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INTRODUCTION 

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

unw:i:n.ingness to use public facilities for shopping, transportation, or 

entertai.runent. and the economic impact directly in los s or indirectly 

through higher insurance rates, increased tax expenditures 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. 

Mast research conducte,d by criminal justice planners and students 

of crim.inology,. as well as the inform.ation published in the media, relies 

on police statistics as reported in the Uniform Crime Report. However, 

the adequacy of such statistics pas frequently been questioned and re-

searchers' are generally aware that much crime goes unreported for a 
., 

variety of reasons. * 
,. 

The Katzenbach Co.mmission reported on crime in America and 

pt·oposed. that m.ore research he directed at the study of crime from the 

perspectiv.e of the victim. (Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 2). Such an 

approach has two advantages: (1) it gives a much broader picture of the 

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

includ.ed in the analysis, and (2) the data collected thus will allow research 

*See Geiss, Gilbert, IIStatistics Concerning Race and Crime, II and 
Shultnan, 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. 

i. 
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on the victim, the relationship between victim 'and offender, and cha:rac­

teristics of victim.s" thus leading to better estimates of the factors leading 

to victimization. 

There are certain difficulties with victimization surveys: they exclude 

{I} "victim.lessll crimes such as drunkenness, drug abuse, and prostitution, 

(Z) crimes ~gainst the public, and (3) genera.lly various typ~s of fraud 

and, b~ackzn.ai1. However, given these qualifications, victimization surveys 

provide im.portant data on the extent of crime and may provide additional 

information on factors leading to crime. These attributes provide a 

better basis for planning and implementing programs for crime prevention 

and control. 

, In:. the course of reporting on c~·1m.e in the United States, the 

Commission also cited research which indicates that the actual amount 

of crim.e varies from two to.;four times the amount reported in police 

crime statistics. In 1965, the Nationa.l Opinion Research Center conductb..i. 

a survey-of 10, 000 households to determine the extent of personal victimi-

zation experienced by individuals within these units. The results of 

that survey are 'compared to the Uniform Crime Reports for the same 

period ip;. Table 1. (Criminal Victimiza.tion, 1967: 12). These findings 

are supported by similar surveys in Washington, D. C. , Boston, and 

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

The use of similar research designs h~s been dictated by the 

it. 
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Table 1 

COMPARISON OF NORC NATIONWIDE SURVEY RESULTS 
AND UCR REPORTED CRIME (Rate~ per 100,. 000)' 

NORC 
Survey 

UCR 
Reported Crimes 

Ratio of Survey Results 
to Reported Crime 

Willful Homicide 
Forcible Rape 
Robbery 
Aggravated Assault 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Motor Vehic1e Theft 

Total Violent 
Total Property 

3.0 5. 1 
42.5;; '-;r 11. 6 
94.0 61.4 

218.3 106.6 
949.1 299.6 
606 ';: -,; ~-:.-.:.~~c:::,..~~ 6 "\:. ~ .. , ~"'--.:~~~ ';"'ff .... -~ II 

206.:3 ·,:-~-,...,~ ..... ~·t6. 0 

357.8 
1,761.8 

184.7 
793.0 

.58 
3.66 
1. 53 
2.04 
3. 16 
2.26 

.91 

1. 93 
2.22 

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

in the Fall of 1972 collected data on criminal victimizations which occurred 

during the preceding year. 

This report presents a description and discussion of a victimization 

survey similar to the NORC survey conducted in 1965 and presents similar 

data and ana1ys<f:!s for the City of Cleveland. Such research will present, 

hopefully, an af;;curate 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 ~n overview of the City of Cleveland, 
e::cplaining the Cit,' s diversity, history, and dernographic 
c1omposition, to ~ay aud during the 1972 survey period. 

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

. now and as they were in 1972.-

iii. 
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Section III is a presentation of the survey results, 
including a dis cus s ion of c rime type s and definitions. 
This section also includes a description of the data 
collection procedures. 

Section IV develops the data and presents analY'ses of 
the results. The differential rates of vi.ctimization 
and of non~reporting are analyzed in light of the 
selected demographic variables outlined 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 reco.rnmendations, 
based upon the analyses of the data, are also included . 
in this section. 

A Glossal'y and Technical Appendices follow the bo.dy 
of the report. The Appen.dices include a detailed 
explanation of the data collection procedures cited 
in Section III. 

·iv. 
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SECTION I 

OVERVIEW OF THE CITY OF CLEVELAND 

1. 1 INTRODUCTION 

This section presents a demographic, statistical profile of the 

City of Cle'lreIand. The purpose of this section is to provide information 

which will illuminate better the social environment in which (1) the 

victimization: survey data were gathered and (2) in which the reported 

and unreporteci crilnes occurred. A tflmporal distinction has been made 

between the activities of the Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program and 

other crim.e control and criminal justice system improvement projects, 

occurring in 1973 and 1974, and the com,munity environment extant in 

1970 through 1972. 

The victimization data colle,cted by LEAA and the U. S. Bureau 

of the Census represent a sample chosen from the City of Cleveland 

as a whole.. The City! s residents, as shown below, do not represent 

a. hom.ogeneous group; the same is true for the survey sample. 

On the a&sum.ption that there are valid correlations between certain -. , 

social conditions or conununity characteristics and the occurrence of 

cri.m.inal activity and/or victimization, the social environment of Cleveland 

is analyzed bath. frc'm a Citywide and from a "community" point of view. 

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

1-1 
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geographical distinctions in the data in order to provide planners and 

a.dministrators with more ·useful information than Citywide aggregates: 

Figure 1-1 is a map of Cuyahoga County showing the location of 

Cleveland with respect to the other m 1tnicipalities and to Lake Erie, 

which forms nearly all of the City's northern boundary. Two Inajor 

waterways provide lines of demarcation for other features: the Rocky 

River represents a significant portion of. the City's western boundary; 

and the Cuyahoga River splits the City at approximately the East/West 

dividing line. The Cuyahoga River runs frorn the industrial valley south 

of Cleveland through the City north to the downtown area. The mouth 

of this river is at Lake Erie, just north o'f the industrial area known as 

liThe Flats. II Figures 1-2 and 1-3 are maps of Cleveland which demonstrate 
•• !'" 

the allocatiofl of census tracts to Social Planning Areas (in£r~) 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 Popula.tion and Housing. 

Certain data available at the Census Tract level are aggregated into 

1-2 
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FIGURE 1-1 SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS IN CUYAHOGA COUNTY,. OHIO 
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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 inform.ation was not available. Other information has been 

made availa:b1e from. the Ohio Bureau of Employment Services, the 

Regional Planning Com..m.ission of Cuyahoga County, the Northeast Ohio 

Areawide Coordinating Agency, the Real Property Inventory of Metro-

.politan Cleveland, and various governmental and quasi-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 em.ployed here, the Social Planning Area, was 
established by the Research Departm~nt of the Federation for Community 
Planning shortly after the 1950 census to reduce to mo're comprehensible 
form the mass of inform.ation presented for the almost 300 census tract 
units into which Cuyahoga County in 1940 w'as divided. The census tracts 
were laid out to include popu1ati,ons 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 comparison 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 r.emainder of the Ccunty, were estab.­
lished out of combinations of census tracts using the same general principles 
as were applied in developing the original census ~racts. Less emphasis 
was given, however, to achieving equal units of population and more to the 
delineation of areas of rnaximum homogeneity of population characteristics 
and in partieular 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, Lake, and Medina Counties. 

1-6 
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1.2 CHARACTERISTICS OF THE POPULATION IN 1970 

The Census Bureau prepared a number of special tabulations of 

social and economic data* fr·om the Bureau's 197'0 Census data collection 

effort. In some cases" these data are not consistent with previously 

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

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 County's population of 1,721,248 and 36.4 percent 

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

1. 2.1 AGE AND RACE DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION 

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 

lO.6 percent was age 65 years and older, compared with 34.3 percent 

and 9.2 percent, respectively, for the SMSA. The median ag~, for all 

resid~nts of the City w·as 29 .. 0 years; the median age for the black 

population of the City was 2.4. 2 years. In 1970, white per sons repre-

sented 61. 1 percent of the City's population and 83.5 percent of the 

SMSA' s l'e6idents~ Table 1-1 presents these data in greater detail. 

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

1-7 
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Total (A+B) 
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. 

_., 
A. Under 18 

1. Under 6 

2. 6-13 

3. 14-17 

B. 18 and over 

1. 18-20 

2. 

.­
I 

00 

21 and over 

. 

I 

Table 1-1 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION 
BY AGE AND RACE, 1970 

CITY OF CLEVELAND 

All Races wtites 

Number Percent Number Percent 

751,046 100.0 459,092 100.0 

253,454 33.7 J36,281 29.7 

81,491 10.9 46,812 10.2 

116,081 15.5 60,111 13.1 

55,882 7.4 29,358 6.4 

497,592 66.3 322,811 70.3 

38,164 5.1 ,22 f 674 4.9 

459,428 61.2 300,137 65.3 

Blacks 'All other 

Number Percent Number Percent 

287,871 100.0 4,083 100.0 

115,861 40.2 1,312 32.1 

34,124 11.9 555 13.6 

-
55,445 19.3 525 12.9 

26,292 9.1 232 5.7 

172,010 59.8 2,771 67.9 

- : 

15,264 5.3 226 5.5 i 

l . 
156,746 54.5 2,545 62.3 

i ., 
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(cant. ) 

a. 21-24 

b. 25-34 

c. 35-44 

. 
d. 45-54 

00 

e. 55-64 

f. 65 and over 

MEDIAN AGE 

..... 
I 

'" 

- , - - iIii - ... .-- '- ~,~ - -"- f , - r--' 
I1iiiiiii ... 

Table 1-1 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION . 
BY AGE AND RACE, 1970 

CITY OF CLEVELAND 

l 

All races Whit~s Blacks All oiher 
. 

Number Percent Number Perc'ent Number Percent Number Percent 

47,942 6.4 31,588 6.9 16,041 5.6 313 7.7 

89,085 11.,~ , 54,632 11.9 33,444 11.6 1,009 24.7 

80,484 10.7 44,153 9.6 35,933 12.5 398 9.7 

87,513 11.7 56,222 12.2 30,978 10.B 313 7.7 

74,592 9.9 53,095 11.6 21,276 7.4 221 5.4 

79,812 10.6 60,447 13.2 19,074 6.6 291 7.1 

29.0 years 32.1 years 24.2 years Not Computed 
0' . 

~-~ --_._ .. --- " , , , 

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

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau 
of the Census 
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1. 2. 2 FAMILIES, FAMILY rnCOME, AND HOUSING 

Using the Census Bureau's definition of a family as constituting 

two or more related persons residing together, there were 184, 645 

families in 1970 of which 80.7 percent were headed by a male. There 

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 persons for black 

families. Of the total families in the City, 104,429 (56.6 percent) 

included related children under the age of 18; 71. 4 percent of these 
1 

related children resided with both parents. 

Per capita 1969 incom.e 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 inco.me in 1969 was 

~: 

distributed as follows: 23 percent of the families' inc".rnes were be.low 

$5,000; 6:Z 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 l s families earned les s than this amount; 

55.8 percent of these poverty-level families were headed by women. 

These families accounted for 97,081 per sons, or 12.9 percent of all 

1-10 
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II Cleveland residents. In 1969, a total of 128,129 City residents were 

[I 
below the low~income level: 77, III (60.2 percent) of these: were blacks; 

2'2~ 714 (17.7 percent) of the total were age 65 and over; and children 

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

[I The Census Bureau has separately counted unrelated individuals ," 
[I living alone: or with a nonrelative. This category included 86,487 

:1 
I ... 

Cleveland residents in 1970, of whom 28,113 (32.5 percent) were blacks. 

The m.edian income for all unrelated Cleveland individuals was $2, 775 

I in 1969, less than one-third of the median income for families. The 

,.1 
appropriate 1969 poverty-level income for individuals was approximately 

$1,800. In 1969, 31,048 of the Cleveland residents below the poverty 

LI level were unrelated individuals, representing 24.2 percent of tho se 

II 
below the low-income level and 4. 1 percent of all Clevelanders. 

II l._ 

In 1970, the Census;Sureau enumerated 264, 156 year -round 

housing units in Cleveland. Of these units, 248, 393 (94.0 percent) were 

rl 
l ~ ... 

occupied, 114,567 by owners, and 133,826 by renters. The remaining 

:1 
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-fa~ily 

il dwellings, 39.7 percent were in 2-, 3- Q or 4-unit structures, 20.8 

II 
I .. 

percent were in apartment buildings, and 0.4 percent were mobile homes 

or tl"ailers. Approximately half of the unoccupied units (50. 1 percent) 

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

'I ! . 
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vacancies were in apartment buildings, and 12.7 percent of the unoccupied 

1llnits were single-iarni1y units. Blacks lived i.n 86,298 (34.7 percent) 

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

<)wner occupied. In the City, 92.9 percent of all occupied housing units 

had less' than 1.01 persons per room; the co~parable figure for the black 

population. was 90. I percent. One percent of the City's housing units 

were the rl:~sidence of 1. 5 or more persons per room; for 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 more than 30 years 

old; 14,254 (5.7 percent) of the occupied units had been built between 

1960 and March 1970. '. 

1. 2. 3 ETHNICITY AND NATIVITY 

E<?reign stock 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'in the 1970 Census, 164,523 (21. 9 percent) 

of Cleveland's residents w~re foreign~born or the children of foreign­

born parents. The largest of these formally-defined groups are. 

from. Poland J 3. 0 percent of the population), Italy (2.4 percent), -. 
Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia (2.3 percent each), Germany (2.2 percent), 

and Hungary (1. 8 percent). Complementing these national origins, 

approximately 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.langu;ages reported were Polish (3.4 percent of the Cityl s 

population), GerlTIan (3.2 percent), Italian (2.4 percent), Hungarian 

(1. 7 percent),. and Spanish (1. 5 percent). The Spanish heritage popu- . 

lation,. reflected in the statistic s on language but not on nationality, 

derives principally from the growing number of Puerto Rican persons 

among the Cityrs residents. The ilnportance and impact of these data 

are discussed: in greater detail in Section 1. 3, below. 

1. 2. 4: POPULATION MOBILITY 

Tne 1~70 Census enumerated 683,642 persons age five years and 

older; of these individuals, 625,244 (91. 5 percent) reported their 1965 

and 1970 resid'ences. Durin,g that five-year period, 41. 6 pe.+,cent (260,355) 

of those reporting had changed residence at least once. The majority 

of these changes had occurred within Cuyahoga County (81. 8 percent of 

thosereportirrg). Mobility data on the Cleveland black population indicate 

that of 260,195 blacks age live years and older, 134,601 (51. 7 percent) 

lived in. a diff.erent hOnle in 1970 from 1965, representing a "mobility 

rate" approximately ten percentage points higher than for all Cleveland 

residents. During the five-year period, 13, 152 blacks (9. 8 p,~rcent of 

those who rno.ved) relocated to Cleveland from other states, compared 

to an interstate rate of 13.4 peJ:·'ent (34,808 of 260,355) for all Cleveland 

residents~. In:. all cases, the region of the United States from which the 

most significant numbers of these people moved was the South. 
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1.2.5 EMPLOYMENT AND OCCUPATIONS 

The 10/10 Census enumerated 524,430 persons age 16 and older. 

Of thesle pers:ons, 302,514 individuals (57.7 percent) constituted the 

civilian labor force. Black residents of Cleveland represented 35.8 

percent and w0.r:nen of all races constituted 40.2 percent of the City's 

civilian labor 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 figure re.presents a Citywide unemployment rate of 5.2 percent. 

Of the 12.1, 6Z.5 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 person:s-,. representing 7. 3 percent of the black civilian labor force, 

were unemployed. 

Of the: Z86. 784 employed persons in the City, the largest number 

(76,822, or Z6.8 percent) worked as operatives in transportation and 

non-transpor.tation occupations. * The second large~t group, of 55,700 

,. 

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

The third and' fourth largest groups, of 41, 351 (14.4 percent) and 40,074 

(14.0 percerrl:), 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. 
Departrnent o.f Com.rnerce, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and are known 
as t.l:i.e' Standard Industrial Clas s ifications. 
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. Professiona1~ technical, and kindred workers made up 8.9 percent 

(25,469) of the employed persons; non-farm laborers constituted 6. 1 

percent (17~485) of those empioyed. All other o.ccupational categories 

representeiJ. less than five percent each of the employed labor force. 

In Cleveland there were more persons employed in manufacturing 

(107,47Tor 31.5 percent) than in aty other industrial category. The 

.second and third largest industrils were 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 em.ployed labor forc~. 

'. 

1. 2.6 EDUCATION 

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

in schools in Cleveland in April 1970. Nearly 92 percent (183,649) of 

these individuals were enrolled in primary, elementary, and high schools 

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

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

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. 

Of 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 
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were high. school graduates, including 9.9 percent of the total who had 

c:omp1eted at least one year of college. These 411,486 Cleveland resi-

dents age- 2.5 and over had completed a median of 10.7 years of schooling. 

L 3 ANALYSIS OF DEMCGRAPHIC, SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC 
CHARACTERIST ICS 

The data presented in Sectio? 1. 2 statistically describe certain 

of the irnpo~tant characteri~tics of/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, 1. e., dimensions of stratification: 

(1) Age of residents, age of heads of households, in groups 

.0 12 to 15 years, 

.. 16 to 19 years, 
• 2.0 to 2.4 year s, 
G' 2.5 to 34 years, 
.. 35 to 44 years, 
Go 45 to 49 years, 
• 50 to 64 year!?, and 
• 65 year s of age and older; 

(Z) Sex of residents; 

(3:) Race of residents, race of heads of households, in groups 

$ White, and 

• !:Hack 

(4) Marital status of residents, in groups 

- ., Married, 
• Never married, and 
., All other; 

1-16 
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(5) 

(6) 

Annual fam.ily incom.e 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 , 
e $10, 000 to $14, 999, 
• $15,000 to $24,999, 
• $25,000 and over, and 
• Not reported and/ or not ~vailable; 

Number of persons perjou~ehold~ in groups 

G One per son, 
e Two and th:t~ee persons, 
o Four and five persons, and 
.. Six or m.ore persons; 

(7) Residence tem.l.re, in groups 

o Owned, and 
o Rented; 

(8) Num.ber of units in household structure, in groups 

• One unit, 
G Two units, 
• ThrE:;e and four units, 
• Five through nine units, 
e Ten or m.ore units, and 
., Not reported and/or not available. 

Certain data are also necessary for com.m.ercia1 establishm.ents in the 

City, including (1) kind of business, in groups Retail, Wholesale, Service, 

and Other" (2) am.ount of annual receipts l 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 m.ore, and No sales and/or no data available, 

and (3) Number of paid em.ployees, in groups One through three em.p1oyees, 
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Fou.r 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 attempts '" stratify the samr-J.e 

along these dimensions are disc\l,Ssed 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 

al'ld over, 230,404 households, an~ 1, '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 over; the Census 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 pe'rrnit attribution 

of the two percentage-point difference solely to the slightly different age 

groupings. Second, regarding Racial Characteristics: the sample 

consisted of 6 O. 5 percent white, 38. 1 percent black, and 1. 3 percent 

*:l~ 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 percent) 
'. 

black, and 3, 003 (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(l)-45. Washington: GPO 
(May 1972). Table P-l. 

**U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. DATA FROM 
THE 1970 CENSUS FOR YOUR CITY: A COMPUTER PROFILE . ..Qp. cit. 
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"black" and Ifall other11 racial categories may be significantly over-

represented in the sam.ple. Third, regarding Family Income Characteristics: 

the sa.m.ple and Census Bureau report household* inc,ome distributions 

as shown. in Table 1-2. The sample data may over-represent the' .~ 

low income ranges and under-represent the income ranges above $10,000 

per annum. Fourth, although the ;ge distributio,ns 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 are computed as the ratio of unemployed 

persons to the total civilIan labor force. As with Sex, Race, and Family 

Income, these unemployment figures rr~ay present data tabulation and 

analysis difficultie s due to the proportion of the true population which 

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

the estimate and the true popul;? ':on is grF:at enough, the liberal appli-

cation of st~ndard errors and error-correction techniSlues may not be 

.. t.. ....... ..,.. 

sufficient to account .for the variances ... --.-.". 

The fo1:1owing paragraphs develop an analysis of the s~~s of data 

presented in Sections 1. 2. 1 through 1. 2.6. Where appropriate, tentative 

conclusions are drawn regarding the effects or relationship of these 

*Census data do not include 1'households," hence, categori~s "families" 
and "unrelated individuals" are combined. 

**U.S. Deparicment of Com.m.erce, .£E. cit., page 10. 

.*;'.:~~C£. Michael J. Hindelang, "A Note on Sampling Brror. " Techni1cal 
Me;:;:;;randum, prepared for National Crime Survey Project (LEAA a!,ld 
Census Burea.u). Albany, N. Y.: 'Criminal Justice Research Center 
(Photocopy, January, 1974). 
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factors with respect to the Cleveland s.urvey data on crime victimization 

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

in the sa.m.e order and for the same subject matter as Sections 1. 2. 1· 

through 1.2.6. 

1. 3.1 AGE AND RACE DATA ANALYSIS 

Alt~ough the distributions 1persons by age and by race do not 

differ irr.Lf'ortantly between the City and its surrounding con: . .munities 

\i. e •• the SMSA), a number of q'larked 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 figures, 

i. e., the median age of the white population is 32. 1 years, whereas 

. ,...:: 

the median age for blacks is 24.2 year3. More strikingly, 51.1 percent 

(147, 16,5) of the black population 'was under the age of 25, while only 

41.. 5 percent (190,543) of the V'/hite population was under 25. This group 

of persons, particularly those age 10 to 24, w'as identified by ~he Cleveland 

IMPACT MASTER PLAN as having the highest propensity toward involve-

ment in serious crim.e. * As shown in Section IV, belqw, 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 }Aayor, 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 BUB'SAU AND VICTIMIZATION SURVEY TYPOLOGIES 

, 

Census Bureau 
Victimization 

.... Surve_,,-

(Dollars) 
Unrelated Ali 

Families Individuals Households Households 

'I 
" , ' 

ess than 
000 l 

r K - 69<J9 

!-, K - 7999 

,~K - 9999 

# % 

24260 13.1 

38691 21. 0 

42257 22.9 

# % # 0/0 # % 

4528/ 52.4 69543 25.6 45853 24.3 

25217 29.2 63908 23.6 

63544 33.6 

10453 12. 1 52710 19.4 

500 - 9999 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

26284 13.9 
-' I 

; 

K - 9999 80948 43.8 35670 41. 2 116618 43.0 89828 47.6 

: 

OK w 14999 51295 27.8 4481 5.2 55776 20.6 38506 20.4 
~ 

~~. - 24999 24658 13.4 765 0.9 25423 9.4 12933. 6.8 
~~t'! .,. 

,. 
:i.'eater than or 3484 1.9 288 0.3 3772 1.4 1766 0.9 

~gual to ~?~." 
'. 

o~!' l:s.L ,I 
I 
--. 
. 

-I 
I 
I 

NOTE: 

184645 86487 271132 188886 

(1 ) Census date provided from a 1970 survey of 1969 annual income. SOURCE~ 

U~ S • Department of Conunerce, 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 repres entations. See text for further 
discussion. of this issue. . 
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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 r s residents are 

summarized in Table 1-3. These data do not demonstrate great disparities 

within the population. Cleveland ihld 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 honlOgeneous society, one in 

which there are obviously sharp differences among "communities," each 

of which may be homogeneous to the point of defining cliques within the 

City. Although ethnic considerations are discussed below in Section 1. 3. 3, 

it is useful to examine here the racial characteristics of Cleveland's 

heterogeneity. When the Census Tract 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 percent in 

District Three, 58 percent in District Four, 87 percent in District Five, 

and 54 p'ercent in District Six.. The two Districts west of the Cuyahoga 
'. 

River, known generally as the dividing line between the East Side and 

the West Side, are predominantly (98 percent) white. The "p')n-white" 

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

Puerto Rican descent. The" non-white" population in Distric.ts Three, 

l-2? 
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.TABLE 1-3 
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE 

CLEVELAND POPULATION (1970) 

CHARACTER! STI C 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 res'iding 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 1acking some or all plumbing facil-

ities 
Percent with 1. 01 or more persons per room 
Percent with telephone available 
Percent with one or more automobiles 

196~ Family Income Characteristics 
Number of families 
Percent of a 11 famil i es 
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 
Number of families 
Percent of all families 
Percent of all families below poverty level 
Number with female head of household 
Mean family income ' 
Mean family size (persons) 
Number of households 
Percent of racial category 
Percent of all households below poverty level 

287,841 
38.3 % 

+15.0 % 
3,782.56 

6,027.10 

87,343 
33.1 % 

+28.2 % 

125,594 

43.63 % 

86,298 
3.34 

2.4 % 
9.9 % 

Unknown 
Unknown 

67,181 
36.4 % 

$8,197 
$7,617 

21.0 % 
11.6 % 
13.0 % 
20.7 % 
22.4 % 
10.0 % 
1.2 % 

15,646 
23.3 ,; 
63.0 ~ 

lO,300 
$1,662 

4.21 
'75,095 

35.0 ~ 

28.4 % 

FOR ALL CITY 
RESIDENTS 

750.,903 
100.0 % 
-14.0 % 

9,867.72 

15,723.14 

264,053 
100.0% 
-6.7 % 

364,889 

48.59 % 

248,393 
3.02 

2.4 % 
7.1 % 

86.4 % 
68.3 % 

184,645 
100.0 % 

$9,717 
$9,107 

13.1 % 
9.7 % 

.... 11.2 % 
22.9 % 
27.8 % 
13,3 % 
2.J % 

24,817 
13.4 % 

100.0 % 
13,870 
$1,692 

3.92 
212,655 

100.0 % 
20.0 % 
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TABLE 1-3 
(cent. ) 

CHARACTERI STI C 
FOR THE BLACK 

POPULATION 

Educational Characteristics of Persons 
Aged 25 and Older 

---------MALES------------------------
Number . 
Percent less than five years schooling 
Percent five to eight years schooling 
Percent one to three years high school 
Percent four years high school 
Percent four or more years college 
Median years completed 
---------FEMALES----------------------
Number 
Percent less than five years schooling 
Percent five to eight years schooling 
Percent one to three years high school 
Percent four years high school 
Percent four or more years college 
Median years completed 

Occupation of Employed Persons 
Aged 16 and Older 

Number of persons 
Percent professional s technical, kindred 
Percent managers, administrators (non-farm) 
Percent sales workers 
Percent clerical, kindred 
Percent craftsman, foreman, kindred 
Percent operatives (non-transportation) 
Percent transport equipment operatives 
Percent laborer (non-farm) 
Percent service workers (non-household) 
Percent private household workers 

Unemployment Characteristics of p'ersons 
Aged 16 and Older 

Percent unemployed~ male 
Percent unemployed, female . 
Males 16 to 21years:» not attending school: 

. Number 
Percent unemployed 
Number high school graduates 
Percent high school graduates unem-

ployed 
Number high school drop-outs 
Percent high school drop-outs unem­

played. 

63,645 
8.4 % 

10.0 % 
30.5 % 
24.2 % 
2.8 % 

10.3 

71,060 
. 5.0 % 

9.8 % 
33.2 % 
27.8 % 
3.3 % 

10.8 

100,327 
7.0 % 
2.3 % 
2.9 % 

16.9 % 
9.8 % 

22.1 % 
5.9 % 
8.3 % 

20.1 % 
4.0 % 

7.7 % 
6.8 % 

1,342 
30.1 % 

537 

12.0 % 
805 

18.0 % 

FOR ALL CITY 
RESIDENTS 

189,684 
. 5.4 % 

13.7 % 
28.0 % . 
25.5 % 
4.9 % 

10.6 

221,802 
4.6 % 

14.0 % 
28.2 % 
29.2 % 
4.6 % 

10.7 

286,784 
8.9 % 
3.8 % 
4.5 % 

19.4 % 
14.0 % 
21.8 % 
5.0 % 
6.1 % 

14.4 % 
1.7% 

3.3 % 
4.0 % 

4,959 
32.7 % 

1,850 

12.2 % 
3,109 

20.5 % 
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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, recellt data would 

indicate a higher "non-white" population on the West Side due to the 

gradual integration of certain neighborhoods in Districts One and Two. 

Table 1-4 presents a distribution of age, race, and ethnicity by 

Social Planning Area (SPA). * For the reader u-lJ.familiar 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 areai District Five includes the Univer sity Circle area, the 

site of Case Western Reserve University, and uue east of downtown; a.nd 

: ...t.. ...... 

District Six is the Northeast area. "I''''' Examination of the table reveals 

certab of the dlstinctions discussed above. For example, it will be 

noted that high "non-white" and 'tforeign stock" ratios never occur 

together. Further, high "non-white" ratios generally are coincident 
'. 

with a. younger population, i. e., a high "under 25 year s" ratio. 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. 
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TABLE 1-'4 

SELECTED SOCIAL CfmRACTERISTICS 

II BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 
l_~ 

-
I 

-~ . 
% of Social P1an- Police 1970 % under % non- foreign II ning ~ .. rea District .Population 25 years white stock 

\:.- ... 

I !. Central 5,6 10062 45.5 98.3 1.0 

I Central East 5 21734 38.8 96.9 2.0 
I • _. 

I Central l"lest 3 17701 50.0 82.2 4.8 
"""' -, 

C1~1:'k-Fu1ton 
1,2 21154 44.7 0.4 31.0 - •. 

, ~. 

:1 
Corlett' 4 39127 48.0 60.6 16.6 

1. 
Denison 2 18299 44.4 1.6 31. 2 , 

I Downtown 3794 29.9 15.8 25.5 3 
- -. 

I:~ .... Edgewater 1 10772 37.8 1.4 29.3 
0' 

1 ; 

Glenville 5,6 78699 51.6 96.5 1.,8 l!!. 

II Goodrich 3 8:'730 39.3 5.4 37.1 

I Hough 5 45487 53.1 93.5 2.7 

JI Jefferson .1 29858 40.8 0.5 36.7 

Kinsman 4 14859 52.9 75.9 9.2 
-. -

Lee-Miles 4' 28559 45.4 91.9 5.4 
-, 

Nt. Pleasant 4 33613 44.2 95.6 3.4 
I j I 
I -
I 
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TABLE 1-4 

fI' SELECTED SOCIAL CHARACTERISTICS 

I BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 
. (cont. ) 

r .-" 

-I 
'Social Plan- % of 
ning Area Police 1970 % under % non- foreign 

r " 
District population ! (cont. ) 25 years white 'stock i 

i, 

, 

["1 Near 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 

~ 

, 1 - -
Riverside " 

1 37375 44.1 0.8 28.4 

'""I 

I South Broadway' 3,4 30243 40.7 1.2 38.8 

:- South Brooklyn 2 43239 40.0 0.3 39.4 .', 

I 
,. 

South Collinwood 6 31544 42.6 17.4 29.6 

_f_ 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 0.9 28.4 

~I 
Woodland-Hills 4,5 35257 36.7 35.3 35.2 

I ' 

'~I City of Cleveland 1,2,3,4,5,6 750903 45.3 39.0 21. 9 

..1' 

. 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 they have known. In these ethnic pockets, the residents continue 

theil:- D'lore~, traditions, and beliefs, either as a significant attempt to 

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

afford to 1m.ove elsewhere. * Through examination of the table, the taxonomy 

,described 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. 

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 may 

demonstrate themselves in t'he forni of outward expressions of resent-

ment or disapproval; in cities like Cleveland, however, these tensions 

would more frequently be manifested in paranoia and withdrawal from 

th~ extant societal framework until the major frictions have· subsided • 
. ~ . 

(Deutsch and Collins, 1958; Rose, 1970; Sjoberg, 1967). L~cking the 

opportunity to rigorously examine social-attitude data on a time-series 

basis, whether these situations are occurring (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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t 
in general and assault, robbery, burglary, and larceny in particular. 

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

1. 3.2 FAMIL..lES, 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 condi-

. 
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 tran~Jiency{ 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 mentioned that the ratio of renter-

occupied to owner-occupied llnits in high crime areas of the City wa~ 

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 w:d.ts and the ratio of renter-occupied to owner-occupied 

units in each SPA in the City. It will be noted that although th~se ratios 

range from O~ 1I (Lee,~Mi1es) to 23 .. 38 (Central West), 24 of the 28 SPAs 

had 1970 Rent/Own ratios less than 4.0: 1, and 11 of these 24 had ratios 

less thal'!. 1. 0: L As an adjunct to this measure, the changes were 
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TABLE 1-5 
SELECTED FAMILY, INCOME, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA . 

Social P1an- Number of Average No, Owner-
ning Area Police households persons per occupied 

District (1970) household L1ni t.s (1970) 
(1970) 

" 

Central 5,6 3261 2.99 473 . 

Central East 
5 8281 2.57 1852 

Central West 
3 6729 2.52 276 

Clf.1::k-Fu1ton 1,2 7071 2.99 3827 

Corlett 4 11574 3.36 7505 

Denison 2. 5969 2.97 2809 

Downtown 3 1464 1.53 117 

Edgewater 1 4425 2.37 1222 

.• i-

Glenville 5,6 ; 22621 3.45 8973 

qoodrich 3 3309 2.61 841 

Hough 5 14437 3.07 2605 

Jefferson 1 10420 2.86 6698 

Kinsman 4 4676 3.17 1147 

-
Lee-Miles 4 8066 3.53 7282 

Mt. Pleasant 4 10929 3.10 5384 

I 

Ratio of 
renter-occ. 
to owner-
occ. (1970) 

5.89 

3.47 

23.38 -
0.85 

0.54 

1.12 

11.51 

2.62 

1.52 

2.93 

, 4.54 

0.56 

3.08 

0'.1.1 

1.03 

I 
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Denison 

Downtown 

Edgewater 

Glenville 

Goodrich 

Hough 

Jefferson 

Kinsman 

Lee-Miles 

TABLE 1.-5 
SELECTED FAHILY, INCOME, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA 

I 
i 2.2 5.9 8.7 9557 
i 

I i 

29.7 I 3.3 8.0 9384 

1.3 3.2 3.8 11013 

1.2 
.• i 

9.7 20.0 8139 

4.4 7.2 13.8 7786 

5.3 -12.4 39.4 4655 

1.1 4.4 4.9 10565 

2.2 13.3 30.1 4945 

0.4 8.5 5.1 12600 

-
Mt. Pleasartt 0.8 

I 7.0 14.8 8695 

I I 
• 

" 

--

! 

I 

I 

-

. 

--~. 

I I 
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TABLE '1-5 
SELECTED FAMILY, INCOllli, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

BY SOCIAL PI.tiINNING AREA 

i 
i Social P1an-

ning Area 
1 (cont. ) 
! -
~I 

Near West Side 

~) North BroadTIlay 

JI 
North Collinwood 

~t-
•. - Norwood 

.... 
i 
I 

~ -' 

I 
to!_ 

I 
III 
I 
i 

I ,-

~I 

hi 
-

--

I 
I 

Puritas-Bel1aire 

Riverside 

South Broadway' 

South Brooklyn 

South Collinwood 

Tremont 

University 

West Side 

Woodland-Hills 

City of Cleveland . 
- - -- -- ---"4 

--.... ~""'-,,'t ........ -

Police 
District 

1,2 

3,4 

6 

' 5,6 

-.~ 

1 

1 

3,4 

2 

6 

2 

5 

1 

4,5 

1,2,3,4,5,6 

(cont. ) 
. 

Number of Average No. owner-
households persons pe:r occupied 
(1970) household units 

(1970) (1970) 
., 

16278 3.02 4813 

4457 2.99 2422 

8672 2.57 4844 

. 
7391 2.94 2683 

8200 2.76 6964 

11451 3.22 8847 

9988 2.91 5185 

15082 2.86 10326 

,..; 11200 2.78 4993 

5907 3.05 1823 _. 
3911 2.28 900 

8051 3.09 4512 

14460 2.42 5205 

--t 
248,280 2.97 114,528 

- ------

Ratio of 
renter-occ .. 
to owner-
occ. (1970) 

2.38 

0.84 

0.79 

1.75 

0.18 

0.29 

0.93 

-. 
0.46 

1.24 

2.24 

3.35 

0.78 

1.78 

~ 

1.17 
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TABLE 1-5 
SELECTED FAMILY, INCOME, AND HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 

BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA 

. Percent Percent Percent 
Social Plan- lacking 1.01 or families Median 

;1 ning Area plumbing more persor belmv pov- family 
(cont. ) facilities per room erty level income 

I Near West Side 5.2 
! 

10.2 15.8 8520 

., ." 

rl 
North Broad\,lay 3.0 8.4 9.5 8930 

-I 
North Collinwood 1.4 2.9 5.1 9985 

-
Nor\vood 3.0 7.8 15.9 8375 

-I-
Puritas-Bellaire 1.1 8.7 3.9 10905 

-
., Riverside 0.8 6.7 4.0 11721 

-
f South Broadway' 3.4 6.0 7.8 9738 1" ... 

-
'1 South Brooklyn 0.8 3.4 5.1 10644 

;1· 
,-

South Collinwood 1.6 5.0 7.2 9823 

I' '1:,remont 5.1 10.5 18.2 7413 

University 3.2 5.2 15.5 8290 
'" -

West Side 1 .. 8 5.0 4.6 10634 . 

-
Woodland-Hills 1.1 3.9 11.0 9238 

-

_lit~T of Cleveland 2.7 7.4 13 .• 4 9."'-,J7 

,I' . 

;1 . 
t • . 

. 
, 

-

~ 
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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 num.ber 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 commanity, permitting other persons with moderate 

incOnles (who do not choose to settle permanently in that neighborhoodj 

to lllove in on a relatively temporary basis. * These new residents, in 

general, have not and will not internalize the mores or traditions of 

the comnlunity .. A new resident thus rnay.remain an "outsider" while 

living and perhaps. working In the community. This aloofness or alienation 

is not the kind of community-oriented spirit which, according to law 

enforcelXlent professionals, causes residents to think or act toward 

the cOJ,r"mon 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 u~ban life. Housing quality may be gauged by the proportion 

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 highest 

proportions of in.adequate plumbing and overcrowding are on the East 

Side and on the nea.r West Side, all in the highly-urbanized Central City 

areas. These cor.nmunities are those which have been or are currently 

experiencing cultural and racial diversification. They are also subsumed 

within the catego:i:'y of "high-crime areas. 11 

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 

incom.e distribution within the City. Examination of Table 1-5 shows 

that the median income for SPAs ranged from $3,925 (Central West) to 

$12,600 (Lee-Miles) with concomitant poverty-level pr-oportions of 41. 0 

percent and 5. 1 percent. Several theories have been propounded con-

C'2l"ning the unequal distribution of wealth or income witlhin a defined 
" 

comm.unity and the relationship of that distribution to the propensity 

(or the target) for commission of lucrative criminal acts. * The income 

*See, for example, the technical discus sion of the Lore:xrz Curve and Gini 
Concentration Ratio in Shryock and Siegel (197 3) at page 178 ff. The Council 
on Municipal Pe:rformanc~ (1973) repo:rted on tests of statistically- significant 
correlation and fOl1nd that IIPoverty in the sense of not ha.ving as much as 
the next person is related to crime, 11 original emphasis (Iat p. 12 of 1973 
Report). COMP al::;o noted that, among 17 factor s tested for 30 large U. S. 
cities, the three measures of income inequality were 11 ••• the only ones 
significantly correlated with both crime indices, II i. e. , Robbery and 
Non-violent cl'imes (at p. 19 of 1973 Report). 
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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 data. Without these dataJ a 

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

1. 3. 3 ETHNICITY AND NATIVITY DATA ANALYSIS 

The 1970 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 proportion of the population of fo'reign 

stock, i. e., per sons who were themselves foreign-born or the children 

of foreign-born parents. Although only 21. 9 percent of the City's residents 

in 1970 were fir st- or second-generation immigrants, th e proportions 

.1 

in each SPA range from 1. 0 percent in the Central Area to 42.9 percent 

in North Collinwood; the median proportion per SPA is approximately 

28.6 percent foreign- stock. In Cleveland, an "Ethnic ll is colloquially 

defined as a person of Central European stock or descent. 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, 

Yugos1avio., Germany, and Hungary. The retention of national mores 

and, more relevant to the present discus sion of criminal activity, the 
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concept of the strong nuclear family intuitively has an effect on the pro-

pensity to corrunit or becom.e a target for criminal or delinquent acts. 

A preliminary analysis of the data indicates that a significant negative 

correlation may 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 to "take care o~ir 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 ANALYSIS 

Transiency in neighb?rhoods and cities, as discuss,ed in Section 

1. 3. 2 with respect to housing, is an important criterion in assessipg 

the stability of a com..rnunity. 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 bf the population reporting had not changed residences in the 
'" 

five years prior to the 1970 Census. Examined by SPA, however, ,the 

data show a range from 43.74 percent (Edgewater) to 70.07 percent 

(Lee-Miles). ~wo SPAs are anamolies in this analysis: the Downtown 

SPA, the location of Cleveland State University and most of its student 

" 
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TABLE 1-6 

SELECTED MOBIL:TY DATA 
~BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS (1970) 

-. ~- -- ~---- -- -~---~~- -'------t-------t--------f-.----~-----+__ 

" ' I Central East. 

I 
I 
'I ' , 
'. 

Ce~tral West 

Cla,:::k-Fu1 tan 

Corlett 

Denison 

Downtown 

Edgewater 

Glenville 

II Goodrich 

r: :::::rson 
Kinsman 

:1' 
Lee-Miles 

:,1----.-­
Ht. Pleasant 

I 
,I 

number of number 
persons over reporting 
5 years-old 

9,231 8,106 

20,.185 17,452 

15,937 14,085 

19',057 18,423 

35,400 32,597 

16,549 15,449 

3,764 2,650 

-~-~- -- --- - -~----- --- --

9,954 9~188 

-- - ----- ~~-- - ~--

-' 

71,264 65,770 

~~ ---~- ~- -----~-'------ -~~ 

7,963 7,380 

Of those reporting 

6.78 

6.16 

7.55 

7.96 

9.44 

31.17 

16.00 

6.84 

34.01 11.50 I 54.49 

. -~o: 8~'-1-.1-3---+--' -8-. 0-6--+---

-~---- - -----~-- --- --- -~- ----'-------

40,823 35,031 

27,361 26,543 62.40 30.47 7.13 
_____ ~ ____ ~ ________ ~ ~ __ f ___ ~___ _ ____ ~ ___ ~ ___ ~_ _ _ ________ ----

13,177 12,12.2 55 .~lL ~6 .58 _ 8.41 

I 26.30 

----- - --- - ~-----_4_------
l 31.33 ! 

3.63 

4.39 

25",412 

31,035 28,456 

70.07 

64.29 

I ' I 
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Social P1an-
ning .Area 

(co:''lt. ) 

Near West Side 

North Broadway 

North Collinwood 

Norwood 

Puritas-Be11aire 

Riverside 

-
South Broadway· 

South Brooklyn 

South Collinwood 

~remont 

University 

West Side. 

Woodland-Hills 

r'ity of Cleveland 

-

I • . 

!I 
. 

TABLE 1-6 

SELECTED MOBILITY DATA 
BY SOC~L PLANNING AREAS (1970) 

number of number Of those reporting 
persons reporting 
over 5 % no %"<:hange l~ chang e out: 
years-old change in SMSA side SMSA 

44,571 41,423 44.64 40.05' 15.31 

12,342 11,779 64.51 28.80 6.69 

20,952 20,164 61.74 31.96 6.29 

19,747 18,247 53.91 33.84 12.25 

24,564 23,839 69.15 25.94 4.91 

33,970 32,900 68.05 26.11 5.84 

27,639 25,982 64.20 29.04 6.76 

39,650 38,588 65.18 29.91 4.91 

" 

28,295 25,881 53.28 36.16 10.56 

16,133 15,126 51.03 34.11 14.86 

12,202 10,483 35.94 30.43 3':3.63 

.. ' 

22,655 21,711 57.42 35.50 6.66 

32,638 29,729 52.84 36.27 10.89 

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 :vithin the SMSA and ~. 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 rem.aining stable with the previous population. These 

conclusions are described in Sectionl. 4. 

1. 3.5 EMPL.OYMENT AND OCCUPATION DATA ANALYSIS 

The civilian labor force in Cleveland consisted of 302,480 persons 

age 16 and over in 1970, representing 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 

cent,ers in the Spring of 1970, closer examination of the data reveals a 

significant r'ange of these rates for the 28 SPAs. The lowest rate (2.46 

percent) was to be fou.nd in the Riverside area on Cleveland! s far West 

Side whe're 367 men and wom.en were out elf work; the highest ~,ates were 

located in two adjacent areas on Cleveland l 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 . J -EMPLOYMENT C~~CTERISTICS BY 

I SOCIAL PIANNING AREA (1970) 
. 

. 

I I ! . 
CIVILIAN Social Plan- LABOR FORCE 

I ning Area Persons age All Persons Men 
16 and over Number Percent 6f P-ercent Number 

age group unemployed 

I 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 

Cl?:,k-Fu1ton 14,747 8,666 58.76 3.70 5,339 

-I 
Corlett 25,696 15,309 59.58 5.44 9,139 

I 12,902 7,538 58.43 Denison 4.95 4,678 

I Downtown 3,573 1,893 52.98 6.34 1,373 

I 
_. 

Edgewater 8,435 5,453 64.65 3.94 3,086 

-
I 

, 

Glenville 50,292 30,339 60.33 6.83 16,851 

. 

I Goodrich 6,544 3,822 58.40 7.14 2,376 

I Hough 28,594 13,811 48.30 11.17 
, 

8,199 
" -

-I Jefferson 21,911 13,304 60.72 3.28 8,125 

I 
Kinsman 9,232 4,638 50.24 9.70 2,848 

-
Lee""Mi1c;:!s 19,355 13,652 70.53 3.27 7,603 

I .... 

Mt. PleasarLt 23,717 15,221 64.18 5.66 8,14.8 

-I ._, i I I 

. 

I 
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Social Plan­
ning Area 

Central j 

. .III1-_c_e_n_t_r_a_l_E_a_s_t __ , i 

Central West 

Cl?:ck-Fulton 

Corlett 

TABLE 1-7 

EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS BY 
SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 

(cont. ) 

CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE 
Men 

Num, er 
Unemployed 

231 

• Percent 
I Unemployed 

I 

I 12.73 

44~ 9.10 

296 11.49 

:1.72 3.22 

Number 

I ' 1,200 

3,513 

2,252 

3,327 

Women 
Kurnber I Percent I 

Unemployed i Unemployed j 

----II ' 

_~ __ 1_2_5 ___ 1 10. 42 ,_ 

252 

187 

149 

I 

-I 

I 
i 

7.17 

8.30 

4.48 

454 4.97 6,170 I 

~f-~I :~~D~e~n~i~s~o~n~~~~~~~~~:~~~~_2-_7-_5-_-_-_-_-_:~-_~-_-5~_.-8~8~~~~:::~~2-' -8 -6 -0 -II 
-I Downtown 78 5.68 520 

379 

98 

42 

6.14 

3.43 I 
I 

8.08 

I, I Edgewater 124 4.02 2,367 91 3.84 

--------------~----------~----------r---------t---------t_--------- -­,';; 

I. Glenville 1,200 7.12 13,488 873 6.47 

I Goodrich 178 7.49 1,446 95 6.57' 

-=~-------------------+-------------r---.---------t--------'~~~------+-,----------r-
Hough 977 11.92 

L---------------~~----------4-----------_r--------~-----------II-----------~ 
10.68 5,612 565 

Jefferson 286 3.52 5,179 151 

Kinsman 267 9.38 1,790 183 
-~- - - ----- - -- -~ ----- '-------,--, 

Lee-Miles 
256 3.37 

-- --~~- --- ------~--~ 

6,049 

--·I~--------------------~·------~-
190 

l-lt. Pleasant 557 6.84 o 7,073 304 

-I L_____ --- - -~ 

I --

2.92 

10.22 

4.30 i_ 
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TABLE 1-7 ...-

I 
EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS BY 
SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 

. 
Social P1an- CIVILIAN LABOR FORCE 

ning Area Persons age All Persons Hen 

J (cont. ) 16 and over Number PeX'cent of Percent Number 
age group unemployed 

Near West Side 33,122 18,121 54.71 6.18 11,708 

~'jo 

North Broadway 9,607 5,447 56.70 3.89 3,490 
.. 

North Collinwood 17,867 10,569 59.15 3.46 6,205 I 

I . 
Norwood 14,974 8,606 57.47 6.39 5,188 

I puritas-Bellaire 18,441 11,441 62.04 3.37 7,382 

I Riverside 25,643 14,925 58.20 2.46 9,357 

-
I South Broadway' 22,389 12,277 54.83 4.25 7,650 

-
I South Brooklyn 31,860 18,384 57.70 2.60 11,389 

-

I South Collinwood 23,118 14,106 61.02 3.31 8,610 

I Tremont 11,913 6,603 55.43 6.56 4,187 

-
University 10,953 5,459 49.84 4.23 ,3,073 

West Side 17,461 10,711 61.34 3.79 6,744 

Woodland-Hills 27,553 15,961 57.93 4A5 8,867 

-t-
City of Cleveland 524,376 302,480 57.68 5.20 180,874 

-I-
. 

," 

. 
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Social Plan-
ning Area 

(cant. ) 

Near West Side 

North Broad~lay ! 

North Collinwood 

Norwood 

Puritas-Be11aire 

Riverside 

South Broadway' 

South Brooklyn 

South Co1lim'lood 

Tremont 

University 

TABLE 1-7 

EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS BY 
SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 

- I 

CIVILIAN LABOR 
l1en 

Number Percent Number 
Unemployed Unemployed 

733 6w26 6,413 

109 3.12 1,957 

172 2.77 4,36:1 

389 7.50 3,418 

243 3.29 4.059 

228 2.44 5,568 

316 4.13 4,627 

340 2.99 6,995 

. 
282 3.28 5,496 

352 8.41 2,416 

161. 5.24 2,386 

FORCE 
~'lomen 

Number Percent 
Unemployed Unemployed 

386 6.02 

103 5.26 

194 4.45 

161 4.71 

143 3.52 

139 2.50 

206 4.45 

138 1.97 

185 3.37 

81 3.35 

70 ' 2.93 

---~ ------ _ L-_~_ - --- - -- - ---~----- - ---- ----~--

West Side 
231 3.43 3,967 175 4.41 

I - ---- - -- --- --- - - - --- ~ -- --------- ------------ - -- -'-----~~ -----

Woodland-Hills 
364 4.11 7,094 347 4.89 

I ---- -- - - -~- --- ~------~.- ~---~ 

"'ity of Cleveland 9,714 5.37 121,606 6,012 4.94 

I --- -- - -----,--~ ---~------ ----- - ---- --~ ----
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II 
:1 geographic patterns implied in the previous discussions of race, age, 

, , :1 income, and housing quality also obtain here. Clearly, the propensity 

toward criminal activity may be only a subtle correlate of anyone of 

:1 these factors, but when all are considered there may be significant 

II 
.. ~ 

degrees of co variation. The feasibility and methodology for testing this 

postulate are currently being investigated. In particular, it appears 

:1 desirable to examine a time-series of unemployment rates, on an SPA 

I or other basis, in. contrast to the changing patterns of other factors 

describing the social environment. Preliminary conclusions are pre-

I sented below in SectiC!Il 1.4. 

I Two other factors are of importance in the discussion of employment: 

,I the number of unemployed young men under the age of 22; and the number 

. 
of high school dropouts age 16 through 21. Table IN3 demonstrates these 

1:1 data on a Citywide basis by race; b.owever, rigorous reliable data were 

I, 

,I not available to identify whether geographic patterns exist or the degree 

of co variation with other factors. The implications of these employment 

I data are twofold: (1) if unemrloyment is high in relation to the surrounding 

I environment, young people with nothing constructive to occupy their time . '. 

I 
may engage in delinquent or criminal behavior; alternat.:i.vely, (2) where 

unemployment is low in relation to the larger community, residents may 

I tend to become complacent as they enjoy lithe good life, II and may be 

I 
careless with their property and household and thus lIinvitell into their 

I 1-45 
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cornrnunities retaliatory or covetous criminal or delinquent behavior, 

particularly when racial or cultural segregation and gross income 

inequality are widespread. 

,!he Ci~ywide occupational data shown in Table 1-3 demonstrate 

a preponderance of employment as (1) non-tl"ansportation equit~ment 

operatives,_ (2) clerical and kindred workers, (3) non-household service 

workers, and (4) craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers. These 

orderings are valid for the black popul-;:;'-ion as well as for all City 

residents. Ta.bl€: 1-8 presents the distribution of occupational typ~\\S 

by SPA in 197.~. The patterns are noticeable in terms of the propor-

tionate occurrence of major occupational types. The plurality of the 

occupations ,in 16 of the 28 SPAs are Non-Transportation OperativeSi 

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 proportlonate 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 in Craftsmen, three in Non-Transportation Operatives, . '. 

and two in Professional, Technical and Kindred Workers. 

The occurrence in the Professionals category of 18.7 percent of 

the Downtown employed persons and 17.9 percent of the Edgewater 

1-46 
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Social Plan-

:1 ning Area 

. 

:1 Central 

,". 

:1 Central East 

, . Central west 

-' 
I 

C1C"-.:k-Fulton 

L 
Corlett 

~ 

I-

Denis(.'m 

~il 
Downtown 

~I-
, Edgewater 

I Glenville 

I Goodrich 
--------~~-~----~----~---~---

~I Hough 
. ~ - ---~ 

__ I~fferson 
. 

-I 
Kinsman I 

I 

Lee-Miles 
.-. 

Nt. Pleasar!t 
1-1 

, 
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TABLE 1-8 

OCCUPATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS BY 
SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 

Employed Percent Percent 
persons over Professional Managers, 
age 15 etc. etc. 

2, '558 2.7 1.5 

7,686 6.2 1.4 

4,346 7.3 3.1 

-
8,345 5.7 3.3 

14,476 6.6 3.2 

7,165 7.8 4.0 

1,654 18.7 8.0 

5,243 17.9 7.4 

28,266 6.7 1.9 

3,117 5.2 3.3 
-

12,269 5.1 1.6 

12,87) 8.6 4.2 

6,961 2.3 1.4 

-
13,206 12.7 4.1 

11,850 7.2 3.2 

. 
• 

Percent Percent 
Sales Clerical 
Workers Workers 

1.3 7.9 

2.6 11.2 

2.3 22.5 
-

5.3 5.3 

3.9 18.1 

4.4 21. 0 

3.0 23.2 

6.1 . 27.1 

2.8 17.7 

1.6 17.9 

2.6 13.7 
.... 

6.5 23.7 

3.1 13.6 

4.4 20.·8 

I 

2.9 19.4 
i I 
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11 Social P1an-
ning Area 

;1 
:1 Central 

, . 

II Central East 

Central West 
:1 

r-.I .. 

Clark-Fulton 
, -

Corlett rl . 
. Denison 

r. 
I Downtown 

-. 
Edgewater 

~I Glenville 
~~--- -- --

II I : ' Goodrich 

--I Hough 

Jefferson 

-
_I Kinsman 

Lee-Miles 

-
M.t. Pleasant 

-

'I 

---

TABLE 1-8 
OCCUP~TIONAL CHARACTERISTICS BY 

SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 
(cont. ) 

Percent Percent Percent 
Crafts- Opera- Trans-
men tives port Op-

' (non- eratives 
transport) 

9.2 22.1 6.8 

9.2 22.3 6.8 

7.5 18.2 3.2 

19.4 24.5 7.1 

-14.0 23.5 6.2 

17.7 22.8 5.9 

12.7 10.2 4.7 

13.5 11.1 3.8 

9.4 22.4 6.1 

10.5 33.9 4.6 

10.1 23.5 6.3 
.-- , 

19.5 18.9 4.5 

10.9 24.8 8.6 

11.3 19.0 5.1 

10.9 21.8 5.4 

, 

Percent Percent Percent 
Labor- Service House-
ers Wor.kers hold 

Workers 

17.6 21.1 5.6 

9.5 24.0 5.6 

9.0 18.8 3.5 

7.0 11.9 0.6 

8.0 14.3 16.8 

-
5.2 11.5 0.4 

5.8 13.7 0.0 

2.7 9.8 0.4 

7.7 20.3 3.9 
~ 

6.5 15.3 0.5 

9.2 23.4 3.6 
' . 

... - f-

3.5 10.2 0.3 

11.9 19.5 4.9 

11.4 11.2 1.8 

6.3 18.2 4.2 
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Social Plan­
ning .~rea 

(cont. ) 

Near West Side 

~\ I North Broadway 

North Collinwood 

I 
Norwood 

I Puritas-Bellaire 

~.--~" .~-~ .. -_ .. -

;. Riverside 

I South Brooklyn 

TABLE l-S' 

OCCUPATIONAL CHARACERISTICS BY 
SOCIAL PLANNING 1<..REA (1970) 

Employed 
persons 
over age 
15 

16,956 

Percent Percent 
Profess- Managers, 
iona1, etc. etc. 

6.1 3.5 

*-rounded from 
14.29 

Percent 
Sales 
Workers 

3.2 

Percent 
Clerical 
Workers 

14.3 * 

5,235 
r------- ~--~- -~~--~~~ -~- ~ ~ .. 

4.1 2.5 4.4 17.9 

.. ~-.-.. -~- ~ ----
10,204 12.3 4.9 4.9 22.3 

8,056 5.7 2.8 3.2 18.3 

11,055 6.7 4.4 5.5 19.6 

1~,934 13.0 
I --

7.5 8.2 24.7 

5.9 2.9 4.5 21.1 

.. --~ ~~-------'I-------.. ~'~.~.-.-- ... -.---~-- --- ---.--.-~-

17,906 10.9 5.9 5.6 24.2 

- -~ -~-.~.- -- - - _ ... - .. ~---

I South Collinwood 

I Tremont 
" - -.~~.~.~ .... -. 

University --- - .-~~ ... - .. ~.-- --.. -~ .---

.• ~st Side 

Woodland-Hills 

• _tiity of Cleveland 

Number of SPA s wi.th 
lighest,:roportion 

13,639 

6,lOl 

6,41.8 

10,305 

15,250 

285,940 

Number of SPAs with 
~Ond-highest proportion 

. - :""- . 

10.0 

5.1 

17.3 

7.1 

17.1 

8.9 
_.- ~-- ---_. .-

o 

2 

3.6 4.7 20.2 

2.8 4.3 14.0 

3.6 3.7 21.8 

'_ .. 
3.4 6.5 21.6 

12.1 6.7 20.5 

3.8 4.5 19.4 

o o 10 

.~~~ -_. ----,---

o o 10 
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SocIal Plan-
ning Area 

Near West Side 

North Broadway 

North Collinwood 

Norwood 

Puritas-Be11aire 

Riverside 

South Broadvlay 

South Brooklyn 

-:1· South Collinwood 

-,I Tremont 

, 

I University 

r st Side 

Woodland-Hills 

-
I City of Cleveland 

No. of SPAs with.' 
~,ighest propo~tion . 

o. of SPAs with 
r?nd highest prop. -, 

TABLE :"'-8 

OCCUPATIONAL ClU\RACTBRISTICS BY 
SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 

(cont. ) 

Percent Percent Percent 
Crafts- Operat- Trans-
men ives (non- port Op-

transport) eratives 

14.3** 3.1 6.1 

19.0 16.9 13.2 

15.9 22.8 3.0 

13.9 33.3 3.9 

19.9 21.4 5.2 

17.9 11.3 3.5 

18.3 24.1 I 5.6 

18.6 15.7 4.1 

Percent 
Labor-
ers 

--

6.4 

7.8 

. 3.0 

5.6 

4.2 

2.7 

5.9 

4.0 

t-·-

15.3 26.3 3.1 4.5 

14.6 26.8 5.6 10.5 

6.2 12.0 ;L1 6.5 

17.4 23.1 4.9 4.1 

10.9 17.3 3.5 5.1 

14.0 21.8 5.0 6.1 

1 16 0 0 

6 3 0 0 

," 

**-rounded from 
14.27% 

Percent Percent 
Service House-
Workers hold 

Workers 

14.0 0.7 

13.2 0.4 

10.7 0.2 

12.5 1.4 

10.1 0.6 

10.6 0.4 

10.8 0.4 

9.1 0.3 

11.0 0.9 

16.0 0.4 

18.8 2.6, 

11.1 0.5 

12.0 2.7 

14.4 1.7 

1 0 

7 0 
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employed per sons 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 num.ber 

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 downtown Cleveland. 

The apartment buildings generally provided rentals in a 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 occupations. 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 midd1e- to upper-middle income 

Area with virtually nq 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 197? by Social Planning Area. 

The data are tabulated for 411,486 persons age 25 and oltier. Citywide, 

7.0 percent of this population had completed le;ss than five years of 

schooling, 34.5 percent had completed les s 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 year s 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 percentage of th~ 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 Cif the population had less than five years of school, in the 

SMSA this figure was 4. l.percent, and in Cleveland the proportion is 

7.0 percent. In 1970, 9.3 percent 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 

, 

I 
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY PERSONS AGE 25 AND OVER -

BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 
. 

-I Social Plan- Number of Median Percent Percent Percent 
ning Area Persons over school yrs. less than 8 years high schoo -

I 
age 24 completed 5 years 4 years 

Central 5,477 8.8 14.9 14.1 11.1 

,I 
13,344 9.5 11.6 . Central East 12.1 19.7 

-I 
Central West.: 8,796 9.9 13.6 12.2 19.9 

-I 
C1?:,k-Fu1 t.:.on 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 

.... 

!I Downtown 2,532 10.3 6.0 16.2 18.3 

'I Edg e\4]a ter 6,68.2 12.2 3.4 11.5 35.3 

.' _LGlenville 38,085 10.8 6.4 10.3 27.0 

Goodrich 
~ 

5,325 9.4 10.9 20.2 17.3 

-I I 

Hough 21, 4~2 9.8 10.1 12.1 20.4 
I ,-

Jefferson 17,691 10.9 4.2 16.4 35.0 

-
K:i.nsman 6,999 9.3 13.3 13.4 18.8 

~:r Lee-Niles 15,583 12.0 4.4 7.8 35.9 

I Mt. Pleasant 18,8.28 11.1 6.4 10.2 30.0 

- I I I 

I . 
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'l'ABLE 1-9 

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

(cont.) 

Social Plan- Percent 
ning Area College 

Central 0.4 

Central East 1.9 

Central Hest 2.2 

C121:'k-Fulton 1.8 

Corlett 2.6 

Denison 3.4 

Downtown 10.9 

Edgewater 11.4 

," 

Glenville 2.8 

L~oodrich . 2.0 

- --- ---------~ 

-I 
Hough 2.2 

~----

Jefferson 3.9 • ---- -~-----~---- ----

Kinsman 0.8 

I -------------- --- - -- ---- --- ------ -~-

7.7 Lee-Miles 

-11 - -- ---- -----~-~---

Mt. Pleasant 4.0 
I I I 

-

-

-

i I I 
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TABLE 1-9 

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

Social Plan­
ning Area 

(cont. ) 

Near West Side 

North Broad'lrlay 

North Collinwood 

Nwnber of I1edian Percent 
persons school yrs. less than 
over age 24 completed 5 years 

25,459 9.4 9.0 

7,616 9.5 7.1 

13,072 10.8 6.9 

Percent 
8 years 

18.3 

19.7 

12.4 

._. 

Percent 
high 
school--4 
years 

18.9 

21.8 

23.9 

19.5 

34.9 

~1 __ N_or_w_o_o_d ________ T-__ . ________ r-______ ~~ ______ -+ ________ -+ ________ ~ __ 

PUritas-Bellaire 

-I 
12,018 9.4 11.0 24.2 

14,889 11.2 2.8 14.4 

Riverside 20,910 12.3 2.1 11.3 40.9 

24.7 -I _. 

South Broadway· 17,911 10.0 7.8 17.1 

---~ 

I South Brooklyn 25,960 11.4 2.9 14.4 34.7 

- ---.-~-~ - -----~- -~~- - ---~ ----"--

." 

I South Collinwood 16,209 10.8 7.0 15.2 31.5 

"'--.~- .. - ------~-.- ._-_._-- .-. ~-- .---.. --~-.. ~-.-----~ .... - .~ ~--~------"- ----. 

9,053 9.3 

J ... .--. 

5,365 11.8 

West Side 13,590 11.2 

·1------··-... -.. -. 
Woodland-Hills 22,533 10.8 

'-'ity of Clevel-~~d~-"'-'''-~~~,486 10.7 

-I 

I 
I 

.. .-.. - ..... -~ ..... ---------~ 

13.3 18.0 17.6 

"",----- ----

7.1 11.1 23.7 

4.1 14.9 34.3 

..--.. --~ .. "---------. ..._---_._ ....... 

7.2 . 11.4 

------~- --.-----.-
. ___ ..... ~25 .. ~ ___ .'-

7.0 13.8 27.5 
- ..... -~--- ... - ... - -'---'-_. 
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TABLE 1-9 

I EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY PERSONS AGE 2;; AND OVER 
BY SOCIAL PLANNING AREA (1970) 

- ~ 

Social Plan-

I 
ning Jirea 

(cant. ) 

I Near West Side 

" " ... ' 
North Broadt>lay 

! 

I 
North Collin· .. lOod 

Norwood 

r-I-
Puritas-Bellaire 

I Riverside 
--

South Broad\"ay' 

I South Brooklyn 

I, South Collinw'ood 

I Tremont 

1 University 

West Side 

Woodland-Hill~ 

Ity of Cleveland. 

I 
I 

(cont. ) 

Percent 
College 

2.5 

1.8 

1.8 

3.1 

2.3 

10.2 

18.3 

4.2 

,:; 

3.6 

2.6 

,. 

19.9 
" 

2.6 

11.6 

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 median 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 clos·er to that of a predominantly black population 

in a radically integrated com..munity. 

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 ten 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. 1 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"r 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, com.pounded 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) 
WOOdland-Hills; (District Five) University; and (District Six) North Collinwood 
and South Collinwood. 
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as 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 l s age, race, ethnic/national background, 

housing quality, family stru~ture, income, occupation, and education. 

Wh.ile crime-causality is not posited here, it is significant to note that 

these differences, on whatever stratu..'TI p tend to breed inter-neighborhood 

frictions a.nd tensions. Such attitudes may appreciably heighten a com-

munity's propensity to be a location for criminal activity, either as a 

target (1. e., for burglaries or auto thefts or commercial crimes) or 

a,s a place in which persons with anti- social tendencies are born and 

raiDed. Individuals living in such neighborhoods may wel1 be socialized 

differently, that is, they may learn different normative behavior which 

rnay be contrary to the accepted norm of the majority. Sub-cultural 

groups may readily develOp into contra-cultural groups. 

., 
These patterns differ among the communities in a statistically 

significant manner (see Section IV). The researcher s have been una.ble 

to relate these sodal environments to criminal victimizations principally 

because'the Survey data were not available on a neighborhoo~ 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 victimization 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 AGENCL'ES IN C T ,H;VELAKD 

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. 

1"01" the most part, this is not the case in Metropolitan Cleveland. Although 

the criminal justice agencies serving Cleveland did not. in 1971-72 rep:re-

sent a finely-tuned snlooth-running "system, II the inter-agency activities 

in general performed smoothly. This is remarkable in light of a number 

of facts: (1) there arc 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 respc)nsible for 

municipal services; (3) in addition to the Cuyahoga County Sheriff's Office, 

each m,unicipality operates a local government law enforceme:nt agency; 

and (4) there are 13 l,,£unicipal Court Districts in the County, each including 

from one to 14 municipalities, and each with its own Municipal Prosecutor's 

Of£ice attached to the Court. 
2-1 
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Tht.~ reasons for smooth operations are typified by three situations: 

(1) the City of Cleveland, through its criminal justic e agenc ie s, annually 

represents from two-thirds to three-fourths of the Countywide agencies' 

workload; (2) there are J as a practical matter, only three adult correction/ 

detention facilities in the County, i. e., the Cleveland Police jail, the 

Cleveland House of Correction (Workhous6), and the Cuyahoga County Jai1;* 

and (3) there are, as a practical matter, only two adult probation depart-

ments in the County, i. e., the Cleveland Municipal Court Pro,bation 

Department and the Cuyahoga County Court of Common Pleas Probation 

Department. Thus, the City is not only the dominant force in shaping the 

econom.ic 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 Adm.inistration included the following cabinet-level departments 

in 1972: Community Development, Finance, Health and Welfare, Human 

Resources. Law, Port Authority, Public Properties, Public Safety, Public 

Service, 'and Public Utilities. The Director of the Law Depart.ment serves 

as Vice-lvlayor. Cleveland's Mayor and the Councilmen from the City's 

33 Wards r.tmst stand for election during the Fall of odd-numbered years. 

Mayor Perk was elected to his current position in 1971. 

*The County Jail is principally a holding facility ~·a.ther than being an insti­
tution fo~ sentenced felons. Those sentenced forte1'ms 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 Co uncil, provided support for 

the operations of the Cleveland Police Department (the Division of Police 

of the Depa troent of Public Safety), the City Police Prosecutor (in the 

Law DepartlTIent), the Municipal Court (together with the Village of 

Bratenahl} and Municipal Court Probation Department, and the Workhouse 

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

2.2. 1 CLEVELAND POLICE DEPAR TMENT>!< 

The Cleveland Police Department functions through its top admini-

strative officer, the Chief of Polic e, al!d falls within the structure of the 

Department of Public Safety along with other City Safety functions, such 

as the dog pound and City fire suppression activities. In 1972, four 

Inspectors headed the various operations of the police f0rce: One Inspector 

served as Deputy Chi.r.. ; one headed the Headquarters Staff, including 

-", onsjHlity for Planning and Research, Personnel, Clerical, and 

Recrui~~ment functions, and'the Restricted Duty Pool; the third Inspector 

supervised the Bureau of Staff Operations, including the Division of 

Administrative Services, the Division of Communications, and the 

Division of Se:t:vices (which included thl! ~ecord Section); and the fourth 
'. 

Inspector was in charge of Line Operations, including the Divisions of 

-
Basic Patrol~ Criminal Investigation, and Traffic. 

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

--------------------;~ *This description i!5 taken from the Cleveland IMPACT MASTER PLAN--
197.2, Office of the Mayor, Cleveland IMPACT Cities Program (June 1972), 
Sechon 2 ... 
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of 2,315, of which 1,391 (60. 1 p(!rcent) were assigned to patrol functions 

withirJ. one of the six Districts of the Police Department's Task Force, 

and 635 (27.4 percent) of the entire force were as signed to investigative 

activities. The Department operates out of six District Stations, including 

Headquarters which is colocated with the District Three Station. The 

Headquarters site is also the location o~ the Chief's office, selected staff 

offices, the DetectivIE! Bureau, the Communications Cent~TJ the Record 

Division, and the jaiL The six Districts are subdivided into zones, of 

which there \vas a total of 86 in 1971. 'l.'he zon<?s and Districts are the 

basic 11nits by "which the Department allocates resources and deploys 

personnel and equipment. The number of police per capita for Cleveland 

is 3. 1 per 1,000 population, compared to an average for 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 Police 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 services, $9,766,702 for other operations, and $181,961 for 

capital outlay. The DepartInent's budget represented 60. 7 pe~cent of 

all local government law enforcement expenditures in 1971. 

2.2.2 CLEVELAND LAW DEPARTMENT 

Under the aegis at thel City of Cleveland Law Department, the 

Chief Police Prosecutor and his staff represent the City in criminal cases 
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before the Municipal Court. It has been the responsibility of the Prosecutor1s 

Office to interface and liaison with police personnel in order to bring 

defendants to trial or preliminary hearing (in misdemeanor or felony 

lnatters, respectively) in the City court. To this end, the Prosecutor l s 

staff has offices colocated with the Municipal Courtl s Criminal Branch, 

the Court Clerk ' s Offices, the Municipal Court Probation Department, the 

City Jail, and Cleveland Police Headquarters. Preliminary Hearings for 

felonies are held Monday through Saturday mornings in the Municipal Court 

in order to facilitate implementation of Constitutional speedy-trial provisions 

and to reduce the overnight population of the City Jail. 

The Cleveland Law Department, including the :t:'olice Prosecutor's 

Office, had a 1971 budget of $823,008, of which $536,819 was for personal 

services and $286, 189 for ot~er operating expenses. The total 197~ budget 

was down 2,6. 5 percent from the 1970 operating budget. The City Law 

Department's 1971 allocation was 39.7 percent of all municipal law depart-

ment expenditures in the County. 

2.2. 3 CLEVELAND MUNICIPAL COUR T>:~ 

The 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 lMPACT 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 ordinance violations, or 

traffic violations committed within its jurisdiction. The municipal court 

judge sets ~ond in felony cases, and upon finding of probable cause at a 

preliminary hearing may bind the accused over to the grand jury or the 

Court of Common Pleas. As a practical matter, an indictment from the 

,gra?d 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 ca,ses 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 lnaximum 

,,:~ 

sentence which may be assessed under state law for the particular 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 imprisonment 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 



II 
'I 
" .. , 

I 
,I 
:1 
II 

I 
I 
I 

T-he Cleveland Municipal Court, including the Municipal Court 

Probation Department, had a 1971 budget of $3,139,011, of which 

$2,583,333 was for personal services and $555,678 for other operating 

expenses. The total 1971 operating budget was up 1. 3 perc:ent 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 C,ity-owned land in Warrensville Heights, southeast of Cleveland 

in Cuyahoga County. The several Workhouse facilities in 1971 had a 

total capacity of 860 persons. The majority of the inmates are sentenced 

misdemeanants. In 1971, the Workhouse had a staff of 144 full-time 

personnel, including 99 custodial officer s, 12 guidance and counseling 

staff, and 33 administrative and maintenance personnel. The House of 

Correction is operated by the City through the Department of Public Health 

and Welfare. 

2 .. 3 COUNTY OF CUYAHOGA CRIMINAL JUSTICE AGENCIES 

Cuyahoga County 1S administered by three County Commission.er!::, 

elected at-large. The County, through the Board of Com:missioners and 

several County Departments, provided support for the operations of the 

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

*This description is taken from the Cleveland IMPACT MASTER PLAN --
1972, loco cit. 
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Probation Depart:m.ent. County Prosecutor's Office, and the Juvenile Court. 

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

2.3.1 CUYAHOGA COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

The Co.unty Sheriff is an elected law enforcement officer for the 

entire county.. .Although the Sheriff is empowered to perform law enforce-

:m.ent functions,. in Cuyahoga County the Sheriff's Office acts principally 

in the fields ofprocess service, Court security (as bailiffs), prisoner 

transport-•. and op,:::ration 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 ·ore the Court of Common Pleas and the Cuyahoga 

County Crand Jury. Assistant Prosecuting Attorneys coordinate case 

preparation activities with the Police Prosecutors at the Municipal Court 

level and with personnel from th<: police departments appropriate to the ." . 
persons arres,ted 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 ther,e shall be 

a Court of Com.m.on Pleas in each of the 88 counties in the State. The 

Court of Conrrnon Pleas has original and exclusive jurisdiction to try 

felony matters; to co.m.pletion, as well as any other offense which is not 

in the exclusIve jurisdiction of the in.ferior courts. In 1971, 13 of the 

*This description is from the Cleveland IMPACT M ASTER PLAN - -1972, 
loco cit. 
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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 call hear 

in a given time, in order to reduce the Court's criminal case bac1dog 

(the number of cases awaiting trial) • 

The State elf Ohio considers probation for adults to be a local 

rather than a statewide matter. The Cuyahoga County Court of Con1ITlon 

Pleas Probation Departn~ent maintains a full-time staff to handle approxi-

mately 2,000 probation cases each year. In addition to supervising 

probationers from the Ct)urt, the Department prepares pre-sentence 

investigation reports on p~~rsons convicted in the' Common Pleas Court. 

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

Until July 1972, the Juvenile Court of Cuyahoga County was a .,. 

separate agency £rolU the COffiluon Pleas Court. Since that time, the 

Juvenile Court Division of the Court of Cornmon 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 IS 

interest in the welfare of Ohio's juveniles. A child is c1efined 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 
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contributing to the delinquency of a minor child. The Juvenile Court may 

bind suSh 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 

Com.mon Pleas Court if the child is charged with a felony and is over the 

age of 15. 

As an extension of the judiciaJ. 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 suw..rention and case 

assignm.ents only from. the Court of Comm.on. Pleas for representation of 

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

to extend its services to the Cleveland Municipal Court P.."'l the representation 

of indigent defendants at preliminary hearing for felony cases and at 
.... 

trial for misdemeanor cases. Funds are being providelR tLrough City 

and County sources in addition to a number of grants fr.:oIn the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Adm.inistration of the U. S. Department of Justice. 
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Three State Agencies are noteworthy ill the context of the Cleveland 

criminal jURtice system. The Ohio Youth Commission operatt~s girls' 

and boys' facilities in the Cleveland area. These facilities provide for 

( 

I , , 
! • 

schooling, custodial care, and the juvenile counterpart of adult penal 

institutions for children from Northeast Ohio. A State Prison System is 

I administered from Columbus, including Minimum, Medium, and Maximum 

I 
security locations throughout the State. The Ohio Adult Parole Authority 

operates two offices in the Cleveland area to assist in the re-integrahon 

I of parolees. 
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SECTION III 

SURVEY RESULTS 

3.1 DATA. COLLECTION 

Before reviewing the data collected for Cleveland" a few comm.ents 

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

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

and generation and analysis of the basic tables used in this report. The 

Appendix c~>ntains an explanation of the sampling design, copies of the 

instrument, documentation of programs and tabulating procedures, and 

computatio ;:1 of statistic s. 

A stratified random .sample was generated employing computer 

tapes from the 1970 decennial census for each city. in the study.;~ Additional 

<:lata were added to provide an accurate picture of the population of each 

city in 1972. 

In October 1972, interviewers were sent into the field to visit each 

pre-selected dwelling unit. Respondents were interviewed concerning 

whether they or any member of the household had been a victim of a crime 

during the preceding year, i. e., S'eptembeF 1971 through August 1972.' If 

they had, additional questions were asked of the vi'ctiri;l if he were available, 

*The 13 cities in the su~vey were the eight LEAA IMPACT Cities (Atlanta, 
GA; Baltimore, MD; Cleveland, OH; Dallas, TX; Denver, CO; Newark, NJ; 
Portland, OR; and St. Louis, MO) 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. 
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concerning loss, circumstances, injuries, r 7Porting to police, and victim 

and offender characteristics .. 

The completed interview served as the principal source document· 

for additional processing, including the computation of incidence ta .. bles, 

struJ.dard errors, a.nd estimated rates. These tables serve as the basis 

for this report; some of the tables appear here in modified 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 a.re computed from self-reported data, which themselves 

frequently are questioned. ~~ 

L'1. addition, it must be pointed out that a questionnaire was used 

to obtain inform.ation on offenses which occurred to Cleveland residents. 

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

banites who travel into the C~ty for work or entertainment and may be 

victilnized while in the City. This is quite important given the position 

of Cleveland vis-a-vis the County and the Northe~stern Ohio area. 

Cleveland's population increases considerably during the day as workers 

arrive and people come into the central city of the SMSA to shop or to 

make use of entertainm.ent 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 

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

*See Field Surveys I, £E. cit., pp. 26-41 (Chapter 2), Derek Phillips, 
Knowledge From What?, and Pauline Young, Scientific Social Surveys 
and Research for a discus sion of problems involved in self-reporting 
and attempts at external validation. 
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Property Inventory of Me'1:.ropolitan Cleveland, over 205,000 individuals 

enter Cleveland daily to work and retll;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 tb this total are the individuals who enter 

the City to shop, to attend concerts, theaters, museums, sporting events, 

etc. 

As a result, the 11 at riskll 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 circun'lstance may have prevented the aCCU1TIU-

lation of data on a large fraction of the victimizations. These individuals 

do, 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 TECHl\JIQUES 

Most crime statistics are presented as "ratesll to allow comparison 

across unequal 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 victimizatio.ns 

(or incidents) per 100 .. 000 population. This standardizing allows easier 

comparison than do absolute numbers, especially when the bases are 
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different. Howeyer, it must be borne in mind that rates can be misleading 

if ba1S1ed on a small total. * 

In many of the tables presented in this report, the "Control Totals" 

indicated the total population on which rates were computed. To obtain 

the absolute number of events, it is necessary to rnultiply the rate by 

this total (in 100, ODDs). For example, in Table 3':'3, the rate for robbery 

corrunitted 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, DaDs), 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. Less than 10,000 households of the more than 

200,000 households were actually interviewed. Therefore, rates or 

numbers of incidents which were based on the smaller lln" were 

statistically projected (i. e., generalized) to the total population. Due 

to sampling error, small discrepancies are possible, resulting in the 

use of the term II estimated. II In addition, categories sometimes do not 

sum to the given IITotal. II 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, con~parison 
of two disparate cities' rates may not be warranted. The reader, is 
cautioned against drawing such conclusions. The is sue is discus sed 
in greater detail below. 
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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 th..e case of individuals, 

an error of two in 500, 000 (or two in 230, 000 in the case of households) 

is less than O. 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 O. as. This means that the likelihood of making an error in 

stating that ,rrreal" difference exists when it does not is les s than one 

in 20. A detailed discussion of the statistical tests appear s in. the 

Technical Appendbc. However, whenever the word" significant" is used 

in the text, it indicates that such a test has been conducted and the results 

indicate the difference discussed is II real. " 

The data presented h,ere are estimates derived from a probability 

sample and as such are subject to sam.pling 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 

thesBJc:.i.a are tenuous and the interpretation of these tables must be 

dOl'.e c~. :iully. 

The problenl of causation in criminal research must be carefully 

examined because of the complexity of the various socio-economic, 
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psychological, and ecological variables being studied. The fact that a 

relationship, i. e., a statistically strong association betwet:~n two,.ariab1es, 

exists does not imply causation. The field of criminological research 

has shifted from a single variable approach to crime causation to the 

"multiple factor approachll of Cohen (Cohen, 1970). Several authors 

have addressed the issue of what causes crimes and have eliminated 

,simplistic single-factor model research based on faulty criteria of 

causality. * The development of complex multi-factor statistical models 

would allow the elimination of some" spurious" :r.e1ati~:mships; however, 

this approach is beyond ttle scope of this research. ~">:~ In addition, 

care must be taken to avoid attributing criminal bebavior to all members 

..k. ..... .), 

of a social or geographic group. -'''''-'' 

A brief discussion of the "representativeness" of the National Crin1e 

Survey data has been offered in :3ection 1. 3 above. A detailed comparison 

of the 1970 Census data with'the: Survey data indicates some divergence 

in the sample II statistics" which cannot be explained away by either 

(1) nOI).-cornparability of category or (2) changes in the two years from 

, 
enmneration time (1970) to Survey interview time (1972). Any difference 

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

~---------------.-------------------*See MacIver, Social Causation, and Wilkins, "The Concept of Cause 
in Criminology. II 

~'I'*Se€; Hubert Blalock, Causal Inference from Non-Experimental Data, 
for a discussion of ,alternate designp which fl,ttack the problem of 
spurious relationships. 

;'1';,'(':~This is frequently referred to as the" ecological fallacy" or the fallacy 
of aggregatiun. 
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well the two compare. Such a procedure has been employed and the results 

indicate that for the following categories significant differences exist*: 

Race, Sex, Tenure, Income, and Age, though in the latter two categories 

precise c0n:tparisons are difficult because of non-comparability of the 

data. This 'lack of representativeness does not appreciably affect the 

conclusions drawn from the data in a logical sense, but does significantly 

fl,ffect the ability 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 tlCrimes 

against Persons tl and "Crilnes against Property'l will be employed in 

this discussi'n. Howevv~~, sorne qualifications are in order before 

proceeding. Difficulties in categorizing and defining crimes have fre-· 

quently been discussed in the criminology ~iterature. The typology of 

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

roughly follows the dichotnmy outlined above with the exce1?tiol1s of victim-

less crirnes, white~collar crimes, and organized crimes. 

The categories chosen allow straightforward translation of UCR 

dat.a into the categories chosen. by the National Crime Panel. Th:!:'ee 

*The data and tes:ts of significance are presented below in '~le technical 
Appendices. 
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broad clas sifications transcending this dichotomy are also employed: 

Personal Crime, Household Crime, and Commercial CriIne. Each 

specific crime is discussed below under these general headings. Many 

c:rimes are further differentiated as "attempted," 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 

Panel. categories: "Assaultive Violence with Theft, II "Assaultive Violence 

without Theft," "Personal Theft without Injury," and "To:al Victimizations" 

are used for personal victin"lizations instead of the Uniform Crim.e Report 

categories. For household victimizations, the categories "Burglary," 

11 Larceny over $50," and "Auto Theft" are used, an,d for commercial . , 

victilnizations, the categories "Burglary'l and "Robbery" are used. 

The National Crime Panel categories outlined above are based on 

an aggregation of the more specific crimes recorded on the source docu-

ment (1. e., interview in'3trument) into categories that list "various form·s 

of common theft and interpersonal behavior." (National Crime Survey, 

1974). They do not agree with the categories employed in the Uniform 

Crime Reports nor with typologies developed by criminal researchers. 

The UCR categories are based on a hierarchy of seriousness and, in the 
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event that an individual is the victim of several "crimes, II e. g., a 

woman is robbed and raped, only the more serio'us offense, e. g. , ·the 

rape, is recorded. The NCP categories allow finer distindions and 

permit a closer examini:l.tion of the various "eleme~its" of a crime. 

. The elements are consistent with UCR ca.tegories and allow 

recombination of elements of NCP incidents into VCR incidents for 

comparative purposes. These conversions are discussed in detail in 

the Appendix. 

Before examin:.ng the detailed statistical breakdowns in Tables 

P-l through P-31, H- 1 through H-l2, and C-l through C-S, a review 

of the data following the more traditional UCR categories will be presented. 

This first section (4.2) will allow the reader to farniliarize himself with 

the data using categories with which he is probably already familiar. 

The data may then be reviewed in more detail using the Nabonal Crime 

Panel categories, which include detailed demographic information. 

3.3. 1 PERSONAL CRIME 

The prirnary characteristic of personal crime is that the victim 

and offender come into direct contact, thus including hOIT,licide, as sault, 

rape, robbery, and personal larceny, i. e., theft from a person. For 

the purposes of this survey, murder i.,ill be excluded from the personal 

crime category because of its relative infrequency and the obvious 

.~ " 
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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 

at'r:empted rape. Statutory rape (without force) is excluded. 

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

Aggravated as sa.ult includes all attacks resulting in serious injury, as 

well as attacks with a weapon which result in injury. It also 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 as sault 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 iunction of the efficiency of medical 

intervention or the ineffectiveness of the aSl;;ailant. (Firearms and Violence, 

1967: 40). In terms of the UCR categories, the accurate differentiation 

between simple and aggravated as saults is one of the most serious and 

-' 
frequent reporting difficulties experienced by police departments. 

Robbery is defined as theft, directly from a pel'son, of property 

01" cash by force or threat of force, with or without a weapon. Robbery 

with injury includes attacks resulting in serious or minor inju~;~ies, as 

well as attempted robbery with a weapon. Robbery without in.i~llry involves 

the threat vf harm. 

The force may be .applied through physical assault, i. e., flmugging" 
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or "yokingl1 (strong-arIn robbery), or through the threat presented with 

a weapon -- gun or knife. N.ationally, robbery is one of the crimes most 

feared because it is unexpected, can rarely be avoided, and results in the 

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

The category of personal larceny includes pocket-picking, purse-

snatching without force, and theft of personal property £roIn 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 whiJe 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 included under personal larceny as "personal 

larceny without contact." . However, in the detailed analysis using the 

National Crime Panel (NCP) categories, these same offenses are included 

under household incidents as "larc~ny occurring elsewhere. II The effect 

of this definition is to increase the number of per·sonal victimizations 

reportable under the UCR scheIne (see Tables P-l through P- 12), but 

to reduce their num.ber in the. subsequent analysis of household crime in 

Table§> H-1 through H-12. 

The logic of the. definitional scheme chosen for this report centers 

on the concept of II at idsk" rates of victimizati.on. When an individual 

loses property in a public place, it is most likely personal property 
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I 
II and the loss affects him. directly, in much the same way as a purse-

snatching or a robbery. Hence, when examining per!.>onal victimizations, ,ll 
it is rea.1;Jonable to view the crime in this light. " 

I 
However, in terms of prevention and control, the characteristics 

I of the offense and the circumstances are more similar to a household 
~ " 

I larceny and are counted in this category, as in th,e NCP classifications. 

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

:1 calnpaigns, information programs, etc., are the same techniques used 

I to reduce household offenses. 

I The NCP categories are aggregations of these incidents according 

I 
to more than one characteristic, thus differentiating them from the UCR 

categories and, hopefully, providing a bdter description o.~ the incident. 

I "Assault without theftll includes simple and aggravated assault and rape 

I 
in which no theft or loss of property occurs. "Assault with theft" includes 

i!ncidents of simple and aggravated as sault and rape which are accompanied 

I by theft. II Personal theft without injury" includes robl;ery, pocket-picking, 

I 
and purse-snatching. The use of the NCP categories allows two major 

elements of an' incident, per sonal violence and theft, to be examined more 

I precisely. This breakdown becomes especially useful in light of the 

I 
differing hypotheses presented for the "cause" of personal crime. Research 

indicates that the characteristics of assaults and thefts differ significantly 

I and may be attributed to totally differeLlt: patterns of interaction between 

I 
I 
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victim and offender. 

3. 3.2 HOUSEHOLD CRIME 

There are three major categories of household crL:ne: burglary, 

larceny, and auto theft. They are, classified as household crimes because 

they represent a loss to the entire household even though only the property 

of a particular individ~al might have been taken. In most cases, they 

also represent a breach of the privacy and secul'ity of the household 

and therefore constitute a psychological threat to the residents. 

Burglary is defined as unlawful entry for the purpose of committing 

a felony or theft. The important characteristic of burglary is that the 

offender had no legal right to be in the structure. The use of force or 

a pas skay need not be demonstrated, nor need the structure be the victim's 

home. Illegal entry of a shed, garage, or other structure also constitutes 

burglary. : 

Larceny ,is a theft committed by an individual with a right to be 

in the victim's home. Generally, no force is used and a confrontation 

does not occuJ;'. Larceny is accomplished by stealth. As noted above, 

the theft of personal property without contact is counted as a per sonal 

victimization in Tables 3 -1 through 3 -1 0 but is counted as a household 

la!ceny away from horne in Tables H-l through H-12. This procedure has 

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

3-13 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I , , 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

I 
'I 
'I 
I 
:1· 
I 
I 
'I 

Auto theft includes the theft of the victiml s automobile or other 

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

3.3.3 COMMERCIAL CRI.ME 

The major difierence between commercial crime and the household 

and personal crimes discussed above is that the victim is in a 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 n"lay require clarification. These are 

"Don't know!! and !;Not available. II 

The first term, "Donlt know, II means that the respondent was 

asked a question, but after thinking about it could not answer '. either due 

to lack of knowledge or forgetfulness. This is differentiated frC5rn the 

category "Not available" which may mea.n 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. , 
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a male victim of purse-snatching. The categories are usually included 

in a table in order to account for all pos sible responses. However, in 

some cases, the tables are analyzed with the exclusion of the "Don It know" 

or tlNot available." In these cases, the discus sion is prefaced with a 

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

Weapons in.clude firearms, cutlery instru.ments, clubs, and danger-

ous solutions such as add, poison, etc. Firearms are generally differ-

entiated into handgunSi including revolvers and pistols designed to be 

fired with one ha~d, and "long guns" such as rifles and shotguns. 

The term "offender" is used to refer to the perpetrator of any 

incident~ The characteristic s of the offender are qualified by the adjective 

"perceived.1I" This is neces sary 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 al:.d reme!nbered them. No 

police or arrest data are employed which would in fact contain information 

on the dem.,?graphic characteristics of offenders. 

~ 

The tel;"ms Ilincident" and Ilvictimizationll must be clearly distin-

guished. The former refers to a specific criminal act (event) involving 

one or m.ore 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 
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incident during the survey period. These distinctions are important because 

i.ncident characteristics, e. g., time, location, weapons, loss, will be 

different from. the number of yictim.izations. This difference will becom.e 

apparent in Section ·4.2 below. 
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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 em.ploys 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 Crim.e, Household Crime, and Commercial Crime, respectively. 

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

the reader who wishes more detail with as much of the raw data as possible, the 

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

at the end Of the section. ~it . ~. 

*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 UNIFORM CRIME REPORT DATA 

Table 4-1 presents data on the total number of crirrll'~ i::cidents 

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)1 were household 

incidents, and l3~ 761 (10 percent) involved commercial operations. The 

President's Commission on Law Enforcement and :Adn'liniE;tration of 

Justice suggests that fear of crime presents a bigger pro,blem and a larger 

social loss than the actual commission of crime. (Crime a.nd 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 c'rime and the 

probability of victimization. It is this misinformation which frightens 

many Americans and prevents them from enjoying the many facilities 

available to thern. 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 crm'le in Cleveland. For example, the incidence of 

violent crime occupies 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 comprilse only a small 

percentage (18. 7 percent) of all surveyed incidents. These crimes 

include those in which the individual corr,es in direct contact, frequently 
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'l'able 4 -1 ESTIMATED NUMBER OF 'PERSONAL, HOUSEHOLD AND COMMERCIAL 
INCIDENTS IN CLJi:VELAND, 1971-1972 

Personal Incidents 

.Rape 
Robbery 

with injury 
without injury 

Assault 
serio"Q,s 
minor 

Personal Larceny 
with contact 
without contact 

Household Incidents 

Burglary 
forcible entry 

. unlawful entry 
attem.pted burglary 

Larceny 
under $50 
$50 or n~ore 
am.ount not available 
attempted 

Auto 'l'heft 
com.pleted 
attempted 

Comercia1 Incidents 

Robbery 
completed 
attempted 

Burglary 
completed 
attempted 

Total Incidents "-

2510 
7940 

6230 
5760 

4200 
31689 

1. 2629 
8904 
7132 

10083 
5445 

687 
2242 

12043 
5547 

1802 
584 

8353 
3022 

Nu.mber 

59299 (100%) 

970 (1. 6%) 
• 10450 (17. 6%) 

11990 (20.2%) 

.35889 (60l' 5%) 

64712 (100%) 

28665 (44.3%) 

18457 (28. 5%) 

17590 (27. 2%) 

13761 (100%) 
. ; 

2386(17.3%) 

11375 (82.7%) 

137772 

Source: Tables B1, SKI, El, 4A of National Crime Survey 

0/0 of all 
Incidents 

43.0 

47.0 

10.0 

100.0 

4-3 



''' .. ~ ,~ 

11 , , 
, ,1 

I, ,-, in a violent way, with the criminal, i. e., rape, robbery, and as sault. 

.,: By far, the majority of crimes (81. 3 percent) are against property and 

do not include a violent or.assaultive encounter. 

I' 
'I 

In addition, in more than three quarters of the robt~ries (76 percent), 

the victim received no injury. If these are excluded from the violent crimes , 
~ .. ,', category, the proportion of all crim.es r.epresente~ by violent crime s drops 

" 
to less than 13 percent. These statistics demonstrate that, for the most 

part, the distribution of crime in Cleveland, following that of other large 

I' cities, consists primarily of crimes against property. 

I; Table 4-2 presents the same data in slightly different form. The 
~ 1 

,~ 
emphasis here is on the number of specific victimizations which occurred. 

This number is larger than the number of incide:lts presented in Table 4-1 

I 
: i 

because an individual may suffer more than one victimization during the 

I' 
t J 

survey period. There were 1,209 multiple victimizations; these data, 

however, do not allow the determination of the number of individuals who 

I: were victimized more than once. Approximately seven percent of the 

I 
incidents were multiple victimizations with multiple victim.izations for 

robbery occurdng most often. 

I' 
I' 

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 

I~: 
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Table 4·,2 ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIONS 
IN CLEVELAND, 1971-1972 

. Personal Victimizations 63508 

13) Rape 1021 
,Ro"bbery 12062 

wit?- Injury 2839 
without Inj ury 9223 

Assault 14363 
se.rious 7909 
.minor 6454 

Personal Larceny 36,062 
with GO nta ct 4373 
without contact 31689 

Source: . Tables Al and SKI National Crime Survey 

(1. 60/0) 
(19.00/0) 

(22.60/0) 

(56.80/0) 
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a relatively high frequency of. theft. In the case of Table 4-2, 56.8 percent 

of the victimizations do not include contact and violence. * The multiple 

victinlizations accent the prevalence of robbery in certain areas, i. e. , 

individuals are victirr.dzed more often probably due to greater exposure 

to potential robbers. 

These tables amply document the fact that the crimes of violence 

are a much smaller proportion of total crime than popul~rly believed. 

Fear of violent crime has been equated with a fear of strangers. The 

dimensions 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 
crirnes 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 ·:)f all crimes of violence, 
but, at bOtt01TI, a fear of stranger s. 

Third, this fear of stranger s 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 thejr homes rether than 
risk walking in the streets at night. Poor people spend 
money on taxis because they are a.fraid to walk or use 
public transportatio n. 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 example, the mass 
media and overly-zealous or opportunistic cr~e fighter s 
may playa role in raising fear s of crime by as sociating 
the idea of Icrime' with a few sensational and terrifying 
acts. II (Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 88-89). 

)~I£ robbery without injury is exc~CLed, the percentage of victimizations 
without violence increase to 71. 3 percent. 
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For Clevelanders, fear of criIne may be clo~ely equated with fear 

;:)f s~rangers: thE.:lr greatest chance of victimization occurs at the hands of 

so:meone unknown to them.. The data presented in Table 4-3 support the 

contention that in Cleveland violent crixnes are committed in geJ:'leral by 

people unknown to the victim. In all categories of crixne types, the rate for 

crirnes in whi~.h the offender was a stranger is higher than the rate for crixnes 

in which the offender was not a stranger (approxixnately ten times greater). 

However~ in the "violent crirnes, " the ratio of rates in which the offender was 

a stranger to rates in which the offender was not a stranger is xnuch Jower, 

on the order of three to one. For larceny and roc-bery without injury', the 

ratio is considerably higher. 

4. 2. 1 VICTIM-OFFENDER RELA TIONSHIPS 

The statistics gathered in Cleveland differ considerably froxn the previous 

inforxnation collectea on the victirn-of£ender rel~tionship. This aifference xnay 

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

Although the Cleveland survey data do not show, in terxns of absolute 

nUInbers, a preponderance of violent crixnes in which the victiIn .and offender 

were known to each other, there is a definite trend. The rate of violent crixnes 

in which the offender is known to the victixn is different from the rate of property 

crixnes in which the offender is known. 

.4-7 
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The victim-offender relationship has been examined by several 

researchers; the study of "victimologyll has become important to an· 

understanding of crim.e and its incidence. (Schafer, 1968). Most research 

on hOITlicide indicates that the assailant is known to the victim and is 

frequently a relative or close friend. (Wolfgang, 1958; Bensing and 

Schroeder, 1960; Bullock, 1955). * Similar research on aggravated 

assault (Pittman and Handy, 1964; Pokorny, 1965.) and rape (Amir, 1967); 

McDonald, 1970) indlcates that most victims of these crimes knew their 

assailant, at least by sight. Table 4-4 presents a summary of data from 

the research on the percent of individuals involved in each " v io1ent crime" 

who knew their as sailant. 

These data differ in a major way from Cleveland victimization data;· 

this difference may be attributed to the fact that all of the research cited 

is based on reported statistics. A possible expla.nation lies in the inter-

personal relationship which existed prior to the criminal act. An emotional, 

tense relationship existing between individuals who are related or known 

to each other closely rrlay be more likely to result in actions being reported 

to the police. Also,. individuals may be willing to report a criJ:ne and 

undergo the attendant embarras sment wherl the as sailant is known and the 

chance of apprehension is greater. This would differentially overload 

*Even though homicide is n~t discussed in this survey, the research on 
homicide indicates that it is almost identical to aggravated as sault in terms 
of demographic characteristics of victim and as sailant, location, motive, 
etc. Since there is little research on as sault ~~, the literature on 
homicide will be reviewed and the similarities brought out in the discussion 
of assault. II 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. II (Clinnard and Quinney. 1973: 26). 
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Table 4-3 ESTIMATED RATES ,(Per 100,0'0'q' RESIDENTS 12 YEARS 

. OF AGE OR. OLDEruOF PE~SONAL VICTIMIZATION IN CLEV~LAND, 
1971-1972 BY VICTIM-OFFENDER RELATIONSHIP 

.. .' -' ... 

Offender was Offender was not Percent 
a Stranger ______ _ aStrCl.t1g~~ ____ ~ Stranger 

CONTROL TOTAL (PERSONS) 510 , 824__ ... _~ ____ .. __ ~J_Q, 8Z'!_--------_____ _ 

TOTAL 
PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION RATE>:( 11,314, L118 91. 0% 

Rape 150 50 75.0 
i, 

Robbery Z',174 187 92. 1 

with injury 485 70 87.4 

wHhout injury 1,689 117 93.5 

Assault 1,941 871 ~ 69.0 

serious '1,120 429 72.3 

minor 821 442 65.0 

Personal Larceny_ 7,049 10 99.9 

with, contact 846 10 98.8 

without contact 6,203 0 100.0 

>.'(Rates are computed per 100,000 residents . 

Source: Tables Al and SKI National Crime Survey 
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Table 4-4 

VICTIMS OF PERSONAL CRIME WHO KNEW ASSAILANT 

Percent Who Knew Assailant* 

:Murder 

Aggravated Assault 

l3- ape 

* Parentheses indicate source. 

(1) Wolfgang 
(2) Pittman and Handy" 
(3) Amir 
(4), Ct'ime and Its Impact--An Assessment 
(5) McClintock 

62 (1), 79 (4) 

50 (2), 75 (4), 80 (5) 

48 (3), 64 (4) 
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the category of "offenders known to victims" in reported cases. 

Regardless of the explanation, t~e fact remains that the victim-

offender relationship observed in the Cleveland data differs considerably 

from that observed in previously published research. The trend toward 

a "known" victim-offender re~ationship in violent crimes contrasted with 

a "strange~" relationship in property crimes does exist; however, reliable 

interpretation at this time is difficult. 

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 r;:linor assault, the rate of victimizations 

was higher for blacks with victimization1for robbery without injury occurring 

more than twice as often as for whites. This higher rate may be related 

to higher exposure to risk. Much of the literature discusses the re1a-

tionship between race and cI;ime and presents similar findings. (Wolfgang, 

1970; Pittman and Handy, 1964). The relatively higher proportion of s eriC"- s 

assaults :may be attributed to the influx of weapons. The possession of a 

firearm,is part of the subculture of violence as are the norms for its use 

(Firearms in America, 1968: 6). It is possible that greater access to weapons 

and a willingness to use them in the crime areas of Cleveland has resulted in 

more serious assaults. 
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In general, the racial distribution of crime in Cleveland follows 

the patterns observed elsewhere. Blacks are more frequEmtly involved 

in Crlln0S 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 crim.e, 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 reported crime, this situation obtains in 

Cleveland. The "subculture of violence" theory, discussed by Wolfgang 

and re-ernphasized by the ~resident' s Commission on Violence in America, 

indicates a differential involven~ent in violence ?y migrating black 

sO'l1i:herners. (Gastil, 1971). During the five years preceding the 1970 

Census, a large number of immigrants, primarily from the South, entered 

Cleveland (see Section 1. 2.4 above). These individuals, because of C.n 

historical use of personal violence as a solution to certain problems, may 

be m.ore likely to employ sin dar techniques iIi new environments 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 CLEVELAND, 

1971-1974 BY RACE.OF VICTIM 

White Black 

CONTROL TOTAL 309.297 194.743 

TOTAL 
PERSONAL VICTIMIZA TION RA TE 11.215 14.679 

Rape 195 214 

Robbery 1. 717 3.429 

with injury 467 704 

without injury 1. 250 __ __ ~_2.J25 

Assault 2. 700 _________ ~ __ lLQ45 

·--~, ~-" : -

serious 1.309 L954. ______ _ 

minor 1. 391 1.091 

Personal Larcenv_ 6.603 .7.928 

~ 
I 

. with contact 

without contact 

668 

5.935 

~ Source: Tables A3 and SK3 National Crim.e Survey 

1.184 

6 __ 744 
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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 14S. •. 06~ _ _82,695 

TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION RATE 23.560 36.040 

Burglary 8,840 18,833 

forcible entry ______ ____ 3,241 9.439 

unlawful entry without fOJ:"ce _______ ~.L 403__ 4.650 

attempted forcible_~n.t!:'y___ _ 2.196 4,743 

Larceny~< _____ .. 7.956 --..Jh.127 

under $50 ____ ·_....1..848 u 3,568 

$50 or more ______ __. ____ ._1.954 3.071 

a.mount N. A. .151 567 

attempted___L 004 920 

Auto Theft 6.764 9.080 

completed ____ ~ • .2.21. __ ___________ ~6. 30 1 

attempted 2,173 2,779 
>.'< Data taken f.ro.m. Ilat Hornell sort brea.k only 

Source: Table E1, National Crime Survey 
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patterns of socialization ma,y place blacks at risk more frequently than 

whites. 

Rates of household victimi:z.ation by race of household head are 

presented in Table 4-6. These data follow the pattern established for 

personal victimizations. In most categories, black households suffer 

higher victimization rates. This is 8gpecially true for burglary, where 

the rate is more than tw'ice as high for blacks as for whites. The only 

exceptions are Illarceny under $50" and II 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 present two interesting trends in the relation-

ship between the income of the victiml 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 income category (i. e., $25,000 plus) conta'ins only a 

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 
fa1l in this incom.e category. 
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Table 4-7 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100,000. RESIDENTS 12 YEARS 
OF AGE OR OLDER)OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION L.T\T CLEVELAND, 

1971-1972 BY INCOME OF HEAD . 

Under 
$3000 

$3000-
7499 

$7500-
9999 

$10,000- $15,000- $25,OaO N.A. 
14,999 24,999 or More 

CONTROL TOTAL 72,099 137,922 61,942 102,635 40,766 ~,7E!() 89,681 

TOTAL 
PERSONALVICTIMIZATIONRATE 13,276 12,573 11,626 13,282 13~19~_ .~?,071 10,153 

Rape 318 257" 207 126 . 65 o 173 

Robbery 3,307 2,851 2,222 1,764 1,701 2,238 1,937 • 

with injury 916 707 413 422 199 444 455 

withoutinju:rY 2,391 2,144 1,809 1,342 1,502 1,794 1,482 

Assault 2,37fl___3 ,J>.01 __ 2, 416 . ~1563_ 2L~59 3,922 1,985 

serious 1,58L. __ 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 __ 2.,751~~_11 787. 9.554 l1,911 6,058 

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 

.>J:>. 
:-. Source: Tables A9 and SK9 National Crime Survey 
0' 
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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 

$3000-
7499 

$7500 
9999 

$10,000- $15,000- $25,000 N.A. 
14,999 24,999 or More 

CONTROL TOTAL 45,853 63, 51-~._ Z6, 2J3jt~n ___ 38.lS06 ___ L2,933 1,766 41,518 

TOTAL 
HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION RATES 22, 259 29,806 31,407 ~02726 39,296 43,995 23,,109 

Burglary 122747 13,415 11,600 12,663 15,441 19J.442 9,708 j 
forcible entry 5275~ __ n 6,071 4,278_ 5J>7?_ 6,224' 11,068 4,484 

unlawful entry without force 3,499_ 4, 147 4,070 3 2901 51..274 4 182 3 220 

attempted forcible entry 3,496 3,196 3,252 3,J~~.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, 6~8 5 z 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 o 239 

attempted 487 1,042 1,015 1,324 1,678 2 2732 758 

Auto Theft 3,_468 7,430 9,349 8,975 13,371 16,367 8,061 

completed ~ ______ 24..,_4_5_4 ___ 5, 066 5, 61~n____ 6 t 219 ______ 8,303 9,502 5, 878. 

attempted 1,014 2,364 3,706 2,396 5,068 6,865 2,183 

Source: Table E6 National Crime Survey 
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frequent places where these offenses occur. The opposite trend occurs 

for larcenies in which the ra.te of victimization increaBes with income. 

This is probably due to the fact that such individuals have more possessions 

of value with them that are available to theft, i. e., Cc~rrleras, coats, etc. 

It is probable that .3uch thefts occur from restaurants, offices, etc. It 

would appear that the place of occurrence is more im.portant to victimi-

zation in these circumstances than the income of the victim. However, 

incom.e traditionally plays an important role in determining the types and. 

locations of place:3 frequented. Hence, individuals with lower 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-picking, 

stealing of coats, briefcases, etc., is more likely to occur. The hypothesis 

is examined in more detail ~.elow (Table P-S) when location of occurrence 

is controlled. 

There seems to be little as sociation 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 generally increase with income as 

seen in Table 4-S. This is due to the fact that the wealthier households 

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

4-18 

. i 
I 



-

r" 

I 
I: 
Ii 
I: 

" '\ 

'1 
I' 

I· 
I· 
I~ 

I: 
I: 
11 

. r" 

.1: 
11 
I"'! 

I: 
11 

I-
I , 

I· 

reward for the would-be thief. The only exception is the upper-middle 

inco.me category of $10,000 to $14,999. In most categories, higher 

income implies more possessions of value; hence, a more likely prospect 

for theft. It is possible that the anomaly of the $10, 000 to $14,99'9 1S'l"ouP 

may be explained by racial differences; race as a potential confounding 

factor is examIned below whe::e a lTIOre detailed breakdown is presented 

(see Table P-5). Alternatively, individuals in this category may be more 

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 ra.tes for women are consistently 

below the rates for men. All previous research indicates that, with the 

exception of rape (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 "at riskll concept. Women are less frequently 

in those areas, such as bars and poolrl')oms, where assaults or robberies 
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Table 4-9 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100,000 RESIDENTS 12 YEARS 
OF AGE OR OLDER) OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVELAND, 

1971-1972 BY SEX OF VICTIM. 

Male FeInale 

228,433 __ ~____ 282,392 

PERSONAL VICTIMIZA TION RA TE 14, 483_._~___ 10,775 

Rape 11 353 

Robbery 3,112 ___ ~ 1,754 

with iniury 720 423 

without injury 2, 392 __ ~ _____ . _ J. 331 

Assault 3.75 2.046 

serious 2,254 978 

minor 1 505 1 068 

Personal Larceny 7, 601__________ _~_91 622 

with contact 490 1 ,152 . ___~~_ 

without contact 7,111 5,470' 

N Source: Tables Al and SKI National CriIne Survey o 
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are likely to occur.. Sc~afer (1968) argues that women are more likely to . ' 

remain at home with children and hence less likely to be found in those 

places where 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 c.rime. 

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

which are primarily offenses against -females. 

4.2.5 AGE CONSIDERATIONS 

Table 4-10presents rates of personal victimization by age of the 

victim. For most crin1.e categories, the rates peak for ages 16 to 19 

and 20 to 24, the only exception is larceny with contact. This is probably 

a function of older ind.ividuals, especiallY-women, who are less able to 

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

often among older women than. among you.,r;,ger women. >:~ 

In most categories, however, older individuals are less likely to 

be expo~ed to criminal activity. They are more likely to stay at home, 

,", 

or less likely to visit public places, such as bars, where assaults and 

robberies frequently oC,cur. In addition, in the event of a robbery attempt, 

they are less likely to resist and become injured or less likely to become 

involved in an altercation leading to 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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TOTAL 

Table 10 ESTIMATED RATES (Per 100,00.0, RESIDENTS 12 YEARS 
OF AGE OR OLDER) OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION IN CLEVELAND, 

1971-1972 BY AGE OF VICTUv1 
--- ---~--

12-15 16-19 20-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 

___ 51401_. __ 48,.154 _55,41~ 74,372 101, 801 ~1 04 971 

65+ 

71 514 

PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION RATE 14.981 21. 417 19.789 16.255 11. 2.65 7.40.5 3.782 

Rape 14~_::._:. __ 6..90 _____ 711 _____ . __ 69 _______ 1.00 25_ o. 

Robbery 2,977 3,388 3, §35._ 2L?81__~L47 ____ 1, 867_L 087 

with injury 863 597 538 624 596 460 321 

without injury __________ _ 2,114 ___ ~-,791 ___ 2~ 997 ____ 1, 960_L ~?l _____ 1,407 7·66 

Assault 3,78:5 . 6~ 581 5,1~0 _ __ 3,6032,083 986 364 

serious 1,779 3,304 _ 3,~§J ___ 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..L999 __ ~935 ___ 4,527 2,331 

with contact 281 856 592 839 877 1,026 __ 1,237 

without contact 7,793 9,902 ge428 9,160 M58 3,501 1,094 

~ Source: Tables A2 and SK2 National Crime Survey 
tv 
tv 
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These age findings are consistent with most previous research which 

I supports a' relationship between young individuals and criminal involve-

I 
ment as either a victim or offender. 

I 4.3 ANALYSIS OF NATIONAL CRIME PANEL DATA -- PERSONAL CRIME 

, '. General patterns can be discerned by reviewing the data presented 

I in the tables. The less serious crimes occur more frequently. Larceny 

I accounts for more than 60 percent of all personal incidents, while rape 

accounts for less than two percent of all personal incidents, and less than 

I one percent of all incidentst Robbery and assault combined account for 

I approximately 16 percent of all incidents. Returning to the National Crime 

Panel categories results in excluding "household larceny occurring else-

I where "from" personal incidents II and placing it within "household incidents, II 

I it should be noted that this modification changes the distribution of crimes 

I 
s~ that under the NCP scheI:?e, personal crime accounts for 27,610 incidents, 

or 20 percent of the total incidents occuring in Cleveland in 1971-72. The 

I artificial exclusion of this category, which will be discussed below in 

I' " 

Section 4.4.2, results in a redistribution of personal crime, with as sault 

accounting for-·most types of personal crime. It must be emphasized that 

11 this artificial change in definition does not alter the fact that larceny without 

I~ 
contact is still the most frequently-occurring crime whether it be classed 

as a personal or household incident. 

I: 
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I· Most of these personal crimes (in excess of 61 percent) do not result 

, . 

I 
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 

I. offender is known (78 percent), both victim and assailant are of the same 

. r ' 

I· 
race. Interra.cial crime is relatively infrequent. 

~'t 

:, " 

,I· In 6.5 percent of personal victimizations, the total loss, including 

damage, was less than $50. Less than half of all personal victimizations 

I' (44.9 percent) and of all household victimizations (42.9 percent) were 

i: reported to the police. 

I: However, different crim.es occur under different circumstances, 

.1: 
times, and locations, and involve different victims and offenders. To 

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

r ., 

I· The following sections discus s each crime type as a dependent 

I' variable and examine each type in light of several independent variables. 

I I This approach has been chosen because it focuses attention on the 

I; activity (i. e., a crime) which is of principal interest. However, it 

,I: must be pointed out that this approach employs a simplistic model and 

I: 
no attempt is made to determine causation. The fact that a relationship 

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

I· 
.... ' ' .. 

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

*: 
to the commis sion of crime are too complex to be amenable to a simplistic 

explanation such as presented here. 
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Each discus sion below develops a profile of the offense, the 

''7ictiIn., and the assailant in order to convey a .maxi.mum of information 

about the d.i.mensions of crim.e in Cleveland. Homicide data were not col-

le,~ted because of its relative infrequency and because much of the literature 

has been devoted to studying this pheno.menon. This is especially true 

since the rate of unreported homicide is relatively low, resulting in .most 

ho.micides appearing 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. I ASSAULTIVE VIOLENCE 

I~ During the year under study, there were an estimated 18,221 acts 

I 1 

I; 
,I: 
I~ 
I; 

of assaultive violence in Cleveland. Assaultive violence accounted for 

13.2 percent of all incidents and 57. 3 percent of per sonal crime. The 

rate of victim.izations 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 of assaultive violence. The actual 

rates differ considerably for different race, age, and sex groupings. 

The following paragraphs will exa.mine assaultive violence {rom 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 as saultive violence without theft. 
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This category includes rape, attempted rape, serious assault, attempted 

assault, and minor assa.ult. It is possible that males ~econ:1e involved in 

assaults through altercations wIth others while a female is more likely 

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-l) 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. U11fortunate1y, the data 

are not presently available to allow controlling for sex. It may be as surned 

that women are more likely to be at home and less likely to be in parks 

Or on the streets, whe~'e the m.ajority (69.3 percent) of all stranger-to-

stranger offenses occurs. 

The victim of assaultive violence is most likely to be young, less 

than 34, with a modal age of 20 to 24 (see Table P-2). This, again, is 

probably a function of the victirri l ::; 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 
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are more likely to respond to provocation with violence. Older males 

and females of all ages are Inore likely to leave the scene of the alter:' 

cation and thus avoid iurther violence. 

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

individuals (35-6S+} 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 vidimization. This, however, is prC'tbably a 

function of the small numbet 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 fW1ction of the white 

female's greater involvement in l?ersonal theft without injury, while the 

black female is rrlOre 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 grou1?s. At this point it can only be said that race, sex, and 

age all appea~ to interact to affect victimization rates i and that no variable, 

by itself is suffiCient. 
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Victims of assaultive violence appear to be les's well integrated 

into society, as indicated by higher rates of victimizat30n for divorced or 

unemployed individuals (see Tables P-3, P-4, and 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 i.nvolvement by sex is still 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 

>:~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 victimiz ation. 
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of victimization. This can be explained in terms of males' exposure to 

risk. It may be .that single women or divorcees are less likely to be away 

.from horne in. the evenings than are either single or married n::-en. (Obviously, 

this situation is changing, but it does appear that single women have fewer 

such opportunities open to them. ) 

It; appe'ars that marriage has the effect on both sexes and on most 

age groups of reducing the individual'iS exposure to risk by giving him 

more'responsibilities and requiring that he be at horne 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 nonstrange:,:' victimizations among married individuals is not 

significantly higher than one would expect, based on the research relating 

as sault and homicide to close, frequently intil:1C!-te 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 offenders about eq'~ally. 

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 victimizations for assaultive violence with theft does decline with 

increased incatm.e. However, the rate of assaultive violence without theft 

remains constant, but at a significantly higher rate. Surprisingly, tr ... e 

amount of income does not result in a greater likelihood of assa.ult with 

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

whites in a gr'eater chance of theft with contact. This may ue partly ex-

.plained by higher-income individuals' greater willingness to surr(,nder 

money to a rohber, 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 da.ta do not follow a hypothesis which would expect higrwr-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-l). In cases 

of as saultive violence with theft, the ratio of stranger-to- stranger to 

nonstranger offenses is 6.5: 1, while for assaultive violence without 

theft the ratio Ls only 2.3: 1. The implication of this difference, which 

is statistically significant, is that indi\riduals who know each other are 

m.ore likely to. become involved in as sauUs (i. e., as saultive violence 
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without theft) than individuals unknown to each other, while individuals 

unknown to each other are more likely to become involved in assaultive 

violence with theft. When as saultive violence with theft does occur between 

individuals known to each other, the theft may frequently be an afterthought. 

(Pittman and Handy, 1964). 

In C1: review of previous researc.h on violent personal crime, 

Clinnard and Quinney point out that 

II ••• aggravated assaults result from domestic quarrels, 
altercatioJ:ls, jealousies, and arguments over money or 
property. Most of the offender-victim relationships have 
been intinlate, 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 c'rimes like robbery. II (Clinnard 
and Quinney, 1973: 43). 

J:v1cClintock indicates in his research that only one-fifth of the 

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

these studies offer data which 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 them 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 thoir assailant more often in assaultive violence 

without 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 occur and would avoid violent activities whenever possible. 

The relationship between age and victirn-oHender re~ationship 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 1lercent). The exceptions not included in the above range 

are individuals over age 50 and under 15. The older individuals are vic-

timized by -..L.!1.known 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 acquaintance::;, 

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

is a matter of definition. U sing the traditional definitions of as sault' and 

robbery, the existence of certain elements might eliminat~ the considera-

•• 1 

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

The grouping employed by the NCP cat.egories present more complete 

data on as saultive 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, m.ost previous research is based on reported incidents 

while this survey inc~udes "allil incidents. Tn the event of a minor as sault 

by an unknown as sailant, in which there is little likelihood of apprehension, 
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by an unknown as sailant, in which there is little likelihood of apprehension, 

an individual may not report: the incident to the police, thus differentially 

overloading the category of as sault by individuals known to the victim: 

The Cleveland data demonstrate the role of family member sand 

relatives in assaults in Cleveland. Approximately 20. 3 percent of the 

incidents in which the ~ssai1ant was known involved close relatives (spouse, 

parents. or children). The point has already been demonstrated (Se~tion 

4.2. 1) that Cleveland differs significantly from previous research which 

demonstrates that most .assaults occur 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 a.nd offender by type of incident. If" stranger" is defined 

as 11 did not knowtl or knew by tl sight only, II the percent of incidents involving 

relatives or well-known offenders is 13 percent for assaultive violence 
. . 

with theft a~d 24 percent for. assaultive violence without theft.~:< These 

data are interesting in two respects: they support the hypothesis offered 

earlier that the trend is for theft to occur between stranger s while as saults 

occur .between individuals known to each, and they support the trend~ ·seen· 

elsewhere. These findi.ngs 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 

*li casual acquainta~~ces' are included in the nonstranger category. the pel'­
cent of such nonstranger involvement increases to 23 percent for assaultive 
violence with theft and 39 percent for as saultive violence without theft. 
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acts (see Table F -7). More than 1. 5 times as many as !:>aults occur at 

night than during the day. JJ:l addition, most of these nighttime assaults 

occur between 6 P. M. and Midnight. More asse.ults 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 

theIn. in closer. contact with potential offenders (and, in fact, bacome 

potential offenderl3 themselves). During the day, i. e., 6 A. M. to 6 P. M. , 

most individuals are either at work or at home and are less likely to be 

exposed to pO'ssible offenders. 

Group- assault 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 Irlore than 60 percent of assaultive violence without theft involved 

one offender .. However, two-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 as saultive violence involving multiple offender s 

did, in fact, involv'e 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 stranger-to-stranger victimizations involved two or more offenders, 

while less than 'one-quarter of the nonstranger victimizations involved 

multiple offenders. When these two categories are aggregated, as above, 

this distinction becomes confounded. It is probably this combination 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-

quent type of weapon, accounting for 55. 5 percent of all the weapons e.mployed. 

The percent of incidents involving weapons varies from offense to offense, 

ranging from 41. 8 percent in the case of personal 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 as saultive violence with 

theft, 49.8 percent in assaultive violence without theft, and 64. :i 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 certai.n handguns 
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(IISaiurday-Night Specials?l) can be obtained may be a major factor in the 

seriousness of the outcome cof many assaults. While it cannot be argued 

that the possession of a handgun causes an assaultive crime, it may facili-

tate its cornm.ission and lead to more serious consequences. 

A study conducted in Cleveland in 1973 found that a firearm 

purch.ased for sel:E-protection was six times more likely to be used 

against a fam.ily member or friend than to protect oneself from an 

intFuder. 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 prc.'tection 

are turned against friends, pr even against the purchaser. 

Significantly more victims of assaultive violence without theft 

required hospitalization than did victims of ass,aultive violence with 

the£t6 However, those injured during the commis sion of a thefi; 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-20) 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 considerably greater for the victims of assaultive violence with theft 

than for those victiffis 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, 

, 
identify suspects, and appear in court, all take an individual away from 

his job. Giventhe complexity of personal victimization, they may result 

in greater time lossh 

However, 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 as saultive 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 and use of 

weapons, and possibly the fact that more victims are responding to 

, ~ 

robbery with resistance which may lead to injury. ,. 

The victim' s respon~e to assault as reported in the data varied 

from no resistance to attacking his as sailant (Table P-14). Most fre-

. 
quently (35 percent o·if 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 '0£ cases, the victim tried to reason with the offender. 

There are some interesting differences between the categories 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 11 amateur robbers, 11 especially drug addicts. Generally, 
these individuals are less sure of themselves and are more likely to 
"lose control of the situation" with resultant violence. 
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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 occurred more frequently in cases of assaultive violence 

with theft. The use of a wea~pon, hitting the assailant, yelling for help, 

or grabbing the assailant occurred in 44. 3 percent of these cases but in 

only 30. 9 percent of as saultive violence without theft. 

The·re are significant differences between ar;re, sex, and racia.l 

categories in their individual response.s to assaultive violence. Table 

P-15A breaks oui: the attempts at self protection by the s-ge and sex of'-the 

victim. Women of all age categories use weapons or hit their attacker 

less often than n"len. Older males use weapons significantly more often 

than any other group. * Surprisingly} however, with this exception, there 

is, no pattern 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 (35-65+). Women of all ages yell for help 

more often than men. 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. 

Th.e c1!ifferences between assaultive violence with theft and without 

theft hold across race and sex categories. Blacks used a weapon half 

again as often, as whites (7.4 percent compared to 5.5 percent) (see 

Table P-15.BY. However, when combining the use of a weap on with the 

*AgainJ 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 resp~nse, among young males of 

both races, to certain action.s. However, it appears that some age, 

race, and sex categories have greater access to weapons. 

Generally, the amount lost is considerably greater in thefts in 

which there is no violence than in thefts in which violen~e occu"S (see 

Table P-18). ThE~re are many possible explanations for this, two of 

which are discusfJed below. The first centers on the effectiveness of 

resistance in preventing cornpletion of the theft or in preventing the 

thief frorn obtaining all of the victim's property. The second may be 

a function of the victim l s willingnefls to try to protect his rnoney, with 

an assault resulting. For exarnple:, individuals with less property may 

attempt to prevent the theft through resistance which results in assault. 

Wealthier individuals rnay he wining to give up possessions more readily 

and avoid violence. In addition, there are cases on record in which the 

robber, dis satisfied with the srnall alTIOunt of property carried by his 

victirn, . as saulted him. 

There appear to be significant differences in the amount of loss 

when looked at in terl'l1S of racial groups. Table P-21 breaks down 

the distribution of amount 01£ 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 money) 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 assa'ultive violence with theft, the median loss of 

those suffering some loss is ~pproximately $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 Ilhidden costs. II 

(Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 3). 

The fear of interractal assault is definitely unfounded. Table P-17 

presents data on the race of the victim and individual as sailant. Over 

81 percent of all as saultive violence involved a victim and offender of the 

same race. In the slnall number of interracial cases, blacks assaulted 

whites approximately three times as often as whites assaulted blacks. 

There appear to be no significant differences in this pattern between 

as saultive violence with theft and as 5 au ltive 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 I'middle case" is rnore useful given these constants. 
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Multiple victimizations (Table P-11) occur only rarely in the case 

of assaults. In 89 percent of the assault incidents, the viciim was assaulted 

only once. In the event that a multiple victimization did occur, it most 

frequently i?volved two victimizations. There are no significant differences 

between the number of n~u1Hp~'~~victimizations whe.t;l examined contl:olling 

for victim-offender rela:~~o",".l.sl~ or crime type, 1. e., assau.ltive violence 

.with theft or without theft. In the case of nonstrangerincidents, 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 

silnilar in race and age. 

The patterns of the ~f-ta on the perceived characteristics of offender s 

generally are similar to those of the victims. Table P-IO shows these 

distributions. The relative frequency of black offenders is higher overall 

than that of white offenders with the major difference occurring in the 

area of assaultive violence without theft, in which more offenders are 

white than black. The age breakdown of offenders shows that the perceived 

age of mOist offenders is in excess of 21 (see Table P-IO). There are no 

significant differences in offenders' ages and types of personal crime. 
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In the case of single victirrlizations, Table p- 25 presents the 

distribution of assaults by the age of victirrl and as~ai1ant. Few individuals 

of any age (80) are victL::n.ized by assailants under' 12. In the case of 

assailants between 12-14, the majority (95 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 victim and 

assailant. The 15-17 year oids tend to assault individuals in the same 

age categories while 18-20 year olds tend to assault individuals older 

than thems elves. This is especially true of as sault with theft, in which 

case 84.6 percent of the victim? are the same age or older than the 

offender. In the cases of assault without theft, the victims tend to be , 

the same age as their assailants. 

In the case of incidents involving multiple offenders, the largest 

number of incidents involve victirrls and assailants of the same age. 

There appeal' to be no differences between the age distribution of multiple 

offenders when viewe.e in light of crime type. Multiple assailants 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 Table 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 mixed races. 

In these cases, a significantly diffeJ;ent 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 THEFT 

This category of crime refers to the theft of personal property 

without assault either with or without contact between offender and 

victim. The following 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 1c>ss of property without contact, such as theft of 
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coats, umbrellas, etc. I is counted as personal theft under the UCR scheme. 

In the case of the NCP categories, such thefts ~re included urlder 

"Household Victimizations, II 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 as sault in Cleveland. Per sona1 theft without as sault 

accounted for 9 .. 9 percent 0 f all incidents and 42. 7 percent of personal 

crime. Tlle crude rat,e of victimization was 2,662 per 100,000 residents. 

12 years of age and older. An individual Clevelander l 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 . 

• f 

Victims of Personal Theft 

A review of Table P-l indicates the distribution of per sonal theft 

by the victim-offender relationship. By far, the majority of per sonal 

", 

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 violenc;, most crime in Cleveland 

is committed by individuals not known to the victims. However, the 
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ratio of offender s unknown to victim.s to offender s known to victim.s is 

.much greater for personal theft than for assaultive violence. Such a 

trend, however, is to be e:h.'"Pected, based on m.ost of the previous research 

and literature. Individuals involved in assaultive violence m.ay have been 

acting in a previous setting. It is the previous contact which m.ay give 

rise to the assault. (Pittm.an and Handy, 1964; Pokorny, 1965; Wolfgang, 

1957). Theft, however, is frequently com.mitted only for gain and the 

thief (or robber) selects his victim. because of opportunity or potential 

return. Research on robbery reported on by Conklin indicates nearly 

75 percent of all robberies a.;re (1) of persons who, as part of their 

em.p10yment, were in charge of goods, or ( 2) in the open following 

sudden attack. Only a sm.all proportion occurred in cases where there 

was a IIprevious as sociation of som.e duration between victim.s and 

offenders. 11 (Conklin, 1972: 60). '" 

4-45 



I . 
I 
I 
I 

~I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Additional information on the victim-offender relationship is 

presented in Table p-23. Race does not affect the victim-offender in 

the case of personal theft without assault. Alrnost 92 percent of the 

black victims did not know their assailant p while 93.3 percE:nt of the 

white victims did not know their as sailant, 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 

~nore rando1.Tl. nature of personal theft. 

Fernales are the victims of theft at the hands of strangers more 

often than males. This is most likely a function of exposure. Women 

are the victims of per sonal theft without as sault more often than men, 

even though, overall, women are the victitns of personal crimes less 

oft('\n than men, Purse-snatching appears to be the major component 

of these personal thefts. The woman is an easier target for the oppor- '. 

tunistic offender because she offers little resistance, is oftentimes 

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

*Pocket-picking, the complement of pur se- snatching committed against 
xnales, requires lnore skill and is more often the work of the "professional 
thief. II 
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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 re1ation-

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

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

significantly different from the category of "Inside Horne or Other Building. " 

When looking at the data for offenses in which the offender is unknown to 

the victim, by far, rnost of the offenses occur in the street (67.7 percent). 

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

Building, Public Convenience") accounts for only 14 percent of the offens es. 

Table P-22 presents data on the victim-offp.nder relationship for 

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

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 o.ffenders were relatives or were well known to the victim. This 

.differs significantly from the pattern for assaultive violence without 

theft. 

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

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

this offense is greater and they make a better target beca~se of this 

inability to provide substantial resistance. 
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Table P-Z 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 per sonal 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 011 the concept of 11 exposure" or the II at risk" modal. 

The majority of offenders (Table P-16) in cases of person.al theft are 

black (61. 1 percent), even though, for all personal crime, 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 frequency 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 -.:rosscut 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 age. Again, 

this .may be a function of the older women; lower resistance to purse-

snatching, the .most co.rnmon type of personal theft experien.ced by wonlen. 

Older .males, on the other hand, may less frequently visit places or be 

placed in situations in which theft occur s. 

Mar~tal status (Table P-.3 ), pOD sibly as a; measure of social 

integration, but .more probably as a deter.minant factor in "exposure, II 

is i.mportant in examining rates of victimization. Significantly.more 

divorced- separated/ single individuals of both sexes are victi.ms 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 as sault. The same argument is not as viable in the case of theft. 

An alternative argument centers on the fact that un.rnarried individuals 

(either single or divorced/ separated) 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 victi.m. 

When age and .marital status are co.mbined (Table P-4},marric.ge 

apparently has a .moderating effect. The rates for .married/widowed 

individuals in all age categories are lower than for divorcedi separated 

or never-married individuals and the rates for young nlarried individuals 

are considerably below the rates for all individuals in the sa.me age category. 
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The question of societal integratio,:l may be 'examined from another 

dimension, 1. e., employment. The highest rates of victirnization (Table 

P-6) are for unemployed individuals of both races, though the rate for 

unemployed blacks is more than twice the rate for unemployed whites. 

Employed individuals certa~ly 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. Both groups are II 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 r~turn, they are probably more frequently placed in a situ-

ation in which personal theft (or assault, as seen above) is likely to occur. 

Unem,ployed individuals are more likely to frequent bars or other IIhangoutsll 

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 victimization decline with 

increasing i!lcome, the only exception being the category ($25,000+), 

which experiences a high rate of victimization. The rates for blacks 

aloe consistently higher, as much as twice as high, given the same income. 

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

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

frequent locations which e:h.."-pose thelTI to a greater risk of victin1.ization. 

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-incorne 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 Inajority 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,' , they present a "better target. II 

The fewest thefts occur between 1v1idnight and 6 A. M., which one might 

expect, given that fewer individuals will be abroad at this tin1.e. 

There is a slight difference in tin1.e distribution for stranger-to-

stranger and nonstranger offenses. More stranger-to-stranger offenses 

occur during the day. 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. It 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 2,9 percent of all personal theft vi.ctimizations 

(see Table P-17 J). In the ca.se of interracial personal theft, whites 

are the victims of black assailants significantly more often than blacks 

are the victims of whites. 

Sixty-three percent of the per sonal thefts involved multiple offender s, 

most frequently two, as opposed to assaults in which 45 pe;:rc:ent involved 

multiple oifenders (Table P-9). However, when looking at the number of 

multiple offendern 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 th~ prior activity 

involving the action. Theft by someone known to the victim probably 

occurs following close interaction on a one-to-one basis (59 percent of 

all incidents), while theft between individuals unknown to each other 

probably occurs more often by random and implies no prior involvement 

of this type. 

Slightly more than 4,1 percent of the incidents 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 

ptlrse-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 ~cidents, while they a~e employed in 

44.6 percent of stranger-to-nonstranger offenses. 

The victim I s. response to personal theft is, generaHy, to do ~lothing 

(Table P-14). Sixty-four percent of the victims responded that they did 

nothing when confrom·ed 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 ill 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-lS). Twenty-six percent lost between $50 and 

$250. Only 6 .. 6 percent lost more than $250.~:< When total loss is con-

sider ed, the pattern. of loss remains approximately the same, with 

53.1 percent suffering a total loss, including damages, of less than $50. 

Almost 26 percent 5ufier,',d a total loss of between $50 and $250. When 

examining loss by race, blacks suffer greater losses than do whites. 

Table P-Zl 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 los s or the a....-nount is unknown. 
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proportionately, suffered losses of over $250 (8.9 percent) as "did \vhites 

(3.3 percent). The median value of loss in the case of robbery is approxi­

mately $37 for whites and $50 for blacks. This di£ferentialloss 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 The!,!:. 

It has already been mentioned that there is little inform.ation avail-

able on the offender in the incidents of assaultive violence. A similar 

sit1lation also occurs in th<:l case of personal theft. Most of the offl£!nders, 

when age could be determ.ined, were 21 years of age or older (53 percent). 

Table P-10 break!) down the age distribution of offender s by presumed 

age. Of those offender sunder Zl, most were between 18 and ZO. The 

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

the trends observed in the individuals arrested by the Cleveland Police 

for robberY~~1d larceny. Cleveland Police statistics indicate that 

slightly less than one-half (48. Z percent) of the offenders were 21 years 

of age o~· older. Approximately three-quarters of the offende;-s were 

blacks (74. 1 percent). 

Even though the Cleveland Police data refer only to persons 

arrested f01' 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 Se.~tion 3.3 below). 

While the survey presents no data to test the hypothesis implied 

by Conklin, the role of the ad~ict-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 crin1.e is significantly different from personal crime 

in terms of a model of causation. With the exception of some types of 

auto theft (notably IIjoyridingtl), most household theft has economic gain 

as its primary motive. Scarr points out that burglary and larceny as 

well are crimes of opportunity and the victim is chosen not for his personal 

characteristics but rather for his carele'ssness or ease in victimization 

and pos sibly for the potential return. (Scarr, 1972: 4). This model of 

burglary is based on need, perceived opportunities, knowledge of burglary 

techniques 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, II who is considered aberrent .J.nd 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-l 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 crime (,14.3 percent) and for 20.8 percent of all incidents. 

This makes it the largest category after per sonallarceny without contact 

in the Uniform Crime Report categories (see Table 3-l). 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 per sonal larcenies within the category 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 ratt;ls 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 a.uto theft 

,much more frequently than whites. Rates of larceny are significantly 

higher away from hon'le than at home though burglary rates are just the 

opposite. This is a function of definition, in which personal larceny 

away from horne 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 burglary. 

Of these 28,665 incidents, 12,629 (44.0 percent) indicated forced entry, 

.. 
8,904 (24.9 percent) were unlawful entry without force, and the remainder 

were attempted burglary. The ratio of household burglary incidents to 

commercial burglary incidents in Cleveland was 2.5 to one, with house-

hold bur'glaries predominating. This ratio differs significantly from that 

found elsewhere 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 commercial burglary in Cleve-

land is about three times higher than the rate for household burglal-Y, 
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Referring to Table H- lit 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 B-3, there are no significant differences in burglary rates for 

individual living in property owned by victim or pr?perty which is rented. 

The apparent differences between property owned by victirn and property 

rented for othOl' 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, ther.e are significanl; differences between races, The 

loss suffered by burgl.arized households also varies along racial lines', 

Blacks in all inconJ.e categories suffer large losses ($100 or more) 

significantly n10re often than whites, The combination of these two 

categories, however, is ambiguous. The rate for burglary increases 

with increasing income. The l'ate increases faster for blacks in the 

higher income brackets. This may be a combination of housing patterns, 

changing incom.e, and victimization. The survey results do not indicate 

spatiaJ. patterns of burglary. However, Cleveland Police Department 

statietics do indicate that certain areas of the inner city experience the 

highest rates of bUl'glary .. 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 tradition(~lly been high. 

Previous studies of burglary have not centered on the victim 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 son"le au~t.-ors who have attempted to deter-

n1.ine 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 (Schn1.id, 1960; Schuessler, 1962 ;" 

Other factors, including income and unemployment, were found to be more 

important than race in predicting burglary rates. In Cleveland, all three 

of these factor s tend to cornbine 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 belo\v 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 Statisti.cs, First 
Edition, or Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research, especially 
Chapter 36. 
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of. results must be addressed. Though ecological analysis cannot be 

discussed in detail here, * the reader is cautioned that attributing 

relationships to individuals within groups because the groups show a 

relationship is a tenuous type of reporting. In the two cases cited abov~, 

the unit of analysis was a city (Schuessler, 1962) or census tracts or 

neighborhoods within a city (Schmid, 1960). ** 

Tile result of the above caveat is that though 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 base,d on the opporhmity model developed 

above. Cleveland police statistics indicate that 73.8 percent of the 

burglars arrested in Cleveland in 1972 were black .. If burglaries are 

. comrnitted as opportunities present themselves, the large number of 

black burglars arrested is consistent with the finding of a large number 

of black victims. 

The age distribution of victhns is presented in Table H-2. For 

burglary, the general pattern is that the rate of burglary declines with 

the age of the he.ad of the househ01J.. For the first three categories 

(12 .. 19, 20-34, and 3j-49),. there are no significant differences in the 

~:~Sec Judith Wilks, IIEcclogical Correlates of Crime and Delirlquency, II 
for a discu~sion of the problen1s and uses of factor analysis in analyzing 
crirrle statistics. Also see Robinson for a discus sion of the ecological 

fal1a~y. 
\, 

:,,':~~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). 

4-60 



I 
I 

I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

burglary rate for either location. The rate for older indivi.duals is less 

than that for the younger group and declines even more with age. This 

lnay 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. (Barnes, 1971). In 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 m.ay take additional n~easures to protect themselves. 

This relationship between dwelling type and burglary rate may 

be examined in Tables B-3 and H-4. The first table presents rate of 

household crime broken down by location and tenure of the household. 

It has already been pointed out that race is more ilnportant then tenure 

in predicting burglary rates. There are no significant differences in 

burglary rates between homes owned or being bought and hom~s being 
-, 

rented. either for cash or for n:o cash rent. These data seem to indicate 

that other factol's, probably opporhm.ity, are m.ore important than the 

type of dwelling. 

------------------------------~---------*An interview with LLvrPACT staff members conducting these workshops 
supports this view that a large m,,'tIDber of elderly individuals attend 
such ses sions. 
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Table H-4 presen.ts data on the burlary rate and the number of 

units in the building* For whites, the rate increases considerably as 

one compa:res single family dwellings (8. 115 burglaries per 100 households) 

with £our- suite apartments (12. 042 burglaries per 100 households). 

However I the rate for 1Tmltiple-unit dwellings (over five units) drops 

. 
to a rate comparable with single homes. This may be a function of the 

building of numerous new, expensive !'high rise" apartments which 

contain numerous security features. 

In the case of black heads of households, number of units in the 

structure and burglary rates follow an ambiguous pattern. The rate 

fOl' all categories is higher than the white rate and there are less 

obvious differences between categories. This is especially so in the 

category of five or more' units, which docs not experience the decline 

observed above. This may be a function of the different types of 

m.ultiple-farnily stl'uctures occupied 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 of units in the structure is as important as 

other factors such as age and location. Older two- arid three-family 

dwellings are les s secure than high rises, which frequently include 

security staff and/or devices. 

The tlifference 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 dwellings (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 

rneaningful analysis. By far,. the majority of all burglaries occur at 

the home of tha victim. Table H-" presents the distribution 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 nl.otel. 

While this distribution is largely a function of ~he definition of burglary, 

the low rate of offenses away from the home is probably a function of 

a s.mall amount of travel and a small 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 discussions 'of burglary will center only on incidents 

which occur at home. Interesting relationships between rates and 

locations will be mentioned but no detailed analys is will be attem.pted. 

'The pattern for income and burglary rates is much more obvious 

for blacks than for whites. With the exception of the 7,500-9,999 

category, the burglary 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 

catcgori(;\s than across income categories. The rates for burglaries 

away irorn 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 m.ay be interpreted in two ways. 

First, it is possible that wealthier individuals travel significantly more 

than others and al4 e at risk more often, or, as some authors have pointed 

out, professional burglars seek out the n"lore expensive hotels and 

resorts and victimize their guests, or they may own vacation hOlnes 

which Jnay be left unattended during most of the year. 

Most burglaries are con"lmitted, it would appear, by II 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 

4-64 



I 
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
. ' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I . 

I 
I 
I 

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 percent) occurred during the day or 

in the early evening f30. 7 percent). These are the times when a house 

is more likely to be vacant. Most individuals will have returned home 

and be in bed by Midnight, or shortly after. The pattern for burglary 

and larceny are si.milar but differ significantly from that of auto theft. 

This is consistent with the opporh1.nity argument, which w0\"ld 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 los s es 

of more than $100. However, there are diffel'.ent loss patterns when 

the data are examined from the point of view of race. Table H- 9 presents 

the data for loss by race of the head of the household and location • 

.. 
Blacks suffer large losses (over $100) more often than do whites. 

Whites suffered losses of less than $100 51. 6 percent of the time, while 

blacks suffered such losses 27.4 percent of the time. This loss pattern 

is similar to the pattern observed for personal crime above (see 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 los s is 

difficult to determine from the above data. The median value of loss 

for whites is near· $95, while for blacks it is approximately $284. 

Both of these statistic s are questionable because the basis· for the 
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determination is questiona.ble. Individuals generally overestimate their 

10B9 for a variety of reasons, including insurance claims, use of purchase 

price or replacement cost rather than depreciation, and lack of knowledge. ,l: 

In any case, the data in Tables H-9 and H-1IQ present the data on the loss 

and on the amount of the loss recovered. Table H-.IO presents interesting 

statistics on the proportion of the stolen goods which are recovered. 

Overall, for all household offenses, some or all of the stol~n 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 

l'ccovcrcu in part or in full increases with the value of the theft. In 

burglaries with SDlall losses (less than $50), none of the property is 

is l'ccovcrccl in 89.1 percent of the cases. In burglaries with a loss of 

over ~i250, some or all of the property is recovered in 30 percent 

of the cases. This is probably a result of the amount of property 

stolen in the latter case. If a large numbe-r of goods is stolen, there 

is a grenter chance that some of the goods will turn up and be recovered 

by the police. In the smaller losses, if any goods are recovered, it 

hI more likely that the total amount will be recovered, while with 

larg<n' lOBses it is rno:re likely that only part of the los s will be recovered. 

Table H.-lI presents data on the total ,loss, including damages 

~::See .9_~~'nix:o.J Vktil'ni.~mti.9n 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 percent of the losses, including damages, were for 

less than $250. There were. however, differences between blacks and 

whites in terrns 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 per'cemt of the incidents. This diiferentialloss by race is C011sistent 

across most crime types with blacks generally claiming larger losses. 

There are several e"--planations for this, ranging from greater property 

at risk to oveJ~estimation of loss. Unfortunately, there are no additional 

data available to allow the testing of these alternative hypotheses. 

4.4.2 LARCENY 

Larceny refer s to the theft of goods or cash by stealth, i. e., no 

force or contact occurs. This would include thefts fro111 the areas sur-

rounding the home, yard, sidewalk, etc., as well as losses of property 

in public places away from the home. This latter category, larceny 

committed elsewhere, presents an anomaly, given the traditional crime 

1 

classifications employed by criminologists and the Uniform Crime Reports. 

Under the NCP classification system, the theft of a coat, briefcase, 

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 per sonal larcenies without contact are also included (see Table 4-1), 

the percentage of larcenies considered by the National Crime Panel to be 

'''household itlcidents" increases to 36.4 percent (50, 146 incidents). 

Employing the same scheme, more than one-half of all household 

incidonts (51. 3 percent) were larcenies. 

It is interesting to note that larceny rates do not, in aggregate, 

differ significantly by race. The rates of larceny for whites and blacks 

al.'e relatively close but are significantly greater than the rates for other 

(which is a small pOl-tion of the sample). This pattern differs significantly 

from the patter n for burglary in which blacks are victimized lTIOre than 

twice as often as whites. The corresponding ratio for larceny is 1.2: 1. 

When race is exarnlned in other contexts, tenure, J number of dwelling 

ullits ill the structure or incorr:l.t~, it appears to be more important than 

the variables examined. The difference between tenure types for the 

Balno race are smaller than the difference across race for the same 

type of tenure. It appears that race is the dom.inant factor in predicting 

a person's likelihood of victimization. Location, as might be expected, 

bocomes important in discus sing larceny, as it will in the case of auto 
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theft. It has already been demonstrated that, by definition, very few 

burglarh:s occur away from home. In the latter case, however I larceny 

and auto theft, 1. 6 times as many larceni,es and three times as many 

auto thefts occur away from home. There are no significant differences 

in this pa~ :ern when examined in light of race. The ratio of 11 at hOlne" 

to II elsewhere" categories is approximately the same for all racial groups. 

When locking at race and income, there 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 

income category than for whites. This may be a function of two things. 

Blacks may have fewer possessions which they leave vulnerable or are 

more careful around their homes with possessions such as bicycles, toys, 

tools, etc" or they n~ay be more security conscious around their haInes 

and they may lock up such things. Howevcl'. away from home, they 

appear either to be less careful with their belongings or, returning to 

the risk model discussed under personal crime, they n~ay frequent those 

places where potential thieves are likely to be found. The opportunity-need 

model disc.ussed 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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approx:irnately (.:qual when viewed as aggregates; however, there is a 

significant difference in the ratio of at home to elsewhere larcenies, 

with th(~ youngest group (12-19) experiencing more at home larcenies 

and leno eloewhcre larcenies than the other groups (the ratio of away 

to at hOXlW is 1. 2). The older group (35-49) experiences more larcenies 

cls(;}wherc and less at home than either of the groups (the ratio is 2.0). 

1'hio can rrlOot easily be explained in terms of patterns of socializing. 

ThiEl age group i!J probably most likely to visit restaurants, entertainment, 

(!tc" and suffer lossc,!s of property. The oldest age group (65+) experiences 

a conDich:rably lowel' rate of victimization, as does the 50-64 year old 

r;roup, but in addition also experiences more at home larcenies than 

larccniclJ a.way from home. This is probably a functioll of their decreased 

nwLility and tll(! lower frequency of travel. They may also be less 

carciul of their pos 50S sions than younger individuals, resulting in this 

differential. IIo\vevcr, it should be emphasized that the rates for these 

grm.lIHl and tllt.~ sample sizes arc relatively sl11.all, making any interpre­

tali<>ll alJU\lt lhe patterns primarily speculation. Discus sions with IMPAC T 

siaff w('mhel'f, produce interesting comparisons, in the case of older 

,.' indivicltlUlSt l'h.cir rate of victimization for all crime types is signifi­

cantly below thut of all other groups, yet they respond most strongly 

to pl'ogl'ams (J£ prevention and protection. The individuals who conduct 

wOl'kohol's on burglury prevention, protection from assault, citizens' 

nWnl'('l1NIS, all indicate that, overwhelmingly, the individuals attending 
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these sessions are older, generally over 60. This appears to be an exam.ple 

of the fear, based on misinforInation, which was discussed above (Section 

4.2). The individuals who statistically are least likely to be victim.ized 

and hence have the least to fear are the n10st concerned, to the point of 

taking action to protect tr~~sdves. The rate for individuals 65 and over 
~.~ . ..s 

is approximately one-thl::l.'d' •. h{; rate for the next lowest group (50-64). 

Individuals ove! 49 years of age are only about two-thirds as likely to be 

victimized by larcel~Y as individuals 12 to 49 years of age. Sin1i1ar 

patterns. hold for a1l 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 ra.te for homeowners, while the r&.te for larcenies is slightly 

lower for renters. This may simply be a function of the larger number 

of goods which homeowners pos ses s, increasing tl.1eir risk. Bicycles, 

garden tools, toys, outdoor furniture, etc., all are found luore frequently 

among homeowners than among apartment dwellers. In addition, because 

of yards, driv~ways. and patios, these belongings are more likely to be 

II left out," making larceny easier, especially for the opportunistic thief. 

Cleveland police have reported a large increase in the number of expensive 

(five- and IO-speed bicycles) stolen by drug addicts from yards and side-

walks. Apartment dwellers are less likely to leave their possessions 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 incolne, since it is to be expected that 

black homeowners are more affluent tha.n black renters. The difference 

in larceny rates among different incorn,e groups has already been examined 

and will be discussed below when reviewing Table H-5. 

Larceny rates do not appear to be strongly as sociated with the 

type of clwellin~) as ,seen in Table H-4. Again, rates for black homeowners 

(or individuals living in single homes) suffering victimizations elsewhere 

arc highest, while rates for residents of large multi-family dwellings 

arc lowest for both races. Larceny rates "at hOIne" and "elsewhere" 

tend to ll1crease with size of structure up to f011r units and then decline 

slightly for large multiple-family structures. However, there are incon­

sistencies within the data which do not allow generalizations or speculations 

about the relationship between type of structure and rates. l.1ogically, 

One might expect that single-homeo\vners a11d renters of double or three-

farnily houses would suffer more larcenies at hon1.e, while residents of 

Ithigh~rise" apal"tments, without childl"en, might be more mobile and 

t.hus expel'iCtlCC more larcenies comm.itted elsewhere. The data on number 
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of units and larceny rates are am::liguous, but it does appear that for 

members of both races, the rate of larcenies cOlumitted elsewhere .is 

approximately twice as high as the rate of larcenies committed at home 

for residents of "high rises, II even though the residents of these buildings 

generally experience o-:,.:...r.t-L,i·iower rates of victimization. Thi:.. is 

probably a function of iu:;:"U.I..l'l'C and the increased security. garages, 

guards, and electronic surveillance present in these buildings. 

Larcenies at horne generally are positively related to income, with 

the rates for whites and blacks i-ising with incom.e. Two in!:ercsting 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 fU!1ctioll 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 crinlc 

rates are generally down. In addition, such individuals may have more 

secure homes and potential thieves may be deterred by this fad as well 

as the fact that they would be more visible in the neighborhood. This is 

e specially 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 middlec1ass individuals in this income category. This 
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argument, however, cannot be applied to blacks becaus e of their differential , 

housing pattern... Police statistics for the areas of the City occupied by 

higher-inco!} blacks do not differ significantly. * 

In the case of larcenies commi1:ted "elsewhere, 11 the rates are 

consistently higher for each racial and income group. The decline observed 

above 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 0-£ los,s of possessions while away frOIn home visiting 

places of entertainment or public places. The choice of su<:h facilities 

is probably different fer these individuals than for members of lower-

incolne groups~ This differential choice probably places the v·ictim in 

contact with different types of potential offenders, L e., individuals more 

likely to sieal by stealtl~ than by force. There is, unfortunately, a possible 

'f in '·tis argum.ent. The occasional thief is also probably more 

visible in such an environment and, as a result, is less a'ble to be effective. 

In general, the analysis of il1.come data is ambiguous and few consistent 

trends can be discern.ed, even after careful examination.. 

Most larcenies at horne occur in the early morning hours between. 

Midnight and six A. M.. (36.4 percent), as seen in Table H- 6. An additional 

30. 6 percent occur in ;the late evening, while the remaining third occur 

during the twelve hou,1!:"s frorrl six A. M. to six P. M. This may be explained. 

>'~Obviously, reporte·1 incidents will differ from Survey results. Unfortunately, 
spatia.l distribT.ltion of .survey results are unavaihble, so police data are 
offered to support this position. The question of spatial distribution is 
addressed below in Section V. . 
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in terms 0,£ the darkness needed to provide Ilcoyeril for these larcenies. 

It is difficult to appear inconspicuous while stealing a bicycle from 

individuals' yards during tbe day when they or their neighbor s are home. 

Darkness provides the necessary secrecy to allow such crirnes. The 

highest rate: of theft occurs in the early morning hours when individuals 

are asleep and differs from burglary, which occurs most often when 

individuals are away £roln their homes during the day and early evening 

until Midnight., The pattern for larceny away from home is consistent 

with the explanation offered for robbery above in Subsection 4.3.2. Most 

such larcenies occur during the day C54. 5 percent), when individuals 

are about: and are placed in contact with potential thieves, 1. e., riding 

buses and trains, eating lunch, visiting stores and so on. Following a 

similar'veln, one might expect that a large number of such larcenies 

might occur in the early evening when individuals are about visiting 

restaurants and theaters. T,h~ smallest number of such larcenies away 

from home !night be expected in the early morning hours when. most 

individuals are hOlne. The data presented in Table H-6 support this 

argument~, with 26. 3 percent occurring between six P.'M. and Midnight 

'. 

and only 19. Z percent occ,urring between Midnight and six Ao M. The 

patterns of 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) or near the victim1 s home (29.7 percent). Hom.es, 
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non-residence building s, and schools each account for about eight to nine 

percent of the larcenies. Larcenies in school most probab.ly refer to 

the theft of books, clothing, and lunches from desks, rather than the 

burglary oflockers. The theft of school property is not included because 

of the nature of the interviewing procedure. Thefts from non-residence 

buildings refers to theft from stores or offices of private property, for 

. example , a shopper's packages or an office worker1s personal possessions. 

The theft of merchandise or office supplies either by employees or others 

is not considered in this sUl'vey. The location is an important consideration 

because it outlines the type of individuals with whom the victim is likely 

to come in contact. Thefts occurring inside the home (or vacation home) 

must be committed by someone known to the victim, either a rel.ative, 

friend, employee, or other person who has legal access to the home, such 

as a service technician. The data presented in Table H-7 support the 

relationship between victim.ization and risk hypothesized above. 

The amount lost in most larcenies is relatively small but does differ 

according to the race of the victim. Eight thousand, six. hundred and fifty 

(88.5 percent) of the larcenies* at home with white victims involved losses 

of les s than $100, while 4, 310 (78. 9 percent)" of the victimizations involving 

blacks involved losses of less than $100. The median loss for whi.tes 

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 amOUl'lt of los s was known. 
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not apply to these incidents since l1.'lost of the losses were of property. 

The patter.n changes slightly when larcenies cornm.itted elsewhere are 

considered. In this case, the percentages of whites and blacks losing 

less than $100 are almost equal (83.5 percent for blacks, 81.2 'percent 

£01.' whi~es). The xnedian loss for larcenies cornm.itted elsewhere for 

whites is $34, while £01.' bla.cks it is $36. It would appear that the 

property and cash lost by both groups while away from home is relatively 

close even thqugh the whites lose more elsewhere than at home. Without 

more specific bre<>:<downs of the type of los s, cash, property, clothing, 

etc., these differentials are difficult to explain. 

The problems inherent in estimating the total economic impact 

of larceny as well as the estimation of individual losses has 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. Thefie 
., 

data are presented in TableH-ll. ' Unfortunately, the categories have 

been telescoped, making precise comparisons with the data in Table H-lO 

impossible. Almost 64 percent of the white victims suffered losses, 

including damages of less than $50, while 54.7 percent of the .black 

victims suffered similar losses. The' median loss, including damages, 

for whites. was $37; for bla,cks the comparable figure was $45. 

Large losses were relatively rare; only 5.7 percent of all larcenies 

at horne exceeded $250 and less than 0.3 percent involved more than 
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$1 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 individuals 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 

percent recovered in. either burglary or auto theft. Generally, the percent 

of cases in which no property is recovered declines with the alllount of 

pl'opel'ty taken (Table H-lO), In the case of larcenies with small losses 

(less than $50), none of the stolen goods 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 pCl';cent of the incidents all of the lost property was recovered. 

'X'hi s compares very .favorably when viewed in light of the overall recovery 

t'nte of less than 14 percent. It is interesting to note that in IllOst cases 

(with the exception of the $250-$999 category), the percent of cases where 

all property is recovered is greater than the case s in which only partial 

recovery occurs. n other words, the victim of a larceny is mo st likely 

to recover none of his property. However, if any property is recovered, 

it is likely that tho total an'lount taken will be recovered. The low rate 

of l'OCOV01'y is to be expected given the nature of larceny. By definition, 

there is .no contact b!Otween the victim and offender, hence no description 
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is possible. In addition, larcenies frequently go unnoticed for a period 

of time. Often, the lnissing objects are not discovere.d Ul'!.til someQne 

attempts to use thern. Even then, people frequently believe tnc'y have 

been misplaced. The high rate of recovery in bigger theft m.ay 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 categcry includes theft of a motor vehicle and attempted 

theft of a i.'l"lotor vehicle, and accounts for 12. 8 percent of all incide,nts 

(17,590 incidents). Auto theft accounts for 27.2 percent of all household 

incidents, excluding personal larceny (larceny con"lffiitted elsewhere) . 

(see Table 4-1) anlJ.. 18.5 percent of all houRehold crime, including such 

larcenies. The patterns observed for most other household crime also 

apply to auto theft as a review of the household tables (H-l through H-12) 

will demonstrate. l3lacks suffer the loss of their autos about one and 

one-half times as often as whites. Members of Ilother" races experience 

significantly lower rates Qf victimization. In the case of blacks, it is 

interesting to note that the major difference in rates occur s for auto 

thefts occurring at home. It appears that residential auto theft occur 

proportionately more often to blacks than to whites. However, in both 

cases, the rate of auto thefts occurring elsewhere is significantly higher 

than the rate occurring at home, frequently 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-IZ. When examining tenure (Table H-3). differences 

found between horneowner s and renter s are not significant,. while 

duferences between racial groups within tenure categories are significant. 

Howevcr, 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 lower, rate 

than whites. These differences surprisingly appear in the category of 

location. Black homeowners expeHence 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 approxim.ately 

thrce"Cluarters the white rate. This may be a function of mobility patterns 

an'long blacks who purchase homes, yet return to older, higher crime 

neighborhoods to visit friends. In addition, most auto thefts occur from 

the street, pl'obably while the car is parked and the owne-r is at work 

or visiting. 'rhe down1:own area, according to police statistics, experiences 

a very high rate of auto theft, with workers of both races being victimized 

rando1111y. Similar trends occur when controlling for income (Table H-5), 

in which blacks ha.ve consistently higher rates of victimization than do 

whites, with the 'exception of at home auto theft for very high white income 

groups. The :I.'ates for blacks earning over $15,000 is significantly lower 

than the l'a.tcs 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 

conllnent. 

Auto theft is positively associated with income (see Table H-5); 

the rate increases as income increases. This pattern holds for auto 

thefts occur.ing elsewhere and may be related to the value and desirability 

of the car. '\Vealthier 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 profes sional thl::'if, though for 

different reasons. The high recovery rate may be equated vdth joy-riding, 

in which case, fancy cars are desirable (see the discussion of recovery 

l'ates below). There are some anomalies occurring alnong 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 simply 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 II 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 bec<3.use of differential ownership 

of automobiles by age and race. Of the total number of households, 
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approximately 63.0 percent were white, 35.9 percent were black, and 

the remainillg 1. 2 percent were "other. 11 When looking at vehicle 

ownership, more than two-·thirds of the vehicles were owned by whites 

. a::ld 32. Z 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. 

specific ri(~k category of auto theft ... Obviollsly, if an individual does not 

own a car, he cannot be victimized. The distribution 6f multi-car families 

is not known, but i& probably less important in computing 11 at risk" 

probabilities. Using the data presented in Table H-12, it becomes 

obvi(Jus that blacks experience an even greater differential victimization. 

The rate of theft for whites is 6,296 thefts per 100, 000 vehicles owned, 

whilo the rate for blacks is 10,039 thefts per 100,000 vehicles owned. 

'1'he rate for blades is rnore than one and one-half times the 'white rate. 

As in the cas e for all other crime types examined so far, blacks of all 

ages, inco.r'J:leR, and of both sexes are victirnized more often than whites. 

There is no difEerence~ by race, between the number of attempted and 

the number of completed thefts. Approximately twice as m.any car s are 

~uccessful1y stolen as there are attempts made. 

The dist.ribution for auto theft by age follows the pattern of vehicle 

ownership. Individuals aged 12 -19 own fewer autos and are victimized 

loss of ton than others. This n'lay be a function of either the type of car 

owned by these individuals, i. e., less expensive, undesirable cars in 
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. of the value of the car.. The highest rate occurs for individuals in the 

20-34 year old: categolrY, with the rate steadily declining with age. This 

rnay be a function of tJh.e desirability of the cars driven by each age group 

from the point of'\riew of the potentia.l thief. Younger, opportunistic 

thieves may steal flashy, sporty cars for joy-riding or for the theft of 

specific com.ponents,. i. e. I seats, transmissions: accessories. These 

desirable cars are' n'!(Ore frequently driven by young, single individuals 

in the 20-34 ag.e categ;.ory. Older individuals are more likely to drive 

less desirable cars, from this point of view at leel,st. In addition, older 

individuals !nay take more care in parking and locking their cal'S. Another 

explanation may be offered, based on the patterns of socin.lizing engaged 

in by all groups •. Incl:iividuals 20-34 experience the largest rate of loss 

suffered away from m::>me~ which is probably a function of their increased 

mobility which.. pla.ces their car s II at risk l
' more often. The relationship 

between te.nure. patterms and auto theft have been discussed above (Table H.-3) 

in the context of race.. Overall renters experience slightly higher rates' 

of victimization.. Thi:s may well be a function of the difficulties which 

renters frequently ha,,,-e in finding any type of parking. In l'l'lany cases, 

the parking lots or om-street parking are not secure and may be located 

a considerable distamce from the renters' residence. These factors 

contribute to a higher rate of auto theft for rent'ers. 

The type of re.sidence, 1. e., number of units in the structure, 
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does not oeern to be important. No discernible patterns appear to dif-

ierentiatc; the as sociation. between number of dwelling units and thefts. 

The rates for nlulti-£arnily 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 th~Be newer large apartments have. 

However, when the num.ber of vehicles at risk is considered (see 

Table I'I~12), the ratelJ for renters appe3.rs to be significan.tly higher 

than the rate for homeowners (1, 023 thefts pel' 100, 000 vehicles owned 

VerS1.113 5, 684 thefts per 100,000 vehicles owned). These statistics are 

consilateni with the explanation presented above. Another variable which 

may 1:>e considered is size of the family. These data are presented in 

Tablf~ II-12. 
:~ 

Even though there are some confound{ng factors, it appears 

tha.t hLl'gcl' households suffer victimizations luore often than 'smaller 

ones. This is consistent with the concept of eJ.::posu.re to risk. Large 

househulds (UC! more likely to contain more than one driver, thereby 

placing the cal' at risk more often because it is driven and parked more 

fl'cqucntly awcl.Y from. the owner I s home. Most thefts occur from the 

street or Helds (73. 1 percent of all thefts). This might be explained in 

tCl'nlS of the pattern of ~heft. Gars are frequently stolen while the owners 

are attending wOl'k, cntcl'tainment, or sporting events. The thief therefore 

has a fair idea of when the owner will return and the amount of time 

available to hinl. Stealing a car requires some "lead time" to be effective. 

That is, the thief should have sonle time before the car is missed to 

~:'L\\rgt'l' ht.Hlscholds .1:1'1<1.)" contain ur~rcla.ted individuals. In addition" in the 
case of large fanlilies, many individuals ma-; not drive. 
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strip it or move it to ;a'secure location where extensive changes maybe 

made to prepare the car for resale. 

Of tho.se auto thefts occurring at home, most (59 pE;rcent) occur 

between Midnigh.t 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 (I O. 7 percent}. This pattern is se~n reflected in the auto 

thefts occurring away from home. In those cases when th.e time is known, 

most occux between six A. M. and six P. M. (54.5 percent). Proportionately, 

almost a& .tnany occur during the six hours between six P. M. and Midnight. 

The sn'laliest nUInber of thefts away from hOD:1e occur in the early m01'ning 

hours because most individuals have returned home with their cars. The 

rates for auto.· thefts at home and elsewhere comple'ment each other, with 

rates at home declining as rates elsewhere increase. 

The amount of loss in the case of auto theft shows a much smaller 

distribution,. with losses clustering in the $250 or more category (83.8 

percent of aU incidents). There are few difierencesbetwecn races 01' 

location of theft. This;,s probably to be expected, since the categories 

do l'lot allow fine enough distinctions in value. The cost of most cars, 

even used one.S:,. 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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the'H~ data. An interesting trend ;:nay be observed in comparing loss by 

race. Blacks tend to lose more valuable cars to theft than do whites. 

Fewer whites (56.5 percent) suffer 'i:otallosses of $250 or mO.re than 

blacks (58.9 percent). Whites suffer relatively small losses (less than 

$50) more than blacks. Un-fortunately, the categories of total loss, 

including damages, Clnd. loss are not the same, preventing more detailed 

comparisonH. 'rhe value of cars generally varies lesF, than the value of 

goods taken in other forms of theft or robber, which leads to less mean-

inUful interpretaiiclUs of the 10 s s data. ~;: 

'rhe rate of recovery for stolen autos is the highest fOl' the three 

typeD of household crime. Overall, more than 76 percent of all stolen 

cars are l'ccovcrcd. This rate yades frorn 50 percent in the case of 

cars valued at les8 than $50 to 87 percent in the case of cars .' 

valued at ~)l, 000+. :::::: Generally, the rate for all cars valued at $100 or 

rnOl'(~ 11) quite high, mrm' 80 percent. The number of cars which are 

reeov~n·(.d It sh-ipped" is relatively low. A little les s than a third of 

the en.!'!.> recovered (32.4 percent) are found stripped or are only recovered 

partially. Again, any analysis 'of the recovery rates and car values will 

he rnisleading, because data are not available in fine enough categories 

---------------,-------------------!:·D''l.ta on auto theft would be rnore n:lCaningful if type of car, compact.' 
st.atiol'l.wagon, luxury cur, etc., were recorded. In addition, crime 
categuries for auto theft should probably go to at least $·1, 000. 

::::;:It is pUHsihle that in. the co.se of these ,low-value cars, the cars were 
actually abandol1cd a.'td reported as stolen. Auto-wrecking yards are 
frC'qt.tt'ntly ovcrHtocked and willllot purchase junk cars. 
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to allow meaningful comparisons. In swnmary, the 'rate of recovery for 

stolen autos is significantly higher than the rates of recovery for othel' 

household crimes and the rate increases with the value of the auto. 

4.5 ANALYSIS...QK..~ATIONAL CRIME PANEL DATA-- COJ\fMERCIAL CRFvtE 

Com.mercial Cl"ime approximates household crime in more respects 

than it does personal crhne. Comlnercial crime, like household crime, 

has economic goal:l as its motive. Burglary and robbery are committed 

with the intent of obtaining a monetary return. The emotional nature 

and previous . .:era.ction between victim and assailant present in personal 

crime are a • .;:3ent here.. Burglary of a commercial building is silnilar 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 l'l:lajor crimes 

against business, which account for lnost of their losses, are sh?plifting 

and employee theft. Estim.ates of the cost of these offenses reach ":he 

millions of dollars per yearo (Crime and Its Impact, 1967: 3). However, 

the difficulties involved in collecting daJca which validly measures the 

extent of this crime, since even its dirnensions are sometimes unknown 

to the i;. ,,) essman, and the lack of comparability from one type of business 

to ar',+r " precludes their analysis. 

An estimated 31, 001 businesses were surveyed, including retail 

stores, wholesale sales, real estate, service, !nanufacturing, 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 year 1971-72 h!L~'olved 

commercial establishments. Of these 13, 761 incidents, 2,386 (17. 3 

percent) were robberies .and 11,375, (82. 7 percent) werE~ burglaries. 

Retail stories suffered robberies much more frequently than any other 

type of b"qsiness. Retail stores and manufacturers were the victims of 

burglary more often than any other type of business. However, the 

pattern of time, 108d, and reporting vary from business to business and 

acco1"ding to crime type. The follo'ving sections will discuss t~le patterns 

0£ vic.timization for the two types of commercial crime included in the 

National CriJ.ne Survey Victimization survey. 

4.5. 1 COMMB .... IAL BURGLARY 

This crime is by far the most common type of commercial crhue 

reported on in this survey. The patterns of bluglary vary from business 

to business and are presented in summary form ir, Table C-l. Service 

businesses account for the largest single category of business, 13,576 

(43.8 percent of a.ll businesses), followed,by retail sales (32.6 percent). 

rrogether, these two categories account for mor~ than 75 percent of all 

busin(3sses. 

The c:'ata pl'esented in this table include all incidents, including 

multiple victin"l.izations for certain busines ses. More detailed breakdowns 

4-88 

.' 



I 
I 
I 
'I 
'I 
.. ...;, 

'I, 
II, 

I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I' 

are presented in Table C- 2. Before discussing these multiple incidents, 

a general view of co~ercial burglary can be' seen in the first table. 

Retail stores have the largest num.ber of burglaries (4,709) as well as 

the largest percent of the tota.l burglarie s (41.4 percent). b. addition, 

the$e businesses'also experience ~he highe8~. rate of burglary (471 

burglaries perl. 000 busines ses). Service, businesses experience the 

next largest number of incidents, 3,729 (32.8 percent of all incidents). 

However, due to their large number (43.8 percent of total businesses), 

they experience 'a relatively low rate of victimization (275 burglaries 

per 1, 000 businesses). The category of II all o~her" accounts for 1,356 

incidents (11. 9 percent) and has a rate of 402,per 1~ 000 businesses. 

The remaining categories account for 1,582 incidents (13.9 percent of 

all incidents). The rate-, 'for these businesses 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 busines ses experience the highest number 

of incidents and the highest rate because of a combination of the,s.e factors. 

Thiey are more readily visible to the potential thief., offer a greater 

po'tentia1 reward, and generally are less well protected. R~tai1stores, 

as opposed to serlrice concerns or real estate businesses, generally 
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have more goods available which are desirable from the thiefl s point of 

view. These include cash, clothing, entertainment equipm.ent, and tools 

which the thief can use or call readily Ilfence. II 

Real estate and service businesses generally do no't have as m.uch 

desirable property from the point of view of the thief. Real estate trans-

actions almost always are conducted by check, which are'useless to the 

opportunistic burglar. Service businesses also generally conduce business 

by check. Real estate concerns have littlo de sirable property, except 

for furnishings; service concerns have little except specialized tools and 

parts inventories, which generally are only worth Ilscrap value. II The 

generally low rates (significantly below the rates for either manufacturing 

or retail businesses) are most lil<:.ely a function of this decreas,ed desira-

bility and lower potential reward, since there is little evidence to support 

either lower ex,?0sure or better security. 

Wholesale trad{~ busin2sses follow the pattern .observed for retail 

trade because of the desirability of the m.erchandise for a potential thief. 

However 9 the slightly lower rate may be attributed to the g;reater security 

employed by such concerns, involving burglar alarms, secure premises, 

. , 

and private police officers. In addition, a large proportion of their 

busines s is conducted by check, thus reducing the amou,nt of available 

cash. 
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The manufacturing concerns present an anomaly based on the above 

argu.m.ent~ They 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 closed for large periods, 

giving the potential thief greater time to act. 

The last category, II all other, II is difficult to explain, given the 

wide range of businesses involved. It is possible that the general con­

tractors, listed within this c<:itegory, contribute to the h'gh burglary rate 

because of the los~~es incurred at constructi<.. 1. sites. Transportation 

companies, for exarnple, household movers and warehouses, may also 

experience higher rates because of the desirability of the merchandise 

which they handle. However, these observations are l'nere speculation 

because of the lack of specificity and the broad range of industries, from 

agriculture to com .. mercial airlines, which are subsumed under this 

heading. 

The total number of incidents has been summarized, but multiple 

incidents have n0t been considered~ The incidence of l1.1.ultiple victimi-

zations, in burglary, rDbbery, oJ." a combination of the two, may be observed 
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m Table C-2. The total nu.rnber of businesses victimized and not victimized 

. . 
a.re presented in tabula.r form. Overall, less than one-quarter (23.7. 

percent) of all businesses were victirnized; some more than four times • 

Of the 5,922 businesses suffering only burglary, Inost (81. 4 percent) 

,were victimized once, 10. 3 percent were ,;?ictimized twice; 4.4 percent, 

three tilnes, and 3.9 percen.t, four or rnore times. 

The pattern of incidents (T able C -1) and the proportion of total 

victimized businesses presented in Tab~e C-2 follow closely. However, 

it is of interest to examine the patturn of multiple incidents for each 

type of business to deterlnine if differences ~xist. The highest percent 

of n~ultiple victimizations occur for real estate busines ses, in which 

case 39.1 percent of all businesses were victimized more than once, ':< 

while service businesses were rarely victimized luore than once 

(approxilnately 10 percent of service businesses suffered multiple 

victimization.s) for burglary. 
'. 

. ... 
", 

Wholesale businesses experience,the next largest percent of 

multiple victimizations for burglary (35.5 percent), followed by all 

*This .rna} ..>e a function of the srnaU·num.L .. !r Vl victimizations (92), 
which is 1. 2 percent of the total. 
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others (23.6 percent), retail trade (23.1 percent), and manufa~cturers 

(19.9 percent). In the case of multiple victimizations, most businesses 

sU£ier two such incidents. Of all multiple victimizations for b,urglary, 

55.6 percent involve two incidp.nts. 

'I'he relatively low rates ~6r service and manU£acturing may be 

.explained by increased security measures undertaken after the initial 

occurrence. This may in part be observed in the small percent of second 

victimizations, possibly a result of increased security after initial 

incidents, anc'. relatively larger num.ber of three- or ioul'-incident 

victimizations. Reta.il stores may frequently be forced to close after 

initial victimizations, thus reducing the number at risk for multiple 

incidents. It m.ust be emphasized that all of the above discussion is 

based on speculation, sID'.:e additional data is not presently available to 

allow the testing of such hypotheses, 

When the combination of burglary and robbery are considered, 

the pa'ctern of r.o.ultiple victimiza~io.ns does not change <l.?preciably. The 

major difference is the fact that because of the large number of robberies 

which are suffered by retail stores, thei.r overall percent_ of multiple victim-

izations increases and places them. third in frequeny of occurrence,_ followiLlg 

wholesale and real estate businesses. This pattern may be directly 

attributed to the differential exposure to robbery 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. (see Table C-3). 

This is most likely a function of the large number of burghries relative 

to lobberies. Of all the incidents in which the time was known, lTIOst 

(52.4 percent) occurred during this period; 27 percent occurred during 

the day (6 A. M .. to 6 P. M.), and 20. 7 ?ercent occurred in the early 

evening (6 P. M .. to Midnight). The pattern is consistent £01' all types 

of businesses; however, the actual percent of daytime incidents declines 

markedly for retail businesses. It appears .that since burglary is the 

most prevalent type of com.merdal crime, occurring aln~ost five times 

, 
more often than robbery, and occurring most often under cover of 

darknes s or when busines ses are 1lnoccupied, the overall n.ulnber of 

incidents also follows this pattern. 

Table C-3 :0 further.broken down. by crime type and the hypothesis 

offered above is supported. Of the 9, 051 burglaries for which the time 

of occurrence was known, 83.2 percent occurred .betwE:en 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 hour.':':, thus reducing the likelihood 

of burglary. Temporal burglary patterns for businesses differ and 

complement those of household burglaries. lviost homes are victimized 

during the day and early- evening wher~ ',. " Dple are away at work or 
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shopping, while most businesses are victimized in the early morning 

when workers and shoppers are no~ present. 

Within the category of burglaries, there are differences when 

:the type of ,business is examined. The percent o{ early morning burg'J.aries 

varies from 77 percent for retail stores to 39.9 percent £01' manufacturing 

concerns. ,Wholesale and service busir..esses eJ.."Perience lower percentages 

(60.8 percent and <19.7 percent, respectively). When the entire period 

six P. M. 'fo six A: M. is consider'ed, the pattern remains approximately 

the same, with the exception of manufacturing businesses. The percent 

of burglaries doubles when the l2-hour six P. M. to six A.11. period is 

considered. This differs from the percentage for all businesses and 

the ratio for all the other types of bUf?ines,s, in which two to three times 

a.s~nany burglaries occur from Midnight 'to six A~ M. as' occur from six 

P. M. to Midnight. This discrcpan'cy m.2.y be explained in terrns of 

operating hours. In the case of retail stores with later closing hours, 

the ratio of early morning to evening burglaries is 4.25 to one; for 

"all others, II the ratio is 3.25 to one. These businesses are populated 

with staff and custolner s longer, as well as being open on wee~ends, 

while the other businesses are open shorter hours and are closed on 

weekends, providing the potential thief ",:ith greater time to operate. 

Table C-4 presents information on the amount of loss involved 

ill burglaries when examined in light of the presence of insurance coverage. 
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The largest category of loss f~r all businesses was $250 plus, which 

<lccounted for 34.9 percent of all losses. The media.n loss ·was in excess 

of $750 for tb..i:s l';atego~y. This was followed by moderate losses (between 

$10 and $250) ,yhich accounted for 34.3 percent, and small losses (30.8' 

percent). This pattern of increasingly larger numbers of large losses 

. 
is independent of the presence of insurance coverage, but does affect the 

percentage of incidents reported to the police. Fi~ms with proportionately 

larger losses.: repc.rt them more often than do firms with smaller losses. 

This is consistent with the discussion of reporting offered above for per­

sonal an:d hou.sehold crline. The pattern of amount of loss appears to ~e 

more related to the available goods at the time of theft. Manufacturing 

firms experience relatively more moderate and small losses than large 

losses. The pa.Uern is mo st probably a function of chance, in that whether 

the burglar is 5uccef.sful (i. e., a large, $250 plus, theft) or un~uccessful 

(a small, less than $10 theft) depends primarily on when he COIDluits the 

crilne, i.e., what ir:; available., 

The pr.esence of insurance coverage does not1.ppear to significantly 

affect the frequency of reporting. Given the need fer a police report 

in requesting aninsuranlCe 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~ II 
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without. In the aggregate, this does not appear to be true. AI.most 

flev:enty-one pe·rcent of the businesses without insuranc e report burglaries 

to the police, while 78.4 percent 'of those with insurance report such 

crime. The aame general proportions .0£ reporting exist for most 

c,ategories except real estate businesses. In this case, only 40 percent 

of the businesses with insurance report burglaries, and no businesses 

without ins~rance report. This is probably a result of the fact that most 

losses incurred by real estate businesses are small, 67 percent of the 

unreported losses were of less than $10. 

The £u1J. ixnpcl.ct of the losses suffered by business firms is UIlknown. 

The data presented in Table C-5 above merely present patterns of loss, 

because of the nature of the "open-ended" categories ~nd the inability to 

assume an even. distribution of losses within categories. In addition, 

the econotnic CO'3t of comr.nercial crime is frequently passed on to the 

customers: in terms of higher prices. 

4. 5.2 COMMERCIAL ROBBER Y 

This c:rim.e occurs sign.ificantly less often than burglary, but the 

pattern generaily follows that of burglary. The highest number of incidents 

(1,489) occur:x:'ed in retail stores, accounting for 62.4 percent of all 

incidents of robbery. Retail stores e:h.-perience a rate of 147.2 robberies 

per 1,000 businesses (see Table C-l). This rate is approx!mately one 

and one-half ti.n:tes the rate for wholesale businesses and three tilnes the 
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rate for most other busines ses. 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 pro£ita:J.i,:~..:'·~;:tholesale firms in the Cleveland area 

frequently serve retail custL,:n1el'"S, thus presenting greater appeal to a 

robber. However, it can generally be said that robbery is primarily 

a crime com.mitted against retail stores. In terlns of number of incidents, 

service businesses exper~ence 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 per 1,000 based on 1,384 businesses). 

With the exception of the category "all other, 11 most businesses 

experience fewer Inul1;iple incidents of robbery than of burgiary. Between 

83.2 percent (wholesale trade) and 100 percent of robberies are single 

victimizations as seen in Table C-Z. In the case of ".all otherr., II one-half 

of the incidents involved lTIultiple 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 victiln-

izations. Most of these multiple incidents of robbery can be attributed to retail 

~:Thismay be attributed to the small total number of robberies (36). 
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businesses (56 .. 6. percent). Real estate and manufacturing businesses 

suffered no multiple victirrLi:~atioris. 

The temporal distribution of commercial robbery is as expected. 

Table C-3, which pre:sents the 'data for robbery, supports the hypothesis 

that most robberies occur during the day when staff and/or customers 

are present. Of the Z" 367 incidents in which the tim.e is known, ~~ two-

thirds occur between: six A. M. <l.nd six P. M. In the case of II all others" 

and manufacturing concerns, all robberies occur during the day. This 

is probably a function. of o'perating hours of these concerns. If this 

concept of operating hours is considered in examining retail trade, the 

extended hours of,many such businesses account for a more equitable 

distribution of cases" even though more than one-half do occur between 

six A. M. and s.ix p.1:Vr. (52.8 percent). 

Table G··5 presents the distribution of losses by business type 

and insurance coverage. Of the 2,386 robberies which occurred, 2, 140 

or 89. ? 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 most often 

occurred in retail stores (70.7 percent) and service businesses (16.9 

percent). For the pu.rposes of this discussion, only robberies with loss 

will be considered. 

*The large number of "donlt know" for service. businesses is surprising 
but inexplicable,. at present. 
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Most victimized businesses (see Table C- 6) suffered losses of 

between $51 and $250. Eight hundred and twenty losses in tl-d!1' range 

were reported, which is 47. 3 percent of the total los ses and 56.4 percent 

of the losses in which the amount is known. In no case of robbery was 

the loss less than $10. Wholesale businesses suffered large losses over 

$250 relatively mOl,'e often than other businesses (37.3 percent of the 

victimizations of wholesale businesses were $250+) compared to retail 

stores (17.2 percent) and service businesses (16.7 percent). No losses 

over $250 were reported for the other categories. The luedian loss in 

wholesale robberies was $2,000. Few robberies involved losses of 

between $10 and $250~' 23.1 percent of all incidents in which amount of 

loss is known. The general loss pattern indicates that, by far, most 

businesses suffered l'rloderate losses, with only wholesale trade concerns 

experi(;llcing frequent large losses. 

When exaluined in light of tnsurance coverage, busbesses without 

coverage report a larger proportion of moderate los ses ($51 to $250) 

but a slnallcr proportion of large losses ($250+). Tha mE,:dian loss for 

businos GOS wit~lOut insurance is large}.' than. the 10 ss for Imsin~s ses with 

insurance. Comparing different businesses by loss and insurance 

coverage 1?ccomes difficult because of the large number of empty cells. 

Howevor, it does appear that the presence of insurance does not result 

in higher indiv'idual 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 ?iifiicult to assess, and no 

analysis will be attempted here. 

Some information is available on the offender in c0rrumercial robberies 

and is presented in Tables C-7 A, 0-7 B, and C-7 C. In the case of a 

single of'fender t all offenders were luale. This is to be expected since 

it is unlikely that a lone woman will attempt to rob a commercial estab­

lishn1ent, though it is possible that a wom.an might accompany a man or 

group of luen. However, this does not occur in any incidents' reported 

in the survey. The majority of comr:lercial robberies, 1,651 or 70.7 

percer.t, involved two or more offenders. >:< 

The race distribution of offender s is ej'<-ner single-offender .or 

multiple-offender dttempted and com.pleted incidents is almost id,el1.tical. 

In single-offender robberies~ 22.7 percent of the offenders were white, 

while in multipl~-offender robberies 21. 5 percent were w~1.ite. The 

majority of the remaining robberies in both cases were black. 

The success of a com.mercial robbery luay well be a function of 

the number of offender s. 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 fot' multiple offenders., 'J? 8:-ddition, 

it appears that there is a pattern among the different types of businesses 

a,nd the presence or absence of m~ltiple offenders. as seen in Table C-7 C. 

Wholesale trade businesses are most. frequently robbed by two or 

m.ore 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 other er.l.d of the continuum., in the case of II all other businesses, II 

only 14.1 percent of the incidents involved multiple offenders. The fre­

quency of multiple offenders is given for each of the following types of 

businepses: retail trade, 73.5 percent; service, 70.0 percent, and 

manufacturing, 60.0 percent. This latter case is surprising because one 

might expect manufacturing concerns to have large numbel's of employees, 

11 scaring offl1 the lone: robber. 

The age distribution presented in Table C -7 B for offenders follows 

the pattern already seen for personal crime. By far, most single offenders 

are 21 years of age 01" older (92 percent of offenders wl10se age is known). 

The remaining eight percent are between 18 and 20 years of age. A similar 

pattern exists in the case of multiple offender s, though there are some 

younger offenders involved. Over 59 percent of the multiple offenders 

are 21 years of age or older, 7.4 percent are between 18 and 20 year.s 

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 

4-102 



I 
I ages. There appear to be few differences in age of offenders in completed 

slightly yowlger offenders. This is consistent with a model of learning 
I 

and attempted robberies, though unsuccessful attempted robberies involve 

I delin.quent behavior (Sutherland .. 1968) which might lead one to expect 

I . ' 
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completed :robberies • 
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I There are apparent differences in the reporting of personal, house-
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hold, and commercial crime. Most personal and household crime is not 

,reported to the police .. while just the opposite occurs in the case of com-

mercial crime. The following paragraphs exaluine the distribution of 

non-reporting by selected variables and presents and discus ses 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 45 percent of all personal victimizations al'e reported to the 

police. Howe'.,-er, within the categories of personal crim.e there are 

large differences in the percentages reporting. For exarnple, in the . . 

case of as saultive violence with theft, the percentage reporting the inci-

dent to the polic:e is considerably higher than the percentage reporting 

either assaultive violence 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 as saultive 
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violence witb:out 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 reporting and non-reporting is not 

surprising given the 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 that the victim is probal?ly 

less likely to know the offender but because of the assault and possible 

injury is more likely to corne to the attention oJ 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 further speculated 

that the individual has had less prior' involvement and is probably unlikely 

to have precipitated the action. (Wolfgang, 1957; Pittman and Handy; 1964). 

The result is a higher proportion of reporting for this offense. 

Beth assaultive violence without theft and personal theft are reported 

to the police much les s often. However, this higher rate of non-reponi.ng 

rnay be attributed to two very different reasons. In the case of per sonal 
" 

theft, the dctiin. 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 to corne to. police attention. Very different 

reasons probably lead to non-reporting in the case of assaultive violence 

without theft. It is possible that the victim knew his assailant but because 
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of personal involvement is unwilling t,o report the incident. In addition, 

the individuals likely to become involved in these assaults ,may in ,fact 

have been involved in illegal activity and may have directly or indirectly 

contributed to their own victimization and would be reluctant to report 

their activities. 

The role of victim-offender rel2..tionship in reporting pz.;tterns 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 victilnizations involving offenders known to the 

victim were reported while 45.3 percent of all victimizations involving 

strangers were reported. However, when examining different crimF.l 

types data are found which support the hypotheses offered above. Assault 

with theft ·:::ommitted 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 of the time a.td. ~16. 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-

m.itted by indiv:iduals 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 nbt reporting assaults in 

which offender is known or thefts in which offender is unknown. Due to 
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the slnall number of non- stranger victimizations, more detailed analysis 

is difficult. 

'There appears to be no significant difference between races in 

reporting their victimizations to the police. The significant differences 

'F-

appear across crime types, .ll(-f.~cross 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 reported most frequently. 

Approximately two-thirds of such assaults are reported and there is 

no difference in reporting between blacks and whites. Incidents of 

as saultive violence without theft are reported least often, les s than 40 

percent of the time, and, again, ther.e is no significant difference between 

races in terms of reporting. The only di£fe:t<ence in reporting occurs in 

the case of personal theft, in which blacks report a slightly higher 

percentage of the incidents than do whites. Thhl might we1l be a function 

of the relatively greater loss' experienced by blacks in these incidents. 

Overall, blacks report slightJy more incidents of personal victimization 

* " than do whites. These results are consistent with the results presented 

by NO .. t:tC, which indicate that blacks and whites do not differ significantly 

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 i)f 16,850 victimization.:> (39. 1 percent) 

while women reported 7, 720 out of 14,980 victimizations for a reporting 

rate of 51. ~ percent. The percentage of victimizations reported tends to 

increase with age for both rr)::\1~~~ ::::l1.£ema1es (see Table P-30) and generally 
._~ ~~.~ ~~;... ..1 

follows the pattern already repvl"·~·~rabove. 
~. 

Reasons for non-repor±:ir.:t,-,"':;'"} presented in Table P-32. Of the 

total victimizations not reported to the police, the n~ost frequent reason 

cited was that" nothing could be don~! (27. 8 percent) I followed by "n~t 

important" (27.6 percent). "Private matter" or "reported e1sewhere" 

was' given as a reason in 17 percent 'bf the cases. This may be a result 

of resorting to private ITleanS of dispute settlement. Fear of reprisaJ. 

is not an important reason, accounting for les s than three per::ent of the 

re;l.sons for non-reporting. Possibly lack of cOluidence in the police is 

.. 
indicated by 7. 5 percent of the respondents who gave II didn't want to bother 

the police" as a response. 

The hypothesis about non-reporting as a function of crime type is 

further supported when the reasons for not reporting specifiC types of 

crime are exalnined. 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 differ s from both types of 
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assault in which tlnot important" was given as the reason. Generally, the 

reporting or non-reporting of a victimization appear s to be a function of 

two factors: the individual's own involvement and the likelihood of a 

successful outcome of the rep,ort. These two factors are directly related 

to crime types and may well be the main determinant of whether or not 

the victin'l reports the incident. 

Table H-8 presents the rea.sons for non-reporting in the case of 

household victims. Fifteen thousand, eight hundred and forty burglaries, 

according to self .• report, were not reported to police. This accounts for 

55.2 percent of all :incidents. The ratio of totaJ. burglaries to reported 

burglaries is 2.23 to one. The reason offered most is that II nothing 

could be done" (35. 7 percent). Given the nature of burglary, the victim 

is unlikely to have much information which '\vi11 be of value, to the police 

in apprehending the offender. In over 29. 6 pe~ceilt of the unreported 

burglaries the victim felt tnat the incident was not impc:rtant, i. e., the 

10 s s was probably small and not worth the bother of repo-.:ting. Surprisingly, 

fear of reprisal, frequently cited by many students ot' crin'linology, is not 

an important reason for non-reporting, accounting for only 0.3 percent. ~~ 

Ln 9.5 percent of the cases, private solutions, probably retaliation, are. 

resorted to. ** 

*See The Challenge of Crime, 1967. 

**Combining the categories "private matter'l 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, famiiy, etc. 1 into 
play. 
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The individuals' attitudes toward the police may be seen in the 

response, "didn't want to bother police, II which acc;ounts for 9.7 percent 

of the reas'ons offered. If this is combined with the category of "nothing 

could be done,n individuals' a.ttitudes toward the police result in non-

reporting in over a quarter of all burglaries and in almost half of the 

reasons cited by individuals who do not report. 

Inconvenien.ce. other, and unav2.ilable information account for 

15.2 percent of'the! reasons for non-reporting of burglary. 

Whe.n. exan~ining personal larceny, we might expect much the 

same pattern-" with the exception that the percent of non~reporting is 

much higher; '8S" 2 percent of the victims do not report lal.·cenies. The 

ratio of tota\l larcenies to reported larcenies is '9. 3 to one. The reasons 

given .m.ost 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 reason (0.5 perce.nt). The fact that larcenies are 

frequently undiscove1. ed for some time, the offender is rarely seen or 

known, and the lack of physical evidence, all probably result in an attitude 

of "what's: the' use ll
• This is 'onfirm.ed by the data "Presented above. 

The tendency to regard the theft as a private matter or to report 

it to others occurs slightly more often (il. 2 percent). The individuals' 

attitudes toward the polic~, reflected in the above 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. 

I 

Auto thefts are repo:t'ted in 68.6 percent of the cases, . resulting 

in a total auto thef1;s to reported auto thefts ratio of 1.5 to one. This 

might be expected, given-t.hv v~ti.:;~of the loss and the relatively high 
.. 

recovery rate for stolen auton;~0-:-J.les. The reason 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 cited 

in 11. 6 percent of the cases. However J the resort to private means;~ 

occures in only 2.5 ca.ses. A variety of reasons, inc1~ding 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 l,'eported crime. Most larcenies (89.3 percent) are 

unreported, while few auto thefts are unreported (31. 4 percent). This 

is probably a function of the .Iwtp.nt..of the loss and the liklihood of recovery, 

both of which are high for auto theft. 

8im.ilar patterns also exist in the case of commercial burglary 

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, 

4-110 



I 
1 
I 
I 
1 

,'" 

I 
I 
1 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1 
I 
I 
I. 

probably insurance companies or private security forces, occurred in 

15.4 percent of the cases. These three categories account for most of 

the reasons for not reporting (78.8 percent). Inconvenience and un.willingness 

to bother the police a.re relatively unim.portant, accounting for only 3. 7 

percent and 2.5 percent, .re£--:-?$"~.~::::ly, Generally, similar patterns 

also exist across business tYP;;;"'::.~.:l'he only exception being service 

businesses, in which case, most of the. burglaries not reported to the 

police are reported to son~eone else (35.0 percent). 

When comparing the percent of incidents reported across types of 

busines ses, mosi: busines ses report approximately the same percentages. 

The only exception being real estate businesses, which indicate a reporting 

percentage of only 22.4 percent. The reason lUOst 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 insura';lce rates. 

One thousand, seven hundred and thirty-two of the 2,385 'incidents 

of commercial burglary were reported to the police (72.6 percent). There 

al'e slight differences between reporting rates for different businesses. 

While sales businesses report robberies most often (88.7 percent of the 

incidents), service and rnanufacturing concerns repo'rt only 60 percent 

of the robbery incidents. 
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Table C-9 gives the distribution of reasons for non-reporting of 

corrunercial robberies. Over 90 percent of all com.m~rcial robberies 

are reported to the police, ranging £ron"'1 73.3 percent in the case of 

service 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. For all incidents, approximately 24 perc ent cited 

IIlack of proof," 2:4 percent cited Ilnot important, II and 2:4 percent cited 

llreported to someone else. II In the latter case, this was most likely an 

insurance company or a priyate security force. Generally, the pattern 

of reasons for non-reporting differs from that of either person.al or 

household incidents. The pattern of reasons does, however, appeal' to 

vary by type of busines s. Retail stores generally offer lack 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. Service 

businesses generally cited a. variety of reasons and manufacturing 

businesses .cited. a lack of proof in all cases. 'However, it rnust be 
",~ 

pointed out that the sluall number of. unreported robberies in many cases 

prevents,detailed analysis. On the whole, it can be said that commercial 

establishments report robbery luuch more often than others and when 

they 'fail to 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. 

4-112 



-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
, ' 

I 
I 
I 
I 

:1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Though precise comparisons with Cleveland Police data are 

difficult and are plagued with many problems, they are of interest in 

light of other l'esearch 'on non-reporting. Before discussing Cleveland 

Police Departme.nt data, two points must be em.phasized. The first con-

cerns the different ba'ser em.r~~yed. 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 reporteu to the Cleveland Police 

and appears in its UCR statistics. Thus, the incidents appearing in the 

CPD statistics include a much larger potential base than the survey results. 

Secondly, the categories employed in the victimization survey are not 

cOlnpletely comparable with the UCP categories used below. 

Therefore, the following comparisons are presented only to give 

the reader a flavor of the similaritie s 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 Report: Cleveland Police Departmen!.for the yeal'S 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 

V~ctirnization Survey Cleveland Police D'l..ta Ratio --
Rape ''in 0 450 2.2 
Robbery 12,835** 5,807 2.2 
Assault 11,990 4,486 2.6 
Larceny 35,889 l4,60R 2.45 

. ~ 

The pattern of underreporting offenses observed above in comparing 

NORC and UCR data also occurs in the data £01' Cleveland. The broad 

categorizations employed :in the ,Annual Report: Cleveland :police D~'artment 

prevent finer comparisons. However, rough comparison of ,the data are 

possible. Assaul.t 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 repol'ting (Table P-29), the 

ratio of unreported to l.'cported assaults is approxilnately 2.5 to Olle, whkh 

agrees quite closely with the results in Table 4-11 abo~e. The ra,tios of 

unreporting £07,' robbery and larceny are mor,e difficult to compute from 

Table P-23 because of the categorization in which assault crOS$cutn 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 another problem, ill ad~ition to the lack of consistency 

in definition. It has already been pointed out that the non-reporting 

information collected in the survey refers only to Cleveland residents. 

However, the police data include all crime reported, regardless of place 

of residence of victiro.. The "population" of Clev,eland 11 at risk" each 

day is larger than the :residential population. The combination of these 

two factors serve to a.rtifically increase the number of offenses reported 

relative to the offenses reported in this survey, thus artificially reducing 

the ratio of unreported to reported crin~e. The results presented in this 

section, e specially Table 4-11 should be considered carefully with thi.s 

in mind. 

Given the fact that Cleveland police data do not differentiate between 

household and commercial burglaries, the two categ,ories are combined 

in the discussion pres'ented below. 

Table 4-12 

COMPARISON OF VICTIMIZATION SURVEY RESULTS WITH 
CLEVELAND POLICE DATA FOR PERSONAL VICTIMIZATIONS 

Burglary 
Auto Theft 

Victilniz~tion Sur~~ Cleveland Police Data 

40,040 
17,590 

10,446 
17,526 

Ratio, 

3. 8 
1.0 
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The low ratio of victi.miz ation to reported auto theft is probably 

a function of the at risk population discussed above in Section 3. 1. Auto 

theft occurring dO'wntown n"lay well involve suburbanites 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 .number s reported in Cleveland cIo 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 

II adjust" the statiBtics to eliminate the reporting of non-residents to 

allow comparison of survey results and police data. 

Section V will cOlnpare the NORC results with the results reported 

above to deterrnine if similar patterns exist overtime and over diffel' ent 

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 "clnergc . 

enabling law enforcen"lent pel"sonnel to effectively mowlt campaigns aimed 

at increasing citizens I irivolveITlent in crime prevention. 
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TABLES P-l through P-31 

PERSONAL VICTIMIZA TIONS 
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TABLE P-2: RATES OF PERSONAJoJ VICTIHIZATION' 
BY RACE r SJ:':X, AND AGE OF VICTIH 
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--~----~------+---------~---------_+,-----------~-------------i----------~~-------. I Total !1ale 

'-:''I.L~ ....... .. -,"-"-_..-,.-

... ~ 1_' _i_z_a_t_i_o_n ___ E~lale 

I 
HHI_,_0_._6_.2_3--11_~-:-2-.-7.-9-5---lt-·-, _1_0_61_4 __ +1_0. OO~_ . 
Source-Table ]\.6: ~1a tiona 1 Cr inc ?anel Survey 
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\1 TABLE P-4: RATES OF PERSONAL VICTnlrZATION BY MftRI?AL STATUS AND AGE 

11, 
p iU • --
( . - . -

I 
I 
il .... 

I 
I 
I' 
I 
Ie 
I 
•. ' 
I 
,I 
I' 

• 
I 
I 

-

___ 110'''_ 

.. gr- --- . w ...... __ 

Assault ~lith theft 
.. , "'-... 

Assaul t ;~li thou.t theft 
. - M __ . .-,-
Theft without injury 

-- - . ........ 

Total personal victimizations 

-- '" otl • . . :;;~- . 
Assault "Ii th theft 

- . 
Assault .... '1 thout theft 

- . ", .. - . .. ...... 
~ 

'.i.'heft \'1i thout injury 
p - .... - -
Tota.l personal victimizations 
. , .. ... == 1-

., -.. - -- I ; = -- , 

Assault \',i th theft 
c 

__ 00 

Assault loTi thout theft 

Theft Nithout injury 

Total persone.J. victimizations 
, . . -

35-49E :t2-19 20-31,~ 65+ 
-"' . I -

Harried -,---" , 1--

:.~~:'~210_ .. 4!.9 J.~ .. ~~~.]. O.3~6r~~ 
- I - .-

2.825 4.149 1 .. 641 0.831 0.307 _. . ... . 
3.633 2.402 1 .. 867 1.755 0.986 

-
7.180 7.030 4.064 2.912 1.447 

"lido~'Ted - . 
0.000 0.000 L68S 0.704 0.422 

. ..... ----- ._-
0.000 3.299 0 .. 573 1.571 0.178 

-
0.000 3.36'7 1.727 3.320 2.515 

- ... _- 1--
0.000 6.666 3.658 I 5.595 3.115 

--- -
." Di vorc0d··separa:.·-;:d 
-- - -.-

0.000 2.640 0.946 0.<152 0.000 

-- .... ---~ ,-
14.290 7.052 4.769 1.710 2.203 

0.000 5.923 50102 3~833 3.566 

14.290 15.615 10. 727 5.995 5.769 

, .. ~ 
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TABLE P-4: RATES OF PERSONAL VICTI~IZATION BY MARITAL STATUS AND AGE I. 
. . • f 

\ 

I 
I 

-__ " __ cc_o_n_t __ ) ______ + __ i2_:.._1_9:_:-!..I_-_20_ ... _:3_4_:....j,.L:-~~~ ~-~6~~ -~-
Nevel' married. 

.. . ..- --I Assault i'li th theft 0.775 1.172 1.146 

5.540 I Assault without theft 0.595 0.591 
-----

4.356 4.448 
-

Total personal victimizations 9.289 

:1----·-"-------------~--~--~--~---~---t-6.123 6.185 
j 

I ~ssaUl ~ Hi ~h theft --
".~ ~ 

-- - -
0.000 0.000 6.047 4.528 0.000 

. ----.--------------------~--------;---------~------.---1---_.--;I·: .. ssault Hithout theft 
i . 

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 

----------------------------------1-----------~--------·--1--------4--------+---------[I Theft· \vi'thout. infury 3.045 0.000 0.000 4.212 I 5.877 

4.528 

- ~ I 
4.21~~ 

l: ,. • • • .... ,... • 

0.000 

!I' 
l' rl l.. 

'I L 

[I 

l~ 
II 
I • 

Source-Table A7 i Total ?~~.~y: National Crime Pan(:.~l Survey 
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TABLE P-S: RATES OF PERSONAL' VICTIM.IZATION" BY RACE AND PAMILY INCOME 

" . 

, 

Assaultive 
violence 
\,:i th thor t 

Assault,i\.e 
violence 
w/out theft 

, Personal 
theft 

Total 
victLrn-
ization 

~ 
I • ..... 
N 
o 

. 

t'lhite 

Black 

White 

Black 

I Hhite 

Black 

I'lhite 

Black 

less than 3,000- 7,500- J.O,OOO- 15,000- 25,000+ NA 
3~OOO 7,449 ,9,999 

I 
14,999 24,999 

O~796 0.763 0.182 0.344 "0.089 0.000 " 0,609 

1.241 0.785 1.067 0.651 I O~466 
I 

1.712 0.468 . 

. 
2.893 3.087 2.317 3.619 " 2.321 4.301 2.095 

.-

! 3.263 3.394 . 3.355 3.888 3.382 1.655 2.098 

• 

2.868 2.402 1.509 1 .. 334 1.149 3.099 2.023 
, 

5.734 4.051 3.744 3.354 3,,679 3.423 2.673 

6.557 6.252 4.008 5.297 3.559 7.400 4.727 . 

10.238 8.230 8.116 7.893 7.527 6.790 5.239 

" 
t , . 

" i . . 
Source-Table A8; Totalonly: National Crime Panel Survey ,. 

i 
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TABLE P-6: RATES OF PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY RACE AND MAJOR ACTIVITY 

t 

Under 16 Armed Employed Unem- Keep 
~ 

Retired I I In Other 
yrs. of age forces p10yed house school I I 

I I , 

Stranger-stranger 

· I I . 

I I 
I 
I 

Assaultive White 0.779 0.000 0.423 0.703 I 0.347 0.472 0.390 0.342 
violence 
\vith theft 

Black 0.691 7.724 0.719 0.793 0.517 0.526 0.261 0.823 

Assaultive White 2.892 0.000 2.752 5.248 0.690 4.615 ,0.296 2.352 
violence , 
\'1/0Ut theft 

Black 1.976 0.000 2.321 2.927 Q 1.293 1.050 0.804 1,,862 

I . 
Not stranger-stranger 

· I I -L I I 

Assaultive White 0.193 0.000 0.038 0.000 0.070 0.000 0.000 0.086 
violence 
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 
\\'/out theft 

I BIClck 1.675 0.000 1.462 2.201 0.372 1.309 0.513- 1.027 

· I 

Source-Table A12: National Crime Panel Survey 

~ 
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~ -- .. -- ~ -- -~ .-- ... -~ -- .. -~ _ .. ~- _. - - _: 
"to 

(cont: ) 

Personal 
theft 

Total 
victim-
izv.tion 

?e::::sonal 
t:1cft 

T·o::al 
victim-
.izil~ion 

.;:.. 
I 
~ 

tv 
N 

'. 

White 

Black 

Hhite 

I Black 

-I 
I 

-
White 

"I 
Black 

I • I ~':hite 

J 
Black 

......... , 

TABLE P-6: RATES OF PERSONF~ VICTIMIZATION BY RACE AND ~1AJOR ACTIVITY 

. . 
. Under 16 Armed Employed Unem- Keep In Retired Other 

yrs. of age forces p10yed house school 
~ ... -os 

Stranger-stranger 

I 
I I 2.202" 1.728 0.000 2.001 2.672 1.214 • 1 0 454 I 20286 

2.658 0.000 4.221 5~399 2.775 3.132 1.546 4.792 

5.~00 0.000 5.176 8.623 2.251 6.541 2~972 4.896 
! 

5.325 7.724 7.251 9.119 4~585 4.708 2.611 7..477 

Not stranger-stranger 

I 
I 

. 

10.000 0.000 0.000 0.075 0.354 0.109 0,,000 0.093 
I 

0.493 0.000 0.203 0.609 0.000 0.000 00000 0.104 . 

1.544 
I 

0.000 0.746 4.527 0.805 I 0.724 0.093 0.607 

2.364 0.000 1.699 3.198 0.603 1.309 0.513 1.232 

Source-Table A12: National Crime Panel Survey 

. 

I 
~ 
~ . 
> , 

I 
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I TABLE P-7: PERSONAL E;CID.8NTS BY TIHE OF OCCURRENCE 

l ( 

r-------~-------_r_-'---t-----t-----~-T--.---t------+--'. 

DK 6A!>1-
6PH 

6atl­
GAM 

6PH­
MID 

MID-
6AH 

__ ' .... f""'· i 
i .,:..!., 

iI------------~-------------~----'--~-------~-----------+--------i-----------.~--' .. 
Assaultive Stranger 1/3(S). 79.) . ,152 .. ) - Ill}' ) ._ 42/) ~ '5' 
violence 1ft'?) 'j ((,)' (:Jr.', (/tP) (:(/ (;67 (.~s, /!/) J/ l /" 
wi th theft ~ , \ "- \ -., 1 

I---------------~~~~I~~~--~~~~~-+++~~---+~~~~-~----

." . I_N_o_t_s_t_r_a.n_c_~ e_-r--l'----o ~ ~ til 1,<:1 ) 2 f''i'i) '"y f n') ~) 7 (j 0) ('/ 

_-., ______ -+-T_o_t_a 1 _____ r-'/9../-? t_( _7-1) ~",9~, -I;:(::--;""-} l,.,y} .-:.,( I;>') 1
7 em ~ .. /.2 t 2 ~ 2 x) L .:) 

4
9_ ( i I )~~ .. : 

I 1\ssaultive 
I violence 

w/out t:rwft 

I 
I 

_1, ____ -
I 

1 
Person"'tl 

( 'left 
'.".J , 

I 

Stranger 

Not stranger 

Total 

St.ranger 

Not· stranger 

Total 

-1-------I-
• Total Stranger 

victim­I ization 
Not stranger 

Source-Table Bl: National Crime Panel Survey 
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...-: 
, " -- -~ -~ -~ .--- -- -,- -_ .. -,._- -- -- -- -- -~ ~ .. 

Assaultive 
violence 
~.;i th theft 

Assaultive 
violence 
w/out theft 

Personal 
theft 

Total 
"!.,,"':..c~~:n-

ization 

,;::... 
I 

...... 
['.) 

,f:>. 

~ 

TABLE P-8: PERSONAL INCIDENTS BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE 

Stranger 

Not stranger 

Stranger 

Not stranger 

Stranger 

Not stranger 

~
nside 

nome or 
ther 

[bId 

Vaca I 
homo, I 
hotel, . 
motel 'I 

Near 
home 

Inside 
non-res 
bId, pub 
cony 

Street, 
park, 
field 

Inside 
school 

Else­
\'lhere 

NAlr07/9 

1\ ' \ 
(3) (6.) 

o . ,.20 . \ I ( , 19 /. _.\ ,,, < (. {-; ; ( 7; I ? ) (I) /' 
? ,,~ ",". " , • 

.l80 I I 0 !o:-'l.j f () ( 17), . I 0 0(--' / 
T 

1.5\' .. ';-'·/f 0 I,' .~},.;;?<~\II· ':. ~_\ 3 t'/1 \ \('~--'i8 ./-'\. ----- 0 0 ---1- 0,' L// 
." .' . I i I! .,-' ( :. J • J ') ( 0ILl i 1 . ~ f·· f , t I \.., J.~ l '- « ........ ). \.1 

-,----;;r .., I \, . '.. "I -- \ I (l ( s I I <:Hl ') { x j Ii., " , .., / "\ ~ . (2 j _, I \ .. '.J (/ U 
6} \'~' 0 \ .... ,.631 [/ . ,99/// j .," 587/{ fl."-- \;:;.L'-.. 'f. ~~\L() .,- ~,\3 
(//::, l ,I~I) . I /L::;"l '. I jri j , 'r 1&) Il~1 0, . 5';)j 
" (.:". \ -\- /. ··-·--(--)/t---:t---? '1'. ,.--). "----::;7/ .. ) "1 J'e" 

, " • !. . f..: - . /1 I • 'I. . ,'/ v 
113 .. \....'. 0 63 1 .... " \ 38\! / , ,146(}' -' " ..... lis ,. .22, ..... '" 0:' I 

( '" r • ( ..... \' "} ,," (\ \ . -', I ,...~. ,j J ; J ",,' , f: I I 1,1 1 '. / ("",' i ,t / \ : 
, :. . i !.... _ - ., ; t -' t _' J t \. -.; \~ -- --·~I· /'/ .. 1 \ - f,j···' I/or',"'.. (~rc-- ... <1\ / "/\ f '(' 

54 ( .>-- 0 ' 113 - i , _1.63 if '.1, .783/ £.y/ . -16\ 1_ 26(,x,J .>:: ) 2: 1,1...; 
1/0\ (;1.f) I(";() /." ;)'l '- ,',?J //r Y i.:<6\ i 
! J ~ '" " I r-. -~<' I ~.:4, t ) J .~ . ! ,'J : 

I ' ~ . ..: l • l f i ( ; 
'-/ ,~/ . \ T' . i i" '" '. r .., .,', • I ,-,). "',/ •. \ I ',' r. . 

19·, >.,,>/ 0 , ,,\ 9'/1. b ",',0 \21 1,/ I.' / J~ 51. 7 .~. 3\,,5..../ 0,., J I I 
I ? I If " ~ \ ! <.-.J "l) I I., I . '-/ "1 \ I I , I ' .~. . .' , '. , . ~ , , ,- J 

j' /,.) r=- " 1/\1 I.," t, -',yo"'" v ~)." - / 51 \",,)u;',.'tv 
'I Stranger 136"I I }. . 0 l. ,.~9\6' (:'1 ' . ;281 t! ", (/ 15,50 {~ ,'.- 1/3/~37 ( I /' ,?9, / l~,. 'f<~'~' 'J 

'- .... ' I ,J;' ___ j ' ,U'f* ( <-J'-) I} f 7') :, !I)' t 11. >i~' -- "'"' I t I . l ~ £....,. • _,~. \ .........,. 1 

I I ' ' 'I I" I . c I;; . ~\ I' v \ ~ . " " " • {-;i~ . r/':' #/~, t"'/'/, 1(' ~ ~la' 
147 >"' / 0 .'. }. -; " /" 4_1',';} .1 " '.185 () ~J /' )3'~' I I 25 ( ) 01S' 

• <)I/'! .rrl L/C; (~r~' , 
~ /" . .1' ~,;" L_ _lU_l r I I , /.'7 ) ! 

Not stranger 

rDT 11 '-
-. 
j;! iJ \ -' .. -, 

/06 
. -. /# ._.. /-l.; .r t'l'/ ~.., ./ ,l i,..... ~ ... ;.! l ".,; "" 

l . " . ., (,:..~.. , ., ') . ./~~ "."~ i--:~ <j / I / \./ 
'J - - ~, ~ ; ~ ./ • I "" 10 'SS'~7 

Source-Table B3: NatioTIul Cri~e Panel Survey 

,,-, r L 
"\ 

-'I" j 
~: " 

tit v I ,'1 
#' - - ~ .-. - e t 

,. ./-
,': t..~ ~;~ 

U::- ./ 1 
f J /?\.. . 
\.. 

;..'t--C'.r': ,. .,_ .. <~-~ .... /' 
fY- .... '1 

, ' 

i 
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TABIIE P-9: PERSONAL INCIDENTS BY ~m:~1BER OJ:"' OFFENDERS 

"I 
I( ____ ,-----------4~------------~----~,------~----.--~---~--------~----_+----
'I .~ 

I Assaultive 
violence 
with theft 

I' 
" 

• -. 
Assaultive 

I violence 
",lout theft 

I 
~I, 

Personal 
theft 

~I 

I· 
I 'l'otal 

victim-
ization 

I 
-I 
I 
I 
I .. 

I ': " 

I 

One ':['hree 

Stranger 

Not stranger 

Total, 
-_ .... _-
Stranger 

------
Not stranger 

Total 

Stranger 

Source-Table B5: Na tional Crlll1e Panel Survey 

( ) -(pGr,Vl 

( ) _ I; I ;o,<~ 
'(I 

l ""'. \. \,..." . 

Four+ DK 

','2 ' I -.: 
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[ 3 r, ...... ' C_c...:_t::.._L.:_r..::_c_t:.:_CilllllllC. ... t.:::iIII~ ... ;.::. .... t::7 '; I 
.. - • . - . -- " ". - '" l 

.' .", 

.. • 
" TABLE P-IOA: PERSONAL INCIDENTS BY PERCEIVED AGE .. , 

I . lTV! . : : - '--"" 
: f . I 

I 
I 

12-14- 15-17 18-20 . less th2.n 12 21+ 
I DK i 

I 
I - • I 

, '" \ /-d to) I 
AssaultivG violence . i ((6)1 (,-A''l-J (' f (~) ~JI 

;J / -;) I 5 ~I \ 14 20. 4 \" . "li th theft ' '( ~ :-) ! ('7,'0 

f'- e' /rl) \10) ('1) i:S} v (6) V (~/ I, 
F . . 

, (:7/ (0' til.) I (13) I ( {. 1') (cO L·t I . ... 
" 

Assaultive violence l . I,I'~ f 
i"iithout theft /' , 6 ./ 48 - .. 

(

0, .... , 'I ! I' Ii": ~88 I " .LUU I 48~ i. .33,' I I 

I S' .:)! rZ "''"j\ II C?J'\ j' U;I) k;, "1'/;' 1(/ ('/) ! I _.. L '_ (. .~ _ U J'-/ i // f .. :~ ~ 'Q. J .~ ~ 
------'------------t-=--·--'------f1,·~...,.·~-' --Ir.,;-,.~7-~' -.-,. \ ..". I" 1 I 

( c: ) I (_~ -1 I (I ~~) '- (13) (Lf1) (s-) L~~l~' 
Personal 
theft " 

3 \ J 21, 64 11'3' 221 23;' ,...... . 
;~ ,r-') , ( "l,}:1 f~a7\ " ~/ r:r\ /?o \ 1..3 q\! } II 0- ':',' 0' 1./ ; 1 J . } --L .':'j X 1 ( '-' ,L (.) l J! L. ----------------, "'--..~' \1' ~ ~'11;j9t1i 

Total 12 74 166 I 233 746 , 5~ I 

,;:,.. 
I 
I-' 

tv 
0' 

() ,"A." I <~-.. ' " .. . - ~ ",".;' Cl. t:.:. l..,(/': , i 

" /- .., -, . ),..,..., i f ______ ,~~ .... J\.-~c/·:,..---G ~.~:'"'~ 

Source--rab1e B6 Total 9nly 

National Crime Pan~1 Survey 

i 
! 
I 
1 
! 
I' ! ' 
t 

I , 
I , 
~ 

i 
I 
~ 
I 
! 
~ 
! 
! 
! 
1. . ; 



.' 

.:- ~ _ _ _ _' _: [- '" L-
H

- 1---' i---'-~ .. _ iiii','_ .. .. ... .... 

" 

o 

Assaultive violence 
\1i th theft 

Assaultive violence 
\,11 thout theft 

Persor.al 
theft 

Total 

.t>-
t-' 

N 
...J 

" 

TABLE P-IOB: PERSONAL INCIDENTS BY PERCEIVED AGE, BY RACE 

.---~- --------~-

White 
----j--

less than 12 12-14 

0 C 

.' ,.) 
( . (I (s) 
3 16 

/"·u 6) , 
I / 

,., 
( I 0 (-.) 

, 
I .' 0 0 

u. ", 

«~ 
;~4/ 

3 16 

15-17 

0 

3( rf) 

18-20 

. (~() 

. ( \ 5 
1"/ ) \_:> I . 

(11) 
57 

(;13) /,-/ e-} 
I . (Ii) '. Vb) 

13 13 

IJ~~? I ) (; 7 ) 

49 75 

( ) -
(/ -. 

r (.)\ c~<..,c lA·-l-'V 

cLcL<.."'~1 

Source--Table B6 Total only 

National Crime Panel Survey .-

21+: 

. -
(l-( J 

11 

«-1) -
(~'J) 

~ 212 
,/ 'l'l ') 

...; 

....... --
/0S) 

I / 

(d3 
'-

276 

TO(J 

DK 

Ol/k 

e-tJ ~ 
. ./ 12 ::3.' 
I . --- ,'.' 
; .~ <." \ f 
i' (;')' 

b~ 

1(5)1 .. 
I ' '2/ 

rltl) , n 
-~ 

14833 

.' 
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t ~, 

o -TABLE P-I0C: PERSONAL'INCIDENTS BY PERCEIVED AGE, BY RACE 

'. 

Annnuitiv0 violence 
with theft 

Assaultive violence 
i'li thou t theft 

Porsonnl 
theft 

Tota.l 

.t>­
I ...... 
N 
00 

. 
" 

. 

Black . 

. 
lese than 12 12-14 15-17 Ii 

I 
0 5 14 

l!tJJ (,2) 
I '-i' , 

3 32 52 

(s--o) ( 67) (~r\ 
\ \.. 

3' 21 51 

~o) (iY~) VI/if) 
, 

~, '--

6 48 117 

I 

Source--Table B6 Total gnly 

National Crime Panel Survey 

'I 

18-20 ,. 
: 21+ 

• 

15 33 
(1) i I,} 
'- \ 

; I 

I i 43 
, 

. 269 

'/e;<? ) \ 
~7;) 

J 

1'- \ -
100 168 

1(0) 3C) 
-!'--- I'-

158 470 

.-

ITq: 

! 
I 

DK ! 

?tJf 
If?)3 

, 
r 

r ~ 
i 21!¥Jq 

[17)1 t 

I· ! 
21'JI,Y . 

{tf7) 1 
,I 
I 

S~¥! 
45 I 

I , 
• I 

f 
. 

/. 
• 1 

I 

t 
I 
I. 

./.:; 
~ ~ ~ 
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TABLE P-22 -: PERSONAL VICTlrlIZATIuN J?Y RELATIONSHIP OF OFFENDER-VICTIM 

- -. 

. 
Assaul t~_ va 
violence 
\'11 th 
theft 

- ....... caa:: 

Assaultive 
violence 
without 
theft 

Personal 
theft 

Total 
viot1.m-
ization 

---

IJl.. , .... 
IJl.. 
00 

Total 

102 

uaol 
(p,<j:> 

-au = 

872 

5'('5'/.· 

51S 

3'!-,57 

1489 

, 
I 

r . 

I 

Spouse! Parent Child , Broth/ Other \<[e11 
ex. a.p. Sister reI at/ known 

NA but not I 

. relat 
-

,).,1,/ j /(."FA 
7,0 v . 

... 
0 0 " 0 0 10 

7,:;-0 &'/0 -
\. 

i 'f,2L/- I 0,12 1,93 1./6 IS%'3 
37 0 8 16 10 138 

'l2,s-o I 7}..12 y,/. :2./ /(Jo,OO f2fj5" 
. 

O.sg, . cJ.:)% 3,/1 
0 0 :3 "J' 0 16 

" 

J- 7.) 7 /~ 71 r, 7(:, 

).,09 tJ. 7Z;. ' /,2% o,{"7 1/,0/ 
40 0 11 19, 10 • .164 . 

, 

Source ... -Table 028 Total only.' 

" 
...... 

r'V''' __ ~ '"; r·· ..... ., ,- " 

Didnt Casua~ 

know/ 
sight 
only 

77 U"-(. I.) <j. E'O 

. 79 10 
7,7-7 C,lCj . 

1/-01 /:5-:02." 

532 131 

'If, 11 ! ;,31 

9,),;? 3 3·¥9 .1 

475 18 

'-/3. 7'-/ /1.32-

72.93 /0.&8 

1086 159 

. 
i 
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TABLE P-23: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY RELATIONSHIP OF VICTIM-OFFENDER, BY RACE 

Total· Spouse/ Parent Child Ero/ Other Well I Didn't Casual . 
cxsp. Sist rel/ ~~~wn I know/ 

NA sight . 
not only 
reI 

---
.~ ?,(" 78,"/::) o..J""-' 13 1 1.-b I v 7'Gu 

1\.!~5u~1 tive White 38 0 0 . 0 0 0 3 3u . 5 
, 

\:iolence t./,ctJ. 5,(,~ (P,?", 

\.:~. ~h thef t 
I31aclr . I <6. 'II 1./, to-:;'" /:1,3/ 7....); 3Z /~G'j 

65 3 . 0 0 0 0 8 49 5 
13" b"c 7/~cl ~ttf~ b.O?-

-. , -~", ti V" I "",ite ~ 4/6 
,.:5', ::7 /,0:;- /, (., ¥" I.Q7 ~;J.81 ~ 7.. &..F- lSI tiS 

17 0 5 8 ... .. ... 322 64 

'" 
I :J.) .: ~ ," .. ''::: ... u....L .;.. ".I. . 

o 7. l tj tOo b;] .So I fJ.:) I! 0 1S~ 4 '6« (pO .3() '6(.1,,4'1, ,,1,,1c::c0 r 
;';/c,ut thcf . ----11 /& ,S'y I --:{ 0."6'1 ...r,o 9' ,SI- ,,2,.0,/ ,'/k.- ,:)/.t:3 S.3,..t:/Y I -f Black ' 

393 20 0 2 8 3 85 210 ~65 

~&. 'i'!;;; 10 0 7.2# 7.$ /~'L6 
~/,73 3<?' 39 1f?,31 

;;I.'S,;~ :3 /··yr ~.:i t:, 9 3, S~3 ,;;> ,Sr:,., 
PGrso!1ul I tl:li tc 195 0 0 3 0 0 5 182 c: 

tll'.:}ft ~ "'? .... {) I '¥; .. ~O 3LJ,O~ b~1 c? 
1 - , _"'it.,:) 

.:I:.~~ .. ':,...lS --, 
f ,95- ...?I'Y-;? 9' /,,-.y...:l 9;."/3 ! I '" "ck ,- 315 0 0 0 3 0 11 288 l-5, ~ta-.J ....... "''''" ~ 

J7.?7 10.5g' S;l16'S" 
, ! ~"" ':;,~/) h:r3 1.1].' " 9' c;- ?,c,a) ~£...).~ -<G'. 9'~ 

r..,(.,o-"\"'I ... ~ "I\'l;+- 709 ,17 .. 0 8 8 7 61 534 74 .... ! .. t.L ~ .'l 1,.l_ .... C 
..-- t/7, ~~ Vl.Ctl~- ~i«. < 

; '~'I"; on I 
,"-... 773 -',9.3 • ..2G . /,<-13 13? 13, "/S . '?0#;>6 /o,,~· -'-'-UL...... • 

Black 
5";1, ,(,. 23 0 2 

I 
11 3 104 547 83 . 

I 
-~--.~ ~- --

"Ii l. 10/ O~JL'1 7 o~,r\ L- wl--1I1 L_ C-f)11l (,.t'/'" j tis" • 7 ;;7f),~ t.r./'?'///::- i//.:'.:' / '~I/ :.> 117-'.1 h /J ,' .. ::' C : ~ ..... " / .. : 

~ 
I 
~ 

~ 
-.0 

,g.!./lc.J::-

Source-Table C28i Total only: National Crime Panel Survey 
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TABLE P-24: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY VICTIM RELATION TO OFFENDER BY AGE 

Total Spouse/ Parent Child Bro/ Other Not DK/ . Casual -
exspouse . Sis re1/ Sight 

NA only 
I 
I , , 

12-15 
I 

ct 

Assaultive violence 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 
c, 1,.;0 3 7tSO 

5 3 , 

vii th theft .... l-j<t .), !5/Sj /o/3Y 

;:;,'17 .:2:4,;/7 :5 /,.r.jil ,2.2,77 

Assaultive violence 101 0 0 0 3 0 23 52 23 ..... a tt.'( 
vii thout theft ~) ,It; b O, t..f7. 

~~ ~ 

09/1<6 I p() 79,31 . 
;3.S/ J7",3$ 0/ 11 

I 

Personal theft' ~3j~ 3tt 0 0 0 0 0 5 29 3 u 
' . 

, &;1,5'0 33·7;) /0,3 { . 
;7.05 /0//1'6 5 '8'/j 0 J cy, fft;;. 

Total victimization 146 0 0 0 3 0 28 86 29 .. .. -
16-19 . 

. &G, b? 33, -:;,3-
Assaultive violence 15 0 0 0 '0 0 

. 
.0 10 5 

~'lith theft ,j.3tf 
j 

s.,'1?' / () ,,;1 0 

" 
j,ti7 ;/-,33- //<-17 1&, PI &(3,72 I~~/ 

tJU Assaultive violence 
. 3 I . 0 0, .5 "3 , 36 137 34 b ~:!i th0ut theft 

. ~c-:'si " Y:7,,&tf 7f../,gb 
q • 

i 

It?O laC) I()O b9.39 I 

I 
~ 9'. ~o 70,SC; /9', (PI I . 

Personal theft 51 0 0 0 0 0 5 36 10 
.. Ie fl5 / :>-. ;20 ICf,b7 020 • .y/ 

1. 07 ;,7t /1 07 F/,5'9 c,,:F,/-;L / z~Y'~ .-
Total victimization 281. 3 0 0 5 3 41 183 49 

- ,-. . . < I I I -I -
1 Survey 

t r· 
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TABLE P-24: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY VICTL~ RELATION TO OFFENDER BY AGE 

(cont. ) 

Assaultive violence 
wi-::h theft 

Assaultive violence 
';vi thout theft 

Personal theft 

Total victimization 

Assaultive violence 
',;ith theft 

As~aultivc violence 
',vi thout theft 

Personal theft 

70ta1 victimization 

. ....... 
I 

'-' 
''1 

. 

Total 

71/t-
20 

frS, 2~ I 
182 

,;7 /,5? 
77 

279 

f-;, 3j'" 

16 

t /../1 .-
154 

7t2,..j-.. jI 
'-' 82 

.. 

252 

Spousel 
exspouse 

0 

S' '-1,1 10 ... 

10 0 

0 

3.S-e-
10 

/ rt ,,15' 
3 

1f), (10 

p f~(jt{ 
17 

I 
~[ 00 /, 

0 

~7, lli' 
20 

Parent Child Brol -Other Not DKI 
Sis re11 Sight 

NA only 

20-24 

I 15.00 7$·O() 
a 0 0 0 3 15 

<Dv33 7,77 

I, ? if /.09: 18,/3 S~I. 6--/ , 
0 0 3 2 33 . I 1.09 

50 /00 CJJ.(,b Sb/17 

;::,f)? g9',(../ 
a 0 3 a 0 69 r so 35.7.;) 

,;2~/S 7./7 /..2.ro (" '/,17 
0 0 6 2 36 193 

25-34 

lls,/) G2.SD! 
0 0 0 0 3 10 I .... - r'') ,) :J, ,::; g -/L. ;f 

<-

/" ~::; /~ 'IS- 0/.7Lf ~ /·0'( 
0 0 2 3 15 94 

I"· ' . '--' ItlO "J? ~3 ./,-;J 
StJ,5'Y 

I 
100 

0 0 0 0 0 82 
j ...... 9.'.§r 

.. 79 I '('> 1. f?{ 7./ "I , ! ( _,l'v 
0 0 2 3, 18 186 

• I . 
Sou:;:'ce-'I'a01e C29: Na-l:ional Crime Panel Survey 

Casual 

/o~OO 
2 . , 

&J;2o 

13 .. 7..3 
~~ -25 .", 'i <.", 

7(j "i 
h, '9'? 

5 ! 
l.f~ C. Ef- , 

//, '9'6 
32 

I 
I 

0 

I r, 'i# 

~ 23 y: 

0 

9',1-30 
23 

I 
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TABLE P-24: PERSONAL VICTTI1IZATION BY VICTIM RELATION TO OFFENDER BY AGE 

(cont. ) 

-
, 

Assaultive violence 
with theft 

Assaultive violence 
without theft 

Personal theft 

Total victimization 

Ass~ultive violence 
\'li th thef t 

Assaultive violence 
\d thou t thef t 

Personal theft 

Total victinizaticn 

,.;:.. 

..... 
U'l 
t'J 

I 

I 

.-

Total 

.., , , 
I't (.1';; 

20 

'1;,. £.1 '",,' 
t' I .",f 

129 

l,l,7 • ;.J' ) 
112 

261 

0,7 
13 

'3 q, l<t 
76 

.5 LJ ,id 
105 

194 

I , 

Spouse/ 
exspouse 

0 

S,J/:", 
7 
.' 

I /' .. v. 

I a 
I 

.. :. -~ '"'./ 
, 

I 7 

I 
0 

. 

0 

0 I 
0 

Parent Child Bro/ Other Not DK/ Casual 
Sis rel/ .sight 

NA only 

.. 
35-49 

I 2.s.oc) 73.,)0 
0 0 0 0 I 5 15 0 

II.,.. ,13 7, t. / 

-." .;-;,- I ;J. ~3 1 .. 5..:5 I',;' 'G ~ I 58.19 IO_()~ -'5":' i ' • I':' 
0 '2 23 76 l3/~ q • I 

~ c., I () tJ 11./ I () -:;q 4'"<? i ;)0' .') .::2.,...,:v 100 ) I ....,1 ",' f'"...., f_~ 

~'(·~f ;;./",1' ,,.;:/... ~1'-;1 

0 3. 0 0 3 106 0 
3:.5() ':l. (.'t 1~ '."; C I 

v~ . • -.. } 

3·J7 I,IS .// IJ.g-?; 7.5;</i t./, 9,g. 
0 8 3 2 31 . 197 13 

50-64 

I / at:> 

0 0 0 0 0 13 0 

-;·'17 
-, / ~ I {"J.So 7 3.6'6' 1 7.// _;,. l..' :.; 

0 2 . 0 0 5 56 13 

I ~)'-~ /..,'} .. , .. -~ 
3;1. IV / /)'0 

: .YL.) 
0 0 0 0 0 105 0 - ~ 0 '5~. 

v~ ~ *" .. 

j. (J 3 .2, .58' 1)q, (p 'J C:.',7 
0 '2 0 0 5 174 .13 

Source-Table C29: National Crime Panel surv£!o-{¥ "\.1 . 
" ~~ .... ~ ~~ 

-

-
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TABLE P-ll: PERSOl.~AL INCIDENTS BY Nut-mER OF VICTHIS 

751 -
I 

I 

. One Two Three Four+-. . 

1;;\,IjJ 17 (93) 
. 0' 

() ()O) 3 (I) I Assaultive Stranger 
(/ DJ3/G) V(6)( .'1) d.6~ violence 

. w;tth theft \ J \. 

I 
Not stranger ltlb) 4~o D) 0 0 0 CI( . 

,/ \. .. ' (\. . , 
Total 258 13 3 1 

r'~ 

Assaultive Stranger ~j;l6\~) fi~JO (;;) (7 0)16 (t t'Jllrl;i r;t 7 -) 

I 
. , (: ..(,." vJ.o .... ence 

w/,~>ut theft " 
..... \ "-

(I) Not stranger 1(3J) 36fll) //).{) 23 (L) l(~o) 7 (::!.) (c2b) 6 q 01 
I '-

, 
, 

Total 1134 93 23 23 

·~I Personal Stranger i/r~J08FI1) ( CJ 1)5 0 (l.f.) ((7/ J2 (i) 7 i ,~) JI .5" ::r.~ 
theft ,(:,:0 . ()oi) .. 

r- " \ 

(/i!) 2('1) 
\ . 

Not stranger .lid 49 ) /1 ) 5 (1) 0 I6 . ( ~ I 
\ 

.. 7 , " 

I Total 1136 55 14 7 
" ___ 4 

, ; 1 

Total Stranger 
.;. \ 

(c~J33 &') ,('J?J 31(Q f/25(/) 
.') I ., 

:1 I s.'J':} 07 3l9'~) :2 "" b.,~. 
victim- CJ G 
ization --~ ..... J 

•. 
" 

; I Not stranger I(Jg)45J
f«f) 1(17) 28({) :) 9{j) 

, ) 
L( 1 't~ (~}1 . (;1}6 ( I. 

--\, \... 
i \ 

, -

l-l 
Total 2528 161 ·40 31 

• ( J . ...... ) f" .. 

I 
( ) -- r£"')~/ ?'<'~ .• , t I 

(/- /1;YJ1 c. ... LC..c ............. ~ 

I 
Source-Table B8:National Crime Panel SUJ.~ey 

\- . 

I , 

I ·1-129 
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TABLE P-12; PERSONAL VICTIHIZATION BY DAYS HOSPITALIZATi-9N, BY RACE 

I 
, 

. . Overnight or longer Emerg- None Hear: 
- ency days 

1 day 2-3 4-7 .8+ NA room 
I I days days days 
! 

I 'o-

w:::, ,:l,fJc.. 7f,Lr:;' .)$,71 . I Assaultive White 0 0 0 2 0 50 18 18 
violence F 1Lle7 trl?,I~ !.?~l ,~3 

..... "lith theft - 7/35 lj. L{ I /Lf, 71 'I/,ll 5 7• 3 ":> /I.7t . -

I 
Black 5 0 3 hO 3 39 8 12 

I dOC:/" I oo'f(. ~b.3.:3 I QQ, 1/3. e;, 1"']... 30.77 . ~ .. -- :;,/f] ~ 1./, '7'9 ....;;;- 3, (". ';J ~; ,17 ;J.t7 1'8,8l/ 
Total 5 0 3 12 3 89 26 13 

-I " 

-7' 1-:l1'~ S- 0;;, t/7 1':; /(6 t.J 1:;·-:;5 
Assaultive "lhite 0 0 10 2 0 59 10 7 I violence .r ~3.33 J.6,57 t./ :).7'1 r.' /" t:.~~ 

~~, /..J"" 

w/out theft ~ ;;! ~~} (j.(..S' -/'\ ,63 ~.91 
Black 0 0 2 5 0 70 8 13 

.f' I v .e.. 7 71,113 fi'l I ? ~ 1/1// '11 

I --- - i. ~::J 11.7/ (tJl'iH ----.... I{.:;'· 
Total 0 0 12 7 0 129 18 10 

TJ.btal 
-V" 1, t{..)' ~)l~· ~~ "/~'.l'; l'iL~ 0/ 

White r-- 0 0 10 4 0 109 28 12 
victim- C,c,.(,,7 ;11. () S- I::; D ~ ~ ., { I l1 :.1 :'I" I ization ~.~'f'/ ~;,:;':' / C". 'C C> 7/, -;;'~I 

-. 
-=)' I· ? (; )O,I./r; 

Black .r- 5 0 5 15 . 3 109 16 13 
I .' () 33,~ '7~. '1 ~ ", ::)6 •. ::~f... Ic)CJ' > , 

~ " , 

I 
~ " VI !J', tJo 1.1, 3:~ I. C:.J "/:2,(,,"; I"'~ Total 5 0 15 19 3 218 44 11 

. 
I 
I. Source--Table Cli Total only: National Crime Panef Survey 

I 
I 
I . 

-
\, 

I r , 
r . 

4-130 
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TABLE P-.l3A: PERSONAL VICTIHIZA'l'ION BY AHOUNT OF HEDlCAL EXPENSES 

-
r 

I • 

Total 

1,·- victim-
ization 

, 

I 
'I r" • 
~_I 7 Ci'lfl ,-

I(~ 

I 

Stranger 

Not stranger C· :.,(:3 

"'~"~ ~5' 

_I 

·,}O,7t. 
:;0 • .?<)"1 G 
.":'i.~.':o"~1 ('0,. 

$250+ None 

7 17 '1 

;'1/'::6 
"f t ~~>;. <to 

" 

DK/NA 

7'··> .. 

.1 ... _. __ .... _._ .. ~. __ ._ .... _ ... _ .. " __ ~ ._ .. __ .. " .. ~,.~ .. ~:' .J •••• _ ••.•• - .... _ ... ~'. -_. '-'" ........... _ ..... _. __ .... ~ .... , ..... _"' .... -'V ...... - ... ~-. -

r'~ 

I Source-Table C3: National Crime Panel Survey 

r 1 

,I .:.; 

, 

I' 
I 
'I 

, 

I a- . 
4-131 

I' 
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Stranger­
stranger TABLE P-13B: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY AMOUNT OF MEDICAL EXPENSES, BY RACE 

$1-9 $10-49 $50-249 $250+ None DK/NA h.1,,;'/ 

(3,',t..,,) (:19.03J (g5r/f~ (3,)7: (~SJ~ (.2'!,I')) (. --;, 
Assaultive White 2 18 22 <I 2 3 15 ~ 
violence (,btl~.) {Sil'o Ob) 65.(1·~U 1:;1'&5/ /77.:17) (.50.4-,) L~r.:~t;·: 
vlith theft ( 0) C ':;2.03 1 ( 30.Sf ) (<&/17) (1~.56) ,(:1:),4./.;1..) (~ , 

Black 0 13 18 5 8 15 ,,) 9' ' 
( 0 ) (~I.'flf'1 (ll5.0f.) )( 7I,tf3'l7:2,73) ( 6~.OD) l''I1.t71 

(1,(,,<:'; l (.:IS.c.:;)··~ (·;Y2,,{.J(; )1' (-S,7'! I (Ci,O?) (,~~~77) 
Total 2 31 40 7 11 30 /,2/ 

( 0 ) ( 21j·;;Z·:f ] (IS •. }~) ('::>0 . .5') (/~.50) (tJo.::.J) I 

Assaultive White 0 20 10 13 - 8 13 ~~ 
violence ( 0) (H~.b 7 1 ( '-I"!..t/?. ) (/CO~) (7.).73) ( 1../1,94 , i(S9.'J: 
vI/out theft ( L') (J~)"l':::) (~C:Jf5') (0 1 (~'<6-;;-') • ( 1./0, ttl) '-ILf 

Black 0 10 13 0 3 18 
l .-r-,) l -,!.-:..?.3-) ( ... :rc.s-.::J 1 t (j ) l;J~,o«') {S~.()b )1(-'10,79 
(0 J ( ;;-/,"i'f,) (;;)J.30) (,;),0'1 l (1 0119) (07'6,7 0 ) 

Total 0 30 23 13 11 31 10<;5' 

(/ • .5'-, '\ (:;;(),I& 'I (:JS,"IO) (/I 1 9tJ) {9,73} (;;;;;,;;:;;.) _ ~ 
Total Whi te 2 38 32 15 11 28 /;J I:::' 

victim- ( )00"::.) (?;J.?-O) (5(/1 79) (7S,OQ) (§o.«) ) (L./S;'k) j 1(.7s,t:l.?) 
. ization ( (/) (,,),;, : . .3 ) ( :'J,Jr'). 1 (.!./, ~j' 1 flO, t. f ( ( 3 Jd)I.j 1 /03 

Black 0) 23 31 5 ,,- 11 33 " 

~ , 
I-' 
IJ.) 

N 

(() (!" .. ;t, 70) ('-I ct, ~ J ) (;,{-J 1 00 ) ( f"t/, vO) (_'FI./. /() ) (;t~.98'~ 
(SY,-i)1 (.)G.c'l/) ( :~ I, ::F/ ) f ~:I "/ s ) ( C/.?/ / ( .),6;"1/;9) a 

Total 2 I 61 63 20 22 61;;"/ I' 

Source-Table C¥: National Crime Panel Survey 

C .. ~ 



_ __ _ _ .~ --= -~ _J 111M"': -oJ ."1 n; : :#_~ _ _ _ _ I 

Not stranger­
stranger 

(cont. ) 

Assaultive 
violence 
with theft 

White 

Black 

Total 

Assaultive I ~vhite 
violence 
.... ·I/OUt theft 

To~al 

victim­
ization 

~ 
I ..... 
W 
W 

Black 

Total 

White 

Black 

I Total 
, 

TABLE P-13B: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY AMOUNT OF MEDICAL EXPENSE?, BY RACE 

$1-9 $10-49 $50-249 $250+ None DK/NA 

::: .• '," ( .> ~ ~~ ... "'.,.~ ... ~ 3;"-,l33 
o 3 3 030 

IOD 
( & ::'::;;'0 

o 0 0 5 ~ I 0 I~ 3 • I Q 
4'7;/)/" '\, 

17 J{ ... ~) I (';/(171) I --~,,--,-~;'-':""'-r--/ i-''''''(.S~·~}:-...j-
o 3 "I . ' 3 ~ - 5 ~ ) 3 \ I i 7 

( 3 II (!.! .. ~I ) r N~t>7 } 1.:1; 78 0 I ( 2. ~'1il 
lOb '"I::' ~ (.! ',;:, '-~:. ,.J 3.0<3 10 () , ( -;. /. ..1.6) 

o ( ( l~:;'''!~ »)' (1.1
0

:'··'(,! 0 (( 7;, 7'0\) (Cr6") 
't.:" ~~ } .. /: . 9<2 J dD 7(;. ; '1 J 

~j,()",:" ::J.I,o/ (j-'OO 35.C>,)' 
3 15 13 3 21 (; 6 

({:~.I/) {!:r..5~: (:::... .. ~;:~ 1«,5'd- (1/,1/ (f~,~r:.-:)) .'.j 

3 5 6 5 3 5 /~ 
) <><) ':") l .~. 7. 7f, ), ( :3 7, 5'"d ) (£a. 00 ) (,[0.'; ~ ) I r ;jOt >:( 3 \ l 

( ;; ~.tc~': ) ( 1':z,.!2 ) t cr,c~ ) Il 5, tiS" J ( 3Y-3S \ !~ __ 
o l3 "'"l 10 5 I 3 19 J ".j 

, 72 ...... 1 ((~_~150 I (.,50 ,00 \! { .. {'O.Dd \ (7Cf.J7\ _ \ 
~',-{°1J (:J3. dY:}1 (.;.;..,1'0 ) ,t r:J'9C; l '7. 7 1) (31./'/~ 

. 3 18 16 \1 10 ) '6 24 • \ I 7 7 
(- ) l ) (ll{ , 1 

Source-Table cq: National Crime Panel Survey 
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TABLE P-14:. PERSONAL VICTn1IZATION ·BY SELF PROTECTION 

t I 

\ ;:"""'1 

Nothing Used Hit Rea- Yell Left Held Other NA 

. pv-" \f""''':~ 
;/. Jf _J 

,.r--, 

wea- offen- son wi for scene on 
pon c1 er off'en- help 1-0 TotA. L 

de riP f'o fffJJ7 

-;, 1./5. 7 7 '/. 37 .;) ('" ~:tl. . g1 It), ~o ,!r~').) , ':,.l. '7 ~ 3, 79 -
Assaul ti ve' -:t L' ~ 
violence 157 15 92 3 35 IB 10 13 0 -...) 1..J 
with theft f""CJ.5"7 'L~O ,-1,1..12 I.1:.J 16,3(, ,.3.}O 10''67 ;)',:./;1 6 $"(,t~l{ 

I 

Azsaultive 
-'? .3;). -::'5' {JI'l / q 10<6 ;, I ~/ ,.. t!.G(~ :;0 IS C! ,6~Y' Of i £. 3 -

v~olence 546 112 322 ~, 109 77 346 10 166 0 . I & ~ C6 
vH thou t ,. ,- .' ,,' tjr' -'.;'1./ 'bq ./' 7 
theft J83,:;2~ 73,';).0 t1011'O' t:;'(',d,; 3J"c, I I. JOI'67 (pC" I -, (Li~J'~O 

~ (.'-/.MJ J, 7i( I 7. 7 Q 34 t,.? & Itt? 6 .(,1 $i iI./. 9).. '-1-17 -
Personal 937 26 1 ILl 54 ;1.02 i 98 72 61 0 ; i/i .:..! 
theft Ct~""1 J:r J7 .:;-11'3 16. 99 07/1£;:) C~,;l,r:;. 1./'l·~?' J /2/, Q/ 7S/.?~ :is','/.? _ I .... ' I./f.R'9 No A;:>~H~~- "" I I .y . 

-??o'f.? 1,.,,,,:,>(;. 10.1/ '-I,lS' ("J~,l t'3,:2:1. j.!--3 ~/~7 -Total ~VI I iJ.... .. 

victim- 1640 153 528 166 214 462 92 240 0 -~ :/9)'-
ization .... s:; ..... 

~ 
I ..... 

IJ.l ' 

I 1 I , ,_ 

Source--Table 06 Total only 

National Crime Panel Survey 
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TA?~E P-15A: PERSONAL VICTIHIZP.TION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY AGE, BY SEX 

J:.. 

I-' 

'.P 
t;\ 

Assaultive violence 
\'7 i th thef t 

Assaultive violence 
without theft 

Personal theft 

'l'otal victimizat:ion 

Assaultive violence 
with theft 
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TABLE P-1SA: PERSONjI.L VICTINIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY AGE, BY SEX 

Nothing Used Hit of- Reason Yell for Held on 
(cont. ) v;eapon -fender "'vi of- help 

fender 
Tt'1"'M ~ I I I 
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l' . 1 J~.8 -::J ".-., r ;; 8
8
-57 1 ':;;...J,..;,r 

F.ssau t~ve v~o encer" " 15' 0 0 0 0 
• .I- h J-l f .../5./;;t 
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- ~ 11~t,) 
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Source=Table C6: National Crime Panel Survey 
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'Jll.BLE P-15A: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY AGE, BY SEX 
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TABLE P-lSA: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION,BY AGE, BY SEX 

Nothing 
(cont. ) 

Used 
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Hit of- Reason 
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TABLE P-15A: PERSONAL VICT-IMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY -AGE, BY SEX 

(ctll/t'. 

( cont.) 
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Assaultive viOlence! 5 
with theft ! 

; 7 S" 1 • 0 

- • 16 
Assaultive violence I . 
\.;i thout theft I I 

I 

I-' 

'_0.> 
";:1 

!'24',1 ~ 
I ~L.5 

Pe:::sonal theft I 
I 

163.lfl 
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;13. If; 
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;.;rithout theft , 

~. t6'f 
/1/ 
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i~J.O: 
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Nothing Used Hit of- ' Reason Yell for Held 
weapon f'ender wi of- help on 
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If 0,00 G 0, CJO! 

0 2 3 0 0 0 

2 U.5' 7 50_00 
S-O.OO 3L2jl 18'.75 

8 . 5 3 0 0 0 

I G,oo 7/.'1'3 50.00 
Vj :3 t~3 6.G? 
42 a a 0 3 0 

({4-.00 /. Do 
7.J:. /6 1 O. 61 <.Cl/Ocr Lf. S S 
50 7 6 0 3 0 .. 
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StO~ 76 If r ~ 0 . /8'. Q z. 16·22 
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Ss. '17 . 7,30 ,I '). . I C; 16.79 1'1',6°

1 
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Total 
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TABLE P-15B: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY RACE 

t I I I 

I i 

Nothing Used Hit Rea- Yell Left Iield . 
Ttlea- offe:::l- son VI/ for scene on 

; pon der of::en- help j 

fo-f~i~1 der 

I 761 30, II J,98 I ?-..2.9f? /.70 1.$,9'1 '7,00[ 'r.S~ 
53 7 I 51 

... "t"l 16 8 .j '<:'0 

.5 I . 9 Cd., '3 Lf • 9-2. ~6.6 7 S S . r..;. ? 1,00 77.7R gf;..21 flo. nD 
)66 I 60. g'¥- 'T,¥ .d~ 24.70 '1-. f5 2. I , ff I 1.'7-.0 
r . ! 101 8 41 0 8 3 2 

t;g- des S S 3.35 if y. ,J 7 2 2. .:2.. 2. 1.5.77 Q.ttuo .5;,_ ~ • t? 
3lf2.. l}-S. • 03 , '-t- r 59 .. "2..b,cfD , 98' /D.S 3 S.s G '282 

154 15 92 3 36 19 10 

101:) I 'l-/5,7-} r.5J'L /$'./6 7. 0 I S,7 :> 22.·70 O. Cf C; 
286 59 190 71 58 230 10 

(; 0.2::: S '2.:3 S 52. .21 SC;.9!.J (J. .... s C; I. ~ • 7£1. 3ft 6 b' '/7 J I C> 0 

G~). 3 ff.&b ~.O7 I fl. Gl!1 SSJ3 A.3 <=t 17,3'1- < 
-' 

.... , .. ' . 
260 54 127 39 16 116 0 

!?{1.7 • 'r 7. (, 'J.. '1-7,71 ltO.O b 35r~'-5 2; . , :z. .3 3 . .5 3 
J (:, g?! 3 ?_ .4-(;,. G.,·/2 IS. ttl; G .S7L 'tHO 20·$7 O( $ 'I 

1546 113 317 110 74 346 10 ! 

Source-Taq1e C7:Nationa1 Crime Panel Survey 
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3~. 39-
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I 
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TABLE P-15B: PERSONAL VICTIMIZATION BY SELF PROTECTION, BY RACE 

~~ 

Nothing Used Hit Rea- I Yell Left Held' Other NA 
(cont.) Vlea- offen- son wI for sce:1e on 

pon der offen- help 
,-- der' 
'. -'t 1 
({' I .... , .~ 

f.,~71 S6.~J ')....2.E: 9.7tf t·75(.. I C),2.B' 1·()O "1.76. if·Z6 I 
Personal Nhite 374 15 64 . 18 61 46 51 28 O· 
theft 1(+1J?~ ';-0,0 ~ .$7; (OJ 5G I ICf :3 5.33 Sc;.8o 1-f~.9~./. 7. 5}0/1 ~!>.)b ~ 

[

?021 (; (../. ~ 3 I. :3 7 C,z. '3 4. V ~. S . II 6 • If fI 2 :Z'fll--. ?Y' I 

~,-tt· S 9 . '-}' 0 4-415 / t.; 3, J b . .5 ft-6 7 _~- 0 r:2P .5 3, 0 ( .4.6. oct t If. g Y. _ 
l~. Black 560 11 50 36 41 52 18 34 0 I 

1ftJ 6¥.()'2., /.ff 1.$/ '3·7{) 6,99 6/72. 'r,73 I-t,,?-.b 
_ II Total 934 : 26 114 ~<>4' 102 98 69 .. /L;;'/~? 0 

• I g't

d
' 3 8. ,;: 2. if . :Y"I I 6 , S 2 lj,7 [/ 7. Y b ) .,5' , g 2 I :3. 7 'I 7. 0/ (; 

Total \' Hhite 713 81 305 92 147 292 69 147 0 
,:ic:~~- 13:3::., 4<-3.' f .. C: J.2.~bQ S ,Q,'s.2 I J-.). 0,9 6.7.3~ G' 3,07 77,J3 .59'. /\.5 
J..za,-~on 16:5/1 ~G,Z' '1.t·G, /3.32 't..s,J :,,97 JO"!f-i> 1·2.2 S·71'-

I Black 921 73 218 I 75 65 171 20 94 I 0 
tf 7.;d s c. . :3 G i 7. 5' 6 9' I, if; t! ~ SI. qt / :5 6 I (; C 3 b . '7 3 2. 2 . ~ 7-+-. ..::.-:..5 9"7'"" 0...".r;;o,....-t ___ --t 

f 1lijf '( G • Cf I '1' •. 't':"l I 5'. 02. '7;1 ~~; • 6~ 0 9', 1 3. 29 LiS ~ ::',:,,7 z. 'I, 
'< I Total 1634 . 154 523 -J::;)'~." 7 21'2 463· 89··~~.~,L~,'2J1 0 

-----+ I I • 

..,.. 
I 
>-' 
.::>­
~ 

Source-Table C7: National Crime Panel Survey 
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TABLE P-l6: PERSOXAL VICTIMIZATIO~ BY RACE OF OFFE~D~~ 

-

I 
~;hi te Black. . 

Assaultive 
'?~ ('>9 ...... ".,~6. &?:.,IO 

violence 38 65 
1':i th theft J:;" ':> (,- ct. I:) 

-',~..) 

SL/.7a 
LfS; ,(,,/ IV;.; 

A!Jsaultive 
violmlCo 477 393 
~':i tho:r'~ 
theft 

~,v. 5""0,9tJ (, /, f :.) 

3 -1,::::::- &/d)~ 
Persorml 195 314 
theft ;;71'-1~ 4 0 ,67 

L/ 71 (;. ~ /"/ c'/ :J I~ 
Total 710 772 
victim- I iZ8.ti on 

.. 

I , . 

Source--Table c14 Total pnly 

National Crime Panel Survey 
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TABLE P-17: I~TERRACIAL VICTIMIZATION 

White assailant 
I .1'r-l 
\0' Black assailant 

White victim Hhite victim 

..2 Z 8'-/ 
22 

S...5 ;,,' Assaultive .. -,' .Lf~77 .. " ,r" •• 

vi olence 10 !, :' 

, I ,r' ,}I/ 

~ ~", r 11% 
0 \' 

"Ili th theft -, 2, -, , r ~/ __ .~· 

, (o.~ 

j.t..( ~I l~" 

I 
Assnultiv8 
violence 
"Ti thout 
theft 

Personal 
theft 

Total . ~. 

V1Cv1.m-
ization 

: 

q?,0'( 7,3/ 13ft? 
28 I l'" I": "',, ; y 

:::; / <: c:' 
J ~ (.Iv 

355 
'.;.. 

-:iF' '2," ,.j, _'f,' 

I I 
;:J- I. '-I :J, ~Lq 

18 ,,' :: :~''- :-,3 ! 7._1 

7'"6,S '/ 

66 
J 5, ~/ 

//~/3 I L/t5 
54 ! 

<6'1" 'U-
'431 

T ~ I J 

Source--Table 014 

National Crim0 Panel Survey 

<? L'/ 
I I~ 

;2,/b~ 

117 

. ~l5' 

30,ljo 
121 
'/' 5-' ' '.'1, -6 

"")7 ..... 3 ~ ,~ 

260 

Black victim 

7 ),/0 

57 
'3, d-~! 

75;3/ 

357 
r/6/ oJ . (.00 , . 

(p 9,S""] 
277 
'10.0'3 
7c26(P 
691 

L/7'j 
:;1.'(:) 

I 

--
398 
1/l.rQ 

9SJ 

----~:;~ 
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AscauJ.tive 
violc!:ce 
~;ith theft 

,1I.SG;:;.ul ti ve 
violence 
Nithout 
theft 

Pers~mal 
theft 

Total 
victim­
ization 

~ 

I-' 

fl:>. 
..;:.. 

~ 

TABLE P-18: PERSCXAL V,!C':'D,nZA~IOX BY VALUE OF STOLE'N PROPERTY 

f '~ 

$100-249 :~2t:;O-009 
~~....; ..,:/ ~~lOOO+ None NA / _~v;.. ; .... _0 '>lO-;'.Q" ~\~O-09 I 

i ~ l . - .,).1.. " \~. " Y./ / I j t 
l:~~ '~p ·~'~'61 ~1--·---;~"6-~-~I~---3-8---~--~~;-·I~i~;--+---~{7~-.-~~3~1-~~~~~~~/~1;~ 
i ~..,. .. ~ ... ,.. 

I ---I~+I'~~~~ I ? ~:j 
l -' .:;.~ J 
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TABLE Hl: :tU,\TES OF HOUSEHOLD 'lIC~r:HIZl',TION 

BY RACE OF HEAD .AND LOCATIO~1 IN CI.,EVELA~tD 
IN 1971-1972 (per 100 households) 

-
" 

Burgla.ry Larceny Auto theft 

-

8.707 7.956 J.671' 

.135 12.066 5.093 

8.840 20.022 6.764 
/-.- .. 

18.743 --, 8.127 2~337 

- -
.091 15.157 6.744 

_._-- I 
18.883 23.284 9.081 

.. ::. 

, L ---
10.J.31 7.348 10874 

~------_. 
0.000 7.166 8.249 

: . . 

10.131 14.514 10 . .L23 

120325 8.011 1.913 I 
~, 

.116 13.117 5.722 

[ 12.441 21.130 7.634 
. 

...... I 

, 
Sourcc-T<:l.hlt:! In ~·;A~'IC ~~..'?".I.t C?~~·~E l).~ .. ~;EL SU?.~:E·~· 

4·-1b6 . . 

.,' .. 
" 

Total 
--. 

18.334 

17e292 

35.626 

29.266 

21.991 

--
51. 257 

-

19.353 

-' 
15.416 

.. 

34.769 

---_ ...... 

22.248 

-

18.457 

40.705 



-
I 

TABLE 'H2: Ri\TES OF HOUSEHOLD VICTnnZA'l'ION BY H}\CE 01;'1 HRil..D 

1 AND LOCATION IN CLEVELA~:D IN lS71-1972 (pct" 100 .ho:.:scr:c.>:r.) 

_._- -
I 

.------------~--------------~-----------~--------------.-~ .. -.--------.. 
Larceny Auto theft Total 

1112- 14 
I .... At home 13.633 .834 29.897 

15.888 2.626 18.573 

I· Total 29.520 3.459 48. '11.0 

120 - 34 
l .. J\t home 11.278 3.078 30.54:11 

I· Total 17.369 6.966 35.195 

1155+ 
At home 3,.194 .505 9.98J. 

1S.0G3 

Sourcf:':!-Table, G2 
.1 1 {.-' 
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7F4CLE E3: ?-:;7ZS CF E.1J::SEI~:~:::;: • .. ~:C?::lO::::2i':':C~': BY 7EX~REr BY R~CB O? HEAD, A:-"'TI BY 

~u::glary 
I!.t ho::ne 

Els~~lhcre 

Total 

Larceny 
At home 

E}.sa\,Thcre 

'l'Cl ~.-:t 1, 

.... ,....,-....,-""!"""'""",. 
J.;:J~~t ... ..;....v .. " ::::~ c:::;.~=::; .. ~:;) ::.: 13~1-1?72 r ...... "Z..,... , ('11 ~""'''se1-,o1C:s) \);:' -... ....... .., .'."" '-'" .... ~ .. 

-"-I 
,'P""'",",o.'::;' ____ ~ .. "'J"'\ro' :...."""' .. <\""'T~.:- ~ ~..t. .... ,t; r- ~ . "'-D,'iu_u 0_ ..... e~~.,-::; ;.,.v_::~._ ~,-e'/'.<..e::t ... eX' .... asb r\O cash ren.... . 

~,.;.,.,J..p ?;"':a,...:r r ',., '-a , ··-",,-,;,.c ;::'~a,....:r I "'0"" a 1 ~\·h ..... e B'ack Total! 't ... "'- .... ~ !J~ ~''" .,;.V'- ~ ', ... "..t.... ..,,~ '-.~ I ... '- ..... 1' ... "....... .L. 

,----- r- --- " "-~I ----------. , 

8.485 119.077 11.671 I 8.932 118;357 12.910 9.680 29.784 
. I 

13.753 

.187 .074 .151 .075 I .104 .085 .000 .000 .000 
I 

13 .. 7S::! 
I I 

8.673 f19.151 11.822 9.007 118.461 
f , 

13.760 9.680 I 29.784 

7.939 9.156 8.353 8.096 I 7.360 7.737 4.404 11.380 5.770 
, 
I 

12.409 18.510 14.202 11.824 12.767 1 12.131 7.324 17.921 10.969 

~Qt~4g '?,7~(jG€ 1·2~.55S 18.920 20.127 19.868 11.726 29.361 :US.739 
I 

~------------------·~------~-------4---------r------~------~---------+-------r-------~------r---

l\uto theft 
!\t hOllie 

Else,,;hcre 

~rot<J.l 

.t. 
! 

C' 
:0 

1.196 2.094 

t-

3.776 9.252 

4.972 11.346 

1. -181 2.099 2.540 

5.514 6.547 4.976 

6.995 8.646 7.516 

2.274 

5.864 

\, 

8.138 

5.457 .000 

7.605 7.300 

13.062 7.300 

SO;J.rce-Table E4 NATlOi.'7AJ ... CRlfJiE PANEL SURVEY 

4.025 

7.950 

11.975/ 

I I I 

. ,{ , 

f 
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TABLE H3: RATES OF HOUSEHOLD VICTIr~.IZATION BY TENURE, BY RACE OF HEAD, AND BY 
LOCATION IN CLEVELAND IN 1971-1972 (per 100 households) 

O~·med or being bought Rented for cash No cash rent 
(cont. ) 

i'Jhl te Black Total \'Jhi te Black 'rota 1 \~hi te B1nck Total 

Total I 
At home 17.621 30.326 21.506 19.127 28.256 22.930 19.541 41.165 23.509 

E1set,vhe:::-e 16.371 27.835 19.714 18.445 17.846 18.080 14.929 25.223 18.9137 

Total 33.992 58.161 41.220 37.572 46.102 41.010 34.470 66.388 42.496 
-~---.-----.----- ---- -- --- t - - --- -----

_J __ ~_ 

Source-Table E4 NATIONAL CRIME PANEL SURVEY 
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·~~&o n ~'1 p ~~? ,. =1~ r !~~ a n~a ~ 5~~ 0 nno 0 oon c 3~1 vt .... -..._"_ v .. i_.,ot- ~ .. _.,J.J ..... _. __ .J c • .... ....,.J.. v~t:..J..J .... _~ • V\;· ., U \;'11 Q..,.,... 

~ 
~ 
I 

~''1 ~,.... 'W 1 n 2 ~ C' f t: ...,. 3 -. -:) 1"" , "... ; '"': ":) ...." "'- h -:" ..... ~G_.< .......... _4:1 f 1;;'.1 4 J._L_ 0._._ ; .L..~f 
I 

." ',:.. 1 468 I ... '-L- '"' c~ ..... ;.:11. ... 8 . ' J.. • :J ~ I L.. • -' I I 2.248 
I i 

I l 

Blac% 2.070 I 2.019 3.245 I 3.264 1.376 
, I 
j i; 

24.73~ 12o.7~1 118.682 "'iI"'~"""~ +0, 17.994 119.129 .,J._.1. \,.._ 

31. 413 I 25.270 131. 072 
J ... 

31ack 31.225 126.925 

"1 a.1Ll _til J .... _ 

14.993 

26.027 

Source-Table E5: National Crime Panel Survey 

D.OOO 7.497 

0.000 D.OGO 2.616 
I 

I 0.000 0.000 I 7.560 

O~OOO 118.446 
I 

I 0.000 

I 
I 

0.000 0.000 132.493 
f-
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TABLE H4B: RATES OF HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY UNITS IN STRUCTURE AND RACE OF HEAD 

Elsewhere 
, 

I 
I 

1 2 3 4 I 5-9 10+ Mobile Other NA 
home 

Burglary White 0.139 0.200 O.OOC 0.000 I 0.000 0.144 0.000 0.000 0.000 
i 

:31ack 0.075 0.000 o. 000 I 0.427 I 0.345 06000 0.000 0.000 0.000 
I 

L.arccny ~\'hi te 12.728 10.741 I, 5 2L4 I 14.695 11.231 10.001 0.000 0.000 114.491 ,- . - I 
I 

, 

Black 19.881 12.734 115.434 I 10.291 11.679 10.661 0.000 0.000 I: .. 119 

t I 
8.507 I Auto \'ihite I 3.942 5.817 

, 
8.353 4.955 6.254 0.000 0.000 3.948 I tl1eft 

I 
I I I . 

Black 8.334 6.438 5.160 I 4.170 I 8.026 4.057 0.000 0.000 3.696 
I 

! I 
?ota1 j •• 1'ki to 16.810 16.758 23.751 I 23.048 i 16.186 16.399 0.000 0.000 18.039 I If ~4 _ 

victim-

. 1 Black 
I' I , 

izo. -::Lon I 
20.050 I 28.290 12.9.172 !20.SS4 I 14.888 I 14.724 0.000 0.000 14.815 

i I I I ,-
I I I . . 

Source-Table E5: Katio~al Cr~~e Panel Survey 
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Burglary 

Larceny 

Al:~O 
~~,.....:: ... _ ... 4 __ '\0. 

?;2't.:-!1 . ., 
"''I'' .: (~ '~~!:l-

i::,:~tion 

TABLE HS'S: R.t"\TES OF HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY FAl':1ILY INCOI'1E AND RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

I I . 

Wh:l.te 
,,-.----

Black 

i .-I \"lh~te 
I 

I 31ack 
f 
I ~-lhite 
I 
J I B12.ck 
I 
• 
i .' f T'-"'l'" "'-p I ., ... .L '--

. I 
: 
I 

,:;.... 

-1 
~ ... 

Black 

I 

I 
t 
I 

I 

Elsewhere 

I J 
J 

less 3000- 7500- I 10 1 000-
than 7499 9999 14,999 
3000 

0.000 . I 0.345 o.ooo~, 
. t ...... ----- ... 4 

0.131 I 0.000 0.000 I 0.000 

.. 

6.946 9.688 12.877 16.244 

I 

I 8.801 14.257 17.935 25.046 

2.016 5.487 I 
f 

5.956 I 5.699 

I I I 
I 2.760 I 5.817 I 8.759 I 10.620 

I I 

8.962 15.:75 I . I 
18.833 22.228 I 

I I 

I 
11.692 20.074 26.693 35.666 

Source-~able E 6: ~':at:'onc:l Crime Par..el Su:!:"'vey 

15,000- 25,000+ NA 
24,999 

0.520 1.951 0.101 

- -
0.680 4.986 0.000 

25.486 29.382 9.901 
, 

31.072 42.814 12.337 

9.517 11.683 4.470 

16.669 18.810 6.893 

35.523 43.015 14.471 

i 

48.42l ... L 66.609 '- 19.230 
~- .. ---- ------

I 
! 

I 
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TABLE H-7: HOUSEHOLD VICTIMIZATION BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE 

" '., 

I 
. " 

, . 
Total Inside Vncn Ncnr Inside Street, Inside Else- NA, 

~-- ~----.--~--- --------

home home, home non~res park, school where 
hotel, bId field 
motel 

qCf.6j O,qY. ' 
Eurglary 2867 2840 27 0 ' 0 0 0 0 0 

"70'" Ie", Q',7,,'; !'-f..' ?,'? . 
-'") , ~ ".;~ i .. ' ", . .,::, I • .;., i~' 

j?' j I 0 '30 2- ~/. b Q I a y;~..s~' 7 tR 7:? d /"/:. Lr 2.f) 0,21.;-
'~"'; .,6 -I,:; .)U' (}.c...>o' 

Larceny 4868 400 15 1445 479 1888 422. 207 12 

-::- J ~;.~ i I --; & -7. 7 ~7 i -;!.;. (J " , •. 1 )r-. J? ;-. q 4' 0 I G' ,- Cf 7 / 1'"I·'ri. i' , 
......J (f .;,'.::) ,~ j ... - '"" ... ~.. / I / J!.) ~"t .... ~ ~ ; , I /.' J f' ~~ / / ~ (:;i T .~~ _. /' T"' . 

J.I'3 I i 23. 72 /. ~!. 2 I 73. 0'; 0. ~ (;-~ 0: 17 . 

Auto theft 1760 'I, 20 I 0 421, 2,5 1286" 0 5 3 
,,'~ .. -; " , .... f ") ) !: ," I w:;:. ,,- 4" t I 2 3 /' 2 ' 

, ; ',; :':" ,-'" t? , e- ".' - ':l I 7.,. \..; I () I .~J ~ , ,0 O. c:; 

.~ (J ? 71 !': I .~. J,:, : ,;-, <:: 1', t' ., I'"' :;;:;> C:) f, {.' / . 2 2? 0, is 
~ (, .... '...... ....;;. i;I I' .. ~ ... V I .,;- ~ ! ...... ~ I' I _.. ' -

_'?_o_t_D._l __ VL~_ctL~izatiC~ 9:5 _ 3260 I. _ 42 I 1366 _ i 50~' 3W__422_2_12 J:J 

,;>. 

>-' 
--.:: 
(,.."1 
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. TABLE E-9: HOUSEHOLD INCID3NT BY LOSS, BY ~CEr BY LOCATION 
: 

At home 
, ! 

I Total 
1-9 10-49 I 50-99 lOO-2t;9 250-999 1000+ ~n0':ffi. 

r lnc~den~3 
t~:J :1 'f~) .):~ ~~!., , .. f ,;;'; 1/. ... ... ; -¢-"') .Y' ," 2 I / 6 G ...., ~ o 1 ~;, ./; J.-- _~, . t,. .. - ..... J ,'. ,." c_, "-",, ,,";,; U" ~ / ,I' 

Burglary White 63 180 147 155 160 51 756 
/ ~:, 0 (of 2 9. ,~~ t 'I!; ,72 I ~ I) . 7 PI: c 9 3 S $>. ~ 2- 9- 0 2 L 

Black 20 J.25 123 203 367 139 977 
2, 0 ~ I 2 ' /'"/ 12 .. J g 1\ 2. 01 / 7 3 :-". J' 6 /-9-. 22. 

-J "'! '""? '7 r ~ /,L I, -',r -J'" - <:- '<::-J (j r 0 70 r r r 0- /-0 ~ (... , t' :> " 1:;1. _ •.. 7 /. # <" I / L-. /..J / 1") •• ') CO, .:)) .,,2] ').,./ I 
I 2. 7. 32. C;-? 76 / 7, .Ie 7. 2 G '3.0/9 0.20 -1 

La=ceny I White 267 4~7 171 71 39 2 977 J P 0.(.'-') 10, /) . S- _<. 7 7 2 7. F( Y. I /3, 9' 7 2 , 2 ~ t / I "'J b i 

I Black 1:5,~'~ I ~~i'7/:' I :::~3~/ I J2'~9:5 ~14.f~ 0,326 546 i 

_____ 1 . 7 ~~. I b, G 3, Cf S I ~ 2. ,e; 7 I z ~ 7.5 'i', 7' 2 J I 0 / 3' 3, 2.f , 
• T I I, S 0 I I /c?'. 7 L S ,!;, ;' f' 2. 3. / 2 I 

A:lto I :';hite o. - 2 , 0 I 29 32 34 147 'I 

'.::~·~=t I I 0.:; 7_ ! ~. II I" _5 7 ~ 9. /;:} 3' 7, ClLJ /. 8'/ 
I I! 0.,;,' {I ~7.0~ c/7,o!:: 119 I 

I Black 0 0 I' 0 I' 7 56 56 /; I 
I I '2- I .S-d / I ~ c· .!} 2 J?' J ~ 7_ "7, 2 i i 

------1 -, -. / 7, ~~ ~ ~1 2. :.<',~ ! 16."/ / I I 3. ·s { ! 1 f'- I ? 1'- I' (1- , 6 2 , 880 
'~\?;:2.~ ! -;-ihi te 330 609 II 3J.o i 255 281 87 -
': ":'c '.:J.::l- i I, i I _---; 
i:.:.).tion i ~.' .~:';'!'; I 2{] . .'~···' I' f<:.;;'/ I ;?:.'l9' 2f'.t.:'f I 1/,9"/ 
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I 'I ~~ r 71 . .:'. ~. I C; ," : / ! 7;:: '7 r.: I / t;.i ,," c. 2 7 0 '7 0- ) I f 
i ;, - ~ I' ,; .. i ; .' ~ ~ * ,,~~~. ~~ ... : • ~ " :-;. J ... " : -. -::: ' ;'. .. ~ ":" ". _ ~ I _ ~ 

1 I L 0/ " / I '7 7· '.' ! I ":; . : .... I il ' #-.! I '7. ok (./ O. '1 7 ~ 
I Black 207 I ~56 ! 193.! ll5, 44 10' 1025 ~ 

~:hitc 

I I ,"" I Cf .' ,::, • .! " c; t~ , l; i 7 c~ " cr l i '7 ~ '7 ("/ 4 71 7' ? -9 .';;.. I ... i ( i."" ,..~ ~ / " ' . ; ~ " , f , ., , .c-- _ • .Go.- ...... , ~ ,. ~ , ~'"" 

i i c .. ;.:;7 r/' !/ • .:.::::- I ,', .:., "" / S J ~7' t~' I ~ 9. 7"; :3 S", 9.2 . . 
I ~'::1itc I 5 2 ID I 80 224 180 I SCI 
I I J f/- 2. ('; '.~' ,'1 'f: t.': .3! Z (", p' e I /? I. .._~ I /' :7, 2.? 2.. ~ 7 P. I 

\'.:1.:0 
:;:.(.l: t 
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~ . , . . 

".~.. '" -,..'" " -4" -.,. *" -' "-? ~ /.050 :';:'.,\i I ~.);" :;7~';>':-' I .J2...S7 27,0/ 
:::'lack .0 5 10 I 35 130 I 202 382 

.-, 1. ,} -' -, q?O' 
J • / ,0 ,':' !f-. ,;. 7 22 ;.f g 7~" / / , I _<:, --" 

::'Jt01 
, I 7 - t~1 """" ~ .' .' I I ',- '. ~~ I' / l' ~ tA: " :;;. ,- '-:' I C:'" I '? t -')} ~, .. t.:"- ... ~:$ / .:..~, , - J' j ,~;< '-' I ./ ~), r....: ~ J'" ". v 

;';J~ite 352 VI 555 248 309 276 185 202$ 
.. ~ (~ ... ~ ..... - I j i " "" ... -_. 1-. , 
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I TABLE }I-IO: HOUSEHOLD INCIDENT BY VALUE OF LOSS BY PROPERTY RECOVERED 

\ 

Burglary I ,. 
, , 

I 
I 
1 Laroeny 

I 
I 
I 
'7 ':0 
Itueft 

I 
I 
I~otal 

victim-
lization 

I 

I 
t 

I 
I 
I 
, 

I 

, 
o· 

: 

:;;1-9 ITIT-~9 :;>50-99 ~J.OO-·2·~~ 
;;;~.,~ 

'" ,"", ~ ~ 

71 () ~ ;;<'4.;;'1.{ 3"".3' 3;L3 :£ 
All 7(8.0) 24(7.6) 36(13.0) 32(8.7) CJ 

1/,(?7 .It!SI ;Z l. .51 7 / s'.?'-/ 17 
'6,'-/ s 17.;~11 cJ.~. (, 'i :;-Jr'. b ;z.. 

Some 2 10 12 34 
~-/tl. 0 () /0,31 J(),t)(} 

, 
3l.J,{)() ..< -r ,5'::>" 3/. ~'f ;l 5'".7'5' :' y. '-13 

None 75 (89.2) 278 (89.1) 224 (82.3) 303(82.1) ~~ 
111 {~ IS"', J 3 ::z..~/I(J tr3,tO " 

-~. '8, 10 ?> (). 0 'i .J.? ."<'3 35:'SI! 
Total 84 312 272 369 }, y,r-tf /1.1. C; 7 d.& I Lj'g ?; "I. (II ") -... ,u 

1'-1. S-3 3'1.53 ;1.1./.71 :?-. / . .2.. 2..-
All 50 136 85 73 3'; 

5'"3,33 i3 1 q)' ~ 3. '-13 :)~, ILl (,1 

/,71 'f't,7/ ,,1 l, J.l1 .. ----oC2-. 'J.9'-- --~ 

Some 3 87 46 39 / Co,o/; 5'3.7D 7 ,~. ~ 7 31,00 (, 

,).. >~. 13 (./ :tC~';1 / y, 0/1. / (J. <j :2..., ' -
• /.,1 

Hone f!42(93.9) 1539(87.2) 604(82.1) 366('15.9) .., 
:;) . 

q(.~2 YLf.3'3 _}~~L ____ ~ ___ .. __ .f.l.;..:..,{~ .. f.._._ 7 - --::f3. 7 'j 1./1'--..;, /lI,<t9 I;;. ,:;',) • ~') .,? 

-- f,.~"-") .,...... <I 

~.,' .. 
Tot:al 895 1762 735 478 ., 

~o. 9 (~ Yl.f.)~ 7/,5"7 4/7, 'fy :'l, 

:1 
I, 'J 7 /.7-r- --7";;:1;:r- -.- ,-

I"~ .5:-:::rt;r----- ." ~-

1\11 2 2 12 j ! 97 1/ 
3.33 1.23 <I "1 l/)'Y (\ '"I t1 • ,':0\.,..' , . f----.. -.------~ ... - -"--'-;:':·:r7;T-·-~--· '"-''' 0,(1(; t'J, G:iJ c.. 'i 6 

Some 0 o 2 /27') . - , 
0.00 :l r} S 

,)7.(} 0 /J (}.OO ,;;>,:'J. 

'i· ~ ~ i--;-:?pr---1'---7;1.:·7~~'----·-
d __ ~ __ "~::&~ ... ~:;.:~~~'-"~~ ___ "~."~ .... 

None 2(50.0) 7(77.'7} I 5(2G',3) 27 (J.7 • 9) u 
o 7.0 I 0 1'( '.:' ,;~ (' I 

o. :<.~ ) j {'. 1"1 .: 
----' .~.~ .... ~-- ..... - .---.. - ... .!.,}~.--~ .. - ----,. _._._ .... _ ...... ~--~ ..... ,. .... ~-~.- c ........ " .. ~ 

--'J-,ff" I l./, "t 2_- ~ to" ~f;/:/ ~ .f. "'>, 
Total ,I 9 J.9 .- 151 . 

-J: j,. 
f).'!! (J !. '11. ____ __ 1-.J':/ _____ ._ ~ I(,~- ,', / ') ( ,~ , :.) t 

·----.. ~f-.. :T"-'" .--.-....... -
f p, 7.F' (J~,;;l, 0:3 ,;: ti., () I ('" "'. () 

I 
.!. : ... , 

All 60 162 134 202 _., 
:j, _. 

I. Cj I - .,) I' ... ' ---:r .. ·~~;-----r 37. bJ_ ", . . /0 _"),~;, / 7 
RC'11e 5 97 60 100 ,)., 

"-""" IC~ ~"f'(;---- fo---,--~----.-- .. _--

i )..1.)/ l'''' 'J" /t: .. .:t 7 i 1 ,A. ..,... ( ... ' 
T 

',le 919(93.1) 1825(87.3). 833(81.1) 69~)(69.'~) I'll 

I fgp-~J-' --'f9?.'-~. 
--/·7,3:1.... t..:,;) re:'",.; 

II • I ... ' 
./IP,,:'> , 

~('otal 984 2084 1Q • J ~ 
_ .. 
; l' 

NOTE: Numbers in parcntlwscs arc p(;rccntiJ.::ws 

·i.·l'i') 
\ 
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(cont. ) I 
I 

TlillLE H-IO: HOUSEHOLD INCIDENT BY VALUE OF LOSS BY PROPERTY RECOVERED 

........,.-

I Burglary 

I 
I 

None 
" 

0 

-----+--------i-----~---_+-----_+_------,--.-

5 

0 1381(78.6) 

-'_--f-----f- I 5 

I 
1756 

---.~------------------.-. 

I 
I 
I , 

Larc(.my 

---------+--.-------.--~------------

None 145 (80~1) 

-.,--_.- -----------t--
rl'otal 181 

0 

I" i 

~ 5 

- -

-----_ •... 

._------_. 

:: ( G 

8 

. 2) j~~~~~~: ___ t-__ 4_:_:_:_3 _( 8_6 __ 0_1_), __ '-" 

_ ... ~::'--.- -'-~~~-. 298 T- 251 l 0 .. 

, the'Ct.-
,_ -s~m~- ---]-.0-2------ ---1-3-4------1------2'---+------- .. 

_ -N~-:1-0- ~----9 ~-(-1-8-~-9-) -+--'--~~~o~--l_----o----l-,--l-~ 5 (23 . 6) -

J ____ , ___ l_~'I~~O-_ t--u_-1_ :~~~~_4~_9~_G~_·~.~_~~_ -_~_-_:~--_~_-4_4_3 __________ 1; __ --,-2--_+__--.-8-~-.~---
I Totc:d 

vi.ctim­
iiation 

All 341 281 o 
---------.---------t-----------+-------I'----------,-.-

I,' . s,O,-.m_E_' --+ ____ 2_l_9_~ ____ ~---2-0-0-----I--l-32-.--t-------.- .. 

None GqO(52.4) 174(26.5) 5088(73,0) 

----+--------+---------~-_t_-- ... '---_t--------.-

1 ____ ~_o_t(_n,_l_+-.-l-.... ,?---O_O---_.-_+_-. _.,_6_5._5 ___ -J _____ l_5 __ -l ____ 6_9 __ 6_2 ___ _ 

(", ,- .; .... o'. '-", -, ... -::. --.. ('''." ~ ... " .. -.., • 
___ "~""'" ...... " .... __ __ ~~_.'f' .... ~ II 

NOTE: Numbers in parentheses are percentages 
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TABLE H11: HOUSEHOLD INCIDENTS BY LOSS, INCLUDING DA¥lliGE, BY RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD 

Burglary 

1-9 10-49 50-249 250+ None 

I 

DK/NA 
/0+"'-' 

6 ... 
/ 

RDw 

I.lr, g-2-~ --z: / , .5 b-'--~ "Ct 7// 2 0 , '?- lS ? . OS' I "7. 2..s 
165 240 287 228 90 103 " / /:5 

--= l.J.. ","" -? -" ... . . ..q ~ -.. .#...., '1 ~ ~ ~ -~--.-..t- 2. 0 .11 I 6 . - ,;... .c- :- , Po 2, /. .5- / 6 2. • '7 3 i 25!, ,~.., I .r- '5, 7 < 

I 
10. ~'I I 5, ~-;'b .2 :S./I '33.5/ /, /7 I /.7;5 

vJhite 

Black 150 200 331 480' 103 168 I Lf- '3 2.. I I ~;;(}'1 ~ I. 7 b >."1. ",-? 0/ 5' 9';:1.. 7 7, ~:. :3 7, :2<: ":?7. 00/ 
, z 2 t .5,3 i C). CJ.J 2t. ;.: y 7, I 9· If';" , S. 6 G 

Larceny ~'lhite 603. :L081715 112 I 36.... 153 "2-/ 7 0':) 

Auto 
theft 

s:o'cal 
victi."TI­
iz:ttion 

~ 

.... 
C? 

I 173.61 G, 2.~ bY. 2'1 13, /f'l Z;,/7 9·":j ~X' .s-7,6'! 

I Black 1- ~t6·e. is Ji~ 3D I· z i~8~' 2~ t;{ '/.$' Ii: 3 i~6'~ 'I' ~7/b 
I I r:,,'; 7 7 I 7 I ': 7 S I: '"' C/o ..".,-. I /. L- /1 '":> u; 2 t,r. I L /- .::, '7 . ./ I:~..:.. I.), .. ~. ,. .~s ~ .;J. ,-'"'::> 7, 7 /-__ , ..... ~··~t' 

.5,8'9- I /1,/) /2...60 S6,5J 7 1.'7'}-'. 12"oz 
51 97 110 493 17 105 

6 -, -; I r" r) I, c;9 (., -' t' (\ / ,<' ? U 2 .-;; 0 ('7 
~ 4 /- ,_ {:) • ,..', 7' I- .-," ~.' "" II- J / ;-( //_~ ___ o __ "r___ ~ ____ <!?:~ ___ d_ 

White 

Black 
;7 0 ! ,f.~ J' -- / ~'860-- r--{9~':? q--)io'7 r-r'--/t';' 9-3 
r r::l"? "" .-,,- ,..,; ..... It.,.. ~ ..... ~ 2 

..) • (, -"" (:;> ," <" i' f : • J 7' 0 . s or:: /" .!; / / J .5 CJ 

White 
/7,·",,/1 ';SCJ.2<E 2.'$.73 I 17 .. /'/ ::j,O_f I 7,70 

819 I 1418 1112 I 833 ! 143 I 361 

:LSI::;! v ~ ,. / 

Black 
,---~ r'; t.;. 

. \ 'j I 133 

'2.. .3 I -;'~. 

917 
1/, <7'1 

463 
~?- ~~, ;:?:::. 

919 977 
/1.6'«/ 
451 

Source-Tab~e F9; Total only: National CrL~e Panel Survey· 

g 73 
IR'.62.. 

6 72-
/ 7, f"e., · 

9-,..C;96 

'3 .... Sf>' r.;;a 



TABLE H .... 12: AUTO rL'HEF'I' BY RACE OF HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD, 
BY AGE 'I"ENURE" BY NUi·iJBI{ OF PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLD 

~ 

I 
Total Total Total 
vehicles stolen attempted 
o\'lned thefts 

-
~ 

s:oS e2.r'f.. I 
All households 249 1 060 12,657 6164 

'1·:/:3 ."z,of;; 
Head-White 166,033 7032 3422 

,c"c'c.. 5'S:S~ .;. :5',$"..1 - (",77 g, ;)..7 
Head-Black . :1430 2621 

1.6,/.{) Sq.,199 S!. J :?l?-. Y:l,S-2 - .. 
~. (/,/ Lf •• 2,-/ 

Head-..Othcr 2829 195 120 
. . I.IL! 1. 5 "'-1 1.'1,-L) 

/,// 3.3tf 
Hcad-12-l9 2154 24 72 

{J,8?: 0./9 /.17 

11 .s; 97 J 3,,29 
H~'ld-·20-34 70926 4235 2335 

c;< o. ¥IJ 37. f5? - s.s-c; 02. S'~7 
, llcad-3S-49 74810 4180 1927 

3 O. oLf ?:2 02 3/,,,2 (:, v.>. __ 4 ... _ ,- -
'I " 't 
'l 

'-/. if3 ,;<.0 fa 
Hcad-SO-64 71830 3185 1482 

"2.7 C;.l/. ,.)~,I & ;t </- (HI -- ("".'.J_ 
.-:" 

']:':;-2 1./% 

• 

':1 
lIcad-65+ 29340 1032 . 347 

I ;~ / .h 7 ~r 
.' J I ... > 5~.l3 ---_. 
t.ft 3.SS 
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TABLE C5B: NUMBER OF BURGLARIES IN BUSINESS WITHOUT INSURANCE KNOWN TO POLICE BY LOSS 

(cont. ) 

Total 

Retail 

Wholesale 

Real estate 

Serv:.ce 

r-~anufacturing 

All others 

... ~ 
I 
l-' 
..0 
.;.... 

To-tal 

1767 

I; I. 2:2-
739 

J- .-: I 
... ""> • ,f I 

101 

T 

I ! ;:.I! 
I 55 

,} ·:.3? 
678 

'2. tti 
51 

5',c9 
1.43 

/~. <.' ./..: • .;: co I, .. 

(]/<:o.( k .;:; "'(C'V 

/ 

Under 
'$10 

i-I '.,' 
0> ,?/ 

905 
t.,..o·' -7? 
:'.' ~ .", ~~ • ., r: 
~ :' I k- 1ot' 

301 
'7 -:. I r-... 

Jr' ,iJ ( 

"_~b-4-
33 
~ ~ '!' ~") /,r.'-" 

L. ,".' " , t,.:', 

37' 

/0, :/7 I ..,.. " . ..,. I 
IS·~"-' 
t. ~ 0 ' 
-- ! 

.. ~ ::.53 
..... , ~ B 7 

17 
I 
'I 

I 

r}. '/, fc2 It 

I /" .. ) 
107'''-

.',,-
". 

:,'/<,]"j. i< 

$10-
$50 

'7 c:- t:) ., 
,.J;"A{·OA.--

527 
'7 q,2c;,/ 
. Ire. ,(; , 

246 

~~ 7J 32 
/2... <':/0 

68 

o 
c") S, Ii 0 
? 7. I t;! 

195 

333 3 
3,,2. #~ 
17 

o 

Sourcc--Tab1e 6B 

Not Knm·;rn to Police 

$51-
$251 

I /1 &"',~/ 
~ . 

210 
/'1, G 7 
6' l. 71 

138 

o 

o 
(-- ~) 0 

........ -5 
/7,)9-
36 

o 
r.2 ~'~ /'7,' 
I % /:", 
36 

Over $250 

! 
No. I 

itO? 

125 
7,3<1 

t;- 5.20 
54 

o 
~..:.") -7'" ,-,,(;.1".. .. ...{. 

If-. -ft, 
18 

j. 30 
2 y~ ~c.. 

36 

3J3; 
13.CO 
'17 

o 

I 

Median 

490 

490 

o 

303 

1150 

2000 

o 

National C~iwe,Panel Survey 
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o 
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o 
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TABLE C6: NUMBER OF ROBBERIES vHTH INSDRANCE COVERAGE, BY KNOWN TO POLICE, BY KIND OF ,BUSINESS 

Total 

Retail 

\';holesale 

Real estate 

Service 

:':anufacbJring 

All others 

,r:.. 
I ,...... 

...0 
Ul 

I 
I 

I 
Total 

658 

329 
.;' ..... , 

134 
' ,,', / , . .. .. , 

0 

72 
I ~ ~~ ~~ 

· -.' . 

34 
I 

· . , I ; / . 

89 , ~~ ~ .... ,~. 
· 'I' ", ,--;-<-. 

wi th 'Vleapon 

under $10 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.; .).,." I .. 

, '. 

I ! 
~.L()-50 

~ ~ ,''J'" I 1_), ~ ....:. 
91 

I 
.2d~ /$' 
.. 73 .. 

0 

I 
0 

I 0 
I 

I 0 

1- •• 1: '.~ L < 
:.: \;./ I " ~ 

18 

c .. '"' ...... ' , , 
"'" ,,-'" 

I,. 

With loss 

I 

~Sl-250 ove::::' $250 
~1'!.i.':nb8r ! medlan 

.";.1, t 'i / <- " ,-v'rJ 
188 103 660 

l/~'J{) s": / ~ 
153 17 900 
, 

C 

;; .~ . .., .... '11 Ie, .. 1 J., (; c • r , 

J ." ; 17 50 2000 
I " .. .. " . 

0 0 0 

c15~, ,jtJ " 
18 36 404 

" " 
.- .. 
~ c, 

~, .. j . -
0 0 0 

0 0 0 

Source-Table 7A: National Crime Panel Survey 

t-li thou t weapon 

NA under $:"0 $10-50 
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I/~:tf 0 0 
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0 0 I 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 
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'/ ,,' ') rl I It • ~ 

I 
11 0 0 
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Ti\;;I,B C6: NUMBER OF ROBBERIES WITH INSURANCE COVERAGE,. BY KNm'm TO POLICE, BY KIND OF BUSINESS 

. . 
(With loss) 

\ I Without loss NA 

. . 
(cont. ) (wi thout ,.,reapon) NA Total wi th \Veapon '\vithout NA 

. 'Vleapon 
$51-250 over $250 j NA 

number mcdlan I 
. 

I 

1171 1~65 (',1/ L ",- /~. /,,(;'1 r-1 v ';% ,. i) I 1P~J I' ',/f.;: 
/- 0 

0 rrotal 
33,~i 

69 35 4000 0 67 
36 ~J?) 

0 0 
SQ, (){) .(";..- ~l-:.J 3 3, ?-.:;,' 50 .. ()tJ --'-- ..,) r,,,-,,Lr; ."';;"f) -~ ~ 

1{)'.:;~j ~2//"':'.! 
1" ... ,') c; ,. ... '." 

.' '~:) r: ... ) .. ~bi'- /u .... (.,,~/ , /~:. .::> 

I\.etail 52 17 2000 0 I 0 18 18 I 0 0 0 
I (tin 37,6g ,?IJ ... ~: •• /(;,;,.,(;> 7 ;::;.s, dO :;> 5, 00 (r ... lo f It·'):/ 

S"J 3:.I,CO &{~,f::t} I 
0 0 0 ~':holcsa1e 

; ,4/ 17 0 0 0 33 0 0 . I d-.3d-. t.;;:"II~:~~ 
; 

I I l\c~a.l csta t·(~~ 0 0 0 I 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
! I I 1 -1, .. I ,,',.:.0 I CVl"'~' I 100 c~~ 
lGG ~l 

IJ ..... ~ I t .... ·~ 

Sc:cvice 0 ,,,~,~~, J 
6000 0 0 18 18 

. 
0 0 0 , ,/,-'!y rD .''fA I '5 1 :jr.) 

. 
;)(; ./XJ I t/tJ~tl\..-'" ;ff!.'~':'."/~ / f o 't, ,_" --"._-- .-, .. 

! -
~ "-:1"/ I If.·:'') 

;·'.:t:1'_i.:factn~ i 11g :;''( 0 0 I 0 0 3 it 0 0 0 0 0 
il .2iS , ;;25 .. "371 
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TABLE C6: ~UiI.tBER OF ROBBERIES WITHOUT INSURANCE, BY KJ.'JOh'N TO POLICE, BY KIND OF BUSINESS 

Total 

~etai1 

\'Jholesale 

Real estc:.te 

Sc~vice 

H3.nuf e.ctur ing 

All others 

.~ 

I-' 

--.0 
--J 

,\"lith loss 

Total i.vi th ~vea.pon ~\1i thout "leapon 

under $10 I $10-50 $51-250 over $250 NA under $10 $10=-50 
nu:-nber I median 

1--

o 1074 o 21 ~ 563 144 350 .l..L 
I 'f /.,el ~.., t./) 

l 3. <-f IJ . ,. '.J ,1 ... )(": , f " , 

I 51 
! Lj,?Y 

o 

o 

o 

,.-',' ',{ 

807 

0 

o 

o 

i I 

211 '1 296 144 I 350 
,-.) t" Il! 

I 
:'/ '''J '7 /fl.1 "" ~ •. :> ,. l ,I I 

0 0 0 0 

I 51 
,6,3/ 

o 

o 

o 

0 o 0 0 o o o o o 

o o 
"" 
" , 

250 0 250 o o I o o 

,I, 
" 

17 o 0 17 o o o o o 

0 1 I 
I. __ 0 0 1

0 
____ _ 

o 
----,--- --l---' ----~ --I 

o i 0 I 0 _ I o 
1-- --,- .----------I~--------, 

". t 
( / 

j.) .:--; "I~;""~' L -- (.'.n,,": r. ,'" .,>~ 

Sourse-Table 7B: National Crime Panel Survey 
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TABLE C6: NUMBER OF ROBBERIES WITHOUT INSURANCE COVERAGE, BY KNOWN TO POLICE, BY K~ND OF BUSINESS 

(cant.) 

Totc.l 

Retail 

~';ho1esa1e 

Real estate 

Service 

~:anufacturing 

All others 

,;:,. 
I 
~ 

--:) 
cr.) 

--.-----~.----, 

I 
I 

(With loss) 
, 

(without weapon) NA Total 

$51-250 over $250 NA 
number medlan 

a 17 500 a 88 372 
/ -~-l , ' ' 'l·t? 

I 
... . ' 
: ,.'[, 

0 17 500 0 88 283 
,.'2.10 J 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 I 0 0 0 I 0 

j 
I 

/ -. - .' 

0 0 0 I 0 I 0 '-,1 

I 
:;)-

I :~ -' 
0 0 0 I 0 0 17 

( I 1./; '~' 

0 0 I 0 I 0 0 18 
-----.-~- ----- - - ---- -- - -- I 

--) ,/ ,'" :;,. 
/" ."'" /' . .>; 

?' .~/~ -

Source-Table 7B: National Crbue Panel Survey 

I 

Without loss I NA 

I 
with weapon without NA I 

weapon 

355 17 a 0 
t,< 1? ! 1. :;; '-/1 S-fo 

., J .:' :" • .... , 

266 17 a 0 
Ci3 qq 
I " 

?,,,{)D . 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

,,\w- _] / oj 54' .. 0 0 

:' I .. -: / 
", 

17 0 0 0 
\.' 

... / /.:.~ ',? 
18 0 0 0 

_______ .. _ L ____ ~, __ ,_ 
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!I 
I ' 

II 
, . 
I l II' 
fl 

Iii' 
I. , 

!:I ., 

1i 
:1 

. 

-
Total 

One offender 

White male 

White female 

Black male 
. 

Black female 

-~ 

Other/DK 
. 
Two+ offonders 
. 

All '\'ll)i te male 

-

'TABLE C7A: NUHETR O'F ROBBERIES, BY 
PERCEIVED RACE 0::' OFFENDER 

~('otal No . of 
robberies . 
completed 

" 

2385 .- "7.:!; ,-:;,,:5' 
1802 "'" 

-
683 7; (b .. t;9 

~ ;J 

7g' 6:.7, 2.. 7.1< 
r~"'~5 ..::>, •. l':;> 

155 85 
.. 6, Cj9 Y Zt , 

0 0 

475 
7~~, fJe; 

351 
/l11. Ci'! ;9 £2-

0 0 

--
53 

I, OC) 
53 

----..:...r.~ , ;'. 2 J? c-, (.::.. __ ...e--1......i-l.-__ 7 ..... !II"~' r., ~,n~ 

1651 12.;)62 ,) 
co 
~, '.t- :72. 7(), {:-; ~.,. 

.~~'P /,//' 

,355 
'-" t' 

141 
!~-t;, .r:,V .. ,.~ .'! .' " 

,/ . 
--~~ 

All white female 0 0 

- ----cr;"'r;; I." f' GJ {',~ J. V.;.\ •• ' 

All black male 1226 1086 
.~ 

-~. 

Atternpts 

c?<J, «q' 
.",-, 583' 

fsV-;'O 
94 . 

? S' ? ...... - r;f ~ ... ~- 7 
'7 ~·,./6 

70 
/2,/)(5 

0 

&tG, I (J ... _--r-

124 
::?-/ • ?/ I .:-;;~ . 

0 

'\ '., 

:-----,,:.--:...;, ; ..... 
d.s I ,.; ... ., 

389 
:~,~.~~~ :.-L:~, ,.:.¥, 

oo 

~} 0 I ",:~, ,~.~"", 
- 214' ... 

."~.'~' (~ .. • >"(; 

·-o-~-. 

-z --/ I.~ /./ 
140 

SJ. fit} '::,/ , r~.3 :;; 
2 1", .... ,) ! 

- ,.;.... r-' 
_. ;' , t. '" --

;fi.ll black fCI';!ale 0 0 " 0 

Other (rnixcd 
, -10- !J).Oo 

-1 
j; 0 I CiC 

and DK) 35 35 
.< 'i? I ~ ~J .. 6,CJo 'j~ , , 

I, DC) 
DK 51 51 0 

c:l, /3 2, I,; .., 
c;, .. "( 

---, 

Source--Tablo 12A 

Nationol Crime Panel Survey 
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I TABLE C7B: NUMBER OF ROBBERIES BY PER­
CEIVED AGE OF OFFENDER 

1.1 ----------------------r----------------r--------· ---r-

I 
Total No. _of 

robberies 
complBted 

"~tt('>.mpts 

.-__ ---._----------1f-----------t--.----------i--------l-
lIr~tCJ_1 2385 1802 583 

7 .. r: J-'J~ d 71; rY" 
-~-------------------------r----~~~~---+------~~~~-----~----~~~-----
• ...,.? (t 63 c2? .. JY' ?Y .. :2 7 
~ne offender 683 489 '1.94 
", 7 / i.rf ' , - .. d £ Y V 
-------------·-----------r---------------4--------~~~~--_+----~~-~-----~-

I tinder 12 o o o 
-------------------------r-----------------r--------------------4-----------------

II 12·-14 o o o 
-------------------------4--------.----------~------------------_r---------------. 

I 15-17 0 

~------------------------~---------~----4_----------~~------I-------~--- .--... -/, / (Y I r ';7 y :/. 9 ( -- -
52 35 17 

07156 3' j I 6 ? 
"-'II Clj ,'.' -,> <)-r--I---"'::'-";;;;;.-;-~--

"'" I. I ~ .< ') ", ~ /' 596' i119" ' 177,d:, 

__ '----.--------...,....--,-------,-,-,---I---.--7t.-0.:;...,.., .:5 q ___ ,:--2 (7- (,' "i 
,/, V & /, y Y" 
35 35 0 

----I-~6~t=r.2 --< ---~~ ~'~- " /' 7 - {~ 9 T~--"-"-
7' / (,.-.? 9-? ,~~/ 

_
________ ~~~~~~-I-I------o - _. _____ -L-L_,. -"b'_~_ _I __ -_-~r/_-_~·._'-~~-'>--'t:>.-' --""'.' 

------.-

I 
18-20 

I~ .. 21 or -over 

F't DK 

I- 0 

'r\·l0+ offenders 

I 1~11 under 12 

I 1~11 12-14 

o o 

o o o 
-------------------------~--------~~--~ [I All 15-J.7 

-I All 18-20 

---------------------------~--------~~./~(/-,~y-b7,----
:1 All 21 or over 977 

4-2(10 
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TABLE C7C: NUMBER OF OFFENDERS IN ROBBERY BY TYPE OF BUSINESS 

Total Nu."Uber of Offenders 
robberies . 

1-1 I 2 3 4+ 

I 
NA I 

__ _,___ - 1- _ __ _ _. 
T 

Total 2386 )4 263 154 51 i 1234 2( 
___ ---------4-----,-, -,....-___ .\-1 .:... __ 7_' • ...:.6-.::0_+- .5--;: 7/ (1/):2 /. . Sf (- d, I? I 

lf8~~ V c l(i~;_0 I .' /~;~' 19 

(--/. 7/ / /. ,() .:::z G, Y j 

(.. ~ff~;' (:/ ! ? 5' J/ ?.i?: '7' 
~/~t,~il 

~'lholesalc 

Real est~te 

Se~"'vice 
';". ,/,6 

536 

~'-I t I i'/'V \ .S-3.32 
t ,r l, 

/ 84 
rs; t ;l. 

0 

3 
j;Jp9t 
("t/( 
' 17 

(I . ..{,.)' 

0 

- '. r"-; 1 ) , "7 " 
,;/',)" ,' • .5 I -.7 (" c! /.:>' t ,1" 

161 321 36 I 5' O~ tJ 3 I r7- g:6 6 ~ 7/ 

1 .... ., 
. ..J ( 

~;70 

0 

0 

o 

<; • j • ~/. I ! . ) '6 • 1 b / /, O:? ~ ('( , ,-- . ) I ...,. 7 /. ~ I / 

k';a:1:lfucturing 85' 34 17 17 17 
__ 'YtJ-; 0"2;;, dO' 020_ 
, ;:.,73 IS~ {'j ! <,It 
All o-t.hc!:'s 125 '101' is 0 0 

~. 
I 
N 
o 

tiS-: ( 17:. Y 
}f" Jt. ...... t- ~ ~ - ~ r ...... ~~.. I 
/'" .-t '. • 

J;. ). /.i··;;.-:~"';v:' 
f\ .... - " ,., 

Sou=ce--Table 12C 

National Crime Panel Survey 
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TABLE C8: NUl-mER OF BURGLARIES BY KIND OF ~._ JSINESS AND REASON FOR NOT REPORTING 

,-. 

Total 

Retail 

~';?:101esale 

Real est-at.e 

Service 

~1~nu£2.ctu=ing 

;\.11 o'tl1cr . .G 

,.::.. 
1 
N 
o 
N 

Total 
burglaries 

~,-

-,' 

11371 

4708 

539 

I' 

-.l 165 

3728 
-_._-

.. -, -.~,.,. 

875 

13::;6 

Tot.al 
reported 

'~' </ ?Q 
I I, J! 

8460 

'/;':;<5-
3670 '-:" 

/1"- ."~-;­

t,;,'-'''~ /~ 

354 

" '/, .7:, ,.z 
~ 

I " 37 _ 
I 
I~ ----: ~:=i~') f 

, I 2658' ':,-.1 
- - -r ! r-?co<\- ",.-r 

I 
j.l. _~ / 

635 -' -', j 
r 

., ' .. ~ ,-/ I " y/,...; ':) 
1105 .,' i 

I 

-, 

Total 
not :-c .... 
ported 

q.} ~- (,~~ .. 
,..,.: ... ..J , ;' / 

2893 .. " 

Not reported 

Lack of 
proof 

Not im­
portant 

Didnit 
~.;ant to 
bother 
police 

'I' - <:> ;",-,:./,- ,..,' '":')""VI .( 7. 0,0 f I,..(,~- ( _.-.,. .c;'~ 
I r.~,- ~ " 

1006 I 828 I " 72 

. 17 A(.}, Ci'?t.I I' ,rl (70 ,lie.; , , 04-.~". (/ I , • .' /, 7 I <. I: ' 0 I) /-.. ,- , I 
-!. I " L1 ~ .. ~' - / _> ... 

1038 '459 " 371 '54 

',,' ],/.3:2 .. , IJI'b/!. '" ~,';, /0.3'1 i 

185 f8 I· 83 . j 0 

110 

1070 

240 

250 

I' ' ",. / ., 
u~·~ .. ··:,,':;:'"' 

(,:i l. r,.') 

,..~: ;;:. !J ,.'~ 

li~ ':";7 

J ::(/'1 
-·1 .... I .. ; 

56 
1.-'" (­

u,c/..v 

196 

" /:><,/1 ~. .J f t , 

120 ! 

10;,171 ,< 

" /0.70 
18 

?,/Z 
268 

? ;/;1 
~. --I 

34 
( 

.. ) ,"'~ 
... ,\ t 

() 

18 

o 

54 

c.;v 
3./(.. 0 

, fl' 

Source--Table ~3A t. 
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TABLE e9g NUMBER OF ROBBERIES BY.KIND OF '._JSINESS AND' REASON FOR NOT REPORTING ~-

.n"~~"'~~Nn~~~~ __ ~~~· 

Il".·· 

-_. ·----~·I 
Total I 

I , 

ROBBBRIES 

.. 

", 

Total 
r""'po··{~n,,:;) ~~ 11. "-....... ~\ 

Total 
not rc;'" 
ported 

Not reported 

Lack of 
pl"oof 

. . , .... 

Not im­
portant 

Didn't 
,-:ant to 
bother 
police 

Total 
=~~~ 

238 6 I 2.:1- 5 6 -;:. /" 2) 0 ,,-. I ... 5 4? b I ~?, 5 ~ 6 ",187..r 
I I-----.{ ,) ~ •. ;. -t.;' 1· (, -? _ -r:::.' • <'" ~ ___ '" • ../ 

I /.' / . -'-" '7 • ,:; ~1 <-" J ? U -t. . t (. ( •. () (: . -- ). (; I 5 U I /, , . ./ I'.J Y 
Retail ,. 1489 I" 1436 . 53 I 19 19 7 0 

/) 'I (). .0'/ (./V ~ 3 r'(- ;; 7 ,;;; 
_:..-_~ _____ """",,~ __ ~,-~ . ....:J;""""' ___ --t-slr~~ -:.:-- ~ . . c,. II 

t'lholesala 151 
'-. - , t', ... l ( I 

134 17 _ ' 
/. . I t r', ~.,,, I 

-. ') I c: c.' J 1/ / / "J..! 
, _____ , __ .. ___ ~ ••• ,~~.~ . .,.t'--( (1'< .. ., f

a
!-_ I /(~r./ 

Re~l estate o I 
'Sorvice· 535 

.,~ c, 
./ y~:;~ 

o 

! ,'/ .1' 
392 
'I" '7 1.5 . •. j 

'{ .2 (> 

o 

/
. -' 1/) ,.... / ( 

143 ' 
,,:t 6 ~ .. 2 .2_ 

'/- ...., f' 

o 

o 

"'7 -:'J .J-.1 
>'>')J 

18 
3,:{ (, 

o 

o 

i ~-~ y S'-
36 . 

C. (,~ 

o 

o 

o 

18 
3'.1'6 

o Hanufactu!'.ll..ng . 86 / _ 69 '1? . i 17;: s . .... D. c r'·,·_) Q 't I !'.J 
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TABLE C8: NUMBPR OF BURGLA~IES BY KIN~ JF BUSI~ESS AND REASON FOR NOT REPORTING 

Not reported(cont.) NA 

-'.--,----

(cont. ) I 

l' 
I 

Didn! t, 
'\>]ant to 
take ,time 

Not in­
volved 

Afraid Rep OJ:.l.te d 
to others 

'0' <,j.",_ 

107111-
~ lr /;; I -/ /' '; r. 

Total I l%~,;' 0 0 :~~:c~ ~c~,/ I f~~_ 
.... " .' , . ' 1 

RC'cail 71 0 0 0 0 I ?l 
-;1-;",17 I 1'\ d-
.' .' {p. r 

I . I ,'.' _~ , 

Wholesale 0 o! 0 17 .0, -; 
/1'1/ I I 'I,'-iq 

I I I ! /t:",~ - .•. , 

Real cs·t<lte I I . I ... 1(.'- j ,~ I 0 0 0 J 0 :~": J '6".-
Sr::rvice ;.~~:. I ' 0 ! 0 ' <~?; ~r~. 0 '-/ 1/ '\ 

-I 
~'/~ .. ",' I 1 <'~ 0>;/.:' ,?:>('J'v, 

! . ,.-
j I / ..,-'C:: , 

:':~:1ufactt!ring 0 1 0 II 0 .17 0 / .... / t{c! 
I /; y/ ~ I 

I 0 .1 0 [ 0 I .' ~6~'1 o-;;:} All otr.8::=S 

~ 
I 
tv 
o 
tJ.l 

;; / '-/ 
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SECTION V 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

The preceding £.-E-f::r: :._'J" ~ .. )resen';.ed data on the geographical region 
'>~:, 

under study and have defined h,e social and econom,.i.c 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 differences among certain neighborhoods, and even 

alTIOng 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.tion. The survey design, san1pling prOCedUl"'3, 

and !TIethods of analysis were presented and discussed briefly in Section HI. 

ProblelTIs in generalizing from the salTIple 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 SOlTIC general 

h-ends 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 victim.ization concluded in 1966 <:tnd the summary 

report o.n Crime in the Nation's Five Largest Cities, prepa.red by the 

Law Enforcement Assistan\~e Administration using data collected with 

the e'c?.rne insttlllnent (and fo1"l:he sam.e time frame) as this research. 

The q:uestion of gen,,:ralization is add.ressed a.nd some recominell~ 

dations for future analysis are made. Techniques which will dlew data 

to be collected and anaiyzed on a narrower unit than the entire ci.ty are 

proposed. A case for the use of Social Planning Areas 8.S the basic unit 

of analysis for ,social and Cl"i..:ne data is presented along with the reCOffi-

mendation that census tract-level data be m.ade available to researchers. 

5.2 SUMl\.1ARY AND COMPARISONS . -
'rhe general trends developed in the analysis of the survey data 

are presented here in bricf.for each t'ype of crime. These dr;,tn. pref~ent 

a summ.ary picture of cl."ime in Cleveland. At first, it was hoped that a 

comparison 0.£ data with the NORC research would be possible. Howevt.:,r, 

three basic problems aro~e which make such comparison difficult. 

First, the7:e is a considp.rable change in the crime p~cture !''\Vel.' the 

seven years which elapsed between the NORC survey and the Cleveland 

survey. National statistics indicate marked increases in all types of 

crim.e (Uniform. 'Crm'le Reports, 1972) as well as changing patterns. 
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Secon.d, categories are not directly comparable because of the differences 

between UCR categories (employed by NORC) and the National Crime 

..... 
Panel categories (employed in this survey)" -" Last, the NORC data aloe 

collected nationwide and include rural, suburban, as well as "\.lrba.n areas. 

The NORC survey doee,.br","'1»"!.-:-~~~ ... rates by type of city and region, but 

most other distributions, e- g;':;;1.;::~~olne, race, sex, are for the agKregate 

salnple. 

These d.ifficulties make the independent analysis of the NORC 

survey of limited value. Instead, the results will be cornpared to the 

Fhre Cit:,es Survey. 

5.2. 1 PERSONAL CRIMES 

There y..rere 31,.817 incidents of per sonal crime in Cleveland during 

the survey period, accounting for' approximately'23. 1 percent of all 

incidents. Slightly more ~an one-half of the personal crimes were.' 

assaultive in nature. Males and blacks 'were theyictin"1sof personal 

crirnes, significantly n"1ore often than others. J\10st victims\i,rere y~:)U'ng, 

with a modal age of 2.0-24 .. Rates of victimization were ge!ierally found 

to decline witI; age and employment. Income has axi ambiguo~s ~£fect; 

assau.ltive violence decreases with income, while personal theft increases. 

The propo:::-tion 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. 
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A trend can be demonstrated which associates stranger-t'1-stranger oifcnses 

with theft and non-stranger offenses' with assault t but the, intimate relation-

ships found between victim and assailant, and examined in studies of vidim-

precipitated assault, do not occur in Cleveland. This difference is of 

research interest, but as yet no explanation has been found. ·The role of 

weapons l-.as been examined and among those personal crimes which do 

involve weapons, firearms have been £:tequen~ly used. (See Section 5.4 below.) 

Compadsons 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 seen in patterns 

of victim~zation, are quite similar and will be pre.sented in surnmary forn"! 

below. No aUel"upt will be made to directly compare the findings of the 

NORC survey and Cleveland Vidimization survey. Rates of victimiza.tion 

for whites are lower tha,n l'ates for blacks (NORC, Table 16), th.e only 

difference being larceny, in'which case whites are victimized more often. 

Offenses almost always occur b~tween members of the same race. Ir" both 

surveys, interracial victimization is rare. Males are victimized 11.'1ore 

often in'both surveys, though the difference is larger in the NORC da'~a. " 

Age patterns are siJ.nilar, though the victims surveyed by NORC tend to 

be slightly older (N~RC, Tables. 17a and l7b). >:< There are no NORC data 

on victim··offender relationships precluding any comparison of this varia~ble. 

Generailly, there ie relatively close agreement between the trends 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 CrID'1e din"lensions. 
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The Fiv~ Cities Survey does allow better comparison because of 

the identity of des~'.gn shared by both surveys. The Five Cities Survey 

author's indicate that "certain l1.1.ajor variations in victimization rates 

occurred amon::, the cities." However, by e.;.:amining 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. Iv1inority 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 persons never rnarried 
than among per sons married, widowed, divorced, or sepa­
rated. Persons from falnilies with incornes of less than 
$10,000 had a higher rate of victhnization for robbery, as 
well as for personal larceny with cOlltact, than their more 
affluent counterparts. On the other hand, the rate for 
larceny without contact tended to rise with the level of 
family income. It (Five Citie~ Survey, 1974: 2). 

In addition, the rese~rch il1dicates that at least three-quarters 

of the personal incidents were confrontations between strangers. This 

brief description could be just as easily applied to Cle<:eland. In general, 

the victimization data in Cleveland presents a pattern consistent with 

other large cities, even though actual rates may 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 

crinie types in Cleveland are an1.ong the lowest. The percent of incidents 

;'<Rates £01' Cleveland are recol'nputed with a new base to allow comparisons. 
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in which the offender was a stranger is presented in Table 5-2. The 

r", 

Cleveland dater. more closely approximate the national statistics. 

• '1 

Table 5-1 COMPARISON OF VICTIMIZATION RATES 
B.Y CITY ItOR PERSONAL INCIDENTS~:: . !, 

Cleveland Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York PhiladelEhia 

Rape 2 3 3 2 1 1 

Robbery ZO 26 32· 16· 24 28 

Assault (Total) 23 27 33 35 11 34 

Aggravated As sault 12 12 18 15 4 17 

Sinlple Assault II 14 15 19 6 17 

Larceny 70 87 95 lOS 51 95 

It has already been p<?irlted out that the percent of stranger-to-stranger 

Rape 

crirn.e in. Cleveland ~s higher than that reported on elsewhere in the literature. 

However, when viewed in comparison wi~h the other five cities, this high 

rate of un.K:nov;rn. offenders parallels the pa~terns observed elsewhere. 

Table 5-2 COl\tf.PARISON OF PERCENT O~ 
STRANGER-TO-STRANGER CRIME BY C:ITY~:~~: 

Cle,reland Chic.e..g£ Detroit Los An~eles.. New York 

75 81 71 71 91 

PhiladelE.~ 

76 

Robbery 92 94 92 89 97 93 

Assault 69 74 66 68 85 74 

.------------------.-------------------:{<Source: Five Cities Survey, 1974, Table 2, p. 10, and Table 4-1 (above). 

>:<:{<Source: Five Cities Survey, 1974, p. 3, and National Cri.me Survey 
and Table /±-·3 above. 
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This.brief co.mparison has demonstrated that the crime patterns 

observed in Cleveland are not unique but are consistent with the patterns 

observed in other large urban areas. 

5.2.2 HOUSEHOLD CRltV1E 
£- .~..;;~:?:~ ~)."i 

There were 64, 712:~c... ~:-: \.1.1 .. i,ncidents under the UCR reporting 

scheme (see Table 4-1) which account fo:: 47.0 percent of all incidents. 

If, instead, the NCP categories are used anc1"larceny without" is considered 

a household offense, the number of victimizations is inflated to 96,401 or 

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 households arc 

victimized more often than white households and that income is positively 

related to the incidence of most household crin"l.es. * Age is relatively more 

important compared to patterns of tenure or type of structure. Most 

burglal-ies occur during the day or early evening when people are away 

from home, while auto thefis 'OtcUi'-'lir-the early morning. '\.I[hen compared 

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 minority 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 n"l.eans 
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, i.t increases 

with incomee The type of housing Wlit 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 OF VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR 
HOUSEHOLD AND COMMERCIAL RESIDENTS BY CITY~:~ 

Cleveland Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York PhiladelE,hia 

Household 
Burgla,1:y 
Larceny 
AutQ Theft 

Commercial 
Burglary 
Robbery 

125 
80 
76 

367 
77 

118 
Tt 
36 

, 317 
77 

174 
106 

49 

615 
179 

148 
131 
42 

311 
47 

68 
33 
26 

328 
103 

109 
87 
42 

390 
116 

With the e:>!:ception of auto theft, rates of household victimization 

in Cleveland fall at the lower end of the continuum .. 

5~2.3 COMMERCIAL CRIME 

COrnlner.cial crime in this context is limited to burglary and robbery. 

The m.ajor types of com.mercial crime, shoplifting, embezzlelnent, and 

employee theft are excluded. >::,t, .This is necessary given the difficulty in 

collecting data on these offenses. Comm.ercial 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 busines ses 
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 

research, the number of household burglaries exceeded com.mercial 

burglaries by 2. 5 to one. Retail busines ses suffered robbery and bu~glary 

most often, followed by manui"l,f"'htring and wholesale busines ses. 

No NORC data are available for comparison purposes. In the Five 

Cities study, the number of burglaries outnumbler robberies by II amounts 

ranging from 3: 1 and 7: L II With the exception of Chicago, retail estab­

lishments had higher rates of victiJ.nization for 'both robbery and burglary. 

The rates :for Cleveland and the other cities are presented in Table 5-3. 

Cleveland'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-repo~ting have already been discussed for Cleveland 

(Section 4. 6 above). Among personal crilne, a:~sault was reported least 

often, while personal 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-reporting.' Non-

reporting among cornmercial establishments is relatively rare. 

In the case of personal crim,e, reporting rates n~ay possibly be 

associated with severity and degree of victin~ involvement, while for 

household crimes, non-reporting is probably a result of the victim's 
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feeling that reporting would be a waste of time. Such patterns closely 

approximate the NORC data on non-repo:rting, 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 to the 

police for each city by crime type. 

Table 5-4 PERCENT OF VICTIMIZATION 
REPORTED TO THE POLICE~:~ 

Cleveland Chicago Detroit 1.0 s Anz ele s New York Philade!J?11ia ----
Personal 35 37 39 33 38 36 

Ho,usehold 31. 8 48 50 44 49 46 

Commercial 74 75 77 73 80 78 

.. - .... - .. .. ..•. .. ....... "~. . '., 

The percent of victimization reported to the police 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 sal1.iple has already 

been briefly touched upon in Section 3. I above. Changing migration pa.tterns 

and a lack of comparable census data for the year 1972 preclude a more 

detailed discussion of this problem. It appec.rs that the survey sa.mple 

does over-represent l1.'linority and 10w··il1.cOlne 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-8, and C-8. 
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make generalizations to the total m.inority population of Cleveland ques­

tionable. In addition, it must be emphasized that the readE~r must not 

attempt to make generalizations beyond tlle City -of Cleveland because of 

the many unique geographic, socio··economic, and historical factors 

which have affected each city's development. However, this question of 

representativenes s doe s not prevent valid analysis and discus sion 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" 

into more homogeneous units such as Social Planning Areas. The 

diversity of neighborhoods and the overall heterogeneity of Clevela.nd 

should be kept in mind when employing citywide data. The application 

of II average" measures in the analysis of crhne data is very likely to 

confound important issues and neighborhood differences. Cleveland 

police data are presently collected and analyzed by police district. 

While this unit is certainly not completely homogeneous, general 

patterns of socio-econolnic variables are discernible. In addition, 

selected sod.C)-economic variables, when aggregated by district, are 

more hom.ogeneous than the citywide aggregations employed here. 
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Th~ value of Social Planning Areas as homogeneous units of analysis 

has been discussed above in Section 1. The choice of these units for analysis 

would be very profitable. A large number of social and economic variables 

have been collected and analyzed by SPA. The choice of this level (or of 

census tracts) would allow finer distinctions and more precise analysis . 

Using SPA or tract level data alloy..;s more aCC';lrate comparisons and 

avoids the confounding of issues which often occurs when the aggreg'ate 

data are used. 

It must; be pointed out that even analysis at the tract level is open 

to some criticism because attributing tr3.ct characteristics to all individuals 

within the tra.ct may be fallacious. However, the use of tract data definitely 

allows comparison of more homogeneou.s units than those employed by nlost 

criJ.ninal justice researchers. 

A third probleln presented itself in the data analysis when attempting 

to compare victimization data with census data. Frequently, the categories 

chosen do not coincide, i. e., the lIbreaking points!! for age, ed'L1c.ation, 

or income categories a.re not consistent. Generally, these problems can 

be reconciled or, II adjusted!! by assigni11g the cases in question to the COn­

flicting categories according to a cOlnputed proportion. However, these 

problem.s beeoine 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. 
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The easiest solution to the a.bove problems is to obtain access to 

thl~ raw data which would allow the staff to "break outll the data' according 

to the categories available from other data sources. If this is not possible, 

aggregations at other than the Citywide level, preferably trad or SPA, 

would prove valuable. !\' .-<::~:~:~;':~:;~~: 
"~ ;"'" ~.~ c.( ..... 

5.4 IMPLICATIONS 

The data presented in this report prQvide the basis for several 

irnplications about crime in Cleveland, some of which should serve to 

ease the fear s of the citizen when faced with the statistics on rising crime. 

First, even though Cleveland has been forced with rising crime) 

the l't .. te:s are still lower than those of other largr urban areas. Referring 

to T;ablefl 5-1, 5-3, C)nd 54, these comparisons are rnade quite clear. 

When overall national statistics are enlployed, including rural and 

su.burbCl.n areas, Cleveland d6es not fare as well as when cornparisons 

are made with rnore sinlilar large urban areas. When the results of 

victhnization surve~s ill other cities are made available, additional 

cornpadsons may be made. 

Second, the fear felt by many Clevelanners may-well be unfounded 

when act:ual rates of victimization arc considered. As presented in 

Table 4-1, a Clevelander's likelihood of being the victim of a se1:ious 

pel'sonal crime is less than one in 2.0. In addition,' the incidence of 

violence is considerably less. If robbery without injury and simple 
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'as sault are excluded" only 16 pel'cl~nt of the personal incidents involve 

violent confrontation with injury. The basic i.mplication is that most 

individuals fear crime, especially violent crime, even though this fear 

-
is frequently unfounded. The role of the media was directely addressed 

by the Katzenbach \'::omm.ission in discussiug the extent of fear and the 

basis for such fear. 

A final implication arising from the Victimizatjnn survey is the 

role played by firea.rms in personal crime. Previous research (Firearms 

and Violence, 1967; Hirsch, et a.l., 1973) indicates the growing use of 

handgW1s in crime incidents. If al1 incidents of personal crirn.e in this 

survey are examin.ed, weapons are found to playa part in "k6. 8 percent. 

Weapons are used most often in. as saultive violence \vith theft (54. 9 percent) 

and least often in personal theft (41. 8 percent). Guns are used niore of ton 

than a.ny other weapon regardless of crime typo. More than one·,half of 

the 'weapons (56.9 percent) were guns. The distribution of guns by type 

is 110t presently available fronl 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 

exceeds 28 luillion (Firearms, Table 2~ 1, p. 9). The same research 

indicatp,.s handguns are used in between 76 and 96 percent of crimes 

involving fil·earn~s."~ Nationally. fir-;arlus account for 63 percent of 

homicides, while locally, 80 percent of homicides employed firearms. 

(Hirsch, et al., 1973). 

!:ePercents vary from a 76 percent for honlicide to 86 percent for assault 
to 96 percent for robbery. 
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'Fhe ready availability re~\11ts in the us e of firearms in l":lany 

personal incidents. Many authors have argued that the severity of 

incidents is. directly attributa.ble to the use of weapons. For e~ample, 

the elements of hornicide and aggravated as sault are identical with the 

('xception of the outcome, i. e., death versus serious injury. Access to 

guns merely increases the likelihood of death resulting from what pre~ 

viously Inay 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 II 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) 
Serious Assault (6) 

Vlith Wea.pon (7) 
No 1rfcapon (8) 

IvIino r Ass a ult ( 9) 
vYithout Theft (10) 

Rape (11) .. 

A ttempted Rape ( 12) 
Serious A s sault (13) 

With Weapon (14) 
Without Weapon (15) 

1vUnor Assault (16) 
Attempted Assault, Weapon (17) 
Attempted A ssault, No Weapon (18) 

Pers'onal Theft, No assault (19) 
Robbery (20) 

·With .Weapon (21) 
No Weapon (22) 

Attempted Robbery (23) 
With Weapon (24) 
No Weapon (25) 

Purs e snatch, No force (26) 
Attempted Purse Snatch (27) 
Pocket Picking (28) 
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