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o 

A survey of all burglaries reported to police in Victoria 

between 12th February, 1982 and 11th August, °1982,,,,is de~cribed in 

this report. 

o 

In general, burglarY occurred more,Coften in metropOli~an . 

Melbourne than would be expected from the population d~stribution in 

the State. About 60% of offences were discovered between 8.00 a.m. 

and 8.00 p.m. and in 86% the premises had been vacant for over two 

hours. 

The average value of property stolen was $608.00. This 

figure includes 23%' of cases in which nothing was t~en and a further 

49%p£'cases which, involved goods valued at less than Q $5.00.00. The 

. most frequent item stolen was money, followed by jewellery and 

, television'! sets. 

" \. c 

RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY 

o 

.c 

o 

lj 0 Residential burglary made up~59' of all offences surveyed. 

Houses were more ~ubject to thisoffen~e _flatsand it c:an~be , 
calculated that 3.6% of city dwellings and 1.4% ol rura!,dwelf:ings were 

G 0 Q 

subject to burglary in 1982. Dwellings in the centra! city'area were (} 

m~re frequently burgled than could be expected 'fro~ the proportion of 
iJ ~;-' " 

resj.dentiiil buildings in the'area. 

o 

$ In most cases the times of discoverY 8.Jldperiods the 
'C ~ Y 

premises were vacant. were consist~to with theoff~~es tt:l!ciag pl~e 
in '. . , 

during daylight hours;" In 75\ of cases entry WM, gained through a Cl 

:. 

d09r or window. 

o b,' 6)' 

~e average val ~e. ofPJ'cwem~atcen'ljlre~lJi,~tial: bu.rgl&#~~ 
, r was $744.00 incl:udingola~ofcases 3'which,n~~~'~f~~:o"~¥:e 

offences involYbag houses ~ flats ;and'hq:llaa:y:JtCJmesiesult~~itl"l~ss,:, , 

o£I:~roperty WO~h more 'thin,' $SO,o.~Qthan thOse ~VOl~~~'~,:rt:ypes' 
of~ buildings. 
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co NON RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY 

D (C Non residential bU:rglary accounted for 41% of the offences 

surveyed. It occurred'~relatively more frequently in rural Victoria 

than metropolitan Melbourne compared with residential burglary and 

generall~ took place in premises which had been vacant overnight or 

longer. In over two thirds of cases, entry was gained through a 

door ,or window. 

Shops accounted for 24% of non residential burglaries 

surveyed, followed by offices and schools. The average value of 

O"items taJ(en was $425'.00, including 24% of offence') where nothing was 

stolen. About 1% ofOthese offences involved pro~brty valued at 
" ''' . .., 
over $5,000.00. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

u After theft, burglary is 0 the most frequently reported 
" " 

,,)._, . 

u 
00 

"m 

offence in Victoria and there is a body of evidence "from both Australia 

~ 

and ov,rseas to suggest ~t many victims do not report the entry of 

. their premi!;es to the police. This ~Ould lead to underestimates of 

around 30% in the frequ:ncy of crime. Non reporting appears to 

be associated with particular characteristics of the offence such as 
Q 

low or negligible p~perty loss and a better picture of burglary in 

Victoria therefore needs tQ, be established. \) 

" A survey qfvictims is urgently needecl t9'establish the ~'\\ 

o ~, \l .'/ ". tt!al4:0st: ·0.£ :burglrnytothe.:ommunig and identify. tho~e .' factors, 

"f:'." ·'~lth'ir,edispose,people:. to: not Teportini ,illeaat . entrrof their 
II-'~c"~~~~e~ises ,~o:thepo'fi~e., " ..: d (/ .... .'.',' D" D • ~ 
II . a ' ~ (0 

, D, 
• '" « 0' ':J\ 'I 0, , 'me",ci1tu!lcte~r:ics .of, tiuill~ ,of£ences lnc~uded in this 

"O':"'i'~""~ ,~~j/,~3.n" :s~rO~$IY: t";,'9RP_in"Ii$;,'.moS~ ~rte(f J~C~l: tnt 
,1' "'::.<J"'" ::'" ;<,"~ :~-.>~l~}.~ j ~.,,, .; ~ r ,/,;;. \,~: { .'(."~: > : ,: ,;'. ,; ~;,,' .':}'.,'-''''''.': -,"'" '" _ '~' - '"",1 :': ;::~~' ',' ('. ~ .' • 

.,' ,< ,;·:)';;!'·,'jthti:t~Qum;;:S$ic:in' .of tHe. cmes., ,~, ;'. ,.' I '0 'f"'--''"Q' "," '.':,f,", ',' ,,',", " ',' ,', 
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In so far as prevention of burglary depends on the physical 
characteristics of the buildings involved, increased surveillance 
of frequently emvty buildings seelJl.S most likely to °reduce the 
incidence of burglary. Security alarms may fUrther reduce the 

frequency with which burglars successfully remove property from 
premises which they enter. 

It is therefore recommended that the public be encouraged 
to co-operate in reducing the period of time for Which buildings 

remain obviously unprotected by providing security inspections or 

alarms or improve~_neighbourhood surveillance., 

Property Qther than money mich is -- taken in successful 

burglaries usually includes easily transportable and disposable 

items such as jewellery and televisions. 'ib~sposal of these goods , 
relies on an effective ~ethod for redistributing these goods. 

c~ -, 

i'". Q, 

It is therefore recommended that ~cfivities directed 

sp~cifically at oreaking the distribution network for stolen goods 
be given high priority. ~ 
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DEFINITIONS 
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(J 

Ente~ing a Building Unlawfully 
., 

Non-Residential Premises used for 
gain including Banks, Factories, 
Offices, Service St~~ions, Shops 
(Smash., & Grab) ,Shops (Other), 
Stores ~d Warehouses, Other 
Commercial Premises C 

.:"".:,.. ~ 

Nan-Residential ~ses nat used 
, tOr· ~includiUg Bui.la\ngs under 

c01l$truction .fl." unoCClJpiedl 0 

'BUi:J:diQ' s~:; GbVeriiment .. PUb.li.c& 
, "M~~~~l~l& 's "ie~\ation 
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Non-Residential Burglary 
(i 

Residential Burglary 

0\ 

o 

Unlawful e~try of Building other 
than Residential~ including 
Banks p Factories, Offices, Service 
Stations, Shops (Smash & Grab), 
Shops (Other), Stores & Warehouses, 
Other Commercial Premises, 
Buildings under construction & 
unoccupied Buildings, Government, 
Public & ~Jnicipal Buildings, 
Recreation Premise~, Scout 
Halls, Sports Grounds, School'S & 0 

Other Educational Buildings, 
Other Buildings. 

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

o 
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INTRODUCTION 

J.O. This report will describe the characteristics of burglaries 

reported to police in Victor.ia during 1982. The research project 

was undert~ken by 'the Crime Statistics Sec.tion, Victoria Police, 

in r.~s~onse \0 community conc~rn, expressed particularly ~y the 
':-~insurance industry, about the 'incidence and solution rates of 

.. () .. v " () 

burglary. Retail burglary alone has been estimated tp resdt in a 
o 

monetary loss of $10.2 million a year in Victoria (Challinger,,,1982). 
(i' 

f! 

Burglary accounts for 27% of GIl offences reported to 

poli~e in Victoria [Victoria Police, 1982a) and th~~r capita 

incidence of ~the offence in the State i~ second Onl~1}' that in° S~~th 
AustralR. ·(Biles.~ 19\j. The number of'incidents has increased each ,,'0 

year for over five years (Victoria Police, 1980, 1982b) but their 
o 

relative cOn~ribction to the wo~kload of the F9rce has remained 
fairly c9nstant. 

() 

~ ~ 

The crime of burglary is defined b~ the Crimes Act 1958 
" 5.76 as unlawfUl entering of a building with intent to steal or 

commit other:~offences. It evolved unde.r the basic soCietal concept 

that ~ man's home is his castle and originally covered only breaking 
o ;) 0 

and entering of buildings which took place at night (Cocke, 1969). 
Protection of < property has ~ow become more important and burglary 

(:", a "0 

is th~refore generally categorised as a property crime. 
a 

o 0 o 
1.1. Police - Reported Burglary 

..... ..!..;. (J .~ 

Q 

o 

"0 

Information about burglaries and offenders in the literature . -
has mainly· been obtBt~neda from. police records or from surveys of; 

victims of these offences ~lthough there have :beenotWDAfue~ican 
. : ," \ l F1. \.. ''! ".' 

studie$< wlJichincorporat~d\~~terviews "litho known burglars '(5c~rr, 
o <.'19.73;:M~g1d;.re'J. '1982).'" 1'hes';inClqde inteJ:Pretations

lJ 

of infol'Dlation 
,'.' ,'- , " '~:: ':-' 0, -, ' . .' _ 6'. ., • . . 

,<~bOU~th,eQffences.in t,erms of' tJi~:l!lOtivatiQil of the .offender. 
:_ :~'·'\;"'O><'f ,;:: '.". ~- Y •• '." ',,' "',"" ":-::- ._:::~"~., "":'<:"-'''.':,,' . :'-,' ' .. ' .. _,' ~ ,':,.:." ':'. , 

. C '0 0 

o· 

~c ' 

.. ".:.o!'..r.-. ___ ~ . 
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'1-" ~ .~) 
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A survey of victims of crime in Australia Which w~s 
C', 

und~rtaken in 1975 has suggested that butglary is not reported to 

police ,in about ,one,)third of c~es' known to the victim (A. B.S., 1979) 

and a recent survey of Victoria retailers (Challinger, 1982) has 

supported this figJlre by demonstrating tha.t police reports ,can 

Under-report offences in shopi;!by about 28%. Canadian figures 

show that a similar one third of residential burglaries in that 
0 . .'"' , .... ; /) (I(l 

country are not reporte-c:l to·,police.,(Waller & Okihiro, 1978). 

Similarly victim surve~~jconducted in the Netherlands, 

have shoWJ1
i
that abo~t 20% of their burgl'aries are not reported to 

police and this figure"remafned fairly constant over five years 
'. 1 

while the overall? reporting of crime declined DY about 20% (Van 

Dijk, 1979). 

C) 
'1.J 

ern Great Britainapout ~O%of residential burglaries were 
,< '" 

r~po:tted to the police 1mme<Iia£ely the victims returned home 

(MagJlire~ (1982). However it is possible that,in some British 
t) () _ 

P~liceForc¢s, up to 50% of these rep()rted offences are not' 

officially recorded by police (Sparks at'al, 1977}~ One in 'two 
- , ",~" 

male householders' in Great Britain say that they would rather deal I) 

with a burglar 'themselves than send for(Jthe police' ,(~allup' Poll, 
'1982) .. 

ri' 0, )c0 _ ' 

Most insurancecompani~s,requirethat the poliee be 

infonned of the offence (I1)surahce Council of A~straliai 1983) and·, 
" 'this will. inevitably 1eadto pias in reportirtg ~he crime against 

those ,in which nothing or low value it,ems were"stolen. This is, " 
n 0 _ . ' . . . 

f\ 

cons,istent with DUtch research which suggests that reporting of '0 
, , ',,', ....,~ 

. burgIary increased with the value of articles, taken (Bu,iIqlUisen, 
'0 

o ,) 

• ." ~ ; .c • 

,\. 'V '." . ~;jj::;F-~\, 
TheG influenl;e of this appar~~t \U1de+~re~rting of~t8ures " 

. - :' ,~. "' ".... .',' ,t' ,f, -:: ,," ," 

derived from policecdata comparedwithvictim,$urveyshas been taken 
_. - '.. . , 0 

into accOUllt in this. of 'the 
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Residen'tial & Non Residential Burglary"' 

There seems i'o'bE(ageneral, consensus among "criminologiccll 

reseal'ch into burglary that ;res,idential and non-residential offences 

are distinct fromi/one' another and thes~e diffefe~ces can be seen in 

bo~h the chara:cter~stics of the offence and in the,Jllotivation of the 

o~fend~rs. For :exr:le~ the incidence of r~sidential bilrglaries in 

Vlctorla has been>~llmblng steadily since 1974 While ;the increase in 

non-residenti:~.r:::~b;;~glarieS has been" les~ consiste~t (e. g. V~ct,(i;i.a ' 
POlice, 1('ftlai) O(Fig. 1)." .\ ' .,,-,'~~ 

aURGL-ARIe;S RE:PCRTE:O 
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" VICTORIA POL-Ice;. 
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102.1. Residential Burglary, ~ 

Many studies concern themselves only with residential 

burglaries. These offences comprise about 60% of all burglaries 

°reported to police (Scott,.1973; Pope, 1977;, Victo:ria PcHice1982b) 

and nearly 10% of the tern ,offencesmostfrequentlYr;?p~rted by" '" 

victims in the Netherlands e-Van' Dijk& SteiIlJll~tz,. ,1980);~ Mos,! 
,. . :.. \ ~ . 

known studies of residential burglary have been,~de%'taken in the, 
"' ". ~ , 

oUnited States,~Canada, Great Brita~n'and 'the Nether,lands~ u 

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

, ' In the UnftedStates' b~e~Irii-~d entering of hO),lses and 
;1,::,,0';, ... L:::" , ' , , ',' ' " (\ <. '. 

flats nOrl!lally g.s;~uf durt~ng the dayo on we~:~slays (Clarke, 1972; Scott, 
''''.;-H'-~'·-,.'';::,!' \". . '~_., .. " . 

1973; Repetto,' 1974). However, it has beenslfggested that 'this 

information may be iIifluenced by thepreviou~iydocumented selection " 
, 0 

'of data into police records because a victim surveycarr~ed out .in 

TOi'dllto suggest'ed that nearly 40% of residential burglaries occurred 

at night while the S~e information from comparable police records 
'. ., 

suggested that 24% happened at night (Waller & Okihiro, 1978). 

Further, the Toronto victim survey foun,d a slight over.;representation 

of weekend ,dwelling house breakings and these ,figures ~re in ac~ord, " 
' . 

with those from other studies in Canada' and in New England (Chimbos, 
'" ~ 0 

1973; Conklin & Bittner, 1973). In t~e Netherlands. victims report 

that ,one quarter of residential burglaries took place durj,ng the 

'day (yanDijk & Steinmetz. 1980). 

( There is some evidence that residential burglary occurs . , 

more often in the swmner months (Chimbos. 1973; Waller ,:& Okihiro, 
• •• ", '. ,j 

, 1978) ,but these statistics are "not consistent wi'th., other work ~which 
sugg"esots .thatIio significant seasonal'variatio~:;,o.ccurs (Conklin & 

Q, ' , , if !;J '.~< 
. Bittner. 1973) Scan. 1973; Pope. 1977).0 

r~ . 

Residentialburglaries,appeartOQccur'~Ore,in ai:easo~ 
~ow ,socioeconomic, status 'and' black1!9l1SehOlds ,iJl,' tile tJnitedS~atei 
are more <often subjected tomultipl~breaki~gs CHinc1eland,.~·Ul!'16:r. 
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Most Durglars enter residential buildings through the door 

and. this figure is as high as 75% in victims surveys, compared with 

50% to 70% from. analysis as police records. In many cases the door 

was unlocked or even open with only one quarter of door entries 

requiring force or broeaking (Scarrm 1973; Pope, 1977; Waller & 
D Okihiro, 1978; Van Dijk & Steinmet:, 1980J~ ~ , 

Property stolen from houses and flats in 1970 was estimated 

o at $400 million in the United" States, for police reported offences 

alone (U.S.A .. , F. B. L, 1971). British "insurance companies paid out 
" 'll.... (i 

£108.8.million in respect to residential burglary in the first half 

of 1982 (G~llup Poll, 1982). However, the value of each offence is D 

generally 'low~ Overseas studies indicate burglaries where nothing 

is stolen can v~~" fro~~~% up to 80% (Sc;arr, 1973; 'ValIer & Okihi~, \') If \...,.J-' 

1978). Money is "stolen in about one third ofresidentialburg1aries 

in the Nethe~lands and jewellery in one case ~f every eight (Van 

Dijk & Steinmetz. 1980). The typeS?of propeFty involved. seems to 

vary from plac~ to place. according ~o availability (Magqj:~~;;:::.:.!;9~~f) 
but there is a ~§~eral consensus that:-

~ 0 

"Most (residential) burglary losses are of moderate value 

and incl~de goods that are easily converte~ .to cash" (Pope'~ 1977). 
() 0 

Resjdential burglary has a universally low solutionl"ate 

even when estimates are bas~~.on only police reported offences. Th~ 0 
" 

figure of 15% in Victoria (Victoria Police, 1983) is lowet'! than for 
. tB Q 

any':other offence iathe MajorCljme Index and ADle~tcan figures range 

from 19% to 40%\ In Canada 14% of burglary offend~rs a!e caught while 

in Ipndont,hefigure"isbelOw, 10% (Scarr, 1973; Repetto, 1974; Pope. 

1977;. M~k;.1978l; The SOluti~n of b1lrgl~appearsto be most 
t:?\\. '. . .~ . 'k () ,," t:' 

st;ongl'y; .infJ....enc:.ed by the periOd ttmtpre~ses were vacant (Bray~rook • 
.: ~, , ,,', <> 'I) 

etale'~:, 198~) • 
D 

,0 

o 
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To summarise~ there seem to ~e only two consistent pieces> 

of information ar~sing from overseas 'research into residential. 

burglaries~ Entry in the~e offences is mosVy effected through the 

door of the premise~ and there is always a very low ~rrest rate 

co~ared with ~thercriminal offences reported to police •. Information 

about the t~~sO that offences most often take place is contradi~~ory 
and~ while iJl general the property whi~ is taken seems to be low in. 

value~ the proportion of house break~,ngs which result in anything 

being stolen at all appears to vary from study to study. 
'" 

() 
c 

1.2.2. Non-Residential Burglary 

studies of burglaries iritrolvingOfactori~s~ shops and, other 
o 

non-residential buildings are less prolific than those describing 

similar residential offences ~d nearly all of the available data 

comes from the United States of' America. 

Non-residential burglary in America appears to involve 

mostly business premises~and there is evidence th~t factory and 
~ ~ 

schoolbreakings occur less freque~ly (Scarr~ 1973; >Pope~ 1979).; 

It seems that~ .in general~ non-residential burglaries 

are more likely to be committed at night and on week~nds than 

residential. offences (Scarr~ 1973: Conklin & Bittner. 1973. Pope~ 
" "'\~ \) ,," 

1977) and less than half of the buildings involved were ~ntered 
through the door with a similar proportion requiring breaking "Of' 

glass in a windOw or do~r (Scarr. 1973; Pope. 1977) .. 0' 

D , ' 

" 
The property stolen in Ameri,*, non-re~iclentia1 ~glaries 

is of higher average value than ;$t~&)lep ~ r~sl~entia;1burglarie~ 
and very few pf ~hesebreakings do notJ:'esu1~~. ,a.n~JliilJ be~gt~en 
( 1973 P "1'977)' T~. tr.· to'r'ia ·a·c;.·....,AV·Qlfmrg·laries of' Scarr. ; ope •. '.. &a, ly.1C •.• ",L~~lt;-:" .. ,: .......... • 

retail prelQises hassho.WJ1 that,~Jie IY~l1le. 1~~.;gCJ.9d$·~~9:1~~,~.fferSf~r .'" 
G:J' . I .". . '. .:.' . " • ': ,....... " . • .. ' .: ... 

different types ofshopP·~~:',dep~~~~·\~;~.~~~fJ'$t9~~~. 
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The reported arrest rates for non-residential burglaries 

overseas range from 19% to 39S'.; (~ope~ 1977; Scan, 1917) while in. 

Victoria the arrest r~te for these offences is about 20% (Victoria 

Pol"ice~ 1982b). 
o 

1. 2 .3 • Summary 

\\ 

" In summary, non-resi~ential burglaries appear to be 

generally differe~t .from residential burglaries in temporal 

characteristics~ in means of entry by the burglars and in the value 

of propert; taken. Differe~ces in the arrest rates for the two 

tYPeii ·ur offenc.e are small and are afmost certainly affected by 

factors such as the time the building was vacant more .. than by the 

type of building bUrglarised. 

These app~rent dif~erences bet~een the characteristics of 

residential and no~-residential burglaries will be reflected in this 

report and information will be presen!ed to allow the two types of 

offence· to be considered separately as well as under the general 
o 

heading of burglaries inVict~ria. 

STUDY METHOD 

2.0. This project surveyecl "ModUs Operandi forms concerning 

burglaries which were submitted to the Statistics Section of the 

Information BUreau. Victoria ,"olice. between 12th ,FebrtuFY and the 

11th -~;l' 19_8.~. 0 DurblS ~~s peri~4 a S,a$llll.le ~f' one in ever,y ten 

.. ,~n;-a~~f ~ep~rt$ .(N. :: 3(74) alidol1e,in-·e~ery fi:ve. an'est 1Eeports; . 
.(t{'~~~f,21.(o~b\l~~~~7;Y ~~~y~~~ .. 0 '. . ., 

o. 
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2.1. Statistical Analysis 

Data from the study sample were recorded and converted 

to coding for statistical analysis using, thecStatistical Package 

for Social Sc;iences (Nieet ai, 1975). Appropriate weighting 

factors havebee!1 used thr~ughout. 'Missing data ha..,\ been"excluded 

from all analyses and this had !edto some inconsistencies in (/ 

sample sizes between tables. 
'. < <'1 

I 
Differences between categorical variables have been 

~l ()~ :F \\\ i; 

te$·ted for stat'i~~ticaJ, significance using the Chi-Square Test 
_"'< '1 

'< \". 
and 

o 

differences between'continuous variables were tested using Sudent's 
:, 1 

G t-test.' Thesedi£f~rences are rep0't?d through~ut this report" as:-

,significant at the 5% level 

very significant at the 1% level." and? 

highly significan'tat the 0.1% level. 
.Q 

" This means that conservative me~es of st,gnificance , 

have be~ recognised an~~ is possible that some'differences which 

may be significantly relat~"ii."'~been rep~ed as random: II . 

~ " 0' 

2 • 2. Geographic Breakdowns 

(\ ,'. " .. ,,' ', .. '. 

@ The Melboume Metropolitan area bas been divide'd geographically, 

according to theM.M.B.I'l.(1981) S.ectors as shown inP.!g. 2. 
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RESULTS 

3.0. This chapter of the re~ort des~ribed th~ resfiltsoof;~ 
a ' 

the survey of " burglaries reported to Victoria Police ~etween 
, ~"" 

February and August, 1982, in terms of:~ 
o 

1) 

3) 

General chamcteristics of burglaries '. 
in Victoria. 

"~ . 

C ' • ~f"' "'d" °al d ompar~sc:tn 0 reS1 e1l .. 1 an .' 
non-Tesidentialburglaries ,in 
Vi~toria. 

Non:..resic1ential ij,urglari~,s in 
Victoria. 
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3.1. GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS OF BURGLARIES IN VICTORIA 

Burglary in Victoria is more likely to occur in Central 

Melbourne than in any other area. Nearly all burglaries take place 

in premises, which have bee,., vacant more than two hours0and money 

Qis the most frequently reported item ~tolen, followed by jeweliiry 

and television sets .In half of the. offences property t~en was 

valued at less than $100.00.' 

"~~" 

'" \'~\'\ 
Burglaries in Vict0!fa occurred in quit~ different 

geographic distribution of th~fPopulation (Table 1). 
'~ ~, 
\ ), 

'~""""~'<'- ~}<+,.t'. 

'Ii , 
R~ Victoria was ~#ss su~4~ct to burglarYa"than metropolitan 

Melbourne and, within ~~~,~it~;"'lthe £entrar area had the highest 
, ' t I' ,'. , I " ' 

relat,ive incQid~1)~e 0 of ~e o;~~~~e::::,diile the involvement of other parts 

of Melbbume approx.iJn~telY ,~,t~ed the distribution of the population. 
<~,=:.,;: 
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3;1.2. Period Premises Vacant 
o 

About 84% of bur&,laries took place in buildings whi~h 
had been vacant more than tw~ hours (Fig. 3). 
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3.1.3. .. Times Burglaries Disco'lered 

,,? 
Burglary offences were discovered,oat times about equa~ly 

distributed through the day. (Fig. 4). 
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portable 

p,roperty 

In up to 75% .~y·burglaries which involved jeweli~})rl 
radios I cassett~;1 other .. eleetron~c equipmentlfood,other 

~. ' . '\) 

was" also involved. Yet in half of the money" offences 

onlY' the single item was taken .. 

. ." ~. 

Table 2. J)rq.p.er:ty::::taken in Burg'laries 

o 

Proportion of 
Item Alone 

Prop~rtion of 
Item with 
Other Property* 

. All .. Rep~tted ,.' 
Burglaries·*· 

Nil 

Drugs' 

Money 

Jewellery" 
'. '"",.>.<- ,,~. 

Ffrearms 
1:\ 

'Televisions 

Food 

Stereo Eq~ipment 

(N~4395) 

100~0% 

53.0% 

33.2% 

7.1% 

40.0% 

(N=:=3736) (N=7068) 

23 .• 3% 

100.0% 

47.0% 

66.8% 9.6% .q 
(] 

'·92.9% 2.6% 

60.0% 7.2% 

. 3.4% 

'2.7% 

.'1. .;.' 

70~8'% 

))1,':,,:;0 
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3.1. 's. Value of Property Tak~ri 

'n!eaverage value of' \pr~erty tak~~'\in Victorian burglaries 
\\. "I '." 

was$60~.06 .(+ $24.68'.:S.E.). dver two thirds~f those offences which 
,f} _" : . " ,,' ~~ , 

(,involve'Cl ,the stealing of property were valued at les·s than $500.00 

and only a very small proportion offences involved goods worth over~) 
~ c 

$5,000.00 (Fig. 5) • 
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3.1. 6. Type of Burglaries 

d Residential burglaries comprised 59.,1% of0all burglaries 

included in this study. This figu~e is slightly l)igher than ~hat 0 

reporte; by Statis~~cal Review of Crime ~Victoria Police, 1?83) 

for the entire year 1982 but this diff,erence is n~t statistically 
, 0 

,significant (Table 3). 

Table 3 Residential & Non-Residential Burglaries 

Residentia.l 7" 
Non-Residential . ~ ., 

\\;: 
"i' 

":::::'::->" .~ 

", Chi Square Test 
Not, Significant • 

'3.1.7. , Discussion'" 

reported 
" c 

o 

This Survey 
(N=6965) 0 

59.1 

40.9 " 

100.0, 

,(\, 

(j 

Official Statistics 
(N=67588) , 

5~.6,~ 
(I 

41.4., 

100.0 

,\1 
0 

\"'i, 

0 

0 

0 

CD 

(; 

0 

I 
I 
n' 
0 
0 
n 
I 

). 

~.., '. 

,85%, of the premises which were entered 

had been vacant for more thanQtwo hours. 
o 

79% of burglari~s were discovered between 

4.00 a.m. and 8.00 p.nf; \) 

.23% of burglaries did not involve the 
"" 

stealing of property." A further one 

. third involvel steaJing of money, 11% 

involved j~weliery and 8% involv~d 
1; 

:!:elevisions. 

= 
Firearms, jewellery and portable 

,electronic e~uipment were often taken 

with ,;other types of property. 

. Two ,thirds ot property taken was v~lued 
. .~ . ~ . . 

at le-ss tban$SOO. 00. 

" Otrer"hal,f ~he burglaries 
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PlaCe of Residential and No~entiai Burglaries ' 3.2.1. { 

. ~ r'e likely to be reporte4 Residential burglarl.es re~ mo 

. h N 'rth and Eastern secto'~s of metropolitan, Melbourne 0' 

m t eo 0 em, , :l&' ",,'. , of the 
while" non-residentialburglaries,dF01-'llled a great, proPOrtl.OIl. 0 0 

offences reported in the Southe~n Sector of Melbo~rne and l.n 
. (Table 4). (/' rural Victopa Q ' 

\ 

0' 

Table 4. Place of Residential and Non-Residential Burglaries 

Place 

Central City 

Western Sector 

NorthernSectQr 

Eastern Sector 

Southern Sector 

Rural Victoria 

Chi Square Test;.: 
Hi'ghly,Significant 

. ~,.' ':~J 

" " Q t~ . 

,,!ype of Burglary 

Residential, 

'100.0 

, Non-Residential 

, , (N:::,2919) 
. "'~ . 

18.2 

10.9 
Or;' 

,,12.3 

, 14.9 

,,23.4 ' 
" .. ~\ .r'" 

o 2Q.3 

o 

o "~ 

~ 

,~ 

~" 

Table 5. Time of Di2Sovery of R~sidential & Non-Residential Burglaries 

Time of Discovery 

Midnight to 4.00 a.m. 
'=' '.:) 

4.01 a.m. to 8.00 a.m. 

8.01 a.m. to Noon. 

Noon to 4.00 p.m. 

4.01 p.m. to 8.00 p.m. 

8.Ql p.m. to Midnight 

o 

Chi Square Test _ 
Highly Significant 

. '!rye of Burglary 

o Residential 

(N:i:'3936) _ 

5.8 

5.3 

13.2 

" 26.5 

28.8 ' 0 

20.4 

100.0 

D 0 

, n 

j) 

Non-Residential 

a 

(N=25S0)(I 

11.3 

30. 7 ;~ II 

27.S 

11.9 

c 9.3 

9.0 

100.0 

D 3.2'.,3. 
Period Premises Vacant 1,9 Residential & Non-Residential Burglaries 

"-<-1 

Nearly- One half ofnon,..re,sidential burglaries OCCUrJ"ed in . 
premises which have been vacant 'between .;7 and 18 hours, and in a 

further on~ qJlarter ofo.ffences the premises were vacant over 24 

'ho~ ,(Table 6) .'In contrast., 60~ of residential, bU~~laries took 

place in·.,dwelliq~s :that havebeenvt'q~t b.e~ween 2 ~nd )2 hours. and 

in f_~, of ,theS~of'fenee$ thPbuild:illg !Iad'$b~... ",,-tover 12hbllrli. 
' "'" ti , 

r?: ' 

fj, 
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Table 6. Period Premises Vacant in Residential & Non- Residential 

Burglaries 

o 

TYPe of Burglary 
, Period Vacant " . R(;}sidential 

(N=39l2) 
Non-Residential 

(N=2750) 0 

v 
Less than I ]lour 

1 to 2 hours 

3 to'6 hours 

7 to 12 hours 

13 tw18 ho~rs 
19 to 24 hours 

Over 24 hours 

.. '-,} /p . :~ ". 
Crli Square Test -
Highly §ignificant 

'0 

(} 

% 

10.5 

4.8 

,29.3 

29.7 

r,6.9 

3.3 

l5~5 

100.0 

a 

<'? % 

11.7 

1.7 

7.2 
, 19.8 

28.9 

6.7, 

24.0 

100.0 

3.2.4. ' Property Taken ,and, valJe of Property i~ ltesidential& 

;,> > Non -Residential ,BurSl~~e$ 

'1:.-' In abouton,e .qua.rterQJ;'both~eSid.en1:1~ o~dn~n~reSi6entiS;,I" 
burglari.e,snothing was,:"tak~nby.tbe·0£fe~4ers" :(T1;tbl~ ',7).,-
. ~._~_''':~~~.~', •. ,1:::> . ~'''.<.''. __ .. ,'.' '_".:. '~.~:.':_~"_"'.:~.: .. ":.' 

._.- .----~ ---" 
., 

o 

-q 

a 
Q' 

" " 

" . 
o "., 

';'~ 

I 
n 
n 

e 

~ 

u 
·.il 
:~Q 

m 

~ 

M 
,~ 

, • 

(j 

There was also a signi£ficant difference between residential 

and non-residential burglaries in the average value of items stolen. 

In residential burglaries the average value of property stolen. as 

reported by police. was $743.79 (~$23.5l S.E.) 'While in 

non-residential burglaries the average value "of pOrPerty stolen was 

$425. ~,2 (~ $26.25 S.E.) (t,-test - highly significant) . 

3.2.5. Method of Entry in Residential & -Non-Residential Qurglaries 

Over half of residential burglaries reported to police 
(I f.' 

[involved window entry" of the dwelling and 41% involved entry through 

the door (Table 8). ~ comparison. only 43% of buildings involved o . ' 

inno,n-residential burglaries were entered through the window 
" ~ 

and thete were many more entries through the roof or wall 9f"the 

buil4ing. InflJktion about whether the doors or windows used J:o 

enter the building were secure has not b,een presented because it 

:mai~~e :~~!~~~ .. by insuranrie requirements. 
< ~.; --;-:-;.-+,;,",;,. ~~."'.. , -: < 

TableG-8. Methocr ofEntrr inoR~~idet1tial 11 Non-Residential "B~g.laries::;:. ,. 
P" , • '-:~'''-~~'::~:''1,";~.~;; "":, ';;':"'-:j.';'~;~''''''''~ 

:rne ' of Burglary 

,Residential' 'Non-Re~idential 
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.; 
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3.2.6. Discussion 

o 

In s~ary. residential/ourglarie:s and non-residential 

burglaries reported to pOlice in Victoria differed from each other 

in th~ir geographic location. ~n the times they were discovered, 

c in the period the premis es were vacant. in the frequency with which = 
v no ,property was_,taken,;in th~ value of property taken and in the 

" more usual methods of entry. 
a 

Residential burglaries c~i'ised a greater;proportion 
of J!l~tropolitan burglaries than ru~al burglaries. They occurred 

o 

more often in the Northern and Eastern Subu2rbs while 'non-residential 
c burglaties were more likely to Occur in, the Southern .Sector of the City. 

.... ,--.. ~t..,...<,_~ ... ~. ~ 

;Non -residentialburgla:,z.i~S\1iiare 'of1ien 'discovered in the 
/~E ,.-

mOrlling in premises which hadiieen vacari't between 7 and 18 hours 

or over 24 hours. This is consistent with their being entered at 

night or over the weekend When business premises are more usually 
'unattended. 

Cl ,In contrast. burglary of dwellings 'was more likelrto 

be ~iscovered 1n the afternoon and evening in premises which had 

been,. vacant between 2 and ,12 hOurs •. These 'facts point'to ahigb 

pr()pOrti.on of residential lnu-gla~des occurring during the day. 
& - q , 

~:.' '. '~, 

Non-l'e$identia.l_bre~ingswere less 

. stel1.in.~fpfoP~r:ty anci were ~ore ).ikely , to inY9~V~o"a' nt:'1'V)t~~Oll!gl!. 
the 'rO,c)fo~wail :ofthebuild.f.ng~~;u~ ,:re$id~nt~$l'b' ~', ".e~laJti~$, 
i~\<ol"~<i,~cllii!il~."v"';!f •. "~UO' ~f P~~~ ..•. 
mo~e;., Qft~~'ellte~edthr~nJgq;,tbe'40,Q~ :Jit,: ,W~4,~W~i' ' .. ' 
...'~\~' .. ···i,i. 

"~ 
', • .I;fI?r.J,;: .... , 

," 

," 
-~ ,. .... ~ . " .. -.... -.. ~.. ...... -.~.- ,., .. - .- .... - ...... - .... -.. 
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RESIDENTIAL BURGLARIES IN VICTORIA 

About 40.000 residential burglaries were.reported to 
V~ctoria POlice in 1982 (Victoria Police. 1983) and it can be 

calculated that 2.9% of private dwelH,ngs were known to ,be 
subject to bUrglary in that year (A.B.S •• 1981). 

, IJ 

Most buildings entered in these residential burglaries 
.,wer. permanent residences. i.e.; houses' or fla .. ts .btitafurther . 

~~.~ •• > 

6.2%, of these offences involved g~rages and sheds' and 1~4% iqVolved ' 0 ", holiday homes (Fig. 6). 

./1 

PREMISES 'NVOI..Ve:O 
IN 

RE:SIOE:NTIAL eURGLARIE:S. 

.*" IIftIDENT/IiI' 'HOTELS. M07EL" ",., •• 
NOLlDAf' HOllE". I' •• '" 

01'NEII •. ,.,., •• 

o 

.; :.:.:.. .... 

,t 

o 
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" Over 90% of permanent dwellings entered in residential D 

burglaries in Uelbourneinvolvedbre~king and entering of private 

houses. ' This' is 'a greater proportic¥ than these buildings contribute 

" to'dwelling$ in the metropolitan area (Tab1e9). 
.. --:;~' 

Table" 9. Type of Dwelling involved inMetropoli~an Residential 
\', 0 Burglaries' ;.:;, 0 

f} . 
. ( ~; a 

Resideiltial .BUrglarti!s Dwellings in Melbourne 

House 

,Flat 

,(N=5594*) 
o '. 

94.5 

5.S 

100.0 

* Includes only houses and flats. 
D 

** Calculated from 1980' f;igtJres 'and ciwellings 
, commenced in 1979,,:,,1980. 

(M.M. B. W •• 1981) 

, . .fN=90lS23**) 
..,-~- ~~,., 

• 0 

% 0 

75.9 

24.1' 

lOO.O 

o 

1,' 0', 
- • : ..., <.-' 

3~3.1.Placesof,Resj'dent;ia.l Burgla)!j:es 
. . , . - -

. --~~::.: 

",6°Thea;i$tribut~on . ~f:r~sig~n~~al. bUl~it~a]d.ei$·'!lf.i1~hi,n 
I.'} , ' ' ~. • 

me~ropofit~ ~rea ~as,q~lY s.Ught~r·~iffe~,n,1t.' ~iQ,Dt,tb.e :,t1is,tl~ib:Lit:;JDib 
• of'4well~g$ _(Ta.bl~·*()}::;". '" ';'X ;:';:,:, ' 
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Table 10. Places of Met.ropolitan Residential Burglaries 

Central City 

Westem Sector 

Northem Sector 

Eastem Sector 

Southem Sector 
c::, 

Residential Burglary 
Offences 

(N=3540) 

% 

19.8 

11.7 

20.7 

24.6 

23.2 

., 100.0 

o 

Proportion of 
" Households 0 

" 
(~,.M.B.W •• 1981) 

. (N=~13402) 

% 

12.1 

13.3 Co 

20.1 

26.8 

"27.7 

100.0 

Ga.rage and shed burglaries were impol1ant "in the.) Northern., 
, " ~ 
Eastem and Southem Sectors (Table 11) mile nearly half of 

1nlrglaries of residential hotels and motels., and two thirds of 

burglaries involving holiday homes occurred in rural Victoria. ' 

Holiday houses were also important'in the Southe~ Sector and hotel 
" 
~mot6i Qifences were frequent in ~ecity. 
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Table 11. Place of' PrC!:m~ses entered,o"in Residential Burglaries 
1/ L. 

Building entered 
< 

Houses. & 
flats 

G~les 
Schools 

& Residential 
Hotels7Moti"is 

Holid8}" 
Hcmes 

~ProP. Of 
Other Total 

Central 
City 

Western 
Sec~r" 

(N=3830) 

% 

11.1 

10.4., 

(N=26~ 

% 
,,\ 

o 3.8 

6.8 

(N=48) c.(N=61j ,(N=4'4) 

% '% 

35.4' " (I •• 
Ii 

4.5 16.6 

8,.3 4.5 10.0 

Northern 
Sector . 18.4 18.6 4.1 0 3•3° ." 11.8 

Eastern 
Sector 

Southem 
Sector 

Rural· 
'~Victoria 

2~.0 

19.5 

11.9' 

·Chi Square Test 
Highly Significant 

o. 

16.0 

25.1 

29'.1 
,~,,;:::::::;';:;;:'::~; 
. , 
" 

6.3 

4.2 
\\ 

Jj41.1" : c 
:P 

~ 
6.6 4.5 

23,.0 31.8 

65.6 54.5 

3.3.2. Time Discovered &. Period PJ:emi$e~ Va~.~ .. of Res.i.4ential 

o '. Biiiglarie~,: .'. '~'" c/~:'~:~~~'f; ". 

21.1 

20.0 

14.5 

. .:;. '.' "... \.", .. r\. '. . ," 
Neal,"~ytlll household1mr81a~ie$ e,we;re';. dis~v.~~c:l-int~e .' 

6' afternoon and even~ngC.(Tablelal inbui);d;mgs ~tch.~l1v~:.<beetiva.~nt:i 
. . ' , ' .'. ,. I ,'. . . _' . , _., '. _. ~" _ ' : - _. ,'Ci"' " _ _ ; 

be~ween :5 and 6 .h~urs:· .. o:r1·~d;" 12::~~url:l' ·'·(Tab~e: ~3l~' ,TJl$§e.f~,!~Qrs 

'i1'ldica.tedaylight ~g~~1"y a¢t~~~r. .. .. \ .. " 0' .. . . , '). . . ":~::;~,)~A 

\{) 
'0 

~.;)' 

o 
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I~?contrast nearly two thirds of holiday houses and one third 
\\ 

of garages ~d sheds had been unattended for over 24 hours and the time 
these offe~ces were discovered'lay within the normal times in Which 

they would be needed by their owners. Over 30% of unoccupied 

dwellings in Victoria at anyone time are holiday homes (A.B.S. ~1981). 

Table 12. 

Midnight 
to 4.00 a.m. 

4.01 a.m. 
to 8~00 a.m. 

8.01 a.m. 
to 12.00 p.m. 
12.01 p.m. 
to 4.00 p.m. 

4.01 p.m. 
to 8.00 p.m. 

8.01 p.m. 
to Midnight 

" 
Time of Discovery of Residential Burglaries 

i'~:~ ;, 

Houses Ii 
Flats 

(N=3550) 

% 

5.8 

11.6 

27.2 

29.9' 

, 21.5 

"-

'!lPe of Building 

Garages Ii Residential 
Sheds Hotels/Motels 

(N=244). . (N=44) 

% % 

2.8 18.8 

20.1 41. 7 

21.9 8.3 

14~6 22.9 

5.0 » 8.3 
.\\ 

Holiday 
Homes 

(N=55) 

% 

2.3 

38.6 

27.3 

22.7 

9.1 

" \". 

'" 

"" 

Other D 

(N.=43) 

% 

10.5' 

15.8 
~ 

36.8 

0,10.5 

10.5 

15.8 

, () 

() 

&I' 

oJ i 

.'1 , 

. ! 

'(J 
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Table 13. Period Premises 'Vacant in Residential 'Butglaries 

Less than 
1 h.our 

1 to 2 
hours 

.;?' . 

;5 to 6 
hours 

7 to 12 
hours 

,1'3 to 18 -
, ~hours 

19 to 24 
,hours 

,Over C
' 

24 ,-hours 

to. 

House &. 
Flats 

(N=3528) 

10.9 

5.0 

!' 30.7 

30.8 !, 

6.1 

2.7 
,D Q ~\ 

13.6 

Chf' Sq{iare Test, 
"\High~y Significant 

• ,. ~J 

Building 

,Gara.ges & 
She¢; 

(N=244) 

% 

9.2 

1.7 

15.5 

18.1 

9.7 

30.7 

o 

Residential 
Hotel/Motel 

(N=43) 

% 

'29.2 

.; 

" 
16.7 

6.3 

'-
12~5 ' 

3,.3.3. V"alpe of Property Stolen' in Resident~,al 

Holiday 
Homes 

IN=S5) 

%0 

17.0 

8 .• 5 

o 

~ .{. '/ 't!.; , . 

The va:l'ue of good# in residential burglaries sh'owed 
-~. .' ~ , . ,,', ().' ~~. ,~~ . 

di~tinct ('patterns ~l~h were~re1ated to odie type ofbuUdings 

'::i 

Other 

(N=,43)" 

% 

''-

10.50 

5.3 

26.3 

~'! 

, 7.9 

'13.2 

b : 
I> 

, -:' . 

Ab6ut 2()% of burglaries invol~ingh?use, f{at~ andholi'day: '" 

:, l? 

.' . " '. '. :'"(l;' - . "-, Q . ' . ' 

hom~s resul\ted in no oloss and in a furthel' 40% t,heproperty stC)l~tl 

from th~se ~r~miseswas,worth ~ver$500~OO (Table 14). ,'In,contrast; , 

over halfci the garages, sheds' and hotel and motel breakings ' 

resul ted in loss v~aued between $100 ;pO c md 1)$500 ~ OO'~-;' 
., . , , j'~ .' 

o 

(J ' 

Value of Property Stolen in Res'identia1 Burglaries. 

Value of 
Goods Stolen 

Ni,l ., 
$l~$lOO 

$10i-$500 

$SOl,~$1000' 

$1001-$50QO , 

Over $5000 " 

HOuS'es & 
Flats 

(N=3362) " 

" 22.5 

20.4 

22.1 

.i4.6 

17 .. 9 
2.5 

C\ 

ChiSquate Test... Q 

,c' "Highly St~i£icant 

0' ~, 

Discu'ssion 

~ .. 

Type of Buflding 

Garages & Residential 
Sheds ' Hotel/Motel 

(N=231) (N=42) 

\) '%'1 
5;4 

1;';. 

24~7 

51.0," 

" 

9.3 

8.9 

0.8 

'0. 

,10.4 

,20.8" 

52.1 

10.4 

2.1 

,,4.2 
() 

....... " 

Holiday 
Homes 

(N=52) 

% 

19.6 
!" 

19.6 

21.4 

7.1 
, 32.1 

, Other 

(N=40) 

% 
{j 

11.4 

29.5 

45.5 

9.1 
',' 

4.5 

In sunr y ,houses seem more attract;.ve to burglars than 

flats-and ~he C~nt~al ,City is more prone to reSidential burglaXy 

'~hanthe"n:umber of ~dw~llfngs ~arrants~ Bre~ini and entering of '.' 
, '" in the eentral~,cityand in Rural

o 
' 

'" 

risk'in,the,Southern Sector . " . '. ,'. .' .' . -

{t,. (7 

-, 

.j 

I; 

,\J 
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The' value of goods stohn in resiciential burglaries' aga1n 
reflects those transportable items available toile stolen. QGarages 

and sheds and hoteliand motel rooms we:re more likely to provide 
o . . . ,:1 , ' • • • 

ite~s in the $101 to .$500 range while .20% of offences involving 

houses andhciliday. houses involved no loss and a further 40% involved 
property valued at over $500.00. .: 

.' , 

" . 

~: 

.. /),' 
3.4. 

,:;-,' 
, '. -' .' '. .' 

Non.:.:residential·;tu~giariescolllpris~d' 40.9% o'fburglaries 

which OCcur in Victoria; they,contfibu,ted toagreaterp~oportion 
of, b~rglaries that took place iIi 'rUl'al Victo:riathan'.those ,report~d 
inmetropoli tan Melbourne." ,In gener~i, non,..resi'dentiaiburglarie~ " 

- ", /" " "'" ' . -, '.' '.. . 
occurred in premises 'wh~~ had been vaca.ntove:rnightoToll t~e .' 

weekend. In nearly one quarter o£.thesebreakingsno property was 
. . , . . . , 

stolen ~ Entry was gained, through the door or win~ow iJl6~% cof . 

non-residential burglary .cases but through the roof or 'waU in a, 
further 12% of these offenc~s. 

. In "this sectionc.of the. repol'tnon-residential burglaries 

will be described in detail witnparticular reference~o th~types' . 
"of buU4ing."involved and the characteristics of.offe~ces·which· .~. 
occurred ~here, . 

3.4.1. 
. " ! 

, in Non'-Residential Burglaries 

38 

~}!) 

. ,,' 

" 

--.-.-~~ .... * - ._..... _ ;~'v4:~~~~~~~ff-:I!t'.~~~~2-~~~~~':lif@:;:bliJgJCb~kL,:,~'£:~.~.~~:.~ 
.. , .: ~. ~. " -.~~~:;:~-;.~ .. #~ •• :~ :--'~.:Y.~~, ~ 

.) , 

o 

F'RCMISe:S ··INVOL.Ve:o '.' 
IN' .' 

NON-RE:$IO&:NTIAL. eURGL..ARIES. 
'. ,~, r. 

* .ANIt.tI., a/.. <" 
SERVICE STATION. I· 4 "I." 

\ 
'\ 

STORE. WAREHOUSE.Z'/.'.;' 
OTHEII. z~z.,o. 

" . 

. , 
. .... ., v 

Theitypes" of bui1din~~ ~~tered differed in. different parts 
}i;oftheState (TablelS) •. RUral'\non-residential bUrglaries were'. 

/~'~unlikely ctoinvolve offj,ce~s,and \factories while more non-residential . 
.,. . "'. ,';', , . :-... "::::.) -P" =:: <'.' . • .. 

',., b\.lrglaries. in'. the ·SoUthem .-Secto~,.~nvOlved 'shops;; Thel)uildings' 

involved in. Central c:ity ·.b~gl~i~~ '. ~e£lec~edthe • premises 'i~ 'that 

a~~~With,·a:~igh inci~~nce of.o£:fi~eg;,··:government,;-and:.othrr 'PUbl1,C .' 

, bui1din~s &1ld. OtherC_el"eial. bll'i.i,flirtgsC~~ar~dwith:a\6'~lnCideni:e' .. 
'of, $ChOOl$~~4 re.cr~~!io~~~.~~f~:~~~\,~· ··,~~qpi· 9r~~J<;i~,s' :we~~'j;~ost' " 
"r.ev.alent In, tbeWest~rn~;S~c{tP~~ "<1', 

" .-> . . .' , ," ·~·:;r'.' . 

! 
i . 
! 
I 
l. 
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Table 15. Places 'of prtndses Entered in Non-Residential 

@ ,0 

Building Entered 

,6'C!=lntral 
'City 

Banks 

,Factory 

,Office 

SerVice Station 

,Shop 

Stores and 
, Warehouses 

..; ~ " 

Other Commercial 

BUilding under 
Construction 

bGovernment. Public 
Mtmicipal 
Buildings 

Re~reational 
Premis~s.Scout 
Hall & Sports 
Ground 

Schools and 
Other Educational 
Buildings 

Other 

Proportion of 
·,Total 

Chi Square Test
Highly Signi£icant 

(N=530) 

0.3 

7.7 

19.5' 

1.4 

26194 

2.2, 

16.0, 

4.7 

2.5, 

S.S 

2.S 

18.0 

Western 
Sector 

(N=31St 
% 

1.2 

22.9 

:} 

,5.2 

10.6 

1S.6 

0.6 

10.6· 

Place 

'Northern ' Eastern 
Sector Sector 

,'" 
(N=35S) (N=:4$5l 

% 9.: ,11 

-
0 

11.3 

17.0 

~ 
, 5.4" 

,22.7 .,2$.0 

2.,2 

12.2 

4.4 

7.4 I.? 
f:) 

" 

.,:,' 

0 

6.3 \"; 4.3 
_.It _ 

C\'."'" 

~4.8 ~6.\8", 
: • ,1\ ' 

',:' 1.3 " 1..7. do' 

o 

, . 
'. 

~r. 

' Southern 
Sector 

04=684) 

S.S ,2,.2 

16~·9· S,.3 ' 

1.3 L~ 
29.5 24.6 

0 

0 

~1.S 2.0 

12.1 17.1 

-,,,", 3.B 4.3 ' 
0 

,0 
r:~r I; , 

2.8 6.1 

:0:1'--

7.S' 14.2 

,-
U.4 15.7 

" 

2.0 2.9 

I 

IDI U 

, 
~ 

o 

3.4.2. Time of Discovery & Period Premises Vacant in Non";Residential 
' Burglaries 

In general t~e times reported for discovery of 

,1 n()n~residential burglaries reflect the n~ture of the premises,' 

" inVOlved and the activities of security guards and devices (Tab"le 16)... 

,About three quarters of off~cei Service station~ store and 
warehouses and government or muniCipal buildings burglaries were 

discovered ;in the time periods 4.00"a.m~ to S.-Op a.m. and 8.00 a.m. 

to noon, wlrl,ch inCludes the ~imes when their OCCupants usually start 

work~ In contrast, all bank burglaries and 'many shop bur~laries 
were discoy,ered before work hours for those premises ° and ~his can 

be explained by their special security arrangements. Nearly half 

ofl~mash_ grab robberi~ invol ving ~hops OCCurred in premis~s ' 

, , vacant, less than 1 hour and' ,46% occurred betwee~mid-night and 4 a~m. 
o , 

,Table 16: ' Time' of Discoverr of Non-Residential Burglaries. 

~; 

!Ype of BUll ding 

',C)' 

'Bank 'Fa~tory ~Office 
~ .-- ,.-,' 

(N~~O) " (N=219) 
% 

'$erVice 
"Station, Shop 

; " (N=50),~ (N=~69) 
'., ",%,' ',' '%, ' 

,Q 

(N=5St 

% 

;j 
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The times burglaries in different ctypesof buildings '. 
Q , 

were discovered can be interpreted in terms ~f the periodsth~y 

were vacant ,(Table 17) • Burglaries \\bich were more often discovered 
~ {. ~ 

during night time hours~ that is in banks and shops~ were more 

.likely to have been vacant only a short time if at aU. 'On the 
. 0 f? 0 

,~ther hand. about one half of service station, burglaries occUrred 

in premises vacant bet~en7and 12 hours while one third of offences 
• < , • () • 

involving factories~ offices~ stores and warehouses. construction 0 

sites and government buildings occurred 'in premises "vacant 13' ~o 0 

. ,', 0 .' 

1~'hours. This information is consistent with "the burglaries 

oc;~rring overnight and being °discovered . in the morning. '('Burglaries 

o1r-~choolsandconStruction si te~ were 'more likely to occur i~' 
T (') a . 

premises 'vacant over 24 hours. that is over the weekend orextend~d . 
" holiday breaks. 

Table 16. 

Other 
" COJilmercial 

o(N=405)~ 

·6.5 

'37.9 

33.2 

7.9 

10.3 
, ~'"\ .' 

Continued 

COnstruction" 
Sites' 

(N=139) 

% 

43.8 

15.1 

24.5 .= 

10.8 

5.8 

Type of ,Building 

Government 
. BUildings 

(N=130) 

21..02 

·10.6 

S.3 

-', (\ 

22 .. 8 

31.'5 

·20.6 

, :,~,.,. 

. Sello'oiS ... : Other 
(N=366J .", '(N=104) 

%Q %, 

1.7
0

,' 

39.4 15.3 

28.1, 

11.3 

.... 
-}. -! , ~I ~ 
:~~ , 

. ":1 
. :;;~ 

\L15 

" 

~I 
'#-

'~I 

'~"I 
, 

Jlo 
":"1 

~I 
1'1 

100.0 100.0, 
'.:;Y'j. " .';,'~ , f t 1QO.0: "':' lOO~O 

, .. 

',. 

co . ", , 
'Table 1.7. Period Premises Vac~ri.t~:'in Non-Residential Burglaries 

. Bank.···· _.' 
(,? . (N=S). 

.:, % 

Less than 
1 hour 60.0 

~ to 2 ':" 
·ho~s. 

3 to 6 
hours 

7 to 12 
hours 

'13 to 18 . 
hours 

~9 to 24 
hours 

Over 24 
hours 

..~ .. 
20-,0"" 

20.0 
100;0· . 

" ':;ZJ 

Chi Sq1Jal'e Test-
Hi~hly SigJiif~cant. 

Q 

Factory 

(N~217) 

% 

15.9 

loS 

4.4 

15.5 . 

32.S 

4.4 

25 __ .4 
IP,O.O 

i' 

TYpe of Building 
\~~. 

. ~ 

,Servi ce '~ :" 
Station. Shoe. 

(N~49) (N=663) 

f) 3.6 

57.1 

14.3 

7.1 
100.0 

% 

lS.1 

2.7 J) 

24.6 

13.2 
100.0 

Store;and 
Warehouse 

(N=SS) 
Q' 
'is 

1. 7Q 

o t;. 

34.0 

'20.3 

23.7 ~ ---',100.0 (l 
--....... 1.:::1 

3.4" 3 •. Value o£ Property' Stolen .1nNon~Res.idential 
\). 

o 

Other 
Commercial 

(N~401) 
o 

3.2 

9.5 

,,17.9 

30.2 

7.9 

20.2 Q 

100~0 ' 

Q 

". .·Property st.,l.an ':.from cQnunercial premises was twice.as \. ~ 
{) likely to be v~~ue4 oveJ;'$100()t~the propetty stolen fl'Om 

. , . . ..' . f.> ~. .". 
non -commerc1al premises ('.rilbl.e .18) ~ 

: 0' '. ".' . 

Chi 'Sq\la,1'e Test .:.. ". J 
t ,. 

~ghly Sign':~icant ~~=~~~~~.,--" •. =,_~:-.....="._= .... --,--,--~~---,--..:.=---,---=-~~~-,--,,-,-_--,,--_--=---=-_~,:..':. .. _. ",-~,_---,:",_---,:",---,:",~_< __________ _ 
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Table 

Construction 
Sites 

(N=1381 
% 

-' 
(r.: 

4.,7 

11.0 .... ' 

44·9 ,. 
T.: 

0, 

Government· 
, 'Buildings ..... 

(N=12.9},'· 

t. 

16.1 

6'~7" 
'() 

'lbc:22.,.1 

2L7 .20.9 

7.7 

, R'~:"~ . 
100.0' 100.0 

~2.1 

10ti.O~ 

o 

o . . ," 

Chi" Square .Te~~" .. , 
HighIY.Si~fic~t 

/'- , 

,,' 

~ '.' 

f» .," 'Within tbe non~cpmm.er~j;al,p.Te~$~$,~~\l,P!'~~9n~t~Q't"QiJ';s,\l/C;~$,~ 
were mor~ open, to offences' inVO:lv~l)g gQ~ctS vtilueij: at o~er:,:$~oP'~()J)," .'" 
while. ·in 'o~~. hai£~f1>urglari~s ,.~f's~O~~~.{~f,i;'~~9;t'~~~tR,n~·<::" . 
builciings~ prbpertYval~ed Uncier$lbo.oO:,~~$~~~:,,~: .' 
'. • c • • • -: ; _.' .:.' ~~' • '. " •• '" 'V ';\ '::, ,:: '. : ' 
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. . ...•. ....• . ,\, 

$501 to . $foo:O}':~~'> ······9;8 ... 
".' ' .. ' . '.' ..... '0 .~~,,~,,;. . 

. ' $1001 to.$SQoq' '~;~:,~ ·l()~ii 

,.$S()O() ". :; 1 ~1 

from Commercial and 
Burglaries 

Non-Commercial Premises 

(N=1019) 

& 

21.0 
,""-:-< 

31.0 

21.1 

8.8 

S~l 

0.4 

100.0 
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prope~y stolen in. shop burglaries reported, to polic.e in the current 

,survey was $574.99 (:!: $50.06 S.E.)') but t,he ,inconsistency in these 
() ,,' ',.',' 

two figures may reflect the inclusion of burglaries in which nothing 

was stolen in the calculations., Under-reporting to ,police is 

normaIl,yassociatedwith le~ser value, offenqes (Bui!iliuise~,_~.l~78) 
, ~ .......... ~~~,.-",:" 

and this factor leaci,s;to the conclusion ~that themean,::y'i!ue. of'~'~:\;, . ". . .'. ",. ii 

property taken in all shop burglari'es"ls~ in fact, less than ff' 
. . .i~ 

$574'.00. ')i 
wir 

"\\~~" 
.~'\;~\ Another importanttyp~-'ofpr~mises btt~glal"isea was \: . '"r;. ," . ," ",' 

offices. Office burglary was also particularly>as$ociateiiwj,th, 

night'time'offences b1.lt in nearly 70%of;c~$esnQ1:~ing~~aStake~' 
Or stolen goods were ,valued' at l~ss tha,n, $100.00." '., ' 

Schools, ac:countedfor ,13%,' pf:~1l#gi~rie,-2i:'rep9rt~4 tQ ? ;.,' , 

police. OJie t:hircl ~f' tbe~e, offences', OCl;un-e~, 'i~/~pj:&~l~~~s,.~¢~t. 
': . .: " '. -. ,_.,' . .... .. ,-. \' . ,:' :::.,:" ,',' .>":, "~':'" ::, ' .. '.?.~:: '. :~.:" ".' :, .'.':<~ 

over 24 hours; ~}1,a.t is over weekelidSor"s¢~~'q~,lt'Q~i~a*;~:~,N~~#l}f 
,', .0, .'.-.... _ -" . "'," "', : ". ,:""'-;.":;::-";':',-';;' " """f ",.';;.:".-,".". ·.:,-:t,:' ';:'~';:" 

,three ',quarters involved,' $tealinltofpr~p~l:ty v~~;U:~ci,un4e~::~Oo.'~;9Q;; 
'"" ::' .. :.,,' 

'or nothing. 
, . - -:. ,-" . ,~', 

, ,fl 
,j/ 

:. ~i 

'. " . ' ',' , '" -:, ': ,~', : ,,-:;.,: ,f .... .., ... ',',: " ~.- ~.. -', ". " 

Perhaps the mostinteresting,,'if't:i(~ l~~1;"f¢~qq.~J\1!:" , ", 
. . " ,- .," ,,' '.,.: .. ~ .,~":,:~',. '.J"~,; ~~".'~ 1 ... ,~ ~~: . .:."~\ ,: "':;-::"-:':..-.~" 

" non-~si4Emtialburglaryoffeiices' inVpIV,f#.cl:JjaDk$i~~:,:i~$~fj91'£@c~S:;:,:>,: , ~==. ~li:S~~~~:;~l~~~,~J~~~I~'~~~;' 
during tlle'nigb1; t~e, :ho~~:,ji'~t:,occllP~e4 :p~~UJ:i"~e~. ~'4:')r ~,~",~~4i~:11.J:, ~' ':" 
nothiilg stolen::' These C~c1;etistics:p~int' ~\f.!~e;~ii~#jl~~~'b~:':~:::::, ;,', 

~!~1-:[' 
: survey Period. involVed:. S1;e~~~Jl,~,,:o,£·II1Q#~~,t'h.an..~,;flQ:~:(;:(),Q~qQ~>~~~~!~\ .;: .. ; ''-'' ',' 

.~: J 

, The ,arrest rate.f~ al1?ba:nk"l1l1l~gJi!W~:,Ei$:'~~;"il).~~~~~Y?,;,i 
' ,,' - , ' . ." :," ,-

zero 'ancl t~i.s #"refl;~¢t1:he ,s(llpl1;i.$,t~l'C,at~~n:rQj~!';Ji!lttj~l 
attempt, the, ,big:~~~;" 
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4.0;, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

After'theft, burglary is the crime, most freQ\1elltly 

reported to police in Victoria (Victoria Police 1982a) .. Burglary 

therefore ,remains all offence which has a strong influence on 

p~blic perception of police professionalism and cp~etence. It 

"is also the offence to which people appear to ~ons~der themselves 

, most at . risk (Van Dijk, 1978). It .can be calculateqthat reported 

burglalo/:':;·inVic'toria. r~suited in .loss of $42 million in property 

and illvolyed 3.6%of'metropolitanhome$ and l.4% of';rural homes 

" in. 1982 (A. B.S., 1981) • ' 

..• "'3-·', " 
There. is ~~~~derable evidencethat'crimes against t~e 

. ~:' '& ':';'. _ ",oi':, _)" "" 

person.arelessllkely.to be reportecl'-::to police than, property,' 
.' . 11. 

offenceS'S~h:~burglary(e.g. Van Dijk'and Steinmetz, 1980) 
. . . . , -

·but',j ~ngp~~perty offences,onlya~otind 60%. to 8'0% of offences 

result in 'p.ol~C'e· ~~ports (BuiId&isen, 1975; A. B.S., 1979; Challinger; 

1.982) • 

'Tltl$iJn~anstfultstudies ()frepo~edburglaries such as 
:_. "'! 1 ,. _«' _" " _ - 'r-.- • 

'·~be".c 'wn~e~~t;tJ:ro':iec·:t,'l%l.stbe:in~erprete4.ca,refullY. Report~gof 
{4$t§l~~'~~ji~e'jt~tiActJo tb~ vic*inIS ;~oJlfidence intbe police 

c,,"nlLe .t._ ,·,;~t~j!Q;~t·~~L~~t;ljite.r.~tesco\ild .' thetef'o~e . 
..c'''' .',";' • ".:. .. . ',_ .' "c-

~p~ipnt':;b~~,"pl~l;~ge,·~~~~~c:.tj,,'l~~J!,!~$'$ .• 00~1l~t~a ' 
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A survey of victiJl!.s is urgently needed to establish 

the real cost of burglary to the c~ity and to l.identifY factors 

which predispose people to not reporting illegal entry of their 
.' '. (! . 
prem1ses to the police. 

The solution rate for burglary is iow an\0it ha~'t .' 

~~tinuedto declin~ over the la!h four years. (e.g .\Victoria 

Police,. 1982b) (Fig •. 8) . Many experienced policema~i and 

criminologists have expressed virtual powerlessness to anything 
." .0 

about .th~$, taking into account traditional police methods@j 

available reSourceS (Greenbe~g et al g 1973; Waller & Okihiro, 1978; 

MagUire, 1982). 
. . 
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To quote Sir Robert Mark (1978): 

"The simple truth is that crimes against pr~perty are 

now so numerous that. bothO poJlce and courts are of little relevance 

. for thepoirIt of view of th~e victim and the insurer.... I am 

suggesting quite bluntly that for the, first time in this century'"!, . 

the belief thattne State can, or even wishes to, protect people 

Gffectivelyfromburglary, bre8kingoffences and theft should be 

abandoned I at least in the great cities, where inadequate numbers 

ofpolfce have other and more demanding priorities". 

)i' 
This "being' so, strategies directed toward prevention of () 

burglary need to be given precedence,both within th"epoliceforce 
(j , 

and within the ·community it serves. 

~" Burglary in Victoria is more likely to occur in ,the ' , 
""" Central City ar~a and less likely to occur in Rural Victoria 

than the popul.atl.on distribution would lead. us to expect.. This 

report consistently.shows that factors associate4;;~itn;'~:;"~:;,,, 
opportunity ~,;e the. most i$portant influence in cOinmissionof 

these crimes • Opportunity is associated with:-. 

, Pt"eriJiSces yacantover twoho~rs .•. 

'Offences dis~overed at t~es usually 

:::~~:~:: "i::.:,~~tulil after e~tended i)' D,. 
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Buildings which. are more likely to be ,subject to ' . .~' 

sophisticated: security arrangements.; such as banks and some 

shops~ have burglaries discovered tnoJeoften in the .middleof 

the night. 'Burglaries of other buhdlngs~.such as dwellings ~ 
~overnmen.tPuildings and const~ction si tes which are not usually; 

'protected by alarm or security systems were more likely t~'be ' 

found when work began for "the .day Or when residents returned 
home in the eveni~g. 

" Burglars clea.rly take advantage ofobv1ously empty 

buildings., It ,is of course impossible to say how many potential 

offEmd~rshave been deterred by security alarms and. ,other devices 

but American studies hi\f'e shown that about 20% of .non-residential' 

burglaries o~_~ur in premises Wi thactive alarm and/o.rsecurity 

inspection (I~o~\~ 1977). 'It seems secur~ty arrangements pr~bably 
reduce the frequency of p;operty loss even If they have little 

J r-- "; prov:~n effect on ,the likelihood of a burglary taking'place. 

~>: 

Fu;ih;r, burglary of dwell ings" vacated during the day 

may be reduced through the operation .of local co~perative 

surveillance networksstlch as the effective" Neighbourhood Wat;ch 
~ , Programmewhi~h have been shown to be effective in Detroit and 

Manitoba (Humphrey, 1981; Smith~ 1~83). 

.~ ::;:::;.:;:~~::':,:,"~;-.' _,l" ?~-:.~ 

It is therefore recommended· that the PtlBl1:,?be 

encoura,ged to' co-oper:te inreducihg ~heperiod" oftimew~ich 
buildings remain .obviously.unprotected by providing' for security 

inspections ~ alarm systems or' improved neighbolirhood surveill.ance ~ 

The 0 a:vaila,bilityofdispo~'ableand()transporta:ble property 0 

~ ..'~ 0 

seemsOto be the othel' relevant factor whichdiffeFentia~es,between 
whe~h~r' a bur~lary resUlts "in ~roperty losso.r not~ Jeweller/ 0 Q 

and t~levisjo~ sets <"follow money as the most') freq\1ently stolen' ...... 
' D, . 

items. 

~~-~ '''''<~~':-~-.-'"'''''' .J---. ..-.. -....... .....-....... so 

;0"" 't.~~. 

These sorts of items will nearly always be available 

to the burglar but their usefullness to him depends on their 

·value: if he cannot dispose of his gccds he has nothing to gain 
from his behaviour. . (\ 

Property owners'could take the initiative by individually 

marking and registering items which may b~ attractive tc the 

burglar. This'~ould enabie "identificati(:m of stolen property 

and would improve the lik~,lihood .of successful prosecuticn .of 

offenders and receivers., It cculd also act as a deterrent to 
the potential offender. >0 

() 

Further, pOlice operations directed toward removing 

the "Fence;' .from the burglary chain (Scarr, 1973) appear to 

have great potenti~l in reducing the average value of go cds stolen 
by professional burglars. 

burcg1a;ry 
J'-: 

In~Vi~i~I~, operati~ns di~ected at thi~ p~r~ of ;he . 
cltun l.nvol vegood l.n~lelIJ.gence", about l.ndl. vl.dual recel. Vers 

and th~organised criminal community tcgether with effective 
-:1 

poiiceand prosecution responsestg t,h~s information. Specialist 

groups such as Operation "Sting" in Washington and Operation 
00 ,.". . .. ,,, 

"Fence" in New York are working ~xamples of this sort pf activity 
~ ~L' 

(Henderspn, 1979). 
Co _. 

() 

It is therefcre recOmDlendedthat police activities 

c,~ directed's ecifically at breaking the distribution network v for /J 

stolen goods be "given high Rriority. " '" 

\) , 

o 

o 

~I 

) j 

o 



- ., 

., 

~"''''-'''''''.:$~:::'J.~-:':!;,~~~~~~~",--.. ~~ __ 

'.' 

.1:\ 
REFERENCES 

Aus{~'alian Bureau of Statistics, 197.7-

Estimated Population in Local, Government ," 

Areas and Statistical" Divisions at 30th June, 1976, 
Reference No. 16 Canberra. " 

Australian Bureau of Statistics, 

General Social Survey: Crime 
c· 

1979 

Victims, 

Catalogue No. Canberra 

Austl"alian Bureau ~f Statistics, 1981 

Census of Population and Housing • 

.0 

Sil.es, D 1 1982. 
, 

The She 'of the Crime Problem in Australia (2nd Edition) 

Australian Institute" of .Griminology .• 
r,) 

'" (). 
Braybrook, R. " 

0.0 

l'lelsh, M. et aI, 198'1 , 

Burg1.ary in Vigtoria, Vietori:aPolice, Internal Document 
-() - . 

Broadhurst, R. & I_ndermauer., D. 1982 

C~ime Seriousness Ratings 
~ 

The Relationship of Information 
Attitudes in l'lestem Australia • 

Accuracy and G~neral 
tiC!. C 

.Australian & New Zealand J. Criminology 15:219 -234 

(\ 

Buikhuisen, W;' 1975 

~egisteredand Non Regis,~ered Crime 

.MiJi~iry oJ Jus~~ce, the Hague, Nethlerland$. 

() 

Ch2-11inger, D. 1972 

Retaile.rs as Victims 6fCrimes 
=" 

Retail Traders' Assoeiaticm of Vjc~oria, M~lboQrne • 

. . 0 

o· 

I."~.··: -wI ~-

,~.~"".;,:' ~.' -

'.,. ", ' 

·.1 

.d 
- I 

o 

Il 
I,· 

'''~', ' 

." 

o 

o 

() 



.': 

(" 

. () 

Chimbos,P. 1973 

A Study of ~l'eaking and Entering Offenc~s in a. Northern City, 
. Ontario. . 

CanadianJ~ Criminology and Corrections 15: 316 ~ 

Clarke. S.ar1972 

, Burglary' and Larcenyip Charlotte - Mecklenburg: 
'A Description Based on Police Data. 
The Mecklenburg Criminal Justice Planning Council . 

• 1 

CocK'e,. S. B. 1969 

'Reformation of Burglary 

, Criminology ii:, 206 - 231 

Gallup Po~.l, 1982 

,,0 9i~:~_ ~~~ Constabulary Gazet~.=., XLX:' 28 ;. 29 

325. 

Greenberg', BjElliot, C.V.; Kroft, L.P. & Proctor, H.S. 1977 

'" 
Felony ~nvestigationoDecisionModel. « 

u.s.· Department of '~l1stice, l'lashJ,ngton 

Hondeleg, N.J. 1976 

An Analysis of Victimisation Survey Resul,ts from the Eight 
Impact Citie~,.,,-:::. ' 0 

U.S. ~;Df~~rt~~'nr of Law and Jus~ice; Law ,Enforcement 
,- ,.'-'.AssiStanCeAdJninistr~rion, Washington. 

. I' '"'I_ 

Henderson,G. ~1979 

New Trend$" an~'J1evelopments inCrimi,nal Investigation. Q 

, ·,'Q1U].'~?i}i;ifF~llOWShiP R~port. ' 
it ' 'C ", 

It, 
" " " .i::>,. "leg 

fI~n.~ey,-l~L., /1981 
," " ". .,' ", .' {.L " 

NeigbbourlJ#od Watch -Det~oit,.~odel. iDepartmentof Police, 
'Mi,ch~gall. ,II ""', 0, ., 

\;>"5>' "r. 

0'" 

, ''1.0 . 1\, 

S3 

.::\, 

, ,~~' 



I " 

.~ 
~:fl' 

::~ ~ I .. , 
i'r. .. 

;~ I 
~ 

., 
" 

)1 
)1 
,.1 

• 1 

I I 
,I 

" 

" JI' 
I, 

" 
II 

<ti 

0 

I, 
Q 

,1: 
~ . i 

" 
" I. 

"; 0 
;~; I-

I 
,I 
~ 

/1 
/ 

c 

',1' 

Junger Tas, J. 1978 
Some Issues and Problems" in Cross Cultural Research 
in 'Criminology. 

Research and Documentation Centre of the 
Ministry of Justi'Ce, The NetherlandS. 

Maguire, M. ,1982 
Burglary in a Dwelling 

~ub. Heinmann Educational Press, Cambridge • 

Mark, R. 1978 
A.G.B. Conference Services 'Seminar for Security Experts 

~ited by Maguire (1982). 

Melbourne Metropolitan Board of Works, 1981 
(?>-j) 

Comparative Local Statistics 
11 

Melbo~e Statistical Division. 

Nie, N.H:; Hull,'e,.H~; Jenkins, J.G.; Steinbrenner, P.~.:& 
, " Bent, D.H.; 1975 " 

Statistical Package for soci~ Services 
i\ \,.~~ 

pub. McGraw Hill, New York\ 
l~ 

"Pope, C.E. 1977 

Burglary Incidents 

U.S. Department of ,Justice Analytic Report 10. 
o ' 

Repetto, T. 1974 

Residential Crime 
i, 

-, 
" ' Cambridge, Massachusetts'~, 

1\ 

Sc~rr. H.A. 1973 '::1' 

Patterns 'of Burglary 

< U.S. D,epartment ,!~TI Justic~.was~Htgto~. 

ly 

; Ii 

o 

o 

" 



°Spdth. D.J. 1983 
'\~ 

Police/Community Involvement and Crime Prevention. 
A Report to the Australian Police Commissioners 
(in preparation). 

Sparks. R.F.; Genn. H. & Dodd. D. 1977 

Surveying Victims. 
pub. Wiley. London. 

U.S.A. F.B.I. 1971 

Uniform Crime r.eports for the United States. 
Washington D.C. ";., 

V~, Dijk. J.J.M. 1978 

The Extent of Public Information and the Nature of 
'Public Attitudes Towards Crime. ' 

Ministry of Justice. Netherlands. 

() 

Van Dijk.· J.J.M. 1978 
" c 

Public Attitudes Towards Crime in the Netherlands. 
Victimology 3. 

Van Dijk. J.J.M. 1979 

~finistry of Justice. Netherlands. 

Q 

Van Dijk, J.J .M •. & Steinmetz, C~H.D. 1980 
ri· Q 

The R;,D.:C. Victim Surveys, 1974 - 1979 

Mi,nist.ry of- Justice, Netherlands: 

o 

-Van Dijk,.J~.t.'M. ,1.98.1 
1; , ,. 

~~~~AA>on~~JicAtt~~es: To~;¢~e',.¥9t~~~Y 
..• ~~ .. ' . . ' ... ', . • . '."', \L' '.' .' ,:>,~,:: ,:' I' . 

f'·\ 



.. ~ 

·~··'I" t'.,. 

I 
.1 
I 

';11 

". ' 

tI ''& 
.~ ,'j 

" 

:1 I 

11 . <'c, 

o 

Victoria police "1982a 

1981 Annual Report. 

Victoria Police 1982b 

Annual Review of Crime, 1981. 

Victoria Police, 1983' 

Annual Review of Crime, 

Waller & Okihiro, N. 1978 

1982. 

U" 

Burglary: The Victi,and the Public 

University,?f Toronto Press, Toronto 

o 

o 

a 

0 

cr \ J 

(\ 

" 
l(l 

, . 
,li:r; 

• 

(\ 

r-

";'.' .. 

" 

L .. 

() 

~'.;: 

" 

.... ' . 

[ 
. 0 ' 

"., ';: 



· r 
i€ 

t: ~ 

'1 
:1 

Q 

1~\ 
!,~ 

0 

o ,~ 

c ,1 

Q 




