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INTRODUCTION 

Citizens contribute in important ways to the production of a 

variety of public goods and services. Education is the 

most obvious example of a public good that requires citizen inpUt. 

Without the cooperation of those to be educated, the good (i.e., 

educated people) cannot be produced at all. A clean aestheticially 

pleasing and healthy environment, si~ilarly, involves production 

activities on the part of both public (and private) agencies and 

citizens. Indeed, in rural areas lacking a publicly organized 

means of production, citizens may bear the major responsibility 
. 

for carting and di~posing of solid waste5- just as citizens once 

produced many of the services (i.e., general area patrol; law 

enforcement) we now consider to be the responsibility of police 

agencies. The production of a number of other public goods and 

services also depends upon contributions made by citizens. 

Al t'hough these ci tizen contributions are implicitly recognized 

by most analysts, they are seldom explicitly accounted for in 

studies of the production of public goods and services. The 

failure to take citizen contributions into account reflects, in 

part, the obvious difficulties involved in measuring and evaluating 

these~ It may ~lso reflect, however, certain biases in the way we 

think about public policy problems. Traditionally, for example, . 
we have tended to focus almost exclusively on the activities and 

expenditures of public agencies. Only recently have We begun 

to develop analytical frameworks for dealing with the variety of 

'other participants (ci tizens, pri va te profit-making and non-profit 

firms I etc.) tl?,a t may contribute to the production of public goods 

and services. 1 

!) 
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\'Ie have also tend ed to think of ci tizen partici.pa tion as 

something apart from the normal production of public goods and 

services. Others have noted a producer bias both in the delivery 

of publicly provided goods and services and in our analysis of 

alternative strategies for producing such goods and services. 

Some have recommended that we consider more 

fully the costs citizens bear as consumers of public services. 2 

Within this framework we have tended to view production and 

consumption as separable activities - each involving 

a different set of actors or participants. In many cases, however, 

the line between consumption and production (and between consumers 

and producers) is a difficult one to draw. The consumption of 

nearly all goods (both public and private) involve~consumer 

inputs. At a minimum, consumers contribute their presence 

(i.e., a haircut). But they may also contribute a variety of 

other goods and services in order to transform purchased goods 

into a usable or consumable form. In order to consume food 

products, for example, consumers contribute cooking utensils, 

energy sources and the time and effort needed to transform purchased 

goods into a product for final consumption. To the extent that 

consumers contribute to the production of a final product, they 

func tion simultaneous ly as "consumers!: and !!producers." Ci tizens 

also function as "producers" where their cooperation is essential 

to the production of a public good. Education and a clean 

environment are both examples of goods which, if they are to be 

produced at all, require citizen inputs. 
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Rather than treating citizen inputs as irrelevant to the 

analysis of the production of public goods and services, we suggest 

that citizen contributions may thus be usefully treated as routine 

factors in the production of a relatively wide range of public 

goods and services, of which citizens are, in turn, the benefic

iaries. In this paper, we make a preliminary attempt at concept

ualizing and defining the role of such contributions within the 

context of the production of community safety and security. 

Although we use community safety and security as an example, we 

hope our analysis will be relevant to the broader class of goods 

and services where citizen inputs may be important. 

We begin wi th a brief dis.cussion of community safety and 

security. ive then turn to a discussion of what it is that citi

zens do to contribute to this valued state of affairs. Next, 

we consider the implications of citizen contributions for anal

yzing alternative arrangements for producing safety and securitye 

We conclude with a brief comment on the policy relevance of our 

analysis. 

COMMUNITY SAFETY AND SECURITY 

Defining Community Safety and Security 

An understanding of the ways in which citizens contribute to 

the production of community safety and security requires 

some specification of the desired output. Specification of output 

is a much simpler matter in the production of private goods (e.g., 

automobiles) than in the production of public gOOQs.:3 The problem 

of specifying and measuring output is p~rticularly ~ifficult for 

goods and services like community safety and security - - given 



the multi-dimensional and somewhat subjeotive nature of the output. 

All one can hope to do is to arrive at concepts, and means of mea

suring these concepts, that approximate reality. 

Safety may be called the "objective," security the "subjective" 

sense of the de~ired state of affairs. The term safety is gener-

ally used to mean "freedom from injury or ~,II or "secure from 

threat, danger, harm, or 10ss ... 4 Security is often used as a 

synonym for safety, but it also connotes a sense of freedom from 

fear, ease of mind or lack of anxiety.5 Both may be tied to the 

ideas of loss and probability of ~. 

A loss may be thought of as an unintentional parting with 

something of value. Tha t ,.;hich is valued may be a tangible good 

or an intangible one (i.e., ease of mind). In speaking of losses, 

we thus wish to include both tangible losses (i.eo, loss of 

property and physical harm).and psychological ones -- even though 

the latterare more di'fficult to measure. 

The range of losses one might wish to consider within the 

context of community safety and security is, indeed, broado 

Losses accrue to citizens as a result of their oWn actions, as 

a result of the actions of other citizens and/or as a result of 

the actions of public officials. These losses . result from 

criminal activity, traffic accidents, negligence in personal 

safety around the home and ~o on. 6 

Which lOSses one chooses to investigate will depend upon 

the perspective of the analyst and the purpose of the analysis. 

Our major interest has been in the production of police services, 

and the relationship between citizens and police service 
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production. Thus, most of the examples we use relatd to activi

ties typically engaged in by police and citizens. The methods 

presented here for considering community safety and security are:; 

however, applicable to the broader class. 

The level of safe!x in a community with respect to criminal 

activity is reflected in measures of ~he expected value of losses 

due to criminal victimization and/or the probability of loss due 

to victimization. Together, the expected value of losses due to 

vi,e timiza tion and the probabili ty of loss 1 may be used to define 

and measure the level of ~ in a community which conceptually 

may be thought of as the expected value of losses times the 

probability of a loss. 

\ve would expect varia tions from one neighborhood or commun

ity to another (and among different groups and classes of citizens) 

both in the expected value of losses and in the probability of a 

loss occurring. We would also expect variations in citizens C 

Eerceptionsof risk levels in a community and tn their attitudes 

toward perceived levels of risk. Ho,"~!'.!:. community residents 

and proper~y owners feef depends upon the perceived level of risk 

and their attitudes toward that perceived level of risk, the 

latter reflecting individual preferences for "safety and secur

ity.1I 

Because ind~ividuals vary in how they value goods (and their 

loss), their demand for a. given level of community safety and 

security (~r inverselys for a given level of risk) also varies. 

We would als~ expect citizens to vary nof only in the types of 

"losses ll they fear mos tbut in \<lhether they worrymor_~ tt.bou t the 



probability of a loss occurring or the expected value of such a 

loss. Thus, t",,·o situations may exhibit equal amounts of risk 

(with respect, for example, to any given crime), one because there 

is a high probability of a small loss and the other because there 

is ·a low probability of a large loss, but may be reacted to 

differently by citizens depending upon whether they place a higher 

priority on"the probability of loss or the expected value of such 

losses. These variations among individuals cart be expected to 
,-;) 

influenge the na ture 0" level of contributions they make. 

Citizens may suffer losses not only from "criminals" but 

also through the improper actions of police and other public agen-

cies with differential authority for law enforcement. Such losses 

may be thought of either as costs (born by citizens) associated 

with police service delivery or as decreased benefits or outputs. 

However such losses are measured, it is important that they be 

recognized and taken into account inasmuch~s citizens' feelings 

of security may at least partly be based on the confidence they 

feel in their police agencies ,(i.e., do they expect the police to 

respond adequately and effectively if 'they have an emergency) and 

because it is possible for police activities to have either a 

positive or a negative impact on the level of safety and security 

in a community -- a fact; we often tend to ignore. 

MeasHring the Level of Community Safety and Security 

Community safety and security is a multi-dimensional concept. 

Measurement of the level of safety and security in a community re-

quires multiple indicators - even where one has $elected a rather 

narrow subset of losses to examin.. Generally speaking, such 
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measures would include those which reflectl 

• the probability of loss (measured, for ex.mple, in 
terms of simple frequencies or more sophisticated 
predictive models) 

• the expected value of such losses (measured in terms 
of average losses or other predictors) 

• citizen perceptions of and attitudes toward the level 
of risk (i.e., how secure they feel). 

Operational-measures are difficult, although not impossible, to 

define. Some ex~mples are: 

• the proportion of residents in a given community ,unable 
to obtain crime insurance 

• the probability of victimization (i.e., the probability 
of being burglarized, robbed or the object of po
lice brutality) 

• the average value of property losses resulting from 
residential burglary 

• the proportion of residents reporting dissatisfaction 
with actions taken by police in response to a call 
for service 

• the proportion of residents reporting that they do 
not go out at night (or who otherwise alter their 
behavior) because of fear of victimization. 

CITIZEN CONTRIBUTIONS TO CO:lvlMUNITY SAFETY AND SECURITY 
, 

The Production Context 

A variety of resources, organizations and institutions parti-

cipate in the production of community safety and security. Police 

and 'other agencies within the criminal justice system (i.e., the 

courts and corrections) are probably the most obvious. Other 

public agencies are involved to the extent that their activities 

i~pinge on the safety .nd security of area residents and property 

owners. Parks and recreatlonpr.ograms,. for example, may beassoc-

iated with a 10wering of the incidence of certain types of juvenile 

crime. Private firms also 
(\ 

contribute to the prbijuction of 
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community safety and security when, for example, they invest in 

security guards and/or patrols. 

Citizen contributions to community safety and security occur 

within a complex environment involving the activities of a number 

of different agents and participants to the production process. 

Production functions (statements of all combinations of inputs 

which when combined as efficiently as possible lead to a specified 

level of output) provide a conceptual tool for arraying the vari-

ous ~nputs to the production of goods and services and as such, a 

useful framework for conceptualizing the role that citiz~ns (and 

others ) play in the production of community safety and security. 

A production function for community safety and security, might 

take the following form: 

CSS = f (Il,I2'~3, ••• Iz; SC1,SC ,SC , ••• SCZ; TI,T2,TJ, ••• TZ) 

\v-here: 

CSS = measures of the level of community safety and security 

II-IZ = the factors used to prodyce a given level of safety 
and security in a community. II, for example, might 
be the activities of police agencies; I2' the activ
ities of citizens; IJ-Iz , the activities of others 
that contribute to the level of safety and security 
in a community. 

SCl-SCZ = the service conditions that influence the level of 
safety and security, and over which relevant policy 
makers have little or no control. SCI' for example, 
might be the number of juveniles between the ages 
of 16 and 21# SC2, the number of persons living 
below the poverty line; and SCJ-SCZ might be the 
other service conditions that affect safety and 
security in a community. 

Tl"~Tz the technology used in combining the factor inputs 
Tl , for example, might be the nature of cooperation 
among police agencies in a metropolitan area; TZ' 
the nature of police-citizen relationships in a 
community; and TJ-Tz, other relevant technologies.? 



The factors of production are here defined as the activities 

of the various participants to the production process, and tech-

nology, as the way in which these activities are combined. The 

service conditions are those varia.bles over which a policy-maker 

may have little or no control - a set of variables which will vary 

depending upon the perspective of the analyst. 

For any given level of safety and security, there may be an 

infinite number of combinations of inputs. Assuming that technol

ogies (ways of combining inputs) are also important, we may also 

find a variety of output levels for any given level of inputs. 

It is not merely the factors' presence that is important, in 

other words, but the ways in which these factors are combined. 

The activities w~ch together contribute to the production 

of a given level of community safety and securi ty mtly be thought 

of as intermediate goods and services which are themselves pro-

duced by combining various factor inputs. General area patrol by 

a police department, for example, is an intermediate service in 

the sense that i~ production leads to the production of community 

safety and security. It also represents at least part of the 

output of police agencies. To the extent that such output can be 

measured, and required inputs to its production identified, we can 

also identify a production funCtion for general area patrol. For 

each of the factor inputs in our equation, there may thus eXist a 

"production .function, " which describes the combining of resources 

to produce that intermediate good or service. 

These intermed ia te goods and services have two main kinds of 

relationships to one another. As complements, goods and services 

are required in relatively constant proportions as the level of 
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output changes. Within a police department, the number of patrol 

cars may bear a fixed relationship to the number of patrol offi

Cers. As the area to be patrolled and thus, the number of patrol 

officers increases, so too must the number of patrol cars. 

On the other hand, some goods and services are substitutes 

for each other. Tht.t t is, depending upon other condi tions, the 

services of " one particular input may be substituted for those of 

another. With reference again to police departments, the services 

of trained dogs may be substituted for those of sworn offi-

cers. Or, a community may install lights in parks and dark streets 

and thereby reduce the number of patrols necessary to maintain the 

same level of safety and security. 

There are several reasons we would expect to observe differ

ent combinations of factors in different communities. Even with 

an assumption of maximum output with any given organization of 

production there will be more than a single way of combining fac

tors to produce a stipulated level of output. 

One reason to predict different factor combinations is dif

ferent relative price structures among communities. The more 

substitutibility among factors, the greater the influence of 

changes in relative prices on the factor mix employed. A second 

reason pertains to the prevailing institutional arrangements 

through which safety and security activities are produced. Law, 

organization, and custom all impose constraints on the range 

of production methods available, and may also alter the relative 

prices of various factors. 

Thirdly, individuals and communities may have distinct (and 

different) preferences for the production method itself. This is 
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a characteristic of services; whereas one is not co~cerned with 

the means used to produce his or her car so long as the final 

product meets specified standards, one may care very much how a 

given level of'safety and security is achieved in the community_ 

Given individual tastes and preferences, one may assume that indi-

viduals opt for production methods involving lesser rather than 

greater direct costs to themselves. 

Theoretically, measures of the inputs of citizens, police 

agencies, and other participants, can be used in a determination 

of what "difference" the actions of these pa~ticipants make in the 

level of community safety and security. Conceptually, the contri-

butions of citizens (and other participants) within this context 

would be equal to the amount of explained variation in community 

safety and security that can be attributed to the activities of 

citizens, holding all other factors constant. To what extent, 

for example, is the probability or amount of property loss enhan-

c.ed or diminished by the activities of oi tizens and police agencies? 

To what extent do police (and citizen) actions contribute to citi-

zens· sense of well-being? We can also investigate the effects 

of different ways of combining factor inputs. In large cities, 

for example, team policing may involve substantially different 

types of police-citizen interactions than is traditionally the 

case in large departments. To make s.uch judgements of "difference" 

requires a comparison of outputs (e.g., comparing levels of risk 

and citizens' sense of well-being) under alternative production 
, <.l,i 

arrangements.? 

Citizen Activities 

,Like other inputs to the production of community safety and 
~, 
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security, citizen activities c~n be thought of as intermediate 

products which function as substitutes for or complements to pub

licly organized production activities. Such activities can be 

roughly divided into those that citizens undertake as individuals, 

those that citizens undertake jointly with other citizens, and 

those that citizens undertake in conjunction with police agencies 

when their efforts are integrated into the production process of 

police agencies. 

Individual Activities. As individuals, citizens install burglar 

alarms and locks, take out insurance, try to remember to 

lock the doors as they leave and do a variety of other things 

that might generally be classified as "self-protective" measures. 

Such self-protective measures include both purchased goods and 

services (i.e., burglar alarms, insurance and private security 

guards) and changes in behavior (e.g., taking taxis, staying home 

at night). Both types of self-protective measures are designed to 

reduce the probability of loss and/or the actual or expected value 

of losses.' Burglar nlarms, for example, might be expected to 

reduce the probability of loss occurring whereas insuranCe might 

be valued as a means of reducing. the expected value of a loss. 

Most of the benefits from activities individuals undertake 

accrue directly to individuals, households, or property-owners. 

Most of the benefits from installing locks on doors, for example; 

accrue to . individuals - in the form of reduced risk levels and 

perhaps, a greater sense of personal security. 

The variety of' programs that have been undertaken to encourage 

citizens to increase their level of' investment in self-protective 

measures suggests that such activities are alao thought to have 



IJ 

significant positive spillovers for the community at large. Police 

departments have encouraged citizens to inverltory their valuables, 

scratch identification numbers on their valuables and register 

these with local police departments; they have provided circulars 

and information on how to burglar-proof one's home and undertaken 

a variety of other activities - all with the idea of encouraging 

citi~ens to· take a more active role in protecting themselves from 

criminal victimization. Public benefits may accrue as a result 

of such "preventive measures" in the form of avoidance of costs 

to police in investigating a crime once it has occurred and re

duced levels of risk in the community.8 

GrouE or Joint Activities Undertaken by Citizens. Citizens also 

collaborate with one another in the product:i:on of activities de

Signed to enhance community safety and security. Church and non

p!'ofit organizations, for example, provide family, rape and other 

crisis counseling, crisis information centers, special programs 

for juvenile offenders, and a variety of other services which may 

function as substitutes for or complements to publicly organized 

production. 

Vigilante groups and citizen-organizeq patrols have existed 

throughout our his torY.. Ind eed, i.n many cities., citizen-organized 

patrols were the major form of commt.lnity law· enforcement prior to 

the establishment of publicly-funded police agencies •. In his study 

of vigilante groups, Bro\in id entifi es \.,ell over JOO Such groups 

and he includes only those that actually took "the law into their 

own ha nd s • '19 

According to Brown, early vigilante groups. functioned primar

ily as substitutes for publicly organized law enforcement agencies 
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focusing their efforts on outlaws, horse thieves and other threats 

to public safety in communities lacking their own police agencies. 

Sometime around the mid-19th century (with the establishment of 

the San Francisco Vigilance Committee in 1856),Brown suggests 

a new type of Vigilantism appeared - neovigilantism -- which con-

centra ted on groups considered to be a threat to the established 

order (i.e.', immigrants, Je .. -;s, political radicals, etc.). Whereas 

the first type of vigilante group was concerned primarily with 

the enforcement of laws where publicly-organized production was 

lacking, the second type arose within the context of existing pol-

itical struggles among various classes and groups in society. 

In the past few decades, we have witnessed a resurgence in 

the popularity of citizen patrols and Vigilante groups. According 

to one study, more recent citizen groups differ from earlier groups 

in that they: 

have not killed or taken the law into their own hands. 
Instead, their primary functions have been the surveil
lance and protection of their own communities, often 
as an ancillary group to regular police. They thus more 
closely resemble the early anti-horse-thief societies 
which amplified law enforcement through pursuit and cap
ture but did not try to substitute for it by administer
ing summary punishments. Recent groups have performed 
largely deterrent functions and ha~e not usually held 
street trials or meted out alley justice. 10 

Recent Vigilante groups and neighborhood patrols have also 

functioned to provide benefits for particularlized subgroups 

within a community (just as did some olf the older "nO-Vigilante" 

groups ).~ One well-knOt-itl example is the Deacons organization --
" .. , 

established in Bogalusa and Jonesboro, Louisiana in 1965 -- which 

used armed patrol cars to protect blacks and white civil rights 

workers from Klansmen, police, and white "rowdies."ll Similarly, 
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one of the early and most successful undertakings of the American 

Indian Movement was the formation of a patrol in the city of 

Minneapolis in 1968 which followed police with the aim of monitor-

ing police behavior and reducing arbitrary arrests and beatings of 

Indians. 1\IM member-s also appeared in court as witnesses and, in 

this capacity, were able to prove a pattern of discrimination. 

Their actioiiS resulted in a substantial decrease in Indian arrests. 1-2 

}lany citizen patrols, however, provide generalized protection 

to members of a community. For example, one widely-known group, 

the }Iacca bees, opera ted in the Crown Heights area of Brooklyn 

between 1964 and 1966. It included 250 volunteer members and used 

radio-car patrols to report crime and deter potential criminals in 

a manner similar to police. Another example is the use of an 

estimated 8500 volunteers on "tenant safety patrols" in New York 

City housing projects. 1J 

The vigilante groups and citizens' patrols that receive the 

most a ttenti.on tend to be thos e organized in poor communi ties andl 

or for the protection of minority groups of one sort or another. 

As common, however, may be protective efforts on the part of citi-

zens living in middle and high income communities. In some commun-

ities, citizens and private firms collectively purchase 

the services of private patrol agencies. »-Iore c onimon may be the . Ir 
organiz~tion of private patrols or other security arrangements 

(i.e., gate security officers; fencing) by developers and/or in

diViduals living in high security (i.e., gated) communities. 

Activities Undertaken by Citizens in Direct Cooperation~ith Police. 

Some of the most important contributions ci ti.zens make to the pro- . 

duction of community safety and .securi ty are those thn t invOlve . (. 

I 
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direct cooperatioh with police agencies. Such contributions in

clude both tangible and intangible goods and services~ 

Among the tangible goods are contributions citizens make as 

reserve officers or possee members for police o~ganizations. The 

use of reserve officers and possees has been particularly popular 

in the Western and Mountain states -- although examples of volun-

tary efforts on the part of citizens for police agencies are evi

dent throughout the United Sta.tes .14 These reserve programs and 

possees are organized in a number of different ways and serve a 

variety of functions. Some r~serve programs are operated by police 

departments with individual citizens applying for membership. 

More commonly, the reserve, possee or auxiliary is a separate 

group which promulgates its own rules and regulations, admits 

members and raises its own funds. In Arizona, for example, citi-

zens are guaranteed the right to form possees and the formation of 

possees is done at the initiative of citizens -- although county 

sheriffs may approve their charters and establish other guidelines 

regarding their formation and operation. 

The key difference between these groups and others organized 

by ci tizens is that their production activities are 

carried out in direct cooperation with police agencies. In some 

cases, reserves function as regular police officers. This is 

particularly common in small towns l~here reserves may contribute 

a specified number of hours per week or month to regular police 

operations. In other cases, reserves may only assist police agen-

cies in peak load situations - i.e., parades, other major events. 

In wes:ern states where counties are large and often unpopulated, 

possee members have traditionally played an important role in 
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carrying out search and rescue activities and other functions for 

which it would be highly expensive for the police agency to main-

tain a specialized crew. 

As important as these tangible contributions are the in

tangible contributions citizens make to the production of police 

services - contributions that may be much more difficult to mea-

sure and evaluate. The \'iillingness of citizens to report sus-

picious activities and the provision of information, which may 

lead to arrest or recovery of property are impprtant inputs to 

police production activities. A recent RAND study, for example, 

indicates that at least 50 percent of all major crimes cleared 

are solved as a result of citizen cooperation and information. 15 

These intangible cont~ibutionscan be thought of as flotll'illg 

from capital goods (produced means of production which yield 

useful service in the production for final consumption) or in 

other words, as the flow of service from capital.· The good will 

citizens feel toward their police can be thought of as having been 

produced through prior interaction of citizens and police. Once 

having been brought into existence, this goodwill yields a valued 

service -- namely the willingness to convey information to police. 

THE ANALYSIS OF CITIZEN CONTRIBUTIONS 

In considering the production of community safety and secur-

ity and the forms which citizen contributions take, there are many 

ques.tions which might occur to the analyst. Here we focus on two: 

Under what circumstances are citizens likely to invest in such 

activities; and what are implications of citizen contributions 

for the analysis of re~ource a~loCation in producing community 

safety and security? 
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The Demand for Citizen Contributions 

Citizens (including residents and property owners) can be 

expected to invest in activities which contribute to their own 

and/or others' safety and security when benefits exceed costs and 

net benefits are greater than for alternative investments of time 

and other resources. With respect to particular types of activ

ities, we can expect more activity to be undertaken where benefits 

accrue directly to citizens than where the benefits are more pub

lic in nature - unless, of course, the share of benefits captured 

by the individual is sufficiently large. Thus, we would expect 

citizens to invest more frequently in locks than' 

neighborhood patrols. 

The bi9nefi ts expected by an individual from making contri bu

tions to community safety and security are not necessarily those 

relating to increased safety and security. Benefits may accrue 

ih the form of the enjoyment of participating in a social organ

ization or group, the pleasure of assuming some of the authority 

status of police officers, or the satisfaction of helping others. 

The nature of anticipated benefits as well as their amount is 

likely to vary from activity to activity. 

Individuals will have varying perceptions of the benefits to 

be gained through expenditure of time, effort, and money on 

safety and security, and their effective demands will vary accord

ingly. Demand for personal protective measures is likely a 

function of the expected value of losses through victimization as 

well as preferences for bearing risk~ for any given level of 

.police-provided protect.ion. \Ve might thus expect individuals to 

invest inper~onal actions where their demand for safety and 



security is higher than the level provided to the general public 

through the efforts of, for example, police agencies, or where 

their preferences are for a different mix of intermediate goods 

and services. 

Is one more likely to observe citizen activity with high or 
" 

with low levels of police activity? To the extent that the 

actions of citizens are substitutes for the actions of police, one 

will observe an inverse relationship_ At least one study of pri-

vate investment in security by small businesses did find this 

relationship between private and public expenditures, although 

not at a statistically significant level. 16 

On the other hand, one may speculate that a complementary 

relationship exists between citizen and police for at least some 

types of citizen contributions. Specifically, the higher the 

level of police performance and the greater the investment of 

police in the earlier-identified capital good, citizen trust and 

goodwill, the more likely are citizens to contribute in the form 

of cooperation with the police -- including reporting suspicious 

activity, providing relevant information, etc. One example of this 

is the Los l\ngeles police department r s basic car and team policing 

plan (which involved not only a re-organization Of service~ deliv-

ery but a substantial investment in overtime for off~cers attend-

ing community meetings) which resulted in a substantial increase 

in the number and proportion of arrests and crimes Cleared throug~ 

citizen involvement. 

Efforts to monitor or alter police behavior (i.e., to reduce 

the losses that accrue to citizens asa result of improper po1:Lce 

actions) can alsD be thought of as goods that have a cDmplementary 

0, 

\j 
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relationship to police activities -- in this case police acti

vities that have a negative impact on the level of security in a 

community. 

W~ would, obviously, expect to see more citizen investment 

in l:>a troIs of the type es tablished by AI1-1 in J.linneapolis in com

munities where at least some segments of the conununity were targets 

of police improprieties. As police-citizen relationships improved, 

we would expect to find fewer such patrols. 

The nature and level of citizen involvement in production 

activities may also vary with the organizational arrangements 

(,) '\.l used for public production of community safety and security. \V'hat 

police agencies do and how they are organized affect the price 

structure citizens face in making their own investment decisions. 

It might be hypothesized, for example, that the price or costs to 

a ci tizen of providj.ng information are often lo\(er in conununi ties 

served' by small police departments, (particularly small, homogen

eous communities) than in conununities served by large police depart

ments -- if only because the citizen is more likely to know some

one on the force and thus, to feel comfortable about making a call 

to an "official" agency. This is certainly a hypothesis underlying 

many reconunendations for decentralization of larger police de

partments and/or team policing. To the extent that citizen ef

forts do contribute positively to the level of safety and security 

in a community, the rela tionship bet\~een the nature and level of 

such investments and the organization and activities of public 

police agencies ,.,ould appear to be an important area of research 

in the future. 



------~----------------------------~----------~~\ 
2t U 

Implications of Citizen Contributions for Questions of Resource 
Allocation 

A second question of interest are the implications of citizen 

contributions for resource allocation in the production of Commun-

ity safety and security. The fact that resources beyond those 

purchased by police (and other publiC) agencies are needed to 

achieve a given level of safety and security has implications, for 

example, for the analysis of the efficiency of alternative arrange-

ments for producing safety and security. 

In order to arrive at some estimate of the efficiency of al-

ternative arrangements for producing safety and security, one 

needs some measure of the costs of production. We often take 

agency expenditures (i.e., the market price times quantity pur-

chased) as a measure of the costs of using requir,ed inputs to 

achieve a given level of output. An important distinction exists 

between costs and expenditures, however. Costs (i.e., opportun'';'' 

ity costs) are a measure of the highest value of a particular 

resource, hUman or non-human, in alternative uses. Costs are 

associated with the use of any factor or resource which is useful 

when employed in any other way. This does not imply that the 

factor or reSource so used receives compensation in monetary terms 

and herein lies the distinction between costs and expenditures. 

Expenditures are monetary transfers for goods or services rendered 

for the achievement of some desired outcome. There is no,neces-

sary rela tionship betl~een costs and expenditures althOUgh we often 

make the simplifying assumption that costs are equal to expendi-

tures" 

Being concerned with the costs of community safety ,and secur-

ity as it is produced, for example, by police agencies, entails the 

-,-,-,-', 
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investigation of more than records of police expenditures. This 

is true for two reasons. First, expenditures for a good or ser

vice may not reflect the costs actually incurred as will be the 

case where the good is characterized by externalities. Secondly, 

as ,'/e have stressed throughout, more than the resources purchased 

by police agencies are required for the production both of a 

given level, of police output and community safety and security. 

The citizens, for whom the organized production is carried out are 

themselves, as we have seen, involved in production activities. 

Broadening the production function to include con~ributions 

citizenS make, how is one to evaluate the costs of achieving a 

particular quantity and quality of output? For those contribu

tions made by citizens through purchases in the marketplace we can 

assign the value of the expenditures made by citizens. Estimated 

outlays for private security measures in 1970 are $3.3 billion, 

with apprOXimately half a billion dollars of that total made by 

individual households as opposed to businesses. 1? 

For other expenditures by citizens, the opportunity cost of 

the time spent in the activity is the appropriate conceptual mea

sure, and a good way to begin thinking about approximations. For 

some citizen activity, for example vigilance, the marginal cost 

may approach zero. The costs of the service of capital (i.e., of 

citizen vigilance and willingness to call police) are incurred by 

the police agency in their efforts to maintain the so-called 

capi tal of trust and good ''lill -- as was the case in the Los 

Angeles Team policing project mentioned earlier_ Citizens may 

also incur substantial costs -- simply in order to ~ services 

theoretically available to them but which require some in~iative 
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on their part (i.e., criminal investigation). 

To efficiently produce a given level of output, given tech-

nologyp\compare the relative contributions of an additional dol~ 

lar's expenditure on each of the factors of production to the 

level of community safety and security. That is, to be efficient 

in the production of community safety and security, citizens' 

contributions or investments must be weighed against those tradi-

tionally considered (namely those of the police department). If 
. 

an additional dollar spent in the private sector by citizens 

(and/or by police to encourage citizen investments) does more to 

increase community safety and security than a dollar spent for 

public protection, the former would appear to be the preferable 

alternative. 

The optimal amount of personal security to be purchased by an 

individual is that quantity where the marginal costs are equival-

ent to the marginal benefits to be achieved, the benefits calcu-

lated, for example, as the decreasEt in the probability of theft 

times the expected value of loss per theft. From the community's 

point of view, if the marginal costs of dealing with crime onc~ it 

has occurred (i.e., in criminal investigation) are greater than the 

marginal costs of taking action to reduce the probability of its 

occurring, there are possible gains from public subsidy for 

individual action up to the amount of the difference in the costs 

of dealing With the potential crime. 

RELEVANCE FOR PUBLIC POLICY AND SU~ThffiRY 

The t1'lin issues of costs and e:ctra-agency participants in 

the production process carry some significance for those who would 

influence public policy 11i th respect to police. In order that 



recommendations for change lead to hoped-for results, the link-

ages through which a change is thought to be effected should be 

leno,"n. Barring this 1 a "theory" of the association between the 

recommendation and the outcome must exist, inasmuch as the theory 

can be sho,.,n to IIwork." lve are no t particularly sanguine over the 

usefulness of a theory (i.e., its ability to predict) which does 

not take into account the role of citizen-consumers in the pr o-

duction of their safety and security. 

Similarly, an analysis of police operations which considers 

expenditures alone, and not costs,is inadequate to the requirements 

of the questions to be answered. That is, if public policy anal-

ysis is to come to grips ,'lith the efficiency of a public program, 

it must deal in terms of costs, not expenditures. Disregard of 

costs in favor of expenditures does not make costs go away. They 
. 

continue to be borne, with little probability of their consider-

ation influencing the design of public policy. 

\'l'hat is appropriate for an individual entrepreneur or agency 

head is not, in other words, appropriate for the policy analyst. 

Individuals have no incentive to consider the costs others bear 

for which they are not required (by the legal construction of 

property rights) to compensate. Any agency's chief executive 

should be evaluated in terms of the output he or she achieves 

for a given level of public expenditure. On the other hand, any 

public arrangement should be evaluated in terms of the output 

achieved for a given level of £~. 

Although it may be difficult to operationalize and measure 

all of the various factors ,.,hich contribute to the production of 

safety and security, there are a number of reasons why it is 
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particularly important to pay attention to citizens inputs. 

1'0 the exte11t that or·ganized public producti on of activities 

to enhance community safety and security is designed, in theory, 

to benefit citizens, one might wish to kn6w at the very least, the 

level and natur·e of the contr'ibutions ci tizens malee in order to 

consume or us~ such services. To the extent also that consumers 

in the "J:lublic market" are cons trained in their choices \fi th 

respect to the price, quality, and quantity of the goods they 

consume {constrained that is, to the point of moving from that 

jUrisdiction), one may also wish to know the degree to which 

citizens supplement publicly provided services (or alternatively, 

would be satisfied with both a lower tax price and level of output). 

Another reason for considering citizens' contributions is the 

fact that what citizens do affects the efficiency and effective-

ness with which publicly-organized production is carried out. 

Many police inputs to the production of community safety and 

security (e.g., criminal investigation) depend upon the cooperation 

f d · ft· . d 'd b . t· 16 I d t I o , an J.n orma J. on provJ. e y, CJ. J.zens. n or er 0 ana -

yze the efficiency with Which organi~ed public production is 

carried out, then, we need to consider contributions made by 

citizens to public production activities. 

Finally, lfi thin some range, investments in police (and 

other criminal justice agencies) and investments in or by citizens 

can be thought of as alternative ways of allocating scarce re-

sources for the production of community safety and security. In 

order to arrive at some assessment of the efficiency of altern-

ative ways of producing community safety .!!.!!£ security, one must 

compare the relative contributions of an additional dollar's 
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expenditure on each of the factors of production (including those 

of police and citizens). Estimates of the return that can be 

anticipated from alternative investments can only be arrived at 

if we begin to treat citizen contributions as routine ele-

ments in the production ~f community safety and securitye 

() 
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