 3.3 below).

While the survey presents no data to test the hypothesis implied
by Conklin, the role of the addict-offender has been repeatedly addressed
by the Cleveland Police. Estimates on the number of opiate addicts in

the City and their criminal involvement are not accurate, ranging from

2,000 to 50,000. The lower estimates are probably more accurate and,

in themselves, indicate the existence of a large number of potential

offenders.

4.4 ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL CRIME PANEL DATA -- HOUSEHOLD CRIME

Household crime is significantly different from personal crime
in terms of.a model of causation. With the exception of some types of-
auto theft (notably “joyridingf‘), most household t’héft has economic gain
a.'s its primary motive. Scarr points out that burglar'y" and larceny as
well are crimes of 6pportunity anci the victim is ’chosen not for his personal
characteristics but rather for his carelessness or ease in vi'ctimization ‘
and possibly for tiue potential return. (Scarr, 1972: 4). This model of
burglary is based on need, perceived Opportdnities, knowledge of burglary
techniqﬁes and the choice of burglary. * Emotion does not enter into the

act as it does in the case of assault. Robbery is probably more. similar

*#*This view holds for most burglary, though Gibbons discusses the '""cat
burglar,' who is considered aberrent and gets his ""kick' from crimes
rather than committing them solely for gain. (Gibbons, 1968: 13-14).
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to burglary in the conceptual model but is considered a personal crime
because it involves a direct confrontation and the chance of injury to

the victim.

A review of Tables H-1 through H-.12 presents a general picture
of the pattern of household crime. Household crime (burglary, larceny,
auto theft) accounted for 47 percent of the total incidents reported during
the period of study. Burglary accounted for the largest category of the
household crir;ne (44. 3 percent) and for 20,8 percent of all incidents.
This makes it the largest category after personal larceny without contact
in the Uniform Crime Report categories (see Table 3-1), The remaining

incidents were evenly distributed between auto theft and larceny. Note

that this is in part a function of reporting definition because when
National Crime Panel categories are employed this pattern changes.

If the National Crime Panel categories are used instead of the UCR
categories, refer to Table H:- 7 rather than 4-1, the pattern changes
because of the placing of personal larcenies within the categofy of
household crime occurring away from home. This inflates household
crime to 96,401 incidents or 70 percent of all incidents in Cleveland
during 1971-72, Larceny would then account for 52 percent of household

incidents and 36. 4 percent of all incidents.

The loss in slightly more than one half of the incidents (55.7

percent) is $99 or less, However, there are differential rates of loss

-
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by race which follow the trend observed earlier for robbery and personal
theft (see Subsections 4.3.1 and 4. 3.2 above). Blacks lose larger values
of cash and property than do whites. Blacks are the victims of auto theft
much more frequently than whites. Rates of larceny are significantly
higher away from home than at home though burglary rates are just the
oppbsite. This is a function of definition, in which personal larceny
away' from home is counted as a household theft (see Subsection 3, 3.1
for a discussion of this problem). Patterns of income, housing patterns,

and tenure all will be reviewed in the following discussion of household

crime.

4.4.1 BURGLARY

During the year under study, there were an estimated 64,712
incidents of household crime, of which 44, 3 percent were burglazry.
Of these 28,665 incidents, 12,629 (44.0 percent) indicated forced entry,
8,904 (24. 9 percent) were ugllawful entry without force, and the .remaiiader
were attempted burglary. The ratio of household burglary incidents to
commercial burglary incidents in Cleveland was 2.5 to one, with house-
hold burglaries predominating. This ratio differs significantly from that
found else'whe:c:e and reported on by various researchers. Others (Scarr,
1972; Crime and its Impact, 1967) indicate that about one-half of all
burglaries are commercial. The rate for comrercial burglary in Clevé—

land is about three times higher than the rate for household burglaxy.
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Referring to Table H-1, the pattern of household crime in general,

but burglary in particular, follows racial lines. The rate for burglary

victimization for blacks is more than twice the rate for whites, a difference

which is statistically significant. The difference remains when other,

possibly confounding, variables such as tenure (ownership relation of

victim to dwelling) or income are examined. For example, when examining

Table -3, thére are no significant differences in burglary rates for
individual living in property owned by victim or property which is rented.
The apparent differences between property ov&)ned by victirn and property
rented for othexr than cash is most probably a function of the small
sample size, in the latter case (less than 1.5 percent of the households
live in dwellings rented for other than cash). However, within each
tenure category, there are significant differences between races, The
loss suffered by burglarized houscholds also varies along racial lines.
Blacks in all income categories suffer large losses ($100 or more)
gignificantly more often than whites. The combination of these two
categories, howéver, is ambiguous. The rate for burglary increases
with increasing income. The rate increases faster for blacks in the
higher income brackets, This may be a combination of housing patterns,
changing income, and victimization. The survey results do not indicate
spatial patterns of burglary., However, Cleveland Police Department
statistics do indicate that certain areas of the inner city experience the

highest rates of burglary.  This may well be a result of the opportunity
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theory discussed above. These areas generally correspond to areas with
large non-white populations. It is possible that as blacks do earn higher
incomes, they become victimized because they do not move out of those

geographic regions in which burglary has traditionally been high,

Previous studies of burglary have not centered on the viztim and
little information on the age, race, sex, and income characteristics of
victims is presently available. The burglary rate, along with other index

crimes, has been examined by some au*-ors who have attempted to deter-

mine patterns and changes in the crime rate and related ecological variables.

Applying the techniques of factor analysis™ to census data and Uniform
Crime Report data results in the development of clusters of variables
(factors) which are closely related. A small correlation between race

and burglary was found in two studies (Schmid, 1960; Schuessler, l962_‘v‘-,
Other factors, including income and unemployment, were found to be more
important than race in predi:cting burglary rates. In Cleveland, all three
of these factors tend to cormbine to exacerbate the relationship between
race and burglary. While the overall unemployment is low, the rate for
blacks is almost three times as high, while the percent of black families

with an income below poverty level is 1. 8 times the City average.

However, before placing too much emphasis on this research,

some fundamental questions of research design and the interpretation

*For a discussion of factor analysis, see Blalock, Social Statistics, First
Edition, or Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research, especially
Chapter 36.
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of results must be addressed. Though ecololgical analysis cannot be
discussed in detail here, * the readexj is cautioned that attributing
relationships to individuals within groups be'cause the groups show a
relationship is a tenuous type of reporting. In the two cases cited above,
the unit of analysis was a city (Schuessler, 1962) or census tracts or

o olo
>

neighborhoods within a city (Schmid, 1960).

Thne result of the above caveat is that thoﬁgh the Cleveland Survey
data do show that victims of burglary are predominantly black, there is
little baseline data with which .to compare these results. The following
tentative hypothesis is offered based on the opportunity model developed
ab‘ove. Cleveland police statistics indicate that 73. 8 percent of the

burglars arrested in Cleveland in 1972 were black. ' If burglaries are

_ committed as opportunities present themselves, the large number of

black burglars arrested is consistent with the f.inding of a large number

of black victims.

The age distribution of victims is presented in Table H-2, For
burglary, the general pattern is that the rate of burglary declines with
the age of the head of the household. For the first three categories

(12-19, 20-34, and 35-49), there are no significant differences in the

*See Judith Wilks, "Ecclogical Correlates of Crime and Delinquency,
for a discussion of the problems and uses of factor analysis in analyzing
crime statistics. Also see Robinson for a discussion of the ecological
fallacy. '

N
w¥Schuessler examined crime rates in 109 cities using 1950 and 1960
census data. Schmid examined changing patterns in crime in Seattle.
Both studies draw implicitly on the earlier work of Lottier (1939) and
Shaw and McKay (1942), :
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buz;glary rate for either location. The rate for older individuals is less
than that for the younger group and declines even more with age. This
may be a function of different patterns of social interaction experienced
by the different age groups. Older individuals are more likely to enter-
tain at home or to spend evenings at home, thereby reducing the most
common type of burglary, the entering of an unoccupied dwelling, The
presence of any individual in the home is an effective deterrent to the
opportunistic burglar. (Bérnes, 1971). 1In addition, IMPACT Cities

burglary workshops have shown that the elderly are more concerned

~with security, as evidenced by attendance. * It is possible that elderly

individuals take more care and are more concerned than younger

individuals and may take additional measures to protect themselves.

This relationship between dwelling type and burglary rate may
be examined in I‘ables H-3 and H-4. The first table presents rate of
household crime broken dovﬁ;n by location and tenure of the i‘lOU.S ehold.

It has already been pointed out that race is more important then tenure
in predicting burglarv rates. There are no significant differences in
burglary rates Eefween homes owned or being bought and hom‘.cf:s being
rented either f.or‘ cash or for no cash rent. These data seem to indicate
that other factors; probably opportmliéy, are more important than thé

type of dwelling.

#An interview with IMPACT staff members conducting these workshops
supports this view that a large number of elderly individuals attend
such sessions. '
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Table H-4 presents data on the burlary rate and the number of
units in the building. For whites, the rate increases considerably as
one compares single family dw.ellings (8.115 burglaries per 100 households)
with four-suite apartments (1Z. 042 burgl«‘;i.ries per 100 households).
However, the rate for multiple-unit dwellings (over five units) drops
to a rate comparable with single homes. This rﬁay be a function of the
building of numerous new, expensive "high rise''-apartments which

contain numerous security features.

Ia the case of black heads of households, number of units in the
structure and burglary rates follow an ambiguous pattern. The rate
for all categories is higher than the white rate and there are less
obvious differences between categories. This is especially s‘o in the
category of five or more units, which doecs not experiehce the decline )
.observcd above. This may be a function of the different types of
multiple-family structures t;ccupied by whites and blacks. In the
latter case, these multi-family dwellings are frequently public housing
projects which have had traditionally higher burglary rates. It is
unlikely that the number 61’ units in the structure is as important as
other factors s;uch as age and location. Older two- and three-family
dwellings are less secure thva,n high rises,- \#rhich frequently include

sccurity staff and/or devices.

The Aifference between racial groups is most probably.a function
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of the differential housing available to each, Most whites who live in

multi-family dwellingbs (greater than five) live in a few areas of cities

which traditionally experience low crime rates.

The rates of burglary away from home are so small as to preclude
meaningful analy;si.s. By far, the majority of all burglaries occur at
the home of the victim. Table H-7 presents the dist;‘ibution of offenses
by location. Less than one percent of all burglaries occur away from
home. All of these occur either at a vacation home or a hotel or motel.
While this distribution is largely a function of the definition of burgiary,
the low rate of offenses away from the home is probably a function of
a small amount of travel and a »srr}é,ll number of vacation homes. The
analysis of such a small number of cases, 27, while it may be interesting,

is unlikely to yield statistically meaningful results.

The following discus‘si‘ons"of burglary will center only on incidents
which occur at home. Interesting relationships between rates and

locations will be mentioned but no detailed analysis will be attempted.

" The pattefn fof income and burglary rates is much more obvious
for blacks than for whites. With the e};cepfioz1 of the 7,500-9,999
category, the bu;‘glary rate increases steadily for blacks, with high-
income blacks‘being victimized more than one and one-‘half times as

frequently as low-income blacks, and two and one-half times as often
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" as whites in the same income category. While this may be a result of

greater wealth and hence more attractiveness to a potential burglar, it
may also be a function of the small sample size, less than one percent
of the black population fits into this category of $25, 000+. The oppor-
tunity argument coupled with known migration patterns for wealthy blacks
makes the latter explanation more plausible. The large differential
between racial groups shows up in this table, in which the rate differs
more between individuals of different races within the same income
categories than across income categories. The rates for burglaries
away from home is too small to allow in-depth analysis (see note above).
It is interesting to note that the only away-from-home burglaries occur
with high-income individuals. This may be interpreted in two ways.
First, it is possible that wealthier individuals travel significantly more
than others and are at risk more often, or, as some authors have pointed
out, professional burglars seek out the more expensive hotels and
regsorts and victimize their guests, or they may own vacation homes

which may be left unattended during most of the year.

Moest burglaries are committed, it would appear, by "regular
burglars' (Gibbons, 1968: 13) who victimize unoccupied dwellings.

This individual is frequently the opportunist burglar who randomly

tries dwellings until he finds one which is easy to victimize because of

the owner's or resident's carelessness. The distribution of times of
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burglaries reflects this pattern. Of the 23,550 incidents for which the
time of occurrence is known,. only 22.4 percent occurred between
Midnight and 6 A.M. Most (46. 0 p;arcent) occurred during the day or
in the éarly evening ¢30.7 percent). These are the times when a house
is more likely to be vacant. Most individuals will have returned hqme
and be in bed by Midright, or shortly after. The pattern for burglary
and larceny are similar but differ significantly from that of auto theft.
This is consistent with the opportunity argument, which wnuld expect
cars to be stolen during the day while people are at work, or late in

the evening when their owners have parked them for the night. .

More than one half {62 percent) of the burglaries involved losses
of more than $100. However, there are different loss patterns when
the data are examined from the point of view of race. Table H-9 presents
the data for ioss by race of the head of the household énd location,
Blacks suffer large losses (E)ver $100) more often than do whites.
Whites suffered losses of less than $100 51. 6 percent of the t{me, while
blacks suffered such losses 27.4 percent of the time. This loss pattern
is similar to the pattern observed for personal crime above (seé Section

4. 3) and for larceny (see Subsection 4. 4.2 below). The actual economic

‘impact of burglary is difficult to determine because the total loss is

difficult to determine from the above data. The median value of loss
for whites is near $95, whilé for blacks it is a'pproximately $284.

Both of these statistics are questionable because the basis for the
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determination is questionable. Individuals generally overestimate their
loas for a variety of reasons, including insurance claims, use of purchase
price or replacement cost rather than depreciation, and lack of knowledge. *
In any case, the data in Tables H-9 and H-'10 present the data on the loss
and on the amount of the loss recovered., Table H-10 presez;xts interesting
statistics on the proportion of the stolen goods which are recovered.
Overall, for all household offenses, sc;me or all of the stolen goods are
recovered in only 28 percent of the cases. The recovery rate for stolen
autos is highest (76. 4 percent) and lowest for larcenies (13.9 percent),
The rate for burglaries is also relatively low at 21.4 percent. However,
this recovery rate is related to the value of the loss. The proportion
recovered in part or in full increases with the value of the theft. In
burglaries with small losses (1evss than $50), none of the property is

is recovered in 89.1 percent of the cases. In burglaries with a loss of
over $250, some or all of the property is recovered in 30 percent

of the cases, This is probably a result of the amoﬁn‘c of property

stolen in the latter case. If a large number of goods is stolen, there

is a greater chance that some of the goods will turn up and be recovered
by the police. In the smaller losses, ifvany goods are recovered, it

is more likely that the total amount will be recovered, while with

larger losses it is more likely that only part of the loss will be recovered.

Table H-11 presents data on the total loss, including damages

“See Criminal Victimization in the United States (Chapter 3).
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suffered by both races. The pattern is similar to that observed above

when only the value of the goods (or cash) stolen was considered. Overall,
slightly more than 72 percenf of the losses, including damages, were for
less than $250. There were, however, differences between blacks and
whites in térms of loss, with blacks losing more than $250 in approxi-‘
mately 33. 5 percent of the incidents and whites incurring the same loss

in 20.5 percent of the incidents. This differential loss by race is consistent
across most crime types with blacks gex;erally claiming larger losses.
There are several explanations for this, ranging from greater property

at risk to overestimation of loss. Unfortunately, there are no additional

data available to allow the testing of these alternative hypotheses.

4.4.2 LARCENY

Liarceny refers to the theft of goods or cash by stealth, i.e., no
force or contact occurs., This would include thefts from the areas sur-
ro@ding the home, vyard, si:dewalk, etc., as well as losses of property
i£1 public places away from the home. This latter category, larceny
committed elsewhere, presents an anomaly, given the traditional crime
classifications employed by criminologists and the Uniform CJ.:.ime Reports.
Under the NCP classification system, the theft of a coat, brie‘fcase,
umbrella, packages, etc. which occur in a public place, i.e., restaurant,

lounge,- bus, or train are considered household incidents rather than

‘ personal incidents. With this distinction in mind, some of the apparently
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confusing data presented in this section can be clarified.

Of the 137,772 estimated incidents which occurred in Cleveland
during the year 1971-72, 18,457 were larcenies of the first type discussed
above, This accounted for 13,4 percent of all incidents. However, if
the personal larcenies without contact are also included (see Table 4-1),

the percentage of larcenies considered by the National Crime Panel to be

Thousehold incidents' increases to 36,4 percent (50, 146 incidents).

Employing the same scheme, more than one-half of all household

incidents (51. 3 percent) were larcenies,

It is interesting to note that larceny rates do not, in aggregate,
differ gignificantly by race. The rates of larceny for whites and blacks
are relatively close but are significantly greater than the rates for other
(which is a small portion of the sample). This pattei'n differs significantly
from the pattern for burglary in which blacks are victimized more than
twice ag often as whites, The corresponding ratio for larceny is 1.2: 1.
When race is examined in other contexts, tenm:e ,, number of dwelling
units in the structure or income, it appears to be more important than
the variables examined, The difference between tenure types for the
same race are smaller than the difference across race for the same

type of tenure. It appears that race is the dominant factor in predicting

a person's likelihood of victimization. Location, as might be expected,

becomes important in discussing larceny, as it will in the case of auto
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theft. It has already been demonstrated that, by definition, very few
burglaries occur away from home. In the latter case, howe;ver, larceny
and auto theft, 1.6 times as many larcenies and three times as many

auto thefts occur away from home. There are no significant differences
in this pat.ern when examined in light of race., The ratio of ''at home"

to "elsewhere' categories is e;pproxirnately the same for all racial groups.
When 1ookin‘g at race and income, therel appear to be differences in the
type of larceny for which each race is victimized. These rates of at home
larceny for both races is relatively similar, though generally slightly
higher for blacks than for whites. However, in the case of larcenies
away from home, the rate for blacks is considerably higher in each
incon.ze category than for whites. This may be a function of two things.
Blacks may have fewer posseésions which they leave vulnerable or are
more careful around their homes with possessions such as bicycles, toys,
tools, etc.,, or they may be more security conscious around their homes
and they may lock up such things. However, away from home, they
appear either to be less careful with their belongings or, retﬁi‘ning to

the risk model discussed under personal crime, they may frequent those

places where potential thieves are likely to be found. The oppértunity-—need

model discussed for burglary probably applies equally well in this case.

Age patterns of larceny (see Table H-2) present some interesting

‘anomalies. The larceny rates for the lower three age categories are
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approximately ¢qual when viewed as aggregates; however, there is a
gignificant difference in the ratio of at home to elsewhere larcenies,

with the youngest group (12-19) experiencing more at home larcenies

and less el:;séwlfxere larcenies than the other groups (the ratio of away

to at home is 1.2). The older group (35-49) experiences more larcenies
e¢lgewhere and less at home fhz;n either of the groups (the ratio is 2.0).
This can most easily be explained in terms of patterns of socializing.

’l‘his age group is probably most likely to visit restaurants, entertainment,
cte., and suffer losses of property. The oldest age group (65+) experiences
a considerably lower rate of victimization, as does the 50-64 year old
group, but in addition also experiences more at home larcenies than
larcenics away from home. This is probably a function of their decreased
mobility and the lower frequency of travel. They may also be less

careful of their possessions than younger individuals, resulting in this
differential, Ilowever, it should be emphasized that the rates for these
groups and the sample sizes are relatively small, making any interpre-
tation about the patterns primarily speculation. Discussions with IMPACT
staff members produce intercsting comparisons in the case of older
individuala. Their rate of victimization for all crime types is signifi-

cantly below that of all other groups, yet they respond most strongly

to programs of prevention and protection. The individuals who conduct

workshops on burglary prevention, protection from assault, citizens'

awareness, all indicate that, overwhelmingly, the individuals attending
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these sessions are older, generally over 60. This appears to be an example

of the fear, based on misinformation, which was discussed above (Section

4.2). The individuals who statistically are least likely to be victimized

and hence have the least to fear are the most concerned, to the point of

taking action to protect the—sclves. The rate for individuals 65 and over
AR :

is approximately one-thivrd 'a..ilﬁ: rate for the next lowest group (50-64).

Individuals over 49 years of age are onl.y about two-thirds as likely to be

victimized by larcewny as individuals 12 to 49 year.s of age. Similar

patterns hold for all household crime.

The role of tenure has already been discussed in examining race,
but a few points of interest will be mentioned. Generally, tenure is less
important than other variables except when examining larcenies committed
elsewhere. The overall rate for burglary among renters is slightly higher
than the rate for homeowners, while the rate for larcenies is slightly
lower for renters. This maj} simply be a function of the larger number
of goods which homeowners possess, increasing their risk, Bicycles,
garden tools, toys, outdoor furniture, etc., all are found moré: frequently
among homeowners than among apartment dwellers. In additicvnin, because
of yards,. driveways, and patios, these belongings are more likely to be
"left out," making larceny easier, especially for the opportunistic thief.
Cleveland police have reported a large increase in the number of expensive

(five- and 10-speed bicycles) stolen by drug addicts from yards and side-

walks. Apartment dwellers are less likely to leave their possessicns in
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the yard or on the sidewalk. As a result, opportunity-motivated thefts

are reduced among this group. It is interesting to examine the trans-
position that occurs between black and white renters and homeowners.
The ratio of black to white larcenies declines significantly for renters.
Among homeowners, blacks are victimized 1.4 times as often as whites,
but among renters, blacks and whites are victimized about the same rate.
This may well be a function of incomne, since it is to be expected that
black homeowners are more affluent than black renters. The difference
in larceny rates among different income groups has already been examined

and will be discussed below when reviewing Table H-5.

Larceny rates do not appear to be strongly associated with the

type of dwelling as seen in Table H-4, Again, rates for black homeowners

(or individuals living in single homes) suffering victimizations elsewhere

are highest, while rates for residents of large multi-family dwellings
arc lowest for both races. Larceny rates '"at home' and '"elsewhere"
tend to increase with size of structure up to four units and then decline

slightly for large multiple-family structures. However, there are incon-

sistencices within the data which do not allow generalizations or speculations

about the relationship between type of structure and rates. Logically,
one might expect that single-homeowners and renters of double or three-
family houses would suffer more larcenies at home, while residents of
"high-rise'" apartments, without children, might be more mobile and

thus experience more larcenies conunitted elsewhere. The data on number

4-72




’

WS BN BN I e

E - 5

of units and larceny rates are ambiguous, but it does appear that for
members of both races, the rate of larcenies committed elsewhere.is
approximately twice as l;igh as the rate of larcenies committed at home
for residents of "high rises," even though the residents of these buildings
generally experience oyvir.iiiower rates of victimization. This is
probably a function of iuconte 'and the incfeas‘ed security, garages,

.

guards, and electronic surveillance present in these buildings.

Larcenies at home generally are positively related to income, with
the rates for whites and blacks irising with income. Two interesting cases
occur, the $10,000-$14, 999 category and the over $25, 000 category, which
do not follow the trend but are lower for both blacks and whites. The
significant decline in the over $25, 000 category is probably a function of
location of residence more than anything else. It is likely that individuals
in this income category live in sheltered areas of the city in which crime
rates are generally down. In addition, such individuals may have more
secure homes and potential t.hieves may be deterred by this fa<?1' as well
as the fact that they would be more visible in the neighborhood. This is
especially true of the occasional or opportunistic thief. (Barnes, 1970).

The slight decline in the $10, 000 to $14, 000 category may be explained

in a similar way. Cleveland police statistics indicate a lower rate for

all crimes in the western parts of the City. The residents of these areas

are primarily middleclass individuals in this income category. This
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argument, however, cannot be applied to blacks because of their differential

housing pattern. Police statistics for the areas of the City occupied by

‘higher-incon blacks do not differ significantly. *

In the case of larcenies commeitted "elsewhere, ! the rates are
consistently higher for each racial and income group. The decline observed
a:bove for the higher-income categories in larcenies at home does not
appear for larcenies committed elsewhere. This is most likely due to
a greater frequency of loss of possessions while away from home visiting
places of entertainment or publié places. The choice of such facilities

is probably different for these individuals than for members of lower-

income groups. This differential choice probably places the victim in

contact with different {:ypes of potential offenders, i.e., individuals more
likely to sieal by stealth than by force. There is, unfortunately, a possible

y'in Wis argument. Thg occasional thief is also probably more
visible n such an environmé;lt and, as a result, is less able to be effective.
In general, the analysis of income data is ambiguous and few consistent

trends can be discerned, even after careful examination.

Most larcenies at home occur in the early morning hours between
Midnight and six A.M. (36.4percent), as seen in Table H-6. An additional
30. 6 percent occur in the late evening, while the remaining third occur

during the twelve hours from six A.M. to six P.M. This may be explained

*QObviously, reporte:d incidents will differ from Survey results. Unfortunately,
spatial distribution of Survey results are unavailable, so police data are
offered to support this position. The quesiion of spatial distribution is

addressed below in Section V.
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in terms of the darkness needed to provide ''cover'' for these larcenies.
It is difficult to appear inconspicuous while stealing a bicycle from
individuals?® ya;rt.is during the day when they or their neighbors are home.
Darkness provides the necessary secrecy to allow such crimes. The
highest rate of theft occurs in the early morning hours when individuals
are asleep and differs from bﬁrglary, which occurs most often when
individuals iare away from their homes during the day and early evening
until Midnight. The pattern for larceny éway from home is consistent
with the‘ explanation offeréd for robbery above in Subsection 4.3.2. Most
such larcenies occur during the day (%4, 5 percent), when individuals
are about and are placed in‘ contact with potential thieves, i.e., riding
buses and trains, eating lunch, visiting stores and so on. Following a
similar vein, one might expect that a large number of such larcenies
might occx;r in the early evenixig when individuals are about visiting
restaurants and theaters. ”Iﬁhe smallest number of such larcenies away‘
from home might be expected in the early morning hours wheq most
individuals are home. The data presented in Table H-6 support this
ai‘gumen‘t‘, with 26. 3 percent occurring between six P.M. and Midnigllt
and only 19. Z percent occurring between Midnight and six A, M. The
pa:tterfls 6f most of the crime types observed in the victimization survey

closely follow what is expected.

Larcenies occur most frequently in the street, field, or park

(38. 8 percent) ar near the victim's home (29.7 percent). Homes,
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non-residence buildings, a.pd schools each account for about eight to nine
percent of the larcenies. Iarcenies in school most probably refer to

the theft of books, clothing, and lunches from desks, ré,ther than the
burglary of lockers. The theft of school property is not included because
of the nature of the interviewing iarocedure. Thefts from non-residence

buildings refers to theft from stores or offices of private property, for

.example, a shopper's packages or an office worker's personal possessions.

The theft of merchandise or office supplies either by employees or others

is not considered in this survey. The location is an important consideration
because it outlines the type Qf individuals with whom the victim is 1ikel"y

to come in contact. Thefts occurring inside the home (or vacation home)
must be committed by someone known to the victim, either. a. reiative,
friend, employee, aor otﬁer berson who has legal access to the home, such
as a service technician. The data presented in Table H-7 support the

relationship between victimization and risk hypothesized above.

The amount lost in most larcenies is relatively small but does differ
according to the race of the vi;tim. Eight thousand, six hundred and fifty
(88.5 percent) o:L' the larcenies* at home with white victims involved loss‘es
of less than $100, while 4, 310 (78.9 percent) of the victimizations involving
blacks involved losses of less than $100. The median loss for whitesb
was §$29, while for blacks it was $45, This pattern of greater loss for
blacks is consistent with the findings for robbery and burglary, though

the argument about carrying differential amounts of cash probably does

*In which the amount of loss was known.
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not apply to these incidents since most of the losses were of property.
The pattern changes slightly' when larcenies committed elsewhere are
considered. In this case, the percentages of whites and blacks losing
less than $100 are almost egual (83, 5 percent for blacks, 81. 2‘percent
for whites). The median loss for larcénies committed eléewhere for
whites is $34, while for blacks it is $36, It would appear that the
property and cash lost by both groups while away from home is relatively
close even though the whites lose more elsewhere than at home. Without
more specific breskdowns of the type of loss, cash, property, clothing,

etc., these differentials are difficult to explain.

The probiems iﬁherent in estimating the total economic impact
of larceny as well as the estimation of individual losses hé,s already
been alluded to, in Subsection 4.3.1 above. Much the same pattern
exists when looking at the total loss, including damages, by race. These
data are presentéd in Table.::H-ll.* Unfortunately, the categories have
been telescoped, making precise comparisons ‘with the dat; in Table H-10
impessible. Almost 64 percent of the white victims suffered losses,
including da.mages of less than $50, while 54, 7 percent of the'_black
victims suffered similar losses. The median loss, including.chmages,

for whites. was $37; for blacks the comparable figure was $45.

Large losses were relatively rare; only 5,7 percent of all larcenies

at home exceeded $250 and less than 0.3 percent involved more than
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$1,000. The number of large losses among blacks was twice as high
than among whites, 8.4 percent compared to 4.1 percent. In the case

of larcenies away from home, the overall number of individ.;lals suffering
large (over $250) losses was smaller (4.1 percent) and the rates for

blacks and whites were 4.9 and 3.6 percent, respectively.

The percent of property recovered in larcenies is lower than the

‘pcrcent recovered im either burglary or auto theft. Generally, the percent

of cases in which no property is recovered declines with the amount of
property taken (Table ¥H~10). In the case of larcenies with small losses
(less than $50), none of the stolen gqods was recovered in 89, 6 percent
of the incidents, while in the cases of large thefts ($250+) the percentage
in which none of the goods was recovered is 78. 8 percent. The chance

of recovering all of the stolen goods is greatest in large thefts (over $1000),

where in 31,8 percent of the incidents all of the lost property was recovered.

This compares very favorabiy* when viewed in light of the overall recovery
rate of less than 14 percent. It is interesting to note that in most cases
(with the exception of the $250-$999 category), fhe percent of cases where
all property is recovered is greater than the cases in which ogly pa.rtialx
recovery occurs. n other words, the victim of a larceny is most likely
to recover none of his property. However, if any property is recovered,
it is likely that the total amount taken will be recovered. The low rate

of recovery is to be expected given the nature of larceny. By definition,

there is no contact between the victim and offender, hence no description
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is possible. In addition, larcenies frequently go unnoticed for a pe;'iod
of time. .Often, the missing objects are not discovered until someane
attempts to use them. Even then, people frequently believe they have
been misplaced. The high rate of recovery in bigger theft may be' a
result of the types of goods taken which may be more difficult to "“fence"

dispose), or quicker discovery by the victim.

"4.4.4 AUTO THEFT

This categery includes theft of a motor vehicle and attempted
theft of a motor vehicle, and accounts for 12. 8 percent of all incidents
(17,590 incidents). Awuto theft accounts for 27.2 percent of all household
incidents, exc‘luding personal larceny (larceny committed elsewhere)
(see Table 4-1) anw 18.5 percent of all household crime, including such
larcenies. The patterns observed for most other household criﬁe also
apply to auto theft as a review of the household tables (H-1 through H-12)
will demonstrate. Blacks ;uffer the loss of their autos about one and

one-half times as often as whites. Members of ""other' races experience

significantly lower rates of victimization. In the case of blacks, it is

interesfing to note that the major difference in rates occurs for auto
thefts occurring at home. It appearé that residential auto theft occur
proportionately more often to blacks than to whites. However, in both
cases, the rate c;f auto thefts occurring elsewhere is significantly higher
than the rate occurring at home, freéuently on the order of two or three

or more to one. The effect of race may also be examined in Tables H-3,
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H-4, H-5, and H-12. When examining tenure (Table H-3), differences
found between homeowners and renters are not significant, while
differences between racial groups within tenure categories are significant.
However, it does appear that tenure and race do combine in an ambiguous
way in the case of auto theft. White homeowners have a significantly

lower rate of auto theft than do black homeowners, yet in the case of

-renters, blacks have a slightly lower, but not significantly 1owér, rate

than whites. These differences surprisingly appear in the catego'ry of
location. Dlack homeowners expeiience a rate of auto theft occurring
elsewhere which is two and one-half times the rate for whites, while

the rate for black renters suffering auto thefts elsewhere is approximately

three-quarters the white rate. This may be a function of mobility patterns

| among blacks who purchase homes, yet return to older, higher crime

neighborhoods to vigit friends. In addition, most auto thefts occur from
the street, probably while the car is parked and the owner is at work

or visiting. The downtown area, according to police statistics, experiences

~a very high rate of auto theft, with workers of both races being victimized

randomly. Similar trends occur when controlling for income (Table H-5),
in which blacks have consistently higher rates of victimizétioﬁ than do
whites, with the exception of at home auto theft for very high white income
groups. The rates for blacks earning over $15,000 is significantly lower
than the rates for whites earning the same amount. This may not be

explained in terms of neighborhood, but may be due to the small number-
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of blacks in this income category. At present, no explanation for this
trend can be offered and the data are simply presented without further

comment.

Auto theft is positively associated with income (see Table H-5);

the rate increases as income increases. This pattern holds for auto

. thefts occuring elsewhere and may be related to the value and desirability

of the car. Wealthier individuals are more likely to drive newer, more
expensive, and possibly more sporty cars. Such cars are more desirable
to the joy-rider, the car stripper, and the professional theif, though for

different reasons. The high recovery rate may be equated with joy-i'iding,

_in which case, fancy cars are desirable (see the discussion of recovery

rates below). There are some anomalies occurring among upper-income
blacks, though these may be attributed to either more care on the part
of these individuals or to their small number in the survey. In the latter

case, the low rates may sin’i:ply be a matter of random error. Blacks in all

" income categories suffer higher rates of victimization. The differences

between races are greater than the differences between income categories

for the same race.

Talbe H-12 presents data on the number of vehicles "'at risk'" by
selected demographic characteristics, age, race, tenure, and household
size. . Given these data, rates based on the at risk population may be.
developed. This becomes important because of differential ownership

of automobiles by age and race. Of the total gumbér of households,
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approximately 63.0 percent were white, 35.9 percent were black, and
the remaining 1.2 percent were '""other." When looking at vehicle

ownership, more than two-thirds of the vehicles were owned by whites

‘and 32, 2 percent were owned by blacks. The result of this difference,

even though it is slight, is to inflate the rate for blacks based on the
gpecific risk category of auto theft. OBvion1sly, if an individual does not
own a car, he cannot be victimized. The distribution of multi-car families
is not known, but is probably less important in computing "at risk"
probabilities. Using the data presented in Table H~12, it becomes
obvicus that blacks experience an even greater differential victimization.
The rate of theft for whites is 6,296 thefts per 100, 000 vehicles owned,
while the rate for blacks is 10, 039 thefts per 100, 000 vehicles owned.
The rate for blacks is mmore than one and one-half times the white rate.
As in the case for all other crime types examined so far, blacks of all
ages, incomes, and of boﬁh sexes are victimized more often than whites.
There ig no difference, by race, between the number of'attcmpted and
the number of completed thefts. Approximately twice as many cars are

successfully stolen as there are attempts made.

The distribution for aute theft by age follows the pattern of vehicle
ownership. Individuals aged 12-19 own fewer autos and are victimized
less often than others. This may be a function of either the type of car

owned by these individuals, i.e., less expensive, undesirable cars in

4-82




<

Bl EE mm

--.“many cases, or the extra car which young car owners may take irregardless

. of the value of the car. The highest rate occurs for individuals in the

20-34 year old categary, with the rate steadily declining with age. This

may be a function of the desirability of the cars driven by each age group

from the point of view of the potential thief. Younger, opportunistic

thieves may steal flashy, sporty cars for joy-riding or for the theft of
specific corﬁp:onents,. i. e; , seats, transmissions, accessories. These
desirable cars are nxere frequently driven by young, single individuals

in the 20-34 age categiory. Older individuals are more likely to drive

less desirable cars, from this point of view at least. In addition, older
individuals may take rmore caré in parking and locking their cars. Another
explanation may be offfered, based on the patterns of socializing engaged
in by all groups. Individuals 20-34 experience the largest rate of loss
suffered away from hwme, which is probably a function of their increased
mobility which places their cars "at risk' more often. The relationship :
between tenure patterms and auto theft have been discussed above (Table IH-3)
in the context of race. Overall renters experience slighﬂy higher rates-
of victimization. This may well be a function of the difficulties which
renters frequently hawe in finding any type of parkihg. In man‘gr cases,

the parking lots or om-street parking are not vs‘fiscure and may be located

a considerable distance from the renters' residence,. ‘These factors

contribute to a higher rate of auto theft for renters.

The type of residence, i.e., number of units in the structure,
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does not gsecrn to be important, WNo discernible 'patterns appear to dif-
ferentiate the association betweenl number of dwelling units and thefts.

The rates for 'multi-family units (five or more) are lower than two-, three-,
or four-family units. This may be a function of the secure garages which

many of these newer large apartments have.

However, when the number of vehicles at risk is considered (see
Table H-~12), the rates for renters appears to be significantly highef
than the rate for homeowners (1, 023 thefts per 100, 000 vehicles owned
versus 5, 684 thefts per 100, 000 vehicles owned). These statistics are
consigtent with the explanation presented above. Another variable which
may be considered is size of the family., These data are presented in
Table I1-12. Kven though there are some confounding faétors,$ it appears
that larger households suffer victimizations morke often than smaller
ones. This is consistent with the concept of exposure to risk. .Large
housecholds are more 1ikely' to contain more than one driver, thereby

placing the car at risk more often because it is driven and parked more

frequently away from the owner's home. Most thefts pccur from the

street or fields (73. 1 percent éf all thefts). This might be explained in
terms of the pattern of *heft. Cars are frequently stolen while the owners
are attending work, entertainment, or sporting events. The thief therefore
hﬁas a fair idea of when the owner will return and the amount of time
available to him. .Stealing a car requiresbsome "lead time'' to be effective.

That is, the thief should have some time before the car is missed to

“"Larger houscholds may contain unrelated individuals. In addition, in the

case of large families, many individuals may not drive.
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strip it or move it to a’secure location where extensive changes may be

made to prepare the car for resale,

Of thase auto thefts occurring at home, most (59 percent) occur
between Midoight and six A. M, It is at this time when individuals are
asleep and are less likely to interrupt the thief., In addition, most cars
are away from home during the day, when the smallest number of at home |
thefts occur (10. 7 percentj. This pattern is seeﬁ reflected in the auto
thefts occurring away from home. In those cases when the time is known,
most occur hetween six A.M. and six P.M. (54.5 percent). Proportionately,
almost as many occur during the six hours between six P. M. and Midnight.
The smallest number of thefts away from home occur in the carly morning
hours because most individuals have returned home with their cars. The
rates for auto thefts at home and elsewhere comple}hent each other, with

rates at home declining as rates elsewhere increase.

The gmoun‘c of loss in the case of auto theft shows a much smaller
distribution, with losses clustering in the $250 or more category (83.8
pércent of all inc;idents). There are few differences between races or
location ;If theft. This is probably to be expected, since the categories
do not allow fine gnough distinctions in value.. The cost of most cars,
even used ones, probably exceeds the $250 lower limit. As a result,
comparisons within and across categories become clouded by the lack of

sufficient,. different values. No summary statistics are available for
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these data. An interesting trend mmay be observed in comparing loss by
race. Blacke tend to lose more valuable cars to theft than do whites.
IFewer whites (56.5 perceﬁt) suffer total losses of $250 or more than
blacks (58.9 percent). Whites suffer relatively small losses (less th‘an
$50) more than blacks. Unfortunately, the categories of total loés,
including damages, and loss are not the same, preveﬁting more detailed
comparisons. The value of cars generally varies less than the value of
goods taken in other forms of theft or robber, which leads to less mean-

ingful interpretations of the loss data. ™

The rate of recovery for stolen autos is the highest for the three
types of houschold crime. Overall, more than 76 percent of all stolen
cars are recovered. This rate varies from 50 percent in the case of
cars valved at less than $50 to 87 percent in the case of cars -
valued at $1, 000'!-.:::* Generally, the rate for all -cars valued at $100 or
more is quite high, over 80 percent. The number of cars which are
recovercd "stripped" is relatively low. A little less than a third of
the cars recovered (32.4 percent) are found stripped or are only recovered
partially, Again, any analysis of the recovery rates and car values will

be misleading, because data are not available in fine enough categories

*Data on auto theft would be more meaningful if type of car, compact,”
stationwagon, luxury car, etc., were recorded. In addition, crime
catepories for auto theft should probably go to at least $4, 000..

wilt is possible that in the case of these low-value cars, the cars were

actually abandoned and reported as stolen. Auto-wrecking yards are
frequently overstocked and will not purchase junk cars.
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to allow meaningful comparisons. In summary, the rate of recovery for
stolen autos is significantly higher than the rates of recovery for other

household crimes and thé rate increases with the value of the auto.

4.5 ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL CRIME PANEL DATA-- COMMERCIAL CRIME

Commercial crime approximates household crime in more respects
than it does personal crime. Commercial crime, like houschold crime,
has economic goals as its‘rnotive. Burglary; and robbery are corﬁmitted
with the intent of obtaining a monetary return. The emotional nature
and previous .eraction between victim and'as sailant present in personal
crime are awvsent herg. Burglary of a commercial building is similar to
the burglary of a home, the only. difference being the surroundings.
Certain types of commercial crime are not included here because of the
difficulty involved in obtaining reliable data. The two major crimes
against business, which account for most of their losses, are shpplifting »
and employee theft. Estimaii.es of the cost of these offenses reach she
millions of dollars per year. (Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 3). Ho.wever,
the difficulties involved in c;ollecting data which validly measures t'he
extent of this crime, since even its dirnensions are sometimes unknown

to the . .. essman, and the lack of comparability from one type of business

to ar~*r , precludes their é.nalysis.

An estimated 31,001 businesses were surveyed, including retail

stores, wholesale sales, real estate, service, manufacturing, and all
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other. Banks were excluded from the survey. Ten percent of all the
crime incidents occurring in Cleveland during the y.ear 197]@72 im;.wolved
comrercial estab'iishments. Of these 13, 761 incidents, '2, 386 (17.3
percent) were 'robbefiés and 11,375 (82.7 pércent) were burglal;ies.
Retail stories suffered robberies much more frequently than :any other
type of business. Rectail stores and manufacturers were the victims of
burglary more often than any other type of business. However, the
pattern of time, loss, and reporting vary from bu'siness to business and
according to crime type. The following sections will discuss tiae pattérns
of ViC_timiZ&ti.OI’l for the two types of commercia.i crime included in the

National Crime Survey Victimization survey.

4.5.1 COMME. .IAL BURGLARY

This crime is by far the most common type of commercial crime
reported on in this survey. The patterns of burglary vary from business
to business and are presentv‘f;d in summary form ir Table C~1. Service
businesses account i’or the largest single category of business, 13, 576
(43.8 percent of all businesses), followed by retail sales (32. 6 percent).
Together, these two categories account for more than 75 perc‘.gnt of all

businesses.

The data presented in this table include all incidents, including

multiple victimizations for certain businesses. More detailed breakdowns
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are presented in Table C- 2. B‘eforg discussing these multiple incidents,

a general view of commercial burglary can be seen in the first table.

Retail stéres have the largest riumbext' of burgla:ries (4,709) as well és
the; Z.Largest p.erce‘nt of the totail burglariés (41.4 percent). In addition,
these businesses also experience ihe highest rate of burglary (471
burglaries per 1,000 businesses). Service businesses experience the
next larg'es’é number of incidents, 3,729 (32.8 percent of 2ll incidents).
However, due to t‘hei;: large numbe,r (43. 8 percent of total bus'inesses),
they experience a erlatively low rate of victimization (275 burglaries
per 1,000 busine»sseé)c The category of "all other' accounts for 1,356
incidents (11l. 9 percent) and has a rate of 402.per 1, 000 bu‘sinésses.
The remaining categories account for l; 582 incidénts (13.9 pércent of
all incidents). The rate- for these busine..sses range from 258 per

1, 000 businesses for real estate to 460 per 1, 000 businesses for

manufacturers.

This pattern of victimization is consistent with the exposure theory

discussed for personal and household crime, as well as the concept of

potential reward. Retail trade businesses experience the highest number

of incidents and the highest rate because of a combination of these factors.

They are more readily visible to the potential thief, offer a greater
petential reward, and generally are less well protected. Retail stores,

as opposed to service concerns or real estate businesses, generally
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have more goods available which are desirable from the thief's point of
view. These include cash, clothing, entertainment equipment, and tools

which the thief can use or can readily '"fence."

. Real estate and service businesses generally do not have as much
désirable property from the point of v-iew of the thief. Real estate trans-
gctions almost always are conducted‘by check, which are useless .to the
opportunistic burgiar. Service businesvse's e'xlso generally conduc¢ business
by check. Real estate concerns have little desirable property, excépt
for furuaishings; service concerns have little exceﬁt specialized tools and
parts inventories, which generally are only worth "'scrap value.'" The
generally low rates (significantly below the rates for either manufacturing
or retail businesses) are most likely a function of this decreased desira-

bility and lower potential reward, since there is little evidence to support

either lower exposure or better security.

Wholesale trad« businzsses follow the pattern ,obsei‘rved for retail
trade because of the desirability of the merchandise for a potential thief.
However, the slightly lower rate may be attributed to the greater security
employed by such concerns, involving burglar alarms, secure premises,
and private police officers. In addition, a large ﬁroportioh of their
busi;less is conducted by check, thus reducing the amount of available

cash.
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The ma.nufacturing'conce.rns pr'esen’c an anomaly based on the above'
argument. Théy may not have large amounts of cash available nor do
they have desirable goods which may be stolen. In addition, data presented
in Table C-3 may support the hypotheses that manufacturing concerns
are not operating full shifts and are probably closéd for large periods,

giving the potential thief greater time to act.

The last cat\egor\), "all other, " is difficult to explain, given the
wide range of businesses involved. It is possible that the general con-
tractors, listed \vit};in this céﬁtegory, contribute to the high burglary rate
because of the losres incurred at constructica sites. Transportation
companies, for examplie, household mov'ers and warehouses, ma'y also
experience hi'whel; rates bécause of the desirabili;cy of the merch-andise ‘
which they handle. However, these observations are mere speculation
because of the lack of épecificity and the broad range of industries, from
agriculture to commercial a.i;'lines, which are subsumed under this

heading.

The total number of incidents has been summarized, but multiple
incidents have not been considered. The incidence of multiple victimi~

zations, in burglary, robbery, or a combination of the two, may be observed
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in i‘able C-2. The total number of businesses victimized and not vic'timized
are presented in tabular form. Overall, less than one-quarter (23.7.
percent) of all businesses were victimized; some more than four times.

Of the 5, 922 bus‘inesses suffering only burglary, most (81.4 percent)

were viétirﬂized once, 10.3 percent were victimized twice; 4.4 percent,

three times, and 3.9 percent, four or moere times.

The pattern of incidents (Table C-1) and the proportion of total
victimized business'es presented in Table C-2 follow closely. However,
it is of interest te examine the pattern of multiple incidents for each
type of business to determine if differences 2xist. The highest percent
of multiple victimizations occur for real estate businesses, in which
case 39.1 percent of all busi;nesses were victimized fnore than once, ™
while service businesses were rarely victimized more than once

(approximately 10 percent of service businesses suffered multiple

victimizations) for burglary.

Wholesale businesses experience.the next largest percent of

multiple victimizations for burglary (35.5 percent), followed by all

*This may ve a function of the small-numbler o1 victimizations (92),
which is 1.2 percent of the total.
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others (23.6 percent), retail trade (23.1 perceﬁt), and rnanufacturers
(19. 9 percent). In the case of multiple victimizations, most businesses
suffer two such incidents. Of all multiple victimizations for hurglary,

55. 6 percent involve two incidents.

The relatively low rates for service and manufacturing may be
explained by increased security measures undertaken after the initial
occurrence. This may in part be observed in the -small percent of secand
victimizations, possibly a result of increased security after initial
incidents, anc relatively larger numbef of three- or four~incident
victimizaticns. Retail stores may frequently be forced to close after
initial victimizations, thus reducing the number at risk for multiple
incidents. It must be emphasized that all of the above discussion is
based on speculation, since additional data is not presently available to

allow the testing of such hypotheses.

P

Whex;.the combination of burglary and robbery are considered,
the pattern of raultiple victimizations does not change appreciably. The
major difference is the fact that because pf the large number of robberies
which aré suffer'ed by--retail stores, their overall percent of multiple victim-
jizations increases and places them third in frequeny of occurrence, followiag
wholesale and real estate businesses. This pattern may be direétly
attributed to the; differential exposure to rcbbery experienced by various

businesses, which when combined with burglary results in this pattern
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of multiple victimizations.

Most incidents occur between Midnight and 6 A. M. (gee Table C-3),
'Tl.lis is most likely a function of the large number of b\ilrgla.ries relative
to 1obberies. Of all the incideﬁts in which the tim.e was known, most
(52. 4 perceﬁt) occurred during this period; 27 percent occurred during
the day (6 A.M. to 6 P.M.), and 20.7 nercent occurred in the early
.evcn:‘mg (6 P. M. to Midnight). The pattern is cc;nsistent for all types
of businesses; however, the actual percent of daytime inci.de‘nts declines
markedly for retail businesses. It appears that since burglary is the
most prevalent type of commerw.ial crime, occurring almost five times
rhore often than robhery, and occuri‘iﬁg most often under cover of
darkness or when businesses are unoccupied, the overall number of

incidents also follows this pattern.

Table C~3 lg further broken down by crime type and the hypothesis
offefed above is supported. Of the 9,051 burglaries fof which the time
of occurrence was known, 83.2 percent occurred between 6 P.M. and
6 A.M. 'Most of these incidents occvrred between Midnight and 6 A. M. .
This is consistent with the operating hours of most businesses which
are open during the day and evening hours, thus reducing the likelihood
of burglary. Temporal burglary patterns for businesses di.ff‘er and
complemept those of household burglaries: Most homes are victimiz éd_

during the day and early evening whern .. . ople are away at work ox
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shopping, while mest businesses are victimized in the early morning

when workers and shoppers are not present.

Within the category of burglaries, there arie differences when
the fype of business is examined. The percent of early morning burglaries
varies from 77 perce'nt.for retail stores to 39.9 pefcent for manufacturing |
concerns. Wholesale and service businesses exﬁeriencé lower percentage;
(60.8 percent and 49.7 percent, respectively). When thé entire pericd.
six P.M."t'o six A. M. is considered, the pattern remains approximately
the same, with the exception of manufacturing businesses. The percent
of burglaries doubles when the 12-hour sixz P.M. to six A, M. period is
considered. This differs from the percentage for all businesses and
the ratio for all the other types of business, in which two to three times
as many burglaries occur from Midnight to six A.M. as occur from eix
P.M. to Midnight. This discrepancy may be explained in tefms of
6perating hours. In the casé of retail stores with later closing hours,
the ratio of early mofning to evening burglaries is 4.25 to oné—:; for
"all others,' the ratio is 3,25 to one. These businesses are populated
with sﬁaff and customers longer, as well as being open ¢n weegends,
while the other businesses are open shorter hours and are closed on

weekends, providing the potential thief with greater time to operate.

Table C-4 presents information on the amount of loss involved

in burglaries when examined in light of the presence of insurance coverage.
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The largest category of loss for all businesses was $250 plus, which
accounted for 34 9 petcent of all losses. The median loss was in excess

of $750 for this category. This was followed by moderate losses (between

. $10 and $250) which accounted for 34.3 'pe‘rcent, and small losses (30.8°

percent). This pattern of increasingly larger numbers of large losses

is inde‘pendenﬁ c;f the presence of insurance coverage, but does affect the
percentage of in;:idents réported to the police. ivms with proportionately
larger losses report them more often than do firms with smaller losses.
This is con;;istent Wi’chv the discussion of reporting offered above for per-
sonal and househ..c'ld.crinqe. The pattern of amount of loss appears to be
more rel‘a’ced. to the available goods at the time of theft., Manufacturing
firms experience relatively more moderate and small losses than large
losses. The pattern is most probably a funciion of chance, in that whether

the burglar is successful (i.e., a large, $250 plus, theft) or unsucces sful

(a small, less than $10 theft) depends primarily on when he comimits the

crime, i.e., what iz available.

The presence of insurance coverage does not appear to significantly
affect the frequency of reporting. Given the need fcr a police report
in requesting an-insurance claim, it was expected that those businesses

with insurance coverage would report burglaries more often than those

*Percents do not total to 100.0 because of the presence of the category
"Not Available." '
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without. In the aggregate, this does not appear to be true. Almost
seventy-one percent of the businesses without insurance report burglaries

to the police, while 78.4 percent of those with insurance report such

"crime. The same general proportions of reporting exist for most

categories except r'eal estate businesses. In this case, only 40 percent
of the 'busir;esses with insurance report burglaries, and no businesses
wi’éhou‘t insurance report. This is probably a result of th.e fact that most
losses incurre& by real estate businesses are srmall, 67 percent of the

unreported losses were of less than $10.

The full impact of the losses suffered by business firms is unknown,
The data presented in Table C-5 above merely present patterns of loss,
because of the nature of the ""open-ended" categories and the ir;ability to
assume an even distribution of losses within categories. In addition,

the economic cost of commercial crime is frequently passed on to the

customers in terms of higher prices.

4,5.2 COMMERCIAL ROBBERY

This crime occurs significantly less often than burglary, but the
pattern generally follows that of burglary. The highest number of incidents
(1,489) occurred in retail stores, accounting for 62.4 percent of all
incidents of raobbery. Retail stores experience a rate of 147.2 robberies
per 1,000 businesses (see Table C-1). This rate is approx‘mately one

and one-~half times the rate for wholesale businesses and three times the
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rate for most other businesses. Such a pattern is to be expected, given
the nature of the businesses. Most businesses do not have large amounts
of cash (banks are excluded from this survey) and present less reward
for the potential robber. Real estate businesses have little cash available
to make a robbery profitai,i;;'}‘-7‘3':-'.“~’h.olesale firms in the Cleveland area

Py ,
frequently serve retail custuiri®ys, thus presenting greater appeal to a
robber. However, it can generally be said that robbery is primarily
a crime committed agains£ retail stores. In terms ofqnumber of incidents,
service businesses experience a relatively large number (22. 4 percent)
but because of the large number of service businesses, the rate is low

(39.4 per 1,000), while the rate for wholesale businesses is high due to

their small number (rate of 109.0 pexr 1,000 based on 1, 384 businesses).

With the exception of the category '"all other,' most businesses
experience fewer muliiple incidents of robbery than of burgiary. Between
83.2 percent (wholesale tra&e) and 100 percent of robberies are single

victimizations as seen in Table C-2., In the case of "all others,'" one-half

of the incidents involved multiple robberies.™ It would appear that robberies

are relatively rare incidents and multiple robberies seldom occur.

Overall, only 13.5 percent of the businesses robbed suffered multiple victim-

izations. Most of these multiple incidents of robbery can be attributed to retail

*This may be atiributed to the small total number of robberies (36).
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businesses (56.64 percent). Real estate and manufacturing businesses

suffered no multiple victimizations.

The temporal distribution of commercial robbery is as expected.
Table C-3, which presents the data for robbe‘ry, supports the hypothesis
that most robberies -occur during the day when ‘staff and/or customerzrs
are present. Qf the 2,367 incidents inﬁwhich the time is known, ¥ two-
thirds occur betweglr 5ix A..M. and six .M. In the case of “‘all others"
and manufacturing concerns, éll robberiés occur during the day.‘ This
is probably a function of operating hours of these concerns. If this
concept of operating hours is considered in examining retail trade, the
extended hours o.f'ma;,ny such businesses account for a more equitable
distribution of cases, even though more than one-half do occur between

gix A.M, and aix P.&. (52.8 percent).

Table C-5 presents the distribution of losses by business type
and insurance coverage. Of the 2, 386 robberies which occurred, 2,140

or 89,7 percent were reported to the police. This high rate of reporting

" will be discussed below in Section 4. 6. Four hundred and eight

(17.1 percent)involved no loss. These no-loss robberies rost often
occurred in retail stores (70.7 percent) and service businesses (16.9
percent)., For the purposes of this discussion, only robberies with loss

will be considered.

*The large number of '"don't know'" for service businesses is surprising
but inexplicable, at present.
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Most victimized businesses {see Table C- €) suffered losses of
between $51 and $250. Eight hundred and twenty losses in thiz range
were reported, which is 4;7. 3 percent of the total losses and 56. 4 percent
of the losses in which the amou;rzt is known. In no case of robbery was
the loss less than $10. Wholesale businesses suffered large losses over
$250 relatively more often than other businesses (37.3 percent of the
victimizations of wholesale businesses were $250+) comp.ared to retail
stores (17.2 percent) and service businesses (16,7 percent), No losses
over $250 were reported for the other categories. The median loss in
wholesale robberies was $2, 000. Few robberies involved losses of
between $10 and $250, 23.1 percen‘; of all incidents in which amount of
losg is known. The general loss pattern indicates that, by far, most

businesses suffered moderate losses, with only wholesale trade concerns

expericncing frequent large losses.

When examined in liéht of insurance coverage, businesses without
coverage report a larger proportion of moderate losses ($51 to $250)
but a smaller proportion of large losses ($250+). The median loss for
businegsses without insurance is larger than the loss for businesses with
insurance. Comparing different businesses by loss and insurance
coverage becomes difficult because of the large number of empty cells.
Howevef, it does appear that the presence of insurance does not result
in higher individual claims of loss, or even in a larger number cf large

claims. In fact, the opposite is true: businesses with insurance report
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more large and small claims than businesses without. The overall economic

loss resulting from commercial robberies is difficult to assess, and no

analysis will be attempted here.

Some information is available on the offender in commercial robberies

and is presented in Tables C-7 A, C-7 B, and C-7 C. In the case of a
single offender, all offenders were male. This is to be expected since
it is unlikely that a lone woman will attempt to roia a comumercial estab-
lishment, though it is possible that a woman might accompany a man or
group of men. However, this does not occur in any incidents reported
in the survey. The majority of comruercial robberies, 1, 651 or 70.7

percent, involved two or more offenders.”

The race distribution of offenders ig eiiner single-offender or
multiple-offender attempted and cornplet‘ed incidents is almost identical,
In single-offender rbbberies, 22.7 percent of the offenders were white,
while in multiple~offender robbéries 21.5 percent were white. The

majority of the remaining robberies in both cases were black.

The success of 2 commercial robbery may well be a function of
the number of cffenders. Approximately, 72.1 percent of the completed
robberies involved multiple offenders, but only 66.7 percent of the .

attempts involved two or more offenders. This difference is small but

*In 51 incidents (2. 1 percent), the number of robbers is unknown.
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may point to a differential success rate for multiple Offénders;-, "In addition,
it appears that there is a pattern among the different types of businesses

and the presehce or absence of m}lltiple offenders. as seen in Table C-7 C.

Wholesale ‘trade busin‘es‘ses are n.aos‘t‘ frequently robbed by two or
xnoré individuals (88. 8 percent of incidents). In 71.2 percent of the incidents
in which the number of offenders was known, two individuals were involved. |
At the ot};er end of the continqum, in the case of Y all other businesses, "
only 14.4 percent of the i;lcidents invélx}ed rultiple offenders. The fre-
guency of multiple offenders is given.for each of the following types of
businesses: retail trade, 73.5 percent; service,r 70. 0 percent, and
manufacturing, 60.0 percent. This latter case is surprising because one
might expect manﬁfacturing concerns to have large numbers of employees,

"scaring off" the lone robber.

The age distribution presented in Table C-7 B for offenders follows
the pattern alfeady séen for personal crime. By far, most single offende;'s
are 21 years cf age or older (92 percent of offenders whose age is known).
The remaining eight percent are b‘etweén 18 and 20 years of age. A similar
pattern e'xists in the case of multiple foenders, though there are some
younger offenders invol;red. Over 59 percent of the multiple offenders
are 21 years of age or older, 7.4 percent are between 18 and 20 years

of age, and 3.1 percent are between 15 and 17 years of age. In the

remaining 30. 3 percent of the robberies, the offenders were of mixed
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ages. There a];;pear ﬁo be few differences in age of offenders in completed
and attempted robberies, though unsuccessful attempted robberies involve
slightly younger offenders, This is consistent with a mode1~of learning
&elinquent behavior (Sutherland, 1968) which might lead one to expect ~
younger robbers to make '""mistakes' resulting in attempted rather than

completed robberies.

4.6 NON-REPORTING OF CRIMINAL INCIDENTS

There are apparent differences in the reporting of personal, house-

hold, and commercial crime. Most personal and household crime is not

reported to the @olice,, while just the opposite occurs in the case of com-

mercial crime. The following paragraphs examine the distribution of
non-reporting by selected variables and presents and discusses the reasons
given by the respondents for non-reporting. Patterns of crime type,

severity, and loss will all be evident when the data are examined.

Only_f}:’)' percent of all pe'rsonal victimizations ave reported to the
police. I-Iowevér, within the categories of personal crime there are
large diijferences in the percentages reporting. For example, in the
case of éssaultive viclence with theft, the percentage reporting the inci-
dent to the police is considerably higher than the percentage reporting
either assaultive viclence without theft or personal theft. In the former
case, more than 66 percent of those individuals victimized report such

incidents to the police, while only 40 percent of those victims of assaultive
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violence without theft report the incident to the police (see Table P-29).
Of those individuals suffering personal theft victimizations, only 46 percent

report the incident.

However, this distribution of réporting and non-reporting is not
surprising given fhe elements of each crime type. The reasons are
markedly different in the three cases. When assaultive violence with
theft occurs, it has already been demonstrated thé.t the victim is probably
less likely to know the offender but because.of the assault and possible
injufy is more likely to come to the attention of the police. Either he
will report the incident because of his injury or he will be given medical
attention with the attendant police reporting. It might be furthef speculated
that the i.ndi;ridual has had less prior involvement and is probably unlikely
to have precipitated the action. (Wolfgang, 1957; Pittman and Hand;r, 1964).

The result is a higher proportion of reporting for this offense.

s

Bcth. assaultive violence without theft and personal theft are reported
to the police much les s. often. However, this higherArate of non-reporring
may be arttribute;i to two very different reasons. In the case of personal
theft, the victim is unlikely to know his assailant and may well feel that
nothing can be done by the police. In addition, since he has suffered no
injury, the offense is less likely fo come to police attention. Very diiferent
reasons probably lead to non-reporting in the case of assauitive violence

without theft. It is possible that the victim knew his assailant but because
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of personal involvement is unwilling to report fhe incident. In addition,
the individuals likely to become involved in tl}ese assaults may in fact
have been involved in illeg%al activity and may have directly or indirectly
contributed to their own victimization and would be reluctant to report

their activities.

Theil.'ole of victim=-offender relationship in reporting patterns may
be seen in Table P-32 which presents data on reporting by crime type
and relationship as well as reasons for non-reporting. Slightly more
than 43 percent of all victimizations involving offenders known to the
victim were reported while 45. 3 percent of all victimizations involving
strangers %iere reported. However, when examining differént crime
types data are found which support the hypotheses offered aboVe.:’ Assault

with theft committed by strangers is reported 67. 3 percent of the time

* while assault without theft or theft without assault perpetrated by strangers

is only reported 38 percent é)f the time aud 46.5 percent of the time,

respectively. Assault with theft committed by individuals known to the
victim is reported 56 percent of the time but assault without theft com-
mitted bir individuals known to the victim is reported only 43. 6 percent

of the time,

These data indicate a trend toward reporting stranger-to-stranger
victimizations for theft which are serious and not reporting assaults in

which offender is known or thefts in which offender is unknown. Due to
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the small number of non-stranger victimizations, more detailed analysis

is difficult.

‘ There appears to be no signiﬁcaxit diffefenc;e between races in
reporting their \(ictimizationé to the police. The significant differences
appear across crime types, nc-":j.ag:;cress racial groups‘. Table P- 31
breaks out the percent of individuals of each racial group reporting crimes
to the police. Assaultive violence with theft is reportéd most frequently.
Appréximately two-thirds of such assaults are reported and there is
no difference in reporting betwegri blacks and whites. Incidents of
assaultive violence without theft are reported least éften, less than 40
percent of the time, and, again, there is no significant difference between
races in terms of reporting. The only difference in reporting occurs in -

the case of personal theft, in which blacks reporf a slighﬁly»higher'
percentage of the incidents than do whites. This:' might well be a function
of the relatively greater los;experienced 5y blacks in these iﬁcidem‘ss.
Overall, blacks report slightlv more incidents of pérsonal victimization -
than do whites. * These results are consisteﬁt’ with the results presgnted
by NORC, which indicate that blacks and whites do not \differ si‘gnificantlyx

in the extent of their reporting of crimes. (Criminal Victimization, 1967

45-47).

*This is a function of the category personal theft, since in both categories
of assaultive violence blacks report less often than whites.
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Overall, women report victimization more often than men.
Males reported 6,590 out of a total of 16; 850 victimizations (39.1 percent)
while women reported 7,720 out of 14,980 victimizations for a reporting
rate of 51.5 percent. The perceuntage of victimizations rep01'.ted tends to

increase with age for both m=a7 x> 5l .females (see Table P-30) and generally

.71?:{"%:-&,:32?. Lt
follows the pattern already repur-s2rabove,
B

Reasons for non-reporting..m» presented in Table P-32. Of the
total victimizations not reported to the police, the most frequent reason
cited was that '""nothing could be don?‘t} (27. 8 percent), followed by ”no_t
important' (27.6 percent). '"DPrivate matter" or 'reported elsewhege"
was given as a reason in 17 percem’:‘h‘of the cases. This may be a result
of resortingv'co private means of dispute settlement. Fear of reprisal
is not an important reason, accounting for less than three percent of the
reasons for non-reporting. Possibly lack of confidence in ‘the police is
indicated by 7.5 percent of f:he respondents who gave ''didn't want to bother

the police' as a response.

The hypothesis about non-reporting as é, function of crime type is
further supported when the reasons for not reporting speciﬁc types of
crime are examined. In the case of personal theft, 44.2 percent of the
respondents who indicated that they did not report the incident gave

"nothing could be done' as a reason. This differs from both types of
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assault in which ""not imi:ortapt“ was given as the. reason. Generally, the
reporting or non—repoiting of a victimization appears to be a function of
two factors: thé individual's own invélvement and the likelihood of a
successful outcome of the report. These two factors are directly related
to crime types and may well be the main determinant of whether or not

the victim reports the incident.

Table H-8 presents the reasons for non-reporting in the case .of
household victims. Fifteen thousand, eight hundred and forty buxfglaries,
according to self-report, were not reported to police. This accounts for
55.2 per.cent of all incidents. The ratio of total burglaries to reported
burglaries is 2.23 to one. The reason offered most is that "nothing
could be done'" (35.7 percent). Given the nature of burglary, the victim
is unlikgl'y to have much inforrpation which will be of value to the poliée
in apprehending the éffezider. In over 29.6 percent of the unreported
burglaries the victim felt' tﬁa’c the incident wasg not impcr.tant, i.e., the
loss was probably small and not worth the bother of repoxting. Surprisingly,
fear of reprisal, freqguently cited by many students of criminology, is not
an important reason for non-reporting, accounting for §nly O._“3 percent. ¥
In 9.5 percent ;)f the cases, private solutions, probably retaliation, are A

ol obm
™~

resorted to.’

*See The Challenge of Crime, 1967.

**Combining the categories '"private matter'' and "reporting to someone
else' results in this figure. It may be that reporting to someone else is
an attempt to bring other forces, i.e., neighborhood, family, ete., into

play.
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The individuals! attitudes toward the police may ‘be gseen in the
'response, ';didn"c want to bother police,' which accounts for 9.7 percent
of the reasons offered.' If this is combined ';vith the category of ''nothing
could be done," individuals' attitudes toward the police result in non-

reporting in over a quarter of all burglaries and in alrost half of the

reasons cited by individuals who do not report.

Inconvenience, other, and unaveailable information account for

15.2 percent of the reasons for non-reporting of burglary.

When examining personal larceny, we might expect much the
same pattern, with the exception that the percent of non-reporting is
much higher; 85. 2 percent of the victims do not report larcenies. The
fatio of total larcenies to reported larcenies is 9, 3to one. The reasons
given most often are that it was ""not important" (32.6 percent) or that
""nothing could be done" (30. 7 percent). Again, fear of reprisal is
rarely offered as a reascon (0 5 percent). The fact that larcenies are
frequently undiscovered for some time, th‘e offender is rarely seen or
known, and the lack of physical evidence, all probably result in an attitude

of "what's the use'l, This is ‘onfirmed by the data preéented above,

The tendency to regard the theft as a private matter or to report ‘
it to others occurs slightly more often (11,2 percent). The individuals'

attitudes toward the police, reflected in the ahove responses as well as the

tendency not to want to '"bother the police" (8.5 percent), possibly indicating
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a general dissatisfaction with police effectiveness. The categories

"other, " inconvenient, or don't know account for 16. 1 percent of the reasons.

1
Auto thefts are reported in 68.6 percent of the cases, resulting
in a total auto thefts to reported auto thefts ratio of 1.5 to one. This

might be expected, given-ils v&iue~of the loss and the relatively high

el

recovery rate for stolen autonSviles. The i‘eason for non-reporting cited
most often .is that nothing could be done (32.5 percent of reasons) or that
the incident was not important (31. 3 percent). Police bother was ci’ceci

in 11. 6 percent of the cases. However, the resort to private means™
occures in only 2.5 cases. A variety of reasons., including inconvenience,

"other, " and don't know account for 22. 1 percent of the reasons.

The patterns for non-reporting for each type of household crime
are approximately equal. The major differences occur in the ratio of
total crime to reported crime. Most larcenies (89. 3 percent) are
unreported, while few auto f‘hefts are unreported (31.4 percent). This
is probably a function of the aAvtent of the loss and the liklihood of recovery,

both of which are high for auto theft.

Similar patterns also exist in the case of commercial T;urglary
and robbery. A much higher percentage of commercial burglaries are
reported than indicated above in household burglaries (74. 4 percent
compared to 45. 8 percent). The reason cited most often was lack of

proof (34, 8 percent) or unimportant (28. 6 percent). Reporting to others,
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probably insurance companies or private security forces, occurred in‘

15.4 percent of the cases.. These three ca"cegories account for most of

the reasons for not reporting (78. 8 percent). Inconvenience and unwillingness
to bother the police are relatively unimportant, accounting for onl.y 3.7
peJ;'cent and 2.5 percent, reffggg&gz}y. Generally, sixﬂi.la.r pattefns

also exist across business ty‘pe;,;%,."_];he oniy exception being service
businesses, ‘in wh::.ch case, most of the burglaries not reported to the

police are reported to someone else (35.0 percent).

When comparing the percent of incidents reported across types of
businesses, most businesses report approximately the same percentages.
The only exception being real estate businesses, which indicate a reporting
percentage of only 22.4 percent. The reason most often cited by real
estate businesses is a lack of proof. In addition, the losses are relatively
small and may not be worth the bother of reporting (see Table C-5) or

the adverse effect on insurance rates.

One thousand, seven hundréd and thirty-two of the 2, 385 incidents
of commercial burglary were reported to the police (72.6 percent), There
are slight differences between reporting rates for different businesses.
While sales businesses report robberies most often (88.7 percent of the
incidents), service and manufacturing concerns report only 60 percent

of the robbery incidents.
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Table C-9 gives the distribution of reasons for non-reporting of
commercial robberies. Over 90 percent of all commercial robberies
are reported to the police, ranging from 73.3 percent in the case of

gservice businesses to 100 percent in the case of all others.

Three categories of reasons were cited in most cases as the reason
for non-reporting. Foi all incidents, approximately 24 percent cited
"lack of proof,'" 24 percent cited ''not important,' and 24 percent cited

"reported to someone else.! In the latter case, this was most likely an

insurance company or a private security force. Generally, the patiern

of reasons for non-reporting differs from that of either personal or
household incidents. The pattern of reasons does, howeveir, appear to
vary by type of business. Retail stores generally offer laék of proof,

not important, or did not want to take the time to report, while wholesale
businesses reported the robbery to someone else in all cases. Sei‘vice
businesses generally cited a variety of reasons and manufacturing
businesses cited a lack of pro~of in all cases. “A;However, it must be
pointed out that the small number of unreported robberies in many cases
prevents.detailed analysis. On the whole, it can be said that commercial
establishments report robbery much more often than others a;ld when
they fail té report robbery, it is generally because of either a lack of
proof or inconvenience or because it is reported to an alternative such

as an insurance company or private security force.
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Though precise comparisons with Cleveland Police data are
difficult and are plagued with many problems, they are of interest in
light of other research on non-reporting. Before discussing Cleveland
Police Department data, two points must be emphasized. The first con-
cerns the different -iaa‘se:: empinyed. It has already been indicated in
Section 3.1 that the present survey includes only individuals residing
in Cleveland. However, any criminal act occurring in Cleveland inde-
pendent of the residence of the victim is reported to the Cleveland Police
and appears in its UCR statistics. Thus, the incidents appearing in the
CPD statistics include a rmuch larger potential base than the survey results.

Secondly, the categories employed in the victimization survey are not

completely comparable with the UCP categories used below,

Therefore, the following comparisons are presented only to give

the reader a flavor of the similarities in non-reporting trends. No attempt

is made to discuss the validity of the Victimization survey results, or to

question the extent of non-reporting indicated by the respondents.

Cleveland Police Department statistics are available from the

Annual Reporti Cleveland Police Department for the yeare 1971 and

1972. Table 4-11 below compares statistics for selected crimes as
determined from the victimization survey and the Cleveland Police

statistics,
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Table 4-11

COMPARISON OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEY RESULTS WITH
CLEVELAND POLICE DATA FOR PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIONS

Victimization Survey Cleveland Police Data Ratio

Rape : Q70 450 2.2
Robbery 12, 835%% 5,807 2.2
Assault 11,990 4,486 2.6
Larceny 35,889 14, 608 2.45

The pattern of underreporting offenses observed above in comparing
NORC and UCR data also occurs in the data for Cleveland. The broad

categorizations employed in the Amnnual Report: Cleveland Police Department

prevent finer comparisons. However, rough comparison of the data are
possible, Assault is the crime reported least frequently, while robbery
is reported most often. In all cases, however, considerably more crime

occurs than is reported.

Based on survey questions concerning reporting (Table P-29), the
ratio of unreported to reported assaults is approximately 2.5 to one, which
agrees quite closely with the results in Table 4-11 above. The ratios of ‘
unreport;ng for robbery and larceny are more difficult to compute from
Table P-23 because of the categorization in which assault crosscuts theft,
However, the ratio of 2.2 from this table is consistent with the trend
seen in the comparison of NORC and UCR data and the comparison of

Cleveland victimizations and Police Department data.

*Includes Commercial Robberies.
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The question of comparing survey reporting frequency with police
data suffers from ancfé:};er problem, in addition to the 1ack~ of consistency
in definition. It has already been pointed out that the non-reporting
information collected in the survey refe;t's anly to Cléveland residents.
However, the police data include all crime reported, regardless of place
of residence of victirm. The ''population' of Cleveland "at risk' each
day is larger than the residential population. The combination of these
two factors serve to artifically increase the number of offenses reported
relative to the offenses reported in this survey, thus artificially reducing
the ratio of unreported to reported crime. The results presented in this
section, especially Table 4-11 should be considered carefully with this

in mind.

’

Given the fact that Cleveland police data do not differentiate between
household and commercial burglaries, the two categories are combined

in the discussion presented below.

Table 4-12

COMPARISON OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEY RESULTS WITH
- CLEVELAND POLICE DATA FOR PERSONAL VICTIMIZ ATIONS

Victimization Survey Cleveland Police Data Ratio .

. Burglary 40,040 ' 10,446 . 3.8
Auto Theft 17,590 17,526 1.0
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The low ratio of victimization to reported auto theft is probably
a function of the at risk population discussed above in Section 3.1. Auto
theft occurring downtown may well involve suburbanite s‘ working in the
City. Such thefts are reported to the Cleveland police, inflating this
statistic, but do not appear in the victimization survey results. This
tends to bring the .mimbers reported in éleveland c-lo ser to the total

number of incidents. A similar argument may be applied to personal

larceny, but does not apply to burglary. At present, there is no way to

"adjust" the statistics to eliminate the reporting of non-residents to

allow comparison of survey results and police data.

Section V will compare the NORC results with the results reported
above to determine if similar patterns exist over time and over different

cities, In addition, comparisons will be made to non-reporting trends in

other National Crime Panel cities. Through an analysis of these data

it is hoped that patterns of and reasons for non-reporting will emerge"

" enabling law enforcement personnel to effectively mount campaigns aimed

at increasing citizens' involvement in crime prevention.
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PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIONS
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_TABLE P-1: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SEX OF VICTIM AND RELATIONSHIP TO OFFENDER

Stranger- Non-stranger Total
to stranger . , : »
: . ]
Male | Female li;j Male Femalé ['-'[ Male | Female if.7 - |

/
[

1539 114674757105 308 ;17 1644 14544 |
Assaultive violence ' 2135

wihiot ) ) (10) &) () (/ff)i U/ (9) g
— ' DY [
g

, ke o [ B e '> Z,{’; i
Assaultive violence - - H] le ’ iy V2 L ' - 123
b without theft . \6314 , 2 3961 ‘ 2097 / \2551 ‘;\ © 8611 (‘ 65 2/5 -
1S ",e.;;/ :, K 3 (."," @ '.ji a / oo
i) (20) |60, 55 e (B9 (6D
v | T S I Z ) I L) ' (15 rog 2) gl 7é
Personal thelt (Lg”‘:)} (> A /L, L 35 / l/ ‘-{ YRV
without assault A 6169 4;3;6777 s B8 |y 235<\ 6584 {\. 7012 )
. :v/ r:} 1 { ’/' \ \3/ ( D “:
P . R ) R "/—. A e et o ] ':j.,;t.
@ 7 \:, 14 1z ¢ >4 Vo Ledged ( / ’7) 3% Sk

Total wictimizations ™14

¢ 222 11.884 2,617 3,094 16,839 14,978

Source-Table Al: National Crime Panel Survey
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'Stranger-
Tastranger

TABLE P~2: RATES OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION-

' BY RACE, SEX, AND AGE OF VICTIM
1 WHITE
' 12~15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50~64 65+
IAssaultive Male 1.125 0.226 0.309 0.452 0.683 0.322 0.23.
violence
with theft :
‘ Female ~ |{0.402 0.387 0.376 0.543 0.585 0.197 0.42°
IAssaultive Male - 3.327 7.117 6.103 4,141 2.331 1.480 0.25:
violence
w/out thef
l Female 2.418 4.907 3.373 1.820 0.673 0.189 0.16.
Personal Male 3.128 3.520 3.289 2.197 1.548 1.414 1.56
| theft
l Female 0.203 0.745 1.884 1.068 1.457 1.894 2.42
Total Male 7.581 10.863 9.701 6.7%6 4,562 3.216 2.05
l{ ~tim- '
rLeation .
Female 3.023 6.039 5.633 3.432 2.714 2.290 3.,00:
_I ' 1
‘ BLACK
lAssaultive Male 1.188 1.275 0.929 0.514 1.167 1.699 0.0G
violence
with theft
_ Female 0.206 0.418 0.886 0.933 0.1¢90 0.127 0,24,
IAssault’ive Male 2.016 5.038 6.515 2.621 2.349 0.658 0.8¢C
" ‘violence
wV/out theft i
l Female 1.936 3.1098 ] 1.789 1.21¢8 1.059 . 1.038 0.24.
IPer&sOnal Male 3.791 7.074 4,027 3,878 3.449 3.020  |1L.0¢
| theft
l Female 1.554 2.766 5.340 5.369 3.358 4,529 2.26
thal Male 6.896 13.387 11.47¢0 7.013 6.964 5.277 1L.G:
lv1ctim~
Wization
l Female 3.697 6.381 8.014 7.521 4.607 5.695 2.75

Source-Table AS5: National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-2:

strangexr RATES OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION
; BY RACTE, SEX, AND AGE OF VICTIM
'R
i (cont.), WHITE
I ' 12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35~49 50~64 65
l Agsanltive {Male. 0.189 0.446 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0¢
] violence
with theft ;
1' Female 0.199 0..000. 0.137 0.000 0.085 0.000 0.0
l Assaultive [Male 1.302 1.785 1.118 0.686 0.287 0.079 0.12
' violence
[~ w/out theft
I Female 1.404 2.078 2.013 1 1.391 0.603 0.067 6.0
T
m Personal Male (.000 0.445 0.000 0.000 0.191 0.000 0.17
theft
i Female 0.000 0.194 0.292 0.104 0.090 0.000 0.0
[ 7 tal Male 1.480 2.686 1.118 0.686 0.479 0.079 0.2%
l \Letim- :
ization .
(- Female l1.602 2.272 2,443 1.495 0.777 0.067 0.0.
! BLACK
)
l‘Assaultive Male | 0.203 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0,000 0.0¢
" violence
with theft
Female 0.190 0.216 0.430 0.316 0.191 0.000 0.0.
Assaultive |[Male 1.807 3.281 2.487 2.046 1;‘042 0.326 0.0¢
“violence :
i w/out theft
I i Female 1l.456 1.918 2.266 1.062 0.652 0.510 0.2
I Personal Male 0.805 0.745 0.940 0.000 0.000 0.177 0.0¢C
theft ‘
P . . )
' Female 0.190 0.212 0.221 0.000 0.0099 0.0_00 0.90¢
. Total Male 2.814 4,026 3.427 2.046 1.042 0.503 g.a
victim=~
ization
P Female | 1.836 2.346 2.917 1.378 0.943 0.510| 0.2
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TABLE P-3:

RATES OQF

PERSONAL VICTIMZAZION
BY SEX AND MARITAL STATUS

f Married Widowed Divorced- Nevér NA
i' Separated married
1 Stranger—-stranger
I Assaultive [Male 0.490 0.861 1.328 0.769 3.657
‘ violence
. with theft
Female 0,293 0.425 0.829 0.393 1.083
I Assaultive Male 2.190 0.865 3.02% 4.3114 0.000
violence
. w/out theft
Female 0.855 0.437 1.985% 2.618 0.000
Personal Male 1.892 1.951 3.595 3.921 0.000
theft _
j Female 1.834 2.800 5.05% 2.035 3.450
. Motal Male 4,572 3.677 7.944 8.804 3.657
l‘. JAdctim-
izatinn . .
. FPemale 2.982 3.662 7.869 5.045 4,533
:l Not stranger-:ztranger
o Assaultive Male 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.130. 0.000
. violence
with theft
_. Yemale 0.059 0.123 0.331 0.098 0.000
Assaultive Male 0.431 0.270 1.908 1.587 0.000
violence '
) w/out theft
Female 0.545 0.183 2.296 1.348 0.000
1 Personal Male 0.061 0.000 0.362 0.359 0.000
. theft
l Female 0.019 0.064 0.168 0.168 0.000
l‘ Tﬂ?ta} Male 0.492 0.270 2.270 2.076 D.CCa
j izat;':ézn
l 1 Female 0.623 0.370 2,795 - 1.614 0.000

Source~Table A6: National Crime Fanel Survey
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TABLE P-4: RATES OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY MARITAL STATUS AND AGE

Raatas

~ 7
)

-
3

-

i

L}
3

‘T

-.

(

. H
L

oy
H

-x

-"

-‘

12<19 2034 35.49 5064 65+
Harried
Assault with theft 0.722 0.479 0.556 0.326 { 0.154
Assault without theft 2.825 4.149 1.641 0.831 } 0.307
Theft without injury 3.633 2.402 | 1.867 1.755 | 0.986
TPotal personal victimizations 7180 7.030 4.064 2.912 | 1.447
Widoued
Assault with theft 0.000 0.000 1.688 0.704 | 0.422
Assault v{itho‘lt tl'lef‘t 0.000 3:299 00573 1.571 0,178
B - heft without injury 0.000 3.367 1.727 3.320 | 2.515
Total personal victimizations] 0.000 6.666 3.638 5.595 | 3.115
Livorced-separaizd
Assault with theft 0.000 2.640 0.946 0.452 | 0,000
Assault without theft 14.290 7.052 4,769 1.710 2.203
Theft without injury 0.000 5.923 5.102 3.833 | 3.566
Total personzl] victimizations{t4-290 [15.615 110.727 5.995 | 5.769
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TABLE P~4: RATES OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY MARITAL STATUS AND AGE

—

(cont. ) 12-19 | 20-34 | 35-h9 | s0-64 | 65+
Never marriec
Assavnlt with theft 0.775 0.438 0.332 1.172 1.146
Ahssault without theft 5.540 5.135 1.881 0.595 0.591
Theft without injury 2.974 3.705 2.579 4.356 4.448
Total personal victimizations 9.289 9.278 4,792 6.123 6.185
NA
Aséaulﬁ with theft 6.047 0.000 4.52¢ 0.000 0.000
. -8sault withoyt theft - 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.00¢C 0.000
Theft. without injury 3.045 0.000 0.000 4,212 5.877
Total pérsonal victimlizations |  9.092 0.000 4.528 4,212 5.877

Source-Table A7; Total gnLy: National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-5: RATES OF'PERSONAL'VICTIMI%ATIOﬁ‘BY RACE AND FAMILY INCOME

*

P

\ .

less than 3,000~ 7,500 10,000~ 15,000~ 25,000+ NA
3,000 7,449 9,989 14,999 24,999
Assaultive White 0.796 0,763 0.182 0.344 0,089 0.000 - 0,600
violence :
with theft
Black 1.241 0.785 1.067 ¢.651 0,466 1.712 0.468 -
Assaultive White 2.893 3.087 2.317 3.619 . 2.321 4,301 2.095
violence
w/out thcft - .
Black 3.263 3.394 - 3.355 3.888 3.382 1.655 2.098
- Persocnal White 2.868 2.402 1.509 1.334 1.149 3.09¢9 2.023
theft ) !
Black 5.734 4.051 3.744 3.354 3.679 3.423 2.673
:
Total White 6.557 6.252 4,008 5.297 3.559 7.400 4.727 |
victim-
ization , .
Black 10.23%2 8.230 8.116 7.893 7.527 6.790 5.239

021-%

Source~Table A8; Total only: National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-6: RATES OF

PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY RACE AND MAJOR ACTIVITY

~

I
i
Under 16 Armed Employed Unenm- Keep { in Retired Other
yrs, of age forces ’ ployed house school :
tranger-stranger

Assaultive White 0.779 0.000 0.423 0.703 0.347 0.472 0.390 0.342
violence
with theft

Black 0.691 7.724 0.719 0.793 0.517 0.526 0.261 0.823
Assaultive White 2.892 ¢.000 2.752 5.248 0.690 4.615 .0.296 2.352
violence
w/out theft .

Black 1.97¢6 0.000 2.321 2.927 1.293 1.050 0.804 1.862

Not stranger-—stranger

Assaultive White 0.193 0.000 0.038 0.000 0.070 0.000 0.000 0.086
wiolence
with theft

Black 0.196 0,000 0.034 0.388 0.231 0.000 0.000 0.101
Assaultive White 1.351 0.000 0.633 4.172 0.626 0.724 0.000 0.521
violence ’
w/cut theft

Black 1.675 0.000 1.462 2.201 0.372 1.309 0.513 1.027

Bk 4

Source-Table Al2: National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P~6: RATES OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY RACE AND MAJOR ACTIVITY

-~

' , { Under 16 Armed Employed Unem~ Keep In Retired Other
{cont.) yrs. of age forces . ployed house school
Stranger-stranger
Personal White - 1.728 0.000 2.001 2.672 1.214 1.454 2.286 2.202°
theft
Black 2.658 0.000 4,221 5.399 2,775 3.132 1.546 4.792
Total White 5.400 0.000 5.176 8.623 2.251 6.541 2,972 4.896
victim~
ization .
Black 5.325 7.724 7.251 9.11¢ 4.585 4.708 2.611 7.477
Mot stranger-stranger
Personal White 0.000 0.000 0.075 0.354 0.10°%2 0.000 0.093 0.000
theft
Bilack 0.493 .0.000 0.203 0.609 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.104
Total White 1.544 0.000 0.746 4.527 0.805 0.724 0.093 0.607
victim- ’
ization
Black 2.364 C.000 1.699 3.198 0.603 1.309 0.513 1.232
Source~Table Al2: National Crime Panel Survey N
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TABLE P~7: PERSONAL I::CIDENTS BY TIME OF OCCURRENCE )
(
DK 6AM~ 6PM~ oPM- MID- A vt
6PM 6AM MID 6AM i
Assaultive Stranger .3(2) 79 152, .—llO‘n) ;J,4é' ; 3f?“
violence ﬁf) . (J"> (/@) (>/) /75/ (l§ f") (/J
with theft I S
Not stranger 16, - 26-. .\ -~ 18, . ‘ s
’ O ala) 2Ol ) e ¢
(- - - : . ]
Total o337 b 9 178%,e8] 128 ' ()
S P (1) D] o DI IENADIRS
S Y Y T e
Assaultive Strangexr =3 g\ | 349 . 'f=51¥£>\ 349 - 16? [0
violence /¢iJl>f$?)/J£) 3“) ey, e, (3?) /7?> ‘

w/out theft

Not stranger Vo169 N 228 169 57 /.
c /5)3(“/.:/”4) PN (1) AN N (|
‘ \ <7 > < - -
Total -6\ - 518 - \739,, . 518 ~| . 219 . DI
l 3 /:;,,-- L ') (t,t), *‘(\ ;: 4 i) (3 )> "’-,/d\'/: / \.\') o :/ //-\ ) |
! S i B . N kY £
Personal Stranger 30| - &30 N ¢ 3518 L 40000 A - 115f’,\ P
l( eft ”?7)(, )\iiﬁ"s"ﬁ () }', ( ).A./ (( ‘;"'\[ i 3 ",) ( AL 2 K"(_ ) [+
! EIp - \\' e . - \

Not  stranger

N\,

'

Total

Lt N
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TABLE P-8: PERSONAL INCIDENTS BY PLACE OF DCCURRENCE
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TABLE P-10A: PERSONAL INCIDENTS BY PERCEIVED AGE
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TABLEVP—lOB: PERSONAL INCIDENTS BY PERCEIVED AGE, BY RACE
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TABLE P-10C: PERSONAL' INCIDENTS BY PERCEIVED AGE, BY RACE
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TABLE P-22 < PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIUN BY RELATIONSHIP OF OFFEI.\XDER-VICTIN
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TABLE P-23: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY RELATIONSHIP OF VICTIM~OFFENDER,BY RACE
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TABLE P-24: PERSONAIL VICTIMIZATION BY VICTIM RELATION TO OFFENDER BY AGE
Total Spouse/ Parent Child ro/ Other Not DK/ . Casual —
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TABLE P-24:

PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY VICTIM RELATION TO OFFENDER BY AGE
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with theft .32 7.77 L. 25
¢5, 23 S 4 1e so09 | 78,13 [ 3967 | /3.7 1o
Assaultive violence 182 10 ™ 0 0 3 2 33 | 109 25 #9 LY
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TABLE P-24: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY VICTIM RELATION TO CFFENDER BY AGE
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TABLE P-ll: PERSOWAL INCIDENTS BY NUMBER OF VICTIMS
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I TABLE P-12: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY DAYS HOSPITALIZATION, BY RACE
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stranger TABLE P-13B: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY AMOUNT OF MEDICAL EXPENSES, BY RACE
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stranger TABLE P-13B: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY AMOUNT OF MEDICAL.EXPENSES, BY RACE
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TABLE P-14: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION
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wea~ | offen-| son w/ | for | scene|{ on
on der offen- | help o0 : —
P ' de;‘ P T e Jote L
PRoPE
- <7 A . 2 B ve X ol B PR R B Y - A ‘
Assaultive Yon? 4,37 | i 57 fo 3,79 L
Eg%egngt 157 15 92 3 35 18 10 13 o | > /5
v Fa.s57 9,40 17,492 b2 .30 310 11087 | 5v2 o) ol
> 32.25| 4. Yo | HSL | wemse) 59 083 | P
Assaultive 32,20 ¢ }l 19,08 éz/( 3 i o )
ﬁgiggge 546 112 322" 109 77 | 346 10 166 0 168%
theft F 33,28 | 73,000 00,9 | (50 |20 SN e | el —~ R,
P 1 - ool R T 7,74 269 [697 | 6y ALY 407 -
No GISSA&LAT \E-D—‘/,/:b. 1699 @'?/:U? Era L qliee ) 01 70 25 A - Lo W Ri?
Total T et | o, | 19 LT ETTE IRIC S BRI B TA N B
victim- 1640 ' » ' — AT
ization 153 528 166 214 | 462 92 240 0 2498
. ¥4
]
Source~--Table C6 Total only
National Crime Panel Survey -
N
o -
o~

I---_------------- i
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TABLE P-15A: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PRCTECTION, BY AGE, BY SEX
Nothirng Used Hit of~ ’ ‘Reason Yell for Held on Other NA
weapon fender w/ of- help 7o Teaqpeely|
) fendex
12-19
Male [For
. o 4 33,94 466 49.0¢ 5.6& 3.66 53
Assaultive violence ' &
with theft __18 -3 26 , 3 0 0 3 0 ‘
27/ 1873 19,65 10.5% 27/.5%
5752 377 25,78 3.7% WE, /0, 9% %%
Assaultive violence 136 - 10 76 10 3 0 29 0 3;.-;;{;’
: ;
wlthqut theft 42,07 L2, 5% $5.0a 8, YL s 9003 .
SHTT 7 3% 735G 355 ;.38 3.6€ bi7
Personal theft 16l 3 29 13 3 8 0 0 jpes
57,0/ /875 22.0¥ 50.00 5o 50 '}v ;
] - 58.9€ 2.499 J4Y.53 40t e /47 577 974
Total victimization 315 16 1 26 8 32 0
' 5%.99 7" 3,00 3183l ys7 /.72 /. 50 557
Female
o , 20
.ssaultive violence 233 . S ee =
with theft 16 0 3 0 8 3 0 g AL
LTS 06 /8. 60 2727
o A 2 32.0% Y. & 1,01 ). 45 7.76 206
Assaultive violence 35.9% 7 " ¥ W
without theft 73 5 66 20 33, 3 16 0
/2,94 oy ). ol /00 7677 27,27 &t 2l
- G0 : /0 2,73 6357 &0 73
Personal theft 60 v 3 0 2 5 3 0 33,49
20,26 vy o, 65 y5.Ys 28.7% |
VPN v 23, % 323 /037 3,55 s B
Total victimization 149 5 72 10 43 0
: lv.73 : 11 19
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TABLE P-35A: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY AGE, BY SEX

Nothing Used Hit of- Reason Yell for Held on Other NA
(cont.) weapon -fendexr w/ of- help
fender
7o 77l . f i
20-34
Male
. . 23 5257 2857 /7. 85
«  Assaultive v1olence5;£ 15 0 8 0 0 0 5 -
with theft ’ 5.62 T4 g2
23y 210/ 9, %¢ 21088 /.37 2, 39 Ky /2.€7
Assavltive violence ™ 137 33 73 38 8 2, 43
without theft LT 51,6 7730 o517 §2.60 &/ 53 28.57 | ye ik
] 18/ coh 7. 06 /68y “/p 3% R 2.7/ 5 13
Personal theft - 112 13 31 8 2, 5 " 10
3%/ o3, 5 27,6 7 17.37 58,46 11y T2
Total victimizationd% Yy B o Pt 2 %F e gl
2 it - 264 46 112 46 13 7 58
Female
7 3, S 5¢ 2,72 2,72
Zssaultive violencel&% S0 7037 * =
with theft 122 33 3 15 0 15 0 0
‘ )2 .45 22, 0Y /6. 68 21,13
Assaulti iolencd” Z 34. 7/ G.49 2Y. 3¢ NS /.7 B /.57
ssaultive violencg | . 84 15 59 28 26 2 2
without theft e 37,69 ¢5.2) | esEg 77,77 37.6% 16,66 | 7T
_ 234 (6. 36 A2 Y 777 3.5¢ 12,55 S AE 3.58
Personal theft v 148 5 16 8 5 28 10 N
P 55.84 3,73 17, 22, 2é “Ho., 57 {>.30| 22,32
<31 47,99 7,32 )Gy ¢.77 12.97 A S
Total victimization ~ 265 23 90 36 69 12 36

9E1-%

Source=Table Cg: National Crime Panel Survey
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TAELE P-15A: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY AGE, BY SEX
Nothing Used Hit of-~ - Reason Yell for Held on Other NA
(cont.) weapon fender w/ of- help
fender
Tbal
35-49
Male
¢ ) Sa -~
Assaultive violence 20 #. S : 3 7135
with theft 15,62 18 2 15 0 0 2 3 0
15.57 701 2¢, 59 40,00 6,22
7143 (:);)f‘j °93JQO D ends ) 2 4/'[/-:;- o2 s 55 u?ﬂ'\?hﬁw
Assaultive violence‘””}[ 31 26 25 5 0 . 3 23 0
it LS A -, ; [ By
without theft iy PN §2.65" L0,40¢ 290,00 eL.co e D05
03 (/:-}- L)"fl ,;?0 s ?J;;:\ 4« 8»5 7. 7 .
Personal theft a2 67 iy 0 21 0 5 0 10 0
o 575 S, YD 272. 77

. co 93 /0,95 a8 /.95 ].95 /.95 7. 06

Total victimization}??> 116 28 - 61 ;5 5 "5 36 0
Fenale

- 25 27/¥ 5.7/ 2.2. 85 20.00 2.5/ 574
Assauvltive violence} 7t 13 2 8 0 7 3 2 0
with theft . b2 5. ¢ ;g‘j?,»?g ¢f2.,10 25,00 (77?’_97 7),1/

. %2 5425 2T SO SO. 3,75 ' D 1 5D
Assaultive violence“wfiL 4l 2 8 8 3 0 18 0
73 9 £ O- ’ } /
without theft 30 27,99 z2,22 42,10 i dd 0.7/ L4728

145 6473 2.9% R.06 &-57 2.5/ T3/ S5/
Personal theft - 93 -, 5 3 10 ' 18 8 8 _ 0
S5 398 | 5555 ) 5,78 55,55 AL 7272 | 2957
- 5 6.53 =, 7, 30 é. 7.2 70.76 St S V74
Total victimization 147 g 19 18 28 28 0
- +

Le Ty

Source-Table C6: National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P—lS&:'PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION,BY AGE, BY SEX

Nothing Used Hit of- Reason Yell for Held Other NA
‘ (cont.) weapon feader w/ of- help on
fender
T
50-64
Male
3‘% & 2-'::!:5. 5' ':)6: /s aj 5;.2.&3
Assaultive violence ",y 26 2 8 0 2 0 0 0
with theft ,ﬁ' PR RY 205D 00
{ :
514/7’ ARRE 25,058 e <= 10,63 '
Assaultive violenc , 15 12 10 5 0 0 5 0
3 4% ¥ s ""ﬁ' - . .
w.,.u.nout theft ,z-é y-r :)" ff'/"/ 57&(00 R £ooe
s 5.9 2,15 S =27 2,15 3.3 .
Personal theft 52 79 0 2 5 0 2 5 0
5¢ 583 , 10.¢0 52,02 /0 50.0 s
178 b7 Yl 7 56 /1. Y 56/ /72 [I2 S/
- e . A
Total victimization 120 14 20 10 2 2 10 0
Female
2T 23.07
Assaultive violence;?s 10 0 3 0 0 0 .0 G
o s Lel 1 Pt Y - -
with theft ;gg A J%/ 0. 0
26 50,00 N 555 5.32 VEN 1 . 13.8¢
Assaultive violencse 5 18 3 2 3 5 0 5 0
1L +hout /6. -
without theft /3.0 , 00 20. 00 23.07 2/.73 2777
5 €3.25 2.9 5.0/ /&._‘/é G20 72 55 _
Personal theft 174 110 o 5 10 18 16 13 0
177, 8 7.7/ 50.00 76 G 78, 2.0 )00 7 22,922
6, ¥ /35 o, 52 5. 88 A0y 723 £/
Total victimization)7} 138 3 10 13 23 16 ig 0

Source-Table C6: National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-15A: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY AGE, BY SEX

T(,‘?ln"'.
Nothing Used Hit of- | Reason Yell for Held Other NA
( cont.) weapon fender w/ of- help on
fender
i 65+
i Male
5 + 0,00 6 O.00]

Assaultive violence 0 2 3 0 0 0 0 0
with theft ' 5o 4

1o 24857 30. 00

16 50,00 2} 24 /8125
Assaultive violence 8 -5 3 0 0 0 0 0
without theft |

{15,219 ] 6.00 71 .43 So.00

tee 5 9343 C. 67
Personal theft 42 0 0 0 3 0 0 0

6218 ot oo Iete)
‘ 66 7576 1 a. a7 9,09 .33
Total victimization 50 7 6 0 3 0 0 0

: Female

g G, of i : 2772 16.67 Tl
Assaultive violence 8 0 5 0 3 2 0 0
with theft :

RN 10.33 $o0.c00 , 13 04 /0. 60

g 6Z.3D 37.30
Assaultive violence ' 5 0 0 3 0 0 0. 0
without theft A

5.?‘} 6‘ SQ /s O T -

G J6.76 $,50 785 a2 16-22 730
Personal theft 3 3 0 5 0. 20 18 5 0

Broi £ 2.29 - 2o0.00 £6.96 Y0.0al /.00

137 5y, 97 780 2.79 /6.79 /760 3.6F
Total victimizaticn 76 0 10 3 23 20 5 0

i
:.3:
ource~Table C6: National Crime Panel Survev




TABLE P-15B: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SIZILF PROTECTION, BY RACE
Nothing Used Hit .| Rea- Yell Left Eeld Other NA
wea- offen—~ son w/ for scene on
pen der offen- help
der
7;)‘4‘!(//4
1761 20,4 398 27 .98 ). 70 15,9/ . 0% * 58| $ 65
Assaultive White 53 7 51 3 28 18 8 10 0
violence 5,96 34.942 196,67 |55 .43 1. 00 27.72813%. 21 I anl 724,92
with theft /66 CO. g% 452 Le.70 &, g 2. 1,87 /, O /.8y
Black 101 8 41 0 8 3 2 3 0
69 izs 352 £3.33 | 4857 22.22 | /5.77 12400 | 23 08 j
4y | H45.03 .39 |. 26 .90 7K /0.33] 5,46 -3 200
Total 154 15 92 3 36 19 10 13 0
1131 28,2351 I, S’ 18.76 7.0 7 573 22.70) O.99] 1076
Assaultive White 286 180 71 58 230 10 109 0.
violence 602352.38 51 z 57.5% % 5% | 79,32 | 66.97 | 1,00 | 65.6¢
w/out theft 56 Y ng, .07 $G.98 L¢3 2.5 17. 3% <o £. 52
Black 260 54 127 3 16 116 0 57 0
29 97 7. éis 47.79 | 70,06 385,48 12/.62 |232,83 3¢ 34
168257?. 6./ 2 /18.€3% G -S5% G .70 2O5;0 P se q,87
Total 546 113 317 110 74 346 10 166 0

4

0v1-¥

Source~Table C7:National Crime Panel Survey
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TAELE D-15B: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY RACE

Nothing Used Hit .| Rea- Yell Left Held’ Other NA
(cont.) . wea- offen- son w/ for scene on '
pon der offen- help
dex
W57 56.93 2.2 8 q.7% 277 9.24 7.00 T 76| YeZE
Personal White 374 15 64 13 51 46 51 28 0
theft  ju1.g 400 £7.65136, /% 23 2% |59 Q0| 46, 9% 7. 29 48,
,,,»07 6 .85 '»37 .23 L, 9% S .7 & 729 e, 2F
4| Black 560 50 36 41 52 18 34 0
54,57 59,96 f»f‘? '] 143,96 | €667 140 20|53.08|l 26,09\ $% 8%
"‘7;»5'; GE, . /.76" 7.4/ .70 6,99 C.72| &,73 | # 24
\ Total 934 26 114 585t | 102 98 69 LA o
18%¢ 34,62 ¥ 3¢ | 16.52 454 7. 76 | /582 3,77 0. 96
Total 1 White 713 81 305 92 147 292 69 147 0
victiri~ |24 43 6% | Jz2.601 3832 | $85.09 | 69.3¢1 63,07 725215% 28
ization [f4%7 46,26 FLFE | 73,32 7.5 8 .97 1045 /.22 S 7 ¢
1 Black 921 73 218 75 65 171 20 94 0
£ 9.0 3£.36 7,46 |4/, 68 G 9.ay 30,64 36.93122.97129.00
17530 7 [N 15, o2 2% | 6.94 | /3.2 Z3< g ‘j 42,”
© 7t Total 1634 " 154 523 L7167 212 7 | 463 89 : 0

Source-Table C7: National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-16:

PERSONAL

-

VICTIMIZATION BY RACE OF OFFENDER

S

c e — p— v — ” . } o nan, f—— ————_, e ——— " . - £ o= = :
: I amnn™ . — g - ! & [+
BN BN BEN ‘'MEN NS 0NN HEE ‘AN BN B N N BN e AN Em e
‘ i .

el
wnite BlacX ther
Zl“fm? ?}, /ﬁ
Assaulzive e & 7
vicience 38 65 0 'y
with theft e .15 N26%
S 95,00 .23 55,5
Assavultiive S 70 4 _‘ﬁ
violence 477 393 2 3 T
withous , 7L
thelt VAV RS 54.90 29.57
272z ¢1,4% g7 24,57
FPersonal 195 314 5 fiZ§£>‘
ne n 1
theft 27,46 0.6 7 77,4 2 .
-f.;/ Z“:; g‘ :50/1 g‘l}/ QLj{l;
Total 710 772 7
“victinm- /%/g?
ization

Source--Table Cl4 Total only

National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-17: INTERRACIAL VICTIMIZATION

Source-~Teble Cl4 .

National Crime Panel Survey

‘\\Eﬂ" i
White assailant a Black assailant TiAL
Whnite victim Black victim White victim Black victim “
53,57 LL A 27§ 7 205 -
Assaultive 10 8 1% 22 v 57 7§;ﬁ
violence s> L, 24 § -
with theft 2,32 /4% o Q. & F.
2 : 7, 3 e ? , é ¢ 7;5‘/- 3/
Assaultive 4767 / ?ﬂﬁ 24 L8 4/7;/
violence 3 ’ 28 oy 11 357
without A £ 7/ 4 #7.09
thelt 10,2 5,4 5 £/, 6 i
TEIDT 2142 %L, 30,90 o 7057 3?5’1
‘Perional 66 ;) i 121 277 y/&§
theft 1507 S T 41,52 Q0% ;;J
Total 431 54 260 ' 691 |
victim- . E
ization
, e
>
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TABLE P-18: PERSCNAL VICTIMIZATION BY VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY

3(5?” 31-9 $10-49 $50-99 3100-2%9 $250-99% $1000+ None NA

‘0§

© g AP ACN - g TS el Woa T .f/ =2 i RN

R - if, - ol - AL RPN,
Ascaultive Pl 1 61 36 38 21 10 5 3
viclerce ca ; P - nf i ~ . . ~
with theft (2 P2 ' < S S, oo | SO oL zaal
Lssayltive
violence
without
thelt

0, ;f;f TLE 23, /4. 7L 1/ 5% SLoe2 /1 53R 3/ /2,20
Fersonal &8T5 203 327 144 113 49 15 |, 5 119
thefs: ' < o DY = DR N A e
theft ‘fz,ijl‘:;) i /4,50 2 70 e ‘ G 2 R AL 7777

e - - J 12.¢
Total . ]9, 20 20,5 1Y, ¢t /2.l 578 206 R 3
. . y =

victim- 12 234 388 180 151 70 25 10 153
ization i .

PPI-¥

Source~-~Table C8 Total only

National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-19: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION. BY LOSS INCLUDING DAMAGE

‘ (ﬂp}/ $1-9 $10-49 . b50-2h49 $250+ None | . DK/NA
\ )
A ltive 19501 o 25,57 /090 | 2.%7 202D
ssau v
violence gy\ﬁ‘ w3§/f 69 71 ' 29 5 54
with thef{ f?' 0"/[ AR 7/, ‘;.w J 9‘ &? . '7, 26/ ~ 3 .ol 7
1 | w0 GG 1ii5 2,08 /870 14. 5%
Assaultlivse T ' s
violence 9;39 61 75 30 8 49 39
without , .~ o i . o . §
thelt 1692 20.47 /5T .5 7ol 03 T A 168/
. s Pt .
p 1 wegg ) 2o 2, T 25,97 592 )45 /3,8
rersona H "
Sheft . g!\" 206 340 267 61 15 139
§ s ) P : R4 2/.73 S 7.9/
: S e I8 22,65 L. 27 G ’ G/
al ! - ' '
g 55k 305 284 368 98 69 232
ization 1

Source-~Table €19 Total only

National Crime.Panel Survey
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TABLE P-20: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY DAYS LOST
¥o loss less than 1-5 days 8-10 11 days+ DX/¥A
time 1 day . days _—
A &-l’;"ao—
% i - oW )7 13 THS .77
Assauliive s 2 G
violence , U7
et la '?.\ft 223 10 — 53 O 23 ) 0 -
Wivna the 5, %L 2,5 22,0 37, 09 }
7.l 2,7% S 5 <2 2.2 £ 7 &
Aszauliive 4 A & . AT 4
24 njon ¢ o~
518;:£&£ 1352 3 85 3 34 e 151 -
L vi.ud i e p - 2
theflt 7.7 a5 YL P H5,9Y sy.93
9278 [ 2. 7% 2. 0= 73 | L3¢ L8| A
Fergon:l 1261 31 44 10 5 8 | 13957
whe il “ LG 24,17 55,95 8.¢6 /00 A
99, 1 g 2.5% &, 7 . e /e P , 25
Tetal -
Piobime 5936 74 182 18 62 8 2, 47
ization

9T~

* Source-~Table C20 Total only

National Crime Panel’ Survey




I TABLE P-21: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY L0OSS, BY RACE
t /
N - $0 $1-9 $10~48 $50-~24° $250+ NA
y .
- - 7014 1962 2927 25,23 1,07 Y, 535
/I ssaultive White 8 21 26 27 15 10
-wviolence 50 P2 41 5¢. 3¢,00 F2,.57 | asa¢
Y% rith theft a5 | 6.0% CY-TEY, Zi. 3 7o 15 | ai o
. Black 8 8 26 44 13 29
[l 50 27.5% 1 e/ Yo 7¢], 2
™ R ER PR 202 78 | se S
7I§ ) Total 16 2757 52 71 g . 39
~ T
Assaultive White 0 0 0 0 0 0
violence _
0 w/out theft ;
Black 0 0 0 0 0 0
| ,
L Total 0 0 o 0 0 0
2 _ oG [ T790 37 .35 2227 Z.2.0 /76
t - Personal White 25 70 L46 91 13 46
s theft LhLu* AT OR Koo A RN T
I s 2O P A 2750 7 747,
i Black 24 119 145 157 46 86
51, « ¢, 977 Leié ot Ha e 2R 77t R
' ’ Seas | /T 52 20 0% Xy 2. 0% TE LY,
cf{-‘ ,( Total 49 189 291 248 59 132
6o b LB, BY o 5 P Be -
White 33 91 172 118 28 56
v:LctJ.m—— ol “l1.7¢ S04 249 v AT
sa-ization 55 | 7§ 0) 2425 28.57 R o
g | Black 32 127 e 201 59 115
79.22 49,9 v .00 i 74 G/
5.0 / ?.A.,Q . 2 A ﬁ / YA ek ey
|3 Total | 65 TG 343 319 87 171
{ - 218
I Source-Table C26: National Crime Panel Sarvey
I v




TABLE P-24: PERSOXAL VICTIMIZAT

ON BY VIC RELATION TO OFF

DER BY AGE

(cont.)

Total

- et

[EUEIRPO—

o s

}
DK/
Sight
only

S O T T S

Assaultive violence

\SES
vith theft

17
10

‘fgj“.) 3 T

15.18

Assaultive violence

without theft

i 73

8
/2.2

Ge .60
48 .
0. 73

Total victimization

79,94

66

Gl

~~

Source--Table C29

National Crime Panel Survey




' ) TABLE P-25: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY AGE, BY OFFPENDER AGE
I‘ ‘ Total 12-19 20-34 35-49 50~-64 65+
Assaultive Under 12 2 0 2 0 0 Q
violence ST 40,00
with theft Z57 S0% S0
12-14 J 6 3 0 ) 0 0
I 476 33,33
877 50% /8. 73 Bhad
- 15-17 16 8 3 0 0 5
I g. 0% /0, 7/ Y
' Z. %69 20,83 50,60 %,33 20:83
18-20 24 5 12 2 5 0
@/, 00 Ve Mo S 6o 7
! b OF 15 2% B | P800 r8s 5 @ Ll
21+ 52 8 18 13 8, 5_
2.0/ 70,55 | Teo 7r 34 =27
I ok 22 ’
DK/NA S ¥ 0 0 3 0 0
/"f/f ‘;‘l/’ . .

'l Y. 65 T6.0 500
Assaultive Undex 12 6 3 -0 0 3 0
violence T 7 0% 1605

;[ Ti/out ‘theft 6977 | 9437 R
I\ o 12-14 53 50 0 3 0 0
_ . £2, 53 : e, B
HG 7042 10,20 3. 16 2O Ao
I 15-17 o8 70 1 | s 10 0
AR R L
ot T o7 | =LA a0 7l o, e
18-20 120 59, - 38 15 5 3
| 724 T Y690 | oavat | 16167 G >7
R N wil A, SO0 | /G Bl Y. €y w3
, 21+ 550 119 277 101 50 3
1 I ’ 75: 3‘;)— (p‘?a g',"'f,} .5”"?' [ f?i‘fl.' ‘g-/ /é? W7
5l &/ .5 RS 1 e S 7 10443
DK/NA 48 18 .. 12 5 8 5
l DR a,.)“): YA o B 4./0’_2,// g
Source-Table Cl6: National Crime Panel Survey
i
| .
I 4154




TABLLE P-25:

PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY AGE,

BY OFFENDER AGE

l (cont.) Total 12-19 20-34 . 35-49 50-64 65+
- A7A 7 P
Personal Under 12 3 0 3 0 0 0
theft
: ZO e Wi, e 2. 70 /5.0 2/.73) ;3.0
1214 23 10 . 2 L3 5 3
- 5 »8 '7 260 % BEH,DH rOC, 08 PRENE
' L7 70 30,43 20 7 /88| 2509 | 247
15-17 69 2% 15, 13 . 18 2
I , 41,21 55,51 6129 | edad - | 258
tf G ai /R P 24 6o DO G| SFET | LT
18~20 126 18 31 26 20 30
' o 115 38,2 NN Lt 67 9,5y
R 5 /750 Lo e e P P e o E24 3 81 3. "/:*,r
21+ 252 31 103 | 57 51 10
1867 25:6% Ao, 32 e 7% | 55
l V3. /L 1905 e B GS] Pl L)
DX/NA 42 8 _ . 6 13 11 5
‘ D f" &‘(I ?; ?}, :‘?‘.3 Z.{,/I\?O _f:'?.‘g‘? ,:,)'C')«“
' . 7Y 2R ST QP 3T
Total Under 12
victin- 11 3 5 0 3 0
ation Y G | JER JFEH [ 2 5E | 8.5
* 12-14 76 2 9 5 a 3
) PR N EPETE 1YY 15 R0 B
; 15~17 183 99 28 21 28 7
e 3 W0 15358 vy VIR
] 18-20 270 82 81 43 30 33
5AYS /¥, §w Gl 1o 26,8 RNV R
' | 21+ 854 158 398 171 109 18
Goe &5 @ 19, 35 o ed g KOy 5 Py, c
' DK/NA 93 26 18 21 19 10
R Ly 8y
P ME7
l ;
| Source-Table Cl6: National Crime Panel Survey
l 4-15%




TABLE P-26:

VICTIM AGE

PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY AGE BY QFFENDERS AGE

l- OgggNDERS Total 12-19 20~34 15-49 50-64 65+
. Assaultive All under 12 | 0 0 0 0 0 0
violence '
with theft ).2:30 L0 08 RE 1147 /4,29 &, 7.
All 12-20 70 42 5 10 10 3
15,27 4,95 /0.6 /518 | 909
s 13.5 5,00 30,00 91,.4,7 2o | 15 F .
All over 21 60 3 18 15 8
577 285 | 2i3z| 2siny 18 6
&/ Vo 45,45 2273 227H| 9y
DK/NA 22 0 10 5 5 2
| 24039 23R Seien | L
. 2965 | 31,37 | K9l |- 2%4) Gt
Mixed 51 16 5 15 0
2G4 12,50 Y
£ gl
Assaultive All under 12 3 3 0 0 0 0
violence /00
w/out theft 37 A& 0.65 A0y RE 11,79 oy 203
All 12-20 212 129 43 25 1 5
L 91 HAT7| 2 Pt s g e
, 4299 17,6 AR TS 25| el
All over 21 190 34 115 28 8
LI B8 | 58261 37,88 7481 e
BH s 22V hen | 2225 556
DK/NA 36 8 18 8 2 0
QA | 4280 3%
3701
Mixed + 131 41 64 13 10 3
26,94 | Ha 4G 2h7Y i

Source~Table Cl17:

National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P~26: PERS

wal VICTIMIZATION BY

VICTIM AGE

AGE BY OFFE

SNDERS AGE

I {cont.}

wsads

GYPPRIILDENS
AGH

Totgl

12~-19

20-34

35~49

50-64

Porsonal
thef 4

’r(’i-l.l
wiel jme
bt ion

All under 12

0

0

All 12-20

224
104

7GiDd
46

S RS

1bs e

57, %2 $2.48 ©2.77 t9.70 | 75,
42,44 '7!“575/ 29.06 7605 | Z2iao | 74, o
All over 21 192 75 31 44 27
v DG 26,06 | 4.3 6875 | oo
4;’,,? ¢ \5'7‘) et ,‘ .:‘f:f),: o - .’2’:»(, W Gre Y ‘,':f A
DY /N5 4 i1 13 o
‘ Bl L7/ 2910 | 30,00 | B
' ‘ Y, 5 YR 2 | 8 A /5. 62 | 2O T
Mixed 172 LI 43 - 206 31 18
WG LY 2O,2D 67,29 | .57
7 ‘ ‘5’2/ 100, ‘
A1) upder 12 3 3 0 0 0 0 |
|

*uv -

‘ i PR Seh
A1l 12-20 569 )7 101 a4 — 66 33
v , el st b R IEEE N T 0
. 2 i T YA L s 14,97 IR 9,7 =
All ovoer 21 442 52 208 75 g4 43
N 1,2 BOT | e raas | e
e .‘,’7 ) 5y PENTR 3 e, W SR Q. :
DR/HA 1.0 41 .\ 21 10 10
L - Sty .
g, 1% wre JY 14, 0% 5HEE G0
' g RN PIERL 1. st
Mixed wellyry 111 122 .. L 46 21
*§ i ol B X s thg ol L4, e [ s
P !' A RER T e e P L LA I '}r
o : S _ v g L = ‘
ox {'v"j ! [ 1 ‘j‘ § l (ﬂ“:"‘ IL’) /‘ Vi
St ple [ 305 e Y7 IR0 1%t )10

(&

> N
4 B,g

i

Source~Table Cl7:National Crime Parnel Survey
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TABLE P-27:

PEREONAL VICTIMIZATIONS, BY AGE AND RACE OF
MULTIPLE OYFFENDERS

AN G Em e

i
Total All DK/NA Mixed
under
12
. _ 141,460 53.“%1,
Assaultive White 53 0 0 1.8
violence oAed, 1ol
. with theft ted 7O Qe 25 06
o Black 112 0 1} 28 "
.e‘:?\'m, ) /L/"a;"h,/
. Loy b
l Mixed 0 0 0
' 29,57} Jerd
DK/NA 8 0 8 0
. M & o“/,}»« L/,ﬂl"»? I}, %\
I Assaultive White 202 0 10
™ violence 1045 “5 &7
w/out theft 24 .5 L] ex ‘:};N“
. Black 202 3 11 51
1O I I I B A 4
S5 le y ¢du
j Ik Mixed 27 0 1 10
I Fontyeii,
PR “ "‘/ :’,/ (; s -
DK/NA - 9 0 4 2
_l Plosln 7 Foa
L2 ) ‘;’ ? ;‘ o el “.,‘.",; B "
Personal White 103 , 0 4 25
l theft <t Dleat
5%, G RPN w3 T
‘ ' Black 448 0 17 111
| | By 55,4 0
| Mixed 19 0 0 7 .
‘ f 1, 05
I Vvé’t"‘// e
B DK/NA - 0 12 0
{3':'- Y
-l pep 5 :“'J 3’ ‘-;7' / e R Y ;;’
Total L White 358 0 4 79
victim- :
ization ,“Qy’ o T 5010 A TS
l Black 762 3. 39 190
‘(/, e (« ,,2,({}& S -f,-“/‘ & {}
' Mixed 49 0. 17
) v PYER — e
l DK/NA 39 0 24 2

Source-Table B7:Mational Crime Pancl Survey
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TABLE P~28: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY TYPE OF WEAPON

‘SpE m s mm mmw |

Gun Kriife Othexr/NA - Total
G 00 P 1 40 25,60 % ‘78;
Apsauliive Stranqger 65 28 32 125
violonoeo 95,53 Sl 74619
with thaeft Y 31 /903 38 /6
Not stranger 11 5 10 26 .
) )9 47 18,15 23,4 170
E0 2785 RLAEL 10+ 7O
Total 76 33 42 151
"'l J8, 02 2140 20,75 7/:M
ssaultive Gtrangor 218 95 139 452
vielenee . te 9 3 ) FA,50 7535Y
w/oul theft KR 2/155 24, ¢L 1N
Not strarger 97 39 45 181
20,77 2910 24,4 6
l ‘N7 21177 =2 9,077 7,03
Total 315 134 184 633
*'«—m:« [ A “/'l/ ‘,?6; ) ‘/ G/ ,75 E ?
Porsonal Sltranger 309 126 47 482
theft 1 V4,77 ?4.1% G409
: dthont o L s 20,006 12,00 “e 93
l assalt Not gtrangox 17 ., 5 3 25
. Sl PR ] L)
- S e 6‘!"@‘" RN ;25‘{; Q{ Ci" g‘-l; :.: t?' Lt ;,‘1‘
I Potal 326 131 50 507
S S G s Cee P R ' .‘v;y G ‘;;; J::’hf/ (:,O ',,S“‘;' <;; 2, 03
I Total Stranger 592 249 218 1059
B victine R G 3,08 7599
ivation B ' 5 2,45 D/ 55 JRAITS 17. %7
Rot stranger 124 50 58 232
. . ,-7' .:‘%s;‘)‘ f fA Ql‘? :'}"" C:‘) / { 0/
RN OE e 27078
Total 716 299 276 1291

Source~Tabloe B4d:

National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-27; PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY POLICE REPORTING
Reported Not reported DK Total
Assaultive b6 O 33.%% g, 7/
Pol
violence 204 105 0 309
with theft J2 7 6.
0, 72 5¢ 7 -
Assaunltive = 58 Il & 7 36
violence . -
without 601 880, 26 1513
theft 255 51,57 7§77
L)y, B/ £ 3 50 T2 22, 72
iﬁrgf‘"ﬂl 625 727 7 1359
heft 2,74 42,32 2.2/
2p a5 L of . 0%
otal o © 5.0 /
Tlct’l:‘fi— 1430 1713 3
szatioa 1718 33 181

091-%

Source-~Table €22 FTotal only

National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE P-30: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY POLICE REPORTING, BY AGE, BY SEX
{ cont.)" 35-49
“Male Female
Reported Not re- DX Total Reported Not re- DX Total
ported 7 ported
. . 72.6% 26,5 FRCTI Y r 2,234 16 &/
Assaultive violence 28 10 0 33 25 5 0 30
-": 4-3 41 l e ti -
with theft Q’:"{ 715 e : /L/zé-_’?g 5 gl b3
27.53 Sieid 2.t S EE PR A 3y, 4%
Aszaultive violence 48 74 128 56 30 ¢ 87
REE 2Tt £ 2 . -
‘...L.L;O\lt thb&-b 3}4,’5‘? 55'4Cf i-{;o B"!(fé; 3‘/:?? 33[ 7;
G Fy R AR &, 54 R,
Personal theft 57 49 0 106 91 51 0 141
q 3% 246,44 o091 5230 LN
N '!g G I,:" L}Eiﬂﬁv’ fl:::l;i L&'k: ‘f.;r? 3:’:‘: 33 7
Total victimization 133 133 5 272 172 8 0 258
. . 50-64
TP BN /G5 5. 9¢
Asgsatitive viclence . 26 10 4] 36 i3 0 0 13
rrd = +=3 - ra
TLLO TREeIT 27 §}' /ﬁ,.qy'... /€165 /Q.Sg
. 7. 6% PRI ; /2, 5¢ e 22 | .31 -
Asgaultive violence 37 28 0 65 18 21 3 4
7% dePavry e =Y e — - 7
WicnOue vhest Z2.4¢ TG B.6% WAL 1%. 99 g1.08
35,42 o 208 5, b CEATA 75, 2%
Ferseonal theft 51 42 0 92 _ 7L 90 0 164
e, 77 i1.2% Y767 Tl
7,07 Sl ) . H %07 50,74 | .27
Toiral victimization 114 73 ) ig3 i05 111 3 218

29y
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TABLE P-31:..PERSONAL VICTINIZATIONS BY REPORTING TO POLICE, .BY RACE . - P
|
s : - Wnite . Black - Other RS
— ya [ e o — s 2, f P e — -—
Report—~ | Not re- DK Report-~ | Not re- DK .| Report-{ Not re-| DK ﬁ
. ing porting ' ing porting ‘ | ing porting i
T [ T e En Al ENP s
Assaultive e g Vol - )
viclence 14101 3 HS 5L 0 0L, 63 54,70 0 }/eer2 06 0 0
with theft i " Tl 3,15 , 1% :
: 1 704 22/ o 3 [
e g5 w000 S i GIT ;5,5 (R A Sall L B 2Eo 29,57 '

Assoultive i o _ .
violence 2 o). . 922 e #13 .;"%243.:='~“.: vges0L o LA3 wid A s | . 3 .07 0
1 thout 45 fui. : . i 7.2 7

theft ' " 5 o S IR 2133 . 39,29 '5 5 ,/ 7

w

.- - . PO 1 PP
5= Fisf o] AP O Y oY) £

Personal i I ] , ) : 5
thelt ) 30 N v p te T NC cnoe361 7 400 4,5z ) L6 L6 | 0 0 #
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’ - s ¥ ey £
R R i R E R Y e s | /T 05D 0,40 3
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PERESONAL IMTIDENTE DY VICTM-CFFERDII RELATIONTHD

R

e o e s e o o v 2 v i o o e e D R BT IO T e e e o e o i T e
&

Wzihing DG ik Want
1 Total § Tolal Comd ke Aot <o Deother Incenvenient Private Fear Reported QOther
‘Incidents ! Reported , Dine Imporiant Palice Matter Elsewhers
5
¢ -
: ;
i ? 3 sod ' -~ »
T 181-5757 21 Tife 26 2% 50 18 2esf iz Sop 113 47 80T 10 Me3G ey 22,73
H 23553 3 Lnuth 5 mLFE ¢ :o0 SnIT 3t 5527270
" * - 0 “ 2 3 T nef 7 3 e P i s 3 - a
284 ;5" p 24 S 3% & e N is 1:7!‘-'5- H 5 if._,’ 18 f.:f;“ill Fee & : 15 S Fie 23 o ;g & i
B : % B
ASSATLTIVE VIOLENCE . - -
WITHOUT THEFT R ; o i . .
trarger il 6151, 048493 399 3%.07 185 &3 209 DEe4n 41 @Z) 20 3.08 §87iddds 250 531427 203 ¢5,67
non-stranger a6 FSlly 46554 203 €279 28 ;825 95 ze.ls 18 (.87 1 8 .65 | 8430013 4,71 125 w59 {36 /3, FY
Total i1 - o008, 5124975 601 3T 234 ~5wiT 304 22,28 59 L.df ,/2 28 5 o7 ilTZ KAx (283267 564 sy 39 45 25
. : 7 [ ¢
PERSONAL THEFT __ ., o e ) o o ! B N
Stranper GFIEI,295 470 602 4400|315 w213 FUddw T2 0.3 149 A OV | 4L 597113 1§7 j28 #£991es 12 1C
tion-stranger 5 L4 65/.2% 23 25,790 10 230 I Zodn 30 709 j 0 8y%cyt 5/7.%0 {5 890} 8 5oy
metal 725 =ik, 360407 625 5.5 325 o3l 224 22471 75 19,20 149 L.UPI49¢,00 18 2. 94 133 4,98 102 43,77
i £
TOTAL VICTIMS 10 . 5425 : , . N . i . ! »
tranger i"f«""":‘fj‘s,z, 61147.65 1,182 5,5¢] 521 259 4 135111 YoM 74 £.07 na1 985336 .2.5/ 169 .82 220 /57 37
Non-stranger 32&"‘"‘*‘4{ STL/ATYL 249 .57 42 12o¢; 116 ZL.ge: 21 AR : 8 2, 48 | 973042521 (, 52X 36 s2.A8 1 44 432, 66
Total 1757 -0 i3. 182 1,431 49,77] 562 o.er: 559 31,92 L1152 4, € (82 .ef 239 13.5;7;‘;57 3,05 %LOS 57265 45,23
1 : H
¥
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SOURCE: TABLE C-27 Natioral Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE Hl:

RATES OF HOUSEEOLD VICIIMIZATION

BY RACE OF HEAD AND LOCATION IN CLEVELAND
(per 100 households)

I 1871-1972

MM s “Els “Em |
N .

Burglary Larceny Auto théft Total
White ‘ . .
’ At home 8.707 /.956 3.671 18.334
s ¥/ mumn .
J' Elsewhere .135 12,066 5.083 17.292
- :
Total 8,840 20.022 6.764 35,626
|
“Black :
l At home 18.743 . 8.127 2.337 29,266
L ‘
Blsewhere 091 15.157 6.744 21.991
[ |
La v )
_. Total 18.883 23.284 9.081 51.257
ﬁﬁhcr
l At home 10.131 7.348 1.874 19,353
y; Blsewhe 2 0.000 7.166 8.249 15.416
i |
«,;' - .
_ Total 10.131 14.514 10.123 34,769
¥ -]
Yotal . .
i At home 12.325 8.011 1.913 22.248.
i Elsevhere .116 13.117 5.722 18,457
Total 12.441 21.130 7.634

Source-Tahla £l Wa™I

4-166



TABLE 'H2: RATES OF HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY RACE OF HEAD

' AND LOCATION IN CLEVELAND IN 1€71-1e72 (per 100 heouzohel:ls)

i.\ . Burglary Laxceny Auto theft Total
12-14

-, At home 15,430 13.633 .834 29.897

I Elsewhere 0.000 15,888 2.626 18.573

' Total . 15.430 29.520 | 3.459 48.410
20-34 .

® At home 16.168 11.278 3.078 30.544

1' Elsewhere .086 |  16.454 7.607 24.1.47

I Total 16,254 27.732 10.705 54,691

;ly"-49 o

¥ st home 15.125 10.413 2.470 28.008

i Elsevhere .253 20.444 7.276 27.992

l- Potal 15.378 30.857 | . 9.765 56.000

t 50~ 64 |

z§t home . 10.783 6.301 1.456 18,561
I‘, Elsewhere ' L .075 11.068 5.510 16..654
l‘g;otaul - | 10.858 | 17.369 6.:966 35,195
® At home : 6.281 3.194 .505 9,981

| Else\vhex‘;e | . 049 2.962 2.071 5.082

*—l ‘Total | 6.331 5.156 2.576 15.063

. Sourca-Table G2 PATIONAL CRIMY PANEL SURVEY -
N . . R
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e -y ww e 20 b AT TTOTITITIONN N, YA UTITAL T 0T a YT TIeE e TR T YT oo Dt SOl el i . TTYLMOTY NE4 -
&‘I‘iBZJ:: 33: Pa o WAl O S WSSO OARIS IS St EON NI TENIE SIS ) 4 2D 31 oGS ol Sadf Fp 2 _} 3‘.’1
b aTadnkocie S oL LN LY et ntSaachoaiin i Sl s T ok S - e b4 ':\—* 2 Fa¥a TR e PP
LOCATION T CLITVIZAXND I IS7i-137 iper 100 households
—
~ e o e de ™ LAl & h N ; S
Cwneqg or keing ougnt Rented ICr cas: No cash rent
T ey e ™~ N F Y o de o Ty -~ S ~1_ * T hy % 3
warte Zrack “otal wnite 2iack rotal whilte Black Total

ety
AL nheome 8.485 18.077 11.671 8.832 18.357 12.810 29.680 29.784 13.753

Elsewhore .187 .074 .151 .075 104 . 085 .000 .000 . 000

Total 8.673 19.151 13i.822 9.007 18.461 13.760 9.680 29.784 13.782

me 7.93¢ 9.156 8.353 8.09¢6 7.360 7.737 4.404 11.380 5.770

Zisawahere 12.409 18.510 14.202 11.824 12.767 12.131 7.324 17.921 10.969

Tokal 20.348

1)
w3
8
i)
[a}
<
28]
e
v
tn
N
i
3t
w
»
0
™
o

20.127 19.868 11L.726 29.361 16.739

auto theft
At home o1.1¢946 2.094 i.481 2.089 2.540 2.274_ 5.457 .000 4.025

Elsewhere 3.776 9.252 5.514 6.547 4,976 5.864 7.605 7.300 7.950

Total 4,972 11.346 6.995 8.646 7.516

o
.
}—J
)
(¢ 0]

13.062 7.300 11.975

o Source-Table E4 NATIONAL CRIME PANEL SURVEY
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TABLE H3: RATES OF
LOCATION

o -

.

(pexr 100 households)

BOUSSHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY TENURE, BY RACE OF HEAD, AND BY
IN CLEVELAND IN 1971-1972

Owned or being bought Rented foxr cash No cash rent
{cont.)
White Black Total White Black |  'Total White | Black| Total
Total :
At home 17.621 30.326 21.506 19.127 28.256 22.930 19.541 |41.165) 23.509
Elsewhere 16.371 27.835 19.714 18.445 17.84¢ 18.080 14.929 |25.223 18.987
Total 33.992 58.161 £1.220 37.572 46.102 41.010 34.470 |[66.388 ] 42.496

691-¥%

Source-Table =4
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TABLE H4B: RATES OF HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE AND RACE OF HEAD

Elsewhere
1 v 2 3 4 5-9 10+ Mobile Other NA
: home

Burglary 'White 0.139 0.200 0.00¢C 0.000 [ 0.000 0.144 0.000 0.000 0.000

3lack 0.075 C.000 0.000 0.427 0.345 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Larceny White 12.728 10.74% 15,244 14.695 11,231 10.001 0.000 0.000 14.491

Black 19.881 12.734 15.434 10.291 11.679 10.667 0.000 0.000 11.118
Auto White 3.842 5.817 8.507 8.353 4,955 6.254 0.000 0.000 3.948
+theft

Black 8.334 6.438 5.160 £.170 8.026 4,057 0.000 0.000 3.696

. . ‘ 3 _ .

Total Yhite i6.810 16.758 23.751 23.048 16.186 16.39¢ 0.000 0.000 18.039
victim-
izztion

Black 28.2%0 ;19.172 20.5¢4 14,888 20.050 14,724 ¢ 0.000 0.000 14.815

]

- ! -

Souxce~Table E5: Xaticnal Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE H5B3: RATES OF‘HQUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY FAMILY INCOME AND RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

Elsewhere

iess 7 . 3000~ 7500~ 10,000~ 15,000~ 25,000+ NA
than 7499 9099 14,999 24,999
3000 '
' Burcilary - White 0.000 | 0.000 - 0.000 ' 0.345 0.520 1l.951 0.101
Black 0.131 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.680 4,986 0.0600
Larceny White 6.946 9.688 12.877 16.244 25.486 29.382 9.901
3lack 8.801 14.257 17.935 25.046 31.072 42.814 12.337
Aunto : White 2.016 5.487 5.85¢6 5.69¢ 2.517 11.683 4.470
Rlack 2.760 5.8317 8.752 10.6290 16.669. 18.810 6.893
Tobnl white §.9262 15.175 18.833 22.288 35.523 43.015 14,471
vv.iC Ci?’"‘ ' !. f
ization .
Black 1i.692 20.074 256.633 35.666 48 .421 66.609 19.230
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TABLE H~7: HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE

Total Inside Vaca Near Inside Street, | Inside | Else- NAj|.
home home, hone non~res park, school where
hotel, bld field :
motel
49,85 0.9¥

éurglary , 2867 28
30,00 S0 | 4 ¥ .27
{‘./t!

Foo| 4 25|02

£ :J
E}
W
O
N
~Q
EN
C A
8
~J ‘C‘(‘)
iy
W
<y
AN
!

Larceny 4868 400 15 1445 479 lg8ae 422 207 | 12
’ - - - —_—p e VA , 3 -
/00| F2.28) 2T 75 TR w8 oz $9.8 | Joon | I 67 e
/3 23.92 /K2 J3.05 o. =8ty .
Auto theft 20 0 £21 25 1238¢ 0 5 3
1760
~ 7 y ::‘.‘, o o AN i 3
I : :.:-') TRc | 6{&-."’"“9 9‘ ;4 {:}OI ',:J 2’ 33‘ Z&;Cﬁ
z¢.32| G0 F | s Size | 3ZE2 #4227 04
Total vicitimization ) 3260 L2 . 1866 504 3174 422 212 15
' 9485
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" TABLE H-39:

HOUSEHQ

L

D

-

INCIDENT BY L.OSS, BY RACE, BY LOCATION

At home
1
. Total
1-9 10-49 50-~99 100-249 250-999 1000+ known
incidents
A N Bl Zo. 5o 217./6 6.7
Burglary White 63 180 147 155 160 51 756
! G o 29 467¢ G4 27 £0.75 RN 59.621 %0 2
2,0 ¢ 120 /2.8 zo. 77 3,84 /% 22
Black 20 125 123 203 367 139 977
28,075 26 . 5% 07 5 72,78 73,88 70.551.5% 0
, 2722 Cr 2, 20 A ARE 7 26 3.7 o.20
Larceny - Wwhite 267 427 171 71 39 2 877
OB, 70,77 $z2.77 2 7. 9% /3,87 Z2.29 | £/7.7¢6
15,57 & s e /2,63 .08 0. 36 .
Black 76 17 138 69 44 2 546
| S )b 62481 52, 97 2% 73 7,42 -y 23, 23
i /e 348 /g, 7. SITF 2 2.2
Auto White 0 2 . 0 ‘ 29 32 34 147
mhaft .12 | Ly, 22 2. /4 29,08 7.8/
OF 7.0 G 7,08
Black 0 0 o 7 56 ° £ < 119
j ] 2, .%o 7/, 52 28,42 7.2%
i~ /7.5 ¢ Z2. 57 6T 1%, $¢ 1T G, 52 1830
tazal White 328 609 313 255 281 a7 -
l”:tion -;. '\“"? 20: E-: /5‘ 4 :;J‘" !'; /6 (fd/" 2 5-3' C’J ' //I ‘?7 lpdz
Black 96 342 261 279 467 197 o

i o —

LL1~¥

¥
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l TABLE H-10: HOUSEHOLD INCIDENT BY VALUE OF

LOSS BY PROPERTY RECOVERZD

:l_{ 51=9 STG-49 $50-99 ¥100-249
{ 707 4.3 30,30 33,35
Burglary All 7(8.0) 24(7.6) 36(13.0) 32(8.7)
. /67 NLEEE 2687 /58
2,45 X RO 6G 5 5. oL
Some 10 12 34
. ya,oa /0,3] 20,00 24,00
i I AT A SURE
one 89 2 8 2
B (/(, : il ORI 43,50
. 3.70 3009 2623 35.59
‘ Total 84 | 312 272 369
A .54 it).97] 2. 4§ 3701
‘I /4.53 39.53 L4 .7/ K122
Larceny All 50 136 85 73
¥3%,33 73,95 (343 S, 14
(.7 49,1/ EWAPY L2, 1Y
I Some 3 87 46 39
(0.08 573, 70 76,67 39.00
25073 AW, J¥. 0L 7. g
. None |€42(93.9) 1539(87 2) 604 (a2.1) 366(75.9)
21,62 ¥4, 3% 72,5 ) 52,61
FENE IS 55 AL 2. a5
: Total {895 1762 735 478
I 90. 16 Y. 56 70,57 v7?y’
T 777 /77 Az LN
o -0 ‘ALl 2 2 12 ' 99
Ibmﬂt 3.33 /. 23 ¢ 95 Gy, O
"6.00 U0 60 (.56 7;3,/0
Some 0 0 2,
I 0.00 G.00 2,33 7 an
o5 1507 e .
| None 2(50.0) T(77.7) 5(26.3) 2’(‘7 9)
0.2 0. 3 2606 I . B
I . P 4T S e Gt g
Total | 4 9 19 15l
I 1075 A5,05 AU 3L.200
Total All 60 162 134 202
. victin-
ization /.9( 37,0 2.0 95,17
Scme 5 97 60 100
‘ T PYRY, G AR G5 X7
I " ae (919(93.1) 1825(87.3) 833(21.1) 69 (69.4)
17032 N 0.7 7 YERENS
Total | 984 2084 1027 997
Source-Table ¥5: Nationnl Crirve Punol Jurvay

T NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are porcecntoges

4179
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{cont.)

TABLE H-10: HOUSEHOLD INCIDENT BY VALUE QOF LOSS BY PROPERTY RECOVERED

e $250-999 $1000+ None Total
. Burglary All 28 (5.4) 22(11.6) 0
Some 96 66 5
l None 400 (76.1) 101(53.2) 0 1381(78.6)
j Total 525 189 5 L1756
l Larceny ‘A1l 15 7 0
o Some 21 0 5
' Wone 145 (g8n.1) 15(68.2) 2 3513(86.1)
I Total 181 22 7 4080
" auto ALl 298 251 0
theit
- Some 102 134 2
l‘ Mone 96(18;91') : 58(13.0° 0 195(23.6)
l‘ Total 496 443 2 §24
- Total All 341 281 0
vigtim-
ization -
I Some 219 200 13
None 640 (52.4) 174 (26.5) 2 5088(73.0)
‘ Total 1200 655 15 6962
Sourca-Uabls PI: oNaticnal Crime D Sarvay

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are percantagces
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TABLE H1l: HOUSEHOLD INCIDENTS BY LOSS, INCLUDING DAMAGE, BY RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD
T 70710./
1-9 10-49 50-~249 250+ Neone DK/NA - b o
. RoOw
1. 82 Z/1.56 R 20.%% 5. 08 7. .24
Burglary White 165 240 287 228 90 103 4123
20 0% L6, o7 28,20 2727 £2.93 25 &3 2.3, 72¢
F. by /5. 94 2 3./ 3 3.5/ AR i
Black 150 200 331 480 103 168 L3 2
‘ 32,29 2/.7¢ 25,029 ¢, /) 77 ¢ 27, 2¢ 2 7, o7
. 7 2:32 YO, OF ZAVIEY 78 /, 87 S 66
Larceny White 603 . 1081 715 112 36 153 2,7 02
L 7262 76, 2% 6% 27 /3 44 25.,/7 ¢22% S 7 87
16. 28 Z 7 30 2570 S 7S S /3 FO.L T
Black 286 655 508 101 20 186 1,76
$rz27 \ 7l27 55,29 /0. Z3_| /5. O3 4/, 24 ¢ 2 5z
3,85 J 77} /2,60 $E5.97 /L E )22 ”
Auto White 51 87 110 493 17 105 g 75
theft &, 22, & 8¢ G, &S P E /. 8 2 G 05 /7. &2
GO RS /). 50 sl P VIR
Black 27 64 78 396 10 97 6 72
£.¢9z &, 74 oD 7O, 3 7.5/ 2/.5a |- /7. 56"
o Y AR Z3. 75 77T ERCXE 7. 70
Total White 819 1418 111z 833 143 361 _ YA
victim- : -
ization /7, 2y A 2. 28,57 z, Y 77 8¢
Black 46% 9179 517 * 977 733 451 ER X

Source-Table 79

~r

Total only: National Crime Panel Survey -
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l TABLE H~-12: AUTO TEEFT BY RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD,
;l BY AGE TENURE, BY NUMDER OF PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLD
‘“(
' l Total Total Total
. vehicles stolen attempted
[ l owned thefts
' 508 .G
t“ All households 249,060 12,657 6164
I .d3 2.06
[ Head-White 166,033 7032 3422
,g | (6. LG 55,56 5552
| G.77 N
, * Head-~Black . 5430 2621
“ : 32,90 80,199 G290 V2,52
:‘I 6. 59 2
- Head-Other 2829 195 120
g S ftL /. 5 /95
{ | 777 T 57
i Head-12-19 2154 24 72
0.56 Q.79 /. /7
§ 597 3.79
i Head-20~34 70926 4235 2335
&4 37.58
i EHES:) od. 5¥
!.‘[l . Head-35-49 74810 4180 1927
30.04 3302 3/.2 6
o , 43 2,06
I Head~50-64 71830 3185 1482
: : R 84 2576 2.0
' 3, 9.2 /.17
;I Head~ G5+ 29340 1032 - 347
. i sl 363
L . 6, 88 3.35
o Renters and no cash 102,557 7057 3435
i I /. /5 SN/ s 7.3
‘ 382 /86
L Qwners 146,504 5600 2728
| I : 5. 2 Yl Dt D
‘ o, 70 273"
- l-person hhs 30,696 1442 875
. /2.3 /1. 39 /4.7
‘ v, 2.2 035
2-person hhs 69,832 5741 282
| 2504 Y534 Y550
I .28 337
™ 3-person hhs 49,327 4070 1633
— /9, §0 32,76 A b FG
l 7.2/ 0.5
M ‘+-porson hhs and lA's 99,205 1404 829
' A& /. 09 /545
' Source--Table GL
I 4-182
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TABLE-Cl: VICTIMIZATION INCIDENTS AXD PATES BY TYPE OF BUSINESS (rates per 1000 pusinesses)

Total Retail l Wholie~—~ Real Sexrvice Manu-~ All
saie estate fact~ | other’
| uring

Z 7. o Y, Gb Z2.0¢ $2.2% b . /Y s O K

Number of businesses 31,001 i0,115 1,384 643 13,576 1,806 3,372

Y =E 7.7 2 s 22z2.7/ AR A4

Burglary Incidents 11,378 4,769 539 187 3,729 876 1,356

Rates 366.9 465,73 382.5 257.7 274.7 452,64 402.1

. tR-SF/ 6.23 0,60 Z2.%2 3. 60 S 24

Robberv Incidents 2,386 1,48 151 0 535 86 125

Rates 77.0 147.2 109.1 0.0 30.4 45.1 37.1

| Z5.04 ol 7. 27 30.95 (.95 70,7¢

Total Incidents 13,762 6,198 £90 167 4,264 962 1,481
victim~ 1 . _ .

ization
Rates 443.9 612.7 488.6 257.7 314.1 504.7 439.2

Source-Table 1A: Yational Crime Panel Suxvey
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TABLE C2: NUMBER. OF INCIDENTS BY TYPE
T INCIDENTS AND TYPE OF BUSINESS
Total Retail Whole~ Real Service Manu- All
total sale estate factur. others
total total
. . - 5 /25 < 96
Total businesses - Y250 (,:3_/ 34 7e /.00 7,09
victinized 7358 3111 405 92 2571 515. 661
7, 7, 2 G & T F £, g8 /46
Total businesses <9 60 M i .35 57 é
Surgla 34%4% 2 /. /5 632, 2¢ >, %8 7.62
ur ary: .
T 1 Thcident 4821 1668 185 55 2087 361 464
P o P
6555 5,00 YS LT bo.57 2ri7
o LG, 0% £ 37 I.¢¢ ZO.F2 Z.77 s E SR
2 incidents 612 294 : 2 17 89
e EE, T I - ?1,17 375 3‘,{53 2125 .
oy 73. 02 20.88 7 3. 72 €, 9%
3 incidents
2@%3, 121z 3 e 84 0 54 34 18
T A 7. 94 2 3. &85 1E.GS 78T 7
4+ incidents -
228, . 87 2: 17,2 0 54 34 36
Robbhary: | &7 R /& o i €. 63 2.29
Rovhary:
T Tncident . 784 505 84 0 125 52 18
/0,66 /.23 20. 74 ‘ |
wh o 2 %, '
2 incidents CoT 7
69{1 ig_'f 52! ,~7 17?":0 0 0 0 0
Sl nom ‘S‘v
- . ,L'O _S /r #2_
3 incidents - . -
3J é-" 4* .1.75 'g—,r 0 O '0 O 1.8 .
. . /.o
s+ Incidents Q
18, 5v Op ¢ 0 0 - 18 0 0

8-

[on ¥
IR
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TABRLE C2: NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY TYPE
OF INCIDENTS AND TYPE CF ZBUSINESS
3 ‘ f
Total Retail YWhole~ Real Sexvice Manu- All !
{cont.) : +total sale estate " factur. others
total total
Burglary and
nobberiz
1 incident
. §G. 3¢ $£.3¢ ©./7.63 N3€ . &7
2 incidents -
31743/ 211 17 -0 54 17 18
76 &Y ) ' 29 &
3 incidents 121/_ 35 0 0 6 0 . 0
YA .
. G277 12
44+ inci 1ts
89&2;{ 71 0 e 18 0 0

981=¥

Source--Table 2ZA

National Crime Panel Survey




Total _ Number of incidents
incidents :
: DK it BAM- GEN— T2~ DX

_ AM/PM 62 1280 3 }
T 380 22990 s z22| 7328 | .20
' Total 13757 798 3094 | 2369 5955 1541
> , | G0 |75 7250 | $6.25 | L &

Retail 6195 335 991 | 1103 3485 281
{! 48,032 Gl 9712200 4465 | $9.82. 1/8.27%
' Z. ¢ 12923 /6, 73 73, 77 7R
g Wholesale 691 a7 | o202 | 217 304 51
‘ S o2 2.3 gzl ¢, 951 5, /0 2. 20
¢ . )07 33,,55 Z2H5 AR |
‘LI Real estate 164 18 55 36 .55 0

A 228 1172\ L8] 0.9 %
.ri | . 7078 laadi| /890 |T32.855 /9. 25
W gervice 4264 339 liose | 678 1388 821
. 20,99 42,48 | 32)6|l 22.¢/ | 2250 18307
'l( 26.2)| 3038 22,/ |op0
 Manufact- 962 0 258 292 309 103
e facturin .
l e 6. 77 E 35142 . 50 ~__£/,¢ 6.6
, G, 00 | 3376 q,64 | S4B | sad
] |
"M others 1481 89 500 143 464 285
l /0. 76 (28 L6, AT Eae s e 7
i
}d
i o
Source-~Table 5: National Crime Panel Survey
1
..:' ,
K
4
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TABLE C-3: NUMBER OF INCIDENTS BY
TIME OF OCCURRENCE AND CRIME TYPE
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TABLE C3A:x

RUMBEER CF INCIDENTS BY

TIME OF OCCURRENCE AND CRIME TYPE

(
Number of Burglaries
DK if 6AM~ 6PM~ 12AM- DK o
AM/PH . GPM 12AM 6 AM {07 7L
(80 /3.35" | /7.4 48,79 /3.33
Total 780 1518 1985 5548 1541 J{, 37
2,78 Y, 38 /5,65 (6,57 577
Retail 335 20€ 737 3149 281 Y 708
Ya.95 ) 13,57 | 37./3 5. 76 /5.23 4140
3.5 59 | 2007 53,75 G, </
Wholesale 17 68 117 287 51 50
R 4,17 59 =077 3.3/ $. 75
/0.9 53.5% | 2794 23.5Y 000
Real estate 18 55 36 55 0 /54
2.31 .04 | )/ 017 0.0 ¢ /. 4
¢l g2 /7.70 B Y 2.0 ]
Servica 321 GA2 660 1284 821 3,728
05 | 0,09 | 33,25 | Ad 14 53 25 32.7%
0.00 /765 33.33 3527 /.76
Manufacturing 0 172 292 309 103 $ 76
soe | 10,33 14 ) 55T by 2.9
(.56 2065 1 s0.557 | 3¢.2n 21.0632
All others 89 375 143 464 285 /, 27
’ IR 24.76 | 7,20 {9 /549 /1.92
Source~Table 5: National Crime Pancl Survey
4-188
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TABLE C3B:

NUMBER. OF INCIDENTS BY
TIME OF OCCURRENCE AND CRIME TYPE

o

- e

“ - - :
.

‘-

~“,
P 1. —~
BE N -

Nunber of Robberies

6AM -

DX if . 6PM~ L 2AM~ DK
BM/PM 6PM 122M 6an Tt
i 0.5 64,08 /61O ! 7.06 o.00 o
total i8 1576 384 407 o |
0,04
_ 0,00 52 TY Sl R b0 ¢.0 0 .
Retail 0 785 366 336 0 AR
0,00 49,5/ | 9573/ ¥, 5 r=
0,00 79,74 o 00 //.26 O, ¢ o |
Hholeqale U 134 ‘ 0 17 0 /ﬁ”‘f
0.6 g5 0,0 ¢ Y,/5 AR
' . Pr . " ¥ - »'):.‘( {7
g L Ja AGE S Q. ¢
al estate o 0 ¢ “b 0 0 0 0
4.6¢ 0,00 ny 000 O ¢ |
. i ?},‘3&‘ yf},g/ 5’5!{,’ (",(';'il(‘) ';/ /’ g‘; 61
Serv;ce 18 446 18 54 0 SIVE
f0d,86 | 2850 R ENErY
0.06 | J00.os | w0 | gao | dF0 )
Manufacturing o 86 0 0 0 ¢ Lo
4,04 5.4 v, 09 s P
0.60 [00.00 | 9 o0 0,00 o) G
All others 0 125 0 0 0 /25
0: op /'73 C’)l & & C:y, if‘{ﬁ SN gy

Source--Table 5

NMational Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE C4:

BY LOSS AND IMSURANCE COVERAGE

NUMBER OF BURGLARIES IN BUSIHNESSES

Total

less
than
$10

$10~
50

NA

Total

.-

W/ insur

5293

TV77
1524

RE TN R TI10 27 | 30.78 | Las =
W/o insur 6065 1749 1145 440 1866 335
——I ] 2271 TR A 3526 .66
Retail . W/ insur 1500 348 191 362 529 70
,)fr R !! Lt 7/ ,"_-_,7 .«-‘) I3 - o
ey o 2 /-" L : //(;' P £r00 s
V527

W/o insur

3210

’ % ':?1 r 7 . V "-"‘;,« ({/ :: r 4 - :;: ;’l ;“ 6 , f-‘/ {J
Whole- W/ insur 270 JOl 67 B 68 17
sale v

RE B R N
I” W/o insur 271 /33 Slgs | ey 136
. ({"’ ,:1«,. " A " . " .l\f :‘\) ./,
l Real W/ insur 90 £ 36 18 18 0 18,
- Latate
- O Rl 3.0
l W/o insur 55 37 0 0 - 18

~) o VPR KA, ar s
‘ ‘ ) oA o ; LR 4 AR

Sexvice W/ insur 1980 | 446 179 392 874 89

1 R RS R T
. 7 ’ s B 1
W/0 insur 1749 678 428 321 304 18
«I. Sl NN B RN A S B
= Manu- W/ insur 721 343 03 34 189 52
- fact-
l uring RN R
- W/0 insur 154 34 51 0 S 69 0
'7(: / ‘;.;r “ ,: v :Va .: :) /,: r R ,,.w .‘r “"’"l";"-‘
a 2 SR B 4,_» Lk A ~ &
-\I I\J.g. W/ insur 732 /.;,50 161 / 89 Cohd 18
others

. ‘ R Ot PrR, g E

' W/o insur 626 161 5% " 54 339 18

il I ﬂ/“%w'x ROt

!
Source~Table 6A: Naticnal Crime Panel Surnvey
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TABLE CS5A: NUMBER OF BURGLARIES IN BUSINESS WITH INSURANCE KNOWN TO POL'ICE BY LOS.s

Total : Xnown to Police
burglaries

Total Undex $i0~ 5§51~ Over $250 iz -
$10 $50 $250 , . .

Ne¢. Median

. 27 2. ’rGRY ¢
Total . 5311 4166 559 735 | 1805 | 1000 264 -

AV L E x”f‘.‘?’“:’i 2 ,,2:} 4;*/:2.5 g, 6‘:%
Nnat+al - -
fetail 1500 1199 -1 . 206 137 291 495 662 70
A ey RN SRS - & 5 ,,/. 7 ﬁ:,y Al mee By 7 7,47 25 &y
Gl R =S A R A 5,/
L& o M - -
Wholesaln 270 RE:L 17 67 17 _ 68 1500 17
L St L flowE | mae | 274 i

3 PR 1
Real cctate 108 36 0 ., 18 0 0 0 L
205 214 2.5 & .7

!
/&.—- ;v:; -;'- [ =2 C’\ r) ‘/ £ )h’_'}’ ;1 ‘.‘;é‘:’
S R - -
Service 1980 | 1587 196 125 1 321 _} 8536 | 1000 _. 89
l 2728 G, Ay N pho e 1200 L B2 AT LY 2 PR
’ R PP B Y27 ARG
Mo Eomymte 19~ ~ - b
FIanBLactiring 721 533 1 .. 223 ¢ 69, 17 172 | 1500 .. 52
/3,27 f 2 N F7, 27 L2 FE V2020 |G 82 L7 25
i R AL e Lo PP
B ,f;’ L P e F e T ’; 7ot 2. by )
Al 3 - S A
AlL othesy 22 325 161 ) 143 89 - 214 734 1
fZ.7F Lo s S, ey 2o, S A VIR &
F3

1617
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TAEBLE C5A: NUMBER OF BURGLARIES IN BUSIXNESS WITH INSURANCE XNOWN TO POLICE BY LOSS

»

.

Total Urncéer

o- $51- over $250 NA
$10 5 .

No. Median

Total . 1127 Vao1 160 159 87 560 0

— U'J‘f Py £ oy
i1 “7. 17 /7 2387 129
Rataz 70
AN - N - .
2°h301 1420 s g 3R 7e B4 AT N D A D

84 aﬁm,ﬂff 0 0 0 0 0
f; P 0% 33- 33 .? '3‘3
Real esiite 54 3¢ 0 0 18 500 {8
fif"? o Lt oo

5 i sl 25
N Ve
, . 14 N 18, C% 7.0 | 906
¥anufacturing Tk
~188 120, /6 48 o) a8 35 1.7 17 450 0
s [y yxs g2
' Py ¢ D
11 othurs =, &9 s f
+.107 88, 22,561y 22 L 0 0 0 0
Source~~Taple 64
Nztional Crime Pancl Surveyv .
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TA
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BURGLARIES

s

IN

BUo h £S5 WITH

OUT INSURANCE

—————

KNO

WN

-~ — e mtaan

e

TO POLICE B

S, 3 e

uOSS

Total Burglaries

Xnown to Police

Total Under $10- $51- Over $250 NA
$10 $50 5250
No. Median | I
- .) e ;,/ '7{/ N N — L
Total ’ izA T /9. 34 | o1 Ki?é $.8
6065 4298 864 618 720 1741 760 335
P 3L Cr s v Tk S si Y93 |
Retail 210 2471 5457 | 281, 200" | 946 | 530 299
JEPN AT OEN HEC N phs ) 2538 .10
4.3 N RS TR Y.
Wholesale 271 170 0 17 17 136 492
4073 . 7. 5,
7 :'l I

v

SE A U 70 SASYl LY.5d IS Y |
Service 1749 1071 268 232 / 285 268 . 600 18
{f’: 1"'3,. *;:' C? 5 /‘\f“‘\ 52-57:0 éf:.‘“ m?g;; ~ j (2-§‘~{§'J\ I/'é S}'f
;;:'., -\.'SJ _:? .ﬂ:‘/ ,"J’/‘" / . 7,., “': _5 V7 a?: __:
Manufacturing 15 103 . /. 34 0 52 } 1200 0
L L, 5 /J.s’fﬁ 33.08 5958
PN /0 LIV B e 0 '
All others 626 483 54 . 54 18 339 L 75 18
M o~ N [ag ) - -
[0SV Qo fE L pps ¥ 272N Y8 e | BT
fo X oA - ,_/Tf*"?'?,’""‘:‘ L ,_'%,’.L‘Z-\_ res
/ r o {: = .

61-%
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TABLE C5B: NUMBER OF BURGLARIES IN BUSINESS WITHOUT INSURANCE KNOWN TO POLICE BY LOSS

Not Known to Police
(cont.)
Total Under $§10~- $51~ Over $250 NA
$10 $50 $251
No. Median
, " 2F 26,82 il g 7. 07
Total $ : s .
1767 905 527 . 210 125 490 0
- Fo, 732 35 2¢ 796 7 730 ;
Retail 1. 82 23,25 | g, 67 | 657 %300
73 301 246 138 54 490 0
2247 67 22 : ‘
_ Wholesale ST %ﬁf* £,9<>
‘ 101 33 68 0 0 0 0
~ :‘ - ,_:«;""y
Real cstate Z2.1 &:éﬁ ‘ 7%V%f :
55 37 o 0 ig” 303 0
" gy, 2570 < 39 L 30
Service EEE T B A4 ERAL F395 | Beie .
678 £1G 196 36 36 1150 0
| 237,35 33.53 23
Manufacturing 2.5 167 fgé_z ;%559 o
51 17 17 0. 17 2000 0
ra ol r “ (fl/,/ V
.11 others g, o7 RAEN Lo .
143 107”7 0 36 0 -0
Re il = oot ,

I61-¥%



NUMBER OF ROBBERIES WITH INSURANCE

COVERAGE, BY KNOWN TO POLICE, BY KIND OF .BUSINESS

With loss

with weapon without weapon
Total
under $10 $10-50 S51-250 over $250 NA under S0 | S10-50
asmber | median
/3.3 DN X 2577 <2
Total 658 0 %1 188 103 660 71 0 34
2o, i YL, 50 S/ . ROW/A
Retail 329 0 73 153 17 900 0 0 17
/4.8 OV A - 6
Wholesale 134 0 0. 17 50 2000 0 0 1
o 2o . 5""’-4,.
Real estate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
<5, SO
Sexvice 72 0 0 18 36 404 0 0 0
Xanufacturing 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
: s S S I
All others 83 .. 0 18 0 0 0 71 0 0
2o - gio e
{ A
Source~Table 7A: NWaticnal Crime Panel Survey
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BY KIND OF BUSINESS

™~

V s [ ) . -—‘ I - - - . - - - -

. TALLE C5: NUMBER OF ROBBERIES WI WITH IVSURAI CE COV“RAGQ, BY XNOWN TO POLICE,
(With loss) "\ Without loss NA
(cont.} (without weapon) NA Total with weapon without NA
weapon
S51-250 over $250 NA
number median :
T As | g 757 Er
Total 2,61 69 35 4000 0 67 36 3 0 0 0
3 X 50,00 S 33,273 50.08 A 3;;?)
B ' 25 f;; r':;z/f‘:’;’! » C/";J‘;-’-«';,;“ﬁ RO e, To
Retail 53,, 17 2000 - 0 0 18 18 0 0 0
| 6578 DTOE | 2T Ao, G 25,00 24,00
;«(3 3 ‘:fll A2 : L (,. L0
‘holesale 17 0 0 0 33 0 0 0 0 0
AL 230 Pfecn B
Real esta'e; 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. LOVE T G 700 |
Sexrvice b 0 18 6000 0 ¢ 18 18 0. 0 0
& ETN RY SN - 25,00 2400 '
—
; . P
anufactw ing 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 0 0
_%;2% RE37 o
All other: | 0 0 0 0" 0 0 0 5 0 0
) o Ry R, —i, ; e e [ v ] 7 e, /
"".' e i ], St i / ,,. § 5 ; ’ { g F . - 2
ST e 257 1 gdaa i,_..,,..._*._i_,zicf‘ N At

961~

SObrC°~TleO 7A: National Crime ?

gnel Survcy '
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NUMBER OF ROBBERIES WITHOUT INSURANCE, BY XNOWN TO

fm

POLICE, BY KIND OF BUSINESS

1

With loss
Total with weapon without weapon
under S$10 $10-50 $51-250 over $250 NA under $10 $10-50
nunber medlan
| ] | |
Total 1074 ; 0 211 563 144 350 1 51 0 0
f 11,44 1 2 ¥ 13,40 A
1 PR i o
Retail 807 0 L2117 206 | 144 350 51 0 0
h‘)“”{i‘;/ \_"t"}oé’ / 1171 géfi 6'3/
Wholesale 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 "0 0
Real estate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Service 250 0 0 250 0 0 0 0 0
:"‘ Oy Ll
Manufacturing 17 0 1) 17 0 0 0 0 0
All others 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
. N P o € P D
Source~Table 7B: National Crime Panel Survey
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TABLE C6: NUMBER OF ROBBERIES WITHOUT INSURANCE COVERAGE, BY KNOWN TO POLICE, BY KIND OF BUSINESS
(With loss) Without loss NA
{cont.)
{(without weapon) KA Total with weapon without | NA
weapon
$51-250 over $250 NA
numpber | median ‘
Total 0 17 500 0 .83 372 355 _ 17 0 0
/7 7.19 95,93 4.8
Retail 0 17 500 o | 88 283 266 17 0 0
2.10 93.99 .00
¥Wholesale 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Real estate 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Service 0 0 0 0 0 " 54 54 0 0 0
. oA ey
Manufacturing 0 0 0 0 0 17 17 0 0 0
(2
. , i < NPT
All others ¢ 0 0 0 0 18 18 0 0 0
Source-Table 7B: National Crime Panel Survey '
A
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"TABLE C7A: NUMBFR OF ROBBERIES, BY .
PERCEIVED RACE O

OFFENDER

1
3y .
l Total No. of Attempts
: ' robberies
conmpleted
| 75 5o 29, 9
Total 2385 —~ 1802 e 583
i ) “5‘0 g/'eﬁd
‘. one offender 683 A £y
' 22 672 2273 22 27
; ] SEe3 L./
i White male 155 85 70
6 4 QC/ 9 7/ 1'/ :;z i “{){)
. ’
'[ White female 0 0 0
"'. --'-*3‘{);(} 2&1 f&?
i Black male 475 351 124
| , (7. %y /5.4 2.7 28
; Black female 0 0 0
1
/o0
]' o Other /DK 53 53 9.
1"\ . 2.22 PR
7{7“. ;'.5 {'.?;,.";:’: Sé
r-  Twot offenders 1651 1262 389 |
it 63 22 7eh, F SR
"l , EE e & 0aany
All white male .355 14l 214
n W A AR L.
¥ .
Le \
i All white female 0 0 0
';'
1' TP 77 &
f All black male 1226 1086 140
i S50 T, 2 25 g/
[ :
Y All black ferale 0 0 0
[ doo & O
;3 Other (mixed and DK) Ll 4 35 35
iR /o 6,00
§f< /l é’(ﬂ
EI DK 51 51 0
‘ o /3 2, 8%
LI (9 d?arm¢mewi
g Source~~Table 12A
[
nl National Crime Panel Survey
!
l 4-199




"TABLE C7B:

NUMBER OF ROBBERIES BY PER-

CEIVED AGE OF OFPENDER

- Total ¥o..of Attempts
I , robberies
; completed
Il:ota.l 2385 1802 _ 83
TS el
R L)L 5.2
.lme offender €683 A ] 194 7
EI Under 12 0 0 0
|
I 12-14 0 0 0
§ 15~17 0 0 0
‘. r_‘>?t /J:/ /' ?C/ r:f?e (Ii/
m 18-20 52 35 17,
1 £%.30 25, ¢,
qvﬁ/f L2 R eI
i~ 21 or .over 596 419 177 .,
‘l‘— 79,59 PG 6
/. &6 iad
.. DK 35 35 0
ill £ 7 2 N 0.1
Twot+ offendexrs 1651 262 389 .
:l /lw) g }}’f ":; ; o M.-S 'Q)A
B 211 under 12 0 0 0
o
. All 12-14 0 0 0
EI s T ﬁ,fa ?jgy
R A 5-17 52 kY . . .
- G, 24 s ea
7 24 G N2 (0
;l ALl 18-20 127 g7 35, e
:7/'3/ Ca“)’,": }:} 4
- 77 6 77,90 7517
l All 21 ox over 977 10 287
h 7 . é“, / r::) '7/ e"") i
. .74 KPR /0853
|m. Other (mixed and DK) 500 431 69
il Ay s ‘:2 /"'?’ % -
N AP
IDK 51 51 0
: (Ve = cfeneng
‘ i?/” ,‘!1 (‘.' we QAR L 0
l Source--Table 128
[ ’ ‘1"‘2")()
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TABLE C7C: NUMBER OF OFFENDERS I\ ROBBERY BY TYPE OF BUSINESS
- Total Number of Offenders
robberies
1 2 3 4+ NA
Total 2386 684, . 1234 263 154 51
A7 Lb /4 N £.%5 2, /3
N £2. 8¢ L5276 Ea 3y 733X /A’ /é
22tail 1489 365 724 193 137 0
Syl &332 ;990 | 950
3 PPN W (.8 0
Wholasale 151 19 84 0 744
/) AS L sy 2/ 85
Real estate 0 0 0 0 0 "0
R I N, W 2 07
Service 536 161 321 156 0 5557
30.03 ¢z EZ 4. 77 725
.8 ¢ e 77 3 o L O
Manufacturing 85 - 34 / 17 ¢ l 37 0
<3, = 2, 2 9. o2 .
AR T, v
All others 125 107/ . 18 0 0 0
c?l/—o/ a4
f:‘ R Ji
oA ._/
Scource--Table 12

-y
¥

[oe

National Crime Panel Survey
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SECTION V

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

5.1 INTRODUCTION

The preceding ssacti“nrsoresenied data on the geographical region

under study and have defined the social and economic variables relevant

to the research (Section I). Neighborhood differences and the heterogeneity

of Cleveland were emphasized and are discussed below in Section 5. 3.

The wide-ranging differen'ces among certain neighborhoods, and even
among streets or blocks within a neighborhood, make Citywide statements
tenuous. Section II discussed the state of the criminal justice system as

it existed in Cleveland during the survey period. Special attention was
paid to those factors which have been identified as having an effect on
crime rates. These factors include number of police, patrol practices,
and swiftness of adjudica.tior;, The survey design, sampling procedure,
and methods of analysis were presented and discussed briefly in Section 1II.
Problems in genéralizing from the sample are discussed below in Section 5. 3.
The actual analysis, discussion, and interpretation of the data were

presented in Section IV,

The purpose of this concluding section is to present some general
trends observed in the data, and to present a comparison of the Cleveland

Victimization survey data with other similar research and to discuss the
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differences which appear. Two basic sources will be used for comparison;

the NORC study of victimization concluded in 1966 and the summary
report on Crime in the Nation's Five Largest Cities, prepared by the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration using data collected with

the =zame instrument (and for the same time frame) as this research.

The question of generalization is addressed and some recommen-
dations for future 'analysis are made. Techniques which will allow data
to be collected and analyzed on a narrower Vu.nit than the entire city are
proposed. A case for the use of Social Planning Areas as the basic unit
of analysis for social and crime data is presented along with the recom-

mendation that census tract-level data be made available to resecarchers.

5.2 SUMMARY AND COMPARISONS

The general trends developed in the analyéis of the survey data
are presented here in brief for each type of crime. These duta present
a summary picture of crimé in Cleveland. At first, it was hoped that a
comparison of data with the NORC research would be passible. lowever,
three basic problems arose which make such comparison difficult.
First, there is a considerable change in the crime picture nver the
seven years which elapsed between the NORC survey and the Cleveland
survey. National statistics indicate marked increascs in all types of

crime (Uniform Crime Reports, 1972) as well as changing patterns.
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Second, categories are not directly comparable because of the differences.
beﬁeen UCR ca.tegories‘(employed by NORC) and tﬁe National Crime
Panel categoriés (employed in this survey). * Last, the NORC data are
collected nationwide and include rural, suburban, as well as urban areas.’.
The NORC survey does.bre~Tgglrsa rates by type of city and region, but

most other distributions, e-gzs=.ome, race, sex, are for the aggregate

sample.

These difficulties make the independent analysis of the NORC
survey of limited value. Instead, the results will be compared to the

Five Cit'es Survey.

5.2.1 PERSONAL CRIMES

There were 31,817 incidents of personal crime in Cleveland during

the survey period, accounting for approximately‘Z?). 1 percent of all

incidents. Slightly more than ‘onefhalf of the per sonal crimes were.’
assaultive in nature. Ma.iés and blacks were the»_,v\»r.i‘ctimé of personal
crimes, signifié antlv more often than others. Most victims ‘Were young,
with a modal age of 20-24. Rates of victimizétion were géﬁerally foﬁnd
t6 decline with age and employment. Income has an ambiguous effect;

assaultive violence decreases with income, while personal theft increases.

The proportion of non-stranger victimization in Cleveland is

significantly less than other, earlier research would lead one to expect.

*It is possible to recombine the NCP categories into UCR categories as
was -done in Tables 4-1 through 4-11. However, all of the detailed analysis

presented in Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5 employs the NCP categories.

4
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A trend can be demonstrated which associates stranger-tn-stranger oifenses
with theft and non- st‘ranger offenées' with assault, but the‘ intimate relation-
ships found betw'een victim and assai‘lant, .and examined‘in studies of victim-
precipitated assault, do not occur in Cleveland. This difference is of
research ini:.erest, but as yet no explanation has l;een found. -The role of
weapons Las been examined and among those personal crimes which do

-

involve weapons, firearms have been frequently used. (See Section 5.4 below.)

Comparisons with NORC data are difficult for a variety of reasons
including non-comparable categories, different time frames, and different
samples. However, the results of the two surveys, as scen in patterns
of victimization, are quite similar and will be pre_sented in summary form
below. No attempt will be made to directly compare the findings of the
NORC survey and Cleveland Vietimization survey. Rates of victimization
for Whiteé are lower than rates for blacks (NORC, Table 16), the only
difference being larceny, in which case whites are victimiz_ed more often.
Offensc_;s almost always occur betwe;en members of the same race. In both
surveys, interracial victimization is rare. Males are victimized more
often in'both surveys, though the difference is larger in the NQRC data. *
Age patterns ax‘-e similar, though the Qictims surveyed by NORC tend to
be slightly older (NORC, Tables 17a and 17b). * There are no NORC data
on victim~offender relationships precluding any c’:onﬁaarison of this variable.
Generallly, there is relatively close agreerﬁent betw;aen the trenés observed

in both surveys, though precise comparison is difficult.

*This may, in part, be a result of non-comparable categories on both the
age and crime dimensions,

. ' ’ 5-4




The Five Cities Survey does allow better comparison because of
the identity of design shared by both surveys. The Five Cities Survey
authors indicate that “'certain major variations in victimization rates

occurred among the cities.'" However, by examining rates for selected

groups, patterns do emerge which allow rough comparison. A summary

of the findings is presented below.

"For most types of victimization, males had higher rates
than females. Also, persons under the age [of] 35 were
more likely to have been victimized than those age 35 or
older. Minority races, including blacks, had significantly
higher victimization rates than whites for such offenses

as robbery and aggravated assault; the rates for aggravated
and single assault were higher among persous never married
than among persons married, widowed, divorced, or sepa-
rated. Persons from families with incornes of less than
$10, 000 had a higher rate of victimization for robbery, as
well as for personal larceny with contact, than their more
affluent counterparts. On the other hand, the rate for
larceny without contact tended to rise with the level of
family income. " (Five Cities Survey, 1974 2).

In addition, the research indicates that at least three-quarters
of the personal incidents were confrontations between strangers. This
brief description could be just as easily applied to Cleveland. In general,

the victimization data in Cleveland presents a pattern consistent with

other large cities, even though actual rates ma,y' differ.

Table 5-1 presents comparative data on the rates per 1,000
persons* for Cleveland and each of the five cities. The rates for all

crime typés in Cleveland are among the lowest. The percent of incidents

*Rates for Cleveland are recomputed with a new base to allow comparisons.
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Cleveland data more closely approximate the national statistics.

in which the offender was a stranger is presented in Table 5-2. The

ey

Table 5-1 COMPARISON OF VICTIMIZATION RATES
’ BY CITY FOR PERSONAL INCIDENTS*

Cleveland Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia

I Rape z 3 3 2 1 1
l Robbery - Zo 26 32. 16- 24 28
| Agsault (Total) Z3 27 33 35 11 34
'l Aggfavated Assault 12 12 18 15 4 17
l Simple Assault 11 14 15 19 6 17
i Larceny 70 87 95 105 51 95
; It has already been pointed out that tﬁe percent of s.tranger-to—stranger
‘ ' crime in Cleveland is higher than that reported on elsewhere in the 1iteraturel.
I However, when viewed in comparison with the other five cities, this high
l . rate of unknown offenders pz;.rallels the patterns observed elsewhere.
P Table 5-2 COMPARISON OF PERCENT OF
I STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CRIME BY CITY""
g ‘Cleveland Chicapgo Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia
| l Rape 5 81 71 71 91 76
l Robbery 92 94 92 89 97 93
Assault - 69 74 66 68 85 74
B |
.*Source: Five Cities Survey, 1974, Table 2, p. 10, and Table 4-1 (iabove).
. *tSource: Five Cities Survey, 1974, p. 3, and National Crime Survey
- and Table 4-3 above.
i | 5.6
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- This.brief comparison has demonstrated that the crime patterns

B3

observed in Cleveland are not unique but are consistent with the patterns ‘

observed in other large urban areas.

5.2.2 HOUSEHOLD CRIME
. . PRIy 2
There were 64, 712, ~-' ix11incidents under the UCR reporting
otk .
gcheme (sce Table 4-1) which account for 47. 0 percent of all incidents.
if, instead, the NCP categories are used and ''larceny without" is considered
a household offense, the number of victimizations is inflated to 96,401 ox

70 percent of all incidents. Larceny is the largest category (52.0 percent),

followed by burglary (29. 7 percent) and auto theft (18.2 percent).

The data collected in Cleveland indicate that black householc%s are
victimized more often than white households and that income is positively
related to the incidence of most household crimes. * Age is relatively more
important compared to p'atter:ns of tenure or type of structure. Most
burglaries occur during the day or early evening when people are away
from home, whi.le auto thefis veeuiiithe early ﬁorning. When ;:ompared
with NORC data, the patterns of distribution for burglary, larceny, and

auto theft are quite close.

-

A summary of the findings of the Five Cities Survey indicates that
""households headed by members of mino‘rity races were more likely than

white households to have been burglarized and, ... more apt to have had

*A direct or positive association or relationship means that increases in one-
are accompanied by increases in the other. An inverse relationship means
that increases in one are accompanied by decreases in the other.
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their car stolen ....! This summary also indicates that victimization
decreases with age but, at least for larceny and auto theft, it increases
with income. The type of housing unit does not seem to be related to

rate of victimization.

Table 5-3 below summarizes the rate of victimization by selected
household crime for Cleveland and the five largest cities.
. Table 5-3 COMPARISON CF VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR
HOUSEHOLD AND COMMERCIAL RESIDENTS BY CITY™

Cleveland Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia

Household o
) Burglary 125 118 174 148 68 ) 109
Larceny 80 7T 106 131 ~ 33 87
Auto Theft 76 36 49 42 26 42
Commercial -
Burglary 367 " 317 615 311 328 390
Robbery 7 77 179 47 ‘ 103 ‘ 116

With the sxception of auto theft, rates of household victimization

in Cleveland fall at the lower end of the continuum.

5. 2’. 3 COMMERCIAL CRIME

; Co.rh_xner.ci‘al crime in this context is limited to burglary and robbery.
The major types of commercial crime, shoplifting, embeizlernent, and
employee theft are excluded.*'\"" .This is necessary given the difficuity in

collecting data on these offenses. Commercial incidents account for 10.0

*Source: Five Cities Survey, 1974, Table 4, p. 16; Table 6, p. 22, and |
Table 4-1 above.

**These crime categories are major in terms of cost to the businesses
involved.
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percent of all incidents. Of the 13,761 commercial incidents, 17.3 percent
were robberies and 82.7 percent were burglaries. Contrary to previous
regsearch, the nﬁmber of househcld burglaries exceeded commer‘cial
burglaries by 2.5 to ane. Retail businesses suffered robbery and burglary

most often, followed by manufacturing and wholesale businesses.

. Vg 4, o ¥ o e
Vet N XUt

No NORC data are avaii;.lgle for comparison purposes. In the Five T
bi’cies study, the number of burglaries outnumber robberies by "amounts
ranging from 3: 1 and 7: 11" With the exception of Chicago, retail esﬁab»
lishments had higher rates of victimization for both robbery and burglary.
The rates for Cleveland ax'ld the other cities are presented in Table 5-3.

Cleveéland's commercial burglary rate is higher than three of the five

cities but the robbery rate is among the lowest.
"

5.2.4 NON-REPORTING

_ Patterns of non-reporting have already been discussed for Cleveland

(Section 4.6 above). Among personal crime, assault was réported least
often, while per sonal theft was reported more. Larceny among household
crimes had the highest rate of non-reporting, followed by burglary and
auto theft, which had a surprisingly low rate of non-—repor’cing.i Non-

reporting among commercial establishments is relatively rare.

In the case of personal crime, reporting rates may possibly be
associated with severity and degree of victim involvement, while for

househeld crimes, non-reporting is probably a result of the victim's

5-9 -




feeling that reporting would be a waste of time. Such patterns closely
approximate the NORC data on non-reporting, though in this case,
additional data on reasons for non-reporting and attitudes toward police’

were also gathered.

° Table 5-4 presents the percent of victimization reported te the

police for each city by crime type. |

Table 5-4 PERCENT OF VICTIMIZATION
REPORTED TO THE POLICE*

Cleveland Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia

Personal 35 37 39 33 38 36

Household 31. 8 48 50 44 49 46

The pércent of victimization rcporLed to the ﬁbliée for all three

crime types is generally lower in Cleveland than in the other cities.

5.3 DATA PROBLEMS

The question of representativeness of the survey sample has already
been briefly touched upon in Section 3.1 above. Changing migration patterns
and a lack of compérable census data for the year 1972 preclude a more
detailed discussion of this problem. It appears that the survey sample
does over-represent minority and low~income groups and, in this way,

may well allow more detailed analysis of these groups; however, such data

*Five Cities Survey, 1974, Table 8, p. 28, and Tables P-29, H-§, and C-8.

5-10
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make generalizations to the total minority population of Cleveland ques-
tionable. In addition, it must be emphasized that the reader r‘nust not
attempt to make generalizations beyond the City of Clleveland because of
thé many unique geographic, socio~economic, and historical factors
which have affected each city's development. However, this question of
representativeness does not prevent valid analysis and discuséion of the
data. The trends and patterns seen to exist within the survey are, in fact,
an accurate representation of the present state of such activity in the |

City of Cleveland.

Another concern of the researchers which was developed in
Section I of this report centers on the inability to "break the data down'
inte more homogeneous units such as Social Planning Areas. The
diversity of neighborhoods and the overall heterogeneity of Cleveland
sﬁould be kept in mind when employing citywide data. The application
of "average'' measures in th:.e analysis of crime data is very likely to
confound impértant issues anbd neighborhood differences. Cleveland
police data arce presently collected and analyzed by police district,
While this unit is certainly not completely homogeneous, genc—;_ral
patterns of socio-economic variables are discernible. In addii'tion,
selected sorin-economic variables, when aggregated by district, are

more homogeneous than the citywide aggregations employed here.

5-11.



The value of Social Planning Areas as homogeneous units of analysis
has been diécussed above in Section I. The choice of these units for analysis
would be very profitable. A large number of socjal and economic variables
have been collecféed and 'a.nalyzed by SPA‘. The choice 6f this level (or of
census t.racts) would allow finer distinctions and more precise analysis.
Using SPA or tract level data a.lléws more accurate comparisons and
avoids the confounding of issues which often occurs when the aggregate

data are used.

It must be pointed out that even analysis at the tract level is open
to some criticism because attributing tract characteristics to all individuals
within the tract mayv be fallacious. However, the use of tract data definitely

allows comparison of more homogeneous units than those employed by most

criminal justice researchers.

A third problem prescnted its elf in the data analysis when attempting
to compare victimization data with census data. Frequ&ntly, the catepgories
chosen do not coincide, i.e., the "breaking points' for age, education,
or income categories are not consistent. Generally, these problems can
be reconciled or '"adjusted" by assigning the cases in question to the con-
flicting categories according to a computed proportion. Howevcf, ‘these
problems ‘become much more frequent and less easily reconciled when the
researcher attempts to employ data from several sources. This is unfor-
tunate because it severely limits the data base available to the criminal

justice researcher.

’ 5“'12
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The easiest solution to the above problems is to obtain access to

the raw data which would allow the staff to '"break out' the data according

to the categories available from other data sources. If this is not possible,
aggregations at of:her than the Citywide level, preferably tract or SPA,

would prove va}.ua:ble.

5.4 IMPLICATIONS
The data presented in this report provide the basis for several
implications about crime in Cleveland, some of which should serve to

case the fears of the citizen when faced with the statistics on rising crime.

First, even though Cleveland has been forced with rising crime,
the rates are still lower than those of other large urban areas. Referring
to Tables 5-1, 5-3, and 54, these comparisons are made guite clear.
When overall national statistics are employed, including rural and
suburban areas, Cleveland does not fare as well as when comparisons
are made with more similar large urban areas. When the results of
victimization surveys inn other cities are madé available, additional

comparisons may be made.

Second, the fear felt by many Clevelandsrs may-well be unfounded
when actual rates of victimization are considefed. As presented in
Table 4-1, a Clevelander's likelihood of being the victim of a serious
personal crime is less than one in 20. In addition, the incidence of

viclence is considerably less. If robbery without inj'ury and simple .
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‘-a.s sault are exc}uded, only 16 percent of the personal incidents involve
violent con‘frontation with injury. The basic implication is that most
individuals fear crime, especially violent crime, even though this fear
is frequently unfounded. The role of the media was directely addressed
bby the Katzenbach Commission in discussing the extent of fear and the

basis for such fear.

A final implication arising from the Victimization survey is the
raole played by firearms in personal crime. Previous research (Firearms
and Violence, 1967; Hirsch, et al., 1973) indicates the growing use of
handguns in crime incidents. If all incidents of personal crime in this
survey are examined, weapons are found to play a part in 46. 8 percent.
Weapons are used most often in assaultive violence with theft (54.9 pércen{:)
and least often in personal theft (41. 8 percent). Guns are used more often
than any other .weapon regardless of crime type. More than one-half of
the weapons (56. 9 percent) wexe guna. The distribution of guns by type
is not presently available from the survey data. However, other data
collected for Cleveland indicate that the majority of such weapons are
handguns: The number of handguns introduced into the civilian market
gxceeds 28 million (Firearms, Table 2-1, p. 9). The same research
indicates handguns are used in between 76 and 96 percent of crimes
involving firearms. * Nationally, firearms account for 63 percent of
homicides, while locally, 80 percent of homicides employed firearmas.

(Hirsch, et al., 1973).

*Percents vary from a 76 percent for homicide to 86 percent for assault
to 96 percent for robbery.
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The ready availability results in the use of firearms in many
personal incidents. Many authors have argued that the severity of
incidents is directly attributable to the use of weapons. Ior example,
the elements of homicide and aggravated assault are identical with the
exception of the outcome, i.e., death versus serious injury. Access to
guns merely increascs the likelihood of death resulting from what pre~

viously may have been a simple assault.
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APPENDIX A

The National Crime Panel data collection instrument allowed the
collection of data on victimization in great detail., This permitted the

categorization into crime types by "elements'. The categories are listed

below as they appear in the raw data. These categories can be combined to

form Uniform Crime Report categories as seen below., The numbers in

parentheses refer to the NCP categories.

Crimes Against the Person (1)

Assaultive Violence (2)
With Theft (3)
Rape (4)
Attempted Rape (5)
Herious Assault (6)
With Weapon (7)
No Weapon (8)
Minor Assault (9)
Without Theft (10)
Rape (11) °

Attempted Rape (12)

Serious Assault (13)
With Weapon (14)
Without Weapon (15)

Minor Assault (16)
Attempted Assault, Weapon  (17)
Attempted Aswault, No Weapon (18)
Personal Theft, No assault (19)
Robbery  (20) : i
With Weapon (21)
No Weapon (22)
Attempted Robbery (23)
With Weapon (24)
No Weapon (25)
Purse snatch, No force (26)
Attempted Purse Snatch (27)
Pocket Picking (28)
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