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CHAPTERONE

INTRODUCTION.
FRAMING |SSUES WITHINECOLOGICAL
CRIMINOLOGY

Highlighting Contemporary Issues

Recently, increased attention has fallen on théakand environmental
context in which crimes occur, this attention imtihg a revival of theories
concerning social disorganization and increasedeusd crime mapping
techniques (Wells & Weisheit 2004). However, nafsthe attention given
to the ecological context of crime has focused ply minute portions of
the available geographical units of analysis, imynaases leaving vast
portions of the population unaccounted for and ldssn adequately
understood. Furthermore, the extreme heterogeti®ityexists in many of
the geographies used for the examination of crimgh as counties,
states, etc. (Land 1990; Messner and Anselin 20&&sner et al. 1999),
makes evident the need for a better understandiegalogically distinct
units to further our understanding of reported erim

Ecological studies of crime tend to focus only aham settings while
neglecting areas of a more rural or less-develapledn character (Clinard
1942; Wells and Weisheit 2004). This oversight hesulted in a failure
to comprehend crime in the vast majority of plaeglements in the U.S.,
as seventy-seven percent of all Census placesussal® of urban areas
and sixty percent are in places with a populatibless than 2,500 people
(the common Census definition of rural locality) €ll¢ & Weisheit 2004).
Adding to the complexity of the examination of cim@ offending at
lower levels of geography, Census Designated Plaesvith most sub-
county level geographies, vary qualitatively basedthe metropolitan
status of the county in which they reside.

As an example, rates of all FBI UCR index crimedfedi both
qualitatively and quantitatively in urban versusatuplaces, suggesting
that patterns, motivational factors, and typesrohes vary distinctly both
within and between these localities (Glaeser & 8aate 1999, Clinard
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1942, Petee and Kowalski 1993, Wells & Weisheit£00Urban crime
tends to concentrate in the downtown areas ofsciiecause of high rates
of unemployment and poverty, high concentrationglofsical deterioration
and minority populations, and a larger proportidnyouth (Ackerman
1998). In contrast, rural crime lacks this concatian, with offenders
characterized as extensively mobile, resulting idetachment from any
“home community” (Ackerman 1998).

Scholars have noted this urban skew in studiesimiec A half-century
ago, Esselstyn (1953) called for the developmert ‘@eographically non-
urban” criminology. Esselstyn primarily focused the development of a
conceptualized space, creating the idea of “opemtcg,” a term used to
describe any area not under some form of placd-lpeéce (and by
inference, other city-based) jurisdiction. Sinbestearly call for a better
understanding of the geography of crime there hasnbsubstantial
discourse on the constitution of urban and rurakiation to a number of
demographically pertinent issues. Matters of delatlude the methods
by which space is incorporated into demographicly@ea and the
appropriate geography upon which to base demograpdiiries.

The demography of crime as a sub-discipline haptedoa number of
approaches to the study of the patterns, motivatiand spatial spread of
crime. A county-level study on the structural aoages of crime by Land
(1990) led to growing fascination among criminokigj demographers,
and other social scientists with the spatial disiibn of criminal violence
(Baller et al. 2001, Anselin et al. 2000). As Lgi@90) pointed out, the
most common trend in the literature at that timedustates as the primary
unit of analysis, due to the fact that state-lelath were readily available
and often required less data management. Howetleer studies have
contended that the Metropolitan Area (MA) levelaismore appropriate
measure because MAs more readily represent comyninaitindaries
(Messner et al. 1999). However, the use of magasaneglects substantial
within-unit variability, often concerning both theructural covariates as
well as the dependent variable of interest (usuaii;ne) (Messner et al.
1999).

More recently, a number of researchers have exahhiesveercounty
variations in crime rates (Messner et al. 1999 5200essner and Anselin
2004; Baller et al. 2001; Baller and Richardson20Mowever, a certain
level ofwithin-county variation persists, along with a lack ofesggnent on
the communities or neighborhoods associated witkicpdar sub-county
boundaries (Cohen & Tita 1999, Baller et al. 208tEssner et al. 1999,
Anselin 2000, Hipp 2007). Works addressing thetiapdistribution of
crime increasingly use GIS combined with spatiatistics, following a
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general trend documented throughout the sociahseg (Goodchild and
Janelle 2004). The specification of the optimait i analysis figures
prominently in debates on methods for spatial as®lyof crime (Cohen &
Tita 1999, Baller et al. 2001, Messner et al. 199@&selin 2000,
Goodchild & Janelle 2004, Hipp 2007). Increasimgwkledge on optimal
geographies is thus extremely important and adasitainderstanding of
the spatial demography of reported crime and itdepss of change.
Moreover, results are promising for the future iicgions of sub-county
geographies in the analysis of many non-criminaabissues, such as the
more traditional demography subject of populatigmainics (Howell et
al. 2008).

Current Research

Following recent trends in the literature, thisdstuntroduces a new
approach to understanding rural and urban sub-gogetgraphies using
existing Census place definitions. The study inocapes Census
designated places in conjunction with areas ndtiwian incorporated or
Census designated place, Esselstyn’s “open coufdryfonplaces). This
method, essentially categorizing a locality asdasa legally-recognized
place or “out in the county,” allows for the deyahoent of a sub-county
geography that holds substantive meaning for cdnediping rural and
urban in the demographic analysis of crime. Fidglik is an illustrated
example of the place/non-place territory geographthe Golden Triangle
Area of Eastern Mississippi, a non-metropolitanaar&Vithin the figure,
one can see that each county is made up of a sdrigaces and a non-
place. In Oktibbeha County, the primary place tarl&ille and the
balance of the county is then referred to as tepiace® This sub-county
geography is used to designate the units of arziyghe study.

The use of exploratory and explanatory spatial yailtechniques
allows for the examination of the inherently spaplaenomena of concern
in this study, the differing patterns of urban angal crime and the
diffusion processes of urban crime to nearby rdoaalities. The
explanatory examination considers arguably the twost prominent
ecological theories of criminal offending, indepentdy and in an
integrated form. These theories are the strudyucaintered social
disorganization theory and the more agency-oriemtadine activities
theory.

Finally, the primary purpose of the study concehesmodeling of the
mobility of crime associated with the fluidity ofriminal behaviors
between areas, based on their place or non-pladetg classification.
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The mobility of criminal offending is investigatéldrough implementation
of analytic techniques for identifying diffusion tperns in the spatial
movement of social processes and behaviors. Ciatbgorimary types of
diffusion (Cohen and Tita, 1999), contagious rattie®n hierarchical
diffusion applies here due to the contiguous natdrine units of analysis
and the inherent ‘downward’ transmission of iddaehaviors, and social
processes between core place and periphery noa-fgattories (Agnew
1993; Lightfoot and Martinez 2005).

Contagiousdiffusion refers to the movement of phenomena ugho
direct contact with neighboring entities, such las physical relationship
between places and their adjacent, often surrogndinon-place
counterparts. Two main types of contagious diffasaccording to Cohen
and Tita, arerelocation diffusion andexpansiondiffusion. Relocation
diffusion involves the movement of a phenomenomfi “seed” location
to a contiguous neighbor. Within the field of cimmlogy, this is often
referred to as “displacement” (Paulsen and Robirz@®v). Expansion
diffusion refers to the outward spread of a phenwmefrom a central
“seed” location and is more closely associated witheconomic view of
the spread of innovation, fads, and trends (SmelEa&3).

There are a number of inherently spatial procesdestified and
introduced in the following literature review assted with the act of
criminal offending, forming the basis of this res#es spatial approach.
Using a spatially-centered approach is importantbfoth statistical and
substantive reasons (Baller et al. 2001; Anseli®5)9 Statistically,
neglecting to use a spatial approach to examinexgzghena in which
spatial processes operate may lead to biased,urse¢ and unreliable
results (Anselin 2000, Baller et al. 2001). Thelementation of a spatial
approach allows for the implicit control of spatialutocorrelation
concerning both the variable of interest and thectiral-level determinants.
This is explained in greater detail in the literatteview and methodology
sections. Essentially, causal processes may niit @aenly across space
and, therefore, the use of spatial analyses cgm idehtify those areas
where these processes differ (Baller et al. 200tL)s therefore important
to examine the variation in criminal offending a@nddeterminants of such
behavior on a national scale but using a sub-coumityof analysis.
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This study extends the creative and resourcefukveor the spatial
diffusion of crime by Cohen and Tita (1999) by usmultivariate spatial
statistics (involving static LISA results; see Alisel995) for the time
periods of 1990 and 2000. The study examines pla¢iad mobility of
crime from core-city areas to periphery-hinterlaakas based on an
integrative approach to spatially-oriented thecedtiframeworks. This
process implements the Cohen and Tita (1999) metbfodetecting
diffusion of spatial/temporal processes, groundethé contagious nature
of outward diffusion, identified by concentric zémaodels and the core-
periphery relationships between places and norepléagnew 1993; Park
et al. 1925; Lightfoot and Martinez 1995; Alberaét1971).

The project has a number of important implicatidos the spatial
demography of crime and beyond. First and foremths successful
implementation and completion of this project copldvide a rich, new
resource for the examination and understanding womimological
processes at the sub-county level. Full, natisoale (continental) data
sets for two decennial periods (1990 and 2000} wie associated sub-
county geographies, would yield significant reshgvotential beyond the
current work.

Furthermore, as noted above, this project couldiraidientifying the
proper units of analysis necessary for better wgtdeding of criminological
processes. The new place-level geography is tkardrgn, based on the
definitions of Census places and the substantiv@ning individuals give
to city limit boundaries and the outer localiti@his project explores the
empirical use of the theory. If successful, thesigeography has potential
for studies of demographic processes far outside deamography of
reported crime (i.e. diffusion of population, sutramization).

Lastly, this project is one of the first to intragtuthe use of new spatial
clustering techniques as a way of identifying pateof crime mobility in
a specified temporal period. As stated previouslg, mobility is examined
through the implementation of diffusion analyses sm@ommonly
associated with the movement of new trends, fadead, and social
processes to new geographic areas. Previous &stamnpacking diffusion
geographically have built a good ‘jumping off poifitom which this
research hopes to extend the current methodolo§lest recently, Cohen
and Tita (1999) have implemented the use of thgauigite LISA (Local
Indicator of Spatial Association) statistic at diént time periods as a
crude measure of diffusion. This project introdtidbe use of the
bivariate form of the same statistic in an attertfgptuncover the same
processes but with a joint test for statisticahgigance.

In summary, this project is interested in the impdamtation and testing
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of the new place-level geography, both as a geneoatainer’ of crime

and as a substantively meaningful geography in kvhéc measure the
mobility of reported criminal offending. The abylito track crime across
space and time continuously is expected to be aoritant application for
researchers and those in the field. In fact, usiregtemplate provided in
the text with more time-sensitive data will ultirabt allow for almost the
real-time tracking of crime across jurisdictionafheaningful geographies
and thus should contribute to both our general kadge of ecological
criminology and our efficiency concerning the alition of resources to
combat type-specific crimes with time and spactioi®ons.






CHAPTERTWO

RECENT TRENDS INCRIMINAL OFFENDING

Overview of Trends in Criminal Offending

Crime represents and has represented a significamtern in the
United States throughout most of its history. Pplst quarter-century has
seen a series of considerable fluctuations in criates (See Figure 2-1).
Since 2000, however, crime in the United Statesrbasined relatively
stable, and rates for some types of crimes evelinddc The Bureau of
Justice Statistics (BJS) reports that over the diestade serious violent
crime levels, including homicide, rape, robberyd assault, continually
declined (BJS 2007). Rates of property crime arehfm-related crime
also declined at the national level (with the exicepof a slight increase
in firearm-related crime in 2005).

The Bureau of Justice Statistics further reporsgeadyincreasein the
reporting of crime, arrests, and convictions odee past decade (BJS
2007). As the percentage of crimes reported ticipgl agencies increased,
the proportion of convictions in federal court amesulting prison
sentences also increased. (Among cases conclndedearal district court
since 1989, drug cases increased at the highest dae largely to the
revival of the “War on Drugs” during the Regan adistration.) The
number of adults convicted of felonies overall ahd number of those
felons sentenced to prison or jail also rose.hinlast decade, state courts
in the U.S. sentenced over two-thirds of convideldns to prison or jail
(BJS 2007), resulting in increasing numbers of tadul the correctional
system. (Over half of the increase in the stateoprpopulation since
1995 resulted from increases in violent offensevadions.) However,
compared to sharp increases in the 1980s and 199@syth in
incarceration rates has actually slowed in receats;

In 2005, the number of those within the prison pafion sentenced to
death increased for the fifth consecutive year.weler, 2006 saw seven
fewer executions than 2005. (Although most of ¢has prison are
minorities, since the Supreme Court reinstatedderegh penalty in 1976,
more than half of those sentenced to death have Wwhite.) Meanwhile,
suicide and homicide rates within state prisonsjaiid have declined,
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coinciding with an increase in direct expenditufess each of the major
criminal justice functions.

While the information above accurately reflectsrallecrime trends in
the United States as a nation, it also represelaigya loss of information.
Crimes and criminal activity vary both geographigahs well as
demographically, and focus on overall trends tyhicabscures these
extremely meaningful variations.

Crime rate trends vary widely with regards to sif@lace and rate of
growth.  According to Brennan-Galvin (2004), two tie largest
metropolitan areas in the world, Tokyo and Shanghave remained
among the safest cities in the world. On the ottzerd, a number of Latin
American cities have seen homicide rates signiflgarlated to both city
size and urban population growth. Other factorgshsas population
density and age structure, were also importantigi@d (Brennan-Galvin
2004). Meanwhile, Ackerman (1998) found that snallS. cities (those
with a population under 100,000) experienced roughity-seven percent
increases in violent crime and close to thirteemce@ increases in
property crime during the 1980s. (Violent crimexliuded murder,
robbery, assault, and rape, while property crimesluded burglary,
larceny, and auto theft.) In comparison, mediunegicities (100,000 —
500,000) and large cities (> 500,000) saw sloweareiases in crime
(Ackerman 1998).

Some researchers suggest the U.S. is an anomalygaWesternized
countries due to large increases in rates andatatis of crime over the
past thirty years. From 1969 to 1998, violent erimcreased from 860
cases per 100,000 people to 1,218 per 100,000,ofearime indicators
increased from thirty-one percent of people expngshesitancy to walk
alone at night to forty-one percent, and individual U.S. cities became
over twenty times more likely to have a firearmrthrasidents of cities in
the U.K. (Body-Gendrot 2001). However, these matiancreases were
not truly a new development. According to the Ri&st's Commission
on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justiaé&ne rates in the late
sixties rose faster than the population (BeasleyA&tunes 1974).
Moreover, recent reports suggest that crime ratethé United States,
especially violent crime rates, have started tbilite and, in some cases,
even decline (BJS 2007).

Within the United States, researchers have alsorteg consistent
regional variations in crime rates by type of cricmmmitted. Paulson
and Robinson (2000) found that, as of 2000, thédsgrates of violent
crime occurred in the West and the highest ratesenbus property crime
occurred in the South, while other types of norenb crime were much
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less prevalent in the South relative to other negiio However, within
those larger trends, high variability existed. Whihe West saw the
highest rate of violent crime overall, the highedes of the sub-categories
murder and assault actually occurred in the SoR#ulson & Robinson
2004: ch.2). Note that, while typically higherthe South than the rest of
the country, homicide trends still vary persistgrattross the entire U.S.
(Paulson & Robinson 2004: ch.2).

To fully understand the variations in crime by @att is important to
understand reporting and calculation of crime rat€smeratesare most
commonly reported as the number of reported crirpes 100,000
residents of the population. The crime rate uguadinsists of index
crimes per 100,000 residents; the results are ctadpeither as a total
group of reported crimes or broken down into specifdex crimes
(Grogger & Willis 2000). Using this conventionakthod, Grogger and
Willis (2000) found that the introduction of crackocaine drove
Metropolitan Area crime rates up ten percent coegpao the national
averages in the early 1980s.

Problems with use of these crime rates typicallptee on either a
small number of occurrences or a small populati@sebat-risk for
victimization or reporting (Waller and Gotway 200Bailey and Gatrell
1995; Anselin 2002). Small numbers that producesliable and highly
variable estimates can be improved via the intrddncof a Bayesian
statistical approach, in which the statisticalrastion is supplemented by
prior knowledge about the parameters of interesdilép and Gatrell
1995). For instance, in a spatial analysis of eamisk and prevention, a
risk estimate was deemed to be unstable becauseatiaion did not
follow the variation in the population, meaning ttleahigh rate did not
necessarily mean a high risk (Anselin 2006). Ideorto adjust for this
issue, Anselin (2006) borrowed “prior” informati@m rates in order to
smooth the current rates used in his analysis. efOdpproaches used
Poisson-based regression modeling techniques tonie®athe actual
counts of rare events, such as crime, as opposthe twonversion of those
events to rates (Osgood 2000; Osgood and Chambég).2 Our study
implements a spatial regression approach to tesutitity of place-level
geography on two leading ecological theories ahioral offending.

Rural-Urban Crime Patterns

The preceding section introduced some of the masicbpoints of
criminal offending and the academic study of suehaviors. This section
of the review uses and builds on these basic tensmtexamine the
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relationship between criminal offending and rural urban classification.
The section focuses on the identification of thebamr and rural
determinants of crime, taking into account the ingmace of ecological
space, an inherent component of rural/urban difiege in criminal
offending.

As recognized by some of the earliest sociolog&ish as Emile
Durkeim and Max Weber, city life is almost alwaysaciated with higher
crime rates (Crutchfield 2007). However, while rtheexists “general
consensus among criminologists that urban areas héyher rates of
crime than rural areas, not all cities or neighbods experience similar
levels of crime and violence; there is widespreadaion in crime levels
across urban spaces” (Crutchfield 2007: 77). A memof factors may
contribute to this variation, including poverty,grdiving conditions, high
levels of disruption, high concentrations of mities, population density,
city size, and so forth. Contemporary criminoldgjisontinue to debate
trends in and determinants of urban and rural crime

It is important to note the operational delineatmnurban and rural
often falls on the metropolitan status of the wfitanalysis, i.e. county.
However, recent studies examining criminologicalgasses have begun
to observe that counties tend to be heterogenaotsrins of rural and
urban characteristics. The following review onamband rural crime
reports on a number of research findings, many li€kvdirectly identify
rural and urban crime rates as synonymous with opetitan and non-
metropolitan crime rates. For example, Ackerma®0{) suggests that
high crime typically concentrates in the downtowaaaof cities because
of high rates of unemployment and poverty, high cemtrations of
physical deterioration, large percentages of miiewj and a larger
proportion of youth. Due to the distance decagdctffthe concentration of
these structural covariates create a higher criate in the inner city,
which continually decreases as one moves away fhendowntown area
(Ackerman 1998). Similarly, Mandenka and Hill (897/ound that for
personal crimes, consistently strong relationskiist between crime rate
and poverty, population density, and the perceatibl

Wilson (1983) points out that urban crime, alonghwnany of the ills
that face the inner city, was often viewed as lgrgeproblem of race.
Wilson argued that, instead of problems of race r@aoihl discrimination
plaguing these areas, it was the products of pusviiscrimination that
perpetuated the problems of the inner city todé&y.seeking a solution,
Wilson suggested that the high rates of unemploymand the
increasingly shrinking pool of marriageable mene(da unemployment,
high mortality and incarceration rates) in thoseasr needed to be
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confronted, not race per se. The suggestion ddlaionship between
poverty and urban crime is long-standing, yet matamtested.

As mentioned above, numerous aggregate studies éenarically
supported the existence of this relationship (Criigéd 2007). However,
other researchers such as Messner and Anselin \200&ksner et al.
(1999) and Blau and Blau (1982) have challenged tloinception and
found that “areas with high populations of poveattynot necessarily have
corresponding higher rates of violent crime” (Chiield 2007). They,
like Wilson, point to the consequences of living umnderclass
neighborhoods characterized by isolation and a highcentration of
poverty (Crutchfield 2007). Research on the ligtween race and urban
crime has had more consistent results, with finglinja strong positive
relationship between racial composition and crirhimalence (Crutchfield
2007). These, however, are certainly not the amyrelates of urban
crime.

Many researchers have suggested that crime isiasbavith city size
and population density and, as mentioned previgusgme findings
support this theory. Brennan-Galvin (2004) beldktkat, as the world
continued to urbanize, the relationship between siite, growth rate, and
crime rates would grow stronger. Previously, hosve\Bpector (1975)
found that neither population density nor unemplegimsignificantly
affected the rates of urban crime. On the otheldh®anzinger (1976)
found that both unemployment and population denaiy significantly
influential in predicting urban crime rates.

Urban crime not only affects high-crime areas bah megatively
impact surrounding areas as well. Burnham et24l04) found that the
effects of central city crime directly impacted theonomic health of
suburbs, with that effect more negative the cldbersuburb was to the
central city. Violent crime tended to have theagest effect, with a
significant degree of distance decay evident. [&iyi Schmidt (1960a)
examined the significant economic, demographic, soalal determinants
of urban crime using a principal components apgrosc reduce the
vectors of data. This study ultimately identifieight factors, which
measured low family status, low occupational stdtms economic status,
population mobility, low mobility groups, and rac&ollowing up earlier
work (1960b), Schmidt came to the major hypothekat the spatial
distribution of crime in urban locales followed matl areas, a concept
developed originally by Park and Burgess of thec&pd School, and that
these distributions could be readily analyzed viadggnt maps and
isopleths. In 1965, Boggs published a study oramrtxime and brought
to light two factors of extreme import. First, timportance of familiarity
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with victims depended on the types of crime thatuocin high crime
areas. Specifically, familiarity often serves as important factor in
homicide, rape, robbery, and residential burglaiecond, profitability
often influenced the types of crime occurring inghirank social
neighborhoods. These crimes were usually lesentian nature and
included auto theft, business burglary, other residential day and night
burglary, and grand larceny (Boggs 1965).

Urban areas were not the only places that copeu axitninal activity
and its consequences. When one thinks of ruralsamene usually does
not think of high crime rates. Most often, onenks of small towns,
farming, and friendly people. Reported crimeistas paint a different
picture. While urban areas see higher incidenagiofinal offending, the
National Center on Rural Justice and Crime PrewgarfRJCP) finds that
the falling crime rates have benefited urban armigaan areas more than
rural areas (NRJCR 2007). Of course, due to tleersimagnitude of
criminal offending in more urban areas, they didsehamore room for
improvement.

Because urban areas seemingly have the majoritgpmrted crime,
researchers have tended to focus their effortsuatysg crime patterns in
urban areas. As a result, research on rural aeémaich sparser and much
less conclusive. According to Esselstyn (19533, fibld of criminology
neglects rural crime. He called for the study dfatvhe termed “open
country,” which described any area not under soarenfof place-level
police jurisdiction. An “open country” crime wasyacrime in which an
“open country” officer must take action. Histollgathe most consistent
and well-known open country officers were thoseiliafed with the
county’s local sheriff. In open country, the sHesymbolized local
control over local problems and often held powehaadle crime, or what
they deemed to be crime, in any way they saw fas@istyn 1953).
Esselstyn’s half-century old call for significardsearch on rural crime
largely went unheeded, with the exception of woykabvery few rural-
centric researchers (Donnermeyer and Barclay 20@5nermeyer et al
2006; Donnermeyer 2007). In 1949, Bloch (1949) alsted the paucity
of research on crimes and criminals in areas labelalefined as being of
rural character. In fact, according to Bloch, mosminology focused
solely on the urban offender. Results of the thuggested that economic
depression induced criminal activity, controlling rmmber of other
socioeconomic covariates (Bloch 1949). Clinar8l4d) also noted that
criminal research, to a great extent, neglectedl renime offenders. To
understand the criminal behavior of the rural afienin relation to the
more generally understood urban offender, he agedlyzixty lowan
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inmates from the “open country.” This study chéeszed rural offenders
as extensively mobile, resulting in a detachmemmfrany “home
community” and thus leading to irresponsible patesf criminal activity
(Clinard 1944). Other research on crime in thentilands” found that
improvements in record keeping for reported crirapd arrests actually
accounted for the “crime-wave” of the early 197@Gibbons 1976).
Makeshift record-keeping techniques in many rurbkréfs’ offices
suggested that the primary purpose of such positieas peacekeeping as
opposed to punishment of law-breakers (Gibbons 1976

As is evident from the literature, a number of eliéinces exist between
urban and rural crime patterns. The National GemteRural Justice and
Crime Prevention (NCRJCP 2007) found that the nitgjaf arrestees in
rural (non-metropolitan) counties were white (799%)so, unlike in urban
areas, rural violent crime victims were less likédybe victimized by a
stranger and most likely to be victimized was iaitthomes, compared to
on the street or public transportation in urban adburban areas.
Furthermore, rural offenders had extensive contactside of their home
communities and exhibited more mobility in termsfrequency of moves
than non-offenders, resulting in a relative detaghimfrom any home
locality (Clinard 1942). Rural offenders, on ayg@aalso participated in
fewer community organizations but were increasindjkely to be
involved in a network of criminal relationshipsubanization increased.

Among urban offenders, participation in gangs wesvalent. As a
result, urban offenders much more readily took ba persona of the
“criminal social type,” a persona largely non-egigt among rural
offenders and minimally existent among offendemfrareas of low to
moderate urbanization. Criminal techniques, crahimrgot, and a
progressive criminal life history characterize gvéminal social. Rural
offenders, on the other hand, did not regard thetions as crimes or
themselves as criminals. Overall crime pattermggyest that the influence
of urban areas and the detachment of offenders frensonal relationships
drove the development of the “criminal social typ@urkheim 1893;
1895).

Clinard (1942) further found quantitative differescin incidence of
crime between areas, based on the degree of udb@mz Similarly,
Glaeser and Sacerdote (1999) reported that crites tanded to be higher
in large cities when compared to small cities amclrareas. In 1994,
metropolitan areas reported seventy-nine percent trme than smaller-
sized American cities and three hundred percentntioan rural areas.
More recent findings suggest that the relationdiepwveen city size and
crime rates could be explained primarily by thesprece of more female-



