Running head: BURGLARY RISK		1
BURGLARY RISK		2





Ahmed Almerjan
CRJ325
11-17-17











Burglary Risk and Repeat Victimization 
Criminology theories are developed to explain how and why crimes such as burglary tend to occur at some places and during specific times (citation required). Theories also address why crimes occur to specific targets and not others (citation required). These are standard criminological theories that suggest a correlation between crime statistics and neighborhood and individual factors. The crime level of a particular location may increase or decrease without a change in the number of criminals who live in or frequent that region (citation required). Criminologists find that there may be an increase in the availability of suitable targets for burglars to consider (citation required). This suggests a broader range of prevention possibilities due to the focus on routine activity patterns and target availability. The introduction of victimization surveys in the 1970s provided insight into occurrence patterns (Bowers & Johnson, 2005). Repeat victimization happens when a target becomes the victim of two or more similar offences in a specific time frame. The risk of repeat victimization increases during the first few months after initial victimization but gradually decreases in the time afterwards. This pattern suggests that the same offender or offender groups are involved in both the initial and repeat victimization. 	Comment by Scott: What does these refer to?	Comment by Scott: This introduction does not really make sense in relation to the subject we are talking about. 
Information covered by existing literature concludes that the main concepts that define criminal opportunity theories of victimization are exposure, target appeal, proximity to crime and guardianship (Bernasco, 2008). These are neighborhood risk factors that influence burglar target selection preferences. The first factor to consider is that the higher the real estate value of a particular area, the higher the probability that it will be selected for burglary. The underlying reason is that high-end residential areas tend to have tenants or home owners who have low social cohesion levels. These residents would find it difficult to differentiate locals from strangers. Additionally, the residents would not readily be aware if a neighboring house is being burgled due to the low visibility among neighbors. This is a lack of social control to prevent crime, making it an attractive target because of the lower risk of apprehension. 	Comment by Scott: Where did you get this information. 	Comment by Scott: Where did you get this information. I am not sure that this is true so you would have to show me where this came from. 	Comment by Scott: This entire paragraph is plagiarized because you took academic content without using proper citations. In fact, I think that most of it might not even be factual. 
The second neighborhood risk factor is that the greater the level of mobility around an area, the higher the probability of it being selected for burglary. An area with high physical accessibility will be vulnerable to burglary due to the ease of access and escape. The temporal factor comes into importance with the finding that a home is more likely to be burgled when it is not occupied. This usually encompasses the daytime hours when the occupants may be away on work or school engagements. These are the most important neighborhood factors that determine burglary patterns in an area.	Comment by Scott: What does “mobility around the area” mean?	Comment by Scott: This sentence is very different than the one in front of it and needs to have a more clear transition. It does not have anything to do with mobility, which is how this paragraph starts. 	Comment by Scott: Again, since there are no citations, this is plagiarized work. 
There are other neighborhood risk factors that hold similar importance to identifying burglary patterns. Areas with high numbers of single-family dwellings are more likely to experience repeat burglary. Single-family dwellings are found to typically provide multiple entry points on accessible streets, making that particular area attractive for burglary (Ratcliffe & McCullagh, 1999). The target accessibility level is another important factor in that burglars tend to select locations that offer minimal travel requirements. Like any other member of society engaged in any other activity, burglars are subject to time constraints and must select locations that address the distance and time aspects. This is defined in criminology literature as the distance decay observation. The familiarity of an offender is an influencing factor that determines the probability of repeat burglary. Offenders are likely to select locations in which they will not be conspicuous from the native population. It insinuates the repeat offenders in particular are likely to select targets that offer spatial proximity to their homes. This means they will be recognizable to majority of residents of the target area, decreasing the possibility of being suspected. In addition, close spatial proximity will mean that they have a detailed local knowledge of the area. 	Comment by Scott: Where did you get this information. 	Comment by Scott: Again, there is no transition between sentences. You change from one risk factor to another without trying to identify how they are related. 	Comment by Scott: Again, another abrupt change in subject. Where did this come from?	Comment by Scott: What does this mean	Comment by Scott: This entire paragraph is poorly done. The sentences are not related to one another and just appear to be thrown together. You really need better organization to it. 
Proximity to the city center is another influencing factor in that burglars are more likely to select areas that are closer to the city center for convenience purposes. The city center is more likely to be known by the burglar and offers a myriad of public facilities as well as physical accessibility. The understanding of spatial preferences can be enhanced by a deeper analysis of the correlation between the neighborhood risk factors. The social organization of a neighborhood is a determining factor for burglary rates. Findings indicate that areas with the worst structural characteristics are not necessarily the same ones plagued by high single and high repeat burglary rates (Nobles, Ward & Tillyer, 2016). Neighborhoods that were characterized by low single and high repeat burglaries had concerning levels of residential instability and racial heterogeneity. This suggests social disorganization aspects which are relevant in connecting burglary rates to spatiotemporal proximity. Housing design is another contributing factor to burglary rates. Areas with homogenous housing were more likely to experience repeat burglary due to the identical lay-out of previously burgled homes and prospective targets (Johnson et al, 2007). 	Comment by Scott: Where did this information come from?
The reporting of a crime is a critical factor that helps to determine the connection with crime occurrence. The paper by Bowles et al (citation required) explores the reporting of crime by witnesses and victims to determine the implications for measuring costs of crime. Victims and witnesses are likely to make reporting decisions based on possible outcomes such as court appearance, involvement in police investigations, intimidation by offenders, and retaliation against them for reporting the crime (Bowles, Reyes & Garoupa, 2009). With regard to burglary, witnesses and victims consider the possibility of recovering stolen items and identifying the perpetrator. It is necessary to determine the motivations for crime reporting because it will result in more effective preventive and reactive measures against burglary. 	Comment by Scott: Not sure how this relates to neighborhood risk?
Decisions by the burglar as to when and where to commit the offence are critical for understanding of crime patterns and preventive measures. Criminological literature offers rational choice theory to this particular topic. Benefits for the burglar include material gain covering stolen goods and immaterial value from excitement and higher peer status. The costs necessary to achieve these benefits are time, effort and expenses incurred for equipment or travel. Risk factors under consideration by the burglar include possible arrest, prosecution and punishment for the offence committed (Bernasco, Johnson & Ruiter, 2015). There is an additional risk in the probability of injury to the burglar. This suggests how each burglary location is selected based on benefits, costs and risks. The victimization risk of a residential burglary is temporarily increased for the initially burgled property and for the nearby properties. This may be due to the calculation of benefits, costs and risks to ascertain that the area offers rewards in all the three fields of concern. Literature affirms that burglars have a tendency to return to their prior target areas (Bernasco, 2008). This highlights a behavioral consistency among repeat burglars that is likely influenced by the selection criteria of preferred targets. It may indicate why affluent areas are popular with burglars as they offer significant benefits while minimizing the costs and risks. The relevance for future research is that burglary location choices have an influence on their next possible target locations. This will provide critical information for understanding of victimization risks and burglary patterns. 	Comment by Scott: What does risk of injury refer to? Could the burglar get hurt?
Residence in a rural or urban setting is a determining factor in the risk of repeat victimization. A lower proportion of people living in rural areas experience high levels of burglary compared to those living in urban areas. The primary reason may be the lower benefits associated with burgling a property in the rural areas. It is assumed that there will be low material gain because of potentially fewer items to steal from the property, meaning that any risks such as arrest and injury will significantly overweigh the benefits (Nobles, Ward & Tillyer, 2016). Another reason is the relative lack of physical accessibility of many properties compared to urban areas. There are fewer on-street entry points in rural areas, meaning that the burglar may likely have to travel long distances through vegetative cover to get to the targeted property. However, there is a risk of repeat victimization for rural areas due to lower police presence and therefore slow response to crime. The neighborhood risk factors and individual considerations covered in this paper may similarly apply to rural areas but to a lesser extent. 
For an enhanced understanding of repeat victimization factors, researchers need to collect data based on alternatives, choosers and choice. The alternative data set involves the information on geographical spatial units. This covers the preferred neighborhoods and types of areas that burglars tend to frequent. Alternatives data represents the variable number of households that can provide insight into target availability and attractiveness. This data set is important because it encompasses residential mobility, proximity factors, residential dwellings factors and real estate value. The choosers data set involves the data on committed burglaries in a particular study region within a specific time frame. This addresses the spatiotemporal risk factor in burglary assessment. The choice data set involves data on location preferences for offenders. This would provide insight into burglar preferences related to their expected benefits, costs and risks. 	Comment by Scott: What does “choosers” mean?	Comment by Scott: What alternative data set?	Comment by Scott: This sentence makes no sense. 	Comment by Scott: This entire paragraph is very confusing.	Comment by Scott: Much of this content needs to have a citation.
Prevention of this phenomenon is hindered by the lack of effective predictive measures and poor implementation of the existing preventive mechanisms. The inefficiency of preventive mechanisms is highlighted in literature on prevention against burglary, which holds that the same prevention tactics should not be used in different contexts because the nature of burglary problems varies. Victim education is carried out as a preventive strategy but it is not effective because people respond differently to security recommendations. It indicates that there is a need for improved funding for security and related equipment. There is also a need for more motivation for victims to engage in preventive and reactive measures against burglary. For those directly involved in arrest or prosecution of burglars, they should not replicate tactics across contexts such as class, population density, housing design, physical accessibility and proximity to burglar home location (Farrell & Pease, 2006). Preventive measures against burglary need to be more considerate of the different modes of operation by different burglars. Innovative measures should be used in areas with repeat victimization. In these areas, preventive measures should entail the neighborhood risk factors and burglar selection preferences. Developed strategies should determine why there are recurring burglaries in order to determine how to avoid those occurrences. 	Comment by Scott: Not sure what this means and I would guess that you do not either. 	Comment by Scott: This sentence is confusing. 	Comment by Scott: There is no transition to this sentence from the one before it. 
This is poorly done and poorly organized. Here are some general comments:
1. Most of what you have presented is plagiarized because you have not given credit to those who you have taken the concepts from. You will fail this assignment if you do not figure out how to correct the plagiarism issues. 
2. There is no organization to this. Considering how many times in class I have mentioned the fact that you need subheadings, the fact that you do don’t have any is very interesting. Without them, it all just runs together. 
3. There is enough content in this submission but it is so poorly presented that it is really hard to identify it.
Content 1.0
Writing 0
APA 0
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