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ABSTRACT

A SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL INQUIRY INTO THE EFFECTS OF
CRIMINAL VICTIMIZATION BY ROBBERY ON
COGNITIVE DIMENSIONALITY

By

Donald L. Blazicek

This study investigated the relationship between on variable
of cognitive complexity (cognitive dimensionality) and the parti-
cipants (both offenders and victims) in the criminal offense of
robbery. A total of 26 victims and 26 offenders selected from the
records of the Detroit Recorder's Court and the Southern Michigan
State Prison respectively were included in the analysis. The rela-
tionship was studied by comparing victim and offender responses
which represented the victimization experience in cognitive space,
as well as making within group comparisons. Also investigated was
the relationship of the degree of cognitive dimensionality to
select sociological background variables (age, race, sex, edu-
cation, religion, income, and marital status).

Statistical analysis strongly supported the prediction that
victims would be less dimensional then robbery offenders in repre-
senting the victimization experience in cognitive space. All

sixteen measures of dimensionality confirmed victims to be
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significantly less dimensional. Analysis of variance interaction
effects were, however, found to be significant only on the ALPHA
55% factor analytic measure of dimensionality. These effects sup-
ported the hypothesis that victims would show a regression (i.e.,
react in a more cognitively simple manner) in representing the
victimization experience in cognitive space when compared to a
neutral cognitive domain of occupations.

Within group differences for both victims and offenders
were not found to be statistically significant. Victims were
categorized in terms of the robbery experience being perceived as a
threat or crisis on three variables--crisis perception (CP), im-
mediate psychophysical reaction (IPR), and post victimization
emotion (PVE). The predicted inverse relationship of high threat
or crisis perception and low cognitive dimensionality was not
substantiated for each of these variables. Although not signifi-
cant, the results did indicate trends supportive of previous
research. The relationship of cognitive dimensionality to the
offender's commitment to criminal behavior (CCB) and commitment
to specific offense patterns (CSO) was found to be statistically
non-significant.

Lapsed time since the victimization occurrence and the
measure of cognitive dimensionality showed no significant effects
for either victims or offenders. Furthermore, no regression
effects in the victimization domain were found among victims, nor
were offenders significantly more dimensional in that domain as a

result of time.



Donald L. Blazicek

Sociological background characteristics were shown to be
generally unrelated to cognitive dimensionality. Sex of the
victim was the only variable that showed consistent differences
with females being more dimensional in both cognitive domains.
The data provided significant regression effects in the victim-
ization domain for victims' marital status. Offenders did not
prove to be significantly more dimensional in that domain as
compared to the neutral domain of occupations when classified by

various background factors.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background of the Research Problem

Criminological research has been characterized by a myopic
focus on a single aspect of the total crime event, that is the crimi-
nal. Major attention has been given to theories of causation,
classification of offenders, correctional institutions, and the
rehabilitation process. In this sense, "criminology is mainly the
study of doers, and the prevention, control, and treatment of their
behavior" (Reckless, 1967: 137). Despite the voluminous literature
on crime and delinquency, few studies have been exclusively con-
cerned with the victims of crime.

The school of thought has developed, however, which main-
tains that the victim is not only an essential element in the crimi-
nal act, but often plays an important role in the commission of
that act (Amir, 1967; Chapman, 1968: 153-166; Hentig, 1940; 1948,
Wolfgang, 1957). While this conception has been advocated for over
three decades, very little has been accomplished in terms of research
design, theory construction, and the accumulation of substantive
knowledge.

This concern with the victim's participation in the crime

event has led to a new branch of learning in criminology. This



branch has been labeled "victimology," and one important focus of
this orientation is the examination of the criminal-victim relation-
ship. In the present study, victimology will refer to the study
of criminal-victim relationships (Nagel, 1963; Schafer, 1968: 54-55)
as opposed to the more general connotation of victimology as a sepa-
rate and distinct discipline from criminology (Mendelsohn, 1963).
Furthermore, the expansion of criminological thought to include
specific analyses of the victim may aid in developing a more
thorough understanding of the genesis of crime. As Schafer (1968:
39-40) states:

That the victim is taken as one of the determinants, and

that a nefarious symbiosis is often established between

doer and sufferer, may seem paradoxical. The material

gathered, however, indicates such a relation. If this

relation can be confirmed, and if the criminal-victim inter-

actions and personal relationships can be observed in the

functional interplay of causative elements, crime can be

seen and understood in a broader perspective.

To date, most empirical inquiries dealing with criminal-
victim relationships have been associational in nature. These
investigations set forth patterns of the crime event and describe
relations among select variables as age, race, and sex character-
istics of victims and offenders, spatial and temporal patterns
of the crime, and the influence of alcohol in the crime event
(Amir, 1971; Bohannan, 1960; Driver, 1961; Mulvihill, Tumin, and
Curtis, 1969, Pittman and Handy, 1964; Pokorny, 1965; Schafer,

1968: 59-103; Voss and Hepburn, 1968; Wolfgang, 1958). Beyond
these investigations, however, the victim-offender relationship

offers rich material for the study of such encounters from other

perspectives and orientations.



Theoretical Orientation of the Study

The present stage of theoretical development in victimology
is embryonic. As Vold (1958: 4) succinctly states in another
context (i.e., criminological theory), which, nonetheless, is most
appropriate for victimological concerns: "No present scheme of
theoretical concepts is entirely valid or entirely sufficient to
account for the full range of complexity of human behavior." The
appropriateness of this statement is fully appreciated, as vic-
timology not only lacks theory and systematic statements of testable
hypotheses, but is only initiating collection of useable empirical
information.

The frame of reference employed in the present research
derives from the symbolic interactionist school of thought, but
most specifically from the interactional theory proposed by McCall
and Simmons (1966). This role-identity model stresses the im-
portance of perceptual and cognitive processes in interaction,
and assumes that man has the ability to self-consciously direct
his own activities. Furthermore, this orientation suggests that
individual selves and identities emerge out of social structure
and social situations.

From this perspective, it is clear that individual behavior
in the presence of others is more than a simple stimulus and
response action and reaction. Interactional encounters incorpo-
rate internal processes (i.e., perceptual and cognitive) which
serve to establish governing mutual expectations for behavior in

given social settings. The emergence of such a "working concensus"



is thus an important aspect of studying interpersonal behavior.
Previous interactional research (Glaser and Strauss, 1964; Goffman,
1959; 1967; Gordon and Gergen, 1968; Rose, 1962) has been directed
toward the specification of variables (e.g., awareness contexts,
self presentation, self-concept, role-taking ability, etc.)
associated with the development and maintenance of recurrent
interactional relationships and encounters. Sociologists, none-
theless, have been hard pressed to formulate a theoretical account
of those interactions which are non-recurrent, problematic, and
consequential for the participants.

This general interaction perspective provides a useful
framework for viewing the interactive nature of the criminal act.
Since victim-offender encounters may be considered special
instances of a more universal class of conflict situations, it
is of interest to investigate certain social psychological
dimensions involved in this interaction. The focal concern of
the present research is with exploring the dyadic relationship
of victim and offender in the robbery situation in terms of the
experiential or cognitive saliency of that experience. In this
respect, it was asserted that the victimization event begins with
the entering into some sort of relationship between criminal(s)
and victim(s). While individual victimizations are highly
idiosyncratic, certain dimensions of the event may be assumed
to be more universally distributed, and it is in this direction

that the present research was cast.



The robbery victimization event being interactional in
nature possesses some salient, although not entirely unique,
characteristics generally not found in other social interactions,
and the structural nature of this encounter cannot be ignored as
an important variable. Denzin (1969) directs attention to the
“situated aspects" of human conduct for interaction research.

He (1969: 926) states:
If behavior occurs within social situations and if the meaning
attached to those situations influences subsequent behavior,
then the situation becomes a dimension of analysis.
Denzin proceeds to identify four components of the situation as
follows: (a) the interactants as objects, (b) the concrete
setting, (c) the meanings brought'into the situation, and (d) the
time taken for the interaction. In light of these situated
aspects, the victimization event in the case of robbery may be
considered as a special type of interactional occurrence charac-
terized by forced compliance on the part of the victim, and of
a fleeting nature in that neither of the interactants desire to
continue the relationship over any sustained period of time. The
salient role orientations in the robbery encounter appear to be
twofold as follows: (a) dominance of the offender over the
victim and forced compliance by the victim, and (b) achievement-
oriented and other-oriented, that is, the act is purposefully
motivated on the part of the offender with the intent of monetary
gain, and action is directed toward some person other than oneself.
Social psychological research (Biddle and Thomas, 1966;

Gross and stone, 1963) has shown that an individual's "role



requirements" under varying conditions significantly influence his
perception and behavior. Similar connotations may be advanced
with regard to the robbery event. Thus, the victimizer is in a
position of control and power, has planned his part in the inter-
action, and has purposefully initiated the action. Conversely,
the victim is in a position of forced compliance, experiences an

unexpected encounter, and faces potential threat and trauma.

Statement of the Research Problem

The purpose of the present research is to demonstrate the
utility of a social psychological perspective for personal ap-
praisals of life situations. The life situation here selected
is criminal victimization by robbery. The assumption was made
that the phenomena of criminal victimization is of a selective and
differential nature. In accord with this assumption, it was sug-
gested that personal reactions to robbery victimization encounters
for both victims and offenders is relative not only to their
location in the social structure, but also to their respective
role relations in the victimization encounter. Refraining from the
more global concerns of past research, the present study sought to
concentrate on the experiential level of analysis through the
examination of one property of cognitive structure. This property,
termed cognitive dimensionality (specified in Chapter IV), is one
variable of cognitive complexity and allows an examination of indi-
vidual reactions and representations of specific events in semantic

space. This level of analysis was selected because of the



impossibility of directly observing criminal-victim interactions
and behaviors during robbery encounters. As such, it was necessary
to move the data source to covert or experiential aspects of the
situation in order to allow inferences from the data.

Concerned with this element of the victimization event and
victim-offender relationships, the present research focused on the
relationship among several sets of variables heretofore generally
unmentioned, and certainly underinvestigated, in contemporary
victimological research. First, consideration was given to those
situated aspects of the encounter in terms of the specific role
relations among the participants (i.e., the offender in a planned
control position and the robbery victim in an impinged position
of compliance to unexpected demands). Given this structural
aspect of the event, it was suspected that differential responses
would accrue among the interactants in representing the experience
in semantic space. Secondly, consideration was directed to victim
perception of the experience as stressful or threatening to self
as an important variable in accounting for differential response
patterns. Third, attention was given to suspected differences
among robbery offenders as a result of their commitment to
criminality. Finally, since the interactionist perspective sug-
gests that individual identities emerge from social structure
location and that as a result of these identities individuals
bring differential meanings to specific situations, it was of
interest to consider the relation of sociological background

factors (i.e., age, race, sex, education, religion, income, and



marital status) and representations of the victimization experiencé
in cognitive space.

The approach to these specific goals will begin by first
examining the past research in victimology (Chapter II). Chapter
IIT will consist of a general overview of the criminal offense of
robbery. Chapter IV will introduce the concept of cognitive
dimensionality as the major dependent variable in terms of its
applicability and importance as an area of victimological concern.
Chapter V will introduce, delineate, and specify the operational-
ization of variables and statements of hypotheses. Chapter VI
will present the analysis of the results. The final chapter
will provide a discussion of the results, as well as making sug-

gestions for future research.



CHAPTER I1I

OVERVIEW OF VICTIMOLOGICAL RESEARCH

This chapter is a critique of various studies, wholly or
partially, devoted to the examination of the victim in the criminal
act. It is designed to provide the reader with a general overview
of victimological research. The present chapter does not purport
to be an exhaustive, nor a critical review of the literature.

The major intent, rather, is to identify and systematize diverse
lines of research which have led to the present state of knowledge
in victimology, as well as to place the present investigation
within that spectrum. In order to make the task manageable within
the confines of this purpose, the chapter will be divided along
the following conceptual and substantive considerations: (a)
violent personal crimes, (b) property crimes, (c) victim surveys,
(d) victim precipitation, (e) non-reporting victims, and (f) the

present perspective.

Violent Personal Crimes

Interest in the victims of violent personal crimes became
enlightened in the decade of the 1950's with a concern over sexual
offenses. This interest was in part generated by extensive popular
literature reinforcing the belief that:

the present danger to women and children from serious sex
crimes is large and is increasing more rapidly than any

9
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other crime; that most sex crimes are committed by "sexual
degenerates," "sex fiends," or "sexual psychopaths"
(Sutherland, 1950: 142).
Much of the concern here was with the arguments surrounding the
establishment of various sexual psychopath laws. There is little
need to reiterate these issues other than to mention that a base
was established for incorporating the victim into criminological
investigations.

Since this early attention, there has been increased
interest in the victim of sexual offenses. Several discussions
(Amir, 1971; Guc, 1961; Gebhard, et al., 1968; Gibbens and Prince,
1963; Henriques, 1961; LaFon, et al., 1961; MacDonald, 1971; Schultz,
1960; 1973) have focussed on criminal-victim relationships. In
addition to these considerations, numerous studies have shown a
concern for the impact of victimization on the part of the victim
(Brunold, 1964; Gagnon, 1965; Halleck, 1965; Libai, 1969; Milliken,
1950; Reifen, 1958; Weiss, et al., 1955).

In addition to sexual offenses, violent personal crimes
have attracted considerable investigation involving a victimologi-
cal perspective. Of the voluminous number of studies on homicide,
Wolfgang's (1958) appears to be the most provocative. This study
examined 588 cases of criminal homicide occurring between 1948
and 1952 in Philadelphia. Wolfgang explicitly distinguished
between victim and offender data in terms of age, race, and sex
characteristics, as well as describing the patterns of the homicide
event for such factors as method of inflicting death, time and place

of occurrance, the presence and influence of alcohol, and previous
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arrest records. In addition to these, Wolfgang reports the inter-
personal relationships between victims and offenders.

Several later studies--Bensing and Schroeder (1960) in
Cleveland, Pokorny (1965) in Houston, Schafer (1968) in Florida,
Voss and Hepburn (1968) in Chicago--have sought to confirm some
of Wolfgang's more general findings, and may be considered partial
replications of his study. Wolfgang's investigation has also
served as an impetus and point of departure for subsequent studies
on personal crimes employing the same methodological designs in
order to seek patterned criminal-victim relationships. Included
among these investigations are Amir's (1971) study of forcible
rape, Normandeau's (1968) inquiry of robbery, and Pittman and
Handy's (1964) investigation of aggravated assault.

A comparison of the findings of these studies indicate
striking similarities, not only across crimes, but also within
the specific locales investigated. In general, it may be con-
cluded that crimes of personal violence (i.e., homicide, assault,
and rape) are: (a) intra-racial, (b) involving persons who are
relatives, friends or acquaintances rather than strangers, (c)
males and non-whites showing greater involvement--both as victims
and offenders, and (d) high in propinquity in that these crimes
tend to involve persons who live near to each other.

In addition to the Wolfgang replication line of investi-
gation, several other studies of violent personal crime have
contributed to the victimological perspective. Several investi-

gations (Ennis, 1967; President's Commission, 1967b: 39-40;
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Lanzkron, 1963; Morris and Blum-Cooper, 1964: 321-379; Nakata, 1963;
Svalastoga, 1962) have consistently confirmed and substantiated the
intricate personal interrelationships between offender and victim.
Additional studies have provided further information on: (a) sex,
age, and interpersonal patterns of criminal-victim relationships
(Robin, 1963; Ueno and Ishiyama, 1963), (b) the psychology of the
victim (MacDonald, 1961; 1971), and (c) the impact of victimization
(Halleck, 1965; Kisker, 1964; Sutherland and Scherl, 1970).

The crime of robbery, when considered as a violent personal
offense, tends to depart from these characteristics. While more
specific detail will be given to this offense in the next chapter,
some of the more noted differences are that robbery: (a) tends to
be more interracial (Mulvihill, et al., 1969: 213), (b) appears
to be more impersonal involving more stranger-to-stranger inter-
actions (Mulvihill, et al., 1969: 222; Normandeau, 1969: 130),
and (c) tends to be more spatially dislocated in the sense that
distances between places of robbery occurrence and offender's and/
or victim's residences are much greater than in other crimes of
personal violence (Normandeau, 1968: 269-272).

Many of the aforementioned inquiries have been confined to
particular offenses and particular cities or jurisdictions. In an
attempt to rectify this situation, and to compile a more adequate
picture of the various aspects of criminal-victim relationships
and situational factors involved in crime occurrences, the National
Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (Mulvihill,

et al., 1969) prepared the first national survey of offender and
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victim patterns for four major violent crimes. This investigation
collected a ten percent random sample of 1967 offense and arrest
reports from 17 large United States cities. Although the design
and implementation of this survey possessed certain methodological
problems, it does represent a fairly accurate profile of general
patterns of victim-offender interactions. Additionally, it repre-
sents one of the only current sources of extensive data which can
be compared to the previous investigations of individual locales.

Rather than engage in a detailed reiteration of the numerous
findings of the survey, the present writer has prepared a summary
table of major findings (Table 1) for the age, race, and sex of
offenders and victims, as well as reproducing relevant data tables
from the survey (Tables 2-5).

While many of these findings need to be scrutinized further,
one general conclusion emerges. It is noted that in each of these
offenses the criminal and his victim engage in a face-to-face inter-
actional scheme, which is characterized by violence or at least
the threat of violence. Given this similarity, significant vari-
ations become manifestly apparent. Consequently, any attempt to
analyze the underlying dynamics of a particular offense must take
account of the multitudinous factors that converge in the occurr-
ence of that event. The results of this survey give the clear
indication that the mere compilation of various characteristics
of crimes of personal violence is indeed dubious. While certain
general patterns do emerge, the results of this survey portray

significant variations among major relevant variables previously
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thought to be constant for crimes of personal violence. These
concomitant effects are crucial, and must be noted, in generalizing

any substantive conclusions regarding violent personal crimes.

Property Crimes

While there has been considerable attention given to the
role of the victim in personal crimes, little systematic research
has been directed toward his part in property crimes. The available
research covers a wide variety of offenses ranging from confidgnce
swindles to gang vandalism. Furthermore, while it may appear
questionable to consider some of the research as victimologicél,
nevertheless, they do deal with victim-offender relationships, and
are at least suggestive of the need for additional scientific
attention.

One group of offenses which require not only confrontation
with the victim, but also his cooperation is that of swindles and
various confidence games. Not only is the victim's cooperation
and his larcenous intent been declared essential for the success
of the crime (Hentig, 1948; Mauer, 1940: 17; Sutherland, 1937),
but also the exact nature of the offense virtually requires the
criminal interactants to develop a relationship based on trust,
acceptance, or dependence if the illegal act is to succeed.
Furthermore, the criminal-victim relationship is afforded a
recurrent interactional pattern in which various role requirements
may evolve. Goffman (1952), for example, gives an excellent account
of this when he distinguishes between the victim being "cooled-off"

rather than "shaken-off." The shake off process is essentially
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one of threat. That is, the victim is reminded that he may suffer
penalty for his participation in the illegal act if he reports to
the police. In the cooling off process, on the other hand, the
victim rather than being forced to realize he was just another
"easy mark" is instead consoled in a way that will make it easier
for the victim to retain his self-respect.

The confidence team (i.e., there is usually more than one
person in the confidence operation) is also relatively well-
organized and expert in the selection and manipulation of the
victim. Furthermore, the confidence team possesses the means for
hiding their true identity, as well as the illegitimacy of the
operation. This process is aptly described by Roebuck (1967: 183)
who states:

The proper build-up and subsequent trimming in the big-con
game require weeks of planning and at least four contact
positions. First in line is the steerer or roper, an operator
who selects the victim, and introduces him to the scheme and
leads him to the second contact, the build-up man. The latter
gradually sounds out the victim regarding his resources, funds,
and gullability. The third contact stimulates his confidence.
When the victim is ripe, the fourth contact relieves him of
his money and shakes him off.

The cooperation of the victim, as well as the teamwork
involved in confidence games and swindles can be very intricate,
and despite the fact that these dramaturgical aspects are well
recognized, little systematic or empirical attention has been given
them.

Mauer (1967) in his study of pickpockets also notes the

intricacies of the criminal-victim interaction and the importance

of the victim. These victims, he maintains, are of a different
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nature in that they contribute to their victimization without "evil
intent" as in the case of confidence games. That is to say, rather
than direct cooperation on the part of the victim, he is manipulated,
positioned, etc. for an "easy score."

The victim's behavior and/or his attributes have also been
found to be influential in the commission or non-commission of the
offense in other property crimes as well. In his now classic study
on gang delinquency, Thrasher (1927) found that predatory activities
of gang members discriminated among victims. He notes, for example,
that a gang:

. respects racial lines in jack-rolling, and to carry on
such enterprises in some other gang's territory is likely to
precipitate a war (Thrasher, 1927: 77).

In similar vein:
When the boys want money and sport, however, their most common
resort is the drunken man or the blind beggar. These unfor-
tunates offer both a source of amusement and the possibility
of providing large sums of money which they often have in their
possession. . . . One of the interesting features of this
practice of victimizing drunken men is the fact that race
lines are always observed. Both Silver and Sammie maintained
that the Black Handers never molested Jewish people. They
hop the poor drunken Polish fellows. . . . They respect the
Jews because they are most all Jews themselves (Thrasher,
1927: 219).

Sykes and Matza (1957) have also suggested that delinquents
by learning various "techniques of neutralization" or rationali-
zations convince themselves that the behavior they are about to
commit is not really a crime. One such technique, the "denial of
the victim," allows the delinquent to justify violations and injury

to the victim is not wrong because:
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the victim--due either to something he has done or something
about him--deserves to be punished. Thus social pariahs such
as homosexuals, or Jews, or Negroes may because of their
social status be seen by delinquents as deserving of punish-
ment. Or the delinquents may feel it was necessary to retali-
ate against an unfair teacher (McDonald, 1970: 60).

That the concept of victim is also applicable to units
larger than the individual is suggested by the finding that certain
"victim organizations" are differentially vulnerable to criminal
attack (President's Commission, 1967a: 83-84; Smigel, 1956). In
his study of armed robbery, Einstadter (1969: 78), for example,
has indicated that:

Related to the particular styles of the robber partnership
is the choice of victim. Although among careerists there
is a definite victim preference there is much divergence

among the partnerships as to the type of victim preferred

. nevertheless, careerists would consider banks, loan

companies, supermarkets, drug stores, bars, liquor stores,
gas stations, corner groceries, a fair ranking of victims
in descending order of profit but not necessarily in terms
of preference. . . . The victim is always viewed as part
of a larger configuration; his profit-potential is never the
sole consideration for the armed robber.

He further states (1969: 79):
The potential take thus never is the single criterion of
victim choice, but the contingencies as interpreted by
each partnership, enter as important variables of victim
selection.

Victim characteristics and associated behaviors have also
been found to be associated with the commission of other property
crimes. Fooner (1967a; 1971) in his report of a nationwide survey
regarding the loss of money concluded that victim behavior is
conducive to criminality, and further that economic affluence
functions with the twofold effect of increased incentives to the

thief and reduced prudence in the citizen. He further notes
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(Fonner, 1966; 1967b) that even when not overtly acting to commit
a crime, the property owner often tempts the offender and thus
contributes to the crime through his own carelessness. Scarr,
Pinsky, and Wyatt (1973: 9) have lent credence to this position
by observing:
. . « the burglar or potential burglar becomes aware of the
ease with which entry can be made from clues left through
the carelessness of potential victims. Thus, doors and
windows are often left unlocked, or, even if locked, in many
cases the locks used are obviously worthless and easily forced
by a celluloid strip, or some other equally simple tool. The
potential burglar is often clearly told of a victim's absence
from premises by clues ranging from the obvious three-day
accumulation of newspapers, to the more subtle lone living-
room 1ight shining brightly at three o'clock in the morning.
These aforementioned victimological writings dealing with
property offenses are for the most part statements showing relation-
ships among various factors to determine patterns of the criminal
offense, or they are speculative suggestions not empirically
grounded within any particular theoretical structure. They are,
however, acutely concerned with the incorporation of victim attri-
butes, behaviors, and characteristics within specific crime episodes,

and are indicative of future lines of inquiry in victimology.

Victim Surveys

The most comprehensive investigations relating to the
impact of victimization and victim attitudes are the various
public surveys sponsored by the President's Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Justice (1967a; 1967b). These
surveys, along with several Field Studies (Biderman, et al.,

1967; Ennis, 1967; Reiss, 1967), reported not only estimates of
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crime, but also social characteristics of victims, and perception
of crime and its relationship to victimization.

Although these surveys have disclosed estimates on the so-
called "dark figure of crime" or "hidden crime," Biderman and
Reiss (1967) have indicated that these surveys have also suffered
from selectivity in reporting by categories of both respondent
and crime. Despite such shortcomings, however, data of the type
generated by these sufveys are not only critical in planning and
evaluation efforts which seek to reduce the crime problem, but
also they provide insights on the nature of criminal phenomena
which cannot be obtained from any other existing source.

One of the more curious findings of these surveys, which
has relevance to the present study, was that the fear of crime
was less closely associated with having been a victim than one
would anticipate. While victims did express more of a concern
for burglary and robbery, recent victimization did not increase
behavior designed to protect one's house (President's Commission,
1967b: 51). Biderman, et al. (1967) also found that for most
people there is no relationship between anxiety about crime and
victimization. Similarly, Ennis (1967) concluded that attitudes
toward crime and actual risk of crime are not always congruent.
Women were found to have higher levels of concern then men despite
reporting fewer incidents of victimization. Even when reported
victimization was held constant, females displayed greater concern
than males. Reiss (1967) showed that neither sex nor educational

level were found to affect perception of safety in one's
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neighborhood. Sex and education were, however, seen to affect
perception of change in the amount of crime.

McIntyre (1967) in an interpretive analysis of Field Study
data suggested that the lack of relationship between perception of
crime and victimization was in part due to the role played by
news media in the formation of attitudes toward crime. She (1967:
38) did note, however, that the higher levels of anxiety and con-
cern about crime among blacks as compared to whites is "consistent
with the risks of victimization suggested by police statistics."
The results of these various investigations thus suggest that
concern and fear of crime are of differential salience to different
groups of people.

In a continuing effort to accumulate clear, accurate, and
concise data on crime phenomena, the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration in collaboration with the United States Bureau of
Census has begun a large scale developmental survey in preparation
for the National Crime Panel. Several small feasibility tests
(Turner, 1972a) and two local area surveys conducted in Dayton,
Ohio and San Jose, California (Kalish, 1974) provided a method-
ological base for the emergence of the National Crime Panel. The
National Crime Panel is an:

omnibus national probability sample of households and businesses
which are interviewed to provide estimates of crime victim-
ization and other related crime measures. Interviewing is
conducted on a monthly basis . . . with each month's inter-
views constituting an independent, representative subsample

of the total. After each six months of interviewing, the

sample households and businesses are re-interviewed, again

in monthly subsets so that a continuous measurement process
is in motion. The National Crime Panel thus provides data
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data for the United States as a whole and a sub-national

grouping of metropolitan areas by size (Turner, 1972b: 18-19).

In addition to this, supplemental sample surveys provide

local area data on the five largest cities (Chicago, Detroit, Los

Angeles, New York, and Philadelphia), as well as the Law Enforcement

Assistance Administration's High Impact cities (Atlanta, Baltimore,

Cleveland, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland, and St. Louis).

These National Crime Panel surveys examine several facets
of crime occurrences, and while only preliminary results (Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1974a; 1974b) are available

at present, some of the more interesting results disclose that:

assaultive violence occurs between strangers only about 50
percent of the time; that incidents of person-to-person theft
occur inside buildings including one's home with about the
same frequency as they occur outside on the street, in play-
grounds, parking lots, etc.; that daytime robberies account
for about two-fifths of all robberies; and that one in six
of the victims of robbery or assault during the course of a
twelve month period can expect to be victimized at least one
more time during that period.

The stranger-to-stranger incidents show some interesting
differences. The rate of victimization for criminal assault
occurring between strangers is much higher for males than
for females (the ratio is greater than 2.5 to 1). By age,
this rate decreases as the population gets older. Young
people 16-24 years old are victimized about 1.5 times more
frequently than persons 25-39, who in turn are victimized over
twice as frequently as 40-64 year olds; and the latter group
is assailed about twice as often as the elderly--65 and over.
A black person has more than a 50 percent higher probability
of being held up by a robber than a white person has. On
the other hand, robbery victimization cuts across educational
levels indiscriminately, with no real differences to be found
in the rates between persons who are college-trained and those
with lesser educational attainment (Turner, 1972b: 2-3).

This brief synopsis displays the kind of information, the

availability of which is long overdue, that may be obtained through
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the systematic implementation of victim surveys. Furthermore,

the information generated by National Crime Panel data possesses
many useful and desired ends, including: (a) the capability to
measure such phenomena of interpersonal violence, especially
stranger-to-stranger confrontations which are superior to existing
measurement modes, (b) the provision of measures of change for
evaluation purposes, (c) the assessment of socio-economic and
demographic factors surrounding violence and theft, (d) the
compilation of information essential to planning and resource
allocation, (e) the establishment of insights on the relationship
between crime victimization and citizen reaction to crime, and

(f) the allowance for valid comparisons between two or more cities
or geographic locations heretofore inaccessible. While many of
these uses have yet to be implemented, they do provide potentially
important substantive contributions toward broadening our under-
standing of the context in which crime occurs.

These three preceding sections (violent personal crimes,
property crimes, and victim surveys) have indicated the basic
formulations of current research which allows for the incorporation
of the victim into the analysis of crime events. This development
is summarized in Figure 1. The current state of victimology is
perhaps not much further developed than many of the earlier in-
vestigations, although the National Crime Panel data are aiding
in the compilation of greater systematic information. Nevertheless,

differences in research strategy, theoretical perspective,
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Studies With Victimological Perspective

Violent
Personal Property Victim Surveys
Crimes Crimes
Criminal-victim relationships Fear of crime
Impact of victimization Victim attitudes
Profiles of victims Victim risks
Contribution of Victim Dark figures
Victim compensation Impact of victim-
jzation
Criminal-victim
relationships

Figure 1.--Developmental base of current victimology.

conceptualization and definition of basic concepts, etc. have
contributed to a vast proliferation of concern in contemporary

victimology.

Victim Precipitation

The concept of victim precipitation or provocation as a
factor in criminal offenses is certainly not a new idea. How-
ever, its implementation into systematic research is a recent

occurrence, happening within the last fifteen years. Hentig (1948)
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was perhaps the first individual to make explicit, although specu-
lative, the notion that the victim may play more than a passive

role in the crime event (i.e., his "duet frame of crime"). Further-
more, as Schultz (1968: 139) notes there is a distinct relation-
ship between the victim and the motive for assaultive violence in
that: "Some take sadistic delight in finding out the limits of

the offender's 'cool' by teasing, baiting, tormenting, or over-
chal]engihg his manhood self-concept."

The research literature on victim precipitation has gener-
ally been limited to personal crimes; specifically homicide,
assault, and rape. Wolfgang (1958: 254) found that over one-
fourth (26%) of the 588 cases of homicide studied were victim
precipitated. Wallace (1965: 47-48), while mainly concerned
with third party intervention in cases of aggravated assault,
implies the importance of the victim's behavior in the resulting
violence. He notes that in approximately one-fourth of the cases
the victims and aggressors were considered to be collaborators,
and in about one-tenth of the cases the person actually charged
was partially innocent. Amir (1971) reported that 122 (19%) of
the 646 cases of forcible rape in his study were precipitated by
the victim.

In regard to property offenses, the victim's contribution
has also been noted. Since crime is not an isolated act, but
rather a cumulative process consisting of many facets, there is
for the most part few genuinely random victims. As Morris and

Bloom-Cooper (1967: 66) state:
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The householder who is the victim of burglary has, as often

as not, paid no heed to the state of his locks, left windows

unfastened, or has gone away and advertised his absence.

. « . The motorist who leaves a camera or briefcase on the

seat in full view is asking to have them stolen. . . .

Victims may suffer as a consequence of their own stupidity

and foolishly entrust money to confidence men. . . .

This notion of victim-induced criminality is also salient in
Barnes and Teeters' (1959: 595-596) conceptualization of the
"negligent or careless" victim. This type refers to persons who
have careless attitudes toward their belongings, thereby increasing
their probable victimization. This issue tends to expand the con-
cept of victim precipitation beyond Hentig's original formulation
in that it alludes mainly to physical aspects of the situation
(e.g., insecure locks, etc.) rather than the direct behavioral
expressions on the part of the victim. It is plausibly related,
however, in that the victim's lack of a precautionary repertoire
increases his victimization risk.
Another relevant consideration, along these same lines,

is the victim's contribution in the criminal situation in the
offense of rape. As McDonald (1971: 78) indicates:

Some women invite rape. By their seductive behavior in dress,

bodily movements or suggestive remarks, they convey to men

the impression that they are eager or at least willing to

indulge in an illicit sexual relationship.
While McDonald's comment is consistent with the logic of victim
induced criminality, it reinforces many misconceptions about
assaultive sexual offenses as Gagnon (1972: 69) stresses in his
recent review of the text.

The concept of victim precipitation refers to the be-

havioral commission or omission of acts on the part of the victim
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that lead to his being victimized. Furthermore, the victim's
participation in the crime event may be ohe of direct initiation
of the criminal-victim interaction (e.g., as in the case of homicide,
assault, or rape), or it may be one of indirect contribution (e.g.,
as in the case of property offenses). While many of the afore-
mentioned statements may appear convincing, systematic research
is 1imited, and evidence collected by the President's Crime Com-
mission (Mulvihill, et al., 1969: 224-229) casts doubt on the
actual extent or amount of victim precipitation for various crimes.
This report suggested:
A. Victim precipitation may vary with different crimes.
It was shown that precipitation had the following distribution--
homicide 22%, aggravated assault 14.4%, forcible rape 4.4%, armed
robbery 10.7%, and unarmed robbery 6.1%. Curtis (1974) also
found a similar distribution of victim precipitation on various
criminal offenses. |
B. Victim precipitation has a different pattern according

to race and sex. For example, in homicide regardless of race,
males are more likely to precipitate than females. For assault:

white males appear to invite attack considerably more than

white females. Unlike homicide, the same differential was

not clearly present between Negro males and females. Black

females were more likely to precipitate an assault than

white females (Mulvihill, et al., 1969: 227).
Additionally, only male victims appeared to precipitate armed
robbery, and the Negro was higher than the white percentage. And

C. Victim inducement or precipitation varied according

to the type of criminal-victim relationship (i.e., primary or
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non-primary). For example, primary group relationships (other
than family) appeared more associated in assaults and rape;
whereas, non-primary relations prevailed in robbery situations.

It is difficult to assess these conclusions and offer
explanations as to the reasons for these differentials, however,
some suggestions may be advanced. First, certain methodological
artifacts may be present. This is indicated in that "victim
precipitation" was differentially defined for each of the crimes
investigated. Second, it may well be that differential activity
patterns among criminal-victim interactions are not accounted for
by the data. For instance, with respect to armed robbery,
Einstadter (1969) has suggested that in addition to varying
career patterns among robbers, there is a definite differential
in victim preference. This, however, may not be the case in
homicide, assault, and rape as MacDonald (1971: 57) implies
"many offenders select the scene for the rape rather than the
victim for the rape." Finally, since the action of the victim
varies among these offenses statistical, tabulation, judgmental,
evaluative, and interpretive errors may accrue.

In summary, while the concept of victim precipitation is
crucial to the development of victimology, it: (a) has not been
systematically investigated, (b) lacks conceptual clarity, and

consequently (c) is heuristically inadequate in its present form.

The Nonreporting Victim

Another line of research inquiry that is beginning to

receive greater attention, but at present is quite underdeveloped,
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is that of the nonreporting victim. In his discussion on the
nonreporting victim, Reckless (1961: 24) maintains that the
victim is unwilling to report because he fears the social conse-
quences of doing so. In a later edition of his text, Reckless
(1967: 77-78) cites four reasons as to the nonreporting of
offenses, these being: (a) the offense may be known only to the
person committing it, (b) relatives or friends of the offender
may not report it, (c) fear of annoyance or publicity may prevent
reporting, and (d) people are too indifferent or too ignorant to
report. In carrying the argument further, Reckless (1967: 78)
refers to Sellin (1937: 69-70) in specifying the reasons for
nonreporting. Accordingly then, reasons for nonreporting are
that:

1. Offense may be of a private nature (e.g., blackmail,
sex, abortion),

2. The injured party may not wish the offense to be discovered,

3. The inconveniences of reporting to the police and test1fying
in court are too great,

4. Public opinion does not favor the enforcement of certain
laws (e.g., gambling and prostitution),

5. Some offenses are of a nature hardly reportable by the
offenders themselves (e.g., carrying concealed weapons,
traffic violations, disorderly conduct, vagrancy, etc.),
and

6. In times of crises, changes in public sentiment cause an
increased or decreased reportability.

Although the reasons specified by Reckless and Sellin for
the nonreporting of criminal offenses has not been directly in-

vestigated, some empirical support has been given to their ideas.
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Data collected on criminal victimization by the National Opinion
Research Center (Ennis, 1967) entertained the question--"If the
right thing to do is to call the police when you have been a victim
of a crime, and there is considerable normative pressure to do just
that, why is it that half of the victimizations were not reported
to the police?" (Ennis, 1967: 41). There are a multitude of
reasons and rationales as to why the police are not notified, and
in order to assess these reasons, the survey research team con-
ducted interviews with victims who did not report incidents to

the police. It was found that such reasons could be usefully
categorized into four meaningful classifications, as follows:

1. The belief that the incident was not a police matter (i.e.,
respondents did not want the offender to be harmed by the
police, or they felt that the incident was a private not
a criminal affair). This reason accounted for 34% of the
responses.

2. Fear of punishment (i.e., afraid of reprisal and fear
of higher insurance rates or cancellation of insurance).
This reason accounted for 2% of the responses.

3. Personal refusal (i.e., did not want to take the time,

did not know how to or if the police should be notified,
too confused or upset to notify the police. This reason
accounted for 9% of the responses.

4. Police would not be effective (i.e., police could not do
anything about the matter, the belief that the police
would not want to be bothered, and the belief and un-
certainty that the real offenders would not be apprehended).
This accounted for 55% of the responses.

It was also indicated by these survey results that reporting
of crime varied by the type of crime and the social characteristics
of the victims. In general, it was found that:

For serious crimes against the person, neither race nor income
appears related to police notification, and for whites there
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does not appear to be any clear pattern related to income.
Among Negroes the situation is more complex: It appears
that, when victims of minor property crimes, they are more
re;uctant to call the police than are whites (Ennis, 1967:
45).
Upon closer examination of the data, it is also found that victim
attitudes in terms of reporting or nonreporting of the offense
and satisfaction with police action if the offense is reported
vary considerably not only with seriousness of the crime, social
class, and race of the victim, but additionally with region and
degree of urbanization of residence (see Ennis, 1967: 45-51 for
a discussion of the original NORC sample results, and Block,
1970 for a discussion of police treatment and victim attitudes).
In a secondary analysis of the original National Opinion
Research Center data, Block (1974) explores an exchange model of
victim notification of the police based on the victim's assessment
of the costs and benefits derived from notification. The results
of this examination show that:
Variables which should rationally go into the victim's
decision to notify the police of an attack are, in fact,
related to the victim's decision. The closer the relation-
ship of victim and assailant the less likely notification
will be. The greater the implication of the victim, the
less likely he will notify the police. The higher the
victim's social class the less likely will be notification.
What this paper inplies, therefore, is that notification
of police is far from an automatic decision. Rather, the
decision is one which is made on the possible rewards to be
gained and the costs to be endured in notifying the police.
If many victims do not notify the police, they probably
have good reasons for their decision (Block, 1974: 568).
The conclusions reached by Block are in accord with the original

sample data and are not unexpected. They are, more importantly,
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indicative of the continuing need for theoretically grounded

research in this underdeveloped area of victimology.

The Focus of the Present Investigation

The foregoing sections of this chapter have examined a
wide variety of substantive and conceptual concerns in contemporary
victimology. This discussion has been expounded to provide not
only an overview of dominant research lines in current victimology,
but also to establish a general framework in which the present
research is cast.

While the number of investigations with a victimological
orientation is continually expanding, it is seen that relatively
scant attention has been given to the victim's perception and
evaluation of his experience with crime, as well as to attitudinal
orientations of robbery offenders in terms of how they interpret
their experience and present social condition. Perhaps this is
a result of both theoretical and empirical shortcomings which
abound in much of the past research.

The present investigation is an effort designed to imple-
ment a social psychological framework in identifying and describing
attitudinal correlates of victimization experiences. The present
study compliments previous research in that it will allow: (a)
added information on the characteristics of victims and offenders
for a specific criminal offense, (b) a greater understanding of
victim reaction to crime, and (c) added evidence on victim and

offender perception of the crime event.
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In addition to the concern for these issues, the present
study is a beginning exploration of a new and vast area of
victimology. It is geared to an analysis of both victim and
offender attitudes toward the robbery event, as well as to its
representation in semantic space. Furthermore, it employs a
conceptual orientation, derived from cognitive theory, which
has proven to be a valid and reliable assessment of attitudinal
structure. The expansion of such theoretically linked victim-
ological research is crucial not only to broadening our under-
standing of crime events, but also as a prerequisite for the
development of theoretical concepts and systematic statements

of testable hypotheses.



CHAPTER III

ACTORS AND ACTION: AN OVERVIEW OF THE ROBBERY EVENT

Crime in the United States has reached such proportions
that the warning has been given that:

. city streets might become jungles. Crime on the streets

has forced citizens to have night patrols on some streets,
and on others it is considered unsafe to walk even during
the day. Some women carry protective devices to ward off
assailants. Police in urban areas frequently cannot cope
with the rising tide of crime (Weinberg, 1970: 308).

Robbery, only one type of criminal offense and the primary
focus of the present study is also a prevelant and frequent be-
havioral occurrence in contemporary society, and the incidence
of this behavior has immense implications for society.

Stranger to stranger violence and street crime, of which
robbery is most often included, has aroused such apprehension
among citizens that they are acclaimed to be living in "cages
of fear" (Rosenthal, 1969: 16-23). Recent surveys conducted by
the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice (Biderman, et al., 1967: Ennis, 1967; President's
Commission, 1967b: 51) have provided additional evidence sub-
stantiating citizen fear of crime and victimization. For example,
it was found that there is a tendency to see the risk of victim-

jzation as being greater in neighborhoods other than one's own,

even when the crime rate was actually higher in the respondent's

40
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own neighborhood. The findings of these surveys also revealed
that the fear of being victimized was in part responsible for
changes in daily living patterns of many of the respondents. A
substantial number of respondents also reported an increased fear
and distrust of strangers, and that they stayed off the streets
altogether at night (see also LeJeune and Alex, 1973 for further
support on this aspect). It was concluded from these surveys that
the féar of crime has reduced the level of sociability in today's
society.

Despite public attention to the crime of robbery, this
offense has been given relatively sparse and sporadic attention
in the professional literature. Indeed, one standard criminblogy
textbook (Bloch and Geis, 1970: 288) states:

The best study of robbers in the United States is that under-
taken by Julian Roebuck and Mervyn L. Cadwallader, although
it confines itself to incarcerated Negro offenders. The
thirty-two subjects who showed numerous arrests for armed
robberies, differed significantly in many respects from the
remaining Negro prison inmates.

While Bloch and Geis do mention the limitations and diffi-
culties with the Roebuck and Cadwallader (1961) study, their con-
clusion that it is "the best study of robbers" is not only erroneous
but such allegations do not contribute to our understanding of the
crime of robbery and certainly reduce the scientific credibility
of our knowledge of the event.

The present chapter is designed to examine various charac-

teristics of the crime of robbery. The first section consists of

an analysis of trends and patterns in robbery. Secondly, the
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legal classification of robbery will be discussed, as well as the
behavioral elements of the offense. The third and fourth sections
comprise an analysis of the characteristics of robbery offenders

and victims and how these compare to the present study.

Extent and Trend of Robbery

National statistics regarding the offense of robbery are
fragmentory and possess insufficient detail to allow adequate
generalizations and conclusions. The only readily available
national data source is that reported by the Federal Bureau of

Investigation in its annual Uniform Crime Reports. It is unneces-

sary for present purposes to provide a comprehensive review of
the numerous limitations and criticisms leveled against the

Uniform Crime Reports for several excellent critiques are availa-

ble (Cressey, 1957; Ledins, 1966; Wolfgang, 1963). Realizing the

dubious nature of conclusions drawn solely from the Uniform Crime

Reports, the present section will briefly indicate general trends
and patterns for the offense of robbery.

The extent of robbery in the United States has been on the
increase annually. In 1973, there were an estimated 382,680
robberies as compared to 374,560 in 1972. One third of these
occurred in the Northeastern states.] This numerical increase
of 8,120 represents a one percent (1.3%) increase in the national

robbery rate. The robbery rate in 1973 was 182.4 per 100,000

]Northeastern states refers to the geographic division as
established by the F.B.I. in the Uniform Crime Reports and include:
Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and Vermont.
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population as compared to 179.9 in 1972. Robbery constitutes 4%
of the total Index Crimes, and accounts for 44% of the violent
crimes of murder, forcible rape and robbery.

While robbery continues to remain a large city crime,
Federal Bureau of Investigation data do indicate a shift of this
phenomena to the suburban areas. In 1973, large cities (over
250,000 population) while accounting for two thirds of all
reported robberies showed a two percent decrease when compared
to the reported volume in 1972. Suburban and rural areas, however,
reported 10% and 6% increases respectively as compared to the
previous year.

The pattern during previous years was that the upwardly
mobile class fled the cities and, theoretically at least, left
crime and violence behind. Crime, however, appears to be moving
to the suburbs as indicated above. The likelihood is that this
trend will continue since both suburban and rural areas as compared
to large core cities showed sharper increases in all crime cate-
gories. Several reasons may account for these increases including:
(1) the idea that suburban migration has also created an increased
concentration of valuable property outside of the urban core,

(2) increased affluence which has increased the opportunity for
property crime (Gould, 1969) and suburban migration has led to
conditions in which:

. . there is more around to steal and it is less well
protected than was previously the case (Schur, 1969: 32),
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and (3) manufactured increases due to additional personnel and
professionalization of suburban police forces thus allowing more
systematic and accurate crime reporting.

Arrest data on age, race, and sex in 1973 showed that
robbery is committed by men 13 to 1 over females, that 63 out of
100 are Blacks, and that approximately 8 out of 10 (76%) were
under the age of 25. Federal Bureau of Investigation statistics
for 1973 also reveal that 7 out of 10 of the adults arrested for
robbery were prosecuted with 46% being convicted of the substantive
offense, 16% were convicted of a lesser charge, and the remainder

having their case dismissed or being acquitted.

Legal and Behavioral Classification of Robbery

The criminal offense of robbery refers to larceny from
another person by means of force, violence, or fear of injury.
More specifically, it refers to:

. « . the unlawful taking of personal property from the person
or in the presence of another, against his will, by means of
force or violence, or in fear of injury immediate or future

to his person or property or the person or property of a rela-
tive or of anyone in his company at the time of the robbery
(Nice, 1965: 172).

The Uniform Crime Reports (Federal Bureau of Investigation,

'1974: 15) defines robbery as a "vicious type of crime which takes
place in the presence of the victim to obtain property or a thing
of value from a person by force or threat of force." For their
crime reporting purposes, both assaults to commit robbery and at-

tempts are included. Furthermore, this offense is dichotomized
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into armed robbery (where any weapon is used) and strong arm
robbery (e.g., mugging, yolking, etc.).

Because the nature of the present study is localized to
Michigan, it is desirable to define robbery according to the
existing laws. The Michigan Penal Code (State of Michigan, 1970)
sets forth the statutory definitions of robbery as follows:

750.529. Armed robbery.

Any person who shall assault another, and shall feloniously
rob, steal and take from his person, or in his presence,
any money or other property, which may be the subject of
larceny, such robber being armed with a dangerous weapon,
or any article used or fashioned in a manner to lead the
person so assaulted to reasonably believe it to be a
dangerous weapon, shall be guilty of a felony, punishable
by imprisonment in the state prison for life or for any
term of years. If an aggravated assault or serious injury
is inflicted by any person while coomitting an armed
robbery as defined in this section, the sentence shall

be not less than 2 years' imprisonment in the state prison.

750.530. Unarmed robbery.

Any person who shall, by force and violence, or by assault
or putting in fear, feloniously rob, steal and take from
the person of another, or in his presence, any money or
other property which may be the subject of larceny, such
robber not being armed with a dangerous weapon, shall be
guilty of a felony, punishable by imprisonment in the
state prison not more than 15 years.

Several other specific statutes are related to the above
formulations of robbery, and include: (1) assault with intent to
rob and steal being armed, and (2) larceny from the person. Ac-
cordingly, these statutory definitions are:

750.88. Assault with intent to rob and setal being unarmed.
Any person, not being armed with a dangerous weapon, who
shall assault another with force and violence, and with
intent to rob and steal, shall be guilty of a felony,

punishable by imprisonment in the state prison not more
than 15 years.
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750.89. Assault with intent to rob and steal being armed.

Any person, being armed with a dangerous weapon, or any
article used or fashioned in a manner to lead a person

so assaulted reasonably to believe it to be a dangerous
weapon, who shall assault another with intent to rob and
steal shall be guilty of a felony, punishable by imprison-
ment in the state prison for life, or for any term of
years.

750.357. Larceny from the person.

Any person who shall commit the offense of larceny by

stealing from the person of another shall be guilty of

a felony, punishable by imprisonment in the state prison

not more than 10 years.

It is seen then that the act of robbery, while possessing
discernible legal qualifications, may involve a variety of be-
havioral dimensions. For example, the multitude of episodes which
may be classified as robbery range from the skid row derelict who
is mugged to a well-planned and well-executed robbery of a com-
mercial establishment. It is naive to conclude that such diverse
acts as these incorporate identical behavioral repertoires.
Wolfgang (1967: 151), while considering another context of broad
legal definitions, has commented:

very often the crude legal labels attached to many acts com-
mitted by juveniles give a false impression of the seriousness
of their acts. For example, a highway robbery may be a $100
theft at the point of a gun and may result in the victim's
being hospitalized from severe wounds. But commonly, juvenile
acts that carry this label and are used for statistical com-
pilation are more minor. Typical in the files of a recent
study were cases involving two 9 year old boys, one of whom
twisted the arm of the other on the school yard to obtain 25
cents of the latter's lunch money. This act was recorded
and counted as highway robbery.

The criminal offense of robbery is unique from other types

of crime in several respects. As Johnson (1974: 139-140) notes:
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It combines the elements of violence and an income producing
activity, although most forms of economic crime avoid violence
as an excessive risk. Second, as a corollary of the first
point, robbery threatens both personal security and property
of citizens. Weapons may be used for four reasons: to prop
up the self-confidence of the criminal, to intimidate the
victim without intention of using the weapon, to employ the
weapon if thought necessary to handle the victim, and to
ensure escape. All of these reasons raise the possibility

of violence to varying degrees, but not all robbers are armed.
Third, robbers differ in their degree of qualifications as
professional criminals.

Robbery then is at once seen as a violent personal crime

(and is classified as such by the Uniform Crime Reports) and a

property crime in that it involves overt theft. Normandeau (1968)
in an interesting response to the question of classifying robbery
as a personal or a property crime performed a cross-analysis of
trends among the rates of the seven index crimes for the years
1958 through 1966. An analysis of his correlation matrix indicated
that:
it is obvious that robbery is not more closely related to
crimes of violence than to crimes against property, because
all of the correlations of robbery with the other crimes,
with the exception of homicide, are above 0.94 (Normandeau,
1968: 38).

For purposes of the present investigation, robbery will be
considered as a crime against a person. This formulation is based
upon the fact that this offense involves the direct confrontation
of victim and offender, as well as the potential of violence in
the interactional encounter. Consequently, while robbery may be
considered a property crime, it is the individual because of his
direct involvement in the act, who experiences that victimization.

As was indicated above, the act of robbery may take several

different forms in accord with specific legal categorizations,
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Nonetheless, there are important behavioral dimensions common to

all forms of robbery. Robbing (i.e., the act of committing robbery)
is itself behavior. Like all behavior, it involves needs to be

met, opportunities to'meet these needs, and reinforcement of the
act to sustain that behavior. The act of robbery may be said to
consist of at least four elements, including: (a) perceived oppor-
tunity on the part of the perpetrator, (b) direct interaction and
confrontation with the victim, (c) forced compliance on the part

of the victim, and (d) violence or potential violence in the

encounter.

Perception of Opportunity

Robbery, to a large extent is a product of circumstance
and opportunity, as this opportunity is reflected in the physical
and social environment in which the robber interacts. While
environmental changes have increased the opportunity for crime
through increased affluence and potential victims (Gould, 1969),
robbery, as is true of other theft crimes, involves a social
psychological dimension of the offender's "perception" of oppor-
tunities for the commission of the offense.

In his exposition of interpersonal relationships, Heider
(1958) discusses the nature of common sense psychology or in his
words "the naive analysis of action." The significance of this
orientation to the present discussion is that it presents the
individual (i.e., the robber in this case) with modes of organ-
izing his perceptual field allowing him to "know that another person

is trying to do something, has the ability to do something, etc."
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(Heider, 1958: 79). Skolnick (1966: 45), in his study of the
police, exemplifies this perceptual process or "perceptual short-
hand" particularly well. He states:

The policeman because his work requires him to be occupied
continually with potential violence develops a kind of
perceptual shorthand to identify certain kinds of individuals
as symbolic assailants, that is, as persons who use gestures,
language, and attire that the policeman has come to recognize
as a prelude to violence . . . the policeman responds to the
vague indication of danger by appearance.

This conceptualization of perceptual shorthand is directly
relevant to the present concern of perceived opportunities for
crime commission, and a literal use of Skolnick's text may be
utilized changed only by substitution of appropriate phrases:

The robber because his task requires him to be occupied
continually with potential risk or disclosure develops a
kind of perceptual shorthand to identify certain kinds of
individuals as probable victims, that is, as persons who
use gestures, language, and attire the robber has come to
recognize as a prelude to increased risk or disclosure

. . . the robber responds to the vague indication of risk
or disclosure by appearance.

The message received from this terminological substitution
is twofold. First, it directs our attention to the fact that it
is not merely the presence of opportunity that serves as a stimulus
for robbery. Rather, there is a social psychological dimension
on the part of the perpetrator in which he employs a decision-
making process based on his social perception of the environment
in which he interacts.

The nature of the perceptual process involved in victim
selection and the identification of opportunities for the commis-

sion of robbery lack both conceptual specification and empirical
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verification. It is beyond the scope of the present study to
examine this pursuit further other than to identify this dynamic
aspect of robbery. Al1 robberies, regardless of degree of planning
and type of offender committing the offense, incorporate at least
some minimal evaluation of the victim-opportunity situation. In
terms of a behavioristic-economic model (Homans, 1961; Thibaut and
Kelly, 1959), robbery is a business oriented economic activity.
Consistent with this view, and with the view presented in the
above discussion, it has been hypothesized (Cobb, 1973: 19) that
"the potential criminal evaluates all possibilities within the
limits of all information which he possesses and choses that
activity which maximizes his utility." No particular theoretical
model is advocated by the present writer in this regard, however,
it would appear advantageous for future inquiries to consider the
contributions such social psychological perspectives may offer to

our understanding of this phenomena.

Victim Confrontation

The decision to commit robbery over some alternative means
to enhance financial gain is often based upon the belief that it
offers the most expedicious way to accumulate money. Robbery is
different from other theft crimes in that there is a direct con-
frontation with the victim. It differs most radically from the
more passive crime of burglary in which the burglar deliberately
attempts to avoid any form of contact with the victim. Scarr,

Pinsky, and Wyatt (1973: 11) note four rationales for this passivity
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among burglars, including: (a) the chances of apprehension after
committing a crime in an unoccupied structure or dwelling are
lower, (b) entering an unoccupied premise minimizes the risk of
later identification by the victim when the crime is reported,

(c) the penalties accompanying burglary are usually less severe,
and (d) the burglar is usually fearful of encountering his victim
realizing such interaction may both endanger his own life, as

well as increase the risk of his apprehension and subsequent more
severe punishment.

The nature of robbery is quite antithetical to these con-
siderations. Robbery is an active crime, both in terms of the
lack of sleuthness and the activities involving confrontation with
the victim. Nonetheless, robbing is often justified by individuals
committing this offense behavior, and we may abstract several such
reasons as follows: (a) opportunities for robbery are not as con-
cealed as those for burglary:

since most people know that banks, grocery stores, and
department stores usually have large sums of money on hand.
The burglar is less likely to know if there is money or
valuable property in a house, where it may be and when the
occupants will be absent. The burglar is thus more in need
of inside information than the robber (Conklin, 1972: 89),
(b) robbery has the advantage of providing the offender with
liquid assets. Furthermore:
a number of robbery offenders who had done burglaries claimed
that it was a hassle or too much trouble to break into a
house, search out valuable goods, carry them out of the
house, and exchange them for cash with a fence (Conklin,
1972: 87),

and (c) since robbery is usually a stranger-to-stranger crime

(Mulvihill, et al., 1969: 217, 220), the victim is less likely
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to identify the offender to the police, thus minimizing the risk
of arrest. It appears then, that among robbers, the actual
confrontation with the victim, although possessing a risk, may be
less important than other elements of the crime.

The interactional sequence that takes place between victim
and offender is of a relatively short duration. Feeny and Weir
(1973: 232) report that less than one-third (32.8%) of the
victims, on whom information was available, were in contact with
the robber for more than three minutes, and almost one-fourth
(22.9%) stated they were in contact for less than thirty seconds.
Interviews with robbery offenders in the present study reveal
that the average robbery lasted approximately 6.31 minutes. While
the figure is somewhat higher than that reported by Feeny and
Weir, it should be noted that almost one-half (44%) of the robbers
in the present investigation stated that robberies usually last
less than five minutes, and another fourty-four percent (44%)
stated that a robbery takes between 5 and 10 minutes. The range
of responses in the present study was from 45 seconds to 25 minutes.

The time of contact between victim and offender also varies
according to the type of robbery. For instance, the respondent
who stated the offense took twenty-five minutes was involved in
the robbery of a "dope house" in which the offenders raided the
apartment of a drug seller and merely waited for customers to come
for purchase of their goods. Feeny and Weir (1973: 232; 236)
concluded:

Almost one-half of the armed incidents took more than three
minutes, and none took less than 30 seconds. All the known
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cases in the pursesnatch without force category were three
minutes or less. Nearly 20 percent of the cases were
estimated as involving more than three minutes and rela-
tively few estimated as involving 30 seconds or less.

Another factor involved in the actual time period of a
robbery revolves around the potential payload. For example, one
robber interviewed in the present study stated that the time of
the robbery would vary depending on whether one decided to take
all the possible money available (i.e., change from the cash
register, money from customers that may be in the store at the
time of the robbery, etc.) or just paper monies.

A final factor which may influence the time of a robbery
is the victim's behavior. Physical resistance, such as struggling,
attempting to hit the robber, or holding on to money, clearly
lengthens the time of the robber-victim interaction. Feeny and
Weir (1973: 255) provide an interesting note with regard to
resistance by the victim. They state:

Somewhat surprising is the fact over half of the cases of

resistance (37 of 62) resulted in no reaction by the offender.

This included all types of resistance from hitting the -

offender to running away. Yelling or screaming clearly

led to no reaction.
Conversely, robbery offender interviews conducted in the present
study indicate a relatively low toleration of victim resistance.
The majority of those interviewed stated they would not hesitate
to use physical force against the victim. Their rationale for
this was not one of a time consideration, but rather to maintain
complete control of the situation.

An exact analysis of the nature of the interactions between

victim and robber during the offense is inherently difficult. Some
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important dimensions of the event can, however, be identified
despite the lack of empirical documentation. The robbery episode
may be viewed in terms of Goffman's (1969) conceptualization of
"strategic interaction." That is to say, the face-to-face con-
frontation of victim and offender takes on calculative and gamelike
qualities in which each participants' behavior becomes dependent

on the others' as the interaction progresses.

Forced Compliance of the Victim

Robbery is an unexpected occurrence for the victim. Indi-
viduals do not leave their homes with the expectation that they
will be robbed sometime during the course of their day. This
assertion is at least partially documented by the fact that most
robbery victims were engaged in some normal, everyday, routine
behavior immediately prior to the victimization (Syvrud, 1967: 58).
The unexpected nature of this event may be cast in terms of
a social psychological conceptualization of different types of
social interactional settings and the participant's perception
of the actions of other interactants in that particular setting.
Argyle (1969: 145-147) has identified three distinct types of
interaction in this regard: (a) non-reciprocal--where A's behavior
does not affect B's and vice-versa, (b) reciprocal but asymmetrical--
where A's responses depend on B's, but B's do not depend on A's,
and (c) symmetrically reciprocal--where the course of the encounter
is of a genuine two-way interaction. It is clearly seen that the
second of the above mentioned interaction types may be character-

istic of robber-victim interactions. In the reciprocal but



55

asymmentrical situation, the robber (A) may select a particular
victim (B) on the basis of his (B's) behavior, but the victim is
not acting in response to the robber until some action is directed
toward him by the robber, Conversely, as Feeny and Weir (1973:
242, 245) conclude:

Over half (22 of 42) of the victims who saw an offender just

before the incident stated that they suspected he was going

to rob them or something like that. . . . By far the most

frequently stated basis for this belief was some suspicious

movement on the part of the offender such as following the

victim, walking toward the victim, waiting for the victim.

. . . Also worthy of note is that three victims were sus-

picious of the offender because they had previously seen him

engaged in criminal activity. Surprisingly, none of the 32

victims were suspicious because of the offender's physical

appearance.
Once action is directed toward the victim, the offender is mandated
to control that situation if the robbery is to be successful. The
control of the robbery situation is governed by at least the follow-
ing two criteria: (a) planning of the event, and (b) dominance of
the offender over the victim.

Most robbers plan their crime if only to a limited degree.

The point to be made in this regard is not that the typical robbery
represents any intimate or detailed preparation for committing the
offense. Rather, it accentuates the idea that robbers, regardless
of degree of planning, evaluate various inherent contingencies
(e.g., escape routes, handling bystanders who may interfere with
the progress of the robbery, etc.) in that situation. To this
degree, the robber has a plan of action, and possesses some strategy

for alternative action. Conversely, the victim is unexpectedly
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confronted by a threatening stranger who disrupts his normal routine,
and forces him to engage in interaction which he did not wish or seek.

Dominance of the offender over the victim is usually ac-
complished by the use of force or threat of force, and often through
the employment of a weapon. The victim, facing a threatening or
crisis situation, yields to the demands of the robber. While in a
majority of cases victims do not resist the robber in any manner
(Feeny and Weir, 1973: 79), victims, nonetheless, develop strate-
gies to cope with this interaction. The decision to passively
cooperate with the robber is perhaps the most prudent strategy
given his position in the encounter. Victims do, however, resist
robbers, and the circumstances, rationales, and reasons for their
doing so remain unknown. At present, we may only speculate about
the underlying dynamics involved. We can assume, however, that
such a decision represents a cognitive process on the part of the
victim involving some assessment of the encounter (e.g., in terms
of the robber's veracity in carrying out his threat, the victim's
perception of overcoming that threat, and other dimensions of the
situation which remain unspecifiable). In this regard, the victim
can be said to develop some cognitive definition of the event,
based in part on the robber's actions, and as a result of this
evaluation manages to cope with it.

The face-to-face encounter between the victim and his
robber represents a unique form of interpersonal interaction.
Initially, the interaction is one of an asymmetrically reciprocal

nature (Argyle, 1969). As the encounter evolves, the interaction
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takes on a gamelike quality in which both the victim and the offender
respond to the behaviors and actions of each other. The robber
responds to the actions of the victim's compliance with his demands,
and as was indicated, the victim's behavior, at least in terms of
resistance, becomes an important factor in the implementation of
physical force in the robbery. Similarly, the victim while respond-
ing to the demands of the robber simultaneously develops a strategy
to protect himself from possible injury, and in some cases his
property. It would be of interest in this regard to examine those
situations of attempted robbery in which the victim, while faced
with danger, managed to deter the robber. Unfortunately, no study

to date, either exploratory, theoretical, or empirical, has attempted
this endeavor. MacDonald (1971) has mentioned numerous tactics
utilized by rape victims to ward off the offense, however, he made

no attempt to classify or examine in detail these various strategies.

Violence Potential

While robbery is classified as a violent personal crime by
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, violence is not present in all
robberies. The innate nature of this offense, however, does possess
elements which may increase the potential for violence. Two such
considerations in this regard include: (a) the use of weapons,
and (b) the behavior of the victim.

The use of weapons has been said to serve two fundamental
functions (expressive and instrumental) in the robbery event

(Conklin, 1972). Expressive functions refer to the notion that
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weapons are used by the offender as a psychological prop which
enhance feelings of masculinity and omnipotence. Most robbers
interviewed in Conklin's study, however, considered the use of

a weapon in a more instrumental fashion in that such usage: (a)
allowed the creation of a buffer zone or barrier between victim
and offender, particularly when a firearm was used, (b) enhanced
intimidation of the victim and thus less resistance on the part
of the victim, (c) provided a means to make good the threat of a
robbery, and (d) insured escape.

In 1973, the Federal Bureau of Investigation reported that
armed perpetrators were responsible for two-thirds of the robbery
offenses. Feeny and Weir (1973: 191) reported that almost four-
fifths (78.8%) of their sample used some kind of weapon in the
conmission of the offense. Of the total number of robberies
studied, Feeny and Weir noted slightly over half (51.3%) were
firearms. Similarly, Syvrud (1967: 59) found over eighty-five
percent (85.7%) of his cases involving the use of weapons.

The exact relationship among the use of weapons, violence,
and consequent injury to the victim shows significant variations
among both victim and offender attributes. Normandeau (1968:
198; 200-201) shows that: (a) males are victimized more by fire-
arms than females but females, as offenders, are more inclined to
use firearms, (b) males are victimized by sharp and blunt instru-
ments more than females but, as offenders, both males and females
use them in the same respective proportions, (c) whites are

victimized more by firearms than Negroes but not so by other



59

weapons, (d) both races, as offenders, use firearms and sharp instru-
ments in the same frequency but not so in regard to blunt instru-
ments, (e) females are injured much less than males and they are
also less violent as offenders, and (f) Negroes are physically
injured proportionately more than whites. Ironically, other
available data suggest that the use of a weapon in the robbery
decreases the use of physical force. Conklin (1972: 112) reports:
The proportion of all incidents involving actual force declined
from 52 percent in 1964 to 46 percent in 1968. Specifically,
the decline occurred in the category of offenses in which
victims were beaten, punched or struck with weapons by of-
fenders. One possible explanation for this decline is that
wider use of weapons effectively raised levels of intimi-
dation, making victims less inclined to risk actual violence
by resisting. ‘

A second factor leading to increased violence in the robbery
is resistant behavior on the part of the victim. Feeny and Weir
(1973: 200) have reported that the most "common reason for the
victim being hurt was resistance by the victim." They further
conclude (1973: 252) that "physical resistance, such as trying to
hit the robber, struggle, or hold on to property, led clearly to
more injury." In addition to increasing injury, the victim's
behavior or reaction to the robbery in terms of both passive
resistance (i.e., the refusal to give money) and active resistance
(i.e., struggling with or attempting to hit the robber) lead to
increased use of physical force by the robber (Feeny and Weir,
1973: 70). Similarly, Conklin (1972: 117-118) states:

If the victim resists, the offender is apt to use force in

spite of the weapon he holds; if the victim does not resist,
the offender is less likely to use force if he is carrying
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a knife than if he is unarmed, and even more unlikely to do
so if he carries a firearm. This relationship can be seen
by comparing three victim resistance situations for 1968 with
three nonresistance situations for the same year. When he
encounters resistance, the offender uses force in 89.5 per-
cent of the unarmed robberies, 57.1 percent in robberies with
knives, and 37.5 percent of robberies with firearms. If the
victim does not resist, the comparable figures are 73.5 per-
cent, 33.6 percent and 13.6 percent.
The incidence of violence (i.e., physical force or injury
to the victim) is a relatively rare event in most robberies. As
Normandeau (1972: 83), in comparing past arrest histories of
robbers, concludes:
Robbers . . . are primarily thieves who occasionally, though
rarely, use force to achieve their objects. The display of
violence in this context is on the whole an isolated episode.
It is general persistence in crime, not a widespread special-"
ization in crimes of violence, which is the main characteristic
of robbers.

The presence of a weapon in the robbery situation, as well as victim

resistance, nonetheless, increases, if only mathematically, the

potential for violence. Thus while it is true that violence is

not present 1in all robbery situations, the components of such

interaction possess an increased probability for such eruption.

The preceding subsections have briefly identified several
behavioral or interactional dimensions common to all forms of
robbery. The analysis of the offense of robbery as an inter-
actional sequence between individual victims and offenders is
indeed complex. No attempt has been made to provide an exhaustive
theoretical formulation for the investigation of robbery episodes.
Robbery is a unique form of criminal behavior, and to date be-

havioral science research has overlooked social psychological
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aspects and the dynamic quality of this offense. The present study
is an attempt to accommodate this need by focusing on the social
psychological level of the victimization event. The remainder

of the present chapter will depict personal attributes and charac-
teristics of both robbery offenders and victims as they relate to

the present study.

Characteristics of Robbery Victims

Systematic information collected on the characteristics of
the victims of criminal offenses is for all practical purposes a
relatively recent phenomena.' Previous investigations (Amir, 1971;
Normandeau, 1968; Pittman and Handy, 1964; Wolfgang, 1958) have
provided descriptive characteristics of victims for specific
criminal offenses within specific locales and cities, and com-
parison among these is inherently difficult.

It was not until the initiation of victimization surveys
in 1968, however, that more uniform information began to be
gathered. It is appropriate to mention that while victim surveys
do provide information on the characteristics of victims, their
initial and most immediate purpose was an attempt to estimate the
so-called "dark" or "hidden" figure of crime. Nevertheless, the
implementation of these surveys established a framework for
developing portraits of victims. At present there are no national
figures regarding the personal characteristics of victims. The
National Crime Panel, as previously mentioned (see Chapter II),

instituted a nationwide program to survey victims of crime, however,
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only preliminary results are available at present. The data that
is available derives from several smaller investigations (Kalish,
1974; Turner, 1972a) which served as a series of methods test,
validation studies, and pilot surveys to the preparation of the
National Crime Panel.

The present section is intended to detail the personal
characteristics of robbery victims of the present study, hereafter
referred to as the Detroit Study, and to compare these victims to
the characteristics of robbery victims noted in other investi-
gations. The sample for the Detroit Study consisted of twenty-
six victims of robbery who agreed to interviews regarding their
experience with crime. The details of the sample selection,
procedures, problems, and limitations will be provided in a sub-

sequent chapter as they are not germane to the present discussion.

Age, Race, and Sex Characteristics of
Robbery Victims

Table 6 presents the personal characteristics of the
respondents in the Detroit Study in terms of age, race, and sex
distributions. Of the 26 individuals who participated in the
present study nineteen were males and seven were females. This
three to one ratio of males to females is consistent with the
sex distributions of victims noted in other investigations. In
Normandeau's (1968: 148) findings in Philadelphia 73.2 percent
were males, a ratio of almost 3 to 1. Conklin (1972: 200) found
three-fourths of the victims to be men. The association between

sex and robbery is also consistent with the findings of the National
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Crime Panel survey which reported "when males as a group were com-
pared with females, the former exhibited higher rates of victim-
ization for robbery with and without injury" (National Crime Panel,
1974: 3-4). The rates of victimization compiled by a recent
national survey (Ennis, 1967: 34-35) also indicate that male

rates are almost three times as great as those for females.
However, robbery victimization rates tend to be more equal in

the 20-39 year old age grouping with male rates tending to in-
crease with increasing age.

The empirical consistency of a disproportionate number of
male robbery victims is somewhat paradoxical to earlier theorizing
on victim vulnerability. For instance, Hentig (1948: 406-407)
attributed higher proportions of female victims to the fact that
the female is relatively weaker, and is thus more likely to be
overcome by the physical superiority of the male. He further notes
the legal philosophy of the weakness of the female sex being uni-
formly recognized by law. Crimes against chastity and against
family and children, for example, are designed and meant to serve
as protective devices against the assumed superiority of the male
sex.

A popular explanation for the lack of support of Hentig's
speculation is that empirical findings are a reflection of the
traditional and sheltered domestic role of the woman in contempo-
rary society. This interpretation appears less valid and fruitful

with the increasing liberalization of the female role in our
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society. Furthermore, as Schafer (1968: 64), in commenting on

the lower proportion of the female victims, states:
In homicide, assault, burglary, and robbery cases males are
victims of crime only about four times more often than
females, a proportion significantly different from that
when the two sexes are compared as offenders. To put it
another way, females are more often the victims of violent
crimes than of other kinds of crime (Schafer, 1968: 64).

An interesting note also in the lower involvement of
females as victims is the offender's perception of potential
victims. The victim selection process includes a multitude of
dimensions including the potential amount of money available,
the vulnerability of the victim, the risk the robber faces, and
the likelihood of victim resistence. While systematic data are
not available for analysis, one phase of the present investi-
gation probed incarcerated robbery offenders on various aspects
of victim preference. Several of the interviewees stated quite
emphatically they would not rob females. Their underlying rationale
was based on their perception of a lack of predictibility in the
reaction of the female victim. Thus while it may be true that
females are theoretically more susceptable, offender perception
of controlling that interaction may lessen their actual victim
potential. Furthermore, it is observed that different types of
robbery offenders display differential victim preference. As
Conklin (1972: 89-91) suggests, there is:

a tendency of different types of robbery offenders to pick
victims with varying characteristics. . . . The sex of the
victim also determines the degree of his vulnerability.
Data show that in 1964 and 1968 juveniles were more apt

than adults to rob women, and that each year, blacks and
whites were equally inclined to hold up female victims.
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The data thus show that those offenders who are more apt to

be inexperienced opportunists, the juveniles and the blacks,
are also more likely to rob victims whose age, sex or solitari-
ness makes them especially vulnerable, even though such
robberies rarely net much money. The opportunist is more con-
cerned with the vulnerability of the victim than with the size
of the score. In contrast, the professional has a much
broader concept of what constitutes vulnerability. For him,

a vulnerable victim is one he can rob after planning the

crime, surveying the target and neutralizing various risks.

Age appears to be positively related not only to being a
victim of robbery, but also with victimization in general. As
noted in the National Crime Panel (1974: 4) data:

. the general relationship between lower victimization

rates and increasing age was evident. Because the rates
often were quite low and the differences between them
slight, however, it was not always possible to find true
dissimilarities between specific age groups. Nonetheless,
the survey showed that there were significantly more robbery
victims under 25 years of age than in any of the older age
categories.

The Detroit Study data are consistent with these findings
with the exception of older age groupings. The Detroit data show
that almost one-fourth (23.1%) of the respondents were under the
age of 26, and almost one-half (46.2%) were under 36 years of age.
The combined age categories of 36-45 and 46-55 accounted for
s1ightly under one-fifth (19.2%) of the victims, and the remaining
thirty-five percent (34.6%) were over 56 years of age.

There are innate difficulties in making tabular comparisons
of age distributions found in other studies since the age divisions
utilized are variable and suited to the needs to the individual
investigator. Furthermore, studies which employ broad age cate-
gories render comparisons meaningless. The Detroit data appear to

be relatively consistent with other investigations on robbery.
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Syvrud (1967: 48) for example found slightly over one-fourth (28.4%)
of the victims to be under age 30, with sixty-three percent (63.7%)
under 50 years of age.

Beyond this similarity, victim age distributions become
more dispersed. Conklin (1972: 90), for example, found almost one- ;}
half (45.2%) of his victim sample to be in the 40-59 age category. B
Feeny and Weir (1973: 260) showed significant sexual distributions

in the age composition of their sample. Accordingly, one-half (51%) i
of the male victims were under the age of 50, whereas only twenty-
three percent (23%) of the females were in this age bracket. Over
half of the female victims (52%), however, were over age sixty-one.
Normandeau (1968: 178) found the median age of his sample of
victims to be 36.1 years old, however, significant differentials
in rates of victimization among the various age groups were noted.
For example, he (1968: 173) states that:
victims in general have their highest rate (23.2) between
ages 20 and 24 and their second highest rate (22.5) between
ages 25 and 29. However, among offenders in general, the
highest rate (29.0) appears between ages 15 and 19, while
the second highest rate (27.2) appears in the age class 20-24.
Offenders as a group, therefore, evidence highest incidence
between five and ten years younger than victims. The same
conclusion is observed when frequency distributions are
analyzed. Noteworthy also is the fact that there is a
gradient decrease of the rates as offenders get older, but
victims' rates between 40 and 50 years of age are higher
than between 30 and 40 years of age.
The reasons for these age discrepencies are difficult to
determine. One factor that emerges, at least with respect to the
higher involvement of older age categories, is the possible veracity

of the assumption seemingly made by offenders about the higher
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potential vulnerability (i.e., being physically weaker and less
likely to resist) of these individuals. Younger age groupings

have been said to have higher victimization involvement principally
on the basis of their social interactional patterns which culminate
in potentially vulnerable situations.

One of the most striking features in the comparison of
racial distributions of robbery victims is the apparent extent to
which whites exceed Blacks. In the Detroit Study almost three- '
fourths (73%) of the victims were white. This proportion is con-
sistent with the racial distributions found in other studies.

Syvrud (1967) and Conklin (1972), for example, both found over

ninety percent of their robbery victim samples to be white. In
similar vein, the National Violence Commission (Mulvihill, et al.,
1969) in their 10% random sample of 1967 offense and arrest reports
from 17 large United States cities reported slightly over on half
(59.1%) of their armed robbery victims, and over sixty percent (61.8%)
of their unarmed robbery victims to be white. Table 7 presents a
further comparison of these and other studies.

An analysis of Table 7 shows that the disproportionate
representation of white victims is not consistent among all investi-
gations. The National Crime Panel (1974: 16), for example, reported
robbery victimization rates to be twice as high for Blacks as for
whites for both robbery with and without injury. Similarly, the
President's Crime Commission (1967b: 40) indicates:

A Negro man in Chicago runs the risk of being victimized nearly

six times as often as a white man, and a Negro woman nearly
eight times as often as a white woman.
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ABLE 7.--Victims of Robbery, by Race, as Noted in Different Studies
(in Percent).

Black White Other Total (N)
etroit 27 73 0 100 (26)
yvrud? 3.2 93.1 3.7 100 (218)
onk1in® 5.6 9.4 0 100  (90)
oward® 4.2 71.4 24.4 100 (262)
ulvihi1nd 40.1 59.9 0 100 (269)
ulvihin® 38.2 61.8 0 100 (251)
ormandeau’ 61.6 38.4 0 100 (1785)

—

qSyvrud (1967: 48).
beonklin (1972:  200).

CHoward (1974: 8).

dMulvihi]], Tumin, and Curtis (1969: 214) Armed Robbery.

eMu]vihi]], Tumin, and Curtis (1969: 215) Unarmed Robbery.

fNormandeau (1968: 148).
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It is difficult to provide an accurate explanation for these
differentials. A possible reason which may account for the higher
percentage of white victims in some studies is based on method-
ological considerations. That is, the Detroit Study, as well as
the investigation by Conklin (1972) used court records as a data
source, and it may be that whites have a higher likelihood of
prosecuting a victimization thus resulting in a racial disproportion
in the sample space. Similarly, Syvrud (1967) may have encountered
a racial bias in victim respondents that returned his mailed
questionnaire. Such an explanation is at least plausible, how-
ever, it does not appear to have empirical support, for as Ennis
(1967: 45-47) notes:

For serious crimes against the person, neither race nor income
appear related to police notification and for whites there
does not appear to be any clear pattern related to income.
Among Negroes the situation is more complex: It appears

that, when victims of minor property crimes, they are more
reluctant to call the police than are whites. . . . That
Negroes do not differ radically from whites in their extent
of reporting crime is matched by the similarity of their
reasons for doing so.

Another possible reason for the higher involvement of whites
as victims is the assumed greater possession of valuables and
property. Such an assumption is warranted when one considers the
finding that robbery departs from the intraracial character of
most personal crimes, and is generally an interracial event with
Blacks robbing whites (Mulvihill, et al., 1969: 214). While it
may be true that whites show a higher frequency of being a vi¢tim

one must consider another dimension and that is the risk of

victimization. A special tabulation made by the Chicago Police
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Department indicated that over 85% of the crimes committed by Blacks
between September, 1965 and March, 1966 involved Black victims
(Haskell and Yablonsky, 1974: 257). This report does not indicate
crime specific (i.e., robbery) victimization figures, there is, how-
ever, further evidence to suggest that Blacks have higher victim-
ization rates than whites.

Recent researches (National Crime Panel, 1974: 3; Normandeau,

1968) have clearly indicated that Blacks possess a higher risk factor
given their number in the total population. Not only do Blacks
constitute a smaller proportion of the total population, they are
also a group subject to continued discrimination. And as Quinney
(1975: 129) maintains:
. . . for conventional crimes, the victims are those wha are
already oppressed in the society. Except for auto theft,
the victims of all the major conventional crimes are dis-
proportionately in the lower income levels. . . . The lower
class and blacks, in particular, are major victims of con-
ventional crimes.
Normandeau (1968: 162) has provided an empirically supported base
for Quinney's contention in that: '
A rank order of victimization exists in Philadelphia, then,
such that Negro males should have the highest expectation
that they will be victims of robbery, followed in order of
risk by Negro females, white males, and white females.

Thus, when comparing the rank order of offender race-
specific victimization rates with the rank order of risk of
victimization, it is apparent that for a member of the total
population victimization by a Negro male is most probable and

that it is the Negro male who is most likely to experience
victimization.

The racial distribution of robbery victims is séen to

contain numerous contingencies ranging from methodological artifacts
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and sample selection biases to victimization risk differentials
in terms of both the demographic composition and the political
structure of the society. Consequently, the exact relationship
between race and victimization remains an empirical question.

Additional Social Characteristics of
Robbery Victims

Social characteristics of victims, besides age, race, and

sex, are of definite interest to the criminologist in terms of a

r
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more fruitful understanding of victim participation and involve-
ment in the crime event. Unfortunately, however, such additional
social data is rarely available for systematic inspection. Few
studies have endeavored to determine the relationship of other
social characteristics to victimization. The present section will
consider the relationship of marital status and religion to robbery
victimization.

Sixty-one percent (61.5%) of the robbery victims in the
Detroit Study were married. This distribution is consistent with
the findings of Syvrud (1967: 48) who reported 61.5% of his
respondents to be married. Table 8 presents a tabular comparison
of these two samples as they relate to the various marital status
categories.

It appears that being married and being victimized are
related. One reasonable explanation for this consistency is that
married males who were working at their regular occupatioﬁ (i.e.,
as proprietors or clerks in liquor stores or other such commercial

establishments, particularly in the Detroit Study) were more
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TABLE 8.--Victims of Robbery, by Marital Status and ?ex, as Noted in Ej
the Detroit Study and Syvrud (1967: 48). 3
{
Detroit Syvrud E
Male Female Total Male Female Total '
Single 31.6 14.3 26.9 20.4 15.8 18.8
(6) (1) (7) (29) (12) (41)
Married 57.9 71.4 61.5 65.5 55.3 61.9
(1) (5) (16) (93) (42)  (135)
Separated
or Divorced 10.5 14.3 11.5 9.1 18.4 12.4
(2) (1) (3) (13) (14) (27)
Widowed 0 0 0 4.9 10.5 6.9
(7) (8) (15)
100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.0 100.0

(19) (7) (26) (142) (76) (218)
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susceptible to participation in robbery situations. A disparity
does exist with these findings and the results of the National
Crime Panel (1974: 4-5) which reported:

Substantial differences in victimization appeared when the
four major categories of marital status were examined. In .
aggregate terms for all personal crimes, persons who had -
never been married had the highest rate and those who were

widowed the lowest, largely a reflection of the age structure
of these two groups. Persons who were separated or divorced
had high rates of victimization, not much Tower than the

rates of those who had never been married. Married persons .
had higher victimization rates than the widowed, but these &
were considerably lower than the rates among persons in the i

other two marital groups. This pattern also held true when
males and females were considered separately . . . among
women, those who were separated or divorced had the highest
victimization rates for both robbery and assault. . . .
Religious preference is a variable found to be associated
with numerous social phenomena. With regard to criminal victim-
ization, however, there appears to be no consistent relationship.
Table 9 presents a comparison of the Detroit Study sample and that
of Syvrud (1967: 48). It is seen that in the Detroit Study
Catholics appear to predominate, whereas, those of the Protestant
faith, both males and females, prevail in Syvrud's sample. The
Detroit Study notes a sex difference in religious preference in
that almost one-half (47.4%) of the male victims are Catholic and
over one-half (57.1%) of the female victims are Baptists. These
differences were not found in the Syvrud study.
No definite conclusions may be drawn regarding the rela-
tionship between religion and victimization. National studies

(i.e., the National Crime Panel and victimization surveys), as

well as other localized studies (Conklin, 1972; Normandeau, 1968)
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TABLE 9.--Victims of Robbery, by Religion and Sex, as Noted in the

Detroit Study and Syvrud (1967: 48).
Detroit Syvrud

Male Female Total Male Female Total
Catholic 47.4 28.6 42.3 24.6 18.4 22.5
(9) (2) (11) (35) (14) (49)
Jewish 10.5 0 7.7 4.9 2.6 4.1
(2) (2) (7) (2) (9)
Protestant 15.8 0 11.5 54.9 63.1 57.8
(3) (3) (78) (48)  (126)

Baptist 10.5 57.1 23.1 0 0 0

(2) (4) (6)
Luthern 5.3 14.3 7.7 0 0 0
(1) (1) (2)

Other 0 0 0 3.5 7.9 5.0
(5) (6) (1)
None 10.5 0 7.7 10.6 7.9 9.6
(2) (2) (15) (6) (21)
No Response 0 0 0 1.4 0 0.9
(2) (2)
100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 99.9
(19) (7) (26) (142) (76) (218)
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have not included this variable in their analyses, and both the
Detroit Study and the Syvrud investigation provide insufficient

data to reach meaningful results.

Characteristics of Robbery Offenders

The act of robbery, as mentioned previously, is a unique
offense in several respects. Despite the concern over robbery

among the populace and enforcement agencies, relatively little

e R it ]
v

is known about robbers. The information that is available ,
characteristically depicts those who have been arrested and
who have passed through the criminal justice system. Furthermore,

as the Uniform Crime Reports (Federal Bureau of Investigation,

1974) indicate, slightly over one-fourth (27%) of the robbery
offenses reported were cleared by arrest. Thus, it is impossible
to determine how representative those arrested are of actual
robbers. It is quite possible that those arrested are younger,
less experienced, or less adept at robbery than those who avoid
arrest. A more direct possibility in assessing characteristics of
robbery offenders as they actually appear is to utilize victim
perceptions of their robbers. Data generated from this source

is subject to error as it is derived from reports of events which
have occurred quickly and under circumstances of duress.

This section will present background characteristics of
robbery offenders in the present study, as well as making com-
parisons among other investigations. Again, the selection
process and limitations of the present sample will be deferred

and delineated in a subsequent chapter.
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Age, Race, and Sex Characteristics of
Robbery Victims

The sample of robbery offenders for the present investi-
gation, hereafter referred to as the Jackson Study, consisted of
26 incarcerated male offenders who volunteered to participate in
the research. Table 10 provides the age and racial distribution
of offenders in the Jackson Study.

While the present research was confined to male offenders,

it is observed that males predominate as offenders in other reports.

The Uniform Crime Reports (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1974:

17; 131) show that in 1973 ninety-three percent (93.2%) of all
individuals arrested for robbery were mé]e. Similarly, the
Violence Commission (Mulvihill, et-al., 1969: 215) in its survey
of seventeen cities reported ninety-five percent (95.1%) of the
robbers were male. Individual and more localized investigations
substantiate the preponderance of males in the commission of
robbery. Normandeau (1968: 148) and Feeny and Weir (1973) both
disclose only five percent (5.2%) and three percent (3.5%) re-
spectively of their samples involved female robbers.
The overrepresentation of males in the commission of

robbery is not unexpected given the nature of this offense (i.e.,
force and confrontation with the victim). Furthermore, it has
been shown that certain socio-cultural conditions increase the
1ikelihood of male involvement in that:

Use of weapons is more likely to be learned by males as

children, during military service or in the course of an

adult occupation, than by females. Structurally determined
differences in opportunities to commit the crime, although

-
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TABLE 10.--Robbery Offenders, by Race and Age, Jackson Study
(Percent of Total).

Black (N) White (N) Both (N)
Under 20 0 0 0 (0)
20-24 23.1  (6) 7.7 (2) 30.8 (8)
25-29 30.8 (8) 19.2 (5) 50.0 (13)
30-34 3.8 (1) 0 3.8 (1)
35-39 7.7 (2) 0 7.7 (2)
40-44 0 0 o (o)
45-49 0 0 o (0)
over 50 3.8 (1) 3.8 (1) 7.7 (2)

69.2 (18) 30.7 (8) 100.0 (26)
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less important for this than many other offenses may be
significant in terms of access to weapons or knowledge of
places or persons that may be profitably robbed. Differ-
ential access to criminal subcultures and pressures toward
criminal careers are decidedly more significant for males,
both in terms of early socialization and possible prison
experiences. Finally, the category itself is really a type
of theft, separated from other categories of stealing by
the particular way in which the crime is committed, a method
that embodies more male than female role expectations (Hoffman-
Bustamante, 1973: 118).
Additionally, it should be noted that while most figures indicate
a disproportionate number of males:
. . . many female robbers appear to be accomplices . . .
drivers of getaway cars (who many times are out of sight of
the victims and will thus not be described as accomplices)
and decoys in prostitution-related robberies (Feeny and
Weir, 1973: 101).
It has also been shown (Federal Bureau of Investigation,
1974: 17) that the number of females arrested for. robbery in-
creased five percent in 1973 when compared to 1972. Thus, while
females are underrepresented as perpetrators in robbery, it is
seen that they may often play auxiliary role, may not be seen by
victims, or brought to the attention of arresting agents. Their
involvement in this offense appears to be on the increase, although
not substantially, and it is clear that robbery remains primarily
a male activity.
~ Table 11 presents an overview of the racial characteristics
of robbery offenders noted in other investigations. The most
obvious conclusion to be made is the disproportional representation
of Blacks as offenders. There are several reasons which may account
for this overrepresentation. First, Blacks have a higher "categoric

risk" for being labelled criminal. Various studies have shown that
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TABLE 11.--Robbery Offenders, by Race, as Noted in Different Studies a
(in Percent of Total). §

Black White Other Total. (N)

Jackson 69.2 30.8 0 100 (26) i

Conklin® 59.7 40.3 0 100 (27)

Mulvini1i® 85.1 14.9 0 100 (269)

Mulvihil® 81.0 19.0 0 100 (251)

Normandeaud 85.1 14.9 0 100 (2482)

Syvrud® 20.6 70.2 9.3 100.1 (218)

3Conklin (1972: 61).

bMu]vihi]], Tumin, and Curtis (1969: 214) Armed Robbery.

CMulvihill, Tumin, and Curtis (1969: 215) Unarmed Robbery.
dNormandeau (1968: 148).

€Syvrud (1967: 60) Based on victim perceptions of offenders.
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Blacks are more likely to be arrested, prosecuted, and convicted
than are whites who commit the same offense (Banton, 1964: 173;
Black and Reiss, 1967: 132-139; Green, 1970; Forslund, 1970;
Johnson, 1941; Kephart, 1957: 88-93; President's Comﬁission, 1967c:
146-148; Wolfgang, 1964). Furthermore, as Schur (1969: 45)
observes:

. . in some communities, it has been found that the racial
membersh1p of the victim has also influenced intensity of law
enforcement: Negro-white offenses were considered most
serious, and then in descending order, white-white, Negro-
Negro, and white-Negro. . . .

A second factor which may account for the higher involve-
ment of Blacks in crime is that Black crime rates reflect the fact
that Blacks are concentrated in those sectors of the population
which show high crime rates for all races. That is, Blacks are
highly concentrated in the lower socioeconomic and educational
brackets and impoverished urban environments. Schur's (1969: 46)
observation is important in this regard:

We cannot be absolutely sure what Negro crime rates would
be 1ike if this population distribution were different, but
it is highly probable that they would be substantially
altered. In this connection it is noteworthy that such
studies as we do have shown that there is a clear relation-
ship between Negro education levels and crime rates. Thus
not only are Negroes with more education less likely to
commit crimes than their less well-educated brothers, but
it has also been found that the crime rates for Negroes in
the higher education categories are lower than those for
poorly educated whites.

A biological explanation of racial differentials in robbery
is not an implication of the present discussion. While available
data suggest that race is an important variable in understanding

robbery occurrences, one must consider the influence of political
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and social realities, as well as structured inequalities operative
in contemporary society that may account for the disproportionately
high involvement of Blacks in robbery.

Robbers as a group are generally young. An analysis of

the Federal Bureau of Investigation Uniform Crime Reports for the

years 1963 through 1973 consistently show that slightly over one-
third of the persons arrested were in the 15-19 age group, with
another 25% located in the 20-24 year old category, and another 12%
in the 25-29 age bracket. Direct comparison of age characteristics
of robbery offenders among different studies is difficult as a
result of the utilization of different age categories. On the whole,
however, most investigations confirm the general results of the
F.B.I., data.

The Jackson Study showed an average age of 28.65 years for
robbery offenders. Exactly one-half of the subjects were in the
25-29 age category, with another thirty percent (30.8%) in the
20-24 year old group. Similarly, Normandeau (1968: 175) found
the highest rates for robbery to be in the 15-19 age category
(29.0), followed by the 20-24 and 25-29 age groups with rates of
27.2 and 23.9 per 10,000 population respectively. Mulvihill,
et al. (1969: 214-215) reported 75.4% of the armed robbery of-
fenders and 88.4% of the unarmed robbery offenders to be under
26 years of age.

Such an age distribution among robbery offenders is not
unexpected. Several authors (Cavan, 1962: 25-29; Reckless, 1967;

101-103) have commented on the differential age distribution among
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various types of criminal offenses, and it is generally accepted
among criminalogists that robbery is a crimé of the young adult
offender. This fact has also been confirmed on an international
scale (United Nations, 1965: 9-11). Some theories have attri-
buted this age ratio differential to bidological traits such as
physical strength, vigor, etc. (Sutherland and Cressey, 1974:
125). Robbery is an active crime which requires a certain amount
of physical prowess. It is an offense which requires little skill
with a potential for rapid financial gain to aid in support of a
hedonistic life style.

In summary, available statistics (most of which are based
on arrest data) on robbery offenders show distinct patterns and
relationships among age, race, and sex characteristics. These
physical characteristics, however, should not be interpreted as
a direct causative factor in the commission of robbery. Rather,
they may be considered as measures of an individual's position within
the social order. As such, there are intricate interrelationships
among socially structured interpersonal relationships and oppor-

tunities for goal attainment which may be more influential in crime

commission.

Victim Perception of Robbers

As mentioned above, a possible alternative to the ultilization
of official arrest data for describing robbery offenders is through
the employment of victim perceptions of their offenders. Few studies
have used this approach, however, those that have show general con-

sistency with arrest data.
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Robbers as perceived by their victims are almost always
- male. Syvrud (1967: 60), using a mailed survey of robbery victims
listed in newspaper accounts, found that 213 (98.2%) of his victims
said the robber was male. The Detroit data is consistent with this
finding in that 24 (92.3%) of the victims perceived males as the
perpetrators of the robbery.

| Victim perceptions of robbers with respect to race display
mixed findings. Syvrud (1967: 60) found seventy percent (70.2%)
of his victims claiming the offender to be white. In the Detroit
Study, 21 (80.8%) of the victims said their robbers were Black.

Age data based on victim perceptions is necessarily approxi-
mate, since it is difficult to determine age solely on the basis of
physical appearance, and also because of the circumstances under
which the robbery occurs (i.e., short duration, duress, etc.).
Nonetheless, such age impressions are possible, and there is no
inherent reason to assume that robbers would be more likely to
be described as older or younger. Given the variance potential in
~age depiction, it was found that most victims perceive their
robbers to be young. In the Detroit Study, age perceptions ranged
from 18 to 35 with the mean age perception being 23.2 years. Syvrud

(1967: 60) found similar results in his sample with 43.6% of the
respondents estimating the age of their robber to be in the 21-29
'year old age category.

An important consideration in examining victim perceptions

of their offenders is the accuracy of their perception. It has

been noted that stressful situations influence the reliability of
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perception (Sargent and Williamson, 1966: 569). If the robbery
experience is assumed to be stressful or trauma producing, one

might question how victim perceptions of robbers are affected.

The Detroit Study was able to examine the accuracy of victim
perceptions of their offenders. Through utilization of court records,
data on the age, race, and sex of the offender were obtained from
the arrest warrants. Victims were subsequently asked, as part of
the interview schedule, if they could describe their assailants.
Analysis of such comparisons between perceived and actual charac-
teristics produced almost identical results. In all 26 cases the
victim correctly perceived the sex of the offender, in 25 of the

26 cases the offender's race was correctly identified. With respect
to age, 18 (69.2%) of the victims correctly perceived the offender’'s
age to within five years.

It appears then, at least with respect to age, race, and
sex, that victims are fairly accurate in identifying their robbers.
The trauma and stress of the robbery situation apparently has
little affect on the accuracy of perception. It is important to
note, however, that since the Detroit Study used cases which were
prosecuted, the victims had a second opportunity to see the of-
fender during the trial proceedings, and this fact alone may

contribute greatly to increased perceptual accuracy.

Past Arrest Histories of Robbers

A high proportion of the robbers in the Jackson Study had

prior arrest histories. An analysis of the type of previous
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offenses coomitted by the offenders revealed that almost forty
percent (38.5%) committed an offense against the person other than
robbery. This finding lends some credence to the general con-
clusion that robbers are for the most part theives who sometimes
employ violence in their act (Normandeau, 1972: 83). No racial
differences were found in past arrest histories among offenders

in the Jackson Study. Prior property arrests displayed a variety
of 6ffehses ranging from possession of stolen property to auto
theft and grant larceny. Conklin (1972: 65-73) has also shown
variation in theft behavior among different types of robbers both
in terms of sophistication of the theft, as well as committment
of theft as a form of livelihood. Feeny and Weir (1973: 123-127)
in reporting on two studies conducted in New Jersey and New York
have also concluded that there is no dominant pattern of violence
in the histories of robbers.

Robbers, at least with respect to the present sample, appear
to fit the role career orientation of the "semi-professional property
criminal" as described by Gibbons (1973: 273-278). These indi-
viduals engage in robberies of commercial establishments by
employing relatively simple and uncomplicated crime skills. They
perceive themselves as criminals who have "few alternatives to
criminal behavior and as a victim of a corrupt society in which
everyone has a racket" (Gibbons, 1973: 273). Furthermore, because
of the low skill level and high apprehension risk, many show a past

history of arrest for a variety of theft behaviors.
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Summar:

The present chapter has provided a descriptive overview
of the robbery situation and the participants in that event. It
has been seen that while robbery may take different forms within
legal categorizations, there are several dimensions common to all
robberies. Robbery is a unique crime which combines the actual
confrontation of victim and offender in the theft of property.

It involves forced compliance of the victim with the robber's
demands, as well as the potential for violence.

Data on the age, raée, and sex of robbery victims for the
Detroit Study showed that males are victimized 3 to 1 over females,
that 73 out of 100 are white, and that approximately 3 out of 10
are under 26 years of age. Victims in the Detroit Study were found
to be characteristic of victims noted in other studies in terms
of age, race, and sex distributions. The offender sample in the
present investigation showed that the typical robber was a young
adult Black male with a past theft arrest history. This distribu-
tion was also found to be consistent with characteristics of
robbers noted in other studies, as well as with national data
on robbers.

The criminal offense of robbery and its various dimensions
is underinvestigated. Yet, it is a crime that pervades public
concern. Much of the past research has been directed to the
establishment of patterns of robbery (Normandeau, 1968), as well
as descriptive accounts of the robbery event (Conklin, 1972; Feeny

and Weir, 1973). The present research is designed to move into an
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innovative area of crime specific research. As such, it employs
a cognitive orientation to the analysis of attitudinal dimensions
of the robbery experience for both victims and offenders. The -
major trust of the present study is to examine how participants
in the robbery episode conceptualize that experience in cognitive

space.



CHAPTER IV

ROBBERY AND COGNITIVE DIMENSIONALITY

This chapter introduces the concept of cognitive dimen-
sionality as it relates to the present investigation. The term
"dimensionality" has been used in a variety of ways in the social
psychological literature, however, with respect to the present
study its usage was restricted to pertain to one variable of
cognitive complexity. The application énd extension of this
concept to victim research fits two intersecting substantive
contexts. First, as research in victimology, it is related to
other victimological research undertaken for the purpose of
understanding the involvement of participants in crime events.
Second, exploration of cognitive dimensionality is related to
the work of social psychologists who have developed theories of
cognitive structure by expanding their principles to a new arena
of inquiry. Such an innovative venture may prove both theoreti-
cally and pragmatically important to our understanding of crime

and related phenomena.

Theoretical Foundations

The concept of cognitive dimensionality is represented in
the present study as one variable of cognitive complexity. The

theoretical basis for this concept emerges from a variety of

89
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sources represented in the cognitive and developmental psychologies
of Gestaltism, Kelly's personal construct theory, Lewinian field
theory, Piaget's developmental psychology, and Osgood's dimensional
analysis of meaning. Some of the major similarities and differences
of these convergent, but nonetheless, distinct schools of thought
is succinctly stated by Ausubel (1965: 5):
Historically, the cognitive viewpoint is most closely identi-
fied with the theoretical position of Gestalt psychology
insofar as it is nonmechanistic and focuses on organized and
differentiated conscious experience. . . . A1l cognitive
theorists, however, do not necessarily endorse the Gestalt
doctrines of perceptual nativism, psychophysiological
insomorphism, the insightful nature of all problem solving,
and the perceptual dynamics underlying the trace theory of
forgetting. And, similarly, although Kurt Lewin was an
extremely influential "cognitive-field" psychologist, not all
cognitive theorists necessarily subscribe to his concepts of
life-space, and psychological tension, to his topological
diagrams, and to his insistence on the contemporaneity and
invariable purposiveness of behavior.
Implicit in this statement is the consensus that "no set of general
principles is acceptable to all (or even most) cognitive theorists,
nor is there general agreement regarding the classification of
cognitive theorists" (Shaw and Costanzo, 1970: 172).
Nevertheless, the basic assumption underlying these
theoretical orientations is the observation that man's behavior
is governed by a set of organized categories in which stimulus
inputs are sorted, given identity, and given more elaborated
connotative meaning. In other words, the cognitive theory
perspective views the individual as an active processor of infor-
mation (i.e., he actively interprets and constructs meaning in

order to evaluate external situations). Most of the past research
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emanating from these perspectives has been directed toward the
discovery and empirical explanation of the principles and laws
which underlie this organization and structure.

One of the most important and empirically documented lines
of cognitive structure research has been the investigation of
cognitive differentiation and cognitive complexity. The concept
of cognitive complexity has been defined as "the tendency to construe
social behavior in a multidimensional way, such that a more cogni-
tively complex individual has available a more versatile system
for perceiving the behavior of others than does a less cognitively
complex person" (Bieri, 1966: 14). The importance of this con-
ceptualization is seen in the intricate relationship of cognitive
complexity to the cognitive structure property of differentiation
in that:

. . . the definition of cognitive complexity has primary
reference to the degree of differentiation in an individual's
construct system. . . . Further the basis for this differ-
entiation consists of the dimensional process assumed to
underlie one's perception of others. A person who is able
to evoke more dimensions of judgement in construing others

is more cognitively complex than a person who invokes fewer
dimensions of judgment. . . . Cognitive complexity refers to

the degree of dimensionality or differentiation of the judge's
system of personal constructs (Bieri, 1966: 18).

Conceptualization of Cognitive Dimensionality

The assumption that cognitive structures are somehow com-
’posed of interdependent parts or units which form an organized
whole is no longer questioned. Different theories of cognitive
organization, however, make different assumptions about these

component parts and the ways in which they are interrelated. No
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attempt will be made to review these assumptive bases of cognitive
structure as several detailed reviews are available (Shaw and
Costanzo, 1970: 171-187; Zajonc, 1968).

The present investigation was modeled after the strategy
for conceptualizing and measuring properties of cognitive structure
developed by Scott and his associates (Scott, 1962; 1963; 1969;
1974; Swanson, 1966) and sought to inspect one property of cogni-
tive structure (i.e., dimensionality) as it relates to the experi-
ence of criminal victimization by robbery. Within this model the
term cognitive structure refers to the complete cognitive world of
the individual and his experiences with the environment. More
specifically, as used by Scott (1962: 87), it refers to a relatively
permanent characteristic of the individual, having all the charac-
teristics of an individual difference factor, and portrays "the
individual's phenomenological representation of himself and the
world--the set of ideas maintained by him and relatively available
to conscious awareness." Furthermore, the Scott model, hereafter
referred to as the dimensional model (Phillips, 1974), stands in
contrast to the hierarchical formulations of cognitive structure
advanced by other contemporary theorists (Harvey, Hunt, and
Schroeder, 1961; Schroeder, Driver, and Streufret, 1967). The
dimensional model, as noted by Phillips (1974: 1):

. . represents cognized objects--unitarily apprehended con-
cepts from the environment--as points in some multi-
dimensional space. In addition to such objects, the model
also presupposes a second set of entities which are called
attributes. Attributes are represented in the model as

partially segmented lines or vectors which penetrate the
space. These attributes correspond to such psychological
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entities as degree of goodness-badness, bigness-smallness,

blackness-whiteness. . . , in short, to any property or

characteristic that the person attributes to objects.
Figure 2 presents a schematic representation of this model as

developed by Scott. This Figure:

Figure 2.--Two dimensional representation of a portion of a cognitive

space (Adapted from Scott, 1969: 262).

portrays a portion of a cognitive space, consisting of three
attributes and three images. Attribute 1 (A7) is dichotomous,
Attribute 2 (Ap) trichotomous, and Attribute 3 (A3) divided
into seven categories. Image 1 (Iy) is defined as low on

A1, intermediate on Ay, and at the second category of Az,
slnce normal projections from I to the three lines intersect
those segments. I2 and I3 are not defined on A3, and are not
distinguishable on Ay (Scott, 1969: 262).

A brief example will serve to illustrate this point. If we con-

ceive of Attribute 1 as Aggression, Attribute 2 as Detente, and
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Attribute 3 as Power, it is seen for this portion of cognitive
space the individual classified the United States within the domain
of nations as follows:
Aggression is dichotomous, Detente is trichotomous, and Power
is divided into seven categories. The United States (i.e.,
Image 1) is defined as low in aggression, intermediate in
detente, and in the second category with respect to power.
Thus, by adopting the dimensional model of cognitive struc-
ture, we move beyond the unilateral classification of an individual
as being either cognitively simple or cognitively complex. Within
the dimensional model, concepts of objects (i.e., images) are
represented as points in multidimensional space, and the "structure
of cognitions is conceptualized with respect to a single domain of
concepts (i.e., a particular class of objects) without prejudging
the generality of this structure to other domains" (Scott, 1969:
261). That is to say, an individual may be cognitively complex in
certain domains and cognitively simple in others. For example, as
Swanson (1966: 1) notes in discussing cognitive differentiation,
". . . an international diplomat may, by the nature of his occu-
pation, have become well differentiated in the domain of nations,
but remain totally undifferentiated in the domain of movie stars
and the movie world." Thus, the dimensional model moves away from
the assumption that cognitive styles operate similarly over all
domains of cognition, and allows a domain specific examination of
several properties of cognitive structure (see Scott, 1969 and
Phillips, 1974 for greater details on this aspect).

The content of an individual's experiences (i.e., victim-

jzation in the present investigation) is believed to be organized
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into more complex structural assemblies, and it is these structures
that give meaning to specific experiences. Furthermore, as Shaw
and Costanzo (1970: 173) note, these cognitive structures play a
significant role in learning, perception and other psychological
processes.

Cognitive structures are regarded as constituting various
attributes and relationships among attributes, and it is desirable
to identify the properties of these relationships prior to a dis-
cussion of cognitive dimensionality.] Scott's conceptualization
of cognitive structure identifies two general properties: (a)
differentiation and (b) integration. Differentiation is composed
of both articulation and dimensionality. Articulation refers to
the "fineness of distinction which a person is capable of for his
average attribute" (Phillips, 1974: 6). Dimensionality, as a
subproperty of cognitive differentiation, refers to the number of
vmutua]]y orthogonal attributes utilized by an individual.

The second general property of cognitive structure is that
of integration. Cognitive integration, within the dimensional
model, refers to the manner in which images or concepts of objects
are interrelated within particular cognitive domains. Scott (1974)
has identified seven types of integrative styles as follows: (a)
affective balance, (b) affective-evaluative consistency, (c) con-

sonance, (d) centrality, (e) image comparability, (f) linear

]Attributes within the dimensional model refer to character-
istics or properties of elements or concepts, and are treated in
the present study as bipolar adjective scales on the semantic
differential (see Appendix A).
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ordering, and (g) trait attribution. It is beyond the scope of the
present study to evaluate these various styles of integration, and
the reader is referred to other sources for critical comment
(Phillips, 1974; Scott, 1974). The important point in discussing
the dimensional model of cognitive structure is that implicity it
is:
a structure consisting of differentiated parts . . . which are
related to one another in such a way that an integrated
organization exists. It is this cognitive structure that
enables the person to deal with a complex environment in a
meaningful way (Shaw and Costanzo, 1970: 174).

The major contribution of the dimensional model in the
investigation of cognitive complexity has been in the area of
cognitive differentiation. The concept of cognitive complexity
has generally been defined by reference to the degree of differ-
entiation in an individual's construct system (Bieri, 1955; 1961).
In other words, as Warr and Kanpper (1968: 200) state:

A complex person is one who employs a wide variety of ways

to process information about his world, whereas the cogni-
tively simple person makes use of a limited set of processing
techniques.

Consistent with the dimensional model, cognitive differ-
entiation refers to two subproperties of cognitive structure
(articulation and dimensionality) as previously identified. The
present study sought to examine one of these properties (i.e.,
dimensionality) within two separate cognitive domains among two
groups of participants (i.e., victims and offenders) in the

robbery event. Dimensionality was selected as the property to

be examined first because it is seen as a prerequisite to any
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discussion of cognitive integration (Shaw and Costanzo, 1970: 174),
and secondly, it provides a valid and established method for ana-

lyzing domain specific representations of individual experiences.

Cognitive Dimensionality and the Robbery Event

Dimensionality has been selected as the structural property
to be examined because it is seen as a necessary consideration
prior to any discussion of other structural properties, and because
of its capability to provide a domain specific analysis of how
victims and offenders represent the victimization event in cogni-
tive space. The present investigation maintained that there are
systematic differences between victims and offenders in dimen-
sionality and placement of the victimization event in cagnitive
space as a result of their respective role relations in that en-
counter. The rationale underlying this contention was based on

several assumptions relating to the structure of the robbery event.

The Robbery Victim

With regard to the victim of robbery, and as was detailed
above (see Chapter III), it was assumed that participation in the
robbery event represents a stressful situation in that the victim
experiences an unexpected, and potentially dangerous, encounter
with a stranger who forces him to comply with certain demands.
Conversely, it was assumed that the robbery offender experiences
little or no stress since he has decided to engage in a goal-
oriented activity, and is in a superordinate position in that

encounter.
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The assumption that victimization by robbery is associated
with certain psychological stress or trauma has been documented in
recent inquiries dealing with the impact of victimization. The
impact of victimization has been related to greater degrees of
cognitive dissonance (Syvrud, 1967), as well as psychological trauma
and changes in behavior (LeJeune and Alex, 1973; President's Com-
mission, 1967a). Two analytical formulations address the question
of how individuals may respond to experiences which are potentially
threatening to self. When applied to criminal victimization, these
formulations yield conflicting predictions.

First, the consideration emerges that as a result of this
stress producing experience, victims will react<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>