
1:: ..... ';. ~" 

" .) 

• "'I, - ,,~, •• • (' . • 

, ." '-', 

. i' 

'. 

(~ 

" . ,.'. '~ , 'jt" 
,:~l 

...•. '<\ 
~ 

~'r,l'" ~(J 
,t" ~'. , 

~;~Q!jl· . 

J"~~.. 6 _\ • 
'.:;;""'.... ~ : 

(> ~~..;.u.._"_~."-___ ~. ,I 
-~-- -""-"-'-'~-j 

!} I.:>. ' .1r"1Ir' ........ ···-', 
--::,:;;:,. . .~:: " III :~~::;; 
-~'(r , 

c 
() 

o 
tJ 

o 

o 

G 

0- 'I 

o 

0 CO 

<:,' 

Il '," 

() 

o 

, . 

'. 
'0 

,) 

". 

c' 

'*:. 

,., 

() 

" 
o 

.>:-JI 

c () 

9 

.. 
\l 

~.-

H 'l!l 

<, 
., Q 

\\ 

',t. 

" ,) 

.d\ 

p' 

\) 

() 

(jt.~ 
o 

o 

D 

" . 
" 0 q 

'~ 

!' 0' 

,0 

0) 

II 

o 
') 

o 0 

(j 

\' 

':.) 

.. 

'. 
r..' 

. o· 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



"0 

r 
, ! 

, '" 

\'\ ' 
, )j 

(I 

D 

o. 

o 

,'- " 

• 0-' • 

If 

d 

(I 

.-;l 

a '''0 

t 

I 
I 
I 

U;S. Department of Justice 
Nat/anal Institute of J4stice 

Thlsdpcument has been reproduced~xactly as received from the" 
person or organization originating it. Points of view or opinions stated 

, JI,l this dbcumenbare those of the authors and donot necessarily 
repr~sent the official position or policies of t~e National Institule of 
~n~, , 

Permi~,sJori la, reproduce Ihis Obp)lfghled malerial has been ~" ;',1'=, 
I 

gran led by , " 
Public Domain/International 

Tral.ning, Research", & ,Evaluation" 
>Councl.l '" " " , " "i 
to Ihe Nati~,nal Crimhlal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS).'. 

, ". s 

Further repro(1ucti.on oulside of Ihe NCJAS syslem requires permis-
sionofthec~own,E!r.""' '," ,', 
" ' 

',\" 

',I) 

'" 

Key", 'l'rQg, ram,' .,11, IS, sues, ~,.~:6~,;~4i"ng~ the ,,$, ec, ~r, iti,SUryet: 
',' A 'Fra;meM Re£e,rencefor'the l?,?at.:I R.esearch" 

pt;,epared£orthe, 

;,1l1' 
" ,'J~ II /'! ~ 

.," " ,,".i\ ',,"_ . ' . '. ':I 

CommUllity ,Crime Pr.evention Diyhion 
NaUdnalIn$,titute,of JAw EiiforC'emenl: and ,Criminal Justice 
" '" ''',Law~q;r~;n;ientA$~ista~~eAdminl~~~ation ' '.' ' 
,<' , •• ', :tr.$.,'DeM:rtrin~ent~of,Ju~tic,e, 

'. il; ," " ,.,' , , " ',,', r,rlle-Inter:g.at;.pnal' " '" 
T'raining, ,,;:!tes'earch, and' Evalua~i6n Co~cil 
" ''tWP: ... XetlEas,tBroadstreet'',f 

'Fall~ ,<::hur,eh, 

q' \. ," 

.0 

x\ 



, , 

l\ 

, <) 

I 
t \. 

i , 
r , 
~ ~ 
i: r r 

" )\ 

G 

\~ 

",1 

J,) 

,,'1\ 
I) • 

. .{.:~ 

II 

.Q 

o 

Section 

\1. .1 

(;. 

Q 

.II 

'. 

• 0 

<I' 

,I 
. " 

• t". ,~ 

(, .\ 

\\ 
, .. ~ 

o 

.f 

o ., , ,I 

- . 
" ). NCJ,RS 

THE RESF....ARCH FeUNPATION. 
(" ~ -," .' 

•. . . 
The> Concept of Crime Prevention: Its' 

Definition-and Prin.cipal Focus •.• 

.'the"Security Survey: A Sign1.£icant Crime 
Prevention Tool and the Fdeus of the 

G . .' ". . 

Research • • •• '", 

';l The Security Survey: ;A Definition 
Focus of the"Research ." 

. () '" 

Res.ea:t:ch Parameters and Key Is,sues o • 

Res,earchParameters • .. 
The Identification of Key is sues 

!;, .• {t' 

,How ShQuld A$ecllrity Survey Project 
.0 . . B~' Staffed? ., ,. .',. '. '. •• • 

• 

What Is The,population'To 'Be S,erved"By A q \ 

Securlty SurveyPrograrn?' ',~ .• ". • 

. ~ 0 

.. • 

" . . 
• • 
• c • 

• 

• • 0 • 

,'~ " 

.. . 
Are ~1:1Spections ':'qndert~kenAs .A:-.Re.sult Of 

Requests' ]"romCitizens And 6rInitiated By 
Agencies,Irresj?edive ,Of Whethe,r ,Requ~,sts 

" Axe Received? '.. .0. :. .. . . . .'. 
'i 

"What LocalCondltlonsAre P17esemt That 
Influence The DecisibnT,Q EstablishA 

. " I) . . ;1)'·.·· . '" '.. .,' 

" Secp.rityShrvey Pr.ogl'amAnq Do Such 
- . Eact?,r $ Have -An~E££ec~"Qrl ~;rog.;am· 

"" .Implemenfation?". ..' .. j ~~" . 0.:" .. '0" 
. . " ,t , . 

J" .D 

P~ge 

" Ci 

1 

1 

4 

'4; 
5 

7 

.7 
8 

9 

13 

" i4: 
:,;. (i ... • 

'("G' 
j' ETa (f 

.< 

" .. :P 0 

, c. 

'I' 

() 

a . . u 

,..=: 0 

o 
. '~"'.;;, 

..9 
I,'FIj 

,'(J 

,,0 J.-, 

. v 
~:) 0: 

" 



" 

" (I 

1..-" 

, I) 

, ~, ' 

(.j. 
e 

) 

" 

;:<"' 
:0;5' r: (') 

G)O 

, <.:)-

W ,,'6(.1 0 1 

t]O' 

o 

o .\\l,.q ~ (il or 

:'" 

'. 

II 

, .) 

,,' 

o 0 
o !:;" 

D'(j 

~". 'if,/J 
l,;'\i 

.. ,~ 

o 

S~ct1.on 

Ii 
·1 

I 
I' 

" 
TAl,3l.,E OF CONTENTS 

,~ {Continu~d) 

IT 
(Con't) n 

~ ,Upon What Goals And ObjeCtiv~s Are 
Security $ur,yey Programs 

Based?'. .~. . .. . • 

ill lMPLEMEN"rATION paASE: ISSUES TO BE 
ADDRESSED o 

• • . . . 
What Is The Technical Scope And Content 

Of The Security Surv:,ey? • . (; . 
. ... fi ,-, 

What, Constitutes Survey Co;rnpliance And 
What Strategies Should Be Employed To 

Promote Compliance? ',' . "-. \\ 

IV, EVALUATIO:rj PHASE: ISSUES TO BE 
ADDRESSED .. 

-," . £;, c' ~ .. 

What Indicators Can Be Used To Assess The 
~ .0· ' . 

Success0rFailure Qf Security:Sql'vey 
. Pro gram,s? • • . 0... 

(j-,f) 

BIBLIOGRAPHY • • • • •. a" • 

o 

;i, 

o 

a 
D'C' o 

• 

• 

.Ii 16 

·0 

• 

18 

.::) 

i8 

1.19, 

22 

22 

26 

o· 

\, n 

" 

o 

r' 

I, 

I·;' I) 

0, 

o 

o 



::f 

p 
, ' 

p 
} 

, , . , 
*;,j' ") 
jIll 

~. ' 

lot, 
'( 

j.' v 

GJ 

o 

oC 

(. 0 
()·o 

Q 

o 

(, 

o 

" 

,) , 

Q 
Q 

H \\ 

o 
1 0) 0 (.. C 

,~ (:, 

co,1)\ 

Q 0 

G 

C', 
@ 

I~ 

o 

ry 

" 

~ " 

:,~ t' 

, 0 

o 

.P 

a 

{) 

o 

" 

. 0 

" ' 

Q ~:, 

,;. 

co 
() 

i;" 

"T'O!i' 

.... ' ... "' •• ..... >, __ w,.,,_,"' 

," 

() 

Section I 

THE RESEARCH FOUNDATION 0 

THE CONCEPT OF CRIME PREVENTION: ITS~ DEFINITION AND 
PRINCIPAL FOCUS 

'Myriad approaches 'apel philosophies to the prevention of crime 
have be~n posited o,yel1;,the centuries. Yet, today the e.x:;istence of crime 

" is a daily ",'reality with "-;-sales figures for home and personal protection 
devices mOllnt~pg along with the"purchase of gun~ a;t:ld dogs .•• 
mcreasing public outcry against crime fills the headlines. Ill/ 

<"1 ' " ~ (I -

G' ". P.rimarilY; because of the i.ncreased pressures on·and difficulty 
o£,swo:rn law enforcement officers t~ stem the' tide of ever-increasing 
,rates of crime;' theoreticiansandpractiti9ners alik~ agree on the nee!.! 
for increased citizen action if the prable!!'l is to be mitigateCi. As pc;inted 
oy.t by ,one prestigious task ~o,rce 11_;..4' this cour.).t,ry is to reduce crime, 
there must be a willingness on the part of every citizen to ,give himself, 

",hrs time, his "energy, "and his ima'gination:. "1:/ However,albeit most 
citizens ag;!:ee tha,t crime p~evention is their business as well as that, 
of law etrlorcement officials, few accept it as their duty. ~ 

This attitud'e,. which is often co~r.~late!i withthe rising crime 
(. problems in out society, lna;,y well.have Us roots deeply I?mbedded ip, 

the history o£ou~ law enforcement system, 'More' ,~pe't:i£ically,. in the 
earlY,days of law enforcelnent - _vw~ll.° oVerCl" thollsalldyearcs ago''-- "of. 
mutual respon.sibility Wa$ the'keyst'one of. the sysb~m. E:aG~ pe,rson was 
resppn~ibie hot only for the protec't;on 6flfis'pl1op"erty, but feft" that of " 

1/ NaU6na14dvisory io:mmissi~n on,,"c:rhn1nalJusti~~(.Standard's' and ," 
, Goals, Report.o1l:' Police (Wilshb18tonl tJ.;p. Gov~i;rn:m:ent":print1ng Q 

. \ OTfice, 1">9,7,3), p.~l. ",,, . " . ' . ." ". ~. 
3.X, ,.l'!~;t~ona~ '.A;4visory CotnJ:nis'siqIl on Grimmal,Justlce Sta::qdards and 

. go'als, "Co~muti.~tY& C,'rim,;e':Pr;f;/V',l?ntiblf'(Washing~9n~v. D. C. , u. S." 
Govexnmenf; p;t.tnUngO£fic~. 19,73)p. 2. SeeAl~oJ president1s' 

~) Cl' (\. ',' 0, . ", ,,.., (i\~-:: 

C9mnl~ssion on 'La'o/,r.;Enforcement and"the<~Jminis,~ration pi Justi<;e', 
Ta~l<: F6:rc~. ~epo2:'t: tl l,he )?olice jWashingtQn~CMD. C"., u .~S. Go-yernment 
P;d~,ttng Office, »>67) p. ?21, 228 and the.Commtssion's ~ , 
Challenge of Cr)~e in c('Fr:,ee Society,,(Washington, I;? C. : U. S." ' 
aov~rnme:n,t Pr;lhtingO£fice,,1967), p.288 • 
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:Q:is neig4"'i?0r. In fact, a citi~en obser'Ving a"crime was duty-bound 
to pu~sue the offender. P,~acewas kept" for the mo~t p~rt"friotf" 
by puhlic officials, but ,by the entire c01jllm.unity • .1/ ' 

, ~' 

,'vy'iththerise of speCialization and ta.xation, citizens began i:i 

~o delgat'e their personal law enforcement responsibilities by paying ," ( 
others to assume peacekeeping duties. "As such, law enforcement 
has evolved 'into a multi-faceted specia,ltY as citizens have.·relinquished" 
an ever-ingreasing proportion of their ciime pr,eyention role •. With 
+this "trend,powever, ~rirninal justice professionals note that with this~. 
in,<;i:reasing absence of citiz'en a,ssistance and individual concern for onets 
property and w~ll being, peither more manpower nor improved 

ctechno10gy will enable law enforcement agencies to shoulder the" 
"Q mon~mental bur"Jden of combatting crime in·, Amer"ica.2/ 'I 

" . 
Moreover, the need today is for a more balanced allocation of 

crime preventiolt} duties and responsibilities between law enforcement 
officers and the ~itizenry. This will clea:Hy call for citizens to reassume 
many of their previously delegated respo:p.sihilitles. Yet, even given ' .. 
our' highly cOIr:fplex <l,nd €idphisticatea society, most citizens have little' 
idea"as to' how they can,help protectthe~selve~ and their pr6pertyfrom 
criminal vic::timizat:ion~ '3/' ,f ,," ,', ' 

, '-I ii" ~ ." 
i> 

\' , -'c_ \" I' 

'1/ S~@ fer elXiill:tP1e Selden D. Bacon, 'l'he Early Development of American 
Mtthici,p~'Police. Unpublished Ph. D. dissel'tatiop., Yale University 

, .~ 1939; .Eawin Powers~, Crime" and'Pup.ishment in Early Massachusetts, 
1620-1692 (B9s~on, Beacon Press,v 1966)1 pp. 424-9; "David H.Flaherty, 
IJLaW~~nd the" En£orce~ejf;"'qf~oralS iIiq,Early Afu:rica, I' Perspectives 

'
In. "Am, ,e, rica,n H" i,Stott,',, vO,~f V,', (19,~~ P,P.2,03-, 53,;, Na, UQ,'~a,~) com,',m, i,ssion on 
Law o~servance and E~prcemen~.R:port N.o. 14, Tne'Polic~'7' 

I) 

(Washmgton, D. C. Oove~m_ent p~ mhng Offlce, J930), pp 50 .. R,and 
passim.'A. C." Germann, -lr~-; Day ~\nd Rohert Galla ti " .,Introduction 
,to !Jaw Enforcenlent (Sprlng£iellti, n1; Charles R~Thbmas, 1966), pp~ U-75 • 

" 

2/ NatiOllal Commission;;" Ccnumunit· Crime "Pr'evention p. 7-8 .0' 

3/ Th~s pointwas,etnphasiz~d o~ a31! mherofoccassions during the 
telephone di~.cus sions wit4, tlle ,elected, officials of the following '. 
stateliOwi$le c];imepj:eye~hon officersa~~~ociations: Texa.;s," 

,;,l\{innesota¥ North Ci!.J,'~lina and. Ol;'egon. " ' 

'" 
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Th\1s, if 'c'itizen ~itivolvement in crime prevention"'is topecomemore' ~ _ 
"balanced, law enforcemel'ltagencies mus't"begi.:rl informing 'and educati.D.g'· 
"th~, ci~~en on ways he ca,n protect hfbself, his horiieafid'hi~ familY ... !I ' 

& • 
, ." . ~~ :' 

One o~. the primary means ?y which laW-enforcement agencies 
h~ve beg~ "informing and educating the citizen" has been through the 
use of community! c~~i'me prevention programs asa suppl~ment' to' the more 
traditional functions 1I,.':>f patrol~·· inve s.tigatio:n and .a pprelJens ion. Community 
crime prevention pr6grams "are genc:rrally based on a philosophy of " . 
self-defen;;eofor indiViduals'and org.~nizations and emphasize action\\to be 
taken before a crime ,.is committed. More specifically this action has 
been defilied as :2/ 

.,--

T1;}e anticipation, .. the re~ognition and the appraisal 
ofa crhnerisk and thei'nitiation of actionto remove 
or reduce it. 

One of the underlying foundations of this definition is the belief 
that crime results from the coexistence of, the desire to commit a misdeed 

,. . -. 0 c·' ': )' ': ' 

and ~4e "feeling or belief that the opportunity is' a va ila ble •. ~./ While 
sqciologists, criminologists, psy:chologis.ts and the various other forces in 
society,inay someday r.educe the desire to commit a crime, a more 
formidable area to attack is clearly cxirn,!-fal opportunity.4! 

II ,. ". Q ~? , • 

<..l . 
~ 

IICrinierisks,l1as stated in the defillitionpf crime prevention 
. are "synonymous with"crimincfl opportunity, '.1 i~ e. dark streets,. unprotec;:ted 

. . '" ~ 

1/ 
2( 

\). 

NationalC6mmission/CommunityCrimePreventionp. ·201-2~2.;) 
Working.Gro\;lpcin CrimePrevention.M:ethods, Report· of Working Group 
on °Crime P:i'evention Methods (London: He.J;' 'Majesty' sStatiollCli:y Office" 
1956), 'p .• S7. See also BomeOffi.cf1, Crime TrainIng Cente~" Stafford, 
England, p •. 70. . 
O.W~i> Wilson~ Police Administration (New York: McGraw-Hill:a:>ok 
.. compall:y~ 1963)pp. 2-7.' " "" .... ,'" ..... \l 

.Nati.9nCllGommi~sio:n, Cm:nmunityCrime Prevention" pp"194-202 .• 
See also Na.tionalwCrirn~Preyention Institute, Establtshing A· 
Cr,tme Prevention Burea:u,a ·:.;;epol(t prepared under~LEAAGrant 
No •... 7'2-DF-99 .. 0009 (LbuisYille:NatiohalCrime •. Preye:n~ion:fust:it\lte,· 
e1l:ndated),p.'6~' ",," 
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o 
building i,?, "inadequate locks a.n:d sa(es; poo:rly planned municipal facilities; 
and, 'so dna Thecrole of .the law enforcement agency, thus, is to anticipat'e 
that crime wi.11 occur wh~m risks are high, to .recognize when a high-crime 

. . 
risk exists, to appraise the seriousness of the particular risk" and, finally, 

Q. _. "~ _. _l 

to initiate action in concertwithJhe citizen to reInove or reduce thenrisk~r 
~' .::;;~-

THE SECURITY; SUR VEY: A SIGNIFICANT CRJMEPREVENTION TOOL 
AND THE FOCUS OF THE RESEAR(efI 

V. 

The Security Sur-v~y:. A Definition "'1, 

In the field of security as well as in the practice pf erLIne 
prevention,. the security $'!l-rvey is consid.ered one of tl,le Inost'important 
siilgl~ Inethods of recognizing, appraising'and reducing losses due to 
criminalvictim.ization. ~~ii~i;ew'has been proven out by the ever 
increas,ing number of security and law inforceInent aOgencies with 
eS,tabli$hed survey capabilities.l' 

.\Ii 

By definition, the s,~cudty suxVley is. described as: 4/. 
. '~ 

\\ . 

1./ National C:rimePrevention Institute, Establishing A Crime Prevention 
Bureau, a report pr.eparedunderLEM Grant No. 72":DF-99-0009 
(LOllisville:Nationai Crime Prev~ntidn\lnstitut~,undated)" p. 2. . 

2/ArthurA. Kingsbury,Introdu~tiontoS~curity and CrtIne Preventio; 
Surveys'(Springfield, Ill: Charle"s C. ThoInas, 1973), p. 9:. See also 

" RaYlnond~. _¥oInboisse,lndustrial Security for Strikes, Riots and 
Disasters. {Springfield, Illii.:Charles . .G.Thorrias,' Pub1is4er),p.1~~ 
Ed Sari, Luis, Office and Office. Building Security (Los 4-ngeles: Sec!J.rity . 
WOl'Jd.Publi,shing Go.,,, Inc., ,1973') p. 207. Ii 

1/ In conjtl;nctio;ri with thi::; res.earch I:n:ternationa1 Training, Research and. 
Evaiu;:l.tion Council is developing a listingo£ agencies which a~leg~dly, 
use the techniqu~<as defined. Currently in excess 0,£ 300 organizations 

"are included..' 
4/ Momboisse, ,pg •. 13. ';I'heresidence as .a subject for surveying was 

added by :tnte:rnc:\.tion~l TX,ainillg; Research anc!, EWL1uation Council. 
It is also importaht to note that thls techniq~@ is referred to by a 
variety of .synonyms in the rese~rch includingpre:tn,i$~,S:UI'vey; security 
survey; cr~Ine "prev.entlon sur:Vey;bul."gl~ry prevention investiga-tiop.;· . 
premi$~ inspection; on-site survey;indqstx.:,ial, institutional and corpmercial 
prelnise survey; and, hhi.lding'inspection. :rn that these names all deal with 
the concept as defil}ed above, "th~' geJ:!.eral terIn I1securitysurv~yn"willbe, 

,,,,utilized t~roughout the ,.projectto facUateunderstanq.!;ngandIninim,ize, . 
"~ u " 

,confusion. 
.\> . 1)_ 
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a critical on-site examination and analy~is of an 
in4ustr~~l plant or business (or residelJ.ce) to 
ascel,°t.dn its present ~~curity status, identify 
,deficien~ies or excesses,deterr.o.ine the protection 
needed,. and to r.p.ake recomm~nda'tions 'to hnprove 
"thesecurlty where ne?essarY. 

o 
" Because of several common characteristics the security ·survey 

may be likened to th~ traditional criminal investigation. This c<:)mpariso,n 
hinges prImarily on t}::te facts that 'both techniques a'~e systerpatic iri 
nature; are ai:rnedat"identifyin'i£ the method .of a ,criminal act; and, are 
in effect,. more ·an art than a science." Two other points concerning the 
s~rvey are also not,eworthy. : First, it can be undertaken prior to the 
comtpission of' a crime;' ang., .,second,., it .. can offer protection against 

""rather than j&stremedial action"after the comm,tssion of a ci·ime • .!.! 

Focus of the Research 

The security sUfv~y, as defined, thus includes the actual, 
on"::site physical inspectiofi'ol a fa~i1it'y. Through the application of 
this technique, it cis hypothesized that unauth.orized entries into a 
facility ca'h berecluced as a r'esult of th~ identification of potential 
securlty weaknesses and the provision of advise as to how such actual 
and/orpotential weaknesses can be strengthened. " UnfortunatelY7 
although numerous organizati~ms ahd agencies are using~ tHe technique, 

rl l{oepsell-Girard and As so;iates , 'Crime Prevention Handbook 
'(Chicago, 111.: MQtorolaTeleprogl"ams, .. Inc., 19,75},p. 3,2-34. 
Tlle'secu'rity t~.x;t's cited above should also be consulted i. e. 
MO!-'llboise, Kings~ury," etcC~ , 
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no ,syste~t!c :resear,;:h hct'sbeen undertaken ;to determi.ne"~hether 
,',' the' sec:i'J.rity 'survey actually ~ivef?\ up to these expectations. 1:/ 

(1. (, '~.' • 

t, '. 

< In resp~Jidbig to this question; the Nationa,l Institute of Law 
Enforcement a'nd Crfmina,l Justice" as part QJ, its National Evaluati6:n 

'_. . . <, Q " '. m : 
Program, has re:que'stedthel'Internatiori'al 'I';raining, Research and, 
Evaluatib~ Council' (TREe) to examirie the. security survey through'a 
"Phase 1 EValua:tion,"" In g~+l~ral, itwillpe the purpose ottheevaluation 
to:: "(/~)' r'.,. ',' C ';)" ",~ 

idenf;~; ,the ~ssumptions that underlie th~ use 
.' of lh.~· se47urity survey; , . 

{:l '"$ 

"documentthe varietY of activiU~s~nd interventio'ns 
il':\yolved in the implernentation of security' survey 
progralns; 

,c "outline and asseSlS the imp1ementatiort. problems and 
operational iSSUEis concer:r.t~t\g~he sec\irity survey 
technique; 'r~ ". .~' " Q 

1. ", 

establi"shcriter~:a. £orasses'sill;g and understanding 
security SUl'Vey!l.a,ctivities; "'[; . " 

0"11' "< " 
;; ,;' ,0 :)[.. .. " "", 

·1 
II , 

(I 0 It. 
11' A number of res~archers:have documented tJlerexistence of the 

techniqueand/o;'d,iscussed the fa.ct~that it 'is bl~ing employed asa 
c;iineprevenfjontool but have not a.Jtempted t<~eva1uate its' 
().. ,," , " ", 

<I) . e£f~ctivefiessti'See' £orexample.; Th.omas w. White" et.aI.Police 
:nepartln~ht P:rd~raths for Bu.:rgiaryPreventiQu .(Washington,,;. D.C. ' 
The:Urban Institute, February', 1975)" pp~ 17,'18 and 46-51 • .Arnold. 
S.!itga.lypt, Residentla.lSecudty,AWas}tblgton,D. C. TI. S. Govel~~ment'" 
Prin.tl;ng:'Gf£ic~,D~cember 1973), ,~~ 6''t.;.12.Qeorge J. Washni.s', 
b~CO,mm~nity Iriv21vemertt in Po~ice,4i'tctivities , (yrashin~ton,. D. C. : 

0 

Gent~r~forqf>vernm,entaLSh.tdLE~s,. ~'raft ~975), p. 20~ Nahonal " 
Advi;;6ry Commission on Crlft{inaJ Justice Sfandardsand Goals, 

, DReJ?orton Police (Washing,ton, D.C.:U. S.aJ~ernm~ntPrintlng, Qffice,. 
'19'1'3), p.' 66arid6s.'Inadditiortl theriurne~ou~,,,heva:luationsll that have 

'been cond,ucted, ofloca,l pi"9ject ttctivities have .in the Yna)n .tended to 
o,'£octld.onthe use 9£ the technique rather th~nthe cost;-ef£ectiveness, degree 
~: oflnlpl¢mentation of, recolnmendation:s, vicUrnization fates following 
,survey" etc. A listtng, of<s~ch~VE.-luations !s presented elsewhei"e in 

this paper. . '." a '" ,D 
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;eport on availAble e:vide,nce with rega~'d ,to the actual 
assessme?J.t and evaluation of s'~curity surve;y projects; 

.-;. ) (:) and, t'o U f.) [~ . '" ;;", 

: 0 \) 

,~~~i~~ e~lu~fion pl~n~('for single"pr6}ed:("~ss~ss'ments 
as ",vell as to fill present gaps hi the knowfedge vis-a-vis 
t4e use of th~~ security surve)'i'. . 

Research Parameters 

.. ~ I. 

c Twq princ,ipa! constants have been estabUshed to s~rve as the' 
param~t&rswithin 'Which the research 'will pe conducted. :p'irst,'<ithe 
researeh will focus on agencies ,and organizations that offer and/6'r . 
~o~du~t securi~y' survex,!;i ~s'an on-goingnoperat~5mal futtction.Thos~ ~ , .... 

0\1 that perfo:t:rr.t"sqch 1nsp;,~ctiorts,infreque~~I¥, or~only in response to 'infrequent 
c/ re,que~sts will not b'e cons idered. The ,l?aniple to be examined will, ,. 

therefore, conc~ntrate on such group~as law enforcement agenci~s; 

(-

o 

(, .1 JJ , ~ > 

line departments or units which, aJthough involved in crime preven~ion, 
~port ?irectly to a county e,x:ecutiv~:, mayor ,or citymanage.t- {i. e. (, 
non-law enforcementagencie~),; etc. Ba,~ed on recseCl;rch findings, the 
sulweyacti:vUies"ol other 'group,f;l IP,ay also,be examined, including. 

'publichousirl.g "a.uthorities, business 'and civic g~ou'ps (i. e: chamberrs of 
commci~ce, organizcttions of seriior 0 citizens andlor retired pers.ons"et'c. )[, 
and others, so lon.g as th~y meet the 'basic 9peratiqnal criteria. 11 

" . . -
(0 " ,:; 

The, second (constant to .he used in defining,;) the J;:esearchstr~~ture 
is. ~.s {:r?l1ow~. Only publicoagencie~ a~d ~;rivate, ~~n-profit. (j~~nizatiol1s" \ 
Will. be constdered. 'The samp~e wlll ~ot mclude.§urvey ach'Vlhes underta~en 
by private, for-profit gro1,lps apd corporations. 

(1) 

[) 
m 

,-~ ~ _ < _ :j( :~: . O;..:J ~ .~ a~~' ') ., 

,; . 'll~}Itis important to note that only limited efforts at identifying and/;o~ ~ 
investigating such organizations ,vis-a-vis the ~onduct of" 'l 11., . (;) 

surveys were uncover.ed dul."ing the review of the literatUre. The 
identification of such projects will, thus, be based on data to be : 
a~gregated by the research team and augumen~ed bt 'finding,s developed 
through telephop,e inte~views and. field"work.'· , 
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~l'he Identifi'Cation of Key Is sues. .' 
. ' 

The various tasks, conditi~~s and assumptions that underlie 
security survey programs will constitute the substantive framework 
of the Phase I research. As a means of ordering and more clearly 
defin;)ing theae program components, how~ver, it is necessary to 
identify the key. issues that surround surveY,9perations. It will be on 
the basis of th~se b.E:ues, ':wh~ch will provide'-a' structured frame of 
reference fot the ,research, that each of the succeeding activities will 

'" ..... -... ' "~"'" "- ~-' " .~." , 
',')", 

be designed"and undertaken. In the remainder of this paper, therefore, 
these issues will be ,articulated and discussed within the context of security 
survey program planning~ implementation and evaluation. 1/ 

u ,-

, i) 

o 

" 

o 

\\~} 

1/ Itsho'Q.,ld be'n~ted" that Kingsbury in hie Int.roductlon to Security 
,. ~nd Cl;'~me Prevemtiol'lSurvey(pp. 24-::,28) UseS a similiarapproach 

. " '" -- t., , ,,:. _ .' 

. to.:depictthe,lII?evelopmental Stages of the Security 5'urvey Process. 11 
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Section II 

PLANNING PHASE: ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED 
,) 

, /) 

Topics th~t might be considecred in relation to this phase of 
Jhe survey proce'ss include factors that stimulate the initiation of the 
approac4; theestablisbi:neJilt of program goab' and objecthres; the 
.development of an overall s1:rategy for. program implementation; and, 
so on. The specific issues to"be addryssed are outlined below • 

~ ij • 

HOW SHOULD ,A SECURITY SURVEY PROJECT BE STAFFED? 

Q () t" f . ·t· 'I' J't" "~t' ff t'O " ues lons 0 manpower u 1 lza lon, cos - e, ec lveneS13, 
;'comm),lnity;relations a~d"so 'on all undergird this issue which concerns 
the types of staff that are being utilized to conduct surveys. Alternatives 
that have been documented 'include: 1/ (I 

" 

1/ Sagalyn, et. aI.Residential Security, pp. 72-75~ White, et. al.' 
Police Department Programs for R~sidential Security, p. 47. 
"KoepseU:'Oir,ard and Associ~tes, . An Operational Guide to ,Crime 
:prevention~Program'Admin~stration (Falls Church, Virg,inia: 
Koepsell-Girard and Associates, 19,75), pp. 3, 13 and,,29thru 31. 
The . National Commis s ion 'on,:produ(~tivity, O'pportunJties for 

ell 

'Improving Productivity in Police Services (Washington, D. C., 1'973), 
"p. 42.and passim. Telephofle interviews with five curr~nt offiCials 
of State'7Crirne Prevention Officers Associations led to' variatiq,ns 
i;n.resl?,ons!'!s with respect to who "is aC,tually responsible for conducting' 

o 

'prem.is'~ surveys. Interviewed ,py' telephone were~ Se'rgeant Ray Evans, 
Pl~in£ieldPoliceDepart:ru,ent, PlaiJlfield, New Jersey, September 5, 
19.,75; Lieutenant R,ichardPiland," ¥ultnomah County S}:J.eriff 's Depart':: 
m~ntJ" Portland,Oregon, "September 5~:1975; Seorgeant ~e~th' " 
Wal1,Ed~n Prairie Polic.=:eE>epartment, Eden prairie, iv.r.inl1e$,ota, 
September; 5, "197'5; and, D\'ryl Joy, Southwest'I'exas State, University, 
SarI Marcos, 'Texas, S~ptember 5';1975{and, Chief Deputy Ea l' 1, Lloyd, 
Ired~le Countx, Sheriff' s ."Department~ Statesville, N. c. I September 5, 
1975.' ' " ' :. "", u 
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commissioned crime prevention officers that have' 
, 0 

rec,eivedih depth training; r; 

cpmmissioned law enforcement officers that have 
been afforcied minimal ,levels ;f training; \.' 

'non-commissioned law enf0rcem~!nt personnel 
that have received in depth training; 

\:\ 0 ,) 

law enforcez:n,ent reserve officers theft have received 
,'in depth training; 'J' Cl" 

, cOnm:iu,nity volUIfteers that have received in depth 
o 

,training; f.nd, 

"~mp19yees of non-law-enforcement gove~n.n:ieJ:ital 
agencies that hav~' received in depth training; i. e~ 
fiTe inspectors and public housing security officer's. 

~, ;5} 

Throug~outtheresearch, three sC!lOols of thought emerged,'as to these " 
alternatives. n One advoCating the conduct of surveys by law,enforce­
ment personnel; the second ca~lled for the use of civilian. non-government 
personnel; a'nd. the thhdsuggest~a that governmental persannel outside 
the law" enforcement agency should be hsed to perform this function. 

" 

The ofollowi~g }irgument il~\lsttates ,tn.e:attitude of thoseth()oat 0 " 

advo'catethe use ,0£ ·c:omrnis~i.oned la.w enforcement offiC'ers. 1/ " '0 b 

h . 

f-"" 

"Conducfing"ci home i'hs';~ctionoafforded~~~y:()'\1 
,police officers theirfirst;op,port}!n.'itY wl1i1e o~ 
duty to deal with thepq];)Hc in ac:al~~ reasoned 
atrnosphere~~orJ.'m.o~e siinply,"tod,ea1 wi:1:h ,\) 

, ordinary ,people 'ihan OI'di:nal;'Y',)1:>usi~ess"like, 
way. ~.' {Ell,rther} th~re can, be JJ.O question that': 
o exp~rienced,~o~iCe o~f~7~s:'ha ve ,c(b~tter intui t,ive .' 
grasp of securltydeflclencles~thahcouldbe t-rans­
'£erredtoanother agencyWhosefunctio;nwould be, 
to inspectho.rnes w,ithout the "co~'current benefit" 

"'of ongoing e~perienceqwith,residentialcdrne. II " 
,.' :,,' . , ') . " 

pp~ 71-73. 
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o Another argunient for this alternative s,llggests that the use ,of 
commiliisioned officers provides a valuable indirect community,relations 
benefit to"othe law enforcerrtent agency. , Apenefit that tRay be diffi~utt 
to qualltify but whi(~h is of conce~p tcflocal adminIstrators., ~/ " co ' 

'!:(" 

" u 

" Advocates of the us~ of Civilians 01' other; communitY'~pased 
respo.rces to performsecurlty s'urveys o point out"that this approach 
". is often less expensive than the addit.ion of sworn and non~sworn 
personnel to >the payrolL. .'." 2/ This argument appears valid when 
o~e'compares the gtimeraJ salaryranges, of police personnel with 
IIcom~u,p.ity~servicef\personne\ who may be assigned to a" law enforce~ 
ment agency~ and is particularIy"true When one conside~s the us'e of 
community volunteers su.ch as groups of elderly persons, m"embers of 
service clu1;>s and 9rganizations,~tc'., 

, c' 

\:'" 
Fini3.lly,~ the utilization ofexpe;f{~~e £rozp. governmental org.{niza~ 

tions other than 'lawenforcernentag,&ndes hasbe,~n sugge,~ted,as an ' 
:. 0 :"t . ' .' Q.' \) (\ 

alter.n~tive ,source'bf~an'Powe'r°~o c~nduct pr:€i~ises s:u;rveys. "More" " 
speclflcally,' some beheye that fue 1.n~pectors. \'f\ecunty p~rsonnel from~ 
hou'sing~uthorities 'and building in~pector:s ;should>~e used to perform , 
this task. 3/ Q 

o 
Mor~~the research ,will' consider how secur'lty survey 

'projects are being staffed and document and a,sse"ssthe effectiveness 
,of th~;'Various 9;lternatiyes. ' 

\1 

o 
;, 

il " 

<I/' Telephori'eb1~erv:i.'ew w~th Daz;yl,J?y.Te"as Crime'Preyention 
Institute, September 5" 1975," and Sergeant K.WaU, Eden Prairie:' 
Polic'e Department, . Eden P~airieJ Minneso:tci: Septe~ber 5,; 1915. 

2/ The Natip~alCpmrnis'sion'"on Producti;vity, Opportunitiesfo~. ' 
, .~ m pro!ingProcl).lcti~ityC in Police ServiCe s(Was,h:ingto~,,, D.C.," 

1973). p. 42. . .' ' ·,0 " . 

,,3/0 "National Corninissio.ri. onProductht"ity" Opportunities for Improving 
-,,~roducttvit7yiliPoli<;e .Se~vices,p:" i43~', 'Thisalt~,:rhative maybe ~ 

. ". . , ' .... '~:. " ' ... ','. 16 1 r '. '" ." (:I 

:'. () a 

~artlcula~ly suHe~ inthot:5~esWhere~~ndi?g"13ecurity la,,:~ ~re % 

,In:fo;r.ce.· See," foz:, exarnple:' Texa~Munlc1pal Leagu~J A BUl1dlng 
()Code" fbrT~xas . Ci.tie.s:Ari;, ExplanatorYH.an~book and Recommended" 
Or,dhia~,(Austin,. Teias:,T;e,,,as ¥dnidpalLeague, 1975),· p. q 25. 
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WHAT IS THE POPULATION TO :t};E SERVED BY"A SECURITY SURVEY 

PROGRAM? 
o 

This iss'~e is based on three interrelat~d que stions. The se are: 

Should surveys be conducted city-wide or only 
in specifi~ target areas? ,(} , ,. . 

,> \l 

Should commercial establishments as well as 
res,iderlce$ .b'e Surveyed? 

o 

Should 'all fadUties and/ or structures be, surveyed 
or only those that have been victimized? 

. ' 

!,Research regarding these questions is sparse and the e:vidence 
qualhative. None the less; a number of factors that have been consistently 
associated with these questions have been considered. These include th~. 
re'sources available to organizations that undertake surve,YSj the 
concentration, ?f criminal activity within a jurisdic~ion; and, thene~d for 
organizations to carefully select potential survey sites vis-a,..ivis the first 

, r 0~ . ' .' . 

two factors. ' . " " 

'~ "With regard to the£i~lst of these facto.;rs, it ,has been noted that 
".": •. t7f~ decision ~bo.~uJ tWhe9!'2.1~ to provide pr e~ise surveys ",t~ro:u.ghout a 
CltY?'t-' lIJ. tar.ge.t .al~eas on~/wlll depend largely on reso~rc~s available ••• .1/ 
Albeit not" specifically ad~J:'essed, th~ types of resources tha,t may be 
invoived in such a co~sideration includ'e finances" manpower and time. 2/ 

" -"" . -
The conce.ntrationof cl"rime'has alsobee.nCited.a~ a dete~minant . 

, of how ~ s~curity)uFvey program wiUbeplanne9.., ~.Morespecifidally. 
/,Ar~~~,ent,rat,ion'fa~, tor, inrelC1,Hon t,o ,the" geOgr,aph~,c,dispersal ~f crime 

Ifand/or\h terms of the types of sites being victimized (i. e. commercial 
vs,,',.resideIltialJmay~ve to betaken into ,ac~oul1.t when deterIningwhat 

; _,. _ _ _' ,- ", ~ .. \7 ~ 

• fJ"· 

!/ White, et. al. Police Department Prorgrams ,for Burglary Prevention 
,., Q,' p. ,'\1:8-49. Sece also National Co~~ion o:p. Productivity, Opportunities 

• .C, for hnpro~lins Productivity in Pb~Servicesj~ p. 41. ' " 
" 21 Past efforts of"variQu.f) members ofther,esearch team have, substantiated 

D .. _ ': >'., •• ' ."; .'" •• : ." "'.: • ,: '.; ," C! " • ' 

<r", ',' Assessm~nt of the TexasSix .. CltyCrimePrevention PrQgram(Fails Church, 
" 7°' ". "this ass,umption. See for example Koepsell .. G~ra,rdandAssociates, An 

. ' " ',,' ',' .. va. : Koeps ell,,· Girard andAs~ociates)p. 74-79.' See also Offico'of Crimina~ 
J\ls~ic"e 'Planning, Crlme'Specl£ic; Burglary Prevention Handbook, (Sacramento: 
StateQof CaliI~rnia, t974)"pp 39-6~4o, Q"~O ' ",.,"'.' " , 
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popula:tion should be serv~? J:./ This factor al1,d,th:at dealing\~~1qi 
resources may be tloselymt~rrelatedo' ,\ ' , <, " 

:!. .. 

, _ The third factor whiCh has been" suggested as pertinent in 
, rel'ation to determi;ning which facilities should be su;rveyed deal~ with 
past victimization rates and compliance. That is, as reported by qne 

-'I observer, care shoulci be takeIl;,ip. terms of selecting' sites for inspection 
due to low r,ates of compliance,--at least in relatiori to residential units. 
This resear cher further, war:b.edthat ". 0 ° there appears t'o be only 

-",,'-

two instances in which it makes good sense to conduct a ,security inspec-,. 
tion: (1) when the ho'me has just been victit.nlzed by a burglar, or 
(2) when the 'homeowner requests the inspection'irom the polic~' • \. D' • ,i 2/ 

, . . • U 

Clearly, these fad~rs open the issue area 'alldsuggest"the 
need for a closer look ,at their significance and effect on the security 
survey imple~:.enta.tionprocess. 

ARE'INSPECTIONS UNDER T~K~N AS A RESULT PF R~QUESTS, 
FROM CITIZENS AND ,'OR INI'TIIATED BY AGENCIES 
IRRESPECTIVE OF WHETHER REQUESTS ARE RECEIVED? 

Cost-effectivene~sandmanpower considerations undergird this 
issue. Preliminary '~esearch identified three possibl~ responses:, " 

Q ' :' 

one concern,13 the, organization initiating a,ctivitiesj a second calls for 
citizens to request action;: and, the third combines' these two. " 

Those that feel surveys shouJ,dbe con,.ducted irre'spective of 
\yhether citize'n:sJ have r~quested such service's point out that this 
strategy 'offer'S the folloWing advantages: 3/ ' 

D , " . _ ._ 

'II 

"1/ 
, 2/ 
'J/ 

I~ ! \,!' 

rriore pe~ple wil1~eceiv~se'curity surv.eys;and, 
" • \).' .... '"' " ' ,. <, ~j .." 

priorfii~s ih~oJ:iducting surveys canbe"set by 
,the agency. " 

~ 

. , ~ ,0 

W;hite,' et. 'al.:, Ponce Department Programs, 
S~galyn,Residential SecUri~y~ J;>o,,?.1.. ,; .{ 
~hite, 'et. al~, Police Department Pl'ogra~~ 
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The alternative approach 'sugge~ts thatp at least ar.nong 
homeowners, inspections shouldbe conducted in response to a s'pecific 
request. Th~logic behind this alternative is that ". • • in the case of 
a homeowner who specifically requests an inspect~on. he is. likely to "" 
comply with the recommendations if he is interested enough to make 
'the request in the Jirst place. " J:./ . 

A t,p.ird strategy c6nc~rn~ a, combination of the two approaches. 
Reasoning supporting this alternative include's: 3.../ 

(the inherent public relations aspects 'of the 
technique, i. e. it is difficult for a. law, enforce­
ment",agericy to balk at pe'rforming a service 
i~ l;'equested-; a-nq.,," I~ 

, /J 

if ~orti"opsof a 'Corn~b,nity a:re 'being subject to", 
, . a ~~sh6fb,urglaries; \~t is' diffisult"to stand. by 

and iIiitiat~the 'nse ,oJ /} pr~ventive technique 
"that could reduce'the potentia~hf0:r1 further 
victirni.~at~on, es~ecially whf:m suffiden:t"rnan-
power is available. "D " , 

" 
WHA1 LOCAL CONDITIONS ARE PRESENT THAT INFLUENCE' 
T;HE£>ECISION TO E&TA~LISH A SECURITY SU~VEY PROGRAM 
i1tNDDdSUCH,FACTORS HAVE AN EFFECT ON PROGRAM 
IMPLEMENTATION ~ " ' 

D 

. ' C The pu.rpose of ea security survey, whether for a cO.mmercial 
·'esta~Ji.shmeJh ora residence; is toreCluce the ris,lF f9r cri;minal 
opportunity-~and, especially'the cdme ~rburglary~:As- such, it might 
be reasonedthat a primary ,condition which"undergirdsotheestqiblish-

" '1 _ . D _ 'r.· . _ '. . \. l,' (~, 

ment.of'a secu'rity survey prog,ram is6 a.' high bwrglary rate. ·,While? _.~~ ,,'" 
this assumption permeates other is,sues deaiing with 'the survey, ,<::e'r,ta;:i.n~., """ 
conditions which may have an~igni£icant imp~cfon the implem:etftation of - , 

" n \1' - <; 0 ~ • 

o 

11 Sagalyn, et. a.l~, ~esidentiaISecurity, p. 71. 
,;2/ Telephone int,erviewswitb. Lieutenant Piland, Multnomah Count~r 

Sheriff's Departm,ent, Po;tland, Oregon, September 5, 197,5; and, 
Sergeant'K. Wal1.,' Eden Prairie Bolice Department, Eden ;Prairie, " 
Minneso~, Septemb~r'5, 1975. ' 
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such programs have not yet beeI.l addressed. These might include: 1/, 

..... ',.t. 

Availability of Funds. ['The" availability, of outside 
funding (i. e. from federal or state) might be a 
significant factor fn the decision to establish a 
survey program. That is, if an'organization never 

\~"'. . employ.ed.the approach prior t~ the,,,availability of 
~ "free" federal or state money, its ~££orts may , 

. simple be,: a reaction to this factor rather than 

. -~ 
the b~1ief. that the surve.y approach is a meaningful 
method of hardening a target. 

0. 

, ,. 

\1, " 

(:) -", 

L~vet' p~, Secutity/ Crime Prevention Expertise.' 
The decision to use t\\lis technique may be a function 
of the trairi'ing a~d/ or'iexpetience accrued by members 

. ~ 0 

of an agency "or 'organization; i. e. attendance at the 
National G~frn:e Pr~ventio~ Institute, a state-level 

" ' 

criD:?)e prevention school; or experience ga~ned in an 
armed'seryices securttypolice function; or p;dol" 
experience with 'a p:tivate <peqnity consultan~. 

Public 6p iniqn. Because' it is g,en~rally known that" 
the survey teclmique £requen'tly .. irnpr'oves tl~.~ imag'e' 

"'6£ a provider agency in the,~e-,E,<~f its clientele, "~6me 

, ~~~y. esta~li~~ a"p~?graJn Pti1:~ar~ to impr~~e ~}1.e~.r " 
pubhc re~p.t'lOns p.osture. 'l'h'ls rrAY be partlcularly 
true a.mong'~,prOv1.der~ :.(i. e. 'J?oli;,ce ~gencies. hou.s'ing 
authorities, etc.) with a tenuous relationship with "'~ 
the clientele it ·serves. " 

, i) 

Miscellqp.eoU:'~ CQnditions" At~p-le.velrepres~ntative 
of an orgaP,lzatldn Ji. e.' chief of police, mayor, "etc~) 
may~ for exarp.pl~,'visit another jui-isdi~ti.on that'r . 
ha.s employed thesUfrvey te'chnique. and (may' be "sol"d,j 

ort t};le apWirentval\le of ~h~ approach.,; As a "r\~sult1 
.,the decision maker i,hay mandate' it's impletnEm1;ation 
,b)~J:,.ls organizaJlon.' , I' ~ " 

, ~\., r:J 

c (~ r.:~~J )\' n c 

" l/U;qdo·~w.nented ,field exp'eri~n.,cEi of. m~;n:{b&:ts'ofthe res.~arch team" 

'~ 

support these a1ternativ~saspotentialstimuli of s'P;:rvey programs. 
, , 0"" (; C;),-C.j I' '" '.-"..;. 0" "t'", (,"') 
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AlthougH 'preliminary 'research indicates that these conditions 
Have not beell ,documented in the literatur,~, it maybe hypothesized 
that they have a dir,ect impact On the planned use of this techniqu,~ alone 
or in combination~ith dther ci:ime prev'ention efforts. 

Q 

UPON WHAT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ARE SECURITY SURVEY 
PROGRAMS BASED? c., 

Goals an4. objectives. in addition to offering overall program 
guidance and dire~tion, perform such important !unctions as: 1/ 
, • C ',; ~, :;, -

,proyfde direction and pur.pose to ,an organization 
asa whole s,o that staff will have a firm basis for 
understanding what they, as:a te'am,. are expected 
to aC,complisn; , r, 

dictate the focus of Work activities; and; 
.1 d 

o!£er'abasel~e by which progr'~ss' call be monitored» 
and evaluated. 

Past reseC}rch has shown that crime prevention programs, 
in general, are not based on well develcped goals and objectives. In 
fact,' it wa~:fpo~t~c1 out that 11 .. - - one police department spent $102, 000 
on 18 crime preventionprogram.s. As far as can be determined, none 
of them had specific objectives. As a' result, it. was difficult to evaluate 
the worth Qf'each prdgramor'to identify where improvement could be 

,:'made. "~I ' 

!t Koeps,ell-Giraxd and Associates, An Operational Guide<to Crime 
'~~ ,Q ,Preventiorl,Program,;l?lalming,. ¥,.anagement and Evaluation. (Falls. 

Church., Va~ Koepsell-Girc;l.rd and Asaocfates1975), p. 7.. See also 
"' George L. Morrisey, Management' ByObjectiV'es 'and Results (Reading: 

Ma:ss.~ Addison-Wesley Publishirig Co., 1970) p. 2.:.10 and paasitn and 
t) KoepieU;;-.<:iirard and Associates. Administ:r"ative Crime\ Prevention 

Cours.e: Student Handbook (Fa11s Church,," Va., Koepsell-Girard and 
Associates, 1975)p •. 11 .. 1 thru 11-33,. -', ,"'~~ I' 

2/ The National Commis a ion on Productivity, Opportunities ~or Improving 
" Productiyity'In Police SerV'ices.(W~shington,,r) D. C., 1973} p. 39. See also 

the numerous evaluation reports cited el:sewhere in this paper •. 
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,Certain progress has, nevertheless, been made by some to 
articulate goals and obJectives that relate to security survey programming. 
In particular, such generalprogramatlc guidlines as follows have been 
used: !l ." .. 

To, illcr"ea.se C Hie organization's knowledge of the 
~ecurity weaknes,s~s in the community; 

To inform the public of the security weaknesses which 
contribute to their burglary los'ses: ' 

Toadvi~.!3 the public on the specific security 
improveinents that should be made and how . 
to makefhem; 

To achieve a reduction in the number of succes sful 
bt;lrgl~ries committed where little or no force is 
.required to enter a pre~ise; 

" 
, , 

n" To inc"rea'se :fhe percentage '0£ 'burglaries that are. 
-' \. ~ (;) 

detecteq. while in progress; and, ' 

To aid. pi the overall reduction of burglary rates in the 
community. ' .. 

Ther;search tea,~ will seek to document the appro~riatEfness 
of such goals as well as to identify:other goals statements that are 
being used' or might be employed toassif?t organizations to plan, 

,,'implement' and,evaluates ecurlty survey programs • 

Officeof~9x:iminal Justi~ePlaW1in.~, erime-Spe~ifi~ Burgla.ry. ' 
Prevent'ionHan:dboo~(Sacrament~A\, State of California, .1974)p. 39-41.' 
KoepseU':'Gira;rd andAssociates,An~ Opera,1:16na.l Guide to Crime , 
"f?r,"evention" Program 'plariIiiiig~ 'lvrana&ementand Evalu,atiQn'~':,Z:=,",2'6. 
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Section III 

~ 

IMPLEMENTATI9N PHASE: ,ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED . (0 , 
.' I 

For purposes" of the research the second discrete phase of 
the survey process has been defined as im.pleme'ntatio~. Topi~'s that 

D deal with operationalizing the survey process include determinations 
'as to the technical scope of the su~veys to be cC:;;ndU:cted and. the c', 

criteria selected as compliance indices. Specific issues in relation 
to the iinplementat~on process' ar~ ·dis,pus'sed below.! ' .. 

. • . (\ 4 . ' , . .. . ... ' .,!. , 
,~, II 

WHAT IS THE TECHNICA'L SCq;PE j.<\ND CONTENT OF 

_TH~ SECURITY SURV~Y? . I" '.' 
. n This issue may have an41pact on the acce;ptance of or compliancoe 

with s'urvey findings and recomrn.~jildations. More specifically, in many 
'~'Ir" ~ 

cO professions, certain methods. and I,approaches are con,sidered the "optimal" 
way of ,doing things ". Unfortunat~ly. in security or c:rime prevention 
suiveyi7ilg '~. • .' there is no one,~est wa"y to accorn.pHsh a given goal, 
but rather a combination. of mciny ;~echniquJes and ideas to achieve the 
desired objectives • • • "i! 'Tb!~s'j·such questions as thefoll6wing 
may;,a:r.ise when. implementing the survey proce.ss: !:./ 

1/ 
2/ 

How much time" should be expended per inspection? 
, 

_7 What should be used as tb:e guide to determine the 
il level of det~,n encompassed by the'sufvey? 

" \l) 

What format should be utillzed to develqp survey 
findin,gs and present rec.ommerldations; i. e. in 
depth outline and s,taffr;,eport; simple . checklist 
ofyulnerable items; or, a mental checkli'st of security 

() (4 wea~"'~essess followed by,"verbai presentation o~ 
!, of reclbmmendations? 0 

\ 

King~J)u~y.",~- rr (J q p " ~ ., 
"" ,j) Jl \1", ... 

See"for e~ample, Kingsbury, p.23. ~Mo~boisse,"p. 13"al}d 
Koe;psell..;.Girard andAssociates, An Evaluation of the. Mesquite 

. <Poli(;eCom~unity Seryic~/Crime, PreventionProgram",,(~a~l~.' '" _ 
Church, 'Virginia:'Koepsell:-Girard and AssoCia tes, ~975), pp'.,,45~;:;49. 

, ,c<'" \) .'13 n. n . 
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$\<:>llid c~mm,~rCi~1 ins,pe(~tions be m03:'e detailed 
than residep.tial surveys? ",.' ',', 

c\ . 

Currentknowledge to the most a.ppropriate responses or answers 
to these questions is sparse. In fact; as noted by o,p.e C;;fthe few sources tha.-t 

,have investigated,the issue: It 
, ..-

o 

. :, 

The amount and detail of information collected 
~ ~ 

during a premise survey varies greatly. Typically, 
a residential ,Survey checks points of access and ' 

'",,= offers tips ,on wheng9ing away and other crime 
prevention informatiqn. For'a hq,siness, the task 
may, be much more c:omplex, including information 
about safes"alar~ms",transfer of cash, premise 
characteristics, specific deficiencies and 
recommendations for improvements. 

Moreover-J the research will document the current situation vis-a-vis the 
, v. 

scope of the security survey techniques. 

o 
:~ 0 

'WHAT CONSTITUTES SURVEY COMPLIANCE AND WHAT 
STRATEGl~S SHOULD BJp EMPLOYED TO PROMOTE 
COMPLIANCE? 

The issue. of compliance and the use of strategies to stimulate 
citizen action received little treatment in the 1it~rature. When addressed, 
however'~ two schoolS of thQugn£ernerged. One dealt with the definition 
of compliance, while the other was concerned with strategies appHcable 
to promote compliance. 2/ (J 

. With regard toa universally accepted definition of compliance. 
q. ( . ~ c',. 0. '_ 

'.none was fpund to. exis-t~ "Rather, loca.l pr!:l~ram administrators " 
seemingly r?ela1;,e their definition to "such factors as: 

1/ "White. eta al •• Police ,Department Programs~ p. 49. 
2/., See, for example,' Office of Criminal J,llstice Planning. Crirne-

.,- $pecific Handbook (Sacramento; Office of the GC;;'vernor. J974). pp.47-49. 
,White.et. al., Police Department Pr~gr'ams,p. 48; :Ko_epsel1~ 

.. -" - . .. - . '~. 

Girard and Associates, An Assessment of,the,Texas Six-City 
Crime 'PreventionProgram (Fans Church, Virginia: Koepsell-Girard" 
and Asso.ciates, 1971), pp. 7-1 ... 85; and,~SagaIYnie't.a,~ •. i :Resid~ntial 

'.,.Securj.ty, pp. 70-72. . I] ., , ,.,'. "t •• " .. 

~ '<0 0 
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the degree 6f implementation of suryey 
re9,J5ihmendations ; and, ~ 

~ ," . 
agr,eement with and fulfillment of building 
'security code requirements where such' 
laws exist., 

Even within this context, however, a consensus could not be 
found. For ~xample, several soou,rces indicated that it may not be cost­
effective to be concerned with compliance,'" given the belief that the 
puplic relations :value and the"security-con&ciousness" g-enerated,among 
persons contacted is a' sufficient return on investment. 1/ . 

The soundness 0'£ this logic may be questioned, however, al?, 
stated"by one source ". • a definition of cOlnpliance must be 
reached and uni{ormly used • • ." 21 Notably, this observation was 
made iIi relation to ·bJ.anpower allocation--a question clearly related 
to the cost- effectiveness issue. \.' ',\" l":r 

The second aspect of this issue concerns approaches utilized 
to stimulate complianc"e. 3/ Those identified included: 4/ 

(.\ _ W 

." 

1/ 
"~ 

,the us-e" of follow up visitations which Inay or 
may not be inresporise to a subsequent 
victimiza tion; 

" !pailing a post card reminder; 

" , ~, "e 
the conduct ofa t~lephone" follow uP, program; and, 

" ') .;:. 0 

the use of insurance incentive programs. 

Telephone iftterv-iews with crime prevention experts. See" also 
KQep~~,ll-qifard and 'Associates, p. 77. 

021 White, e~.al •• 1?'4e'. " 
0.,3/ (fNo'cor~1:elation"'between 'the definition (?fcompliance or the rate of 

, compliarlc~"and,sirategies uS,ed topl"omote citizen action" was 

() 

4/ 
._"f) 

evid-ent in the Ute--rature. " ',' '" '," . v", " " 

Office}bfCrirhinal Justice Pla~lning, p~ 47. Koep~el1-Girardand 
Associai.e,s"p. 75' and telephon~ i'ht~rviews with crime prevention experts~ 

,20 I, 
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Patently, the first three call for the ,expenditure of resources, 
whic4 suggests that research should be undertaken to identify if 
knowledge exists as to the effectiveness of t~ese approaches. The 
last strategy--insurance incentives--was also noted as an approach 
that might be employed to stimulate compliance. 1/ Due to the fact 
that this alternative may have considerable merit, given past experieI+f:e 

yvith fire ~odes and insurance ratings, efforts will be made to"determine 
actual experience with this approach. 

1/ 

I 

" 

o 

& 

Telephone i1.'ltel'views with c.rime prevention experts. , . 
• , ." 
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"Section IV; 

EVALUATION PHASE: I$,SUES TO BE 
ADDRESSED 

1..:. \ 

This element of the process :might include consideration of 
such items as the type s of indices utiliz~d to eval~ate' the survey" 
proces s; the nature of,the data gather,~d:<~~nd maintained.to document 
and/oroassess the effectiveness of the security survey; etc. Specific 
;~ssues to be"assessed during the res'ea_~ch' are outlined in the ' 

following paragrifhS. Q,,"" 
WHAT ~NDICATQ~~S CAN BE USED dO' ASSESS THE 
SUCCESS ORFAI~URE OF SECU~}fTY SURVEY PROGRAMS? 

The issue of what factors ,can be used to assess or evaluate 
the success of security surv~y programs, while seemingly str~ight­
forward, has not been clearly adclressed in the literature. In addition, 
the projec t evaluations identified approached the issue f:r;om a variety 
of perspectives. 1/ Notably, many-of these approaches were quite 

- ,- . I' 

II Initial research efforts included the review of the following crime 
pr,evention program evaluatibns: County of Los Ang'eles, Evaluation 
of the Bellflower,Project,l973; 'Kenne'th E. Mathews, Jr.; Evaluation 
of First- Year Results of Community Crime Preve,ntio:n--Burglary 
ReductiOn (Seattle: Law, and Justice Planning Office, 1 ~74); Taylor, 
et. al., Fie~dRevtew Report: Burglary Prevention (St. 'Louis, 
~issouri:Law F.;nforcement Assistance Council, 1973); A.L. 
Schneid~er, EV'atuation of thePo:r,tland Neighborhood-Based Anti­
Burglal;'Y 1>,rog"ram , (Eugene, ' Oregon: Oregon Res.earch Institute, 

"" 1975); CritnePreV'ention Unlt,oCrime 1?reve~tion Evaluation: Building 
Surveys(Wichita,Ka~'jsas: Police Department; 19J~): R(~ ,Nie!sqn, 
Evaluation, of the United CrimePreve~tion Effort' (Salt Lake, City, 
Utah Li;LwEnfor cement Planning Agency. 0 1975); Critne Prev:e·ntion 

\:, '.' L _,(~ , , • , .' \J 

. Unit, An"Evaluation of Crime Prev~ntion Operations (P~10 Alto, . 
California Police Department~ 1974); Koepsell ... Girard and. Associates, 
An.' EV!1.luationof the Texas" Six- City Pr9gram, 1975; An Evaluation 
''0£ the Mesquite; •. T~xas, CriIne P't'evention Prog~am" 1975; An 

" Evaluation of the Garland Crime P;reven~ion Progratn~ 1975,. Anv 
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unsystematic in nc:ture. Highlighting this point, our source 
noted that Il---there is no doubt that crime prevention activities have, 
in,m~ny instances, been effective. Unfortunately, however, most 
have been subjected to little evaluation be,yond subjective Judgements 
6r limited observations .•• II !! 

Nonetheless, the types of indicators that have been offered 
generally relate to three types, of'measurements. These measurements 
can be summarized as fonows: 

D 

'!:.! 

Efficiel;lcy Measur'es. Such indicators are normally 
u,sed to document theamourlt of activity that takes 

, ,place i. e. the number of sur:veys conducted. ,As such, 
this measure represents an assessment of. energy 
expended, regardless of ir.apact. 

Effectiveness Measures. These indices are usecl to 
"evaluate the impact of program activities upon an 
identified problem. They are "endJ ,i orient~d and 
relate to what is defined as program goals and II 

objectives; not to the way in wh~ch the program is 
~,chieved i.e. reduction in the burglary rate. As such, 
thesemeasuJ..,E5'8 assess the result of an effort rather 

:J 

than the effort itself. 

Attitudinal Measur~ These are opinion measures 
which s<erve as indicators as to whether a program 
is satisfying public expectations. In other words, if 

,," the liright thing"" is being done according t~ those 
receiving service~. 'As such, this type of measure is " 
based on the "attitude,,'of tH.ose that have received . ' -. ". - ~ ,- - " ,-' 

's(~rvices trom or participated ina prograrn. 

(continued footnOte) Evalua'f:ion 'o.rthe~ Pandhand1e Texas Regional 
CrimePreveriHci'n ,Program; An ,Evciluat16nof' tlie]iastTexas ~egiona1 
C.rin:;te Prevention Progia:m~' 197,p; ;:lnq. Office' of Criminal Just~ce ' 
P1arinmg) Crime Specific' Burglary 'PreventionHand.book"(Sa?raml:'!nto, 
State of Californ'iai~ 19'141. 
NaUonal, Gommission onProductivitYiOpportunitiesF-orlmproving 
12,rO'duotivity lnPoliceServices (Washington, D~ C'. National Co:rnmission' 
qn ,J?foductiv:ity~ 1973) p. 38. C' " 
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Within the context of these basic measurements the following 
have be~n suggested as efficiency inc;licators:l/ 

" -

1/ 

2/ 

Number of inspections c~nducted; 

the cost to" conduct surv-eys; and, 

{j 
the time spent in the, survey process. 

Effectivene,ss measures that were recommended included:~/ 

Number of those surveyed that complied totally, 
parHally or hot"at all with survey recommendations; 

~ (I 

Number of burglaries committed against targets with 
all recommen,dations implemented, partial implemented, 
and not implemented at all; , 

Number of burglaries committe,d against non':inspected 
p;remises; 

'" Total burglary rate; 

The number of recommended improvements (target 
hardening measures) subsequently defeated; and, 

data on displacement (both geographical and type of' 
crime). 

See ~spedallycOf£ice of Criminal Justi~e Planning, Crime Specific 
BurglaryPreventi(h'l Handbook,p. 47 •. White; et. al. Police Department 
P~ograms For Burglary Prevention ('Vashington, D. C.The Urban 0 

Institute, 1975), p.,?l~ Koepsell-Girard artd AssoCiates, A:n Operationa:! 
Guideta Dat~ Development and Analysis~or Crime Prevention Program 
Admmistralion (Falls Church, Va. Ko,epsell-Girard and Associat,es,' . 
p. 20-30. 
Ibid 
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Attitudj,nal measures, many of which are II---based on a.necodetes 
and subjective impres sions II, may also be considered valid components of 
evalua,.'Hon in the eyes of past researche,s ... Y Such m,easures include: 

c 

reports from those involved in the survey proceSf) 
concerning unsuccessful burglary attempts after 
recommendations 'were 'implemented; 

" requests to be re-surveyed following facility 
remodeling andlor other changes in security 
conditions ;. 

c(unments as to a"reducHon in the "feal,1I of crime 
or victimiz~tion ~fter being survey~d;and, 

indications that the 'survey was just what the 
citizens desired andlor it improv,~d their image 
of the orga~ization that performed the work. 

Moreover, a va.rietyo£' indices have been suggested for use in 
evaluating the security survey technique. To date, little knowledge exists 

. ~ 

as to their real-life applicability <;l:rlH value. Documentation as to this 
issue will thus be' aggregated during the resear~h. 

11 Ibid., see especially White eta ala ,and Koepsell-Gira,rd and 
A~sociatesl p. 28-30. 
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