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around 30% in the frequency of crime. Non reporting appears to
be associated with particular characteristics of the offence such as - o
low or negligible puoperty loss and a better picture of burgla.ry in

Q

i Houses were more subject to this offence than flats and it can_ be I é<§T1~v;L?re
calculated that 3.6%of city dwellings and 1. 4% of rural dwellings were N 8

subject to burglary in 1982. Dwellings in the central city ‘area were ©

more frequently burgled than could be expected from the proportion of

.
Q

Ch sl

omERO

"Victoria therefore needs to be established.
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residential buildings in the area.
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SUMMARY " o
. . !
¢ NON RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY
. ) ‘ o ' 3 o \&
A survey of all burglaries reported to police in Victoria LR o w0 " Non residential burglary accounted for 41% of the offences
between IZl:h February, 1982 and 11th August, 01982:;15 degcribed,m . { surveyed. It occurred relatively more frequently in rural Victoria
this report. “ o _ . 7 ‘ than metropolitan Melbourne compared with residential burglary and
p l o ‘ - V F L generally took place in premises which had been vacant overnight or
I ! o - s i i .
P In general, burglary occurred more.often in metropohtoan N longer. In over two thirds of cases, entry was gained through a
S/ T Melbourne than would be expected from the population distribution in | door or windew.
i [E the State. About 60% of offences were discovered between 8.00 a.m. ] ﬂ ‘
'}j’z N 3 . - ’ ° ’
if ’ and 8.0({ p-m. and in 86% the premises had been vacant for over two - ) Shops accounted for 24% of non residential burglaries ‘
;ﬂ. i hours. . ’ ' [ ) o 11 ] g surveyed, followed by offices and schools. The average value of 5
? ‘items taken was $425.00, including 24% of offences where nothing was
; ﬂ— - The average value of property stolen was $608.00. 'lf.hxs, . g stolen. About 1% of ‘these offences involved proferty valued at
g ;é = fiéﬁ"re includes 23% of cases in which nothing was taken and a further | ‘ J ] over $5,000.00. ”
: % ’f ° 9% oP ‘cases which involved goods valued at less than, 3500 00. The - R E ﬁ] : o
| % o - most frequent item stolen was money, followed by Jewellery and - P R ‘, 0
: B 'tele‘nswn sets.. . T S C m CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS o
ﬁ . E ﬁ : o - . . . 4 3 ﬂ ‘, % . After theft, burglary is.the most frequently reported £
" . k. £ : RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY ' R | :H offence in Victoria and there is a body of evidence.from both Australia . ;;
é - - o ) ” Mo and overseas to suggest ‘that many victims do not report the entry of f
" £ v Residential burglary made up.59% of all offences surveyed. RS El their premises to the police. This could lead to underestimates of

%§ »° . . a i ° ) a | o A survey of victims is 4ently needed to >establxsh the =

{g o . Jn.moSt_cases the tines of discovery and periods the , . f real cost of bur _g}ary to the comnmnitl and 1dentxfy those factors ; ' 0
% A preuuses were vacant uere consistent: with the offences _takinag place : e w}‘x ch pz'edz.spose people to not repgrti j illegal entry °£ their " R
' ~during daylight hours.° In 75% of cases entry was gained through a ° o et E - S premses to thepolice. RN , , '

door or window. s : o, T e
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In so far as prevention of burglary depends on the physical
characteristics of the buildings involved, increased surveillance
of frequently empty buildings seems most likely to reduce the
incidence of bu}glary.A Security elarms nay fﬁrther reduce the
frequency with which burglars successfully remove property from
premises which they enter. “

It is therefore recommended that the public be encouraged
to co-operate in reducing the period of time for which buildings
remain obviously unprotected by providing security inspections or
alarms or improvegineighbourhood surveillance.

iU

Property other than money which is taken in successful o
burglaries usually includes easily transportable and disposable
items such as jewellery and televisions. /bisposai of these goods
relies on an effective method for redistributing these goods.

N}

. It is therefore recommended that gc%?vities directed
specifically at 6reaking the distribution network for stolen goods
be_given high priority. e .
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17
- gntering a Building Unlawfully

- Non-Residential Premises used for
gain including Banks, Factories,
Offices, Service Stations, Shops
(Smash. § Grab), Shops (Other), .
-Stores and Warehouses, Other
Commercial Prem;ses

o

- Nanyaesidential Premises not used
" for gain incluﬂing~Build;ugs under
1co‘,t ction §
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Unlawful entry of Building other
than Residential} including

Banks, Factories, Offices, Service
Stations, Shops (Smash § Grab),
Shops (Other), Stores § Warehouses,
Other Commercial Premises,
Buildings under construction §
unoccupied Buildings, Government,
Public § ¥anicipal Buildings,
Recreation Premises, Scout

Halls, Sports Grounds, Schools &
Other Educational Buildings,
Other Buildings.

Aggravated Burglary, Unlawful Entry
of Dwelling House or Flat, Garages,
Sheds, Holiday Homes, Residential
parts of Hotels/Motels, Guest
Houses, Hostels, Homes (Other),
Homes (Aggravated Burglary) and
Other Dwellings.
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INTRODUCTION

This report will describe the characteristics of burglaries
The research project

‘ ’ 1 . 1.0,
i v reported to police in Victoria during 1982.
| was undertaken by the Crime Statistics Section, Victoria Police,

o in response to community concern, expressed particularly by the
“~-insurance 1ndustry, about the incidence and solution rates of

- % Q} burglary. Retall burglary alone has been estimated to result in a
 rH monetary loss of $10.2 million a year in Victoria (Challinger, 1982).

Burglary accounts for 27% of all offences reported to v

. ; gg ’ poliée in victoria [Victoria Police, 1982a) and the(ger capita i E

- o » incidence of the offence in the State is second oni>\to that in’ South §

’i § ]H ! Australfia (Bxles, 19(b) The number of’ 1nc1dents has increased each ° ?

® S ryear for over five years (Victoria Police, 1980, 1982b) but their !
: % : relatxve contribution to the wotrkload of the Force has remained

D m faifly cgnsthnt. ’ i .

f - : I} ‘ ¢ The crime of burglary is defined by)the Cr1mes Act 1958 r . g

$.76 as unlawful entering of a building with intent to steal or
comm;t otherboffences. It evolved under the basic societal concept
I that a man's home is hls castle and or1g1nally covered only breaking
Lﬂ ‘ and entering of buildings which took place at n1ght (Cocke, 1969).

- Protection of property has now become more important and burglary
is therefore generally categorised as a property crime.
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1.1. Police - Reported ﬁurglary
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Infbrmation about burglaries and offenders in the literature

. has mainly been obtained from police records or from surveys. of - : L e
R victims of these offences a&though there have Jbeen. two ‘Ammerican ‘ Ean e

. ' studies. »which incorporated interviews wzth knovm burglars (Scarr, S

. 1973, M guire, 1982) These 1nc1ude interpretat;ons o£ infbrmatzon
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. supported this flgure by demonstratlng that pollce reports can

7under—report offences 1n shops>by about 289.

“have shown that ‘about: 206 of thelr burglarles are not reported tollr”

RPN B o o & .
s \ o

A survey of v1ct1ms of crime in Australla whlch was‘ ,:;': e
undertaken in 1975 has suggested that burglary is not reported to- |
pollce An “about . one‘thlrd of cases known to the v1ct1m (A B. S., 1979)
and a recent survey of V1ctor1a retallers (Challlnger, 1982) has

Canadian flgures
show that a 51m11ar one th1rd of re51dent1al burglarles An that
country are not reported to pollce (Waller G 0k1h1ro, 1978)

Slmllarly v1ct1m survey conducted in the Netherlands

[#]

police and thls f1gure remalned fa1rly constant over f1ve years
whlle the overalI’reportlng of crlme decllned by about 206 (Van j
Dle 1979) R et ;»auf ,?"i :

PO

O

"~In Great Br1tarn about 806 of re51dent1al burglarles were

- reported to the pollce 1mmedlate1y the v1ct1ms returned home gghﬁ'

évoff1c1ally recorded by pollce (Sparks et al 1977,.;

’”-1nformed of the offence (Insurance Counc11 of Australla, 1983) and

R

'(Magulre, 1982)

those in: whlch noth1ng or low value 1tems were stolen,

However it is p0551ble that, 1n some Britlsh

Pollce Forces, up to 509 of these reported offences are not
One in two

male householders 1n Great Br1ta1n say that they would rather deal
w1th a burglar themselves than send fordthe pollce (Gallup Poll

.

Most 1nsurance companles_requlre that the pol1ce be

thlS w1ll 1nev1tably lead to b1as 1n report1ng the crlme agalnst
Thls is.

T

con'lstent w1th Dutch research wh1ch suggests that reportlng of

Q0

ey

,192-( Residential § Non‘Residential Burglary“

There seems to be a general consensus among cr1m1nolog1cal

e

,jresearch into burglary that re51dent1al and non-residential offences
' are dlst1nct from one another and these dxfferences can be seen in

both the characterzstlcs of the’ offence and in the motlvatlon of the
;offenders._

For»ex?hple the 1nc1dence of re51dent1a1 burglarles 1n

Pol1ce, 1981a) (Flg 1) TR u«';p Cae ‘;a,‘_, e

BURGLARIES REPQRTED

: TO
'n VICTORCA POL!CE

L, POTAL,

R
R&SI0ENTIAL

_NON_AES0ENTIAL, o

Victoria has been ¢limbing steadlly 51nce 1974 wh11e ‘the 1ncrease in
‘ﬂnon-re51dent1al“burglarles ‘has been less con51stent (e 8. V1ctor1a 2

1

e e [N
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1.2.1.

Residential Burglary;"'
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Many studles concern themselves only with re51dent1a1

Zy

burglarles. These offences comprlse about 60 of all burglarles
freported to pollce (Scott, '1973;. Pope, 1977 V1ctor1a Police 1982b)
and nearly 10° of the tem offences most. frequently reported by- -
Most

:known studles of re51dent1al burglary have been undertaken 1n the

“victims in the Netherlands (Van Dijk & Ste1nmetz, 19803

»Unlted States, Canada, Great Br1ta1n and the Netherlands.«

In the Un ed States breaklng\ dpenterlng of houses -and
=dur1ng the dayOon weekdays (Clarke, 1972 Scott,

However, 1t has been suggested that thls

)
flats normally oce

1973; Repetto,“1974)
1nformat1on may be 1nfluenced by the prevrously documented selection -
of data 1nto pollce records because a v1ct1m survey carrled out in ‘%
Toronto suggested ‘that nearly 40% of‘resrdentral burglarles occurred

‘at nlght whlle the same information from comparable pollce records
suggested that 24g happened at n1ght (Waller §. 0k1h1ro, 1978)

ST

£

RAPG:

e

e 1‘f' There is. some ev1dence that resxdentral burglary oceurs:

S more often in the summer months (Chlmbos, 1973 Waller & 0k1h1ro,

¥ _ 1978), but these statrstrcs are ‘not consrstent with other workowhrch

7[§f;}'r'],suggests that mno srgnrfrcant seasonal varaatiopwoccurs (Conklln &
- B1ttner, 1973 Scarr, 1973 Pope, 1977) S _3_1,_ e r?,

I
e .

Res1dent1al burglarles appear to occur more 1n areas of
1ow socloeconomzc status and black households 1n the Unzted States

,_a;e;

Further,rthe ‘Toronto v1ct1m'survey found a slrght over-representation(

k??f%; g '”‘of weekend -dwelling house break1ngs and ‘these frgures are in accord
'_g wrth those from other studies in Canada and in New England (Chlmbos,
i g ’ 1973 Conklln & B1ttner,vl973) In the Netherlands, victims report
,;A%; that one ‘quarter of resrdentral burglarles took place durxng the‘“ :
Q%' day (Van Dijk § Sternmetz, 1980) . v

5

.

L

,{4

e -

s
Q

50% to 70% from analysis as police records.

%

Most bufglars enter residentlal buildings through the door
and. this figure is as high as 75% in victims surveys, compared with
In many cases the door
was unlocked or even open with only one quarter of door entries
requiring force or breaking (Scarrm 1973; Pope, 1977; Waller §
Okihiro, 1978; Van Dijk G Steinmetz, 1980). O

o

Property stolen from houses and flats in 1970 was eéstimated

_at $400 million in the United- States, for police reported offences

alone (U.S.A., F B. I,, 1971). Br1t1sh 1nsurance compan1es paid out

~ £108. 8 million in respect to resrdentlal burglary in the first half

~ of 1982 (Gallup Poll, 1982).
'generally low, Overseas studies indicate ‘burglaries where noth1ng

- is stolen can Va / fromm46 up to 80% (Scarr, 1973; Waller § Oklhlrg,

However, the value of each offence is

1978). Money 1s“stolen in about one third of residential burglarles‘

- in the Netherlands and jewellery in one case of every e1ght (Van
- Dijk § Ste1nmetz, 1980)
. vary from place to Place, according to ava11ab111ty (Ma

but there is a nw1era1 consensus that'

"Most (resrdentlal) burglary losses are of moderate value ,

,and 1nc1ude goods ‘that are easrly converted to cash" (Pope, 1977)

jj =

Re51dent1al burglary has a unrversally low solution rate

even when estrmates are based on orly pollce reported offences. The 0

figure of 15% in Vrctorra (V;ctorla Pollce, 1983) 1s lowe” than for -
any“other offence in the MaJor Crime ;Index and Amerrcan frgures range
from 19% to 40%

- The solutron of burglary appears to be most

The typelof property 1nvolved seems to 5 -

In Canada 14% of burglary offenders are caught whxle
:rln London the f:gure is below 10% (Scarr, 1973, Repetto. ‘1974; Pope,
1977;, Mark, 1978): |
vstronglygxnfluenced by the perrod that premises were»vacant (Braybrook
S et .;(;, .
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The reported arrest rates for non-residential burglaries
overseas range from 19% to 39% (Pope, 1977; Scarr, 1977) while in.
Victorielthe arrest rate for the;e offences is about 20% (Victoria
Police, 1982b).

To summarise, there seem to be only two consistent pieces:

of information arising from overseas ‘research into residential.
burglariess. Entry in these offences is mostly effected through the
door of the premise§ and there is always a very low arrest rate

compared with other criminal offences reported to police. Information P
1.2.3. Summary

about the t1V's that offences most often take place is contradictory

and, whzle in general the property which is taken seems to be low 1n
value, the proportion of house breakzngs which result in anythlng
'f g% o being stolen at all appears to vary from study to study. ‘

 In summary, non-re31dent1a1 burglaries appear to be '

generally different from residential burglaries in temporal
-characteristics, in means of entry by the burglars and in the value o
of property taken. Differences in the arrest rates for the two

1.2.2. Non-Residential Burglary

\ type§75?goffeheerare small and are almost certainly affected by ’ ' g

)

©

factors such as the time the building was vacant more. than by the
Studies of burglarles 1nvolv1ng factorles, shops and other ‘

type of building burglarised.
non-res1dentlal buildings are less prollfic than those describing o
similar residential offences and nearly all of the avazlable data

comes from the United States of America. ’

Q

@

These apparent differences between the characteriétics of

H
TR WL

residential and non-residential burglaries will be refleeted in this o -

de burel L report and information will be presented to allow the two types of
N - t a n ° Q ) )
on-residential burglary in America appears to involve offence- to be considered separately as well as under the general O

heading of burglaries in Victoria. o

mostly business premlses&and there is evxdence that fhctory and
school breakings occur less frequeqtly (Scarr, 1973; Pope, 1979). o

s It seems thet,fin general, non-reSidential burglaries
are more likely to be committed at night and on weekends than
~res:.denual offences (Scarr, 1973, Conklzn § Bittner, 1973, Pope,
V1977) and less than half of the buzldzngs involved were»entered v
through the door with a similar proportion requiring breaking o€ -
glass in a window or door (Scarr, 1973; Pope, 1977). e : AR

o

STUDY METHOD L _—

=
o

(="

2. 0. This project surveyed Modus Operandl forms concernxng

‘burgiarzes which were submitted to the Statistics Sectzon of the
Informatxon Bureau, Victoria Police, between 12th Fehruqry and the o ~ ~%U“3.
"“ta<1982.o During th:s period a sample of one in every ten i

[l

The property stolen in American non-residehtial burglaries

L is of hzgher average value than that stolem in reszdent:al burglar:es

L ‘and very few of these break:ngs do not result-;n anythzng bezng taken
(Scarr, 1973; Pope, 1977) In Vlctoria, a survey f ﬁurglaries of
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2.1. Statistical Analysis : : , - ,,
- Data from the study sample were recorded and converted S I . ‘ ) ‘ .
to coding for statistical amalysis using the.Statistical Package o : 0 ] o : . . )
for Social Sqienees {(Nie et ‘al, 1975). Appropriate weighting ' - . ' 7 ' ] ' o _ L
factors have been used throughout. 'Missing data has been.excluded . ~ ' e et S ) .
from all analyses and this had led to some inconsistencies in . » : _ "'q : )
sample sizes between tables. ‘ ' ‘ o ‘ B N j ‘ R .
. i ;&' . ) : ) B 7 : E K ! o e Q- » v D - - ‘ | B ?
. D1fferences between categor1ca1 var1ab1es have been e ‘O i, . B el L o S
, i A : - . - )
tested for sta ist . s } P
t-test. The§e1d1fferences are repogﬁ?d,throughout«thls repbrtoasz- ' i
K o N . o ‘ = . : .h B : N
-significant at the 5% level

very significant at the 1% level,uand? A
‘highly significant at the 0.1% level. o

. This means that conservatlve measures of signlficanee

have been recognised an§\1t is possible that some differences WhICh\’
may be s1gn1f1cant1y related havc®been reported as random.’ .

2.2. Geographic Breakdowns
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3.0.

the survey of burglaries reported to chtorxa Police betnéen
February and August, 1982, in terms of:- . . - SR

This chapter of the refort described the Tesults.of

3

I . .

1) General characteristics of burglaries - _
in Victoria. : . ; L

2) Cotparison of Tesidential and |
non-residential burglaries in : ,
Victoria. .

3) Non-residential burglarzes in s k | o
V1ctor1a o - St » L

3.1. GENERAL CHARACTER&STICS OF BURGLARIES IN

VICTORIA

Burglary in Victoria is more likely to occur in Central
Melbourne than in any other area. Nearly all ﬁurglaries take place
in premises which have been vacant more than two hours ‘and money

“is the most frequently reported item stolen, followed by Jewellery
and television sets. 1In half of the offences property taken was
valued at less than $100.00

<3

NE: Y ,,7

ff ;e,whzle the 1nvolvement of other parts
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3.1.2. Period Premises Vacant

Q

About 84% of burglaries took place in buildings which

had been vacant more than two hours (Fig. 3).

PERICD PREMISES VACANT.

&
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Times Burglaries Discovered _ .

0

Burglary offencés were discovereds%t times about equally
distributed througoh the day.

(Fig. 4). ‘

TIME OF DISCOVERY -~ o
orF ‘ :
BURGL-ARY.
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e In up to 75° of/burglarles whlch 1nv01ved Jewelle;y/
portable radlos cassettes/other electronlc equlpment/food other
q;~property was: also 1nv01ved Yet in half of the money offences

%o

’,gonly the 51ng1e 1tem was taken.‘_,p

Table 2. Property Taken'in Burglaries

" Proportion of

~ Proportion of "tf Item with iA11 Repﬂrted

gy

VA

=)

-

PrdpertYfTYPE_ eeZ:Item Alone H*' Other ProPerty*ft' Burglaries**"
— S roeyana . (Ne7068)

‘(N-4395) (N—3736)

Nl  100.0%
fDrdés‘ L e

n:Jewellery

'Flrearms

i}

*Televisions;

[

R

i

ey

e
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'leUe of PropertytTakeﬁﬂ

and only a very small proport1on offences 1nvolved goods worth over,,w,~,
$S 000 00 (Flg 5) ,:~'f3“ Sl ‘ :

I\

g

LThe average value of prqperty taken 1n Vlctorlan burglar1es

was $608 06 (+ $24 68'S. E ) Over two thlrds of those offences whlch ,
1nvolved the stealxng of property were valued at less than $500 00 v ~';~. ' 'J ‘

Lol

aa 3/e -
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L 13as e,
 #100/~43000.

¥
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Type: of Burgleries,

J‘ : Re51dentlal burglarles comprlsed 59y1° ofqall burglarxes
’1nc1uded in th1s study. Th1s flgure is sllghtly hlgher than that
‘reported by Stat1st1cal Revxew of Crime (Victor1a Pollce,:1983)

for ‘the entlre year 1982 but th1s dlfference is not statlstlcally

‘s;gnlflcant (Table 3). - o ,‘r BRSO
. /Js‘ - 4(»1 . :
TablevS' ‘Residential § Non-Residential Bgrglaries‘ "k' o

This Survey . Official Statistics

f“(N=5955)‘Q o ( 67588)
oTse1 s 6 -

“Chi Square Test -

Tofsummar;se the,general characterlst1cs of bu: glaries

"

? o ) . .85% of the premises which were entered ﬂ :
PR ﬁh?d-been‘va;ant for more than-two heurs. | ;
m ’ ‘, - ’ : :
- -+ 79% of burglaries were discovered between o R s S
* : ';4.00 a.m. and 8.00 p.m: | v U
T '.yzsﬁ;of‘burglaries did not involve the b
;g o : ~ stealing of‘property;° A further one | i
' - third 1nvolved steal1ng of money, 11% ~ %
;'t1nvolved Jewellery and 8% invol‘?g g
‘,telev151ons. ) v 0 d
Flrearms, Jewellery and portable G e e h S o
Aelectronlc equ1pment were often. taken ‘ | § .

'Tw1th other types of property

v:Two thrrds of property taken was valued
;ﬂat less than $500 00 ;

Overihalfbthe burglarles'ln




©3.2.1. “Place of Re51dent1a1 and Non;Re51dentlal Burglarles

_Residential burglarles ( t\)more 11ke1y to be reported
\ in theoNorthern and .Eastern Sectors of metropolxtan Melbourne

.

3

& [‘ . while non-re51dent1a1 burglarles Formed a great proportlon of the
4 0
offences Teported in the Southéé% Sector of Melbourne and in e
. AR - rural V1ctopla (Table 4) R LR o
“ ' §: \‘ @ =
Table 4. Place of Residential and Non;ResioentiaI‘Buggiaries o =
: fe 7;f. Type of Buﬁg;ary o : . -y
Re51dentlal uNon-Re51dentia1
‘-(N—4046) (N 2919)

- Central Clty

Western Sector
;Northernﬁsector;_i

:Easternbsectoff'

Southern Sector
Rural V1ctorla

Ch1 Square Test -
nghly Slgn1f1cant

.'hours CTable 6).

f{place 1u dwelIIngs that have been vacan
in fewervofnthese«ofTEnces the build'x

Table 5. Time of Discovery of Residential § Non

-Residential Burglaries
o ; Type of Burglary
ime of Discove ' r . s
Iy :jﬂsiiﬂgﬂgigi Non-Residentia]
| o ‘ (N<3936) (N—2580)\
Midnight to 4.00 a.m. - ' 5.8 o 11.3 -
4.01 a.m. to 8.00 a.m, o 5.3\ e 30.7 0% SR t
. 8 01 a. m. to Noon N ¢ o 13.2 ‘ - 27.8 “ ! e .,
Noon to 4.00 p.m. - £26.5 , o 11'9 e e I?
4.01 p.m. to 8.00 p.m. . 28.8 . 9.3 R 1
8.01 p.m. to Midnight 2.4 - 5.5 - L | ¢
100.0 100.0 , s i
<] 2 § —— *1
, g . 4
Chi Square Test - ’ o o - i
Highly Significant i : .
. i s : ? ’ > “‘«;_,_‘ [/
372;3. Period Premises;Vacent én‘Residential G'Ngn;gesidéﬁgiéi Burgiafies;u )

Nearly one half of non

-re51dentxal burglarles occurred 1n;~j;d TR
between . 7 and 18 hours, and in a ey | E

 the premises were vacant over 24 . L
In contrast 60/ of re51dent1a1 burglarles took
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Table 6. Perlod Premises Vacant in Residentia} & Non- Res1dent1a1

G

Period Vacant

9

Less‘?han 1 hour
1 to 2 hours
3toé6 hours

7 to 12 hours
13 t6) 18 hours
19 to 24 hours
Over 24 hours

Cn1 Square Test -

nghly Slgnlflcant

o Burglar1es o )
| o
Type of Burglary ... _.. e
~ . -Residential Non-Residential -
L (N=3912) (N=2750) .
Lo 5 -
SN ' 10.5 11.7
4.8 ‘ 1.7 : /
e 29.3 7.2
- 29.7 "19.8
. 6.9 8.9
Yo 3.3 6.7
T 155 24.0

LY

1100.0

@

1100.0

-3.2.5. Method offEntry in Residential § Non-Residential Burglaries ‘ !

f‘enter the bu11d1ng were secure has not been presented becaLse it

There was also a significant difference between residential
and non-residential burglaries in the average value of items stolen.
In residential burglarxes the -average value of property stolen, as
'reported by police, was $743.79 (+ $23.51 S.E.) while in
non-resxdentlal burglaries the average value of porperty stolen was
$425.12° (+ $26.25 S.E.) (t-test - h1gh1y SIgnlflcant) -

o ' ‘;b

-
3]

Over half of res1dent1a1 burglar1es reported to police ?
dnvolved window entry of the dwelling and 41% involved entry through ; 4
the door (Table 8) By comparlson, only 43% of buildings involved

in non-re51dent1a1 burglarles were entered through the w1ndow

and there were many more entries through the roof or wall of the T
bulldzng.n Infbjhatlon about whether the doors or w1ndows used to g

YR g

insuranfe requzrements.;

an-Re51dent1a1
’ (N=2911)




3.2.6. Discussion

=

res1dent1a1/burglarxes and non-res1dentia1
burglaries reported to police in Victoria d1ffered f rom each other
in their geographic location, in the times they were dlscovered

in the period the premlses were vacant, in the frequency with which .

e)no .property was taken, An the value of property taken and in the
more usual methods of entry. : : s

Q

In summary,

ES

a

Residential burglaries comprlsed a greater Jproportion S
of Metropolitan burglaries than rural burglarles.

They occurred
more often in the Northern and Eastern Subunbs whil

e'non—residential‘
burglarles were more l1kely to occur in the Southern Sector of the City.

" and 18 hours
This is conSistent with their be1ng entered at
nlght or over the weekend when buszness
unattended

: : : . @

or over 24 hours.

premrses are more usually

S >

. EA
i

,f';‘iijgb' In contrast, burglary of dwelllngs 'was mozre. llkely to
be dlscovered in the afternoon and evenrng in premrses ‘which had

been vacant between 2 and 12 hours. These facts poxnt to aihzgh

proport1on of re51dent1al burglarles occurrlng durzng the»day

esrdentxal breakxngs were less'likely.t
’stealing offproperty and were more_llkely to nvolve en
‘he‘ro‘f o; wall of the bulld,ng whll resident

2

) .g.wxxn{wgm-?’ igs

wF i mese 6w,

'

3.3. RESIDENTIAL BURGLARIES IN VICTORIA

-t

About 40,000 re51dentia1 burglaries were . reported to

Victoria Police in 1982 (Victoria Police, 1983) and it can;be
o calculated that 2.9% of private dwellings
subject to burglary in that year (A B S

) S

were known to‘beﬂr
.y 1981).

. Most buzldxngs entered in these residentlal burglarles

. were permanent residences, i. e., houses or flats, but a. further :

6.2%.of~these<ofEEnces involved garages and sneds"and l 4/
holiday homes_(Eig. Gf?" '

involved

g
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R T eyt
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RESIDEN'I'IAL BUQGLARIES

ﬂ?nsnwavnut »onn:cluntz: 1-1%%,
HOLIDAY "HOMES, 1. &'ofq, :
OTHER. -7,

B
&

"O

ean




I e

:
g

7k - B ' 0ver 90% of permanent dwellxngs entered in re51dent1a1 °

i burglar1es in Melbourne involved break1ng and entering of private
houses. Th;s is'a greater proportron than these buzldings contr1bute
' to dwe111ngs 1n the metropolrtan area CTable 9)

'TablelQ.

nype of Dwelling;;nvolved 1n Aetropolxtan Re51dent1a1 o
’ » Burglaries S l‘ T o o o
07 ‘Residentialtsurglaries Dwellings in Melbourne
PRI  (M.M.B.W., 1981)
L sy = (nes0523+%)

759

241 o

5.5

¢

o 10000 - 100.0

;;7‘ Includes only houses and flats. _ R - | °
Calculated from 1980" f1gures and dwelllngs R L e

commenced in 1979 1980.,

3, |

s,
PCrPE S

,—C@&"

oy

) 1%
Table 10. Places of Metropolitan Residential Burglaries ‘
Res1dent1a1 Burglary Proportion'of
y O?Tences Households -
» o (N=3540) v (M.M.B.W., 1981)
. V ' : (N=813402) .
%, %
Central City 19.8 12.1
Western Sector © 117 " 13.3 ©
Northern Sector . 20.7 o 20.1
_Eastern Sector 24.6 2.8
Southern Sector 23.2 27.7
=100.0 100.0
v ‘ ’ | 0 E o

Garage and shed burglarres were 1mportant“1n the Northern,
Eastern and Southern Sectors (Table 11) vhile nearly half of
burglar1es of res1dent1a1 hotels and motels and two thirds of
burglarles 1nvolv1ng holiday homes occurred in rural Vlttorla.v

Hollday houses were also important in the Southern Sector and hotel
and motel offences were frequent in the clty.
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Burglaries

Houses. §

Garages &

Building entered

Residential

Hoh.day

7

%Pro

Flats

Central

City
"Western .

Sector.

Northern
Sector

Eastern
Sector'.

Southern
Sector

Rural.
,Vzctorla

@,

(N=3830)
%

17.7

©

10.4.

18.4

22.0

19.5

11.9

i

Schools

Hotels/Mot Its Homes

Other Total

(N=263;
%

(N=48)

bl

n(;¢=51)'
‘%

23.0

.(N=44)
5 %

. 20.0
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. Infcontrast nearly two thirds of hollday houses and one thlrd
of garages and sheds had been unattended for over 24 hours and the time :
-°  these offences were discovered lay within the normal times in which . o
the§ would be needed by their owners. OVer‘30%ﬁof unoccupied “‘1 o
B dwellings in Victoria at any one time are holiday homes (A.B.S.,1981). L
& 0 " ¢ |
Table 12. Time of Discovery of Residential Burglaries ’ Q: —_—
S "‘?5:5“ ) ° ‘ . i
‘ Type of Buildiﬁg‘ : E
| ° Houses § Garages § Residential = Holiday Other o i
1 ‘ - Flats Sheds Hotels/Motels Homes . ﬁ
11 o (N=3550)  (N=244) (N“44)  (N=S5)  (N=43)
v \ - % % : % % S
Midnight e | T - :
to 4.00 a.m. 5.8 - 2.8 . 18.8 2.3
4.01 a.m. R e T e : : . ‘
to 8.00 a.m. 4.0 41.7 - 15.8 s
R 8.01 ao‘m. . R N . g . ‘k ‘ ' 3 e } B
" to 12.00 p.mn.  11.6 q - 38.6 36.8 : .o B
' . T - TR Gy : R
o to 4.00 p.m. - 27.2° 21,9 83 ~  27.3 ,10.5 SRR 1S L
o 4.01 p.m. : B ST AR Th EIR SRR T SRR N
¢ ~ to8.00pm ~ 20.9  14.6 - . 22,9 . 22.7 10.5 : R
8.01 P.m. . ] S . . R  : s . S o ; ’ . i

to Midnight = 21.5 - 5.0 ;8.3 9.1 . 15.8
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Table 13. Period PrémisestaéantIiﬁ~Residehtial”Bufgiaries ‘ RN L o e i o .
R : N ' S ‘Table 14: - Value of Property Stolen in Residential Burglaries
R e .,,;i‘ o b g;., T

S

o - I Bulldlng e ,1“‘ e
J . ;! i e —— »‘,\“: e e LT

Type of Bu11d1ng

_ ‘value of _:]iHouses §. Garages.ﬁ Res1dent1a1  “Hd1iday11 e :
‘Gopds Stolen;~‘Flats‘;; ,’Sﬁeds'n - Hotel/Motel Homes = Other
B v:a _(N=33§z)s_,(Ng231) . (N=42)  (N=52)  (N=40) "
ER o e R s Mo : . . - Coani
Nl 225 S4 104 19.6 114
~ $1-$100 f~7'11¥‘2°‘4‘f7“' »24“7-;! 2008 196 2”29'5,
$1o1-$soo ;q;zz 1 510 . 521 214 45 5
o $mn$umo - 14,6 ;‘:;;9sjg«x31m473,557a“ 91}
’ ?ufo $1001-$50Q0 ;17 9 89 21 ma1 45 .
over. $sooo 2 5. 0.8 . ;;;4;2‘?f.“,‘*f-'1"’ e

e

 Housé & -Garéﬁes &,- Re51dent1a1'Q; Hollday A
Flats - Sheds =~ Hotel/Motel  Homes Other o

Wess28) (24d)  (wa3)  (WSS)  (NeAS)

o
oF
o0

lhour 10,9 9.2 292 . 17.0 = 1050

1to02 - L
hours 5.0 L7
3to6 e e
~hours - ;f 30.7 - 1801
hours . .. - 30.8 “o15.5 0 o 54
u¢ﬁ;owffﬂ‘;jf gﬂ‘Vf-;,f.7?
““hours. . 6.1 - 18.1 - . . 6.3
';, 119;tO 24f‘¥p ﬁ_‘u"‘v;f ‘. , 8 FP
Cover” ! omn s e e o
24 ‘hours 13.6 3.7 125

Ch1 Square Test -  5i’1”f?fff;'3f :‘; S
nghly Srgnlflcant 1;,,;3;[{f7»:”f¢~”":

;l.Chl Square Test e .%  ~ 1,‘;ZFA 3;,,.;
.wﬂlghly Slgn1f1cant s R

‘?;“}‘3}3,3..fVBapé*df;prgpeffy Stdi¢ﬁ*in‘Résiaéhpiéi"aurgiafies7’!?;flf

; ﬁbq

~The vaiue of goods(ln res1dentlal burglarles showed

‘ ’c;jdlstlnct patterns

<§entered
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- occurred 1n prem1ses Whlch had been vacant overnlght or on”the"

L

‘ w1ll be descr1bed in detail W1th particular refer nce to-the t

- occurred therp]F*

Y

The value of goods stolen in res1dent1a1 burglarles agarnfo
reflects those transportable 1tems avallable to be stolen.

Garages
and sheds and hotel ‘and motel rooms were more llkely to prov1de

1tems 1n the $10l to $500 range wh11e 206 of offences 1nvolv1ng

houses and hollday houses 1nvolved no loss and a further 40% 1nvolved
property valued at over $500 00 Lo el

Non-re51dent1a1 burglarles comprlsed 40 9°
whlch occur 1n V1ctor1a' '

of burglar1es .
they ’ontrlbuted to a greater proportlon h
of burglar1es that took place 1n rural V1ctor1a than those reported
1n metropolltan Melbourne. '

A;In general' non-re51dentlal burglarles

weekend

In nearly one quarter of_these breaklngs no property was
stolen.. Entry ‘was galned through the door or w1ndow 1n '99 )

non-resxdentlal burglary cases butfthrough the roof or wall 1n a
further 12° of these offences.fili. L e

In thls sectloncof the report non-res1dent1a1 burglarles

ypes ,

of bu11d1ng

1nvolved and thc characterlstlcs of?offences whzch

‘Buildings involved in Non-Residential Burglaries

F’RﬁMl S ES INVOI.VED
IN

: NON-RESIDENTIAL ﬂBURGLARIES

tucropr '
- Ppesy

! ‘bFflet’, :

LY

3.* BANK, 0-3%74. 3
NN\ FERVICE STATION, |- 3¢/
\. STORE & WARENOUSE.
\ OTHER. 2:2%0

o 1s2%e]

s of burl

,1n;Central Clty ,urglarlespreflected the;premlses 1n that.
iarea wzth‘aéhigh 1nc1dence of £Fices. wove

i f—ﬁr-cw‘bf i

dlngs entered dlffered 1n d1fferent parts

: -re51dent1a1
The bu11d1ngs

AT 5/ ;:&::.i e
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Table 15 Places of Premlses Entered in Non-Resrdentlal Burglarles

-‘®; nv‘ﬂ

- 'Bulldlnngntered“'"

Serv1ce Statlon
Shop

Stores and
Warehouses

Other Commerc1al

Bu11d1ng under
Constructlon

Government Pub11c
Mun1c1pa1 ‘
Bu11d1ngs

Recreat1onal
Premlses, Scout
- Hall § Sports
Ground - .

'k“kSchools and

Other Educatronal
Bu11d1ngs

Other

Proportxon of
Total

Highly Significant

*fcgnffal" Western.

‘Nérthern

"i.piéce;f

‘Eéstefn5fsouthé}n' Rural

,;;City

~Sector  Sector

‘§ectbr’~ V1ctor1a~

ftNé530)

.

‘7~7;Ii»
19 8'1,
1.4

264

16.0 .

(N-318) (xr_v,=358)

- %;

Sector . §
;cNé4;$)f.';z

o
170 1

LS4

‘niaf;¢25}0l 2

(N-684)
’,%&

.(N?§941~

=

'fd§.4.2¢_ T1me of D1scovery & Per1od Premlses Vacant in Non-Residential

Bvrglarles

In general the times reported for dlscovery of

ﬁvnOn-re51dent1al burglarles reflect the nature of the premises-
1nvolved and the act1v1t1es of securlty guards and dev1ces (Table 16)

About three quarters of offlce, serv1ce statlonc ‘store and
5 warehouses and government or munlclpal bulldlngs burglarles were
d1scovered in’ the t1me perlods 4, 00 a. m. to 8. 00 a.m, and 8.00 a.m.

to noon, wh1ch 1ncludes ‘the tlmes when the1r occupants usually start

work In contrast all bank burglarles and many shop burglarles
were dlscovered befbre work hours for those premlsesoand this can
be explalned by the1r spec1a1 secur1ty arrangements. Nearly half

f of‘smash-grab robberlgs 1nvolv1ng -shops occurred 1n premlses h :
vacant less than 1 hour and 46° occurred between mld-nlght and 4 a,m..

’jTable 16? : T1me of D1scovery of Non-Res1dent1a1 Burglarles R

Trme of D1scovery "”¥f"b-LV,i?iv~'IXPG'Of‘Bhildiﬂgf:h

Servxcefa,
Factory 0ff1ce Station~;

";Store andj
Warehouse
——NOUSE.
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The . t1mes burglarles in dlfferentqtypes of bu11d1ngs
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’were discovered can be 1nterpreted in terms of the perlods they

were vacant (Table'l7) Burglarles vhich were more often dlscovered

T

'durlng night t1me hours, that 1s in banks and shops, were more

EERE SR o 3 Dl

‘411ke1y to have been vacant only a short t1me if at. all. Gn the

Period 5 S, service® Store‘and Other
, Vacant ‘ Bank Factory Stationg ~Shop ,Warehouse Commerc1a1
y (N—B) - (Ne217) (N=49) -~ (N=663)  (N=58) (N—4o1)

lother hand about one half of’ serv1ce statlon burglarles occurred

in premlses vacant between 7 and 12 hours while one thlrd of offences

. ‘6\_0

involving factorles, offices, stores and warehouses, constructlon r@;f S e %
Sl - Less than -

'iq51tes and government bu11d1ngs occurred 1n prem1ses vacant 13 to g , e e e e
: -1 hour fyf-ﬂdo,o;',‘ils,g 3.6 ¢

L7

h°“rs S as 5 - e
ff»premlses vacant over 24 hours, that is over the weekend or. extended e e Sl E : g?f'ff'a,i]_tqh°“rs : o= 44 14,3 . o ' ‘
a
&

"18 hours.- Thls 1nfbrmat1on 1s cons1stent w1th the burglarles

4

ivhollday breaks ] 7 to 12 e e T e e
: " hours - 15_5 ',Q“‘s7.1‘ s ;25,2 ‘

o 19to 24

f\}ﬁ;kfﬁl»f hours

\ »l+, ér'3,0ver 24
. ,“}bi?p‘hours

0,‘-T-Ta,ble 16. Continued = s 20.3 - ~[f;7;9 T S

SN

. 2* 71 182 a7 a2.
10,0 1000 o ~10000° 1oo.Jo~ e b

e °f3uﬂdmg.

Other ' .7»“C6nstructionh Government : aEy
Commerc1a1 Sites*f5‘; Bulldlngs pRecreatlon Schools
(N.=4os_)%, W=139) (N—-130) . (N=2 (N=366)

24
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L e e _Jﬂl 5 ~p';*°3 4 3. Value of Property Stolen 1n Non-Resmdentxal Burglarles £

r:6ASZt ~'1K;k H‘feﬁ't,if?nb[:g;si{?i ':f; = e ", k 'i e v _ . ‘,,‘_ A 7‘_ R ‘,[L“
el ST L ] ’I:~rf T Property stolen from commerc1a1 prem:ses was twice as

el jsﬂllxkely'to be valued over $1000 than the property stolen from‘“

LB

33;2, :-i.‘x,1sf1 ,'y;.°7*2iﬁz7.,iif“'°"

42 as w06

79 1.8 531

. 1000 100.0.

: Ch1 Square Test - ﬁ
';Lﬂzghly 81gn1f1cant

adl a e e




Construction
Sites.

 (¥=138)

.G half c urglanes_of scl'ﬂoo
bu11d1ngs, 'property va ed under $ ,00 0!




'Value of Prqggrty Stolen from Commerc1al and
i Non-Commerc1a1 Burglarles

R

e

VNoh—deméréiaerremises
(N=1019)

27.0
37,0
21.7
8.8
5
0.4

T




ffproperty stolen 1n shop burglar1es reported to pol1ce 1n the current

survey was $574 99 (+ $SO 06 S. E. )h'but the 1ncon51stency 1n these (

two f1gures may reflect the 1nc1us1on of burglar1es 1n whlch nothlng
was stolen in the calculatlons.- Under-reportlng to pol1ce 1s  ,‘7 R BT | A
normally associated with lésser value offences (Bulkhulsen,‘ 9 8) :;qﬁi i f'f  ?f“  e B

and th1s factor leads to the conclusxon-that the mean*value of

property taken in all shop burglarles 1s, 1n fact, less than »”,

veffices._ Offlce burglary was also part1

, ’non-re51dent131 burglary offences“
vf{contrlbuted to. less than l%ﬁ
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4.0 coNCLusron’ANorRECOMMENDATIONS

After theft, burglary is the crime, ‘most frequently _
reported to pollce 1n Victoria (Vrctorra Polrce 1982a). Burglary ' o f
therefore remalns an offence which has a strong 1nf1uence on "

pub11c percept1on of pollce profe551ona115m and competence.v

It o
is also: the offence to whzch people ‘appear to con51der themselves
most at’ rlsk (Van Dle 1978)

T R T

It.can be calculated that reported
burglary_Ln Vrctorza resulted in loss of $42 million in property
S and 1nvolved 3 6% of metropolltan homes and 1 4% ofarural homes
. V'1n 1982 (A B. Ses 1981) i S
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A survey of v1ct1ms 1s urgently needed to establlsh
i’the real cost of burglary to the communlty and to hdentlfy fhctors
“which predlspose peqple to not reportlng 111egal entry of thelr

“'fE;emlsesyto the pollce.

The solutlon rate for burglary is low ani 1t has I 7 Ceot
‘&;cont1nued to decllne over the last four years- (e.g.

‘Victoria !
¥P011ce, 1982b) (Fig. 8). Many exper1enced ‘policeman and L _ | AT , i
‘*cr1m1nologlsts have expressed v1rtua1 powerlessness to anythlng | _k,vli T | %
Vabout thlS, taklng 1nto account trad1t10nal polzce methods agi ‘ P '_, f, |
& vaxlable resources (Greenberg et al, al 1973; Waller & Okzhlro, 1978; :,:'W' - L e 1f*fﬁ\
'.Magu1re, 1982) A EEE L S SRR . B Rl
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"and w1th1n the communlty it serves.

Burglary in chtorla is more 11ke1y to occur in the ~ "ﬁf\\kﬁx : ::k~7

freport conszstently shows that factors assoclated w1th*\

fosy

'To quote Sir Robert Mark (1978):

~ "The simple’truth is that crimes against property are
now SO numerous that both po‘lce and courts are of little relevance

- for the point of view of tke v1ct1m and the insurer.... I am

suggesting quite bluntly that for the flrst time in this century T
the,be11ef that tE¢ State can, or even wishes to, protect people

fvéffectively«frOm'burglary, breéking'offences and theft should be

abandoned at least in the great cities, where 1nadequate numbers’
of pollce have other and more demandlng pr10r1t1es"

' ‘ ‘ 2 .
Thls~be1ng s0, strategles d1rected toward preventlon of o
burglary need to be glven precedence, both w1th1n the pollce force S

'D . Con

Central C1ty area and less 11ke1y to occur 1n Rural V1ctor1a

than the populatlon dlstrlbut1on would lead us to- expect. Th157o

;opportunlty have the ‘most 1mportant influence in comm1551on of *;'7
these crimes. HOpportun1ty is assoclated with:- &

= T

. Premises vacant over two hours.
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Bulldlngs whlch are more llkely to be subJect to i
soph1st1cated securlty arrangements, such as. banks -and some

- shops, have burglarles discovered more often in ‘the middle of ’“'

the nlght Burglarles of. other bulldlngs, such as. dwelllngs

government bulldlngs and constructlon s1tes wh1ch are not usually
)'protected by alarm or securlty systems were more 11ke1y to ‘be-

found when work began for the day or when re51dents returned
home in the evenlng

Burglars clearly take advantage of obVlously empty
«buildings. It is of course 1mp0551b1e to say how many potent1a1

offenders have been deterred by securlty alarms and: other dev1ces

' but American studles have shown that about 209 of non-re51dent1al

burglaries occur 1n premlses with active alarm and/or securlty

”1nspectlon (Pope, 1977) It seems: securlty arrangements probably ‘%hy.

reduce the frequency of property loss even 1f they have 11tt1e
proven effect Jh the 11ke11hood of a burglary taklng place.‘

s

,N/\

Further,vburglary of dwelllngs vacated durlng the day

'may be reduced through the operatlon of local co»operatlve , ‘_%1" =t

survelllance networks such as the effectlve Nelghbourhood Watch
',Programme which have been shown to be' effectlve in Detr01t and

Menitoba. (Humphrey, 1981; Smith, 1“383) Gl R e

ey

It is therefore recommended that the publlc be

7,~encouraged to co—operate in reduclng the perlod of t1me whlch

'*bulldlngs remaln obv1ously unprotected by prov1d1ng for securlty

: 1nspect10ns alarm systems or. 1mproved nelghbourhood survelllance..

Q

0

The ava11ab111ty of dlsposable and transportable property
,‘vseems to be the other relevant factor whlch dlfferentlates hetween S e
iwhether a burglary results 1n property loss or not, - Jewellery | '?_;;i’t‘q'l"'fu
-and telev151on sets follow money as the most frequently stolen -

SR
N o e

'Ht;1tems

gy

I
iR
K o
R

i
g

tiialionmoiinn,

e pollce and prosecutlon responses to thls 1nformat10n

These sorts of items will nearly always be available
to the burglar but their usefullness to him depends on their

~value: if he cannot d15p0se of his goods he has nothing to galn
from hls behav1our.

Property owners could take -the 1n1t1at1ve by 1nd1v1dua11y

marking and reglsterlng 1tems which may be attractlve to the

burglar.y ThlS would enable 1dent1f1catlon of stolen property 4

and would improve the 11ke11hood of successful ‘Prosecution of

offenders and receivers..- It could also act as a deter"ent to

“the Potentlal offender; N

Further, pollce operatlons dlrected toward remov1ng

the "Fence" from the burglary cha1n (bcarr, 1973) appear to

" have great potentlal in reduc1ng the average value of goods stolen

,by profess1ona1 burglars.

,,M . " Inev1tab1y operatlons d1rected at this part of the

‘;burglary chaln 1nvolve good 1nte111gence about 1nd1v1dual recelvers
~and the oroanlsed cr1m1na1 communlty together w1th effectlve

Speclallst‘

‘;f‘groups such as Operatlon "Stlng" in Washlngton and Operatlon
: "Fence"

in New York are worklng examples of thls sort of act1v1ty'~
(Henderson, 1979)

. ST
b i
SR

It 1s therefore recommended that pollce act1v1t1es‘
dlrected spec1f1ca11y at breaklng the dlstrlbutlon network for

'pp stolen goods be gzven hlgh prlorlty kfff{§~-b“‘~‘ SEe e %
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