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This is a clear and comprehensive approach to crime prevention. The focus of the book is applied and practical, which makes it ideal for the
classroom. The new edition provides an excellent in-depth coverage of what works in crime prevention, and how prevention programs are
evaluated to assess their impact on crime and fear of victimization. It is an essential resource for both students and practitioners.

Jonathan Kremser, Kutztown University
This book, in comparison to others I have seen, offers the widest coverage regarding the different possible approaches to crime prevention—it
addresses strategies as diverse as environmental design, block-watch initiatives, media-driven public service announcements, community-

oriented policing, correctional rehabilitation, and many, many more. As such, it provides students with the foundation for an impressive
breadth of knowledge regarding crime prevention.

Pamela Wilcox, University of Cincinnati
I have used Professor Lab’s text on crime prevention and found that his crime prevention typology is great for the classroom. Grouping

tactics by primary, secondary, and tertiary prevention allows students to really think about some of the underlying factors driving these
crimes and gives them some basis for critiquing the initial efficacy of a program. This text is great for students and professionals alike.

Eric Martin, George Washington University



Crime Prevention

Crime Prevention: Approaches, Practices, and Evaluations, Ninth Edition, meets the needs of students and
instructors for engaging, evidence-based, impartial coverage of the origins of crime, as well as of public policy
that can reduce or prevent deviance. The book examines a range of approaches to preventing crime and
elucidates their respective goals. Strategies include primary prevention measures designed to prevent
conditions that foster deviance; secondary prevention measures directed toward persons or conditions with a
high potential for deviance; and tertiary prevention measures to deal with persons who have already
committed crimes.

This edition provides research and information on all aspects of crime prevention, including the physical
environment and crime, neighborhood crime prevention programs, community policing, crime in schools, and
electronic monitoring and home confinement. Lab offers a thorough and well-rounded discussion of the many
sides of the crime prevention debate, in clear and accessible language.

Steven P. Lab is Professor of Criminal Justice and Chair of the Department of Human Services. He holds a
Ph.D. in Criminology from the Florida State University School of Criminology and Criminal Justice. Dr. Lab is
the author or coauthor of five books, the editor/coeditor of two readers, and coeditor of one encyclopedia. He is
the author of more than 50 articles or book chapters and has presented more than 70 papers to academic or
professional societies. He is a past editor of the Journal of Crime and Justice and has been an assistant editor or
on the editorial boards of several additional journals. Dr. Lab has been a Visiting Professor at the Jill Dando
Institute of Crime Science of University College London and at Keele University in Staffordshire, England, as
well as a Visiting Fellow at Loughborough University (England) and a Research Consultant with the Perpetuity
Research Group at Leicester University (England). Dr. Lab has received grant funding for several large research
projects from the National Institute of Justice, and has served as a consultant to the Ohio Attorney General’s
Office, the Arizona Governor’s Office, and various offices of the U.S. Department of Justice. Dr. Lab is also a
past-president of the Academy of Criminal Justice Sciences.

A range of further resources for this book are available on the Companion Website:
www.routledge.com/cw/lab
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Preface to the Ninth Edition

This ninth edition of Crime Prevention: Approaches, Practices, and Evaluations carries forth the successful
format developed over the previous eight editions. While there are many different ways to approach the field
of crime prevention, the feedback I have received over the years from a wide range of individuals has
consistently pointed out that the format of the text lays a nice pedagogical outline for the academic study of
crime prevention. Consequently, I have endeavored to stay true to the approach in the book while
simultaneously adding emerging new ideas and prevention initiatives to the discussion. The general
organization of the book remains the same following the public health prevention model of primary,
secondary, and tertiary prevention. Adding more recent materials does not always result in a clean, clear
division of prevention into the basic public health model. Many of the topics bridge across the three
components. Two easy examples are in discussion of physical design and prevention aimed at high-risk
individuals/situations. Physical design is a cornerstone of primary prevention, particularly Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design, and also appears in many situational prevention activities, most notably
product design for high-emerging items. Prevention that seeks to target high-risk individuals/situations fits
both in secondary prevention activities (that by definition target risk) and tertiary prevention where
deterrence, incapacitation, and rehabilitation may target high-risk offenders. These facts do not detract from
the presentation in the book; rather they point out the growing interest in and focus on emerging prevention
techniques.

The field of academic crime prevention continues to see major advances. These changes cover the entire
gamut of prevention, from physical design to developmental prevention to identifying high-risk individuals to
situational initiatives to partnerships and beyond. Across almost all topics it has become necessary over the
years to expand the discussions to cover the many emerging programs and approaches in crime prevention,
while preserving the more classic bases of crime prevention. This current edition has been modified in the
following ways:

¢ Data on crime and crime prevention have been updated throughout the book.

e Chapter 1 has updated crime/victimization data and expanded discussion of identity theft and forms of
victimization not found in official measures.

e Chapter 4 offers a new discussion of CPTED that places territoriality at the apex of initiatives for
prevention activities, with surveillance, activity support, image, and other elements as components in
the building of territoriality; expanded discussions of the use of CCTV; a new Third-Generation
CPTED for consideration; and shifts the topic of product design to another point in the book.

e Chapter 5 offers a new logic model for neighborhood crime prevention, adds a more in-depth
discussion on guardianship, and enhances the material on leveraging guardianship.

e In Chapter 6 the presentation on crime pattern theory has been reworked for clarity, and more
research on displacement has been added.

¢ The material on mass media and prevention (Chapter 7) now includes a discussion of the use of social
media both in terms of crime and crime prevention.

e Chapter 8 has added more examples of effective developmental prevention programs, including a new
section on Mentoring Programs.

e The discussion on risk factors (Chapter 10) now includes materials on risk assessment instruments
used at various points in criminal justice system processing.

e The Situational Prevention chapter (11) has added material on how to make prevention techniques
more useful for practitioners (the 11Ds), has added a revised discussion of product design, and
eliminated sections on Organized Crime and Crowd Violence (these topics can be found on the book
web site).
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Chapter 12 has a new section on Hot Spot Policing, has added Civil Injunctions to the discussion of
abatement, eliminated sections on Weed and Seed and Business Improvement Districts, and expanded
on the discussions of PSN and gang suppression.

Chapter 13 has a reworked discussion on drug use by offenders, including a new section on ADAM II,
and presents information on the most recent incarnation of D.A.R.E.

The schools chapter (14) has updated information on the G.R.E.A.T. program and police in schools.

The final chapters on specific deterrence/incapacitation and rehabilitation have been updated but are
largely unchanged.
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Chapter 1
Crime and the Fear of Crime

Chapter Outline

The Problem of Crime in Society
Official Measures of Crime
Measuring Victimization
Summary

The Costs of Crime/Victimization

The Fear of Crime
Defining Fear
Measuring Fear
The Level of Fear
Fear and Crime
Fear and Demographics
Explaining the Divergent Findings
Fear Summary

Summary

Learning Objectives

After reading this chapter you should be able to:

Identify and discuss two different measures of crime and victimization.
Discuss the changing crime rates in the United States.

Identify shortcomings with the UCR.

Explain how a panel survey works.

Discuss the NCVS and what it shows about victimization.

Provide information on the costs of crime/victimization.

Give a definition of fear and discuss how it manifests itself.

Explain the differences between fear, worry, and assessments of crime.
Discuss the levels of fear in society and how fear relates to crime and victimization.
Define vicarious victimization.

Provide reasons for the reported levels of fear.

Define incivility and show how it relates to fear.

Crime remains an indisputable fact of life for many, if not most, members of modern society. This is true

despite the frequent declarations that crime continues to fall and is reaching levels not seen in years. While the

overall level of crime has fallen in recent years, large numbers of citizens are still victimized every year and the

impact of crime on everyone in society is substantial. Beyond those who are actually victimized, many
individuals are fearful of crime and victimization. That fear has consequences of its own for both individuals
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and our communities. Crime and fear lead most individuals to turn to the criminal justice system for help. The
ability of the criminal justice system to single-handedly alleviate crime and fear in society has been seriously
questioned by both proponents and opponents. Despite the claims by some that the reductions in crime since
the early 1990s are due to concerted police actions, there is little reason to believe that actions of the criminal
justice system are the primary (or sole) cause of the reductions. At the same time, crime and fear still impact
the lives of many individuals. Society clearly needs to continue to pursue means of preventing crime and fear.

This first chapter attempts to show how crime and fear have changed over time and remain problems that
need to be addressed. It is this information that forms the basis for continued calls for crime prevention actions.
After examining the level and change in actual crime in society, this chapter will examine the impact of crime
on victims and society. It will also examine the companion issue of fear of crime. Indeed, the “fear of crime”
poses a greater, more far reaching problem for society and its members. Demonstrating a need for crime
prevention is not difficult to accomplish when you consider the levels of crime and fear in society.
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The Problem of Crime in Society

The magnitude of the crime problem can be evaluated using both official and victimization measures of
crime. The use of official crime statistics, such as the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Uniform Crime Reports,
provides a view of crime from the standpoint of what the formal criminal justice system must handle. Many
critics argue that this provides an inaccurate and incomplete analysis of the true levels of crime in society.
These individuals point to the results of victimization surveys as a basis for their argument. While each
presents a different absolute level of crime, both tend to reveal similar patterns in criminal activity over time.

Official Measures of Crime

The FBI Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) are the most widely used and cited official measures of crime in the
United States. The UCR represents the number of criminal offenses known to the police. The reported crime
rate reflects only those offenses known as Part I crimes (violent crimes: murder, rape, robbery, and assault;
property crimes: burglary, larceny, auto theft, and arson). A host of other offenses (i.e., fraud, kidnapping, and
drug offenses), known as Part II crimes, are not included in the computations and reported crime rates. The
resulting crime rates, therefore, reflect only a portion of the offenses with which the formal criminal justice
system comes into contact.

According to the UCR, there were more than 9.75 million index crimes committed in 2013. Of that number,
almost 1.2 million were personal crimes (murder, rape, robbery, and aggravated assault) and 8.6 million were
property offenses (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2014). This translates into 3,099 index crimes for every
100,000 people in the United States (also known as the “crime rate”). The corresponding crime rates for
personal and property crime are 367.9 and 2,730.7, respectively. Conklin (2003) notes that many individuals
compare these figures to those from the mid-1980s and early 1990s and trumpet the great decreases in crime.
Even further, these figures are used by various groups to take credit for the decreases: police leaders claim that
aggressive police tactics caused the decline, mayors have pointed to wider ranging community policies as the
cause, and politicians claim that mandatory sentencing laws caused the changes (Conklin, 2003). While
determining the cause of the reductions is important, it is beyond the scope of this book to attempt that task.
What is more important is to place the “great reductions” in crime into context.

On the Web uﬂ

Detailed information on official crime numbers and rates from the UCR can be found at the FBI
UCR site at http://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-u.s/2013/crime-in-the-u.s.-2013

The trend in violent and property crime since 1962 is shown in Figures 1.1 and 1.2. Figure 1.1 illustrates that
the 2013 violent crime rate has fallen almost to the levels in 1970. Thus, it is a true claim that violent crime is
lower today than any time in almost 45 years. Similar claims can be made about property crime, although the
reference point would be roughly 1968 (see Figure 1.2). Interestingly, all of the levels in these two figures are
significantly higher than they were in the 1960s when the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and
the Administration of Justice lamented the great growth in crime and the need to do something about it.

The crime rates today are significantly higher than throughout the 1960s. This is especially problematic if
you consider the data for violent crimes, which are those crimes that most concern people. Figure 1.1 shows
that the violent crime rate in 1962 was 162 offenses for every 100,000 persons. This was less than one-third of
the rate in 1977 and roughly one-third of the rate in 1992. Similarly, the property crime rate in 1962 (1,858) was
less than half of the 1971 rate and only about one-third of the 1980 property crime rate (Figure 1.2). In both
cases, the recent figures are still significantly higher than those of 40 years ago when society was lamenting the
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high crime it was facing. The property crime rate in 2013 is 126 percent higher than the rate in 1962, while the
personal crime rate is roughly 46 percent higher. This suggests that those who point to the great strides made
combating crime should be careful not to congratulate themselves too much.
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Source: Constructed by author from UCR data.
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Figure 1.2 Change in Property Crime Rate (per 100,000 population)
Source: Constructed by author from UCR data.

While the UCR shows a large number of crimes are committed in the United States, it still comes under fire
from a variety of sources for underreporting the actual level of crime in the country. O’Brien (1985) points out
that concerns over the way the data is collected and how the police learn about crime lead many to question
the validity of the results. Foremost among the concerns is the question of whether the police records and
reports provide an unbiased, complete view of crime in society. Popular wisdom would answer this question
with a resounding “No!” Examination of the UCR reveals three major points at which the UCR can be
inaccurately adjusted.

First, the UCR is a voluntary system of data collection. It is possible for police departments to adjust their
figures in order to enhance the image of their operation and/or their jurisdiction. Police funding is based on
service delivery and productivity is often measured by the crime figures they report (O’Brien, 1985). As a
result, it may be in the best interests of the department to alter its collection and reporting practices in order to
make itself look better. Interestingly, this may be accomplished through both increasing and decreasing the
level of crime. For example, an increase in the reported crime rate may be touted as an indication of better
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police work and improved police effectiveness. This would be especially true if the police had previously
announced a “crackdown” on a selected crime and then wished to demonstrate their success. Similarly, a
decrease in the level of crime may be pointed to as deterrence brought on by improved police performance.

A second major problem with the UCR involves the ability of individual police officers to adjust the crime
rate. Any officer can refrain from making an arrest or a formal report on an incident. Such activity may allow
the officer to deflect minor or unimportant events away from an already overburdened criminal justice system.
More importantly, however, such discretion factors into a distorted and underrepresented crime rate.
Departmental policies may also contribute to this shift in reported crimes. Administrative procedures
concerning the handling of crimes may alter the level of reported offenses. McCleary et al. (1982) found that,
by requiring all reported cases of burglary to be investigated by detectives, the number of officially recorded
burglaries showed an immediate drop. This was attributable to the detectives reclassifying offenses that were
not burglaries (i.e., thefts) to their correct UCR categories. Less experienced officers who used to handle these
offenses elevated many instances to the burglary category. It is clear that the UCR crime rates are subject to
unintentional, as well as intentional, manipulation.

The third criticism of the UCR revolves around the claim that many offenses are not brought to the attention
of the police. The police are a reactive force. This means that they primarily respond to calls for service.
Despite their patrol function, little crime is encountered directly by the police. They must rely on victims and
witnesses to call them for help. The absence of such calls when offenses do occur translates into crimes that are
not known to the police and that do not become part of official crime figures. The fact that there is much
unreported crime, along with the potential problems of data collection, has prompted many individuals to rely
on victimization surveys in order to assess the extent of the crime problem.

A fourth concern is that most UCR data is restricted to Part I offenses and ignores the Part II crimes. While
the UCR does collect some information on Part II offenses, it is related almost exclusively to data on the
number of persons arrested for various categories of crimes. Included here are other assaults (besides
aggravated assault), forgery and counterfeiting, fraud, vandalism, sex offenses (besides forcible rape and
prostitution), drunkenness, and disorderly conduct. Assuming that greater attention is paid to the Part I
offenses and the clearance (arrest rate) for those crimes is roughly 20 percent, it can be assumed that the arrest
data for Part II offenses are serious underreports of the number of such offenses. Nevertheless, the arrest rate
for other assaults is 360.5 (per 100,000 population), fraud is 46.2, vandalism is 66.0, drunkenness is 145.7, and
disorderly conduct is 152.7 (FBL, 2014). Looking solely at the known Part I offenses, therefore, presents a limited
picture of crime, even given limitations with UCR figures.

Limitations of the UCR suggest that other means of measuring crime are needed. Perhaps the main
alternative source of data involves surveys of the public.

Measuring Victimization

Victimization surveys are surveys of the population carried out to measure the level of criminal
victimization in society. This form of crime measurement was prompted by the 1967 President’s Commission
on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice, which commissioned surveys to assess the accuracy (or
lack thereof) of the UCR. The results of those early surveys suggested that the police data reflected only half of
the crime in society (see, for example, Ennis, 1967). Based on those early investigations, victim surveys became
a common method for measuring crime by the late 1970s, with the federal government institutionalizing the
National Crime Victimization Survey (originally the National Crime Survey) in 1972. These surveys typically
inquire about the victimization experiences of a subject and/or his household over a specified period of time
(usually the preceding six months or year). Such surveys have been lauded as a more accurate reading of crime
in society because they circumvent the problems of official records and they uncover crimes that are not
reported to the police.

On the Web @
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In-depth discussion of the NCVS can be found at  htt, //bso usdo' ov/index.cfm?
ty=dcdetail&iid=245 and http://bjs.oj

The National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) is the best known of the victimization surveys. It is a
panel survey of households drawn from across the United States, in which a panel of subjects (in this case
addresses) are surveyed repeatedly over a specified period. The NCVS contacts the same households every six
months for a period of three years, with one sixth of the sample dropping out and being replaced every six
months. Interviewers attempt to talk with every household member aged 12 and older. While the NCVS has
undergone considerable change in data collection methods in recent years, including the use of computer-aided
interviewing and changes in preliminary screen questions, the findings relative to official statistics have
remained fairly stable. The success of the NCVS has prompted similar victim surveys in other countries, most
notably the British Crime Survey (BCS).

According to the 2013 NCVS, there were almost 23 million victimizations in the United States against
persons aged 12 or older (Truman and Langton, 2014). Of that number, 6.1 million were violent crimes and
almost 17 million were property crimes. These raw figures translate into victimization rates of 2,380 violent
crimes (per 100,000 population) and 13,140 property crimes (per 100,000 households). These figures, both the
raw numbers and the crime rates, are significantly higher than the UCR data. Indeed, the NCVS violent crime
rate is almost 6.5 times as high as the UCR violent crime rate. While the NCVS property crime rate is
considered for households instead of individuals as in the UCR, the fact that the rate is almost five times as
high as the UCR rate is indicative of the fact that property crime is larger than reported in police data. The
claim that the UCR underreports crime, therefore, is supported in these figures.

On the Web nﬁ

Detailed information on the 2010 NCVS can be viewed in Truman and Langton’s (2014) report
that can be found on the textbook’s web site.

Consistent with UCR figures, the NCVS reveals decreasing victimization levels, with great reductions in
violent crime over the past decade. The NCVS estimates that there were 35,646,755 offenses in 1973. This
number rose to 41,267,496 in 1981. Since 1981 there has been a relatively steady decline in property
victimizations (Rand et al., 1997; Rand, 2009). Conversely, the violent crime rate held fairly steady throughout
the 1970s, decreased in the early 1980s, increased from about 1986 until 1994, and has steadily declined since
that time (Rand, 2009; Rennison and Rand, 2003). This trend varies somewhat for individual crimes (motor
vehicle theft, for example, increased steadily between 1985 and 1991) but the overall trend is consistent with
the findings from the UCR. See Table 1.1.

Victimization surveys have the ability to uncover crime and victimization not typically seen in official
measures or the traditional NCVS data. Identity theft is one growing area of concern, particularly due to the
growth of the Internet and electronic records. As society has moved toward paperless records and the storage
of information on computers, offenders no longer have to have physical access to the records. Instead, they can
access the information over the Internet by either having lawful access to the files, or illegally gaining entry to
the records by hacking into a computer system. Electronic methods can be used for theft from next door or
from around the world. Based on findings from a national survey of almost 5,000 adults conducted in 2006,
most victims did not even know they were victimized or how it was done (56 percent) (Synovate, 2007).

Identity theft can take a variety of forms. The NCVS has included questions on identity theft since 2004
(Baum, 2007). The Federal Trade Commission (FTC) has surveyed the public on identity theft since 2003
(Synovate, 2007). According to the NCVS, roughly 7.9 million households were the victims of identity theft in
2012 (see Table 1.2). Theft involving existing credit cards or other existing accounts is the most common form
of identity theft. The establishment of new accounts and the theft of personal information are also prevalent
forms of theft.

18


http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/index.cfm?ty=dcdetail&iid=245
http://bjs.ojp.usdoj.gov/index.cfm?ty=pbdetail&iid=2173

Table 1.1 Criminal Victimization, 2013 (number and rates per 100,000)

Type of Victimization Number Rate

Total violent crimes 6,126,420 2,320
Rape/sexual assault 300,170 110
Robbery 645,650 240
Aggravated assault 994,220 380
Simple assault 4,186,390 1,580

Total property crimes 16,774,090 13,140
Household burglary 3,286,210 2,570
Motor vehicle theft 661,250 520
Theft 12,826,620 10,050

Source: Adapted by author from J.L. Truman and L. Langton (2014). Criminal Victimization, 2013. Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice

Statistics.

Table 1.2 Types and Extent of Identity Theft

Type Number

Existing Credit Cards 7,698,500
Existing Bank Accounts 7,470,700
Other Accounts 1,696,400
New Account 1,125,100
Personal Information 883,600
Total 7,928,500

Source: Constructed by author from E. Harrell and L. Langton (2013). Victims of Identity Theft, 2012. Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice

Statistics.

Information on identity theft offers a wealth of additional information. The NCVS data show that most
victims of identity theft are from households with incomes of $75,000 and more (Harrell and Langton, 2013).
Information from the NCVS suggests that this form of crime has been on the increase since the first survey was
completed in 2003. Many victims fail to realize that a theft has occurred until long after the event. The most
common means by which victims discovered the theft was being contacted by a financial institution about
account activity (Harrell and Langton, 2013).

Another form of theft not typically found in data involves mass-marketing fraud. This can occur through
schemes that seek to obtain relatively small amounts of money from a large number of victims or through
maximizing the return on a smaller number of wealthier victims. Again, this type of fraud can target victims
virtually anywhere in the world. The use of mail, telephones, the Internet, and the mass media makes borders,
whether physical or symbolic, almost meaningless. While there are a number of different mass-marketing
fraud schemes, there are several commonalities in the approaches. First is the use of some form of mass
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communication to reach a wide range of potential victims spread over a large geographic area (often
internationally). A second common feature is the attempt to convince victims to provide funds or access to
funds in return for a promised service or benefit. Some of these schemes can appear very similar to those seen
earlier under identity theft.

On the Web @

Read more about mass-marketing fraud and responses for victims and society at
http://www.justice.gov/criminal/fraud/internet/

Gauging the extent of mass-market fraud schemes is not an easy task. Three main reasons can be offered for
the lack of definitive data on these offenses. First, many of these offenses are relatively new crime forms, and
both the public and the criminal justice system are playing catch-up in identifying and addressing them.
Second, there is no systematic method for collecting and disseminating information on mass-market crimes.
While the FBI and other agencies are working to gather such data, the work is still in its infancy. Third, many
individuals either do not know they have been victimized or do not report the event to the authorities due to
embarrassment and shame. Despite these facts, we can glean some information on the extent and impact of
mass-marketing fraud.

Most of the information that is available is from victim surveys or complaints filed by victims. The U.K.
Office of Fair Trading (2006) reports that almost half of its survey respondents had been approached by a
scammer in some way over their lifetimes. Of those individuals, 8 percent had been the victim of some form of
scam, with most of the events taking place in the past year. The survey report estimates that more than 3.2
million people (6.5 percent of the UK. adult population) are victimized every year. In the United States, a
Federal Trade Commission survey on consumer fraud claims that 10.8 percent of the U.S. adult population was
victimized in 2011, with a total of almost 38 million fraud incidents (Anderson, 2013). An alternative source of
data comes from the Internet Crime Complaint Center. In 2012, the Center received 289,874 complaints
(Internet Crime Complaint Center, 2013). It is important to note that these data reflect only those incidents
reported to that office and not victimizations reported to any other agency.

Victimization studies are not without their critics and shortcomings. Among the many problems inherent in
the surveys are the lack of knowledge of what constitutes various crimes on the part of respondents, problems
of respondent recall, and issues of question wording. These issues are well documented elsewhere (see O’Brien,
1985) and will not be considered here. The magnitude of the difference between official and victimization
figures, however, is too large to be offset solely by the problems of victim surveys. There is little question that
victim surveys uncover more crime than official measures.

Summary

Clearly, no single measure of crime/victimization is perfect. Each measure taps something different. The
exact nature and level of crime in society is unknown. Official UCR figures reveal a staggering amount of
crime. More than doubling those numbers to account for unreported offenses, as victimization figures would
suggest, compounds the problem. Measures of new and emerging forms of crime further exacerbate the crime
problem. Even with the recent reductions in crime, the number of offenses is staggering.

The level of crime, whether at its peak or more moderate numbers, exceeds the limits of what the criminal
justice system can hope to handle. The system is already overburdened and often simply processes people
through the maze of legal requirements while having a questionable impact on the level of crime (Conklin,
2003). Even if the criminal justice system could claim credit for the recent reductions, there is still a lot of work
to do. Compounding the situation is the fact that the bulk of criminal justice system activity (e.g., arrests,
convictions, incarceration, and corrections) reflects an after-the-fact approach to crime. The system deals
primarily with crimes which have already been committed. There is little, if any, evidence to show that the
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criminal justice system actually stops crime before it occurs.
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The Costs of Crime/Victimization

The problem of crime and victimization goes beyond simple counts of the number of offenses. Crime has a
number of different impacts on both the victims and society, and in many ways these impacts surpass the size
and scope of the UCR and NVCS figures. Economic loss, injuries, the need for medical care, and lost time from
work are additional measures of crime’s impact.

Information on the impact of crime is routinely collected each year by both the UCR and victimization
surveys. Data on direct economic loss from various crimes according to both the UCR and NCVS appear in
Table 1.3. According to the UCR figures, victims experienced more than $17 billion in direct loss from crimes.
This ranges from $7.5 billion for theft, with an average loss of $1,259 per incident, to $20 million for bank
robbery, at an average loss of $3,542. NCVS data report similar losses at just under a total of $18 billion. Theft is
again the most costly overall ($6.4 billion) but has the lowest per crime costs ($524), while robbery experiences
the lowest total loss ($885 million). The differences are largely due to variation between the two data sources.
What is important to note beyond these dollar figures is that, despite the reductions in the number and rates of
crime in recent years, the economic loss per event has steadily increased at a rate greater than inflation.

Table 1.3 Economic Loss for Specific Crimes
Avg. Loss Total Loss
Offense UCR NCVS UCR NCVS
Burglary $2,322 $1,539 $4.5B $4.9B
Theft 1,259 524 7.5B 6.4B
Motor Vehicle Theft 5,872 6,077 41B 4.8B
Robbery 1,170 1,482 404M 885 M
Bank Robbery 3,542 20M
Assault 236 1B
Arson 14,390 645M
Source: Constructed by author from FBI (2014). Crime in the United States, 2013.https://www.fbi.gov/about-us/cjis/ucr/crime-in-the-
1.8/2013/crime-in-the-u.s.-2013; Bureau of Justice Statistics (2010). Criminal Victimization in the United States, 2007, Statistical Tables.
Washington, DC: Bureau of Justice Statistics.

Beyond measures of monetary loss, the NCVS provides information on the impact of physical injuries and
lost time due to victimization. In 2008, 36 percent of robbery victims and 23 percent of assault victims sustained
a physical injury, with 17 percent of the robbery victims and 10 percent of the assault victims requiring
medical care (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2010). Roughly 10 percent of the robbery, assault, and burglary
victims reported losing time from work, with the related loss of income. Of those who lost time from work,
almost 26 percent of assault victims and 12 percent of robbery victims lost more than 10 days.

On the Web m?

NCVS and UCR cost figures and the Miller et al. (1996) report can be found on the textbook web
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site.

While the above information paints a serious picture of the impact of crime, the actual impact extends
beyond the direct financial loss due to the crime or the time lost by victims as reflected in the UCR or the
NCVS. Indeed, crime exacts a wide range of additional costs on the individual and society. Among these are
the criminal justice system costs of investigating, arresting, prosecuting, adjudicating, and
incarcerating/punishing the offender. Besides the direct crime losses suffered by the victims, there are the
medical costs related to injuries and lost income, as well as intangible costs which include pain and suffering,
psychological impacts, and reduced quality of life.

In a recent analysis, McCollister et al. (2010) provide a detailed discussion of the data and computations on
the costs of crime to society. The authors draw data from the UCR, National Incident-based Reporting System
(NIBRS), the NCVS, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the U.S. Fire Administration (for arsons), the
Bureau of Justice Assistance (for jail and prison data, criminal justice system employment data, and
expenditures), and the Bureau of Labor Statistics (income and earnings). They also rely on data and input from
other analyses, including the work of Miller et al. (1996) and Aos (2003b). Table 1.4 presents the tangible and
intangible costs for 13 crime types in 2008 dollars. The total costs range from a high of almost $9 million for
each murder to a low of $3,532 for each larceny/theft. While these per-crime figures are themselves staggering,
multiplying the costs of homicides by the number of homicides in 2010 reveals a total cost of more than $132
billion just for this one offense category. Carrying out this same computation for all 13 crime categories reveals
a total costs of more than $295 trillion in 2010!

Table 1.4 Tangible and Intangible Costs of Crime

Offense Victim Criminal Crime Total Pain and
Costs Justice Career Tangible Suffering
System Cost Cost Costs Costs
Murder $737,517 $392,352 $148,555 $1,278,424 $8,442,000
Rape/Sex Assault 5,566 26,479 9,212 41,247 198,212
Aggravated Assault 8,700 8,641 2,126 19,537 13,435
Robbery 3,299 13,827 4,272 21,398 4,976
Motor Vehicle Theft 6,114 3,867 533 10,534 262
Arson 11,452 4,392 584 16,428 5,133
Household Burglary 1,362 4,127 681 6,170 321
Larceny/Theft 480 2,879 163 3,523 10
Stolen Property n/a 6,842 1,132 7,974 0
Vandalism n/a 4,160 701 4,860 0
Forgery/Counterfeiting n/a 4,605 660 5,265 0
Embezzlement n/a 4,820 660 5,480 0
Fraud n/a 4,372 660 5,032 0

Source: Constructed by author from K.E. McCollister et al. (2010). “The cost of crime to society:
New crime-specific estimates for policy and program evaluation.” Drug and Alcohol Dependence
108:98-109.

The economic impact of crime on the individual and society is huge. Simply looking at the immediate loss
due to the victimization itself is short-sighted. To these losses you need to add the costs of the criminal justice
system, other costs to the victim and his family, pain and suffering, and lost productivity by the offender.
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While the actual level of crime has fallen in recent years, the staggering economic costs to the individual
victims and to society cannot be ignored.
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The Fear of Crime

To further compound the problem of the levels of “actual crime” and the economic and physical impact of
crime in society, one needs only to examine the perceived levels of crime and the resultant fear held by many
members of society. The “fear of crime” presents a view of criminal victimization that, although not necessarily
real, forms the basis for daily “inactivity” and anxiety. Because fear reduction is an important component of
many crime prevention programs, it is important to understand the extent of fear and issues related to
measuring and understanding fear.

Fear of crime emerged as a social issue in the mid-1960s and soon became a permanent part of
criminological research. Lee (2007) argues that fear was “invented” in the 1960s through a convergence of
various factors. Among these were the development of victimization surveys as a part of the 1967 President’s
Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice (and subsequently in other countries), the
growth of professional/academic interest in crime and its causes, the use of crime and fear as political capital,
and the feminist movement (Lee, 2007). The newly discovered “fear of crime” became an integral part of
national and local government policymaking.

Defining Fear

What exactly is fear? Despite the growth of interest in “fear of crime,” there remains a lack of consensus on
exactly what the term means. Perhaps the most recognized work on this issue is that of Kenneth Ferraro and
his associates. Ferraro defines fear as:

an emotional response of dread or anxiety to crime or symbols that a person associates with crime. This definition of fear implies that some

recognition of potential danger, what we may call perceived risk, is necessary to evoke fear.

(1995, p. 8)

While this definition requires an emotional response, the fear may manifest itself in various ways depending
on the person involved and the basis for his anxiety. Some individuals fear walking on the streets in their
neighborhood while others fear physical attack within their own home. As a result, there may be a shift in
physical functioning such as high blood pressure and rapid heartbeat. Alternatively, the individual may
similarly alter his attitudes about walking alone in certain places or avoiding various activities. To a great
extent, the source of the fear for the individual will determine the response to the fear. Regardless of the source
of this fear, it is real for the individual.

Measuring Fear

Ferraro (1995) points out that researchers have attempted to measure fear in a variety of ways. Some surveys
question respondents about how much they worry about being a victim. Others ask about perceptions of the
crime problem in their community. Still other surveys have respondents rate their chances of becoming a
victim. These various approaches do not provide the same information.
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Level of Perception

Level of
Reference
General A B G
Risk to others; | Concern about Fear for
crime or safety | crime to others others’
assessments victimization
Personal D E F

Risk to self; safety | Concern about | Fear for self-
of self; personal crime to self victimization
intolerance

Figure 1.3 Classification and Examples of Crime Perceptions
Source: K.F. Ferraro and R.L. LaGrange (1988). “Are older people afraid of crime?” Journal of Aging Studies 2:277-287. Reprinted with permission

from Elsevier Science.

In an attempt to show the differences between various fear measures, Ferraro and LaGrange (1988) provide a
classification scheme that considers the perceptions of the respondent being tapped and the degree to which
the method addresses the individual or others (see Figure 1.3). This classification taps judgments of risk—how
safe the respondent or others are, values—how concerned the person is about crime or victimization, and
emotions—how much the individual is afraid or worried about becoming a victim. Personal fear of crime
appears in the lower right hand cell (F). This measure would ask respondents directly about how afraid they
are of being the victim of specific crimes, often without reference to any specific place or time. These questions
directly tap the “emotions of dread or anxiety” of the individual. At the other extreme (cell A), respondents
assess the general safety of other people, quite possibly without even mentioning crime.

Table 1.5 Common “Fear” Questions

National Crime Victimization Survey:

How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your neighborhood at night?

General Social Survey:

Is there any area right around here-that is, within a mile-where you would be afraid to walk alone at
night?

Taking a Bite out of Crime Campaign Evaluation:

How likely do you think it is that your home will be broken into or burglarized during the next year?
Is having your home burglarized or broken into something that you worry about?

National Opinion Survey on Criminal Justice:

Do you worry very frequently, somewhat frequently, seldom or never about:

- Yourself or someone in your family getting sexually assaulted

— Being attacked while driving your car

— Getting mugged

— Getting beaten up, knifed or shot

— Getting murdered

- Your home being burglarized while someone is at home

— Your home being burglarized while no one is at home

Gallup Poll:

— Is there more crime in your area than there was a year ago, or less?

— Is there more crime in the U.S. than there was a year ago, or less?

— Overall, how would you describe the problem of crime in the U.S.? Is it extremely serious, very

26



serious, moderately serious, not too serious, or not serious at all?
Fear of Crime in America Survey:

Rate your fear of: (1 = not afraid at all; 10 = very afraid)

— being approached on the street by a beggar or panhandler

— being raped or sexually assaulted

— being murdered

- being attacked by someone with a weapon

— having your car stolen

— having your property damaged by vandals

Interestingly, while discussions of “fear of crime” are common, many researchers utilize measures that
reflect risk or assessments of crime levels, rather than the emotional response of the individual (Ferraro, 1995).
This diversity is seen in many of the common and large-scale surveys. Table 1.5 presents a sample of “fear”
questions used in past surveys and research. Note that the questions vary from asking about perceptions on
changes in crime (Gallup Poll), to feeling safe outside at night with no mention of crime (NCVS), to rating fear
of specific criminal actions (Fear of Crime in America Survey). These differing measures all tap some aspect of
the fear definition presented earlier.

The Level of Fear

Trying to delineate the actual level of fear is like trying to hit a moving target. No two studies provide the
same results. This may be due largely to the use of varying measures of fear. Despite this fact, it is possible to
offer some insight and “ballpark” figures for fear.

Many researchers report that 40 to 50 percent of the population express a fear of crime (Hindelang, 1975;
Maguire and Pastore, 1995; Skogan and Maxfield, 1981; Toseland, 1982). In 2011, 38 percent of respondents
report that there are areas near their home where they would be afraid to walk alone at night (Maguire, 2011).
Questions asking about perceived changes in crime in the United States or a respondent’s area often result in
greater fear levels with 66 percent or more reporting that there is “more” crime than in the past (Jones, 2010).

Table 1.6 Percentage of Respondents who Frequently or Occasionally Worry About Different Forms of Victimization

Male Female White Non-white Total

Home being burglarized when not home 47 52 48 49 47
Car stolen or burglarized 39 50 45 43 44
Being mugged 27 47 33 37 34
Home being burglarized when home 24 36 29 33 30
Being sexually assaulted 6 37 21 26 22
Getting murdered 14 24 17 28 20
Being attacked while driving 15 23 17 24 19

Source: K. Maguire, (2011). Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics. Washington, DC: Bureau of
Justice Statistics. Retrieved from http://www.albany.edu/sourcebook/toc_2.html

Table 1.6 presents data on the level of “worry” about being a victim of specific crimes. Maguire (2011)
reports that one out of five respondents worries frequently or occasionally about being murdered, almost half
worry about having their home burglarized when they are not home, 30 percent worry about a burglary when
they are home, 44 percent worry about having their car stolen or broken into, and one out of three worries
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about being mugged. Interestingly, few respondents report ever being a victim of any of these crimes.

Fear and Crime

One very important fact to keep in mind is that the level of fear exceeds the actual levels of crime. Skogan
and Maxfield (1981) illustrate the lack of a connection between crime and fear by showing that, in terms of
robbery, approximately 48 percent of the non-victims report feeling somewhat or very unsafe, while 54 percent
of the victims report the same fear. The expectation was that victims should express significantly more fear
than non-victims. Similarly, both official and victimization measures show that less than 10 percent of the
population is victimized, despite fear of 40 percent or more. Perhaps more interesting is the fact that, despite
the reductions in crime found in both official and victimization figures, 66 percent of the respondents to a
Gallup Poll in 2002 believe there was more crime in the United States than in the previous year (Jones, 2010).

Another way of looking at fear and crime is to examine the link between fear and past victimization of
respondents. Some studies offer empirical support of a positive relationship between victimization and fear of
crime (Bachman et al., 2011; Ferguson and Mindel, 2007; Keane, 1995; Lumb et al., 1993; McCoy et al., 1996;
Roundtree, 1998; Skogan, 1987; Will and McGrath, 1995; Zhao et al., 2015). Other studies, however, fail to find
any relationship between victimization and fear (Ferraro, 1995; Garofalo, 1979; Gates and Rohe, 1987; Liska et
al., 1982; McGarrell et al., 1997; Perkins and Taylor, 1996; Rifai, 1982). Yet another group of researchers argue
that the relationship depends on the definitions and measures of fear and/or victimization (Baumer, 1985;
Bennett and Flavin, 1994; Ferraro and LaGrange, 1987; Garofalo, 1981; Gomme, 1988).

Fear and Demographics

Besides the diversity in the fear—victimization relationship, the level of fear is not consistent across all
demographic groups in the population. It is principally an urban problem and affects the elderly and women to
a greater extent than other groups. Greater than 60 percent of those persons living in urban areas express fear
of crime. Conversely, only 30 percent of rural residents voice the same fears. A wide range of studies reveal
that the elderly and women are the most fearful groups in society (Baumer, 1985; Bennett and Flavin, 1994;
Ferraro, 1995; Hindelang et al., 1978; McGarrell et al., 1997; Perkins and Taylor, 1996; Riger et al., 1978; Skogan
and Maxfield, 1981; Will and McGrath, 1995). This persists despite the fact that the elderly and women are the
least victimized groups. Some researchers argue these fear results are an artifact of how fear is measured and
that the young are actually the most fearful (Chiricos et al., 1997; Ferraro, 1995; Lumb et al., 1993).

Fear also varies along other demographic lines. Numerous studies report that fearful people tend to be black
(Biderman et al., 1967; Chiricos et al., 1997; Lab, 1990; Smith and Lab, 1991; Parker, 1988; Parker and Ray, 1990;
Skogan and Maxfield, 1981), lower socioeconomic status (Bennett and Flavin, 1994; Biderman et al., 1967;
Gomme, 1986; Greenberg et al., 1985; Riger et al., 1978; Will and McGrath, 1995), and live in large communities
(Baumer, 1985; Biderman et al., 1967; Boggs, 1971; Kennedy and Silverman, 1985; Liska et al., 1982; Will and
McGrath, 1995). Other studies, however, note the lack of a relationship or a reverse relationship between some
of these demographic factors and fear (Gomme, 1986; Gomme, 1988; Kennedy and Krahn, 1984; Kennedy and
Silverman, 1985; Lab, 1990; Smith and Lab, 1991; Menard and Covey, 1987; Ortega and Myles, 1987; Toseland,
1982).

Explaining the Divergent Findings

Two basic questions arise from an inspection of past research on fear of crime. First, how do you justify the
levels of fear in light of the actual levels and chances of victimization? Second, why do different studies find
divergent sets of characteristics among fearful individuals? There is no clear answer to these questions. Instead,
there may be many contributing factors.

Vicarious Victimization
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Hough (1995) argues that fear is related to measures of vicarious victimization. Vicarious victimization
refers to knowing someone or hearing about others who have been the victim of a crime. This information may
elicit a sympathetic reaction and empathetic fear of crime. Grohe et al. (2012), using a phone survey of
residents in one southeastern U.S. city, report that fear of burglary is significantly related to actual burglary in
the city. Analyzing fear among Houston residents, Zhao et al. (2015) note that local crime is related to fear of
violent, property, and disorder offenses independent of actual victimization. Vicarious fear can also come from
real or dramatic depictions of crime in the media, particularly television. Both fictional police dramas and the
reporting of crime and violence in the news inundate the populace with a view that crime is a constant threat
to every individual. It is also noteworthy that most depictions are not of everyday “street crimes.” Instead, they
focus on more heinous and frightening offenses such as murder, rape, and home burglary. Several studies
(Chiricos et al., 1996; Lane and Meeker, 2003a; Weitzer and Kubrin, 2004) report that exposure to crime in the
media is related to higher reported fear.

Perceived Risk and Harm

A second possible explanation for inordinate levels of fear centers on the potential harm one encounters
when victimized (Riger et al., 1978; Skogan and Maxfield, 1981; Warr, 1984). That is, victimization has a greater
impact on some individuals than others. The elderly, for example, are largely on fixed incomes and any loss
due to theft, property damage, or medical expenses cannot always be accommodated within their budgets. A
minor dollar loss can translate into a major hardship. Similarly, physical injuries to elderly victims can result in
lengthy, painful recuperation beyond that needed by younger individuals. The elderly and females also have a
great physical disadvantage when faced with young male offenders who hold an edge in strength and physical
prowess. The perceived potential for physical harm is greatly enhanced when the victim and offender represent
opposite positions in physical and social power. McCoy et al. (1996) and Smith and Torstensson (1997) find that
perceived vulnerability is a strong predictor of fear among women and the elderly.

Vulnerability also appears in the form of social isolation (Akers et al., 1987; Bursik and Grasmick, 1993;
Kennedy and Silverman, 1985; Riger et al., 1978). Many elderly live alone and have few family members or
close friends living nearby. These individuals may feel they have no one to call on for assistance in the
aftermath of a crime. They are socially isolated from support networks that are more common among younger
members of the population.

Incivility

A third possible explanation for the lack of a direct victimization—fear connection involves area incivility.
Incivility refers to physical and social factors involved in disorder and community decline. Physical signs of
incivility include the deterioration of buildings, litter, graffiti, vandalism, and abandoned buildings and cars.
Among the social signs of incivility are public drunkenness, vagrancy, loitering youths, harassment (such as
begging or panhandling), and visible drug sales and use. Both residents and potential offenders may see signs
of incivility as indicative of a lack of social cohesion, high transiency, a lack of resources, and/or an uncaring
attitude (Lewis and Salem, 1986; Skogan, 1990). Residents may feel a lack of control in the neighborhood that in
turn may generate a greater fear of crime. Conversely, areas that display collective efficacy and strong social
integration should have lower levels of fear (Doran and Burgess, 2012; Jackson and Gray, 2010; Zhao et al.,
2015).

Several studies have analyzed the contribution of incivilities to the level of fear. McGarrell et al. (1997)
report that neighborhood disorder/incivility contributes significantly to variation in respondents’ fear of crime.
Roundtree (1998) finds similar results when analyzing survey data from 5,302 Seattle residents. Residents’
perceptions of disorder significantly increased fear of both violent and burglary victimizations. Lane and
colleagues (Lane, 2002; Lane and Fox, 2012; Lane and Meeker, 2000, 2005, 2011) have demonstrated that
neighborhood conditions and signs of disorder are related to levels of fear. Finally, McCoy et al. (1996) note
that dissatisfaction with one’s neighborhood (a possible indicator of incivilities) is a key to residents’ fear.
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Methodological Factors

Differing methodologies in the studies may also influence the results. As noted earlier, varying “fear”
measures can contribute to divergent findings. It is not improbable that the same respondents could provide
two different views of fear when asked different questions. For example, survey respondents may give “fearful”
responses when asked about walking alone after dark anywhere “within a mile,” but few “fear” responses to
the likelihood of being raped. Similarly, respondents may feel that crime is a greater problem today than a year
ago, but still not worry much about being mugged. The extent of fear also may vary depending on who is
answering which questions. Females, for example, worry more about sexual assault than do males. Ferraro
(1995) notes that general fear among women is better understood as an extension of the fear of rape.
Operationalizing fear in different ways, therefore, produces greatly different results. Variation in fear also may
reflect the locale of the study. For example, Chiricos et al. (1997) point out that their results on fear differ from
those of Covington and Taylor (1991), despite the similar concerns addressed in the two studies. They speculate
that the variation is due to differences between Tallahassee, Florida and Baltimore, Maryland. The setting of
the analysis, therefore, can influence the results.

Crime and Fear

Yet another factor influencing the levels of fear involves the actual level of crime. While the fear of crime
varies independently from actual victimization and crime, it would be naive to claim that changes in the crime
rate have no influence on reported fear. Media reports of increasing crime and spectacular offenses
undoubtedly hold some sway over perceptions of safety in the community. Unfortunately, lower crime rates
probably do not bring about lower fear as easily. The media does not promote good news to the same extent as
bad news. Feelings of fear and worry, once formed, would be difficult to reverse.

Benefits of Fear

Throughout this discussion, fear has been presented primarily as a negative concept. That is, fear is a bad
thing that has negative consequences for the individual. Among these negatives are changes in behavior,
retreating behind closed doors, not trusting other people, anxiety, and/or depression, to name a few. The
logical conclusion to draw is that we need to reduce, and hopefully eliminate, fear. It is possible, however, to
view fear as a positive thing.

Jackson and Gray (2009) note that there is such a thing as functional fear. In essence, fear can be a good
thing, provided the individual uses it as motivation to take precautions. These precautions may range from
avoiding certain risky places or times, to utilizing safety devices at home, to pairing up with others for safety
when outdoors. A similar proposition is offered by Lee (2007) when he discusses the fearing subject. This
person is someone who becomes responsible for the safety of himself and his property. Jackson and Gray
(2010), using the Safer Neighborhoods Survey in London, report that fear actually promotes precautions, which
reduce subsequent fear for a significant number of respondents.

Based on these arguments, it would be ill-advised to try to completely eliminate fear. Rather, fear can be
healthy for people. The key would be to determine what that “healthy level” is and how to limit a person’s fear
at that optimal level. Under this approach, eliminating fear would result in people taking unnecessary chances
and ignoring risky situations.

Fear Summary

Despite the issues and concerns inherent in measuring fear of crime, one fact remains unchanged. That is,
people report being fearful to a much greater extent than they report (either officially or unofficially) being a
victim of crime. Because of fear, people respond in a variety of ways. Some individuals will avoid certain
places at certain times, or stop going somewhere altogether. Others may install locks and security devices and
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stay inside their fortress. The public may demand greater police presence. Funds may be expended on self-
defense classes, dogs, guns, or other items in an attempt to protect one’s self and reduce the feelings of fear.
Whatever the response, it is indicative of fear’s impact on the individual and society.
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Summary

The extent of the crime problem is hard to accurately gauge and is multifaceted. Attempts to measure the
level of crime present a variety of findings and anomalies. While these various counting procedures may not
agree on the numerical magnitude of crime and victimization, there is consensus that crime remains a major
social problem. Crime may be on the decrease, but it remains far higher today than in the 1960s when the
President’s Commission proclaimed that major changes were needed to stem the problem of crime and
victimization. Beyond the enumeration of criminal acts, the economic, impact of crime on the individual and
society is substantial. Psychological and time losses due to crime are also significant. Also problematic are the
inordinate levels of fear of crime. Fear far exceeds the actual amount of crime and affects many individuals
who never have been, and may never be, crime victims. Crime prevention must be cognizant of both the real
and perceived levels of crime and must be prepared to attack crime in all its aspects.

Key Terms

fear

fearing subject

functional fear

incivility

National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS)
panel survey

Part I crimes

Part II crimes

Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)

vicarious victimization

victimization surveys
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Chapter 2
Crime Prevention

Chapter Outline

Crime Prevention Through the Ages
Modern Crime Prevention
Summary

Defining Crime Prevention

Crime Prevention Classifications
Crime Prevention/Public Health Model

Alternate Classifications of Crime Prevention
Model of Choice

Learning Objectives

After reading this chapter you should be able to:

e Discuss the historic methods used by individuals and communities to respond to and prevent
crime.

e Provide a definition of crime prevention.

e Contrast crime prevention and crime control.

¢ Outline the crime prevention model based on the public health model.

e Define primary, secondary, and tertiary crime prevention.

e Provide examples of prevention activities for each part of the crime prevention model.

e Offer examples of other crime prevention models.

e Identify the difference between micro-, meso-, and macro-level prevention.

e Define and discuss crime science.

Crime prevention is not a new idea. Indeed, for as long as people have been victimized there have been
attempts to protect oneself and one’s family. The term “crime prevention,” however, has only recently come to
signify a set of ideas for combating crime. Many people suggest that crime prevention today is new and
unique, particularly in terms of citizen participation. In reality, many recent activities classified as crime
prevention can be seen throughout history. “New” crime prevention ideas and techniques are often little more
than reincarnations of past practices or extensions of basic approaches in the (distant) past. It is only in the
relatively recent past that the general citizenry has not been the primary line of defense against crime and
victimization. This chapter will accomplish several things. First, it presents a brief discussion of crime
prevention throughout history. Second, a definition for crime prevention will be presented. Third, the chapter
presents the general crime prevention model that serves to organize the remainder of the text.
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Crime Prevention Through the Ages

In any discussion it is important to set forth the context from which our ideas and thoughts emerge. Perhaps
the best place to start is with an understanding of what has happened in the past. The study of crime
prevention is no exception.

The earliest responses to crime were left to the individual and his family. Retribution, revenge, and
vengeance were the driving forces throughout early history. While such actions would serve to make the
victim whole again, it also would eliminate the benefit gained by the offender. It was assumed that potential
offenders would see little gain in an offense, thereby deterring the individual from taking action. The Code of
Hammurabi (approximately 1900 B.C.) outlined retribution by the victim and/or his family as the accepted
response to injurious behavior. Lex talionis, the principle of “an eye for an eye,” was specifically set forth as a
driving principle in the Hammurabic law. Such laws and practices provided legitimacy to individual citizen
action.

The existence of formal systems of social control is relatively new. Early “policing,” such as in the Roman
Empire and in France, was concentrated in the cities, conducted by the military, and dealt with issues of the
central state and the nobility (i.e., king) (Holden, 1992; Langworthy and Travis, 1994). The general public was
left to continue self-help methods.

The Norman conquest of England in 1066 gave rise to a form of citizen policing referred to as obligatory
policing (Klockars, 1985). Male citizens were required to band together into groups for the purpose of policing
each other. If one individual in the group caused harm (to a group or non-group member), the other members
were responsible for apprehending and sanctioning the offender. Beyond this obligatory action, a variety of
cooperative practices emerged that relied on citizen participation to protect the community and one another.
Watch and ward rotated the responsibility for keeping watch over the town or area, particularly at night,
among the male citizens. Identified threats would cause the watcher to raise the alarm and call for help (hue
and cry). It was then up to the general citizenry to apprehend and (possibly) punish the offender. Those
responding to the call for help were not employees of the state. Rather, they were other common citizens. The
“watch and ward” and “hue and cry” ideas were codified in 1285 in the Statutes of Winchester (Klockars, 1985),
which also required men to have weapons available for use when called (assize of arms), and outlined the role
of a constable, which was an unpaid position responsible for coordinating the watch and ward system, and
overseeing other aspects of the law. It is apparent throughout these actions that crime prevention was a major
responsibility of the citizenry.

Similar citizen responsibility was commonplace in the new world colonies and the early United States. The
vigilante movement, which mirrored early ideas of “hue and cry,” was a major component of enforcing law
and order in the growing frontier of the young country (Klockars, 1985). Posses of citizens were formed when
an offender needed to be apprehended and punished.

The individual, often voluntary, responsibility for crime prevention in England generally persisted until the
1800s. The exceptions to this trend can be seen in the development of paid, private security police for
specialized industries or groups (Klockars, 1985; Langworthy and Travis, 1994). The Merchant Police of
England, which was established in the sixteenth century to protect the wool industry, is a prime example of an
early private police force. The parochial police, hired by the wealthy to protect their homes and businesses, is
another example.

Entrepreneurial policing appeared with the passage of the Highwayman Act in England in 1692. This law
outlined the payment of bounty for the capture of thieves and the recovery of property. The voluntary bounty
hunters came to be known as thief takers (Klockars, 1985; LaGrange, 1993) who, by the mid-1700s, were
organized under the leadership of English magistrates. The thief takers, who were often reformed criminals
themselves, were “paid” to protect the public by being able to keep a portion of all recovered property. The
evolution of the thief takers from a wholly voluntary activity to a legitimized, organized group under
government control was the beginning of a process that ended with the establishment of the Metropolitan
Police in London in 1829.

A key to the Metropolitan Police organization was the idea of crime prevention. Sir Robert Peel, who was
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the driving force behind the Metropolitan Police Act, and Charles Roman, the commissioner of the new
organization, both saw crime prevention as the basic principle underlying police work (LaGrange, 1993). Even
earlier attempts at formal policing, such as that in seventeenth century Paris, emphasized crime prevention
through methods such as preventive patrol, increased lighting, and street cleaning (Stead, 1983). Formal police
forces in the United States, mirroring the movement in England, emerged in the mid-1800s and were restricted
primarily to the largest cities in the northeast, leaving citizens to continue their efforts at self-protection.

While much of this discussion has emphasized individual action and self-help, it should not be construed as
indicative that protective actions were solely a matter of retribution and revenge. There are numerous
examples of alternative approaches that would be considered preventive in nature. Easy examples were the use
of walls, moats, drawbridges and other physical design features around cities that protected the community
from external invasion. Surveillance, as provided by “watch and ward,” allowed the identification of problems
before they got out of hand. Yet another early prevention approach was the restriction of weapon ownership as
a means of eliminating violent behavior (Holden, 1992).

The advent of the twentieth century witnessed a great deal of change in societal response to deviant
behavior. Not only was a formal police force becoming the norm, but other forces were emerging to address
crime and deviance. The growth of the scientific study of crime and criminal behavior offered new responses
to deviant behavior. The emerging fields of psychology and sociology in the late 1800s and early 1900s were
beginning to question the causes of deviant behavior. Rather than carry on the dominant tradition of
attributing deviance to the battle between good and evil (God and the devil), researchers were starting to note
patterns in where and when offenses occurred and who was involved in the offenses, and to relate these facts
to changing social structure and personal relationships. The logical result of this growing study was a
movement away from simple responses involving repression, vengeance, retribution, and the like to actions
that would attack the assumed causes of deviant behavior. The emerging criminal and juvenile justice systems,
therefore, responded by incorporating more prevention-oriented functions into their activity.

One prime example of an early “crime prevention” approach was the development of the juvenile court and
its efforts to combat the problems of poverty, lack of education, and poor parenting among the lower classes.
The preventive nature of the juvenile system can be seen in the parens patriae philosophy, which argued that
youths needed help and that processing in adult court was geared toward punishment rather than prevention.
The expansion of the juvenile court’s jurisdiction to cover status offenses reflected the belief that curfew
violation, smoking, playing in the street, incorrigibility, and other such actions (none of which were proscribed
by the criminal code) were indicative of later criminal behavior. Thus, intervening in these status offenses was
a means of preventing later crime. The juvenile system, therefore, was clearly an attempt at crime prevention.

Yet another example of early crime preventive action was the Chicago Area Project. Shaw and McKay (1931,
1942) found crime and delinquency concentrating in the central areas of Chicago, where residential transience
and an apparent lack of social ties predominated. Shaw and McKay (1942) argued that this constant turnover of
residents resulted in an inability of the people to exert any informal social control over the individuals in the
area. People were more interested in improving themselves and moving out of these neighborhoods than in
improving the area and staying there. Consequently, offenders could act with some degree of impunity in these
neighborhoods. The Chicago Area Project, founded in 1931, sought to work with the residents to build a sense
of pride and community, thereby prompting people to stay and exert control over the actions of people in the
area. Recreation for youths, vigilance and community self-renewal, and mediation were the major components
of the project (Schlossman and Sedlak, 1983). In essence, the project sought to build ongoing, thriving
communities that could control the behavior of both its residents and those who visited the area.

Modern Crime Prevention

The modern era of crime prevention can be traced to the changes in crime in the 1960s. That decade saw the
advent of major increases in crime and delinquency, accompanied by large-scale social unrest in the United
States over the Vietnam War and perceived social inequality. The public demanded that something be done to
address crime and social unrest. The work of the 1967 President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Justice (hereafter the Commission) highlighted the plight of crime victims and the failure of
existing criminal justice system actions to curtail problems. The Commission called for new approaches,

36



including educational programs, local crime initiatives, better funding of criminal justice initiatives, and
research on the causes of and solution for crime.

Academic interest in the burgeoning crime problem led the way to modern crime prevention activities. One
of the first focal areas was on the contribution of the physical design of communities to crime. Jacobs’ (1961)
The Death and Life of Great American Cities focused on urban decay and the natural and social environments,
and their impact on crime and deviance. The modern urban environment, as well as many programs to change
urban life, were anathema to a vibrant community that protects itself and residents who look out for one
another. Jacobs suggested that the physical environment needs to enhance natural surveillance by those in the
neighborhood as a means of making streets safe for legitimate users. Similarly, Wood’s (1961) evaluation of
public housing in Chicago noted that safety is enhanced through resident surveillance and activity in the area.

The 1971 publication of Jeffery’s Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design took the ideas of Jacobs
and Wood further and argued that crime prevention requires environmental engineering. His emphasis was on
future offending rather than past behavior (the target of existing systems of social control). Jeffery (1971)
argued that criminal behavior, particularly potential future activity, is strongly influenced by the potential
future consequences of the individual’s actions. It is possible to curtail offending by removing environmental
cues that reinforce the offending behavior. The physical and social environments have great potential to
determine the levels of pleasure and pain faced by the individual. Jeffery argued that it is possible to make
alterations to the environment that will enhance conforming behavior and mitigate offending. Those changes
are not limited to physical changes. Rather, Jeffery claimed that increasing citizen involvement in community
activities and surveillance, and increased proactive programs by the police and other agents of social control,
can hold great potential for the prevention of crime.

While Jacobs, Jeffery, and others were laying out an academic basis for an emerging crime prevention,
architects and community planners, along with federal agencies and private corporations, were implementing
and testing new initiatives. Newman (1972), in his book Defensible Space: People and Design in the Violent
City, called on architects to change the physical environment in such a way as to maximize territoriality and
natural surveillance by residents and create an image of an area as cared for and protected. He demonstrated
the impact of appropriate construction on reduced crime and disorder. Newman’s work prompted the U.S.
Department of Justice, other government agencies, and private corporations (such as Westinghouse Electric) to
fund demonstration projects. The results of these projects led to the development of many different crime
prevention efforts, including neighborhood watch, “Take a Bite Out of Crime,” citizen patrols, lighting projects,
and others.

A final major development in modern crime prevention was the introduction of situational crime
prevention in 1983. Developed by the British Home Office, situational crime prevention refocused attention
from broad social/community change to target-, time- and place-specific efforts that would remove the
opportunities for crime. This move took crime prevention from the macro to the micro level of interest.

Summary

This short presentation demonstrates that crime prevention is an idea that has been around for as long as
there has been crime. While the form has changed and the term “crime prevention” is relatively new, the
concern over safety is age old. Throughout most of history, it was the individual’s responsibility, either
voluntarily or through obligation, to deal with crime and offenders. In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,
society moved to a system of police, courts, and corrections, which assumed the primary responsibility for
crime.

Since the 1960s there has been a growing movement toward bringing the citizenry back as active
participants in crime prevention. While many see this type of community action as “new,” in reality it is more
a movement back to age-old traditions of individual responsibility than it is a revolutionary step forward in
crime control. Crime prevention must utilize the wide range of ideas and abilities found throughout society.
Community planning, architecture, neighborhood action, juvenile advocacy, security planning, education, and
technical training, among many other system and non-system activities, all have a potential impact on the
levels of crime and fear of crime. The realm of crime prevention is vast and open for expansion.
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Defining Crime Prevention

The definition of crime prevention varies from study to study and program to program. Ekblom (2005, p. 28)
states “Crime prevention is intervention in the causes of criminal and disorderly events to reduce the risks of
their occurrence and/or the potential seriousness of their consequences.” This definition addresses both crime
and its impact on individuals and society. As outlined in the last chapter, the consequences of crime are not
inconsequential. While most definitions of crime prevention incorporate the ideas of lessening the actual levels
of crime or limiting further increases in crime, few deal with the problem of fear of crime and perceived crime
and victimization. This book uses a very simple yet encompassing definition:

crime prevention entails any action designed to reduce the actual level of crime and/or the perceived fear of crime.

These actions are not restricted to the efforts of the criminal justice system and include activities by
individuals and groups, both public and private. Just as there are many causes of crime, there are many
potentially valuable approaches to crime prevention.

This definition differs from Ekblom’s in that it does not directly address the consequences of crime. The
reason for this is twofold. First, if crime and fear are successfully addressed, the consequences are also affected.
Second, it is possible to address the consequences of victimization without ever attacking the underlying crime.
This can occur in many ways, including payments to victims through victim compensation, the provision of
mental health counselors, actions taken to reduce the time lost from participating with the criminal justice
process, and any number of other interventions. While these actions are laudable, they do nothing to address
the cause of the problems. Therefore, throughout the discussion in this book, the emphasis is on crime and the
fear of crime, with the consequences receiving little direct attention.

Crime prevention and crime control are not synonymous. Crime prevention clearly denotes an attempt to
eliminate crime either prior to the initial occurrence or before further activity. On the other hand, crime
control alludes to maintenance of a given or existing level and the management of that amount of behavior.
Control also fails to adequately address the problem of fear of crime. Critics of this distinction will fault the
author’s implicit assumption that society and criminal justice can do something about crime and the fear of
crime beyond simple management of an inevitable, inescapable minimal amount of crime. These functionalists
would view crime as a social necessity that, regardless of the effort, will always exist. While functionalists may
be correct, taking the stance that crime is necessary and all we can do is “control” it leads to a mind-set
doomed not to achieve crime “prevention.”
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Crime Prevention Classifications

Crime prevention can be classified in a number of different ways. Perhaps the earliest attempt to group
crime prevention efforts simply borrowed the well-established public health model of disease prevention
initiatives (see Brantingham and Faust, 1976; Caplan, 1964; Leavell and Clark, 1965; Shah and Roth, 1974).

Crime Prevention/Public Health Model

The tripartite public health model classifies prevention as either primary, secondary or tertiary. Each area
attacks the problem at different stages of development. From the public health viewpoint, primary prevention
refers to actions taken to avoid the initial development of the disease or problem. This would include
vaccinations and sanitary cleanups by public health officials. Secondary prevention moves beyond the point of
general societal concerns and focuses on individuals and situations that exhibit early signs of disease. Included
at this stage are screening tests such as those for tuberculosis or systematically providing examinations to
workers who handle toxic materials. Tertiary prevention rests at the point where the disease or problem has
already manifested itself. Activities at this stage involve the elimination of the immediate problem and taking
steps designed to inhibit a recurrence in the future. Crime prevention activities are directly analogous to this
public health model.

Primary Crime Prevention

Primary prevention within the realm of criminal justice “identifies conditions of the physical and social
environment that provide opportunities for or precipitate criminal acts” (Brantingham and Faust, 1976). The
types of prevention approaches subsumed here take a variety of forms and are located within a wide range of
social organizations (see Table 2.1). Included here are environmental design, neighborhood watch, general
deterrence, private security, developmental prevention approaches, and education about crime and crime
prevention. Environmental design includes a wide range of crime prevention techniques aimed at making
crime more difficult for the offender, surveillance easier for residents, and feelings of safety more widespread.
The use of building plans conducive to visibility, the addition of lights and locks, and the marking of property
for ease of identification fall within the realm of environmental design. Neighborhood watches and citizen
patrols increase the ability of residents to exert control over their neighborhood and add risk of observation for
potential offenders.

Activities of varied groups/organizations can also play a major role within the realm of primary prevention.
The presence of the police may affect the attractiveness of an area for crime as well as lower the fear of crime.
The courts and corrections may influence primary prevention by increasing perceived risk of crime for
offenders. Actions of the criminal justice system may also bring about general deterrence. Public education
concerning the actual levels of crime and the interaction of the criminal justice system and the public may also
affect perceptions of crime and individual choices to violate the law.

Table 2.1 Crime Prevention Approaches

Primary prevention: Secondary prevention:

Environmental design Identification and prediction
Architectural design Early ID of problem individuals
Lighting Crime area analysis
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Access control Situational crime prevention

Property identification Problem identification
Neighborhood watch Situation-specific intervention
Surveillance Community policing
Citizen patrols Substance abuse
General deterrence Prevention and treatment
Arrest and conviction Schools and crime prevention
Sentencing methods Tertiary prevention:
Public education Specific deterrence
Levels of crime Incapacitation
Fear
Self-help Rehabilitation and treatment

Developmental crime prevention
Early intervention programs
Social crime prevention

Unemployment

Poverty

Employment/Job training

Developmental crime prevention approaches focus on risk factors that may lead individuals to deviant
behavior. Programs working with parents and children to build parental and social skills, preparation for
school, cognitive abilities and more are prime examples of developmental approaches. Social prevention
activities are those typically aimed at alleviating unemployment, poor education, poverty, and similar social ills
that may reduce crime and fear by attending to the root causes underlying deviant behavior. These and many
other primary prevention behaviors are implemented with the intent of avoiding initial, as well as continued,
crime and victimization and may be instrumental at lowering the fear of crime.

Secondary Crime Prevention

Secondary prevention “engages in early identification of potential offenders and seeks to intervene”
(Brantingham and Faust, 1976) prior to commission of illegal activity. Implicit in secondary prevention is the
ability to correctly identify and predict problem people and situations. Perhaps the most recognizable form of
secondary prevention is the idea of situational crime prevention. Situational crime prevention seeks to identify
existing problems at the micro level and institute interventions that are developed specifically for the given
problem. These solutions may involve physical design changes, altering social behaviors, improving
surveillance, or any number of other activities. Closely allied to situational prevention is the emergence of
community policing. The community policing approach relies heavily on citizen involvement in a problem-
solving approach to neighborhood concerns.

Many secondary prevention efforts resemble activities listed under primary prevention. The distinction rests
on whether the programs are aimed more at keeping problems that lead to criminal activity from arising
(primary prevention) or if the efforts are focused on factors that already exist and are fostering deviant
behavior (secondary prevention). Secondary prevention may deal with predelinquents or deviant behavior
which leads to injurious criminal activity. For example, alcohol and other drug use are highly related to other
forms of deviance. Targeting drug use as an indicator of criminal propensity is a secondary prevention
approach. Schools can play an important role in secondary prevention both in terms of identifying problem
youths and in providing a forum for interventions. Clearly, much secondary prevention may rest in the hands
of parents, educators, and neighborhood leaders who have daily contact with the individuals and conditions
leading to deviance and fear.
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Tertiary Crime Prevention

According to Brantingham and Faust (1976), tertiary prevention “deals with actual offenders and involves
intervention ... in such a fashion that they will not commit further offenses.” The majority of tertiary
prevention rests within the workings of the criminal justice system. The activities of arrest, prosecution,
incarceration, treatment, and rehabilitation all fall within the realm of tertiary prevention. Non-justice system
input to this process includes private enterprise correctional programs, diversionary justice within the
community, and some community corrections. Tertiary prevention is often ignored in discussions of crime
prevention due to its traditional place in other texts and the great volume of writing on these topics that
already exists.

The types of approaches and interventions within each level of crime prevention are certainly not limited to
those mentioned. Within each of the three types of prevention there are many variations and novel ways to
approach a given crime problem. Indeed, crime prevention techniques are only limited by the imagination of
individuals interested in decreasing the levels of crime and fear of crime.

Alternate Classifications of Crime Prevention

As noted earlier, crime prevention can be classified in other ways than that of a public health model. One is
a variation on the tripartite public health model offered by van Dijk and de Waard (1991). Their model adds a
second dimension resulting in a 3 x 3 configuration with primary/secondary/tertiary on one axis and victim-
oriented/community-neighborhood-oriented/offender-oriented on the other axis. For example, primary
prevention techniques can be divided into actions that target victims, the community, or potential offenders.
This simply refines the public health-based classification system. Crawford (1998) offers another two-
dimensional typology that again uses the primary/secondary/tertiary view as a starting point, and adds a
distinction between social and situational approaches within each category. Both of these models offer
alternative views of crime prevention and ways of conceptualizing crime prevention interventions.

Hunter (2010) sees crime prevention divided into micro, meso, and macro levels, while maintaining the
primary, secondary, and tertiary distinctions. Micro-level crime prevention targets individuals, small groups,
small areas, or small businesses for intervention. These interventions may be very site-specific and target
individual vulnerabilities. Meso-level crime prevention looks at larger communities or neighborhoods, or
larger groups of individuals or businesses. Examples of this could be entire villages or towns, or possibly a
chain of specialty stores. The interventions here will involve larger groups and seek to engender cooperative
responses to crime. Finally, macro-level crime prevention looks at large communities, society as a whole, or
other very large collectives. At this level, responses would involve large-scale social changes, major shifts in
educational practices, major new employment opportunities, or legislative changes to address crime and
disorder (Hunter, 2010).

Tonry and Farrington (1995) divide crime prevention into four categories: (1) developmental, (2) community,
(3) situational, and (4) criminal justice. Each of these categories simply parcels out some aspect of the public
health model. The criminal justice category, for example, is substantially tertiary prevention, while community
is largely primary prevention. Bjergo (2013) offers a general crime prevention model with nine categories: (1)
establishing and monitoring normative barriers, (2) reducing recruitment to criminal activity, (3) deterrence, (4)
disrupting acts before they occur, (5) protecting targets, (6) reducing the level of harm from crime, (7) reducing
the rewards of crime, (8) incapacitation, and (9) desistence and rehabilitation. Each of these fall somewhere
within the public health model.

An emerging area within the realm of crime prevention is that of crime science. Laycock (2005) suggests
that crime science is a new discipline, or at the very least a new paradigm, for addressing crime by coupling
efforts to prevent crime with the detection of and intervention with offenders. This is in contrast to the existing
paradigm within criminal justice where “Crime is seen as fundamentally about offenders rather than
situations” (Laycock, 2005, p. 21). The emphasis on offenders involves the criminal justice system in the
apprehension, adjudication and punishment/treatment of offenders. Little or no concern is paid to prevention
of crime. Conversely, “[c]rime science is the application of the methods of science to crime and disorder”
(Laycock, 2005, p. 4).
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In essence, crime science attacks crime from a wide range of disciplines using a broad array of tools. Among
the disciplines included are those traditionally found in discussions of crime and criminality—sociology,
psychology, criminology, and criminal justice. Also included, however, are the fields of engineering, biology,
physics, architecture, genetics, communications, computer science, education, and many others. Each of these
disciplines offers insight to the behavior of individuals, how to control or manipulate the physical and social
environment, the development of safety and security devices, or a myriad of other factors that play a role in
crime and crime control. A primary goal of crime science is to bring these divergent disciplines together into a
functional, coordinated response to crime (Laycock, 2005).

In many ways, crime science fits nicely in the public health prevention model. An examination of the
approaches listed in Table 2.1 shows a wide array of actions and interventions that require the knowledge and
expertise from disciplines beyond those typically involved in the criminal justice system. At the same time, the
criminal justice system is intimately involved in the detection, apprehension and intervention with offenders,
as well as the implementation of new prevention initiatives. Many of the prevention approaches and
interventions outlined in this book rely on methods and information drawn from disciplines not traditionally
involved in crime or its prevention.

Model of Choice

While all of the classifications presented here have merit, this book utilizes the public health framework.
Virtually all of the other classifications fit within this model. Primary, secondary, and tertiary crime prevention
encompass diverse prevention methods ranging from physical design of homes and communities, to
neighborhood watch, to educating the public, to developmental approaches, to situationally unique
interventions, to drug prevention, to deterrence, incapacitation, and rehabilitation. Crime prevention is not
limited to the work of the criminal justice system. Instead, it relies on the knowledge and abilities of a very
diverse set of individuals and groups who work to apply scientific principles to the understanding and
prevention of crime. Beyond just presenting a discussion of different prevention approaches, this book attempts
to provide insight to the effectiveness of each approach. Evaluating prevention initiatives, however, is not
without its problems. It is to the topic of evaluating crime prevention that we now turn.

Key Terms

assize of arms

Chicago Area Project
constable

crime control

crime prevention

crime science
developmental prevention
hue and cry

lex talionis

micro-, meso-, and macro-level crime prevention
obligatory policing

parens patriae

parochial police

primary prevention

public health model
secondary prevention
situational crime prevention
social prevention

status offenses

tertiary prevention
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Chapter 3
Evaluation and Crime Prevention

Chapter Outline

Types of Evaluation

Impact Evaluation
Process Evaluation

Cost—Benefit Evaluations

Theory and Measurement in Evaluation
Theoretical Concerns

Measurement Issues

Follow-Up Periods
Summary
The Method for Evaluation

Experimental Design
Realistic Evaluation

Summary
An Overview of the Book

Learning Objectives

After reading this chapter you should be able to:

Distinguish between impact and process evaluation.

Discuss obstacles to undertaking impact evaluations.

Provide an argument for the value of process evaluations.

Define cost—benefit evaluation and discuss problems with doing it in crime prevention.
Give reasons for why programs and evaluation should be based on sound theory.
Identify measurement problems in evaluating crime prevention programs.

Explain why the appropriate follow-up period is important.

Explain what is meant by the “gold standard” in evaluation.

Discuss the concerns with relying on a single methodological standard for evaluations.
Discuss both threats to internal and external validity, particularly as they impact crime
prevention evaluations.

Outline the Maryland Scale of Scientific Methods.

Explain realistic evaluation.

The goal of this book is not just to provide information on crime prevention programs and initiatives. Instead,

the intent is to offer insight into what works in crime prevention. To accomplish that task, it is necessary to

evaluate prevention programs and efforts. Because this text is a survey of the prevention field, it relies on

evaluations conducted by other researchers. At first glance it may seem that reporting on evaluations that have

45



already been conducted would be easy and straightforward. Unfortunately, a good deal of debate has occurred
over what constitutes “good” evaluation (see Holcomb and Lab, 2003).

The purpose of this chapter is to discuss the topic of evaluation and lay the groundwork for the evaluation of
prevention that appears throughout the chapters. A number of topics will be addressed. First, the different
types of evaluations, or as some would argue the different parts of an effective evaluation, are discussed. The
second issue to be discussed involves theoretical and measurement problems. The debate about the appropriate
methodology for evaluations forms a core topic in the chapter and helps tie together the different threads
raised in the earlier sections. The ultimate goal is to lay a foundation for understanding the importance of
evaluation in crime prevention.

46



Types of Evaluation

In general, evaluation refers to investigating the usefulness of some exercise or phenomenon. Evaluation of
crime prevention, therefore, refers to investigating the impact of a prevention technique or intervention on the
level of subsequent crime, fear, or other intended outcome. Making such a determination may require the use
of various methodologies. Ekblom and Pease (1995) argue that evaluation research is often viewed as
addressing two research goals using diverse methodologies. These goals are generally understanding the
implementation of the intervention and the impact of the initiative and are evaluated using two forms of
evaluation—process and impact evaluation—respectively. A third form of evaluation—cost-benefit evaluation—
is becoming more common.

Impact Evaluation

Impact (outcome) evaluations focus on what changes (e.g., to the crime rate) occur after the introduction
of the policy, intervention, or program. There are many examples of impact evaluations in criminal justice. For
example, treatment programs used in correctional settings are evaluated on their effectiveness to reduce
recidivism or drug use among offenders. Changes in police patrol practices aimed at reducing the level of drug
sales in an area are evaluated in terms of subsequent numbers of sales. In-school interventions that teach
students how to respond to problems in a non-aggressive fashion are assessed in terms of the type or amount
of future physical confrontations in school. Neighborhood watch programs have been evaluated in terms of
their impact on crime levels in the neighborhood and the fear of crime reported by residents. Changes in traffic
patterns, walkways, building designs, and the layout of residential complexes have been assessed in terms of
changes in crime. Evaluations of newsletters and media efforts to promote preventive activity have looked at
the ability of such efforts to change not only citizen behavior but also their victimization levels. These are a
few of the many evaluations that can be found throughout the crime prevention literature and discussed in
later chapters.

Undertaking impact evaluations in crime prevention poses some interesting problems. One major obstacle is
the fact that crime prevention initiatives rarely rely on a single intervention or approach. Rather, crime
prevention programs often incorporate a menu of different activities at the same time. For example,
neighborhood crime prevention typically includes a watch scheme, property identification, neighborhood
cleanup, periodic meetings, and some form of prevention newsletter. The problem for evaluators is identifying
which of the many prevention activities is responsible for the observed changes (if any). It is possible that the
entire package is necessary to bring about the change, it is possible that only one of the elements is responsible
for the change, or it is equally plausible that the mix of interventions mitigates any positive impact on crime
and fear. It is rare to find that a single prevention activity is undertaken in total isolation from other anti-crime
initiatives.

A second set of obstacles for evaluating crime prevention revolves around the fact that the target of the
initiatives (and thus the unit of analysis for the evaluation) is a neighborhood or other geographic area. This is
not to suggest that implementing a crime prevention program across a neighborhood or community is ill-
conceived. Rather, the issue is solely a methodological one, and it is multifaceted. First, neighborhoods cannot
be isolated. This means that there are a multitude of other influences on the neighborhood—many of them
from the surrounding community or adjacent neighborhoods—that may have an influence on the levels of
crime. Second, many interventions are not uniformly applied across an area or adopted by all residents. As a
result, it is possible that an intervention appears to have no impact across the area, when in fact those who
participate experience a reduction in crime and/or fear. Impact evaluations need to pay special attention to the
effectiveness of prevention techniques in cases in which there is not total cooperation or adoption of the
intervention.

A third concern with impact evaluations of crime prevention programs involves the competing issues of
crime displacement and diffusion of benefits. While both of these will be discussed at length later in the book,
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they refer to the issue of whether the prevention activity influences the level of crime and fear in areas not
involved in the initiative. These obstacles to impact evaluations will receive further consideration later in this
chapter.

Process Evaluation

Process evaluations consider the implementation of a program or initiative and involve determining the
procedures used to implement a specific program. These evaluations also examine the social context within
which the program or initiative operates (Ekblom and Pease, 1995). In general, process evaluations offer a
detailed descriptive account of the program and its implementation. Process evaluations look at a wide range of
variables and topics starting with the initial goals of the initiative and continuing all the way through the
current operations (or closing) of the program. Typical factors considered are the mission/goals of the program,
the level and quality of program staff, the funding and other resources of the program, obstacles faced in
implementing and sustaining the initiative, the degree to which the project was carried out as planned, the
level of support for the program, the degree to which the clients complied with the intervention, the quality of
the data gathered, and any changes made in the program over time. All of this information is used in assessing
the degree to which the intervention was successfully implemented as planned. Advocates of process
evaluations point out that the resulting information is pivotal in answering questions about the context of an
intervention and what actually took place in the initiative.

Unfortunately, many evaluations only look only at the process. There is often no attempt to undertake an
impact evaluation. Thus, it is possible to know what was attempted and how well it was done, but it is
impossible to know whether it had any impact on crime and/or fear of crime. Among the more extensive
process evaluations in the United States and the United Kingdom are those examining partnership initiatives,
including the Comprehensive Communities Programs, the Strategic Approaches to Community Safety
Initiative, the Burglary Reduction Initiative, and the Crime and Disorder Act projects. Almost without
exception, the U.S. evaluations have been exclusively process oriented (e.g., Bureau of Justice Assistance, 1997;
Kelling, 1998; Rosenbaum and Kaminska-Costello, 1998). Even where impact evaluations were planned, they
were often abandoned before they were funded or completed.

Process evaluations of prevention programs or other initiatives often view success in terms other than
reaching the outcome goals of the program. Instead, success is often measured in terms of the number of
meetings held, participation by different agencies at the meetings, how long the program has been operating,
the number of clients handled, the amount of funds expended, or the development of operational plans. What
is missing is the assessment of the program’s impact on crime, fear, quality of life, or other intended outcome.
From the standpoint of having an impact on crime, process evaluations alone offer no insight.

Given the fact that process evaluations do not answer the key question for many programs (i.e., does it
reduce crime), why are they so prevalent? Several reasons are apparent. First, doing a process evaluation can
set the stage for an outcome study by indicating whether the intervention or initiative has been implemented
correctly and whether the target receives the amount of intervention necessary to bring about the intended
change. Second, process evaluations can provide insight into the context within which the intervention
operates. Knowing the background of the problem, the operations of the program, what took place, problems
that arose, and other factors can provide information on whether the intervention can be used in another place
at another time. That is, process evaluations provide insight into the potential generalizability of the
intervention. In this sense, therefore, a process evaluation becomes an important part of the overall assessment
of the program. Finally, process evaluations have the distinct advantage that they cannot fail. Every process
evaluation can tell about what happened, how much took place, how many participated, and other factors.
Such information can form the basis of a formidable report showing that an initiative is busy doing a lot of
things. Thus, a program can point to numerous accomplishments.

In conjunction with an impact evaluation, process evaluations provide information on the different settings,
the implementation of the intervention, and other factors that may have an impact on the results (Tilley, 2002).
Process evaluations should accompany an impact evaluation. Process evaluations look at how well the
intervention was implemented, whether it was maintained at the level needed for success, if the experimental
group accepted the intervention, whether there were factors that may have kept the program from succeeding,
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and similar issues. Clearly, there are unique social, physical, and situational factors that will affect the ability
of a prevention program to have an impact (Ekblom, 2002; Tilley, 2002).

Cost—Benefit Evaluations

The third type of evaluation that deserves mentioning here is that of a cost-benefit evaluation. A cost—
benefit evaluation (or cost-benefit analysis) seeks to assess whether the costs of an intervention are justified
by the benefits or outcomes that accrue from it. Aos (2003a) demonstrates that assessing the costs and benefits
of a prevention program is an important component of a full evaluation of any program. With limited
resources available to it, the criminal justice system (as well as any government or private enterprise) needs to
implement programs that can bring about the desired changes for the least cost. Cost-benefit analysis is a form
of process evaluation that requires an impact evaluation be completed at the same time. The reason for this is
relatively simple: you cannot determine if the costs are justified if you do not measure the ability of the
program to bring about the expected change. Thus, a cost-benefit analysis requires both a process and impact
evaluation.

Undertaking a cost-benefit analysis in crime prevention and criminal justice poses some problems not
always found in other disciplines. The largest problem involves setting monetary values on factors that are not
easily enumerated (Tilley, 2009). For example, placing a value on burglaries that do not occur may be
accomplished by taking the average dollar lost from past burglaries and assuming that each prevented burglary
is a savings at that dollar figure. How do you place a monetary value, however, on things like reduced fear of
crime, trauma from victimization, or psychological/emotional loss due to an assault or homicide? How do you
account for time loss that may not be related to days off work? The problem of setting values for many factors
is pervasive in social science evaluations. A second problem is making certain that all of the costs involved in
the program (and related to the program operations) are counted. While counting the number of copies made
and office hours spent can be completed, it is harder to enumerate the value of lost time spent on other
activities, the level of effort expended, and other factors. These problems do not make it impossible to conduct
a cost—benefit analysis, although they do make it more challenging.
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Theory and Measurement in Evaluation

The value of any evaluation, as well as the ability to conduct an evaluation, is largely determined by basic
factors related to the underlying theory and the measurement of key concepts. It is not uncommon for
evaluations to pay little attention to theory and to uncritically use variables that are not appropriate for
answering relevant questions. An additional common evaluation shortfall involves the failure to follow up on
the project. Each of these issues is addressed in turn.

Theoretical Concerns

Crime prevention programs are often implemented, and evaluations are often undertaken, in a theoretical
vacuum (Holcomb and Lab, 2003). This means that those implementing and evaluating the intervention pay no
attention to the theoretical assumptions underlying the prevention program. Basic questions, such as why
should the redesign of the parking deck have an impact on theft from autos, why should a partnership reduce
drug use in the community, and why would an educational program reduce aggressive behavior, are often
ignored. This is surprising given their centrality to the evaluation of initiatives. It is not necessary to identify a
formal theory for every intervention, but it is necessary to be able to adequately explain why and how the
intervention will bring about the desired change.

Despite the argument that evaluations should be guided by the theory underlying the intervention, a great
number of successful evaluations are undertaken in a theoretical vacuum. These evaluations may still provide
answers to whether or not the program had the intended impact. Why then is the lack of theory a concern for
evaluation? One reason is that while these evaluations can tell us if prevention initiatives are successful, they
fail to tell us why a program is or is not successful. They also can provide only limited insight to whether the
program can be implemented in other places or at other times (Holcomb and Lab, 2003). A second reason for
having a solid theoretical basis for the evaluation is that many investigations might not be necessary if the
underlying theory for the intervention was examined. There are numerous examples where examination of the
underlying theory would have raised questions about the efficacy of the intervention at the outset (Holcomb
and Lab, 2003). For example, studies of curfews often fail to recognize that, as they are typically conceived,
there is no reason to expect them to have any impact. This is because the underlying argument is that getting
youths off the street would make it hard for them to commit offenses. Unfortunately, curfews imposed from
late night to early morning (as is typical) will have no impact on the number of crimes during the after school
hours when most youths commit their offenses. Clearly, the knowledge of the theory underlying curfews
would not only eliminate the need for the evaluation, but also suggest termination of the curfew (Holcomb and
Lab, 2003). Basically, evaluations of programs without a theoretical base can be considered as “research in a
vacuum.” There is no context within which to understand the program, frame the evaluation questions, design
the methodological approach, or carry out the evaluation.

If evaluations undertaken with an eye toward theory are preferred, why are so many atheoretical
evaluations undertaken? Several reasons are apparent (see Holcomb and Lab, 2003). First, there is an “outcome
myopia” that permeates many evaluations. This means that the programs and the evaluators are only
interested in whether the program works and not how or why it works. The resulting evaluation simply
assumes that a positive outcome is enough to prove the intervention works. While this is a plausible
conclusion, it is also possible that other factors are at work and it does not tell anything about why a program
does not work when the findings are negative. A second reason for the lack of theory in evaluation is the fact
that many program administrators simply “know” that it works. For them, “it is only common sense that it
works!” Thus, they are not interested in spending the time, money, and/or effort to prove what they already
know. There is no reason to explain exactly how a program works or to undertake an evaluation—it simply
does. This blind belief in programs is evident in many initiatives that have the ear of politicians who can
provide legislative and funding support. A final explanation for the appearance of atheoretical evaluations of
crime prevention initiatives is the fact that many programs are the result of grassroots efforts by small groups.
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These groups are not always interested in evaluations or how the program works, as long as they are happy
with it. Evaluations of these programs, therefore, are undertaken by outside researchers who come to the
program long after it was initiated. They have few resources to devote to an evaluation and probably have not
been collecting data on the project. The result is evaluations that look only at the outcome and ignore the
question of why the program should or does work. The evaluator gets in, completes the evaluation, and gets
out in relatively short order.

Truly effective evaluations need to be informed by the underlying theoretical rationale for the program
under inspection. Just knowing that a program does or does not work is not enough. It is important to
understand why an intervention works or does not work. Of equal value is gaining insight to whether a
program can be implemented in another place at another time. The underlying theory provides a great deal of
information that is lost in evaluations where theory is missing.

Measurement Issues

Measurement of key concepts is a concern in all forms of research, but nowhere is it more evident than in
evaluation research. The types of interventions found in crime prevention present some interesting
measurement problems. One problem involves measuring the key outcome variables when the intervention is
geographically based. While some studies looking at city-wide crime levels can use police data, many crime
prevention programs are based on neighborhoods or other small geographic areas that do not coincide with
specific police reporting areas. Thus, a great deal of data manipulation is needed if official crime records are to
be used. The advent of geographic information systems that allow for the mapping of crime locations has
helped to minimize this problem, but only in those locations where this technology is in use.

One possible solution to the problems with using official data is to rely on victim survey data. Indeed, many
prevention evaluations incorporate victim surveys along with official crime data. Victim survey data offer a
number of advantages, including the ability to collect data for the exact area under consideration, the ability to
capture crimes not reported to the police, and the fact that the survey can collect information on fear and
personal perceptions that is not found in official records. Unfortunately, victim data are not always available
and the collection of that data can be both time consuming and costly. This lack of data is compounded when
an evaluation also needs data from a comparison group or area.

The ability of victim surveys to gather data on key concepts such as fear is not without its own problems. As
was seen in Chapter 1, operationalizing fear is not straightforward. Fear has been measured in a number of
different ways, making it difficult to compare results across studies. It is also problematic if the measure of fear
is inappropriate for the type of intervention. For example, asking questions about perceptions of changing
crime may not be germane if the intervention involves lighting the neighborhood so residents go out at night.
Instead, asking about whether respondents would walk outside at night on their street would fit the prevention
technique. The choice of operationalization is greatly contingent on the prevention initiative and the
underlying theory. Thus, the need to use theory to inform the prevention program extends naturally to the
choice of variables and how they are measured.

Yet another measurement issue involves finding ways to uncover the competing influences in the project
that mask the outcomes. An interesting conundrum in crime prevention initiatives is the fact that the programs
often try to simultaneously reduce the level of crime while increasing the reporting of crime to the police.
Neighborhood watch programs are a prime example. These programs typically include a number of initiatives
such as property identification, surveillance of neighbors’ property, and encouraging the reporting of crime to
the police. While the intent is to reduce the level of crime in the neighborhood, it is easy to see how an
effective program can appear to have no impact. This would occur if, while the program reduces the actual
level of offending in the area, the residents report a larger percentage of the crimes that do occur. The official
data, therefore, would appear unchanged even though crime is down. Prevention evaluations need to consider
this type of problem and utilize methods (such as pre- and post-project victim surveys) that would uncover this
complication.

Follow-Up Periods
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An issue closely related to how something is measured is the issue of the appropriate length of time to
follow up the project. The question of the follow-up period is actually two-sided. First, how long after the
implementation of the program or intervention will changes in crime (or other outcome) appear? Second, is
there a possibility that over time any initial changes will diminish or disappear? The most common situation is
one in which the evaluation considers a relatively short follow-up period, often six months. This occurs
because of the immediate desire to know whether the program works and the fact that the costs of an
evaluation increase with the follow-up time. A relatively short follow-up time means that any program that
requires a lengthy time to have an impact will be seen as ineffective. Alternatively, an initiative with an
immediate impact will be declared a success, despite the (unknown) fact that the impact may diminish over
time. While there is no rule on the appropriate follow-up time, the evaluation should look to the underlying
theory for guidance. The ideal situation would be one where follow-up data are gathered at different intervals,
such as three months, six months, 12 months, and 18 months. The use of multiple points in time will illuminate
both the speed of an intervention’s impact (if any) and any evidence that the impact diminishes over time.

Summary

Evaluations that ignore theory (or evaluations of atheoretical programs) and problems with measurement
and follow-up are common in studies of crime prevention programs. Much of this is due to the fact that
evaluations are often undertaken late in the life of programs when data is more difficult to gather and the
program has undergone several changes since its inception. The evaluation also may be undertaken by
individuals or groups connected with the intervention and who “know it works,” thus adding a potential
source of bias. While solutions to these issues are not always easy or cheap, evaluations need to take whatever
steps are possible to avoid these problems.
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The Method for Evaluation

An inspection of the crime prevention literature reveals great diversity in the methodologies applied in the
search for what works in prevention. A great deal of debate about the appropriate methods to use has ensued
over the past 10 years. Where one view argues that true experimental design is the preferred approach, the
opposite view suggests that the method should be dictated by the questions being asked and the situation
within which the intervention exists.

Experimental Design

A great deal of discussion has centered on the claim that only evaluations using (or approximating) a true
experimental design are worthy of consideration. Also known as a randomized control trial (Tilley, 2009),
experimental design has become the gold standard in evaluation. Why is experimental design the preferred
approach by many evaluators? From a purely methodological perspective it offers a number of strengths. First,
a randomized control trial, which relies on the random assignment of cases into experimental and control
groups, increases the likelihood that the two groups being compared are equivalent. Second, there is enough
control over the evaluation to make certain that the experimental group receives the treatment or intervention
while the control group does not. There is also the expectation that all other possible factors that could
influence the outcome are controlled to the extent that they cannot affect either of the two groups. In essence,
the experimental design addresses the various threats to internal validity—that is, factors that could cause the
results to occur besides the measures that were implemented (see Table 3.1). If the project is able to accomplish
these things, any changes observed in the experimental group that do not appear in the control group should be
attributable to the intervention. The researcher thus feels confident that he “knows” the cause of any observed
change.

This “gold standard” has a long history in the hard sciences (e.g. biology and chemistry) and is accepted
practice. A great deal of attention has been focused on relying on this approach in criminal justice and crime
prevention due to the work of Sherman et al. (1997) which was prepared for the U.S. Congress. In that report,
the authors opted to rate the existing literature on prevention initiatives according to how closely a study
adhered to the standards of a true experimental design (see Berk and Rossi, 1999; Cook and Campbell, 1979).
Using the resulting Maryland Scale of Scientific Methods (see Table 3.2), Sherman et al. (1997) conclude that
the bulk of the evidence on prevention activities shows there are relatively few effective
programs/interventions. Subsequent work using this approach has gone so far as to suggest that policy makers
should only consider research that meets the gold standard and that research funds should only be expended
when an experimental design (or close to it) is possible (Sherman et al., 2002). Unfortunately, applying this
standard in crime prevention research (and, more generally, social sciences) is difficult and often not possible.

Table 3.1 Selected Threats to Internal Validity
Histo Something taking place independently of the experiment causes the change to take
vy place

Maturation The aging of the study subjects brings about a change independent of the program or

stimulus
. The taking of measurements in the study (such as through surveys, observations, or

Testing : ; . .

data collection) causes change to occur in place of or beyond the impact of the stimulus
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Changes in the study measures or study procedure that take place during the project

Instrumentation ,_,
bring about changes

Implementing a project that focuses on subjects that are at an extreme end of a

Statistical . . . L
R: ;Zslsiin measurement (such as low or high crime rate) will naturally regress to a statistical
& average score over time
. Experimental subjects who are not truly representative of the population of interest will
Selection .
influence the results
Mortality The incidence of study subjects dropping out during the course of the experiment can

bias the results if they are different from those who remain in the project

Source: Adapted by author from W. Shadish et al. (2002). Experimental and Quasi-experimental Designs for Generalized Causal Inference.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

There are various problems with relying exclusively on experimental designs in crime prevention. Foremost
among these is the question of whether the results would be applicable in other places, settings, and times—
that is, the generalizability of the results. This problem involves what are called threats to external validity.
Table 3.3 lists a variety of threats to external validity. An inspection of this list reveals the wide range of
potential problems inherent in trying to replicate the findings of any program evaluation. One major problem
is that many interventions target communities and larger collectives, rather than individuals. It is very difficult,
if not impossible, to randomly assign communities to experimental and control groups (Ekblom, 2002; Ekblom
and Pease, 1995; Laycock, 2002). In the absence of randomization, the best that can be done is to try and
identify neighborhoods or communities for the control group which are matched to the experimental areas on
as many characteristics as possible. Matching, however, cannot guarantee that the areas are comparable. Even
if random assignment is possible or good matching is accomplished, there is no way to isolate the experimental
and control communities from all other influences. Most importantly, interventions and initiatives
implemented in a community cannot be hidden from sight. People in both the experimental community and
the control areas will be able to see what is taking place. This can lead individuals and groups in the control
areas to adopt the intervention, or to act in such a way as to impede the intervention in the experimental area.
There is simply no way to isolate the experimental community from all outside influences as can be done in a
laboratory.

Table 3.2 Maryland Scale of Scientific Methods

Level Correlation between a crime prevention program and a measure of crime or crime risk factors at a
1:  single point in time.

Level Temporal sequence between the program and the crime or risk outcome clearly observed, or the
2:  presence of a comparison group without demonstrated comparability to the treatment group.

Level A comparison between two or more comparable units of analysis, one with and one without the
3: program.

Level Comparison between multiple units with and without the program, controlling for other factors,
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4:  or using comparison units that evidence only minor differences.

L‘_EVEI Random assignment and analysis of comparable units to program and comparison groups.

Source: Sherman et al. (1998). “Preventing crime: What works, what doesn’t, what’s promising.” Research in Brief. Washington, DC:

National Institute of Justice.

On the Web u?y

The Campbell Collaboration is a leading advocate and supporter of evaluations that rely on the
experimental design and the promotion of evidence-based practice in criminal justice. You can
learn more about their approach and publications at their web site:

http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/

A number of threats to external validity involve issues related to the implementation of an intervention
(Tilley, 2009). The individuals/groups involved in an intervention can vary greatly from place to place. This can
affect the quality of the intervention or the degree to which a program is fully implemented/delivered as
planned (i.e., the dosage).

The locations, crime, victims, and offenders are rarely (if ever) exactly the same in different places or times,
which may affect the outcome of the intervention. The bottom line is, even if an evaluation shows that a crime
prevention intervention is effective in one place, there is no guarantee that it will be just as effective in other
places.

Table 3.3 Threats to External Validity

Threat to External Explanation
Validity

Place attributes Places are never exactly the same, and the details may be important to the effects
brought about

Victim attributes ~ Patterns of victim attributes will vary from one site to another, and the details may
be important to the effects brought about

Offender/likely Patterns of offender/likely offender attributes will vary from one site to another,
offender attributes and the details may be important to the effects brought about

Intervenor Who is involved in delivering the intervention, in terms of leader, frontline worker,
attributes or agency will vary from site to site, and the details may be important to the effects
brought about

Community/family/ The patterns of social relationships in which offenders and victims are embedded
peer group will vary from site to site, and the details may be important to the effects brought
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attributes about

Intervention What is done can never be duplicated exactly, and the details may be important to
attributes the effects brought about

Non-crime options Other non-crime behaviors available to those who would otherwise commit an
offense will vary from site to site, and the details may be important to the effects
brought about

Crime options Different crime possibilities available to those who would otherwise commit some
particular type of offense will vary from site to site, and the details may be
important to the effects brought about

Dosage Intensity of intervention in relation to target people, places of crime problems
varies from site to site, and the level may be important to the effects brought about

Source: N. Tilley (2009). Crime Prevention. Cullompton, Devon, U.K.: Willan. Reprinted with permission.

The underlying problem for external validity is that, too often, experimental designs fail to consider the
context within which a program or intervention operates. What this means is that the program may be
successful in one location at one time while it is a dismal failure at another location or time. There may be
something different about the neighborhoods that is not readily apparent from simple demographic, crime, or
social information available about the areas. Simple random assignment or matching cannot eliminate these
factors. Instead, there is a need for a thorough process evaluation to accompany the impact analysis.

Another flaw in relying too heavily on experimental design is the fact that it is all too easy to jump to a
conclusion that something does or does not work. This may occur when no impact emerges in an analysis—the
researcher claims it was a failure and suggests abandoning further use of the intervention. The negative
findings, however, may be the result of factors such as poor program implementation, misspecification of the
appropriate target or causal mechanism underlying the problem, or resistance by the target (Eck, 2002). In these
cases, a well constructed experimental design may find no programmatic impact and declare the intervention a
failure, when in fact the intervention can and would work in other settings or if it was properly implemented.

Unfortunately, in many evaluations using rigorous experimental designs, the methodology ends up driving
the project rather than allowing the underlying theory to dictate the development of the project or its analysis.
You can have a good experimental design and find no impact of a project due to the fact that there was no
theoretical reason to expect the intervention to work in the first place. One good example of this appears in
evaluations of juvenile curfew laws (discussed earlier in this chapter) where the evaluation design meets the
level of scientific rigor outlined by Sherman et al. (1997) but ignores the theoretical flaw underlying the
approach. There was really no reason to undertake evaluations just because it met some methodological
standard when attention to the theory would have suggested that the intervention would not work.

Realistic Evaluation

Overemphasis on the “correct” methodology (i.e., the gold standard) marginalizes the value of other
approaches to building knowledge of crime prevention. Basic knowledge essential to crime prevention has
come out of a variety of research endeavors, such as ethnographic and qualitative methodologies. A prime
example of this is the knowledge we have on burglars and their choice of targets. Extensive ethnographic
research has been completed with different groups of burglars, in different settings, across different countries,
and using different approaches, such as riding around with them in cars to identify prime targets or having
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them rate pictures of homes on suitability for burglary. These studies (e.g., Bennett, 1986; Bennett and Wright,
1984; Cromwell et al., 1991; Reppetto, 1974; Wright and Decker, 1994) have provided a great deal of insight on
the behaviors of burglars that is consistent across the studies (see Chapter 6 for more information). This
information is very helpful for understanding what works to prevent residential burglary. Similar research has
been completed targeting robbery and other property crimes and offenders (e.g., Feeney, 1986; Gill and
Matthews, 1994; Shover, 1991; Tunnell, 1992). While these projects do not even approximate the experimental
design standards, should we simply ignore the information and abandon this line of inquiry? The answer to
this question is “No.” Indeed, it is important to recognize that the “gold standard” is not appropriate for all
investigations.

Pawson and Tilley (1997) call for a more “realistic” approach to evaluation research. In realistic evaluation,
rather than relying exclusively on experimental approaches, evaluation needs to observe the phenomenon in its
entirety. Two key ideas are central to realistic evaluation—mechanism and context. Mechanism refers to
understanding “what it is about a program which makes it work” (Pawson and Tilley, 1997, p. 66). In other
words, by what process does an intervention impact an outcome measure such as crime or fear of crime? While
the most rigorous experimental design can indicate whether a program is responsible for any observed
changes, it does not tell why the program had an impact on the dependent variable. It is vital to understand the
mechanism bringing about the change in order to build basic knowledge and to increase the potential success
at transplanting a program from one setting to another (Ekblom 2002).

Beyond just examining the mechanism by which something works, Pawson and Tilley (1997, p. 69) note that
“the relationship between causal mechanisms and their effects is not fixed, but contingent.” By this, they argue
that the context in which any intervention is implemented has an impact on its effectiveness. Consequently,
the impact of a prevention effort is contingent on the context in which it operates, and subsequently will affect
whether the program has a similar impact in different settings (Tilley, 2002). Ekblom and Pease (1995) note that
efforts to find a single, best methodological approach to evaluation are short-sighted when they ignore the
context of the program being studied. Circumstances unique to one setting and context may directly affect the
ability of an intervention to achieve its goals. This requires more than a superficial impact evaluation which
meets the “gold standard.” It is important to combine knowledge of the mechanism by which change is thought
to occur with an understanding of the wider context in which specific crime prevention efforts are
implemented.

What is needed is recognition that the problem, the theory, and the context should determine the
appropriate methodology for understanding what works. A single standard is not appropriate for all problems
or questions. As Laycock (2002, p. 234) has so aptly pointed out, “‘the gold standard’ should not be any
particular methodology, but a process of informed decision-making through which the appropriate
methodology is chosen.”

Summary

Based on the above, this book considers the evidence on crime prevention regardless of the methodology
used. What is more important is whether the methodology is sound for the problem and the situation in which
it is used. While experimental design informed by good theory and attention to the context of the project is
preferred, it is not often available. In those cases, the best knowledge available is discussed and used to inform
about what appears to work and not work. Even while recognizing that context is important, there is a clear
bias in this book toward emphasizing outcome or impact evaluations. Underlying process evaluation materials
and information have been considered throughout the chapters but receive little direct presentation due to
space concerns.
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An Overview of the Book

The balance of this text attempts to expose the reader to some of the predominant crime prevention issues
and techniques of the past 40 years. The discussion is, by necessity, limited and does not deal with all of the
prevention programs that have been attempted or evaluated. The goal of the book is to present a sampling of
prevention approaches, outline the selected programs and issues, present the research and (primary impact)
evaluations which have been carried out on the programs (if any have been done), and critically examine the
prevention effort and the potential of the approach to affect crime and the fear of crime.

Throughout the text, the key criterion for assessing the effectiveness of various crime prevention methods is
lower subsequent offending and/or fear of crime. Subsequent offending could be either initial criminal activity
(primary prevention) or recidivism (tertiary prevention). Lowered fear of crime could come from any
intervention mechanism, especially primary preventive techniques. Although a variety of other outcome
measures have been used in assessing crime prevention programs (e.g., program operation, costs, number of
clients served), reductions in crime and fear are the ultimate goals. These other outcomes will receive little
attention in the following chapters. This does not mean that they are unimportant considerations. Indeed, from
a fiscal standpoint it is important to know the costs of programs. However, this does not indicate the ability of
the intervention to alter crime or fear of crime.

Key Terms

context

cost—benefit evaluation
evaluation

generalizability

gold standard

impact (outcome) evaluations
Maryland Scale of Scientific Methods
mechanism

process evaluations

realistic evaluation

threats to external validity
threats to internal validity
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Part 1
Primary Prevention

The words “crime prevention” typically bring to mind programs that are divorced from the formal criminal
justice system and are greatly reliant upon the efforts of the citizenry. Such crime prevention efforts typically
fall under the rubric of primary prevention. Primary prevention deals with eliminating influences in the
physical and social environment that engender deviant behavior. Such programs do not target individuals who
are already criminal or prone to criminal behavior, except in a most indirect sense. Instead, primary prevention
programs work with general physical and societal factors that provide the opportunity for deviance to occur.
The following chapters reflect varying methods aimed at removing or mitigating the criminogenic aspects of
society.

Chapter 4 focuses directly on physical design components of crime prevention. Crime Prevention Through
Environmental Design (CPTED) has been one of the most widely discussed crime prevention approaches of the
past 40 years. The idea behind CPTED is making crime harder to commit and making residents feel more
secure in their surroundings. This is accomplished by altering the physical environment. Increased lighting,
improved locks, stronger doors, use of surveillance equipment, and other physical changes are intended to
bring about greater social cohesion, citizen concern and involvement and, ultimately, reduced crime and fear of
crime. Chapter 5 moves to a direct analysis of neighborhood crime prevention. The basic focus is on the
mechanisms involved in building neighborhood cohesion and concern through crime prevention activities.
Block watch and citizen patrols are key elements of many neighborhood efforts. Chapter 6 investigates
competing ideas of displacement and diffusion as a result of crime prevention programming. Typically,
reduced levels of crime in crime prevention areas serve as an indicator that crime has been eliminated. There is
the potential, however, that the crime is simply displaced along some dimension. In displacement, the overall
crime rate remains the same while modifications in the type, timing, or placement of crime occur.

One key element in the discussion of crime prevention is the impact of programs on the fear of crime. Mass
media crime prevention techniques, outlined in Chapter 7, represent an attempt to deal directly with the fear of
crime, as well as actual crime, across a wide range of societal members. Developmental prevention forms the
basis of Chapter 8. This chapter discusses the issue of identifying at-risk individuals and situations that can be
addressed through early social intervention. Finally, Chapter 9 focuses on the formal criminal justice system.
Deterrence is a cornerstone of formal system processing. General deterrence (as opposed to specific deterrence,
which is discussed in Chapter 15) seeks to provide disincentives to persons not yet involved in deviant
behavior. This is clearly in the realm of primary prevention. While the earlier chapters examine the impact of
crime prevention activities on both crime and fear of crime, the chapter on general deterrence looks only at its
effect on actual deviant behavior.
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Chapter 4
The Physical Environment and Crime Prevention

Chapter Outline

Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design
Territoriality
Surveillance
Image and Milieu
Access Control and Target Hardening
Activity Support and Motivation Reinforcement
Conflicts in CPTED Elements
Summary
Implementation of Environmental Design
The Impact of Physical Design
Effects of Individual Factors
Physical Design of Neighborhoods

A Challenge to Defensible Space
Second-Generation CPTED

A Third-Generation CPTED
Incivility, Disorder. and Crime
Summary

Learning Objectives

After reading this chapter you should be able to:

e Define CPTED.

e Define defensible space.

e List and define Newman’s elements of defensible space.

e Explain OTREP and its relation to crime.

e Discuss four intermediate goals of physical design changes.

e List and discuss the core principles of Secure By Design.

e Provide insight on the effectiveness of lighting to prevent crime.

e Define and discuss the ideas of prospect, refuge, and escape as they relate to prevention.
e Discuss the evidence on the effectiveness of CCTV.

e Explain Operation Identification and its impact.

e Demonstrate your knowledge about the impact of street layout on crime prevention.

e Discuss neighborhood-wide environmental design programs and their impact on crime and fear.
e Discuss Merry’s analysis of and conclusions on defensible space.

e Explain incivility and its relation to crime and crime prevention.

e Discuss the idea of product design and provide examples for crime prevention.
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The advent of modern crime prevention has its roots in architectural design in the 1950s-1970s. At that time,
architects and urban designers questioned the impact of the physical layout of cities and urban housing on
behavior, particularly criminal actions. Changing the physical design of a community, home, or business could
affect crime in a variety of ways.

Physical changes may make it more difficult to carry out a crime. This difficulty can result in lower payoff
in relationship to the effort. Another potential impact is that the risk of being seen and caught while
committing an offense may be enhanced. Finally, the physical design changes may prompt residents to alter
their behavior in ways that make crime more difficult to commit. This chapter introduces and explains various
physical design approaches for combating and preventing crime, examines the impact these actions have on
crime, and assesses the potential of these approaches.
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Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design

Efforts to alter the physical design of an area or location to impact crime are generally referred to as Crime
Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED). Included in this approach are architectural designs
that enhance territoriality and surveillance, target hardening, and the recognition of legitimate users of an area.
The basic ideas of CPTED grew out of Newman’s (1972) concept of “defensible space.”

On the Web J

Kushmuk and Whittemore (1981) argue that the effect of physical design changes on crime is
indirect and operates through four intermediate goals. The intermediate goals they outline are
access control, surveillance, activity support, and motivation reinforcement. Whether they are
intermediate goals or parts of CPTED could be debated. The authors illustrate the possible
causal sequence in a diagram that can be found on the textbook’s web site.

Defensible space proposes “a model which inhibits crime by creating a physical expression of a social fabric
which defends itself” (Newman, 1972). The idea is that the physical characteristics of an area can influence the
behavior of both residents and potential offenders. For residents, the appearance and design of the area can
engender a more caring attitude, draw the residents into contact with one another, lead to further
improvements and use of the area, and build a stake in the control and elimination of crime. For potential
offenders, an area’s appearance can suggest that residents use and care for their surroundings, pay attention to
what occurs, and intervene if an offense is seen.

Table 4.1 CPTED Elements

Newman’s defensible space elements:

A sense of ownership over an area which prompts people to take action when something

Territoriality .
seems amiss

Natural The ability to observe activity, whether inside or outside, without the aid of

surveillance special devices (such as closed-circuit television)

A neighborhood having the appearance that it is not isolated and is cared for, and that

Image residents will take action
Milieu The placement of a home, building, or community in a larger area characterized by low
crime
Other
elements:
Access The ability to regulate who comes and goes from an area or building, with the intent of
control limiting access to legitimate users
Activity Functions that assist and enhance interaction between citizens and other legitimate users
support in the community
Target Acti . : s .
hardenin ctions that increase the effort by offenders in committing a crime
g

Source: Compiled by author from 0. Newman (1972). Defensible Space: People and Design in the Violent City. New York: Macmillan; J.
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Kushmuk and S.L. Whittemore (1981). A Reevaluation of the Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Program in Portland,
Oregon. Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice; Cozens et al. (2005). “Crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED): A
review and modern bibliography.” Property Management 23:328-356.

Newman (1972) identifies four elements of defensible space—territoriality, natural surveillance, image, and
milieu (see Table 4.1). To these, proponents of CPTED have added several elements—access control, target
hardening, and activity support. In some respects there is a great deal of commonality between these elements.
At the same time, the elements may conflict with one another. Each of the CPTED factors influences the
criminogenic nature of the area.

Territoriality

Territoriality refers to the ability and desire of legitimate users of an area to lay claim to the area. Areal
control is based on the establishment of real or perceived boundaries, the recognition of strangers and
legitimate users of the area, and a general communal atmosphere among the inhabitants. Territoriality means
that an area, building, or property is owned by someone and others have no claim to it. Most important is that
the residents/owners/legitimate users (non-offenders), as well as the potential offenders, recognize the
“ownership” of the territory and make decisions about actions with that knowledge. Cozens et al. (2005) point
out that territoriality takes two distinct forms. These are symbolic and real. Symbolic territoriality refers to
things such as signs, landscaping, or other items that signal a change in ownership or area. Real territoriality
is engendered by walls, fences, gates, or other items that place a physical barrier in front of people.

Surveillance

Surveillance involves any action that increases the chance that offenders will be observed. Newman (1972)
specifically addresses the idea of natural surveillance where residents and legitimate users have the ability to
see and observe what is taking place around them without taking special measures (this is what Cozens et al.
(2005) would also call informal surveillance). Newman suggests placing windows in such a fashion to allow
residents to see activity on all sides of their homes. Doors should face the street to allow passersby to view
activity taking place inside the entranceways and few families should use the same common entrance so that
legitimate users can identify one another. Additionally, pathways in and around the community should leave
clear, unobstructed views for residents to see what is awaiting them as they enter and exit their homes
(Newman, 1972). Outdoor activity and pedestrian traffic increase the number of “eyes on the street.”

Surveillance can be enhanced in a variety of other ways. Formal or organized surveillance refers to the use
of guards or employees specifically tasked with watching for offending (Cozens et al., 2005). Such formal
surveillance may also be done by normal citizens involving themselves in citizen patrols or other organized
surveillance activities. Yet another type—mechanical surveillance—utilizes cameras or other devices to
observe activities, or lights to simply increase the ability of people to see what is taking place (Cozens et al.,
2005).

On the Web m?

Diagrams illustrating the surveillance rationale (natural, formal, and mechanical) can be found
on the textbook web site.

Any increase of surveillance activity should have a direct effect on opportunities for crime. The chances of
committing a crime and getting away unobserved are diminished as the number of people who are able to see
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what is taking place increases. Underlying these suggestions is the assumption that, if a crime or suspicious
individual is seen, the observer will inform the police or take some other action designed to eliminate crime.

Image and Milieu

Newman’s (1972) concept of image is in some ways an extension of territoriality. Image is basically the
outward appearance of an area or property as cared for by those who belong in the area. This communicates to
potential offenders that there are concerned citizens watching over the area who will take actions to protect it.
If the residents claim ownership (territoriality) and show that to others, the chances that offenders will take
action will be minimized. Milieu extends these ideas further by arguing that prevention is enhanced if the
surrounding area is also well cared for and maintained, and that there is little crime in those neighboring areas.
Thus, building homes, businesses, or new communities within an already low-crime area will protect the new
location. Maintaining the image of the area is essential to sending the right message out to both legitimate
users and potential offenders (Cozens et al., 2005).

On the Web uﬂ

A holistic model illustrating the impact of most CPTED elements on building a community for
crime prevention can be seen on the textbook web site.

Access Control and Target Hardening

Access control seeks to allow only those persons who have legitimate business in an area to enter. This
reduces the opportunity for crime by increasing the effort needed to enter and exit a building or area for the
purpose of committing crime. Access control is also considered on a larger scale in terms of access to a
neighborhood or community. This can be accomplished through gating communities, closing roads, or other
means. Neighborhood designs that could make offending more difficult include limiting the flow of traffic
through an area by strangers, changes that limit the number of through-streets, establishing cul-de-sacs and
dead-end streets, and enhancing the ability of residents to recognize legitimate users. In essence, controlling
access and egress to an area limits its permeability to those who wish to commit crime.

Target hardening is a closely related element to access control. Target hardening efforts are those that make
potential criminal targets more difficult to victimize. The use and/or installation of locks, bars on windows,
unbreakable glass, intruder alarms, fences, safes, and other devices makes crime more difficult to carry out.
Target hardening can also take an indirect approach to crime control through the placement of identifying
marks on personal property that makes stolen goods more difficult to fence and easier to identify and return to
victims.

Beyond the design of buildings and places, it is possible to design products in ways that make them more
difficult targets. While not considered in the early discussions of CPTED, product design to prevent crime has
become a major movement. A prime example of this approach in target hardening is the incorporation of
steering column locks in automobiles. This has been done for the sole purpose of reducing the incidence of
motor vehicle theft. Product design will be discussed again later in this chapter.

It is important to note that access control/target-hardening measures will not eliminate crime. Any form of
access control or target hardening can be overcome by a clever and persistent criminal. The hope is that the
measures will reduce the absolute level of crime in the community. The actual impact of these approaches on
crime is discussed later in this chapter.

Activity Support and Motivation Reinforcement
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The ideas of activity support and motivation reinforcement offered by Kushmuk and Whittemore (1981)
relate to the building of a community atmosphere. They are roughly the same thing and involve encouraging
law-abiding use of the community and area (Cozens et al., 2005). The ability to recognize neighbors and
identify needs of the community should enhance social cohesion among residents and contribute to a
communal atmosphere that works to eliminate crime and other common problems. Activity support and
motivation reinforcement may occur indirectly through activities such as street fairs, community days, and
other social events. It can also be generated by directly recruiting residents for anti-crime activities or other
societal/community issues.

The community atmosphere and caring attitude can be built, in part, through the physical appearance and
design of an area (Newman, 1972). In a complementary fashion, the impact of access control/target hardening
and surveillance relies on the behavior of legitimate users. Windows, better lighting, and clear viewing are
important only if someone opts to use these features. In addition, residents need the ability to distinguish
legitimate users from strangers in order to assess whether action is needed. This recognition comes from
interaction between legitimate users.

Conflicts in CPTED Elements

While the elements of CPTED appear straightforward and have been used and promoted for roughly 40
years, there are potential contradictions between some elements. Cozens et al. (2005), Reynald (2011), and
others have pointed out that territoriality, access control, and surveillance have the potential of cancelling out
one another. For example, erecting walls, fences, or other structures may demarcate an area but can impede
natural surveillance (Reynald, 2011). In a similar fashion, access control and target hardening efforts can lead to
the building of fortresses around individuals and areas. These fortresses can keep people from participating in
community and neighborhood activities, thus reducing activity support (Cozens et al., 2005). It is important,
therefore, to seek a balance between the elements when instituting CPTED.

An important problem for CPTED may be the fact that the key concepts are poorly defined (Ekblom, 2011b).
Territoriality has a wide variety of definitions, which makes it hard to apply and evaluate. Surveillance runs
the gamut from active measures, such as the use of police and security guards, to passive actions that
encourage or enhance citizen action. Implementing activity support through environmental design with a goal
of increasing citizen usage of an area is equally difficult to achieve when the terms are not clear (Ekblom,
2011b). Consequently, the implementation and effectiveness of CPTED is compromised.

Johnson et al. (2014) propose a framework for CPTED that places potential interventions/activities in a
meaningful configuration for implementation and prevention. Analyzing existing CPTED programs and
projects, the authors argue that territoriality should be considered the key concept/mechanism. They base this
claim on the fact that all of the other CPTED elements are “preparatory tasks” for enhancing territoriality, as
well as “operational tasks” when territoriality is being exercised by residents. Basically, physical design
prompts, prepares for, and precedes behavior. Table 4.2 illustrates the relationships in CPTED, with
territoriality at the head and other CPTED elements as component parts of territoriality. The framework
provides researchers and practitioners guidance for implementing changes. Each of the major concepts
(components) have subconcepts. In addition, the implementation of the actions involves both preparatory tasks
and operational tasks.

Table 4.2 Deconstructed Territoriality

Example of Tasks (Both Preparatory and

Concept Components Operational)

Surveillance Formal surveillance CCTV
Lighting
Guards
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Monitoring/Observing
Patrols
Challenging offenders

Informal surveillance

Clear sightlines

Open streets

Use of space
Challenging offenders/
strangers

Physical design

Positive

; Im. managemen
reinforcement age management/

maintenance

Maintaining space

Signs of ownership
Tackling incivilities
Avoiding social stigma
Care of public space

Activity support

Use of public space
Design for use

Safe areas for activities
Legitimate use of space
Discouraging offending

Access control Target hardening

Locks

Gates

Strong windows
Building standards
Organized security
Entry guards

Boundary definition

Varied land use

Space delineation
Physical barriers

Users assert area control
Identify intruders

Source: Compiled by author from D. Johnson et al. (2014). “Designing in crime prevention, designing out ambiguity: Practice issues with
the CPTED knowledge framework available to professionals in the field and its potentially ambiguous nature.” Crime Prevention and

Community Safety 16:147-168.

Summary

The basis for CPTED rests on the assumption that the physical design influences the behavior of both
residents/legitimate users of an areas, as well as potential offenders. For the residents, the expectation is that
they will be observant of what is taking place around them and take action if they observe criminal activity.
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On the other hand, potential offenders should be influenced by the costs and benefits inherent in an action.

Kaplan et al. (1978) illustrate the potential impact on offenders through an idea they refer to as OTREP. That
is, crime Opportunity is the result of Target, Risk, Effort, and Payoff. The assumption is that offenses can be
avoided when there is a high risk of apprehension with little potential payoff. Crime should be reduced as the
potential costs (effort) outweigh the potential benefits (payoff). Manipulating physical design features
(reducing the number of targets while increasing the risks of getting caught) may be one way to bring about
higher costs relative to benefits.
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Implementation of Environmental Design

The implementation of environmental design strategies has not always gone smoothly or followed a clear
plan. Much of the reason for this is the fact that most efforts have taken place with little or no long-range
planning and only intermittent government organization and support. Many of the initial projects, such as in
Hartford, Connecticut, and Portland, Oregon, were demonstration projects backed by the government or a
private foundation (such as Westinghouse Electric). This does not mean that environmental design has been
ignored or has no organizational support.

It is only since the mid-1990s that we have seen major organized movement toward incorporating
environmental design into communities in an ongoing fashion, and most of that movement has taken place
outside the United States. In 1989, the Association of Chief Police Officers (ACPO) in England established the
Secured By Design (SBD) program. This ongoing initiative emphasizes and promotes the inclusion of safety
and security measures in new and existing buildings (ACPO, 2009). The SBD project provides architectural and
security assistance to any agency requesting its input. At the present time, there are 18 Design Guides available
to assist in building safe and secure homes, facilities, and locations (ACPO, 2015). Among these guides are
those for new homes, commercial sites, hospitals, and schools. The SBD program includes six Core Principles,
which closely align with the ideas of defensible space. These include: (1) an integrated approach, (2)
environmental quality and a sense of ownership, (3) natural surveillance, (4) access and footpaths, (5) open
space and management, and (6) lighting.

Table 4.3 provides seven attributes of sustainable communities set forth by the British Home Office in 2004
that correspond to the basic SBD principles. These attributes are particularly well suited for crime prevention.
Included here are access control, surveillance, ownership (territoriality), and activity (support), all key CPTED
concepts.

On the Web J

The Secured By Design web site offers a great deal of additional information on the
implementation and evaluation of physical design for preventive purposes. You can explore the

site at: http://www.securedbydesign.com/index.aspx

The passage of the 1998 Crime and Disorder Act (CDA) in the United Kingdom is another good example of
governmental adoption of environmental design. The CDA mandated the cooperation of many agencies in
addressing crime problems. Included in that mandate were plans to rely on architects and planners in efforts to
design out crime (Everson and Woodhouse, 2007).

Table 4.3 Attributes of Sustainable Communities

« Access and movement: places with well-defined routes, spaces and entrances that provide for
convenient movement without compromising security

« Structure: places that are structured so that different uses do not cause conflict

« Surveillance: places where all publicly accessible spaces are overlooked

« Ownership: places that promote a sense of ownership, respect, territorial responsibility and community
« Physical protection: places that include necessary, well-designed security features

« Activity: places where the level of human activity is appropriate to the location and creates a reduced
risk of crime and a sense of safety at all times

» Management and maintenance: places that are designed with management and maintenance in mind,
to discourage crime in the present and the future
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Source: Home Office (2004) Safer Places: The Planning System and Crime Prevention. London: Home Office.

New Zealand has implemented national guidelines for construction and design that inhibits crime. Table 4.4
lists the elements of the guidelines. The intent of the guidelines is to promote the incorporation of CPTED
principles in new developments. Similar guidelines have been adopted throughout Australia. In some instances,
such as in Victoria (see Table 4.5) and New South Wales (see Table 4.6), the guidelines have some force of law
in as much as the authorities can halt the construction of developments that do not meet the guidelines. An
examination of both the Victoria and New South Wales guidelines shows that the elements are direct from
CPTED and correspond to the SBD principles in Britain.

On the Web J

Download the guidelines and rules for the Victoria

(www.dtpli.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf file/0004/231619/Safer_Design_Guidelines.pdf), New
South Wales (http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/rdaguidelines/documents/duapguide_s79c.pdf),

and the State of Virginia (www.dcjs.virginia.gov/cple/documents/cpted.pdf) governments.
Note the adherence to CPTED principles. What new ideas do you see in these that may extend

the basic CPTED ideas?

In the U.S. the drive for CPTED is primarily a function of private or professional organizations. Both
national and international groups promote environmental design. Among these are the International CPTED
Association, CPTED Security, the National Crime Prevention Council, the National Institute of Crime
Prevention’s CPTED Training web site, the Designing Out Crime Association (U.K.), and many others. At the
state level, Virginia’s Department of Criminal Justice Services has promulgated Safer By Design principles for
use in designing communities, housing, and businesses. There has also been a wide range of projects and
evaluations that have been attempted to assess the effectiveness of environmental design changes.

Table 4.4 New Zealand National CPTED Guidelines

1. Access Safe movement and connections

2. Surveillance and sightlines See and be seen

3. Layout Clear and logical orientation

4. Activity mix Eyes on the street

5. Sense of ownership Showing a space is cared for

6. Quality environments Well-designed, managed and maintained environments
7. Physical protection Using active security measures

Source: Adapted by author from Ministry of Justice (2005). Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Principles. New Zealand

Ministry of Justice, http://www.justice.govt.nz/policy/crime-prevention/environmental-design

Table 4.5 Victoria Principles for Safer Design

Surveillance Maximize visibility and surveillance of the public environment

Access, movement, and sightlines Provide safe movement, good connections and access
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Activity Maximize activity in public places

Ownership Clearly define private and public space responsibilities

Management and maintenance Manage public space to ensure that it is attractive and well used

Source: Adapted by author from State of Victoria Department of Sustainability and Environment (2005). Safe Design Guidelines for

Victoria. East Melbourne: Department of Sustainability and Environment.
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The Impact of Physical Design

The impact of CPTED and physical design features on crime and fear has long been a topic for research and
evaluation. When Newman (1972) introduced the idea of defensible space, he illustrated the impact of CPTED
features by comparing two public housing projects. The first, a high-rise, high-crime project, allowed strangers
easy access through unmonitored, multi-user entrances. In addition, the buildings lacked windows and
opportunities to observe indoor common areas and outdoor pathways. The size of the project mitigated
attempts to recognize legitimate users from strangers due to the great numbers of people in the project.
Conversely, the second public housing area consisted of low-rise buildings that experienced lower crime levels.
The project limited the number of families using the same entrances. This enhanced the ability of residents to
identify strangers. Surveillance was enhanced by entrances that faced public thoroughfares. Additionally, the
low-lying structures made casual observation of outdoor activities through windows more feasible and
effective.

Table 4.6 Safer By Design Elements: New South Wales

Territorial re-enforcement

Actual and symbolic boundary markers to encourage communal responsibility for public areas and
facilities and to communicate to people where they should/not be and what activities are appropriate.

Surveillance

Natural surveillance is achieved when normal space users can see and be seen by others.
Technical/mechanical surveillance is achieved through mechanical/electronic measures such as CCTV,
help points and mirrored building panels.

Formal (or organised) surveillance is achieved through the tactical positioning of guardians.

Access control

Access control treatments restrict, channel and encourage people and vehicles into, out of and around
the development.

Natural access control includes the tactical use of landforms and waterways features, design measures
including building configuration, formal and informal pathways, landscaping, fencing and gardens.

Technical/Mechanical access control includes the employment of security hardware.

Formal (or organised) access control includes on-site guardians such as employed security officers.

Space/Activity management
Formal supervision, control and care of the development.

Source: Adapted by author from New South Wales (2015). Safer By Design.
http://www.police.nsw.gov.au/community issues/crime prevention/safer by design

Newman (1972) argued that defensible space can be accomplished through a variety of physical design
actions, including the placement of windows conducive to easy visibility of surrounding areas, the location of
entrances that are observable by others, the installation of lights to enhance visibility, and the establishment of
common areas that are controllable by residents. All of these features are evident in low-rise housing projects
and are either absent or limited in high-rise, high-density projects. Most importantly, these features impact the
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behavior of both legitimate users and potential offenders (Newman, 1972).

In assessing the impact of physical design, it is important to consider that the impact can be either direct or
indirect. Rubenstein et al. (1980) outline three types of changes or effects that appear in analyses of crime
prevention (see Figure 4.1). Type 1 effects are those that measure the direct impact of physical design features
(such as locks, lights, or fences) on crime. Type 2 effects consider the impact of the physical design on a variety
of intervening factors. Possible intervening factors include the attitudes of legitimate users about their
community, feelings of territoriality, efforts of community members to combat crime, and an improved
community atmosphere. (While territoriality, activity support and motivation reinforcement are considered
elements of CPTED by some, the models found on the textbook web site and many discussions view them as
intervening or mediating factors.)The physical design features bring about changes in these intervening factors
prior to effecting crime. Finally, Type 3 measures deal with the direct effect of the intervening factors on crime
and the indirect influence of physical design on crime through the intervening factors.

On the Web m?

The U.S. Office of Justice Programs has initiated a valuable source of information on
interventions to attack crime, including prevention activities. You can explore the Crime
Solutions site at http://crimesolutions.gov/default.aspx

Physical

Environment\
Type 1
EﬁECtS \
Type 2

Effects CRIME

Type 3

Effects
Intervening /

Constructs

Figure 4.1 Model of Crime Prevention Effects

The following discussion of physical design and its influence on crime is divided into several sections. First,
the effect of access control/target hardening and surveillance techniques are considered as individual factors.
Second, the evaluation moves to studies that examine broad-based uses of defensible space concepts in
residential and commercial areas. Finally, altering the physical environment by designing products with
prevention in mind is considered.

The Effects of Individual Factors

The ideas of access control/target hardening and surveillance include a wide range of potential interventions
for combating crime. Increased street lighting, reduced concealment, installation of locks, use of unbreakable
glass, alarms and cameras, marking of property for identification, and security guards are only a few of the
available means of prevention. Despite this proliferation of methods, few of these have been subjected to
individual evaluation. Most crime prevention programs rely on a range of activities and not just a single
approach. Almost without exception, most evaluations look at the direct impact of physical design on crime
and/or fear of crime.

Lighting
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Efforts to prevent crime by improving the lighting in areas was a major undertaking in the 1970s and
remains a common approach in both the United States and the United Kingdom. Pease (1999) suggests that
lighting may impact crime through various mechanisms. For example, lighting may lead to increased outdoor
activity and, in turn, greater surveillance. Lighting may also enhance the ability to detect a crime in progress or
identify an offender. Advocates often point to the deterrent potential of lights, which may make potential
offenders choose less well-lit areas for their crimes. Lighting should allow potential victims to see their
surroundings and may lead them to avoid less well-lit locations.

Typical research on the impact of lights contrasts criminal activity in an area that has received new lights
with areas that do not receive new or improved lighting. In general, studies find a positive impact of lighting.
The strongest support for lighting has been offered by Painter and Farrington (1997, 1999a, 1999b) based on a
series of analyses conducted in England. Painter and Farrington (1997) report positive effects of lighting in an
analysis of experimental and control areas of Dudley (West Midlands). Using victimization survey data, the
authors report a 41 percent reduction in crime incidents in the experimental area and only a 15 percent
reduction in the control area. In addition, respondents report being more satisfied in the relit areas. A similar
analysis of relighting in Stoke-on-Trent (Staffordshire), also revealed significant reductions in crime in the
experimental area as compared to the control area (Painter and Farrington, 1999b). They also report some
evidence of reduced fear of crime. The crime and fear results, however, are not as dramatic as those found in
Dudley. In both studies, the authors report reduced crime in non-relit areas adjacent to the target experimental
neighborhoods. They claim that the impact of lighting is diffused into these other areas.

Welsh and Farrington (2009) reviewed the state of the evidence on a number of crime prevention efforts,
including lighting. A total of 13 studies from both the United States and the United Kingdom were included in
the review. Overall, the studies show a positive impact of lighting, particularly on property crime, with a 21
percent reduction in crime in experimental areas. Studies conducted in the United Kingdom showed the
strongest results, possibly due to the fact that they have been completed in more recent years with more
rigorous evaluations (Welsh and Farrington, 2009). Overall, lighting has a positive impact on area crime.

On the Web @

The work of Welsh and Farrington is an example of the systematic reviews championed by the
Campbell Collaboration. You can find many more reviews of prevention actions at the

Collaboration web site: http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/

Improved lighting schemes remain popular. The reason for this involves the issue of fear. Even if relighting
does not always reduce crime, the ability to see better makes people feel safer. Various studies show reductions
in fear following improved lighting. In perhaps the earliest review of lighting studies, Tien et al. (1977) found
overwhelming reductions in fear of crime. Atkins et al. (1991) report that women and elderly respondents who
recognize changes in lighting worry less about crime and feel safer. Finally, Painter and Farrington (1997,
1999b) reveal similar findings on improved area satisfaction and reduced fear of crime. Research on lighting
reveals positive impacts on crime, victimization, and fear of crime among citizens.

CCTV

Surveillance is also accomplished by means of mechanical devices, particularly closed-circuit television
(CCTV). Research on CCTV has grown tremendously in recent years. While there are no estimates of the
number of public CCTV cameras in use in the United States, Norris and McCabhill (2006) estimate there are 4.2
million public CCTV cameras in the United Kingdom. The large investment in CCTV has prompted numerous
evaluations of its impact on crime and fear.

Brown (1995) and Ditton and Short (1999) report on evaluations of CCTV in five UK. cities. Each evaluation
included experimental and control areas as well as outcome measures both pre- and post-installation of CCTV
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equipment. Brown (1995) notes that the experimental areas experienced reduced levels of burglary, but thefts,
vandalism, and other offenses only declined in some locations. Results in Airdrie, Scotland, show reductions in
overall recorded crime, although there are some increases in recorded drug and motor vehicle offenses (Ditton
and Short, 1999). The authors note that the increases may be due to increased detection of offenses through the
use of CCTV. Results in Glasgow also show that CCTV impacts crime in the target area (Ditton and Short,
1999). Fear also was reduced in areas covered by CCTV (Brown, 1995). Unfortunately, there was also evidence
of displacement of crime from areas with CCTV to nearby/surrounding areas (Brown, 1995).

An evaluation of CCTV use in Philadelphia considered its impact on different street crimes. Ratcliffe et al.
(2009) examined the effectiveness of two types of cameras (those that could tilt, zoom, and pan and those that
were more static but could be relocated) in eight locations. Based on 32 months of police data for the target and
surrounding areas, the authors report crime reduction in only four of the eight locations, with greater impact
on disorder crimes than serious offenses (Ratcliffe et al., 2009). There was an overall 13 percent reduction in
crime. The results also show some evidence of both diffusion and displacement of crime, although this was not
uniform and they largely cancelled each other out (Ratcliffe et al., 2009).

CCTV has also been used in businesses and car parks. Tilley (1993) reports that motor vehicle theft, theft
from autos, and vandalism were all reduced in areas monitored with CCTV equipment. Reid and Andresen
(2012) examined the impact of CCTV at a commuter car park in Surrey, British Columbia. Using victimization
survey data, the authors report a significant drop in victimization and improvement in feelings of safety. Theft
of motor vehicles fell by 80 percent, and theft from motor vehicles dropped more than 50 percent (Reid and
Andresen, 2012). Beck and Willis (1999), examining CCTV in fashion clothing stores, report that stores with
extensive CCTV systems experience significant reductions in loss after the installation, compared to other
stores. They note that the results, however, diminish over time (Beck and Willis, 1999). Hayes and Downs
(2011) compared three different CCTV configurations in retail stores, finding reduced loss after CCTV
installation. Winge and Knutsson (2003), studying the use of CCTV in the Oslo (Norway) central railroad
station, report increased detection of crime, increased recorded violent crime, reduced theft from autos, and no
change in perceptions about crime in the area.

Not all evaluations show positive results. Farrington et al. (2007), looking at both police and victimization
data, fail to find any significant positive change in crime in the area covered by CCTV. Waples and Gill (2006)
consider the impact of redeployable CCTV, which allows the cameras to be moved from one fixed location to
another. Evaluation results show no change in crime or fear for one area, and increased crime in another after
deployment of the CCTV initiative (Waples and Gill, 2006). The authors argue that these negative results could
be due to various technological problems with the redeployable cameras. McLean et al. (2013), studying CCTV
in Schenectady, New York, report reduced crime in the immediate vicinity of the cameras, but the impact
varies from location to location in town. Finally, LaVigne et al. (2011) report that CCTV is effective at reducing
crime in Baltimore, has varied impact in Chicago, and no impact in Washington, DC. A key finding in the
study is that active monitoring of CCTV is essential to bring about an impact (LaVigne et al., 2011).

CCTV has been the subject of several major reviews of evaluation research. Welsh and Farrington (2009)
examined 44 CCTV evaluations from 1978 to 2007. Studies fell into categories of city centers, public housing,
public transportation, and car parks. The examination of studies in city centers revealed small but insignificant
reductions in crime, although the results were better in the U.K. studies (Welsh and Farrington, 2009). Public
housing evaluations revealed small, non-significant reductions in crime. Studies of CCTV in public
transportation settings found sizable reductions in crime, although they were still statistically insignificant.
Finally, CCTV in car parks had the only significant reductions in crime (Welsh and Farrington, 2009). The
greatest impact was found in studies from the U.K., prompting the authors to speculate that this is due to the
use of longer follow-up times and greater public support for CCTV in the UK.

Another major review (Gill and Spriggs, 2005) found that crime was reduced in six target areas while it
increased in seven areas. However, in the four locations where there was a statistically significant change in
crime in the experimental areas relative to the control areas, two changes favored the experimental area and
two favored the control areas. At the same time, fear of crime was reducing in CCTV areas. There was also
some evidence of displacement of crime from CCTV areas to other locations (Gill and Spriggs, 2005).

The evidence from the studies clearly shows that CCTV can impact crime, although it is not universal and
the conditions when it succeeds are not clear. CCTV holds some promise as evidenced by the success of the
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technique with some crimes in some locations. It is not a universal cure all for crime problems. Future
evaluations need to use appropriate methodologies, including control areas and significant follow-up periods. It
is also important to try to disentangle the impact of CCTV from other crime prevention techniques that are in
simultaneous use (Farrington and Painter, 2003; Welsh and Farrington, 2009).

Surveillability

Lighting is only one factor that can influence the ability to observe an area. Surveillability also is determined
by a wide range of other factors. Fisher and Nasar (1992; Nasar and Fisher, 1993) note the physical design
impact on prospect, refuge, and escape. Prospect refers to the ability of individuals to see an area. Locations
that offer greater prospect should engender less fear and victimization than those locations that limit sight
lines. Refuge deals with the presence or absence of concealment, in which offenders could hide from potential
victims. Refuge provides both hiding places and protection for potential offenders. Finally, escape addresses
the ability of both offenders and victims to escape from an area before and/or after an offense. In essence,
physical design features which impact on surveillability should alter both fear and victimization levels.

Fisher and Nasar (1992; Nasar and Fisher, 1993) tested these assumptions using a university site which
offered greatly varying degrees of prospect, refuge, and escape. Using both surveys and observations, the
authors report strong support for their argument. Areas of increased concealment (refuge), blocked prospect,
and limited escape elicit greater fear. Crime figures also show greater victimization accompanying blocked
prospect and greater concealment (Nasar and Fisher, 1993). The findings are site specific and suggest that
analysis needs to focus on the micro-level. That is, while macro-level analyses may suggest that individuals are
fearful in a certain area, that fear is actually more targeted at specific places in the area, not the entire area.
Interestingly, lighting has no impact on reported fear once the issues of prospect, refuge and escape are
considered (Fisher and Nasar, 1992). While limited to a single site on a university campus, these results suggest
that a more general view of surveillability is needed than just an analysis of lighting. The research on prospect,
refuge, and escape provides support for the assumption that people make assessments of their surroundings
and respond to the potential danger and fear they interpret in different situations.

Surveillance also can be provided through the use of guards or other individuals hired specifically for that
function. Hesseling (1995) demonstrates various forms of “functional surveillance” used in The Netherlands. In
one instance surveillance was provided by hiring individuals to ride public transportation in order to reduce
violence and fare dodging. Similarly, the employment of caretakers in public housing contributed to reductions
in vandalism, graffiti, and theft. The use of security guards on city streets to assist the police impacted feelings
of safety (Hesseling, 1995). Sorenson (1998) provides similar positive results in an assessment of public housing
in three U.S. cities. An evaluation of security guards in car parks finds significant declines in auto thefts
(Barclay et al., 1996). In general, assigning surveillance responsibilities and providing the means to contact the
authorities impacts the level of calls for police service and the level of arrests. Clearly, surveillability has an
impact on both crime and fear of crime.

Property Identification Programs

Property identification programs have a long history in crime prevention, often under the title Operation
Identification. The basic idea behind property identification is to increase the difficulty for offenders to
dispose of marked items. Despite the great proliferation of property identification programs, there is little
empirical research on most projects. One early review of 99 projects from across the United States reported
that, despite public awareness of the programs, few programs are able to entice more than 10 percent of the
population to participate (Heller et al., 1975). Likewise, few programs report significant changes in reported
burglary and none find an impact on arrests or convictions for burglary (Heller et al., 1975).

One exemplary evaluation of property marking was undertaken in South Wales (Laycock, 1985; 1990). Three
physically proximate villages were targeted for the property marking campaign due to their relative isolation
from other residential areas. The choice of isolated villages was made in order to reduce the chance that the
program would simply displace crime. The program relied on a high degree of publicity, door-to-door contact,
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the provision of free equipment to mark property, and window stickers. Project efforts were successful at
engendering participation by 72 percent of the homes. More importantly, the evaluation showed a 40 percent
drop in burglary for participating homes with little or no displacement to non-participating residences
(Laycock, 1985). A follow-up evaluation (Laycock, 1990) revealed greater reductions in burglary in the second
year after program implementation. Importantly, both the initial and year two reductions in crime followed
heavy publicity of the program. Increases in burglary occurred during times of low publicity (Laycock, 1990).
This suggests that the results are more related to the media attention and not the property marking.

A recent trend in property identification has been to tag vehicles with ID numbers to combat motor vehicle
theft. Rhodes et al. (1997) report that the marking of vehicle parts has a small impact on theft of cars by
professional thieves. Various programs seek to make vehicles that are typically not driven at certain times of
the day (particularly early mornings) or in certain areas (such as near borders) more recognizable to law
enforcement officers through the use of decals and special license plates (Bureau of Justice Assistance, 1998).
These identifying marks alert police that the vehicle is out of place and should be stopped. While the programs
have not yet been adequately evaluated, these programs are an interesting extension of property marking at
home.

Alarms

Alarms represent another possible deterrent to offending. Silent alarms in various Cedar Rapids, Iowa,
schools and businesses increased both the numbers of arrests and the clearance rate in buildings with alarms
(Cedar Rapids Police Department, 1975). Break-ins at buildings with alarms revealed entry through places not
hooked up to the alarms (Cedar Rapids Police Department, 1975). Buck et al. (1993) examined the impact of
alarms and other factors on burglary in three Philadelphia suburbs. Alarms proved to be a strong deterrent to
household burglary.

Interviews with offenders also reveal the impact of alarms. Reppetto (1974) found that one-third of the
offenders checked on the presence or absence of alarms during the planning stages of the offense. Bennett and
Wright (1984) asked burglars to evaluate videotape and photos of potential targets. They found that the
presence or absence of alarms was a prime consideration in the choice of their targets. Similarly, Hearnden and
Magill (2004) find that 84 percent of active and incarcerated burglars claim that outside alarms are key factors
in their decision-making process. Blevins et al. (2012) report that 60 percent of 422 burglars were deterred by
alarms. Interviews with burglars in New Zealand reveals that the main deterrent to offending is alarms and
security systems (Baker and Gray, 2005).

Locks, Doors, and Related Access Factors

Access control can be improved through the installation of various devices that make entry more difficult.
These will not eliminate crime. Rather, a motivated offender will need to work harder and find more effective
ways of gaining entrance. The Seattle Law and Justice Planning Office (1975) evaluated the effect of solid case
doors, dead bolt locks, pins in sliding glass doors, and construction of short walls aimed at making entry
through windows more difficult at four public housing projects. The evaluation found a significant decline in
the level of burglary in three of the four target areas. The mode of entry after the improvements were made
shifted to the use of open and unlocked windows and doors. This shift was expected due to the increased
difficulty posed by the changes (Seattle Law and Justice Planning Office, 1975).

A recent evaluation in Glasgow, Scotland, examined the impact of Secured By Design doors and windows in
public housing. Dwellings fitted with both doors and windows in four areas comprised the experimental group
and matched control areas were identified for comparison (Teedon et al., 2009). A pre-post-analysis revealed
significant drops in housebreaking, attempted housebreaking and theft in experimental dwellings. At the same
time, offending increased in the comparison areas (Teedon et al., 2009). The introduction of access control
devices, therefore, had a significant positive impact.

Bennett and Wright’s (1984) study of burglars also shows support for the use of target-hardening devices.
Their subjects list the type of windows and locks as one influence on their decision making. Offenders tend to
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prefer smaller windows because they are easier to force open. Similarly, the presence of a lock becomes more
effective as the difficulty in picking or breaking the lock increases (Bennett and Wright, 1984).

Area Permeability

Efforts to limit access to neighborhoods include the establishment of dead-end streets, cul-de-sacs, one-way
streets, alley gating, and closing streets. Such action can project a private atmosphere, cut down on the level of
use by strangers, and increase the presence of legitimate users. Often this approach is coupled with broader
community planning activities.

In an early study, Newman and Wayne (1974) compared public and private streets in adjacent areas of St.
Louis. A private street is one that is owned and maintained by the residents living on the street, is often a cul-
de-sac, and is set apart from the connecting streets by means of landscaping, gates, entranceways, or other
similar features. The authors found less crime on private streets and the fear of crime was lower among
subjects living on those streets (Newman and Wayne, 1974). They also found more interaction between the
residents living on these private streets, which should lead to reduced crime. Unfortunately, the lack of
comparability between the experimental and control groups, however, suggests that these results should be
viewed with some caution.

Different street layouts have been compared for their effect on crime. Bevis and Nutter (1977) look at the
relative effect of dead-end, cul-de-sac, “L” type, “T” type, and through-traffic streets. These are arranged in
order of accessibility with the dead-end street being the least accessible. The authors find a clear relationship
existing between the type of street layout and burglary. More accessible streets experience higher rates of
burglary (Bevis and Nutter, 1977). Johnson and Bowers (2010) note that burglary increases where there is a
greater number of roads that intersect with one another.

Newman (1996) reported on the effects of creating mini neighborhoods in Dayton, Ohio, by limiting access
to neighborhoods. Each mini-neighborhood was accessible by means of a single entrance. All other streets and
alleys were closed to both access and egress. The results of the project were significant reductions in traffic,
traffic accidents, overall crime, and violent crime in the mini neighborhoods. Residents also reported fewer
victimizations and less fear of crime (Newman, 1996). Operation Cul-de-Sac in Los Angeles set out to curb
gang homicides and assaults in a 10-block area by blocking road access in the area. Relying on Part I offense
data, Lasley (1998) reports that both homicides and assaults fell significantly during the period of the program
and increased after the roadblocks were removed. Donnelly and Kimble (1997) investigate street closures in a
10-square-block area of Dayton characterized by street crime, drugs, and prostitution. After a one-year follow-
up, overall crime dropped 25 percent and violent crime fell 40 percent, while there is no evidence of
displacement to other areas (Donnelly and Kimble, 1997). These projects clearly show the impact of altering
traffic flow in high crime areas. Similar results appear in studies in both the U.S. and U.K. (Armitage et al.,
2010, 2011; Johnson and Bowers, 2010; Nubani and Wineman, 2009).

In the United Kingdom, a relatively common attempt to control access is to erect alley gates. Alley gating
refers to erecting gates on alleys that run behind home and businesses, thereby restricting access to residents or
other legitimate users. A key target of this approach is burglary, particularly in areas where the criminals gain
access through the rear of the buildings. An evaluation of alley gating in Liverpool reports that roughly 4,000
alley gates had been erected (Home Office, 2001), with a subsequent reduction of 875 burglaries (Bowers et al.,
2003). The gates had an impact independent of other crime prevention activities taking place in the target areas.
Similarly, an analysis of alley gating in Cadoxton, South Wales, reveals clear decreases in burglary after the
installation of the gates (Rogers, 2013). Residents in the gated areas also report reduced perceptions of both
crime and disorder in the area. Haywood et al. (2009), examining the impact of alley gating in Oldham
(northwest England), find significant reductions in burglary.

The available evidence illustrates the potential of traffic control as a means of combating crime. Streets and
areas that are easily accessible to pedestrian and auto traffic tend to experience higher levels of actual crime
and fear of crime. The construction of cul-de-sacs, dead-end streets, alley gates, and streets that promote a
feeling of ownership will have positive effects for crime prevention.
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Summary

As noted earlier, the amount of research aimed at single crime prevention approaches is minimal. Few crime
prevention programs are unidimensional in approach. Rather, most plans introduce a variety of techniques to
be implemented as parts of a larger prevention package. This makes evaluation of the individual factors
problematic and necessitates research focused on entire programs. We now turn to an evaluation of crime
prevention efforts that include a range of ideas, including some of those already discussed.

Physical Design of Neighborhoods

Studies of public housing are among the early examinations of area-wide physical design on crime. As noted
earlier, Newman (1972) reports that crime varies among public housing with different design features. Various
design problems negate attempts to build a sense of community, lay claim to an area (territoriality), present a
sense of safety (image), or allow surveillance. Newman and Franck (1980), studying public housing in Newark,
St. Louis, and San Francisco, find that accessibility and building size have direct effects on burglary and fear of
crime. Building size also affects the use of space and feelings of control over space and indirectly, through
control and use of space, on crime and fear. Poyner (1994), reporting on physical design in an English public
housing estate, demonstrates that limiting access reduces robbery, but not burglary. The removal of enclosed
walkways between buildings effectively limits access, escape and concealment for potential offenders (Poyner,
1994).

On the Web @

You can access and read about the North Asylum Hill project and many others at:
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/Digitization/79544-79593NCJRS.pd

Environmental design received one of its biggest tests in the North Asylum Hill area of Hartford,
Connecticut. This area implemented a number of crime prevention activities including changes in street
patterns, landscaping, neighborhood police patrols, and increased citizen organization. The design elements
were primarily the creation of cul-de-sacs, the elimination of through streets, creating one-way streets, and the
narrowing of street openings—all geared to making the area appear more private and controlled by residents of
the area. An initial evaluation revealed great decreases in both burglary and robbery as compared to
neighboring South Asylum Hill and the remainder of Hartford (Fowler et al., 1979). Fear of burglary and
potential victimization also declined in the area. In addition, there was a corresponding increase in the use of
the streets and parks by residents. A follow-up evaluation three years later (Fowler and Mangione, 1982)
supported the findings of reduced vehicular traffic, increased pedestrian usage, and lower levels of fear, but
both burglary and robbery had returned to city-wide levels (Fowler and Mangione, 1982). The effect on crime,
therefore, was short-lived.

General characteristics of urban neighborhoods provide further insight into the physical design-crime
relationship. Greenberg et al. (1982) compare contiguous low and high crime neighborhoods in Atlanta. Low
crime areas are characterized by single-family dwellings, few major through streets, and few vacant lots; are
predominantly residential; are bounded by other residential areas; and have characteristics that prohibit easy
access. Uniform building setbacks and private parking, which diminish concealment for offenders, are also part
of low crime neighborhoods (Greenberg et al., 1982). These results tend to support the argument that physical
features can affect criminal behavior.

The use of physical design changes to combat crime in a commercial area was undertaken in the Union
Avenue Corridor (UAC) of Portland, Oregon. The UAC was a commercial strip approximately 3.5 miles long
and four blocks wide accommodating businesses ranging from light industry to banks to grocery stores and car
dealerships. The surrounding area was middle to low income and predominately black, with a crime rate
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roughly three times that of the remainder of Portland (Kushmuk and Whittemore, 1981). The crime prevention
program included improving street lighting, improving street appearance, changing traffic patterns, providing
off-street parking, establishing business and neighborhood groups, and using various promotional events, all
with the intent of reducing crime and fear and increasing social cohesion and improving the quality of life.

Kushmuk and Whittemore (1981) note that official measures of crime (specifically robbery and commercial
burglary) declined as a result of the prevention activities. Victimization surveys, however, revealed no changes
in either the number of offenses or perceptions of victimization. In addition, while the overall fear of crime did
not change over the study period, customers were more fearful at night and the elderly were more fearful, in
general, after the crime prevention program. Changes in other outcomes also failed to appear. Neither
businessmen nor residents reported any increases in social cohesion or cooperation with the police (Kushmuk
and Whittemore, 1981). Residents also did not display any changes in communal activity or support of
neighbors. While businessmen reported that their sales had increased since the program’s implementation, they
felt that the UAC was not in as good a condition as before the program (Kushmuk and Whittemore, 1981). In
general, the evaluation showed some changes in crime and other social factors but these movements were not
much different from those found in the remainder of Portland.

In 1999, the British government began the Reducing Burglary Initiative (RBI) by funding 63 projects across
the United Kingdom (Kodz and Pease, 2003). The RBI relies on local communities to identify the causes of the
burglary problems in their area and to develop appropriate interventions, many of which are physical design
changes, such as target hardening, the installation of alley gates, lighting improvements, fencing, and property
marking (Kodz and Pease, 2003). Interventions also include neighborhood watch, intensive police crackdowns,
and other methods (discussed in later chapters). In 40 out of 55 RBI evaluations, the burglary rates fell relative
to the control areas (evaluations using comparison areas were not conducted in eight locations). An evaluation
of the Fordbridge (West Midlands) RBI project, which implemented target hardening, alley gates, electronic
entry controls for buildings, and improved street lighting, reports a reduction in burglary of 43 percent for the
experimental area (Home Office, 2003a). Similarly, the RBI project in Stirchley (West Midlands), relying on
alley gates, fences and property marking (along with a crime prevention newsletter), claims a 53 percent drop
in burglary, which is twice the reduction seen in the control area (Home Office, 2003b). These results on the
effectiveness of the RBI suggest that physical design elements are effective at reducing the burglary problem.

On the Web nﬁ

More  detail and  information on the RBI  project is  available at:
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110218135832/rds.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs05/hors2,

Secure By Design has also received attention for its impact on crime. As noted earlier, SBD seeks to
influence the building of new structures or the redesign of existing sites in ways that will mitigate crime and
disorder. In one evaluation of SBD in West Yorkshire, Armitage (2000) notes a significant reduction in crime at
the sites that were refurbished following the SBD principles. There was a 26 percent drop in the number of
dwelling crimes and roughly half as many residents reported being fearful around their homes. An assessment
of environmental design features comparing 25 SBD estates with 25 non-SBD estates also shows the
effectiveness of physical design for reducing burglary and general crime (Armitage, 2007). Estates conforming
to proper design guidelines are at lower risk for crime than estates not using the design features.

In a study of SBD in West Yorkshire, Armitage and Monchuk (2011) report similar positive results. Both
burglary and overall crime is significantly lower in SBD developments compared to non-SBD developments
and the entire city. They further note that as the concentration of SBD homes increases, the level of overall
crime decreases (Armitage and Monchuk, 2011). These results have been maintained over a 10-year period of
time. Teedon et al. (2009, 2010) report similar positive results from an analysis of SBD in Glasgow. Compared
to non-SBD properties, roughly 60 percent fewer SBD homes experienced burglaries and theft from burglary,
and 80 percent fewer attempted burglaries. There was also a drop in crime in a comparison of pre-SBD and
post-SBD data (Teedon et al., 2010).
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A Challenge to Defensible Space

While it appears that physical design features can impact crime and fear, there is no guarantee that proper
design will produce the desired results. Merry (1981) conducted an 18-month participant observation study of a
single public housing project that seemed to conform to good defensible space design. The project was
composed of low buildings, separate courtyards, few families per entranceway, wide pathways, public space in
front of the buildings, and private (fenced) space at the rear of the buildings. Additionally, many of the
residents had installed target-hardening devices such as locks and window bars. Using a combination of
interviews, observation, and official crime figures, Merry (1981) found that the physical design features failed
to have any effect on crime or the residents’ feelings of safety. Despite the seeming defensibility of the project,
Merry (1981) questioned the design features. First, the stairwells and hallways near doors were not easily
observable by residents or passersby. Second, many of the outdoor features, such as fences and enclosed trash
collectors, actually provided cover for potential offenders. Finally, the layout of the buildings and outdoor
areas, although seemingly conducive to territoriality, confused residents and visitors and produced discomfort
and disorientation. Clearly, the physical design did not increase interaction between residents and residents
rarely intervened in questionable behavior (Merry, 1981). Residents were unable to distinguish strangers from
legitimate users, feared future retaliation, and held an uncaring attitude toward those not identified as friends
or relatives. Merry attributed these problems to a lack of social cohesion and community identity among the
project’s residents.

The general failure of the defensible space concept to bring about clear reductions in crime was placed
squ