


Violence and Theft

Victims’ Report

Crimes of violence or theft touched 29 per-
cent of American households in 1982, accord-
ing to a report by the Bureau of Justice
Statistics which was based on interviews with
the victims. Rape, personal robbery, assault,
household burglary, larceny and motor
vehicle thefts were the crimes about which
the information was collected. Although the
percentage of households touched by such
crimes decreased gradually between 1975 and
1982, the main reason for the decline was

a drop from 15.9 percent to 13.3 percent in
personal larcenies without contact (thefts
committed at locations other than the home).
The rates for all other crimes listed did not
change greatly during the same seven-year
period.

In 1982, at least a third of the households in
urban environments were touched by crime.
In large cities, fear of crime has grown increas-
ingly acute, and justifiably so. Thirteen per-
cent of urban (but only 10 percent of sub-
urban and 8 percent of rural households) were
victims of crimes of high concern. Crimes of
high concern are defined as “‘violent crimes by
strangers” and “‘burglaries.”

Many urbanites have had their expensive
jewelry duplicated in cheaper versions to wear
on the street. Others have given up wearing
jewelry altogether. Some street-wise city
dwellers carry two billfolds — one containing
only a small amount of cash to be handed
over to a thief on demand, while the other
remains safely hidden. Some people, particu-
larly the elderly, rarely leave their apartments.

Neighborhood-watch programs have devel-
oped in many areas, some in cooperation
with police. Other neighborhood associations
maintain vigils for one another, while still
others hire outside security services.

Blacks, statistically, have more to fear than
whites, probably because as a group they are

in a lower income bracket. Ten percent of all
black households, as opposed to 6 percent of
all white households, were victims of at least
one burglary or attempted burglary in 1982.

Unfortunately, those touched by crime may
very well be struck more than once. 1982
statistics were unavailable for those house-
holds victimized by crime more than once.
1981 figures, however, showed that 5 per-
cent of all households were touched both by
a household crime and a personal crime.
Eleven percent of all households were
touched by personal crimes (2 percent of all
households in the United States were victims
of both violence and theft.) Of the | percent
of the nation’s homes affected by crimes of
high concern — rape, robbery or assault by
strangers, or burglary — 7 percent were
victims both of burglary and of violent crimes
by strangers.

Although victimization statistics showed a
slight decline in the last seven years, one
insurance company tells a different story; the
amount of money the company paid to
people who have been victimized has almost
tripled in one year. Until recently, the chief
cause of property loss had been fire or wind.
Last year, for the first time countrywide,
many insurance companies found that the
major cause of loss was theft.

Some protections which can be taken in securing a
home include: equipping all outside doors with dead-
bolt locks and all windows with locking devices,
preferably key-operated, and then making sure both
the doors and the windows are locked at all times;
installing a security closet; seeing that doors fit their
Sframes snugly; using a chain lock and a rubber door-
stop while identifying a stranger at one’s door; and
using a safe-deposit box or specially secured nonbank
depository for storage of valuables and important
documents.



TheLipman Report.

Paper Goods Theft

Time for a Change

A chance remark, overheard by a private in-
vestigator, triggered a series of events which
resulted in the arrest and indictment of an
employee with 17 years of service to a manu-
facturer of consumer paper goods.

The investigator, after hearing that products
manufactured at the plant were being sold on
the street, bought a box of disposable diapers.
Officials at the facility admitted that they had
been told by a policeman that the firm’s pro-
ducts were available on the street. Arrange-
ments were made for the investigative firm to
gather evidence sufficient to support indict-
ment against those responsible.

On the first day of the investigation, the in-
vestigator arranged to buy stolen goods from
a friend of the person who turned out to be
the principal suspect. The day after buying
the merchandise, the investigator stopped at
the home of the suspect, unannounced. He
was not at home, but the investigator was
able to buy more diapers and other stolen
goods, as well, from the suspect’s wife. He
informed her that he was interested in large
quantities and would return the following day
to see if he could make satisfactory arrange-
ments with her husband for large purchases.

That next day he met the primary suspect
for the first time and purchased five cases of
diapers, literally on the street. The purchase
was made at a street corner in a lower-middle-
class neighborhood not far from the manu-
facturing facility.

After the investigator made additional and
larger purchases, including the purchase of
other goods, the suspect stated that he had
a large amount of goods which he could make
available at reduced prices. The investigator
arrived early to meet the suspect at his favo-
rite street corner to purchase 20 cases, as ar-
ranged.

The suspect drove to another location,
parked, walked up the driveway of an un-
occupied house and opened the door. The
investigator followed. The two of them began
moving cartons from the house to the investi-
gator’s van.

Nearby was another innocuous-looking van.
Inside were three other investigators and
video recording equipment to preserve evi-
dence of the illicit transaction.

An interrogation of the suspect revealed that
he was able to get merchandise out of the
plant because he was trusted  because certain
of the dock supervisors were more lax than
others, because of the involvement of a com-
mon carrier truck driver in the scheme, and
because security procedures for verifying
less-than-trailer-load shipments were less strin-
gent than those for larger shipments.

The overwhelming evidence gathered in this investi-
gation was more than adequate to secure an indict-
ment. The suspect, it turned out, had a record of
previous arrest. His adamant refusal to implicate
the others involved in the theft scheme precluded
their arrest or indictment. They remain free, and on
the streets, perhaps to steal again.

Perhaps this theft might have been avoided if the
screening techniques utilized in the man’s pre-em-
ployment investigation had uncovered his arrest

record, or if better shipping dock supervision or
techniques had been employed.
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