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ABSTRACT 

The report is a survey of alternative approaches-for govern­
ments, institutions, and individuals-to crime prevention in the 
residential setting. 

Security has two distinct meanings-actual protection against a 
threat and freedom from apprehension or fear about it. The value, or 
cost-effectiveness, of a security measure is considered from both these 
perspectives. 

A conceptual framework for determining the cost-effectiveness of 
a security measure in terms of reducing the actual risk of loss from 
crime is set out, based on two concepts: the crime pressure of the area 
and the vulnerability of the specific residence to which the security 
measure is to be applied. Crime pressure is a special type of crime 
rate, stated in terms of opportunities rather than targets. Vulnerability 
is defined as the probability that a particular residence will be the 
target of any randomly selected crime. Approaches available for 
dealing with residential crime can either .reduce crime pressure, which 
is a collective, public responsibility, or the vulnerability of a residence, 
which is particularistic and the responsibility of the individual. ' 

Two important conclusions are emphasized: 1) that security 
devices' should be seen as Piirt of the consumer market; and 2) that 
greater attention must be paid to the displacement effects of any 
target-hardening approaches. 

The report emphasizes the important role of· design in crime 
prevention. Other alternatives are discussed: security devices, citizen 
action (civilian patrols, tenant patrols, private guards), and public 
policies concerning residential security (police, incentives and crime 
insurance, state and local codes). 

The report concludes that government's role should primarily be 
informational and offers several recommendations for providing 
security information to the various audiences involved, as well as 
recommendations for further research. 
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.. ~ SUMMARY 
,i] 

iJ 'ft The interest in residential security meas­
'J ures, ranging from door hardware to design 
1 alterations, citizen patrols, and sophisticated 
l intrusion detection devices, has grown with 

;{.fj·,;.'i. increasing crime rates. The purpose of this 
.: report, with burglary as its focus, is to 
\i provide a framework for assessing these 
'J security measures and to identify their policy 

.j implications for government. 
'1 This report places special emphasis on the 
.j social, economic, and behavioral factors that ., 
':l influence security decisions by individuals. It 
:i does not address residential security in the 
1. abstract, as though it were the only goal in a 

.• ~ r~sidential environmel)t; instead, i~ attempts 
1 to elucidate what can and ~hould be done '.:i' 

'j when constraints and conflicting objectives 
,~ are taken into account. Because these neces-
1 sarily differ from context to conteKt and 
I individual to individual, the report seeks to 
J present general information concerning se-
'1 curity.: ,Pleasures and to rais,e the questions 
] that should be addressed in making security 
'.~ decisions, rather than to provide normative 
1 Phrescriptions of the security measures that 

<:4 s ould be implemented. . 
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PART I. ASSESSING THE COST· 
EFFECTIVENESS OF SECURITY 

MEASURES 
Security has two distinct meanings-actual 

protection against a threat and freedom 
from apprehension or fear about it. The 
value, or cost-effectiveness, of a' security 
measure tnay be considered from either of 
these perspectives. The, first would be em­
phasized by an outside observer attempting 
to prescribe "rational" security' measures for 
a r~sidence, the second by a resident trying 
to decide what security devices to buy or, 
procedures to take to optimize his feeling of 
security within, his home. hi the first part of 
the report, we attempt to identify the rela­
t.ionships 'among. the factors, involved in 
eith~r type of cost-effectiveness evaluation. 

IX 

Chapter 1 describes a conceptual frame­
work-or model-for determining' the cost­
effectiveness of a security measure in terms 
of its value in reducing the actual risk of 
crime. Chapter 2 considers cost-effectiveness 
in terms, of the resident's concerns and the 
reduction of the fear of residential crime. 
Both chapters share a central theme: the 
value of a security measure can only be 
~ssessed in terms of th~\..specific residential 
context in which it is applied, and then only 
in terms of its incremental contribution to 
the security of that residence. 

The performance of a security measure 
depends upon the existing level of security 
of the residence and the existing level of 
security of other residences in the area. Its 
incremental contribution to security depends 
upon the extent to which it upgrades the 
comparative security of the residence to 
which it is applied; that is, the extent to 
which its application reduces the crime 
threat to the' particular residence. Putting 
better locks on the doors of a home in­
creases its protection to the extent that they 
reduce the likelihood that the home will be 
the target of a successful burglary. The locks 
will probably have only a negligible effect on 
the overall incidence of crime in the neigh­
borhood; their primary protective function 
consists in reallocating crime away from t~e 
residence to which they are applied to other 
homes in the neighborhood. 

This proposition has important ramifica­
tions. For one thing, it means that the 
impact of applying a, security measure t.o 
every home will be extremely difficult to 
assess. The impact of better locks applied to 
every home in. the neighborhood will not 
simply be the sum of their impact applied to 
each home. Because security is relative and 
context-related, the fallacy' of composition 
comes into, play: the whole will be less than 
the sum of its parts, and perhaps apprecia­
bly so. I( there is no other neighborhood to 
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which crime may be displaced, the universal 
application of better locks may have a mini­
mal impact-or even none at aII--on the 
incidence of burglarrin the neighborhood. 

Chapter 1. Assessing· the Protective Capa-
bility of Security Measures· . 

E~ery h~me is to some extent protected 
agamst Crime both because it has some 
security measures and because of numerous 
attributes of the home and its occupants not 
normally considered security measures at all. 
No home, however, is totally secure; each 
faces sonie risk of crime. 

The crime risk confronting a residence­
th~ probability that it will be the target of a 
cnme over a specified crime period-is de­
termined by two variables: the "crime pres­
sure" in the area and the "vulnerability" of 
the residence. By "crime pressure," we mean 
the probability ~hat any randomly selected 
re~~dence in the area will .be the target of a 
cnme during the specified period. By" "vul­
nerability," we mean the probahility that the 
particular residence will be the target of any 
randomly selected crime. 

Crime pressure is the ratio of the number 
of anticipated crimes to the number of 
targets or opportunities for it; it is a special 
type of predicted crime rate, stated in terms 
of opportunities rather than population. For 
residential burglaries, it would be the num­
ber of anticipated crimes in an area during a 
given period divided by the number of 
residences in the area. 

Crime pressure is the equivalent of the 
mean crime risk for the residences in an 
area. Each of the residences, however will 
face a different risk. Vulnerability i~ the 
measu.re of the~e differences; it expresses 
the cnme-attractIveness of each residence in 
comparison with all otlwrs in the area. A 
residence that is a less attractive target than 
the average residence in the area will have a 

I lesser vulnerability , while one that is a more 
a~t~active target will have a greater vulnera­
bdl~y, To determine the vulnerability of a. 
residence, one must have information on its 
crime-attra~tiveness and that of other resi­
dences in the area. 

The. crime-attra.ctiveness. of a residence 
depends upon a variety of factors. Funda­
mental to its determination is knowledge 

x 

about the perceptions and motivations of 
offenders in the area: Why do they choose 
to attack one home and not another? Why 
do they persevere in tlYeir attack, once 
begun, in one instance but not another? 
Because offenders differ in their mix of 
skills, preferences, and methods of opera­
tion, the identity and relative importance of 
crime-attracting characteristics will differ 
from place to place. Area-specific informa­
tion on crime-attracting characteristics of 
residences is rarely available, and therefore 
vulnerability must necessarily be estimated 
on the basis of general knowledge and 
intuitions about crime-attractiveness and 
available testing or experiential information 
on the performance of the security measures 
that are in place. 

A physical analogue to the relationship 
between crime pressure and vulnerability in 
determining crime risk is a leaky fish tank. 
The higher the water level, the greater the 
pressure exerted on the sides and bottom of 
the tank. Some portions of the seam will 
wear more rapidly than others and as a 
consequence will be more apt to spring 
leaks. But, when the tank is empty, there is 
no pressure, so that the vulnerability of even 
the weakest point of the seam makes no 
practical difference. 

The crime risk to a residence may be 
reduced by measures that decrease its vul­
nerability or measures that reduce the crime 
.pressure in the area. The reduction of crime 
pressure is largely a social problem and a 
public policy concern. The vulnerability of a 
~e~idence, .on the other hand, is a particular­
IStiC questIOn, to be addressed by its owner 
or occupants. 

Security measures are applied to a r.esi­
dence either· to reduce its crime risk by 
decreasing its vulnerability or ·to reduce the 
probable cost of a crime if it should occur. 
To determine the benefits and cost-effective­
ness of a security measure, the crime risk 
must be measured in dollar terms. This 
necessitates a measure of the pr~bable cost 
of a random crime to the partklJlar resi­
dence, fu~ly. reflecting the anticipated nature 
of the. c.nmmaldamages (e.g., theft or per­
sonal Injury) and the amount of these dam­
a~es~ The. ris~ o~ loss from crime during a 
given perIod IS simply the product of criine 

SUMMARY TABLE I-Residential Security Functions and 
Subfunctions. . 

I. To control access by strangers to semi.public, semi·private, and 
private areas of a residential context:* 

A. To control access through formal inquiry procedures 
at an access point. 

B. To control access through informal inquiry procedures 
resulting from surveillance by residents, guards, police, and 
building employees. 

II. To control forced entry into semi-private and private areas. (By 
definition it is not possible to force entry into a semi-public 
area.) . 

A. To provide effective constructiqn barriers to forced 
entry. . '. 

B. To provide effective surveillance designed to detect 
persons attempting forced entry. 

C. To provide fast police response (and private guard 
response, where appropriate) for apprehending individuals· 
who are detected in the act of forcing·entry. 

D. To increase the likelihood that a person who perpe­
trates a forced entry will be accurately identified by witnesses 
so as to help insure his subsequent arrest and conviction. 

III To increasetlie likelihood that an individual committing a crime 
other than forced entry will be detected in the act through 
surveillance and wiU be apprehended. 

* We divide the continuum of space within a residential com­
plex (that is, a property consisting of one or more buildings 
containing dwelling units and associated grounds or, more 
broadly, a neighborhood consisting primarily of residential 

. uses~ into four'categories: 

a. Public. Space that, whatever its legal status, is perceived 
by all members of a residential area or neighborhood as 
belonging to the public as a whole, which a stranger has 
as much perceived right to use as a resident. 

b. Semi.public. Space accessible to all members of the public 
without passing through a locked or guarded barrier. 
There is thought to be an implied license for use by the 
public, and strangers will rarely be challenged. Generally 
associated with multi-family housing. 

c. Semi.private. Space restricted for use by residents, guests, 
and service people on legitimate assignments. In multi­
family housing, usually secured by guards (or doormen). 
locks, or other forms of physical barriers. Strangers can 
be expected to be challenged as potential trespassers. 

d. Private. Space restricted for use by residents of a single 
dwelling unit, their invited guests. and service people. 
with access generally controlled by locks and o\her 
physical barriem. Unauthorized use is alw.ays challenged 
when the opportunity for challenge presents itself. 

, -

risk and anticipated cost of a crime. Security 
measures may reduce vulnerability, thereby 
reducing crime risk, reduce the anticipated 
loss per' crime, or both. In all cases, their 
impact on~he risk of loss will vary directly 
with the crime pressure. . 

Most. security measures affect security in 
more than one' way; some of these . effects 
may be positive and others negative. The 
effectiveness of a security measure depends 

A. To provide surveillance for detectbg pers<it~s attempt-
ing to commit such crimes. . 

B. To provide fast police response (and private guard 
response, where appropriate) to apprehend individuals who 
are detected in the act eX committing crimes. 

C. To increase the likelihood that a person who perpe­
trates a crime will be accurately identified by witnesses so as 
to help insure his subsequent arrest and conviction. 

IV. To decrease the likelihood that an individual discovered in the 
act of forcing entry, or committing any other serious crime, will be 
able to avoid pursuit and subsequent capture while on the premise or 
grounds in which the crime occurred. 

A. To reduce the opportunities -for a fleeing criminal to 
hide from his pursuers on the premises or grounds. 

B. To increase the ease with which the police (and private 
guard forces, where appropriate) can seal off the perimeter 
of a residential context, in order to apprehend the perpetra­
tor of a crime committed in that setting. 

XI 

V. To decrease the likelihood of a potential criminal deciding to 
commit a crime on the premises or grounds of a residential context 
once he has observed the selling. 

A. With regard to criminal acts designed to obtain prop­
erty in a residential context, to decrease the perceived value 
of that property. 

B. To display precautions that have been taken to decrease 
the likelihood of a potential criminal gaining undetected 
access to the semi· public, semi-private, or private areas of a 
residential context, i.e., to display the precautions taken in 
support of Function I when such display would increase the 
deterrence effect more than the ease of circumvention . 

C. To display precautions that have been taken to decrease 
the likelihood of a potential criminal perpetrating a serious 
crime, undetected, in the. semi-public, semi-private, or private 
areas of a residential context, i.e., in part** to display the 
precautions taken in support of Functions II and III, when 
such display would increase the deterrence effect more than 
the ease of circumvention. 

D. To display precautions that have been taken to decrease 
the likelihood that a perpetrator of a serious crime in a 
residential context, who has been detected, will be able to 
successfully escape pursuit and, evade capture while still on 
the premises or grounds, i.e., to display the precautions taken 
in support of Function IV, when such display would increase 
the deterrence effect more than the ease of circumvention. 

**"In pail" refers to the inclusion under this subsection of steps 
taken to make a potential criminal think an empty residential 
unit is occupied, such as the use of timers and photo·electric 
cells to turn lights on and off. 

upon its fmpact on each of the aspects of 
security of aresidence--or, put differently, 
on each of· the crime-attr~cting characteris­
tics that contribute to its vulnerability and on 
its 'anticipated loss per crime. 
,In summary tables 1 and 2, we show the 

major residential security functions and asso­
ciated subfunctions and· the relationship of 
major categories. of physical security meas­
ures to these functions. 
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SUMMARY TABLE 2--=The'Relation~hip Between. Physical , tiori in the risk of loss-the utility of the 
added security measure. securityM~a!lures and Security Functions. . 

Security Measures 

Door and Window Systems 
Intrusion Detection Systems 
Surveillance Equipment 
Access Control Systems 
Exterior Lighting 
Display of Security Measures 
Devices to Simulate Occupancy 

Security Functions 

'" ,S:! 
..= 
~ :;... v II> ~ .. ce ... 8 c c 'i: v ~ r...1 U c.. 

,"0 .. 0: l!:! 
~ v ~ qJ 

e ..c r...1 Q 

~ 0 .... 
! c 0 .... .... c 0 0 0 u ~E 0 

'" e g '0 
'" ::s ..c iV C ·U C "0 ~ 'u 8 0 qJ 

'" i< U ~ c.. 

X X X X 
X X X X 

'X X X X 
X X 
X X X X X 

X 
X 

In assessing an added security measure, 
one must consider not only its negative and 
positive effects on each security function,but 
also the relative importance of each func­
tion. The utility of a security measure de­
pends not only upon the added effectiveness 
with which t.he security functions are per­
formed, but also upon the crime pressure in 
the area and. its impact on the comparative 
crime~attractiveness of the residence (that is, 
its vuln.erability). 

To determine the utility of a given secu­
rity measure applied to a particular resi­
dence, ther~fore, one must know more than 
its general or abstract performancechl;lrac­
teristics. Its performance must be considered 
in terms' of its complementary and conflict­
ing effects on existing security measures; 
each secUJ;ity function in the particular resi­
dential context must be 'weighed in terms of 
th~ importance of various crime-attracting 
characteristics in the area.' The remaining 
crime-attractiveness of the residence, with 
the added security measure in place, must be 
compared with the crime-attractiveness of 
other residences in the area to. determine, the 

. reduction in vulnerability. The vulnerability 
reduction and any reduction in. anticipated 
loss. as· a consequence of the security meas­
ure must be combined wjth data on crime 
pressure in the area to. calculate the reduc-

. The utility of a 'security"measure must be 
compared with its costs ,to. determine 

. whether it is cosi-effective. For this purpose, 
custs must be stated for the same time 
period' as the risk of loss figure and capital 
costs must be amortized appropriately. . 

No added security measure· is cost-effec­
tive unless it provides a greater reduction of 
the risk of loss than it costs; the ratio of its 
utility to its costs (for the same period) must 
exceed one in any incremental application of 
the security measare to the residence in 
question. There is an upper limit on cost­
effective expenditures for additional security 
measures-namely, the risk of loss confront­
ing the residence. 

Among the cost-effective levels of added 
investment for security measures, moreover, 
there is an optimal amount that should be 
expended. This amount is where the mar-

. ginal utility of the l~st dollar expended is the 
. greatest-that is, the addition of the last 

dollar of security investment yields the great­
est loss reduction. 

Chapter 2. The Resident's Assessment of 
Security .Measures 

The model d~scribed in chapter 1 looks at 
cost-effectiveness from the perspective of an 
outside observer seeking to reduce the actual 
crime risk to a residence in the most eco­
nomically justified way. It does not take into 
account the preferences, emotions, or:atti­
tudes of residents except insofar as they 
contribute to the level of vulnerab~ity 9f the 
residence or affect the protective capability 
of a partic~lar security investment.: <,: ' 

While the model offers useful guidance to 
a resident.seeking' to improve the security of 
his home, the factors included in :it will ndt 
be completely determinative for him. He 
views the problem of cr.ime, and the beriefits 
and costs. o( .security m'easures, differendy 
from an outside observ~r. He seeks to re­
duce the ctime threat as he perceives it; and, 
although there will undoubtedly' be a ·rela­
tionship between' 'his percepti9ns and the 
objectively described situation, the tw.o will 

. not necessarily be identical. 
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I~ The Perceived Risk of Loss from Crime 

t, A resident's fear of crime results in a 
, different perceptioii of crime risk from the 
ff.~ objectively. describ~hd rlisk'

l 
A fresi?ent .is ahl?t 

.~ to ov.erestlmate t e eve 0 CrIme In IS 
!;, .... ~,,~:~.' .... !,1 neighborhood (pressure) and the compara-

~J tive likelihood that he will be a victim (the 
~.L':"~I;.\j,· vulnerability of his home) because of his fear 
,.' of crime and the importance he attaches to 
~; his home as a private refuge. 
;~: Like the resident's subjective perception of 
, the threat of crime, his estimate of his 
~~ probable . loss from victimization is apt to be 
:"1 . greater than the observable situation would 
;1.' appear to warrant. He is apt to overestimate 
:::* the risk that a residential crime will lead to 
;':f violerit confrontation and to value the loss 
;;'.~ from injury to themselves or their families at 
,t . a greater amount than an,9utside observer. 
'4 Similarly, he will value his property more 

;;~ highly than most outside appraisers. 
,j Perceived Benefits from Se.curity Measures 
,I Most residents would undoubtedly rate the 
';'1 effectiveness of a security measure in reduc­
::\ ing their fear of residential crime in much 
I the same .way that an objective expert would 

,4 assess its protective capability, but this m~y 
;~ not be uniformly true. Some devices may 

:'.:"it.; offer less protective capability than reassur­
"3 ance to those who buy them, and vice-versa. 

'~.' And, among the security functions, residents 
':~ may place more emphasis on those provid­
•.... ~ ing protection of an occupied residence, and 
1 therefore security against violent confronta-

':.:.;.~I tion, than on others. In addition, a resident 
.. , may value a security device for important 
;,:.:'.1.. nonsecurity benefits that an o~tside obserdv.elr 
.'~ could not necessarily recognIze or rea I y 
:'l quantify. . 

'?I": C~~he resident is apt to consider the costs of 
T a security measure in a more inclusive, if l.ess 
::t1 rigq!ously quantified way, than an outSide 
;:~ observer. He will take into account not only 
l~ cash outlay, but also the compatability of the :1 measure with the lifestyle and living patterns 
t~I" of his household. The extent to which it.' 
'2J interferes with his privacy or tht; normal 
r!f~.:.',~.: activities of th~ family is a very real cost for 
.i, the resident. Possible malfunctions of a de-

standpoint--m~y also be regarded' as, costs by 
th.e resident. Questions of aesthetic values 
and preferences enter into the resident's 
assessment of costs, as well as his evaluation 

, of benefits. Finally, ~veri the direct costs of a 
device will vary dependil1g upon the charac­
teristics of the 'resident, and especia.lly his 
do-it-yourself ability . 

The Optimal'Security Investmentfor the Resident 
The resident faces an additional constraint 

that may cause him to spend more or less 
than marginal utility analysis of se<;llrity 
measures (based on costs and I?enefits as 'he 
perceives ·them). would show to be optimal. 
He has a limited' amount to spend on all 
household and consumer goods ,and.'must 
seek to make the most cost-effective pur­
chases of all types. He will determine his 
security investment not only by assessing 
available security measures, but also by com­
paring security with other wants. I? this 
respect, security products compete dlrec!ly 
with the whole spectrum of non-securIty 
consumer goods as well as among them­
selves. 
The USi!fulness of the Model to the Resident 

A resident will bring his subjective judg­
ments of crime risk, the probable loss from a. 
crime, the benefits and c.:>sts of security 
measures, and the comparatjve :importance 
of security and other consumet:. needs to 
bear in deciding how mu~h:t!J\.~p~~d on 
security and what ~o sp~nd it,.6.n.·A'l o';lt­
sider cannot preSCrIbe hiS,' behav)o~ .f<;>r ~Im . 
but can provide useful assist?llceto him. 
The framework of the moddca11' serve as a 
vehicle for providing important information 
to help the resident make security invest-
ment decisions. , 

Particularly critical is the emphasis of the 
model. on the specifics of the crime risk to 31 
residence. The model stresses ~hat the resl­

, dent should make security decisions in light 
of: 

• the crime pressure in his neighborhood 
or area and . 

• the existing . vulnerability of his home in 
comparison with others in the !leighbor­
hood or area, 

as well as the general effectiveness and costs 
of available security measures. Thus, the 

. household will want to analyze such ques-~... ~~~io: ~~'f;' r~~e;:~i~."11~:il~: :~:~~~~ 
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tionsas whether, residential burglaries are 
rare, or involve a relatively few houses in the 
area, or seem relatively frequent 'or wide­
spread. (When crime pressure is low, the 
benefits from security investments will be 
correspondingly: smaller; when it is high, 
they will be cor:respondinglygreater.)In 
practical terms, he will want to assess his 
vulnerability by asking such questions as the 
following: 

• Will an intruder approaching my home 
be observable by the neighbors? 

• Are the neighbors apt to be around to 
spot him? Will their presence be apparent? 

• Are the accessible doors and windows to 
my home locked? Are the locks adequate to 
withstand common techniques of forced en­
try? 

• Are the doors, fraIDI~s, and hinges re­
sistant to common techniques of forced en­
try? 

• If the burglar gets in, will his presence' 
be detected? If he is detf!cted, what is likely 
to happen? 

• W'ill a burglar desist when he becomes 
aware of the security measures that are 
present? Are there ways to make .him mote 
aware of their presence without diminishing 
their effectiveness? 

.• Finally, .how does my house compare 
WIth others m the area in terms of occu­
pancy p~tterns, observability of entry points, 
ease of Illegal entry through doors and win­
dows, and possible detection of intruders 
within the premises? 

PARTU. PHYSICAL SECURITY 
MEASURES AND DIi~SIGN PRINCIPLES 

Chapter 3. Security Devices and. Systems 
. Chapter 3 provides ;m overview of various 

types of security hardware available in the 
residel1\tia~ ma~ket or. with some applicability 
to the IresldentIaI settmg. These include door 
s,Yste.ms, windows and sliding glass doors, 
hghtmg, and mechankal, electro-mechanical 
and electronic security systems. . . , 
Door Systems . 

Doors. Because of the. wide price variations 
and the virtually infinite combination of 
mater~als and styles of doors, one' cannot 
prescnbe an optimal door f?r' security pur-
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poses. The vulnerability of ... a door is usually 
defined in terms of its penetrability, al­
thoug~ a greater haz.ard is posed by a door 
that fIts loosely to Its frame and may be 
readily pried pr forced open. . 

Three types of!.doors are in common use. 
(1) Flush wood doors are either of hollow-core 
or ~olidcore construction. Solid core doors 
provide good strength across the width of 
the door and add insulation and fire resist­
ance as well as security. Hollow~core flush 
doors, on the other hand, are easily pene­
trate~ but a!e being use~ increasingly on 
extenor entnes of new resIdences, primarily 
because they are least expensive. (2) Stile­
a;td-rail doors dif~er in their security effec­
tIveness dependIng on thickness, type of 
wood, and quality of fit to frame. (3) Metal 
doors are superior in security ,terms to any 
wood door, but offer less insulation 'and are 
often considered aesthetically unattractive 
for residential use. 

Hinges. Hin'ges are an important if often 
ove~looked element of a door system, pro­
tectmg a home or apartment against either a 
door being forced out of its frame or 
rem~~al of .the wh~le door after removing 
the hInge pIns. Vanous methods are availa­
ble for securing hinge pins when hinges are 
on the outside. 

Locks and Locking Devices. The five major 
lock categories used in residences are: 

• cylindrical (key-in-knob) locks 
• mortise locks 
• rim locks 
• cylinder deadboit locks 
• cylindrical lock sets with deadbolt func~ 

tion 

Cylindrical (key-in-knob) locks are most wi~ 
dely used in residential construction but are 
least desirable from a security viewpoint. 
Mortise locks require mortising of the door 
to install; since the introduction of cylindri­
cal locks, their popularity . has declined. A 
satisfactory mortise lock should have a dead­
?olt with a sufficient throw to fit securely 
Into the frame, but many do not •. Rim locks 
~re. often installed as an auxiliary lock on the 
mSldeof a door. Properly installed, a vertical 
dead bolt rim lock is an excellent security 
addition at a cheaper price than a replace­
ment primary lock. Cylindrical deadbolt 
locks, pteferablywith a double-cylinder, are 

becoming the most popular security lock. 
The ne.ed to find and use a key for egress 
poses some hazard in case of fire. Cylin<;lrical 
lock sets combining a dead latch function 
with a deadbolt combine the best features of 
a good security lock. 

Miscellaneous. Related to door security are 
chain locks, door intercoms and peephole 
viewers. Chain locks provide only limited 
protection against forced entry. T~ey do 
serve to aid in visitor identification, although 
the inexpensive peephole viewer is probably 
a safer way to provide this function. Door 
intercoms are most useful in multi-family 
housing-. , 

Windows and Sliding Glass Doors 
Windows constitute a major security prob­

lem. They are vulnerable in inverse propor­
tion to the vulnerability of main entry 
doors-an intruder almost invariably goes 
for a door first. There are several alterna­
tives for increasing window security-the use 
of grills or heavy screens, burglar resistant 
glass laminated with a'vinyl layer, and using 
nails or pins to prevent moveable sashes 
from being- opened. 
Lig~ting 

Outdoor lighting can be one of the most 
effective deterrents against crime. When 
properly used, it discourages criminal attack, 
increases natural observability, and reduces 
fear. Despite the voluminous material availa­
ble on lighting, however, there are few 
defini~ive standards on the optimal level of 
lighting in terms of crime prevention. For 
both single and multi-family housing, the 
most critical problem is not the absolute level 
of light but the evenness of light. Outdoor 
lighting coverage should be adequate to 
eliminate large shadowed areas but not so 
excessive ~s to be unpleasant to live with. No 
general standard applies to all residential 
areas, although porch,. garage and driveway 
lights should provide observation of visitors 
and allow police patrols easy identification of 
a house or apartment!l~mber: 

High-intensity street lighting, increasingly 
widespread as a crime deterrent, undoubt­
edly creates increased usage of city areas and 
may reduce street crime. To the extent it 
interferes with the living patterns and com­
fort of residents, such lighting may prove 
unsuitable in residential areas. Another con-
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cern . with high intensity and related public 
lighting programs is that they may serve 
only to displace crime-increasing the secu­
rity of one neighborhood at the expense of 
contiguous areas. Further research is needed 
on these displacement effects and other 
aspects of the relationship of street lighting 
to crime. ' 
Mechanical, Electro-Mechanical and Electronic 
Security Equipment . 

Complex and technological security ad~ 
vances heretofore oriented to commercial, 
industrial, and military installations have 
begun to move into the residential market. 
The fairly widespread use of. CCTV to 
monitor indoor and outdoor areas of apart­
ment complexes is but one example. Al­
though sensors and alarms are being used 
increasingly, only a negligible number of 
homes are now equipped with intrusion 
detection systems. Several problems are evi­
dent. The use of intrusion detection devices 
places certain strictures on family living 
patterns that are difficult to observe consist­
ently-especially if the household owns a 
dog or other pet. Inappropriate family be'­
haviors, together with equipment and instal­
lation deficiencies, have resulted in exces­
sively high false alarm rates (estimated a~ 
high as 95%). 

To insure effectiveness, detection and 
monitor~ng devices must be more reliable 
and communicate directly or indirectly to 
the police. Direct police communication is 
increasingl y rare, as soaring false alarm rates 
have made police leery of direct communica­
tion. While the private central station alarm 
system offers its client a positive attitude and 
response, the principal disadvantage to the 
consumer is cost. A monthly fee for moni­
toring and service (that begins at roughly 
$15 and can go substantially higher), in 
addition to the purchase or lease price plus 
installation charges, poses a real obstacle to 
the widespread use of intrusion detection 
systems in residences. 

Chapter 4. Design and Residential Secu­
rity 

Recent findings highlight the importance 
design plays in improving residential security 
both in existing communities and in plan­
ning new residential communities. Environ-



....... " ..... " .. ".,~ .... , .••. ~ •• ~ ~.,.~~ ... ~ "~'''''_H~.,~,,''.I .,. 

me~tal .p~yc~ologists have pointed o~!.t that 
ter~Ito~Ia~lty IS one means of establisJIing and 
mamtau~mg a sense of personal identity. If 
~e consider the urban setting in this light, it 
IS apparent that our cities and homes often 
do not strengtheq this sense of self; to the 
~ont~ary, they· o(t~n intensify feelings of 
Isolation and unimportance. Planners, build­
ers and. architects have not yet made of their 
profession a "socially responsible art" and 
the result is design that often inc~eases 
tendencies toward crime, violence and social 
isolati~n. Realizing this has been' an impor­
ta!1t fust step toward relating design to 
cr~me prevention. 

This r~lationsh~p has b.een tellingly docu­
mented In Defenstble Space, the recent work 
done by Oscar Newman and the Center for 
Reside.ntial Security Design" Inc. Newman 
and hiS research team were able to show 
significant relationships between environ­
ment }nd .beh~vior. Comparing projects al­
most laentIcal m density, population, income 
and other characteristics, but with sharply 
differing crime rates, Newman found th~ 
~ritical diffe~erices were the desigl1 of build­
mgs and t?elr groun?s, and the relationship 
of the projects to their surrounding environ­
ments, Newman, building on the earlier 
work of planners and behaviorists, has indi­
cated that architecture can create zones of 
te.rritorial influence that, when coml:lined 
with created opportunities for surveillance 
enable inhabitants to act miturally as thei; 
own po!icing agents. ,Work, done by the New 
York City Rand InStitute, m several Califor­
nia communities, and at Yerba Buena Plaza 
in San Francisco, support this relationship 
between design an? security. 

Design, then, offers a chance to b~ilci ~n: 
?pen society rather than the "fortress Ainer­
I~a" that is a possible (if repugnant) alterna­
tive,; and de~ign for security (even if that 
deSign must mclude some "fortification ele­
ments") is a m,uc~ m~re cost-effective ap­
~roachthan bUlI?mg WIthout any considera­
tion of what deSign has to do with security. 
~lth.ough the ~eneral security design 

gUldehnes need further testing, they do 
repre~ent a found~tion. for a. new approach 
to ~nme prevention III WhICh security is 
achieved through design and a natural sys­
tem o~ community protection and self-de-

fense. This approach- is oriented toward the 
creation, maintenance, ,or reinforcement of 
an open tommunity rather than an atmos­
pher~ of mistrust and control. The elements 
of thIS a~proach are b~sic, simple and gen­
eral, and mclude seven Important points: 

• Opportunities for surveillance 
• Differentiation of space 
• The assumption of territoriality 
• Access control 
• Separation of conflicting uses 
• P~bvision?f more acceptable outlets for 

potentially delmquent and criminal energies 
• Community aesthetics 

. Thes.e points define. residential design con­
Siderations that prOVide a focus for archi­
tects, planners and builders as they deal with 
a specific site or plan. 

~bviously, design is not a panacea for 
cnm~ problems, nor can any single set of 
solut,rons answer the needs of all socioeco­
nomIC groups .or all regions. Enough is now 
known, however, about design and security 
to warrant an effort to disseminate existing 
knowledge to architects, developers, build­
~rs, and local planning officials and to 
md.ude security considerations in site plan 
review and other flexible aspects of local 
development control. 

PART III. PRIVATE GROUP ACTION 
TO COMBAT RESIDENTIAL CRIME 

!he third ~ecti~n Of the report discusses 
pnvate group action to combat residential 
crime: citizen patrols in residential neighbor­
ho?ds, tenant patrols i.n, public h?using, and 
~nvate guard forces III the reSidential' set­
ting. 

Although. most ci.tizens would prefer im­
proved pohce serVice to any personal in­
volvement or, expenditure of funds for pri­
vate guards, the~ are increasingly banding 
t?gether to proVIde supplementary protec:" 
tIon for. ~helr homes and neighborhoods. 
The decI~l(m. about wh~t fo~m of protection 
to s~ek IS. dictated pnmanly by economic 
consl~e,~a~lons. Support for citizen patrols is 
found disproportionately among lower-sta­
tu~ persons," according to <;me study, whiie 
mld~le-dass peol?le .. press more' effectively 
for Illcreased pohce protection or hire pri­
vate guards. 
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Most such efforts at self-protection inhabit 
an anomalous legal- position. In our society 
there is little middle ground" betwe,en the 
sworn police officer and the ordinary citizen, 
and all the activities described in this section 
represent private Citizens undertaking an 
ancillary police role-an uncomfortable role 
with many inherent tensions and' one fet­
tered by a variety of legal restrictions. These 
restrictions and the risks they reflect are one 
of the drawbacks of such seif-protection 
measures. Other important issues concern 
the relationships of private protection efforts 
to the police' and their impact on the atti­
tudes of a community and its residents, 
particularly on fear. 
Chapter 5. Citiz~n Patrols 

The citizen patrol can be viewed as part of 
the long historical tradition ~f vigilantism in 
this ~ountry, with all the ambivalenc:e pres­
ent in that term. In the present instance, 
where their numbers are reported to be 
increasing in a number of suburban com­
munities and cities across the country, they 
are seen ideally as performing a relatively 
simple and narrowly defined role: to deter 
cri~ninal activity by their presence. Their 
function should be that of a passive guard: 
to watch for criminal or suspicious activity 
and to alert the police when they see it. 

Drawing on information that exists about 
citizen groups recently active or current, 
what are' their advantages ove! other protec-
tive measures? ' 

• Patrols are relatively inexpensive. 
• Patrols can perform a surveillance func­

tion effectively. 
• Patrols take advantage of existing be-

havior patterns. 
• Patrols can improve an individual's abil-

ity to deal with crime. ' 
• Patrols contribute to other desirable 

-social goals, related to neighborhood c~he­
siveness and the provision of a desirable 
alternative to less acceptable activity. 

In practice, however, patrols exhibit seri.:. 
ous shortcomings: 
. • Thetypital patrol process-format~on 
m response to a serious incident or height­
ened level, of fear about crime, increased 
membership, success in reducing criminal 
activity at least in a specific area, boredom, 

decreasing membershio. dissoluti~n-means 
that patrols tend to be ~hort-lived. 

• The passive role of a patrol is difficult 
to maintain. " 

.• The poiic€ 'wi!! be reluctant to cooperate 
With a patrol and may even oppose it; , .. , 

• The patrol may a,ggr~vate,. community 
tensions. " 

The principal problems of pairols relate to ' 
their inability to sustain the narrow, anti­
crime ro~e t?ey initially stress. They m~y be 
an effectIve temporary measure t6 deal with, 
criminal' contagion in a· particular area. Over 
the longer term, however, the inherent risks 
may outweigh the continued benefits. 

The proliferation' of patrols in recent 
years is evidence that they fill a felt need, 
but it should be recognized that patrols are 
no substitute for adequate police protection. 

Chapter 6. Tenant Patrols in Public Hous~ 
ing 

· While public housing management oper­
ates under severe budgetary constraints, it 
has a special obligation to seek out inexpen­
sive means of providing security for a popu­
latidn that has few economic or social alter­
natives as far as housing is concerned. It also 
faces a legal obligation to utilize tenants t~ 
provide management services, for the Hous­
ing and Urban Development Act of 1970 
requires' "maximum feasible participation of 
the tenants" in the development and opera­
tion of tenant services, including "services 
which are directly related to meeting tenant 
needs and providing a wholesome living 
environment." 

In this context, tenant patrols are an 
important security measure for public hous­
ing, and in a dozen or so cities patrols 
organized in a variety of ways have been 
funded by HUD, LEAA, the Department of 
Labor, state criminal justice agencies and 
private foundations, . . , 

The chapter describes three tenant patrol 
operations: New York, Hartford and Kansas 

. City, Mo. New york City represents a volun­
teer operation, the oldest and largest pres­
e,ndy in existence. More th<;ln 12,000 volun­
teers provide access control in the lobbies of' 

. hundreds of buildings, with some support 
and direction from the tenant patrol unit of 
the;! New York City Housing Authority. They 
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serve as a complement to the independent 
Housing Authority Police Department, 
whose 1500-plus men provide vertical patrol 
and the full range of police services to the 
public housing community. 

Beyond the guidance Qffered by the cen­
tral tenant' patrol'. unit, there is little formal 
training; the generally sedentary silrveillance 
activities of the tenant patrols, however, are 
the least complex type of patrol, where an 
untrained presence may be adequate. 

Every security, increment carries a price 
tag. Costs are proportionately lower in New 
York because only project supervisors are 
paid. The largest single expense is for tele­
phone services: a phone on a card table in 
the small lobbies connects the volunteers on 
duty (frequently women and elderly resi­
dents) to police help, and t.he volunteers do 
not hesitate to call at the first sign of any 
problem in the building. 

A small patrol working in two housing 
projects in Hartford, Conn., represents the 
use of Model Cities funding to support a 
patrol project. Receiving high marks from 
residents, the patrol nevertheless suggests 
the difficulties such projects often go 
through in becoming operational, as well as 
problems with training that often beset such 
groups. The Hartford experience points up 
the importance of police involvement and 
the need for clear administrative and organi. 
zational guidelines, issues of primary impor. 
t"lnce to the success of most patrols. 

The larger operation in Kansas City, 
funded heavily through the Emergency Em­
ployment Act, is a patrol at the opposite end 
of the image spectrum from New York City. 
Quasi-military and armed, the Kansas City 
patrol is the closest of all patrols to becom­
ing a separate police force and the Kansas 
City Police Department has been heavily 
involved in planning and training. The em­
phasis on the police role has caused some 
resentment. Admittedly, the balance between 
a security and community role has not been 
easy even for established police forces to 
maintain, but one of the potentials of patrols 
has been their special relation to their clien­
tele. 'Their success is vitiated if they aggra­
vate those resentments toward the police 
that many residents now hav.e. . 

Although the New York operation is spe~ 

cifical~ys.uccessful in its own setting, its 
.organlzati.On may not be valid. for' other ~~ 
jsettin~s. As in so many areas of security, the i~~ 
solutIOn' needs to be tailored to fit the }~ 
specific situation. 'Certain conclusions about t.~f~ 
the Ne'Y York City operation, however, are f~~ 
applicable to other patrols: t~I 

1) There generally exists no hard statistical t,~ 
basis for evaluation of a patrol's effective- ~t,!l 
ness. The variables pose almost insuperable r'j 
obstacles to relating changes in crime rate to f,tl 

:;JZi~~:~:~t t~~~ntto p~t%~~~h!~r ;r:~ :.i ..• :,~t":'·1"·I"· 
duce strong secondary benefits that relate to 
security: a lessened fear of crime 'and a ;~:~ 
strengthened sense of community. Second- 0;~ 
ary programs ~an deVelop from the patrols l~j 
t?at add to this community feeling: recrea- ;;;J 
tlona.l programs, often youth-oriented; com- ;;1 
mumty recqgnition and beautification pro- 1,ft 

gr~)~ith res-idents given preference, they t~,4.; 
provide. an additional employment avenue . 
fnr reSidents of public housing, with the i~il 
possibility of career ladder development to- t .. ~,:,l 
ward housing authority jobs"l 

4) The patrols affect the relationship of3 
people to place and space and this assump- "l 
tion of territorial responsibility is in itself an '.'1\ 
important security increment. :;;1 

The Pl!blic housing setting may be partic- '] 
~tlarly SUIted to such resident activity, offer- ~/{ 
mg the "clearer boundaries and relatively :~:1 
homogeneous constituency" that one patrol- ,:,:,;,':",1). 

watcher considers a prerequisite for effec-
tiveness. If this is true, it should also be',',,~ 
noted that there is no single, generally) 
ac~eptable. model of a successful patrol oper- >1 
aUon; agam, the concept must be tailored to !~l' 
local perceptions, police structure, physical (;1 
layout and management. There is, however, "'j 
a need for an information clearinghouse that l:':1 
local housing authorities could consult about ~:rJ 

~::;:~~~Ol;;'ivate Guards and Residential ~ 
Security 2;;1 

In a residential context, private guards are 
'I'" 

tIon, response capability, or a combination of r;' 
these functions. The price tag for all or any kf 
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of this puts guard s~rvices well out of the 
reach of most households in this country. 
Contracting for guard services is feasible 
only when the cost can be shared by many 
households, either through a neighborhood 
association' or a direct or indirect charge by 
management. 

The quality of the service a community or 
development obtains when it contracts for, a 
guard is open ,to serious question. The 
typical private guard, according to a recent 
Rand study, is an aging white male, poorly 
educated, usually untrained, and poorly 
paid. Personnel problems are aggravated by 
minimal training, and these inadequacies 
make the issue of weapons all the more 
critical. In our view, an armed guard in a 
residential setting is, quite literally, an exam­
ple of overkill. 

Guards should be trained as watchmen, 
with a communications capability to the 
polite. A watchman presence of this type 
may be justified in some residential com­
munities, especially those experiencing a 
contagion of criminal episodes. 

Although industry turnover is high and 
regulation haphazard, the potential advan­
t~ge of private guards over citizen ~atrols is 
that paid guards ,presumably wIll have 
greater staying power and are at least under 
the supervision· of a business enterprise that 
could discipline or fire them. In most resi­
dential areas, however, private guards are a 
poor security bargain. 

PART IV. ' PUBLIC POLICY ISSUES 
CONCERNING RESIDENTIAL 

SECURITY 
Government has three basic approaches to 

influencing individual or business behavior: 
through persuasion, the provision of incen­
tives, and compulsion. The final section of 
the report discusses the major proposals 
under the last two of these three approaches 
to "target-hardening" against residential 
crim~-that is, to inducing builders, land­
lords,homeowners, and tenants to protect 
residential units against burglary. 

Chapter 8. Residential Crime 
a,.d thePoli.;:e 

Most urban police departments have had a 
dis,,:ppointing impact on residential crime 

because of competing demands for insuffi­
cient manpower, higher priorities claimed by 
commercial areas, and the difficulty of pa­
tJ:olling varied physical layouts of neigh~~r­
'hoods and apartments. The. low probablhty 
that, an officer will actually observe a resi­
dential burglary, coupled wit~ average es­
cape times and police response'rates, make 'it 
unlikely that traditional police tactics-fo­
cussed on deterring crime through increas­
ing the likelihood of detection, apprehension 
and punishment-will have much impact on 
the incidence of residential crime. ' 

Two promising police innovations are 
worth mentioning, however. The first, team 
policing, involves decentralization of ~espon­
sibility, permanent assignment of officers t~ 
a specific area, integration of patrol, traffiC 
and detective functions, and related efforts 
at achieving increased community involve­
ment. Team policing appears to be increas­
ing police effectiveness and knowledge of 
the community, and, in turn, bolstering 
citizen confidence in the police. While no 
objective measures of long-term effecti~en~ss 
are available, these r~sults probably Justify 
increased team policing. whether or not the 
program proves to be a significant deterrent 
to residential burglary or results in higher 
apprehension rates. "-

The second new program is residential, 
security inspections. Aware that burglars 
seek out visible defects in residences, and 

. that most residents have sparse information 
available about hardware or procedures that 
<;.ould better protect their ,homes, police 
departments in some cities have begun to 
conduct home security inspections. The re­
port focused on California, where five juris­
dictions (Oakland, Los Angeles County, San 
Diego, .Los Angeles and Orange County) 
conducted inspection programs under t.he 
Crime Specific Program, supported WIth 

, LEAA funds. Common elements of their 
programs were an extensive publicity ca~­
paign, mail or phone or d?or-to-~oor sohcI-

. tations, followed by the inspections. Ea~h 
inspector went into the field with a checkhst· 
of vulnerable points and a set of recom­
mended hardware and procedural standards 
to discuss. 

. ' 
XIX 

Some hard lessons were learned from the 
experience. The inspections proved 'quite 
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costly .on an individual basis, response on 
other than door-to-door solicitation was dis­
a~p?inting, and the compliance rate was 
~lI?lmal. ~t ~ould seem far preferable to 
~lmlt security mspections to homes that have 
just been victimi?ed and those whose owners 
vol,;mtarily request an inspection from the 
polIce (not as a consequence of door-to-door 
canvassing). . 

Despite the poor compliance exp'e'rience in 
the California experiments, residential secu­
rity. inspections pr<:,vide a means and oppor­
tumty for thtLPOhce to help residents and 
housmg management minimize the oppor­
tunities for residential crime. To the extent 
such private citizens take measures and fol­
low .procedu~es that will strengthen the 
~hyslcal security of their dwellings, the mis­
SIon of the police in reducing crime will be 
greatly facilitated. , 

Chapter 9. Incentives for Residential Se­
curity Measures and Crime Insurance 

I!1centives to encourage citizens, to protect 
their homes could be provided in a number 
~f ways, from. ~o.metfiing as conceptually 
slmpl~ as SUbsIdlzmg the purchase and in­
stallauon of residential pro(:ective devices to 
a tax write-off of one or another form. The 
proposed. progra~ of .target-hardening in 
Impact ClUes, outlmed 10 LEANs guidelines 
for ?se of Impact City grants, is a specific 
sl!bs~dy pr~gram-that is, its purpose is, to 
dlID:lntsh . tne monetary cost of protective 
deVices .to such a low level" perhaps zero, 
that reSIdents will agree to installing them. 
:,-noth.er recent example of a large-scale 
In~~ntlve program. is New York City'S $5 
mdhon Block Secunty Program to encourage 
and support self-help community programs. 
The program offers matching grants of up 
to $10,000 to individual blocks, represented 
by ~lock associations,' organizations repre­
sentmg groups of blocks, and tenants' or 
merchants' associations. Police involvement is 
built into the program of training for block 
security officers. , 

The. most often suggested incentive, how.., 
ever, ,IS the reduction of crime insurance 
~ates for homes where protective devices .are 
Installed. We do not believe that· this is a 
realistic, proposal, since the incentive. effects 
would be minimal and the insurance indus-
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try itself has little reason to promote the 
incentive. . 

Some pr~posals concern,jng crime insur-
ance shade 'mto .the area. of. compulsion-for 

, example, a ~eqUlrer~ent In msurance policies 
. that protectIve deVIces be installed in order 
to .obtain crime coverage. These proposals, 
unfortunat~ly, ~onfuse .a social objective 
(greater re~Identlal security) with the, basic 
purpose of msu.rance (loss-spreading) and, in 
the p:ocess~ mIght severely limit the social 
benefits denved from crime insurance. 

Chapter 10. Compulsory Residential Secu­
rity Measures: State and Local Codes 

Our c.onsideration of compulsory meas­
ur~s to. Improve residential security focuses 
prImarily on state and local residential secu­
rity codes. There are four different types of 
"resi~~~tial security codes":' provis'ions in 
subd~v.Islon and other planning ordinances 
requIrIng that security be. considered in the 
d.e~ign C?f ne~"r~sidential devel9pments, pro­
v~slons 10 bUlldmg codes, establishing secu­
rity standards for' the construction of new 
?ousing; ,Provisic;ms in housing codes, requir-
109 the mstallatIon of protective devices in 
re~t~l housing; and, finally, ordinances re­
qUln~g the. owner-occupants of existing 
housmg to mstall protective devices. For 
~eason.s stated in chapter 4, we favor the 
InclUSIOn of security among the des,ign 
standards addressed, in subdivision or site 
plan review. In chapter 10, we consider the 
three other types of codes. 

Our major conclusion is that serious issues 
about the effectiveness and impact of codes 
have not been addressed. While it may be 
appropriat~ . to adopt ~:milding an~ housing 
code prOVISIons covermg security require­
ments .. codes ~ppIied to, existing owner­
O,ccup!ed housmg pose an additional and 
troublmg probl~m of the appropriate gov­
ernmental, role 111 regulating individual con­
duct for hIS own good. 

Chaptei" 11. Recommendations 
. To preface our recommendations concern-
109 the role of government at the federal, 
state, and local level, we reiterate that the 
crime risk to a given residence is a function 
O! .two variables, c~ime pressure andvulnera­
bl~lty. The mo~t Important implications of 
this are th,at reSIdential security is contextual 

and that the risk of crim~ to a residence may 
be reduced through two distinct types of 
measures, those that reduce overall crime 
pressure and those that reduce. vulnerability. 

A variety of government initiatives-rang­
ing from drug abuse programs to improve­
ments in the criminal justice system-may 
reduce crime pressure. They are beyond the 
scope of this report, but they necessarily and 
appropriately command most of govern- , 
ment's attention 'and resources in this field. 

Residential security measures affect vul­
nerability far more than crime pressure, The 
particularistic quality of security measures 
makes it very difficult to assess them from 
the standpoint of public policy. Reductions 
in vulnerability benefit only some people 
and impose a greater crime burden on 
others. This displacement effect has ramifi­
cations in terms of equity and fairness that 
an individual homeowner may ignore but 
that government cannot. 

The distribution of crime, as opposed to 
its frequency, touches upon aspects of pri­
vate behavior that may be outside the ken of 
governmental action. Residential security 
measures are basically consumer goods; and 
gov,ernmental action to affect the vulnerabil­
ity of residences should be limited accord­
ingly. This position underlies the following 
recommendations. 

1. ' Gove,rn'ment's . most important role is 
the provision of accurate an~ useful infor­
mation to potential consumers of residential 
~ec~,rity measures. A brief compilation of the 
type of information that should be conveyed 
to homeowners and tenants is presented in 
chapter 11. , 

There are two recommendations in this 
area: 

a. Local law enforcement agencies 
should initiate residential security i~spection 
programs. Information should be broadly 
disseminated; on-site inspections should be 
provided to residents who request them or 
have been recent victims of residential bur­
glaries. 

b. At the federal level, LEAA should 
establish a clearinghouse to collect, summa­
rize and disseminate information about resi­
dential·security. 

2: In recognition of the importance of 
deSIgn principles to residential security, it is 
recommended: 

" 

a. One of the prime.functions. of any 
LEA A clearinghouse should pe to· develop 
information about design approaches to resi­
dential security for dissemination to archi­
tects, planners, developers, and local plan-
ning officials.' . 

,b. The federal government should as­
sume a leadership. role' in efforts to train 
housing and planning professionals about 
design and security. ' . 

c. The federal government should sup­
port further demonstration programs, espe~ 
ciaBy to supplement design modifications in 
public housing with serious crime problems. 

d. At local government levels, security 
considerations should be included in site 
planning and subdivision regulation, with 
increased police involvement in these regula­
tory processes. In addition, minimum door" 
and lock standards for new housing should 
be provided through building code provi­
sions. 

e. In the light of the special federal 
obligation to residents of public housing, 
there should be a central information source 
so that local housing authorities can more 
easily obtain information about security 
hardware, design modifications, tenant pa­
trols and public housing guard forces. 

3. The following recommendations· relate 
to possible subjects for federaJ research and 
develop~ent: 

a. Offender studies are sources of in­
sight into improvement in social institutions 
to deter criminal behavior (measures that 
will reduce crime pressure) and rehabilitative 
and correctional processes. There', should be 
further research in this area" with a greater 
pooling of techniques and experiences 
among researchers; in particular, a better 
understanding is needed of the "projective" 
~echniques that have been used to study' 
I11carcerated offenders. ' . 

b. Having stressed the immediate rele­
vance of physical 'vulnerability data. to the 
effectiveness of design principles and .hard­
ware, further iterations of victimization sur­
veys(including the LEAA-Census National 
Crime· Panel) should include more stres's on 
speCific questions relating to physical vulner-
iliil~. .'. 

c. More research is needed on the 
nature of fear of crime to give -better 
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direction to assessments of the comparative 
seriousness of crime and security problems. 

d. Further work on the impact of high 
intensity street ; lighting on crime patterns, 
displacement, and non <rime related conse.,. 
quences is still a .r.esearch priority. 

4. The report's.. ,final conclusion discusses 
current LEAA activity on low<ost, reliable 
intrusion detection devices for residential 
application. Unfortunately, the low initial 
cost of such a device may prove to be 
illusory, since the major oudays for alarms 
are continuing charges to monitor them. 
Moreover, market resistance to intrusion 
detection devices may not be based so much 
on price as that these. devices impose too 
many constraints on normal living patterns. 
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Further, if the government were to subsidize 
s!lch a low<ost product, it would be ques- ,'; 
tIonable whether benefits would accrue to . 
those at the lower end of the income scale. . 7, 

If product development in this field is to f~i 
proceed, two research priorities are obvious: ~~ 

a. There, is a need to estimate what such ti~ 
a low-price system would actually cost con- !I 
sumers ove}" a prolonged period, including ~~ 
installation, monitoring and response costs;. F~ 
a~ .' ~ 

t{1 
b. There is a need for sophisticated 

market research, especially into the low- and 
moderate-income market, to determine the 
marketability of residential intrusion detec­
tion systems. 
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SCOPE OF THE REPORT 

This report is an assessment of security 
measures against residential crime, with par­
ticular emphasis on crimes that involve illt;­
gal entry int() residentia~ property .. Interest 
in the problem of reSidential cnme ha.s 
grown a~ crime rates have increa.sed; resI­
dential security measures, ranglOg from 
door hardware" to design alterations to so­
phisticated intrusion detection devices, have 
attrac"ted increasing attention from govern­
ment and citizens. The purpose of this 
report is to p'ro.vide a framework fo~ asse~s-;, 
ing thesesecunty measures and to IdentIfy 
their policy im.plica~io,ns for g~vernment: 

We" have paid special attentIon to social as 
well as economic tradeoffs required by secu­
rity measures and have attempted to identify 
the range of factors that influence security 
decisions by individuals. This report does 
not' address residential securitv in the ab­
stract, as though it were the o;'ly goal in a 
residential environment; rather, it attempts 
to elucidate what can and should be done 
when all the constraints and conflicting ob­
jectives are taken into account. Our intention 
throughout is to ask the significant ques­
tions, to provide a proper framework for 
meaningful answers, and to maintain a bal­
anced perspective on the subject. 

Neither residential crime nor residential 
security measures are terms with generally 
accepted meanings. The definitions we have 
utilized and some of the subjects we have 
excluded from "consideration ale explained 

" in the following paragraphs. 
Residential Crime: Focus on Stranger-to­

Stranger Crimes and Burglary 
Residential crime, for .our purposes, does 

not include every offense that might occur 
in residential areas. We were specifically 
asked to confine our study to crimes com­
mitted on residential property. We were also 
asked to focus· on. "stranger-to-stranger" 
crimes-those committed by persons un­
known to their victiqts. 

Among these residential crimes, bur­
glary-the illegal entry of residential pre~­
ises with the intent to commit a felonY-Is 
the most. prevalent. It is also the one. ~r~me 
committed by strangers that, by defimtIon, 
involves penetration of the spatial boundar'y 
(the residential lot line) established for thiS 
report. For both reasons, it receives the most 
emphasis in.what follows. . 

"~Re';idential security Measures: Foc~s on 
Deterrence or Prevention Rather Than 
Apprehension 

By residential security measures, we mean 
those devices, actions or procedures whose 
function is to protect resid~ntial space. Our 
discussion of security measures covers a 
diverse range of devices, procedures, and 
activities that help to protect the residential 
environment. Included are design principles 
for building security into new residential 
developments and enhancing the security of 
existing ones; lighting and security hardwa~ 
(including doors and windows and their 
components, intrusion detection and surveil­
lance equipment, and other miscellaneou.s 
devices); citizen and tenant patrols and pn­
vate guards. 
. Among residential security measure~, w.e 
place mon~ stress on those whose function IS 
to deter or foil an offender than on those 
whose function is to increase the probability 
of his apprehension by the police. Thi.s 
emphasis is justified by the nature of re.s~­
dential crime and law enforcement capablh­
ties. The traditional law enforcement ap­
proach, which emphasizes the deterrence of 
crime through the apprehension and pun­
ishment of offenders, has had only limited 
success in dealin,g with residential crime, and 
especially resideniial burglary. Police man­
power and resources are often inadeq~ate to 
deter residential crime by preventive patrol, 
and the response capability of the police is 
frequently too limited and slow to permit the 
apprehension of most residential burglars on 
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the . scene, even when the police receive an 
immediate alert. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that only a 
relatively small fraction of all reported resi­
dential burglaries are' cleared by arrest. Al­
though some security measures may improve 
the ability of the- police to apprehend of­
fenders, .this is usually not their most impor-
tant function. . 

Most of the measures that are proposed to 
'improve police capabilities and particularly 
their response capability, on the other hand, 
are directed to many law enforcement func­
tions of the police, rather than to residential 
crimes in particular. Accordingly, we do not 
attempt to analyze them in detail in this 
report. 

Areas of Exclusion: General Community 
Initiatives and' Weapolls 

Simiarly, a variety of community initiatives 
can be identified that would, among other 
things, contribute to the prevention of resi­
dential crime. Community activities might 
provide alternative outlets for potential of­
fenders;communiiy organization might pro­
mote a sense of mutual protectiveness 

. among residents, along with other desirable 
community improvements. It would be cast­
ing our net too wide, however, to attempt to 
cover the subject of community activities 
other than those such as community 'anti­
crime patrols. 

--We nave not devoted any substantial coverage 
in this report to personal, protective weap­
ons. We have conduded that weapons offer 
too great a risk of needless violence 'and 
injury to warrant their general use to protect 
a residence. No handgun or less-than-Iethal 
weapon is purely defensive;. it has both 
offensive and defensive capabilities, and 
which predonliiiates depends upon the user. 
A handgun kept ill' the home is often as apt 
to be stolen by a burglar when the house is 
unoccupied as it is to be used or brandished 
against him by a resident protecting himself 
and his family. Even in a criminal confronta­
tion, the risk is usually greater if an individ­
ual attempts to fight back thailif he submits. 
A weapon is less apt. to be a' source of 
protection than of tragedy, less iikely to be 
used against a b~rglar than. by . one spouse 
against' another., a child against a SIbling or 

playmate, ,a member of the household 
against an acquaintance. 
The Limited Applicability of Systems Ana-

lysis to Security 
We should note that we do not frame our ~{ 

discussion in terms of security "systems;" tf~ 
The concept of a residential security "sys- . ~,~,' .• ~,.,i! 
tern" may be. misleading if too narrowly or tSi 
conventionally conceived.' f4 

A sys~em, to use a dictionary definition, is t~ 
a related or connected set or arrangement of ~t.'~ 
things that form a unity or organic whole. ~;1 
As the definition implies, the relationship ~1 
between the elements ofa system is more t~ii 
than simply additive; each influences the t;I'.;'.'.~. 
others and all are needed to form the whole. Iii; 
Security, however, is not a 'unitary concept. ~i 
There is rio end-state, even apart from n;, 

practical and financial constraints, tbatcan f~l 
be called absolute or total security; rather; ~;i 
security is added to or detracted from by the f, •. ;.~.;.~.· 
presence or absence of security measures, i J 
many of which have only tenuo~s relation- (:'1j 
ships to one another. To force these meas- !;~ 
ures into' a security "system" may be an p';~ 
unwarranted application of the term. One ~;~ 
may go so far as to say that striving for a ~;:t 
"system"-for completeness--conflicts with ~~ 
even the most rudimentary application of ,4 
cost-effectiveness analysis, which suggests ~;J 
that behavioral, attitudinal, and financial k1 
limitations should influence, the 'choice of ~j~ 

;~;~ security measures. . i~ 
We do, however, adopt as much of the t,~} 

h 
~,,:J. 

"systems approach" as t e circumstances per- r5{ 
mit and conceive of the appropriate issues in Hri 
"system" terms. The security of a door, for r),~ 
example, depends not only on its lock, but H~ 
pn the door itself, its frame, the ~inges, and f:~ 
the quality of the construction and fit. It is ~,~1 
appropriate to, think of these components i~i 
together as a: door "system," just as.it is t&J 
prop~f to spe~~ of intru.sion dfe~ection l"sysd- £l!~'.,,:.~ .• ~.' •.. 
tems, comprIsmg a varIety 0 mterre ate "!Ii 
mechanical and electronic parts. " _ ~~ 

tl~ij' 

Emphasis on t~e Average Resid«mtiai tflt 

M::;ti:; the recent studies of residential ~'~Ir.'.l 
crime and secur.ity have' concentrated pri- !~ 
~arily on public housing projects and other ft~ 
mner-city neighborhoods with serious crime ~ 
.prohlems. Some of these studies and most ~ir; 

, , lit. It; 
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notably the wbrk of Oscar Newman, have 
made major contributions to the field of 
residential'security in general, as well as 
recommending appropriate security meas­
ures for tJ1ese critical situations. 

Our emphasis is. necessarily somewhat dif­
ferent. In analyzing the constraints and 
tradeoffs involved in residential security, we 
have tended to give appropriate weight to 
the average residential setting. Statistics from 
the 1970 Census of Housing indicate that 
this is a single-family home, outside the 
central city of a Standard Metropolitan Sta­
tistical Area, and owner-occupied. (For data 
on these points see table 1.) Our assignment, 
moreover, was to look at crime affecting all 
types of housing, including low-density sub­
urban areas. Accordingly, while the report 
recognizes and deals with the special security 
problems of multi-family housing, it places 
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more stress on aspects of residential security 
that all housing has in common. 

TABLE l.-Characteristic"§ of Occupied Housing Units, 
1970.* 

Location 

Inside SMSA's 
In central cities 
Outside central cities 
Total 

Outside SMSA's 
Total 

Number of Owner- Renter­
-Units per Occu- Occu- Total 
structure pied pied 

2 or 
more 

18.0 16.4 16.5 17.9 34.4 
27.6 7.8 24.7 10.7 35.4 
45.6 24.2 41.2 28.6 69.8 
26.2 4.0 21.0 9.1 30.2 
71.8 28.2 62.2 37.8 100.0 

* Excludes mobile homes and trailers. 
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Censlls, Census of Housing 

19~0, General Housing Characteristics, Final Report HC(J)-AI, 
United States Summar}" Table 10. I 
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Part I 
ASSESSING THE COST­

EFFECTIVENESS 
OF SECURITY MEASURES 
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Security has two distinct meanings-actual 
protection against a threat and freedom 
from apprehension or fear about it. The 
value, or cost-effectiveness, of a security 
measure ffi(;\y be considered from either of 
these perspectives. ~he first would be <=:m­
phasized by an outsIde observer attemptmg 
to prescribe "rational" security measures; the 
second by a homeowner or resident trying to 
decide what security devices to buy or proce­
dures to take to optimize his feeling of 
secUrity within his home. In this part of the 
report, we attempt to identify the relation­
ships among the factors involved in either 
type of cost~effectiveness evaluation. 

Chapter 1 describes a conceptual frame~ 
work-a model-for determining the cost­
effectiveness of a security measure in terms 
of its value in reducing the actual risk of 
crime. Chapter 2 considers cost-effectiveness 
in terms of the resident's concerns and the 
reduction of fear of residential crime. Both 
chapters share a central theme: the value of 
a security measure can only be assessed in 
t~rms of the specific residential context ill 
which it is applied, and then only in terms of 
its incremental .contribution to' (he security 
of th'at residence.. . 

The performance of a security measure 
depends upon the existing level of security 
of the residence and the existing level of 
security of other residences in the area. Its 
incremental contribution to security depends 
upon the extent to which it upgrades the 
comparative security of the residence to 
which it is applied; that is~ the extent to 
which its application reduces the crime 
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threat to the particular residence. Putting 
better locks on the doors of a home in~ 
creases its protection to the extent that they 
reduce the likelihood that the home will be 
the target of a successful burgiary. The locks 
wiIl probably have only a negligible effect on 
the overall incidence of crime in the neigh~ 
borhood; their primary protective function 
consists in reallocating crime away· from the 
residence to which they are applied to other 
homes in the neighborhood. 

This proposition has important ramifica~ 
tions. For one thing, it means that the 
impact of applying a security measure to 
every home will be extremely difficult to 
assess. The impact of better locks applied to 
every home in the neighborhood will not 
simply be the sum of their impact applied to 
each home. Because security is relative and 
context~related, the fallacy of composition 
comes into play: the whole will be less than 
the sum of its parts, and perhaps apprecia~ 
bly so. If there is no other neighborhood to 
which crime may be displaced, the 'universal 
application of better locks may have a mini­
mal impact--or even none at all--on the 
inci~ence of burgl~ry in the neighborhood . 

It is quite appropriate for the owner or 
occupants of a particular residence to under­
take to protect it even if the. effect is I:Q 
increase ~he crime threat to neighboring 
residences. This is not, however, necessarily 
the appropriate approach for government, 
which should be concerned with the reduc~ 
tion of the overall incidence of crime, not 
simply its reallocation. We return to this 
subJect in Part Four of the report. 
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1 ",485 per 100,000 population in 1971. This 
figure provides nothing more than a crude 
means of comparing trends for reported 

,,:; burglaries over time within the m~tropolitan 

CHAPTER't. ASSESSING THE PROTECTIVE CAPABILITY OJ! 

L area, or with othetmetropolitan areas. Us~­
~l ful as this rate maybe for some purposes, It 

:",!,',.','!'.~"'. does not give us the number of burglaries as 
r,i a ratio to the number of available targets. SECURITY' MEASURES 
~i The' distinction between crime "rate" and 

Every home is to some extent protected 
against crime. Its existing level of security 
results from numerous at.tributes of the 
home' and its occupants, many of which are 
not normally considered security measures at 
all. A residence is protected against crime 
because it is built to be sturdy and weatber­
tight, it is located near other homes (or, 
alternatively, is \,solated' and difficult to 
reach), the possessions of the occupants are 
limited in value, the number of potential 
offenders is limited, and so on. And every 
residence has some security measures-doors 
that close and can be locked, windows 
through which activities' outside the resi­
dence can be observed, household behavior 
patter~,s designed to safeguard valuable 
propel'ty. 

No home, however, is totally secure; every 
residence faces some risk of crime. The 
effectiveness of a security measure in provid­
ing protection must be assessed in terms of 
its incremental contribution to t.he reduction 
of this risk. 

A. Crime Risk 
The crime risk to a residence is the 

probability that it will. be the target of .a 
crime during a specified ti~e per!od. It. IS 

readily apparent that .the CTime rIsk v~nes 
from residence to resldence. A house m a 
high-crime area is more likely to ~e a target 
of crime than one in a low-cnme area; 
within the same area, one residence is more 
likely to be a target ~han another. 

The two' variables that determine the 
crime risk to a residence we call "crime , 
pI'essure" and "vulnerability." The first is a 
measure of tpe likelihood that any randomly 
selected residence in the area will be the 
target of a crime during a given period; the 
second, a measure of the likelihood that the 
particular residence will be the target of aily 
randomly selected crime. Stated formally, 

4 

crime risk is a function 
and vulnerability: ' 

of crime pressure ~i crime "pressure" is especially significant if 
~f.1~1 the ultimate purpose of coUecting crime data 

(1) R = f(P,V) 
where 

R = crime risk to a residence 
P = crime pressure in the area 
V = vulnerability of the residence 

r."is to determine the cost-effectiveness of al­
t~~ ternativesecurity measures, for these meas­
f~l\ ures are' 'applied to residential units, not 
~, individuals. Consider two neighborhoods 
~~.:~,',' where the crime rate for burglary is identi­
t:\If caL Suppose that in Neighborhood A, there 

B. Crime Pressure "~~ is an average of five persons per household, 
Of the two variables, crime pressure is the . t{~ in contrast with an average of only two 

easier to define and measure. Conventional l~ persons per household in Neighborhood B. 
crime statistics are genera]]y expressed as a t;;I~ On the basis of their crime, rates alone, the 
ratio of the number of crimes in a defined £j normal assumption would be that the seri­
geographic area 'to that area's population, f.~~ ousnessof crime is about the same for both 
usually as crimes per 100,000 population. 1~1;' neighborhoods. By taking the average 
These rates are normally derived from po- ~.f number of residents per dwelling into ac­
lice st~tistics on. rep<?rted cri~es, altho~gh ~~ count, however, it becomes clear that the 
there IS a growlQg mterest In generatIng t.1' households in Neighborhood A were much 
crime rate data from victimization surveys. k more often targets of burglary than are 
The principal advantage of the latter tech- r~ those of Neighborhood B-two and one-half 
nique, when properly executed, is that it~) times more ofmn. This conclusion is appar~nt 
reveals a more accurate picture by uncover- I':'~! from the fact that the number of burglaries 
ing crimes that have not been reported to i;t .in Neighborhood A was distributed over 60 
the police.1 ~t;1 percent fewer residences than i,n Neighbor-

Even in the best of circumstances, when ~g. hood B. 
we have a true crime rate that reflects all r~: The concept of crime pressure for resi­
reported and unreported crime, w~ still do ht dential burglary lends itself to measurement 
not have an appropriate measure of crime ~~j with readily available information. In most 
for analytical purposes. That mea~ure-what l'~~ cas'es, crime rates can be translated into 
we call crime "pressure"-is the number of ~~.i~." historical ctimepressure" indexes by using 
crimes expres,sed as a proportion of the ~I conventional police statistics in combination 
number of targets of a crime, or opportunities ~;3 with Census figures and other ·published 
for it; " data. For ex~mple, the Metropolitan. Police 

Take, for example, the burglary rate for ~l Department of Washington, D.C. publishes 
the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area-l:~;; monthly burglary rates for very smaU subdi­

'~ visions of the city known as Carney blocks. 2 

M:;· Combined with Census data, which show the 
1 The disparity between reported and unreported crimes isW" number of housing units on a block-by-block 

known to be very high in some areas. See Urban Systems t~ basis, it would be possible to generate histor­
Research and Engineering. Inc .• Crime and Housing~n a jl: 
Metropolitan Area;' A Stuqy of tlie PatteTTls qfResidenlial Crime. t:f~",', 
NI-71-026-C-l, January 1973. pp. 17.,..20. See also Philip H. I 

NEn~is. Cl rsiminal Vhictitpnizal!don i~ Iche,uni~ed. Silltes: LaA ReE'Po~ of a ,K.·~,:., 
altona uruey. t e reSl em s om mIssIon on W n,orce· f 

ment and the Administration of Justice. Field Survey II, i~.:." 
Washington: GPO. 1967. \1; 

'I':,'~ ;:. 
'0 
j' 

~ This concept was tirst developed by the St. Louis Police 
Department for use in detailed crime analysis. Washington. 
D.C., is dividedin~o several hundred Carney blocks, each 
composed of between three and 20 city blocks. There may be 
dozens orearney"~lockS- in a precinct or district. 
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ical data on burglary pressure for any Car­
ney block or the entire city. These data, in 
turn, could be used to predict future bur-
glary pressure. ,. 

Crime pressure should be expressed in 
terms of the number of probable crimes as a 
proportion of available targets, which, in the 
case of burglary, is equivalent to the number 
of households. For street crimes, pressure 
would be the number of expected crimes 
expressed as a proportion of the number of 
manhours spent by potential victims on the 
streets during a given time period. Admit­
tedly, it is more difficult to measure or 
estimate the number of manhours spent on 
the streets of any neighborhood than it is to 
count the number of residences in the same 
area. Consequently, the measurement of 
"pressure" will have a much greater margin 
of error when applied to street crimes (and 
more generally, to all crimes involving per­
sonal confrontation) than when applied to 
property crimes like auto theft and burglary. 

C. Vulnerability' 
Crime pressure defines the likelihood that 

one out of many dwellings (or persons) 
belonging to a group will be the target of a 
crime; it is the mean crime risk for the, 
group. The members of the group, howevefJ 
each face different crime risks. Vulnerability 
is the measure of these differences; it ex­
presses the relative attractiveness of each 
member of the group as a target for crime 
in comparison with all the other members of 
the group. 

In terms of residential crime, a residence 
that is a less attractive target than the 
average residence in the area will have a 
lower vulnerability, while a residence that is 
a more attractive target will have a ,higher 
vulnerability. 

If vulnerability is expressed as a' weight, 
equation (1) co~ld be written: 

(2) R = PV 

The average vulnerability would be one; 
homes that are more attractive targets .than 
the average would have a vulnerability 
greater than one, and homes that are less 
attractive targets than the average would 
have a vulnerability of less than one. For 
example, in an area with a predicted crime 
pressure of .10 for a given year (that is, ten 

J i 
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residential crimes per one hundred resi- differently, the weight to be assigned a forced entry it cQnfronts may differ from 
dences), the average home would face a particular crime-attracting characteristic (in those confronting a home in another area. 
crime risk of .10 (or one chance in ten of this instance, lack of occupancy) in assessing More refined information on crime-att'rac-
being a target), with other homes dispersed vulnerability appears to differ significantly, tiveness-and particularly on the relative 
around this mean according to their vulnera-' between areas. ~,:,'~, importance of various crime-attracting char-
bility. ~' ~ acteristics-requires empirical data that may 

A prediction of crime pressure requires TABLE 2-Occupancy Patterns and Burglary "be difficult to obtain. Studies of offenders, 
only aggregate data on the number of Victimi7Altion, Selected Boston Reporting Areas. [,~ which could provide insights into their per-
crimes and the number of residences in the High-Crime Low-Crime ,~-v. ceptions and preferences, face a number of 
area. Assessing the vulnerability of a resi- ,Areas Areas ~ obstacles. Only a small, and probably unre-
d h . 'f' . f Victims NOI,l-Vic- Victims No~-Vic- t~ presentative, sample of offenders (those who ence, owever, requires specl IC In orma- ums ums if.' 
tion a"bout its crime-attractiveness and com- I~ have beena,rrested and convicted) are read-

Parative information about the crime-attrac- Always home 14 326~ 3163 3398 'J il.y avail,able for interviews, and then only in 
Medium occupancy 27 -, h 

tiveness'of other residences in the area. Away a greai deal 49 37 51 23 ~~f CIrcumstances t at are not very conducive to 
100% 100% 100% 100%,~. the achievement of valid results. Field sur-The crime-attractiveness of a residence 

N == 10 251 85 319 ;} veys of residences, to isolate their crime-
depends upon a val~iety of factors, including if attracting characteristics and. the relative im-
the presence or absence of security measures SOURCE: Urban Systems Research and Engineering, victimi- {:t 
and their quality, the apparent value of the zation survey conducted under Law Enforcement Assistance ~~ portance of each would be hard to design 

Administration Contract No. J-LEAA-006-72, unpublished !:~~ and conduct because of the number and 
property contained in the dwelling, the occu- tabulation '~'ll I' f h 

. I~": comp eXlty ot e variables involved, the size 
pancy and behavior patterns of residents . ~{i of the sample that would be necessary to 
and neighbors, and a host of other charac- As~essment,s of the crime-attractivenes,s .. 0, ~." ~I~.; isolate crime-attractiveness from other fac~ 
teristics. Crime-attractiveness ultimately de- d 11 b d .""., 1:, • h a resl ence are usua y ase upon a r~ .ont tors, and t e sensitivity of some of the 
pends upon the perceptions of potential reasoning from general knowledge and~:, information required about the household 
offenders: Why do they attack one home but \, impressions about residential crime. Mostl\ and the physical attributes of homes. The 
not another? Why do they persevere in the 'd fal b I' . 'tt d t t Hil k f U b S attack in one instance but not another? rest en I urg' arIes are comml e 0 sea fii' wor .0 r an ystems Research and Engi-

property; most offenders are young and~(, neenn,g, Inc.. (pha. se I of this proiect) 3 
Because offenders differ in their mix of I' I k'll d k d f I' J re ~t~ve y uns Ie, ta, ea v, a.ntage 0 oppor-, ',','. suggests the hmltatlons on both these types 
skills, preferences, and methods of opera- tumtIes, and choose the eaSIest methods oft~ of empirical research. . 
tion, the identity and relative importance of entry rather than those involving risk of " . In the. absence of detailed area-by-area 
crime-attracting characteristics will ,differ detection or injury (such as breaking glass).};' mformatlon on crime-attractiveness vulnera-
from place to place. Few b~rglars plan a burglary of a s~ecificf~ b~li~y must necessarily be assessed on the 

This point may be illustrated with data home In advance rather than chOOSIng ak:' baSIS ?f general knowledge about crime-
from the victimization survey conducted by target within an areacasu;:dly and opportun-~, attractmg characteristics of residences and 
Urban Systems Research and Engineering in is~ically; perhaps still fewer ~n?w how tor available testing on experiential information 
Boston. The data, shown in Table 2, indicate P!ck a lock or; use <;>ther soplustlcated techr, on the p~rformance of the security measures 
that occupancy patterns affected victimiza- mques. . . ,,'~ that are m place. 
tion in both high-crime and low-crime areas. From these 'general characterIstIcs of reSl'~\ . 
Victims were more likely to be away from dential offenders and the crimes they CQrll-lli D Tb R 1 f 0 

horrie a great deal than non-victims, while mit conclusions may be drawn about where it! , e e a lonshlp Between Crime Pres-
non-victims were mOre likely always to be and how a burglar IS hkely to enter a';' .. u nera 1 lty . , '. . "~~:' sure and V I bOl' 

home. This suggests that lack of occupancy residence and the adequacy' of existing meas..fI;, be~v physl~al analogue to the relat~~ns?ip 
is a Cl ;me-attracting characteristic and that, ures to ,de, ter, ,fOH, or, dete,ct the entry. It iS~.'I~'.; " ee':l cnme .p"ressure and vulnerabilIty IS a 
within an area, those residences whose occu- in conjunction with this .generalized assess-~ " I~aky fish tank. The higher the water level, 
pants are away a great deal ~re apt to have mentof crime-attractiveness that perform.I:. ' t e greater the pressure exerted on the sides 
greater vulnerability, while those whose oc- ance testing of security devices, such as thattt' a::d botto~ oCthe tank. So~e portions of 
cupants are always home' are apt to have conducted by Underwriters' Laboratories or~~ t o~t~eam wIll :v~ar more rapIdly than other 
lesser vulnerability, Yet the data also show the National Bureau of Standards, takes ori" p . ons, and wIll therefore be more apt to 
that the impact of occupancy patterns on significance. Guidelines for determining, fOT: "shrmg.leaks. But, when the tank is empty, 
victimization was more substantial in low- example, whether or not a door systein'- ,t /re IS no pressure, so that the vulnerability 
crime areas than in high-crime areas, sug- provides adequate protection against com;. ,0 even ~he weakest point of the seam makes 

I . f' . .. , no practical dl'fcel'en gesting t tat the Importance of lack of occu- mon types 0 forced entry' are relevant for 1; ceo 
pancyas a crirpe-attracting characteristic var- assessing the vulnerability of a home in any 
ies from one type of area to the other. Put area, although the mix o( potential types of 3 Urban Syst~ms Re~ea_rc~ imd Engineering,op. cit, 
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There are still small towns in which even 
the well-to-do never lock their doors. Their 
homes may be much more vulnerable than 
those of their less affluent neighbors. (be­
cause, for example, they contain maJ1.Y more 
valuable items), bUt in the virtual absence of 
burglary pressure in the town, their crime 
risk is extremely low.4,.· , 

In a .,high-crime neighborhood, on the 
other hand, the crime risk facing a particu­
lar t:esidence is lik,ely to b~ high. But some 
residences will be more secure than others' 
because their vulnerability is lower, so to~ 
will be the crime risk they face. The most 
secure residence in a high-crime area might 
face a crime risk equal to or less than that of 
a home with high vulnerability in a low­
crime neighborhood. 

E. The Impact of Security Measures on 
Crime Risk 

The crime risk to a residence may be 
reduced by measures that decrease its vul­
nerability or measures that reduce the crime 
~ressure in the area. One important distinc­
tl.on .between the ~wo ways of reducing crime 
flsk IS that reducuon of the vulnerability of a 

.residence results in an incremental increase 
in the vulnerability (and therefore the crime 
risk) of all other residences in the area, while 
reductions in crime pressure benefit all resi-­
d~nces, t~e ext~nt of the .~enefit varying' 
dIrectly WIth their vulnerablhty. One minor, 
caveat should be noted: A change in crime 
pressut:e ,may result in a change in the 
Importance of various crime-attracting char­
acteristics, thereby causing a change in the 
vulnerability ranking of residences in the 
area. To the extent this occurs, the conse­
quence for a particular residence of a reduc­
tion in c'rime pressure is more difficult to 
predict. 

T?e reducti~n of crime pressure is pri­
manly a social problem and a public con-

. ~ l~ should be noted, however, that a substantial reduction 
m crIme pressure may make it more difficult to determine 
the vuln~r~bili.ty of a particular residence, This is because 
vulnerability IS assessed on the basis of information or 
aSSl~mptions ab~ut the re1at.ive imfJ?rtance of various security 
attributes of reSidences, which are m turn based on informa­
tion or assumptions about the lIlotivations and methods of 
operation of potential offenders in the area. In the absence 
of experiential data from the area-that is, a significant 
number of actual offenses-the assumptions upon which 
vulnerability assessments are based become more tenuous . 
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cern. The vulnerability of a residence, on 
the other hand, is a particularistic question, 
to be addressed by its owner or occupants. 

Security measures are applied . to a. res~~ 
dence primarily to reduce the cnme ns~. It 
confronts by directly decreasing vulner~blh~y 
or to reduce the 'probable cost of a cnme If 
it should occur. This second purpose re~ 
quires further explanation. Thus far we 
have defined crime risk simply as the proba~ 
biUty of being ~he target of. a ~ri~e. But 
crime!i impose different costs on VictimS, and 
one cannot assess the cost~effectiveness of 
security measures without some quantitative 
measure of the cost of crime. 

That measure is the·· probable cost of a 
random crime to a particular residence. 
Ideally, it should fully reflect the anticipated 
nature of the criminal damages-e.g., theft 
or personal injury-and assess these dam~ 
ages in terms of the property and perso?al 
characteristics of the occupants. In practlce, 
it could probably be estimated in terms of 
the average crime in the area, with upward 
or downward adjustment for the idiosyncra~ 
cies of the residence in question. ' 

The risk of loss from crime during a given 
period is simply the product of crime risk 
and the anticipated cost of a crime: 

(3) L == RA 
where 

L = Risk of loss, 
R = Crime risk and 

. A = Anticipated cost per crime 
. . . 

A reduction in the anticipated loss from a 
crime is usually associated primarily w,ith 
target~hardening measures, such. as puttmg 
valuables in a safe or other specially secure 
container, Other security measures may also 
have this consequence, however, to the ex~ 
tent they. diminish the likelihood that, for 
example, a burglar will stay in th~ home 
IOllg enough to find all the valuable ltems or 
increase the . likelihood that stolen property 
will be recovered and returned. 

Reductions. in vulnerability, on the ot~.er 
.hand, involve' a lessening of th~ prob~blhty 
that a burglar will attempt to.game~try, tpat 
he will persevere until he succeeds m dou~g 
so or that· once he has entered, he wlll 
co~mit a, theft. or other crime inflicting loss 
or injury. ReduCing vulnerability reduces the 

fn om ...,.p;r-z-

risk of loss by lowering the crime risk; 
Assuming t~at ~verything. ~lse i.s eq~al,. a­
given reduction m vulnerabllIty wtll result In 

a greater reduction in the risk of loss the 
higher the crime pressure. 

Most security measures affect security in 
more than one way. A door system (that, is! 
the door, its frame, lock, hinges, and other 
hardware) is obviously an access barrier, but 
it may also serve to facilitate surveillance if it 
includes a pane of glass or a peephole. Its 
performance of one function may comple­
ment or conflict with its performance of the 
other. The peephole does not interfere with" 
the door's function as an access barrier in " 
any significant way; the pane of glass might. I:' 
Dep~nding upo.n the context: moreover, a I~ 
part1~ular se~';lnty me,asure mlg~t serve one r> 
functIon POSItively whIle detractmg froJ? the gi~ 
performance of another. A~ elaborate :ntru- f~ 
sion ~~tection. system prOVides surveillance ~(i 
capablhty, but Its presence may also serve to f;,~ 
suggest that the residence contains extremely 1'.'.'lf.:,'. 
valuable property.. In short,. one must con- '::' 
sider the impact of a secu~lty measure on~, 
eac,h of the aspects o~ securIty relevant to a. ~.{.~ 
resldence--or, put dlfferently, on each of itj 
the crime-attractin& charac~eristics of .t~e Wi 

.
residen. ce tha~ ~ontrtbute to Its ~ulnerablllty~, 
and on its antIcIpated loss per cnme. r,; 

In Table 3, we list five major residential[ 
s~curity fun.ctions, toget~er with .subfunc-I:.f .•. 
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tlons related to each major functton. The, 
functions cover all of the principal dimen· ~~. 
sions of residential security, with t~e excep.[f' 
tion of the use of force by reSidents t()B 
protect themselves, which has been deliberJ; 
ately omitted.s The 'fun~tio~s and subfu~c'~f 
tions are designed to highlIght contrastmg; 
security objecti~es and ~except f~r the .fifth)~ 
are arranged m th~. sequen~e m ~hlch ~\ . 
crime occurs. The fifth functton, whICh pT!' 
marily concerns psychological deterren~elt. 
through the display of mea~u.res tak~n ln~..,. 
su pport of th~ ot~er f~n~u<?ns, loglcall~~:: 
precedes the cnm~ ~tself; It l~ hsted last onl} i: 
as a matter of styhstlc convemence. . .~: 

.' k, 
, r:.· 

"I f;~ .-. 

S As noted in the introductory comments on the scope ofi'. 
the report, we believe that the use of force by resident~ OIf ' 
other private citizens is not a justifiable or appropnaW,,,,. 
security measure. .. t .. 

TABLE 3. Residential Security Functions and Subfunctions 

l. To control access by strangers to semi-public, semi.private, and private areas of a residential context*. 

. A. To control access through formal inquiry procedUres at an access point. . 
B. To control .access through informal inquiry procedures resulting from surveillance by residents, guards, police, and 

building employees. 

(I. To control forced entr), into semi-private and private areas. (By definition it is not possible to force entry into a semi-public area.) 

A. To provide effective construction barriers to forced entry. ' 
B. To provide effective surveillance designed to detect persons attempting forced entry. . 
C. To provide fast police response· (arid private guard response, where appropriate) for apprehending individuals who are 

detected in the act of forcing entry. 
D. To increase the likelihood that a person who perpetrates a forced entry will' be accurately identified by witnesses so as to 

help insure his subsequent arrest and conviction. . 

Ill. To increase /lle likelihood that an individual committing a crime other than forced entry will be detected in the ac/through surveillance and 
will be apprehended. 

A. To provide surveillance for cletecting persons attempting to commit such crimes. 
B. To provide fast police response (and private guard response, where appropriate) to apprehend individuals who are 

detected in the act of committing crimes. . 
C. To increase the likelihood that a person who perpetrates a crime will be accurately identified by witnesses so as to help 

insure his subsequent arre~t and conviction. 

IV. To decrease the likelillOod that an inJividual discovered in the act cif forcing entry, or committing any other serialls crime, will be able to 
avoid pursuit and subsequent capture while on tile premise or gl"Ounds in which the crime occlIrred. 

A. To reduce the opportunities for a fleeing criminal to hide from his pursuers on the premises or grounds. 
B. To increase the ease with which the police (and private guard forces, where appropriate) can seal off the perimeter of a 

residential context, in order to apprehend the perpetrator of a crime committed in that setting. 

V. To decrease the likelihood cif a potential criminal deciding to cammit a crime em tile premises or grml7ldr of a residential COli/ext once lie has 
observed the selling. . 

A. With regard to criminal acts designed to obtain property in a residential context, to decrease the perceived value of that 
~pe~ . 

B. To 'display precautions that have been taken to decrease the likelihood of a potential criminal gaining undetected access to 
the s~mi-public, semi-private, or private areas of a residential context, i.e., to display the precautions ~ken in support of 
Function I when such display would increase the deterrence effect more than the ease of circumvention. ' 

C. To display precautions that have been taken to decrease the likelihood of a potential criminal perpetrating a serious crime, 
undetected, in the semi.public, semi-private, or private areas ofa residential context, i.e., in part** to display the precautions 
t~ken in s~pport of Functions II and III, when such display would increase the deterrence effect more than the ease '(Jf 
CircumVention. 

D. To display precautions that have been taken to decrease the likelihood that a perpetrator of a serious crime in a residentiat 
context, who has been detected, will be able to successfully escape pursuit and evade capture while still on the premises or 
grounds, i.e., to display the precautions taken in support of Function IV, when such display would increase the deterrence effect 
more than the ease of circumvention. 

*W~ .divide the continuum of space within a residential complex (that is: a property consisting of one ~r more buildings 
contammg d~elling units and associated grounds or, more broadly, a neighborhood consisting primarily of residential uses) into 
four categories: 

a. Public. Space that, whatever its legal status, is perceived by all membel's of a residential area or neighborhood as 
belonging to the public as a whole, which a stranger has as lilUCh perceived right to use as a resident. . 

b. Semi-public .. Space accessible to all inembers of the public without passing through a locked or guarded barrier. There is 
thought to be an implied license for use'by the public, and strangers will rarely be challenged. Generally associated with 
multi-family housing. 

c. Semi-private. Sp~ce restricted for use by residents, guests, and service people on legitimate assignments. In multi-family 
housmg, usulilly secured by guards (or doormen), locks, or other forms of physical barriers. Strangers can be expected to 
be challenged as potential trespassers. . 

d .. Private. Space· restricted for use by residents of a single dwelling unit, their invited guests, and service people, with access 
. ~nerally controlled· by locks and other physical barriers. Unauthorized use is always' challenged when the opportunity 

tor challenge presents itself. 

**':l~ part" refers to the inclusion under this subfunction of steps taken to make a potential criminal thin~ an elJlpty residential 
Umt IS occupied, such as the use of timers and photo-electric cells to turn lights on and off. - ", . 
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A particular security measure; as we have 
indicated, may affect the perfor~ance of a 
number of security functions. ,In Table 4, we 
show the relationship between major cate­
gories of physicaI.,security measures and the 
security functions.', . 

The effectiveness' with which the security 
functions are performed in a particular 
residence' in comparison with other resi­
dences in the area may be thought of as the 
complement of its vulnerability-that is, it is 
the probability that a randomly sc::lected 
crime in the area will not be directed at the 
residence. This, in turn, suggests a corre­
spondence between the importance of var­
ious crime-attracting characteristics and the 
comparable security functions in any particu­
lar area. 

In considering an added security measure, 
therefore, one must consider not only its 
negative and positive effects on the perform­
ance of each security function, but also the 
relative importance of each function. Stated 
as a relationship: 
(4) Urn = fI2 (ajAF1rn)) 

i==l 
where 

Urn = utility of security measure m. 
al == weight attached to security func­

tion i 
AFlrn = change in the' effectiveness with 

which security function i is per­
formed by the addition of security 
measure m.· 

The nature of this functional relationship is 
.central to the model.· From what we have 
previously said, it is apparent that the utility 
of a security measure can also be stated as 
the reduction of the risk of loss from its 
application to the residence, and. that this 
reduction is dependent upon crime pressure 
(which will not be appreciably changed by 
the security measure) and the change in· 
vulnerability and anticipated loss. 

(5) Urn = PAVrnAArn 
where 

P = crime pressure 
AV rn = change in vulnerability fmm adding 

security measure m 
AAm = change in anticipated loss per crime, 

from adding security measure m. 
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TABLE 4.-The Relationship Between Physical Security 
Measures and Security Functions. 

Security Measures 

Door and Window Systems 
Intrusion Detection Systems 
Stlrveillance Equipment 
Access Control Systems 
Exterior Lighting 

Security Funr.tions, . 
OIl 
II) 

:e 
:':: 

~ 
OIl .l:l 
~ c:: 
II) 1: 
p. .. 
re ~ ~ ,. " IJ.l 0 

t:- II) 

~ .§ 
'0 ~ 
... !:l II) 
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F. The Cost-Effectiveness ,of a Security 
Measure 

The utility of a security measure-that is 
its ~mpact on ,the risk of loss confronting th~ 
residence-must be compared to its costs to 
determine whether it is a cost-effective in­
vestment. Costs, for purposes of this com­
parison, must bf stated in terms of the same 
period as the risk of loss figure, and capital 
costs must be amortized over the time that 
the security measure will provide benefits 
~which,de~eriding on th~ ~ituation, may be 
Its useful hfe or the anticipated period of 
occupancy of the residence). 

When is an expenditure for a security 

Displa)' of Security Measures 
Devices to Simulate Occupancy 

x~ 
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What. equation (5) rei~troduce~ that eqUation~.'~l 
(4) did not expressly mclude IS the context-li 
dependency of the utility of a security meas- f:,;1 
ure. The lements of the functional relation- Iii' 
ship that are unstated. in equation (4) are the~\ 

measure cost-effective? To begin with one 
can immediately place an upper boun'd on 
inves~ment in sec~rity measures: no expendi­
ture IS cost-effective that costs more than the 
tot?} risk of loss. Thus, if a hypothetical 
reSidence faced an annual crime risk of .20 
(th,at is, on~ ~hance in five of. being a target) 
and an antiCipated loss of $325 per crime (a 

direct relationship ~~tween crime pressure .in t 
an area and the utility of an added secunty~. 
measure and the relative nature of vulnera-~ 
bility. . I~ 

Therefore, the utility of a security func-y: 
tion cannot be determined simply by consid-r: ering its abstract performance characteristicsl~ 
although these are obviOusly a relevant, fac-j 
tor. Its performanc~ must ?e considered .jn~ 
term~ o. f ea.ch secunty func.tIon .. The secuntyl:~ 
functions themselves must be appropriately~. 
weighted to reflect the importance of various~ 
crime-attracting ·characteristics in the area.M 
The remairiing crime-attractiveness of thef~, 
residence with the added security m'easure inl: 
place must be compared with the crime< 
attractiveness of other residences in the area. .'. 
to determine the reduction in vulnerability.: 
-:':he .vulnera. b~i~y . reduction and a.n~ reduc~t .. _ 
tIon III the anticipated loss from a CrIme as ·a~·· 
consequence of the security measure must bet/ 
combined with data on the crime pressure.inr 
the area to calculate the reduction in the risk;· 
of loss---the utility of the added security.~'., 
measure.' ,-t:-

'IC-

figure ind':lding both property loss, a dollar 
!oss. valuation. of personal injury, and any 
Indirect or nUisance costs), no added security 
measures that cost more 'than $65 per year 
would be justified. 

Within this limit. the question is how 
much to spend on security and what security 
measur~s to buy. Obviously, any security 
expenditure should reduce the risk of loss 
more than its cost. An expenditure of $20 
per year that~iJI result in an annual proba­
ble lo~s re~ucuon of only $18.75 is not cost­
effective. (In our hypothetical example, this 
would correspond to a reduction in the 
p~obabiJity of being the target of a successful 
cnme from once every five years to once 
every seven years.) , 

Fig';lre ;1 illustrates these relationships 
~raphlcally. The vertical axis i~' utility-that 
IS, the amount of reduction in the risk of 
loss-and· the horizontal axis the amount 
expende? on additional security measures. 
T~e. pOlllt of origin corresponds to the 
t'~<lstmg level of security in the residence. 
. In this figure the vertical line to the right 
IS ~he total risk of loss confronting the. 
~:sldence-the upper Jimit in any circum­
T~~ces.on cost-~ffe~tive security investments. 

dl<lg~na" hne lS the boundary between 
Cost-effectl.ve anti :cost ineffective investments 
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Cost-effective 

Not cost-effective 

Added investment in security measures 

FIGURE 1. Utility and Cost-Effectiveness of 
Added Security Investments. 

of any amount less than the total risk of loss 
On the illustrative curve, only investment~ 
between A and B are cost-effective. Invest­
ing less than the amount A or more than the 
amount :6. will yield less than a dollar of Joss 
reduction ~or each dollar expended., . 

By.lookmg at the marginal utility of ex­
penditures for added security measures-t~e 
lIlcremental loss reduction from the last 
d~lJar expended--one can also say some­
~hmg about the optimal level of investment 
1Il added security measures. 
. Figure 2 illustrates a marginal utility curve 

?erived from Figure 1. The curve shows the 
lIlcremental utility derived from the last 
?ollar spent at any level of added security 
lIlvestment. The hypothetical marginal utility 
curve shows, as would be expected in any 
real situation, that the amount of loss reduc­
tion obtained from the last dollar of added 
inves~ment i.~creaseg. to some point (C on the 
margmal utIlity curve) and thereafter dimin­
!shing returns. ~et in until, ultimately the 
mcremental utility of the last dollar of ex­
p~~dit.ure is :ze.ro. (Indeed, the marginal 
~tihty III some Circumstances ~ight be nega-
tive.) . 

Marginal utility analysis is instructive in 
determining the optimal amount of added 
se~~rity ~nvest~ent. As long as marginal 
utihty IS mcreasmg. an investor will obtain 
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Added investment in security measures 

FIGURE 2. Marginal Utility and Optimal Amount 
of Added Security Investments, 

more utility per dollar invested by e~pend­
jng additional resources. Once marginal util­
ity has peake4, added investments may still 
be cost-effective, but they will provide less 
utility per dollar invested than at the peak. 
An investor may wish to spend more than 
this optimal amount-if, for example, he has 
no constraint on the amount of resources 
available for additional security-but, where 
competing demands on his resources require' 
him to spend most efficiently for security, he 

, should not exceed the optimal level of added 

' .... _. 
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expenditure: This is the level where mar-, 
ginal utility is maximized. 

The hypothetical utility curve in figure 1 
and the equally hypothetical marginal utility 
curve derived from it in figure 2 portray the 
optimal combination of security measures 
for any given cost. For example, at;l annual 
security investment of $50 for a particular, 
residence might buy several different combi- f 
nations of security hardware. The combina- " 
tion shown in, figures 1 and 2 would repre- , 
sent the most effective 'hardware for that '­
resid~nce available for that annual cos.t. (In ~,' 
practIce, because of the costs of UnIts of!~ 
~ecurity ha~dware, a utility or margi.nal u~il-li 
Ity .curve mIght ~ave a number of disco.ntm- f~it 
Ultles repre~entmg levels of expendtture ~,~l 
where nothlOg could be bought. for an t~~ 
additional dollar of investment. For simplic- ~~ 
ity, this practical problem is igno,red in the g,l~,~,; 
hypothetical figures). t~( 

The derivation of these optimal combina·l~ 
dons of security measures for each level of R1'~ 
outlay. ~equires, an iterat~ve process, by w~ich r~ 
the uuhty of each secunty measu,re that IS a ~~ 
feasible element of such a combination is iiirl 
. determined' in conjunction with each other R~ 
element. Again, because the utility of:a given ~, 
security measure is context-dependent, non~l 
general guidelines may be prescribed con- f~~ 
cerning ~he d~oice of th~se security meas-~, 
ures, WhICh WIll necessanly vary from one!%'ff 
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CHAPTER 2. THE RESIDENT'S ASSESSMENT 014' SECURITY 
MEASURES 

The model outlined in chapter 1 looks at 
cost-effectiveness from the perspective of an 
outside observer attempting to reduce the 
actual crime risk to a residence in the most 
economically justified way. In going' about 
this task, he need not take into account the 
preferences, emotions, or attitudes of the 
residents except insofar as they contribute to 
the level of vulnerability of the residence or 
affect the protective capability of a particular 
security measure. 

No one actually makes decisions about 
security. measures from this perspective, al­
,though it is most directly applicable to 
security investment decisions by public hous­
ing authorities. A private builder or devel­
oper decides what security measures should 
be installed in a home on the basi~ of their 
impact on the marketability of the home and 
his profits from it. Amang the factors he will 
want to consider are whether the security 
measure will enhance sales by reassuring 
prospective purchasers that they will be 
secure or discourage sales by suggesting that 
crime will be a problem, and whether the 
cost of the security measure can be passed 
on to the purchaser. The most cost~effective 
security measures, from his vie\vpoint, are 
those that increase his profits the most; this 
does not necessarily correspond directly or 
completely to their cost-effectiveness in 
terms of protection. against crime. 

Similarly, an apartment owner seeks to 
minimize his, costs while maximizing his 
return. The losses from crime he is con­
cerned about are increased' vacancy rates 
an? ,r.epair costs because of damages to his 
b~lldmg or its equipment resulting from 
Cflme. The benefits from security measures 
he see~s are, marketing advantages, lower 
oper.atlOg costs, and higher per-unit net 
profit after. taxes~ ~Again, the cost~effective­
ness of a securiI{ measure in these terms is 
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measured differently from its protective 
value. ' 

Nor are the social costs and benefits of 
security measures calculated by looking at 
their protective value in terms of each resi­
dence. As mentioned earlier, the central 
thrust of the model is that security is parti­
cularistic and, relative. From a social policy 
perspective, therefore, the model offers only 
limited assistance, although it does suggest 
the need for careful analysis of the displace­
ment effects of publicly sponsored or s~p­
ported efforts directed at protecting one 
housing complex or housing in one area. 

The model does offer guidance to the 
resident seeking to improve the security of 
his home. Yet the considerations included in 
the model, even assuming that adequate data 
were available to enable the resident to apply 
its analyt~cal framework, will not be com~ 
pletely determinative f<;>r him. He views the 
problem of crime, and the benefits and costs 
of security measures, differently from an 
outside observer. The resident seeks. to re­
duce his apprehension or fear about crime­
what he perceives to be the crime threat-­
and not simply the actual crime threat. 
Although there is undoubtedly a relationship 
between the resident's oerceptions arid the 
objectively described siniation', the extent or 
nature of this relationship wi!! vary from one 
individual to another .. 
A. The Perceived Risk of Loss from 

Crime' . 
Fear and its consequences may be added 

to the model by casting it in terms of 
perceptions rather than objectively observed 
measures. The perceived crime risk, for 
example, includes a subjective element of 
apprehension or fear, based upon a reaction 
to the actual crime risk. The net effect will 
usually be to inflate the crime pressure and 
vulnerability-and therefore 'the crime risk-
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over their observed values for the particular 
residence. l In functional terms: 

Perceived Crime Risk i~ a function of 
Perceived Crime Pressure and Per­
ceived Vulnerabi!ity 

(6) Rp = f(Pp, Vp) , 

, Why do people tend to overestimate the 
risk that their household will be the victim of 
a residential crime? There are a number of 
complex psychological reasons, which we do 
not profess to understand fully, but which 
appear to relate to the importance of the 
home environment as a refuge. The home is 
the one totally private and personal space a 
family has; it is where an uninviteeJ outsider 
is most unwelcome and art illegal. intrusion 
most threatening. . 

Moreover, because ,his home is the space 
most within an individual's personal control, 
he is' most'likely to act upon his apprehen­
sions there. To some indetermiriate extent, 
the general fear of violent criminal attack 
most people have--of street crime, for ex­
ample-impels them to fear residential 
crime. Their fear of crime is likely to be a 
single fear, not a series' of discrete .fears, one 
of which ends and another, begins at their 
property line. Their fear of residential crime 
is partly a ,transferrance phenomenon-a 
concern that crime will follow them from the 
streets to their home. 

I Numerous public opinion polls, since 196'6, have charted 
the upward movement of crime as an issue ,of increasing 
national concern (see Margaret Conway, "Public Opinion on 
Crime and Law Enforcement.in the Unlled States," Bureau 
of Social Science Research, Inc., June 197D. The victimiza­
tion studies generated for the President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice showed a 
central research concern for the public anxiety about crime, 
and attempted to explore the fear of crime and its realistic 
relationship to the risk of victimization, While these surveys 
concluded that fear' of crime is a major problem, it was not 
clear whether that fear was unreasonably high .. The survey of 
fear of crime in Baltimore, ,done for Life MagaUl!e by Louis 
Harris Associates (see Jack Rosenthal, "The Cage of Fear in 
Cities Beset by Crime," Life Magazine, July II, 1969, p. 16) 

, found a high level of anxiety; more important, that an 
unwalTanted amount of fear was expressed by those living in 
the safest areas of the city. Rosenthal's summary concludes ". 
.. people's fear of crime is e}:aggeraled,and-proportionate 
to the amo~nt of crif!lc, in theiran!aHhe people least. in 
danger are '//lost afraid." It is this disparity between fear of 
crim,e ,and actual risk of victimization that affects our 
hypothesis concerping residential security .. and deserves fur­
ther research .. For a general discussion of studies to date, see 
Frank F. Furstenberg, Jr., "Fear of Grime and Its Effects on, 
Citizen Behavior," Bl'lftiau of sodalSdence Research; Inc" 
Mardi 1972. 

An inflated perception of the, threat of 
crime is apt to be coupled, with a greater 
estimate of the probable loss from victimiza­
tiOll than the, observable situation would" 
suggest to an outsider. People are apt to 
overestimate the risk that a residential crime. 
will 'lead to a violent confrontation with the' 
intruder-either a thief panicking upon " 
being discovered or a criminal bent upon. 
assault, rape, or murder. Despite its statisti7• 

cal remoteness-the vast majority of burglar~ 
'ies occur when a home is unoccupied and 

ies leading to crimes of violence are exceed- greatest value on measures that· protect an 
i~gly rare. On ,an annual basis, therefore" occupi.ed residence, and therefore provide 
the average household faces a risk of loss : security against violent confrontation, and 
from burglary of $12<-$17. Since the cost- that among these rrieasures ones that deter 
effective investment on security measures the offender before he attempts to enter or 
(assuming ~he' cost is, sunk and cannot be· prevent entry would be favored over those 
ft!couped, as for all practical purposes it is) that alert the household or others to the 
would be some $60-$80. It should be' noted, presence of the intruder within the home. 

, moreover" that if . the family has insurance There is no empirical evidence available on 
against theft losses with $100 deductible, the this point, however; and, in practice, house­
~pper ,limit on th~ cost-effective security hold opinions on this subject would be hard 
Investments per home would be $20-$25.· to separate from their overall evaluations of 

nearly all burglars seek to avoid, not con~ 
front their v,ictims-nearly 'everyone worries 
about this risk. And people are unlikely to .. ~ 
translate the loss from injury or death to 
them~elves or a family member into the ; 
actuarial figures an outside observer would j. 

apply~ Moreover, most people value their ' 
prop~r~y at a greater amount than an out-' ~ 
sider would, as anyone who has ever made a ~. 
property insurance claim is likely to attest. .~ 
First, their valuatio'n will be based on re- t,f 
placement cost, not depreciated value; sec- '~, 

ond, t.hey are lik~lyto include' a? element of I.: 
personal or sentImental worth, m the value •. 

This figure is the average family's upper particular types of security hardware. 
limit on total expenditures for security meas- From the perspective of a particular resi­
ures; expenditures of this amount would be dent, moreover, a particular security meas­
cost~effectiveonly if they reduced the antici- ure may offer important non-security bene­
pated loss from crime to zero. fits, only some of which will be apparent or 

Many families confronting an average or quantifiable to an outside observer. An in­
below average 'crime risk spend substantially trusion detection system may include fire 
more than this amount for securitv meas- sensors;, a watch-dog may be a welcome 
ures. The reasons, to reiterate, is that they family pet; a new door may improve the 
implicitly'place a higher price tag on the aesthetics of the home. 
probable loss from crime, either in terms of 
the risk of victimization or t.he probable loss 
o~ (mo!~ commonly) both. 

of many of their own possessions. ' . ~>' B. Pe;ceived Benefits 'from Security Meas-
Thus, most people's subjective estimate of t ures 

what we have called anticipated crime loss is ~. M . 
likely to be higher than an outsider's esti- ~~ . o~t residents WOUld. undoubtedly rate the 
mate, both because they esti01ate the risk of 1/ '~ffectIV~ness of a security measure in reduc:-

, mg thelr fear of residential crime in much 
victimiz. ation higher a'nd b~ca?s~ th~y assess.~ the same ~ay that an outsider would assess 
the probable loss fro~ VlcumlzatlOn at a ~ its .protective cap' ability, ,but this may not be 
greater amount. ~. 

In these circumstances', qne might think <. umformly. true. A measure that ~as negligi-
residents wou.ld spend more for security..: ble ~curlty value from' an, outSider's per-

h b" b Id' spectlve may seem valuable to a resident 
measures t an an' 0 ~ecuve 0 server wou f because it r, educes his ,fear by offering visible 
recommend, and undoubtedly many house-· 
holds do just that. Available data 011 residen-. reass~rance o( security. Another" with sub: 
'tial burglary suggest that th~ average house-, ' stantIal. value in reducing the actual risk to 
hold will be victimized only· on', every', t~~, reSidence, may seem practically worthless 

to the occupants because it does not reduce twenty to twenty-five years, as. sumingno'.Ii.' h' 
b . 1 b I 21.f t ell' apprehensions. W.e would exp'ect 

su .stan~la ~!t;ange in current urg ary ~ates. ,.'~.; h.ousehold perceptions, of the worth of secu­
ThiS CrIme wIll result, on the average, III thel 
If· h $300 $325:1 b 1 ., , my measures to vary from 'con~ext to con­
OS!! 0 property wort ", - ; urg a~-~:it text;. unfortunately, no' one has yet at-

2 This estim~te is derived from the 1970 FBI Uniforrti::; te:upted to address this question in a system-
, h' h ' atlc fashion. .' . . 

~ri!lle Reports and the 197.0 C~nsus of J:Iousing, w It :, 

mdlc;\te that two reported resldenllal burglaries occurred f9f,: , 'Nor has. there been·lfIluch attention to the 
every· one hundred occupied residences. To account for:~ relat~d. question of household assessments of 
unreported burglaries, this figure has been more than th' ' 
dOUbled. ,el~portance of achievirigeach of the 
3Thi~ is the FBI figure for 1970 for reported burglaries::, S~cUrlty funttions or the associated subfunc­

one may assume that the average loss fro~ unreport~d: Hans ·W(! outline,d ,in table 3. We would 
~~~~rl\~g~S less, ~hich II!ilkes the following point even !llO~'J?' postulate~:thaFresidents' ~ould place the 

C. Costs 
, In describing the objective form of the 

model, we noted only that all costs should be 
stated in terms of the same time period as 
th~ b~nefits. From the viewpoint. of an 
objective observer, it is appropriate to limit 
the assessment of costs to direct and indirect 
cash outlays for capital equipment, opera­
tion, and maintenance. 
Th~ resident, however, is apt to consider 

costs III a more inclusive, if less rigorously 
q~antifie?, manner. Mor~ than cash outlays 
Will be Involved; he wIll also take into 
accou~t the compatability of a security meas­
u~e with the lifestyle an<.i iiving patterns of 
hiS, household. The extent, for example, to 
which .a security measure is a threat to his 
privacy or interferes with' the normal activi­
ties of the family represents a very real cost 
for' the household .. Possible malfunctions of 
the.device-a factor relevant primarily to the 
evaluation of the. ~en.efi.ts of a security 
me.asure from an obJectJve- standpoint-may 
also be regarded as costs by the resident. To 
illustrate, a high false alarm rate from an 
,intrusion detection system is not a cost of t!:e 
?evice frolJl an obj~ctive perspective. Rather, 
~t may reduce the benefits from the system 
In one of two ways: the household. irritated 
by the frequency of fals~ alarms, will turn it 
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off-and. with it, most of the security bene- 'A resident has a limited amount to spend/. 
fits it could provide--or it will be less apt to for all household and consumer goods. As 2Z 
prod\!~e a response when it sounds a real consequence, he .must seek to make notonlyt 
alarm--on the principle of the Catolinian the most cost-effective security investments,·· 
geese or the boy,trying wolf too often, its but the most cost-effective expenditures :of 
credibility will be·iihpaired. From the per- all types. In seeking to optimize all of his 
spective of the household itself, however, expenditures he must compare the margimil 
false alarms pose costs, as well as negative utility of the last dollar spent.on security 
benefits. They will be a nuisance to house- measures with the marginal utility of alterna" 
hold members, and possibly to neighbors tive uses of his resources. Security measures. 
(thereby impairing ~dghborhood relation- costing more than the amount having the 
ships having non-security value). To take greatest cost-effectiveness may still be more 
another example~ a major lock company is efficient than available alternatives, in which 
developing a keyless, ele.ctronic lock, conceiv-, case he may spend more than the optimal 
ably for future residential, as well as com- amount for security taken alone. By contrast, 
mercial and industrioJ, ·application. The fail- even the most cost-effective amount of secu­
ure of the electrical supply for the lock rity investment may have a lower marginal 
would have no security implications; if there utility than another combination of uses of 
was a blackout or the battery ran down, the the same resources, in which case he should 
door simply could not be opened. Obviously, invest the resources for these other pur­
however, being unable to open the door, poses. 
especially during a fire emergency, might be In short, a resident will determine his 
judged a serious hazard by a resident. security investment not only by assessing 

There are a. variety of other attributes of available security measures, but also by com­
any piece of hardw~re, generally subsumed paring security with other wants. Actual r 
under the label of consumer preferences or consumer behavior in the security market­
taste, that will influence a resident's decision place reflects, this comparison; it is not ; 
whether or not to acquire it. Ina formal simply a. reflection of whether or not resi­
description of his decision processes, these dents consider one or another security meas­
appropriately enter into his determination of ure to be cost-effective in meeting their ~ 
the costs of the device, as. well as his perceived security needs. As consumers, resi-, ., 
evaluation of benefits. dents are constantly (if intuitively) ranking 

the available security meaSUI:es. Experience 
has not taught the average person much 
about the comparative value of one type of 
I~ck against arot?er o~ the adv~ntages and 
disadvantages of IntrUSIon detectIon devices. 
In this regard, security measures differ from 
many other consumer goods in two signifi­
cant respects. The first distinctive attribute 
of security measures is that they are often 
marketed thr<?ugh ,emotional appeals playing 
upo.n the reSIdent s fears. Second, the pro­
tective value of ~ security measure depends 
upon ~ow well It preven.ts something from 
~ccurrmg~ not how well It performs a posi­
tIve function. One locks and uniocksa door 
with ~ key f~eque~tly; the eas~ or difficulty 
of domg so IS a directly observable criterion 
?Y which .the consumer judges the lock. Yet 
Its sec~nty l?erf<?rmance depends upon 
somethmg qUIte different: the reduction in 
the frequency with which forced entry of the 
door occurs. This is a "non-event" not 
directly per~eivable by any individu;l con­
sumer, and IS dependent upon the reactions 
of unknown offenders. 

The framework of the model can serve as 
~ vehic'le for- providing the' resident with 
Impo~tan.t information to help him make 
se~?nt~ Inve,stment decisions. Particularly 
cntl~a~ IS the emphasis of the model on the 
speCIfIcs of the 'crime risk to a residence. 
The mode! emphasizes that the' resident' 
should make security decisions in light of: Finally, it should be noted that even the security investments against their other con-, 

direct costs of a device will vary depending sumer demands. In this respect, security ,', 
upon the characteristics of the resident. A products compete directly with the whole ~ . • the crime pressure in his neighborhood 
skilled do-it-yourselfer may be able to install spectrum of non-security conSllIlier goods as, o~ ~rea and hiS probable loss if he is the 
a new lock himself (and even derive benefits well as among themselves. .! Victim of a crime and 
from his enjoyment of the task); an unskilled E. The Usefulness of the Model for Resi· , .• the. existir;tg vulnerability of his home in 
resident will have to pay a locksmith or dents companson With others in the neighborhood 
carpenter to have it ir:tstalled. Our cen~ral point.in this chapter has been. . or area, 

I). The Optimal Security Investment for that <I.., resi?ent wil,l bring his fear of ~rime as well as the general effectiveness and costs 
the Resident and hIS estimates of the probable loss from a ~ of.a security measure. 

In discussing the objective form of the crime, the benefits. and costs of security: For the resident crime 
model, we stated that the optimal securl'ty measures and the comparative importance" needs t b d '. pre.ssure probably 

.' .. 0 e etermmed only In gross terms 
investment is the amount for which the last' of secunty and other consumer needs to" Most people kno h h h' '} b . 
dollar spent. yields th.e greatest margl:"lal' . bear in deciding how much to spend for· hoods h .w w e~ er t elr neIg 1 or-• . ' . '. . . ". . ave a serIOUS crIme problem or not; 
utilit.y< The resident, however, faces an add'i- secunty and what to spend It on. As~. . for security purpos d' t' , . h' b . 'd 'b .' . es, IS mgUls mg etween 
tional constraint that may cause him to consequence, an outsler cannot prescrI e Ii high and low-crim b ff' 

d '1 . h h his behavior for him.;~' If known resl'dentl~ larbeas Im~y e su , IClent. sp.en more oress on secunty t an' t e . .. d '. .. a urg anes are rare, or 
marginal utility curve for security invest- Most people a~e .relatl~ely~mm.forme .~, Involve only a few houses in the nei hbor-
ments(defined in terms of costs and benefits abo.ut the actual rIsk ?f resldentlalcn~e, t~e~ hoo~, residents are probably correct ~n as­
as he values them) would show to be opti- vano~s ways to achlev~greater resldentlal~.; SUmlI~g t~atcrime.pressure is relativel low. 
mal.· secunty, and the benefits and drawbacks of.; , In thls.sItuation,· the benefits from se~urity 
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investments to reduce vulnerability will be 
correspondingly smaller. In the extreme case 
wher~ crime. pressure is virtually nil, ex­
penditures ~o reduce vulnerability yield neg­
ligiblebenefits. 

V ulnerability' and security are inversely 
r~lated: t~e extent to which security func­
tions are .Inadequately performed, relative to 
other reSidences in. the area, is the measure 
of vulnerability. I n assessing the vulnerability 
of his home, a resident will want to ask such 
questions as the following: 

• Will an intruder approaching my home 
be observable to the neighbors? 

• Are the neighbors apt to be around to 
spot him? Will thei~ presence be apparent? 

• Are the acceSSible doors and windows to 
my house locked? Are the locks adequate to 
Withstand common techniques of forced en­
try? (Effective locks are discussed in chapter 
3.) 

• Are the ooors, the frames and the 
hinges resistant to common techniques of 
forced entry? (This, too, is discussed in 
chapter 3.) 

• If the burglar gets in, will his presence 
be detected? If he is detected, what is likely 
to happen? 

• Will a burglar desist when he 'becomes 
·aware of the security measures that are 
present? Are there ways to make him moie 
aware of tl:teir presence without diminishing 
their .effectiveness? 

.• Finally, ~ow does my house compare 
with others In the area in terms of the 
observability of entry points, occupancy pat­
terns, .ease of illegal entry through doors 
and WIndows, and possible detection of in­
truders within the premises? 

Me~su~es to red uce vulnerability yield 
benefIts In terms of reduced crime risk. 
T~ese benefits v.ary directly with the level of 
cnme pressure In th~ area: They also vary 
accordIng to the relatIve cnme-attractiveness 
of the house in comparis'On with other 
houses in the area before and after the 
added measures are taken-the reason for 
the final question in the preceding list. 

F. Conclusion 
T~e ~?st-effectiveness of a given security 

deVice In a particular residence depends 
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upon a number of factors. Among the most 
significant are: 

• the crime pressure in the area; 
• the vulnerabili~y of the particular reSI­

dence relative to others in the area; 
• the anticipated~ loss should a crime oc­

cur; 
• the effectiveness of the device in reduc­

ing the relative vulnerability of the residence 
or the anticipated loss; 

• the extent to which the device reduces 
apprehension or fear about crime; 

• the synergistic relationship of the device 
to other security measures in the residence; 

• the purchase, installation, and mainte­
nance costs of the device, as well as the cost 
of associated devices or services; and 

• the non-monetary costs of the device, 
including any necessary adjustments in 
household behavior, interference with pri-

vacy or other values, and nuisances caused 
by malfunctions. 
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Though a device is cost-effective for a 
particular consumer, he may not buy it. His 
disposable income is limited, and other 
goods and services may have a greater 
marginal utility from his perspective. Even 
apart from the other particuhiristic and 
subjective components of a cost-effectiveness 
determination, it is obviously impossible to 
prescribe the relative importance that a 
household ought to assign to security ex­
penditures as opposed to alternative outlays. 

In the next chapter, we examine various 
types of security hardware and devices. We 
necessarily concentrate on their general ef­
fectiveness in providing protection in a resi­
dential setting, although we also have some­
thing to say about other factors relevant to a 
determination of their cost-effectiveness. 

." 

Part II 
PHYSICAL SECURITY MEASURES 

AND DESIGN PRINCIPLES 
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CHAPTEl,{ 3. SECURITY DEVICES AND SYSTEMS 

This chapter provide,s an overvie.w of 
various classes of security hardware. It IS not 
a lengthy or exhaustive technica! catalog':le, 
but simply an attempt to provIde a brIef 
descripti()n of the most common categories 
of security hardware either available in the 
residential market or with some applicability 
to the residential setting. We have generally 
used those broad descriptive terminologies 
common to most such physical classifications. 
Specific suggestions concerning security 
hardware for a typical residence are con­
tained in chapter 11. 
A. Door Systems 

There has been increasing recognl,tJon in 
recent years that even the best lock cannot 
afford the protection claimed for it unless it 
is part bf a door or window that satisfies a 

i minimum number of construction and mate­
rial criteria.· Whether the door is constructed 
of wood or metal, is solid or hollow-core, 
how well it fits to the frame-these and 
many other considerations will determine 
how resistant the door is to forced entry, in 
addition to how it is secured with locks. 

There are scores of different kinds of 
doors if. residential use. The types and 
qualities of materials u'sed in' door construc­
tion vary widely from neighborhood to 
neighborhood, from region to region, and 
from builder to builder. Prices, as we noted 
in chapt,er 2, vary substantially, especially for 
replacen,1ent doors. 

Because of the, yirtually infinite combina­
tion of materials and variatioQ,s in the quality 

( of workmanship that go into the manufac­
f ture and installation of doors, it would be 

misleading to define an "optimal" door for 
security purposes. Variations in the need for 

,1::, securit)! would alone preclude the develop-
It ment of an optimal security door system. . 

. ~ ;/ 

. The ;vulnerability of a door (as opposed to 
Its frame, hinges or other accessory parts) is 
~suall1'defineq_in~,terms of it~penetrabil­
Ity-that is; how-~ ea.sy it is, or how long it 
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takes to break through the door itself. In fact, 
howev~r, breaking through a door is not the 
most common method employed for defeat­
ing a door system. A far more significant 
hazard is the door that fits loosely to the 
frame, thereby allowing it to be pried or 
forced open. 

1. Doors. There are three major types of 
doors-flush wood doors, stile-and-rail 
(panel) wood doors, and metal doors. 

a. Flush doors. There are two types of flush 
doors-hollow-core and solid-core. A hollow­
core door is literally nothing more than two 
sheets of a thin substance overlaying hollow 
cardboard strips. Despite the obvious ease of 
penetrating hollow-core doors, they are 
being used increasingly on exterior doors of 
new residences, primarily because they are 
less expensive than other types of doors. 

Solid-cores have a substantial security ad­
vantage over: hollow-core doors. Continuous 
block cores, a common type of solid. oore 
constru.ction, are composed of wood blocks 
bonded together with the end joints stag­
gered and sanded to a' smooth; uniform 
thickness. This type of core provides good 
strength across. the width of the door and 
has excellent dimensional stability. 

Solid-cores add sound insulation and fire 
resistance, as well as security, to flush doors. 
Solid-core doors are often used between the 
house and, hazard.ous fire areas such as 
garages and heater rooms, where they can 
provide a fire resistance of approximately 
one-half hour. Special composition core 
doors with Underwriters' Laboratories (UL) 
approved fire ratings', of up to one-and-one­
half hours are produced for more demand­
ing specifications in apartments, commercial, 
and institutional buildings. ' 

b. Stile-and-rail doors. Stile-and-rail doors, 
illustrated in Figur.e 3, vary substantially in 
their security chal:acteristics. Thickness, the 
type of wood used, and the quality of fit to 
the frame are important cO'nsiderations . 
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FIGU.RE 3. Stile-and-Rail Door. 

Some panel and louver designs provide 
more resistance to attack than hollow-core 
flush doors; sash, storm, and screen designs 
offer virtually no security at all. 

c. Metal doors. Strictly from a security 
perspective, a steel-sheathed door is superior 
to any type of wood door. A flush metal 
door comes with a metal frame, usually 
reinforced by interior formed sections. Metal 
doors, however, are less attractive and offer 
less insulation than wood doors. 

2. Hinges. The security value of the door 
hinge is often overlooked. A w,ell-secured 
hinge protects a home or apartment against 
two types of forced entry: (1) forcing the 
door out of the frame by applying pressure 
to its hinged side; or (2) lifting the door out 
of its frame after removing the hinge pins. 

From a security standpoint, the most im­
portant features of a hinge are whether it is 
located on the inside or outside of the door 
and (if the hinge is on the outside) whether 
or not its piilS are removable. A door 
opening outward is less vulnerable than one 
opening inward because it is much I!lore 
difficult to pull a door outward from its 
frame than to push it inward. 
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Illustration (a) 

Hinge---+ 

Door 
Jamb 

Illustration (b) 

Illustration (c) 

Screw 
or 

, wood 

. 
FIGURE 4. Methods of securing hinges. 'r.: 

If a door opens outward, however, the 
hinge' pins will also be on the outside, 
making it possible to remove the hinge pins 
and gain entry. There are several easy 
remedies to this problem. One is to weld the 
pins, to the hinge or between the two ends. 
Although this method is effective, it is also 
permanent. Three additional methods of 
securing hinges or hinge pins are illustrated 
in Figure 4. One technique-illustration 
(a)-requires drilling a small hole through 
the hinge and inside pin and inserting a 
second pin or small nail flush with the hinge 
surface. The pin or nail can be made 
removable or permanent as desired. 

Another method-illustration (b)-is to in­
sert .two large screws in the door (or jamb), 
leavmg the head exposed about one-half 
inch. A hole is then drilled on the opposite 
side so that the exposed screw head fits in it 
when the door is shut. This prevents re­
moval of the door even if the hinge pins are 
removed. For best results, this procedure 
should be used on both the upper and lower 

'hinges. A few experts suggest removing the 
screw 'head once it is in place, but in most 
applic.~tions th.is is unnecessary as long as the 
hmge IS effectively secured when the door is 
closed. Some experts also suggest using a 
wo~den dowel in place of a screw; the 
National Bureau of Standards, however, sug­
gests that a dowel is far less adequate for 
this purpose. 

The final technique-illustration (c)-is a 
minor variation of (b), the difference being 
that the screw is used in one of the main 
hinge screw holes i!l both the upper and 
lower hinges, where it is left extended about 
one-half inch so that it slides into a drilled 
hole on the opposite side when the door is 
~losed. ,!his technique may weaken the door 
mstallatlon to some extent, since it reduces 
the number of screws holding the hinge to 
the door. 

3. ~oc~' and locking devices. Our concern 
here IS wIth the resistance of locks to forced 
entry by amateur or relatively unskilled 
offenders, who constitute the majority of 
burglars. Accordingly, our brief assessments 
o~ the ~ajor categories of locks do not deal' 
WIth their technical intricacies most relevant 
to consid~'ratioii~ ofpick-resis~ance and k~y 
cO'!troi. PIck-resistance is less significant in 

most residences than in commercial estab­
lishments; key control, while a,legiq.mate 
concern of 'apartment management, is of 
much less consequence to the individual 
resident. 

The five major categories of locks used in 
residences, illustrated in figure 5, are: 

• Cylindrical (key-in-knob) locks, 
• Mortise locks, 
• Cylinder deadbolt locks, 
• Rim locks, and 
• Cylindrical locksets with deadbolt func­

tions. 

The security aspects of these types of locks 
as well as miscellaneous auxiliary locks, are 
discussed below. 

a. C)llindrical (Ile)'-in-/mob) locks. Cylindrical 
locks, or key-in-knob locks as they are more 
commonly known, are the most widely used 
in residential construction, both because they 
are inexpensive and because-in apartments 
in particular-they are' relatively simple to 
re-key. They have been in use since 1909, 
when they were invented by Ernest Schlage. 
Although the better cylindrical locks have a 
dead-locking latch in addition to the basic 
spring latch, they are the least desirable of 
all lock types from a security view~oint. 
Since the cylinder is located inside the knob 
there is virtually no way of protecting thi~ 
kind of lock again'St simple attack. . 

The cheaper varieties of cylindrical locks 
have even more serious shortcomings. Not 
only are they made of lightweight metals 
and poorly machined parts, but they may 
not even have a deadlatch. These locks can 
bt: slipped open with a credit card or 
celluloid strip. 

Most cylindrical locks have a button on the 
. inside knob, which can be either turned or 

pushed to lock the unit. The better-quality 
cylindrical locks have a "panic-proof' design 
that permits the inside knob to be turned, in 
either direction to open. 

Despite the minimum security protection 
afforded by this type of lock, it maintains i'ts 
popularity because of its basic simplicity, 
relatively low cost, and ease of installation 
and replacement. . 

h. Morti;5e locks. Mortise locks fit into a 
cavity cut into the outer edge of the door .. 
Since the introduction of the cylindrical lock, 

23 

I 
I, 

" , 

ji 
i, 



a. Cylindrical (key·in·knob) lock 

b. Mortise lock 

,G';] 01 
d. Rim lock 

c. Cylinder deadbolt lock 

e. Cylindrical lock with deadbolt function 
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FIGURE 5. Types of locks. ':';;~ , 

mortise locks have declined considerably in ,curely into the door frame (perhaps as much (, 
popularity. Mortise. locks are far more ex- 'as one inch for a door that loosely fits its F":t 

pensive to install than cylindrical locks be- frame). Many mortise locks, however, do not -
cause large sections of the doors and jamb meet this criterion. 
have to be specially mortised to fit the lock.. . c. Cylinder d..eadbolt locks. Single-cylinder 
A satisfactory mortise lock should have a deadbolt locks are rapidly becoming the· .r. 

deadbolt with a sufficient throw to fit se- most popular security auxiliar.y lock. They"'" 
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are usually installed above the primary lock 
and are available with one-inch throw dead­
bolts. The best designs of this type have steel 
cores and cylinder guards designed so that 
they cannot be twisted, pried, or broken off. 

S'trktly from a security standpoint, the 
double-cylinder lock is preferable to a single­
cylinder lock, since it effectively offers two 
locks, the: second one being operat~d from 
an inside cylinder that is locked separately. 
Even if someone can reach the inside of the 
door, by breaking a window for example, he 
still cannot unlock the door without a key. 
The double-cylinder principle has come un­
der heavy attack, however, as a potential 
safety hazard, particularly in the case of fire 
or other emergency where rapid egress is 
essential. Fire officials are concerned that 
the need to find an~ operate a key will 
dangerously delay .escape in an emergency. I 

d. Rim locks. Rim locks differ from the first 
two types in that they are not generally used 
as the primary lock. Rim locks are installed 
on the inside of the door, usually above a 
vulnerable primary lock. They are equipped 
with either horizontal or vertical sliding 
deadboIts, the latter being preferred because 
it prevents intruders from spreading the 
door from the jamb to defeat the lock. 
. Assuming the striker is properly installed 

on the jamb and that a vertical dead bolt is 
used, the rim lock makes an excellent auxil­
iary lock, which is very difficult to defeat. It 
is far less expensive to buy and install than a 
replacement primary lock. 
, e. Cylindrical lock sets with,deadbolt functions. 

Cylindrical lock sets with dead bolts , which 
are comparative newcomers to the security 
hardware market, combine all the best fea­
tures of a good security lock: a deadlatc.h 
function with a deadbolt lock. The better 
designs incorporate a one-inch "throw dead­
bolt, a recessed 'cylinder to discourage forci­
ble. removal, a concealed armor plate to 
re~Ist drillin'g, and a cylinder guard that 
SpInS freely when the deadbolt is in a locked 
position~ This las~ feature makes it virtually 
Impossible for an attacker to wrench the 
cr.Iinder or cylinder guard off the door. 
FInally, these s<:ts include a panic feature 

1 Douhle.cylinder dead~lts are prohibited by some munici­
pill codes he~use !>(-thc.potential hazard in the event of fire. 

that assures that the· knob will turn freely 
from the inside to permit rapid exit in case 
of emergency. 

f. Other auxiliary locks. Several additional 
types of secondary locks are available on the 
market. Many of these are simple deadbolt 
devices that are attached to the door and 
frame, and can be secured only from the 
inside. Padlocks, horizontal bar latches and a 
few other miscellaneous devices are occasion­
ally used for the same purpose. They are 
useful to the extent that they provide an 
additional access barrier, but in apartments 
with only one exterior door they may pose 
an even more serious fire and safety hazard 
than double-cylinder deadbolt locks. 

4. Miscellaneous security devices for entryways. 
There are a few additional kinds of security 
hardware that are primarily related to door 
systems. Most of them are designed to assist 
occupants in identifying visitors before ad­
mitting them to homes or apartments. 

The first of these is a door viewer or 
"peephole," as it is more commonly called. It 
is nothing more than a small, wide-angle 
lens installed in the door at eye level that 
permits the occupant to see a person seeking 
entry before opening the door. It is cheap 
and easy to install on any door and serves a 
valuable visitor-screening function . 

The second sllch device is a door intercom 
that permits the occupant to carryon a two­
way conversation with someone outsid'(! the 
door. These are used in many apartment 

'buildings to permit tenants to identify per­
sons at the main entry door without having 
to leave their apartments. They are less 
essential for most single-family homes,al­
though they are sometimes included as part 
of home intercom systems . 
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Finally, there is the chain lock, which 
permits the occupant to open the door a few 
inches withou.t unlatching it. ·Chain locks can 
be used to screen visitors" although peep­
holes are better for this purpose; in addi­
tion, the simpler chain locks that cannot be 
opened through' the parthlly opened door 
with a key, may serve a useful deterrent 
function by suggesting the house is occu­
pied. Chain lock~ are often used by· manY' 
people as a standard accessery lock, in the 
mistaken belief that they provide adequate 
protection· against forced entry. Once the 
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door is ajar, however, the chain can either 
be overcome' by brute force, snipped with 
wire or chain cutters, or removed from its 
slot by manipulation through the opening 
from the outside. ," , . 
B. Windows and Sliding Glass Doors 

Windows andsljding glass doors pose 
more complex security issues than ordinary 
doors. They come in a much greater variety 
of styles and sizes and are designed for 
objectives that have little or nothing to do 
with security. The choice of window size or 
type based primarily on ventilation and 
lighting considerations, with a strong second­
ary emphasis on aesthetics. Only to the 
extent that a properly placed window makes 
vulnerable areas observable does a window 
have any security value. 

In all other respects, windows decrease 
, security. Some types of windows are more 

v.ulnerable than oth~rs (depending upon 
Size, dista~ce from ground level, whether 
they are fixed or openable, etc.), but all are 
subject to breakage unless they are made of 
burglar-resistant glass. The cost of burglar­
resistant glass, and the replacement frames 
or sashes they generally entail, is prohibitive 
for most residential installations.2 

The vulnerab,ility of window areas tends to 
be inversely related to the vulnerability of 
main entry doors. Almost any intruder will 
try to get through the doors before resorting 
to windows. What little data there are on the 
subject further suggests that the average 
burglar will avoid breaking glass. Most bur­
glars are apprehensive about the noise made 
by shattering glass, and, they are concerned 
about .injuring themselves in the process of 
gaining entry through broken windows. 

In many glass doors with moveable sashes, 
the locks or latching devices are susceptible 
to manipulation from the outside. Such 
simple techniques as inserting a coat hanger 
or other form of twisted wire through a 
crack between the sashes is sometimes suffi­
cient to release the latching device. Once this 
is accomplished, it is usually cf sim~le matter 

2 The same is true of pla;tic or other nonbreakable 
transparent substitutes for glass; in addition, these materials 
often encounter objections from consumers (whether or not 
valid) that theY,are subject to scratching 'or discolol'ation. ' 

to force the window open without breaking " 
the glass. 

Several techniques can be employed to 
upgrade the security of the windows with 
moveable sashes. The simplest measure, 
which works' equa,lly well with single- or: 
double-hung windows and horizontally slid­
ing windows of all types, is to drill one or 
more holes through the sash and frame, and 
insert a pin or nail to prevent the window 
from being opened. Key-operated locks for 
windows are also available, but they pose a 
safety hazard in the event that the window is 
ever needed for escape in a fire or other 
emergency. 

Louvered windows tend to be p?rticularIy il 

vulnerable; there is no practical way to !~' 
prevent them from being pried open to gain :,~ 
access t(y a door handle. And any window ~ 
left in a partially opened position is ob- r¥: 
viously in,secure, since it can easily be forced r:~ 
completely open. ., ~;~ 

The prmclpal alternauveavadable for pro- fA 
teeting vuln~ra, ble windows is steel bars, ~1 
mesh, or grIllwork. Although commonly #1 
used in high crime areas-sometimes very fi~: 
attractively-window coverings necessarily,:~ 

, blo~k th~ transmission of li~ht, thereby inter"I'~,t,',';, 
f~rmg with one of the baSIC purposes of the ;: 

wmdow. 'I~ 
Where panes of glas~ in or near d?o~s ar~ ~:,'~ 

more than 20 square mches and Wlthm 40 li;~ 
inches of the nearest inside door knob, ,.~. 
st,~curity of the door necessitates that the :>, 
window be cbvered with protective grillwork, ' ;'s 
the glazing be replaced with burglar-resistant t 
glass, or a double-cylinder lock be installed ;t' 

, in the door. &; 
Tempered glass. Ten:tpered glass is increas- .;' 

iogl y used because it is more resistant to ";, 
shattering and safer when it is broken. In ~", 
some states; its use is now prescribed in 1i!: 
r,liding glass doors and large windows be- ~~':L 
cause of these important safety advantages. t, 

"The security value of tenipered glass, 
however, may be relatively low. Tempered "~ 
glass will resist a brick or a rock, but it will ,r 

. not resist an ice pick or other sharp, instru-f 
ment. When attacked with a sharp instru­
ment, tempered glass tends to crumple eas-
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ily, leaving no sharp edges. While ordinary :~". 
plate glass tends to be noisy when shattered, ~.';t 
tempered glass crumples away quietly, with ;. 

much less danger to an intruder because of 
its lack of sharp edges. 

c. Lighting 
, Outdoor lighting can be one of the most 
effective deterrents against crime. Properly 
used, it discourages criminal attacks, in­
creases natural observability, and reduces 
fear. To the extent that w,e can identify 
principles of residential lighting, they have 
primarily been derived from long-accepted 
standards for commercial, industrial and 
military security; and, to a lesser extent, 
from the cumulative experiences with street 
lighting. 

A critical aspect of protective lighting in 
outdoor applications is coverage-that is, the 
number of lighting sources used to cover, 
any horizontal or vertical surface. This is 
especially important in open terrain where 
landscaping or man-made barriers would 
cast large, deep shadows if all the light were 
coming from a single direction. 

1. Single-family housing. It is difficult to, 
conceive of specific lighting standards that 
would, be widely applicable to residential 
areas. In many single-family neighborhoods, 
street lamps cast enough light to provide 
reasonable observability between the street 
and front entryways. The adequacy of street 
lighting will, of coursG, be influenced by the 
amount of setback, terrain, foliage, the loca­
tion of fences and other barriers, and the 
siting of the house itself. Where street light­
ing does not provide sufficient illumination 
of the grounds of a single-family 'home, 
porch lights and other exterior .lights will 
usually suffice. Additional lights can be 
placed over the garage and driveway areas, 
as needed, to provide adequate observability 
from inside the house and for walking from 
the street or garage into the house. 
. 2. Multi-family housing. M~lti-family hous-, 
mg may, in some cases, pose additional 
lighting considerations. Outdoor parking 
area~ should .. be ligh!ed, as should the paths 
le~dl?g between parking areas and main 
b~ddmg entrances. If the parking lots re­
ceIVe inadequate light from ambient sources 
(~.g., from reflection of building exterior 
hghts), then addition:al lighting sources may 
be necessary to reduce shadows in parking 
areas. 
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In large multi-family housing projects in­
cluding grounds and play areas, lighting 
may be used both for security and for 
making the areas usable at night for other 
activities. As a general rule, the amount of 
light required for security is that which will 
permit most people to feel secure; as a 
practical matter, this usually means that 
people will be able to perceive threats from 
any direction. 

In fact, there are some instances in which 
excessive lighting is more dangerous than 
too little lighting. For example, a brightly lit 
exterior area used by youngsters for playing 
basketball at night can be hazardous because 
of the impossibility of seeing clearly into the 
surrounding area. Both children and adults 
will occasionally wander from a brightly lit 
area into a relatively dark space where they 
are highly vulnerable to surprise attack. It is 
precisely to prevent such occurrences that 
transitional lights are deployed around stad­
ium perimeters to assist spectators in walking 
safely from brightly lit surroundings into 
relatively dark streets. " 

We point up these examples to illustrate a 
common fallacy about lighting. The most 
critical problem in many residential neigh­
borhoods is not the absolute level of light in 
outdoor areas, but rather the evenness of 
light. If lighting is int~nded to encourage 
people to use outdoor areas at night, then 
safeguards must be employed to rnakecer­
tain that such areas are not, in efffct, 
spotlighted. There is no standard method 
for accomplishing this oojective. The amount 
.of lighting, the location and type of lumi­
naires to be used, and the' selection of 
lighting furniture will necessarily depend 
upon the' particular situation. , 

3.' Neighborhood open spaces. What is true 
for lighting 0f residential grounds also ap­
plies to larger neighborhoods. In new com­
munities, a frequent planl1ing consideration' 
is whether or not to provide lighting in 
neighborhood parks. There' c~m be no pat 
answer to tl)is question because the pattern 
of lighting ,deployed within a park will 
depend upon the types of activities the park 
is intended to support. If it is to be used for 
a variety of nighttime activities, including 
active sports, then relatively intense lighting 
will be needed. In such cases, lighting pat-
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terns should be designed to provide smooth 
transitions ,between well-Jit, marginally lit, 
and dark areas. Alternatively, arrangements 
cal). < be made to isolate well~lighted, areas 
from other parts of the park with fences and 

. other barriers.':, ' 
Unfortunately, too many parks and open 

spaces are planned without sufficient 
thought t,o how the park will e,:~ntuany b.e 
used: 1) Does its proposed'locauon maKe It 
necessary for people to walk through it at 
night? 2) Should the, area be used at night 
for any purpose? If it is determined that the 

, park will be used at night for purposes other 
than walking, provisions for these activities 
can be planned accordingly, with lighting 
treated as one of many design factors. 

4. High-intensity street lighting. A currendy 
popular assumption is that high-intensity 
street lighting is an effective deterrent 
against crime. To the ,extent that high­
intensity lightsbriilg more. people out of 
their homes and encourages businesse§ to 
stay open later, it is undou~tedly effective in 
reducing street crimes. Common sense sug­
gests that brightly lit stree~s with a large 
numb~r of people will be safer than dark, 
virtually empty streets. It must be under­
stood, however, that' high-intensity lights" 
create safety problems primarily because they 
enc(:)llr~ge more street traffi~. 

Whether high-intensity lights ,add any 
measure of safety'for homes or apartments 
is another question altogether. A row of 
bright sodium vapor lights creates an in­
tensely bright "tunnel" running parallel to 
mpst houses on .a residential street. If the 
houses are set back from the street, they will 
be much harder to observe than under 
normal,lighting conditions. Depending, upon 
a variety of other, circumstances, this mayor 
may' not make ,them more vulnerable to 

" night attack. 

We should also, note that high~intensity 
street lighting poses yet another problem' in 
areas where apartments and homes'are set 
close to the streets: such lights make it 
difficult to shut out extraneous light from 
sleeping areas, and to that extent, interfere 
with the living patterns~and comforl'-of 
residents. <' 

All ,crime . preventive public lighting' pro­
" grams raise' the additional issue of crime 

displacement. To the extent special street" 
.. lighting is effective in requcing any type of.', 
crime, it may be at the expense of adjoining 
neighborhoods. The displacement effects of 
high-intensity street lighting have nQt re­
ceived serious empirical evaluation. This 
subject deserves careful research attention, 
as . does the impact of street lighting on 
crime within the lighted area and any nou­
crime-related adverse affects of such light~ 
ing. 
D. Mechanlcal,Eiectro-mechanical and. 

Electronic Security Equipment 
Commercial, industrial and military instal­

lations-in fact, all premises requiring high 
security protection-have long depended on 
a variety of sensors and detectors in addition 
to fixed barriers and security guards. In· 
recent years, these technologies have begun 
to be transferred to residential security. Only 
a negligible number.of homes il1 the T)nited 
States are now equipped with intrusion de­
tection systems, however; and this tiny frac" 
tion is further subdivided into a bewildering 
array of devices of assorted technical de-' 
scriptions. Since, the Law Enforcement As­
sistance Administration had commissioned a 
special study, of burglar alarms, our study 
did not attempt to go into depth on, the 
technical aspects of the subject .. Instead 1 we 
sought to focus on their important implica­
tions for residential security. 

One type of electronic security device that 
is being increasingly used in large apartment 
developments is closed.·drtuit' television.· 

. CCTV is a practical means, of monitoring 
both .indoorand outdoor areas in apartIllent 
complexes and can be a valuable deterrent 
to would-be intruders who are aware of its 
presence.3 The cost ofCCTV per household 
in residential buildings varies enormously, 

'. depending on the number of units deployed, ' 
'whether they are manned by paid employees 
or volunteer security patrols, and whether 
they are used independently ~r in conjunc­
tion with other security equipment; For the 

:J Although its value as a deterrerit (s attested to by ~any. 
users of CCTV, there is no statistical data that we are aware. 
of that conchisively proves this. i There is some evidence that 
suggests CCTV1.tas not been a particularly effective deterrent 
against bank robberies; nor is it certain that it deters 
robb.;ries' of grocery and Iiquo~ stores and other retail . 
establi~hments. . , 
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most effective monitoring of CCTV, it 
should employ a corollary detection device, 
to call attention of the monitor: to a threat 
occurring in the area covered by the camera. 
While ·CCTV 'cameras are available for use 
in areas with extremely low light levels, these 
more expensive cameras are probably unnec­
essary ina residential context, since it is 
often possible <simply to install orighter 
lights, which will also have ,independent 
security value. 

Our concern in the remainder of this 
chapter is with passive intrusion sensors­
electro-mechanical alarms. Our major em.:. 
phas,is is on their application, rather than the 
precise technical principles on which they 
operate. 

1. Detectors and sensors. In essence, virtually 
all intru~ion. detee'tion devices are designed 
to detect presence or motion, or both. Ultra­
sonic'motion detectors are a good example 

, or'the latter: they will not detect the pres­
ence.'of a person standing still, but will 
quickly' sense an intruder moving through 
their range. Passive infra-red detectors, on 
the otqer hand, can detect the presence of 
an ,intruder simply by reading his i':1fra~red 
radiation, regardless of whether' he is in 
'motion or not. A third class of devices 
requires·the intruder to' break a circuit-a 
treadle switch under a mat, a photo~electric 
beam, magnetic door switches, etc.-in order, 
to trigger an alarm.4 . 

All of these devices are basically designed 
for an environment in which motion or 
presence carries with it a strong presump­
tion of unauthorized intrusiori. They were 
originally developed for military and com­
mercial installations where this presumption 
is an appropriate one and the devices 'can be 
activated and deactivated on a regular sched­
ule, following prescribed procedures. One . 
difficulty in transferring these techrlologies 
to the residential environment is the diffi~ 
culty of imposing strictures on the use of 
most residential space and of insuring that 
residents follow the required procedures for 
using ~he 'devices. The behavioral. modifica~ 
tions reqUired by the' devices are impra'ctica-

• Appendix. A is a short glossary on various types of 
securitydevi~es, with,a-Gommentary on selected types that are 
presently in residential uSe. 

ble for many households and inay oe over­
looked by others. As we suggested in chapter 
,2, this is one major cause of false alarm~ 
when intrusion detection systems are in­
stalled in homes. 

2. Alarms. AU intrusion detection devices 
are connected to some sort of alarm, either a 
local siren or bell or else a communicated or 
"silent" alarm that is linked to a remote 
monitoring station. Most current systems on 
the market rely on a combination of the two 
types, which 'means that a local alarm is 
sounded and also transmitted to another 
source. , 

The distinction between local and commu­
nicated alarms is especially important to the 
purchaser of 'a security system. If he, opts 
only fO,r local alarm capacity, it means that in 
his a,bsence he is relying on neighbors or 
passers-by to call the police. What usually 
happens is that whoever hears the alarm 
igno'res it on the assumption (nearly always 
correct) that the alarm is false. The cha.nces 
of a police patrol hearing or responding to 
the alarm within the critical time period are 
extremely remote. 

When the alarm persists, the police may 
eventually be called b'ecause the noise is 
disturbing neighbors and can be stopped 
only by disrupting or disconnecting the 
source. What this means, in effect, is that a 
local aI,arm, by itself, ,offers very little protec­
tion to unoccupied dwellings other than its 
possible ability to .deter an intruder from pro­
cCf'ding any further. 

If, on' the other hand, the purchaser opts 
for a' communicated alarm, he is effectively 
buying a whole range of services related to 
the monitoring' and response to alarm sig­
nals. It is, in fact, the communication of 
:llarms, more than the intrusion detection 
devices that trigger them, that shapes the 
current structure of the home security in­
dustry. 

E. Communication-
Because so many of the currently available 

intrusion detection devices are highly unreli­
able, the manner in which their alarms are 
sounded and communicated tends to take on 
great significance., 

To have credibility, all detection and mon­
itoring devices must be linked with the 
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police directly or indirectly.5 Basically, there 
are four possible types of transmission: 1 ) 
leased land lines; 2) commercial telephone 
lines (usually with automatic dialing); 3) 
radio frequency ~RF); and 4) power lines. 
Communication caft be via direct transmis­
sion to the police, or to the police via remote 
or local central stations. Direct connections 
with the police are becoming increasingly 
rare. Except for a few communities like 
Scarsdale, New York (where the police ac­
tually encourage direct hookups from pri­
vate .homes), police departments across the 
country are increasingly reluctant to accept 
direct alarm lines from residences. Some also 
have. policies prohibiting automatic tele­
phone-dialing alarms from calling in on the 
police emergency number. 

1. Direct communication to police. The princi­
pal reason behind negative police attitudes 
towards direct communications from alarms 
is the false alarm problem.6 Some sources 

5 Underwriters' Laboratories will no longer accept for 
testing any intrusion detection device that does not also 
tra!1smit a signal to a remote station. . 

Ii Another Objection occasionally raiSed against direct resi­
dential hookups is that they represent, in effect, a special 
privilege available only to the few citizens wealthy enough to 

, ;ifford alarm systems. 

have estimated that more than 95 percent of 
all transmissions turn out to be false alarms. 
A few cities, like St. Petersburg, Florida, 
have proposed fines for false alarms, but 
most departments simply discourage or pro­
hibit direct communications and attempt ·t9' 
persuade the owners to have them' trans­
ferred to a commercial central station. 

2. Remote central stations. There are obvious 
advantages and disadvantages to the remote 
central station concept. The principal ad van­
tage is that the central station is a private 
business whose customers have to be kept 
satisfied. This assures a more positive atti-, 
tude towards the owner of an alarm system, 
even when some of his alarms are false, than 
the nearest police station is likely to have. 
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The principal disadvantage of remote 
monitoring stations; from the customer's 
perspective, is cost. The major companies 
now in the business charge a monthly fee for 
monitoring and servicing residential systems 
that begins at roughly $15 and can be " 
substantially higher. This continuing cost, in .~ 
addition to the purchase (or lease) price of 
the equipmen,t and installation charges, is an ~ 
additional obstacle to the installation of in­
trusion detection systems in residences. 

CHAPTER 4. DESIGN AND RESIDENTIAL SECURITY 
"Nanny! It's territory. That's what unique meaning for the individual. House 

everything's all about. Territory. Territory."1 and place are regarded as extensions of 
Henry Eliot. HO\vard was a. businessman one's self. 

with a passionate interest in the British H~me is a subject of highly charged 
warbler; t.~s name appears in this report emotional content: a matter of strong feel­
because his small 1920 book called Territory ings. It is the symbol of status, of achieve­
in Bird Life was the first book devoted solely ment, of social acceptance. Housing seems to 
to the innate relationship between property control, in large measure, the way in which 
and animate behavior. Fifty years later, we individuals and families perceive themselves 
are giving serious thought to the validity of and are perceived by others. Psychoanalysts 
his discovery. Territory is the concept that reiterate what primitive societies understood 
appears repeatedly as we consider the rela- instinctively. Searles wrote: 
tionships betwee'n space and human behav-
. I' h' h I believe that the actual importance of 
lOr, re atlOns IpS w ose clarification may the environment to the individual is so 
have substantial import for the provision of 
residential security. It is the consideration of great that he dare not recognize it. 
territory and its import~nce to man that Unconsciously it is felt, I believe, to be 
brings'together much of the current think- not only ·an intensely important con-
ing of those concerned with space and glome ration of things outside the self, 
environment and behavior. . ' but also a large and integral part of the 

self. 3 ' 
The "walled subdivisions" ·.much com.:· 

mented on in the popular press accounts of The deep meanings of territory imply that 
~onteml?orary security are not 20th century man's home, if not his castle, is at least the 
mnovatIons. From earliest times· of settle- place where he exercises control and for 
ment, security has been a mctior factor in which he ·must accept final responsibility. 
shaping man's choice of location and the Our cities and homes, particularly multi­
design of his habitat. 2 The caves. The vil- family dwellings, often do not strengthen 
lages on stilts. The walled cities. The man- this sense of self; they give a resident little 
ors. The early frontier towns near forts or sense of control over his own safety; they 
stockades. For thousands of years man has often make him feel isolated and unimpor­
been aware that protection is a function of tanto No one has ever deliberately designed 
shelter. But as urban western society devel-· buildings or urban areas to foster crime and 
oped, security per se became less important c induce fear. Yet, in a number of respects, 
as a factor influencing the location and the architecture of American cities does 
organization of cities and the design of both. The design of housing in this country, 
dwellings and neighborhoods. Ada Louise Huxtable has written, "has de-

!he environmental psychologists have mdnstrably increas'ed tendencies toward 
pomted out that territoriality is one means crime, violence, and social isolation," at a 
of establishing and maintaining a sense of social and monetary cost that is "insupporta­
personal identity. Space is personal and has ble." 4 Planners, builders, and architects have 

I Henry Eliot Howard, British birdwatcher, to his children's 
nurse, circa 1904. 

2 .See. Rob~~t ~old,"}'Urban Violence and Contemporary 
Detcnslve Cltle~, Joon/al of the American Institute if Planners, 

~ May)970, at 146. 
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:I Harold F. Searles, The Nonhuman Environmtmt in Normal 
Deuelopmtmt arid Scllizophrtmia, New York: International Uni-
versities Press, 1970, p. 335. .' 

4 "Prescription for Disaster," The New York Times, November 
5,1972. 

I 



. ' 

f 

, , 
, . 

<. t 

': ' 

not yet made of}~eir profession. a "social~y 
responsible art, In Roger Montgomery s 
phrase.5 The design professio?,s have t.ended 
to accept as inevit~ble so~etlll~g t~at IS only 
partly so: anonymity and Isolau~n In a gross 
sense may be necessary conc0II?-I~ants of the 
size and density of modern cltIe.s and the 
mobility of their res~dents, but ne.lther .char­
acteristic need define the relationship of 
individuals to their immediate surro~ndl?,gs. 

the fear of residentia1 crime-and the inte~­
est in home security devices resulting from 
it-is in part a transferranc~ phen?~enon, a 
focusing of the apprehenSion a~lsm~ from 
the dangers throughout a person ~ nelg~bo:­
hood or city on the one space ent~rely wlthm 
his own control. As a corollary, It. ~ay .w,ell 
be th~~,impro.ve? securitl' ?eyond an mdlvJ;cl­
uars borne wIll Increase hiS sense of secunty 
within it. 1m portant design concepts for 
security operate beyond the level of the 
individual residence and (except for large 

from behavioral science to design. Newman· 
shows how certain basic design principles 
(effective at either the initial design stage, 
or, as he has done, in modifications to 
existing housing) can contribute to security. 
Architecture can create zones 'of territorial 
influence that, when combined with created 
opportunities for surveillance, enable inhab­
itants to act naturally as their own policing 
agents. 

What were some of Newman's specific 
findings related to crime? . This is not to suggest that deSign .IS a 

panacea for the problems of fear ~nd Crime. 
While the physical envir~nment I~fluences 
behavior, the extent of its m~~e~ce I.S la~gely 
unstudied outside of specific . InSututl~)llal 
settings such as schools, libraries, hospitals, 
and mental institutions. This count~y made 

scale apartment developments a.nd ~ew com- • Tenants expressed fear of crime as their 
munities) outside the property hne.6 . single most important problem. 

• 74.3 percent of most serious crimes 
A. Planning a New Approach to Security occur inside the building; of this indoor 

'the mistake in the 1950's of assummg t~at 
remaking the physical eflvironment would 
solve social problems; the u~ban rene.wal 
program, based in part on this assumption, 
proved that social problems were much 
more intractable and compl~x t~an that. 
Similarly, the impact of deSign Improve­
ments on security may turn out ~o be. s~aller 
than currently imagined. Even If tius IS the 
case however, many security design concepts 
rna; contri?ute to s.oc.ialization .processes 
within apartment bUildmgs; housmg. devel­
opments, and neighborho.ods~a possible be­
havioral consequence of mdep~ndent v~lue. 

A final argument for the seriOUS .conslder­
ation of design as a crime preventive meas­
tire is two-fold; design offers us a chan~e to 
build an open society rather ~han .the for­
tress America" that is a possible, If r~pug­
nant, alternative; and design ~or security. at 
the construction stage (even If that deSign 
must include sonie "fortification" elements) 
is a. much more cost-effective approach than 
building without any consideration of what 
design has to do with security. . 

In what follows, it is necessary that we 
look slightly beyond the defined foc~s for 
this study. Design is not simp!y a q.uestIo~ of 
what happens within the re.sldentIal lot-hne, 
whether of a single famIly-home. or an 
apartment complex. We noted earlIer that 

S'Roger Montgb£!1ery, "Comment ~n 'Fear an? House-as­
Hav«in; .. Joumal of the Americall Instltufe oj Plar:n,ers, ja?uary 

'1966, The recent decision to raze all. of Prultt-Igoe 111 St, 
LOllis is suggestive of the problem. 

and Design ~rime th.e majority (61:5 percent) takes place 
There has been a quickening .of interes~ in I~ t~e interIor publIc spaces (burglaries 

the use of architecture to achieve secur~ty, wlthm apartments account for the remain-
Environmental psychologists, anthropologls~ . cler) .. 
and ethologists have begun to relate their • The higher the building, the higher the 
findings to the problems of here and ~ow crime rate and the fear of crime, 
rather than the planning of future Radiant • While the total serious crime rate was 
Cities. R 1 twice as high in tall buildings as in walk.:ups, 

1. The Work of Oscar Newman. ecer:t Y the ratt: of crime in interior public spaces in 
Oscar Newman and his associates, nworhkmg the high-rise was seven times higher. 
under contract to LEAA and HU , ave 
articulated these concepts in architectu:al . Giv.en the ~in.dings from Housing Author-
terms. In his recently published DefensIble tty ~nme statiStiCS, Newman developecl three 

. Space, 7 Newmfln elaborates on the work of deSign hypotheses that he used as the basis 
Jane Jacobs, Elizabeth Woods and. ot~ers to fot modifications of existing public housing: 
deal with the design and orgamzatl?n of .• . that subdivision of projects and build-
public housing projects in New York City. mgs can encourage tenants to assume. terri-

Newman and his research team were able torial attitudes; . 
to show significant relationships ~etwee? • that design augments natural· surveil-
environment and behavior. Comparmg .p:oj' lance; and 
eets almost identical in density, populatI~n, .• that design critically. influences pefcep-
income, and other characteristics, but With tlons of a project's isolation, image, stigma 
sharply differing crime rates, Newman and vulnerability. . . ' 
found that the critical differences were the . Throughout the work, the operative terms 
d" f th bUI'ldl'ngs and their grourids,· .. eSlgn 0 e. '. . ' tiro ar~ territoriality, surveillance, propnetor-
and t~e relat~onshlp of the projects to s;; shiP! boundaries. While it is not possible yet 
roundmg enVlron!i. .' .;\ to diSCUSS long-term results, the architectural 

The study is the most slgn~f~cant to date It modifications carried out by Newman show a 
trying to handl~. th~ speCifiC probled~ ~b\ sharp initial drop in total ntlmber of offen­
CrIme and vandahsm m hght of the fee a -.:,. ses at Clason Point Houses in the Bronx. 

·;t:. More impo~tant, the ~oncept of defensible 
. d' .' I 'below are rno:;., space does seem to strengthen the feeling of 

6 Wh'lle many of the eSlgn prmclp es .•. ' . belong' I h' 'd ,. ( h' h dd onl)·~:,., mg to a p.ace t ,at mcreases reSI ents' 
a licable to new reSidential development w IC a ',." " , 
t~~ percent to the, housin.g sto.ck each year), as Ne~~,: • se?-se of safety and responsibility and to 
work in publichousmg proJect~ m ~ew York has sh?I tion;'~ rem force those elements of community that 

. ca~ ~Iso b~ applied to the modification and modermza ,,'., " are crime-r, esistant·:in·the social and psycho-
eXlstmg housmg. " 10 I' I ' ,.' .... '. ,. 

D ,I'. 'II sp Nel" York: The ~,.~. g ca sense 
7 Oscar Newman. ~/ellsll e '(lce, ' • . 

Millan Co" 1972, 
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In terms of our report, there are several 
brief caveats. First, most of Newman's work 
has been done largely in public housing, and 
that largely in New York City, whose partic­
ular. problems may not be totally relevant to 
other cities. Further work may be needed to 
relate his findings specifically to more typical 
single-family housing design and neighbor­
hood planning. Second, the major emphasis 
of this report is burglary, which receives the 
least emphasis in Newman's work. In general 
terms of crime prevention, however, Defensi­
ble SPace must be seen as a significant 
achievement in its insistence on design as a 
critical element of crime prevention . 

2. Other studies. There have been other 
indications that design can relate to the 
problems of crime. The New York City 
Rand Institute has paid specific attention to 
the relationship between security and design, 
again focused on work done for the New 
York City Housing Authority.s 

A number of localities have also. begun to 
take preventive security measures into ac­
count in local planning and, building ap­
proval procedures. South San Francisco, for 
exal1?-ple, in the late sixties provided the 
police department with power to participate 
in the review and! approval of subdivision 
and building' plans for the city. The South­
ern California Association of. Governments 
sponsored the development of a series of 
information bulletins to aid localities in in­
corporating security factors into planning 
and' building land review procedures.9 The 
studies done by URSA-BSD for Yerba 
Buena Plaza, a San Francisco public housing 
project, also reflect an especial sensitivity to 
the relationship of design to security.lO 

• H 'YiUiam F?irley and Michael Liechenstein, "Improving 
Pubhc Safety m Urban Apartment Dwellings: Security Con­
cepts a~d Ex~el'~me~tal Design for New York City Housing 
AuthOrIty BUlldmg, The New York City Rand Institute, 
June 1971. 

9 SU~ Division of Dillin~ham Corp" '''A Study of Crime 
Prevention Through PhYSical Planmng," prepared for the 
Southern California Association of Governments, September 
1971. '. ' 

10 Clare Cooper, Noel .Day and Beatrice Levine, "Resident 
Diss~tisf:action in Multi-F:amily Housing," University of Cali­
forma-Berkeley, Working faper No. 160, March 1972. See 
also the study, CommunitJ Security ill Fort Lincoln, June 1973, 
prepare~ by Security Planning Corporation for the District of 
Columbia Redevelopmenl: Land, Agency for use in planning 
the new town development of Fort Lincoln. 
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; ,. These observations and the experience to 
date in communities that have been active in 
this area represent the beginning of a devel­
oped body of kno~vle.dge ~n the incorpo.ra­
tion of security prmCiples mto the plannmg 
and design of public and priv~te b':lild~ngs 
and spaces. While general secunty gUl(;leh~~s 
may be extrapolated from these SpeC!fIC 
design studies, their application to a parucu­
lar situation necessarily depends upon a 
variety of contextual factors. The specific 
design solutions Newman used to promote 
territoriality in a public housing high -rise 
elevator building in New York are not the 
solution to security problems (even when 
territoriality is involved) in a small public 
housing project in Worcester, Massachusetts, 
for example. Consideration must be given to 
the needs, desires, and differing behaviors 
of a particular resident population in order 
to make specific, effective design decisions. 

While it would seem desirable to subject 
these guidelines to further dem(:mstratio~l 
and testing in a neighborhood 1':ctt')ng that IS 
not exclusively public housing, they do rep­
resent a foundation for a new approach to 
crime, prevention in which security is 
achieved. through design and a natural sys­
tem of community protection and self-de­
fense. This approach is oriented toward the 
maintenance' or reinforcement of an open 
community rather than an. atmosphere of 
mistrust and controL The elements of this 
approach are basic, simple and ·general. 

B. Major Principles of Design and Resi­
dential Security 

The major principles deVeloped through 
the above cited investigations of residential 
security are: 

1. Opportunities for surveill~nce. Freedom t~ 
survey, supervise and question a stranger IS 
a function of bUilding design. Design ob­
viously promotes or decreases opportunities 
for surveillance: the kitchen window over­
looking the play area or entry; the elevator 
in a dill"ect sightline with entry doors; a small 
number of apartments (Newman suggests 
two to five) opening on a shared' landing­
all enable residents to be aware of the 
presence ofa neighbor or stranger, to know 
one from the other. ' 

The considerations of ·surveillance affect 
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design at every level: the mixture of uses of 
a city street, the topographic alterations of a 
site, the layout of streets and walkways, the I 
placement of parking and open spaces, the 
placement of buildings on a site, the interior, 
layout of a building, the placement of win- . 
dows and doors. All these' decisions should ' 
be made with specific concern for the prob­
lem of observability, both by neighborhood 
or area occupants as part of their normal 
living patterns and by police patrols. 11 N atu-
ral barriers, landscaping, and building lo!=a­
tion should be planned to channel pedes­
trian and vehicular traffic to promote rou­
tine observation. 

Walkways and entryways to buildings 
should be clearly visible to police patrqls and 
neighbors. Adequate protective lighting-'~ 
and especially controlled pattern lighting-is 
important for this purpose. Indeed, it may 
be desirable to provide buildings with an 
automatic system (as with street lights) that 
will turn on exterior protective lights when "II 

darkness begins and extinguish them in the ~f 
morning. During the hours of darkness! 
proper protective lighting can constitute an '~'i 
effective crime deterrent as well as provide i';! 
residents and persons who have business in ~', 
the community with an important psycholog-' 
ical sense of safety and physical security. i~ 

Grounds of buildings should be land­
scaped to minimize obstacles to clear observ­
ability and places of concealment for poten­
tial assailants. Inside buildings, public spaces 7 
should be designed to be visible from areas 
where observers are likely to be present. ' 

Design can promote natural ob!ierv~tion 
within the community. Neighbors routmely 

II A distinction should be made between fOrmal alid infonrnil 
surveillance, although both are obviously influenced by de· 
sign decisions. Informal surveillance is natura~ly carr!ed o~t 
by residents, guests, employees and passers.by In a resldenual 
setting where such persons are engaged in activities' unrelated 
to security and are observing only as a secondary activity. The 
variety of activities of the city street as described by Jane ., 
Jacobs is the almost classic example of informal surveillance, -
and Newman makes a particularly convincing argument thai " 
the effectiveness of informal surveillance depends in large, 
measure on physical design principles that encourage of ~;, 
discourage it. Formal surveillance can be that provide~bJ ... __ 
electronic systems (largely in apartment buildings), by private T 

guards or tenants specifically organized to serve a watchmap .;IlI •. 
function, or by public police for whom patrol surveiliancelS :', 
standard operating practice. Again, design can facilitate su~,,-' 
surveillance. - , 

looking out for ea~h other is a critical part 
of a protected enVIronment. It is important, 
therefore, to facilitate sodal contacts between 
neighbors under conditions that encourage 
friendly and cooperative relations. Residents 
should be encouraged to feel comfortable in 
alerting appropriate emergency response 
forces when they witness or suspect an 
emergency or a serious threat to person or 
property. 

Facilities for commercial or community 
services should be physically arranged to 
provide the presence of natural observers 
along public walkways and near major access 
points to residential areas, to make entrants 
aware that they may be seen and could later 
be identified. 

Natural surveillance, fostering community 
self-'p!otecti~n, can also be promoted by 
SenSItive deSIgn. In apartment complexes, 
for example, existing studies (including the 
work of Oscar Newman) have shown that 
the arrangement of apartments within a 
development can greatly influence crime 
rates. Arranging units in clusters, in which 
resident.s know their neighbors, decreases 
anon~mIty an~ promotes routine neighbor 
surveIllance, thereby reducing crime. A small 
number··of families' sharing an entry an.d 
hallway create the same effect in multi­
fam.i~y housing. A smal~ grouping of families 
sha!m~.a well-defiried territory adjacent. to 
theIr hvmg units will take initiative ,in assur­
ing its.mai.nteriance and"safe, productive use. 
This "territori~1 (:0I?cern".Qlay even be ex-

. ~end~d beyond a smgle corridor to larger 
Interior areas and the grounds' adjacent to 
t?e. dwell.ing units through appropriate de~ 
~Ign. ~esign can structure opportunities for 
IntenSIve use of a site, wh~re the develop­
ment of play areas and other natural sites 
for ~oitering and visiting relate as closely as 
pOSSIble to a ~pecific building or group of 
~ouses. Space mtensely used around a build­
mg not only increases natural surveillance 
but t~nds t~ increase residents' feelings of 
proprietorshIp about that space. Any design 
feature that extends the resident's sense of 
turf beyon~ ?is individual living space de­
creases the cnme risk in the whole building. 

Opportunities for surveillance relate di'"" 
rectly to the level-of fear in a particular area. 
In Newman's surveys of public. housing, 

35 

tenants expressed the fear of crime as their 
single most import<,lnt problem. 12 Levels of 
fear varied, in similar populations, according 
to aspects of physical design, including the 
nu~ber. of e~trances, siting, and placement 
of mtenor stairwells, elevators, and the num­
ber. of apartments on a landing. These 
deSign f'ictors acted on residents' behavior. 
The fear p~o~le felt about passage to and' 
lrom}he. buddmg, fear toward their "neigh­
?ors, attitudes toward strangers :in the pro­
Ject, and ~reatment of the buildings and 
grounds differed sharply between different 
p'roject~-and .an important distinguishing 
factor mfluencmg fear of risk was the de­
gree of natural surveillance provided by the 
physical setting. 

Studies done' in San Francisco 13 found 
simi!arly, that great fear of public spaces: 
partIcularly in high-rise buildings, occurred 
when opportunities for surveillance from the 
dwelling unit were limited. When the eleva­
tor doors are closed, when the doors onto a 
long internal corridor are closed when the 
parking lot is empty of people, a ~rime could 
happen and no one in the adjacent dwellings 
would know. At Hunters View and St. 
Francis Square, many units face each other 
'across easily surveyed pedC;'!strian courts, and 
the fear of ~rime is considerably less. Where 
these potenti~lly ~azardous public spaces 
als? .encourage hIgh levels of pedestrian 
activity, the fear of crime is even further' 
reduced. Thus, at St. Francis Square, with 
t.hree-s~ory. buildings arranged around 
hnked mterIor courtyards, there is a high 
level of pedestrian activity, ease of surveil­
laI?ce, a w.illingness to go. out and help 
nelg~bors' 10 trouble, and consequently a 
relatively low fear of crime despite the fact 
that crime rates are high in the streets 
around. Only a few blocks away, at Yerba 
Buena Plaza, the intrusion of criminal ele­
ments into the public spaces, corridors, ele­
~at~rs .a~d stairwells where pedestrian activ­
Ity IS hmlted and surveillance almost nonex­
istent, results in a fear of crime that goes far 
beyond actuality. 

Effective surveillance also relates to 
pl.~nned use of lighting and landscaping. 

12 Newman, op.·cit., p. 151. 
13 Cooper, Day. Levine, op. cit., p. 46. 

, 
.' ~ 



f' , 
;.' :. 

i r" ." 

~ , .' 

, 1 

~ . ) 

;. ; 

, . 
~ . 

~ . 

. ' 

4A8m= = :. i 

The presence of adequate levels of street 
lighting' as well. as lights for access p~t.hs, 
parking areas and entries affects the.declslon 
of an offender to .~ct and the likelihood of 
identification by a~witness, as well as the 
tendency of residents to use streets and 
outdoor areas intensively. In spite of many 
street lighting programs in r~cent .years, little 
hard data defines the relationship between 
street lighting and the incidence of crime. It 
is only" common sense, however, t~at peopl.e 
feel less apprehensive about evenmg actiVI­
ties when areas are well-lit. 

7 e z""tr " 'nr-~ W EF? 

environments is the ambiguity of space; 
When amorphous areas belong to no one" 
they in effect are open to anyone-and eve~ 
within the residential environment, they as: 
sume . the fearfulness of the. unknown. In 
such areas, crime and vandalism increase. 

Generally speaking, there is a continuum 
that ranges uninterrupted between the most 
private. and most pub~ic spaces in a c~mmu­
nity. For example, the hidden safe m the 
wall is perhaps one of the most thoroughly 
private spaces in a residence or business 
establishment, whereas the sidewalk along a 
public street is the most completely public 
space. In· residential neighborhoods domi~ 
nated by single family homes, most of the 
grounds and premises beyond the streets 
and sidewalks tend to be relatively private. 
In other neighborhoods, largely composed 
of multi-family housing, the grounds and 
premise.'> (indeed, the interior of the build­
ings) fluctuate between public space and 
private space, with distinctions often unde­
fined or nonexistent. Commercial areas show 
a dmilar continuum for public spaces in 
malls and parking lots to semi-public entry­
ways and lobbies shared by a limited number 
of establishments to semi-private spaces re­
served for employees and store spaces desig­
nated for customers. 

By differentiating the treatment of these 
spaces, announcing to the pedestrian his 
movement from one to another through 
changed ground or floor treatment, decor, 
landscaping, portals, steps, or other features, 
architectural design can be used to, commu­
nicate the changing level of proprietorship 
and appropriate forms of behavior that are . 

expecte. d .in different. spa~es. Creating V~Sible.' ... I .. 
boundarIes to semi-prIvate and prIvate 
spaces makes intrmion more obvious and 
may have a significant deterrent effect. '. 

3. The assumption of territoriality. Ethologls~ , 
have pointed out that relative dominance ~s : 
seen most dearly in animals that have indl· . 
vidual territories. On home grounds, they'. 
are' able to vanquish an intruder and compel~, 
him tt) retreat, whereas if they 'are chal.~. 
lengedby the same intruder on' his home -. 
territory, they in turn will admit defeat.; 
Most birds and mammals, including man> '. 
exhibit this kind of territorial behavior.A.,s:_;, 
George Carstairs has written, "Not only .~. 

football teams, but all, of us, tend t~ perform 
best on our. home ground-and to resist 
anyone w.&o Vt::!ntures to' challenge us there. "14 

The knowledge of the home ground and 
the reinforcement offered by the "home 
crowd" promote the natural exercise of terri­
torial behavior. 

Design is crucial to the development of 
proprietary attitudes toward space· and the 
enforcement of attitudes of natural commu­
nity protection. Questions of siting, the pla­
cement of buildings in relation to one an­
other, the juxtaposition of buildings with 
usable spaces for neighboring and play, and 
the placement and number of units within a 
building sharing a common entry or landing 
all affect the relationship of people to place. 
These. design. decisions determine, in part, 
whether a reSident feels the only place that 
is his own i~. with~n the home or apartment 
(thus fostermg Withdrawal and anonymity) 
or tha.t his sense of proprietorship and 
belongmg extends to areas beyond his own 
front door (thus extending his sense of 
responsibility and feelings of security out­
ward). ' 

As a number of studies have shown the . , 
neighborhood or sub-area concept, utilizing 
~luster approaches to design that focus hous­
mg or other land use elements in small 
groups around common .-Open spaces, walk­
ways,or malls or other common facilities, 
can facilitate effective social organization and 
help to establish a sense of proprietorship 
and. self-pro.t~ctive attitudes among neigh­
bormg famlhes or commercial establish­
ments. Each neighborhood or commercial 
su~-area caJ:l he designed to be an integrated 
umt. . 

The validity of the neighborhood 'concept 
~as long been recognized for other objec­
t:v~s 'beside security, Although some of the 
claims for the social, economic, educational 
a~d public health advantages of neighbor­
hoods (made in such documents as the 
c.lassie repor~ by the Regional Plan Associa­
tion o~. New York, first published in 1929) 
~ave SInce. been subject to considerable de­
nate, the neighborhood unit has been gener-

14 G .. 
A" e.?rg7,_.~' ,G'!.I:.g~Jrs, "Overcrowding and Human 

J 
ggresslon, .. m VlOlence'lnAlllerica, Vol. 2, Washington' GPO un: 1969. p. 596.' . , 
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al.ly accepted as a principle of urban plan­
. mng. 

No valid empirical research has been con­
ducted on the issue of optimal size of the 
?ei~hborhood unit in terms of security ob­
Jectives. Although some analysts maintain 
that the smaller the unit the better it is 
likely that there is a minimal threshold'level, 
below whiCh smaller groupings fail to offer a 
sufficient number of potential observers, and 
~ maximum level above which larger group­
I?gs make frequent interaction and recogni­
tion of all the household members difficult 
to achieve. In design terms the optimal scale 
for townhouse or cluster single-family units 
appears to be the. courtyard or cul-de-sac; for 
two-to-four-story walk-up garden apart­
ments, a common entryway; for high-rise 
buildings a single floor or part of a floor, 
depending on the size of the building. , 

A serie.s of these individual groupings can. 
be. combmed to create larger units at the:' 
neighborhood or housing project scale'. 
These larger units should share a common 
identity; common facilities; boundaries cre­
ated through design treatment, historical or 
natural barriers or topographic·:a-nd site 
conditions; or have other characteristics in 
~ommoI1. . .... '" 

4. AC5ess ~ontrof. It se~~s obvious to say 
that budders chOIces of locks, doors, frames 
and windows affect the ease with which a 
potential intruder can gain access to a resi­
?ence. Yet even this simple security question 
IS seldom considered in the planning proc­
ess. Still less attention seemi~gly is given to 
broader design considerations that affect 
access to a community; design considerations 
affect not only access to an individual dwell­
ing, but also the entrances and exits to a 
larger neighborhood or development. The 
concept of entrance is critical to security; as 
stages of entrance and exit can be defined 
by design, they make an important. an­
nouncement of possession and boundaries to 
resident, visitor, and intruders. 

a: Channeling access. Access into and out of 
residential areas should be channeled into a 
limited number 9f· rolites and past activity 
areas where potential observers are likely to 
be present and potential offenders dm be 
readily observed. This natural method of 
access control can be highly e(fective as a 
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deterrent to criminal activity. Access does 
not relate, of course, only to the use ~f 
public streets and eathways. While ~here IS 
obvious control of access when one IS pla~­
ning a private resid~nce, more. awa~eness IS 
needed in the plannmg of mulu-faml~y hous­
ing, especially low-income and pubhc ho~s­
ing. The large private co~plex can provide 
doormen, electronic surveillance, or comp~ex 
keying systems to control access to a. b~Ild­
ing; mC!ny of these may be too. expensive for 
public housing or other low-mcome apart­
ments. Thus there is a special need for 
limiting points of access (to whatever degree 
fire codes make this possible). 

b. Siting or clustering.' T~le pla~eme~t of 
buildings on grounds and m re~atIonslllp to 
each other affects ease of access. Where the 
site plan allows anyone .to wan~er in.to public 
areas, as it often does 10 multI-famIly devel­
opments, criminal opportunities in~rease. 
When dwellings are clustered on the SIte and 
access points are limited, on the other hand, 
strangers are less likely to wander through 
and more likely to be questioned when they 
do. Siting and clustering limit access natu­
rally and at the same time provide a 
bounded setting for the casual socml contacts 
that also promote security between neigh-
bors. 

tions of young people, since the elderly 
often tend to find young strangers poten. 
tially fearsome. This is an area 'wh~re de~ 
signers and planners need to be partIcularly 
aware both of the potential for secuxity 
involved and the trade-offs required in' 
terms of other, perhaps equal or more 
important, social values. 

aginative treatment by Paul Friedberg, a 
New York City designer}5 

The proble~s are more serious in dealing 

6. Provision of more acceptable outlets for 
potentiallv delinquent and -criminal energies. A' 
great deal of the cril:ne th~t concerns us !s 
committed by those With socml and economIc 
hardships-by ghetto residents, drug addicts, 
and others who see few alternatives to crime 
as a means of obtaining the money and 
material goods that are valued in our society. 
Some may even view criminal conduct (and 
especially vandalism) as a way of "getting 
even" with the society or expressing anger 
and frustration. Dealing' with these 'prob. 
lel'llS; of course, goes far beyond the scope ~f 
this study; it involves a variety of initiatives 
that should be central in planning commu· 
nity: social and economic institutions and 
services. 

with 12-20 yeat: olds, those increasingly in­
volved in a large percentage of criminal 
incidents, and the solutions less easy. Organ­
ized teams, sponsored by th~ police, boys' 
clubs or ~ther community groups,need 
places to play; large projects might include 
tinkering areas for auto repair and other 
mechanical pursuits; designers should pro­
vide, whenever possible, some structure or 
designated space that this age. group can 

. claim ,as its own. Designers might consider 
involving young residents in the planning 
and construction of such facilities. Projects 
designed in isolated locations removed from 
shopping and recreational opportunities may 
p~y highly in vandalism costs for the lack of 
activities available for young adults. 

At a more specific level, however, there 
are preventive measures available to plan· 
ners and developers that ,.can help achieve a 
safer comm.unity. Most relate to the young. 
Much youthful property crime and van?al. 

Increasingly those who appear in court on 
adult criminal charges are those with records 
of numerous contacts· with juvenile authori­
ties; it is imperative that the design necessity 
in crime prevention provide as many alter­
natives' as possible to the potential young 
offender, although it is obvious that the 
design potential here is not suggested as a 
cure-all for a complex social problem. 

ism is a product' of boredom or frustrauon~ 
Some sociologists (Cohen, Tappan, McKayl 
have commented that in the early stage:! 
delinquency is clearly a form of play. Van: 
dalism, shop-lifting, auto:thefts ~nd purse, 
snatchings may be committed pnmarIl~be~ 
cause they are" mote exc,iting. a~d SeeI~ll~~lY 
more rewarding than law-abldmg actIvlue~. :-, 
It is important to provide facilities for ~lt.er. , 
native activities: play areas related to hVI~,g~,., 
areas that offer real opportunities for ~,e. " 
light and play (the adventure playgroU1~di' 
concept has been surprisingly neglected .~Y, 
American planners); often areas for speCJfIC.~ 
activities are more desirable than yet anotl~er ~ 
fenced asphalt area with a basket~all hOop", 
A neighborhood that offers a vaned rangec" 
of activities is often a richer playground than 'C, 

a segregated play space, and the concept of ;. 
the street and. sidewalk designed to. con~rol,~ 
traffic and encourage play has recelved,:I1p' ;:..' 

. 7. Community aesthetics. Although there is 
lutle s'yst~matically collected empirical data 
on whIch to base their position, some observ­
e~s ,claim that comm unity aesthetics-the 
Visual quality of the community'S buildings 
an~ landscaping and the level of care and' 

" ~amtenance they re,ceive-can have a defi­
nIte, ~lth0l:lgh subtle and indirect, impact on 
reducmg some of the casual factors that lead 

.,to criminal activities. A number of studies of 
vuln~rability have found higher incidences 
?f cnme occurring in run down, deteriorat­
I~g areas or, within buildings or facilities that 
are .least attractive and well-maintained}6 
ObVlO~sly, this is not the only explanation, 
for cnme; .the factors that lead to crime may 
also contnbute to the deterioration in the 
physical surroundings. But the surroundings 

B i$ Li~ Hammel, "Two Playground Designers Who Used to 
e 'Rebels,.''' The New York Times, November 29, 1972. 

" U See Cooper, Day, Levine, op. cit., and Lee Rainwater, 
,Poverty" ~ace and,Uri>an.Housing," in The Social Impact of 

CUhT~anDeslgn, Center for Policy Study, The University of 
.1cago" ! 971. 

themselves may also contribute to the inci­
dence of crime. 

A number 'of studies have found that an: 
f!nvironment that is institutional in appear­
ance or deteriorating or provided with low 
levels of repair and maintenance generally 
tends to cause increased detachment :isola-. - ,. 
tlon! hostility and frustration among its in-
~a~lt.a,nts .. In thes~ settings no one feels 
mdlVloually responSible for anything outside 
his home; residents and management de­
velop negative perceptions of each other and 
their neglect tends to reinforce the prob­
lems, further conveying the indifference to 
outsiders. When the care of buildings and 
personal property of others is not valued, it 
can le~d ~o. ~he weakening of c~mmunity 
norms mhlbumg theft or vandalism and the 
ex.pr~ssion o.f individual frustrations through 
cnml~al actions. When choices of building 
matenals and lack of maintenance indicate 
that a place is not important, residents soon 
get the message and treat space accordingly. 

C. Conclusion 
These seven points, then, define residen­

tial design considerations that prod uce a 
natl;lral and open system of community pro­
tection, stimulating positive interactions be­
tween people and place. They are obviously 
not all-inclusive. Too, they make no attempt 
to specificity of detail, rather attempting to 
focus' on the considerations that architects, 
planners ,and builders need to keep before 
them as they deal with a specific site, a 
specific plan, a particular opportunity for', 
rehabilitation and modernization.' As is t.rue 
with many security prescriptions, any design 
for security needs to be tailored to 'spf:!cific 
situations and it would be specious to pres­
ent detailed design specifications and suggest 
their applicability on a national level. Re­
gional differences as well as differing needs 
of various socio-economic groups preclude 
any neat security shopping list for planners. 

In our. opinion, enough i~' known about 
, . design and' security to warrant an effort to 

disseminate existing knowledge to architects, 
developers, builders, and l,ocal planning offi-
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cialsY We would go even further and argue 
for the inclusion of the considerations to, be 
addressed in site plan review and other lo~al 
development. controls. The lack of precIse 
criteria is not a substantial obstacle to the 
inClusion of security among' the i,ssues con­
sidered in site plan review. Plan approval 
already involves a number of ,subjective is­
sues; the process typically involves dis~re­
tionary judgments arrived at through -gIve-

17 It sho).J1d be noted here that the proposed draft of 
HUD's Manual of Acceptable Practices (which is a companion 
volume to the mandatory Minimum Property Standards for 
FHA construction) is attempting to suggest appropriate 
security considerations for industry, at least at some minimal 
level of awareness, For example, chapter 3, Site Design, 
presents 300-7, Security: 

Public areas in site design, especially circulation paths 
which must be used at night, should, be kept well-lighted, 
and free of obstacles, dark corners, and isolated locations 
which will aid or encourage nuisance or criminal activi­
ties, Arrangement which allows twenty-four surveillance 
of public, areas by local police from the street is an 
important security consideration. 

While these practices are not mandatory, and FHA affects 
only a small fraction of the new housing built each year, this 
does represent a new acceptance of security as' a design 
consideration, 
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and-take between the developer and the 
enforcement agency. Including security con­
siderations would not greatly burden or alter 
the approval process. Especially if informa­
tion on design and security were available to, 
architects,' developers, ',and planning agen­
cies, security could be addressed on a sensi­
ble basis from the inception of planning of a 
residential development. Experience in cities 
like South San Francisco, where police re­
view of plans has been instituted, suggests 
that the effort is feasible. A requirement that 
security considerations be addressed in site 
plan review would be sufficiently flexible 
that it could be adapted to areas with 
different crime press.ure. As increased 
knowledge is gained about the impact of 
design on security, the rigor of plan review 
on this issue could be increased. As our 
understanding of security and design 
grows-and research in this area merits 
support-these additional insights can be 
incorporated into development planning and 
the training of planners, architects, engi­
neers, and other professionals. 
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Part III 
PRIV ATE GROUP ACTION TO 

COMBAT 
RESIDENTIAL, CRIME 
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In a society where the generally accepted 
premise is that law and order is a govern­
mental responsibility, citizens are neverthe­
less increasingly banding together to provide 
supplementary protection for their homes 
and neighborhoods. These group activities 
take a variety of forms: neighborhood citizen 
patrols in some areas (or variants, such as 
campus patrols, in special environments) 
tenant! patrols in public housing, the hiri.!g 
of private guards by neighborhood associa­
tions or the developers of subdivisions or 
planned communities.! In the following 
t~ree chapters, we consider the effectiveness 
of these supplementary protective activities 
and their impact on the communities in 
which they occur. 

Most citizens would prefer improv~d po­
lice protection to participation in a citizen 
patrol or the hiring of guards.2 Yet, iI:1 many 
areas, police service seems inadeq~ate, and. 
residents seek added protection. Their deci­
sion about what to do is guided primarily by 
their economic situation. One study of citi- . 
zen patrols, for example, concluded that 
support and mobilization for patrols "is 
found disproportionately among lower status 

I Another variant-the auxiliary police force-is of limited 
~elevance to the protection of residential neighborhoods and 
IS not considered in this report. Although ·auxiliary police 
forces are apparently growing both in numbers and member-
ship.("The Civilian Cop Helps Fight the Crime Rise, Or Is 
He 'Plain Nuts'?" Tile Wall StreetJouma~ Feb. 20, 1973 at I), 
their, direct usefulness in crime prevention is limited. They 
may, however, ,serve to free up regular police officers by 
providing supervised personnel to perform some police tasks. 
They may also have a useful role to play in crowd control, at 
rush hours, and in natutal disasters and other emergencies. 
Se~ Arlington County Police Department, "1969 Reserve 
Pohce StUdy" (Arlington,Va., unpublished); james S. Kakalik 
and Sorrel Wildhorn, Private Police in tile United States (The 
RandCorporation,R-869/DOj, 1971). 

2 See, e.g., National Opinion Research Corporation, 
"Neighborhood Views of New York 'City Services," New .. 
Yor.k: The Vera Institute. 1970. 
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persons; middle-class people a ppa.rently 
more often effectively press the government 
for increased police protection or hire li­
censed private guards." 3 Families who can­
not afford to move from a city neighbor­
hood that is becoming more dangerous may 
try to provide a level of protection within 
the neighborhood through voluntary patrols. 
Upper-income families may do the same, 
through joinirigtogether to hire private 
guards, or they may move into communities 
where the developer or a neighborhood 
association provides guard services, often at 
a substantial cost. 

Both citizen, patrols and private guards 
share an anomalous situation with respect to 
residential security. Our legal system pro­
vides little middle ground between the sworn 
police offic.er and the ordinary citizen. In all 
of the activities d.escribed in this chapter, 
p~ivate cit~zens are undertaking an ancillary 
police function-often an uncomfortable 
role in D,ur society and one t~at js fettered 
by a variety of legal restrictions. These 
restrictions-and the risks they reflect-are 
one of the drawbacks of self-protection 
measures. Other issues concern the relation­
ship of priv'ate, protection efforts to the 
police and their impact on the attitudes of a 
community and its residents. 

,The basic quest~on of the effectiveness of 
patrqls or private guards in providing resi-: 
dential security is an especially difficult one 
to answer in the abstract. Here, as with other 
security measures discussed' in this report, 
specifics are nec.essary before an evaluation 
can be attempted. What we can provide­
and what these chapters include-are some 
general observations and examples illustrat­
ing the advantages and disadvantages of this 
approach to residential security. 

39ary T. Marx and Dane Archer, "Community Police 
Patrols: An Exploratory Inquiry. "Harvard Univ~rsity-MIT 
joint Center for Urban Studies, March 1972. at 75. . 
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Chapter 5. ,Citizen Patrols In Residential Neighborhoods 

America has a .long tradition of voluntary 
group. action to meet perceived common 
needs. The tendency to form voluntary, ad 
hoc organizations was noted by Alexis de 
Tocqueville in the 1830's and has been 
repeatedly rediscovered since. One of the 
common needs to which voluntary groups 
have responded is protection against crime. 
Vigilante groups of~en were the only provi­
ders of law-and-order on the frontier, and 
self-help was also apparent in many of the 
new cities of the West, most notably San 
Francisco. 

The history of vigilante groups in this 
country is decidedly mixed. It includes not 
only homesteaders or townspeople protect­
ing their families from criminal intruders, 
hut also the Ku Klux Klan and others 
attempting to impose or defend discrimina­
tion through extralegal means. Vigilantism 
and voluntarism, moreover, run counter to 
another American i~eai, never fully 
achieved-rule by law and the minimal' use 
of coercive violence. Today, most Americans 
certainly oppose people's "taking the law 
into their own hands"; they would agree that 
government should have a monopoly on law 
enforcement. . 

Many citizens also believe, however, that 
the government is failing to provide effective 
law enforcement. Increasing rates of crime­
and increasing fear-have impelled people 
to band together to protect themselves and 
their neighborhoods . .In the. sixties, a num­
ber of citizen patrols (the Maccabees in 
Brooklyn, the North Ward Citizens' Commit­
tee. in Newark, the Oakland patrol in Hart­
ford, numerous youth patrols) were organ­
ized, primarily in lower-middle income 
neighborhoods. These' groups frequently 
stemmed from racial fear.s, a crisis situation 
or incident, or a desire to protect the 
neighborhood from a criminal element com­
posed of "outsiders." The groups organized . ' 

. escort and ambulance services, pattolled the 
streets to keep peace, cruised in, unmarked 
cars, and worked generally to "cool it"-to 
limit confrontations, crime and violence in 
ghetto and other urban neighborhoods. 
Many of the groups were evanescent; organ·, 
ized in response to a particular crisis, they 
quietly disbanded after an initial frenzy of 
activity. Their members, once the novelty 
wore off, ,discovered that self-protection may 
be dangerous and-more important-that it 
is exceptionally boring. Patrolling a neigh. 
borhood for criminals rarely yields any (in. 
deed, that is one measure of success). It 
becomes a dull routine, punctuated only' 
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occasionally by any action. . 
When confrontation between a member of 

a patrol and an apparent criminal does 
occur, serious problems may follow. The 
member of a patrol has no more authority to 
question or detain a suspect than does any 
other citizen, but by virtue of his role he 
may be tempted to try. The result may be 
that he commits a crime himself-assault,. 
battery, kidnapping, and false arrest are a 
few of the possibilities. He may also commit 
a tort, making him liable for civil damages. 
His position, if he intervenes. in a dispute, ~ 
legally that of a volunteer, whose potential 
liability is suggested by the law's definition'of 
a volunteer as "an officious intermeddler." 

The police generally dislike citizen patrols, 
in part because of the added problems they 
create and in part because these groups are 
often critical of the police. Whether or not 
their initial role is adversarial (for example) 
observing police confrontations with citizens 
to guard against police brutality), citizens' 
groups at least implicitly suggest that the 
police are not performing adequately. F.ven 
when the police agree, they would prefer 
that they be given the necessary resources 10 

do a better job, rather than having citizens 
form supplementary organizations. . 

Despite these tensions and problems the 
number o~ cit.izen patrols again appears to 
be on the mcrea§e. Newspaper stories in the 
past year mentio!). such groups' functioning 
in a variety of communities-from the sub­
urbs of Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, and 
Long Island to the central cities of Chicago, 
Boston, Baltimore, and Philadelphia; in 
Houston and Indianapolis, Cincinnati and 
Cedar Rapids} In New York City, perhaps 
150 such groups have been organized in all 
five boroughs, functioning as tenant patrols, 
street patrols, or child safety patrols (the last 
operatmg around schools to protect children 
from mugging or harrassment before and 
after school and at lunch hour). 

Our focus in this chapter is on voluntary 
citizen patrols in neighborhoods. (The next 
chapter deals with tenant patrols and indige­
nous guard forces in public housing, which 
raise, other issues.) Such patrols have some 
clear advantages over other alternatives for 
providing neighborhood security, but they 
also pose some potential problems. After 
identifying the benefits and drawbacks of 
neighborhood patrols, we will discuss the 
poUcyoptions in dealing with them. 

A. TJ~e Advantages of Citi~en Patrols 
, In. princ~ple, citizen patrols should playa 

relatively Simple and narrowly defined role: 
to d.et~r cri!llinal activity. by their pr~sence. 
Their functions should be those of a passive 
guard: to watch for criminal or suspicious 
cond~ct an? to ale~t th~ police when they 
see It. ThiS functIOn IS the same for a 
station~ry pat,rol (e.g., tenants stationed in 
t~~ l<;>bby to screen persons entering the 

, ~udd~ngl a~ for a mobile patrol (tenants 
. che~~mg stairways and elevators or residents 
_c~Uls.mg the r,teighborhood streets). One de­
~Ivauve function may also be noted: provid­

"mg a protective escort for individuals .. 
: . It should not be the function of patrols to 
I~tervene in criminal incidents, either to 

" attempt to defend the victim or to appre­
. hend the wrongdoer. There are three princi­
pal reasons for this. First, intervention vastly 
mc~eases the risk of injury to the victim or 
to mnocent bystanders, as well as to the 

'~J?hil Herbers, "Civilian Patrols Spreading to the Sub­
ur s, TIle New York Times, .November 5, 1972, at 1. 

patrol member. Second, patrol members are 
~ot trained or equipped to intervene effec­
tIVely and with minimal risk. Third inter-. . ' . 

ventlon mvolves potential legal liability for 
the consequences to the apparent wrongdoer 
or others, and thus carries a pecuniary risk 
for the patrol member. 

Although there are no available data to 
c~)l~~irm the hypothesis, it seems logical that 
clvillanpatrois a~f.quately performing. this 
deterrence function can substantially im­
pro~e the security ~f a particular housing 
proJect, block, or neighborhood. They have 
~ number of advantages over other protec­
tive measures: 

1. Patrols are relatively inexpensive. The 
deterrence function of patrols could be per­
formed by the police; but it rarely is. Police 
manpower is .inad~quate for preventive pa­
troll~ng of resl~entl~l areas, and especially of 
portions of reSidential areas not visible from 
a cruising patrol car. Because the policeman 
on I;>atr.ol must. respond to calls for" police 
serVice, the pollce emphasize mobility and 
are reluctant to have officers leave their 
radio cars except in- response to a call. If 
more police. were added to the force solely 
for patrolling (a debatable allocation of 
scarce police resources), it would add enor­
mously to police costs. In New York, it has 
been estimat~d, that one added patrolman 
costs the eqUivalent of ten tirries his annual 
salary;2 the number of added patrolmen 
needed to provide saturation preventive pa-
trol would be enormous. . 

Citizen. patrols are inexpensive preci~ely 
because they are not professional policemen 
or guards. Eliminating personnel costs also 
means eliminating many of the other costs 
(fringe benefits, personnel 'administration 

. costs, etc.) of a patrol operation. Again to 
cite New York City figures, a Rand Institute 
study. there estim.ated the average cost ()f 
secuflty alternatives for public housing 
apartments.3 The options cost from $2.65 
per apartment per month to $57.39.' The 
tenant patrols in operation in public housing 

2 New, Y?rk City. Crirninal Justice Coordinating Committee, 
1971 Crrmmal Justrce Plan., . 

3 ~illiam F~irley and Michael Liechenstein, "improving 
Pubhc Safety m ,Urban Apa~~ment Dwellings: Security Con­
cepts a?d EXI?C~lme~~al DeSign for New york City HC!.using 
Authorrty BUlldmgs, The New York City Rand Institute, 
June 1971, p.55. 
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!". : in New Y.ork City, by contrast, were roughly fr~ends ~nd a more fulfilling way to spend ,2: The dete:ren:ce function of a patrol is authority" the leader is apt to encourage the 
I. estimated to have.a direct cost of 30 cents leisure time. For others-and perhaps teen. . diffuult to mazntazn, We have indicated our me'!lbers m more aggressive behavior, 

, , 

{ .' 

I,. ; 
. t " 

per unit per month (this does not include agers and young adults, in particulat-the view that the appropriate role of a patrol is Fmally, the establishment of the patrol as 
the o~portunity cost' for tenants who partici- patrol is a socially produ,ctive alternative to to watch for. CrIme or su~picious activity and also ?oted e,arlier, is a consequence of ~n-
pate m patrols to the exclusion of other undesirable or destructhc activity. 't~en repor~ It to ~h~ pohce. For a variety of h~ppmess. with th~ police coupled perhaps 

P
ossible activities).' reasons, thiS restrIction on the patrol's activi· With eth I . . d'ff' I mc or racla concerns. It is unlikely 
2, ~atrols can be effective in performing a ties IS I ICU t to enforce. th?t a stable organization can emerge from 

survezllance function. There is no inherent B. The Disadvantages of Citizen Patrols One reason is that it is extremely dull to t~IS background; as long as emotions run 
reason fo~ believing that police training is Despite these very substantial theoretical ~e ,a wa~c~man and n,othing more. Simply hlg~, the tendency will be to escalate the 
necessary in order to perform a surveillance advantages, patrols have exhibited a number slttmg. rIdmg, or walkmg does not seem to tactics of the patrol. 
fu~ctio~. Indeed" policemen are not specially of shortcomings in practice. For the most ~e ent)l~gh ~? d?; one is not really "combat- 3. The police will be reluctant to coopemte with 
tra~n~d m patrollmg tac:tics or methods; their part, the problems with citizen patrols are a tmg CrIme, With all the action the verb the pa!~ol and 1~~y even oppose it, Police 
trammg focuses primarily on intervention consequence of their origin and the nature connotes, A patrol member's tendency will OppositIOn t?, CitIzen patrols is primarily 
and apprehension. , of the function they assume: be to be, more aggressive, especially given ~ased on le~~tlmat~ concerns about vigilan-
,Because patrols can be manpower-inten- I,. Patrols tend to be short· lived, As suggested the emotionally charged framework in which tIsm and cl~lzen mtermeddling in police 

Slve, they are much more likely to provide a earher, patrols are generally organized when the patrol was launched (a framework, inci~ work. Both mterfere with effective lawen· 
watchman-presence at a particular place at a c??cern 'about ~rime-and sometimes spe. ~entally, that will often include more than a for~ement, at. ~east in the opinion of the 
particular time. clflc types of cnme, whether rape or urban' lIttle xen~phobia). Authority, even self.as- p~hce, The CltlZ~n attempting to stop one 

3. Patrols take advantage of existing behavior rioting-is particularly intense.' This intensity sU"3ed, remforces aggressive tendencies, es- CrIme may commit others, especially if he is 
patterns. As noted earlier, organizational im. of concern is unlikely to be sustained over a p~cIally when a police-like role is involved. overzealous and untrained. It may well be 
pulses are part of the American character. long period; if it is, residents may withdraw ,I, The viriiity of the patrolmember, defending ~rue that .the least, desirable person to have 
More generally, people tend to come to- from neighborhood activities, including the hearth and ho~,~, may also be implicitly mvolve~ m a famlly quarrel is a neighbor, 

. gether ~o ta,ke common action. in response to patrol, rather than assume the risk they challenged. Hence, the perhaps insurmount- The neighbor'S presence ignites passions that 
str~ss situations: .Patrols are a realistic group entail. Shared concern, then, is both a neces: ~ble u~g~ to challenge strangers and to an anonymous policeman, symbol only of 
action; they utlhze a resource (spare time) sary condition for establishing a patrol and a" Intervene m disputes. ' gov.ernmental a.uthority, does not. From the 
th t I h d d possible reason for its demise. While the s· pO~ICe perspective, a group that invites the 

a many peop e ave an 0 not require I " ecohd, if a patrolmember does' happen neighbor to pay attentl'on-and even to I'n-
substantial amounts of other resources patro may mcrease neighborhood cohesion, upon an incid t' I' I , ' b d h '" en mvo vm, g. a rea or appar· tervene--on,ly coml)ounds the dl'ffl'cultl'es of 
(money and sophistication) that most people a.ssummg roaenoug partiCipatiOn, con· ',:"- ent threat to sonleb d t h' h -

t d £ k h
· h' . , ,0 y, I IS cont,rary t,o, IS t e. policeman's J·ob. Better, agal'n from the 

lack Patrol I h' hI "bl d mue ear may wea en t IS co eSlon, even·: In t (. £ th '£, s a 5.0 are hlg y VISI e an tually destroying the patrol itself. ' mS mlcts agam r~m °drced by hiS pOSltIOn) pohce perspective, that concerned citizens 
ere ore reassurmg to t ose worried about ere y to rep,ort It an, stand by. He will be ,only call the switchboard, 

crime. . A sec<:md, perhaps more typical scenario" muc~ ~ore hkely to mtervene, Once inter- " ' , 
4. Patrols indirectly improve the individual's mvolves a successful patrol-which may be venuon IS tacitly or explicitly approved-and ,Moreover, b~cause the c.ltlzen patrol IS 

a~i!i,ty t? deal .wit~ crime, Experience on a defined as a patrol in an. area where the the approval will be explicit, the atrol~em-" fou.nded on displeas1;lre with the job the 
clVlhan patrol IS hkely to make an.individual crime problem diminishes. Patrolling, as ?er, will become a "hero," if it is 1i!c:cessful--':it poh~e ha,:e, done-a~d perhaps even dislike 
more aware of security needs. The individ- noted earlier,' becomes duller and, duller, its IS h~ely to become an accepted' part of the of !the ~ohce-there I~ a natural tendency f~r 
ual member of a patrol will' gain an en- necessity less and less apparent. (Without patrol's role .. This,. in turn, may alter the na- the pol,lce to re.gard It. as a.n a?versary. ThiS 
hanced sen~e.?f territo,rial proprietorship adopting a meteorofogical theory of criminal , ture of the patrol profoundly. Members will be may have a, varIety of 1m phcatlons, including 
and responsibIlity. He wIll be more likely to contagion, we should note that crime "crises'" ,,'~, attracted because of the potential for conflict, a, slowness to resp0~d to .Its requests f?r he~p 
be on the alert for crime or suspicious tend to occur in warm weather. Winter, -' there may be pressure to carry arms; the eyes (m the pro~ess remforc.mg commumty dls­
behavior within his neighborhood or devel- however, follows summer, and so to boi'e~' and ears for the police may want to become p,l~asure With the pohce). In a sense, a 
o~ment even when he is not on patrol. He dom one may add discomfort to 'the patrol' their fists, citIzen patrol poses a no-win dilemma for 
wIll know how to report a crime' and will members' complaints, at least in much of the ,'< • ' the, police. ~iven the length of the odds 
probably be more willing to do so, ' country,) 'Third, there is an organizational dynamic agamst ~rrestmg the perpetrator of a crime, 

5. Patrols contribute to other desirable social Another reason why patrols tend to be" at work. P~trols',are frequently the brainchild t~~ pohce response :will seldom satisfy the 
goals. Patrol groups are likely to result ,in short-lived involves the normal propensities: of a chansmatl,C community leader, Even cItizen patrol. . 
greater neighborhood or development cohe- of citizen organizations. Although we ,haye ,. 'h~ere t~ey are n.ot, they will probably have a Police animosity may have another nega­
siveness, which in turn improves the resi- stressed the relative simplicity of a patrol· ~ ,Ierarchlcal structure, emphasizing chains of tiv~ consequence. Consciously or not, the 
dents' capability for common action to, meet member's task, it takes considerable logistkal' compland similar to those of the police pohce may decrease their level of effort in 
ot~er problems. Wh~re .there is no existing work to keep a patt:0l f1.mctioning. It is;a.,;: ~~ICh are,- in turn, patterned after the an area that has a patrol. The residents will 
neIghborhood orgamzatlon, the patrol'may commonplace of volunteer groups that such,_ '~. za~~~~y)~:detl.nthey, a~et also ."ol~ntha~y or~~ni- ha~e traded official protection, by trained 
serv~ as the vehicle for its formation. supporting paperwor,k is done initially in a.' - th'" .-oroer 0 mamtam IS pOSItion officers, for ad hoc self-protection. There will 

Patr~ls, moreover, provide a useful activity burst of enthusias,m and with great diligence, \ h~Jeader wIll have to satisfy the member- be substantial costs, even if the watchman 
for reSidents. For some, this will mean new and thereafter deteriorates. " ~IP, In, this context, in order to keep his. function is better performed . 
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4. The patrol may aggravate community ten~ 
sions. A citizen patrol may actually accentuate 
so~e community problems, especially where 
substantial ethnic d'r class differences exist. 
Police routinely deal with family and per~ 
sonal crises-precisely those matters one 
seeks to hide from other community resi­
dents, not share with them. A community 
patrol is, in a sense, an organized squad of 
nosy neighbors. Some residents may be ex­
tremely upset about the intrusion on their 
privacy and the arrogation of governmental 
functions that is implied. 

The problem of increased community ten~ 
sion or conflict may be particularly critical 
wht:n th~ p~trol is patterned along political 
or et.hmc hnes. Thus, a I!roup like the 
Pa~thers in Oakland or a ~street gang on 
~hlcago's South Side may aggravate divisions 
In the .commu.nity, ~ven while providing 
protection agamst CrIme threats from the 
outside. Whether because of their political 
stance or because of the selectivity of the 
~rotection they offer, such groups may do 
httle to enhance community cohesion. At 
theother end of the spectrum, groups like 
the North Ward Citizen's Committee in 
Newark, New]e,rsey, may seem to contribute 
to city-wide racial tensions through inflam­
matory rhetoric and actions. 

In short, the principal problems of patrols 
rela.te to their inability to sustain the narrow, 
anti-crime role they initially stress. It is 
almost an organizational imperative that they 
become more adversarial-whether toward 
the police or the group that threatens 
them-and more aggressive in the conduct 
of their protective functi<,>n. The alternative 
(and it is not necessarily always an undesira~ 
ble. one) j~ that ,the· patrol g.oes out ,of 
busm~ss. after the immediate crisis passes. In 
fact, It IS probably best to evaluate citizen 
patrols fro~n the perspective of both their 
shQrt-run and longer~term benefits and 
drawbacks. In the short run, the advantages 
aln;tost certainly outweigh the problems. 
NeIghborhood patrols appear to be an effec­
tive temporary measure to deal with criminal 
contagion in a particular area. That the 
group will h~ve a relatively short life-span is 
not necessartly a reason not to establish it. 
Over the longer term, it may well be that the 
risks inherent in a citizen patrol outweigh 

the. co?tinued benefits, at least in the vast 
maJonty of cases. These risks could be 
~educ~d, however, through appropriate pub­
hc pohcy. 

New York City is an example of a jurisdic-' 
don where government has been forced to' 
respond to the existence of numerous citizen 
patrols (as noted earlier, something like 150 
p.atrols are now operating th~oughout the 
cIty). Although the New York Police Depart­
ment would prefer that members of citizen 
patrols join the police auxiliary where they 
would be subject to police supervision, they 
have accepted the existence of the patrols 
and are attempting to work with them and 
therefore exercise some measure of control 
over them. The NYPD provides patrols with 
a sm;:tll, mimeographed rulebook, an identi­
fication card, base stations at precincts if 
desired and the use of at least one radio 
channel in each borough above the crowded 
civilian band, permitting the use of walkie­
talkies. The New York patrols, which range 

. from 20 to 200 members, wear no uniforms 
and carry no weapons~ The cooperative 
posture the police have assumed may pre­
vent the patrols from becoming adversaries 
of the police. In general, successful patrols' 
have been organized with the cooperation of 
the police, who have been involved from the. 
very ~eginning in planning, training and 
operatIons. 

On the other hand, patrols that begin as 
adversaries to the police (such as the Panth~ 
ers) or assume too much independence for 
themselves (such as the North Ward Citizens' 
ComI?~w~~) tend. to invite a hostile police 
reactIon, IncreasIng the problems of the. 

. patrol. The police concern that the patrol 
will be a hindrance rather than a help in 
controlling crime may tend to be self-fulfill­
ing. Many police forces, concerned about 
vigilantism, are absolutely opposed to pa­
trols. In Alexandria, Virginia, for exampk, 
~he police department refuses to participate 
m the training of patrols; the reactivation of 
the,Del Ray Capital Patrol there led the city 
Council to adopt an anti-patrol resoultion.4 

In these circumstances, i~ is unlikely that the 

• Diane Brockett, -"An~i-'Crime Patrolling Hit," The Washing' 
ton Star, January 26, 1972, at 1. ' 
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patrol will be a beneficial force in the 
community.5 . 

C. The Potential for Neighborhood Patrols 
The most important preconditions for the 

formati(:)fi of a neighborhood patrol are 
substantial apprehension about crime and 
the lack of an alternative means of surveil­
lance. In mi~dle- and upper-income neigh-

. borhoo?s, pnvate gu~rd forces are a practi­
cal opuon; most reSIdents would probably 
prefer. to pay a monthly fee for guard 
protection rather. t.han t<? join a self-help 
group. Where cost IS a mmor consideration 
(or, p~t differently, the cost can easily be 
met WIthout a severe financial strain on 
residents), few would opt for a citizen patrol 
over hired guards. 

Similar.ly,. in p~iv~te middle-income apart­
m.ent bUlldmg~, It IS unlikely that a patrol 
WIll be anythmg other than a transitory 
phenomenon. For example, one Washing­
ton? D.C. !llanagement firm, which deals 
en~lr~ly wIth luxury and middle-income 
~uddmgs, reports that in one of their build­
Ings. tenants .did form a patrol-and-escort 
service followmg a series of purse-snatchings 
on the walkway from the parking area and a 
few break-ins: "We try to respond to what 
the tenants ask for," an executive of the firm 
commented, "but of course we wouldn't 
finance a patrol and it faded out as soon as 
the problem subsided. Everybody' felt better 
after we changed all the locks on the doors." 
One should not conclude that the' patrol 
served no purpose in this instance-it did 
assuage the tenants' fears' and may even 
have helped solve the crime problem-but it 
doe.s slJgest that permanent patrols are 
un!Ikely to be organized in this type of 
reSIdential setting. 

Thus, citizen patrols will be largely a 
lower- and middle-income phenomenon, 
~here other alternatives are not within the 
fmancial reach of residents. In these areas, 
pat:ols may ~e a reaso~able supplement to 
pohce protectIon. They· may lead to a sense 

:' ~ Pflice opposit!on, among other things, affects the type of 
peol,p e a patrol IS able to recruit. Although it is true that 
poleeaT' d' .. b UXI Janes an police-approved patrols will attract' a 

, num e~ ~f questionable recruits because of the police impri­
; amatur,. It IS probabl)tll.1W Jrue that nnlice' opposition will keep 

numbe f" 'd· ,,-indue ,. ~,o clvlc-mm ed recruits from serving and may 
. e mIlitant opponents of the police to join. 
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of con:m~tment and neighborhood cohesion 
t?at wIll Itself contribute to improved secu­
nty. They may provide reassurance to resi. 
dents and succeed in deterring crime. 

Yet t~e risks, ~s we have noted, are 
s';l~stan~Jal. There IS 'the threat of unbridled 
VIgIlantIsm. There ~s. the lack of any defined 
areas of acc<.>untabl~lty. There is the danger 
of exacer!:>atm.g. raCIal tensions or increasing 
urban . ammOSltI~s. J:here is the problem of 
attractmg undeSIrable members into the pa­
trol; as one observer commented "The lin 
between dedication and screwb~lls is ver; 
cl<,>se:" 6 The patrols face legal blocks, both 
crImmal and CIvil; they have no more police 
power tha~ any private citizen. The danger 
that they WIll become an undesirable force in 
the com~unity is very real. 

The dIlemma for the police, and for 
government generally, is whether to encour­
age patrols ~n.d attempt to co-opt them or to 
be antagonIstIc and hope to kill them off. 
Wh~re pat~ols are being organized and do 
~erslst (as m New York), probably coopera­
tIon-and possible cooption-is the wiser 
course. Unfortunately, however, there is no 
hard-~nd-fast rule that can be uniformly 
preSCrIbed. 

Nor is it p<,>ss.ible. to provide any meaning­
ful general gUldelme for citizens in areas 
where patrols are being considered. We have 
stres.sed t.he problems of patrols, but their 
prohf~~atlon in recent years is evidence that 
the~ fIll a .fe~t need, if only for a short 
perIod. It IS Important to recognize that 
patrols .are ~o substitute for adequate police 
protectIon; mdeed, one of the most worth­
while activities of a patrol group may be to 
lobby for more . adequate police service. Be­
yon~ that, questIons must be asked about the 
partIculars ?f a p~t~ol group: the nature of 
Its leadership, polItIcal orientation, the atti­
tudes of potential members, how it will 
ope~ate, how it will be paid for; and so on. 
~&am, doubt ;about the ultimate role of a 
CItIzen patrol .IS n?t ne~~ssa.rily a persuasive 
~rgument agamst Its utIlIzatIon for a' limited 
tIme to meet a serious problem. Patrols do 
have. potential asa crime deterrent in resi­
dentIal areas that should not be disregarded. 

6 Marx and Archer, op. cit" p, 21. 
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CHAPTER 6. TENANT PATROLS IN PUBLIC HOUSING 

The residents of public housing are in 
several senses a trapped population. They 
are trapped because they have little political 
access to better police protection. The ambi­
valent feelings of this group toward the 
police have been expressed over and over in 
a host of studies and articles. While they 
desire a more visible police presence and 
more adequate protection and service, they 
also distrust the police, fear them, doubt 
their integrity and question their efficiency 
and ability to make a difference. Ghetto 
residents feel their communities cannot in­
fluence law enforcement priorities in the 
local precincts; they do not think their voices 
are heard. Because so many minority groups 
are represented in public housing, all the 
racial stereotypes and animosities are present 
between the police and their clientele. And 
while such groups are more vocal and aware 
of their rights today than ever before, it is 
ironic that if a public housing resident were 
to organize a constituency and be elected to 
some public office, increased income from 
that responsibility might disqualify him from 
living in public housing. . 

Public housing tenants are a trapped resi­
dential population in another sense: there is 
little economic access to better housing. In 
part, this is an expression of the changing 
character of public housing over the last 
generation. Publk housing originally was 
conceived of as a program to help families in 
temporary economic difficulty. It was seen as 
a place where such families could live until 
life improved enough so they could gradu­
ate. Now, as James W. Eighmie of the 
National Capital Housing Authority put it, 
such housing "is a welfare island with resi­
dents beyond the first generation, a collec­
tion of people who never graduate." 1 Hous­
ing under private management benefits tre-

, 1 Interview with James W. Eighmie, National Capital Hous· 
ing Authority,January 17, 1972. , 

mendously from social screening that hous­
ing authorities do not have, and there is no 
doubt that such screening reduces the num- ~ 
ber of multi-problem families so heavily 
concentrated in public housing. 

And when these families come to public 
housing, they often come to stay. In New 
York City, where 560,000 people live in 194 
projects, about half those admitted to public 
housing are on welfare, while the current 
population ,of welfare families is 80 percent.2 

While housing authorities across the country. 
are staggering under financial burdens and iI 
defi~its thatbgrow largedr e.ahch yea 1:' t.hey 11 
contmue to e swampe WIt app lcatlOns 
for what in most cities is still the most '~. 
available housing bargain. The waiting lists c,.i,­

grow each year. In New York City more 
than 135,000 families are on the waiting .~ 
lists, despite the fact that only about 2,000 'c 
new units have been built annually in recent! 
years. In mid-1970 Chicago had a waiting " 
list .of 21,000; Miami, 8,000; Pittsburgh, 
5,500; Memphis and Louisville, 4,000 each; 
Boston, 2,700; Atlanta, 2,000.3 With the;: 
current rate of new housing starts it is not 
likely that these lists have dwindled. Nor is it .­
likely that these lists would have grown so ~' 
much if other economic alternatives were 
available to the families they represent. In a 
study of public housing costs in 23. cities,' 
1968 median income for tenants in those 
cities was found to be.$2,444. In Los Ange~ 
les, San Francisco, and Oakland, the propor­
tion of families receiving public assistance or ", ' 
other relief payments (not including social -
security) was more than 50 percent.4 The ;jl. 

2 Steven R~ Weisman, "Golar Says City Crime Level Exceeds' ,";; 
That in Public Housing," The New York Times, February 25, .' 

,1971, p. 38. 

50 

3 John Herberts, "Inflation and Crime Fuel Public Housing ,.:.' 
Crisis," TIll! New York Times, January 4, 1970, p. 45, 

4 Frank DeLeeuw. "Operating Costs in Public Housing." 
The Urban Institute n.d., 9: ' 

.~.::-'. ,_. 

point could be documented endlessly. It 
becomes a truism to repeat that the issues of 
crime and sec';1rity in housing relate here to 
a group that cannot escape to greener, more 
expensive-and safer-pastures. 

This is a trapped residential population. 
finally, because it has little social access to 
better neighborhoods. The inflammatory re­
action to various efforts to provide public 
housing in subur.ban neighborhoods, such as 
the attempt of Mayor Lindsay's administra­
tion to build a few units of subsidized public 
housing and housing for the elderly in 
Forest Hills, Long Island, is enough to 
indicate the kind of bitter resentment to 
such communities that exists. If the option is 
public housing, the scattering of sites has 
become a volatile social and political issue 
that probably will not be resolved in enough 
instances to make any dent in those waiting 
lists. And if these "trapped" families should 
find their economic situation improved 
enough to leave public housing, what then? 
Certainly the new housing market is almost 
pie-in-the-sky. Within the city limits, where 
there is some supply of older residential 
stock, there often is even fiercer resistance to 
change and minority group intrusion. Com­
petition for the least expensive slice of older 
housing is also fierce. There are not many 
avenues open, even for the family that 
thinks it can make it in the private sector. 

In attempting to provide security for the 
residents of public housing, it is important 
for public housing authorities (or HUD or 
other federal agencies in providing funds to 
th~m) to recognize the special problems of 
thIS population. These problems are in part 
re.sponsible for the high incidence of 
cr~me-and accompanying resident fear of . 
~rn~e, often out of proportion to its actual 
mCld.ence-in public housing. Yet public 
h~usmg management cannot respond with 
cnme prevention measures available to the 
private sector. A doorman, a contract guard 
~orce, sophisticated electronic devices are 
hkely to be out of financial reach and some 
may.even be illegal "luxuries" that cannot be 
prOVIded in public housing. Public housing 
has. always faced severe budgetary con­
stramts; now as the impact of the 1:lrooke 
amendment '(liiniting a tenant's rent to 25 
percent of his income) is felt, operating 
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deficits are increasing while funds to meet 
them are becoming scarcer . 

If public housing management must find 
relatively inexpensive means of increasing 
security, it is also under a legal obligation to 
utilize tenants· to provide management ser­
vices. The Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1970 requires "maximum feasible 
participation bf the tenants" in the develop­
ment and operation of tenant services, in~ 
cluding "services which are directly. related 
to meeting tenant needs and providing a 
wholesome living environment." 5 

In this context, tenant patrols are an 
important security measure for public hous~ 
ing. The federal government has supported 
a number of t~nant patrol programs for 
public housing. The .Law Enforcement As~ 
sistance Administration has funded patrols 
as, a high-rise policing technique in Detroit. 
LEAA money has supported variations of 
the patrol model in Boston, Fall River, and 
Springfield, Massachusetts; LEAA and HUD 
have in ve~ted in patrols in Kansas City, 
Hartford and St. Louis. Security jobs have 
been developed in Kansas City, Los Angeles, 
Waterbury, Connecticut, and Jersey City, 
through the Public Employment Program of 
the Department of Labor. 

We have studied three tenant patrol pro­
grams in public housing in some detail. The 
three examples range from a volunteer pa~ 
trpl primarily providing access control to 
apartment buildings (New York), to a paid 
guard force composed of neighborhood resi~ 
dents (Hartford), to an indigenous paid 
patrol closely resembling a special public 
housing police force (Kansas City). Each of 
these approaches appear to have merit, al~ 
though it is impossible to construct quantifia­
ble indicators on their effectiveness in reduc­
ing crime in public housing prqjects. 

A. The, Voluntary Patrol: New. York City 
The New York City Housing Authority is 

a world in itself; in size and complexity it 
hardly can be compared to any other Au~ 
thority. Its tenant patrol operation is also 
unique in being'almost entirely a volunteer 
operation. Patrols have been in operation for 
close to five years, making the Au thority the 
most experiencec;l in the country in this area. 

S Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970, P.L. 91..: 
609,·section 993 (e), 84 Stat. 1770, 1808. " 
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The Authority is responsible for 194 proj­
ects housiQ.g 560,000 people. Its- buildings 
express every possible architectural solution 
to housing large -n'umbers of people, from 
huge towers with~more than a thousand 
residents, to clusters of small walk-up apart-_ 
ments. They reflect all the aesthetic and 

-sociological trends of the last fifty years, as 
well as changing requirements of fire and 
building codes. The Authority has its own 
poliCe force, currently' close to 1,600 men. 
The housing police provides patrols for 
2,075 multi-story buildings; through vertical 
patrol tactics, they cover cellars,· roofs, stair­
wells,and elevators as well as the grounds of 
these buildings. 

Personnel standards, training and starting 
wages are the same as for regular city 
patrolmen. The housing police force is 54. 
percent black as opposed to 7 percent for 
the city police. Some rivalries and friction 
exist between the two forces, 6 mostly at the 
level of the working patrolman; according to 
housing patrolmen, city police often look on 
them as second-rate policemen, not _ "real" 
police at all. Some confusion and overlap in 
responsibilities exist. Relations are generally 
good, officially, between the top levels of 
both forces. Housing patrolmen, however, 
can cite instances of lack of communication 
and cooperation between. the two forces, 
often resulting in the hejusing officer's get­
ting the -short end of the stick: losing a 
suspect, not getting credit for an apprehen­
sion, .etc. Such problems will. probably exist 
whenever there are two parallel police orga-
nizations in a city. " 

There is no doubt that residents of public 
housing benefit. In a sense this is a ~pecial 
service that public -housing tenants receive 
and other citi,zens do not. While- public 
housing in New York does suffer from high 
rates of crime and vandalism, recent figures 
for the city do not show a single project, 
whose crime figures are higher than its 
surrounding precinct; in many instances 
they aresubst~ntially 10weL While the crime 
rate in' many projects is'lower than in 
surrounQing .precincts, crime _ and fear of 

. crime are very high in most locati?ns.1 

6 See Christopher S. Wren, "Rivalry in Blue: Housing Police 
vs. City Police," The New York Times, February 15, 1973, p. 41. 

7 Excluding intrahouseholdinddents, Oscar Newman re­
ports 71,859 criminal incidents repO.rted to NYCHA in. 1969. 

Tenant patrols supplement and assist the .The issue of police relationships is compli-
patrols of th~· housing police in manyproj- " cated in the city by the existence of two 
ects. Although termed tenant-organized,'·j . separate police forces. Within" both the city 
there is no doubt that the patrols are I force and the Housing Authority police 
officially encouraged, organized, and toa. J there is the ambivalence always occasioned 
limited degree, given financial support. .J by the resentment of the professional for the 
Within the Housing Modernization Division, amateur, and the criticism .implied- by the 
there is, a small office responsible for the ; existence of the amateur. But whatever fric-
Tenant Patrol Unit. Employees work with . tion or difficulties are admitted to exist, 
requests from tenants in ailY project wanting there is at least high-level accep~ance of the 
to start a patrol. Their success can be :, patrols; difficulties are considered to be on 
measured by the· almost 12,000 volunteers I· the level of the individual patrolman on the 
currently working on patrols.; beat. Generally the patrols relate to the 

'The original patrols were offshoots of a ;; Housing Authority PQIice, reporting ind­
youth patrol project at St. Nicholas Houses, .~ dents to them and calling them first for 
supported with anti-poverty funds. A 'contin- , assi~tance. One or two HAPD patrolmen are 
uously growing program has followed that :1" on duty on each project. Project residents 
initial effort, although its growth has shown ,c. occasionally prefer to call the city police, as 
that same swinging curve that characterizes .. , Authority police are required to file incident 
many of these groups: high initial interestt reports with management, which could mean 
leads to a growth in membership, a serious {, problems or costs, for the resident. . 
crime or disturbance swells activity; then,~. Every security increment carries a price 
nothing happens for a long time-no crime, ~~ tag. The patrols are no exception. Costs are 
no phone calls, no activity-and with bore- . 'considerably lower (proportionately) in New 
dom the membership curve swinf~s down; I York because only project supervisors are 
The Housing Authority tries to counteract "~ paid_ The largest single expense is for tele­
this tendency by involving the. patrols in; phone services. These, in addition to costs 
other projects (youth activities, beautification for the Tenant Patrol Observer (a monthly 
projects) and ,social events. " , ne:wsletter), superyisors' salaries, the card 

Tenants get guidance from the Authority' tables; the coffee pots, the blue windbreakers 
but choose their own s!-lpervisor, who must with the project name in script over the 
be a resident, works "10-20 hours' a week, pocket, the award dinners-all ,come out of 
and makes $2.50 per hour. There are one or "annual operating expenses for a current 
two such supervisors for each patrol; many. annual estimated budget in 1972 of $470,-
are women. Technically building security. is 000.8 

" 

the responsibility of the Housing Authority The pattern and composition of the pa-
Police Force, but with one or two men on " troIs varies from project to project. There 
duty for what may.be 30-40 buildirigs ina ,'are two constants: the large number of 
project, the usefulness of the patrols is womeriinvolved and the substantial involve~ 
evident. Supervisors help tena:nt~ organize ment of the" -elderly. In a housing' situation 
the pattern of the patrols, recruit volunteers, where. there are many women heads-of-
hold meetings, keep attendance and aC,tivity.,.; ,households it would be expected that 65-70 
records, and btingin staff from downtown "~" percent of the patrol volunteers would be 
when enthusiasm wanes. The job is n~t women, ~ut Authority officials have been 
considered a plum: "It's a lot ofdanin '. surprised at the interest and commitment of 
aggravating details ·and it takes more hours ....large numbers of senior citizens. 
than you're paid for:~ Beyond the guidan~~ ."" There a~e. very few walking patrols-it 
offered by the central Tenant Patrol Un~t, ,:. would be the "more enthusiastic volunteer" 
"there is little formal training for the patrols ." who "doesn't mind takin~ the risk of walk­
in New York; thdr "generally. sedentary sU,I-,; 
veillance activities, however,' are the least··~ 
complex type of patrol, wJIere an untrained 
pres~nce may be adequate. .~ 

~'.. .. . i'~ 

I
" ~he figure does not includ,e any Housing Authority staff 

" sa aries." . . "" . 

ing." 9 Most patrols are a presence in the 
lobbies; their only responsibility is to try to 
prevent access if there is reason to do so, 

k and to call the police if there is trouble. A 
telephone on a card table in the lobby is 
communications headquarters for contacting 
the Authority policeman on patrol. 

In each project vis.ited, the small lobby had 
three to five people clustered. around the 
card table, usually located between the entry 
and the elevator. The patrols try to maintain 
sightlines through the front door; they re­
cognize those who belong; they ask strangers 
to sign in. Despite fire regulations, patrols 
try to keep secondary exits locked to control 
access. 

It is hard to .reconcile the hazards and 
crime pressures involved, and any concern 
about patrols becoming vigilante groups, 
with the unstable card tables, frazzled resi­
dents, slightly haphazard operation that cen­
ters in those lobbies. These volunteers have 
all the pressures of daily life; many are 
female heads of households; some sit around 
tho~e card tables still in slippers. 

'Where tenants have requested it 'the Au­
thority is required by law to install 'intercoms 

_ at front entrances. (This involves a rent 
increase of about $2.80 monthly.) When 
these ;;tre installed in a small enclosure 
outside a locked door the patrol's responsi­
bility is simplified. Without an intercom 
patrols either check people in passing,or 
keep the lobby door locked, and check, 
visitors without a key by contacting the 

1esident with the lobby phone. When con- " 
cerned about a visitor, several male patrol 
members said they had ridden up in the 
elevator with a stranger, taking along a 
walkie-talkie (very valued but not standard 
equipment) to keep in touch with the d«:!sk. 

In New York, patrols operate largely at 
night, although there are a few daytime 
patrols, where volunteers are available, espe­
cially on the first and sixteenth when the 
monthly welfare checks arrive. A few proj­
ects have escort services. 

There is no hard statistical basis for eval­
uation of tenant patrols in New York. The 
same data gaps arise that afflict criminal 

. 9 The description of the New York patrol operation and 
any quotes are from a visit to five projects and'a series of 
interviews in May, 1972. 
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statistics generally. The Housing Authority 
police keep incident records for all projects 
and do 'compile monthly releases of prec::inct 
crime figures. Neitner· police force has done 
any analytical studf.of the effectiveness of 
the patrols; pulling out the statistical data to 
make a case for the patrols is not possible, 
according to police source,s. 

they' watch, checkihg on ,strangers, keeping" 
tabs on children, passing on messages. 

Secondary programs developing from the 
patrols add to this, community sel1sei rec;rea~. 

, tional programs, often youth-oriented;, social. 
'occasions to present awards; community rec­
ognition and beautification programs.u The. 
patrols have affected the relationship of' 
people to space and place and this assump~ 
tion of territorial responsibility is an impor­
tant security increment. 

The variables present an almost insupera­
ble obstacle to relating changes in crime rate 
to patrol activity: If an im;ident occurred in 
a project; was it in a building with a patrol? 
Did it occur ¥It a time when the 'patrol was', B. A Public Housing Guard Force: Hart~, 
functioning? If the crime rate dropped, ford, Connecticut 
could weather have been a factor? Too, the Hartford, Connecticut, represents a me-
HAPD operates a Task Force that moves in dium-sized city using tenant patrols· in a 
and out of areas in response to. trouble, and much more limited context, within a differ­
cross-checking would be required to see if ent organizational framework than New 
the Task Force was operative in an area with, York. The city has a populatiori of 160,000. 
a crime drop. None of these' records are The patrol, known as HASP (Housing Au­
computerized. thority Security Patrol), operates in two pub-

lic housing projects, Dutch Point and Belle- r 

ently 15 patrolmen employed for both proj­
ects. There are great differences in the 
strtictur~l setting; the projects at least avoid 

, the complexities involved in huge, slab tow­
ers and elevator buildings. Both projects are 
about thirty years old. Bellevue Square con-

"sists of fifteen three and four-story ~.valk-ups; 
Dut!=h Point Colony, 28 building~, tW(; three: 
story walk-Ups, the rest primarily two-story 
duplexes. 

In this setting the patrolmen are responsi­
ble 'for patrol as well as medical and other 
emergency assistance. They issue parking 
tickets, handle routine sick calls, provide 
crowd control if necessary. Equipped with 
two-way radios, they tour the grounds,pro­
vide escort services and contact the police as 
needed. The patrol has a definite structural 

,relationship to the Housing Authority; the 
patrolmen are Authority employees. 

The HASP experience to date points up 
the importance of police involvement and 
the need for clear organizational and admin­

, istrative guidelines (issues of primary impor­
tance to the success of all patrols). According 
to the recent HASP evaluation cited above, 

Yet there is a case to be made for the vue Square. The census tract where Dutch " 
effectiveness of the' patrols. Support fo~ the Point is located is, about 22 percent Negro or 
program would have dried up by now, if,the" Spanish-speaking; for Bellevue Square the 
Authority and tenants did not feel it made a figure is close to 90 percen~ Both projects ~ 
difference. "Most crime is in the buildings so are located within the Hartford Model Cities :~ 
the patrols makes a difference." "When area, and the sef.:urity patrol is, funded ,the l?olice department was to provide a !a~ge 
junkies realize there is a patrol they go ,through HUD ul1der, the Model Cities pro~, ,,;; .. , .. ~ortlon of ~he p.ropose~ te~-week .trammg 
elsewhere." 10 ,"The people don't have to gram. ' . \. phase asan}~~kl~d.contrlbutlon .. This was ~o 
give up and run when there is trouble." Concern about criminal activities around . ,mclude trammg 10 human relations and m 

The patrols in New York have prQQuced the projects grew intense around 1969, and
ll1l 

Spanish. T~e. planne~ training program 
strong secondary benefits that relate to secu- after a visit to observe the patrol program in"" nev~r mate~tahzed. ThIS has me~nt less ~f­
rity: a lessened fear of crime and strength- New York City, a Model Cities task force .' fectt.ve serVIce. Two of three p~hcemen. m­
ened sense of commu~ity. "Before I was member recommended a similar program tervl~wed who patrol the areas m. question, 
afraid all the time;" "Before I joined the for the Hartford. Housing Authority. The ' for mstance, felt they knew nothmg about 
patrol I didn't know anybody hereaIid I was M()del Cities First Year Action Plan included :' HJ\SPexcept what had come through the 
afraid. Now I know everybody and it's plans for HASP as part of its first year grant,·' pO~lCe grapevi~e. Another result of in~de-
better." Women, elderly residents, blacks, application; after a prolonged administrativ~ quate pohe.e, Illvol.veI?ent has ?een I.Ittle 
whites, Puerto Ricans-all sit together period, the first, patrolmen "complete ,,:ith cross7reporung of mCldents. Pohc:e offIcers 
around those card tables, working four-hour new unifprms, handcuffs and flashlights" '12 .,ip. have also expressed so~e ex post facto 
shifts to keep fear and crime out of the started to patrol in August 1971. .~ ~?ncern ~bout. the quality of p.erson~el 
building. They know the dangerous places The patrol j~ very different fro!ll (~ose in {I cl1red, whl~h~Ight have be~n aV~I~ed WIth 
(without having read Oscar Newman's writ- New, York. It IS very small; there are pres7' ,ose~ pohce mvolv(!~ent III tra.mmg and 
ings): the incinerator inexplicably placed in a ' \., re~rU1tment. The pollce leadership, on the 
dim, dead-end curve at the e, nd of a hallway" ' 'l M \I £ . . 'h . , other hand, has expressed satisfaction with 

1 A" ake Marble ,Hi Sa e" pmgram• ,m an area wit ,.a; th, e J'ob HASP is trying to do', HASP has' 
the laundry rooms, the elevators. And so less serious crime problem, has become "Make Marble Hill • . 

Beautiful" and from floor to floor within buildings, re~iden~s. been of help to. the force in that police no 

, • lOIn statements both from Authority staff and a score of 
residents there is implicit understanding·that the patrols' 
actually may not change the crime picture so much as move it 
elsewhere. But there isa strong feeling that at least the home 
place is secure, and that jfcriine. Can be;.: pushed to, the 
streets, ill least police procedures c,an ftinction there more 
effectively and properly. ' , 
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vie in their efforts to wallpaper, hang sconces, pipe muSl~' roo-'," longer walk the beat on the two projects, 
into hallways, using their own' funds for supplies. Only a j • ' 

second glance show~ the visitor that the wrought iron chair bt,gomg back to motorized patrol. ,There is 
the· elevator is bolted t9 the floor, the paintings wired to the ,'". Some question as to Whether this is a positive 
walls. d'" ,res\lIL'Of the patr-<>.ls. - , 

12 Evalu~Unit, Hartford Model Cities l'rograman(';1 Th " 
John ('..;irman Associates, "l:lousing Autaority Security ~atrol':' epatrol's effectiveness also may be 
Evaluation Report," Octoberl972, p. 9, 'I.. ',hampered by 'thenumber of administrative 

'.,'.".-

relationships involved: It has some lines of 
'contact to the Housing Authority, the HASP 
Advisory Council, the Hartford Police De­
partment, the fire department, the city's 
Criminal and Social Justice Coordinating 
Committee and the Model City Agency. 

In Hartford the patrols are paid security 
jobs; HASP is the single most expensive 
Model Cities project in Hartford. The 
budget for its third year of operation (which 
began in November 1972) is $205,770. In 
connection with third-year funding the 
Model Cities Agency carried out an ,evalua· 
tion of the Hartford patrol. It proved impos~ 
sible to develop a statistical case to support 
the patrols. As the report states, "The Hous~ 
ing Authority could produce no statistical 
information relative to any impact HASP 
might have had in the reduction of vandal­
ism or more serious incidents suffered by 
the Housing Authority." 13 Althoug~ police 
expressed, the opinion that figures were not 
available for a sufficient period of time to 
demonstrate noticeable impact, police data 
do show a "fluctuating but decreasing num­
ber of crimes reported" 14 in both project 
areas. There was also some decrease in the 
. n'umber of poiice calls from both areas. 
Again, there are a variety of factors aside 
from the patrols that could have influenced 
these figures. 

The Model Cities evaluation team also 
attempted to measure effectiveness in a 
more subjective way. Personal interviews, in 
some depth, were held with representatives 
of all the groups with which the patrols 
interact. In addition, the evaluation' team 
carried out 67 interviews with residents of 
the two projects. Although problems and 
weaknesses were brought out in all the city 
interviews, the conclusions were generally in 

. favor of the program and its continuance. 
The interviews in the projects generally 
corroborated a commeU': made by the Model 
Cities Evaluation Chief, who said "The pro­
ject has picked up the people's imagination; 
the demand for it on the part of ,the 
residents is so strong t~e Authority ~ouldn't 
drop it." 15 A sampling of resident response 
will illustrate: 

13Ibid., p. 67. 
I~ Ibid., pp. 60,.·62. 
15 Telephon~ interv.iew, July 1972. 
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Q: What happens here that you and your' 
family are most afraid of? 

" R. 70 IJeTcent of the intervi<:wees cited 
fear of breaking. and entry to their apart­
ments; 28 percent 'oited fe~r of drugs; 2 
percent were not afraid. 

Q. ,Since the security patrols have started 
do yah think things are: 

R. 30 percent About the same 
,59 percent Better 

3 percent Worse 
8-percent Don't know 

Q. Have you ever called the security patrol 
or been around wh~n a security patrolman 
was called? 

R. 60percent Yes 
, 40 percent No 

If yes, were you f satisfied with what they 
did? 

89 percent Yes 
11 percent No 

Q. Do you think' that the security patrol 
normally does a good job in helping people? 

R. 84 percent Yes ' 
6 percent No 
6 percent ,Don't know 
3 percent Maybe 

Q. Do you feel that the security patrol 
, makes this project a better place to live? 

R. 71 percent Ye~ 
14 percent No 
14 percent No difference 
2 percent Don't know 

C. A Special Police Force: Kansas City, 
Missouri 

The Kansas City project came into being 
,in 1971 when locallaw enforcement agencies 
aided by a contract security agency seemed 
unable to cope with the increased incidence 
of vandalism and theft in Housing Authority 
proj(!cts. The patrol,was established by the 
Authority'S first Director of Security. It is 
considered here because of the several ways 
in which it is unique: it rep,resents an 
instance of funding from several federal 
sources; it represents a specific attempt to 
develop ,l'lew employment opportunities, and 
it illustrates the most formal atte,fipt to 
structure a patrol as a quasi-police operation. 

The, Kansas_ City Program operates the 
most extensive patrel patfern currently in 
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effect. There are 88 patrol members: a­
director of security, 55 male patrollers, 25' 
female lobby monitors, four radio dispatch­
ers and three supervisors. They are residents 
of either the project or the Model Cities;' 
,area. The patrol is on duty 24 hours a day, 
including Sundays and holid~ys. They en~ 
gage in foot patrols on grounds. as well 'a~ 
interior hallways and lobby monitoring and 
are supported additionally by two area mo~ 
bile patrols. Wearing military-like uniforms 
and ihsignia -the patrols carry batons, Mace, 
handcuffs and walkie-talkies. They are at 
present the only armed tenant patrol, carry­
ing Smith & Wesson .38's. 

The unifo~ms and weapons emphasize the, 
police-like structure of this patrol. From its 
inception (and this is one of the major 
strengths of the patrol) the Kansas City 
~olice, Department has been heavily involved 
in planning and ~raining. Police administer 
the. six-week, 250 hour training course given 
to all participants" and offer continued in­
service training and consultative service. The 
patrols have continued operational contact 
with the police through their incident re­
ports. The several police offi~ers involved in , 
early planning admitted having many reser­
vations,initially about the program; now t~ey " 
seem highly committed to the patrol, even 
offering assistance and advice when off-duty. 

There are two possible problems to' be 
mentioned here. One is that the patrol may 
have gone. too far in its emphasis on the 
police role and the police image, althpugh 
the final goal may, indeed be the develop­
ment of a separate Housing Authority Police·' 
Force, such as exists in New York. That was 
not part of the original goals or objectives,· 
however, anclthis. police image can, and in 
some instances, has, led to some resentments 
on the part of residents. Dealing with this ' 
specific population, patrols need to work for 
a difficult balance between a security and a ., 
c<?m~unity role. It is admittedly tr~e tha.t . " 
the police have not been able to strike this 
balance satisfactorily, but one of thepoten­
tials of the patrols lias been the special 
relation they have to t~eir clientele. Their 
success is vitiated if they stir up or increase 
those resentments toward the police. t~at 
many residents t:;tow .~ave. This. eventua~Iy ,~:: 
could weaken thelrabdlty to provIde securIty·,:. 

- -- ------

in this setting. It is important to relate not 
only to the police (as has been done quite 
successfully in Kansas City), but to residents 
and the Housing Authority. Many residents 
are not aware of the patrols or their Hous­
ing Authority role,and the patrols here do 
not tend to think of themselves as affiliated 
with the Authority~ There is a need to bring 
the pa~rols mO.re unde~ ~he aegis of. t~e 
Authonty, possIbly provIdmg opportumttes 
for patrol members to move i~to housing 
jobs. ' 

A second problem relates to some tend-
ency for the police to consider that the 

'patrol "will relieve us of some of our dutie~," 
according, to a comment made by the chIef 
of police in a newspaper 'interview. It should 
:be reiterated that the patrols should not be 
seen as a replacement for police services, but 
as an additional level of security service. 

The Kansas City program was developed 
not only as a security program, but also to 
provide job opportunities and training for 
those previously considered une~ployable, 
Support for this aspect of the program came 
from the Department of Labor through the 
Emergency Employment Act. For the first 
year, EEA. funds amounted to about $500,-
000. The "Kansas City Model Cities Agency 
provided $100,000 (largely for patrol cars 
and radio equipnlent); $100,000 cam~ from 
HUD through the· Kansas City Housing 
Authority. Kansas City is faced with the 
same financial problem that ,all patrols. share: 
there has been no long-term financial com­
n'litment and little planning to identify 
sources of future funds. 

There are various estimates of the patrol's 
effectiveness. From January through April 
1972, the patrols made 28 arrests related to 
major crimes. Vandalism costs for the first 
.four months of 1972 were $5,116 compared 

, with $6,880 in 1971-but again it is difficult 
to ascribe these results specifically to the 
patro1; Project l,llanagers and maintenance 
staff feel the patrol is successful as a deter­
rent, and maintenance staff say they feel 
safer on the prC?jects. The Resident Council 
has expressed' approval of the patrols. Gen-_ 
eral approval of the program came not only 
at, the local level but from field reports 
issuedbytheHBD team carrying out secu­
rity evaluations in a number of cities around 
toe country in late 1971-early 1972. 

There are, however, very .few numbers 
with which to estimate effectiveness. Perhaps 
the most telling comment on the effect of 
the patrols on living patterns and attitudes 
in the projects appears in a recent evaluation 
of the Kansas City patrol: An obvious 
strength of this program is the fact that now, 
cab drivers, delivery trucks, ice cream ven­
dors, etc., are for the first time in years 
doing busin~ss in the project's area. This 
kind of change in the daily activities of an 
area may prove to be. one of the. very real 
benefits- of the patrols. 

D. Concluding Obse~·,";dons 
Both special guard forces an,d. volunteer 

groups to provide access control and preven­
tive patrol appear to be worthwhile security 
initiatives in public housing projects, espe­
cially given the special needs of .residents 
and the lack of suitable alternatives for 
crime prevention. It is impossible to general­
ize in this area, however; the level of security 
that ,should be provided in an inner-city 
pubik housing project facing substantial 
crime pressure is not the sa~e as that 
required in a project in a small city. Each 
security situation is a specific one, and the 
respo~se sh,ould be tailored to .the par.~icular 
setting. " 

, If the level of crliTIe'-an(f'l'ear merits tlie 
developme11t of a guard fOrce,.it is probably 
advantageous to employ residents. ,Whe,n 
there are paid jobs available, residents 
should receive first consideration; they can 
be most effective in recognizing strangers 
and controlling access, and patrolling helps 
develop a sense of territoriality and commu­
nity among resident patrols that may have a 
~eneficial spillover into the whole commu­
nity. Problems with emplying resid~nts in-. 
crease in ir;lVerse proportion to the quality 
and quantity of training and' the risks in­
crease the closer _ the guard forces resemble 
special police forces' (especially if they are 

. armed, as in Kansas City). Unfortunately, in 
many of the patrol experiments funded by 
LEAA, follow-ups have revealed that the 
training (whether grandoise or quite simple 
in scope) often never got off the printed 
page. The patrols have often started opera­
tions with little of the training that was 
planned. In St. Louis, where the Security 
and Order Maintenance Force was to receive 
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the trainees went !hrough several weeks of on the subject. An information clearing­
classroom sessions ,before it was discovered ,house, which local housing agencies could 
that many of them were illiterate. consult about patrols, is needed. ' 

Training is less> critical for access control 
groups like the volunteer patrols in New 
York City. The efficiency of "sedenta:-y" 
patrols stationed in lobbies appears to have 
received tittle attention in other cities. This 
can ~e an extremely low-cost security meas­
ure, since it may often 'De organized and 
operated on an unpaid basis. In our opinion, 
more public housing authorities should con­
sider this approach, either as a supplement 
or an alternative to paid guard forces. It is 

, perhaps true that you get what you pay for: 
a voluntary patrol will provide less control, 
on a more irregular basis. Nevertheless; if· 
the duties of the patrol are carefully delim­
ited and the service provides a ~'ocialization 
experience' for residents (as the New York 
lobby groups do), it does appear possible to 
achieve sustained participation and adequate 
levels of performance. > 

As we' have noted, it has proved impossi­
ble to evaluate the impact of patrols on 
crime rates in public housing. A serious 
evah,lation effort should be undertaken in at 
least one city, preferab,ly where> the patrol 
has been in operation for several years and 
police data are good enough to provide 
baseline data for several> years before the 
patrol was started, as weB as for the period 
of the patrol's operation. 

In addition, although much is known in 
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Two fil1al.,points about tenant patrols in 
,public housing: First, despite the lack of 
hard evidence for evaluation, the pUblic 
housing setting is an especially suitable one 
for patrol efforts. As Gary Marx noted 'in his 
study of self-defense groups, one of the 
indicators of the potential effectiveness of a 
patrol is delimitation of operational responsi­
bility. ~esuggests that patrols focusing on a 
specific limited situation are more apt to be 

'successful. The prospect for success. varies 
inversely with the size of the turf for which a 
gro1,lp assumes responsibility. In this' respect, 
the self-contained universe of a public hous-

. ing project offers the "clearer boundaries ~ 
and relatively homogenpus constituency" 11 
t~at Marx considers a prerequisite for effec-s 
tlveness. I 
. The .sec1ond poinalt Ito be ~adbel is that there ~.' 
IS ~o smg e, gener y apphca e model of a" 
successful patrol operation. Each city and .~ 
~~ch LHA has different problems and prior­
ItIes, and the patrol concept must be tailored 
to local perceptions, police structure, physi-
cal layout, and management organization~ ~ 
The patrol progrqffi. that has re<:civeg high 
marks in Kansas City is not directly transfer­
able to Newark, and HUD should be wary of 
over-emphasizing a single approach to ten-' 
ant patrols in public housing. 

~~ ... " 

Chapter 7. Private Guards and Residential Security 

In a residential context; private guards are 
generally hired by a community, apartment 
complex, or development to' provide access 
control, preventive patrol, property protec­
'don, response capability, or a combination of 
these functions. In Rossmore Leisure World 
in Laguna Hills, California, for example, 
four armed guards, aided by a force of 170 
unarmed resident patrols, patrol the streets 
in. radio cars around the clock. This retire­
ment community is surrounded by six-foot 
high walls, and the' guards and patrols also 
man the eigh't entry gates. 1 In another 
Leisure World community outside of Wash­
ington, D.C., two uni~ormed guards man a 
guardhouse at the gate, while other guards 
with portable two-way radios patrol the 
streets on modified golf carts. The cost to 
the developer is estimated by one observer 
to be "several thousand a month, easy." 2 In 
Kenwood Park, Maryland, a cit:izens' security 
association (formed by the citizens' associa­
tion) has contracted with Burns Imerna­
tional for guard, service, at a cost of.$75 per 
year to each homeowner. In a townhouse 
subdivision in: Virginia, homeowners' each 
pay $8.00 a month for the services of a 
private patrolman at night, principally to 
ward-off break-ins and auto theft. The 
price-and the 'level of protection-can go 
considerably higher. In Potomac Falls, Mary­
land, (where homes cost as much as $600,-
000) each family P(l,Ys roughly $100 a month 
to the homeowners association, which has 
contracted with the Nat~onal Detective 
Agency for round-the-c;lock protection. Uni­
formed private poJice, armed 'with revolvers 
and chemical sprays, patrol the streets, in 
marked and unmarked cars.3 

As these examples suggest, private guards 
are a relati,Yely expensive security measure, 

> I "Fortress Ame~ica," Time, May I, 1972, . 
2 Richard Hel.lerts, "Is Everybody in Washington Scared?," 

Washingionian Maga:dne, April, 1972 at 57, 
~ Ibid. 

generally within the financial reach of only 
the wealthy and near-wealthy. Contracting 
for guard services usually is feasible only 
when the cost can be shared by many 
households, either through a neighborhood 
association or a direct or indirect charge by 
management. The initiative for instituting 
gtlard services has often come from resi­
dents themselves, although developers are 
increasingly providing such services as a 
sales or rental inducement. 

The quality of the service a community or 
development obtains when it contracts for a 
guard is open to serious question. The 
typical private guard, according to a recent 
Rand study,4 is an aging white male, poorly 
educated, usually untrained, and poorly 
paid. The Rand study found that wage rates 
range from $1.60 to $2.75 per hour. An­
other study found that the average contract 
guard earns $2.70 per hour and is usually 
ineligible for fringe benefits. A survey of 
security employees indicated that most were 
in their present job because they could not 
get anything better.5 A recent article in The 
Washington Post reached the same conclusion: 
most guards ate low-paid, low-quality, un­
dereducated, and untrained. The ~ypi~aI 
guard, according to the article, is "a guy 
from North Carolina en route to 'Detroit 
who stopped here for a few days because he 
ran out of money." 6 

The personnel problems are aggravated 
by the' minimal training received by private 

, guards. Rarid estimated that the majority of 
private guards receive less. than two days of 
pre-work arid on-the-:iob training. This lack 

4 James S. Kakalik and Sorrel Wildhorn, Private P~lice in the 
, United Slates, R-869/DOJ (1971), While guards serving resi- , 

dential areas are a small proportion of the emire industry, 
there is no reason to think that they differ from the field as a 
whole. 

S Frost and Sullivan, Industrial, Commercial and Residential 
Security Mar~t (New York; 1971) at 30-31. 

6 Donald P. Baker, "Security Guards Outnumber Police," 
The Washington. Post; June 13, 1972, at C-1. 
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l','d':' of training is a consequence of the cost 
.t, , competition in the industry and the unwill-

':;:" • ingness of clients to pay higher rates for 
better-trained p~r.s.onnel. The result, how­
e~er, is that the avel:age guard is little more 
than a "uniformed scarecrow," i with little 
capability to respond to an emergency and 
little comprehension of the legal limitations 
on his authority or of his (and 'his em­
ployer's) accountability for his actions. The 
guard may feel like a policeman, complete 
with badge, uniform, and even a handgun, 
but he is a far less stable or reliable source 
of protection. Even if, as is possible, an 
upper-income community or developer usu­
ally can obtain an above-average guard be­
cause he will be working on a regular basis 
and they may be willing to pay more for 
guard services, his training and skill level 
will probable still be seriously deficient. 

The inadequacies of most private guards 
make the issue of firearms all the more 
critical. The Rand study shows that roughly 
half of the private sector security personnel 
carry firearms fulltime, but that only a very 
small number receive adequate firearms 

, training and a substantial proportion of the 
incidents of guard misconduct or abuse of 
authority involve firearms. s 

In our view, an armed guard in a residen­
tial, setting is, quite }}terally, an example of 
overkill. The risk of itijury to residents and 

, innocent-or' for that matter, guilty­
strangers is too great to justify giving a lethal 

. weapon to an untrained and often tempera­
mentally immature guard. While the pur­
pose of a guard ih a residential area may be 
to reduce fear of violent crime, the reality is 
that such crime is infrequent, especially in 
neighborhoods that can afford guard ser­
vices. The guard's actual role is to protect 
against burglary, larceny, and vandalism. 
Responding to these crime risks with lethal 
weapons hardly seems necessary or responsi­
ble.o 

7 Jam~s Norell and lo~n Aquilino, "Sc:arecrows in Blue," 
The Washingtonian Magazine, August 1971. , 

R Rand, OJI. cit., at 71. 
o Many of the same questions could be raised about 

nonlethal weapons, such as chemical aerosol sprays, in the 
hands of private guards. While less-than-Iethal weapons are 
preferrable to firearms, Lt, • still may be abused, and 
adequate training. supervision, and accountability are essen­
tial. 

We would, indeed, go one step further: 
We think lhe appropriate role of a guard in 
a residential setting when a serious incident 
occurs is to alert the police, not to intervene 
on his own. Guards should be trained as 
watchmen, not as policemen. This role is 
commensurate with the level of skill and 
judgment most guards have. In addition, it 
is more realistic to assume that training in' 
this role-stressing its limitations, as well as 
how to perform it-can and will be given to 
guards than to assume that private security 
companies will provide adequate training in 
police techniques, the use of firearms, and 
the other, tasks now performed by many' 

. guards. 
As watchmen, it is important that guards 

be provided with adequate communications 
capability and that they know how to contact 
the police and how to obtain and report the, 
information that will be useful to the police. 
As eyes and ears for the police, private 
guards will also serve a deterrent function, 
which can be' better performed if their 
presence is visible through di3tinctive uni­
forms and the use of marked rather than, 
unmarked vehicles. Needless to say, guard 
patrols should be varied in order to prevent 
potential offenders from determining the 
patterns or timing of guard surveillance. 
Guards will also be serving useful public 
safety and order maintenance functions, 
without assuming a police role. 

A'\v~tchman~presence of th,is type may 
well be justified in some residential com­
munitie~, especially those experiencing a 
contagion of criminal episodes. The poten­
tial advantage of private guards over neigh-

,borhood patrols is that the guards, who are 
receiving wages, will presumably have more 
staying power than 'a voluntary patrol. As 
employees of a business enterprise, more­
over, they,are subject to supervision and 
may be disciplined or fired for inadequate 
(or overzealous) performance of their jobs. 
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Unfortunately, the cost of guard services 
preclude their use in the neighborhoods 
where surveillance activities may be needed 
the most. Moreover, even in those neighbor-', 
hoods tha,t can afford guard services and 
believe they need

b 
bthl et?, dthe serviceds noW, I 

available are pro a y ma equate an ,may )' 
be risky. In our judgment, there are virtually 

no circumstances in a residential neighbor­
hood where the hiring of >a private guard 
who conceive.s. of his ro~e a~ tha.1t of a 
policeman is justified, especIally If he IS ~o be 
armed. In most residential areas, pnvate 
guards are a poor security bargain. Where 
fear or a rash of criminal incidents leads a 

neighborhood or development to contract 
for guard services, these s~rvices .should 
emphasize surveillance, not ImmedIate re­
sponse to criminal incidents in ;.11 attempt to 
apprehend a su~pect. The Skl~'S, temper~­
ment, and training of most gua!ds .make It 
inadvisable to assign them a pohce-hke role. 

~ .: 
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Part IV 
PUBLIC POLICY ISSUES 

CONCERNING 
RESIDENTIAL SECURITY 
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". Government has three basic approaches to 
influencing individual or business behavior: 
through persuasion, the provision of incen­
tives, and compulsion. Persuasion has been 
the m~or thrust of the preventive p<?licing 
efforts and especially the residential insp~c~ 
tiDns and information campaigns we descnbe 
in chapter 8. Despite the problems the!;e 
efforts have encountered, we think they 
merit continuation. In chapters 9 and 10 we 
focus on the major proposals under the last 
two of these three approaches ~o "target­
hardening" against residential crime-that is, , 
to. inducing builders, landlords, h,omeown­
ers, and tenants to protect residential units 
against burglary. . 

Chapter 9 focuses o.n incentives to encour­
age citizens to protect their homes. As that 
chapter notes, incentives could be pr?vided 
in a number of ways, from somethmg as 
cDnceptually simple as subsidizing the pur­
chase and installation of residential protec­
tive devices to a tax write-off of one or 
anDther form. The proposed program of 
target-hardening in Impact Cities, outlin~d 
in LEAA's guidelines for use of Impact CIty 
grants,l is a specific subsidy program-that 
is, its purpose is to diminish the monetary 
cost of protective devices to such a low level, 
perhaps zero, that residents will agree to 
installing them. 

Another recent example of a large-scale 
incentive program was the announceme.nt by 
Mayor Lindsay's office in New York CIty of 
a $5 million Block Security Program to 
encDurage and support sel~-help commu~ity 
prDgrams. The program wtll offer matchmg 
grants of up to $10,000 to ~n~ividual blo~ks, 
represented by block assocIatIons, organIza­
tions representing groups of blocks, and 
tenants' or merchants' associations, Police 
involvement is buih into the program of 
training for. block security officers. 

~. , Any Blqck Security Plan might include the 
f follDwing: 

~~ • Actions of owners or tenants to improve 
the security of individual apartments or 
homes by better locks, 'use of peepholes, 
access control for doors or windows and 

~: 
'; ; . alarm systems for homes and businesses. 

1 National lnstitut~' ~i Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justi!=e, "Planning Guidelines and Programs to Reduce 
Crime,up, ll-&-l,. no date. 

"Q Improvement of security in publicar~as 
of multJp]e-family dwellings through IIn­
proved lighting, use of intercoms, CCTV, 
tenant patrols or volunteer guards. 

• Improvement of security of outdoor 
public areas either with citizen patrols or 
escort services, or the purchase of fences, 
gates or lighting. 

City funds are to be avail'able for the 
following: , . 

• Security improvements that benefIt the 
entire block by increasing protection in out­
door public areas; 

• Improved security and access control 
for public spaces in multi-fal?1i1y dwellings; 
and 

• Alarm systems to protect businesses. 
. The most often suggested incentive, how-

ever is the' reduction of crime insurance , . 
rates for homes where protective deVIces are 
installed. For reasons outlined in chapter 9, 
we do not believe that this is a realistic 
proposal, since the incentiv~ effects ~vould be 
minimal and the insurance mdustry Itself has 
little reason to promote the ~ncent~ve. . 

, Some pr'Oposals concernmg cnm~ msur­
ance shade into the area of compulslon-:-for 
example, a requirement in jnsuranc~ policies 
that protective devices be installed m .order 
'to obtain crime coverage. The materIal on 
insurance discusses the policy questions these 
proposals raise. Our conclusion is. that th~y 
are misguided because the~ confus~ a sO~IaI 
objective (greater residentIal secunty) wIth 
the' basic purpose of insur~nce (loss-spr~a~~ 
ing) and, in the proce~s, mIght sev~rel~ lImit 
the social benefits derIved from cnme msur~ 
ance. 

OUf consideration of compulsory measures 
to improve residential security focuses 
primarily on state and local .residential secu­
rity codes. There are four dIfferent. types ?f 
"residential security codes": provIsIons III 

subdivision and othe"r planning ordinances 
requiring that security be considered in the 
design of new residential devel.op~ents,p~o­
vision in building codes; establIshmg securIty 
standards for the construction of new hous­
ing; provisions in housir;tg cod~s, r~quiring 
the installation of protectIv~ deVIces m r~~tal 
housing; and, finally,.ordl!"a.nces r~q~lflng 
the owner-occupants of e}{lstmg housmg to 
install protective devices. Vor reasons already 
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state~ in chapter 4, we fa~or the inclusion of 
security among the design standar?s ad­
dressed in subdivision or site plan review. In 
chapter 10, wec.onsider the th~ee .other 
types of codes. Our major concl~slon IS that 
serious issues about the effectiveness and 
impact of codes have not been address~d. 
While it may be appropriate ~~ adopt bu~ld­
ing and housing code provlslO~S coven.ng 
security requirements, codes apphed to eXlst-. . -

ing owner-occupied housing pose an addi­
tional and troubling problem of the appro­
priate governmental role in regulating the 
conduct of an individual for his own good . 

Finally, in chapter 11, we draw together 
conclusions from the entire report and make 
recommendations concerning the informa­
tional, research, and regulatory role of gov­
ernment at the federal, state, and local level. 

C~apter 8. Residential Crime and the Police 

... 

'. 
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In this chapter, we briefly ·review the 
nature and limitations of traditional police 
activities as they relate specifically to crime 

i prevention in residential areas. Our empha­
sis, howeve',', is on team policing ~nd resi: 
dential inspeCtions, two of the more promis­
ing polin~ innovations for reducing residen­
tial crime. . 

Residential crime has been given relatively 
low priority by most police departments. 
Burglary squads focus primarily <?n commer­
cial establishments, where burglaries tend to 
involve heavier economic losses and victims 
with more infiuence at police headquarters 
and city hall. Commercial areas are more 
compact and easier to patrol then residential 
neighbo'rhoods. Commercial establishments 
are more apt to be observable from a 
passing squad car; they "'are more often 

~ equipped with interior and exterior illumina­
tion, intrusion detection devices, and other 
security measures. The threat of burglary is 
more fixed in time; unlike residences, com­
mercial establishinents are targets of bur­
glary only when they are dosed at night and 
on Sundays. 

Neighborhoods composed of single-family J homes are extr~mely difficult to patrol. 
~ Entries are likely to be obscured by building 

" I' or landscape features. There is no inherent 
, reason for a police officer to he suspicious 
\ when he sees a person in or near a residence 
" at virtually any hour of the day or night. 

_ High-rise apartments are even more difficult 
to patrol. Vertical patrols are extremely 
labor-intensive and costly, and other known 
methods are apt to be ineffectual. 

i n 

. A study by the Synicl.lse Police Depart­
ment showed that only 22 percent of resi-
dential burglaries could have been detected 
by passing police patrl)ls.l Given the rela-

, 1 J.F. 'Elliott -a~d th~~~~ J. Sardino, "The Time Required 
t ... J!L(:ornmit·.Crime." .Natio!)al Institute of Law Enforcement 
:~.and Criminal Justice. June 1971. Table I, p. 61. 

tionship between the number of residences 
in a city and the number of police patrols. 
function~ng at a particular time, it would be 
astonishing if anything more than a minis­
cule fraction of this 22 percent were actually 
observed. A city of half-a-million population, 
for example, is likely to have less than one 
hundred uniformed officers on duty at a 
tirile; given the demands on their time to 
respond to various types of calls, it would be 
sheer happenstance if they actually observed 
a burglary at one of, perhaps, 120,000 
dwelling units. 

Police ability to apprehend residential bur­
glars is also quite limited. The same Syracuse 
Police Department study showed that, on 
the average, 'a residential burglary may be 
committed and the criminal escape from the 
area of the crime in two-to-four minutes. 2 

Police respo.nse time is apt to be much 
longer, especially in areas with labyrintaian 
street layouts and illogical street numbering 
systems. Figures from San Francisco and 
Santa Clara County, California, indicate that 
average police response times are well in 
exCess of ten minutes. 3 Yet, once the in­
truder escapes, FBI data suggests that the 
probability of apprehension is less than one 
in five. 

it is not surprising, therefore, that a Rand 
study in New York City showed that arrests 
were made in only about five percent of 

. mcyor residential crimes.4 When unreported . 
crimes are taken into account, the figure 
may be as low as two percent. 

Nor is there reason' tQ believe that major 

2Ibid., p . .I. A 'Response time of l'our-to'-seven minutes was 
reported in apprehension studies done hi Los Angeles. for the 
President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. See The Challmge qf Crime in'a Free Society, p. 248. 

3 T. P. Chledoun and K. M. Duvall, "An Evaluation of 
Sm~lI Business and Residential Alarm Systems," GTE. Syl­
vama; Inc., J-LEA:A.-003-72. p. 8-55. 

4 Peter W. Greenwood, "An Analysis of the Apprehension 
Activities of the New York City Police Department," The New 
York City Rand Institute,'September 1970. 
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changes in police tactics su?stantially .im­
prove the situation .. Satu~~uon patrolllI~g, 
which may reduce. ~flmes vIsIble to the pohce 
patrols, have much]ess irripact on non-visible 
crimes, particularly residential burglary.. Spe­
cial preventive patrol units, which do not 
respond to service calls, apparently have had 
little impact on crime, at least according to 
the preliminary results of .such an effort in 
Kansas City. Most police departments lack 
the resources for preventive patrolling; even 
if additional manpower were available, it.is 
questionable whether they would be assigned 
to patrolling duties of this type.5 •• 

Some department.s. have shown promlsmg 
results with plain-clothes patrolling and bicy­
cle and motor scooter patrolling in areas of 
relatively high density. Empty-car programs 
(parking unused marked police .cars on the 
street) and having officers drive police cruis­
ers when off-duty and park them at their 
homes seem to be relatively inexpensive 
methods of increasing apparent police. pres­
ence in an area. 

Again, however, more efficient deploy­
ment of existing police resources is unlikely 

. to have a significant impact on the incidence 
of residential crime. Even the infusion of 
additional resources-through saturation pa­
trols, for example-may lead only to short­
term and limited achievements. 

,In short, traditional police tactics, aimed at 
deterring crime through increasing the. like­
lihood of detection, apprehension, and pun­
ishment, may have little effic~cy with respect 
to residential burglary. Even with improve­
ments in the efficiency of police operations 
or increases in the intensity of police. patrol, 
residential burglary is extremely difficult to 
prevent, both because of the nature of the 
crime and the areas in which it occurs. 

A. Team Policing 
There are, however, a few promlsmg ex­

periments that may eventually lead to 
greater success in controlling residential 
crime. Team policing, currently being tried 
by (among others) the Los Angeles Police 

~ A preventive patrol is one that. does .not re~pon? to 
routine emergency or service calls; Its only funcuonls to. 
patrol and maintain a visible presence i? the. neighoorhood. 
Saturation patrol. on 'the other hand, I.S baSIcally what the 
name implies-ari intensified patrol or investigative effort in 
a given area. , 
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Department as part of its Crime Specific';,,: 
Program, is worth mentioning with regard to'; 
residential burglary. Under team policing iIi" 
Los Angeles-a refinements of the Basic Cal'. ( 
Plan initiated by the LAPD in 1969-all· 
police problems within a particular ~rea are 
handled by. the officers permanently assigned 
to that area. 

This decentralization, and' related efforts' 
at achieving increased community involv~~:. 
ment (such as meetings and the designation' 
of block leaders), appears to have increased. 
police awareness of the communities they'. 
serve, which, in turn, has bolstered. citizen 
confidence in the police. Although no objec .... 
tive measures of its effectiveness are yer 
available, officers involved in team policing 
are enthusiastic both about the flexibility i( 
gives them and about the· rapport that i~:: 
created between officers and residents;" 
Whether or not 'the program proves to be 'c(> 
significant deterrent to residential burglary' 
or results in higher apprehension rates, itS. 
other benefits probably justify its continua~: 
tion. . ',;; 

While increased police reliance onmotol'~.': 
ized patrols has greatly enhanced police., 
response capabilities generally, it has alw:~ 
isolated officers from the communities they: 
serve. Team policing appears to be a stephg' 
the right direction: Through permanent as­
signments of police teams to relativelysmat!; 
and homogenous areas; individual officers'U 
because they are much more familiar with:;~' 
their territories-are more likely to· .recog'+: 
nize suspicious activities and respond more;:/; 
quickly to· calls. Through eliminating t4~;: 
functional labels that have tended to creat~i: 
undesirable rivalries between the patro.Ilf:; 
traffic and detective divisions, team polici~~1 
promises to make police work more effej::~}. 
tive 6 . };.>" . ~'~(~.:.; 

B. Residential Inspections 
The police have long been 

burglars are constantly on the 

:1'1(' 

aware thlif.1: 
lookout" fbt0' . 

.,.\~~~: 

6 The Police Foundation is involved in consulting, planrif;;J:j 
and evaluation of tearn~policing activities in Dallas, Kansa."; 
City, and Cincinnati; and. reports of those projects sh~tj!45 
provide more rigorous .consideration of the potential withi!Jr 
the next eighteen months. For a discussion of Operad?~.: 
Neighborhood, a New York City team policing project~· ~;, 
Peter B. Bloch, "Preliminary Evaluation of 'Operation N~ig~1' 
oorhood,''' Washington: The Urban Institute,Working J:>apff; 
4000-1, March 16,1972"''':'i: 
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J..visible defects in a home or apartment, or 
ffor c~rta"n pa~te~l)s of household behavior 
.t ithat mVIte crImm~1 attack. The average 
il homeowner or tenant; the ultimate victim, 
1 remains i~norant of his being a high-priority 
~tClrget until after the fact. . . . 
:1 Police are also aware that most people 
~ have on~y the most rudimentary knowledge 
1 of ~he' kmds of hardware needed to protect 
;i theIr homes and apartments, and that thev 
i are poorly informed about other steps that' 
1 can be taken to make themselves less vulner~ 
1 able to burglary. As an outgrowth of this 
1 awareness, some police departments have 

" iltaken a cue from fire departments and 
! begun to conduct home security inspections. 
:1 Although security inspections are being con­
ljducted in several cities across the country, 
i'most departments are concentrating on com­

..... ;} mercial rather than residential properties. 
" 'f The emphasis has been reversed in Califor­
~ ~ ,nia's .Crime Specific Program, upon which 

· ~.m.ost of our observations about residential 
-.1 inspections are based. 
., )! In each of the six cities, the initial goal was 
\ !~Jojnspect as many homes as practical wi~~iin 

· '!- ti the constraints imposed by a total budget of 
" ~:approximately $250,000 for each city. Some 
· ;. ~:departments decided to spend more money 
~ ion home inspections than others; Los Ange­
~les County conducted nearly 10,000, while 
l,Oakland conducted fewer than 700. San 
l¥rancisco was the one juridisiction to decide 
ll~ advance that inspections were cost-ineffec­

. ljtlve under any circumstances and to exclude 
~:' them from the program. 7 , 

f :.The house inspection procedure was essen­
J·tlally. t~e same i? all fiv~ cities. It. began with a 
crpubh.clty campaIgn calhng attentIon to the fact 
1.Jhat police would soon be contacting 
:rliomeown,ers to set up an appointment for a 
'1" . . . . 
~": The' San FrancisCo target area is a usefui 'illustration of 
J" 'why ~esidential sec?rity inspections may' .bea poor strategy in * ,~C!~tam types of neighborhoods. San Francisco has an unusu­
'j'allyliigh percen,tage of renter-occupied housing ullits. It 
}~oes little good to make security recommendations to a l !~nant who, in the best of circumstances, is likely to receive 
k Qnly a polite hearing from the owner or manager. The San 
/ •. Fra .. ncisc, 0 ,Poli~ealso p. oint out that a large percentage of the J J1Jlilrtments are absentee-owned, and that most such owners 
Idlilve'little interest in improving security. Part of tile reason 
If?r, .th\s, apparently, is that apartment owners in San Fran­
'1' P!\Co are cO'nstantly harassed by fire inspectors who require 
:lthelJl, . t?spen~ mor~':m.9.::more money to satisfy increasingly 
;1' rest~ct .. v~ fire codes. In such an environment, the police are 
1.,~~S!mlstIC about convincing' apartment owners to' spend even 
<:!.~()remoney on security.. ,-
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security' inspection. Tile. f~tlo\~~up pl'~cedure' 
varied from city to city. In so'me cases,'the next 

.. step consisted of ci -massive mail campaign in 
the target area requesting citizens' to call the 
p.o!ice fo~ an inspection appointment. In some 
Cltl.es, thIs was supplemented by phone solici­
tations. In other j';lrisdiction~, notably Los 
Angeles County, an intensive door~to-door 
canvassing was carried out by reserve officer~ 
who, if the resident consented, conducted in­
spections and made recommendations on the 
spot. . ' 

.Mailing out invitations for free security 
inspections proved about as successful as a 
plea to all burglars' to surrender themselves 
voluntarily. In Oakland, more than 21,003 
letters were sent out to target area residents; 
seven requests for inspections resuited. The 
door-to-door approach was much more suc­
cessful, if the criterion for success is' the 
number of completed inspections as a ratio 
to contacts made. Most homeowners con­
tacted in person were understandably reluc­
tant to refuse an inspection, aJthough part of 
this willingness to cooperate may stem from 
a built-in respect for and fear of police 
authority. . 

The main objective of the inspection was 
to' persuade the homeowner to taKe what­
ever s.teps necessary ~o bring his premises up 
to mmlmum secunty standards. In the 
C~i~e Specific Program t~ere was an explicit 
mmlmum standard; each mspector went into 
the field with a checklist of vulnerable points 
to look for and a set of idealized security 
standards (hardware and procedures) to dis­
cuss with the homeowner. He had a certain 
~mount of latitude for making on-the-scene 
Jud~r:nen~s about the seriousness of security 
defICIenCIes and the urgency of correcting 
them. Because individual circumstances vary 
from house to hou;se, the inspecting officer 
?ad to use discretion in urging specific 
Improvements on the homeowner. For ex­
ample, certain kinds' of shrubbery or trees 
may conceal entryways to the house from 
the view of neighbors and passers~by on the 
street, but the extent to which such conceal­
ment represents a serious crime hazard is a 
~atter of subjective judgment. The' inspect­
mg officer had to be able to make decisions 
that took aesthetic considerations into ac­
count, as well as the basic attitude of the 
homeowner towards security.' It do~s little 
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good to urge a man to cut down a tree he 
planted 20 years ago and has carefully 
nurtured ever since, regardless of the secu­
rity risks involved.~ 

The point to be made by this illustration is 
that the proper exercise of discretion and 
judgment may be the critical determinant of 
success or failure for a large-scale inspection 
program. Although most experienced police 
officers have an intuitive sense about what 
constitutes good security, it is not sufficient 
to send them off armed with checklists and 
their own intuitions to make security inspec­
tions. This is a specialized police function 
that calls for specialized training. Inspecting 
officers must he sensitive to a complex set of 
variables, such as the nature and seriousness 
of crime in the area being inspected, atti­
tu~es of local residents towards the police, 
financial ability of homeowners in the area 
to comply with recommended purchases of 
security hardware, the extent to which fear 
is an important factor in the average citizen's 
attitude towards security, and a host of 
socio-economic variables· that indicate the 
level of social cohesiveness within the neigh-
borhood. . 

The types of recommendations made in 
each of the five cities varied according to 
local conditions and police attitudes, but the 
general format followed in all cases is spelled 
out in a s~pecJaI pamphlet produced by the 
California Council on Criminal Justice as a 
guideline for police dej:lartt:nents in Califor­
nia conducting home inspections. The book­
let is written in a style that suggests it is also 
intended for distribution t.o the public, al­
though relativeJyfew had actually been 
made available for general consumption by 
the end oif 1972.8 ' .. 

All five~ cities and. counties adapted the 
CCC] guidelines to suit their own needs, 
although there was little substantive variation 
in the types of recommendations made to 
the avera;ge homeowner in any of the target 
areas. " 

The Crime Spec'ific Program placed most 
emphasis on the strengthening of doors, 
windows, and locks. In not one of the five 

,dties W~re intrusion detection devices of any 
ldnd recommended, except in extreme, cases 

~.CaUf~r~ia Council o~ Cri~ll1iil Justice,'''ReSidential Bur­
glary and What To Do About It,''Sacramento, 1972. 

.' 

where the home was a repository for art 
objects, jewelry, furs or other valuables in 
unusual amounts or where the' homeowner 
specifically requested advice on the subject.' 
San Diego employs police specialists in intru­
sion hardware who are available to advise 
homeowners. 

With few exceptions, all recommendations 
made to homeowners were easy to imple­
ment and were very much along the lines 
suggested in Chapter 11 of this report. 

Perhaps the most disappointing aspect of 
the Crime Specific residential security in­
spections was the compliance rate, which is 
the real measure of effectiveness for security 
inspections. The few departments that have 
instituted formal checks have discovered that 
a five per.cent full compliance rate (carrying 
out all the recommendations) is the best that 
can be expected. Partial compliance may 
account for another percent or t\Vo, but the 
inescapable fact is that inspection achieved 
nothing in more than ninety percent of the 
homes co.vered in the Crime Specific effort. 
There is no valid reason for believing that 
compliance would be. any better in cities 
ou~ide California. 

A compliance rate this low suggests that 
the entire. effort is cost-ineffective. While 
there are no precise figures available to show 
how much residential inspections cost, the 
Oakland experience is at least indicative Of 
the magnitudes involved. Oakland allocated 
about 1500 man':'hours to the residential 
inspections, of which about 250 hours were 
spent for training, with the remaining 1250 
devoted to field inspections.!1 By the end of 
1972, only 700 inspection~ had been corn­
pleted~ and the budget was nearly .ex­
hausted.This works out to about two man­
hours per inspection, a figure that probably 
understates the true cost of the ,program 
since it fails to reflect time expended for,: 
planning, tr~vel, record-keeping and admin~ 
istration. 
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If Oakland experienced a compHance rat,e 
of five percent (an optimistic estimate),.'t; 
would mean that between' 40 and 60 pollee·, 
manhours were expended for every horn~­
owner who agreed to change the locks on hIS 

o Oakland was· unique among the five cities in deciding (0 

hire and train civilians to conduct the inspections. 

doors and perhaps trim a few shrubs. From 
a strict cost-effectiveness standpoint, it would 
be much cheaper for the police themselves 

, to buy and install security devices on a 
comparable number of homes· rather than 
try to persuade the owners to do it them­
selves 

Some hard lessons have been learned 
during the course of these inspections that 
should lead to much less wasted effort in 
future home inspection programs. Consider­
ing the low rate of compliance in all five 
,cities, we would have to conclude that much 
greater care has to be taken in selecting 
homes for inspection. There appear to be 
only two instances in which it makes good 
administrative sense to conduct a security 
inspection: (1) when the home has just been 
victimized by burglary, or (2) when the 
homeowner requests an inspection from the 
police (not as a consequence of a door-to­
door canvassing operation). In the first in- ' 
. stance, investigating patrolmen .or detectives 
could be trained to conduct on-site inspec­
tions as part of their routine follow-up 
investigations, thereby. eliminating the ex­
pense involved in sending inspectors out on 
separate trips. In the case of a homeowner 
.~ho specifically requests an inspection, he is 
hkely to comply with the recommendations if 

'he was interested enough to m9ke the re­
quest in the first place. 

C. Ot.ber Observations 
The Crime Specific experience revealed 

other obstacles to the successful conduct of 
'residential security programs. The most im­
, portant of these concerns the attitudes of 

ll10st police officials toward crime prevention 
. programs generally. Many think that such 
eff?rtsdetract frof!1 the primary mission of 
·thelr departments-to enforce the law and 
to protect citizens and their property. In 
such an atmosphere, crime prevention ef­
forts are often relegated to a secondary role. 

.• The participating officers labor under less 
,,~han ideal conditions, which usually means 

~::understaffjng and lack of top-level support. 
.. In order for these negative attitudes to be 
overcome, police will have to stop thinking 
of crime preventittri as a diversion of thdr 
manpower and resources. Only when they 
recognize that crime prevention programs 
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can make a posltlve contribution to their 
primary objectives will they devo~e the neces­
sary interest and resources to security in­
spections and other crime prevention efforts. 

Some of the negative attitudes towards 
crime prevention can be traced to traditional 
police perceptions of their fellow citizens. 
According .to many experts, the average 
police officer tends to disparage ordinary 
citizens. It is not difficult to comprehend 
why police develop this outlook. The nature 
of their work rarely permits them to, have 
any contact with the public under calm and 
"ordinary" circumstances. The average pa­
trolman spends the better part of his work­
ing day listening to complaints, arresting 
drunks, break~ng up family fights, and chas­
ing juvenile delinquents. 

There can be little doubt that negative 
polite attitudes towards the public will con­
tinue.as long as police have to do what they 
do. At the same time, however, every police 
officer we interviewed in California said that 
his own experience in the Crime Specific 
Program broadened his outlook and soft­
ened his negative image of ordinary citizens. 
Conducting a home inspection afforded 
many police officers their first opportunity 
(while on duty) to deal with the public in a 
calm, reasoned atmosphere-or, more sim­
ply; to deal with ordinary people in an 
ordinary, businesslike way. 

An unrelated, but neverrheless significant 
problem is the inherent conflict between 
certain crime prevention and fire safety 
objectives. This was best illustrated in Los 
Angeles County where the Sheriff's Office 
experimented with team inspections involv­
ing both fire and law enforcement officials. 
The most obvious conflict was over the use 
of double-cylinder deadbolt locks, which the 
police consider indispensible ; n high~crim~ 
areas for protecting homes against skilled or 
semi-skilled intruders: Fire officials a're just 
as vehemently opposed to the use, of such 
devices for the reasons that are discussed in 
Chapter 3. 

The important point is that substantial 
cost savings can be effected by conducting 
fire and security inspections at the same 
time, preferably with personnel trained to 
do bpth. In order for this to work effec­
tively, however, numerous confliLts over fun-

0_.'. 
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damental objectives and administrative pro-
cedures will have to be worked out.. -

Some experts question the wlsd?m of 
having police conduct security i.nspectl<:ms at 
all. Why not, they ask, assign thiS functIOn t? 
another agency of city governme~t? It IS 
beyond the scope Of our present assI~nment 
to provide a definitive answer to t~IS ques-
t · but -we can offer two observations that lon, . F' t 
may shed some light on the Issue.. Irs, 
there can be no question th~t e~I?enenced 
police officers have a better mtUItIve grasp 
of security deficiencies than could be tra.ns­
ferred to another agency whos~ functIOn 
would be to inspect hom<:s wlthou~ the 
concurrent' benefit of ongomg expenence 
with residential crime. The pattern~ of bur­
glary change rapidly enough that It. mak<:s 
little sense to separate the power. of mvestI-

ating crime from the power t,,} mform .the 
~Ublic about what precautions to take agamst 
crime. . h t 

Moreover the police have an 111 ere~1 
advantage o~er all other exis~ing or p.otentlal 
government agencie.s: notwlthstandmg the 
anxieties average cItizens hav~ .about the 
ability (and, in some cast;s, the ~vdlmgness) ?f 
their local police to combat cr.m~~, they.stIlI 
give the police a high credlblhty ratmg. 
Despite occasional police s.candals and ru­
mors about police corruption, the ave~~ge 
citizen is not about to believe that .the ofhce.r 
at his door offering to inspect his. home IS 
there for anything but the most sm~ere of 
purposes. Citiz~ns, in the last analYSIS, have 
to trust the polIce. , 

There are, of course, legitimate conc~rns 
about the inspection procedure t~at mIght 
be raised by strict civil libertar~ans. yor 
example, it is conc~ivable t?at pol!ce mIght 
use the guise of security 111specuons as a 
means of gaining entry to a h~me or ~part­
ment for the purpose of searchIp.g for Illegal 
drugs or other contraband. This concer~ ~an 
be eliminated, however, by simply reqUI~mg 
that all inspections be conducted on a Strictly 
voluntary basis. . 

There is also some danger that checkhsts 
or other highly personal da~a colle.cted dur­
ing the course of a home mspectIoncould 

fall into the wrong hands, the worst possible 
case being a burglary ring that could use 
such information to excellent advantag~. . 

The confidentiality issue of sec~nty .m­
spection reports is tricky because It rals~s 
conflicting objectives. On the on~ hand.' It 
would be desirable for the inspect.mg offI~er 
to leave the only copy of th~ 111spectlOn 
report with the homeowner; this would a~­
sure confidentiality. On the oth~r .hand, thIS 
would not give the police a statistical record 
whicn, if properly us.ed, co~ld be very help­
ful in modifying the mspectIon program a.nd 
in learning a great deal more about whIch 
particular security deficiencies pose the most, 

-CHAPTER 9. INCENTIVES'FOR RESIDENTIAL SECURITY 
l\fEASURES AND CRIME INSURANCE 

serious hazards. . .. 
It is our belief that the confl?entlal~ty 

problem can be overcome ?y codmg polIce 
copies of inspection reports m a manner. that 
would preclude associating the report WIth a 
particular address. . . 

Finally, we have to conSider an Issue th~t 
has been raised in several other ~ontexts III 

this report. We refer to the eqUIty of gov­
ernment-sponsored security measures. Here 1 

we are concerned primarily with matters of 
degree rather than principle. If, for exa~­
_pIe, the police were t<,> conduct an e~tensl.ve 
inspection program m one part of a city 
resulting in a substantial number of homes 
being "hardened" against burglary, then t~~ 
issue of even-handedness would be a legltl­
mate one. lO It would be perfectly reasonable 
for citizens in adjoining ~.eighbor~oods to 
argue that their vulner.ablhty to cnme ~a: 
been increased by selectlve ~aq~~t har~emnl:" , 

However, the police can Jus.tilfy an. mspec~ 1 

tion policy if it is city-wide and mspect!ons ~re t 
purely voluntary. It.is . diffic~dlt tOt' ~mca~~~;!! 
any measura~le shih m reSl en l~ ., 

patterns resultIng from such .a practIce. It, lSi 

a perfectly legitimate functIon of govern·- I 
ment to provide assistance to thos~ perso~s ! 
who request it, as long a.s t~at. ass,tstance IS 'j 
made available without dlscnmmatlon to all ! 
citizens. ~ 

, , "h d. II" approach would lUWe are assuming here that a ar ,e. ha suited 
lead to a substantially higher rate of compliance t n re . 
from the Crime Specific effort. 

Our concern in this chapter is the provi­
sion of incentives for homeowners, land­
lords, and tenants to improve the security 
of their residences. Through persuasion, 
government is attempting to convince house­
holds that protection is worth the cost of 
effective crime prevention measures. Incen­
tives go one step further: they seek to alter 
the househoid's calculation of the cost of 
protective measures against the benefits they 
provide. Incentives affect the cost side of the 
equation, by directly or indirecdy reducing 
the expense involved in installing more secu­
rity hardware or taking other protective 
measures. (Compulsion, through govern­
ment prescription of minimum security re­
quirements, mighlc also affect the cost side of 
the. equation, but that is not its major 
objective. In fact, under a compulsory 
framework, the individual-household's equa­
tion of cost and benefits is irrelevant.) 

There are a- number of ways, at least in 
theory, in which incentives could be offered 

. to households. All are essentially a variant of 
cost-sharing by Ithe government or another 
third party. For example, government might 
match the household's investment in security 
hardware, in whole or in part, whether by 
direct or indirect cash payments l or by 
intervention in the market to reduce the cost 
of hardware to households. The critical 
questions in designing such a government 
program would be how much of an incentive 
was required and minimization of surplus, 
or wasted, government subsidy. 

Experience in other fields where con­
sumers, employers, or businesses have been 
offered an incentive to engage in one or 
another type of socially useful activity, gen­
erally through the tax system, suggests that 
the device is inherently inefficient and costly 
in terms of t.he social benefits that are 
derived. Whether direct payments or tax 

1 The government incentive need not be in the form of a 
I ,~ransfer payment; a tax deduction or credit might be offered 
I Instead. ' 
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benefits are utilized, it is virtually impossible 
to limit the subvention to instances where it 
induces behavior. Some citizens or taxpayers 
will always be rewarded for conduct they 
would have pursued without the incentive; 
even in cases where the incentive was critical, 
the amount of the subsidy may be greater 
than was required. Moreover, subsidies of 
this type generally favor ine ,knowledgeable, 
who in turn are apt to be those who need 
them least. And, when government subven­
tion is offered for conduct that primarily 
benefits the individual and only secondarily 
has a social benefit, the inefficiencies and 
ineq",ity of subsidy systems are likely to ?e 
even more apparent (as, for example, m 
various conservation cost-sharing programs 
for farm ponds and the like). Political practi­
cality an~ fiscal constraints asirle, there are 
numerous policy arguments against govern­
ment subvention in this area.2 

~ In quite a convoluted war, the Federal govel"l1ment 
currently provides an incentive for improved residential 
security, al~hough it has never been described or defended as 
sllch. Under section 165 of the Internal Revenue Code, a 
taxpayer may deduct losses from theft exceeding $100, 
provided that they are not compensated for by insurance or 
otherwise. The incentive aspects 'of this provision include the 
deductible and the fact that it provides "reimbursement" (in 
the form of a tax deduction) measured by the taxpayer's 
marginal income tax rate. The complement oJ the marginal 
tax rate-the amount that is not reimbursed-must be borne 
by the taxpayer himself. As an insurance system, given 
progressive tax rates, this provision favors upper.income 
individuals. As an incentive system to reduce losses from 
burglary and theft, it provides the greatest inducement to 
lower-income taxpayers, who may have to bear 86 percent (or 
more, given the $100 deductible) of any loss themselves. (In 
actuality, the impact is somewhat more complex, because the 
standard deduction makes it improbable that a taxpayer will 
use the theft deduction except in the event of a relativel>: 

-large loss, and then he also loses some of the benefits of the 
standard deduction. For truly low-income taxpayers, who do 
not pay Federal income tax at all, the provision is utterly 
irrelevant.) 

The coit)surance feature of providing a form of Federal 
crime insurance through tne income tal( law is severely 
weighted against lower-income families. Coinsurance, how­
ever, is an incentive: to the extent one must bear a loss 
himself, he is more likely to take steps to prevent it. Most of 
the other incenti~'es that are commonly proposed-including 
those incorporated in Federal crime insurance policies-are 
also negative in character. 



If governmental subvention is im~robable 
and perhaps unwise, we are left wIth on.ly 
one other party who is directly interested m 
the reduction of losses from burglary and 
theft: the insurance industry. Could, or 
should insurance companies offer rate re­
ductio~s or provide more liberal policy pro­
visions to households that adopt reasonable 
security measures? Would the availability of 
these benefits induce more households to 
improve the security of their reside~ces? 

It seems highly unlikely that the msuranc~ 
industry would volu~taril~ offer ~uch POSI­
tive incentives for residentIal secunty. Broad 
form personal theft insurance. is,..a .relatively 
low-voiume policy, and most thert msurance 
is included in comprehensive homeowner's 
or tenant's policies that also pr?vide co~er­
age against losses from fire, had and wmd­
storms, water damage, other property dam­
age, and personal liability. II? 1971, the l~tes! 
year for which data are avallable, premlums 
written for burglary and theft .msuran~e 
totalled $135 million, while premIUms wnt­
ten for homeowners' multiple peril insur­
ance totalled $2.8 billion: Premiums written 
on multiple peril policies ~aye been increas~ 
ing rapidly, as package pohCles replace sepa­
rate fire, liability, and theft coverage.~ 

It is virtually impossible to deter~me ho','" 
much of the premium for multiple penl 
insurance is attributable to burglary and 
theft coverage; but one informed ~uess, by 
an official of the District of C-::>lumbla Insur~ 
ance Commission, is about 5 percent--or $5 
of a typical $100 ,premium. Full~ 85 percent 
of the premium 1S allocated to fIre coverage 
and related property losses an~ 10 percent 
to personal liability. In these Clrcumst~nces, 
there seems to be little room for meamngful 
rate reductions for individuals who improve 
the security 6£ their homes. ' 

On. the other hand, losses from theft may 
be a more substantial component of the 
losses on homeowner's comprehensive insur­
ance than this allocation would indicate. In 
1970, according to, the Insurance Services 
Office (which has data for roughly half of all 
insurance companies), abo~t 20 percent of 
the losses on homeowner's policies were 

a Insurance Information Institute, insurarlce Facts 1972. pp. 
12 and 16. 

attributable to theft. On tenants' policies, 
where structural damage from fire or other 
causes is not insured, theft was responsible 
for 51 percent of all·losses in 1970. To the 
extent that loss experience is different from 
the allocation of premiums (that is to· say, 
the loss ratio from the theft portion of the 
policy is disproportionately high), insurers 
may be interested in rectifying the situation. 

Until now, their efforts· to do so have be~n 
by reducing the amount of clai~s paid-:-,by 
cancelling insurance after a claim, refusmg 
claim coverage in high-crime. areas, a~d 
im posing ded ucti~les-:-o; ~y m~re,a,ses. In 

insurance rates. h IS hlgh.y m1prooaOle tnat 
they would attempt to reduce the loss ratio 
through rate reductions where crime pre­
vention measures were adopted, although 
this is a theoretical possibility. Even assum­
ing that there. was room ~or as m~ch as a ,10 
percent premIUm reduction ~or toe average 
household if it installed secuflty hardware (a 
dubious assumption), there still would be 
little incentive for the homeowner to pur­
chase and install the hardware or for his 
insurance agent to encourage him to do so. 
For the agent, whose commission is bas~d ~n 
a percentage of the premium, there IS, m 
theory at least, an incentive to dissuade the 
homeowner from qualifying for the reduced 
rate. 

Unlike fire and property damage insur- , 
ance, which a mortgagee will re9uire as a 
condition of lending money to fmance t~~ 
purchase o~ a home,. no third party IS 
particularly mterested m whether or not a 
homeowner has theft insurance. The interest 
of the bank or other mortgagee is extre~e1y 
attenuated, and relates only to the pOSSIble 
impact of substantial losses from theft on the 
creditworthiness of the homeowner, not o~ 
the value of its security for the loan. In thiS 
respect, the bank might just: as logical!y focus 
on the adequacy of the homeowner S a~to-. 
mobile liability insurance or other protectIOn 
against financial catastrophe. Loss fr?m the.ft 
is far less likely to impose a finanCIal stram 
on the homeowner, since it is apt to be 
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relativelylimited in amount.. . . 
Because theft insurance IS not CfltIcal to 

the purcbase or 1:~ntal.of a home, insurance 
companies are under lIttle pressure to make 
policies available or keep them in for~e J 

rather than cancel them, Unlike red-lining 
or cancellation of auto or property damage 
insurance, there is little outcry against the 
insurance companies for refusals to 'issue 
theft insurance for households .. Even the 
progr~m of ~ederal residentia~ .c~ime insur­
ance IS predicated less on CritICism of the 
insurance industry than on a business-like 
presumption that, with the proper protective 
device requ.irements and other conditions, 
such insurance can be written on a break­
even basis. No one has made the argument 
that the homeowner or tenant has a basic 
right to crime insurance am! that, if private 
industry does not or cannot meet its obliga­
tions' to provide it, the Federal government 
must become insurer of last resort. The 
Congressional determination behind Federal 
residential crime insurance-to the extent 
.that such insurance is not simply a politically 
inevitable complemen.f to Federal commer­
cial crime insurance-is far less emotion­
laden than that. Indeed, the desultory pace 
of the program-less than 10,000 policies in 
force in 11 states an:d the District of Colum­
bia in i':ovember 1972, more than a year 
after they became available-suggests, 
-among other things, that there is no pressing 
demand for residential crime insurancecov­
erage. 

Other factors also make it doubtful that 
the insurance industry will focus on the 
prevention of residential crime or reduce 
premiums to encourage the installation of, 
protective devices. The costs of administer­
ing a rate structure of this kind, given 
existing premium levels for residential theft 
~overage, seem excessive. At the minimum, 
inspections of homes would be required 
clfter the filing of a claim by an insured who 
paid the reduced rate. In a fragmented and 
highly competitive industry, it is unlikely 
that one company or group of . companies 
would want to institute such a change, 

, especially if brokers and agents might simply 
shift their business to other companies. 
rt1oreover, because insurance companies 
have never focused on problems of residen­

. tial crime in the past, they have little knowl­
edge about appropriate protective devices or 
the impact of their installation on losses 
from residential crime. (Unlike government 
or households thetnselves, insurers are pre~ 
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sumably less interested in the impact of 
protective devices on the successful perpetra­
tion of burglary than in their impact on the 
total dollar costs of attempted burglary, 
whether successful or not. A requirement 
that results in more physical damage to 
homes, even if it reduces the volume of 
property theft incident to burglary, does not 
necessarily reduce insurance claims.) 

Thus far we have focused on positive 
incentives-·rewards-for the installation of 
protective devices. It is also possible to 
fashion negative incentives-penalties for fail­
ing to install protective devices. The most 
extreme negative incentive under an insur­
~lllce system is simply to refuse to write 
crime coverage, leaving the household to 
bear its own losses (even then, except for 
lower-income families, with some degree of 
reimbursement from the Federal government 
through the tax deduction for losses from 
theft). In the past, however, this refusal has 
seldom been ~xplicitly tied t-o the house~ 
hold's failure ,to take self-protective meas­
ures. Si~gle persons, couples who both work, 
or inner-city residents may be unable to 

obtain private policies no matter what pro­
tective devices they have in their homes. 
Those who experience loss may find their 
policy cancelled even though they had taken 
precautions. Uninsurability, under private 
policies, has not been directly related to 
residential security measures, and therefore 
it is questior).able, especially in the absence of 
adequate public infQrmation programs, that 
its impact has been fto encourage self-protec­
tion. It may have even discouraged greater 
self-protection by reinforcing fatalism about 
becoming the victim of a theft. 

Features of some private crime insurance 
policies also serve as negative inducements 
for self~protection. The most prominent of 
these is a deductible amount and a limitation 
on coverage for cash, securities, jewelry, and' 
other valuables. The ,deductible, although 
adopted primarily to hold down the number 
of small claims that are inefficient to process, 
also has the effect of J11aking the insured 
bear some of the risk of theft. Limitations on 
coverage encourage him to take appropriate 
measures to safeguard the items they cover, 
although their primary purpose is to avoid 
valuation controversies and excessive claims. 

c'''·' 

,. 
, '}rj~1 

,~ 



'f,m .. ~~,ftl\'!i;tl!lii:"': _ ............ _""D ... _iiii==-.... = ............. _-""""'-___ --~...,.,._-- .-- - ----

Il';Fl' 
~ ~l ) t 

The policy conditions most directly rele~ 
vant to protective measures taken by the 
household itself are fo\md in the Federal 
residential crime insurance policy. Unlike 
most private policies, and particularly 'com­
prehensive policies, which generally cover 
mysterious los.ses of prop~rty as ~~ll as thef~, 
the Federal Insurance IS exphcitly condI-

. tioned upon visible evidence of forced entry 
into the premises.4 This is a strong incentive 
to lock doors and windows through which 
entry is likely to occur. It is primarily a 
behavioral incentive, however, since it does 
not necessarily ind uce the installation of 
effective barriers to entry, but only the use 
of some barriers that will require physical 
damage to circumvent. 

The Federal policy, however, is also ex~ 
plicitly conditioned on the' installation of 
appropriate protective devices-specifically, 
dead locks using either an intc'rlocking verti­
cal bolt and striker or a minimum 1/2'1 throw 
deadbolt or self-locking dead latch on all 
doors (other than sliding doors) in exterior 
doorways or other doorways leading to areas 
affording easy access to the premises; and 
lockirlg devices on all sliding doors, first 
floor and basement windows, and windows 
opening onto areas affording easy access to 
the premises. (This standard is more liberal 
than that initially adopted for the p~ogram, 
which called for a baffle-protected self-Jock­
ing latch in addition to a dead boh or dead 
latch on every exterior door and for a dead 
lock device on e(!.ch sliding door. The liberal­
ization was designed to increase the marketa­
bility of the insurance in states where it was 
available.) , 

The purpose of this requi:rement-en~ 
forced by inspection of the premises when a 
claim is made-is primarily to ensure the 
financial soundness, at reasonable premium 
rates, of the Federal residential crime insur~ 
ance policies. It is almost certainly a neces~ 
sary corollary of a legislative an~ contractual 
commitment to keep policies in forc~ despite 
the claim experience of the insured or the 

• While the policy does cover observed theft, it is b~nically 
limited to losses resulting from "the telonious abstraction of 
insured property from within th" pr.emises by a person 
making felonious entl)' therein by :,_£ual force and violence, 

'evidenced by visible marks upon, or physical damage to, the 
exterior of the premises at the place of such entry." 

crime pressure in his area. No data are yet 
available on the loss record under Federal 
policies, but it is probable that the Federal 
record (adjusted for the crime rates where 
policies are in force) will be better than that 
of private insurers. 
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This is not an argument, however, for the 
inclusion of similar provisions in private 
policies. Conditioning coverage on the instal­
lation of protective devices would seem justi­
fiable only where the only alternative is not 
writing the insurance policy at all, which is 
presumptively the case with Federal policies. 
Where coverage is now available without 
such conditions, it would seem to make little 
sense to require the installation of protective 
devices in order to continue it. The cost to 
the insured may be substantial, while the 
gains would primarily C._crue to the insur­
ance companies, although they would be 
partially offset by increased administrative 
costs. Underwriting profit, in fact, might 
decline,' as policyholders cancel their theft 
cO\,erag~ rather than incur the added costs 
of protective devices. For a hOlTleowner who 
considers crime loss a remote cundngency, 
the choice between cancelling his theft cover­
age and spending $10.0 or more on locking 
devices may be a relatively easy one. For a 
household that faces a greater crime threat, 
the effect of the requirement may nonethe­
l~§s b,~ to price insurance coverage beyond 
their ability to pay. The net result, in both 
cases, is to reduce the extent to which 
financial protection is provided against loss 
from theft. This obviously has little appeal to 
insurance companies-provided they are 
making a profit on existing insurance-and 
has little to recommend it from a policy 
perspective. 

There are two conflicting objectives at play. 
here: spreading the loss,es resulting from 
theft and, reducing its incidence. On balance, 
spreading the loss from theft seems to be 
more important and more easily achievable. 
To the extent it is financially feasible, insu~­
ance against burglary and theft from resI­
dences should be made as widely available as 
possible. Imposing unnecessarily expensive 
or apparently. exees,sive conditions on cover­
age conflicts with this goal. .' 

In. summary, we are not sanguine about 
the P!ovision of incentives, either through 

govern~ent or. through private insurance, 
for the .Installat~on of appropriate residential 
protectIve deVIces. The private insurance 
industry seems to he uninterested and we . , 
see . n~ practical or desirable way to pique 
their ~nte~est. ~or government to provide 
finanCIal Incentives seems both inefficient 
and inequitable. Conditioning crime insur-

,- , 
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a.nce C?n self-protection-except where it is 
fmancially necessary, as it appears to be in 
the Federal programs-is, in our view, a 
retrogressive ~tep, for it will discourage the 
purchase of Ins1;lranc.e, th~reby increasing 
the costs of reSidential CrIme to innocent 
victims. 
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CHAPTER 10. COMPULSORY RESIDENTIAL SECURITY 
MEASURES: STATE AND LOCAL CODES 

Compulsory measures to upgrade residen­
tial security are eliciting increasing atten­
tion. 1 These measures would impose mini­
mum requirements governing locks,. the re­
sistance of doors to forced entry, and lock­
ing devices for windows and other pot.ential 
pcints of illegal entry. They would be 
adopted by state' or local governments and 
would apply to each or, all of three types of 
housing: 

• New housing units, as building code 
provisions;2 

• Existing rental units as housh1g code 
requirements; and 

• Existing owner-occupied units, through 
a new ordinance or statute. 

The theory behind these measures is that 
most builders, landlords, and homeowners 
will not take residential security measures 
without some legal prod. While this is un­
doubtedly true, the proponents do not ap­
pear to have analyzed either the legal or 
policy justification for their proposed legisla­
tion to any substantial extent. The purpose 
of this brief chapter is to raise the issues that 
should be considered with respect to. legisla­
tion requiring the installation of physical 
security measures in the home. 
A. The Impact of Residential Security 

Codes 
The first question about residential secu­

rity codes is what they would cost and who 
would bear these costs. If codes applied only 
to new housing, the cost of the security 
measures themselves might not be substan­
tial, since what is involved are incremental 
costs for better doors and locks rather than 

I Sec e.g., Building Security Commission of the Attorney 
General of California, "Building Security Standards," Sacra-
mento, January 1973. ' . 

2 Federal standards f()r new housing, through FHA guide­
lines or other means, have also been suggested. 

replacement costs. This cost would probably 
be borne largely by the resident, either in 
the form of a slightly higher mortgage 
payment or a slightly greater rent, although 
part of it might be absorbed by the builder, 
developer, or apartment owner. 

Other possible costs of the security meas­
ures on new homes' would be a consequence 
of any displacement of crime from areas of 
new housing to older housing and, perhaps, 
the increased cost to the owner of a new 
home when illegal entry was still attempted 
because of greater physical damage caused 
by an offender. Displacement would occur to 
the ,extent that offenders were deterred 
from breaking into new housing but not 
from committing aU residential burglaries. 
Some offenders might well ignore subdivi· 
sions consisting of new homes meeting the 
code requirements, and instead focus on 
older subdivisions nearby. Others, whether 
because they would rather operate in the 
area with new housing or because they are 
not deterred by the security measures, would 
attempt to break into the ne\v homes. In _, 
doing so, they might well use methods 
causing greater physical damage to the 
house, such as breaking windows or using 
tools to attempt to f~rce doors. . 

These possible impacts, along with the fact 
that new units are a small proportion of the 
housing stock, are the major arguments for 
extending code- requirements to all housing, 
including owner-occupied residences. The 
impact of universal protection is even more 
conjectural, but it is conceivable that adding 
security hardware to every home might not 
have a substantial impact on the extent of 
residential burglary. 

Assume that a security code is adopted 
that in effect or r;xplicitly requires effective 
deadboIt locks on all doors, doors that 
cannot be penetrated by brute force, and· 
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adequate Locking devices on all windows. 
Assume, too, that the code applies to all 
residential units and comp{liance is universal. 
Finally, assume that an even more stringent 
security code applies to retail and commer­
cial establishments. The question is: What 
will happen to the residential burglary rate? 

The assumption behind proposals for resi~ 
dential security codes is that it will- decline 
appreciably. The reason is that if illegal 
entry through doors and unlocked windows 
is much more difficult, it will not be at­
tempted. A residential burglar, the argu­
ment runs, engages in the crime because it is 
easy to accomplish and the risk of apprehen­
sion is low. Making entry by the usual means , 
harder will dissuade him from making the 
attempt. 

, Of course, it might alternatively be argued 
that the rate will not change significantly. If 
residential burglary' is always more diffi­
cult-and at the same time there is no easy 
substitute crime (the ,reason for the assump­
tion about a commercial cod e)-potential 

. residential burglars may simply try harder or 
change their, method of operation. In the 

, hypothetical example, many more burglaries 
might be committed by breaking through 
windows. Making entry through doors and 
unlocked windows more difficult does not 
necessarily change the burglar's calculation 
of potential risk and reward (that is to say, 
of opportunity)-at least when the target-hard­
ening is universal. The vulnerability of a 
,residence to crime-or, from the burglar'S 
perspective, the opportunity for illegal en­
try-is a relative concept. 

We do not mean to suggest that universal 
application of security codes would necessar­
ily have little impact on the incidence or 
costs of residential crime. Our point is that 
the question needs much more serious con­
sideration than it has so far received, as does 
the issue of displacement of crime if codes 
are limited only to new housing or new 
housing and rental units. 

B. ,The Theoretical Justification for Impos-
- lllg a Duty' on Homeowners to Take 

, . Protective Measures -
. "The imposition of a duty on builders of 
new housing or landlords of rental housing 

. to meet security standards raises no serious 
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theoretical or legal problem. The application 
of codes in these instances is closely akin to 
other types of consumer protection legisla­
tion. The parties to a sale of new, tract 
housing or a rental of an apartment are in 
an inherently unequal position in terms of 
knowledge, bargaining strength, and ability 
to make decisions about building design, 
material standards, and construction. In a 
variety of ways, government tries to redress 
this balance through building and housing 
codes; security would ,appear to be another 
appropriate area, for such intervention. In a 
sense, security codes are a method of pre­
venting sellers (deve!opers or landlords) 
from making false claims about the quality 
of their products. By putting locks on doors, 
sellers are implicitly warranting that the 
doors will serve as reasonably effective bar­
riers to undesired entry. Security codes may 
be viewed as a method of ensuring that this 
promise is kept. 

This is not the case with a duty imposed 
directly on the owner20ccupant of a resi­
dence. Here the issue of the state's justifica~ 
tion for intervention immediately arises, for 
the practical import of the duty is to impose 
a cost on the owner for his own good. He is 
required to spend money-perhaps as much 
as several hundred dollars-to protect him­
self from becoming a victim 6f burglary. 

This situation is . readily distinguishable 
from situations where an individual's con­
duct affects others adversely. For example, a 
state can require a car-owner to install 
emission control equipment on his car be­
cause the pollution he creates when he 
drives degrades the quality of the environ­
ment for the public generally. It ca~ limit 
what he builds or keeps on his property in 
order to protect the interests of his neigh­
bors and the community at large against 
health and fire hazards or neighborhood 
blight and deterioration. In both these cases, 
an individual's actions are detrimental to 
others. 

An individual who has an inadequate lock 
on his door, however, is not endangering 
others. It might conceivably be argued that 
he is attracting potential offenders to the 
neighborhood, but that is a far~fetched 
proposition. On the contrary, the greater 
vulnerability of his home may actually con~ 



tribute to the security of his neighbors 
through a reverse process of displacement. 
NOT does a bootstrap rationale for gove.rn­
ment regulation-that a .duty must be Im­
posed on indivi?uals ~o Improve the e~~ec­
tiveness of publIc servlce.s or as a CO?dltlO~ 
for receiving such, services-apply In thIS 
instance. Neither public outlays for the p<?­
lice and the Cl·iminal justice system nor theIr 
effectiveness will necessarily be affected by 
the installation of residential security meas­
ures,.even if they should achiev<: a re?uction 
in the number of successful residential bur-
glaries. .. . . .. 

Finally, it would be Illogical to argue that, 
unless a security code is imp~sed on owners 
of existing houses, codes apphe~ to. new and 
rental housing will not be effective III reduc­
ing the incidence of residential burglary. 
While this may be true, one c~m hardly 
justify imposing. a duty on ~wo-thlrds ?f the 
households, which own theIr ho~es, m or­
der to protect them from the dIsplacement 
effects of regulating the residences of the 
other one-third. 

Our purpose here is not to suggest t?at 
security codes imposed on owner-occupl~d 
housing face constitutional obstacles. WhIle 
the current tendency is to restrict the power 
of the state to regulate individual conduct 
that has negligible, or only extremely att.en­
uated, consequences for others or for ~ocle~y 
as· a whole, the law is far from clear III thIS 
area, especially where t~e t(;md~ct do.es not 
involve fundamental hbertIes. Agam, we 

3 The basic precept upo~ w?ich this .doctrine is ba~d was 
stated by John Stuart l'vfJlI In O~ Liberty P85~): [!]he 
individual is not accountable to society for hiS acuon~, In sl?, 
far as these concern the interests of no person but himself. 
It is difficult to point to cases in which this doctr~ne has been 
invoked: usually, either the challenged regulauon operates 
indirectly on an individual whose actions do concern the 
interest of others, albeit with their consent (for example, on 
the purveyor of obscenity rather than the purch~ser) or the 
challenged re~dlation involves fundamental rights-free 
expression, marital privacy, etc.-and t!terefore much more 
powerful constitutional standards come mto play, such as the 
need to show a compelling state interest and the lack of 
alternative means of accomplishing it. ., . 

Perhaps the clearest instance ~he.re Min s maxlIT~ h~s be~n 
urged as a basis for a determination of unconstitutIOnality 
involves motorcycle helmet laws. The trend among state 
courts has been to uphold compulsory helmet laws-not by 
rejecting Mills, however, .bu~ ~y finding a soci~l interest 
beyond protection of the mdivldual mo~orcycle rider. (The 
concern of others using the streets and highways th~t he may 
cause 'an accident because lack of a helmet causes hlnl to lose 
control when struck by a stone thrown up from the pavement 
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seek only to raise the issue for consideratio~ 
as a policy matter when compulsa~ory reSI­
dential security measures are bemg pro­
posed. 
C. ConClusion 

In our view, the effectiveness and advisa­
bility. of residential· security codes .are too' 
often assumed as an article of faIth. We 
think that much more careful analysis is 
needed of their costs and benefits and,· 
~specially for existing owner-occupied hous­
ing, the appropriateness of government ac­
tion in this area. 

On a descending level of enthusiasm, we 
would rank codes for new housing above 
codes for, rental housing because the costs 
are higher in the latter case, where replace-. 
ment of doors and hardware wou1d be 
required. We rank bot~ th~se types of codes, 
which impose an obhgauon on the party 
marketing housing and involve co~ts that are 
easily amortized, far above ordmances or 
statutes imposing a duty on owner-occupants 
to take protective measures. Owner-occu­
pants cannot so readily amortize the cost of 
protective measures. Beyond that, we have 
doubts about the wisdom of government's 

or an object falling from another vehicle; the added cost to 
the state of providing emergency care because o~ the more 
serious injury resulting from lack of a helmet; the lI~terests of 
those dependent upon him in assuring that he wll! b~ less 
likely to be killed or disabled in th~ event he IS 10 an 
accident.) These ·are fairly rem~te s~~e m~er«:sts; the last t~~, 
in particular come close to an Implicit rejection of the Mills 
concept and an acceptance of the notion that ~~~ stat,e may 
regulate any conduct at all where "fundamental hbertles are 
not affected. . . . 

The issue is again being raised-thls time hypothellcally­
with respect to laws compelling motorists to. wear seat ~e1ts. 
For the driver, a control argument may agam ~e made~ for 
passengers, the case is more diffi~ult. One al?proach I~ to 
argue that riding in an automobile on public roads IS ~ 
privilege and the government may impose reasonable condi-
tions on that privilege. .. . 

The case of residential security codes IS far more difficult 
than the seat belt case. First, there is no governmentally 
provided privilege involved; it st~ajns ou.r conc.ept of govern-. 
ment to argue that .\iving in a reSidence IS a privilege granted 
by the state. Second, there is no substantial j.ntere~t of th.ose 
dependent uron the homeowner in protectmg him agamst 
property loss from burglary. Insofar as th~ per~r:'-al protec~ 
tion of family members results from the ImpoSItiOn .o,f the 
duty on the homeowner-:-'>y di.minishin~ the pr?habllity o~ 
an illegal entry to commlt'.a Violent Crime-their per;;ona 
safety from fire may be ,decreased (even when there IS no 
conflict with fire codes) by an equal or greater amount. 
Third, unlike the seal belt case where belts are in place (a~a­
result of a duty imposed on manufacturers), the secunty 
codes would require direct expenditure by the homeowner. 
perhaps running as high as several hundred dollars. 

forcing individuals to be. free-both. of resi­
dential burglary in particular and III more 
general terms. 
D. An Afterword on the Form and Strin-

gency of Security Codes . 
Notwithstanding the issues we. have ral.sed 

about the imposition of ~ec~n~y. reqUlre­
ments for housing, some JUrIsdictIons may 
decide to adopt security requirements apph­
cable to some or all housing. If they. do, t.he 
form of the requirements and theIr stnn­
gency should be carefully considered. 
, 1. The form. of security requirements: perform­

ance criteria vs. design standards . . O~e C?f the 
'perennial arguments about bUIldmg cod~s 
generally is whether they s.h0u.ld be cas~ m 
terms of performance Criteria or de~Ign 
standards. This issue has also been raIsed 
with respect to security ~equireme.nts. The 
Attorney General's Buddmg SecurIty C?m­
mission in California, for example, IS a 
staunch advocate of performance, rather 
than design, codes. It argues that "indepe?d­
ent of performance specifications, deSIgn 
requirements are of little value, and only 
serve to confuse the issue." In seeking to 
establish a California state code, the Com­
mission is focusing on perf?rmar,tce stand­
ards for barrier systems, whIch wIll express 
the physical resistance of a barrier to attack 
by specified me~r,ts or t? knowledge~ble 
attack using speCIfIed eqUIpment and tec~­
niques in terms of time, energy, or a CO~bl­
nation of these factors. Only where resist­
ance measures are necessarily subjective 
(e.g., how long it takes a partic~la~ "expert" 
to pick a lock) does the CommISSIon l'e~og-

, nize that design principles (e.g., van~us 
clearances in the lock) may be preferable. 

While we agree in theo~y with the Califor-
. nia Commission and beheve that code re­
quirements should be based on performance 
testing, we consider it preferab~e .to trar,tsla~e 
performance standards intQ deSIgn cntena 
for purposes of actually drafting t.he sec.uri~y 
provisions of building codes. DeSIgn CrIterIa 
are more apt to be intelligible to a contractor 
or a building inspector. Per.for~ance s~an­
dards, which cannot be apphed ~n ~he fIeld 
through visual inspe~tion, .may ~nvlte non­
tomplian~e. In deahng WIth hIghly frag-

AOpcit., P. 12. 

mented industries like the manufacture of 
doors and windows, where job-by-job fabri­
cation is prevalent, testing and ce~ti~ication 
of products would be extremely dlfftcult. It 
may be more feasible to engage in brand­
name certification of locks and other hard­
ware, but in this area the California Com­
mission itself recognizes that performance 
standards may be undesirable. On a practical 
level, therefore, there seems to be no alter­
native to design standards. 

These standards should be based on per­
formance criteria, but this is different from 
adopting a code framed solely in terms. of 
performance standards. Rather, the d~sl~n 
standards should describe the characterIstIcs 
of typical installations us~d by ~ui~ders, with 
simple performance testmg cr~terIa for use 
in circumstances where no deSIgn standards 
apply. Every effort should be. mad~ to re­
duce the number of instances III WhICh such 
job-by-job testing will be needed .. This is n<?t 
as difficult as it may seem: whIle ther~ IS 
little product uniformity, the same deSign 
principles are used in nearly all doors and 
windows. 

2. The stringency of security requirements: 
tradeoffs with fire safety, c~nsumer prefe:enc~s, 
and effectiveness. One serIOUS constramt m 

. devising code standar~s i.s hous~hold s.afety 
against fire_ Where secun~y .agamst reSiden­
tial crime requires restnctlons on acce.ss, 
safety against fire necessitates easy and .qUIck 
egress. The two are i~evi~abiy in ~~nfhct, as 
evidenced by the objection of ftre safety 
officials to proposals for grilles or bars on 
windows and double cylinder deadbolt locks. 
The conflicts can be compromised, but most 
of the compromises will lead to significant 
reductions in the resistance of homes to 
illegal entry. This is not an .undesira~le 
outcome, for fire safety, unlIke secunty 
against residential crime, primarily involves 
the personal safety of residents, not ~he 
protection of their property: In balancmg 
these two interests, preferences must ob­
viously be given to the prote~tion ~f persons: 
Their ability to escape a senous ftre shou~d 
not be traded away in order to protect thelr 
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television set and jewelry. . 
Three factors· in addition to potentIal 

conflicts with fire safety are important in 
determining how rigorous security code pro-



v.~lons should be. The first is political and 
economic: 's9me judgments must be made 
about the'costs that will initially be imposed 
on builders and perhaps passed on by them 
to homeowners. Some practical and, political 

, limits ,'exist as toth~ stringency of qJde 
provisions that can he~ required. 

The second. factor is related to consumer 
, preferences and product availability. Security 
requirements should not run counter t.o 
consumer tastes, if a reasonable compromise 
is possible. ~rescribing metal exterior doors, 
for example,. would, probably run counter to 
the aesthetic interests of consumers; if solid­
core ,wood doors offer nearly as much resist­
ance to illegal entry (and offer better noise 
and heat insulating qualities), they may be 
an appropriate (:ompromise solution. Si~i­
larly, the codes should not set unreasonable 
standards in terms of products available on 
the market; it,is hardly appropriate to pros­
cribe the installation of this or that kind of 
door if no reasonable substitutes exist.-
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The third factor is effectiveness. If unat-,' 
tainable, or impractical standards should not 
be established; neither should standards that 
are too wea,k to have any impact on the,' 
incidence of ~·"lrglary. Here we confront a 
substantial information gap; although we are· 
beginning to k.now much more about the, 
means by which illegal entry is made, we still 
have much to learn. More important, we 
know almost nothing ,about what measures, 
wiiI dissuade potential offenders. In this 
area, our information is almost all episodic 
or anecdotal, and opinions tend to be based 
on guesswork rather than empirical data. 
Until additional and more precise informa­
tion is obtained-a process that, will be 
extremely difficult-the establishment of 
standards will be preceeding ,virtually, in a 
vacuum. Commonsense answers may be bet­
ter than none at ail, but" we must avoid an 
over-em phasis on physical testing at the 
ex pense of motivational and behavioral re- " 
search. 

'~'. 

CHAPTER 11. RECOMMEND.ATIONS 
If there is a central theme to this report, it 

is suggested by the first relationship stated in 
chapter 2. We posited there that the crime 
risk to' a given residence-the probability 
that it will be a target of ail illegal entry-is 
a function of two variables, crime pressure 
and vulnerability. Crime p'ressure is the 
probability that any residence in the area will 
be the target of a 'burglary', the ratio of the 
number of anticipated burglaries over a 
particular period to t.he number of resi­
dences in the area. Vulnerability is a mea­
sure of, the relative likelihood tha~ a given 
residence will be the target qf a burglary in 
comparison' with all others. 

The most important implications of this 
relationship are that residential security is 
contextual, and that the risk' of crime to a 
residem:e may be reduced through two dis­
tinct types of measures, those that reduce 

'overall crime pressure and those that reduce 
,its vulnerability. The first type of meas-
, ut:es~to reduce crime pressure-primarily, 
involve collective, public ~ction. A variety of 
governmental initiatives-from programs, to 
reduce drug dependenc.y', provide suin~er 
jobs for youth, oi-improve economic condi­
tions in low-income nejghborhoods to im-
provements in the' law enforcement and 
cri~inal justice systems-may result in re-, , 
ductions in ,crime pressure. These initiatiyes 
are beyond the scope of this report; but they 
necessc:trily and appropriately command most 
of the government attention and resources 
in this field. , ' 

The' subject of. this report is residential 
',security measures, which affect vulnerability 

far more than crime pressure. Security 
measures may suppress crime, to some ex­
tent.....;if, for example, potential offenders are 
not merely deterred 'from attacking resi­
qences where th~ measure's have been imple-

:.rpented but, from engaging in residential 
~rime at an~but:Jhat is not their primary 

purpose. Tbey are applied to an individual 
home or area, and their main objective is to 
reduce its vulnerability. 

This particularistic quality of security 
measures makes it very difficult to assess 
them from the standpoint of. public policy. 

- Unlike reductions in crime pressure, which 
benefit everyone in ari, area, reductions in 
vulnerability benefit only some people and 
may impose a greater crime burden on 
others. This displacement effect, has ramifi­
cations in terms' of equity ahd fahness, 

'ramifications that an individual homeowner 
may justifiably ignore" but government can­
not. 

Most residential security measures must 
,necessarily be implemented by residents or 
management. Even if the government were 
to give each household security, device~, their 
effectiveness would LJltimately depe!1.d on the 
extent to which households' were' willing to 
use them. It ,is,':it6t"enough to have more 
secure doori,.'\Y~th!b'ei.ter locks.....,-the locks 
must be us~di;'.j!~+ki1t:>I\ e'uough to have an 
intrusion !;d,d:etti6.hi:;:device-it ,must be 
turned on.~;.Pe6fH~<s .. :hehavior both contrib­
utes to the vl,llTlcrahility of their homes and 
influences the effectiveness of steps to re­
duce it. , 

Moreover, the deCision 'to take securit.y 
measures is fundamentally a consumer deci­
sion; at le~st within our system, it should not 
be, made .for households by government. 

'Whether to invest in security and, how much 
is ultimately determined by consumer pref­
erences, including not only the importance 
attached tog~eater ~ecurity .. but also the' 
alternative demands on household resources. 
While gover~ment can influence tbese pref~ 
erences, it must not dictate them. 

One might even ask to what degree is the 
physical security of individual residences the 
business of government. Government, to be 
,sure, has a legitimate and s,ubstantial interest 
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in the level of crime, including residential 
burglary, but it is ,questionable whether that 
interest extends to the question of which 
homes are targets and how the victims could 
have diverted the offenders to other targets. 
The distribution of crime, as opposed to its 
frequency, touches lipon aspects of private 
behavior that rr.ay be outside the ken of 
governmental action. ' . 

We have not seen a reasoned case sup­
porting governmental intervention in house­
hold decisions about security measures any 
more than in a number of other areas where 
private conduct touches upon" public prob­
lems. In the absence of an articulated justifi­
cation, we consider it appropriate to regard 
residential security measures as consumer 
goods and to define the limits of govern­
mental action to affect the vulnerability of 
residences accordingly. 

This position, which underlies much of 
what we have said previously in this report, 
has a 'number of implications for what we 
conclude and recommend. 

A. The Informational Needs of Individual 
Households ' 

We begin with the area where government 
undoubtedly has a most important role to 
play: the provision of accurate and usef~l 
information to potential consumers of reSl­
dential security measures. While there are a 
number of sources of information available 
to the consumer currently, few are objective 
and most tend to be alarmist. For most 
people in most of the country, correcti~e 
intormatim' would be helpful. As it does In 

so many other areas (nutrition, health, home­
making, agriculture, to name only a few), 
government-and particularly the Federal 
government--can provide valuable informa­
tional aid. 
. This 'report is not the best forum for 
addressing information directly to citi2ens. ' 

, The following, however, represents the type 
of information ~hat should be conveyed to 
homeowners and tenants of existing housing 
through the most effective media: ' 

1. Th!! lihelihood of your being the viCtim of 
violent crime by a stranger in your own home has 

, been greatly exaggerated. The probability of 
being physically attacked by relatives and 
acquaintances is much greater than that of 

being assaulted by strangers in your home. 
Most crimes of violence by strangers occur 
on the street or in public places. 

2. In the overwhelming number of cases, 
burglars will go out of their way to avoid a 
confrontation with a' resident. They are likely to 
attack your home only when, they believ~ it is . 
unoccupied. Burglars are generally un­
armed; young (relatively few of them are 
over 25 and ,many are under 18), and have 
little motive for harming anyone if they can 
avoid it. The principal danger, in the ex­
ceedingly unlikely event you confront an 
intruder in your house, is that he will 
become violent if you attempt to prevent his 
escape. Minimize the risk by cooperating 
with him; not fighting back or attempting to 
hold him until the police can be summoned. 

3. Guns, "less-than-lethal"weapons, and similar 
measures taken for self-protection may end in 
tragedy-for you. Any weapon you keep in the 
house for self-protection is more likely to be 
used against yourself, your children or your 
acquaintances. The odds are probably as 
great that the weapons will eventually be 
stolen from you as that you will get the 
opportunity to confront an intruder with it. 

4. Most burglars are not professionals in any 
sense of the word. They can be effectively 
deterred by good doors and windows, with 
suitable locks. In general, a high~quality 
exterior door offers adequate protection if it 
is of solid-core construction, about one and 
three-quarters inches thick; is hung on a 
well-fitted, rabbetted jamb; and is secured by 
a good single-or double-cylinder deadbolt 
lock. The frame may be of wood or steel, 
the quality of fit being more important than 
the material used in the frame or jamb. 
Heavy, non-removable hinges should be 
used to secure the door, preferably three 
hinges for a normal-sized door. 

. 5. If )lour doors do not meet this standard-and 
those in most homes do not-it dfJes not necessarily 
mean that you should replace them. Before 
committing yourself to the replac.ement of 
doors, which can be quite expensive, you 
should consider the following: 

a . .Is burglary known to be a problem in your 
neighborhood? Are burgl,ars in the area known 
to use special techniques or tools? Call the 
police for advice on these questions. If they . 
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have unusually valuable property or "pick­
men" are known to operate in your area, 
you need no,t spend extra amounts for 
special pick-resistaIJt locks. 

8. If your primary lock is inadequate--:-espe­
dally if it is a key-in-knob lock-you should add 
one good auxiliary lock on, each of your exterior 
doors, iIyou have not already done so. A vertical 
rim deadbolt, lockable from the outside with 
a key, is the least ,expensive to buy and 
install. Contrary to what some people be­
lieve, having more than one,adequate auxil­
iary lock on a door adds little or nothing to 
security. Indeed, too many locking devices 
can create a fire hazard by interfering with a 
resident's escape in an emergency. 

9. Burglars are attracted to residential areas 
and particular residences with inadequate light­
ing, although most residential burglaries occur 
during the day. If your area has poor street 
lighting, ei~her because the standards are set 
too far apart or because trees and other 
barriers are blo<.!king the light, you should 
get together with your neighbors and ask 
your local highway or public works depart­
ment to i'niprove the situation. In any event, 
you should make certain that all e~tryways 
to your home have sufficient illumination to 
make prowlers readily visible from inside, as 
weil as from, the street and neighboring 
residences. , 

10. Windows are the second most frequent point 
of entry to homes and apartments. If windows or 
glass panes are located within forty inches of 
a door handle or knob, it is possible for a 
prowler to break the glass and open the 
door from the inside. You should consider 
putting a grill over the glass or buying a 
deadbolt that can,. be unlocked from the 
inside only with a key. (This is not advisable in 
apartments with only one entrance because 
of the safety hazard posed by a door locked 
from the inside in the event of fire or other 
emergency. Even in otller cases, it isdesira-_ 
ble to have a key readily available near the 
door, but outside the reach of anyone who 
breaks the window.) 

11. Firstfloor, basement and any other easily 
accessible windows should be well-secured against 
being forced open from the outside. On single or 
double-hung windows, a simple pin or nail 
inserted through the window sash and ad­
joining frame will prevent the window from 
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being torced up or down.;,$tmilar methods 
can be used to secure sliding glass doors in 
the closed position. (Your. police department 
may have. literature available illustrating the 
various ways of securing windows and slid­
ing glass doors.) The surest method of. 
protecting windows ~s to cover them with 
heavy mesh or grillwork. (Note: Any window 
that may have to be used as an emergency 
exit in the event of fire should never be 
secured with an inside key lock or protected 
by an outside ~arrier. Fire is a far mOTe 
serious hazard to most homeowners than 
burglary.) 

12. You ma.'v decide that you would lilw to have 
an intrusion detection s:ystem for your home. 
Before you purchase one, first consider the 
possibility of a dog, preferably one whose 
bark is loud and reasonably reliable when 
someone approaches the house. Dogs are 

• more loveable than burglar alarms; they may 
also be more menacing to burglars, many of 
whom go out of their way to avoid them. Be 
wary of buying a specially trained police 
dog, however; those dogs pose many of the 
same dangers as guns and other-weapons. 

13. If a dog is impractical or you want an 
intrusion 'detection system in addition, you should 
know that many intrusion detection systems are 
prone to false alarms, and you may have to 
change your living patterns-as well as those of 
your children, pets, and neighbors-to minimize 
the nuisance. And you should be particularly 
careful about the firm with which you deal 
and the product you are buying. Check to 
see if the equipment is approved by Under· 
writers' Laboratories. This is not an assur­
ance that the system will safeguard your 
home, but it does confirm the accuracy of 
the manufacturer's claims about materials, 
quality of construction, and resistance to 
breakage and damage under specified, condi­
tions. Find out how many installations the 
particular supplier has made in residences. 
Ask for the names of a number o( cus­
tomers,and check out their experience by 
calling them. Do not deal with door-to-door 
salesmen of such devices, or attempt to buy 
them. by mail and install them yourself 
unless you are confident of your ability to 
install them properly. 

14; Finally, you should recognize that whatever 
doors, locks, and protective systems you have will 

not protect you against burglaH unless you use 
them .. Most burglars do not have to use force 
to break into homes and apartments; they 
can usually find residences that are unlocked 
or otherwise carelessly secured against illegal 
entry. 

15. Most burglars will not try to break in if . 
they think someone is at home, so try to create an 

. appearance of occupancy by leaving on a televi~ 
sion or radio and lights when you go out in the 
evening. When you are going on vacation, 
arrange with a neighbor to keep an eye on 
your house while you are gone. Give him a 
key and ask him to change the position of 
blinds and curtains occasionally and to turn 
interior and exterior lights on at night. Or, 
buy some timers that will turn lights on and 
off at preselected hours, as well as rotate 
them automatically, and perhaps photoelec­
tric cells for outside lights. Cancel newspa~ 
pers, milk deliveries, and other services that 
might signal your absence. 

Obviously, general information such as 
this, while pertinent to most residential situa­
tions, needs to be supplemented in various 
ways for apartment-dwellers and more par­
ticularly apartment managers, who must be 
concerned about protective measures in 
common areas. Security information must be 
geared to particular strata of housing, in 
terms both of the income level of the 
residents and the crime pressure in the area .. 
There are no prescriptive security standards 
for housing gener~lIy, and the preceding 
points are not to be construed as rules. 

We would recommend a number of sup­
portive actions by government, at every 
level, to insure that relevant information on 
security is available to homeowners and 
tenants. Specifically: 

16. Local law enfm'cement agencies should 
initiate residential security inspection programs. 
While these agencies may wish to dissemi­
nate information .to broad groups of resi­
dents, on-site inspections should probably be 
limited to residents who. request them and 
recent victims of residential burglaries unless 
future demonstrations show them to be cost­
effectiye on another basis. (See chapter 8). . 

. 17. At the federal level, LEAA should estqblish 
a clearinghouse to abstract, summarize, and' dis~ 
seminate information about residential security, It 
may be appropriate for LEAA to have each 
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state designate a liaison. office wit.hin its 
criminal justice planning agency to commu­
nicate informational needs to LEAA, trans­
mit the findings of studies and demonstra­
tions within. the state to LEAA, and to 
prepare specialized information packages for 
distribution within its jurisdiction. 

B. The :Planning and Design of Residences 
In chapter 4 we described a number of 

design principles, growing out of the work 
of Oscar Nev.'man and others, that can foster 
security in a residential development. The 
principl:es include: 

I 

• Promoting opportunities for surveil­
lance. 

• Strengthening the differentiation of pri-
vate fr<)m public space. . 

• FQstering territoriality. 
• Controlling access. 
• Separating incompatible activities 
• Providing alternative outlets for poten­

tially delinquent and criminal energies. 
• Reinforcing community norms by pro­

viding an esthetic environment. 
Govern rrien t has an important role to play 

in furt,her developing, testing, and dissemi~ 
nating information about these design prin­
ciples. At the federal level, we recommend: 

• One of the major functions of the 
LEAA clearinghouse should be. to develop 
information about design approaches to resi­
dential security for disseminatiQJ} to archi­
tects, planners, developers, and local plan­
ning officials. 

• The federal government should assume 
a leadership role in efforts to train housing 
and planning professionals about design and 
securit.y.. . 

• Demonstration programs, especially to 
implement design modifications in public 
housing with serious crime problems, should 
receive federal support. 

At the loc;al level, government regulates 
new developments in a variety of ways. We 
advocate the inclusion of security considera­
tions in this regulation. Specifically, we be­
lieve security should be considered in site 
planning and subdivision regulation. These 
processes are sufficiently flexible to accomo­
date new information as it becomes available. 
No precise standards or mandated guide­
lines are required for this purpose. Police 

involvement in these regulatory processes is 
also desirable. Although we have some con­
cern about the possible displacement effects, 
we also endorse the application of 'minimum 
door and lock standards' .to new housing 
through building code provisions. We do not 
favor the application of similar standards to 
owner-occupied housing, however, for the 
reasons stated in chapter 10. 

C. Public Housing 
Government; as landJord, has a special 

obligation to improve security in public 
housing. The Department of Housing and 
Urban Developmen~, should continue to en­
courage local housing authorities t.o meet 
their responsibilities in this area and provide 
whatever assistance is possible. In addition to 
sponsoring pilot or demonstration rfograms, 
the Federal Government should serve a clear­
inghouse function so that local housing au­
thorities can obtain useful information ab9ut 
security hardware, design modifications, ten­
ant patrpls, 'and public hou'sing guard forces. 

D. Federal Research and Development 
1. Offender surveys. Offender surveys help. 

improve our understanding of criminal· be-
. havior. Unfortunately, the conditions under 

which offender studies must be conducted 
introduce too many .artificialities to make 
them very persuasive' sources 'Of information 
about which security measures are most 
effective. It is unlikely that the offender 
populations currently available for study are 
representative of the entire universe of of­
fenders, many of whom have not been 
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apprehended and convicted. . 
Offender surveys are obviously useful, 

however, as sources of insights into improve­
ments in social institutions to deter criminal 
behavior (measures that will reduce crime 
pressure) and rehab~litative and correctional 
processes. We therefore urge further re­
search into this area. We also recQmmend 
that those who have conducted offender 
surveys be encouraged to share their tech­
niques and experiences with other research­
ers. In particular, a better understanding of 
the "projective" techniques that have been 
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used to study incarcerated offenders IS 

needed. l 

2. Victimization surveys. Victimization sur­
veys are being used increasingly to identify 
crime patterns, determine true crime rates, 
and uncover other relevant data. In chapter 
2, we stressed the immediate relevance of 
physical vulnerability data as a source of 
empirical evidence on the relative effective- . 
ness of design principles and types of hard­
ware. Unfortunately, this subjeCt has been 
given low priority in most of the recent 
victimization studies and even when physical 
factors are included, the questions are aften 
too general to be useful. (Figure 6 ,shows the 
proportional emphasis given various subjects 
in a sample of victimization studies.) 

The LEAA-Census nationwide victimiza­
tion surveys now underway also fail to 
include specific questions on physical vulner­
ability. We recommend that future iterations 
of these surveys include more stress on this 
subject. 

3. Research on fear and its effects. We also 
believe special research studies should be 
commissioned to learn more about the na-. . . 
ture of fear of crime, especially as it influ-
ences behavior in residential neighborhoods 
and the purchase of security hardware and 
.services. Research into fear specificity would 
be useful in support of market inquiries 
concerning the potential for low-cost intru­
sion detection devices. More important, such 
research would give better direction to fu­
ture assessments of the comparative serious­
ness of crime and security problems. 

4. Research on the effects of protective lighting. 
Substantial sums are now being expended by 
government for high-intensity street lighting 
as a crime prevention· strategy. Unfortu­
nately, there have so far been no properly 
designed evaluations of the impact of such 
lighting on crime in the lighted areas, any 
displacement effects, and any adverse, nan­
crime-related consequenc~s. In addition, 
very little work has been done to determine 
the appropriate level of lighting for crime 
prevention. This subject deserves research 
priority. 

I See, for example, Urban Systems Research and Engineer­
ing, Inc., "Crime and Housing in a Metropolitan Area: A 
Study of the Patterns of Residential Crime," NI-71-026-C-J, 
January 1973, chapter 4. '. 
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5. Research and development of .low-cost intru­
sion detection systems. LEAA is currently spon­
soring research and development work on· 
low-cost, reliable intrusion detection systems 
for resident.ial application. This effort is 
apparently directed at developing a reliable 
device that can be made available to low­
and moderate-income households through 
commercial manufacturers at a purchase 
price of under $100. The justification for 
government sponsorship rests on the unwill­
ingness or inability of private firms to un­
dertake product devdopment in this field. 

Unfortunately, the low purchase price of 
such a device is likely to be illusory, since the 
major outlays for alarms are continuing 
charges for monitoring them. If the device is 
to be monitored by a commercial service, it 
v.Jill involve a periodic service charge, per­
haps putting the total cost beyond the reach 
of those households that theoretically could 
use it most. 

Moreover, although the requisite market 
research has not been done, we believe that 
market resistance to residential intrusion 
detection systems is not baseo primarily on 
their price. The blunt fact about such sys­
tems is that they may themselves be consid­
ered an intrusion. They may require 
changes in household behavior that are un­
realistic for a family with children or pets. 
They are technological gadgets that do an 
unseen task, primarily when no one is home. 
And the presence of a system and the 
behavior patterns it requires are an addi­
tional reminder of the everpresent threat of 
crime. In sum, there seems to be no hard 
evidence that demand for intrusion detec­
tion devices would be highly price-elastic and 
an intuitive basis for arguing that it probabl}' 
would not be. 

There are two obvious research priorities 
if product development in this field is to 
proceed. The first is for some firm estimates 
of. what a low-price system would actually 
cost consumers over a prolonged period, 
such as five years, including all installation, 
monitoring, and response costs. In making 
these estimates, the current pricing practices 
of the security industry should be taken into 
account . 

The second priority, already suggested, is 
for sophisticated market research, especially. 
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into the low- and moderate-income market. to, consumers in determining whether they 
The projected cost figures should be given would be interested in such a device. 
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Appendix 
CL4L\SSIFICATION OF MECHANICAL, 

E,LE.CTRO.MECHANICAL, AND 
. . . ~ 

ELECTRONIC SECURITY EQUIPMENT 
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There are many ways of categorizing security 
devices, altho,ugh most c,lassification schemes 
have borrowed heavily from military and indus­
trial terminology. As others have done before us, 
we wil,l stay with the general scheme currently in 
use, although it'is less than ideal when applied to 
residential situations where it often leads to 
confusion. For each device category, we have 
included brief comments on its general applica­
bility to residential environments, if appropriate. 

1. Perimeter Guarding Devices (Grounds). These 
devices are intended to sense movement across a 
boundary. They range in price from moderate to 
extremely cosdy. Their primary disadvantage for 
residential use is the requirement that portions 
of the outside perimeter of a residence must be 
closed to traffic for extended periods during 
each day. Multiple-family units in high crime 
areas, and housing for the elderly are special 
cases where tenants may be willing to restrict 
their movements to a single, well-supervised door 
during late evening and early morning hours 
(e.g., 11 p.m. to 6 a.m.). 

a. Seismic intruwn deiectors. These are designed 
to pick up ground disturbances and are buried 
underground. Except for the supervised door, 
the remainder of the perimeter could be elec­
tronically protected by a seismic device. 

b. BallmclJd transmission line fences. These sense 
e1ectri.cal disturbances caused by the approach of 
a human being. They are probably even less 
useful than seismic devices, since the fence is 
unsightly ;and further restricts movement when 
its surveillance properties are not being utilized. 

2. Building Perimeter Guarding Devices. These 
are probably the cheapest and most widely-used 
devices for detecting "non-n9rmal" tampering 
with windows, doors and walls. They are ideally 
suited for the protection of a commercial prem­
ise that is not used during a constant (and 
significant) portion of each 24-hour period. They 
would be suitable for residential complexes if 
residents were willing to tolerate limited restric­
tions on their freedom of movement each day. 

The nature of restricted .. movement would 
depend entirely on the type of residential setting. 
For households with small children or pets, most. 
such devices would be out of the question. Wind, 
general climatic conditions, and other factors 
influence the relative.· value of these devices as 
noted below: . 

a. Door and window switches, magnetic contacts. 
These are rugged, generally dependable, and 
inexpensive devices. Their greatest mechanical 
problem comes from poorly-mounted . doors or 
windows with too much play; a high wind cat;} 
cause them t~ .. qt!"illte beyond the "tolerable" 

distance when these switches or contacts are m 
the dosed position. 

- b: Mechanical bliu1e contacts. These are similar to 
magnetic contacts, but are more prone to wear- ' 
ing. As a class, they are somewhat easier to foil 
than magnetic contacts. 

c. Foil tape on windows and on glass portions of 
doors.· Since the foil must 'be weak enough to 
break when the glass breaks, it has a tendency to 
wear and crack. Use of this material requires 
constant attention and maintenance. It is also 
quite visible to intruders, and many homeowners 
would also find it unattractive. 

d. Vibration detection systems on walls. Wall mate­
rials with good sound transmission characteristics 
can be protected again~t penetration by vibration 
detectors mounted on the wall surfaces. Unfortu­
nately, cheap and easily penetrable wall struc­
tures, such as the sprayed stucco common 
throughout most of California, do not have good 
sound transmission characteristics. Also, at least 
at the pres~nt time, intrusions through walls of 
residences are comparatively rare. These devices 
are far more useful for commercial and indus­
trial buildings. 

e. ,Audio monitoring devices. Although normally 
thought of as area protection devices; ahdio 
monitoring devices can detect sounds assOcia~? 
with any type of forced entry .. If entry is delayed, 
the monitoring device can trigger the alarm 
before the entry is accomplished. 

These devices are probably most useful for 
residences that are left unattended for long 
periods of time. They may also be useful for 
laundry rooms, storage rooms and other areas in 
multi-family dwellings if thle residents agree not 
to use these semi-public facilities during late 
evening and early morning hours. 

f. Active and passive infra-red devices. These 
detect normal infra-red radiation of the human 
body. These devices are not generally applicable 
to residential situations at the present time. 

g. Photo-electric beams. These are useful devices 
in multi-family dwellings for announcing the 
presence of persons in supervised or unsuper­
vised areas. They do not, of course, distinguish 
between authorized (normal) or unauthorized 
(non-normal) activities. . 

h. Entry-way treadle switches. A mechanically 
operated treadle switch functions in the same 
manner as a photo-electric beam. 

3. Area Guarding Devices (Environmental Change). 
The only environment monitoring device for 
residential areas is the audio monitor described 
above. This is a relatively low-c:;ost device, espe­
cially if not too many precautions have to be 
taken against naturally occurring changes in 
ambiant noise. The precautions themselves are 
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not technically difficult, but each one add~ signif­
icantly to the cost of the sys.tem. As discussed 
above its use would be r::strlcted to areas that 
are left unused and unattended for either regu­
lar periods during the day or night or for long 
irregular periods of tim~. .. . 

4. Area Guarding DeVlees (Molzon DetectlOn). All 
of the following devices ~re design~d .to. dete~t 
the motion of a human bemg and dlscrlmmate U 
from animal motion, faIling objects, wind, .etc. 
They ~r~ useful only in portions of multi- or 
single-family residential space to.be left u,?used 
for regular periods or for long Irreg';llar mter­
vals. An represent moderately expensIve to e~­
pensive systems, except for tr~adles and tnp 
wires (which are also the eaSIest to defeat). 
Because of their high initial costs and the ne~e~­
sary restri.ctions o~ freedom of m?ve£?ent, ~t IS 
unlikely that motton· detectors will fmd wide­
spread use in residential buildings .. 

'One special use of rhoti?n .detectors .is in 
conjunction with CCTV momtormg of ~or~ldor~, 
stairwells and elevators, CCTV monltormg IS 
most effective when some kind of sensing device 
is used to determine when there is motion on the 
TV screen. Although the CC~V camer~ its~lf 
can sense motion and then begm to mom tor I.t, 
this technique involves the use of costly electronic 
logic circuits. A cheaper .means t? the same end 
is to install an approprlate motion detector to 
work in parallel with the camera. .' 

The individual.respon.sible for vlewtng the 
image will be alerted (by the motion detector) to . 
look at the camera image generated from. t~e 
area in which the motion occurred. This IS 
expedally valuable for cameras having movable, 
operator-controlled mounts, since' the ~etector 
would provide full-area coverage extendmg well 
beyond what the camera could see from any set 
position. ..' 

a. Sonic audio range motwn detectzon. Motion 
produces a change in eI?ergy lev~ls returned 
from audio-range sound SIgnals radIated by se~­
eral different transceivers (loudspeakers that SI­
multaneously radiate the tone and pick up the 
reflected sound). Special circuitry can be incorpo­
rated to discriminate non-significant motions, 
such as from wind or household pets. 

b. Supersonic motion detectors. These. devices 
transmit on a steady frequenty and contmuously 
compare the transmitted signal with the returned 
signal. A moving human be,ing causes a doppler 
shift in frequency, dependmg on the. ~peed <?f 
movement. These devices are not sensItive to air 
currents and 'can be aimed above the paths used 
by house pets. Th~ device covers a m~ch sman~r 
area than an audio-range detector; itS range IS 

more than' adequate for' a normal room in any 

residence. On the other hand, the audio range 
detectors \vould probably be much sup~ri~r for 
supervising a long co~ridor netw?rk or a stairwell 
running for several flIghts of stairs. 

c. Capacitance detector devices. These are good 
area detectors for spaces or rooms in which 
ferrous or large non-ferrous metallic objects are 
not regularly being moved about. They have very 
little potential in residential environments. 

d. TV and optical scanning motion detectors. These 
are two systems that have been developed for 
detecting motion in the ..."isible light spectrums. 
Closed-circuit television scanners (CCTV) pro­
duce normal television-type imagt:s, while the 
optical scanner ope.r~tes on a dif~erent princip.le 
of pattern recog~ltlOn. <?CT~ IS presently m 
widespread use, with mulu-famIly apartment sys­
tems ranging in initial cost fro~ $1,500 up­
wards. Unlike other types of motion detectors, 
CCTV units, cover a highly specific area. Its 
range deperids on the type of unit and whet?er 
it is fixed or adjustable. Some, as noted earher, 
are used in conjunction with other ty~es of 
motion detectors that alert the human mom tor to 
watch activities on particular screens.. . 

e. Modulated light motion detection deVices. ThiS 
approach employs a beam of light (usually in~ra­
red) with modulated intensity. The modulation 
overcomes changes in ambiant illumina~on an? 
is impervious to smoke and atmospheric condI­
tions within a broad range of translucency. The 
device is triggered by an opaque object, i?c1uding 
an animal, that interrupts ItS path. Smce the 
beam can be several hundred feet long, these 
devices can be used to monitor very large· areas. 
Mirrors can be used to angle the beam along .. 
irregular paths. Modulated light. is rela~ively less 
expensive than other technologies. avaIlable for 
supervising large are~s in' multi-f~mily housing 
which are not used m late evenmg and early 
morning hours. They also can work in conjunc­
tion with TV monitors. 
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f. Radio frequency· (RF) pulsed-doppler or simple 
doppler systems. Both systems. work on the ~rans­
mission and reception of a high-frequency signal. 

The movement of a· human being causes a 
doppler shift in the frequency or'the signal. The 
nulsed-doppler system measures the time-delay 
from the transmission of the signal to its recep­
tion so as to discriminate signals coming from 
beyond the boundary of the area being super­
vised. This is a costly improvement over .the. 
simple dopplersy.stem; ·it suff~rs not only from 
having poorly-defmed boundar~es, but ~lso from 
having boundaries of respons~veness that vary 
with atmospher.ic and other environmental condI-. 
tions. It has very limited residential: applicability 
at the present time. . 

g. Treadles and tril} wires. This is a class of 
mechanically-activated electric switches that are 
placed unobtrusively in an area apd are set off 
by human movements. These are probably the 
least expensive and the least reliable (in th.at the 
pe~petrator can easily avoid them) form of ~rea 
supervision. . 

5. Channel Guard Detection Systems. These are 
systems based on an open channel that contin­
ually transmits a "non-significant" signal. A hu­
man must continually monitor this signal (audio 
or visual or both) looking for occasional indica­
tions of non-normal human activity or of non-

. normal human presence. These systems have the 
advantage over binary systems in that they trans­
mit full information on activity in the environ­
ment (to the extent that the medium and range 
of coverage permits) so that the monitor has a 
fairly good idea of. what is taking place. The task 
of monitoring these systems is a difficult one, 
however, and the human monitor becomes fa­
tigued easily. As he tires, his reactions and ability 
to discriminate nori-normal behavior declines 
sharply. 

a. Audio m.onitoring. This kind of monitoring 
can be coupled with binary audio area surveil­
lance ofa number of rooms in a building. When 
the audio alarm signals the presence of an 
intruder, the person monitoring the annunciator 
switches to audio monitoring capability in the 
room frOID which the alarm originated; he then. 
monitors sounds coming from that area. 

Perhaps the most useful feature of this ar­
rangement is that it enables the monitor to pick 
up a resident's yelling or screaming. There 
would be little difficulty picking up such a 
distinctive sound, which could be quickly local­
ized to the pickup or receiver f.1earest the source. 

A continually rerecorded, multi-channel tape 
record could hold the sound for from one to five 
minutes, giving the monitor enough time to 
determine exactly which channel cai'fied the 
strongest version of the cry. 

The audio technique is objected to by many 
residents on the grounds that it reduces privacy 
in public and serr!i-public areas. Residents of a 
high crime building, or of a complex designed 
for the elderly probably would not object as 
strongly if they felt thef>rocedure was Contribut­
ing to. their safety. (This same response with 
regard to privacy would\ probably apply equally 
to video monitoring, discussed in the next sec­
tion.) 

Audio monitoring would be provided as an 
option for individual apartments, providing the 
residents were able to activate or deactivate the 
system as they wished. The monitor would know, 
of course,. which-apartments were activated. . 

Audio monitoring might also be pre-set for 
two distinct volume thresholds. At the more 
sensitive (lower) threshold, one would be. listen­
ing for intruders in an area that would be 
presumed ~o be empty of normal human or 
animal traffic. At the higher' threshold, one 
would be listening for a sharp rise in sound level, 
such as would be generated by a scream or by 
sounds of a violent struggle. The two thresholds 
could be used simultaneously on different pick­
ups. An electronic moniror could turn on a signal 
lamp above the speaker of a channel that !las 
passed the threshold. A human monitor \vould 
then attend to the current sounds from that 
channel. 

The use of t~e two thresholds would permit an 
apartment owner to turn the system off when the 
entire family was home; or set the system for 
loud noise (the higher threshold) when, say, his 
wife was alone in the apartment, or set it for all 
sounds (the lower threshold) when the apartment 
was unoccupied. Obviously, if the system were set 
inappropriately, e.g. at the lower threshold, when 
the family was home and going about its busi­
ness, the monitor would have to call the apart­
ment (after first determining that his signal was 
resulting from an error) and ask them to shut 
the system off. (It is precisely this tendency to 
occasionally break the rules of intrusion detection 
systems that results in so many false alarms.) 

b. Video monitoring (CCTV). CCTV was first 
discussed as a motion detection system, although 
it is more commonly used for continuous ar.:ea 
monitoring. Video monitoring is subject to most 
of the same general Umitations of audio monitor­
ing. Recording ~evices are available for playbacks 
and for alerting the monitor to significant move­
ments in a particular camera field. 

The essential difference between audio and 
visual monitoring is that the latter is not applica­
ble to individual apartments with quite the flexi­
bility afforded by audio monitoring. A simple un­
off system could be used inside apartments, 
permitring them [0 be monitored when they are 
unoccupied. 

A possible variation of video monitoring, which 
could also apply to audio, or to a combination Of 
'video/audio monitoring, would involve a set:of 
buildings, each of whid) is too small to justify its 
own full-time monitor .. A number of buildings 
could be linked toasingle monitoring station. 
This might be practical in developments where 
buildings are clustered in relatively small groups. 

Another solution, more appropriate for older 
apartment buildings aligned on a single block, 
would be to have a curb outlet that a monitor­
equipped partro} car could connect to. The 
officer would scan all the camera signals in 
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rotation for a period, and then move on to the 
next station. This would permit preventive patrol 
of public and semi-p~hlic areas in rows of 
multiple-family apartment. buildings. 

c. Combined video/audio monitoring. This combi­
nation. makes possi~le enhanced area coverage, 
since the audio is more omnidirectional than the 
video. Experience may eventually prove that the 

,. ... ' 

'.: 

audio/video combination, or even the audio ver­
sion alone, are. both more objectionable to resi­
dents than video monitoring by itself. It is quite 
likely that residents will be more concerned 
about being overheard than abo~t being seen in 
semi-public areas. Research into this question can 
at least be initiated, since many buildings are 
already covered by video monitors. 

.,' 
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