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PREFACE 

This is an interim report of the research done by Midwest 
Research Institute into the criminal victimization of elderly persons 
in Kansas City, Missouri, over an approximate 18-month period. 

Its interim nature stems from the fact that there are still 
data to be collected and analyzed. A final report will be published 
and recipients of this version will be sent a copy. However, we felt 
that certain agencies and individuals with primary interest in these 
findings should be made aware of them as early as possible. 
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It was apparent during the planning for this research, in 
the spri.ng of 1972, that its success would demand an unusually high 
level of support and cooperation from the Kansas City, Missouri, Police 
Department. MRI required a continuous flow of information from the 
department on crimes that involved a victim age 60 or older. Special 
advice and consultation on the general pattern of crime in the city 
would also be required. 

Mr. Clarence M. Kelley, Director of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, then Chief of Police of Kansas City, Missouri, readily 
assured MRI all the necessary cooperation and support of his department. 
That support has continued with no break under Chief Joseph D. McNamara 
who succeeded Mro Kelley. MRI gratefully acknowledges the help and 
encouragement of the Kansas City Missouri Police Department, and partic
ularly that of Mr. Kelley, Chief McNamara, and the principal command 
and staff officers of the department. 

- ,- -
Most of the 1,800 subjects of this study--all elderly victims 

of serious crime--a1so made a significant contribution to it. We 
sought primary data on how the crimes were committed and their effects 
on victims. Therefore, it was necessary to request the elderly victims 
to grant a lengthy interview concerning matters that were invariably 
distasteful, sometimes traumatic, to discuss. 
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CRIMES AGAINST AGING AMERICANS 

THE KANSAS CITY STUDY 

I. Overview 

A. Objectives of the Research Summarized 

For convenience of the reviewer, the objectives and basic method 
of addressing this problem are restated here. The plan of research was, of 
course, originally detailed in Midwest Research Institute's Application for 
Project Grant, I1Crimes Against the Aging,1I dated 12 June 1972. 

Objectives were: 

To conduct a detailed study of each major crime cormnitted over 
a m~n~mum I-year period in Kansas City, Missouri, that victimizes a person 
60 years or over. Various data sources are used; however, emphasis is on 
such primary data as police offense and investigative records, interviews 
with the victims or next of kin, and with parolees and inmates of correc
tional institutions known to have cormnitted the type of crimes of interest. 

To develop from these detailed case studies the patterns of 
criminal victimization of the aging, the interactions between victim and 
offender, specific combinations of criminal threat and tactics being applied 
to the aging victim's vulnerabilities and correlations between factors 
affecting the lives of the elderly crime victims and the criminal tactics 
used. Also considered in this connection are the physical disabilities of 
the victim, if any, his cormnon pattern of life, the location and type of 
the residence, access to and the degree of use of public transportation, 
ethnicity, and the relative degree of security of the neighborhood of 
residence. 

To determine differences, if any, between elderly victims and 
the elderly nonvictims of crime with respect to the above factors and their 
attitudes toward security systems and special measures taken to increase 
personal physical security. 

Estimate the effect of the perceived threat of criminal attack 
on the physical and social mobility of aging persons--both those known to 
have been criminally attacked and those who report they have not been so 
attacked. 
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Estimate the costs the elderly victims incur as a result of 
criminal acts against them. 

Develop practical means of reducing the incidence and effect of 
the criminal victimization of the elderly. 

Design a demonstration project for transferring the results of 
the research to the benefit of the aging public. 

B. General Perspective on Progress 

rle believe that, by any objective criteria, the findings of this 
research will prove to be a very significant contribution to an un.derstanding 
of the way the aging population of the United States is criminally victimized, 
and what should be done to ameliorate the problem. 

We have acquired extensive and reliable data to support both a 
description of the commission patterns of serious crimes against the aged; 
and to support, as well, a demonstration of practical means'to reduce 
both the incidence and effect of such crimes. 

But perhaps of greatest importali:lce is the conclusion that the 
majority of the data, the problem descriptions, and the intended approa=hes 
to the reduction of the crime at the city leve~ will have immediate, national 
implications. 

C. The Criticality of Primary Data 

The matter of criminal victimization of the aging has been dealt 
with largely on an anecdotal basis. While there is no lack of individual 
horror stories and sensational news items about crime committed against 
elderly persons) there is definitely a major gap in our systematic knowledge 
of what makes an elderly person particularly vulnerable to various types of 
crimes, what they fear, how crim~s are committed against them, with what 
frequency, and to what general effect. 

Data of this sort can only be collected from two major sources: 
from police offense records and the aging victims themselves.11 Police depart
ments do not make much distinction between victims for basically two reasons. 

1/ The information flow to MRI has been as follows. The police offense reports 
and all subsequent investigative and arrest reports on each crime were 
reviewed daily by the department's records unit for completeness and 
accuracy before going to the data center for processing and entry into 
the computerized data bank. At this point the records unit screened out 
all reports of crimes and incidents that involved a victim of age 60 or 
over. The reports were duplicated, without editing or deletions, and 
hand-c~xried by a police messenger to Midwest F.esearch Institute. The 
MRI data bank is keyed to the police department case number, allowing 
quick additions to an individual case file. From that point, the victim 
interview process commenced. 
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First, their primary orientation must be the criminal and the crimogenic 
environment in which the criminal operates. The seaond is that police are 
responsibh: to the citizenry as a whole. These essl!mtial preoccupations 
do not, of course, obviate special police concern for the more vulnerable. 
Children are obvious examples. But there is great difficulty in determin-
ing relative vulnerability of persons to varying types of crime--partic
ularly in the absence of systematic data collect:!.on and analysis. And of 
the latter concerning the elderly victims of crimll~, there is virtually 
nothing to be found in law enforcement information systems. Although most 
police departments record the ages of victims, even in the computerized 
systems it is very unlikely that special reports will be printed on crimes 
cOIl1initted against persons of different age groups. 

Early in this second yeclr of the project it became even more 
apparent that the point of overwhelming troportance to this research was the 
manner in which specific crimes are cownitted against aging persons, under 
what conditions, and the ,celative rates of type offenses. The difiicu1ties 
in acquiring) collating, and studying the data also exceeded our orig:i.,nal 
estimates. We therefor© altered the research design and objectives in some 
minor ways in order to devote more of the available resources than originally 
planned to the compilation of indepth data on the specific crime patterns, 
the victim, the physical environments in which the crimes occurred, inter
actions bet\'1een victim and offender and related matters. The interviewing 
of victims, therefore, continued on a full-scale basis--that is, following 
every serious crime committed against a person over 60 years of age in 
Kansas City, Missouri, until March 1974--a longer period for full study 
of cases than was originally planned. As a result, case records have been 
compiled on over 3,70'0 offenses. Of these 1,830 were selected for' de
tailed study (Table 1). Over 1,500 interviews have been completed to date, 
with victims of these crimes. 

D. J3cope of This Statement of Summary of Progress, 

We are, at this writing, in the midst of thle phase of final 
analysis of data compiled since the beginning of the case studies in 
September 1972. Therefore, it has not been possible to present a full re
port here of all findings. 

However, we are able to present here detailed statements on Some 
of the most salient aspects of the burglary and robbery patterns of crime 
against the elderly citizens of Kansas City. These are offenses which pos~ 
the great1ast threat to citizens of any age, but particularly to the ~lderly. 
We also include in this summary a section dealing with the d~mographic and 
social profile of victims, and aspects of the offender and criminal tactics 
that so much affect the elderly victims' perception of later criminal threat. 
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TABLE 1 

BREAKDOWN BY TYPE OFFENSE OF 1,831 CRIMES AGAINST THE ELDERLY 

Number Percent 

BU!lglary 1,024 55.9 

Robbery 450 24.6 

Larceny~/ 256 13.9 

Assault 45 2.5 

Fraud 42 2.3 

Rape 5 0.3 

Homicide 4 0.2 

Other 5 0.3 

Total 1,831 100.0 

~/ Includes many nonviolent purse snatches. 
Note: The above crimes, all of waich involved victims of age 60 or 

over, were reported to the Kansas City Missouri Police 
Department during the approximate period 3. September 1972 
to February 1974. They do not constitute all crimes com
mitted against persons of that ag~·category. However, 
they do constitute all of the crimes in the respective 
offense categories which were not committed by a member 
of the victim's in~ediate household or family; which did 
not involve any ostensible culpability on the victim's 
part--such as an assault arising from drunken conduct, 
gambling, etc., or ,any circumstances that cast doubt on 
the true nature of the offense. 
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Other type offenses are dealt with in more summary fashion because 
primary attention in the analysis effort has been given first to burglary and 
robbery, being the more serious crimes--and to victim-offender interactions. 

Although there is still considerable expansion to be done of the 
findings presented here on burglary and robbery and other related matters 
(correlations of events and Circumstances, for example), we are confident in 
the conclusions that are made. We are confident, as well, in the implications 
of this research to needs for practical programs to alleviate the problem. 
Such implications are included in the detailed discussions of the specific 
offenses and related crimogenic factors that follow; and, of course, form 
the basis for the demonstration project proposecl. 

E. Perspective on the Problem 

The crimes, and the result of them, that are described here consti
tute far more than a simple agglomeration of individual criminal acts. They 
form a very pervasive and vicious process of social and economic deprivation 
of the elderly citizenry, and particularly the elderly poor •. A criminal act 
mayor may not benefit the individual who commits it. But it is virtually 
certain that the act will deprive someone or some group. 

Many of the basic social problems now being experienced relate, 
either directly or indirectly to the fact that deprivation is one of the 
most relative of functions in human society. 

Of all persons who, in one way or another, become targets of a 
criminal act, the elderly usually suffer most, and for SOV:8 very basic reasons. 
Like many other Americans who are street crime victims, i..'I':ist are poor, both 
relatively and absolutely, However, unlike their younger counterparts, most 
elderly victims have little hope of recouping financial loss through later 
earnings. They usually have relatively little physical and emotional resil
iency; thus, physical and psychic injury incurred through crime can leave 
a more lasting mark. Many live alone, and this aloneness is compounded by the 
fact that they have few persons to rely on for immediate aid, compassion or 
companionship. Some have none. They tend to be concentrated in areas of the 
city which have relatively high numbers of unemployed male youths who are drop
outs from school. Thus, many are in juxtaposition with precisely the element 
of society most likely to criminally victimize them. 

Getting those points across, in context of the specific findings 
of this research and demonstration of what can be done to alleviate crime 
against the aging American, is the basic purpose of this final component of 
the project. 

In Kansas City, elderly persons living in the higher crime areas 
of the city were victimized in 1973 by burglary and robbery at a rate that 
was frequently three to fou~ times that of the rate of victimization of the 
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the same crime for the younger population of the city at large. For example, 
in a census tract WJth high incidence of street crime, the robbery rate of 
elderly victims in 1973 was 15.9 per thousand of elderly residents of tract, 
compared to a citywide rate of robbery of persons under age 60 of 3.4 per 
thousand. Thus, the elderly resident in that part of the city was 4.7 times 
more likely to be robbed than the average Kansas Citian younger than he~ 

We have not yet acquired all data necessary to make comparisons 
of the rate of burglary and robbery of persons age 60 and over and those 
younger than 60 on a tract-by-tract basis. Obviously, where the crime rates 
for elderly are higher than the citywide rate, there will be commensurately 
higher rates of the various offenses against younger persons as well. 

But the essential point is this. Despite the circumspect lives 
that most elderly citizens lead--their deliberate avoidance tactics, their 
tendency to avoid places where violence is usually most salient--if they live 
or move through the ''wrong'' part of an urban area, they are in a great deal 
more jeopardy of serious crime than a younger resident who lives in a suburb 
and who works and shops in areas with low crime rates. Therefore, to cite 
the fact, as Some social observers and police officials have done, that the 
elderly component of a population is somewhat less often the victim of crime 
than the population at large, is to offer a comparison that isn't very informa
tive. 

We will be able, by the end of this project year, to furnish more 
details and analyses on the subject of victimization rates, by type crime, 
of elderly persons in Kansas City, and to make more extensive comparisons 
by census tract, as noted above. 

F. MRI Regional Conference: "Crime and the Aging Victim" 

In the previous year grant application, the plan for a regional 
conference on crime against the aging was outlined. It was held in February 
1973, as an invitational conference, attended by persons who had direct in
terest and responsibility in th/? subject matter, and who could be 'expected 
to exert positive influence on putting the findings of this research to 
practical purpose. A record of the proceedings of that conference will be 
published shortly, and copies will be furnished the Administration on Aging. 
The agenda and list of attendees 8lre included at Appendix A. 

The heart of the material discussed was, of course, the interim 
findings of this ,study. However, we sought to persent also the perspective 
of the police; the criminal, and those who deal with him; the physical. security 
specialist; and the aging public. It is easy to say that a principal purpose 
was to allow the participants to take a comprehensive perspective on the 
problem. It is difficult to say whether the purpose was accomplished. However, a 
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safe claim would be that the professionals and public officials who attended 
were quickly caught up in the problem, and their contributions in the panel 
discussions and in the workshops following did much to clarify what the major 
thrusts of effort should be in the demonstration project, and what public and 
private sector resources are locally available. 

Although the conference was designed as an integral part of this 
project, all costs associated with it were defrayed by MRI's Kimball Fund, 
which is endowed by trustees of the Institute. 

G. Contacts With Volunteer Ex-Offenders 

This was a very difficult aspect of the research, as would be 
expected, considering the nature of the contacts that had to be made, and 
the sensitivity of the type of data being sought. However, valuable informa
tion and insights were obtained which could not have been obtained in any 
other fashion. 

As reported in the previous year proposal, the Missouri State Board 
of Pardon and Parole cooperated in placing MRI in contact with parolees who 
were known to have committed offenses of the nature being studied (although 
not necessarily against an elderly person). The parolee was able to contact 
the Principal Investigator without revealing his name, and was given a cash 
paymeIlJt of $7. 00 for expenses. However, we found that the 37 offenders who 
volunteered for interviews in this program (which averaged about 2-1/2 hours) 
did not, in most cases, have any hesitation in giving their names and addresses. 
Most of them stated their willingness to participate in further interviews. 
In addition to the parolees, the Principal Investigator drew on lengthy con
versations with inmates of the United States Penitentiary at Leavenworth, 
Kansas, which he had in connection with teaching in the extension program of 
the University of Kansas over the past 6 years. Some of the data and in-
sights that were collected from the parolee and inmate contacts are discussed 
in the context of the burglary and robbery crime patterns. A major section 
on the criminal perspective will be added in the final report of this project. 

We did not carry out the plan to interview inmates of the state 
penitentiaries, although full permission had been obtained from the state 
authorities. We have not abandoned the objective of expanding interviews 
with inmates. However, based on advice received from certain of the parolees 
who were interviewed, and the Principal Investigator's perception of the 
climate of inmate opinion and the attitude at the federal penitentiary at 
Leavenworth, it seemed possible that we would place some inmates who coopera
ted in a compromising position vis-a-vis their contemporaries by holding the 
lengthy interviews that were planned. This was solely a matter of judgment 
on the part of the Principal Investigator. It should be emphasized that we 
do not intend to imply that there was any "inside" information passed, indica
tions of a latent riot situation, or anything of ,that nature. Nor were the 
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correctional institution authorities in any way involved in this judgment. 
The decision to delay was Simply a matter of precaution. It was subsequently 
decided to alter the interview approach, to use a proctored questionnaire. 
Thus, a number of volunteer inmates can be approached as a group, consider
ably reducing the potential for suspicions that the reas'ons for the inter
views were other than what were claimed. 

One of the interesting outcomes of the interviews with volunteer 
ex-offende;cs was the generally matter-of-f?ct attitude they took toward the 
extensive questioning bearing on criminal tactics and methods they favored, 
the rationale underlying their choice of one method over another, and per
ceptions of victim vulnerability. There was virtually no resistance on the 
part of any of the volunteers to answering questions. Many volunteered 
information that was not asked for. 

Juveniles are also a particular point of interest in the problem 
of crime against the aging citizen. Many of the nonviolent purse snatches-
which are usually categorized as larcenies--are committed by the youngest 
offenders. Although, as will be discussed later, most offenders against the 
elderly whose age has been confirmed or reliably estimated are older than 
17, the age in Missouri which distinguishes the adult from the juvenile offender, 
it is obvious that juveniles form the pool from which the more serious offenders 
develop. Therefore, we are requesting permission of the juvenile court of 
Jackson County, Missouri, to interview juvenile offenders of burglary and 
other crimes of interest in this study. Of course, only juveniles whose 
cases have been processed and who are wards of the court would b,e involved, 
and of that group only those who volunteer. There would be no difficulties 
involved with one-on-one interviews, since the juvenile corrections center 
is very unlike a prison. 

H. Demonstration Project Planning 

The plan for the demonstration project has been made and organi
zational arrangements are well under way. Details concerning this matter 
are included in the proposal section of this application. We have been 
fortunate to secure the formally stated cooperation of the Shepherd's 
Center of Kansas City, which is planned as the Midwest Gerontological 
Center, to actively participate, and in Some phases manage, aspects of the 
demonstration project in parts of Kansas City. Description of the organiza
tion, history and capabilities of the Shepherd's Center, together with a 
letter to MRI from the Executive Board of Directors of that Center are in
cluded in Appendix B. 

I. Preliminary Dissemination of Information 

There has been very considerable evidence of interest, nationwide, 
in this research. We have received approximately 60 requests from various 
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professionals, state officials, cities and graduate students for information 
concerning the findings. Although we did not enter the citation, one has 
appeared concerning the study in the catalog of the National Criminal Justice 
Reference Service, which ,seems to have stimulated additional recent inquiries. 

Approximately 25 news articles have appeared, nationwide, that we 
are aware of. 

The Principal Investigator has spoken on the subject of crime and 
the aging victim at the Shepherd's Center in Kansas City on four 9ccasions; 
has participated as a panel member on the subject of crime and the aging 
victim at the 1973 annual convention of the American Council of Social 
Workers in Atlantic City; as a principal speaker, along with Senator Harrison 
Williams, at the HUD National Conference on Security in Multi-Family Hous
ing; as a principal speaker at The Crime and the Aging Workshop, organized 
by the regional office, Office of Human Development, Philadelphia, in 
addition to making a presentations at MRI's regional conference "Crime and 
the Aging Victim." On three other occasions, reports on the research were 
made to various members of the Board of Trustees, Midwest Research Institute, 
who are drawn from among the prominent national and midwest business and 
civic leaders. 

Visits were made to San Francisco, Oakland ~nd San Diego in 
June 1973 to advise police departments there of the nature of the research, 
and to determine whether the criminal victimization of the elderly was a 
matter of particular programs in those cities. While the San Francisco 
Police Department had organized a "flying squad ll of plain clothesmen to 
attempt to suppress purse snatches in an area of the city where several 
retirement homes are located, and a sergeant in one of the precinct stations 
had made the safety of the elderly a matter of pe,rsonal concern, there were 
no programs that were aimed at the suppression of crimes against any age 
group city-wide. Oakland has some specific public information on crime 
for the elderly citizen, however no evaluation is uuder way. In San Diego, 
a relatively low crime city, but one with a high concentration of elderly 
persons, there were no special programs relative to the safety of the elderly. 
None of these police departments keeps special statistics on the age of 
victims. However, there was interest expressed in the outcome of this re
search, and particularly in the manner in which the demonstration project 
would be applied. 

Inquiries havEl recently been received from two other cities inter
ested in developing special programs for enhancing the safety of their elderly 
popUlations: Baltimore and the City of New York. In both instances, repre
sentatives of the Office of the Mayor called the PrinCipal Investigator to 
inqu,ire about the nature of our plan for demonstration and requested all 
available information concerning the findings of the research. We have for
warded a copy of the summary report included in our last grant application 
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to the Office of the Mayor, Baltimore, after Mrs, Purnell of his office 
cleared its release with Mr. Stephen Hudak. Grant Administration Division, 
Office of Human Development. 

Mr. Alex Epstein, Senior Aging Specialist, Office of the Mayor, 
The City of New York, who is in the proceSis of planning a project to alleviate 
the problem of crime against the elderly in one of the New York City communities~ 
has requested a copy of this summary report, plus the proposed demonstration 
project plan. We have advised Mr. Epstei\:) that we will furnish a copy if it 
is cleared by AoA. 

J. Denver, Colorado, as a "Sister" Demonstration City to Kansas City, 
Missouri -----

Denver is the city which is, at preGent, most interested in taking 
immediate action on the problem of crime and the aging victim. The Director 
of the Criminal Justice Planning Council, Denver Regional Council of Govern
ment, contacted MRI approximately 10 months ago to request information on the 
research. The Principal Investigator then visited Denver, conferring with 
both Denver Regional Council of Government officials and with the Chief of 
Police of Denver and his staff on how the study results can be applied to 
that city. A representative of the DRCOG also attended MRI's regional 
conference on crime and the aging. As a result, MRI will conduct an abbre
viated 90-day study of the pattern of crime against persons over 60 in Denver, 
using identical instruments, procedures and analyses as have been applied 
in Kansas City, and will then assist Denver in developing a demonstration 
project, and evaluation of effectiveness of the project based on the Kansas 
City model. 

The neighborhood compositions in Denver are considerably different 
than in K~nsas City. A striking characteristic difference between the cities 
is the general absence of a core slum area in Denver, Bnd somewhat less 
spatial concentrations of crime. White and black populations are also distri
buted in considerably different patterns and neighborhood components. The 
purpose of the crime sample will, therefore, be to make a· comparison between 
the. Denver and Kansas City phenomena--thls mixture of type crimes against the 
aging, frequency r .. :ttes of offenses, etc., on a comparative time and seasonal 
basis to determine whether there are any significant differences in the 
Denver situation from Kansas City that would have implications to the way 
the demonstration ~easures in Denver should be designed. 

This additional effort, which will in no way encroach on the 
effort for this project for Kansas City, will be entirely funded by the 
Denver Regional Council of Government. The work is planned to COUID1ence before 
1 June 1974. 
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It will allow an important dimension to be added to this project, 
since two major cities will be involved both in its research and demonstra
tion aspects. Comparisons that can be made in the data emanating from the 
two studies will also greatly enhance the national applications. 

The final report submitted by ~mI will include the comparative 
results in the two cities. 

K. Coordination With the Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) Division 
on Aging 

There has been close coordin81tion between MRI and this council which 
is currently managing a major, federally sponsored nutrition program. (MARC 
serves two states, eight counties and 109 cities in the Kansas City tlfetropoli
tan Region. 

In a recent meeting between MRI staff and Mr. Cliff0rd Love, 
Director of Aging of MARC, it was determined that the nutrition program would 
be an ideal focal point for reaching large numbers of the elderly population 
in Kansas City. Approximately 1,100 persons are now being served in the 
nutrition program, at different sites throughout the city. 

A significant difficulty in designing and promulgating information 
to help reduce criminal opportunity against elderly persons is gaining access 
to large numbers of the target population that allows feedback. Mail and 
media channels of communication are, of course, invaluable. But they are 
almost entirely unidirectional--leaving the communicators largely uncertain 
about comprehension, relevance: of subject mat.ter to the problems of the 
individuals being addressed, and so forth. 

By making a series of presentations at the nutrition Sites, in 
conjunction with representatives of the police department, and volunteers from 
the Shepherd's Center (which will. be a focal point for demonstration activities 
in a large part of the city), we will be able to test the effectiveness of 
aspects of th~ public information program. We will also have the valuable 
opportunity to expand the inquiry into perceptions of elderly persons of 
their vulnerability to crime, their specific fears, and the way these fears 
of crime stimulate them to react. As will be noted in the discussions of the 
crime patterns already studied, this fear of crime is a very serious part of 
the pattern of social problems encountered by many of the elderly--particularly 
those of advanced age and living alone. 

Similar opportunities for contact with large groups of the elderly 
are offered by the Shepherd's Center, which assembles approximately 400 
persons each week for its activities, and makes home visits to nUmerous 
individuals who are housebound. As noted earlier, MRI staff have already 
made presentations to this group.ll 

1/ An additional presentation was made on 2 May by the Principal Investi-
gator. 11 
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The Perspective on the Victim and Offender 

Gener.al 

This section, which commences discussion of research findings,is 
concerned primarily with the victims and offenders as a grnup. The more 
detailed analysis of burglary, robbery, assault and effects on the victims 
are in following sections of this summary. This section also deals with 
asplacts of the problem of crime against aging persons that are not specific 
to a particular type offense. 

Ages of the Elderly Victim of Crime in Kansas City 

Figure 1 shows the age groups of the victims of 1,831 serious 
crimes--homicide, assault, robbery, burglary, larceny, fraud, and rape. 
These are not all the crimes committed against elderly persons in the city 
during the study period. We ~et age 60 as the bottom limit for our study 
of individual crime victims because many Americans who have lived for years 
at the poverty level tend to experience, at about that age, the disabilities 
commonly associated with persons of far more advanced years. Because the 
poor are the principal victims of crime, and thus our prin.cipal concern we 
f$et this age of 60 with them in mind. 

As would be expected, the 60-64 year group is the largest. How
ever, what we did not expect was the advanced age of some of the victims-
more than 12 percent being 80 years or older. One of these was a woman, 
84 years old who was the victim of a mUltiple rape. 

The mediari ag~ of all thesEl persons was 68.8 years. However, the 
median.ages of black crime victims was 66.3 years, as opposed to 68.3 years 
for the whites. Basically, this reflects the differences in longevity. 

Profile of Elderly Victims by Race 

Figure 2 differentiates by the race of the victim on the·factors 
of sex, whether they live alone, income, physical handicaps, and the type 
of dwelling structure. 

The 1970 census for Jackson County, in which most of these serious 
crimes occurred, counted, among the population over age 60, 84 percent white, 
15 percent black, and 1 percent other races. Thus, the Component of black 
victims (22 percent) is significantly higher than the.proportion of black 

. persons over 60 in" the population at large. 

12 
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Considering the white and black victim groups, there were more 
white females victimized than black females. 

The living arrangements of the victims of both races, that is 
whether they live alone and the type dwelling they occupy, were practically 
identical, as were the number who were physically handicapped. It is very 
significant that the victims included 20 and 21 percent, respectively, who 
had serious physical handicaps--great difficulty in walking and joint move
ment, reduced hearing, and visual acuity being the most C01TImOn. 

The similarity in their housing arrangem~\L.\ts is strongly influenced 
by the fact that a large number of white and black crime victims live in 
the same areas of the city. 

Income of Victims 

Of particular interest are the income levels of the elderly vic
tims. Figure 3 reflects a sad combination of two facts: First, that the 
elderly have little income; second, those who have the least income are the 
most vulnerable to criminal action. Summarizing the arithmetic in Figure 3, 
it can be SBen that one out of every five black victims of serious crime 
had an i~Gome of less than $1,000 a year. And of the whole group of black 
victims about 68 percent had incomes of less than $3,000 annually. The 
situation is a little better with the white victims--but not much. Consider
ing black and white victims together, 47 percent had incomes of less than 
$3,000. All these income figures include family units, where applicable. 

Twelve percent of the respondents would not report their incomes. 
However, judging from the places of residence--and the median incomes of 
the appropriate census tract--there doesn't seem to have been any sigD1fi
cant clustering of nonrespondents in anyone inGome category. 

Profile of the Elderly Victim Table 2) 

The persons victimized by serious crime are a very stable compone,nt 
of the city's population. Nearly 65 percent have lived in their present 
neighborhoods for 10 years or more, and most of these in the same dwelling. 

About 20 percent of them have some significant physical disability 
that restricts their movement, sight or hearing. This is a subjective 
judgment on the victims' part; and is, therefore~ susceptible to considerable 
variation. However, we take it as a reasonable approximation of the reality 
of the physical condition of the older citizens generally. 

Forty-two percent depend primarily on social security for income. 
Another 27 percent derive their primary income from some form of employment--

15 
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TABLE 2 

GENERAL PROFILE OF VICTIMS 

Number Percentage 
Hhite Black Total Hhite Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Xears Lived in Present Neighborhood 

Less than 6 months 45 12 57 3.8 3.6 3.7 
6 months to 1 year 39 15 54 3.2 4.5 3,6 
1 year to 3 years 83 45 128 7.0 13.4 8.4 
3 years to 10 years 217 78 295 18.3 23.3 19.4 
Over 10 years -1l.04 185 _989 ...2l...:2 ~ 64.9 

Total 1,188 335 1,523 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Victims Hho Live Alone 589 172 761 46.7 49.9 46.8 

Ph~sical Disabi1itl T~at Restricts 
Activities 

No 930 260 1,190 79.9 78.8 79.7 
Yes ~ .2.Q ~ ~ -1bl -1.Q.d 

Total 1,164 330 1,494 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Sources of Income 
Social Security 750 203 953 41.9 43.4 42.2 
Job (fu11- or part-time) 474 153 627 26.5 32.7 27.7 
Other retirement income 218 35 253 12.2 7.S 11.2 
rnves tmen ts 1St! 8 162 8.6 1.7 7.2 
Government pension 112 28 140 6.2 6.0 6.2 
Public assistance 56 32 88 3.1 6.8 3.9 
Other 17 3 20 0.9 0.6 0.9 
Relative 9 5 14 0.5 1.1 0.6 
None 2 __ 1 3 ~ --.2..d ~ 

Total responses 1,792 lf68 2,260 100.0 100.0 100.0 
(reflects some multiple responses) 

EmEloY!]lent Status 
Retired 694 176 870 58.5 52.5 57.2 
Employed by others 357 133 490 30.1 39.7 32.2 
Self employed 114 20 134 9.6 6.0 8.8 
Unemployed 21 6 -1:J.. 1.8 ---1..& -L& ,._' --

Total 1,186 335 1,521 100.0 100.0 100.0 

If ,Self EmElo~ed or EmEloled bl 
Others 

Full-time 349 89 438 29.4 26.6 28.8 
part-time 119 63 182 10.0 ~ -1.hQ. 

Subtotal 468 152 620 39.5 tf5~4 40,8 
Total vic,tims 1,186 335 1,521 

.,to' 
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full- or part time. Seventeen percent had retirement income or government 
pension from a source other than social security. Only an insignificant 
number had inv~stiment income, indicating real financial independence. 

More than half (57.2 percent) are fully retired. Of the 622 
victims who had full- or part-time employment, only 13.,9 percent had oc
cupations in professional or" managerial categories. The remainder were 
spread fairly evenly through clerical, craft, laborer, Dperative, service 
worker and domestic fields. 

Most of the victims personally reported the crime committed against 
them to the police. Of 1,831 victims, 1,709 (93.3 percent) made this report. 
Of the 6 percent who did not report personally, about half were unable to 
do so because of injury, shock, or other reasons e, 

About 13 percent of the victims were physically injured in Some 
way as a direct result of the crime committed against them. It will be 
recognized that it was very difficult to classify the physical injuries 
caused, and sometimes even to identify all victims who had been injured. 
However, it appears that only about half the total injured population--or 
about 6 percent of the total number of victims--received moderate to severe 
injuries. S,even were' ~urdered or died as a result of injury. Hospitaliza
tion occurred in 2.5 percent of the cases. 

, Type Crime by Race of Victim (Figure 4, Table 3) 

Considering crimes from the point of view of race of the victim, 
it can be seen that the percentages of robbery ,and larceny committed against 
white and black persons are fairly close to the percentages of whites and 
blacks in the population of Jackson County itself (84 and 15 percent White and 
black, respectively). 

However, elderly blacks are being burgled at a much higher rate than 
whites, proportionate to theft component of the city population, and they are 
more often victims of burglary, assault and rape. 

Income of Burglary, Robbery and Larceny Victims 

The broad economic effects of property crimel3 on the victim popula
tion is a critical issue. Figure 5 shows in more detail the way robbery, 
burglary, and larceny victims are distributed as far as their income is con
cerned. Over 58 percent of the robbery vict:i.ms had incomes under $5,000 a 
year, and the situation is generally worse with respect to burglary and 
larQ~ny victims. 

18 
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A1l Cases 
Female 
Male 

,.(1 

White 
Nonwhite 

Assault 
Male 
Female 

White 
Nonwhite 

Burglar~~'" 

Female 
Male 

White 
Nonwhite 

• 

TABLE 3 

RACE AND SEX OF ELDERLY VICTIMS BY TYPE CRIME 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 

Total 

20 

Number ---

1,043 
788 

1,831 

1,428 
403 

1,831 

26 

..l2. 

45 

32 

.Jd 

45 

520 
504 

1,024 

749 
275 

1,024 

,.Percentage 

57.0 
43.0 

100.0 

78.0 
22.0 

100.0 

57.8 
42.2 

100.0 

71.1 
28.9 

100.0 

50.8 
49.2 

100.0 

73.1 
26.9 

100.0 



TABLE 3 (Concluded) 

Number Percentage 

Larcen:y 
Female 234 91.4 
Male 22 8.6 

Total 256 100.0 

White 223 87.1 
Nonwhite 33 12.9 

Total 256 100.0 

Robbery 
Female 230 51. 0 
Male 220 49.0 

Total 450 100.0 

White 381 84.7 
Nonwhite 69 15.3 

Total 450 100.0 

* The distribution of sex of burglary victims reflects the complainants only. 
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The median loss suffered by the rClbbery victims was about $39 
(that is half lost more than $39, half· lost less). From burglary the median 
was about $95 and from larceny, about $24. 

Consider a hypothetical, but realistic, example of a widow living 
alone on $1,500 a year who loses $39 in cash from a robbery. That loss 
amounts to only 2-1/2 percent of her annual income. By direct comparison to 
Someone earning $15,000 a year, it would be $375. 

But that would not be a valid comparison; because in both cases we 
have considered the problem on the basis of annual income. Few people, and 
certainly not the poor, have the financial resiliency to absorb significant 
losses over a long term. The elderly poor live mostly on a monthly budget-
conforming to the social security payments. Therefore, to understand the 
real effect of this $39 loss, and its comparable loss to a person of higher 
income, we must put the problem on a monthly basis. 

The loss is then about $39 (31 percent of her $125 monthly income). 
And every dollar of that loss cuts into necessities. She is very unlikely 
to have any margin. She can absorb the cut only through denial of basic 
commodities and necessary services. 

Comparing, on the other hand, the situation of the $15~OOO a year 
wage earner, we assess him 31 percent of his monthly income also. This 
amounts to $387 dollars. But is the effect on the two victims really 
comparable even on that basis? It is arguable that it is not. We may 
safely assume a little margin in the higher wage earner's budget. At least 
he has alternatives open to him--loans, extended credit, help from employers, 
perhaps insurance, if not savings. 

In contrast, the elderly widow is very unlikely to have such alterna
tives open to her. And that, quite simply, Is what relative deprivation of 
crime is all about. 

The problem of economic loss!L_as well as the fear of injury and 
general withdrawal problems associated with these crimes--is greatly com
pounded by the fact that many of the victims we have been discussing have 
s~ffered repeatedly. This point is cover~d in more detail later; however 
it is useful to consider the summary pictur~ of multiple victimization at 
this point. 

Multiple Victims of Crime 

Of the 1,518 elderly victims of robbery, burglary and larceny 
(Table 4) over 26 percent were multiple victims. 

11 Table 6 summarizes these for all type crimes. 

23 
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TABLE 4 

MULTIPLE VICTIMS OF CRIME 

Offense 

Robbery 
Multiple Victim 
Not a Multiple Victim 

Total 

Burglary 
Multiple Victim 
Not a Multiple Victim 

Total 

Larceny 
Multiple Victim 
Not a Multiple Victim 

Total 

All Victims 
Mult:tple Victim 
Not ,a Multiple Victim 

Total 

24 

Number 

85 
275 

360 

253 
613 

866 

44 
177 

221 

405 
1,113 

1,518 

Percent 

23.6 
76.5 

100.0 

29.2 
70.8 

100.0 

19.9 
80.1 

100.0 

26.7 
73.3 

100.0 
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Earlier Victim of a Crime 
No 
Yes 

Total 

Nature of the Earlier Crime 
Burglary 
Robbery 
Larceny 
Unknown 
Malicious Destruction of Property 
Assault 
Fraud 
Auto theft 

Total 

>' 

TABLE 5 

MULTIPLE VICTIMS' OF CRIME 

Number 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 

885 228 1,113 
292- 111 410 

1,184 339 1,523 

198 92 290 
69 15 84 
10 4 14 
14 0 14 

5 0 5 
'1 0 1 
1 0 1 
1 0 1 

299 111 410 

·l 
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Percentage 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 

74.8 67.3 73.1 
25.2 32.7 26.9 

. 100.0 100.0 100.0 

66.3 82.9 70.7 
23.1 13.5 20.5 
3.3 3.6 3.5 
4.7 0.0 3.5 
1.7 0.0 1.2 
0.3 0.0 0.2 
0.3 0.0 0.2 
0.3 0.0 0.2 --

100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 6 

NATURE AND VALUE OF PROPERTY LOSS 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
.' 

Tlee Proeertl Stolen 
Currency (variable amounts) 778 166 944 37.4 27.9 35.3 Classified by victim/police as 
"miscellaneous" 548 75 623 26.4 12.6 23.3 Television 152 93 245 7.3 15.6 9.2 Jewelry 179 50 229 8.6 8.4 8.6 Radio 98 52 150 4.7 8.7 5.6 Guns 64 61 125 3.1 10.2 4.7 Other appliances 78 39 117 3.8 6.5 4.4 Unknown at time of report 76 29 105 3.6 4.9 3.9 Clothing 35 17 52 1.7 2.8 1.9 Furniture and accessories 22 6 28 1.1 1.0 1.0 Tools 19 1 20 0.9 0.2 0.8 Drugs 12 0 12 0.6 0.0 0.4 Furs 7 1 8 0.3 0.2 0.3 Automobile 5 3 8 0.2 0.5 0.3 Alltomobile accessories __ 6 _.1 __ 9 -9..d ~ -9..d 
Total responses~/ 2,079 596 2,675 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Distribution of Values of ProEertl 
~ 

No value 13 2 15 1.2 0.6 1.1 $0 - $25 355 70 425 31. 9 22.7 29.9 $25 - $50 189 48 237 17.0 15.6 16.7 $51 - $75 81 32 113 7.3 10.4 8.0 $76 - $100 82 23 105 7.4 7.5 7.4 $101 - $150 79 27 106 7.1 8.8 7.5 $151 $200 58 28 86 5.2 9.1 6.1 $201 - $300 65 22 87 5.8 7.1 6.1 $301 - $400' 45 14 59 4.0 4.5 4.1 $401 $500 31 11 42 2.8 3.6 3.0 ' $501 - $700 51 15 66 4.6 4.9 4.6 $701 - $1,000 23 8 31 2.1 2.6 2.2 $1,001 - $2,000 26 7 33 2.3 2.3 2.3 $2,001 - $3,000 6 0 6 0.5 0.0 0.4 $3,,001 $4,000 5 0 5 0.5 0.0 0.3 $4,001 - $5';000 __ 3 _1 __ 4 -9..d . --.Q.:l. ~ 
Total 1,112 308 1,420 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Median Loss $49.9 $77 .2 .$57.3 

!!/ Reflects multiple responses. 
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r The Offenders 

One of the most important aspects of the pattern of crime against 
the aging is the fact that it is the young American who is attacking, steal
ing from and generally victimizing the old. 

This is no doubt largely due to the fact that the American male 
under about age 24 commits the majority of so-called "street" crime. How
ever, the element of vulnerability and physical juxtaposition of the elderly 
poor and the unemployed crime-prone youth is also a very significant factor. 

As Figure 6 shows, over half of all the suspects developed in the 
1,831 cases studied were knm·m or estimated to have been still in their teens. 
It should be noted that tais does not mean they were all juveniles--wh:i.ch 
are legally defined in Missouri as those under 17. Thus, when we speak of 
those older than 17, they are--by definition of law at any rate··-young adult 
offenders. 

Another 24 percent of the suspects were in their twenties. There
fore, the overwhelming majority of offenders--77 p2rcent specifically--were 
younger than 30. The common thieves tended to be younger than any others. Burglars 
seem to have been younger than robbers. Robbery takes a little more courage and pre
paration. Some of that preparation is purse snatching, which constituted 68 per
cent of the larcenies shown in the figure. 

As Figure 7 shows, the known offenders or suspects were predomi
nantly black, particularly where robbery is concerned. It is important to 
note that this chart shows only the percentage breakdown by racial categories 
of suspects developed. Obviously~ in the majority of burglary cases, there 
'\\I'a8 no suspect developed at all. 

There is an unknown category as far as race of the offender is 
concerned even in robbery because some victims were attacked in the dark, 
from behind, or were simply too shaken to remember. One aged widow died 
from a beating given her by a man she never saw. He struck her from behind 
while she was watching television in her home. 

The Criminal as a Tactician 

The average American has not had much opportunity--or at least not 
much stimulus--to think of the acts we loosely describe as "street crime" as 
an operational system. But criminal acts have a tactical setting, and method 
attendant to them that is a fertile field for the investigator who is bent 
on discovering how certain offenses can be deterred, or prevented. There 
are basj:eally four factors or forces operating in the criminal act to provide 
it a tactical setting. 
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1. The target (object or person); 

2. The offender; 

3. The manpower and resources that society places in the field 
to deter or apprehend an offender; and 

4. The general physical and social environment in which the 
offense is committed. 

It is useful to consider certain types of crimes, particularly 
burglary and robbery, in the context of their common tactical settings. By 
tactical setting is meant the nature and arrangement of the physical environ
ment in which the criminal act is committed, and the entire pattern of small
scale actions serving the larger purpose of the commission of the crime or its 
avoidance. 

A particularly important pOint is the one that the offender has 
the initiative. He incurs risks once he exercises that initiative. But he 
has the choice, and in that choice lies great advantage over the person or 
persons who are attl:mpting to avoid him or defend against him. The citizen-
the prospective vic1tim--must set up his defenses on the basis of what he 
perceives as the threat; but, invariably, he lacks complete knowledge. Some
times he perceives no threat at all when a great one actually exists. He 
seldom has sufficient resources to cover more than a few of the contingencies; 
thus, his defensive preparations, :i.f any, are a system of compromises and 
trade-offs. 

Personal and residential security are, therefore, set essentially 
as an adversary condition between the persons attempting to protect some
thing and those who may attempt to victimize them. 

For example, consider the tactical situation commonly involved with 
the burglary of a house or apartment (Figure 8). There are great differences 
in these two setups--but it is also important to consider what they have in 
common. 

There are established in the diagrams some arbitrary zone boundaries 
for each. Zone I is the beginning of the area in both cases where a prospec
tive burglar commences to make himself at least theoretically vulnerable 
when he crosses it. Virtually anyone can approach along the public thorough
fare without creating suspicion. But note that in an apartment building, 
the larger the public area and the more entrances that can be used that are 
not under surveillance the easier it is to penetrate the building without 
arousing suspicion. 
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In the private residence, on the other hand, any penetration of 
the property line may raise the possibility of level of occupant or neighbor
hood alertness; if not actual suspicion. There are two simple points here-
but important ones. 

There are certain ~ctions that the offender must usually risk 
to gain his objective--for example, penetration of a dwelling space, in some 
way, to commit a burglary. 

The general nature of our organized physical environment 
usually poses Some widely recognized boundaries--the penetration of which 
~~ould, if the society is alert, greatly heighten the vulnerability of the 
intruder to suspicion, if not apprehension. 

A major difficulty in this regard--particularly in the high crime 
areas of cities--is the social fragmentation of neighborhoods. Generally, 
we recognize that Americans are prons to ignore one another, even in time 
of need. We suspect this is an inter~ational problem. However, that pro
pensity is certainly marked where crim~ threatens most, and ironically where 
it can do the most harm. If an offender can approach a private reSidence, 
make a forcible entry, a quick cleanout and getaway with some assurance that, 
even if he is seen by one of his victim's neighbors, he won't be reported, 
then the tactical balance referred to shifts dramatically in his favor. 
The 'boldness evident in the tactics used in hundreds of the burglary cases 
we have studied indicates that neighborhood indifference--and in a few cases 
actual complicity--has provided the criminal precisely that sort of advantage. 
It·is an advantage that police are virtually powerless to counterbalance 
alone. 

Many burglars are doubtless aware, as many of their honest citizen 
counte~parts.are not, of the drastic limitations on the ability of police 
patrols to interrupt burglary of an unoccupied &tructure, unless given a 
time lead through observation and immediate reports by citizens. So the 
fact is that a burglar in America need not be a "profeSSional" to have a 
fai.rly long run of success, He simply lets the tactical advantage inherent 
in the operation work for him. 

The criminal has the initiative, it is true; but if the forces 
OPPOSing are anywhere near in balance with the strength that initiative gives 
him, he will be more vulnerable to detection or apprehension than the scenario 
just outlined would indicate. A residential community, with its expanse of 
yards, shrubs, trees and the developed sense of privacy poses particularly 
complex problems in deterring burglary. However, the private property line 
'r a home is usually quite discernable. As noted earlier, anyone can use a 
public thoroughfare without arousing much suspicion, but any penetration 
of a private property line puts an immediate potential demand on the indi~ 
vidual to state, if not prove, a legitimate purpose if asked to. Interviews 
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with volunteer ex-offenders with considerable experience in residential 
burglary revealed that most were prepared with s;ome excuse 'if interrupted 
in the approach phase of the act--that is, up to the point of commencing 
the actual penetration of the dwelling. However, at the point of penetration, 
there can be little doubt of criminal intent. It is arguable, therefore, 
that the vulnerability of the offender in a residential crime increases 
roughly proportional to his progress along a line from the property line to 
actual penetration of the walls (by whatever method). 

Such argument may satisfy the analyst's need for order. But it 
is meaningless unless set against the reality of current fragmentation of 
many ueighborhoods. The degree of vulnerability of a criminal in such a 
setting 1s,far less contingent on police patrol than on the alertness or 
citizens in the immediate vicinity and their willingness to report to police 
their suspic:lons. 
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Burglary--Pattern, Effect and Implications 

. 
General 

. As anticipated, this offense is the principal serious c~ime com
mitted against the elderly citizen--as it is against citizens of ~,l ages 
in the United States. Of the 1,831 serious offenses against the elderly 
that were given particular study in this research, 1,024, or 55.9 percent, 
were burglari~s or attempted burglaries. 

Perhaps the very prevalence of burglary and the growing perva
siveness of direct public experience with it, has acted to gloss over some 
of the social reality of this type of crime. By definition, burglary is a 
crime against a place, or against property, not against people. Being the 
principal threat in the general classification of "Crimes Against Property, jl 
it is easy to overlook the fact that, to the victim, such definitional dis
tinctions are irrelevant. It is usual for the victim of burglary to ex
perience some sense of personal threat, despite the fact that most have no 
idea of who the offender was. From the point of view of the analyst and 
investigator of the tactical and social phenomena of this type of deviant 
behavior, it is easy to support characterization of burglary as a crime of 
opportunity, with the offender being primarily motivated by physical arrange
ments that appeal to his tactical intuition, and other conditions associated 
with the environment that suit his sense of avarice and his willingness to 
accept risk. But to the victims, there is little comfort in such argument; 
it being all to easy to imagine situations in which, given only slight 
alterations in the conditions and circumstances of the crime, dangerous 
confrontation between the burglar and the victim could result. The sta
tistical inference tha.t such confrontations are likely in only about 8 per
cent of the residential burglaries that occur does little to allay fear. 
Of course, these statements are taken to apply to victims of any age. (One 
ex-offender interviewed by the principal investigator who admitted to a long 
history of armed robbery stated that if he were to surprise a burglar in his 
own dwelling, he would not attack--remembering how ready he had been during 
his own criminal career to react violently if surprised.) However, there is 
extraordinary effect on some elderly victims of burglary. 

The losses incurred by the aging burglary victim thus fall into 
the broad category of the financial, which can be measured with consider0ble 
accuracy, and what, for want of a better term, will be labeled social losses. 
The latter cannot be dealt with in any but the most qualitative terms, since 
they relate to the way the victims feel, what they give up doing out of fear 
of crime, injuries they suffer, independence lost and dependencies generated. 
Of course, such social loss may not be incurred, depending on the circum
stances of the crime itself, the living arrangements of the elderly person 
victimized, and an array of subjective factors. However, the results of tt,is 
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study give rise to some strong inferences that, in many burglaries in
volving elderly households, perhaps as many as half the total occurrences, 
the social loss exceeds the immediate financial losses involved, as debil
itating as many of these are to the victims' welfare. 

The economic and social deprivations resulting from any form of 
residential crime is usually closely interrelated in terms of their ulti
mate effect on the victim. Cases studied in this research show, for 
example, that small losses of cash from burglary may deprive the victim 
first of necessities--which leads to dejection further manifested by some 
significant form of social withdrawal. In such a pattern, the distinction 
drawn between financial and social loss has diminished utility. However, 
our intent in making such distinctions is only to point up the fact--too 
often overlooked in analyses of the social effect of residential crimes 
against property--that the unquantifiable aspect of the victims' loss must 
be considered. 

The prevalence of residential burglary in this pattern of crime 
against the elderly has an additional sinister dimension. Probably no form 
of news in a neighborhood travels quite so rapidly, or often with such dis
tortion, as that concerning the commission of crime in or around a home. 
Over 80 percent of all crimes involved in this investigation were 
committed in the home or the environs of the immediate neighborhood. It 
is therefore arguable that the transference of the fear and anxiety gen
erated by a single residential crime can considerably transcend the effect 
it had on the principal victim. 

Burglary also violates one of the most primitive social concepts-
that of the home as a final sanctuary and safe place. Any criminal invasion 
of the home, regardless of the outcome or loss that may ensue, usually 
assumes larger dimensions in the victim's mind, if not in the public con
sciousness,' than a crime of equal or greater seriousness committed elsewhere. 
It would be exaggeration to characterize the aging American as cowering in 
the home out of fear of crime. Many older persons are as vigorous in their 
approach to life as persons much younger. The only "safe" generalization 
in regard to victim reaction to crime is the one that there are as many 
finite variants of reaction as there are victims. However, we should not 
ignore the fact that an offense that may be objectively classified as a 
minor residential crime can leave an elderly person with a lasting sense 
of invasion, of threat ,fI.,loneness and anonymity that drastically degrades 
the quality of his life--particularly if it happens more than once. And to 
29 percent of the elderly burglary victims included in this investigation, 
burglary has happened to th~~ more than once. 
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Some General Observations Concerning the Burglary of the 
Residences of Kansas City Citizens Over Age 60 

We have no evidence to support the proposition that burglary is 
induced by the age of the occupants. There may be, however, some component 
of the pattern of action of the elderly resident that abets the intending 
offender--particularly the younger, more inexperienced individual who tends 
to favor the neighborhood he lives in as an area of operation. Because the 
unemployed male under 20, not in school is the most crime prone individual, 
and because the elderly tend to cluster in neighborhoods where there are 
relatively high concentrations of such youths, the physical juxtaposition 
thus induced is the more important factor. 

As will be discussed in detail later, about 22.5 percent of the 
total number of burglary victims stated that they believed the offender had 
some prior knowledge of their coming and goi.ng. Fourteen (14) young male 
parolees, known to have had experience in residential burglary and who, by 
their own estimates, had committed literally hundreds of burglaries for 
which they were never arrested, said they frequently operated in the inner 
city neighborhoods because they were confident of the terrain, knew how to 
move out on foot, and generally felt less vulnerable than in a more affluent 
suburban area. Thus, it is arguable that, to many offenders, the prospect 
of gain from a burglary target is secondary to the perceived level of risk 

, that the area may pose. This thesis helps explain some of the repetitive 
residential crime in areas that offer relatively little gain. 

In general, the pattern of burglary behavior in these crimes 
against elderly persons, and what may be termed the burglary technology 
employed, reflect less than professional skills. There was relatively 
little lock picking, instead there was heavy dependence on the more clumsy 
forcible means of entry. There was some evidence of lack of discrimination 
in the thieving involved. In several instances, victims reported in the 
interview that valuable items were passed up or overlooked in favor of items 
of much less worth. In some cases, oriental rugs, antiques, paintings, 
some antique jewelry (apparently mistaken as costume), were not taken from 
some homes from which bulky, but far less valuable items were stolen. There 
were practically no imaginative cover devices employed by the burglars in 
hitting these residential targets. For example, one of the volunteer ex
felons interviewed outlined cover schemes he employed to assi$t his neighbor
hood burglary operations in Kansas City. He used a panel truck and three 
accomplices.' Backing the truck to the door of the garage, ,two of the group 
would mow the lawn or do other yard work, while the remaining two broke into 
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Age Distribution of Victims 
60-64 
65-69 
70-74 
75-79 
80-84 
85-89 
90-92 

Total 

Time Victim Lived in Present 
Neighborhood 

Over 10 years 
3 to 10 years 
1 to 3 years 
Less than 6 months 
6 months to 1 year 

Total 

Physical Desirability that 
Restricts Activity 

No 
Yes 

',rotal 

I '. n 
{j 
'II n 
ill TABLE 71 

PROFILE OF THE BURGLARY VICTIM 

White 
Victims 

199 
213 
125 
120 

71 
11 
10 

749 

463 
99 
37 
19 
13 

631 

485 
130 

615 

Number 
Black 

Victims 

121 
67 
37 
25 
15 

8 
2 

275 

134 
60 
33 

7 
7 

241 

197 
40 

237 

Total 
Victims 

320 
280 
162 
145 

86 
19 
12 

1,024 

597 
159 

70 
26 
20 

872 

682 
170 

852 

White 
Victims 

26.6 
28.4 
16.7 
16.0 
9.5 
1.5 
1.3 

100.0 

73.4 
15.7 
5.9 
3.0 
2.0 

100.0 

78.9 
21.1 

100.0 

Percentage 
Black Total 

Victims 

44.0 
24.4 
13.5 
9.1 
5.4 
2.9 
0.7 

100.0 

55.6 
24.9 
13.7 

2.9 
2.9 

100.0 

83.1 
16.9 

100.0 

Victims 

31.3 
27.3 
15.8 
14.2 
8.4 
1.8 
1.2 

100.0 

68.S 
18.2 
8.0 
3.0 
2.3 

100.0 

80.0 
20.0 

100.0 
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the home and commenced to load the van. This overt activity gave reasonable 
assurance of allaying a neighbor's suspicion, ~ave cover for the presence of 
the vehicle, and allowed for a more comprehensive "take." Such an operation, 
however, must necessarily be preceded by careful prior surveillance of the 
burglary target. Imagination, planning and coordination of this type, which 
we consider as "professional," was generally not F..'vident in the pattern of 
burglary studied in this project. 

The financial losses from burglary were heavy, considered in the 
context of the elderly victims' income. The median loss in Gurrency and 
property from all burglaries studied was appro~imately $95.00. Considering 
that 62 percent of the burglary victims had annual incomes of under $5,000 
(49 pergent under $3,000) and considering that at least the currency value 
would normally have been absorbed in the itnmediate monthly budget of the 
victim, the loss had very serious implications to the general welfare of the 
elderly persons affected. 

The ratio of burglary committed against the elderly population to 
other type crimes committed against them remained relatively stable over the 
l8-month period in which cases were studied. The monthly component that 
burglary represented ranged from 51 to 63 percent, averaging 55.9 percent 
for the entire period. The geographic pattern of burglary occurrence also 
tended to be stable over the period, conforming to the national experience 
that residential burglary rates tend to be geographically stable in urban 
ar.eas. 

Profile of the Elder.ly Victim of Burglary (Table 7) 

As noted earlier in this narrative, the elderly crime victim is 
very likely to comprise, or at least be among, the most stable component of 
a metropolitan population. This tendency has generally the positive aspect 
of enhancing social continuity and minimizing turbulence. On the other 
hand, there are numerous elderly persons who, lacking resources to make a 
change, have been locked into a deteriorating social situation. 

The great majority of the victims have lived in their present 
neighborhoods--and with few exceptions in the same residences--for over 
10 years. Only slightly more than 5 percent had lived in the home for less 
than 1 year at the time of the burglary. 

The elderly burgl;;lxy victims have a median age of approximately 
68.1 years for whites and 64.9 years for blacks. About 49 percent live 
alone. About 37 percent live with a spouse, and the remainder. with rela-
tives, a few with friends or strangers. (If the complainant was a person 
younger than 60 years, head of household in which an elderly person is a member, 
we did not include the case in this study. Therefore, the victim popula-
tion includes aging heads of households and spouses only.) 
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Approximately 20 percent of the burglary victims report having 
some significant physical disability--roughly the same percentage as the 
elderly victims of the other crimes studied. This fact has, of course, 
had relatively little significance to the question of criminal opportunity 
in burglary, and the level of vulnerability of a particular residence to 
burglary. This is not to ignore the situations in which the offender has 
surveiled the residence and is aware of the physical disabilities of the 
householders. In such cases, unknown in number but certainly a small per
centage of the total, the choice of the residence as a burglary target, 
may be more attractive by virtue of the observed physical disability of the 
intended victim. However, the question of physical disabilities has more 
significance in the context of how the crime will ultimately affect the 
person. We are continuing our investigation on this point, but the infer
ences are that any physical disability, particularly on,~ which significantly 
restricts walking about, climbing on buses, getting into cars, and the like, 
will tend to combine, in a mutually depressing way, with anxiety generated 
by a criminal experience. 

Some burglary victims react, as will be discussed later, in an 
aversion pattern to the home after burglary. Some have moved--virtua1ly 
abandoned~~their homes shortly after the crime. However, the more common 
reaction seems to be reluctance to leave it~ combined with heightened fear 
to remain alone in it. In some cases where victims made this tension ex
plicit, it was apparent they were suffering acute anxiety as a result. We 
can only draw some inferences here from a relatively few cases. Specifically, 
nine burglary victims during the course of the study called the Principal 
Investigator asking for help in finding someone who could stay in the home 
while the victim went shopping, made necessary visits, etc. Considering the 
very loose personal connection that had been established between the victim 
and Midwest Research Institute staff, it is arguable that these few were, 
so to speak, only the tip of an iceberg. 

This tendency for crime to restri~t social participation of the 
elderly victim also affects their employment. About 59 percent of the 
victims of burglary were, at the time the crime was committed, either re
tired or unemployed. Of the remainder, about half had only part-time 
employment. We estimate that, of the part-time and employed persons who 
were burglary victims, at least 10 percent gave up employment as the proxi
mate result of fear of crime recurrence. This is a matter that will be 
investigated further. 
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Multiple Victimization of Burglary (Table ~' 

Of all elderly crime victims of robbery, burglary and larceny 
included in the scope of this study, 26.7 percent had been victims of some 
form of serious crime at least once before in the past 2 years. As would 
be expected, the elderly burglary victim is more often a multiple victim 
of crime. Twenty-nine (29) percent had been victimized within the past 2 
years. Moreover, a burglary victim is most likely to be a multiple victim 
of the same crime, rather than some other offense--strongly supporting the 
proposition that factors in the general scenario of the victim's residence 
and pattern of living often conduce choice of the home as a burglary target. 

In this connection we do not overlook the strong influence the 
crime rate of a neighborhood has in increasing probability of a multiple 
offense against a person. However, the very high correlation between the 
multiple commission and the identical offense is the point at issue. 

It is important to note also that this high positive correlation 
between multiple offenses and type offense against the victim holds true 
for both the black and the white victims. This is likely due to the fact 
that the majority of the white and black victims live in or near the higher 
crime areas of the city, although not necessarily in homogeneous concen
trations. However:; the black victims show a slightly higher tendency to 
be multiple victims of burglary than do whites. 

The Burglary Victims' Perception C!..f Criminal Thr~at (Table 9) 

More often than not, the burglary victims who had not been pre
viously hit, reported that they did not have particular concern over 
burglary before the crime was committed against them. T,his type of recol
lection is, of course, imprecise and highly subjective. However, the 
object was' only to establish some general parameters about the way the 
victims' perceived their vulnerability to the crime before it occurred. 
Of the 36 percent of the victims who stated they did have particular prior 
fear that they would be burglarized, the reported reason for that fear was 
less what they observed happening in their immediate neighporhood as what 
they heard about crimes being committed generally. The implication of these 
responses supports strongly the fear transference syndrome in residential 
crime cited earlier. There is no race differential in the respondents' 
perception of the criminal threat. There is a slightly higher percentage 
of black victims who reported having particular prior fear (approximately 
8 percent more than whites); however, respectillg their reasons for haVing 
this fear, there is remarkable similarity in the responses from the victims 
in both racial categories. 
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TABLE 8 

BURGLARY VICTIMS WHO WERE CRIMINALLY VICTIMIZED WITHIN TtlE PAST 2 YEARS 

Earlier Victims of a Crime 
No 
Yes 

Total 

If Yes, Type of Offens~ 
Burglary 
Robbery 
Larceny 
Malicious destruction of property 
Fraud 
Auto theft 

Total Responses 

Number 
White Black 

Victims Victims 

459 154 
167 86 

626 240 

144 87 
18 7 

7 0 
3 0 
1 0 
1 0 

174 94 

Percentage 
. Total White Blac~ 

Victims Victims Victims ---

613 73.3 64.2 
253 26.7 35.8 

866 100.0 100.0 

231 82.8 92.6 
25 10.3 7.4 

7 c!j..O 0.0 
3 1.7 0.0 
1 0.6 0.0 
1 0.6 ~O 

268 100.0 100.0 

! 

Total 
Victims 

70.8 
29.2 

100.0 

86.2 
9.3 
2.6 
1.1 
0.4 
0.4 

100.0 
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BURGLARY VICTIMS' PERCEPrION OF THE CRIMINAL THREAT 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Tbtal 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 

Feared a Crime Being Committed 
Against Them 

No 418 130 548 67.3 54.6 63.8 
Yes 203 108 311 32.7 45.4 36.2 

Total 621 238 859 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Reasons for Yes ResEonse 
Hearsay about other crimes 127 68 195 63.9 64.8 64.1 

.po 
Neighborhood change/deterioration N 51 25 76 25.6 23.8 25.0 
Not specified 14 9 23 7.0 8.6 7.6 
General feeling of unease 5 3 8 2.5 2.8 2.6 
Insecurity of residence 2 0 2 1.0 0.0 0.7 

Total 199 105 304 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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The General Pattern of Burglary Victimizing the Elderly (Table 10) 

The most salient aspect of this pattern is the one that over 92 
percent were of the residence itself, and Virtually all of the remainder 
were of garages or outbuildings on residential property. Only an insignif
icant number of the burglaries were of rental residential property owned by 
the Victim, or of the victim's workplace. 

Of the 23.4 percent of the total victims of burglary who were in 
or near the structure at the time it was burglarized, 45 percent were 
asleep; 33 percent were awake inside tne residence; and 16 percent were out
side the residence, but in the immediate Vicinity. Only a few of these re
spondents characteriz.ed the activity they were engaged in at the time of the 
burglary as being unusual, in the context of the time of day or of the normal 
pattern of their lives. 

As is the case with most burglaries, there were very few witnesses 
to the act. In the cases we took under study, there were fewer than 10 per
cent in which a witness was available to make even tentative identifications. 
These witnesses included victims, neighbors and passersby. 

However, the elderly victim shows a certain alacrity in reporting 
the residential crimes co~nitted against them. Within 1 hour of the dis
covery of the burglary, about three-quarters of the victims had reported 
the offense to the police, or had the crime reported. Within 6 hours, 92 
percent of the victims had reported the crime. This stands in sharp con
trast to the national pattern of reporting burglary, which is sometimes 
marked by several-day lags from the time the crime was first noted to its 
reporting. 

Summary of the Criminal Tactic and Method in Residential Burglary 
(Table 11) 

The elderly victims of burglary seem to have been only slightly 
prudent in face of the burglary threat than younger counterparts. We do 
not have data to make comprehensive comparisons on behavior of victims of 
varying ages. However, some inferentia1'observations seem warrani:ed. In 
1973, approximately 25 percent of the residential burglaries in Kansas Gity, 
Missouri, were by nonforcib1e entry. Most of these cases involved unlocked 
doors or windows. By contrast, of the total burglaries of the residences 
of citizens 60 years of age and over, the offender made a nonforcib1e entry 
in 21.8 percent of the cases. In the burglaries of the elderly persons' 
residences, the offender used the front or the rear door more often than any 
other feasible portal of entry. Approximately three-quarters of the offenses 
involved use of these entrances by the offender. It is important to note also 
that about three-quarters of the entries were made on the ground level. In 
contrast, slightly less than 60 percent of the structures burglarized had more 
than two floors; a.nd almost 90 percent had basements which could be entered 
from the outside. 
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TABLE 10 

GENERAL PATTERN OF BURGLARY 

Number Percentage 

~.j'hite Black Total Hhite Black Total 

Victims Victims Yictims Victims Victims Victims 

Victims Activity Immediately 
Before Burglary 

Sleeping 41 10 51 45.6 45.5 45.5 

Awake in residence 32 6 38 35.6 27.3 33.9 

Outside near residence 13 5 18 14.4 22.7 16.1 

Park/alley outside neighborhood 1 1 2 1.1 4.5 1.8 

Riding/driving auto in neighborhood 2 0 2 2.2 0.0 1.8 

Unspecified 1 0 1 1.1 ~ 0.9 

Total 90 22 ll2 100.0 100.0 100.0 

+:- Cp~racter of the Activity {as +:-
reported by victim) 

Normal activity 81 17 98 92.0 81.0 90.0 

Somewhat unusual 7 4 11 8.0 19.0 10.0 

Total 88 21 109 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Time SEan Before ReEorted 
Less than 1 hour 522 209 731 70.7 78.9 72.8 

1 hour to 6 hours 150 43 193 20.3 16.2 19.2 

6 hours to 12 hours 18 4 22 2.4 1.5 2.2 

12 hours to 24 hours 21 4 25 2.8 1.5 2.5 

More than 24 hours 28 5 33 3.8 ....h2 ~ 

Total 739 265 1,004 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Eyewitness 
Yes 64· ':!~ 97 8.6 12.0 9.5 .;'.j 

No 683 242 925 91.4 ~ 90.5 

Total 747 275 1,022 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 1.1 

SUMMARY OF THE CRIMINAL TACTIC AND METHOD - RESIDENTIAL BURGU,RY 

Method of Entry #1 
Forcible entry 
Nonforcible entry 
Attempted forcible entry 
Known to victim, allowed in 
Unknown 

Total 

Method of Forcihle Entry 
Forced physically or broken 
Picked, pried, jimmied 
Hammered, sawed, cut, chopped 
Unknown 
Other 

Total 

LO~}3tion of Portal 
Rear 
Front of structure 
Sid.e 
Garage or other building 
Unknown 
Other 
Corner 

Total 

Portal of Entry 
Stor~ or screen and inner door with glass 

t 

Storm, screen or storm, screen plus ~nner 
window 

Entrance door, solid 
Entrance door with glass panes 
Inner window 
Garage door 
Storm-inner door; screen-inner door
Storm or screen door 
Unknown 
Unattached building 
Wall 

Total 

45 

Number Percentage 

615 71.2 
188 21.8 

58 6.7 
2 0.2 
1 0.1 

862 100.0 

395 56.8 
211 30.4 
68 9.8 
15 2.3 

5 0.7 

694 100.0 

333 38.6 
294 34 .. 1 
144 16.7 

61 7.1 
25 2.9 
4 0.5 
1 _..Jkl. 

862 100.0 

178 20.9 

153 18.0 
140 16.5 
135 15.9 
100 11.8 

42 4.9 
39 4.6 
30 3.5 
24 2.8 
8 0.9 
2 0.2 

851 100.0 



" M\'..;~~z~~~:.!!Itt~~~~~·~~~m- , ._,_., ;i.-sif"'¥ ~'!'qm79?=!*<"'C"''HfiW\U?''IT53iff3iZ'iZ~ -

jr-""""'. " ';"1.: , i 
7."':'.~~-' 

fiT""J; 
~,~~.-; 

r:-t~'J) t_.JJ ! 
::.,~.~ 

TABLE 11 (Continued) 

Level of Portal 
First floor 
Basement 
Garage or other bUilding 
Se.cond floor 
Third floor 
Unknown 
Fourth floor or above 
Attic 

Total 

Visibility of Portal From Street/Neighbors 
Significant concealment 
Clearly visible 
Partially visible 
Unknown 

Total 

Illumination of Portal at Time of Buglary 
Daylight 
Well lighted 
Unknown 
No lighting 
Inadequately lighted 
Lights not on 

Total 

Security of Portal of Entry 
Locked 
Unlocked 
Latched or hooked 
Unknown 
Open 
Other 
Chained 

Total 

46 

Number 

652 
89 
43 
41 
19 
16 

3 
0 

863 

434 
295 
105 

-I!.. 

861 

460 
107 
104 

90 
·66 

....l2. 

862 

612 
154 

49 
20 
16 

8 
2 

861 

________________________ r.- --- -~- _.' 

Percentage 

75.5 
10.3 
5.0 
4.8 
2.2 
1.9 
0.3 
0.0 --

100.0 

50.4 
34.3 
12.2 

-1.:l 

100.0 

53.3 
12.4 
12.1 
10.4 

7.7 

~ 

100.0 

71.1 
17.9 
5.7 
2.3 
1.9 
0.9 
0.2 

100.0 
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TABLE 11 (Concluded) 

Tool or Weapon Used 
Knife, screwdriver, pry tool 
Unknown 
Physical force 
Hammer, stone, brick, shoe, etc. 
Unknown cutting instrument 
Other/Miscellaneous 

Total 

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

47 

Number 

188 
186 
133 
100 

62 

A 

692 

Percentage 

27.1 
26.9 
19.2 
14 0 5 

9.0 

--..ld 

100.0 
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bspects of Physical Security of Structures Burglarized (Table 12) 

Approximately 23 percent of burglaries of residential s~ructures 
were committed during hours of darkness. Of those, approximately 73 percent 
had no outside lights burning. In interviews with volunteer ex-offenders 
known to have extensive experience in residential burglary, the aspect of 
outside lighting was giv'en considerable attention. Although there was no 
concensus among the ex-offender respondents on the efficacy of outside 
lighting as a deterrent to night burglary, it is safe to say that the aspect 
of illumination is a salient factor in the pl,anning of most burglars who 
take a rational approach to their own safety. Circumstances can exist in 
a potential burglary situation--existing or contrived by the offender--
which make the lighting in and around the structure relatively extraneous. 
One such circumstance is prior surveillance by the offender of a residential 
target. Burglary is principally criminal behavior stimulated by immediacy 
of opportunity. Based on empirical observation, police experience, and 
interviews with some ex-offenders, the impulse, or felt need, to steal is 
often immediately followed by the act, with little prior planning or pres
entation. Generally, the younger the offender, and the less experience he 
has, the less preparation there will be in the burglary action. Thus, 
lighting of an unoccupied house can deter the more inexperienced individual 
simply by virtue of his not having taken time to survey his target adequately, 
making him uncertain about occupancy. On the other hand, lighted portals 
can aid the skilled burglar who is able to gain entry through swift picking, 
and particularly one who takes the trouble to provide some cover story in 
the event he is interrupted. One ex-offender described a scenario he con
trived to burgle a residence in Mission Hills--a wealthy suburb of Kansas City. 
He dressed smartly, but conservatively, carried a briefcase containing 
papers, together with cards identifying him as a real estate agent, and 
entered the home through the locked front door (picking). The entrance was 
well lighted and completely visible from the street. He had taken the 
trouble to study the target in advance and assure himself that it was un
occupied. He depended primarily on his appearance, secondarily on the total 
absence of furtiveness in his behavior, and finally, on the prepared story 
that he was surveying the house preparatory to bringing in prospective buyers, 
in the event anyone other than a member of the family challenged him 
on his presence. A completely darkened house would not have suited his 
purposes nearly so well. 

Although the type of plan and cover just described is seldom em
ployed, the point is that an ostenSibly calm use of a lighted, normal portal 
of entry of a residence can be the least dangerous mode for the burglar who 
is sure the house is empty, has the skill to make a reasonably swift entry 
without making unusual noises or efforts) or has the luck to find the door 
unlocked. 
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TABLE 12 

ASPECTS OF PHYSICAL SECURITY OF STRUCTlffiES BURGLARIZED 

Specific Aspects 

Outside Lights On 
(Burglaries during 
darkness, dusk, only) 

No 
Front 
Lawn' 
Back 
Other 
Side 
Walls 

Total 

Special Security Pre
cautions Before Crime 

No 
Yes 

Total 

Special Security Pre
cautions Taken Since 
Burglary 

No 
Yes 

'Total 

What Precautions Taken 
Special locks, bars, 

new doors, etc. 
Alarm system/watch dog 
Outside precautions 

(fences, 1ighting,etc.) 
Indoor precautions 

(unspecified) 
Procured Weapons 
Other 

Total Responses 

49 

Number 

233 
52 
18 
13 

3 
2 
0 

321 

621 
237 

858 

513 
342 

855 

333 
42 

31 

7 
4 

~ 

421 

Percentage 

72.6 
16.2 
5.6 
4.1 
0.9 
0.6 
0.0 

100.01 

72.4 

~ 

100.0 

60.0 
40.0 

100.0 

79.1 
10.0 

7.3 

1.6 
1.0 

~ 

100.0 
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During most of the period of this study, there was little public 
perception of an energy crisis, and no appreciable constraint on the use 
of lights. However, the implications of energy shortages to residential 
security, particularly of the elderly, most of whom are severely constrained 
by rising energy costs, will be a matter of particular investigation during 
the demonstration year. 

Special Security Precautions Taken By Victims 

Of 855 burglary victims,!/ 229 had, prior to the burglary~ taken 
special security precautions, such as install ing special locks, banI on 
windows, fencing (with security the primary objective), special yard lights 
and the like. However, after the crime, the victims reported a sharply in
creased tendency to take some special physical security precautions. Speci
fically, III of the victims reported having taken some reactive measures 
to deter future crime, or having the intention to spend money for this pur
pose. But it is perhaps more useful to consider the elderly victims percep
tion from the perspective of those who did nothing, either before or after 
their homes were burglarized. These persons constituted from 72 to 60 per
cent of the total victims, respectively. Here, we must generalize broadly 
because the data are highly subjective and "soft." However, the entire 
picture of the crime pattern against the elderly, and particularly the poorest 
of them, is marked by pessimism concerning the ability of an individual to 
protect against criminal action. This pessimism is, of course, pervasive 
in American society, which has generally lost 'both its nai:LVete on the pOint 
that "crime does not pay," and its faith that the law enforcement system 
can deter crime. There is seemingly little understanding, nationwide, of 
the limitations of police patrol as a means of deterring or interrupting. 
crime. Perhaps expecting too much, Americans, who become crime victims 
tend also to be too quickly critical of the practical measures that, by 
empirical standards at le\~st, have some deterrent ,effect. In the older, 
core areas of Kansas City, the physical security of residences is generally 
more degraded by the nature of the dwelling structure and its location than 
are homes in the newer, and lower crime area. However, it is frequently 
possible to improve the physical security of an older dwelling with relatively 
little effort and cost. The problem is that even "relatively little" can, 
and usually does, overtax the resources of the elderly citizen who needs 
this type of work most. Therefore, judging from the data pattern reflecting 
the condition, income and other factors surrounding the elderly crime' victims' 
living Situation, the object of reducing the criminal opportunity through 
physical deterrences is restricted by a combination of cost, lack of knowledge 
about what can be done, and the means of procuring the necessary service, 
together with pessimism about the value of the effort altogether. A great 
need exists among the eLderly population living in high crime areas of a 
city for specific information about physical security improvements, help 
in getting them done, as well as other information that could contribute to 
their being able to reduce the criminal opportunity in their immediate living 
environment. 

1/ With whom interviews were completed. 
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lli!locial Losses Incurred by Burglary Victims (Table-1dl 

The median lellLi from burglary of the elderly Kansas Citian' s not 
including damage to property, is estimated as $95. This estimate is based 
on police offense reports, and confirmed by interviews with the victims. 
There is no significant variance in the losses incurred by black and white 
victims. 

Such losses have very serious implications, taken in context of 
the incomes of victims of burglary, which, it will be recalled, is below 
$3,000 annually for 67 percent of the black victims and 49 percent of the 
whites. Considering that at least one-third of the loss of burglaries 
(above $35) is in some fonn that relates directly to the victim's welfare 
and quality of life, such as cash, clothing, valuables that could be con
verted readily to cash, radios, television sets, pr~larily. 

The nat,tre of the losses from burglary, shown in the referenced 
table, reflect a prevailing tendency of the elderly poor to keep amounts 
of cash in the home that are large, relative to their income and total 
worth. There seems to be working here two major factors: general lack 
of familiarity with or trust in banks, and the difficulty of many of the 
elderly who need the service most in reaching a bank. Some of the victims 
report difficulty in cashing personal checks in the inner city, which adds 
to the difficulty. 

Interactions Bety.1een Burglary Victims and Offenders (Table 14) 

The nature of burglary usually precludes any physical confronta
tion between the offender and the victim, a fortunate aspect of the behavior, 
considered from the negative sense. However, ou!: study included 80 cases in 
which the victim was either in the house or structure at the time it was 
being burglarized, or was nearby. We have not yet analyzed the reactions of 
these 80 victims in a comparative sense with victims who were not in the 
vicinity at the time of the commission of the crime. Most of the elderly 
who became aware of the burglar's presence acted prudently, by either doing 
nothing or by crying out for help. However, 24 of them investigated when 
they became suspicious, resulting in at least 11 physical confrontations. 
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FINANCIAL LOSSES TO VICtIM RESULTING FROM BURGLARY 

Number Percentage 
\~hite Black Total Hhite Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 

TYEe of ProEerty Stolen 
Currertcv 257 69 326 30.2 18.8 26.8 
Television 147 87 234 17.3 23.6 19.2 
Jewelry 135 40 175 15.9 10.9 14.4 
Radio 94 49 143 11. 0 13.4 11.7 
Other Appliances 76 38 114 8.9 10.4 9.3 
Guns 59 55 114 6.9 15.0 9.3 
Clothing 29 15 44 3.4 4.1 3.6 
Furniture and Accessories 21 6 27 2.5 1.6 2.2 
Tools 18 1 19 2.1 0.3 1.6 
Furs 7 1 8 0.8 0.3 0.7 
Automobile 4 3 7 0.5 0.8 0.6 
Auto Accessories 4 3 7 0.5 0.8 0.6 

Total Responses 851 367 1,218 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Value of ProEerty Stolen 
No Value 10 2 12 1.8 1.0 1.6 

$0 to 25 106 40 146 19.0 19.2 19.0 
26 to, 50 78 28 106 14.0 13.5 13.9 

51 to 75 41 19 60 7.4 9.1 7.9 

76 to 100 50 18 68 9.0 8.7 8.9 
101 to 150 43 18 61 7.7 8.7 8.0 

151 to 200 35 22 57 6.3 10.6 7.5 

201 to 300 51 15 66 9.2 7.2 8.6 

301 to 400 31 14 45 5.6 6.7 5.9 
401 to 500 26 9 35 4.7 4.3 4.6 
501 to 700 40 14 54 7.2 6.7 7.1 
701 to 1,000 16 5 21 2.9 2.4 2.7 
1,001 to 2,000 18 3 21 3.2 1.4 2.7 
2,001 to 3,000 5 0 5 0.9 0.0 0,7 
3,001 to 4,000 4 0 4 0.7 0.0 0.5 
4,000 to 5,,000 2 1 3 0.4 0.5 0.4 

Total 556 208 764 100.0 100.0 100.0 

,,: 

Note: Estimated median financial loss from above crimes: $96.00. 
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TABLE 14 

INTERACTIONS BETWEEN BURGLARY VICTIMS AND OFFENDERS IN CASES 
HHERE VICTINS HERE PHYSICALLY PRESENT IN STRUCTURE OR 

NEARBY DURING COMMISSION OF THE CRIME (N 80) 

Number Percentage 
Hhite Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 

Offender Knew Schedule 
(Victim's OEinion) 
No 47 12 59 75.8 66.7 73.7 
Yes 13 5 18 21.0 27.8 22.5 

llndecided 2 1 3 3.2 5.5 3.8 

Total 62 18 80 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Offender Noticed by Victim 
No 49 18 67 80.3 94.7 83.8 
Yes 12 1 13 19.7 5.3 16.2 

Total 61 19 80 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Victim SlIsEiciolls of Offender. 
No 46 17 63 76.7 89.5 79.7 
Yes 14 13 17 23.3 0.5 20.3 

Total 60 19 80 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Action When virst Aware 
Nothing, happened ·too fast 15 2 17 21.1 8.7 18.1 
Nothing, afraid to act 3 0 3 4.2 0.0 3.2 
Cooperated 0 2 2 0.0 8.7 2.1 
Investigated 16 8 24 22.6 34.7 25.4 
Sought help from others 5 2 7 7.0 8.7 7.5 
Cried- out. 19 4 23 26.9 17.4 24.5 
Fought bad: 4 1 5 5.6 4.lf 5.3 
Threatened offender 2 1 3 2.8 4.4 3.2 
Tried to bJ,uff offender 3 0 3 4.2 0.0 3.2 

Other 4 3 7 5.6 13.0 7.5 

Total Responses (multiple) 71 23 94 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Result of Action 
(Victim's Opinion) 
Helped situation 
No difference 
Made it worse 
Don't know 

Total 

Victims Action After Burglary 
PUT."sued criminal 
Called police 
Sought help from others 
Uncertain did nothing 
Afraid, later sought help 

Total 

Words Exchanged With Offender 
No 
Yes 

Total 

Victim Recognized Offender 
No 
Yes 

Total 

Victimized by Same Person Before 
No 
Yes 

Total 

TABLE 14 (Concluded) 

White 
Victims 

22 
l3 

1 
2 

38 

4 
50 

6 
1 
1 

62 

41 
20 

62 

53 
8 

61 

4 
4 

8 

Number 
Black 

Victims 

9 
5 
0 
0 

14 

0 
14 
2 
2 
1 

19 

10 
9 

19 

15 
4 

19 

3 
1 

4 

54 

Total 
Victims 

31 
18 

1 
2 

52 

4 
64 

8 
3 
2 

81 

51. 
20· 

80 

68 
12 

80 

7 
5 

12 

White 
Victims 

57.9 
34.2 

2.6 
5.3 

100.0 

6.5 
80.6 

9.7 
1.6 
1.6 

100.0 

66.1 
33.9 

100.0 

86.9 
l3.1 

100.0 

50.0 
50.0 

.100.0 

Percentage 
Black 

Victims 

64.3 
36.7 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

0.0 
73.7 
10.5 
10.5 
5.3 

100.0 

52.6 
47.4 

100.0 

78.9 
21.1 

100.0 

75.0 
25.0 

100.0 

Total 
Victims 

59.6 
34.6 

1.9 
3.9 

100.0 

'1.9 
79.0 
9.9 
3.7 
2.5 

100.0 

63.0 
37.0 

100.0 

85.0 
15.0 

100.0 

58.3 
41. 7 

100.0 



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

From the point of view of the total 52 victims who did something after being 
aware of the offender's presence, most (31) felt that their actions had helped 
the situation. This may easily have been the case, however, at considerable 
marginal risk to themselves. Twenty (20) of the victims exchanged words with 
the offender. Four (4) even attempted a pursuit. 

It is important to note that of the 68 victims who caught sight 
of the offender, 12 believed they recognized him (all were males). Five 
(5) of these victims said they had been criminally victimized in some way 
by the same person before. 

Some Victim Reactions to the Burglary Experience (Table 15) 

The majority of burglary victims reported fear and anxiety gener
ated by the crime, and there was a high incidence of voluntary restriction 
in their activitv motivated primarily by generalized fear of crime. Forty
five percent of the total 860 burglary victims interviewed reported that 
they do not go places or engage in certain activities out of fear of crime. 
Perhaps the most noteworthy aspect of these responses is the fact already 
noted that burglary tends to reflect itself in a fear of leaving the home, 
as a fear of staying in it, a contradiction that we must assume pose signifi
cant implications to the emotional stability of the elderly resident over 
the long term. 

Slightly over 12 percent moved from the residence or sold a busi
ness citing the burglary committed against them and the general threat of 
crime in the neighborhood as the proximate causes. 
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TABLE 15 

CERTAIN VICTIM REACTIONS TO THE BURGIARY EXPERIENCE 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 

Do Not Go Places for Fear of Crime 
No 362 111 473 58.2 46.6 55.0 
Yes 260 127 387 41.8 53.4 45.0 

Total 622 238 860 1CD.0 100.0 100.0 

Where 
Pleasure (anytime) 125 36 161 34.8 22.2 30.9 
General 69 34 103 19.2 21.0 19.8 

Church 38 48 86 10.6 29.6 16.5 

V1 Evening activities 54 22 76 15.0 l3.6 14.6 
0\ 

Shopping 32 12 44 8.9 7.4 8.4 

Out of town 34 7 41 9.5 4.3 7.9 
Not specified 7 3 10 2.0 1.9 1.9 

Total Responses 359 162 521 100,0 100.0 100.0 
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~:.)bbery of the Elderly Citizen 

Consideration of the Nature of the Crime 

Robbery is a crime of violence. And it is a crime against the 
person of the victim. These two characteristics of robbery make sharp 
distinction between it and other types of criminal behavior that have the 
object of obtaining something of value. Whereas burglary carries with it 
a latent threat of violence to whomever may interrupt or confront the 
offender in the act, robbery makes violence an integral part of the process. 
The violence may take the form of actual physical force or of a threat. 
In either case, ~he fear of the victim for his life is at the heart of 
the relationship between him and the offender. 

There is no intention here to attempt to explore the psychology of 
robbery. However, it is useful to consider a few aspects of the relation
ship between the robber and his victim because that relationship is inextri
cably bound up with the question of how the crime ultimately affects the 
victim's perception of latent danger. 

There is first to consider the experience of immediacy of danger 
to life. Relatively few persons, fortunately, have this experience in their 
life.time. \~en it does occur, it is more often than not a threat posed by 
impersonal arrangements and circumstances--such as fear generated by per
ception of an impending automobile collision. Being the focus--literally 
the target--of an ostensible intent to kill or seriously injure for gain has 
potential to make a lasting psychological imprint on the individual who 
experiences it. 

Street robbery, and robbery of persons in the home, do not involve 
even the small amounts of emotional distance between the vict.im and offender 
that is sometimes discernible in the robbery of a bank teller or employee of 
a firm. Offenders interviewed on the subject of robbery who tended. to 
specialize in bank and large chain store holdups very frequently referred to 
the fact that they never ''hurt anybody," and that they robbed insurance 
companies (meaning indirectly), not people. The illogic of this type rationale 
is beside the point being made. What is signjficant are aspects of the 
scenario of such crimes that the offenders described, in which the person 
confronted (threatened usually with a gun) was often simultaneously reassured 
that he was simply to cooperate in helping the offender reach the goods or 
money of the real victim--which was the store, bank, or whatever. 

The nuance here is admittedly ill-defined and open to virtually 
endless discussion. There is, for example, the question of whether victims 
in that type situation feel any less a victim, or at least any less threatened, 
than if the robbery was of their person directly. The matter cannot, of course, 
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Years Lived in Neighborhood 
Less than 6 months 
6 months to 1 year 
1 to 3 years 
3 to 10 years 
Over 10 years 

Total 

Other ;.i{.mbers of Vict.imsJ Household 
Refused 
Spouse 
Adult children 
Minor children 
Other adult relatives 
Roommate 
Lives alone 
Total respondents 

Total responses 

Marital Status of Victim 
Widow or widower 
Married 
Single 
Divorced or separated 

Total 

Physical Disability Th~ 
Restricts Activity 

No 
Yt::s 

Total 

PROFILE 

White 
Victims 

12 
10 
25 
64 

199 

310 

2 
118 
33 
3 

21 
20 

llf2 
311 

339 

116 
118 
40 

..2i 

310 

254 
54 

308 

TABLE 16 

OF ROBBERY 

Number 
Black 

Victims 

3 
5 
8 

10 

II 

48 

0 
13 
2 
1 
7 
5 

27 
49 

55 

24 
13 
6 

_6 

58 

49 

30 

1& 

48 

VICTIMS 

Total 
Victims 

15 
15 
33 
74 

222 

359 

169 
360 

140 
131 
46 
42 

359 

284 
72 

356 

White 
Victims 

3.9 
3.2 
8.1 

20.6 
..§id 

100.0 

45.7 

37.4 
38.1 
12.9> 

~ 

100.0 

82.5 

--U.:i 

100.0 

Percentage 
Black 

~~ 

6.1 
10.2 
16.3 
20.4 

~ 

100.0 

55.1 

49.0 
26.5 
12.2 
12.3 

100.0 

62.5 

...1l.d 

100.0 

Total 
Victims 

4.2 
4.2 
9.2 

20.6 

~ 

100.0 

46.9 

39.0 
36.5 
12,8. 

-11.:1. 

100.0 

79.8 
...1Q.d 

100.0 



be resolved except on a subjective basis. However, it does seem arguable that 
the personal immediacy of the threat of a robbery of an elderly person on a 
street is greatest of virtually any robbery situation. 

Robbery victims suffer physical injury very frequently. Such in
jury sometimes emanates from their deliberate j.ntent to thwart the offender. 
However, more often, physical force is simply part of the robbery tactic-
always so in the strongarm robbery (Table 17). 

As Table 17 shows, of 450 robberies and attempts affecting elderly 
citizens in Kansas City, about 48 percent were with weapons, and 52 percent 
by strongarm. About 40 percent of the victims were injured in some way as 
a result of the act. Two died. The more generalized effect on the victi''11S 
of such acts are considered in more detail in the ensuing discus,sion; and will 
be elaborated through additional analyses of the effect of thi$ crime on 
victims. 

Howeve-t, in connection with violence in robbery, it is important 
to take note of the fact that an individual who sets out to rob another is 
faced with several immediate threats that the burglar or common thief is 
normally not exposed to. For example, the victim may react in other than 
a compliant way, thus attracting attention and help. Many victims must be 
expected to have the potential for resistance--perhaps even killing the 
robber--a fact that most offenders are acutely aware of in selecting victims. 
Therefore, the offender is" usually fearful or nervous whE::n committing robbery, 
particularly in a public place" But, whether he" is particularly fearful or 
not, it is certain that, he is in a hurry. He must have immediate psychological 
dominance over his,victim. To get thiS, he may feel that preliminary violence 
is necessary. Or he may quickly slip to the violent mode if he feels that 
his psychological control over the victim is slipping. 

l~e implication of all this to the victim's safety is simply one of 
complete and ready compl:ia nce. Unfortunately, the problem is not that d~ple. 
The injuries that occurred to victims in this sample did not all result from 
strongarm tacdcs. Some seem to have resulted from the victim's inability to 
readily comply with the demand ,out of -fear or shock. The further implication 
is then one of a need to advise individuals who live or work in areas of high 
robbery potential to condition their thinking in advance along lines of 
compliqnce and attempting to remain calm, if ever accosted by a robber who 
gives them the opportunity to comply without first doing them injury. 

Robbery Victims Who Were Criminally Victimized Within the Past 
2 Years (Table 18) 

Almost one in four of all those robbery victims who were criminally 
victimized within the past 2 years h.ad been prior victims of a crime within the 
preceeding 2 years. The percentage of black multiple victims was slightly 
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TABLE 17 

NATURE OF ROBBERY OFFENSES AND PHYSICAL INJURIES RESULTING 

Number Percentage 
White' Black Total White Black 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 

,Nature of Robbery 
Strongarm robbery 173 33 206 45.5 47.8 
Armed· robbery 156 30 186 40.9 43.5 
Attempted armed robbery 26 4 30 6.8 5.8 
Attempted strongarm robbery 26 2 28 6.8 2.9 

'rota1 381 69 450 100.0 100.0 

Injuries Received b~ Victim 
During Robbery 

0- None 221 45 266 58.0 65.3 
0 Minor 84 14 98 22.0 20.3 

Moderate 49 5 54 12.9 7.2 
Severe 24 5 29 6.3 7.2 
Death 2 0 2 0.5 0.0 
Undetermined 1 0 1 0.3 0.0 

, Total 381 69 450 100.0 100.0 
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Total 
Victims 

% 

45.8 
41.3 

6.7 
6.2 

100.0 

59.2 
21.8 
12.0 
6.4 
0.4 
0.2 

100.0 
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TABLE 18 

ROBBERY VICTIMS WHO WERE CRIMINALLY VICTIMIZED WITHIN THE PAST 2 YEARS 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victi:ns Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 

Prior Victimization 
No 239 36 275 76.9 73.5 76.4 
Yes 72 13 85 23.1 26.5 23.6 

Total 311 49 360 100.0 100.0 100.0 

If Yes, Type Offen'se 
Robbery 39 5 44 50.6 50.0 50.6 
Burglary 31 4 35 40.3 40.0 40.2 
Larceny 6 1 7 7.8 10.0 8.0 

0\ Malicious Destruction of Property 1 0 1 1.3 0.0 1.2 J--I 

Total 77 10 87 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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higher--26.5 percent. The most prevalent crime to which these elderly multiple 
victims were subjected was robbery. Fifty percent of them reported that they 
had been robbed more than once. The fact that the same persons were robbed 
more than once suggests there is an ostensible vulnerability of some elderly 
victims to that type of crime, probably combined with their area of residence 
or employment. Investigation of these relationships continues. 

Victims' Perception of Threat (Table 19) 

In spite of this significant proportion of persons who were robbed 
more than once, two-thirds of those interviewed said that they had not been 
particularly concerned (before the crime occurred) that anything of the sort 
would happen to them. Among this group are undoubtedly some who share a some
what commqn tendency of many elderly people--a lack of awareness of potentially 
dangerous situations that can arise from situations they have not learned to 
associate with common experience. Of those who had been fearful of being 
robbed, the major reason given was that they had heard about other similar 
crimes and had a general feeling of pessimism of '''!;.;rhat could happen to others 
could happen to them," rather than fear engendered by a specific incident or 
threat. However, the elderly black victims were somewhat more prone to per
ceive the crime threat as one based on actual crimes committed against them
selves or friends. "Neighborhood change and deterioration" was given as a 
reason for fear by one-fourth of the white respondents but by only 7 percent 
of the blacks. A "changing neighborhood," in white parlance, usually means 
an increase in black residents upon whom older white residents, unused to 
their highly visible presence, often focus.their general fear of crime. 

There were 37 cases of robbery which included an arrest, allowing 
the victim opportunity to prosecute. (We did not make complete follow-up 
on cases to determine arrests made. Therefore, some number--probably very 
small--of cases sh.own here as not involving arrest were later cleared.) 
The majority (75.7 percent) of the robbery victims who had the opportunity 
to prosecute did so. The sample here is small--particularly of the victims 
who, when offered the. opportunity to prosecute the offender, did not. There 
were only five such individuals. Of these, two gave as their reasons fear 
of the offender; one fear of Someone other than the offender; one did not feel 
his loss was great enough to bother; and one did not specify. 

Considering the remaining 323 robbery victims interviewed who did 
not have the opportunity to prosecute, about 60 percent said they would 
prosecute if an arrest were made; the remaining 40 percent said they probably 
would not. Of course, here we are dealing with subjective projections only. 
But the police experience in getting victims to prosecuce is at least as 
pessimistic as these projected estimates would indicate. As time passes, 
there is gene1:'ally less tendency of the victim to prosecute. 

62 



.... 1 
~ 

.~\ 

" 

\, 

J 

'. , I 
~ : r 
I' 
" " ! 
~ 
II , 

" 

j 
,I 'rLJ" ~ -..n· '~1 'N .~ . .-< '~ '~ '~ ,~-r--lt· ~ ~ "I \ ~ lJ'"-"I, ~ ~\ .'1-- ' fl" I ."" it'·-·- ';; '--, ", ':~, .::; ,--; ~ ,,~ '7, ' '~ , 'i' 'I" • "", '!,,--, '" " .. , , .. ,-, ,', .. --:, " " ... ' 

!l~ Ir ~ ll" , i; .. ,. " -' , ~- ~ 1 t ~ L ~ ~ 1 I' \ i \ j \ I' \ I' i ! 1 11 I ~ , i ' 
~U' " , ,-I 'w'" ~.. ~,-' r--""I-_ .. r--;, ",..-r---;, ",,-, --,; ~, ,", ~"---", ~9:: "F='I"::,": '===t,'-- :;::::: ~ ':::::: ~ ":::!'=>=~"'1 '~~'=!I", ;b",,,-, '1:': t:' t...... i -_< ~ , __ 4_' 'J : --.-.- J 'I, "~'.'" ~ l' , \ : f , f,' 1 J, t, of :' "! . , t~ 

:; ,,' , L,;.j \ tW IW ~'~ , i L.J L.J L..J ~ LJ ~ i....J -w .~ w v:....J i..J i",.,,/ 

TABLE 19 

THE ROBBERY VICTIMS' PERCEPTION OF THREAT 

Number Percehtage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Particularly Fearful of Crime 

Before Robbery 
No 208 33 241 67.1 67.4 67.1 
Yes 102 16 118 32.9 32.6 32.9 

Total 310 49 359 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Reasons for Yes Res20nse 
Hearsay about other crimes 63 11 74 63.0 78.7 65.0 
Neighborhood change, deterioration 25 1 26 25.0 7.1 22.8 
General 9 1 10 9.0 7 " .L 8.8 

(J'\ Yes, not specified 1 1 2 1.0 7.1 1.7 
w 

Insecurity of residence 2 0 2 2.0 0.0 1.7 

Total 100 14 114 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Hearsay About Other Crimes 
Pessimism, happened to others 
could happen to victim 38 6 44 60.3 54.6 59.5 

Pessimism, happened to victim 
or friend before 25 5 30 39.7 45.4 40.5 

n 

Total 63 11 74 100.0 100.0 100.0 ~ 
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TABLE 19 (Concluded) 

Arrest Made, Did Victim Prosecute? 
Gases in which arrests made 

Yes--victim did prosecute 
No--victim did not prosecute 
Undetermined 

Total 

Reasons for Not Prosecuting 
Afraid of offender 
Afraid of others 
Loss not substantial enough 
Unspecified 

Total No 

No Arrest Nade, Total Respcmdents 
Yes - will prosecute if suspect 

White 
Victims 

31 

23 
5 
3 

31 

2 
1 
1 
1 

5 

280 

arrested 167 
Don't know if they will prosecute 43 

Why? 
Afraid of offender 16 
Afraid of others 12 
Other 8 
Loss not substantial enough 4 
Wouldn't want to take the time 2 
Wouldn't want offender harmed 1 

No - won't prosecute if suspect 
arrested 103 

Why? 
Victim couldn I't identify 64 
Afraid of offender 15 
Afraid of others 13 
Loss not substantial enough 3 
Didn't want offender harmed 2 
Prosecution wouldn't accomplish 

anything 1 
Wouldn't want to take the time 2 

Number 
Black 

Victims 

6 

5 
o 
1 

6 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

43 

29 
7 

2 
2 
3 
o 
o 
o 

13 

5 
1 
3 
1 
1 

2 
o 

64 

Total 
Victims 

37 

28 
5 
4 

37 

2 
1 
1 
1 

5 

323 

196 
50 

18 
14 
11 
4 
2 
1 

116 

69 
16 
16 
4 
3 

3 
2 

White 
Victims 

7.5 

74,2 
16.1 
9.7 

100.0 

40.0 
20.0 
20.0 
20.0 

100.0 

100.0. 

37.3 
27.9 
1.8.6 

9.3 
4.6 
2.3 

100.0 

62.2 
14.6 
12.6 
2.9 
1.9 

1.0 
1.9 

Percentage 
Black Total 

Victims yictims 

12.2 

83.3 
0.0 

.J&:.l 

100.0 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

100.0 

28.6 
28.6 
42.8 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

38.4 
7.7 

23.1 
7.7 
7.7 

15.4 
0.0 

10.3 

75.7 
l3.5 

. 10.8 

100.0 

40.0 
20.0 
20.0 
20.0 

100.0 

100.0 

36.0 
28.0 
22.0 
8.0 
l~. 0 

2.0 

59.5 
13.8 
13.8 
3.4 
2.6 

2.6 
1.7 
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Reasons for saying they would not prosecute varied considerably. 
But the most prevalent reasons given were fear of the offender or someone 
connected with him. Among whites, many said either that they would not 
prosecute or were not sure in those cases where no arrest was made. Two
thirds of those who weren't sure and more than one-fourth of those who 
said they definitely would not prosecute gave as reasons "afraid of offender" 
or "afraid of others" (meaning offender's friends or family). Black victims 
appeared to be somewhat more willing to prosecute than whites a"ld less afraid 
of the offender than of "others." More than half of the white victims and 
one-third of the blacks said that they would not prosecute because they 
couldn't identify the suspects. Another major reason for not prosecuting 
given by blacks, in contrast to white victims, was the belief that "it 
wouldn't accomplish anything." 

General Robbery Crime Pattern (Table 20) 

More than half of the robberies took place either in the victim's 
residence or near the home. This is largely a reflection of the retired 
status of over half of the victims. The robbery pattern was somewhat differ
ent between blacks and whites, with a considerably higher proportion of 
black victims having been robbed inside their own homes and in alleys and 
parking lots than whites. Another large segment of white victims (one in 
five) were robbed in their place of work--a proportion twice as large as 
that of blacks--reflecting the greater number of older whites who have 
jobs compared with older blacks. About the same percentage (15 percent) of 
blacks and whites were robb~d. dn the street, sidewalk, or pa.rk. More than 
twice as high a proportion of black victims said that they were awake in 
their residence at the time of the robbery than whites, again refiecting 
the tendency, for black victims to be robbed within their own ~omes. Con
versely, more white than black vi.'<!tims were outside near their residence 
or walking in the neighborhood when they were robbed. 

In more than one-third of the cases involving a white victim and 
one-fourth ~'lhere the victim was black, there was a witness to the crime. 
In most cases, the victim called police. or sought help from others (passers
by, friends, neighbors). The proportio\ \ of blacks who called police was 
slightly higher than that of whites, but of the small proportion of total 
victims who said they 'were afra.id, sought help later," the proportion of 
blacks was also slightly higher. Black victims had more verbal excha.nges 
with offenders during the crime than whites (73 percent and 65 percent, 
respectively) • 

Answers to the questions of whether the victim recognized the 
offender and whether or not the respondent l1.ad been victimized by the same 
person before substantiate, to some degree, the proposition that many elderly 
persons are being robbed by people who live in their general neighborhood and 
are familiar with their habits. 
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TABLE 20 

THE GENERAL ROBBERY CRIME PATTERN 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Location of Crime 

Near home 84 ·6 90 27.1 12.3 24.9 
Office., work, business, etc. 67 5 72 21.6 10.2 20.0 
Inside residence 43 15 58 13.8 30.6 16.1 
Stree·t, sidewalk, park 47 7 54 15.1 14.3 15.0 
Sidewalk near home 34 3 37 10.9 6.1 10.3 
Al~ey, parking lot ·14 4 18 4.5 8.2 5.0 
Other 8 1 9 2.6 2.0 2.5 
Other building 3 3 6 1.0 6.1 1.7 
Apartment hallway 2 3 5 0.6 6.1 1.4 
Store 5 0 5 1.6 0.0 1.4 
Other home 2 2 4 0.6 4.1 1.1 

0'\ Other property, 2 0 2 0.6 0.0 0.6 ---
0'\ 

Total 311 49 360 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Activity of Victim Immediately 
Before Incident 

Outside near residence 83 6 89 26.7 12.2 24.7 
At work 70 6 76 22.5 12.2 21.1 
Walking in neighborhood 50 7 57 16.1 14.3 15.8 
Awake in residence 32 14 46 10.3 28.5 12.8 
Riding in or driving auto 19 2 21 6.1 4.1 5.8 
Walking outside neighborhood 18 2 20 5.8 4.1 5.6 
Park, alley out~ide neighborhood 11 2 13 3.5 4.1 3.6 j ~. 

Other 9 4 13 2.9 8.2 3.6 
Shopping 9' 2 11 2.9 4.1 3.1 
Sleeping 7 2 9 2.3 4.1 2.5 
Park, alley in neighborhood 2 2 4 0.6 4.1 1.1 
Public transportation 1 0 1 0.3 0.0 0.3 

Total 311 49 360 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABlE 20 (Continued) 

Number Percentage 
,\~ 

White Black Total White Black Total 
Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims V:Lctims 

Eyewittness(es)? 
No 238 51 289 62.6 73.9 64.4 
Yes 142 . 18 160 37.4 26.1 35.6 

Total 380 69 449 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Victim's Action After Incident 
Called police 150 27 177 48.4 56.2 49.3 
Sought help from others 108 16 124 34.8 33.3 34.6 
Unable because of injury 21 1 22 6.8 2.1 6.1 
Pursued criminal 11 1 12 3.5 2.1 3.3 
Afraid, later sought help 8 2 10 2.6 4.2 2.8 
Other 7 0 7 2.3 0.0 1.9 

0- Uncertain, did nothing 5 1 6 1.6 2.1 1.7 
" 

Total 310 48 358 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Verbal Exchange - Victim/Offender 
Yes 201 36 237 65.0 73.5 66.2 
No 108 13 121 35.0 26.5 33.8 

Total 309 49 358 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Victim Recognized Offender 
No 275 35 310 90.2 71.4 87.6 
Yes 30 14 44 9.8 28.6 12.4 

Total 305 49 354 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 20 (Continued) 

Number 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 
Victimized by Same Person Before 

No 20 12 32 
Yes - 7 2 9 

Total 27 14 41 

Offender Knew Schedule? 
No 222 30 252 
Yes 70 18 88 
Undecided 16 1 17 

Total 308 49 357 
(J\ 

00 

Reasons Victims Believed Offender 
Knew Schedule 

Under 'surveillaIlce by offender 34 12 46 
Regular schedule of victim 25 3 28 
Yes, n~t specified 3 0 3 
Victimized same way before 3 0 3 
Victim believes he was "set up" 1 2 3 
Susp'ect a former employee or 
acquaintance 3 0 3 

;~ 

Victim won suspect's money in r 
'I card ga.~e 0 1 1 

Total 69 18 87 

;O='"~ , ___ ~ - _ •.. 
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Percentage 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 

74.1 85.7 78.0 
25.9 14.3 22.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

72 .1 61.2 70.6 
22.7 36.7 24.6 

5.2 2.1 4.8 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

4'9.4 66.6 53.0 
36.2 16.7 32.2 
4.3 0.0 3.4 
4.3 0.0 3.4 
1.5 11.1 3.4 

4.3 0.0 3.4 

0.0 5.6 1.2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 



~r"~ 

f 
I: 

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

" 

I 
I 

I' '[ 
1,1 

~; 
~I 
~! 
tli: 

I ., 

! 
I 
I 
1 t 

If 11 
l ~ 
I: 

II 
lj 
Ii 
if , 

~ 
f 
i 

il I, 
ri 
i 
I 

I 
1 
I 

,...., ~l' r-1 fV .. 1 r-I.' ,.~ ~r ~ r-J ~ ~ 'j.-'_' 
J:; I ir: r j ll~:= I .i c-:::; r 1 ',., i 1 .~ " I .' r'" 

~""'~""" ' .......... '. (1- .... " c .. '.!. i ... ... 1 I ... ' I.. t .. l , j i \ !.:! ~ .~ - - '., -- - .• ~:~ ,~ ,i!"""""'" , •.. ~ n-- w
, " ~. ";'i""""""'\:: 1 F' .. } j- 1 I '-~ , ~ , 1, l \ i ! I , . 

\"~ W ~ ~ W i-J W W ~ i.....J &....I i-.l 

TABLE 20 (Continued) 

Number 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 
Under Surveillance b;y Offender 

Victim felt suspect had been 
watching him 29 9 38 

Offender knew victim was home 
"a1l the time" 4 3 7 

Car not home when it usually was 1 0 1 

Total 34 12 46 

Offender Notice~ Victim Before 
Incident 

No 175 18 193 

0\ 
Yes 135 31 166 

\0 

Total 310 49 359 

Saw suspect in/on street, etc. 62 12 74 
Suspect's presence posed threat 38 4 42 
Talking with suspect 28 11 39 
Inside public place 2 2 4 
General 3 0 3 
Offender gaining access to 
residence 1 0 1 

Not described 1 0 1 ,: --
Total 135 29 164 
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Percentage 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 

85.3 75.0 82.6 

11.8 25.0 15.2 
2.9 0.0 2.2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

56.4 36.7 53.8 
43.6 63.3 46.2 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

46.0 41.4 45.2 
28.2 13.8 25.6 
20.7 37.9 23.8 
1.5 6.9 2.4 
2.2 0.0 1.8 

0.7 0.0 0.6 

~ 0.0 0.6 

100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 20 (Continued) 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Victim SusEicious of Offender 

No 243 42 285 78.4 85.7 79.4 
Yes 67 7 74 21.6 14.3 20.6 

--,~ 

Total 310 49 359 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Acting suspicious 48 4 52 71.6 57.1 70.3 
Actually doing someting 

suspicious 13 2 15 19.4 28.6 20.3 
Looked suspicious 3 1 4 4.5 14.3 5.4 
Yes, not described 3 0 3 4.5 0.0 4.0 

~ 
Total 67 7 74 100.0 100.0 100.0 

a 

Acting Suspicious 
Suspicious manner 31 3 34 64.6 75.0 65.5 
Heard/saw offender approaching 10 0 10 20.8 0.0 19.2 
Running/walking toward victim 4 1 5 8.3 25.0 9.6 
Saw suspect following 1 0 1 2.1 0.0 1.9 
Didn't leave business after making 

purchase 1 0 1 2.1 0.0 1.9 
Children walking toward victim 

(weren't talking or 1a~ghing) 1 0 1 2.1 0.0 .-b.2 

Total 48 4 52 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABIE 20 (Continued) 

--.. 
t-' 

Offender>KUew Schedule (In 
Y!££t.~r s Opinion 

No 
Ye8 
Undecided 

Total 

Offender Noticed by Victim Before 
Incident 

No 
Yes 

Total 

Victim Suspicious of Offender 
No 
Yes 

Total 

White 
Victims 

222 
70 
16 

308 

175 
135 

310 

243 
67 

310 

Number 
Black 

Victims 

30 
18 

1 

48 

18 
31 

49 

42 
7 

49 

Total 
Victims 

252 
88 
17 

357 

193 
166 

359 

285 
74 

359 

White 
Victims 

72 .1 
22.7 

5.2 

100.0 

56.4 
43.6 

100.0 

78.4 
21.6 

100.0 

Percentage 
Black Total 

Victims Victims 

61.2 
36.7 
2.1 

100.0 

36.7 
63.3 

100.0 

85.7 
14.3 

100.0 

70.6 
24.6 
4.2 

100.0 

5308 
46.2 

100.0 

79.4 
20.6 

100.0 
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TABLE 20 (Concluded) 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims -Victims Victims 
Victim's Action When First Aware 
of Offender 

Cooperated 106 12 118 27.7 21.4 26.8 
Cried out 84 12 96 21.9 21.4 21.9 
Nothing, happened too fast 73 12 85 19.1 21.4 19.4 
Fought back 58 9 67 15.1 16.1 15.3 
Nothing, afraid to C'!{!t 30 7 ';)~ 

oJl 7.8 12.5 8.4 
Tried to bluff offender 12 0 12 3.1 0.0 2.7 
Sought help from others 9 2 11 2.4 3.6 2.5 
Other 8 2 10 2.1 3.6 2.3 
Threatened offender 3 0 3 0.8 0.0 0.7 

Total 383 56 
'-I 

439 100.0 100.0 100.0 
N 

Summar~ of Results of That Action 
Helped situation 85 16 96 55.9 42.3 53.9 
No difference 45 8 53 29.6 30.8 29.8 
Made situation worse 13 2 15 8.6 7.7 8.4 
Don't know 7 5 12 4.6 19.2 6.8 
Undecided -2 0 2 1.3 0.0 1.1 --

Total 152 26 178 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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It appeared that blacks were more likely to know the offender--29 percent 
said that they recognized him/her, compared to 10 percent of the white vic
tims. Twenty-six percent of white respondents said that they had been 
victimized by the same person before, compared to 14 percent of blacks. 
More than one in five white victims felt that the offender knew his regular 
daily schedule and took advantage of it, and an even higher proportion of 
blacks--37 percent--held that opinion. Their reasons were vague for feeling 
they were "under surveillance by the offender." When asked to be more 
specific, most of the respondents could add only that they felt that the 
suspect had been watching them. And considering the prevailing tactic of 
robbery, that is a sound assumption. In further support of that ass~unption, 
one-third of white respondents and 16 percent of blacks reported that they 
engaged in certain activities at regular intervals during the day or week, 
making it easy for Someone intent on robbery to observe their habits. 

Most of those interviewed regarded their activities just before 
the time of the crime as being a part of their normal routine--one which 
might be known to the offender. Of those who felt that their activities 
were somewhat out of the ordinary, the majority said that they were doing 
something at a different time than usual or had been attending a social 
event or visiting someone. A few said that they had more money than usual 
in their possession than usual at the time of the robbery. 

Proportionately more black than white victims noticed the offender 
before the crime, but the majority of victims of both races were not 'sus
picious of the,offender at that time. Of those who noticed the suspect, 
major reasons given were that victims were "talking with the suspect," 
"saw the suspect on the street," or "the suspect' s- presence posed' a. thrt:~at." 
The fact that the proportion of white responden.ts who felt that the suspect "s 
presence posed a threat was much larger than the proportion of blacks who 
gave this answer suggests that elderly whites are, oft;en fearful of blacks 
in their neighborhood. This possibility is further reinforced by the fact 
that, of thbse who were suspicious of the suspect, 20 percent of the white 
victims and none of the blacks said they 'heard or saw the offender approach
ing" in answer to the question of why they thought the offender was acting 
susp~c~ous. In other'words, the white resident victim tended to be more 
likely to notice a bl~ck person approaching and, being fearful, translate 
this into suspicion. An additional 64 percent of white respondents and 75 
percent of blacks reported that suspects were simply "acting in a suspicious 
manner" but were unable to give a more specific answer. 

While many victims said they ,cooperated when first they became 
aware of the offender, and others said they "did nothing, happened too fast," 
a sizable proportion either cried out or fought back. Although half of the 
respondents felt that this first action helped the situation, the proportion 
who felt that it made no difference or made the situation worse was very close 
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to the proportion of those who cried out or fought back--a fact whi.ch implies, 
perhaps, that resistance on the part of a somewhat frail person was no de
terrent to the would-be criminal., 

Distribution of Robberies by Time of Day (Table 21) 

The temporal pattern of these robberies is significant. Over 60 
percent of the white and about 38 percent of the black victims were robbed 
during daylight hours. The higher percentage of daylight robberies of white 
victims is influenced by the greater number of them in the workforce, and 
thus somewhat more street-exposed, and the tenden,cy already noted for a 
greater number of robberies of elderly black persons to occur inside the 
horne. Most of these occurred at night. 

The daylight street robberies indicate the general willingness of 
the young violent offender to accept a fairly high level of risk--which 
daylight street robberies, even in a high crime area, invariably entail. 

Although there were slightly more robberies committed on Friday 
than any other day of the week, the distribution was not significantly 
different on any weekday as Figure 9 shows. (Friday is the normal payday 
for many small businesses who pay on a weekly basiS.) Sundays, which in
volve far less street exposure, particularly of those employed, was, of 
course, the low point day for robbery. 

Verbal Interaction Between Robbery Victims and Offenders (Table 22) 

In two-thirds to three-fourths of the cases, the offender indicated 
a conversation with the victim prior to the crime. Most s'ach conversations 
were casual--asking for directions, for the time, a match, and so forth. 
~~venteen percent of the white victims who experienced this, but none of the 
blacks, said the conversation was used as a means of getting inside their 
resid"ence. On the other hand, 14 per~ent of the conversations" between 

" . 
black victims and offenders (as compared with only 2 percent among the whites) 
consisted of offers to help the victims in Some way. Some of the verbal ex
change between victim and offender occurred in the victim's place of business 
where the offender asked the price of an item, ordered something, etc. Most 
such exchanges, however, were experienced by whites. 

Interviews with ex-offenders show that the conversation ploy in 
robbery is most often employed as a means of getting the victim "set." 
That is, the intent is to be able to approach the victim, and have .. time to 
survey the immediate passersby, and delay a few moments before making the 
threat expl~cit in order to get the situation as close to ideal as possible. 
Elderly victims, on the other hand, tended to be suspicious of the person 
approaching, then become somewhat reassured by the casual request or 
natural tone of the opening. 
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TABLE 21 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROBBERIES BY TIME OF DAY 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 

1 a.m. to 6 a.m. 29 5 34 7.6 7.2 7.6 

7 a.m. to 12 noon 69 11 80 18.1 15.9 17.8 

1 p.m. to 6 p.m. 164 22 186 43.0 31.9 41.3 

7 p.m. to 1Z'·midnight 118 30 148 31.0 43.5 32.9 

Other 1 1 2 0.3 1.5 0.4 

Totals 381 69 450 100.0 100.0 100.0 
-...J 
vr 

Daylight 234 33 267 61.4 47.8 59.3 

Nighttime 147 36 183 38.6 52.2 40.7 

Totals 381 69 450 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 22 

?ROFILE OF VERBAL INTERACTION BETWEEN ROBBERY VICTIMS AND OFFENDERS 

Number Percentage 
vlhite Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Some Verbal Interaction Occurred 

Yes 201 36 237 65.0 73.5 66.2 
No 108 13 121 35.0 26.5 33.8 

Total 309 49 358 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Manner of Initiating Conversation 
Casual conversation prior to 

commission of crime 52 14 66 73.2 93.3 76.7 
Means of getting in residence 12 0 12 17.0 0.0 14.0 
Conversation during crime 5 0 5 7.0 0.0 5.8 

-....J Argumentative 2 0 2 2.8 0.0 2.3 
-....J Fraud, by telephone 0 1 1 0.0 6.7 1.2 

Total 71 15 86 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Casual Conversation 
Asked direction, time, for 
ride, etc. 15 3 18 28.8 21.4 27.3 

Asked for money, match, etc. 11 4 15 21.1 28.6 22.7 
Conversation unrelated to actual 
crime (pickpocket or maneuvering) 9 2 11 17.3 14.3 16.7 

Offender in victim's business, etc. 
ordering something 10 1 11 19.2 7.1 16.7 

Seeking employment from victim 2 2 4 3.9 14.3 6.1 
Offered to help victim 1 2 3 1.9 14.3 4.5 
Asked price of item 2 0 2 3.9 0.0 3.0 
Casual greeting 2 0 2 3.9 0.0 3.0 

Subtotal 52 14 66 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Total 71 15 86 73.2 93.3 76.7 of total 
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Certain Activities of Victims Before and After Robbery (Table 23) 

Evidence of the effect of being robbed upon elderly victims is 
found in answers to questions about the type and extent of their activities 
before and after the crime. There was some disparity between the races in 
types of habitual activities. For example, white victims had more frequently 
shopped alone, walked alone and gone out at night for. pleasure than blacks; 
whereas blacks had used public transportation more than whites. The activity 
most affected by the robbery were shopping alone and taking walks alone. 
More than half of the respondents said that they had frequently shopped alone 
before the crime. Seven percent fewer said that this was true after the 
crime occurred, and the proportion who said they never shopped alone increased 
by 6 percent. Although only about one-fourth of the victims said that they 
often took walks alone before they were robbed, less than 20 percent said 
that they did so afterwards. While a good many elderly whites were in the 
habit of going out at night for pleasure before the robbery, very few blacks 
said that they did so .. However, the number who said that they still went 
out at night for pleasure after being robbed dropped considerably. The 
number, especially among blacks, who used public transportation also decreased, 
and by an even large!r margin. The area of activity which seemed to be least 
affected was that of visiting friends in the neighborhood--a point of Some 
significance as it indicates that at least some of these elderly victims 
have not become isolated completely and that there may yet be a nucleus 
for building up neighborhood networks for mutual protection against future 
criminal activities. 

Victims' Reactions to the Robbery Experience 

The most common reaction to the crime ~vas cme of general fear and 
nervousness, plus pain and discomfort resulting from injuries sustained in 
the commission of the crime. The proportion who said that they increased 
their personal security after being robbed was twice as high among whites 
as among blacks. However, this meant for the most part that they were now 
more alert, ffaware of what is going on," and "were taking more precautions," 
rather than that they were carrying weapons or using visible means of pro
tecting themselves. 

About 10 percent of respondents of both races changed the working 
schedule they had--some abandoning employment--as a result of the robpery. 

Table 24 details additional effects of robbery on the Victim, and 
the victim's reactions. 
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CERTAIN ACTIVITIES OF VICTIM BEFORE AND AFTER ROBBERY 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims ........ 
Ride Public TransportatL:m Alone 

Before 
Never 172 26 198 55.3 53.1 55.0 
Frequently 66 15 81 21.2 30.6 22.5 
Very Saldom 41 5 46 13.2 10.2 12.8 
Sometimes 32 3 35 10.3 6.1 9.7 

Total 311 49 360 100.0 100.0 100.0 

After 
Never 183 27 210 58.9 55.1 58.3 

-...J Frequently 56 12 68 18.0 24.5 18.9 
\0 Very seldom 38 7 45 12.2 14.3 12.5 

Sometimes 34 3 37 10.9 6.1 10.3 

Total 311 49 360 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Go Shopping Alone 
Before 

Frequently 170 22 192 54.6 45.8 53.6 
Never 59 9 68 19.0 18.8 18,9 
Sometimes 40 10 50 12.9 20.8 13.9 
Very seldom 42 7 49 13.5 14.6 13.6 

Total 311 48 359 'lOO .0 100.0 100.0 

After 
Frequently 148 20 168 47.6' 41.7 46.8 
Never 76 13 89 24.5 27.1 24.8 
Very s£~ldom 48 5 53 15.4 10.4 14.8 
Sometimes 39 10 49 12.5 20.8 13.6 

Total 311 48 359 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 23 (Continued) 

" Number 
White Black Total 

Victims VIctims Victims 
Take a Walk Alone 

Before 
Never 151 22 173 
Frequently 78 9 87 
Sometimes 41 8 49 
very seldom 36 9 45 

Total 306 48 354 
1, 

After 
Never 177 23 200 

00 
Frequently 57 6 63 

0 Very seldom 40 12 52 
Sometimes 30 7 37 

Total 304 48 352 

Visit Friends in Neighborhood 
Before 

Never 145 25 170 
Very seldom 62 10 72 
Sometimes 55 8 63 
Frequently 42 5 47 

Total 304 48 .352 

After 
Never 154 27 181 
very sfa1dom 57 8 65 
Sometimes 51 9 60 
Frequently '42 4 46 

Total 304 48 352 
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Percentage 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 

49.3 45.9 48.9 
25.5 18.7 24.6 
13.4 16.7 13.8 
11.8 18.7 12.7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

58.2 47.9 56.8 
18.7 12.5 17.9 
13.2 25.0 14.8 

~ 14.6 10.5 --
100.0 100.0 100.0 

47.7 52.1 48.3 
20.4 20.8 20.5 
18.1 16.7 17.9 
13.8 10.4 13.3 

100.0 100.0 1QO.0 

50.7 56.3 51.4 
18.7 16.7 18.5 
16.8 18.7 17.0 
13.8 8.3 13.1 

100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 23 (Concluded) 

Number Percentage 
t(nite Black Total Hhite Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Go Out' at Night for Pleasure 

Before 
Never 104 30 134 34.2 62.5 38.1 
Very seldom: 84 11 95 27.6 22.9 27.0 
Sometimes 68 6 74 22.4 12.5 21.0 
Frequently 48 1 49 15.8 2.1 13.9 

Total 304 48 352 100.0 100.0 100.0 

After 
Never 118 33 151 38.6 68.8 42.7 
Very seldo'j} 89 11 100 29.1 22.9 28.2 
Sometimes 54 4 58 17 .6 8.3 16.4 
Frequently 45' 0 45 14.7 O.G 12.7 

00 
I-' Total 306 48 354 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Refrained From Activity Out of 
Fear of Crime 

No 180 29 209 58.1 59.2 58.2 
Yes 130 20 150 41.9 40.8 41.8 

Total 310 49 359 100.0 100.0 100.0 

MembershiE in Organ'iza tions 
1 to 3 189 37 226 81.4 97.4 83.7 
4 to 6 41 1 42 17.7 2.6 15.5 
7 and more 2 0 2 0.9 0.0 ~ 

Total 232 38 270 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Active in Organizations 
1 to 3 137 28 165 84.0 100.0 86.4 
4 to 6 21 0 21 12.9 0.0 11.0 
7 and more 5 0 5 3.1 0.0 2.6 

Total 163 28 191 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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VICTIM REACTIONS TO THE ROBBERY EXPERIENCE 

Number 
'V.bite Black Total White 

Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Reactions 

Nervous/general fear 90 14 104 38.5 
Effect of injuries sustained 69 8 77 29.5 
Increased personal security 40 3 43 17.1 
Moved or sold business 20 3 23 8.6 
Concern for property 5 1 6 2.1 
Angry and resentful 3 2 5 1.3 
Acquired weapons for self defense 1 1 2 0.4 
Afraid of being alone 1 1 2 0.4 
Unspecified 5 1 6 2.1 

Total 234 34 268 100.0 

(Xl Experienced Nervousness and General 
t-'! 

Fear 
Effect of injuries sustained 

Discomfort, due to injuries 
received 66 7 73 95.6 

Death 2 0 2 2.8 
Serious disability 1 1 2 0.6 

Total 69 8 77 100.0 

Increased personal security 
Take more precautions, improved 

security 24 3 27 60.0 
}fore cautious especially about 

people 8 0 8 20.0 
Changen worki?g schedules or 

places 4 0 4 10.0 
More alert and aware of what is 

going on 3 0 3 7.5 
Keep door os business locked 1 0 1 2.5 

cT~t.al 40 3 43 100.0 
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percentage 
Black Total 

Victims Victims 

41.3 38.8 
23.6 28.7 
8.8 16.0-
8.8 8.6 
2.9 2.2 
5.9 1.9 
2.9 0.8 
2.9 0.8 
2.9 2.2 

100.0 100.0 

87.5 94.8 
0.0' 2.6 

12.5 2.6 

100.0 100.0 

100.0 62.8 

0.0 18.6 

0.0 9.3 

0.0 7.0 

~" 2.3 

100.0 100.0 



TABLE 25 

EFFECT ON ROBBERY VICTIN 

Number Perce,ntagc ..,. 
White Black Total White Black Tota 1 

Victims yictims Victims Victims Victi~ Vic t lnlS 
Property Stolen ----

Currency 294 56 350 52.2 53.2 52.4 
His ce llaneous 202 24 226 35.9 22.8 33.8 
Jewelry 39 7 46 6.9 6.7 6.9 
Guns 5 6 11 0.9 5.7 1.7 
Television 4 5 9 0.7 4.8 1.3 
Radio ,0. 3 7 0.7 2.9 1.0 
Clothing 3 2 5 0.5 1.9 0.7 
Drugs 5 0 5 0.9 0.0 0.7 
Unknown 3 1 4 0.5 1.0 0.6 

i 

J 

Other appliances 1 1 2 0.2 1.0 0.3 
Furniture and accessories 1 0 1 0.2 0.0 0.2 
Automobile 1 0 1 0.2 00.0 0.2 
Auto accessories _1 ..Jl _1 0.2 0.0 ~ 

:;, 

Total Responses 563 10;1 668 100.0 100.0 100.0 

value of Property Stolen 
No value 1 0 1 0.3 0.0 0.3 
$0 to $25 127 17 144 40.3 28.8 38.5 
$26 to $50 7J; 12 83 22.5 20.3 22.2 
$51 to $75 7.2 8 30 7.0 13.5 8.0 
$76 to $100 22 4 26 7.0 6.8 6.9 
$101 to $150 24 5 29 7.6 8.5 7.7 
$151 to $200 12 4 16 3.8 6.8 4.3 
$201 to $300 9 6 15 2.9 10.2 4.0 
$301 to $400 7 0 7 2.2 0.0 1.9 
$401 to $500 4 1 5 1.3 1.7 1.3 
$501 to $700 7 0 7 2.2 0.0 1.9 
$701 to $1,000 4 ° 4 1.3 0.0 1.1 
$1,001 to $2,000 4 2 6 1.3 3.4 1.6 
$2,001 to $3,000 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
$3,001 to $4,000 0 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
$4,001 to $5,000 1 0 1 -.Q.d ~ -.Q.d 

Total 315 59 374 100.0 100.0 100.0 

I· (,~: ;;I;" 
>, 

Nedian Loss $35.4 $50.0 $37.7 

Offense Reported by Victim? 
Yes 367 68 435 96.3 98.6 96.7 
No ..l!t 1 15 ..2:2 .-L!!. --.Qd 

Total 381 69 450 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Victim Hospitalized 
No 349 64 413 92.1 94.1 92.4 
Yes .2Q .J:. ~ ---1.:!i -hl -1..:i. 

Total. 379 68 447 100.0 100.0 .100.0 
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Assault Against Elde!l~ Persons 

General 

As noted earlier in this summary, we have not completed analysis of 
the crime data and have given priority in the analytical work thus far done to 
burglary and robbery. Therefore, the assault data are presented here in more 
qualitative and, in some inst.ances, more abbreviated, form than will be reflected 
in the final report. 

Numerically, assault against older citizens has been a relatively 
minor part of the crimes we have studied. This is a fortunate circumstance, 
in th~:l sen,~e that, to be classified as assault (simple or aggravated1.!), the 
victil:l will have been the primclry object of the offender I s malicious intents, 
as opposed to injuries that are incident to robbery, burglary, larceny and 
other offenses involving physical violence to the person. 

It is artificial to draw a sharp distinction between violence in
curred in a crime classified by the police as assault and one classified as 
robbery or burglary. 

As we have seen, there was a considerable amount of violence in
volved in the 450 robberies studied. And, except for the distinction made 
by the law, the 151 purse snatches which are included in the larceny cases 
studied (constituting 8.2 percent of such cases) had the effect of violence 
in the minds of most of the elderly women who were the victims. 

Therefore, the. 45 assaults discussed here are only a sample of the 
more "pure" form of violence against the aging person--violence that, for the 
ITIOSt part, was committed for its own sake or out of frustration at an inter
rupted burglary or robbery. 

The point was made eclrlier in connection with robbery that the victim 
is made t.o feel particularly vulnerable by the experience, regardless of what 
he looses or what injuries he incurs, if any. Generally, this sense of 
vulnerability, with its attendant fears anQ apprehensions, is intensified in 
the victims who are assaulted. 

Violence against possessions is generally more readily rationalized 
than violence against onels person. I'n turn, violence against the person is 
somewhat less frightening than violence with no discernible motive other than 
to inflict harm or to kill. 
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Profile of the Assaults and Victims 

Sixteen of the 45 assaults (35.8 percent) occurred in the victim's 
residence or his yard. Another 13 (20 percent) occurred while the victim was 
at work. Most of the assaults occurred in high crime areas of the city; only 
one occurred in the most affluent neighborhood. A few scenes of assault were 
residential areas with relatively low endemic rates of crime. 

The median age of the assault victims was 64 years. The oldest 
victims were in the mid-80s. The 1970 Census of Jackson County, in which 
most of these assaults took place, counted (among persons over age 60) 84 
percent whites; 15 percent black; and 1 percent other races. Thus, consider
ing the relative percentages in the population at large, the elderly black 
resident of the county was more often assaulted (again considering the legal 
delineation between the forms of violence already noted) than were the elderly 
whites (29 and 71 percent respectively). Table 26 gives additional details 
concerning 31 of the 45 cases Gf assault we studied. These 31 cases are 
those in which the victim 'to'dS located and granted an interview. It is note ... 
worthy in this connection that, although over 96 percent of the victims who 
could be located readily granted interviews, considerably less cooperation 
was received from the victims of assault. The reasons given ranged from 
fear of reprisals, desiring simply to forget about the matter, and in some 
cases apparently some shame at having been beaten. 

Assaults Involving an Apparent Secondary Motive (Robbery, Burglary, 
etc'l 

Nine of the 45 cases indicate that assault was not the prima'~y 
motive of the attack. Instead, burglary, robbery and rape seemed to have been 
the motive. Below are capsule descriptions of the crimes. 

* A 79 year old man was walking alone one afternoon along the 
sidewalk near his home when he was approached by three young males, esti
mated to be in their teens or early twenties. As they drew near each shot 
him, wounding him in the leg, the groin and the abdomen. He fel~ to the 
ground and tried to crawl away. They watched him a moment, then ran away 
in the direction they had been walking. The victim stated he had never 
seen them before. They said nothing to him, made no demands by gesture, or 
in any way attempted to communicate with him. They apparently intended only 
to kill him. He lived, but suffered permanent disabilities. 

* A widowed houseworker, age 61, was approached at a bus stop by 
a teenage male who asked what time the bus was due. She answered the qu,estion. 
He then grabbed her arm and began to run, jerking her to the sidewalk. One 
month after the incident, the victim had recurring pain from the head injury 
she suffered during the attack. It seems the suspect was trying to snatch 
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TABLE 26 
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THE GENERAL ASSAULT CRIME PATTERN 2./ 

Number 
White Black Total White 

Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Location of Crime 

Inside residence 3 3 6 13.6 
Office, work, business, etc. 5 1 6 22.7 
Near home 5 0 5 22.7 
Street, Sidewalk, park 4 1 5 18.2 
Other home 2 0 2 9.1 
Sidewalk near home 1 1 2 4.6 
Other building 1 0 1 4.6 
Alley, parking lot 0 1 1 0.0 
Other 0 1 1 0.0 
Apartment hallway 1 0 1 4.6 
Other property 0 ., 1 0.0 J. 

00 

'" 
Total 22 9 31 100.0 

A~tivity of Victim Immediately 
Before Incident 

At work 5 1 6 23.8 
Awake in residence 2 3 5 9.5 
Outside near residence 5 0 5 23.8 
Riding in or driving auto 1 2 3 4.8 
Walking outside neighborhood 2 1 3 9.5 
Walking in neighborhood 1 1 2 4.8 
Park) alley outside neighborhood 1 1 2 4.8 
Shopping 2 0 2 9.5 
Other 2 0 ~ 9.5 

Total 21 9 30 100.0 

~ .j--": ... 
1:::-, \ 'i • ...., 

~ ~ ~ 1 
Lsi \ ! ..... ~ 

Percentage 
Black Total 

Victims Victims 

33.4 19.4 
11.1 19.4 
0.0 16.1 

11.1 16.1 
0.0 6.5 

11.1 6.5 
0.0 3.2 

11.1 3.2 
11.1 3.2 
0.0 3.2 

11.1 3.2 

100.'0 100.0 

11.1 20.0 
33.4 16.6 
0.0 16.6 

22.2 10.0 
11.1 10.0 
11.1 6.7 
11.1 6.7 
0.0 6.7 
0.0 6.7 

100.0 100.0 

~I This table includes data on the 31 victims of assault we were able to inte~liew. There were 45 

cases considered. The refusal rate for interviews by assault victims was highest of any 
victim category. 
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Offender Knew Schedule (In 
Victim's Opinion) 

No 
Yes 
Undecided 

. Total 

'uffender Noti.ced by Victim 
Before Incident 

'Yes 
No 

Total 

Victim Suspicious of Offender 
No 
Yes 

\'" 

Total 

Victim's Action When First Aware 
Cried out 
Fought back 
Threatened offender 

Other '. 
Nothing, happened too fast 
No thin'g, afraid to act 
Cooperated 
Sought help from others 
Tried to bluff offender 

Total 

TABLE 26 (Continued) 

White 
VictimS 

16 
'4 

1 

21 

12 
9 

21 

12 
9 

21 

9 
6 
3 
2 
1 
., 
J. 

2 
1 
0 

25 

Number 
Black 

Victims 

5 
3 
0 

8 

7 
2 

9 

4 
5 

9 

3 
3 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
2 

12 

;;ota1 
Vic~ims 

21 
7 
1 

29 

19 
11 

30 

16 
14 

30 

12 
9 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

37 

:~ 

! 
W 

White 

:r--'1 
~ , 

L; 
5ld 

Victims 

76.2 
19.0 
4.8 

100.0 

57.1 
42.9 

100.0 

57.1 
42.9 

100.0 

36.0 
.: 24.0 

12.0 
8.0 
4.0 
4.0 
8.0 
4.0 
0.0 ---

100.0 .. 

:~ .~';r-~ ,~ ',~" 
'~ > ~~ ~ "' ",; .,~ t.. 4.f !' 

1- ~~-.. ~-l--·~-i\,'· ';;j---lj';f-<:4.: ,=1 ~, .. ,.:, ~i ~~,;c~~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ 

Percenta~e 

. Black 
Victims 

62.5 
37.5 
0.0 

100.0 

77.8 
22.2 

100.0 

44.4 
55.6 

100.0 

25.0 
25.0 
0.0 
8.3 
8.3 
8.3 
0.0 
8.3 

16.8 

100.0 

Total 
Victims 

72.4 
24.1 
3.5 

100.0 

63.3 
36.7 

100.0 

53.3 
46.7 

1QO.0 

32.5 
24.3 
8.1 
8.1 
5.4 
5.4 
5.4 
5.4 
-5'.4 

100.0 ... -
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TABIE 26 (Continued) 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

, .. Victims VicLims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
r Summary of Results of That 

I Action. 
Helped situation 9 5 14 60.0 83.3 66.7 
No difference 4 1 5 26.7 16.7 23.8 
Made situation worse 2 0 2 13.3 0.0 9.5 

Total 15 6 21 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Offender Knew Schedule 
No 16 5 21 76.2 62.5 72.4 
Yes 4 3 7 19.0 37.5 24.1 
Un,decided 1 0 1 4.8 0.0 3.5 

00 
00 Total 21 8 29 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Reason to Suspect Offender Knew 
Schedule 

Victim has regular schedule 1 1 2 25.0 50.0 33.3 
Victim under surveillance by 

offender "3- 0 2 50.0 0.0 33.3 4-

Vit'.tim believes he was "set U.pn 1 0 1 25.0 0.0 16.7 
Suspect former employee of 

~i victim (or acquaintance) 0 1 1 0.0 50.0 16.7 

Total 4 2 6 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Offender Noticed by the Victim 
Before Incident 

Yes 12 7 19 57.1 77 .8 63.3 
No 9 2 11 42.9 22.2 36.7 --

Total 21 9 30 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 26 (Continued) 

Number Percenta~e 

White Black Total White Black 
Victims Victims Vict~~" Victims Victims 

Eyewitness (es) 
No 20 7 27 62.5 53.8 
Yes 12 ~ 18 37.5 46.2 

Total 32 13 45 '100.0 100.0 

Victinl'S Action After Incident 
Called police 9 5 14 42.8 55.6 
Sought help from others 6 3 9 28.6 33.3 
Unable because of injury 5 1 6 23.8 11.1 
Afraid, later sought help 1 0 1 4,8 0.0 

00 TO.ta1 21 9 30 100.0 100.0 
\0 

Verbal EJ1Change - Victim/Offender 
Yes 14 8 22 66.7 88.9 
No 7 1 8 33.3 11.1 

Total 21 9 30 100.0 100.0 

Victim Reco~ized Offender 
No 15 3 18 71.4 33.3 
Yes 6 6 12 28.6 66.7 

Tnta1 21 9 30 100.0 100.0 

Victimized,b~ Same Person Before 
No 5 6 11 83.3 100.0 
Yes 1 0 1 16.7 0.0 

Total 6 6 12 100.0 100.0 
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I...t 

Total 
Victims 

60.0 
40.0 

100.0 

46.7 
30.0 
20.0 
3.3 

100.0 

73.3 
26.7 

100.0 

60.0 
40.0 

100.0 
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TABLE 26 (Concluded) 

Number - -----_ .. _-

White Black Total 
Victims Victims Victims 

Suspect was talking with 
victim 3 2 5 

Suspect" s presence posed 
potential threat 4 1 5 

Victim saw suspect 3 1 4 
Generai 3 0 3 
Inside public place 0 1 1 
Yes, not specified 0 2 2 

Total 13 7 20 

\0 Was Victim SusEicious of Offender? 0 

Yes '"' 5 14 :J 

No 12 4 16 

Total 21 9 30 

Offender acting suspicious 5 1 6 
Suspect had caused trouble 
before 1 2 3 

Yes, not specified 1 1 2 
Offender looked suspicious 1 0 1 
Offender doing someting suspicious 0 1 1 
Suspect had much information on 
victim's bank account 1 0 1 

Total 9 5 14 

~ 
Ie 
~ 

White 

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

~ a--- q---; ~ q----; ~ 
t ~ '7 , '-': ~ .., h,":::; " ::I i ", 
~ L_.~ - L,,--! ,. iL...-..J ' L-.....J 'L.:......J :L.:. W ~--,!,~~ ~iG~' J-,i/ ~wi-"'~ 

Percentage 
Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 

23.1 28.7 25.0 

30.7 14.2 25.0 ~, 

23.1 14.2 20.0 
23.1 0.0 15.0 
0.0 14.2 5.0 
0.0 28.7 10.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

42.9 55.6 46.7 
57.1 44.4 53.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

55.6 20.0 42.9 

11.1 40.0 21.5 
11.1 20.0 14.3 
11.1 0.0 7.1 
0.0 20.0 7.1 

11.1 0.0 7.1 --
100.0 100.0 100.0 
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her purse she was carrying on the arm he grabbed. This offense occurred in 
a quiet, affluent section of Kansas City", 

~'( A 78 year old widow was engaged in conversation at her front 
door by a teenage male. She heard a noise at her back door, closed the front 
door on the suspect and ran to check it out. She found a second suspect 
attempting to cut through her back door screen. She yelled at him, and he 
pointed a gun at her. She quickly slammed the back door in his face and 
called the police. This woman lives on less than $3,000 yearly. She stated 
her intentions to move from her home, owned for many years, hoping to find 
a safer area of the city. 

* A 69 year old widow was walking in a high crime part of the 
inner city when she was accosted by three males in their teens. They puinted 
a gun at her and told her to ''hold it." She reached into her pocket, pulled 
out a can of mace, and sprisyed the offenders. They fled. The victim feels 
very confident about the use of mace as a criminal deterrent, and vows to 
"use it again." 

* The male victim, age 62, an employee of a downtown fruit market, 
was standing behind the counter when a young rilaleentered the,store, pointed 
a gun at him and ordered him not to move. The victim ducked behind the counter, 
the suspect fired one shot then fled. The victim was not injured. 

~'( As the victim, age 69, wag unlocking her sister1s door, a teen
age male demanded admittance to the r0sidence. She refused and he threatened 
her with a gun. They wrestled, and he attempted to discharge his weapon 
three times, then fled. This area is a high crime area in the eastern section 
of Kansas City. The victim1s foot was injured in the attack. 

~'( . A 73 year old widow, living on less than $1,000 yearly, was 
walking home from the grocery store in a high crime neighborhood, when she 
noticed a man following her. She started to walk faster but he ran up and 
threw her to the ground. She began screaming and he started to choke her. 
A neighbor noticed the attack and frightened the suspect away. The victim 
complained of nervousness and bruises over most of her body as a result of 
the assault on her person. 

* A 75 year old widow, living alone in a high crime area of the 
city, answered a knock on her door. A male, estimated to be in his early 
30 1s, asked to use the telephone. She could not hear everything he was 
saying and unlatched the screen door. He then forced his way in, began 
beating her and tore off her clothes. The ensuing events are not clear; 
however, there is strong suggestion of the victim having been sexually molested. 

91 



t=~1 
L '"'J 

t J 

* In the early afternoon the 85 year old widow answered a knock 
at her door, leaving it chained. Outside were several young boys. The victim 
recognized one of them as being a youth who had, on previous occasions, asked 
her to let him take her trash out. She had always refused because she was 
afraid of him. She asked what they wanted and one of the boys mumbled. some
thing. Suddenly, a fourth suspect pushed her door open, breaking the chain. 
He then struck her head with a metal object before fleeing. The victim lives 
in a high crime neighborhood in the inner city. The attack has deteriorated 
what little fee.ling of security in ~er own home she had left. In her own words, 
"1 just don't feel safe any more." 

~~ An 87 year old widow, liVing alone in the inner city, was attacked 
by two males. n1e youths cornered her in her kitchen and one grabbed her 
throat. They demanded money but fled when a neighbor interrupted the obvious 
robbery. The elderly victim's foot was injured and her glasses were broken 
during the offense . 

• Assaults With No Apparent Secondary Motive; No Interaction Between 
Victim and Assailant That Could Have Provoked 

~'( The victim, age 61, earned less than $1,000 a year as a night 
hotel clerk in a high crime area downtown. He had fallen asleep on a lobby 
couch and was awakened at 5 a.m. by a young male hitting him over the head 
with a bottle. The suspect then picked up a chair and hit the victim over 
the head with it. The victim yelled and the suspect ran. The victim states 
he is not afraid because he doubts he will ever be attacked again. 

~.( An 86 year old widow returning home was struck by an unknown 
assailant hiding in the stai.rwell of the apartment house. She did not see 
the offender. Nothing was taken from her home. She did not suffer dis
abling injuries. 

* A 63 year old man was standing on a corner in the inner city 
when a white male in his twenties walked up to him, striking the victim's 
face with his fist. There were no words exchanged. The victim could not 
identify the suspect because of cataracts en both his eyes. 

~'( An 83 year old widow was shot in the arm with a BB gun. . The 
assailants were young teenagers who h~d shot at her and broken her windows 
on other occasions. She reported they had also, from time to t.ime, verbally 
abused and threatened her. As a result of this attack the victim acquired 
three dogs to prote.ct her. She states she intends "to hit these boys with 
a hoe" if they ever venture into her yard again. 

* A male, age 65~ was walking home in a high crime area of the 
city, when three males who had been following him suddenly approached and 
one struck him in the jaw. No words were exchanged. The suspects fled. 
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~~ A ~an, age 67, was walking in the inn.er city when a young male 
ran up to him and struck him above the eye, knocking him to the ground. No 
apparent motive. 

* The victim, sge 63, was in her back yard when struck twice 
by a pellet gun. The victim saw no one. Her ho~e, too, like many other 
victims of assault, is in a high crime neighborhood of the city. She is 
new on regular medication as a result of this attack.on her, 

~" A 62 year old man was walking with a female friend late one 
night through a downtown parking lot located in a high crime area of the 
city. They met two young couples. The females made insulting remarks to 
the elderly woman. The man (victim) made some mild remonstration, and was 
~ttacked and beaten severely by both the young men. 

~'( An elderly (80 years old) male victim was attacked without 
warning or provocation by a male in his late twenties, who had been drink
ing. The victim was struck brutally about the head and shoulders. 

Assaults Against Elderly Persons Involving Some Altercation 
Between Victim and Assailant 

* A young male's car was slightly damaged in a car wash located 
in a bigh crime area of the city. He demanded damage payment of the victim, 
an employee of the car wash. The victim, age 60, told the suspect he would 
have to wait until the owner came back from vacation the following week. 
The suspect became angry, pulled a pistol and st~uck the victim on the 
temple. The victim lost sight of one eye as a result of this attack. 

~" A 69 year old man who lived in a high crime neighborhood was 
driving and found the street blocked by an automobile driven by a yOU1Qg 
male. The victim honked his horn. Driving on a little way to his home, 
he parked his car in front of his house. The suspect approached, opened 
the victim's car door and struck him with what appeared to be a black jack. 
The victim's right eye was injured as a result of the attack. 

* A 62 year old man supervised a laundromat. The suspect came 
in drunk, as he had other times in the past, and the victim told him to leave. 
The suspect pulled a knife and stabbed the victim four times. The victim 
then secured his gun and shot the suspect. 

* A woman, age 63, had been advised by her lawyer to deliver a 
letter to delinquent tenants of an apartment 8he owned, requiring them to 
payor evict the premises. During the conversation with the couple, the 
wife suddenly obtained a pistol and fired three shots at the victim through 
the screen door. The victim fled, unharmed. She reported to the MRI 
principal Investigator that she had great fear as a result of this incident 
in trying to collect her rents. 
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* A 66 year old apartment manager went to the suspect's room to 
tell him to quiet down. The suspect became angry, struck the victim, and 
then bit off the upper part of the victim's left ear. 

* A 63 year old man was driving his car when the suspect, driv
ing erratically, forced him to the curb. The suspect then began shouting 
obscenities at the victim an.d produced a gun. He then threatened to kill the 
victim if he didn't back his car up. 

~', The suspect, a male about 35, drove into a downtown parking lot 
(high crime area) where the elderly (74) victim was employed. He wanted to 
park inL.L:e lot but the victim told him another part of the lot had to be 
filled first. The suspect then became angry when a woman with a reserved 
space in the lot he wanted to go in parked there. He attempted to run the 
elderly attendant down with his car. The victim escaped with only slight 
injury. 

* 'The 60 year old male victim was attempting to collect rent in 
an apartment building in the inner city when assaulted by a young man about 
25. The suspect had answered the door for a young ~emale tenant telling the 
victim to "stay away from here." He then threw the victim up against a 
wall then followed the victim outside and threw him up against a car. 

~', The female victim, age 63, was in the rear lot of her apartment 
building in the plaza area when a teenager approached and struck her face, 
breaking her nose. He started to walk away but turned to come back. She 
screamed and suspect fled. She reported that the attack caused her a great 
deal of mental anguish and "many medical bills." 

~', A 73 year old female heard someone knocking on the apartment 
door next to hers. She went out into the hall to say that no one was home. 
The suspect, a young male, grabbed her dreRs sleeve and ripped it off. He 
then fled. 

* The victim, age 62, was teaching school when two teenage males 
entered her classroom. She asked them to leave but they refused. She 
attempted to use her telephone but one suspect forcibly took it from her. 
He then grabbed her arm and forcibly dragged her from the room. In the hall
way she screamed for help and was aided by a male teacher. The victim 
changed her teaching position as a result. 

'k The victim, age 65, and his neighbor got into an argument. The 
suspect pulled a gun and threatened to shoot the victim. The victim con
vinced the suspect to put the gun in the house. The suspect did but returned 
with a knife and stabbed the victim. 
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* The victim, age 63, an off-duty security officer at a downtown 
hotel, had earlier escorted an intoxicated, belligerent occupant of the 
hotel to his room. The suspect threatened the victim with a knife. The 
victim called the police to remove the suspect from the hotel. During his 
removal, the suspect attempted to stab the victim. 

* A young adult male came to the victim's place of business in 
a high crime area, to cash a social security check. The victim, age 75, 
game him part of the money and asked the suspect to come back and he 
would accompany the suspect to the bank to get the balance due. The suspect 
returned with a gun and threatened "to take care of the victim." The victim 
attempted to get away, but fell and the suspect shot him. (The check was 
later determined to have been stolen.) The victim is afraid the suspect 
will kill him when the suspect gets out of jail. 

* The suspect, a middle-aged male, wanted to purchase a bus 
ticket but was told by the victim, age 63, he would have to wait until the 
bus was loaded to purchase his ticket. The suspect became angry and struck 
the victim over the head with a metal object. 

Interference by an Elderly Person in a Volatile Situation 

~'( An 18 year old black male pulled a gun on t'tte 63 year old 
widower (less than $1,000 income) and threatened to shoot him, after the 
victim interferred in a quarrel between the suspect and the landlord's 
16 year old daughter. Suspect threatened to retaliate if he was prosecuted 
by the victim. The victim is very frightened because he signed a complaint 
against the suspect. 

"I: The victim, age 60, was visiting her sister when the suspect, 
a male about 43, came in and started yelling at the· victim's sister. The 
victim asked him to leave and was struck over the head with a chair. When 
interviewed, the victim expressed fear to go out alone. 

* The victim, age 60, was caring for her granddaughter's baby 
when the child's father came to pick the baby up for the day. When the 
granddaughter returned she was upset because the child's father had been 
drinking and she didn't trust him. The victim went with the mother to 
retrieve the child. The suspect came outside with the baby, waving a 
gun. The child cried out to its grandmother (the victim) who tried to 
take it from the father. He threatened her and followed her to the car, 
saying he would kill her. He then shot at her, striking her in the leg. 
She ran to call the police but he followed, knocked her down, broke her 
wrist and then threatened again to kill her. The victim expressed the 
belief that the man was "on dope." 
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* The victim, age 64, answered his door and a male adult in 
his mid-50's pushed open the door and began striking the victim with a 
gun. The suspect accused the victim of beating his (the suspect's) sister 
who lived upstairs. A witness observed and notified police. 

* The victim, age 63, was sleeping when awakened by a knock on 
his door. The suspect demanded to know where his (the suspect's) wife 
was. The victim said he didn't know. The suspect then began beating him 
with a revolver. 

* A 47 year old man came to the 76 year old victim's residence 
demanding that she "be his woman. It When she asked him to leave, he struck 
her several times on the head. The victim is now afraid the man will try 
to harm her again. 

)~ The victim I s daughter came into his home and began using loud 
and profane language. The 81 year old victim and his wife went inside their 
residence to avoid her, but she forced her way in. She continued verbal 
abuse and struck her father (the victim) with a can of beer. The victims 
reported the incident to the police, but refused to grant an interview. 

, Additional Statistical Data Describing the Pattern of Assaults, 
Certain Effects, and Reactions of the Victims (Tables 27 through 

ill 

Specifically, these data are: 

Table 27 - Certain Activities of Victim Before and After Assault 

Table 28 - Distribution of Assaults by Time of Day 

Table 29 - Assault Victims Who Were Criminally Victimized Within 
The Past 2 Years 

Table 30 - Profile of Verbal Interaction Between Assault Victims 
and Offencers 

Table 31 - General Profile of Assault Victim 
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TABLE 27 

CERTAIN ACTIVITIES OF VICTIM BEFORE AND AFTER ASSAULT 

Number 
White Black Total White 

Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Ride Public Transportation Alone 

Before 
Never' 11 (; 17 52.,4 
Sometimes 4 2 6 19.0 
Frequently 3 1 4 14.3 
Very seldom 3 0 3 14.3 

Total 21 9 30 100.0 

After 
Never 12 6 18 57.1 

'" 
Sometimes 4 2 6 19.1 

"-l Frequently 3 1 4 14.3 
Very seldom 2 0 2 9.5 

Total 21 9 30 100.0 

Go Shopping Alone 
Before 

Frequently 12 4 16 57.1 
Sometimes 5 1 6 23.8 
Very seldom 3 2 5 14.3 
Never 1 2 3 4.8 

Total 21 9 3D 100.0 

After 
Frequently 11 4 15 52.4 
Sometimes 5 1 6 23.8 
Very seldom 4 2 6 19.0 
Never 1 2 3 4.8 

Total 21 9 30 100.0 

~,"'e", ~_.~""'~.", ~_. , ...... ~~ _~ <~.;:':.';;'~ 

i' '.;.,;,,-,-~ 'i',';:;::;': :~ 
, f - i ,I 
~-~ f--:,f l~'~~i 'M~,:~ 

Percentage 
Black Total 

Victims Victims 

66.7 56.7 
22.2 20.0 
11.1 13.3 
0.0 10.0 

100.0 100.0 

66.7 60.0 
22.2 20.0 
11.1 13.3 
0.0 6.7 

100.0 100.0 

44.5 53.3 
11.1 20.0 
22.2 16.7 
22.2 10.0 --

100.0 100.0 

44.5 50.0 
11.1 20.0 
22.2 20.0 
22.2 10.0 

100.0 100.0 
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TABLE 27 (Continued) 

Number Percentase 
White Black Total White Black 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Take a Walk Alone 

Before. 
Never 9 .5 14 42.9 62.S 
Frequently 9 2 11 42.9 2S.0 
Sometimes 2 1 3 9.S 12.S 
Very seldom 1 0 1 4.7 0.0 

Total 21 8 29 100.0 100.0 
~ 

After 
Never 10 S IS 47.6 62.S 
Frequently 9 2 11 42.8 25.0 \0 

00 Very seldom 1 1 2 4.8 0.0 
Sometimes -1 0 -1 4.8 12.5 

Total 21 8 29 100.0 100.0 

Visit Friends in Neishborhood 
Before 

Never 8 S 13 38.1 62.S 
Sometimes 6 2 8 28.6 25.0 
Very seldom S 1 6 23.8 12.S 
Frequently 2 0 2 9.S 0.0 

Total 21 8 29 100.0 100.0 

After 
Never 8 S 13 38.1 62.S 
Very seldom 6 '1. 9 28.6 37.S '-' 

Sometimes S 0 S 23.8 0.0 Frequently 2 0 2 9.5 0.0 

Total 21 8 29 100.0 100.0 

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

~ 

Total 

;--::1 ~.-. '--1 , 
~ Ill----. ~ .. "-"-~ 

Victims 

48.3 
37.9 
10.3 
3.S 

100.0 

SIc7 
37.9 
6.9 

---2..: S 

100.0 

44.8 
27.6 
20.7 
~9 

100.0 

44.9 
31.0 
17.2 

---M 

100.0 
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Go Out at Night for Pleasure 
Before 

Never 
Sometimes 
Very seldom 
Frequently 

Total 

After 
Never 
Very seldom 
Sometimes 
Frequently 

Total 

Refrained From Activity Out of 
,Fear of Crime 

Yes 
No 

Total 

Membership in Organizations 
1 to 3 
4 to 6 
7 and more 

Total 

Active in Organizations 
1 to 3 
4 to 6 
Tand more 

Total 

"'"~;\, 
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TABLE 27 (Concluded) 

White 
Victims 

9 
3 
4 

2. 

21 

9 
4 
4 

..± 

21 

10 
11 

21 

14 
1 
0 

15 

12 
1 
0 

13 

Number 
Black 

Victims 

4 
3 
1 
0 

8 

5 
2 
1 

-.Q 

8 

6 
3 

9 

7 
1 

-.Q 

8 

6 
1 
0 

7 

Total 
Victims 

13 
6 
5 
5 

29 

14 
6 
5 
4 

29 

16 
14 

30 

21 
2 
0 

23 

18 
2 
0 

20 

.,1~ 

f.<..,.<"-;---1; 

{:··f 

White 
Victims 

42.9 
14.3 
19.0 
23.8 

100.0 

43.0 
19.0 
19.0 
19.0 

100.0 

47.6 
52.4 

100.0 

93.3 
6.7 
~ 

100." 

92.3 
7.7 

~Q. 

100.0 

~~.'~ 

.::c <~ 

bJ £;~ ,-;:] ~ .. ~;.r! iiiiiiii a 
.~ ,,~--~ . .; ..... 

Percentage 
Black Total 

Victims Victims 

50.0 44.9 
37.5 20.7 
12.5 17.2 
0.0 17.2 

100.0 100.0 

62.5 48.3 
25.0 20.7 
12.5 17.2 

~ 13.8 

100.0 100.0 

66.7 53.3 
33.3 46.7 

100.0 100.0 

'87.5 91.3 
12.5 8.7 

~ 0.0 

100.0 100.0 

85.7 90.0 
14.3 10.0 

--.Q.& --.R.:.Q. . 

100.0 100.0 
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1 a.m. to 6 a.m. 

7 a.m. to 12 p.m. 

1 p.m. to 6 p.m. 

7 p.m. to 12 a.m. 

Total 

t-' 
0 
0 Daylight 

Darkness 

.~..H I Total 
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DISTRIBUTION OF ASSAULTS BY TIME OF DAY 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims --
2 0 2 6.2 0.0 4.4 

7 1 8 21.9 7.7 17.8 

i5 10 'Je: 46.9 76.9 55.6 '"J 

8 2 10 25.0 15.4 22.2 

32 13 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 

22 11 33 68.8 84.6 73.3 

10 2 12 31.2 15.4 26.7 ---
32 13 45 100.0 100.0 100.0 

_L~ 



· .- ._,:;..,.--..,...;.;---..-

I 
If 

'I 
r 
r 

., 

.1

11 

'Ill ! 1 
, :t 

'( 

Jl'. l'r--i' \!---r .~ 
; } ., ·J..-z,d '1.:: 

-: I . 1·· l>~'. .~; :'~,-Fl~. ~ \ J'--,~ .~ 
-~ t'-~ ~= 

'1"-""'"1 .;=-:;;:r;-, ---~., <>-
,'-'.' ---i -'-' .L3""'-·'H. ."-"~.' -, . -. --- ~ -rl ~--. : h 

" J ' r \ ~ 
~;~ ~ ~ 

r--~:j w .= u f:i1 ~ .. ~ . , 

TABLE 29 

.;-:---' :1, 

~, ..! r-"".'~ ~~, .... ' 
-""y .. --. 
.~ 

ASSAULT VICTIMS WHO WERE CRIMINALLY VICTIMIZED WITHIN THE PAST 2 YEARS 

Number Percentage 
White Black Total White Black 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 
Prior Victimization 

No 11 8 19 52.4 88.9 
Yes 10 1 11 47.6 11.1 

Total 21 9 30 100.0 100.0 

If Yes. Type Offense 
Robbery 3 0 3 50.0 0.0 
Burglary 2 1 3 33.3 100.0 
Malicious Destruction of Property 1 0 1 16.7 0.0 

I-' Total 6 1 7 100.0 100.0 0 
I-' 

~~"~.:..;.;... 

" ~ 

~ ~ ¥"-.-'--:~' ~ .~ .. ~c_ 

Total 
Victims 

63.3 
36.7 

100.0 

42.9 
42.9 
14.2 

100.0 
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TABLE 30 

PROFILE OF VERBAL INTERACTION BETWEEN ASSAULT VICTIMS AND JFFENDERS 

Number . Percentage 
White Black Total White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims Victims 

Manner of Initiating 
Casual conversation prior'to 

commission of crime 
Rape or assault--miscellaneous 

conversation 1 1 2 7.1 12 .5 9.2 
Seeking employment from victim, 
selling something 0 1 1 0.0 12.5 4.5 

Asked for directions, time, 
ride, et'c. 0 1 1 0.0 12.5 4.5 

Offered to help victim or 
I-' responded to victim's initiated 
0 
N conversation 0 1 1 0.0 12.5 4.5 

Conversation unrelated to crime 1 0 1 7.1 0.0 4.5 
Subtotal 2 4 6 14.2 50.0 27.2 

Argumentative--usually preceding 
assault 11 3 14 78.6 37.5 63.6 

Conversation during crime 
Swore and pointed gun at victim 1 1 2 7.1 12.5 9.2 

Total 14 8 22 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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GENERAL PROFILE OF ASSAULT VICTIM 

Number 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims ---
Age Distribution 

60 - 64 14 8 22 
65 - 69 6 1 7 
70 - 74 4 0 4 
75 - 79 5 1 6 
80 - 84 2 1 3 
85 - 89 1 2 3 

Total 32 13 45 

.... Median Age 66 62.7 64 0 
w 

Years Lived in Present Neighborhood 
Less than 6 months 1 0 1 
6 months to 1 year 1 1 2 
1 to 3 years 1 0 1 
3 to 10 years 4 2 6 
Over 10 years 15 6 21 

Total 22 9 31 

Vic·tims Who Live Alone 9 6 15 

Physi.cal Disability That Restricts 
Activity 

No 20 6 26 
Yes 1 3 4 

Total 21 9 30 
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Percentage 
White Black Total 

Victims Victims Victims 

43.8 61.5 48.9 
18.8 7.7 15.5 
12.5 0.0 8.9 
15.6 7.7 13.3 
6.2 7.7 6.7 
3.1 15.4 6.7 

100.0 100.0 100.0 

4.5 0.0 3.2 
4.5· 11.1 6.5 
4.5 0.0 3.2 

18.2 22.2 19.4 
68.3 66.7 67.7 --

100.0 100.0 100.0 

40.9 66.7 48.4 

95.2 66.7 86.7 
4.8 33.3 13.3 . --

109.0 100.0 100.0 
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Employment Status 
Retired 

~!~l 
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Full~ or part-time employment 
Unemployed 

Total 

Occupational Categories 
Service worker 
Clerical 
Professional 
Craftsman 
Laborer 
Sales 
Management 

Total 

Total victims 

Sources of Income 
Social Security 
Job 
Investments 
Government pension 
Public assistance 
Other retirement income 

Total responses 
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TABLE 31 (Concluded) 

Number 
White Black 

Victims Victims ---

10 6 
12 2 

0 1 

22 9 

3 1 
2 0 
2 0 
2 0 
1 1 
1 0 
1 0 

12 2 

32 13 

10 5 
12 2 

3 2 
2 2 
1 1 
2 0 

30 12 
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Percentage 
Total White Black Total .~ .. 

Victims Victims Victims Victims 

16 45.5 66.7 51.6 
14 54.5 22.2 45.2 

1 0.0 11.1 3.2 

31 100.0 100.0 100.0 

4 9.3 7.7 8.9 
2 6.3 0.0 4.5 
2 6.3 0.0 4.5 
2 6.3 0.0 4.5 
2 3.1 7.7 4.5 
1 3.1 0.0 2.1 
1 3.1 0.0 2.1 

14 

45 37.5 15.4 31.1 

15 33.3 41.6 35.7 
14 40.0 16.7 33.3 

5 10.0 16.7 11.9 
4 6.7 16.7 9.5 
2 3.3 8.3 4.8 
2 6.7 0.0 4.8 

42 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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Summary Comment on Assault 

The capsule case histories have been included as a means of illu
strating the wide range of situations in which elderly person,s have become 
the targets of criminal violence, The sample is small--too small to support 
any conclusive statements about causitive factors. As in most assault 
situations, there is evidence of emotional volatility underlying many. 
However, there is also a disturbing number of incidents which emerged from 
no discernible motive other than a seeming random intent to do violence. 

It is apparent also that in at least half these assault situations, 
death could easily have resulted. The fact that three of the victims success
fully defended against the assau1t--one with Mace--is not taken as support 
for that tactic. There has been a generally pessimistic pattern of effect 
where there has been any physical confrontation or contact (in crimes other 
than assault) between victim and offender. 
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VI. Matters Yet to be Reported 

We have developed the data concerning larcenies into statistical 
format. However, we have not included material concerning larcenies here 
because it has been inadequately analyzed. We did not study all cases of 
larcenies that were reported to the police during the research period. There 
were many such cases that had consequences below the level 'that we had set. 
We excluded, f~r example, all larcenies from automobiles, thefts from porches, 
petty thievery during holiday seasons of Christmas decorations from yards, and 
numerous other cases of about the same level of threat to the victim. About 
220 larceny cases were then taken under det.ailed study. Sixty-eight percent 
of these were purse snatches that did not involve any violence to the person 
of the victim. Because of the high number of these purse snatches, and the 
effect that they tend to have on the elderly women involved, we will be giving 
this body of cases the same intensive study as given to strong arm robbery. 
An additional 15 percent, approximately, of the larcenies selected for s.tudy 
were pickpocket cases. 

We will also report later on the detailed case histories of the 
homicide and rape cases. 

We plan two additional major sections in the final report. The 
first will concern the case histories, to the extent that they can be deter
mined from existing records, of offenders involved in the cases that were 
studied. Particularly, we will seek to expand the data now available on 
offenders to include those who are known to have committed repeat crimes of 
the nature or type that involve the elderly victim; those who were known 
to have victimized the same elderly individual more than once; and to analyze 
the propensities thus indicated in the context of the offenders' age cate
gories. 

The second section will deal with the data acquired from the inter
views and contacts with known' offenders who volunteered information on matters 
that bear on the criminal perspective. This subject has been touched'upon in 
several places and in several contexts throughout this interim report of 
progress. However, we will address the matter in a more comprehensive and 
systematic way in the final report. 
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