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upon auto theft in the 1940-1950 change period and in the 

1940-1950 with 1950-1960 period (beta = -.19) but a �p�o�s�i�~� 

tive effect in the 1940-1950 with 1960-1970 period (beta = 
.09). Urbanization has an inverse effect on grand larceny 

(beta = -.10) in the 1940-1950 with 1960-1970 period, an 

inverse effect on burglary (beta = -.10) and auto theft 

rates (beta = -.10) in the 1950-1960 with 1960-1970 period. 

Thus, in the first change period (1940-1950) the greater 

the change in the division of labor the greater the change 

in auto theft rates but in the third change period (1960-

1970) and the first lag period (1940-1950 with 1950-1950) 

the greater the change in the division of labor the less the 

change in rate of auto thefts. Ho'\vever, in the second lag 

period (1940-1950 with 1960-1970) tho greater the change in 

the division of labor the greater the ci"lange in the �a�u�~�o� 

theft �r�a�t�e�~� Urbanization cnange operates as a negative 

factor only in lag situations ana in the long-term change 

situation (with auto theft rates). In the first lag 

situation (1940-1950 with 1950-1960) the greater the chD.nge 

in urbanization the lees the change in the petty larceny 

rate and in the third lag situation (1950 \1ith 1970) the 

greater the change in urbanization the less the change in 

burglary and in auto theft rates. In essence, there are 

situations in which change in the predictors may actually 
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have a negative influence on the rates of certain crimes. 

Rural-Urban Comparisons 

The pattern which is evident regarding overall and 

personal/property crime rates is also apparent regarding 

the major crime rates--that is the r~lationships are strong-

er in urban than in rural counties (sec Appendix D, Tables 

65-78). For instance, in the 1940-1950 change period all 

relationships in the urbancounti€s except those involving 

homicide and assault are statistically significant. ~1e 

associations in the rural counties are more like those in 

the counties as a \-lh010 suggesting again that the rural 

counties have a moderating influence on the overall relation-

ohip. The strongest relationships in the urban counties 

during this time period involve robbery (R = .52), gra.nd 

larceny (R = .45) and burglary (R = .43). Change in density 

and change in population size arc the most influential 

factors in both rural and urban counties while change in the 

division of labor has no positive imp~ct of note in either 

rural or urban counties. Change in urbanization 1s more of 

a factor in rural counties. Change in population in the 

less populated counties apparently has no positive influ8ncc 

on the major crime rates. The pattern repeats itself in 

subsequent time periodz in which change 1n the predictors 

tends to have no influence on the variance in the change 
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in major crimes in the rural counties. On the other hand, 

in the urban counties only change in homicide rates and 

change in petty larceny rates are not influenced by the 

change in the predictor variables. The closest associations 

involve change in the burglary rate (R = .45) and 1n auto 

theft rate (R = .40). Change in population size is the 

dominant factor in the urban counties. 

The data indicate that the change version of the 

Durkheimian model is a consistent predictor of change in 

auto theft rates and fairly good predictor of change in 

assault rat~s and change in grand larceny rates. However, 

the strongest relationships involve change in robbery rates 

in which the amount of variance explained reaches 53% in one 

period. The change model is not as efficient in predicting 

change in homicide, burglary, and petty larceny rates. 

Change in density and change in population size are 

clearly the most consistent factors in predicting change in 

the major crime rates. Change in auto theft, assault, and 

robbery rates arc effected most consistently by change in 

density and change in population size. The least important 

predictor apparently is change in urbanization. Its great-

est impact tends to be on change 1n rates of assault. The 

only circumstance in which change in the division of labor 
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has a positive impact is when there 1s a two-period lag in 

its effect. For instance, when change in the division of 

labor from 1940-1950 is compared with change in each of the 

major crime rates from 1960-1970 the division of labor is 

the only variable which has any important influence on the 

rates of burglary, grand larceny, and petty larceny. In 

general, the effectiveness of the change model is often 

dependent on the time period as well as the crime itself. 

Rural-urban comparisons reveal that the relationships 

tend to be stronger in the urban counties than in the rural 

counties. The strongest relationships in the urban counties 

for most of the time periods involve robbery, grand larceny, 

burglary, and auto theft ra'tes. Change in density and 

change in population size have the greatest positive impact 

in urban counties while change in urbanization frequently 

has a negative impact in urban counties. In addition, change 

in population size quite often has a negative influence on 

the rate of crime in rural counties. The division of labor 

has its greatest positive impact in rural counties. 

The crime rates which are least effected by the 

predictors either in rural or in urban counties are ho~i-

cide and petty larceny. The strongest relationship of any 

period involves change in the robbery rate in 1960-1970 

when this rate is related to change in the predictors from 

1950-1960 (R = .83). 
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In sum, the change model is most consistent in pre-

dicting changes in property-type offenses such as auto 

theft and grand larceny and least, efficient in predicting 

change in the most violent drime rate--homicide--as well as 

the Uleast serious" rate--petty larceny. The change model 

1s also more applicable to urban than to rural counties. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMIVARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

OVerviCTtl of Theoreti.cal Model 

This study is an effort to test a Durkheimian ex-

planation of crime r~tes. Durkheim did not address himself 

to rates of crime but his theory of society does provide a 

framework from which such an explanation can be derived. 

Durkheim's central concern, particularly in Suiclde (1951) 

and in The J?j:.y~~sion of l'G,Dor in soci.etl. (196t.l), ".'las social 

solidarity, i.e., what holds society together without being 

too restrictive on the individual? In developing this 

frame"!ork he indicated ho\v the nature of the social struc-

ture can influence social behavior. For instance, in 

Sui9ide (1951) he pOinted out that suicide can result from 

too much social solidarity (i.e., altruism), too little 

solidarity (iqe., ancmie), or its limited presence, (i.e., 

egoism). Here, the nature the solidarity effects 

individual behavior. Durkheim also i3 p~im~rily concerned 

wi th social solidari ty in The D1, visi'2n of Ylabor i.n Society:. 

(1964). TY10 main types of Golldari ty exist--mechanical 

\'lhich is based in the collective conscience and very 11 ttlc 

differentiation (i.e., a low division of labor) and organic 

\'lhich 1s bused 011 differentiation of functions (a high 
1.34 
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division of labor} and interdependence among these functions. 

As societies evolve they change from mechanical to organic 

solidarity. Thus, in The Division of Labor in Society 

he formulates a theory of the transformation of societies. 

The main variables which change during this transformation 

are population size, population density, urbanization, and 

the division of labor. In essence, societies become more 

complex and so the basis of solidarity must reflect this 

complexity. During the transformation period the solidarity 

of a society is more likely to be weak since one type of 

cohesion (e.g., collective conscience) is receding while 

the other type is just being established. Unless this nc\v 

solidarity is effective then a ccindition called anomie is 

more likely. Anomie, according to Durkheim, involves a 

lack of legitimacy attributed to the social order so that 

individuals are left ,\.,ithout a· "checJ<.-roin u to their desires 

and needS--\-lithout a means of constraining their behavior. 

During the transition period when there may be increaGed 

differentiation the lilceli:iood of ano:rlie is greater since 

the influence of the collective conscience has receded. It 

\'lould follow, then, t.hat if this change is greater thon 

anomie is more likely since the transition period is 

shorter and there is less opportunity for the new solid-

ari ty to develop. This supposi tion follows DurJ~heim' s 

discussion of c.nomie in Sui<.;ide (1951) in ~dhich he suggests 
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that certain transitions within society (e.g., economic 

crises, domestic crisis, etc.) lead to anomie. Thus, in 

both discussions Durkheim apparently secs a high level of 

change in society as a critical factor in the development 

of anomie. In other "lords, the greater the change in 

population size, density, urbanization and the division of 

labor the greater the change of anomie. This condition is 

reflected in the rate of crime. 

Hovlcver, this is not the only explanation of crime 

rates which can be dar! ved from Du.rkheim· S ,vork. As 

mentioned above, Durkhcim viewed societies as evolving from 

mechanical (less complex) to organic (more complex) stages. 

Assuming that societies with less comple;dty tend to handle 

criminal offenses in a more informal manner and more complex 

societies need to resort to formal means (e.g. , police) and 

in a less discreet manner than. in the more complex society 

the official crime rat~ ought to be higher. In effect, 

crimes in the more complex societies are more likely to be 

dealt with on a formal basis--that is, social stability must 

be maintained by means external to the community's normative 

structure. The central concern of tho static model is--whic:1 

type of solidarity (mechanical or organic) is most effective 

in limiting the crime rate. Since anomie is reflected in 

the crime rate then Goma idea of the effectiveness of the 

solidarity ought to be dete=mined. For instance, if a 
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positive relationship is found between the level of com-

plexity and the rate of crime then the implication is that 

in mechanical societies the solidarity is more effective 

in containing the rate of crime than in organic societies. 

Thus, two Durkheimian models were tested--the static 

model which is concerned \vi th whether crime rates. are 

greater in mechanical (less complex) or in organic (more 

complex) societies. It was hypothesized that in more 

complex soc.1,cties the crime ought: to be higher. This model 

"las offered largely as another explanation of crime rates 

based on earlier studies of Durkheim' (e.g .. , Gibbs and 

flJartln, 19621 Hebb, 1972; Clc::mente and stu;:gis, 1972). As 

an effort to clarify and further test this version the 

static model was developed a~d subjected to e~pirical test. 

The second e:{planation, called 'the change model, is 

concerned with ho\., the transformatiol"l of societies influ(-!l1ce 

social behavior. I>~or(': specifically, when societies change 

in population size, den3ity, urbanization, and the division 

of labor is there a concomitant change in the rate of crime? 

The assumption is that since, in DurkhGimian terms, the 

social structure influences behavior and since its 

transformation also influences behavior then a change in 

complexi ty ought to lead "co a chan']c in criminal behavior. 

'I'he basic proposi tion of this model is that the grC~ttcr the 

change in population size, population density, urbanization, 
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and the division of labor the" greater the change in the 

rate of crime. 

In other vlords, t\¥O models of Durkheimian theory were 

subjected to empirical testing. One, the static model, 

centers on whether crime rates are more likely to be higher 

in a more complex or less complex society while the other 

(change) model, centers on whether crime rates are more 

~ likely to change if t.here is a change in complexity. One 

explanation' vic~vs crime rates wiJch regard to levql of 

complexi ty and the other \vi th regard t~o chctn9:,£. in complexi ty. 

The contention of this study is that 'the most valid 

explanation is the change model since crime is more likely 

to occur, according to the Durkhcirni.c.n explanation, when 

there is a high degree of change in the social structure of 

a societ,y. Both mod21s \<'ere examined in terms of their 

basic proposi tions. Con.clusions 'Nil1 be drawn regarding 

these findings as well as the general relevancy of each 

model and how t'hey compare v7i th one another. In addi tion, 

implications concerning the results as a whole will be made 

wi th regard to Durkheimian theory and '\vi th regard to ex-

plaining rates of crime. In an effort to provide a fuller 

exposition of the problem the major crime rates (e.g., 

homicide, robbery, assault, auto theft, etc.) were also 

examined.. rrhis pract:.ice ought to allow for better inter­

pretation since more specific types of behavior are inclu6cd 

than with overall crime rate. 
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Summary, 

Division of Labor. Re~ults of tests of the static 

model (summarized in Table 21) indicate that there is a 

direct relationship between the antecedents and the division 

of labor in every time period. However, the bet~ls show 

that urbanization is the only variable which has a positive 

influence on the division of labor. DenSity has a negative 

impact in eve~y time period and population size has no 

impact at all. 

These findings indicate that the main hypothesized 

antecedents to the division of labor--population size and 

density--have no positive effect on the division of labor. 

Actually Durkheim SGGms to give more importance to theSE! t.'·70 

factors than to urbanization yet urbanization is the only one 

which hus un impact. t:hat is it about urbanization, 

excluding population and Size, \vhich leads to a greater 

division of labor? Evidently, tvJO clements of urbc.nization-­

population and density--are not important in developing a 

~ore elaborate division of labor co it must be other facto~s 

unique to urban areas. The measure of urbanization uccd 

here inclu.dcs incorporated ci ties and tOvins of 2500 or more 

so that in many urban places the level of population size 
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TABLE 21 

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT STANDARDIZED PARTIAL 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND CORRELATIONS 

BE~lEEN ANTEC~D~NT VARIABLES AND. 
THE DIVISION OF LABOR 

(Static Modei) 

POBulation Densit:L Urbanization 

o 
o 
o 
o 

TABLE 22 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

-

STATISfrlcAt,LY SIGNIFICi'\,NT STI\NDl1,RDIZED PARTI:~L 
REGRESSION COZ7PFl.CIEi-lTS AND CORREL.~TIONS 

BE'J.\'>lZEN PRSDI C'llOR VARIA3L~3S liND 
'rOT(\L CRII,lE Rz\ TBS 

R 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

__________ ~ ________________ (S~~~~~~) ______ ~ ___________ __ 

1940 
1950 
1960 
1970 

o 
o 
+ 
o 

o 
o· 
+ 
+ 

Urbanization ~0d R -....... ..,-_ ..... 

o 
o 
+ 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
+ 
+ 

-------- '--_. __ ._...-_-,--_ .. _------------
+ = a positive statistically significan~ relationship 

o = relationship not Gtatistically significant 

- = a negative statistically significant relationship 
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and population density may not be very high. As a result, 

other characteristics of cities and to''lns must be operating 

to influence the division of labor in a positive direction. 

One factor is that industries and'commercial enterprises 

are more lil~ely to locate, or be located, in a ci ty or town 

where necessary facilities and resources are readily 

available or easily accessible. The measure of the division 

of labor, MOD, is based on occupational categories. Those 

counties '-/i"th a grea'ter dispersion of individuals among 

these occupational categories have a greater division of 

labor according to the I',~OD. Only a fC'Vl of theBe categories 

can be clansificd as rural in oricntation--farmers, farm 

laborers, ate. ;'lost are more unique to urban areas (e.g., 

professionals, sales, clerical, operatives, etc.) such 

that a high l~OD score would. be the rC3ul t of more "urban-

izcd-occuptaions. U In essence, counties 'N1 th a higher 

level of urbanization ouc;ht to have a higher NOD. Thus, 

the nature of the firl(:i.ings ffiu.y be a function of the mca.c?ureG 

utilized instead of the actual situation. 

Ho'vever, despi te the measur€ment fla~"ls outlined above 

the 1'-10D is clearly a measure of comple.::,:::L ty since it measures 

ho\'l much individuals are dispersed among a group of oc-

c~pational categories. If the dispersion is greater, then, 

by definition, the county ought to experience a higher 

degree of complexity since individuals are not concentrated 
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in just a few occupations. Thus, it can be safely arclued, 

as Clemente (1972) has done, tha.t the NOD is a good measure 

of the distribution of individuals among different occu­

pations. In less complex societies, in which the division 

of labor is less elaborate, individuals tend to be concen­

trated into a small number of sustenance-producing 

activities. On the other hand, in more complex societies 

the division of labor is more elaborate because of less 

concentration in a fCYI occupational tasks. Thus, assuming 

the MOD is a good mea.sure of structural complexity, the 

data do not fully support Durkheim since the two most 

critical antecedents do not have a positive impact on the 

division of labor. 

~hen rural-urban differences are examined the 

relationships are stronger in the rural counties. Urban-

ization is still the main factor, however. population si~e 

has a positive impact in rural counties during two ti~e 

periods (1940 and 1970) while density has a negative impact 

in urban count1~s but no impact in rural counties. Thus, 

in the urban counties (i.e., more organic based, less 

mechanical solidarity) the division of labor apparently is 

not affected by population, density, and urbanization while 

in the rural counties urbanization is the only important 

fnctor. Tllis implies that fact.ors other than the anteccd.cnt~::; 

specified by Durkheim influence the division of labor. It 
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may be that economic factors, as summarized above, \vhich 

are unique to urbanized areas lead to a greate:- division of 

labor. In any case, it indicates the necessity of rethink­

ing Durkheimls scenario concerning the division of labor. 

The factors of population size, density, urbanization and 

the division of labor may occur together but not in the 

context of a cause-effect process as envisioned by Durkheim. 

As Kemper (1972) suggested, Durkheim's concern with writing 

an answer tb the utilitarians may have led him to ignore 

other critical factors which did not fit into his meta-

theory. 

OveJ7'o.J.l Cr;i.me :~a,te", The data sUIilmarizcd in Table 22 (p. 190 ) 

indicate that the relationships between the predictor 

variables and the overall crime rate are statistically sig-

nifican't in only t"dO time periods (1960 and 1970). In 1960, 

all the predictors but the division of labor have an impact 

on the crime rate. Density is the only variable which has 

an impact in 1970. 

The findings provide, at , very \vcal<. support fa:: 

the static model. In only one (1960) is the c1 very 

strongly supported and the main component, the division of 

labor, has no impact on the crime rate. Ncverthe:less, sOme 

support is providc;d since densi ty, an important ant€!cedent, 

is the dominant factor in predicting the crime rate. 
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It is apparent that the time period is important in 

the nature of the relationship. The best support for the 

model is in 1960 while in 1970 the support is quite weak. 

It may be that certain factors relevant to the time period 

., • t. th 1 t' h' 18 are suppress~ng e re a ~ons.Lp. 

Rural-urban comparisons show that the relationshipD 

are much stronger in the urban counties than in the rural 

counties. The correlations are statistically significant 

in every time period and they increase in strength as the 

years progress. By 1970, 54% of the variance in the rate 

of crime is explained by the predictors in -the urban 

counties. Throughout, the main predictor is urbanization. 

Population 1s the only other predictor variable which exerts 

any pasi ti ve influen.ce, and only in the t\,lO later time 

periods. LooJ~ing ahead, briefly, urba~1ization is also the; 

main factor in predicting personal/property crime rates and 

major crime rates. 

18 
A factor which might b3 effecting the 1950 results 

is that the relationship may not be linear. As indicated 
in Chapter III, tests for cur,,TilinGarj_ ty indica.te that the 
relationship between the crime rate in 1950 and the 
predictors is probably not linear. 
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~vhat is it about urbanization that it has such a 

positive impact on the rate of crime in urbanized areas? 

Urbanization is not a factor in the more rural counties only 

in the more urban counties, -i.e., those with a population in 

excess of 25,000. Cross-cultural studies (cf. Clinard, 1974) 

indicate that the rate of crime is much higher in urban 

than in rural areas. Differential reporting and opportunity 

are only minor factors, according to Clinurd (1974) since 

the differences in the crime rates in rural and urban areas 

are so wide. The answer, then, must lie in the nature of 

urbanization itself. 

If the cross-culJcural studies sho\v that the crime rates 

differ according to city size then the nature of urban life 

appc:Jars to bo the cruciu.l factor. f.':irth (1933) cha:cact.er-

izes urban life uS involving a scgmentalization of hu::nan 

relationships, secondary rnthei than primary associations, 

superficiality, anon~nity, and:anornie. There is close 

physical contact but great social distance such that there 

is a depcrGonalization of relationships. Clinard (1974) 

views urbanism as a way of life being characterized by 

norrna-ti vo conflicJc, rapid social and cuI tux"al change, fet'1e;: 

primary associations, and greater heterogeneity. Thus, 

urbanism is a much more complex concept than population size 

and density and, as a result, has much greater implications 

for social behavior.. Urbanization encompusses a \.;hole 
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context of factors in addition to population and density 

whlch can effect human behavior. As recounted above, 

urbanization is characterized by greater heterogeneity, 

Se~ental relationships, anonymity, rapid change, secondary 

associations, and anomie. 

Durkheim (1964) indicated that more than the division 

of labor is required for social solidarity. The relation-

ships among the differentiated functions mnst be inter­

dependent, meaningful, and in line with natural differ-

entiat.:ion (i. e., naturul inequali ty). According to ~'lirth 

(1938) and Clinard (1974) these relationships are s cnt-

alized but not solidary. A recent study by Fischer (1975) 

provides some foundntion for this statement. In a secondary 

analysis of national survey data, ~ischcr concluded that 

there is some support for t~ .. IO types of explanationG of 

deviant behavior in urban areas. One explanation is that 

deviance is due to G ant subcultures in ci es and the 

o'ther, is that devianco is due to anornie in cities. In 

addition, a study by Clinard (1964) found a relationship 

between the degree of urbanization and the extent of 

criminal behavior. 

Th(;)se stu.dies cOltpl with the findings of the 

study imply that thG nature of urban life is an important 

element in predicting the rate of crime. In add~tion, 

urbani2:ation apparently encompasses many of the elcri1cnts 

C;Dt 
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in the Durkheimian model, i.e., population size, density, 

and differentiat'ion, greater opportuni ty for social contact, 

and segmental relationships. Ho~ever, an essential 

ingredient missing appears to be a greater degree of 

solidary relationships. 

person~l/proEerty Crim~ Rat~. Some support for the static 

model is provided by the data summarized in Table 23 

(P.193 ) • Eo\vever, t:h18 support is relative to the time 

period. There are no significant relationships in 1940 and 

in 1950 only property crime rates are related to the 

predictor variables. All relationships are significant in 

1960 and in 1970. In every time period density is the main 

factor and population is frequently an important eler:.1ent. 

Urbanization rarely has an impact and the division of labor 

does not. have an impact in any· time period. The strongest 

relationships involve pe=sonal crime rates but more Sig­

nificant relationships involve property crime :ates. A9-

parently time is a factor in the nature of these relation­

ships. For instance, as t~e years progress the model is a 

better predictor of personal crime rates yet in the earlier 

periods it is a better predictor of property crime rates. 

'l'lhus, it is difficult to assess for vlhich type of crime 

rate the model is a better predictor. An examination of the 

rural-u.:ban comp.:4risons may aia in clarifying this dilcm:-J<J.. 
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TABLE 23 

STATISTICALIJY SIGNIF'ICP .. NT STANDARDIZED PARTIAL 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND CORRELATIONS 

BET:'l'SBN PREDICl'OR VARIABLES AND 
PERSONAL/PROP'r~RTY CRIME Itz\ TES 

1940 

Personal 

Property 

1950 

personal 

property 

1960 

Personal 

property 

1970 -
Personal 

property 

~ Static r<odelJ 

population Densi ty Urbanizo.tion l'>1od R 

o 

o 

o 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

o 

o 

o 

o 

+ 

+ 

o 

o 

o 

+ 

o 

+ 

o 

o 

o 

a 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ - a positlvc statistically sigrlificant relationship 
o = ~elationship not stetisticDllv sianificant 

a negative stat.istically signi,:Zic~nt relationship 
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The relationships are much stronger in the urban 

counties than in the rural or in all the counties. In every 

time period, except 1940 for personal crimes, the relation­

ships are significant and after 1940 there is no discern-

ible difference in strength. Population size and density 

have a greater net impact on personal crime rates while 

urbanization has a greater impact on property crime rates. 

The static model, then, is a more efficient ctor of 

personal/property crime rates in the urban counties. Over-

all, urbanization is the ~ost consistent predictor of both 

crime rates although it has its greatest impact on property 

crime rates. The division of labor is not an important 

factor at all. Again, as with overall crime rates, the 

urban setting is a critical element in predicting crime 

rates. 

A concern here is which type of crime rate 13 bebt 

ct8d by the c model. In the counties as a whole 

the strongest rclati ps involve crime r(ltes but, 

property crime rates are more often prcdic by the 

predictor vaAiablcs. Also inthc urban es thcz-e is 

almost no difference in the strength of the relationships. 

Ho\vever, in the urban counties the level urbanizatio;;'l is 

the main predictor property crime rates. From this 

information it can be assumed that the static model is a 

sli~htly better predictor of property crime rates since 
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urbanization apparently includes the main components of the 

Durkheimian model. An examination of the major crime rates 

ought to provide for more clear cut conclusions. 

Ma jor. Crime Rate~_ The sUlTimary data provided in Table 24 

(p. 201) show that the hypothesized relationships between 

the predictor variables and the major crime rates receive 

more support during 1960 and 1970 than during 1940 and 1950. 

In 1940 only burglary and grand larceny are r~lated to the 

predictors to a sufficient degree. The division of labor 

has the greatest positive impact during the 1940 period and 

urbanization the greatest negative impact. In 1950, assault 

rates, grand larceny rutcs, petty larceny rates, and auto 

theft rates are more closely associated with the predictor 

variables. Virt.ually no variance is explained in homicide, 

robbery, a~d burglary rates by the predictor variables in 

this period. Urbanization is the main predictor of ~ssault 

rates, population size and urbanization the main predictors 

of grand larceny, density and urbanization of petty l~rceny 

rates, and all the predictor variables effect the rate of 

auto thefts to about ~n equal degree. All of these relation-

ships are in the positive direction. 

In 1960 all crime rates but homicides are related to 

t~e predictors to an acceptable degree. All relationshipG 

are of about the same strength (R /' • 30) except \...;1 th reg-arG. 
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TAB1::"E 24 

STATISTICALI .. Y SIGNIFICANT STANDARDIZED PAR/rIAL 
R8GH.ESSION CO?~PFICIENTS AND RELATIONS3IPS* 

BE'I'HEEN PREDTc'rOR VARIABLES .~ND 
Vu"\JOR CRI1VjE R\TES 

(Static i'wlodel) 

p02ulati~12 Density. Urbanization HOD 

lS~,O 

Burglary 0 0 + 
Grand 

lcJ.rccny 0 0 + 

1950 
ASsa~ult a 0 + 0 
Grand 

l~rccny + 0 + 0 
Pett.y 

larceny 0 + + 0 
Auto t.heft ...... + + + 

1960 
i~.oEf.8ry + + 0 0 
Assaul't + + 0 0 
Burglc.ry + + 0 0 
Grand 

larceny + . 0 0 'I~ 

Pett.y 
larcc2ny 0 + + 0 

Auto theft + + + 0 

lS70 
HOL7I:Lcid~ 0 + "i- 0 
Robb~0ry -}- + . 0 .,-
Assaul-t + -:-- a 0 
BurSilary + + a 0 
petty 

larceny 0 0 'l- D 
Auto theft + + + 0 

+ = positive significant relationship 
o = no relatio~ship 

~ negative significant zelationship 

R 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 

+ 
.;-

.,. 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
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to auto theft which is much more strongly related· to the 

predictor variables (R :' .56). All predictor variables 

have a positive impact on the crime rates. Population 

density has the greatest impact on robbery, on assault, on 

burglaries, and on grand larceny rates in 1960. Density 

and urbanization are the main factors regarding auto theft 

rates. Density, then, is the most important factor in 

predicting the major crime rates. 

Again in 1970 density is the most consistently 

important factor in predicting the major crime rates and the 

division of labor the least important. Grand larceny is the 

only crime rate with no relationship to the predictors 

(
2_ R - .00) while robbery and auto theft rates are more 

closely associated with predictors. Actually, in 1970 

the predictor variables explain 75% of the variu.nce in 

robbery and 56% of the v~riance in auto theft rates. 

The division of labor has a negative, albeit. an extrc:.-nely 

weak, impact on four of the crime ratcs--robbery, grand 

larceny, petty larceny, and auto theft. In fact the only 

period in l~lich the division of labor has any significant 

positive impact is in 1940 (with grand and larceny) 

and in 1950 (with auto ). So in an er period the 

division of labor effects certain crimes in the positive 

direction and in a l~ter ad, in a negative direction. 

These findings, at first glance, appear to lend 
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suppo.rt to t.he static model especially in the 1960 and 1910 

periods. Density 1s found to be the most consistent 

predictor and ti ... .le le~st important is the division of labor. 

The model is most efficient in predicting auto theft rates 

and robbery rates while it is least efficient in predicting 

homicide rates. The limited positive impact of the division 

of labor, however, presents a dilemma. Although the hypo-

thesized relationships as a whole are supported by t.he data 

the small ~art played by the division of labor makes 

straightfol~ward conclusions problematic. A basic assumption 

of this model is that the greater the complexity of a 

society the greater the c~ime rate. But if the main measure 

of complc):i ty--MOD--has very Ii ttle relationship to the 

crime rates but the ant0ccdcnts to the division of labor 

are related to the crime rates then the interpretations are 

less broad. 

To recapitulate, counties which arc more densely 

populated in 1960 and 1970 are the ones which arc more 

likely to have higher crime rates, especially robbery and 

auto theft. On the other hand, in 19~·O counties "'ith a more 

elaborate division of labor were more likely to experience 

a higher rate of burglaries and grand larcenies. As the 

years progress the division of labor recedes as an important 

positive factor and density emerges as a factor in the rate 

of crime. The counties may have chang<:.:d more in demog::aphic 
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19 terms than they did in terms of complexity. Since the 

division of labor tended to change less and density more 

the outcome may be that in the later years changes in the 

demographic factors became more important than complexity. 

In any case, those counties with a higher level of pop-

ulation size, density, and urbaniz~tion tended to have a 

higher rate of crime and in 1970 those counties with a 

higher level of density tended to have a higher rate of 

crime. In -1960 and 1970 density is the most important 

factor ove~al1 in predicting the major rates of cri~c. In 

general, the antecedents to the division of labor are 

better indicators of the rate of crime than the division 

of labor its f. This tendency weakens the relevancy of a 

Durkhcimiun e~:planq:'cion of crime rato~ in st<:!,tic terms Si~1CC 

the s of Guch an c;~lanation rests on the notion of 

co~plexity (i.c u , the division'of labor). Nevertheless, the 

finding that the factors of population Size, density, and in 

some cases urbanization, are important elements in prcdict-

ing most crime rates is in line with Durkheimian thinking in 

that the nature of structural components in a society can 

19 data in Appendix A (Table 30) ShO\'l that this 
is the case. On the average the counties much more 
demographically than did the division of (MOD). 
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effect the nature of social behavior. In the counties 

studied it seems to influence crimes of theft (i.e., 

robbery, auto theft) more so than crimes of violence (i.e., 

homicide) • 

A conclUSion from these results is that an elaborate 

division of labo~ does not necessarily effect the rate of 

crime (or its influence is so minuscule to be unimportant). 

It may, as Durkheim argued, be the basis of a more effective 

social sol~darity. An additional implication then is that 

an elaborate division of labor does not lead to greater 

anomie--at least it is not evidenced in a higher crime rate. 

This is probably more in line v!i th Dur}cheim' s notion than 

the static version presented ~bove. The static model was 

proposed more as an alternate Durkheimian explanation in 

the tradi tion of Gi bbs and 1"1artin (1962) I Cl emente and 

Sturgis (1972) and \lcbb (1972) I '\vhich is in contrast to the 

change rHodel proposed in t.:h(:~ present study. On the othe!:" 

hand, the findings do show that a highsr level of develop­

ment regarding population density and, Jeo a lesser extent, 

population size and urbaniz~tion may be factors in a higher 

rate of certain crimes. 

These findings are not contrary to the earlier find­

ing that population size and denSity actually have a nega­

tive impact on the extent of the division of labor \Alhile 

urbanization haz a positive impact. Such re3ults imply 
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that population size and density are not antecedents to the 

division of labor, at least they apparently don't have a 

positive impact as Durkheim suggested. Urbanization seems 

to be an antecedent to the division of labor and, as the 

data in Appendix B (Tables 33 and 34) show, they tend to 

correlate together quite strongly. Urbanization -is also a 

less important factor than population size and density in 

explaining crime rates, especially in the later periods of 

1960 and 1970. One could argue at this point that urbani-

zation and the division of labor are not of great import~nce 

in predicting crime rates. 1'he cri ticCll elements are pop ... 

ulation size and d ty which, it can be supposed, reach a 

higher level later and so their impact is greClter in later 

pI:::riods of a coalnlunity l s development (e.g., 1960 and 1970). 

An alternate explanation might involve the grO".'lth of 

industrialization and commercial expansion as the precipi-

tating force.:::.. For exe.mple, the transformation of tOHns 

(i.e., urbanization) and the vision of labor may occur 

first as a result of industrial and commercial development 

of an area. One outcome of this expansion is a large 

increase in population and in denSity since there is a 

greater demand for labor. This demand brings more people 

into these urbanized areas which, of course, are already 

populated. T'nis influx of people not only increases the 

population size of the area but the dc~sity as well. An 
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outcome of this greater population and density isa greater 

crime rate since there are Ii ttle or no ne\V' standards of 

behavior for dealing with this new social state. 

On the other hand, the ex!,lanation may involve eco-

nomic factors. The major crime rates examined in this 

study are traditionally crimes of the less affluent. It 

may be that those who are less affluent are also those \-Iho 

are more likely to live in highly dense areas. These less 

affluent include those individuals who Here drawn to the 

area by the promise of employment opportunities but, for 

one reaDon or another, failed to take adv2ntage of these 

opportuni ties urld became, in ~"larxian terms, members of the 

criminal behavior. I~ture studios of c~ime rates, thuz, 

20 ought to consider economic f~ctors as well as dernogr~ph1c 

factors and the division of labor. Before more conclusive 

stat:.e~l\cnts can be ma.de, how8vcr, it may be necessary to 

examine the zcsults concerning rural-urban compariso~s. 

-------
20 por instance, in a ~eparatc analysis of the ta it 

\-laS found t:.hc:c in lS60 SES fac"tors e:-:plaincd 20'% of the 
variance in the over~l11 crir~ie ra t.o and in 1970 such fact.o;:s 
explained 17% of the variance in the crime rate with inCCill8 

levels having the greatest net impact for both time pcriod3~ 
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The relationships in rural and urban counties do not 

differ much in 1940. In 1950, the same relationships are 

statistically significant in both groups of counties but 

they are stronger in the urban cO\lnties. All but homicide 

and assault rates are related to the predictors. In 1960 

and 1970 the difference in relationships is much 'more clear 

cut. Only grand larceny and auto theft rates are related 

to thepr8Gictors in the rural counties in 1960 and, in 

1970 burgl~ry is the only crime rate related to the 

predictors in the rural counties. In the urban counties 

all crime rates arc relnted to the predictors. In 1960 

the strongest relationships include the rates of auto thef~, 

grand larceny, and burglary while in 1970 auto theft and 

robbery rates are most strougly related to the predictors. 

In both time periods the \·n::::i)Jccst correlations include 

horaicide rates. In t:he urbun counties urbanization is the 

most consistent prcrtictor followed by population and density. 

The division of labor o~11y has a slg:1ificant impact in Jche 

rural counties during 1940. In essence, the static modGl 

is most efficient in predicting property-theft crime rates 

such as auto theft in urban counties a~d the most. important 

f2ctor is urbanization. 

'J:hc earlier discussions concerning overall crime rates 

:J 1/ . . t· "'. t'" ana pc;:sOnl:L property c:'~l.mG ra es l. nal.ca co. that. the static 

model is most cEficient in predicting crime rates in urban 
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counties in which urbanization is the primary predictor. 

However, these findings did not provide an adequate estimate 

of which crime rates are most effectively predicted. The 

resul ts summarized above show tha't property crime rates, 

especially auto thefts, are more efficiently predicted by 

the model and crimes of violence such as homicide arc least 

efficiently predicted. The effectiveness of the static 

model is not only relative to the ecological characteristics 

of the county (rural vs. urban) and the time period, but 

also relati ve to the type' of crime. T11US, another dimension 

to the moGel is added--the nature of the crime itself. A 

more straight.fo;""Vlard interpretation of these resul ts may be 

attained by looking Qore closely at the crime rate most 

conSistently pr~dicted by the model (i.e., auto theft) and 

the crime rate lenst effectively predicted (i.e. , homicide). 

The Uni form Crime Rcpor't:ing Prog·ram d.escribes c.:-i:ninal 

homicide as \"lillful ]<.illing wi thout Cue process of 10.\'1. 

These killings include murd,,:;;r and nonnegligent manSlaughter. 

Traditionally, the homicide rate is the lowest rate of the 

major crimes included in the Crime Index (Presidentls 

Coril;Ttission on La":', Enfo1'ccmcnt and Administration of Justice, 

1967). Crimes of Violence tend to involve males of the 

same race and usually occur in inner-city areas. In 

addition, violent crimes almost entirely occur among the 

lOvler class population not only in the Uni ted States but in 
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several other countries as well (C1inard~ 1974). Thus, 

homicide is a male-oriented, intraracial, inner-city and 

lower class crime. 

\'lo1fgang (1967) pOints out 'that homicides are 

primarily crimes of passion and he estimates that less than 

5% of all knOi;vn ho:;,icides are pretl1edi tated and intentional. 

He also contends that anomie is not a valid explanation of 

ho~icide. Instead, he argues that there is a homogeneous 

subculture 'of violence \ihien is not chara.eterized by 

anomiee
2l 

In this subculture, physical violence is a 

"common subculturally expected response to certain stimulill 

(Wolfgang and Ferracuti, 1967: 277). In essence, it is the 

value of violence which is an integral part of the sub-

culture which encourages violent behavior. 

Gastil (1971) has also found evidence of a culture of 

violence. Using a southerness Index, Gastil found that more 

variance in homicide r<J.tes is explainGd by the Index t.h:tn 

by such vari~bles as urbanization, po~ulation size, and race. 

~'1hat ·the studi es by ~;olfgang (1967) and Gasti1 (1971) 

suggest is that homicide rates may be better explained by a 

21{," l.r- d f' ,. J - .c::l' ·t' NO ~gang e-~ncs anO~1e 1n cerms or a con~ le· or a 
lack of norms.. Since t:.hc members of a \'lell-intc;r,:":.tlsd 
SUb'::l;;.J~ ~ure are most li:~ely to commi t violent crimes then 
the lacl< of norms or normative. conflict is not a. factor. 
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cultural theory than by a Durkheimian theory. Abasic 

component of such a culture or subculture is that it is 

well-integrated and not characterized by lack of norms con-

cerning certain behavior~ Wolfgahg (1967) points out that 

homicide is a crime of passion and is expressive in charac-

ter and Clinard (1942) paints out that offenses, -such as 

homicide, are less an indicator of structural changes· than 

are the more instrumental offenses (e.g., robbery, thefts, 

etc. ) 0 It 'vlould folloi.v I then, that a Durkheimian model is 

not a good predictor of homicide. The finding that the 

static model is a poor predictor of hornicide rates is not 

necessariJ.y incongruent "Ii th existing thcor.l and research. 

Auto theft rates include the theft or attempted theft 

of a moJ\:.or v~hicle. There are t'110 main types of c:.uto theft. 

One type i~volves the intent to pennanently deprive the 

O-Vlner of the car in which the car is kept or "stripped II of 

its par-cs", The other type involves borro'-ling t:"'1e car for 

a Ujoy-ride" and abandoning it. 

The m~jority of auto thefts are of th2 joy-ride 

variety22 and are usually committed by teenagers. Such 

illegal hehavior tends to tcrmin~te with adulthood. Anothe= 

22~?or i~J.3ta:l1CC, Clinf::.rd and Quinney (1973) indicate 
~hat only about ~ of the autos stolen arc resold, stripped 
of parts, or used in another crime. 
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charac"ceristic of this particular offense (II joy-riding") is 

that the juveniles involved in it usually have no criminal 

record (unless a record of auto thefts) and they tend to 

come from middle-class homes. (Wattenberg and Balistrieri, 

1952). rrhus, it :-nay appear that such offenders are com-

mitted to the general goals and values of society (except 

those co~ccrning the theft of autos). However, the behavior 

patterns of such offenders reveal that they have not 

internalized the middle-class norms of behavior (Spiller, 

1965) and so do not attribute legitimacy to the value system 

which places a heavy e~phasis on the value of private 

The evidence presented herein indicates that the 

strongest relationships exist in the urbanized counties in 

which urbaniz~tion is the main predictor of auto theft 

rates. The implication is that in the more urban environs 

there is a greater tendoncy for juveniles to reject the 

prevailing social stancards of a society concerning private 

property. The result is a greater rQtc of auto theft in 

urban com~unities. 

Broader implications would involve comparing violent 

crimes with property crimes. Although there is little dif-

ference in the predictive efficiency of the static model 

regarding personal/property crime rates there is a clca= 

difference concerning homicides and prop~rty-theft crimes. 
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The previous discussion of homicides offered a 

cultural or subcultural explanation as an alternative 

expl~nation of violent crime rates. The discussion of auto 

theft rates suggests the lack of legitimacy given to pre-

vailing so~ial standards concerning private proPerty as an 

23 
explanation of thefts of property. The evidence presented 

in this study tends to support such an explanation. In 

addition, analyses of the overall crime rate, personal/ 

property crime rates, and major crime rates indicate that 

the static mCQcl is most efficiGnt in the more urban 

counties. Also, urbanization emerged ~s a critical component 

in aini ng crime ra"c(;!s. Follo\Oling the arguments of 

"'1 i r t h ( 1 9 3 ) I Clinard ( ~97A' d"""'"" .L ':'';'') II an i:!~ SCJ:1er (1975) it is sug-

gcst.ed that the urban environs, \vohich encompass the basic 

elements of an organic bas society, are most conducive to 

a high rate of pro9crty crime. 

23 This c;:'~'olanation be rclev<;;.nt onlv to auto 'che:':ts 
since other fac~ors (e.g., SOcio2cono~ic) rna~ prev~il with 

to the other offe~scs. Th8 lack of 
be ved from the ano~ic conditions of 

the eut or from the al~2nating conditions of 
social inequality. Both explanations h~ve merit. 
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The change model is concerned with what happens to the 

crime rate when there is a transf9rmation in a society. 

More specifically, it is concerned with the relationship 

between the change in complexity of a society or community 

and the change in the rate of crime. The static model 

raised some questions about the level of complexity but it 

could not address itself to how changes in a society 

social behavior. The fin~ings in regard to the change model 

ought to shed some lii;:h't. on this issue, among ot.hers. rst 

a brief summary of these findings. 

Di vision of I;',.abor. rrhc results summarizi:c..d in rrable 25 

(p.215 ), indicate that change in the antecedent variables 

(i.e., population size, density, and urbanization) has very 

Ii e relationship, if any, with change in the division of 

The stro~gest reI onship is in tho 1940-1970 

~eriod in \1hich only of the vari~nc2 in the division of 

l2..bor is e::::>laincd by chang in the an"'ceceden'ts. In 

tion, the o:11y variable which }LtS a. statistically 

61 ficant im9ac~, urbanization, has an inverse effect on 

in the division of labor. Rural-urban comparisons 

did not reveal any different patterns. 

The findings suSgost, then, that when there is ale 

chang-e in tne ant.eccd0~1ts there is a swall change in the 
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TABL3 25 

STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANT STANDARDIZED PARTIAL 
REGRESSION COE'E'FICIENTS AND CO:~R?LArrIONS 

BET>;"~EN A Al\TECED3NT VPJoRIABLES 
AND A THE DIVISION -OF L.;;BOR 

_____ . __________________ ~(Chanqe Model) 

1940-50 
1950-60 
1960-70 
1940-70 

1950-60 

1960-70 

population 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 

Density 

o 
o 
o 
o 

1940-1950 

o 

a 

Urbanization 

o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
+ 

+ 

o 
-~-~~-~~~---------~--~-------~-----------~-----~--~--~~--~-

1950-1960 

1960-70 a o o o 

+ = positive significant relationship 
o - relationship not statistically significant 
- - neg~tive significa~t relationship 
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division of labor. These findi are congruent with those 

concerning the static model in which the data show a nega-

tive relationship between population size and the division 

of labor and between density and the division of labor. As 

indicated in Chapter IV, these results suggest that 

division of labor may not necessarily result from an in-

crease in population size and in density. Apparently 

factors, such as industrialization, initially trans 

the division of labor and not natural demographic 88 

in a society. In any case, the da~a suggest a reorderi 

of at least a reassessment of Durkheimls model concerning 

the transformation of societies. 

is the impact of a transformation in society on 

the rate o£ crime. The ele~ents in this transfor~ation, 

are population size, density, 

urbanization, a~d the divi~ion of labor. The basic 

ition is that the the jOint change in popula-

cion zc, density, urbaniza a~d the division of labor 

the gre&ter the change in the rate of crime. 

The results shown in e (p. 21~indicate that 

0/ on...L.¥ in the across time sons does change in the 

predictor variables have &n impact on change in the 1 

rate of crime. However, in these comparisons very 11 e 



1940-
1950 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

1940-
1970 
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TABLE 26 

STATISTICALLY SIG~IFICANT STANDARDIZED PARTIAL 
REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND RELATIONSHIPS 

BET;~TEEN A PREDICTOR VARIABLES 
AND A TOTAL CRIM8 AATES 

( Chanqe t1odel) 

population Densitl Urbanization HOD 

0 0 a 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

R 

a 

0 

0 

a 
-~-~~--------~--~----~~-~--~--~--~----~-~~~~-~~-~-~~-~----~~ 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

1960-
1970 

1940-1950 

o o o 

o a o 

1950-1960 

o + o 

+ = positive significant relationship 
o = relationship not significant 
- = negative significant relationship 

o o 

+ + 

o + 
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variance in the rate of crime"is explained by the predictors. 

~1e indication is that change in the predictors is a very 

poor indicator of change in the overall crime rate. 

Nhen rural-urban co;nparisons are wade the model is 

much more applicable to urban counties. Relationships are 

statistically significant in all but two time periods. 

Change in density remains the main predictor in the urban 

counties. In the rural counties the relationships are sig-

ni ficant in- only t'i,vO time periods. 

The data summarized in 

T&ble (p. 219 ) provide very little support for the change 

model as a predictor cha~ge in personal/property crime 

ra tes. Of s even change cor~1pari sons, oni y three resul tin 

statistlcc:.lly significant rc~lationships concerning chan-;c in 

personal crime rates. In these relationships density is the 

most con~istent prcdicto=. In only o~c co~parison is there 

a statistically signi cant relationship involving property 

crime rates~ C~angc in the division o~ labor is the 

principle factor in ~hat relationship. 

Rural-urban cor.1parisons ShO"d thCl t, as in the overc;.ll 

crime rates, the change model is a better predictor in the 

~orc urban counties. Change in personal crihlCS are more 

ef~iciently predicted by the model than are property crime 

rates. D2nsity change and population change emerge as the 

m&in facto=3 in these rel~tionships. 
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TABLE 27 

STATIS1'ICALLY SIC~~.,jIFIC';\NT ST.r..ND.\RDIZED PARTIAL 
REGRESSION COE7FICI~NTS AND RRL;TIONSEIPS 

BSI':rSEN L\ PRE:;)ICTOR ~,\\l1IABLZS 
AND A PERSONAL/?RO?ERTY 

C:XI :'7:5: Rl":l.l.TE S 

~llat.ion Dens). ty Urba.ni zat:ion r.:OD 
1940-50 
P e £':301'15"1 0 0 0 0 
Propert:y 0 a a a 

1. S :~O-60 
P--Ci:':~S0 i1-a-]~ 0 0 0 0 
Pr.operty 0 0 0 0 

1960~70 
-~ ... ~..-..'" ......... ,... ~- <--"~, ... 

0 pc.:-::,on2,l + 0 0 
Prop(~rty 0 a 0 0 

J. S:f~()-70 
Pc~,'~~Ol}2\ 0 0 0 0 
PL'oper-ty 0 0 0 0 

R 

0 
0 

0 
0 

+ 
0 

0 
0 

-----------~~-------------~----.------~--------------------~-
19t;O-1950 

)~ 9 5') -60 
1-, 21:s'o~~~'al 0 0 0 0 0 
Proper-"cy 0 a 0 0 0 

lSGO .... 70 
pC-J.,:son~l + -,- + 0 -:, 
Prope.l:."ty 0 0 0 + + 
------~-~~----------~---~~--------~-------------------------

~. ~ .... __ .... ...._ ... _.:f"n 

PC;:~G(jno.l 

Property 
o 
o 

+ 
o 

19 50~-J. 9 60 
---~~ 

o 
o 

.. ·f .... 

o o 
-------------~~~-~--~---------------------.------------------

~!-

0 
= 
-
:::: 

p03itivc sig~ific~nt relationship 
rclu t::t O:-lS 1::',-~? l'lOi: 3i sni f:L c&n t 
ncg2tive 3ignificnnt relationship 
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However, the results are more varied 

regarding the major crime rates. As the data summarized in 

Table 28 (pp. '1:21 and ) show that change in the crime 

rates of auto theft and assault are most consistently 

predicted by change in the independent va abies. The 

strongest relationshi , though, involve the rate of 

robbery. Also in the 1960-1970 period all the predictors 

have nbQut an equal impact on changes in robbery ra''ce. 

The period in which the hypothesized relationships receive 

the greatest support is when change in the predictors from 

1940-1950 is comparee. \ .. ;rith cho.nge in the crj~me rates fro:u 

1960-1970. In this cornpa~ison, homicide is the only crime 

rate not rel~ted to tho predictors. These findings sugge~t 

that change in the 9redictor variables have their greatest 

vlhen the c1 variables arc 1 ed. This is 

ally true cn of labor which has its 

test influe~ce on 1n the crime rates in the lag 

also i ng to note thQt the division of 

an impact when ex&mined in the change 

situation than it in the static model. This indic~tcs 

t~1r::~t: chr=-.:.nge in comple:~i ty has a grenter cct, albeit. a 

delayed one l than 1 of complexity on the rate of crime. 

Nevertheless, the findings sum~arized above differ 

from a major assumpaion of this study--that the probability 

of c=imc is greater during the period of transition. 
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TABLS 28 

ST1;'TISTICALLY SIGL-.JIFICANT ST,~ND,2\RDIZED PARTIAL 
R'8GRZSSIOl:~ C01?FICI).J:NTS AND R'SL1\TION SH.L PS* 

BZT'.'lEEN A PREDI C'1'OR VA:{IABLES 
AND ~ rvl,i\JOR eRII-1E &-\ TS S 

_______________ '~C.;;;....hange Model} 

population 

19 6:0-50 
----~ 

Assault 
Grand 

larceny 
Auto theft 

1950-60 

1960-70 -------
Robbery 
Assault. 
2\i):to theft 

19(0-70 -------
iJo;:ti c'!!. d e 

Grand 
larc8ny 

Au'to -theft. 

o 

..;-

+ 

+ 

o 

+ 

0 
..;. 

0 
+ 

+ 

o 
+ 

a 

-{. 

a 

.:-
+ 

0 
+ 

Urbani ::::,3., tion 

+ 

+ 
o 

o 

o 
+ 
o 

0 
0 

0 

o 

o 
+ 

o 

o 
o 

0 
0 

..;-

0 

R 

+-

+­
+-

+ 

+ 
+-
+ 

+ 
+-

.. :-
+ 

------------------------------------------------------------
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TABLE 2B 

(cont:inued) 
~-----~-~~~~~~-~--~~~-~-~----~~-----~-----~~~~---~-~~~--~--

1940-1950 

Po~:)ulation Densit.y Urbanization XOD 

lo.rcGny + 0 
auto theft + 0 0 

1960-70 
~~''f'" ... ~' ____ 

.Robb:;;J:Y + + + 
Assault + 0 + 
BU:J:g'lary 0 0 0 
Gra.nd 

larccrlY 0 0 0 
,...., 
J:.~ 

larc 0 0 0 
Auto thc:['c -I- .. ;~ 0 

1950-1960 
--'--"'~II 

0 + 0 
t\S s(lul t. 0 + 0 
:3uj",~gle,:Cy 0 + 
.. ~uto theft + + 

*only statistically si ficant rc1ationshi 
included in th!s tcble. 

~:- =: pasi ·ti ve. sj~ 

o = relationship 
- - ne~:(:;:;.t .. i ve si 

fican~ ationship 
not: sig:lifi.cant. 
ficant relationship 

+ 

.;.-

0 
+ 

+ 

.~ ... 

1-

0 

0 
0 

R 

+ 
+ 

+ 
+ 
-~-

+ 

+ 
+ 

+-
+ 
+ 
+ 

(H.) are 
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Instead, the resul ts sho~v that the change of an increase in 

crir.1e rates is greater fol,lo't<linq, the transi tion period than 

during the transition period. This 1s especially evident 

when there is a tv.;o period lag in 'Vlhich change in the 

predictors is significantly related with every crime rate 

excep"c homi 

The most consistent ctors of change in the crime 

rate are population change density change. In tl-.8 lag 

comparisons change in the divi on of lubor predomin~tes. 

:\.urCil-ur}Jan cOEipuri sons r(:;veal tha .. t chClnge r;,odel 

receives ~ore support in the urban cou~tics. In every 

period the r ationships are stronger in the urban counties 

and in all but one time comparison the=e are more signific-

ant rclati i~l the: tl counties. The main factors 

in the urban counties are in po~ulation size and 

zut:ion chango change in the 

division of ~or often h~vc an inverse oct on the crime 

:cu:ce in urb&n cou.:,:1.t.ie8.. In the rural counties change l.n t.-.. : 

division of labor has the most positive impact on the crl.~C 

rates in the &cross time cOffipariso~s. These crime rates ~=c 

of the property-t~cft variety (i.e. , burglary, grand 

la~ccny, a~d auto theft). 

Five cri~c rates are most consistently predicted in 

the urban countic8 by the change model. These crime rates 

nro auto t~cft, grand :rc , robbery, assault, and 
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burglary. Recall that in all the counties only three rates 

are predicted with any consistency--auto theft, assault, and 

grand larceny--while robbery rates are most strongly related 

to the predictor variables •. With the exception of assault 

rates, the change model is better at predicting property 

crime rates than it is in predicting crimes of violence. 

'roe crirlle rates \'lhich best t the change model, then, 

are auto theft, as t, and grand larceny. With 

static mo~~l auto theft and robbery rates are best 

predict:ed the model. ThUG, regardless of the model the 

Durkheimian explanation i3 most effective in influe~cing 

the rate of auto thefts. R8gnrdless of the time period or 

tho model homicide i3 the only crime ruts which doesn't fit. 

'j.-'he i:'-:1p15:.catiol1 of this ~cr2~'1d is tha t t110 DurJche:5~mian models 

of rates, static and change, arc not effective 

pre~ictors of cX~Icmcly violent behavior but are more 

efficien~ in prcdic~i property czime rates. Both models 

are CO~Si5tC~~ in predicti assault rates, but usually at a 

very 10yl level of efficiency. 

\'\7ht::.t: is of :Ln.terest, hOi:lCVC:: I is that bath homicide 

and assault involve violence and often are viewed as sim-

ilar tYP2S of crimes because of this ch~ractcristic. 

Clin2~d (1974) poin~s out th~t the crimes are both similar 

in cl1aracter th~t they both tend to occur with high 

cncy ~n innc= city slu~ areas. ~~e demogrnphic f~c~ors 
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of innor city life--high population and high density--are 

the ~ost frequent factors which have an impact on the as-
24 

sault rate both in the static and the change model. Also, 

in 1960 and 1970 both crime rates' are posi tively correlated 

(r = .27: r = .31) although to a moderate degree. The 

interesting point is that these two crimes so similar in 

character and habitat are not influenced similarly by the 

Dl.lrkhci!TIian model. 

An altcrn~tive explanation concerning homicide rates 

was offer8d in tho discussion of the static model. This 

c::planation is thD,':::' hO:\licid(~ :'nay be best exolained a 

subculture or & culture of violence. This see~s applicable 

to the change mo~cl as well except th~t in this model as-

saults are quite consisten~ly rated to the predictor 

v2.riables. ';'~olfq-3.ngSs (1967) subcv.lt.ure of viol (:;i:1ce.l then, 

ate sinc0 it also encomD~SSes ~s3ault 

re.tes. G(~~stil; s (1971) r0g:~onal culture of violence, \lhich 

24~:r t~·:,j .l- 1-.. ..,":J' ,J...' , 
~owevor, n1S aoes no~ .~LQ 1n ~ne more uroan 

counties in which urbanizatio~ is the m~in predictor. 
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refers o~ly to lethal violenc~, appears to be mor~ directly 

. ~ .. ~ 25 e 'C..o nom~C~C0 rates. 

What is also apparent is that the Durkhei~ian model is 

a poor predictor of tbe 1 of assault rates but a fair 

predictor of change in assault rates. ~he relationship is 

even stronger in the urban counties suggesting that a 

Durkhcimian anation of change in assault rates is more 

appli e to urban areas. 

In e~eral, the change model most consistently 

diets cha~0e in ~llto th2ft rates and change in grand 

larc sons are made in all 300 

counties or in the urban counties. Also in both comparisons 

stron~est relationshi involve change in robbe=y rates. 

Thus, the c~ange ~od81 is a ter ctor of progerty-

theft r~tes (e.g., robbery, larceny, auto theft) rather 

than violent cri~s2. 

2 s cultu~e need not be limited to a particular 
9coqrc~1;·;1icD.l ::-C~i:LO'l1. 'Lille 2~:;' t:C3 0::: JchiG cul-c.ure of 
violence b~ foun~ in all ar o~ ~h2 country. These 
c::.ttJ:'ibu'c.C:.3 inc::.ud,::::;; (1-) a vc::.~:,·y ]. p(;rc,~n of ~C:-1C 

Ct-Ci011 i tn violc~)cc7 ) lc:·'thal vi.-:lence as a 
subt11c:'~-'1e c-z th<~ culcL;,re ot the ar:::a: (3) ~."eapons 
c~:1d k:1G'i.'11 edge of th0m 0..5 an rtant: p2r 1c of the 
CL;.~;,·:::Ul~e.. An increase in adherents to 'chis cuI ture in an 
ari2~, or I ,;::.n influx of adhe.\..~e~l.t.f3 into an al.-ea, thus, may 
account for an increase in homi rates. 
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changes 'itlhich occur have a great.er impact on the taktng of 

property than on violent behavior. For instance, Clinard 

(1942) and Hebb (1972) argue that since the property of-

fense is more ~at.ional and instrumental behavior it is a 

batter indicator of the violat.orts normative orientation. 

~his normat.ive orientation is more of a reflection of the 

nature of t:he social structure than personal crimes which 

a~8 mo~c spontaneous and are regardad as acts of passion. 

;:":J ..... P2ver, ~·7c1)b (1972) round v€:ry Ii ttle difference in 

t~e amount of v~r.i2ncc in the of crimes cx?laincd by 

the predictor vari~blcsQ In the: pre;.;; cnt s t.udy I as poi ntcd 

out c2rlicr, personal criQc rates are afton better explained 

clo;;3cly co:: ~tcd with the predictors than any cri;'TIC 

It. :Ls ve:::y li:~cly tl::i:~,t t,hc incll~~:ion of robbcx-y 

rates in tha personal eel tcso:.cy i ': utcd the rclation-

i nc2i v:tduc:~11y 

catcso:~~is:tng t.1':o cr:L~iC:-] :tnto "C't'70 cat.2Cjorlcc--violcnt and 

p~o~e~ty. In ~ddition~ in 

olent OrfCD;::;C", Actua y it. is a unique o~fcnse in 

tit. both violent &nd thc~t ori I yet it is 

a more in~~~u~cntal &~d prcscd1tatcd ~ypc of 
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2nd aS8C';.ult. The violence involved in robbery is often 

• J:"" ; ., 26 .. ""h h it .ct .. i l.nc.:t.QcncaJ., i). .. l'I .. oug qu e or en a necessary eJ.cment n 

carrying out the offense successfully. o~ the other hand, 

homi.cide and assaul-t are offenses' in \vhich bodily injury 

is ca=ri out merely for the sake of it and not as a means 

to a more instrumental end. In essence, the violence and 

the thrc~t of it involved in robbery i~ frequently 

inGtrumcnt~l in natu~o whereas the violence in homiciCc 

'.rhu:J, the close associat:Lon of 

chung~ in the predictor vriri C8 "11 th both ch::.nge in rob-

Dory 

t:;. 

-... "'_~#lJar" ,-<""'I.':!-
(,:, ................ , '-

l. 
.... -.~-.... ~~ . 
.; ... ',.,.1,; 

.f' .. ~ 

~ .. " 
'\.~ .~ ... 

~ @oet do~inant ~actor in all robbery rate 

In 

f~c\.:or in rate of propcr~y-thcft c=imeo. 

27 
counties. In the 

'Y' ...., ...... ".. (' 0. 7 ?) .:.,..., ,'-'''; C..." .'~ " 4t-. .;-.J.' __ ~, ~:J..;; ................ ..: CuI. '- t...; 

ucuZ:i:,ly ~1nvc p.~cv:LC!l.;.:: 
o~ fer cCt8 or violence. 

of dC~.1~i ty 
po..:.:; 'c 

-;::10 :t C~11':::= cj- -c:l. ~c 11c~:; ;-);:<C~~l 

1~",0 c; cc;." '·.·u~,.::,G·:! j .. n ~~C} ~:::l21 

~~~,:C::::1'C ;:;t.u6y '0y Gil ;3 (J.97t(-,·) 
G=n~i (i.c at nUDb~r of 

r.i.or 2;:-;':cz-:1al d .-:;n;.;i -::1' 
c.: UF:l. t. of 
dl.cLo.l.·Z or 1(; 
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change model, density change is apparently the best pre-

dietor, follo\'18d by population change, of the property crime 

ratc3. 'L'hU3, it Z'.ppcars thc:t changes in dcnni ty and in 

population are more likely ~o lead to an increase in 

propc;.:.'ty crir.1CG .. 

that Gcnsity and population are the main 

factors in the change model is not necessarily antithetical 

to the Du~kheimian modcl~ Population size a~d density arc 

prim~ry antecedents to a ~ore co~p18x society. 

em is that the most important co~-

ponent of t:he Dur)'~:1ci1\1i~n r.-;odel, the division of lc:~bor I ha3 

an iwpact only in very ific instances. Its greatest 

ef'J:cct is in -the c:cross t.i.mi.:: cCLlpurisons in the rural 

23 in which it almost exclusively influenc2s prcperty 

ThUG, chai1ge in the vision of labor has & 

counties.. If 

n the division or labor influences progerty cri~cs 

an immediat2 one. Tl-,,~. s is in contrast to a 

that an inc~ease in crims is 

tra~siti0n period than afterward. 

The division of l~bor Q ates fro~ its main antecedents 

ect following th8 transition r&ther than 

th8 transi O~ pericd. 1;:11e Ii.1ai 11 i:npli C2.. t,i on for: 

0u~~~eimian theory i8 that the ~ cnts of this theory 

For one 'chi 
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division of 18 apparently not i enced positively 

by the main antecedents of population and density. In 

~ddition, the components of Durkheim's theory do not have 

same impact on the rate of crime. Thus, on one hand a 

high degree of structural changes may lead to a large 

change in t.he extei;t. of cri::-ne. On the ot.her hand, the 

co~ponents of this model do not fit the pattern constructed 

by :>urkheim. If the data presented he=ein are valid, then, 

at least arest~uc ng of ths Durkheimian model is in 

SlorlS -----_.-

Ccnclu~ions concerni the tests of the st~tic and tnc 

of crime rates are 

limi t. cc~.ct:ai n f.::-.ctors. ons to the 

coun:;:'ics "';'2re not randomly sel2cted. Instea.d, c<::.. t.io~')s 

car. be dar5. v<2d ng the na~ure of the relatio~shi 

the var~~010S within the 300 counties st~di2d. In 

~8a3ure~e~t of c=i~c rates must be taken into 

Genera za:ti.Oi,1S ~ing that the findi 

6 witb ~he rate of crime per se ousht to be downplayed. 

E..re ofl.:ici r~tes of criffi8 collected 

process sanctioned police agencies. 

:':'a arc 5u:Jject. to so:nc distort.ion 
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modification q The st~tistics, then, are at best a ro~gh 

estimate of the actual rate of crime. The crimes themselves 

also suggest limitations since they consist of what are 

COffi!l10nly called Ustreet crimes" a'nd thus are not indicators 

of the: total amount of crime which occurs in a society. 

Rather, they are indicators of only certain types of crime~­

usu~11y those which are attributed to the less affluent. 28 

Th2re is also no complete assurance that ~he MOD is a 

valid measu=e of Durkheim's conceptualization of the 

vi ston OJ: l.:..bor. .:\8 Cler:1ente (1972) poi nted out thi 3 

measure is more clc~=ly a mOQsu=e of functional di on 

dispersion of individuals among different oc-

cupational fu~ctions) than i~ is a measure of functional 

c.:tion. E'Ot:l2Ver I Gi b'bs and :?OG ton (1 S 75) con tend 

that such Q QeaSU~8 takes i~to consi~e~ation both di~ensions 

of t.he d.iv~sio~ of labor. In a6d1tion, Durkhcim (1964) 

t~2 division of labor in terms of the 6iffer-

2Dtiation of occup~tions and the use of ~ccupational cate-

rrhe use of 

p::::rC2n't ;:'8s1o.i i~ urban places is a close approximation 

r:. 

2 
G ~~y not be true of every crime rate, 

i~dicat2d earli8r, auto thefts usually involve 
:Ln '\fh::tch miG.dlc-class youths ar frequent 

joy-
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of DUrkheim is idea of the "forma"tion of to\vns U s1 nce one 

,.;ould eXpec J
..: the proportion of the population Ii ving in 

incorporated cities and towns (of 2500 or more) to increase 

if there is an increase in the development of towns. pop-

ulation ze and population density are also fairly 

straightfonvard measures of Durkheim's concepts.' 

Nith the above caveats in mind concerning some 

methoQological shortcomi of this study certain conclusions 

rcga1:"d.~.nq Dur}(heimi2.n thsory can be made. One of the 4LIOSt 

interesting is not conce=ned with the rate of 

crifllc but:, instead, ~\li t11 Jche relationship betVleen the 

division of labor and its antecedents. According to the 

data, the division of labor is not positively affected by 

the two ffiain antecedcnts--population size end population 

density--in either the static or the change models. Urban-

ization is th8 only factor in .the static model and it has 

its gr8a~8st effect on the division of labor in the more 

rurz:.l countics Q model none of the hypo-

tbesized antecedents have a positive impact on the division 

of lab::)r. Tho implication is t~at the transformation of 

soci ct:i es may not;. occu r as Durkhci;-il thought. Instead, 

OJC[li~r factors appc::u .. ~(.:nt.1y af ectti1e s'~ructural c07Gpl exi ty 

of u socict:y .. Future research ought to consider f~ctors 

the division of l&bo=. Anothe~ possibility is that the 
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division of labor is not prec'eded by growth in pO'pulation, 

density, and urbanization but, instead, it may occur first. 

In any case, the findings of this study warrant a more 

thorough and critical examination of Durkheirn's notion of 

the division of labor. 

The data do not provide straightfo=ward support for 

either the static ~odel or the change model of crime rates. 

t1 .. l thouqh sQveZ'(;.l of the hypothesiZed rel& tionships are sup-

ported ~~ny of the specifics of each of the models do not 

c&l scru'c.i 7:y. For one thing, the 

Givision o~ labor is r~r a f~ctor in the rate of crime. 

Urb~i."'l~.zc.tion G~G '::'hc cri tical factor in the stcltic 

Previous =escarch (Clinard, 1974: Sutherland and 

Cressey, lS7~j also indicates a rel~tionship between level 

or urbanization a~d the extent oZ criminal b2havio~. In 

a~dition, the crime rates ~ost co~sis~cntly predictGd by 

the i~dcpendcnt vQriables are the property crime rates, 

2cially auto the~t~ the~, !ndicate that in 

the urban setting the rate of property crimes is ~ore 

lil.:.:cly to be hi '.\7118 lavQ,l of: urbanization in this 

setting is the c£itic~l factor in the level of the property 

'.l.~nu=3, in 'the r~orc developed cOiT:muni ti es ~c:-':e 

ndings of the change model s~ow that change in the 

levels of populat!on size and density te~ds to lead to a 
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most central component. of the Durkheimian model, the 

division of labor, rarely has an impact on change in the 

rate of crime oa In addition, the relationships involving 

population size and density. are stronger and more consis-

tent in the urban counties while the relationships involving 

the division of l~bor are stronger (in lag comparisons 

only) in rural counties. In effect, the predictors do not 

together in their i0?act on the rates of cri~e. 

s.:LZG a~1a d211si ty leadc to a 

i~1 ur'b2.n co~·\:mu.r.i"cics y,'hile chanS2 in Jche division of lunor 

1 cads t:o a d increase in the rate of property crimes. 

Tlrus, the change model is not supported as ori nally 

"si ti1er a f~odi fication of the ;-nodel' is in order 

or ~hc zubstitution of an alternative explanation based on 

anted heroin ~ay be necessary. In any 

cnse, the findinss of both static and change ~odcls 

serioualy raise questions concc=ni 

tions of the transformation of societies and of the rate of 

crime .. 

de~initive study of 

of socie:ty .. -th2r I :L'cs :9U::-POS2 is hop\::fully to raise 

some questions which futur~ research ought to aderess. 

de a b~sis for certain 
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implications concerning Durkheimian theory in particular, 

and the prediction of crime rates, in general. 

First of all, Durkhei~'s depiction of the develoDrne~t 

of the division of labor is not ~pheld. The critical 

antecedents of population size and density do not have a 

positive impact on the division of la~or and they often 

have an inverse impact. Urbanization h~s a positive impact 

in rural counties concerning the static model, but not in 

the changa ~odcl. Past research (CleQcnte and S~urSis, 

1972 i ~":ebb, 1972) he,s 2180 fOU;:ld Ii ttle relationship 

b'8t:\\Tec:.n populat:i on si Z(:, dC~1Si ty and the di vi on of labor. 

:r: nste2..d, diviGio~ of l~bor has tended to be closely 

atcd to urbanization and technological efficiency (Gibbs 

u.nd l"!art.i n I 192)2; Labovi tz and Gi b:0S I 19 64 ~ Gi bbs &::d 

- ,-., - r ) , J~:;;bo • 'I'he i.mplicat:Lon for Durk:'1eimian tl-:sory is 

a ti.O~1 slzc ai:Kl on density but t~e industri&l 

and tcc~nological devcloPG~nt of a co~munity or a society. 

of the division of labor. Instead, it is sug-

c i nccn'ci yes \'7~1ich fo:;;;J..:. cr tl.1.0 

dcvelo9mznt of a society 

~bor te division of labor. 
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is more successful. HOvlever I certain modi fica tions of the 

model are in order. The hy~othesized antecedents to the 

division of labor are better predictors of the rate of 

cri!'ne than the di vision of labor itself. These antecedents 

are 1 81ements of more urban areas. In addition, as 

pointed out above, two of these (i.e., population size and 

density) are not really antecedents to the division of 

lc:bor at all .. Thus, it. is argued ';:.hat vlhat the data show 

is that property crirn~ rates are more likely to be high in 

the more h~ghly and d2nsely populated urbanized areas. In 

addition, a~ increaso in t.hese crime rates is more likely 

to t.a}(G place 1;'1 those urbc.n communi ti (;)8 r.vhich experi ence 

a greater change in population size and in denSity (but not 

in urbanization). The implication is that the high crime 

z-at.e duo to othe~ factors related to population size ~nd 

6Cilsity in urban commu~itic3, c.g., SE3, slu~ conditions, 

29 
etc .. 

Thus, crime is more likely to increase in areas of 

eatar heterogeneity, population size, population denSity, 

greate~ social distance, and secondary &3sociations. More 

s 

29 i "7' ....- _. '-"·"-':"""~'~\rl.r:-, ) 
J..OJ. ~n..:>L.~,,,,i.'--=;,~ Clino.:cd a::'.c1 l .. bbot:t (1973 

t~-l&t in both developed and d,2velopi.l-;.g cQ,1.Tl-:'rics 
t:.he cr5.mcs are co;.-;;:-ni "cccd by slum cl~;icll crs. 

indicate 
wast of 
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the division of labor is not a factor in these urban co~-

...... 30 t .. 
mun~l..:tes. No onJ..Y is the division of labor unrelated 

to its antecedents but it also is unrelated to the crime 

rates in the same fashion as its antec0dents. In ef.fect, 

an alternative explanation of crime rates is necessary 

\fi1:Lch excludes the division of l.abor as an elemc~'lt in the 

rata of crime and proposes that the level of population and 

of density have their greatest i~pact in urba~ co~munities. 

Thi~?) e::(planation is n·~·t ii'1Congruen;: wi th o~c.her 

evidence (Clina=d and Abbott, 1973; Sutherland a~d Cressey, 

197L::~ Clina:i:d, 1974; ('::1, 1974) wh.:Lch :i.;:.ldic~tes a close 

r~l~tionship among crime rates &td population size and 

dC~1Sity in urbc::sl comfilun:Ltic3 ... The division of labor i8 

C:i:cl ud sd as a fac"'cor in urban communi t.i es. Since the 

elements or popula~ion size and density are major predictors 

i~l t:le l.Jrbe.i1 areas thC:1 apparc:1.tly smaller, less densely 

populated and urbanized cc@~unities are conducive to a 

Cl!~ard and Abbott (1973), 

SCOVC.l:2d that tfle cornponen"ts o~ COili;:nuni ty 

3D .,. .~ l' i '19 _. 3 ) .,. ':J t' A.' 1 . C..::.::,.na:'c ~r:(4. :;\D0Q-Ct \ ,,' OJ. scovercG. nCl '- 1. 11. S urns 
o[ l.:.:::~v"n co;-all~U~'1i ties in both develop ()nd developing" 
CQ1,1j.'lt:',i::i,cS funct.:~oni,I.1 j~n'tE.'9" tion (1 .. e .. I Occuya.tionC41 or 
oi:.hcr ·;~.~v:'~;; ·,r:L-:::'h t.hc l.Lr'j:)an. ~30ci(;t:y) hc:.~) no ;:;:l.gnificant im-
~ct on ~ozLa~ive intesrutio~ (ioE., the ce of con-

to g~oup cultu=~l standards as measured by the 
p~Op8~~y crime ratc)~ 



238 

life most important to normative integration
31 

are cor.1-

municative integration (ioe ol the extent to which contacts 

permeate the group) and cultural integration (i.e., the 

internal consistency of cul tural 'standards of a group). 

'J::'he former I com:nunica ti ve in tegra tion, is analogous to 

D"J.rkheim's conczpt of social or dynamic density which 

refers Jeo the oppo~:-tul1i ty for a greater n1.4::nber of social 

con'ce.ct,s i~1. a community. The latter, cultural integl-ation, 

&sals with the degree of cultural homogeneity in a community~ 

'I':1UG, t:he pzobability of a lOl;" property c;;;.~ime rate is en-

hanccd in t~lOSC C0;11ITlt:ni ti es \vhich have a higher degree of 

mGa~ingful and intimQtc social contacts 2nd which are 

charac"ceri zed by gre~ t.er cLil tural homogcnei ty .. 

Taking into consideration the evidence of Clinard and 

Abbott (1973) along with the evidence gatherEd herein, it 

is cc: that a n''::'';:7 c:·cpJ.anatj.on of cr:lme rates include 

the fca~u~es of soci~l density, social and cultural homo-

ganei~y, ~s well as dcnsitYI 51z2, and ecological charac-

In essence, this new 

model contends th2~ the rate of property crixe will be 

lo\ver in a smal1c.l.·, lo8s dCi.1se, ffi8chard.cal-based cor.1:rluni t.y 

31 r ~itio~ of nor~~tive integ=ation is t~e 
degree to ~hich group conduct conforms to cultur~l stand­
ardo and is measured by use of the property crime rate. 
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and less cultural diversity. An additional proposition is 

that econo8ic and industrial transformation effects 

societies such that there is an increase in the rate of 

property crimes. 

HO\\7 ever, this is not the only explanation of crime 

ra tes \':hich can be deri ved from the data. The dj .. scussion 

by Chambliss (1974) ;;;uggests an alternative explanation of 

the increase in property crimes in urban communities or 

societies which he calls a conflict modal of legal chango. 

He con~cnds that in the modern industr~~l society the=e is 

a con ct: 2..r,'iong the ,~lf~:er2nt: social cJ.C:':3ces for centrol .. 

nal laws concern~ng private property 

and their c~forccment favor the econo~ic elite. In effect, 

in t~e more urb~nizGd industri~lizcd societies the rate 

of property crimes will increase by virtue of legal change 

based in class conflict~ 

(197 ar.d Sc:lznic;'\:. ( ··0,....,) .... t' <I.. • .L :J 0...) sugges L. na,- c r2. me is 

greater in modern soc~cties because of inadequate or in-

appropriate socialization& I~1formal social control 

mechanisns ar~ not as effective in modern societies due to 

the grsatcr social a~d cultural heterogeneity,. 

court.s I etc .. ) 

bCCOLlc fOOJ:2 importa.nt vlhic~1 rt.::sul t.s in. a greater offic:"al 

recogattion of crime rates. 

is, -to <-1 C a:ct.z:i 11 c::t~.;~1 t, i n8 tivc unless carried to the 
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e}:tremes of a police stat.e.The end result is a greater 

rate of crine in urban industrial societies. 

Another explanation is based on the Marxian notion of 

The.conditions of more modern 

indus al societies promote the development of a group 

which consists of those individuals who failed iri the 

econo~ic struggle for survival. This group includes 

cri~inals, beggars, prostitutes, etc.--that is, those 

indivi S vlho are more li;<.ely to com:-:1i t the so-call ed 

tis-erect crimes. II 'rhe 8vide~1ce of previous res earch 

(eli and Abbott, ~9731 no. I 1974 7 Sutherland and 

Cressey, 1974) and .evidence presented herein indi.cate 

a very close relationship between urbanization and the rate 

of property crime. In addition, evidence (cf. Clinard an~ 

Abbott, 1974) shows that such crimes more often occur in 

slum 2u:eb.s end are comml ttcc1 r7Iore often b:'l slum cii.vcl.lc~:-s. 

Since it is apparent that the slum is the habitat of the 

lur:r;)el-4p_~~ole>cariat ·then the 5.ncj.cation is that a high rat.€! 

of property crimes or an increase in property crimes can be 

21 by industri and economic transfor~ation which 

fost.ers t.he deVel0p~1.2:tlt of a .J e::'c.r:L:1t. 

Sut.herland Cressey (1974) offe= another explana-

t.':;.Oi1 the greater crime rate in urban areas. They 

t the high crime rate is d~e to criminalistic 

traditions in such arc~~. This explanation is called a 
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differential association theory of crime. The principle 

ele:nent of s theory is that criminal behavior is learned 

when a person has contact with criminal patterns and 

isolation fro~ crininal patterns. This contact is more 

Ii Y to occur in urban areas than in rural areas. 

Kituse and Cicou=el (1963), who contend that the 

focus of study should be the process of manufacturing, 

pu~)lis nlg statistical data, provide 

a:l.ot:.hc;:; c;;:pJ .. ana ti on of the Z'G6ul ts. They propose that 

i:-J~:>=OV2d ar;.d rClore off:i.cient record keeping' by the police 

cs =~sult in a ~i o2ficial rate of crime. Thus, 

the rate of crime in urban communities is greater because 

the ag8~cics have more efficient and sophisticated ~eans 

of processi the of~cnse3 reported to police. 

abo'tlC 

t. ~chat. an increase :i.n thG rate of crime mClY bc th8 

result ot several elc~cnts of u~b&n industrial society. 

Legal c~ange foste~c~ by, 2nd in the interests of, an 

cco:non:iic ita, inadequate or inappropriate socialization 

a~d 30ci~1 con~rol, the rise of a lUffipcnproletariat class, 

the;. 

sis on efficient record-

Jcc '-J arc ]. vi e;cpJ.aaations of the nature of the 

fi ndi o~ thi..s st-udy. Ii'ut.ure research concerni.ng t.he 

rB.t.c 0;; ~c~ ought to be conduct \'li th thea 
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explanations in mind. 32 

The above discussion concerned conclusions and 

implications regarding the predic~ion of crime rates in 

. urbun communi ti es • This is based on the finding that 

densely and highly populated urban cO~illunities are more 

likely to have a high rate of property crime and/or 

e:;'~periGnce a. greater increase in the rate of property 

crime. 

The findings concerning the division of labor indi-

cate that t~c rate of crimes is more likely to in-

crease in rural counties if there is a change in the ~ivision 

of labo:: t-:·!O zs ecu:li e:c .. In this situation the var-

iables of ation siza, density, and urbanization have no 

i~~2Ct on the rate ot property crime but the division of 

labor s ~ statistically significant impact on everyone 

,~::(~ c·~i:i {::::s) az c t 1-i"::; 

r1o'~:::Lon 0 -ch:~ I',·, -;'t~) 

:E 0 ~: .. ~ r. c~ c; ~': :~ .:;~ 'L: (-: .L ~ ~ ,*.~ ',: '; () ::: 

,:J,V, to ':: ~1Ctt:S 

ThuS, chanqe in the division 

~,ost. (..=-ti rectly to 
i211y 2risG and grand 

i::::; a,r(~.ulTic::nt: L-:':i;.d the ?<arxian 
I~ bath, eC8no~ic and 

to the factors which 
rd to 

socj"c.'.~~i~::;c::"'cj.on LL1:::~y DC:: ~'10]:-e (l ::lc.:Jor 
o "J:S are c-cJ.ass juv::';~lilcs Td!10 h:1ve :lot dS-

sj_;-l.:L1;::"~:8(1~:'1e :7,ic.{~J.c~'.::l(~ss valu s cO~lccrning privat.e 
(ce 11.er J 1965 a.n(i :iz:~ and 3alistrieri, 

~ow2ver, it sim91y be the greater availability 
of c.t..,:tcrnobiles in uzban com;:m.lni-cies. 
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of labor has a delayed impact in the less urbaniz~d 

counties. Rather than having an impact during the transition 

period, as postulated in the Durkheimian model, change in 

the division of labor has an impact on the property crime 

rate well after the transition has occurred. 

11hese resul ts have several implications concerning 

Du~khei~ian theory in particular and crime rates in general. 

;'70::: one "'ching I no-c onJ.y are the hypothesi zed a:ltecedents 

of population size, density, and urbanization unrelated to 

a ch2nge in the division 6f labor but also they do not 

effect ~he rate of crime in the same manner as the division 

of las')or .. further weakens the Du=~heimian notion 

that t~e division of labor is p~eccded by an increase in 

popula~ion 3ize, density and urbanization. The ne for 

anations of the development of the division 

~nother implication is that in those counties which 

e;''::pc:;:iCLlced (Al1 ir.:crease in -the division of labor also 

experienced an inc=e~se in efficiency of record-keeping. 

2owever, this improved record-keeping did not co~e about 

until sase ti~c after the transition in the division of 

labor. In essencG, the counties vlhich eXDcrienced the 

tr~nsition did not i~prove their record-k2eping efficiency 

u:1til Jchc ne~v division of labor had been established .. 

Iil the s~~o vein, c~an;e i~ th~ division of labor ~ay be 
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reflected in more for~al social control agents (i.e., 

police agencies). r'7i ththe increase in police agencies 

there is a concomitant increase in the rate of crime. 

Since violent crimes are more likely to be reported regard-

less of the efficiency of the police agency then the crimes 

which are more lii<ely to be reported and recorded when 

there is an increase in number and in efficiency of the 

more efficient re\_ord-::·:.~c:ping by these expanding agencies 

may re.c::ul. ZG a period of t:Lm,:;:: to occur. 

impact of the change in the division of labor. 

In conclusion, the Durkhcimian not.ion of the trans-

tion o~ crime rates is not supported by the data analyzed 

herein. Although several of the hypothesized relationships 

arc 3upportod a clos3r ex~~ination revc&ls that for one 

thing, the division of labor is not preceded by a change 

. -, t' l. n 1')Opu.:. G. :..on size, and urbanizatio~. Secondly, 

the variables in the Durkheiminn model do not have a si~ilar 

effect on crime rates. Population size and density have 

th~ test effect on change in property cri~e rates in 

urb~n co~munitieG while the division of labor has a delayed 

ir~pact in rural C0r.:11~lu:'1i ties on prOp~3rty crime rates. 

The:ceforo it ls suggc:sJccd t11at in the future explanations 
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other than Durkheimian theory may be more fruitful i~ 

explaining a change in the rate of crime. 
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Ve'. ri 2,b~. e J. ___ 

population 

Density 

Urbaniza-
tion 

;·10D 

Populo. t.i O~l 

Dens::..ty 

t);;:b:tni za-
tioD 

tlIOD 

population 

D2nsity 

U;:~aniza-
t.:i.on 

;7'~-D 

population 

Dsnsity 

Urbaniza-
tion 

~~'IO:J 

247 
rrABL~, 29 

MEANS, S'I'j\NDARDIZT::D D?VIl\TIONS, 
AND RANG~S OF PR~DICTOR 

VAHI,:\ BL 'SS 

(N ::: 3OQ) 

s-:Car;o.ard-
Year Y"'lean devi2.ticn Ei ni .Tlum 

1940 53457 139458.04 323 

1940 78.9 209.16 .300 

1940 25 .. 6 25.50 0.0 

1940 21 0.06 .534 

1950 73,:::63 270193.26 241 

1950 90 .. 6 237.0'3 .100 

1950 30.5 23 .. 50 0.0 

1950 .3329 0.06 .. 512 

1960 97228 33630;:3.25 20a 

1960 117 .. 1 316.12 .200 

1960 3~ .. 5 23.51 0.0 

1960 .. 3/:00 0.05 

1070 117724 (S7715.60 202 

1970 1'(~5. 3 453.14 .200 

1970 37.1 29.50 0.0 

1970 .84·97 0 .. 03 .517 

;-laximu:n 

2785643 

1937 

94 • .3 

• '396 

4151687 

2221 

97.5 

.293 

603.3771 

2641 

93.0 

7032075 

5103 

99.7 

.334 



'1;:- -i "; ~ _-;'.1 .. _ a ,J ~l...§:. 

population 

Populat:I.on 

population 

Pop\.~la·tion 

Density 

Density 

Density 

1)o{lsi ty 

.-.1 
·i·:} Urban 

~/~ Urban 

::/ Urban /0 

"I /0 Urban 

Ze:00 

>:0;) 

f<OD 

fI~Oj) 
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Tl\BLE30 

PERC~~~T CHANC:;B IN PREDICTOR VARIA3L~S 

(N = 300) 

Time Period lV1ean .!v·i nimum 

1940-1950 7 -60.9 

1950-1960 12.5 -42.3 

1960-1970 15.1 -51.9 

1940-1970 11772.0 201.0 

1940-1950 10.5 -92.3 

1950-1960 15.5 37.5 

1960-1970 7.8 aO.3 

1940-1970 146.8 19.9 

1940-1050 12.8 -34. 4 

1950-1960 5.8 -100 .. 0 

1960-1970 6.0 -}_OO.O 

1940-1970 37.0 -.03 

1940-1950 2.3 -21 .. 3 

19.50-1960 1 .. 1 -27.9 

1960-1970 1.4 -22.1 

1940-1970 85 .. 0 51.7 

l'iaxi:num 

170 

520 

960 

x:;{XXXX 

113 

110 

230 

5102.9 

730 

110 

289 

997.0 

47.0 

51.4 

52.4 

8d.4 
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TA3LE 31 

I''''!'SANS AND S'rANDARD DEVIATIONS OF CRIMB DA 1"A 

(N = 300) 

(Rate per 1000 population) 

1940 1950 1960 1970 
Variable Mean--s. D~ Mean s. D~ Mean s. D~ V.ean S. D. 

Total 
Crime rate 5.73 49.69 5.49 7.67 7.98 

Personal 
Crime rate 0.70 7.45 0.57 2.21 0.37 

Property 
Crime rate 5.14 49.88 4.92 7.12 7.57 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Assault 

Burglary 

Grand 
larceny 

Petty 
larceny 

Auto 
theft 

.043 

.535 

.121 

.715 

.336 

0.08 .161 2.02 .045 

7.41 .199 0.72 .129 

0.35 .212 0.50 .203 

1.00 1.49 2.46 2.33 

0.56 0.83 1.04 1.13 

3.8 49.60 2.10 4.78 3.38 

0.24 0.49 .50 0.73 0.54 

8.63 16.25 28.71 

0.62 1.24 1.74 

8.36 15.04 27.65 

0.11 

0.34 

0.41 

2.45 

1.58 

5.38 

0.76 

.037 .06 

.234 0.62 

.962 1.32 

5.05 7.77 

4.44 11.73 

4.73 9.07 

.905 1.30 

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



Variable 

Total rate 

Personal 

Property 

Homicide 

Robbery 

il ... ssaul t 

Burglary 

Grand 
larceny 

Petty 
larceny 

~\uto 

theft 
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TZ\BL"S 32 

PERCENT CHANGE IN CRI:-1E Ri\TES 

1940-1950 1950-1960 1960-1970 

100.0 191 183 

270.9 -1.4 304.4 

705.0 660.4 183.4 

-25.2 -3a.8 -37.3 

-31.1 -42.7 -27.3 

-28.8 -35.3 40.2 

199.9 139.6 406.5 

4.8 47.7 350.0 

123.1 251.6 372.4 

-22.7 228.6 2.5 

1940-1970 

1529.2 

49.6 

1406.0 

-37.7 

-27.6 

46.2 

1334.2 

36~.3 

376.1 

17.9 
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TABLB 33 

ZZRO-OHDER CORRSLATIONS 3ET'(EEN PRE:)ICTOR 
_______ \.;,...l~):;))-\ '1I.~ N!;LQ3}?ENQ'RNT V/'\ :'{I A, BT;.,;,'~_S __________ _ 

poo4 DensA Urban4 ;·1od4 

lyIe>d4 .121. .121." • 43*1 .... i 1.00 
Cocr4 -.02 -.03 - .. ca .02 
Per-s4 -.02 -.02 -.07 .02 
prop4 -.02 -.03 - .. 07 .02 
Hom 4 -.07 -.11 -.15 10"1'1'* .01 
Rob4 -.01 -.01 -.06 .02 
l~l.ssal t4 -.04 -.07 -.11 .01 
3urg4 - .. 06 -.12* -.19~nt .02 
L2rco4 -.09 -.13:111 - .. lS 1nt .07 
Larcu4 - .. 01 -.12* -.06 .01 
~ut.o4 -.02 - .. 09 -.07 .07 

----~------~-~---~---------------------~--~~-~~--~---~---~-

22p5 Dens5 Ur-banS !'~::Jd 5 

I·lcd.S or') 
.' 0 

.09 .41 ,:1.* 1.00 
Cocr5 .30 ...• of: * . 38 -!; ~!: 11 .37*** .15** 
pcrs5 Or.; · - .0.:1 .02 -.03 
propS .31 ';;-1: 'It 

II 
39 .:: ;ht • <:1 ~'t 11 * .181.'* 

_ao:-~15 -.01 -.02 -.07 - 1 1 .- .... 
RobS .07 .07 -.02 • 01 
.~ssalt5 .], 5~: * .1 S * ~:; .19 ,::,::., .06 

.16'1:1: .1 g ...... 'i': .15 .13 ~I: 
Larco5 • 2 2 ~\' ~~: 1 ..... .19 ~' .. ':.·1~ .23-:: ,:; ~'r .09 
I,Iarcu5 • 30 .:; if ~': • <11-;;- ~(-to' • 4-4 ~~ :. ~~: .15;'" 
AutoS • 24';·ni.·;\· .26 ,'; ,"';.;.- • 2<3 1 

.. ** .20-k1:"k 

~'dt p<.Ol 

~hh';' P < .001 
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rrABLE 34 

ZBRO-ORDER COR!~r.:L.l\. TrONS BET;n~~N PREDICTOR 
VARIABLBS AND D~·PSNDENT VARIA 'SL B8 

------------~~~ 

Pop6 

Mod6 .04 
Cocr6 • 33~'-:',';-:~ 

PersG .41 *'/dr 

prop6 .12* 
:~IOI716 .05 
Rab6 • 30 ~~ ... ~ '.\< 

Assalt6 .36*:·* 
Burgo .274': 1;-1. 

La::co6 .26~;' 'I; * 
Larcu6 21 -.-r '::-It · ~"" 
P~i...4.t.o6 .48"rin1 

?oo7 

-.03 
Coer7 • 2 0 ~: ':;\ 1: 

P2rs7 • 4() j: ~.* 
prot')7 -.02 
:'IOi"(i 7 .. 20 ';: ';,', .. ,,: 
~ob7 .. 511.-;': ,'; * 

t7 «l 2 7 ~~. "l: .. ~ 

• J_ ~3 ':: ¥.-. 

L::,:.;:co7 .C7 
I .. c:}~-cU 7 2n-:~·t.·'k .. v 

.::) ... u~co7 • 56'·'dn't 

p < .05 
p< .01 
p< .001 

Dens6 Urban6 

.05 .27**',': 

.33*** • 331n\' 11 

• 40~'l'k* .291,' .:: 1/ 

3' 1/ * * .. .... .36*** 
.09 .05 
.33-::1<* .22*** 
• 32 ~~ .. : .. * .25*~br 
.26-:;1:* .IS*·;\, 
.16** .19~" * .. 29 ':r ~\' ~l .31 1.- 1r 

.49'k-h* .41 1;-:.-."( 

Den 7 Ur·~r~n7 -_._- - . .....--.---
- .. 06 .16·,'di' 

.2 4-:. ~': ~'l .. 16";")" 

.. 5 7 ~': ~\' # · 34,;~i~'J': .13 ~':}. .. 21 ~'d;1~ 

.. 2 ~~ ~,:. ~.!: ·r'r • 2 9 /OJ.''. ~r: ~~-; 

.. 86~hh\' · 50*idr 

· 33 1:*-;': • 20~'''''* 
.19 -:: '.1';' .OD 
.09 .03 
.. 21, ,-~, ,',' )f .26* -:,. ~i' 
.69,'; 'It it • 53* -:n~ 

~od6 

1.00 
.12* 
.09 
.32*** 
.09 
.06 
.07 
.06 
.10 
.12 -t: 
.06 

Nod7 

1.00 
-.02 
-.01 

• 15*·«r 
.08 

-.04 
.00 
.00 

-.02 
-.04 
- .. 04 



Coer-tiS 
Pers15 
prop45 
~~om(5 

1~ob45 
~~ .. s:3al t45 
3urcJ45 
Larco45 
J..jarcu45 
f:'l .. uto45 
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TABLE' 35 

ZERO-ORDER COR~ELATIONS B~TNS~N 
Ll PREDICTOR VARIA3LBS AND A .JEPENDENT 

VARI,p .. BL"SS 

Pop45 Dens45 Urban45 

-.04- -.01 -.06 
.00 -.01 -.02 
.02 .02 -.03 
.02 .02 .02 

-.01 .00 -.03 
.01 .01 -.09 
• ]~4* .16 1;* .14~~ 

-.01 -.02 .00 
2f.·'ldd( .. ~ 

",15·h '; .. 15** 
0,1 · ~ 

.'04 -.09 
• 19'·'n-lf: .19*** .03 

Mod45 

1.00 
.00 

-.05 
-.03 
-.06 
-.03 
-.05 

.00 

.00 
-.02 

1"'* • ,j 

-----~~-~-~----~-------~----~---~~~-~~~----------~---------

P()D56 D0n.~~56 U;rb2n56 1,1od56 
--,~~.-.. -,. .... -~-

r':od56 - .. 07 -.06 - .. 03 1.00 
Coc~c56 002 .. 0 /1 .00 -~O4 
pC:2l:s56 -" 13 .;; 0/· . ~ .GG .02 

56 .00 .00 .03 .00 
6 .. 01 .. 01 .03 -.1 t1-;'1 

6 n r-
.U:J .05 .01 1""11 

.V..L 

i\SSo.l t56 " L~ .:: 1 ? ·l: .01 -.06 
• ... 1 ... 

. ~ 

Bu~:-g55 .. 10 .05 -.04 - .. 06 
6 1 '1 .10 .10 0<> 

... .I...t.. .. J 

Lc..i:-cu.56 -.09 r' ? 
-. i.) •.• .00 0') . .... 

Auto55 2 LJ."'r.,".,; .. .... .11 .0.5 • 05 

~': pc( .OS 
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rrABL"S 36 

ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS BET"1E~N 
~ PR~DICTOH. VliRIA3LES AND IJ,. D3PEND'SNT VARIABL"8S 

POD67 Dens67 Urban67 Mod67 

11od67 -.07 -.06 .00 1.00 
Cocr67 .09 .12* .01 .02 
Pers67 .24*** .. 53*** .04 -.07 
prop67 .03 .08 .01 -.01 
Hom67 .03 .05 .02 .01 
Rob67 .29*** .69*** .03 -.08 
Assalt67 .16'>"* .32-10<** -.04 -.05 
Burg67 .09 .10 .01 -.01 
Larc067 .03 .05 .01 .00 
Larcu67 .08 .07 .01 .00 
Auto67 .31*** .38*** .00 -:-.14* 

--~-~-~-----~-~--~~-------~-~~-~----~--~~----~~~-~------~--

poo47 Dens47 Urban47 :10047 

1"1od47 -.16** -.15** -.19** 1.00 
Cocr47 .02 .03 .04 -.03 
Pers47 .09 .14* -.05 -.02 
Prop47 .03 .03 .0'4 -.03 
Hom47 .13* .20·/dt * .06 -.06 
Rob47 .05 .07 -.08 .00 
.. :;ssa1 t47 .26*** .39*** .17** -.13* 
Burg47 .02 .01 .04 -.03 
Larco47 .07 .0·3 .00 .13* 
Larcu47 .05 .05 .04 -.01 
Auto47 .47*** SA.*** . - . .05 -.14* 

* p ~ .05 

,Jt* p'" .01 

*** p.(.. .001 
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l'~;Br../~ 37 

ZE.l~O-ORDT!:;R CORRELATIONS BST':::;~N 

A PREDICTOR VARIABLES AND /:::,. D'EPEEDT-::NT VARIABLSS 

r<od56 
Cocr56 
Pers56 
Prop56 
Eo;nSG 
I-(ob56 
.:\s t56 
Burg-56 
Larco56 
Larcu56 
l~U to56 

>:vdG7 
Cocr67 
?,.::;r,s67 

"7 
I 

£:.~) sa.l t.6 7 
67 

J:J2 ~_~co G 7 
1,a:;:cu~37 
..; .. u Jco67 

-.06 
.04 
.06 
.03 
.01 
.06 
.14~·: 

.10 

.13* 
-.07 

.. 2 2 ',': .;': ~\-

- .. 05 
.. 09 
.27 1: ,·t~.; 

.OS 

.06 

.09 

.06 
• 36,,; 'k ~~ 

'Ir p L .. 05 

-:: 1dt p.c(. 001 

Dens45 

- ... 04 
.00 
.03 

-.01 
.01 
.0.:1, 

.01 

.04 

.. 09 
-.07 

.11 

-.07 
.07 
.221t** 
.0""1 
.05 
... 31"0'0.' 
.. 13;,,-
.03 
.O~ 
.. 03 
.40 ;'r1r ok 

Urban45 1"1od45 

-.IS-k -.13** 
.00 .03 
.04 .06 

-.01 .02 
.03 .06 
.00 -.06 
.. 03 .. 13 it 

-.C2 -.06 
- .. 09 .09 

.. 00 .05 

.07 -. 20 ~';1~ 'I: 

.00 -.05 

.02 ~ ~ ..,".~ 'It * 
" .,,. '.,..J 

.21 Jr'k * or:.::, . -' 

.00 .23 

.01 .06 

.25*idt .OJ 

.141: .02 
-.02 • 2 2 ','f; ~; 'It~ 

.00 to 25* .'; "ii 

.02 .16:t·J·· 

.05 .07 
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'rABLE 33 

Z~RO-ORDSR CORREL,\TIONS E-::;:T':"lEEN 
~ PREDICTOR VARIABL~S AND ~ DSP~~~~NT VARIABLES 

Po?56 Dens56 :Jrh,~n56 rV:od56 
---~-- --

,\lod67 -.06 -.09 -.10 ..... 42 'It** 

Coer67 .09 .14* -.05 -.08 

Pers67 .25 'ft1nt .55*** .06 -.14* 

Prop67 .08 .12* -.06 - .. 08 

Eomo7 .09 .07 -.12 if - .. 04 

?.ob67 • 29 l':-:: * .73 1:** .07 -.08 

Assalt67 .. 17 .. 32 .05 -.13* 

3U=~J67 .09 .12 ~'r -.08 -.O.g 

Lareo67 .04· .06 -.04 -.06 

La~:"cu67 .07 .09 -.04 -.07 

?-.. u to67 .33-10'.,,* 5?1:1."Y . - , -.02 -.10 
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Rural-urban C02npari sons 

(Static £v:odel) 
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194·0 

1950 

1960 

1970 

259 

SIIANDi) .. :lDI~~'~D PA~TIAL REG::tESSIO~ COEFFICI?NTS AN;) 
CORRELl\rrIONS B'STNE~N Al\rrECBI.),SN1' VL;RIABLE·S 

2\ND 'ras DIVI SION OF L~\30R 

_____ .-;(Rura1 Counties) 

(1'1 = 170) 

Population Population 
size densit~ Urbanization R 2 

~ 

.17··~: 

( .05) 

0 <":1 
• .J 

.03 

.. 31 * 
( .001 ) 

.07 

.. 04 

.12 

-.04 

.29* 
( • 001 ) 

.. 341~ 
( .001 ) 

.23~ 

( .001 ) 

.17-/r 
(.01 ) 

.4S:\" .19 
( • 001 ) 

• 42~" .16 
{ .001 

.30·:~ .09 
(.001) 

.40* .14 
, .001 ) 



1940 

260 
T";~3LE 40 

STANDAaDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COBFFICIE::TTS AND 
CORREU\.TIONS 3Er>J';;SN AN'rECEDENT V~RIABLES 

AND THE. DIVISION OF LABOR 

(Urban Counties) 

(N = 130) 

2 Population 
size 

Population 
density Urba~ization R R --

.00 -.18 .113 .17 .00 

-----~-~--~---~------~~--~--~------~~~----~~------~---~----

1950 .01 -. 30 ~~ 
( • 001 ) 

1960 -.02 -.14 

.11 

-.07 

.24* .04 
(.05) 

.12 .00 

-~--~-~~~---~--~-~-~~~~------~-~---~-~-----~-----------~-~-

1970 .01 -.26* 
(.001) 

-.03 .27* 
( .01) 

U,.. S . ... 



1940 

1950 

1960 

1970 
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TA3LE 41 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL RSGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORR'SL.~ TIONS BE1,"';,'lEFN ~)REDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND rrH~ rrOTAL eRI JVr8 RA T'R 

(Rural counti'es) 

population Population Urbaniza-
si ze deT~si ty ti_o_n __ 

.15 

-. LS',:' 
( .001) 

.18* 
( .. 001) 

-.11 

-.14 -.05 

-.13 .10 

-.16 -.14 

-.03 -.09 

Division 2 
of labor R R --------- ---- ----

.10 

.19* 
( .001 ) 

-.03 

.08 

.16 .00 

.33 ~~ .09 
( .001) 

.30* .07 
(.01) 

.1S .00 



1940 

1950 

1960 

1970 
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TABLE 42 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION C013.'F?ICIENTS AND 
COR::<.ELAfl'rONS BE'I~':::EN PREDICTOR VARIABLBS 

. AND irHE TOTAL CRIM'S R,; TE 

population 
s.ize 

.11 

.09 

.16 1.-

'.01 ) 

.11 

(Urban counties) 

Population 
density 

-.14 

.15 

.09 

.15f: 
(.01) 

Urbaniza-
tion 

-.24* 
(.001 ) 

.43* 
( .001 ) 

.49* 
( .001 ) 

.57* 
( • 001 ) 

Division 
of labor 

-.06 

.10 

.06 

2 
R R ---

.32* .07 
(.05 ) 

.53* .31 
( • 001 ) 

.64* .40 
(. 001) 

-.10* .74* .54 
(.05) (.001) 
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TABLE 43 

S'TANDARDIZBD PAR'~IAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BETNEEN PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND, PERSONAL/PROPERlrY CRlt1E &\TES 

(J.ura1 Counties) 

population Population Urbaniza- Division 
size density 

• tion of labor R 

19~O 

P"Crsonal -.06 .16 -.10 .07 .16 

property .16 -.17 -.13 .09 .16 

R2 

.00 

.00 
---------------~~------~~~~---~-~~--~~~----~---------~-----

1950 
p-ersonal .07 -.10 -.06 -.06 .13 .00 

pro9cr'cy -.33:'>' -.09 .15* .26 7
'" • 3 9 ~'t .13 

( .. 001) ( .05) ( .001) (.D01) 
-------~----~----~------------------~-~-----~------~~-------

1960 
?ers'onal .15<;'~ -.29·;r 

(.01 ) ( • 001) 

Progerty .17-·'; -.14 
( .. 001 ) 

1970 
P8rsonal .10 - , Lt ....... 

property -.12 -.02 

.. 03 

..... 14 

-.09 

-.09 

.12 

-.'04 

.07 

.O.g 

• 27 ~~ .05 
( .. 05) 

• 29·'r .06 
(.01 ) 

.14 .00 

.18 .00 
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TABLE 44 

srrlANDARDIZED PARTIAL RSGRESSION CORFFICIBNTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BET;.'jEEN PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND PERSONAL/PROPERTY CRIME RATES 

(Grban Counti.es) 

population Population Urbaniza- Division 
size density tion of labor R 

19·10 
Personal .05 - .. 15 -.12 -.09 .24 

property .11 - .. 13 -:-.25* -.05 3' "I: 
• ..I. 

( .. 001 ) (.05 ) 

1950 
Personal .13 .16 .10 .10 .32 1: 

( .05) 

?roper~cy .08 .14 • 43~'r .10 .58 1: 

( .001 ) ( .001 ) 

.341,.~ • 25~·" .18··~ .00 • 64~f: 
( .. 001 ) ( .001 ) (.01 ) ( .00 1 ) 

property .141. .07 t> 50-:· .07 6 ~-;': · -' 

(~05 ) ( .. 001) (.001) 

.11.2·-:'- 0 52 -:: lR~;, · ~ 
-.04 • 7 3 ~'f 

( .. 01 ) ( .001 ) ( .001) ( • 001 ) 

property .10 .09 • 60 ~'r -.10* .73* 
, • 001) ( .05) ( .001 ) 

R2 

'.02 

.07 

.07 

.31 

.39 

.33 

.52 

.52 



STANDARDIZED PARTIAL R~GRESSION COEFFICISNTS AND 
CORRELA.TIONS BET:'lEEN PREDICTOR VARIABLBS 

AND lI'JAJOR CRI~~3 RATES 

(Rural counties) 

1940 

population Population Urbaniza- Division 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Assault 

Burglary 

Grand 
larceny 

Petty 
larceny 

Auto 
theft 

size density tion of labor 

-.19* 
(.05 ) 

-.05 

-.17 

-.21'h 
(.05 ) 

-.21* 
(.01) 

.16 

.03 

-.05 

.16. 

-.02 

-.08 

-.10 

-.16 

-.20* 
( .01) 

.01 

-.11 

-.04 

-.05 

-.04 

-.13 

-.10 

.17* 
( .01) 

.06 

.15 

.23* 
( .001 ) 

.29* 
(. 001) 

.08 

.27* 
(.001 ) 

.23* .03 
(.05 ) 

.16 .00 

.20 .02 

.30 * .07 
(.01) 

.34* .10 
( .001) 

.15 .00 

.28* .06 
(.01) 
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TABLE 46 

STANDARDIZED PARTIA.L REGRESSION COBFFICIEN'rS AND 
CORRELATIOi\S BBT:·vE"SN PR'SDICTOR VARIA3LES 

AND I"lAJOR CRIHE R..t\ TSS 

(ur::.Jan Counti es ) 

1940 

population population U'rbaniza- Division 
size dens~ tion of labor R 

Homicide .01 -.04 -.34* -.10 .38* 
(.001) ( .01) 

Robbery .09 -.19' .04 -.11 .21 

Assault .01 -.11 -.07 -.04 .16 

Burglary .10 -.12 -.25* -.04 • 30 -J( 

( .001 ) ( .05 ) 

Grand 
larceny .02 -.09 -. 29 ~'r -.03 .34* 

( .001 ) ( .01) 

Pc·tty 
larceny .12 -.09 -.21 .02 .25 

J\uto 
theft .06 -.14 -.03 -.16 .23 

R 
2 

---
.12 

.01 

.00 

.06 

.03 

.03 

.02 
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rfABLE 47 

STANDARDIZED PARrrIAL. RS·3RESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CO~RELATIONS B'S'r:-7EEN PREDICTOR VARIl\SL1?S 

Ai'JD -',lA-JOR CRIi'1E Ri1.TES 

~Rural Counties) 

1950 

Population population urbaniza- Division 2 
size density- tion of labor ~ R 

Homicide .20 -:.13 -.09 -.11 .17 .00 

Robbery -.25* .00 -.01 .12 .24"'1' .04 
( .001 ) (.05 ) 

l\3sault -.30 .15 .21 -.03 .22 .03 

3urglc:u:y -. 20':'··~';* -.03 -.04 .21* 2 ~ 'f.: · ..,.; 
.04 

( .001 ) (.001) (.05) 

Grand 
larceny -.33": -.14 .29* .14* • 4-1 if .15 

(.001 ) ( .. 001) ( .001) ( .001 ) 

Petty 
larcer~y -. 31 ~': -.07 • 29~'t .. 19* • 3911- .13 

(.001) ( .001 ) (.001 ) ( .001 ) 

Auto 
'thef-t -. 28~'; -.17-ft .01 .32 'k .43','1' .16 

(.001 ) (.05 ) ( .. 001) (.0;)1) 



2.68 
TABLto; 48 

SfrANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION CO"SF1TI CI ENTS AND 
CORRBLATIONS B"ST:1E3N PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AY,J) f'.1..Z\JOR CRI:v1E Ri\ TE.S 

~Urban countiesl 

1950 

population Population tIrbaniza- Division 
R2 size den;3i tv tion of labor R 

~-lomicide -.03 .17 .00 .07 .16 .00 

Robbery .24it .25* .23 i\' .13* .53','" • 31 
( • 001 ) ( • 001 ) ( • 001 ) ( • 001) ( • 001 ) 

Assault .07 .10 .04 .07 cold .00 

Eurglary .14~~ .1 7"· .43* .12* • 63 ~'t .37 
(.05 ) (.05 ) ( .001) ( .001) 

G;;:-and 
larceny • 26~'t .05 .42* .06 .61* .35 

( .001 } (.001) ( • 001 ) 

Petty 
larceny .04 .14 .37* .08 .A. '::J ir 

.... ..,.j .20 
'(.001) (.001) 

Auto 
theft .12 .03 .46* .12 • 55·1t .23 

( 4> 001 ) ( .001 ) 



269 
TABLE 49 

s'rANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICI:SNTS AND 
CORREL.n.TIONS BETT·vEEN PRBDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND ~\JOR CRIMB RATES 

( Rural Counti es ) 

1960 

Population Population Urbaniza- Division 
size density tion of labor 

Homicide .12 -.26 .11 .13 .2~ 

Robbery .10 -.10 -.10 .02 .18 

Assault .09 -.25 .09 .12 .19 

Burglary .13 -.06 -.,12 -.10 .22 

Grand 
larceny .16* 

(.01 ) 
-.20 -.11 -.04 .29* 

(.01 ) 

Pe"tty 
1arcer,Y .14 -.11 -.08 -.03 .21 

Auto 
theft .09 -.10 ~.29* .09 .35* 

( ... 001 ) (.001 ) 

.02 

.00 

.01 

.03 

.06 

.02 

.10 
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'rA:3LE 50 

STANDi\RD,IZED P~z\RTIAL REGRESSION COE?FICIENTS AND 
CORRELl1.TIONS B:S'D~EEN PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND MAJOR CR.IME RATBS 

(Urban counties) 

1960 -
population population Urbaniza- Division 

size density tion of labor R R2 

Homicide 

Robbery 

Assault 

Burglary 

Grand 
larceny 

Petty 
larceny 

Auto 
theft 

.01 

.24* 
(.001) 

.35* 
( .001 ) 

.29* 
(.001) 

.23* 
( .001 ) 

.02 

.29* 
( .001 ) 

.34* 
( .001) 

.24* . 
( .001 ) 

.15 

.09 

.13 

.03 

.15 
(.05 ) 

-.12 

.18* 
(. 05) 

.16* 
(.05 ) 

.42* 
(. 001 ) 

4 ' * . ..... 
(.001 ) 

.44* 
( .001 ) 

.41* 
(., 001) 

-.09 

.00 

.00 

.03 

.06 

.07 

.06 

.31* .06 
(.05 ) 

.55* .28 
(.DOI) 

.55* .28 
(.001) 

.66* .42 
( .001) 

.64* .39 
( .001 ) 

.47* .20 
(.001 ) 

.70't- .48 
(.001) 
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TABL~ 51 

srAND,:~ .. R;:)IZED PAR'fIAL REGRESSION COSFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BBT.;~-SEN PR~DICTOR VARIABL'SS 

ANDr<1i.\JOR CRIME. Ri\ TES 

(Rural Counties) 

1970 

population population Urbaniza- Division 2 

=-io:nicioe 

Robbery 

Assault 

3urglary 

Grand 
larceny 

Petty 
larceny 

Auto 
theft 

size density tion of labo£ --E- R 

.10 -.10 

-.05 , -.02 

.. 12 -.15 

-.12 .00 

-.12 -.03 

-.10 -.03 

-.11 -.03 

- .. 02 

.. 01 

-.11 

-.17* 
(.01) 

-.05 

-.06 

.12 

.. 12 

.02 

.07 

.12 

.06 

.05 

.21 

.15 

.06 

.15 

• 2 4~lr 
(.05) 

.16 

.15 

.02 

.00 

.. 00 

.00 

.03 

.00 

.00 
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rrABLE 52 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICI~NTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BET;v3BN PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND Nl\JOR CRI:1E RP .. 'r:ss 

(Urban Counties) 

1970 

Population population Urbaniza- Division 2 
size density tion of labor R R 

Homicide .00 

Robbery .081: 

'.05 ) 

Assault .16 7\-

(.05 ) 

Burglary .15* 
(.05) 

Grand 
l.arceny .06 

petty 
larceny .02 

Auto 
theft .19~·" 

(.001 ) 

.21* 
(.01 ) 

.75* 
, .001 ) 

.2;3* 
(. 001 ) 

.11 

.13* 
(.05 ) 

-.05 

.33* 
(.001 ) 

• 23'1( 
(. 001) 

.16* 
,. 001 ) 

.16* 
( .05) 

.36* 
, • 001 ) 

.56* 
, .001 ) 

.70* 
(.001) 

.42ft 
(.001 ) 

.03 .42* .15 
(.001) 

.03 .88* .77 
( • 001 ) 

-.09 .52* .25 
, • 001) 

-.07 .55* .28 
(.001 ) 

-.05 .6S~ .45 
(.001) 

-.15* .72* .50 
(.OOl) (.001) 

-.05 .83* .68 
( .001) 
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'l';=iBL B 53 

S'fANDARDI:.GBD PARTIA.L R3GRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELL1.rrONS BETH~EN A AN'rECEDENT 
VARIABLES AND A DIVISION OF LABOR 

tl [.:OD 

1940-
1950 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

1940-
1970 

A population 
size 

.01 

.06 

-.07 

-.23~Jr 

(.01 ) 

(Rural Counti'es) 

1940-1950 

A population AUrbaniza-
density tion 

-.11 -.02 

1950-1960 

-.07 -.03 

1960-1970 

-.oa .05 

1940-1970 

.05 -.11 

R 

.12 

.05 

.13 

• 26~v 
(.01 ) 

R2 

.00 

.00 

.00 

.05 



275 
TABLE 54 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COSFFICIENTS AND 
CORR:SLATIONS BgTNS~N A ANTECEDENT 
VARIABLES AND Ll DIVISION OF LABOR 

(Urban Counti es) 

1940-1950 

A population c:. population ~Urbaniza-
size density tion R R2 

--
ll. MOD 

1940~ 
1950 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

-.02 

-.07 

.01 

.05 

1950-1960 

.05 

1960-1970 

-.06 

-.06 .07 .00 

.11 .12 .00 

.00 .06 .00 

--~--~-~---~~~~-~---~------~~---~-------~~~----~-~----~-~--

1940-
1970 -.06 

1940-1970 

.00 -.09 .12 .00 
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TABLE 55 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGR~SS~ON COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELA TI ONS B~T>l~EN .D. ~,\NTECBDENT , 
VARIABLES AND Ll DIVISION OF LABOR 

I:::, 1'<10D 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

1960-
1970 

A. population 
size 

-.07 

-.10 

-.20 

(Rural Coun ti es ) 

1940-1950 

A population A Urbaniza-
density tion R -

-~Ol -.15 .19 

1940-1950 

.09 .07 .08 

1950-1960 

.06 -.03 .17 

2 
R 

.02 

.00 

.01 
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TABL'S 56 

STANDARDIZED P~l\RTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRE~\TIONS BE~~E~N ~ ANTECEDENT 
VARIABLES AND ~ DIVISION OF LABOR 

A MOD 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

1960-
1970 

A population 
size 

-.03 

.01 

.02 

(Urban Counties) 

1940-1950 

A population 
densit~ 

.01 

1940-1950 

-.06 

1950-1960 

.01 

A Urbaniza-
tion R 

-.10 .11 

.00 .06 

-.24* .23* 
(.001) (.05) 

2 
R 

.00 

.00 

.03 
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TABLE 57 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORR3LATIONS BETt-vSEN .6. PREDICfrOR 
VARIABLES AND 6 TOTAL CRIME RATE 

(Rural Counties) 

A Population i1population A Urbaniza- Anivision 

.,1 MOD 

1940-
1950 

1950-
1960 

size density tion of labor 

1940-1950 

-.02 -.03 .02 -.03 

1950-1960 

-.10 .08 -.07 .01 

.05 .00 

.11 .00 

~---~~--~-----~-~~~--~~---~~-~--~-~~-------~-------~-~~-~---

1960-
1970 .05 

1960-1970 

.00 .00 .01 .05 .00 

~-----~---~---~-----~-~-~-~-~-~--~-----~---~---------~-----~ 

1940-
1970 .01 

1940-1970 

-.08 .06 .00 .08 .00 
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TABLE 53 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRBLATIONS BET;'lEEN ,1 PREDICTOR 
VARIABLES AND 1:!l TOTAL CRIM~. RATE 

(Urban Counties) 

I:l. population A population Aurbaniza- ADivision 2 

~MOD 
1940-
1950 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

1940-
1970 

size density tion of labor ~ ~ 

.27* 
( .001 ) 

.09 

.15* 
(.05 ) 

.22* 
(.001 ) 

1940-1950 

.20* 
(.01 ) 

-.03 

1950-1960 

.01 .07 

1960-1970 

.30* 
( .001 ) 

.01 

1940-1970 

.32* 
(.00l:) 

-.10 

.01 

-.05 

-.05 

-.11 

.39* .12 
( .001 ) 

.12 .01 

.38* .12 
( .001 ) 

.45* .17 
(. 001) 
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TABLE 59 

STANDARDIZ~::J PA.RTIAL REGRE'SSION CO::<':FFICI~NTS A~1) 
CORRELATIONS BE~1E~N il PRE~ICTOR. 
VARIABL~S AND ~ TOTAL CRIME RATE 

(Rural Counties) 

A population .6. population b. Urbaniza- ~Division 2 
size density tion of labor -E- B--

11 MOD 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

.34* 
( .001 ) 

-.03 

-.36* 
( .001) 

.11 

1940-1950 

-.15* 
(.01 ) 

1940-1950 

-.06 

.06 .26* .05 
(.05 ) 

.32* .33* .09 
(.001) (.001) 

--------~~--~~------~~----~----~---~~-~--~~~-~-----~----~--

1960-
1970 .05 .00 

. 1950-1960 

-.12 -.07 .12 .00 
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TABLE 60 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BETI~EEN ~ PREDICTOR 
VARIABLES AND A TOTAL CRIME. RATE 

(Urban Counties) 

A Population APopu1ation .8Urbaniza- A Division 2 
size density tion of labor -E- E--

,6. MOD 

1950-
1960 

1960-
1970 

.04 

.19* 
(.01) 

1940-1950 

-.01 

1940-1950 

.16* 
(.01 ) 

.12 

.13 

-.05 .14 .00 

-.07 .33*.08 
(.01 ) 

--~~---~~~~~---~~-~-----------~~---~-------~~~---~--------~ 

1960-
1970 .09 

1950-1960 

.39* 
(.001) 

.03 -.09 .45*.18 
( .001 ) 
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rrABL~ 61 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BET:'lEEN .f::. PREDIC~rOR VARIABLES 

AND A PERSONAL/PROPER'r¥ .CRINE R::\T-S;S 

(Rural Counties) 

Apopulation ~Population AUrbaniza-~Division 2 
size density tion of labor B-- B--

1940-50 
Personal 

property 

property 

1960-70 
Personal 

Property 

1940-70 
Personal 

Property 

-.06 

-.02 

-.15 

-.05 

.27 

.04 

.20 

.01 

-.04 

-.03 

.10 

.04 

-.10 

.00 

-.01 

-.08 

1940-1950 

-.11 

.02 

1950-1960 

-.05 

-.05 

1960-1970 

1940-1970 

.02 

.00 

-.12 

.06 

-.06 

-.03 

.00 

.01 

.00 

.01 

.07 

.00 

.16 .00 

.05 .00 

.16 .00 

.06 .00 

.23 .03 

.04 .00 

.19 .01 

.08 .00 
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TABLE 62 

STAND,,;'RDI'ZED PARTIAL REGFESSION COEFFICIENfrS AND 
CORRELATIONS BE']:":\'EEN ~ PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND' A PERSONAL/PROPERTY CRlf'.lE RATES 

(Orban Counties) 

.6 population Apopulation AUrbaniza- ADivision 2 
R R 

1940-50 
Personal 

property 

1950-60 
Personal 

property 

1960-70 
Personal 

property 

size density tion of labor 

.15* 
(.05 ) 

.27* 
, • 001 ) 

.22* 
(.001 ) 

.00 

.03 

.16* 
(.05 ) 

.24* 
( • 001 ) 

.19* 
(.01 ) 

.24* 
(.001 ) 

.06 

.68* 
( .001 ) 

.23* 
(.001 ) 

1940-1950 

.12 

-.04 

1950-1960 

-.24* 
,.001 ) 

-.03 

1960-1970 

.06 

.00 

.08 

.00 

.11 

.09 

.00 

-.05 

---

.36* .10 
( .01) 

.38* .11 
( .001 ) 

.41* .14 
( .001) 

.10 .01 

.69* .46 
(.001) 

.32* .08 
(.01 ) 

~~~----~-----------~----~~---~---~~-~~~--------~----~~-~---
1940-1970 

5..940-70 
Personal .15 .17 -.14 -.06 .20 .01 

property .25* .31* -.04 -.10 .48.* .20 
• (.001 ) (.001 ) ( .001) 



284 
trABLE 63 

. ST,~NDARDIZ'SD PARTIAL REGRESSION COSFFICr"SNTS Al\';D 
CORRELATIONS BETNEEN ~ PREDICTOR Vl~RIABLSS 

AND ~ PERSONAL/PrtOP~RTY CRIM~ RAT~S 

( Rural Counti es) 

11 population APopulation .1Urbaniza- /J. Di vision 
size density tion of labor 

1950-1960 
Personal 

property 

1960-1970 
personal 

property 

1960-1910 

Personal 

property 

.30 

.25* 
(.01) 

.22* 
( .. 05) 

":".04 

.17 

.04 

1940-1950 

-.21 

-.31* 
( • 001 ) 

.00 

-.16* 
(.01', . 

1940-1950 

-.07 -.11 

.11 -.05 

1950-1960 

-.08 

.00 

-.11 

-.11 

.03 

.03 

.20* 
(.001) 

.32* 
( .001) 

-.09 

-.06 

.21 .02 

.24* .04 
(.05 ) 

.26* .04 
(.05 ) 

.33* .09 
(.001 ) 

.15 .00 

.12 .00 
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TA3LE 64 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION C03FFICIEKTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BSr;r:~'SEN A PRBDlc'rOR Vl:\RIABLES 

AND. A PERSONAL/PROP5'RTY CRIr-IE RATES 

(Urban Counties) 

i:l. Population .6population AUrbaniza- L1Division 2 
size density --!ion of labor -R- -E-

1950-1960 
Personal .30* 

(.001) 

property .03 

1960-1970 
Personal .19* 

(.001) 

property .18* 
(.01 ) 

1940-1950 

.00 -.07 

-.01 .12 

1940-1950 

.21 * 
( .001) 

.14* 
(.05 ) 

.36* 
(.001 ) 

.09 

-.10 .31* .07 
(.05 ) 

-.04 .14 .01 

-.02 .50* .22 
( .001) 

-.07 .29* .06 
, .05) 

--------~-~---~~---~---~---~~~~--~---~-~-~~-~-------~--~-~-

1950-1960 

1960-1970 
Personal -.02 .69* .05 -.11 * .71* .43 

(.001 ) (.05) , .001} 

property .10 .32* .02 -.08 .39* .13 
(.001 ) ( • 001) 
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TABLB 65 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICISNTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BEnvE~N Ll PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND II ~1.\JOR CRIM~ RA'rES 

(Rural Counti es ) 

1940-1950 

A population A Population A Urbaniza- ~ Division 2 
size density tion of labor -E- -E-

Homicide -.12 -.01 -.02 -.03 .15 .00 

Robbery -.02 -.05 -.11 -.04 .14 .00 

2~ssaul t -.14* .16* .12* -.05 .23*.03 
(.05 ) (.01 ) (.05) (.05 ) 

Burglary -.02 -.03 .04 -.02 .06 .00 

Grand 
larceny -.18* .30* .12* 

(.001) ( • 001 ) (.05 ) 
.07 .33*.09 

(.001 ) 

petty 
-.02 larceny .02 -.13 -.02 .13 .00 

Auto 
theft .00 .06 .00 .20 .20 .02 
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TABL~ 66 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORREL..l\TIONS BSTNEBN i:l PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

. AND A Iv!AJOR CRIME RATES 

(Urban Counties) 

1940-1950 . 
A population l1Population .A Urbaniza- ADivision .JLL size density tion of labor 

Homicide .00 .22 .05 -.11 .25 .03 

Robbery .32* .28* .07 .12 .52* .24 
( • 001 ) (.001 ) (.001) 

Assault .07 .17 .12 .07 .25 .03 

Burglary .27* .22* .06 .09 .43* .16 
(.001 ) ( .001 ) (.001) 

Grand 
larceny .33* .12 .04 -.04 .45* .17 

(.001) ( • 001) 

Petty 
.32* larceny .22* .16* -.08 -.02 .07 

( .001 ) (.05) (.05 ) 

Auto 
theft .18* .19* .04 .10 .33* .08 

,.01 ) ( .01) (.01 ) 
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TABLE 67 

ST,A.NDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BETNEEN ·A PREDICTOR VARI..l\BLES 

AND A MAJOR CRIM~ RATES 

(Rural Counties) 

1950-1960 

A population A Population .A Urbaniza- /J.. Di vi 5i on 
size density tion of labor 

Homicide -.14 .18 -.11 -.02 

Robbery .02 -.10 .06 .04 

Assault -.13 -.22 .21 .06 

Burglary -.09 -.06 .01 -.02 

Grand 
larceny -.06 .06 -.03 .09 

Petty 
larceny -.01 .13 -.09 .02 

Auto 
theft .08 -.14 .04 .14 

2 
R R --

.18 .00 

.06 .00 

.19 .01 

.11 .00 

.13 .00 

.07 .00 

.15 .00 



STANDARDIZ!D PARTIAL REG~ESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORREL,~TIONS BETilEEN .A PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND Ll ~AJOR CRIME RATES . 

(Urban Counties) 

1950-1960 

A population APopulation aUrbaniza- AD1v1sion 
--!LL size density t10n of labor 

Homicide .04 .23 -.25 -.01 .29 .05 

Robbery .12 .15 -.26* .10 .31* .07 
( .001 ) (.05 ) 

Assault .20* .18* -.10 .07 .31* .07 
(.01 ) (.05) (.05 ) 

Burglary .39* .13 -.18* .08 .45* .18 
(.001 ) (.01) (.001 ) 

Grand 
larceny .19* .16 -.04 .13 .31* .06 

(.01 ) (.05) 

Petty 
larceny -.12 .02 .01 .06 .13 .01 

Auto 
theft .39* .05 -.11 .06 .40* .14 

(.001 ) (.001 ) 
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TABLE 69 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BET'>lEEN A PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND A MAJOR' CRIME. RATES ' 

(Rural Counti es ) 

1960-1970 

~ population A Population .A. Urbani za- A Division 
size densi ty tion of labor 

Homicide -.11 -.15 .02 .06 

Robbery .05 -.02 .02 .02 

Assault .30* -.09 .01 .00 
( .001 ) 

Burglary .01 .08 .00 .04 

Grand 
larceny .05 -.02 .00 .00 

Petty 
.05 larceny -.04 .01 .01 

Auto 
theft .00 .02 .00 -.06 

R R2 --
.24 .03 

.05 .00 

.26*.04 
(.05 ) 

.09 .00 

.04 .00 

.04 .00 

.06 .00 
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TABLE 70 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BE~~EEN'~ PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND A' rt.tAJOR CRIME R.~TES . 

(Urban Counties) 

1960-1970 

A population ~Popu1ation t:.. Urbaniza- A Division 
R R2 size densi ty tion of labor --

Homicide -.03 .06 .14 .... 08 .17 .00 

Robbery .01 .79* .01 -.02 .79*.62 
( .001 ) (. 001) 

Assault .04 .46* .06 .06 .47*.20 
(.001) ( .001) 

Burglary .13 .17 -.03 -.07 .26 .04 

Grand 
larceny .12 .24* .07 -.06 .32*.07 

( .001 ) (.01 ) 

lett¥ arc ny .11 .11 .01 .00 .17 .00 

Auto 
theft .18* .36* -.06 -.08 .47*.20 

(.001) ( .00+ ) ( • 001) 
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TABLE 71 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BETt-lEEN A PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

.. AND A M.AJOR CRIME RATES 

(Rural Counties) 

1940-1970 

A population II Population A Urbaniza- A Division 
R R2 size density tion of labor --

Homicide .00 -.17 .11 .10 .20 .02 

Robbery -.24 .19 -.11 .03 .22 .03 

Assault .33* -.07 -.10 .06 .26*.04 
(.001) (.05) 

Burglary .02 -.09 .06 -.01 .08 .00 

Grand 
larceny .15 -.02 -.06 .23* .25*.04 

(.001 ) (.05) 

Petty 
larceny -.07 .03 .06 .05 .08 .00 

Auto 
theft -.06 .05 -.06 .22* .25*.04 

( .001 ) (.05) 
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TABLE 72 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BET'·'lEEN A PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

. AND A Ml\JOR CRIME RATES . 

(Urban Counties) 

1940-1970 
A Population A population AUrbaniza- ADivision 

R R2 size density tion of labor --
Homicide .06 .31 * -.10 -.06 .33* .08 

(.001) (.01 ) 

Robbery .03 .12 -.16 -.05 .17 .00 

Assault .15* .44* .17* -.09 .61* .35 
(.01 ) ( .001 ) ( .001) ( .001) 

Burglary .25'" .24* -.03 -.05 .41* .17 
C .001 ) ( .001 ) (.001) 

Grand 
larceny .21 * .29* .06 -.04 .45* .20 

(.001 ) (.001 ) (.001 ) 

petty 
larceny .19* .23* -.04 -.14* .38* .12 

(.01 ) ( .001 ) (.05 ) (. 001) 

Auto 
theft .30* .49· -.15* -.09 .65* .40 

( .001 ) (.001 ) (. 01) (. 001 ) 
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TABLE 73 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BETNEEN PREDICTOR VARIA8LES, 1940-50, 

AND Ll MAJOR CRIME RATES, 1960-70 

(Rural counties) 

A population A Population AUrbaniza- ~ Division 
R R2 size density tion of labor --

Homicide .03 -.09 -.01 .05 .08 .00 

Robbery .06 -.01 .05 .29* .30* .07 
(. 001) (.01 ) 

Assault .22 -.06 -.14 .11 .22 .03 

Burglary .05 -.01 -.09 .31 * .32* .08 
( .001) (.001) 

Grand 
larceny -.01 .09 -.05 .32* .32 * .08 

(.001) (.001) 

Petty 
larceny -.14 .23* -.01 .27* .30* .07 

(.05) ( .001 ) (.001 ) 

Auto 
theft .02 -.07 -.08 .27* .29'* .06 

( .001) (.01 ) 
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TABLE 74 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL R~GRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BET':vE11.:N PREDICTOR VARIABL~S, 1940-50, 

AND L:l MAJOR CRIME RATES, 1960-70 

(urban Counties) 

A population APopu1ation A Urbaniza- A Di vi sion 
-Ii.. R2 size density tion of labor 

Homicide .06 .02 .00 .14 .15 .00 

Robbery .20* .26* .31 * .03 .49* .22 
(.001) (.001 ) ( .001 ) (.001 ) 

Assault .14* .13 .32* -.06 .41* .14 
(.05 ) (.001 ) (. 001) 

Burglary .15 .12 .05 -.01 .24 .03 

Grand 
larceny .14* .18* .18* -.02 .33* .08 

(.05) (.01) (.01 ) (.01 ) 

petty 
larceny .10 .00 .03 -.11 .16 .00 

Auto 
theft .25* .37* .05 -.03 .52* .24 

( .001) (.001 ) (.001) 
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TABLS 75 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BE~vEEN ~ PREDICTOR V~RIABLES 

AND ~ ~~JOR CRIME RATES 

(Rural Counties) 

1940-1950 

A population A Population AUrbaniza- A Division 2 
size density tion of labor R R --

1950-60 

Homicide .32 -.20 -.02 .07 .21 .02 

Robbery -.05 -.03 .05 -.04 .09 .00 

Assault .12 -.07 .00 .22* .23*.03 
( .001 ) (.001 ) 

Burglary .02 -.05 -.05 .06 .09 .00 

Grand 
larceny .21* -.30* -.17* .07 .26*.04 

(.01) (.001 ) (.01 ) (.05 ) 

Petty 
.28*.06 larceny .32* -.36* -.16* .10 

( .001) (.001) (.01) (.01 ) 

Auto 
theft -.02 -.04 -.04 -.16 .17 .00 
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rrABLE 76 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGjESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS PE~~EEN ~ PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND ~ ~~JOR CRIME RATES 

(Urban Counties) 

1940-1950 

A population APopulation A Urbaniza- ADiv1s1on 2 
size dens! ty tion of labor R R --

1950-60 

Homicide .11 .02 -.07 -.07 .15 .00 

Robbery .17 .03 -.15 -.13 .25 .03 

Assault .26 -.04 .02 -.03 .25 .03 

Burglary .37* .08 .05 -.13* .43*.16 
( .001) (.05 ) (.001 ) 

Grand 
larceny .24* .11 .00 .09 .32*.07 

(.001) (.05 ) 

petty 
larceny -.09 -.05 .11 .00 .15 .01 

Auto 
theft .29* .08 .15* :....28* .48* .. 21 

(.001.) (.01 ) (.001 ) ( .001) 
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TAclL~ 77 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS BETV1EEN ~ PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND A MAJOR CRIME RATES 

(Rural Counties) 

1950-1960 

A population A Population AUrbaniza- 4Division 
R R2 size density tion of labor --

1960-70 

Homicide .26* -.33* -.20* -.05 .28* .05 
(.01 ) (.001 ) ( .001 ) (.01 ) 

Robbery .00 .00 .00 -.04 .04 .00 

Assault .16 " -.04 -.10 -.08 .14 .00 

Burglary .08 .00 -.16 -.08 .16 .00 

Grand 
larceny .04 .00 -.09 -.06 .10 .00 

petty 
larceny .00 .02 -.08 -.05 .09 .00 

Auto 
theft .00 -.02 -.13 -.06 .14 .00 
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TABLE 7·9 

STANDARDIZED PARTIAL REGRESSION C03FFICIENTS AND 
CORRELATIONS .BETtlvEEN A PREDICTOR VARIABLES 

AND ~ MAJOR CRIME RATE~ 

'(Urban Counti es ,) 

1950-1960 

II population A population ~ Urbaniza- A Di vision 
.JL R2 size densit:t tion of labor 

1960-70 

Homicide .04 .04 .04 .07 .12 .01 

Robbery -.06 .87* -.06 .01 .83*.67 
(.001) ( .001 ) 

Assault .01 .42* .11 -.18* .51-" • 2 3 
( • 001 ) ( • 001 ) (.001 ) 

Burglary .08 .24* .00 -.04 .29*.06 
(.001) ( .001 ) 

Grand 
larceny .08 .35* .03 -.06 .40* .16 

( .001 ) (.001 ) 

Petty 
larceny .06 .14 .04 -.11 .22 .02 

Auto 
theft .14* .55* -.06 .04 .60*.34 

(.05 ) (.001 ) , .001) 
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DIVISION OF LABOR, ANOMIE, AND CRIM~ RATES: 

A TEST OF A DURKHEIMIAN MODEL 

by 

Cecil t... Nillis 

ABSTRACT 

TWo models of a Durkheimian explanation of crime 

rates were subjected to empirical test. One is the static 

model which posits that in a more complex society the crime 

rate ought to be higher. 'This proposition is b~sed on the 

assumption that in more complex or organic societies the 

probability of anomie is greater which is reflected in the 

rate of crime. The research proposition of this model is 

that there is a direct relationship between the joint 

effects of the level of population size, population density, 

urbanization, the diviSion of labor and the rate of crime. 

The other model, the change model, is concerned with 

how the transformation of societies influence soci 

behavior. This model is based on the proposition that crime 

is more likely in those societies or communities in which a 

greater degree of structural change from mechanical to 

organic solidarity occurs. The basic research proposition 

of this model is that there is a direct relationship between 

the combined action of change in population size; population 

density, urbanization, the division of labor, and change in 

the rate of crime. 



Data concerning crime rates were provided by the 

Uniform Crime Reports Division of the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation and data concerning the independent variables 

were obtained from the United states Census Bureau volumes. 

The basic unit of analysis is the county, chosen largely 

because it encompasses both rural and urban dimensions of 

a society. Counties were selected according to the avail­

ability of the crime rate data. The total number of 

counties selected in this manner is 300. The basic 

statistical procedure used is multiple regression analysis. 

Finite first difference equations were used in testing the 

change model. The propositions were tested for four time 

periods: 1940, 1950, 1960, and 1910. 

The results indicate that the rate of property-theft 

offenses (i.e., auto theft, robbery, grand larceny) are 

best predicted by both static and change models. Both 

models also are most effective in predicting these rates of 

crime in the more urban counties. The indication, thus, is 

that the probability of anomie 1s greater in the more 

complex (i.e., organic) communities than in the less complex 

ones (i.e., mechanical). The main factors in the static 

model in predicting the crime rates are urbanization, pop­

ulation size, and population density, while in the change 

model population size and population density predominate. 

The division of labor has very little influence in either 

model. 



It is suggested that the models are only supported in 

part and that a reformulation of a Durkheimian explanation 

of crime rates is in order. This modification centers on 

the components of urban life whidh are more likely to 

foster an increase in crime. Communities which are smaller 

and less dense, ho~ogeneous, and mechanical-based are 

apparently more solidary and as a result have a lower crime 

rate. It is proposed that this social solidarity is often 

eroded when such a community experiences an economic and 

industrial transition. 


