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Abstract' In this review of 122 evaluations of crime prevention projects, the
measures evaluated were grouped into six general categories: campaigns and
publicity; policing and other surveillance; environmental design or improvement;
social and community services; security devices; target removal or modification.
Using objective indices of crime, about half of the measures evaluated were found
to be effective. Successes were documented in all six categories of measures, but
target removal or modification enjoyed the largest number of successes and social
and community services the least.

BACKGROUND

In the winter of 1987-8 when this research was being planned, a
somewhat depressed view had emerged about the viability of crime
prevention activities. The great surge of interest in crime prevention
programs in the U.S., begun in the late 1960s, had all but ended by the
early 1980s. In Britain, the political commitment to crime prevention
had arrived later and still continued, but many of the results seemed
disappointing.

The influence of the American academic community had ensured that
many of the crime prevention programs developed in the United States
were evaluated by academic researchers. (See, for example, Heller et
al., 1975; Tien et al., 1979; and Rosenbaum, 1986 and 1988.) This
tradition of evaluation had also been followed in Britain, though with
perhaps less enthusiasm and less vigor than in North America.
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Although some positive findings did emerge, many of the evaluation
reports seemed to bring bad news. The evaluations both in Britain and
in the U.S. seemed to suggest that few of the crime prevention projects
had the desired effect of reducing crime. Not only were many projects
poorly organized and incompletely implemented, but, even when they
were carried out well, many doubts were raised about the effectiveness
of the measures employed. Two examples of evaluations produced in
Britain at that time, which gave a good deal of dissatisfaction to those
responsible for crime prevention policy, were Trevor Bennett's evalua-
tion of two neighborhood watch schemes (Bennett, 1987) and Poyner et
al. 's (1986) evaluation of the crime prevention program of the National
Association for the Resettlement of Offenders (NACRO).

This disappointment in the results of crime prevention programs
seems to have had two interesting effects on research and policy. First,
the negative findings that often emerged led policymakers to distance
themselves from these research findings as if they were too painful and
difficult to deal with. As a result, continued monitoring of prevention
initiatives has often been abandoned, and the accumulation of findings
from evaluations made over the last 15 to 20 years has been largely
neglected. In its place new programs have attracted highly controlled
and, incidentally, very expensive evaluation activities, in the hope that
any good news that might be extracted from newly funded initiatives
can be given the fullest recognition and the widest publicity.

Our concern at the Tavistock Institute of Human Relations was that
there was too little accumulating wisdom about the effectiveness of crime
prevention measures. The psychology of crime prevention politics was
such that a true scientific tradition of developing knowledge and under-
standing of what was effective—and why—was largely blocked. In its
place, the scientific debate on crime prevention seemed in danger of
becoming debased into little more than a slanging match between
opposing theories of social versus situational crime prevention.

Familiarity with a number of evaluations of crime prevention projects
both from Britain and North America, and to some extent from other
countries such as Holland and Sweden, led us to believe that there was
room for much more optimism. There was little doubt that many of the
evaluations revealed ineffective crime prevention activities, yet there
were also successful projects. It was puzzling to us that somehow the
successes were often overlooked while far more attention was given to
the failures. In particular, there seemed to be much more willingness
for academic researchers to find fault with the methodology of evaluation
than to build on any positive findings. We felt that overall, there was a
great deal more that could be usefully extracted from past evaluations,
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and we became intent on a thorough reassessment of whatever evaluation
literature we could assemble.

We were aware of a number of what are sometimes called "meta"
evaluations, but these are usually directed at reviewing a large number
of similar projects, such as those already mentioned by Heller et al.
(1975) on "Operation Identification" and Tien et al. (1979) on street
lighting projects in the U.S. There have also been one or two broadly
based reviews of evaluations (e.g., see Rosenbaum, 1986) of selected
community crime prevention projects. However, none of these previous
reviews have tried to encompass the whole field of crime prevention
evaluations.

SEARCH FOR EVALUATIONS

We were already aware of much evaluation work that had been done
in Britain, and efforts were made to obtain fuller documentation, fill in
gaps and update ourselves as best we could through contacting all the
familiar channels and following up any leads. For more international
coverage, we were invited to use the library associated with the School
of Criminal Justice on the Newark campus of Rutgers University, which
proved to have a very substantial collection of evaluation literature that
complemented our knowledge of the British material. Although predom-
inantly from North America, there was also material from other English-
speaking countries and those that often publish in English, such as
Holland, Sweden and, to a lesser extent, Germany. We were fairly
certain that the reason evaluation literature is not generally available in
other languages is that the evaluation of crime prevention activities has
not been carried out to anything like the same extent as in English-speak-
ing countries.

The selection of material was made with very straightforward criteria.
We were interested in evaluation reports on any initiatives where at least
part of the intention was to reduce the incidence of crime and where
efforts had been made to assess the effect of the initiative on crime. For
the most part, these evaluations related to local projects such as
neighborhood watch schemes, but more general initiatives were also
included, such as the introduction of steering-column locks on motor
cars. By insisting that evaluations discussed the impact of the initiatives
on crime, evaluations of treatment programs or of delinquency preven-
tion programs based on effects within a specific offender population
were excluded. Even so, a number of programs of this kind were
included where they appeared to meet our criteria of measuring the effect
on crime.
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In the measurement of crime reductions, we accepted the evaluations
based on officially-reported crime and from victimization surveys, as
well as other records such as those kept by security organizations. After
some uncertainty, we decided against using data on the fear of crime.
Although it is clear that the fear of crime is in itself a problem, we
became increasingly uncertain of the reliability of fear reduction as a
measure of crime reduction. Our impression was that evaluators often
turned to measuring fear when they had little confidence of being able
to demonstrate measurable reductions in crime. It also seems certain
that fear, particularly in a small area, will be relatively easily influenced
by any activity associated with a crime prevention initiative. Publicity
arising from the initiative, or any increased presence of the police or
other agencies, might all contribute to major changes in attitudes toward
crime without necessarily reducing criminal activity.

THE RESULT OF THE SEARCH

The relatively simple selection criteria enabled us to identify 122
evaluation studies that were suitable for further analysis. (A complete
list of these evaluations appears at the end of this paper.) Some of these
evaluations were simple studies of the effects of introducing a single
preventive measure and examining its effect on one or more types of
crime. These simple evaluations provided the easiest data to interpret.
Often the evaluations were much more complex, involving a combination
of several different types of measures. Typical of the complex evalua-
tions are those in public-sector housing where measures as diverse as
organizing activities for young people, improving door and window
security and increasing police patrols might all be introduced at the same
time.

Not only were the forms of crime prevention projects diverse, but
the detailed design of individual measures also varied a great deal.
Nevertheless, it did seem possible to classify the measures into catego-
ries commonly used in the crime prevention literature. Table 1 sets out
a classification which seemed to grow naturally from the material we
had assembled. The number of evaluations that refer to each measure is
listed in the right-hand column of Table 1. The measures are listed in
order of the number of evaluations in which they appear. The 122
evaluations reported on the effectiveness of some 47 different types of
preventive measures. (See list of evaluations at the end of this paper.)
In all, there were some 249 different citings of these measures in the
122 evaluations. For convenience, the types of measures are grouped
into six general categories, as follows:
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A. Campaigns and publicity
B. Policing and other surveillance
C. Environmental design or improvement
D. Social and community services
E. Security devices
F. Target removal or modification.

FORM OF THE ANALYSIS

Once assembled, the material was considerably more extensive than
expected. The large number of evaluations would clearly have an
influence on how the material might be analyzed. Originally, it was
assumed that the number of evaluations and the range of measures would
be about one-third the size of the final data base. It had been assumed
that the analysis would take individual types of measures in turn,
compare their performance in a number of evaluations, and draw
conclusions about each. Such an approach is still possible with a large
sample of evaluations, but to do this thoroughly would lead to a very
long and perhaps tedious project write-up, which would certainly be
tedious to read.

The large database of evaluation material suggested that some rela-
tively crude numerical analysis might be attempted in place of the more
descriptive approach originally planned. Some simple method of rating
the evidence from evaluations might help to construct a rough-and-ready
guide to the effectiveness of measures without being too heavily sub-
jected to a myriad of detailed qualifications, whether of methodology or
of accuracy of the data. More detailed qualifications could always be
developed later as the debate demands by going back to the original
evaluation studies.

METHOD OF RATING EVALUATIONS

In developing a simple rating scale for evaluations, it was concluded
that there were only four essentially different categories to recognize.
First there were the evaluations that provided good evidence of crime
reduction. To go beyond this and rate reductions in terms such as high,
medium and low did not seem practical. The variations in the presenta-
tion of crime data in the original evaluations would not make it easy to
develop such a level of refinement.

The next category was common in the evaluations. There are many
evaluations which claimed that crime had been reduced, but for a variety
of reasons it was hard to accept the claim on the evidence presented.
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Table 1: Classification of Measures
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Objections would vary from poor methodology to the incompleteness of
the information, or the report might be badly written and confusing.
Another reason for doubting a claim of crime reduction would be that
the level of reduction described could not be considered statistically
significant.

The two other categories were relatively simple to determine. First
there were evaluations in which the evaluators concluded that there was
no effect on crime, or at least no measurable effect, and second, there
were studies in which evaluators found that crime actually became worse
following the introduction of the measure. Such an increase in crime
may be the result of extraneous factors, but it is clear that under such
conditions the measures could not be claimed as effective.

To summarize these four categories, we rated measures on a scale as
follows:

+ 2 When there was good evidence of crime reduction

+ 1 When positive findings had been produced, but there were

concerns or doubts about the validity of these results

0 Where the evaluators claimed there was no effect on crime

-1 Where evaluations showed that crime had increased.
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OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF MEASURES

Table 2 lists the measures in the same order as in Table 1. The first
four columns of the table show how evaluations of each measure were
rated overall on the scale + 2, + 1, 0 and -1 . The distribution across the
four columns gives an immediate guide as to how each type of measure
performed in the evaluations. The fifth column on the right-hand side
of the table gives an average score, assuming that the scale + 2 to -1 is
linear. Although many might consider this methodologically dubious,
the calculation of this average provides a ready means of ranking
measures in order of their effectiveness. Providing these averages are
used as no more than a rough guide, the method can be justified. Of
course, when an average is based on only one or two evaluations, the
scores should not be taken too seriously. Even so, any + 2 evaluation
score is always welcome.

Perhaps the first and most important finding of this overview emerges
in Table 2. It shows that, although there are plenty of disappointing
findings, shown in columns 0 and -1 and to a lesser extent in column
+ 1, there are plenty of evaluations that provide good evidence of crime
reduction. Among 249 citings of measures in the sample of evaluations,
about half (121) were classified as + 2. From the point of view of the
researchers, this largely justifies our conviction that there is plenty of
evidence to show that crime prevention can work, providing we under-
stand what works and under what circumstances. Our troubled politi-
cians and administrators should not lose heart.

The findings in Table 2 are open for readers to inspect at their leisure
and according to their own particular interests. However, it is clear that
some measures look more promising than others. For example, publicity
for a crime prevention project (A3) and the use of doorstep campaigns
by the police (A5) show relatively high scores, and suggest that these
are important ingredients in many successful crime prevention initia-
tives. Other high-scoring measures include focused or saturation polic-
ing (B3), the employment of concierges in apartment blocks (B6) and
the use of design changes to improve surveillance (C3).

It is also interesting to compare the groups within each classification.
An average score can be calculated for the whole group by simply adding
the columns in each group. The first interesting finding from this is that
all but one of the six groups score quite well. The three largest groups,
A, B, and C—campaigns and publicity, policing and surveillance, and
environmental design--have about the same overall score. Group E
(security devices) has a similar score, while the small group F has the
very high overall score of 1.80, suggesting that "target removal or
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modification" is one of the most effective approaches to crime preven-
tion.

The bad news seems to be reserved for group D, with a very low
overall score. It is clear from inspection of the data in the columns
alongside this group that none of the measures involving "social or
community services" can be claimed to have much direct impact on
crime.

EFFECTIVENESS AGAINST SPECIFIC CRIMES

The analysis in Table 2 is confined to assessing the impact of the
measures on crime as a whole. Indeed some of the evaluations were so
crude that they merely talked about "crime," with no clarification of
what types of crime were involved. Clearly a more thorough investiga-
tion into the effect of measures on crime must consider how the measures
affect different crimes. It is true that some measures such as neighbor-
hood watch (Bl) or CCTV surveillance (B4) are aimed at a broad range
of crimes, whereas exact fare systems on buses (Fl) are aimed specif-
ically at reducing robbery. In the four tables that follow (Tables 3-6), a
more specific analysis is made of the impact of measures on four
different types of crime. The crimes are: residential burglary, commer-
cial burglary, car crime (combined) and robbery. Analyses of theft from
the person, assault and vandalism could have been presented from the
same database, but the number of evaluations available was considered
too small to present a broad comparison of measures.
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Tables 3 through 6 are set out in a similar way to Table 2, with average
scores produced for each measure in relation to the particular kind of
crime under consideration. The measures are listed in rank order of their
average scores, the measure with the highest score at the top. It is clear
from such a rank-ordered list that measures at the top are likely to be
the most effective measures for preventing the crime, although the
highest score of 2.00 is often based on only one evaluation. The measures
toward the bottom of the list, especially with scores around zero, will
probably be the least effective. For consistency of comparison between
the four tables, the rank orders of measures have been divided into four
levels of effectiveness:

Effective measures —scores of 1.50 or more

Less certain measures —scores over 1.00 but under 1.50

Doubtful measures —positive scores under 1.00

Ineffective measures — scores of zero or less
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Interested readers will want to study the tables and draw their own
conclusions, and so the tables are left to speak for themselves. There
are, however, a number of general points that can be made. As discussed
before, care should be taken not to take too much notice of scores based
on only one or two evaluations. Many of these measures, such as the
removal of coin-operated meters from housing (F3), are likely to be very
effective, but since only one evaluation was available, the average
ranking score can be misleading. Further, less positive evaluations might
significantly reduce a high average score.
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It has to be admitted that some of the conclusions will suffer from
the crudeness of the methodology. For example, it might seem difficult
to accept in Table 5 that the cleanup of a neighborhood (C4) can have a
strong influence on car crime. Although direct causal links may be
found, it is also possible that a relatively high score for this measure
arises because it is frequently accompanied by other measures that are
more likely to have a direct effect on car crime. Nevertheless, despite
this kind of imperfection, the resulting analysis does seem to make a
good deal of sense from what we know from crime research generally.

For example, in comparing the two burglary tables (Tables 3 and 4),
the position of lighting (Cl) is rated quite differently. Against commer-
cial burglary, lighting appears very effective, whereas for residential
burglary the evidence is much less strong. But this is what we might
expect from our knowledge of the two kinds of burglary. Residential
burglary is believed to occur mainly in the daytime when homes are
more likely to be unoccupied and when lighting would have little
influence. Commercial burglary is more likely to occur at night because
that is when commercial property will be unoccupied, and it is more
likely that lighting would be relevant to deterring crime.

CONCLUSIONS

Over and above the detailed conclusions that can be drawn from the
tables, there are some general points that might be put forward. First,
the tables make it quite clear that there is room for plenty of optimism
in the field of crime prevention. Such a broad analysis does not tell us
what makes an individual crime prevention project successful, but it
makes it quite clear that many of the measures already well known in
the crime prevention field can be made to work.

Second, the form of analysis set out in this paper does seem to offer
a fairly robust means of overviewing the findings from a large number
of crime prevention evaluations. It is clear that to change a few of the
ratings or to add or remove one or two evaluations from the tables will
not make a great deal of difference to the overall pattern.

It seems to the author that it would be helpful to all those concerned
with policymaking to use some similar method of continuous monitoring
of our state of knowledge about what works in crime prevention. It might
be possible to develop some kind of league table of crime prevention
measures. If this were to be attempted, it would be worth giving further
effort to improving the classification and tidying up the ranking method.
When much of the classification and ranking work was done for this
paper, the idea of producing league tables or "best buys" in crime
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prevention had not emerged. In retrospect, it is clear that further
development should make better tables and provide appropriate support
material, including the inevitable qualifications. It is also clear that more
evaluations would be welcome, in particular evaluations of measures that
have received less attention so far. Similarly, we would benefit from
more evaluations of measures directed against crimes such as personal
theft, assault, and violence.
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