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ABSTRACT 

This thesis presents the findings from one of the most comprehensive research studies on 
residential burglary undertaken to date in Australia. One of the key strengths of the study 
is the use of different methods to examine various aspects of the burglary problem in 
Tasmania. The study involved interviews with 60 imprisoned burglars, 50 repeat burglary 
victims, ten insurance industry representatives and ten police officers. In addition, police 
data relating to the residential burglaries committed in Southern Tasmania over the three
year period from 2000-2002 were analysed, with a particular focus on six suburbs, three 
of which were public housing areas. 

The study makes an important empirical contribution to the existing research on burglary. 
The empirical findings relate to various aspects of the residential burglary problem in 
Tasmania, such as the different profile of burglary in public housing areas compared to 
other suburbs, the_nature and extent of repeat victimisation, the reasons why people make 
false reports to police, the nature and extent of insutance fraud and the main methods of 
disposal of stolen goods. The study also tests some of the theoretical assumptions about 
burglary, such as the importance ofthe drug-crime relationship, and the relevance of flag 
and boost accounts of repeat victimisation, and explores the extent to which burglars are 
rational decision-makers. 

The study provides a range of new insights into the burglary problem and confirms some 
of the findings from research conducted elsewhere. The analysis of the six suburbs 
reveals that both the burglary rate and the proportion of repeat burglaries are much higher 
in the three public housing areas. The high burglary rate in these areas is partly 
attributable to the large number of burglaries of vacant public housing dwellings, usually 
involving the theft of household items such as wood heaters, stoves and hot-water 
cylinders. Various research and policy implications emerge from the study, such as: the 
need to address police data quality issues; the need for greater clarification in defining 
what is meant by repeat burglary victimisation; the need to review public housing 
allocation policies and implement strategies to facilitate the development of social 
capital; the need to provide rehabilitative programs for offenders; the need for greater 
cooperation between the police and lhe insurance industry to enhance fraud prevention; 
and the potential benefit of focusing more attention on collecting forensic evidence at the 
burglary scene. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

This thesis presents the main findings from a comprehensive study of residential burglary 
and repeat burglary victimisation. The study was conducted in Tasmania, the small island 
State of Australia with a population of 477,094. Tasmania is separated from mainland 
Australia by a stretch of water known as Bass Strait, which averages 240km in width. 
The size ofthe State is 68, 102 square kilometres, or about 0.9% of the total area of 
Australia (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2004a). The capital city is Hobart, which is 
located in Southern Tasmania. 

My interest in the topic of this thesis arose from my employment with the Tasmanian 
Department of Police and Public Safety as a Research Officer in the Crime Prevention 
and Community Safety Council Secretariat. The Crime Prevention and Community 
Safety Council (CP & CSC) \Vas established in 1998 in response to the Tasmanian 
Criminal Justice Strategy 1996, which recommended a broadening of the traditional 
"cops, courts and corrections" approach to crime to include community-based action . The 
CP & CSC is chaired by the Commissioner of Police and consists of representatives from 
state government agencies, local government councils, the business sector and the 
community. In addition to the Police Depmiment, the Departments of Justice, Education, 
Health and Human Services and Premier and Cabinet are represented on the Council. 

At the time the CP & CSC \vas established, Tasmania' s burglary victimisation rate was 
above the national average, and burglary prevention quickly became one of the Council's 
main priorities. As figure 1.1 demonstrates, the burglary victimisation rate in Tasmania 
peaked in 1998, but then started to decline and has been below the national average since 
2000. 

Figure 1.1 Burglary victimisation rate in Tasmania 1995-2004 
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The traditional police response to burglary in Tasmania involved very limited emphasis 
on crime prevention, and burglary victims were reassured that they were unlikely to be 



burgled a second time. In February 1998, the Australian Institute of Criminology (AIC) 
published a report titled Repeat Victimisation in Australia (Mukherjee and Carcach, 
1998). The authors investigated the extent and relevance of repeat victimisation in 
Australia by analysing data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics' 1993 National 
Crime and Safety Survey (NCSS), and the 1991 Queensland Crime Victims Survey. The 
report contained the following influential paragraph: 

Based on the NCSS 1993, if, as a crime prevention measure, we wish to target randomly selected 
1000 unvictimised households, we may on average prevent 83 household crimes; but if we select 
1000 previously victimised households, we may be able to prevent 286 household crimes. 
(Mukherjee and Carcach, 1998: 37). 

I circulated a summary of the main findings from the AIC report to the CP & CSC 
members and four Police Commissioners. Further information on repeat victimisation 
was requested and, eventually, a decision was made to implement a pilot project to 
reduce repeat burglary victimisation in the Northern Police District. . 
The pilot project, known as Project Samaritan, commenced on 19 October 1998. The 
main aim of the project was to try and reduce the likelihood of repeat victimisation by 
providing support and crime prevention advice to residential burglary victims. The 
project was based on similar projects implemented elsewhere, including the Biting Back 
project in the United Kingdom (Anderson et al1995, 1997), and two burglary 
demonstration projects piloted in Queensland and South Australia with funding provided 
by the Australian Government's National Crime Prevention program (Henderson, 2002). 

The main elements of the Project Samaritan approach are as follows: 

a) police officers attending residential burglaries offer to conduct a basic security 
assessment ofthe burgled premises, provide a Resident's Information Kit 
containing information on burglary prevention and victim support, and offer a 
follow-up referral service to Neighbourhood Watch (NHW); 

b) where requested, NHW volunteers visit victims and provide support, additional 
crime prevention advice and assistance with property marking; and 

c) a follow-up letter is sent to victims warning them about the possibility of a 
repeat burglary, and encouraging them to address any security shortfalls. 

Project Samaritan was extended statewide in June 1999 and has now become part of 
standard service delivery for Tasmania Police. Since the introduction of Project 
Samaritan, the number and proportion of repeat burglaries has declined. Customer 
satisfaction surveys conducted on a limited basis reveal that most of the burglary victims 
surveyed have implemented new security measures since being burgled (Goodwin, 2002). 

The development and implementation of Project Samaritan was one of my main areas of 
responsibility and it was my involvement in the project which sparked my interest in the 
topic of this thesis. My work required me to familiarise myselfwith the existing research 
on burglary and I was keen to explore some ofthe key issues in more depth. 

2 



1.2 DEFINING BURGLARY AND ASSOCIATED CRIMES 

Although the main focus of this thesis is the crime of burglary, the stolen property market 
is also examined, so it is important to identify the relevant legislative provisions relating 
to the theft and the disposal of stolen property as well as burglary. 

Tasmania is one of three States in Australia which have enacted criminal codes. These 
codes are not the only source of criminal law in the State, but they do profess to provide 
exhaustive coverage of the law relating to the matters contained within them (Blackwood 
and Warner, 1997). 

The Tasmanian Criminal Code is found in the first schedule of the Criminal Code Act 
1924 (Tas). The Code deals with almost all indictable offences, but does not include 
summary offences which are contained in a variety of other Acts, such as the Police 
Offences Act 1935 (Tas) (Blackwood and Warner, 1997). Indictable offences are heard by 
the Supreme Court, with issues of fact decided by a jury. Summary offences are heard in 
the Magistrates Courts, with issues of fact decided by a magistrate or justices. The 
Justices Act 1959 (Tas) provides that some indictable offences are triable summarily 
under certain circumstances. 

Except for murder and treason, the Code provides for a maximum penalty of 21 years 
imprisonment for all indictable offences, and leaves the determination of the actual 
sentence in each case to the discretion of the judge. Pursuant to section 72 of the Justices 
Act 1959 (Tas), burglary with the intent to steal is triable summarily at the option of the 
defendant, provided that the value of the property allegedly stolen does not exceed 
$20,000. Where burglary is tried summarily, section 13 of the Sentencing Act 1997 (Tas) 
provides that the maximum prison term imposable is 12 months for a first offence, or 
5years for a second or subsequent offence. 

Burglary 

Burglary is defined in section 244 of the Criminal Code in the following terms: 

Any person who enters any place to which this chapter applies as a trespasser, or by means of any 
threat, artifice or collusion, with intent to commit a crime therein, is guilty of a crime called 
burglary. 

Charge: Burglary. 

Section 244 is preceded by an interpretation section which defines what is meant by "any 
place". Any building or conveyance is a place to which the chapter applies [section 
243(2)]. Buildings in the course of construction or partly demolished are included, as are 
motor vehicles, boats and aircraft. 

The other element that must be satisfied in the crime of burglary is the intention to 
commit a crime inside the place where entry was gained or attempted. Although the 
crime of burglary is usually associated with stealing, this is not always the case. An 
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offender may attempt to gain entry with the intention of committing another crime such 
as, for example, assault, rape or damage to property. 

A type of burglary which has attracted concern in the United Kingdom is distraction 
burglary. Elderly people are often the victim of this sort ofburglary, where one or more 
offenders trick their way into the victim's home (Mawby, 2001a). Distraction burglary is 
also covered by section 244, as it provides that a person who enters a place by means of 
any artifice with the intention of committing a crime therein is guilty of burglary. 

Aggravated burglary 

Pursuant to section 245 of the Criminal Code, a person will be charged with aggravated 
burglary if: 

• the offender had with him or her any offensive weapon or instrument or any 
explosive substance; or 

• the place entered was being used, or was ordinarily used, for the purposes of 
human habitation; or 

• the offender used or offered violence to any person, deprived any person of 
his or her liberty or otherwise assaulted any person while committing the 
burglary or while in the process of leaving the place which was burgled. 

Related property offences 

Stealing is defined in section 226(1) of the Criminal Code as follows: 

226(1) A person who, without the consent of the owner thereof, dishonestly
(a) takes; or 
(b) being lawfully in the possession thereof, either as a servant or the owner or as a 

bailee or part owner thereof, converts to his own use or to the use of any person 
than the owner-

anything capable of being stolen, with intent to permanently deprive the owner thereof, steals such 
a thing. 

Section 227 ( 1) provides that every moveable thing which is the property of any person is 
capable of being stolen. Items attached to or forming part of any real property become 
capable of being stolen as soon as they are completely severed from the real property 
[section 227(2)]. Hence, items such as stoves, hot-water cylinders and other fixtures and 
fittings are things which are capable of being stolen once detached from the building. 

In relation to the disposal of stolen property, section 258(1) of the Code provides that it is 
an indictable offence for a person, without lawful excuse, to receive or have possession of 
any stolen property, knowing it to be stolen. The charge is: receiving stolen property. 
Alternatively, a person can be charged with the summary offence of possession of stolen 
property contrary to section 39(1) of the Police Offences Act 1935 (Tas). According to 
Warner (2002a), the offence of receiving stolen property is regarded seriously by the 
courts as it facilitates theft. 
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Residential burglary 

A distinction is often made in the literature between residential burglary or home 
burglary and non-residential or commercial burglary. A number of studies have focused 
on residential burglary, but there is a lack of consistency as to what the term actually 
means. For example, Clarke et al (2001) examined the type of property stolen in repeat 
residential burglaries in Dallas, Texas, and San Diego, California. They discarded thirty
nine repeat burglary addresses because they were hotel rooms, garages or storage sheds 
(i.e. not homes). In another study, Townsley et al (2000) examined repeat burglary 
patterns in an area of Brisbane, Queensland, using police calls for service data. They 
report that while more than 90% of the victimised residential properties were single 
dwellings, also included were caravan parks, retirement villages and home units. Finally, 
in their study of residential burglary in Cambridge, Bennett and Durie (1999) restricted 
their analysis ofthe extent of repeat residential burglary to addresses recorded at the 
dwelling unit level, i.e. either single houses or flats. Multi-unit addresses (e.g. colleges, 
hotels, hostels and blocks of flats) were excluded from the analysis to reduce uncertainty 
as the police recorded these addresses at the building unit level. 

For the purposes of this thesis, the tetm residential burglary includes aggravated 
burglaries of dwellings and burglaries of residential outbuildings (e.g. garages and sheds). 
Burglaries of hotels, hostels, nursing homes, containers, boarding houses, caravans and 
mobile homes are excluded. This definition is consistent with that used for Project 
Samaritan. 

1.3 OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 

This study is primarily exploratory and descriptive, although it does involve some theory
testing. This is believed to be the first study to focus on residential burglary and repeat 
victimisation in Tasmania. Much of the existing research on burglary and repeat 
victimisation has been conducted outside Australia. The study explores the extent to 
which the patterns of burglary and repeat victimisation in Tasmania are similar to those 
reported elsewhere and describes some possibly unique features of burglary in Tasmania. 

The main objectives of the research study were to: 

1. develop a profile of residential burglary and repeat victimisation in Tasmania; 

2. identify the extent and nature of home invasion incidents in Tasmania; 

3. determine the extent to which repeat burglaries in Tasmania are likely to have 
been committed by the same offender; 

4. identify whether the time-course for repeat burglary victimisation in Tasmania 
is similar to that observed in other studies; 

5. identify whether the patterns of burglary and repeat victimisation are different 
in public housing areas compared to other areas; 

6. investigate the characteristics and motivation of burglars in Tasmania; 

5 



7. identify the main avenues for the disposal of stolen property in Tasmania; 

8. investigate the relationship between illicit drug use and burglary in Tasmania; 

9. identify the extent of burglary insurance fraud and other false reports to police 
in Tasmania; and 

10. make recommendations in relation to the development of a comprehensive 
burglary prevention strategy for Tasmania. 

Methodology used in the study 

The study consisted of a literature review, an analysis of crime statistics and burglary 
reports and interviews with imprisoned burglars, repeat burglary victims and a sample of 
'experts'. The methodology used for each aspect ofthe study is discussed in tum in the 
sections below. Before the fieldwork components of the study could commence, ethics 
approval was required. 

Ethics approval 

Ethics approval for the study was obtained from the University of Tasmania's Social 
Sciences Ethics Sub-Committee. The ethics approval process took some six months to be 
finalised. One of the concerns was my employment with the Department ofPolice and 
Public Safety (DPPS). The ethics committee wanted it to be clear that my PhD research 
was independent from my employment. However, I was also required to disclose the 
nature of my employment to potential research subjects. The practicalities ofthe research 
meant that, at times, the distinction between the two roles was necessarily blurred. 

As stated earlier, in my capacity as a DPPS employee, one of my areas of responsibility 
was the management of Project Samaritan, a repeat burglary prevention project. This 
meant that my study was directly related to my work, something that was acknowledged 
and supported by the Police Department. In fact, the Police Department's support was 
tangible and included access to resources (e.g. police vehicles), permission to interview 
research subjects during work time and possibly unparalleled access to police recorded 
crime data. -

The ethics committee placed some restrictions on the way research subjects were to be 
recruited. This was particularly apparent in relation to the recruitment of repeat burglary 
victims. The concerns appear to have been twofold. First, the ethics committee believed 
that the police should be kept at arm's length from the study. The second concern related 
to privacy. It was not considered appropriate for me to have access to the names and 
addresses of burglary victims. The ethics committee specified that the initial approach to 
burglary victims was to be made by letter. The letter was to be signed by my supervisors 
and me and was to explain clearly that the DPPS was sending out the letters on our 
behalf. 
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Literature review 

The study involved a comprehensive review of the literature on burglary and repeat 
victimisation and related areas, such as the stolen goods market, insurance fraud, drugs 
and crime, and crime prevention. Sources were identified via the University of 
Tasmania's library catalogue, on-line databases such as Ingenta and Proquest and 
websites for organisations involved in burglary-related research, such as the Australian 
Institute of Criminology and the UK Home Office. The main keywords used to search for 
relevant material were: burglary, repeat victimisation, repeat victim, stolen goods market, 
insurance fraud, drugs and crime, and crime prevention. In some instances references 
were identified through snowballing from the references in other literature. The literature 
review was last updated in June 2005. 

A significant proportion of the literature cited in this thesis is from the United Kingdom. 
This reflects the fact that much of the research on burglary and repeat victimisation has 
occurred in the United Kingdom, whereas the research conducted in Australia is quite 
limited by comparison. 

Interviews with imprisoned burglars 

Sixty male prisoners with at least one conviction for burglary were interviewed as part of 
the study. The interviews were conducted over a 12-month period from April2001 to 
April2002. The majority ofthe prisoners were maximum security prisoners interviewed 
in the main adult prison, Risdon Prison, but nine were minimum security prisoners 
interviewed at the Hayes Prison Farm. Prior to the commencement of the interviewing 
phase, a target sample size of sixty offenders was set and it was agreed with the prison 
authorities that permission to access the prison would continue until the target was 
reached. I was periodically supplied with a list of offenders who met the eligibility 
criteria, and each time I visited the prison, offenders whose names were on the list were 
called up to the interview area so that I could ask them if they were willing to participate 
in the research. 

The number of direct refusals was low (n=6), but it was not possible to calculate the 
number of indirect refusals (i.e. offenders who refused to even meet with me) as it was 
not always clear whether it was the offender himself who did not wish to be involved, or 
the non-participation resulted from a prison officer declining to release the prisoner from 
his work or other duties. Also, some of the individuals who indirectly refused to 
participate were prisoners located in the protection yards of the prison who were either 
reluctant to leave the safety of their yard, or who needed to be escorted to the research 
area by a prison officer at a time when one was not available. The actual response rate is, 
therefore, unknown. 

Similarly, it is not known to what extent the sample is representative of imprisoned 
burglars in Tasmania in general, and whether the characteristics of those interviewed are 
different from others who met the eligibility criteria but were not interviewed for one 
reason or another. In addition to direct and indirect refusals, a number of prisoners who 
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met the criteria were unavailable to be interviewed because, for example, they were 
housed in the behaviour-management section of the prison, or in the prison hospital. 

A semi-structured interview schedule was developed based on a range of themes 
emerging from the literature. Some of the questions were loosely derived from other 
studies, including an interview study of imprisoned burglars in New South Wales 
conducted by Stevenson and Forsythe (1998). Feedback on the questionnaire was also 
sought from work colleagues. 

Advice was sought from Dr Richard Stevenson, of Macquarie University as to the 
research protocols that should be adopted in the study, given that the imprisoned burglars 
would be asked about the crimes they had committed, some of which may not have been 
detected by police. Dr Stevenson was involved in the New South Wales interview study 
of imprisoned burglars which was conducted by the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and 
Research, on behalf of the New South Wales Police Service. Dr Stevenson advised that 
the following safeguard was adopted in the New South Wales Study: 

The interview never asked a question that gave sufficient evidence to base a prosecution on. In 
other words, time place and date was never asked - we were only interested in aggregate level 
responses. 

This safeguard was adopted in the present study. The imprisoned burglars were informed 
that they would only be asked to provide general information about the burglaries they 
had already committed. They were also advised not to discuss any crimes they may be 
planning to commit in the future. 

With the offenders' permission, the interviews were taped and I then transcribed the tape
recorded interviews. The length of the interviews ranged from 15 minutes to 1 hour. 
Follow-up interviews were conducted with fourteen amphetamine users who had 
indicated in the first interview that they were using drugs on a daily basis in the six 
months prior to being imprisoned. The purpose of the follow-up interviews was to try and 
clarify some aspects of the drug-crime relationship. I focused on amphetamine users 
because this was one of the m_ost commonly used drugs and appeared to be associated 
with high-frequency offending. 

Issues 

It should be noted that the circumstances under which these interviews were conducted 
were less than ideal. Senior prison management and the offenders themselves were 
generally very cooperative and helpful. However, some of the prison officers lacked 
enthusiasm for the research and this may have influenced the extent to which they 
actively facilitated the involvement of eligible prisoners. It would seem that the prison 
culture, coupled with the relative position of powerlessness occupied by a University 
student, can make it very difficult to successfully conduct research within the prison 
environment. Also, the prison is not particularly well equipped as a comfortable and 
private research setting for interviews. The majority of the interviews were conducted in 
various rooms within the Education Unit at the prison. Some of these rooms were not 
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insulated from noise in other parts of the unit, which reduced the quality of the tape 
recording. Also, it was possible for other prisoners to see into some of the rooms, which 
meant there was little prospect of the interviewee being able to keep his participation in 
the interview private. 

Interviews with repeat burglary victims 

Interviews were conducted with fifty people whose homes had been burgled more than 
once in the previous twelve months. Over the two-year period from January 2001 to 
January 2003, repeat victims were identified by Tasmania Police's crime analysis system 
and sent a letter asking them to participate in the study. A consent form and reply-paid 
envelope were included with the letter. Repeat victims who indicated their willingness to 
be interviewed were contacted by phone and given the option of being interviewed in 
person or over the phone. The majority of the interviews (60%) were conducted face-to
face, with 40% conducted over the phone. 

The recruitment letters were sent out in batches approximately every three months. There 
was some initial screening of the offence reports relating to each of the burglaries to 
ensure that it was appropriate to invite the victim to participate in the study. In a smaJI 
number of cases it was not considered appropriate to send a letter as it was felt that the 
researcher might be at risk or the victim was likely to have been seriously traumatised as 
a result of the incident. Also, letters were only sent to individuals who had been living at 
the residence at the time of both burglaries. In total, two-hundred and twenty-seven (227) 
letters were sent out in order to reach the target of 50 interviews. A small number of the 
interviews were subsequently excluded due to data-quality issues. Based on the number 
of letters sent out and the number of valid interviews conducted, the response rate was 
22%. 

Forty-three of the repeat victims (86%) had been burgled twice in the previous six 
months, three had been burgled three times, and one respondent had been burgled seven 
times. While many of the questions related to the burglaries experienced by the 
respondents in the previous 12 months, the interview schedule also included questions 
about dwelling and household characteristics, occupancy patterns, security measures, 
perceptions of safety and neighbourhood characteristics. Many of the questions relating 
to dweJling and household characteristics were derived from ABS surveys, such as the 
National Crime and Safety Survey (ABS, 1999a) and the Tasmanian Community Safety 
Survey (ABS, 1999b). The questions relating to stolen property were derived from the 
British Crime Survey (Sutton 1998), and another set of questions relating to informal 
social control and social cohesion was derived from research by Sampson et al (1997). 

Without the benefit of detailed information about the repeat victims who declined to 
participate in the research, it is not possible to determine the extent to which the 
respondents interviewed are representative of the population of repeat victims invited to 
participate in the research and/or the total population of repeat victims. The sample size is 
also comparatively small. Thus, the findings from the interviews should be interpreted 
with a degree of caution. 
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Interviews with "experts" 

Interviews were conducted with a sample of experts comprising ten insurance industry 
representatives and ten police officers. The insurance industry representatives were 
recruited via a letter sent out by the Tasmanian representative of the Insurance Council of 
Australia (ICA), who explained the purpose of the study and verified the legitimacy of 
the research. The ICA representative compiled the list of potential respondents based on 
his knowledge and experience of the representatives and/or their company. The final 
sample often insurance representatives consisted of three claims managers, three loss 
adjusters, two respondents involved in investigations, a research analyst and the ICA's 
Tasmanian representative. All were very experienced and knowledgeable, with most 
having worked in the insurance industry for fifteen years or more. 

The police officers were recruited via a direct approach. The respondents were selected 
on the basis of my own knowledge of them and/or the recommendation of other work 
colleagues. Ten police officers were interviewed, all of whom had worked in the 
Criminal Investigation Branch (CIB) at some point in their careers, and who were 
currently at, or above, the rank of Sergeant. All of the respondents had at least twenty 
years' experience as a police officer. 

A separate semi-structured interview schedule was developed for each group of experts, 
which included questions about burglary, repeat victimisation, crime prevention, 
insurance premiums and insurance fraud. With the consent of the respondents, the 
interviews were taped and I then transcribed the tape-recorded interviews. 

Analysis of crime statistics and burglmy reports 

The crime data analysis component of the study consisted ofthree parts: 

1. A preliminary analysis of the residential burglaries committed in Southern 
Tasmania over a three-year period and identification ofthe extent of repeat 
victimisation; 

2. A more in-depth aqalysis of the patterns of burglary and repeat victimisation 
in six suburbs, including three predominantly public housing areas; and 

3. An analysis of the type of property stolen in the residential burglaries 
committed in the six suburbs. 

Preliminary analysis- residential burglaries committed in Southern Tasmania 

For policing purposes, Tasmania is divided into four geographical police Districts: 
Southern, Eastern, Western and Northern. From the map below (figure 1.2), it can be 
seen that the Southern and Eastern Districts essentially cover the southern part of the 
State, Western District covers the west/north-west and Northern District covers the north 
of the State. 
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Figure 1.2 Map of the Police Districts in Tasmania 

' 
.. 

For the purposes ofthe study, data relating to the burglaries committed in Southern and 
Eastern District over the three-year period from 2000-2002 was extracted from Tasmania 
Police's Crime Analysis System (CAS). Each record extracted from CAS contains the 
following fields: 

• a unique offence report number; 

• the victim's name; 

• the address ofthe offence; 

• the date and time the offence was reported to the police; 

• the date and time from when the offence was committed; 

• the date and time to which the offence was committed; 

• the type of place burgled (e.g. shed/outbuilding, flat/unit/apartment, 
dwelling/house); 

• the location of the burgled place (e.g. private dwelling, educational facility); 

• whether the offence was an attempt; and 

• the District in which the offence was committed. 

From the original data set which included all residential and non-residential burglaries, 
the data relating to the residential burglaries committed over the period were extracted. 
This was quite time consuming as some of the incidents were classified incorrectly in 
terms of the premise type and/or location. After the residential burglaries were extracted, 
the data set was cleaned. Data cleaning had to be performed before it was possible to 
identify the repeat burglaries. Consistent with other studies, the data-cleaning process 
took a significant amount of time. There \Vas a range of problems with the data, including 
street names spelt incorrectly and incorrect suburb classifications. The burglaries were 
mapped using MAPINFO (a Microsoft Windows-based mapping application) to assist 
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with the identification of the correct suburb to match the address. Any incorrect suburb 
details were corrected. 

After the data-cleaning process was finished, the data set was sorted in order to identify 
the addresses which had been repeatedly burgled over the three-year period. This process 
was done manually and was also very time consuming. The data was sorted in a variety 
of ways (e.g. by address, by suburb and by name ofvictim) to try and ensure, that as far 
as possible, all repeat incidents were identified. A number of what were originally 
thought to be repeat incidents subsequently turned out to be duplicate reports for the same 
burglary. 

Analysis of burglary and repeat victimisation in six suburbs 

A more in-depth analysis was conducted to examine the burglaries committed in six 
suburbs, including three predominantly public housing areas. These suburbs were 
selected because of their particular characteristics, including their local reputation as 
crime 'hot spots'. One of the main aims of the research was to compare the patterns of 
burglary in public housing areas compared to non-public housing areas, hence the 
selection of three suburbs which conformed to each type. 

The records contained in the Crime Analysis System are extracted from another system 
known as the Offence Reporting System. The offence reports include a number of free 
text based fields, including a summary of the incident and the method of entry. Other 
information contained in the report includes offender and suspect details, the crime 
prevention advice provided and insurance details. The offence reports relating to the 
burglaries committed in the six suburbs were printed off and analysed individually. The 
repeat burglaries were also examined to try and determine whether they were likely to 
have been committed by the same or different offenders. 

Stolen property analysis 

When the data set for the residential burglaries committed in the six suburbs was 
finalised, an additional data set was extracted from the Crime Analysis System. This 
additional data set provided information about the items of property stolen in each of the 
residential burglaries. The fields relating to each item of property include: 

• the offence report; 

• a description ofthe item (e.g. dress watch); 

• the quantity stolen; 

• the value of the item; 

• the status ofthe item (e.g, stolen or recovered); 

• the property type (e.g. watch); and 

• the property class (e.g. jewellery). 
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1.4 METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES 

Reliability ofthe self-report method 

In the interviews with imprisoned burglars, the respondents were asked to provide 
information about a whole range of issues, including their involvement in crime and their 
usage of illicit drugs and alcohol. One of the concerns associated with self-reports is the 
problem of validity because the respondents may not be telling the truth (Williams, 
2004). Chaiken and Chaiken (1990) suggest that the validity of self-report information 
about drug use and criminality is questionable because respondents may have problems 
remembering past behaviour, may misunderstand questions or may conceal or exaggerate 
aspects of their behaviour. According to White and Gorman (2000), self-reports are 
generally accepted as reliable and valid indicators of criminal behaviour and alcohol and 
drug use. However, they do concede that recent data comparing self-reports with drug 
test results among offender populations has cast some doubt on the validity of the self
report method of data collection. 

McGregor and Makkai (2003) examined the extent to which police detainees 
participating in the Drug Use Monitoring in Australia (DUMA) program under-reported 
their drug use. In the DUMA program, detainees are asked to provide a urine sample and 
participate in a face-to-face interview in which they are asked about their use of a range 
of drugs. The interview responses can be compared with the results ofthe urinalysis to 
determine whether the detainee accurately self-reported their recent drug use. McGregor 
and Makkai's analysis is based on 6,477 surveys and the results of the associated urine 
samples. The analysis revealed that detainees with the most to lose were more likely to 
under-report their drug use. Thus, older detainees living in their own home and employed 
full-time were more likely to under-report their drug use than younger detainees who 
were not employed full-time and living in a home that was not their own. It also appeared 
that the more serious offenders and/or those with a history of criminal behaviour were 
more likely to report their drug use accurately. Overall, though, it was found that the 
majority of detainees did accurately report their drug use (McGregor and Makkai, 2003). 

The findings from McGregor and Makkai's analysis provide a strong basis for believing 
that in most cases the information provided by the imprisoned burglars is valid. The 
burglars did not stand to lose or gain anything by participating in the study and were 
given appropriate assurances that the information provided would be kept confidential. I 
conducted all the interviews myself and found the respondents to be very frank in their 
responses. Some of the respondents were cautious in their responses to particular 
questions which might implicate other people (e.g. people they offended in company with 
and/or disposed of stolen property to) which is quite understandable. Overall, the level of 
self-reported offending and illicit drug use seems quite high but consistent with other 
studies. 
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Time-period over which repeat victimisation was examined 

In different components of the Tasmanian research, different time-periods were used to 
explore the nature and extent of repeat victimisation. For example, in the interviews with 
the repeat burglary victims, the reference period was the previous twelve months. In the 
analysis of crime statistics and burglary reports, the period of interest was the three years 
from 2000-2002, and the imprisoned burglars were asked if they had ever committed a 
repeat burglary. It is submitted that different time-periods may well be justified 
depending on the nature of the study. For research involving interviews with burglary 
victims, which involves asking them detailed questions about the burglaries experienced, 
a lengthy reference period may be problematic due to memory recall problems. The same 
may be true of interviews with burglars if they are asked to recall very specific details 
about the repeat burglaries they have committed. Longer reference periods may be more 
suitable in studies involving the analysis of police recorded crime data. 

1.5 STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS 

In this thesis, a number of different aspects of the residential burglary problem are 
examined, including repeat victimisation, the offender's perspective, the stolen goods 
market, the drug-crime connection, insurance fraud and the effectiveness of various 
burglary prevention strategies. The thesis is structured so that the literature relating to the 
particular aspect of the burglary problem is reviewed first, followed by the findings from 
the Tasmanian study, with any similarities or differences highlighted at the end. 

In chapter two, residential burglary is examined, primarily from the victim's perspective. 
The main sources of information about burglary are identified and the risk factors for 
burglary, the impact of burglary and the response to burglary are discussed. In chapter 
three, a profile of residential burglary in Tasmania is preseated, based on the findings 
from the analysis of crime statistics. Differences in the patterns of burglary across the six 
suburbs are highlighted, including a number of aspects which are peculiar to the three 
public housing areas. 

The focus of chapter four is tlie phenomenon of repeat victimisation. Key aspects of the 
phenomenon are discussed, including methodological issues, key explanations, risk 
factors, the time-course for repeat victimisation and new theoretical developments, such 
as the concept of 'near repeats'. Chapter five provides an overview of repeat burglary 
victimisation in Tasmania based on the interviews with imprisoned burglars and repeat 
burglary victims and the analysis of repeat burglary patterns in the six suburbs. 

In chapter six, burglary is examined from the offender's perspective. A number of studies 
involving interviews with imprisoned and active burglars are reviewed. These studies 
provide important insights in terms of burglars' motivation for offending, method of 
target selection, reasons for desistence and beliefs about the risk of being caught and 
sentenced. In the seventh chapter, the main findings from the interviews with the 
Tasmanian burglars are presented and the crime prevention implications are discussed. 

14 



The focus of chapter eight is the stolen goods market, including the type of property 
targeted by burglars, the main avenues of disposal used, and community attitudes to the 
purchase of stolen property. In the second half of the chapter, the findings from the 
Tasmanian study are presented, including the findings from the six-suburbs analysis 
which reveals some peculiarities in terms of the type of property stolen in public housing 
areas. 

In chapter nine, the relationship between illicit drug use and burglary is explored. 
Relevant findings from the interviews with imprisoned burglars are presented, including 
the findings from follow-up interviews with fourteen amphetamine users. 

The topic of chapter ten is the relationship between burglary and insurance fraud. The 
extent of insurance fraud in Tasmania is examined, drawing on the interviews with 
insurance industry representatives, police, repeat victims and imprisoned burglars. 

In the penultimate chapter, various burglary prevention strategies implemented in 
Australia and overseas are reviewed. Based on the findings from the Tasmanian study, 
the key elements of a comprehensive burglary reduction strategy for Tasmania are 
identified. 

The final chapter draws together the main findings from the research, identifies the major 
policy implications and makes a number of recommendations to address various issues 
emerging from the research. 
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CHAPTER 2: RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Burglary has been the subject of much research both from the perspective of the offender 
and the victim. One ofthe main aims of the research has been to try and identify the main 
risk factors which make one individual or household more likely to be the victim of 
burglary than another. A consistent theme that emerges from the literature is the link 
between the risk of burglary victimisation and socio-economic disadvantage. Often those 
who are most at risk of burglary are the least likely to be able to afford insurance and/or 
security measures. The financial and emotional impact of burglary is likely to be much 
more significant for victims who are uninsured and unable to take additional steps to 
secure their home after being burgled. It will be much more difficult for these victims to 
replace stolen property and prevent repeat victimisation. 

The main sources of information about burglary are official crime statistics and 
victimisation surveys. The limitations associated with both sources of information will be 
highlighted in this chapter. It appears that burglaries are more likely to be under-reported 
to the police and over-reported in victimisation surveys. This said, there is evidence that 
not all burglaries reported to the police are genuine, and there appear to be a variety of 
reasons, in addition to the obvious one of making a fraudulent insurance claim, why a 
person may make a false report to the police. 

The literature reviewed in this chapter is mostly drawn from the United Kingdom. This is 
because much of the research on burglary has been conducted in the United Kingdom, 
while comparatively less research has been conducted in Australia. The British Crime 
Survey, in particular, is an important source of information about burglary and related 
aspects, and is much broader in its focus and more regularly conducted than the 
Australian equivalent, the Crime and Safety Survey. The International Crime 
Victimisation Survey helps to provide more of an international perspective on the 
problem of burglary. 

The main focus of this chapter will be on residential burglary from the victim's 
perspective. The burglary risk factors which have been identified will be discussed, 
including demographic, environmental and lifestyle factors. It appears that risk factors at 
the area, neighbourhood, household and individual level can increase the likelihood that a 
particular house will be burgled. The impact of burglary on victims and the broader 
community will then be discussed. Towards the end of the chapter the response to 
burglary will be examined, particularly in relation to the role of the police and the 
availability of support services for burglary victims. The extent to which insurance 
cushions the impact of burglary for those victims who are insured will also be explored. 
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2.2 TERMINOLOGY 

The way burglary is defined varies both within Australia and overseas. Definitions can 
also vary according to the source of the information. The definitions used for the 
purposes of official crime statistics, victimisation surveys and research studies in the 
same country may all differ. Within Australia, different terminology is often used to refer 
to what is essentially the same crime. Burglary may be referred to as break and enter, 
break-in or unlawful entry with intent. For example, in the 2002 Crime and Safety Survey 
(ABS, 2003) the term 'break-in' was used and defined as follows: 

An incident where the respondent's home had been broken into. The respondent's home was also 
defined to include their garage or shed. Break-in offences relating to their car or garage were 
excluded (ABS, 2003: 52). 

In the national crime statistics published annually by the Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
which provide information about the crimes recorded by State and Territory Police in 
Australia, the term "unlawful entry with intent" is used and is defined as follows: 

The unlawful entry of a structure (whether forced or unforced) with the intent to commit an 
offence such as theft, property damage, assault etc. Includes burglary, break and enter and stealing 
(ABS, 2005: 42). 

As outlined in the introduction to this thesis, in Tasmania burglary is defined in section 
244 of the Criminal Code in the following terms: 

Any person who enters any place to which 'this chapter applies as a trespasser, or by means of any 
threat, artifice or collusion, with intent to commit a crime therein, is guilty of a crime called 
burglary. 

Charge: Burglary. 

Where the burgled place is used for the purposes of human habitation (e.g. a house or 
flat) the offender will be charged with aggravated burglary. 

Home invasion 

One of the objectives ofthis research study is to identify the extent and nature of home 
invasion incidents in Tasmania. This type of burglary has attracted media attention and 
generated a significant amount of community concern. Despite the fact that the term is 
often used, there appears to be a distinct lack of clarity about what it actually means 
(Marshall and Wundersitz, 1999). Arguably, the popular conception of this type of 
incident is that it involves forced entry to an occupied home coupled with the use of 
violence or the threat of violence. However, there is no consistent definition, which 
makes it difficult to accurately determine the extent of such incidents. To complicate 
things, in Tasmania the term has been used in the context of parliamentary debate to refer 
to home burglaries in general (Hansard, House of Assembly, Tasmanian Parliament, 19 
March 1997). 
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In attempting to determine the extent of home invasion in South Australia, Marshall and 
Wundersitz (1999) used their own definition of 'home invasion ' which involved the 
following two elements: 

• unlawful entry into a home with the intent to commit an offence; and 

• some type of confrontation between the offender and the occupant, 
possibly involving violence or the threat of violence. 

Based on official crime statistics, the authors estimate that there were 157 probable 
'home invasion' incidents in 1998, and a further 119 possible 'home invasion' incidents. 
The home invasion incidents represented a very small proportion of all recorded offences. 
For example, out of the 18,065 break and enter dwelling offence reports in 1998, only 97 
(or 0.5%) were thought to be possible 'home invasion' incidents. 

Salmelainen (1996) examined the extent of home invasion in Sydney, New South Wales, 
in 1995. She observes that in newspaper reports, the typical 'home invasion' is depicted 
as an evening raid on a family home by a gang- in which violence is usually threatened or 
used with the aid of weapons, and family members are often bound and/or gagged. She 
notes that historically, the criminal law in NSW dealt with home invasion incidents under 
its provisions for robbery offences but that in the mid-1990s, legislative changes were 
made in response to community concern about home invasion. These changes extended 
the basic break and enter offence to include break and enter with 'circumstances of 
aggravation' and circumstances of 'special aggravation'. The circumstances generally 
involve violence or the threat thereof. The penalties for these specific types of break and 
enter were also increased. For the purposes of her analysis, Salmelainen defines 'home 
invasion' as an armed robbery committed in a private home as she believes this definition 
is more consistent with the popular conception of what is meant by 'home invasion'. In 
accordance with her definition, the term ' armed robbery in the home' is used in place of 
the term 'home invasion'. She reports that in NSW in 1995, the police recorded 158 
incidents of armed robbery in the home, which represents a rate of 0.3 incidents per 
10,000 resident population. 

In a paper published by the International Centre for the Prevention of Crime, Hicks and 
Sansfa9on (2001) review the available evidence on residential burglary and home 
invasions in Canada and other countries. They classify home invasion as a form of 
residential break and enter and define both terms as follows: 

Break and enter (B&E): to break any part, internal or external, used to close or cover an 
internal or external opening and illegally enter public or private places. Offences against 
residential premises typically occur when the residents are not home, and offender 
objectives include the theft of property and/or vandalism. 

Home Invasions: a residential B &E combined with the offence of robbery, that is, the 
theft of property via a threat and/or use of violence (at any time during the commission of 
the offence) or the use of an offensive weapon or an imitation weapon. Such offences 
against residential premises occur when the residents are at home, and offender 
objectives include the theft or property, money and/or illicit drugs. 
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Hicks and Sansfa9on surveyed seven countries for their paper: Australia, Belgium, 
Canada, England, The Netherlands, South Africa and the United States. They observe 
that while residential B&Es are a common form of victimisation in these countries, home 
invasions are a very rare occurrence. In Belgium, England and The Netherlands, they 
found that home invasion incidents were virtually unheard of and thus no data from these 
countries was available for their study. Their analysis of home invasion was therefore 
restricted to Canada, Australia and the United States. They also caution readers about 
drawing comparative assumptions because the reporting and recording practices in each 
country may vary greatly. They report the following findings to provide some insight into 
the extent of the home invasion problem: 

• in the US ( 1996) home invasions accounted for 13.5% of all robberies; 

• In Australia (1997) home invasions account for approximately 7% off 
all robberies; and 

• In Canada (1997) home invasions account for approximately 3.6% of 
all robberies. 

The definition of 'home invasion' used in this thesis is based on the existing definition of 
aggravated burglary in the Tasmanian Criminal Code. The definition is similar to that 
used by Hicks and Sansfa9on (200 1 ), although unlike their definition, the theft of 
property is not a prerequisite. Thus, a home invasion is defined as a burglary with the 
following additional elements: 

1. the place in which the burglary is committed is being used or is ordinarily 
used for the purposes of human habitation; and 

2. the offender uses or offers violence to any person, deprives any person of 
his or her liberty or otherwise assaults any person during the burglary or 
while in or leaving the place burgled. 

To satisfy the definition of burglary, the offender must have gained, or attempted to gain, 
entry to a place with the intention of committing a crime therein. There is no restriction 
on the type of crime the offender must have intended to commit. Thus, the intention to 
steal and the removal of property are not essential elements in the proposed definition of 
' home invasion'. Provided the offender intends to commit a crime (e.g. stealing or rape 
or assault or damage to property), and the other ingredients are present, the proposed 
definition of home invasion will be satisfied. 

The main distinction between this definition and that used by Marshall and Wundersitz 
(1999) is that the burglary must involve the use or threat of violence, the deprivation of 
liberty or an assault. A confrontation between the offender and the victim, without more, 
would not suffice. Another possible point of difference is the victim-offender 
relationship. According to Marshall and Wundersitz, the public perception of a 'home 
invasion' is that it involves an intruder who is not known to the victim. Thus, domestic 
incidents where an estranged partner breaks in to retrieve property while the other partner 
is home are not classified as 'home invasion' incidents. It is not clear whether other 
incidents where the victim and offender are known to each other (e.g. friends, associates) 
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would be excluded. For the purposes of this thesis, the victim-offender relationship is not 
a factor which will be taken into consideration in determining whether an incident should 
be classified as a home invasion or not. Arguably, what distinguishes a 'home invasion' 
from burglary in general is the additional element of violence. The fact that the offender 
is known to the victim does not diminish the seriousness of the crime. Also, from a 
practical point of view it may not always be possible to determine whether the victim and 
offender are known to each other. Thus, provided the elements of burglary and the two 
circumstances of aggravation specified above are present, the incident will be classified 
as a home invasion, regardless of whether the victim and offender are known to each 
other or not. 

2.3 SOURCES OF INFORMATION ABOUT BURGLARY 

Two of the main sources of information about residential burglary are official crime 
statistics and crime victimisation surveys. As will be apparent from the discussion below, 
both sources have their limitations, but they can still provide useful insights into the 
burglary problem and help inform prevention strategies. 

Official crime statistics 

Official crime statistics are derived from administrative data collected by the police 
during the course of their work (Carcach and Makkai, 2002). These statistics do not 
reflect the true extent of crime because not all crimes are reported to police, and even 
where crimes are reported to police, they may not be recorded. Victimisation surveys and 
self-report studies have provided some insight into the 'dark figure' of unreported and 
unrecorded crime, but these measures of crime also have their limitations (Coleman and 
Moynihan, 1996). 

Levine (1976) identifies a range of factors which can affect the extent to which police 
crime statistics reflect the actual level of crime occurring in any particular area. These 
include: how efficient the police are in discovering crime; how sophisticated police 
crime-reporting procedures are~ the extent to which police officers experience political 
and administrative pressure to distort the crime figures by failing to record crimes or 
classifying them in a different way; the level of confidence the public have in the police; 
and the extent to which victims are insured and thus have an incentive to report crimes. 

Thus, a crime will not be officially counted unless it is reported to, and recorded by, the 
police. The factors influencing the reporting and recording of crime will each be 
examined in tum. 

Factors influencing the reporting of crime to the police 

Reporting behaviour has been examined in local and international victimisation surveys, 
and the findings in relation to burglary are fairly consistent across different surveys. 
Generally speaking, burglaries involving the theft of property are more likely to be 
reported than attempted burglaries and/or those involving no loss of property. Burglaries 
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involving loss are probably more likely to be reported to police because most insurance 
companies require this to occur before they will process a policyholder' s claim. The 
main reasons why burglaries are not reported to police appear to be that the incident is 
considered too trivial or victims believe that it would be pointless to report it because the 
police would not be able to do anything about it. 

In the Australian component of the 2004 International Crime Victimisation Survey, the 
majority of burglaries (84%) were reported to the police (Johnson, 2005). By contrast, 
only 38% of the attempted burglaries were reported to the police. Johnson (2005) reports 
that the following factors were associated with burglary victims' decisions to report the 
incident to police: 

• income- lower income households were less likely to report the incident to 
police; 

• residential stability -respondents who had lived at their current postcode for 
longer than a year were more likely to report the incident to police than those who 
had lived in their current postcodes for less than a year; 

• property loss- burglaries involving property loss were more likely to be reported 
to the police than those which did not involve any property loss; and 

• value of the property stolen- burglaries where the value of the property stolen 
was $1000 or more were more likely to be reported than burglaries where the 
value ofthe property stolen was less than $1000. 

The three most common reasons why burglary victims did not report the incident to 
police were that they did not think the incident was serious enough or there was no loss 
(33%); they solved the incident themselves or knew the offender (18%); and they felt that 
the police could not do anything about it or there was a lack of proof (Johnson, 2005). 

Similar findings were reported in the 2002 Crime and Safety Survey (ABS, 2003). In that 
survey, 75% of household victims of burglary reported the latest incident to police 
compared to only 31% of household victims of attempted burglary. The two main reasons 
for not reporting the latest incident to police were that it was thought that there was 
nothing the police could do about it, and that the incident was regarded as too 
trivial/unimportant (ABS, 2003). 

In the 2000 International Crime Victimisation Survey, it was found that, across all 
countries, the majority of burglaries with entry (78%) were reported to the police (Van 
Kesteren et al, 2000). The greatest disparity in reporting levels between the developed 
countries and the rest was in relation to property crimes, and it is suggested that a 
relevant factor may be the lack of insurance in the developing countries and thus the 
absence of the need to report crime in order to facilitate insurance claims. 

Carcach (1997) observes that the decision to report crimes to the police is affected by 
'interrelated complex factors' such as the personal characteristics of the victim, 
perceptions about the seriousness of the crime, previous victimisation experience, the 
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victim-offender relationship, the likelihood of compensation, and attitudes towards the 
police and the criminal justice system in general (Carcach, 1997: 3). He analysed data 
from the 1993 National Crime and Safety Survey to identify the factors leading victims to 
report incidents to the police. Statistical modelling was used to identify the most 
influential characteristics in increasing the likelihood of reporting the last incident to 
police. In relation to burglary, these characteristics were that the household was a 
member ofNeighbourhood/Rural Watch, had been a victim of only one burglary during 
the previous year, and was not in rented accommodation. Carcach's analysis also showed 
that repeat victims were less likely to report the last incident to police, and that being in a 
situation of disadvantage (e.g. being unemployed) reduced willingness to report crimes to 
the police. In relation to repeat victims, he suggests that the decision not to report crime 
may be because repeat victims have learnt to deal with the consequences of crime, had an 
unsatisfactory response from the police on a previous occasion, or may fear or dislike the 
police more than single incident victims do. 

Similar findings are reported by Tanton and Jones (2003), who analysed data from the 
1998 National Crime and Safety Survey. Factors associated with an increased likelihood 
of reporting a break-in to police were that the household was in a metropolitan area and 
that the break-in involved property loss or damage. Previous experience of burglary 
victimisation and living in rented accommodation were associated with lower reporting 
rates. 

MacDonald (2002) analysed pooled data from three sweeps ofthe British Crime Survey 
(1994, 1996 and 1998) and identified various factors influencing reporting behaviour. 
Personal characteristics such as age, gender and marital status were found to influence the 
likelihood of reporting crime to the police. Thus, being young, male and unmarried was 
associated with a reduced likelihood of reporting a burglary to police. Employment status 
was also found to be a relevant factor, with unemployed individuals significantly less 
likely to report an incident than those in work. Other factors associated with reporting 
included attitudes to the police and crime, and the specific circumstances of the incident. 
Individuals who considered their area to have a drug problem or who were dissatisfied 
with the police were less likely to report an incident, while those who were worried about 
crime in the area were more likely to report an incident. In terms of the specific 
circumstances of an incident, if it occurred at night, or the victim was injured, the 
incident was more likely to be reported. Finally, incidents involving a loss or damage that 
was insured were more likely to be reported than incidents that did not involve an insured 
loss. 

Factors influencing the recording of crime by the police 

The British Crime Survey (BCS) provides an estimate of the 'recording shortfall', that is, 
the difference between the number of crimes estimated to have been reported to the 
police and the number actually recorded in the comparable crime category (Kershaw et 
al, 2000). According to the 2003/04 BCS, only 74% of the burglaries reported to the 
police were subsequently recorded (Dodd et al2004). Recording rates varied according to 
whether or not the incident was an attempted burglary and/or involved the theft of 
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property- 98% of the burglaries with loss were recorded compared to only 44% of the 
attempted burglaries involving no loss. 

Burrows et al (2000) were commissioned by the Home Office to explore the reasons for 
the 'recording shortfall'. They found that despite the fact that senior officers were 
adamant that virtually all crime allegations would be recorded as crimes, a considerable 
number of 'grey areas' emerged where forces acknowledged that there may be some 
slippage. Particular problem areas were crime allegations made by third parties, or where 
there was no willing complainant (quite common with assaults). Two approaches to 
crime reporting appeared to co-exist: the prima facie model, where details of crime 
allegations were accepted at face value and recorded without scrutiny; and the evidential 
model, where the details will be challenged and validated before a crime record is made. 

Burrows et al conducted a tracking exercise in five police forces to monitor the outcome 
of telephone calls containing allegations of crime. Across all the cases reviewed, only 
47% of crime allegations were eventually recorded as crimes, and in one force the 
proportion was as low as 33%. Property crimes were more likely to be recorded than 
personal crimes. Among the various property crimes, allegations of burglary and thefts 
of/from vehicles were more likely to be recorded than allegations of vandalism. Whether 
or not the crime was completed or attempted also seemed to influence the decision to 
record, with attempted crimes less likely to be recorded than completed ones. In addition 
to the non-recording of some crime allegations, about 21% of the cases which were 
recorded were classified quite differently from the initial allegation made to police. It was 
apparent that many allegations, including allegations of burglary, ended up being 
classified as criminal damage (Burrows et al , -2000). 

A similar review occurred in Australia when the Australian Institute of Criminology 
(AIC) was requested by the Chief Commissioner of Victoria Police to conduct a review 
of Victoria Police crime statistics (Carcach and Makkai, 2002). Like the Home Office 
study, the AIC study revealed an inconsistency in the way crime was recorded due to the 
fact that the existing policy for recording crime allowed police officers a degree of 
discretion in recording crime depending on whether they used the prima facie or 
evidential model. Both studies recommended that a prima facie model of crime recording 
should be adopted. 

In England and Wales, instructions to police forces in relation to the recording, counting 
and classification of crimes are provided in the Home Office Counting Rules. New 
Counting Rules were issued in 1998 and represented the first major revision of the rules 
for counting crimes since 1980 (Burrows et al 2000). The Counting Rules were revised 
again in 2002 in order to incorporate the new National Crime Recording Standard, which 
aims to promote more consistency in the way in which crime is recorded by different 
police forces and to ensure that there is a comprehensive record of all crimes reported to 
the police by victims (Simmons, 2002). 

The Counting Rules provide that a recorded offence can be classified as a 'no crime' if 
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one of the following criteria is satisfied: 

• the crime was committed outside the jurisdiction of the police force in which it 
was recorded; 

• where an incident has been recorded as a crime but credible evidence 
subsequently comes to light which determines that no crime has been 
committed; 

• if the crime, as alleged, constitutes part of a crime already recorded; and 

• ifthe reported incident was recorded as a crime in error. 

Recorded offences that are 'no-crimed' are not counted in the official statistics. The 
situation is different in Australia, where all offences are counted, including those 
subsequently discovered to be false reports (either deliberate or mistaken), or withdrawn 
by the complainant (see ABS, 2005). In Australia, national recorded crime statistics are 
published on an annual basis by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), which has its 
own counting rules. Police jurisdictions may apply slightly different counting rules when 
publishing their own statistics. For example, Carcach and Makkai (2002) found that 
statistics published by Victoria Police were not comparable with those published by the 
ABS due to the different counting rules used by each organisation. 

There have been studies in the UK which have examined the process of 'no-criming'. 
Bottomley and Coleman (1981) carried out a study in the north ofEngland based on a 
random sample of the indictable crime reports compiled by the police during 1972. The 
initial sample consisted of 2,819 crime reports, of which 313 cases ( 11%) were 
subsequently written off as 'no crimes'. The 'no-crimes' ranged from as many as 30% of 
reported cycle thefts to just 6% of reported offences of burglary. Bottomley and Coleman 
found that there was a wide range of circumstances that could lead to 'no-crime' decisions 
which they divided into five main groups: 

1. citizens' mistakes or false reports; 

2. failure to meet the requirements of legal or statistical categorisation; 

3. the practical constraints of the criminal justice process; 

4. the wishes of the complainant not to proceed; and 

5. the exercise of police discretion and operational stereotypes. 

Eighty-two (26%) of the 313 recorded 'no-crimes' fell into the first group of citizens' 
mistakes or false reports. Only 11 of the 82 cases involved false reports, and included 
examples such as the reporting of burglaries or assaults at non-existent addresses, reports 
by complainants with a mental disability, and attempts to cover up something else such as 
the man who alleged he had been robbed who had invented the story to cover up the fact 
that he had gambled away his unemployment benefit. Mistakes by complainants were 
more common and most typically involved the subsequent discovery of property believed 
to have been stolen. 
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In relation to the second group, the most common type of incident was reported cycle 
thefts which were 'no-crimed' if the bicycle was recovered by the owner within two or 
three days, the rationale being that there was no intention to permanently deprive the 
owner of the bicycle. A small group of cases ( 16 or 5%) were no-crimed because the 
police decided there was insufficient evidence to justify recording a crime or charging a 
suspect. Ten per cent of the 'no-crimes' were cases where the complainant did not want 
the police to take any further action. Finally, the last grouping of'no-crimes' was a 
mixture of cases in which the police exercised wide discretion in interpreting the 
circumstances surrounding an incident which led them to the 'no-crime' decision. An 
example of such a case was a burglary of a welding firm business, involving forced entry, 
where documents were strewn about and welding masks taken but found abandoned in 
the yard. This incident was attributed to children playing 'some sort of a game' 
(Bottomley and Coleman, 1981: 7 5) and 'no-crimed'. 

Victimisation surveys 

Crime victimisation surveys are generally conducted on a household basis and collect 
information about the household's characteristics and experience of victimisation. A 
limited range of crimes is suitable for measurement by household surveys (ABS, 2003). 
Victimisation surveys can only measure crimes where there is an identifiable victim, and 
so they are of no value in assessing 'victimless crimes' such as drug offences (Coleman 
and Moynihan, 1996). 

The International Crime Victimisation Survey (ICVS) enables comparisons to be made 
across different countries in relation to rates of crime victimisation and related topics 
such as the reporting of crime to police, satisfaction with police and the possession of 
security measures. The ICVS is an international project involving approximately 60 
countries, which is coordinated through the United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime, 
with national coordinators overseeing the project in each participating country (Johnson, 
2005). To date, five cycles ofthe ICVS have been conducted (1989, 1992, 1996, 2000 
and 2004), with Australia participating in all but the 1996 cycle (Johnson, 2005) 

An important source of information about crime in the United Kingdom is the British 
Crime Survey, a national crime victimisation survey which has been conducted regularly 
in England and Wales since 1982. The British Crime Survey provides information about 
a range of topics including the extent ofvictimisation, the effectiveness of security 
measures, anxiety about crime and satisfaction with the police. The BCS has been carried 
out on an annual basis since 2001/2002. Interviews are now conducted throughout the 
year, with respondents being asked about the crime they experienced in the 12 months 
preceding the interview (Dodd et al, 2004). 

The Crime and Safety Survey conducted by the Australian Bureau of Statistics is a 
national household survey of crime and safety, but the information it provides is 
somewhat limited. In the most recent survey in 2002, information was collected from 
individuals and households about their experience of crime, their perception of problems 
in their neighbourhood and their feelings of safety (ABS, 2003). In addition, detailed 
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information was collected about the most recent incident experienced by the victim, 
including whether the incident was reported to the police and whether the victim believed 
that the incident was a crime. The Crime and Safety Survey contains a core module with 
a set of data items that remain constant each time the survey is conducted and a flexible 
module of data items which can change each time the survey is conducted 
(http://www.abs.gov.au). In the 1998 Crime and Safety Survey, the flexible module 
consisted of data items on household break-in risk factors. These data items were not 
included in the 2002 survey. Previous surveys were conducted in 1998, 1993, 1985 and 
1983. 

Williams (2004) provides an extensive list of the methodological problems associated 
with victimisation surveys, which include the following: 

• respondents may forget about crimes, particularly the less serious crimes, 
which means that undue weight may be given to serious crimes which will 
reduce the utility of the survey as a true indicator of the level of crime in the 
population being studied; 

• respondents may be mistaken as to when the incident actually occurred. As a 
result they may include events which occurred before or after the relevant 
dates or exclude incidents which occurred within the relevant dates; 

• respondents may remember an incident but be reluctant to reveal it to an 
interviewer (e.g. in the case of domestic violence and/or sexual assault); 

• respondents may invent an offence to appear interesting or to gain the 
sympathy of the interviewer or to ' help' the interviewer; 

• respondents may deliberately omit incidents in order to speed up the interview 
process; and 

• better-educated respondents may be more able to recall relevant events and 
this may give the survey a bias. 

Coleman and Moynihan (1996) point out that very little is known about the degree to 
which respondents fabricate incidents, although they consider it quite plausible that some 
respondents may recall incidents experienced by friends or neighbours in order to avoid 
disappointing the interviewer. Levine (1976) also observes that methodological 
evaluations of victimisation surveys have tended to focus on factors which lead to crimes 
being under-reported, with less attention being paid to the reverse problem of over
reporting. He identifies three problem areas: interviewer biases, coding unreliability and 
false reporting by respondents. First, he suggests that interviewers may skew results by 
encouraging (knowingly or unknowingly) respondents to answer in a particular way, or 
alternatively interviewers may deliberately tamper with the findings by recording answers 
incorrectly or making the answers up themselves. In relation to coding, the problem is 
that where several individuals are involved in coding there may be inconsistencies, 
particularly where coding guidelines are vague and the information being coded lacks 
clarity. Finally, it is suggested that respondents might deliberately fabricate incidents, 
unintentionally provide false information due to a misunderstanding about the legal 
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definition of crimes or mistakenly report a crime committed outside the time-period of 
the survey due to memory fallibility (Levine, 1976). 

Levine maintains that the very characteristics of the survey method can actually 
encourage people to falsely report crime. Respondents are given guarantees of anonymity 
and there is no risk of adverse consequences, unlike making a false report to police, 
which is a crime in most jurisdictions. Various motivations are suggested such as lying to 
try and justify false insurance claims, lying to gain the sympathy of the interviewer, or 
lying out of some perceived obligation to the interviewer to report as much crime as 
possible. According to Levine, there is 'good reason to doubt the authenticity of many 
allegations ofvictimisation made in surveys' (Levine, 1976: 320). He points out that it 
has been estimated that as many as one-third of the crimes reported to police are 
unfounded (i.e. without sufficient basis in fact or law to constitute crime) and suggests 
that in the less revealing context of a victimisation survey an even greater number of false 
reports is to be expected. 

The estimate that as many as one-third of the crimes reported to police are unfounded 
seems high, although from Bottomley and Coleman's (1981) study of 'no-criming' it 
appears that certain categories of crime (e.g. bicycle thefts) may be more likely to be 
unfounded. However, overall only 11% of the indictable crimes in their study were 'no
crimed' during the one-year period under observation. In relation to the British Crime 
Survey, Zedner (2002) notes that 5 to 10 per cent ofthe incidents reported to the BCS are 
discounted by interviewers on the basis that the details provided do not suggest genuine 
crimes, or would not have been recorded as such by the police. 

Other sources of information about burglary 

Other sources of information about burglary include insurance data and research studies. 
The utility of insurance data as a potential source of information about burglary is limited 
by the fact that not all burglary victims are insured, and even where victims are insured 
they do not always make a claim. Research studies tend to be more useful and 
complement the information available from official statistics and/or victimisation 
surveys. A number of studies have been conducted involving interviews with burglars to 
try and explore issues such as their motivation, target selection and the effectiveness of 
security measures. These studies are discussed in more detail in chapter six. In this 
chapter, various studies involving interviews with victims will be examined, particularly 
in relation to the impact of burglary and levels of satisfaction with the police. Research 
comparing victims and non-victims is also referred to in the section below on burglary 
risk factors. 

2.4 RISK FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH BURGLARY 

A range of risk factors has been found to contribute to the risk of burglary at the area, 
neighbourhood, household, dwelling, and individual levels. Table 2.1 provides an 
overview of the type of risk factors which have been identified at each level of analysis. 
These risk factors are discussed in more detail below. 
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Table 2.1 Risk factors for burglary identified in various studies (a) 

Level of Analysis 
Area 

Neighbourhood 

Dwelling 

Household 

Individual 

Risk Factor 
Type of area (i.e. urban or rural) 

Geographical location (i.e. region of the country) 

Perceived level of anti-social behaviour 

Proportion of population unemployed 

Proportion of males aged 15-24 

Population of city/town 

Urban structure 

Level of social cohesion/collective efficacy 

Level of social capital (i.e. density of community 
organisations and voter turnout in elections) 

Level of household security 

Visibility, accessibility and relative affluence 

Housing type (e.g. detached, semi-detached, 
terraced) 

Proximity to transport routes (e.g. major roads, 
laneways) 

Proximity to community facilities (e.g. parks, pubs, 
schools, shops, bus stops) 

Length of residence 

Source of Evidence 
BCS (Kershaw et al 2000) 
Tseloni et al (2004) 

BCS (Dodd et al 2004) 

BCS (Dodd et al 2004) 

CSS (ABS 1999a) 

CSS (ABS 1999a) 

CSS (ABS 1999a) 

Kennedy and Forde (1990) 

Hirschfield & Bowers ( 1997) 
Sampson et al (1997) 

Martin (2002) 

BCS (Dodd et al 2004) 

Evans & Fletcher (1998) 
Winchester & Jackson (1982) 

Bowers, Johnson & Pease (2005) 
Rengert & Wasilchick (2000) 

Rengert & Wasilchick (2000) 
CSS (ABS 1999a) 

CSS (ABS 1999a) 

BCS (Dodd eta! 2004) 

Composition (e.g. single-parent, age of occupants) BCS (Dodd et al 2004) 
CSS (ABS 1999a) 
Maxfield ( 1987) 

Occupancy patterns Mawby (2001a) 

Moving home Ellingworth & Pease (1998) 

Age, gender, marital status, occupation, 
lifestyle/routine activities 

Witterbrood & Nieuwbeerta (2000) 
Kennedy & Forde (1990) 
Tseloni et al (2004) 

(a) CSS =Crime and Safety Survey (Australia). BCS =British Crime Survey 

Area-level, household and dwelling risk factors 

A consistent finding in successive sweeps of the British Crime Survey is that the risk of 
burglary victimisation varies greatly across households with different characteristics and 
situated in different areas (Dodd et al2004, Kershaw et al2000). Trickett et al (1995) 
analysed data from the British Crime Survey and the Census and found that while both 
area and individual characteristics play important roles in determining the likelihood of 
property crime victimisation, area characteristics generally play a stronger role. They 

28 



suggest that target selection is determined in the first instance by the characteristics of the 
area and secondly by the nature of the individual household within that area. 

From the multivariate analysis conducted using data from the 2003/04 BCS, Dodd et al 
(2004) concluded that the following factors were the most important predictors of 
becoming a victim ofburglary: 

• no home security; 

• households in areas where high levels of anti-social behaviour are 
perceived; 

• living at an address for less than one year; 

• living in a particular geographical area; and 

• single adult households. 

The BCS has also revealed that the likelihood of being burgled in rural areas is 
approximately half that of non-rural areas (Kershaw et al2000), and that moving home is 
associated with an increased risk of property crime, both prior to and after a move 
(Ellingworth and Pease, 1998). 

In the 1998 Crime and Safety Survey, logistic regression analysis revealed that each of 
the following types of households had an increased risk of burglary compared to 
households without these characteristics, when other factors included in the model were 
held constant (ABS, 1999a): 

• single-parent households; 

• households with dwellings located next to laneways/bicycle paths; 

• households with dwellings in streets with large amounts of vehicle 
traffic; 

• households in areas where I 0% or more of the population were 
unemployed; 

• households in areas where 9% or more of the population were males 
aged 15-24 years; and 

• households in cities or towns with a population of 8,000 persons or 
more. 

Households with persons aged 55 years and over had a lower risk of burglary than other 
households, as did households in dwellings located more than I 00 metres from any 
community facility (e.g. parks, pubs, schools, shops, bus stops). 

Both the British Crime Survey and the Crime and Safety Survey indicate that single
parent households have an increased risk of burglary. A similar finding is reported by 
Maxfield (1987). He analysed data from the 1982 British Crime Survey and the 1983 
Victim Risk Supplement to the US National Crime Survey and found that single-parent 
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households are at greater risk of property crime and personal crime. He discovered that 
much ofthe higher risk of personal victimisation among single-parent households was 
due to the very high proportion of incidents committed by present or former spouses or 
boyfriends. 

Environmental risk factors 

In a study carried out in the Kent police force area, Winchester and Jackson ( 1982) 
compared a general household sample with a group of households which had all been 
recent burglary victims. Information about each sample of households was collected via 
site surveys (to measure environmental risk), interviews (to measure occupancy and 
security) and valuation lists (to measure reward). Winchester and Jackson found that the 
most important factor discriminating between burgled and non-burgled households was 
environmental risk, followed by occupancy rates and reward (as measured by the 
property's rateable value). The level of dwelling security was not a relevant 
discriminating factor. Winchester and Jackson Constructed an index of environmental risk 
on the basis of 14 different variables which related to the location of the house (e.g. 
distance from the road, proximity to other houses), the visibility of the house (e.g. to 
neighbouring houses and from the road) and the accessibility of the house. Burgled 
houses were more likely to display several environmental risk characteristics, as opposed 
to those which had not been burgled. 

In a similar study, Evans and Fletcher (1998) compared burgled and non-burgled houses 
in an affluent residential area with a low burglary rate within Staffordshire Police 
Division in the United Kingdom. A set of 14 environmental criteria was used to compare 
houses in the burgled sample with those in the control sample. Seven of the criteria were 
devised to measure the accessibility characteristics of the houses, while the other seven 
were designed to measure the surveillance characteristics. Information was also collected 
on the relative affluence of the residence in terms of its rateable value. It was found that 
the burgled houses were more likely to: be situated in an area with a major road running 
through it; have a higher rateable value than the mean; be visible from the nearest open 
space; and have clearly visible access from front to rear on the left hand side of the house. 
Evans and Fletcher point out that the overall level of explanation given by the variables 
in the analysis was relatively low, suggesting that other factors, such as occupancy 
patterns and household security, are important in influencing burglary risk in an affluent 
area. 

In a US study, Rengert and Wasilchick (2000) compared the characteristics of burgled 
and non-burgled houses in Greenwich, Connecticut, a suburb ofNew York City. They 
concluded that, in an affluent community, the houses most likely to be burgled are 
detached houses in secluded areas, and houses located near the exits of major 
transportation boundaries, particularly where they back onto a thoroughfare. 
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Housing type 

Bowers et al (2005) analysed residential burglary data from Merseyside Police over a 
five-year period in order to examine the interaction between housing type and area. They 
found that overall, terraced and semi-detached houses suffered the greatest number of 
incidents. When rates of burglary for each housing type were produced, it was discovered 
that the properties most at risk were flats and semi-detached houses, followed closely by 
terraced properties, with detached houses generally at less risk. However, when the type 
of area was also taken into consideration, it was revealed that detached houses in 
deprived areas were particularly vulnerable to both victimisation and repeat victimisation. 
In fact, detached houses located in deprived areas were at over seven times the risk of · 
being burgled compared to detached houses in affluent areas. The risk of a detached 
house suffering repeat victimisation was over twenty times greater in the most deprived 
areas than in the most affluent areas. Bowers et al observe that the higher vulnerability of 
detached houses in deprived areas is consistent with Cornish and Clarke's (1986) rational 
choice theory, which views offenders as rational actors who seek to maximise rewards. 
Thus, all other factors being equal, the preferred target of an offender in a deprived area 
would be a residence which displays stereotypical signs of relative affluence, such as a 
detached house (Bowers et al, 2005). 

Neighbourhood-level risk factors 

An increasing level of attention is being placed on the neighbourhood context of crime. 
In particular, the influence of factors such as the extent of social cohesion in a 
neighbourhood, or related concepts such as collective efficacy and social capital, are 
being explored. 

Hirschfield and Bowers (1997) examined the relationship between crime and levels of 
social cohesion within disadvantaged areas in Merseyside in the UK. Socially cohesive 
areas were defined as those with 'relatively high levels of interaction between residents 
and a strong sense of community' (Hirschfield and Bowers, 1997: 1275-1276). The 
results suggest that the level of crime in disadvantaged areas is influenced by the level of 
social cohesion. Areas with high levels of social cohesion had lower than expected crime 
rates and vice versa. There also appeared to be a relationship between levels of 
Neighbourhood Watch schemes and levels of social cohesion. The study indicated that 
schemes might be effective in reducing burglary in more affluent areas, but not in 
disadvantaged areas. Hirschfield and Bowers suggest that this may be because schemes 
are more active in affluent areas, whereas schemes may exist in disadvantaged areas in 
name only to try and reduce the higher insurance premiums which result from the higher 
levels of burglary. 

In a US study, Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls (1997) examined the relationship 
between collective efficacy and neighbourhood crime by conducting interviews with 
residents in 343 Chicago neighbourhoods. Collective efficacy, defined as 'social cohesion 
among neighbours combined with their willingness to intervene on behalf of the common 
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good' (Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls, 1997: 918), was found to be negatively 
associated with crime. 

In a later study, Martin (2002) found that higher levels of social capital, as measured by 
density of community organisations and voter turnout in the neighbourhood, were 
associated with lower burglary rates among neighbourhoods in Detroit. 

Individual-level risk factors 

The length of time a home is unoccupied, both during the day and at night, has been 
found to affect burglary risk (Mawby, 2001). Occupancy patterns are in turn influenced 
by household composition and the demographic characteristics and lifestyle patterns of 
the occupant/s. 

Theoretical approaches such as routine activity theory and lifestyle theory are often 
drawn upon to explain the differential risks ofburglary victimisation. Routine activity 
theory tries to explain the supply of opportunities for crime (Crawford, 1998). It is 
proposed that for crimes such as burglary to occur, three minimal elements must 
converge in time and space: a likely offender, a suitable target and the absence of a 
capable guardian (Felson and Clarke, 1998). According to lifestyle theory, differences in 
the risk ofvictimisation are partly due to variations in the extent to which individuals are 
exposed to offenders (Clarke, 1997). Such exposure varies according to the victim's 
sociodemographic characteristics (e.g. age, sex, race, place of residence), and his/her 
lifestyle. People' s lifestyles incorporate routine activities (e.g. work and entertainment) 
which determine the likelihood that they will encounter offenders (Pease, 1997). 

Using data from national crime victimisation surveys conducted around the same time, 
Tseloni et al (2004) examined factors relating to burglary victimisation in England and 
Wales, the United States and the Netherlands in a cross-national comparative test of 
routine activities and lifestyle theories. They found that in all three countries, single
parent households, those in inner city/urban areas and those with prevention measures are 
burgled more frequently than otherwise similar households. Some variables were found 
to have significant effects in opposite directions according to country. For example, 
rented accommodation was associated with higher burglary rates in the UK but lower 
rates in the Netherlands, and household affluence was associated with higher rates of 
burglary in the UK and lower rates in the US. It was also found that US households have 
more idiosyncratic patterns of burglary victimisation than the other two countries. 
Overall, only a modest amount of the variation in burglary risk could be attributed to the 
influence of the routine activity and lifestyle variables. Thus, Tseloni et al conclude that a 
' richer set of explanatory variables is required before one can claim that burglary 
victimisation is understood' (Tseloni et al, 2004: 87). 

Tseloni et al note that the finding that households with prevention measures are more 
likely to be burgled seems counter-intuitive and suggest that prevention measures may be 
taken in response to a burglary rather than in anticipation of a burglary. However, the 
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cross-sectional design of the surveys meant that it was not possible to determine the 
chronology of events relating to the installation of security measures. 

Kennedy and Forde (1990) analysed data from the Canadian Urban Victimisation Study 
to test the effect of routine activities and urban structure on victimisation. In relation to 
burglary, they found that being unmarried and young were strong predictors of 
victimisation, and that victimisation also coincided with routine activities such as going 
to work, attending sporting events, frequenting bars and being out of the house walking 
or driving around. Urban structure was also found to be related to victimisation. The risk 
ofvictimisation was greater in areas with more low-income families and more divorced 
persons. There was also a higher likelihood of victimisation in areas with less single, 
detached housing units and a lower level of unemployment. 

Witterbrood and Nieuwbeerta (2000) report similar findings in relation to the greater 
likelihood ofvictimisation for those who are young and unmarried. They used life history 
data from a Dutch national crime survey to examine the effects of previous victimisation 
and patterns of routine activities on the risk of victimisation for seven different types of 
crime, including burglary. Victimisation risks for all types of crime were found to vary 
with changes in patterns of routine activities. For all types of crime, the risk of 
victimisation was found to be higher for individuals when they were young, studying and 
unmarried than when they were married with children and working. The risks of 
victimisation were found to be higher for women at all points in their lives than men, 
especially for sexual assault. The study also showed that individuals who had been 
previously victimised were at greater risk of a subsequent victimisation. 

Consistent with Wittebrood and Nieubeerta' s findings, studies in the UK and the US have 
revealed comparatively high levels ofvictimisation among student populations. For 
example, Tilley et al (1999) report that during the early stages of the Burglary Reduction 
Initiative in the United Kingdom it became apparent that there were specific problems for 
students living in the private rental sector. Tilley et al observe that students are likely to 
be among the most at risk of burglary in all categories as they tend to be young, have a 
low income, live in privately rented flats or terraced houses and leave the residence 
unoccupied for many hours. They point out that students also tend to live in poorer parts 
of cities, which may already have high crime rates, and arrive at college or university 
with a supply of the most popular goods targeted by burglars (i.e. portable, high value 
electronic equipment) and not much in the way of street wisdom. Thus, Tilley et al 
suggest that it is not surprising that students experience higher rates of burglary. 

On the same issue, Barberet et al (2003) present findings from a study of the 
victimisation of students at seven higher education institutions in the East Midlands. 
They found that one-third of the student sample were victims of crime during the past 
year. Nearly 12% of the students living in private accommodation experienced a burglary 
compared with 5% of the students living in university accommodation. While most 
students said they took precautions such as always locking their doors and windows, 
almost a third did not take such precautions. Students living in university accommodation 
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were more likely to report having different types of access control, surveillance and 
target-hardening measures than those living in private accommodation. 

The finding that almost a third of the students interviewed in Bar baret et al' s study did 
not take any precautions against burglary is consistent with research in the United States. 
Fisher et al (1998) observe that research has revealed that college students 'are poor 
guardians of themselves and their property' (Fisher et al , 1998: 680). Fisher et al 
conducted interviews with 3,472 randomly selected students (undergraduate and 
graduate) across 12 institutions to examine the level and source of student victimisation. 
Their results indicated that students were particularly at risk of having their property 
stolen. Fisher et al suggest that theft victimisation against students may reflect, at least in 
part, the general perception among students that they are not at risk of victimisation and 
their failure to take basic steps to protect their property such as locking the door to their 
room or asking another student to "keep an eye on" their property (Fisher et al, 1998: 
698). 

2.5 THE IMPACT OF BURGLARY 

Mawby (2001a) points out that burglary can have a significant impact on victims, both 
financially and emotionally, and in some cases the effects can be long-term. Quality of 
life may be affected where victims are too fearful to leave home, or people may actually 
move home as a result of the burglary. Using longitudinal data from the National Crime 
Survey in the United States, Dugan (1999) was able to demonstrate that the experience of 
victimisation is associated with an increased likelihood of moving home. Being the 
victim of a property crime was found to increase the probability of moving within the 
next year by 12%, and repeat victimisation compounded this. 

Maguire (1980) interviewed 322 victims of residential burglary in the Thames Valley 
police force area. The majority of the interviews took place 4-10 weeks after the burglary. 
Victims were asked what their first reaction was once they realised what had happened. 
The most common reaction was anger or annoyance (30%), followed by shock (19%) and 
upset/tears/confusion (17%). For the majority of respondents, the impact of the burglary 
had lasting effects, with 65% of victims interviewed 4-10 weeks after the event indicating 
that it was still having some effect on their life. The lasting effects were most commonly 
a general feeling of unease or insecurity and a tendency to keep thinking about the 
burglary. When the initial shock had worn off, most victims began to speculate about 
who committed the burglary. More than half ended up suspecting that it was someone 
local who knew them or was familiar with their habits, which prolonged the worry caused 
by the incident. When asked what, looking back, had been the worst thing about the 
burglary, 60% selected either intrusion on their privacy or general emotional upset. 

Fifteen per cent of the victims interviewed by Maguire said they were frightened at times 
as a result of the burglary. The main physical consequences of this fear were trouble 
sleeping (8%) and the use of tranquillisers or other drugs not previously taken. Overall, 
six per cent of the victims said their physical health had suffered as a consequence of the 
burglary. Maguire points out that the most striking long-term psychological effect was 
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experienced almost exclusively by women, with about 12% of all female respondents 
using words such as 'pollution', 'violation' or a 'presence in the house' (Maguire, 1980: 
265). Women were also more likely to experience the most serious lasting effects, 
particularly those who were separated, widowed or divorced. 

The experience of being burgled also impacted on the victims' security behaviour. 
Maguire reports that 43% of those who had not been insured took out a policy and 42% 
ofthose who had been under-insured increased their cover. Fifty per cent of victims 
improved the physical security of their home by installing new locks or bolts or an alarm, 
and 80% of those who had been careless about locking up prior to the burglary said they 
had become more 'security conscious' (although some were starting to lapse). A small 
minority of respondents took extreme measures such as nailing up windows, placing 
furniture against doors or sleeping with makeshift weapons next to the bed. 

In a later study, Coupe and Griffiths (1996) conducted interviews with 200 burglary 
victims in two divisions of the West Midlands Police Force. They found that being 
burgled resulted in some physical or emotional disturbance to the victim's life in 92% of 
incidents. The majority of victims, particularly women, experienced longer term effects 
concerning the fear of another burglary, with levels of worry remaining high for at least 
18 months after the burglary. Nearly 30% of victims were so concerned by what had 
happened, and frightened by the prospect of it happening again, that they wanted to move 
home. 

An important point made by Mawby (2001a) is that not everyone is affected by burglary 
in the same way or to the same extent. He refers to European research (Mawby et a! 
1999; Mawby, Koubova and Brabcova 2000) which revealed four sets of differences in 
terms of the type of victims likely to be most affected by burglary: 

• Age - those aged under 30 were significantly less likely to be affected. 

• Gender - men were more likely to register anger but women described 
themselves as more affected. 

• Family structure - respondents from single-parent households 
consistently described themselves as most affected. There was some 
indication that those with children were more affected than those 
without. 

• Prosperity -those who were poorer consistently described themselves 
as most affected. 

In relation to the age of victims, Donaldson (2003) reports findings from a small-scale 
study examining the impact of burglary on people over the age of sixty. While older 
people are less likely to be burgled, it appears that the impact of burglary may be 
particularly detrimental for this age group. The study was conducted as part of the 
Reducing Burglary Initiative using a 'virtual community' approach. The virtual 
community consisted of elderly people living in small units of sheltered accommodation 
in Flintshire, England. Burglary victims still resident in sheltered accommodation and 
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their neighbours were interviewed. It was found that compared to the non-burgled 
neighbour sample, burglary victims were significantly more likely to be dead or to have 
become more dependent two years after the event. The main impact on the elderly 
victims appeared to be health related, but their emotional state was also affected. In 
addition, changes in behaviour were observed, with the victim either becoming 
housebound after the incident or spending more time with family and avoiding returning 
to their own sheltered accommodation. According to Donaldson, the research suggests 
that providing older burglary victims with information about the progress of their case 
can help to alleviate distress. 

Anxiety about burglary 

The impact of burglary is also felt by the wider community, with victimisation surveys 
revealing that many people worry about being burgled. In the Australian component of 
the 2004 International Crime Victimisation Survey, respondents were asked about the 
perceived likelihood of experiencing a burglary in the next twelve months (Johnson, 
2005). Thirty-six per cent of respondents felt that it was likely or very likely their homes 
would be burgled in the coming year. Perceived vulnerability to burglary was associated 
with respondents' perceptions as to the effectiveness of the police. Respondents who felt 
that the police were doing a 'very poor job' were more likely to think it was very likely 
that they would be burgled in the next twelve months compared to those who rated the 
police as doing 'a very good job' (Johnson, 2005). 

In Tasmania, the Australian Bureau of Statistics conducted a household survey on 
community safety in 1998 (ABS, 1999b) which included questions probing people's 
anxiety about crime, similar to those asked in the British Crime Survey. Respondents 
were asked how worried they were about becoming the victim of selected crimes, and 
17% of respondents said they were very worried about having their home broken into. In 
terms ofthe likelihood ofthis occurring, 97% of respondents believed that there was at 
least some chance of their home being broken into, with 17% believing there was a high 
chance. 

Simmons et al (2002) observe that all sweeps of the BCS have shown marked social and 
demographic variations in the level of concern about crime. Based on bivariate analysis 
using data from the 2001/02 BCS, Simmons et al found that the correlates of fear were: 
demographic factors (e.g. age, sex, health and socio-economic status), experience of 
victimisation, perceptions of crime risk, perceived levels of disorder and neighbourhood 
cohesion. Many ofthe factors associated with anxiety of crime have also been identified 
as risk factors for burglary victimisation. 

2.6 THE RESPONSE TO BURGLARY 

In this section, the response to burglary is examined. This includes the response of the 
police and other relevant players, such as victim support services and insurance 
companies. As discussed above, the experience of being burgled can be a very traumatic 
one for victims, thus the quality and timeliness of the response to burglary is likely to be 
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fairly critical to the recovery process. If the response is poor or the victim is treated 
badly, this may amount to a form of secondary victimisation and delay the recovery 
process. A poor response may also reduce the likelihood that further incidents of 
victimisation will be reported. 

The role of the police 

Mawby (2001a) suggests that it is important to consider the role of the police in the 
context of burglary for at least three reasons. First, the police are heavily reliant on the 
community, particularly victims, for bringing crime to their attention and providing leads 
on offenders. If victims are dissatisfied with the service provided by police they may not 
report crimes and possibly take matters into their own hands. Second, despite the 
existence of victim assistance schemes, the main agency victims have contact with is still 
the police. Third, traditionally the service provided to victims by the police was very 
poor, and in many cases may have exacerbated the effects of the crime and amounted to 
secondary victimisation instead of support. 

There are two particularly relevant aspects of the police response to burglary to examine: 

1. the prospects for solving burglary; and 

2. victim satisfaction with the police response. 

Solving burglary 

According to Coupe and Girling (2001), residential burglary is a difficult crime to solve 
because there is generally no obvious link between the offender and the victim, little 
evidence at the crime scene and much of the property stolen does not have any 
distinguishing features and is disposed of very quickly. Thus, once the burglar has left the 
scene, the chances of the police catching him/her are quite low and there is almost no 
prospect of recovering the stolen property (Coupe and Girling 2001 , Coupe and Griffiths, 
2000). 

In England and Wales, the detection rate for burglary in 2003/04 was 13% (Dodd et al 
2004). For a crime to be counted as detected in England and Wales, a suspect must have 
been identified and there must be sufficient evidence to charge the suspect (Dodd et al 
2004). Even if the victim refuses or is unable to give evidence, the offender is dead, or 
the police or prosecution decide not to proceed, the crime will still be counted as cleared. 
It is difficult to directly compare detection or clear-up rates in England and Wales with 
those in Australia because ofthe different counting rules which apply. In England and 
Wales, false reports, mistaken reports and duplicate reports would all be ' no-crimed' and 
not counted in the recorded crime statistics, whereas in Australia they would be counted 
in the recorded crime statistics. 

In Australia, clear-up rates based on the recorded crime statistics published by the 
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Australian Bureau of Statistics include the following: 

• cases in which action has been, or will be, taken against an offender (e.g. 
caution issued, court proceedings to occur); 

• cases where an offender has been identified but no further action is to be 
taken (e.g. the offender has died, the victim withdraws the offence or the 
offender cannot be proceeded against due to the statute of limitations); and 

• cases where the matter has been classified as unfounded (e.g. mistakes, 
duplicate reports and possibly some false reports which have been 
substantiated). 

Annual figures published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics provide some basis for 
comparing the clear-up rates in different jurisdictions in Australia. Table 2.2 provides an 
overview of the proportion of cases finalised at 30 days for selected crime types for the 
year 2003 (ABS, 2004b ). The first thing to note is that burglary cases are less likely to be 
finalised at 30 days than other crime types, such as assault, armed robbery and murder. 
However, the proportion of burglary cases finalised at 30 days in Tasmania is quite high at 
13.9%, compared to the national average of7.9%. In the majority (90%) ofthe burglary 
cases which were finalised at 30 days in Tasmania, an offender was proceeded against. 

Table 2.2 Victims of selected crimes, by outcome of investigation at 30 days (2003) 

NSW VIC QLD SA WA TAS NT ACT AUST 
Burglary 6.8 10.3 7.7 6.8 7.9 13.9 16.0 4.2 7.9 
Assault 62.8 58.1 43.1 58.5 57.2 74.8 67.9 56.4 59.0 
Motor Vehicle Theft 7.0 12.4 15.1 12.2 15.0 20.7 23.8 5.9 11.2 
Armed Robbery 14.3 35 .0 19.3 29.6 31.0 38.9 55.2 25.4 22.5 
Murder 52.0 62.0 61.5 84.2 84.6 100.0 91.0 75.0 63.6 
Source: ABS (2004b) 

In New Zealand, the Office of the Controller and Auditor-General conducted a 
performance audit of the way the police deal with dwelling burglaries and how they 
measure their performance (New Zealand Controller and Auditor-General, 2001). It was 
found that in 1999-2000, the resolution rate (i.e. burglaries where the offender/s has been 
identified and a decision made as to the action to be taken in relation to the offender) 
varied widely among the 12 Police Districts, from 6.6% in one District to 24.2% in 
another. The following factors were listed as affecting the local resolution 
rate, in addition to District performance in resolving burglaries: 

• demography- burglaries are likely to be harder to resolve in a busy 
anonymous urban community; and 

• the type of community- people who look out for their neighbour's 
property are more likely to provide the police with the information needed 
to help identify offenders. 

Farrington and Lambert (2000) examined the police case files relating to over 600 
convicted offenders (345 burglary and 310 violent) in Nottinghamshire. They examined, 
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among other things, how the offenders were apprehended and, not surprisingly, found 
that violent offenders were much more likely than burglars to be apprehended as a result 
of victim and witness descriptions. The main ways in which the burglars were arrested 
were: being caught in the act (14%), via an informant (12%), being caught near to or 
leaving the scene of the crime (12%), being traced through property left at the scene or 
through the disposal of stolen goods (1 0% ), being seen acting suspiciously in the area 
(8%), being caught for another crime and admitting the burglary as well (7%) or being 
identified as a result of a witness description (7%). Forty-three per cent of the convicted 
burglars were arrested straight away or within an hour. 

In the UK, a distinction is often made between clear-ups derived from charging or 
cautioning an offender and referred to as 'primary' clear-ups, and clear-ups resulting 
from interviewing offenders in custody about their offending, referred to as 'secondary' 
clear-ups (Burrows, 1986). Coupe and Griffiths (1996) examined the way police 
investigate and solve residential burglary in the West Midlands based on a sample of704 
cases committed during a 6-month period in 1994. The sample included all the burglaries 
detected by primary means and an 8% sample of undetected cases. Only 6% ofthe 
burglaries committed during the relevant period were solved through primary means, 
although it was anticipated that a third would eventually be cleared up, largely through 
secondary detection. Only 7% ofthe stolen property was recovered. 

Coupe and Griffiths report that most of the primary detections could be attributed to 
activities carried out by the first officer at the scene. The majority of the primary 
detections were either due to offenders being caught at or near the scene of the crime 
(43%), or resulted from investigations based on the questioning of witnesses (victims and 
neighbours) at the scene (34%). Ten per cent of the primary detections were attributable 
to subsequent police investigations, usually by CID, and only 6% of the primary 
detections were attributable to the collection of forensic evidence, although forensic 
evidence was used as supporting evidence in other cases. It should also be noted that the 
study was carried out prior to the introduction and use of the national DNA database. 
Coupe and Griffith's report contains a number of recommendations for increasing 
detection rates and saving resources, such as: 

~ catching more offenders in the act by responding to alerts in five minutes or less 
with at least three officers; 

~ introducing more formal crime screening and improving the selection of cases for 
investigation; 

~ interviewing more neighbours at the crime scene; 

~ reducing CID visits to the burglary scene as they largely duplicated the work of 
the first officers at the scene and had minimal impact on victim satisfaction; 

~ being more selective in requesting scenes of crime officer (SOCO) visits; and 

~ improving the allocation of resources to cases by more systematic screening 
procedures. 
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On the point of catching more offenders in the act, Coupe and Blake (2005) examined the 
impact of patrol workloads on the speed and strength of responses to 'in progress' 
residential burglaries in a UK police force area. They found that the likelihood of 
catching a burglar in the act depended on the speed and strength of the response to the 
incident, which in tum depended on patrol workloads at the time. When workloads were 
lighter, more patrols were free to respond to an ' in progress' incident, response times 
were faster and capture rates were higher. However, Coupe and Blake found that 
successfully catching burglars in the act depended as much on the burglary circumstances 
as on the speed and strength ofthe police response. One ofthe most important factors 
was the stage at which the burglary was spotted. The prospects of catching a burglar were 
much higher when a burglar was reported breaking in by a neighbour or someone passing 
by, than when the burglar was reported leaving the premises by the victim (Coupe and 
Blake, 2005). 

Jacobson, Maitland and Hough (2003) report findings from a study of burglary 
investigation conducted in three policing areas: Oxford, Chiltem Vale and Coventry. The 
study emerged from Home Office evaluations of burglary Strategic Development Projects 
implemented at the three sites as part of the Reducing Burglary Initiative. Based on a 
review of the way burglaries were investigated in the three areas, three broad principles 
for effective investigation are identified: 

1. routine - it is essential that key elements of the investigative process are carried 
out in a systematic and routine fashion; 

2. simplicity - investigative work can be most effective when police officers respond 
in relatively simple ways to the situations and chains of events on which their 
enquiries are focused; and 

3. flexibility- is of critical importance to ensure that information is gathered, 
recorded, communicated and acted upon in response to investigative opportunities 
as and when they present themselves. 

Consistent with these principles, a number of specific recommendations are made in 
relation to burglary investigation. Many of these recommendations are aimed at 
improving the flow of communication both within the police service and between the 
police and other agencies, such as the prison service. Another common theme in the 
recommendations is consistency in terms of the initial response to burglary and crime 
screening and case allocation. It is also clear that police officers need to be supported by 
appropriate training, supervision and resources. Key resources required include 
accessible and easy to use databases to record information on offences, suspects and 
offenders (Jacobson, Maitland and Hough, 2003). 

Victim satisfaction with the police response 

In the Australian component of the 2004 International Crime Victimisation Survey 
(ICVS), burglary victims reported a high level of satisfaction with police, with 74% of 
those seeking police assistance stating that they were satisfied with the way the police 
dealt with the incident (Johnson, 2005). Certain victim characteristics were linked to 
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greater dissatisfaction with the police response to burglary. Victims from the lowest 
income households, those who spoke a language other than English at home, and 
Indigenous people were more likely to be dissatisfied than other burglary victims 
(Johnson, 2005). 

The issue ofvictim satisfaction with the police response was also explored in the 2000 
International Crime Victimisation Survey (Van Kesteren et al 2000). Overall, the 
majority of victims were satisfied with the way the police responded to their crime report, 
although level of satisfaction varied across the different countries participating in the 
survey. The main reasons cited by the Australian burglary victims who were dissatisfied 
with the police response were that: the police did not do enough (30%), were not 
interested (17%), did not find the offender (14%), were slow to arrive (13%), were 
impolite (10%), and gave no information (8%). Van Kesteren et al observe that 
satisfaction with the police response to crime was considerably lower outside the 
industrialised world and suggest that this may be a consequence of lower levels of 
insurance, with uninsured victims more likely to direct their frustration about financial 
loss towards the police. This is consistent with Mawby and Gorgenyi's (1998) findings 
from interviews with burglary victims in Miskolc, Hungary. They report that respondents 
for whom the impact of burglary was 'cushioned' were more likely to be pro-police 
(Mawby and Gorgenyi, 1998: 325). They found that insured victims were significantly 
more likely to express overall satisfaction, believe that the police had made sufficient 
effort in relation to their burglary, and to say that they now felt more favourably towards 
the police. 

In his survey ofburglary victims in the Thames Valley, Maguire (1980) found that about 
a third of the sample had some criticism of the way in which the police handled their 
case. The most frequent complaints were that the police had displayed a 'lack of interest', 
had 'treated us as unimportant', or had 'made us feel as if we were wasting their time' 
(Maguire, 1980: 271). The police were also criticised for failing to provide any 
notification of the progress, or lack thereof, made in the case. Maguire observes that the 
very routine of the investigation (i.e. taking fingerprints, recording details, examining the 
point of entry, questioning neighbours), provided it was coupled with a sympathetic 
attitude and preparedness to listen to the victim's fears, was beneficial in helping victims 
come to terms with the burglary. He suggests that while such actions could be to some 
extent regarded as a kind of'ritual' (Maguire 1980: 272), given that both the victim and 
police were often aware of the limited prospects of arrest, they are nevertheless still 
valuable in terms of both the victim's recovery and police-public relations. 

Coupe and Griffiths (1996) examined the extent to which the 200 burglary victims they 
interviewed in the West Midlands were satisfied with the police response. While 53% of 
the victims were satisfied with the service provided, 29% considered it to be inadequate 
and 18% expressed dissatisfaction. Satisfaction was higher where the burglary was 
solved, and stolen property was recovered, particularly when property was not covered by 
insurance. Forty per cent of those who were dissatisfied with the response said they 
would have been satisfied if the offender had been caught. Victims who received 
additional contact from police were more satisfied with the service provided, regardless 
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of the outcome of the investigation. Such contact was generally made by telephone 
(46%), a police visit (22%) or a letter (27%) but the method of contact made no 
difference to the level of satisfaction. In relation to the police response time, 29% of the 
victims thought the police took too long to arrive and the level of dissatisfaction 
increased the longer they took to get to the victim irrespective of whether or not the 
burglary was solved. Once the victim had called the police, they were expected to arrive 
within an hour preferably within half an hour. When the police took more than an hour to 
respond, 60% of the victims thought they had waited too long. 

Victim assistance 

Given the significant impact burglary can have on victims, an important issue to consider 
is the extent to which assistance is provided and/or desired after the burglary. The issue 
of victim support was explored in the 2000 International Crime Victimisation Survey 
(Van Kesteren eta!, 2000). For all countries, the percentage of victims of burglary with 
entry who received help from a specialised agency was relatively low (5%). In Australia, 
only 3% of victims of burglary with entry received help. The percentage of burglary 
victims receiving help was highest in Northern Ireland (18%), followed by England and 
Wales (16%). Respondents were also asked whether they would have appreciated 
receiving help from a specialised agency. Across all countries, 31% of victims of 
burglary with entry said they would have appreciated receiving help. The percentage of 
burglary victims who would have appreciated help in Australia was somewhat lower at 
21%, but nevertheless much higher than the percentage actually receiving help. Van 
Kesteren et al observe that in many countries the gap between the actual provision of help 
and expressed need was greater for burglary than for contact crime. 

In the 1998 BCS, burglary victims were asked about the type of help or support they 
would have liked following the incident and whether or not they asked for, or were 
offered, any help (Budd, 1999). In 63% of burglaries with entry, and 48% of attempts, 
victims said they would have liked some form of help or support immediately after the 
incident. For all burglaries, the three main types of help or support wanted were advice 
about security and crime prevention (23%), information from the police about the 
progress of the case (21 %) and someone to talk to/moral support (14%). The proportion 
of victims who actually asked for, or were offered help, was 52% for all burglaries. 
Among these victims, the three most common sources of help were family, friends, 
relatives or neighbours (41%), Victim Support (14%) and the police (7%). 

In relation to victim assistance schemes, Mawby (200 I a) observes that a review of such 
schemes across the world suggests that Britain is the only place where burglary victims 
are prioritised. In England and Wales the first Victim Support Scheme was launched in 
Bristol in 1973/74 and then expanded, with victim assistance achieving national 
recognition. Mawby points out that, from the very beginning, burglary was identified as 
the most appropriate crime for schemes to target because it was regarded as more 
traumatic than other property crimes but not so serious that victims would require 
professional help. 
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In Australia, the development of support services for victims of crime began in South 
Australia, which was the first jurisdiction to establish a Victims of Crime Service in 1989 
and to hold a government inquiry into crime victims (Grant, David and Cook, 2002). The 
inquiry demonstrated that the needs of victims of crime extended beyond the provision of 
compensation for physical injuries. Organisations providing other services to victims of 
crime, such as counselling, were then established in Melbourne and Sydney, and 
eventually throughout the rest of Australia. Grant, David and Cook (2002) observe that 
while ideas and knowledge in relation to victims' services have been shared between 
Australian jurisdictions, service development has proceeded independently in each State 
and Territory. As a result, there is considerable variation between the States and 
Territories in terms of their model of service delivery and the range of services available 
to victims of crime (Grant, David and Cook, 2002). 

In Tasmania, support is available for victims from the Victims of Crime Service (VCS). 
The VCS is funded by the Department of Justice, with delivery of the service currently 
outsourced to Lifeline, a community organisation providing a range of counselling and 
support services. The VCS can offer victims personal support, counselling, information 
and referral to community resources (http://www.lifeline.org.au/hobart/services.php). The 
VCS can also offer assistance with the preparation of a Victim Impact Statement, which 
can be provided to the court in cases where an offender is convicted of burglary. The 
purpose of a victim impact statement is to advise the court as to the impact the crime has 
had on the victim so that this may be taken into consideration when sentencing the 
offender. Section 81A of the Sentencing Act 1997 (Tas) provides that, where a court finds 
a person guilty of an indictable offence, a victim may furnish a written statement giving 
particulars of any injury, loss or damage suffered as a result of the offence and describing 
the effects of the offence on the victim. The section also provides that the statement is to 
be read to the court, either by the victim if he/she requests to do so or by some other 
mechanism if the victim has made no such request. 

Theoretically, compensation should also be available to burglary victims in Tasmania. 
Section 68 (1) of the Sentencing Act 1997 (Tas) requires the court to order the offender to 
pay compensation where he/she is found guilty or convicted of burglary, stealing or 
unlawfully injuring property and there is evidence of loss, destruction or damage as a 
result of the offence. However, research suggests that orders are not made in the majority 
of cases where they are supposedly obligatory, and that of those made, very few are 
actually paid (Warner, 2002b). 

Does insurance really cushion the blow? 

To some extent, insurance might be expected to cushion the blow of a burglary, at least in 
terms ofthe financial impact. However, often the individuals who are most at risk of 
being burgled do not have insurance. For example, analysis ofthe 1998 BCS (Budd, 
1999) revealed that economically disadvantaged households and those in more deprived 
areas were less likely to be insured. Other factors found to be associated with insurance 
coverage were household structure, length of residence, household occupancy patterns 
and security levels. Respondents who were not insured were asked why they did not have 
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insurance. The most common reasons were that they thought it was too expensive (42%), 
they had not got round to arranging or renewing a policy (26%), they did not consider the 
property to be at risk (11 %) and they could not be bothered (9%). Only 1% said they had 
been refused coverage by an insurance company. 

Even where a burglary victim does have insurance, he/she may decide not to make a 
claim. In the 1998 BCS, a claim was made in only 56% of burglaries in which the victim 
was insured (31% of all burglaries). Claims were more likely to be made for burglaries 
involving a higher amount of property loss or damage. The most common reasons victims 
gave for not claiming were that the excess meant it wasn't worth it (33%); they couldn't 
be bothered or there was too much paperwork (17%); and they thought that the premiums 
would increase (6%). 

Victims who do make a claim may find that the amount received does not fully 
compensate them for their loss, particularly where they are under-insured. The Insurance 
Council of Australia has estimated that, based on anecdotal evidence, as many as 35% of 
all household contents covers are markedly under-insured (ICA, 2002). There have also 
been cases where the making of an insurance claim has amounted to a form of secondary 
victimisation (Mawby, 2001). For example, Mawby and Walklate (1997) found that a 
number of people in their sample of English burglary victims felt aggrieved at the way 
they were treated by their insurance company. In relation to other European countries, 
Mawby et al (1999) found that Polish burglary victims were also highly critical of their 
insurance companies, and that even where compensation was paid they complained about 
the level of payments (Mawby, 2001a). Similar findings were reported in research by 
Mawby et al (2000) concerning burglary victims in Prague, with 28% of the victims 
making critical comments about their insurance company and only a quarter of the 
victims stating that their insurance claim had fully covered their loss. 

2.7 CONCLUSION 

Identifying the true extent of the residential burglary problem is difficult due to the data 
limitations associated with the two main sources of information: official crime statistics 
and victimisation surveys. Irrespective of the true extent of the problem, residential 
burglary is a crime which concerns many people. This concern is justifiable given the 
significant financial and emotional impact of burglary and the low detection rate. 

A range of factors appears to influence the likelihood of being burgled, including area, 
neighbourhood, dwelling, household and individual factors. Many of these factors are 
also associated with concern about crime. 

The nature of the police response to burglary, including the response time, action taken at 
the scene and follow-up, can be of critical importance both in terms of the likelihood of 
detection and victim satisfaction. Poor service from the police can compound the victim's 
emotional trauma and reduce the likelihood that future crimes will be reported. Some 
burglary victims may require additional support after being burgled, and experience long
term effects, including the fear of another burglary. The extent to which insurance 
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cushions the blow of burglary is limited because not all burglary victims are insured and 
even those who are insured may not be adequately compensated for their loss. 

A number of the themes identified in this chapter are particularly relevant when 
examining the profile of burglary in Tasmania. For example, the issue of false reports to 
police was flagged in this chapter. In the UK, false reports are 'no-crimed' and not 
counted in the official statistics. This is not the case in Australia, where all offences are 
counted, including those subsequently discovered to be false reports (either deliberate or 
mistaken). A number of suspected false reports were identified during the examination of 
burglary offence reports for the six-suburbs analysis for Tasmania. In the next chapter, 
information is provided about the different types of suspected false reports which were 
identified in the analysis. 

The literature review also revealed that the risk of burglary varies across geographical 
areas. The six-suburbs analysis reveals that the burglary rate is higher in the three 
predominantly public housing areas than in the other three suburbs included in the 
analysis. The patterns of burglary in the six suburbs also vary according to the type of 
property stolen, the offender and victim profile and the method of entry. 

In this chapter it was pointed out that there is evidence to suggest that students are likely 
to be at high risk of burglary victimisation. The findings from the six-suburbs analysis 
suggest that in one particular suburb, where the University of Tasmania is located, a 
significant proportion ofthe burglary victims may, in fact, be students, given their age 
profile. Also, in this suburb, entry via an unlocked/open window or door is more common 
than the other suburbs. This is consistent with the findings from other studies which 
suggest that students tend to be quite lax in taking even the most basic security 
precautions such as locking doors and windows. 

The vulnerability of single-parent households was also noted in this chapter. Of particular 
interest is Maxfield's (1987) finding that much of the higher risk of personal 
victimisation among single-parent households was due to the very high proportion of 
incidents committed by present or former spouses or boyfriends. The extent to which 
victims and offenders were known to each other in the context of residential burglary was 
explored in the interviews with police officers. The police officers' views on this were 
mixed, with some respondents estimating that the victim would be known to the offender 
in quite a high proportion of cases. Other respondents felt that the victim and offender 
would be known to each other in only a small proportion of cases, or that this would 
depend on the type of area. Unfortunately, it was not possible to explore this issue in 
those cases in the six-suburbs analysis where an offender was charged because the 
victim-offender relationship is only specified in crimes against the person and not 
property crimes such as burglary. However, it was possible to explore the issue further in 
cases where a suspect was identified because information about the type of relationship 
between the victim and the suspect was generally recorded on the offence report. 

Finally, in terms of the police response to burglary, it was noted in the literature review 
that the detection rate for burglary was comparatively low. Information was also provided 
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about the way police generally solve residential burglaries. In the six-suburbs analysis, 
information is provided about the proportion of cases where an offender has been charged 
in each suburb and the main methods of detection. It was also noted in this chapter that 
not all burglary victims are insured, and that often the individuals who are most at risk of 
burglary are not insured. The six-suburbs analysis reveals that victims living in the three 
public housing areas are less likely to be insured than those living in the other three 
suburbs. This is a significant concern, given that the rate of burglary and repeat 
victimisation is higher in three public housing areas than the other suburbs. 
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CHAPTER 3: RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY IN TASMANIA 

In this chapter, a profile of residential burglary in Tasmania is provided based on the six
suburbs analysis. Key differences are apparent in the patterns of residential burglary in 
the three public housing suburbs compared to the other three suburbs where most of the 
houses are privately owned or rented. 

The chapter commences with an overview of public housing in Tasmania and then moves 
into a detailed analysis of the residential burglary patterns in the six suburbs. 

3.1 PUBLIC HOUSING IN TASMANIA 

In Australia, public housing comprises those dwellings which are owned (or leased) and 
managed by State and Territory housing authorities and available to people on low 
incomes and/or with special needs (SCRGSP, 2004). For the majority of people in public 
housing, the main source of income is Australian Government pensions and allowances 
(SCRGSP, 2004). 

Samuels et al (2004) observe that public housing estates developed across Australia from 
the 1950s to the mid-1980s have increasingly become areas characterised by a high level 
of socio-economic disadvantage and crime. Two hypotheses have been advanced to 
explain the association between public housing and crime (Weatherburn et al1999). One 
view is that the design of public housing estates creates opportunities for crime (the 
design hypothesis). The alternative view is that the association between crime and public 
housing simply reflects the allocation of crime-prone individuals to public housing (the 
allocation hypothesis). Two Australian studies conducted in the 1990s provided support 
for the allocation hypothesis (see Matka 1997 and Weatherburn et al 1999). However, 
more recently Samuels et al (2004) maintain that the findings from their research 
moderate the idea that there is no link between public housing and crime once 
disadvantage and socio-economic factors are taken into consideration. 

In Tasmania, the authority responsible for the management of public housing is Housing 
Tasmania, a division ofthe Department of Health and Human Services. According to the 
2001 Census (ABS, 2002), 6.4% ofthe occupied private dwellings in Tasmania were 
public housing properties (n=11,611). As at 30 June 2003, the total number of public 
housing dwellings in Tasmania was 12,004 (SCRGSP, 2004). The total number of 
applicants on the waiting list for public housing in 2002-2003 was 2,740, with just over 
half of these (56%, n=1,547) falling into the 'greatest need' category. In 2002-2003 the 
average turnaround time for vacant public housing stock (i.e. the speed with which 
housing stock is reoccupied after it has been vacated or acquired) was 39 days (SCRGSP, 
2004). 

The type and location of public housing in Tasmania varies. In the 1970s, a number of 
broad-acre public housing estates were established, including those located in the suburbs 
ofBridgewater, Gagebrook, Rokeby and Clarendon Vale in southern Tasmania. In the 
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1980s, there was a shift away from the development of dedicated public housing estates 
to in-fill housing and the purchase of homes in older suburbs, making use of existing 
infrastructure such as water, roads, sewerage and power (Lewis, 2001). 

A significant issue for Housing Tasmania is the imbalance between the profile of its 
existing housing stock and the current and emerging needs of its clients (Housing 
Tasmania, 2004). Lewis (2001) reports that, prior to the 1970s, most of the people who 
received State Government Housing Assistance were families where the main source of 
income was a wage. However, from 1970 the client profile began to change, with an 
increase in single-parent families headed by females, continued growth in the number of 
older clients and a steady increase in the proportion of people who were unemployed. 
Lewis points out that this trend towards smaller households has continued. Housing 
Tasmania has responded to the imbalance between its stock profile and the needs of its 
clients by re-developing or upgrading existing stock, constructing new dwellings and 
selling-off surplus stock (Housing Tasmania, 2004). 

3.2 THE ANALYSIS OF CRIME STATISTICS AND BURGLARY 
REPORTS 

As outlined in the introduction to this thesis, there were three components to the analysis 
of crime statistics and burglary reports. The first component involved a preliminary 
analysis of the residential burglaries committed in Southern Tasmania over a three-year 
period. Table 3.1 provides information about the number of burglaries committed in 
Southern and Eastern Police Districts over the three-year period from 2000-2002. The 
total number of burglaries committed in Southern District is about 23% higher than the 
total number committed in Eastern District. However, over the three-year period, Eastern 
District has a slightly higher residential burglary rate per 100 dwellings. For both 
Districts, the number of burglaries committed in 2002 is around 25% less than the 
number committed in 2000. 

Table 3.1 Residential burglaries committed in Eastern and Southern Districts (2000-2002) 

Number of residential burglaries committed in 2000 
Number of residential burglaries committed in 2001 
Number of residential burglaries committed in 2002 
Total number of residential burglaries (00-02) 
Residential burglary rate per 100 dwellings (00-02) 

Eastern District 
1584 
1403 
1167 
4154 
9.5 

Southern District 
1915 
2030 
1455 
5400 
9.2 

Table 3.2 provides an overview of the top ten suburbs in each District in terms of the total 
number of burglaries reported in each suburb over the three-year period. The number of 
burglaries reported each year is also shown. In most cases the suburb profile matches the 
District profile in that the number of burglaries reported in 2002 is less than the number 
reported in 2000. However, this is not the case in Sandy Bay, South Hobart, Gagebrook 
and Howrah, where the number of burglaries reported in 2002 is higher than the number 
reported in 2000. 
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The burglary rate per 100 households over the three-year period was calculated for both 
groups of suburbs. The three suburbs with the highest burglary rates are Clarendon Vale, 
Gagebrook and Bridgewater. The three suburbs with the lowest rates are Howrah, 
Lindisfame and Bellerive. 

Table 3.2 Top ten suburbs in each District based on the total number of residential burglaries reported 
from 2000 to 2002 

Suburb 2000 2001 2002 Total Rate per 100 dwellings (a) 
(00-02 

Southem District 
North Hobart 76 83 47 206 15.8 
NewTown 126 198 80 404 14.6 
Glenorchy 287 255 113 655 14.1 
Moonah 113 123 79 315 12.9 
West Hobart 139 114 91 344 12.4 
WestMoonah 83 73 50 206 12.0 
Claremont 129 112 86 327 10.9 
South Hobart 64 80 78 222 9.9 
Lenah Valley 76 79 45 200 8.6 
Sandy Bay 111 158 162 431 8.4 

Eastern District 
Clarendon Vale 120 81 54 255 47.7 
Gagebrook 127 126 150 403 39.7 
Bridgewater 156 127 113 396 26.1 
Warrane 74 55 36 165 17.6 
Rokeby 69 68 50 187 15.7 
Dodges Ferry 41 27 35 103 10.4 
Bellerive 62 56 38 156 7.4 
Lindisfame 51 51 45 147 6.1 
Howrah 29 57 50 136 4.1 
New Norfolk 84 66 53 203 (b) 
(a) Based on the number of private dwellings in the suburb according to the 2001 Census Basic Community Profiles 
and Snapshots for State Suburbs. (b) There was no Basic Community Profile available for New Norfolk. 

3.3 RESIDENTIAL BURGLARY IN SIX SUBURBS 

As outlined in the introduction, the study included an in-depth analysis of the patterns of 
burglary in six suburbs, including three public housing areas, over a three-year period. 
While it was possible to obtain some statistical information about the burglaries from the 
Crime Analysis System, it was necessary to examine the offence reports relating to each 
burglary committed in the six suburbs to gain a more comprehensive picture. 

The six suburbs selected were Gagebrook, Clarendon Vale, Bridgewater, New Town, 
Sandy Bay and Bellerive. The aim was to select two groups of suburbs which were 
noticeably different in terms of their area characteristics. Thus, the suburbs were selected 
based on the following information: 

• the number of burglaries reported over the three-year period; 

• the proportion of public housing properties in the area; and 
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• the reputation of the area (i.e. as a 'rich' suburb or a 'hot spot' for 
crime) based on the interviews with police officers and imprisoned 
burglars. 

Four of the suburbs are from Eastern District and two are from Southern District. 
Gagebrook and Bridgewater are neighbouring suburbs, but Clarendon Vale is located 
some distance away in closer proximity to Bellerive. All four of these suburbs are on the 
Eastern Shore, whereas Sandy Bay and New Town are on the Western Shore. 

Figure 3.1 Map of the six suburbs and the capital city, Hobart 

New Town 

Map created using Maplnfo Professional version 7.8 

The three public housing areas, Gagebrook, Clarendon Vale and Bridgewater, have the 
highest burglary rates. Sandy Bay and Bellerive have quite a low burglary rate in 
comparison to the other suburbs, and New Town is mid-range in terms of its burglary 
rate. In the three suburbs classified as private housing areas (i.e. New Town, Sandy Bay 
and Bellerive ), the proportion of occupied dwellings which are public housing properties 
is less than 10%. In the three suburbs classified as public housing areas, the proportion of 
public housing properties is 45% or higher. 

Area characteristics 

Table 3.3 provides an overview of some of the area characteristics of each suburb, 
including a summary measure or, index of social disadvantage produced by the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics (ABS) based on the 2001 Census. According to the ABS Information 
Paper on the 2001 Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA), the Index ofRelative 
Socio-Economic Disadvantage includes all variables which either reflect or measure 
disadvantage (Trewin, 2003). The social and economic variables underlying each index 
are listed in Appendix 1 ofthe ABS Information paper and relate to things like education, 
income, occupation, living conditions and family type. The paper explains that the higher 
an area's index value for the Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage, the less 
disadvantaged the area is compared to other areas. Thus, an area with an index value of 
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1200 is less disadvantaged than an area with an index value of 900. The Australian 
average for the Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage is 1000. 

The six suburbs differ in terms of their area characteristics. There are also some key 
differences between the two groups of suburbs. The three public housing suburbs are 
smaller than the other three suburbs. The largest suburb, in terms of the number of 
dwellings and size of the population, is Sandy Bay while the smallest suburb is 
Clarendon Vale. Based on the Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage, the three 
public housing areas are more disadvantaged than the other three suburbs. Of the six 
suburbs, Gagebrook is the most disadvantaged and Sandy Bay is the least disadvantaged. 
Some of the other indicators listed in Table 3.3 (e.g. the unemployment rate and the 
percentage of single-parent families) are among the variables underlying the Index of 
Relative Disadvantage. However, it is useful to consider these indicators separately to see 
how the suburbs differ. The three public housing suburbs have a much higher 
unemployment rate and a greater proportion of single-parent families. Gage brook has the 
highest proportion of public housing properties (69.7%), whereas Sandy Bay has the 
lowest proportion of such properties (0.5% ). The median age is much lower in the public 
housing areas, and the median household income is also lower in the public housing areas 
than in the other suburbs. Finally, at the time of the 2001 Census, only a small proportion 
of the people living in the three public housing areas were attending a University or other 
tertiary institution. The proportion of the population attending University was much 
higher in the other three suburbs, with Sandy Bay the leading suburb in this regard. 

Table 3.3 Area characteristics of the six suburbs (a) 

Public Housing Areas Private Housin~ Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 

Number of dwellings 1014 535 1520 5101 2776 2098 

Total Persons 2,828 1,441 3,865 11,136 6067 4,219 

SElF A Index of 564.94 637.56 711.01 1103.52 1000.71 1034.01 
Relative Disadvantage 

Unemployment rate 45.5% 36.5% 23.6% 6.5% 8.8% 7.4% 

% single parent 
44.3% 42.5% 35.3% 11.0% 20.6% 17.4% families in occupied 

private dwellings 

% occupied dwellings 
69.7% 57.4% 45.8% 0.5% 9.5% 5.9% which are public 

housing 

Median age 21 23 29 38 39 42 

Median weekly $300-$399 $400-$499 $400-$499 $800-$999 $500-$599 $600-$699 
household income 

% of persons attending 
University or other 0·28% 0·97% 0·34% 15.77% 4.91% 3.7% 
tertiary institution 
(a) The information in the table is based on the 2001 Census and obtained from the Basic Community Profile of each suburb. 
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Burglary rate 

Table 3.4 provides an overview of the burglary rate in the six suburbs for each ofthe 
three years. Also included are measures of incidence, prevalence and concentration. 
Sunder and Birks (2004) stress the importance of incorporating all three measures of 
crime count into area crime profiles. They define the measures as follO\vs: 

• incidence (number ofvictimisations per unit available for victimisation); 

• prevalence (number of victims per unit available for victimisation); and 

• concentration (number ofvictimisations per victimised unit). 

The formulae outlined in Appendix B of Sunder and Birk's paper were used to calculate 
the three measures for each suburb. 

Table 3.4 Burglary measures for the six suburbs (2000-2002) 

Public Housino Arens Pril•nte Housi11~ Arens 
Gagcbrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay ~ew Bellcrivc 

Vale Town 

Annual Burglary Rate 2000 (a) 12.52 22..f3 10.26 2.18 4.54 2.96 

Annual Burglary Rate 200 I 12.43 15.14 8.36 3.10 7.13 2.67 

Annual Burglary Rate 2002 14.79 10.09 7.43 3.18 2.88 1.81 

Incidence (00-02) 0.397 0.477 0.261 0.084 0.146 0.074 

Prevalence (00-02) 0.247 0.301 0.190 0.073 0.126 0.063 

Concentration (00-02) 1.612 1.584 1.370 1.162 1.154 1.173 
(a) Per I 00 dwellings. 

Table 3.4 and figure 3.2 reveal that for each of the three years, the burglary rate was 
higher in the three public housing suburbs than in the other suburbs. Some variation is 
observed in terms of changes in the burglary rate in the suburbs over the three years. The 
pattern observed in Clarendon Vale is most noticeable in this regard, with the rate 
dropping from 22.43 in 2001 to I 0.09 in 2002. In contrast to the pattern in the other four 
suburbs, the annual burglary rate for Gagebrook and Sandy Bay in 2002 is higher than the 
annual burglary rate in 2000. 

Figure 3.2 Burglary rates by year and suburb 
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The measures of incidence, prevalence and concentration calculated over the full three
year period also reveal differences between the suburbs. All three measures are higher in 
the public housing areas. The concentration measure reveals the extent of repeat 
victimisation within the suburb. Clearly, repeat victimisation is more common in the 
public housing areas. The extent and nature of repeat victimisation in the six suburbs is 
examined in more detail in a later chapter. 

Patterns of burglary 

As stated above, the offence reports for each of the residential burglaries committed over 
the three-year period were examined in order to try and develop a profile of burglary 
within each suburb. The offence reports contain a range of information about each 
incident, including the name of the victim, the method of entry, the type of property 
stolen, the time-period during which the burglary was committed, whether the victim was 
insured, the damage caused during the incident and any suspect/offender details. 

Table 3.5 provides an overview of some of the features of burglary in the six suburbs 
over the three-year period. Each of these features is discussed in more detail below. The 
findings in relation to other features, such as the method of entry, time committed and the 
victim and offender profile are also presented in this section of the chapter. 

Table 3.5 Features of burglary in the six suburbs (2000-2002) 

Public Housina Areas Private Housin Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 

%of burglaries involving 85.8 90.2 84.8 83.8 76.2 77.6 
the theft of property 

%of burglaries involving 11.7 11.4 7.3 0.7 1.5 2.6 
additional property 
damage 

%of burglaries involving 16.4 21.6 13.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 
vacant Housing Tasmania 
properties 

%of burglaries which 2.5 3.1 4.8 4.6 8.9 8.3 
were attempts 

%victims not insured (a) 51.3 37.0 40.9 22.6 13.7 13.4 

%burglaries where at 8.4 9.8 8.8 7.4 10.4 10.3 
least one offender has (n=34) (n=25) (n=35) (n=32) (n=42) (n=16) 
been identified 
(a) Refers to household contents insurance and excludes cases where the victim is Housing Tasmania 

Theft of property 

The majority ofthe burglaries in each suburb involved the theft of property. The lower 
proportion of burglaries involving the theft of property in New Town and Bellerive 
reflects the higher proportion of attempted burglaries in those two suburbs. The findings 
in relation to the type of property stolen are presented in a later chapter. 
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Additional property damage 

The burglaries committed in the three public housing areas were more likely to involve 
additional property damage (e.g. windows smashed, holes punched in walls) which was 
not associated with gaining entry to the premises. In nearly half ( 49%) of the burglaries 
involving additional property damage, the burgled premises were vacant. Vandalism of 
vacant premises, particularly Housing Tasmania properties, appears to be a particular 
feature of burglary in public housing areas. 

Burglaries of vacant Housing Tasmania properties 

In a number of the burglaries committed in the three public housing areas, the burgled 
address was a vacant Housing Tasmania property. These burglaries generally involved 
the theft of fixtures (e.g. hot-water cylinders, wood heaters, stoves) and/or additional 
property damage. The suburb with the highest proportion of these burglaries was 
Clarendon Vale, but nearly all of the burglaries were committed in 2000 and 2001. Only 
one vacant Housing Tasmania property was burgled in Clarendon Vale in 2002. By 
contrast, in the same year there were twenty-eight of these burglaries in Gagebrook and 
sixteen in Bridgewater. The suburb with the highest number of burglaries involving 
vacant Housing Tasmania properties was Gagebrook, with 66 over the three-year period, 
compared to 55 for Clarendon Vale and 52 for Bridgewater. Although the burglary of 
vacant dwellings contributes to the high burglary rate in the three public housing areas, 
even if the burglaries of vacant houses are discounted, the burglary rate in the three 
public housing areas is still much higher than the other three suburbs. 

Attempted burglaries 

In all suburbs, only a minority of the burglaries were attempts. However, two suburbs, 
New Town and Bellerive, had a comparatively high proportion of attempts compared to 
the other suburbs. The suburb with the lowest proportion of attempts was Gagebrook 
(2.5%), whereas the suburb with the highest proportion of attempts was New Town 
(8.9%). 

Proportion of victims insured 

The figures relating to the proportion of uninsured victims should be treated with some 
caution as this information was missing on a number of offence reports. It is also 
important to note that the analysis excludes cases where the only victim involved was 
Housing Tasmania (i.e. burglaries of vacant dwellings). If all cases are included 
(including burglaries of vacant dwellings), the disparity between the proportion of 
victims insured in the public housing areas and the private housing areas is much less 
apparent. 

Generally speaking, the burglary victims living in the three public housing areas were 
less likely to have household contents insurance than those living in the other three 
suburbs. Gagebrook, the most disadvantaged suburb based on the SElF A Index, had the 
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highest proportion of uninsured victims at 51%. The higher proportion of uninsured 
victims in public housing areas is a concern given that the burglary rate is higher in these 
areas. 

The higher proportion of uninsured victims in Sandy Bay (23%) compared to New Town 
(13.7%) and Bellerive (13.4%) is somewhat surprising given that Sandy Bay is the least 
disadvantaged of the six suburbs, with the highest median income. A possible explanation 
may be that a significant proportion of the Sandy Bay victims are students who may be 
less likely to take out household contents insurance than other residents in the suburb. 
The main campus of the University of Tasmania is located in Sandy Bay and there are 
approximately 240 properties managed by the University Union in Sandy Bay and the 
neighbouring suburb ofDynnyme (personal communication with Peter Wood, Housing 
Supervisor, Tasmania University Union Inc, 28/2/05). In addition, much of the private 
rental market in Sandy Bay appears to be geared towards the provision of student 
accommodation. There is presumably a strong incentive for people living in rental 
properties, both private and public, to report a burglary to the police in order to avoid 
having to pay for any damage caused by the burglar/s when gaining entry to the property. 
The landlord's building insurance would ordinarily cover the cost of any structural 
damage to the property associated with the burglary. 

Identification of offenders 

Based on the information contained on the offence reports, the police have been able to 
identify the offender/sin only a minority of the burglaries committed over the three-year 
period. In all six suburbs, the proportion of burglaries where at least one offender has 
been identified is 10% or less. 

Matters withdrawn by the victim 

In total, seventeen burglary reports were withdrawn by the victim. Table 3.6 provides an 
overview of the number of reports withdrawn in each suburb and the reasons why the 
reports were withdrawn. In one incident it was not possible to determine why the matter 
was withdrawn, but in the remaining sixteen cases there was sufficient information 
recorded on the offence report to determine the reason for the withdrawal. 

The reasons why the reports were withdrawn are as follows: 

• in seven cases, the reports were withdrawn as the property stolen in the 
incident was subsequently returned to the victim; 

• in four cases, the victim decided not to proceed with the matter. In two of 
these cases the offender was the victim's partner or ex-partner and the matter 
was withdrawn when the parties got back together again; 

• in three cases, the victim indicated that he/she was going to deal with the 
matter privately and no longer wished the police to be involved; and 
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• in two cases, it turned out that there was in fact no burglary. In one case the 
property thought to have been stolen was found. In the other case, a mistake 
was made by the victim's neighbour who thought a burglary had occurred but 
this was later found to be incorrect. 

Table 3.6 Reasons for the withdrawal of burglary reports in the six suburbs 

Public Housinf! Areas Private Housing_ Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 

Property returned 4 2 

V does not wish 2 
to proceed 

Matter to be dealt 2 
with privately 

Mistake-no 
burglary 
committed 

Not stated 

Total 7 3 2 3 2 

Victim profile 

Table 3.7 provides an overview of the victim and resident profile for each suburb in terms 
of age and sex. The number of victims/residents in each age and sex category is 
expressed as a percentage of the total number of victims/residents in that suburb. 
Burglaries where the victim is essentially an organisation, such as Housing Tasmania, are 
not included in the analysis. It is important to note that the details recorded on the offence 
report only relate to the person who reported the burglary, not the other members of the 
household. Where more than one victim is involved, only the first victim listed on the 
offence report is included in the analysis. It should also be noted that in some cases the 
age of the victim was not recorded so the findings should be treated with a degree of 
caution. It is possible that the missing details in relation to the age of some victims may 
account for some of the differences observed between the resident and the victim profile. 

Differences between the six suburbs are apparent when the age of the victims is 
considered. For example, in Gagebrook (33%), Clarendon Vale (34%) and Sandy Bay 
(33%), approximately a third of all victims are aged between 20 and 29, whereas in 
Bridgewater, New Town and Be!lerive, the proportion ofvictims in this age group is 
much lower (22%, 18% and 17% respectively). The high proportion of victims aged 20-
29 in Sandy Bay, compared to the other two private housing suburbs, may be indicative 
of Sandy Bay's higher tertiary student population. 

In terms ofthe sex of the victims who reported the burglaries, there is some variation 
across the six suburbs. In Gagebrook, Clarendon Vale and Bridgewater, the majority of 
the victims are female (average 13% more females than males), whereas in Bellerive and 
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Sandy Bay, the majority of the victims are male (average 8% more males than females), 
with the mix between the two sexes fairly even in New Town. 

When both age and sex are taken into consideration, further differences emerge. One 
striking feature is the fact that 22% of the Gagebrook victims and 27% of the Clarendon 
Vale victims are females aged between 20 and 29. The proportion of male victims in this 
age category is only 12% in Gagebrook and 8% in Clarendon Vale. By contrast, in Sandy 
Bay, the proportion of male and female victims in the 20-29 year age category is fairly 
evenly spread (17% male, 16% female). In Bridgewater, the category with the highest 
proportion ofvictims is females aged 30-39 (15%), while in both New Town and 
Bellerive, the category with the highest proportion ofvictims is males aged 40-49 (13% 
and 15% respectively). 

Table 3.7 Victim and resident profile by age, sex and suburb (a) 

Public Housin~ Areas Private Housin Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 
% % % % % % 

Male v R v R v R v R v R v R 
14-19 4.7 9.2 3.7 9.3 1.6 6.1 2.8 5.7 0.6 5.0 0.7 4.9 
20-29 11.7 10.3 7.9 10.9 9.2 9.1 17.2 11.4 7.7 6.8 10.4 6.8 
30-39 9.5 10.6 8.5 9.2 12.1 7.6 8.0 5.2 10.1 7.5 6.3 5.9 
40-49 6.6 9.4 12.7 9.8 9.2 9.1 9.2 7.4 13.1 8.9 14.6 8.2 
50-59 6.3 5.0 5.8 6.4 7.3 8.5 7.7 7.4 8.7 6.6 13.9 7.6 
60-69 3.2 2.3 2.7 1.4 5.4 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.1 3.8 4.9 4.9 
70& over 0.0 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.6 1.7 2.8 5.9 5.2 6.7 7.6 7.0 
Total 42.0 47.7 42.3 48.1 46.3 46.4 52.1 47.3 49.5 45.4 58.3 45.1 
Males 

Female 
14-19 9.8 10.0 2.7 8.0 8.3 6.8 1.8 5.7 3.0 6.4 0.7 4.9 
20-29 21.5 12.5 26.5 13.6 13.0 10.2 15.6 10.2 10.1 7.4 6.3 7.0 
30-39 14.8 12.2 11.6 10.0 14.6 9.8 5.6 6.2 11.2 8.5 9.0 7.4 
40-49 6.0 9.2 12.7 11.0 6.7 11.2 9.0 7.9 9.3 8.9 10.4 9.9 
50-59 4.7 5.1 1.1 5.6 7.0 8.2 7.4 7.8 6.3 6.0 7.6 8.1 
60-69 0.3 2.3 2.7 2.7 3.3 4.4 2.8 4.9 2.2 4.2 2.8 5.8 
70 & over 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.2 1.0 3.0 5.6 9.9 8.5 13.4 4.9 11.9 
Total 58.0 52.3 57.7 51.9 53.7 53.6 47.9 52.7 50.5 54.9 47.1 54.9 
Females 
(a) V = VJctlm profile, R = res1dent profile. The res1dent profile ts based on the 2001 Census Baste 
Community Profile for each suburb. The sex details in the resident profile are restricted to residents aged 
14 years and older. Some victims are counted more than once because they were burgled two or more times 
over the three-year period. 

The resident profile is also included in table 3.7 in order to investigate whether the victim 
profile simply reflects the resident profile in each suburb. The resident profile is based on 
the 2001 Census. Comparing the proportion of victims in each category to the proportion 
of residents in the same category reveals that the victim profile in each suburb reflects the 
resident profile of the suburb. However, some groups appear to be over-represented 
among the victim population. These include in particular (highlighted in bold in Table 3.7): 

• females aged between 20 and 29 in Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale; 
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• males and females aged between 30 and 39 in Bridgewater; 

• males and females aged between 20 and 29 in Sandy Bay; 

• males aged between 40-49 in New Town; and 

• males aged between 40 and 59 in Bellerive. 

There are also some groups which appear to be under-represented among the victim 
population. For example, in most of the suburbs, males and females aged between 14 and 
19 are under-represented, which is perhaps not surprising given that they may still be 
living at home with their parents who may be more likely to report any household crimes 
to the police. In the private housing areas, females aged 70 and over appear to be under
represented. This may be because they are less likely to be burgled or because someone 
else is likely to report the burglary on their behalf. 

Offender profile 

In one hundred and eighty-four burglaries (9% of the total number of burglaries in the six 
suburbs), one or more offenders were identified. In total, there were 186 offenders. In the 
majority of cases, the offenders were charged with burglary (including aggravated 
burglary) and stealing. However, some offenders were charged with other offences. For 
example, two offenders were charged with making a false report to police, twenty 
offenders were charged with receiving or possession of stolen property and one offender 
was charged with deception/dishonestly obtaining a financial advantage. Also, in some 
cases the offenders were charged with offences such as arson, injury to property, assault, 
wounding or causing grievous bodily harm, in addition to burglary or aggravated 
burglary. 

A number of incidents were classified as probable home invasion incidents and are 
described in more detail in a later section ofthis chapter. The offenders involved in the 
probable home invasion incidents are also profiled separately in that section. The focus 
here is restricted to offenders charged with burglary (including aggravated burglary) and 
stealing. The rationale for limiting the focus to this group of offenders is that the 
offenders who were charged with arson or destroying property may well have had 
different motivations to those who were charged with stealing. 

There were one hundred and twenty-three (123) incidents involving one hundred and 
twenty-two (122) offenders who were charged with burglary and stealing. Ninety-six 
incidents involved one offender, twenty-one incidents involved two offenders, four 
incidents involved three offenders, one incident involved four offenders and one incident 
involved five offenders. 

One hundred and four offenders (85%) were male, and eighteen offenders (15%) were 
female. The age ofthe offenders ranged from 11-56, with the majority (79%) aged 
between 13-29. Twenty-three offenders were repeat offenders in the sense that they were 
involved in more than one incident. Seventeen offenders were involved in two incidents, 
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four were involved in three incidents, one was involved in four incidents and one was 
involved in five incidents. 

Table 3.8 Age of offenders charged with burglary and stealing (a) 

Age Category 
10-12 years 
13-19 years 
20-29 years 
30-39 years 
40-49 years 
50 & over 
(a) Missing data= I 

Number 
4 
54 
42 
17 
I 
I 

%of Total 
3.3 
44.3 
34.4 
I4.3 
0.8 
0.8 

Table 3.9 provides an overview ofthe extent to which the burglaries in each suburb 
involved at least one local offender. In some cases, the offender's address is not recorded 
on the offence report so it is not possible to tell whether he/she lives in close proximity to 
the offence address. Table 3.9 reveals that most of the detected burglaries in the public 
housing areas involved a local offender, either from the same or a neighbouring suburb. 
In Gagebrook, all but one ofthe burglaries involved an offender from the same suburb, 
and eight of the burglaries involved an offender from the same street. A similar pattern is 
evident in Clarendon Vale, with nearly all the burglaries involving an offender living in 
the same suburb. The pattern in Bridgewater is consistent with that in the other two 
public housing areas except that a lower proportion of the burglaries involved a local 
offender. The burglaries in the non-public housing areas were less likely to involve a 
local offender. However, in these suburbs, particularly New Town, there were a greater 
number of burglaries in which it was not possible to determine whether the offender was 
local due to the lack of address details. In some cases this was because the offender was 
recorded as having "NFPA" (i.e. no fixed place of address) or the address provided was 
the prison where the offender was currently incarcerated. 

Table 3.9 Number of burglaries committed by at least one local offender charged with burglary and 
stealing 

Public Housing Areas Private Housing Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Vale Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown 

Offender from same 8 IO 11 4 0 
suburb involved 

Offender from same 8 5 2 
street involved 

Offender from 0 2 3 4 
neighbouring suburb 
involved 

No local offender 0 6 12 14 
involved 

Unable to tell 0 4 IO 
whether offender is 
local 

Total 17 18 20 24 30 

Bellerive 

2 

2 

5 

4 

14 
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Method of detection 

The offence reports relating to the one hundred and twenty-three incidents where at least 
one offender was charged with burglary and stealing were examined to see whether it was 
possible to determine how the offenders were detected. In thirty cases (24%) there was 
insufficient information on the offencereport to determine the method of detection. For 
those incidents involving more than one offender, the information is based on the first 
offender detected. In most cases involving more than one offender, the same method of 
detection applied to all, or the detection ofthe first offender led to the detection of the 
other offender/s. 

Based on the information available, the ways in which the offenders were detected were 
as follows: 

• in 33 cases (27%), the offender was identified via forensic evidence (i.e. DNA 
or fingerprints) collected at the scene. In most of these cases, the forensic 
evidence was collected from the point of entry or from something used to gain 
entry. Some offenders left blood at the scene, having cut themselves in the 
process of gaining entry. In five cases, DNA was obtained from some item the 
offender left at the scene such as a cigarette butt or an item of clothing; 

• in 18 cases (15%), the offender was identified via stolen property recovered in 
his/her possession; 

• in 16 cases (13%), the offender was apprehended at or near the scene of the 
burglary; 

• in 12 cases ( 10% ), the offender was identified by the victim or a witness; 

• in 5 cases, the offender was identified by information received (e.g. a Crime 
Stoppers report); 

• in 3 cases, the offender was identified as a result of police investigations based 
on the questioning of the victim or a witness; 

• in 3 cases, the offender was identified by someone who had purchased some 
of the property stolen in the incident. In 2 of these cases the property had 
ended up at a second-hand goods store; and 

• in two cases, the offender was identified after making an admission when 
arrested for another matter. 
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Table 3.10 Method of detection in cases where offender charged with burglary and stealing 

Method ofDetection 
DNA 
Property recovered in offender' s possession 
Apprehended at or near the scene 
Fingerprints 
Victim identification 
Witness identification 
Information received 
Investigations based on the questioning of a victim/witness 
Identified by receiver of stolen property 
Made admissions when arrested for another matter 
Unable to determine 

Number 
20 
18 
16 
13 
6 
6 
5 
3 
3 
2 
30 

%of total 
16.3 
14.6 
13.0 
10.6 
4.9 
4.9 
4.1 
2.4 
2.4 
1.6 
24.4 

In some cases, there was a significant time-gap between the date the incident was 
reported and the date the offender was identified. In fact, in 23 cases (19%), the time-gap 
was longer than a year. Some of the lengthiest time-gaps were observed in cases where 
the offender was identified via forensic evidence. The time-gap may arise because the 
individual does not come to police attention until some time after the original burglary. 
Until such time as the individual's fingerprints and/or DNA profile are obtained it is not 
possible to identify him/her as the offender. 

An interesting finding is the comparatively high proportion of offenders detected via 
forensic evidence. In Coupe and Griffith's (1996) UK study, only 6% ofthe primary 
detections were attributable to the collection of forensic evidence but their study was 
carried out prior to the introduction and use of the national DNA database. 

Suspect-victim relationship 

Given that there is very limited information available about the victim-offender 
relationship in the context of burglary in Australia, it was considered to be worthwhile to 
try and explore this issue in the present study. As stated previously, the Offence 
Reporting System only records the victim-offender relationship for crimes against the 
person, such as assault, and does not record this information for property crimes, such as 
burglary. However, it was discovered that in those cases where a suspect had been 
identified, information about the nature of the relationship between the suspect and the 
victim was often recorded on the offence report. Although this data is relatively weak, it 
does provide an opportunity to start to explore the victim-offender relationship in the 
context of residential burglary in Tasmania. 

There were eighty-eight cases involving burglary and stealing where at least one suspect 
was identified. In cases where more than one suspect was identified, the information 
provided relates to the suspect with the closest relationship to the victim. Table 3.11 lists 
the ways in which the suspects were identified: 

• in thirty-seven cases (42%), the suspect was nominated by the victim based on 
the victim's knowledge of the incident and the suspect; 

• in fifteen cases (17%), the suspect was identified by a witness who saw the 
suspect at, or near, the scene of the burglary; 
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• in fourteen cases (14%), the suspect was identified based on information 
provided to the victim by a third party; 

• in eight cases (8%), the suspect was identified based on information received 
by the police (e.g. via Crime Stoppers); 

• in four cases, the suspect was identified by the victim who saw and/or heard 
the suspect at or near the scene of the burglary; 

• in three cases, the suspect was nominated by police based on their knowledge 
of the burglary and the offenders who were active in the area at the time; 

• in two cases, the suspect was identified via the description of a vehicle sighted 
by a witness at, or near, the scene of the burglary; 

• in two cases, the suspect was identified via forensic evidence (i.e. DNA or 
fingerprints). In both these cases the police had been unable to locate the 
offender who had possibly moved interstate; 

• in two cases, the suspect were located by police at or near the scene of the 
burglary; and 

• in one case, the suspect was identified when stolen property was recovered in 
his possession. 

Table 3.11 Method of identification in cases of burglary and stealing where a suspect was nominated 

Method ofldentification 
Suspect nominated by the Victim 
Witness ill 
Information provided to the Victim 
Information received by Police 
Victim ID 
Suspected nominated by Police 
Identified via vehicle description/registration number 
Forensic evidence 
Located by Police at or near the scene 
Property recovered in offender's possession 

Number 
37 
15 
14 
8 
4 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 

% oftotal 
42 
17 
16 
9 
5 
3 
2 
2 
2 
I 

In fifty-nine per cent of the cases where a suspect was identified (n=52), the victim and 
suspect were known to each other. Table 3.12 provides information about the type of 
relationship that existed between the victim and the suspect in these fifty-two cases. 
Unfortunately, in fifteen cases (17%), the exact nature of the relationship between the 
victim and the suspect was not specified. However, in the other cases information was 
provided about the nature of the relationship and it was revealed that: 

• in nine cases (10%), the suspect was the victim's ex-partner; 

• in eight cases (9%), the suspect was a relative ofthe victim. In five cases the 
suspect was the victim's son, in two cases the suspect was the victim's brother 
and in one case the suspect was the victim's uncle; 

• in seven cases (8%), the suspect was the victim's neighbour; 

• in two cases, the suspect was the victim's friend; 
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• in one case, the suspect was the victim's associate; and 

• in the remaining ten cases, the relationship between the suspect and the victim 
was classified as 'other'. 

Table 3.12 Suspect-victim relationship in cases where the suspect was known to the victim 

Type of relationship Number % (a) 
Ex-partner 9 10 
~~ 8 9 
Neighbour 7 8 
Friend 2 2 
Associate 1 I 
Other (b) 10 11 
Known to victim -relationship unspecified 15 17 
(a) %=number as a percentage of the cases where the suspect and the victim were known to each other. 
(b) 'Other' includes: ex-girlfriend of the victim' s son; brother of the victim' s ex-girlfriend; friend of the victim' s son; 
boyfriend of the victim' s daughter, ex-employee of the victim; ex-associate of the victim; maintenance person at the 
victim's unit; former neighbour of the victim; someone who had carried out community service at the victim' s 
residence; and an ex-boarder of the victim. 

Four of the victims in the cases where a suspect was identified were repeat victims. Two 
of the victims identified the same suspect on both occasions. In one case the suspect was 
the victim's ex-partner and in the other case the suspect was the victim's neighbour. For 
the other two repeat victims, a different suspect was identified on each occasion. 

Temporal patterns 

For each burglary, the following details are recorded by the Offence Reporting System: 

• the date and time the offence was reported to police; 

• the date and time from which the offence was committed; and 

• the date and the time to which the offence was committed. 

Based on this information, it is possible to gain an understanding of the temporal patters 
of burglary within each suburb. However, the findings have to be viewed with caution 
because for a large number of the burglaries reported over the three-year period there is a 
lengthy time-gap between the "committed from" and "committed to" dates, with the gap 
extending over weeks or months in some cases. 

Table 3.13 provides information about the proportion of burglaries within each suburb 
which were committed during the week or at the weekend. The table reveals that across 
all six suburbs the burglaries were more likely to have occurred during the week than at 
the weekend. This is particularly apparent in New Town, which is the suburb with the 
lowest proportion of missing data. Sixty-three per cent ofthe burglaries committed in 
New Town were committed during the week, compared to only 25% committed at the 
weekend. However, this pattern is perhaps not surprising as it would be expected if the 
burglaries were evenly distributed over a seven-day period. The higher proportion of 
missing data in the public housing areas is partly attributable to burglaries of vacant 
dwellings. These burglaries are often not discovered until the premises is inspected by 
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Housing Tasmania, which may be some time after the premises were vacated and/or last 
inspected. 

Table 3.13 Time of week the burglaries were committed (a) 

Public Housin Areas Private Housin Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 

% % % % % % 

During the 47.4 49.8 49.2 52.9 63.1 59.6 
Week (191) (127) (195) (228) (255) (93) 

At the 29.3 23.5 27.8 31.1 25.2 22.4 
weekend (118) (60) (110) (134) (102) (35) 

Don't know 23.3 26.7 23.0 16.0 11.6 17.9 
(94) (68) (91) (69) (47) (28) 

(a) The figure in brackets is the number of cases. 

Table 3.14 provides an indication of the time-period over which the burglaries were 
committed in the six suburbs. Unfortunately, for a large number of burglaries it is simply 
not possible to narrow down the time-gap over which they were committed. This is a 
particular problem in Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale, where more than half of the 
burglaries fall into the 'don't know' category. New Town is once again the suburb with 
the least amount of missing data and it appears that the New Town burglaries were more 
likely to occur during the day (i.e. between 6am and 6pm) rather than during the night 
(i.e. between 6pm and 6am). The contrast between the proportion of daytime and night
time burglaries is not as great in Sandy Bay and Bellerive, but both these suburbs have a 
higher proportion of burglaries where it is not possible to determine when they were 
committed. 

Notwithstanding the level of uncertainty associated with these findings due to the missing 
data, they are consistent with research conducted elsewhere which generally reveals that 
residential burglaries are most likely to take place during the week at the times when 
people are most likely to be at work. For example, Ratcliffe (2001a) reports that over a 
two-year period (1999 and 2000), the highest probability for residential burglaries in 
Canberra was during working hours between 8am and 6pm. By contrast, the temporal 
pattern for non-residential burglaries was almost exactly reversed, with these burglaries 
being more likely to occur at the )Veekend or overnight. 
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Table 3.14 Time of day the burglaries were committed (a) 

Public Housinf! Areas Private Housin_g_ Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 

% % % % % % 

During Day 17.4 18.0 19.7 33.4 51.0 39.7 
(Between (70) (46) (78) (144) (206) (62) 
6am-6pm) 

During Night 19.1 21.2 23.7 17.6 10.9 14.7 
(Between (77) (54) (94) (76) (44) (23) 
6pm-6am) 

Afternoon/ 3.7 3.1 4.5 2.6 3.7 1.9 
Evening (15) (8) (18) (11) (15) (3) 

Night/ 1.5 1.2 3.0 8.8 2.5 0.0 
Morning (6) (3) (12) (38) (10) (0) 

Don' t know 58.3 56.5 49.0 37.6 31.9 43.6 
(235) (144) (194) (162) (129) (68) 

(a) The figure in brackets is the number of cases. 

Type of place burgled 

Table 3.15 provides an overview of the type of place burgled in the six suburbs. In the 
majority of cases, the burgled place was a house or dwelling. In the three private housing 
areas, a greater proportion of the burgled properties were flats or units than in the public 
housing areas, particularly Gagebrook. Less than 5% of the places burgled in Gage brook 
were flats/units. This is consistent with the dwelling mix in these areas. The proportion of 
flats/units in the three public housing areas is lower than the other three suburbs, with 
Gagebrook having the lowest proportion of flats/units (based on the 2001 Census Basic 
Community Profile for each suburb) of all the suburbs. The proportion of 
garages/carports burgled in the public housing areas was also lower than the private 
housing areas, particularly Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale, which may reflect the fact 
that only a small proportion of properties in public housing areas actually have garages or 
carports. A higher proportion of the burglaries in the public housing areas involved entry 
being gained to the cellar or storage area underneath the house. These cellar/storage areas 
may be a particular feature of the design of public housing properties. 

The proportion of shed burglaries was higher in Bellerive than the other two private 
housing areas and there was also some variation across the public housing areas, with 
Gagebrook having a smaller proportion of shed burglaries than the other two areas. In 
three of the burglaries, two in Sandy Bay and one in Bridgewater, the burgled place was a 
house under construction. 
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Table 3.15 Type of place burgled in the six suburbs (a) 

Public Housin~: Areas Primte llousinf! Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Vale Bridgewater Sandv Bav NewTown Bellcrivc 

% 0/ 
/0 ~-~ 0/ 

/0 .% % 

Dwelling/ 78.7 65.5 67.2 73.3 71.0 60.3 
House (317) (167) (266) (316) (287) (94) 

Flat/unit/ 4.7 13.7 12.6 18.6 17.3 14.1 
Apartment (19) (35) (50) (80) (70) (22) 

Garage/ 0.7 0 2.0 3.7 2.7 4.5 
Carport (3) (0) (8) (16) (11) (7) 

Shed/ 6.5 15.3 13.1 3.2 8.4 19.9 
Outbuilding (26) (39) (52) (14) (34) (31) 

Cellar/ 9.4 5.5 4.8 0.5 0.5 0.6 
storage area (38) (14) (19) (2) (2) (1) 
under house 

Workshop 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 
(0) (0) (0) (0) (0) (1) 

House under 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.0 
construction (0) (0) (1) (2) (0) (0) 

Other (b) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 
(0) (0) (0) ( 1) (0) (0) 

(a) The figure in brackets is the number of cases. (b) 'Other·= a commum:.llaundry for a number of units. 

Method of ent1y 

The method of entry details are recorded in a free text field in the Offence Reporting 
System. The free text entries on the offence reports were manually coded into a number of 
point and method of entry categories based on those used in the 1998 and 2000 British 
Crime Survey (Kershaw et al, 2000). Attempted burglaries were not included in the 
analysis. In a number of cases the method of entry was either unknown or not stated on 
the offence report. 

Table 3.16 provides information about the point and method of entry in burglaries with 
entry in the six suburbs. Again, some differences emerge between the two groups of 
suburbs and between individual suburbs. With regard to the point of entry, in the three 
public housing suburbs a window was more likely to be the point of entry than a door. 
The reverse is true in Sandy Bay -and Bellerive where a door was more likely to be the 
point of entry. The distribution is more even in New Town, with a window being the 
point of entry in 42.9% of the cases and a door being the point of entry in 43.8% of the 
cases. It was comparatively rare for entry to be gained through other entry points such as 
a wall or the roof. 

The three most common methods of entry in the three public housing areas were to smash 
a window, force the lock on a window or force the lock on a door. In the other three 
suburbs the pattern was somewhat different. Whereas the three most common methods of 
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entry in the public housing areas involved the use of force, entry through an 
insecure/unlocked door was more likely to feature among the three most common 
methods of entry in the private housing suburbs. In fact, entry via an insecure or unlocked 
door was the most common method of entry in Sandy Bay. Entry was gained this way in 
27% of the burglaries with entry. The proportion ofburglaries where entry was gained 
through an insecure or unlocked window was also highest in Sandy Bay at 10%. This 
means that in over a third of the burglaries with entry in Sandy Bay, the offender/s gained 
entry through an insecure or unlocked door or window. 

It should be noted that the coding system used is potentially problematic as the point and 
method of entry is not always straightforward to classify. In a number of cases, 
particularly in the public housing areas, the offender appeared to have gained entry by 
smashing a window next to a door and then reaching through the broken window to 
unlock the door. In some cases the offence report actually stated that the offender had 
gained entry this way, whereas in other cases it was just noted that the offender had 
smashed or forced a window next to a door. These cases were all coded as smashed 
windows. This may be misleading from a crime prevention perspective as it may imply 
that the target-hardening ofwindows should be a priority whereas, in reality, the fitting 
of, or engaging of, deadlocks may be just as, or more, important. 
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Table 3.16 Point and method of entry in burglaries with entry in the six suburbs (a) 

Public Housinf( Areas Private H ousinf! Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 
% % % % % % 
(n) (n) (n) (n) (n) (n) 

Door 29.3 27.5 33.4 53.3 43.8 58.7 
(115) (68) (126) (219) (161) (84) 

Forced Jock I4.2 13.8 12.2 15.8 12.8 25.2 
(56) (34) (46) (65) (47) (36) 

Smashed/cut panel of door 2.3 1.2 3.4 6.3 I2.8 7.0 
(9) (3) (I3) (26) (47) (IO) 

Door was insecure/locked 7.4 4.5 8.2 27.0 I2.8 I5.4 
(29) (II) (3I) (111) (47) (22) 

Cut/removed lock/padlock 4.3 6.5 6.9 1.2 3.0 I0.5 
(17) (I6) (26) (5) (11) (15) 

Used a key 1.0 0.4 0.8 1.7 1.1 I.4 
(4) (l) (3) (7) (4) (2) 

Pushed past person who 0.0 0.4 0.8 0.0 0.3 0.0 
opened the door (0) (I) (3) (0) (I) (0) 

False pretences 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(0) (0) (1) (0) (0) (0) 

Removed louvres 0.0 0.0 0.3 00 0.0 0.0 
(0) (0) (1) (0) (0) (0) 

Other method 0.0 0.8 0.5 1.2 1.1 0.0 
(0) (2) (2) (5) (4) (0) 

Window 52.9 52.6 53.1 34.5 42.9 32.9 
(208) (130) (200) (142) (158) (47) 

Forced window lock/catch 16.3 19.8 I9.9 I2.4 15.2 16.8 
(64) (49) (75) (51) (56) (24) 

Smashed/cut glass 28.0 24.7 24.7 10.5 I5.8 Il.2 
(110) (61) (93) (43) (58) (16) 

Window insecure or open 7.4 5.7 6.6 10.0 7.9 4.2 
(29) (I4) (25) (41) (29) (6) 

Removed louvres/window 0.5 1.2 1.9 1.7 3.8 0.7 
(2) (3) (7) (7) (I4) (I) 

-
Other method 0.8 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 

(3) (3) (0) (0) (I) (0) 

Other entry point 1.5 1.2 1.6 0.2 0.0 1.4 
(6) (3) (6) (1) (0) (2) 

Unknown 5.9 7.3 6.I 5.5 5.2 1.4 
(23) (I8) (23) (22) (19) (2) 

Not stated I0.7 Il.3 5.8 6.8 8.2 4.9 
(42) (28) (22) (28) (30) (7) 
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Suspected false reports 

Eighteen burglaries were classified as suspected false reports. Table 3.17 shows the 
location of these suspected false reports by suburb. 

Table 3.17 Suspected false reports by suburb 

Suburb 
Gage brook 
Clarendon Vale 
Sandy Bay 
Bridgewater 
Bellerive 
NewTown 
Total 

Number of Incidents 
6 
5 
3 
2 
1 
1 
18 

In two of the incidents, the 'victim' was charged with making a false report to police. In 
both cases the 'burgled' premises was a Housing Tasmania property and the burglary was 
reported by the tenant. The first of these incidents involved the alleged theft of a stove. 
The stove was later recovered from another premises and the victim was implicated. In 
the other incident, a tenant had alleged that a wood heater and other items were stolen 
when the house she was renting was burgled. Unfortunately for the tenant, a witness had 
seen two men removing the wood heater from the house while the tenant watched and she 
was charged with stealing. 

In the remaining sixteen incidents, there was a notation on the offence report to indicate 
that the police questioned the validity ofthe report. Unfortunately, not all of the offence 
reports specify why the validity of the report is questioned. In those cases where some 
explanation is provided, the reasons for believing the report is false either relate to the 
method of entry/exit, the type of property stolen, information received from other sources 
or inconsistencies in the victim's story on different occasions. In two incidents there was 
a concern about the method of entry/exit. In one of these incidents it was felt that it was 
not possible for the property allegedly stolen to have been removed through the stated 
point of exit. In the other incident, it appeared that the entry window may have been 
smashed from the inside rather than the outside of the premises. Three incidents were 
thought to be possible false reports as they involved the theft of prescription drugs. In 
another incident, the police had received information from other parties that the report 
was false. Finally, in one incident the victim reported additional items stolen at a later 
date after supposedly having checked the location where the items were allegedly stolen 
from at the time the police first responded to the burglary. 

·Based on the circumstances of these eighteen suspected false reports, the interviews with 
police officers and my own experience gained through the management of Project 
Samaritan, there appear to be several possible reasons why a person might make a false 
burglary report to police: 

• in order to make a fraudulent insurance claim; 

69 



• in order to avoid paying for damage caused to a rental property (e.g. the 
tenant causes the damage but then later claims that it was caused during a 
burglary so that Housing Tasmania will pay for damage); 

• in order to obtain replacement prescription drugs from a doctor/pharmacist 
(e.g. the drugs allegedly stolen may have been sold or given to someone 
else or the 'victim' may have exceeded the recommended dosage); 

• in order to sell or keep items of property belonging to Housing Tasmania 
(e.g. the stove and wood heater cases mentioned above); 

• in the hope that it will support an application for a housing transfer; 

• due to confusion or paranoid beliefs (e.g. the 'victim' has a mental illness 
or experiences memory loss due to alcoholism or Alzheimer's disease); 
and 

• in order to obtain food or money or some other form of crisis support. 

Home invasions 

As stated previously, for the purposes of this thesis, a 'home invasion' is defined as a 
burglary with the following additional elements: 

1. the place in which the burglary is committed is being used or is ordinarily 
used for the purposes of human habitation; and 

2. the offender uses or offers violence to any person, deprives any person of 
his or her liberty or otherwise assaults any person during the burglary or 
while in or leaving the place burgled. 

Over the three-year period, seventeen probable home invasions were reported, two of 
which were subsequently excluded from further analysis because the police had 
determined that both matters were unfounded. In addition, four further incidents were 
considered to be 'possible' home invasions but there was insufficient information on the 
offence report about the circumstances of the incident to determine whether it met the 
definition or not. 

The table below shows the location of the home invasions by suburb. Nearly half of the 
probable home invasions occurred in Gagebrook. 
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Table 3.18 Location of probable and possible home invasion incidents 

Suburb Probable Home Possible Home Unfounded Total 
Invasions Invasions 

Public Housing Areas 
Gagebrook 7 8 
Clarendon Vale 1 1 
Bridgewater 4 2 6 
Private Housing Areas 
NewTown 3 4 
Bellerive 1 
Sandy Bay 
Total 15 4 2 20 

For two of the probable home invasion incidents, no offender has been charged. In one of 
these incidents, the victim claimed he was hit from behind and knocked out. In the other 
incident, the victim was assaulted by a person she knew who claimed that she owed him 
money. Both these incidents involved the theft of property. 

Incidents in which one or more offenders were charged 

The offence reports relating to the thirteen probable home invasions where one or more 
offenders were charged were examined in more detail to determine the offender profile, 
the number of victims involved, the victim-offender relationship and the nature of each 
incident. 

Offender profile 

Six of the incidents involved one offender, six incidents involved two offenders and one 
incident involved three offenders. In total, there were twenty offenders, with one offender 
involved in two home invasions. Six ofthe offenders were female, and fourteen were 
male. In all but one of the five incidents involving at least one female offender, the 
female/s were in company with one or more male offenders. The age of the offenders 
ranged from 17-50, with the majority (60%) aged between 20 and 39. In all but one ofthe 
incidents, the offender/sand the victim/s were known to each other. In seven ofthe 
incidents, at least one ofthe offenders was from the same suburb as the offence location, 
and in a further three incidents, at least one of the offenders was from a neighbouring 
suburb. In three incidents, at least one of the offenders lived in the same street as the 
offence location, and in one of these three incidents, the offender actually resided at the 
offence location and was related to the victim. 

Table 3.19 Suburb of home invasion offenders 

Suburb 
Gage brook 
Bridgewater 
Clarendon Vale 
Other suburb 
Total 

Number of offenders 
6 
5 
I 
8 
20 
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Victim profile 

The thirteen incidents involved a total of twenty-nine victims. Five of the incidents 
involved more than one victim. Eighteen of the victims were male and eleven were 
female. The age ofthe victims ranged from 15-80, with the majority (76%) aged between 
15 and 29. Seventeen ofthe victims (59%) lived at the address where the incident 
occurred. One of the incidents involved twelve victims and two offenders and developed 
into a siege situation. 

Nature ofthe incidents 

All thirteen incidents involved the use of violence towards the victirn!s. In the majority of 
cases, direct physical force was used. In three of the incidents, one or more objects were 
used as weapons. The type of objects used included a pocket knife, a hockey stick, a 
broken bottle, a baseball bat, an axe and a beer can. 

Only one incident involved the theft of property, but four incidents involved damage to 
property which was unrelated to gaining entry. One of these four incidents involved the 
siege situation where in addition to a number of property items being destroyed, the 
house was completely destroyed by fire. 

3.4 DISCUSSION 

The main findings of interest which emerge from this chapter include: the contrasting 
features of residential burglary in the three public housing areas compared to the other 
three suburbs; the findings in relation to the known offender profile; and the findings in 
relation to the nature and extent of false reports to police and home invasions in 
Tasmania. 

Residential burglary patterns 

A number of differences emerged between the burglary patterns in the three public 
housing areas compared to the other three suburbs. 

First, it was revealed that for each of the three years examined, the burglary rate was 
higher in the three public housing suburbs than in the other suburbs. Repeat victimisation 
was also more common in the three public housing areas. As discussed previously, there 
is a debate in the literature as to ~hether public housing areas are high-crime areas as a 
result of their design or as a consequence of housing allocation policies which tend to 
concentrate people who are likely to become victims and/or offenders in the same area. A 
particular feature of the three public housing areas is the targeting of vacant Housing 
Tasmania properties. Clarendon Vale had the highest proportion of burglaries involving 
vacant Housing Tasmania properties at 21.6%, while Gagebrook had the highest number 
of these burglaries. Offenders burgle vacant Housing Tasmania properties to obtain items 
such as stoves, wood heaters or hot-water cylinders and/or to cause damage. While there 
is no doubt that the burglaries of vacant houses contribute to the high burglary rate in the 
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public housing areas, even ifthese burglaries are excluded, the burglary rate is still much 
higher in the three public housing areas than the other three suburbs. 

Second, differences emerged between the two groups of suburbs in terms of the victim 
profile. In part, the differences in the victim profile reflect differences in the resident 
profile of each area. However, some groups appear to be over-represented in the victim 
population, such as females aged between 20 and 29 in Gagebook and Clarendon Vale. A 
distinctive feature of Sandy Bay's profile is the greater proportion of victims aged 20-29 
compared to the other two private housing suburbs. While this is consistent with the 
higher proportion of residents in this age category in Sandy Bay, both males and females 
aged 20-29 appear to be over-represented in Sandy Bay's victim population. This may be 
indicative of Sandy Bay's high tertiary student population and the vulnerability of 
students to victimisation which has been observed elsewhere. 

Third, the victims living in public housing areas were less likely to be insured for 
household contents than those living in the other three suburbs. In particular, 51% of the 
Gage brook victims were uninsured. The proportion of uninsured victims was higher in 
Sandy Bay than the other two private housing suburbs which may again be indicative of 
the greater student population in Sandy Bay, with students possibly being less likely than 
other residents to have household contents insurance. 

Fourth, differences emerged between the two groups of suburbs in terms of the types of 
premises burgled. In particular, a feature of burglary in the three public housing areas 
appeared to be the targeting of cellars or storage areas underneath the house. This 
probably reflects the age and design of the public housing estates. 

Fifth, although only a minority of burglaries in the six suburbs were attempts, two 
suburbs, New Town and Bellerive had a comparatively high proportion of attempted 
burglaries. The lower proportion of burglaries involving the theft of property in Bellerive 
and New Town is indicative ofthe higher proportion of attempts in these two suburbs. 

Finally, the method of entry in the three public housing areas was more likely to involve 
the use of force than in the other three suburbs where entry via an unlocked/open door or 
window was more common, particularly in Sandy Bay. It was also noted that the coding 
system used for the method of entry is potentially problematic given that the point and 
method of entry is not always straightforward to classify. 

Offender profile 

The six-suburbs analysis revealed that most of the offenders charged with burglary and 
stealing were males aged between 13-29 years old. In the public housing areas, 
particularly Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale, most of the offenders were local (i.e. from 
the same or a neighbouring suburb), whereas this was less likely to be the case in the 
other three suburbs. The characteristics of burglars, both in Tasmania and elsewhere, are 
explored in more detail in chapters six and seven. 
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Consistent with the literature review, the detection rate for burglary in each of the six 
suburbs was quite low. In all six suburbs, the proportion of burglaries where one or more 
offenders has been identified is less than 11%. An interesting finding is that DNA was the 
main method of detection in cases where an offender was charged with burglary and 
stealing. This tends to confirm the belief of the police officers interviewed that DNA is 
having a positive impact in terms of increasing the likelihood that burglars will be 
detected. Several offenders were identified via cigarette butts left at the scene. It may be 
that these offenders were unaware that they could be identified from their cigarette butts, 
did not care whether they were caught or not or were under the influence of drugs and 
alcohol at the time. Also, in thirteen cases the offender was identified via fingerprints left 
at the scene. While DNA is a relatively new investigative tool, fingerprints have been 
relied on for some time now. Some of the police officers interviewed expressed surprise 
that offenders are still being detected via fingerprint evidence. The fact that burglars are 
still leaving fingerprints at the scene and are also leaving other evidence such as cigarette 
butts should encourage police to be proactive in responding to burglary and in particular 
to carefully search the scene for forensic evidence. 

False reports to police 

While insurance fraud has been the subject of research overseas, particularly in the 
United Kingdom, the available literature on other types of false reports to police is fairly 
limited. This is an area worthy of further research to try and determine the true extent of 
the problem. Only a comparatively small number of incidents were classified as 
suspected false reports in this study, but the identification of false reports here was 
dependent on the reporting officer flagging this on the offence report. As will be revealed 
in the chapter on burglary and insurance fraud, some police officers are quite reluctant to 
make such notations on the offence report lest they be sued for defamation if the victim 
somehow obtains a copy of the report. This means that false reports to police could be 
much more prevalent than this study would suggest. The problem needs to be addressed 
because false burglary reports inevitably waste police time and end up costing the 
community in one way or another. At the very least, the existence of the indicators which 
suggest that the report may be false should be flagged on the offence report so that if the 
victim is burgled again under the same suspicious circumstances, the next police officer 
has the opportunity, as Pease (1998) puts it, to reconsider the victim's status. 

Home invasions 

Only a relatively small number of incidents over the three-year period met the definition 
of 'home invasion' and the analysis was limited to six suburbs, so the findings are 
unlikely to be generalisable to the rest of Tasmania. However, the findings do provide 
some insight into the nature of home invasion in Tasmania. 

It is interesting that only three of the fifteen probable home invasion incidents involved 
the theft of property. Also, in the majority ofthe probable home invasion incidents, the 
offender/s and the victim/s were known to each other and the offender/s lived in close 
proximity to the offence address. This is an important point because arguably the popular 
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conception of a home invasion is that it involves entry by an intruder who is not known to 
the victim. In most cases, it appears that the primary motivation for the incident was to 
assault the occupant/s ofthe house rather than to steal property. Something else which is 
worth noting is the involvement of female offenders in five ofthe probable home 
invasion incidents. While the female offender/s appeared to play a minor role in two of 
these incidents, this did not appear to be the case in the other three incidents. 

Given that varying definitions have been applied to the term 'home invasion', it is 
difficult to determine how comparable the findings from this study are to those conducted 
elsewhere in terms of the nature and extent of 'home invasion'. Perhaps the most 
comprehensive source of information about the nature of home invasion incidents is 
Hicks and Sansfa<;on's (2001) review ofresidential burglary and home invasions in 
Canada and other countries in which they make some observations about the nature of 
home invasion incidents: 

Based on limited police data from Australia and the USA, home invaders tend to work in teams of 
2-3 or more, and are also usually in their mid-late teens or early twenties . Repeat offending is 
common with the majority of home invasion incidents being committed by a small number of 
offenders. Explicit motivation for home invasions may include assault (common assault, 
aggravated, and sexual), gambling debt collection, retaliation for something victims may have 
done, sending a message from someone hired by the home invaders, and the theft of money and 
property. One underlying motivation for home invasion is the theft of property and cash to support 
alcohol and drug habits linked to their participation in criminal subcultures. Weapons such as guns 
and knives are possessed and used by the home invaders in a minority of cases, with the threat or 
use of violence typically being direct physical force . 
(Hicks and Sansfac;:on, 2001: 12) 

Consistent with Hicks and Sansfa<;on's observations, most of the Tasmanian cases 
reviewed involved the use of direct physical force rather than guns or knives, but the 
Tasmanian offenders appear to be older and repeat offending less common. However, it 
is important to note that the theft of property is an essential element in Hicks and 
Sasfa<;on's definition whereas only three of the fifteen incidents classified as 'probable 
home invasions' in the present study involved the theft of property. 

3.5 CONCLUSION 

The differences observed between the two groups of suburbs, and within each group of 
suburbs, provide strong support for the idea that burglary solutions need to be localised. 
Targeted burglary prevention strategies are clearly needed in the three public housing 
areas to tackle the unique problems which exist in those areas, such as the high level of 
socio-economic disadvantage, the vulnerability of vacant Housing Tasmania properties, 
the greater likelihood of repeat victimisation and the existence of a local pool of 
offenders. 

The high burglary rate in the public housing areas may well be attributable, at least in 
part, to the resident profile of these suburbs. In the previous chapter the vulnerability of 
single-parent households to burglary was noted and the three public housing suburbs all 
have a much greater proportion of single-parent households than the other three suburbs. 
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Also, the unemployment rate, another area level factor which has been associated with a 
greater risk of burglary, is much higher in the three public housing areas. Another 
possible explanation for the higher rate of burglary in public housing areas may be a lack 
of social cohesion, particularly if there is a high turnover in the tenant population and the 
opportunity for residents to form long-term bonds is limited. Moving home has also been 
associated with an increased risk of burglary victimisation. Proximity to offenders is 
another factor which may be contributing to the high burglary rate given that in the public 
housing areas, particularly Gage brook and Clarendon Vale, most of the offenders were 
local. The suggestion that the high burglary rate may be attributable to the resident 
profile in the three public housing suburbs is consistent with the 'housing allocation' 
hypothesis which has been advanced to explain the association between public housing 
and crime. 

Another concern in the public housing suburbs, particularly Gagebrook, is the low 
proportion of victims who are insured. Consistent with the literature review, it appears 
that the residents who are most at risk of being burgled are the least likely to have 
insurance. Creative solutions to this problem are needed. One option may be to introduce 
some form of Government subsidy for people on low incomes in high-crime areas to 
assist with the cost of insurance. However, the flip side ofthis could be an increase in the 
number of fraudulent insurance claims. 

The possibility that University students living in Sandy Bay may be at particular risk of 
being burgled warrants further exploration. However, it may also be the case that students 
are more likely to report being burgled due to the conditions of their rental agreements 
and/or to avoid losing their bond money in the event of any damage. Based on the 
research reviewed in the previous chapter, it would be beneficial to provide burglary 
prevention advice to new students moving into University or private rental 
accommodation and warn them of the risk ofvictimisation. It would also be worthwhile 
conducting a victimisation survey of the University student population to assess their 
experience ofvictimisation and determine the extent to which they take precautions 
against crime. The survey would help to identify whether there are any types of student 
who have a particularly high risk ofvictimisation. 

Utilising the information provided on the offence reports in cases where a suspect was 
identified, it was possible to start to explore the extent to which victims and offenders are 
known to each other in residential burglaries. It was found that in 59% of the cases where 
a suspect was identified, the victim and the suspect were known to each other. In many 
cases, the nature of the relationship between the suspect and the victim was quite a close 
one, with the suspect being a relative or ex-partner. Unfortunately the victim-offender 
relationship is not recorded for burglary incidents so it was not possible to explore this 
issue any further in those cases where an offender had actually been charged. This is 
another issue which is worthwhile exploring further. If a significant proportion of 
residential burglaries are committed by someone who is known to the victim, then simple 
target-hardening measures may be ineffective, particularly when the offender knows how 
to easily gain access to the premises and is familiar with the layout of the residence and 
the property contained within. One way to explore this issue further would be to include a 

76 



question in the ABS National Crime and Safety which involves asking victims of 
burglary about the characteristics of the offender, including the victim-offender 
relationship. In the 1998 British Crime Survey (Budd, 1999), questions along these lines 
were included and it was revealed that 14% of all burglaries involved offenders who were 
well-known to the victim. 

Further research on the extent of home invasion incidents in Tasmania would be 
worthwhile. Based on the limited analysis conducted here, home invasions constitute 
only a very small proportion of the total number of residential burglary incidents and 
generally involve victims and offenders who are known to each other, with the offender's 
primary motivation being to assault the victim rather than to steal property. It may be that 
an analysis of incidents which meet the definition of home invasion used in this thesis on 
a statewide basis would uncover different types of home invasion incidents, such as those 
where the offender is not known to the victim and/or the primary motivation is to steal 
cash or other property. These sorts of incidents are the ones which generally receive the 
most media attention and lead to higher levels of community anxiety about being burgled. 
It would also be beneficial for key players such as the police and the media to come to 
some agreed definition in relation to the concept of home invasion. As revealed in the 
previous chapter, there is currently no consistent usage of the term and it has been used in 
the context of parliamentary debate in Tasmania to refer to home burglary in general, 
rather than incidents involving the use or threat of violence. 

The effectiveness of various burglary prevention strategies is reviewed in a later chapter 
and provides the basis for a number of recommendations as to how to address the types of 
burglary patterns identified in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 4: REPEAT BURGLARY VICTIMISATION 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

As highlighted in chapters two and three, the experience of being burgled can be a very 
traumatic one, with some victims experiencing long-term psychological effects. 
Unfortunately, to make matters worse for some victims there is a very real possibility that 
they may be burgled again within a relatively short period of time after the initial 
burglary. Research has revealed that one of the best predictors of future victimisation is 
prior victimisation and that when victimisation recurs it tends to do so quickly (Pease, 
1998). Most of the research on the time-course of repeat burglary has concluded that a 
repeat incident is most likely to occur within a few weeks of the first incident (Johnson et 
al., 1997; Robinson, 1998; Ratcliffe and McCullagh, 1998; Townsley et al., 2000). 

The vulnerability of victims to repeat victimisation has implications for crime prevention, 
particularly where resources are limited. It has been suggested that directing crime 
prevention effort towards victims is an efficient way to allocate scarce resources (Farrell 
and Pease, 1993). Another advantage of this type of approach is that it combines victim 
support and crime prevention (Pease, 1998). A number of projects focusing on the 
prevention of repeat burglary victimisation have been implemented with varying degrees 
of success. One of the most celebrated projects is the Kirkholt Project which was 
implemented on a large public housing estate in the United Kingdom with a very high 
burglary rate (Forrester et al1988, 1990). Several victim-oriented strategies which aimed 
to reduce the likelihood of a repeat burglary were implemented. These included target
hardening, the removal of gas and electricity pre-payment meters, and 'cocoon' 
neighbourhood watch where the residents of the six or so houses or flats in close 
proximity to a burgled dwelling were asked to look out for and report anything suspicious 
to prevent repeat victimisation (Forrester et al, 1990). Over the duration of the project a 
75% reduction in the residential burglary rate was achieved, and the number of repeat 
burglaries fell to almost zero. 

Two mechanisms have been suggested to explain repeat victimisation. Pease (1998) 
refers to these mechanisms as 'flag' (risk heterogeneity) and 'boost' (event dependence) 
accounts. According to flag accounts, repeat victimisation results from an enduring level 
of risk. Thus, an isolated house with poor security may be regarded as an attractive target 
by several burglars acting independently of each other. Alternatively, it is suggested that 
repeat victimisation occurs because the same offender returns to steal additional items 
and/or the property that has been replaced after the first burglary. Another possibility is 
that the original offender tells another offender about the house and its contents and the 
other offender commits the repeat burglary (Polvi et al., 1991). Either way, the first 
burglary boosts the likelihood of a subsequent burglary. A number of studies involving 
interviews with burglars have provided support for the validity of boost accounts (e.g. see 
Ashton et al., 1998; Bennett and Durie, 1999; Ericsson, 1995). 
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Not all victims are equally vulnerable to repeat victimisation. For example, the risk of 
repeat victimisation is higher for single-parent households (Mukherjee and Carcach, 
1998; Budd, 1999), and high-crime areas tend to be characterised by high levels of repeat 
victimisation (Trickett et al., 1992). There is also evidence to suggest that the offenders 
who commit repeat burglaries are more prolific offenders than other burglars (Pease, 
1998). 

In this chapter, the phenomenon of repeat burglary victimisation will be examined. The 
way repeat incidents are defined and identified will be discussed first, and a number of 
methodological issues will be highlighted. The extent of repeat burglary victimisation, 
the risk factors which have been identified and the time-course will then be discussed, 
and the available evidence in support ofjlag and boost accounts will be presented. 
Finally, the impact of repeat victimisation will be discussed, and approaches to the 
prevention of repeat burglary victimisation will be considered. 

4.2 DEFINING REPEAT VICTIMISATION 

Townsley et al (2000) point out that nearly all of the ground breaking research on repeat 
victimisation has been carried out in the United Kingdom where repeat victimisation is 
now a key performance indicator for police. Thus, a useful starting point for defining 
what is meant by the term repeat victimisation is to refer to the Home Office definition 
which states: 

Repeat victimisation occurs when the same person or place suffers from more than one incident 
over a specified period of time. (Bridgeman and Hobbs, 1997: 1) 

At first glance, this definition appears to be relatively straightforward. However, as soon 
as one starts to delve further into the literature it becomes apparent that there are a 
number of methodological issues associated with defining repeat victimisation. Table 4.1 
provides an overview of some of these issues which include: the use of different 
terminology; a variable definition as to what a 'repeat victim' actually is; deciding 
whether or not to count attempts as repeat incidents and deciding how far to extend the 
definition as new concepts are developed. These issues are discussed in more detail 
below. 
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Table 4.1 Methodological issues associated with defining repeat victimisation 

Methodological Issue 
Terminology 

Variable definition 

Determining the range of 
offences to be counted as 
repeat incidents 

Attempts 

Virtual 
repeats/isomorphic 
repetition 

Near repeats 

Terminology 

Nature of the problem 
A variety of different terms have been used to 
describe the phenomenon of repeated crimes 
committed against the same person or place, e.g. 
repeat victimisation, multiple victimisation, 
re-victimisation, recidivist victimisation and 
repetitive victimisation (Farrell, 1995). 

The definition of what constitutes a 'repeat victim' 
varies according to crime type. 

A victim may experience a series of incidents 
which are ofthe same or different crime types 
(Farrell 1995). 

Attempts may be markers of risk, or a sign of 
success that a repeat incident has been prevented 
(Henderson, 2002). In relation to burglary, it may 
be difficult to determine whether a particular 
incident constitutes an attempted burglary or 
damage to property (Pease 1998). 

In some circumstances a second or subsequent 
crime may be committed against a different target 
which is functionally equivalent to the first, such as 
service stations in the same chain with an identical 
layout (Ashton et al 1998). 

Pease (1998) classifies these incidents as 'virtual 
repeats' whereas Ashton et al. (1998) use the term 
'isomorphic repetition'. 

In a small Perth suburb in Western Australia, 
Morgan (1997, 2001) observed that in one 
particular month, several dwellings close to an 
initial victim were burgled. He termed these 
burglaries 'near-repeats'. 

Townsley et al. (2003) and Johnson and Bowers 
(2004) have also found evidence of'near repeats' 
but appear to rely on different definitions of the 
concept. 

Central question to be resolved 
Which term should be used? 

Is the 'repeat victim' a person, 
place or thing? (Bridgeman and 
Hobbs, 1997) 

Should an assault following a 
motor vehicle theft against the 
same person be count as a repeat 
incident? (Pease, 1998) 

Should attempts be included as 
repeat incidents? 

Should 'virtual repeats' be counted 
as repeat incidents? 

Should 'near repeats' be counted 
as repeat incidents? 

How should 'near repeats' be 
defined? 

According to Farrell (1995), a variety of different terms have arisen to describe the 
phenomenon of repeated crimes committed against the same person or place, such as 
revictimisation, multiple victimisation, repeat victimisation, repetitive victimisation, and 
recidivist victimisation. The use of different terminology to refer to the same concept is 
confusing. Also, the fact that some of these terms can have a different meaning in another 
context is problematic. For example, Holder (1997) suggests that repeat victimisation 
should be distinguished from re-victimisation, a term which traditionally arises from a 
critique of how agencies respond to and treat victims of crime. Farrell (1995) 
distinguishes between the tenns multiple victimisation and repeat victimisation by 
pointing out that a multiple victim may experience many different types of crime, and/or 
repeat victimisation by the same type of crime. 
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The 'repeat victim' 

Bridgeman and Hobbs (1997) point out that a 'repeat victim' could be a person, a place or 
a thing (such as a car), and suggest that to some extent how a victim is defined will 
depend on the crime type. Part of the process of defining what constitutes a 'repeat victim' 
is determining the range of offences over which a repeat would be counted, e.g. whether 
an assault following a motor vehicle theft would be counted as a repeat incident (Pease 
1998). 

Table 4.2 is reproduced from a report by Farrell et al (2000) providing a 'snapshot' of 
repeat victimisation activity in UK police forces as at May 1999. The table demonstrates 
how operational definitions of repeat residential burglary can vary, even among police 
forces in the same country. At the time of the report, most forces defined a repeat 
burglary incident as one committed against the same residence, within 12 months of a 
previously recorded burglary. Twenty-nine forces would only class the incident as a 
repeat if the same victim was involved. Only 7 out of 43 police forces would count 
different recorded crime types as repeat incidents. Only 10 police forces would define a 
burglary as a repeat ifthere had been a previous unrecorded burglary. 

Table 4.2 Operational definitions of repeat residential burglary used in UK police forces 

Definition 
At least one previous burglary 
Same residence 
Previously recorded burglary 
Within a 12-month rolling period 
Same victim 
Previously unrecorded burglary 
Different crime - previously recorded 
Different crime - previously unrecorded 
Within period other than 12 months 
Source: Farrell et al (2000), page 8 

Attempts 

Forces (N=43) 
43 
42 
42 
38 
29 
10 
7 
2 
2 

The inclusion or exclusion or attempted crimes may have important effects on the 
findings with respect to repeat victimisation (Farrell 1995). According to Pease (1998), 
the exclusion of attempts would result in a potential marker of risk being overlooked. 
However, he notes that there is a very fine line between criminal damage to a house and 
attempted burglary, and that the way a particular incident is recorded may vary, 
depending on police practice. It has also been pointed out that in the context of evaluating 
a burglary prevention strategy, a failed attempt might be a sign of success where it 
indicates that a repeat burglary has been prevented (Henderson, 2002). In such a situation 
it may be necessary to look at the circumstances of the attempted burglary. The offender 
may have been disturbed, or need more equipment or assistance to gain entry and be 
planning to return later. Alternatively, it may be that the offender has found it too 
difficult to break into the premises due to 'target-hardening' measures implemented after 
the first burglary. 
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Isomorphic repetition/virtual repeats 

Ashton et al (1998) suggest that there are some circumstances in which a second or 
subsequent crime may be committed against a different target (person or object) which is 
functionally equivalent to the first. This is referred to as 'isomorphic repetition'. One of 
the burglars they interviewed pointed out that the layout of petrol stations belonging to 
the same chain was identical. Thus, having burgled one petrol station the knowledge was 
gained to burgle any. 

Pease (1998) discusses the same concept, but classifies such crimes as 'virtual repeats'. As 
an example, he cites the situation where someone mugs an identical twin and then the 
following day mugs the other twin believing the victim to be the same person on each 
occasiOn. 

Near repeats 

Morgan (1997, 2001) examined patterns ofburglary and repeat victimisation in a small 
suburb of Perth, Western Australia over a five-year period. In one particular month, a 
much larger number of burglaries than usual were committed, indicating that an offender 
or group of offenders was active in the suburb over this period. Closer analysis of the 
burglaries committed during this month revealed that there were two repeat burglaries 
and several what Morgan terms 'near-repeats', where dwellings close to an initial victim 
were burgled later in the month. Morgan suggests that if some form of 'cocoon watch' (as 
in the Kirkholt Project mentioned previously) had been implemented quickly after the 
initial burglaries, then several of the later burglaries occurring in that month might have 
been prevented, in addition to the two burglaries strictly classified as repeats. 

Townsley et al (2000, 2003) observe that while 'near repeats' and 'virtual repeats' are 
similar concepts, they differ with respect to the spatial component. Near repeats are 
geographically close to the initial burglary whereas virtual repeats are not necessarily so. 
The selection of virtual repeat targets is based solely on their similarity to previous 
victims, irrespective of location, whereas near repeat targets are selected on the basis of 
both their similarity and their proximity to previous victims. In the context of their study 
of repeat burglary in the Been leigh police division in Queensland, Townsley et al (2000) 
suggest that a hypothesis worth exploring is the relationship between the homogeneity of 
the type of dwellings in an area and repeat victimisation. They point out that there are 
several new housing estates in the Beenleigh area, offering house-and-land packages, 
where prospective buyers are generally given the option of five or six designs. Several 
suburbs in the area had already developed in this way and as a result there are many 
pockets of nearly identical dwellings, including some cui-de-sacs comprised of exactly 
the same model house. They suggest that this sort of housing development may lead to 
'near repeats' when an offender successfully breaks into a specific type of dwelling and is 
able to replicate his or her success by targeting an equivalent model house in close 
proximity. 
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Townsley et al (2003) later tested the near repeat hypothesis on 34 months of police 
recorded burglary data from the Beenleigh police division. The exact hypothesis tested 
was that proximity to a burgled dwelling increases the risk of burglary for those areas 
with a high degree of housing homogeneity. The study focused on the five main suburbs 
of the police division which were assessed for their similarity of housing and target 
vulnerability. To be deemed to contain predominantly homogenous housing, the area had 
to contain pockets of relatively new identical properties. To identify the existence of near 
repeats in each suburb, Townsley et al conducted a Knox test, a widely used and popular 
method of testing for the spatial and temporal clustering of infections, and found strong 
evidence for the existence of near repeats. They report that the results indicated that near 
repeats are dependent on both housing homogeneity and target vulnerability, but that 
housing diversity is the more powerful explanatory factor because the presence of 
homogenous housing resulted in strong evidence of repeats despite the level of target 
vulnerability. In terms of the implications arising from the evidence in support ofthe near 
repeat hypothesis, Townsley et al, like Morgan (1997), suggest that areas with similar 
housing should implement a modified version of cocoon neighbourhood watch to target 
near repeats as well as actual repeats. They also point out that crime prevention strategies 
will need to be varied according to the extent of housing homogeneity and should also 
take into consideration the overall crime rate in the area. 

In similar research conducted in the UK, Johnson and Bowers (2004) analysed a year's 
worth of police-recorded crime burglary data for the county of Merseyside. Like 
Townsley et al, they also utilised statistical techniques developed to study the 
transmission of disease to confirm that burglaries do cluster in time and space. The 
central conclusion of their analysis is that a residential burglary flags the elevated risk of 
additional residential burglaries within 1-2 months and within a range ofup to 300-400 
metres of the original burglary event. They suggest a number of prevention strategies 
which could be used to respond to this clustering, such as high visibility policing, cocoon 
neighbourhood watch and subsidised security upgrades for adjacent properties as well as 
victimised properties immediately after a burglary occurs. Johnson and Bowers (2004) 
use the term 'near repeats' to describe crimes occurring nearby, and soon after, a first 
crime. This is a somewhat broader definition of 'near repeats' than that offered by 
Townsley et al (2000) who include the additional element of similarity as well as 
proximity to previous burglary targets. The definition used by Johnson and Bowers is 
probably closer to the original concept developed by Morgan. 

4.3 IDENTIFYING REPEAT VICTIMISATION 

According to Farrell (1995), one ofthe few attributes held in common by all routinely 
available sources of data about crime is their tendency to understate the level of repeat 
victimisation. Invariably, methodological issues of one kind or another are encountered 
when trying to identify the extent of repeat victimisation, regardless of whether police 
data or victimisation survey data is used. Table 4.3 provides an overview of some of 
these issues, which include a range of data-quality problems which can lead to the over
counting or under-counting of repeat victims and/or incidents. Decisions also have to be 
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made as to the method and time-period used to calculate repeat victimisation rates. These 
issues are discussed in more detail below. 

Table 4.3 Methodological issues associated with identifying repeat victims 

Issue 
Lack of address validation 
(Police data) 

Absence of unique victim 
identifiers (UVIs) 
(Police data) 

Data deficiencies 
(Victimisation surveys) 

Memory recall problems for 
multiple victims 
(Victimisation surveys) 

False reports 

Different methods of 
calculating repeat 
victimisation rates 

Time-window 

Data-quality problems 

Exact nature of the problem 
Problems encountered by researchers using police 
data include: 
• incomplete addresses; 
• street names spelt incorrectly; 
• property or business names used instead of 

street addresses; 
• inconsistent use of abbreviations; and 
• difficulties identifying individual dwellings 

(e.g. flats and units) at multi-occupancy 
addresses. 

(See Anderson eta! I 995, Bennett and Durie I 999, 
Townsley et a! 2000). 

Many of the problems associated with identifying 
repeat victims from police data arise due to a 
failure to include unique victim identifiers or UVIs 
(Tilley 1995). Victims may use different surnames 
and change address making them difficult to track 
without UVIs. 

Victimisation surveys may place an artificial upper 
limit on the number of incidents to be reported, and 
may not record information about the date and time 
of a repeat incident. 

It may be difficult for some multiple victims to 
recall sufficient detail about individual incidents, 
particularly when victimisation is a daily 
occurrence. (Genn 1998). 

Some people who represent themselves as a repeat 
victim may in fact be false reporters. e.g. 'insurance 
fraudsters' (Pease 1998). 

Bennett and Durie (1999) describe two methods of 
calculating repeat victimisation rates based on 
police data. 

Studies have measured the extent of repeat 
victimisation over different time-periods ranging 
from eleven months (Anderson et a!, 1995) to five 
years (Morgan, 2001). 

Impact 
Often a large amount of time 
needs to be spent cleaning 
data, and even then it may 
not be possible to correctly 
identify all addresses 
(Townsley et al 2000, 
Bennett and Durie I 999). 

Under-counting of repeat 
victims and/or incidents. 

Under-counting of repeat 
victims. 

Under-counting of repeat 
incidents and inability to 
examine the time-course of 
repeat victimisation. 

Under-counting of repeat 
incidents. 

Over-counting of repeat 
victims. 

Which method should be 
used? 

Over what time-period 
should repeat victimisation 
be examined? (Ratcliffe and 
McCullagh, 1998). 

A range of problems have been encountered by researchers using police data, and many 
ofthese are listed in Table 4.3. Some of the data deficiencies and problems include 
incomplete address details (e.g. missing house numbers), incorrectly spelt street names, 
inconsistent use of abbreviations, property or business names used instead of an address 
and difficulties identifying individual dwellings (i.e. individual flats or units) at multi-
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occupancy addresses (Anderson et al., 1995; Bennett and Durie, 1999; and Townsley et 
al., 2000). 

Generally there are two different types of police data which can be used to identify the 
extent of repeat victimisation -recorded crime data and calls-for-service data. Incident 
logs (calls for service data) are considered to be more accurate than recorded crime data 
for identifying repeat victimisation (Guidi et al 1997). However, it seems that no matter 
what type of police data is used, researchers usually report having to spend a lot of time 
"cleaning" the data before they can start identifying the repeat incidents. For example, 
during the research stage of the Biting Back Project, Anderson et al. (1995) report having 
spent four months cleaning eleven months' worth of recorded crime data downloaded 
from West Yorkshire Police's Crime Information System. 

Townsley et al (2000) encountered similar data-quality problems when they analysed 18 
months' worth of data from calls-for-service for break and enter offences in Beenleigh 
Police Division in Queensland. The source of the data was a police information system 
called the IMS (Incident Management System), primarily used for command and dispatch 
duties. They report that a two-phase data cleaning process was required to produce data 
capable of being mapped. The researchers note that as a result of the problems they 
encountered, a number of modifications were made to the IMS, including modifications 
to the incident address field, and the introduction of an address validation system that 
corrects spelling mistakes and formatting errors. The researchers point out that these 
modifications resulted in a fourfold increase in accuracy in later analyses (Criminal 
Justice Commission, 1998 cited in Townsley et al, 2000). 

Some researchers have utilised software to assist with the identification of repeat 
incidents. For example, Johnson et al. (1997) developed new software to assist with the 
identification of repeat burglaries in Merseyside, a metropolitan county situated in North
West England. Their analysis of the spatial and temporal patterns of repeat victimisation 
was based on twelve months' worth of recorded crime data obtained from Merseyside 
Police's Integrated Criminal Justice System. This database recorded the usual fields such 
as the date of the offence and the victim's details, but also recorded the offence location 
geocoded (in terms of X andY coordinates) with a grid reference to an accuracy of 1 
metre. Similarly, Ratcliffe and McCullagh (1998) found that by using a standard GIS 
package to search geo-referenced crime locations, the time and accuracy of identifying 
repeats was greatly improved. 

According to Tilley (1995), the difficulties encountered with police data arise from a 
failure to include unique victim identifiers (UVIs). Without UVIs, variations in the way 
the victim is described in different incidents can lead to under-counting of the number of 
repeats. UVIs would resolve this problem because it would not matter how the victim 
was described in different incidents, the UVI would still be the same. However, Pease 
(1998) points out that as well as problems with police computer systems, there are other 
factors which can lead to underestimates as to the extent of repeat victimisation. The 
most important of these is the non-reporting of incidents to police. Pease suggests that 
there are good reasons why repeat victims fail to report incidents, including the wish to 
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avoid attracting attention from their insurer and the fact that it is an unpleasant experience 
to report crime and be involved in the processing of offenders. 

Victimisation surveys are generally thought to be a more reliable way of determining the 
true extent of crime because they provide a picture of unreported crime as well as crime 
reported to and recorded by the police. However, there are some particular issues 
associated with victimisation surveys which can lead to the under-counting of repeats. 
Farrell (1995) points out that many surveys place an artificial upper limit on the number 
of incidents to be reported, and do not record information about the date and time of a 
repeat incident. Also, the reliability ofvictimisation surveys may be questionable as far 
as multiple victims are concerned. According to Genn (1998), multiple victims' 
experiences of crime may be so frequent, or individual incidents so similar, that survey 
respondents are unable to recall relevant dates or sufficient details to enable each incident 
to be recorded. 

Calculating repeat victimisation rates 

According to Bennett & Durie (1999), there are at least two methods of calculating repeat 
victimisation rates based on police data. They discuss two methods in detail, pointing out 
the advantages and disadvantages associated with each method. The first method, the 
'calendar year-within year comparison', involves calculating the repeat victimisation rate 
as the percentage of dwellings burgled two or more times during a specific calendar year. 
The advantage of this method is that it is fairly simple to analyse and to present 
graphically. The disadvantage is that that dwellings burgled at the start of the year have a 
longer time-period in which to be burgled again than those burgled at the end of the year. 

The second method, the 'target month-previous month comparison' involves calculating 
the repeat victimisation rate by selecting a target month and determining the proportion 
of dwellings burgled in that month that were also burgled in the previous twelve months. 
Bennett and Durie point out that the advantage of this method is that it overcomes the 
variable 'period at risk' problem associated with the first method as each dwelling has 
exactly 12 months to be burgled again. The disadvantage of this method is that it requires 
a reasonably large number of burglaries to occur in the target month to enable an accurate 
rate to be calculated. 

Over what period should repeat victimisation be examined? 

The time-period over which repeat victimisation has been examined has varied. 
Researchers have examined repeat victimisation over time-periods of eleven months 
(Anderson et al, 1995); twelve months (Bennett and Durie, 1999); eighteen months 
(Townsley et al. , 2000); two years (Ratcliffe and McCullagh, 1998); four years (Polvi et 
al., 1991) and five years (Morgan, 1997, 2001 ). 

In their guide for police officers, Bridgeman and Hobbs (1997) suggest that a 12-month 
rolling period should be used to identify repeat victims. They point out that a shorter 
period may hide relevant crime and a longer period may become unmanageable. Farrell et 
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al's (2000) snapshot of repeat victimisation activity in the United Kingdom as at May 
1999 revealed that 38 of the 43 police forces were using a 12-month rolling period in 
their operational definition of repeat residential burglary. 

Ratcliffe and McCullagh (1998) examined the time-course of repeat burglary in 
Nottinghamshire over a two year period and asked the question at what point do repeat 
incidents become unconnected with the initial incident. They explored this issue by 
attempting to determine whether the repeat burglaries in their data set were committed by 
the same offender. They identified three variables which they thought might indicate 
whether the repeat incident was committed by an offender or offenders with a similar 
modus operandi to the first incident. The three variables used were: 

• point of entry (POE) - where the burglar gained entry to the location (for example, 
upper first floor sliding window, or roof skylight); 

• the method of entry (MOE) used (for example, a glass cutter or bodily pressure); 
and 

• the times between which the offence was committed. 

Repeat incidents were considered to be matched if they: 

• had an identical POE; or 

• had an identical MOE; or 

• could be identified as both being daytime (or night-time) burglaries. 

The analysis was somewhat hampered by incomplete data and a number of records were 
discarded as a result. The total number of records they started with was 359 and they 
discarded 123 records, leaving 236 for analysis. From the 236 records analysed, 113 
( 48%) exhibited a match between the first and the repeat incidents in terms of the time of 
day, MOE or POE. They assumed that where a match existed there was a reasonable 
prospect that the repeat was directly related to the previous incident. 

A possible hypothesis suggested by Ratcliffe and McCullagh is that the longer the repeat 
interval, the higher the probability that a repeat is not a true repeat but a new incident. 
They calculated a ratio of matched to total repeats for 30-day periods up to a six-month 
limit and found that over the period there was a steady decrease in the proportion of 
matched repeats. They maintain that this suggests that as the lag-time increases, the 
number of genuine repeats detected declines. 

False reports 

Pease (1998) points out that repeat victimisation does not require an uncritical view of the 
victim. He suggests that some people who represent themselves as repeat victims may 
actually be 'insurance fraudsters or colluders with offenders' (Pease, 1998: 22). Crawford 
(1998) also observes that repeat victimisation may be the product of insurance fraud 
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when victims try to recoup their losses though insurance cover which they may not have 
had when first victimised. 

Farrell and Pease (1993) speculate that insurance fraud is less likely to be a feature of 
repeats than single victimisations. They suggest that if someone was going to invent a 
claim surely they would do it carefully the first time so that a second 'burglary', which 
might arouse suspicion, was not needed. However, they do concede that it is possible 
there is a connection between insurance fraud and repeat victimisation. As an example, 
they suggest that the four-month hump observed in the time-course for repeat burglary 
may arise because victims are frustrated by their insurer's response to their first, valid 
claim, and invent a burglary to compensate for their loss. 

Neale and Evans (2003) report some relevant findings on this issue arising from a 
domestic burglary project in the north-east of England. The project was conducted 
between August 2002 and January 2003 across five geographical police districts and 
involved interviews with repeat victims and the provision of security improvements. The 
procedure adopted for the project was that once a repeat victim was identified from the , 
daily crime reports, this information would be immediately passed to the district Crime 
Prevention Officer (CPO) who would visit the victim within 24 to 48 hours (if the CPO 
was unable to contact the victim the project team would make contact). The CPO would 
interview the victim and undertake a survey of the premises, with a view to improving 
home security. The Local Authority Community Safety Department would then 
undertake security improvements to the victim's home, as per the recommendations of 
the security survey. Subsequently, a follow-up questionnaire would be forwarded to the 
victim to obtain feedback about the service provided from initial contact through to the 
completion of the security improvements. 

Interestingly, Neale and Evans state that the Crime Prevention Officers reported a 'gut 
feeling' that a significant number of repeat burglaries were not genuine burglaries. The 
following factors aroused the suspicion of the officers in relation to the validity of a 
burglary report: 

• failure to take advantage of free security upgrades; 

• general reluctance to engage with the research; 

• single items stolen- e.g. a rented TV; and 

• making repeat insurance claims at different addresses. 

A number of reasons for making-false reports were suggested: 

• on a previous occasion when a crime was reported the police officer simply 
took the facts and did not appear to investigate/challenge validity; 

• on a previous occasion when a crime was reported the insurance claim was 
not investigated and the insurer replaced the 'stolen' items without requiring 
proof of purchase or conducting other checks; 
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• some social housing tenants will make false reports because they believe it 
will strengthen their case in securing a move to another location; and 

• a minority of people who rent home entertainment equipment such as TV s and 
videos sell the equipment and then inform the rental company that it has been 
stolen. A crime number is required in order to make the report appear to be 
genuine. 

Neale and Evans note that the Crime Prevention Officers did not always record their 
suspicions. They recommend that officers challenge, where necessary, potential false 
repeats and robustly question 'victims'. They also recommend that officers be advised to 
commit their suspicions about the validity of the burglary report to paper. The issue of 
suspected false reports to police connected to an insurance claim, and the reluctance of 
some Tasmanian police officers to officially record their suspicions due to a fear of being 
sued for defamation, is discussed in the chapter on burglary and insurance fraud. 

4.4 THE EXTENT OF REPEAT VICTIMISATION 

According to Townsley et al (2000), there is some confusion as to what the 'average' 
repeat rate is because repeat rates (i.e. the proportion of repeat incidents that make up the 
overall crime count) can be calculated from three different sources: victimisation surveys, 
project impacts and police data. They observe that victimisation surveys typically report 
that between 60-80% of property crime is experienced by repeat victims. By contrast, 
repeat rates reported in a number of studies based on police data have ranged from 8% to 
32% in the UK, and 29% in the US. The authors acknowledge that the Beenleigh rate of 
18.7% for residential premises is comfortably in the range. However, they suggest that 
the Beenleigh rate may be typical of a high-crime area as Been leigh Division has a 
comparatively high residential burglary rate compared to other Queensland police 
divisions. 

One of the most recent sources of data on the extent of repeat victimisation in Australia is 
the Australian component of the 2004 International Crime Victimisation Survey (ICVS) 
which involved interviews with 7001 adults aged 16 years or age and older who were 
residents of private households in Australia (Johnson, 2005). Respondents were asked 
about their experience of selected types of crime in the preceding five years. Respondents 
who reported being victimised were also asked how often the crime had occurred within 
the previous year (2003). Sixteen per cent of the burglary victims in 2003 reported that 
they had experienced two or more burglaries. 

Farrell and Bouloukos (2001) compared the rate of repeat victimisation across country 
and crime type for the 1989, 1992 and 1996 sweeps of the ICVS. Personal crimes were 
generally found to have higher rates of repeat victimisation than property crimes. 
Unfortunately, data were not available for some countries for all three sweeps of the 
ICVS. Data were available for the greatest number of countries (n=14) in the 1989 sweep. 
Based on the 1989 sweep, the mean international repeat victimisation rate for burglary 
was 16.33. The repeat victimisation rate is defined as the percentage ofburglaries that are 
repeated against the same household within the one-year period covered by the sweep. 
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The five countries with the highest national repeat rates were, in order, the USA (32.14 ), 
France (27.27), Australia (25.42), Japan (22.22) and Spain (19.05). England and Wales 
(4.55) had the lowest national repeat rate. In 1996, the mean international repeat 
victimisation rate for burglary was 17.14. The country with the highest rate was the USA 
(33.33), and Scotland (6.25) had the lowest rate (for the 1996 sweep, data was only 
available for eleven countries, excluding Australia). 

Farrell and Bouloukos point out that the relatively low repeat burglary rates in the UK 
may highlight methodological issues with the revs, such as the limit placed on the 
number of incidents a respondent can report. They also observe that the one-year time 
window measured by most crime victim surveys acts to 'artificially truncate series of 
repeats at either end of the reporting period' (page 20). On this point, they refer to a study 
which one of the authors was involved in which estimated that a one-year survey 
produces a repeat burglary rate that is 40% lower than a three-year survey. 

In Morgan's (1997, 2001) study in a small suburb ofPerth, Western Australia, based on 5 
years' worth of residential burglary data, the measures for repeat burglary were adjusted 
to take account of time at risk and converted into annual rates. The annual repeat burglary 
rate for the suburb as a whole was 16.45. The suburb was divided into two adjacent parts, 
one with a high burglary rate (Oldville) and the other with a low burglary rate (Newville). 
Overall, Oldville's annual burglary rate was 3.2 times the rate ofNewville's. Similarly, 
the repeat burglary rate for Oldville, at 20.71, was higher than that ofNewville at 12.00. 
Morgan observes that his study of repeat burglaries did not find the same degree of 
burglary risk concentration evident in studies elsewhere, but suggests that it may still be 
the case that a repeat burglary focus could prevent many crimes. 

A number of researchers have compared repeat victimisation rates for residential 
premises with those for non-residential premises (e.g. Bowers et al. 1998, Ratcliffe and 
McCullagh 1998, Townsley et al 2000). Most have found that non-residential premises 
(e.g. retail premises, schools, sporting clubs) are much more vulnerable to repeat 
victimisation. For example, in their analysis of repeat victimisation in Beenleigh, 
Townsley et al (2000) found that the 44.5% of the victimised non-residential properties 
were victimised on more than one occasion, compared to 16.3% ofthe residential 
properties. The authors observe that, ofthe 15 addresses with the highest number of 
burglaries, many were public facilities such as schools, shopping centres and commercial 
properties. They suggest that a higher reporting rate may partly explain the higher 
victimisation rates for non-residential compared to residential premises. They observe 
that owners of non-residential properties are more likely to have the property insured than 
owners of residential properties, with non-residential owners more likely, therefore, to 
report a burglary. They also point out that non-residential properties are likely to be more 
lucrative targets than residential properties which may explain why they are more likely 
to be targeted repeatedly. 

In a UK study, Bowers et al (1998) studied the extent of repeat burglary against non
residential properties in Merseyside and compared the results to an earlier study by 
Johnson et al (1997) involving residential premises. It was found that 21.4% of all 
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burglaries committed at non-residential addresses were incidents of repeat victimisation, 
compared to 7% at residential addresses. Bowers et al also found that certain types of 
non-residential properties, particularly schools and sports facilities, were far more likely 
to suffer from repeat victimisation. Other researchers have found that educational 
facilities have high levels of repeat victimisation (e.g. see Hope 1982 and Burquest et al 
1992). 

4.5 RISK FACTORS FOR REPEAT BURGLARY VICTIMISATION 

Table 4.4 provides an overview of the risk factors for repeat burglary victimisation which 
have been identified in various studies. There is some overlap between the risk factors for 
burglary and those for repeat burglary victimisation, particularly in relation to area-level 
and household-level risk factors. The risk factors are discussed in more detail below. 

Table 4.4 Risk factors for repeat burglary victimisation 

Level of 
Anal sis 
Area 

Household 

Individual 

Risk Factor 

High-crime area. 

Source of Evidence 

BCS (Trickett et al, 1992, 1995) 
[But see Morgan (2001) and 
Gray (2000) for a contrary 
perspective]. 

Inner-city or council estate area. BCS (Budd, 1999) 

High level of physical disorder. BCS (Budd, 1999) 

Level of social deprivation- as the level of social Ratcliffe and McCullagh (1999) 
deprivation increases so does the risk of repeat 
victimisation. 

Length of residence - short term associated with 
higher risk. 

Mukherjee & Carcach_ (1998) 

Absence of guardianship/low levels of occupancy. Mukherjee & Carcach (1998) 

Low household income. BCS (Budd, 1999) 

Composition- single-parent households at highest Mukherjee & Carcach (1998) 
risk. BCS (Budd, 1999) 

Living in rented accommodation. Mukherjee & Carcach (1998) 
BCS (Budd, 1999)- social 
renters most at risk 

Marital status ofhead of household- being single, BCS (Budd, 1999) 
divorced or separated is associated with higher 
risk. 

Prior victimisation. Ellingworth et al (1995) 

As stated previously, research has revealed that one ofthe best predictors of future 
victimisation is prior victimisation (Pease, 1998). Using data from the 1992 British Crime 
Survey (BCS), Ellingworth et al (1995) examined the influence of four types of prior 
victimisation (car theft, burglary, theft from the person and assault) on crime risk. 
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Respondents were asked about their experience ofvictimisation during the reference 
period (i.e. the year 1991), and in the four years prior to the reference period. The results 
of the analysis revealed that, with the exception of theft from the person, previous 
experience of one of the other three crime types increased the risk of subsequent property 
crime victimisation. It was found that either a burglary or an assault in the preceding four 
years could increase the overall property crime risk by up to 70% compared to a 
household which was identical except for the absence of prior victimisation. 

Mukherjee and Carcach (1998) examine the relationship between a number of personal 
and household characteristics and repeat victimisation, using data from the 1993 
Australian Bureau of Statistics National Crime and Safety Survey. The researchers point 
out that their analyses are limited by the fact that the 1993 National Crime and Safety 
Survey did not collect information about neighbourhood characteristics, and this limited 
the ability to explore possible area and other ecological effects on repeat victimisation. 
With regard to household offences, the researchers examined the relationship between 
guardianship, household composition and geographical mobility, and repeat 
victimisation. The main findings were as follows: 

• the effect of daytime guardianship on the risk of household crime was similar for 
both single incident and repeat victims. For both groups, the prevalence rate for 
households with no guardianship during the day was 1.7 times the rate for 
others; 

• the absence of night-time guardianship was found to pose a greater risk for 
repeat victims than for single incident victims; 

• households composed of sole parents with children of any age were found to be 
at highest risk for repeat victimisation as well as single-incident victimisation; 

• repeat victimisation for households in rented accommodation was found to occur 
at a rate twice that of other households; and 

• households with short terms of residence were found to have a repeat 
victimisation rate 1.6 times that for long-term residents 

(Mukherjee and Carcach, 1998). 

The vulnerability of single-parent households to repeat victimisation was also identified 
by Budd (1999) in her analysis of data on domestic burglary from the 1998 British Crime 
Survey. The following groups ofvictims were found to be at higher risk of repeat 
victimisation: 

-
• one adult living alone with child/ren (37%); 

• head of household single, divorced or separated (23%); 

• low household income: under £5,000 per year (24%); 

• social renters- renting from a Council or Housing Association (26%); 

• those in inner cities (26%) and council estate areas (25%); and 
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• those in areas with a high level of physical disorder (27%)- based on the 
interviewer's perception of the level of vandalism and/or rubbish in the area. 

Budd suggests that the pattern of repeat victimisation is likely to occur because the 
factors which initially make a household an attractive and vulnerable target, such as its 
location and low levels of occupancy, continue to influence its risk. This is consistent 
with the risk hetereogeneity explanation for repeat victimisation in the sense that the 
household risk factors contribute to an enduring level of risk ofvictimisation. Budd 
contends that many of the factors which make a household attractive to burglars may be 
impossible or difficult to alter. Certainly the location of the house is one such risk factor. 
Occupancy patterns may also be difficult to alter, particularly for single adults who have 
work and other regular commitments. 

Mawby (2001a) observes that the most notable and consistent finding in relation to the 
differential risks associated with repeat victimisation is that those living in the most 
disadvantaged and high-crime areas appear to be most at risk ofvictimisation in general, 
particularly repeat victimisation. 

In a two-year study, Ratcliffe and McCullagh (1999) examined the relationship between 
domestic burglary, repeat victimisation and social deprivation in South Nottinghamshire 
in the UK. They found that premises that were repeatedly burgled during the two-year 
study were located in significantly more deprived areas than the premises burgled only 
once during the same period. Thus, as social deprivation increased, the relative 
probability ofbeing a victim of repeat burglaries increased dramatically. They suggest a 
number of hypotheses to explain the increased repeat victimisation in deprived areas such 
as: the lack of crime prevention resources in deprived areas, the possibility that wealthier 
residents are able to afford to take responsibility for preventative measures, and 
differences in policing styles between affluent and deprived areas. They point out that 
any one or more of these reasons may be responsible for the phenomenon, but, more 
likely, the cause may be a combination of many factors. 

Using data from the 1982 British Crime Survey, Trickett et al (1992) considered whether 
certain areas have higher crime rates than others because more people are victimised, or 
because there is more repeat victimisation. They concluded that high-crime areas are 
primarily so due to the extent of repeat victimisation experienced by people living in such 
areas. Trickett et al (1995) subsequently extended their analysis to examine changes in 
victimisation over time, comparing the 1982 and 1988 British Crime Surveys. The 
findings from their earlier analysis were replicated. Across all three sweeps of the BCS 
during the 1980s they found that high-crime areas were characterised by higher levels of 
both crime concentration and victimisation prevalence. 

By contrast, Morgan (2001) observes that the results from his Perth study point to the 
greater relative importance of repeat burglary in an area with a low burglary rate. Morgan 
notes that while the repeat burglary rate was higher in that part of the suburb with a high 
burglary rate, the ratios of repeat burglary rates to overall burglary rates were not very 
large and the ratio was higher in the area with a low burglary rate. 
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Gray (2000) also reached a different conclusion about the relationship between high
crime areas and repeat victimisation. He examined repeat victimisation in Rochdale, a 
town in Britain containing a number of areas with a high Asian population, primarily 
Indian, Pakistani and Bangladeshi. Gray reports that areas with a high Asian population 
in Britain are predominantly high-crime areas. Thus, in accordance with the findings of 
Trickett et al (1992, 1995), Asian areas would be expected to have high levels of repeat 
victimisation. However, Gray found that the majority of the burglaries in the Asian areas 
of Rochdale were single incidents. In discussing possible explanations for this finding, he 
considered that the lower levels of repeat victimisation in the Asian population might 
actually be due to the under-reporting of burglaries due to dissatisfaction with the police 
response to the first burglary. He points out that a crime survey conducted in 
Wardleworth, an area with the highest Asian population of any of the areas in Rochdale, 
had revealed that members of the Bangladeshi population reported lower levels of 
satisfaction with police than other ethnic groups. An alternative explanation suggested by 
Gray is that Asian areas are well-established communities and when a member of the 
community is burgled, the neighbours of the victim automatically form 'home watches', 
reducing the number of repeat burglaries. Further, he suggests that the type of housing 
occupied by the majority of the members of the Asian community, namely terraced 
housing, may make it easier to automatically form 'home watches'. 

4.6 THE TIME-COURSE OF REPEAT BURGLARY VICTIMISATION 

International and Australian research shows that the majority of repeat burglaries occur 
within one or two months of the first incident, with a significant proportion occurring 
within one week (Henderson, 2002). 

Polvi et al (1990) analysed a year's worth of burglary data from the City of Saskatoon, 
Saskatchewan and found that the likelihood of a repeat burglary occurring within a month 
was over twelve times the expected rate, but this fell to less than twice the expected rate 
when burglaries six months apart were considered. Half of the repeat burglaries occurring 
within one month of the initial burglary were committed within seven days of the first 
victimisation. Polvi et al (1991) subsequently extended the original study to include an 
analysis of a four-year period. This later analysis revealed that the elevated risk of repeat 
burglary only extended over a short period, with the risk becoming average after six 
months and remaining so afterwards. The data also revealed another interesting feature, 
an apparent elevation in risk four to five months after a burglary. Polvi et al suggest that 
this may represent the period after which replacement of goods through insurance is 
likely to have occurred, guarante~ing burglars a worthwhile haul. 

Johnson et al (1997) examined the time-course of repeat victimisation for residential 
burglary based on an analysis of twelve month's worth of recorded crime data obtained 
from Merseyside Police. They found that almost a third (32.5%) of the repeats occurred 
within one month (four weeks) of a previous incident. They also report that the time
course of repeat victimisation conformed to an exponential model and suggest two 
possible explanations for this. Firstly, they suggest that one explanation for the shape of 
the repeat victimisation curve may be that victims upgrade their security after being 
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burgled and/or improve their security over time. Thus, as the security of the property 
improves, the less likely it is to be burgled again. The second explanation they suggest is 
that the likelihood of an offender forgetting information about the original burglary 
target, such as its location and the property it contains, increases over time and hence the 
risk of a repeat burglary diminishes. 

Australian researchers have also examined the time-course of repeat victimisation. 
Townsley et al (2000) examined eighteen months' worth of data from police calls-for
service for break and enter offences in Beenleigh Police Division in Queensland. They 
found that most of the repeat burglaries occurred within 1-2 months of the first 
victimisation. After that time, a large drop-off occurred and a relatively stable level was 
maintained for the remainder of the time-period. There was a four-month 'hump' (an 
increase in the frequency of repeat burglaries) for non-residential properties, and a five
month 'hump' for residential addresses. They conclude that more work needs to be done 
to understand why some premises experience lengthy periods between 'visits' and others 
only short ones. They raise the possibility that a short time-course between repeats, where 
relatively little property is taken in the first burglary, and much more is taken in the 
second burglary, may indicate the first offence is used to 'scope' the target. Longer time
periods between repeats may be indicative of offenders waiting for the replacement of 
stolen goods. 

Morgan (2001) compared the time-course of repeat burglary in two distinct but adjacent 
parts of a small suburb in Perth, Western Australia over a five-year period. In each part of 
the suburb, the patterns of burglary and repeat burglary, including the time-course, were 
different, suggesting that different mechanisms for repeat burglary were at play. In one 
part of the suburb, Oldville, burglary rates were high and the repeat burglary risk was 
high, but there was no evidence that repeat burglaries were weighted to the short-term. In 
the other part ofthe suburb, Newville, the overall risks of burglary were low and the 
repeat burglary rates were lower than in Oldville, but there was a period of elevated risk 
the first month after a burglary. 

One of the issues associated with examining the time-course for repeat victimisation over 
a set period of time is that the addresses which are burgled for the first time towards the 
end of the observation period have a much shorter follow-up period in which to have a 
repeat burglary than addresses burgled for the first time at the start of the observation 
period. Unless some adjustment is made to take these differences into account, the 
analysis will produce a biased indicator of the risk of repeat burglary at any given time 
point, with the bias being in favour of shorter elapsed times between the first burglary 
and the repeat (Morgan, 2001 ). Researchers have utilised different techniques to 
overcome this problem. For example, Anderson et al (1995) applied a correction factor to 
their data to take into account diminishing risk periods, and Morgan (200 1) used the Life 
Table method of survival analysis in his Perth study. Morgan (200 1) reports that 
particular advantages associated with the estimates of risk produced by survival analysis 
are that 'they are unbiased, have a simple and direct interpretation, make use of all data 
collected, and permit standard errors of estimates and confidence intervals to be 
generated' (Morgan, 2001: 94). Morgan also reports that various forms of survival 
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analysis have been used in recidivism research, as standard techniques for examining the 
time-course of repeat offending. 

4.7 EXPLAINING REPEAT BURGLARY VICTIMISATION 

Kleemans (2001) maintains that event dependence (boost accounts) is a more plausible 
explanation for repeat burglary victimisation than risk heterogeneity (flag accounts). He 
suggests that risk heterogeneity would be a plausible explanation if there were large 
differences in attractiveness between potential targets. However, in many instances the 
number of potential targets is abundant and they do not vary much in terms of their 
attractiveness. Thus, most city areas may be too homogenous in terms of individual risk 
factors to make a risk heterogeneity explanation very plausible. Kleemans also points out 
that risk heterogeneity cannot explain the distinctive time-course observed for repeat 
burglary which reveals that there is a much greater chance of a repeat burglary 
immediately after the initial burglary, with the magnitude of the risk declining over time. 

Pease and Laycock ( 1999) identify three types of evidence which support the proposition 
that repeat burglaries are committed by the same offender: 

1. interviews with burglars and robbers which demonstrate the extent to which they 
return to places they have burgled and robbed on previous occasions; 

2. interviews with victims which reveal offence similarities between incidents 
indicating that the same offender is responsible; and 

3. a review of cleared crimes which demonstrates that it is extremely rare for different 
offenders to be convicted of offences against the same target, and also shows the 
frequency with which crimes cleared to a single offender exhausts all crime against 
a particular victim. 

Each ofthese types of evidence will be examined in tum. 

Research with burglars 

Studies conducted overseas provide evidence that repeat burglaries are often committed 
by the same offender (Kleemans, 2001). Generally speaking, the reasons offered by 
burglars to explain why they commit repeat burglars focus on the ease of access, low risk 
and likely reward. There is also evidence to suggest that some repeat burglaries are 
committed by a different offender who gained information about the target from the 
offender who committed the first burglary. 

Ericsson (1995) found that 76% of the convicted multiple burglars she interviewed in an 
East Anglia prison said they had returned to a number of houses after a varying period of 
time to burgle them between two and five times. The reasons given for burgling the same 
house again were: because the house was associated with low risk (6%); they were 
familiar with the features of the house (6%); the house was easily accessible (25%); or to 
steal more goods in general (75%). Some burglars gave more than one reason. The 
reasons given by those who had not committed a repeat burglary were that it was 
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superstitious, unnecessary, unsafe, or that it would mean pushing one's luck. Nineteen 
per cent of the burglars said they had told others about lucrative burglary targets, and 
nearly 15% said they had used information from other burglars when choosing houses to 
burgle. In addition to the questions about repeat victimisation, Ericsson asked the 
burglars about their choice of target and area. She suggests that some houses are likely to 
be identified as suitable targets continuously because burglars tend to have similar ideas 
about what features of a house are indicative of likely reward, easy access and low risk. 

In research by Ashton et al (1998), offenders officially processed for at least one burglary 
and in statutory contact with West Yorkshire Probation Service during a two-month 
period were invited to complete a questionnaire in which they were asked whether they 
had ever committed repeated crimes against the same target (person or place). The 
questionnaire sample comprised 186 respondents. Fifty-seven respondents (31% of the 
sample) admitted committing repeat burglaries against the same target. The reasons 
provided by the burglars for committing repeat burglaries were: 

• because it was easy the first time; 

• because the first burglary was profitable and there were valuable goods 
remaining; 

• because it became easy once the layout of the premises was known; 

• because new, replacement goods would be available; and 

• because the offender had a grudge against the victim (primarily schools). 

Ashton et al summarise the reasons given by the burglars for deciding not to commit a 
repeat burglary as change, or the presumption of change. This might involve actual 
knowledge that additional security measures had been installed after the first burglary, a 
perception that this was the case, or a belief that the offender's luck was likely to run out 
the second time. Similarly, Neale and Evans (2003) report that 70% of the burglars 
interviewed as part of their domestic burglary project in the north-east of England said 
that they had decided not to return to the same address as they assumed that the 
householder would have upgraded the security after the first burglary. 

In a similar study conducted by Palmer et al (2002), offenders under the supervision of 
Leicestershire and Rutland Probation Service who had at least one prior conviction for 
burglary were invited to complete a questionnaire relating to their offending. The sample 
comprised 86 male respondents, 50% per cent of whom were in custody, with the 
remainder being subject to a community order. Thirty-eight per cent (38%) of the 
offenders said they had committed a repeat burglary, including both residential and 
business premises. These offenders were then asked what would deter them from 
committing a repeat burglary in terms of security features and environmental factors. The 
findings were as follows: 

• 45.5% said they would be deterred by house CCTV; 

• 43.4% said they would be deterred by knowing the occupants are at home; 
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• 42.4% said they would be deterred by knowing the occupants; 

• 36.4% said they would be deterred by window bars; 

• 36.4% said they would be deterred by a silent alarm to security; and 

• 36.4% said they would be deterred by an intruder alarm. 

Palmer et al observe that the finding that 'knowing the occupants' was rated as a 
deterrent to committing a repeat burglary may have implications for restorative justice. 
As an example, they suggest that it may be possible to incorporate meetings between 
victims and offenders into sentences to try and prevent repeat victimisation. However, 
they query whether a lengthy time-period between the commission of the burglary and 
apprehension/sentencing may reduce the effectiveness of this approach. They also point 
out that that simply meeting someone may not have the same effect as knowing someone 
as a friend or acquaintance. Interestingly, Palmer et al's research also provides support 
for the concept of virtual or near repeats, with about 1/3 of the offenders also stating that 
they had burgled a property because it had a similar layout to another property, primarily 
because knowledge of the layout made the burglary easier. 

In addition to the research evidence from the UK outlined above, similar findings have 
been reported in studies conducted elsewhere. For example, a substantial number of the 
105 active burglars interviewed by Wright and Decker (1994) in StLouis, Missouri, 
admitted they had committed repeat burglaries against the same targets (Decker, 1998). 

Interviews with victims 

Pease (1998) points out that the British Crime Survey is another source of evidence 
which suggests that repeat burglaries are committed by the same offender. Chenery et al 
(1996) used data from the 1992 British Crime Survey to obtain an estimate ofthe 
proportion of repeat crimes committed by the same offender/s. In the British Crime 
Survey, respondents who suffer more than one instance of a particular type of crime are 
asked to classify the incidents according to their similarity. Where incidents are 
considered to be very similar, they are classified as a 'series'. Table 4.5, which is 
modified from Chenery et al, is based on the results of the 1992 British Crime Survey and 
shows series crime as a proportion of repeated crime. The table reveals that for most 
crime types, most of the repeats were part of a series. Thus, 7 6% of the repeat burglaries 
were probably committed by the same offender. 
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Table 4.5 Series crime as a proportion of repeated crime: British Crime Survey 1992 

Type of Crime 
Vehicle theft 
Theft from vehicle 
Damage to vehicle 
Bicycle theft 
Burglary 
Break-in with damage 
Attempt burglary 
Theft from dwelling 
Theft from outside dwelling 
Damage to outside dwelling 
Theft from person 
Attempt from person 
Other theft 
Damage to personal property 
Assault 
Threats 
Note: Modified from Chenery eta! (1996). 

Cleared crime 

Series as a proportion of repeats 
57 
70 
74 
54 
76 
50 
79 
75 
84 
94 
77 
84 
71 
81 
74 
89 

Everson and Pease (200 1) used cleared crime data to show that prolific offenders do 
commit repeat crimes against the same target. They focused on a group of eight offenders 
selected by the Major Crime Unit ofthe West Yorkshire Police as being the most prolific 
group of offenders committing burglary by deception when posing as officials. 
Information about offences and offenders was obtained through the West Yorkshire 
Police Criminal Information System. Ofthe eight burglars in the group, six had an 
official record that showed they had committed a repeat deception burglary. There were 
37 events in the data set involving repeat offences committed by the same offender 
against the same target. One offender had visited 24 addresses more than once and had 
committed two crimes in 16 of them and three crimes in four of them. When Everson and 
Pease used the street rather than the address as the unit of the analysis, they found even 
more dramatic evidence of repeat crimes being committed by the same offender. There 
were 119 repeats involving the same offender. One offender had committed as many as 
41 crimes on streets where he had offended before. 

Pease (1998) concludes that it seems clear from victim reports, patterns in cleared crime 
and offender accounts that the boost account is probably the major determinant of levels 
of repeat victimisation. However, Johnson and Bowers (2004) observe that the exact 
balance of flag and boost mechanisms is still unresolved, although there is considerable 
evidence in favour of boost accounts. They refer to Morgan's (2001) research which 
revealed that different mechanisms were responsible for influencing patterns of repeat 
victimisation in distinct, but adjacent, parts of a suburb. Morgan's research suggested that 
the time-course of repeat burglary in one part of the suburb with a low burglary rate was 
more consistent with a boost mechanism, whereas the time-course for repeat burglary in 
other part of the suburb with a high burglary rate was more consistent with a flag 
mechanism. 
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4.8 THE IMPACT OF REPEAT BURGLARY VICTIMISATION 

Mawby (2001b) suggests that while considerable attention has been focused on 
identifying and explaining variations in the risk of repeat victimisation, rather less 
emphasis has been placed on assessing the impact of repeat victimisation. He notes that 
some authors imply that a repeat incident has a much greater impact that a first 
victimisation experience, but there is a lack of evidence to support this view. He 
maintains that an equally plausible hypothesis is that individuals who have been 
victimised previously are less affected by a repeat incident than first time victims who 
experience the "shock ofthe new" (Mawby, 2001b: 71). Repeat victims know what to 
expect in terms of the police response and the insurance claims process, and are more 
likely to be aware of what victim support services are available. 

Mawby (200 1 b) reports findings from a cross-national survey of victims' experiences of 
burglary and the response ofthe police and other agencies. The research involved 
interviews with victims from five cities in three countries: England, Poland and Hungary. 
Marked differences between levels of repeat victimisation were observed in different 
cities and countries. Overall, the two English cities had higher rates that the other four 
cities, and the more deprived English city had a higher rate than the other city. Weekend 
homes or dachas in the city of Miskolc, Hungary, were found to be particularly 
vulnerable to repeat victimisation. However, because the experiences of the dachas 
victims were distinctive, they were excluded from further analysis. The survey 
respondents were asked a series of questions about the offence and its impact on them 
and their families. Mawby points out that there was no convincing evidence that repeat 
victims were more likely to be affected by the burglary at the time it occurred. Where 
differences did emerge, they were more likely to suggest that first-time victims were 
more affected than repeat victims. However, differences were observed in relation to the 
longer-term implications of repeat victimisation. Repeat victims were less positive about 
their neighbours and neighbourhood, more likely to want to move and more likely to be 
fearful in terms of the risk of a future burglary and street offences. Mawby suggests that 
the findings indicate that becoming a repeat victim within a five-year period does have an 
impact on victims' sense of vulnerability and leads to a reduced quality of life. 

According to Winkel et al (2003), there are two competing theoretical perspectives on the 
impact of repeat victimisation. The resilience/inoculation perspective suggests that a prior 
victimisation provides the victim with the opportunity to learn and develop coping 
strategies so that he/she will be better prepared and more able to cope with a new 
victimisation. By contrast, the vuJnerability perspective deems repeated exposure to 
stressful events to be a risk factor. Thus, every stressful event reduces the available 
coping resources and consequently increases vulnerability to subsequent stress. To 
analyse the impact of repeat victimisation on psychological functioning, Winkel et al 
used a prospective design, involving a panel of 5,218 respondents who were followed up 
over a 2.5 year period. The responses of repeat victims were then compared with those of 
single victims and a matched control group. The analysis revealed significant differences 
between repeat victims and single victims in terms of their psychological functioning. 
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Winkel et al report that the findings provide support for the vulnerability perspective, i.e. 
that prior experience of a stressful event increases vulnerability to a subsequent event. 

Holder (1997) points out that the cumulative effects of repeat victimisation have been 
more thoroughly researched in the areas of sexual abuse and domestic violence, and that 
it is less well known that victims of property crime can experience similar trauma. She 
suggests that the problem for victims of any repeat crime is that the response, or lack 
thereof, from agencies exacerbates the negative aftermath (re-victimisation), and that it is 
likely that many repeat incidents are not reported to the police because of this. 

As the police are most likely to be the first agency to respond to a repeat burglary, it is 
important to examine the attitude of repeat victims towards the police. Maw by (200 1 b) 
reports that the cross-national survey revealed that repeat victims in England were 
significantly more critical of the police than first-time victims. By contrast, in Hungary 
and Poland repeat victims were slightly more positive. Mawby suggests that the finding 
that repeat victims were more positive in Hungary and Poland reflects improvements in 
the police response to victims in those countries. However, in relation to England, he 
suggests that repeat victimisation leads to more criticism of the police, possibly because 
they are blamed for failing to make an arrest or to prevent further crime. 

Van Dijk (2001) analysed data from the 1996 International Crime Victims Survey (ICVS) 
to examine the attitudes of repeat victims towards the police. The ICVS asked questions 
about victims' experiences with the police for five crime types: theft from cars, 
burglaries, robberies, sexual incidents and threats/assaults. With regard to burglary, van 
Dijk reports that repeat victims were slightly l'ess willing than single incident victims to 
report crime to the police. Differences were also observed in their reasons for reporting, 
and not reporting, crime to police. Repeat burglary victims were more likely than single 
incident victims to mention that they wanted the police to arrest the offender, stop what 
was happening and to provide help. With regard to the reasons for not reporting crime to 
police, the inability of the police to do anything was more often mentioned by repeat 
burglary victims than single incident victims. In terms of satisfaction with police, repeat 
burglary victims were less likely to be satisfied with the police response than single 
incident victims. Van Dijk concludes that 'repeat victimisation should be tackled by an 
integrated package of preventative, supportive and investigative elements' (Van Dijk, 
2001: 48). 

4.9 PREVENTING REPEAT BURGLARY VICTIMISATION 

As stated in the introduction to this chapter, a number of projects focusing on the 
prevention of repeat burglary victimisation have been implemented with varying degrees 
of success. Most of these projects have been implemented in the UK which is probably 
not surprising given that most of the research on repeat victimisation has been carried out 
in the UK. In addition to the Kirkholt Project mentioned previously, another successful 
UK project was the Biting Back Project implemented in Huddersfield by West Yorkshire 
Police in partnership with the local authority council and victim support (Anderson et al 
1995, 1997). The project aimed to reduce repeat burglary and vehicle crime and involved 
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the piloting of a graded response model, whereby the intensity of the intervention 
increased with each successive burglary. The base level of intervention for first-time 
victims was bronze, the intermediate level for victims of one repeat burglary was silver, 
and the top level was gold. 

Table 4.6 below provides an overview ofthe package of measures typically delivered to 
burglary victims at each level in the Biting Back Project. The emphasis on detection 
increases with the number of prior victimisations (Anderson et al. , 1995). The gold 
response includes measures such as: covert cameras; Index Solutions - a system which 
enables offenders to be marked with a unique dye from a concealed canister which can be 
linked to a silent alarm; and Tracker - a tracking device typically used for the recovery of 
stolen vehicles, but also successfully used to address other problems such as the theft of 
central-heating boilers and computers (Chenery et al., 1997). 

Table 4.6 Measures used in the Biting Back project 

Bronze 
• Victim letter, UV marker pen and 

crime prevention advice. 
• Discount vouchers on security 

equipment. 
• Informants check. 
• Early check on known outlets (e.g. 

second hand dealers, pawn shops 
etc.). 

• Targeting of offenders. 
• Loan of temporary equipment 

(alarms, timer switches, dummy 
alarms). 

• Cocoon Watch. 
• Rapid Repairs. 
• Security upgrading. 

Silver 
• Visit from Crime Prevention 

Officer. 
• Search warrant. 
• Installation of Tunstall 

Telecom monitored alarm. 
• Police Watch visits (twice 

weekly). 
• Security equipment loan. 

Modified from Chenery et al (1997) and Anderson et al (1995) 

Gold 
• Visit from Crime 

Prevention Officer. 
• Priority AFR 

(Automated Fingerprint 
Recognition). 

• Installation of high-tech 
equipment i.e. covert 
cameras and alarms. 

• Police Watch visits 
(daily). 

• Index Solutions. 
• Tracker. 

The main achievements of the Biting Back project included a 30% reduction in domestic 
burglary, reduced levels of repeat domestic burglary, no evidence of displacement, and an 
improved quality of service to victims (Chenery et al 1997). Surveys ofHuddersfield 
police officers indicated a high level of support for the project, with 92% of the 
responding officers believing that the project was successful. Importantly, the 
Huddersfield Division continued to implement the graded response model even after the 
project had finished. 

Similar projects have been implemented in Australia, including two demonstration 
projects implemented in the late 1990s with funding provided by the Australian (Federal) 
Government. Henderson (2002) reports findings from an evaluation of these two projects. 
The Beenleigh Break and Enter Reduction Project was implemented in Queensland and 
involved a police-based crime prevention response with three levels of intervention. The 
first two levels of intervention focused on the individual residence, while the third level 
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was an area-level response targeting hot spots. Table 4. 7 below provides an overview of 
the elements involved in each level of intervention. 

Table 4.7 Levels of intervention used in the Beenleigh Break and Enter Project 

Target 
Group 

Delivered by 

Main 
Elements 

1st Level 
Stopbreak response 

• First-time victims. 

• Attending police 
officers. 

• Complete crime 
report, preliminary 
examination of 
scene, arrange for 
other officers to 
attend for further 
investigation as 
required. 

• Provide Stopbreak 
folder of crime 
prevention material, 
including a property 
marking kit. 

• Conduct a Home 
Security Quick 
Assessment. 

• Contact near 
neighbours and 
advise them to 
improve their 
security. 

Source: Henderson (2002) 

2nd Level 
Hot Dot response 

• Repeat victims. 

• Police project officer. 

• Conduct a repeat 
victimisation survey and 
provide advice to reduce 
risk. 

• Provide a portable 
security alarm, locks, 
property engravers, 
timer devices as 
necessary or identifY the 
residence as requiring 
extra police patrols. 

• Distribute a burglary 
prevention package to 
near neighbours. 

3rd Level 
Hot Spot response 

• Both victims and 
residents in a hot spot 
area. 

• Police and volunteers. 

• Conduct door-knocks and 
letter-box drops. 

• Increase police patrols, 
particularly around 
victimised addresses. 

• Offer free home security 
assessments and assistance 
with property marking. 

• Encourage the 
establishment of 
Neighbourhood Watch 
groups. 

• Assist residents to conduct 
a safety audit. 

• Provide burglary 
prevention training to 
residents. 

Henderson (2002) found that the Beenlcigh Project had a modest impact on repeat 
victimisation. Comparing the 12-month period the program was operating with the 
immediately preceding 12 months, there was a 16% decrease in the number of repeat 
victims and a 15% decrease in the number of repeat incidents. There was also evidence 
that the hot-spot interventions resulted in reduced offending, albeit only on a temporary 
basis. However, there was no evidence that the project had an impact on the total number 
of residential burglaries in the intervention area. 

The other demonstration project was implemented in South Australia and involved a 
community-based crime prevention response with trained volunteers delivering services 
to victims. The same base-level response was provided to all victims, regardless of the 
number of previous victimisations. There were five main elements to the prevention 
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service provided by volunteers: informal support for victims, security advice, property 
marking, neighbourhood contact and referral to other agencies for support. Also, in one 
of the two intervention sites, victims were able to access, at no cost, a service providing 
and installing locks to the value of $200. Like the Queensland project, the South 
Australian project did not reduce the total number of residential burglaries in the 
intervention area during the implementation period. Overall, repeat victimisation 
remained stable in the intervention area but increased in the control area. However, 
Henderson notes that one of the implementation issues associated with the South 
Australian project was the low rate of involvement of eligible victims, with only 32% of 
the residential burglaries reported to police during the implementation period being 
referred to the project. 

Henderson (2002) discusses the policy and practice implications resulting from the 
evaluation of the two demonstration projects. In particular, she points out that the modest 
reductions in repeat victimisation observed in the Australian projects compared to the UK 
experience should be interpreted in the context ofthe lower levels of repeat victimisation 
overall in Australia and possible differences in pre-existing household security measures. 
Both Australian projects reported repeat burglary rates of less than 10% in the immediate 
pre-program period. She concludes that while repeats are preventable in the Australian 
context, programs should be introduced for reasons other than overall burglary reduction 
unless specific preconditions are met, such as higher levels of repeat victimisation than 
those observed in the demonstration projects. Henderson also points out that the 
demonstration projects appeared to provide a cost-effective response to repeat burglary, 
and that the models trialed were considered to be sustainable, with no evidence of spatial 
displacement. Finally, she concludes that there is no single best model to adopt in 
reducing repeat residential burglaries. Rather, the strategic approach and management of 
the program should be tailored to local conditions. 

Concerns have been raised about the approach taken in many repeat victimisation 
projects, such as the ones discussed above, where victims are encouraged and/or assisted 
to take appropriate steps to prevent a repeat burglary. Holder (1997) observes that one of 
the biggest concerns with a repeat victimisation approach is the possibility that it will 
lead to 'victim blaming'. Crawford (1998) also suggests that such an approach may result 
in victims being blamed for becoming repeat victims 'as they have been warned' 
(Crawford, 1998: 97). He also points out that this may have implications for insurance. 
After someone is burgled, for example, their insurance company may increase the 
premium, attach strict conditions as a prerequisite to future cover, or simply decline to 
renew insurance cover as it is considered 'too risky'. 

Overall, there seems to be general agreement that it is appropriate to warn victims about 
the likelihood of a repeat incident rather than to lull them into a false sense of security. 
Having warned victims about the likelihood of a repeat incident, it would seem to be 
remiss of the police if they did not at feast offer some advice as to how to prevent the 
same thing from happening again. As Fattah (2000) observes, if victims are empowered 
with the knowledge of how to reduce the risk of a repeat incident this puts them back in 
control of their own destiny. While the potential benefits of this approach seem obvious, 
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it is difficult to see how the problem of actual, or perceived, 'victim blaming' can ever 
really be overcome. If crime prevention advice is provided, it is likely to involve the 
identification of deficiencies in previous behaviour and/or security measures which may 
suggest to the victim that he/she somehow precipitated the incident. If the victim does 
not, or cannot, act on the advice provided and is victimised again, he/she may well feel 
responsible and may be reluctant to report the matter to the police if they provided the 
relevant advice. 

UK criminologist Tim Hope (2004a) has expressed concern about repeat victimisation 
approaches which involve the police providing burglary prevention advice to victims. He 
suggests that victims may purchase security devices they cannot afford and do not need 
due to a fear of being burgled again. Victims are likely to be vulnerable after being 
burgled and the credibility of the police is such that they have the power to influence the 
victim's behaviour. As the police cannot predict with any degree of certainty which 
houses are likely to be repeatedly burgled, some victims may be persuaded to upgrade 
their security when this is not really necessary. This is probably a legitimate concern in 
relation to blanket approaches to repeat victimisation prevention where all victims are 
provided with burglary prevention advice. However, in the absence of more effective 
tools to predict likely targets for repeat victimisation, the blanket approach would appear 
to be the best option. To overcome Hope's concern, perhaps police officers need to 
reinforce the fact that they cannot predict which homes will be burgled again. It is also 
worth noting that other parties, apart from the police, have the capacity to influence how 
victims respond to a burglary. For example, insurance companies may require their 
policyholders to upgrade their security after being burgled. 

4.9 CONCLUSION 

An examination of the literature on repeat victimisation reveals that it is an important, but 
challenging, and at times controversial, area of research. Repeat victimisation research is 
important because of the opportunities it presents for crime prevention and also because 
there is evidence to suggest that the negative impact ofvictimisation is cumulative. New 
developments, such as the concept of near repeats, offer significant potential in terms of 
improving the ability to predict future burglary targets and to implement effective 
prevention strategies. 

Many of the challenges associated with the research are related to the data-quality 
problems identified above. Controversial aspects of repeat victimisation research include 
concerns about the potential for 'victim blaming' and variable findings as to the extent of 
repeat victimisation and the success of repeat victimisation prevention programs. It is 
also important to note that the exact balance between the flag and boost mechanisms 
which are used to explain repeat victimisation still remains unresolved (Johnson and 
Bowers, 2004). Even the time-course, which was thought to be a relatively distinctive 
feature of repeat victimisation, has been shown to vary in different parts of a suburb (see 
Morgan, 2001). 
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In the next chapter, the evidence relating to patterns of repeat burglary victimisation in 
Tasmania will be examined, with a focus on residential burglary. Some distinctive 
features emerge which have implications for burglary prevention. 
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CHAPTER 5: REPEAT BURGLARY VICTIMISATION IN 
TASMANIA 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents findings in relation to the nature and extent of repeat burglary 
victimisation in Tasmania, drawing on the interviews with imprisoned burglars and repeat 
burglary victims and the analysis of crime statistics and burglary reports. 

A number of the issues concerning repeat burglary victimisation which were raised in the 
previous chapter were explored in the Tasmanian study and are reported on in this 
chapter. 

First, information is provided about the type of data-quality problems encountered in the 
analysis of crime statistics and offence reports, including the discovery of a number of 
duplicate offence reports. Many of the data-quality problems are similar to those 
experienced by other researchers and highlighted in the previous chapter. 

Second, the time-course for repeat burglary was examined to see whether it conformed to 
the distinctive time-course observed in other studies. 

Third, based on the methodology used by Ratcliffe and McCullagh (1998), an attempt 
was made to determine what proportion of the repeat burglaries committed in the six 
suburbs were likely to have been committed by the same offender. The 'boost' (event 
dependent) explanation for repeat victimisation was also explored in the interviews with 
the imprisoned burglars and the repeat burglary victims. The research with imprisoned 
burglars builds on previous research as the burglars who said they had committed a repeat 
burglary were asked to provide an explanation for the time-lag between the first burglary 
and the repeat burglary. 

Fourth, the interviews with repeat burglary victims provide information about the impact 
of burglary and repeat victimisation. The respondents were asked about their perceptions 
of safety and the precautions taken against crime. Some ofthe repeat victims also 
commented on the emotional impact of the burglaries they had experienced. 

Fifth, the extent to which the patterns of repeat victimisation varied between the two 
groups of suburbs, and within each group of suburbs, was explored as the literature 
review revealed that the risk of repeat victimisation is not evenly distributed across 
different areas. 

Finally, issues such as the time-period over which repeat incidents should be examined 
and how best to define repeat vicitimisation are discussed in the light of the findings. 
Evidence is also presented in support ofthe concepts of near and virtual repeats. 
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As noted in the introduction to this thesis, different time-periods were used to explore the 
nature and extent of repeat victimisation in Tasmania. In the interviews with the repeat 
burglary victims, the reference period was the previous twelve months. The recall 
accuracy of respondents declines with the length ofthe overall recall period (Coleman 
and Moynihan, 1996). Recall periods also prevent researchers with the problem of 
telescoping. Respondents may be unable to date events accurately and may bring forward 
some events which occurred outside the recall period which results in an over-estimation 
ofvictimisations, or alternatively events may be shifted back in time and fail to be 
captured in the recall period (Coleman and Moynihan, 1996). Sparks et al (1977) 
investigated the problem oftelescoping and decided in favour of a 12-month recall 
reference period to minimise the inaccuracies resulting from telescoping (Coleman and 
Moynihan, 1996). According to Coleman and Moynihan (1996), the 12-month recall 
period appears to have become the standard in Britain, being used in the British Crime 
Survey. A 12-month recall period is also used by the Australian Bureau of Statistics in 
the Crime and Safety Survey. 

In relation to the imprisoned burglars, the aim was to glean as much information as 
possible about their involvement in repeat burglaries. Thus, they were asked if they had 
ever committed a repeat burglary. For the analysis of crime statistics and burglary 
reports, the period of interest was the three years from 2000-2002. In comparison to 
previous studies examining repeat victimisation, a reference period of three years is mid
range. As pointed out in the previous chapter, the time-period over which repeat 
victimisation has been examined has ranged from eleven months to five years. 

5.2 FINDINGS FROM THE ANALYSIS OF CRIME STATISTICS 
AND OFFENCE REPORTS 

From the data set of residential burglaries reported in the Eastern and Southern Districts 
from 2000-2002, the number of repeat burglaries was determined. This process was 
performed manually after the data was cleaned to resolve problems such as incomplete 
addresses, and incorrect suburb classifications. A repeat burglary was deemed to have 
occurred when the same address was burgled more than once over the three-year period. 
All burglaries occurring after an initial burglary at the same address within the three-year 
period were classified as repeat burglaries. 

Duplicate reports 

During the process of identifying_ the repeat burglaries, it was discovered that a number of 
what were thought to be repeat incidents were in fact duplicate reports for the same 
burglary. Twenty-six duplicate burglary reports were identified and these 'burglaries' 
were deleted from the final data set of residential burglaries. In many cases, the duplicate 
reports occurred because two people reported the same burglary on separate occasions. 
Another practice which sometimes resulted in duplicate reports was the process whereby 
burglary details were noted by one section of the Police Department, and then emailed to 
another section to be recorded in the offence report format. 
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The following are examples of the types of situations that gave rise to duplicate reports: 

• A tenant was in the process of moving to a new address when the Housing 
Tasmania property she had been renting was burgled and the wood heater was 
stolen. Both the tenant and a Housing Tasmania representative reported the same 
burglary on separate occasions; 

• A victim contacted the police about an attempted burglary and the details were 
taken over the phone and an offence report was generated. The police 
subsequently attended this burglary and the attending police officer generated a 
new report; 

• Late one evening while on mobile patrol, the police detected a shed burglary. As 
the victim was still at work, a neighbour supplied the details and an offence 
report was generated. The next morning the victim phoned the police who re
attended and then a second offence report was generated; 

• A victim phoned the police to report a shed burglary. As the victim was going 
away he could only provide brief details about the items stolen. An offence report 
was generated and three items of stolen property were recorded. When the victim 
returned, he contacted the police to provide a full list of the items stolen. On this 
occasion a new offence report was generated with sixteen items of stolen 
property. 

• Two different operators entered details from the same email report, with each 
operator generating a separate offence report; 

• The burglary of a vacant house (mortgagee sale) was reported by a neighbour 
who could not get in touch with the real estate agent managing the sale. Two 
days later a representative from the bank which owned the property reported the 
burglary and a separate offence report was generated; 

• A Housing Tasmania representative attended a police station to report a burglary. 
The details were recorded and an offence report was generated. The police then 
tasked a unit to attend the scene to look for forensic evidence. The attending 
police generated a new offence report; and 

o A victim reported a burglary and the police attended at 1 O.OOpm and generated an 
offence report recording the theft of jewellery. At 10.50pm, police detectives 
intercepted a motor vehicle and located stolen property during a search of the 
vehicle. The offender made admissions in relation to the victim's burglary and 
the police attended at the victim's address the next day. A separate offence report 
was generated which listed the items of stolen property recovered from the 
vehicle. There was no mention of the jewellery. 

The extent of repeat victimisation 

Table 5.1 shows the number and proportion of repeat burglaries in each District. 
Although the number of repeat burglaries is roughly equivalent in both Districts, the 
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proportion of repeat burglaries is higher in Eastern District. Similarly, Eastern District 
has a higher repeat victimisation rate per 100 dwellings over the three-year period. 

Table 5.1 Number and proportion of repeat burglaries in Eastern and Southern Districts 

Total number of repeat burglaries (00-02) 
%of total burglaries which are repeats 
Repeat victimisation rate per 100 dwellings (00-02) 

The time-course for repeat burglary 

Eastern District 
728 
17.5% 
1.7 

Southern District 
721 
13.4% 
1.2 

The time-period between the initial incident and the repeat incident was calculated for all 
the repeat burglaries committed in the Southern and Eastern Districts over the three-year 
period. For those burglary incidents where the "date committed from" and the "date 
committed to" fields contained different dates, the mid-point was calculated in 
accordance with the practice adopted in other studies (e.g. see Johnson et al., 1997 and 
Ratcliffe and McCullagh, 1998) 

Table 5.2 shows the repeat interval in months for the repeat burglaries occurring over the 
three-year period. Seventy-five per cent of the repeat incidents occurred within 12 
months or less of the initial incident. Just over a third (38%) of the repeat burglaries 
occurred within 3 months or less of the initial incident, with 21% occurring within one 
month or less. Of the 302 repeat incidents occurring within one month or less ofthe 
initial incident, thirty-eight per cent (n=114), occurred within one week. 

Table 5.2 Repeat interval (months) for residential burglary in the Southern and Eastern Districts 

Repeat Interval (months) No. % Cumulative % 
One 302 20.8 20.8 
Two 151 10.4 31.3 
Three 101 7.0 38.2 
Four 94 6.5 44.7 
Five 65 4.5 49.2 
Six 78 5.4 54.6 
Seven 54 3.7 58.3 
Eight 67 4.6 62.9 
Nine 58 4.0 66.9 
Ten 50 3.5 70.4 
Eleven 35 2.4 72.8 
Twelve 36 2.5 75.3 
Longer than 12 months 358 - 24.7 100 

As noted in the previous chapter, due to differences in the follow-up period for initial 
burglary incidents occurring at different stages over the three-year period, unless some 
correction factor is applied, or an analytical technique such as survival analysis is used, 
the analysis of the time-course will produce a biased indicator of the risk of a repeat 
burglary. Given the advantages associated with the estimates of risk produced by survival 
analysis, as outlined by Morgan (2001) and discussed in the previous chapter (see section 
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4.6), the Life Table method of survival analysis was used to examine the time-course for 
repeat burglary in Southern Tasmania. 

Based on Morgan's (200 1) finding that the time-course for repeat burglary in separate 
parts of a Perth suburb was different, three aspects of the time-course for repeat burglary 
in Tasmania were examined. The aim of the first analysis was to explore whether the 
time-course was different for more disadvantaged areas compared to less disadvantaged 
areas. The aim of the second analysis was to explore whether the time-course was 
different for the two groups of suburbs (i.e. public housing versus private housing). The 
aim ofthe third analysis was to compare the time-course for each of the six suburbs. 
These analyses were all performed using the SPSS Life Table analysis procedure. 

For the first analysis, all of the suburbs in Southern Tasmania was classified on the basis 
of their Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage, one of the four summary 
measures, or indexes, derived from the 2001 Census to measure difference aspects of 
socio-economic conditions by geographic areas (Trewin, 2003). Suburbs with an index 
value of 1 000 or above were classified as less disadvantaged areas, whereas those with an 
index value of less than 1000 were classified as more disadvantaged areas (as noted in 
chapter three, the Australian average for the Index of Relative Socio-Economic 
Disadvantage is 1 000). The burglary events were then coded into one of the two 
categories, depending on the index value of the suburb in which they occurred. 

Figure 5.1 shows the plotted survival functions for each category. The survival function 
shows the proportion ofthe sample 'surviving' over time, i.e. the proportion of the 
sample not experiencing a repeat burglary, plotted against the number of days in the 
follow-up period (three years). Figure 5.1 shows that although the curves are similar, the 
less disadvantaged areas (SElF A value greater than or equal to 1 000) have a higher 
survival rate than the more disadvantaged areas (SElF A value less than 1 000). It is also 
apparent that in the more disadvantaged areas, a high proportion of the repeats occur 
quite quickly (i.e. within 60 days) after the previous burglary. This is consistent with the 
time-course observed in studies conducted elsewhere. The situation is somewhat similar 
in the less disadvantaged areas but is not as striking. SPSS automatically calculates the 
median survival time for each category. The median survival time is the number of days 
at which 50% ofthe sample has 'failed', where failure is defined as experiencing a repeat 
burglary within the three-year time period. In this instance, the median survival time for 
both categories is 1 020+ days because the proportion of the sample surviving at the end 
of the three-year period is above 50%. 
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Figure 5.2 shows the plotted survival functions for the two groups of suburbs in the six
suburbs analysis, i.e. public housing versus private housing areas. The difference between 
the survival curves is much more dramatic than in figure 5.1, primarily because of the 
difference in the proportion of the 'surviving' over time in each category. The public 
housing areas have a much lower survival rate than the other areas. Similar to the pattern 
for less disadvantaged areas, figure 5.2 shows that a high proportion of the repeat 
burglaries in the public housing areas occur within 1-2 months ofthe previous burglary. 
The median survival time for public housing areas is 749.6 days, compared to 1020+ 
days for the private housing areas. 
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Figure 5.3 shows the plotted survival functions for each of the six suburbs. Once again, 
the differences in the proportion of the sample 'surviving' over time are reflected in the 
survival curves. Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale have a lower survival rate than 
Bridgewater, and all three public housing areas have a lower survival rate than the other 
three suburbs. The median survival time is 502.6 days for Gagebrook, 654.3 days for 
Clarendon Vale and 1 020+ days for the other four suburbs. It should be noted that 
towards the end of the three-year period, the sample size at each 30-day time interval is 
less than the minimum recommended sample size of 30 (see 
http://www.statsoft.com/textbooklstsurvan.html ). 
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Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic = 161.7, df=5, prob = .000 (overall comparison). 

The pairwise comparison statistics (provided in Appendix A), calculated by SPSS for 
each suburb compared to each ofthe other suburbs, reveal the following: 

• there is no statistically significance difference between the survival experience 
ofGagebrook and Clarendon Vale; 

• there is a statistically significant difference between the survival experience of 
Bridgewater and the other two public housing areas; 

• there is a statistically significant difference between the survival experience of 
each of the public housing areas and each of the private housing areas; 

• there is no statistically significant difference between the survival experience 
of the three private housing areas and each other. 

Morgan (2001) points out that when examining the time-course for repeat burglary, a 
decision should be made as to whether to base the analysis on burgled households or on 
burglary events. He recommends that if the burglary event is chosen as the unit of 
analysis, then all repeat burglaries should be included. On the other hand, if the focus is 
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on the cumulative proportion of households which experience a repeat burglary then only 
the first repeat should be included. Morgan suggests that it would be a valuable exercise 
to see whether the alternative approaches make any substantive difference to the analysis. 
The figures above display the results of each analysis based on all the repeat burglaries 
which occurred during the three-year time-period as the main interest was in the 
influence of each burglary on the next. A separate set of analyses (included in Appendix 
A) was conducted based on the first repeats only but these did not reveal any obvious 
differences in the survival curves except that, as would be expected, when all the repeats 
were included a lower proportion of the sample 'survived', particularly in the public 
housing areas where multiple repeat burglaries were more common. 

5.3 PATTERNS OF REPEAT BURGLARY VICTIMISATION IN 
SIX SUBURBS 

The repeat burglary patterns in the six suburbs were examined to explore whether there 
were any differences between public and private housing areas, and to determine whether 
the repeat incidents were likely to have been committed by the same offender. 

Table 5.3 provides an overview of the extent of repeat victimisation in each of the six 
suburbs. The proportion of repeat burglaries is higher in the three public housing areas 
than the non-public housing areas. There is also some variation between the three housing 
areas, with Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale having a much higher repeat victimisation 
rate per 100 dwellings over the three-year period than Bridgewater. Another feature of 
the public housing areas is that a significant proportion of the repeat burglaries involved 
vacant Housing Tasmania properties. The proportion of these repeat burglaries is highest 
in Clarendon Vale, where just under 30% of the repeat burglaries involved vacant 
Housing Tasmania properties. In Gagebrook and Bridgewater, the relevant figures are 
lower, at 22.2% and 16.0% respectively. 

Repeat burglaries in the three public housing areas were much less likely to involve the 
same resident compared to the other three suburbs. Less than half of the repeat burglaries 
in Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale involved the same resident compared to 95.7% of the 
repeats in Bellerive. In part, the lower proportion of repeats involving the same resident is 
attributable to the relatively high proportion of repeats involving vacant Housing 
Tasmania properties. However, the changeover of tenants in the public housing areas 
over the three- year period is also a contributing factor. 
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Table 5.3 Repeat burglary measures for the six suburbs 

Public Housinf( Areas Private Housin~: Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 

Total number of 403 255 396 431 404 156 
burglaries (00-02) 

Total number of repeat 153 94 107 60 54 23 
burglaries (00-02) 

%of total burglaries 38.0% 36.9% 27.0% 13.9% 13.4% 14.7% 
which are repeats 

Total number of 250 161 289 371 350 133 
addresses burgled 

Number of addresses 95 59 71 45 48 21 
repeatedly burgled 

Proportion of 38.0% 36.6% 24.6% 12.1% 13.7% 15.8% 
repeatedly burgled 
addresses 

%of repeats involving 43.1% 43.6% 56.5% 70.0% 79.6% 95.7% 
the same resident 

%of repeats involving 22.2% 29.8% 15.9% 0% 0% 0% 
vacant Housing 
Tasmania properties 

Repeat victimisation 15.09 17.57 7.04 1.18 1.95 1.10 
rate per 1 00 dwellings 
(00-02) 

Table 5.4 reveals the frequency with which the addresses were burgled over the three
year period from 2000-2002. The most frequently victimised property was an address in 
Clarendon Vale which was burgled nine times over the three-year period. 

Table 5.4 Number ofvictimisations for addresses burgled in the six suburbs 

Public Housinf! Areas Private Housing Areas 
Number of Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay New Belle rive 
burglaries Vale Town 
1 155 102 218 326 302 112 

2 60 39 49 32 44 19 

3 22 12 12 11 2 2 

4 7 5 7 2 2 

5 2 2 2 

6 4 

9 1 
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Estimated proportion of repeats committed by the same offender? 

The offence reports relating to each initial and repeat burglary were examined to try and 
determine whether both incidents were likely to have been committed by the same 
offender. To be included in the analysis, both incidents had to be committed against the 
same premises and involve the same resident. The rationale for restricting the analysis to 
incidents involving the same resident is that the type of property stolen is likely to be 
linked to a particular resident and the items that he/she has on the premises. Also, the 
time of day a burglary is committed may be related to the movements of a particular 
victim so that the burglaries occur when he/she is usually absent from the home or asleep 
or in the garden. Following the same logic, to be included in the analysis both burglaries 
had to involve the same part of the premises (e.g. shed, garage, house or cellar) otherwise 
the method/point of entry and type of property stolen would be likely to vary regardless 
of whether or not the same offender was involved. 

A modified version ofRatcliffe and McCullagh's methodology (1998) was used in order 
to conduct the analysis. Four variables were selected as potential indicators that both 
incidents were committed by the same offender/s: 

• Point of entry- where the offender/s gained entry to the premises (e.g. door, 
window, roof); 

• Method of entry- how the offender gained entry to the premises (e.g. by 
smashing a door/window, forcing a door/window, removing tiles from the 
roof); 

• The time of day the offence was committed- i.e. during the day (between 
6am and 6pm) or during the night (between 6pm and 6am); and 

• The item/s of property stolen. 

Incidents were considered to be matched in the following circumstances: 

• if both incidents occurred at the same time of day and the same item/s of 
property were stolen on both occasions; or 

• if the same method or point of entry was used in both burglaries and the 
incidents either occurred at the same time or day or involved the theft of the 
same item/s of property. 

Ratcliffe and McCullagh used the first three indicators in their analysis, although the 
point of entry indicator was more-precise as it included the location of the entry point 
(e.g. upper floor sliding window). Unfortunately, the Tasmanian offence reports do not 
usually record that level of detail so a broader indicator had to be relied on. Also, in 
Ratcliffe and McCullagh's analysis, repeat incidents were considered to be matched in 
the following circumstances: 

• if both incidents involved an identical point of entry; or 

• if both incidents involved an identical method of entry; or 

• ifboth incidents were daytime burglaries; or 
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• if both incidents were night-time burglaries. 

Arguably, the criteria for matched pairs in the six-suburbs analysis is more rigorous than 
in Ratcliffe and McCullagh's study where the burglaries only had to exhibit a match on 
one indicator to be classified as matched pairs. 

The total number of incident pairs which met the criteria for inclusion in the analysis (i.e. 
both burglaries involving the same resident and same part of the premises) was 242. 
However, consistent with Ratcliffe and McCullagh's experience, problems were 
encountered with missing data and 55 pairs were subsequently excluded from the analysis 
either because there was missing data for more than two indicators, or because there was 
missing data for both the time and property stolen indicators. 

Of the remaining 187 pairs, 96 (51%) were determined to be matched pairs, suggesting 
that both burglaries were committed by the same offender/s. This is a similar finding to 
that reported by Radcliffe and McCullagh. From the 236 records they analysed, 48% 
exhibited a match between the first and the repeat incident in terms of the time of day, 
point or entry or method of entry, suggesting that the repeat incident was directly related 
to the first incident. 

The finding that only 51% of the repeat burglaries analysed in this study are likely to 
have been committed by the same offender/s is perhaps surprising, given that there is 
now a good deal of evidence from interviews with burglars to suggest that they do target 
the same premises. However, it is possible that some of the incidents were committed by 
a different offender who heard about the burglary from the original burglar/s. A different 
offender may use a different point and/or method of entry, target different property and 
commit the burglary at a different time of day. It is also possible that a greater than 
expected proportion of the repeat burglaries were unconnected to the previous burglary 
and thus more consistent with the flag accounts of repeat burglary victimisation. 

Due to the large amount of missing data, particularly in relation to the time of day the 
burglaries were committed, and the broad nature of the point of entry indicator, this 
analysis can only provide a very crude estimate of the number of burglaries likely to have 
been committed by the same offender. The property stolen indicator may be too 
restrictive as it does not allow for the possibility that the same offender returns to steal 
additional items in the repeat burglary rather than replacement items. It should also be 
noted that the offender may not use the same method and/or point of entry on both 
occasions, particularly if the original entry point has been made more secure as a result of 
the first burglary. In fact, Neale and Evans (2003) report that the burglars interviewed as 
part of their domestic burglary project said that they would use a different entry point 
when returning to a property on the assumption that the victim would have secured the 
original point of entry after the first burglary. 

For future reference, another indicator which it may be worthwhile including is whether 
or not the burgled place was searched or ransacked on both occasions. Unfortunately, 
there does not appear to be any consistent recording of this on the Tasmanian offence 
reports. The details relating to the method and point of entry and other activity by the 
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offender at the scene are currently recorded in a free text format in a field called 
"summary and mo". The level of detail recorded in this field varies from one incident to 
the next. In some cases, lengthy details about the incident are recorded, whereas in other 
incidents the "summary and mo" may be described in one or two lines. Improvements to 
the way these details are recorded, with a separate field and a set of consistent options to 
choose from for each indicator would greatly improve the ability to identify whether 
separate incidents are likely to have been committed by the same offender. 

5.4 FINDINGS FROM THE INTERVIEWS WITH IMPRISONED 
BURGLARS 

The forty-nine ( 49) offenders who had committed ten or more burglaries in their lifetime 
were asked a series of in-depth questions about burglary, including their involvement in 
repeat burglaries. These forty-nine burglars are referred to as 'the experienced burglars' 
throughout this section. 

The experienced burglars were asked if they had ever burgled the same place more than 
once, and thirty-six ofthem (73%) said they had. The four most common reasons for a 
return visit were: because the first time was profitable (mentioned by 43% of those who 
had committed a repeat burglary), no change in the security of the premises (20%), 
returning for replacement goods (10%) and returning because it was easy the first time 
(10%). The following quotes illustrate some of reasons provided by the burglars for 
committing a repeat burglary: 

Why [have you burgled the same target more than once}? 

• Because of the money I got in there. Also ifl can get in the same way and there are no alarms 
or locks added since the first time. Do it twice at the most. 

• Because I hear there is more money there, or I see there is something there I like. I may be in 
the business and see something new. 

• If you get second hand gear out of it you go back for new gear. 

• I've done places where you find cash and then see something else. If a couple of months later 
you want that thing you go back and get it. 

• Because the robberies were over $50,000 and it was easy. We just did them the same way. 

• Got a good score and you_ think they are going to do it again. Two times out of three they do. 
They are that stupid they will put the same amount of money or whatever it was back there. 

• Things haven't changed, easy access, you know what you are after, know the layout, know the 
response times. 

In relation to virtual or near repeats, one offender said that he had burgled a string of flats 
and commented that this was easy because they were 'all the same to break into'. 
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The thirty-six offenders who said they had burgled at least one place more than once 
were asked how long they generally waited after the first burglary before going back. 
Fifty-three per cent of these offenders had returned to commit the repeat burglary within 
two months or less, and 30% of the offenders only waited one week or less before 
committing the repeat burglary. 

Twenty-three of the offenders who had committed a repeat burglary provided an 
explanation for the time-lag between the first burglary and the repeat. Six offenders said 
that the time-lag was to give the victim time to get over the first burglary and get a bit lax 
with security, four offenders said they waited a certain period of time for items to be 
replaced or stock built back up again, and two offenders said they would return after two 
or three days because the police only watch for a short time. Nine offenders cited various 
other reasons for the time-lag including waiting three months for a co-offender to be 
released from prison, forgetting something and returning the next night and just 
happening to remember the premises some months later. 

The following quotes illustrate the type of explanations the offenders provided for the 
time-lag between the first and a repeat burglary: 

Have you ever burgled the same target more than once? 

• Yes. Basically you know they've got new stuff as soon as you have done it, so you just wait a 
week or two weeks and they've got the insurance and everything comes back new again. And 
they don't really bother about beefing up security on the place. 

• Yes, I have over a twelve-month period. Why did you wait twelve months? So that they think 
everything has gone back to normal, you know. People think that once they get robbed they 
won't get done again. If it's a good score you will wait that twelve months and go and do it 
again. 

Fifteen of the experienced burglars (31%) said there had been at least one occasion when 
they had intended to commit a repeat burglary but had been deterred, either by the 
presence of people or security, or because they got a bad feeling about it. The following 
quotes are from some of the offenders who said they had aborted their plans to commit a 
repeat burglary: 

Have you ever decided to burgle a target a second time but been stopped? 

• A few times I have thought a place would be easy to again but have had a feeling I shouldn't 
do it. 

• Yes, heaps oftimes. People would come. 

• Yes. Security has turned up or been seen, police in the area. 

• Yes, get gut feeling not to go back in. 

Eight of the burglars who had been deterred from committing a repeat burglary also 
mentioned other factors which may stop them from committing a repeat burglary. Four 
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offenders mentioned security measures such as an alarm, security cameras and a 24-hour 
security guard. One offender said he would not commit a repeat burglary if there were too 
many people in the area. Another offender said that the presence of someone in the 
premises with a gun would deter him. The other two offenders mentioned victim-related 
factors. One of these offenders said he would be deterred if children were asleep in the 
house and the other offender said he may be deterred if he thought about the victim. 

The experienced burglars were asked whether they ever told other burglars about the 
burglaries they had committed and/or whether other burglars would discuss the burglaries 
they had committed. Based on the responses to this question, talk amongst burglars about 
the burglaries they have committed appears to be quite common. Thirty-seven per cent of 
the experienced burglars said that other burglars would tell them about burglaries they 
had committed, 4% said they would tell other burglars about their own burglaries, and 
31% said they would engage in both types of discussion. Sixteen per cent of the 
respondents said they had burgled a target after hearing that someone else had 
successfully burgled it. The following quotes are illustrative of this sharing of 
information about burglary targets: 

• Oh yeah- everyone says I have done this and this and this. If you come across a good job with a 
good bit of money in it and that, pretty easy, it is worth telling them about this- six months down 
the track they might think 'oh yeah we was told about this place'. 

• If it wasn't me doing it again I would know the person doing it - they would hear about it from 
me. 

• A fella told me that he done a place and found $800 in the filing cabinet. We went back there and 
found two and a half [thousand], probably a month, two months later. 

Several of the offenders who said they would not burgle a house after someone else, said 
this was because they might get caught and be blamed for both burglaries. 

The interviews with imprisoned burglars provide further evidence that burglars do return 
to commit repeat burglaries against the same target. The reasons cited by the Tasmanian 
burglars for making a return visit are similar to those reported by other researchers such 
as Ashton et al (1998), Ericsson (1995) and Bennett and Durie (1999). About half of the 
burglars who said they had committed a repeat burglary had done so within a relatively 
short period after the first burglary i.e. within two months or less. This is consistent with 
the observed time-course for repeat burglary. Twenty-three burglars provided an 
explanation for the time-lag between the initial and the repeat burglary. Most of these 
explanations were indicative of a-relatively short-time-gap between visits and would lead 
to a reasonably consistent pattern in terms of how quickly the offender would be likely to 
return after a first burglary. However, some of the other explanations (e,g. waiting for a 
co-offender to be released from prison and just happening to remember the premises) 
were consistent with a less predictable and potentially much longer time-gap. 

Some of the burglars had been deterred from committing a repeat burglary on at least one 
occasion. It appears that the presence of other people and/or potentially some security 
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measures may act as a deterrent to repeat victimisation. Ashton et al (1998) also found 
that burglars may be deterred by the installation of additional security measures since the 
first burglary, or a perception that security measures had been installed. 

The findings also suggest that some repeat burglaries may be committed by a different 
offender who gained information about the target from the offender who committed the~ 
first burglary. Consistent with the study by Ericsson (1995), the interviews with the 
Tasmanian burglars reveal that many burglars do discuss the 'jobs' they have committed. 
Other researchers have reported similar findings in relation to the social interactions of 
burglars. For example, Wright and Decker (1994) state that some of the burglars they 
interviewed laughed or joked about the burglaries they had committed with their co
offenders or street comer peers. Similarly, Walsh (1986) found that 49% of the 
commercial burglars he interviewed said they mixed regularly with criminals, and he also 
makes the point that one of the difficulties with target-hardening is that 'burglars and 
thieves spend hours gossiping about vulnerability and means' (Wright and Decker, 1994: 
151) whereas victims do not give it much thought until they are burgled. 

5.5 FINDINGS FROM THE INTERVIEWS WITH REPEAT VICTIMS 

Interviews were conducted with fifty burglary victims who had been burgled more than 
once at the same premises over a 12-month period. As stated previously, potential 
respondents were identified on a rolling basis via Tasmania Police's Crime Analysis 
System. A letter was sent to each repeat victim, inviting them to participate in the study. 
This process was maintained until the quota of fifty repeat victims was reached. 

Respondent characteristics 

Table 5.5 provides an overview of the characteristics of the respondents in the repeat 
victim sample. The majority of the respondents were female, aged 40 or over and living 
in a house that was owned or being bought. Just over half of the respondents (54%) lived 
in a single adult household with or without children. The majority of the respondents 
(84%) had lived at their current address for 3 years or longer. 
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Table 5.5 Individual, household and dwelling characteristics of the repeat victims interviewed 

Characteristic No. % 
Sex 
Male 16 32 
Female 34 68 

Age 
26-39 8 16 
40-49 11 22 
50-59 12 24 
60-69 9 IS 
70 & over 9 18 

Type of House/wid 
Single adult IS 36 
Single adult with child/ren under 18 9 IS 
Couple with child/ren under 18 5 10 
Couple with no child/ren 11 22 
Other household 7 14 

Type of Tenure 
Owned/being bought 42 84 
Rented - public housing 3 6 
Rented - private landlord 4 8 
Other (life tenant) I 2 

Length of Residence 
Less than 12 months 3 6 
12 months to less than 3 years 5 10 
3 years to 5 years 13 26 
More than 5 years 29 58 

Type of Dwelling 
Separate house 43 86 
Semi-detached/terrace/town house 2 4 
Flat/unit/apartment 5 10 

Occupancy patterns 

The interview schedule included several questions exploring the occupancy patterns of 
the repeat victims. One of the main limitations associated with these questions is that they 
measure current occupancy patterns, rather than the occupancy patterns at the time of the 
burglaries. Given the significant impact that burglary, particularly repeat victimisation, 
can have on people it is not unrealistic to expect that the respondents' occupancy patterns 
might have changed as a result of being burgled. For example, people may be less likely 
to go out at night or away on holiday for fear of being burgled yet again. 

Table 5.6 provides an overview of the current occupancy patterns of the respondents. The 
occupancy patterns of the respondents seem to vary across the sample. However, one 
interesting feature is that nearly half of the sample reported that their house is rarely or 
never unoccupied for any significant period oftime during the year. This may mean that 
these respondents do not go away on holiday or alternatively they may make 
arrangements to ensure that the house is always occupied. 
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Table 5.6 Occupancy patterns of the repeat victims 

Number of hours residence unoccupied during the week 
Rarely/Never 
Less than 2 hours 
2 hours - less than 6 hours 
6 hours - 10 hours 
More than 10 hours 
It varies 

Number of hours residence unoccupied on weekends 
Rarely/Never 
Less than 2 hours 
2 hours - less than 6 hours 
6 hours - 10 hours 
More than I 0 hours 
It varies 

Number of nights per week residence unoccupied 
Rarely/never 
lor2 
3-5 
More than 5 
Varies 

Number of weeks per year residence unoccupied (e.g. when on 
holidays) 
Rarely/never 
Less than 2 weeks 
2-4 weeks 
5-8 weeks 
Varies 

Household security measures 

No. 

4 
4 
7 
17 
2 
16 

14 
5 
11 
4 
3 
13 

29 
14 
2 

5 

23 
6 
17 
1 
3 

% 

8 
8 
14 
34 
4 
32 

28 
10 
22 
8 
6 
26 

58 
28 
4 

10 

46 
12 
34 
2 
6 

Table 5.7 provides an overview of the household security measures the repeat victims had 
in place at the time of the interview. Most of the respondents (86%) had deadlocks on all 
or some of their doors, 70% had outside lighting, 64% had window locks on all or some 
oftheir doors, 40% had a dog and just under half had a burglar alarm. However, only 
28% of the repeat victims had their property engraved. One might expect the proportion 
of respondents with their property engraved to be higher, given their experience of 
burglary. 
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Table 5.7 Repeat victims' household security measures at the time of interview 

Security Measure No. % 

Have a dog 20 40 

Have a burglar alarm 24 48 

Have deadlocks 

• on all doors 34 68 
• on some doors 9 18 

Have security screens 
• on all doors 19 38 

• on some doors 6 12 

Have outside lighting 35 70 

Have property engraved 14 28 

Have window locks 

• on all windows 23 46 

• on some windows 9 18 

Have bars, grilles or security shutters 
• on all windows 
• on some windows 1 2 

9 18 

The repeat victims were asked whether all the security measures they currently had in 
place were in place at the time they were burgled. The majority of the repeat victims 
(72%) indicated that not all ofthe current measures were in place at the time of the 
burglaries. Table 5.8 reveals the timing of the installation of the various types of security 
measures. In most cases, the new security measures had been installed after the first or 
second burglary. One finding of particular note is that seventeen of the twenty-four repeat 
victims who said they currently had a security alarm had actually installed the alarm after 
being burgled. 

Table 5.8 Timing of installation of security measures by repeat victims 

1st burglary 2nd burglary 3rd burglary 4th burglary 
Security Measure 
Dog 5 
Burglar alarm 5 8 3 
Deadlocks 7 3 
Security screens 1 2 
Outside lighting 2 1 
Property engraving 1 
Window locks 5 3 
Bars/grilles/security shutters 1 

The respondents also mentioned a range of other security measures they had implemented 
after being burgled, which included nailing or screwing down windows, extending the 
security alarm to other areas, replacing a window or door, adding gates, installing a 
dummy alarm and adding extra bolts. 
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Additional security measures 

The repeat victims were asked whether they planned to install any additional security 
measures, and twenty-two (44%) respondents said they did. Table 5.9 shows the type of 
security measures the repeat victims planned to install. Six respondents planned to install 
outside lighting, four planned to install bars/grilles/shutters and three planned to install a 
burglar alarm. Other security measures mentioned included a dog, security screens, 
property engraving, window locks, gates, video cameras and a stronger door. 

Table 5.9 Additional security measures repeat victims planned to install 

Type of security measure Number of respondents 
Outside lighting 6 
Bars/grilles/shutters 4 
Burglar alarm 3 
Dog 1 
Security screens 1 
Property engraving 1 
Window locks 1 
Other (a) 6 
(a) 'Other' includes gates, a 6ft high gate and fence, video cameras, false video cameras and a stronger 
garage door. Respondents could nominate more than one category. 

Precautions taken against crime 

The respondents were asked whether they would usually take any particular precautions 
when going out at night or away on holiday, to reduce their risk of being burgled. Table 
5.10 provides an overview ofthe responses. A range ofprecautions was mentioned, with 
the most common being to leave the lights/TV/radio on when out (mentioned by 64%), to 
lock up (32%), to ask someone to collect the mail (22%), to use automatic timers (20%) 
and to advise the neighbours (16%). Other precautions mentioned included closing the 
blinds, having someone check on the house, leaving a car in the driveway and making 
sure the alarm was on. Some of the precautions mentioned were unique to the particular 
respondent concerned. For example, one repeat victim talked about hiding the remote 
controls and activating the child lock on the television at night, while another placed 
furniture against the windows to make it more difficult for burglars to get in. Three 
respondents said they did not take any precautions at all. 

The repeat victims were asked whether they had always taken these precautions and 52% 
said they had. Most of the other respondents said they had started taking one or more of 
the precautions after being burgled. 
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Table 5.10 Precautions taken by the repeat victims to reduce the risk of burglary 

Precaution (a) 
Leave lights/TV /radio on 
Lock-up 
Ask someone to collect mail 
Use automatic timers 
Advise neighbours 
Close blinds 
Have someone check on house 
Leave car in the driveway 
Make sure alarm on 
Leave washing on the line 
Have someone house-sit 
Cancel mail/newspapers 
Don't take any precautions 
Other 

No. 
32 
16 
11 
10 
8 
7 
6 
4 
4 
2 
2 
1 
3 
16 

(a) Respondents could nominate more than one precaution. 

Neighbourhood crime and nuisance problems 

64 
32 
22 
20 
16 
14 
12 
8 
8 
4 
4 
2 
6 
32 

The repeat victims were either provided with, or read out, a list of crime and nuisance 
problems and asked whether any of them were problems in their neighbourhood. Table 
5.11 reveals the responses received to this question. By far the most common problem 
was residential burglary, nominated by 80% of the respondents. The next most common 
problems were dangerous/noisy driving (nominated by 32% of respondents), motor 
vehicle burglary (28%), motor vehicle theft (26%) and vandalism/graffiti/damage to 
property (26% ). Overall, property crime and anti-social behaviour appeared to be more of 
a problem in these neighbourhoods than crimes against the person. Only a relatively 
small number of respondents said that other assault and/or persons being mugged and 
robbed were a problem in their neighbourhood, and none of the respondents said that 
sexual assault was a problem in their neighbourhood. Ten respondents (20%) said there 
were no problems in their neighbourhood. 

It is uncertain to what extent the respondents' perceptions of the problems in their 
neighbourhood are related to the burglaries they have experienced. However, it is worth 
noting that residential burglary (or its equivalent) has been identified as the most 
common problem by Tasmanian respondents in victimisation surveys. For example, in 
the 2002 Crime and Safety Survey (ABS 2003), the most common neighbourhood 
problem, identified by 41% ofthe Tasmanian respondents, was 
housebreakings/burglaries/theft from homes. The next most common problem was 
dangerous/noisy driving. Similarly, in the 1998 Community Safety Survey (ABS, 1999b), 
the most common neighbourhood problem was housebreaking, identified by 65% of 
respondents. Once again, the next most common problem was dangerous/noisy driving. 
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Table 5.11 Neighbourhood crime and nuisance problems identified by repeat victims 

Crime or nuisance problem (a) 
Residential burglary 
Dangerous/noisy driving 
Motor vehicle burglary 
Motor vehicle theft 
Vandalism/graffiti/damage to property 
Louts/youth gangs 
Prowlers/loiterers 
Drunken or disorderly behaviour 
Illegal drugs 
Other theft 
Problems with neighbours 
Arson 
Domestic problems 
Other assault 
Persons being mugged and robbed 
Sexual assault 

No. 
40 
16 
14 
13 
13 
10 
10 
10 
9 
7 
7 
4 
3 
3 
2 

No problems 10 
(a) Respondents could nominate more than one category. 

Perceptions of safety 

% 
80 
32 
28 
26 
26 
20 
20 
20 
18 
14 
14 
8 
6 
6 
4 

20 

The repeat victims were asked to indicate how safe they thought their neighbourhood was 
during the day and at night. Table 5.12 reveals some differences between day and night
time perceptions of safety. Twelve respondents (24%) felt that their neighbourhood was 
unsafe during the day, whereas twenty-one respondents (42%) said that their 
neighbourhood was unsafe or very unsafe at night. 

The respondents who stated that their neighbourhood was unsafe during the day and/or at 
night were asked to indicate why they considered it to be unsafe. Nearly all of the 
respondents (ten out of twelve) who said they felt unsafe during the day said this was 
because of the burglaries they had experienced. The reasons given by the other two repeat 
victims were that the area was a 'hot spot' for crime, and that 'no area in Hobart is safe'. 

The respondents expressed a range of different reasons for feeling unsafe at night, with 
only five ofthem stating that they felt unsafe at night because of the burglaries. Other 
reasons for feeling unsafe included: the people wandering around in the area, the lack of 
street lighting, the crime and nuisance problems in the area and a general feeling of 
unease about what might happen if they were to go outside (i.e. a fear ofbeing attacked). 

The influence of age, gender and household status on perceptions of safety was 
examined. No obvious patterns emerged except that respondents who were under the age 
of 40 appeared to be more likely to feel unsafe at night than those aged 40 years or older. 
However, due to the small sample size and the uneven distribution of respondents across 
the various different categories, these findings should be treated with caution. 
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Table 5.12 Repeat victims' perceptions of safety in the neighbourhood during the day/night 

Perceptions of Safety in the Neighbourhood 
During the Day 
Very safe 
Safe 
Unsafe 
Very unsafe 
Don't know 

At Night 
Very safe 
Safe 
Unsafe 
Very unsafe 
Don't know 

Neighbourhood Watch 

No. 

5 
33 
12 

3 
22 
19 
2 
4 

% 

10 
66 
24 

6 
44 
38 
4 
8 

Given that the Neighbourhood Watch program is one of the longest standing burglary 
prevention strategies in Tasmania, it was considered to be important to explore the extent 
to which the repeat victims were aware of, and involved in, the program. Twenty-six 
respondents (52%) said that their dwelling was in a NHW area, sixteen respondents 
(32%) said their dwelling was not in a NHW area and eight respondents (16%) were 
uncertain as to whether or not their dwelling was in a NHW area. 

Only four of the repeat victims living in a NHW area said they were actively involved in 
NHW. Active involvement in NHW was defined as including activities such as attending 
meetings and delivering newsletters. Respondents living in a NHW area who were not 
actively involved in NHW were asked to indicate why they were not involved. Various 
reasons were cited by respondents for their lack of involvement (see table 5 .13), with the 
main ones being: lack of time, having other commitments and the fact that the meeting 
times were inconvenient. With regard to the meeting times, two respondents pointed out 
that they did not attend the meetings because they were held at night. One of these 
respondents, an elderly female, indicated that she was too frightened to go out after 8pm 
at night. Three respondents said they had never actually thought about joining NHW and 
on~ respondent said that he had previously had some involvement with NHW but had 
discontinued this involvement. The respondent who had discontinued his involvement 
said that he had attended a NHW meeting and tried to meet people but they were too busy 
talking amongst themselves. Other reasons cited by the respondents for not being 
involved in NHW included: laziness, thinking there was nothing to be gained from 
joining and being fearful that involvement in NHW would make matters worse. The 
respondent who was fearful that fnvolvement in NHW would make matters worse made 
the following comment: 

Something bad happens to you when you do something like that- you get involved and it comes 
back twice as bad. 
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Table 5.13 Reasons cited by repeat victims for their lack of involvement in Neighbourhood Watch 

Reason (a) 
No time 
Have other commitments 
Meeting times inconvenient 
Never thought about it 
Used to be involved 
Other 
(a) Respondents could nominate more than one reason. 

No. 
8 
5 
3 
3 
1 
1 

Respondents' beliefs as to who might be responsible for the burglaries 

The repeat victims were asked if they had any suspicions about who might be responsible 
for committing any or all of the burglaries they had experienced in the last 12 months. 
Twenty-eight of the repeat victims (56%) did have some suspicions about who was 
responsible. Most of these respondents believed that someone living locally, or an 
associate of someone living locally, was responsible. Six respondents felt that kids/young 
people were responsible for one or more of the burglaries, and one respondent thought a 
friend or relative might be involved. In some cases, respondents appeared to base their 
belief on what was taken, particularly those who thought kids/young people were 
responsible. Other respondents seemed to be relying on what they had heard from other 
people, the timing of the burglaries or how they felt about their neighbours or other 
people living in the area. 

Table 5.14 Repeat victims' beliefs as to who might be responsible (a) 

Type of person/relationship to the victim 
Neighbours/people living in the area or their associates 
Kids/young people 
Friend/relative 
Other 
(a) Missing data= 2. 

No. 
15 
6 
1 
4 

Respondents were also asked whether they thought that the same person/s might have 
committed more than one, or all of the burglaries, and twenty-nine of the repeat victims 
(58%) said they believed that the same person/s might be responsible. The respondents 
cited a range of factors in support oftheir beliefthat the same offender/s was responsible, 
such as that the same and/or replacement property was stolen, the offender/s used the 
same modus operandi (i.e. gaining entry the same way or searching in the same places) or 
that both burglaries occurred at the same time of year and/or day. For example, one 
respondent pointed out that in the first burglary a TV was stolen but the remote control 
was left behind, while in the second burglary the remote control was stolen, as well as a 
video. The offender/s also stole the telephone on both occasions and searched through the 
same drawers in the bedroom. Generally speaking, the opposite reasons were cited by 
those respondents who offered an explanation as to why they did not believe the same 
offender/s was responsible for both burglaries, i.e. different property was stolen or the 
modus operandi was different on each occasion. 
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Satisfaction with the police response 

The repeat victims were asked to indicate how satisfied they were with the service they 
received from Tasmania Police in relation to their burglaries. The majority of the repeat 
victims (84%) were satisfied with the service they received, with 30% indicating that they 
were very satisfied. Only five respondents were dissatisfied with the service they 
received. The main reasons for satisfaction were that the response time was quick, the 
manner of the attending police officer/s was good (i.e. helpful, sympathetic, friendly, 
caring, supportive), appropriate action was taken (i.e. fingerprints were taken), advice 
was provided and follow-up information was received. However, many respondents did 
not nominate any particular reason for being satisfied with the service they received. 

The main reason why respondents were dissatisfied with the service they received in 
relation to their burglaries was lack of interest and/or action on the part of the police. 
Four of the five respondents who were dissatisfied cited this type of reason. For example, 
one respondent said the police did not seem to care whether they were able to get any 
fingerprints or not, and did not ask the neighbours if they saw anything. Another 
respondent said that the police had failed to follow-up information she had passed on to 
them which may have helped to identify the offender/s. The remaining respondent was 
unhappy with the response time to both burglaries. On the first occasion the response 
time was nearly two hours, and it was an hour or more for the second burglary. 

Table 5.15 Repeat victims' satisfaction with the service received from Tasmania Police 

How satisfied No. % 
Very satisfied 15 30 
Satisfied 27 54 
Dissatisfied 4 8 
Very dissatisfied 1 2 
Don't know 3 6 
Total 50 100 

Despite the fact that the overall level of satisfaction with police was high, some of the 
repeat victims made additional comments which suggested they were somewhat 
dissatisfied with the response to one oftheir burglaries. Similar reasons for dissatisfaction 
were cited, i.e. no follow-up, not doing enough and not responding quickly enough. 

The respondents were asked whether there was anything that would increase their 
satisfaction with police. The main suggestions were: 

• being kept informed/follow-up (8 respondents); 

• catching the offenders (3 respondents); 

• recovering the property stolen (3 respondents); and 

• a faster response time (2 respondents). 

Other suggestions included an increased police presence (in general), a faster response 
time (in general), increased resources for police and harsher penalties for offenders. 
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Respondents' beliefs as to why their residence was repeated burgled 

The repeat victims were asked whether they thought there was any particular reason why 
their residence had been repeatedly burgled. A range of different explanations were 
offered by the respondents (see table 5.16). The most common belief was that the 
offender/s were in a position to watch the residence and knew when it would be 
unoccupied. For example, one respondent stated that the offender/s knew her husband 
had just passed away and knew when she was out, pointing out that the house had never 
been burgled before in the 16 years she and her husband had lived there. Five of the nine 
respondents who nominated this type of explanation believed that their neighbours or 
their associates were responsible for committing the burglaries. 

Another common belief was that the residence was targeted because there was valuable 
property to steal inside, or the appearance of the residence suggested that it was a 
worthwhile target. For example, one respondent felt that his residence was targeted 
because it was a 2-storey house which always had brand new sports cars parked outside. 
Another respondent suggested that his residence was targeted because the offender/s 
expected to find money in there as it was a new unit and his vehicle was parked in the 
driveway advertising his take-away food business. 

The third most common explanation related to the visibility of the residence. In some 
cases respondents felt that their residence was targeted because it was very visible, while 
in other cases the dwelling's lack of visibility was thought to make it an attractive target. 

Some respondents thought their residence had been burgled because it looked like, or 
was, an easy target. For example, one respondent felt that because his residence was the 
'shabbiest looking house in the street' it might be seen as an easy target. Another 
respondent pointed out that her residence was easy to access via nearby bushland, and the 
house at the rear was often unoccupied. 

Other respondents believed that their residence was targeted because the offender/s had 
prior knowledge as a result of visiting it in some capacity. For example, one respondent 
suspected that the furniture removalist or someone from her husband's work was 
responsible because no other houses in the area had been burgled, and the residence had 
not been burgled during the 14 years it was occupied by the previous owner. Another 
respondent believed that the offender/s might have attended one of the parties her teenage 
sons had held at the residence which would have enabled them to become familiar with 
the layout of the house. 

Other explanations included that the offender/shad returned to steal insurance replaced 
items, that the house was in an isolated area or had poor security or that the 
characteristics of the area made the house vulnerable to burglary. In relation to the 
characteristics of the area, three respondents mentioned the large amount of pedestrian 
traffic in the area, and two respondents noted that there were a lot of other burglaries in 
the area. 
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Eight respondents said they did not know why their house w~s rcpe~tedly burgled and 
five respondents cited other explanations. One of these respondents felt that her house 
had been burgled because she 'did not fit in' and was disliked by other residents, and 
another respondent believed that her house had been burgled because she was the 'new 
person in the street'. Interestingly, two respondents commented that they did not expect to 
get burgled because they were living in a 'good area'. 

Table 5.16 Repeat victims' beliefs as to why their residence was repeatedly burgled (a) 

Win' rcpcatcdlv burgled? (h) No. o/o 
Knowledge of Yictims' mo\'emcnts 9 IS 
Anticip:-ttcd reward/valuable things to stc:tl 7 14 
Visibility of residence 6 12 
Easy target 5 10 
Prior knowledge 5 10 
lnsunmce replaced items stolen 4 s 
Area characteristics 4 s 
House in an isolated area 3 6 
Poor security 2 4 
Don't know 8 16 
Other (c) 5 10 
(a) i\lissing data= 2. 
(b) Some respondents nominated more than one explanation. 
(c) 'Other' includes: 'Bad fencing'; 'Because of the design of' the house'. 'Opportunistic'. 'I don't fit in'. I am not liked'. 
'New person in the street' . 

The impact of burglary and repeat victimisation 

Although the repeat victims were not directly questioned about the emotional impact of 
the burglaries, several victims commented on this during the course oftheir intervie\v. 
Some respondents mentioned that they were experiencing ongoing difncultics such as 
feeling paranoid, having trouble sleeping, being 'knocked around emotionally' or still 
missing sentimental items. Other respondents seemed to be fearful that they may be 
burgled again. One respondent said that she was now too frightened to go on holiday. 
Another respondent said that she had fitted locks to her bedroom door. When asked if she 
was worried about being unable to get out of her house in the event of a fire she said that 
she was more worried about being burgled than being burnt and commented that 'the 
burglary has really affected my psyche'. 

ln a number of cases, respondents reported having taken additional steps to protect 
themselves and/or to prevent a repeat occurrence. These steps were over and above any 
additional security measures they may have installed and involved other forms of 
protective behaviour. For exampl.c one respondent reported that since being burgled he 
regularly checks the car park down the road and records the registration number of 
vehicles and may even return home if he sees a suspicious vehicle in the area. He also 
reported carrying a 'donger' for personal protection and keeping a pick handle next to the 
door for security. An elderly female victim who said she had been burgled sixteen times 
in fifty years reported keeping a knife beside her bed. Another respondent said that he 
was contemplating joining a 'militia' with his neighbours as most people in the street had 
been 'hit' and his residence had been burgled on several occasions. As highlighted in 
chapter two, Maguire (1980) also found that a small number of the burglary victims he 
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interviewed had started taking extreme measures after being burgled, such as nailing up 
windows and sleeping with makeshift weapons next to the bed. 

Three respondents talked about the impact of burglary on another person in the 
household. In one of these examples, the respondent's young child was woken up during 
a night-time burglary when the offenders entered his room and the respondent reported 
that he was now very angry with her because she 'couldn't stop the bad men'. Another 
respondent reported that her grown up son, who has a mental illness, was at home at the 
time of the latest burglary and now refuses to live in the house with her. This respondent, 
who also has a mental illness, reported that she had experienced nine burglaries since 
moving to the property. The remaining respondent mentioned that his wife felt more 
vulnerable than he did after being burgled and wanted to install an alarm. He said that 
rather than feeling vulnerable, he just felt annoyed about the burglaries and the fact .that it 
was necessary to install new security measures. 

Finally, it would seem that burglary can also be a traumatic event for the domestic pets 
living in the residence. One respondent commented that his two Burmese cats had been 
very traumatised by the latest burglary and that one of them was still very 'jumpy'. 

Other comments 

The respondents made a number of additional comments about the affordability of 
security measures and the timing of the burglaries. 

Two respondents stated that it was difficult financially for them to upgrade their security. 
One of these respondents made the following comment: 

• Making your house secure is a financial issue. It is difficult for a family with one adult 
supporting children. I put in a Dick Smith alarm as I couldn't afford a proper alarm. There 
needs to be rebates/incentives to improve security. 

This respondent also commented that prior to being burgled, she had not received any 
crime prevention advice and that advertisements 'like those on road safety that talk about 
how to make your house safe' would be useful. The effectiveness of security measures 
and related issues such as affordability are discussed in a later chapter on burglary 
prevention. 

Three respondents commented on the timing of the burglaries and noted that they 
coincided with a change in their domestic circumstances. Two of these respondents 
observed that the burglaries occurred after the death of their partner, while the other 
respondent said that the burglaries occurred when she became single again after a 
divorce. It would be interesting to explore this issue further in future research with 
burglary victims by asking all respondents whether their circumstances had changed at all 
prior to being burgled. 
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5.6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The findings from the Tasmanian study provide strong support for the proposition that at 
least some repeat burglaries are committed by the offender who was responsible for the 
first incident. The evidence in support of this proposition is as follows: 

• seventy-three per cent of the experienced burglars said they had burgled the 
same premises more than once; 

• in the six-suburbs analysis, it was conservatively estimated that 51% of the 
repeat burglaries at the same address involving the same victim and type of 
premises were committed by the same offender/s; and 

• fifty-eight per cent of the repeat victims interviewed believed that the same 
person/s might have committed more than one, or all, of their burglaries. 

The interviews with imprisoned burglars provide an insight into the main reasons why 
burglars return to commit repeat burglaries against the same target. The four most 
common reasons cited by the experienced burglars to explain why they returned were: 
because the first time was profitable; because there had been no change in the security of 
the premises; to obtain replacement goods and because it was easy the first time. Similar 
reasons for repeat burglary have been cited by burglars in other studies. The repeat 
burglary victims also suggested a number of possible reasons why their residence had 
been repeatedly targeted. The five most common reasons cited were: knowledge of the 
victim's movements; the anticipated reward; the visibility of the residence; the fact that it 
was an easy target; and the fact that the offender/shad prior knowledge of the target. 

An alternative, but still event-dependent explanation for repeat burglary is that the repeat 
burglary is committed by another offender who is connected to the offender who 
committed the initial burglary. Evidence emerged in support of this type of explanation as 
well. Sixteen per cent of the experienced burglars said that they had burgled a target after 
hearing that someone else had successfully burgled it. 

Fifty-three per cent of the burglars who had committed a repeat burglary said they had 
returned within two months or less and 30% had only waited one week or less before 
committing the repeat burglary. This is consistent with the time-course for repeat 
burglary observed in the analysis of crime statistics (see table 5.2) which revealed that 
just under a third of the repeats occurred within two months or less. Survival analysis 
confirmed this pattern, particularly in the public housing areas. Other studies have also 
revealed that most of the repeats .occur within a few months of the previous incident. 

In the analysis of crime statistics and burglary reports, a range of data-quality problems 
were experienced such as incorrect address details and missing data. These data problems 
are similar to those experienced by other researchers and as a result a large amount of 
time had to be spent "cleaning" the data before any analysis could commence. However, 
some of the data deficiencies could not be overcome by simply cleaning the data. The 
analysis of six suburbs involved examining the burglary reports for each of the burglaries 
committed over the three-year period. In addition to uncovering a number of duplicate 
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reports, the examination also revealed significant variation in the level of detail recorded 
in the "summary and mo" field on the offence report. This limited the ability to determine 
whether incidents were likely to have been committed by the same offender/s (similar 
deficiencies in terms of the level of detail about the burglar's modus operandi recorded in 
some crime reports have been reported elsewhere, e.g. see Neale and Evans, 2003). Also, 
lengthy time-gaps between the "date committed from" and the "date committed to" 
contributed to a high number of"don't know" responses in some suburbs when 
examining aspects such as the time of day, or day of week when burglaries occur. It is 
difficult to know how to resolve the problem of"don't know" responses, particularly in 
the case of vacant Housing Tasmania properties which are not inspected on a daily basis. 
The problem identified in relation to the "summary and mo" field may be partly 
overcome by the new Offence Reporting System which is more structured and includes a 
number of additional fields. However, it would probably also be worthwhile providing 
guidance to reporting officers and Call Centre staff as to the type of information that 
should be recorded on the offence report and the level of detail required in any free text 
fields. From an offender detection point of view, if nothing else, it would be useful to be 
able to examine the offence reports and determine with a reasonable degree of certainty 
whether the same offender is likely to have been involved in two burglaries committed 
against the same target. 

The time-period over which repeat incidents should be examined remains an unresolved 
issue. As mentioned previously, different studies have measured the extent of repeat 
victimisation over time-periods ranging from eleven months to five years. In different 
components of the Tasmanian research, different time-periods were used. For example, in 
the interviews with the repeat burglary victims the reference period was the previous 
twelve months. In the analysis of crime statistics and burglary reports, the period of 
interest was the three years from 2000-2002, and the imprisoned burglars were asked if 
they had ever committed a repeat burglary. Different time-periods may well be justified 
depending on the nature of the study. For research involving interviews with burglary 
victims which involve asking them detailed questions about the burglaries experienced, a 
lengthy reference period may be problematic due to memory recall problems. The same 
may be true of interviews with burglars if they are asked to recall very specific details 
about the repeat burglaries they have committed. Longer reference periods may be more 
suitable in studies involving the analysis of police recorded crime data. 

Arguably, much of the attention has been focused on preventing repeat burglary in the 
short term due to the dominance of 'boost' (event dependence) accounts. Perhaps this 
approach should now broaden and prevention activities should incorporate advice which 
focuses on longer-term risk factors such as the positioning ofthe house (e.g. its isolation, 
location in a high-crime area or a ' rich' area), the visibility of the house to neighbours 
and/or traffic, the household occupancy patterns (i.e. house always empty during the 
week) and the level of security. Although most repeat burglaries seem to occur within a 
relatively short time after the initial burglary, the proportion occurring over a longer 
period is still quite significant. Flag accounts (risk heterogeneity) may have been under
valued as an explanation for repeat burglary victimisation, particularly in those areas 
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which are commonly targeted by a large number of offenders acting independently of 
each other. 

Deciding how best to define repeat victimisation in the context of residential burglary is 
problematic. Adopting a definition which is too narrow can limit the prevention 
opportunities. The 'snapshot' of repeat vicitimisation activity in the UK police forces 
(Farrell et al, 2000) revealed that 29 of the 43 police forces would only class an incident 
as a repeat if the same victim was involved. However, the six-suburbs analysis revealed 
that the proportion of repeat burglaries at the same address which involved the same 
victim was lower in public housing areas, particularly Gagebrook, than in the other three 
suburbs. Arguably, the public housing suburbs are the areas which warrant the greatest 
attention in terms of preventing repeat burglary because of the high proportion of repeats. 
A broad definition of repeat victimisation, which includes all burglaries committed at the 
same address, regardless of whether the same victim is involved, would seem to offer the 
greatest scope for prevention and also be consistent with an increased focus on risk 
heterogeneity. 

In the previous chapter, new developments in repeat victimisation research were 
highlighted such as near repeats and virtual repeats. Some of the findings from the 
Tasmanian study provide support for these concepts and suggest that it may be 
worthwhile to implement strategies which also focus on preventing these types of 
burglary. For example, one of the offenders interviewed said that he had burgled a string 
of flats and commented that this was easy because they were 'all the same to break into'. 
Also, one of the police officers interviewed suggested that some burglars will use the 
same modus operandi and target the same style of house each time they commit a 
burglary. This respondent also pointed out that you can find similar styles of house in 
most suburbs of Hobart and that Housing Tasmania properties generally have set building 
plans. In Clarendon Vale, there was certainly some evidence of near repeats in the sense 
that a number of flats at two particular addresses were burgled repeatedly over the three
year period. Also, some of the houses in these areas are very similar in design. In a sense, 
burglaries involving vacant Housing Tasmania properties might be classified as virtual 
repeats because essentially these properties are 'functionally equivalent' targets. It seems 
clear that these properties are targeted because they are vacant and contain certain 
standard items, such as hot-water cylinders, wood heaters and stoves, for which there is a 
ready market. 

The literature reviewed in the previous chapter, and the interviews with the repeat 
burglary victims demonstrate the significant impact which repeat victimisation can have 
on victims. This includes both an emotional impact and a financial impact. Ongoing 
problems such as difficulty sleeping, feeling paranoid or feeling unsafe were reported by 
some ofthe respondents. Also, in addition to installing security measures such as alarms 
and locks, some of the repeat burglary victims interviewed had adopted a range of other 
protective behaviours, such as keeping a knife beside the bed. Some members of burgled 
households may be more affected than others by the experience, and it appears that 
domestic pets may also be traumatised by such events. 
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Clearly, it is crucial that burglary victims receive a satisfactory response from the police, 
including the provision of crime prevention advice. Such a response is important for a 
number of reasons: 

1. to help victims deal with the impact of being burgled; 

2. to try and minimise the likelihood of a repeat occurrence; and 

3. to ensure that victims are not discouraged from reporting further incidents 
and/or otherwise assisting the police on other occasions. 

There is also some evidence to suggest that the negative impact of repeat victimisation is 
cumulative, so repeat victims may require additional support and/or assistance. 

The police are probably in the best position to provide timely burglary prevention advice 
given that they are usually first on the scene, are in a position to view the entry point and 
identify any other vulnerable parts of the house, and generally have a good understanding 
of the way burglars operate. However, crime prevention advice does need to be carefully 
delivered, given the concerns about victim blaming and Hope's (2004a) suggestion that 
vulnerable victims may feel pressured into purchasing security devices they do not really 
need. As mentioned previously, perhaps the police need to reinforce the fact that they 
cannot predict with any degree of certainty which homes will be burgled again. 

Finally, this chapter provides further evidence that different approaches to the problem of 
burglary and repeat victimisation may be required in different areas. Morgan's (2001) 
analysis of the time-course in a small Perth suburb revealed different patterns of repeat 
victimisation in two distinct but adjacent parts ofthe suburb, while the Tasmanian study 
has revealed differences in repeat burglary patterns in public housing suburbs compared 
to other areas. The proportion of repeat burglaries and repeat victims was much higher in 
the three public housing suburbs than the other three suburbs. The proportion of 
burglaries which were repeats was 38% in Gagebrook, 37% in Clarendon Vale and 27% 
in Bridgewater, whereas in the other three suburbs less than 15% of the burglaries were 
repeats. There were also variations within each group of suburbs in terms of the nature 
and extent of repeat victimisation. In Bellerive, 96% ofthe repeat burglaries involved the 
same resident, whereas in Sandy Bay, only 70% of the repeat burglaries involved the 
same resident In Gage brook and Clarendon Vale, less than fifty per cent of the repeat 
burglaries involved the same resident. Also, the survival curves for the two groups of 
suburbs were different, with a high proportion of the repeats in the public housing areas 
occurring within a relatively short period of time (i.e. 60 days) after the previous 
burglary. The median survival time for the public housing areas was 749.6 days 
compared to 1 020+ days for the private housing areas. Differences were also apparent in 
the survival curves of each of the six suburbs. 

In the public housing areas it would seem to be particularly important to provide burglary 
prevention advice to new tenants when they move into a property, particularly if it has 
been burgled previously. Reducing the turnover of tenants may also be desirable as 
longer-term residents may be more likely to form relationships with each other and keep 
an eye on each other's property. It is also important to note that moving home is 

137 



associated with an increased risk of property crime, both prior to and after a move 
(Ellingworth and Pease, 1998). In the six-suburbs analysis, it was found that around 2% 
ofthe burglaries occurred when the victim was in the process of moving house but this 
may be an underestimate as this sort of information is not routinely recorded on the 
offence report. The proportion of burglaries associated with moving house was higher in 
the three public housing suburbs, but this finding should be viewed cautiously given that 
only a small number of incidents were identified in the analysis. 

Vacant properties are also quite clearly at high risk of being burgled and additional 
measures need to be taken to protect them. This could include requesting the neighbours 
to keep an eye on the property, installing portable security alarms, engraving or otherwise 
marking valuable property such as hot-water cylinders, stoves and wood heaters, trying to 
minimise the time properties are left vacant and inspecting the properties more 
frequently. 
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CHAPTER6:BURGLARS 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

It is possible to develop a basic profile of the typical burglar based on the information 
contained in official records (e.g. police charge and conviction data or prison files). 
Official records can provide information about the demographic characteristics of 
burglars and some limited information about their patterns of offending, such as their 
choice oftarget and modus operandi. For example, Ratcliffe (2001b, 2003) obtained data 
from the Australian Federal Police on arrested burglary suspects in the ACT from 1999 
and 2000, and found that half the detected residential burglaries during this period were 
committed by offenders under the age of 18 years and that the average journey from the 
offender's home to the burglary target was five kilometres. However, a much richer 
source of information about burglary is the offenders themselves. By interviewing 
burglars it is possible to explore a whole range of issues, including their motivation for 
offending, their methods of target selection and their views on the effectiveness of 
security measures. 

Nee (2003) traces the history of research on residential burglary in Britain, Ireland and 
the United States and points out that researchers in this field used a grounded approach, 
whereby the residential burglar, as the expert in the field, was allowed to lead the 
investigation. She observes that this approach resulted in significant advances in the level 
of knowledge and understanding ofthe burglar and helped to ensure that crime 
prevention techniques had some relevance to the burglary problem rather than just being 
'dreamed up in an office with little relevance to actual criminal activity' (Nee, 2003: 43). 
Nee stresses the importance of continuing to 'exploit the offender's knowledge as 
probably the richest source of data for the prevention of crime' (Nee: 2003, 43). 

Various research studies involving interviews with burglars have been conducted. While 
most of the research has been undertaken in the United States and the United Kingdom, 
studies have also been conducted in the Netherlands (Wiersma 1996), Ireland (Nee and 
Taylor 1988), Canada (Biron and Ladouceur 1991) and Australia (Stevenson and 
Forsythe 1998). The majority ofthe studies have concentrated on burglars in prison, on 
probation, or some combination of both. However, some researchers have successfully 
recruited 'active' burglars (Wright and Decker 1994; Cromwell et al 1991; Biron and 
Ladouceur 1991 ). 

One of the issues raised in relation to research with burglars in prison, or on probation, is 
that these offenders may not be representative of burglars in general, particularly when 
the detection rate for burglary is so low. (Mawby 2001a). This concern is highlighted by 
the fact that some of the 'active' burglar samples have included individuals who have had 
minimal or no contact with the criminal justice system. For example, 42% of the active 
residential burglars interviewed by Wright and Decker (1994) in StLouis, Missouri, had 
never been arrested for burglary, and another 33% had been arrested for burglary but 
never convicted. Similarly, six ofthe twenty-five (24%) young male burglars interviewed 
by Biron and Ladouceur (1991) in Montreal had never been in contact with police. 

139 



Despite this concern, it appears to be generally accepted that interviews with burglars on 
probation and prison can provide some very useful insights into burglary from the 
offender's perspective. 

Table 6.1 provides an overview of the various studies involving interviews with burglars 
which are discussed in this chapter. 

Table 6.1 Overview of studies involving interviews with burglars 

Author/s 
Bennett & Durie (1999) 

Bennett& Wright(1984) 

Biron & Ladouceur (1991) 

Cromwell eta! (1991) 

Forrester eta! (1988) 

Maguire & Bennett (1982) 

Nee & Taylor (1988) 

Palmer et al (2002) 

Rengert & Wasilchick (2000) 

Reppetto (1974) 

Schneider (2003) 

Stevenson & Forsythe (1998) 

Walsh (1980) 

Walsh (1986) 

Wiersma ( 1996) 

Wright & Decker (1994) 

Wright & Logie (1988) 

Sample Characteristics 
28 offenders with a recent burglary conviction (12 on probation and 
16 in prison) 

128 male burglars aged 16 years or over, either currently serving a 
sentence, or on probation, for a conviction of burglary. 

25 young burglars from middle-class and upper-middle class areas, 
aged 14-22 (majority under 18). 

30 active burglars 
• 27 male, 3 female 
• Aged 16-43 (mean age 25) 
• White, Hispanic and black 

76 convicted burglars on probation 
• 72 male, 4 female 
• 69 adults, 7 juveniles 

40 male imprisoned burglars, aged 18-44 

50 convicted residential burglars from three prisons 

86 male convicted burglars 
• 43 in custody, 43 subject to a community order 
• 89%white 
e Aged 17-42 (majority aged 21 years or less) 

31 imprisoned burglars 
• 23 white, 8 black 
• Aged 18-35 (majority aged 23 years or less) 

97 convicted male burglars in prison or on probation: 
• 54% white, 46% nonwhite 
• Median age 24 

50 adult male offenders currently under sentence for burglary 

267 imprisoned burglars 
• 147 adults (139 male, 8 female) 
• 120 juveniles (115 male, 5 female) 

27 imprisoned burglars 

45 imprisoned burglars aged 17-50 whose last conviction was for 
commercial burglary 

83 male commercial burglars (most in detention centres) aged 20-30 

I 05 currently active residential burglars: 
• 72 black, 31 white 
• 87 male, 18 female 
• 19 juveniles, 86 adults 

I 0 male juvenile offenders on remand with a prior conviction for 
residential burglary. 

Study Location 
Cambridge, UK 

UK 

Montreal, Canada 

Texas, US 

Rochdale, UK 

UK 

Republic oflreland 

Leicester, UK 

us 

Boston, US 

Shropshire, UK 

New South Wales, 
Australia 

UK 

UK 

The Netherlands 

St Louis, Missouri, 
us 

UK 
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The interesting thing about the literature on burglars is how similar the findings are 
across different countries in relation to key aspects such as motivation, target selection 
and burglars' opinions on the effectiveness of security measures. In theory this should 
mean that burglars are relatively predictable and easy to catch and/or deter. However, the 
nature of society today is such that many houses are unoccupied during the day leaving 
burglars relatively free to roam the streets looking for suitable targets without fear of 
being identified by neighbours or detected by the police (Rengert and Wasilchick, 2000, 
Mawby 2001a). Burglars also take precautions to avoid being caught, and are unlikely to 
be deterred when the potential reward from committing burglary usually far outweighs 
the risk of being caught. In many cases, dependence on illicit drugs and/or alcohol 
provides an added compulsion to commit burglary because it is simply not possible for 
some individuals to finance their habit via legitimate means (Rengert and Wasilchick, 
2000). 

In this chapter I will provide an overview of the literature on burglars, principally the 
findings gleaned from interview studies. I will cover areas such as burglars' motivation, 
burglary preferences, target selection, beliefs about the risk of being caught and 
sentenced, patterns of desistance and strategies to prevent recidivism. In the next chapter 
I will present the findings from the interviews with the sixty imprisoned burglars in 
Tasmania. 

6.2 PROFILE OF BURGLARS 

The research studies have varied in the extent to which they collect data on the 
characteristics of the burglars interviewed, but overall the profile of burglars appears to 
be reasonably consistent across different countries. There are some variations depending 
on the age and experience of the burglars in the sample, and whether they prefer to burgle 
residential or commercial premises. Also, the findings in relation to some characteristics 
(e.g. employment status, co-offending) are mixed. 

Age, gender and ethnicity 

Most of the research studies have involved interviews with adult male burglars, although 
some samples have included females (Wright and Decker 1994; Stevenson and Forsythe 
1998; Cromwell et al 1991). Also, a few studies have focused solely on juvenile or young 
adult burglars (Biron and Ladouceur 1991; Wright and Logie 1988), or at least included 
juveniles in the sample (Stevenson and Forsythe 1998, Wright and Decker 1994). 

In relation to ethnicity, as mentioned previously, most of the research with burglars has 
been conducted in the US and UK but some studies have been undertaken in other 
countries such as the Netherlands, Canada, Australia and Ireland. In addition to this, 
some of the US and UK samples have been mixed. In Wright and Decker's study, the 
majority ofthe offenders (69%) were black, and the rest were white. Cromwell et al's 
(1991) sample was evenly distributed among white, black and Hispanic burglars. Forty
five per cent of the burglars in Reppetto's (197 4) sample were non-white, 11% of the 
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burglars interviewed by Palmer et al (2002) were non-white and eight ofthe 31 burglars 
interviewed by Rengert and Wasilchick (2000) were black. 

Employment 

Mixed findings have been reported in relation to the employment status of burglars. Some 
researchers have found that burglars tend to be either unemployed or employed in low 
status, unskilled and poorly paid jobs. For example, more than half of the commercial 
burglars interviewed by Wiersma (1996) were unemployed at the time oftheir burglaries, 
and Reppetto (1974) found that nearly 80% of the convicted burglars he interviewed had 
never earned more than $200 a week in legitimate employment, 53% were unskilled and 
7% had never been employed. Similarly, in Wright and Decker's (1994) study only 
seventeen of the 95 offenders who said they committed burglaries to obtain money were 
employed, the majority (82%) were unemployed. 

By contrast, other researchers have found that many burglars have experienced full-time 
employment, often in the skilled trades such as the building industry. Seventy-four per 
cent of the imprisoned burglars interviewed by Nee and Taylor (1988) had been in full
time employment at some point in their life, and 58% said they had been involved in 
crime whilst employed. The majority of the imprisoned residential burglars interviewed 
by Walsh (1980) were employed at the time of their last offence. Eleven were employed 
in the skilled trades, particularly the building and construction industry, and the other 
major occupational category, in which six offenders were employed, was the hotel 
business. Similarly, over three-quarters ofthe commercial burglars interviewed by Walsh 
( 1986) were employed in the period prior to their last offence, with 24% working in the 
building industry 

Rengert and Wasilchick (2000) found that some ofthe burglars in their sample had 
actually quit their jobs in order to concentrate on burglary full-time. They observe that for 
some burglars working is not compatible with burglary, and time conflicts may force 
them to choose between the two. Also, not many jobs pay enough to finance a drug or 
gambling addiction. Some of the burglars indicated that they quit their jobs because they 
could make significantly more money committing burglaries that they could ever earn 
through legitimate employment. Burglary was also regarded as more interesting and 
challenging than everyday work. 

Offending history 

Some of the research studies have provided information about the offending history of 
the burglars interviewed including the number of burglaries they have committed in their 
lifetime, and the number oftimes they have been charged and/or convicted of burglary. 

The majority of the burglars interviewed by Bennett and Wright (1984) said they had 
committed more than fifty burglaries in their lifetime, and 54% of the 'active' burglars 
interviewed by Wright and Decker (1994) had committed fifty or more burglaries in their 
lifetime, with 42% stating they had committed at least 100 burglaries in their life. 
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In relation to contact with the criminal justice system, most of the burglars interviewed 
by Palmer et al (2002) had at least one previous prison sentence, and the mean number of 
prior convictions was 13.14. Among Stevenson and Forsythe's (1988) sample of 
imprisoned burglars, the median number of charges for burglary was four, and the overall 
median burglary rate was 8.7 per month. 

Initiation into crime 

The influence of peers is apparent in burglars' accounts of how they first became 
involved in committing crime. Walsh (1986) found that the most common way his 
commercial burglars said they became involved in burglary was to learn from other 
people already committing burglaries, like a form of apprenticeship, with 44% of the 
sample describing this type of initiation. Also, Biron and Ladouceur (1991) report that 
most of the young male burglars they interviewed were initiated into burglary by their 
cousins, by peers who would regard them as 'chickens' if they did not join in, or by 
friends who already had some experience. 

Co-offending 

Given the influence of peers in initiating crime, one might expect that burglars would be 
more likely to work in company rather than alone. However, the findings in relation to 
whether burglars generally work alone or in company with others are mixed. According 
to Mawby (2001a), much of the research on residential burglary has concluded that most 
burglars work alone. However, Wright and Decker (1994) found that 69% of the 85 
burglars they asked about co-offending said that they usually or always worked with 
others, and an additional 9% said they occasionally did so. Several offenders mentioned 
that they were becoming more reluctant to work with other people because they had been 
let down in the past by co-offenders. Reasons for working with others were both practical 
and psychological. Practical reasons included being able to locate and transport goods 
more quickly and/or have a lookout, thereby reducing the risk of detection. 
Psychologically, the presence of accomplices decreased the offenders' fear of arrest and 
increased their confidence. Similarly, while 38% of the burglars interviewed by Nee and 
Taylor (1988) worked alone for reasons of lucrativity and secrecy, the majority 
committed burglary in the company of one or more associates for reasons of physical 
help and surveillance. 

Some researchers have found that younger burglars are more likely to work with 
accomplices, whereas adult offenders tend to commit burglary on their own (Stevenson 
and Forsythe 1998; Repetto, 1974). With regard to commercial burglars, 44% ofthe 
burglars interviewed by Walsh (1986) said they usually worked alone out of preference, 
and 44% said they were willing to work with one or two others. By contrast, 70% of the 
commercial burglars in Wiersma's (1996) sample worked with two or more accomplices. 
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Specialisation in burglary 

The general view is that offenders who commit burglaries tend to commit other types of 
crime as well, rather than just specialising in burglary (Mawby, 2001). Wright and 
Decker (1995) found that most (79%) ofthe active burglars they interviewed committed 
other crimes as well as burglary, although some offenders did regard residential burglary 
as their 'main line' (Wright and Decker, 1995: 51). The authors report that nearly all of 
the offenders stuck to a limited number of crimes requiring limited skill such as 
shoplifting, car theft, street comer drug dealing and robbery. They also found that many 
of the offenders, as well as lacking the skill and opportunities to commit other crimes, 
also considered that certain crimes (e.g. robbery) were too risky or morally unacceptable. 

Walsh (1986) conducted interviews with forty-five imprisoned burglars in England 
whose last conviction was for breaking into commercial premises. Most of the offenders 
(84%) had been involved in many other crimes as well as burglary in their lifetime, and 
only 16% had committed burglary only. Twenty per cent ofthe offenders who had 
committed other crimes as well as burglary had convictions for robbery and assaults. 
Similarly, the commercial burglars interviewed by Wiersma (1996) had committed a 
number of other offences in addition to commercial burglary. More than half had 
committed residential burglaries, one-fifth had been involved in motor vehicle theft and a 
quarter had committed motor vehicle burglary. Most had also committed violent crimes, 
with about one-third having committed robbery, and 14% having been involved in 
attempted murder. 

Schneider (2003) conducted interviews with fifty prolific burglars within the Shrewsbury 
policing division of Shropshire in England and reports that that forty-five respondents 
(88%) admitted to stealing from shops. In fact, shoplifting was the main source of income 
for 40% of the sample. The burglars were all male, with an average age of22. Shoplifting 
apparently provided the burglars with the opportunity to earn extra money, and to obtain 
property that was not available during burglaries. Based on these findings, Schneider 
(2005) argues that the police should focus more attention on the detection of shoplifters 
because this might also increase their detections for burglary. 

Other characteristics 

Various other insights into the profile of burglars have been provided by research studies, 
including information about where burglars live and their level of education. The findings 
have varied from study to study. 

Ninety-five per cent ofthe burglars interviewed by Forrester et al (1988) in Rochdale in 
the UK lived in council housing. By contrast, all of the young adult burglars interviewed 
by Biron and Ladouceur (1991) were from middle-class and upper-class areas. Both 
groups committed their offences close to, or within, their neighbourhood. 

Forty per cent of the prolific burglars interviewed by Schneider (2003) lived with both 
parents, while 34% lived with their mothers only when growing up. The remaining six 
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per cent lived with their single fathers, were cared for by social services or had other 
living arrangements. Thirty-eight per cent of those who lived in single-parent households 
saw the other parent infrequently or never. 

In relation to education, most ofthe residential burglars interviewed by Walsh (1980) in 
England had been to secondary school, but the majority of the commercial burglars 
interviewed by Wiersma (1996) in the Netherlands had little or no schooling. 

6.3 MOTIVATION 

The main motivation for committing burglaries appears to be to obtain money, often to 
purchase drugs and/or alcohol (Nee and Taylor 1988; Cromwell et al 1991; Reppetto 
1974; Palmer et al 2002). Ninety per cent ofthe active burglars interviewed by Wright 
and Decker (1994) said they broke into houses primarily when they needed money. Many 
offenders said they committed burglaries for the sole purpose of acquiring money to 
purchase drugs. Similarly, Cromwell et al (1991) found that the primary motivation for 
offending among their sample of burglars (all drug users) was the need for money to 
purchase drugs and alcohol, or for 'partying'. As a secondary purpose, money was also 
required to maintain a certain lifestyle, and keep up with appearances. 

There is some, albeit limited, evidence that burglars commit crime in response to need as 
opposed to the pursuit of pleasurable activities such as gambling, drinking, drug-taking or 
entertainment. The majority of the burglars interviewed by Forrester et al (1988) linked 
their unemployment to the commission of burglary, with 41% of the sample stating that 
they owed money. Also, many ofthe burglars interviewed by Wright and Decker (1994) 
claimed they would not offend if they had enough cash to cover their expenses. 

Other motivations which have been mentioned include revenge and excitement. Some of 
Wright and Decker's (1994) active burglars said they occasionally committed a burglary 
to get back at someone, and 30% ofthe burglars interviewed by Cromwell et al (1991) 
said they had committed at least one burglary for revenge. In relation to excitement, 
while this is not usually cited as the primary motivation for committing burglary, it is 
often mentioned as a secondary motivation or reward associated with burglary. For 
example, sixteen of the burglars interviewed by Wright and Decker who committed 
burglaries for cash also said they found burglary 'exciting' or 'thrilling' (Wright and 
Decker, 1994: 58), and 39% ofthe commercial burglars interviewed by Wiersma (1996) 
said they committed burglaries partly for the thrill and excitement involved. Bennett and 
Wright (1984) report that only 14% of their burglars committed offences in response to 
expressive needs, such as feeling upset or depressed, being bored or for excitement. 
However, the authors point out that although only a few offenders mentioned expressive 
needs in the context of deciding to commit an offence, many more of them mentioned 
that committing burglary was exciting when asked about the rewards of burglary. 
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6.4 EXPENDITURE PATTERNS 

The findings in relation to the expenditure patterns of burglars shed further light on their 
motivation for offending, and once again, drugs, alcohol and entertainment feature 
prominently (Biron and Ladouceur 1991; Wright and Decker 1994; Cromwell et al 1991; 
Stevenson and Forsythe 1988; Wiersma 1996; Repetto 1974)). 

Wright and Decker (1994) found that 68 ofthe 95 offenders in their sample who 
committed burglaries to obtain money spent their burglary proceeds on various types of 
pleasure-seeking behaviour, often involving illicit drug use. Fifty-nine offenders 
specifically mentioned buying illicit drugs when talking about how they spent their 
burglary proceeds. Fourteen offenders said they used their burglary proceeds to purchase 
alcohol, and ten offenders used the money to 'pursue sexual conquests' either by flashing 
money around to attract women or paying a prostitute for sex (Wright and Decker, 1994: 
41). Forty-three offenders said they used the money to purchase various status items. The 
most popular status item was clothing, with thirty-nine offenders stating that they had 
purchased clothing from their burglary proceeds in order to project the right image on the 
street. The next most popular status items, mentioned by seven offenders, were cars and 
car accessories. As well as drugs and status items, fifty offenders claimed they spent 
some of their burglary proceeds on living expenses, with food, shelter and clothing for 
children the items most frequently mentioned. 

Similar findings in relation to burglars' expenditure patterns have been reported in other 
studies. Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) asked the imprisoned burglars they interviewed 
how the spent their income (most of which was derived from burglary proceeds) prior to 
their imprisonment. Eighty-three per cent reported spending their income on illicit drugs, 
48% reported spending on general living expenses (e.g. rent, food etc.), 47% reported 
spending on clothes and 7% reported spending on gambling. Juvenile respondents more 
frequently identified clothes as an expenditure item than adult respondents. Wiersma 
(1996) reports that among his sample of commercial burglars, most of the burglary 
proceeds were spent on drugs and alcohol and activity the burglars described as 'leading 
the luxury life' or 'partying' (Wiersma, 1996: 219). 

6.5 TEMPORAL AND SEASONAL PREFERENCES 

Researchers have found evidence of various temporal and seasonal preferences among 
burglars, including time of day, day of week and time of year preferences (Cromwell et al 
1991; Biron and Ladouceur 1991~ Nee and Taylor 1988; Palmer et al2002; Repetto 1974; 
Walsh 1980; Walsh 1986; Wiersma 1996). 

Cromwell et al (1991) found that most ofthe active residential burglars they interviewed 
preferred to commit their burglaries between 9am and 11 am and mid-afternoon. Most of 
the offenders organised their 'working' hours around school hours, i.e. when children 
were being dropped off and picked up from school. Burglaries were generally not 
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committed on Saturdays because people were usually home. Sunday morning, when 
people were at church, was considered the best time for weekend burglary. 

Nee and Taylor (1988) found various preferences among their Irish residential burglars 
for committing burglaries. Fifty per cent of the offenders preferred to work at night, 25% 
preferred daytime, and 26% worked at anytime. With regard to 'day of the week' 
preferences, 38% said they preferred weekdays, 14% preferred the weekend and 48% had 
no preferences. There was generally no preferred time of year, although 24% mentioned 
Christmas/Winter. 

Walsh (1980) discovered from his interviews with imprisoned residential burglars that in 
some cases time of day preferences varied according to the time of year, and the type of 
house the burglar was interested in. Burglaries committed at night can be earlier in the 
winter than in the summer because it is darker in winter. One burglar who described 
himself as a 'creeper' (he burgled houses when the occupants were at home) would only 
operate between 6pm-11pm during winter. Another offender would burgle semi-detached 
houses at night, but would only burgle detached houses during the day because he 
believed that the owners of detached houses were more likely to take care to lock up at 
night. Overall, thirteen ( 48%) of the burglars preferred to commit burglary during the 
evening and night-time, seven (26%) preferred the afternoon and seven (26%) preferred 
the morning. 

Not surprisingly, commercial burglars have expressed a preference for committing 
burglary at night. Among the commercial burglars interviewed by Walsh (1986), the most 
favoured time for committing burglary was between 8pm and 2am, whereas 6am to 2pm 
was the least favoured time. Similarly, Wiersma (1996) found that most of the burglaries 
committed by his sample of commercial burglars occurred in the evening or at night. 
Interestingly, the majority ofthe offenders did not have a preference for a specific season, 
month or week. 

6.6 TARGET SELECTION 

There are a number of aspects to consider in relation to target selection, such as why 
burglars prefer particular areas, how they select specific targets within those areas, the 
sorts of factors which influence their choice oftarget and the extent to which they plan 
their burglaries. Each of these aspects will be examined in turn. 

Choice of area 

Studies have revealed that residential burglars tend to commit their burglaries in fairly 
close proximity to where they live (Bennett and Durie 1999; Forrester et al 1998; Biron 
and Ladouceur 1991; Repetto 1974; Walsh 1986). Forrester et al (1998) report that 85% 
of the burglars they interviewed in Rochdale said that the distance they travelled from 
their home to the houses they burgled was five miles or less. When asked about a specific 
burglary, 77% of the burglars said they had walked to the house they burgled, and 25% 
knew the occupants. Similarly, Walsh (1980) found that most of the residential burglars 
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he interviewed lived two miles or less from the last house they had broken into, although 
some were prepared to travel up to forty miles to commit a burglary. None ofthe burglars 
reported using the bus, bicycles or motorbikes to travel to their burglary targets. Instead, 
nineteen (70%) of them travelled on foot, and eight regularly used a car or van. The 
offenders who travelled on foot believed they were less conspicuous and had more 
options in terms of escape routes (e.g. paddocks, alleys or the train). 

In relation to commercial burglars, Wiersma ( 1996) found that most of the burglars in his 
sample operated in their own town or the surrounding area. The most frequently used 
method of transport was a car or van. The vehicle used was often stolen, hired or a scrap 
car to reduce suspicion and make it difficult to trace via the registration number. 
Sometimes a car would be stolen from the company targeted in the burglary. 

Factors influencing the choice of area include the degree of familiarity the burglar has 
with the area, the type of property sought, the likely profitability ofthe burglary and the 
availability oftransport (Palmer et al2002; Maguire and Bennett 1982; Walsh 1986; 
Wright and Decker 1994). Maguire and Bennett (1982) found that most of the residential 
burglars they interviewed had preferences for particular kinds of area, which was to some 
extent related to habit and experience. The burglars felt more comfortable in familiar 
areas where they knew the layout of the streets or the general habits of the residents. The 
choice of area was also dependent on the type ofproperty sought by the burglars, which 
in tum depended on their ability to dispose of stolen goods. Offenders without reliable 
receivers would often concentrate on cash, and were generally attracted to working class 
areas. Council houses were particularly attractive targets because of their standard layout 
and the usual presence of pre-payment meters. The authors observe that only those 
offenders who claimed to avoid working class areas 'on principle', and those who were 
able to dispose of valuables such as silver and jewellery consistently targeted wealthier 
areas. By contrast, 88% of the burglars interviewed by Nee and Taylor (1988) restricted 
themselves to middle-class housing areas and wealthy residential areas. 

Bemasco and Nieuwbeerta (2005) used a new approach, known as the discrete spatial 
choice approach, to test a number ofhypotheses in relation to the target choice of 
residential burglars in the city of The Hague, the Netherlands. Data relating to 548 single
offender burglaries in the city ofthe Hague committed by burglars living in the city of the 
Hague, during the period 1996-2001 were analysed, and the effect of various measures of 
neighbourhood characteristics on the burglars' target choice was tested. The results 
revealed that a neighbourhood's likelihood of being selected for burglary was positively 
influenced by its ethnic heterogeneity (a measure of perceived lack of guardianship), its 
percentage of single-family dwellings (a measure of physical accessibility) and its 
proximity to where the offender lives. 

Selecting a specific target 

For many burglars, the selection of a specific target to burgle is often preceded by some 
kind of searching (Bennett and Wright 1984; Nee and Taylor 1988; Wright and Decker 
1994). Nee and Taylor (1988) report that 76% of the burglars they interviewed fell into 
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the 'searcher' category. Bennett and Wright (1984) describe three different types of search 
patterns among the 44% of offenders in their sample who would generally search for a 
target after deciding to commit an offence. Just over a third of these offenders would 
travel to a particular area containing the kind of targets that were likely to be suitable, 
which usually meant travelling to wealthy areas. They would then select a suitable target 
from within that area. Another type of search involved looking for a suitable target from 
wherever the offender happened to be in at the time the decision to commit a burglary 
was made. Although these offenders were less discriminating in terms of the type of area 
selected, they would still make a thorough assessment of any potential targets. The third 
type of search, used by just under one quarter of the offenders who were searchers, 
involved a fairly casual approach where virtually any target would do. The authors 
observe that they gained the impression that offenders who searched for their targets had 
a large number of properties to choose from and the final selection was random, provided 
the offender's selection criteria were met. 

While many burglars engage in some form of searching to identify a suitable target, some 
burglars select particular targets using other methods, such as 'inside information' (Wright 
and Decker 1994; Cromwell et al 1991). Cromwell et al (1991) observe that professional 
burglars often work with "inside men" who can provide them with information about 
potential targets, such as the property it contains, when the owner will be away and 
weaknesses in the security of the premises. They found that burglars obtained inside 
information about the movements of residents from people working as maids and 
gardeners who would casually discuss their employment in the offender's presence 
without realising they were actually helping a burglar. They also report that burglars will 
often make contact with people employed in service jobs (e.g. deliverymen, carpet 
cleaners, plumbers) in order to obtain inside information, and that fences may be able to 
provide information about potential targets, given that many work in legitimate 
occupations and may have knowledge of valuable property from their business or social 
relationships. 

Similar methods are used by commercial burglars. More than 80% of the commercial 
burglars interviewed by Wiersma (1996) collected advance information on a company 
before burgling it. In many cases (56%) the information was obtained from an employee 
of the company. Walsh also observes that burglars are provided with information by 
'leakmen' (Walsh, 1986: 54) who work for organisations and disclose information (often 
inadvertently) when socialising with burglars. 

In addition to 'inside information' and searching, burglars have mentioned other ways of 
selecting particular targets. Some of the middle-class young male burglars interviewed by 
Biron and Ladouceur (1991) identified potential sites by looking in private school 
directories for telephone numbers and addresses. They would even go as far as contacting 
the business offices of professionals such as doctors and lawyers to find out when they 
would be on holidays. Other burglars would encourage a girlfriend to baby-sit so that she 
could check out the valuable items in the house while looking after the children. More 
than one in five of the burglars interviewed by Wright and Decker (1994) typically chose 
to burgle the houses of people known to them. Only a few ofthese offenders said they 
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burgled the houses of friends or relatives. Most would target the houses of casual 
acquaintances, some ofwhom were drug dealers. Also, some offenders actually 
established relationships with people in order to burgle their houses. 

Planning 

A distinction is made in the literature between burglaries which are planned and those 
which are opportunistic. Bennett and Wright (1984) define opportunistic burglaries as 
those where the burglar makes an 'on the spot' decision to commit a burglary upon 
discovering a suitable target by chance rather than as a result of searching. Most 
researchers suggest that burglaries involve at least some degree of planning, and that 
relatively few are opportunistic (Mawby 2001a). 

Approximately three-quarters of the offenders interviewed by Repetto (1974) said they 
engaged in some kind of planning, with the older burglars in the sample tending to do 
more planning, while the drug addicts and younger burglars tended to do less planning. 
Nee and Taylor (1988) report that 14% of the burglars they interviewed were 'planners' in 
the sense that they planned the burglary of a particular house over a period oftime, and 
watched the mobility patterns on the occupants. These offenders burgled less frequently 
and tended to be more successful. Ten per cent were classified as 'opportunists' as their 
decision to commit burglary was usually spontaneous. The remaining 76% were 
considered to fall into the 'searcher' category as the decision to offend was made away 
from the scene ofthe actual burglary. 

Bennett and Wright (1984) differentiate between two types of planned offence. In the 
first type, described by 17% ofthe offenders they interviewed, there is no time-gap 
between the decision to offend and the selection of a target. In the second type, described 
by 42% ofthe offenders, there is a time-gap between the decision to commit burglary and 
the selection of a target, such as when an offender discovers a suitable target and decides 
to burgle it but delays the commission of the crime until later. About half of the offenders 
who engaged in some form of planning said they usually visited the target before 
committing the burglary, which often involved checking for the easiest entry point and 
whether there was a burglar alarm installed. A large number of offenders engaged in 
more sophisticated planning. For example, offenders intending to burgle clubs and pubs 
often entered the premises as a customer to get a better look at it, and one offender 
described how he gathered information about potential targets via newspapers and 
magazines such as Fox and Hound and Country Life. 

Factors influencing target choice 

Several researchers have explored the extent to which different factors influence burglars 
when they are selecting particular targets (Cromwell et al1991; Palmer et al2002; 
Wiersma 1996; Reppetto 1974). Reppetto (1974) found that the types of information 
convicted burglars said they would want to know when determining the suitability of a 
target were, in order: whether the residence was occupied (70%), whether there was a 
burglar alarm (36%), whether there were valuables available to steal (34%), the 
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availability of escape routes (20%), the location of entrances (15%), and the frequency of 
police or security patrols (14%). 

Cromwell et al (1991) suggest that burglars consider three types of risk cues during the 
target selection process: 

• surveillability- how visible the house is to neighbours and people passing by. 
Cues include the extent of cover provided by landscaping, the location of 
windows relative to the neighbours, and whether there is a fence; 

• occupancy - whether the house is occupied. Cues include car in the driveway 
and light on or noise coming from the house; and 

• accessibility -how easy it is to gain entry to the premises. Cues include 
security measures and type ofwindows. 

The authors found that most of the burglars in their study assessed surveillability cues 
first, occupancy cues second and accessibility cues last. 

Other studies have reported mixed findings in relation to the relative importance of these 
risk cues (Mawby, 2001a). For example, Wright and Logie (1988) report that among the 
juvenile burglars they interviewed, target choice was typically influenced by the presence 
of cover (surveillability), cars (occupancy) and dogs or alarms (occupancy 'proxies'). 
Accessibility did not appear to be particularly important as locks were not a major 
deterrent to the burglars. 

Some researchers have used techniques such as photos or slides of different types of 
houses to explore burglars' preferences (e.g. see Bennett and Wright 1984; Repetto 1974). 
A slightly different method was used by Walsh (1980), who presented his residential 
burglars with a model of an estate with twenty-five miniature wooden houses 
representing different types of housing and asked the offenders which houses they would 
prefer to burgle. He found that semi-detached and detached houses were equally popular, 
with terraced houses the only type of house which was not generally popular with 
burglars. In the event that completely separate, well spaced-out detached houses were 
unavailable, the burglars preferred end-of-row houses to those in the middle. Also, 
houses with landscaping such as trees, bushes and hedges providing cover were 
preferable to those without such cover. 

In relation to non-residential premises, Wiersma ( 1996) found that approximately 61% of 
his commercial burglars said that the location of the company was a decisive factor. For 
51% of the offenders, the likely gain was the most important consideration, and 44% of 
the offenders said that the presence of an alarm was an influential factor when selecting a 
target. The majority of the offenders preferred buildings on a business estate, or at least 
the absence of any residences nearby. A minority of the offenders said there was a 
subjective element to their decision about whether or not to burgle a particular target at a 
particular time (e.g. whether it felt right). 
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Occupancy 

Most of the studies involving interviews with residential burglars have explored the 
extent to which burglars are deterred by signs of occupancy and the methods they use to 
determine whether a house is occupied. Several researchers have reported that around 
90% ofthe burglars they interviewed said they would avoid burgling a house that was 
occupied (see Wright and Decker, 1994; Bennett and Wright, 1984; Cromwell et al, 
1991). 

In Wright and Decker's (1994) study, almost 9 out of 10 burglars asked about their 
willingness to burgle occupied dwellings said they always avoiding breaking into a 
dwelling when they knew or suspected someone was home. Even if the offenders were 
almost certain that a house was not occupied, the vast majority of them would carry out a 
last-minute check to make certain this was the case. While some offenders telephoned 
residences to determine whether the occupants were home, the most common way of 
checking for occupancy was to knock on the door or ring the doorbell. This also enabled 
the offenders to check for the presence of dogs. If the occupants answered the door, most 
offenders would pretend to be looking for a friend's house and claim to be confused about 
the exact address. 

While most burglars appear to be deterred by occupancy, some actually prefer their 
targets to be occupied, or are only conditionally deterred by occupancy (Bennett and 
Wright 1984; Nee and Taylor 1988, Wright and Decker 1994). Eight of the offenders 
interviewed by Bennett and Wright (1984) were not deterred by occupancy. Two ofthese 
were 'sneak thieves' who usually entered workplaces during opening hours to steal 
property, two said it was more fun to burgle occupied targets and four were not 
concerned about occupancy because they could always run if discovered. Twenty-three 
offenders who usually committed their burglaries at night said that whether or not 
occupancy deterred them depended on the circumstances, and for nearly all of these 
offenders the pre-condition to be satisfied was that the residents had to be in bed asleep. 
Similarly, 12% ofNee and Taylor's (1988) offenders actually preferred a residence to be 
occupied, provided the occupants were asleep, as there were usually more valuables such 
as cash, jewellery and cheque books available if the occupants were home. 

Key signs of occupancy mentioned by burglars include whether there is a light on in the 
house or a vehicle parked close by (Bennett and Wright, 1984), closed windows and air 
conditioners turned off on a hot day (Rengert and Wasilchick (2000), the presence of 
newspapers outside the front door and uncollected mail (Repetto, 1974), and the position 
of the curtains or lights on inside the house (Walsh, 1980). 

Checking for occupancy by ringing the doorbell or knocking on the door appears to be a 
fairly common technique used by burglars (e.g. see Forrester et al1988; Cromwell et al 
1991; Wright and Decker 1994; Palmer et al2002, Walsh 1980). Other ways of making 
sure a house is unoccupied include asking friends or getting tips (Repetto 1974), and 
relying on advance knowledge that the house is empty or watching the house to make 
sure (Walsh 1980). 
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6.7 METHOD OF ENTRY 

In several studies where burglars have discussed methods of gaining access to a target, 
entry via a ground floor window has been identified as one of the best options (Nee and 
Taylor 1988; Palmer et al 2002; Walsh 1980). The main method of entry used by the 
convicted Rochdale burglars interviewed by Forrester et al (1988) was to force a window 
or door, although 21% gained access because the residence was insecure. Entry via a 
sliding glass patio door was a popular method of entry identified by the burglars 
interviewed by Cromwell et al (1991). Other methods included: prying open or kicking in 
a rear door; twisting the front door knob off with pliers; accessing the garage via an open 
door and then forcing an internal door; removing or smashing a window pane and 
climbing in; crawling through pet doors and removing a skylight or air conditioning unit 
and entering via the opening. The authors observe that some offenders would kick down 
doors or smash windows with little concern for noise, and that these individuals were 
usually either desperate for, or high on, drugs or were the least experienced and unskilled 
burglars. 

The burglars interviewed by Palmer et al (2002) were presented with various ways of 
gaining entry to a house and asked to rate each one according to how likely they would 
be to use that particular method of entry. The best option for gaining entry, identified by 
53% of the offenders was a ground floor window, followed by the back door which was 
nominated by 43% of the offenders. The least liked options were: pretend to be an official 
(58%), upstairs window (38%), front door (38%) and ground floor front window (29%). 

The methods of entry used by commercial burglars appear to be similar to those used by 
residential burglars, although commercial burglars are more likely to mention gaining 
access via the roof. About 12% of Wiersma's commercial burglars preferred to gain entry 
by the roof, but the methods of entry used most often were breaking, forcing, smashing or 
kicking down windows or doors. Among the commercial burglars interviewed by Walsh 
( 1984 ), the most popular method of gaining entry among was via a ground floor window 
(51%), followed by a ground floor door (27%), with only 13% using windows higher up 
the building or the roof. The reasons cited for preferring particular methods of entry were 
that they were believed to be the easiest or the quietest. 

The most common types of housebreaking tools used by burglars appear to be 
screwdrivers and crowbars (Repetto 1974; Walsh 1980; Wiersma 1996). Among the 
residential burglars interviewed by Walsh (1980), the general preference was to avoid 
carrying any housebreaking tools because they might incriminate them if they were 
searched before or after the burglary. In some cases the offenders would use tools found 
near, or at, the house to break in with and then discard them later. The screwdriver was a 
popular choice among those who did carry tools because it was possible to argue it was 
merely an ordinary tool if they were searched. Only two offenders carried glass cutters, 
and three carried jemmies or small bars. 
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6.8 THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SECURITY MEASURES 

The findings in relation to burglars' views on the effectiveness of security measures are 
fairly consistent, with security alarms and dogs generally seen to be more effective than 
locks (Bennett and Wright 1984; Maguire and Bennett 1982; Nee and Taylor 1988; 
Wright and Logie 1988). 

Bennett and Wright (1984) report that just under half of the burglars they interviewed 
said the presence of a security alarm was a deterrent, in most cases because they did not 
know anything about alarms. An additional 25% said that whether or not an alarm 
deten·ed them depended on the circumstances, such as whether or not they could bypass 
the alarm by gaining entry another way, whether they could disable the alarm and 
whether there was something in the house that they really wanted. The ability to disable 
an alarm depended on either the quality of the alarm, or the offender' s experience with a 
particular type of alarm. The vast majority of the burglars said that they would not be 
deterred by the presence of locks, either because they could overcome the locks, or just 
bypass them and find an alternative means of entry ( eg. by breaking a window). Nearly 
two-thirds said they would avoid selecting a target where they knew or suspected there 
was a dog because the dog might bark and alert the neighbours, attack the offender, or be 
harmed by the offender. About a fifth of the offenders said that whether or not they were 
deterred by a dog depended on the type of dog. Nearly half of these offenders identified 
certain breeds they were deterred by, such as Dobermans, German Shepherds and Collies, 
while the rest spoke in general terms about 'large dogs' and 'yappy dogs' (Bennett and 
Wright, 1984: 85). The offenders who were not deterred by dogs said they could either 
keep the dogs quiet by killing, feeding or stroking them, or that dogs would generally 
ignore them if not scared. 

Reppetto (1974) asked the burglars he interviewed what precautions they would 
recommend to prevent burglary, and the most frequently mentioned precaution was 
strong locks. However, when the burglars were asked whether strong locks would deter 
them personally from entering a residence only 5% said they would be deterred, 33% said 
they might and 63% said locks would have no effect. Repetto suggests that personal 
bravado may have prejudiced the burglars' responses to the questions about which 
security measures would deter them. The burglars were also required to complete a skills 
test in conjunction with the interview which involved them demonstrating their methods 
of attack on doors, windows and locks which were specially constructed for the study. 
Reppetto observes that most of the otienders demonstrated very little sophistication in the 
way they tackled the various door:s and locks. 

With regard to the most effective security measures to prevent commercial burglary, 
Wiersma (1996) found that more than 80% of the commercial burglars he interviewed 
could easily overcome extra locks and bolts, and roll-down shutters failed to deter 59%. 
Fifty-three per cent of the burglars were deterred by the presence of a dog, and 32% were 
deterred by cameras. The offenders distinguished between audible and silent security 
alarms. Only 40% were deterred by audible alarms, and several mentioned ways of 
dealing with them such as: activating the alarm several times to convince the police it 
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was a false alarm, and putting foam inside the alarm. Slightly more offenders (50%) said 
they would not burgle a target with a silent alarm, but ways round silent alarms were also 
identified such as cutting the phone lines or turning the power off. Finally, 60% of the 
offenders said they would be deterred by the presence of security guards inside the 
premises, but mobile guards making rounds during the night were considered to be much 
less effective and would fail to deter 74% of the offenders. 

6.9 GETTING CAUGHT AND SENTENCED 

Given that most of the time the odds of avoiding detection are in the burglar's favour, it is 
interesting to explore the ways in which they do get caught, the strategies they used to 
avoid detection and whether they actually worry about being caught and sentenced. 

How burglars get caught 

Rengert and Wasilchick (2000) asked their sample of imprisoned burglars how they got 
caught, and found that the burglars had either done something stupid or encountered 
some bad luck during the course of a burglary. Burglars who were apprehended as a 
result of their own stupidity often failed to think through the burglary and had not 
recognised a problem they should have been able to foresee. Also included in this 
category were failed burglaries where the offender was under the influence of drugs or 
alcohol to the extent that he was incapable of planning and executing a proper burglary. I 
Some of the burglars had been apprehended due to bad luck with a motor vehicle. For 

! II example, one offender ended up with a flat tyre after committing a burglary and was 
offered assistance by a highway patrolman who became suspicious when the offender 
refused to open the boot to obtain the spare tyre because that was where the stolen goods 
were located. Only one burglar was apprehended as a result of a 'sting' operation, and 
none were apprehended due to 'neighbourhood watch'. Also, only one of the burglars had 
ever been identified as a result of fingerprint identification. The authors point out that a 
well-planned burglary is very difficult to stop, particularly in suburban communities 
which are mostly empty during the day when people are at work. 

A voiding detection 

Burglars are only likely to be caught if they are found at or near the scene of the burglary, 
observed by the victim or a witness, informed on, encounter bad luck or make a mistake 
such as leaving a fingerprint or DNA, or retain property for too long in their possession. 

There is evidence to suggest that burglars take various precautions to avoid being caught. 
For example, a number of the burglars interviewed by Wright and Decker (1994) said 
they would disguise themselves as people having a legitimate reason for approaching a 
dwelling, such as delivery persons, removalists, house builders or painters. Other burglars 
would approach their targets at night or during bad weather, thereby avoiding the need to 
appear legitimate. Almost all of these burglars would wear dark clothing in order to blend 
in with the surroundings and reduce the likelihood of detection. 
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Wiersma (1996) found that his commercial burglars were generally careful about leaving 
clues and would take precautions such as wearing gloves and over-sized shoes. One of 
the offenders mentioned the need to avoid leaving a mess to ensure that the premises 
would remain open and the burglary would go unnoticed so that the premises could be 
easily burgled again. 

In their study ofthe NSW stolen goods market, Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) asked 
imprisoned burglars how they avoided being detected by police when disposing of stolen 
goods via various avenues (e.g. drug dealers, legitimate businesses, fences). Apart from 
disposing of property quickly, a common strategy for avoiding detection was to only deal 
with people they knew and trusted. Other methods used to avoid detection included 
avoiding being seen, avoiding leaving fingerprints, concealing the stolen goods and using 
fake identification. 

Worrying about being caught and sentenced 

The extent to which burglars worry about being caught and sentenced has been explored 
in several studies (e.g. Bennett and Wright 1984; Forrester et al 1988; Nee and Taylor 
1988; Stevenson and Forsythe 1998), and this has also provided some insight into the 
effectiveness of prison as a deterrent. Overall, the findings seem to suggest that most 
burglars do not think about getting caught, or if they do think about being caught they 
rate the risk of detection as low, which is probably a fairly accurate assessment. 

Only 13% of the burglars interviewed by Bennett and Wright (1984) believed that there 
was some chance or a certain chance that they would be caught during their last period of 
offending. Thirty-seven per cent believed they had no chance of getting caught, with half 
of these offenders attributing this belief to confidence in their ability to avoid detection. 
Twelve per cent of the burglars interviewed by Nee and Taylor (1988) said they were 
very worried about the prospect of getting caught at the point of entering a target, 26% 
were only slightly worried, 40% did not consider it at all and 22% said the risk of getting 
caught added excitement and challenge to the burglary. Nee and Taylor also explored the 
deterrent effect of prison, with 94% ofthe offenders describing prison life as tolerable, 
and 4% describing one of the prisons as enjoyable. While only 12% ofthe sample felt 
that a prison sentence was a deterrent to their offending behaviour, 16% felt that it had 
some effect when sentences increased with repeated crimes and offenders had greater 
responsibilities on the outside, such as a family. The remainder of the sample either 
regarded prison as an occupational hazard (36%), as increasing their motivation to 
commit crime through learning skills or the desire for revenge (22% ), or as a deterrent 
only for as long as the offender remained in prison (14%). 

Surprisingly, six of the burglars interviewed by Bennett and Wright (1984) said they 
welcomed the prospect of being caught and sentenced because they looked forward to 
going to prison as this would relieve them of some of the anxieties they were 
experiencing on the outside which in some cases directly resulted from their life of crime. 
Walsh (1986) also observes that imprisonment can provide burglars with the opportunity 
to rest and recuperate away from the normal stresses associated with a criminal lifestyle, 
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and he suggests that this might explain why for many offenders prison is not as painful as 
the general community might think. 

Burglars' views on prison may vary according to their age and the timing of the 
interview. As revealed later in the chapter, there is some evidence to suggest that as 
burglars become older, they become more concerned about the prospect of imprisonment. 
It is also possible that burglars interviewed at the beginning of their sentence will have 
different views to those interviewed at the end of a lengthy sentence. The findings in 
relation to burglars' views on prison also need to be viewed in the context of other 
research which suggests that the prison environment is detrimental to the physical and 
emotional health of prisoners, and that imprisonment also has a significant negative 
impact on the families of prisoners (White and Perrone, 2005). 

6.10 TECHNIQUES OF NEUTRALISATION 

The previous section addressed the question of whether burglars think about being caught 
and sentenced. A closely related issue is whether burglars experience feelings of guilt or 
fear associated with the commission of a burglary, and the extent to which they rely on 
neutralisation techniques (Sykes and Matza 1957) to assuage those feelings of guilt or 
fear. 

Tunnell (1992) states that during the course ofhis research with repeat property offenders 
in prison he realised that the offenders often decided to commit crime aided by one or 
more neutralisation techniques which they used consciously or subconsciously. The 
neutralisation techniques were not necessarily used to neutralise guilt, but rather the 
offenders used them to allay their fears when making decisions to commit crime. He 
identifies four techniques of neutralisation used to various degrees by the offenders in his 
sample. The most commonly used technique of neutralisation was drugs and alcohol, 
with the majority of offenders who used this technique deciding to commit the crime first 
and then taking drugs or using alcohol for courage to proceed with the crime. The 
majority of the offenders (68%) claimed that they always needed the help of drugs or 
alcohol before committing their crimes. The second technique of neutralisation, used by 
28% ofthe sample, was to talk to other criminals about the logistics of the crime being 
contemplated or about previous successful crimes. The third technique of neutralisation, 
which 90% of the offenders had experienced, was the influence or encouragement of an 
older criminal who facilitated the decision to commit crime. Finally, the fourth technique 
of neutralisation, used by 63% ofthe sample, was to simply banish all thoughts of 
negative consequences from their mind. Tunnell concludes that the offenders knew that 
their criminal actions were wrong, but either rationalised their feelings on the basis of 
desire or necessity, or just put the thought of any wrongdoing out of their mind. 

Interviews with burglars have revealed similar findings in relation to the use of drugs and 
alcohol to facilitate crime. Cromwell et al (1991) report that over half of the active 
burglars they interviewed drank alcohol or used drugs to overcome the fear associated 
with entering a target. Many of the offenders said they would not have been able to go 
through with the burglary without drugs or alcohol. They also believed that without a 
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calming drug they tended to overlook risk cues and items hidden in the house. Similarly, 
Wiersma (1996) found that about half of the commercial burglars in his sample said that 
they were usually under the influence of drugs and alcohol when committing burglary. 
While the majority of those committing burglaries under the influence were addicted to 
drugs, some ofthe offenders used drugs as a way of making the burglary easier (e.g. by 
increasing their confidence or making them less scared). 

In addition to their use prior to the commission of a crime, techniques of neutralisation 
can also be used by an offender to justify or excuse his/her behaviour and counteract any 
feelings of guilt experienced after the event (Sykes and Matza 1957). There is evidence to 
suggest that some burglars do experience feelings of guilt and/or are aware that what they 
are doing is wrong. Maguire and Bennett (1982) suggest that burglars go to some lengths 
to try and neutralise the fact that they are stealing from people, and to present it as a 
necessary evil. They point out that nearly all of the burglars they interviewed claimed that 
they were as trustworthy as the next person in everyday life, and that they would not steal 
from their friends or vulnerable members of society such as the elderly. Many others also 
asserted that they only stole from people who could afford it. Walsh (1980) found that 
very few of the imprisoned residential burglars he interviewed tried to justifY their 
actions in any way. One offender who did try to explain his actions said that he knew the 
difference between right and wrong, and targeted rich people covered by insurance. 
Another offender said that after committing a burglary he looked 'at the reports in the 
paper .. the majority of people claim and extra third on the insurance .. .! feel that I am 
doing them a favour.' (Walsh 1980: 60). 

In his interviews with commercial burglars, Walsh (1986) explored their attitudes to 
victims by asking them whether they agreed or disagreed with a range of statements 
about victims. Sixty-nine percent of the burglars agreed that 'victims are an unknown 
factor', 20% agreed that 'victims get it all back on the insurance, so it does not matter', 
27% agreed that 'victims are very rich', 47% agreed that 'victims are stupid people who 
leave windows open', 62% agreed that 'victims are unlucky', and 69% agreed that 'victims 
are ordinary people- it might be me or you'. Walsh concluded that burglars are aware that 
they are causing harm to people similar to themselves which leaves them with a 'moral 
crevasse to be bridged' (Walsh, 1986: 35). He suggests that the offenders usually 
overcome the morality problem by focusing on the last target, the intensity of their need 
and the surplus wealth they believed the victim possessed at the time of target selection. 
He also suggests that it is relatively easy for the offenders to justify their crimes, 
particularly if they do not know very much about their victims, which is usually the case. 

6.11 TYPOLOGIES OF BURGLARS 

While the demographic profile of burglars is reasonably consistent across different 
studies, burglars are clearly not all the same in terms of their level of experience and 
professionalism, motivation and burglary preferences. Some burglars prefer houses, while 
others prefer businesses. While most residential burglars avoid breaking into houses 
which are occupied, some prefer to burgle houses when the residents are home. Burglars 
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also vary according to the type of property they steal and how they dispose of it, and the 
extent to which they plan their burglaries. 

Some researchers have developed typologies ofburglars. Cornwell et al (1991) 
distinguish between three types of burglars: the novice, the journeyman and the 
professional burglar. Novice burglars are those at the beginning of their career, who often 
learn from older, experienced burglars in their neighbourhood. Journeymen are 
experienced, reliable burglars who prefer to search out or create opportunities for 
burglary and have established contacts for disposing of stolen property. Professional 
burglars are the 'elite of the burglary world' (Cromwell et al, 1991: 51), who have 
technical skills, organisational abilities and status among their peers, fences and law 
enforcement personnel which sets them apart from other burglars. Their burglaries are 
generally planned and their contacts for disposing of stolen goods are excellent. 

Reppetto (197 4) classified the burglars he interviewed into seven types: the juvenile 
offender, the 18-25 year old offender, the older offender (aged 25 or older), the white 
offender, the black offender, the drug user and the non-drug user. He provides a typical 
profile of each type of offender, distinguishing between them on the basis of 
characteristics such as their level of skill and planning, whether they offended alone or 
with others, their education and employment history, their drug usage, the extent to which 
they were likely to be deterred by security devices, the type of area they targeted (e.g. 
local neighbourhood or further afield) and their method of stolen goods disposal. 

Merry and Harsent (2000) discuss whether the common understanding of residential 
burglary as a property crime should be extended to incorporate an interpersonal 
dimension given the psychological impact on the victim. They point out that Walsh 
(1980) was the first to assert that some burglars may be motivated by expressive needs 
such as abuse of a victim's home rather than, or in addition to, material gain. They extend 
Walsh's proposition further by suggesting that there is an interpersonal element to all 
residential burglars. On the basis of an analysis of crime scene behaviours, they classify 
residential burglars according to four types depending on motivation (instrumental or 
expressive), attitude towards the victim and level of skill or craft: 

• Intruders (explicitly interpersonal and low craft): the offender is motivated by 
a desire to intrude and violate another person's house rather than to steal items, 
uses the household facilities (e.g. kitchen, toilet) and causes malicious damage. 
The potential for an encounter with the victim is high. The offender is 
forensically careless, does not engage in searching and exhibits power, 
hostility, revenge and excitement; 

• Pilferers (implicitly interpersonal and low craft): the offender steals portable 
and impersonal items such as cash and children's property and does not cause 
much disturbance. The victim has no relevance other than as the owner of 
attractive and available property. This is the least impacting style of burglary, 
and the offender expresses low levels of dominance and hostility but there is a · 
suggestion of curiosity and excitement; 
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e Raiders (implicitly interpersonal and high craft): involves instrumental 
intrusion and theft, and items stolen include watches, clocks, antiques and 
cameras. There are no actions extraneous to the theft and this offender is the 
most respectful towards the victim who is regarded as the keeper of things the 
offender desires. The offender exhibits a higher level of power or dominance 
and less hostility; 

o Invaders (explicitly interpersonal and high craft): the behaviour of the offender 
has both expressive and instrumental dimensions. Involves disturbance to the 
home such as ransacking and the drawing of curtains, and the theft of 
sentimental items such as jewellery. There is evidence of power, hostility, 
revenge and excitement. 

Merry and Harsent's proposition that there is an interpersonal dimension inherent in every 
house burglary is contentious given that interviews with burglars suggest that their main 
motivation is to obtain money, the majority avoid burgling occupied houses and most do 
not know their victims. As the authors recognise, their proposition needs further 
investigation, particularly in relation to the influence of drugs/alcohol and co-offenders 
on a burglar's motivation and crime-scene behaviour. 

In relation to the type ofpropetiy stolen, as it stands MetTy and Harsent's typology does 
not take into account the role of fences and/or the market generally in determining which 
items burglars are likely to steal. For example, there are good economic reasons why 
burglars would steal jewellery (e.g. high value, low weight) quite apart from its likely 
sentimental value to the owner. 

Also, burglars may simply use household facilities at the scene out of need rather than 
any malicious intent towards the victim. A number of the burglars interviewed by Wright 
and Decker (1994) said they sometimes urinated or defecated inside their targets and 
attributed their need for doing so to the emotional pressures associated with offending. 
Most used the toilet but avoided flushing it as the noise might attract attention, and a 
couple used other rooms to avoid being trapped in a confined space with only one exit. 

6.12 ARE BURGLARS RATIONAL DECISION-MAKERS? 

The rational choice perspective assumes that offenders commit crime in order to benefit 
themselves, and that this involves the making of decisions and choices with a degree of 
rationality, although the offender's rationality may be subject to potential constraints in 
terms oftime, ability and the availability of relevant information (Cornish and Clarke 
1986). Rational choice theory involves a crime-specific focus, and distinguishes between 
criminal involvement (the processes by which individuals choose to first become 
involved in particular types of crime and then choose to continue or desist) and criminal 
events, i.e. the commission of a specific crime (Cornish and Clarke, 1986). 

Many ofthe studies involving interviews with burglars have been concerned with trying 
to determine the extent to which burglars are rational decision-makers who weigh up the 
risks and rewards associated with burglary. Most researchers appear to favour a model of 
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limited rationality. Bennett and Wright (1984) observe that while their findings support 
the view that burglars choose to offend, the extent to which the offenders' decision
making could be regarded as rational was much less clear. They concluded that the 
concept of limited rationality more closely matched the decision-making process 
described by the burglars in their study. Thus, offenders do not weigh up all the relevant 
factors every time they commit a burglary and may allow other factors which are 
unrelated to the immediate decision (e.g. moods, feelings, moral judgements, alcohol or 
drug intoxication and the influence of others) to influence them when contemplating a 
burglary (Bennett and Wright, 1984). 

Cromwell et al (1991) also concluded that a completely rational model of decision 
making in residential burglary was not supportable, and that their study supported a 
limited rationality model, specifically Cohen and Felson's (1979) concept of "routine 
activities". They observe that when questioned as to how a particular residence was 
selected as a burglary target, the burglars they interviewed provided responses which 
were often consistent with routine activity theory. Thus, targets were selected by the 
burglars on their way to work or other activities and particular areas were targeted 
because the residents would be at work or taking their children to school. Cromwell, 
Olsen and A vary concluded that burglars are less rational and more opportunistic than 
suggested by previous research, and that most burglaries do not result from careful 
planning or the use of sophisticated techniques. 

Wiersma (1996) concludes that commercial burglars are, at least to some extent, 
reasoning decision-makers as they make several calculations and decisions before and 
during a burglary, and are not deterred by security measures. However, he observes that 
elements of the decision-making by the burglars he interviewed were not rational, 
including the way they spent their burglary proceeds (most of the proceeds were spent on 
drugs and alcohol and partying). He considered that approximately 80% of the burglars 
he interviewed could be characterised as what Bennett and Wright (1984) called 'limited 
reasoning decision makers'. 

6.13 DESISTANCE FROM CRIME 

Some burglars desist from crime altogether or may switch their focus to other crimes 
during the course of their criminal careers (Cromwell et al, 1991 ). Laub and Sampson 
(2001) conducted a comprehensive review of the literature on desistance from crime and 
concluded that desistance stems from a variety of complex processes (developmental, 
psychological and social), and that the key elements seem to be ageing, a good marriage, 
obtaining stable employment and making the decision to 'go straight' (Laub and Sampson, 
2001: 3). They also suggest that the processes associated with desistance from crime are 
similar to those associated with desistance from other forms of problem behaviour such 
as drug and alcohol abuse. 

Cromwell et al (1991) found that among their sample of burglars, the decision to desist 
from committing burglary often appeared to result from a reappraisal of the costs and 
benefits of a criminal lifestyle which commenced around the late 20s and early 30s. The 
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decision to desist from crime or switch to another type of crime appeared to be up to the 
individual. Motivations such as getting married and having a family, severing ties with a 
peer group and securing employment were mentioned. However, the authors suggest that 
for most of the offenders they interviewed, the final decision to desist from crime was 
primarily due to their increasing fear of punishment. Many ofthe older burglars in the 
study desisted from crime or switched to less serious crime when longer prison sentences 
seemed inevitable. The authors also stress the relevance of drug use in relation to the 
decision to desist from crime, particularly as all their offenders were drug users. They 
observe that cessation of drug use and the termination of a criminal career tended to 
occur at the same time. 

Maguire and Bennett (1982) asked the imprisoned burglars they interviewed whether 
they foresaw an end to their criminal career and what would be the reasons for it. The 
authors report that some of the young adults had ideas of making enough money from 
crime to enable them to retire in luxury, or at least buy their own business, whereas 
burglars in their thirties were more realistic about their prospects. They also observe that 
in many cases what prompted the offenders to seriously consider retiring from crime 
appeared to be a gradual disenchantment with the whole criminal lifestyle, including 
aspects such as the inability to trust people, the frequent harassment by the police and the 
effect on family members when the offender was imprisoned. 

Walsh (1986) suggests that as burglars age they become less proficient and end up 
spending more and more time in prison because of their criminal record. He concedes 
that some change in a burglar's personal circumstances earlier in his career (e.g. marriage 
or bereavement) may make him desist but suggests that this would be unlikely to affect 
more than a small proportion ofthose involved in burglary. 

6.14 SUMMARY 

Most of the research studies conducted to date have involved interviews with adult male 
burglars although some studies have included females and/or juveniles. These studies 
reveal that the profile of burglars is quite similar across different countries. Most burglars 
commit burglary in order to obtain money which they often use to purchase drugs and 
maintain a certain status or lifestyle. They may also be motivated by the desire for 
revenge and/or the need for excitement. Mixed findings have been reported in relation to 
the employment history of burglars and the extent to which they work alone or in 
company with others. 

Burglars ' preferences in relation t~ the time of day they prefer to commit burglary tend to 
vary according to their choice of target. Commercial burglars generally prefer to commit 
burglary at night, whereas residential burglars generally prefer to commit burglary during 
the day. However, some residential burglars prefer to burgle houses at night, and are not 
deterred by signs of occupancy. In fact, some burglars prefer their targets to be occupied 
because they believe that more valuables, such as cash, jewellery and cheque books, will 
be available if the occupants are home (Nee and Taylor, 1988). Evidence of seasonal 
preferences among burglars has also been reported. 
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Residential burglars tend to commit their burglaries in areas they are familiar with which 
may also be close to where they live. Another factor influencing their choice of area is 
the likely profitability of the burglary, thus rich areas may be specifically targeted. The 
selection of a suitable target within the burglars' area of choice is often preceded by some 
kind of searching, although burglars may also rely on 'inside information' about the 
target. The burglary is likely to involve at least some degree of planning in the sense that 
there is a time-gap between the decision to commit a burglary and the selection of a 
suitable target. Factors such as the visibility of a target, its accessibility and whether or 
not it is occupied may influence a burglar's assessment as to its suitability. In relation to 
the effectiveness of security measures, security alarms and dogs appear to be the most 
effective deterrents to a burglar. 

Burglars rely on various techniques of neutralisation (Sykes and Matza, 1957) to 
minimise any feelings of guilt and/fear they may experience in relation to committing 
burglary. Illicit drugs and/or alcohol may be relied on as a source of 'dutch courage' to 
enable burglars to overcome their fears associated with breaking into a target. Other 
neutralisation techniques used by burglars include: blaming the victim or suggesting that 
they can afford the loss, pointing out the wrongdoing of others and emphasising the 
intensity of their need to commit burglary. 

6.15 STRATEGIES TO PREVENT RECIDIVISM 

Researchers have suggested various strategies to reduce recidivism based on the findings 
from their interviews with burglars. One thing that seems reasonably clear is that harsher 
penalties are unlikely to be successful given that most burglars rarely think about being 
caught and punished and/or assess the risk of detection as low (Wright and Decker 1994; 
Maguire and Bennett 1982). The threat of a prison sentence can hardly be an effective 
deterrent when most burglars regard prison life as tolerable, with some considering it a 
welcome prospect as it provides an opportunity to rest and/or escape from the stresses of 
life on the outside. Also, as Rengert and Wasilchick (2000) point out, criminals often 
learn more in jail about 'techniques of crime than techniques of survival in law-abiding 
society' (Rengert and Wasilchick, 2000: 53). 

Mawby (200la) reviews the effectiveness of prison and non-custodial alternatives in 
dealing with known burglars. He suggests that new community programmes may provide 
a more focused way of reducing recidivism among burglars because these programmes 
more explicitly address the offending behaviour. Such programmes include intensive 
probation orders, electronic monitoring and new-style community service orders. 

Wright and Decker (1994) concluded that the burglars they interviewed saw themselves 
as having little choice but to commit burglary, and recommended a strategy which would 
involve trying to prevent offenders from getting into the situation that leads to them 
committing burglary in the first place. They regard job creation as the most promising 
approach but point out that it is likely to be hampered by the offenders' lack of skills and 
education, drug and alcohol problems and resistance to being told what to do. Other 
researchers have also recognised the need to increase the employment prospects of 
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burglars to try and prevent further offending. Cromwell et al (1991) recommend the 
implementation of sanctions that limit the free time offenders have available to them 
during the period when residential burglaries are most likely to occur, i.e. the typical 
working day. They advocate that probation and parole conditions should mandate full 
daytime employment or some other alternative such as school or vocational training. 
Rengert and Wasilchick (2000) express a similar view and describe an 'intensive 
probation supervision program' used in Georgia as promising (Rengert and Wasilchick, 
2000: 50). Offenders on the program are subject to a night-time curfew, and during the 
day they are required to have a job and engage in voluntary community service programs. 
The authors also suggest that job training should be provided in prison and jobs actively 
sought or provided at the time of parole, with a condition of parole being that the job be 
successfully held. 

The importance of addressing the drug-crime relationship has also been highlighted by 
several researchers. Cromwell et al (1991) maintain that any attempt to reduce the level 
of property crime must take into account its interdependence with drug use. Similarly, 
based on their findings concerning the interrelationship between illicit drug use, the 
burglary rate and the disposal of stolen goods, Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) stress the 
importance of methadone maintenance and similar schemes (e.g. heroin prescription) in 
preventing crime. Rengert and Wasilchick (2000) observe that before the process of 
integration back into everyday life can begin for property offenders, their individual 
psychological and medical needs must be treated. They point out that job training is 
unlikely to end the burglary career of a heroin addict unless it is accompanied by an 
addiction treatment program. 

Repetto (1974) maintains that no single approach to rehabilitation can be expected to 
meet the needs and peculiarities of all burglars, and that programs which aim at 
controlling criminal behaviour should be tailored towards the specific type of offender 
whose behaviour is problematic. 

Most of the suggestions which have been made by researchers to try and prevent burglars 
from re-offending are consistent with the approach which has been recommended in the 
broader literature for dealing with offenders in general. One example of this is a recent 
Home Office report which was commissioned to review and update knowledge of 'what 
works' in corrections to reduce re-offending (Harper and Chitty, 2005). The report 
reviews the available evidence in relation to the predictive factors associated with 
offending and identifies the most effective approaches in reducing offending. The risk 
factors identified in the report include static risk factors, such as criminal history, which 
cannot be altered, and dynamic risk factors, such as education, employment and 
substance misuse, which can be altered and are thus directly targeted in programs or 
interventions which aim to reduce re-offending (Harper et al 2005). 

According to the report, there is evidence to suggest that in order for interventions to 
successfully reduce re-offending, they need to be targeted and tailored towards the needs 
of the individual offender (Chitty, 2005). It is also recognised that participation in 
programs while in prison only constitutes part of the rehabilitative process, and that 
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adequate aftercare arrangements need to be in place before prisoners are released to 
ensure that factors such as employment and stable accommodation are also addressed 
(Harper and Chitty, 2005). Finally, there is increasing evidence which suggests that 
interventions are more likely to be successful if they adhere to 'what works' principles 
(Chitty, 2005). The 'what works ' principles were outlined by McGuire (2000) who 
concluded that programs and services to reduce recidivism work best when they possess 
the following characteristics: 

• They are based on an explicit model of the causes of crime which is drawn 
from empirically sound data; 

• They involve an assessment of the risk of offending so that program 
participants are allocated to different levels of supervision in accordance with 
their risk classification; 

• They target offenders' criminogenic needs or dynamic risk factors; 

• They are responsive to the learning styles of offenders and can adapt to 
individual differences in learning style; 

• They are structured and skills-oriented with clear objectives; 

• They are based on cognitive-behavioural techniques; and 

• They are delivered by appropriately trained staff and program integrity is 
monitored. 

In the next chapter the findings from the interviews with the sixty imprisoned burglars in 
Tasmania are presented. Towards the end of the chapter, the applicability of the various 
strategies to reduce recidivism discussed above will be examined in the context ofthe 
findings about the profile of Tasmanian burglars. 
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CHAPTER 7: BURGLARS IN TASMANIA 

7.1 INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter, the bulk of the findings from the interviews with the sixty male 
imprisoned burglars are presented. The findings presented here cover much the same 
ground as the studies reviewed in the previous chapter. The aim was to explore the extent 
to which the Tasmanian burglars are similar to other burglars in terms of their 
characteristics, motivation and modus operandi. 

In the first part of the chapter, information is provided about the characteristics of the 
offenders interviewed, including their age, educational qualifications, family background, 
employment history and offending history. The next group of findings relate to a series of 
in-depth questions about burglary which were directed towards the forty-nine offenders 
who said they had committed ten or more burglaries in their lifetime (referred to as the 
'experienced burglars'). These respondents were asked about their burglary preferences, 
their method of target selection, their usual method of entry, their views on the 
effectiveness of security measures and their motivation for offending. Other issues which 
were explored include the extent to which they worried about being caught and 
sentenced, their reliance on teclmiques of neutralisation and their views as to how 
burglary can be prevented. Finally, all sixty offenders were asked whether they had ever 
desisted from crime and whether they thought it was likely that they would re-offend on 
their release from prison. 

The findings from the interviews with imprisoned burglars which relate to the stolen 
goods market, insurance fraud and the drug-crime relationship are presented in the 
chapters specifically dedicated to those topics. 

7.2 SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS 

Age, ethnicity, relationships, employment and income 

The majority of the respondents (73%) were in their twenties, with the age distribution 
ranging from 19-42. The ethnic profile of the respondents was consistent with that ofthe 
Tasmanian prison population as a whole in that most of the respondents were Anglo
Australian. Ethnic minorities are not over-represented in Tasmanian prisons as they are in 
the UK and the US. 

Fourteen respondents (23%) said they were in a relationship at the time of the interview, 
and 60% had at least one child. With regard to employment, 37% ofthe respondents said 
they had a job in the six months prior to their imprisonment, and only 15% of the sample 
had never been employed. The jobs mentioned by respondents were predominately 
manual occupations such as labouring, fruit picking, woodcutting, factory work and 
deck/farm hand. However, some were employed in the skilled trades and had relevant 
qualifications. 
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The legitimate income of the majority of the offenders was quite low, with 62% stating 
that they earned $200 or less from legal means (eg. employment, social security) in the 
six months prior to their imprisonment. By contrast, when asked how much money they 
needed to live on per week, forty-eight offenders (80%) said they needed more than $200 
per week, and eighteen of these offenders (30% of the sample) said they needed $1000 
per week or more. These estimates included expenditure on food, rent, clothes, drugs and 
alcohol. 

Educational history and qualifications 

The majority of the offenders (55%) said they disliked school, and 52% left school prior 
to completing Grade Ten. Seventy-two per cent had been suspended from school on at 
least one occasion, and 42% had been expelled from at least one school. Six respondents 
(10%) had completed an apprenticeship, seventeen (28%) had completed one or more 
TAPE courses and one had completed a university degree. The courses and/or 
apprenticeships undertaken by the offenders included: cooking, metal fabrication, 
occupational health and safety, carpentry, spray-painting, panel-beating, horticulture, 
butchery, cabinet-making, computing and scaffolding. In some cases, the courses or 
apprenticeships had been completed by the offender whilst he was in prison. 

Family background 

The sixty offenders were asked what their family life was like when they were growing 
up. Twenty offenders (33%) said their family life was poor, fifteen (25%) said it was all 
right, and twenty-five (42%) said it was good. All ofthe offenders had at least one 
sibling, with fifteen offenders (25%) having six or more siblings. Only nineteen offenders 
(32%) said they always lived with both their parents while they were growing up. Family 
breakdown was not uncommon, with 23 offenders (38% of the sample) indicating that 
their parents had separated or divorced while they were growing up. In some cases the 
offenders were very young (e.g. under the age of 1 0) when their parents split up. In 
another five cases, one of the offender's parents had died when the offender was 
comparatively young. 

Various forms of family dysfunction were apparent in some of the offenders' histories. 
Seven offenders mentioned conflict with step parents, three said they had been assaulted 
by a parent or step-parent while they were growing up, and six said that one or both of 
their parents (and/or a step-parent) had a problem with alcohol, and in one case drugs as 
well. Four offenders said that they had moved out of home early, and/or lived on the 
streets at some point. 

In terms of formal intervention by the state, twenty offenders (33%) said they had been a 
ward of the state, thirty-two (53%) had spent time in a juvenile detention centre, 
seventeen (28%) had lived in a foster home and twenty-three (38%) said they had been 
under social welfare supervision at some stage while they were growing up. 
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Forty-nine offenders (82%) said that at least one oftheir parents was employed while 
they were growing up. In terms of financial support, most ofthe offenders (72%) 
believed that their family had at least enough to get by, with twenty-seven offenders 
(45% ofthe sample) expressing the view that their family was quite comfortable 
financially. However, a significant minority (27%) described their family as poor or 
struggling financially while they were growing up. 

Family criminality was quite common among the sample. The majority of the offenders 
(60%) had at least one relative who had committed a crime, with thirty-one offenders 
(52%) having at least one sibling who had offended, and nineteen offenders (32%) having 
at least one parent who had committed a crime. 

Offending history 

While the majority of the offenders (60%) said they committed their first crime as a 
teenager (i.e. between the ages of 13 and 19), twenty-four offenders (40%) first offended 
before reaching the age of thirteen, with nine of these offenders (15% of the sample) 
committing their first crime under the age of ten. The most common crimes types first 
committed by the offenders were burglary (45%), shoplifting/stealing (23%) and motor 
vehicle theft (15%). 

The offenders were asked how they first became involved in crime and the majority 
(57%) cited the influence of peers, either because they were encouraged to commit crime 
by their peers, they committed crime in company with their peers or they learnt by 
example from their peers. Other reasons for becoming involved in crime included: drugs 
(7%), the influence of siblings (5%), boredom (3%) and alcohol (3%). 

The offenders were also asked how old they were when they were first charged with an 
offence. While the majority of offenders (62%) were first charged in their teenage years, 
nineteen offenders (32%) had been charged with their first crime prior to turning thirteen. 
One offender said he was first charged at the age of twenty-five, although he committed 
his first crime at the age of sixteen. The main crime types the offenders were first charged 
with were burglary ( 42% ), shoplifting/stealing (17%) and motor vehicle theft (15% ). 
Seventy-five percent of the respondents said their parentis had reacted with displeasure 
on discovering they had been charged for the first time, and four respondents (7%) said 
their parentis had punished them in some way (e.g. being grounded, having privileges 
taken away and being 'belted'). 

Most offenders (73%) received their first conviction as a teenager, although thirteen 
offenders (22%) were under thirteen, and two were in their twenties. The main crime 
types the offenders were first convicted of were burglary (48%), motor vehicle theft 
(12%) and shoplifting/stealing (10%). 
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. Offending frequency prior to imprisonment 

The sixty offenders were asked how often they were committing crime in the six months 
prior to their imprisonment. Thirty-three respondents (55%) said they were committing 
crime on at least a weekly basis (referred to as "high frequency offenders"), with nineteen 
of these offenders (32% of the sample) stating that they were· offending on a daily basis. 
The main crime types committed by the offenders who were committing crime on a daily 
or weekly basis were, in order, burglary, shoplifting, motor vehicle stealing, assault and 
armed robbery. 

Table 7.1 Type of crime committed by the high frequency offenders (a) 

Crime Type 
Burglary 
Shoplifting 
Motor Vehicle Stealing 
Assault 
Armed Robbery 
Other 

No. 
31 
6 
5 
4 
3 
4 

(a) Some respondents nominated more than one crime type. 

52 
10 
8 
7 
5 
7 

Nine respondents (15%) said they had not committed any crimes in the six months prior 
to their imprisonment. Four of these respondents said they were in prison on old charges, 
two said they were in jail for burglaries they did not commit, one said his parole had been 
revoked for missing an appointment with his parole officer while he was in detox, one 
had breached his bail for drink driving, and one was in prison for a 'car crash'. Another 
nine offenders said they had only committed one crime. These crimes were armed 
robbery (2), causing grievous bodily harm (2), aggravated armed robbery (2), aggravated 
assault (1), assault (1) and attempted murder (1). Finally, eight offenders were classified 
as committing 'not much' crime, all of whom had committed at least one burglary during 
the six months prior to their imprisonment. 

The thirty-three offenders who said they were committing crime on a daily or weekly 
basis in the six months prior to prison were asked how much money they were getting per 
week from crime. Twenty-one offenders (35% of the sample) said they were getting a 
$1000 a week or more from committing crime, and ten of these offenders said they were 
getting $5000 a week or more. 

Table 7.2 Income from crime for high frequency offenders (a) 

Amount No. % 
$200 or less 1 2 
$201-$499 3 5 
$500-$999 4 7 
$1000-$4999 11 18 
$5000 or more 10 17 
Not getting any money 2 3 
(a) Missing data- 2. 
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The offenders were also asked whether any of their friends or family were committing 
crime in the six months before they came to prison and thirty-one offenders (52%) 
answered 'yes' to this question. 

Burglary experience 

The majority ofthe sample (57%) claimed to have committed at least 100 burglaries in 
their lifetime, with 14 offenders (23%) stating that they had committed 1000 or more 
burglaries. Two offenders claimed not to have committed any burglaries (despite having 
at least one prior conviction for burglary). One ofthese offenders said that he had not 
actually committed any burglaries himself but had waited down the street for other 
people while they committed burglaries. The other offender claimed that he had 'taken the 
rap' for a burglary he did not commit. 

Table 7.3 Numberofburglaries committed 

Burglaries committed 
0 
1-9 
10-49 
50-99 
100-499 
500-999 
1000 or more 
Don't know 

No. 
2 
9 
7 
5 
12 
8 
14 
3 

% 
3 
15 
12 
8 
20 
13 
23 
5 

The majority ofthe sample (65%) said they had been charged with less than 100 
burglaries. One offender said he had been charged with 1000 or more burglaries. A 
significant minority of the offenders (23%) did not know how many times they had been 
charged with burglary. 

Table 7.4 Number oftimes charged with burglary (a) 

Charges 
0 
>10 
10-49 
50-99 
100-499 
1000 or more 
Don't know 
Missin data 
(a) Missing data= I. 

Number 
1 
19 
14 
5 
5 
1 
14 
1 

%of sample 
2 
32 
23 
8 
8 
2 
23 
2 

The majority ofthe offenders (67%) had committed more burglaries than they had been 
charged with. Only six offenders indicated that they had been charged with all of the 
burglaries they had committed. With eleven offenders it was not possible to make a 
comparison as they were unsure how many burglaries they had committed and/or been 
charged with. 
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Most of the respondents (62%) said they committed their first burglary in their teenage 
years, although 15 offenders (25%) said they had committed their first burglary by the 
time they were 13 years old, and three offenders said they were in their twenties when 
they first committed burglary. 

7.3 BURGLARY PREFERENCES 

The forty-nine ( 49) offenders who had committed ten or more burglaries in their lifetime 
were asked a series of in-depth questions about burglary, including their preferences in 
relation to the type of premises they preferred to burgle, the time of day and day/s of the 
week they preferred to commit burglary and whether they preferred to offend alone or in 
company. These forty-nine burglars will be referred to as 'the experienced burglars' 
throughout this section. It is important to note that these burglars were asked about their 
preferences which may not always reflect their actual behaviour (e.g. see Palmer et al 
2002). 

Type of place 

The majority of the experienced burglars (82%) had burgled both houses and businesses, 
but twenty-nine burglars (59%) said that they preferred to burgle businesses rather than 
houses, and five burglars said they preferred to burgle houses. 

Table 7.5 Type of place burgled by the experienced burglars 

Type of place 

Houses only 
Businesses only 
Both houses and businesses 

Time of day 

Actually burgled 
No. % 
1 2 
8 16 
40 82 

Preferred to burgle 
No. % 
5 10 
29 59 
15 31 

Thirty-four ofthe forty-nine experienced burglars (69%) said they had a preference for a 
particular time of day when committing burglary. Time of day preferences varied 
according to the type of premises targeted, with offenders generally preferring to burgle 
houses during the day and businesses at night, although four offenders preferred to burgle 
houses at night and one offender preferred to burgle businesses during the day. 

Table 7.6 Time of day preferences of the experienced burglars (a) 

Time of day preferred Businesses Houses 
Day l 16 
Night 19 4 
(a) Some offenders who burgled businesses and houses had different time of day preferences for each type of premises. 

Examples of the comments made by the respondents about their time of day preferences 
include the following: 
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Was there a time of day you preferred to commit burglary? 

• Night-time. More chance of money and less chance of being seen by anyone or being identified by 
anyone. (NB: This respondent described himself as a 'cat burglar' as he burgled houses at night 
when people were asleep). 

• Houses through the day, businesses through the night. Why houses during the day? Because 
everyone is out working. All the good dch houses, all the doctors and that, they are all out doing 
work and that. 

Day of week 

Twenty-two ofthe experienced burglars (49%) expressed a 'day ofweek' preference for 
committing burglary. Four respondents said they preferred to commit burglary on 
weekdays, another four respondents preferred weekends and fifteen respondents 
expressed a preference for a specific day or days. The weekday/weekend preferences 
tended to reflect the type of premises burgled. All four offenders who expressed a 
preference for weekdays were referring to houses, and three of the four offenders who 
preferred weekends burgled businesses. 

The reasons for preferring a particular day or day/s tended to based on one of two 
assumptions: (1) that there was likely to be more money on the premises on that 
particular day or days; or (2) the risk of detection on that particular day or days was lower 
because the occupants and/or potential witnesses were likely to be out. One offender 
preferred to burgle businesses on Sunday because there would be no one there, while 
another preferred to burgle businesses early in the week because less people were around 
compared to later in the week when people were out socialising in pubs and clubs. Three 
offenders expressed a preference for committing burglary on a particular day because it 
was 'pay day' or 'pension day'. For example: 

• Thursday is a good day 'cause I know a lot of people get paid on a Thursday. 

• Friday was a good day because most people go out and do their shopping after Friday night pay 
day or Saturday morning when they take their kids to sport. 

Time of year 

Eleven of the forty-nine experienced burglars (22%) expressed a preference for a 
particular time of year for committing burglary. 

Table 7.7 Time of year preferred by the experienced burglars (a) 

Time of year preferred No. 
Christmas 5 
Winter 3 
~=cr 3 
Holidays 2 
Easter 1 
Not s ecified 1 
(a) Some offenders nominated more than one 'time of year' preference. 
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The reasons offenders gave for preferring a pa1ticular time of year were based on one of 
the two assumptions mentioned above in relation to preferences for a particular day or 
days. For example, Christmas was considered to be a good time of year to commit 
burglary either because people were likely to have more money and/or presents around, 
or because houses were more likely to be vacant as people would be away on holidays. 
The offenders who said they preferred to commit burglaries in the summer suggested that 
people were more likely to be out, or away on holidays making it easier, and less risky, to 
burgle houses. Examples of the types of comments made include the following: 

• During holiday periods I did quite a few houses. Friends would come and say they had seen this 
house where people had packed up and gone away on holiday so I would ask them to show me the 
house and then I would go and do it over. 

• Christmas is a good time. A lot of people go away at Christmas. 

Reasons cited by the offenders who said they preferred winter revolved around the 
weather conditions (e.g. wind, rain, cold and longer hours of darkness) either providing 
better cover, reducing the risk of neighbours hearing anything or discouraging the police 
from getting out of their cars to pursue burglars. For example: 

• If the weather is raining and windy it would make it better for me doing cat burglaries because it 
covers any noise I might make if there is a lot ofrain. The dogs go inside the kennels and don't 
bother me in the back yard. 

• Best time to do it is when it is raining and the cops are too scared to get out and get their uniform 
wet. 

Suburbs preferred 

Twenty-one ofthe experienced burglars (43%) said they preferred to commit burglary in 
one or more suburbs, or a particular type of suburb (eg. 'rich ones', 'quieter ones', 'close 
by ones'). The particular suburb/s named also varied according to the type of target 
preferred (e.g. business vs. residential) and the offender's degree of familiarity with the 
area. While most of the suburbs mentioned by the offenders who burgled houses were 
relatively close to major cities, some offenders clearly preferred to burgle houses in bush 
or rural settings. Two of the suburbs mentioned (i.e. Sandy Bay and New Town) are 
among those included in the six-suburbs analysis. Sandy Bay was apparently targeted 
because it was perceived to be a 'rich' suburb. 

These findings are consistent with others studies which emphasise the importance of the 
offender's familiarity with the area and the likely profitability of the burglary. 

Offending alone or in company 

Twenty of the forty-nine experienced burglars (41 %) said they usually committed their 
burglaries on their own, with eleven of these offenders stating that they always 
committed burglaries on their own. Thirteen offenders (26%) said they usually committed 
their burglaries in company. The remaining sixteen offenders (33%) said they sometimes 
committed burglary on their own and sometimes in company with others, but four of 
these offenders said that they preferred to commit burglary on their own. A small number 
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of the offenders who committed their burglaries alone explained why this was preferable 
to offending in company. Some of these offenders mentioned that by working alone they 
bad no one to blame but themselves if they got caught. Others felt that working with co
offenders increased their risk of getting caught, primarily because co-offenders could 
inform on them. 

Table 7.8 Patterns of co-offending (experienced burglars) 

Usual pattern of offending 
Burgle alone 
Burgle alone and with co-offcnder/s 
Burgle with co-offender/s 

Number 
20 
16 
13 

% 
41 
33 
26 

The thirty-eight offenders who said they sometimes or usually committed burglaries in 
company were asked to indicate whether their co-offenders were friends/associates or 
relatives. Twenty-nine offenders said that their co-offenders were friends/associates, and 
five offenders indicated that some or all of their co-offenders were relatives. 

7.4 TARGET SELECTION 

Usual reason for committing burglary 

The forty-nine experienced burglars were asked what usually made them to decide to 
commit a burglary. The two most common reasons were to obtain money (43%) and to 
obtain drugs ( 41% ). The next most common reasons for committing burglary cited by the 
offenders were to obtain alcohol, to relieve boredom and for the thrill/rush it provided. 
Five offenders mentioned various other reasons. One offender said he didn't really think 
about it, another said he committed burglaries when stressed or feeling bad about 
something and three offenders said they usually committed burglaries because they 
discovered an attractive target. 

Table 7.9 Usual reason for committing burglary (experienced burglars) (a) 

Reason (a) No. % 
Money 21 43 
Drugs 20 41 
Alcohol 5 10 
Boredom 5 10 
Thrill/Rush/Fun 4 8 
Other 5 10 
(a) Respondents could nominate more than on~ reason. Missing data= I. 

Travelling to commit burglary 

The majority of the experienced burglars (57%) said they usually travelled to commit 
burglary, and an additional fifteen offenders (31%) said they sometimes travelled. Three 
offenders commented that they would happily burgle their neighbours, and one oftbese 
offenders stated that he had 'done the next door neighbours heaps of times'. By contrast, 
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two offenders mentioned 'rules' about not committing burglaries close to home (e.g. 
'never shit in your own nest'). 

Twenty-seven offenders (55%) said they had used a stolen car on at least one occasion to 
commit burglary. One offender said that he always used a stolen car or a rental car as he 
did not want to damage his own car, and another offender said that he always used stolen 
cars as a precaution to avoid being caught. 

Planning 

Only ten of the experienced burglars (20%) said they usually planned their burglaries, 
although an additional eleven offenders (22%) said they sometimes planned them. 
Examples of some of the comments made include the following: 

• I thought about what area I was going to go to. Once you have done a few cat burglaries it is just 
like any other job. There are certain things you have got to do, certain precautions you have got to 
take. 

• I planned a few of them . They're the ones you don't get caught for. 

• Usually the jobs I would do I would know where the money was kept. 

Planning included a range of activities, such as: watching the premises, discussing the 
burglary with co-offenders, visiting business premises when open to identify the location 
of alarm sensors, using radios and scanners and obtaining inside information about the 
premises (e.g. from people who worked there). For example: 

Did you usually plan your burglaries? 

• Yes, but not a real lot ahead. Probably only a couple of hours ahead. Sit there and talk about it and 
then head off. 

• All depends on what the burglary was. If you knew there was money out there you would watch 
them [businesses]. You get a bit of information, yeah. How long would you watch them for? I 
watched a place for six months before but it was worth it ..... We got $39,000 out of that, a bit of 
inside information that it was worth watching, see ... someone worked there. I reckon 30% of the 
burglaries I've done, people who have worked there have given me information about it. What do 
they tell you? Just that there is money there and where it is usually hidden and that and what is the 
best day to hit it and that. .. You just give them a sling out of it later on. 

Twenty-seven offenders, just over half (55%), said they did not usually plan their 
burglaries. Some of these offenders described their burglaries as committed on the 'spur 
of the moment'. For example: 

Did you usually plan your burglaries? 

• Most were on the spur ofthe moment, just do it on the spot. 

• No, not really, That's why we got caught I think. 
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Knowledge of the victim 

Nearly all (98%) ofthe experienced burglars said their burglary victims would not 
usually be known to them. One offender said that he would sometimes know the victims 
he targeted, and indicated that he had burgled the homes of relatives. An additional. two 
offenders mentioned that on one or two occasions they had burgled the house of someone 
they knew as a 'payback' or because that person had caused them some 'grief in the past. 
By contrast, three offenders mentioned their own 'rule' of never burgling the house of 
anyone known to them. 

Most of the experienced burglars (82%) said that they did not target any particular type of 
victim. The seven offenders who said they did target a patticular type of victim were 
asked to provide further details. Six of these offenders mentioned targeting particular 
types of business because of the property they contained (e.g. cigarettes) or because they 
were likely to have a good cash flow (e.g. supermarkets, pizza shops and hardware 
shops). In relation to houses, one offender said that he only burgled the houses of people 
who worked and not the 'battlers', and another offender said that he targeted 'rich people'. 
This is consistent with the burglars' preferences for particular suburbs because they were 
perceived to be 'rich ones'. Four offenders commented that they tried to avoid burgling 
the homes of elderly people, partly because they would not have anything worth stealing. 

Selecting a particular target 

Most ofthe experienced burglars fell into the searcher category in relation to how they 
selected particular targets to burgle. As mentioned above, only 20% said they usually 
planned their burglaries, although an additional 22% sometimes planned them. The 
majority of the respondents appeared to find it quite difficult to explain how they selected 
their targets. Some offenders mentioned getting a 'feeling' about a particular target or 
relying on instinct. Others were attracted to a patticular premises because of the property 
they knew it contained, the way it looked (e.g. good, nice, big, rich, isolated, two storey) 
or because it had an alarm system. Some of the comments made by the respondents 
include the following: 

How did you go about choosing a particular victim or target to burgle? 

• If something looked good I'd do it. It doesn't matter where it was .. .I would stay away from 
housing commission places, old people's units. Why would you stay away from those places? 
Because they are battlers and chances are there was probably bugger all money in there. 

• If it had an alarm I would definitely do it especially if they were [name of company] alarms. Why? 
They are shit. 

• Appearance, the way they are dressed, where they are working. See there's a lot of people who 
just do things on the spur of the moment. I don't. I won't go in unless I am going to walk out with 
three or four grand minimum. Otherwise I don't even bother. Waste oftime. Just areas mainly and 
the way people are. How would you find out where people worked? Follow em. That's how you 
get their habits, know what time they are knocking off, what time they are coming back. 

• No cars, washing still on the line, things like that. Just go up and knock on the door and make out 
you want water for the radiator or something. Why did you pick places in the bush? Isolated, not 
many houses around. 
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• I'm not real sure. Someone would say they know a good place and we would just go and have a 
look and if it looked all right, yeah. 

• Just have a look at it, see the layout of it and that, you can pretty much tell, nice house, nice 
garden. 

Many of those who burgled houses just seemed to go from house to house knocking on 
doors until they eventually found one that was unoccupied. For example: 

• If it was a house I would just like walk along the road and then I would sort of like get a feeling 
that this was the right house to do. I would just walk up, knock on the door a few times and if 
someone answered I would just say I am looking for one of me mates and give them a bodgy name 
and then walk off. If no one answered I would sort of like walk around the back and have a look in 
some windows round the back or side ofthe house and ifl couldn't see anyone I would just break 
a window or jimmy the door to get in. 

• I just used to walk up, knock on the door and ifthere was no one home we used to just break in. 

In relation to businesses, some offenders said they would become aware of a potential 
target via information from someone else (e.g. other criminals or inside information) 
or from entering the business legitimately as a customer. For example: 

• You always get told things like such and such banks on this day, so ifyou have a criminal element 
about you you spot things. We used to target certain alarms that we knew we could bypass and 
certain safes that we knew we could open quickly and easily or safes that weren't bolted down or 
ones that had lots of money. There is no real particular target, you just sort of pick up information 
as you go. Crooks know each other and they all like to talk and brag and carry on as they do. 
That's how come a lot of places get robbed twice. 

• Some people put you on to them sometimes [businesses], the decent ones. Sometime you have to 
work it out yourself, take a punt. It's like going to the horse races, you get a winner, you get a 
loser ... You get inside information every now and then. Someone will tell you where the money is 
kept, there is a decent whack in it, come in for a split. 

As outlined in the previous chapter, similar findings have been reported elsewhere in 
relation to the use of inside information to identify potential burglary targets. 

Occupancy 

The thirty-seven experienced burglars who said they burgled houses were asked whether 
it mattered if a house was occupied when deciding whether to burgle it or not. Twenty
five of the offenders (67% of those who burgled houses) said that it did matter whether 
the house was occupied. Three offenders said that whether or not they would burgle a 
house that was occupied would depend on the circumstances, and two of these offenders 
provided further details. One offender said it would depend on whether he thought he 
could get away with it, for example sneaking in and out of the house while the occupants 
were gardening. The other offender said it would depend on whether it was 'safe' (e.g. 
plenty of vegetation obscuring the visibility of any potential witnesses). 

The main method of determining whether a house was occupied was to simply knock on 
the door. This method was used by twenty-four offenders, 65% of those who burgled 
houses. Twelve of these offenders discussed what they would do if someone answered 
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the door. In most cases this would involve thinking up something plausible to say to the 
occupant, e.g. asking for directions or a particular person, or claiming to be looking for a 
lost dog. An alternative strategy mentioned by one offender was to simply walk off 
before the occupant opened the door. 

Three offenders mentioned other ways of determining occupancy. For example, one 
offender made the following comment: 

• I could just look at the place and tell if anyone is home or not. No cars in the driveway- you could 
just tell.. .If you are not quite sure you just go and knock on the door. What if someone answers? 
You just ask for a drink of water or something. 

Another offender said he would check occupancy by doing a 'quick run through the 
house' and the third offender preferred to burgle houses at night and determined 
occupancy by checking to see if any lights were on. He pointed out that the biggest 
mistake a resident could make was to leave an outside light on at the front as this 
signalled to him that the occupants were out, whereas internal lights would make him 
think twice. 

Method of entry 

The forty-nine experienced burglars were asked how they usually gained entry to a target. 
Table 7.10 shows that the four most fTequently nominated methods of entry were to force 
a door or window (63%), gain access via the roof (26%), smash a window (20%) or gain 
entry via an insecure door/window (16%). One of the offenders who usually gained entry 
via an insecure window said he would enter a house during the day via an unlocked door, 
unlock a window and then return that night and gain entry via the window. 

A range of other methods of entry were also identified such as: gaining access via 
skylights, picking door locks, gaining access via the floors or walls and crawling through 
dog/cat flaps. Several offenders also mentioned the tools they used to gain entry such as 
screwdrivers, blockbusters, hammers, boltcutters and tin snips. 

Some of the offenders explained why they preferred a particular method or point of entry. 
For example, one offender who usually gained entry via a window said that he preferred 
wooden windows to steel-framed ones as they were easier to open. Another offender 
discussed the benefits of gaining entry via the roof- it was the easiest place to hide, alarm 
systems can be easily immobilised from the roof and the police check everywhere else 
but the roof. 

Table 7.10 Usual method of entry for experienced burglars (a) 

Method No. •;. 
Force door/window 31 63 
Roof 13 26 
Smash \\indow 10 20 
Insecure or open door/window 8 16 
Other 9 18 
(a): Some respondents nominated more than one method of entry. Missing data- 6. 
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7.5 VIEWS ON THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SECURITY 
MEASURES 

The experienced burglars were asked to rate the effectiveness of five security measures in 
preventing burglary. Based on Table 7.11, clearly the most that one can hope for is that 
some burglars will be deterred by one of the security measures in place to protect a 
particular house or business. While twelve offenders (24%) said they thought all, or 
nearly all, of the five security measures mentioned were ineffective, most ofthe burglars 
thought that at least one of the security measures was effective, and eighteen offenders 
(37%) believed that three or more were effective. 

Table 7.11 Experienced burglars' opinions on the effectiveness of security measures 

How effective? Dog Burglar Deadlocks 'Window NHW Property 
Alarm locks engraving 

Very good/good 33% 33% 35% 20% 41% 28% 
Some help 22% 20% 16% 16% 16% 26% 
No good 37% 31% 47% 57% 37% 35% 
Depends 6% 16% 2% 6% 2% 
Don't know 2% 2% 10% 
Missing data 2% 

Over half of the burglars considered that dogs, Neighbourhood Watch, burglar alarms, 
deadlocks and property engraving provided at least some help in preventing burglary. In 
relation to Neighbourhood Watch (NHW), this term was interpreted broadly or literally 
by many of the offenders to mean neighbours watching out for each other rather than the 
actual program. Some ofthe observations the burglars made about the effectiveness of 
NHW related to what they perceived to be the changing nature of society: 

• No one really cares for their neighbour. It is not the society today where everyone looks out for 
their neighbour. Crime is just too big, people can't control it so therefore no one cares about it as 
long as it doesn ' t happen to them. 

• Neighbourhood Watch would have been a good thing when it first came out. I think nowadays 
though, in this day and age, especially with the mother and father working and that, there's not as 
many people home all the time, especially now a lot of the blokes are going for daytime burglaries 
too. A lot of them in here reckon it's the best time, you get the best jobs during the day because 
everybody is going to work. 

Other comments about NHW included the following: 

• I suppose that'd be pretty good but like I said you can't be at your window 24 hours watching your 
neighbour's place can you. 

• That's good for catching offenders. 

• Oh you do get a few sticky beak neighbours, but of a night-time they can't really see you and they 
don't hear you unless you make too much noise. 

Window locks were not considered to be terribly effective with over 57% of the offenders 
considering them to be of no use at all. Also, 4 7% of the offenders thought deadlocks 
were of no benefit in preventing burglary. 
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An important finding is that 16% of the offenders said that the effectiveness of a burglar 
alarm depends on other factors such as the type of alarm, whether it is possible to disable 
it, the location of the premises, the time of day and the likely response time. Some of the 
comments made by the burglars along these lines included the following: 

• I had no problem with them because of a night-time people don't have their alarm set 'cause they 
have got to get up during the night and go to the toilet and what not. During the daytime it would 
be a good deterrent. 

• No one listens to them unless they' re monitored burglar alarms which most of them aren't. No one 
listens to them, no one calls the police. They are pretty much just a scary thing. Like when you 
hear it you just panic. Generally, if you know it's not monitored and that you are pretty right. 

• Depending on where they are. In the country, no. In some places in the city, yes and then it 
depends on the neighbours too and how much notice they're actually taking. 

• I've got a couple of good friends who know how to disconnect em, can do that pretty easily. A lot 
of people just do a place over where there aren't many houses around. You can bust a window, get 
in, clean out the whole shop and be back out within like four or five minutes and police time is 
anything up to twenty minutes away. 

In relation to the type of alarm, some offenders mentioned that they were able to disable 
alarms manufactured by certain companies. Another important consideration is whether 
the alarm is monitored and/or has a back-up system in the event that phone or power lines 
are cut. Several offenders identified ways of disabling alarms such as disconnecting them, 
knocking them offthe wall into a bucket of water or filling the alarm box with various 
substances ( eg. foam) to muffle the sound. One offender said that be had learnt how to 
disable alarms from a friend who worked for a security company. Another offender said 
that he had been able to learn how to disable an alarm by practising on his home alarm. 

The burglars provided various insights as to how the other security measures could be 
defeated, and overall the impression gained from many ofthem was that if they wanted to 
get into a particular target badly enough they would find a way to get round the security 
measures. 

Dogs could be dealt with by letting them out, kicking them, baiting them, patting them, 
locking them in their pen, talking to them or pacifying them with a high pitched noise. 
Some offenders said the effectiveness of dogs varies, depending on their breed, how 
savage they are and whether they are inside or outside the house. For example, one of 
these offenders mentioned that he does not like pit-bulls, mastiffs and Rottweilers. Other 
comments included the following: 

• You can just go and open up the gate and they will wander out the gate and up the road. When the 
dogs are inside the house they will growl and bark and carry on and straight away everyone in the 
house is woken up. You wouldn't be able to do it really if the dog was inside the house of a night
time. In the back yard there is ways around that if you reaHy want to get in that particular house. 

• Depends how savage they are. If they are real savage things you wouldn't go in there would you. 

• Dogs are good, but only indoors. They're a good alarm, especially like a little bloody silky terrier 
or something like that. You get a silky terrier and they will soon scare you away. You can always 
lure them outside, but inside they have got control. 
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• All well and good but unless you have got them trained properly it is as easy as chucking a piece 
of meat to them. 

Property engraving can be removed by scratching it off, putting a sticker over it, sanding 
it off or using a grinder to flatten it out and then re-engraving the item. While some 
offenders indicated that it was difficult to sell engraved property or that its presence 
meant the goods would sell for less, others said it did not make any difference as the 
buyers knew the property was stolen anyway: 

• Pain in the arse, but easy enough to sand off. But when you're are moving hot stuff it doesn 't 
really matter anyway because whoever you are selling it to knows it's hot. They're taking the risk 
in taking it regardless so when it's engraved unless you're keeping it for yourself it doesn't really 
matter. 

• Yeah that'd be all right, like stuff and that for TVs and videos, that's pretty good but after a while 
police don't find it anyway, do they. Well there's just too much property to find isn't there. It is 
only going to be by luck if they stumble across it in someone's house one day and they say 'oh 
yeah it's got a number on it, we'll check that out' . You can get the numbers offl suppose, but I 
wouldn't. I don't muck around with shit like that. 

• As a deterrent it is no good but for recovering the gear if it ever gets stolen, yeah. Won ' t stop 'em 
pinching it. It might make it harder for' em to sell it but they wiii pinch it anyway. 

However, one offender said that he had been caught by the police on several occasions as 
a result of trying to sell engraved property to businesses: 

• I've broken into a few houses and stolen stuff and then sold it to businesses and that using false ID 
and they've seen the engraved name and called the cops and I have been done like that numerous 
times. 

Other comments made in support of property engraving include the following: 

• That stuff is nasty that is, especially that invisible stuff they put on. 

• Yeah, that seems to deter a lot of people from buying it. 

• Yeah that's what I do to my stuff. 

Deadlocks were considered to be an effective security measure by some offenders 
because they made it more difficult to get out of a target and restricted the type of 
property that could be stolen as it had to be small enough to remove via a window: 

• I hate 'em. Just personally, like, cause you can never get out the door so you can ' t take anything 
big unless you can get it out the window and that just makes it a right royal pain in the arse. 

• They're probably the best thing because if your door is deadlocked even if you can get in there 
you can't get out. I've come across that and I know other burglars who have come across that. 

The offenders who were unimpressed by deadlocks mentioned ways of getting round 
them such as kicking the door in or looking for an alternative point of entry such as a 
window. One offender pointed out that while deadlocks can be effective, the door also 
needs to be solid. 
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In relation to window locks, several burglars stated that these can be easily overcome by 
breaking the window or removing it. It was also suggested that the effectiveness of 
window locks varies depending on the type of lock and the type of window. 

The findings in relation to the effectiveness of security measures, and ways to defeat 
them, are broadly consistent with the findings from the studies highlighted in the previous 
chapter (eg. see Wright and Decker 1994; Bennett and Wright, 1984; Cromwell et al 
1991). As mentioned before, some ofthese studies suggest that burglar alarms and dogs 
are more likely to deter burglars than locks (Nee and Taylor, 1998; Wright and Logie 
1988; Bennett and Wright, 1984). 

7.6 MOTIVATION 

The experienced burglars were asked to identify their main reasons for committing 
crimes. The main reasons nominated were drugs ( 49%) and money (37% ). Other 
motivations mentioned included excitement (10%), to live (10%), alcohol (8%) and 
boredom (6%). These findings are consistent with the findings from other studies 
discussed in the literature review. 

Table 7.12 Experienced burglars' main reasons for committing crimes (a) 

Reason Number % 
Drugs 24 49 
Money 18 ?..7 
Boredom/something to do 3 6 
Alcohol 4 8 
Thrill/excitement 5 10 
To live/maintain a lifestyle 5 10 
Other (b) 2 4 
(a) Respondents could nominate more than one reason. 
(b) 'Other' includes: 'young and stupid', 'to help my family'. 

The following quotations illustrate the range of responses provided by the respondents: 

What were you main reasons for committing crimes? 

• Just to have a good time with like the drugs. 

• Because I wouldn't be able to live normal like with a job. Ifl want something I have to have it. 
It's all I have ever known. 

• The money. I was a money junkie. I like to have big amounts of money. 

• Greed for money, to support a h~bit which is drugs, but not so much that. I mean I have had honest 
jobs, like I worked up at forestry and I have done spray-painting and I like that, you feel good at 
the end of the day, but you are just not earning enough money. 

• The money was good and just the buzz out of it. What do you mean by the buzz? Just the euphoria 
of it, you know. 
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Prefer burglary? 

The forty-nine experienced burglars were asked if they preferred to commit burglaries 
rather than other crimes, and thirty-three respondents ( 67%) said they did. The four most 
common reasons for preferring burglary were: because burglary is easier (27%); because 
burglary does not involve physical harm to anyone (18%); because of the rush/thrill from 
burglary (12%); and because good money could be earned from committing burglaries 
(12%). Three offenders said they preferred burglaries because they had not really 
committed any other types of crime. 

The following comments illustrate the range of reasons provided by the respondents for 
preferring to commit burglary rather than other crimes: 

Why (do you prefer to commit burglaries rather than other crimes)? 

• You get more enjoyment doing them or you get more money out of doing them. What do you 
mean by enjoyment? Just the rush going into someone's house, even when you are not under the 
influence of drugs. 

• I prefer to do burglaries. You know you are going to be hurting someone, like breaking into their 
house and invading their privacy but it was better than like doing an armed robbery or bashing 
someone and taking their wallet. I'm just not a violent sort of person. 

• There is no other crime that really excites you like a good burglary. You just don't get that rush. 

• Because I could do so many of them in one day and get so much money. 

• The thought of doing armed robbery- there is a lot longer in jail for that. Then again the 
confrontation as well- I try to avoid that if possible. The idea of running into a bank with a gun in 
me hand- accidents happen and the next thing you know you are doing twenty-six years . 

Table 7.13 Reasons why was burglary considered preferable to other crimes (a) 

Why Prefer Burglary? 
Burglary is easier 
Not hurting anyone physically 
Rush/thrill 
Good money 
Have only committed burglaries 
Less jail time 
Less chance of being caught 
Other 

No. 
9 
6 
4 
4 
3 
2 
2 
5 

%of those who prefer burglary 
27 
18 
12 
12 
9 
6 
6 
15 

(a) Respondents could nominate more than one reason. Missing data= 3. 

Four respondents said they preferred other types of crime, such as shoplifting, armed 
robbery or car burglaries, because they were easier, more rewarding or likely to result in 
less time in jail if the offender was caught. For example: 

What do you prefer? 

• Armed robberies. More money, less time, less hassle, cash straight over the counter. 

• I mostly shoplift. Why do you prefer that? Because if I get caught I don't get as long in jail. 

Ten respondents did not indicate a preference for any particular type of crime. 
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7.7 WORRY ABOUT BEING CAUGHT AND SENTENCED 

The forty-nine experienced burglars were asked if they ever worried about being caught 
and/or about what sentence they might receive. While the majority of the offenders said 
they did not worry about either, 19 offenders (39%) said they worried about getting 
caught, and 11 offenders (22%) said they worried about what sentence they might 
receive. 

Ten offenders said they were worried about being caught and what sentence they might 
receive. Three of these offenders said they were more worried about the sentence they 
might receive, two said they were more worried about being caught and another two said 
they were equally worried about both. 

Several respondents made additional comments in relation to the risk of being caught 
and/or sent to prison. Some offenders indicated that they actually wanted to get caught 
and go to prison either as a way of getting off the drugs they were addicted to or to 
provide some relief from the money worries they were experiencing on the outside. For 
example: 

• I was actually hoping to get caught this time. I got sick of paying rent and everything. I just 
wanted to be locked up and clean my act up. 

o I knew I would get caught, it was just a matter of time, or the sooner the better I hoped. Why was 
that? Just end it all and start again. It's never too late is it. 

Other respondents said they were not worried about going to jail because they found it 
'easy' and/or it was worth the risk. 

Similar findings have been reported in other studies. For example, as highlighted in the 
previous chapter, six of the burglars interviewed by Bennett and Wright (1984) said they 
welcomed the prospect of being caught and sentenced because they looked forward to 
going to prison as it would relieve them of some of the anxieties they were facing on the 
outside. 

How do burglars get caught? 

The main ways the experienced burglars believed that burglars get caught were: via 
forensic evidence such as fingerprints and DNA (53%); as a result of their own stupidity 
(41 %); being 'dabbed in' by someone (22%); by bragging about the crime/s they had 
committed; by being careless or making mistakes (14%); as a result ofbeing drug/alcohol 
affected (14%); by selling property to the wrong people (1 0%); through witness 
identification (1 0%) and being identified by leaving their trademark or having a 
consistent modus operandi. 

Other ways respondents suggested that burglars get caught include: being greedy, 
confessing to the police, bad luck, bad planning, being caught in the act, spending money 

·stupidly and being lazy. 
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Table 7.14 Experienced burglars' perceptions of how burglars get caught 

How do burglars get caught? 
Forensic evidence 
Stupidity 
'Dobbed in' 
Bragging 
Making mistakes/careless 
Drug/alcohol affected 
Selling property to wrong people 
Witness Identification 
Trademark!MO 
Other 

No. 
26 
20 
II 
II 
7 
7 
5 
5 
2 
7 

Taking precautions to avoid getting caught 

% 
53 
4I 
22 
22 
14 
14 
10 
10 
4 
14 

While the majority of the experienced burglars (61 %, n=30) said they took precautions to 
avoid being caught, a significant minority (31 %, n= 15) said they did not take any 
precautions, not even the most basic step of wearing gloves to avoid leaving fingerprints. 
Furthermore, an additional three respondents (6%) said they only took precautions 
sometimes. 

The respondents who said they always or sometimes took precautions to avoid being 
caught were asked to specify the type of precautions they took. The three most common 
precautions were, in order, wearing gloves, wearing a balaclava and wearing a hat. 

A range of other precautions were mentioned including: burning the clothes worn when 
committing the burglary; knowing co-offenders well; disposing of property quickly to 
trustworthy people; working out quick exit points; using a scanner and walkie talkies; 
using stolen cars; not telling anyone about the crimes they had committed; wearing a 
disguise (eg. wig, glasses); wearing oversized shoes; having a 'getaway' vehicle; using 
'Spray and Wipe' (to remove any fingerprints); and having a 'lookout'. 

Impact of DNA 

The majority of the experienced burglars said they thought that DNA will have at least 
some impact on burglary, with 24 offenders (49%) believing that DNA will have a big 
impact. Six offenders were undecided about the impact of DNA, and two offenders 
pointed out that they already had been caught as a result of DNA evidence. Comments 
made by the respondents who thought DNA would have a big impact included the 
following: 

What impact do you think DNA will have on burglary? 

• Bloody lot. Just 'cause all you have got to do nowadays is have a cigarette and chuck your butt on 
the ground. You have to be a whole lot more careful about what you touch, what you do, sweating, 
anything like that. I wouldn't do a burg now without me hat on just for the simple fact that when 
you are running around inside a house you do tend to get the sweats up because you are paranoid 
and that. 
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• I have noticed since I have been here in the last eight months there has been a lot of people being 
caught for jobs they have done because they have been careless. They have just left their DNA 
around. I mean you only have to sweat on something and they have got your DNA. 

• Oh yeah, a big impact. A lot of people are very worried about it...She' s a killer that DNA. 

The majority of the experienced burglars (71 %) also believed that burglars will take extra 
precautions as a result of DNA. Some of the extra precautions mentioned include: 
covering up/wearing protective gear, burning clothes and shoes after committing the 
burglary and being more careful not to cut themselves or leave hairs. 

For example: 

Do you think people will take extra precautions? 

• These days ifi were to decide to go do a burglary I would have to wear plastic all round. Plastic 
bags, plastic gloves, plastic over your shoes. It's a lot of effort. 

• No one will go anywhere and do any burglaries without a beanie or bally on and make sure they 
don't cut theirselves at all. 

• I have spoken to certain people and they are talking about destroying anything they have touched. 

Some respondents raised concerns about the potential for DNA evidence to be tampered 
with and the possibility that one criminal (or the police) could 'frame' someone else (e.g. 
by leaving a hair belonging to another person at the scene). For example: 

• I was reading something about it in the paper the other day that DNA can be easily tampered with. 

7.8 TECHNIQUES OF NEUTRALISATION 

Consistent with the findings from other studies, among some of the experienced burglars 
in the sample there was evidence of reliance on one or more neutralisation techniques 
(Sykes and Matza 1957) to overcome feelings of guilt or fear associated with committing 
crime. For example, eight of the experienced burglars said they had used drugs/alcohol 
prior to committing a crime to calm their nerves or provide dutch courage. One way the 
burglars rationalised their behaviour was to claim that they committed crime out of 
necessity, either because they were addicted to drugs or were unable to survive on social 
security. Some of the burglars also attempted to present themselves in a better light by 
making claims such as: that police officers were corrupt; that apparently upstanding 
members of the community (e.g. Christian people, judges) knowingly purchased stolen 
property; or that they avoided burgl}ng the houses of poor or elderly people. 

The following quotes illustrate some of the ways in which the burglars attempted to 
rationalise their behaviour and/or present themselves in a better light: 

Who placed the orders (for stolen property)? 

• Sometimes not even criminals place the orders, right. People that you know that ain't criminals. 
They are Christian type people and they say could you get me a gold watch. Good families even 
do it. 
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• All sorts, like people you wouldn't even suspect. Prison officers, things like that. I know all sorts. 
As long as it is cheap. 

Was there any type of place you preferred to burgle? 

• Just depends. I like doing houses if they're rich, but I like doing businesses as well. I like doing 
them (businesses) better, cause, sort of like it's not someone's house. No one is going to be in 
there when you break in and it is all insured. 

• I normally just target the rich people. I have got some standards. I woul~n't rob a poor person's 
house. 

• Rich houses, cause I knew they had insurance. I wasn't shirting in me own nest so to speak. As 
long as I thought they had insurance. Every criminal has got their own morals and I had mine. 

How good do you think the police are at catching burglars? 

• [P]eople, like straight people, see the police as people who stop criminals and that but most of 
time, and I am not saying they are all like it, but most of them are worse than us. 

• I've seen police pull up after we have done a burglary and I have actually seen them put stuff in 
their car. What can you do about it? Nothing. 

7.9 HOW CAN PEOPLE BE PREVENTED FROM COMMITTING 
BURGLARY? 

The experienced burglars were asked how they thought people could be prevented from 
committing burglary. The offenders provided a range of suggestions, some of which 
could be classified into specific types of prevention activity. For example, nine offenders 
suggested drug-related solutions such as increasing the availability of drugs or drug 
treatment programs, five offenders suggested that it might help if offenders could secure 
employment, three offenders suggested prison programs might help and three offenders 
mentioned better parenting. Other suggestions included: 

• mentoring of young offenders by reformed adult offenders; 

• a community approach to dealing with young offenders; 

• more support for offenders released from prison; 

• more money on the dole; 

• better education; 

• exposure to jail when young; and 

• boot camp. 

The following quotes illustrate the range of comments and suggestions made by the 
experienced burglars: 

How do you think people can be prevented from committing burglary? 

• I think once they get in here you have got buckley's hope really. Because they are probably in here 
for one or two and have probably got away with a hundred and two. Basically I think it has got to 
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come down to the way they are growing up, the places they are growing up, the things around 
when they are growing up. You have probably got to try and nip it in the bud when they are in 
school, when they are young, try and get it through to them. Once they are in here it's a waste of 
time. 

• If their parents were more sensitive about their children and what they do.lfthey are going to end 
up with this line offuture, they should take precautions about it. They should sit down and talk to 
their kids. 

• I really think that it comes down to who you hang around with. I know the seven years that I went 
through without any crime at all I was hanging around with a real good class of people. It wasn't 
until I lost me job and me life fell apart a bit that I got in with the riffraff again and I fell back into 
that rut and then the drugs come along and then you just don't have any vision ... .I don't see jail as 
a cure. This jail has just got younger, it is just full of younger people. They are sneakier, they're 
cleverer and there is more ofthem. All they are doing is planning jobs. All they do is come in here, 
hook up with people, plan jobs and go out and do them and come back and plan more jobs. 

• More job opportunities .... More courses [in prison] and places linked to here, like more support 
and like come in here and do courses and that and probably have a job waiting for you on the 
outside while you are in here. Like businesses can be linked to the jail and that. 

• Free drugs would stop a lot of it because over 90% of the people in prison do it to support a drug 
habit. 

• Some rehabilitation in here. A lot of the people in here are career criminals, they come, they go, 
they come, they go and they just don't care. Whereas I think if there was some sort of 
rehabilitation for us in here, like more programs, qualifications, so we can get out and get proper 
jobs, people would think, 'Ok, I've got a job', because now people think 'No one is going to 
employ me, I've got a criminal record'. 

Some offenders emphasised the importance of individual responsibility in deciding not to 
offend. Others suggested that nothing would prevent people from committing burglary: 

• No matter how safe they make their houses there is always going to be burglaries, always. There is 
no way to stop it. With the engraving and the Neighbourhood Watch as far as I am concerned they 
would be the best precautions you can take but you are not going to stop anyone from breaking 
into a house. It is never going to stop. 

• I don't really think there is a prevention, like everyone takes their own path. Whether it's the 
wicked adrenaline rush you get off it. I mean some burgs, especially in a high-risk area, you get 
more of an adrenaline rush than you ever will off a whack ofwhizzer, I meanjust a natural high of 
adrenaline. 

The offender who suggested 'boot camp' as possible solution had seen a documentary on 
television about a boot camp in the United States and thought the discipline might work 
well with some offenders. He was also impressed with the fact that program participants 
were provided with a job on completion ofthe program. 

188 



Table 7.15 Experienced burglars' suggestions for preventing burglary (a) 

Method of prevention No. % 
Drug-related 9 18 
Employment 5 10 
Prison programs 3 6 
Better parenting 3 6 
Other 22 45 
Don't know 7 14 
(a) Some respondents nominated more than one reason. Missing data= 9. 

7.10 DESISTANCE 

Significant gaps in offending 

All sixty offenders were asked whether they had had any significant gaps in offending 
and thirty-nine offenders (65%) said they had. Thirty-one of these offenders provided one 
or more reasons for their gap in offending. The three most common reasons for a gap in 
offending were forming a relationship, being employed and giving up drugs. Often when 
the offender's circumstances changed (e.g. relationship breakdown, getting into debt) or 
some other event occurred that the offender was unable to deal with (e.g. death of a 
relative) the offender would lapse back into committing crime. The following quotations 
illustrate this point: 

• When my daughter was born I stopped committing crimes for about 7 months. Why did you take 
up crime again? My girlfriend at the time, she left with me daughter and started going out with me 
best friend four days before Christmas and I hac\ trouble dealing with it. I had about two days to go 
before I could get me dole check and so I thought 'oh well, bugger this I need some drugs and 
something to drink' so I went and done a burg and one of me mates offered me a sort of like 
partnership thing- I do the crime and he would get the stuff and take it away and sell it for me. 

• I had a few years apart, like I've been on the straight and narrow for a couple of years and then 
had a bad couple of months and needed a bit of extra cash and I have done burglaries. What do you 
mean by a bad couple of months? Probably get that little bit too deeply involved with drugs, and 
you know you have got big bills, drug bills, and you have to pay them off quickly. 

The reasons provided to explain gaps in offending are similar to those associated with 
desistance from crime as outlined in the previous chapter. For example, factors such as 
obtaining stable employment, entering into a relationship and cessation of drug use were 
associated with desistance from crime. 
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Table 7.16 Reason for gap in offending (a) 

Reason for gap 

Met girVin relationship 
Working 
Not using drugs 
Birth of child/ren 
Under family supervision 
Sick of crime 
On parole 
Worried about sentence 
Other (b) 

Number 

8 
8 
5 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
3 

(a) Respondents could nominate more than one reason. 
(b) 'Other' includes: interested in other things, matured and moved interstate. 

Likelihood of re-offending 

% of those who had 
experienced a gap in offending 
20 
20 
13 
8 
8 
8 
5 
5 
8 

All sixty offenders were asked how likely they thought it was that they would commit a 
crime when released from prison. Eleven offenders (18%) thought it was likely that they 
would re-offend, and four offenders (7%) said that it was very likely. 

Most of the offenders who said they were likely to offend again suggested that their 
offending patterns were well entrenched (e.g. 'in the blood') or that they enjoyed the 
criminal lifestyle and/or were unlikely to be able to stay away from drugs. However, one 
offender explained that it simply is not possible to live moderately well on the dole and 
that he would need to commit petty crime, such as shoplifting, to provide for his family. 
Examples of the types of comments made by the offenders who said they were likely to 
re-offend include the following: 

How likely is it that you will commit a crime when released from prison? 

• I will commit crime. I will more than likely die walking out a bank with bags full of money and a 
shotgun in me hand. I will always commit crime. 

• I suppose I will. Why? To get meself on me feet. You can' t live off the dole, it's just not enough 
money ... Ifyou've got no money you're no one, you know what I mean. 

• Pretty likely. Why? Because I will most likely end up using drugs again ... There is no such thing 
as a reformed drug addict. 

• 100% ... It is in me now. I hang out for it ifl am not doing it. 

Fourteen offenders (23%) said they were unlikely or very unlikely tore-offend and five 
offenders said they did not want tq re-offend. Twenty-six offenders (43%) firmly stated 
that they would notre-offend when released. 

The reasons offenders provided as to why they were unlikely to commit a crime when 
released were similar to those provided to explain any significant gaps in offending. 
Several offenders mentioned that they wanted to establish a relationship with their 
child/ren when released, while others were concerned that they might jeopardise their 
relationship with their girlfriend/partner if they were to start committing crime again. 
Other reasons why offenders said that they were unlikely to offend were: that they had 
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given up, or intended to give up, drugs and/or alcohol; they already had, or wanted to 
obtain, a job; they had already lost too much; they had grown out of crime; and they 
could expect a lengthy jail sentence if caught offending again. Once again, these findings 
are consistent with the studies discussed in the previous chapter in relation to desistance 
from crime. 

The following quotations illustrate the type of comments made by the respondents who 
said they were unlikely to, or did not want to, re-offend when released from prison: 

How likely is it that you will commit a crime when released from prison? 

• No way. I've had enough of the place. I'll cut me head off before I come back. I'm gonna do a 
rehab when I get out, really give up the drinking .. .I've got a family now to look forward to ... .1 
don't want me daughter growing up with someone else, calling someone else dad. 

• Never again. I have lost too much. I have lost me marriage, lost a house, lost me car, lost a job. 

There was no obvious age difference between the offenders who indicated that it was 
likely or very likely that they would re-offend when released from prison and those who 
expressed the intention to desist from further offending when released. 

Table 7.17 Likelihood ofre-offending (a) 

Response 
Very likely 
Likely 
Unlikely 
Very unlikely 
I don't want to 
I won't 
Don't know 
Declined to answer 
(a) Missing data= 2. 

7.11 CONCLUSION 

Number 
4 
7 
6 
8 
5 
26 
1 
1 

% 
7 
12 
10 
13 
8 
43 
2 
2 

In many respects the findings from the Tasmanian study are very similar to the findings 
from the other studies highlighted in the literature review. In particular, the Tasmanian 
burglars' motivation for offending, attitudes to security measures and target selection 
methods are consistent with those of other burglars. Because of the similarities, most of 
the strategies to reduce recidivism suggested by other researchers are equally applicable 
here and were actually suggested by some of the offenders themselves. In particular, 
individually tailored rehabilitative programs with elements such as job placements, drug 
treatment and curfews would be a good place to start. While the effectiveness of prison as 
a deterrent appears to be limited, it does provide a temporary respite for some offenders 
seeking 'time out' from the demands of their criminal lifestyle or the opportunity to 
overcome their addiction to drugs. 

An encouraging finding is the fact that most of the offenders had experienced 
employment in the past, with some having completed TAFE courses and/or 
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apprenticeships. This suggests that most of them would have the capacity to do some 
kind ofwork if it was available to them. However, their drug/alcohol addiction and other 
issues such as the inability to deal with traumatic events and lack of social support would 
need to be addressed first. The challenge would then be to find employers prepared to 
give them a chance given the strong prospect that they might lapse back into crime or 
drug/alcohol abuse. Night-time curfews and restrictions on their ability to associate with 
co-offenders or other known associates may help reduce the likelihood of a lapse back 
into undesirable behaviour. 

Consistent with other studies, a significant theme emerging throughout the interviews is 
the relationship between drugs and burglary. Just under half of the experienced burglars 
said that their main reason for committing burglary was to obtain drugs. The drug-crime 
relationship is explored in more depth in a later chapter. 

As stated in the previous chapter, many ofthe studies involving interviews with burglars 
have tried to determine the extent to which burglars are rational decision-makers who 
weigh up the risks and rewards associated with burglary. Consistent with the conclusions 
of most other researchers, the findings from the interviews with the Tasmanian burglars 
support a model oflimited rationality. While some ofthe experienced burglars seemed to 
exhibit a reasonable degree of rationality when discussing issues such as target selection, 
their burglary preferences and the effectiveness of security measures, they were in the 
minority. Just over half of the experienced burglars said they did not usually plan their 
burglaries and their methods of target selection generally lacked sophistication. It was 
also apparent that when thinking about committing a burglary, many of the burglars were 
influenced by some ofthe extraneous factors mentioned by Bennett and Wright (1984) 
such as their moods, feelings, moral judgements and alcohol or drug intoxication. 

Many of the offenders' histories reveal the presence or known risk factors for the 
development of criminal and anti-social behaviour. These include: large families, 
poverty, family breakdown, parental drug/alcohol abuse, and family conflict. 
Approximately one-third of the sample had been a ward of the state and/or under social 
welfare supervision whilst growing up, and 53% had spent time in a juvenile detention 
centre. A significant number (40%) had committed their first crime before reaching the 
age ofthirteen, and the majority (57%) cited the influence of peers when asked how they 
first became involved in crime. 

Family criminality was also quite common among the sample of imprisoned burglars. 
The majority ofthe offenders (60%) had at least one relative who had committed a crime, 
with thirty-one offenders (52%) having at least one sibling who had offended, and 
nineteen offenders (32%) having at least one parent who had committed a crime. 
Longitudinal surveys have established that crime tends to run in families (Farrington, 
2002). For example, the concentration of offending in families was examined as part of 
the Cambridge study in Delinquent Development, a prospective longitudinal survey of 
over 400 London males from age eight to age forty-six (Farrington, 2002). The study 
revealed that having a convicted father, mother, brother or sister was predictive of a boy's 
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own convictions and that all four relatives were independently important as predictors of 
a boy's criminality (Farrington, 2002). 

Farrington et al (2001) also examined the concentration of offending in families as part of 
the Pittsburgh Youth Study, a prospective longitudinal study of the development of 
offending and anti-social behaviour among young boys. The parents of 1395 Pittsburgh 
boys aged 8, 11 or 14 reported the arrests of all family members, including siblings, 
biological and step-parents, grandparents and uncles and aunts. It was found that arrested 
persons were highly concentrated in families, and that if one relative was arrested there 
was a high probability that another relative had also been arrested. Arrests of brothers, 
sisters, fathers, mothers, uncles, aunts, grandfathers and grandmothers all predicted the 
delinquency of the youth participating in the study. However, the most important relative 
was the father. Arrests of the father predicted the youth's delinquency independently of 
all other arrested relatives (Farrington et al, 2001). 

Research examining the concentration of offending in families has also been conducted in 
Tasmania. Davies and Cunningham Dax (1974) report the findings from a study of 
sixteen multiproblem families in Tasmania which was commenced in 1970. In order to 
identify the families to be included in the study, six agencies (the Legal Aid Committee, 
the Prisons, the Probation Service, the Police, the Social Welfare Department and the 
Mental Health Services Commission) each submitted a list of up to 30 names ofthe 
families which most frequently demanded their services. The sixteen families eventually 
selected had all been residents of Hobart or nearby for at least two generations and 
appeared on at least three ofthe lists. The criminality of the second generation of the 
sixteen families was examined and revealed that 50% ofthe individuals (73% ofthe 
males, 17% of the females) had a police record, 34% had been to prison (51% of the 
males, 9% of the females) and that the average age of the first appearance in the 
Children's Court was 12.3 years. It was also estimated that the members of the sixteen 
families had spent 201 years in jail in the previous 15 years, which amounted to 250 
times as much a time in jail as for Tasmanian families in general. 

The finding that offending runs in families highlights the importance of crime prevention 
approaches which aim to intervene early in the lives of 'at risk' children at crucial 
transition points (e.g. around birth, the preschool years, the transition from primary to 
high school) to try and reduce the likelihood that they will become involved in crime, i.e. 
the Pathways to Prevention approach outlined in National Crime Prevention (1999). 
Given that 60% ofthe offenders interviewed had at least one child, and Farrington et al's 
study revealed that arrest of the father was the best predictor of a youth's delinquency, to 
be effective in the long term, burglary prevention strategies may need to focus on 
providing support to the families of burglars as well as the burglars themselves. 
Farrington et al (2002) suggest that the most promising programs in this regard include 
parent education in home visits, parent management training and child skills training, and 
pre-school intellectual enrichment programmes with home visits. 

The findings concerning the effectiveness of security measures suggest that a continued 
focus on target-hardening in Tasmania is appropriate, although perhaps the burglary 
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prevention messages should be more carefully constructed to reflect the offender's 
perspective on the effectiveness of security measures. Some security measures are clearly 
more effective than others, and members of the public should also be made aware of the 
techniques used by burglars to defeat security measures so that they can make more 
informed choices about the type of security they install. Public education campaigns 
should continue to encourage neighbours to look out for each other and report suspicious 
activity as 'Neighbourhood Watch' in the broad sense of the term was considered to be 
one of the most effective security measures. In particular, members ofthe community 
should be advised to report any instances of suspicious door knocking in their area as this 
may be burglars checking the occupancy of potential targets. 

A reassuring finding for residential burglary victims is the fact that most burglars do not 
know their victims and, in that sense, their target selection is random. However, some 
burglars do target particular houses or areas because they are perceived to be wealthy. 
There is an important message in this for people who believe that they will not be burgled 
because they live in a 'good area'. It is clear that burglars are primarily motivated by the 
need to obtain money as quickly and easily as possible and 'good areas' contain precisely 
the type of targets they will find attractive. 

From the perspective of the police, some of the burglars' comments contain some 
worthwhile advice. One of the burglars who burgled houses at night suggested that the 
police should pay more attention to the back yards of houses as this was how he would 
travel from one house to the next. He also pointed out that he could tell when a police car 
was in the vicinity because ofthe sound of the engine as the police would generally drive 
around at night with the car in low gear. Based on another burglar's observations, the 
police should always make sure they check the roof when attending a report of a burglary 
in progress, particularly for business premises. 

Still on the issue of detection, one of the surprising findings was that a significant number 
of the experienced burglars (31 %) said they did not take any precautions to avoid being 
caught, not even gloves to avoid leaving fingerprints. There are several possible 
explanations for this, such as: they may have under-estimated the risk of detection via 
fingerprints; due to the influence of drugs/alcohol they forgot to take precautions; or they 
did not take precautions because they actually wanted to get caught. Regardless of the 
reason for their past failure to take basic precautions, it seems likely that at least some of 
these offenders will start taking precautions if they re-offend given the heightened level 
of awareness about DNA. 

Finally, while it appeared that mosf of the burglars interviewed could be persuaded to 
desist from crime under the right circumstances, for a small minority the attraction of a 
criminal lifestyle would probably be quite difficult, if not impossible, to counter-balance, 
at least at this stage in their life. Most of these offenders enjoyed committing burglary 
and recognised that they could make far more money from crime than they could ever 
eam via legitimate employment. They had not reached the stage where they were 
concemed about family or relationship obligations, and were still caught up in the drug 
and partying scene. 
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CHAPTER 8: BURGLARY AND THE STOLEN GOODS 
MARKET 

8.1 INTRODUCTION 

A large amount of property is reported stolen in burglaries committed in Tasmania, with 
less than 10% of the property recovered. While it seems likely that some of the property 
was never stolen in the first place but reported as such as part of a fraudulent insurance 
claim, this still leaves a significant amount of property that apparently disappears without 
a trace. A central question is how burglars dispose of the property they steal in Tasmania. 
A related issue is whether efforts to disrupt the stolen goods market are likely to reduce 
the overall burglary rate (Sutton, 1998). 

Research involving interviews with offenders has provided a significant insight into the 
way stolen property is disposed of, and has informed the development of various 
typologies of the stolen goods market. One of the most common ways of disposing of 
stolen goods is through a 'fence'. A fence may be defined as someone: 

... who has direct contact with thieves, he buys and sells stolen goods regularly and persistently, in 
doing so he becomes a public dealer- recognised as a fence by thieves, the police, and others 
acquainted with the criminal community. (Steffensmeier, 1986 cited in Sutton, 1998:13) 

Other avenues of stolen goods disposal include legitimate businesses, drug dealers, 
friends and acquaintances, and strangers. 

Surveys of members of the community have provided information about the type of 
people who have been offered, and are willing to purchase, stolen property. Second-hand 
dealers have also been able to provide relevant information about the stolen goods 
market, based on their experience of being offered stolen goods in the course of their 
business. 

In this chapter, various studies and community surveys conducted in Australia and 
overseas are reviewed. The practice of stealing to order, the pricing of stolen goods and 
the transportation of stolen goods away from the burglary scene are examined. Another 
important question to consider when examining the stolen goods market is why some 
items are stolen in preference to others. This is particularly relevant when considering 
burglaries ofhomes which typically contain a large amount of property and yet most 
burglars target only a few items such as cash, jewellery and electrical goods (Clarke, 
1999). 

The fieldwork findings relevant to the stolen goods market in Tasmania will be 
highlighted in the latter half of the chapter, and include insights from the imprisoned 
burglars and the repeat burglary victims. Information will also be provided about the 
main types of property reported stolen in the six suburbs, and the extent to which some of 
the stolen property was subsequently recovered. 
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8.2 HOW DO BURGLARS DISPOSE OF STOLEN PROPERTY? 

In a study commissioned by the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) Department of 
Justice and Community Safety to conduct research into the ACT's stolen property 
market, Nelson et al (2002) interviewed forty-six community-based property offenders 
and asked them a series of questions, including how they disposed of stolen property. The 
offenders identified all the methods they used to dispose ofthe goods and the frequency 
with which they used each method of disposal. The methods of disposal identified in 
order, in terms of the number of offenders who mentioned them, are as follows: 

• Kept for personal use; 

• Exchanged for drugs; 

• Sold to a business; 

• Sold to an acquaintance; 

.. Sold to family/friends; 

• Sold to strangers; 

• Sold at market stall; 

• Sold through garage sale; 

• Sold to a fence; and 

• Sold through a paper . 

The methods of disposal mostfrequently used by the offenders were selling the property 
to businesses; exchanging it for drugs and keeping it for personal use. The offenders were 
also asked to indicate what they thought was the best way to dispose of stolen goods. 
Nelson et al report that the offenders frequently expressed a preference for selling to 
people they knew and trusted as this minimised the risk of detection. Fences, businesses 
and drug dealers were also among the preferred methods of disposal, with fences 
considered to offer the best deals. Several offenders said they sold property to second
hand dealers and pawnbrokers, despite the requirement that they show proof of identity. 
However, a number of offenders thought that this method of disposal was too risky. 

Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) conducted a similar study of the stolen goods market in 
New South Wales which involved interviews with 267 imprisoned burglars. The study 
revealed that the most common methods of disposing of stolen goods were, in order: 

• trading stolen goods for drugs (70% of respondents); 

• selling to family, friends and acquaintances (62.8%); 

• selling to fences (62%); 

• selling to legitimate businesses (50.8%); 

• selling to pawn and second-hand shops (49.2%); 

• selling to strangers in a public place (29.6%); 
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• trading for other goods (18.8%); 

• selling at markets (6.4%); 

• selling at garage sales (2.8%); and 

• selling through an auction house (2%). 

With regard to legitimate businesses, the type of business most frequently nominated was 
the local corner store, followed by jewellery stores and then wreckers and repair yards, 
tradesman, computer and office machine shops, antique shops, pubs and clubs, 
tobacconists, and restaurants. 

The burglars used a median of four methods to dispose of stolen goods, with high -
frequency offenders using significantly more avenues of disposal, and being more likely 
to sell to strangers than low frequency offenders. 

Schneider (2005) conducted in-depth interviews with fifty offenders with multiple 
convictions for burglary and other theft-related offences in Shropshire, England, to 
determine how they disposed of goods obtained through shoplifting and burglary. The 
first choice for the majority of the offenders who admitted involvement in shoplifting and 
burglary was to dispose of the goods obtained by selling them to a fence. 

Wright and Decker (1994) questioned 90 ofthe currently active burglars they interviewed 
in StLouis, Missouri, about the disposal of stolen property. Twenty-four burglars (27%) 
typically sold the property they stole to friends, acquaintances or relatives who were 
usually aware that the offenders committed residential burglaries which alleviated the 
need to disguise the fact that the goods were stolen. Twenty-three per cent of the 
offenders said they routinely sold stolen property to the neighbourhood drug dealer, and 
in some cases this involved exchanging the stolen property for drugs. Of the remainder, 
22% typically sold the property they stole to a professional fence, 14% said they usually 
disposed of stolen property through pawnshops, and 13% said they usually sold at least 
part oftheir stolen property to strangers. Some of the offenders occasionally kept 
property for personal use, with handguns and jewellery the items most likely to be 
retained. Guns could be used for self-protection and for committing other crimes, and 
could also enhance an offender's streetcorner reputation. Similarly, the burglars could 
achieve status among their peers by displaying expensive jewellery. 

Cromwell et al (1991, 1993) interviewed thirty active burglars in Texas, all ofwhom 
were drug addicts or abusers of illegal drugs. They point out that most ofthe literature 
has concentrated on professional fences whereas their research revealed that the 
distribution channels for stolen property are much more diverse. In particular, their 
research suggested that a significant proportion of the property stolen by burglars may be 
sold directly to the public. They found that most burglars dispose of their property to one 
or more professional fences. However, they found that inexperienced burglars, juveniles 
and drug addicts often find it difficult to establish business relationships with fences and 
many regularly disposed of stolen property through direct sales to members of the public. 
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Based on their research, Cromwell et al concluded that 'the marketplace for stolen 
property is both diverse and ubiquitous' (Cromwell et al 1991: 80). 

In a Home Office study, Sutton et al (2001) analysed data from twenty five in-depth 
interviews with known prolific thieves operating in the Southeast of England and found 
that many thieves had around twenty to thirty people and retail outlets where they felt 
they could 'safely' sell stolen goods. Goods were generally sold within 24 hours ofbeing 
stolen, and the thieves usually sold the goods in their local area. Residential fences (i.e. 
fences who operate out of their own homes) and pawnbrokers were particularly prolific 
purchasers of stolen goods. Also, comer shop keepers were regular purchasers of stolen 
goods and nearly all ofthe local pubs were regarded as 'safe' places to sell stolen goods. 

In another Home Office study, Kock et al ( 1996) interviewed five police informants from 
East Anglia about the distribution of stolen electrical goods. According to the informants, 
thieves or burglars would usually sell stolen goods to a fence, rather than direct to the 
'new owner'. However, there were exceptions where burglars would sell goods to friends 
or relatives, or try to sell the goods in a pub. Burglars generally sold the stolen property 
to a fence well known to them, and often living in the same town as them. Since most 
burglaries took place in the morning or early afternoon, the goods were usually delivered 
to the fence late in the afternoon or early in the evening. Alternatively, the burglar would 
store the stolen goods in a garage or even a hedge, to collect at a later date. Stolen 
electrical goods could often be sold to owners of second-hand stores and other retail 
outlets. Pubs were also a popular outlet, and in many cases the licensee or publican was 
aware of what was going on, even condoning it. 

8.3 TYPOLOGY OF THE STOLEN GOODS MARKET 

Various typologies of the stolen goods market have been proposed. Some of these 
typologies have focused on the various different types of market which exist for stolen 
goods, whereas others have identified the different types of receivers of stolen goods. 

In the Home Office study of the stolen goods market conducted by Sutton, five main 
types of markets for stolen goods were identified (Sutton, 1998, Sutton et al, 2001): 

• commercial fence supplies- stolen goods are sold by thieves to commercial 
fences (e.g. jewellers, pawnbrokers, second-hand dealers) who operate out of 
shops; 

• residential fence supplie~ - involves the sale of stolen goods (particularly 
electrical goods) from thieves to fences, usually at the home of a fence; 

• network sales - which often involve a residential fence. The buyer may be the 
final consumer, or may sell the goods on again via friendship networks where 
the goods are passed on and each participant adds a bit extra to the price until a 
consumer is found; 

• commercial sales - sales of stolen goods by commercial fences for profit, either 
directly to the (innocent) customer or to another distributor who thinks the 
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goods can be sold again for extra profit. More rarely, such sales are made to 
another distributor; 

• hawking- thieves selling goods directly to consumers in places like pubs and 
clubs, or door-to-door (e.g. shoplifters selling clothes or food). 

Cromwell et al (1993) developed a typology of receivers which distinguished between six 
levels of receivers. Four criteria were relied on to differentiate between the receivers: (1) 
the frequency with which they purchase stolen property; (2) the scale or volume of 
purchases of stolen property; (3) the purpose of the purchase (i.e. for personal use or 
resale); and (4) the level of commitment to purchasing stolen goods. On the basis of these 
criteria, the six levels of receivers identified were: 

1. professional fences- whose principal enterprise is the purchase and 
redistribution of stolen property. Professional fences generally purchase stolen 
property directly from the thief and almost exclusively for resale. Although 
professional fences often operate 'legitimate businesses' which can enable 
them to mix the stolen property with their legitimate stock (e.g. jewellery, 
appliance sales or service), their primary occupation is fencing; 

2. part-time fences - differentiated from the professional fence by frequency of 
purchase, volume of business and degree of commitment to fencing. Part-time 
fences generally do not buy as regularly as professional fences and they do not 
buy in volume. Fencing is not their principal means of livelihood; 

3. associational fences- persons whose legitimate occupations place them in 
close association and interaction with thieves, such as police officers and 
criminal defence lawyers. Some associational fences (e.g. criminal defence 
lawyers) may not be paid for their professional services unless they are 
prepared to accept stolen property from property offenders who have no other 
way of paying for the services; 

4. neighbourhood hustlers- people who buy and sell stolen property as one of 
many 'hustles' (i.e. small-time crime and confidence games) which provide a 
marginal living outside the conventional economic system. The 
neighbourhood hustler may be a small-time fence or a middleman who brings 
thieves and customers together, earning a percentage of the sale for service 
rendered. He/she may also be a burglar who occasionally markets stolen 
goods for others. Most neighbourhood hustlers do not have a place of 
business, as such, but operate out of their car boot or from their home; 

5. drug dealers who barter drugs for stolen property- by being prepared to trade 
stolen goods for drugs, drug dealers can increase their drug sales by opening 
their market to those with stolen property but no cash. They can also on-sell 
the property for a higher price than that given in trade to the addict/thief; and 

6. amateur receivers- young, inexperienced or drug-using thieves who sell their 
goods directly to consumers. They either approach strangers in public places 
or sell goods to someone they have developed a relationship with who 
purchases property more or less on a regular basis for personal use. 
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The inclusion by Cromwell et al (1993) of a separate category for drug dealer seems 
justified given that the NSW stolen goods market study revealed that the most common 
method used by burglars to dispose of stolen goods was to trade them for drugs. 
Exchanging goods for drugs was also one of the most frequently used methods of stolen 
goods disposal used by the offenders in the ACT study (Nelson et al, 2002). Cromwell et 
al point out that the advantage ofthis method of disposal for drug-using burglars is speed 
and efficiency, although they may not obtain the best possible price for the goods. 

8.4 HOT PROPERTY 

What type of property do burglars steal and why? 

The type of property most frequently stolen by the prolific burglars interviewed by 
Schneider (2005) in Shropshire, England, was electronic items such as televisions, videos 
and stereos. Other types of property targeted included power tools, garden tools 
(including lawn mowers and hedge cutters), jewellery, computers, cash and cigarettes. 
The most commonly reported reason for targeting particular a type of property was that it 
was easy to sell, with the second most frequently cited reason being that the property was 
easy to steal. 

Nelson et al (2002) report that among the ACT community-based property offenders they 
interviewed, the most frequently stated reason for stealing particular items was that the 
property could be sold quickly and easily. The offenders were also asked to indicate what 
type of property they usually stole. The most common responses were cash, televisions, 
videos and DVD players, computers and jewellery. 

In the New South Wales study ofthe stolen goods market (Stevenson and Forsythe, 
1998), offenders were asked an open-ended question about how they decided what to 
steal. Forty-nine per cent said they decided what to steal based on their ability to dispose 
of, and gain a good price for, the item. Smaller proportions of respondents said they took 
'what was there' (8%), knew in advance what to take (13.5%) or only took items that were 
easy to carry (2.8%). Seventeen respondents (7% of the sample) were identified as having 
only ever stolen cash during the reference period. They were asked why they did not take 
other things. The most common response was that stolen goods were difficult to dispose 
of (n=7), followed by the disposal process being judged too risky (n=3) and the 
respondent specialising in cash burglaries (n=3). One burglar objected to stealing 
personal goods. Respondents were also asked to estimate the frequency with which they 
had stolen each of five types of item (i.e. gold ring, power tool, compact disc player, 
computer and VCR) during the reference period. Overall, respondents stole VCRs most 
frequently, followed by the gold ring, CD player, power tool and computer. 

Most of the active burglars interviewed by Wright and Decker (1994) said they would 
look for cash, jewellery and guns first. These items were apparently highly prized by the 
burglars because they are light to carry, easy to conceal and represent excellent value for 
weight. Most ofthe offenders would also target TVs, VCRs and stereos, and some 
offenders would look for prescription drugs (e.g. Valium) in the bathroom. 
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Clarke (1999) observes that burglars are most likely to steal jewellery, videos, cash, 
stereos and TV s in residential burglaries. He suggests that the key attributes of hot 
products are summarised by the acronym CRAVED. Thus, in order to be attractive to 
thieves, products must be concealable, removable, available, valuable, enjoyable and 
disposable. Clarke maintains that while each of these elements may be important in 
explaining which products are stolen, how frequently they are stolen probably depends on 
just one attribute - the ease of disposal. Clarke also points out that Felson (1998) and 
Gould (1969) have argued that a product's vulnerability to theft changes, depending on 
how novel and readily available it is. According to Felson, any new product goes through 
four stages he terms innovation, growth, mass market and saturation. Products in their 
growth and mass market stages are particularly attractive to both consumers and thieves. 
When products reach the saturation stage they are widely owned and inexpensive, and 
less marketable from the fence's perspective and thus less attractive to thieves. Closely 
linked to the novelty of products is the amount of advertising and media attention they 
receive. Advertising of previously unavailable products can raise the level of awareness 
of them among both legitimate consumers and thieves and create the desire to purchase 
and steal them (Clarke, 1999). 

8.5 PRICE OBTAINED FOR STOLEN GOODS 

In the ACT study, Nelson et al (2002) found that the amount the offenders received for 
stolen goods varied between one-quarter and one-halfthe original value ofthe goods, but 
was usually around one-third. However, the price obtained could be much lower if the 
offender was desperate for money (e.g. to buy drugs). Property was also usually sold to 
family and friends for a smaller amount. The price paid was apparently negotiated each 
time between the buyer and the seller. 

Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) asked their imprisoned burglars what price they would 
typically obtain for three items (VCR, gold ring and power tool) via four avenues of 
disposal (legitimate businesses, fence, drug dealers and pawn and second-hand shops). In 
the case of disposal to drug dealers, a cash value was estimated for the quantity of drugs 
the offenders thought they would obtain for the three items. The estimated prices varied 
as follows: VCR from $100-150, gold ring from $100-175, and power tool from $50-70. 
The only major difference between outlets was that pawnbrokers and second-hand 
dealers tended to offer the lowest prices for stolen property. Generally, stolen goods were 
sold for around one-quarter to one-third of their retail value when new. 

According to Hill (1992), while the 'industry norm' is that the thief receives a third of the 
retail value, most thieves receive considerably less when dealing with fences because of 
their superior bargaining position. The thiefs need to sell the property is usually greater 
than the fence's need to purchase more property, particularly in the case of drug-addicted 
thieves. 

Similarly, Sutton (1998) found that stolen goods were usually sold by the thief for a third 
of the retail value. Where property was sold to a residential fence, the fence would 
typically sell it to a consumer for half the retail value. Goods sold to second-hand shops 
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were usually sold to members of the public for two-thirds ofthe retail value, depending 
on their condition. However, Sutton points out that stolen goods are not always sold for 
less than their retail price, and that a jeweller, for example, can sell stolen jewellery for 
the same price as legitimate jewellery. 

The informants interviewed by Kock et al (1996) reported that electrical goods which are 
still in their packaging sell for the best price, and that a burglar can expect to receive up 
to 50% of the retail price for such items. 

8.6 STEALING TO ORDER 

In the ACT study, the offenders were asked if they had stolen property to order in the two 
years prior to the interview and twenty-five offenders (54%) said they had. Family 
members and/or friends were most likely to have placed the orders, although five 
offenders said they had been approached by a business. The types of property most 
frequently requested were computers, other electrical items and clothing. 

Seventy-seven per cent of the imprisoned burglars interviewed by Stevenson and 
Forsythe (1998) said they had stolen goods to order, with 31% indicating that they had 
stolen goods to order most of the time. Most of the orders were from family, friends and 
acquaintances (58.7%), followed by drug dealers (41.3%), fences (30.7%) and legitimate 
businesses (18.5%). The most frequently requested items were consumer electricals (e.g. 
VCRs, TVs, CD players) and jewellery. 

Wright and Decker (1994) found that burglars who typically sold stolen property to 
friends, acquaintances or relatives were often approached by a friend or relative with a 
request for a specific item of property. While a few ofthe offenders would respond by 
trying to locate the item, most did not steal to order, but would keep an eye out for 
property they knew they had a buyer for in the normal course of offending. 

Maguire and Bennett (1982) report that a burglar's relationship with a regular fence can 
lead to 'stealing to order', whereby the fence provides a list of his specific requirements 
and the burglar sets out to find them. Similarly, one ofthe burglars interviewed by 
Wright and Decker (1994) said that he was able to go to his fences and obtain a complete 
inventory of the sort of property they wanted which gave him a better idea ofwhat to 
look out for in addition to the items already known to be popular with fences such as 
jewellery, electronic goods and firearms. 

Sutton (1998) concluded that stealing to order takes place in four of the five stolen goods 
markets he described, with the exception being hawking markets (i.e. selling direct to 
consumers in pubs or door-to-door). He points out that stealing to order can occur when a 
consumer approaches a fence, who then approaches a thief. Alternatively, the consumer 
may approach the thief directly. Also, fences may place 'standing orders' with thieves for 
property which is in general demand. 
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8. 7 SPEED OF DISPOSAL 

Wright and Decker (1994) found that the majority of the active burglars they interviewed 
aimed to dispose of the goods they had stolen as quickly as possible due to both a fear 
that property could incriminate them in a police search, and a pressing need to obtain 
cash and/or drugs. 

In the NSW study ofthe stolen goods market, Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) found that 
the burglars they interviewed disposed of stolen property extremely quickly. Regardless 
of the method of disposal used, about half of the respondents disposed of the property 
within four hours of the burglary. The time taken to dispose of goods though 
pawnbrokers was generally longer than the disposal time though the other avenues. By 
contrast, disposing of goods through a drug dealer was associated with a very fast speed 
of disposal. Nearly half of the respondents had exchanged their stolen property for drugs 
within an hour of stealing them and 91% had done so within a day of the burglary. 
Similarly, Nelson et al (2002) found that most of the ACT property offenders were able 
to dispose of stolen property within a few hours, regardless of who was receiving the 
goods. 

8.8 TRANSPORTATION AND STORAGE OF STOLEN GOODS 

The main ways in which the ACT property offenders (Nelson et al 2002) said they 
transported property away from where they had been stolen were to carry it (62%), use a 
car (22%) or to use a bag/back pack (16%). By contrast, in the NSW stolen goods market 
study, seventy-five percent of the imprisoned burglars interviewed had used a vehicle to 
get to and from a burglary during the reference period, and approximately four-fifths of 
these respondentshad used a stolen vehicle (Stevenson and Forsythe, 1998). Nelson et al 
point out that minor theft accounts for 51% of stolen goods offences in the ACT, with an 
average of 1.3 items stolen per offence. Thus, they suggest that it is less likely that a car 
is needed to carry goods which may explain the difference in findings between the ACT 
and the NSW study. 

Sutton (1998) found that some of the offenders he interviewed used their own cars to 
travel to a burglary and transport stolen goods. Others used public transport, walked or 
rode bikes. One used stolen cars to travel to steal other cars, to commit ram-raids, or to 
burgle shops and offices. Six of the offenders said they regularly used taxis to travel to 
burglary sites and to transport stolen goods. Black plastic bin bags, sheets and pillow 
cases found in victims' homes were used to wrap and carry stolen goods during 
transportation. To avoid being caught in possession of stolen property, thieves often hid 
the property for a few hours until it could be delivered to a buyer. For some offenders this 
involved burying the stolen property and/or using lock-up garages. 

In the ACT study, the offenders were also asked a series of questions relating to the 
movement of stolen property interstate. Most of the offenders (65%, n=30) said they sold 
their goods within the ACT, with 21 of these offenders doing so "all ofthe time". The 
offenders were also asked whether the people they sold the goods to were planning to 
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move them interstate and 22 offenders said they were not. Most of the remainder claimed 
that the goods were likely to have been moved to Sydney, Melbourne or Brisbane. Only 
one offender claimed that he sold property interstate "all ofthe time", while 14 claimed 
to do so "some of the time". More than half of those who sold property interstate said 
they did so in Sydney. The main reasons why the offenders said they sold property 
interstate were because they believed they were less likely to be caught, that better 
opportunities existed elsewhere, they had contacts in Sydney or they might receive more 
money interstate. 

In the New South Wales study (Stevenson and Forsythe, 1998), information was gathered 
on where goods were stored if they were not disposed of immediately. The storage 
locations most frequently identified were their own home (36.4% of respondents), a 
friend's home (31.2%), a vehicle (16.4%), the bush (15.6%), the family home (14.8%), in 
lock-up garages (13.6%) and in empty houses (3.2%). Approximately one-third of the 
ACT offenders (Nelson et al2002) said they had stored goods prior to disposing of them 
on at least one occasion. Of those who had stored stolen goods, over half had not stored 
goods for any longer than a week and they usually stored the goods in their own home. 

8.9 INSIGHTS FROM SECOND-HAND DEALERS 

In the ACT study (Nelson et al 2002), interviews were conducted with a sample of fifteen 
second-hand dealers to determine their experiences, if any, of being offered property 
which might have been stolen. The sample was comprised of: 

• two pawn-brokers; 

• two general second-hand dealers; 

• two jewellers; 

• four furniture and/or antique dealers; and 

• seven compact disc, game software and/or computer dealers. 

The interviews revealed that the type of goods offered to the second-hand dealers was 
consistent with whatever property it was they traded in. Thus, CD traders reported offers 
of CDs and games, jewellers reported offers of jewellery and those trading in general 
goods reported offers ofVCRs, DVD players and stereos. Some types of goods were 
apparently offered more often than others. For example, CDs and computer games 
appeared to be offered more often than jewellery and antiques. Nelson et al suggest that 
this may be because CDs/games are stolen more often than the other items or there is a 
larger market for them. 

All of the fifteen store managers interviewed said that they had been offered property 
which they believed to be stolen at one time or another. In terms ofthe offers received in 
the past twelve months, the frequency ranged from several times a week to only a few 
times. The type of goods traded apparently influenced the frequency of the offers 
received. CD and computer traders reported more offers in the past 12 months than 
antique and furniture stores. Interestingly, some of the respondents pointed out that the 
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offers of stolen goods appeared to fluctuate around holiday periods, the introduction of 
police initiatives and business movements within the area. 

The second-hand dealers reported that most of the suspected stolen goods they were 
offered were single items, except that CDs tended to be offered in larger quantities. Some 
of the CD traders reported being offered up to 20 CDs at a time. While the majority of 
goods offered to the dealers were used goods, some of the stores said that the goods 
appeared to be brand new, with the store tickets and tags still attached. This was reported 
to happen more often with CDs and computer games than other property. 

Nelson al report that many second-hand dealers have their own processes for identifying 
and managing the risk of stolen property such as: 

• Offering store credit rather than cash; 

• Asking people about the history of the goods; and 

• Asking people about the value of the goods. 

The second-hand dealers apparently rely on some key indicators to identify suspect 
property. One ofthe key indicators is a discrepancy between the type of person selling 
the goods and the goods on offer, although the second-hand dealers were aware that 
personal appearance is not a very reliable measure. Store managers are also suspicious if 
people prefer cash payments to credit, particularly where the amount of credit is greater 
than the cash payment, or if sellers have limited knowledge of the history and/or value of 
the goods on offer. 

8.10 COMMUNITY SURVEYS 

In order to determine the extent to which people have been offered and/or are willing to 
purchase stolen property, various community surveys have been conducted. A consistent 
finding in the three surveys discussed in more detail below, is that age and sex are 
important variables impacting on the likelihood that an individual will be offered and 
purchase stolen property. Other factors which seem to be relevant include housing area 
and income. 

Allen (2000) discusses findings from a telephone survey of 5,000 people in New South 
Wales in which 5% of the respondents said they had been offered stolen goods in the 
previous 12 months, and 14% said they had been offered stolen goods in their lifetime. 
Two-thirds of the respondents who had been offered stolen goods in the previous 12 
months, had been offered them on more than one occasion. Age, sex and area were the 
factors most likely to affect whether someone was offered stolen goods. Men were more 
than twice as likely as women to be offered stolen goods, and people in their teens or 
twenties were approximately nine times more likely to be offered stolen goods than 
people aged 50 or over. Men in their twenties living in a high-crime area were the most 
likely to have been offered stolen goods. 
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Respondents who said they had been offered stolen goods in the previous 12 months were 
asked where they were the last time they were offered stolen goods. Eighty-four percent 
(84%) of the offers were made in four locations: on the street (25%), at a pub/club (22%), 
at someone's home (22%) or at work (17%). Electrical goods were offered in more than 
half of the incidents, and the other main types of goods offered to respondents were 
clothes, jewellery/watches and tools. In the majority of cases (84% of incidents), the 
stolen goods were offered by a male on his own. Fifty percent of the people offering the 
goods were in their twenties, and 90% aged between 13 and 39 years. Only 41% of the 
respondents said they knew the person who offered them the goods, and only 7% of 
respondents reported the last occasion where they had been offered stolen goods to the 
police. The main reasons for not reporting such offers to police were: 'it would not have 
served a useful purpose (23%), 'I was not certain the goods were stolen (22%), 'I couldn't 
be bothered' (18%) and 'the person was my friend' (16%). 

Sutton (1998) reports findings from the 1994 British Crime Survey which included 
questions about purchasing and being offered stolen goods. Eleven percent of the sample 
said they had purchased stolen goods in the last five years. A greater proportion of 
respondents aged between 16 and 24 said they had purchased stolen goods, and almost 
twice as many males than females had purchased stolen goods. Housing area was also 
relevant, with more than twice as many of those living in the least well-off areas having 
purchased stolen goods as those living in the most affluent areas. Interestingly, a large 
proportion of respondents (70%) thought that some of their neighbours possessed stolen 
goods, such as TV s or videos, in their homes. 

Cromwell and McElrath (1994) present findings from a survey of a random sample of 
households in Midland, Texas, which included questions about the purchase of stolen 
goods. They report that 12% of the sample (20% ofthe men and 4% ofthe women) said 
they were willing (motivated) to buy stolen goods, 36% said they had been offered stolen 
goods and 13% indicated that they had actually purchased stolen goods. Also, 39% of the 
respondents reported having at least one friend who had purchased stolen property. Males 
were significantly more likely than females to report that they had been offered stolen 
goods for purchase, and younger respondents were more likely than older respondents to 
report having been offered stolen property. Overall, males, younger respondents, those 
earning less than $50,000 per year, and Hispanics were most likely to report being 
motivated to buy stolen property. 

Cromwell and McElrath observe that, based on their data, the decision to purchase stolen 
goods appears to be far more dependent on whether an opportunity to buy is presented, 
and to a much lesser extent on whether the respondent reported being willing to purchase 
stolen goods. The data indicated that demographic variables (age, sex, ethnicity and 
income) play an important role in whether respondents are offered stolen goods and are 
motivated to purchase them. However, the authors found no evidence of a direct 
relationship between the demographic variables and actually purchasing stolen goods. 
They conclude that their data supports an opportunity perspective of the crime of 
knowingly buying stolen goods. Thus, individuals whose lifestyle or routine activities are 
more likely expose them to opportunities to purchase stolen property are the most likely 
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to commit that particular crime. Consistent with this, Sutton (1998) concluded from his 
analysis of the findings from the British Crime Survey that there was some evidence to 
suggest that the purchase of stolen goods is linked to 'opportunity' through offers received 
from thieves and residential fences. 

What sort of people buy stolen property? 

Sutton (1998) used a statistical technique - logistic regression - to determine the relative 
influence of particular demographic and social variables in explaining the likelihood of 
British Crime Survey respondents having purchased stolen goods. Of the twelve variables 
included, age was found to be the most powerful independent predictor of buying stolen 
goods. The odds of 16-24 year-olds buying stolen goods were more than four times those 
aged 36 to 60. Males were also more likely to buy stolen property than females. 

Sutton found that a number of other variables were associated with buying stolen goods, 
most of which were indicators of housing area and household income or relative 
disadvantage. Variables relating to housing area included: drug problems in the 
neighbourhood; believing that most burglaries in the area were committed by locals; and 
living in a poorer housing area. Household income variables included: not managing very 
well on income; recent loss of wage earner; not having the use of a car; and not having 
household contents insurance. In relation to household contents insurance, it was found 
that 20% of respondents without contents insurance against theft said they had bought 
stolen goods compared with 11% of respondents with contents insurance. Sutton suggests 
that the association between non-insurance and buying stolen goods probably reflects the 
higher insurance premiums demanded in the areas where the respondents live. He 
maintains that homes without contents insurance are more likely to be in areas with a 
high burglary rate where premiums are more expensive. In some of the highest risk areas 
insurance may be refused outright, or the installation of security measures may be a 
prerequisite which poorer householders are unable to afford. Sutton also observes that 
people in these areas probably buy more stolen goods for a variety of reasons including 
the availability of more opportunities to buy them because relatively more offenders live 
in their neighbourhood. They are also likely to experience financial difficulty in replacing 
their own uninsured items if stolen, and the purchasing of stolen goods is more likely to 
be the norm in the neighbourhood. 

Allen (2000) points out that there are reasons both for and against the expectation of a 
relationship between socio-economic status and preparedness to buy stolen goods. She 
suggests that there are no socio-economic barriers to purchasing stolen goods as everyone 
is interested in a bargain, and wealthier people are more likely to be able to afford to buy 
goods. On the other hand, poorer people may purchase goods just to get by whereas 
wealthier people do not need to take the risk of being caught in possession of stolen 
goods. 

Consistent with Cromwell and McElrath's opportunity perspective of the purchase of 
stolen property, people living in low-income areas may be more likely to buy stolen 
property because they receive more offers. The British Crime Survey revealed that people 
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living in poorer areas are more likely to be offered stolen property (Sutton, 1998), The 
research conducted by Wright and Decker (1994) also provides some evidence for this. 
Thirteen percent of the active burglars they interviewed said they usually sold at least part 
of their stolen property to strangers. Many of the offenders were quite discriminating 
about the areas where they would to attempt to sell the property, and selected 
neighbourhoods perceived to contain residents who were unlikely to report being offered 
stolen property to police. For the majority of these offenders this meant targeting the 
'rundown, socially disorganised areas of the inner city' (Wright and Decker, 1994: 189). 

Sutton's ( 1998) analysis of the BCS data also revealed that respondents in households 
where the head of household was self-employed were significantly more likely to have 
bought stolen goods. Sutton suggests that this can be partly explained by the greater 
number of offers of stolen property that the self-employed receive. Many of the offenders 
he interviewed considered that the quickest and most effective way to sell stolen goods 
was to approach a businessman. Businessmen were thought to be more likely to buy 
stolen property, more likely to have the necessary cash, and likely to be dishonest. 

Why do people purchase stolen property? 

According to Cromwell and McElrath (1994), research has shown that there is very little 
stigma associated with the purchase of stolen property, and that the police tend not to put 
much effort into the pursuit and apprehension of receivers. They also observe that the 
selling and receiving of stolen property are consistently ranked at the lower end of the 
scale in crime seriousness studies, and that it is difficult to ohtain convictions for 
recetvmg. 

Cromwell et al (1993) interviewed nineteen people who had purchased stolen property 
directly from a thief. More than half (58%) of these respondents owned, or were 
employed by, legitimate businesses, and occasionally purchased stolen property at their 
place of business, primarily for resale. The sample consisted of the authors' students, 
friends and acquaintances, and 'friends of friends', and included a college professor who 
had been purchasing stolen clothing for himself and his family for 20 years. In terms of 
motivation, some of the respondents said that they were just unable to resist a bargain, 
while others liked 'beating the system' or enjoyed the excitement associated with the 
purchase of stolen property. The authors also found that these individuals they termed 
'non-professional receivers' tended to neutralise or rationalise their involvement in the 
purchase of stolen property, with almost all ofthem disassociating themselves from the 
theft. Many rationalised that the property was already stolen, and that if they did not buy 
it someone else would, and appeared to regard purchasing stolen property as a victimless 
crime, if a crime at all. Purchases were also neutralised as 'simply getting a bargain' or the 
respondents rationalised that the victim was an insurance company or big business that 
'expects to lose a certain amount of merchandise' and recovers the loss by increasing 
prices (Cromwell eta!, 1993: 84). Also, many individuals claimed that they were not 
certain that the goods were stolen. 
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Henry ( 1978) conducted a study of hidden-economy trading, specifically the amateur 
trade in stolen property. He suggests that people involved in the hidden economy bring 
into play a number of attitudes and ways of thinking and talking which make their 
activities morally acceptable. People offer a range of excuses and justification for their 
involvement in the hidden economy, such as inequalities in employment, being tricked by 
everyone else, particularly the government, and the general morality of other people (e.g. 
'everyone is doing it'). The genuine origin of the goods is never stated, instead they are 
ambiguously described as 'cheap' or a 'bargain'. In order to account for their low price, 
which might otherwise be an indicator of their status as stolen, goods may be described as 
being of poor quality (e.g. seconds, rejects, damaged in transit), business perks, or cheap 
because they were purchased in bulk. 

8.11 STRATEGIES 

A range of different strategies have been proposed to tackle the stolen goods market 
which include public education campaigns, targeting locations where property is sold 
(e.g. pubs, garage sales, businesses), property marking, police 'sting' operations, security 
coding, treatment for drug users and tougher regulation of second-hand dealers (see 
Allen, 2000; Stevenson and Forsythe, 1998; Sutton 1998; Freiberg, 1997; Kock et al, 
1996; Clarke, 1999). 

An example of a police 'sting' operation is Operation Basalt implemented by NSW Police 
between December 1993 and June 1994 in which they established and operated four 
licensed pawnbroker and second-hand dealer businesses (Freiberg, 1997). During the 
time ofthe operation, 15,000 items valued at $2 million were pawned through the shops 
and by May 1995, 138 people had been charged with over 2400 offences. Sutton et al 
(200 1) express reservations about 'sting' operations, suggesting that they are expensive, 
time consuming and can result in an influx of crime into the area around the sting. 
Nevertheless, the results achieved in Operation Basalt are quite impressive. 

Sutton et al (200 1) propose a comprehensive market reduction approach which includes 
the following elements: a more advanced intelligence gathering process; using 
interagency partnerships (e.g. with local authorities, customs, housing, environment etc.) 
to close down markets; and various public education campaigns. The main point is that 
all markets need to be tackled simultaneously to avoid displacement from one market to 
another. 

The appropriateness or otherwise of the strategies listed above in the Tasmanian context 
will be reviewed towards the end of the chapter after the relevant findings from the 
fieldwork have been presented. 

The Regulation of second-hand dealers 

In Tasmania, the business of second-hand dealers and pawnbrokers is regulated, at least 
some extent, by the Second-hand Dealers and Pawnbrokers Act 1994 (Tas). There are a 
number of different aspects to the legislation, including provisions which require certain 
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records to be kept and provisions which relate to certain duties, such as obtaining 
documentary proof of identity, retaining goods in an unaltered form for 7 days and 
notifying the police when suspected stolen goods are offered. 

Although there is no licensing process in Tasmania, the Act does contain provisions 
which govern the commencement of business as a second-hand dealer or pawnbroker. In 
particular, the Act makes it an offence for a person to carry on business as a second-hand 
dealer or pawnbroker without first giving one month's written notice to the officer in 
charge of the police station nearest to the premises or market where the person proposes 
to carry on such a business. In certain circumstances the Commissioner of Police may file 
a notice of objection to a person carrying on business as a second-hand dealer or 
pawnbroker and if, on hearing the notice of objection, the court is of the view that it is not 
in the public interest for the person to carry on such a business, it may make an order 
preventing the person from carrying on business. 

A number of amendments to the principal Act are contained in the Second-Hand Dealers 
and Pawnbrokers Amendment Act 2003 (Tas) which has been passed by both Houses of 
Parliament but is yet to be proclaimed. These amendments include several new measures 
to try and restrict the potential to dispose of stolen property through second-hand dealers 
and pawnbrokers. In particular, second-hand-dealers, pawnbrokers and promoters of 
second-hand goods markets will be required to verify the identity of anyone seeking to 
sell stolen goods. Second-hand dealers and pawnbrokers will also be required to provide 
notification to police in relation to transactions involving prescribed second-hand goods. 
Prescribed goods are those which are considered to be at high risk of being stolen, such 
as, for example, TVs, VCRs, computers, jewellery, cameras, outboard motors and 
chainsaws and other tools (Minister for Justice and Industrial Relations, 2003). It will 
also be an offence for a second-hand dealer or pawnbroker to purchase any second-hand 
goods where the serial number has been altered or removed. 

It is clearly desirable that the activities of second-hand dealers and pawnbrokers are 
regulated to minimise the potential for such businesses to be used as a distribution 
channel for stolen goods. However, the legislation is only effective to the extent that it is 
actively enforced by the police. To assess whether the legislation is actively enforced, 
data relating to the number of charges laid under the Second-hand Dealers and 
Pawnbrokers Act 1994 (Tas) over the three-year period from 1 July 2001-30 June 2004 
were extracted from Tasmania Police's Prosecution System. The data revealed that 
during this period eight people had been charged with a total of 363 offences. Thus, it 
would appear that the legislation is enforced, at least to some extent, although only a 
relatively small number of individuals were charged over a four-year period. The bulk of 
the offences were allegedly committed by one individual who was charged with 301 
separate offences. Table 8.1 provides an overview of the type and number of charges laid. 
The charges include carrying on business as a second-hand dealer without giving notice, 
failing to keep records of second-hand goods bought and received and failing to obtain 
proof of identity when receiving goods. 
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Table 8.1 Number of charges laid for offences contrary to the Second-hand Dealers and Pawnbrokers Act 
1994 from I July 2001-30 June 2004 

Charge Section Number of Number of 
individuals charges 

Second-hand dealer fail to keep records containing prescribed 10(4) 5 78 
particulars of second-hand goods bought or received 

Take goods in pawn without giving the person pawning the 13(3) 2 92 
goods the required notice 

Pawnbroker selling goods before expiration of the period 14(2) 2 92 
provided for redemption 

Carry on business as a second-hand dealer without giving 7 A 5 96 
notice as required by section 4(2) 

Fail to obtain proof of identity when receiving goods 9(2) 4 5 
Source: Tasmania Police Prosecution System 

Other jurisdictions 

Similar legislative provisions exist in other State and Territory jurisdictions in relation to 
the keeping of records, retention of second-hand goods unaltered for a specified period 
and notification of suspected stolen goods to police. In most of the other jurisdictions 
(e.g. New South Wales, Queensland, Western Australia, the Australian Capital Territory 
and the Northern Territory) second-hand dealers must be licensed. In Victoria, second
hand dealers and pawnbrokers must be registered. Thus, South Australia and Tasmania 
are the only two jurisdictions which do not have a licensing or registration system. 
However, section 6 of the Second-Hand Dealers and Pawnbrokers Act 1996 (SA) does 
provide that certain persons are disqualified from carrying on business as a second-hand 
dealer, including undischarged bankrupts and persons convicted of an offence of 
dishonesty or an offence against the Act. 

In all of the mainland jurisdictions, second-hand dealers are required to keep records of 
transactions but in New South Wales and Western Australia they are required to provide 
this information to the police on a regular basis. In New South Wales, any records which 
are required by condition of a licence to be kept in electronic form are to be furnished to 
the Commissioner of Police within three working days ofthe record being made [see 
section 16(1) of the Pawnbrokers and Second-Hand Dealers Regulations 2003 (NSW)]. 
In Western Australia, section 79 of the Pawnbrokers and Second-Hand Dealers Act 1994 
(WA) provides that a pawnbroker or second-hand dealer must provide information about 
goods in his/her possession to the Commissioner of Police. The Pawnbrokers and 
Second-hand Dealers Regulations 1996 (WA) specify the type of information to be 
provided and the means by which it is to be provided. The type of information includes 
details relating to the party offering the goods, a description of the goods and the 
transaction details including the date and time of the transaction and the consideration 
paid. Pawnbrokers are required to provide this information by way of an electronic file 
transfer whereas second-hand dealers have the option of providing the information by 
way oftransmission by facsimile machine. 
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Consistent with the amendment to the Tasmanian legislation, in the other jurisdictions, 
second-hand dealers are required to verify the identity of a person before receiving or 
purchasing any goods. 

8.12 SUMMARY 

Studies involving interviews with burglars both within Australia and overseas have 
yielded fairly consistent findings in relation to the main avenues of disposal for stolen 
goods. One ofthe main ways in which burglars dispose of stolen goods is to swap them 
for drugs. Goods are also sold to fences, legitimate businesses, second-hand dealers and 
to family, friends and acquaintances. Less common avenues of disposal include selling 
goods to strangers in public places and selling goods through markets and garage sales. 
Burglars also steal goods to order, with orders being placed by family, friends and 
acquaintances, drugs dealers, fences and legitimate businesses. 

The items of property which are most attractive to burglars include cash, electrical goods 
(e.g. TVs, VCRs, DVDs, CD players) and jewellery. Burglars can generally expect to sell 
stolen goods for around one-third of their retail value. Goods are usually disposed of very 
quickly, often within a few hours of being stolen, but may be stored prior to disposal in 
various locations, including the burglar's own home. Goods may be carried away from 
the burglary site in bags, sheets or pillow cases or loaded into a vehicle which could be 
stolen. 

Although the offence of receiving stolen property is regarded seriously by the courts as it 
facilitates theft (Warner, 2002a), this view does not seem to be reflected in the general 
community. Community surveys reveal that many people are willing to purchase, or have 
purchased, stolen goods. Certain variables such as age, sex, housing area and socio
economic disadvantage are associated with buying stolen property (Sutton 1998,). 
However, consistent with Cromwell and McElrath's (1994) opportunity perspective of 
the purchase of stolen property, people living in certain areas may also be more likely to 
be offered stolen goods. Various techniques are employed by people who purchase stolen 
goods to rationalise their purchase and neutralise any guilt they might otherwise feel over 
the purchase. 

Strategies to tackle the stolen goods market include public education campaigns to 
discourage people from buying stolen property, police 'sting' operations and the 
regulation of second-hand dealers. Interviews with burglars suggests that second-hand 
dealers are a less common form of stolen goods disposal but it unclear whether this is due 
to the regulatory measures which are in place. It does seem clear that a comprehensive 
strategy to tackle the stolen goods market is required, and that attention needs to shift to 
the other markets for stolen goods, particularly drug dealers, legitimate businesses and 
the community in general. 

In the next section, an overview of the stolen property market in Tasmania will be 
presented, based on the type of property reported stolen to police and insights gained 
from the interviews with imprisoned burglars and repeat burglary victims. Many of the 

212 



issues discussed in the first part of this chapter were explored in the Tasmanian study, 
including the main avenues of stolen goods disposal used by the imprisoned burglars, the 
type of property they targeted, the speed of disposal and the transportation and storage of 
stolen goods. Similar to the community surveys reviewed above, the repeat burglary 
victims were asked whether they had ever been offered and/or purchased stolen goods. 
Their answers provide some indication as to the types of locations where members of the 
community may be offered stolen goods in Tasmania. Finally, the analysis of the type of 
property reported stolen in the six suburbs over the three-year period from 2000-2002 
reveals a number of key differences between the three public housing suburbs and the 
other three suburbs. 

8.13 THE STOLEN PROPERTY MARKET IN TASMANIA 

Wierenga (2001) conducted an analysis ofthe property reported stolen in Tasmania over 
a two-year period from 1 January 1999 to 31 December 2000. The data were extracted 
from Tasmania Police's Crime Analysis System using the following codes: 

);.- Stealing- general (not connected with burglary); 

);.- Stealing from buildings with burglary; and 

);.- Stealing from motor vehicles or other conveyances (with burglary). 

Wierenga found that over 150,000 items were reported stolen, with a stated value in 
excess of $41 million. However, he notes that where values are stated they should be 
interpreted as indicative rather than definitive as the values are based on a subjective 
assessment by the victim and in some cases are not stated. The value of items stolen 
from burgled residences was over $14 million. The five classes of property most 
commonly reported stolen for all three codes by value were: cash/documents, audio 
equipment/accessories, power tools, jewellery and TV /VCR. These five property classes 
represented over 45% ofthe total value of items reported stolen over the two-year period. 

Cash was the main type of property reported stolen from the property class 
"cash/documents". The total value of cash reported stolen was just over $5 million, with 
nearly $850,000 (17% of the total value) in cash stolen in burglaries of dwellings. Nearly 
half the value of the audio/equipment accessories reported stolen was attributable to the 
theft of compact discs, with nearly 80% of the compact discs (CDs) stolen in burglaries 
of dwellings. Similarly, most of the jewellery items, TVs and VCRs were stolen in 
burglaries of dwellings. Most of the power tools (81 %) were reported stolen in burglaries 
of buildings, with 36% of the power tools being reported stolen from shed/outbuildings, 
19% from dwellings and 7% from garages/carports. The type of power tool most 
frequently reported stolen was a chainsaw, with chainsaws representing 1/6 of the total 
number of power tools stolen and 1/3 ofthe total value of power tools stolen (Wierenga, 
2001). 

Some variation between, and within, each of the Police Districts was apparent in terms of 
the number and value of property items within each class which were reported stolen. For 
example, the theft of jewellery was most common in Hobart Division, based on both the 
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number and value of the items reported stolen. Within Hobart Division, the value of the 
jewellery stolen was highest in Sandy Bay, whereas the number of items reported stolen 
was highest in Glenorchy (Wierenga, 2001 ). This finding is of interest, given that Sandy 
Bay is one ofthe suburbs included in the six-suburbs analysis. 

8.13.1 Stolen Property in the Six Suburbs 

Data relating to the property stolen in 1700 residential burglaries in the six suburbs over 
the three-year period from 2000-2002 were extracted from the Crime Analysis System. 
Some time was spent cleaning the data to correct classification errors. A preliminary 
examination ofthe data revealed that in some cases the same type of property had been 
classified or coded differently on different occasions. These classification discrepancies 
were removed to ensure that the same types of property were coded consistently across 
the six suburbs. 

The Crime Analysis System contains the following fields relating to each item of 
property: 

• the offence report number; 

• a description ofthe item (e.g. dress watch); 

• the quantity stolen (e.g. 10 compact discs); 

• the value of the item; 

• the status ofthe item (e.g. stolen or recovered); 

• the property type (e.g. watch); and 

• the property class (e.g. jewellery). 

A decision was made to restrict the focus of the analysis to the number of items stolen 
rather than the value due to the large number of missing values. In total, across the six 
suburbs, 10,037 items of property were reported stolen. Of these, 1827 (18%) items did 
not have any value recorded. As Wierenga (200 1) points out, even where values are 
recorded, they are based on the victim's subjective assessment of what the property is 
worth and may not be very reliable. It should also be noted that some property types are 
counted as a single item even though more than one item was reported stolen. For 
example, if 50 CDs were reported stolen, this would be counted as 1 item- compact disc, 
although the Crime Analysis System would also record the quantity of CDs stolen. 

Table 8.2 provides information about the top five classes of property stolen in each 
suburb. The figure in brackets is the number of items stolen in that property class as a 
percentage of the total number of items stolen in that suburb. The table reveals that there 
is some variation across all six suburbs in terms of the top five property classes stolen. 
Only one property class, 'personal property' (e.g. wallets, keys, sunglasses, handbags, 
cosmetics, perfume etc.) is among the top five in all of the suburbs. 
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One obvious feature apparent from the table is that the number one property class in each 
of the three public housing areas is 'household items' (e.g. hot-water cylinders, wood 
heaters, ornaments, glassware, cutlery, crockery, linen), whereas this property class does 
not feature among the top five property classes stolen in the other three suburbs. Another 
significant feature is that 'jewellery' rates as the number one property class stolen in New 
Town and Bellerive and is number three in Sandy Bay, but does not rate among the top 
five in the three public housing suburbs. Also, 'power tools' features among the top five 
in Bellerive and Bridgewater but not in the other four suburbs. 

Table 8.2 Top five classes of property stolen in the six suburbs (2000-2002) 

Public Housinf{ Areas Private Housing Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 
Household Household Household Personal Jewellery Jewellery 
Items items items property (26.9%) (17.5%) 
(20.5%) (16.5%) (16.5%) (18.7%) 

2 TV/VCR Electrical Personal Cash/ Personal Personal 
/DVD appliances Property documents property property 
(11%) (9.1%) (9.2%) (17.1 %) (13.3%) (10.3%) 

3 Electrical TV/VCR TV/VCR Jewellery Cash/ Power tools 
appliances /DVD /DVD (15.7%) documents (8.3%) 
(9.4%) (8.9%) (9.1%) (9.1%) 

4 Audio Audio Power tools .Audio Audio TV/VCR 
equipment/ equipment/ (8.4%) equipment/ equipment/ /DVD 
accessories accessories accessories accessories (8.2%) 
(9.1%) (8.3%) (7.0%) (6.6%) 

5 Personal Personal Electrical Electrical Electrical Audio 
property property appliances appliances appliances equipment/ 
(5.8%) (7.4%) (8.1%) (4.6%) (6.3%) accessories 

(7.5%) 

The frequency with which household items are reported stolen in the public housing areas 
reflects the profile of residential burglary within those areas, including the targeting of 
vacant Housing Tasmania properties. The property items stolen in burglaries of these 
vacant properties include hot-water cylinders, stoves and wood heaters. These items are 
all classified as 'household items'. Table 8.3 shows the number of these items reported 
stolen in each of the public housing suburbs. None of these items was reported stolen in 
the other three suburbs. 
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Table 8.3 Wood heaters, stoves and hot-water cylinders reported stolen by suburb (2000-2002) 

Gage brook 
Clarendon Vale 
Bridgewater 

Wood heater 
11 
7 
25 

Stove 
16 
10 
17 

Hot-water cylinder 
16 
7 
16 

Table 8.4 shows the top ten property types stolen in each suburb over the three-year 
period. Again, some key differences are apparent between the three public housing areas 
and the other three suburbs. The property type most commonly stolen in each of the 
public housing areas was a television. In New Town and Bellerive the item most 
commonly stolen was a ring, whereas in Sandy Bay it was cash. Items of jewellery 
feature among the top ten property types stolen in Sandy Bay, New Town and Bellerive, 
but do not rate a mention in the three public housing areas. Household items (other) and 
ornaments, by contrast, are mentioned in the three public housing areas but not the other 
three suburbs. Household items (other) covers a range of different items such as towel 
and curtain rails, wood-heater doors, blinds, laundry powder and items with a Dolphin 
design (e.g. coasters, an oil burner, salt and pepper shakers). Ornaments featuring a 
Dolphin, Wizard or Dragon design are also commonly reported stolen in the public 
housing areas. 

Table 8.4 Top ten property types stolen in the six suburbs (2000-2002) (a) 

Public Housin~ Areas Private Housin~ Areas 
Gagebrook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 
TV TV TV Cash Ring Ring 

2 Ornament VCR VCR Wallet Cash Cash 

3 VCR Lawn mower Video game unit Watch Necklace TV 

4 Household items Household Toy Ring Watch VCR 
(other) items (other) 

5 CD Video game CD CD VCR Camera 

6 Stereo Cash Ornament Mobile/car Earrings CD 
phone 

7 Video game unit CD Video game unit Document Bracelet Watch 
(general) 

8 Cash Stereo Cash VCR Camera Video game 
unit 

9 Video game Ornament Stereo Video game CD CD player 

10 Toy Whipper Household Earrings Wallet Bracelet 
snipper items (other) 

(a) Household items (other) includes: towel rail, wood-heater door, laundry powder, toilet paper miscellaneous Dolphin 
items, bench top etc. Document (general) includes ID cards, personal papers etc. 
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Property recovered 

In each ofthe suburbs, the proportion of recovered items is less than 10% of the total 
number of items reported stolen. Table 8.5 shows the number and percentage of items 
recovered in each suburb. The suburb with the greatest proportion of recovered stolen 
goods is Bellerive, while New Town has the lowest proportion of recovered stolen goods. 

Table 8.5 Number and proportion of stolen property items recovered in the six suburbs 

Suburb Stolen (n) Recovered (n) Recovered (%) 
Public Housing Areas 
Gage brook 1744 94 5.4 
Clarendon Vale 941 45 4.8 
Bridgewater 1785 80 4.5 

Private Housing Areas 
Sandy Bay 2323 152 6.5 
NewTown 2461 96 3.9 
Bellerive 783 60 7.7 

Total 10037 527 5.0 

Table 8.6 shows the number and proportion of goods within each property class which 
were recovered. The table is sorted according to the number of items stolen from each 
property class, with the most frequently stolen property classes such as jewellery and 
personal property at the top of the table. Based on the top ten property classes most 
frequently stolen, jewellery and electrical appliances are those least likely to be 
recovered, while sporting goods and personal property are those most likely to be 
recovered. Personal property includes items such as wallets, handbags and keys. 
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Table 8.6 Proportion of stolen goods recovered by property class in the six suburbs 

Property class Stolen (n) Recovered (n) Recovered (%) 
JewelleJY 1419 30 2.1 
Personal property 1177 97 8.2 
Household items 1010 75 7.4 
Cash/documents 808 50 6.2 
Audio equipment/accessories 748 43 5.8 
TVNCRIDVD 728 30 4.1 
Electrical/appliances 707 18 2.6 
Power tools 503 25 5.0 
Clothing 348 16 4.6 
Sporting goods 335 28 8.4 
Garden Items 288 15 5.2 
Photographic equipment/accessories 262 13 5.0 
Communication equipment 260 9 3.5 
Tools 235 16 6.8 
Other 198 18 9.1 
Computers 167 8 4.8 
Hobbies/toys 161 14 8.7 
Bicycles/accessories 120 6 5.0 
Building materials 107 1 0.9 
Cigarettes/liquor 100 5 5.0 
Food/confectionary 91 2 2.2 
Furniture 80 0 0 
Drugs 62 2 3.2 
Firearms/ammunition 42 3 7.1 
Car accessories/parts 28 1 3.6 
Musical instruments 24 1 4.2 
Marine property/boats 23 0 0 
Domestic pets 5 0 0 
Anti ues 1 0 0 

How stolen property was recovered 

In one hundred and seventy-two (172) burglaries across the six suburbs, one or more 
items of property were classified as 'recovered'. The offence report for each of these 
burglaries was examined to try and determine how the property was recovered in each 
case. In twenty-six cases it was not possible to determine how the property was recovered 
as this was not stated on the offence report, but in the remaining cases there was 
sufficient information on the offence report to identify the means of recovery. 

Table 8.7 identifies the main ways in which the property was recovered. Property was 
most likely to have been recovered either in the offender's possession or at or near the 
scene ofthe burglary. Where property was recovered in the offender's possession, this 
was usually as a result of a search of the offender's residence or car. However, in a small 
number of cases (n=8) the offender was actually arrested at or near the scene in 
possession of the property. In some of the cases where property was recovered at or near 
the scene, the offender/s had been disturbed by the victim, a witness or the police and had 
abandoned the property. In other cases it appeared that the property had either been 
discarded (e.g. wallets or handbags after the money was removed) or left in the vicinity 
of the burgled premises to be picked up later, although in one case a TV was left at the 
scene because it became stuck in a window. 
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The remaining ways in which the property was recovered were as follows: 

~ in 14 cases, the stolen property was returned directly to the victim. In some of 
these cases the property was returned anonymously. For example, in one case a 
wallet was placed in the letter box, in another case an envelope of cash was 
slipped under the door and in another case the victim's DVD player was left on 
the front door step; 

~ in 11 cases, the property was handed in to the police by a member of the public. 
In most ofthese cases the property had been found somewhere, but in one case a 
young person handed in a mountain bike after it was offered to him in the Mall for 
$2; 

~ in 10 cases, the property was recovered at another location (some distance away 
from the burgled premises) by the police, the victim, someone known to the 
victim or an unspecified person; 

~ in 7 cases, the property was recovered from a second-hand dealer (e.g. Cash 
Convertors); 

~ in 7 cases, the victim recovered the property from the offender/s direct. In four of 
these cases, the victim arrived home and confronted the offender/s who handed 
over the property; 

~ in 1 case, the property was miscoded as recovered when in fact it was never stolen 
in the first place; and 

~ in three cases the property was recovered by other means. 

Table 8.7 Where and how the stolen property was recovered (a) 

Where property was recovered 

Property recovered in offender's possession 
Property recovered at or near the scene 
Property returned directly to the victim 
Property handed in by a member of the public 
Property recovered at another location 
Property recovered from a second-hand dealer 
Victim recovered property from the offender/s 
Property not stolen 
Other 
Not stated 

No. 

50 
49 
14 
11 
10 
7 
7 
1 
3 
26 

(a): Property was recovered in two different ways in five cases. 

% of total cases where property 
recovered 
(n=172 
29.0 
28.4 
8.1 
6.4 
5.8 
4.1 
4.1 
0.6 
1.7 
15.1 

8.13.2 Findings from the Interviews with Imprisoned Burglars 

The forty-nine experienced burglars were asked a series of questions relating to the stolen 
goods market, including the type of property they would usually steal, their main avenues 
of disposal and whether they had stolen goods to order or traded stolen property for 
drugs. 
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Type of property usually stolen 

The experienced burglars were asked to indicate what sort of property they would usually 
steal. The five most frequently nominated property types were: electrical goods (80%), 
cash (78%) jewellery (35%), cigarettes (27%) and computers, particularly laptops (16%). 
Other property types mentioned by the burglars included CDs, alcohol and power tools. 

Table 8.8 Type of property stolen by the experienced burglars (a) 

Type of property 
Electrical goods (b) 
Cash 
Jewellery 
Cigarettes 
Computers (particularly laptops) 
CDs 
Alcohol 
Power tools 
Other (c) 

No. 
39 
38 
17 
13 
8 
4 
4 
3 
10 

(a) Some respondents nominated more than one category. 

% 
80 
78 
35 
27 
16 
8 
8 
6 
20 

(b) Electrical goods includes: TVs, VCRs, microwaves, DVD players, playstations and video cameras. 
(c) Other includes: clothes, car parts, antiques, toolboxes, lawnmowers, chainsaws, firearms, drugs and motorbikes. 

Methods of disposal 

The main avenues of disposal used by the experienced burglars were, in order: drug 
dealers (29%), fences (22%), family, friends and acquaintances (22%), second-hand 
dealers (12%) and associates/contacts (12%). Five offenders said they sold the property 
direct to people who had placed orders with them. Other avenues of disposal included 
fishing boats, pubs, throwing property away, giving property away and approaching 
strangers in public places. Six offenders provided only vague details about the way they 
disposed of the property they stole. 

Table 8.9 Methods of disposal used by the experienced burglars (a) 

How dispose of goods? 
Drug dealer 
Fences 
Family, friends & acquaintances 
Second-hand dealers 
Associates/contacts 
People who placed orders 
No specific details provided 
Other (b) 
Not applicable (c) 

No. 
14 
11 
11 
6 
6 
5 
6 
6 
I 

(a) Some respondents nominated more than one category. 

% 
29 
22 
22 
12 
12 
10 
12 
12 
2 

(b)'Other' includes: fishing boats, pubs, throwing property away, giving property away and approaching strangers in 
public places. 
(c) One offender said that he only stole cash so the question about stolen goods disposal was not applicable. 

The following quotes illustrate some of the methods used by the burglars to dispose of 
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stolen goods: 

Q. How did you dispose of the property? 

• Sold it. Got rid of it real quick. Mostly to second-hand dealers or to people that I knew that I 
could trust. 

'· 
• Just sell it to friends of mine or their friends and just walk round town and ask people I 

vaguely know if they know of anyone that is after anything or just second-hand shops. 

Stealing to order 

Thirty-six ofthe experienced (73%) burglars said they had stolen to order in their 
lifetime, and nineteen offenders ( 41%) said they stole to order on a regular basis. 

The thirty-six burglars who said they had stolen to order were asked to indicate who had 
placed the orders. The two most common responses were family, friends and 
acquaintances (mentioned by 42% of those who had stolen to order) and drug dealers 
(mentioned by 33% of those who had stolen to order). Fences, legitimate businesses, 
associates/contacts and second-hand dealers were also mentioned by the offenders as 
other sources of orders for stolen goods. 

Table 8.10 Orderers of stolen goods (a) 

Who Placed Orders? No. 

Family, friends & acquaintances 15 
Drug dealers 12 
Fences 4 
Legitimate businesses 2 
Associates/contacts 2 
Second-hand dealers 1 
Other 15 
No specific details provided 3 
(a) Some respondents nominated more than one category 

% of respondents who had 
stolen to order 
42 
33 
12 
6 
6 
3 
42 
8 

Nearly half of the responses fell into the 'other' category, with the offenders either 
mentioning categories of people or indicating that orders could be placed by anyone (e.g. 
'ordinary people'). Examples of the categories of people mentioned by the burglars 
include: 'people with money' or 'rich people'; 'people that don't want to pay full price'; 
'pensioners' and 'people that are below the poverty line'. 

The following quotes provide an overview of the types of people the burglars mentioned: 

Q. Who placed the orders? 

• I had a nice little business down here for a while. I knew a person that knew a lot of people that 
would buy from him. He would get all the orders and I would just go and do it. 

• People that are below the poverty line. You know you have got all the rich people out there that go 
out and buy all their stuff brand new and that and then you have got the others that have got to go 
round all the op shops and second-hand shops. You know all that stuff, it works well but it looks 
crap, when they can just go to someone who can do it for them. There's always the loop of people 
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you hang around with and that, whether they have got family members that need something. It 
could be your dealer [drug dealer] who wants a new TV. 

It is possible that by suggesting that "all sorts of people" or "everyone" is in the market 
for stolen property, the burglars were attempting to present themselves in a better light 
and/or neutralise their guilt. However, the literature reviewed earlier in the chapter 
supports the view that the stolen property market is extensive, and that many people are 
more than willing to purchase stolen property, regardless of their occupation or socio
economic status. 

How were the orders placed? 

The respondents who said they had stolen to order were asked to describe how and where 
the orders were usually placed. In most cases, the respondents said they would be 
approached either in person or over the phone. The approaches in person would often 
take place during the course of ordinary social interaction. For example, one respondent 
said that he took orders for stolen property 'at the pub', another respondent said that 
orders would be placed through work, and another said that 'good friends' would place 
orders when he was 'sitting around at their place'. Drug dealers would place orders when 
the burglars visited them to purchase drugs. The respondent who said he stole to order for 
second-hand dealers said he would visit the second-hand dealers and take orders from 
them direct. Other respondents indicated that the orders might be placed with them 
through someone else, such as a fence. Several offenders said that people would approach 
them because they knew oftheir reputation as a 'thief or as someone who could obtain 
stolen property. For example, the following quotes illustrate this point: 

How would they know you could get stolen property for them? 

• They just knew I was into shit like that. Just knew that I was a criminal and that. 

• They know that you are into that sort of thing and they just come and ask you. 

Transporting stolen goods 

The most common methods of transporting goods away from the burgled place were to 
use a car or truck ( 49% of respondents), a bag or backpack (31 %) or to just carry the 
goods (24%). The bags or backpacks used to carry goods could either belong to the 
victim or the offender. Eight offenders (16%) mentioned hiding the goods somewhere 
(e.g. in a trash pack or bushes) and picking them up later. Only two offenders mentioned 
catching the bus. Unlike the offenders interviewed by Sutton (1998), none of the 
Tasmanian burglars reported using a bike or a taxi to transport goods away from the 
premtses. 
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Table 8.11 Method used to transport stolen property (a) 

How transport stolen property? 
Motor vehicle 
Bag/backpack 
Carry them 
Hide & pick up later 
Bus 
Doona 
Wheelie bin 
Wheelbarrow 

No. 
24 
15 
12 
8 
2 
I 
I 
I 

% 
49 
31 
24 
I6 
4 
2 
2 
2 

(a) Respondents could nominate more than one method of transporting goods or a combination of methods. 

The respondents were also asked whether they had ever used a stolen car to transport 
stolen goods and twenty-six offenders (53%) said they had. 

Speed of disposal 

The majority of the experienced burglars (69%) said they disposed of the property they 
stole within 24 hours. Twenty-two ofthese offenders (45% ofthe experienced burglars) 
said they disposed of the property more or less straight away or within a few hours. Six 
offenders said that the speed of disposal varied, and that sometimes property could be 
disposed of very quickly, while at other times it could take much longer. Two 
respondents indicated that it generally took them a longer period of time to dispose of 
stolen property, such as a week or two weeks. 

Storage of stolen property 

Twenty offenders (41 %) said they sometimes needed to store stolen property. Seven 
respondents indicated that they would store property at their own home and four 
respondents said they would store property at a relative's house. Three respondents said 
they would bury the property, two said they would store it in a shed/garage, another two 
said they would store it in the bush and one respondent said he would store it at a friend's 
house. 

Table 8.12 Storage of stolen property (a) 

Where store property? 
Own house 
Relative's house 
Bury it 
Shed/garage 
Bush 
Friend's house 
Other (b) 

No. of Respondents 
7 
4 
3 
2 
2 
I 
4 

(a) Respondents could nominate more than one location. 

%of those who stored property 
35 
20 
I5 
IO 
10 
5 
20 

(b) Other includes: 'different people's houses' (2); 'anywhere' (I) and 'secluded areas, trees' (I). 

Three offenders who said they did not store property said they would throw it away if 
they could not dispose of it quickly. 
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Buyers' knowledge of stolen property 

Thirty-eight ofthe experienced burglars (77%) believed that the people who purchased 
stolen property from them were aware that the property was stolen, and six of these 
offenders said that they would actually tell the buyer that the property was stolen. 
Another offender pointed out that the buyers would know the property was stolen 
because they had ordered it. Four offenders said that sometimes their buyers would be 
aware the property was stolen and other times they would not. 

Price 

The offenders were asked to provide information about the price they would usually 
obtain for the goods they preferred to steal. In relation to electrical goods such as TV s, 
VCRs, stereos and DVD players, several offenders pointed out that the price would vary 
depending on the size, age and brand of the goods and the purchaser. One of the burglars 
also pointed out that a better price could be obtained for electrical goods which were still 
in their packaging. 

The estimates in relation to the price of cigarettes and CDs were fairly consistent. In 
relation to jewellery, particularly gold jewellery, one offender noted that the price 
obtained would depend on how much there was and how much it weighed. 

One offender said he could generally expect one-third ofthe price of the goods, 
sometimes one-half depending on what the item was. Another offender said that because 
the property was 'hot', he was lucky to get a quarter of the value of the goods and he also 
commented that a lot of people will not pay over $150. 

Table 8.13 provides an overview of the range of estimates in relation to the price that 
may be expected for different types of goods. Some of the upper estimates appear to be 
quite high even for top-of-the-range equipment. It is possible that some of the burglars 
exaggerated the price they could expect to obtain for stolen property. 

Table 8.13 Price obtained for stolen goods 

Type of Property 
TV 
VCR 
Stereo 
Video camera 
DVDP!ayer 
Microwave 
Computer 
Computer (laptop) 
Playstation 
Chainsaws 
CDs 
Playstation games 
Cigarettes (packet) 
Cigarettes (carton) 

Price/Range 
$50-400 
$30-900 
$25-400 
$100-300 
$100-600 
$200 
$150 
$600 
$200 
$300-800 
$5-10 
$10-15 
$3-5 
$20-25 
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How the stolen goods money was used 

The offenders were asked how they would usually spend the money they obtained from 
selling stolen property. Eighty per cent of the experienced burglars reported spending the 
money on drugs, 31% reported expenditure on alcohol, 18% mentioned living expenses 
(e.g. bills, food, rent/mortgage), 16% mentioned motor vehicles and 14% mentioned 
entertainment/pleasure (e.g. holidays, hotels, gambling). 

8.14 CONCLUSION 

The findings from the interviews with burglars are broadly consistent with the findings 
from similar studies conducted in New South Wales (Stevenson and Forsythe, 1998), the 
Australian Capital Territory (Nelson et al, 2002) and overseas (e.g. Wright and Decker 
1994; Maguire and Bennett 1982). It seems that most burglars target the same sort of 
property and rely on the same methods of stolen goods disposal. Stealing to order is a 
common practice and orders are received from a variety of sources, including drug 
dealers, legitimate businesses (including second-hand dealers) and family, friends and 
acquaintances. Burglars also tend to use the same methods to transport goods (e.g. cars, 
buses, bags) and to store them until a buyer can be identified. Most of the time stolen 
property is disposed of very quickly, often within a few hours ofbeing stolen. The price 
of stolen items can vary depending on the size, age and brand and the purchaser, but is 
generally around one-third of the original value of the goods. The proceeds from the sale 
of stolen goods are often used to purchase drugs. 

The findings suggest that there is a ready market for stolen property in Tasmania. The 
majority of the experienced burglars said they disposed of the property they stole within 
24 hours. The main avenues of disposal used by the experienced burglars were, in order: 
drug dealers (29%), fences (22%), family, friends and acquaintances (22%), second-hand 
dealers (12%) and associates/contacts (12%). Other avenues of disposal mentioned 
included fishing boats, pubs, throwing property away, giving property away and 
approaching strangers in public places. Both the police officers and the imprisoned 
burglars expressed the view that anyone will purchase stolen property, no matter what 
their socio-economic status. However, the findings from the community surveys 
reviewed earlier in the chapter suggest that some people may be more likely to be 
offered, and purchase, stolen goods. Variables such as age, sex, household income, area 
characteristics, employment status and insurance coverage have been found to be 
associated with buying stolen goods. 

The six-suburbs analysis revealed a number of key differences in the type of property 
stolen in the public housing areas compared to the other three suburbs. In the main, these 
differences were consistent with the profile of residential burglary in the public housing 
areas, including the targeting of vacant Housing Tasmania properties in order to steal 
stoves, hot-water cylinders and wood heaters. The differences in the type of property 
targeted in the six suburbs probably also reflect differences in the socio-economic status 
of the residents living in the different suburbs. For example, items of jewellery featured 
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quite prominently among the top ten property types stolen in Sandy Bay, New Town and 
Bellerive but did not rate a mention in the three public housing areas. 

In each ofthe suburbs, less than 10% ofthe stolen items were subsequently recovered. In 
most cases, property was either recovered by the police in the offender's possession or it 
was recovered because it was left at, or near, the scene of the burglary. Jewellery and 
electrical appliances were least likely to be recovered, whereas sporting goods and 
personal property (e.g. wallets, handbags, personal papers) were among the classes of 
property most likely to be recovered. 

Typology of the stolen goods market 

Drawing on the literature review and the findings from the Tasmania study, a modified 
version ofthe typology for stolen goods markets developed by Sutton (Sutton 1998, 
Sutton et al, 2001) is proposed in figure 8.1. This typology includes additional markets
drug dealers and bargain hunters. While drug dealers did not rate a mention in Sutton's 
typology, Cromwell et al (1993) did identify drug dealers as a separate category in their 
typology of receivers. Australian research (Stevenson and Forsythe, 1988, Nelson et al, 
2002), including the Tasmanian study, has confirmed the importance of drug dealers as 
one of the main avenues of stolen goods disposal. 

In relation to the sixth type ofmarket, 'bargain hunters', Sutton (1998) did not find any 
evidence that the offenders he interviewed disposed of property in this way. However, 
Sutton (1995) has previously suggested that goods purchased at car-boot sales and 
markets have an aura of legitimacy about them which is enough to persuade people to 
purchase them, despite their low price, in the belief that they are getting a legitimate 
bargain. He has also observed (Sutton, 1993) that the number of magazines solely 
concerned with classified advertisements has increased, and that car-boot sales have 
become a very popular weekend activity. 

In the research by Stevenson and Forsythe (1998), 6% of the offenders stated that they 
disposed of stolen property by selling it at markets, and an additional 3% said they 
disposed of it by selling it at garage sales. Similarly, in the ACT research (Nelson et al, 
2002), the methods of disposal identified included selling property at market stalls, 
through garage sales and through the paper. In the UK, the police officers interviewed by 
Kock et al (1996) were of the view that stolen electrical goods were disposed of in car
boot sales, auctions and advertisements in local papers, and one ofthe strategies 
suggested for disrupting the distribution chain was for police to have a presence at car 
boot sales and distribute leaflets providing information about the risks of buying 
electrical goods from such locations. 

226 



Figure 8.1 Typology of the stolen goods market 

The six main markets for stolen goods are: 

1. Drug dealers -who purchase property from the burglar or swap it for drugs; 

2. Professional fences - who purchase stolen property from the burglar and sell it to someone else 
for a profit; 

3. Friends, family and acquaintances - who purchase property direct from the burglar for their 
own use; 

4. Strangers -who are directly approached by the burglar in public places, pubs or in their 
neighbourhood (door-to-door sales); 

5. Legitimate businesses - who buy property from the burglar either for their own use or to on
sell. Includes second-hand stores, jewellers, comer stores; and 

6. Bargain hunters- who buy property at garage sales or markets or through the Trading Post and 
other classified advertisements. 

Strategies to tackle the stolen goods market in Tasmania 

Many of the strategies to tackle the stolen goods market which have been suggested 
elsewhere are equally applicable to Tasmania. For example, both Stevenson and Forsythe 
(1998) and Sutton (1998) recommend the implementation of a public education campaign 
to discourage people from purchasing stolen property and to encourage them to report 
those who do purchase such property. Nelson et al (2002) also observe that there is a 
need to raise awareness that purchasing stolen property encourages the theft or property 
and leads to higher insurance premiums. It seems clear that many members of the public 
in Tasmania purchase stolen goods and a public education campaign would be beneficial 
to encourage people to think twice before purchasing a 'bargain'. Given the sheer volume 
of garage sales, markets and classified advertisements it will be difficult to police these 
markets unless members ofthe public can be encouraged to assist by asking questions 
about property which is being sold at a price which seems 'too good to be true'. 
However, the police should certainly still try and inspect as many markets and garage 
sales as possible as recommended by Kock et al (1996). 

Another strategy recommended in the NSW study was to tackle the involvement of drug 
dealers in the stolen goods market by empowering police to search for stolen property 
during drug raids and by collecting and sharing intelligence about the drugs and stolen 
goods markets. Given that drug dealers were one of the main avenues of disposal 
identified by the experienced burglars, this strategy should also be adopted in Tasmania. 
The police officers interviewed acknowledged that there was a gap in their knowledge 
base in terms of the exact methods of disposal of stolen property in Tasmania, so the 
gathering of intelligence from a variety of other sources could also be beneficial. One 
source of information could be regular interviews with arrested or imprisoned burglars 
about how they dispose of stolen property (Nelson, 2002). Intelligence could also be 
gathered, as Allen (2000) suggested, by approaching residents in high-crime areas to see 
whether they have been offered stolen goods and cultivating 'informers' from amongst 
those residents who report having been repeatedly offered stolen goods. 
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The proposed amendments to the Second-hand Dealers and Pawnbrokers Act 1994 (Tas) 
are likely to be of some benefit in tackling the stolen goods market but this avenue of 
disposal is only one of many and should not be over-stated. 

Consistent with the NSW stolen goods research (Stevenson and Forsythe, 1998) and the 
ACT study (Nelson et al, 2002), legitimate businesses were identified by the Tasmanian 
burglars as a method used to dispose of stolen goods. As Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) 
recommend, a public education aimed at discouraging legitimate businesses in general 
from purchasing stolen property could be implemented in Tasmania to tackle this 
particular market. Nelson et al (2002) also suggest that legitimate businesses need to be 
informed that participating in the stolen goods market had wider implications, such as: 

• their own business may be targeted by offenders; 

• their own home may be burgled; 

• their insurance premiums reflect the rate of theft. 

Hotels or pubs were identified as one specific type of legitimate business associated with 
the trade in stolen goods. For example, one of the experienced burglars reported that he 
took orders for stolen property 'at the pub' and the police officers also suggested that 
pubs were places where people could purchase stolen property. A strategy suggested by 
Kock et al (1996) to disrupt this particular market is to persuade breweries to circulate 
publicity material to pubs to discourage the purchase of electrical goods in pubs. A 
similar strategy could be implemented in Tasmania involving a partnership between the 
Australian Hotels Association and Tasmania Police to encourage hotels to display signs 
to discourage customers from purchasing stolen property and to encourage them to report 
any offers of stolen property to the police or Crime Stoppers. 

The views ofthe imprisoned burglars on the effectiveness of property marking in 
preventing burglary were mixed. However, property marking can assist police to identify 
the owner of recovered goods and can also aid the detection of stolen goods during 
searches. Housing Tasmania has already begun to engrave items such as wood heaters, 
stoves and hot-water cylinders which may reduce the theft of these items. A surprising 
finding from the interviews with repeat burglary victims was that only 28% had their 
property engraved. The 1998 Community Safety Survey conducted in Tasmania (ABS 
1999b) also revealed a fairly low take-up rate for property engraving, with only 31% of 
the respondents indicating that they had their valuables engraved. Thus, more work may 
need to be done to encourage members of the public to mark their property for 
identification. 

Given that items such as TVs, VCRs, DVD players and computers are still a popular 
target for burglars, the introduction of security coding or PIN (personal identification 
number) may have a significant impact on the stolen goods market. The idea of 
incorporating PIN technology into the type of electronic goods commonly found in 
households has gathered momentum in recent times. Support for the PIN concept has 
apparently been received from a number of organisations including all police 
jurisdictions in Australia and New Zealand, the Australian Standards Association, the 
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Victorian Burglary Reduction Council and the electronic manufacturing industry (APMC, 
2004). A number of steps have already been taken to progress the initiative, including the 
formation of a working group to look at Australian Standards for the implementation of 
PINS into electronic appliances (APMC, 2004). 

The finding that the type of property stolen varies across different suburbs reinforces the 
point that burglary prevention strategies, including strategies to tackle the stolen goods 
market, need to be tailored to the local environment. However, it would also be beneficial 
to advise members of the public in general terms about the type of property that is 
commonly targeted by thieves so they can take appropriate steps to protect such property. 
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CHAPTER 9: ILLICIT DRUG USE AND BURGLARY 

9.1 INTRODUCTION 

The rationale for focusing on the relationship between illicit drug use and burglary is that 
attempts to reduce crime need to be informed by what motivates people to commit crime 
(Makkai, 1999). The evidence presented in the last three chapters has demonstrated that 
at least some burglars are motivated by the need to obtain money to finance their drug 
use, and that burglars commonly dispose of stolen property via drug dealers. 

A considerable body of research has demonstrated the existence of a correlation between 
crime and some patterns of illicit drug use, but the precise nature ofthe relationship 
between drugs and crime is still unresolved (ACPR, 2001). It seems unlikely that the 
relationship can be reduced to a simple causal one - drug use leads to crime or crime 
leads to dug use - it appears to be much more complex than that. Also, it has not been 
established that any drug, or combinations thereof, is inherently or directly crime-causing 
(Harrison 1992). 

Mugford (1992) distinguishes between two categories of drug users: 'leisure users' and 
'deficit users'. He observes that some people use drugs to escape from an unpleasant 
reality which arises from external reasons (e.g. lack of money, employment, social 
support) and/or internal reasons (e.g. lack of self-esteem or coping skills, psychic pain). 
This 'deficit use' leans towards addiction in that use becomes the centre of life, appears 
and is experienced as compulsive, and often involves harm to the user. Deficit use is 
more likely to involve 'lower status' drugs such as heroin and amphetamines and be 
associated with lower status routes of administration such as injecting. 'Leisure use', on 
the other hand, is much more common and centres on the use of drugs for partying and 
other pleasure-related purposes, and the drugs used tend to be higher status like cocaine 
or MDMA, and the route of administration swallowing, smoking or snorting as opposed 
to injecting. According to Mugford, the two groups of users have different profiles both 
in terms of their drug use and their involvement in criminal activities. 'Leisure users' are 
generally not involved in any crimes associated with their drug use apart from drug use 
itself. 'Deficit users', on the other hand, frequently commit drug-related crimes, but the 
level of crime committed and amount of drugs used varies among this category of users. 

In the first part of this chapter, an overview of the literature on the drug-crime 
relationship, particularly in relation to burglary and drugs, will be provided. The 
overview will commence with an examination of three explanatory models for the drug
crime relationship. The different dynamics of the drug-crime relationship will then be 
explored, including whether drug use or crime comes first, whether the drug-crime 
relationship varies for different drugs, the prevalence of drug use among burglar 
populations and the effectiveness of treatment. In the second part of the chapter, relevant 
findings from the interviews with the imprisoned burglars will be presented. All sixty 
respondents were asked a number of questions about their drug use. In addition, follow
up interviews were conducted with a sample of fourteen offenders who reported using 

230 



drugs on a daily basis prior to their imprisonment. The purpose of the follow-up 
interviews \vas to try and clarify some aspects of the drug-crime relationship, and also to 
try and identify what it was about drug-taking that was so compelling for these 
individuals. The focus was on amphetamine users because this was one of the most 
commonly used drugs and appeared to be associated with high-frequency offending. 

While the main focus of this chapter is on illicit drug use, it should be noted that the 
imprisoned burglars were also asked about their use of alcohol and those findings are 
included in this chapter. In addition, some ofthe respondents reported using legal drugs 
or pharmaceuticals, such as Rohypnol, Valium and Normison. 

9.2 THEORETICAL MODELS 

In a review ofthe literature on the dynamics of the drug-crime relationship, \Vhite and 
Gorman (2000) present three basic explanatory models: 

1. drug use leads to crime; 

2. crime leads to drug use; and 

3. crime and drug use have common causes. 

Drug use leads to crime 

According to this model there are three ways in which drug use may lead to crime: 

• The psychopharmacological model - the effects of intoxication (including 
disinhibition and bad judgement) cause criminal behaviour; 

• The economic motivation model- drug users need to commit crimes to fund 
their drug habit; 

• The systemic model- the system of drug distribution is inherently connected 
with violent crime. 

Crime leads to drug use 

This model assumes that offenders are more likely to select, or be pushed into, social 
situations or subcultures which encourage drug use. Also, the income generated from 
crime provides offenders with the means to purchase drugs. 

White and Gorman (2000) suggest that the relationship between drug use and crime could 
be causally linked and mutually reinforcing so that drug use may lead to more crime 
which in turn may lead to more drug use. 

Crime and drug use have common causes 

The common cause model proposes that drug use and crime are related because they 
share common causes, such as personal characteristics, social disadvantage, 
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environmental factors or exposure to a subculture which promotes both drug use and 
crime (ACPR, 2001). 

White and Gorman (2000) conclude that one single model cannot account for the drug
crime relationship. They suggest that the drug-using/crime-committing population is 
heterogeneous and comprises subgroups of individuals displaying different causal paths. 

9.3 WHAT COMES FffiST- CRIME OR DRUG USE? 

There is an abundance of evidence that suggests that for those involved in crime and drug 
use, crime generally precedes drug use (ACPR, 2001). Harrison (1992) observes that 
nearly all of the empirical studies that have examined the temporal order of drug use and 
crime among juveniles report that involvement in both minor and serious delinquent 
behaviour precedes illicit drug use. 

Chaiken and Chaiken (1990) suggest that rather than having a causal relationship, the 
onset of drug use and/or crime can occur in puberty as products of similar external 
factors. This is consistent with the common cause theoretical model of the drug/crime 
connection. 

According to White and Gorman (2000), studies of the developmental trajectories of drug 
use and crime indicate very different patterns. Onset of offending peaks in mid
adolescence and declines dramatically after age 18, while illicit drug use usually 
commences in mid-adolescence, with initiation of some substances continuing into young 
adulthood. 

Johnson (2001) points out that research has revealed that the age of initiation into drug 
use in decreasing. This poses challenges in relation to the timing of drug education 
programs. If drug education occurs too early it may stimulate experimentation, while on 
the other hand if by the time it is introduced people are already using drugs it may not be 
as effective (Makkai & McAllister 1998: 37, cited in Johnson 2001). 

Makkai and Payne (2003) report findings from a study of the illegal drug-using and 
criminal careers of2,135 male offenders who were incarcerated in prisons in Western 
Australia, Tasmania and the Northern Territory in mid-200 1. Twenty-seven per cent of 
the sample (n=566) were classified as regular property offenders. It was found that these 
offenders were likely to report committing property offences on a daily basis in the six 
months prior to their arrest and were current regular users of at least one of four drugs 
(cannabis, amphetamines, heroin and cocaine) prior to their recent arrest. About a quarter 
of the regular property offenders attributed their total offending career to the effect of 
drugs, and an additional one-third of the offenders indicated that more than half of their 
career was due to drugs. For those who reported illicit drugs as a factor in their offending 
career, involvement in minor property crime usually preceded the onset of illicit drug use. 
The progression to regular property offending was then followed by regular drug use. 
Makkai and Payne observe that the data from their study lends support to the escalation 
model of drug use among offenders. Thus, it did not appear that the property offenders 
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were compelled into crime as a result of their drug-taking. Rather, they were already 
involved in crime and probably had ready access to illicit drugs. When they started using 
drugs on a regular basis they then escalated to regular property offending (Makkai and 
Payne, 2003). · 

Similar findings regarding the temporal ordering of the onset of drug use and crime have 
been reported in other studies involving property offenders. For example, in a New South 
Wales study, Dobinson and Ward (1985) found that 72% oftheir heroin-using property 
offenders reported committing their first property crime prior to their first use of heroin. 
Three-quarters (76%) of these offenders said they did not progress to committing crime 
on a regular basis until after they became regular heroin users. However, some mixed 
findings on this issue have been reported in studies involving interviews with burglars. 
For example, Schneider (2003) found that the majority of the prolific burglars she 
interviewed stated that their drug use began prior to their involvement in crime. By 
contrast, most of the burglars interviewed by Cromwell et al ( 1991 ), all of whom were 
illicit drug users, committed their first burglary before they began regular drug use. 
Cromwell et al also observe that once the burglars began to use drugs regularly, they 
usually began to rely, at least in part, on crime to support their habit. As their drug use 
intensified, the burglars (particularly heroin addicts), found it increasingly difficult to 
maintain regular employment and often 'dropped out oflegitimate society and into a 
drug-using criminal subculture', after which most supported their drug habit through full
time criminal activity (Cromwell et al, 1991: 54). 

9.4 DOES THE DRUG-CRIME RELATIONSHIP VARY? 

As mentioned previously, one ofthe ways it is suggested that drug use causes crime is via 
the psychopharmacological properties of drugs which can, for example, increase 
aggression, reduce inhibitions or affect an individual's judgement. Each drug has different 
pharmacological properties, including the extent to which users are likely to become 
dependent on it (ACPR, 2001). For example, heroin is associated with relaxation, low 
activity and freedom from care, while amphetamines produce high levels of alertness, 
energy and confidence (Klee and Morris 1994). 

Khantzian (1985) proposes a self-medication hypothesis for over-use and dependency on 
drugs. He suggests that drug addicts do not select their drug of choice at random. Rather, 
a particular drug is preferred as a result of the interaction between the 
'psychopharmacologic action of the drug' and the 'dominant painful feelings' an 
individual experiences (Khantzian, 1985: 1259). Addicts are not simply 'seeking escape, 
euphoria or self-destruction', but are actually trying 'to medicate themselves for a range 
of psychiatric problems and painful emotional states' (Khantzian, 1985: 1263). Based on 
Khantzian's clinical observations, narcotic addicts prefer opiates because of their anti
aggression and anti-rage action, whereas cocaine addicts use cocaine to relieve distress 
associated with depression, hypomania and hyperactivity. 

Klee and Morris (1994) explored the association between crime and drug use among a 
group of heroin users and a group of amphetamine users in north-west England. Both 
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groups had similar levels of involvement in crime despite the fact that amphetamine users 
had a comparatively low need to rely on crime to finance their drug use. When asked 
about their first property crimes, a higher proportion of amphetamine users reported 
criminal activity before their first use of drugs than heroin users. Klee and Morris point 
out that as economic factors are less critical for amphetamine users, alternative motives 
for crime should be considered. They suggest that the attraction of amphetamine leading 
to high frequency use may be similar to the attraction of crime which also produces high 
levels of adrenaline. They also observed differences in lifestyle between the two groups, 
with amphetamine users being more sociable and viewing their involvement in crime in a 
more positive light than heroin users. They conclude that questions need to be asked 
about what makes opioids attractive to some indviduals, while others prefer stimulants. 
The sociability, confidence and the 'buzz' sought by amphetamine users is contrasted with 
the cushioning and more isolating effects of narcotics. They suggest that part of the 
attraction may be the difference in lifestyle associated with each drug. 

Based on research conducted with amphetamine users in Sydney, Hando and Hall (1997) 
suggest that the relationship between amphetamine use and property crime may be 
weaker than that between heroin use and property crime. They found, as did Klee and 
Morris (1994), that the amphetamine users had many other sources of income to fund 
their drug use, such as legitimate employment and family and friends. They conclude that 
while a substantial proportion of amphetamine users commit crimes, there does not seem 
to be a clear link between amphetamine use and crime, other than drug dealing which is 
usually committed to finance drug use. 

Hando and Hall (1997) believe that violent crimes among amphetamine users are a 
concern and have been associated with amphetamine psychosis, the main symptoms of 
which include schizophrenia-like hallucinations, paranoia and delusions. Wright and Klee 
(2001) interviewed 86 amphetamine users about their involvement in violent crime and 
problems with aggression. Forty per cent of the respondents reported involvement in 
violent crime, and about half of these respondents felt that their involvement in violent 
crime was related to their amphetamine use: occurring when they were 'speeding', 
withdrawing from amphetamine, mixing drugs, or suffering amphetamine psychosis. 
Sixty-two per cent of the sample reported ongoing problems with aggression. 
Respondents who reported problems with aggression were more likely to be oral users, to 
feel dependent on amphetamine, and to report that abstaining/reducing amphetamine use 
was very difficult. 

More recently, Bennett and Holloway (2005) used disaggregated data from the New 
English and Welsh Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (NEW-ADAM) program to 
investigate the relationship between drug misuse and crime. The analysis was based on 
self-report data obtained from 3135 arrestees who were interviewed at the time they were 
being held for official processing in police custody suites. The structured questionnaire 
included questions about respondents' use of 19 types of illicit drug and their 
involvement in ten offence types. Bennett and Holloway report that while the results 
revealed a strong general relationship between drug-misuse and involvement in crime, 
within this general relationship there were also some very specific drug type-crime type 

234 



connections. For example, cocaine-use was associated with higher rates of fraud, ' 
handling and drug supply, whereas heroin-use was associated with higher levels of 
participation in shoplifting, burglary (non-dwelling) and theft person. In particular, heroin 
users were nearly five times more likely than non-heroin users to have committed 
shoplifting in the last 12 months. The use of cannabis was associated with high levels of 
participation in relation to eight of the ten offences, while the use of crack was_ associated 
with a higher level of involvement in nearly all of the offence types. 

Levelofdependency 

The extent to which individuals use drugs occurs on a spectrum ranging from abstinence 
through to severe dependence, and it is possible that at each point on the spectrum the 
drug/crime relationship is different (ACPR, 2001). 

According to Harrison (200 1 ), varied findings from studies of drug users suggest that 
although the use of drugs, such as heroin and cocaine, does not initiate criminal careers, it 
intensifies and perpetuates them. She also points out that reduced drug usage is correlated 
with reduced involvement in crime. 

Bennett (1998) found that UK arrestees who reported that there was a connection 
between their drug use and offending were involved in property crime and expensive 
drug consumption to a much greater extent than those who did not report a connection. 
The situation appears to be the same in Australia, as Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) 
found that among their sample of imprisoned burglars, the high frequency offenders 
seemed to spend more on drugs than low frequency offenders. 

9.5 BURGLARS AND ILLICIT DRUG USE 

A significant proportion of burglars have reported the use of illicit drugs. For example, 
Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) found that over ninety per cent ofthe imprisoned burglars 
they interviewed reported using illicit drugs during the period they were last free, prior to 
their current imprisonment. Median expenditure on illicit drugs during an average week 
during the reference period was $900. Of those who reported illicit drug use, 51% 
reported using heroin. Burglars who were heroin users reported a higher median rate of 
burglary (13 burglaries per month) than those who did not use heroin (8.7 per month). 
Median expenditure on heroin was $1500 a week (Stevenson and Forsythe, 1998). 

Ninety-six per cent of the prolific burglars interviewed by Schneider (2003) admitted to 
taking drugs (including alcohol) in the six months prior to their imprisonment, and 98% 
to taking drugs at some point in their life. Seventy-four per cent of the sample reported 
daily use of marijuana in the six months prior to their imprisonment, 40% reported use of 
heroin on at least a weekly basis and 34% reported use of ecstasy on at least a weekly 
basis. A range of other illicit drugs were also mentioned. 

All of the burglars interviewed by Cromwell et al (1991) were illicit drug users, but the 
burglars varied according to their drug of choice. Heroin-using burglars tended to be 
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more rational, more professional and less likely to be arrested than those using cocaine or 
speed. Heroin users were also found to have some control over their drug intake and were 
apparently capable of desisting from drugs, or reducing their intake, whenever necessary. 
The type of drug used also seemed to influence the decision-making processes of the 
burglars in the context oftarget selection (Cromwell et al, 1991). 

A common motivation for offending cited by burglars is the need to obtain drugs. Many 
ofthe burglars interviewed by Wright and Decker (1994) said they committed burglaries 
for the sole purpose of acquiring money to purchase drugs. Similarly, Cromwell et al 
(1991) found that the primary motivation for offending among their sample of illicit drug 
using burglars was the need for money to purchase drugs or alcohol or for 'partying' 
(Cromwell et al, 1991: 21 ). Also, in chapter seven of this thesis it was revealed that 49% 
ofthe experienced Tasmanian burglars cited the need to obtain drugs as one of their main 
reasons for committing crime. 

The findings in relation to the expenditure patterns ofburglars shed further light on their 
motivation for offending, and once again drugs feature prominently. Stevenson and 
Forsythe (1998) asked the imprisoned burglars they interviewed how they spent their 
income (most of which was derived from burglary proceeds) prior to their imprisonment. 
Eighty-three per cent reported spending their income on illicit drugs. Higher rates of 
burglary were significantly associated with greater expenditure on illicit drugs, 
irrespective of the type of drug. In Wright and Decker's study, 56% of the burglars 
interviewed specifically mentioned buying drugs when talking about how they spent their 
burglary proceeds. Similarly, Wiersma (1996) reports that among his sample of 
commercial burglars in the Netherlands, most of the burglary proceeds were spent on 
drugs and alcohol and activity the burglars described as 'leading the luxury life' or 
'partying' (Wiersma, 1996: 219). In the present study, 80% ofthe experienced burglars 
reported spending at least part of the money they obtained ffOm selling stolen property on 
drugs. 

Finally, a number of studies have provided evidence that burglars commonly dispose of 
stolen property to drug dealers. Twenty-three per cent of the burglars interviewed by 
Wright and Decker (1994) said they routinely sold stolen property to the neighbourhood 
drug dealer, and in some cases this involved exchanging the stolen property for drugs. 
Also, seventy per cent of the burglars interviewed by Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) said 
they traded stolen goods for drugs. In the present study, drug dealers were one of the 
main avenues of stolen goods disposal used by the experienced burglars, and 77% of the 
respondents said they had traded stolen goods for drugs. 

9.6 TREATMENT 

Studies do not clearly and unequivocally demonstrate that treatment leads to reduced 
criminal activity among drug users (South, 2002). According to Makkai (1999), the 
complexity of whether crime or drug use comes first raises questions about whether drug 
treatment alone will stop crime. She believes it will not, and warns the community and 
law enforcement agencies not to have unrealistic expectations about the effectiveness of 
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drug treatment as a form of intervention. A variety of interventions are required, one of 
which should address the problem of illicit drugs. 

Wilson (1990) observes that persistent heavy drug users have a large number of personal 
and social problems. They tend to be poorly schooled, unemployed, entrenched in a 
criminal lifestyle, lacking in a normal family life and some individuals are also homeless. 
He does not believe that it is possible to achieve a dramatic reduction in the- extent of 
current use because ofthe great appeal of drugs and the social disabilities that exist 
amongst users. However, he does believe it may be possible to reduce the spread of drugs 
to new users, and to decrease the extent of use amongst current drug users. 

Bean and Wilkinson (1988) present data from a study conducted in Nottingham in the 
UK, involving interviews with 83 drug users, 93% of whom reported criminal 
convictions, with 60% reporting having committed crimes in the last six months. The 
most common offences for which they had convictions were theft and dishonestly 
handling stolen goods, and offences of personal violence. Twenty-one ofthe 37 users in 
treatment said they did not receive sufficient drugs from the doctor and the rest stated that 
they did not like the drugs they were given. Methadone apparently did not provide 
enough of a 'buzz' and also some users wanted to inject. Also, central to the drug users 
world was a 'treat', a luxury drug that they could justify using for a variety of reasons 
such as things going badly or well, boredom, fear of going to prison, being released from 
prison and friends going in or coming out of prison. Bean and Wilkson conclude that it is 
the drug users' relationship to the illicit drug supply system that accounts for much of the 
crime. They raise the possibility that regardless of the type and quantity of drugs legally 
supplied and the extent of social security, the users would never have enough and the 
demand for more, and for a 'treat', will inevitably lead to an illicit drug supply system of 
some sort. They suggest that placing users in treatment will not remove the illicit system 
entirely but may reduce it. 

South (1994) observes that one key assumption underlying the practice of'maintaining' 
drug users on methadone or other substitutes has been that this will remove the need for 
users to commit crimes in order to finance their drug use. Klee and Morris (1994) suggest 
that there are alternative explanations. They observe that many drug users go into 
treatment for prescribed methadone in order to be released from the spiral of thieving, 
'scoring' and 'fixing' (Klee and Morris; 1994: 378). Thus, some drug users may simply go 
into treatment to have a rest because the drugs and crime cycle can be exhausting (ACPR, 
2001). 

A key theme that emerges from the literature is that drug dependency is a chronic 
condition and often symptomatic of underlying problems which also need to be treated in 
order for the individual to cease using drugs (Harrison, 2001). The condition requires 
long-term management and treatment success should be judged in terms of improvements 
in people's individual quality of life, and not whether they have been 'cured' and are 
living drug free lives because relapse is common (Wilson, 1990). 
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Makkai (1999) observes that American research supports the following conclusions in 
relation to the effectiveness of treatment: 

1. length of stay in treatment is significantly associated with effectiveness; 

2. where treatment is supported by a range of other services such as training, 
counselling and health care it enhances the individual's capacity to become 
drug-free; and 

3. treatment is more effective when combined with criminal justice sanctions 
such as those existing under the drug court model. 

Treatment in prison 

Research is increasingly demonstrating that treatment for prisoners is effective in 
reducing recidivism and drug use, particularly treatment in a therapeutic community 
(Harrison, 2001 ). 

In a Home Office report, Bullock (2003) reviewed the available English-language 
literature on the effectiveness of drug treatment in prison. The following summary 
written by the editor of the report encapsulates the main findings from Bullock's review: 

The main conclusion is that good-quality treatment can be effective in reducing reoffending, 
particularly when it is of adequate length, meets individual needs and, above all, is followed 
through by aftercare, both in prison and following release. The need for high-quality, seamless 
aftercare is an important issue for both the prison and probation services, together with the range 
of other relevant organizations (Ramsay, 2003: vi). 

A systematic review of incarceration-based drug treatment, covering a broad range of 
treatment modalities, concluded that such treatment is effective in reducing recidivism 
(Welsh and Farrington, 2005). More intensive programs, such as therapeutic 
communities, were found to be more effective in reducing recidivism and drug use 
(Welsh and Farrington, 2005). 

Drug courts 

The first drug court was established in Miami-Dade County, Florida in 1989 and by the 
end of 1999 there were over 425 drug courts in the United States (Harrison, 2001). The 
key elements of drug courts are described by Harrison (2001). Basically, offenders 
appearing before a drug court are referred to a treatment program and their performance 
in the program is monitored by the court and will usually involve drug testing to ensure 
compliance. Harrison (2001) observes that nearly every published evaluation of drug 
courts has shown that those who graduate from drug court are less likely to be arrested 
for new crimes. However, she points out that many of these studies do not have long 
follow-up periods. 

The Australian Institute of Criminology (AIC) provides a useful summary of drug courts 
as they operate in Australia (AIC, 2004). According to this summary, drug courts were 
first introduced in Australia in 1999, with the aim of diverting drug-dependent offenders 
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away from the criminal justice system and into treatment. Australian drug d:mrts are 
largely based on those in the US in that they feature an integrated communitY-based 
treatment program which is monitored through regular appearances before a judicial 
officer. Compliance with the treatment program is monitored via frequent and random 
drug testing, and participant accountability is increased through a series of sanctions and 
rewards. Australian drug courts are primarily aimed at offenders with a long history of 
property offending, and are used as the final alternative before imprisonment. In general, 
to be eligible to participate in a drug court, the offender must plead guilty to the charges 
and satisfy the court that their drug dependency contributed to their offence/s. Once a 
drug court order is made, participants follow a three-phase program over 12 months, 
during which they participate in various drug rehabilitation and life skills programs aimed 
at reducing their drug use and preparing them for re-integration into the community (AIC, 
2004). 

According to the AIC summary (AIC, 2004), evaluations of drug courts, both within 
Australia and overseas, have identified a number of positive outcomes from the 
intervention which can include: 

• reductions in drug use and offending both during the program and after 
completion; 

• improvements in the health and well-being of participants; 

• financial benefits in terms of reduced prosecution, law enforcement, prison 
and court costs; and 

• social benefits such as long-term reductions in drug use, increased 
employment and the reuniting of families. 

Makkai and Veraar (2003) report findings from an evaluation of the south-east 
Queensland Drug Court. To measure the impact of the drug court on recidivism, analyses 
were undertaken to determine the length oftime it took for offenders to re-offend after 
being referred to the drug court, and whether the frequency of their offending had 
declined. It was found that recidivism was reduced for those who successfully completed 
the program and that where re-offending did occur the average time taken to re-offend 
was longer for program graduates than for comparison groups. The reductions in re
offending before and after the program were greater for drug court graduates than the 
comparison groups. Makkai and Veraar also found that there was a significant 
termination effect associated with participation in the program and recidivism. Thus, 
individuals whose participation in the program was terminated re-offended sooner than 
both the graduates and the comparison groups. 

In the United Kingdom, drug testing and treatment orders (DTTOs) are derived from the 
drug court model (Kothari et al, 2002). DTTOs were introduced in October 2000 under 
the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (UK) to enable the courts, with the support ofthe 
Probation Service, to refer an offender, with his/her consent, to an intensive treatment and 
rehabilitation program instead of imposing a custodial sentence (Kothari et al, 2002). The 
offender's suitability for a DTTO is first assessed by the Probation Service in the form of 
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a pre-sentence report to the court. According to Kothari et al (2002), offenders are more 
likely to be considered suitable for a DTTO if they have high levels of drug-related 
problems and dependence, their offending is clearly related to their drug taking and they 
are motivated to enter treatment. If the DTTO proposal is accepted, the offender is 
required to attend a treatment program for a period of between six months and three years 
and must comply with frequent drug testing. The offender's progress is reviewed on a 
regular basis by the sentencing court and if the offender has contravened the DTTO (e.g. 
by persistent drug use and/or failing to comply with the program), the court may impose 
the custodial sentence that would have been imposed if not for the DTTO (Kothari et al, 
2002). 

Kothari et al cite preliminary results from an evaluation ofDTTO pilot projects in 
Liverpool, Croydon and Gloucestershire conducted by Tum ball et al (2000a, 2000b ). The 
evaluation showed that after commencing a DTTO, the average amount spent on drugs 
was reduced to 25 pounds per week compared to 400 pounds per week prior to arrest. All 
participants who completed their DTTO program reported that they had desisted from 
committing crime and nearly all said that they were drug free. However, Kothari et al 
point out that many DTTO participants failed to complete their program. In fact, nearly 
half the DTTO clients in Tumball et al's study had their orders revoked because they 
breached one or more program conditions by failing to attend or continuing to use illicit 
drugs after the DTTO was in place. They also report that a number of factors were 
identified as conducive to the success ofDTTOs, such as inter-agency cooperation, staff 
training, clear objectives and guidelines, matching motivated individuals to appropriate 
treatment, standardised testing and breach procedures and having the same judge present 
at all reviews of the DTTO (Kothari et al, 2002). 

9.7 SUMMARY 

A significant proportion of burglars report expenditure on illicit drugs and in some cases, 
obtaining drugs is their main motivation for committing crime. Also, a common way 
burglars dispose of stolen property is to sell it to a drug dealer or swap it for drugs. 

The drug-crime relationship is complex and appears to vary depending on the type of 
drug used and the frequency of use. Involvement in crime often precedes drug use, but an 
increase in the frequency ofdrug use can be associated with an increase in offending. 

Involvement in treatment can lead to reduced criminal activity among illicit drug users. 
However, the effectiveness oftt:eatment programs varies. Drug dependency is a chronic 
condition and the likelihood of relapse is common, even after treatment success. 
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9.8 BURGLARY AND ILLICIT DRUG USE IN TASMANIA 

9.8.1 Findings from the Interviews with Imprisoned Burglars 

In this part of the chapter, the findings from the interviews with the imprisoned burglars 
are presented. A number ofthe themes explored in the interviews relate to aspects of the 
drug-crime relationship which have been discussed in the literature review. In particular, 
the sixty imprisoned burglars were asked about their use of drugs in the six months prior 
to imprisonment, their expenditure patterns and their involvement in any treatment 
programs. They were also asked to indicate when they first started offending and when 
they first started taking illicit drugs. Follow-up interviews with fourteen offenders using 
amphetamines on a daily basis prior to their imprisonment were conducted to try and gain 
a better insight into the connection between burglary and illicit drug use. 

Illicit drug use 

Nearly all of the respondents (97%, n=58) said they had used drugs in their lifetime. 
Eighty per cent of the offenders said they were using drugs in the six months prior to 
their imprisonment. The most commonly used drugs were marijuana (45%), 
amphetamines (43%) and morphine (18%). Other drugs mentioned included heroin 
(10%), methadone (7%), cocaine (7%), ecstasy (7%) and a variety ofpharmaceuticals 
including Rohypnol, Valium, Serepax, Ritalin and Normison. Polydrug use was not 
uncommon, with 23% of the sample reporting that they had used three or more different 
types of drugs in the six months prior to their imprisonment. 

Table 9.1 Drugs used in the six months prior to imprisonment (a) 

Drug Type No. % 
Marijuana 27 45 
Amphetamines 26 43 
Morphine 10 17 
Heroin 6 10 
Methadone 4 7 
Cocaine 4 7 
Ecstasy 4 7 
Pharmaceuticals 9 15 
(a) One offender did not provide specific details about the type of drugs he used, he just commented that he was using 
whatever he could get. 

Thirty-five offenders (58%) said they were using drugs on a daily basis, with another five 
offenders (8%) reporting usage on a weekly basis. The offenders who indicated they were 
using drugs on a daily or weekly basis in the six months before they came to prison were 
asked to indicate how much money they were spending on drugs per week. Thirty-six per 
cent of the sample reported spending $1 000 or more per week on drugs, with 8% 
reporting expenditure of $5000 or more. 
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Table 9.2 Expenditure on drugs for daily/weekly users (a) 

Expenditure 
$200 or less 
$201-$499 
$500-$999 
$1000-$4999 
$5000 or more 

Number of Prisoners 
4 
5 
6 
17 
5 

(a) One respondent stated that he grew his own marijuana. Missing data= 2. 

%of total sample 
7 
8 
10 
28 
8 

These high levels of expenditure on drugs are consistent with other research in Australia. 
For example, Stevenson and Forsythe (1998) report that for the imprisoned burglars in 
their sample who reported using drugs during the reference period, the median 
expenditure on illicit drugs was $900. For heroin users, the median expenditure was 
$1500 per week. In Makkai and Payne's (2003) study of incarcerated male offenders in 
three states, the weekly expenditure on drugs for regular property offenders was 
estimated to be as follows: $201 for regular cannabis users; $986 for regular 
amphetamine users; $2329 for regular heroin users and $617 for regular cocaine users. 

The drug-crime connection 

The findings from the present study support White and Gorman's (2000) conclusion that 
no single theoretical model can account for the drug crime relationship. The pathways 
leading to crime and drug use varied among this sample of offenders. Only 13% of the 
sample started using drugs prior to committing their first crime, the majority of the 
respondents (62%) committed their first crime before they started using drugs. For 20% 
of the sample, initiation into crime and drug use occurred around the same age making it 
difficult to determine what came first. 

Despite the fact that involvement in crime preceded drug use for the majority of the 
offenders, many of them clearly believed there was some causal connection between 
illicit drug use and crime. The following quotes are illustrative of the type of statements 
made: 

My only reasons [for committing crimes] were to support my amphetamine habit. Ifl had all the 
drugs I needed I wouldn't commit any crime ... Drugs are by far the biggest cause of crime. As the 
person becomes more dependent the more likely they are to commit crime 

Not many burglars in Hobart go out for money alone, most go out for money to buy drugs. If 
drugs were given to them they wouldn't have to do crime to pay for it. 

Over 90% of the people in prison [commit burglary] to support a drug habit. 

A lot of the burglaries are drug-related. People are not thinking about anything but the next taste. 
There has to be an acceptable rate [of burglary] in the community because I don't think you will 
ever get rid of it. Especially with Tasmania's unemployment. 

However, this view was by no means universally held. For example, one respondent who 
said he was using marijuana on a daily basis in the six months prior to imprisonment 
pointed out that he had other reasons for committing crime: 
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Not all of us are here because we are drug and alcohol lunatics and just don't give a shit. There are 
people who do want to kick along in life but can't seem to get a break. 

This respondent said that he used marijuana in preference to alcohol because it kept him 
out of trouble. In fact, his girlfriend had introduced him to marijuana for this reason and 
did not like him drinking. 

Another respondent suggested that his use of Ecstasy was recreational. He said that the 
drug made him feel'wicked' and that it 'is the best feeling that you could possibly feel', 
but maintained that it was not addictive and that he confined his usage to weekends. 

Use of drugs and alcohol to facilitate crime 

There was some evidence that drug/alcohol use may have facilitated crime. For example, 
one offender made the following comment: 

I was on cocaine and probably Jack Daniels at the time I committed the armed robbery which gave 
me a bit more courage to do it .. .I wouldn't have done it if I was sober. 

On this point, the offenders were asked if they had ever used drugs or alcohol before 
committing crime and 91% of the sample said they had. Eight offenders specifically 
mentioned having used illicit drugs prior to committing a crime. Reasons for using drugs 
included to calm the nerves, relax, stay awake/be more alert, and because it 'kills your 
conscience'. Another offender said he had actually used drugs during the course of a 
burglary. By contrast, one offender pointed out that he did not like committing crimes 
when he was hanging out because 'you don't really care then, you will do anything to get 
your taste'. 

The offenders were also asked to briefly describe the circumstances ofthe last burglary 
they were convicted of. Twenty respondents (33% of the total sample) said they were 
under the influence of drugs at the time they committed their last burglary. This figure is 
likely to be an under-estimate of the proportion of offenders who were under the 
influence because some offenders were unable to recall precise details of the last burglary 
they were convicted of. 

In some cases, the fact that the offender was under the influence of drugs appeared to 
have increased the likelihood of detection. Two offenders were detected because they left 
fingerprints and four others were detected because their behaviour gave them away. For 
example, one of these offenders, who was under the influence ofRohypnol, was detected 
walking down the road in broad daylight carrying the property he had just stolen. Another 
offender, who had already been up for days on amphetamines, had a mixture of 
Rohypnol, alcohol and Valium and passed out on a couch in the house he burgled and 
was subsequently discovered by the occupants when they arrived home. 

The finding that some of the offenders used drugs and/or alcohol to facilitate crime is 
consistent with other studies. For example, Cromwell et al (1991) report that over half of 
the active burglars they interviewed drank alcohol or used drugs to overcome the fear 
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associated with entering a target. Many ofthe offenders said they would not have been 
able to go through with the burglary without drugs or alcohol. They also believed that 
without a calming drug they tended to overlook risk cues and items hidden in the house. 
Similarly, Wiersma (1996) found that about half of the commercial burglars in his sample 
said they were usually under the influence of drugs and alcohol when committing the 
burglary. While the majority of those committing burglaries under the influence were 
addicted to drugs, some ofthe offenders used drugs as a way of making the burglary 
easier (e.g. by increasing their confidence or making them less scared). As discussed in 
chapter six, Tunnell (1992) has suggested that the use of drugs and/or alcohol prior to 
committing a crime is one of many techniques of neutralisation (Sykes and Matza, 1957) 
used by property offenders to aid them in the commission of crime. 

Treatment 

The respondents were asked if they had ever been drug dependent and thirty-two 
offenders (53%) reported that they had. The offenders who said they had been drug 
dependent were also asked if they had ever been in a treatment program or on methadone. 
Only twelve of the offenders reported having ever been in a treatment program or on 
methadone, less than half of those who said they had been drug dependent based on a 
self-assessment. 

One offender who stated that he had a 'pretty roaring drug habit' in the six months prior to 
his imprisonment described how he had continued to commit crime whilst undergoing 
treatment: 

I done rehab once. Spent six months there, still doing jobs while I was there. I stayed offthe drugs 
though, and got my head together and was thinking a lot smarter and I pulled off some pretty good 
jobs. 

Going into prison for a rest 

As mentioned earlier in the literature review, there is some evidence that drug users may 
go into treatment to have a rest because the drugs and crime cycle can be exhausting 
(ACPR, 2001). In the present study there was evidence to suggest that some of the 
offenders regarded prison in a similar light, as somewhere they could go to have a rest 
and/or go into detoxification: 

I would have loved to give up the drugs when I was out there, it was just I knew it would take a 
week or two weeks for me to come out of it and I didn't want to go through it so I just kept 
going . .I just wanted it to end:I didn't want to come to jail but I knew it was the only thing that 
was going to save me. 

I just wanted out ofwhat I was in- a break. You come in here and get off all the drugs, you get off 
the alcohol, you sort of get your head level again and go back out and try and make it without 
doing your burgs and stuff like that ... .In a way I did [want to get caught] - enough was enough. 
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9.8.2 Findings from the Follow-Up Interviews 

During the course of the interviews with the prisoners it became apparent that the drug
crime relationship was a significant, but complex issue which warranted further 
exploration. Therefore, a decision was made to conduct follow-up interviews with a small 
sample of offenders who had indicated they were using drugs on a daily basis in the six 
months prior to being imprisoned. As stated previously, the purpose of the follow-up -~ 

interviews was to try and clarify some aspects ofthe drug-crime relationship, and alSo to 
try and identify what it was about drug-taking that was so compelling for these 
individuals. 

Thirty-five offenders reported using drugs on a daily basis prior to their imprisonment. 
Follow-up interviews were conducted with fourteen of these offenders. The selection of 
these individuals was non-random. The interview transcripts were analysed to identify 
those offenders who it was thought would be able to provide the best insight into their 
drug use. Amphetamine users were specifically targeted because this was one of the most 
commonly used drugs and appeared to be associated with high frequency offending. The 
sample was restricted to those still in prison and available to be interviewed. Several 
offenders had been released, one was unavailable to be interviewed and one declined to 
be interviewed. 

Lifetime use of drugs 

The offenders were asked if they had ever used a variety of different drugs in their 
lifetime. Not surprisingly, as they were selected on this basis, all ofthe offenders had 
used amphetamines. The next most common drugs used by the offenders were: marijuana 
(93%), morphine (79%), methadone (71 %), pharmaceuticals (71 %) and heroin (57%). 
Less than half had used ecstasy or cocaine. Nine offenders (64%) had used five or more 
different drugs (excluding pharmaceuticals) in their lifetime. 

Table 9.3 Lifetime use of drugs (amphetamine users) 

Drug Type No. % 
Amphetamines 14 100 
Marijuana 13 93 
Morphine ll 79 
Methadone I 0 71 
Pharmaceuticals (a) 10 71 
Heroin 8 57 
Ecstasy 6 43 
Cocaine 4 29 
(a) Pharmaceuticals includes: Rohypnol, Ritalin, Valium, Diazepam, Nonnison, Serapax, Dexies and Temazepam 

Drug of choice 

The offenders were asked what was their drug of choice and why. What most offenders 
liked about their drug of choice was the effect the drug had on them. Some offenders 
preferred drugs such as marijuana, heroin or morphine which relaxed them and/or helped 
them to escape reality, while others preferred the increased alertness, energy and 
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confidence associated with amphetamines. However, one offender said his drug of 
choice was marijuana because it is cheaper and easier to obtain. 

Table 9.4 Drug of choice (amphetamine users) 

Drug of Choice 
Amphetamines 
Heroin 
Marijuana 
Morphine 
Cocaine 

No. 
4 
4 
4 
1 
1 

Offending and drug use connected? 

% 
29 
29 
29 
7 
7 

The offenders were asked whether they thought their offending and drug use were 
connected and, if so, how. All of the offenders thought there was a connection, but there 
was some variation with regard to the nature of the perceived connection between drug 
use and crime. Most of the offenders said their drug use and offending were connected 
because they needed to commit crime in order to finance their drug habit. One offender 
said that his drug use led to crime and three offenders expressed the connection in terms 
of a combination of needing to commit crime to buy drugs, and drug use leading to crime. 

It should be noted that three of the offenders who fell into the 'need money to buy drugs' 
group said that their reasons for committing crime were not always drug-related. One of 
these offenders pointed out that while it is necessary to have money to use drugs, he and 
his co-offenders actually like doing 'jobs' because it provided them with something to do. 

Adverse effects 

The offenders were asked ifthey had ever had any bad experiences when on drugs. Four 
offenders said they had overdosed on heroin more than once. Three of these mentioned 
being given Narcan to bring them back. Another offender said that he had had 'whacks' of 
amphetamines that had nearly killed him. He described feeling like his brain was going to 
explode, and rolling around on the floor vomiting. 

Seven offenders said they had experienced paranoia and/or hallucinations whilst on 
amphetamines (e.g. believing they were being followed and hearing things). One offender 
described the experience as follows: 

Speed knocks you around. If you keep on it you do flip out. Your reality just goes, you are in your 
own world. I lost it completely. 

Clearly not all of the offenders who had experienced amphetamine psychosis believed 
that it was necessarily a bad thing. One offender said that while it was scary at the time, it 
provided an adrenaline rush and was a source of amusement when reflecting back on the 
experience the next morning. Another offender just felt it was something that resulted 
from lack of sleep after being awake for several days straight whilst on 'speed'. He was 
not particularly concerned about it because it went away as soon as he went to sleep. 
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Nine offenders said they had become violent whilst using drugs on one or more 
occasions. For example, one offender said he had become violent eight or nine times and 
had been charged as a result. He said this had occurred when he had been on 'morphine, 
speed or rohies'. Another offender mentioned an incident where he had become violent 
on 'speed and rohies', and he also said that every time he takes 'rohies' he more or less 
becomes violent unless he goes to sleep. 

The offenders were also asked whether any of their friends used drugs and ru}ofthem 
answered 'yes' to this question, with seven respondents indicating that all, or most of, 
their friends used drugs. Eight offenders indicated that one or more of their friends had 
become violent as a result of being on drugs. By contrast, another offender said that 
speed had actually made his friends more placid, and it was like they had 'woken up' to 
themselves as a result of taking the drug. Wright and Klee (2001) report mixed findings 
in relation to amphetamine use and aggression. Twenty-four per cent of their sample of 
amphetamine users felt that their involvement in violent crime was related to their 
amphetamine use, but there were some examples where amphetamine use was reported to 
have made individuals less aggressive. 

Self-medication hypothesis 

Some support for the self-medication hypothesis emerged during the course of the initial 
interviews, with a few offenders claiming to have turned to drugs at a time of emotional 
crisis (e.g. relationship breakdown or the death of a relative) and then been caught in the 
cycle of having to commit crimes to finance their drug use. Also, one offender indicated 
that he used morphine for pain relief for arthritis. The issue of self-medication was 
explored further in the follow-up interviews. All fourteen respondents were asked ifthey 
had ever taken drugs to make them feel better and ten (71 %) said they had. Four 
offenders said they had taken drugs when depressed. One of these offenders said that he 
also used drugs to 'calm down a bit when stressed out' or when angry, and that he had 
used marijuana on one occasion for pain relief after being involved in an accident. 
Another offender said that when he was down he would take morphine and just go to 
sleep for the day. 

Interestingly, for two of the offenders, it emerged in the course of the follow-up interview 
that one of the precipitating factors for their drug addiction was the inability to cope with 
the death of their mother. One of these offenders was only twelve when his mother died 
and the other was in his early twenties. Neither had received counselling at the time to 
help them deal with their grief and this appeared to be contributing to their ongoing battle 
with addiction. 

Two offenders spoke about the use of drugs to escape from reality. One offender said that 
he was a depressed person by nature. The other offender described how he had 
experienced a traumatic incident when aged 17 and had used drugs because it just took it 
out of me mind' and he had subsequently become addicted. 
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Treatment 

The offenders were asked if any drug treatment had ever worked for them. Three 
offenders said they had never had any treatment apart from receiving drug and alcohol 
counselling in prison. One offender said that he had stopped using in prison and for a 
long time after that he had been in treatment, but that it was like being an alcoholic: 'once 
an alcoholic always an alcoholic'. 

Three offenders indicated that they had been on the methadone program, and one of these 
said that being on methadone removed the need for him to commit crime because he was 
able to just walk into a Pharmacy and purchase the drug. The other two offenders were 
less enthusiastic about the methadone program, and observed that it was just another 
addiction. One ofthese individuals said the methadone program was 'the worst thing 
ever'. This offender described how bad it was to withdraw from morphine, and how he 
felt like he was going to die, and then said that methadone was even worse to withdraw 
from. He advocated a heroin trial in Tasmania, and was critical ofthe Government's 
motivation for introducing the methadone program stating that the methadone did not 
cost the Government anything but those on the program still had to pay $3.50 a day 
which was 'all money to the Government'. 

Eleven offenders said they had received drug and alcohol counselling in prison. On a 
positive note, one offender said that he learnt about the dangers of hepatitis C, and four 
additional offenders considered the counselling to be of some benefit. However, the 
effectiveness of drug and alcohol counselling among this sample of offenders appears to 
be limited. As one offender put it: 

I know more about drugs than the drug and alcohol counsellor so they can't really teach me 
anything. 

There was also a general feeling that ultimately it is up to the individual whether or not to 
stop taking drugs. 

Desistance 

The offenders were asked if they had ever stopped using drugs and if so, why. If 
applicable, they were also asked why they had started using drugs again after a period of 
abstinence. 

Eleven ofthe fourteen offenders-interviewed said they had stopped using drugs on one or 
more occasions. The most common reason for desisting was imprisonment, with eight 
offenders stating that they had stopped using drugs for this reason. Interestingly, the 
reason why offenders stopped using drugs in prison appeared to have more to do with the 
lack of availability of clean needles rather than a problem with the supply of drugs in 
prison. Five offenders pointed out, without any prompting, that they could get any drugs 
they wanted in prison. Three of these offenders said they declined to use because there 
were no clean needles available. Another offender said he had stopped using drugs in 
prison because he wanted to get parole. 
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The offenders who said they stopped using drugs in prison said they usually started using 
them again when they were released, although some expressed the intention of staying off 
drugs when released from prison this time. Generally speaking, it appeared that offenders 
resumed taking drugs after a period of abstinence because the reasons why they had 
started using drugs in the first place had not changed. 

Table 9.5 Reason for desistance from drug taking (a) 

Reason for Desistance 
Imprisonment 
Family/relationship crisis 
Sick of it 
Wanted to 

Number 
8 
2 
1 
1 

(a) One offender nominated two reasons for having desisted from using drugs. 

Staying off drugs when released from prison 

The offenders were asked whether they wanted to stay off drugs when released from 
prison, and ten offenders said they did. An additional two offenders said they would like 
to try and stay off some drugs but not marijuana. However, when the respondents were 
asked how likely it was that they would get back on drugs when released from prison, 
seven offenders felt that it was likely or very likely. These offenders were asked whether 
there was anything that would make them stop taking drugs. Most of the offenders were 
unable to identify anything that would make them stop taking drugs, with two offenders 
stating that the only thing that would stop them was their own death. One offender said 
he might stop taking drugs if he had to take responsibility for looking after his child in 
the event that something happened to the child's mother. 

9.9 CONCLUSION 

The main focus of this chapter has been on the relationship between illicit drug use and 
burglary. However, it should be noted that for some of the offenders there may have been 
a relationship between their alcohol use and burglary. Seventy per cent of the respondents 
reported using alcohol in the six months prior to their imprisonment and all of the 
respondents had used alcohol in their lifetime. Also, 31% of the experienced burglars 
reporting spending at least some of their stolen goods proceeds on alcohol and four 
respondents said that alcohol was one of their main reasons for committing crime. The 
rationale for focusing on illicit drug use rather than alcohol is that the relationship 
between burglary and illicit drug use appears to be stronger than that between alcohol and 
burglary. This may reflect, at least in part, the fact that alcohol is a legal drug and is more 
readily available at a lower cost than most illicit drugs. 

The findings from the interviews with the imprisoned burglars confirm that the drug
crime relationship is complex and variable. Drug use was prevalent, with nearly all of the 
offenders (98%) stating that they had used drugs in their lifetime. Eighty per cent of the 
offenders said they were using drugs in the six months before they came to prison, and 
58% said they were using drugs on a daily basis prior to their imprisonment. Some 
offenders required significant amounts of money to fund their drug use, with 36% of the 
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total sample reporting expenditure of $1000 or more per week on drugs in the six months 
prior to their imprisonment. Among the forty-nine experienced burglars, 55% nominated 
drugs as one of their main reasons for committing crime and 80% reported using the 
money they obtained for stolen property to purchase drugs. 

For those offenders who claimed that their crime and drug use were connected, treatment 
may be an appropriate option. To be effective, treatment would need to identify and 
address underlying causes (Harrison, 2001 ,) such as the inability to deal with emotional 
crises, boredom, desire to escape reality, unemployment, lack of self-esteem etc. Based 
on the characteristics of this sample of offenders, a 'one size fits all' approach to treatment 
would not be appropriate and programs would need to be tailored to meet individual 
needs. The relationship between the offender's drug of choice and crime should be 
carefully explored (Klee and Morris, 1994). 

Polydrug use was also quite common, and it appears from the follow-up interviews that 
offenders sometimes use different drugs for different reasons depending on whether they 
want to be 'up' or 'down' at a particular point in time and/or to self-medicate. This 
suggests that any treatment program needs to explore both the individual's current drug of 
choice and lifetime use of other drugs in order to make sure that all the underlying causes 
are addressed. 

Special considerations may apply in relation to the treatment of amphetamine users. 
Vincent et al ( 1999) recommend that individuals working with amphetamine users need 
to be able to assess mental health problems to determine appropriate treatment, and 
require additional training to do so. This is because the use of amphetamines has been 
associated with aggression and psychological morbidity (Hall et al, 1996; Wright and 
Klee, 2001; Hando and Hall, 1997). For example, Hall eta! (1996) interviewed a sample 
of301 amphetamine users about their experiences of psychological symptoms before and 
after their initiation of amphetamine use. They found a high prevalence of psychological 
morbidity among the sample of users. The most commonly reported symptoms after 
onset of amphetamine use were depression (79%), anxiety (76%), paranoia (52%), 
hallucinations (46%) and violent behaviour (44%), and the prevalence of these symptoms 
increased after the initiation of amphetamine use. Also, several of the amphetamine users 
in Wright and Klee's (2001) sample reported antagonism and threatening behaviour 
towards social workers, and some ofthe younger ones exhibited aggression towards 
people in positions of authority. Several of the respondents in the sample exhibited 
paranoia or hostility which could apparently become quite pronounced in an unfamiliar 
environment where they felt defensive. 

From the follow-up interviews it appears that drug use can be so compelling for some 
individuals that even experiencing severe adverse effects will not be enough of an 
incentive for them to abstain. Treatment programs would, therefore, need to have realistic 
goals such as improvements in quality of life rather than total abstinence, and also be 
flexible enough to allow for the possibility of relapse (Anglin and Hser, 1990, Hser et a! 
2001 ). Many individuals would probably also require some form of ongoing social 
support and/or mentoring as several lacked family support and/or positive role models to 
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help them abstain from drugs. The importance of aftercare following treatment was noted 
earlier in the chapter (Bullock, 2003). 

The issue of treatment availability and its appeal to offenders is an important one given 
that in the present study less than half of those who said they had ever been drug or 
alcohol dependent, based on a self-assessment, reported having ever been in a treatment 
program or on methadone. It is not clear whether this is due to a lack of availability of 
treatment programs, or reluctance among offenders to seek fol1Tial treatment. In relation 
to treatment in prison, the follow-up interviews suggest that drug and alcohol counselling 
alone in unlikely to be sufficient to 'break the cycle' of drug use, at least among the high
frequency users. 

The finding that some offenders see imprisonment as an opportunity to break the drug
crime cycle, even if only to have a rest, is significant. Factors such as chronic boredom 
and the influence of criminal peers can make it more difficult to break the cycle when on 
the outside (Best et al 2003). Also, the positive effects associated with some drugs can be 
difficult to replace, particularly when the offender's prospects are limited. For example, 
Klee and Morris (1994) comment on the prevalence of amphetamine use among young 
people, and observe that a lifestyle involving 'cheap, mood enhancing drugs, rejection of 
the social mores of conventional society, a healthy social life, and excitement must seem 
an attractive antidote to a depressing future' (Klee and Morris, 1994: 385). 

The follow-up interviews revealed that even heavy drug users are able to abstain from 
using drugs under the right circumstances. The fact that several mentioned that drugs 
were available in prison but they had decided not to use due to the lack of clean needles 
suggests at least some degree of rationality and control over their drug use. Consistent 
with this is the observation made by several offenders that it is really up to the individual 
to make a decision to stop taking drugs, and that treatment is unlikely to be effective 
unless this motivation is present. 

Drug courts, or the UK equivalent of drug testing and treatment orders, appear to provide 
an effective alternative to imprisonment and would be worth pursuing as a sentencing 
option in Tasmania, provided that an appropriate treatment program for drug dependent 
offenders is also introduced to support this option. However, it has to be recognised that 
treatment has its limitations as a form of intervention and is probably not an appropriate 
option for those offenders who are quite content with their criminal, drug-using lifestyle, 
and/or commit crimes for reasons other than to fund their drug habit. 
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CHAPTERlO:BURGLARYANDINSURANCEFRAUD 

10.1 INTRODUCTION 

The evidence presented in previous chapters has demonstrated that not all burglary 
reports to the police are legitimate. People make false reports for a variety of reasons, but 
one of the more common motivations is to gain a financial benefit by claiming the 
'stolen' items on insurance. Legitimate burglary victims may also be tempted to profit 
from the burglary by claiming additional items that were not stolen in the burglary, 
and/or inflating the value of the items that were stolen. In developing a comprehensive 
strategy for burglary prevention, it is important to consider the role of insurance fraud 
because if insurance fraud is a significant issue, traditional approaches such as target
hardening alone are unlikely to solve the burglary problem (Litton, 1996). To be most 
effective, a burglary-prevention strategy will also need to include measures to tackle 
insurance fraud. 

Insurance fraud is an under-researched phenomenon (Litton, 1998). While the insurance 
industry is aware of the problem, academic research on the topic appears to be somewhat 
limited (Litton, 1997). It is difficult to know exactly how prevalent insurance fraud is 
because much of it remains unrecognised, undetected or has not been proved to the 
requisite standard (Baldock, 1997). 

The Insurance Council of Australia (ICA) has estimated that insurance fraud in Australia 
accounts for an average of 15 per cent oftotal claims payouts (ICA, 1992). Some areas of 
insurance, including household contents insurance and motor vehicle insurance, are more 
vulnerable to fraud than others (Abru, 2001). In addition to the money paid out in 
fraudulent claims, there is a further financial burden placed on the community both in 
terms of the increased premiums charged by insurance companies to cover the cost of 
fraud, and the costs incurred engaging the services of the police and/or fire brigade, the 
courts and other services (Baldock, 1997). 

Among some members of the community there is a perception that insurance fraud is a 
victimless crime (Baldock 1997). Practices such as exaggerating a claim are regarded as 
acceptable by some. For example, a survey conducted by the ICA revealed that 25% of 
respondents knew someone who had submitted a false or 'padded' claim, and 14% agreed 
that 'padding a claim is acceptable (Data Sciences Pty Ltd 1993). While 94% of the 
respondents agreed that lodging a fraudulent insurance claim is dishonest, nearly half said 
they would not do anything if they became aware of a case of insurance fraud. Similar 
findings were reported in a subsequent survey conducted by the ICA in 2002 (Insurance 
Australia Group, 2004). In that survey, 22% of the Tasmanian respondents agreed that it 
was acceptable to inflate an insurance claim (Insurance Australia Group, 2004). 

Insurance practices, as well as community attitudes, can be a contributing factor to fraud. 
According to Clarke (1989), there is a fundamental incompatibility between the profit 
motive of the insurance industry and vigorous fraud control. He maintains that 
competition for new business has involved appealing to segments of the population which 
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have not previously sought insurance and this has led Jo an emphasis on easy access, 
informality, simple forms to fill out, and speedy settlements, all of which provide more 
opportunities for fraud. A similar view has been expressed by the ICA in its Fraud 
Management Guide (ICA, 1992). 

In this chapter, the relationship between burglary and insurance fraud will be explored. In 
the first part ofthe chapter, the different types of insurance fraud, the extent of insurance 
fraud, the profile of offenders, fraud indicators and prevention and detection strategies 
will be examined. The insurance industry's response to fraud in the United States, 
Australia and the United Kingdom will also be compared. It should be noted that 
insurance fraud is often referred to in general terms and not classified according to the 
type of insurance policy involved. In the second half of the chapter, the relevant findings 
from the Tasmanian study will be presented. The insurance industry representatives and 
police officers were asked about the extent of, and response to, insurance fraud in 
Tasmania, and the repeat burglary victims were asked about their experience of insurance 
fraud. A unique perspective on the issue was obtained by asking the imprisoned burglars 
whether they believed any of the victims they had burgled had committed insurance 
fraud. 

10.2 TYPES OF INSURANCE FRAUD 

There are several different types of fraud, some of which appear to be more prevalent 
than others. Litton (1998) suggests the following classification: 

1. Inventing a claim - no loss involved and the event is fabricated to enable a 
fraudulent insurance claim to be made. Damage may be deliberately caused by 
the policyholder to make the claim more credible; 

2. Loss invention - the claim is genuine but the policyholder invents other 
components which have not been lost; and 

3. Exaggeration- the claim is genuine but the policyholder exaggerates the value 
of the property lost or damaged. 

Wittkamper et al (1991) also include fraud resulting from the supply of false information 
or the failure to disclose relevant information to the insurer. 

The Insurance Australia Group, one of the five major insurance groups in Australia who 
together account for more than 75% of gross written premium, identifies the three main 
categories of fraud as: exaggeration of an otherwise legitimate claim (believed to be the 
most common type of fraud); premeditated fabrication of a claim; and fraudulent non
disclosure or misrepresentation of facts which are material to the policy (Insurance 
Australia Group, 2004). 

Abru (200 1) differentiates between 'hard' fraud and 'soft' or opportunistic fraud. 'Hard' 
fraud includes the staging of burglaries or car accidents, faking death, illness or injury or 
committing arson. Examples of 'soft' fraud, on the other hand, include exaggerating a 
legitimate claim, or providing false information to the insurance company ( eg. saying a 
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car is garaged in a safer location or failing to report full medical history) in order to 
reduce the insurance premium payable. 'Soft' fraud is considered to be by far the most 
common type of fraud. 

According to Clarke (1989), insurance fraud is to be distinguished from exaggeration, 
some of which is deliberate. He points out that while estimates for exaggerated claims 
range up to 50%, there is broad agreement that real fraud (claims which are wholly or 
partially fictitious) constitutes between 1% and 5% of claims. He provides the following 
explanation for the distinction which is made between insurance fraud and exaggeration 
in Britain: 

As a result of a series oflegal cases in the latter part of the nineteenth century, it has become 
accepted, contrary to the industry's previously strong view and practice, that exaggerated claims 
do not constitute fraud. The courts have held that the process of settling a claim is a business one, 
subject to negotiation and judgement of values on both sides, and that wide differences of opinion 
and the adoption of positions for bargaining purposes are normal. This means that a claim grossly 
exaggerated in value cannot be repudiated as a try-on, and even if the quantum is exaggerated it is 
best to be cautious. Only if items are claimed for which clearly did not exist, or form part of the 
loss, can the claim be contested with confidence as fraudulent. (Clarke, 1989:4) 

Clarke notes that the one of the most frequently cited cases on this point is Norton v 
Royal Fire Assurance Co (1885) 1 TLR 460. He observes that the view was succinctly 
put by Goddard J, in London Assurance v. Clare (1937) 57 Lloyds List Reports 254, at 
page 268, who stated that 'Mere exaggeration is not conclusive evidence of fraud, for a 
man might honestly have exaggerated the idea ofthe value of his stock or suggest a high 
figure as a bargaining price'. 

In relation to the situation in Australia, Sutton (1999) states that a mere-overvaluation of 
loss in a fire is not sufficient, and that there must be clear evidence of fraud. Sutton cites 
a number of Australian and New Zealand cases in support of this proposition. Further 
guidance on this issue is provided in Ivamy (1979), page 436 (at 77,948): 

An exaggerated claim is to be considered fraudulent in the following cases: 
1. Where the assured clearly intended to defraud the insurers: 
2. Where the overestimate of his loss is so excessive as to lead to the inference that the 

assured cannot have made the claim honestly, but must have intended to defraud the 
insurers: 

3. Where the overestimate, though not deliberately put forward with the directly fraudulent 
intent of inducing the insurers to pay the full amount claimed, is designedly made for the 
purpose of fixing a basis upon which to negotiate with the insurers. 
(cited in Mann and L~wis, 2001: 160) 

Mann and Lewis (2001) observe that 'the lvamy formulation' has been relied on in the 
following cases: Entwells Pty Ltd v National and General Insurance Co Ltd (1991) WAR 
68 and Moxia Pty Ltd vAMP General Insurance Ltd (unreported, Vic Sup Ct, Beach J, 
21 September 1992). Thus, contrary to the British position as outlined by Clarke (1989), 
it does not appear to be an acceptable practice in Australia to exaggerate the amount of 
the claim for the purposes of negotiating with the insurance company. 
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10.3 THE EXTENT OF INSURANCE FRAUD 

As stated above, quantifying the extent of insurance fraud is a difficult task because much 
of it is never detected (Baldock, 1997). However, a potential source of information about 
the extent of fraud is opinion surveys. The two public opinion surveys conducted for the 
Insurance Council of Australia in 1993 and 2002 revealed that a quarter of the 
respondents said they knew someone who had committed-insurance fraud (Data Sciences 
Pty Ltd 1993, Insurance Australia Group, 2004). 

In October 2002, the Association of British Insurers (ABI) commissioned public opinion 
research to assess people's attitudes towards making fraudulent insurance claims (ABI, 
2003). Of the 2000 people surveyed, 7% admitted to having made a fraudulent insurance 
claim, and nearly half(48%) would not rule out making a fraudulent insurance claim in 
the future. Respondents who admitted having committed insurance fraud were more 
likely to have committed other crimes as well, such as shoplifting, using someone else's 
credit card and purchasing stolen goods. 

In other research conducted in the UK, Gill et al (1994) asked ferry passengers to 
complete a questionnaire and provide details about their home insurance policies. Three 
hundred and eighty-three (383) passengers answered questions about their last home 
insurance claim, and almost 1 in 10 were classified as having committed insurance fraud 
either by being dishonest with their insurer, exaggerating the value of items stolen or 
inflating the claim to cover the excess. The authors regard the figure of 1 in 10 as an 
underestimate due to the possibility that some respondents were reluctant to admit to 
being dishonest, and the fact that the question referred to the last claim only and not 
previous ones. Around half of the respondents in the ferry survey said they knew 
someone who had committed insurance fraud, with 86% of those who had made a 
fraudulent claim themselves admitting that they knew someone else who had committed 
insurance fraud. It was apparent from the survey that younger people were more likely to 
make (or admit to making) a fraudulent claim. 

Gillet al report that their survey revealed a high level of resentment against insurance 
companies among both legitimate and fraudulent claimants. While some respondents 
appeared to be unaware they were committing fraud, those who were aware of their 
actions were motivated by their hostility towards insurance companies for practices 
considered to be unfair and expensive. Gillet al conclude that insurers need to be careful 
to ensure that policies are understood by clients and relevant to their needs, and that 
claims procedures involve speedy settlements and fully explained outcomes, particularly 
where claims are reduced or refused. 

10.4 ATTITUDES TOWARDS INSURANCE FRAUD 

Abru (200 1) suggests that insurance fraud is regarded as 'a bit of a lark' by many 
Australians (Abru, 2001: 46). A similar sentiment is apparently shared by Baldock 
(1997), who implies that insurance fraud is regarded as an 'acceptable crime' in Australia. 
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In the Federal Republic of Germany, Wittkamper et al (1991) concluded from a review of 
the literature and interviews with insurance industry representatives, that there was a 
serious lack of social awareness of wrongdoing in relation to insurance fraud, which was 
leading to an increase in the frequency with which various forms of insurance fraud were 
being committed. The authors observe that the reasons for this attitude towards insurance 
fraud included the view that insurance fraud is either considered to be a 'victory' of the 
economic weak over the strong and therefore tolerated with a degree of complacency, or 
is redefined from a moral point ofview so that it does not constitute a social wrong. 

The research conducted for the Association of British Insurers in 2002 aimed to place 
insurance fraud in the context of public attitudes to dishonesty in general (ABI, 2003). 
The survey revealed that exaggerating an insurance claim was viewed in a similar light to 
knowingly buying stolen goods. Over a third of the respondents considered that both 
forms of behaviour were acceptable or borderline. Inventing an insurance claim was seen 
in the same light as shoplifting, and 29% of respondents considered both these forms of 
behaviour to be acceptable or borderline. 

Other UK research suggests that age may be an important factor in relation to attitudes to 
fraud. In their survey of ferry passengers, Gillet al (1994) found that nearly 4 out of 10 
people under the age of30 thought it was acceptable to increase a claim to cover the 
excess, and 28% thought it was acceptable to increase a claim to cover the excess and 
claim extra money as well. Young people were also more likely to make (or admit to 
making) a fraudulent claim. Closer to home, the ICA surveys also suggest that younger 
people have more relaxed attitudes to fraud (Data Sciences Pty Ltd, 1993, Insurance 
Australia Group, 2004). 

10.5 MOTIVATION/JUSTIFICATION FOR INSURANCE FRAUD 

It would appear that insurance fraudsters are primarily motivated by need and/or greed, 
and are able to rationalise their behaviour in a number of ways to minimise any guilt they 
might feel as a consequence of their wrongdoing. 

The ICA (1992) suggests that the motivation for all fraud is 'need and greed' which in the 
insurance context can involve: 

• financial difficulties - e.g. a businessman may set fire to his premises or stage a 
major theft to overcome a financial crisis; 

• revenge - e.g. recovering premiums paid or righting some perceived 
wrongdoing by an insurer; or 

• making an fraudulent insurance claim as an easy source of finance for other 
purposes. 

Wittkamper et al (1991) found that an overwhelming majority ofthe insurance industry 
experts they interviewed in their study in the Federal Republic of Germany held the view 
that individual factors such as greed and acquisitiveness, and changes in social and 
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individual values (e.g. an increasing emphasis on self-interest), motivate people to 
commit insurance fraud. 

Duffield and Grabosky (2001) explore the psychology of fraud, including fraud 
committed against an organisation by a client or employee, such as insurance fraud. With 
regard to the motivation for committing fraud, they observe that explanations based on 
financial strain feature in just about every type of fraudulent activity. Financial strain may 
arise from, for example, the desire to maintain a certain standard of living such as 
"keeping up with the Jones's", compulsive gambling, illicit drug use or relationship 
breakdown. According to Duffield and Grabosky, fraud offenders rationalise their 
behaviour in order to reduce their inhibitions. These "techniques of neutralisation" (Sykes 
and Matza 1957) vary according to the type of fraud. Fraud against large companies may 
be rationalised with the excuse 'they can afford it'. Alternatively, the victim may be 
viewed as culpable in some respect, or the offence may be trivialised so that it is viewed 
as a victimless crime. 

Consistent with Duffield and Grabosky's view, Abru (2001) lists a range of motivations 
for committing insurance fraud including making up for years of paying premiums, 
ripping off insurance companies because they are big and rich or their premiums are high, 
and triumphing over a faceless bureaucracy. 

Although the primary motivation for insurance fraud may well be need and/or greed, 
people's willingness to commit fraud can also be influenced at least in part by the 
practices and reputation of insurance companies themselves. For example, policyholders 
may feel aggrieved when they cannot recoup the full value oftheir loss from the 
insurance company, despite paying insurance premiums over a number of years, and may 
feel justified in exaggerating the value of their claim to cover the excess. 

10.6 PROFILE OF INSURANCE FRAUD OFFENDERS 

Baldock (1997) distinguishes between three types of insurance fraud offenders: 

1. Average offenders: people who come from a wide-cross section ofthe 
community and are generally seen as law-abiding, with no prior criminal 
record, who have either given in to sudden temptation or are seeking to escape 
some form of financial hardship by committing insurance fraud, possibly by 
fabricating a claim or inflating an otherwise legitimate claim; 

2. Criminal offenders: these individuals will commit insurance fraud as well as 
other street-level crime, will usually have come into contact with the police in 
the past and may have a criminal record. These offenders will generally be 
male and previous crimes will tend to be property crimes such as home 
burglary or cheque fraud. They may either be full-time criminals, or, more 
commonly, part-time offenders in full-time or part-time employment; and 

3. Organised-crime offenders: these offenders are usually career criminals who 
are part of an organised group involved in major and complex fraud against an 
insurance company. Insurance fraud will be regarded by these individuals as a 
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lucrative source of regular and substantial income, and may be used as a source 
of funds to establish other criminal activities e.g. importation and cultivation of 
illicit drugs. 

The insurance industry experts interviewed by Wittkamper et al (1991) distinguished 
between minor offenders and organised criminals (professional defrauders), and 
suggested that each type of offender needs to be dealt with differently. The minor 
offender is considered to have only a vague idea of how his or her actions harm the 
insurance industry and other policyholders. By contrast, the organised criminal is aware 
of the criminal nature of his or her activities and the impact on the insurance industry and 
other policyholders, and the low risk of detection and punishment is part of his 
calculation. Wittkamper et al conclude that in dealing with organised criminals who 
commit fraud, it is of fundamental importance to reduce the opportunities for crime and 
increase the risk of detection and punishment. The minor offender, on the other hand, 
should be informed and made aware ofthe nature of insurance. 

10.7 FRAUD INDICATORS 

According to Clarke (1989), one generally accepted warning sign of possible insurance 
fraud is a claim submitted soon after cover commences, with most detected frauds taking 
place within the first year of the policy, and many within the first six months. 
Alternatively, there may be anomalies or peculiarities in the way the claim is submitted, 
or in the way the loss is explained which alerts the claims inspector or adjuster. Clarke 
also suggests that fraudsters can be foolish and make silly mistakes in their stories, 
contradict themselves, produce obviously false or altered documentation and/or protest 
violently if not quickly paid, and threaten insurers with publicity. 

In 1992, the Insurance Council of Australia published a Fraud Management Guide, a 
manual for detecting and managing insurance fraud, which provides a comprehensive list 
of fraud indicators for each ofthe different classes of insurance. It is pointed out that the 
list is not exhaustive, and that the presence of one or more indicators is not evidence per 
se that a fraud has been committed. In relation to burglary/theft insurance, fraud 
indicators relating to the claim itself include: the insured insisting on a cash settlement; 
the insured being unusually knowledgeable with regard to insurance terminology and the 
claims settlement process; the loss occurring within the first year of cover, or following 
recent alteration to cover; the loss being incompatible with the insured's residence, 
occupation or income; the loss including large amounts of cash and the police indicating 
that burglary/theft is suspicious. , 

The Insurance Australia Group reports that Australian insurers commonly use fraud 
indicators to help identify suspected fraudulent claims and to decide whether claims 
should be referred for further investigation (Insurance Australia Group, 2004). Although 
sophisticated software is now available to speed up this process, only one insurer in 
Australia is thought to be using such a system (Insurance Australia Group, 2004). 
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10.8 FRAUD DETECTION AND PREVENTION STRATEGIES 

Clarke (1990) compared the responses to insurance fraud in eight Western industrialised 
nations and concluded that the following elements are essential to effective fraud control: 

• information sharing among insurers and the formation of registers of 
aggravated risks; 

• developing specialist expertise in fraud detection and investigation; 

• incorporating fraud prevention awareness into insurance practice at all stages; 

• engaging in at least modest publicity and propaganda; 

• developing and maintaining a research capacity to keep up with new 
developments; and 

• maintaining a good relationship with public authorities, in particular the fire 
and police services. 

Schrenk and Palmquist ( 1997) observe that most insurance companies in the United 
States consider the adjuster to be the first line of defence in the fight against insurance 
fraud. They suggest that while the development of sophisticated internal claims systems 
has helped, adjusters with many companies are trained to screen suspicious claims and, if 
necessary, to use various investigative options such as examinations under oath, 
surveillance and joint sting operations with law enforcement authorities. They also note 
that the immunity provisions which protect ins.urers and individuals reporting fraud from 
charges of libel and slander and associated claims for damages have been particularly 
instrumental in enabling the detection of fraud in the United States. 

According to Duffield and Grabosky (200 1 ), the prosecution and sentencing of fraud 
offenders provides an opportunity to reaffirm society's condemnation of practices which 
are intended to deceive. They suggest that aggressive prosecution and severe sentences 
may help send a message that makes it difficult for individuals contemplating fraud to 
rationalise or excuse their intended acts. 

Informing the community that insurance fraud is an unacceptable practice and 
encouraging them to report suspected insurance fraud would also appear to be an 
important prevention and detection strategy. On this point, Baldock (1997) recommends 
the establishment of a national toll-free hotline in Australia as a means of enhancing the 
reporting of suspected insurance fraud. Similarly, Abru (2001) observes that an anti-fraud 
campaign initiated by the Insurance Council of Australia (ICA) was remarkably 
successful, leading to a significant reduction in the annual cost of insurance fraud to 
policyholders as measured by an ICA survey in 1998. The campaign was administered in 
association with Crime Stoppers, and involved advertisements stressing the cost of 
insurance fraud and offering rewards of up to $25,000 for information leading to a 
conviction. According to the Insurance Australia Group (2004), some insurers (e.g. 
NRMA and the Motor Accident Commission) have established their own telephone 
hotlines for people to report suspected insurance fraud. 
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10.9 THE INSURANCE INDUSTRY RESPONSE TO FRAUD 

In the section of the chapter, the insurance industry response to fraud in three countries, 
the United States, Australia and the United Kingdom, is compared. Each of these 
countries has recognised the problem of insurance fraud and tackled it in various ways. 
The country which would appear to have the most comprehensive approach to insurance 
fraud is the United States. The problem is being addressed at both the state and national 
level, with emphasis placed on public education, investigation, detection and sentencing. 
In Australia and the United Kingdom, the response to insurance fraud is more low-key, 
and the primary responsibility for detection and prevention appears to rest with insurance 
companies themselves. An important feature of the response to insurance fraud in the UK 
is a formal agreement relating to the exchange of information between the police and the 
insurance industry. 

United States 

In the United States there are two national bodies which have been established to protect 
the interests of insurance companies and/or specifically tackle the problem of insurance 
fraud. The National Insurance Crime Bureau was formed in 1992 to fight vehicle theft 
and insurance fraud in partnership with the insurance industry, law enforcement and 
regulatory agencies (Schrenk and Plamquist, 1997). Morse (2003) observes that one of 
the greatest successes of the NICB so far has been the establishment of an insurance 
fraud database known as NICB EyeQ in 1995. The database contains in excess of350 
million entries about insurance claims and vehicle-related information. Member 
insurance companies and law enforcement agencies are able to access the information 
contained in the database. The NICB has also established a 24-hour toll-free number 
which members of the public can call to report insurance fraud with the possibility of 
receiving a reward of up to US$1,000 (Morse, 2003). 

The other national body, the Coalition Against Insurance Fraud (CAlF), was launched in 
1993 and is the only national organisation in the United States which is exclusively 
dedicated to fighting insurance fraud through public advocacy and public education 
(http://www.insurancefraud.org/index.html). The CAlF is involved in conducting 
research into insurance fraud and serves as a clearing house for information about it 
(Morse, 2003). The CAlF has also developed a Model Insurance Fraud Act. The Model 
Act makes all forms of insurance fraud a specific crime and provides for criminal 
penalties, restitution and civil remedies. Within six months ofthe effective date ofthe 
legislation, insurers are required to prepare, implement and maintain an anti-fraud plan 
and to print or attach fraud warnings on all applications and claims forms. The legislation 
also provides for the exchange of information between insurers and any other 
organisation for the purposes of detecting and deterring insurance fraud. Civil immunity 
is granted to anyone who, in the absence of actual malice, shares information about 
suspected insurance fraud. Actual malice is defined in the Model Act as "knowledge that 
information is false or reckless disregard of whether it is false". So far, eighteen states 
have passed anti-fraud laws based on the Model Act 
(http:/ /www.insurancefraud.org/index.html). 
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In relation to the detection and prosecution of insurance fraud, Morse (2003) observes 
that forty-one states have established fraud bureaus which are enforcement agencies 
which review reports of insurance fraud and begin prosecutions. Morse highlights the 
achievements of the Massachusetts Fraud Bureau which has been successful in achieving 
both restitution for insurance companies and harsh penalties for those convicted of 
insurance fraud. He reports that 42% of those convicted of insurance fraud in 
Massachusetts State Courts are sentenced to prison. He attributes the success in 
Massachusetts to the fact that the Fraud Bureau and the insurance companies work 
together on prosecutions and investigations. He also notes that the Massachusetts bureau 
is linked to 37 databases, including police records, insurance company data and state 
welfare and revenue records. 

Australia 

In Australia, unlike the United States, there is no national body specifically devoted to 
tackling the problem of insurance fraud. However, according to Morse (2003), Australia 
was one of the first countries to appreciate the problem of insurance fraud. Baldock 
(1997) observes that in the mid-1980s the cost of insurance fraud increased dramatically, 
with staged motor vehicle accidents being 'commonplace' and the 1987 stock market 
crash and following recession leading to a large increase in the number of arson claims. 
He notes that in response to the insurance fraud problem, most companies established a 
centralised specialist claims unit to investigate fraudulent claims, and fraud indicator 
profiles were developed to assist branch claims officers to identify possible fraudulent 
claims. Suspect claims were forwarded to the Special Claims Unit and investigated 
before a decision was made to refuse or pay the claim. In 1991 the Insurance Reference 
Service (IRS) was established, an insurance database containing individual insurance 
claims records and bankruptcy and debtor judgement information, to which insurance 
companies and loss adjusters subscribe. According to a report published by the Insurance 
Australia Group (2004), some fraud investigation staffhave suggested that use ofthe 
Insurance Reference Service by the insurance industry is patchy, the database may not be 
updated frequently enough and that the data-quality is variable, thus limiting the 
effectiveness of the service as a fraud detection tool. 

Both Abru (200 1) and Baldock ( 1997) consider that legislative and attitudinal change is 
required in order to reduce the incidence of insurance fraud and associated cost to the 
community. Baldock maintains that the police do not regard insurance fraud as a major 
concern. However, some years later, writing in 200 1, Abru believed that things were 
changing, but that the police were still hampered by legislative deficiencies. The problem 
highlighted by both authors is that insurance fraud is not specifically identified in most 
states' criminal legislation, with the majority of offenders being charged under legislative 
provisions relating to false pretences or obtaining a financial advantage by deception. 
Morse (2003) also considers the lack of definition of insurance fraud in criminal 
legislation in Australia to be problematic. He points out that this makes it difficult to 
gather accurate information and statistics about insurance fraud. A similar view is 
expressed in a report published by the Insurance Australia Group (Insurance Australia 
Group, 2004). 
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United Kingdom 

The UK Crime and Fraud Prevention Bureau was established in 1995 to reduce fraud and 
co-ordinate the insurance industry's crime prevention activities (Association of British 
Insurers, 2000a) The Bureau's 1999 and 2000 Annual Reports (Association ofBritish 
Insurers, 2000a, 2001) provide information about a range of activities and initiatives that 
have been implemented in the UK to detect and deter insurance fraud, such as: 

• the Fraud-Check campaign; 

• the development of guidelines for insurers on how to present insurance cases to 
the police; 

• the provision of specialist training for insurers . in handling fraud cases; and 

• fraud prevention databases such as the Claims and Underwriting Exchange 
which holds details ofhousehold and motor claims. 

Fraud-Check was a major advertising and awareness campaign launched by the 
Association of British Insurers (ABI) in April 1999. A major part of the campaign was 
the implementation of an insurance fraud Cheatline for members of the public to ring and 
report anonymously anyone they believe has made a fraudulent insurance claim 
(Association of British Insurers, 2000a). The Cheatline was very effective, with about 
25% of the calls providing information which resulted in action by insurers or the police 
leading to a claim being rejected due to fraud (Association of British Insurers, 2000b). 

In 2001, the Crime and Fraud Prevention Bureau was reduced in size and then simply 
became the Fraud Department of the ABI (Morse, 2003). According to Morse (2003), in 
order to be more effective, the ABI needs to have the power to force insurers to deal with 
insurance fraud. He suggests that the ABI should insist that insurers are required to have 
a written anti-fraud plan in place, and that the plan is followed and adhered to by them. 

In relation to police-insurance industry cooperation, the ABI and the Association of Chief 
Police Officers (ACPO) are parties to a memorandum of understanding containing 
guidelines in relation to the exchange of information between the police and insurance 
companies and loss adjusters (ACPO & ABI, 2003). The guidelines cover, inter alia, the 
supply of information where there is evidence to suspect a fraudulent insurance claim. 
The guidelines provide that the police will undertake to advise insurance companies when 
there is evidence to demonstrate that a fraudulent insurance claim has been made. No fee 
will be charged for this, and liaison will be permitted with the investigating officer in 
appropriate cases. If the police successfully prosecute or caution a claimant in relation to 
a fraudulent insurance claim they will notify the insurance company. Where insurance 
companies or loss adjusters have a specific reason to check a claim, the guidelines 
provide that the police will charge them a 75-pound fee in respect of each request form 
submitted for information. However, the insurance company is required to first seek the 
consent ofthe claimant to the disclosure of information by the police and to provide a 
written copy of the claimant's consent to the police. 
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The guidelines are intended to complement another ABIIACPO document, titled 
Acceptance Criteria and Guidelines for the Reporting of Suspected Fraudulent Claims to 
the Police (ACPO & ABI, 1999). This document specifies a number of acceptance 
criteria the insurance company must satisfy when reporting an alleged insurance fraud to 
the police. The document also outlines the action to be taken by the police in the event 
that they decide to accept the case for investigation. 

Importantly, the Association of British Insurers has agreed to indemnify the police 
against any liability incurred as a result of providing information to insurance companies 
and loss adjusters, except where the liability arises out of negligence on the part ofthe 
police (ACPO & ABI, 2003). 

10.10 SUMMARY 

There is evidence to suggest that insurance fraud is a significant problem in Australia and 
elsewhere. Both community attitudes and insurance industry practices contribute to the 
problem of insurance fraud. Many people believe that it is acceptable to commit 
insurance fraud and/or believe that it is a victimless crime. The profile of insurance 
fraudsters covers a wide cross-section of the community and includes otherwise law
abiding citizens and professional criminals. 

Relevant to burglary, household contents insurance is one area of insurance which is 
particularly vulnerable to insurance fraud. There are a number of different types of 
insurance fraud, including inventing a claim, exaggerating the value of items stolen, 
inflating the claim by adding items that were not stolen and fraudulent non-disclosure or 
misrepresentation of material facts to the policy. Exaggeration is believed to be the most 
common type of fraud in Australia (Insurance Australia Group, 2004). 

Fraud detection and prevention strategies need to focus on public education, encouraging 
people to report suspected cases of insurance fraud, information sharing between 
insurers, cooperation between the insurance industry and the police and the prosecution 
of insurance fraudsters and associated publicity. 

10.11 BURGLARY AND INSURANCE FRAUD IN TASMANIA 

In this part of the chapter, the findings from the interviews with insurance industry 
representatives and police officers are presented. These two groups of respondents were 
asked a number of questions about insurance fraud in the context of residential burglary. 
A number of the issues identified in the literature review were pursued in the research. 
For example, the insurance industry representatives were asked to estimate the extent of 
fraud, describe the action taken in cases of suspected insurance fraud and identify 
strategies to prevent insurance fraud. A major focus of the interviews was the extent of 
cooperation between the police and the insurance industry as this has been raised as an 
issue in the literature. Relevant findings from the interviews with the imprisoned burglars 
and repeat burglary victims are also presented. In the final part of the chapter, a number 
of strategies are recommended to tackle the problem of insurance fraud in Tasmania. 
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Most of these strategies are based on the detection and prevention strategies identified in 
the literature review. 

10.11.1 Findings from the Interviews with Insurance Industry 
Representatives 

Ten (1 0) insurance industry representatives were interviewed as part of the study. Three 
of the respondents were claims managers, three were loss adjusters, two were involved in 
investigations, one was a research analyst and one was the ICA's Tasmanian 
representative. All were very experienced and knowledgeable, with most having worked 
in the insurance industry for fifteen years or more. 

Types of.fraud Identified 

Respondents identified the following types of fraudulent claim in the context of burglary: 

1. Set-up claims (e.g. staged burglaries); 

2. Inflated claims -listing extra items that were not stolen; 

3. Exaggerated claims- claiming that the property stolen was worth more than its 
actual value or was a more expensive brand; and 

4. Having a legitimate burglary but taking out insurance after the burglary and 
then making a claim. 

Exaggerated and inflated claims were generally considered to be the most common types 
of fraudulent claim, although one respondent indicated that type four (taking out 
insurance after the burglary) was more of a problem for his company. 

Although not specifically mentioned by the insurance industry representatives, as 
identified by the Insurance Australia Group (2004), the deliberate misrepresentation of 
facts when making a claim can also constitute insurance fraud. On this point, Mann and 
Lewis (200 1) cite Gugliotti v Commercial Union Assurance Co of Aust (1992) 7 ANZ Ins 
Cas 61-104 where Fullagar J (Vic Sup Ct) held that the deliberate insertion of a false 
answer about the results of a blood alcohol test in a claim form was fraudulent within the 
meaning of section 56(1) of the Insurance Contracts Act 1984 (Cth). In relation to 
residential burglary, one possible scenario involving the deliberate misrepresentation of 
facts could be that a claimant states that the house was secure at the time of the burglary 
when in fact a door or window had been left open which might ordinarily be a basis for 
avoiding the claim. An alternative scenario, mentioned by one of the repeat burglary 
victims interviewed, could involve a claimant misrepresenting the area where items were 
stolen from if the actual location of the theft was not covered by the insurance policy. 
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Estimates as to the extent of insurance fraud 

Generally speaking, respondents' estimates as to the proportion of set-up claims were in 
the vicinity of 5% or less. Exaggerated or inflated claims were considered to be much 
more prevalent, with one respondent suggesting that 95% of genuine claimants would 
increase the amount of their claim to at least cover the excess. 

Most respondents believed that insurance fraud has become more common. One 
respondent suggested that this was because of the problems existing in the community 
today, such as high unemployment. Other respondents believed that some insurance 
industry practices actually promote fraud, or at least make it easier to commit. These 
practices include the emphasis on doing business electronically, policies such as 'new for 
old' replacement and the removal of policies relating to obsolete and second-hand 
equipment. Previously, policies covering obsolete and second-hand equipment limited the 
amount of money that could be claimed to the actual value of the property, whereas 'new 
for old' replacement policies mean that if an old TV or video is stolen it will be replaced 
with a new one. 

Fraudulent claims - action taken 

If after being investigated a claim is considered to be fraudulent, most respondents 
indicated that the police would be informed and presented with the information collected 
by the investigator. However, one respondent stated that the police would only be 
informed 'if we are 99.99% sure that it is a fraudulent matter'. Another respondent 
indicated that the value ofthe fraud would be taken into account in deciding whether or 
not to inform the police. 

Some respondents suggested that insurance fraud is not regarded as a high priority by the 
police and that this influences the likelihood of criminal proceedings being instituted 
against insurance fraudsters. One of these respondents suggested that prosecutions for 
insurance fraud were not seen by the police to be of benefit to the community and that 
there was a perception that insurance companies could afford to bear the cost of fraud. 
Another respondent stated that matters had been referred to the police in the past and had 
not been followed through. He suggested that lack of resources might be a possible 
explanation for this. 

Respondents noted that the decision whether or not to pay a claim believed to be 
fraudulent ultimately rests with the insurance company. The insurer's right to refuse to 
pay a fraudulent claim is specified in section 56(1) of the Insurance Contracts Act 1984 
(Cth) which provides: 

(1) Where a claim under a contract of insurance, or a claim made under this Act against an 
insurer by a person who is not the insured under a contract of insurance, is made 
fraudulently, the insurer may not avoid the contract but may refuse payment of the claim. 

Some of the respondents suggested that insurers may be reluctant to refuse payment of a 
fraudulent claim because ofthe possibility of negative publicity, being sued for 
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defamation and the highly competitive nature of the industry. One respondent indicated 
that if the insurer thought the claim might be false but could not prove it, an offer may be 
made to the claimant (less than the total amount claimed) which most people would take 
up. It was also noted that in some cases people choose to withdraw their claim when 
challenged. 

The respondents also pointed out that in the event that a claim is denied, the policyholder 
can appeal against the insurer's decision to the Insurance Ombudsman Service 
(previously known as the General Insurance Enquiries and Complaints Scheme) and/or 
take the matter to court. A concern is that the Insurance Contracts Act 1984 (Cth) seems 
to suggest that insurers should tolerate a degree of fraud. Section 56(2) provides that 
where only a 'minimal or insignificant part' of a claim is made fraudulently, and non
payment of the rest of the claim would be 'harsh and unfair', the court may order the 
insurer to pay such amount 'as is just and equitable in the circumstances'. 

Section 56(2) has attracted criticism from academics as well as the insurance industry. 
According to Mann and Lewis (1997), the rationale behind section 56(2) was that the 
Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC) doubted whether many insurers would 
reject a substantial claim just because an insured had acted fraudulently in relation to a 
minor part of it. The ALRC was responsible for preparing the draft Bill on which the Act 
is largely based. 

Sutton (1999) describes the criteria to be applied by the court ins 56(2) as 'vague' (p. 
1127). Examples as to what would constitute a 'minimal or insignificant part of the 
claim' are provided in the ALRC Report and the Explanatory Memorandum to the 
Insurance Contracts Bill 1984, but Mann and Lewis observe that these examples have 
been 'less than helpful' (Mann and Lewis, 2001: 196). 

Section 56(3) of the Act provides that in exercising the power conferred by subsection (2) 
the court is to have regard to the need to deter fraudulent conduct. Mann and Lewis 
suggest that this is 'a difficult exercise' (Mann and Lewis, 2001: 161 ). Arguably 
subsection (3) does little to counteract the message conveyed by the subsection (2) that a 
bit of fraud is nothing to be too concerned about. 

The current review of the Insurance Contracts Act 1984 (Cth) being undertaken by the 
Australian Government would have provided an ideal opportunity to raise the issue of 
section 56(2), but it does not rate a mention in the Final Report prepared by Cameron and 
Milne (2004). 

It is also important to note that an insurer who alleges fraud under section 56(1) bears the 
onus of proof (Mann and Lewis, 2001 ). While the ordinary civil standard of proof 
applies, i.e. proof on the balance of probabilities, it appears that there will need to be 
strong evidence in support of an allegation of fraud before a court will find in favour of 
an insurer. According to Mann and Lewis (200 1 ), the rationale behind the degree of proof 
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required in a fraud case was described in the majority judgment of the High Court 
(Mason CJ, Brennan, Deane and Gaudron JJ) in Neat Holdings Pty Ltd v 
Karajan Holdings Pty Ltd (1992) 110 ALR 449 (at 450): 

"the strength of the evidence necessary to establish a fact or facts on the balance of probabilities 
may vary according to the nature of what it is sought to prove. Thus, authoritative statements have 
often been made to the effect that clear or cogent or strict proof is necessary 'where so serious a 
matter as fraud is to be found'. Statements to that effect should not, however, be understood as 
directed to the standard of proof. Rather, they should be understood as merely reflecting a 
conventional perception that members of our society do not ordinarily engage in fraudulent or 
criminal conduct and a judicial approach that a court should not lightly make a finding that, on the 
balance of probabilities, a party to civil litigation has been guilty of such conduct." 

Police-insurance industJy liaison 

Several respondents indicated that on occasions police officers had contacted them to 
inform them about a possible fraudulent claim and/or request access to their files. This 
sort of liaison was seen in a very positive light by the respondents who said that they 
were more than happy to assist police in this manner. All respondents agreed that there is 
no formal protocol or agreement in place to facilitate the exchange of information 
between the police and the insurance industry. Most respondents felt that the relationship 
between the police and the insurance industry could be improved. One respondent said he 
was concerned that a significant number ofvictims had told him they felt as if the police 
did not care and almost switched off once they were informed that the victim was 
insured. 

Respondents expressed differing views about the utility of the police reports they 
received, particularly because for nearly all of the companies there was a cost involved 
($27.50 for each report) and it took too long to receive them. According to one 
respondent, it was not possible to get the report any faster than two or three weeks which 
was simply too long to keep a client waiting. Another respondent clearly considered the 
cost of the reports to be prohibitive, and said that a report was only requested where a 
claim was thought to have been inflated. He indicated that if the cost was not so great he 
would like to obtain a copy of the report for all claims. Issues were also raised about the 
accuracy of the reports in their current format. However, several respondents clearly 
believed that a timely and accurate police report, possibly incorporating some fraud 
indicators, could make it easier to detect fraud. The ICA representative reported that there 
had been some discussions with Tasmania Police about whether it would be possible for 
insurance companies to access the police reports electronically but that these discussions 
had lapsed. This possibility has also been explored by insurers in Queensland, Western 
Australian and Victoria (Morse, 2003). 

In relation to prosecutions for insurance fraud, one respondent observed that there was 
generally no detailed follow-up from police after a matter had been to court to inform the 
insurance company as to the sentence the insurance fraudsters received. This information 
was considered desirable as it would enable the insurance company to publicise the case 
which could deter others from attempting to commit insurance fraud. 
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The findings above, which suggest that an improved police response is required to help 
combat insurance fraud, are consistent with those of Doig et a! (1999) who conducted a 
study in England which also involved interviews with insurance representatives and 
police about the response to fraud. A significant concern expressed by the respondents in 
the English study was that the police were often reluctant to take on cases and this was 
attributed to the low policing priority assigned to the investigation of insurance fraud. 
The authors concluded that, regardless of the wishes of the insurance industry, 
accessibility to police time and resources to pursue insurance fraud was being limited by 
the prioritisation of police work and other demands on police fraud squads. Similarly, 
Schrenk and Palmquist ( 1997) suggest that criminal prosecution of insurance fraud is a 
low priority for law enforcement and prosecutors in the United States. They point out that 
one prosecutor described insurance fraud as just one thief stealing from another. 

Preventing insurance fraud 

The respondents provided a number of suggestions as to how insurance fraud can be 
prevented, which included: 

• raising public awareness that insurance fraud is a crime with negative 
consequences for other members of the community, such as increased 
premmms; 

• returning to the former paper-based system for claims and proposals which 
individuals are required to sign; 

• prosecuting more cases of suspected fraud, even where the claims are at the 
smaller end of the scale; 

• publicising cases where people have been convicted of insurance fraud, to act 
as a deterrent; 

• improving the channels of communication and cooperation between police 
and the insurance industry, particularly between police and claims managers, 
assessors and investigators; · 

• placing greater emphasis on requiring claimants to provide proof of 
ownership, such as operating manuals, for electrical goods; 

• implementing better systems in insurance companies to help identify fraud; 
and 

• assessing and investig~ting more claims. 

In relation to proof of ownership, it was suggested by one respondent that this should be a 
legislative requirement so that if a claimant is unable to provide proof of ownership the 
insurer is not obliged to pay the claim. With regard to point three, prosecuting suspected 
fraud, one respondent observed that insurance companies are reluctant to prosecute 
insurance fraudsters because of the large cost involved and the high standard of proof 
required. He suggested that a better system would be for insurance companies to refer 
claims believed to be fraudulent to a panel constituted by the ICA, consisting of two 
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investigators and two insurance representatives. If the panel agreed that the claim 
appeared to be fraudulent then the ICA would bear the cost of taking the case to court. 

Respondents were asked to comment on a suggestion made by some police officers that 
policyholders should be required to provide an inventory of their property, or at least the 
high-risk items. Generally, while respondents could see the value in this sort of approach, 
it was considered to be problematic and potentially an administrative nightmare trying to 
ensure that up-to-date lists were maintained. Some respondents pointed out that they did 
already encourage people to keep an inventory of their property but that this was 
voluntary. 

The utility ofthe Insurance Reference Service (IRS) as a fraud-prevention tool was also 
discussed. As stated previously, the IRS is an insurance database established in 1991 
which contains individual insurance claims records and bankruptcy and debtor judgement 
information (Baldock, 1997). Some respondents queried the usefulness ofthe IRS as not 
all insurance companies subscribe to it which means that the claims records are 
incomplete. 

10.11.2 Findings from the Interviews with Police Officers 

The police officers were asked to answer a similar set of questions about insurance fraud. 
In particular, they were asked to provide an estimate as to the extent of insurance fraud in 
the context of residential burglary, and to outline the police response to cases of 
suspected insurance fraud. 

Estimates as to the extent of insurance fraud 

Estimates as to the number of set-up claims (staged burglaries) ranged from 1% to 5%, 
with most respondents suggesting that exaggerated or inflated claims were much more 
common. One respondent estimated that the proportion of exaggerated or inflated claims 
was around 50-60%. Another respondent believed that most insurance claims were 
exaggerated or inflated, and that older people tend to be more honest than younger people 
due to their different lifestyles and upbringing. Some respondents felt that insurance 
fraud was less prevalent than it used to be due to the action taken by insurance 
companies, while others believed that insurance fraud was becoming more prevalent. 

Police response to suspected insurance fraud 

Respondents were asked what would happen if a police officer suspected a burglary 
report might involve insurance fraud. Answers to this question varied somewhat but most 
respondents indicated that the officer's suspicions would be noted somewhere on the 
Offence Report. Suspicions may also be communicated to the detective/s investigating 
the burglary and additional enquiries may be made to determine the credibility of the 
person reporting the burglary. 
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While some respondents said that the insurance company would be notified, or at the 
very least have access to the notation on the offence report, others were less certain about 
this. For example, one respondent suggested that it was dangerous for police officers to 
advise insurance companies of their suspicions unless the evidence supporting their belief 
was very strong, due to the risk of being sued for defamation. 

All respondents agreed that the exchange of information between the insurance industry 
and police was informal. One police officer suggested that it would be difficult to 
implement a formal protocol to facilitate information exchange due to the large number 
of insurance companies, and the fact that some arc easier to deal with than others. 

Insurance companies il?forming police 

The police officers were asked whether insurance companies would generally inform the 
police when they suspected that a claim was fraudulent. While some respondents thought 
that the police would be informed, others believed that this was not always the case. One 
respondent suggested that whether or not the police were informed would depend on the 
insurance company's interests at the time. It was also noted that insurance investigators 
would often contact police as many of them were former police officers themselves. 

In the event that the police were advised of a suspicious claim, the respondents stated that 
generally the insurance investigator would present police with the information gathered 
and the case might then be investigated further and/or the person charged, depending on 
whether there was sufficient evidence. 

Preventing insurance fraud 

Respondents were asked how they thought insurance fraud could be prevented. Several 
police officers suggested that if people were required to maintain an inventory oftheir 
property, or at least the high-risk items such as electrical goods, this could help to reduce 
insurance fraud. Another suggestion was to require claimants to produce proof of 
ownership in support of their claim. 

Information from offenders 

Some respondents observed that offenders arrested for burglary would sometimes deny 
that they had taken certain items the victim reported stolen. One police officer indicated 
that in such cases he would usually accept the victim's version of events and leave it up 
to the offender to dispute the matter in court, even though he believed the offenders were 
probably telling the truth when they said they did not steal certain items. Two other 
police officers stated that they would generally go back to the victim and inform him/her 
that the offender had denied stealing certain items. In some cases this may result in the 
disputed items being dropped off the list of stolen property when the matter went to court. 
It is not clear whether such a course of action would affect the insurance claim, 
particularly when the claim may already have been processed by the time the case goes to 
court. 
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10.11.3 Findings from the Interviews with Imprisoned Burglars 

The forty-nine ( 49) experienced burglars (i.e. those who claimed to have committed ten 
or more burglaries in their lifetime) were asked whether they thought any of the victims 
they burgled had claimed more on their insurance than was actually stolen. Forty-seven 
of the offenders (96%) thought that one or more of their victims had committed insurance 
fraud, and six ofthese offenders thought that their victims did so all or most of the time. 
For example, one of the burglars made the following observation: 

• They [victims] can tum a $10,000 robbery into a $30,000 robbery .. .lnsurance companies are 
the big sufferers, but that's what they are there for aren't they. They rip everyone else off. 

Many offenders were able to cite a specific example where a victim had falsely claimed 
that additional items had been stolen in the burglary. They mentioned reading the list of 
items allegedly stolen in the newspaper (eg. in the Crimestoppers segment) or becoming 
aware of it via the police when charged, or when the matter went to court: 

• I seen it in the paper once .. . We knew exactly what was taken .. They had all this stuff in there 
[the paper]. We couldn't believe it...You don't know who you can trust. 

• I know they do. I've seen it in Crimestoppers and that, you know they've got lists in the 
papers. They chuck heaps of shit on them -bloody oath they do! 

Some offenders said they had challenged some of the items the victim claimed were 
stolen and the value of the property recorded as stolen had subsequently been decreased. 

• Once I knocked off a .... shop and got $1000 worth of ... out of it and when I faced court for it 
they charged me with a $10,000 burglary. Did you challenge that? Yes. They dropped it down 
to $1700 ... That has happened to me heaps oftimes, but most of the time when it's happened I 
have been on a lot of charges so they wheel and deal and drop a few anyway. 

Other offenders felt there was little point in challenging what the victim said because no 
one would believe them anyway and/or that it was easier to just plead guilty and have the 
charge dealt with quickly: 

• They always do [claim more on their insurance ].You go to court and there's heaps of extra 
stuff on there. Businesses claim an extra couple of grand. Do you challenge that? It's not 
really worth it. It's your word against there's and they're not going to believe you. 

Several offenders mentioned that they had heard about, or actually committed, 'set-up' 
burglaries so that the 'victims' could claim new items on their insurance: 

• I have done a couple of set-up jobs, they've been insurance jobs, and they've claimed heaps. 

One offender stated that when some of his property needed updating he would pay for 
someone to commit a set-up burglary so that he could get 'new stuff. Interestingly, when 
asked how likely it was that he would commit a crime when released from prison he said 
'absolutely nil'. When reminded that earlier in the interview he had expressed the 
intention of committing insurance fraud at some point in the future he said he was just 
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'jumping on the bandwagon'. He clearly did not regard insurance fraud in the same light 
as other crimes such as burglary. 

It is possible that, in making these claims about the dishonesty of victims, the burglars 
were merely attempting to justify their actions by denying that any injury was caused 
because the victims actually benefited from the burglary (Sykes and Matza, 1957). 
However, the fact that many of the burglars were able to readily cite a specific example 
of insurance fraud does tend to support their claims. 

10.12 DISCUSSION 

The findings from the present study suggest that burglary insurance fraud, particularly the 
inflation and exaggeration of claims, is a significant problem in Tasmania which is not 
receiving the appropriate level of response from the insurance industry and police. 
Ninety-six per cent of the experienced burglars interviewed thought that one or more of 
the victims they burgled had claimed more on their insurance than was actually stolen. 
Estimates by the insurance industry representatives and police as to the extent of fraud 
ranged from 1% to 5% for set-up claims, while inflated or exaggerated claims were 
considered to be much more prevalent with one respondent estimating that 95% of 
genuine claims involved some degree of inflation or exaggeration. 

The prevention and detection of insurance fraud does not appear to be a very high priority 
for police, and there is limited co-operation between police and the insurance industry. 
Community attitudes to insurance fraud, in particular the view that it fraud is an 
acceptable and/or victimless crime, and the perception that it is an easy crime to commit, 
were also identified by the insurance industry representatives and the police as factors 
thought to be contributing to insurance fraud in Tasmania. 

The effectiveness of fraud prevention tools such as the Insurance Reference Service is 
severely limited by the fact that not all insurers subscribe to it and hence not all 
fraudulent claims are recorded on it. Also, with the move away from paper-based claims 
and proposal forms, the opportunities for insurance fraud have increased. The industry 
would probably benefit from a national body such as the ICA taking a centralised 
approach to the problem of fraud similar to that taken by the national bodies in Britain 
and the United States. Such a body could collect data from insurance companies to 
develop a more accurate picture ofthe extent of fraud, and develop industry-wide 
strategies to tackle fraud such as public education campaigns, fraud awareness training 
and legislative reform. The Insurance Australia Group (2004) has also recommended the 
building of a strong fraud prevention role for the ICA which includes boosting 
cooperation between insurers and law enforcement agencies, lobbying for legislative 
changes and raising public awareness about the problem of insurance fraud. 

Finally, there is evidence that the industry's response to fraud is seriously hampered by its 
concern about the possibility of adverse publicity and being sued for defamation. Insurers 
are alerted to the issue of defamation in the ICA's Fraud Management Guide (ICA, 
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1992). The ICA advises insurers to be 'mindful of the defamation laws' when publicising 
any information concerning a defrauder (ICA, 1992: 27). 

In Tasmania, the relevant legislation is the Defamation Act 1957. Section 8 of the Act 
provides that: 

It is unlawful to publish defamatory matter unless the publication thereof is protected, justified, or 
excused by law. 

'Defamatory matter' is defined in section 5 of the Act. Basically, an imputation about a 
person, or a member of his/her family (living or dead), which is likely to injure that 
person's reputation or injure him/her in his/her profession or trade or cause others to 
avoid or ridicule him/her constitutes defamatory matter. 
Section 7 of the Act defines what is meant by 'publication'. The effect of this provision is 
that publication can occur in various ways such as words spoken or written, non-verbal 
signs and signals, television and radio broadcasts and transmissions via the Internet 
(Gillooly, 1998). Publication of defamatory matter to a single person, other than the 
person defamed, is sufficient to give rise to a cause of action. 

The Act provides various defences to defamation which should protect insurers in most 
situations, except where defamatory matter is published in bad faith and/or in cases where 
it is not in the public interest, or for the public benefit, for publication to occur. The types 
of situation where insurance industry personnel (including claims handlers, loss adjusters 
and investigators) might publish defamatory matter about an individual include the 
following: 

1. during the course of proceedings before a court; 

2. during the course of a claims dispute being determined by the Insurance 
Ombudsman Service; 

3. in a written or verbal report (i.e. a report prepared by a loss adjuster or 
investigator suggesting that a claim may be fraudulent); 

4. during the course of a conversation with a police officer; and 

5. in a journal or newspaper article reporting the outcome of a court case in which 
an individual was successfully prosecuted for insurance fraud. 

In the first example, section 11 of the Act would provide protection as the effect of this 
section is to prevent persons who publish defamatory matter in the course of proceedings 
before a court from incurring any liability for defamation. In examples 2, 3, and 4, the 
defence of qualified protection should be available, provided the publication is made in 
good faith. Section 16(1)(c) provides that it is a lawful excuse for the publication of 
defamatory matter if the publication is made in good faith 'for the protection of the 
interests of the person who makes the publication, or of some other person, or for the 
public good'. Given that the cost of fraud is borne by honest policyholders, and that 
making a fraudulent claim is likely to constitute a criminal offence (e.g. attempting to 
dishonestly obtain a financial advantage), it is submitted that at the very least the 'public 
good' element would be satisfied. In the final example, either section 13 (publication of 
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matters of public interest), section 14 (fair comment) or section 15 (truth) should provide 
protection, provided that all the elements of the relevant defence are satisfied. 

10.13 CONCLUSION 

Based on the literature review and the interviews conducted as part of the study, a 
number of strategies could be implemented to try and tackle the problem of insurance 
fraud in Tasmania more effectively. 

A fraud awareness campaign could be implemented to educate the community about the 
cost of fraud and to send a message that insurance fraud will not be tolerated. As part of 
the campaign, members ofthe public could be encouraged on an ongoing basis to provide 
information about suspected cases of insurance fraud via a 24-hour toll-free telephone 
hotline, such as the insurance fraud Cheatline established as part of the Association of 
British Insurers' Fraud-Check Campaign. 

Insurance companies and the police could be more proactive in prosecuting suspected 
insurance fraudsters and publicising successful prosecutions to create a 'climate of risk' as 
recommended by the ICA (1992). To address the issue raised by the insurance industry 
representatives, the ICA could obtain legal advice as to whether being sued for 
defamation is a legitimate concern in relation to the investigation and prosecution of 
suspicious claims and, if so, explore whether immunity provisions such as those in the 
United States are necessary. 

A formal protocol or memorandum of understanding could be developed between 
Tasmania Police and the insurance industry to facilitate the exchange of information and 
recognise that it is in the interests of both parties to reduce the incidence and effect of 
insurance fraud. A checklist of fraud indicators and a training package could be 
developed for operational police to assist with the identification of cases of suspected 
insurance fraud. It may also be beneficial for police to pay more attention to offenders' 
accounts of the amount of property stolen in a burglary, particularly where it is clear the 
offender has nothing to gain by claiming that the victim has over-stated the amount. An 
important consideration in relation to the detection and prosecution of insurance fraud 
would be to ensure that Tasmania Police and the insurance industry focus their attention 
on policyholders in general, and not just the most vulnerable or disadvantaged members 
of the community because the profile of insurance fraudsters covers a wide cross-section 
ofthe community. 

A review could be undertaken of insurance practices to identify those which are 
contributing to fraud, and appropriate measures could then be implemented to counteract 
the effect of these practices to ensure that they do not increase the opportunities for fraud. 
As part of the review, the ICA could investigate legislative amendments to require 
policyholders to provide proof of ownership when making a claim for stolen property, 
and examine the extent to which section 56(2) of the Insurance Contracts Act 1984 (Cth) 
promotes fraud by suggesting that insurers should tolerate a degree of 
inflation/exaggeration. The ICA could also investigate whether there is a need for 
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legislative change to develop a clear definition of insurance fraud as suggested by several 
commentators (Baldock, 1997, Abru, 2001, Morse, 2003, Insurance Australia Group, 
2004). 

Finally, in order to gain a better picture of the extent of insurance fraud in Tasmania, 
annual surveys of insurance companies could be conducted. Regular surveys of 
community attitudes to insurance fraud could also be conducted in order to obtain 
baseline data about the level of acceptance of insurance fraud, and to monitor the 
effectiveness of public education campaigns. 
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CHAPTER 11: BURGLARY PREVENTION 

11.1 INTRODUCTION 

A range of burglary prevention strategies have been implemented, both within Australia 
and overseas, with varying degrees of success. Probably the most obvious, and long
standing examples ofburglary prevention measures are 'target-hardening', property 
marking and Neighbourhood Watch. The burglary problem has also been tackled via 
offender-oriented approaches such as targeted policing operations. Another, more recent, 
development is strategies involving a multi-agency partnership approach, often focusing 
on the prevention of repeat victimisation. One ofthe most successful examples of a 
partnership approach is the Kirkholt Project, implemented in Rochdale in the United 
Kingdom, which achieved a 75% reduction in burglary (Forrester et al1988, 1990). 

In this chapter, various approaches to burglary prevention will be reviewed and their 
applicability to the Tasmanian context will be discussed in the light of the findings from 
the research study. In view of the fact that the three public housing suburbs were found to 
have much higher rates of burglary and repeat victimisation than the other three suburbs, 
one of the main aims will be to identify strategies to tackle the burglary problem in those 
areas. A number of strategies to prevent repeat burglary victimisation, such as 'Biting 
Back' and the demonstration projects funded by the National Crime Prevention program, 
were reviewed in chapter four and will not be discussed in detail again here but will be 
referred to where appropriate. Similarly, a number of potential strategies to prevent 
burglars from re-offending have already been discussed in chapters six, seven and nine 
and therefore will not receive any further attention in this chapter. 

In reviewing the effectiveness of burglary prevention strategies, it is useful to be aware of 
the distinction between situational crime prevention and social crime prevention. 
Situational crime prevention is concerned with reducing opportunities for crime by 
altering the physical environment in which crimes occur to make crime more difficult to 
commit, increasing the risk of detection, and reducing the rewards of crime (see Clarke 
1997, Crawford, 1998). Situational crime prevention techniques include target-hardening, 
access control, property marking, electronic tagging for merchandise, PIN numbers for 
car radios and mobile phones, and surveillance measures such as CCTV. Displacement 
has been described as the Achilles heel of situational crime prevention (Clarke 1997). 
The concern is that as situational crime prevention is focused on reducing opportunities 
for crime, rather than identifying .and addressing underlying causes, all it will do is move 
crime around without ever actually reducing it. 

Social crime prevention, by contrast, is concerned with tackling the underlying causes of 
crime and preventing criminal propensities from developing within individuals or groups 
(Crawford, 1998). A wide range of measures is captured under the heading of social 
crime prevention, including employment programs, parenting programs, truancy 
prevention programs and diversionary programs for young offenders. A sub-category of 
social crime prevention is developmental crime prevention, which involves intervening 
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early in life to prevent the development of criminal potential in individuals (Crawford, 
1998). In particular, developmental prevention involves the manipulation of risk and 
protective factors at crucial transition points in an individual's life such as birth, the pre
school years, the transition from primary to secondary school and the transition from 
secondary school to work or further education (National Crime Prevention, 1999). 

11.2 TARGET-HARDENING 

'Target-hardening' measures are designed to increase the effort required to commit a 
crime, and include the introduction of physical barriers to protect property, including 
locks, bars, screens and fences (Crawford, 1998). Various factors are likely to impact on 
people's willingness to install target-hardening or security measures, such as financial 
capacity, insurance requirements, and whether the dwelling is owned or rented. 

Consistent with the findings from other studies, burglar alarms and dogs were the security 
measures which appeared to be most likely to deter the Tasmanian burglars interviewed 
in this study. However, some offenders indicated that other measures such as deadlocks 
and window locks also made it more difficult to gain entry to a property. 

Evidence from the British Crime Survey (BCS) suggests that security devices are 
effective in reducing the risk of burglary (Dodd et al 2004, Kershaw et al 2000, Budd 
1999). Using data from the 2003/04 BCS, multivariate analysis was conducted in order to 
identify the factors which were the most important predictors of burglary victimisation, 
independent of other variables (Dodd et al 2004). Overall, the level of home security was 
found to be the most important predictor of whether or not a household had been burgled. 
Households without any of the security devices measured were most at risk of burglary. 
In the 1998 BCS (Budd, 1999), ownership of security devices was found to vary among 
different types of household. Young households, single-parent households and 
economically disadvantaged households were particularly likely to have low levels of 
security. The household types with low levels of security were found to be similar to 
those identified as the least likely to have household contents insurance. Almost half of 
those without insurance had less than two security devices. 

Evans (200 1) examined levels of possession of security measures against residential 
burglary in two different areas in Stoke-on-Trent (Trentham and Fenton/Penkhull), 
testing the influence of five variables: type of area, prior victimisation, fear of residential 
burglary, age, and social class. Prior victimisation, area and social class were found to be 
the most important variables influencing the possession of security measures. In relation 
to the influence of prior victimisation, a comparison of security levels at the time of the 
burglary and the time of survey revealed that increases in the possession of all security 
measures had occurred after victimisation, especially alarms, window locks and security 
lights. It was apparent that burgled households in the more affluent area of Trentham 
were able to respond more effectively to victimisation by installing more security 
devices, particularly window locks, lights and alarms, whereas the less affluent residents 
of Fenton/Penkhull tended to respond by installing less effective, but cheap, devices such 
as door chains. However, levels of fear about residential burglary were higher in 
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Fenton/Penkhull, even though the actual residential burglary rates for each area were 
comparable. Evans concludes that the state should play a more active role in crime 
prevention and provide means-tested aid to poorer residents to upgrade their security. 

Park (2002) reports findings from a study conducted by the British Security Industry 
Association investigating trends in the take-up rate of domestic security alarms. The 
study incorporated a consumer attitude survey of 1031 respondents, 12% ofwhom 
already had an alarm installed. Non-owners of alarms did not place a very high value on 
them, with only 28% stating that they had ever considered having an alarm and 44% 
indicating that they would be unwilling to pay anything for an alarm. Park suggests that 
homeowners who have not experienced burglary suffer from a type of'risk blindness'. 
She recommends providing homeowners with objective risk data, including the type of 
residences most at risk, and information about the effectiveness of alarms so they can 
make an informed decision about whether or not to purchase an alarm (Park, 2002: 63). 
Park also points out that surveys measuring alarm ownership often do not record any 
details about the type of alarm (e.g. whether it is monitored or ofthe 'Do it Yourself 
variety). This information is clearly important when evaluating the effectiveness of 
alarms. 

Possession of security measures in Australia and Tasmania 

In the Australian Component of the International Crime Victimisation Survey, 
respondents were asked about their involvement in crime prevention activities, primarily 
target-hardening, to reduce their risk ofvicitmisation (Johnson, 2005). The proportion of 
households taking each of the activities listed is as follows: 

• friendly arrangements to watch each other's house while away (69%); 

• special locks on doors ( 66% ); 

• window locks, window grilles or door grilles (58%); 

• a dog that would detect a burglar (39%); 

• a high fence (36%); 

• participation in a formal Neighbourhood Watch scheme (31 %); 

• burglar alarm (26% ); and 

• security guard (3%). 

Only 4% of the households surveyed did not undertake any of the crime prevention 
activities listed. 

Multiple regression analysis revealed that the following factors predicted the number of 
crime prevention activities undertaken: 

• income - lower income predicted fewer activities; 
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• residential stability - less than one year at the current postcode predicted fewer 
activities; 

• speaking a language other than English at home - predicted fewer activities; and 

• experience ofvictimisation- having been a victim of household crime in the 
previous five years predicted an increase in the number of activities undertaken 
(Johnson, 2005). 

In relation to experience ofvictimisation, it was not possible to determine whether the 
crime prevention activities preceded, or were a consequence, of the crime incident/s. 

Households which had not been victimised during the previous five years had slightly 
higher rates of participation in formal Neighbourhood Watch schemes, and friendly 
arrangements with neighbours to look over each other's houses when away (Johnson, 
2005). 

In the 1998 National Crime and Safety Survey (ABS, 1999a), respondents were asked 
about the security measures they had in place. Security measures were more common in 
households where the dwelling was owned than those in which the dwelling was rented. 
Table 11.1 compares the proportion of Tasmanian households with various security 
measures to the proportion of Australian households with the same security measures. 
Tasmanian households were less likely to have most of the security measures listed with 
the exception of sensor lighting and dogs. 

Table 11.1 Proportion of Tasmanian households with selected security measures (a) 

Security Measure Tasmania Australia 
0/o % 

Deadlocks on all or some doors 49.4 61.7 

Security screen doors on all or some doors 48.4 67.4 

Window security 38.7 53.8 

Sensor lighting 41.9 33.3 

Burglar alarm 12.7 14.5 

Dog 46.9 39.5 
(a) Source: ABS (1999a). 

In relation to home security in public housing areas in Tasmania, Housing Tasmania has 
obligations under the Residential Tenancy Act 1997 (Tas) in relation to the provision of 
locks and security devices for public housing properties. Section 57(1) of the Act states 
the following: 

57. (1) The owner of residential premises is to ensure that during a residential tenancy agreement: 

(a) the premises are fitted with locks and any other security devices that are necessary to 
secure the premises; and 
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(b) those locks and security devices are maintained during the period of the residential 
tenancy agreement. 

These obligations are noted in Housing Tasmania' s Secure Homes Policy in which it 
undertakes to ensure that homes are fitted with adequate locks and security features, and 
to provide additional features, where appropriate. The policy states that Housing 
Tasmania has a three-tiered scheme in place to meet both the legislative requirements and 
the commitment to assist households to be secure: 

• Standard security- all Housing Tasmania properties are fitted with 
deadlocks to both the front and back door at the time locks require 
replacement; 

• Premium security - an enhanced package including special door and 
window treatments; and 

• Tailored security- in recognition that there will be households with 
special security needs or at high risk, requiring a flexible response. 

It is noted that where higher risk exists, premium security standards are applied and 
progressively implemented to homes. The policy also indicates that premium or tailored 
security may be provided to special groups of tenants who have a heightened actual, or 
self-perceived, level of risk, such as repeat burglary victims, women at risk ofviolence, 
older people who are particularly anxious about being victimised, and people with a 
disability. 

11.3 PROPERTY MARKING 

Property marking involves the engraving of property, or otherwise marking the property 
for identification (e.g. with an ultra violet pen), to try and deter burglars from taking the 
property. Property which is marked for identification may be more difficult for the 
burglar to sell, and may also increase the likelihood of detection if the property is 
recovered in the offender' s possession. The property marking may take various forms. 
For example, it could involve recording the owner's initials, postcode details, driver's 
licence details or date of birth. 

Laycock (1985) reports findings from a demonstration project on property marking 
implemented in three villages in South Wales in the early 1980s. Residents were advised 
about the property marking scheme prior to the launch, and then after the launch teams of 
police officers visited residents in the target areas, providing them with free property
marking equipment and 'property marked' stickers. Follow-up visits were conducted a 
week after the initial visit, and a follow-up letter was sent after three months had elapsed 
to reinforce the aims of the scheme. The police officers completed questionnaires on the 
occasion of each visit to record the resident's details and property-marking action taken. 

The take-up rate for the scheme was over 70%, almost twice as high as that achieved 
elsewhere, and the observed reduction in victimisation rate for those participating in the 
scheme was 38%, without any apparent displacement to non-participants. In fact, the 
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valley as a whole experienced a significant reduction in the burglary victimisation rate. 
Laycock suggests that the remarkable success of the South Wales scheme may not be 
capable of being replicated in other areas because the scheme was implemented in a 
comparatively isolated area where it was possible to ensure that potential burglars were 
as informed about the scheme as the rest ofthe community. The number of burglaries 
decreased even further in the second year after the launch of the scheme. Laycock 
attributes this decrease to the significant amount of local publicity about the effect of 
property marking which occurred after the publication of the results from the first-year 
evaluation. She observes that the burglary rate had been in the process of returning to its 
former high level, but this process was slowed dramatically after the considerable amount 
of publicity. 

The success of the South Wales scheme is in stark contrast to the failure of Operation 
Identification to prevent burglary in Sweden. Operation Identification commenced in 
Sweden in the mid-1970s, and was evaluated in a suburb of Stockholm (Knutsson, 1998). 
The evaluation was apparently undertaken on behalf of the National Police Board, which 
wanted the effectiveness of Operation Identification to be proven. Knuttson (1998) 
reports that it was found that households participating in Operation Identification were 
burgled to the same extent as non-participating households, the funding and returning of 
stolen goods did not improve, and the crime-clearance rate was unaffected. 

11.4 NEIGHBOURHOOD WATCH (NHW) 

The concept ofNeighbourhood Watch (NHW) originated in the United States where it 
was known as 'block watch' (Mawby, 2001a) The original definition ofNHW used by the 
London Metropolitan Police in 1983 revolved around members of the community being 
the 'eyes and ears' of the police, looking out for, and reporting, suspicious activity in the 
neighbourhood (Laycock and Tilley, 1995). However, the role ofNHW has since 
expanded to become more of a community-based activity with police support, and 
incorporating additional elements such as property marking and target-hardening 
(Laycock and Tilley 1995; Mawby 2001a). 

Barton (2000) suggests that, in theory, neighbourhood watch could potentially become 
the vehicle through which communities could merge social and situational crime 
prevention and provide an 'holistic, community-based approach to local crime problems' 
(Barton, 2000: 9). However, he observes that there is a definite gap between the 
theoretical potential ofNHW schemes and what they actually achieve. He points out that 
most commentators note that the majority of schemes are dormant. 

According to Mawby (2001a), from the start NHW has suffered from three major 
problems. Firstly, NHW has been difficult to establish and sustain in high-crime areas, 
the very areas that need it most, whereas it has developed more readily in middle-class, 
low crime rate, more affluent areas. Secondly, the implementation ofNHW is erratic. 
NHW schemes vary from one area to the next, making it difficult to evaluate the program 
as a whole. Support and enthusiasm for schemes is difficult to maintain, and there is 
evidence that some coordinators are dissatisfied with the service they receive from the 
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police, while many police officers have reservations about the effectiveness ofNHW. 
Finally, NHW appears to have very limited impact on burglary rates, although it may 
reduce fear of crime and encourage the reporting of suspicious activity. 

There is evidence from the British Crime Survey that NHW members are more likely to 
report suspicious incidents to the police than non-members, and that members appear to 
be more security conscious than non-members, although it is unclear whether this is 
directly attributable to NHW membership (Dowds and Mayhew, 1994). Similarly, the 
1998 Community Safety Survey (T AS) found that respondents in NHW areas were more 
likely to use security measures than those who were not in a NHW area (ABS, 1999b ). 

The impact ofNHW on fear of crime appears to be less certain. Crawford ( 1998) points 
out that there is evidence from the USA that suggests that NHW may actually increase 
people's fear of crime by providing them with greater information about the extent of 
victimisation in the local area. He also suggests that setting up NHW areas may actually 
increase the workload of the police rather than reducing it because once areas are set up 
they still require ongoing police support and assistance or they are unlikely to survive. 

In relation to the impact ofNHW on crime, Laycock and Tilley (1995) observe that there 
is some evidence that NHW has sometimes produced reductions in burglary, but it is not 
clear how these reductions were achieved, and there is no reason to believe that NHW 
will always have the same effect. However, they point out that NHW has 'helped catalyse 
community cohesion in some circumstances' (Laycock and Tilley, 1995: 8), and suggest 
that the value of this should not be underestimated in laying the foundation for later 
crime-related action. According to Crawford (1998), the most rigorous evaluation of 
NHW in the UK to date is Bennett's (1989, 1990) research in two experimental areas in 
London, which showed that NHW had no effect on reducing crime. Bennett did identify a 
reduction in the fear of crime, although this was only statistically significant in one area. 
An increased satisfaction and sense of social cohesion was also apparent in this area. 

The amount of published research on the effectiveness ofNHW in the Australian context 
is quite limited. However, researchers from the Australian Institute of Criminology did 
conduct some early research on the impact of the NHW program in Victoria, which was 
launched in March 1984. Mukherjee and Wilson ( 1987) report that, according to police 
statistics, by May 1985 the number of residential burglaries had reduced by 16% 
compared to the first five months of 1984. At that stage only 120 programs were 
operating in Victoria. Victoria Police acknowledged that the program was the only 
significant change in policing strategy in recent times and was therefore at least partly 
responsible for the reduction in crime. Further analysis by Mukherjee and Wilson of the 
crime rates in the 23 police districts according to their level ofNHW coverage revealed 
that residential burglaries had reduced in all four districts with a high level of coverage, 
and in one of the districts with a medium level of coverage. Based on these results the 
researchers appear to be cautiously optimistic about the program, but somewhat troubled 
by the difficulty of establishing causal links between NHW and crime reduction, and the 
possibility of displacement effects and a waning of impact over time. 
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In Tasmania, NHW has been the major means of engaging the community in crime 
prevention (Mulder, 2001 ). The first NHW area was established in 1989 and there are 
now over 160 NHW areas based on neighbourhoods of approximately 700 dwellings. 
NHW Tasmania seeks to reduce preventable crime through: 

~ informing residents of the incidence of crime in their area on a 
monthly basis; 

~ informal surveillance by advising how to identify and report criminal 
activity; 

~ property engraving; and 

~ increasing knowledge of practical personal and household security 
(Mulder, 2001). 

The 1998 Community Safety Survey conducted in Tasmania (ABS, 1999b) revealed that 
61% of the respondents who lived in a NHW area believed their dwelling was more 
secure because ofthe program. Forty-five per cent ofthe respondents aged 18 years and 
over indicated that they lived in a dwelling that was in a Neighbourhood Watch (NHW) 
area. However, a significant proportion of respondents (30%) did not know, or did not 
state, whether their dwelling was in a NHW area. 

The interviews with Tasmanian police officers revealed that in recent times NHW has 
struggled to survive in Tasmania, despite having a key role to play in Project Samaritan 
(Tasmania's repeat burglary prevention strategy). A number of problems have been 
encountered, including internal disputes between some area coordinators and the State 
Committee, the loss of the major corporate sponsor and the inability to attract new, 
particularly young, members. A significant proportion of the NHW membership is 
elderly, and the sustainability of the program seems doubtful unless there is a major 
turnaround in its fortunes. 

11.5 STRATEGIES FOCUSING ON BUILDING DESIGN 

Newman ( 1972) believed that a link could be demonstrated between architectural design 
and crime in residential areas. He developed the theory of'defensible space' which he 
defined as follows: 

'Defensible space' is a surrogate term for the range of mechanisms- real and symbolic barriers, 
strongly defined areas of influence, and improved opportunities for surveillance- that combine to 
bring an environment under the control of its residents. 
(Newman, 1972: 3). 

The Secured by Design (SBD) Scheme implemented in the UK, relies extensively on the 
theory of 'defensible space' (Cozens, Hillier and Prescott, 2001). The Scheme was 
developed in 1989 by police forces in the south-east of England (Topping and Pascoe, 
2000). The scheme involves the endorsement of housing developments by police 
architectural liaison officers who vet drawings and plans, suggesting changes as 
appropriate, and when satisfied, awarding Secured by Design certificates. An extensive 
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list of criteria for estate and house security is covered in the vetting. For example, the 
estate criteria includes estate layout, street lighting, paths, communal areas, landscaping, 
gates and car parking. House security involves standards for all access points, lighting, 
alarms and fire safety. The scheme was widely adopted in England, with 35,000 homes 
on nearly 3700 estates having been built to SBD standards by 1996 (Topping and Pascoe, 
2000). 

Cozens, Pascoe and Hillier (2004) critically review both the theory and practice of SBD 
as it applies to the new-build residential environment in British cities. They note that it is 
estimated that private developers commission less than ten per cent of SBD assessments 
which means that the potential impact of SBD in reducing crime and disorder is 
significantly constrained. They conclude that although there is evidence that SBD does 
reduce crime and the fear of crime, it is not clear why it works and further analysis 
suggests that it could be revised and significantly improved. In particular, they argue that 
the scheme currently lacks flexibility concerning the issue of design (originally over
emphasising one design, the cul-de-sac), over-relies on target-hardening measures and is 
discretionary, without central government funding. They also suggest that the training 
provided to architectural liaison officers is inadequate. 

Armitage and Everson (2003) also observe that SBD has had minimal impact on the 
security features of newly built housing leading to the ironic situation whereby the 
security features of new social (public) housing are far superior to those of newly built 
private housing. They note that major housing developers have claimed that there is no 
demand for enhanced security, and that buyers are unwilling to pay any additional cost 
for enhanced security. The authors decided to test these assumptions and approached two 
major national estate agencies with a view to distributing a questionnaire to individuals 
about to purchase a property. The questionnaire asked respondents to rank the importance 
of seven features in order of their importance to the house purchase decision, and to 
indicate which of the features they would expect to be included in the purchase price of 
their home, with no additional cost. The seven features were: fitted carpets, turf to front 
and rear gardens, built-in kitchen appliances, a garage, a separate downstairs toilet, 
ensuite facilities in the master bedroom, and a secure environment. Contrary to the view 
of the housing developers, analysis of the questionnaire responses revealed that the home 
buyers wanted a secure environment more than any other feature of a home, with the 
exception of location, and that many were prepared to pay extra to obtain it. 

11.6 COMPREHENSIVE BURGLARY REDUCTION STRATEGIES 

A number of burglary reduction strategies have been implemented which combine a 
number of different interventions and often involve a partnership approach between a 
number of key players such as the police, the probation service, victim support, and the 
local housing authority. The Kirkholt Project, which has been mentioned previously in 
this thesis, is perhaps one of the earliest examples of a comprehensive burglary reduction 
strategy. A problem-solving method was adopted by the project team, who first collected 
and analysed a range of information about the crime problem in Kirkholt (including 
interviews with local offenders and burglary victims and their neighbours), and then 
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developed a number of strategies to address the problem (Forrester et al1988, 1990). 
Another example of a project involving a research phase prior to the implementation of 
burglary reduction strategies is the Cambridge Domestic Burglary Task Force Initiative 
(Bennett and Durie, 1999). More recently, a number of partnership burglary prevention 
projects were implemented as part of the UK Government's Burglary Reduction 
Initiative. All three strategies will be reviewed in this section. 

The Kirkholt Burglary Prevention Project 

The Kirkholt Project was implemented in the late 1980s and involved a multi-agency 
approach, with the range of partners including the police, the probation service, the local 
housing authority, the gas and electric utilities, and the local victim support organisation 
(Forrester et al1988, 1990). Kirkholt is a large public housing estate in Rochdale in the 
United Kingdom which had a very high burglary rate prior to the project. In fact, the 
residential burglary rate on the estate was more than double the rate of areas classified as 
'high risk' according to the 1984 British Crime Survey. The project team adopted a 
problem solving method, first collecting and analysing a range of information on the 
crime problem in Kirkholt (including interviews with local offenders and burglary 
victims and their neighbours), and then developing a number of strategies to address the 
problem. The strategies were implemented in two phases, with the first phase being more 
victim-oriented, while the second stage was more offender-oriented. The strategies in the 
first phase of the project included the following: 

• Removal of gas and electricity pre-payment meters: The taking of money from 
pre-payment meters was a significant problem on the estate, with 49% of the 
burglaries involving the loss of meter cash. It was anticipated that removal of 
the meters would result in a reduction in burglary; 

• Target-hardening: £75,000 in funding was available over three years to 
upgrade the security of burgled houses to meet the standards specified by 
police crime prevention officers; 

• 'Cocoon' neighbourhood watch: With the victim's consent, the immediate 
neighbours were encouraged to form a 'mini' neighbourhood watch and look 
out for and report anything suspicious to prevent the victim being burgled 
again; 

• Community Support: Eleven 'community help' workers were employed to visit 
victims to offer support, provide referrals to relevant agencies, conduct 
security surveys, postcode valuables and help establish 'cocoon' neighbourhood 
watches. 

The first phase of the project appeared to be very successful, with the burglary rate falling 
to 40% of the pre-implementation level within five months ofthe start ofthe programme 
(Forrester at all 1990). The number of repeat burglaries fell to zero over the same period. 
The trend observed on Kirkholt was in contrast to that observed in adjacent areas of 
Rochdale, and there was no evidence of displacement. 
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In the second phase ofthe project, described by Forrester et al (1990), the role of the 
probation service increased, with attention focusing on identifying and addressing 
offenders' motivations and the underlying social factors influencing offending. A Group 
Work Programme for offenders was introduced, and offenders were also involved in 
community service work, including a clear-up campaign with residents on the estate. 
Other strategies introduced in this phase, with more of a community orientation, included 
the establishment of a credit union and the development of a project for schools which 
involved, for example, working with 'at risk' and disaffected students, involving students 
in theatrical productions with a crime prevention theme and holding a crime prevention 
festival. 

Overall, the Kirkholt Project was extremely successful, with a 75% reduction in the 
residential burglary rate being achieved over the duration of the project (Forrester et al 
1990). The project has been highly influential and has informed a number of subsequent 
initiatives (Tilley, 1993). However, as Forrester et al (1990) themselves point out, the 
unfortunate thing about the Kirkholt Project is that it is not possible to determine which 
of the particular measures implemented were responsible for bringing about the 
significant reduction in burglary. There has been some suggestion that removal of the 
prepayment meters was the most important element of the project, potentially restricting 
its transferability to other areas (see Crawford, 1998). Also, it has been suggested that 
other factors may have been responsible for the reduction in crime on the Kirkholt Estate. 
Tilley (1993) points out that a report prepared by the Safe Neighbourhoods Unit (1993) 
argues that estate improvements undertaken by the local authority could have been 
responsible for the crime reductions observed. 

Cambridge Domestic Burglary Task Force Initiative 

A multi-agency Domestic Burglary Task Force was established in July 1994 to examine 
the nature and extent of residential burglary in Cambridge, and to design and implement a 
strategy to address the problem (Bennett and Durie, 1999). The Task Force included 
representatives from the City Council, the County Council, the police, the Probation 
Service, Victim Support, and the University of Cambridge. The first stage ofthe strategy 
was devoted to data collection, which included crime pattern analysis, interviews with 
local burglars, offender address analysis, a repeat victim survey, a household survey, and 
an environmental survey. The data gathering stage identified a large hot spot for 
residential burglary in the north of the city spanning two wards which was stable in size 
and location over the time-period examined. The hot spot and wards were selected as the 
intervention areas. 

Several different interventions were implemented, with the main interventions aimed at 
burglary victims including: cocoon neighbourhood watch, a loan alarm scheme, security 
advice, free security locks for eligible categories of victims, and free installation of alley 
gates. The Home Office Crime Reduction Unit identified residential burglaries in the 
targeted area, and a letter was then sent from the police to the victim offering a list of the 
services available. Funding was provided to enable a Cambridge City Council employee 
to work part-time on the project and visit any victims who requested the services offered. 
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Other interventions implemented included: Post Watch- encouraging postal workers to 
look for and report suspicious activity; a training day for local Neighbourhood Watch co
ordinators; a community seminar on burglary; targeted police patrols; making 
information on community safety and crime prevention available at community centres; 
and a youth development project. 

Bennett and Durie (1999) report that over the evaluation period, the total number of 
burglaries in the targeted wards and targeted 'hot spot' reduced, and repeat burglaries 
reduced in one ofthe targeted areas, but not in the other ward or the targeted 'hot spot'. 
However, over the same period oftime, burglary reduced by the same or greater amounts 
across the city as a whole, and in the comparison areas. Thus, Bennett and Durie 
conclude that the most likely causes of the reduction in burglary observed in the 
intervention areas were 'wider developments in policing during the programme period 
and economic and social factors that were affecting property crime generally' (Bennett 
and Durie, 1999: vi). They also conclude that while the individual elements of the 
strategy were implemented as planned, the strategy as a whole may not have been 
powerful enough in its design to influence the processes required to bring about a 
reduction in burglary at the community level. It should also be noted that Bennett and 
Durie report that community interest in the strategy was mixed. For example, there was a 
fairly low take-up rate for the home visits, with only 1 in 5 of the victims contacted 
actually requesting a visit. 

The Burglary Reduction Initiative (BRI) 

The Burglary Reduction Initiative (BRI) was a major element of the UK Government's 
Crime Reduction Programme launched in 1998. Tilley et al (1999) report on the lessons 
learned from the first phase of the initiative, which involved commissioning a series of 
Strategic Development Projects (SDPs) in high crime communities which were designed 
to 'extend current knowledge of cost-effective burglary prevention measures' (Tilley et al, 
1999: v). 

As part of the BRI, local crime and disorder partnerships were invited to bid for funding 
for SDPs. They were required to identify areas comprising 3,000-5,000 households, with 
a domestic burglary rate at least twice the national average over three years, although 
areas with less households were permitted if they experienced at least 100 burglaries per 
year. The maximum amount of funding available per project was £60,000. Of the 125 
bids received, 60 were provisionally selected as SDPs and six were placed on a reserve 
list. Tilley et at visited all 66 projects in their capacity as Home Office appointed 
consultants with the task of assisting the local crime and disorder partnerships to further 
develop their proposals. 

Tilley et al report that in most cases the SDPs involved a package of interventions. In 
some cases the packages involved interactive approaches consisting of interventions 
designed to work in complementary and cumulative ways. In other cases, several 
interventions were proposed but not necessarily integrated, and some even involved 
contradictory interventions. The various approaches used are classified into four 
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generic types and involve a mix of situational and social crime prevention measures: 

• Offender-related measures which included: 

(1) enforcement measures: e.g. eviction of known offenders, informant 
targeting, market disruption (stolen goods), offender targeting, tracking 
devices for hot products, and stop and search; 

(2) measures designed to reduce the propensity for offending among 
offenders and potential offenders: e.g. hot spot patrols, improved clear
up rates, drug referral schemes, restorative justice, tailored treatment, 
truancy reduction. 

• Victim-related measures: focused on changing the behaviour of potential 
victim groups, thus reducing their likelihood ofvictimisation, e.g. Cocoon 
watch, property marking and security awareness campaigns. 

• Specific situational measures: in the main consisting of situational crime 
prevention measures, such as improved security or improved surveillance, e.g. 
Alarms, CCTV, alley gating, vacation storage provision, bye-laws and letting 
conditions specifying minimum security levels. (Tilley et al report that most of 
the SDPs included some of these measures in their bids). 

• Wider locality related measures: approaches which aim to improve the area in 
which the burglaries are occurring, e.g. lighting upgrades and Neighbourhood 
Watch. 

Based on their visits to the SDPs, Tilley et al identify various strategies with potential for 
reducing burglary such as: channelling movement and facilitating natural surveillance in 
new building developments; adopting housing allocation methods which avoid 
concentrations of disaffected young men; developing in-built security for 'hot' products 
(e.g. self-locating electronic products); and implementing publicity campaigns which 
reduce the acceptability of purchasing stolen goods. 

Tilley et al also highlight the importance of understanding the local chemistry of burglary 
and recognising that within low-crime areas there may be 'virtual communities' at high 
risk ofbeing burgled such as students. Based on the experience of the SDPs, Tilley et al 
identify five key types of crime generators: 

• offender-related generators - examples include networks of inter-generational 
'problem families' responsible for much of the crime in an area, drug dependent 
residents who burgle their neighbours and offenders who travel to particular 
areas because of the 'rich pickings'; 

• victim-related generators - examples include vulnerable groups, such as 
students, naive about the risk of crime moving into an area with a supply of 
desirable goods, and resident populations who are prepared to purchase stolen 
goods, sometimes to replace items they have lost themselves through being 
burgled; 
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• community-related generators - examples include low levels of informal social 
control in a community, and high levels of unemployment and economic 
deprivation; 

• specific situational generators - examples include housing estates or individual 
properties providing easy access with limited natural surveillance and poor 
security; and 

• wider locality related generators - examples include good public transport links 
into an area, areas in close proximity to offender populations, and leisure 
facilities drawing large numbers of potential offenders into the area. 

The findings in relation to the effectiveness ofthe BRI projects have been mixed and 
controversial (Hope, 2004b). The 63 SDPs which were eventually selected as part ofthe 
BRI were evaluated by one of three regionally-based independent contractors, referred to 
as the Northern Consortium, the Midlands Consortium and the Southern Consortium 
(Kodz and Pease, 2003). Each consortium has published an on-line report which is 
available on the Home Office website (Hirshfield, 2004; Hope et al, 2004; Millie and 
Hough, 2004). The findings from these reports are discussed below. Prior to the 
publication of each consortium' s report, Kodz and Pease (2003) published some 
preliminary findings on burglary reduction in 55 of the SDP areas. Kodz and Pease report 
that ofthe 55 SDPs analysed, 15 achieved a 20% or more reduction in burglary relative to 
the comparison area, 13 achieved a reduction ofbetween 10% and 20%, and 15 projects 
saw a relative increase in burglary. 

A cost-benefit analysis of the BRI has been published on-line by Bowles and Pradiptyo · 
(2004) who conclude from the available evidence that 'the benefits generated by the 
projects implemented, in aggregate, exceeded their costs' (Bowles and Pradiptyo, 2004: 
30). Also, another report edited by Hamilton-Smith (2004) highlights some of the design 
weaknesses and implementation problems associated with the BRI. Problematic aspects 
of the BRI identified in the report include: insufficient time being allowed for projects to 
develop and submit bids during Phase 1; an inadequate level of support being provided to 
project staff during the project development stage of Phase 1; a general shortage of staff, 
particularly those with project management and analytic skills; and the adoption of a 
'hands off evaluation model instead of a more supportive 'action research' model which 
could have helped to foster project innovation. 

Findings from the evaluation conducted by the Northern Consortium 

Hirschfield (2004) reports that the net overall saving in burglary achieved by the 21 SDPs 
evaluated by the Northern Consortium was 12% in the two years after April 1999. He 
points out that although success was evident in terms of the total net burglaries saved, this 
concealed a wide range of performance. However, only two SDPs clearly failed to 
achieve any reduction in burglary. 

Regression analysis was used to determine which interventions were most effective in 
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reducing burglary. The analysis revealed the following: 

[T]he most successful SDPs tended to be those that implemented location specific situational 
crime prevention measures, such as target-hardening of individual properties, including 
stakeholding interventions (e.g. residents' associations, accredited tenants' schemes) that involved 
some form of stand alone publicity campaign; and, those that publicised the interventions via 
newspaper articles and/or radio interviews. (Hirshfield, 2004: 12) 

Hirschfield also reports that it appeared that across the 21 schemes, reductions in burglary 
rates were positively associated with the intensity of the scheme so that the more intense 
the action was on the ground, the greater the reduction in burglary. Schemes with a 
higher degree of partnership involvement and more partner agencies were also more 
successful. 

Findings from the evaluation conducted by the Southern Consortium 

Millie and Hough (2004) report that 10 ofthe 20 Southern Consortium SOPs had a 
plausible impact on domestic burglary during the evaluation period. They found that 5 of 
the 10 successful projects were implemented on a wide enough scale, or in enough 
strength, to have had a plausible impact on the whole target area. For the other five 
projects, the impact was limited to the specific streets or households targeted by an 
individual intervention. The interventions which were most likely to succeed were those 
based on situational measures and police enforcement. The impact of these interventions 
could be enhanced if they were consolidated by other interventions implemented as part 
of a package of complementary measures, including property marking and community 
stakeholding (e.g. watch schemes, publicity, education campaigns, resident involvement 
schemes). 

Findings from the evaluation conducted by the Midlands Consortium 

Hope et al (2004) found that there was variability in the level of success ofthe SDPs 
evaluated by the Midlands Consortium. In terms of their impact on burglary, the projects 
fell into three groups: 

~ Group A (n=6)- projects which achieved a significant reduction in burglary 
in the target area over and above the local burglary trend; 

~ Group B (n=7) -projects which achieved a reduction in burglary in their 
target area but this was not significantly different from the local burglary 
trend; 

~ Group C (n-=7)- projects that seemed to bring about an increase in burglary 
in the target area, although one of these was not significantly different from 
the local trend. 

The more successful projects included: those which were not isolated from other crime 
reduction activity in the area; those with interventions that were mutually supportive and 
reinforcing; those that utilised a problem-solving approach to implementation, and those 
which maximised partnership involvement. Projects implemented by partnerships 
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between local authorities and regeneration contractors were more successful than police
led projects. 

Seventeen ofthe 20 SDPs proposed some form of repeat victimisation prevention 
strategy as part of their proposal. Hope et al report that this form of targeted approach did 
not appear to have been successful, largely as a result of difficulties associated with the 
identification of target dwellings, encouraging the take-up of preventive measures by 
victims, and ensuring compliance from those with responsibility for targeted dwellings. 
In fact, Hope et al point out that the more successful projects were those which 
abandoned targeting in favour of wider coverage. 

11.7 TARGETED POLICING OPERATIONS 

Operation Anchorage 

Ratcliffe (200 1 b) presents findings from a preliminary evaluation of Operation 
Anchorage, which was implemented by ACT Police in February 2001 in response to high 
levels of burglary in Canberra. Operation Anchorage was a dedicated burglary reduction 
initiative with four teams of 10-12 investigators supported by six intelligence analysts, 
surveillance teams, and where required and available, additional operational support (e.g. 
traffic police). The operation involved a number of other strategies in addition to the 
deployment of investigative teams, such as using traffic police for stops and random 
breath tests in high burglary areas, attaching dedicated surveillance teams to the four 
investigative teams, and opposing bail for persistent offenders. 

As the operation only finished at the end of June 2001, Ratcliffe was not in a position at 
the time of writing to report on the long-term influence of the operation. However, he 
reports that at the start of the operation there was a reduction in the number of burglaries 
reported within the ACT, and a one-week suspension of the operation coincided with an 
increase in reported burglaries. Operation Anchorage followed two previous operations, 
Operations Chronicle and Dilute, and analysis of the weekly burglary rate in the ACT 
from January 1999 to April2001 suggested that these operations had an effect on levels 
of burglary which was not sustainable in the longer-term. 

Subsequently, Makkai eta! (2004) published the findings from a study to determine the 
key factors responsible for the reduction in the burglary rate in the ACT during 2001, and 
to provide a profile of recidivist property offenders in the ACT. They report that 
Operation Anchorage was successful in its aim to reduce burglary in the ACT. Recorded 
crime declined during the Operation, and the effect lasted some 45 weeks after the 
Operation had finished. After this time, the crime level returned to the pre-Anchorage 
level of around 146 burglaries per week. Makkai et al also report that Operation 
Anchorage was successful in targeting recidivist property offenders and that the 
offending rate of these offenders decreased after the Operation had finished. During the 
Operation, offenders were significantly more likely to be placed on remand and it was 
revealed that there was a significant negative correlation between the average number of 
weekly incapacitation days (both remand and prison) and the weekly burglary rate. 
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Makkai et al report that the data is strong enough to support a conclusion that 'a non
trivial amount ofburglary was prevented through the increased incarceration of recidivist 
offenders during Operation Anchorage' (Makkai et al, 2004: 53). They suggest that the 
remaining decrease in crime is likely to be due to deterrence and the reduced 
opportunities for crime resulting from increased police activity in and around crime 
hotspots, and the increased surveillance of recidivist offenders remaining free in the 
community during the operation. 

Makkai et al cautiously estimate that the Operation prevented approximately 524 
burglaries in an 18-week period. The estimated saving in burglary costs to society was 
$7,125,600, but the authors points out that these savings need to be offset against the 
costs of the Operation and courts and corrections costs. The estimated total incapacitation 
costs were $3,465,822. Makkai et al suggest that, given the high cost of incapacitation, 
alternatives to detention that effectively prevent offenders from committing further 
offences would significantly increase the savings. 

11.8 STRATEGIES TO REDUCE CRIME IN PUBLIC HOUSING 
AREAS 

Samuels et al (2004) observe that the response of Governments to the problems exhibited 
in public housing estates has been to develop community renewal programs in many 
areas of concern. One of the main objectives of such programs is to reduce crime, and 
they often involve partnerships between police, housing, local government and other 
agencies. This type of response is evident in Tasmania. Lewis (200 1) reports that 
Housing Tasmania has worked with local government and community groups, and 
services such as schools, police, fire and health services to address social issues in the 
broad-acre housing estates in Tasmania. 

Samuels et al (2004) investigated crime reduction outcomes in nine areas of public 
housing concentration in three different Australian jurisdictions (NSW, QLD and SA) 
over a five-year period. Within each state, three areas of public housing concentration 
were selected for inclusion in the study in consultation with the State Housing Authority: 
an area with a renewal program involving significant physical/spatial intervention; an 
area with a renewal program involving primarily social/community development; and a 
'control' estate with minimal intervention strategies over the study period. The 
physical/spatial intervention study areas in the three states adopted similar strategies 
including: public housing upgrades, de-concentration through sales or redevelopment, 
improvements to public areas (streets and park) and the provision of community 
centres/facilities. In the 'social intervention' areas, strategies varied from minimal crime 
prevention initiatives to sophisticated community policing strategies, usually supported 
by a wide range of preventative initiatives and occurring in an active interagency context. 
All nine areas had inter-agency groups providing advice on, or coordinating, targeted 
programs. In more than half of the areas (two physical and three social intervention 
areas), high levels of program integration were apparent, and police crime-reduction 
initiatives were often supported by a range of broader interventions and 
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family/community conferencing programs aimed at addressing drug/alcohol abuse, 
delinquency and domestic violence. 

The method used in the study included: interviews with key stakeholders (police and 
housing personnel); a spatial analysis of mapped crime data over a four- or five-year 
period; analysis of crime context data; a neighbourhood survey to measure levels of 
neighbourhood cohesion, perceptions of fear and crime, and experience of victimisation; 
and walk-through CPTED (crime prevention through environmental design) analyses of 
areas to identify possible environmental design features related to the spatial distribution 
of crime. 

Samuels et al report that the analysis of the crime data revealed the following associations 
between interventions and crime patterns: 

1. social rather than physical/spatial interventions were associated with 
reductions in crime; 

2. whole-of-government strategies and intensive inter-agency collaborations 
create a context within which social interventions flourish; 

3. empathetic housing management and 'non-traditional' community policing 
interventions occurring at neighbourhood and individual level seem effective 
in reducing crime; 

4. neither de-concentration (tenure mix via asset sales), nor the reversal of 
housing designs believed to create opportunities for crime are associated with 
reductions in crime. However, the authors do concede that there may have 
been benefits which were not yet apparent given the time-scale ofthe 
research. 

Based on the strategies adopted in the two areas where crime was reducing, Samuels et al 
suggest a best practice model for crime reduction in areas of public housing concentration 
with the following features: 

• a broad whole-of government, place management approach; 

• extensive community consultation and participation in problem identification 
and strategy development and implementation; 

• integrated initiatives targeting a whole range of social issues; 

• a locally based, empathetic housing management team with community 
development training; 

• people-oriented crime prevention approaches (i.e. community policing, 
empathetic crime prevention personnel) supplemented by hot spot analysis 
and intelligence-based targeting of problem households; 

• organisation of community and cultural events to build community spirit and 
break down stigma; and 
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• the replenishment of social capital with the aim of enhancing individual well
being and self esteem, increasing social cohesion and enhancing a sense of 
responsibility and natural policing. 

The policy implications identified by Samuels et al include the preference for social over 
physical/spatial strategies in renewal programs, and the need to review allocation policies 
which result in the concentration of socio-spatial disadvantage. 

11.9 DISCUSSION 

It is encouraging that many of the burglary prevention strategies reviewed in this chapter 
appear to have successfully reduced burglary. It seems clear that a combination of 
interventions is often necessary to achieve sustainable reductions in burglary, but it is 
important to ensure that measures are complementary and not contradictory, and that they 
are delivered in the right dosage with accompanying publicity. Another factor which has 
the potential to jeopardise the success of a project is a low take-up rate of the initiative by 
the community. This was an issue with the Cambridge Domestic Burglary Task Force 
Initiative (Bennett and Durie, 1999), and the Burglary Reduction Initiative (see Hope et 
al, 2004). Particular considerations apply in public housing areas, and there is evidence to 
suggest that social interventions are more likely to be effective in reducing crime rather 
than strategies which are limited to physical/spatial intervention, such as housing 
upgrades, asset sales and other physical improvements. 

A consistent theme emerging from the review of burglary prevention strategies is the 
importance of publicity. This can help to improve the take-up rate of the strategy amongst 
the target group, and also alerts local offenders to the existence of the strategy and the 
heightened risks associated with offending. Publicity appeared to be a key factor in the 
success of the property marking initiative in South Wales which was evaluated by 
Laycock (1985). There is also evidence from the Burglary Reduction Initiative which 
suggests that publicity can significantly enhance the effectiveness of crime reduction 
schemes. Johnson and Bowers (2003) analysed data concerning crime rates and the 
timing and intensity of publicity campaigns for the 21 SDPs implemented in the North of 
England. The results of the analysis revealed that the projects which employed stand
alone publicity campaigns were the most effective in reducing burglary, and that intense 
periods of publicity coincided with a reduction in the burglary rate. There was also 
significant evidence of an anticipatory benefit across the 21 SDPs, with the burglary rate 
decreasing prior to the official start date of the projects. Johnson and Bowers suggest that 
this anticipatory benefit could be_ linked to pre-scheme publicity. 

A major shortcoming of many ofthe burglary prevention strategies discussed is the 
inability to identify which parts of the package of measures implemented were actually 
responsible for the observed reduction in crime. This information is clearly vital to avoid 
making the same mistakes again by implementing measures which have little or no 
impact on burglary. Often it is public money which is invested in burglary prevention 
programmes, and governments should be in a position to make sure that programmes are 
as cost-effective as possible. There is also evidence that the sustainability of some 
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burglary prevention strategies is fairly limited, with effects fading over time, or the cost 
of continuing the strategy in the longer-term being too prohibitive. This appears to be a 
particular issue with targeted policing operations, such as Operation Anchorage. 

A significant concern is the lack of evidence to suggest that Neighbourhood Watch, one 
of the most widely used burglary reduction strategies, is effective. It is not clear whether 
NHW reduces crime or the fear of crime, and it is difficult to establish the program in the 
areas which need it the most. Wolfer (200 1) suggests that previous contradictory findings 
about the effectiveness ofNHW may be partly due to the different characteristics of the 
neighbourhood studied, different ways of measuring NHW (e.g. active vs just present), 
and proximity to a crime 'hot spot'. If this is the case, further research is obviously 
necessary to authoritatively determine the effectiveness ofNHW, and to identify the 
factors which make some NHW areas successful while others fail. The Campbell 
Collaboration systematic review of Neighbourhood Watch being conducted by Trevor 
Bennett, David Farrington and Katy Holloway should provide a more definitive answer 
as to the effectiveness ofNHW (see Bennett, Farrington and Holloway, 2003). 

While there is evidence that target-hardening measures such as deadlocks, window locks 
and burglar alarms can be effective in preventing burglary, it appears that often the 
households most at risk of burglary are the least likely to have security measures 
installed. Burglary prevention strategies with incorporate some form of free or subsidised 
security upgrading for low income households can help to alleviate this problem. 
However, residents also need to be encouraged to use the security measures they have in 
place. When installing security measures to protect a home against burglary, other factors 
should be taken into consideration. For example, bars and deadlocks may make it more 
difficult to quickly escape from a residence in the event of a fire or other emergency 
(Grabosky, 1995). Further research may also be required to determine the effectiveness of 
different types of alarm (Park, 2002). The interviews with imprisoned burglars revealed 
that some offenders were able to disarm alarms manufactured by certain companies and 
would actually target properties with that type of alarm. 

The findings from the evaluation of the Burglary Reduction Initiative conducted by the 
Midlands Consortium (Hope et al, 2004) cast some doubt on the effectiveness of targeted 
strategies to reduce repeat victimisation. In a previous chapter, it was revealed that the 
high level of success achieved in UK repeat victimisation prevention projects, such as the 
Kirkholt Project and Biting Back, has not been replicated in Australia, with the national 
demonstration projects only achieving a moderate level of success. However, this does 
not mean that strategies such as Project Samaritan should be discarded, particularly when 
there is evidence to suggest that Project Samaritan has contributed to the reduction in 
burglary in Tasmania. Arguably, the limited success of some of the projects with a focus 
on the prevention of repeat victimisation can be attributed to implementation problems, 
including the low take-up rate by victims and difficulties associated with the 
identification of eligible victims. However, an important finding from the Burglary 
Reduction Initiative is that a focus on repeat victimisation, of itself, is unlikely to be 
sufficient to resolve the burglary problem in an area. Most burglary prevention strategies 
will need to be much broader in their focus. 
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11.10 CONCLUSION 

The burglary rate in Tasmania has been steadily decreasing since reaching a peak in 
1998. The decline has coincided with a number of changes to the policing environment, 
such as increased police accountability, and the introduction of more focused crime 
prevention activities, including Project Samaritan and targeted operations to increase the 
detection rate of offenders and distribute burglary prevention advice to residents in crime 
hot spots. It seems likely that the level of security consciousness amongst Tasmanian 
residents has increased as a result ofthe action taken by the police and other key players 
such as Housing Tasmania and the insurance industry. However, there is still much scope 
for burglary prevention, particularly a comprehensive burglary reduction strategy which 
aims to try and address the problem from a number of different perspectives. 
Interventions to tackle the stolen goods market are needed, as well as interventions to 
reduce the likelihood of re-offending. Arguably, Tasmania would benefit from a more 
coordinated approach, rather than the somewhat ad-hoc approach which has been utilised 
in the past. At the suburb-level, burglary prevention activity needs to be tailored to the 
'local chemistry'. Also, the particular problems of 'virtual communities', such as the 
student population, need to be addressed. 

As a starting point, a multi-agency partnership approach should be utilised. The Crime 
Prevention and Community Safety Council would be an appropriate body to oversee a 
comprehensive burglary prevention strategy because it has representation from key state 
government agencies (including police, justice and Housing Tasmania), local 
government, the insurance industry and Neighbourhood Watch. The strategy should build 
on existing initiatives such as Project Samaritan and Neighbourhood Watch. Although 
Neighbourhood Watch is currently experiencing problems with sustainability, it may well 
be able to recover if it has a more clearly defined role and an appropriate level of support 
and supervision. Project Samaritan could be extended to incorporate a focus on near and 
virtual repeats. It was also suggested in a previous chapter that more attention should be 
focused on the longer term risk factors for repeat burglary (e.g. dwelling location, 
visibility and occupancy patterns) which are consistent with risk heterogeneity or flag 
accounts of repeat victimisation. 

The strategy will need to operate on a number of levels. It may be appropriate to 
implement some interventions on a state-wide basis, whereas others will need to be more 
localised. In relation to the more localised interventions, suburbs and/or virtual 
communities with a high burglary rate should be targeted first and research conducted to 
determine the exact nature ofthe.burglary problem in the area or virtual community. 
Improvements to the quality of the data recorded by Tasmania Police would assist in this 
regard. Issues such as the lack of address validation and inconsistency in the type of 
information recorded on the offence reports currently make it very difficult to develop a 
reliable profile of residential burglary in a particular suburb. 

Although the exact nature ofthe interventions will vary depending on the nature of the 
burglary problem in a particular area or virtual community, the menu of options could 
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include: 

~ target-hardening: free or subsidised upgrades for low-income earners; 

~ burglary prevention advice: i.e. information about security measures and other 
ways of reducing the risk of burglary; 

~ cocoon neighbourhood watch in areas which are particularly vulnerable to 
repeat victimisation; 

~ property marking; 

~ modified Neighbourhood Watch schemes to encourage residents and workers 
(e.g. postal workers, garbage collectors, delivery drivers) to look out for and 
report suspicious activity, particularly suspicious door-knocking; 

~ tracking devices for high-risk property items (e.g. wood heaters and hot-water 
cylinders in public housing areas); 

~ publicity campaigns to promote the burglary prevention strategies 
implemented in a particular area; 

~ the recruitment of residents in high-crime areas to act as informants, 
particularly those who have been repeatedly offered stolen goods; 

~ resident involvement schemes and community events- particularly in public 
housing areas to facilitate the development of social capital; and 

~ police task force activity to apprehend high-rate offenders. 

On a state-wide basis, a range of strategies to tackle the stolen goods market could be 
implemented, including public education campaigns and increased police attention on 
garage sales and markets. The Crime Prevention and Community Safety Council could 
also join forces with the working group which has been established to progress the idea 
of Australian Standards for the implementation of PINS into electronic appliances. 

The Crime Prevention and Community Safety Council could also consider implementing 
a building design scheme similar to the Secured by Design Scheme implemented in the 
United Kingdom. Another option may be to approach the University of Tasmania to 
develop a series of cost-effective designs for secure housing. Housing Tasmania is 
currently working with the University to develop a range of cost-effective designs for 
affordable housing, and to undertake a demonstration project that focuses on energy 
efficiency (Department of Health and Human Services, 2004). It would also be 
worthwhile for Housing Tasmania to review its housing allocation policy to determine 
whether it is possible to reduce the concentration of socio-economic disadvantage in the 
broadacre public housing estates. A range of social interventions may also need to be 
implemented in these areas to address problems such as drug and alcohol abuse, 
unemployment, delinquency and domestic violence. Given the high proportion of single
parent households in these areas, parenting support programs may also be beneficial. 
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CHAPTER 12: KEY FINDINGS AND RESEARCH AND 
POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

12.1 SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS 

This thesis has presented the findings from one of the most comprehensive research 
studies on residential burglary conducted to date in Australia. The study involved 
interviews with 60 imprisoned burglars, 50 repeat burglary victims, ten insurance 
industry representatives and ten police officers. The study also involved an analysis of 
three years' worth of police data relating to the residential burglaries committed in 
Southern Tasmania, with a particular focus on the patterns of burglary and repeat 
victimisation in six suburbs. Consistent with the experience of other researchers, 
considerable time was spent cleaning the data prior to commencing the data-analysis. 

This comprehensive study has made an important empirical contribution to the existing 
research on burglary. The findings relate to various aspects of the residential burglary 
problem in Tasmania, such as the different profile of burglary in public housing areas 
compared to other suburbs, the nature and extent of repeat victimisation, the reasons why 
people make false reports to police, the nature and extent of insurance fraud and the main 
methods of stolen goods disposal. In a number of instances the findings are consistent 
with other research on burglary conducted within Australia and overseas. The research 
study has also produced some new findings, and helped to clarify some aspects of the 
existing research which were unclear or unresolved. 

The examination of burglary offence reports added a new dimension to the existing 
burglary research because it enabled a more in-depth analysis of the burglary patterns in 
six suburbs to be undertaken. In particular, the offence reports provided information 
about the circumstances of the burglary, including the occupancy status of the dwelling 
(e.g. whether it was a vacant dwelling), whether or not the victim was insured, and details 
relating to any offenders or suspects identified, including the method of detection. 

One of the key strengths of this study is the use of different research methods to examine 
various aspects of the burglary problem in Tasmania. By using different methods, the 
theoretical value of research is maximized by revealing aspects of phenomena which 
would not be discovered through the use of one method alone (Jupp, 1995). Cross
method triangulation also balances the strengths and weaknesses of different methods 
(Jupp, 1995). 

Findings consistent with other research 

The findings from the six suburbs analysis are consistent with other research which 
reveals that the burglary rate varies according to area characteristics, with public housing 
areas more vulnerable than private housing areas. The low detection rate for burglary and 
main methods of detection are also consistent with other research. The low recovery rate 
for stolen property in Tasmania is also consistent with the situation elsewhere. 
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The interviews with imprisoned burglars revealed a number of findings which are 
consistent with research conducted elsewhere. The Tasmanian burglars' motivation for 
offending, attitudes to security measures, target selection measures, expenditure patterns 
and methods of stolen goods disposal are similar to those of other burglars. In relation to 
stolen goods disposal, the Tasmanian findings are consistent with those of other studies in 
Australia and overseas which suggest that the speed of disposal is very quick, there is a 
ready market for stolen goods and that stealing to order is quite common. The interviews 
also confirmed the importance of the relationship between illicit drug use and burglary, 
and the fact that the drug-crime relationship is complex and variable. There was evidence 
in support of the use of drugs and alcohol to facilitate crime, and in relation to the self
medication hypothesis. 

Many of the findings in relation to repeat burglary victimisation are consistent with other 
research. The interviews with repeat burglary victims produced similar findings in 
relation to the impact on victims in terms of ongoing feelings of vulnerability and the 
increased reliance on security measures and other precautions against crime. The unique 
time course for repeat burglary observed in other studies was also apparent in Tasmania. 
The interviews with Tasmanian burglars provide further evidence that burglars do return 
to commit repeat burglaries against the same target, and the reasons cited for a return visit 
were similar to those nominated by other burglars. There was also evidence that some of 
the burglars had burgled a target after hearing that someone else had already successfully 
burgled it. In the six suburbs analysis, similar findings to those of Ratcliffe and 
McCullagh (1998) were obtained in relation to the estimated proportion of repeats 
involving the same offender. Support also emerged for the concepts of near and virtual 
repeats in the interviews with burglars, the interviews with police officers and the six
suburbs analysis. 

In relation to insurance fraud, the finding that there is a need for an improved police 
response to insurance fraud is consistent with research in the UK (Doig et al 1999) and 
the US (Shrenk and Palmquist 1997). Consistent with other research, the police officers 
and insurance industry representatives interviewed raised concerns about community 
attitudes to insurance fraud, in particular the view that fraud is an acceptable and/or 
victimless crime. The insurance industry representatives also echoed the concerns raised 
by academics about section 56(2) of the Insurance Contracts Act 1984 (Cth) which 
appears to suggest that insurers should tolerate a degree of fraud. Also consistent with the 
literature, the insurance industry representatives suggested that some insurance industry 
practices were contributing to the problem of insurance fraud. 

New findings and/or those which clarify existing research 

The six suburbs analysis, utilising burglary offence reports as well as statistical 
information, provides more in-depth information as to how and why the characteristics of 
burglary vary in different suburbs. Both the burglary rate and the proportion of repeat 
burglaries were higher in the public housing suburbs than the other three areas. The 
higher burglary rate in the public housing areas is partly attributable to the large number 
of burglaries of vacant Housing Tasmania properties in those areas, which usually 
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involve the theft of household items such as wood heaters, stoves and hot-water 
cylinders. However, even if these burglaries are discounted, the burglary rate is still 
significantly higher in the three public housing areas than the other three suburbs. The 
type of property stolen, the method of entry and the victim profile differed between the 
two groups of suburbs, and the burglaries committed in the public housing areas were 
more likely to involve local offenders. Victims in the public housing areas were less 
likely to be insured than those in the three private housing areas. 

In the six suburbs analysis, it was also possible to explore the victim-offender 
relationship and it was found that in 59% of cases where a suspect was identified, the 
victim and offender were known to each other. There is a dearth of information on the 
victim-offender relationship in the context of burglary. If a significant proportion of 
burglaries are committed by someone who is known to the victim, then simple target
hardening measures may be ineffective, particularly when the offender knows how to 
gain access to the premises, is familiar with the layout of the premises and the property 
contained within it, and has knowledge of the victim's movements. 

The findings from the six suburbs analysis also provide an insight into the nature of home 
invasion incidents in Tasmania which builds on the very limited research available on 
this topic. Only three of the fifteen probable home invasion incidents involved the theft of 
property. Also, in the majority of the probable home invasion incidents, the offender/s 
and the victirnls were known to each other and the offender/s lived in close proximity to 
the offence address. Arguably the popular conception of a home invasion is that it 
involves entry by an intruder who is not known to the victim. In most of the incidents, it 
appeared that the primary motivation for the incident was to assault the occupant/s of the 
house rather than to steal property. 

The Tasmanian study advances the existing limited knowledge on the topic of false 
reports to police. In the six suburbs analysis, eighteen incidents were classified as 
suspected false reports. In two of these incidents, the 'victim' had actually been charged 
with making a false report to police, and in the remaining sixteen incidents there was a 
notation on the offence report to indicate that the police questioned the validity of the 
report. Several possible reasons why a person might male a false report to police were 
identified: 

• in order to make a fraudulent insurance claim; 

• in order to avoid paying for damage caused to a Housing Tasmania rental 
property; 

• in order to obtain replacement prescription drugs from a 
doctor/pharmacist; 

• in order to sell or keep items of property belonging to Housing Tasmania; 

• in the hope that it will support an application for a housing transfer; 

• due to confusion or paranoid beliefs; and 

• in order to obtain food or money or some other form of crisis support. 
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In relation to repeat burglary victimisation, the Tasmanian study builds on a number of 
aspects of the existing research. The study demonstrates how the time-course for repeat 
burglary varies between more disadvantaged areas and less disadvantaged areas, between 
public housing and private housing areas, and between individual suburbs. The greatest 
difference was observed between the survival function ofthe two groups of suburbs (i.e. 
the public housing areas compared to the private housing areas). The median survival 
time for the public housing areas was 749.6 days, compared to 1020+ days for the private 
housing areas. The study also revealed that the characteristics of repeat burglary vary 
according to the type of suburb. Repeats in the three public housing suburbs were less 
likely to involve the same resident, and a relatively high proportion of the repeats 
(ranging from 16% in Bridgewater to 30% in Clarendon Vale) involved burglaries of 
vacant Housing Tasmania properties. The circumstances giving rise to duplicate burglary 
reports, which at first glance could be mistaken for repeat burglaries, were also identified. 
Overall, twenty-six duplicate burglary reports were identified in the six-suburbs analysis. 
In many cases, the duplicates occurred because two people reported the same burglary on 
different occasions. 

The interviews with imprisoned burglars provided a new insight into the reasons why 
burglars wait a certain period oftime before returning to commit a repeat burglary. 
Twenty-three of the offenders who had committed a repeat burglary provided an 
explanation for the time-lag between the first burglary and the repeat. Six offenders said 
that the time-lag was to give the victim time to get over the first burglary and get a bit lax 
with security, four offenders said they waited a certain period oftime for items to be 
replaced or stock built back up again, and two offenders said they would return after two 
or three days because the police only watch for a short time. Nine offenders cited various 
other reasons for the time-lag including waiting three months for a co-offender to be 
released from prison, forgetting something and returning the next night and just 
happening to remember the premises some months later. 

Another new source of evidence for the 'boost' account of repeat victimisation emerged 
from the interviews with repeat burglary victims. The repeat victims were asked if they 
had any suspicions about who might be responsible for committing any or all of the 
burglaries they had experienced in the last 12 months. Twenty-eight of the repeat victims 
(56%) did have some suspicions about who was responsible. Most of these respondents 
believed that someone living locally, or an associate of someone living locally, was 
responsible. Six respondents felt that kids/young people were responsible for one or more 
of the burglaries, and one respondent thought a friend or relative might be involved. 
Respondents were also asked whether they thought that the same person/s might have 
committed more than one, or all of the burglaries, and twenty-nine ofthe repeat victims 
(58%) said they believed that the same person/s might be responsible. 

The study also provided some new insights into the under-researched area of insurance 
fraud. Novel findings were obtained from the interviews with imprisoned burglars by 
asking them whether or not they believed that any of the victims they had burgled had 
committed insurance fraud. Forty-seven of the experienced burglars (96%) thought that 
one or more of their victims had committed insurance fraud, and six of these offenders 

301 



thought that their victims did so all or most of the time. Many offenders were able to cite 
a specific example where a victim had falsely claimed that additional items had been 
stolen in the burglary. New evidence also emerged from the interviews with insurance 
industry representatives to suggest that the insurance industry's response to fraud is being 
seriously hampered by its concern about the possibility of adverse publicity and being 
sued for defamation. 

Findings revealed or reinforced via cross-method triangulation 

In several instances, one aspect of the study confirmed, reinforced or helped to interpret 
the findings from another aspect of the study. 

In relation to false reports to police, the reasons why a person might make a false report 
to police were explored in the interviews with police officers, and through the six-suburbs 
analysis it was possible to actually identify a number of suspected false reports. Each 
source of information on its own was fairly limited, but when combined the evidence is 
much stronger. Similarly, although the evidence in support ofthe concepts of near and 
virtual repeats from individual aspects of the study is weak, taken together the evidence 
from the six-suburbs analysis and the interviews with police officers and burglars it is 
stronger. 

There were three sources of evidence in support of the proposition that at least some 
repeat burglaries are committed by the offender who was responsible for the first 
incident: 

• seventy-three per cent of the experienced burglars said they had burgled 
the same target more than once; 

• fifty-eight per cent of the repeat victims believed that the same person/s 
might have committed more than one, or all, of their burglaries; and 

• in the six-suburbs analysis it was conservatively estimated that 51% of the 
repeat burglaries at the same address involving the same victim and type 
of premises were committed by the same offender/s. 

One of the surprising findings to emerge from the study was that 31% of the experienced 
burglars said that they did not take any precautions to avoid being caught, not even 
gloves to avoid leaving fingerprints. The fact that burglars are still being detected via 
fingerprint evidence was remarked on by some of the police officers interviewed, and 
was confirmed in the six-suburbs analysis which revealed that in 10% ofthe cases where 
an offender was charged with burglary and stealing, the method of detection was 
fingerprints. One possible explanation for the failure to take precautions is that the 
burglars actually want to get caught, and some evidence in support of this idea emerged 
from the interviews. For some offenders, prison was seen as an opportunity to have a rest 
and/or break the drug-crime cycle. 

The interviews with burglars revealed that they believed that some of their victims were 
guilty of insurance fraud, and that on occasions they would bring the discrepancy 
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between what was actually stolen and what the victim alleged to the attention of the 
police and/or the court. This was confirmed by some of the police officers interviewed 
who said that offenders arrested for burglary would sometimes deny they had taken 
certain items the victim reported stolen. 

The interviews with insurance industry representatives revealed that they were concerned 
about the possibility of being sued for defamation if allegations were made that a 'victim' 
was suspected of having committed insurance fraud. Similar concefi1s were expressed by 
the police officers in relation to the making of notations on offence reports that they were 
suspicious that a burglary report may be false. As stated earlier, these sorts of concerns 
appear to be hampering fraud prevention efforts in Tasmania. 

In the literature review, studies from the US and UK showing that students are at high 
risk ofvicitmisation were presented. The findings from the six-suburbs analysis suggest 
that in Sandy Bay, where the University of Tasmania is located, a significant proportion 
of burglary victims may, in fact, be students given their age profile. Also, in Sandy Bay, 
entry via an unlocked/open window or door was found to be more common than the other 
studies. This is consistent with overseas research which suggests that students tend to be 
quite lax in taking even the most basic security precautions such as locking doors and 
windows. 

12.2 METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS 

There are a number of methodological limitations associated with the various research 
techniques employed in the study which need to be taken into consideration when 
reflecting on the findings from the research. 

Interviews with imprisoned burglars 

The study involved interviews with a sample of imprisoned burglars and it is not known 
how representative these burglars are of the total population of burglars. According to 
Cromwell, Olson and Avery (1991), one point of view maintains that samples of 
imprisoned offenders are biased in favour of those who have failed at crime. However, 
Wright and Decker (1994) found little evidence that the active burglars they interviewed 
had special skills or abilities that distinguished them from their imprisoned counterparts. 
Also, as the parameters of the total burglar population are unknown, it is impossible to 
determine the representativeness of any particular sample of offenders, (Wright and 
Decker, 1994). 

The use of prisoner samples has been criticised on other grounds. Another concern is that 
if offenders have spent a long time in prison prior to being interviewed, their memories of 
their most recent criminal activity may have diminished (Topalli, 2005). It has also been 
suggested that prisoners may portray themselves in an overly positive light because they 
believe that what they say may affect their chances of being released (Wright and Decker, 
1994). 
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In relation to target selection and offender decision-making, Cromwell, Olson and A vary 
(1991) suggest that burglars interviewed in prison or those recalling crimes from the past 
engage in rational reconstruction -they reinterpret past behaviour in a manner consistent 
with "what should have been" rather than "what was". In their research with thirty active 
burglars they used a technique they termed staged activity analysis which consisted of 
extensive interviews and "ride alongs" during which the burglars were asked to discuss 
and evaluate residential targets which they had previously burgled or which had been 
burgled by other offenders in the study. Cromwell, Olson and A vary found that when the 
burglars subsequently visited the sites of burglaries they had committed, the 
characteristics of the target site and the techniques used to burgle the target were rarely 
consistent with the completely rational approach they had reconstructed during the earlier 
interview. 

Interviews with repeat burglary victims 

The findings from the interviews with the repeat victims are based on a relatively small 
sample size of fifty respondents. Also, as stated in the introduction, without the benefit of 
detailed information about the repeat victims who declined to participate in the research it 
is not possible to determine the extent to which the respondents interviewed are 
representative ofthe population of repeat victims invited to participate in the research 
and/or the total population of repeat victims. Thus, the possibility of response bias in 
relation to the respondents who agreed to participate in the study cannot be ruled out. 

Interviews with 'experts' 

The sample of 'experts' comprised ten insurance industry representatives and ten police 
officers. These individuals were not randomly selected and in that sense they are not 
necessarily representative of the population of insurance industry representatives or 
police officers. However, all of these respondents had at least fifteen years' experience in 
their particular field. 

In many instances, the ' experts' were asked to express an opinion rather than stating fact 
about a particular aspect of the burglary problem and/or insurance fraud. 

Six Suburbs Analysis 

A number of data quality issues (e.g. missing data and inconsistencies in the recording of 
information) were encountered in the six suburbs analysis which in some cases does limit 
the findings which can be conclusively drawn from the analysis. Also, the extent to which 
the findings concerning the patterns of burglary and repeat victimisation in the six 
suburbs are generalisable to other parts of the state is unknown. 

12.3 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 

Arguably the most significant findings to emerge from this study are those arising from 
the six-suburbs analysis. The analysis revealed a number of key differences between the 
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three public housing suburbs compared to the three private housing suburbs. The central 
question is why the public housing areas have a higher burglary rate than the other three 
suburbs. Given that burglars are motivated by the need for money to buy drugs and/or 
maintain their lifestyle, one might expect them to target wealthier areas where they could 
anticipate a greater return for their effort. On the other hand, studies have revealed that 
residential burglars tend to commit their burglaries in relatively close proximity to where 
they live (Bennett and Durie 1999; Forrester et al1998: Biron and Ladouceur 1991; 
Repetto 1974; Walsh 1986). Factors which have been identified in the literature as 
influencing the choice of area include the degree of familiarity the burglars has with the 
area, the type of property sought, the likely profitability of the burglary and the 
availability of transport. What this suggests is that ifburglars can find a suitable target 
close to home there is really no need for them to travel elsewhere. The types of property 
most burglars target (e.g. TVs, VCRs, DVD players, stereos, cash, CDs) are found in 
most homes, both in public and private housing areas. Thus, if most burglars live in 
public housing areas, this may explain, at least in part, why these areas have such a high 
burglary rate because there is no real need for the local burglars to travel too far into 
unfamiliar territory. Only those burglars who wish to target higher value items such as 
jewellery or top-of-the-range electrical goods would need to travel greater distances to 
target 'richer' suburbs. From a rational choice perspective it would make sense to select a 
target which requires the least amount of effort while still offering a reasonable return. 

There is some support for these ideas in the Tasmanian study. Burglaries in the public 
housing areas were more likely to involve a local offender than burglaries in the private 
housing areas. Differences were also apparent in the type of property targeted in the two 
groups of suburbs. The most common property type stolen in the three public housing 
areas was a TV, whereas in New Town and Bellerive it was a ring, and in Sandy Bay it 
was cash. While items of jewellery featured quite prominently in the top ten property 
types stolen from the three private housing areas, they did not rate a mention in the three 
public housing areas. However, the findings in relation to the extent to which the 
experienced burglars travelled to commit burglary were somewhat mixed. Most of the 
experienced burglars said they did travel to commit burglary, but it is not known how far 
they would travel or where they lived prior to their imprisonment. Three offenders 
indicated that they would quite happily burgle their neighbours, but two offenders 
mentioned 'rules' about not committing burglaries close to home. 

If many burglars do live in public housing areas, this raises the question of whether they 
become involved in crime because of their low socio-economic status, and/or whether 
they live in public housing areas because of their involvement in crime and reliance on 
public housing for accommodation. If this sort of pattern does occur there risk is that it 
will become a self-perpetuating cycle with such areas destined to remain high crime areas 
unless public housing allocation policies start to reduce the concentration of known 
offenders in these areas. There is evidence in support of both propositions. According to 
Weatherbum (200 1 ), studies which have examined the experiences of particular 
individuals usually find that individuals at the lower end of the socio-economic scale are 
more likely to participate in crime. In relation to the second proposition, research with ex
prisoners in New South Wales and Victoria revealed that almost all participants came 
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from, and returned to, disadvantaged suburbs with high levels of unemployment and 
often high levels of public housing (Baldry et al, 2003). Many ofthe ex-prisoners 
commented that they wanted to move away from these areas because they were not 
conducive to beating their drug problems, staying away from old associates or resolving 
relationship problems (Baldry et al, 2003). 

Other reasons, apart from ready the supply of motivated offenders, may explain why 
crime thrives in areas of concentrated disadvantage, such as the three public housing 
areas in this study. According to social disorganisation theory, the cohesiveness of a 
community and its ability to regulate itself through formal and informal controls 
determines the extent to which crime will flourish in the area (Jacob, 2006). In various 
studies the extent of social cohesion in a neighbourhood, or related concepts such as 
collective efficacy and social capital, has been found to influence the level of crime, 
including burglary, in the neighbourhood (see for example Hirshfield and Bowers, 1997; 
Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls, 1997 and Martin, 2002). Public housing areas with a 
high turnover of tenants and signs of disintegration such as vandalised vacant properties 
may be more likely to lack social cohesion compared to private housing areas which are 
more stable and consist of more residents with a greater stake in the community due to 
home-ownership. 

Burglary may also thrive in disadvantaged areas because there is a ready market for 
stolen goods. Residents in disadvantaged areas may lack insurance and be unable to 
afford to replace stolen goods through legitimate means and be more willing to purchase 
goods they suspect may be stolen. Variables such as age, sex, household income, area 
characteristics, employment status and insurance coverage have been found to be 
associated with buying stolen goods (Sutton, 1998). In particular, based on an analysis of 
British Crime Survey data, Sutton (1998) found that believing that most burglaries in the 
area were committed by locals, living in a poorer area and not having household contents 
insurance were associated with buying stolen goods. The level of disadvantage in the 
three public housing areas in the Tasmanian study is high. The income in these areas is 
low, the unemployment rate is high and the proportion of burglary victims insured is low 
compared to the private housing areas. 

Analysis of victimisation surveys in the US, UK and Australia has revealed that single
parent households have an increased risk ofburglary (Dodd et al, 2004; ABS, 1999a; 
Maxfield, 1987). This may explain, at least in part, why areas like the three public 
housing areas in the Tasmanian study which have a high proportion of single parent 
households have a higher burglary rate. According to lifestyle theory, differences in the 
risk ofvictimisation are partly due to variations in the extent to which individuals are 
exposed to offenders (Clarke, 1997). Maxfield (1987) found that much of the higher risk 
of personal crime victimisation among single-parents household was due to the very high 
proportion of incidents committed by present or former spouses or boyfriends. It is 
possible that many of the burglaries committed against single-parents are also committed 
by present or former partners but due to the low detection rate and lack of information 
about the victim-offender relationship in the context of burglary it is difficult to 
determine whether this is actually the case. However, it is also possible that single parents 
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are more likely to be burgled simply because they are more likely to live in 
disadvantaged areas because they are reliant on public housing. 

Another major theme explored in the Tasmanian study is the relationship between 
burglary and illicit drug use, and the extent to which this drives the burglary rate and 
permeates the stolen goods market. The findings revealed that drug use was prevalent 
among the offenders interviewed, with nearly all of them (98%) stating that they had used 
drugs in their lifetime and 80% stating that they were using drugs in the six months prior 
to their imprisonment. Among the forty-nine experienced burglars, 55% nominated drugs 
as one oftheir main reasons for committing crime and 80% reported using the money 
they obtained for stolen property to purchase drugs. The experienced burglars also 
identified drug dealers as one of their main avenues of disposing of stolen goods, and 
77% reported that they had traded stolen goods for drugs. However, consistent with the 
literature, the findings suggest that the drug-crime relationship is complex and variable. 
Only a small number of offenders appeared to be drug dependent to the extent that they 
were driven to commit crime for the sole purpose of obtaining drugs. For the remainder, 
taking drugs was simply one aspect of a criminal lifestyle that they were able to fund 
through committing burglary. There was also evidence that the offenders were able to 
maintain some degree of rationality and control over their drug use. In the follow-up 
interviews, several offenders mentioned that they had decided not to use drugs in prison 
due to the lack of clean needles. Also, several offenders observed that it is really up to the 
individual to make a decision to stop taking drugs, and that treatment is unlikely to be 
effective in the absence of such a commitment. 

The extent to which burglars are rational decision-makers was explored in the Tasmanian 
study. According to the rational choice perspective, offenders commit crime in order to 
benefit themselves, and this involves the making of decisions and choices with a degree 
of rationality, although the offender's rationality may be subject to potential constraints 
in terms oftime, ability and the availability of relevant information (Cornish and Clarke, 
1986). The rational choice approach is not intended as a theory, but as an organising 
framework to throw new light on criminal behaviour and decision-making (Cornish and 
Clarke, 1986). The findings from the interviews with Tasmanian burglars support a 
model oflimited rationality. While some of the experienced burglars exhibited a 
reasonable degree of rationality when discussing issues such as target selection, they 
were in the minority. Less than half of the experienced burglars said they usually planned 
their burglaries, and the methods of target selection described by most lacked 
sophistication. Many ofthe burglars also appeared to be influenced by extraneous factors 
such as their moods, feelings, moral judgements and alcohol or drug intoxication. 

Given that the Tasmanian research with burglars involved interviews only, rather more 
weight on the issue of whether or not burglars are rational decision-makers should be 
placed on those studies which have utilised other techniques such as photographs, videos, 
models and "drive-alongs" to explore these issues. Fortunately, these studies also support 
a model oflimited rationality. For example, Walsh (1986) interviewed 45 commercial 
burglars and showed them an aerial photograph of an industrial estate, together with a 
chart identifying the nature and use of each building, and asked them to comment on 
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which of the 49 premises they were shown were likely in their view to be selected as 
targets. He reported that 53% of the men gave responses showing logical and 
methodological assessment as opposed to the intuitive feelings and emotional reactions 
displayed by the rest. He concluded that burglars vary in rationality from outright 
"senseless" behaviour to being as rational as the circumstances permit (Walsh, 1986: 50). 

12.4 POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

A number of policy implications emerge from the study. Probably the most important of 
these is the recognition that burglary prevention strategies need to take into account the 
'local chemistry' of burglary and incorporate a focus on virtual communities at risk. This 
was one of the main policy implications emerging from the UK Burglary Reduction 
Initiative but is equally applicable to the Tasmanian context. The six-suburbs analysis 
demonstrated that there are some unique problems in public housing areas, such as the 
high level of socio-economic disadvantage, the vulnerability of vacant Housing Tasmania 
properties, the greater likelihood of repeat victimisation and the existence of a local pool 
of offenders, contributing to the high burglary rate. These problems need to be addressed 
by a range of strategies which are specifically tailored towards public housing areas. The 
six-suburbs analysis also points to the existence of a possible virtual community at high 
risk of burglary in Sandy Bay, namely University students, although further research is 
needed to confirm this. 

The low proportion of victims insured in public housing areas is a concern given that 
these areas appear to be the most at risk of burglary and the residents are likely to find it 
difficult to replace stolen items through legitimate avenues. Creative solutions to this 
problem are required, such as a Government subsidy to increase the affordability of 
insurance for people living on low incomes. 

There is evidence to suggest that strategies focusing on the prevention of repeat 
victimisation should be broadened to incorporate a focus on the prevention of near and/or 
virtual repeats. A much greater focus on longer-term risk factors for repeat victimisation 
would also appear to be warranted given that about a quarter of the repeat burglaries in 
the Southern and Eastern Districts occurred more than twelve months after the initial 
burglary. 

The literature review and interviews with repeat burglary victims highlight the 
importance of a satisfactory response to burglary from the police, incorporating carefully 
prepared crime prevention advice. Such advice should inform victims about the benefits 
and limitations of security measures, and be careful to point out that it is not possible to 
predict with any degree of certainty which houses will be burgled again. The finding that 
forensic evidence was the main method of detection in cases in the six-suburbs analysis 
should also encourage the police to be proactive in responding to burglary and in 
searching the scene for forensic evidence. 

Consistent with other research on repeat victimisation, a range of data-quality issues were 
encountered during the course of the study. Improvements to the way Tasmania Police 
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capture and record information could significantly enhance the ability to determine 
whether the same offender/s committed the initial and a repeat burglary and/or a series of 
burglaries. Such improvements should include the introduction of address validation, and 
the separation of the 'Summary and MO" field into a number of individual fields, such as 
the point and method of entry and evidence of searching at the scene. The recording of 
additional information (e.g. the victim-offender relationship and any indicators that the 
report may be false) could also help to improve the state of knowledge about burglary in 
Tasmania. 

In relation to the offenders themselves, as other researchers have suggested, individually 
tailored rehabilitative programs with elements such as job placement, drug treatment, 
curfews and restrictions on the ability to associate with co-offenders are needed. I have 
also suggested that support should be provided to the families of burglars as well, in order 
to try and reduce the likelihood that their children will become involved in crime. 
However, I also recognise that incapacitation may be the only answer for the small 
minority of offenders who enjoy committing crime and the lifestyle it can fund and show 
no inclination towards desistance from crime. 

Finally, there is a need for greater cooperation between police and the insurance industry, 
coupled with clear advice to address the concerns about defamation which are seriously 
hampering fraud prevention efforts in Tasmania. 

12.5 UNRESOLVED ISSUES 

There are some issues which this study has cast some further light on, but which 
essentially remain unresolved. One such issue is determining the exact balance between 
flag and boost accounts of repeat victimisation. Given the comparatively low detection 
rate for burglary, the increasing awareness among burglars of the need to take precautions 
to avoid detection, and the data-quality issues associated with police data, it seems 
unlikely that this issue will ever be resolved with any degree of certainty. Arguably, it 
does not really matter that the exact balance is unknown. What is important is that people 
are informed about the risk of a repeat burglary and alerted to both the short-term and 
long-term risk factors. 

A related issue is the time-course over which repeat victimisation should be examined. In 
this study, different time-periods were used in the six-suburbs analysis, the interviews 
with imprisoned burglars, and the interviews with repeat victims. I have suggested that 
the use of different time-periods may well be justified depending on the nature and 
purpose of the research. For example, for police operational purposes a rolling 12-month 
period may be appropriate. Similarly, for victimisation surveys a 12-month reference 
period may be desirable to try and reduce the likelihood that respondents will experience 
memory recall problems. However, when trying to determine whether a particular suburb 
area has a high proportion of repeat burglaries compared to other areas, a longer 
reference period may be desirable. 
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Another unresolved issue concerns the way repeat burglary should be defined, i.e. should 
a repeat burglary involve the same victim or the same address or both. In the six-suburbs 
analysis, a repeat burglary was deemed to have occurred when the same address was 
burgled more than once over a three-year period. The analysis revealed that repeat 
burglaries in the public housing area were less likely to involve the same resident than 
burglaries committed in the other three suburbs. I have argued that the broad definition 
used in the six-suburbs analysis, which includes all burglaries committed against the 
same address regardless of whether or not the same victim is involved, offers the greatest 
scope for prevention. 

Still on the topic of repeat victimisation, another issue which emerged from the literature 
review is the variation in the way 'near repeats' have been defined by different authors. 
Johnson and Bowers (2004) use the term 'near repeats' to describe crimes occurring 
nearby, and soon after, a first crime. This definition appears to be consistent with the 
original concept as developed by Morgan (1997, 2001). However, Townsley et al (2000, 
2003) suggest that 'near repeats' are selected on the basis of both their proximity and 
their similarity to the original target. Further clarification is needed on this issue. 
Arguably, the distinguishing feature of 'virtual repeats' is their similarity to the original 
target, whereas the distinguishing feature of 'near repeats' is their proximity to the 
original target. One of these features needs to take precedence over the other where they 
co-exist, and in my view the dominant feature should be similarity to the original target. 
Thus, a house which has the same characteristics as the original target should be 
classified as a virtual repeat, regardless of its location. 

Finally, it is still not clear whether housing allocation or housing design accounts for the 
high crime rate in public housing areas. Based on the six-suburbs analysis, it seems 
feasible that both factors play a part. According to the housing allocation hypothesis, the 
association between crime and public housing reflects the allocation of crime-prone 
individuals to public housing, whereas the alternative view is that the design of public 
housing estates creates opportunities for crime. Certainly the three public housing areas 
examined in this study are highly disadvantaged in comparison to other areas, have a high 
proportion of single-parent families which are known to be particularly vulnerable to 
burglary and repeat victimisation, and have a pool of offenders living locally. However, it 
is also possible that similarities in the characteristics of houses in the public housing areas 
have resulted in virtual repeats. 

12.6 FURTHER RESEARCH 

Based on the findings of this study, there are a number of aspects of the burglary problem 
which I believe warrant further investigation. 

First, it would be worthwhile exploring the link between burglary and changes in 
occupancy patterns and/or household composition (e.g. divorce or the death of a partner). 
Three of the repeat victims commented on the timing of the burglaries and noted that they 
coincided with a change in their domestic circumstances. Also, survey respondents are 
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generally asked about their current occupancy patterns \Vhich may not reflect their 
occupancy patterns at the time they were burgled. 

Second, as there is very limited information available about the victim-offender 
relationship in the context of burglary in Australia, it would be useful to include a 
question about this in the ABS National Crime and Safety Survey. As stated previously, a 
question along these lines was included in the 1998 British Crime Survey (Budd, 1999), 
and it \vas revealed that 14% of all burglaries involved offenders \Vho were \Vell-known 
to the victim. In the six-suburbs analysis, it was discovered that in 59% of the cases 
where a suspect '"'as identified, the victim and suspect were known to each other. 

Third, given the surprising fmding that only three of the fifteen probable horne invasion 
incidents in the six-suburbs analysis involved the theft of property and that most ofthe 
victims and offenders were known to each other, it would be beneficial to extend this 
analysis to determine whether other home invasion incidents in Tasmania haYe a different 
profile. 

Fourth, it would be advantageous to conduct further research to determine which types of 
alarms are most effective under different circumstances. Sixteen per cent of the 
experienced burglars said that the effectiveness of a burglar alarm depends on factors 
such as the type of alarm, whether it is possible to disable it, the location of the premises, 
the time of day, and the likely response time. Also, as Park (2002) points out, surveys 
measuring alarm ownership often do not record any details about the type of alarm 
installed. 

Fifth, as there is a dearth of information about the extent of insurance fraud in Australia, 
it would be beneficial for annual surveys of insurance companies to be conducted to 
determine their experience of insurance fraud. It would also be worthwhile conducting 
regular surveys of community attitudes to insurance fraud. 

Finally, given that the literature review revealed that student populations are virtual 
communities at high risk of burglary, it would be worthwhile conducting a survey ofthe 
Tasmanian University student population to assess their experience ofvictimisation and 
determine the extent to which they take precautions against crime. Importantly, there was 
some evidence from the six-suburbs analysis to suggest that university students living in 
Sandy Bay may be at particular risk of burglary. 

12.7 CONCLUSION 

Overall, this research study has provided a significant insight into the patterns of 
residential burglary and repeat victimisation in Tasmania. In particular, the study has 
enhanced the level of understanding as to why public housing areas in Tasmania have a 
higher burglary rate and a different pattern of repeat victirnisation than other areas. A 
combination of factors appears to play a part, including the resident profile, the high 
changeover of tenants, the close proximity of offenders and the market for household 
items such as hot-water cylinders, stoves and wood heaters, which makes vacant Housing 
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Tasmania dwellings particularly vulnerable to burglary. The extent to which these 
findings are generalisable to public housing estates elsewhere in Australia is worthy of 
further research to help inform burglary prevention strategies in those areas . 
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Al Six-suburbs analysis victim profile 

Table A.1 Victim profile by age and sex (number of victims in each category) 

Public Housing Areas Private Housing Areas 
Gage brook Clarendon Bridgewater Sandy Bay NewTown Bellerive 

Vale 
Male 
14-19 15 7 5 11 2 1 
20-29 37 15 29 67 28 15 
30-39 30 16 38 3I 37 9 
40-49 21 24 29 36 48 2I 
50-59 20 11 23 30 32 20 
60-69 IO 5 I7 I7 I5 7 
70 & over 0 2 5 11 I9 11 
Total Males 133 80 I46 203 I8I 84 

Females 
14-I9 3I 5 26 7 1I I 
20-29 68 50 4I 6I 37 9 
30-39 47 22 46 22 4I 13 
40-49 I9 24 2I 35 34 15 
50-59 I5 2 22 29 23 11 
60-69 I 5 10 11 8 4 
70 & over 3 1 3 22 31 7 
Total Females 184 109 I69 I87 I85 60 
Statistics: Males, xz = 87.72, df30, p=.OOO Females x2 = 157.14, df30, p=.OOO 
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A2 Comparison of survival functions (first repeats vs all repeats) 
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Pairwise comparison statistics 

First repeats 

Bridgewater and Gagebrook 

Bridgewater and Clarendon Vale 

Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale 

Bridgewater and Bellerive 

Gagebrook and Bellerive 

Clarendon Vale and Bellerive 

Bridgewater and Sandy Bay 

Gagebrook and Sandy Bay 

Clarendon Vale and Sandy Bay 

Bellerive and Sandy Bay 

Bridgewater and New Town 

Gagebrook and New Town 

Clarendon Vale and New Town 

Bellerive and New Town 

Sandy Bay and New Town 

All repeats 

Bridgewater and Gagebrook 

Bridgewater and Clarendon Vale 

Gagebrook and Clarendon Vale 

Bridgewater and Bellerive 

Gagebrook and Bellerive 

Clarendon Vale and Bellerive 

Bridgewater and Sandy Bay 

Gagebrook and Sandy Bay 

Clarendon Vale and Sandy Bay 

Bellerive and Sandy Bay 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 7.8, df= 1, prob = .. 0052 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 3.8, df= 1, prob = .0527 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= .042, df= 1, prob = .5173 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 7.2, df= 1, prob = .0072 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 24.8, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 16.4, df= 1, prob = .0001 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 18.1, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 50.7, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 35.0, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= .132, df= 1, prob = .7169 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 13.3, df= 1, prob = .0003 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 43.6, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 29.0, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= .037, df= 1, prob = .8479 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= .298, df= 1, prob = .5851 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 12.4, df= 1, prob = .0004 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 8.2, df= 1, prob = .004 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= .056, df= 1, prob = .8131 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 15.9, df= 1, prob = .0001 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 43.9, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 33.4, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 28.4, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 78.2, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 59.9, df= 1, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= .094, df= 1, prob = .7592 
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Bridgewater and New Town 

Gagebrook and New Town 

Clarendon Vale and New Town 

Bellerive and New Town 

Sandy Bay and New Town 
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Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 31.1, df= I , prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 83.8, df= I , prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= 62.6, df= I, prob = .0000 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= .035, df= I , prob = .8508 

Wilcoxon (Gehan) statistic= .I23, df= I, prob = .7253 

---
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APPENDIX B -INTERVIEW SCHEDULES AND 
INFORMATION SHEETS 
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Repeat Residential Burglary Victimisation in Tasmania 

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE- IMPRISONED BURGLARS 

A. Background Information 

AI Age 

A2 Sex 

Education 

A3 How old were you when you left school? 
A4 What grade/year were you in when you left school? 
AS Can you indicate if any of the following apply to you: 

a) done an apprenticeship 
b) completed a course at TAPE/technical college 
c) completed a University degree 

A6 Did you like or dislike school? 

A 7 Did you always go to school when you were supposed to? 

A8 Were you ever suspended or expelled from school? 

Employment 

A9 In the 6 months before you came to prison, did you have a job? 
(If yes prompt for details) 

If no 

AIO Have you ever been employed? 
(If yes prompt for details) 

Income 

All In the 6months before you came to prison, how much money did you 
need to live on per week? 
(e.g. rent, food, entertainment, drugs, cigs, alcohol etc.) 

A12 In the 6months before you came to prison, how much money did you 
get per week from work, social security of other legal means? 
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Marital Status 

A13 At the moment, are you married or in a defacto relationship? 

If no 

A14 In the 6months before you came to prison, were you married or in a defacto 
relationship? 

Children 

A15 Do you have any children? 
(If yes, prompt for details eg. number) 

Family Background 

A 16 How would you describe your family life when you were growing up? 
(eg. happy, loving, supportive, violent) 

A 17 Do you have any brothers and sisters? 
(If yes prompt for details) 

A 18 Did you always live with both your parents when you were growing up? 

A19 Do any ofthe following apply to you while you were growing up: 
a) spent time as a ward of the state 
b) spent time at a juvenile detention center (eg. Ashley) 
c) lived in a foster home 
d) under social welfare supervision 

A20 While you were growing up did your family move around much? 

A21 Were either of your parents employed while you were growing up? 

A22 How well off was your family while you were growing up? 
(eg. reasonably well off or things pretty tough, not much money around) 

A23a Have either of your parents ever committed any crimes? 
(including buying/selling stolen property) 

If yes 
A23b Do either of you parents have a criminal record? 
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A24a Have any of your brothers and sisters ever committed a crime? 
If yes 
A24b Do any of your brothers or sisters have a criminal record? 

A25a Have any of your other relatives (e.g. grandparents, uncles, aunts, 
cousins) ever committed any crimes? 

If yes 
A25b Do any of your other relatives have a criminal record? 

B. Criminal history 

B26a How old were you when you committed your first crime? 
B26b What crime was that? 

B27 How did you first become involved in crime? 
(eg. peer/family influence?) 

B28a How old were you when you were first charged by police? 
B28b What crime/s were you charged with? 
B28c How did you parents react when they found out? 

B29a How old were you when you got you first conviction? 
B29b What crime/s were you convicted of? 

B30a In the 6 months before you came to prison, how often were you committing 
crime/s? 

B30b What type of crime/s? 
B30c Were you committing more or less crime/s than usual in the 6months 

before you came to prison? 

B31 In the 6 months before you came to prison, how much money per week did 
you get from committing crime? 

B32a Have there been any times when you committed less crimes than usual? 
If yes 

B32b Why? (e.g. friends in prison, got a job etc.) 

B33a Have there been any times when you didn't commit any crimes at all? 
(significant gaps in offending) 

If yes 
B33b Why? (e.g. time spent in prison, other life events, drug rehab etc.) 
B33c Why did you take up crime again after the gap/s? 

B34 In the 6 months before you came to prison, were any of your friends or family 
committing crimes? 
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C. Burglary 

C35 How old were you when you committed your first burglary? 

C36 How many burglaries have you committed in your life? 

C37 How many times have you been charged with burglary? 

C38 Was there any type of place you preferred to burgle? 
If yes, prompt for details 

C39 Was there a time of day you preferred to commit burglary? 
If yes, prompt for details 

C40 Were there any days ofthe week you preferred to commit burglary? 
If yes, prompt for details 

C41 Was there any time of year you preferred to commit burglary? 
(eg. Holiday periods/days eg New Years Eve, Xmas) 
if yes, prompt for details 

C42 What usually made you decide to commit a burglary? 
(eg. need for money/drugs, boredom, peer pressure) 

C43 Did you usually commit burglaries near to where you lived or travel? 

C44 Were there any suburbs where you preferred to commit burglaries? 

C45a Did you need transport to commit burglaries? 
If yes, prompt for details 

C45b Did you ever use stolen cars to commit burglaries? 

C46a Did you generally commit burglaries on your own or with others? 
lfwith others 
C46b Who did you usually committed burglaries with? (eg. friends/relatives) 
C46c Did they live locally? 

C47a How did you go about choosing a victim or target to burgle? 
C47b What sorts of things did you think about when choosing a target? 

C48 Did you usually plan your burglaries? 

C49 Did you usually know the victim? 

C50a Did you target any type of victim? 
(e.g. elderly and/or single parent) 
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If yes, 
C50b Why? 

C51 a Did it matter if the anyone was in the target at the time? 
If yes, 
C51 b How did you work out whether there was someone in the target? 

C52 How did you usually get into the target? 

C53 How good do you think the police are at: 
a) catching burglars; 
b) stopping burglaries from happening 

C54a Have you heard of police diversionary conferencing? 
(eg. when police sit down with the offender and the victim and talk about what the 
crime and what to do about it) 

If yes 
C54b Do you think it is likely to stop people from committing more crimes? 

C55 Have you heard of Project Samaritan? 
If yes, prompt for details 

C56 Out of 10, how good do you think the following security measures are 
at stopping burglaries? (Prompt for explanation for score) 

a) Dog 
b) Burglar alarm 
c) Deadlocks on doors 
d) Window locks 
e) Neighbourhood Watch 
f) Property engraving/UV marking 

D. Repeat Burglaries 

D57a Have you ever burgled the same target more than once? 
If yes, 
D57b Why? (describe circumstances) 
D57c How long after first burglary and why? 

D58 Is this something you would often do - burgle a target more than once? 
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D59a Have you ever decided to burgle a target a second time but been stopped 
(deterred)? 

If yes, 
D59b Why? 
D59c Did you burgle some other place instead? 
D59d What (else) would have stopped you from burgling a target a second time? 
D60 Did you ever tell other burglars about successful burglaries you committed and 

vice versa? 

D61 a Have you ever burgled a target after hearing about a previous successful 
burglary at the same place committed by someone else? 

If yes, 
D61 b Describe circumstances. 

E. Stolen Goods 

E62a What sort of things would you usually steal? 
E62b Why? 
E63 How did you decide what to steal? 

E64a Were there certain things you preferred to steal if available 
(eg.jewelle1y, cash, TV, video, computer, playstation)? 

If yes, 
E64b Why would you prefer to steal those things? 

(eg. easy to cany, dispose of etc.) 

E64c How much money would you usually get for each thing? 

E65 How did you usually carry goods away from the premises? 
(eg. use of doona, bags, pillow case, car etc) 

E66 Have you ever used a stolen car to transport stolen goods? 

E67a Have you ever stolen goods to order? 
E67b Who placed the order/s? 
E67c Where and how were orders the placed? 
E67d Did you steal to order on a regular basis? 

E68a How did you get rid of the stolen property? 
E68b Did your method of getting rid of it vary? 
E68c How quickly did you get rid of the stolen property? 
E68d Did you ever need to store the stolen property? 
If yes, 
E68e Where would you generally store it? 
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E69 Do you think the people who bought property from you direct knew it was 
stolen? 

E70 What did you spend the money you got for the stolen property on? 

E 71 Did you ever trade stolen property for drugs? 

E72 Do you think it is likely that any of the victims you burgled claimed 
more property on their insurance than you stole, or claimed a higher value than 
the property was worth? 

F. Drug/alcohol use 

F73 Have you ever used drugs and/or alcohol? 

F74a In the 6 months before you came to prison were you using drugs and/or 
alcohol? 

if yes prompt for details 
F7 4b Substances used. 
F7 4c Frequency 
F7 4d Cost etc. 
if applicable, 
F75 How old were you when you started drinking alcohol? 
F76 How old were you when you started using drugs? 
F77 What came first - offending or drug/alcohol use? 
F78 Have you ever been drug/alcohol dependent? 
F79 Have you ever been in a treatment program or on methadone? 

F80a Have you ever take drugs/alcohol just before committing a crime? 
/[yes, 
F80b Why? 

(e.g. to build up courage to commit the crime, reduce fear of getting caught, 
enhance excitement etc.) 

G. Motivation for committing crimes 

F81 What were your main reasons for committing crimes? 

F82a Did you prefer to commit burglaries rather than other crimes? 
If yes 
F82b Why? 

F83 Did you ever worry about getting caught? 

F84 How likely did you think it was that you would get caught? 

350 



F85a Did you ever worry about what sentence you might get? 
If worried 
F85b What were you more worried about - getting caught or the sentence 

you might receive? 
If not worried 
F85c Why not?? 

(eg. didn't think would get caught) 

F86 How do you think burglars get caught? 
(eg. fingerprints, co-offender or someone else a "grass'') 

F87a Did you take any precautions to avoid getting caught? (eg. balaclavas, 
gloves etc.) 
If yes, prompt for details about precautions taken 

F87b What impact do you think DNA will have on burglary? (Do you think burglars 
will burglars take additional precautions?) 

F87c How do you think people can be prevented from committing burglary. (eg. 
what sort of program/activities in prison would help?) 

Likelihood of committing additional crimels when released from prison 

F88a How likely do you think it is that you will commit a crime when you 
are released from prison? 

F88b Why? 

If think it is likely will commit a crime 
F89 What sort of crime/s do you think you might commit? 
F90 Are you worried about DNA? 
F9la Do you think you will take any additional precautions? 
If yes, 
F91 b What additional precaution/s will you take? 

F92 Would anything make you stop committing crime? 
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BURGLARY OFFENCE CONVICTED OF DETAILS 

Prompt for details of burglary last burglary offence convicted of and currently serving 
sentence for 

Location of target (suburb)? 
How was target selected? 
Where were you when you decided to burgle the premises? 
Time committed? 
Was offence committed alone or with others? 
Were victim/sat home? 
Motivation? 
Under the influence of drugs/alcohol at time? 
Property stolen and why? 
How planned to dispose of property? 
How do you think police caught you? 
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Repeat Residential Burglary Victimisation in Tasmania 

'Information Sheet' 

The name of the person who will be interviewing you is Vanessa Goodwin, a student 
from the University of Tasmania. Vanessa also works for the Crime Prevention and 
Community Safety Council. 

The aim of the research is to find out more about burglary, especially why some 
people are burgled repeatedly. In the interview you will be asked some questions 
about your background and involvement in burglary. You will only be asked to 
provide general information about burglaries you have already committed. 

For your own protection, please do not discuss any crimes you may be planning to 
commit in the future, or provide any specific details about crimes you have committed 
which you have not been convicted of. 

With your permission the interview will be taped. However, your identity will be 
protected and whatever you say will be kept completely confidential. The only people 
who will have access to the tapes are Vanessa Goodwin and her two University 
Supervisors, Kate Warner and Rob White. 

If you have any concerns about the research you can write to Vanessa's Supervisors at 
the following address: 

Kate Warner and Rob White 
Law School 
University of Tasmania 
Box 252-01 
Hobart TAS 7001 

You can also contact Vanessa, Kate or Rob by phone via the Education section of 
Risdon Prison. 

You don't have to do this interview if you don't want to. Also, you can decline to 
answer any questions you don't want to. Finally, you can stop the interview and leave 
at anytime you want. 

The University ethics committee has approved the research. 
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Repeat Residential Burglary Victimisation In Tasmania 

PhD Research By Vanessa Goodwin 

INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM 

Name: 

I agree that the purpose ofVanessa's PhD research has been explained to me and I 
consent to be interviewed. 

Signature Date 
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Repeat Residential Burglarv Victimisation in Tasmania 

Interview Schedule for Repeat Burglary Victims 

DESCRIPTION OF RESIDENCE 

1. How long have you lived at this address? 

Less than 6 months D 
Between 6-12 months D 
12mths - 2 years D 
3-5 years D 
More than 5 years D 

2. Does someone in your household own this residence or is it rented? 

O"wned or being bought D 
Rented - public housing D 
Rented from private landlord D 
Tied to ajob D 
Other D 

Please give details 

3. What type of dwelling do you have? 

Separate house D 
Semi detached/terrace/tovmhouse D 
Flat/unit/apartment 

* on ground level D 
* not on ground level D 

Other dwelling D 

Please give details 

4. How visible is your dwelling from the street? 

Can be completely seen D 
Is partially screened 
(by shrubs, a high fence or wall) D 
Can't be seen at all D 
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5a. Is your residence visible to one or more of your neighbours? 

Yes D 
No D 

If yes, how many neighbours can see the residence ... ............ . 

5b. Is your residence surrounded wholly or partially by a fence? 

Wholly D 
Partially D 
No fence D 

6. Do you live 
(Tick as many as applicable) 

Next to a laneway/bicycle path 
On a comer block 

D 
D 

In a cul-de-sac (includes 'place' & 'court') D 
In another dead-end street? D 
None ofthe above D 

7. Do you live within about 100 metres/1 00 yards of any of the following? 

A park/playing field/reserve/bushland/beach D 
A pub/hotel/club or other licensed premises D 
A primary school D 
A secondary school, high school or college D 
A late-closing shop or petrol station D 
Other shops/shopping centres/commercial premises D 
A bus stop D 
None ofthe above D 

I Please give details (especially re park/beach etc.) 

8a. How much motor vehicte traffic is there on the street where you live? 
(Very busy = constant motor vehicle trajjic all day and night) 

1 
very quiet 

2 
quiet 

3 4 
busy 

5 
very busy 
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8b.. How much pedestrian traffic is there on the street where you live? 
(Very busy = constant pedestrian traffic all day and night) 

1 
very quiet 

2 
quiet 

3 4 
busy 

5 
very busy 

9. During the week, how many hours per day would your residence be 
unoccupied? 

Never D 
Less than 2 hours D 
2-5 hours D 
6-10 hours D 
more than 10 hours D 

10. On weekends, how many hours per day would your residence be unoccupied? 

Never D 
Less than 2 hours D 
2-5 hours D 
6-10 hours D 
more than 1 0 hours D 

11. How many nights per week would your house be unoccupied? 

Never D 
1 or2 D 
3-5 D 
Morethan5 D 

12. How many weeks a year would your house be unoccupied? (eg. when you are 
away on holidays) 

Never D 
Less than 2 weeks D 
2-4 weeks D 
5-8 weeks D 
More than 8 weeks D 

If more than 8 weeks, specify number of weeks ... ..... . ....... . 
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13. What type of household do you live in? 

Single adult D 
Single adult with child/ren 

* child/ren under 16 D 
* child/ren over 16 D 

Couple with children 
* child/ren under 16 D 
* child/ren over 16 

Couple with no children 
Group household 
Other household 

Please give details 

D 
D 
D 
D 

14. What is the total number of people living in your household? 

15. What is the age of the youngest person in the household? 

16. What is the age of the oldest person in the household 

17a. What is your employment status? 

Employed 
* Full time D 
* Part time 
* Casual 

Unemployed 
Student 
Retired 
Pensioner 
Disability pensioner 
Home duties 
Other 

Please give details 

If employed 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

17b. What is your occupation .............................................................. . 
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18. What is the employment status of the other people (apart from children under 
16) living in your household? 

No. of persons 
Employed 

* Full time D ......... 
* Part time D ......... 
* Casual D ......... 

Unemployed D 
Student D ......... 
Retired D ......... 
Pensioner D ......... 
Disability pensioner D ......... 
Home duties D ......... 
Other D ......... 

Please give details No. ofpersons 

19. What would you estimate would be the average weekly income of your 
household? 

$ ................................... . 

BURGLARY DETAILS 

20a. When do you think your latest burglary occurred - during the week or at the 
weekend? (Weekend= Fri 6pm to Man 6am) 

During week D 
At weekend D 
Not sure D 

20b. Previous burglaries?? 

1 2 3 
During week D During week D During week 
At weekend D At weekend D At weekend 
Not sure D Not sure D Not sure 

21a. Were you or anyone else at home at the time of the latest burglary? 

Yes D 
No D 

D 
D 
D 
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2lb. Previous burglary?? 

1 
Yes 0 
No 0 

2 
Yes D 
No D 

3 
Yes D 
No D 

22a. For any of the burglaries, was the house unoccupied because you were away 
on holidays at the time? 

Yes, all D 
Yes, first burglary D 
Yes, second burglary D 
Yes, third burglary D 
Yes, fourth burglary D 
No 0 

22b. If house unoccupied please give details. 

23a. At what time of day do you think the latest burglary occurred? 

Morning ( 6am - noon) D 
Afternoon (noon-6pm) D 
Evening (6pm-midnight) 0 
Night (midnight - 6am) D ------- -- - -

Don't know D 
' ' 

-- ·------- ---- -- ----- -- --- ------ - -

·l 
23b. Previous burglaries?? I 

' 
1 

Morning ( 6am - noon) D 
/ Afternoon (noon-6pm) D 
' 

Evening (6pm-midnight) D 1 

Night (midnight - 6am) D 
Don't know D ., 

2 
Morning ( 6am - noon) D UTAS Afternoon (noon-6pm) D 
Evening (6pm-midnight) D 
Night (midnight - 6am) D 
Don't know D 
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3 
Morning (6am- noon) 0 
Afternoon (noon-6pm) 0 
Evening (6pm-midnight) 0 
Night (midnight - 6am) 0 
Don'tknow 0 

24a. How did the burglar/s gain entry to your premises in the latest burglary? 

24b. How did the burglar/s gain entry in the previous burglaries? 

1 

2 

3 

25a. Is there anyone you think might be responsible for either of the burglaries? 

Yes, all burglaries 0 
Yes, first burglary 0 
Yes, second burglary 0 
Yes, third burglary 0 
Yes, fourth burglary 0 
No D 

25b. Why do you think this person/these persons might be responsible? 
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25c. How do you know this person/these persons? 

Acquaintance D 
Friend D 
Family member D 
Other relative D 
Ex-partner D 
Other D 

Please give details 

26. Do you think the same person/s might have committed more than one, or all, 
of the burglaries? 

Yes D 
No D 
Don'tknow D 

27. Why do you think the same person/s are responsible for all/some burglaries? 
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SECURITY MEASURES 

28. Which of the following security measures do you currently have in place? 

Dog D 
Burglar alarm D 
Deadlocks 

* On all doors D 
* On some doors D 

Security screens 
* On all doors D 
* On some doors D 

Outside lighting 
* Sensor lights D 
* Other D 

Property engraved 
Window locks 

* On all windows D 
* On some windows D 

Bars grilles or security shutters 
* On all windows D 
* On some windows D 

29. Were all these measures in place at the time of all burglaries? 

30. 

Yes D 
No D 

Which measures did you install after being burgled? 

Dog 
Burglar alarm 
Deadlocks 
Security screens 
Outside lighting 
Property engraved 
Window locks 
Bars grilles or 
security shutters 

1st burg 2nd burg 3rd burg 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 
D D D 

D D D 

32. Do you plan to install any additional security measures? 

Yes D 
No D 
Don'tknow D 

4th burg 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

D 
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33. What security measures do you plan to install? 

Dog D 
Burglar alarm D 
Deadlocks D 
Security screens D 
Outside lighting D 
Property engraved 0 
Window locks 0 
Bars grilles or 
security shutters 0 
Other D 

Please give details 

34. Is there any particular reason why you aren't going to install any additional 
security measures? 

Can't afford to D 
Don't think it is necessary D 
Residence rented/owned by someone else D 
Other D 

Please give details 

35a. Are there any particular precautions you take when going out at night or away 
on holiday to reduce your risk of being burgled? 

Leave light/TV /radio on D 
Use automatic timers D 
Close blinds D 
Ask someone to collect mail D 
Leave car in the driveway D 
Leave washing on the line D 
Other D 

Please give details 
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35b. Have you always taken this/these precautions or did you start taking them after 
you were burgled? 

Always taken D 
Started after first burglary D 
Started after second burglary D 
Started after third burglary D 
Started after fourth burglary D 

SATISFACTION WITH POLICE 

36. Do you think that overall the police do a good job in Tasmania? 

Yes D 
No D 
Don'tknow D 

37a. How satisfied were you with the service you received from Tasmania Police in 
relation to your burglaries? 

Very satisfied D 
Satisfied D 
Dissatisfied D 
Very dissatisfied D 
Don'tknow D 

37b. Reason!s for satisfaction/dissatisfaction 
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37c. What would increase you satisfaction with police? 

Already satisfied D 
Being kept informed/followed up D 
Catching the offenders D 
Recovering the property stolen D 
Crime prevention advice D 
Faster response time D 
Other D 

Please give details 

OTHER BURGLARIES AT THE SAME ADDRESS 

38a. Apart from the burglaries you reported to the police, has your residence been 
burgled (or has an attempt been made to burgle it) on any other occasion in the 
last 12 months? 

Yes D 
No D 

38b. No of previous unreported burglaries/attempts 
Number 

Attempts 
Burglaries 

38c. When did this/these burglaries/attempts take place? 

38d. What were the circumstances? 

Please give details 
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39. Why didn't you report this burglary/these burglaries to police? 

Too trivial D 
Didn't think it was necessary D 
Didn't think the police could do anything D 
Afraid of reprisals D 
Othcr D 

Please give details 

40. Why do you think your residence has been repeatedly burgled? 

House in an isolated area D 
Poor security D 
Valuable things to steal D 
Insurance-replaced items stolen D 
Part of an ongoing dispute D 
Other D 

Please give details 

INSURANCE 

41. Do you have house and contents insurance? 

Yes D 
No D 

42. Did you have house and contents insurance at the time of all burglaries? 

Yes, all burglaries D 
Yes, first burglary D 
Yes, second burglary D 
Yes, third burglary D 
Yes, fourth burglary D 
No D 
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43. Why don't you currently have house and contents insurance? 

Can't afford it 0 
Can't get it (premises too high risk) 0 
Don't think it is necessary 0 
Other D 

Please give details 

OTHER VICTIM/SAT/ON EXPERIENCE 

44. Apart from the burglaries we have already discussed, have you (or anyone else 
in you household) been the victim of any other crimes in the last 5 years? 

l:es 0 
No 0 
Don'tknow D 

44b. If yes, please indicate which crimes. 

No. Reported? Victim 
Assault D 
Burglary 0 
Motor vehicle stealing 0 
Motor vehicle burglary 0 
Stealing D 
Burglary (same premises) D 
Burglary (different premises) 0 

Other 0 

Please give details 

Type No. Reported Victim 
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NEIGHBOURHOOD 

45a. Are there any crime or nuisance problems in your neighbourhood? 

Yes D 
No D 
Don'tknow D 

45b. What are the crime or nuisance problems? 
(Tick as many as applicable) 

Residential Burglary D 
Motor Vehicle theft D 
Motor Vehicle Burglary D 
Other theft D 
Vandalism/graffiti/damage to property D 
Arson D 
Problems with neighbours D 
Domestic problems D 
Louts/youth gangs D 
Prowlers/loiterers D 
Dangerous/noisy driving D 
Drunken or disorderly behaviour D 
Illegal drugs D 
Persons being mugged or robbed D 
Sexual assault D 
Other assault D 
Oilicr D 

I Please give details 

46. Are most of the people in your neighbourhood home owners/buyers or 
renters? 

Owners/buyers D 
Renters D 
Mixed D 
Don'tknow D 
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47a. How well do you know your neighbours? 

Never met them D 
Know them by sight D 
Say "hello" when I see them D 
Talk to them on a regular basis D 
Socialise with them D 
Know them well D 
We look out for each other D 
Other D 

Please give details 

47b. How many of your neighbours would you know by name? 

48a. What do you like about your neighbourhood? 

48b. What don't you like about your neighbourhood? 

49a. Are you a member of any local community or sports organisation? 

Yes D 
No D 

If yes, please give details 
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49b. Did you vote in the last local government election? 

Yes Dl 
No 02 

If no 
49c. Why didn't you vote in the last local government election? 

50. Is your neighbourhood in a Neighbourhood Watch area? 

Yes D 
No D 
Don'tknow D 

If dwelling in NHW area 
51. Are you actively involved in Neighbourhood Watch ( eg. go to meetings, 

deliver newspapers etc.) 

Yes D 
No D 

If no, why not 

52. Do most of your friends live in your neighbourhood? 

Yes D 
No D 
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53. How safe do you think your neighbourhood is during the day? 

Very safe D 
Safe D 
Unsafe D 
Very unsafe D 
Don'tknow D 

If considered unsafe - why 

54. How safe do you think your neighbourhood is at night (after dark)? 

Very safe D 
Safe D 
Unsafe D 
Very unsafe D 
Don'tknow D 

If considered unsafe - why 

55. Is the population of your neighbourhood relatively stable or are their different 
people moving in all the time? 

Very stable D 
Relatively stable D 
Unstable D 
Very unstable D 

56. Are there many young families in your neighbourhood or are the residents 
mainly older people? 

Give details 
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57 a. How likely do you think it is that your neighbours would report suspicious 
activity to the police? 

Very likely D 
Likely D 
Unlikely D 
Very unlikely D 
Don'tknow D 

57b. How likely do you think it is that your neighbours would report a crime 
committed against them to the police? 

Very likely D 
Likely D 
Unlikely D 
Very unlikely D 
Don'tknow D 

Informal social control 

58. How likely do you think it is that your neighbours would intervene in the 
following situations? 

a) children absent from school or hanging out on a street comer 

Very likely D 
Likely D 
Unlikely D 
Very unlikely D 
Don'tknow D 

b) children spray-painting graffiti on a local building 

Very likely D 
Likely D 
Unlikely D 
Very unlikely D 
Don'tknow D 

c) children showing disrespect to an adult 

Very likely D 
Likely D 
Unlikely D 
Very unlikely D 
Don'tknow D 
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d) a fight breaking out in front of your house 

Very likely D 
Likely D 
Unlikely D 
Very unlikely D 
Don'tknow D 

e) the fire station closest to the neighbourhood is threatened with budget cuts 

Very likely D 
Likely D 
Unlikely D 
Very unlikely D 
Don'tknow D 

Social cohesion 

59. Please indicate how strongly you agree (from 1-5) with the following 
statements about your neighbourhood. 

a) People around here are willing to help their neighbours 

1 
Strongly agree 

2 

b) This is a close-knit neighbourhood 

1 2 3 
Strongly agree 

3 

4 

c) People in this neighbourhood can be trusted 

1 2 3 4 
Strongly agree 

4 5 
Strongly disagree 

5 
Strongly disagree 

5 
Strongly disagree 

d) People in this neighbourhood generally don't get along with each other 

1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly agree Strongly disagree 

e) People in this neighbourhood do not share the same values 

1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly agree Strongly disagree 
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For long term residents 
60. Do you think your neighbourhood changed much over the years you have 

lived here? 

l:es [] 
No [] 
Don't know [] 

If yes, please give details as to how the neighbourhood has changed 

Stolen Property 
61 a. In the last 12 months have you ever been offered goods to buy which you 

believed to be stolen? 

l:es [] 
No [] 
Refused to answer [] 

If yes 
61 b. How many times have you been offered stolen goods in the last 12 months? 

61c. Where were you offered the goods? 

I 
61d. What sort of goods were they? 

61e. Did you know the person/s offering you the goods? 
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61f. Did you report this to the police? 

Yes 
No 

If no, why didn't you report it to the police 

62a. In your lifetime, have you ever been offered goods to buy which you 
believed to be stolen? 

Yes D 
No D 
Refused to answer D 

If yes 
62b. How many times have you been offered stolen goods? 

62c. Where were you offered the goods? 

62d. What sort of goods were they? 

62e. Did you know the person!s offering you the goods? 
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62f. Did you report this to the police? 

Yes 
No 

Jfno, why didn't you report it to the police 

63. How many of your neighbours do you think have purchased stolen goods e.g. 
for their house or car? 

A lot D 
Quite a few D 
Not very manyD 
None at all D 
Don't know D 
Refused to answer D 

64. Have you ever purchased goods which you thought might have been stolen? 

Yes D 
No D 
Refused to answer D 

64b. Jf yes, give details of goods where purchased, what purchased & from whom 
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False Reports to Police 

65. Has anyone you know ever made a false report to police? 

Yes 0 
No 0 
Refused 0 

If yes, prompt for details re circumstances 

66. Has anyone you know ever committed insurance fraud ( eg. invented a claim, 
exaggerated loss etc.)? 

Yes 0 
No 0 
Refused 0 

If yes, prompt for details re circumstances 

67. Have you ever made a false report to police? 

Yes 0 
No 0 
Refused 0 

If yes, prompt for details re circumstances 
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68. Have you ever committed insurance fraud? 

~es [] 
No [] 
Refused [] 

If yes, prompt for details re circumstances 
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Repeat Residential Burglary Victimisation in Tasmania 
'Information Sheet' 

The purpose of the research is to investigate why some people have their homes 
burgled repeatedly in Tasmania, and to identify effective strategies to prevent repeat 
burglaries. 

The name of the person who will be interviewing you is Vanessa Goodwin, a PhD 
student from the University of Tasmania. This study is being undertaken as part of her 
PhD studies in law. Vanessa is also employed in the Secretariat of the Crime 
Prevention and Community Safety Council, and has responsibility for managing 
Project Samaritan, a project which aims to prevent repeat burglaries by providing 
burglary victims with crime prevention advice and support. 

One of the main aims of the research is to try and identify possible risk factors to 
explain why some people are burgled repeatedly. Therefore you will be asked some 
questions about: the burglaries you have experienced; the location of your residence; 
your security measures; your household composition; characteristics of your 
neighbourhood; and other experiences of crime you might have had. 

The information you provide will be recorded on a questionnaire sheet. However, 
your identity will be protected and whatever you say will be kept completely 
confidential. The only people who will have access to the information you provide are 
Vanessa Goodv.in and her PhD Supervisors. 

If you have any concerns about the research or would like some further information 
you should contact one of the Chief Investigators (Vanessa's Supervisors) from the 
University ofTasmania: 

Professor Kate Warner 
Phone: (03) 6226 2067 

Associate Professor Rob White 
Phone: (03) 6226 2747 

Your participation in this interview is entirely voluntary. You can decline to answer 
any questions you don't want to, and you can conclude the interview at anytime you 
want to. 

This study has received ethics approval from the University Human Research Ethics 
Committee. If you have any concerns of an ethical nature about the manner in which 
the project is conducted, y_ou may contact Chris Hooper, Executive Officer, 
University Human Research Ethics Committee, phone (03) 6226 2763. 
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Repeat Residential Burglary Victimisation In Tasmania 

PhD Research By Vanessa Goodwin 

INTERVIEW CONSENT FORM 

Name: 

Address: 

Suburb: 

Phone Number: 

Please tick the relevant box and sign below 

D I am willing to be interviewed, and consent to Tasmania Police 
forwarding my contact details to the researcher 

D I do not want to be interviewed 

Signature Date 

Please return this form in the reply paid envelope provided. 
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7 January 2003 

«Title» «Name» «Surname» 
«Address» 
«Suburb» «Postcode» 

Dear «Title» «Surname» 

Re: Burglary Prevention Research 

We are writing to request you to participate in an interview as part of a burglary prevention 
research project. The purpose of the research is to investigate why some people have their 
homes burgled repeatedly in Tasmania, and to identify effective strategies to prevent repeat 
burglaries. 

The project is being undertaken by Ms Vanessa Goodwin, a PhD student at the University of 
Tasmania. Vanessa also works in the Crime Prevention and Community Safety Council 
Secretariat, and has responsibility for managing Project Samaritan, a project which aims to 
prevent repeat victimisation by providing burglary victims with crime prevention advice and 
support. 

One of the main aims of the research is to try and identify possible risk factors to explain why 
some people are burgled repeatedly. Therefore you would be asked some questions about: the 
burglaries you have experienced; the location of your residence; your security measures; your 
household; characteristics of your neighbourhood; and other experiences of crime you might 
have had. 

The interview should take approximately 20 minutes, and can either be completed over the 
phone, or Vanessa can visit you and interview you face-to-face. 

Please could you indicate whether you are willing to be interviewed by completing the 
attached form and returning it in the reply paid envelope provided. Even if you do not want to 
be interviewed, please indicate this on the form and return it to avoid receiving a follow-up 
letter. 

If you have any queries about the research please don't hesitate to contact Vanessa Goodwin 
W 6230 2884, or one of her Supervisors: Professor Kate Warner W 6226 2067 or Associate 
Professor Rob White W 6226 2747. 

This letter has been sent to you by Tasmania Police on our behalf. Please be assured that your 
name and contact details have not been provided to us, and will not be unless you consent to 
be interviewed. 

Yours sincerely, 

Professor Kate Warner 
Associate Professor Rob White 
Vanessa Goodwin 
Faculty of Law, University of Tasmania 
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Repeat Residential Burglary Victimisation in Tasmania 

Interview Schedule for Insurance Industry Representatives 

Burglary 
1a. Do you think the residential burglary rate has increased in Tasmania over the 

last 10 years? 
1 b. If yes, why do you think it has increased? 

2a. Has the number and/or value of insurance claims increased over the last 10 
years? 

2b. If yes, why? 

3a. Do a greater or lesser proportion of people have house & contents insurance 
now compared to say 10 years ago? 

3b. Why do you think this is? 

4a. Do you think people are more worried about being burgled today than say 10 
years ago? 

4b. If yes, why? (e.g. because they realise they are at greater risk, ' scare' 
campaigns etc.) 

5a. Do you think there are particular areas which are 'hot spots' for burglary 
and/or insurance claims? 

5b. Why do you think these areas are 'hot spots' ? 

6a. Are their particular items which appear to be particularly attractive to 
burglars? 

6b. Why do you think they are? 

Repeat Victimisation 
7. What proportion of claimants are repeat victims? 

8a. Is this proportion increasing? 
8b. If yes, why do you think it is increasing? 

9a. Are there particular areas which appear to be 'hot spots' for repeat 
victimisation? 

9b. Why do you think they are 'hot spots' ? 

1 Oa. Are there particular items that are stolen repeatedly? 
1 Ob. Why do you think they are such attractive targets? 

11. Do you think there is an 'insurance effect' with repeat victimisation? E.g. 
targets hit again after goods likely to have been replaced. 
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Security measures 
12a. Do you think security measures can effectively prevent burglary? 
12b. Which ones and why? 
12c. Do your insurance company provide burglary prevention advice to 

policyholders? (Prompt for details- what sort of advice, at what stage?) 

Insurance premiums 
13. Roughly, what is your company's share of the market for house and contents 

insurance in Tasmania? 

14a. Do you think your client profile is different that of other insurance companies? 
14b. If yes, how is it different? 

15a. How are insurance premiums calculated? 
15b. What factors are taken into consideration? 
15c. Are there certain areas where the insurance premiums are much higher? 
15d. Why are they higher in those areas? 

16a. What sorts of discounts are given for security measures? 
16b. Do you ever make insurance conditional on the installation of additional 

measures e.g. after a burglary? 

Insurance Fraud 
17. What types of fraud are there? (e.g. false claim, exaggerated claim etc.) 

18a. How common do you think this is? 
18b. How are suspicious claims identified? 
18c. What are the indicators? 

19a. What proportion are investigated? 
19b. How are they investigated? 
19c. Do you involve the police? 

20a. Do you think insurance fraud has become more common over the last 1 0 
years. 

20b. If yes, why do you think this is? 

21a. What do you think motivates people to make a false claim? 
21b. How do you think they justify it? 

22a. Are there particular areas where there appear to be more false claims? 
22b. Why do you think this is? 

23a. What happens if an investigator finds that an insurance claim is false or 
exaggerated? 

23b. Do you inform the police? 
23c. Are criminal proceedings instituted? 
23d. In what circumstances? 
23e. If not, why not? 
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24. What action is taken to prevent the claimant making a false claim against 
another insurance company? 

25a. What impact does insurance fraud have on the industry? 
25b. What impact does it have on the community? (e.g. higher insurance 
premiums) 

26a. Do the Police inform you about suspected false reports? 
26b. Is there some sort of protocol/agreement in place to facilitate this? 

27. How do you think insurance fraud can be prevented? 

DNA 

28. What impact do you think DNA will have on burglary? 
29. Do you think there are any implications for the insurance industry? 

385 



Repeat Residential Burglary Victimisation in Tasmania 
'Information Sheet' 

The aims of the research are: 
• to investigate the phenomenon of repeat residential burglary victimisation m 

Tasmania; 
• to identify possible explanations and risk factors for repeat victimisation; and 
• to identify effective strategies to prevent repeat burglary victimisation. 

The name of the person who will be interviewing you is Vanessa Goodwin, a PhD 
student from the University of Tasmania. This study is being undertaken as part ofher 
PhD studies in law. 

One of the main aims of the research is to try and identify possible risk factors which 
might explain: 

a) why some people are burgled repeatedly; and 
b) why some suburbs appear to have higher rates of burglary and repeat 

victimisation. 

Depending on your area of expertise, a number of key themes will be explored with 
you in the interview which may include: 

• explanations for burglary, repeat victimisation and hot spots; 
• motivation for offending; 
• insurance fraud and other types of false reporting; 
• housing allocation policies; and 
• insurance industry practices with regard to risk assessment and the 

determination of premiums. 

With your permission the interview will be taped. However, your identity will be 
protected and whatever you say will be kept completely confidential. The only people 
who will have access to the information you provide are Vanessa Goodwin and her 
PhD Supervisors. 

If you have any concerns about the research or would like some further information 
you should contact one of the Chief Investigators (Vanessa's Supervisors) from the 
University ofTasmania: 

Professor Kate Warner 
Phone: (03) 6226 2067 

Associate Professor Rob White 
Phone: (03) 6226 2877 

Your participation in this interview is entirely voluntary. You can decline to answer 
any questions and conclude the interview at anytime you want to. 

This study has received ethics approval for the University Human Research Ethics 
Committee. 
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6 February 2001 

Dear 

REPEAT BURGLARY RESEARCH 

I am writing to inform you about research being undertaken by Ms Vanessa Goodwin 
as part of her PhD studies in Law at the University of Tasmania. The topic of 
Vanessa's research is: Repeat Residential Burglary Victimisation in Tasmania. The 
aims of the research are to: 

• investigate the phenomenon of repeat residential burglary victimisation 
in Tasmania and the extent to which it may account for the high 
burglary rate; 

• identify possible explanations and risk factors for repeat victimisation; 
and 

• identify effective strategies to prevent repeat burglary victimisation. 

Vanessa is employed in the Secretariat of the Crime Prevention and Community 
Safety Council, and is responsible for managing Project Samaritan which aims to 
prevent repeat victimisation by providing burglary victims with crime prevention 
advice and support. 

As part of her research, Vanessa is proposing to interview a number of 'experts' , 
including insurance industry representatives, about burglary, repeat victimisation and 
insurance fraud. Please find attached a draft interview schedule which outlines the 
type of questions she will be seeking to ask in the interview. Other 'experts' to be 
interviewed will include police, magistrates, lawyers, and probation officers. The 
research will also incorporate interviews with burglary victims. 

Over the next couple of months Vanessa will be approaching insurance industry 
representatives to request their participation in an interview. If you would like to 
volunteer to be interviewed or have any queries concerning the research, Vanessa can 
be contacted by phone on 'a 6230 2884 or by email: 
vanessa.goodwin@police.tas.gov.au 

Yours sincerely 

Brian Aherne 
Insurance Council of Australia 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR POLICE OFFICERS 

Overview of subject's background and experience 
A. Please could you provide a brief overview of your background and 

expenence. 

B What is your current position, and area of responsibility? 

Burglary 
1 a. Do you think the residential burglary rate has increased in Tasmania? 
1 b. If yes, over what period and why do you think it has increased? 

2a. Do you think there are particular 'hot spots' for burglary? 
2b. If yes, where are they? 
2c. Why do you think these areas are 'hot spots'? 

3a. In what proportion of burglaries do you think the victim is known to the 
offender? (e.g. friend, relative, ex-partner etc.) 

3b. What sort of victim/offender relationship do you think is most common? 

4a. Are there particular items which appear to be particularly attractive to 
burglars? 

4b. Why do you think they are? 

5a. Are there some types of victim who seem to be particularly vulnerable to 
burglary? 

5b. Why do you think this is? (e.g. elderly people who hide money in their 
home) 

6. What do you think motivates people to commit burglary? 

7. Do you think there are different types of burglar [e.g. opportunistic vs 
professional] 

8a. Do you think most people report burglaries to the police? 
8b. Why/why not? 

9a. Do you think there is a relationship between burglary and drugs/alcohol? 
9b. What sort of relationship? 

-
1 Oa. Do you think most offenders commit burglaries alone or in company of 

with others? 
lOb. Who are the 'others'? (e.g. friends, associates, relatives) 

11. Do you think most burglars specialise in burglary or commit other types of 
crime? 

12a. How do you think people first become involved in burglary/other crime? 
(peer/family influence?) 

388 



INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR POLICE OFFICERS 

12b. What makes people stop committing crimes? 

12c. In the 1970s, quite a bit of research was done in Tasmania by a psychiatrist 
called Cunningham Dax on some families with a variety of social problems 
including involvement in crime. Do you think there are still such families 
involved in crime in Tasmania? Why do you think they are involved in crime? 
Prompt for elaboration. 

Repeat Burglaries 
13a. Why do you think some people are burgled repeatedly? 
13b. Do you think the same offender/s may be responsible? 
13c. Do you think there is an 'insurance effect' in some ·cases? ( eg. burglars 

return to steal the replacement goods?) 

14a. Do you think repeat victimisation is on the increase? 
14b. If yes, why? 

Stolen Property 
15. How do you think burglars dispose of stolen property in Tasmania? 

16a. Do you think most people who buy stolen goods know they are stolen? 
16b. If yes, why do you think people buy stolen property? 
16c. What sort of people in Tasmania do you think buy stolen property? 
16d. Where/how do you think people purchase stolen property in Tasmania? 

17a. Do you think burglars steal to order in Tasmania? 
17b. To what extent do you think burglary is market driven? 

Security Measures 
18. What security measures do you think are effective under what 

circumstances? 

False reporting 
19a. Do you think some people make false reports ofburglary to police? 19b. 

Why do they make false reports? 

20a. What proportion ofburglary reports do you think might be false? (estimate of 
all false reports, including insurance fraud, estimate what proportion of these 
would be insurance fraud) 

20b. What sort of things would make you suspect a burglary report is false? 

21. Do you think false reporting is on the increase? Why? 
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INTERVIEW SCHEDULE FOR POLICE OFFICERS 

Insurance Fraud 
22. What proportion of burglary reports where the victim has insurance do 

you think could be cases of insurance fraud? 

23a. Do you think insurance fraud is increasing? 
23b. Ifyes, why? 

24a. What happens when a police officer suspects insurance fraud? 
24b. Is the insurance company always informed? 
24c. Is there some sort of protocol or something in place to facilitate this? 

25a. Do insurance companies inform Police when they suspect a burglary 
report is a case of insurance fraud? 

25b. If yes, what action is taken by Police? 

26. How do you think insurance fraud could be prevented? 

Detection of offenders 
27. What are the main ways in which Police are able to identify persons 

responsible for committing a burglary? (e.g. fingerprints, DNA, detected at 
scene etc.) 

28a. What proportion of burglars do you think take precautions to avoid 
detection? 

28b. What precautions do you think they take? 

29a. What impact do you think DNA will have on burglary? 
29b. Do you think burglars will take extra precautions? 

Multiple victimisation 
30. Are you aware of any burglary victims who have also been the victim of 

other types of crime? 

31. Is there anything about these people that you think might explain their 
multiple victimisation? 

Housing Allocation 
32. Are you aware of? 

33. Do you think the way public housing allocated in Tasmania might 
explain why particular areas are hot spots for burglary and repeat 
victimisation? 
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Burglary Reduction 
33. What sorts of strategies do you think arc/or might be effective in preventing 

burglary, in particular repeat victimisation, and/or detecting offenders? 
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