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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

Research utilizing routine activities theory has focused on the victimization of individuals and not organizations. Organizations vary in the activities that they engage in, and these activities produce variation in
organizations’ exposure to potential oﬀenders. Drawing from routine
activities theory and using data on religious congregations, we examine
how congregational activities shaped experiences with property crime in
the past year. The analysis shows that routine activities are positively
associated with theft and external vandalism. These ﬁndings contribute
to the routine activities literature and highlight a tension between congregations’ desire to serve the community and the risks of that service.
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Introduction
An oft-cited theory of crime victimization—routine activities theory—proposes that everyday actions, such as going to work or shopping, can increase an individual’s likelihood of
victimization by bringing him or her into contact with potential oﬀenders. This is
particularly the case if the individual is an attractive target and lacks guardianship or
supervision. Most research on routine activities theory has focused on the activities and
victimization of individuals (e.g., Arnold, Keane, and Baron 2005; Cohen and Felson 1979;
Cohen, Klugel, and Land 1981; Kennedy and Silverman 1990; Lynch 1987; Popp and
Peguero 2011; Salvolainen et al. 2009; Wilcox Rountree, Land, and Miethe 1994). This
focus on individuals has led research to overlook other types of victims and, hence, the
opportunity to extend the application of routine activities theory.
Organizations, for example, typically own physical property. This property can be
stolen or vandalized. Scholars have noted that the issue of organizations as victims of
crime is an understudied area (Felson and Clark 1997; Verhage 2009). The few studies that
have examined organizational victims have focused on businesses and tend to be atheoretical—the main goal being to provide crime rates (Hopkins 2002; Taylor 2004; van Dikj
and Terlouw 1996; see Exum et al. 2010; Salmi, Kiviuori, and Lehti 2015; and Savolainen
2007 for notable exceptions).
Routine activities theory oﬀers a possible theoretical framework for understanding
organizational victimization. Organizations, like individuals, vary in the types of activities
in which they engage. In routine activities research, organizations like schools (Fisher et al.
1998; Fisher and Wilkes 2003; Popp and Peguero 2011; Tillyer, Wilcox, and Gialopsos
2010; Wilcox, Jordan, and Pritchard 2007) and workplaces (Lynch 1987; Wooldredge,
Cullen, and Latessa 1992) are typically only considered as a way to control for levels of
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security surrounding individuals. That is, organizations are not viewed as potential victims
but as contexts that might aﬀect the victimization risk of individuals in those
organizations.
We argue that routine activities theory can be used to understand the victimization of
organizations. Drawing from this theory, we specify hypotheses concerning how the
activities engaged in by an organization aﬀect its reported experiences with vandalism
and theft. Speciﬁcally, organizations that engage in more routine activities, particularly
those that bring potential oﬀenders to their property, will be more likely to experience
property crime. Additionally, organizations that are more attractive targets and have less
guardianship will also be more at risk for property crime. We test these hypotheses using
data from a survey of over 1,300 religious congregations in the United States representing
a range of religious traditions.

Routine Activities Theory
A central interest of criminology is to identify what individual, situational, and structural
factors increase one’s likelihood of becoming a victim of crime. Routine activities theory
stresses the importance of social factors that facilitate or impede the opportunity to commit
crime. At the core of routine activities theory is the proposition that the activities individuals
undertake are associated with their risk victimization. Routine activities are “any recurrent
or prevalent activities which provide for basic population and individual needs,” such as
going to work or school (Cohen and Felson 1979:593). Routine activities are thought to
increase the likelihood of victimization by bringing motivated oﬀenders into contact with
attractive victims in the absence of something that could prevent the victimization.
There are four components of routine activities theory: exposure, proximity, target
attractiveness, and guardianship. Exposure refers to the “visibility of or physical access to
victims by potential oﬀenders,” whereas proximity refers to how proximate a potential target
is to “dense pools of oﬀenders,” typically conceptualized as the “presence of oﬀenders in an
area” (Lynch 1987:287–288). In this way, exposure can be thought of as accessibility to
potential oﬀenders based on a target’s characteristics, while proximity is accessibility based
on physical location (Cohen, Klugel, and Land 1981). Target attractiveness refers to “the
material or symbolic desirability of persons or property targets to potential oﬀenders as well
as the perceived inertia of a target against illegal treatment,” that is, how diﬃcult it would be
to commit the crime against a particular target (Cohen, Klugel, and Land 1981:508).
Examples of attractive or suitable targets include objects that are worth stealing, homes/
vehicles easily broken into, or people that are vulnerable to muggings. Target attractiveness
thus captures both the perceived value of the target and how easy it is to commit the crime
against it. Finally, guardianship refers to individuals capable of protecting an attractive target
from victimization, such as a security guard, as well as objects that can serve as a deterrent
for crime, such as video surveillance, locked doors, and security systems (Miethe and
McDowall 1993; Miethe and Meier 1990, 1994; Tilley and Webb 1994; Wilcox Rountree
and Land 1996; Wilcox Rountree, Land, and Miethe 1994).
Routine activities alter “the location of personal and property targets at particular times”
(Arnold, Keane, and Baron 2005:346). By altering these locations, routine activities can aﬀect
one or more of these core components. For example, when someone goes to work or school,
their home lacks guardianship, thereby increasing the target attractiveness of the home for
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a burglar. Similarly, by engaging in routine activities, individuals may increase their exposure
and proximity to motivated oﬀenders. Recreational activities, for example, can “bring together
people of diﬀerent backgrounds at various times of night or day in locations that leave them
vulnerable to violent victimization” (Arnold, Keane, and Baron 2005:346). Variations in
routine activities are thus thought to account for the likelihood of victimization such that
changing one’s routine activities aﬀects one’s risk of being victimized. Routine activities that
increase exposure, proximity, and target attractiveness and/or reduce guardianship are particularly likely to increase the risk of victimization.

Organizations as Victims
Routine activities theory has been extensively examined at the individual level and, to some
extent, at the macro or neighborhood level. Yet, there is little such research discussing the role
of organizations. When organizations are mentioned in routine activities research, they serve
as the environments in which individual victimization takes place, for example within schools
(Fisher et al. 1998; Fisher and Wilkes 2003; Popp and Peguero 2011; Tillyer, Wilcox, and
Gialopsos 2010; Wilcox, Jordan, and Pritchard 2007) and workplaces (Lynch 1987;
Wooldredge, Cullen, and Latessa 1992). This research typically focuses on the use of targethardening strategies (i.e., increased guardianship) by organizations, which may aﬀect the
likelihood of individual victimization (Astor, Meyer, and Behre 1999; Popp and Peguero 2011;
Wooldredge, Cullen, and Latessa 1992). Organizations are thus viewed as contexts in which
victimization can occur and not potential victims themselves.
Organizations, however, can be victims of property crime. Most organizations own
some form of physical property and operate out of physical buildings. This makes them
possible targets for both theft and vandalism. Studies of organizations as victims of crime
are almost completely absent from the routine activities literature (see Salmi, Kiviuori, and
Lehti 2015 for an exception) and, more generally, tend to be disconnected from theory.1
As Hopkins (2002:789) argues, future research on organizations (businesses in particular)
as crime victims needs to “examine why some business types appear to experience higher
rates of victimization than others.” That is, studies need to draw on and develop theory.
Of the few studies on crimes against organizations, those testing theory generally focus
on target-hardening/security strategies and the locations of the organizations—whether they
are hot spots, crime generators, and/or crime attractors (Salmi, Kiviuori, and Lehti 2015).
Hot spots refer to locations that are at an increased risk of crime (Brantingham and
Brantingham 1995; Eck et al. 2005; Sherman, Gartin, and Buerger 1989). Crime generators
are organizations that bring large volumes of people into a particular location (McCord et al.
2007; see also Brantingham and Brantingham 1995), such as bus stations or schools
(Brantingham and Brantingham 1995; Murray and Swatt 2013; Salmi, Kiviuori, and Lehti
2015; Willits, Broidy, and Denman 2013). Crime attractors refer to locations that “create
well-known criminal opportunities,” which attract motivated oﬀenders, such as bar districts
(Brantingham and Brantingham 1995:8). Crime attractors can also refer to organizations or
places in which motivated oﬀenders “are likely to self-select themselves,” such as “social
welfare oﬃces, or shelters for drug or alcohol addicts” (Salmi, Kiviuori, and Lehti 2015:412).
While these factors contribute to understanding the proximity and exposure of organizations to motivated oﬀenders, they fail to capture the routine activities of organizations.
This is ironic, as the routine activities of organizations are likely a primary reason that
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they are hot spots, attractors, or generators in the ﬁrst place. We extend prior research by
arguing that all four components of routine activities theory – exposure, proximity, target
attractiveness, and guardianship—can be applied to organizations to explain variation in
their likelihood of experiencing property-crime victimization.
Organizations that engage in routine activities increase their likelihood of exposure to
potential oﬀenders, especially if such routine activities involve individuals outside of their
organization who are more likely to be oﬀenders. An example might be a nonproﬁt organization
that operates a homeless shelter. This routine activity brings strangers into the organization’s
building and may thereby increase their exposure to potential oﬀenders. Thus, organizations
that participate in routine activities with individuals outside of their organization are at an
increased risk of property crime victimization. Of course, some such activities will increase the
likelihood of exposure more than others. Organizational activities involving outsiders that make
the organization a crime generator or crime attractor will be particularly likely to increase
property-crime victimization risk due to increasing the likelihood of exposure to potential
oﬀenders (Brantingham and Brantingham 1995). Organizations that are more geographically
proximate to “dense pools of oﬀenders” will also have an increased risk of contact with potential
oﬀenders (Lynch 1987:287–288). Potential oﬀenders will be more attracted to organizations
with more valuable goods that are easily accessible and visible (i.e., target attractiveness). Most
research on crime and organizations examines how businesses or schools implement security
measures and the eﬀectiveness of those target-hardening strategies (Cheurprakobkit and Bartsch
2005; Exum et al. 2010; Hendricks et al. 1999; Kajalo and Lindblom 2010; Lee, Hollinger, and
Dabney 1999). This connects to the guardianship component of routine activities theory, which
refers to objects or people that are capable of deterring crime (e.g., security guards and security
systems) (Miethe and David 1993; Miethe and Meier 1990, 1994; Tilley and Webb 1994; Wilcox
Rountree and Land 1996). Organizations attempt to make it harder for potential perpetrators to
target them by increasing guardianship through surveillance measures (Cheurprakobkit and
Bartsch 2005; Exum et al. 2010; Hendricks et al. 1999; Kajalo and Lindblom 2010; Lee, Hollinger,
and Dabney 1999). We expect that organizations that have higher levels of guardianship, such as
through having surveillance systems, will be less likely to experience property victimization. This
leads to the following hypotheses:
H1: Organizational routine activities with outsiders will be positively associated with
property-crime victimization.
H2: Organizational routine activities that make the organization a crime attractor or
a crime generator will be more positively associated with property-crime victimization
than those that do not.
H3: Organizational proximity to potential oﬀenders will be positively associated with
property-crime victimization.
H4: Organizations that are more attractive targets will be more likely to experience
property-crime victimization.
H5: Organizational guardianship will be negatively associated with property-crime
victimization.
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Case Study: Religious Congregations
Past research on organizations as contexts for crime (Fisher et al. 1998; Fisher and Wilkes
2003; Lynch 1987; Popp and Peguero 2011; Tillyer, Wilcox, and Gialopsos 2010; Wilcox,
Jordan, and Pritchard 2007; Wooldredge, Cullen, and Latessa 1992) and organizations as
victims of crime (Exum et al. 2010; Hopkins 2002; Salmi, Kiviuori, and Lehti 2015; Savolainen
2007; Taylor 2004; van Dijk and Terlouw 1996) focus almost exclusively on businesses and
schools to the neglect of nonproﬁt organizations. We extend past research by testing our
hypotheses on one type of nonproﬁt organization—religious congregations. It is estimated
that there are over 350,000 congregations in the United States, which means that they
represent one of the largest organizational populations in the nation (Grammich et al. 2012).
What makes religious congregations a particularly compelling case study for the
questions being examined here is that they vary widely in the activities in which they
engage. At their core, religious congregations exist to provide religious goods/services to
their members, the most central of which are weekly worship services. Chaves (2004:128)
argued that “congregations are organizations whose primary output is the regular worship
event…[a] congregation that stopped producing regular worship services would no longer
be a congregation.” While some congregations may limit their activities to providing
a worship service, many others are centers of activity every day of the week, as the
building serves as the site of community-service activities. In the U.S., 83% of congregations participate in some form of activity “intended to help people outside of the
congregation” (Chaves and Eagle 2016:4). In terms of types of programs, 52% of congregations participate in programs related to food, 18% related to housing/shelter, 17%
related to clothing, around 12% related to homelessness, around 14% related to education,
and around 5% related to substance abuse among others. Larger congregations and
congregations located in poor neighborhoods engage in more social-service activities
(Chaves and Tsitsos 2001).
Although little research has considered the victimization experiences of religious congregations, it is clear that such experiences are fairly common. Using survey data, Scheitle
(2018) ﬁnds that 39% of congregations reported experiencing at least one form of
victimization. Scheitle (2016) examined U.S. newspaper records of crimes occurring on
the property of congregations for one year. This analysis found over 600 incidents, which
based on the sample would project to over 6,000 incidents for the entire year. As the
author acknowledged, newspaper records are undoubtedly a severe undercount of the
actual total. An earlier study (Bourns and Wright 2004) surveyed a small sample of
Protestant congregations (N = 51) and found that 78% of the congregations had experienced at least one incident of vandalism in the past year and 73% had experienced at least
one case of theft during the same time period.
Religious congregations are exposed to victimization risks that originate from both
inside and outside of the organization. From the outside, congregations are exposed to the
same street-crime risks as other organizations with a physical presence in a neighborhood.
Additionally, a congregation faces additional potential bias-crime risks, as they are often
the most obvious embodiment of a religious tradition and/or a racial-ethnic group in
a community. Finally, a congregation can be victimized from within, as guests, attendees,
employees, or tenants could, for instance, steal the organization’s property. All of these
risks, of course, vary across congregations and are inﬂuenced by factors such as the
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congregation’s religious tradition, participant characteristics, and neighborhood characteristics. The primary question of this study, however, is how a congregation’s activities
with outsiders inﬂuence exposure to these external risks controlling for internal risks.

Data
The data used for this study come from a survey ﬁelded by Pennsylvania State University
Survey Research Center in the spring of 2015. The survey, which was supported by a grant
from the National Science Foundation, was designed to broadly assess the crime experiences, fears, and preparations of religious congregations. The sample (N = 10,615) for the
survey was drawn from the marketing ﬁrm InfoUSA’s database of religious congregations,
which is commonly referred to as the American Church Lists database. Although it does
have gaps in coverage, this database is seen as the “standard source” for sampling
congregational addresses (McKeever and Pettijohn 2014:16). In addition to gathering
the names and addresses of congregations, InfoUSA categorizes congregations based on
their religious tradition. These categories were used in the sampling process.
The construction of the sample frame was theoretically driven. Speciﬁcally, the sample
frame was created with a focus on two key dynamics facing religious congregations: street
crime and bias crime. With a focus on the issue of street crime, a core random sample of
5,000 Protestant congregations was taken from the InfoUSA database. Protestant congregations represent just under 90% of all congregations in the United States, according to the
National Congregations Study (Chaves, Anderson, and Eagle 2014). With a focus on the
issue of bias crime, targeted samples were taken of congregations belonging to historically
Black Protestant denominations (N = 1,500), as well as Jewish (N = 1,500), Muslim
(N = 367),2 Eastern Orthodox (N = 385), and liberal and conservative nontraditional
religious traditions (e.g., Jehovah’s Witnesses, Unitarian Universalist) (N = 2,248).
We did not sample Catholic congregations. This is because we did not conceptualize
these congregations as adding particularly unique dynamics for the interests of the project.
That is, any street crime issues faced by Catholic congregations will be similar to at least
some of the congregations sampled in the core Protestant sample (e.g., being urban). Any
bias crime issues faced by Catholic congregations, say, due to the ethnic composition of the
congregation, will also be faced by some of the congregations in the Protestant sample. Still,
we recognize this is a limitation of these data and our analysis and we discuss it further later.
Sampled congregations ﬁrst received a prenotiﬁcation letter. A survey instrument was
then mailed to the congregations followed by two reminder mailings and a second copy of
the survey. A total of 1,380 of the sampled congregations responded, which represents
a 13 percent response rate based on the American Association for Public Opinion
Research’s Response Rate Two formula. Although a higher response rate would have
been desirable, this is in line with past surveys of places of worship with a similar design
and reﬂective of the generally lower response rates for organizational surveys (Baruch and
Holtom 2008).3 Nonresponse analyses showed that the response rate was somewhat higher
(~15 percent) in the Northeast and Midwest, which could be a function of the Survey
Research Center’s university having more name recognition in these regions. The response
rate was lower (~7 percent) among some conservative nontraditional congregations (e.g.,
Mormon, Jehovah Witness congregations). This could be a function of these groups’
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hesitancy to participate in a government-funded, academic survey and\or their tending to
have smaller, lay-led congregations.
The survey’s cover letter directed the congregation to have “a person who has signiﬁcant
knowledge of the congregation’s history and involvement in its operations” complete the
survey. On the survey, 63 percent of the respondents stated that they were the congregation’s “head religious leader (e.g., pastor, priest, imam, rabbi),” 9 percent stated that they
were a “supporting religious leader (assistant pastor, music minister, youth pastor),” 10 percent identiﬁed as an “oﬃce manager, secretary, or receptionist,” 5 percent stated that they
were simply members of the congregation, and 13 percent identiﬁed as having an “other”
role.4 Additional details concerning the survey can be found in Scheitle (2018).

Measures
The outcomes of interest for this study come from a series of questions asking the
congregations whether they had experienced any property crimes in 2014.5 Speciﬁcally,
congregations were asked to indicate if they had experienced any of the following in
that year: (1) vandalism on the outside of your building, (2) vandalism on the inside of
your building, (3) a theft of something that was outside of the building, and (4) a theft of
something that was inside the building.6 We keep these items separate to account for the
possibility that some activities might inﬂuence extra-building victimization diﬀerently
than intra-building victimization. Each of these items is measured as (0) did not experience and (1) did experience.
The predictors of primary interest in this study come from two questions on the survey
that assessed diﬀerent types of activities taking place on the grounds of the congregation
(H1). One question on the survey asked respondents, “Does your congregation host or
rent space for any of the following groups or events on its property that bring nonmembers
to the congregation? [emphasis added]” The survey oﬀered eight speciﬁc activities and
asked respondents to select all that applied.7 These eight items asked whether the
congregation had hosted or rented space for: (1) meetings of addiction/recovery groups,
(2) a soup kitchen or food shelf, (3) shelter/temporary housing, (4) a community garden,
(5) election voting, (6) local government meetings, (7) community festivals, and (8) other
congregations. Each of these is coded as (0) does not do and (1) does. A second question
asked respondents whether they had “a middle school or junior high school” or “a high
school” on its property. The congregation could indicate having both types of schools on
site, but for our analysis, we combine these into a measure representing (0) does not have
a junior high or high school on property and (1) does have a junior high or high school on
property. Prior research has identiﬁed schools as crime generators (Murray and Swatt
2013; Salmi, Kiviuori, and Lehti 2015; Willits, Broidy, and Denman 2013); thus, having
a school on their property represents a routine activity that is likely to increase propertycrime victimization risk. In the analysis, we examine the independent eﬀect of each of
these activities and also examine a measure representing the sum of all the activities. This
measure theoretically ranges from 0 to 9, but empirically ranges from 0 to 6. As all the
activities are in regard to nonmembers or outsiders, they allow us to test H1. Of course,
members may have also participated in these activities, but as per the question wording,
they would have been joined by outsiders. Meetings of addiction/recovery groups, soup
kitchen or food shelf, and shelter/temporary housing activities represent crime attractors
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because they include activities in “which potential oﬀenders are likely to self-select
themselves” (Salmi, Kiviuori, and Lehti 2015:412; see also McCord et al. 2007). As schools
are often crime generators (Salmi, Kiviuori, and Lehti 2015), due to large numbers of
people frequenting them, an organization oﬀering a school on site is considered a crime
generator. This allows us to test H2.
We include several measures to capture exposure and proximity to motivated oﬀenders
(H3). Several of these measures are taken from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2006–2010
American Community Survey. The ﬁrst represents the percentage of families living
below the poverty line in the congregation’s census tract. A second measure represents
the population density, or people per square mile, within the congregations’ census tract.
The ﬁnal measure represents the total number of property crimes reported in the
congregation’s census place according to the 2010 Uniform Crime Report. In addition
to these factors, we also control for the percentage of the population in the congregation’s
census tract that is non-Hispanic White.
To account for variations in the number and attractiveness of targets across congregations (H4), we include a measure from a question on the survey that asked respondents,
“Which of the following could be easily accessible to a visitor at your congregation (that is,
not locked in storage or in an oﬃce)?” The survey oﬀered 11 speciﬁc items and asked the
respondent to select all that applied. These items were: (1) valuable artwork, (2) cash or
other valuable oﬀerings in unlocked donation boxes, (3) cash or other valuable oﬀerings in
locked donation boxes, (4) cash or other valuable oﬀerings in plain sight, (5) television(s),
(6) computer(s), (7) other electronics (e.g., projectors, stereos), (8) musical equipment, (9)
religious items made of precious metals (e.g., gold, silver), (10) individuals’ purses, wallets,
phones (e.g., in a coat area), (11) maintenance equipment (e.g., power tools, lawn
mowers). We created a total “easy access valuable targets” measure by summing the
total number of items selected by the respondent in this list. This measure theoretically
ranges from 0 to 11, but empirically ranges from 0 to 10.
We also include measures meant to assess the level of guardianship in the congregation
(H5). A question on the survey asked respondents, “Which of the following security
measures has your congregation taken?” Eighteen speciﬁc items were oﬀered: (1) alarm
system on entry-door(s), (2) motion detectors inside building, (3) security camera(s)
outside of building, (4) security camera(s) inside of building, (5) security camera(s) in
parking lot, (6) additional lighting around exterior of building, (7) additional lighting in
parking lot, (8) limited the number of entry points into parking lot, (9) limited the
number of entry points into building, (10) visitors must be buzzed into the building,
(11) fence around exterior of property, (12) gate at entry to parking lot, (13) security
guard(s)—full time, (14) security guard(s)—part time, (15) security guard(s)—special
events, (16) person living on property of congregation, (17) signs banning weapons on
property, (18) signs reminding people to lock cars. We collapsed these 18 items into six
summed scales representing the diﬀerent forms of security contained within the 18 items.
Speciﬁcally, we collapsed the alarm system and motion detectors items (1, 2) into one
summed measure, the three security camera items (3, 4, 5) into another measure, the two
lighting items (6, 7) into a third measure, the ﬁve limited access items (8, 9, 10, 11, 12)
into a fourth measure, the four security guard items (13, 14, 15, 16) into a ﬁfth measure,
and the two signage items (17, 18) into a sixth measure.
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The analysis controls for a number of characteristics representing diﬀerences in religious tradition, size, and membership demographics across congregations. All of these
controls are meant to represent variation in victimization risks (i.e., exposure, proximity,
attractiveness, guardianship) that are not fully captured by the direct measures described
above, particularly those that may represent internal risk. Regarding the congregational
demographics, we include a measure for the percent of the congregation’s attendees who
are non-Hispanic White and the percent of attendees who are under 35 years of age. These
items come from a question that asked respondents to estimate percentages for diﬀerent
demographic groups in the congregation while “thinking about the regular adult participants.” Respondents assigned a speciﬁc percentage to these demographics. The survey
question asking, “What percentage of your congregation’s members would you say live
within a ﬁve-minute walk of the congregation?” oﬀered six possible responses: (1) none of
them, (2) less than 10%, (3) 10–25%, (4) 26–50%, (5) 51–75%, and (6) more than 75%.
Regarding congregational characteristics, we include a measure from a question asking,
“In what year did your congregation begin worshipping at its current location?” We
subtracted responses to this question from the survey year to create a measure for the
number of years in the current location. We also include a measure from a question
asking, “In a typical week, how many worship services does your congregation hold?” We
recoded responses into the following categories: (1) 1 per week, (2) 2 per week, (3) 3 per
week, and (4) 4 or more per week. The analysis also controls for the size of the
congregation, using a measure from a question asking, “Not counting special events or
holidays, about how many people would you say attend your largest worship service
during an average week? Please count both children and adults.” We recoded responses to
this question into four categories: (1) 50 or fewer, (2) 51–90 people, (3) 91–165 people, (4)
over 165 people. In smaller congregations, attendees may be more likely to know each
other, which might discourage strangers from accessing the building and result in fewer
congregational property crimes. The average for this measure is 1.43—between 50 or fewer
and 51–90—which is consistent with the national median of 60 for non-Catholic congregations (Chaves, Anderson, and Eagle 2014).
We include in the analysis indicators of the congregation’s religious tradition. Because we
knew that InfoUSA’s religious classiﬁcation of congregations likely included some errors, the
survey itself asked respondents to identify its broad religious tradition (e.g., Baptist) and any
speciﬁc denominational aﬃliation (e.g., Southern Baptist Convention). These items were used
to classify the congregation as either (1) Protestant (e.g., evangelical and mainline), (2) Black
Protestant, (3), Eastern Orthodox (e.g., Greek Orthodox Church, Orthodox Church in
America, Russian Orthodox Church), (3) Jewish, (4) Muslim, (5), Conservative nontraditional, and (6) Liberal nontraditional. In creating the Black Protestant and two nontraditional
categories we relied on Steensland et al.’s (2000) classiﬁcation.8 The conservative nontraditional category consists primarily of Latter-Day Saint (Mormon), Jehovah’s Witness, and
Christian Science congregations. The liberal nontraditional category consists of congregations
belonging to groups such as the Unitarian-Universalist Association, the Unity Church, and
Religious Science. The Black Protestant category consists of congregations belonging to
denominations such as the National Baptists Convention–USA, African Methodist
Episcopal Church, and African Methodist Episcopal Zion Church.
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Results
We begin by examining some descriptive patterns for our key outcomes and predictors.
Table 1 displays descriptive statistics for all of the measures. From Table 1 we see that
18.83% of the congregations in the data experienced vandalism on the outside of their
building while 5.53% experienced vandalism on the inside of their building. This insideoutside gap is reversed when looking at thefts, as 11.30% of respondents reported a theft of
something that was outside the building and 17.07% reported a theft of something that
was inside of the building.
Examining the measures representing diﬀerent congregational activities, we see that
hosting other congregations is the most commonly reported activity with 25.24% of
respondents saying they oﬀer or rent their space to other religious groups. Also common
were respondents who said they host addiction or recovery groups (23.80%) and community festivals (19.39%). Oﬀering a soup kitchen or food shelf was somewhat less common
Table 1. Descriptive statistics (N = 1,248).
Vandalism outside of building in 2014
Vandalism inside in of building 2014
Theft outside of building in 2014
Theft inside of building in 2014
Hosting & Engagement
Junior High/High School
Addiction/Recovery groups
Soup kitchen or food shelf
Shelter/Temporary housing
Community garden
Election voting
Local government meetings
Community festivals
Other congregations
Count of Hosting & Engagement Activities
Security Measures
Alarm, motion detection
Cameras
Extra lighting
Limiting access points
Guards
Signage
Count of easy access targets
Percent of attendees non-Hispanic White
Percent of attendees under 35 years of age
Percent of members within ﬁve-minute walk
Years worshipping in current location
Number of services per week
Attendance at largest weekly worship service
Religious Tradition of Congregation
Protestant
Black Protestant
Eastern Orthodox
Jewish
Muslim
Conservative nontraditional
Liberal nontraditional
Percent poor in congregation’s Census tract
Population density of congregation’s Census tract (people per sq mile/10,000)
Percent of population in congregation’s Census tract that is non-Hispanic White
Number of property crimes in congregation’s Census place

% or Mean
18.83%
5.53%
11.30%
17.07%

S.D.
–
–
–
–

Min-Max
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1

5.29%
23.80%
14.10%
6.01%
4.49%
11.94%
7.93%
19.39%
25.24%
1.18

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
1.27

0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–6

.76
.54
1.01
.75
.27
.07
3.07
74.75
22.29
2.28
60.58
2.19
1.43

.88
.98
.83
1.03
.52
.25
2.07
35.99
15.82
.99
48.11
1.09
1.15

0–2
0–3
0–2
0–5
0–3
0–2
0–10
0–100
0–100
1–6
1–373
1–4
1–4

53.77%
12.90%
4.57%
13.14%
1.84%
4.41%
9.38%
11.61
4.14
69.70
7934

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
11.23
10.06
27.51
22,701

0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–1
0–72
.0006–180
0–100
0–139,615
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among the respondents (14.10%), as was hosting election voting (11.94%). Even less
common activities were hosting government meetings (7.93%), oﬀering a shelter or
temporary housing (6.01%), a junior high or high school (5.29%), and a community
garden (4.49%). The mean number of activities among the respondents was 1.18 and
the maximum was six.
The primary issue of interest in this study is how these activities shape experiences with
property crime. We begin by considering the bivariate patterns shown in Table 2. This
table shows the percentage of congregations reporting an experience with vandalism or
theft in 2014 by whether or not they oﬀer certain activities on their property. The most
consistent diﬀerences across the four crime experiences are with the soup kitchen/food
shelf activity and the community festival activity. Congregations that engage in these
activities are signiﬁcantly more likely to have experienced vandalism and theft both inside
and outside of their buildings compared to those that do not oﬀer these services.
More isolated diﬀerences are seen across the other activities. Congregations with
a junior high or high school on their property, for example, are signiﬁcantly more likely
to have experienced vandalism on the outside of their building in 2014 than those that do
not have such a school (37.14% to 17.71%). Addiction/recovery groups and hosting other
congregations are not associated with vandalism inside of the building but are associated
with the other three crime types. Community gardens are associated with higher rates of
thefts from outside of a congregation’s building, as is hosting election voting on the
congregation’s property. Hosting local government meetings is associated with higher
rates of theft both inside and outside of the building but is unassociated with vandalism.
Hosting a shelter or temporary housing is the only activity that does not show any initial
association with any of the property crimes.
Of course, engaging in such activities is undoubtedly associated with other congregational and neighborhood characteristics. Larger congregations, for instance, might be
more likely to oﬀer a wider variety of activities. This raises the question of whether it is
the activities or the congregational size that is leading to property crime. That is, if we
took two congregations that were identical in size and other characteristics, but one
congregation engaged in an activity, would that congregation be at higher risk of experiencing property crime? To assess this question, we turn to a series of logistic regression
analyses. The results of these analyses are shown in Tables 3 and 4. These tables display
odds ratios so that eﬀects over 1 represent an increase in the odds of experiencing the
speciﬁed property crime, while eﬀects under 1 represent a decrease in the odds of
experiencing that crime.9
Vandalism Models
Table 3 shows the results for the two vandalism outcomes. In Model 1, we ﬁnd that the
total count of activities is associated with an increase in the odds of experiencing
vandalism on the outside of a congregation’s building, supporting H1. Contrary to our
expectations (H5), most of the security measures are not signiﬁcantly associated with
vandalism, and the only security measure that is signiﬁcant is actually positively associated
with vandalism. Speciﬁcally, congregations that have alarm systems have higher odds of
having experienced an exterior vandalism than congregations without an alarm system.
This ﬁnding could reﬂect that congregations that have had or are having problems with

*Pearson chi2 p < .05

Vandalism outside of building
Vandalism inside of building
Theft outside of building
Theft inside of building

Vandalism outside of building
Vandalism inside of building
Theft outside of building
Theft inside of building

Percent reporting crime experience
Vandalism outside of building
Vandalism inside of building
Theft outside of building
Theft inside of building

Not Present
18.28%
5.48%
10.53%*
16.36%*

Present
25.25%
6.06%
20.20%*
25.25%*

19.01%
16.00%
5.80%
1.33%
11.34%
10.67%
16.79%
21.33%
Local government meetings

Not Present
Present
17.85%*
36.36%*
5.50%
6.06%
11.00%
16.67%
16.75%
22.73%
Shelter/Temporary housing
Not Present
Present

Junior High or High School

Not Present
17.10%*
4.87%*
9.94%*
15.41%*

Present
26.03%*
8.26%*
16.94%*
23.97%*

18.54%
25.00%
5.29%
10.71%
10.82%*
21.43%*
16.78%
23.21%
Community festivals

Not Present
Present
17.03%*
24.58%*
5.36%
6.06%
9.88%*
15.82%*
15.14%*
23.23%*
Community garden
Not Present
Present

Addiction/Recovery groups

Activity Present on Congregational Property?

Table 2. Cross-tabulations between congregational activities and property crime experiences (N = 1,248).
Soup Kitchen/Food shelf

Not Present
15.41%*
4.93%
8.90%*
14.26%*

Present
23.97%*
7.30%
18.41%*
25.40%*

18.20%
23.49%
5.46%
6.04%
10.65%*
16.11%*
16.65%
20.13%
Other congregations

Not Present
Present
16.98%*
30.11%*
4.85%*
9.66%*
9.98%*
19.32%*
14.55%*
32.39%*
Election voting
Not Present
Present
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Table 3. Logistic regression models predicting interior and exterior vandalism, odds ratios displayed.
Vandalism
Outside of
Building

Vandalism Inside
of Building

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Hosting & Engagement
Junior High/High School
Addiction/Recovery groups
Soup kitchen or food shelf
Shelter/Temporary housing
Community garden
Election voting
Local government meetings
Community festivals
Other congregations
Total Count of Hosting & Engagement Activities
Security Measures
Alarm, motion detection
Cameras
Extra lighting
Limiting access points
Guards
Signage
Count of easy access targets
Percent of attendees non-Hispanic White
Percent of attendees under 35 years of age
Percent of members within ﬁve-minute walk
Years worshipping in current location
Number of services per week
Attendance at largest weekly worship service
Religious Tradition of congregation
Protestant (ref.)
Black Protestant
Eastern Orthodox
Jewish
Muslim
Conservative nontraditional
Liberal nontraditional
Percent poor in congregation’s census tract
Population density of congregation’s Census tract
Percent of population in congregation’s census tract that is non-Hispanic White
Number of property crimes in congregation’s Census place
N
Pseudo R2

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
1.22**

2.19**
1.41
1.72**
.59
.92
1.12
.92
1.35
1.11
–

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
1.11

.92
.97
1.70
.15
1.94
.83
.80
1.54
1.13
–

1.37**
1.09
1.07
.97
.98
1.33
1.04
.99
.99
.97
.99
.99
1.07

1.35**
1.09
1.08
.95
.98
1.39
1.04
.99
.99
.97
.99
.97
1.09

1.38
1.54**
1.12
.70*
1.03
.59
1.11
.99
1.01
1.08
.99
.79
1.05

1.30
1.55**
1.15
.68*
1.04
.64
1.11
.99
1.01
1.08
.99
.80
1.06

–
.45*
.87
.95
.69
.95
.82
1.02*
1.01
.99
1.00
1,248
.06

–
.44*
.90
.98
.57
.94
.85
1.02*
1.01
.99
1.00
1,248
.07

–
.60
.76
.54
–a
1.43
.54
1.01
1.04**
.99
.98*
1,248
.09

–
.50
.74
.55
–a
1.41
.58
1.01
1.04**
.99
.98*
1,225a
.11

Note. a. No Muslim congregation reported vandalism inside the building, so this eﬀect cannot be estimated and these
cases cannot be included in the model.
*p < .05 **p < .01

vandalism install alarm systems.10 Of course, the cross-sectional nature of these data does
not allow us to determine causality.
We do not ﬁnd any signiﬁcant eﬀects across the measures of congregational demographics, size, age, and worship activity. Compared to Protestant congregations, Black
Protestant congregations have lower odds of having experienced exterior vandalism. None
of the other religious traditions diﬀer signiﬁcantly from the Protestant reference group.
Finally, looking at the neighborhood measures we see that the percent poor in the
congregation’s census tract is associated with higher odds of having experienced exterior
vandalism. None of the other neighborhood measures have signiﬁcant associations with
having experienced exterior vandalism.
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Table 4. Logistic regression models predicting interior and exterior theft, odds ratios displayed.
Theft Outside of
Building

Theft Inside of
Building

Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Hosting & Engagement
Junior High/High School
Addiction/Recovery groups
Soup kitchen or food shelf
Shelter/Temporary housing
Community garden
Election voting
Local government meetings
Community festivals
Other congregations
Total Count of Hosting & Engagement Activities
Security Measures
Alarm, motion detection
Cameras
Extra lighting
Limited access points
Guards
Signage
Count of easy access targets
Percent of attendees non-Hispanic White
Percent of attendees under 35 years of age
Percent of members within ﬁve-minute walk
Years worshipping in current location
Number of services per week
Attendance at largest weekly worship service
Religious Tradition of Congregation
Protestant (ref.)
Black Protestant
Eastern Orthodox
Jewish
Muslim
Conservative nontraditional
Liberal nontraditional
Percent poor in congregation’s census tract
Population density of congregation’s census tract
Percent of population in congregation’s census tract that is non-Hispanic White
Number of property crimes in congregation’s Census place
N
Pseudo R2

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
1.26**

1.21
1.17
1.48
.68
1.64
.87
1.05
1.28
1.73**
–

–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
–
1.26**

1.22
1.12
2.22**
.96
1.05
.87
.96
1.29
1.49*
–

1.42**
1.11
1.06
1.04
.94
.82
1.13**
.99
1.00
1.13
.99
1.03
1.22*

1.40**
1.10
1.07
1.03
.94
.87
1.12*
.99
1.00
1.14
.99
1.05
1.25*

1.16
1.30**
1.13
.92
.98
.62
1.18**
.99
.99
1.25**
.99
1.05
1.02

1.14
1.30**
1.16
.91
.97
.65
1.17**
.99
.99
1.26**
.99
1.06
1.05

–
.41*
1.67
.43*
.38
1.09
1.74
1.01
.98
.99
1.01**
1,248
.12

–
.39*
1.74
.42*
.39
1.03
1.91
1.01
.98
.99
1.01**
1,248
.13

–
.69
.42
.60
.13
.90
1.84*
1.01
1.01
.99
1.00
1,248
.10

–
.64
.44
.62
.11*
.93
1.99*
1.01
1.01
.99
1.00
1,248
.11

*p < .05 **p < .01

Model 2 examines each activity individually. Here we ﬁnd that having a junior high or high
school or a soup kitchen/food shelf on a congregation’s property is signiﬁcantly associated
with an increase in the odds of experiencing exterior vandalism. The other signiﬁcant
associations seen in Model 1 remain the same in Model 2. To summarize the exterior
vandalism ﬁndings, we ﬁnd that oﬀering more activities on a congregation’s property does
appear to be related to more incidents of exterior vandalism. In particular, having a school or
soup kitchen/food shelf on site appears to underlie much of this relationship.
Models 3 and 4 in Table 3 examine the interior vandalism outcome. Note that no
Muslim congregations reported experiencing interior vandalism, so we are unable to
include these cases in these models as the Muslim indicator is a perfect predictor of the
outcome.11 Neither the overall count of activities measure in Model 3 nor the individual
activity measures in Model 4 show a signiﬁcant association with the odds of experiencing
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interior vandalism, failing to support H1. We do ﬁnd that congregations that have taken
steps to limit access points to their building/property have lower odds of experiencing
interior vandalism. This is in line with our expectations in H5. However, congregations
that have installed security cameras have higher odds of having experienced interior
vandalism, which is opposite of our expectation in H5. We also ﬁnd that population
density is associated with higher odds of experiencing interior vandalism. Population
density might increase the number of individuals, including motivated oﬀenders, moving
on and through the property of the congregation and some of those individuals might ﬁnd
their way into the congregation itself. This provides some support for H3. On the other
hand, we ﬁnd that congregations in areas with more property crimes have reduced odds of
interior vandalism. This is counter to what we would expect. For our primary research
interest, though, we can say that oﬀering activities does not seem to be associated with
interior vandalism in the same way that it does seem to be associated with exterior
vandalism. As shown in Table 1, interior vandalism was the rarest of the four crimes
examined, so it may be subject to a diﬀerent and possibly more idiosyncratic set of
dynamics.
Theft Models
Table 4 shows the logistic regression analyses for the two theft outcomes. In Model 5, we
ﬁnd that the total count of activities is associated with higher odds of having experienced
a theft of something from the outside of the congregation’s building, supporting H1. As
expected (H4), our measure for the number of easy-access valuable targets on the congregation’s property is associated with higher odds of having experienced an outside theft.
Contrary to our expectations (H5), though, the security measures are either nonsigniﬁcant
or, in the case of alarm systems, positively associated with having experienced an exterior
theft. As we noted with the similar ﬁnding in Table 3, this could be a function of
congregations installing alarm systems because of their experiences with theft.
Looking further at Model 5, we do not ﬁnd any signiﬁcant associations with congregational demographics, age, or number of services per week. We do ﬁnd, however, that
larger congregations have higher odds of having experienced a theft from outside of the
building. Examining the religious tradition indicators, we see that Black Protestant and
Jewish congregations have lower odds of having experienced an exterior theft compared to
Protestant congregations, net of other factors. These ﬁndings primarily appear after
controlling for the number of property crimes in the surrounding neighborhood and
the racial composition of the congregation and neighborhood. This suggests that, compared to Mainline and Evangelical Protestant congregations, Black Protestant and Jewish
congregations are more likely to live in neighborhoods that contribute to higher levels of
congregational property crime (e.g., number of property crimes in census place). Once
these factors are considered, they actually have signiﬁcantly lower odds of experiencing
theft outside of their buildings. This could be due to leaving less property outside, because
of their location, which our neighborhood measures may not fully capture, or due to being
more integral to their communities. For example, the Black church is a dominant,
important, and esteemed institution in the Black community (DuBois 1899; Lincoln and
Mamiya 1990). Lincoln (1984:96) notes that “there is no distinction between the African
American church and the Black community. The Church is the spiritual face of Black

16

K. E. CORCORAN ET AL.

subculture, and whether one is a member or not is beside the point.” This may reduce the
likelihood that congregants and others in the community would perpetrate property crime
against Black churches. Finally, the only neighborhood measure found to have
a signiﬁcant association in this model is the count of property crimes in the surrounding
area, which provides some support for H3.
Model 6 examines the independent association of each activity instead of the summed
count of activities measure. Here we ﬁnd that hosting other congregations is the only
activity with an independent association with the exterior theft outcome. Speciﬁcally,
congregations that host or rent space to other congregations have higher odds of having
experienced a theft of something from the outside of their building. Hosting or renting
space to other congregations may increase the number of motivated oﬀenders that have
access to the building. Looking at the rest of the ﬁndings in the model shows that the
results largely mirror those found in Model 5.
Finally, Model 7 and Model 8 examine the interior theft outcome. Looking ﬁrst at
Model 7, we see that the summed count of activities is associated with higher odds of
having experienced a theft of something inside the building in the past year, further
supporting H1. As was also see when looking at the exterior theft outcome, the count of
easy-access targets (H4) is associated with higher odds of reporting an interior theft.
Contrary to H5, the security measures are largely not signiﬁcant except for cameras, which
show a positive association with having experienced an interior theft. Somewhat surprisingly, the measure for the percent of attendees who live within a ﬁve-minute walk of the
congregation is positively associated with having experienced an interior theft. We had
expected the opposite, thinking that having attendees who lived nearby would serve as
a form of guardianship that would reduce thefts. However, if we consider that the
attendees could be the source of the thefts, then this ﬁnding actually makes sense.
Attendees who live nearby and have access to the congregation could easily take various
things from the building, either with intent to steal or simply to borrow. Regardless, if the
item does not get returned to the congregation, then it will eﬀectively look like a theft.
The only other signiﬁcant ﬁnding in Model 7 is that liberal nontraditional congregations
(e.g., Unity, Unitarian-Universalist) have signiﬁcantly higher odds of having experienced an
interior theft compared to Protestant congregations. This eﬀect appears even before controlling for other factors. It is possible that the liberal social and theological cultures in these
congregations foster more of a communal attitude about property. This could lead attendees
to think that they can “borrow” items from the congregation, but this ultimately is interpreted as theft by the congregation. This is, of course, speculative. We, unfortunately, do not
have measures that would allow us to measure such attitudes among attendees.
Alternatively, it is possible that these congregations have additional attractive targets that
are not being fully captured by our easy-access targets scale. Indeed, congregations in this
tradition tend to represent the upper socioeconomic strata (Smith and Faris 2005).
Model 8 breaks out the activities from the overall count measure used in Model 7. Here
we see that the soup kitchen or food-shelf activity and the hosting-other-congregations
measure are both individually associated with higher odds of having experienced an
interior theft in the past year. All of the other measures’ associations are identical to
what was seen in Model 7. The one exception is that in Model 8, the Muslim indicator
becomes signiﬁcant. Speciﬁcally, Muslim congregations report lower odds of having
experienced an interior theft in the past year compared to Protestant congregations.
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Muslim congregations are less likely to rent out space compared to Protestant congregations; the two Muslim congregations that do rent out space did not experience internal
theft. Thus, net of controlling for “other congregations,” the Muslim coeﬃcient becomes
statistically signiﬁcant. We summarize and discuss all of these ﬁndings below.

Discussion
The analyses presented in Tables 3 and 4 show that the nature and number of activities an
organization engages in are associated with the organization’s experiences with property
crime. The overall count of activities was positively associated with having experienced
exterior vandalism, exterior theft, and interior theft, which strongly supports H1. We
found more nuanced ﬁndings when disaggregating the activities. Hosting a junior high or
high school is associated with higher odds of exterior vandalism but none of the other
property crime types providing only some support for H2. Hosting or renting space to
other congregations is positively associated with both interior and exterior theft but not
any form of vandalism. Hosting a soup kitchen or food shelf is positively associated with
exterior vandalism and interior theft (H2). However, contrary to expectations (H2),
temporary shelters and addiction recovery groups are not signiﬁcantly associated with
any property crime type.
Based on these ﬁndings, an observer might suggest that a congregation simply stop
engaging in these activities as a way to reduce the congregation’s future experiences with
crime. This solution, though, is not as easy as it might seem. Some of these activities are
crucial to the viability of the congregations as organizations. Many congregations rent
space in their building as a way to ﬁnancially survive. This is particularly the case for
congregations that once had larger memberships but have declined over time. For
instance, it was recently reported that 100 of the 262 Evangelical Lutheran Church in
America (ELCA) congregations in the Minneapolis-Saint Paul area are renting space to
other congregations (Sapong 2016). The ELCA has lost over 20% of its membership in the
past 30 years (Grammich et al. 2012), and renting space to other congregations is a way to
ﬁnancially support its buildings.
Beyond concerns about the ﬁnancial implications, abandoning certain engagement
activities could threaten the central identity and purpose of the congregation. While
providing worship services might be the core function of congregations, many congregations see their purpose as going far beyond that one function. Oﬀering soup kitchens,
youth education, and engaging in other activities are all part of many congregations’ larger
mission and identity (Ammerman 2005). Additionally, the social-service activities congregations engage in contribute to the social welfare system of the United States (Chaves
2012). Reducing such activities could have signiﬁcant implications for communities that
depend on them.
This study contributes to the literature in a number of ways. First, it provides a relatively rare
consideration of organizations as victims of blue-collar crime. Organizations are not merely
contexts in which individuals may experience victimization, but themselves are potential victims
of crime whose activities may bring them into contact with motivated oﬀenders. Second, this
study also moves the literature away from research solely based on businesses and demonstrates
that nonproﬁt organizations can also be victims of property crime. In fact, such crime may be
even more damaging to nonproﬁt organizations, which tend to have limited resources and
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depend heavily on donors for funding. While businesses may transfer some of the costs of
property crime to their customers through increased prices (Ramaseshan and Soutar 1991;
Wilkes 1978), nonproﬁt organizations are unable to do so. Still, more research is needed on
businesses as victims of crime (Hopkins 2002). Due to the dearth of research on organizations as
victims of blue-collar crime, it is not possible to compare the victimization rates of congregations
to businesses, schools, or other organizations. Thus, we do not know how prone diﬀerent types
of organizations are to victimization. This is a fruitful avenue for future research. Third, this
study provides support for the relevance of routine activities theory in application to organizations. The same factors that aﬀect individual victimization—frequency and type of routine
activities, target attractiveness, and proximity to motivated oﬀenders—also aﬀect organizational
victimization, though the extent to which varies by crime type.
This study is not without limitations. The data is cross-sectional and thus, we cannot
ascertain causality. Collecting longitudinal data is vital for understanding the causal direction
of the relationship between security measures and organizational victimization. The survey
only included Protestant, Jewish, Muslim, Eastern Orthodox, and nontraditional religious
tradition congregations; it did not survey Catholic congregations, which make up 6 percent of
the congregational population of the United States. Thus, the results should be generalized
with caution to Catholic congregations, and future research should examine whether the
ﬁndings are applicable to Catholic congregations as well. Additionally, the data do not contain
information on perpetrators, so we are not able to distinguish property crimes committed by
strangers from those committed by parishioners. We also do not have any additional
information on the extent to which the congregations teach moral codes against theft and
vandalism. It is possible that some congregations emphasize norms against property crime
more than others, which could potentially explain some of the variation in property crimes if
attendees are included among the perpetrators.
Future research examining organizations as victims or contexts for individual victimization
should also consider how organizational routine activities may aﬀect both organizational and
individual-level victimization. Additional research ﬁndings in this area would allow for the
possibility of identifying whether certain elements of routine activities theory are more important for predicting organizational versus individual victimization risk. The results also suggest
that congregations may be crime generators by bringing in large numbers of people for socialservice activities, schools, and/or church services. The former may also contribute to congregations being crime attractors as well, by drawing motivated oﬀenders to their establishment.
The ﬁndings of this study suggest the need for more research on organizations, and
nonproﬁt organizations in particular, as victims of crime. While this study focused on
voluntary organizations, speciﬁcally congregations, future research would beneﬁt from
testing our hypotheses in the context of government or state agencies. Many state agencies
engage in social welfare activities, similar to those of congregations, and thus may also be
prone to experience victimization because of their activities. Qualitative data may also help
identify the particular circumstances regarding the incidents and how organizations
respond to them. Data on the perpetrators of these crimes—whether they are members,
outsiders, volunteers, employees, or customers/clients—would also aid in developing
strategies for reducing victimization. Given the large contribution nonproﬁt organizations
make to society, further identifying factors that facilitate or impede their victimization is
an important area for future research.

THE SOCIOLOGICAL QUARTERLY

19

Notes
1. Outside of studies on routine activity theory, there is research on organizations as victims of
white-collar crime (Braithwaite 1985; Cressey 1953). Our study focuses on the lack of
research regarding how organizations can also be victims of blue-collar crime such as
property theft and vandalism.
2. These represented all of the Muslim cases in the InfoUSA database, which obviously does not
come close to covering the full population of Muslim congregations in the U.S., which is
estimated to be over 2,000 (Grammich et al. 2012).
3. For example, the 2008–2009 US Congregational Life Survey received 148 responses from 1,330
invited congregations (11%). See http://thearda.com/Archive/Files/Descriptions/CLS08PR.asp.
4. Examining the open-ended responses to this latter category ﬁnds that most of these individuals identiﬁed as a leader or member of the congregation’s board of directors, as an
executive director, or as some combination of the other categories.
5. The survey also asked about violent crimes in 2014, but these were quite rare (less than 2% of
respondents).
6. The property crime section also asked whether the congregation had experienced “a theft of
a car or property in a car” or “an arson/intentional ﬁre.” We do not utilize the arson outcome
as it was quite rarely chosen (less than 1% of respondents). We do not utilize the car theft
item simply for the sake of space and because we do not think it adds much conceptually
beyond the other theft items.
7. There was also a ninth “other” option in which congregations could specify other activities or
groups. We do not include this in our analysis.
8. In addition to deﬁning Black Protestant category, Steensland et al. (2000) further separate
Protestants into Evangelical Protestant and Mainline Protestant categories. We have theoretical reasons to think that Black Protestant congregations might have higher bias-motivated
victimization risks, so we created a separate category for this group of congregations in this
analysis. However, we did not have clear reasons to expect a diﬀerence between Mainline and
Evangelical Protestant congregations, so we did not separate these categories.
9. We considered whether our models would be aﬀected by multicollinearity by examining the
variance inﬂation factors (VIFs) of the predictors in the models. This analysis showed that the
mean VIF was 1.57 and the maximum VIF was 3.32, which does not indicate a signiﬁcant concern.
10. ° We examined models that included interaction terms between activities, security, and easy
access targets. We did not ﬁnd evidence of signiﬁcant interaction eﬀects.
11. We examined models for the other three outcomes that also excluded the Muslims cases to
see whether this would aﬀect those ﬁndings. The results of these alternative models
(N = 1225), however, were substantively identical to those including the Muslim cases
(N = 1248).
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