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Executive Summary

Attrition of cases at selected points in the criminal justice process
can be examined from.the standpoinf of the offense or the offender.
The system fTow rates described in this paper are being developed to
- measure this process of attrition from both viewpoints. Using the
criminal incident as the unit of analysis, crimes involving a victim
can be followed from victimization through conviction, while victimless
Erimes can be followed from arrest through final disposftion. Defen-
dants can be trackea from arrest through incarceration or other disposi-
tion. The rates are coﬁputed as offenses or defendants reaching a
parficu]ar step in the process divided by those reaching the previous
step and multiplied by 100.

Using data available from the Prosecutor's Management Information

System (PROMIS) installed in the U.S. Attorney's Office of the Superior svs u:iv ¢ -

Court in the District of Columbia, system flow rates of prosecution and

conviction are presenfed for criminal incidents and defendants. The rates

are based on 13,028 criminal incidents occurring in Washington, D.C. in

which at least one arrest was made in 1973, and the resulting 15,460 arrests

of individual defend~nts. Characteristics of the cgimina1 incidents and i
defendants are used to further specify the rates. The emphasis of thfs

study is descriptive, not explanatory. Differences between the attrition

rafes for variocus types of crimes and types of defendants are presented,

rather than’explanations for these differences. Explanations of the dif-

ferences will be studied in depth in the second year of the research. .

The classification of offenses and cases is the same as that to be used
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in future analysis under‘the PROMIS Research Project when comparing vic- & - »ros v

timization survey data, police data, Uniform Crime Reports and PROMIS data.

A criminal incident is defingd as a criminal event taking place at

a particular time in a particular location, involving one or more offen-

ders, and zero or more victims.. For this analysis, criminal incidents
were aggregated according to the criminal complaint number, assigned by
the police and recorded in the PROMIS file. "Papering" or prosecution

rates were computed as criminal incidents in which at Teast one defen-

.dant had charges filed by the prosecutor at the initial screening of a

case, divided by criminal incidents in which at least one arrest was

mage. Conviction rates were computed as incidents in which at least one

defendant's case resulted in conviction, divided by incidents in which

at least one defendant was prosecuted or "papered." To summarize the

effects of the court process, one cah examine the product of these two

rates. The product shows the probability that an incident was prosecuted

and resulted in ét least one conviction, given that an arrest was made.
The "papering" rate for criminal incidents was 78 prosecutions of

at least one defendant per 100 incidents in which at least one arrest was

made by the police. Crimes involving a victim had the same rate as

those which did not. In terms of obtaining a conviction, given prosecu-

tion, crimes without an identifiable victim were significantly more

1jke1y to result in the conviction of at least one defendant compared

to crimes which involved a victim. The rates were 46 and 39, respectively.

Within the category of crimes involving a victim, crimes against

_businesses or institutions were the most likely to be prosecuted

-and the most 1ikely to end in conviction. Personal victimizations
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involying violence, which are generally considered the most seyious
crimes, were the least likely to Se prosecuted or end in conviction.
For every 100 criminé? incidents of homicide, assault, forcible sex
offenses and personal robbery, only 27 resulted in the conviction
of at least one defendant. The rates of prosecution and conviction
for homicide and robbery were significantly higher than those for
assault and forcible sex offenses.

Although the "papering" and conviction rates for robbery were
among the highest fér any type of criminal incident, there was varia-
tion by the type of victim. Business robberies were significantly
more likely to be prosecuted and to end in the conviction of at least
one defendant than personal robberies. A business robbery in which

at Teast one arrest was made resulted in conviction in approximately

.one out of two instances, whereas a personal robbery .resulted in = GULGE Y e

conviction in one out of three instances.

Since the prosecution and conviction rates for criminal incidents
were computed based on at least one defendant being prosecuted and
convicted, it Would be expected that the greater the number of
codefendants, the higher the prosecution and conviction rates. When
prosecution rates were computed controlling for the number of code-
fendants, the resuits were as expected. However, for conviction rates,
there were a few types of criminal incidents in which the conviction
rate was higher if there was only one defendant. Male and female rape,
business embezzlement and fraud, business arson, business property

destruction, weapons offenses involving guns and drug offenses were

-3
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more Tikely to result {n conyiction with one defendant, The finding
for the weapons offenses and drug offenses possibly can be explained
by the fact that the'codefendants can each claim the other was

carrying the‘gun or the drugs in question, thus making it difficult

~to pfove a case against anyone. The findings for the other crimes

are harder to explain.

When cases against individual defendants are the unit of analysis,
‘rather than criminal incidents, defendant characteristics can be
ﬁeflected in the rates. Prosecution rates were computed as "papered"
cases divided by arresté, and conviction rates were computed as con-
victions divided by "papered" cases which had a final disposition at ther

time of the analysis.

Some of the relationships. discussed above for criminal incidents

.were different when cases became the unit of analysis. Unlike the

situation with criminal incidents, a defendant was more likely to
bé prosecuted for a crime involving a victim than for a crime that did

not have a victim. If he was prosecuted, however, he was more likely

. to be convicted for a crime without an identifiable victim.

A]fhough defendants were more 1ikely to be prosécuted for a crime -
against a business than aéainst any other type of victim, the case was
mogt ]fke]y to result in conviction if it was a crime against a residence
or household. Most of these are charges of burglary.
Forcible sex offenses were much less likely to be "papered" or to
résu]t in conviction compared with consensual sex offenses. Only 22 out

of évery 100 forcible sex cases brought to the prosecutor in 1973

resulted in conviction, whereas 47 out of every 100 consensual sex '
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cases resulted in conyictiqn. Of course, the cqnsensua] sex offenses,
mostly prostitution, have the 1owe§t maximum sentence of any

crime brought to the éuperior Court and collected in PROMIS, and
generally are easy to prove. Forcible sex offenses are among the
most serious felonies and have traditionally had Tow conviction rates.

The rates of prosecution and conviction for the victimless crimes
of weapons offenses, gambling and consensual sex offenses were above
the overall average. Whereas consensual sex offenses had the highest
prosecution rate of'vict1m1ess crimes, weapons offenses had the
highest conviction rate. Looking at the conviction rate as convictions
divided by arrests, over one out of two weapons offenders brought by
the police is eventually convicted. Rates of prosecution and con-
viction for'the other two victimless crimes--drug offenses and

~bail violations--were quite lTow. One reason for the low bail
violation rate is that the charge is frequently used to bargain for
a plea of guilty in another case.

Prosecution and conviction rates were examined descriptively for
six other characteristics of the offense or defendant: - the sex, race,
arrest record, and employment status of the defendant, the relationship
between the victim and the defendant, and the seriousness of the
offense. .

Males and blacks were more likely to be prosecuted and to have
their cases result in conviction than females and whites. There were
few patterns by type of crime, however. Females were more likely than

males to be prosecuted and convicted for crimes without a victim and
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less Tikely to be conyicted of a crime involving a victim. Fop crimes
without a victim, this pattern was almost consistent. Females were
more likely to be Eréggégggg_for every crime except a weapons offense
involving a gun, and more Tikely to be Ednvicted for gambling,
consensual sex offenses and bail violations and less Tikely to be
conv%cted of weapons offenses or drug offenses. For crimes involving
a victim, males were more likely to be prosecuted and convicted, no
matter what type of victim--an individual, household, or business.
However,‘theré was ho discernable pattern within each of these sub-
categories. Personal victimizations involving violence and crimes
against residences or households were exceptions, with defendants more
likely to be convicted if the defendant was a male for each crime

within these broader categories.

- . The rates of "papering" and conviction for different types -of. - Haomin ooy

crime, did not show any consistent differences according to the race
of the defendant within the broader categories of crime..
Whether the defendant was arrested in the past five years had
a nearly consistent impact on prosecution and conviction. "Papering"
rates were higher for those arrested in the past five years for all
crime categories except manslaughter, personal fraud, residential
arson, and forcibﬂé sex with a male victim. For conviction rates,
the pattern was less consistent with 10 subcategories of crime having
lower rates,. if the defendant had been arrested in the past five years.
Employment status also had a nearly consistent pattern by type

of crime for the "papering" decision, but not conviction. Defendants
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who were unemployed Were more Tikely to be prosecuted for every crime
except aggravated assualt, personal auto theft, and weapons offenses
not involving a gun.' In terms of conviction, for approximately
one-half of the crime categories, the defendant was Tikely to be
convicted if he was employed; for the other half the opposite was true.

The seriousness of the offense committed by a defendant had a
more consistent impact on prosecution than conviction. For crimes
involving a'victim, the 1ikelihood of prosecution increased with
the seriousness of the offense. This was true for the four major
d%visions of crimes involving a victim, as well as the specific
crimes of homicide, assault, forcible sex offenses and robbery.
Obtaining convictions in the more serious cases appeared to be more
difficult, For personal victimizations, the crimes rated the
most serious were the least Tikely to end in conviction,. .

The relationship between the victim and the defendant was another
variable applicable only to crimes involving a victim. The possible
relationships were grouped into family, friend or acquaintance, and
stranger. For the broader crime classifications, the closer the
relationship between the victim and the defendant, the less likely
the case was to be prosecuted, or end in conviction. Forcible sex
offenses were an interesting exception. The case was most Tikely
to be prosecuted or end in conviction if the victim and defendant were
strangers, and secondly, if they were in the same family. Only 16
forcible sex cases out of 100 brought by the police in 1973 resulted
in the conviction of the defendant, if the victim and the defendant were

friends or acquaintances.
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SYSTEM FLOW RATES: MEASURING ATTRITION IN THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE PROCESS

Introduction

Not all persons who commit crimes are sent to prison. Some persons
who have violated the law have never been arrested. Probably most
people can think of some Taw, however minor, which they have broken,
but no official action was ever taken. This is also true from the
victim's point of view. The recent LEAA victimization surveys
indicate that some ﬁersons never report their victimization to the
police. Attrition of cases from the perspective of both the offender
and the victim occuré at various points in the criminal justice process
from victimization through incarceration. This paper represents an

attempt to begin measuring where this attrition occurs. The emphasis

~is on a description of differences between the-attrition rates for

various crimes, rather than an explanation of the reasons for these

differences.

The Systems Approach

In order to quantify the process of attrition, while identifying
the points at which cases are dropping out of the system, system
flow rates are being developed for two units of observation: criminal
events and defendants. Using criminal events as the unit of
observation focuses on the victim or the offense; using the defendant
focuses on the offender. The rates will be computed as criminal

incidents or defendants reaching a particular point in the criminal




~Justice process diyided by all those reaching the preyious point,

For example, a prosecution rate would be computed as all cases prose-
cuted divided by all cases brought-to the prosecutor by the police.

The advantages of computing such rates were outlined in a recent

~article by Klein, et al.:

(1) They will permit comprehensive assessment of
the current efficiency and effectiveness of various
system components or combinations thereof.

(2) They will permit assessment of efficiency
and effectiveness over time, showing trends which

- might otherwise go undetected and therefore uncon-
trolled. '

(3) They will suggest areas for investigation
and/or action. '

(4) They will provide ready-made measures of

- the impact on the system of changes introduced
anywhere within it.

(5) They will, in the very process of being
developed, encourage interagency activities and
intra-agency procedures to be planned and
carried out with their systemic impact carefully
considered.

(6) They will provide the basis for system:
simulation.l

This idea of measuring attrition has been attempted before, most
notably by Ennis in 1967, but has never been completed successfully
due to the problems of comparing statistics collected by one part of

2

the criminal Jjustice system to those collected by another. In

Washington, D.C., the Prosecutor's Management Information System

Malcolm W. Klein, "System Rates: An Approach to Comprehensive
Criminal Justice Planning," Crime and Delinquency 17 4(Oct., 1971), p. 361.

2 Philip H. Ennis, "Crime, Victims and the Police," reprinted in Wolfgang,
Savitz and Johnson (eds.), The Sociology of Crime and Delinquency,
(New York:Wiley, 1970), pp. 74-81.

(PROMIS), installed in the U.S. Attorney's Office of the Superior
Court, can provide the nucleus for the systems approach. The data in
PROMIS can be aggregated in many ways, in order to be compared to
different data systems. Defendants and criminal incidents can be
followed in the PROMIS data from arrest through conviction. By comparing
the PROMIS data to those from other parts of the criminal justice
system, i.e., LEAA victimization data, police data, court data and
corrections data, additiona] rates can be computed.3

The number of system flow rates which can eventually be computed .
differs depending upon whether the unit of analysis is a criminal
incident or a case against one defendant.

Criminal incidents are defined as criminal events taking place
at a particular time in a particular location, involving one or more
offenders, and zero or more victims. They are aggregated in PROMIS by
using the criminal complaint number assigned to each criminal event by
the police, and recorded in PROMIS. The following rates can be computed
for criminal incidents:

(1) A victimization rate-—computed as victimizations divided by
the population.

(2) A reporting rate--computed as offenses reported to the police

divided by victimizations.

3 ngpiminal Justice Statistics: Data from a 'Nonsystem,'" report
prepared by the Institute for Law and Social Research.
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(3) An arrest rate--computed as incidents in which at least one

arrest is made divided by reported offenses.

(4) A prosecution rate--computed as incidents in which at least one

case is filed by the prosecutor at screening, divided by incidents in
which at Teast one arrest was made.

(5) A conviction rate--computed as incidents in which at least one
defendan*'s case results in conviction divided by cases in which at 1east
one defendant's case was prosecuted.

A1l of these rates can be computed for crimes involving a victim. For
victimless crimes, one can begin with a prosecution rate.

For defendants the starting point is more difficult. The first
appropriate rate, theoretically, would be arrests divided by persons
committing crimes. This latter figure is difficult to obtain since

- the number of persons involved in committing crimes, but not getting
caught, is unknown. Thus, for defendants, the following rates can be

computed:

- (1} A prosecution rate--computed as cases in which the prosecutor

filed charges at screening, divided by arrests.

(2) A conviction rate--computed as cases which result in conviction

divided by cases prosecuted.

(3) An incarceration rate--computed as defendants incarcerated

divided by defendants found guilty.

-11-

‘A recidiyism rate can also be computed, but this topic will be handled

sep&rate]y.4

Analysis of 1973 Data

For the first year of the analysis, prosecution and conviction

rates were computed for criminal incidents and defendants brought

to the prosecutor by the police during 1973. The purpose of computing

these rates was to describe the frequency with which different types

of cases are prosecuted and convicted, using a classification system

which can eventually be used in comparison with victimization data,

police data, and corrections data.5 Police charges are used to classify
incidents and defendants, in an attempt to stay as close as possible

to the criminal event which actually occurred: The rates are further
specified by other'characterisﬁ{cs, such as the relationship between

the victim and the defendant. The purpose is to desciibe the types

of incidents which result more frequently in prosecution and conviction
and the types of defendants more 1ike1y to be prosecuted and convicted,

rather than trying to explain such differences.6

4 See "Predicting Recidivism with PROMIS Data--Research Design" and
"Predicting Recidivism with PROMIS Data--Preliminary Results from an
Analysis at Defendants in 1973," reports prepared by the Institute for
Law and Social Research.

5 For a descriptive of the development of the classification scheme, see
"Criminal Incidents and the Defendants Involved with Them--An Empirical
Anaiysis Based on a New Crime Classification System," report prepared by
the Institute for Law and Social Research.

6 For a statistically controlled analysis of the determinants of prosecu-

tion and conviction, see "An Analysis of Prosecutor Operations," report
prepared by the Institute for Law and Social Research.
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More dgtai] on other variab]es is shown for cases against one defendant
than for criminal incidents, since cases are a more natural unit of
analysis when Tooking at case processing in the court system.

Criminal incidents are a more relevant unit of analysis when computing
victimization and arrest rates.

System Flow Rates Computed for Criminal Incidents

When criminal incidents are the unit of observation, the offense
and the victimization of persons or institutions are the central focus,
rather than the offender. For the victim of an offense, a prosecution
rate tells how likely it is that the victim's case will result in the
prosecution of at least one of the defendants, given that the police ar-
rested at least one person. For crimes without an identifiable victim,
the proéecution rate would tell how 1ikely it-is that at least one per-
son will be prosecuted when the police make an arrestAfér a victimless
crime. Since only one defendant is arrested for most offenses, the
pattern of prosecution and conviction rates for criminal incidents closely
resembles that for cases agéinst one defendant. Nevertheless, it is
easier to interpret findings concerning the victim-or-victims when crim-
inal incidents aré used as the focus, rather-than defendants. In the
case of victim]es§'crimes, using cases against one defendant makes more

sense, since the defendant or defendants are the only participants in the

'

crime.
In the section on criminal incidents discussed below, three rates

are presented. Prosecution or "papering" rates are computed based on -

-
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«. categories of crime. The rates for criminal incidents are-slightly -

cfimina1 incidents in which at least one defendant was prosecuted.

This rate is defined as criminal incidents in which at least one defen-
dant is convicted, divided by cases in which at least one defendant was
prosecuted. The second conviction rate is the probability that a crimi-
nal incident will be prosecuted and result in the conviction of at

least one defendant. This rate is computed as the product of the prose-
cution réte and the first conviction rate described. Thus, it is a con-

viction rate computed by dividing convictions by arrests,

1. Prosecution Rates

Table 1 shows prosecution or "papering” rates for each type of
criminal incident {n the classification scheme.7 If the figures in this
table are compared to those in Table 7 for cases, one can see that

generally the same relationships exist between the rates for different

higher since they were computed as any person prosecuted in the criminal
incident, regardless of the number of codefendants.

The prosecution rate .for all of the 13,028 criminal incidents

. bfought to the prosecutor in 1973 was 78, i.e., at least 78 prosecu-

tions per 100 incidents for which an arrest was made. Crimes which
involved a victim were slightly more likely to have at least one

defendant prosecuted than crimes without a victim, but the difference

7 The number of criminal incidents in which at least one arrest was
made is shown in Table A of the Appendix for each crime category.
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TABLE 1. PROSECUTION RATES BY TYPE OF CRIMINAL INCIDENT

(Rates computed as criminal incidents in which at least one codefendant was .. - «»

prosecuted per 100 criminal incidents in which at least one arrest was madé.) " ~ was not statistically significant.g Of the four categories of crimi-

I. Crimes InVOTViNg A ViCtimemmmmmmm s o oo oo 78 nal incidents involving a victim, crimes against businesses or institu-
A ?irsﬁgg%C¥égflT}f?fl?Tf_ETY?IYIT?_YZ?I?TS?:::QQ ——————— 75 tions were clearly the most likely to result in the prosecution of at
g% mgﬁgﬁgiéﬁE;;::::::::::::::::::gg least one defendant. Personal victimizations jnvolving violence, which
2) ;ZSaﬁ?ﬁ}i?f?f_ﬁ??ffif?j::j:jjj:j::??f_;__sg are considered the most serious crimes, were the least likely to be
' ﬁ; égggﬁgff?§::::::::::::::::::Zfé; ' . : prosecuted. The rates were 86 and 75, respectively.
3) Sgrcﬁgigu;Zxogf?g;Zgi_?ffif?fif:::ZI _____ 74 The prosecution rates of six specific crimes can be compared
§§ 5?@%}% X;gglm];?_?T?_?Y?r:::::;g | _ according to whether the victim was an individual citizen or a house-
1) Egbbgi;?—zlSEiT:::::::::::::::::::Z?f—---87 ‘ o ‘ hold, or a business or institution.
a) Armed-------mmmmmm e e 93
b) Other---==-cemmmm e 80
B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence-=-===n-mmumcun 79 B TABLE 2
1) Larcenys-====mmmmm s e 81 ' ‘ ‘
2) Auto Theft-----------""""mm 67 PROSECUTION RATES FOR SELECTED CRIMINAL INCIDENTS
) Fraud===m=mm s o e e e 86 BY TYPE OF VICTIM
¢ ?;1m§3rA?§lnff-?ffi?fnc?f ?P_HpusehO]ds*_fi—:;éff_--fj7§ ) ,:‘:‘." . . Victim an ) ' Vic?im a
2) Progert§ Destruction—:—:-—:—:::::ii::::-:sg ‘ ot Type of Individual Business
3} APSON-memm e 39 - Criminal Incident or Household or Institution
. . . 87 . 97
D. Crimes Against Businesses or Institutijons----=--ce-m-- 86 e Robbery |
1) RODBDEIY= === e m e e e e 97 A ‘ Burglary 78 82
O+ | - Larceny | o 8%
4% Embezzlement and Fraud--~-------m=m-maoz-87 = N . Auto Theft 67 ' 60 '
5) Auto Theft-=--==mccmmaeaeae e 60
6) ArSON--=--=mmmmmmmmmmmm e e m e e o 100* - - Arson _ ' 83 100
7) Property Destruction----=---mmmecmaamaan. 81 - ‘ . Property Destruction 59 ‘ 81
II. Crimes Without an Identifiable Victimm==-m-mecemccmmaacacnna- ] 7
A. Weapons Offenses---==-v==mmmmmmcmmmmmmmmmeecmae S 83
1) BUN- = m e e ——————— 88 : 8 . ; i1 hosen
2) Other weapon-------- e m e m e mmm e 64 - L Throughout this paper, the five percent level was arbitarily cho g
B. Gambling======m—=m oo e e e SN 91 . for use when testing for statistical significance. If a q1ff?;?nce e-
C. Consensual Sex Offenses-=—=-mcmmmc oo e 93 . tween two rates is said to be.stat1st1ca11y significant, it WTt 1mea?
Do Drug Offenses=m==== oo e e 72 , that the difference is significant at Teast at the five percent €5 .
E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach-------emeammmcacano- 55 : This can be interpreted to mean that at least 95 out of me
a sample of the same size were taken, the difference between the two
II1, Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified---==-==mmmmommmom e 85 rates would be greater than zero.
‘ A1l Criminal Incidents---m==-m=cmcmnoe—mm 78
*Base N smaller than 25.
N = 13,028 criminal incidents in 1973. A ‘ .. -16-
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Prosecution rates were higher when the victim was a business or
1nstitution, rather than an 1ndividua1? for every crime except
auto theft. The differences between the rates for businesses or
institutions were statistically significant for robbery, larceny
‘and property destruction.

Within the category, personal victimizations involving violence,
there was cohsiderab]e‘variation by type of crime. The rates
ranged frém 69 for assaults to 99 for homicides, with the rates
fdr forcible sex offenses and robberies falling between them.
Within each of the subcategories of homicide, assault, and forcible
sex offenses, the rates were quite close. However, armed robbery
resulted in the prosecution of at least one defendant in 93
out of every hundred criminal {ncidents, compared to 80 for
unarmed robbery.

In general, prosecution rates for crimes involving a victim
were highest for homicides, robberies and arson, and lowest for
auto theft. |

Due to the construction of the prosecution rates for criminal
incidents as the prosecution of any defendant involved in the incident
divided by the number of criminal incidents in which at least one arrest
was made, the number of codefendants arrested for the criminal incident
is likely to increase the rates for the types of incident§ which have
Targer proportions of codefendants. To investigate this possibility,

prosecution rates were computed for criminal incidents controlling
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for the number of codefendants. As was expectéd, the prosecution
rates were higher for incidents having codefendants, rising with
each additional codefendant. The rates for criminal incidents

in which there was only one defendant were slightly below the rates

- for all criminal incidents in every crime category.

2. Conviction Rates

The first type of conviction rates which will be discussed for

L~

criminal incidents is one in which the rates were computed as criminal
incﬁdents in which at least one defendant's case resulted in
conviction, divided by the criminal incidents in which at least one
defendant was prosecuted. The prosecution rates showed no significant

difference between crimes which involved a victim and those which

. did not. For conviction rates, this difference was highly

significant with crimes involving a victim having a conviction rate
of 39, compared to a conviction rate of‘46 for crimes which did not
involve a victim (Tab]e 4). It should be noted that these conviction
rates are lower than those that would be obtained by only Tooking at
cases gding to trial.

. Within the group of crimes involving a- victim the rates were
in the same order as for prosecution, with crimes against businesses
or insﬁitutions the most 1ikely to result in conviction, and
personal victimizations involving violence the least likely.

The same comparisons of specific crimes by the type of victim can

be made for conviction.rates as were made for prosecution rates.
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TABLE 4. CONVICTION RATES BY TYPE OF CRIMINAL INCIDENT

.(Rates computed as criminal incidents in which at least one codefendant was con-

RPRNEN victed per 100 criminal incidents in which at 1east one codefendant was prosecuted. )
I, Crimes Involying a V1ct1m—f ---------------------------------------- 39
A, Personal V1ct1m1zat1ons Involying Violence=-mmmmmmmaman 36
1) Homicide---=-=m===--= i B 47
a) Murder----------mm=ctemeeamo52
‘b) Manslaughter------ o ———— 23
c) Negligent Homicide--=--===--- 56%
2) ASSAUTE~=mm e e e e e 34
a) Aggravated-------mm=-mmaemaa- 36
b) Simple-m=emcecmmm o 36
c) Assault on police officer----41
3) Forcible Sex Offenses-==-memmemormammcecena27 R
" a) Female victim 16 and over----26 - SRS
b) Victim under 16--=-mmmcmaauax 31
c) Male victimemmm=cemmmemaaeaaa 29%
- 4) RObbErYy-—=recmac et e 37
a) Armed---eemmmm— e 35
b) Other-------emmemmm e 39
B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence----- mmm 40 S
1) Larceny----emmmmecm e e e s 41 -
2) Auto Theft-==-m-m-mmmmemmmmeee NS 29 e
3) Fraud----ememmanan e 47
C. Crimes Against Residences or Households---=~-mcmmeacaa- 42
1) Burglary-===—--maemmmo o 24f ~ .
¢ 2) Property Destruction--=-==memmmesricmananns23, T
3)  APSON--mmmmmmmmmm oo 30%
D. Crimes Against Businesses or Institutions--=-=-=mec-ua- 42
1)  RObbery=m=mm s e e 49
2)  BUrglary--=-m-=—mmmm e mmmmmmemmmmmmcee o 47
3)  Larceny---====mmom oo mmmm o e 41
4) Embezzlement and Fraud----—==-==-mmamacoma- 45
5) Auto Theftmmmmmem ool 35 ..
6) ArSON-=m—= e mm o e e 25k . s
7) Property Destruction--=----e-eommammmeamnan 1
II. Crimes Without an Identifiable Victim-mc=-=mmm=m=mmmmmmmmmememaee 46 - ..
A, Weapons Offenses----==-=--- N - S S P
1) BUN= = e e m o e e e e 63 IR
2) Other weapon-==------memomcmm oo 50
By Gamb1ingem=mmmm o o e e e e 55
C. Consensual Sex Offenses-==w=-ommmocmmm e 46
D. Drug OffenSes=mmmmmm s e e e e 34
E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach---==-emcmmmmmmmmccan 38
ITI, Crimes Which Could Not Be Classifi@d-===c=cmcmmmaom e 32
A1l Criminal. Incidents=mmmmmmmccmcmaccnax 41

*Base N smaller than 25.
N = 10,162 .criminal incidents in which at least one defendant prosecuted in 1973.
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TABLE 5

CONVICTION RATES FOR SELECTED CRIMINAL INCIDENTS
BY TYPE OF VICTIM

« V1ct1m an Victim a
_ Type of : Individual ' Business
Criminal Incident or Household or Institution

Robbery 37 49
Burglary 45 47
Larceny ' ' 41 41
- ~.  Auto Theft ' 29 35
Arson - 30 25
Property Destruction .23 11

For three offenses (robbery, burglary and auto theft), conviction rates
were higher for businesses or institutions than for individual or house-
hold victims. For the other three offenses which could be compared (lar-
cency, arson and property destruction), conviction rates for individuals
or househo]ds were either higher or the same as those for businesses or

institutions. The only significant difference, however, was for robbery.

This crime also had the most significant difference in prosecution

'rates'depending upon the type of victim.

Forcible sex offenses had the lowest conviction rate among the
personal victimizations involving violence and homicide had the
highest. The convictian rate for incidents in which an adult female
was raped was one of the Towest for any type of criminal incident.
The convictién rates for property destruction, auto theft and

érson, regardless of the type of victim, were also very low.
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For most crimes, the influence of the number of codefendants on
the conviction rates for at least one codefendant in the criminal
incident followed the same pattern as found for the prosecution

rates. The higher the number of codefendants, the greater the

- 1ikelihood that at least one defendant's case resulted in conviction.

For a few crimes, this relationship did not exist. For the following

types of criminal incidents, a criminal incident was more 1ikely to

have at Teast one defendant's case result in conviction if there was
only one defendant arrested, than if there was more than one: female

adult rape, male adult rape, business embezzlement and fraud,

business arson, business property destruction, weapons offenses involving

a-gun and drug offenses. Appargnt]y, the presence of many codefendants
makes a conviction. less Tikely. This is consistent with findings
in An Analysis of Prosecutor Operatio.s, referenced earlier, but the..

reasons for it are yet unclear.

3. Arrests Resulting in Conviction

Of the 13,028 criminal incidents in which at least one arrest

was made during 1973, more than two out of three did not result in

- the conviction of any defendant. . Table 6 shows conviction rates

computed as the conviction of at 1east one defendant arrested for

the incident divided by criminal incidents in which at 1east one person
was arrested. Thus, the figures in the table are a combination of

the prosecution and conviction rates previously discussed. The figures
can be seen as a summary of the treatment of different types of

cases by the court process.

-21-
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TABLE 6. CONVICTION RATES BY TYPE OF CRIMINAL INCIDENT

(Rates computed as criminal incidents in which at least dne codefendant was

convicted per 100 criminal incidents in which at least one arrest was made. )

I.

IT.

111,

Crimes InvoTving a Victimimm=mmmmmmmom oo m e e e 30
A. Personal Victimizations Involving V1o]ence ............. 27
1) Homicide---=—mmmmmcmmm e e 46
1a) Murder----memem e 52
b) Manslaughter--==-=--=m---- —=emn23
c) Negligent Homicide-=---==-=uun 50%
2) ASSAUTE-===mmm o e 25
a) Aggravated-------eemmmmemaeo 25
b) Simple--mm-momem e meen 23
~¢) Assault on police officer-----29
3) Forcible Sex Offensg§e=-—-c-emccmeccmmca-- 20
a) Female victim 16 and over----- 19
b) Victim under 16--==ecmaemeauon23
c) Male victimm==m=mmemmmcmemen 27
) RObbDEIY === o ol 32
a) Armed--—---mmm e 33
b) Other--=emm-ccemcmmaeaceean 23]
B, Personal Victimizatjons Without Violence~=-=-mmmmcamaax 32
1) LarCeny====-mmmomo oo oo oo 33
2) Auto Theft----=---- o e e e 19
3) Fraud-=—m=meom oo 4]
C. Crimes Against Residences or Households=semmmmommecacu- 32
1) Burglary-s==s-memmemmmomcmccmoedea oo 35 .
2) Property Destruction-=--smmemmmcammamaoao 13
3)  APSON= == e e e 27
D. Crimes .Against Businesses or Institutions-------eemmen- 36
1) RObBbBerY == e e e 47
2) Burglary-=-==--mmmmm e e 39
3) Larceny-—-=—-mmmmmm e e 35
4) Embezzlement and Fraud---=em=--meceammae= 39
5) Auto Theftemmmmmoommcm oo ea e 22
B) ArsSOn-=-c-m e e 25%
7) Property DeStruction-------meommeimcocean 9
Cr1mes Without an Ident1f1ab1e Victimemmommmmmem e 35
A. Weapons Offenses------ s o o 51
1) GUN= === o m o e 56 '
2) Other weapon--=-=-===-omcommm oo mo e 32
B, Gambling=mmmmmm s s s o e e e 50
C. Consensual Sex OffenseS-—-mmmmmmmmcccmm e ————————————— 43
D. Drug Offenses==mmmmrme oo o o e 24
E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach---=-==memmecmmaccmmaox 21
Cr1mes Which Could Not Be Classified-—--—=mmmmemmmcccm e cc e 27
A1l Criminal Incidents==--cemmmmoaaaanan '32

*Base N smaller than 25. .

N =

13,028 criminal incidents in 1973.
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. Crimes which did not invclve a victim were significantly more
Tikely to result in the conviction of at least one defendant than those
that did involve a'victim. As found in the two previous discussions,
the most serious crimes--personal victimizations involving vio]ence--'
were the least Tikely to result in the conviction of any codefendant
in the incident, of any crime involving a victim. For every 100 inci-
dents of homicide, assault, forcible sex, or robbery, only 27 resu]ted‘
- in the corviction of at least dne offender. The rate for homicide

was higher--almost one out of every two incidents resulted in the con-

‘viction of an offender. Assaults, robberies and forcible sex offenses

had low rates, however. For forc{b1e sex offenses, only one out of
five incidents resulted in at least one conviction.

The conviction rates given arrest for personal victimizations
without violence and crimes against residences .or households .were the.
same as the average for all criminal incidents.

As has already been emphasized, businesses or institutions were
the type of victim most 1ikely to have their victimization result in
the conviction of at least one offender. The rate of 36 for crimes
against businesses or institutions was even slightly higher than the
rate for “victim]ess“ crimes. ‘Comparing the six specific crimes which
could have a personal or institutional victim, the rates were higher
for businesses or institutions for robbery, burglary, larceny, and
auto theft, and lower for arson and property destruction. The only
significant difference was for robbery. If at least one defendant

3
was arrested for a business robbery, there was almost a one out of
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two chance that the criminal incident would result in the conviction
of at least one defendant. The rate for business robbery was even

hjgher than that for homicide, but a personal robbery victim had less

~ than one chance in three of having one of the defendants convicted.

In general, the conviction rates for criminal incidents of proper-
ty destruction were extremely low--13 for property destruction of a

residence and 9 for property destruction of a business.

. System Flow Rates_Computed for a Case Against One Defendant

The system flow rates computed for defendants emphasize the treat-
mgnt of offenders who are charged with different types of crime, rather

than the incident which occurred. Court cases are used in constructing

the system flow rates for defendants. This facilitates analysis of

the effects of cértain characteristics of the case, or characteristics

of the principals in the case, on the handiing of the case by the

criminal justice system. Even though a court case against one defen-

dant is the unit of observation, the focus is on the treatment of de-
fendants themselves. Defendants who were arrested more than once in
1973 were included in the analysis for each case in which new charges
were brought.

As with the criminal incidents discussed in the previous section,
prosecdtion rates wif] be discussed first, followed by conviction rates

computed as convictions per 100 cases prosecuted. In the last section,

conviction rates computed as convictions per 100 arrests will summarize
_the overall importance of the variables discussed in the first two

- sections.
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1. Prosecution Rates

The first system flow rates that can be computed for defendants
are prosecution rates. The prosecution rates shown in Table 7 are
computed by d1v1d1ng the number of cases in which at 1east one
charge was prosecuted against a defendant 1n 1973, by the number
of cases brought to the prosecutor by the police, and then multi-

plying by 100. 9

This prosecution rate--77 for all cases-—varied
cons1derab1y by type of case, from a low of 56 for bail v1o]at1ons
to a high of 97 for homicide cases.

Beginning with the two largest subcategories of cases, cases
of defendants charged with crimes involving a victim were slightly
more likely to be accepted for prosecution than those charged with
a victimless crime. This diffe%ence between rates was small, 78
compared to 75, but statistically significant. The difference is
probably Targely due to the low rate for bail violations of 56
and drug offenses of 68. For every other type of victimiess crime,
the prosecution rates were higher than that for all crimes.

Looking within the group of defendants involved in crimes with

a victim, defendants charged with crimes against businesses or

institutions were more 1{kely to-be prosecuted than defendants charged SR

with any other type of crime. This was consistent with the analysis

of triminal incidents discussed previously. The reasons for this

pattern are.as yet unclear. It may say something about the business

9 The number of arrests in 1973 for each category of crime is shown
in Table B of the Appendix.
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© TABLE 7. PROSECUTION RATES BY TYPE OF CASE

.(Ratés computed as cases prosecuted per 100 cases brought by the police.)..

I.

I1.

ITI.

*Base N smaller than 25.

N =

Crimes Involving A Victim--mmommmmmme st o 78
A. Personal Victimizations Involving V1o]ence —————————— 75
1) Homicidemmmmmemommm e e 97
a) Murder-—-seecmm e 98
b) Manslaughter---=-cmeaoaaaaan 96
c) Negligent homicide-~w=wmmm=m 90*
2)  AsSAUTtmmmmm e e 68
a) Aggravated------ceemcmmnmann 70
D) Simple--mcommmmm e meaee 63
c) Assault on a police officer-67 :
3) Forcible Sex 0FfenseS—w-emememcmomomeo—- 74 )
a) Female victim 16 and over---74
.b) Victim under 16---=-=-nmmvun 72
c) Male victim-==--mmmommcmoann 81
4)  RObDErY== = e e 86
a) Armed----e-memaen- e 93
b) Other-re-em e e 80
B. Personal Victimizations-—=-=eemmmomm o 77
T 1) LarCeny s e e 80

2) AUt Theftemmme oo e 60

3)  Fraud=-=-se 84
C. Crimes Against Residences or Households-=~=mmmeeea-- 76

1) Burglary-seemmm e e 78

2) Property Destruction---—-sceommmeoiivanaab8

3) AP S OM = e e 91
D. Crimes Against Businesses or Institutions---=---=ewn-- 84

1)  RODbEIY =i —————— 95

2) BUrglarymmem e s oo e 82

. 3)  Larceny==mmmma e e 85 -

4) Embezzlement and Fraud----—-==-oaeemeaan 87

5) Auto Theft-=-mm-mmemeaaax e 58

6)  ArSON==m = ————- 88*

7) Property Destruction=--s-eeoomamcemoaao- 77 -
Crimes Without An Identifiable Victim--=somemcommmcoaeaann 75
A. HWeapons Offenses--cemmm oo 81

1) GUR e e e e s 86

2) Other weapon---=mmeeeomomcam e 62
B, Gambling--=-m s e e e 87
C. Consensual Sex Offenses-—-eememcmommcm e 92

"~ D. Drug Offenses-—e=eemeemmmom oo 68

E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach-------=-----56
Crimes Which ‘Could Not Be £lassified~=wemmmmmcmmcm e 86
Al CaSe§~mmmmmmn= 77

15,460 Cases in 1973.
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cases, such as special police officers who are paid to follow the case,
which makes them easier to prosecute. Insights on 1nterprét1ng these
results may be forthcoming when these preliminary findings arevreviewed
with operational personnel, and further statistical analyses are con-

ducted.

Another interesting comparison can be made between the prosecution
. of forcible sex offenses compared with consensual sex offenses.
Forcible sex offenses are rapes of female and male adults or children,
‘whereas consensual sex offenses are mainly prostitution. The prosecution
rate for forcible sex offenses of 74 was considerably lower than that
for consensual sex offenses of 92. 1In addition to the fact that the
papering rate for consensual sex offenses was higher than that for
forcible sex offenses, there were almost twice as many consensual
sex cases brought by the police in 1973 as forcible sex cases. Of
course, forcible sex offenses are almost always felonies, whereas
consensual sex offenses are almost always misdemeanors with one of

the Towest maximum sentences.

TABLE 8
" PROSECUTION RATES FOR CRIMES WITHOUT AN IDENTIFIABLE VICTIM

Type of Case Prosecution Rate
Consensual Sex Offenses ‘ 92
Gamb1ing ' 87
Weapons Offenses 81
Drug Offenses - : 68

 Bail Violations and Prison Breach ' 56
-27-
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Taking a closer look at victimless crimes, there was considerable

“varjation by type of crime. Consensual sex offenses and gambling offenses

have very high rates of prosecution. Weapons offenses, which are consid-

ered more serijous than the other victimless crimes according to scores

~on the Sellin-Wolfgang Index, had a prosecution rate lower than those for

gamb1ing and consensual sex offenses, but considerably higher than the
rate for all cases of 77. MWeapons offenses involving a gun were

much more likely to be prosecuted than other weapons offenses--86
percent and 62 percent, respectively.

2. Differences in Prosecution Rates By Characteristics of
the Defendant and the Crime.

The prosecution rates for different typeé of cases may be
described more brecise]y by analyzing the rates for different
characteristics of the crime and the defendant. Six variables were
tested to see how prosecution or “papering“'rates differed, depending
upon the values of the variable and the type of case. The six variables
were: sex, race, whether the defendant was arrested in the past five
years, the relationship between the victim and the defendant, the
seriousness score of the case on the Sellin-Wolfgang Index, and whether

the defendant was'emp1oyed when arrested.lo

10 These same variables are incliuded as "controls" in the regression
analysis of prosecution performance, contained in the paper, “An
Analysis of Prosecutor Operations," report prepared by the Institute for
Law and Social Research.
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In this paper, the characteristics.will be examined to see if their

relationship to prosecution, and later conviction, varies by type

of crime. As already stated, the purpose is descriptive, rather

than explanatory.

The sex and race variables had differing effects on the
prosecution rates depénding upon the type of case.11 Génefa]]y,
females were prosecuted at higher rates for victiﬁ]ess crimes, and
Tower rates for violent crimes. This is consistent with the findiné
froh a regression analysis, where females were more likely to be
prosecuted for misdemeanors than ma]es.12

Differences in rates by r;ée did not form a consistent pattern.
Although blacks had higher prosecution rates than whites for all
cases, in over one-third of the subgroups of cases, whites had
higher rates. Within the larger groups of crimes, victimless.crimes,
for example, the pattern was inconsistent. Whites had higher prosecution

rates than blacks for weapons offenses other than guns, gambling,

and bail violations. Blacks had higher prosecution rates for

.gun .offenses, consensual sex offenses and drug-offenses.. The same.

type of inconsistencies existed for other large groups of offenses.

1 The sex variable is discussed in detail in the paper, "The Female
Offender in Washington, D.C.,"report prepared by the Institute for
Law and Social Research.

12 An Analysis of Prosecutor Operations, op. cit.
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Race was not found to be a determinant of the decision to prosecute

in the regression analysis referred to above.l®

' The seriousness of the defendant (measured by whether he had

_been arrested in the five years ﬁrevious to the current case) and the

. seriousness of the case according to the Sellin-Wolfgang Index increased

the probability of a case being proseclited in a consistent pattern for
all types.of crime. Rétes of prosecution were higher if thé defendant
Eéd been arrested in the past five years for every type of case, except
mans]aughter, personal fraud, residential arson, forcible sex
offenses with a male victim, and weapons offenses other than guns.

When discussing the effect of the Sellin-Wolfgang Index on
prosecution rates, it only make§ sense to refer to crimes involving
a victim, since Sellin-Wolfgang scores are zero for victimless
crimes, with the exception of weapons offenses. Table 9 shows prose-

stition rates for the four groups of crimes involving victims by the

Sellin-Wolfgang score of the crime. The higher the score the more

- 1ikely the case was to be prosecuted. Forcible sex offenses showed a

particuiar]y large effect, with a rate of 49 if the Se]]in-Wo]fgang
Index was "0" and a rate of 89 if the score was "21 or more." For
pefsona]:victimizations involving violence, the prosecution ra?es for
crime§ with scores of "21 or more" were 97, 85, 89, and 94, for

homicides, assaults, forcible sex offenses, and robberies, respectijvely.
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TABLE 9.

OF THE CRIME ON THE SELLIN-WOLFGANG INDEX

AND TYPE OF CASE

PROSECUTION RATES BY THE SERIOUSNESS SCORE

(Rates computed as cases prosecuted per 100 cases brought

by the police.)

Type of Case

Sellin-Wolfgang Index

0 1 - 20 21 or more
I. Personal Victimizations
Involving Violence 68 75 93
(1) Homicide 93 97 97
(2) Assault 58 69 85
(3) Forcible Sex Offenses 49 74 89
(4) Robbery 87 86 94
IT.  Personal Victimizations 76 77 e
Without Violence
ITI. Crimes Against Residences 65 80
or Households T
IV. Crimes Against Businesses 78 86 -
or Institutions T

N = 10,407 Cases

-

1]
-

indicates too few cases for rates to be computed.
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The finding that serious cases which involye more personal injury

or prbperty loss are more likely to be prosecuted appears con- -
sistent with the goai of expending‘more resources on serious

Crimés. | |

The relationship between the victim and the defendant is another

. variable which, obviously, can be examined only in regard to crimes

involving a victim. For those cases in which the relationship was

known, a consistent pattern emerged. The closer the relationship

between the victim and the defendant, the Tess 1ikely the case was
to be prosecuted. This pattern existed for the four categories of
crimes involving a victim (Table 10). For the four types of cases

grouped as personal victimizations involving violence, assaults and

robberies followed . the consistent pattern with prosecution rates

~..being lower for closer relationships, whereas homicides and forcible

sex offenses did not. For homicides, the prosecution rate was
s1ightly higher for "ffiends or acquaintances" than for "strangers,"

rather than vice versa. For forcible sex offenses, an interesting

-pattern emerged. If the victim and defendant were strangers, the

case was prosecuted most frequently. However, forciB]e sex offenses
within a family (which usda11y involve a young child) were prosecuted
moré frequently than forcible sex offenses where the victim and
defendant were friends or acquaintances. It appears that. the prosecutor
is most reluctant to file charges of rape if the defendant and victim

knew one ariother.
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TABLE 10. PROSECUTION RATES BY THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ' If the defendant was employed at the time of his arrest, the case

THE VICTIM AND THE DEFENDANT AND TYPE OF CASE o was 1ess’11ke1y to be prosecuted than if he was not. For employed de-
(Rates cdmputeg as Cases prosecuted.per 100 cases brought by | fendants, the prosecution rate was 74, whereas for those not employed
;23 gﬁliSg%en52§§swggezikﬁginr§;i§1giz?lgegégween the vietm ﬁ the rate was 80. This pattern was consistent for all types of crime
' except aggravated assault, personal auto theft and weapons offenses not
Relationship Between ‘ involving a gun. A preliminary finding reported in the analysis of
Victim and Defendant -
Type of Case : k recidivism was that employment appears to have a negative effect on
Family Agggg?gtgzce Stranger - . recidivism.]4 If.this finding is confirmed by further analysis, it may
- ; be an effective policy to prosecute defendants who are unemployed at
I. Personal Victimizations 60 71 83 | .
Involving Violence : higher rates.
(1) Homicide - o ¥ % 3. Conviction Rates
(2) ‘Assau1t 56 68 7 L In order to indicate the effect of the prosecutor on the convic-
(3) Foreible Sex Offenses 3 63 78 ! tion rates, cpnviction rates were first computed based on guilty pleas,
(4) Robbery 75 S 8. 83 guijty verdicts and guilty findings for prosecuted cases that were
II.  Personal Victimizations 59 64 79 closed. This method of looking at convictions only holds the prose-
Without Violence cutor responsible for obtaining convictioﬁs for those cases in which
II1I. Crimes Against Residences 59 74 87 a decision to prosecute was made. In a later section, the ccnviction
or Households rates computed as convictions divided by arrests will be discussed.
IV.  Crimes Against Businesses L 82 87 ‘ . ) The relationship between conviction rates and type of case differs
or Institutions | | | | from the relationship found for prosecution rates. Crimes without an

identifiable victim resulted in more convictions than crimes involving
N = 6921 Cases

o __n

-

a victim, although more of the latter cases were prosecuted (Table 11).

indicates too few cases for rate to be computed. C . . . . . .
- P Of all the crimes involving a victim, the crimes against residences

' ; 14 "Predicting Recidivism with PROMIS Data: Preliminary Results from
the Analysis of Defendants in 1973."
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(burglary, property destruction and arson) resulted in the highest
pfoportion of convictions, 47 per 100 cases prosecuted. Crimes

against businesses.or institutions had the second highest rate, and
'pefsona] victimizations involving violence had the lowest rate--39.
Sinte the Tatter category are fhe most sefious crimes according to the
Sellin-Wolfgang Index, it is noteworthy that the conviction rates were
so Tow. The conviction rate for homicide was the only rate for person-
al violent victimizations above that for all cases. The pattern of
"conviction rates for cases against one defendant was the same as that

found for criminal incidents, with one exception. Criminal incidents

involving a victim were most likely to result in conviction if the victim

was a business or institution, whereas a defendant involved in a crime
with a victim was most 1ikely to be convicted if he was charged with a
crime against a residence or household.

Comparing the crimes against businesses which could also be com-
mitted against a pebson or residence, it does not appear.that the bus-
inesses or institutions have the advantage.in terms of conviction that

they do in terms of prosecution (Table 12).

TABLE 12
CONVICTION RATES FOR SELECTED CASES BY TYPE OF VICTIM.
Victim a Business Victim

~Type of Case or Institution an Individual

Robbery 56 . 40

Burglary 48 49

Larteny 42 44

Auto Theft 28 29

Arson ‘ 33 42

Property Destruction 14 . 26
-35~

TABLE T11.

CONVICTION RATES BY TYPE OF CASE

(Rates computed as guilty pleas, verdicts, or findings per 100 closed
"papered" cases.)

*Base N smaller than 25.

N

= 11,008 Closed Papered Cases in 1973.
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I. Crimes Involving A ViCtimemme s ommm oo i 42
“A. Personal Victimizations Involving Violence--=ww=ven- 39
1) Homicide=—=mm oo oo e D e 54

a) Murder--e--eemeoeccoemcmeen 62
b) Manslaughter--mmee-meeaoaonn 02
¢) Negligent homicide~--=-=cau- 77 %
2)  ASSAUTE-mm e e e 38
a) Aggravated------emcmmcamaen- 37
.b)  Simple-cemco el 37
c) Assault on a police officer-42 :
3) Forcible Sex OffenseS~-—memecmocmmcammeen- 30
a) Female victim 16 and over---29
b) Victim under 16 ===m-ceeean- 37
c) Male victim -====-mmmmeua oo 24%
4)  ROBDEIYmmm e e 40
a) Armed---- e e 38
b) Other--eemm oo 43
B. Personal Victimizations-~=-=eemmoo oo 42
“ 1) LarCeny--==mem e e e 44
2) Auto Theft------- e 29
3) Fraud----=-emmmmceeao- e ————— e 5]
C. Crimes Against Residences or HouseholdS=meeeomcmmann 47
1) Burglary--eemesomom e R 49
2) Property Destruction=-—memememomcmccmmaoo- 26
3) ArSON-==-—mm e N 4%
D. Crimes Against Businesses or Institutions--re=-eeeee- 45
1)  RObbEry=emm e e 56
2)  BUrglary-=-meem oo oo 48
.+ 3) Larceny----=s=mm e e 42
4) Embezzlement and Fraud-----==ne=- e 52
5) AULO Thefteammmm oo oo 28
6) ArSON==—= oo e 33*
7) Property Destruction=-ememeeomcmccemmomea- 14
IT. Crimes Without An Identifiable Victime-e-eromeccmmemcocmcScnn 46
A. Weapons Offenses=-=-=--mmommoommoeoeee 64
1) " U= m e e e e e 64
2) Other weapon-----=cemmmcecccemeee———- 59
B, Gambling-====c o e e 52
C. Consensual Sex OffenseS-—we-mmmcemmoccemmmemen—= 51
D. Drug OffenseS-=eeecmcmmc e e ——— 31
E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach--=e-=-eamaax 38
III. Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified--mmommmeommommm oo 32
A1l cases-—=w=mmmun 43




Persons charged with business robberies were much more likely to have
their case$ result in conviction fhan those charged with'persona1
robberies. For all 6thervcrimes, individuals or household
victims were more likely to have their case end in conviction than
businesses. Differences were largest for arson and property destruction.
The only significant difference was for robbery.

Looking at the victimless crimes, the highest conviction rates
were for weapons offenses--64. As was pointed out in the section on
prosecution rates, these offenses are generally conﬁidered the most serious
victimless crimes. Gambling and consensual sex offenses alsc had
high conviction rates, 52 and 51, respectively--almost as high as the
murder cases. Drug offenses had a low conviction rate, as well as
a low proseéution rate. This may indicate that office policy is to

give these cases low priority.

4, Variables Influencing the Conviction Rates,

The same six variables which were examined in relationship to
prosecution rates were ekémfned in regard to conviction: sex,
race, whether defendant arrested in past 5 years, the relationship
. between thehvictim and the defendant, the seriousness score of the
crime on the Se]]jn—Wo]fgang Index, and whether the defendant was
employed at the time of the arrest.

Sex and race are two variables which are important to examine
when describing differences in the 1ikelihood of conviction by

type of crime. There were eight subcategories of crime in which
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females were more 11ke1y}tb be convicted than males: negligent homi-
cide, simple assault, personal armed robbery, business fraud, business

auto theft, consensual sex offenses, gambling, and bail violations.

Males were convicted at higher rates than females for all other crimes

in the classification scheme. For personal victimizations without vio-
lence and crimes against residences or households, males were consistent-
1y convicted at higher rates for each subcategory of crime. For the

other broader crime classifications, there was variation. For instance,

-males were more often found guilty of robbery, burglary, larceny, arson,

and property destruction of a business or institution, while females

were more often found guilty of embezzlement anu fraud, and auto theft.
of a business or institution.

Conviction rates by race were also computed for each of the crimes

within the classification system. Within the smaller subcategories,

blacks had higher conviction rates for about two-thirds of the 31 groups.

There was not a consistent pattern within the broader classifications,
except for crimes against residences, where blacks were more iike]y to

be convicted of burglary, property destrucfion and arson, than whites.

Since other factors were not controlled in this phase of the analysis,
specifically the defendant's criminal history, it cannot be concluded from.
this analysis that there is bias against blacks, only that blacks have
higherr conviction rates than whites, in more crime categories.

The previous arrest record of the defendant and thé seriousness

score of the crime on the Sellin-Wolfgang Index are two variablies that

_one would expect to be associated with conviction. As with prosecution,
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if the defendant had been arrested in the five years previous to the cur-
rent'case, the Tikelihood of conviction was increased for approximately
two-thirds of the crimes defined in the classification scheme. The effect
of previous arrests was more consistent for prosecution than conviction,
with only four crimes having lower prosecution rates if the defendant

had an arrest in the past five years, than if he or she did not. For
defendants charged with business robberies, there was a significant dif- | N
ference between the conviction rates for those defendants with a previous
arrest in the past five years and those with no prior arrest, which was
the opposite of the expacted pattern. The conviction rate for defendants
witiout a previous arrest in the past five years was 65, whereas for

those with a previous arrest it was 51. There was not a consistent pat~
tern for the broader classes of offenses, except for personal victimiza-
tions without violence, where conviction rates were higher for iarceny,
auto theft and fraud, when the defendant has a previous arrest in the

past 5 years.

The relationship between the seriousness’of a crime and conviction
is shown #n Table 13. Conviction rates were higher for crimes
against residences or households and crimes against businesses or
institutions when the seriousness score was greater .than zero.. Only
the former difference was statistically significant, however. For
personal victimiéations, both with and without violence, conviction
rates were higher for crimes with lower, rather than higher, scores
of seriousness. The difference in the rates by seriousness for

personal victimizations without violence was significant.
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TABLE 13. CONVICTION RATES BY THE SERIOUSNESS SCORE
' OF THE CRIME ON THE SELLIN-WOLFGANG INDEX
' AND TYPE OF CASE

(Rates computed as guilty pleas, verdicts or findings
per 100 closed papered cases.)

Sellin-Wolfgang Index
Type of Case
0 1 - 20 21 or more
I. Personal Victimizations 47 ‘ 37 44
Involving Violence _
(1) Homicide 15 57 55
(2) Assault 42 37 39
(3) Forcible Sex Offenses 46 32 24
(4) Robbery 57 38 39
11, Personal Victimizations 47 41 L
Without Violence
ITI. Crimes Against Residences 37 49 .
or Households :
IV.  Crimes Against Businesses 42 45 L
or Institutions

N = 8,262 closed papered cases.

oo indicates too few cases for rates ta be computed.
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Looking more closely at personal victimizations involving violence,
which have the highest seriousneés scores of any type of offense, the
cases most Tikely tb end in coqviction were those with a score of zero
on the Sellin-Wolfgang Index. This pattern was also found for assaults,
forcible sex offenses and robberies. For forcible sex offenses, the
probability of conviction decreased consistently with the seriousness of
the case. It is likely that the forms used to obtain the seriousness
score are not consistently filled out properly, causing some crimes to
have a score of ng when they should be h1'ghe\“.]5 In any case, there
does seem to be a negative association between the seriousness of the

case and conviction, for these personal violent crimes.

Another yariable examined in relation to conviction rates was
the relationship between the victim and the defendant. Cases where
the‘relationéhip was unknown were excluded from the analysis. For
prdsecution rates, the closer the relationship between the defendant
and the victim, the less Tikely the case was to be ;accepted for
prosecution. For conviction rates, this same relationship also
existed for the four large groups of crimes-involving a victim (Table 14).
Within the group personal victimizations involving violence, this pattern
was not always consistent. As with papering rates, when the victim
and the defendant involved in an incident of forcible sex are friends or

acquaintances, the conviction rates were lowest.

15 For a description of how the forms are filled out for the Sellin-
Wo1fgang score, see PROMIS Briefing Series #3, "Case Evaluation and Rat-
ing," prepared by the Institute for Law and Social Research.
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_ papered cases.

TABLE 14

CONVICTION RATES BY RELATIONSHIP

BETWEEN THE VICTIM AND THE DEFENDANT AND TYPE OF CASE

(Rates computed as quilty pleas, verdicts or findings per'TOO closed

“defendant was unknown were excluded.)

Cases where the relationship between the victim and the

Type of Case
Involving a Victim

Relationship Between
the Victim and Defendant

- Friend

Family or Stranger

Acquaintance

Personal Victimizations
Involving Violence

Personal Victimization
Without Violence

Crimes Against Residences
or Households

Crimes Against Businesses
or Institutions

28 35 42
- 32 43
5 48
. 35 46

N = 5,043 Cases

"---" indicates too few cases for rate to be computed.
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TABLE 15. CONVICTION RATES BY TYPE OF CASE

(Rates computed as guilty pleas, verdicts, or findings per 100 cases brought-
by the police; rates are the products of the papering and conviction rates

The case was more likely to end in conviction if the incident took shown “in Table 7 and 11.)

place between family members or strangers, : I. Crimes Involving A ViCEime e e oo oo o 32
Whether the deféndant was employed made Tess of a difference o A. Pirsona1 Victimizations Involving Violence=~-ecmmmm- 29
: ' ' 1) Homicid@-m-mm e m e 52
in terms of whether a case resulted in conviction, than it did , a) Murder-——eememmm e 60
: - ' ' b) Manslaughter---ceeemmmmmaaan 27
~in terms of prosecution. Out of the 30 crime categories with , ' c) Negligent homicide=--==m=u-n GAa*
. : 2)  ASSAUTEmm e e e e 26
enough cases to be compared, 17 types of cases were more likely to " a) Aggravated--e-esmememcomann- 26
b) Simples--memmm e 23
end in conviction if the defendant was not employed at the time ' - c) Assault on a police officer- 28
: ‘ S 3)  Forcible Sex Offenses--~rm-msmmmmcmmnmnuan 22
of arrest. There was no consistency within any of the larger groups o ’ L a) Female victim 16 and over--- 22
\‘ ' : : : b) Victim under 16--===-====--- 27
of crime except for personal victimizations without violence, where ) c) Male victimms=---mmm=memmmnn 19%
. o . , 4)  RODDEYY = e 35
the defendant was more likely to have his case end in a conviction : a) Armed---eemmamm e 35
. . b) Other-seeec e 34
if he was unemployed. For victimless crimes, this relationship
B. Personal VictimizationS—-e=mem oo oo 32
also existed, except for gun offenses, where those employed were 1), Larceny-=--=ecmm oo e 35
, ' _ oo 2) AULO Theftmme oo 17
more likely to have their case result in conviction than those who _ " 3)  FraUdeee-eeoeo e e e e e e 43
were unemployed. : : B | - C. Crimes Against Residences or Households=-=-wememmnn- 36
v : 1) BUrglary e s e s e o e 38
~ .. L. - 2) Property Destruction=-—=-=mcommmoaomamaaa- 15
5. Arrests Resulting in Conviction. ' ) 3} APSON == mmmm e e 38
When an arrest is made for different types of cases, how likely D. ggimgsbégainSt Businesses or Institutions------ &5---38
‘ Obb e Y == e e
is the case to result in the conviction of the defendant? Table 15 2)  BUPrglary---e s e e e 33
~ ' . 3)  LarCeny===mmm o= e 35.
shows conviction rates computed as guilty pleas, verdicts or findings 4) Embezzlement and Fraud------------- ——————— 45
5) Auto Theft--mememme oo e 16*
divided by cases brought by the police and multiplied by 100. The 6)  ArSON = e e 29
j 7) Property Destruction-==---mmmeommmmcmmanas 11
rates are the product of the papering rates and conviction rates , _
: : IT. Crimes Without An Identifiable Victime--eomomcmmmmmc e 34
discussed above. .
' . ‘ , . Heapons Offenses=-=-=—ememmmmocmcmm e
The conviction rate for all cases brought to the prosecutor in A 1) PGun _____ Tf?__; ___________________ e 55 52
. 2) Other weapon---=—=ee e 37
1973 was 33. Approximately two-thirds of all cases brought to the 5. Ggmbﬁng__f‘f? _________________________________ 16
- . S . . Consensual Sex O0ffenseS—wemermeemcmecmccmmae———- 47 ..
prosecutor by the police dropped out without resulting in conviction. 8. 833;e8?$2;52§§_9fffﬁf?f _______________________ 29
‘ E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach------=---- -~ 21
-43- ’ ITI. Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified=-=--=mmmmocmmmmmmmacaans 27
| - ‘ ... A1l cases---==~=-~ 33
*Base N smaller than 25.
N = 15,460 cases in 1973, . -44-




Crimes'withqut an identifiable victim were sTightly more Tikely to
result in conviction than those which involved a victim. As mentioned
in-previous sections; the crimes involving a victim were papered

more frequently, but then dropped out more frequently without

- resulting in conviction, compareé with victfm]ess crimes.

Of the crimes involving victims, crimes against businesses or
institutions were the most likely to end in conviction and personal
Xictimizations 1nvo1viﬁg violence were the least. In previéus
sections it was menfﬁoned that business victims seemed to have an
advantage over individual victims in having their cases prosecuted.
In terms of convictions after papering, however, the relationship
seemed to reverse. Comparing cqnvictions to arrests, rather than to

prosecuted cases, the overall advantage of businesses or institutions

can be seen more clearly.

TABLE 16

CONVICTION RATES FOR SELECTED CASES
BY TYPE OF VICTIM

(Rates computed as convictions per: 100 arrests.) -

Victim a Business Victim an

Type of Case . or Institution Individual
Robbery ‘ 53 35
~ Burglary : 39 * 38
Larceny 35 : 35
Auto Theft 16 17
Arson 29 38
Property Destruction 1 15
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Differences in conviction rates favor businesses for robbery and bur-
glary, and favor the individual for auto theft, arson and property de-
struction. There was no difference for larceny. Robbery, burglary and
larceny are much more common crimes. As with criminal incidents, the
only significant difference is for robbery. Robbery would seem to be an
appropriate candidate for more of the prosecutor's resources, 1in order to

equalize the individual citizen's chance for justice. It should be

" noted that the conviction rates for robbery and burglary were higher

than the average for all crimes no matter what type of victim.
The category personal victimization involving violence, which is
composed of the most serious crimes of homicide, assault, forcible
sex offenses and robbery, had a conviction rate of 29, which was below
the average for all cases. Within this group homicides had one
of the highest rates for any type of crime--52. The rates for assau]fs
and forcible sex offenses were quite low, 26 and 22, respectively,
even though these crimes are considered to be two of the most serious.
In the group of crimes without an identifiable victim, there were
wide discrepancies in the conviction rates computed for different
crimes. The weapons offenses, considered the most serious of the
victimless crimes, had the highest conviction rate of 52. Gun cases
were handled more successfully than other weapons offenses, with 55
cases out of every 100 resulting in conviction. Of the other four
types of victimless crimes, gambling and consensual sex offenses
were twice as likely to result in conviction as drug offenses or bail

violations and prison breach.
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The effect of characteristics of the defendant and the case on
these conviction rates can also be tested; Conviction rates, computed
as convictions divided by arrests, were tabu]ateq by sex, race,
relationship hetween the victim and the defendant, and case
seriousness. Whether the defendant had been arrested in the past
five years and whether the defendant was employed will not be
discussed,.since they showed a relatively consistent pattern for
prosecution and conviction.

Neither the sex nor race of the defendant showed a consistent
pattern for all crimes when conviction rates were computed as
convictions per 100 arrests. Males were consistently more Tikely
to be convicted for two categories of crimes involving a victim:
personal victimizations without violence and crimes against
residences or households. For all other crime categories, there
was variation depending upon the individual offense. 'Biacks were
also consistently more likely than whites to be convictéd of
cfimes against residences or households, if arrested. For crimes
against businesses or 1nst1£utions, b]aéks were more likely to be
convicted for every subcategory, except auto theft. (Arson could not
be compared due to the small number of cases.) In the case.of. crimes

without an identifiable victim, whites were more likely to be convicted

of gambling, consensual sex offenses, drug offenses, and bail violations.

The relationship between the victim and the defendant had an
effect on both the prosecution and conviction rates previously

discussed. In general, the closer the relationship, the less 1ikely
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the case was to be prosecuted or to result in conviction, This was
also the finding when conviction rates were computed as convictions
divided by arrests (Table 17.) Within personal yictimizations

involving violence, the pattern was consistent for homicides and

assaults, but not for forcible séx offenses or robberies. Robberies

were most likely to result in conviction if the victim was a family

member, next if the victim was a stranger, and last if he or she

was a friend or acquaintance. For forcible sex offenses, the

~

difficu1ty in proseéuting and convicting a case between friends or
acquaintances fis emphasfzed by a conviction rate per 100 arrests of only
16. " In summary, the conviction rates for crimes involving a victim
who is a stranger were higher than the overall rates for the particular
crﬁme category for each offense involving a victim shown in Table 17,
except for robbery.

The seriousness of an offense seemed to have a consistently
positive effect on prosecution, but not on conviction, for crimes
which involved a victim. Table 18 shows conviction rates as
convictions divided by arrests. According to this table, arrests of

persons for crimes against residences or households and crimes against

businesses or institutions were significantly more likely to result

- in conviction if the crimes was more serious. The opposite is true for

victimizations without violence, but the difference is not significant.
Conviction rates for personal victimizations involving violence

do not show a clear relationship to seriousness. Assault is the only

crime which has higher conviction rates as the seriousness of the crime

l
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TABLE 17. CONVICTION RATES BY THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
THE VICTIM AND THE DEFENDANT AND TYPE OF CASE

(Rates computed as guilty pleas, verdicts or findings per

100 arrests,

Cases where the relationship between the
victim and the defendant was unknown were excluded,)

Type of Case

Relationship Between
Victim and Defendant

: Friend or
Family Acquaintance Stranger
I. Personal Victimizations 17 25 35
Involving Violence
(1) Homicide 50 56 - 58
(2) Assault 14 23 35
(3) Forcible Sex Offenses 22 16 24
(4) Robbery 38 25 34
II. Personal Victimizations - 20 34
Without Violence
III. Crimes Against Residences - 33 40
or Households
IV. Crimes Against Businesses -—- 29 40
or Institutions

N = 6,921 cases.
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-~-"indicates too few cases for rates to be computed.

TABLE 18. CONVICTION RATES BY THE SERIOUSNESS SCORE

OF THE CRIME ON THE SELLIN-WOLFGANG INDEX
AND TYPE OF CASE

(Rates computed as quilty pleas, verdicts or findings

per 100 arrests,)

Sellin-Wolfgang Index

Type of Case
- 0 1-20 21 or more
I. Personal Victimizations 32 28 41
Involving Violence
(1) Homicide 14 55 53
(2) Assault 24 26 33
(3) Forcible Sex Offenses 22 24 21
(4) Robbery 50 33 37
II. Personal Victimizations 35 32 —-——
. Without Violence
III. Crimes Against Residences 24 39 -——
' or Households
. IVL Crimes Against Businesses 33 38 -
or Institutions '

N = 10,407 cases.

“indicates too few cases for rates to be computed.
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increases. For homicide and forcible sex offenses, crimes with scores of
1 to 20 are the most 1ikely to result in conviction. For robbery, crimes

with scores of zero dre most Tikely to result in conviction.

Conclusions

One of the purposes of this analysis done in the first year of the
project, was to identify problem areas which warrant further 1n—depth'
analysis. In this paper, every type of crime brought to the Superior
Court Division of the U.S. Attorney's Office is discussed, which makes it
difficult to describe each in detail.

' For the remainder of the project, several additional analyses w111.
be completed using the results of this paper. First, the analysis of
prosecutor performance and police performance from the court perspective
will be stratified using the classification system, and an attempt will
be made to identify the determinants of the rates. Second, certain
problem areas will be analyzed in greater detail. Forcible sex offenses
will be the subject of a special study because the prosecution and con-
viction rates for this type of violent crime are so low. Two other crimes
which are of great public concern will also be analyzed: robbery and
burglary. Moving to victimless crimes, weapons-dffenses will be analyzed
in depth because the rates of conviction for this crime are so high.

This group also has a lower proportion of defendants with previous arrests
and a higher proportion of employed defendants than most other crime groups;
Drug offenses, consensual sex offenses and gamb1ling will be studied, in
order to determine the amount of resources they are currently receiving,
since these are three crimes for which decriminalization is frequently sug-
gested. |
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In addition, an ecological study of D.C. will be attempted,
Tooking at varjations {n the brosecution and conviction rates by

type of crime.




APPENDIX

n

I'.

IT.

- Crimes Involving a Victim . Number Percent
A. Personal Victimizations Involying Yiolence-----===-=-- 4363 33.5%
1) HOm1 e d@mmmm e o mm e e 219
a) Murder-e-eeamemm e 169
b) Manslaughter-====--=-=-weeu-- 40
; c) Negligent Homicide-~==--=---- 10
2) ASSAUTLr mmmmm i o 2681
a) Aggrayated----=~=m==n=mm-un 1877
b) Simple--m--mmemmmmmmmm e - 636
c) Assault on a police officer 168
3) Forcible Sex Offense@s-~-===mmcmemamua- 385
a) Female victim 16 and over-- 295
b) Victim under 16-=----=-=-=- 71
c) Male victim----====mm==mon - 19
4) Robbery= == mm s 1078
8)  APmEd-=-m=mm o= mmmmmmmme 548
b) Other-=---wmemmmm e 530
B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence--=-~-mwmunemn 1580 12.1%
1) Larceny==~===-=mmmmm oo ---1142
2) Auto Theft-======mmmmm e 270
3) Frauds==-==m=mm oo m e e 168
€. Crimes Against Residences or Households------mee-mum- 1106 8.5%
1) BUPGTary= === o o 922
2) Property Destruction--=======mcamamaen 158
3) APS ON= = == = = e e e 26
D. Crimes Against Businesses or Institutions-=-~=wewmm-- 1826 14.0%
1) RObbErY = === = e e 175 ‘
2) Burglary=======m=me o 292
3) Larceny==--=-===mmm e e 954
4) Embezzlement and Fraud---==--=====~--- 292
5) Auto Theft=--=-=mmmmmmm e 48
6) APS 0N == == == e e 8
7) Property Destruction---=-==~=s-amaaua- 57
Crimes Without An Identifiable Victim--=-m-ememmenmaea—- 3956 30.4%
A. Weapons Offenses—~=~—=-emmmmmm e 916
[ I ¢ T T 723
2) Other weapon---=--==~====u-- ---~ 193
B. Gambling-=-—cmmmmm e e e 272
C. Consensual Sex Offenses---=-=-mommmmmmanen—" 731
D. Drug OFfenses==m==—msemme e e e 1443
E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach---====---- 594
III, Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified-=~~=-~=memoomennaam 197 1.5%
ATl Criminal Incidents 13,028 100.0%

TABLE A
CRIMINAL INCIDENTS IN 1973 BY OFFENSE
TYPE OF MOST SERIOUS CHARGE AGAINST ANY DEFENDANT
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TABLE B
ARRESTS IN 1973 BY OFFENSE TYPE OF

T MOST SERIQUS CHARGE AGAINST THE DEFENDANT
I. . Crimes Involving a Victim Number Percent
A. Personal Victimizations Invo1v1ng Violence---=mnm=n- 5040 32.6%
1) Homicide-=-=m=mmmmm e e o 259 ' '
a) Murder---=-mmocmmmmm e e 200
b) Manslaughtep--=m=s=mmmemammnan 49
c) Negligent Homicide--===-a=mn-- 10
2)  ASSBUTEL- === = e o e 2891
a) Aggrayated----=emmmeeocen o 2002
b)  Simple-rmmmcmme e 684
c) Assault on police officer---- 205
3) Forcible Sex Offenses==-=n~==- mmm————— 450
a) Female victim 16 and over---- 357
b) Victim under 16-=-=~=m=sm-m-um 72
©c) Male victim---=m-ommmomanmne- 21 .
4) RObbEry===-cem e 1440
a) Armed--=-m-smmm e 726
b) Other-=---m==mmmmcmmmmmmmaon 714
B. Personal Victimizations Without Violence~=-=-wmeum-= 1898 12.3%
1) Larceny-—mmemmoe o e e 1337
2) Auto Theft-m=mmemmemm e 372
3) Fraud--—=-=mmm s e e 189
C. Crimes Against Residences or Households--==-=-un-un-- 1370 8.9%
1) Burglary======cm oo e e e Nz - ~
2) Property Destruction--~-===m=mmmmemnnam 164
3)  APSON==mme o e e 32
D. Crimes Against Businesses or Institutions------=---- 2099 13.6%
1)  RObbEry~= = s o e e 217 RO
2) Burglary-==--==s=s=cmm e Stimmmn 372
3)  Larceny-===-==mmm e 1059
4) Embezzlement and Fraud------=======nna- 305
5) Auto Theft--==-m=comm oot 74
B) ArSON-=rmmm o e 8 .
7) Property destruction---=-=-===mmamamemn 64
II. Crimes Without an Identifiable Victim---===~-mmvomaau-x 4757 30.8%
A. Weapons QOffenses===mmmecmemmmm e 21042 SR
1) GUR-=====m === mmmmmcmeme e e e n 2827
2) Other weapon--====-mmemmmmmmeenenn 215
B. Gambling==mmmme s e 372
C. Consensual Sex Offenses-=-===--momcmmmmcaan 834
D. Drug Offenses=~===scrmmecmcn e e 1874
E. Bail Violations and Prison Breach----~-=~-- 635
I1I, Crimes Which Could Not Be Classified=m=rm=mmmmmmmmmmmann 296 1.9%
A1l Cases 15,460 100.0% -
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