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A, Introduction

It is generally believed that rural crime rates are lower than
urban crime rates and that crimes of a personal nature are proportionately
more frequent in rural areas vhile crimes against property are relatively
more frequent in urban areas, l/ However, research findings show that
rural-urban differences in most dimensions of group behavior are lessening
as a result of increased mobility, mass media, and other trends,2/

There have been no recent studies to show whether or not the
changes in rural life have brought about changes in the criminal behavior
patterns of rural offenders or diminshed rural-urban differences in
crime rates, There is also relatively little recent information
concerning the personal characteristics of rural offenders, The purpose
of this report is to provide up~to-date information on these and other

aspects of rural crime,

*The authors are respectively Research Assistant and Professor of
Rural Sociology, Department of Agricultural Economics and Rural
Boedology, The Ohio State University,

1, See, for example, Walter C, Reckless, The Crime Problem, 3rd Edition,
Nevs York, Appleton-Century-Crofts, Inc., 1961, pp, 04=-G6; Ruth S,
Cavan, Criminology, 2nd Edition, New York, Thomas Y, Crowell Co.,
1955, p. 11; Marshall B, Clinard, Sociology of Deviant Behavior,
New York, Rinehart and Co., Inc., 1957, p. GO.

2. Russell R, Dynes, et,al,, Social Probldms Dissensus and Deviation
in an Industrial Society, New York, Oxford University Press, 1964
pp. 40G9=470,




Objectives of this Report

This report is a brief summary of the £indings of a larger study
designed as an exploratory and descriptive survey of rural ecrime in
Ohio, 3/ 1Its specific objectives are:

1. To describe the personal characteristics of convicted rural
felony offenders -~ their age, intelligence, education and
marital status =-- and to compare these with similar data on
non-rural offenders,

2, To report the types of crimes committed by rural and by non-
rural offenders and some of the factors involved,

3, To indicate some ecological and demographic variables involved
in the incidence of crime, including population density and
g8ographic location,

Definitions

Definitions used in this report are as €follows:

1., Rural offenders -- offenders with reported farm occupations.

2, Non=-rural offenders =-- offenders with no reported farm occupation,

3. Criminial behavior -- behavior which resulted in the arrest,
conviction, and imprisonment of the individual,

Methodology
This report involves a study of 494 male felony offenders vho were

committed to the Ohio Penitentiary or the Mansfield (Ohio) Reformatory

3, Willard T, Rushton, "A Description and Analysis of Criminal Behavior
Patterns of Rural Offenders id Chio', Unpublished M,S, thesis, The
Ohio State University, 1964,
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during the fiscal years 1955 through 19560 and who, vhen £illing prison
admission forms, listed their occupation as farming, 4/ Farm occupation
was used as the sole criterion for identifyinc rural offenders since
more accurate criteria were not available in prison records, It is
likely, however, that the use of farm occupations as a criterion is
valid because: (1) people with farm occupations generally live in rural
areas and (2) people who live and work on farms may be said to have
internalized farm behavior patterns and values more than those who have
moved away,

Data for this report were furnished by the Ohio Department of
Mental Hygiene and Corrections. Information on the 494 rural offenders
was provided on IBM cards, Data on all offenders (17,530) committed
during the same time period were provided on tables prepared by the
Department of Corrections, With this information it was possible to
compare rural with non-rural offenders,

B., Personal Characteristics of Rural Offenders

L description of the personal characteristics of rural offenders and
a comparison of rural and non-rural offenders was the first step taken
in this analysis of rural crime., Age, intelligence, education,
and marital status were the characteristi cs used for comparisons,
é_gg

Rural offenders were younger thar non-rural offenders,
The median age of rural offenders was 24,1 years compared to 27.5

years for non-rural offenders, Over 55 percent of the rural offenders

4, Of the 494 rural offenders, 3506 wvere classified as farmers, 138
vere classified as farm laborers,
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compared to 40 percent of the non-rural offenders were vader 25 $ears
of age,

Intelligence

Rural offenders, on the whole, had lower intelligence test scores
than non-rural offenders as measured by prison testing techniques,
Hearly 55 percent of the rural offenders but only 37,4 percent of the
non~-rural offenders were below normal intelligence, a statistically
significant difference,
Education

Rural offenders had less formal education than other adult males
living in rural areas of Ohio in 1960, Over 87 percent of the offenders
compared to 48 percent of the total rural populatton of males 25 years
old and over had no high school education, Only 1.8 percent had graduated
from high school compared to 27 percent of the total rural male population,

Marital Status

Relatively more rural than non-rural offenders were unmarried. They
were also somevhat less likely to be ddvorecd or separated.

These findings, with the possible exception of marital status,
suggest that these rural offenders were in poor position to compete in
the labor merket, A situation of this kind could, and almost certainly
would, lead to deviant forms of adaptation, particularly in the absence
of effective social controls,

C, Types of Crimes Committed and the Factors Involved

It is commonly assumed that rural offenders commit more crimes
against persons and that non-rural offenders commit more crimes against
property. The following discussion concerns the extent to which rurality
and the personal characteristics of the offender are factors in the types

of crimes committed,



Rurality as a Factor

Data collected in this study showed that, wvhile some types of
crimes differentiate between rural and non-rural offenders, there was
no statistically significant difference when their offenses were
classified into the general categories of crimes against persons and
crimes against property,5/

Chi-square analysis indicated that rural offenders committed
significantly more assaults and offenses against family members than
non~-rural offenders, On the other hand, non-rural offenders committed
significantly more robberies and narcotics offenses than rural offenders,
Rural offenders were somevhat over-represented in burglary, auto theft,
and forgery and counterfeiting, while non-rural offenders wer over-
represented in embezzlement and fraud (Table 1).

As just indicated, some types of crimes against persons are more
characteristic of rural than non-rural offenders; however, these data
indicate that rural offenders also committed more than their expected
share of some economic crimes, Crimes against property which vere
committed more by rural offenders are, however, relatively simple
offenses, i,e,, burglary, auto theft, and forsery, which are easily
conceived and carried out,

Personal Characteristics as Factors

Age, Younger offenders committed significantly more crimes against
property and this was true for both rural and non-rural offenders,

0f the 390 property offendes committed by rural offenders, 245(063 percent)

5, Crimes against persons are murder, manslaughter, rape, assault,
prostitution, sex offenses, offenses against family, and narcotic
offenses, Crimes against property are robbery, burglary, larceay,
auto theft, forgery and counterfeiting, embezzlement and fraud,
stolen property, weapons offenses, arson, and destruction of property,



G
vere committed by offenders uader 25 years of age, Only 29 perceat of

the offenses ageinst persons vere committed Ly this same age group, TFor
non-rural offenders under 25 years old the regsults were 45 percent ajainst
property and 20 percent against persons (cblec 2 and footnote 5).

Intellicence, There was no significant association between the

intelligence of the offender and the types of crimes committed (Table 3),

Marital Status, Single men, both rural and non-rural, committed

significantly more crimes against property than offenders who were,

or had been married., Single rural offenders committed G4 percent of tle
crimes against property and only 29 percent of the crimes against persons,
For single non-rural offenders the results were 49 percent against
property and 25 percent against persoms {Eable 4),

D. Geosraphic and Demo~raphic Factors
Involved in the Incidence of Crime

Population Size and Density

Contrary to popular belief, differential population size aad density
vere not significantly associated with crime rates per 1000 population
for all felonies both rural and urban, 3/ Ohio counties were
categorized into four groups on the basis of male gpopulation: Urban -
50,000 and over (16 counties); Semi-urban - 25,000 - 49,999 (24 counties);
Semi-rural 12,500 - 24,299 (32 counties); and Rural - under 12,500
(16 counties),

Chi-square analysis showed no gignificant differences in the four
groups of counties with respect to crime rates, Urban counties, as a
group, had the highest crime rates (3,02 per thousand), wural counties

had the next highest (2,79 per thousand), and semi~-rural and semi-urban

S+ Crime rates by county were calculated on a four year basis and are
on a per~thousand population basis,
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had the lower rates (2,49 and 2,47 per thousand respectively), A
Spearman rank correlation based om population density (number of
people per square mile) and crime rates on a county basis showed no
significant association,

Geographic Distribution

The geographic distribution of total crime rates in Ohio formed
an interesting pattern, For the most part, counties with low rates
were in Northern Ohio and those with high rates were in Southern Ohio,
(Figure 1), Ohio's eighty=-eight counties were divided into quartiles,
Of the twenty-two counties with the highest crime rates, twelve were
in, and four bordered, the area in Southeastern Ohio which has been
designated by the Area Redevelopment Administration of The United
States Department of Commerce as a "depressed" area,]/ Four counties
in the high crime rate quartile contain the urban cemters Cleveland,
Columbus, Cincinnati, and Toledo.

Counties with low crime rates wvere, for the most part in productive
agricultural areas of the state, However, some counties with low crime
rates vere adjacent to or contain urban centers or were in the

""depressed' area of Southeastern Ohio,.

7. Criteria for selection as a depressed area or an area for
redevelopment is based on unemployment rates except in four
counties where income is also a factor, Unemployment must be at
least 6% of the work force and substantially above the national
averace, In four counties median family income, according to the
1960 Census, must be below $1,337 or median farm family income
must be below $1,415, Summary List of Redevelopment Areas, U,S,
Department of Commerce, Area Redevelopment Administration, Washington
D,C., April, 1963, p.2.
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There appeared to be a relationship between hizh crime rates and
the economic situation in Southeastern Ohio, However, a Spearman rank
correlation between crime rates and the 1954 farm family level-of-
living index 8/ on a county basis showed no significant associeticn.

E, Summary

This report presents data from a recent study of rural crime
in Ohio, Four hundred ninety-four offenders with reported farm
occupations were considered to be rural offenders, Data on personal
charucteristics, factors involved in the types of crimes committed,
and some of the factors involved in the incidence of crime were
obtained from the Ohio Department of Mental Hygiene and Corrections
and are presented in this paper, Data on rural and non-rural offenders
were compared,

Rural offenders were younger, less intellizent, and more likely
to be unmarried than were non-rural offenders, They also had less
formal education tham the average rural male, Age and marital status
had some effect on the types of crimes committed, In relation to
their numbers, youncer and unmarried offenders committed more crimes
against property vhile older and married offenders committed more
crimes against persoms,

Population size and density had no significant effect on crime
rates, Urban counties, as a group, had the highest crime rates but
rural counties, as a group, were higher than semi-urban or semi-rural
counties, Counites with higzh crimes rates were, for the most part,
those with relatively high rates of unemployment or in urban areas,
Most, but not all, counties with low crime rates were in the more

productive agricultural areas of the state,

8, Margaret J, Hajrod, Gladys K, Bowles, and Robert R, Mount, "Farm=-
Operator Family Level-of-Living, Indeges,' USDA,AMS, Washington D,C.,
a+atiatical Bulletin No., 204, lMarch, 1957, pp. 59-00.



TABLE 1

TYPES OF CRIMZS COMMITTED, RURAL AMD i10i1-DUR/L OFFENDERS

|
Humber Percent H
Type of Crime , —
Total Rural Non=Rura! Rural Non-Rural , significanced
Total 17,535 404 17,042 100,0 -100,0 X
Crimes vs, property 13,743 333 13,350 77.5 78.3
|
Burglary 5,252 170 5,082 36,6, | 30,0 R¥*
Robbery 2,546 35 2,511 7.1 14.7 NR#%
Auto Theft 1,728 61 1,667 12.4 9.5 Re
Forgery 1,437 52 1,385 10.5 g.1 R¥
Larceny 1,352 30 1,313 7.0 7.7 X
Embezzlement and Fraud 1,105 21 1,004 4.3 6.l NR¥
Weapons 180 3 177 0.5 1.0 X
Stolen Property 143 2 141 0.4 0.3 X
Crimes vs, persons 3,459 100 3,359 20.2 19.7
Offenses vs, family 757 33 724 Dol 4,2 R
Prostitution aad Sex 550 10 540 240 3.2 X
Narcotics 545 2 543 0.k 3.2 NR#**
Assault 474 29 445 5.9 2.0 R
Rape 449 7 442 1.4 2.6 X
Manslaughter 412 12 400 Lol 2.3 X
Murder 282 7 275 1.4 1.6 X
Crimes unclagsified 324 11 313 "ol 1.8 X

a, Code: ¥=No sisnificant differenc®

*%=Sicnificant at the ,05 level,
%=5icnificant at the ,10 level,

R = IR =

Indicates which of tl.e groups is higher in tle inci

dence of the offense,



OFFENSES COMMITTED BY OFFENDERSC AT DIFFERENT AGE LEVELS,

TABLE 2

RURAL AND NON-RURAL OFFENDERS
(PERCENT DISTRIBUTIOL)

[a) Ny O LTSk - 1 {
Type of Crime Total 12 & Undor 70-24 520 30-39 40 & Ovor
Non= llon- lon= ilon=- Hon=- Non-
Rural Rural | Rural Rural |Rural [Rural |QRural Rural |Rural {Rural Rural |Rural
Total Number 504 17,052 121 {2,345 154 |&,490 33 3,378 o1 |&,424 55 12,405
Percent 100,0 100.0 | 100,0 {100.0 }100,0 [100,0 {100.0 100.0 {100.0 {100.0 [100.0 {100.0
Crimes vs, property 77.5 73.5 90.0 92,0 53 2 | 8646 71.% 7847 | 6942 | 72.2 |5349 | 60.4
Burglary 34,4 30.0 55.5 41,3 | 39.0 | 37.1 25 .4 29.2 } 23.0 | 23.8 9.2 | 156.9
Robbery 7.1 14,7 7.4 13.6 | 10,0 | 19,6 9.5 15,0 5.5 | 11,2 0.0 6.7
Auto Theft 12.4 9.8 14,7 22.3 | 13.6 | 12,1 17.5 7.5 9.9 6,0 3.1 3.4
Forgery 10.5 8.1 3.3 2.7 | 12.3 6.3 5¢3 8.7 14,3 | 11.1 | 18.6 | 10.4
Larceny 7.9 7.7 7.4 5,0 7.1 7.5 4,0 S.4 | 11,0 7.8 9.2 S.3
Embezzlement and
Fraud 4,3 6o 1.7 0.6 2.0 2.5 7.9 6e7 5.5 9.8 9.2 | 12.4
Weapons 0.0 1.0 0,0 0.3 0.5 0.8 C.0 1.2 0.0 1.4 3.1 1.2
Stolen Property 0.4 0.8 0.0 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.1 1.5 1.1
Crimes vs, persons 20.2 10,7 5.2 6.3 13.5 11.°2 27.0 12,1 29,7 25.1 | 43,0} 37.2
Offenses vs, family 5e7 ) 0.0 0.1 70 1.2 5 3.6 106.51 7.0 12.3 S.b
Prostitution and Scx 2.0 3,2 0.5 0.5 2.6 1.3 3,2 2.5 3.3 3.6 0.0 %.4
Narcotics 0.4 3.2 0.0 0.4 0.6 2.3 .0 5.0 0.0 4,3 1.5 3.0
Assault 5. 2,6 1.7 1.5 3.9 1.3 12.7 2.2 5.5 3.3 | 12.3 5.4
Rape 1.4 2.6 1,7 2.8 0.5 2.9 1.5 245 2.2 2.4 1.5 2.4
lManslaughter 2.0 2.3 0.0 0.3 2.6 1.5 0.0 2.0 1.1 2,9 10.8 4.9
Murder 1.4 1.6 1.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.0 1.3 1.1 2.0 4,6 3.7
Crimes unclassified 2.2 1.8 4,1 1.2 1.3 1.8 1,6 2.2 1.1 1.7 3.1 2.4




TABLE 3

OFFENSES COMMITTED BY OFFENDERS AT DIFFERELT LMTELLIGENCE LEVELS,

(PERCENT DISTRIBUTION)

DURAL AND WON-RURAL OFFELIDLRS

Totéﬂ Below Wormal Tormal Above Normal
Jon=- lon=- lon- Non-
Type of Crime

ype o Rural ural Rural Rural Tural Rural Rural Rural
Total Number 494 17,042 271 6,30 170 6,779 52 3,751
Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10C.0 100.0 100,0 100,0
Crimes vs, Propert: 77.0 730.5 7548 74,7 7C.3 7245 0.9 03.2
Burglary 34,6 30.0 34.4 26,6 35,C 30,5 31.0 2.4
Robbery 7.1 14,7 6.6 14.9 Ge5 15,0 11.5 13.¢
Auto Theft 12,4 %.C 12,.¢ o7 11.3 10.3 11.5 2.2
Forgery 10.5 C.1 7.4 6.0 14,1 C.5 15.4 11.0
Larceny 7.¢ 7.7 10.0 8.5 5.9 7.4 3.8 6.8
Embezzlement and Fraud 4.3 8.4 4.3 3.9 ok 6.0 7.7 11.3
Weapons 0.6 1.0 0.7 1.2 C.l 1.0 0,0 0.8
Stolen Property 0.4 0.C 0.0 0,3 1,2 0.3 0.0 0.8
Crimes vs. persons 20,2 19,7 21.7 23,6 Z.0 18.5 15.3 15.0
Offenses vs, family 6.7 4,2 545 4,7 7.0 4,2 3.3 3.7
Frostitution and Sex 2.0 3.2 1.8 3.4 s 3.0 0.0 3.0
Harcotics 0.4 3.2 0.4 3.0 0. 3.4 1.9 2,0
Assault 5,9 2.6 5.3 3.9 447 2.0 7.7 1.4
Rape 1.4 20 2,2 2.0 .l 2.0 0.0 2.2
Mans laughter 2.4 2.3 2.2 3.3 2.4 1,9 1.9 1,5
Murder 1.4 1.6 242 1,9 el 1.4 0.0 1.2
Crimes unclassified 2,2 1.8 1.5 1.7 2.5 2,0 3.8 1.8




TABLE &4

OFFEIISES COMMITTED DY OFFENDERS OF DIFFERENT MARITAL STATUSES,
RURAL AND 1ION-RURAL OFFELIDERS
(PERCENT DISTRIBUTION)

Total Single llarried Divorce-geparated

Type of Crime Non- Non= Non=- Non~-
Rural Rural Rural Rural Lural Rugal Rural Rural

Total Humber | &%4 17,042 274 7,430 137 5,172 74 3,099
Percent | 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Crimes vs, property 77.6 78.5 83.0 87.2 70.1 73.9 58,2 70.1
Burglary 34.4 30.0 47.5 37.0 21,9 26,2 9.5 21.7
Robbery 7.1 14,7 8.4 17.7 5.6 13.8 4,1 10.1
Auto Theft 12,4 2.8 16.8 15.0 5.2 5.7 9,5 6.2
Forgery 10.5 8.1 7.3 5.5 13,1 9.3 1.8 12.3
Larceny 7.9 7.7 5.3 8.0 12,4 7.5 8.1 7.5
Embezzlement and Fraud 4,3 6.4 2.2 2.2 7.3 9.2 6.5 10.6
Weapons 0.6 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.5 1.1 1.4 1.1
Stolen Property 0.4 0.8 0.0 0.8 1.5 1.1 0.0 0.6
Crimes vs. persons 20,2 19,7 9.1 11,1 29.2 24,5 39,1 27.3
Offenses VS, family 6.7 402 0.0 001 10.2 507 25’4 11.5
Prostitution and Sex 2.0 3.2 1.3 2.1 1.5 4.3 4.1 3.0
Narcotics 0.4 3.2 0.4 2.9 0.7 3.6 0.0 2,8
Assault 5.9 2.6 3.6 1.7 9.5 2.8 6.8 4,2
Rape 1.4 2,6 1.5 2.0 0.7 3.6 1.4 1.8
Manslaughter 2.4 2.3 1.1 1.4 4.4 3.0 1.4 2.3
Murder 1.4 1.6 0.7 0.9 2.2 1.5 0.0 1.7
Crimes unclassified 2.2 1.8 2.9 1.7 0,7 1.6 2.7 2.0

*F__
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