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 THE RESEARCH FOUNDATION °. - .

8

THE CONCEPT OF CRIME PREVENTION' ITS'* DEFINITION AND
PRINCIPAL FOCUS

Q@

©

‘Myriad approaches 'and philosophies to the prevention of crime
have been posited over the centuries. Yet, today the existence of crime
is a daily reality with '"--sales figures for home and personal protection .

‘devices mounting along with the purchase of guns and dogs...
Increasing publi'c.,outcry against crime fills the headlines. "1/

L

@ &

v Prlmarl.ly because of the increased pressurés on-and difficulty >
‘of sworn law enforcement officers to stem the tide of ever- mcreasmg )
rates of crime, Lheoretlclans and practltloners alike agree on the neen
for increased citizen action if the problem is to be mltlgated As pcinted
o out by cone prestigious task force t'.~if this country is to reduce crime,
there must be a willingness on the part of every citizen to give himself,
.his time, his energy,‘and his itnagination.''2/ However, .albeit most ~
) cz.tlzens agree that crime prevention is thew business as well as that ‘ e ‘ i
of law enforcement officials, few accept it as their duty. i

w

o

el

w . Thls attltude, which is often correlated with the rising c:rlme : - . |
. problems in our society, may well have. its roots deeply embedded in *
the histéry of our law enforcement system, More specifically, in the _
eariy- days of law enforcement --vwell o¥er a thousand. years agow=~ . - e

- mutual responsﬂalllty was the keystone of the s*yetem. Eac;h. person was 7
’ responsﬂ)le not only for the p*otec? ‘on of hls pnoperty, but for tha.t: of o e

S

i i it e
=
E

A FE [ PN e '7 : W c, Lw,_ *

1/ Natlonal Advxsory Comm1s31on on Crum,nal J‘ustlce %andarc'{s a.nd L el
: - " Goals, Report: on: Pohce (Wash111gton, U.S. Gove :nment Prmtmg Lol ‘
- Office, 1073), p.“ P e S Y
2/, ,Na,t\konal Adv;sory Comrm.ssmn on Cmmmal Justlce Standa’-ds ana NS P
= Goals, Comrnunxty) Cr;.m,e Pre\rentzon (Washmgton,«, D, C. , U8 e
g Governrnenf: Prmtmg Office, . 1973) p. 2. ‘See Aléo, Pres;.dent’ TR
: Commlssmn on Law Enforcement and the.. ) ministration of Justm ,
Tagk Force Repori; “The Police. (Washlngt;on‘,"”D C., U.S overnment
“re 0 Priating Office, 1967} p. 221,228 and the Commission's 'I‘he
‘Challenge of Gm/ e in’ aderee Soclel.y»(Waahmgton, D C. :U S

Government Przfintmg Offme, 196‘7), P 288 s e
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by public officials, but by the entire copmumity. 1/

J‘ " to Law Enforcement (sprmgﬁeld g

_3_,_/ This point was. emphasmed on 2 pamber of occassions during the

;o o o

o

his neighbor, In fact, ‘a citizen observing a crime was duty-bound . Coe
to pursue the offender, Peace was kept, for the most part,,not '

Wlfb the rise of specialization and taxation, citizens began o ) .
to delgate their personal law enforcement responsibilities by paying - "¢ 4
others to assume peacekeepmg duties. *As such, law enforcement - c
has evolved into a multi-facéted spec1alty as citizens have.relinquished’ .
2an ever- ingreasing proportion of their ciime prevention role, - With * T
th1s trend however, criminal justice professionals note that with thle . P
insreasing absence of citizen assistance and individual concern for one's
property and well being, neither more manpower nor improved
‘technology will enable law enforcement agenc1es to shoulder the
monumental burden of comba.ttmg crime in. Amerlca 2 / P

o 3

R Moreover, the need today is for a 'more balanced allocation of
crime prevention duties and responsibilities between law enforcement
officers and the citizenry. This will cleafly call for citizens to reassume °
many of their. previously delegated respon51b111t1es. Yet, even given - i
our h1gh1y complex and &ophisticated society, most citizens have little = b
idea as t6 how they can help protect themselves and their préper ty‘ from S

> . £
~¢riminal v1ct1m1zat1on. 3/ : e - : ; e

i : ' "
G T L b : : : ) -

o

1/ See for exzfmple Selden D Bacon, The Ea’.rlv Development of Amer1can
M\ﬁncxpa,( Pohce. Unpubhshed Ph. D. dLSse*tatlon, Yale University
»1939; Edwin Powers, Crime and Punishment in Early Massachusetts,
‘ 1620 1692 (Boston, Beacon Press, 1966), pp.r424 9; David H. Flaherty,
’ "Law‘?,nd the’ En_t'orceme f/ofoora.ls in ,Early Amerxca " Perspectives
in American History, Vol v (19(.\.\, pp. 203-53; Nahonal Commission on -
Law Observance and Enfprcement] Report No. 14; The Pohce L
(Washmgton, D, C Govezvement Prlinting Off1ce, 1930 pp 50-8. and B E
passim, A.C, Germann, F v Day ¢ %lnd Robert Gallati, - _Introduction. i
1: Charles R; Thomas, 1966), pp. 11- 75
Crime Prevention p. 7-8 . .

_2_/ National Commission; Communit;

L=t

3 telephone dlscus sions wxl:h the elected. off:.cxals of the followmg e ,
,estate-wxde cru’ne preventmn officers assocxatlons- Texas o R N
anesota,. North Carolma and Oregon. ‘ B
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"I‘hus, if c1t1zen mvolvement in crime preventmn is to become more’ -
: balanced law enforcement agencxes must" begm informing and educatmg

" the rlbfzen on ways he can protect h1mse1f ‘his home and- hxs famlly. 1/
¢ & B

One of the pnmary means by whxch law: enforcement agencies " - ., | S
- have ”beguh "informing and educating the citizen" has been through the :
use of communlty/ ciime prevention programs as a supplement to-the more

7 trad1t10na1 functmns{fof patrol investigation and apprehenslon. Community

o crime preventxon programs ‘are generally based on a philosophy of

- self- defense’for individuals-and organizations and emphasize action.to be
. taken’ before a crime. is committed. More spec:ﬁcally this action has
been defxned as-2/

"

¢

The antm).patlon, the recogmtlon and the appraxsal
ofa crime risk and the mxtlatxon of action to remove g
or reduce it, R ) , Lol , R : @

: One of the underlymg foundations of this definition is the belief

. that crime results from the coex1stence of fthe desu‘e to comm1t a mxsdeed
and the \ﬁfeelmg or belief that the opnortunlty is ava11ab1e 3/ While
soc1olog1sts, criminologists, psychologlsts and the various other forces in
society, may someday reduce the desire to commtt a crime, a more
formldable area to atta.ck is clearly cmmmal opportumty. 4/

v I CE O': . RN X s
g

Y

e ”Crlme rxsks, Nas sta.’ced in the denm ion of crxme preventmn e
are. synon'y'mous w1th ”crn‘nma.l opportunlty, '.‘ i.e, dark streets, unpro tected

: " i
W Lo o .’
\\,

lf Natwnal Commxssmn, Commumty Crlrne Preventmn p. 201 20&
2/ Workmg Group on Crime. Prevention Methods, Report of Workmg Group
A on’Crime Prévention Methods (London- Her- MaJesty s Stationary Office,
)’ W 1956), "Pa 37. See also Home Offme Crlme ’I‘ra.mmg Center,k Stafford
.. %' Fngland, p. 70, R S
T g_/ 0. W.e W).lson, Pollce Admlmstratlon (\Iew Yorl* McGraw-Hﬂl Book ‘
. Company, 1963) pp. 2-7." iy : g
4/ National Commission, Commumty Crlme Preventlon, pp 194 202
- See also National Crime Prevention Institute, Establishing A -
el Crime Preventmn Bureau,; a neport prepared under LEAA- Gra.nt
‘ = No. _72 DF’ 99 0009 (Lou:.svxlle‘ Na.t1ona1 Crlme Preventxon mst1tute,«

i
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buildings, dina.dequa.te locks and safes; poorly plafined municipal facilities; Lo
and, so on. The role of the law enforcement agency, thus, is to anticipate o

that crime w111 occur when risks are high, to recognize when a high-crime 7
Grrsk ex1sts, ‘to appraise the seriousness of the particular risk, and, finally, o
to initiate actron in concert: w1th fthe c1t1zen to remove or reduce the* rlsk./‘, - .

THE SECURITY SURVEY A SIGNIF ICANT CRIME PREVENTION TOOL
AND THE FOCUS OF THE RESEAR\CH e ‘

The Se’curity Sur-vey:f- A Definitioh

T

Lo In the f).eld of securlty as well as in the practrce of crime
preventxon, the security survey is con51dered one of the: most important
smgle methods of recogmzmg, apprarsmg ‘and reducing losses due to
o cr1m1na1 v1ct;¢m1za.t1on. e[}’hrs View-has been proven out by the ever . S
increasing riumber of security and law mf.orcement agenCLes with : b
-established survey capab111t1es. 3/ S o ‘ " .

P By,defiﬁit‘ior_r,, _,,thezs‘eeuri’ty éurvey is described as: ﬁl_/

! - N T : . o i o

| . . « : o
2 ] - : Lol B P - g i H

1/ Na.f:mna.l Crlme Preventmn Instltute, Estabhshmg A Crlme Preventron
Bureau, a- report prepared under LEAA Grant No. 72-DF-99-0009
(Loulsv111e ‘National Crime Preventlon Inshtute, tmdated), p. 2. .

2. / Arthur A, Kingsbury, Infroduction to Security and Crime Prevention
Survexs (Springfield, Ill: Charles C, Thomas, 1973), p. 9. See also
Raylnond M. Momboisse, Industrial Security for Strikes, R).ots and
Disasters. (Sprmgf1eld I, s Charles C. Thoma.s, Pubhsher), p. 13,

- Ed San Luig,. Office and Office. Bulldmg Secunty (Los Angeles Secur1ty
World Publishing Co.,.Inc., 1973) p. 207.
3/ In conjunction with this research International Trammg, Research and
‘ Evaluation Council is developmg a listing of agenCLes which allegedly

,' use the technlque as defmed Currently in. excess of 300 orgamzat:mns
Lare mcluded el e I R ‘ '

4/ Momborsse, ,Pg. 13 ’I‘he resldence as a. subJect for surveymg Was
added: by Internatmn 1 Training, Research and Evaluation Council.

- Itis.also 1mportant to note that this techruque is referred tobya

i va.rx.ety of synonyms in the resea.rch mcludmg premlse survey; securlty

o= survey; crime preventxon sur\‘rey, burglary preventlon investigation;
premlse 1nspectxon, on-site sur\rey, 1ndustr1a1 institutional and commerc1a1
_premise survey; and, 'burldmg inspection, In that these hames all deal w1th
‘the: concept as defmed above, the general term ”secur).ty surVey" will be
c1111:1112.(:';(31 throughout the pro;ect to factlate under standmg and mmlrmze

o

? ,0 -

all

«
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a cr1t1ca1 on-ss.te exammahon and analysis of an
industrial pla.nt or business (or res;dence) to
”ascerta.m its present security status, identify
: deficiencies or excesses,determine the protectmn
i T needed and to make recommendatlons to 1mprove AL
= T ‘the securlty where necessary. = - A

&

SN

' ’ st g o :
' ‘ Because of severa.l common character:.s(ucs the securu:y -survey S

may be likened to the traditional criminal mvestxgatxon. This comparison e
hinges primarily on the facts that ‘both techniques are systematic in :
‘nature; are aimed a.t“ldentdymg the method of a c¢riminal act; and, are
“in effect,. more an art thana science., Two other points concernmg the {;‘
survey are also noteworthy. ' First, it can be undertaken prior to the - -
commission of a crimey and, second it-can offer protection against

3 rather than Just remed1a1 actmn after the comm1ss1on of a crime, 1/ ‘ -

‘Foc.us of the Resea‘rch’ o ; SR e e \\ 17%(

, The securlty survey, as deflned thus includes the actua.l TR
on-site phys1ca1 inspection of a facility. ThrOugh the application of ‘ : i
this technlque, it is hypothesmed that unauthorized entrxes into a : f
facility can be reduced as a result of the identification of potentral £
security weaknesses and the prov:,smn of advise as to how such actual
~andfor potenhal weaknesses can be strengthened. Un_fortunately,

although numerous orgamzatwns and agenc1es are usmg th‘e technLque,

@
<G

R : : : v 3 :

1/ ’Koepsell-Gn:ard and As soc1ates, Crlme Prevention I—Iandbook R

~(Chicago, 111, : Motorola Teleprograms, Inc., 1975), p. 32- 34 o o
The ‘'security texts cited a,bove should also be consulted Le, o
,Momboxse, ngsbury, etc. B IO R D R

LN
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- .mo systematlc research his been’ undertaken ‘to determvne whether -
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" the securv.ty survey actually .lwes up to these expectatlons. 1/

L 4

i “In respondu:var to thzs questmn, the Na.tmnal Institute of Law

]Lnforcement and (.,rxmmal .Tustlce, ‘as part of its National Evalua.hon

2a

1973), p. 66 and 68, In addition,

tlus paper.

secur:.ty surveylac(:rnhes, 4

‘Program, has reque ted the’International Tra.mmg, Research and

. Evaluation Council (TREC) to examine the .security survey through a

‘Phase I Evaluat:.on, 3' In genera.l, it lel ke the purpose of the cvaluatmn

; S
ER PN ) N

P

SR B 1denf1£y the a.ssumptmns that underhe the use
. - - of the securlty survev, AEETR RS S

ke A o [N b oo ":

“'fdocument the var).ety of actwﬂ:ies and mterventlons
involved in the 1mp1ementat1on of securxty survey'
RR T {prograxns, S Rt 3 : S
- Uoui:lule and assess the 1rnplementatxon problems and e

: operahonal is sue‘s concernmg the securlty survey
techn1que, s e : Pt

e . : w o :
gt

A esfabhsh cr1ter1a for assessmg and undersi:andmg

o
Li

@

g R R

1/ A number of researchers ‘have documented the tex1stence of the
techmque and/or discussed the fact'that it'is b4=-1ng employed asa -
: crime preventmn tool but have not attempted t( evaluate its -
effecl:wenes s. 'See for example' Thomas W. White, . et,al. Police
Depa.rtment Programs for Burglary Prevention (Washington, D, C.
The Urban Institute, February‘, 1975), pp. 17,18 and 46-51. Arnold‘

| Sagalyn 'Re51dent1a1 Security - (Waslxmgton, D.C. U. S. Government

* Printing Office, December 1973), p / 67-72. George J. ‘Washnis, .
”Commumty Tnvolvement in Police /,{;cthhes (Washmcton, D.C.: g '
~Center for Governmental.Studies, f}raﬂ: 1975), p. 20, National
'Adwsory Commrssmn on Cru‘gmal .Tustme Sta.ndards and Goals, ;
" Report ¢ on Police (Washington, D. 'C. : U.S. Gd¢ernment Printing Offme,
' - the. numerou§~“§'e*va1uat10ns" that have
heen: conducted of local prOJect activities ha.ve in the majin tended to ¢

of 1mp1ementat1on of recommendatxons , victimization ratés followmg
’;Isurvey, etc. A hstmg of such evaluat;.ons 1s presented elsewhere in g'

focus on the use of the technique rather than the cost- effectweness, degree
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RESEARCCH‘. PARAMETERS AND KEY IsSUEs

cw o

”Re‘search‘Parameters

D L ok
i

Q

N

(4]

o

R A report on available ev1dence with regard to the actual
 asses sment and evaluat).on of securxty survey projects; )

e s et

&

B

- desrgn evaluatmn plans for single prb_]ect @y sessments
€ as we11 as to fill present gaps in the knowledge vis- a.-v1s

’ & B . T S
Two princip‘al constdnts have been established to serve as the

parameters within Wwhich the research will be conducted. First,othe
researeh will focus on agencres and organ1zat10ns that offer and/or

onduct security surveys as an on- -going operational fun«,t).on.
"o} / that perform such inspections. mfrequently, or)only in response to mfrequent
requests will not be consldered The sample to be examined will,

‘Those. .,

‘therefore, concentrate on such groups as law enforcement agencies; o

" line departments or units which, although involved in crime preventlon,

riport dlrectly to a county executwe, mayor or city manager (i.e.
Based on reseéarch findings, the

" non-law enforcement agenc:les)- etc.

sui\vey act1v1t1es of other ‘groups may also be exammed
ffpubhc housmg ‘authorities, business‘and civic groups (i.e. chambers of

commerce, orga.mzd.tmns of sénior dcﬁ:lzens and/or retired persons, etc. ),
and others, s0 long as they meet the bas1c operatmnal cr1ter1a 1/

< . & " N =
L ® 2
%

is'ag follow

including:

@

T The, second constant to be used in defmmgw the research structure
Only public agencies and private, non-prof).t organizations,

R

‘will be considered.” The simple will not include.survey activities undertaken

by prwate, for-profit groups and corporatmns.

o, @ RN ’

. o > 0

n - ¢ PN . .
R

/ It is 1mportant to note that only 11m1ted efforts at 1dent1fy1ng and/ or

&3 W

mveshgatmg such organizations.vis~-a-vis the conduct of Ce Lo

surveys were uncovered during the review of the literature.
identification of such projects will, thus, be based on data to be *

&

aggregated by the reésearch team and augumented by findings developed

through telephone mtervtews and f1e1d,,work

[
+ v N @ .
b S : : o
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The Ident1f1cat1on of Key Is sues . - ' .
;i i : v :
B “ i The various tasks, condzhons and as sumptwns that underlie
N security survey programs will constitate the substantive framework
i of the Phase I resea¥ch. As a means of ordering and more clearly w '
b 0. defining these program componem.s , however, it is necessary to.
B . 1dent1fy the key issues that surround survey operations. It will be on
; ' the basis of these issues, which will provide-a structured frame of
¢ reference for the research, that each of the succeeding activities will -
i be des1gned *and undertaken. In the remainder of this paper, therefore,
P e these issuds will be articulated and discussed within the context of secur!.ty
k survey pro gram plamimg, 1mp1ementa.t10n and evaluation, 1/ : :
b ’ ‘ T | ) ?
i « @ o ©
Y ‘ o i - @ i :
L
k , o & o “ ' ) -
\/ B = o il
A e ’ [t
i)
o 0 - . - SO
) =" N ¢ a . 5 ’
“ ' k & ; e3\ : O : ARy - N »
@ /// g ;.('l . & ' '
,/'(j = ll ‘ﬁ ) o b ’ A
oo 1 / Ii: should 'be noted tha.t ngsbury in hxs Introauctlon to Securxty
€ a3 . B G
. 7" and Crime Prevéntion Survey (pp. 24-28) uses a similiar approach -
2 R fo depxct the “Developmental Stages of the Secunty Survey Proces
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o = . Top1cs thag might be considered in relation to th1s phase of PR
: } . ¥ . - : the survey process include factors that stimulate the initiation of the ‘
o . - R . approach; the establishinent of program goals and objectives; the o ) )
° ) L - - development of an overall strategy for program implementation; and, L
. ‘ ’ ‘ b : so on. The specific is sueg to-be addressed are outlined below. ) Lo
‘1: ; ’ HOW SHOULD A SECURI’I‘Y SURVEY PROJECT BE STAFFED-?
o ’ ” ‘ Questmns of manpower ut111zat1on, co\:t effectweness,
e ) 7ots . "‘commumty ‘relations and -so ‘on all undergird this issue which concerns
i : . o " ‘the typesof staff that.are being utilized to conduct surveys. Alternatives "
5 , o © R that ha ve "‘been documented 1nc1ude 1 / ' s - : R
; ; = w0 L
S v ) ) 1/ Sagalyn, et.al. Residentidl Security, pp. 72-75. White, et. al.-
x ( T Police Department Programs for Residential Security, p. a7, , e
AR , - e ‘WKoepsell'—uirard’ and Associates, An Operational Guide t6 Crime o
SR @ . R e o - Preventmn"Program ‘Administration (Falls Church, Virginia: R
;L > ” ; i ) Koepsell Girard and Assoc1ates, 1975), PP- 3, 13 and.29 thra 31.
Lo E R ’ ; g The National Commission-on Product1v1ty, Opportumtles for
O Ce \ - Improving Product1v1ty in Police Services (Washington, D.C., 1973), f .
’ . . ’ ; . p. 42 .and passim. Telephone interviews with five current officials
. . | by e cof Sta.te ‘Crime Preventmn Ofﬁcers Associations led to variations e (0
: ‘ . ; A : ' in responses. with respect to who is actually re spons1b1e for conducting * ‘-
. , ¢ ] . ' .» ¢ 'premise surveys. Interviewed by:telephone were! Sergeant Ray Evans, o
S L , s C Plamﬁeld Police Department Plamﬁeld ‘New Jersey, September 5,
, ° ~ S i 19,;?5 Lleutenant Richard Plland Multnomah County Sheriff's Depart-
; . “ T . P ment,. Portland, Oregon, September 5,71975; Sergeant Keith
da 7 St S . Wall, ‘Eden Prairie Pohce Department, Eden Prairie, anesota,
: " o f i o | e Rt ' ' S “September 5, 1975; and, D\a\ryl .]'oy, Southwest Texas State University,
L S \ . ~ Sar Marcos, ‘Texas, September 5, 1975;"and, Chief Deputy Earl Lloyd,
; LR ’ S L i o P, Iredale County Sher1ff's Department Statesvllle, N. C. s September 5
: N : S e . ; - o : 0 . ST W 4 o i o r : s N 9 Q
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; : = = - 'commis ssioned’ crime preventwn off1cers that have K S
f 5 s o Le recewed in depth tralmng, e B R A
+ Vo :
; EE c:omm1ssmned law enforcement officers that have .. . -
g ) been afforded m1n1ma1 levels of tra1n1ng, i
_: o : : # - znon-comm1sswned law enforcement personnel )
that have recelved in depth trammg, EERRT B
-  law enforcement reserve off1cers that have recewed
5 e ‘ // o . o An depth training; v e ‘
; > {( “ : » : & o ‘ : R : \’)l ' (‘4
R T : - commumty volunteers that have recelved in depth
. S . : ) tra1n1ng, and, R :
. o . - N " . n : Cp0 . //» ,/7‘ ) ‘1
. , SR employees of non- law enforcement governmental S R
] " agenciés that have received in depth trammg, i, e, ’ b
. RO fn'e -1nspectors and pubhc housmg s,ecurlty off1cers. MR
Q. . T S R ) i e i
L : e Throughout the research, three schools of thought emerged as to these c
alternatives. One advoc”atmg the conduct of surveys by law .enforce-
@ , ment personnel the second called for the use of civilian, non-government ;
5 : . O»w - personnel and, the third suggested that governmental persdnnel outside
e . e ' the law’ enforcement agency should be used to perform th1s functmn.
: SR ” ’ ST : ' 3 o
€ : i f The followmg argument 111ustrates the attltude of those that @l
. e u'advocate the use. of commis§ 1oned law enforcement offmers. 1/ s :
L ‘ . ”Conductmg a home 1nspect1on afforded many R
: W ; : 5 @ :
o bk i : pohce officers their first: opporuumty ‘while: on , i S
-, (IR ; duty to'deal with the puJahc ina calm, rea.soned coh e
‘ { Faas o : 'atmosphere--or,"more s1mp1y, to deal with = ' X
§ ' : ordmary people in an ordmary,) busmess 11ke
S . ' (Further) there can be no. questmn “that .
ﬂ . ' Q. [\' p I
0 s ¢ . .
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Another argument for this alternatWe suggests that the use of B
.commissioned officers prov1des a valuable indirect commumty relations “y
~ benefit to, the law enfor cement agency. . A benefrt that may be d1ff1cu1t "
to quantlfy but which is of concern to local adm1n1strators.. 1 1/ ‘

S

o ~ SRR

o o ¢

o N &,

0 Advocates of the use of civilians or other, commumty -based
res{ources to perform secunty surveys pomt out'that this approach '
", . . is often less expensive than the additioh of sworn and non-sworn S
personnel to the payroli., . " 2/ ThlS argument appears valid when . '
‘one’compares: the general salary ranges of pohce personnel with
"commumty service!' personnel who may be assigned to a law enforce-
ment agency, and is part1cu1ar1y’“true when one considers the use of
community volunteers such as groups of elderly persons, members of k
service clubs and orgamzatmns, etc.,\ e E PR i

>

& . S L
B B \‘;

Fmally, ‘the ut111zat10n of expert\\’se from governmental orgamza-
tions other than law enforcement aggncies has been suggested as an-
alternatwe source of manpower "to conduct prem1ses gurveys, - More .

: 5pec1£1ca11y, some believe that £1re 1nspectors, %ecunty per: sonnel from)
housing authorities and bu11d ng 1nspecto:rs should \e us ed to perform Lt
 this task 3/ I SR ‘ T

e NS Morga@the research w111 cons1der how securlty survey , S e

’ progects are bemg staffed and document and assess ‘the effectlveness ’

of the varlous alternatwes. g LR TR S : ' ST ‘

oA

@

n",.

[

Instxtute, Septerﬁber 5 1975‘ ¢ and Sergeant K Wall Eden Prairie:
5 Pohce Department, Eden Pe:axrle, anesota, September 5” 1975
S 2/ The National. Comm1ss1on on Productxvﬂ:y, ‘Opportunities for.
& ((Improvmg Product1v1ty 1n Pohce Servmes (Washmgton, D C.,
k-.‘.973), p. 42 st w0 : : .

'«3/ National Comm1ss1on on Product1v1ty, Opportun1t1es for Improvmg
. This g.lternatwe may be |
ses’ Where bu11dlng securxty laws are wﬂ

B

L5

', " Productivity in Police. Servi ‘e's, s, 43.

parucularly suited in those

. SR o ;,. .inforce.” See, for exarrrple’” Texas ‘Municipal League, A Bu11d1ng
S y - : o ' “Code for Texas C‘iue “An Explanatory Handbook and Recommended
e 2 3 : }’O::dinanqe‘,(Austm, 3: - Texas Mum’cmpalLeagu,e,_ 1975), ‘p. 25. ©
N ‘l;ﬁm : o Qr‘
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WHAT IS THE POPULATION TO BE SERVED BY\A SECURITY SURVEY
PROGRAM‘? -

0

e This issue is based on three interrelated que stions. These are:

- Should surveys be conducted cxty-wlde or only ’ S
in spec1f1c target areas? ' :

Should commerc1a1 estabhshments as wel] as '
”‘res1dence s be surveyed" o , S \\/ ‘ y o
. . / ) : > L

-
7 . . S

. o Should all faCLht).es and/or structures be surveyed e j(
- or only' those that have been victimized? : ‘ L

: QResearch rega'cdmg these questmns is sparse and the eévidence
qua.htatwe. None the less, a number of factors that have been consistently
‘associated with these questions have been considered., These include. the .
resources available to organxzatmns that undertake surveys; the
concentratmn of criminal activity within 2 jurisdiction; and, the need for
organ1zat1ons to carefully select potent1a1 survey sites Vl.S —a-vr.s the first

two factors.

- With regard to the fu. st of these :factors, 1t has been noted that

Yes .tze decision about whetbz» to provide pr emisé surveys throughout a
c1ty in target areas onl will depend largely on resources available... 1/
~Albeit not, specifically addfessed, the types of resources that may be S
- mvolved in. such a cons1derat1on mclude fmances manpower and time. 2/ '

IR : The coneentratlon of cmme has also been cﬂ:ed as a determmant : ot
“ of how a security survey program ‘will be: pla.nned *More specifically, '
/‘ﬂf;\c\ncentratxon factor in relation to the geographic dxspersax of crime
/and/o in terms of the types of sites being victimized (i.e. commercial .
VS resxdentlal) may have to be taken mto a.ccount When determmg what e

e

ol . . Saii : R g C
o -

1/ Whlte, et a1 Pohce Departmenl: Pro;grams for Buiglary Preventxon R
P 48-49, See also’ Nat).onal Co ,ml.sémn on Productunty, Opportumtxes SR
o for Improvmg Productw:.ty in Police Services; p. 4L o S
2/ Past efforts of various ‘mernbers of the research team have substant1ated

. ,this a.ssumptmn. See for example Koepsell -Girard and Assoc1ates, An

= Assessment of the TexasSix-City Crime Preventmn Program: (Falls Church
T nV&..Koepsell-erard and Associates)p, 74-79. See also Office of Criminal v
e Justlce PIa.nmng, Crime Specu'xc Bur _glary Preventmn Handbook (SacramentO' ;

‘State of Cahf ma, 1974) pp 39 64 T
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‘ pop\ﬂatwn should be served 1 1/ This factor and tha,t deahng\\wlth‘ R R |
resources may be closely 1nterre1ated N . S i

~ D

o o . It v

~ The third factor which has been suggested as pertment in
' relatmn to determmmg which fa.c111t1es should be surveyed deals with
past victimization rates and comphance. That is, as reported by one
observer, care should be taken in terms of select1ng sites for 1nspect1on i
- due to low rates of comphancev--a,t least in relation to residential units. N
This researcher further warned that ', . . there appears to be only :
two msta.nces in which it makes good sense to conduct a security inspec-.
tion: (1) when the home his: Just been V1ct1mlzed by a burglar, or
(2) when the homeowner requests the mspectmn from the pohce el WM 2/

W

Clearly, these fa,ctors open the issue area and suggest the
need for a closer look at their s1gn1f1cance and effect on the securlty
survey 1mp1ementa.t10n process.r' ‘

Y o . o .. CuS

ARE INSPECTIONS UNDERTAKEN AS A RESULT OF REQUESTS. o
FROM CITIZENS AND OR INITIATED BY AGENCIES
IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER REQUESTS ARE RECEIVED?

I3 PR N

&

o

: Cost- eﬁectwene ss and manpower con51derat1ons underglrd thls
;1ssue. Prehmmary research 1dent1f1ed three poss:.ble responseS'
“one concerns the orgamzatmn 1n1t1at1ng activities; a second ca.lls for

c1t1zens to request actwn, and the thll"d comb1nes these two. .

n 8

Yo T : Mt £ A e ,‘" AR iy e Those that feel surveys should be conducted 1rrespect1ve of
st - : : FRE ' : ’whether ca.'azensd have requested such services pomt out that th1s
strategy offers the followmg advantages 3/ ’ ', R A SR

]

PO 0 ¢ R ) S more peOple W111 recelve secur1ty surveys and

‘:v\"

HEEHPTE

- prmr{hes in conduetiﬁg‘serveys"ife"a',n'_be;.s'et'by‘:‘ Z,
the agency-: ERE RS TI EE BA I

T gl
T

L8

e g Wlnte, et.z al. 5 Pohce Department Programs, p. 47 D
Sagalyn, Residential Security, p. Tl s
«-Wh1te, et. a1. , Pohce Department Program;‘s,

op. 4951,
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 The alternative approach suggests thatg at least among A R
homeOWners, inspections should be conducted in response to a spec1£1c '

request, The 10g1c behind this alternative is that ", . . in the case of

a homeowner who specifically requests an mspectmn, he is likely to .

" comply with the recommendations if he is mterested enough to make
o ‘the request in the first pla.ce. "1/ - SR e

A th1rd strategy c0ncerns a, comb1nat10n of the two appro.zches.

I

Rea.somng supportmg th‘.LS alternative 1nc1udes 2/ s .

o * L e . LT T

9

- .the in‘herent pubiic relatiOns aspects of the
LR techmque, i. e, it'is d1ff1cu1t for a la.w enforce-
ment agency to balk at performmg a serv1ce e

o

; ' if requested and B MR o L i

e L . o c “ : ,;i‘f. .
‘ ‘ , [

o
3

o [ G

T port:bons of a commumty arebeing subJect to\-
' .a rash of burglaries, it is difficult to stand by = .
and 1mt1a.te the ‘use of a preventwe technique . g
ot 8 © - ‘that could reduce the poten’ual for further -~ - » N
AR e e V1ct1m1za.t1on, espec1a.11y when sufficient rnan- , ‘ R
s Tges i power is a.va11ab1e. : - i o

Ie . X 2 - - s
— ; o E i R . ) &
i © " o © . o z i

4.  WHAT LOCAL G CONDITIONS ARE PRESENT THAT INFLUENCE -

. THE DECISION TO ESTABLISH A SECURITY SURVEY PROGRAM e
~ AND DO SUCH FACTORS HAVE AN EFFECT ON PROGRAM . (o

SO IMP;..EMENTATION‘& R N :

D
PR Cs-—f‘ The purpose of a secur1ty survey, whether for a- commerc1a1
‘ ‘festabhshment ora residence, is to reduce the risk for criminal
' 0pportun1ty-—and esPemally the crime of burglary: As such, it might

- be reasoned that a primary cond1t1on Wthh underglrds the estzblish- . T :
=+ mentof a secunty survey program is.a’ h1gh burglary rate. : Whﬂe/ SR AERI R
“ this a.ssumptmn permeates other issues dealing with the survey, ,certa1n. )
cond1t10ns whlch may have a 51gn1f1cant 1mpact on the implementation of

2. . < @
B W . " . L ) ‘

-

> o Lo : R :

Y

" l/ Sagalyn, et. al., Res1dent1a.1 Secunty, P 71 .
"":_’2/ Telephone interviews with Lieutenant Piland, Multnomah Counfy
) Sheriff's Depa.rtment Portland, Oregon, September 5, 1975; and,
o ,Sergeant K. Wall, Eden Prairie Police Department, Eden Pra1r1e, :
-J'anesota Septembe,r 5 1975 e :
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such programs have not yet been addressed These mlght mclude 1/

@

Availability of Funds. “‘I’he avallablhty of outs1de :
funding (i. e. from federal or state) might be a
'51gn1f.1cant factor m the decision to establish a
survey program, That is, if an ‘organization never
‘employed.the approach prior to the ava11ab111ty of - v
"free' federal or state money, its éfforts may
-, 51mp1e be.a reaction to this factor rather than: =~ - '
- the belief that the survey approachis a meamngful
method of hardemng a target. ¢

it

[

W™ s

Levef' of, Secu'x’itY/Crime Prevention Expertise, '
The decision to use this technique may be a function

of the tram’ng and/or’ eirp‘erlence accrued by members

of an agency ‘oxr” orgamzatwn, i. e. attendance at the
Natmnal Crime Prevention’ Institute, a state-level

-crimge prevennon sc¢hool; or experlence gained in an e
armed services securxty' pollce function; or prior
exp_e_nencewﬁh a,prwate ecunty consultar\t. :

Public 6piniqn‘. Because it is generally known that. .-
the survey technique frequently improves the image

‘of a provider agency in the, eyes, of its clientele, “some -
may establish a“ program pr1mar11: to improve their

‘ pubhc reLatlons posture. This may be partlcularly
true among prov1ders {i. es pohce agencies, hous‘rng '
authorities, etc. ) with a tenudus relatwnshlp w1th

the chentele it serves. R S i :

S
£ af?

Mi‘s'c'ellaneo\i;“sr COnditions." A top leVel representatwe

‘ of an orgamzatmn s e. chief of oohce, mayor, : etc. ) D
ma.y, for example, v1s1t another Jur1sd1ct10n that ' -
has employed the‘survey technlque. and kmay be "scld"

" on the apparent value of the approach. . As a result, ¢
the decision maker may manda.te 1ts Qmplementatlon Loy

by his’ orgamzatmn. AR R s
. - : : ‘mv' L i & e i o " o n: . o : o
} 1/ Undocmnented held experlence of memb s of the resear ch team L Y
vf: support these alternatwes as potent1a1 stunuh of survey programs. v
S : ERA . il “e
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” Although prehmma.ry research indicates' that these conditions
Have not been documented in the hterature, it may be hypothesized ; u
that they have a direct 1mpact on the planned use of thls te chmque alone :
or in combmatmn w1th other cnme preventmn efforts.
UPON WHAT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ARE SECURITY SURVEY . ...
PROGRAMS BASED? c ‘ N
" Goals and objectives, in addition to offermg overall program
i guidarice: and d).rectmn, perform such 1mporfant functlons as: 1/ ) ]
. e prbvfae‘di‘rection and putpose to.an orgaﬁization .
‘ asa whole so that staff will have a firm basis for ’
; ' ‘understandmg what they, as.a team,,are expected
. “to accomp]xsh' 2# :
- dicta.te the focus of :;‘vork act’ivities; a‘nd;‘
. - ’offer a base lme by wh1ch progress can be monltored o ;
. and evaluat:ed ' o e ; . .
Past research has shown that crime preventxon programs,
general are not based on well developed goals and objectives. In
fa.ct it was pomted out that "--- one police department spent $102,000 - 4 ‘
on 18 crime prevention programs. As far as can be determined, none . |
~of them had specific objectives. As @ result, it was difficult to evaluate
- 'the worth of ‘each program or to ).dentlfy where 1mprovement could be s e
made.” 2/ e R o e
‘ 1/ Koeps,\‘ell-Gi'fard and AsSbeiates, An Operatiohal Guide to Crime k‘-
-is - Prevention Program Planping,. Management and Evaluation. (Falls
o L Church, Va. Koepsell-Cura.rd and Associates 1975), p. 7. See also : ;
e George L. Morrisey, Management By Objectives: and Results (Reading: o
~ Mass, Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1970) p,2:10 and passim and 5
e Koepsell G1rard and Associates. AdmmLStra.twe Crime Prevention . ol
R Course: Student Handbook (Falls Church Va.. ’ Koepsell Glrard and . i
&+ Associates, 1975)p. II-1 thru II-33, . S
: .2/ The National Commission on Productivity, Opportumtles or Improvmg oo

See also

.

i ,Preduc(;thy In Pol:,ce Services (Washington,,D.C., 1973) p. 39.
» . thenumerous e\f‘)'é.luat‘ion‘rep‘orts cited elsewhere in this paper,.

A




Lk

g
7
4
t =
Bl
o
.

S

i
(v
N )
B
i -
i
o
. I
Bk I
&

n
o’
v, D
.
A3
9
2
* >
a n
o
"
o
© om
. i
x i
@ L8
b o
B 2 *
. o
Ry
e
T e
)
W !
&
W
k2
N
0}
5
ce <
& B
LB L i
e :
a Fa
N o
- )
3 :
. i
it
e :
| A
& ©
B i
i
o 2 :
I 2
W a s
S P
@
G
37 <
o
el

L N
T

. Certam progress has, nevertheless, been made by some to .
artrculate ‘goals and objectives that relate té security survey programmmg.

In particular, such general programat1c gurdlmes as follows have been
used: 1/
. - o "Tof» incrb.\ease ;th‘e'organization.’s’,bknow_ledge of the
: security wea‘knesses in the ~community;
= .. To mform the pubhc of the securlty weaknesses Wh1ch
contrlbute to their burglary 1osses' .
S - ‘To -a‘,d‘vise'the public on the specific seour’ity _ ‘
'  improvements that should be rnade and how
b o to make them'
' . To ach1eve a reduct).on in the number of succes sful
f vburglames committed where little or no force is -
,requ1red to enier a premlse,
e [ oo ;//A -t v : To mcrease the percentage of burglar;.es that are S
L : detected whxle in progress, and,’
R To a.1d in the overall reductmn of burglary rates in the
e commumty. S e e
| Thel"r'eSear‘ch ‘team will seek to document the appropriaténess

of such goals as well as. to identify other goals statements that are
‘bemg used or might be employed to assist orgamzatwns to plan,

J.mplement and evaluate securlty survey programs. : - ;
o 1/ Off1ce of Cnmma.l .Tustxce Plannmg, Crxme Spec1f1c Burglary e
Prevention Handbook (Satcra.arnen(:oip State of California, 1974) p. 39- 41 ‘
- Koepsell-Girard and Assocjates,An Operational Guide to Crime .-
. Prevention Program Planning, Management and Evaluation,n.. 7-Z6.,
. 17 4 : 4
: ukf‘"g ¢
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IMPLEMENTATION PHASE: ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED

& o
a “

For purposes of the research the second d1screte phase of
‘the survey process has been defined as 1mp1ementat1on._ T0p1cs that :
deal with operationalizing the survey process include determinations
‘as to the technical scope of the surveys to be conducted and the -
" criteria selected as" comphance 1nd1ces. Specific issues in relatmn ,

to the 1mp1ementat10n process are dxs,,._useed below. v -

WHAT IS THE TECHNICAL S(‘OPE AND CONTENT OF . o
'THE SECURITY SURVEY'? ERE A , o . S

< e ) a K

: ]
“  This issue may ha.ve an umpact on the acceptance of or comphance

W1th survey findings and recomme;adatlons. More specifically, in many
professions, certain methods: and“approaches are’ cons1dered the "optimal
way of d01ng thlngs" Unfortunate’ly, in securlty or crime prevention
sutveying '. . . thereis no one best way to accomphsh a given goal,

but rather a combination of many techn1ques and ideas to achieve the

des1red objectives . . ." 1/ Thus—;'-' ‘such questions as the followmg »
may.arise when 1mp1ementmg the survey process 2/ gl

G

.

AL g

g g

-

o

Q

st 7.,How much tlme should be expended per 1nspect1on‘?

- , What should be used as the gulde to determine the , s
¢ level of deta1 encompa.ssed by the survey‘? S el TR

&g o

- ';What forma.t should be ut111zed to develqp survey ) Ca
- findings and present recommendatxons i.e, in "
‘ depth outline and staff ‘report; simple -checklist
e 2 of vulnera.ble iterns; or, a mental checklist of securlty o
R ‘-@‘a, - we%essess followed by, verbal presentatmn of e DL
+¢ o of re :mmendat:.ons‘? o e L e e

1/ King sbury,

_,\// . o,

o

z/ See, for example, ngsbury, p. 23.

»cMombo1sse, p. ‘13, é.nd "
Koepsell-Girard and Associates, An Evaluation of the Mesqmte

: e ngohce Commumty Servace/Cmme Prévention Program (Falls: -

s

S

Al

[

B

S 'Church V1rgm;a Koepsell Gn-a.rd and Assoc1ates, L975), ppf 45“49»
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L= §%\\ou1d commermal mspectlons be more  detailed !
. than resxdentxal surveys? N i
Current knowledge to the most appropriate responses or answers :
to these questions is sparse. In fact; as noted by one of the few sources that ;
(have mvest1gated .the issue: 1/ . \
The amount and detail of information collected )
durmg a premlse survey varies greatly. Typically,
, -a residential survey checks points of access and - '
—_— offers tips on when going away and other crime. \
preventmn mformatmn. For a business, the task )
@ - may be much more complex, including information
~about safes, alarms, transfer of cash, premise
Foe cha.racterlstlcs,' specxflc deficiencies and =~ . -
— recommendatmns for 1mprovements.v :
Moreover, the research w111 document: t:he current 51tuat10n v1s a-vxs the
scope of the secur:.ty survey techm.ques. .
‘ WHA'I‘ CONSTITYUTES SURVEY”COIVEPLIANCE AND WHAT
STRATEGIES SHOULD BE EMPLOYED 'I'O PROMO'I‘E :
| ','COMPLIANCE'? R ‘ | | N
, ‘The issue. of cornphance and the use of strateg1es to stimulate
. citizen action received little treatment in the literature. When addressed, :
' however, two schools of thought emerged. One dealt with the definition
,\

. to promote comphance. 2/

‘.'fSecunty, PP 70 72

‘1/ “White, et, al.,Pohce Department Programs, P 49 ,
2/ See, for example, Office of Criminal Justice Plannmg, Crlme-'

of comphance, while the other was concerned with strategles applrcable

A«’.\c
k o

Wlth regard to a, umversally accepted definition of comphance,

"none was found to ex1st. Rather, local program adm1mstrators N :
seemlngly relate then' def1n1t10n to such factors ast s o

i o .
LIS N @

TR L SR R

il

Specific Handbook (Sacramento Office of the Governor, "1974), pp.. _47 49

White, et. al., Police Department Programs, Pp. -48; Koepsell“

 Girard and Associates, ‘An Assessment of the Texas S1x City

“Crime: ‘Prevention Program (Falls Church, Virginia: Koepsell- Glrard
and Associates, 1971), pp. 74 85 and Sagalyn, ei: al., Resldenta.al

U‘ .

B w @

e
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-~ the degree of implementation of survey =
; rejcffmmenda.tlons and, ‘ L
- »agreement with and fu1f111ment of bu11d1ng .

security code requ1rements where such
-laws exist..

Even within this context, however, a consensus could not be
found. For example, several sources indicated that it may not be cost-

-effective to be concerned with comphance, given the belief that the

pubhc relations value and the''security- consciousness" generated: -among . < -
- persons contacted is a-sufficient return on investment. 1/

&
N BN

&

The soundne'ss_o*f this logic may be questioned, however, as
‘stated by one source ", . . a definition of compliance must be
reached and unifoi'mly used... ., " 2/ Notably, this observation was
made ix relation to manpower allo cat1on--a. question clearly related
~to the cost-effectiveness issue, ’

The second aspect of this issue concerns approaches utilized
to stunulate cornphance. 3/ Those 1dent1f1ed 1ncluded 4/

: . © . . . ’\ [ W !
- ~the us"e of 'follo'w up visitatidns which may or ©
N : . .
: may not be in respornse to a subsequent ST o T
v1ct1mlzat1on, ‘ , ~ : Ty e : ~
s = % mailing a post card reminder; -
‘< the conduct of a telephone’ follow up program; and, -
"’;l A ~ ‘_“ ' - L i S " Lo : ) i ‘ : : : ,D o W ’ -
= the use of insurance incentive programs. :
. 1/ ‘Telephone 1nterv1ews w1th crime preventmn experts. Seealso 7
L ”Koepsell G1rard and’ Assoc1ates, p. 77 T T BT o
27 White, et.a.l., p. 48, I : S

3] No- coyrrelatmn between ‘the def1mt1on of comphance or the rate of

» ,comphance and strateg1es used to promote c1t1zen actmn was
. evident in the literature, . ', oo

4/ ‘Off1ce of Crlmmal Justlce Plannmg, p. 47. Koepsell Gu‘ard and

; Assoc1a ies, p. 75 and telephone mterv1ews w1th cr1me preventmn experts. :

o

1y

.

~
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Patently, the first three call for the:.expenditure of resources,
which suggests that research should be undertaken to identify if , =
knowledge exists as to the effectiveness of these approaches. The A o
last strategy--instirance incentives--was also noted as an approach
that might be employed to stimulate compliance. 1/ Due to the fact . Al
that this alternative may have considerable merit, given past experience £
with fire c¢odes and insurance ratings, efforts will be ‘made Lo»detern’nne ‘
actual experience with this approach. . :
o L PN B ° 9 : v
e
Vi 1
LAY €
. . i
w
; I3 o 5
/.;'/ A ‘ o .
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p iy L 5 . ; g sy . ? o ’ - 8 - i ‘ ‘
1/ Telephone mter‘vmws‘w‘.th~<’:ir1m’e-13'i'eveﬁt10n experts. §. . o L
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» Section IV

o JREY EVALUATION PHASE: ISSUES TO BE
‘ ADDRESSED

e )

This element of the process might include considération of
such items as the types of indices utilized to evaluate the survey’
process; the nature of the data gathered“and mamtamed to document
, and/oxr’ assess the effectiveness of the secunty survey; etc. Specific
o nlssues to be assessed durlng the research are outlined in the Lo

followmg paragra)phs.v < / L e

WHAT INDICATORS CAN BE USED :/5 ASSESS THE

SUCCESS OR FAII\QKURE OF SECURATY SURVEY PROGRAMS? - o
\\ e i

B

The issue of what factors can be used to assess or evaluate
‘the success of security survey programs, while seemingly straight-
forward, has not been clearly addressed in the literature. In addition,
‘the project evaluations 1dent1f1ed approached the issue from a variety
‘ of perspectwes. 1/ Notably, many of these approaches were quxte |

‘»gl/ In1t1a1 research efforts 1nc1uded the - review of the followmg crime
prevention program evaluat;onS' County of Los Angeles, Evaluation

+ of First-Year Results of Commumty Crirhe Preventwn--Burglary
Reduction (Seattle: Law and Justice Planmng Office, 1974); Taylor, .
- etyal., Field Rev1ew Report: Burglary Prevention (St. Louis,
‘ < :Mrssourl‘:eLaw‘ anorcement Assistance Council, 1973); A. L. .
~« . Schneider, Evaluation of the Portland Neighborhood-Based Anti-
-+ . Burglary Program (Eugene, Oregon: Oregon Research Institute, ,
.= -1975); Crime Prevention Unit,” Crime" Preventmn Evaluation: Building
‘,»Surveys (Wichita, Kansas Police Department 1973); R, Nielson,
~Evaluation of the Umted Crime Prevention Effort (Salt Lake, C1ty,
- Utah Law ‘Enforcement Plannmg Agency, 1975), Crime Preventmn‘
: ‘Umt, An Evaluation of Crime Prevention Operations (Palo Alto,
i . California Police. Department, 1974) Koepsell-Girard and Associates,
s An'Evaluation of the Texas, Six~City Program, 1975, An Evaluatmn
e “of the Mesquite, Texas, Crime Prevention Program, 1975; An_

e

o i Evaluatmn of the Garland Crime Preventlon Program, 1975 An

&

of the Bellflower 1Td’ro‘]ect, 1973;: ‘Kenneth E. Mathews, Jr. + Evaluation

g




“ unsystematic in nature, nghhghtmg this point, our source

noted that "---there is no doubt that crime prevention activities have,
in many instances, been effective. Unfortunately, however, most :
have been subjected to little evaluation beyond subJectlve ]udgements
or limited observations...' 1/ . o

» P o

v Nonetheless, l;he types of indicators that have been offered
generally relate to three types of measurements. These measurements
can be summarized as follows: ’

- A ' PR
3

- ‘Efficiency Measureés, Such indicators are normally
- used to document the amount of activity that takes
".place i. e, the number of surveys conducted, - As such
this measure represents an‘asses sment of energy
expended, regardless of irapact.

- - Effectiveness Measures. These indices are used to
evaluate the impact of program activities upon an
identified problem. They are '"end" oriented and

5 : - relate to what is defined as program goals and ¢
- objectives; not to the way in which the program is
achieved i.e. reduétion in the burglary rate, As such,
‘these measurds assess the result of an effort rather
than the effort itself,

=~ Attitudinal Measures. These are opinion measures
‘ ';Wh‘iCh serve as indicators as to whether a program ,
is- sa.t1sfy1ng public expectations. In other words, if )
¢ the ”rlghi: thmg” is being done according to those
. receiving services., “As such, this type of measure is-
o ba.sed on the "a.tt:.tude” ‘of those that have received
e services .from or part1C1paLed ina program.

. : ! ‘ N W,

(coﬁtimieci footnbte) Evaluation of fhe Pandhandle Texas Regional
Crime Prevention Program; An Evaluation of the East Texas Regional
" Crime Prevention Procrra,m, 1975; and Office’ of Cr:.mmal J'ustlce e ¢
Planning, Crime Specu?;.c Burglary P.L eventmn Handboox (Sacramento > :
State of California, 1974). . o :

2/ Naf:mna.l Commission on Producthty; Opportumtles For. Improvmg

- Productlvz.ty in Police Services (Washmgton, D.C. Natmnal Commlssmn
on. Productwu:y, 1973) p. 38, - R R , R S

vy
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R W1th1n the context of these basic measurements the followmg
have been suggested as efficiency indicators:1/
- Number‘ of hmspeétions cbndﬁcted;
- the cost to conduc(‘:';sufvey’s; ra.nd, §
: o ) \“‘ T 7 b
- the time spent in the survey process.
Effectiveness measures that were recommended ihélud'ed‘:é/ J
y . o Number of those s:'urveyed that complied totally,
partially or not'at all with survey recommendations;
- Nilfnber of burglaries committed ééa‘iﬁst targets with - ’
all recommendatmns 1mp1emented part1a1 1mp1emented,
and not 1mp1emented at all; . S
- v Number of burglanes commlti:ed agamst non- mspected
prermses, o
- ‘Total bu‘rg‘lé.ry rate;
- “The number of reco‘mmended improvements {target
; hardening measures). subsequently defeated; and,
e . - data. on d1sp1acement (both geograph1ca1 and ty-pe of
s cr).me)
T ._}_/” See especmlly ‘Office of Cr1m1na.1 J'ustlce Planning, Crime Spec1f1c
Burglary Prevention Handbook Pp. 47, - White, et.al. Police Department
. “Programs For Burglary Prevention (Washmgton, D, C., The Urban
! Institute, 1975), Ps: 51 Koepsell-Girard and Assoc:.ates, An Operational
Guide to Data Development and Analysis for Crime Prevention Program h
. Admmlstrahon (Fa.lls Church Va. Koepsell G:.ra.rd a.nd Assoc1ates, '
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Attitudinal measures, many of which are ""---based on anecodetes
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and subjective impressions', may also be considered valid components of

evaluation in the eyes of past researches. 1/ Such measures include:

£y

o

reports from those involved in the survey process
concerning unsucéessful burglary attempts after
recommendations‘were implemented; .
requests to bé re-surveyed following facility @
remodeling and/or other changes in security .
conditions; o °

°

comments as to a reduction’in the 'fea®" of crime

or victimization after being surveyed; and,
indications that the survey was just what the
citizens desired and/or it improved their image
of the organization that performed the work,

Moreover, a variety. of indices have beeh suggested for u}sre, in
evaluating the security survey technique. To date, little knowledge exists
as to their real-life applicability and value. Documentation as to this

issue will thus be aggregated during the reseatch,
N
< a
b ' ., .
it ? . ‘ a
1/ Ibid., see especially White et.al., and Koepsell-Girard and.
* - Associates, p. 28-30, : o
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i Telephone Interviews
R . Telephone Interview with Sgt. P. Evans, fPlainﬁeld
i . ' o ‘ Police Department. Plainfield, N.J., September -
' ’ . 5, 1975, ’
" ' » . Telephone interview with Lt. R. Piland, Multnomah County
, | Sheriff's Department, Portland, Oregon, September 5, 1975.
4 ’ . Telephone interview with Sgt. K. Wall, Eden Priarie
. ’ Police Department, Eden Prairie, Minnesota, September
5, 1975,
7 } . Telephone interview with Daryl Joy, Southwest Texas
i : pya ‘ x _, State University, San Marcos, Texas, September 5, 1975,
o % ! E '
Y s ! “ . Telephone interview.with Chief Deputy Earl Lloyd,
i z E . e ’ Iredale County Sheriff's Department, Statesville, N. C.
] o ; '-"\”\\ PR September 5, 1975, .
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