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TEly1PLE' UNIVERSITY 
COLLEGE Of LIBERAL ARTS . 
PHllADELPH(A, PENNSYLVANIA 19122 

llEPAlTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY 

Paul Synn am on 
Police Administration Bui Iding 
Room L-5 
Franklin S:-llwre 
Philadelphi9. r Pa. 19103 

Dear Mr. f?ynnamon: 

. ... ... ~ 

------. ___ . __ ~ _____ ,.,1 

Please find enclosed L\vo copies of the Fino.I Evaluation Hcport on 
the second year operations of ACTS I ruld IT. The beluted production 
of the report was in parl due Lo the delay in receiving a final contract 
from the cit" specH.yin!! what was recluirec1 in the evaluation. In this fr 

J '-J !~ 

case, thcl'e was no ChR11gCS 111 ado from earlier ncgotiations to tho final ~. 

contract (savo only ft statcment on whether previolls evahl8tion recommendations 
had been carried out). In previous occaSions, I have found Lo my chag,l.'in 
that Ole final contract contained conditions and requirements which I did 
not learn of until the contract finally arrived. In effect, I have becom e wary 
of doing evaluations without a final contract, which in this case arrived 
the third week of November of this year. In sum, I should have started . 
earlier given the fact that no additional claims or roquirements were madc 
of the proposed evaluation, but my caution triumphed and resulted in this 
delay. In any event, I personally find the Fi nal Evaluation Heport qllite 
int.eresting as in fact. you may also. 

It would seem that this letter would also serve as my form a1 request 
for payment for this double evaluation (of ACTS I and IT) which amounts 
to $2500 for each, or a total of $5000 [or this combined evaluation report. 
I have, I think, met all contractual specifications and with thc presentation 
of this report, I should apply for full compcnsation. [Should furLher discuSSions 
be required about any textual materiaI j or should further copies of the report 
be deSired, I wopId, of course, b('l. happy to oblige you in these matters. 1 

Sincerely, 

,\ t" r~v~\ 
'~,<'" v '('. \.\ '- (:'! _-.-_-.... ,oJ 

Leonard ~D: Savitz ' 

Professor of Sociology 

~i. 
--____ ~--=-:. _._ :.., __ .. _i_.--____ -.-;... ... , . .::--:..:.:-.:...:.·_:.=:;.::-.::;->~~~~_:"';:_ ... _::...~~.:_=~..::---~:..~-=~.:;;--"':-"---- -
_. -----~-.----.. ~~--.... ~.~~ ,~.~ ......... ~ .. , .. -
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POLICE DEPARTMr.NT 
HEACOU"~'E~S, f~t\N~UN SOUMC 
hlilADElPHIA, rWr~SYlVN4IA 1~I06 

JOS[PH F. 0 NEill 
Ccmmulionu 

December 24, 1975 

Mr. Cornelius Cooper 
Re8ional Ac.min:i.stratorf Region III 
Lnw EnforceMcnt Assistance A~ninistration 
325 Ohe8tnut street 
Su:Lte 800, Hall Buildin~ 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 

Re: 

Dear }il'. Cooper: 

75-D!?-03-0021 
7 5-DF-0 3,·0020 

Deputy Director 

Governor's Justice 

Commission 

REC::'iVED 
M~R 2 5 J9J.£---

Attached are the completed cvaluations of Acts I 
and II for their second year of opcrntio.n. 

'1'hcso evv.luc:.tions al'e Hddressed to step :N7 of the 
Special' Condi tions on the Phill:'.delphi[, Police Dep[~rtt;l(mt 
for above subr;rants. 

According to the dire c tion s from LEAP., this s ubmiG
sian will finalize the application for second year fund
ing and permit the payment of funds m ... arded those sub
grants. 

. Sincere ly , 
, ;tJ 

.' ~/h 

2Ji~t;~ A. CRAIG 
hief Inspector • 

Communi ty Ro lation s Bureau 

JAC :sn 
cc:Yvonne Haskins, Regional Director G.J.C. 

Charles Morn, Acting Director G.J.C. 
James McCaus1~nd, Finance Officer J P.P.D. 

" 

" , 

J-_ .. _-._ ....... -_ .. .... _- .. :.:.:....:.:::::.:...::.:...=,,: ... ..:--;-;~ .. ~':L~~~.~~,-:-&~~~ ... .T:~-~-. .-- ~- --, 
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The fundamental purpose of ACT I and ACT II projects has been to 

focus police attention and a new and disproportionate amount of manpower 

and resources in these areas of the city of Philadelphia which have extremely 

high crime wtes and \'lhcre such programs were calculated to have the "most 

immediate impact." Primarily the program was concerned wHh reducing 

stranger-to-stranger crime [burglary and robbery] reported it- t.he police; 

with increasing arrest rutes, and with other benefits to the serviced 
• 

communities. 

Emphasis \\1as placed upon highJy mobile i tactical units withoul 

ties to police permanently assigned to the area. Tds~ force would be 
, 

deployed at locations and at times determined by latest [computer) unalyses 

of current criminal activity. The underlying belief is that sarious I pre-

meditated I economic crimes (burglary and robbery) could b~ significuntly 

reduc~d by the~quick utilization of the best available computer information 

to allocate extra Jaw enforcement personnel in the most efficient manner 

possible. ," 

ACT I operuted in 'four police districts in West Philadelphia [Police 

~,'r¥sfricts 12, 16, 18 and 19) and it became operational in April, 1973. 
~ . 

The'Task Force consisted of S9 uniformed poli~e officers rang'ing in runk 

" 

from patrolman to cuptuin who had been aSSigned to this \Vest Philadelphiu 

.f. • 
Crime Reduction Program. They \\'ere veteran officers (averaging fivc years 

\ , 
.. 

" 

! 
j 

\ 
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on 1he force) \vho had ,been selected from milny volunteers largely on tho 

\ 
\ 

basis of superior perlormflDce and no disciplinary citatio!1s. They traveled 

originally in marked id(~ntified police cars (but subsequently in unmarked 

'but identifiable police cars) I a'nd they were all part of a team policing 

effort. While there was a four platoon schedule I any of the officors wore 

technically available at (iny time. Their major thrll~,t involved responding 

to burglaries and robberies for indeed I the \Vest Philadolp:lia area had bGcn 

'. delibera tely selected because it had (in 1972) the hi.ah ... <;::.st burglary /robbory 

. rates. ThG operution 21:]0 v,'as :nyolvecl with juvenile offenses (including 

tn~ancy) I drug offenses (p2rticularly "deulers" and "pushers") I gung . . . 
. warfare I and a varioty of p!'eventative eHorts aimed at increased unit-

hardening and enhanced community awareness of the e:·~tent of crime and 

" 
techniques and practices calculated to reduce spe<;:ified crimes. In fact, . 
however I ACT I did soon bogin to concentrate on robbery/burglury to the 

exclusion of its other functions. 

ACT II operated within three police districts in North Central Clnd 

·Northwest Philadelphia [Police Districts 22, 23 and3.9J and, it also became 

operational in April, 1973. The Force was pla!lned to COl'l$lst of 64 plain 

. clothesmen and to deal vv'ith the same range of concerns as ACT I i but due 

.. to the" s'everity" of burglaries and robberies in ACT II districts I in fact I 

newly appointed police officers were used in highly mobile (und unidentified) 
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cars within flexible police units and with an almost exclu si ve preoccupation 

with robbery and burglary. They were not to ansv/er routine calls but focus 

on responding to stranger-to-stranger crimes. It was hoped that des pite 

'their relatively low visibility I there would develop an "aura of omnipresence" 

to deter the rational burglar/robber or to reduce his fundamental optimism I 

1. e. I his belief that he would succeed with his crime. 

The evaluntion of the effectiveness of ACT I Cllld ACT II projects in 

. its second year of existence could have involved emphasis upon; 

1) Compnrisons of second year results "vith firs: year results (c:nd 
. 

,little if any concern with the two-year impGc~ of the ACT programs); 

2) Dnta could hnve been presented in terms of month-by-montn 

changes and variations in crimes known to the police and arrests; 

3) Data could have been presented almost exclusively on strangcr-

to-stranger I serious property crimes I and almost no uttention 

be paid to other Part I property crimes [auto thefts and larceny J , 

serious personal crimes or drug offenses; 

4) Analyze each of the seven ACT I andU diStrict separately clnd 

. attempt to e~~nlai~'the enormous variability 'that would obviollsly 

ariso among the studied districts. 

- -.,.: - : . -Th.ere seemed to be strong and compelling reasons for doing none .of 

the above four ,techniques of evaluation. In all candor, the purpose of this 

i 
I ___ ---~ 

I ~:<T''''---------------' 
J ,~_,~.:-., .. , __ .,,,,~,,,,~-=:-~,.:,-~.=o,~,,,,,,,,,~~~_=~='A-.. ~ 

_~~~~.~~=~~.~, . __ -.=-:!,=._~~_r.=~~~~;'~ .- ---.,~ 
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evaluation is to determine in a rdatively crude 1 ex post facto manner 
,'. 

" 

(af!er the projects were in operation and· normally collected data might or 
,--

might not be useful for evaluation purposes) I the relative success that a 

program has had as regard·£ clearly defined units of'interest (specified 

types of crimes) upon a wide I diverse populahon or 'who ha ppen to reside 

within a number of arbitrary police boundary lines. 

It seems clear thut proportionate cnanges from the fir-st to the 

second year of operation arc surely of vital evaluative concl'3rn but at least 

as much attention must be paid to the total impact the ACT progruTI1S have 

'had from their inception until the end of the current evaluation period. 

Thus 1 much attention will be paid in this report to changes taking place 

in ACT I and II districts since 1972 through 197·1 (as compared to non-ACT 

police districts in Philadelphia) . 

Secondly I the time units of analysis could be "months" [as was 

done sporadically in the previous ·evaluation). But what this produced was 

enormous variability from one month to anothGr. which variability could 

not be attributed to the pre,sence of ACT but othel' factors 'which could only 
. . 

be guessed at. This evaluation will deal vj ith large I rougJ:l time units I 

"years" I which hopefully may reduce time spent on attempting to explain 

inexplicable monthly changes. The comparative years involved arc: 

...•. } ,1972 - the pre-ACT period when th~ stimuli of th'ese Cdine 

~------.-. 
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Reduction programs were not yet present. 

i 

B} 1973 -" the first year of ACTs I and II. It is known that in fact 

'<!.' 

both ACT programs became operational in early April t' 1973, and 

perhaps a "neater" categorization might ha v,e been April-to-April 

years instead of calendar years I but it was felt that such 

classification wou1d not produce findings significantly different 

~ . - . 
from those of calendar years. [In fact, datct was compared for 

one ACT police dist::'ct for three calendar years (1972, 1973, 
", 

1974) and three other twelve month periods (April, 1972 -

. March, 1973; April, 1973 - March, 1974; and April, 1974 -

March, 1975). ro striking, let alone sign~ficant differences 

in total numbers, percentage change and overClll impact, could .be 

found .J 

C) 1974 - the present evaluation year. 

Thirdly I while emphasis is still gi ven in this evaluation to burglary 

and robbery; much attention will c.lso be paid ~o other rational, ecollomic 

crimes (auto theft and larceny), as well as serious (Iridex) per!?onal crimes, . . - ' . 

. such as homicide I rape I aggra vated assault I and narcotic offenses. 

Fourthly I it' seemed reasonable that ACT should apply with more or 

. less equal impact on all police districts falling under its plJrview ~ Of 

.. course', each police district is quite distinctive demogra'phically and, socially 
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but It was hoped that dealing with the average duta for all districts within 

each ACT,.. program would permit adequate evaluation of program Success. 

{In the "Conclusions" of this report, it will. be argued that perhaps district-

by-district analysis might ha ve produced some interesting' Hp.dings.] 

, Finally, it seems imperative in this evaluation to compare ACT I 

and II overall a vcrCJ.ges with one another, but also with all other Remaining 

Police Districts in Philadelphia and for 1973-1974, the Remaining Police 

Districts, minus ACT III districts (Districts 14 and 35) which' came into 

existence in 1974. 

" 

There were, in essence, limitations to the evaluation undertuken, 

but we feel thut the most ,reasonable, if imperfect, decisions were made. on 

how to proceed, the data to be used, and the manner of analyses. 

'." 

1. ANALYSIS OF DATA 
.-

A. Number of Crime's Known to the Police ,,' 

OUf first form of 'analysis, as indicated in the evaluation proposal, 

involves the', core:: issue of whether the additional police manpo\·ver 
, i 

'\'- and resources supplied by ACTs I ~nd II ha,9 a si.gnificant impp.ct, 

-." .- in terms of reducing crimes reported to the police (by deterring the 

rational, premeditated, economically-oriented criminal) within ACT 
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. 
Police Districts (compured to non -ACT districts) . 

This will be tested fi.rst of all, by exami.ning comparative changes 

in specified crimes known to the police in ACT and non-ACT districts 

from 1973 to 1974 and, to a slightly le.sser extent, changes from 1972 

through 1974. 

The most clcmenta.ry analysis (Tubles I through VI) deals v.;ith 

total numbers of particular crimes repotted to the police for each ACT I 

·and II police district, and by constructed u verage figures for both .. 
'. ACT I and ACT II districts, as well a s for the. Remaining (non 'ACT I or II 

districts) Police Districts. [It must be kept in mind that in 19'/4 ACT III 

. became operational for Police Districts 14 and 35 so that the Remaining 
, 

Police Districts in the 1973-74 period are analyzed both totally and by 

subtracting data for Districts 14 and 3S.J 

Let us examine, tho2:1, each maj or cr1:r.e ant! by one. Table I shows 

quite clearly regarding the crime of burglc.ry that from 1973 to ).974 I the 
\ ,. 

number of burglaries (knovm to the police) dramatically increased 28% 

for ACT I districts and 21 % for ACT II distri.cts I whereas the city-wide 

'. increase had been only 13%; non-ACT I or II districts (R~maining Police 

.. Districts) rose only 8%; if ACT iII districts were then subtracted I all 

.remaining non-ACT districts' (excluding I then ACTs I I II. and j~I) had 

.experienced only a S% rise in number of reported burglaries. 

J 

j~=~~='~:-=:~==:="':--:':=:::==-~~"'"-' ,,~' 
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AVERAGE ACT I 

District 12 

16 

18 

19 

"II. VERAGE ACT I I 

. Di.strict 22 

23 

39 

- 8 -

'fABLE I 
NUt-mER OF BURLl\IUES KNO\'lN TO Tf-IE POLICE 

FOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRICTS 
~ . 

FOR 1972, 1973: 1974 

1972 

-- - \ 

DISTRICTS 1,175 

.1,024 

797 

1,713 

1,166 

DISTRICTS '. 9.82 

973 

718 

1,256 

.' 

--,/ 

1973 

850 

'917 

483 

I, J 31 

869 

698 

690 

476 

929 

1974 

1,092 

1,051 

635 

1,542 

1,141 

843 

814 

566 

1,150 

, .' 

REHl\INING POLICE DISTRICTS 13,53.5 13,295 14,396 
.. 

Districts, 14 & 35 3,821 3,149 3,798 

Hithout 14 & 35 9,714 10,146 10,598 

." .. 

S'l!. TOTALS .21,182 18.,790 21,295,. 
" 

.. 

\ Change 
1972-·73 

-28 

-10 

-39 

-33 

-25 

-29 

-29 

-34 

-26 

-02 

-18 

+04 

, -II 

% Change 
1973-74 

+28 

+15 

+31 

+36 

+31 

+21 

+18 

+19 

+24 

+08 

+21 

+05 

+13 

- i 1 

~ 1 

;1 
i 
'11 , 

; 

:1 

1 

.~ 
I 

1 

1 

1 
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Therefore I the enormous reduction in this crime from 19'72-73 

-, (down 28% and 29% in aVerage ACT I and II districts) was not maintained 

in the current eva lua tion year; indeed reported burgiaries rose sharply. 

It should be noted however I that from 1972 to 1974 the average 

ACT I police di strict had 7% fewer burglaries I the average ACT II 

district 14 % fewer burglaries I \\-'hile the Remaining PhUadelphiCl Police 

Districts showed a 6% increa se in repprted bu:glaries. 

Therefore I a s measured ?y burQlaries known to the police I ACT 

was remarkably successful in its first year (1973); it declined precipi-

tously in impact 'in the present evaluation year (1974); but over two 

years it showed a significant level of success compared to non-ACT 

districts. 

The same form of analysis for robbNies reported to the police' 

(Table II) shows that the a'verage ACT I district i~creased 22%; the 

\ 
average ACT II district increased 5%; the Remaining Police Dislricts 

increased 23%; without ACT III districts I the Remaining Districts 

increa sed 18% I while the city total s!1owed an 18% rise. 

In tl~~, two' year period I from 197.2 (before allY ACT program) to 

'- 1974, it can be determined that the average ACT f District had an 11 % 

. decrease in robbery;' the average ACT II District had a 14% decrease, 

whereas the Remaining Districts showed a 21 % increase in number of 

_ G·~=_~--·· , -':_=~-='~=:~'~:":=':::--==':='~:::~~" 

1 
1 

\ 

1 
\ 

\'l 

\ 
\ 

l 

\ 
! 
I 
1 

1 
! 

\ 
\ , 
\ 
\ 
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TABLE II 
NU~mER OF ROBBERIES KNO'.'n~ TO THE:' POL TCE 

FOR 1\c'r T AND ACT II DTSTIUCTS 
FOR-1972, 1973,' 19~4 

A\~RAGE ACT I DISTRICTS 

District 12 

16 

18 

19 

AVERi\GE l'lC'r II DISTRICTS 

.District 22 

23 

39 

'. RE~1AINING POLICE DISTRIC'l'S 

Districts 14 & 35 

Without 14 & 35 
/' 

~TY TOTALS 

; . 

is 

/ 

.. ,:,- .,.~ 

700.5 

412 

499 

1,032 

859 

733 

958 

627 

615 

4,708 

1,028 

3,680 

9,710 

rr ... ------ -....... _. __ ... ~--------~- ... ----
n 
¥>l tl .... ., .. _ ..... 

--./ 

1973 3.974 

511 .5 624 

370 490 

367 412 

681 809 

625 785 

603 633 

682 ·699 

540 593 

587 606 

4,626 5,675 

1,133 1 ,548 

3,493 4,127 

8,481 10,069 

. . 

~ Change 
1972-73 

-27 

-10 

-26 

·-34 

-27 

-18 

-29 

-14 

-05 

-02 

+10 

-os 

-13 

% Chanqe 
1973-701 

+22 

+32 

+12 

+18 

+26 

+05 

+02 

+10 

+03 

+23 

+37· 

+18 

+18 

" 

\ 
I 
1. 
1 

\ , 
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reported robberic s . 

I 
I. 

t 
\ 

Thus I here as with burglaries, it is found ACT had stunning impact ~ 

in its first year I which dropped precip ... tously in this evaluation year I but . . 

a significant level of §uccess over a two year period . 

. . 'While not of central concerr: in the AClt programs I it seemed reason-

able that attention ought to be paid to other forms of major {Part I} 

.~ .~ ..... property crimes I as well as burglary/robbery. Table III shows another 

strong decrease in number of auto thefts in ACT districts (on the average 

down 15% and 9%.from 1973-74) whereas for Remaining Police Districts 

it rose 2% (and without ]\CT III districts it rose 6%). 

]n Table IV we examine larcenies. The problem here is that in 1972 

. only Grand Larceny was a Part I (serious) crime whereas in 1973, al1 

larcenies became Part I crimes as defined by the F. B.I. for their 

Uniform Crime Report. We wera faced with the pr~blem of comparability 

(consistency) of larceny data over the three year period. Since the focus 

'of-this particular evaluation was on the 1973-74 period, and for these 

.' '" ~:~- -' two'years at letlst a111arcenies were classified as Index Crimes I we 

.. " 

'I 
, I 

. ~ .. ~ .. , 

,concentrated on this time period. The same broad base of larcenies 

-could not be ascertained for the 1972 period. 

... , ·Thus, Table IV'shows enormous larceny increase from 1972-73 (but 

this .is as indicated above I clearly a function of changing definition) • 

> "'7------ - -~~ _ ... . __ ~ __ . ______ " __ ~ ______ ~ ___ \ .... 
~ , 

\ 
I. 

\ 
\ 
\ 

I 
1 
\ 

! 

\ 

\ 
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TABLE III 
NUl-mER OF J\U1'O 'fI!EFTS KNOI'lN 1'0. TllE POLICE 

FOR J\CT I MJD }\CT IS DISTIUCTS 

i 

A VERJ\GE 'ICT I DISTRICTS 

bistrict 12 

16 

18 

19 

AVER1\GE ACT II DISTRICTS 

District 22 

.23. 

., 39 

REHhINING POLICE DISTRICTS 

Districts 14 & 35 

Without ~4 & 35 

FOR 1972, 1973, 1974 

1972 

1,193 

1,260 

399 

1,649 

1,465 

'.' 

,599 

641 

406 

751 

9,469 

2,370 

.. 7 I 099 

16,040 

1973 

1,113 

1,277 

426 

1,534 

• 
1,216 

, ' 532 

474' 

805 

19711 

941 

902 

454 

1,304 

1,104 

552 

535 

412 

711' 

1~,13111/382 

2,744 2,482 

8,387 8,~00 

17,39516,804 

\Changc 
1972-73 

,-07 

+01 

+06 

~07 

-17 

+01 

-17 

+16 

, '+07 

+18 

+15 

+18 

.' . 

+08 

-15 

-29 

+07 

-15 

-09 

-09 

+01 

-13 

. -12 

+02 

.. -10 

, +06 

-03 
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AVERAGE l\CT I DISTRIc'rs 

District 12 

16 

18 

19 

AVEPAGF.:'71CT II DISTRICTS 

District 22 

39 

. - 13 -

TAB,LE IV 
NUMBER OP L1\ RCEIHES KNOl'lN TO THE POLICE 

FOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRICTS . . " . 
FOR 1972, 1~J3, 1974 

i 
'-.. .;..... ... 

---
1972 ·"1973 1974 

254 799 1,074 

223 777 1,171 

141 473 572 

429 1,186 1,450 

222 , 7S9 1,103 

.. REl-l.l\INING POLICE DISTRICTS 

Districts 14 & 3S 

Without 14 & 35 

'$.TY TOTALS 6.048 21,490 27,062 

't Chanqe 
1972-73 

+31 

+34 

+33 

+27 

+34 

+35 

% Change 
1973-7-1 

+34 

+S 1 

+21 

+22 

+45 

+26 

I • 

, 
, 

\ 
.\ 

\ 

\ 
) 
j , 
~ , 
1. 

\ 
\ 

1 

W 

\ 
\ 
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From 1973-74 city totals rose 26%, while the increase was only 20% in 

the average AQT ~I Districts; but 34% for 'a vcrage ACT I Districts. 

The four rcmuining Part I crimes are crimes of violence against 

the person (murder, manslaughter, rape and aggravuted assault). Dealt 
, . 

with on Table V I crimes against the person show no discernible pat'tern~ 

From 1973-74, the city totals rose 6%, \\'hcrcas it rose 15% for average 

ACT I Districts I but it declined 5% for ,average hCT II Districts. This 

t 

confirms the expected lack of impuct of ACT on p;:;:-son~], violent crimes. 

Combining all Part I crimes (Table VI) it is further confirmed that 

ACT programs have little impuct on this polygot grouping of crimes. The 

1973-74 city total rose ~3% whereas it rose only 7% in average ACT II 

Districts but 14.% for average ACT I Districts. 

Thus, these first mea.'sures of number 'of crimes reported to the 

police, reveals ACT had a consideru ble und significant impact on 

bu'rglaries and r~bberies from 1972 through 1974. The evidence is 

ambiguous regu1'din9 o,ther property crimes. Tne data sho\';s no ACT 

impact on personal, violent cr'lmes I but then, of course I it was not 

intended to. 

Rate of Crimes Known to the Police 

The fU,ndamental findings of the previous section still remain, of 

course, when we construct [utes-for each of the 'specifled crimes known 

•. 1 

, 1 

; 1 

\ 
\1 
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TABLE V r 
NlH1HER OF REf·v\INING PAR'l' I CRHIES (r.\URDER, ~L\NSLl\UGHTER, R~pr; ,AGGRl\VNl'ED l\SSi\UL'f): 

KNO\'IN '1'0 THE POLICE, FOR ACT I AND ACT II" DISTRICTS I 
FOR 1972, 1973, 1974 i 

.. \ 

'\ 
"\ 

),972 1973 1974 
% Change 
1972-73 

% ChnnCjc 
1973-711 

\ 
'j 

AVER1~GE l\CT I DISTRICTS 

District 12 

16 

18 

19 

AVERl\GE i\CT II DIS'l'RICTS 

District 22 

23 

39 

RE!·IATHING POLICE DISTRICTS 

;; Districts 14 & 35 

'1 Without 14 & 35. 

" 

d 
\ f 
l~rTY TOT A 'GS 
IT 
IX 
II 
H 
\1 

\i 
\\ 
jI' 
1\ 
H 

-.. 

401.5 

275 

403 

472 

456 

5"54 

836 

.531 

296 

• 

367 

342 

316 

410 

399 

580 

844 

535 

360 

2,335"" 2,968 

4:54 ·629 

.1,881 2,339 

.. '~.' 

- S, 604 6,174 

q--- '" _.'. _ ... _--_ .. - .---.---.---~--.--.--. 
h I'. 

422.5· -09 

351 +24 

413 -22 

453 -13 

473 -13 

555 +05 

740 .+01 

537 +01 

387 +21 

3,181 +27 

800 +39 

'2,381 +24 

6,535 +10 

+15 

+03 

+31 

+10 

+19 

.. os 
-12 

+01 

+08 

+07 

+27 

+02 

+06 . 

l 
) 
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TABLE VI 
NUMBER OF ALL P7\RT I CRHiCS K:10:m '1'0 THE POLICE 

FOR ACT I MiD i\CT II DIS'l'RIC'l'S 
FOR 1972, 1973 and 1974 

1972 1973 

AVERAGE !\CT I DISTRICTS 3,1 699 3,640 

District 12 3,i94 3,683 

16 2,239 2,065 

18 5,295 4,945 
• 

19 4,068 3,8GE 

AVERAGE ACT II DISTRICTS 3,151 3 I 0 /18 

District 22 3,652 3,311 

23 2,1193 2,416 

39 3,308 ,3,418 

..... ' 

REHAIN1NG POLICE DISTRICTS 34,335 118,624' 

Di~tricts 14 4,270 4,6$0 

District 35 4,179 , ·5,443 

Without 14 & 3S 25,886 38,491: 

,fIT\' TOTALS 5.8" 5,~~ ._, _ 72,330 :, 
" 1\ 
\1 
\i 
i 
), 

!i 
I' 

II 
i' III 
Ii 

\
' \ ,,' . 
I " .' 
~ , tt . ---- ... ... --.-- --- -_ ........... _------:--- -~---.--. i., " .' 

1974 

4,154 

3,965 

2,486' 

S,ti58 

4,606 

3,271 

3,415 

2,662 

3,73fi 

':5,336 

5,779 

6,112 

43,445 

\ 
! 

,J , 
\ 
~ 

9.;Chanqc 'tCnanqc ~ 

1972-73 1973-7~' 

\ 

\ 
\ 

-02 +14 

+15 +08 

-08 +20 

-07 +12 

-05 +19 

··03 +07 

-09 '+03 
I 

-03 +10 

+03 +09 

+42 +l4 

+20 

+49 +13 

+23 +13 

} 
i, 
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to the police on the basis of populution numbers within ACT and non-
" 

ACT police districts. Such rates WGTe constructed (per 10, 000 residents 

within each police district) and arc displayed on Tubles VII through xu. 

As regards burglury (Table VII), it may be seen that from 1972 

through 1974 the city rate rose trivially from 108.7 to 109.3 per 10,000 

persons, whereas average ACT I Districts dropped from 126.3 to 117.4 

'and average ACT II Districts declined 132.7 to 113.9 

• 
-," It is' instrumentdJ to note at this time, the enormous differences in 

'. 

burglary produced by districts falling within thE.l ACT programs. Thu S I 

Police District 16 had a burglClry rate in' 1972 222% thut of District 19. 

(By 1974 the grentest pifferential among ACT I Districts [involving the 

same Districts 16 and 19) was 181%.) The reverse occurred within ACT II 

Districts. District 39 was 155% h'igher than in'District 22 in '1972; 

but by 1974 the differential between ~hese districts rose to 170fG. 

, ' It should nlso be noted that ACT I and ACT II projects hn.d diffcr-

ential levels of success. First of a 11, ACT II Districts seem somev.'hut 

more successful than ACT I as regards burglary. Thus, on the avera<Je, 

-:.:::-'::-~". ACT II districts declined 29% from'1972-73, (compared to 28% for ACT I 

Districts), but t~e rate increased 21% from.1973-1974, as compared 

to a 28% increase for ACT I Districts. 

Further I the impact of ACT was not uniform upon participating 



~-

. 

t· ~ 
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, 

T/\BLL VI1 
RATE OF BUHGLl\RIES KNO\VN TO THE POLICE (PER 10 / 000 PEHSONS) 
rOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRICTS FOH 1972, 1973. AND 1974 

1972 

AVERAGE ACT I DIS'rRICTS ' 
'., 126.3 

District 12 106 .. 9 

16. 192.5 

18 170.9 

19 86.7 

AVER:-\GE ACT II DISTRICTS' 132.7 

District 22 .105.3 

-23 136.2 

39 163.5 

REHlIINING POLICE DISTRICTS 99.9 

Districts 14 & 3S 132.7 

Without 14 & 35 91.1 

J.973 . 1974 

91.4 117.4 

95.7 109.6 

116.6 153.4 

112.9 153.9 

64.6 84.8 

94.3 113.9 

74.13 88.0 

90.2 107.2 

120.9 149.7 

98.1 106.3 

109.4 131. 9 

95.1 99.4 

. 

% Change 
1972-73 

-28 

-10 

-39 

-34 

-25' 

-29 

-29 

-34 

-26. 

-02 

-17 

+04 

.. , . 

~! CITY TOTALS 

\
' 1 

96.4'· 109.3 -11 108.7 

.\ -
\ t ' 

II . 
~'~ .. '--~--- ---" .-. 

l 

+28 

-t-IS 

+32 . 

' +36 

+31 

"-21 

+113 

;~19 

+24 

+O-a 

+21 

+05 

+13 

<') , 

1· 

.\'. 
{, 

;" 

\1 
:: 

., 
·1 

\ , 

, 
\ 
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districts. From 1973-74 Police District 12 had only a 15% increase in 

burglary, whereas District 18 experienced a 36% increase. From 1972-' 

, , 

1974, the burglary rate rose totally' 3% for District 12 while it declined 

20% in District 16. ACT I had a generally more variable and less certain 

impact on burglary than occurred in ACT II Districts. 

As reg'}rds robbery crable VIII) once more the great variability in . 

the impact of l\CT is confirh1Cd', ACT I Districts declined in reported _ .. -:, 

. robbery 27%' in the', first year of operation, but increased 22% from 1973-
! ... \ 

1974. Tne comparable percentage for the average ACT II Districts was 

a decline of 18% in the first year and an increase of 5% in the second 

year. W'thin ACT districts I District 12 had a robbery rate \\lhich rose 

19% from 1972 to 1974 v·;1'1ereas it dropped 22% in the same period in 

District 18. 

Generally the same findings uncovered by use of gros~ numbers 

,were also found for rates as regards auto theft (Table IX) ansi larceny 

(Table X). ACT districts dropped more sharply than non-ACT districts 

for auto theft. ACT I districts dropped more precipi.tously than ACT II 
\ --, 

dbtricts. Whether these declining rates are in any way attributa~)le to 

I 
ACT or.not is highly spec.ulative. Deterrence of auto theft '.vas -not among 

--- I 

the specified objectives of the ACT program. Also great variability wa~- . -

found among ACT Police Districts with auto thefts in District 16 
-- _ .. ---. -"'":, 

1 

\1 
\' 1 

',I 

\11 
, 1 

\ 1 

1 

" 1 

, \1 

':1 

~ 
J 

-, .... -. -

1 
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TABLE VIII , 

MTE OF ROBBERIES K./'.JO\",TN TO TilE POLICE O'ER ].0,000 PERSONS) 
FOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRICTS FOR 1972, 1973, 1974 

.' . /,-. 

AVERAGE Ac'r I DISTRICTS 

District 12 

16 

18 

19 

AVERAGE ACT IJ DISTRICTS ---
District 22 

23 

39 

REI-IAINING POLICE DISTRICTS 
I~.L 

, Districts 
.~ , 

Without 

i' 

," 

'1'\ ., 
i.1 . 
I~ 'l'O'l'AI.s 

\
:.\ 

I 
H 
r1 
I'l 
r .... i:, . d 1---. .. ·_-_·---.... 

14 & 35 

14 &'35 

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

'.' 

1972' - 1973 

75.3 55.0 

43.0 38.6 

120.5 88.6 

103.0 68.3 
'. 

85.9 46.S 

99.1 81. 5 

103.6 73.8 

i 18.8' 102.4 

80.0 76.4 

34.8 34.1 

, 35.7 39.4 

34.5 32.7 

49.8 43.5 

, \ 

1974 

67.1 

51.1 

99.5 

80.7 

58.3 

85.5 

75.6 

112.4 

78.9 

41.9 

53.8 

38.7 

" , 

51. 7 

% Change 
1972-73 

-27 

-10 

-26 

-34 

-46 

-i8 

-29 

' -14 

-04 

-02 

+10 

+09 

-13 

% Ch.:1nge 
1973-74 

+22 . 

+32 

,+12 

+18 

+05 

+02 

+10 

+03 

+23 

+37 

+18 

+18 

I 
L 
I, 

{i 

i, 

, 
1, 

,If I 
I 

~ 
, 
fl 

,j 
'-
l 

. ,~ 
] 
i , ~ 
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TABLE IX 
M T£ OF AU'ro THEFTS KNO'-", ''0 TflF. P041 CE (PER 10 • 000 PERSONS) 

FOR ACT_I AND ACT II D1STR1Cl'S FOR 1972 i 1973. 1974 / 

AVERAGE ACT 
I DIS'I'RICTS 

'- District 12 -

16 

18 

19 '. 
\: 
" 

AVERAGE IICT II 
DISTRICTS 

----:.. 

District 22 

23 

39 

REMAINING POLICE DISTRICTS 

\ 

Districts 14 & 35 

[. I'lithout 14.& 35 

l< 
l'A 

t-l ~ TOTALS ;j -------=-
I 
j 

'" 

1972 -
128.3 

131.4 

. 96.4 

164.6 

108.9 . 

- 81. 0 

69.3 

77.0 

97.7 

69.9 

82.3 

66.6 

82.3 

.. 

1973 -

119.7 

133.2 

102.9 

153.1 . 

90.4 

81. 5 

57.5 

89.8 

104.8 

82.2 

95.3 

78.6 

89.3 

1974 -
101.2 

94.1 

109.6 

143.2 

82.1 

74.7 

57.9 

78.1 

92.5 

84.0 

86.2 

83.4 

% Change 
1972-73 

-07 

+01 

+07 

-07 

-17 

+01 

+17 

+J. 7 

+07 

+18 

+16 

+.18 

% Ch':lnqc . 
1973-74 

-IS , 

-29 i 
1 

+07 

-06 h !i -09 

1, 

-08 

+01 

-13 
;1 

-11 )11 
, , 
J. 

+02 

·-10 

+06 

H 
H· 

~6.3 +09 -03 

fr 
Ii . " 

.
[. -----. ---------_._------- -- ------._----;J. . . 
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'TABLE X 

IlA TE DC LA RC EN IES KN m· . ." TO 1'HE POL I C 8 (PER 10, 00 a Pc R.SOI1 S 1 
FOR AC'I' I l~};l) iiCT IX DISTRIC'rs FOR 197,2-, 1973

, 
197<1 

" 
\ 

.' ,.,.-. , ~: , 
l 

1972 . 1973 -- --- 1974 
% Change 
1972-73 

% Chunge 
1973-7<i - ---. 

AVERAGE ACT 
I DISTRICTS 

27.3 85.9 115.5 +31 District 12 

23 ;3 81.1 122.1 +34 
16 

34.J 114.2 138.1 +33 18 

42.8 118.'1 141.7 +27 
19 

16.5 56.4 82.0 +34 

+34 

+51 i 
1 . +21 I 

+22 
1 ; 

+45 
I 

A vr.~RAGE ACT 
II~IS'l'RICTS 

38.1 76.1 91.1 +10 +20 

, 
-

-
Distri.ct 22 

26.4 60:9 67.8 +23 +11 ! , , 

! 

23 

40.0 74.1 97.4 +85 +;n 
{I 

39 

50.8 95.9 114.8 +88 +20 11 

REJ.1AINING POLICE DIST'RICTS 
30.9 122.6 153.1 +39 +25 

J 

, 

27.0 86.1 113.3 

Districts 14 & 35 

+31 +32 ,-; 
. Without 14 & 35 

32.0 132.0 163.8 +41 +24 .. ' .. , - -. 

138.9 +35 +26 
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increasing 7% each year (1973 and 1974) whereas in District 19 it 

_ declined 17% and then further 9% in 1974, 

, - An even .less clear pattern emerged as regards larcenies (on Table X) . 

The generally increasing rates for all districts I the higher thuD city 

average showed by the average ACT I Districts I and the lower than 

city average by the average ACT II Districts confirms the unlikely 

: nature of any significant impact of ACT on the ~rime of larce;lY. 

.,-, .--~ 'finally, ,for serious personal, violent crimes, (Table XI) in addition 

to what was found in the earlier discussion, once more seems no 

patterned impact of ACT on .these offenses could be found, 

OveralL the ACT programs seemed to have no systematic impuct 

on the total of all Part I crimes (Table XII). While from 1972-73 the 

'city total increased 23%, 'ACT I a'nd II Police DIstricts declined 3%; 

for 1973-74, ho\\'ever;the dty rate,rose 13%; and it increased 15% 
.:. . 

for the, average,ACT I Districts but only 8% for the average ACl"I~ 

~ Districts. 

c. Number of Arrests 

. '. . 
. ,The avowec;l primary objective of the ACT programs was to wduce 

the amount of stranger-to-stranger economic crimes (or at least 

- burglaries and robberies) reported to the pOlic'e; that is, it was expecled 
, 

- . to significantly diminish the officially known ex.tent of specified, 

;, 
r 
I 

,. 
" 

j' 

! .' r 
1 



AVERAGE lIeT I 

District 12 

16 

18 

19 

AVERi'\GE J\CT '- II 

District 22 

23 

39 

, . . 
REMAINING POLTCE 

\ 

Dish~icts 14 & 

Without 14 & 

" .~ 

-- : 

I'f 

" , 
i 

1 
j 
'i' CITY TOTALS , -'f 

I 
~ 
" 

:! 

oG'J -

TABU: XI 
RJ\Tg OF RENAItHNG PAR" 1 CRH:f:S ()';URDER, IH:ISr.WGm'ER, Rl.!'E, "r,c . 

KNOWN 'fO TlIE POJ.ICE (PEr.. 10, 000 PERSO:lS 

FO~ ACT I AND ACT II DIS~RICTS 1972, 1973, 1974 

': 
'i , , 

1972 -,. 1973 -, ,197<'1 - % Changt:.: 
~72-73 ' 

q' 
;! 

% Change '! 

1973-7t; 
-:----

. DISTRICTS 
43.2 39.-1 45.4 -08 

-

28.7 35.7 36.6 +24 
97.3 76.3 99.7 -22 
47. J 40.9 45.2.- -13 

+15 

+03' 
"I 
'" 

+3.1 i; , 

f 

+11 
33.9 29.7 35.2 -12 

i ; 
H 

+19 ! 1 
1 ) 
i 

DISTRICTS 74.9 78.3 74.9 +05 -04 
90.4 91.3 . 80.0, +01 -12 100.6 101. 4 101.7 +01 0 38.5 46.8 50.4 +22 +08 

, , 
I 

DIS'l'RICTS 17.2 21.9 23.5 ·+27 +07 

27.8 
+28 

35 
1.5.8 21. H 

+38 35 

I' 
1 I 

; I 

'17'.6 21.9 22.3 +24 +02 
" 

--' 
" 

. ':. ... 

--"28.8 ' .. , -31.7' 33;5 
+06 ;:1 0 

.... --- .. -.~, ..... 
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" TABLE XII, 
RATE OF ALL PiiR'f I CI::'HlES KNOt'IN '1'0 THE POLICE 

• F'OR AC'l' I AND ACT II DISTRICTS 

FOR 197~,.1973, 1974 

1972 1973 ·1974 -
AVERAGE AC'l' I DISTRICTS 

426.1 416.1 477.8 District J.2 
333.1 384.2 413.6 

16 
540.7 498.7 600.4 18 
528.4 493.5 554.7 19 
302.3 288.0 342.4 

AVER.1\GE }\.C'l' II DISTRICTS 
432.6 420.2 453.4 District 22 
394.9 358.0 369.3 

23 

472.5 457.9· 504.6 39 
430.5 444.8 486.2 

. REHAJ.NING POLICE 
DISTRICTS 

253.5 358.9 408.5' 
--

Districts 14 & 3S 
293.4 351.9 413.0 . Without· 14 & 35 

. 247.4 359.7 407.8 

... 
: Cl'r¥ '1'OT ALS i___ _ 

300.6 37L2 419.6 

.' -----" ", .' .. ----..... "-.. ; ........... .,.~= . ..."..,~ .. ""-.\""..'""" ... ===:..--=--=.,.-.. 

-/ 

~ 

tChange % Change 
1972-73 1973-71. 

-03 +15 

+15 +08 

-08 +20 

-07 +12 

-05 +19 

-03 +08 

-09 +03 

-03 +10 

+03 +09 

+42 . . +14 

+20 +17 

+45 +13 

+23 +13 

·1 , 
"I 

i 
,! 
; . 

'1 

I, 
1,1 

; , 
1 

, i 

' . 
; 

I 
~ 
i 
i 
Ii 

I' 
I' 
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,tranger,-to-stranger crimes. Indeed, eVidence adduced COnfirms the 

S19Jlfic~nt redu:ti~n in reported burglaries and robberies in the first \ 

_ •. )'!'ar'of ACT operation, 1972-73. Data diSCUSsed earlier in this report 

reveals however, th at in th is pre Sent eval ua lion period. 1973 -1971 , . .. . 

ACT Districts had a Soaring number and rate of burglaries and robberies 

" . ····.reported to the po I icc, far beyo~ d th at dis played by n on -ACT POlice .. 
Districts. 

L " .. ' N everthele s s. given th e formal de 51g n of the A Cl' program s (partieu-

• 
' lady. ACT II) i.t is difficult to bell c "0 tho t even an lei co II y exeou ted 

ACT program COuld continue to reduce the reported universe of strilnger-

to-stranger crimes or even redUce rates down over a several year 
PerIod of time. 

In effect, attention mu s t al so be plaoed on arre s ts which may 

reflect enhanced POlice effiCiency in dealing with non-deterred crimes . 

. Arrests for burglary' are' shown on Table XlI!, It can be Sec'n that from 
\ . 

. 1973 to 1974 ACT I'arrests rose 'shorp1y (30%) Whereas ACT II arrests 
. ' . 

rose far less (4 %). while the city-wide increose was 12% . 

. Over the ,hree yeo< period (19 72 ~ 74) the a Verag e ACT I District , . 

:- ' ...... ' '. an-e'sts rose 4 %', the a vera ge ACT II District arre sts. dro pped 6%. the 

.. Remaining POlice District arrests rose 6% (and without ACT II! Districts 

14 and 3S, the change was less than 1 ~~) . 

':'-... ,--_ .. ----~----~----'. 

,; . 

1 
'! 

,j 

l 
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AVERAGE ACT I 

District 12 

16 

.18 

19 

INEf0'\GE ACT II 

. District 22 

23 

39 
' --. 
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TABLE XIII 
NUHBER OF ARRESTS FOR BURCLARY 

.FOR ACT I AND ACT II DISTRICT~ 
FOR 1972, 1973, AND 1974 

1972 - 1973 

DISTRICTS 266 212.5 

207 235 

254 118 

"369 297 

23':? 200 

DISTRICTS 334 301 

421 412 

·302 263 

280 229 

1974 

277 

312' 

211 

355' 

.229 

313 

413 

252 

274 

REI-1AINJNG POLICE DIS'TRJCTS 3,244 3,083 3,444 
District 14 & 35 -548 577 757 . 
Without -14'& 35 - 2,696 2 506 2,687 

' - -

- -
9 ." 

5,057 -4,837 5.490 
. CITY TOTNLS 

% Change 
1972-73 

-20 

+14 

-54 

-20 

-14 

-12 

-03 

-13 

-18 

-05 

+05 

-07 

-04 

,. I 

!\; C'hanqe 
1973-74 ' 

+30 

+33 

+79 

+20 

+15 

+04 

0 

-04 

+20 

+12 ~ 

+32 

+07 ' 

+12 

r ',I 

, , 
.1 

,; j 
~ : 
.j 

\ 
} 1 
, I 

: 
. j I 

. , 

I 
I 

II 
Ii 

1 J 

l' 

t: 
,;" 

1: 

I ,'i 
{I 
.,1 

~~: 

l' 
1 
11 
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Thus ( for ACT I Districts the 1973-74 period sav.; Cl 28% increase 

in reported burglaries and a 30% increase in burglary urrests. 

., 

For ACT II Districts, for the sam.o periC?d, there wa.s a 21 % incronse 

in repor!9d burglClries but only Cl 4 % increa se in burglary arrests . 

. ' For Remaining Police Districts (oxcluding ACT III) '. there was a 5% 

increase in reported burglaries and Cl n~ increase in burglary arrests. 
. --

Accordingly, tJ}e only inconsistent urrest pattern is that of ACT II 

Districts whose increased re!,ortecFlncidencG of burg]uries fur out-

stripped the increase in burglary arre~t8. " 

The number of arrests for robbE:ry are displayed on Table.XIV. It 

.will be seen that for 1973-74 both Mil' I and ACT II Districts on tho 

average had a higher percentage of increase (23%) than Occurred for the 

city a's a whole (21 %) . 

Over the three ye3r period (1972-74) the average ACT I District 

I , <' '. arrestS::ticclined 7%, the average ACT II District arrests rose 20% I 

whereas for the Remaining Police Districts ( it rose 15% (and without 

ACT III Districts 14 and 35 I it rose 6%). 

·Thus, for the average ACT I District the 1973-74 period saw a 

22% increase in robberies reported to the police and a -23% increase, in 

robbery arrests . 

, .' 

. , For average ACT II Districts for the same period, there was a 5% 

.. 

--...... ---~,~----_._-... _- --.. _---- --
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.. - ::.::-:::-_ .. -"'--TABLE XIV 
NUl-lEER Or:' l\RRESTS FOR ROB'9ERY 
FOR ACT I l\ND l\CT II DISTRICTS 

FOR 197~, 1973, AND 1974 

I 
;1 
;1 
i 

rl 
11 

i' 
I ,il 
i 

. AVERAGE ACT I DIS'I'RIC'I'S 

District 12 

16 

18 

19 . , 

AVERAGE ACT J~ DISTRICTS 

District 22 

23 

39 

RF:l-1AINING POLICE DISTRICTS 

Dis~ricts 14 & 35 

Without 14 & 35 

It 
\1 . , ' 

11. 'CITY TOTALS 
~1 ------Ii' 
II 
II 
~ 

l·· .... .--------.-........---.--

: .. 

1972 -

245 

147 

~05 

362 

'265 

272 

384 

250 

182 

2,025 

356 

1,669 

\ 
1973 " '1974 - -

]86 

108 

96 

243 

298 

266 

345 

256 

·]98 

1,937 

310 

1,627 

228 

212 

170 

299 

232 

328 

404 

362 

218 

2,325 

552 

1,773 

3,820 3,481 4,222 

\ . 

'. 

-/" 

% Change 
1972-73 

-24 

-27 

-53 

-33 

'+12 

-02 

-10 

+02 

+04 

-04 

-]3 

":03 

-09 

% ChClngc 
1973~74 

+23 

+96 

+77 

+23 

-22 

+23 . 

+17 

+41 

+10 

+20 

+78 

+09 

+21 

. i 
I 



'. 

(' .~ ... '. 
increase in reported robberies I ancf ~ 23% incr~ase in robbery arrests. 

,,': ...... 

Once more I there is seen a mujor inconsi~tency v.lith average }l.CT II 
..--

·Districts, whose increClsed.pcrcentuge of robbery arrests far outstripped 

the increase in robberies reported. [Thus I.ACT II Districts produced 

"unusuul" patterns for both burglary and robbery reportee! to the police 

,--...: ·'L,.: ,,'.and arrests compared to both ACT I und Remaining Police Districts .. ] 

.. As regurds the other economic I prop8rty crimes I auto theft arrests 

'. (Table XV) rose in the av()rage ACT I District in 1974 3% (largqly due 

to huge increC!!:5e in·arrests in District 19). Arrests in ·the average !\CT II 

Districts declinec,i ?O% I wherGas fn non-i\CT police districts (excluding 

Districts 14 und 35) the decline came to 13%. There was a strong disparity 

between reported auto. thdt rates from 1973-74, for all groups, and 

the arrest figures for this crime . 

. With larceny arrests (Table XVI), the average ACT I District increased 

66%, the average ACT II District increased 8%, and non-ACT districts 

\ 

rose 18%. Once more changes in arr~sts and reported larcenie.s showed 

no strong level of agreement. .... .... '.: ~ .. 

. . 
Arrests for serious personal crimes I on Table XVII (murder, man-

:i 
:r-.,,:~:~~·.:r:';·":-slaughter, rape and aggravated assault), showed no strong pattern differ-
i1 - . . 
1· 'j" . 1 • ~ .- : • :1 . 
II 

tl 
II 
[\ 
q 
\1 
II 
\'I u 

h-.----' -

entiuting ACT from non-ACT districts (as was to be expected). 

.. 
Exurnining' next, total Part I arrests'! Table XVIII. shows that \·vhile 

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

l 
I' 
i 

. I 

\ 
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1'1\BL£ XV 
NUMBER OF ARHES1'S FOR AUTO THEFT 
POl(.,ACT I Nm llCT II DIBTRIC.TS 

FOH 197?,-1973, AI~D 1974 

AVERAGE ACT I DISTRICTS -
District 12 

16 

18 

19 r. 

AVERAGE ACT II DTS'l'RICTS 

District 22 

23 

39 

RE~~INING POLICE DISTRICTS ---~---:i'-:;~, ---__ _ 

Dist.rict 14 & 35 

Without 14 & 35 

, ·1972 -
157 

162 

101 

224 

140 

. 1 S9 

217 

112 

149 

1,513 . 

-. 242 

1973 

163 

180 

91 

245 

136. 

133 

141 

116 

142 

1,7S3 

. 342 

1974 --

.168 

151 

96 

211 

215 

106 

114 

89 

lIS 

1,503 

,269 

1,411 1,234 

:.2,61 .. 8 "- 2; 804 2 / 494 

% ChanqE! 
. 1972-73 

+04 

+11 

-10 
" 

~ .. ,. +09' 

-03 

-16 

-34 

+04 

-as 

+16 

+41 

+11 

+07 

% Change 
1973-74 

+03 

-16 

+05 

-14 

+58 

-20 

,-19 

'-23 

-19 

-14 

-21 

-13 

-11 

" 

I 
I 

" , 

• ~t 



--,-~~ 

!I 

Ii 

f 
I, 

'1 
ij 

'. ".' 

tl 

AVERAGE IICT r 

District 12 

16 

18 

19 

AVE R2\ GE IICT II 

Di~trict 22 

, 23 

39 

TABLE XVI 
NUt,mER OF II RRFS 1'[; F'OH' r.;\HCr:=N 
FOR IICT I liND IIC'1' II DISTRICTS 

FOR 1972, 197 3 , 1974' 

.. ,- - /--

1972 1973 

, DISTRICTS 199 227 

173 176 
" 
/L 

116 lOG 

344 407 

164 218 

. 
DIs'rRICTS 258 228 

" , 242" 248 

248 109 

1974 -

'377 

320 

139 

458 

2]4 

246 

239 

215 

283 '267 - ., 283 

. '. .REHi\J.NING POLICE D)"STRIC'l'S . 4" 681 4,786 5,760 
j'. 

llisti.-icts 14 & 35 
902 398 563 -, 

.~ •. \,1i thou t 14 & 35' 4,279 4,388 5,197 
,-

, . 'CI'l'Y TOTALS 
" "6,251 6,377 7,628 

" 

i 
, .. 

" ChClngc 
1972-73 

+39 

+02 

-09 

+18 

+33 

-
-12 

+02 

-32 

-06 

+02 

-01 

+03 

+02 

..,-:=-- -

" 

t Ch,lnqe 
1973-7·1 

+66 

+82 

+31 

+13 

-02 

+08 

-04 

+27 

+06 

, .+20 

+41 

+18 

+20 

I • 

t-==:...-~-=-~=~---.: - ---':'~==::-:=--=::::' ::_::::_:=--====-"':::.:--- ___ m _______________ . _.' r---::'-'-'- .. , ----.. -- --..:--_____ ----=---_-'._ -- - ' -
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THE Gn~ERAL ASSEMBLY Or- PENNSYLVANIA 

P. i 1 1f Dl~ ... j~~ 

Session of FEB 13 1976 
1976 

INTRODUCED BY MESSINGER AND NOLAN, FEBRUARY 4, 1976 

REFERRED TO STATE GOVERNMENT, FE.BR.UARY 4, 1976 

heroby ecacts as follows: 

SQction i. Short T3~le.--!~is act shall be kno~n and may be 

7 

8 soction 2. Definitions.--!~~ followin9 wo~ds and phrases 

9 when used in this act shall have, unless the context clearly 

'\0 indicates otherwise, th~ neanings given to thew, in this s8ction: 

11 "Deal(>r." ~.ny person enga.ged in the business of purchasi!'lg 

12 used or scrap metals. 
\ 

'13 IIDepartI!l~nt." !he Dp.partment of Commerce of the COL:lmon~~~lth 

1 Ll 

15 

16 

18 

• I" 

of P0nnsylvania. 

"Person. 1I In61udes singular and plural, masculine and 

feminine, and any individuil, firm, copartnershio, corpo~ation, 
\ . 

comp~ny or agent or employee thoreof. 

"Secretary." .'.i:'he secretary of Commerce of the corn~on~ealth 

.,: .~:~ ..... ': ..... , '.' .. ~ ........ --:.'~:. ".-:- .\ '.'.,' 

.' " 

... . .. ) 
'.. 

, 
\ 
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.,. ~ ... ~; ....... '.- •. ~ .: .. ,.. ••. ~.~. :';~ If ..... :',~. ":~.",:.".::,, •••.••• " . ' 
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