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ABSTR..!l..C1' 

"Crime/Environment Targets!! provides an analysis of available crime 

statistics in the residential, commercial, schools, and transportation 

environments. It was prepared to guide selection of demonstration sites 

for implementation of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) 

strategies under a program conducted by a consortium headed by ,Westinghouse 

Electric Corp'oration 8.J."1d sponsored by the National Institute' of Law Enforce--

ment and Criminal Justice (NILECJ), the research arm of the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration (L£~~. As such, it is intended primarily as an 

internal Program document 8.J."1d not as a definitive revie\'/ and analysis of 

crime as it exists in the Nation. 

Data supporting the comparative analysis is drawn from five sources ~ 

The Uniform Crime Reports, Kational Crime Panel Surveys, various nationally 

oriented crime surveys, analytic studies, and denographic surveys. Trends 

are traced and patterns relating crime to specific subenvironments identi-

fied. Subenvironments identified as having significant crime problems are 

then examined using cl.'ime, environment., and CPTELl Program-related cri,teria 

to identify those where the combination of crime level and environment 

character.istics were such that they \varranted consideration as demonstration 

sites under the CPTED program. 
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PREFACE 

On Hay 6, 1974, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, awarded the Westinghouse 

Electric Corporation a tHo-year contract to establish a program on Crime 

Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). This document, initially 

Hri tten by the CPTED Research Support team during the fir~-t six weeks of the 

CPTF-D Program, contains background information concerning the levels, trends, 

and patterns of crimes a~stent in the four najor environmen~s (i.e., resi-

dential, commercial" school, and transportation) that 1,vere designated by the 

CPTED P:r:ogram for demonstration consideration. The document, relyiilg princi-

pally on published data, provided a basis for the selection of particular 

crines and. subenvironments for CPTED d~monstration purposes. It is intended 
. 

priQarily as an internal Program document and not as a definitive review and 
, 

analysis of crime as it exists in the Nation. 

Specifically, a draft version of this document served as a basis for the 

CPTED Program Workshop discussion, held in July 1974, ,.;hich resul-ted in the 

identification of the four subenvironments currently targeted for CPTED demon-

strations. A second Program \~orkshop, held in I.larch 1975) revie\Yed and con-

curred with the identified targets. The draft report has been edited for 

further consistency and clarity; however.> tine references within -the text and 

W.e data available allude to the period during '<ihich the docmnent Has originally 

compiled. Source materials for this document are identified and sUliUnarized in a 

separate document, "CPTED An.Tlotated Bibliography.lI Another document, "E1ements 

of CPTED,!1 discusses the frameHork and related concepts and strategies. 
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This document ",as prepared \~hile ti.'lO of the authors (J .N. Tien and 

T .A. Reppeto) Here associated with Urban Systems Research & Enooineerimr. ~~ Inc., 

Ca;-:1oridge, Massachusetts. 

The present document has benefitted from the review given the original 

doct:J."Jent at the July Program Workshop by individuals from several oraaniza-,0 

tions, including: Dr. R. Rau, Dr. F. Heinzelmann, and Ms. L. Mock of the 

Xational Institute of Law Enforcement and Cr_;~l'nal T t' ~'lr R h .l..= .JUS lce; 1V. ..t-\. Carls,!;on, 

Nr. E.J. 

~jr. \'i.A. 

Pesce, and Nr. H. C. Gossard of the Westi?ghouse Electric Corpora·tion; 

Wile~ of Barton-Aschman Associates; Dr. S.1. Gass of Nathematica, 

Inc.; Captain J. Delaney of the t-1ass'Transit Unit, Chic.ago Police Department; 

·and i-Jr. J. Grealey, President of the National Associa-tion of School Security 

Directors. 

Finally, several organizations are acknowledged; their hospitality and 

cooperation were of particular assistance to the Research Support team in 

the liJ:J.ited data collection efforts tha.t \Vere undertaken. The National CriEi-

nal Justice Infor:mation and Statistics Service of the LaI'/ Enforcement Assis-

tance Administration (Dr. C. Kinderman and Dr. A. Turner) made available pre-

l:L"Jinary results of the 197.3 };ational Crime Panel surveys, ''ihich data contri.-

buted to the preparation of the overview, residential and commercial chapters 

of this document. The National Association of School Security Directors 

(~lr. J. Grealey) provided preliminary data collected by its recent survey of 

~ Id·· r. . crL~e in t,he public schools, -and the American Transit Associa+l'on ~1 J 

Schnell) furnished the ral¥ data collected by its 1972-1973 survey of crimes 

in the urban mass transit system. 

xvi 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this document is to compile up-to-date and nationwide 

information regardin~ the levels (in terms of b ~h -~ _ 0 I- severlty and fear-pro-

ducing measures), trends, and patterns of crimes existent in the four 

environments of current CPTED concern (i. e., the res].' dent].' "1, . u. commercl.al, 

school, and transportation environments). Thro h t . d ug sys ematlc an compara-

tive analysis of this information -- based upon relevant crime-, environ­

ment-, and Program-related criteria -- the document affords a basis 

for selecting potential crime/environment targets that merit further 

consideration for demonstration purposes under the current CPTED 

Program. CPTED demonstrations are designed to impact the incidence and 

engendered fear of predatory, stranger-to-stranger crimes of opportunity~ 

typified by such crimes as robbery, burglary, and assault. Strategically, 

CPTED would reduce these crimes through the proper design and effective 

use of physical space (i.e., built environment). 

The analysis presented in this document is based on available data 

from a variety of sources. Since crime statistics and criminological 

ca_l ra e l'Il.t enVl.ronmental modes and analyses have not pr_evl'ously been '"b t d . h . 

submodes, the quality and quantity of the available information are deficient 

in some areas. Therefore, the material contained herein is best viewed as 

a rough guide rather than a definitive formulation. As new and more 

pertinent data become available, the material could be refined and further 

developed. 
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Following Chapter 1, the introductory chapter, the criteria that are 

relevant to the crime environment analysis are identified and discussed 

in Chapter 2. These criteria can be categorized as crime-related (includ-

ing measures of severity, fear, environmental patterns, offender/victim 

profiles, and displacement), environment-related (including measures of 

nUIJber of sites, population at risk, social dependency, and value at risk}; 

and Program-r~].ated (including measures of amenability to CPTED strategies, 

implementability, evaluability, and impactibility). The document concen-' 

trates a major focus on the ~ends of the various criteria measures; 

certainly, CRTED should take into consideration those predatory crimes and 

those subenvironments that are proj ected to be predominant' in the next 

decade. 

Chapter 3 provides a general revie\'f of the maj or data sources that 

have been assembled, analyzed, and compared in the preparation of this docu-

nent. The review includes a discussion on the scope, contributions, and 

limitations of the various sources. As might be expected, the crime-related 

inforwation that is available is limited; it exhibits all the comparability 

problems associated Hith crime statistics in general, including those 

prompted by differing sources, differing definitions, differing scopes, 

and differing dates. Problems of validity and general applicability are 

also present. Nore detailed discussion of specific data sources is contained, 

Ivhere appropriate and pertinent, in the overvie\~ chapter on crime and fear, 

Chapter 4, and in the four enviroJ1Iilent-specific chapters, Chapters 5 through 

8, respectively. 

:r.:viii. 

Chapter 4 analyzes general patterns of crime and fear~ and presents 

the findings that most crimes are not intrinsically threats to the person 

and that no region or metropolitan area holds a monopoly on serious crL~es. 

However, crime against the person is most prevalent in the larger 

metropolitan areas, and the rates of all serious crimes exhibit a higher 

rate in central cities than in suburban or rural areas. Victimization 

falls most heavily on the low-income and nOn'."rhi te populations, and offenders 

tend to corne from the same backgrounds. An analysis of fear ~uggests that, 
, -

in general, it reflec~s the rat~ of victimization. An analysis of displace-

ment of crime by time, tactic, target, territory, and function suggests 

that the displacement effects of various crime prevention strategies Hould 

differ significantly. It is also postulated that displacement of co~non 

crimes in high-incidence areas can be held to a minimum, thus providing a 

net gain for society.* 

The study of the residential mode in Chapter 5 has determined that 

burglary is the most prevalent stranger-to-stranger offense and an 

especially serious problem because of the fear it engenders. Robbery> 

while fear~producing, is relatively uncommon in residential. premises; and 

larceny, \ihile cornmon, engenders little fear. Burglary rates generally 

decline \~ith distance from the metropolitan core. Of all property offenders, 

burglars are most likely to be residents of the area in which they operate. 

The basic recorrunendation is that CPTED focus on the crime of burglary among 

"'The detailed analysis ofcriwe displacement is contained in a separate 

document, "Elements of CPTED." 
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d'delling units located in a neighborhood of single- and :mul ti£amily 

residences in an inner-ring suburb. 

The study of the commercial mode ln Chapter 6 has also determined 

that the most consequential crime is burglary, which is among the most 

cO::Uilon and financially burdensome of crimes in this mode. Robbery ~ though 

substantially less comxaon, appears to be more fear-producing. Consequently~ 
; . 

~ost analys~s of crimes against commercial establishments focus on these 

two offenses. Robbery and burglary victimiz:ation fall most heavily on the' 

smaller retail and service establishments~ and tend·to cluster geographically 

'~ithin urban areas, particularly in the core city. Given the fact that 

com..":1ercial areas tend to be much less numerous and concentrated than 

residential areas, the crime concentration \iithin these areas suggests. that 

anticrime projects directed at retail and service areas \'Iould. have a major 

ililpact on crime. SpecificallY, it is recommended that CPTED focu.s on the 

c:dn3s of burglary and robbery, as \'Iell as related street crimes (1. e., 

assault and pursesnatch), within a geographic area that contains a commer-

cial strip. 

Unlike the residential and commercial modes, the school mode lacks an 

extensive data base. Based on limited -- and sometimes subjective -- data, 

Chapter 7 recommends the retention of secondary and postsecondary institutions 

as primary and secondary target subenvironments, respectively, since these 

target subenviroI1li1ents evidence a high degree of concern over both crimes 

. t t d "es aO'ains~ porson Dollar costs incurred by agalns proper y an crlm ' <::> \." • 

schools as a result of the property crimes Cparticularly~ vandalism, arson, 
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burglary, and larceny). are very high,. However ~ Hhile ·the crimes against 

person (particularly, assault, robbery, rape, and pursesnatch) may not be 

the most severe in terms of numerical incidence or economic cost, they do 

a grea~er deQree of fear than crimes against property an~there-generate v " 

fore, also \olarrant CPTED intervention. 

Like the school mode, the transportation mode has a some""nat limited· -

data base. In descending order of recommended targets, Chapter 8 identifies 

the following subenvironments and key crimes: Local rail Crobb,ery, aggravated 

assault~ larceny, vandalism), local bus (robbery, aggravated'assault, larceny, 

vandalism), freight terminals (cargo theft), sel~ice stations (robbery), 

t~xicabs (robbery), private vehicles (auto theft), and parking facilities 

• f) The chol"ce of local rail as the prime target is (robbery and auto tne t . 

based on several_reasons: (a) It has a severe violent crime (robbery and 

assault) problem (a necessary condition from the st.andpoint of impact and 

eV3.1uation); (b) it is a Docie with socially dependent users; (c) it is more 

Cl.!Clenable to CPTED strategies than the other subenvironments in transporta­

tion; ~~d) perhaps more inportantly, (d) it is a mode receiving increasing 

" as ~he Ur'oan ~Jass Transportation Admin-attention by such funding agenc~es v 

istration. 
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~~ER 1. INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this document is to compile up-to-date and nationwide 

information regarding the levels (in terms of both severity and fear-

producing measures), trends, and patterns of crimes existent in the four 

environments that the CPTED Program has been directed to address (i.e.> 

the residential> commercial, sChool> and transportation environments). 

Through systematic and comparative analysis of this information -- based 

upon relevant crime-, environment-, and Program-related criteria -- the 

document affords a basis for judiciously selecting potential c::ime/ environ-

ment tCl!gets that merit further consideration for demonstration purposes 

under the current CPTED Program. 

It should be noted that -- as the concept of CPTED is a new one and 

the West~nghouse CPTED Consortium represents the first national effort in 

this field -- this dOC1.DTIent is analogous to a map, fashioned to guide the 

exploration of new territory. It should not be seen as a precise, defini-

tive account of the incidence and characteristics of crime and fear in the 

various environments but, rather, as a reasonably accurate description of 

a terrain in which some parts are better charted than others. Consequently, 

further refinement and development of this material may be undertaken as 

part of CPTED1s continulllg research program. 

This introductory chapter attempts to bring the contents of this docu-

ment into perspective by: (a) Providing a review of background material on 

CPTED efforts to date; (b) describing in brief the current CPTED Program, 

and (c) outlining the scope of the material presented in this document. 

2 3 
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A. Background 

At the national level~ the CPTED effort to reduce common predatory 

cr~es and the fear of such crimes dates to the year 1969. Following the 

creation by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) of its 

research center, the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justice' (NILECJ), the division of LEAP. under \~hich the ePTED Pro'(i1];"am is . ,. 

being administered, numerous efforts of varying scale were initiated. A·. 

discussion of the background of CPTED is contained in Chapter 2 of the 

report" "Elements of CPTED." 

B. The CPTED Program 

The Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) Program is 

the most recent and comprehe~sive in a series 'of p~ograms initiated by the 

National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice to develop and 

implement environmental crime control models. At the outset of the ePTED 

Program, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (~~) summarized 

the overall rationale of the Pr.ogram in stating that: "Thro.ugh the pioneer'-

ing Hork the National Institute has already done in defensible space -- that 

is, an environment that discourages crime -- we know it is possible to 

create physical and social conditions that enhance safety."* In the course 

of its efforts to date, the CPTED Consortium has further refined and developed 

the conceptual framework of the Program with respect to its direction and 

me tho do l.ogy • A separate document, "Elemen';s of CPTED:> 11 defines the scope 

and framework of the Pr.ogram through detailed discussion of CPTED-related 

concepts and strategies. 

*LEAt\ Newsletter, v. 4, no. 1. June 1974. P.9. 
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In SUID J CPTED has been defined as an approach in reducing predatory 

crime and the lear of such crimes thr<Jugh the proper design, and effective 

use of the physically built enviror~~nt. Thus, the program is not directed 

against those, crimes classified as morals offenses, white-collar crimes, 

organized crime and racketeering, or crimes against governmental function. 

Rather, it is aimed at preventing stranger-to-stranger crimes -- tyPified 

by the offenses of robbery, burglary, rape, and assault -- \,fhich seriously 

threaten personal property and/or security, and which are perpetrated with 

little or no planning in situations that are readily ava;ilable to the 

offender.** Under th~CPTED Program,.the creation of physic;l and social 

conditions that promote citizen surveillance and the effective use of 

environments will result in the prevention of these tyPes of crime, as well 

as an increased sense of social control in these environments and support 

of those law enforcement activities designed to improve detection and crime 

reporting. 

I'/hile the immediate obj ective of the CPTED Program is to reduce c::::-ime 

and fear of crime, the longer range goal is to institutionalize the CPTED 

approach. To accomplish these aims, the central two-year CPTED Program is 

charged with developing model demonstrations in the residential, commercial, 

school, and transportation environments. At least two of the four demon-

strations Hill be implemented on an experimental basis) and they will be 

carefully evaluated to measure their impact on crime and the fear of crime. 

The conceptual, analytical, and demonstration results will be documented 

**Further definition of the specific crimes against which ePTED strategies 

can be directed is contained in Chapter 4" IIOverview: Crime and Fear." 
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and disseminated through the Program's technical assistance and curricula 

development activities. 

C. Scope 

Stated in broad terms, the overall objective of this document is to 

provide the Nestinghouse CPTED Consortium with a vehicle for makipg sound 

decisions regardin~ the selection of crimes to be t~rgeted for reduction 

and the rank-ordering of subenvironments offering high pot,ential for demon-:-

stration purposes. The U:Tgency to make decisions r,egardi;ng criJIle/ environment 

targets at, this time is warranted in light of the tiJne and cost constraints 

of the ~ogram and the resultant need for CPTED to focus on specific crime/ 

,environment t~gets. The material contained in this report provides a basis 

for mak~g such decisions. The document is intended priJnarily as an internal 

Program document, and not as a definitive review and analysis of crime as 

it exists in the Nation. 

In the chapter that follows, IIRelevant Criteria, II those crime-relateci, 

environment-related, and Program-related criteria deemed relevant to the 

selection 'of the CPTED crime/environment targets are presented. Chapter 3, 

IIData Considerations.> II provides a general description of the overall range 

of source materials available for the preparation of this d'ocument and 

discusses the'scope, contributions~ and limitations ,of the particular types 

of data used. Chapter 4, IIOvervie\>J: CriJne and Fear, II defines the types of 

crime against which CPTED strategies can be directed: and presents geTI!;!ral 

information concerni,ng the crime-related criteria of severity, fear, environ-

mental patterns, and offender/victim profiles. In Chapters 5 through 8, 

these and other environment- and Program-related criteria are discussed wi~hin 

6 

the conta'rt of the four major CPTED enviroT!lllents, that is, residential, 
, 

commercial, school, and transportatibn) respectiYely. Additionally, these 

chapters present recommendations regarding potentia~ crime/environment 

targets that merit further CPTED consideration for demonstration purposes. 

", 
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'. CI:fAPTER 2. RELEVAi\lT CRITERIA 
;, 

:) The purpose of this document is to provide up-to-date information 

l , 

1 
regarding crime/environment targets. This chapter discusses the criteria 

that must be considered in making such a selection. Table 2-1 contains a 
j , 
1 .; list of relevant criteria which have been termed: (a) Crime-related , 

" 

J : --
.1, 
! 

1 

(severity, fear, enviroT~ental patterns, offender/victim profiles~ and 

displacement); (b) environment-related (number of sites~ population at 

,. 
1 
1, 

risk, social dependency, and value at risk); and (c) Program-related 
l 
': 
'if 
I 

:1: 
(amenability, implem~ntability, evaluability, and.~~pactibility). Ideally, 

j. 

F '. 
selected crime/environment targets should sustain severe problems of crime 

; 

l; 
{ 

and fear that are amenable to ePTED strategies, particularly those 
I 
jj 

" strategies that can be implemented and evaluated within the Program 1s time 
1 

and cost (including leverage) constraints, and that Hill result in minimal 

crime displacement and have significant national impact. 

, This document presents a discussion of the crime/environment targets 
• ! 

~ in light of these criteria; it contains a presentation and interpretation 

of the wide variety of data gathered with respect to the indicated criteria. 

It also concentrates a major focus on the trends of the various criteria; 

certainly, consideration should be given by the CPTED Program to those 

crimes and those subenvironments that are projected to be predominant in 

the next decade. For obvious reasons, the discussion is more specific in 

treating the more objective criteria, (i.e_, severity, offender/victim 

profiles, environmental patterns, number of sites, and population at risk), 

and less specific ,'lith respect to the more subjective criteria (Le., fear, 

displacement, social dependency, and value at risk). Although discussion 

10 
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TABLE 2.,..1 

RELEVANT CRITERIA 

Severity (Numerical Incidence, Incidence Rate 
or Calculated Risk, Dollar Loss) 

Fear (Attitude Surveys, Indirect Measures) 

~nvironmental Patterns (Temporal, Geographic, 
. Specific Locale~ t<lodus Operandi) 

Offender/Victim Profiles (Individual Back£round 
- 0 

History, Offender/Victim Relationship) 

Displacement (Temporal, Tactical, Target, 
Territorial, Functional) 

Number of Sites 

Population at Risk 

Social Dependency 

Value at Risk 

Amenability (to CPTED Strategies) 

Implementability (within time and cost 
leverage -- constraints) 

including 

Evaluability (within time and cost constraints) 

Impactibility (with respect to institutionalization 
and to crime and fear reduction) 

12 

must remain somewhat conjectural with respect to the as-yet immeasurable 
. 

Program-related criteria~ it is important at this time to examine potential 

targets~ to the extent possible, in light of these criteria, since CPTED 

strategies must be developed on the basis of these considerations. 

The following subsections delineate the scope and relevance of the 

aforementioned criteria. 

A. Crime-Related Criteria 

Five crime-related criteria have been identified: Severity, fear, 

environmental patterns~ offender/victim profiles, and displa:ement. 1~ith 

the exception of the criterion of displacement (which is discussed in 

detail in a separate document3 "Elements ()f CPTEDlI) .. these measures form 

the basis for discussion in Chapter 4, "OVerview: Crime and Fear,1I and in 

the "Crime/Environment Discussion" sections of Chapters 5 through 8., 

Chapter 3 discusses the various data sources defini?g these criteria. 

In this section 3 the five crime-related criteria are outlined and 

e..-xplained. 

1. Severity. The severity of crime is commonly measured by the 

following parameters: Numerical incidence; actual incidence rate (or 

calculated risk) per population, dwelling units, establishments> etc.; 

or~ where appropriate~ dollar loss incurred. A crime/environment target 

selected for further CPTED consideration must have an existent, signific~~t~ 

and documented crime problem. 

2. Fear. The degree of fear induced by crime is a subjective 

criterion and is, consequently, very difficult to measure. Attitudinal 

13 
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sU~/eys have.been conducted in an attempt to measure fear,* but~ more 

commonly, measures of crime severity (i.e., crime rates) are adopted 

as indicators of the degree of fear produced. Another common assumption 

lies in the perception of the violent crimes of murder, forcible rape, 

aggravated assault, and robbery as the most fear-producing. Although 

the CPTED Program has identified fear as a criterion for target selection,. 

the Program holds the major objective of reducing both the fear and the 

s everi ty of crime. Thus, while the property crimes of burglary" larceny.,. 

and auto theft are inherently far less fear-producing than violent crimes, 

their predominance in terms of total number of incidents (six reported· 

.property crimes for each reported violent crime), also merits CPTED con-

cern. 

3. Environmental Patterns. This criterion encompasses those 

variations in the severity of total crime or of a specific type of crime 

that; may emerge in relation to physical setting. For instance, certain 

crimes or crime in general may display patterns of temporaZ distribution> 

concentrating in certain seasons or months, on certain days of the week, 

at certain hours of the day, or in darkness rather than daylight. Patterns 

of geographic d'istribution may also emerge as the concentration of crime 

varies accordina to national region, size of the metropolitan area, or o. 

t}~e of neighborhood. In addition, geographic distribution may .occ~r '~ith 

*T.~e National Opinion Research Center (NORC) survey of 1965 and the 

National Crime Panel (NCP) surveys of 1972 are two such attempts. 

14 

respect to th~ more specific environmental locale. For example, corner 

homes or establish~ents may be victimized more frequently than others, 

rail stations more frequently than trains. Furthermo:ce, individual 

elements of the locale may exhibit an influence upon the offenderts 

methods of operation (for instance, in affording a selection of escape 

routes)~ thereby affecting distribution. Data on all the above patterns 

provide important input for the development, implementitiorl, an~ evalua-

tion of CPTED strategies. 

4. Offender/Victim Profiles. Under this criterion fall two types 

of information. First, data on certain characteristics -- usually age, sex, 

race .. socioeconomic status, or other background history factors -- of both 

individual offenders and individual victims provide valuable inputs for 

the development, implementation, and evaluation of specifically directed 

CPTED crime control strategies.** Second, information concerning the 

relationship bet\ofeen offender and victim is important, as CPTED strategies 

f t " f str~'noaer-to-stranoae~_ crimes rather than crimes oeus on pre~en ~on 0 ~ 

amongst nonstrangers. 

5 D" 1 t Displacement is the phenomenon that occurs when . ~ ~sp acemen . 

foreclosure of one type of criminal opportunity by anticrime measures 

causes offenders to shift to: ea) A different time of day (temporal); 

(b) the use of different methods (tactical); (c) an alternate type of 

*'''A separate document entitled, "Elements of CPTED," discusses the impact 

of offender characteristi~s on crime displacement. 
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target (target); (d) a new area (territorial); or (e) a different type of 

crime (functional). These forms of displacement, the general lack of 

consideration afforded the phenomenon, and its significance for the 

development of CPTED crime control strategies are discussed in a separate 

document .. "Elements of CPTED." References to displacement in this docu-

ment are limited to instances in which evidence has emerged \dth regard 

to a specific environment and offenders therein. 

B. 

terns 

Environment-Related Criteria 

The teTIlI environment may be used to describe physical or social sys­

tha~1 influence and shape the attitudes, behavior .. or relative sense , 

of \>'ell-being of individuals or groups. For CPTED purposes.. however, a 

broader context of the term denotes one of the four major areas of concern, 

na~ely} the residential, commercial, school, and transportation environ-

Taents. Within the discussions of each individual environment (Chapters 5 

through 8), pertinent subenvironments are identified and discussed. 

Under ideal circumstances, one lvould subclassify and address each 

environment in terms of location, type" and external/internal elements. 

For example, in the residential environment, discussion might focus on 

such specific environments as central city high-rise parking areas or 

corridors. Unfortunately, as will be discussed at length in the chapters 

thatl follow, the crime data available for each environment exhibit nothing 

approaching this degree of specificity. Thus, to a large extent, sub-· 

classification of environments Dust be dictated by the constraints of t~e-

:lva Dable crime information. 

16 

The term, envirortlltentaZ ch.a:I'acteristics can be used in reference to 

a broad range of physical and social factors and their interactions. 

However, in the present document, four basic characteristics -- number of 

si tes .. population at risk, social dependency, and value at risk -- have 

been selected as those factors most relevant to the task of evaluating 

the relative importance of an environment with respect to its crime 

experience. 

1. Number Qf Sites. Sites are specific environmental locations 

thatl can range in scale from a single room or outdoor space to a large 

geographical region. This document considers sites in terms of the 

suitability of certain sUbenvironments for CPTED Program intervention. 

That is~ it is necessary (though~not sufficient) that a CPTED target be 

typical (in its crime proolem and in other characteristics) of a large 

number of sites around the country for CPTED strategies to have national 

applicability, transferability, and impact. 

2. Population at Risk. This criterion refers to'the number of site 

users who are potential victims in each environment subclassification. 

Like the number of sites .. this measure must be considered in determining 

the degree of applicability and impact· that CPTED crime control strategies 

would have on a national basis. 

3. Social Dependency. Selection of CPTED Program targets also con-

siders the relative roles of different subenvironments in prOViding 

services that are essential to support of the social and economic \'1ell-

being of the community. Availability of alternative sources for provision 
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of these services should also be included in such considerations. Th 
us~ 

for example, the dependence of urban dwellers on mass transit systems 

designates that subenvironment as a viable target. 

4. Value at Risk. As a subjective criterion, value at risk can be 

interpreted as the relative vulnerability of a paxticular subenvironment 

as measured by the sense of security or the number of lives threa.tened 

by its crime problem. Mo+e objectively, the dollar value of property 

that I may be lost as a result of crime completes the definition of value 

at risk. Certainly, the CPTED Program should concentrate on environ­

ments with a large value at risk to have the greatest impact. 

C. Program-Related Criteria 

Selection of four major criteria related to the realization of the 

CPTED Program must be considered in the examination of potential targets. 

These are: Amenability (to CPTED strategies), implementability~ evaluabil­

ity, and impactibility. 

1. Amenability. Crime/environment targets selected for further con­

sideration under the CPTED ProgralJ must, of course, be amenable to CPTED­

type strategies. (The concepts and framework of CPTED that I form the basis 

for those strategies are treated in depth in a separate document,. "Elements 

of CPTED.") In brief, a CPTED crime control model ox: strategy seeks to 

prevent crime by manipulating variables that) are uniquely related to the 

target environment itself. Thus~ the CPTED Program focuses upon the physi­

cal environment -- its planning, design, and use. \fuile the program 

physically oriented, it recognizes and capitalizes upon the capacity of 

other, nonphysical types of environmental components (social, educational; 

18 

law enforcement, and managerial) that can be directed in support of the 
. 

proper use of the built environment.' 

2. Implementability. The component characteristics of selected 

crime/environment target sites must permit the implementation of crime 

control models \'lithin the time and cost (including financial leverage 

from other local and Federal sources) constraints of the CPTED Progr~. 

,Judicious selection of' sites (employing effective site selection criteria.), 

combined with realistic design of tactical CPTED models, enhances the 

implementability of such models. 

3. Evaluability. The site selected and the tactical model designed 

for each CPTED target should facilitate the evaluation of the model. 

Although this evaluation must definitively discern the total impact of the 

model (vis-a-vis other programs operating at the site), it is unrealistic 

to expect that the impact of each model component can be determined 

objectively. The basis of the CPTED Program -- the theory that effective 

manipulation and interaction of several (complementary) crime control 

strategies can result in the reduction of crime and fear -- precludes or 

renders meaningless measurement of the impact of each individual component. 

4. Impactibility. i1hile the immediate objective of the CPTED Pro-

gram is to l-educe common, predatory ~ stranger-to-stranger crimes and the 

fear of such crimes, the more-long-range goal lies in the institutionaliza-

tion of CPTED (i. e., establishment of a program that \vill continue to 

evolve on a widespread, long-term basis). Thus, in the selection of crime/ 

environment targets,. consideration must be given to the potential impacts 

• I 
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""1 . L. J of such selections> includi?g: La) Possible alterations of aspects of the 

co~~unity> system, or individual lifestyle other than the crime ~xperience; 

or (b) the potential for support from or coordination \d th other types of 

goverP~ent or private programs that might enhance CPTED. 

' . . . 
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3. DATA CONSIDERATIONS 

I , 

-: .~---

20 21 



,j 

j 
I 

I 
I 
'f 

,I 
i 
/. 
t 
I 
~ 
A , 
" j 

I 
I 
!, 

22 

[:. J 

[. J 

[. J [. ] [. ] 

[. J [. ] 

[I J 
[ I ] 
[I ] 
[ .] 
[I ] 
[I ] 
[I J 
.[ : J 
(I ] 

[ .1 ] 
, "I 

[~. J 
[J 
",,'~ ] 

CHAPTE.t1. .3. .DATA CONSIDERATIONS 

'This chapter serves as an introduction to the various types of data 

sources that have been used in the preparation of this document. The 

discussion provides a general description of both the overall range of 

available sou:rce materials and the scope, contributions, and limitations 

of particular types of data. Actual data presented in these sources are 

discussed in subsequent chapters. The five basic types of data sources 

used -- the Federal Bmeau of Investigation's (FBI) IIUniform Cr'iroe 

Reports" (UCR) , the National Crime Panel surveys, additional wide-scale 

crime su:rveys, specific analytic studies, and demographic surveys -- are 

discussed in the ensu~ng sections, followed by a section illuminat~g 

problems that have arisen from the attempt to utilize these various sources 

comparatively for the development of a composite crime/environment pic·ture. 

Before review~ng the various data services, it is important to note 

that perhaps the most limiting ,aspect of all the sources from a solution-

oriented viewpoint is the fact that crimes are classified in legal or UCR-

designated terms. These classifications are not appropriate or detailed 

enough to provide insight into their solutions. For example, it may be 

more appropriate to classify crimes by certain key, modus operandi measures. 

A, FBI Uniform Crime Reports 

The aI1Jlually published UCRI statistics have been utilized considerably 

in the preparation of this document, particularly in Chapter 4, as they 

provide the most comprehensive documentation of crime in the United States. 

23 
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The UCR present data compiled by approximately 10,000 law enforcement 

agencies serving 93 percent of the national population. Total incidents 

reported to the police are compiled for a set of "Index" offenses which 

include: (a) The violent crimes of Jlll.ITder ~ forcible rape, .aggravated 

assault> and robbery, and (b) the property criEes of burglary, larceny~ 

and auto theft. Subsequently, Indax rates per lOO~OOO population for the 

total crime Inde.x and £or each of£ense are computed on a national basis..,. . * 

and by geographica~'regions, States, Standard Netropolitan Statistical 

Areas, and .~g~egates of cities of various sizes. In addition, statistics 

on arrested offenders are shown. 

The UCR are valuable in providing a nationwide view of the incidence 

of crimes l.-nown to the police CLe., reported crimes) and their trends from 

year to year ann., from place to place. However the UCR suffer a principal 

limitation in that they reflect information only for those crimes that have 

been reported to the police and entered into police records. (In general 

estiBation, these constitute less than one-half the total actual incidents.) 

A related secondary limitation of the UCR is that the degree of adherence 

to the FBI's crime reporting standards may vary considerably am.~ng the 

numerous contributing law enforcement agencies, thereby jeopardiz~ng compari-

sons between individual cities or areas. Furthermore, as the preface to the 

UCR document itself has stated, the Index does not take into accollilt a mUlti-

plicity of other factors that must be considered in a comparative asseS~llent 

of crime levels and trends: Population density, age, race, and sex composi-

tion; economic status; and stability/transiency, am~ng others. The impact of 

24 

these problems,on this utilization of UCR data is considered in a later 

section of this chapter. 

B. National Crime Panel SuriJeys 

The National Crime Panel (NCP) pr.ogram is a victimization and attitude 

data collection effort, recently undertaken by the National Criminal Justice 

Information and Statistics Service of the LEAA, in conjunction with the 

U.S. Bureau of ~~e Census. NCP provides, on a quarterly basis, statistical 

data on criminal victimization in ~e United States. In several important 
, 

respects, the NCP survey results complement the UCR crime data, providing 

a different type of national data base and more information with respect to 

specific crime factors and victim/offender characteristics. 

Tne NCP survey instruments attempt to measure the level of crime by 

interviews (selected by a sampling procedure) that gauge the extent to which 

'individuals (age 12 and over), households, and commercial establishments 

across the Nation and in selected large cities are victimized. Thus, as they 

compile data on the number of viatimizai;ior..8 (or specific criminal acts per 

victim, household, or commercial establishment), the NCP surveys are able to 

provide estimates of the amount of crime that goes unreported to the pOlice, 

as \'7ell as information on citizens I reasons for failing to report crimes to 

the police. 

Furthermore, the NCP survey instrtnUents solicit data on seve:ral factors, 

not taken into account by the UCR effort, that are of considerable importance 

to the assembly of meaningful crime-related information. The NCP Crime 

Incident Report instrument solicits such detailed information on the specific 
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place and time of the occurrence, the method of attack, and the a~tent of 

dollar loss or injury. It also contains detailed questions ,~ith respect 

to the perceived characteristics of the o£fender(s). Of particular use-

fulness is the NCPfs categorization and compilation of victimizations by 

stranger-to-stranger and non-stranger-to-stranger instances. The Basic 

Screen Questionnaire and Attitude Questionnaire forms cover personal 

characteristics ruld activity patterns of all household members over the 

age of 12, and solicit their perceptions of the level and trends of crime 

and their fear of crime.* A separate survey instrument for commercial 

crL~e collects detailed information on commercial bu~glary and robbery 

yictimizations and characteristics of establishments victimized. 

NCP survey results are currently being compiled and released; three 

available sets of results are described below: 2 

o Five Largest Cities Survey. IntervieHi:ng 

in the Nation I s five largest cities (Ne~'l 

York, Chicago, Los Angeles, Philadelphia, 

and Detroit) was conducted during the 

period January to Harch 197.3 and covered 

victimizations by six Index crimes (murder 

being excluded) that had occurred duri.ng 1972. 

Some 22,000 persons and 2,000 businesses 

*Un£ort~~ately, the attitudinal information (includi:ng information on fear 

of crime) is not currently available; it will probably not be compiled and 

released until sometimeLl 1976. 
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\.;ere intel.'viewed in each. city. An advance 

report, ItCrime in the' Nation's Five Largest 

Cities,1I '.;as published in April 1974. The 

OVerview, Residential, and Commercial 

chapters of this document maKe use of the 

findings documented in the advance report. 

Eight Impact Cities Survey. IntervieHs in 

the eight LEAA-designated High Impact Program . . . , 

cities (Atlanta, Baltimore, Cleveland, Dallas ... 

Denver, Newark, Portland, and St. Louis) ,qere 

conducted from July through November 1972 and 

covered victimizations that occurred during 

the previous 12 months. About 9,700 house-

holds (some 21,000 persons age 12 and over) 

and approximately 2,000 commercial establish-

ments made up ~~e sample for each city. 

Find~ngs presented in the advance report, 

published in July 1974, have contributed to 

the Overview, Residential, and Commercial 

chapters of this report. 

National Survey. Interviewing for the 

National Survey began in July 1972 and has 

continued on a regular monthly basis. Each 

month's interviews utilize a representative 
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statistical sample of 10,000 households 

and 2,500 businesses nationwide, and cover 

victimizations occurring during the previous 

6 months. Given a base of 60,000 households, 

a yearly victimization rate is determined 

based on tt'iD sets of interviews per household 

per year. Preliminary summaries of results 

for each of the first three quarters of 1973 

have been made available to the CPTED Research 

Support team. CPTED estimation of the yearly 

victimization rates by combin~ng the first 

three quarters and apply~ng a four-thirds 

weight to the total has yielded estimates that 

are adequate for CPTED purposes at this time. 

These results are presented and discussed in 

Chapters 4 through 6. 

It should be noted that, inasmuch as the National Crime Panel surveys 

constitute a new method of measuring the degree and extent of crime: there 

are some definitional and methodological problems associated with them. 

Consequently, caution should be exercised in the use of the results. In 

fact, LEAA recently commissioned the National Academy of Science~ to conduct 

a 2-year study of this new method. AIilong the questions to be asked ~ere: 

h'hether the definitions used by NCP correspond with those of the UCR; 

\~hether the sample is larQe enouQ'n,' \.:hether more or 1 " ~ ~' ess emph~sis should be 
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placed on the n.ational or city studies; \Yhether the same information 

can be gathered more cheaply by telephone than by personal interviews; 

and whether other types of crimes should be included. 

C. Other Victimization Surveys 

In recent years, several other less comprehensive yet still ''iide-

scale victimization surveys have been conducted.> the results of which 

have contributed to the preparation of this report. These surveys have 

endeavored to measure the following: Levels.> trends, and kinds of 

incidence or victimization; degrees of fear and attitudes relatina to . '"' 

crime and crime control; and detailed information on the characteristics 

of crimes, offenders, and victims. 

Field Surveys conducted for the President·s Commission on Law 

Enforcement and the Administration of Justice in the mid-1960 ' s are the 

major representatives bf this type of broad-based survey concerned with 

crime ~~d fear of crime in general. (In fact, the conception of the 

National Crime Panel effort in 1968 actually resulted in part from con-

cern created by these surveys' discovery of the base amount of crimes 

that went unreported and of the significant level of public fear.) Per-

haps the foremost oE the Field Surveys is the National Opinion Research 

Center's (NaRC) "Criminal Victim_~ation in the United States" (1967),3 D. 

survey conducted in a sample of'lO,OOO households throughout the United 

States to establish: The extent and nature of crimes of violence and 

property crimes against individuals and households, and losses or injury 

suffered; the extent to which these crimes Here reported to the police; 
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perceived characteristics of offenders; and perception of behavior as 

influenced by the level of crime. Other Field Surveys Biderman "s 

"Report on a Pilot Study in the District of Columbia on Victimization 

and Attitudes toward Law Enforcement,,4 and Reiss's "Studies in Crime and 

Law Enforcement in Major Metropolitan Areas"S -- sought similar informa-

tion on a more localized scale (the latter also included commercial 

victimizations). 

~Iore recently, general crime surveys -- again, on a narrower scale, -~ 

have been prepared in conjunction with the LEAA·s High'Impact and Pilot 

Cities Programs. For example, a survey conducted in the Impact City of 

-Portland in 1972, the '%jbbery and Burglary Victimology Project, n6 sought 

to compile a composite profile of the victims of and physical factors 

attendant to these crimes in residential and commercial settings. A 

Dayton-San Jose Pilot Cities victimization survey, HCrimes and Victims,,7 -

(1974), sought characteristics of the victims of personal, househOld, and 

cOhl@ercial incidents in these environments. 

Victimization surveys are especially valuable as means of obtaining 

information not afforded by the UCR (including the characteristics of the 

victim and-the nature of the victim/offender relationship) and as vehicles 

for revealing and correcting the inadequacies of estimating the level of 

cril:Je on the basis of the amount of reported crimes. However, all victim-

ization surveys are to some degree v~lnerable to several potential sources 

of error. Among these are: The general difficulties of drawing a 

representative sample; subjective factors, such as language of the question-

naire, ",hich may lend bias to the interview itself; and the possibilities 
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that intervie'fi~es may overreport victimization by including incidents 

outside the designated time frame, or may underreport through having 

suppressed or forgotten incidents. 

As suggested by the discussion above (and as substantiated in sub­

sequent chapters), the general victimization surveys mentioned -- as well 

as the UCR -- provide data pertinent to the residential and commercial 

establishments as they generally cover incidents incurred by individuals, 

households, or businesses. Rarely, however, 40 these general sources offer 

informa'tion on offenses and victimizations occurring within :the school or 

the transportation" environments (UCR data .. on... auto theft. is an. exception) . 

In these environments, limited efforts in the form of victimization surveys 

have only recently begun to establish bases for measuring crime and fear. 

For example, a survey of 110 urban school districts \vas undertaken by the 

Senate S~bcommittee on >Juvenile Delinquency in 1970 to measure crimes 

against persons and property. The Subcommittee repeated and expanded 

that effort in 1973. In 1972, the American Transit Association attempted 

to measure, for the first time, the extent and seriousness of crime and 

vandalism in urban mass transit through a survey of U.S. and Canadian 

transit company records. In addition, limited attitude surveys conducted 

in recent years have sought to obtain information on transit users' percep-

tion of crime. 

D. Analytic Studies 

This category encompasses a broad range of studies that J \"hile they 

may also afford general data on crime and fear, primarily seek to investigate 
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in depth specific aspects of crime problems. Because both the purposes 

served and the methodologies used by these studies are Hidely disparat~> and 

the studi~s themselves are numerous, this discussion Hill merely describe 

theril by type in terms of their focii and offer examples of each type. 

One such type may be termed IIcrime-specific lf ; these studies investigate 

the nature and incidence of a particular type of crime. For example, 

A. Normandeau's "Trends and Patterns in Crimes of Robbery lf8 studied all '. 

robberies reported in Philadelphia between 1960 and 1966 to discover trends 

and patterns Hith regard to vict~/offender and environmental characteristics. 

Scarr's "Patterns of Burglary" study conducted similar investigations of 

,that crime during a 3-year period in three types of metropolitan areas. 

Some analytic studies can be designated "environment-specific," 

inas~uch as they focus upon the array of crimes occurring in a particular 

type of setting. For example, Reppetto's "Residential Crime"lO studied __ 

through examination of police records, interviews, and field observations __ 

cririle, offender, and victim patterns of residential crime in the metropolitan 

BOston area. ~Iisner and NcDonald' s "Reduction of Robberies and Assaults of 

B D' ,,11 d' d ' 
uS r1vers stu 1e the nature and causes of bus crimes, utilizing pOlice 

and bus company records, driver and management surveys, and offender inter­

viel'is. 

Additionally, less specifically focused studies that I identify and 

explore certain types of crime patterns were used in the preparation of this 

report. F 1 L d k ' . or examp e, ue t e s attempt to analyze speCific environmental 

characteristics of residences and businesses victimized by burglary and 

32 

2. 

robbery in the city of Detroit contributed information \~ith relevant 

respect to the crime-related criterion on environmental patterns. 

E. Demographic Surveys 

For the most part, demographic statistics figuring in this document 

(such as population figures and measures of socioeconomic and other 

environmental characteristics) emerge indirectly £ram the crime-related 

source materials described earlier. However,. in certain cases, demographic-

type data sources have been used directly. For example$ in the residential 

environment discussion, Hoover and Vernon's post~ar study of metropOlitan 

areas~ trAnatomy of a Netropolis,,,12 contributed a usefUl sys~em of differ­

entiating metropolitan areas by land use and social characteristics. 

(There work is more relevant to the CPTED Program than Burgess' Concentric 

Circles study performed in the 1920's because of the former's recency.) 

Also, in performing r~gh calculations of cri@e rates with the preliminary 

National Crime Panel results provided to the Research Support team, popula-

tion counts by the 1970 U.S. Census proved useful. In the same vein, 

tables of ridership data13 compiled by the American Transit Association 

facilitated identification of trends within the mass transportation area. 

F. Problems of Comparison 

In addition to the limitations inherent in the various individual 

types of data sources (which have already been noted and ''ihich receive 

further discussion in subsequent chapters), broader problems \<iere encoun-

tered in attempts to compare the various data for the purpose of developi~g 

composite pictures of crine experience and neaningful statements \~ith regard 
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to the crime/environment criteria. However, because constraints on the 

time and resources available for compiling this document precluded any 

extensive efforts to collect data by a special search of police depart­

ment records or the commissioning of independent victimization or attitude 

surveys, ** it was necessary to base this comparative analysis on ava:iZabZe 

information from a variety of data sources. General difficulties eneoun-

tered in this task a;:'i:.) summarized in this section. 

One basic difficulty arose from the widely varied schemes utilized by 

different sources in classify~ng crimes. Until recently, criminolocrical 
.0 

analysis was dominated by the UCR concept of II 0 II 0 h erl1Ile as a unJ.tary p enome-

non that covered vastly disparate behavior ranging from homicide to dis­

orderly conduct. Thus, sources offering similar numerical incidence or 

rate calculations for the "total" crime experience of an area fail to 

yield a very meaningfu~ crime pic~ure; additionally these sources can 

actually differ in the crimes included in their calculations. Moreover, 

even when sources supposedly deal with the same specific type of crime -­

robbery, for example -- such disparate events as bank robberies and street 

muggings may be lwnped within the totals. Further·difficulties arise 

frOID the variations used 0 1 Of 0 0 °d b In c assJ. ylng lncJ. ents y degree of severity 

what constitutes an aggravai:;ed assault, grap.d larceny, and so on. 

**The Research Support team did, however, conduct certain data collection 

efforts -- n~ely, in compiling ra\oi' survey data provided by the National 

Crime Panel, the American Transit Association, and the National Associa-

tion of School Security Directors t th ~ -- 0 e ex~ent possible and as the 

need arose. 

34 

- J 

[J 
[ ~ 

[J 
] 

[~ 
[ 11 

I 
[ I 
['I 1 
[. ' 

[ I J 

[ ] 
[I J 

[I 
.... 1 ] 
[ _'-I ] 
[' " -I J 
[-; 
'-~I ] 
[.~ __ J 

Similar problems Here encouiltered \vi th respect to the noncomparabili ty 

of the units used to measure crime. As pointed out in Section B of this 

chapter, victimization surveys tend to measure specific criminal acts per 

potential victim, Hhile police reports (\~hich contribute to the UCR compila-

tions) measure in terms of offenses -- failing to take into nccoun't the 

number of potential victims. _ Additionally J '.,hile one crime event may 

involve more than one category of offense J such as the murder of a rnpe 

victim, the UCR classification would record only a single offense -- in 

this case, a criminal homicide, the highest ranking offense. Similarly, 

bases used in the calculation of crime rates or risk may vary between the 

different data sources. While some sources (such. as the UCRl deal only 

in terms of cr~es per 100>000 (or other unit) of total population, and 

thus fail in the cases of crime categories such as burglary to afford very 

meaningful rates, other sources do calculate in terms of more specific and 

appropriate targets of risk. 

Other obstacles resulted from the varying degrees of specificity 

exhibited by different sources \~ith respect to the crime-related informa-

tion they provide. In some cases, the absence of detail -- such as infor-

mation on time of occurrence, 'rihether offenses were stranger-to-stranger --

rendered the data virtually useless. In other cases, "lumping" of crimes 

occurring in more than one of the CPTED target environments -- for axnmple, 

the classification as "street'l criBe of offenses occurring in alleys of 

residential areas, parking lots of co~~ercial establishments, playgrounds 

of schools, and bus stops -- frustrated data analysis efforts. As wentioned 

35 



J 
~ , 

'j'1 , , 
~1 , ' 
! 

j: 
J 
~ , 

r 
j 
1 
J 

{. 

previously in Chapter 2 vdth respect to the environment-related criteria~ 

the large majority of crime data sources fail to specify a'<:act· environmen~ 

tal locale or other characteristics to a degree that would allow the 

desired comparison with the detailed categories afforded by demographic 

surveys. 

Additionally~ the fact that crime data available from various sources 

\'Iere drawn from different time periods within the past decade or so 

limited CPTED ability to make definitive statements about either the cur-

rent levels ~f crime or trends in cr.ime incidence. 

Finally .. 'the recognition that each data set has certain methodo~ogical 

.problems associated with ,it does not necessarily mean that all data are 

equally inadequate or useless. In fact .. it i~ generally ~greed that victi-

mization data is the most preferahle. This type of data is, however~ not 

routinely collected and is expensive to generate. In addition, the NCP 

data are not available for small units of analysis (i. e., family, househOld, 

block~ etc.). Thus, the dile~~a is that the best data (NCP type) is rela-

tive1y unavailable ''Ihile the weaker data (UCR type) is routinely collected. 

This situation has prompted numerous researchers to consider the relation-

ship beh/een lIunofficial!f and "official" data sources in order, to assess 

the error in absolute estimation values and to determine the relationship 

beh;een each data type and important "independentll variables. 

For example, Hirschi (1969), in his analysis of the cOJ:relates of 

delinquent behavior, observed that the sign and level,of the relationship 

bct,,'een potential independent variables and a self-reported measure of 
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delinquency were very similar to tb,e signs and levels of association 

between the same variables and an official measure of delinquency. In 

a comparison of UCR and victimization rates (i.e., homicide rates co1-

1ected by the Center for Health Statistics and victimization rates 

derived fr01TI the survey conducted by the National Opinion Research Center 

in 1965), Hinde1ang observed that: 

While only very crude comparisons can be made between 

the UCR and data from these two sources, the result!? 

suggest fhat for homicide trends and the geograpnic 

distribution of "index offense," UCR and non-UCR sources 

depict similar patterns (1975). 

It was determined that, at a regional level of aggregation (1965), the 

UCR victimization rates correlated at +0.98, demonstrating the degree to 

which the official data is an index of the relative level of what have 

come to be considered more reliable and valid measures of crime. Finally, 

at a city level, the correlations between UCR and victimization rates 

(using 26 cities for which National Crime Panel data have been published), 

run from 0.67 to 0.88, with a cross-city correlation of 0.76. While these 

values vary by offense type, it is becoming increasingly clear that total 

and property victimization rates vary closely ,dth recorded crime rates, 

and that most variables are related to self-report measures in a 11'ay that 

parallels their relationship to official rates. 
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CHAPTER 4. OVERVIEW; CRDIE A.'iD FEAR 

In an overview manner, this chapter addresses the types and trend.s 

of crime that are to be impacted by the CPTED Program, and discusses 

them with respect to the iive crime-related criteria, as defined in 

Section A of Chapter 2. The discussion is based on a systematic and 

comparative analysis of various data sources, surveys, and studies. As 

mentioned earlier,' the attempt has been made in this analysis .. to take 

into account the most up-to-date information that is available; to identi-

fy consensus, opinions, and disparities; and to arrive at some relevant 

conclusions. This overview chapter provides a general summary of the 

target crimes, related·source materials, and crime-related information. 

In this and subsequent chapters, the amount of supporting data is kept to 

a minimum; however, speciiic references are. Dade to the pertinent material 

whenever appropriate. 

It is to be noted that, although the material presented in this 

chapter is of a general nature and therefore applicable to all four 

environments of CPTED concern, it is especially pertinent to the residen-

tial and commercial environments, '\'Thich are discussed in greater detail 

in Chapters 5 and 6, respectively. 

For the purposes of this overview, general information on the overall 

incidence of CPTED target criQes, their nature, and the fear they gene~ate 

has been drawn p~imarily from the broad-based sources discussed in Chapter 

3 -- the FBI Uniform Crime Reports, the National Crime Panel surveys, . and 
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the various field and other general victimization and attitude surveys. 

The scope and limitations of these general sources receive further 

consideration Hithin the context of this chapter. To supplement these 

sources, the findings of various analytic studies are also cited. 

A. Target Crimes 

In general, the CPTED Program is aimed at raising the level of 

personal security through reduction of common, predatory~ stranger-to­

stranger crimes and'the fear induced by such crimes, Thus~ crimes excluded 

from CPTED consideration are offenses commonly referred to as "morals" 

or Ilvictimless" offenses which are by nature non-fear-producing (Le., 

g~~bling and prostitution, white-collar crim~s, organized racketeering, 

and crimes agains~ governmental function). The announcement by the LEAA 

of the commencement of the CPTED Program stated that the Program "will 

concentrate on crimes of opportunity -- particularly robbery, burglary, 

rape and assault."* Furthermore, in addition to robbery., burglary, rape~ 

and assault, CPTED strategies are likely to impact other victim and 

property crimes, especially those occurring between strangers. Thus~ in 

Chapters 5 to 8, through examination of the relative severity and the 

nature of various crimes \'fithin the individual target environments, pre­

liminary assessments are reached as to those crimes against which CPTED 

strategies can be most effective. 

*Statement issued by Hr. Charles 'Work, LEA.J\ Deputy Administrator 

for Administration, in on LE-\..I\. t:ews Release,. May 13,.19.74, P. 2. 
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The specific crimes with i.;hich'the CPTED Progrrua is concerned are those 

measured by the FBI Uniform Crime Reports! Index of crime (criminal nomicide~ 

forcible rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and auto 

theft) and certain of the Part II offenses (other assaults, arson, and 

vandalism). These crimes IDay also be categorized as: (a) Crimes against 

person, J also refer:red to as violent crimes, and Cb) crimes against 

property. The following subsection describes each of the specific types 

of crime that are discussed in this and subsequent chapters. The sub-

section also indicates trends exhibited by the rates for these crimes 

over the 5-year period from 1967 to 1972, based upon the 1972 UCR analysis. 

(It should be noted that, while rates for most crimes seem to have dropped 

slightly for 1972, the rates for 1973** again indicate an increase in 

most types of crime.) . 

1. Crimes Against Person (Violent). Figure 4-1 indicates the over-

all trend of the numerical incidence and rate for the total volume of Part 

I violent crimes as measured by the UCR. The individual violent crimes 

are discussed belOW in descending order according to their vulnerability 

to CPTED strategies. 

a. Robbery. Robbery is defined as a form of theft (or attempted 

theft) in which the offender uses force or violence, or the threat of such, 

to steal anything of value from the possession of another.' As indicated 

by Figure 4-2, total robbery rose considerably over the 5-year period; in 

**The 1973 data Here not available at the tine the present analyses 

\.;ere undertaken. 
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fact, it exhibited the greatest increase of any of the Part! offenses. 

The UCR finds that residential robberies and robberies of chain stores 

types of crime which CPTED strategies may be expected to impact -- ex-

hibited the greatest increases (up 108 percent and 138 percent, respec-

tive1y). 

b. Aggravated ass ail 1 t. Assaults are unlawful physical 

attacks (or attempts to attack) by one person upon another, In general, 

aggravated assaults are assaults with the intent to kil'l or ,inflict 

severe bodily injury by use of a weapon, whereas simple assaults (defined 

by the UCR to be "other assaults") involve attacks or attempts \~ithout a 

weapon resulting in or intending·minor injury. Figure 4-3 indicates the 

recent trend for aggravated assaults; this crime has also Shown signifi-

cant increase, although not so dramatic as the increase of robbery, To 

the degree that assaults are bet\-ieen strangers J they may be impacted by 

CPTED. 

c. Other assaults. Other or simple assaults~ as defined above, 

are also of concern to the CPIED Program • 

d. Forcible rape. Rape constitutes carnal knowledge through 

the use of force or the threat of force, including attempted rape. Inci-

dence and rate for' this crime also rose considerably, as indicated by 

Figure 4-4. Again, to, the ,degree that rapes are between strangers, they 

may be impacted by CPTED. 

e. Criminal homicide. Also referred to as murder or non-

negligent manslaughter, this offense includes all willful killings \ .. ithout 
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due process of law. The increase f0r this crime, is comparable 

to that of aggravated assault (see Figure 4-5). Inasmuch as homicides 

are rare events and are predominantly committed by nonstrangers, CPTED 

hTould be expected to have marginal impact on this crime. 

2. Crimes Against Property. Figure 4-6 indicates the trend taken 

by the crimes against property included in the UCR Index offenses -­

burglary, larceny $50 and over, and auto theft~ The increase for these 

crimes was also conside:mble, although not quite so sharp as the overall 

increase exhibited by the violent crimes against persons. 

a. Burglary. Burglary is the unlawful or forcible entry or 

attempted entry.of a structure, usually, but not necessarily, with the 

intent to commit a theft. As reported to the UCR .. this crime showed 

significant increase over the 5-year period (see Figure 4-7)) although 
. 

less than the increase exhibited by any of the violent crimes. Large 

increases for residential burglary (up 70 percent over 1967) primarily 

account for the total rise in this crime. It can be expected that CPTED 

crime control strategies Hill have significant i.r:J.pact on burglary) both 

residential and commercial. 

b. Larceny. Acts of larceny involve the theft of any property 

or article of value which is not taken by force 2.1id violence, or by fraud . 

Figure 4-8 indicates the recent trend exhibited by larcenies for \'Ihich the 

loss incurred \Vas· valued at $50 or more. These crimes rose significantly--

more sharply, in fact, than several of the violent crimes. 
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In the context of CPTED, c~rtain types of larceny~ possibly in-

volving smal1er losses~ are considered; these include pursesnatch~ pick-

pocket, shoplift, and minor thefts from household and commercial establish-

r.l~nts. Lesser (under $50) larcenies are categorized separately by the 

UCR, and the trends for certain t;r.pes of these crimes are shown in the 

composite Figure 4-9. Shoplift showed the highest increase,; followed by' ~ .. 
pursesnatch; the increase for pickpocket~ on the other hand, Has .insigni­

ficant. Another type of larceny, namely cargo theft, is also of concern 

to CPTED. Cargo theft involves the theft of any container or parts of 

the contents thereof in transit or at freight terminals. This type of 

larceny has shown significant increases during the last few years (see 

the discussion in Section C of Chapter 8). 

c. Auto theft. Auto thefts involve the stealing or driving 

ClHUY and abandoning of a motor vehiCle. As measured by the UCR, the 

crime increased (but not so greatly as the other ,Index offenses) during 

the 5-year period (see Figure 4-10). Inasmuch as auto theft is mainly a 

5trc~t crime, it \lOuld be impacted by CPTED. 

d. Vandalism. Vandalism consists of the willful or malicious 

destruction, injury, or disfigurement of p'roperty without the consent of 

the owner or person in custody. While it can be argued that vandalism. 

lies outside the realm of "crime,lI as defined herein, it is included· in 

this examination because of its severity and consequent impact in term~ 

of fear and dollar cost} particularly in the school and transportation . 

environments. 
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e. Arson. This document considers (as possibly a separate 

TABLE 4-1 form of vandalism) incidents of arson that involve IdUful or malicious 

UCR VS. NCP MEASURBJENTS FOR FIVE LARGEST CITIES, 1972 burning, or attempts thereof, l'i'ith or Idthout intent to defraud. Trends 

for school and transportation vandalism are discussed in Section C of 
I 
I 

%j Chapter 7 and Section C of Chapter 8, respectively. 

City UCR NCP UCR/NCP 

Chicago 223~630 621,300 
.. 

36 .. 
B. Severity 

Detroit 128,996 345,600 37 
This section discusses the s@verity of the CPTED target crimes as 

Los Angeles 237,801 693,500 34 measured by total volume, volU!lle by individual type, alld volume of the 

New ~(ork 515,121 1,100,100 47 indicator offenses of burglary and robbery. 
Philadelphia 78,457 396,900 20 

1. Total Volume: Index Crimes. As described in Chapter 3, the UCR, 

TOTAL 1,184,005 3,156,900 38 (the conventional source for nationwide crime data) compile annually total 

Source: LEAA News Release, April 15, 1974 incidents reported to the police for a set of seven Index offenses. On the 

basis of these inciden~s, rates per 100,000 population are computed for the 

Nation and various regional and local areas. 1972 UCR incident totals and 

rates for the Index crimes as a I<{hole and for individual offenses are 

PERCENT ~ANGE OVER 1967 
presented in this section. However, it must be borne in mind, that, as 

______ f+U.Utl 0' o-JofN.s.U UP ]' P".OWl 

----- 1'411 tu iOO.OOQ 1~""lt4N'J UII 2. '1I(I~f discussed in Chapter 3, a large percentage of crine is not reflected in 

+50~-----r------~----~~----'-------. these UCR figures, since they fail to show those crimes not reported to 

or recorded by the police. Consequently) actual gross incidents and crime 

rates are probably substantiallY larger than the UCR data would suggest. 

The NCP victimization surveys (described in Section B of Chapter 3) 

have been designed in part to provide a truer estimation of the total 
1968 -1959 197D 1971 1972 

volume of the more common crimes. Table 4-1 compares the total nwnber of 
Source: FBI GCR 1972 

crimes reported in the UCR in 1972 \'lith the findings on total number of 

Figure 4-10. Total Auto Theft, 1967-1972 
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victimizations found by the NCP~s Five Largest Cities survey in that year. 

Th~ total number of incidents indicated by ~~Tyey respondents is greater 

than t\dce the comparable UCR-reported offenses. This survey (see Table 

4-2) and the NCP survey of Eight Impact Cities found that crimes against 

co~ercial establishments tended to be reported to the police most fre-

quently, followed by crimes against households and, lastly" crimes 

against invididuals. Larcenies~ both personal and household, Here the 

incidents least often reported. 

In conclusion, then~ the recent crime estimates afforded by victim-

ization surveys suggest triat the 1972 UCR total of 5,89l~OOO Index offenses 

probably only reflects about one-half the actual total for these' offenses. 

2. Volume by Type of Offense. Somewhat more meaningful'inforlnation 

emerges Hhen the volume of these offenses is considered by individual type. 

The Index offenses are distinguished by the UCR in tHO major categories: 

Crimes against pers.on, or violent crimes, and crimes against property. 

Crimes'against property (burglary, larceny $50 and over, and auto theft) 

make up the large volume of total Index offenses 86 percent in 1972. 

\'ihile the violent crimes against person -- criminal homicide, forcib1~ 

rape, robbery, and assault -- make up only about 14 percent of the Index 

total, their volume seems to be increasing at a greater rate'thanthat of 

the property crimes. The UCR reported a 67-percent increase in violent 

crimes from 1967 to 1972, as opposed to a 53-percent increase for tha't· 

period in property crimes. 

54 

.. .... -a .... 

.> 
"::I 

'" 
~ 

"" .. 
~ 

N 
r-.. 

:.. ., 
:::: 

en 
~ 

~ 

~ 
U 
H 
.-l 

.. ., 
0 'ti 
c... i 
0 .. 
E-o .3 
Q 
~ 

t; 
a 

('1 c... 
I ~ 

... .... 
~ ~ 0 .. ... 
:5 U) 

z 
g 

::::: 0 
<: H 
E-o r:.... 

<: 
N 
H 
:2 
H 
E-< 
u 

0 

a'l 
u 
':l 
5· 

H 

> 
t.:.. 
0 
p.-. 
Z 
r.:l 
U 
0:: 
~ 
0... 

c 
0 ... 

..> 
d .. ... 
~ 
..> 
u .... 
> 
~ 

0 

~ 
>: 

E-

-.tJ ~~g:a22.~E::~:$~~~~~~ "" 

,. 

~ 
. 
~;o:.;~~~~~~s:;~:a:~~N 

..... ~~:J$'~~r;~~~a~~g ,",' ,. ~... ~ " 

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

0- ~~~~~g:~~~~S~&~~ n 

t- ~~~$~~~~~~~~~~;:; n 
--~.-

i:" .... l 
.s:: c:: ... 

i:' S. :J c:: .. 
::> 8. g 

i:' .., 
C 0 

o. .... - " 
..., 

il '" 2 ,.:r-
0 :s ::; .. };.,.,g .., 

'i :: e "1:1 ...... 
c- o " .... ., .., ....,'" .. ..> 
M ~., !it:' 

-">- .... 
~ :l :l 

-.:I "' .... " u' ...):S"~O => n '" 10'" ~'d,....::s.::l " "..> '" U::l. c:I t'1 :i o.D =;a.,.c-,>.Gt 
CE r'l a.= 0 Q;":Sa;-d .,,, "'d CO n.-l =--

-4..3 C c-l -:::,-:~e':-':I 
o~ ClnQ)::~ g~.,.):=c...w 
-.40 ::'I (J -'~::"~-tc.. 

>-0 ~.9~i:'~ ~~aQ'::~ 
-0 a t'.8 ~.5,g B:= ~.:: :i ~~ :j 

~~C/):&,::J~::S ~.:=< e~-c: 

<l ~ g,,:E~ ~~ ~~ ~ 
C 1:~:2 :l 0 
c ... <.> 

" c... 

~~~§~~ ~ ~:O~_""LI"'\o..c-.(\, '" \('o!'O"-O~ 
V'\t""'..;rt'""\"~"'''';)O'oon r- t"'ClO"-.o 

.... .~ 

~5 
;J.!:t 
",", .;..I g-g H 

0 ........ p" 
0" 
0:>' ~ 
il:;! en "'u 

~~~~~~ ~ N_C'-\1"10-'::-~t""'\r..-..o 0 g::;;g;-;Z 0 .... 0 
W"'-:--V\N co. t'l":;t:""'CI"-(\I '" "'.., ~ .0., 

.0 .., .... > a~ ~ ..,~ ..; ...... 
'-4. 'a -'2.0 
..: '" .... 0 11/ "' ..... ..-! » .... .;..I 
.... ';;1 .... .. : 'E lA- u 

~~~B~hi ~ Mt.I·"'t'\O~V'\""O""N...o "" .... ~~o .... 0 .u 
"'r:---7("",,\N('olr""\..aOO-N r- t-'CO 0'\11'"10 ~.2 t:l 

iii 
"'J~ 
~" ~ 
.. j:> t-< 
g~ III ,,<> 

~ a~ 
u ~ "' .. 

{J:2 t:l t-""~~\I'\....:a:J':J....o-..o t- ...0("'\0,.... .... O~\I'\c-.O -C""'!-zt-ec-"\C'04 I.l'" J.C'\t"--=l'("·"H"" ("of - t-C7'-N . r- ~tO 0"0..0 .., ... s:: .,c 0 :2 .... ..-I .. " .;..I c oj CO 
-rl:;l ';2: 

,," 0 "," ...... :S a.;l 
!ri~.s~~~~~~~ .'" ...... ...-4['-~ .... '" 

g::;.;o~~~ to .... ~ ~ -<r r- r-O'o--.'C' 
..-I el"' 

.;:; .... 
It) 0 

~f:: 
g 

or! 

g! H 
u 

li-g . .. 
.-+ 0.., 
01 .0", . ., 

~-j ~ tJ .., ~ 

"'" P-..., .., ., :;;., 
" c .., 

1£ 
., 

.5 0 .... ...", ... u 0 
e~ C ... .... 0 .s:: ... ~i:' ..... 

u u ;:i :dg tl .., 0 5~ :5 d .c 
.... "" 15 

..., .. : (l 

:;l .... -' 
~$ ...t 

'" -'" ~:3 ~1? ci:' oj 

"''' >'CDt:O>t ...-{ >"t,.I tJ ...,..., OJ" ~~ s:: 
C -I)... J:- C 

~>to=vo ........ :g~ ~'" 0 
~ ~ ~ E.~ S ..=.:;s~~~ c> u <l...> on .c,;:: 
'o~~-d~a c:::~~~~ .., ... ..... ta ~ 

" " d ~ ..::- .... c c o.r-t -.:I'd -' "..> o-,-g~"E1L • .)-g-g 
" c> 

c ... :z; 
~C1 ':J ~~~ ...... :s..,..)-::f..,,- ..... ~~ .0>'" ~~ o=nu.xC ~;J\o..c. :=-_ tlo o.'V 4) Co -.a >. '" c. 

o:...~uo 'd :... -""i ): EO;"'" E;,-t e s... ~~ g ~~ :1~c~~f! 
.... t) u d ~".:: a..-:>-> CoCo' .... Cl ~ C%.c.I Q) 

g ...... ;",...~:.t E:~ E""'> u ,..tCJE.,Io) " 0 
~:t CJ t;;oO::!...,)C40....)OO~ :.. t:J.D 0...,) p.. 14 c... <:; ~:;.t...::;,-<:1t,.)<...,D< <I ~.D U....t .. " .s ,g ~ g ,g.g '~C> P 
t.> " 0 ,g 0 g til u 

S5 



Tne NCP survey data analyses carried out to date on 13 cities have 

found that .. as a general pattern, slightly felier than one-half of all 

incidents were carried out against persons, about 40 percent against 

households, and IS percent against commercial establishments. Of the 

crimes against person, 1 about 33 percent werEl of a violent nature. 

Table 4-3 presents further breakdown of the UCR 1972 Index into 

particular offense categories. As is shown, burglary representing 

40 percent of tot,a! offenses -- is the most prevalent crime .. followed 

closely by larceny. By comparison .. the most serious crimes, murder and 

rape, are extremely rare. (I'/hile the NCP surveys do not include murder .. 

the crime of rape has been found by them to be the least common and 

'tpersonal larceny \dthout contact" the most common.) 

Table 4-4 presents a further measure of the overall severity of the 

crimes against property, showing the dollar costs of the various types 

of property loss by crime in 1972. 

3. The llIndicator" Offenses: Burglary and Robbery. Within the 

context of this document, both in general and \~ith respect to the four 

individual environments, discussion often tends to focus upon the crimes 

of burglary and robbery as being representative of crimes of property 

a.nd crimes of violence, respectively. As has been seen .. burglary is the 

most frequent in occ~rrence of the Index Offenses and is thus deserving 

of the attention of the CPTED Program. However, as a crime of stealth; 

directly perpetrated against a structure and not an individual,; and Iare~y 

... ~-
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TABLE 4-3 

INDax OFFENSES BY CATEGORY, 1972 

Crime TyPe 

Murder and nonneg. manslaughter 

Forcible rape 

Robbe:r.y 

Individual 

Commercial 

Miscellaneous 

Aggravated assault 

Burglary 

Residential 

Nonresidential 

Larceny over $50 

Auto theft 

Gross No.* 

18,000 

46,000 

375,000 

389,000 

2.,345,000 

1,838,000 

880 .. 000 

*Figures rounded to nearest 1,000 

**Less than 1% 

Source: FBI UCR~ 1972 
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, 
involving confrontation, it is iTh1.erently less fear-producing than the 

violent crimes.*** Robbery is the ideal indicator, for the purposes of 

this discussion, of these latter crimes. hnile it has been shown by 

both official reports and victimization surveys to occur about equally as 

frequently as assaultj robbery is sibrnifican~ly ]Jore often a.n occurrence 

between strangers (see Section E.:5 below). Tnus, robbery is repres'enta-

tive as a common~ predatory offense against person. 

C. Fear 

On several grounds, it \oJOuld appear that the greatest overall 

consequence of crime is the fear Hhich it gene:rdtes. As pointed out in 

the discussion of crime severity above, the wajority of crimes do not 

result in an actual violent attack upon the individual. In terms of the 

individual victim, the economic consequences of crime, although not incon-

siderable, are not alarmingly serious; the UCR reported in 1972 that the 

average value of property stolen in a street robbery \~as $186, and in a 

residential burglary approximately $300. Indeed, a field survey on 

victimization and fear of crime aIilong the residents of Washington, D.C., 

conducted in 19662 found victimization by violent crime to be extremely 

rare and the monetary less in all but a few instances reported by 

;"**HoweYer, as a recent studyl has shown, public alarm and a.ctual fear over 

residential burglary have grown as a result of increases in victimiza-

tion and the concomitantly increasing sense that one's home is not 

secure from invasion by strangers. 
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rc~pondents to be very small, Thus, the sl.1"{'1!ey report concluded that 

the high degree oE fear and the profound effect upon respondents 

Lehavior arose far less from respondents' previous victimization exper­

ience than from their vicarious sense of a weakening of' social controls. 

Other field surveys conducted during the 1960 l s also registered 

high levels of fear among respondents. Unfortunately, the data on 

fear (to include information about perceived levels of crime nationwide 

and in respondents' own neighborhoods, levels of fear, and effects on 

respondents' willingness to move about their neighborhoods by day and by 

. night; etc.) currently being collected by National Crime Panel attitude 

survey are.,not available at this date. However, a survey conducted nation~ 

\.;ide in 1972 by a national magazine**** indicated that at least 70 percent 

of the 43,000 respondents Here afraid to go out on the streets at night 

and ~'i'ere occasionally afraid \.;hile at home. Additionally, a 1969 survey 

d t d · 10 ., 4 f d h th b t 4 t f 10 con uc e In cltles oun t at., on e average, a. au ou 0 

residents felt somewhat or very unsafe 011 the streets of their neighborhood 

at night. 
, 

The various attitude surveys that' have been conducted have ascertained 

th:lt certain groups of people experience considerablY more fear than others. 

The r-;ORC Field sUrVeyS (see Table 4-5), for example, found that \wmen and 

nonHhi te persons ,oiere considerably more fearful of \'/alking neighborhood, 

streets alone at night than Here their male, white counterparts. Nonwhites 

*'.::** "Are you personally afraid of crime?" Life, Jan. 14> 1972, - .-
P. 28. In Harries.

3 
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TABLE 4-;,5 

SO~ffi NORC SURVEY RESULTS, 1965 

ROW' SAFE to YOU FEEL ~ALZ!~IG .>U.0'!t::: I!{ YOUR 
., h"EIG"i30RECOD A.::-n:3. ~,? 

.. . -- I 
. I 

>:.:::.. RespoJlse 
White Non-White 

., l" .. 31e Fe::lale ~le I Female 

:.Very safe . · · · 65~ 351. 33"?; 161. 

~.Scme<Jhat: safe · · 22 2l~ 25' 19 .,. 
- SoaIe",hat: U!1Safe · 9 23 22 28 

.. Very U1.lsafe 4 
.. 

13 · · · 20 37 _ . 
--:-: ;.. 

~ ....... . . , . 
.-

:rotal 0 · 100:' lOOt. 10~~ lOO~ 
... * ...... ~ . 

I _ .. . ~ N • · · · (4.623) (J ,495) (646) (1,033) .. -. 

HOW l..l!CELY IS IT A l'E.~ON w:r.ll. EE P.DB3E.D OR ATTACKED 
. ret THE S'I'?.£ns A.~Om.'D RE~? 

= = 
¥ihite Non-White 

Respocse 
~ Male Fe:lale I Male Ft!male 
< 

Very likely • · · · · · 67- 67- 147- 217-

Somewhat likely · · · · .14 15 25 30 

SOQe~hat unlikely • · · 27 32 35 32 

Very unlikely • · · · · 53 47 26 17 

:rota1 • · · · • 1007- 1001. 1007- 1007-

u • · · · · · · (4,661) (7,443) (542) (1,018) 

-
Respollse 

w"hite I Non~Hhite 

Hale Fe:lale Hale IPet:lale 

Very coccerned · · · · · 117- ' '.Of 221- 257-- .... ;. 

Some~hat concerned · · · 36 38 29 37 

Not: 'Worried · · · · · · 53 48 49 33 
. 

Total · · · · · 1007- 1007- 1001- 1007-

N . · ' . · · · · (4,668) (7,515) (61~6) (11 °37) -

Source; 'tXlRC Su-'"V'ey 
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Here found to be considerauly more fearful of being robbed or attacked 

in their neighborhoods than t,hites. 
. h 10 . . 4 Similarly, ~n t e c~t~es survey? 

black and female respondents in every city expressed more fear for their 

personal security than did white and male respondents. This survey 

also found that, in each city, feeliI(gs of insecurity \'lere highest 

among those in low-income brackets. 

However, in idep.tical surveys recently conducted in Dayton, 'O~io, 

and San Jose" California,6 it'was found that groups in these· cities 

expressing most fear of crime differed in certain instances. While in 

, Dnyton blacks expressed far more fear over crime than did whites, in . 

San Jose it ~ .. as whites who expressed a higher degree of fear. ,While',. 

persons living in low-income areas in both cities felt more unsafe than 

persons in other areas, the difference \'las more dramatic in Dayton. 

As in other studies, these surveys fOund women experi~nced more fear than 

did men and, further, that older people \'lere far more fearful than younger 

ones. Furthermore, fear has been found to be quite uniformly high among 

. ' 50 000 ThlLlS, considerably more central-city residents of c~t~es over , . 

rc~idents than suburbanites express fear of going out alone at night. 

The crime of burglary generates substantial fear,. fear not only of 

t I F~~s but also concern for the safety of the household membexs. proper y v __ 

People tend to proj ect ",hat might have happened had they been present a::: 

the time of the break-in; hmo/ever, burglars rarely enter occupied house-

holds. 
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The fact that fear of criil1e ~s usually operationalized in these 

studies as the subjects' estimate (perception) of the probability of 

victimization accounts for the high correlation between fear and the 

crime rate. !'-1ost citizens are aware of the nature of the crime 

problem in their i.rnreediate enviroT' .. I'nent. "'"Ilile this does not mean 

that a subj ect can accurately assess the cri;Jle level in his neighbor-

hood (i.e., estimates of the probability of victimization ure usually 

greater than t~e real probabilities), it does suggest the process that 

links fear and crime. 

There is~ however, another dimension to the conception of crime 1 

what Furstenberg has called "concern. II By concern is meant the 

relative position of crime in the citizen1s heirarchy of "life problems." 

Furstenberg has observed that those who define crime as the most important 

problem are least likely to live in high crime areas and, therefore, to 

be among those who have low fear of being victimized. While one 

might speculate as to why this may be the case, the imlortant point to 

observe is that the efforts of CPTED ar:; directed at fear and c.rime 

evidence, not necessarily concern. Additionally, CPTED can only effect 

fear by bringing it in clo;er approxlmation to the real probability of 

v~ctimization and/or by reducing the real probability of victimization. 

D. Environmental Patterns 

In this section~ the geographical districution, specific environ-

mental locale, and temporal patterns of t~e target crimes are discussed. 

1. Geographical Distribution. Th~re is no general trend that 
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\~-ou1d suggest that Index crimes (as reflected by the UCR) are unusually 

sp.rious within some particular region of the United States. However, if 

these types of crime are compared \dth respect to city size, conspicuous 

differences do appear. As Table 4-6 indicates, the violent crimes in 

1972 tended to rise with increase in city size; property crimes, however, 

tended to remain at similar levels regardless of city size. As is shown 
I 

.' 
in Table 4-6, these tendencies also held true \~ith respect to the rela-

tive incidence of the indicator crimes, robbery and burglary. 

A somewhat different perspective emerges when one looks at the 

incidence of crime for the different types of areas within Standard 
. 

~I'etropolitan Statistical Areas. Table 4-7 compares crime rates by central 

city versus suburb and rural areas, as indicated by the 1972 UCR. Crimes 

such as rape, burglary. and (particularly) robbery are much more common 

in central cities than i.n suburbs, \'ihile crimes of larceny are more evenly 

distributed between city and suburbs. Rural areas experience comparative-

ly little crime. In general, then, those types of crime with which CPTED 

is concerned are concentrated wi thin the city. This pattern is discussed· 

in greater detail in subsequent chapters on the individual enviroiliuents. 

2. Environmental Locale. Table 4-8, \~hich was compiled from pre-

liminary 1973 results made available by the NCP National Survey, indicates 

the relative incidence of the various types of crimes against individuals 

by specific place of occurrence. _~ can be seen, all of these crimes 

(I-Ii th the exception of larceny by pickpocket) occur by far the most fre-

quently on the streets or in pa:rks, fields, and other open spaces; 
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PERSONAL CRIMES BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE, 1973 

TOTAL (Crime Against Person) 

Assaultive Violcnce 
With Theft 

Rapo 

Attempted Rape 

Serious Assault 

\~ith \~cupon 

No 1~t:aJlol1 

~llllor Asspult 

l~llhout Theft 

[lllpe 

flttornptcd I\upo 

Serious ASSDUlt 

IHtll \'Icnpol1 

No Weapon 

Att. Assault, \'IutlPOIl 

fllilor ASSIiU 1 t 

All. Assoult, No l~cnJlon 

Person!ll 't'huft. No Ass\lult 

]tcuucry 

1'Ii th Nca}\on 

No lieapon 

Attempted Robbery 

Inth Weapon 

:\0 l~enJlon 

Pursesnatch, lIo Force 

Att, l'urscsnatch, No Forcc 

Pocket Picking 

*Too sm:tll for sjgtllfit:l1t\co 

Total 
Inchlcnce 

S, 213, 200 

4,108,160 

361.480 

6.107 

4,240 

194,440 

171,240 

23,2UO 

156,666 

3,746,700 

36,480 

H4,307 

456,853 

383,293 

73,560 

870,840 

560. Zll 

1, 70B ,O:!] 

1,105.040 

354,520 

157,733 

177,173 

368,040 

111,SOO 

156,520 

100,613 

74,000 

307,936 

\ 
Insitlo llorno 
01" Othcr Il!.!:!a.. 

11.l 

12.5 

16.2 

49,1 

63.8 

14.6 

B.9 

19,5 

15.8 

12.1 

31.6 

27.'5 

U.S 

10.9 

14.7 

8.2 
18.0 

10.9 

6.8 

14.3 

Il.l! 

10.3 

5.8 

4.4 

6.9 

0.0 

0.0 

2.9 

Sour-cc; Computcd by US1{!;E from NCP's proliminary I{:ttlonal Survey 
rcsul t$ (for first three quurtt!1"S of 1973). 

\ 
VlIcn t. 1101110. 
\lotel, .Iotel 

0.3 

0.4 

0.4 

0,0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.8 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

C.O 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.7 
0.3 

0.2 

0.3 
0.9 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

t 
Ilonr 
1I0mo 

B.8 

9.4 

7.9 
0,0 

0.0 

9.S 

9.0 

ll. t 

6.4 

U.S 

0.0 

6.1 

11.2 

11.0 

11.9 

10.0 

6.6 

10.2 

6.6 

9.9 

n.o 
7.3 
6.8 

12.7 

:1.6 

7.2 

4.3 

2.8 

\ 
Insido Ilon~ 
rel. Bldi •• 
Pub t Cony. 

15.9 

14.3 
4..9 

0,0 

0.0 

2.6 

2.9 

0.0 

8.1 
15.2 

0.0 

S.7 
14.2 

14.4 

12.9 

15.1 

10.4 

18.1 

22.0 

6.7 
8.3 

7.S 
11 ~4 
9.6 

'12.7 

27.9, 

11.3 

49.2 

\ 
Streot, 
Park, 
Field,etc. 

46.6 

46.1 

5B.2 

0,0 

36.2 

64.1 

64 .8 

sa.s 
53.8 

44.8 

45.4 

47.8 

48.9 

50.7 

41.5 

48.9 

45.7 

41.0 

49.2 

60.2 

()6.l 

54.4 

56.8 

63.6 

51.8 

55.3 

62.S 

23.2 

--...." .... -~~~..",.,..,. .... ~~-:o~'"".",..,.~~.","";;r;;~~-:--~.:<~~~J2".r'r~-.~ • ..,.,,~.;--=t-~":;~:~:'.:r,.":;-~.-:-.:~.,.......,...-_ .... ",~~. _____ ~-----"-"'-:;""-"-""~"7'-~"{'~"~'<-""-~-'"":~~':-:""':-"","" . .-"-.-.>,.~ ,~."~-.-=:-"-.~~:",~:~ 

\ 
In$ldo 

~ 

6.6 

6.7 

S.O 

0,0 

0.0 

1.5 

1.5 

loS 

9.'1 

6.8 

0.0 

1.8 

2.0 

1.6 

4.0 

4.6 
6.6 

9.5 

7.3 

4.1 

0.0 

13.6 

11.8 

1.5 
19.1 

5.7 

8.9 

7.9 

\ 
Illso­
where 

10.1 

10.1 

7.3 

50.9 

0.0 

7.0 

7.0 

1.0 

6.3 

11.1 

23.0 

11.3 

11.9 

10.9 

15.2 

12.5 

10.5 

10.0 

8.0 

3.9 

O.S 
7.0 

7.3 

6.0 

6.8 

4.5 

11.0 

13,<1 

L-J 

\ 

N.A. 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

--' 
0.3 

0,0 

0,0 

0.0 

'0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.0 

O.S 
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nonresidential build~ngs are the next Dost cammon locale, followed by 

residential buildings. Of the violent crimes, rapes and assaults 

tend to occur more frequently within residences than do robberies. 

The school environment appears to be relatively heavily victimized by 

nona-ssaul tive J unarmed robberies. 

3. Ternnoral Distribution. Temporal patterns vary considerably 

betlveen specific crimes, as evidenced by the UCR and various analytic 

studies. The violent crimes of murder) rape, and assault tend to 

occur more frequently at ~ight, on weekends, and duri?g the summer 

months,7,8,9,lO while robbery is more cammon at ~ight, on l'ieekends, and 

in colder months. 7,ll Residential b~glaries are more likely to occur 

in the daytime duri?g the \<1ee1<., when people are away from home. How-

ever, nonresidential burglaries occur more frequently at night and 

on Heekends, \.;hen commercial establishments are closed. For bu:rglaries, 

no significant monthly or seasonal patterns emerge. l2 ,13,14 

Table 4-9 provides data based on surveys in the Pilot Cities of 

Do.yton and San Jose on the temporal distribution of robberies, bU,rglar-

ies, and. assaults; it generally confirms the findi.ngs discussed above. 

E. Offender/Victim Profiles 

Data on personal characteristics of offenders and victims and on 

the victim/offender relationship are summarized in this,section. 
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1. Offenders.* Data collected in the UCR and by other studies 

indicate that the majority of offenders in the common predatory crime 

ca-::egories and particularly Hith respect to the indicator crimes 

of robbery and burglary -- tend to be ovenihelmingly male~ young> 2.1'id 

often nonwhite residents of central-city areas. Table 4-10 summarizes 

characteristics of UCR Index arrestees for 1972. 

2. Victims. Victimization studies have shown that same segments 

of the population are more heavily victimized by the common predatory 

crimes than others. In general~ the victims of the crimes against 

person -~ such as robbery, assault, murder~ rape, and personal larceny 

,are likely to be nonwhite and of a lo'..,,-income bracket. Victims of the 

crimes against property are somewhat more frequently white and, in both 

\~hite and nonwhite groups, the more affluent persons are more heavily 

victimized by these crimes. A victimology survey conducted in Portland 

corroborates this tendency; ''ihen all other socioeconomic variables are 

controlled. areas with the highest median income. are b~rglarized more 

frequently. 15 (These find1!tgs correspond with the ge.ographic distribu-

tions discussed above; the crimes against person are concentrated in 

the central cities, where low-income and minority groups are prooomnate-

I)" located, but the crimes against property show more even distribution.) 

*Due to the 10\0/ percentage of crimes that are cleared by an arrest, 

offender data are very \\leak. They are presented here and in subsequent 

sections to highlight the need for such data, nat as an accurate estimate 

of offender characteristics. 
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The NORC victimization study findings with respect to the above are 

pr8s\;}nted in Table 4-11. In addition, this study offers some interesting 

~vidence with respect to the interplay of race, sex and age factors. Among 

\'l1:Li.tus) men are more often the victir:1s of robberies and assaults while,. 

ar:lung nonwhites, ,'ramen are more heavily victimized. Also, victimization 

by o.$saultive crime is found to be highest for men and ,'/'Omen in the 20- to. 
.. 

29-year-old age group. It must be borne in mind that, as the young tend 

to be out on the streets more frequently than older persons, their greatest 

exposure may 

dicated that 

explain this finding. However, additional studies have in­

the elderly are frequently the victims of robbery.16~17 

Initial results of the 1973 NCP National Victimization. Survey are 

of particular interest \Yith respect to victim characteristics because 

they afford the most recent available evidence and, furthermore, 

because stranger-to-stranger incidents are separated out. Tables 4-12 

through 4-14 show computations j based upon preliminary results, of 

distribution of stranger-to-stranger personal victimizations by race, 

sex> ag~ land income. Again, one finds that blacks are relatively fre-

I. f qucntly the victims of crimes against person -- ; part~cularly a robbery 

and rape. By this survey, males -- both black and white -- are more 

heavily victimized overall th~. are females. The results for age distribu-

I tion again point to heavy victimization of the young; here, those under 

24 fHoe shown'to be bearing the brunt of these crimes. However, this survey 

also shows the elderly are disproportionately often the victims of robbe~. 
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as well as other personal thefts. Fi~ally, this survey' shows personal 

victimiz.ation as falling most heavily upon the lowest income group . 

Results o.f this and other i\CP surveys on personal household and 

cOlIllilercial victimization are discussed In greater detail in Chapters 

5 and 6. 

3. Victim/Offender Relationshin· The predominan't i.elationship} 

victL~ to offender, varies considerably amongst the different crime 

types. The crimes against property are generally carrie~ out by stealth 

so tha'~ the victim does not see and, presumably, does not know the 

offender. Table 4-15 presents data from two sources on the frequently 

occurring crimes of violence . The 17 l~rgest cities' findings are 

typical of most to date -- indicating that, ,..-hile robbery is predomi-

nantly a stranger-to stranger crime~ rapes and particularly assaults 

tend to occur much more often among acquaintances. *'k** The more recent 

~CP data, as shoh~ in the right-hand column of Table 4-l5~ indicate a 

far higher stranger-to-stranger :percentage for rape and assault~ and also 

for robbery . This suggests either a major reversal of the conventional 

wisdom or some artifact of the KCP methodology (see Section B of 

Chapter 3) . 

****For e..xa:mple, .~ir9 states that 42 percent of rapes occur between 

strangers; a Field Survey in Washington, D.C., 2 found only 36 percent 

of rapes CLTld 19 percent of serious assaults \,ere strang!?r-to-stranger. 

77 



Crime 

Rape 

Robbery 

Assault 

TABLE 4-15 

STR.fu'llGER -TO - STRA.t'llGER CR I~1ES 

17 Largest* 
U.S. Cities - 1967 

(%) 

53 

83 

21 

13 U.S. Cities** 
1/2 million 

or more - 1972 
(%) ! 

.72-91 

84-97 

63-85 

* Suryey· of 17 Largest U.S. Cities 1967 (Police Datal, 
National Viole~ce Commission, Vol. 11: Crimes ofViolence~ 
P. 217-18. Data is averaged. 

**Advance Reports, National Crime Panel (Victimization Data) .. 
Data not averaged (overall range is shown). 
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F. Displacement 

The temporal~ tactical~ target, territorial, and functional 

avenues of displacement are important considerations in the total 

crime picture. Certainly, a crime control strategy that results in 

total displacement is of little value (except, for example, if the 

displacement is to a less severe and less fear-producing crime) . 

The result of Reppetto's review of the current research in displace-

ment is contained in a separate document~ "E1ementsof CPTED." That 

review s.u.ggests that the displacement effect of various stra-t.egies 

\,ou1d differ ~ignificantly; that displacement of common crimes in 

high-incidence areas can be held to a minimum, thus provid~ng a net 

gain for society; and that displacement researc~ is a priority item 

in a comprehensive CPTED P~ogram 
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'CHAPTER 5. THE RESIDfu'llIAL DNIRONME.!'lT 

As stated in the previous chapter, much of the general information 

on crime and fear is applicable to the residential environment. This 

chapter addresses the residential environment with a greater degree of 

specificity, examining crime and fear problems in terms of particuI~r 

; . residential subenvironments and including not only crime-related but 

also environment- and P~ogram-related criteria. The introduction in 

Section A provides an outline of the chapter contents, wh:tle S7ction B 

describes available source materials. Following presentation of crime-

related information in Section C, the chapter concludes by assessing 

potential crime/environment targets in light of the three types of 

criteria. It is recommended that CPTED focus on the crime of burglary 

among dwell~g units l~cated in a neighborhood of single- and mUlti-

family residences in an inner-ring suburb. 

A. Introduction 

Because the home is the center of the family life and is eaLh 

person's principal refuge from outside dangers and pressures, its secuT 5ty 

is essential to a personal sense of well-being. Unfortunately for many 

residents, this security is constantly threatened. Thus, reducing crimes 

in or around the home could contribute substantially to a general reduc-

tion not only of the amount of crime but also of the belief that crime is 

a significant danger in our society. 

The purposes of this discussion are to describe the types and patterns 

of crime in and around residences a.:.l.d to suggest hm>/ these patterns relate 
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to the possibility of crime reduction by means of environmental design.* 

Consideration is limited to those crimes that occur in residential en­

vironments principally between strangers, for it is these crimes that en­

viron;nental design strategies for the residential setting can best be 

expected to influence. Therefore, murder, rape, and aggravated assault 

are not considered here as primary CPTED focus, although they may be in­

directly affected by CPTED strategies. The remaining predatory crimes are 

considered; as fully as is possible on the basis of available data, in 

terms of incidence, severity, and fear engendered. Also, certain patterns 

that emerge in light of environment-reiated variables·-~ central-city 

and suburban land use and social characteristics, specific sites within 

residential areas (the dwelling unit itself; halls, lobbies, elevators, 

and other locales inside the residential building; street, yards, and 

other outdoor residential areas), and the physical characteristics of 

housing structures .. - are described. Discussions als,o encompass charac-

Ien ers an t e v~ctim offender relationship. teristics of victims and of~ d d h . I 

In sum, the following crimes are considered in light of t;heir pre­

dOr:1inance Hi thin the specific residential tarQet s .. +es', ~ ... ~ (1) Burglary, 

*Since it has already sponsored a number of studies of residential crime 

and security in public housing proj ects J LEI\..\. feels fhat understandin<T l:> 

of the relationship bet,.,reen envirop..mental design and crime control in 

public housing has been subst~~tially increased. Consequently, this 

ch~pter does not concern its~~= \.ith public housing. 
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which constitutes the major residentia.l crime and Hhich takes place 

inside the residence; (2) robbery, the predominant crime in areas 

inside the residential building and in neighboring areas; and (3) house­

hold larceny, ac; it occurs inside buildings and Hi thin residential areas. 

B. Source ~.laterials 

Various deficiencies, for purposes of the present study, of avail-

able crime data have been noted in Chapter .3. Unfortunately, v;ith respect 

to the residential mode, none of the available data sources considers (and 

thus permits simultaneous analysis of) all the pertinent environmental and 

other characteristics stated in Section A above. One serious drawback 

arises from the fact that current crime data for the residential mode have 

traditionally been analyzed in terms of the modus operandi of the offense 

and/or the characteristics of the offender and his victim~ with the e..'Cami-

nation of the environment in "Ihich the crime has occurred receiving rela­

tively scant attention. Because crines reported to have occurred inside a 

residence or wi thin the interior of a resid~ntial building (ba.sement, 

laundry room, elevator) are seldom explicitly linked with a specific kind 

of land use --primarily residential J mixed residential/cOlll1nercial:. etc •. _-

it is difficult to develop crime control strategies that are sensitive to 

locale. 

An even more serious deficiency of existjng data" perhaps, is that 

their categorization by the location of the crime is neither standardized 

nor precise. Frequently, for exa."Ilple, cri.TJle data are broadly cataloged 

as "off the streetll or "on the street," categories that could include any 
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n~aber of environments. In SOLle studies, crmes .against the household 

include property crimes h'hich may have been nO~'ihere near the place of 

res~cence but rather occuIred to memoe~s of a household. Even when 

Cri;:18S are identified ,vi th some kind of residential environment> the 

it.ionti£ication is frequently imprecise" lumping adjacent streets> halls> 

elC'lHtors, backyards> and dHelling units into the categqry of "in or 

near residence." 

Table 5-1 indicates the wide variations between the major source 

materials used in this chapter and identifies the subject matter 

,addressed by each. 

C. Crioe/Environment Discussion 

This section presents data on severity, fear, environmental patterns, 

and offender/victim profiles, t.ogether \.,rith a brief sUlllIllary of inter-

vcntion. strategies against residential crime. The discussion is o.rganized 

\vith respect to the three dominant crime catego~ies -- burglary, robbery> 

and household larceny -~ in the context of their specific subenvironments. 

1. Burglarv: Inside the Residence. Utiliz~ng the findings of the 

OCR, victimization surveys, and various analytic stud~esJ :;residential 

burglary information is presented beloH for the crime-related criteria. 

Discussion primarily centers around the crime pattern in terms of particu-

1 a 1.' residential la.T1d use areas and the socioeconomic characteristics of 

their l'espective populations. 
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a. Severity. The severity of residential bu.rglary can be 

ex~.!:li.I'!:ed in terms of both munerical incidence and dollar loss. Burglary 

i~~ n-::: once the most prevalent and the nost clearly defined of tbr)se crimes 

th~t occur in residential areas. In 1972, the UCR
I 

noted that 2,345,000 

bu.!:' ,(!. :lries had been recorded by the police and that 63 percent of these 

hurglaries (or-l,477 ,000) Here residential, a rate of approximately 2.2 

Luq~laries per 100 households. ** Moreover, the crime of bt:rglary contri- '. 

btl'..':t;d 40 percent of the FBI Grime Index offenses. The first National 

Victimization Field survey,2 conducted for the calendar year 1965, reported 

a residential burglary rate of three times that indicated in the UCR for 

th::lt year. Subsequent victimization surveys have only underscored the 

r.lUcinitude of the difference bet''ieen official and actual b'tl:rglary incidence. 

A study of victimization in three precincts in Washington, D. C., in 1966 

f01lnd a J."esidentia1 burglary rate four times that recorded by official 

:polic~ statisti.:c; . .3 

The most recent victimization data, those obtained from the National 

Crimo Panel (based on crime;:; \ojhich h'ere reported to have occurred in the 

cah>ndar year 197.3 and which, to date, have been tabulated for 9 months 

of that year) reveal em annual residential burglary rate of 9 per 100 

~-----,----------------------
"'* In 1970, the United States Census reported that apprmcimately 210 

!.,illion people were living in 68,627,366 housing units. 
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households. S~~ted another. 'vay and assumi.ng no r.lUl tipl e victimizations 

of households, 1 of 11 households ~as subj ected to a burglary or an 

attempt in 1973. The findings of the NCP survey of burglaries in 1972 

in the five largest cities (Chicag r), Detroit, Los Angeles, Ne\.; York, and 

Philadelphia) virtually match. the proportions of residential und nonresi-

dential burglary, 62 percent and 38 percent, respectively, as reported by 

the UCR. 
• 

The a-xtent of losses resulting from burglary reiterates the ,,,erious-

ness of this offense \ihen its effects are viewed in total. In 1965 J the 

UCR indicated an estimated total loss of $500 Billion. As noted above, 

the actual loss is considerably l1:::'tgr(er than even this figure \vould suggest. 

In terms of loss per individual incident, losses can generally be 

termed "moderate." A national survey, also conducted in 1965, ,reported a 

net loss after recovery: 0'£ $170 as the average residential burglary loss> 

somewhat lower than the average of $255 reported by the UCR. 4 (This 

difference may perhaps be explained by the likelihood that smaller losses 

are often not reported to the police.) Reppetto's study of residential 

burglary found the majority of cases involved losses under $300. 5 In a 

recent study of suburban residential burglary, the researchers found most 

striking the amounts and kinds of valuable and highly visible goods that 

,vere iwt stolen. 6 However, the results of the ~ational Crime Panel Survey 

lndicat~ that, in almost every instance of forcible entry (31 percent of 

all burglaries, including attempts), something \.;as reported to have been 

taken from the household. The ;';CP has not yet calculated the incidence 

89 



of property loss associated with unlawful entries \'lithout force" but there 

is no reason to believe it lS any lQ',ier than the incidence of loss aS50cia-

ted with forcible entry. 

b. Fear. On the basis of the findings indicating that the 

dollar losses incurred by individual incidents of residential burglary 

for the most part range from negligible to moderate, several studies have 

of the crime is actually the fear' 
concluded that the greatest consequence 

or concern it causes. Despite the fact that burglars rarely enter occupied 

households, the crime of burglary does generate subst~ntial fear -- fear 

not only of property loss but, also, concern for the safety of household 

members, as people tend to project what might have happened had they been 

. f h b k' ~1ore J.'ndJ.'rectly, residential burglary present at the tlme ate rea -In. I' 

causes alarm because it shakes residents' beliefs that their homes are 

secure from invasion by strangers. In late 1972, a nationwide Gallup poll 

found that one of six persons reported not feeling safe in his home at 

night*** __ a particularly alarming fact if it is re~ognized that surveys 

consistently have found that nost people have no further retreat to safety 

than their own homes. 

*'''*Discussed in Keith D. Harries> l1The Geography of CriIne and Justice," 

)lcGraw Hill> 1974. 
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c. Environmental natterns 

(1) Geo,!.?:ranhical distribut; O]}. Sy focusing upon the 

di fferential crime -trends in city and suburb8..1"1 areas, one can begin to 

discern the relationship of land use and soc.ial characteristics to burgla:ry 

rates as they vary between these areas. In their post'.o;ar study of the NeH 

York metropolitan region, Hoover and Vernon7 posited a system for the dif-

fcrentiation of metropolitan areas 8..1J.d their characteristics which is per":· 

haps the mos't useful one for crime pattern analysis. (This study' is more 

recent than the \'lork of Burgess on Concentric Circles done in ·the 1920' 5.) 

Dividing the metropolitan area into core, inner-ring, and outer-ring sub-

urbs, they define the core as the area \~here 18..1"1d use is most highly 

developed, ''lith population density seven or eight times higher than that 

of the inner ring. The home of many low-income and minority persons, it 

contains a high percentage of IDultiLUJ.it housing, mucb. of it in poor condi-

tion, plus a smaller collection of luxury apartment complaxes. In terms 

of neighborhood development, the core area exhibits processes of down-

grading and conversion as young people leave slum areas, ,.,hich are often 

converted by urban renewal into low-income housing or luxury apartments. 

The core area is largely the central-city area, ''lhere social pl'oblems such 

as crime are found to be most serious, 

The inner ring, by Hoover and Vernon's definition> is considerably 

less dense and contains as-yet undeveloped land -- much of it, however, 

currently in the process of development through the addition of apartment 

buildings. It is pril'narily the home of middle-income persons living in 
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single-family homes, although some areas may contain a considerable number 

of apartments. Inner-ring areas are beginning to experience some of the 
........ --~ ". 

cri::le and other social problems of the core areas. 

The outer ring consists of the 1:1ore IIcountrifiedll .area·still contain-

tng a considerable amount of vacant land. Its population varies in income 

rang') but lives Dostly in single-far.lil)' housing. In the outer ring, com-
I 

muting to the central core on a regular basis is much more difficult than 

in the inner. As yet, these areas are not experiencing a significant inci-

dence of social problems. 

It would be most useful to provide fine-grained comparisons of burg-

lary and other residential crime rates and characteristics utilizing Hoover 

and Vernon's distinctions of core and inner-ring and outer-ring areas. 

Unfortunately, as noted in Section B of this chapter, much of the victimiza-

ticm data does not facilitate such comparisons. However, some pertinent 

evidDnce relating to geographic patterns is available. 

As noted in Chapter 4, crime rates in general tend to decrease with 

distance from the metropolitan core. Data collected by NCP victimization 

sun'eys in the ;-':ation' s major cities indicates a disproportionately high 

con~ontration of the residential burglary in these dense urban centers. 

The- XCP survey of the five largest U.S. cities revealed the rates in Table 

:- ') 
;)-I~. Interestingly, the findings of surveys taken in e.ight other selected 

lar,;-c cities show even higher rates of burglary, vary~ng from a 10\'1 of 116 

to 161 per 1,000 households (see Table 5-3). 
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Weighted 
Average 
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TABLE 5-2 

BURGLARY R~TES BY FIVE LARGEST CITIES, 1972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Chicago Detroit Los Angeles New York Philadelphia 

118 174 148 68 109 

Source; Crime in the Nation's Five Largest Cities: 

Weighted . 

Advance Report 

TABLE 5-3 

BURGLARY RATES BY EIGHT SELECTED CITIES, }972 

(Rate per 1,000 households) 

Average Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland 

137 161 116 124 147 158 123 151 

Source: Crime in Eight American Ci ti,es: Advance Report 

TABLE 5-4 

DISTRIBUTION OF BURGLARY RI\TES BY RJ\CE AI'ID INCOME, 1965* 

Income White Nonwhite 

$0-$2,999 1,310 1,336 

$3,000-$5,999 958 1,261 

$6J OOO-$9,999 764 2,056 

Above $10,000 763 ** 

*Rate per 10,000 population of each specific race 
and income group. 

**Too few cases of nonwhites above $10,000 were found 
to maintain a separate categorf; ~hese cases are in­
cluded in $6,000-9,999. 

Source: Ennis 
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Ennis' national victimization data2 also indicated that total 

burglary rates decreased with distance from the city center. The burg.lary 

l':!.te for central parts of metropolitan areas was found to be 1~335 per 

100,000 of population, Hh::tle the rate for metropolitan suburbs Has 839 

:md the rate for nonmetropoli tan areas \'iaS 727. This general pattern ad-

heres in all regions of the United States, with minor exceptions. In the 

~;ortheast and in the West, the nonmetropoli tan rate is higher than the 

suburban rate; in the· South, the suburban rate is only slightly lower 

than the central metropolitan rate. 

Additional evidence seems to indicate that burglary patterns in the 

suburbs differ from those in the central city. A study of residential 

burglary in metropolitan Boston noted that no suburban area had rates so 

high as certain city areas, the highest rates being found in core area 

housing projects.5 Accessibility to the central core seemed. to be an im-

portant factor in determining the rate of burglary in the suburbs. Scarr's 

analysis of burglary in the 11ashington, D.C., metropolitan area4 - uncovered 

another interesting difference. Tne study indicated that J while patterns 

of burglary were stable in the city (certain neighborhoods had high or 

101-; rates every year) ~ they fluctuated in the suburbs. There, the rates 

of burglary tended to vary by neighborhood, frbm year to year. This study 

also noted the use of expressways by organized burglary groups. One inter-

est ing finding \"as that, as an inner-ring suburb~ axea~ increasi.ngly- dis:­

played urban characteristics J its crime configuration ~egan to resemble 
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that of th.e core city. Another study; in fact, has suggested that, due 

to rapid increases during the 1960 ' 5, residential burglary has become a 

serious and alarming problem for na.llY suburban communities. 6 

(2) Temporal distribution. l,iost studies have shown that 

residential burglaries take place primarily during the daytime and on 

the Heekends. However, an additional difference between core and suburban' . 

areas has been suggested by Reppetto's study of residential crime. A 

detailed analysis of an inner-ring Boston suburb~ composed of ~b~ve-average 

income persons, indicated that residential burglary occurred mQstly at 

night (61 percent) and on Heekends. This 1vas the reverse of the city 

pattern and stemmed from the fact that suburban residents engaged in 

recreation away from the home at nig~t and on weekends to a much greater 

extent than city residents. The advantage of approaching the target in 

10l.;-densi ty suburban areas under cover of the night may also account for 

the frequent nighttime attacks. 

(3) Demographic Distribution. A series of situations have 

assessed the relationship between the occurrence of reported crimes (1. e., 

crimes known to police -- "CKP") and socioeconomic characteristics of 

city area.s (Le., census tracts and/or social areas). While it is not the 

intention here to revie\v these issues, it should be noted· that the research 

has established the existence of very high relationship between crime and 

demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of city areas. In particular~ 

age structure, income level, overcrm.,ding, educational level a.nd percentage 

of homeownership have proven to be strong correlates of CKP and, by impli­

cation, victimization level. 
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d. Offender/victim uro·files 

(1) Victims. Findings Hith respect to the victims of 

l'esidential burglar}' ShOH a high degree of correspondence Hith findi,ngs 

on geographical distribution, since geographical "location" must be taken 

to represent a coalescence of social and economic factors. 

Because of the interplay of various factors, it is not possible to 

J:lake broad, clear-cut conclusions Hith reference to Hhich population 

groups are bearing the brunt of burglary vic-timization. Initial national 

victi:lizationsurvey data collected during the 1960's (see Table 5-4) 

suggested that blacks, at all levels of income, suffered ~igher rates of 

victimization than Hhites. However, \'ihites were found to experience de-

creasing rates of burglary as their incomes increased, whereas burglary 

rates of black households increased as black income increased. 

Reppetto's findings for the Boston metropolitan area, on the other 

hand, suggested that victimization rates rose with income am~ng both 

,.;hites and blacks, Idth the highest burglary rates falling on blacks with 

-the highest incomes. This study fOUIld the average annual burglary rate 

of predominantly black (over 63-percent black) areas to be approximately 

three times that 'Jf predominantly i~hi te (less than 20-percent black) 

areas, 8-.11d approximately t',qice that of mixed (20-percent black) areas. 

Sinilarly, a victimization survey conducted recently in San Jose and 

D S.c d ayton .l.oun black families ,~ere victimized at twice the rate of ''1hite 

fm':lil ies. Furthermore, black famil ies \yere far more often, proportion-

ate-Iy, the victims of forcible attacks and of burglaries in which loss 
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exceeded $500. ~hese aata also point~d to higher income blacks as the 

group most heavily victimized; in attacking the inner-city ghettoes, 

burglars in Dayton seemed to have chosen the Eore prosperous homes. 

Similar patterns between burglary rates and race \'lere revealed in 

the Five Largest Cities Survey and the Eight Selected Cities Survey. 

These NCP surveys reported an annual rate of 8.4 per 100 Hhite households, 

as compared to 13.8 burglaries per 100 black households. 

'fhus, as several victimization studies have emphasized, the relation­

ship bet1~een burglary rate and a certain individual variable, 'such as 

victim'S income, may be obfuscated by consideration of another variable 

such as, in this analysis, victim I s race. Therefore, data \'ihich do not 

provide controls through cross-tabulation of such variables are difficult 

to interpret. These considerations apply with respect to analysis of 

data collected by the NCP surveys, as presented in Table 5-5 on household 

victimization by amount of family income. In fact, little apparent pat-

tern emerges in the rate of household burglary, except, perhaps, for a 

tendency of the rate to be highest amongst the t't'eal thiest income group. 

1'1'10 additional studies offer further evidence of the necessity to 

consider the interplay of various factors. Analysis of the highest rate 

and lowest rate residential traCTS and To,·O " ~ ~" contlguous suburban counties 

by Scarr's study in Washington, D.C., revealed that the social indicators 

of poverty and segregation showed only \'leak association tvith burglary 

rates through time in the tVi"O suburban counties but correlated fairly well 

Idth high burglary rates in the central cl"ty.4 . In the latter, medium-hi'gh, 
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TABLE 5-5 

HOUSEHOLD VICTDfIZATIO:N BY FA.\IILY INCOME, 1972 

Five Largest 

,t\:i\ount of Family Income Cities Survey* 

Less than $3,000 52-154 

$3,000-$7,499 69-185 

$7,500-$9,999 80-182 

$10,000-$14~999 64-173 

$15,000-$24,999 81-192 

$25,000 or more 58-189 

*Range or rates per 1,000 households. 

Source: NCP Surveys 
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Eight American 
Cities Survey*. 

115-165 

115-172 

109-177 

99-1~7 

111-186 

159-304 

posit~ve, rank-order correlations wer!3 obtained between burglary and the 

following social characteristics: Percent overcrowded housing units .. per-

cent lm'ler cost residential units, and percent black 0'1 ercr m<id 00. housing 

units. Similarly, Boggs lO found (via a partial correla'tion analysis) that 

residential burglary occurrence rates were directly associated with the 
. 

percentage of blacks in the population of the census tract, regardless o~ , 

its social rank or degree of urbanization. i~nile these studies utilized CKP 

da.ta, ~e.~would:~ect t~s~ relationships to also hold Hith v~ctimizat~on data. 

Other household burglary victimization results are shown in Table 5-6 

(by units in structure), Table 5-7 (by type of tenure), Table 5-8 (by age 

of head of household), Table 5-9 (by family income), and Table 5-10 (by 

number of persons 'in household); these tables reflect preliminary NCP 

National Survey results. In sum, the rate of household burglaries is 

higher in rented homes., in households whose heads are relatively YOlJ?g 

(i.e., between 20 and 34 years of age), in homes with moderate to high-

family incomes, and in homes occupied by four or Dare persons. In general 

however, it is important to note the low association between these vari-

abIes and victimization rates. 

(2) Offenders. Studies of burglary in residential areas 

have uncovered pertinent data on offender behavior. Boggs' study of crime 

patterns in St. Louis in 19609 indicated t~2t areas that have high occux-

rence rates for residential burglary also have high offender rates 

(relative measure of apprehended offenders residing in'an area) for resi­

dential burglary (i~tercorrelations = .762 and .635 between burglaTy 
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TABLE 5-6 

llOUSEllOLU BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION BY UNITS IN STRUCTURl3, 1973 

Total Units in structure 

\ \ 

'I. \ ~ \ \ \ JI.obi1e 110mB Other Than \ . . ..... 
Incidence Rate ~ ~ ~ ~ 5-9Unita 10+ Units Trailor HU's ~ 

t;'J!:'lIJtOf.; 'lOT,'\LS 
H' 

TO'r;U, 

Burglilry 

l'orctblo Entry 

:,o~h tr,<J '!'"ken 

!'mpurly D(\t:lII~cd 

1:0 !'rupcn·tj' Illunagu(\ 

~;l,,,,llthin'J 1",kell 

Un1w!u1 Entry HJ.thout Porco 

Actuml'ted rorc.lblo Entry 

• In l,OOO's .. . 
rer 1,000 houncholds 

60,036 

20,7J~ 

(i,253 

1,907 

~20 

ns 
105 

1,492 

2,9·13 

1,392 

417.4 

90.8 

27.7 

6.1 

4.G 

1.5 

21.7 

42.0 

20.2 

£i0.3 

(;9.0 

G3.5 

61.0 

&1.2 

(;4.4 

!i1.0 

60.0 

67.5 

59.1 

0.1 

7.5 

9.4 

10.0 

9.2 

9.0 

7.& 

10.2 

0.9 

9.0 

2.3 

2.3 

2.6 

2.0 

1.9 

1.9 

1.9 

3.0 

2.0 

3.B 

3.1 

3.7 

4.5 

5.2 

6.1 

3.9 

12.& 

4.9 

3.G 

5.0 

4.4 

4.8 

4.9 

5.7 

9.0 

6.7 

14.2 

4.0 

4.3 

5:3 

*.* Total number of crimes againDt property (including larceny and auto theft, which are not Dhown) 

Source. computod by USR&E from NCP's preliminary National Survey reuults (for tirat 3/4 of 1973). 

. .. 

9.5 

9.0 

10.1 

11.4 

7.1 

&.6 

u .• O 

12.6 

O.U 

11.1' 

ij---, i;l if"! rl rI rl rI 'r-1 ir! rI 

.. 

tr-1 

2.B 

2.3 

2.1, 

1.3 

1.0 

1.0 

3.0 

1.7 

2.G 

2.1 

q-"\ 

0.5 

0.4 

0.7 

0.6 

0.9 

1.1 

0.0 

0.& 

0.6 

0.3 

.~ 

0.9 

1.2 

2.1 

1.9 

3.4 

4.& 
0.0 

1.5 

1.0 

2.9 

r-1 

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

r-, ;r-"'1~ 
~ 

~,-...-,-..,. '--- " r..-: .......... ....... ...... - ...... - r-1 -- - - - - ... • -• L..-..J I--J i-f 1-; 
• ii:..-,;,.J ~ L-i i-..J' I...-J i.-.I \....-.! '--I" '--i' J-.",J 

TABLl3 5-7 

HOUSEHOLD BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION BY TYPE OF TENURE, 1973 

Totlil Typo of Tenure 

\ 
.. 

\ .. 
Incidenc,,* Rates O'.Tlcd or Deing BOUQht I'.cntcd for Cllch 

CC':ITRO!. TOTALS 
h. 

Tctr1l.L 

lIurglary 

r'orclb10 Entry 

!loth!n!] Taken 

l'rcpUt'ty D:lmo.ged 

110 Propurty Drun,")od 

SOlno thing ""kel\ 

Unlllwful Entry I-lithout Forco 

lIttct'pted Forcible Entry 

• In l,OOO'u 

•• Pur 1,000 hOllouho1du 

GO,BJG 

20,734 

6,253 

1,~07 

420 

315 

105 

1,492 

2,943 

1,392 

417.4 

90.0 

27.7 

G.l 

4.6 

1.5 

21.7 

42.0 

20.2 

64.3 

61.6 

55.6 

53.5 

46.0 

51.9 

36.1 

54.6 

50.6 

53.2 

... . 
'rotal numlJur of crinlco lI.']ainot proporty (including larceny and auto thelt, which lin not aho\lJl) 

Source: Computed by USRCJ: fro .. llCP'l! prullminary tlAt:iomu. Ilurvoy roHultc (tor tint 3/4 ot 1973). 

33.4 

36.7 

41.9 
4.3.0 

46.5 

44.2 

52.G 

43.9 

39.3 

45.3 

L-t I...-J 

\ 
No Canh l'.ent 

2.3 

1.7 

2.5 

:l.6 

G.u 
4.1 

11.0 

1.0 

1.1 

1.6 

L-i L-' 
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TABLE S-s 

llOUSElIOL!.) BURGLARY VICTDUZATION BY AGE OF HEAD OF IlOUSEHOLD J 1973 

TOTAL 1\qe of !lead of HO\lSehold 

CONTROL TOTALS 

w** 
TO'l'[,L 

Burglary 

Forcible Entry 

Nothing Taken 

Proporty Damnged 

No Property DlIllIaged 

Something Taken 

Unlawful Entry \1ithout Forco 

Att. Forciblo Entry, 

* In l,OOO's 

** Per 1,000 ho~seholds 

'" Incidence 

GO,836 

20,734 

6,253 

1,907 

-120 

315 

105 

1,492 

2,943 

1,392 

Raten 

417.4 

90.!> 

27.7 

G.l 

-I. G 

1.5 

21.7 

42.8 

-. 

20.2 

l; 
12-19 

1.~ 

2.B 

3.4 

2.0 

4.4 

4.6 

3.0 

2.4 

4.8 

1.5 

% 
20-34 

27.7 

3~.3 

35.9 

38.3 

41. 7 

43.0 

30.9 

37.2 

33.0 

39.3 

't. 
35-49 

26.1 

34.7 

20.0 

24.2 

20.3 

17.2 

22.9 

25.0 

31.2 

26.5 

***Total nwa~er of crimes against property (including larceny and auto theft, which arc not shown) 

Source: Computed by USR&E from NCpfn preliminary National Survey results (for first 3/4 of 1973). 
J 

.. 
50-64 

25.1 

20.9 

19.6 

20.2 

22.S 

24.0 

17.2 

19.0 

20.5 

17.7 

V. 
65 + 

19.1 

7.5 

12.7 

14.4 

12.2 

10.5 

17.1 

15.0 

10.6 

IS.1 
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TABLJ:l 5-9 

HOUSEHOLD BURGLARY VICTIMIZATION BY FMULY INCOME, 1973 

CONTROL TOT1.!.S ... 
'l'CTl'" 

Durqll1ry 

l'OI:cihl" Entry 

llcLhinl) 'fnl"ln 

,'roport\, DMllllJed 

110 l'1:o1'orty O(lma.g:d 

Somutbin'J Tllkcn 

Unlal.'ful Entry ~lit:10\1t Force 

Attol.pt~<1 rorcib1q Entry 

• In l,OO(/'D' .-Pur 1,000 huulJul\oldlt 

••• 

~ 

* Incidence 

60,036 

20,734 

6,253 

1,!l07 

.j20 

315 

105 

1,492 

2,!l'13 

1,392 

** nato 

417.4 

!l0.0 

27.7 

6.1 

.j.6 

1.5 

21.7 

42.0 

20.2 

\ \ 
Undor $3,000-

l'=lly Income 

\ 
$7,500-

~~ 1?~ 

13.9 

10.4 

17.1 

17.4 

~O.G 

20.0 

19.0 

16.5 

IG.1 

10.9 

2G.2 

22.5 

27.3 

20.0 

2&.2 

25.9 

30.2 

2!l.7 

2G.2 

20.1 

12.2 

ll.9 

10.3 

9.1 

5.1 

5.6 

4.2 

10.0 

10.5 

11. 7 

TotT.! n\l..,.!:cr of CriIOC!! "-qlUn!lt property (inc1')ding 1a.rccn\' Md l!uto theft, Which ara not shown) 

Sour~c! C~mputo~ hy l'SRr.£ from llCP'!1 preliminary Nation.:!1 Survey rcou1t'1! (for firot 3/4 of 1973J. 

" $10;000-
~ 

23.0 

25.6 

10.0 

10.-' 

10.1 

19.0 

!l.1 

10.6 

20.0 

17.0 

t.--I 

\ 
$15,000-
~ 

14.0 

17.0 

13.6 

13.7 

14.!l 

13.3 

19.4 

13.3 

14.7 

11.5 

I..-.-i 

\ 
$25,000+ 

4.3 

6.3 

G.1 

5.3 

7.0 

7.7 

0.4 

4.6 

7.2 

4.6 

.L.....aJ 

\ 
N.A. 

6.4 

5.6 

6.3 

G.G 
7.2 

G.9 

0.0 

6.4 

5.3 

0.2 

1..-1 I...i..j 

,..1: 

i 
I 
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offender rates and residential day arrd residential night burglary rates. 

respectively). These data suggest that residential burglars are quite 

fa:niliar \'lith their targets and the areas around them. The findings of 

ReppettoS support this conclusion: ~·Jost of the adjudicated burglars 

interviewed in this study reported unwillingness to travel more than I 

hour from their homes to commit their burglaries, and half expressed Hill..: 

ingness to Hork in their own neighborhoods. Reppetto also found that the 

typical residential bUI'glar Has male and under 25, had limited education. 

and used simple attack methods to enter dHellings. Simila.):ly ~ the UCR 

analysis of burglary arrestees yielded the follmving: 65 percent in­

volved youths under 21. and 83 percent involved offenders under 25; arid 

95 percent of the offenders were male. 

A note should be made about the .method involved in collecting offen-

der data. Because burglary is a crime of stealth, committed in such a 

\ .... ay that the victim rarely has an opportunity to see the offender, it is 

necessary to rely primarily on arrest data, or interviews \'lith arrested 

offenders, to determine the burglars' characteristics. Unfortunately. 

in 1972 only 19 per cent of all burglary offenses reported by the UCR 

\ .... ere cleared by arrest. Equally unfortunate is the fact that analysis 

of offender characteristics fails to distinguish betlveen residential and 

nonresidential burglary offenders. 

2. Robbery: Inside and ~ear Residences. h'hen people step out of 

their apartments, either into hallway:;, elevators, or other public spaces 

of multiunit buildings, or onto neighboring streets, they fall prey to a 
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different set of crimes. iunong those that tend to occur between strangers~ 

robbery is perhaps the most fear-inducing, as it involves a personal con-

frontation betl'leen offender and victin and the implied or actual use of 

force. HOI'Iever, it must be noted that, compared to burglary or larceny, 

robb~ry is a relatively rare event. .-\5 discussed in Chapter 4, the 1972 

UCR reported the numerical incidence of burglary for that year to be over. 

six times as high as the incidence of robbery. Victimization surveys also 

confirm that burglary is a far more frequent occurrence than robbery. 

Furthermore, robbery is even more difficult than burglary to analyze 

because available crime data seldom, if ever, clearly separate noncommercial 

robberies occurring in residential areas from those occurring elsewhere. 

Robbery classified as occurring on residential premises constitutes only 

. . 
about 10 percent of all robbery by common measures; however,. it-is'im-

possible to determine what percent of robberies classified as street 

robberies actually occur on residential streets or in the vicinity of 

the victim'S residence. 

Despite these difficulties, the attempt is made here to draH some 

u;-;eful inferences about robbery from data that do exist, w'ith respect 

to the crime-related criteria. (In this portion, further discussion of 

th':1 criterion of fe~r is omitted. The general findings on fear by vic-

tirni:.ation surveys as presented in Chapter 4 are applicable here.) 

a. Severity. The measures of severity afforded by the avail-

~blc d~ta are: (a) Numerical incidence rate, as estimated by victimiza- '. 

tlort survey and police records; and (b) risk, as calculated on the basis 
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of specific opportunities. The obst~cles to analysis presented by con­

fusion over classification are here discussed ,.;ith respect to each of 

these measures. 

(1) Incidence rate. A national sun-ey of households conducted 
71 

during 1965 and 1966-! fmmd a robbery rate of 9.+ per 100 J 000 population, 

or 90 percent; 10lo{er than the burglary Tate obtained in the same survey .. 

Subsequent studies have shown much higher robbery rates but the same rela-

tively low ratio of robbery to burglary. In the recent Dayton and San 

Jose survey, for example, personal robbery '..-as reported at a" rate of 800 

and 700.per 100,000, respectively, while burglary was reported at rates 

of 12,000 and 12,500 per 100,000, respectively. In the NCP's Five Largest 

Cities Survey, robbery rates Here found to be even higher, ranging from 

1,600 per 100, 000 in Los .6..ngel es, to 3,200 in Detroit. Again, however, 

burglary rates were much higher, ranging fro!] 6,800 to 17,400 per 100,000. 

In the NCP surveys in Eight American Cities, the personal robbery rates 

ranged from 1,000 in Dallas to 2,900 in Ne,.;ark, while the burglary rates 

ranged from 11,600 to 16,100 per 100,000 respectively. 

It must be remembered that these figures apply to personal robberies 

occurring in all types of environments. Tne data source which is most 

specific Hith respect to place of occurrence -- an analysis of the physical 

distribution of commercial and residential robberies recorded by the police 

in 17 cities in 1967 -- suggests that very fe'.'i robberies actually occur 

in residential environments. As shoHn in Table 5-11, an estimated 10.8 

percent of armed and 22.5 percent of una:rued robberies took place Hi thin 
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TABLE 5-11 

PLACE OF OCCURRENCE BY TYPE OF CRL\lE, 17 CITIES, 1967 
(nJ PERCENT) 

~ 1:ype Willful Aggravated Forcible ATI:led 
Location , ~!u!"de-: Assault Rape Robbery 

BedrOOOl I 10.0 I 2.6 I :;3.2 O.S 

Ki1:c:hen 2.9 I 2.2 0.1 0.3 

Living ;roo,,", clen, study 11.8 I IS.9 9.1 2.0 

Hall, staIr, elevator 7.0 5.4 3.9 3.4 

Sasesent, garage I 2.6 I 0.2 S.2 0 

TOTAL, home I 3~.3 I 26.3 I 51.5 6.2 

Servic:e station 0.6 6.9 0 3.0 

Cluin Store 0 0.4 0 1.7 

Bank ' I Q 0 0 3.0 

Other c:oCQerc:ial eS1:ablis~ent 2.& 3.1 1.4 20.4 

Bar, tavern, t.:!.prooln" lounge 7.6 I 2.8 I 0.6 I 2.4 

Place of entertairnenl: other I ! I than bar, tavern .. etc: • 0.9 0.9 0.6 0 

~~y other insid~ 10c:ation 14.2' 11.:! 11.3 3.5 

TOTAL I I o:her insid. location 26.2 19.3 13.9 34.0· 
t===tQl. 

I l~ediate area around residence 4.2 4.9 2.2 4.6 

Street 2.1.9 I 39.1 4.8 3;.6 

Alley 1,0 I 1.2 6;1 2.1 

Park 0.4 I 1.9 2.3 0.5 

Lot 2.3 I 0.9 I 3.2 1.8 

Private transport vehicle 2.1 I 1.1 11.0 3.5 

Public: t.r:msporc vehicle I 0.7 1.0 I 0 3.8 

Any other out.side loca::ion ! 1.5 I 2.0 4.3 5.4 

TOTAL I I outside location 36.9 52.1 33.9 59.3 

Unk.~o"'n :!.5 2.2 0.7 0.4 

GRA.'lO TOTAl. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

(663) (1493) (617) (509) 

Total "nl!tlb':!!' of \·ictiQ-oficr'luer intc:';J.ccions J& 3,7SG 
Fr~uenclcs "eightcd nc:cording to total reporteu vlo!ent crimes for 1967, by 
type. in the 17 cities survey!!.! 

Col=n figures ~13)' not ndd up exa,:';}Y to 100.0 p,,~ccnt because of rounding. 

Source: ~~l\'ihill cr (11.: 

lOS 

UnaTI:led 
Robbery 

2.3 

0 

2.4 

10.1 

1.6 

16.4 

0.5 

0 

0 

3.5 

0.1 

0 

5.1 

9.2 

6.0 

48.S 

1.9 

7.4 

3.7 

3.~ 
1.8 

1.1 

;4.3 

0 

100.0 

(50:!) 

the residence or immediate areas. Furthermore, compared to the other 

violent crimes (murder, assault and rape), very feH armed and unarmed 

robberies occurred \~ithin homes and residential buildings. The proportion 

of robberies occurring in the immediate vicinity of residences is about 

the same as the proportion for other violent crimes, but all are rare, 

ranging from only 2.2 percent; to 6.0 percent of total incidents. Per-

haps some of the robberies indicated as occurring on streets and alleys 

actually occurred in residential areas but, in any event~ robbery in the 
. 

residential environment appears to involve only a small portion of total 

robberies. 

Similarly, in the Dayton and San Jose study, which differentiated 

commercial robberies and personal robberies, only 17 percentj and 14 per-

cent of the latter were reported as occurring "in or near m.;n home" in 

the two cities. The results of other studies reported the distributions 

shm'/n in Table 5-12. These data suggest that "street" robbery (Le., 

people on the public streets, either pedestrians or occupants of vehicles), 

account, for more than half of all robberies, follm.,red by robberies in 

establishments. Considerably fe',yer robberies are reported as having 

occurred in or near residences. 

(2) Risk. . d 11 r;orman eau, in his study of robbery in the 

city of Philadelphia between 1960 and 1966, calculated crime risks on 

the basis of the Philadelphia police data and data collected by Reiss in 

Chicago with respect to spe~ific environmental opportunities for robbery 

a fforded by each type of target. In Philadelphia, Normandeau found that 
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businesses had a robbery rate of 157 p,er 10,000 commercial establishments, 

whereas street robbery had an opportunity-specific rate of 9 per 10,000 

persons. Robberies in or near residences exhibited a rate of approxima-

tel), 1 per 10,000 persons in or about residential premises. Although 

Chicago showed substantially higher rates for each of these three cate-

gories of robbery, the rates Here in precisely the same order -- highest 

for conunercial establishments, 1 0'."" est for residences. 

b. Environmental patterns. Inasmuch as specific environmental 

locales for residential robbery have already been discussed with reference 

to the confusion in classifying robberies by place of occurrence, informa-

tion is presented here for overall geographic distribution and for tem~ 

poral patterns. 

(1) GeograDhical distribution. Robbery has been found to 

concentrate in the core cities of netropolitan areas. According to the 

UCR, the 57 large core cities ",ith populations over 250,000 accounted for 

over tvo-thirds of all robberies nationwide in 1972. Robbery rates in 

these cities were found to be over 30 t.imes as high as those for rural 

areas and 8 times as high as suburban rates. Victimization surveys have 

unanimously corroborated this pattern. For a~ample, the Ennis national 
2 . 

survey found rates declined rapidlY from the central city (207 per 

100,000.population) to the suburbs (95 per 100,000) to rural areas, where 

the criIne was found to be almost nonexistent. 

Feeney's study of robbery patterns in Oakland, California) 12 found 

that robberies in this city au~ibited a high degree of spatial concentration 
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on the city scale as well. It \.;as found that two-thirds of the half-

block sized areas into i~hich the city \>/as divided for analysis had had no 

Tohberies (or pursesnatches) during a 3-year period. Robberies Nere con-

cen trated in areas near the Bay, but, even in these areas, there ''lere 

l,u£~c areas with feH or no robberies. 

(2) Temporal distribution. Data on temporal patterns 

specific to robberies occurring in residential environments are not 

available, and information on robbery in general must suffice. 

Normandeau's study offers the most detailed analysis of these patterns. 

Ih an investigation of the distribution by month in 23 cities, the study 

found that robberies usually ',.,rere most highly concentrated in the winter 

months, particularly in December, and that this pattern was confirmed by 

UCR data. Norrnandeau attributed this concentration to the greater number 

of hours of darkness afforded offenders during these months and the increased 

business and shopping activities prior to Christmas. 

l':ormandeau also found definite daily and hourly pat-terns. Nearly 

45 percent of robberies iIi Philadelphia occurred on Fridays and Saturdays 

alone> a pattern clearly confirned by comparison with distributions in 

other cities and attributed to the greater circulation of money on Friday 

The most dangerous hours 'dere found to be from 8 a.m. to 2 a.m. 

(.35.1 percent of total) a.,d from 2 p.m. to 8 p.m. (3.3.8 percent) . 

findings in Oakland corroborate this hourly pattern. 
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Feeney's 

TABLE 5-13 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROBBERY RATES BY RACE A.~D Ir;CO~IE, 1965 

Income White Nonlihite* 

$0-$2,999 116 278 

$3,000-$5,999 91 240 

$6,000-$9,999 42 121** 

Above $10,000 34 

*Rate per 100,000 of each specific race and income 

group 

, ,~a ave SIO,OOO to maintain *.*Too fet.,r cases of nOn\.;111~tes b 

as separate~category. 

Source: Ennis 
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c. Offender/victim profiles. 

(1) Victims. Analysis of the characteristics of robbery 

victi::ls specific to residential robberies must a\.;ait the provision of data 

that distinguish between robberies in residential and nonresidential 

areaS. HOHever 1 it may be useful to note thn.t 1 .in Ennis I national survey, 

tho incidence of individual robbery \.;as found to fall mainly on lower 

income groupS and, within each income group, mainly on blacks; these 

fintlings are shm.,rn in the comparison of rates (See Table 5-13). The re-

cent NCP surveyi 3 offer further evidence on tlwse cha:racte.rist1.c~, of;r:ooo·e.l'r 

\:ictims. In most of the cities surveyed, blacks \vere victimized by robbery 

victLIlS. In most of the cities surveyed, blacks were victimizecLb~·.r-Dblie.rt 

\-lith injury at rates someHhat higher than those for whites, and by robbery 

\.;i thout injury at considerably higher rates. Also, in most cities, per­

sons of 10\0[ income were significantly more frequently victimized than 

those of higher income groupS. 

\';OTO 

i'l'ith respect to victimization by sex, Ennis' study found white males 

victimized by robbery twice as frequently as \vhite females but that 

non' . .,.hi te females -- who exhibited the highest rate of all -:- were victi­

r:i3ocl significantly more often than nonwhite males. However, the .recent 

>;CP survey findings do not tend to confirm this distinction by race, 

:;;lO
' 
. ..-ing higher rates for males of both sexes. (See Section C of 'Chapter 

.l ) ·f. 
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Normandeau's study, the only on~ to provide information on victims 

\'lith reference to the site of the robbery, indicated that \'/'Omen were more 

likely to be victimized by robbery on residential premises than \Vere men. 

Unfortunately, no data exist that \Vould per::lit comparison of victiiniza-

tion patterns by type of residential neighborhood (i.e., single-family, 

low-income-housing, garden apartment, high-rise, etc.). 

(2) Offenders. Collection of information on robbery 

offenders, as on burglary offenders, largely depends upon data for arres-

ted offenders. The 1972 UCR present data on robbers for the' 30 percent 

of total offenses cleared by arrest. Of these robbers, S4 percent \Vere 

under 21 and 76 percent: under 25 years of age. (However, because of 

the tendency fbI' youthful offenders to work in groups, the percentage of 

of'fend?rs attributable to this age group Hould not be so high.) In adcli-

tion to their youthfulness, robbery offenders exhibited other characteris-

tics similar to burglary offenders: Over 90 percent Here male, and 67 p~r-

cent were black. 

Offender data can also be obtained for robbery from descriptions given 

by robbery victims. Hmo/ever, victimization surveys (such as the Dayton-

San Josa Pilot Survey) that have attempted to collect such data caution 

that, due to several circumstances, infon:1ation is likely to be highly i,n-

accurate. The personel stress of the situation, its high emotional con-

tent, time elapsed between the incident and the survey interview, and 

crime occurrence often in the dark and usually involving a stranger all 

tend to lend great biases to victims' reportage. For these reasons, the 
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Day~on-San Jose survey found analysis of characteristics of offenders 

according to victims could not be substantiated. The current NCr national 

StlT\'eys are attempting to collect such information, but it remains to be 

:,'>;:;n Hhether reliable data can be obtained. 

(3) Victim/offender relationship. As no data pertinent to 

rubberies occurring in the residential environment are available, the 

gL:ncral finding for robbery (as -presented in Chapter 4) must suffice: By 

all available measures, robbery is a crime that occurs predominantly. 

ruaong strangers. 

3. Household Larceny: Inside and Ne,ar Residences. [' This crime cate­

gory inVOlves theft or attempted theft of property or cash Hithin or near 

the home that does not involve forcible or unlawful entry (as does burglary) 

or personal contact (as do robbery and the related lesser crimes of purse-

sn'ltch and pickpocket). On the basis of several criteria, household lar-

ccny does not receive detailed study in this report. First, the most 

pntinent and recent data sources on the crime (the NCr Five Largest Cities 

and Eight American Cities Surveys) have shmojJ1 the incidence of this crime 

to be considerably Imrer than th3.t of burglary in most of the cities. In 

tcri:1S of dollar loss, as \'lell, the crime is not severe; most household 

l:lT.:::enies "/ere found by these surveys to consist of minor thefts of belm" 

S'::;O in value (64 pel'cent): ""hile only 4 percent ·invol ved thefts of $250 

0::' : •• 01:e. Also because of the 1m.; degree of severity and the absence of 

cont.:l.ct betHeen victim and offender, little fear is generated by the 

cdmt!. Finally, virtually no data distinguishing household from other 
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tJ~es of larceny are available from ~dditional ~our~es. Thus, on the basis 

of the above, household larceny is of very limited ~ignificance for the 

crTED Program. 

4. Intervention Strategies Against Residential Crime.**** Those 

strategies that are at present cOJJ1IDonly suggested or utilized to counter 

residential crime can in general be summarized into tHO different categories: 

Single sp~cific tactics, and comprehensive prevention models. 

The specific tactics category includes tech.Ttiques usually aimed. at pro­

tecting the interior of the dwelling unit and, thus, at deterring the crime 

of burglary. The installation of burglar alarms and other such anti-intru-

sion devices is a much popularize~ example, although resea~rch to date has 

stressed that the cost-effectiveness of such devices has not been proven. 

Other tactics frequently suggested or employed include: The improvement of 

hardw.are used to construct and secure doors and '\'indoHs; the use of lights 

and other devices to s:bnulate occupancy; and identification markings for 

personal property to CO~1ter conversion of stolen goods. 

****This section is meant to afford merely a broad outline o£ th~ general 

types of strategies that have been employed to date in cOUlltering 

residential crime. A more comprehensive and detailed listing, with 

further information on status, function and evidenced effectiveness, 

appears in a separate document, IIElements of CPTED.!I 
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On the other hand, comprefiBnsive models of a far broader scale hffire 

.~ d for the prevention and control of the spectrum of residential pOSJ.l..e 

modeZ" by which police 

p,.i.t r( .. l! .. :;;nd 1';~~h~ enforcement investigations 

at tempt t:") c;e.ter) detect, and apprehend 

crimbal offenders in residential areas, 

while \: -::UTts ~,tel correctional agencies punish 

or rehabH it\\~:~ them. 

The social (.;»ni:;TloZ model" ",hereby residents 

of a particular neighborhood are encouraged 

to manifest a strong territorial concern that 

acts as a deterrent to potential offenders. 

The limited access o~ for~~ess model" typified 

by luxury apartment complexes, whereby physical 

~rrangements such as guards, gates, and closed­

circuit television prevent unauthorized entry. 

'''*'''''''<Although these models were cevised for application to the residential 

environments, they could prove successful when applied to any neighbor-~ 

hood environment, including cOm2ercial neighborhoods 3 school neighbor-

hoods, clJld neighborhoods ';.;ith. a heavy transportation component. 
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o The distar..c!L mode?'" \'Ihereby persons choose to locate 

their resid.ences at a "safe distance lt from the crime 

problems concentrated in the urban core area. 

D. Potential Crime/EnviroThilent Targets. 

.' The preceding discussion has identified three residential subenviron-. 

ments and addressed the primary crime problems that exist Hithin each. 

On the basis of this information, those crimes have been selected for 
, 

each subenvironment that primarily and secondarilY deserve further ePTED 

attention as potential crime/environment targets. Table 5-14 specifies 

the selected crimes for subenvironments inside the residence, inside tIle 

residential buildings, and near residences. In the table, "1" designates 

the crimeior primary consideration, and "2" for secondary consideration. 

For the inside-residence subenvirollment, only a primary choice has 

been mCl,de, since the crime of burglary is by an Qven;helming margin the 

most prevalent and the most serious stranger-to-stranger crime occurring 

within the residence. In the other two subenvironments, robbery has been 

sel'ected as the crime most appropriate for CPTED attention. Al though 

residential robbery is a relatively rare event, it, unlike household 1ar-

ceny, endangers personal safety and engenders considerable fear, as well 

as threatening property. As the crime of burglary is confined by defi-

nition to the inside-residence sub environment , household larceny has been 

designated as the secondary choice in both the other tl'lO subenvironments. 

1. Previous Crime/Environment Target. Tne boundaries of the area 

for ePTED focus can be further narro\'ied by selection of one subenvironment· 
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TABLE 5-14 

POTENTIA.L RESIDE~TIAL eRniE/ ENVIRmlHENT TARGETS 

Burglary 

Robbery 

Household 
Larceny 

Inside 
Residence 

1 

1 = Primary Consideration 

2 = Secondary Consideration 
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Inside 
Residential 

Building 

1 

2 

Near 
Residence 

1 

2 

and its primary target crime. The crime of burglary inside the residence 

emerges from this process as the strongest choice on several grounds. 

First, residential burglary is a crime that, due to its high (and rising) 

incidence and its threat to personal property and to the privacy and se-

curity of the home, causes considerable fear and concern. 

I~ relationship to the Program-related criteria, it can be expected, 

on the basis of the prevalence of residential burglary, that ;he impact 

of CPTED strategies directed against it \'Iould be great enough to allm'i 

~easurement. (Residential robbery, on the other hand, occurring at a 

low rate and exhibiting no degree of concentration Hithin residential 

areas, could not be expected to allow sufficient measurement.) A.ddition-

allYl since burglary is a crime against a fixed physical structure, it 

can be expected that changes in physical design \'lould have greater poten-

tial impact upon it ~han upon the crimes against persons. (This expecta-

tion is substantiated by the fact that several studies have shmm that 

residential burglars do not exhibit a high level of skill in attacking 

structures.) 

Finally, CPTED strategies directed against burglary could be expected 

to counter other cri~es as well. For example, if the CPTED Program \Vere 

to control access in~o -.r:esidential buildings as Fell as into individual 

d\.;elling units, it is quite possible that other crimes (e.g., vandalism, 

larceny, and robbery in public areas of residential buildings) could be· 

reduced along with burglary. ~·!oreover, a reduction of burglary could allow 

police to focus more attention on the patrolling of streets and sidewalks . 
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of residential aTe<lS \'1hi cb. , in turn, could reduce the incidence of the 

othe'r: crimes. 

2, Specific Target Local e. Gi ven th.e choice of b'L:rglary linside the 

n::Slc.ence) as CPTED's crime/environment target, it remains to specify the 

< geozraphic lacale that offers .most promise. The neighborhood near a central 

ci ty, though representing obvious organizational problems \'1hich Hill be :, 

addressed in the CPTED design, appears to be the logical choice for several 

reasons: 

o As discussed earlier in this cha~ter. areas near-

est the center of an urban area are more likely 
6. THE COMMERCIAL ENVIRO:-i~IENl 

to experience serious burglary problems than out-

lying areas. 

Similarly, studies have shown that robbery rates 

also increased with increased proximity to the 

city center. 

These observations are corroborated by Reppetto's 

findings that burglars expressed a general 

um'liUingness to travel a great distance from 

their homes (which are often central-city/areas) 

to commit burglaries; indeed, half of those 

Reppe't'to intervie\~'ed expressed willingness to 

Hork in their own neighborhoods. , 

Residents of central-city neighborhoods are 

often very socially dependent on those neigh-

borhoods, because of job proximity, unavail-

ability or prohibitive cost of housing else-

where, and dependence on transporta<tion systems. 
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CHAPTER 6. TrlE COMMERCIAL E~VIRON}IENT 

Subsections for this chapter are organized similarly to those in 

the previous chapter on the residential environment. The introductory 

section contains a general discussion of the co~~ercial environment in 

relation to specific concerns of the CPTED Program. Section B provides 

a brief review or the kinds of information available concerning crimes 

in the commercial environment and of the problems encountered in com-

paring this information. Section C discusses crime-related information 

in terms of: The frequency and severity of crImes in the commercial 

area; victimization by type and size of business; public levels of fear 

in the commercial environment; spatial and temporal patterns of commer-

cial crimes; and offenders operating in this environment. Also, it pro-

vides a brief summary of intervention strategies applied in the commer-

cial environment. Section D s~~arizes the chief crime problems in the 

commercial area, l.;i th preliminary assessment of targets for potential 

CPTED focus. Assault, pursesnatch, robbery, and burglary are identified 

as the crimes of concern in a geographic area containing a commercial strip. 

A. Introduction 

This chapter deals h'i th the problems of crin8 in the commercial 

environment -- a subject that has received limited explicit notice in 

criminological literature to date. Although a sizeable amount of 

information is available on the criminal victiBi:ation of the various 

t}~es of individual co~ercial establislli~ent5, o~ly limited information 

is available pertaining to the commercial environ..~ent as a whole. HOI.,revcr, 

the scope and objectives of the CPTED Progra~ address the environment 
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not only in terms of the individual commercial establishments considered 

as separate entities but, more ioportantly, as the array of areas created 

by configurations of commercial establishments and the spaces surround­

in~; them: Downtown central business areas, shopping centers and malls, 

groupings of neighborhood convenience stores, and strip commercial areas: 

Of these various configurations, the cOJlunercial strip area has been 

deemed to display particular potential for the CPTED Program. Strip 

areas include those business activities that have traditionally develop-

cd along major streets and highways to provide services to users of 

these throughfares and residents of nearby areas. At present~ many 

strip areas are lapsing into a state of general neglect and decline due 

to a rise in competition from modern shopping centers and malls -- Hhich 

state often gives rise to serious problems of crime and fear in these 

areas. 

l\"nile the decision has been made to deal ''lith commercial crime 

pro::' 1 ems on an areawide basis, the nature of the available data pre-

e It:des an arem.;ide organization of the crime-related information pres-

C!1teJ in this report. Information on losses suffered by individual 

establishments through victimization by various crimes of property is 

available in abundance.' Hov;ever, comparable data are limited for 

crines against person, (such as robbery and pursesnatch) '-/hich tend to 

occur o~tsida commercial establishments. Although these are of~en fear-

Froducing confrontations and} in fact, may be more likely to occur in 

,~:'C;~S of commercial land use then in any other area, it is difficult to . 
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substantiate their severity in the commercial environment. tnlerefore~ 

although much of the crime-related information in Section C of this 

chapter is presented fOT individual establishments, such presentation 

must be taken to reflect the constraints of the available data rather 

than the chosen CPTED focus. 

Also, caUtion must be exercised in applying CPTED selection criteria 

to commercial target priorities. First, no type of commercial estab­

lishment can be eliminated from consideration because it appears to be truly 

"rare. 11 According to the categories of bUSinesses adopted by the 

National Crime Panel, presented in Table 6-1, e"!"n 1 
v_ rea estate bUSinesses 

(\'Ihich, with banks> are amonoC! the least . ) common enterprlses number nearly 

one·quarter of a million and are common to most geographical areas. 

Second, although- crimes against commercial establishments generally 

appear to constitute a relatively small percentage of all crimes, no 

type of commercial establishment -- \oIith the possible exception of 

banks -- can be said to exJlibit a truly IflOi~" victimization rate, rela-

tive. to the number of establishments at r·sl 1 ;(. Taken as an example, the 

crime of burglary (\</hich is among the most CO!IJIilon of all commercial 

crimes) accounts for only 37 perc nt f 11 b 1 • . . e 0 a urg_arlcs, according to 

the UCR fiQUres for 197?_. H h' - o'clever, \'/ en v~ctimi:ation rates are cal-

culated according to the NCP convention of "criIiles per number of possible 

targets" (e.g., househOld victimization per thousand households; personal 

per thousand persons,' and co~merc;al per th db. ) 
... 1 oUsa,""! uSlnesses) business 

establishments appear to carry a disproportionate share of the national 
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TABLE 6-1 

i\U:-'JBER OF BUSINESSES BY VICTI~.J:[Z"\TION RATE BY TYPE OF INCIDENTS, 
BY RECEIPT SIZE. BY KU:D OF BUSINESS (Page 1 of 3) 

BU5~~ess Size and ~!?e 

$1,000,000 + 

Retail. 

){.'101esale 

Service 

Real Estate 

:.<..anufacturing 

Tl:'ansportation 

others 

$500,000 - 999,999 

p.et~il 

l'i"no1es1.'.J.e 

Service 

p.eal Estate 

H.mufacturing 

TrC'.nsportation 

Others 

$100,000 - 499,999 

Retail 

service 

Real Estate 

H{mufacturing 

Bi1.nks 

T:r..:tnsportation 

Cl:J1e:::-s 

Total 
BusL~ess 

6,786,370 

395,152 

101,544 

70,597 

50,558 

8,743 

62,410 

25,162 

5,182 

70,322 

97,084 

32,197 

~0,928 

6,115 

24,292 

4,971 

7,040 

28,180 

1,207,113 

634,684 

84,418 

252,995 

31,751 

78,238 

12,379 

11,031 

101,566 

128 

victimization p~te (Per 1,000) 

233 

301 

402 

29B 

206 

77 

330 

107 

811 

255 

253 

280 

255 

199 

110 

396 

o 
144 

195 

2B2 

330 

193 

307 

261 

160 

o 
243 

131 

Burglary 

197 

258 

328 

251 

19! 

,77 

318 

o 
579 

246 

222 

209 

234 

199 

110 

395 

o 
144 

195 

238 

264 

185 

277 

o 
151 

o 
243 

116 

Robberi' 

37 

43 

73 

48 

15 

o 
J.2 

107 

232 

10 

31 

70 

21 

o 
o 

o 

o 
Q 

Q 

44 

67 

8 

30 

o 
9 

o 

o 

15 
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[ , 

TABLE 6-1 

NU~lBER OF BUSINESSES BY VICrH-lIZATION R....\TE BY TYPE OF INCIDENTS • 
BY RECEiPT SIZE, BY KIND OF BUSI~iESS (Page 2 of 3) 

Business Size and T'lpa 

$50,000 - 99,999 

Retail 

Wholesale 

service 

Real Estate . 

P.anufactu:ciIlg 

Banks 

Transportation 

other 

$25,000 - 49,999 

Retail 

hl101es1ue 

Service 

Real Estate 

Hanufacturing 

Banks 

Transportation 

others 

$10,000 - 24,999 

RetaH 

Wholesale 

Service 

Real Estate 

Hanufacturing 

Banks 

'I'ransportation 

Others 

'.L'otal 
Business 

859,821 

418,239 

31,379 

276,142 

27,045 

46,057 

3,815 

5,171 

51,973 

727,097 

304,495 

15,089 

311,361 

27,697 

23,932 

1,346 

5,154 

38,717 

804,523 

302,997 

13,286 

384,955 

50,324 

20,329 

1,166 

2,245 

29,709 
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Victi-,1:ation Rate (Per 1,000) 

311 

391 

D2 

2a9 

179 

177 

130 

81 

235 

274 

179 

205 

275 

25[3 

500 

196 

122 

233 

312 

51 

201 

180 

33 

o 
1,200 

91 

Burglary 

261 

31,9 

172 

246 

179 

176 

177 

130 

6S 

187 

201 

179 

174 

200 

259 

o 

196 

104 

196 

254 

o 
176 

164 

33 

o 
900 

91 

Robbery 

49 

72 

o 
43 

o 
o 
o 
o 

13 

73 

o 
31 

75 

o 
500 

o 
17 

37 

57 

o 
25 

16 

o 
o 

300 

o 

r 

I 
l 
! 

I 
1 
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TABLE 6-1 

NlR-IBER OF BUSINESSES BY nCTD-IIZATION R..\TE BY TYPE OF INCIDENTS, 

BY RECEIPT SIZE, BY KIND OF BUSINESS (Page 3 of 3) 

victimization Rate (Per 1,000) 

Total Burglary. Robbery 

Business size and 'tyPe 
Bu.sin~ss ~ 

1,158,123 172 149 23 

Under $10,000 

419,767 255 216 39 

P..etaiJ. 
)"5,095 0 0 0 

W"nolesa).e 
649,891 127 113 14 

Service 
35,162 182 182 0 

Real Estate 
16,667 81 81 Q 

p..anufacturL.'1.g 
1,425 0 0 0 

BCl.!'_'<:s 
5,544 243 0 243 

Transportation 
31,287 22 22 0 

Ci'" ..... '1.er 

473,063 161 157 4 

No sa).e 

9,606 352 352 0 

Foetail 
10,699 258 258 0 

h'hoJ.esale 
263,918 222 . 214 8 

Service 
8,132 0 0 0 

Real. Estate 
11,182 0 0 0 

Hanufacturing 
2,457 0 0 0 

Ban.'<s 
4.521 0 0 0 

Transportation 
162,553 71 71 0 

other 

904,753 179 140 39 

Hot Available 

298,802 239 168 71 

F.etail 
32,950 248 166 82 

W"'no1esa1e 
40$,037 151 127 24 

Se:::vice 
41,797 164 164 0 

Real Estate 
43,425 141 141 0 

}U.'1.ufacturing 
11,896 0 0 0 

Ba.n:-cs 
6,341 425 .319 lOG 

Transportation 
61.,445 89 67 22 

oth.er 

Source: 
1 · . ry ';ationh 1. Survey ~cs\\l:ts 

~ d \... USR&"=' -F""'otn ~:cp' s "'re J.r:JJ.n:! , Cornpu",e ~v • ~ --' $C 

(f~r the tirst three quarters of 1973). 
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crime burden. The NCP Eight American Cities Survey, for example, 

indicates a conunercial burglary rate of betNeen 355 and 741. averaging 

nearly 500 per 1000 establishments, h'hereas the highest holdhold 

burglary rate for any of the eight cities Has 161 per 1000 households. 

Additionally, assessment of the degree of fear engendered by 

conunercial crimes and of the profiles of victims must necessarily re-

main spe,r..;ulative (and hence \'lill not receive detailed treatment in this 

chapter), since: 

o Victimization surveys (the most conunonly 

used source of information about fear 

levels and the impact of crime on the public) 

generally focus on neighborhoods in which 
l 

the respondents reside, or on overall fear 

levels in a given area; insofar as is knO\'ln, 

none request information about fear in 

commercial areas per se. 

The "population at riskH in corrunercial crimes 

is'incalcul~bly large and extremely varied. 

It cannot be confined to employees or OHners 

of businesses, since virtually every member 

of the public has contact with commercial 

establishments and is, therefore, a potential 

Hitness to or victim of. or is otherwise 

affected by. crime in this environment. 
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Finally, small clusters of commercial establishments, or even a 

single business standing along on a block, can act as crime targets fcr' 

ent.ire areas, dr3.\dng criminal populations into neighborhoods that 

night other-vise have been perceived as relatively \I safe. 11
1

,2 The public 

i::1?act of these crimes can th.en be far greater t;;':m mere victimization 

figures would indicate. For this reason, no particular type of commer-

cial establishment can be readily placed outside the concern of the 

present study, although the following sections suggest relative judge-

ments that can be made aruong the various t}-p8S. 

B. Source Material 

In addition to the general data limitations mentioned in the intro-
, 

duction to this chapter, data on co~ercial cri~e evidence 'all the com-

po.rability problems associated \'lith crime statistics in general, as 

discussed previously in Chapter S. These include such parameters as differ-

ing sources, differing dates, differing scope, and differing definitions. 

The term "commercial crime" itself is variously defined in the literature. 

Usually regarded as crime against co~ercial establishments within the 

establishment proper, the definition can be extended to cover employees 

of commercial establishments away from the premises or to include patrons 

victimized while on the premises. Fortunately for the present pur-

poses, some ":riters \'Iho treat the subj eet of conunercial crime attempt 

to analyze not only crimes involving commercial establishments directly, 

0~lt also various other cri~es co~itted in areas of predominantly 

cO:ll::lercial land use. 
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Inconsistency in definitions of commercial subenvironments also 

poses a problem. The UCR, for ex~~ple, break dO~TI robbery statistics 

for IIgas stations," \Icommercial houses," "chain stores,lI and "banks,lI 

while the NCP's unpublished statistics for burglary and robbery are 

categorized according to trretail, \~'holesale, services, real estate, 

manufacturing, banks, transportation, and other, Il 1,.,i th some further 

breakdown for specific business types ,. 'fhe Dayton-San Jose Pilot Study. 

which preceded the NCP study, lumps retail and wholesale tog'ether and 

does not consider banks or transportation at all. Still other studies 

(e.g., the Sylvania burglar alarm evaluation) simply categorize crimes 

as residential versus nonresidential. 

The severity of these inconsistently defined crimes is also 

inconsistently measur~d. The recent NCP surveys establish a victim-

ization rate of crime per establishment at risk, but most older sources 

(e.g., UCR), lacking the up-to-date census inforoation available to the 

National Crime Panel, simply calculate the crimes per 1000 population. 

\'I'hile this latter method may provide a perfectly adequate measure of 

the severity of violent personal crimes (murder, rape, assault), it 

clearly provides no measure at all of the victimization probability for 

conunercial establishments. Finally, other reports (most notably J the 

Small Business. Administration report) concentrate on the severity of 

commercial crimes as reflected by dollar loss, rather than by numericaL 

incidence. While this method permits a useful assessment of the con-

sequences of commercial crime by size of business (ratio of dollar loss 
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to gross receipts), the margin of error in dollar loss estimations, com-

bined with the effects of inflation and other economic trends, renders 

financial figures of only limited usefulness for any very detailed 

comparisons. 

;"lore commonplace problems (i Ie. 1 probler.ls not peculiar to commer-

cial crime data) arise from the differing time periods and locales for 

which the various data \'lere compiled. Statistics presented in the 

Small Business Administration report, for example, may.reflect overly 

high incidence and loss figures for several crime categories as a 

result of the riots and civil disorders occurring in the late 1960's 

the period during which the report ,~as compiled. Other stuciies conducted 

in specific locales may report crime characteristics peculiar to those 

locales but without generic significance. 

However, excessive preoccupation with these and other disparities 

and limitations obscures the usefulness of the limited data that are 

available. r.\ore serious than the problem of noncomparability are the 

obvious gaps in available data. The topiC of displacement, for example, 

is treated only in a speculative paragraph here and there, and fear-of-

crime data for the cO.ilunercial area are (as noted in Section .1\) virtually 

nonexistent. (.1\ fe\'l studies suggest that fear levels can be inferred 

from the level of installation of protective devices and alarm systems, 

but this suggestion seems so extremely tenuous that the present study 

m:~de no effort to explore it.) 

This assessment of data sources for the commercial environment 
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namely, that commercial crimes are a ~l pparenl.. y more accurately reported. 

NCP victimization surveys for Eiooht Am' C·· erlcan 1.tles indicate reporting' 

patterns as shown in Table 6-2. 

The primary sources used in hTi ting this chapter are summarized in 

Table 6-3 J ,dth indications of the subj ect areas covered by ea"ch source. 

C.' Crime Environment 

~ ~ t e crime-related Discussion in this section focuses pr~~ar~ly on h 

criteria of: Severity, as measured per tl~e of crime and per type and 

size of business; environmental patterns, spatial and temporal; and 

offender profiles, Because, as noted in Section A, information on 

fear levels and v;ct' . 1 1 ~J.ms lS arge y speculative, treatment of these 

criteria is brief, In addition, intervention strategies for the environ­

ment are briefly summarized. 

1. SeveTity, 

a, Victimization by t)~e o~ cr' • 1"' ~ 1me. Aside from the 10\'1-

visibility crimes of larcen)' (shop' 11.' ft) d-an Iorgery~ the particular 

crimes most often assoc1'aTPd ,,'~' t' v_ ,dL.n ne commercial environment are 

burglaTY, Tobbery, and. to a 1 t . esser ex ent, larceny and pursesnatch. 

Blfrgla:ry is g.~nerally, acl;mowledged to, .qe the most common of all crimes 

classified as commercial (I 1:: " ~' • - ' .",' . . n .J..act, burglary and robbery are generally 

~ ,versus residen~ the only crimes specifically classified as commerc~al 

tial or personal, in most criDinological statistics.) 
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TABLE 6-2 

PERCENT OF VICTIMIZATIONS REPORTED TO THE POLICE, 1972 

. I Atlanta Baltimore Cleveland Dallas Denver Newark Portland St. Louis 

I-' 
0~ 
CJ'. 

Personal 
(Rape, Robbory, AnSBult, 
Per.Gonal Larceny) . 

Household 
JDurglary, Larceny, Auto Thoft) 

Commercial 
(Burglary, Robbery) 

33 ill 

45 49' 

75 03 

Source; Crime in Eight American Cities: Advance Revort, 197·h 
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TABLE 6-3 

THE COMMERCIAL ENVIRONMENT -- SOURCE MATERIALS 

Scopo crime Rolutcd Information 

offendorl Intervontion 
N"tion~l I.oenl Sovar!ty Fear Victim Enviroruncnt Dioplacamont strategic!]. 

Yo --- Yo -~- X X --- Y. 

X --- X -~- X 'l( --- ---

.lC 

-:-1 
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Although murders, rapes, and (particularly) assaults may occur in 

cO:':1.Ilercial establishments (compared \d th other environments), these 

crimes are not usually tabulated according to place of occurrence and, 

consequently, data on their "commercialtr frequency are extremely hard 

to obtain. Information gathered by the task force for the National 

Cor.u':lission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (see Table 5-11) 

suggests that personal crimes of violence occur relatively rarely in 

commercial establishments; however, since they appear to occur rela-
, 

tively frequently in the catchall category labeled IIs treets'" (\vhich may 

or may not be located in cO~'ilercial areas), no firm conclusions can be 

dral';ll about the relative severity of these crime problems in the 

cO~'ilercial environment. 

For present purposes, it must suffice to note that: ea) l'1urder, 

rape, and assault are relatively rare crimes in general, and still more 

rare in the co~oercial environment; (b) their occurrence in a commercial 

environment is more likely to be a random event than to be logically 

associated with characteristics particular to that environment (as 

twuld be the case with burglary, robbery, and pursesnatch); and (c) 

g€meral rarity and absence of data regarding these crimes would make 

it extremely difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of CPTED str.ategies 

against them. Therefore~ the present discussion focuses on the COIrunon 

preuatory crimes of burglary, robbery, and larceny pursesnatch. It is 

ant icipated, hm>lever, that strategies against these crimes may have an 

indirect effect on other crimes in the cOliunerical area. 
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(1) Burglary. As noted previously, the incidence of 

commercial burglary, when measured relative to the number of establish-

ments at risk, is very high -..- a'ieraging nearly 500 per 1000 establish-

ments annually in the eight cities surveyed by the NCP (see Table 6-1). 

Table 6-4 indicates the relatively greater victimization rates for 

cOlmnercial (versus residential) burglaries, as measured by the data 

gathered for the nation IS five largest cities and for S~n Jose -and 

Dayton. (It should also be noted in this table that the disparity (i.e., 

the ratio of commercial to househOld victimizations] is less significant 

for the smaller and less centralized cities.) Unpublished data from 

the NCP's nationwide surveys indicate that the disparity in victim.,. 

ization rates also appears on a national scale. 

Furthermore, among crimes \'ihich result in dollar loss to businesses 

(as opposed to loss of life or loss of public l!serenitytr), burglary 

appears to be the most significant, accounting for approximately one-

third of all losses attributable to crime. Although the average losses 

attributable to commercial burglary appear relatively small (on the order 

of $300, according to VCR figures), burglary is, as noted previously~ 

a very common crime; consequently, the gross losses are substantial. 

Table 6-5 summarizes the 1967-1968 findings of the Small Business 

Administration regarding the frequency and financial consequences of the 

various lIeconomic tl crimes for various sizes of businesses. 

(2) Robbery, As depicted in Table 6-5, the crime of 

robbery in the commercial environment appears relatively inconsequential 
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TA\3LE 6-5 

LOSSES BY TYPE OF CRIME AND BY SIZE AND LOCATION OF nUSINESS 

Em-
Bur- Rob- Yanda,. Shop- ployee Bad 

Item Total glary hery lism lifting theft checks 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

A. I,osses; 

1. Amount (in millions). $3,0119 $958 $77 $813 .$504 $381 $316 
2. Percont •..••.. 100 31 3 27 17 12, 10 

13. Indexed ratios of losses to receipts 
by size of business: 

1. Total .•...... 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
1--' 2. Under $100,000 323 357 333 283 225 350 50 
~ ..... 3. $100,000 to $1,000,000 . . , 205 200 167 167 250 300 200 

4. $1,000,000 to $5.000,000 t , 127 129 133 167 50 250 50 
5. Over $5,000,000 ••... II , •• 9 7 1 17 8 20 25 

C. Percent of businesses burglarizeu or 
robbed by location: 

1. Tutal .•.•.. .. 1 • • , 14 2 15 15 8 37 
2. Ghetto ..... , , .. 28 9 37 24 11 30 
3. Monghetto central city .... , 18 3 18 14 10 33 
4. Suburbs • ... 16 2 17 15 9 31 
5. Rural .•.... 9 1 9 .IS 4 36 

Source: Crime Against Small Business. 
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fin~nciallYJ probably because it occurs less frequently than other 

property-loss crimes and incurs a smaller average loss per Single 

of£~nse. UCR figures for 1972 estimate an average loss of $365 for 

r,);:,bery of !!commercial houses, {I but this category explicitly excludes 

g::s stations (with an average robbery loss of $128) and chain stores 

(\'iith an average robbery loss of $.340), and implicitly excludes restau.-

rants, bars, and manufacturing plants. However, it seems unlikely that 

the average loss of all nonbank commercial robberies would exceed the 

UCR figures for "col1unercial houses" quoted above. Indeed, the limited 

data existent on this subject suggest that the average commercial loss 

may be even less than the UCR national estimate. Conklin, for example, 
I 

found only one in three commercial robberies involved! losses of more 
\ 

than $100, and only one in ten of more than $500. 3 Similarly, the 

T'\:tjority of robberies studied by Feeney in 1969 involved losses bet\o[een 

2 SSO and $200. 

However, in spite of the relatively small financial loss attribut-

able to robbery in the commercial environment and because the crime in-

valves not only the loss of property but also a serious, fear-producing 

threat to the person (and because it is a corrunon, predatory, stranger­

to-stranger crime), robbery in the commercial environment constitutes 

an appropriate concern for the CPTED Program. As discussed in Sect:ion A 

of Chapter 2, the incidence of comrnercial robbery on art area~>lide basis 

Is extremely difficult to assess. The UCR record [ trends of incidence 

for "cor.unercial house" Tobberies (i.e., victimizations of employees \'Iith-: 
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in commercial premises) and recent NCP surveys have estimated that such 

crimes occur relatively infrequently as cOID'?ared to burglaries (in ratios 

ranging from 1 to 3, to 1 to 7)J yet sti1l in sig:lificant numbers. (Table 6-1 

presents comparative victimization rates fOT cor.~ercial burglary and 

robbery per type and size of business) as co~puted from preliminary 

1973 national survey results made avalable by the NCP.) However, it 

is impossible to determine i>lhat proportion of the large number of inci-

den1;s classified as "street" robberies occurred in commercia-l vicinities. 

For this reason, the general discussion of the crime presented in 

Chapter 4 affords a supplement to the discussion of robbery in the 

present chapter. 

(3) Larceny pursesnatch, This crime appears on the 

list of potential CPTED target crimes because it seems to be a relatively 

common occurrence in co~uercial areas. Furthe2~ore, although it is by 

definition a nonviolent crime, perpetrated ~dth little or no physical 

contact; it may have a considerable fear-ind.ucing capacity, particularly 

because its victims are most often elderly. 

Unfortunately, information on the inci~ence and nature of larceny 

p'ursesnatch in the commercial environment is even less accessible than 

information on robbery. Since it is exclusively a "streettl crime, data 

for individual cOlilfilercial establishments do aot inClude it. MoreOVer, 

information on the crime in general is scarce; the conventional source 

for national crime data, the UCR, does not cJI:1?ile data on this crime, 'and 

fe\,- analytic studies consider it, Larceny p'Jrsesnatch :is, however) one 
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of the crimes against person, specifically addressed by the NCP surveys. 

Rates compiled by the Five Largest Cities and Eight American Cities 

S:.tl'veys (see Tables 6-6 and 6-7) indicate that victimization by this 

crime is lower than victimization by robbery, but still significant. 

Preliminary 1973 NCP National Survey data indicate that over half of 

all pursesnatches take pla.ce on the streets or in other outdoor open 

spaces, with a large proportion also occurring inside nonresidential 

buildings (see Table 4-8). Thus) one can only surmise that a large part 

of these crimes take place on corrnnercial use streets or on commercial 

premises. 

Finally, much of the information presented thus far on the nature 

of robbery, the "indica-torl! crime for violent crimes 1 can be generalized 

to apply to pursesnatch as well. Though pursesnatch is a far less 

serious crime, it resembles robbery in being a largely stranger-to-

stranger, opportunistic crime perpetrated against the individual. 

b. Victimization by ty~e and size of business. According 

to the most recent Bureau of Census statistics, retail and servi'ce 

establishments account for approximately 38 percent each of the total 

nU::lber of business establishments in the country. In contrast, whole-

sale and manufacturing account for less than 5 percent each, real 

estate les5 than 4 percent, and banks less than 1 percent. Table 6-8 

5u::1."larizes the distribution of various types of business. 

Also, approximately 67 percent of all businesses natioTIl.;ide an<.l 

up;)roximately the same proportion of all retail businesses have gross 
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TABLE 6-7 

VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR PERSONS AGE 12 AND OVER, BY TYPE OF VICTIMIZATION AND CITY 

(llalo p,~::- 1, (t,J() ro?ul:J.)~i::m 'lC~ 12 'lnd C'l~t'. t·l\!'c:1 en ll\::--/cys t\t',l'in~ tb :nol\Lhs 
Jul~' th~:)U:;h ~:ovc:'1hcl" l?'j'."! co:: \-lct;ir.!,1.zai;ion.:: ciu"~J1l t:l:! l):'l!\'::'oU:1 12. r;!onth:;) 

Type of dct.ir.1it.nUC'·, Atlant:\ n'l1ti~jr3 Cleveland IhJ.lu:J D~n'"Jcr Nel~n,;-k Port.lnnd St.. Lc:lir. 

Crbc..l of vl01cllc:! I,S 56 51. I,) 67 1,2 59 If'.. 

I\~F'-' Olld llt.Lc::,p~cd rupo 2 1 :l 2 :3 1 :3 1 
Urt\/:.cry 16" 'l' " 10 17 29 16 16 ,J ·4 

nobLcoi'j' and nt.L(,lnp.tcd robbery Idth .injury 4 (] 6 :3 6 9 5 5 
S~rlca!l a:;$:!u~t 2. 4 :3 1 J 4 2. 2 
KivJl' a:J~ulllL 1 h 2 :1 J I, 2 :3 • P.cbt~r:r (liLhou~ J.njury 'I 11 12 4 6 13 5. 7 

I, L',r.r.,p~~d !'obb"r;' I;Uhout. injury 5 7 6 I. 6 ' 7 6 /, 
AS!l~I\Jt )0 2U 20 31 M> 12 1,0 25 

A:::r~vl,Lc:l 1l:J::on1b 15 13 15 11. 20 6 16 13 
,il Lh illjUt';..- . h 6 h 5. ' 6 3 5 5 
J.LtC:~I:>L():l ou~U:tlt w1th weopon 11 7 11 ') 11, 3 II II 

Sln ;:] I! ,JO!:1JUU 15 IS 13 17 2'{ 6 :.!h 12 
I-' HUh lttJlll'l If • :> .3 I. .7 2 (, J. 
.l!o Attc'lIpLcd o:J~oltlt Hithout. weapon 11 11 10 13 20 I, lU' 9 0' 

CrirJ<:l!) of thaft 100 79 71 97 131, 50- 123 73 
t'l.!r~or.al Inl'cer.y \;it.h contact 11 13 9 4 (, 15 5 (] 

PuI~~O !:In"!t.cliinc; 2· 5 h 1 :2 7 1 J 
J\tt,l.!~ptc{\ purzc ,mntching 1 2 1 1 1 J 1 1 
Poc;:c.t, picldr.~ a ,1 -I. 2 3 6 J " !''!I':;on~l hrccn:r 11it,h';lUt coninct lW 65 62 92 128 .35 11a 64 

};rYffil Di!t.uu r.::ly not udd to totn1 shown bocnu3o of Toundins. In gener:!.l, small ~:JTcl'cl!ccs bt!twcen OilY two figures in this tabla orc not 
statistically oic;oiricnnt becauDo of l!Wl1pling • 
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receipts of less than $100 J 000 annually J while more than 80 percent 

of all service and real estate businesses have receipts totalling less 

than this amount. In contrast, more than 50 percent of all manufacturing 

concerns and more than 67 percent of all banks have gross receipts of 

more than $100,000 annually. (See Table 6-1.) 

Since, as noted above, retail and service establishments far out-

nunber other sorts of business establishments 1 it is not surprising that 

these establishments appear to account for the largest percentage of 

::orrunercial robberies and burglaries. However, when gross numbers are 

broken down into rates (crimes per number of establishments), few clear 

patterns emerge. As is apparent from Table 6-9~ retail establishments 

do appear to be victimized at a higher rate than other t)~es of estab-

1islli~ents, but (as noted in Section A) no t)~e of establislli~ent except 

banks appears to sustain a truly tl10wtl rate, 

Data from the NCP surveys of various cities also indicate that 

retail establishments in urban areas are victimized out of proportion 

to their number and, in particular are robbed much more frequently than 

other establishments (as identified in the Five Largest Cities and Eight. 

\, . C" S 4,5 t'\..'ner~can ~t~es urveys) .. HOl'iever, rates varied considerably among 

\;'nolesa1e, service, and other businesses. I'men businesses are cate-

gorized by size of receipts, no clear patterns emerge; the larger 

b~lsinesses appear just as likely to be victimized as the smaller ones 

and, among some categories (particularly manufacturing companies), even 

more likely, 
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FeH efforts have been made to provide a more refined breakdmffi of 

business targets by victimization probability and, indeed, most efforts 

hflva been substantially less refined than those of the NCP. (The Small 

6 Business Administration report, for example, simply classified businesses 

as r'retail Hand !lother, It) The Underwriters I Laboratory does rank 

burglary targets by type of business (most of \"hich seem ,to be "retail") 

but, since this ranking is based only on establishments with alarm 

s}-stems certified by the Laboratory, it seems of doubtful utility in 

determining CPTED site priorities, Nevertheless, for informational 

purposes, the most recent (1973) Underwriters' ranking is presented in 

Table 6-10. 

Finally, in evaluating victimization by type and size of business, 

it should be noted that victimization per 5e gains in consequence as 

the size of the business diminishes. That is) tithe smallest bUSinesses, 

those grossing under $100,000 annually, assume the largest share of the 

dollar losses relative to their gross receipts., ,'for the crimes of burglary, 

rObbery and vandalism. tr6 

2. Fear. As noted in the introduction to this chapter, public 

t:£ear levels" for crimes in the commercial environment are extremely 

difficult to assess and, consequently, judgements in this area must be 

based primarily on commonsense criteria. With this proviso in mind, the 

follOl"ing observations seem merited: 

o Crimes against those establis~oents most 

accessible to the public and serving the 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 

TABLE 6-10 

RANKING OF CO,\lNERCIAL BURLGARY TlffiGETS 
(UNDERWRITERS L.\BORATORIES, I)iC.) 

Table III 

Target Percent at' Total 

Jewelry . • , 
Hen's Clothing 
Liquor 
Food ...•.. 
Appliances 
Women's Clothing 
Drugs . . • . . . . 
Auto Accessories 
Furs . . . . . . . 
Guns and Sporting Goods 
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TOTAL 

10.6 
10.2 
7.9 
6.5 
5.6 
5.4 
5.1 
3.5 
2.0 
1.9 

57.7 



" / 

broadest spectrum oj: the public 

(namely, retail and ssrvice establish-

m6nts) possass the greatest !lfear-

producing!! po-::ential, 

Q Crimes against establishments Hhich 

tend to be located in areas of diverse 

land use possess a greater fear potential 

than crimes against more geographically 

isolated establishments (e.g.) manufacturing 

plants), 

Crimes against establishments where business 

transactions tend to be personalized (e.g., 

local grocery stores) drug stores" beauty 

parlors) have a greate'!:' public in'pact than 

crimes against more !limpersonal ll businesses 

(e.g., la~ge banks, manufacturing plants), 

although the greater puhlicity that may 

be given to the latteI' can offset this 

IIpersonalizationll factor. 

.Environmental Patterns, 

a. Geograj.Jhical distribution. The crimes of TobbeTY and 

burglary (like most other serious crimes) aTe generally conceded to 

o~cur most frequently in large metropolitan areas, and the commercial 

n:rsions of these crimes, appear to corroborate this assmuption. The 
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NCP surveys indicate a nationwide commercial victimization rate (both 

robberies and burglaries, attempted and completed) of 23+ per 1000 

establishments, but the rate for the larger cities ranges from about 

360 per 1000 to about 900 per 1000.*4,5 

Other studies have not only noted concentration of these crimes in 

heavily urbanized areas but also their concentration in specific geo-

graphic areas Hithin the laTger urban areas. For example, the,1967-1968 

Small Business Administration su~!ey found that inner city businesses 

located in "'hat the survey classes as l'ghetto" areas s1:lstained a 

burglary victimization rate of 69 per 100 (compared \'lith 38 per 100 for 

"non-ghetto central city businesses,tt 29 per 100 for suburban, and 16 

pe! 100 for rural business establishments), Robberies evidenced a 

6 
similar propensity to clusteI' in the lIghetto areas,lI Data. from the NCP 

*It should be noted that this pattern of heavy victimization in urban 

areas may become less marked in future yearG ~ as the nflight of ,~.he 

middle class to suburbs II shOl'ls signs of diminishing and suburban areas 

themselves show signs of congestion. In any case, in 1972, for the 

/fiTst time since 1961, the UCR noted an annual decrease in nationwide 

robbery and burglary rates, primarily attributable to the decrease in 

rates in cities of more than 250,000 population, Suburban and rural 

areas, by contrast, registered robbery increases of 9 percent and 11 

percent respectively, and burglary increases of 2 percent and 4 per-

cent over 1971-1972. HO\.;eveT, the 1973 UCR figures again !indicated 
'. I 

higher crime -rates. 

:..,. 
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surveys for San Jose/Dayton suggest that cOmmercial burglaries Iilay be 

less likely to concentrate geographically than robberies and more likely 

than robberies to occur in nonpoor areas outside the center city proper. 7 

ib>iever) this IIp;?arent tendency r.IaY be partially attributable to pecu-

liari ties of the tHO cities surveyed; San Jose is probably less central-· 

ized and Dayton more industrialized than typical cities of comparable size. 

2 In regard to robbery in particular, the Feeney/Wilcox study found 

that all of the nearly 2000 commercial robberies reported to the police 

in Oakland were concentrated in approximately 12 percent of the city's 

area and that 31 percent of a'll- robberies \'1ere concentrated in areas 

classes as IIcommercial land use. 1I These Ilhigh-crime tl areas of commercial 

land use were not, for the most part, located in the city center but, 

rather) in areas of less dense cOlnmerciaJ. activity outside the central 

business district. (In evaluating these and other findings from the 

Oakland study, one TIlUSt keep in Tilind that Oakland itself is in many 
f 

I,;ays a suburban city and that its central business district; [CBD] is not 

so clearl~r defined as those in great metropolitan centers,.) 

With reference to spatial patterning of crime locales) a felv' analytic 

studies offer scattered tendencies, which have been noted within specific 

areas of certain cities but I,-hich may not hold true for others. Examples 

of such observed tendencies are; The propensity of corner and near-corner 

establishments to be most frequently victimized. by both commercial' 

rohberies and commercial burglaries) and the concentration of several 
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t)~es of crime (including noncommercial) along or adjacent to commercial 

strip developments (Luedtkel ); a tendency for coomercial crimes to occur 

at premises located in a primaTily commerical land area \'1ith six. tiTiles 

the frequency of occurrence in residential land use areas; and -the con-

centration of commercial and other robberies on streets adj acent to maj or. 

arteries (Feeney2). 

\fuile the Feeney findings and the later Luedtke f~ndings do under-

score the desirability of focusing upon a commercial area rather than an 

individual establislli~ent, it should be noted that, following selection 

of the actual CPTED demonstration site j further analysis of these finer 

points of spatial patterning would be required for that particular site. 

b. Temporal distribution, Since robberies require the pres-

ence of personal victims) and burglaries for the most part require their 

absence) it is not surprising to find that tiTile patterns for cOlilffiercial 

robberies and burglaries seem to diverge according to \1hether the 

commercial premises are likely to be occupied or unoccupied. ~fost 

commercial burglaries appear to take place at night (according to San 

Jose/Dayton data, primarily betl'leen 12 p ,m, and 6 a.m.) and more often 

on weekends, when businesses are closed, than during the Heek. Although 

it is often difficult to determine the exact time of occurrence for a 

burglary (since the crime i.s seldom discovered until \~ell after its 

occurrence)) most available information seems to confirm the night time/ 

k d tt f ' . 8) 9 \·:ee 'en pa ern or tne crlme. 
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~Jost data sources concur on the time patterns for commercial 

roober)" placing the tine of most frequent incidence bet\'1een late 
, 
pf":e.rnoc:ln and midnight and, nore often than not) tOiYard the end of 

th:; I·reek -- particularly on Friday and Saturday. The study of armed 

rohbery in AJ.buquerque, for exa.llple, found that most commercial robberies 

occurred during the police II sl'ling shift" -- betHeen 3 p.m. and 11 p.m.; 

I,'hile Feeney noted their occurrence primarily between 3-5 and 9-10 p.m. 

The San Jose/Dayton data indicated that only the time period of 6 p.m, 

to midnight contained a significant number of commercial robberies. 2,7,10 

Thus, although robbers in general shoW' a preference for nightime hours 

(see Section C in Chapter 4), cOiiUIlercial robbers seem more likely than 

others to operate during. the day or early evening because businesses open 

during these hours make available the target victims. The preference of 

late afternoon and evening as opposed to morning 0:;:- midday hours may be 

attributable in part to a preference of offenders for the cover of darkness 

and the presence of fel'ler potential Hitnesses near closing hours, and also 

in part to the attraction of greater sums of more cash on hand to\.;ard the 

end of the day. As noted in Chapter 4, the presence of more cash has 

also been advanced as an explanation for the concentration of robberies 

on F-:ridays and Sa.turdays H'hen, presumable, a weekts receipts have accu-

~~lated and payrolls are being net. 

Larceny pursesnatch has been found to be perpetrated primarily during 

daylight hours, presumable because: (a) The consideration of cover of 

(hrkness and presence of witnesses are not so important with reference 
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to this crime, since it. is carried out quickly, ,.:ithout violence and, 

therefore, with le5s visible impact; and (b) because its female victims 

are most often on the streets during daylight hours.** 

4, Offender/Victim Profiles. 

a. Offenders. Research efforts for this report reveal no 

evidence of systematic attempts to assess t11e characteristics of offenders 

who choose to attack commercial targets. Indeed, the preponderance of 

information on the subj ect of offender behavior suggests that very £e\-/ 

property offenders (usually classified as ttunprofessional ll or tloppor­

tunistic tl criminalsll) exhibit any exclusive target preferences. For 

example,a study of residential burglary in Boston found that approx-

imately two-thirds of the interview sample (approximately 100) of 

residential burglars admitted to having also burglarized stores, one-

third to offices J and another approximately one-third to other kinds of 

. 1 t 12 commerCla targe s. 

In the absence of evidence to the contrary, i't seems probable that 

the characteristics of commercial robbers and burglars ",auld be mO"e or 

less similar to the characteristics of robbers and burglars in general 

(for a description of the latter, see Chapter 4). It also seems probable 

that, since commercial targets tend to be slightly more lncrative and 

**Based on USR&E1s analysis of larceny pursesnatches in the target areas 

of Hartford, Connecticut (,IResidential Neighborhood Crime Control tl 

proj ect) . 
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slightly more difficult to attack than other possible targets, commercia.l 

establishments would attract the some\.;hat older and more sophisticated 

a;~':)ng the general robber/burglar population. Data from other studies 

b·::mr out this observation to a linited extent. For example, Conklin found 

that 32,2 percent of the adults arrested for robbery in Boston in 1968 

\i'ere arrested for conunercial robberies, compared \'lith only 2.6 percent 

of the· juveniles. 3 1 He also found that a disproportionate share of white 

robbers were attracted to commercial targets ~ 48.6 percent of all \~hi tes 

arrested for robbery, compared Hith 13,8 percent of all blacks. Similar 

findings for commercial robbers can be noted in the Feeney study.2 

(Table 6-11 presents the NCP figures for perceived age of offenders in 

commercial robberies but, unfortunately, the £ailure to break down age 

categories beyond the, age of 20 renders the data of limited interest. ) 

Larceny pursesnatch offenders tend to be younger than robbery 

offenders; the majority are under 21 years of age and many iT:. theiT 

earlier teens or even younger.*** With regard to other characteristics, 

they generally rese:mble robbery offenders. 

Regarding the modus operandi for co~~eTcial burglary, little infor~ 

nation exists to distinguish conmercial offenders from their residential 

cuunterparts -- Hhich is not surprising in vie\'I' of the low apprehension 

".< '~"'As found by USRfTE I S analysis of police records on arrested and sus-

pected offenders for larceny pursesnatches in target areas of 

Hartford, Connecticut. 
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r~te for burglary in general and the fact that there are rarely any 

\.:i tnesses for these crimes. 
Scarr does conclude that, "Entry to resi-

cential burglaTY sites is nOTe likely to be by cruder means than is 

.:!utry to Hon.L-~sidential burglary sites, ,,9 but, however plausible this 

statement may appear, no hard data are offered in its support. 

By contrast, the operating methods of conunercial robbers can, 

according to theSanJose/Day~on report, be distinguished from those of 

the noncommercial type in three significant respects: (a) Conunercial 

'robbers, are more likely to be aIUled (usually \'iith a gun); (b) they are 

more likely to be successful (i,e., to inflict financial loss on the ( 

the Vl.' C~l...l.' m, 7 ~I 
victim); and (c) they are less likely to injure 

b, VictiL1s. As noted in Section A, due to the extremely 

hroad spectrum constituting the Plpopulation at risk" in conunercial 

€.';1viron111ents, the reader is referred to the general discussion of 

victims of robbery ami burglary in Chapter 4. 
It is noted here that, 

referring again to Tables 4-12 through 4-14, NCP 1973 survey results 

indicate that victims of the crime of larceny pursesnatch are: (a) Fori 

the most part over 35 
years of age I \'lith heaviest concen'tration in 

:hc over-50-years age group; 
(b) primarily from the 10\~er (part:icul~rly 

lm .... est) income groupS; and (c), as expected/ predominately female. 

c. Offender/Victim Relationship, As noted frequently in 

i'revivus discussion, the crimes of robbery, burglary, and pursesno.tch are, 

IV1' the most part. stranger-to-stranger. 

s, Intervention Strate,fl.l' es \. C _, fgalnst omrnercial CrJ.·me.**** For the 

~ _ burglary, most part, strategies currently employed against commerc1'~l 

tne securing of the robbery, and related crimes tend to focus upon . 

individual establishment. Nearly all of these strategies are tltaroet-o 

~ ~ technologically elaborate electronic hardening" ~eclmiques -- ranging from 

devices (e. g.) closed-circuit television surveillance elec't . 1 , ronlca ly 

~ .., 1n banks) tQ histor- . triggered alarm systems, extensive locking sl"s4I...e""s . 

ically primitive means (e,g" dogs patrolling open _ ~ areas at manufacturina 
'" 

plants). 

A limited numb ft' I er 0 s rategles are aimed at securing the larGer 
'" 

cODl.1Jlercial area (or, perhaps more often, areas of both commercial 'and . 
residential components), Of these, the strategy that ;~s ~ .l. currently re-

ceiving greatest con~ideration is th e upgrading of street lighting to 

enhance visibility and thus deter street and other crimes. 

D. Potential Crime/Environment Taroets 
'" 

This section presents a preliminary assessment, on the grounds of 

the relevant criteria, of: (1) Those particular "'I...ypes of commercial 

a tentlon; (2) the scope of the potential establishments that merit CPTED t . 

a roa, general description of strategies ****This section merely provides b d 

cOUL'Ilonly employed in countering commercial crime. A more comprehensive 

and detailed listing (with further infoT3ation on sta4l...us, function, and 

evidenc:ed effectiveness) appears J.' n a se?arate document, "Elements 6"f 

CPTED,tI 
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CPTED crime/environment target; and (3) the type of crime most amenable 

to control by CPTED strategies. 

1. Type of Business. Through the use of information from the 

preceding sections) the crime/environment matrix in Table 6-12 has been 

devised. The matrix primarily sumrriarizes the valid reasons for eliminating. 

certain types of commercial targets; it does not provide (nor does it 

purport to provide) a completely convincing rationale for the selection 

of those targets not s~bject to elimination. 

In general, the larger businesses are eliminated because, having 

substantial resources of their Olm, they do not seem appropriate candi-

dates for public assistance. Ho\.;ever J it is difficuU to eliminate the 

larger retail and service businesses on these grounds, since these 

businesses serve such a large segment of the public and the public, there-

fore) has a substantial interest in safety in these two environments. 

Real estate offices and small banks a1'e eliL1inated because they are 

relatively less common than the other businesses and also because they 

do not tend to,'cluster in any kind of enVirOTU'ilent, which makes it seem 

urrlikely that: they would share common crime problems, Since real 

c:.:;tate and manu;:acturing businesses seem to have dealings \-lith such a 

H::Iited public and also to be geographically removed from the areas of 

primary public concern, they are dee4led to possess a IOI{ fear-producing 

potential. Finally) some businesses are eliminated as having too !lfew 

site~1I or lflO\~ crime," on the basis of information presented earlier. 
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Alllong the "uneliminated tr targets (large and small retail and service 

busin~sses,and small \1holesale businesses), the follOl.,ring (more or less , 

subjective) judgecents seem merited: 

@ The smaller businesses are more appropriate 

targets for a national progral1 than are 

larger ones -- prbnarily because they have 

fewer resources of their 0'.~11 with l'lhich 

to combat crime. Also, the smaller busi-

nesses tend to be located in areas of more 

diverse land use 'than the larger ones and, 

consequently, a reduction of crime in these 

ar.eas might have a greater impact on public 

fear levels. (See the discussion of 

fear in Section C of this chapter,) 

Retail and se~;ice businesses are likely 

to serve a broader segment of the public 

than \'Iholesale businesses; consequently 

crimes against these establishments may 

achieve a greater public impact. 

2, Scope. As mentioned in Section AJ the decision has been made 

to focus upon configurations of cow~ercial establishments and the areas 

s~lrrounding them, rather than upon individual commercial establish.ments. 

In this way, CPTED can achieve as gTeat an anticrime impact as possible' 

<i:iJ avoid committing national cTi7:1e-prevention resources to solving the 
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problems of private businesses. Furthermore, the commercial strip area 

in particular has been found to display the greatest potential as a 

ePTED demonstration site for a n~l1ber of reasons. F~rst, as noted in 

Section A, many strip areas are currently experiencing serious crime and 

ftar problems as a result of their neglect and decline due to competition, 

from shopping centers and malls. These problems are exacerbated by the 

fact that usership of these areas) Hhich even initially tends ~o be 

transitory, is further reduced when local residents cease to use the 

strip because of the fear of crime. Particularly because the growth of 

crime problems in the strip area Bay engender increased crime problems 

in adjacent residential areas, the vicious cycle of decline-of-vitality/ 

upsurge-of-crime-and-fear in commercial strip areas merits serious 

counterattack, 

Furthermore~ commercial strip areas are particularly difficult to 

defend against crime by conventional Beans. The fact that stores are 

not located in clusters but are strung out along the major street 

complicates the task of police surveillance and makes it easy for 

potential criminals to exit the scene of the crime. Additionally, 

breaking and entering at the backs of establishments is a common problem 

since there are often large, poorly lit delivery areas in the back h'hich 

are not visible from the street, Furthermore, the proprietor's crime 

deterrent capacity is limited by the fact that, since users of the 

strip are often strangers, he often cannot distinguish the potential 

offender from the legitimate customer, On these grounds) also, the 
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co.nmercial strip provides a particularly challenging CPTED target. Fin-

ally, the corameTcial strip is generally composed of those types of 

businesses identified earlier -- smaller retail and service.businesses 

as nost meriting CPTED attention, 

3, Type of Crime. Because the CPTED program has selected to 

focus its concern on an area rather than an establishment in the commer"':· 

cial environment, robbery \~ould seem a more appropriate crime than 

burglary. Robbery appears more clearly concentrated geographically. 

Furthermore~ it often provides a more accurate indication of the level 

of general street crime in a given area, For this reason, strategies 

against robbery \'lould appear more likely: (a) To additionally deter 7. THE SCHOOL ENVIRO~I~\iT 

other crimes in the area, nal11ely pursesnatch; and (b) to have an area-

wide effect, unlike strategies against burglary which tend, for the 

nost part, to focus on target hardening of individual establishments, 

Because existent strategies currently employed (see Section C) appear 

to operate \'iith varying degrees of effectiveness in protecting individual 

establishments -- particularly against the cri~e of burglary -- the I 
question of whether they ~ay also serve in some measure to protect the 1 

j 

larger commercial area against robbery and related street crimes (e.g., 

assaul ts and pursesnatches) remains to be explored by -the Program. : 
-I 

1 '. 
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CI-L-WTER 7. THE SCHOOL E:--NrRO~rMENT 

This chapter discusses the school environment \vith respect to the 

relevant criteria identified in Chapter 2, to the extent possible based 

upon available information. The introduction to Chapter 7 provides a 

brief overview of the school environment and the scope and nature of its 

'crime problems in general, followed by preliminary indication of areas 

for potential CPTED consideration. In Section B~ the various types of 

source materials and, particularly~ three serious inadequacies are 

described. Section C~ containing the crime/environment discussioIl, con-

centrates largely (due to limitations of data) upon the severity of the 

various crime problems in school subenvironments. Finally, Section 0 

presents a preliminary assessment of subenvironments and crimes as poten-

tial targets for the demonstration in the school environment. Assault, 

extortion, burglary, and vandalism are identified as the crimes of concern 

in public secondary schools. 

A. Introduction 

If a .school system, college, or university is viewed as a microcosm 

of con·temporary society, the etiology of the antisocial or criminal 

activity. it exhibits might be expected to parallel that of society at 

large. This chapter, hOHever, does not purport to identify or attempt 

to analyze the causal factors \'lhich generate crininal activity; rather, 

it attempts to provide some measure of the gravity and indicate the 

nature of the crimes co~~it~ed on academic premises and in peripheral a~eus. 
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Crimes against property and persons comnitted on academic premises 

in school faci~itie5 have beco;;Je a major concern for school administra­

t'j ";;, lUI., enforcem~nt officio. Is. and le2; slator""', Tl-, ~... '" 1e gravity of criminal 

:(~:tivity related to school sy5t~ms has produced a sense of national con­

e nt \~hich is amply illustrated by the follO\.;inf! remark by th e . ~ e J .. xecutive 

~SSOclatLon 0 allege and University 50 r~t3ry of the International \ -' f C 

51.:~Il!'ity Directors: 

Schools and colleges have one cornmon problem today. 

It is no longer student activism, sit-ins, confron­

tations, and mass demonstrations. It can be summed 

up in one \vord: crine. * 

Crime taking place in or around academic premises falls into four 

gt'll~ral categories: . 

') Crimes Against Person -- Assault, robbery 

(and extortion), and pursesnatch. 

C:ri.mes Against ProPerty (Public and Private) -­

Burglary .. vandalism .. arson, and larceny (in­

cluding auto theft). 

Victinless Crimes Drug abuse, gambling, 

and drinking. 

", ~ ,)::::, Powell) quotation from a Special Report on Schoo 1 Security, Educa­

t i ·':w.l Resources Infomation Center, University of Oregon, 1973. 
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o 'Civil'Disorder -- Lal·ge-scale'·· collective 

violence directed against the established 

social, political, or academic co~unity (e.g,> 

spontaneous assaults, stonings, and acts of 

vandalism) . 

Because the CPTED Progra:n addresses i 'cself, in general, to the conunon, 

predatory crimes and, more specifically J to crimes of opportunity (i. e ... 

those crime situations that are readily available to a potential offender, 

appear to offer a low risk of apprehension, and require little or no pre-

paration to act), the latter t~~o categories are not given further con-

sideration in this chapter. Instead, it attempts to provide information 

Ifith respect to the crimes against persons and property that can be 

deterred or prevented within the school envirorunent by manipulation of 

the physical environment and related social, managemen't, and law enforce~ 

nent practices. This information Hould pertain to such crimes that occur 

in tHO major school subenvironments: (a) Elementary and secondary school 

systems operated by public authority and typified by the customary system 

operated by a unit of local government, and (b) colleges ancl universities 

operated by public authority and characterbed by the 4-yoar institution 

under the control of State gover~~ent. 

Table 7-1 designates the major tl~es of cri~es against persons and 

property ~hat are addressed in this chapter; in addition, the table pro-

vides preliminary indication of the knOHn offender gl'oupS \~ho perpetrate, 

and the agencies and individuals Viho arc the chief victims of, these 
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TABLE 7-1 

SCHOOL CRnIE/ENVIRO:~\lE~iT CLASSIFICATION MATRIX 

O:?EllO<:a5 - • 

Sb:l.de.nU 

}'.lli\:.a:l; ?oUt.ical Actilrislos 

.;;v.,nila c.a.."l'I!S 

~ Pushe..00:1 

:r:::=.o los ar.d C-::C? au t:s 

oe:t.er C:\~\u~o:i::ad Pe='!Nn5 
on School ?=e::1ises-<:!lild 
r.ole!l't.e...~ .. sex c:!e,na.."t:.s::, 
xiote~, thleve~, incen­
r!iari,.u, vaneals, et:c. 

: I" I , I" I I " 
• ,", I'"' ~ 10 

'''\ \ .. 

o . 18 0 0 

I I '. 

x 

1:<\ I 1:< hJ hi I II 

I I I , I I I 1 X 

Ixl 1:<1 X 1:-:\ Ixl Ix 

I I I X 11 I I Ix 
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School De~e:lt:3, COlleges, 
~;d U~ive;sities, Spec;o'~-ec 
Lea.--n.ing C .. n::es 

~~ac~a~5 w~ 5~~~ol ~is­

t::='a=.i'".1e ?e:so:'...."\al 

P..31e a.. ... H~ Fe:::.al2 Pecast:.C.~..s 
in School Vici:ri.ty 

Bus ~~a~s?O:t?t±o~ C?e:abo:a 

Sa3:~y Residential ~~~ll~s 

~:c::a:"~y Cc:"'::e.rcial o;:~rZ!.':.o~:s­
s~~es# o:=ices, ga:aqes, etc. 

l:ea.:-by ~lic: Facilicies­
pa=~51 l~rariesr e~A . 

: 

specific crimes. - Di::.cussion in Section C focuses on these various 

categories, utilizing available crime-related information. HOIvever, it 

shOt '.d b~ :noted that: (a) This chart is not weant to be an exhaustive 

representation of all possible crimes and their victims and offenders, and 

(b) the limitations of thtJ available information preclude comprehensive 

treatment of each of these categories'. 

B. Source 1-1aterials 

At the beginn~ng of the CPTED P:r.ogram~ tIle Research. Suppo,rt toam iden.-

tified available information related to the nature and severity of crime in 

the two major school subenvironments. Very little information 1'las found. 

Because of time and resource limitations, no surveys or onsite visits to 

colleges and universities Here made. Presented below are the reSUlts of 

the analysis of the available data. 

1. Data LDTtitations. One ~~portant fact has been pivotal in shap-

ing the presentation of crime-related information offered in this chapter 

namely, that~ in both subenviroIh'1lents, research efforts have failed to 

identify a substantial, nationally representative body of offense and 

offender data. The data that have been developed seem inadequate for 

several basic reasons: 

o Data are old ane do not reflect current crime 

levels. 

Data may.be T1onuniform from one jurisdiction 

to another, thus preventing valid comparative 

analYSis. 
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a. 

Data are fragmented and there is no national 

repository for offense and offender data. (}\n 

exception to this statement is the UCR program 

of the FBI, which now publishes crime statistics 

for about 30 colleges and universities.) 

The Safe Schools Act of 1971. It is thus evident from 

r~c0nt CPTED research efforts and corroborating evidence gathered from 

other professionals working in the field that an in~ufficient amount of 

t · . data precludes the "hard, ,r reliable, and nationally representa lve crJJne 

qevelopment of a conclusive crime/environment taxonomy for the school 

environment. The insufficient a.lJount of 1Ihard" crime data was a problem 

consistently cited in public hearings before the Subcommittee on Education 

of the Committee on Education and Labor of the U.S. House of Representatives 

on the Safe Schools Ac't of 19.71 CfLR. 265Q.L This dea.r.tIL oj infor.mati:on on 

1-- 1 cy;>;>e problens is, in part, attrioutaole to tli.e reluctance of some sc .. oo .u.' 

school ,principals or school syste::J.s to collect or publicize such. infor.ma-

d · .... result o.l..~ ]'·""'j.r'"or:m.al handli.ng of of;fenses, which. often tion ,ill , ;J..n parI.., a ~ 

d th l 'co -.I-he consp.quence of this ahsence of reli-are not reporte to e po ]. v. -

nblc statistics is the inability to either react to or plan for the problem 

iEtolligently. 

b. The present safe school study. ,The passage of recent 

I\:.teral legislation offers the pr.:l!-:J.ise of remedy for the informational 

d(..::iciencies cited above. A bill to collect a nationally representative 
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crime data base \ojas passed by the 93:rd Congress and enacted into law on 

August 21, 1974. Section 825. a of that 1 a' . .; , quoted below, makes it 

incumbent upon the Secretary of the United States Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare to initiate an extensive inquiry into the nature 

of crime in the Nation's schools: 

Sec. 825.(a) The Secretary shall make a full and complete 

investigation &ld study, including necessary research 

acti vi ties, during the period beginning upon 1::he date' 

of enactment of this Act and ending June 30, 1975, to 

determine: . 

(1) the frequency, seriousness, and incidence 

of crime in elementary and secondary 

schools in the States; 

(2) the Dtuuber and location of schools affec-

ted by crime; 

(3) the per-pupil average incidence of crimes 

in elementary and secondary schools in 

urban, suburban, and rural schools located 

in all regions of the United States; 

(4) the cost of replacement and repair of 

facilities, books, sup?lies, equipment, 

and other tangible objects seriously 

damaged or destroyed as the result of 

crime in sLlch schools; and 
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(5) , tne means by I,hich crimes are attempted 

to be prevented in such schools and the 

means by \','hich crimes may more effective-

ly be prevented in such schools. l 

At the present time, the mechanisms for implementing this legislation 

are not know~ by the Research Support team, although the National Center 

for Education Statistics has been given the major responsibility for col-

lecting data on crime in the schools.** Additionally, this organization 

plans to survey approximately 3000 school districts by survey instruments 

,G.eveloped'for'that purpose. *** 

2. Scope of Available Data. At the present time~ lacking a 

nationally representative and systematically collected data base; the 

Research Support team is faced Id th developing a body of crime,'related in-

forillation on the basis of data currently available. Thus~ in compiling 

this chapter ~ a Idde variety of sources has been drmm upon. Because 

available data on offenses and offenders are extremely limited, an 

~ttempt has been made to substantiate the data through the collection of 

hLetter from DOTOthy ~,!. Gilford, Acting AdministTator, National Center 

for Education Statistics, dated October 11, 1974. 

"-*;'Telephone con'leTsation Hi th ~,!s. Caroline BTeedlove, National Center 

for Education Statistics, in September 1974. 
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an amorphous bOdy of information that~ due to its fragmented and diverse 

natuTe, has been difficult to present in strictly objective terms. This 

collection includes: (a) Inforna'L ion developed ITom attitudes and 

assessments expressed in a set of interviel~s conducted Hi th local (Boston 

and Cambridge) school department and police officials and with campus 

security personnel; (b) like attitudes and assessments on the part of 

teachers and educators as conveyed in educational journal articles; (c) 

opinions of criminal justice planners and Nestinghouse CPTED Col1sortiurn 

personnel; (d) a collection of newspaper articles detailing the dimen-

sions of bombings and,incendiary attacks, descTibing student assaUlts, 

assessing losses due to school vandalism, and noting other such measures 

of the local school crime problem; and (e) legislative surveys and reports. 

Faced with the dtfficulty of :making sound generalizations based 

upon such an amorphous :mass, the Research Support team has attempted to 

subjectively assess the nerits of this body of information and incorporate 

it into the school enviTonI:Jent analysis as an intuitive :measurement. In 

vie\~ of the data limitations t:hat have been encountered, the authors 

recognize that the disposition of the school crine/environment targets 

(presented in Section D) may appear vulnerable to criticism from many 

peTspectives. Consequently, this assessment should not be vielved as static 

and unchanging but, rather, as open to modification. 
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~ Because> as noted above, the source materials used in preparing this 

dmpter are particularly idiosrncratic in nature and scope, they are 

described as they are introduced into the context of Section C,. Table 

7 - 2 presents the various data sources used and 'the subj oct matter covered 

by each type. 

T\,;o sets of statistical data :leserve special attention in this sec-

tion. Th~}y are the results of: (a.) The National Crime Panel surveys, and 

(0) the National Association of School Security Directors (NASSD) survey. 

The first set is described in ChaDter3. A description of the second set 

follmofs. 

NASSO recently developed a survey instrument [see Figure 7-1) that 

h'as distributed to the organization I s membership (compo~ed largely of 

public school system security directors). Approximately 200 questionnaires 

"ere mailed out and 43 \-;ere returned. For the pUJ:pose of in-depth 

ano.lY3is it \'Jas deemed that only 27 returns were usable for the following 

reasons. 

a Some returns \~ere incomplete (crime-specific 

categories Here not reported) or crimes V/ere 

not reported for the entire school system). 

Some :t:eturns indicated less than a calendar 

year roporting period (the survey requested 

0. 1.2-month reporting period) . 

Some returns did not separate crimes into 

crime-slh:~cific categories (for example> a 
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total incident count night be furnished 

for the crimes of burglary, larceny, and 

roobery; und it is nat k.nown from that 

tota 1 incident COU:1 t 11m.; much crime is 

represented in each of the cr~e specific 

ca-::.cgories -- burglary, larceny, and 

robhery) . 

;\1 though the survey does not cover enough school systems to 

r\';ll':sent a national statistica.l base) the responses may provide 

I'J,:un.i,ngful insight into school crin:e problems. 

C. Crime Environment Discussion 

This section is organized into tHO major subsections. The first 

Clt1:! p:'it:lary subsection centers on information pertaining to public 

~;;::h):Jl systems) although such infor::lation r:lay also have relevance for 

\:(.11 l>.;:ges and universities (which are the subj ect matter of the second 

St::,~;;:;ction). In general, it can be said that, for both subenvironments, 

.. - t' . S 10.1'croe1,:, available only \'lith respect to the severity 
l:U i) ::i:l~t ~on ~ . 

c: :1": iJ.unce and dollar cost) of school c'rimes. The brief and general 

;L~~L l;;s.::::; given the cri torion of fear and, particularly, the criteria of 

I,.'~;: i.;'-'.lnraental patterr-:s and offender h'ictim profiles, reflect: the dearth 

,< .. ';ailo.b1e inforo.ation in these areas. Following these criteria-related 

creneral anticrime strategies currently used in the school 
'" 

~ ;', i nmT:lent ar(' uc:s..:::ribed in brief. 
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1. Pu1:>li'C School Systems. TIll,s subsection discusses the fonr 

crime-related criteria and general intervention strategies in relation 

to public elementary and secondary schools. 

a. Severity. Discussion in this portion first focuses on 

the severity of acts of vandalism, followed by consideration of th~ 

incidence of the various other cr:Llles against p::.'operty and crimes 

against person: l'lhich occur with frequency in this sub environment . 

(1) Vandalism. If the bulk of literature is any index 

to the severity of crime .. then rrvandalism ll '<iould top th':: llsf~ Profes­

sional teaching j ournc:ls abound id th articles about vandalism and its 

roots, and with prescriptive packages suggesting solutions. One of the 

more authoritative research reports on this subject, by Bernard Greenberg 

of the staff at the Stanford Research Institute,2 includes an analysis of 

vandalism costs for 120 California school districts surveyed in 1969. 

Additionally, the report presents a table on school vandalism costs for 

selected United States cities for the i5lcade::1ic year 1966-1967; this table 

is reproduced in Table 7-3, 

One of the problems associated with cOr.1p8.ring vandalism cost 

statistics from one jurisdiction to another results from uncertainty re-

garding the variously defined vand.aUsm, For exa."ilple, the definition T:lay 

vary from the rather inclusive one used by the Greenberg study cited above 

(llthose acts that result in significant darilage to schools, including 

burglary, theft, malicious mischief, property damage, breaking and enter­

ing, and arson") to a far narro\'/er one, res-::ricted, for eX<J.mple, to only 

property damage. 
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TABLE 7-3 

SCHOOL VA:;D:\LIS~I COSTS FOR SELECTED U.S. CtTIES, 1966-1967 

Ci.tY 
£l;.,.'.~ t S/stc':l 

~J.nlnit~n, D.C. 

'Ii lWJu\.<!c 

De:roi t 

St. r:lul 

l:.tn!'J5 City, :·10. 

S/l:':1CUSC 

Il~ltl::lo(e 

• Hlnn"l?O lis 

?ltt,burgh 

~nibJcl?hi::) 

~!"''1phiS 

l'll$:! 

L:.I~ ton 

h~c!Jit;l 

O .• l.\aml 

tJ.oi "\nb.~l(!s 

\;":['''> Christi 

S"n '\n~onio 

f,ir.in&h;tl:l 

Et 1'.1~O 

75,!;') 

151, 3,~ I 

S.:l,53l 

9:l,SD2 

I,OOO,GOI) 

1·13,H9 

128,405 

298,027 

47,000 

73,3Tl. 

30,69.\ 

199,933 

70,939 

76,1St 

280,UOO 

125,000 

50,000 

6~,COO 

69,735 

71,533 

43.732 

50,000 

517.3\:13 

75.000 

7i!,7U 

55,5';':3 

110,000 

9,1,475 

96,435 

15,127 

67.853 

52,Oih) 

Co:;t 
~~::I~~r of Per 
~j.:L~ ~ 

73 

185 

11'" 
196 

927 

203 

162 

:>15 

90 

104 

46 

;H~ 

99 

113 

297 

140 

113 

72 

120 

10'; 

66 

73 

93'.) 

5':1 

105 

121 

76 

130 

133 

110 

31 

1112 

66 

53,30 

2.% 

2.56 I 

2.30 

1.95 

1.70 
1.67 

1.72 

1.57 

1.56 

1.59 

1.3.t 

1.23 

.95 

.89 

.82 

.81 

.73 

.79 

.76 

.92 

.67 

.68 

.91 

.54 

.52 

.46 

.34 

.71 

.3() 

.36 

.31 

.23 

P.esti~ution 
Per ~:.r':'t!.l_ 

Net Cost 
p;!C 

Pupil lOTA!. CO$T" 

$,10 $3.20 S 243,6aO.OO 

.11 2.S5 431 ,.'\.:;3 ,S5 

2.56 220,767.36 

.01 2.29 212.722.68 

1.95 l,9~Q.OOO.OO 

.02 1.68 243,890.32 

.01 1.66 213.152.30 

,07 L65 491,744.55 

1.57 73.790.00 

.03 1.53 tl2.239.!6 

.23 1.31 40,209.:. 

.04 1.30 259.977 .!JO 

.Ot 1.22 86,606.St;. 

.95 72,371.95 

.01 .88 240.40\l.Q.0. 

.02 .80 100.00()'.00 

.01 .80 64,000.00 

.73 45,260.00 

.07 .72 50,209.20 

.04 .72 51.503.75 

.20 .72 3t.4,H.04 

.67 33,500.00 

• 07 .61 ~,~,610.9S 

.36 .55 24,720.30 

.54 60.500.00 

.52 40,931.:1.8 

.05 .41 22,732.8.:3 

.02 .32 .35,200.00 

.41 .30 28,:;'\2.50 

.01 .29 27,966.15 

.03 .28 4,235.56 

.07- ."l~ 15,285.92 

.11 .17. 7.440.00 

TOTAL = • .} 6,O:n,9"-3.32 

.., o~t Fi<>u-,:cS h;l'Ie been computed aou 'This cul~1n i, not incl~eu in th~ or1~lna ~e?,. Q 

induJ,'u for ~llu.:;t:rati~N PlIt";:,OHS. 

Source: ;~chool \·ana...Lli-;Oil! A ~;:\ctonal UiA~r"li1:l." 
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From a more rec~nt research report on school vandalism, by Olson and 

:5 Carpenter, data comparing dollar losses dUe to vandalism for 11 cities 

1s presented for two academic years (see Table 7-4), Dollar costs in-

curred by vandalism rose for all but one city, and rose enormously ilt 

several. However, caution pust be observed in interpreting these figures 

because reporting procedures can vary from place to place j school enroll-

ments may have increased during the academic years cited, and costs may 

have risen due to inflation during these periods. 

Other more general indicators tend to confirrri" the magL! tude of the 

national school vandalism problem. For example, the U.S. Office of 

Education has estimated that damage caused by vandals in public schools 

4 throughout the country may run as high as $100 million annually. The 

Sational Education Association estimates an annual loss of $200 million;**** 

and the most recent information, compiled by the U.S. Senate Subcommittee 

to Investigate Juvenile Delinquency,places the total yearly school 

vandalism cost in the environs of $500 million . 

The most recent and conprehensive indication of the severity of the 

problem is afforded by the NASSD survey conducted during the summer of 

1974, summarized in Table 7-5. This table shows that vandalism is a 

critical problem J particularly for districts \.;ith the smallest and the 

largest enrollments. 

****Fourth Annual School Security Survey conducted by the Industrial 

Publishing Company~ Cleveland, Ohio. 
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TABLE 7-4 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF DOLLAR COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH SCHOOL VANDALISM 
FOR THE ACADEi'>UC YEARS, 1966-67 and 1967-68 

Dollnr Loss ~~ 

Dollar Loss Dollar Loss Change Change 

School ~stem 1966-67 1967-68 1966-67--1967--68 1966-67--1.967-68 

New York City, N.Y. 1,950,000 2,716,757 +766,757 + 39.32 

Los i\lIl:cle~;, California 49U ,611 9 110,124 +l1111,513 .j- 88.55 

1\:1 1 t i more, ~Iary lund 2S9,970 716,602 +4%,624 .;. 175. (j·1 

Tampa, F lol'lda 28, :543 683,496 +655,153 + 2311.52 

Uo!'> ton, ~lnssachllsot ts 212,723 535,000 +322,277 + Eil.SO 

Wnshineton, D.C. 248,890 410,463 +161,573 6'1.92 + 

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 213,152 406,699 +193,547 + 90.80 

N<.Mark, Ne\~ JOl'soy 2'13,680 3116,391 +102,711 + 42.15 

Ou.kland, California 51,504 309,002 +257,498 + 499.96 

Kansas City, ~Iissouri 112,259 253,782 +141,523 + 126.06 

Cincinnati, Ohio 226,767 203,046 - 23,721 10.46 

Source: A Survey of Techniques Used to Reduce Vandalism and Delinquency in Schools 

:r r'- 'I r---"1 1'""1 r-1 r--J 1"'1 !i r=-l F"""i Ii r--l 

a 

r-----"l I! r---o 

r---i 
;~ 

r--i ~ i'--'I ~ I-l - BBiIII!III - -- ... .. .. - ... .... ... i' :if - ~ 

I-' 
Cf.l 
'-J 

~ --.I :i.-.J 

i----
I.I1J'1Jl ]IoICllt 

t:1;1:;';i fil:.ttioll 

1111Jcr 25.000 

2~-:JU,OOO 

50-7!i,OUO 

75-1DO.OOO 

lUIJ-~O'J 1 000 

O\"~ r 200,000 

Avurn!!c 

Note: 

\-J 1-J ~ ~ t-....J ~i l..m.Ji L-....l1 

TABLE 7-5 

NASSD SURVEY RESULTS, 1973 

:,'). or XI'. of 
J)l'~~ 1·i"~ts Schoob 
1n S:tIfll'l() ill S,w'lllu I:nrollmellt !Jurglary Armcd lIobbcry 

No. of Per No. of 
Offenses BltJg. Offenses 

5 142 ,.1!).·li3 BJoI 1.37 0 

01 227 128'(,.11 590 2.56 136 

0\ .129 267,0.1'1 !lUI 2.62 12 

5 703 0150.023 1.~02 2.15 29 

'I 1,.102 WJ,!l56 '1,96!l ·J..l6 130 

2 99L 817.5·12 769 '2.31 3 

27 3,244 2,682,G81 8,882 2.98 310 
'fowl Total Tutlll 

Not nil schuul distrlcts Incluucu In thl! sampling reported 
crim~s [or ella entire bU50 yuar. 

PCI' 

1000 
Stud. 

0 

1.05 

0.00\ 

0.06 

0.13 

0.003 

0.12 

A5suults 

No. of 
Offenses 

114 

149 

2UIl 

407 

2,328 

1,98.1 

5,262 

---_. ---.-----........... -------'-~.,,"','-~." .. -~--, ... -.¥>.. ~ _.", ,.~ ... ----.... -.-.~~ .. , 

I.-...JI 6.......Ji b....-Ji !.........Jl 

Rape/Other 
Sex Off. Vn:lda11sln 

Per Per 
l~ho 1000 No. of lOOO 

Stud, Offense,; Stut!. Total $ Stud. 

2.30 7 0.1.\ 232.2 .I,6!l0 

1.16 51 0.·10 '2:!O.Y 1,718 

1.U5 S·l O.~O 3·19.7 1.310 

0.90 41 0.09 275.3 612 

2,·10 61 0.06 I.O~1.2 I.UBS 

2.43 24 0.03 1,135.3 1,3S9 

1.% 238 b.09 3,264.6 1,217 

~I 

$/ 
Blul!. 

1.635.3 I 

n3.1 

615.2 

391.6 

7,1~.a 

1.1·15.6 

1,006.4 

b-J; L........ti 

Ii 

f 
I 

i 
I 
II 
~I 
:~ 

I 
-«" ,---..._.-------

I 
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On the other hand, there is an indication that a substantial number 

of school districts have begun to effectively counter their vandalism 

problems. The results of a 1974 survey of approximately 1230 school 

districts indicated that: 

... \<Ihilo the public school districts surveyed 

have been spending substantial sums of money 

for preventive measures (an average last year 

of $33,000 per district), the amount of 

money they have lost due to vandalism has 

been cut substantially (by more than half, 

on the average, for all districts surveyed). 

In other \vords, in the last several years 

these schools have spent money on security 

measures in order to save money on vandalism 

6 
losses - - and it has 'o,'orked. 

F" '~hl'l'" the dollar COSTS l' ncurred through vandalism may indeed 
~tt:tneTr;lOre, \, ~ .... -

be heavy ) its foar-producing potential is generally negligible since it 

is a crime perpetrated most often against school property. 

(2) Other criQes against property. Outside of vandalism, 

th0 illaj or crime against property in the school envir.onment is burglary. 

On the.average, according to 0lASSD survey analysis, each school is poten­

tially subject to approxihlately three burglaries per year, with the 

hi~:hest Tate occurring Hithin school districts having 100,000 to 200,000 

i.~i11·011ment (see Table '7-5) . 
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The signi~icance of burglary Hithin the school environment is 

emphasized when its incidence is compared to victimization rates l'Iithin 

residential and corrnnercial environments. Truly valid comparisons 

betHeen these environments' are not possible, since the rates in the 

co;nmercial and residential tlodes are derived irom statistically sound 

victimization studies, 'while the school data are based on an uncon-

trolled sample of 27 school districts, and since there are many more 

residences or commercial establishments than school buildings. However, 

as indicated in Table 7-6, cOlilparison (on a limited samp'ling.basis) 

suggests that burglary in the school environment is more prevalent on a 

per-unit basis than burglary in either the commercial or the residential 

environment. 

Inasmuch as the NASSO survey does not provide a separate classifi-

cation for the lesser, .crime of larceny (generally, theft of school 

property .. not involving breaking and entering) and the NCP surveys do not 

collect information for the school environment on crimes against property, 

no statistical data on larceny exist at present. 

(3) Crimes against person. Tne XCP national survey, as 

'mentioned earlier, included an "inside school" category in its Collection 

of responses on the victimiz.ation of persons by place of occurrence. As 

indicated in Table 7-7, this survey found that those incidents occurring 

most frequently in the school environments are minor assaults and unarmed 

robberies. In no case did more than 10 percent of any major crime category 

(from a sampling of more than 5 nillion incidents) OCCllr in the school 
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'I'O'l'1\L (Crimo "gainst "Peraon) 

Aucnultivo Violenc~ 

With Then, 

Rolpo 

Attol~ptcd R/lpo 

SOriOUD lIUDAult 

\11 tll \'/U(I1'01\ 

l:o WOJl)(jn 

Ninor l\olUAult 

Hilhout 'l'hcrt 

11.1IPC 

111: tOll'ptctl Il.>1'c 

snriou!J J\s!lilult 

l-Itlh \'/olll'0n 

No \'1c.:tPO)\ 

IItt.. lI~U/ltI) t I ""Ilpon 

t/.Lr.ot.· T\.ousult:. 

'~tt,. J\u~H\\ll t, No ',,:o03pon 

l'eroClllill Theft, tlo 1I0DDu1t 

I\Obb(!r~' 

IHth HOllpon 

Ho \ic.a~n 

AttC"lptcd Robbery 

Wi th HCupon 

lfo \."la o.pon 

rurt;clint1tch, 1':0 'Force. 

AtL •. l'ur!lt.!t:Jthltch, No rorcc 

Pockat: I'icking 

• Too 51"-'\ll {at' significAnce 

~; '--Ii l......J! 1 __ iI 
l-JI 

TABLE 7-7 

PERSONAL INCIDENCE BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE 

\ , \ \ 

WI I ......... ll 

... 

!.-it 1 " .1I11"ilU 

'rotal Inuide nolI'.O or Vacnt. \tome, \ Inoidc lIon-nao. street\ Parlr \ \ \ 
Incidenco Other DIdo. Hotell, /totu1 !lear IIODlo ~'/ I'ub. Conv. t'iald, etc. IMide School P.lum,lIcro 11.11. 

5,213,200 

4,100,1GO 

3G1,4BO 

G,107 

4,240 

194,440 

171,240 

23,200 

15G,GGG 

3,746,700 

3G,400 

114,307 

;15G,053 

303,293 

73,560 

{j·10,0·10 

SC.O,213 

1, 70u, 027 

1,105,0~0 

3~/1 ,520 

157,733 

li7,713 

2GO,040 

111,500 

156,S~O 

).00,613 

'/4,000 

J07,93G 

11.3 

12.5 

16.2 

49.1 

63.0 

14.G 

13.9 

19.5 

15.0 

12.1 

:n.G 
27.3 

11.5 

10.9 

14.7 

0.2 

1C.O 

10.9 

G.6 

14.3 

11.0 

10:3 

5.0 

4.4 

G.!> 

0.0 

0.0 

2.9 

0.3 

0.4 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.7 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.4 

0.0 

0.0 

0.3 

0.3 

0.0 

0.7 

0.3 

A -, .. 
0.3 

0,9 

1.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

D.1l 

9.4 
7.9 

0.0 

0.0 

9.5 

9.0 

13.1 

G.4 

9.5 

0.0 

G.1 

11.2 

11.0 

11.9 

10.0 

C,.O 

10.2 

G.t; 

9.9 

1:1.0 

7.3 

G.D 

12.7 

l.G 

7.2 

4.3 
j.O 

15.9 

14.3 

4.9 

0.0 

0:0 

2.G 

2.9 

0.0 

d.1 

15.2 

0.0 

5.7 

14.2 

1.4.4 

l ~ <. ....... 
15.1 

10.'1 

10.1 

22.0 

G.7 
0.3 

7.~ 

11"..4 

9.6 

12.7 

27.9 

11.3 

49.2 

4G.G· 

4G.1 

50.2 

0.0 

36.2 

64.1 

G4.D 

50.9 

53.0 

44.0 

45.4 

47.0 

40.9 

50.7 

41.5 

40.9 

41~. -I 

41.0 

-19.2 

Ga.2 

£iG.1 

54.4 

56.0 

G3.0 

Sl.a 

~55_.) 

62.5 

23.2. 

G.O 

G.7 

5.0 

0.0 

0.0 

1.S 

l.S 

1.5 

9.7 

0.0 

0.0 

1.0 

2.0 

1.10 

·\.0 

~.(i 

0.': 

lJ. r. 

7.3 

.1.1 

0.0 

13,0 

11.8 

1.5 

19.1 

5.7 

8.9 

7.9 

10.l 

10.7 

7.3 

50.9 

0.0 

7.0 

7.0 

7;0 

G.J 

11.1 

23.0 

11.3 

1.1.9 

10.9 

15.2 

l~. ~, 

Ill. ., 

10.(1 

1',0 

:1.9 

0.5 

7.G 

7.3 
G.O 

G.B 

·1.5 

11.0 

13.4 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

C.O 

'1.0 

V.'J 

0,3 

0,0 

0 .. 0 

O.D 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

2.0 

0.5 

1 . " 
...... :r 

I', jl ........ 
·1 
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cn':i Tonment. Hmo/ever, although the ::CP survey is based upon an exten-

51'.'';! sa;npling, it has limited value for the purposes here because: (a) 

Viet i::1i zations are not scpar3.ted into the naj or subenvir.onlnental classi-

fications (public school system and collegeiuniversity); and (b) crimes 

o=c~rring on school premises (grounds. parking lots, etc.) are not in-

c:ucled. Consequently ~ i't is impossible to determine conclusively, on 

the b~isis of the NCP data,> the extent of crimes committed against persons 

in public schools or in colleges and universities. 

As discussed in Chapter 4, crimes against property have bE~en found 

in general to outnumber crimes against person. The school environment 

i:s no exception to this rule. Ho·,.;ever) it is important to note that 

crines against person have been generally found to be reported less often 

thct:, property crimes. i-Ioreover, since there exists a serious deficiency 

II i~ school reporting prac~ices and in the reluctance of victims to report 

th;~<;'2 crimes, the statistical data on these violent crimes suggest 

levels lm'jer than their actual incidance. 

Table 7-5 indicates that there are no obvious trends in armed robbery 

b.::u;een school systems of different siz.es for this crime. (However, it 

shuuld be noted that statistics in the 25,000 to 50,000 category of 

suli8nt enrollment [lre distorted due to an extremely high number of 

i:-:cidents being report.ed from one school system.) The crime data on 

2-:>S3.ult generated by the NASSD survey have limited value. The survey 

i:1,Stru::Jent asked the respondent school system to report the number of 

;t":<l~ll ts) defined in the instrurJent as lithe unla\'iful inflicting of or 
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intent to inflict bodily injury upon another.1> Therefore, it is impos­

sible to determine how many attempts ~re included in the incident count 

or how many of the assaults are verbal, aggravated, Qr simple. The 

:\ASSD survey (see Table 7-5) findings indicate an average of approxi-

~ 

;;lately 2 assaults per 1000 students. Finally, 2\..\SS!) survey data suggest 

a low statistical probability of a student's being sexually molested. 

It should be stressed that, in interpreting the crime data developed 

by the NASSD survey, several limitations must be considered: 

o Relatively small sampling of crime data. 

o Consistency and standardization problems. 

• Variations in the political, economic:, and 

social structures in respondent school 

systems . 

$ Variatipns in the level and kinds of security 

resources in current use Hithin the respondent 

systems. 

In terms of statistically measured incidence, the severity of the 

various assaul tive-·type crines against perso:1 appears to be low. However, 

it is necessary to recognize that mere nuwerical incidence conveys nothing 

of the fear or other personal consequences engendered by these incidents, 

nor does it indicate the extent of the disruptive and demoralizing impact 

these crimes have. For measures of this nature, it:. becomes necessary 

to draw upon the more subjective descriptions and assessments afforded by 

other sources. 
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The public hearings held on the Safe Schools Act of 1971 did much 

to bring to light the gravity of crii;!es against persons occurring in the 

p~Jblic schools, through the testii!lony of various individuals such as 

>Ir. ,\'lb~rt Shanker of NeH York Ci~y. He indicated the severity of 

aS3:1'..llts Hhich have been committed on the t-.;eH York City teachers and 

st.udents by his statement that, llThere have been teachers in our schools 

Hho here doused with lighter fluid and set afire -- others who l~ere 

bt.:o.tcn unconscious -- others who Here raped -- and many robbed. And 

there have been students 50 badly assaulted that they required plastic. 

su-rgery."***** Additionally, Hr. Shanker identified a list of assaults 

co::unitted against Ne\'i York .City school teachers (see Table 7-8). 

A 1970 survey of 110 urban school districts produced by the Senate 

Subco:llmittee on JUvenile Delinquency showed an alarming increase in some 

C,l tcgories of crimes against persons, as well as crimes against property. 

"L.blc 7-9 shows these increases in percentage figures for the period from 

196';' to 

In August 1973, the Senate Subcoa~ittee expanded its research by 

s._'r:Jing out questionnaires to superintendents of 757 public school districts 

\-iith enrollments greater than 10) 000 pupils. Once again, its purpose was 

to g:J.~lge levels and directions of school crime. The 68-percent response 

pTr)\;ided some data on trends during the years 1970' through 1973 for the 

$;:1wo1 incidence of homicide, rape, robbery> assault on students> assault 

; ,,~,>-Statement of Albert Shanker quoted from public hearings on the Safe 

Schools Act of 1971. New York City, 1971. 
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District 

Central 
t2. 
14. 
9 . 
13 
22 
20 
:1 • 
31 
1 • 
2 • 
4 • 
13 
27 
10 

17 
3 • 
S • 

14 
14 
1 • 
14 

:; . 
3 • 
17 
20 
4 

1 • 
2~ 

23 
23 
17 
23 
25 
13 
1 • 
13 
17 
J7 
.; . 
S • 
17 

.27 
9 . 
5 • . .. . 
~3 
23 
!7 
16 
27 
2~ 

15 
1':; 
-':7 
.; . 
22 

;; . 
15 

Sou:-cc: 

TABLE 7-3 

REPORTED ASSAULTS O~ TE.'-\CHERS I~; THE ~EW YORK CITY 
SCHOOL SYST81 OVER A :5 -}.10>;TH PERIOD, 1971 

School 

New Utro-cht • 
J.tI.S. 1361: . 
P.S. 81~ • 
P.S. 100:< • 
1'.5. 46:( • 
P.S. :lOll: • 
P.S. 201 
I.S. 70 • 
P.S. 13R • 
1'.5. 61:-1 ••••• 
H:lnhatta.n Voc. lI.S. 
J .H.S. 13,'1 •• 
J .H.S. ~94:< •• 
J .H.S. 210 .• 
J .H.S. 45 •••• 
Clai-.:e. Barton • • 
1'.5. 202): •••• 
1.5. 4~ .•.•• 
P.S.92H ••••• 
Washington Irving 
1'.5. 257)(: ••••• 
1'.5. 257?: • • • • • 
1'.5. 6314 ••••• 
J .B.S. 126)( ••.•• 
Music ~ lItgh School 
1.5. 44 
J .lI.S. 54 •• 
1'.5. 202K •• 
J .f1 .•. 5. 201:< • 
J ,!l.S. 13l-l . 
1'.5. 10 ••• 
P.S. 10 ..• 
P.5. 10 •.• 
P.5. 63"1 •••••• 
Grover eIc'/eland H.S. 
1'.5. 144 • 
J .tt.5. 275 . 
J .B.S. 252:< • 
,1.11.5. 275 
J .H.S. 16.5 
P.S. S05 
1'.5. 63 • 
P.S. 20 . 
1.S. 210 
1'.5. 260 
1.S. 44 
1'.5. 36 
P.S. 189 
J.B.S. 210 
P.5. 53 
1'.5. 200 
P.S. 43 • 
r.S. 271 
I.5. 271 
P.5. 202 
1'.5. t·n 
P.5. ,)2 • 

I' .5. 140 
1.S. 293 
1'.5. 1·15 
?S. 10':' 
1.5. 4.1 .. 
P.5. 100 
J.11.5. ;:;:6 
1.5. tl-I •• 
I. S '" 2!) '---.:......: 

2/17 
2/1S 
:'/'2'1 
2/23 
~/~3 
2/23 
2/Z4 
2/2:. 
2/24 
2/25 
2/25 
2/23 
2/25 
2/26 
2/23 
3/2 
3/3 
S/.) 
3/4 
3/5 
3/5 
S/5 
3/6 
3/6 
3/7 
3/7 
3/3 
3/8 
3/$ 
,,/9 

3/11 
3/!! 
-I.'" ~ZI5 
3/15 
3/15 
3/17 
3/17 
7./t9 
3/22 
3/22 
3}2:. 
3/~3 
3/2~ 
3/24 
3/25 
3/:':' 
3/25 
3/25 
-:'/26, 
3/29 
3/1:) 
3/3:> 
3/30 
3151 
4/2 
..!/7 
·:i~ 

.:/!:. 
-:/Z> 
.\/2:. 
~l2; 

.!.i !;.~ 
~::!:-.. 

C:..c.:;cnt~ 

.!=_"'Xlnt.l spr:lyln!! 
} . .,:cos;et! !'-t ';t·\'cr.:1.1 !{ttJJCtlt~ .. \rId hC':lten 
;"5;1,,1: br (,,,rent 
Hie i:1 )":l:-J 
3,;,o~e:t ':ccth 
Gl:LSses bl"o!,..cn 
Y.:ti f'~ :~.ro"'·n 
C~.l.lr t.hc1 . .) .... ,t 
!-'.:tnd bi:cen • s"e !ling 
r."bbt:ry 
r.mchcd on cheek. 
c-.!lir t.h:own 
C2 ... ncd scdJ thro,,'o! 
G!:l5ses oro;',," 
Teacher atcac~eJ vito pickax~ 
!J.ace 
3~oOmS:,i.ck h:mdl" thro ... n 
Kicked do ... nstalrs 
rl:-$.: s""'.tcited 
C:3.ir t:~re"..u 
~bbe~ :I: knife point 
A:te~?t~ rapt: 
A:~~~::!ce :'.'"c~"I" '(obb,," ..It kntf(l point". 
S.~~_~ by oDJe~_-gI3$Se5 brok~n 
E-e.l.~e:\ unconscious 
Kicked in ~roj n 
}1~ce s?rn~ed 
?:Inched in t.lou:.h 
Kicked. in groin 
?.it. i!l li? wlth blackjal!k. 
C~:. b .... • S":.!.',:;or$. 
C'!a.l:r ,:!l::c-.:t 
Chair ti:-ol,.n 
;.:;1:C::?i:£..J rape 
r_~cc;":;-'! c!O"'ll 
}.ss3;.:1:: :it ZUfl?oint 
Ch.:ll r t:t:O' .. l1 

S:~C~ on ~eaJ by boo<~ 
~inger b~v\~n 
?..:rse SfD:.:hC'd 
~a.:-en :'1 r3.r!!t~t: 
,.:>"0,,"::;-
B=o~en ~l~s~~$, brui$~d li?~ 
Z~o~ea ~~~x~r ~ttnck 
;"::f.'..:lpt~ l.'o!lne':'Y 
::.ic:~~e:d in ~:'roiJl 
~:::·bb2=Y n~ k'~l f~zl0iilt 
~~~~;d :0 ;rnu~d 
~?:ai:~ r ~.~!1'i: th1~:r.b 
.-\:z.?'~ !n- ! l:vUt t.) t $·:a ... tt"..t t 
::'~'::-·"tery .:.~ knit ~roit.: 

:~'r~C;" · .. t:~ ;.l~~t:tle ~i~'\ ~t.J'-:'" 
.::s~2"C -:" l !q~C" 

.:~~~~:;~ ~:t:.:r:~~~~~'l~:!~~ :t t~lIl!t: 

.t.is:J~!~ ~ .. ~ .... L· .. ~t 

:."l:' ... .:n.t. ~ ... ..,. ; ... ~::. u:\ JlI"';.'~UI~:~t t ~~Ich~r-
';:t~~!~ i."t.~' ".-: 1 :'~i . .t.. .. 
:"'.;s.h..:-': J.",.: ;'"t;~:lt~ (:t ·.HJ\lrs 
X-i.c!..("· ... ~:: ;:r.,tr .. 
f~!.:1~:'" f'" ~ • h .• 
~~.~~: . ;. :'~;;' .. ~:~:: ~;.~~ ... ~ 

':/3;; ~: ............ 
.!L .. 1..:..) ___ :'~ r!~' ~ 

:;"14 '((1« r, t, Ch:t;,,~·."r. !;'"\1..·::-;.ln Fed.:.r_!; !.U"1 CJf .... "...;1t..;.-:~ .... 

(L,,'~'~'lt~~10 LlL 1't.::1:::' "r~ 
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on teachers, bu~glary, drug and alcohol offenses, and \veapons possession 

(see Table 7-10). Although the changes in the levels of these crimes 

offer only limited utility \qithout the 1970 base data concerning the 

actual level of crime, they do corroborate most of the othe).' evic.ence 

regarding the severity of school crime. All of the categories mentioned 

abo'.re underwent nationwide increases during that three-year period, ranging 

from an U.S-percent increase in burglaries to an 85.3-percent increase in 

assaults on students. 

The seriousness of violent personal crimes in the school. environment 

is further reflected by the following quotation taken £rom Today's Educat~on> 

a national education journal: 

Violence in the schoOls is increasing and so 

are assaults on teachers by students, parents, 

and intruders in the schools. All of the studies 

indicate that city sChools have the lion's share 

of the shooting5~ beatings, and rapes that occur 

in eLementary and secondary schools • 

And an Education U.S.A. survey of 44 urban, 

suburban, and rural school districts in mid-1970 

found that of those reporting increases in 

violence against students and staff members, 

the rates ranged from 5 to over 100 percent. 

However, ma.ny districts \'lere unable to give 
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<;:ornparisons beca.use they have just started to 

k . - -d t 8 'ccp accurate records of v~olent ~nc~ en s. 
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b. F~.E: Information pertaining to the fear engendered by 
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statistical data. Statistical evidence related to the fear of crime in 

schovls is limited. l!m-iever, tL recently published T0search report pre-

pared for the La\v Enforcement t\ssistance Administration by Temple 

U " -d . - h - h bl 9 nl.Verslty prov~ es some lnslg t lnto t e pro em. Based on a probability 

s~ple, over 500 black and 500 Hhite boys born in 1957 and at.,tending 

schools in a large city Here intervieHed Hith their mothers. Analysis 

of the data provid~s some indication of the level of fear in the school 

environment and its consequences, and the uneven distribution of expressed 

fear by race of the respondents. 
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Tho authors reported the folloHing as regards the fear of crime and 

the quality of education: 

We find that there is fear of danger and violence in 

~ 
regard to school yards, school halls, and school rooms. 
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of fear . . . [and] '" teachers may also have some of 

these feelings. Under these conditions, given the 

best good will, the best techniques and the ideal 

curriculum learning \'lould be minimal in such an. 

atmosphere. . .. 

* '* * 
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The further and perhaps not too surprising fact is 

that the schools attended by blacks and the streets 

they have to travel are viewed as extremely dangerous. 

r , When close to half the black boys a.nd one-fourth of 

the v;hi tes vie' .. the streets to and from school as 

extremely dangerous and one out of five black youths 

even say the school room is a dangerous place, then 

it m1,.1st be admitted that the problem is reaching 

immense proportions . . ,. The perceptions of the white 

boys are some' . ..-hat better· but even Hhen their ans\~ers 

are examined, from about one-fifth to one-third are 

afraid of school hallS and school yards. 

Their findings are tabulated in Table 7-11. 

• 1 

c. Environmental patterns. At pl'esent? no existing surley 

:1 
r~sults or research report findings offer information on the severity of 

crime by region. (The U. S. Senate Stlbcommittee data presented in Table 

7-10 refer only to -1;Y'8na3.) Although the NASSD survey has tabulated 

results for variously sized school districts, these results are limited--

because of the seriouS inconsistencies and deficiencies in reporting de-

scribed above, and because were size of a district (\vith no indication 

of other socioeconomic characteristics of the area) ignores many of the 

factors that contribute to its crime problem. Hm.;ever, it can probably 
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TABLE 7-11 

DA.!'iGEROUS PLACES AT SCHOOL A.\lD STREETS GOING TO SCHOOL 
PERCENTAGE YOUTHS ANSWERIKG AFF I~"lATIVELY " 

Black White 

School Rooms 21. 0 12.0 

School Yards 46.5 ,29.8 

School Halls 27.8 17.5 

Streets to School 54.5 24.5 

Source: City Life & Delinquency . 
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be assumed, as suggested in the quotation drU',iTI from Today I s Education 

cited above, that "city schools have the lion's share of the shootings. 

beatings and rapes (and other lesser physical confrontations) that occur 

in elementary and secondary schools." TI1,e school enviroJ1.'7.\ent ,",auld thus 

tend to display the pattern of geographical cistribution noted for crilne 

in the other environments. Furthermore, as this article also indicated, 

one could expect crime in the school environment to display the same 

rising trends for all types of areas -- rural, suburba~ and urban -- as 

displayed by crime in general. 

Existing statistical data also fail to provide measures of incidence 

of the various crimes by the specific locale in which they occurred --

either inside school buildings or on the grounds and adjacent areas. 

Thus, it liill be necessary to assess this pa-cterning at the specific site 

chosen for the CPTED d"emonstration in the school enviroJ1.ment. It shoulcl 

be noted at this point that such an assessment must include consideration 

of the public school syste~ as a crime generator -- a congregating point 

for an offender population -- inasmuch as the residential, commercial, 

and transportation environments all experience, in varying amounts, 

crime perpetrated by school-age youngsters-in connection with their travel 

to and from school and their activities during nODschool hours of the 

day. 

d. Offender/victi~ profiles. The existing data also fail to 

provide useful information ~'lith respect to the nature of the 9ffender and 

victim populations, except to suggest that these groups include not only 
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mCr:lbers of the s,choOl system (students, and teachers [Hhose national total 
, 

is approximately 3,000,000, as indicated in Table 7-12]) but oLltsiders 

as well. Offenders are also likely to be recent school dropouts, local 

drug pushers, and robbers and burglars not associated with the system. 

Victir.1s include persons maintaining businesses or residing in areas peri-

pheral to the school premises. (See Table 7-1.) 

On the basis of the information presented heretofore, one can make 

the subjective assessment that a higher percentage of crimes perpetrated 

wi thin the school, as compared to other environments, fails!to qu~lify as 
I • 

"stranger-to-stranger" crimes (i. e., a large proportion occurs between 

persons acquainted '-lith one another through common ~embe;ship in the 

school systE''11). 

e. Intervention strategies against school crimes. In the 

identification of approaches taken by school systems to counter crime and 

the fear of crime, it has been found that effective security coun-

te.tr.;easures for application in the school environment must encompass 

an almost unlimited range of pre\"entive functions, for they are de-

signed to deter illicit activities r~~ging from minor graffiti in-

scription to criminal assault. A large nUInber of these strategies 

consist of "target-hardening ll techniques designed to protect school 

property. Table 7-13) based upon comparisons of t\'lO recent surveys 

completed by School Product Kews) indicates the type of products used, 

the. extent to \'lhich they have been inplemented and th'eir respective 

cos ts. 
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TABLE 7-13 

SECURITY PREVENTIVE ~.!EASURES USED -- PERCENT OF DISTRICTS 
REPORTI~G .-\..\D AY2R...\GE COST PER DISTRICT 

1971-1972 1972-1973 

Average Average 
Preventive Measures Percent Cost($) Percen-t Cost ($) 

Guards 56.0 40,731 56.7 46,097 

Vandalism/resi&tant 
Windows 45.9 20,422 59.1 13,190 

Intrusion/detectors 30.6 10,978 33.5 12,870 

Intrusion alarms 34.3 10.656 36.0 7,399 

Fencing 21.3 2,471 21.3 5,728 

Fire/ smoke/heat 
detectors and alarms 18.7 24,567 20.1 5,233 

Special lighting 4~.4 2,310 42.1 4,006 

Locks 35.1 2,033 38.4 2,148 

Other 1.9 7,276 1.8 7,667 
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Anticrime strategies leS5 traditional than those mentioned in this 

table and aimed at protecting persons are also finding application in the 

school enviToili~ent. For example, the United Federation of Teachers recent-

1)' authored and distributed a boo~lct aimed at increasing the personal 

s~curity of individual students, teachers, secretaries, paraprofessionals, 
. 10 

and other school employees. 

2. Colleges and Universities. As in the elementary and secondary 

public schools system, no substantial cri~e data base for offenses occurr-

ing at the college and university levels. A personal conversation \d th 

Mr. John Powell, Executive Secretary; International Association of College 

and University Security Directors, on June 27, 1974, confirmed the Research 

Support team's findings that there is no national crime data repository 

possessing any significant amount of offense or offender data. 

The Uniform Crime Reporting program of the FBI has published crime 

statistics for the UCR Index crif.1es in 1971, 1972 and 1973; however, only 

a small l1umber of voluntarily participating colleg;es all.d universities are 

represented. A cQrnparath'e analrsis of 17 colleges and universities 

.,'hose P'ut 1 (Index) crimes are published for both the 1971 and 1972 

ca16llCiar years is presented in Table 7-14."'';'**** This indicates that, 

******1973 FBI reported crime data for the COlleges and universities 

have not been included in the co:nparative analysis tO-bIe because 

of ne\'I'ly instituted FBI reporting procec'Jres that might tend to 

distort the analysis. Prior to 1973~ only la.rcenies of $50.00 
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\·:hile 5 institutions showed increased cTime, 12 displayed a decline in 

th~ Total CTime lndex; the same diversity of trends is found for each 

individual type of crime. 

The type of statistics cited above undoubtedly has significant value 

to academic and security administrators at t.he University of Georgia bu\: 

adds little to CPTEO Prograll underste .. i'1ding of the severity and nature of 

crime in the Nation I 5 colleges and universities. At the present time, the 

Research Support team is unaware of any current plans to enlarge the base 

of understanding abollt crime on college campuses. 

Occasionally> professional security journals publish articles) 

reports, feature stories, and other items that may include crime statistics for 

colleges and universities. A recent example of this type of journalism 

appeaTed in the Campus La\>l Enforcement Journal. l1 In an article entitled, 

"XC\{ Directions in Campus La\~ En-;:orcement, It by Ed\iard T. Kassi:nger', 

Director of Public Safety for the University of Georgia, crime and arrest 

statistics for the university are published (see Table 7-15). 

and over Here listed as Index Crimes; noviever, beginni.ng in 1973, 

all reported larcenies are included ~s Index crimes. Consequently, 

the larceny count and Total Crime Index for 1973 \VQuld be p:ro-

portionately distorted ,,(nen compared to pTevious reports 

(1971-1972). 
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TABLE 7-15 

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA CRIME STATISTICS 
• 1969-J973 

Total Incidents 
Hajor Crimes FY 69-70 FY 70-71 FY71-72 PY 72-73 
Robbery 
Assaults 

8 0 1 4 
Breaking Entering 

34, 39 18 22 [. 52 47 Larceny 24 26 815 767 Hotor Vehicle Theft 671 616 
Arson 

40 27 36 27 
Bon:bTb:'ea.:Es 

12 11 2 1 
Sex Offenses, 

23 7 6 '6 82 91 75 32 Total 1,066 98.9 836 734 

Total Arrests 

~ssification FY 69-70 FY 70-71 FY 71-72 FY 72-73 StUdents 
University Employees 

23 28 53 40 
Non University -

12 6 3 5 
Related Persons 7t. 0'" 56 TOTAL .... :> 50 109 139 112 95 
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The paucity of offense and offender data in the colleges and universi-

ties is equalled by the lir.tited scope of information on security programs 

cu:;:-rerttly operating. There does not appear to b~ significant source 

i::aterial available that describes security prog.ramming -- type and scope 
00 

of current resources -- in the >:ation's colleges and universities. Und~.c 
+Jt.:.l "" rilE-< 2 
"'d~ ~ 
'M U ::0 X X 

present circumstances, it s€e:Js reasonable to n.ssume that such knQ'.dec.lge 
"V 0 ..... !-l !-l 8 OP-
U4-! 

\~ill not be ~'iidely disseminated until the subj ect area is thoroughly studied 
CJJ 
E-< 
c.:.l 

and results are published. 
t::l 

;.z 
E-< 

~ 
0 

'M 

CI. 
+J 
d,!4 

D. Potential Crime/Environment Targets a 
z 

H Ul 
::l 'M 
0..0:: x 

Based upon evaluation of the available information, the folloHing 
a 
H 
E-< 
H 

0 
C4 +.l 

cd 
::: 

recommendations seem reasonable, as slunrnarized in Table 7-16: That 
CJJ 
0 
p.. 

h 0 
0 ...::I 

.r! 
CJJ +J 

elementary schools be eliminated on grounds of the low degree of crime 

and fear present in this suoenvirorunent, and that special schools be 

H 
0 

~ 
..::> -< 
H Z 

I H 

c:I 
h 

.r! Ul 
S <:J 
'M +J 
....-! .r! 
t!..l CJJ x 

eliminated due to their relatively fe\'/ sites and persons at risk. Thus, 
['. ...... 

.~ 
H 

:.:..l ...:l 

H ::: 
0 <:J 

4-i ~ 
....J t!..l 

retention of secondary and postsecondary (college and university) institLl-
::::::) ~ 
< C4 
:-< 

~, 

..... 
a 
Ul !-l 

tions as potential demonstration targets is reco::unended, Of the th'o, the E-< z 

:d d 
0 0 
0:: CI. 

X 
UJ 0 ::: 

secondary public school syste::J target should be given primary considera-

tion on the grounds that: (a) Secondary schools far outnumber colleges 

and universities and have a r.J1.1ch larger population at risk; (b) the 
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a 
presence at school of a large portion of the secondary school population 

~ 
U 
CJJ 

~ 
0 

...::I 

is dictated by laH; and (c) the need for crime prevention efforts is 
c.:.l 
~ 
E-< 

greater for secondary schools, since colleges and universities are far 

r.lo:te likely to have their mm reSources available in the form of full-

Ul 
>,. rl 

8 0 
0 

0 ~ .c 
"d >-. u 

fledged security depaJ:tments, \.;hile most public secondary schools must 

rC'ly on local police to address their crine problems. 
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These recommenr.1ations ~ ho ..... e':'3r, must be reg:lrded as some\'/hat condi-

ttonal, in light of tHO underlying considerations. First, as hG.s been 

5 tressed throughout the text "f t::i s chapter J the absence of a substantial, 

!.'~~ionall}' representative body of crime data at the present time 

t:lrc~tens to seriously reduce the potential target selections. Second, 

th'-l above recomrnendations run COU:1ter to the conclusions of at least one' 

r::lj or research report 'o'lhich stated i t5 overall recorrunendation l'I'ith regard 

to the problems of crime and violence in public schools in the following 

way: 

There are many problems of criminal and disorderly 

behavior among high school aged American young people, 

which may if Ive choose be seen as urgent national 

problems of policing or la\>{ enforcement. They cannot 

be attacked, hOl1ever, as peculiarly high school 

problems) although sorae of them may be more intense 

in schools than else\'ihere. High schools no longer 

take complete responsibility for the public lives 

of their students, and have given up (or "external-

ized") many problems; adapting to them rather than 

controlling them. It is unlikely that an attack on 

the tlyouth crime" p:-oblem vlhich seeks to return 

students (in their public and personal behavior) 

to the jurisdictional control of the high school 

I-,ill b:~ successful,12 
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The stat!ement does concede that an attack on school crime might be success-

ful if r.Jarshaled through school organization!), The Res~~arch Support team 

suppo::-ts this concession ::md bases its optimism fat' potential succe-ss of 

a school anticrime demonstration On the inherent Mandate of the CPTED 

Program, In the context of this :::andate, the Prog'l."am is concerned I.;ith 

the reduction of crime r;o:; (in concurrence \'lith the above position) as a 

distinctively school-associated problem but as the general occurrence of 

cor..mon, predatory acts which capitalize upon the school environment as 

affording numerous random targets that offer slight risk of apprehension 

and require little or no preparation. 

Finally, in light of the recommendation for retaining secondary and 

postsecondary institutions as prinary and secondary target environments, 

respectively> some suggestions are offered ;.;ith respect to those crimes 

against 'which the CPTED demonstration should be directed in these sub-

em'ironraents. As the sections above have documented, there is a high 

degree of concern over both crimes against property and crilnes against 

person in this environment. Dollar costs incurred by schools as a result 

of the property crimes (particularly vandalism, arson~ burglary, and 

larceny) are~ as noted~ very high.******* Furthermore> crimes of this type 

****'''**'Further example of the severity of this type of offense is provilled 

by Mr. Joseph V. ~·kBrine, Chief of Security> Public Facilities 

Department, City of Boston, Hho vim.;s arson as a major threat to 

school buildings and property, and cites an average incident rate 
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can also cause heavy losses of p~operty in th~ residential~ commercial, 

1.:1J transportation environnents 3.S hell, si0.-::e c.e:nbers of the seconc.ary 

s~hool population perpetrate these offenses in areas adjacent to the 

s..:hool grounds. 

"ihile loss of property :i:n the school en'iironment runs high, the 

severity and consequences of the crimes against persons (assaulti'"e-type 

crimes such as robbery, assault, and rape) are also great. As indicated 

in Chapter 3, evidence of the gravity of these types of incidents and of 

the degree of fear that they induce is best presented through illustra­

,tion in the form of individual accounts. For example, it has been 

suggested by }.lr. John Powell of the International Association of College 

and University Security Directors that, perhaps nore than any other crime, 

sexual assaults upon \>lomen at colleges and universities are responsible 

for the alarm over crime'currently found a:;:!O:1g the populations of these 

institutions. Further illustration is foupr1 in ne\.;spapel' accounts such 

as the recent article docUillenting the fact that public school teachers 

'of t,vo or three per ; .. eek. The da.:nage, in Jilany C3.ses, is not 

serious; however, if 'the structural intBgri t~· of a building is 

impaiJ:ed, the fact that the ,·;eakened facility is lost to t.he 

operation of the educational syste:1 entails grave indirect 

dollar costs. 
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, 
in a large urban center I .. ere arf.ling t'hemsel ves \Vi th handguns as protection 

fTO~ student attacks. 

In the selections of the CFrED target crimes, the basic criteria. 

presented in Chapter 2 suggest that the CPTED demonstration should be 

di1:ected against those crir.1es that: Occur nost numerously, produce a. high 

le\'el of fear, inflict emotional imbalance or phYSical injury, produce 

heavy economic losses, and appear to be amenable to impact by environ-

mental design strategies. In assessing the relative Heights of'these 

criteria, the CPTED Program subscribes to a two-pronged approach directed 

to·,.:a:l.'ds combating both personal and property crimes, but emphasizing the 

importance of reducing crimes against persons as a first priority. 

In sum, I .. hile the assaultive crimes of robbery ,rape, and other, 

assaul ts may not be the most severe i.n terms of numerical incidence or 

econo;;lic cost, -r.,r.**'r.*** the protection of individuals from the physical 

haT;:J. and fear engendere..::!. by these crimes is of highest priority in terms 

of CPTED obj ectives. FurtheTIilore, it is believed that CPTED strategies 

for the proper design and effective use of school buildings can foreclose 

opportunities to co~~it many such crimes. 

** '***However, hidden dollar costs for these crimes (such as 

those due to a.bsenteeisn, hospitalization, specia.l 

security efforts) may not be reflected by common 

measurements. 
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CHAPTER 8. THE TRA .. 'fSPORTATION ENVIRONHENT 

This chapter discusses the transportation environment in light of 

the relev~lt criteria identified in Chapter 2. Section A provides 

clarification of the subenvironments that are considered. Data sources 

and problems are discussed in Section B, while Section C consists of a 

discussion of crime/environment information pertaining to the subenviron~ 

ments under consideration -- urban mass transit systems in general~ and 

local bus and local rail modes in particular, plus the s~condary sub-
. 

environments targets. Finally, Section D identifies potential crime/ 

environment targets for the CPTED Program. Robbery, assault, larceny, 

and vandali?m are identified as the crimes of concern in and around 

urban mass transit local rail stations. 

A. Introduction 

l.Tansportation can be narrowly defined as a Ilmeans of conveyance 

1 or travel from one place to a"other .. " This report takes a much broader 

view of transportation, including not only the vehicles of travel but 

also the terminals and facilities connected with travel (s6e Table 8-1). 

This CPTED interpretation shares some subenvironments with the other 

major environments treated by this report. For example, public motor 

vehicles (including taxicabs); parking facilities, service stations, and. 

freight terminals. are also defined as commercial establishments, i'fhile 

private vehicles are considered part of the household (and, therefore, 

residential mode). 

Table 8-1 also highlights, by process of elimination, those sub-

enviro~~ents qualifying as candidates for further CPTED consideration. 
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The candidate subenvironments are div,ided into th'O groups: (a) Those 

labeled as primary (by potential impact considerations) -- local bus* 

and local rail (i.e., the urban mass transit environment); and (b) 

those labeled as secondary -- priva.te motor vehiCles, public motor 

vehicles, parking faCilities, service stations, and freight terminals. 

B._ Source Materials 

Data,to define crime problems in the secondary subenvironment 

targets are scarce and limited in scope; such data are introduced in 

the' "Secondary Targets" portion of Section C. This section discusses 

the general limitatio~s of available data and introduces data SOUJ:ces 

used in this report for the urban mass transit subenvironment. 

1. Limitations of the Data Base. lfuile collections such as the 

FBI UCR and the NCP surveys tabulate data relating to the other major 

environments on a nationwide basis, virtually no specific information 

pertaining to urban transportation environments is obtainable from such 

data sources. In fact, limited transportation data are available even 

on a local scale; few city police departments around the Nation keep 

records of individual transit companies -- those kept by special sec-

urity forces or, in most cases, those of the management itself __ are 

generally the sale sources of information on the incidence of crime. 

2. Major Sources. 

a. American Transit Association -- YAPS study. In 1972, the 

A!'7ierican Transit Association (ATA) attempted to measure the extent and" 

*School buses, sightseeing buses, etc. eXCluded. 
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seriousness of crime and vandalism in urban nass transit by assembling 

and analyzing, for the first time, the statistical data mu.intained by 

individual transit companies. "Vandalism and Passenger Sec-;.u:ity: 

d . U.,..ban Mass Transit Systems ir~ the United 
Study of Crime and Van al~sm on -

112 (h £,,- f rred ~o as the VN!S study) surveyed 
States and Canada, erea ~er re e ~ 

the records of 37 U.S. and Canadian transit systems for the yeat'5 1970 

and 1971 (and, in some cases, 1969). 

Several difficulties were documented by this report. Virtually 

no long-term data collections Here available; some companies kept no . 

records at all~ while those of others ,,,ere often sketchy or. inadequate. 

The most pervasive problem arose because the transit companies exhibited 

no U!"liformity in defining acts of crime and vandalj.sm. 
Thus, the VAFS 

authors stressed that it is impossible to dra,~ comparisons bet\'i'een 

transit systems and that, because the extent of nonreportage is impossible 

'to ascertain, measurements cannot be regarded \.;ith certitude. 

The VAFS study stressed the serious need for standardization in 

recordkeeping. It presented a tentative set of standard reporting forms 

and recommended their use to transit companies around the country. Adop­

tion of standardized procedures on a wide scale ',.;ould represent an important 

step to\'lards the accumulation of an adequate and accurate data base for 

assessing crime and vandalism problems. 

b. Urban ~fass Transportation Acimi.'listration -- Chicago study. 

A second organization provided another prime source of informati"on for 
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the transportation environment, the Urban Hass Trarlsportation Admin-

istration (u}ITA) of the U.S. Department of Transportation. The findings 

~f a L~ITA-sponsored project for the improvement of transit security in 

Chicago provide a much-needed supplement to those of the ATA; furthermore;. 

they serve to qualify and even to counter ATA conclusions. Because the 

Chicago Police Department keeps a record of transit-related crimes, this' 

3a study was able to undertake a detailed analysis of both local bus and 

local rail incidents .. and thus to make comparisons bet\~een the t\'lO modes. 

The public attitude survey conducted by the study provided more comprehen-

sive information on passenger perceptions of transit security than \ias 

previously available. 

3. Additional Sources. Other published materials, ranging from 

brief articles to research reports, provide lesser contributions to an 

assessment of the transportation crime problems. Table 8-2 summarizes 

primary source materials for the three urban mass transit subsections 

(i.e.~ general, local bus, and local rail) indicating the subject matter 

addressed by each document. 

C. Crime Environment Discussion 

To the extent possible and with use of available data~ each target 

is discussed in the context of the criteria identified in Chapter 2. Fot"' 

convenience and clarity, this section includes four subsections dealing 

\dth the general urban mass transit problem, the local bus system, the. 

local rail system, and the secondary targets, respectively. 
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1. Urban Mass Transit -- Tne General Crime Problem. Nationwide 

focus on crime as a serious problem in urban mass transit systems is a 

relatively recent phenomenon. The 1960's witnessed an upsurge in transit-

related crimes which, spotlighted by the wedia, alarmed the public as it 

also aroused serious concern on the part of transit management and law 

.c: f~' . 1 4 en~orcement 0 I1Cla s. As a result. attempts have been made in recent 

years to measure the incidence of transit crimes, 'to ascertain \'I'hether the 

upward trend has continued, and to determine the impact as registered by 

public fear of using mass transit. The V.4PS study attempted to develop 

such an information base on a nationwide scale. However, given the inherent 

difficu.lties described, the conclusions of the VAPS study are limited. 

\~ile the size of the figure for total crime incidents extrapolated 

by th~ATA (33,000 to 39,000 for 1971) indicates a problem of some mag-

nitude, it is d~fficult to comprehend the severity of the problem on 

the basis 'of this figure alone .. ~ additional measure, the crime risk 

experienced by transit users in co~parison with risk experienced under 
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general circumstances, provides some\.;hat more meaningful evidence. As 

indicated in Table 8-3, the ATA researchers and the Carnegie-Nellon Uni-

versity team in Chicago, using somelY'hat different considerations, reached 

opposite conclusions concerning transit cri2e risk. The former determined 

>0-
J.) 

~I ..<! ,., 0 

:] that risk \'las t\dce as great in transit circumstances, 'while the latter 

found transit risk to be only one-third as great in nontransit circumstances • 
~ :;:l 14 
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In addition, the Carnegie-:·jellon team calculated average 'Icrime 

J:idership indexes" per million entries into the CTA rapid transit and bus 
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system. At 0.7/ million entries for'bus a.nd 7/ million for rapid transit, 

they concluded that the risk factor -- even in recognition of a risk fac-

tor of 91/ million in the most I'dangerous" part of the net,york -- could not 

3b be construed as cause for alarm. 

Although the ATA and the Carnegie-NeIlan team arrived at different 

interpretatio!l':; of the magnitude of risk involved~ both studies agreed 

that subjective factors playas important a role in determing public per-

ception of the crime problem as do the purely objective ~ealiti~s. Faced 

by a steady decline in ridership over past clecades~ mass transit o£fidals 

have sought to understand tha nature of public perceptioi7l of trans~t crime 

and the extent to which it adversely affects people's decisions to use 

public means of transportation. 

The results of several st~dies de not yield a simple conclusion~ 

While .a NilHaukee attitude survey on the influence of crime~ vandalism, 

and other socially disruptive behavior found no probable influence on 

ridership, a nearly identical survey in l'iashingt'on~ DC, reached the 

opposite conclusion. (A later DC study reversed earlier findings .. an 

exampl,; of the perplexing proble::1 of accurately measuring Tider atti-

tudes.) In studies examining such influences after a serious criminal 

incident.. Bal ti.more found no related decrease in ridership, while Cleve-

land found positive evidence of decrease. Thus .. the YAPS report concludes 

\dth regard to such S'L'tI'veys that crime and vandalism oan exert a strong 

influence on ridership decisions but only as subject .. in varyin.g degrees'~ 

to a multiplicity of factors. AIllong these are Vo'lUine of actual incidents 



in the area served .. transportation alternatives available, and socio-

e:::onomic status of the respondent. On this issue, the Hilwaukee attitude 

survey found no conclusive evidence that perception of transit crime Has 

affected by the individual user's socioeconomic background; however, those 

survayed Here users of a route along the length of \'ihich the incidence of 

cri~e Has quite uniformly low. Perhaps more meaningful as evidence are, . 

the results of a citywide transit study ,::.onducted in Chicago, ''lhich found 

that lower income (and black) users perceived the incidence of crime on 

the transit system to be much higher than did higher income users. It 

has been suggested that .. due to this group's greater degree of exposure 

C~ore frequent trips, greater dependency on public transportation), a 

greater awareness of crime is lliiderstandable. 

Overall results of a public attitude survey conducted in Chicago 

by the University of Illinois3c to compare fear in bus and rail are pre-

sented in Table 8-4. The survey found that public perception of security 

did playa significant role in determining i:ransit usage in Chicago. In 

addition .. the ability to compare bus-related responses ,dth rapid-transit-

related ones provided a means of assessing 'the extent to which public 

perception of transit crime is realistic. In Chicago .. the higher degree 

of fear registered with reg:rrd to use of the rail system does correspond 

v;i th the actually higher degree or risk for rail patrons. 

The influence of vandalistic acts on public fear has been recognized; 

in some cases the influence has been affirmed bJ' attitude surveys, alt~ough 

the degree of impact has remained undeternined. Thu5 .. an upsurge of van-
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~ escalation of more serious do.lism suffered concurrently with the recenl.. 

. .... "" for grave concern; not on':'y in crine has given trans~t management.. caus ... 

tcros of direct dollar 105s but also in terms of loss of revenue passengers. 

.\ ns h ~ und t·n.a.... d; rect dollar costs -- \'lhich amounted The V.-u- researc ers IO •. l.. -'-

t f op ~ra-'-l..J.·nz costs for 1971 -- do not to, on the average, only 0.5 percen a - ~ 

h d severit)' of the transit va.'1dalism problem. begin to portray t e scope a., 

An article prepared by Lyndall for Fleet OwnerS concurs with the VAPS 

assessment of the relative weights of types of damage as measured by 

percent of total vandalism costs. Window breakage constitutes the largest 

t .c t tal costs), followed by damage to seats expense (40 to 65 percen o~ 0 

ff ' . ( t 10 percent)' for both bus and rail. (2(> to 40 percent) and gra lttl up a 

Some systems, such as the New York City Transit Authority (NYCTA)~ 

include in vandalism cost calculations not only standard material and 

b 1 eS~l..llil· a-'-l..ed revenue losses. allowance for driver time labor costs ut a so ' -

.... ,.raQ:~S to drivers while out of service, in nreparina accident report..s, n ~-
... <:> 

overhead costs, and payment to injured employees. Additional indirect 

costs may accrue through loss of revenue passengers, due to! the demoralizing 

atmosphere created by destructive acts or as a result of legal fees and 

claims suits arising from the incidence of vandal-related injuries. The 

bl for buses appears oureatest i~ large cities, although the vandalism pro em _ 

no f "'nc"'l..'_· anal relationship between vandalism and VAPS report found '-'-' -

Vehicle hours,' or number of vehicles vehicle miles, revenue passengers, 

operated. 
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2. Urban Nass Transit - - Local' Bus. The authors of the 1970 

4 Ala8eda Contra-Costa Transit study (hereafter referred to as the A-C 

Transit study) present a general history of bus crime problems. The 

city bus, they maintain, did not become a threatening environment in 

the opinion of the public until the late 1960 IS. They attribute this 

escalation of fear to one phenomenon above all: A dramatic upsurge , . 

during these years of the popularity of bus drivers as targets for 

violent robberies and assaults. Figures 8-1 and 8-2 portray the rate 

of increase for these crimes on a nationwide basis during the years 

.. ~ 1 
-

1963 through 1968. By early 1968, many drivers feared to operate their 

buses and several special security ~-rangements had gone into effect> 

:1 a.llong them police escorts" 2-way radios, alarms ~ and, in some cases, the 

. , :1 bearing of arms by drivers themselves. 

A turning point \.;as reached in Nay 1968, when a Washington, DC, 

:J driver ,.;as murdered in a robbery attempt. The degree of driver outrage 

that followed in the Welke of this incident caused a new type of security 
-] 
,~ 

measure to be undertaken. Responding to pressure by union drivers, the 

~] 

--
Washington, DC, system became the first to adopt an exact fare plan on an 

experimental basis, followed shortly by companies in several other cities. 

f ..... By the end of 1969, the majority of systems around the country had insti-

" J 
tuted such plans. Tables 8-5 and 8-6" indicat.e the existence and aate of 

initiation of exact fare for bus systems in large and medium-sized U.S~. 

'J!' 
~] 

and Canadian cities. In cities of 250,000 to 1 million (in those cases' . 

\,here information was obtained), only one city did not; report use of exact 

.". J 
.,. J.' 
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TABLE 8-5 

USE OF ELECTRONIC SURVEILLANCE EQUIPMENT, ON-BUS ALARfvIS J AND EXACT FARE 

~ 

Doaton (Nn~'1I) 

C'nic:lgo (CTr.) 

Cleveland (crS) 

Dutroit 

Lo~ Angolcu (~CRTD) 

Montreal (HrCfC) 

!low Yorl: (IIYCTII) 

llew York (1'1I1'1J) 

1'l\ilndulph!4 (I'M'CO) 

Philadelphin (SEPTA) 

Toronto 

Eloctronic 
Surveillance 
EquipMent 

Ye~ 

Yoo 

'103 

11.11. 

Yell 

Yua 

Yo~ 

/l.A. 

Yau 

No 

!I.A. 

Citiea at OVer 1 Hillion 

On-bus 
If Yo~. !ype and Extent of I\pplic:ltion ~ 

cc~v at 2 Gtations. (Cito 75\ docreaso 'los 
in crime at 6-camcr:l atntion.) 

1IOT in 4 utationo and all terminalo. tlo 
F.VH monitor~ sao bU9C9--not yot evaluated. 

DurlJlnr alarm antI CCTV at 'trollsul'Y. Yoe 

No 

SHont lind burglar 1I1armn at otlltions. 'lOB 

Automatic tarc equipment. 110 

CC'l'V. R-4·1 car and R-IO (lot InOdcrn CIIr). 1I.A. 
~'roublo-uhooting bua. 

Contral c10nitorin'J towur. CCTV in every 
atution and on 90100 platCornw. Automatod 
ticket Gyatcm. 

(Oiscussed, but ututiona not net up for 
electr9nic surveillance) 

11.11. 

N.A. 

N.A. 

It Yea, Typo And Extent 
of lIppllcation. 

Plan for 2-way radios 
tn future. 

Radloll all huses. 4-loIay 
flouhcro to alart polica 
--Lnutiuctivl.l. 

l-wuy radian and oil ant 
alarrnu on buoeu. 

Source! ~nerican TranDit Ao~ocintion, Questionnaire implemontod 1971-72, for Vandalism and Paosenqer ~ecuritl study. 

EX:lct 
Fare on 

BUSCU .---

Yes 

Yos 

You 

N.A. 

Yc,!1 

11.11. 

'les 

11.1\. 

'leo 

N.A. 

........t --.J --J 

If Yes, 
Dntu 

Initiatod 

II.A. 

11/69 

11/60 

ll/GO 

9/69 

9/68 

4 I 

I--J 

'i 
I 
\', 
!, 

-;i 
11 
II 

" J 
.,! 

'J 
I 
I 

, 

tIl 
!. , i 

\1 

f 

'1i 
~: 

Ii 
·Ii .1 

It 
!1i 
d 
.it 

:1 
>:~ 

!'I 

\i I, 



o z 
< 

reI I .. 

8~ • 

.f 
tI ... 

II) 

tI ... 

C) 

o .... 
"::l e 
o 
> 
" .J: 

"I 
o 

'" '" ,Q 

..... 
N 
a-
.... 
o 
u 
=' o 
o 
o 

'"' 

" d ... 

... 
" :-

8 

'" ." "­-f ... 

'" " ... 

254 

" '" o 0 0 Q 
... :<: :;: ... 

o 
;!: 

a 
o ... o :;:; 

..... 
" " .... ... 
'" ... ... .... 
.: .. 
" o .... 
" <> 
"::l ... 
" t: 
o 

'" o .... 
'tl 

c2 

" :z: 

>. .... 
a; 
O . 
d 

'" ~ 
'" t;-. 

'" .. o .... 
co 
.u 
d 

t 
u 

<> ... .... 
'" 2 o 
'j 

" Cl 
:J 
C< 

o 
<> 
\.> 

" o 
til 

~~] 

. -
.-" 

fare on buses. 

The success of exact fare, iulID~diately and throughout trial periods> 

was dramatically demonstrated by the virtual elimination of bus driver 

robberies. The A-C Transit study showed that, for periods following 

initiation ranging from 4 to 9 ~onths, 15 cities reported monthly rob-

bery rates were 98 percent lower than for periods of 1 to 6 rnonths before 

the policy took effect. Figure 8-3, representing results in New York 

City~ presents a typically convincing picture. 

It was postulated that exact fare would significantly reduce public 

fear as well by reinstating an atmosphere of security aboard"vehicles. In­

deed .. the final repor1: of the Washington demonstration project6 assumed that 

such reassurance on the part of the public was the basis for the high 

degree of passenger acceptance and cooperation with which the plan \oJas met. 

a. General crime problem. On the basis of available informa-

tion, the fol10v;ing generalizations can be nade 1'lith regard to the sever-

ity and patterns of tota~ bus crime. 

The Carnegie-Mellon University study in Chicago found a 10\0{ risk 

of crime aboard buses, only 0.7 serious cri~es per 1 million riders. 

Tt.e VAPS study concluded that one cannot assv~e that the largest 

cities or systems will have the largest total crime problems. However> 

the data show that in the spaller cities (ull.der 250,000) incidents and 

rates for viole-a.t crimes, by Hhatever measure, are nearly uniformly low 

or even negligible. The more serious crimes, in any case, are more pre-

valent in larger cities, although the rates for bus systems, even in 

these cities, may be law relative to rail or overall city rates . 

While the Chicago patrons rated the bus as the safer mode over rail 

(by 70 l?ercent of the respondents), 63 percent declared there \'lere times 
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Source: ~ITCPD Planning Division. 

S.=-condary Sou;::ce: ~-yc St:b·,.;ay Report. 

Figure 8-3. Average Daily Ntunber of Reported Bus 
Robberies in NeH York City, 1968-1970 
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I ... hen they would not ride the bus (sefil Table 8-7). 

As is confirmed by Figure 8-4, such fears correspond with the rea1-

ity of the crime situation: Risk of bus-related crime is highest at 

these hours. Figure 8-5 shows that the risk lias found to be higher on 

weekends than during the week. 

b. Robbery: operator. It appears that the exact fare stra- , . 

tegy has continued to be influential in determining the severity and 

pattern of this crime. 

Tables 8:"8 and 8-9 are based on analysis of the YAPS 

qu~stionnaire to summarize the 1971 data for bus systems in cities over 

1 million population~ and in cities of 250~OOO to 1 million. Given sev-

eral limitations, such as inability in some instan~es to separate bus 

data from rail 'or driver incidents from passenger, only a fe\>l tentative 

observations are possible. 

For cities over 1 million, only five of the nine city 

systems operating buses break dO\v11 victimization of passenger/operator 

for some types of crimes. Although the cities vary, a total of robbery 

incidents produces an approximately 2-to-l ratio (passenger-to-operator), 

a total of aggravated assault incidents produces an approximate I-to-l 

ratio, and a total of all violent crime shm;s a 3-to-l distribution. 

Cities of 250,000 to 1 million, 14 of Hhich provided data, experience 

a smaller n~llber of actual incidents, and their passenger-to-operator 

ratios show wide variation from system to system. Robbery, aggravated 

assault~ and total violent crime seem to be fairly evenly distributed 
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T;\BLE 8-'/ 

n:-.ms OF DAY \vllBN RIDERS FEAR TO RIDE 

Times of Day Fear of R~aers by Percentaqe 
Do Not. Fear Do Fear Total N 

Sometimes 3.7 63 1027 

6 a.m. -.9 a.m. '95 5 640 

9 a.m. - noon 98 2 640 

noon - 3 p.m. 98 2 639 

3 p.m. - G p.m. 9~ G 636 

6 p.m. - 9 p.m. 50 50 643 

9 p.m. - midnight 11 89 ·643 

midnight - 6 aom. 2 98 643 

Source: Perce}2tion of Crime in Mass Transportation 
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TABLE 8-8 

INCIDEi'lTS OF VIOLENT .-\.\;0 OTHER CRI~·!ES I); BUS TRANSIT SYSTEMS 
OF CITIES OVER 1,000,000 

llOsten (:~. 

I;"" '.10=1< (?xn:I) 
(;;0 b"" - rail only) 

:;!:i::,a:.el:;:hia lP?u.-CO) 
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TABLE 8-9 

l~CIDE}lTS OF VIOLE~T A~·;D OTHER CRD-IES n: BUS TRANSIT SYSTE.."JS 
OF CITIES OF 250,000 TO 1,000,000 
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] 
betl'leen passengers and operators. Total larceny incidents for n~ne c;t;os ... .... ... ~, 

hOHever, reveal a 4-to-3 ratio and, for siDple assaults, a 2-to-l ratio. ] 
The reader is cautioned to vieh' these data l.;ith .th·O considerations 

in mind: 
] 

g These data are likely to be t,.;eighted towards J 
operator victimization because operator 

incidents tend to be reported more consis- ] 
tently than passenger incidents. 

J 
Q Some of the robberies appearing on the ATA 

data sheets as lIoperator'I incidents may in ] 
fact be cases of "other employees" incidents 

involving the robbery of enployees collecting ] 
cash from fare boxes. ] 

There is evidence from the A-C Transit study that exact fare systems 

might serve to reduce the gY'Cl1.Jity of bus robbery incidents o Oakland's ] 
initial eA~erience \.;as that robberies occurred less often during the 

nighttime hours, that \.;eapons were used only about half so often> and 
] 

that robbers were more often under age 21. ] 
c. Robbery: passengers. The possibility that exact fare might 

displace robberies from bus drivers to passengers must be considered in ] 
assessing the severity of passenger robbery. 

The A-C Transit study predicted that the displacement to passengers 1 
\{ould not result, on the basis of; (a) Evidence from several cities for ] 
the initial months follm'iing enactment of the plans; and (b) the fact 
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] 
.~--~-,-- .. ------~"'" 

"'erl'! aboard the bus during a driver robbery ~ they that, \'ihen passengers n -

\.;'ere almost never robbed. 

h d ex~st nore rec'ent evidence to the contrary. However, t ere oes J. U> 

As stated in the operator robbery discussion above, on the basis of 

total 1971 reported robbery incidents for bus systems providing infor­

mation to the YAPS survey, passengers appear to have been victims about' 

1 J. S Ch1caouo and New York report very high tVJice as frequent y as operaL.or. ... 

percentages of passenger victimization. 

The Chicago Transit study may provide the most recent and reliable 

information. For the IS-month study period, passengers were the victims 

of 80 percent of bus robberies. Table 8-10 shows that robberies account 

of th~ total serious bus crimes and that such rob-for about 40 per~ent -

beries provided grave, threats; few \'/"ere merely attempts; and \'l'eapons 

Here used in a majority of crimes, alt~gh most victims escaped without 

injury. In addition, robberies Here carried through to completion des-

pite the fact that witnesses \'lere reported in over 50 percent of the 

cases. 

There is some evidence that passengers may be more often assailed 

oCf d h d" s \'tt..~le the A-C Transit study found by groups of oj. en ers t an r~ver. 111 ... 

bus driver robbers most often worked alone, the Chicago Transit study 

fOlli;d robberies of passengers Here likely to be ca.rried out by groups 

of tHO or three. 

In terms of temporal distribution, the Chicago Transit study found 

. xh"b"t d t ak-' One durinou nighttime hours that incident occurrence e. ~ ~ e \'/"O pe :, . 
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TABLE 8-10 

CO~!POSITION OF HASS TRANSIT CRniE 

R.T. 
% of 

Crime Type }lo. Type 

R~belry-; 
Amed 

Attempted Ar::led 

Attempted Strong-Armed 
. 1 

(Coding errors) 

Batte:r:y~ 

Physical contact - insult., 
iog or provoking nature 

Inflicted minor injury -
no weapon used 

I 
1

523 

i 26 

! 620 

I 27 

11J~~ 
I 
! 97 
I 
I 183 I 

Inflieted serious inju-~ I 
no -weapon used , '11 

Injured (or attempted) : ... it:h ! 
dangerous object 18 

Stabbed 01: cut (or' atte:::l?tec 21 

Shot (or attempted) l;. 

(Coding e1.-ror) 

Assault: 

2 

52 

2 

100 

29 

55 

3 

5 

6 

1 

99 

¥~naced victilll with weapon 21 43 

Menaced victim without 
weapon ~ 57 

49 100 
Crit:::e Against 1'erson: 

Hurder 

Rape 

Indecency, etc. 

Otber2 

Totals, all crimes 

3 Unfounded cases 

Cases analyzed 

6 

11 

77 

5 
----gg 

Bus Total 
to of i. of 

:-:0. Type No. Type 

105 

4 

108 

3 

-ill 
228 

58 

185 

8 

23 

16 

5 

1 

296 

11 

566 

2 

48 629 44 

2 30 2 

49 728 Sl 

1 30 2 

(15) 
100 1,432 99 

20 155 25 

62 363 58 

3 19 3 

8 41 7 

5 37 6 

2. 9 1 

1 

100 6'30 .~ 

34 32 40 

66 49 60 
100 ~ 100 

20 

80 

100 

9 7 

20 17 

85 71 

6 5 
"'"I2O loO 

2,263 

I 

i 125 
i 
f2 ,138 

source: Im?::'ove:nent of I-!ass 7=:a;-;si-: Secttrity in C:'1icago. 
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(as also found by the A-C Transit study); and the other from 2 p.m. to 

3 p. ill.) perhaps coinciding with groups of young offenders riding the bus 

after school. 

d. Assau! t : operator. A wide ra.Tlge of evidence exists con-

cerning the risk of assault experienced by bus drivers. The A-C Transit 

study survey of 594 drivers in four U.S. cities has determined that only 

IS percent of all drivers have ever been injured by assault~ although 39 

percent of all drivers were threatened by assault during the 1-year period 

under consideration. A further A-C Transit survey of transit management, 

officials in 15 systems concluded that~ following the institution of exact 

fare .. incidence of driver injury decreased. The Chic,ago Transit study 

measured risk of operator assault only in relati~n to passenger assault .. 

and determined that drivers accounted for only 20 percent of total bus 

assaults •. 

The A-C Transit report concluded that the size and complexity of 

the assault problem were greater than had been previously theorized. 

Survey responses revealed that~ despite significant reduction of robbery 

and fear of robbery, fear of assault remained high \'lith exact fare pro-

grams in effect. Table 8-11 slli~arizes evidence of this residual fear. 

The A-C Transit study found that driver assault may,pre~ent a more 

diversified crime pattern than driver robbery in terms of both offender 

characteristics and the crime distribution. While threats are typically 

perpetrated by teenagers, often in groups and of a different race than 

the driver~ assailants may range from the violent robber to the irate 
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T:'..BLE 8-11 

BUS DRIVERS' PERCEPTIONS OF RISK OF ASSAULT 

Perception 

I Spend at least half of time 

in high risk areas 

Spend some time in high 

risk areas 

Feel some danger of assault 

while drivihg 

Feel current bus crime level 

higher than expected from 

past experience 

Source: A-C Transit Report 
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motorist. The A-C Transit study also tound that the geographical areas in 

which assaults occurred \Vere more dispersed than the high robbery areas. 

e. Assault: passengers. Passengers are the victims of 

,nearly 50 percent of the bus assault incidents according to the ATA 

data., and of 80 percent of these incidents according to the Chicago stu-

dies. Assaults \'iere the most nunerous of the serious bus crimes studied' 

by the Chicago Transit study team. ~!ost incidents involved either the 

infliction of minor injury without the use of a \o{eapon or, physical contact 

of an insulting or provoking nature. Over 50 percent of the victims \qere 

students, and 65 percent of the offenders were in their teens. 

f. Other crimes against persons. The Chicago study found the 

occurrence of such crimes as murder and rape to be extremely low for 

the bus system. The VAPS bus system data corroborate this finding. Public 

indecency and similar types of offensive, but relatively non-fear-producing~ 

incidents constituted the major portion of the "crimes against persons" 

data compiled in Chicago. 

g. Less serious crimes. The Chicago study did not consider 

the less serious crimes of larceny (including pickpocket andpursesnatch). 

The A-C Transit report presented no data on the incidence of such crimes. 

either> although the authors speculated that these incidents \'lere occur-

ring frequently abOal"d buses. 

The ATA data for bus system larceny suggest that discrepancies 

may result from varied reporting and recording practices from system to 

system for this crime. Because so fe'.o1 syst:ems provide victimization 
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information., it is difficult to determine \.;hether passengers or operators 

are more frequently victimized. ATA intervie'.·/s I-iith transit officials 

hinted that 'the actual incid':mce of these criees is extremely high, 

both in terms of petty operator-directed thefts (thefts of changers" 

tokens> or scrip) and of passenger pickpocket and pursesnatch. 

While not inherently fear-producing as are the crimes of robbery '. 

and assault, numerous and continual incidents of larceny can have a 

demoralizing effect on drivers and patrons alike. 

h. Intervention strategies against bus crime. As noted .. 

exact fare plans are virtually universal in cities over 250,,000. Many 

systems report no use of electronic surveill11i.ce or alarm devices., Of 

the systems in 12 cities under 250,000, half used exact fare systems and 

none reported U'se of electronic surveillance or alarm devices. The A-C 

Transit survey officials, in fact .. concluded that all such devices,.,ere 

at best only marginally useful. 

Special forces for bus systems are rare; such rarity is even nore 

pronounced in smaller cities. Varying opinions ,,'ere gathered from the 

different systems on the need for, and effectiveness of" city police efforts. 

On this point, the A-C Transit report sugges-:ed that .. because the average 

bus crime takes place over a period of 3 minutes or less, even lOO-percent 

police efficiency would result in only a marginal impact. 

The A-C Transit study emphasized operational "conflict-managenent" 

techniques. As found by ATA surveys, many bus system officials do stress 

the importance of school liaison and commLmity relations programs in 

their efforts against crime. 
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3. Urban Mass Transit -- Local f3.ail. Rail systems appear to bear 

a. disproportionate amount of the mass transit crime problem. Figure' 8-6 

pTesents the incidence of the various crimes studies in Chicago (robbery, 

battery, assault, and total crimes against person) l::ln a comparative basis) 

T.lOde to mode. 

The rail system1s user population is significantly smaller than the 

bus population, and it is easy to dismiss the magnitude of the x'ail system 

crime problem. However, roughly one-third of all annual public t-;r:-ansit 

trips are made by rail and the remaining tHo-thirds by bus .. 

The rail system provides both a.more concentrated and a mOre complex 

array of potential targets for crime. While local buses on their routes 

traverse the streets of the city, the vehicles of elevated and ground 

level rail systems (and particularly those of sub\vay systems) operate 

strictly within their Dim ''lell-defined and confined environments. 

Somewhat similarly, the roles of members of the rail transit system­

may be seen as being both more well-defined and more numerous. The A-C 

Transit study discussed at some length the IIhumanizing presence" of the 

bus driver and his extreme vulnerability.fhe bus driver ts more exposed 

to crime than any passenger because he is more singly prominent in terms 

of his physical position ahd his combi11ed roles of operator.) payment 

collector, and keeper of order. Xn the rail system, however, employees 

are in general less exposed physically, and roles are usually broken 

do;~n considerably -- ticket or toll booth agent, conductor~ trainman> 
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,] and maintenance and repairman. Thus, rail transit employees present 

a Qore dispersed patterning for potential victimization. 

a. General crime proble!!}. While limited, those sources of 

~] 
local rail crime data that exist present a relatively uniform picture of 

the crime problem. The CPTED Research Support team sought to \rring from 

-] the VAPS raw data those inc.idents incurred by rail systems which appeared 

as part of the "total transit" tables for cities over 1 millio.n. Unfor-

~J 
, 

tunately, while nine of these cities have rail systems, data for only 

'""] 
.,... 

six systems could be obtained and those data described only some crimes. 

Some systems could not provide separate figures for rail; from others, 

~J data sufficient for tabulation could not be obtained. Such data as 

=J 
could be compiled by the Research Support team are presented in Table 8-l2~ 

On the basis of three cities' victimization breakdowns, the following 

~j 
approximate passenger-to-operator ratios emerged: Robbery, 3 to 1, 

aggravated assau.lt, 2 to 1; and total violent crime, 2 to 1. 

'~1 
1-*'",,: ; 

The most abundant source of rail data was the Chicago Transit 

:J 
7 . 

A study of subway crime in Ne\'/ York constituted the sole 'sup-studies. 

plementary source. 

~] 
The Chicago Transit study's analysis of police records on total 

serious rail crimes provides the only available data from which a general 

~'l picture of the crime pattern can be formed. As indicated in Table 8-13, 

I 
this study found that rail cri41e eshibited high degrees of concentration 

in terms of temporal, geographical, and environmental distribution. 

I 

"'I 
''") 
~ .. 
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TABLE 8-12 

1.'~CIDE~'TS OF VIOLEYr ,.\.\;0 OTHER CRIMES I~ RAIL TRANSIT S,{STE.\IS 
OF CITIES OVER 1,000,000 
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(Continued) 
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It \Vas note\.,orthy that offenders demonstrated certain preferred 

r.:ethods of escape. By far the greatest number of station and station-

platform offenders made an im:m.ediate exit to the street by \'lay of the 

stairs _ Very felO{ boarded trains or hopped barriers. Most on-train 

t.) 
offenders exited at the next re~~lar stop; very few pulled the emergency 

stop signal or moved to another car. Further details on offender escape's. 

appear in Table 8-15 .. 

b. Robbery_ On the basis of avail'able data, it app~ars that 

robbery dominates the local :rail crime configuration, both in terns of 

severity and degree of (:oncentration. 

The Chicago Transit study of both rail and bus found that robbery 

evidenced more concentrated temporal, geographical, environmental, and 

victimization distributions than any other serious transit crime. The 

NYC Subway study largely confirms this pattern. Specific findings of 

both studies are·p~esented in Table 8-16. 

The NYC Sub\vay study discovered that passenger robbers differ from 

toll booth robbers in' several characteristics and postulated that few 

offenders engaged in both types of crimes. The Chj':G!,go Transit study 

data do not provide robber characteristics by type of victim. The 

follO'.'iing characteristics provide contrasting offender profiles from 

the two studies: 

~ Age -- In New York, passenger robbers tended 

to be very young (East under 17 years, and 

some under 10), and the average age of robbers 
... 

as reported by victins ,.;as 17.3. Toll booth 

256 - J :robbers, hmo/ever, averaged 22 years. In 

- -I 
y<Y 
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TABLE 8-14 

VICTIM LOCATIO:i DURI~G RAPID TR .. -\XSIT CRIME 

R:>bber'J 

STATIm! 
On Platform 
On StaiJ:5 
Be!:'"..,. Stairs 
a.'1.d Entrance 
In Bat.hrooCl 

No. 

478 
107 

19 
-

;Ln Ticket Boot.h 
(Agent) 

Washington! 
Jacksot!. tUllnels 
Other 

Totals 
(Values not 
Re~ort:ed) 

.~ 
EC\tenng TJ:ai.n 
Leaving Tr.ain 
On Train-in Sta 
On '.Lrain-Bat;(.l. 

S!:at.ions . 
:.cotals 

(Values ~ot 
Reported) 

160 

4 
14 
782 

12) 

j 

11 I 
'9 
I 40 
1 .. 
254 
304 

i ... 
O 1<: 

h 

61.2 
13.7 

2.4 
-
20~2 

0.5 
1.8 

0.3 
3.0 
13.2 

83.5 

I 
Batt:e~J~ 
No. % 

129 77 .3 
?-_:J 14.9 

6 3.7 
- -

1 0.6 

5 3.0 
1 0.6 
167 

(6) 

- -
9 10.0 
28 31.2 

53 58 .. 8 
90 

17 

I 
F..sSa.u~t. 

I 
C.A.P. 

No. % No. 0; 
h 

t 14 58.3 32 58.2 
I 2 3.3 3 5.5 

- - 3 5.S 
- - 2 3.6 

7 29.2 12 21.8 

- - - -
1 L...2 3 5.5 
24 55 

(2) (3) 

- - - -
- - 3 9. !I 
3 2.7.3 3 9.4 

8 32.7 26 81.2 
11 32., 

4 12 

Total 
No. r, 

653 63.4 
137 13.3 

28 2..7 
2 0.2 

180 17.5 

9 0.9 
19 1.8 
1023 

(23) 

1 0.2 
21 4.8 
74 17.0 

341 78,0 
ll37 

53 

Source: Improvement of Hass Transi t Security in Chicago., 
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TABLE 8-15 

RAPID T~~~SrT OFFE~D&q ESCAPE ROUTE 

?lat;o=:. 

Scair5 into Sca:ion 

Scair3 onto Sc~eet 

~l.:lg dovn Plac:for::d 
T:rack.s 

C::055iag 'Iradc.5 

othl!:e - Plat:fo= 

SC3tion: 

Station EXit: to Street 

Stai~5 to P!~tfo~ 

Ot:.'1er ' 

~rgency Stop 

Off Train L~to Scatiog 

70 Alloener Car 

Other 

(Values Not 
Reported) 

Totab 
;. 

Roobet'"j 
No. :: 
15 3.9 

25L 64.9 

29 7.5 

29 7.5 

29 7.5 

3 0.8 

31 5.4 

Robbery-
No. 'l. 

90 83.3 

. 
9 S.3 

9 B .. 3 

lOB 

Robba::-j 
No. Z 

6 2.5 

199 34.0 

10 4.2 

22 9 .. 3 

237 

(472) 

f 
3a::,,::"/ 
~;!) .. :z: 

I 
4 10.S 

14 37.B 
I - -

9 24.4 

5 13.5 

1 2.7 

4 10.& 

37 

I Bac::~ry I No. 7. 

6 60.0 

1 10.0 

3 30.0 

10 

I 3attery I 
:So. 7. 

- -
30 56 .. 6 

1 1.9 

22 41.5 

53 

(234) 

I Ass.ult C.A.? 
No. ;:; No. Z 

- - 1 5.9 

4 56.2 5 29.4-

- - -. -
- - 7 41.2 

2 23.0 2 11.7 

- - - -
1 14.2 2 11.1 

7 17 

Assault C.A.P. 
No .. 1- :':0. 1-

4. 100 1.6 89.0 

- - - -
- - 2 11.0 

4 18 

Assault C.A.P. 
No. 7. No. 1-

- - - -
7 87.5 14 70.0 

- - 1 5.0 

1 12.5 5 25.0 

B .-.20 

(30) (55) 

I Toeal 1 
t:o~ X I 

I 

2Q 4.5 I 

274 6t.2 
I 

2~ 5.5 

1,5 10.0 

33 8.5 . 
4. 0.9 

38 8.5 . 
448 

'i'otal. 
:';0. 4 

116 82.8 

10 1.2 

14- :10.0 

40 

Total 

\ No. 7. 

6 1.9 

250 7S.8 • 

12 3.S 

50 15.7 

318 

(791) 

Source: Improvement of :'~ass TrC41.sit Security in Chicago. 
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Chicago, over half of the robbery offenders 

were under 21 years of age, and most were 

under 30. 

o Nlliober of Offenders -- ~ew York passenger 

robberies were often perpetrated by groups 

of two or three; toll booth robbers more 

often \'iOrked alone. In Chicago, a substantial 

number of robberies Here perpetrated by more 

than one offender. 

$ Use of Weapon -- In New York.. very few passenger 

robbers (8 percent) 1v'ere armed; however, all but 

7 percent of the toll booth robbers carried 

handguns. About 50 percent of all robbery 

offenses in Chicago \'lere armed. 

c. Assault. Several contrasting elements exist bet1veen the 

" 

assault problem and the robbery problem in the local rail mode. Approx-

imately 20 percent of the serious rail transit crimes studied in Chicago 

were assaults; a very small percentage \vere attempted assaults. (On 

the basis of the scant information provided by YAPS survey~ one can 

only conclude that, in general, assaults appear to occur less frequently 

than robberies.) 

With respect to temporal, geographical, environmental~ and victim-

ization distributions, assaults in the local rail environment in Chicag? 

displ,,-yed a some\1hat more dispersed pattern than did robberies, as 

indicated in Table 8-17. 

t.lost of the local rail assaults studied in Chicago involved either 

ninor injury without ·the use of a Heapon or physical contact of an 
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TABLE 8-17 

ASSAULTS IN LOCAL RAIL MODE -- eRnIE PATTER.\j AS CO~·IPARED TO ROBBERIES 

-- -- - -
ASSAtiL':' PAT2~ I SPECIFIC O:STP.IBOTION (I~I P.ELA'l'ION ro P.G?;S?:;tY ) 5:::1.;u~ =:::1nJINGS: ASSAUL'l'jR0313"EP..:l 

1---

Assault: 50~ 0::1. one line. 

G"EQG:R;UIHIC Slightly more diS?-rsed. Rob:::e=r: 55~ on the same line but heavier 
co!".centration on ce.::tain. sta-
tions. 

. 
SJ.ightly lOOre e7en dis-

E~~1L~MENT1IL tri.bution~ station/tr.u.n Assault: 62'S in station. 
{Lo<::ala} (but again, highest 

Roobe2:"L: 72% in station. 
occw:::rance Ollputform. 

Assault: Sli.ghtly ",.ore ;';ednesday and 
l-l.ore evenly c!ist:=ibu ted '31tu::seay than ot.'er days. 
across the week. Robbe=y: Eeavi!y concent=ated (50~) 

0::1. ·.:ea.'<enes. 
. 

TE!1PORAL 

Assault: Pea.< oet:'.".;een 4 :£l.n. ar.d 10 p,<":n. I 

J?eC!k ea:z::J.ier in the day. 
particularly at rush hour. 

P.obbez:y: Eighe:;';: 8 p.t.l.-Sa.m. 

Assault~ 32.7;:;, employee; frequer.tly oth~r 
Less heavily passer:ger ;'" e.=.ployees besides toll boot.'l. 

VICTTIUZATImt less heavily toll booth agents .. 
agents. Robbery: 18.~~ e!!:pl.oyee; al.n:ost al·..;ays 

toll boot.'l. agents. 

*D;l.ta cocpiled by VAPS survey ap:t:-earS to CQ=-=o~o;::ate t..'l.is pattern. F-.n approxi­
!Ul.te :ratio of 3 to 1, passenga: to operator, ,,'as fot.:..-:c ::0;: robbe::y, victimization, 
for ;l.ssa;uJ.t, the ratio .,ras ~out 2 to 1, passenger to of~:::ator. 
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insulting or provoking nature. Several 'victim/offender and other 

characteristics appear to agree Hith this finding. Victims Here largely 

lone \'ihite males, frequently (about 2S percent) students. Most offenders 

h"el'c young (under age 30) and black; SO percent \fere lone individuals .. 

but a substantial number of incidents (16 percent) were perpetrated by 

gangs of four or more. In addition, since assaults peaked at rush hour 

and since many took place during the boarding/exiting process, it Has 
, 

surnis"ed that a significant number arose out of the stress. of higli-

density .. restricted-freedom-of-moveruent situations • 

d. Other crimes against persons. The Chicago Transit study 

offers the only useful information available on these other crimes against 

persons. Although the study found a substantially higher number of these 

crimes in rail systems than in bus systems, the total incidence of these 

crimes is small in comparison to robberies and assaults. Furthermore .. 

the majority of these incidents involved public indecency or the like 

rather than murders or rapes; only a fe\'l \-,Tere serious crimes. 

Host victims and most offenders \-,Tere lone individuals. While 

robbery and assault victims tended to be white and male, victims of 

other crimes against person (;'ihicn h-ere largely incidents of public 

indecency and rape) were in 75 percent of the cases ,,'wmen, more frequently 

black. 

e. Less serious crimeS. Because the Chicago Transit study" did 

not tabulate data for the lesser offenses~ the only remaining source of . 

data on the incidence of these crL~es is the YAPS survey. The extremely 
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Hide ranges among the nu:nbers of incidents of larceny, other Ci.e.~ lesser 

or attempted) assaults, and disorderlY conduct provided by the various 

systems suggests the influence of highly differen.t reporting practices 

rather than huge differences in actual criDe pro~lems. 

One can only conclude., on the basis of the magnitude of the numbers 

provided by some systems, that these lesser cri:~es may occur \'lith 

sufficient frequency to pose substantial problems for rail transit 

systems. Thus, it is possible that an atmosphere that can be perceived 

as threatening and Cful thus discourage ridership could be engendered in 

part by the pervasiveness of these lesser crimes. 

f. Intervention strategies against rail crime. Table 8-5 

summarized the ATA survey data on electronic surveillance and alarm 

equipment employed by cities \vith rail systems; closed-circuit television 

cameras were the most frequently eh1ployed equip:nent of this type. In 

the category of security personnel~ routine patrol and stake-out tactics, 

together with use of specially trained dogs, Here most frequently 

mentioned. 

One recent work that addresses crim and harassment problems in 

general and their solution 1S, "A Methodolooc;'lY I""O D v] - S . r e e op1ng ecur1ty 

Design Criteria for Subways_liS This docUlilent presents checklists for 

analyzing pOlice data, subway stations, and trains in terms of physical 

and nonphysical factors cond'..lcive to crime 8.;"1d harassment incidents. 

4. Secondary Targets. The secondary targets for possible CPTED 

consideration are private Bator vehicles, pu~lic motor vehicles C' J .• e _ , 
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taxicabs)~ parkin~ facilities, service stations, and freight terminals. 
< 

The following discussion considers severity of the crime problem, crime-

related information, and potentiality as a CPTED target with respect to 

each of these environments. 

a. Private motor vehicles. The ovel1vhelming crime against 

private motor vehicles is auto theft. The UCR indicate that auto thefts, ' 

_ n ex 1.e., art crimes) offense make up 15 percent of the total CrJJIl' F> I d C' P I 

volume. The NCP surveys confirm that most (over 90 percent) actual 

auto thefts are reported to the police Cprobably for insurance ]?urposes). 

Consequently, the UCR documenta.tion of the auto theft problem i~ reliable. 

Auto theft rates clearly indicate that this crime is primarily a 

large city problem, since the hi£hes~ rates a . th h ~ v ppear 1n e most eavily 

populated sections of the Nation. In 1972~ the average value of stolen 

automobiles \'las $936 at the time of theft. Persons arrested for auto 

theft tend to be young, male, and white. In 1972, 54 percent of all 

persons arrested for auto theft ""'ere under IS years of age; 72 percent 

were under 21. 

Although only 17 percent uf auto thefts are cleared by arrest, the 

majority of automobiles are recovered. This high recovery rate is due 

mainly to the effectiveness of the National Crime Information Center 

(NCIC), a computerized. systen operated by the FBI and serving all law 

enforcement agencies throughout the nation. 

Al though auto theft is a maj or crime problem, it would not be, in. 

comparison with other possible transportation crime targets~ very re-
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\.;arding to pursue in the Cll.--r-rent CPTED Progra!il. Auto theft is a property 

crime that engenders little fear anger ~~d inconvenience are the more 

likely outcomes. 

b. Public motor vehicles. Although few data are avail3.ble~ 

robberies of taxicabs appear to have been ir.creasing in rJruly cities. For 

cXfuuple, in New York City~ the number of taxicab robberies increased .. 
T~a~kedly during the period 1968-1970, as e~~ibited in Figure 8-7. As a 

result .. "gypsy" cabs CalIle into existence. In general, gypsy cab drivers 

live in the more high crime neighborhoods of the city; often, they have 

criminal records of their' O~TI. Strictly speaking.. they are providing cab 

se"rvice in those (high criUle) areas that are not being Hell served. 

Figure 8-7 also indicates the introduction of tHO programs that 

might have impacted t~y.icab robberies. The Rand study found that the 

introduction of bus exact fare did not seem to influence the occurrence 

of t~xicab robberies, while the introduction of a special taxi-truck 

surveillance police unit did result in a marked decrease in these 

offenses. In summary, the Rand study concluded. '[hat there was no con-

crete evidence that any displacement occurred be'tl.;een taxicab robberies 
] 

and robberies in the New York City mass transit (sUb\o1ay and bus) systems. 

Other preventive measures that have been used in controlling ] 
robbery of cab drivers are: 

o Off-duty policemen driving t~xicabs. 

9 Bulletproof shields betNeen cab drivers 

and passengers. 
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Figure 8-7. Taxi Robberies in NeH York City, 1968-1970 
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~ Frequent stopping and nailing of excess 

cash to their homes by cab drivers. 

~ A limited cash program; excess cash is 

placed in a keyless deposit box that 

cannat be .opened by the driver. 'r; 9 l. eeney 

reparts that the Yellaw Cab Company .of c ... 

California Has able to decrease r.obbery by 

67 percent by adapting a $5 limited cash 

program in the Las Angeles area.) 

o A signal tie-in with the palice. 

o Intr.oduction of a credit card system 

for payment .of t~xicab service. 

In cansidering ~ab driver rabbery as a potential crime-environment 

target for CPTED, it sh.ou1d be nated that the crime is both severe and 

fear-praducing. On the ather hand, cab drivers are few (compared \'iith 

the n~~ber .of passengers riding urban mass transit systems), and there 

is generally a law social dependency an t~xicabs (except f.or late-night 

eJ:lp10yees going ta and fram ,.;ark). Also, it is nat clear haw effective 

CPTED strategies cauld be against t~,icab robberi~s, since t~~icabs 

are Doving targets and canstitute a dispersed environment. 

c. Parking facilities. Althaugh extensive data an parking 

facility crimes are not available or easily accessible> it is believed-
~ 

that twa types of crimes predaminate -- rabbery and, to a lesser extent,. 

auto theft. Relative to tatal ca~~ercial rabberies, Feeney faund in 

-
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than 2 percent .of total robberies. 

The relatively low incidence of crine and limited ntunber of sites 

'-;ould put parking- facilities 1mv' on the priorit:y list .of patential 

trannpartatian targets for CPTED. 

d. Service stations. The number .of service stati.on robberie~ . 

is ab.out ten times th.ose occurring in parking facilities -- at least, 

this was the case in Oakland. In additi.on, Feeney f.ound that: 

" ... in 1968 there were 9,651 service stati.on, 

rabberies in cities of 25,000 plus papu-

lation, an increase .of 28.7 percent over 

1967. Service statian rabberies in 1968 

made up appr.oximately five perce~t .of all 

robberles in the U.S. and averaged qbaut 

$126 each .. At least 19 attendants were 

killed during robberies in 1968-1969. 

Frequently service statians that stayed 

.open 24 haurs a day 'vere being singled 

aut during nighttime haurs as easy marks. 

Emplayee turnaver was high and many ser-

vice statian dealers 'vere considering 

cutting back an their hours. In one 

city, the late night, early marning shifts 

were being referred to as "Vietnam duty." 
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The "no-change" or Ilexact-change ll progra:n started by Standard Oil 

of California in 1969 has proven to be an effective, or at least popular, 

intervention measure against service 'station robbery. Five major oil 

companies (Hobil, Phillips, Shell, HUlilble, and Gulf) have indicated that 

they \'lould like to expand their use of the prograI!l. Although there is 

some evidence that the program does cause a slight loss of business (at 

least initially), other potentially dangerous side effects (e.g., bodily' 

injury from thwarted robbers, increased robberies i-lhen the service 

station safe is emptied, etc.) have not been observed. A Hwnble Oil 

sutvey revealed that several other deterrent approaches have been tried, 

including alarm system, cameras, trained dogs, bullet-proof teller's 

offices, structural changes, regular police visits, and a re\vard prograill. 

Some remarks about the above mentioned approaches include: "Alarm 

systems have proven 'costly and less than satisfactory; II "Cameras are no 

good and. too expensive;" "Dogs have bitten custo:ners;1I and "Teller's 

offices are good only for self-service stations ." 

Robbery of service station attendants is both severe and fear-

producing, thus qualifying it for potential consideration under the CPTED 

Program. 

e. Freight teI"Qinals. The U.S. Department of Transportation 

(DOT) has undertaken extensive national analysis of the cargo theft and 

pilferage problems in all Tlodes of transportation, with special con-

centration in the trucking and rail modes. 

Losses resulting from cargo theft and pilferage in the transportation 

industry have been conservatively estimated to exceed $1 billion annually.-
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Analysis of claims data shows that n;ne commod;t;es (1 h' ... ... .... c ot ~ng, elec:trical 

appliances, automotive Da~ts ... - , food products, hardward, j e\velry, tobacco 

products, scientific instruments, alcoholic beverages) make up almost 

80 percent of total national loss due to theft and pilferage. 

An interesting finding of the DOT analysis is that abour 85 ~ percent 

~ ~ _ "front gates ll on persons and in' ~ of goods and materials stolen £0 ou~ thR 

vehicles authorized to be in loadinou and 1 d' ~1 oa ~ng areas of transportation 

facilities. Only about 5 percent involves the afterhours break-and~~nter 

burglary. Al though catastrophic a.Tld highly publicized, the armed hij ack 

or grand larceny of a tractor-trailer or a I comp ete container amounts to 

only some 10 percent of the total picture. 'IT·th d , nl regar to the 85 percent 

lost through authorized vehicles and persons, the DOT analysis shows that 

about 60 percent consists of thefts in quantities of one case or more but 

less than a full load. The remaining 25 percent is in the nature of pil-

fer age of less than one C case. onsequently, prevention programs should 

be primarily directed at authorized personnel, most of \vhom are, of course , 

e;nployees. 

In cooperation with LEAA, DOT has studied the relationship between 

cargo theft and organized crime. It was determined that or~anized crime 

is involved in a £reat deal o~ carQO theft. Th- . ~ ~ ~ ~s 1S because much stolen 

property is taken to a third party for resale and/or· . entry lnto an illicit 

l.. e e:us l..ence or \'i'hat have come to be known distribution system. Thus """h .... ,. 

as 'fences', although perhaps themselves unorganized, constitute a type-

cr~me a conl..r~ utes greatly to increased cargo 'theft .11
10 of oroaanized . th t ... 'b 
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To cOilllter cargo theft at freight terninals, DOT has suggested the 

follmdng measures: 

o Personnel Identification and Control (identi-

fication systems, employee screening, visitor 

screening~ maintenance crew screening, package 

control). 
" 

e Controlled Areas (controlled areas, limited 

areas, exclusive areas~ vehicle control). 

$ Barriers (fencing, entrances, locks). 

~ Lighting (continuous lighting, glare pro-

jection lighting, emergency lighting). 

@ Alarms and Communications (local alarm system, 

police connection system, central station 

system). 

o Guards (guards, sentry dogs). 

In addition, DOT has developed guidelines for shippers and receiYers, 

th t k · . d 12,13 d h '1' d ~ 14 e ruc lTIg J.n ustry, an t e raJ. ln ~Sl.ry. 

Although cargo theft is a severe eC0nomic crime, it is not fear-

producing, nor does it occur in a transportation environment that has 

a high level of social dependency. However, the nature of the crine 

and the area specific nature of the environment make freight terminal 

theft an ideal crime-environnent target for CPTED. Use of CPTED con-

cepts in this environment should provide a u:~ique opportilllity to test 

their effectiveness in preventing nonstrangers (i.e., employees and 

authorized personnel) from co~~itting crimes. 
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D. Potential Crime/Environment Targets 

Based on .:he discussion of Section C, preliminary recommendations 

CPTE '. the transportation environment have regarding potential cD targets ~n 

b~en developed. Table 8-18 provides a summary; the designation in each 

matrix cell refers to that group that must be primarily protected by any 

• k ~ A brief discussion follows. crime prevent~on sl.ral.egy. 

1. Local Bus. A sin ale ~~ticrime strategy (the nearly LL~iyersal 
o . 

institution of exact fare plans during the late 1960 1 s) has been.a c~cial 

, . 'cture Considering the universality determinant of the current DUS cr:une pJ. . 

and the continued use and acceptance of the strategy, it would seem that 

exact fare has remained quite effective against b,lS driver robberies over 

time .. 

~ ~s conceJ.·vably the most serious of the The robbery o~ passengers ~ 

\\I~ni_le J.·7 ~s ';r._'lpossible to determine ,,,,hether exact bus crime problems. - ~ ~ ~ 

fare has displaced the robbery to passengers, it is apparent that a 

f 1 . bus crimes are robberies and that large proportion 0 tota serJ.ous 

., f 11 ases The crime is passengers are the victims in the maJor~ty 0 a c . 

highly fear-producing, the threat posed by physical assault outweighing 

the effects of a~y dollar loss e~~erienced. Since the crime problem is 

and extensive, CPTED strategies could produce considerable impact. 

However, obtainable data on the problem are relevant only to 

h · 1 +'.n.o'e occurrinorr at the bus stop being robberies aboard the vel~C e, ~ ~ 

classified as street crimes. If the target to be attacked is defined as' 

the interior of the vehicle, sone possible strategies ,~ould be precluded. 

273 



co 
..-i 

I 
co 

274 

,," ~' 

" " 

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

] 

1 
1 
'1 
,1 
] 

.J 
'] 

] 

J 
] 

,] 

'J' 
'J 
"] 

'J 
'J 
'J ,. 
,1 
i4 

If the target is expanded to include bus stops, its range becomes 

extremely dispersed a.nd multidinensional. 

Because incidents of passenger assault are not nl~erous, focus upon 

the assault of drivers is indicated. Although incidents involving only 

the th.reat of assault of a driver far outm:u:nber those in which an actual 

assault takes place, evidence of fear nonetheless exists. These threats' 

of assault are highly diversified> ranging from pranks to irate out-

bursts to the potentially violent reactions of robbers frustrate~ in 

their attempts. ITt addition, c:~ssau1ts and threats display more dis-

persion geogra.phically and temporally than robberies. 
, 

For these reasons, strategies for c:oul'1tering assault must be directed 

at various levels. Furthermore, bec,ause the prob~em involves h~an inter-

actions and because the driver's handling of a situation has been fOill1d 

to play a critical role, company policies aimed at reducing the potential 

causes for conflict and at ifilproving driver training have been suggested 

as the most effective strategies. IVnile strategies involving physical 

modification of the bus itself, such as thE~ C", struction of barriers or 

turnstiles, might have considera'lal e impact, they have been ill-received 

by drivers and management in the, past. 

While it is difficult to determine the extent of larceny' incidence 

aboard buses, it is probable (given that the bus congregates a relatively 

large number of people in a relatively captive situation) that the level 

is high. It may be that strategies directed at more serious crimes \vould 

have considerable impact on lar,:eny as well. 
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When the indirect costs of vandalism (revenue losses,; driver time 

lost, overhead, legal fees, and claims suits) are added to the direct 

dollar costs for repairs and materials, the total cost of vandalism. 

poses a serious problem, especially for bus companies in the largest 

cities. In addition, the secondary effects of the demoralizing atnos-

phere created by destru.ctive acts and fear of possi1;>le injury resulting. ,-

from them are considerable. Since these costs are born chiefly by the 

transit companies themselves, their management has developed programs 

ag,:ainst vandalism in areas that lie someHhat outside the CPTED frame-

work, such as research in developing vandal resist~lt materials, and 

school liaison and community relations programs. 

In conclusion, when viewed in terms of severity of incidence and 

degree of fear produc~d, robberies against passengers emerge as the 

prime target for the CPTED Program in the bus environment, follm.;ed by 

assaults against drivers. Obviously, programs directed at the mon~ 

serious crimes could impact on the lesser crimes and possibly on yan-

dalism as well. 

2.. Local Rail. All available data sources confirm that incidents 

of robbery dominate the crime picture in the rail transit enVironment; 

furthermore, robbery incidence appears to have increased significantly 

in recent years. The victims of rail system robbery (as ...,ell as all 

other rail crimes) are predominantly passengers. Thus, given the munber 

of persons exposed to the crime and the high degree of fear which it 

produces, CPTED strategies directed against rail robbery could have 
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great impact. In terms of Progra:n-related'considerations as well, the 

crime offers opportunities for iBpact. Passenger robberies occur most 

frequently during the 10\i-ridership,evening and nighttime hours. They 

exhibit a high degree of geographical concentration as well, occurring 

often in certain routes and station~ and more frequently in the stations 

than aboard vehicles. Thus, strategies directed against the crime at . 
a limited number of locations and at certain periods could provide highly 

effective. 

The incidence of assault in rail systems is considerably lower than 

that of robbery; nevertheless, the crime occurs with sufficient frequenc". 

and generates sufficient fear to merit serious attention. The character­

istics of the crime render it slightly less amenable than robbery to 

impact by· specifically direcred CPTED t . - - s rategJ..es •. Assaults tend to be 

somehlhat more dispersed over t'ne raJ.."l k h net\'lor t an robberies and to be 

someHhat more evenly distributed bet\'leen stations and trains. They are 

also less concentrated temporally, occurring throughout the afternoon 

and evening hours. However, they do tend to peak at the rush hour and 

thus afford opportunity for impact. An eX8Jllp1e, would be through 

physical de.5ign modifications to control passenger density and movement. 

Although lesser crimes such as pursesnatch and pickpOCket are 

inherently less fear-producing tha. .. robbery and assault, it is possible 

that their occurrence with extreBely high frequency'in certain portions 

of a rail system might exacerbate or even engender a threatening atmo-' 

sphere. Thus, CPTED strategies directed at the more serious crimes 

might have considerable impact upon these crimes as \.;el1. 
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As discussed in relation to the bus environment> \'lhile the overall 

cents sustained by transit systems as a result of vandalism are indeed 

high, r.mnagement concern over this problem has initiated the development 

of various counterstrategies. inus) for the rail movement) targets 

\.;1 th the highest potential for the CPTED Program appear to be the serious 

Grir[tcs ~- predominantly passenger robberies, with assaults on passengers .. 

as a secondary focus. 

3. Secondary Targets. The subenvironments of private vehicles> public 

vehicles, parking facilities, service stations, and freight terminals have 

been designated "secondary" because of their less severe crime problems and 

morc limited national importance, as compared to the primary targets of 

urban mass transit. Thus> only if aZZ of the primary targets are eliminated 

from consideration should CPTED select on of tI1e secondary targets. ' 

Section C has discussed each of the secondary targets to the extent 

possible> given the limited cata that are available. Based on the crime-

environment, and ~rogr~~-related criteria identified in Chapter 2, the 

freight terminal and its related cargo theft program appear' to be the sec­

ondary target most pertinent to the CPTED Prograw. Although cargo theft 

is not a fear-producing crime, it is economically significant. More im-

portantly> it has been defined and analyzed> and preventive measures have 

b~en and are being proposed and implemented by DOT. The potential leverage 

that could be provided by DOT in this area is an important consideration. 

Following freight terminals, public vehicl~s (i.e., taxicabs) and.-

scrvjce stations are of comparable inportance for CPTED consideration. 
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Both have a severe robbery problem which engenders considerable fear. 

The theft of private vehicles is of lesser prio:rity; although the 

incidence of auto theft is significant, it is unclear what ne\.; preventive 

i:leasures could be proposed by CPTED. The robbery and auto theft problems 

in parking facilities remain as potential targets; however, the relatively 

Im1 incidence of crime and limited importance of parking f~ciliti(:s 

h"ould militate against consideration by a national program like ePTED. 

4., Summary. Urban mass transit has been designated. the p';imary 

transportation environment for the CPTED Program, on the basis 'Jf several 

environment-, crime-, and Progra8-related criteria. The urban mass 

transit systems across the Nation provide numerous potential sites upon 

',hich large groups of psers depend. Given current awareness of the 

need to conserve energy and to protect the ecology of our cities, increased 

dependency on mass transportation has been recognized as a future necessity. 

The recent passage of the $11.8 billion mass transit bill is evidence of 

the Nation IS a'..;areness that the ~ation I s mass transit systems must be 

expanded and improved to meet future transportation dem~lds. Furthermore~ 

urban mass transit systems have e):perienced in recent years an upsurge 

of crime that has, in turn, becooe cause for public alarm. Thus, because 

both the incidence of crime and fear engendered must be severe if CPTED 

strategies are to produce measurable impact> mass transit systems provide 

promising targets. 

In addition, because strategies directed against one crime may in 

fact serve to deter or control other types of crimes as 1'lell> the task 
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of selecting targets must first proceed by identifying the subevnironnlent 

that offers the highest degree of ai;lenability to CPTED strategies. This 

initial st.ep will narrow the scope for a fur:::her analysis of particular 

cri41es within that subenvirorunent. 

The first CPTED Workshop, \,;hich examined the possible submodes of 

concern to the ePTED Program~ selected the local rail station as the 

focal point for attention. However, the deliberations of a more recent 

\.;orkshop expanded this focus to include not only a local rail station 

but the neighbor~ood surrounding the station, possibly including other 

urban mass transit components, such as bus stops. This, expansion ",ill 

permit a more comprehensive application of the CPTED approach, based on 

a composite picture of the physical and social factors in, and the 

interat~tions among, the rail station, bus stops, users of the systems, 

the,physically built' neighborhood, and neighborhood residents. 
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