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WHO PREVENTS CRIME?

KEYNOTE ADDRESS BY Ir. R.V.G. Clarke, v
‘Home Office Research Unit _ ,

- This morning I want to do:two tﬁihga. U'Fifét, I will téke a rather
broad look at the‘ﬁifférenﬁ ways open to society of controlling or -
preven%ing crime and, in the light of present criminological knowledge,

‘ will'aSSess what sort of gains are likely to Be made through each of
these various approaches. These include the treatment of offenders,
tdecriminalisation?, co-called 'containment' or incarceration pelicies,
deterrent eentencing, preventive policing, social reforms, and
improvements in security. As there‘is no'firmly established body of
professionél opinion about how to deal with crime, I will inevitably
preéént a somewhat personal ﬁoint of view based upon my own reading
of the literature and on the research in which I have been directly
involved.‘ I will open this part of the discussion, however, by a

rather detailed consideration of a subject - the effectiveneBS‘of‘penal

' 4reatments ~ about which there is more agreement among criminologists,

This may involve going over ground‘familiar to”mahy'of‘you, but it is

essential background to the tbpio of the Conference.

The aecond‘thing I want to do, and this’will be done more briefly, is
to consider a number of issues concerning the organisation and
implementation 6f crime prevention‘effort, Az will become clear, I
see much crime prevention as of necessity being undertaken at a local

18V61w

As a prefacé to uy discussion, it is important to clarify what

can‘be achieved in respect of the prevention of crime., Crime

‘prevention is a relative term, No one here, I am sure, would

quarrel with the proposition that the elimination of crime is an

- illusory goal. Laws will always be required to regulate behaviour,

and there will always be those who break the law. It is mnot
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unrealistic, however, to hope for greater compliance with.eiisting
laws, Indeed théAexperience of Japan, which appairently alone
among tadvanced! nations has achieved a substantial drop in levels
of crime during the past 15 years, shows that increases in crime
for our own society need not be an inevitable consequence of
greater numbers‘of young people, of greater industrialisation,

or of greater urbanisation. Nor may it be unrealistic to hope

for the more or lesé complete elimination of certain forms of
crime; and I wili mention examples of these during the course of

my talko

TI. The efféctiveness of treatment

It would be true to say that criminologists have devoted very much
more attention to the treatment of offenders than to any of the
other means of crimekreduction. There have by now been literally
dozens of studies evéluating the rehabilitative effectiveness of
various custodiasl and non-custodial treatments, and several reviews
of this literature are now available. The general conclusion to
all this work is that no one treatment is markedly more effective
in achieving the rehabilitation of offenders than any other, and

none of the measures appear to work at all well,

The reasons for tlie apparent ineffectivaness of treatments are
important and T will discuss thém at some length but, first, it

mey be helpful to outline iwo studies, undertéken b& the Home Office
Research ﬁnit, which serve as examples of the work that has been
undertaken. (I hope you will forgive me for feferring to studies
which I know well but which may have been conducted south of the
border, rather than to equally relevant ﬁork undertaken in Scotland

but with which I am less familiar).
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The first study was an eva.luation of a "therapeutic oomunity"
eeta’bliehed in one of the three houses of Kingswcod ’I‘raining Sohool
8 West Country a.pproved school oe.tering for boys aged 13—15 on
admission, 'I‘hie therapeutic community wes the responsi.'bil:lty of
the school's resident olinical psychologist and it had been‘ get kup
on classical lines; there were daily group discussions between
staff and boys; the staff permitted much Yacting-out! behaviour;
the atmosphere was informal; and there were constant attempts’by

staff to confront boys with interpretations of their behawiour.

The experiment began in the mid-1960%s, .and because of the controversy

surrounding what was then a new form of treatment for approved

schools, the school's Msnagers decided that an evaluation of the

therapeutic community should be attempted.

The research deelgn was such that the boys being treated in the
therspeutic commmity were compared with boys in another house .
run on traditional paternalistic lines, So as to ensure the
comparability of the two groupS'of boys they were assigned at
random (b& the toss of a coin) to one or other of the houses. The
experiment was in operation for about 4 years, during which time
280 boys passed through the school, Each boy was followed up for
two years after release to obtaan information about further
offending. There were no differences between the therapeutic
commmnity and the control house in the number of boysvoonvicted
during the two yearsvimmediately following their stay in the school -

in faoct about 70% of the boys in each house were reconvicted,

The second study, known as‘IMPACT, was undertaken to see if "high

risk" robatloners (1.e. typically 51ng1e, unemployed men . who might |

previously have served a custodial sentence) were likely to be
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benefmtted by more intensive ass:stance from probation offlcers

N

lntended to help them solve practlcal problems concerned with work

(or the lack or 1t), accommodation, leisure, or relationships with

»families and girl-friends. Some 900 probatloners in four areas of

England partlotpated in the study. ‘ Again, they were ran domlx V

~allocated either to the Yexperimentalt intensive casework group or

to a tcontrolt group who were exposeukto the'more usual form of
provation, The majority of cases were followed up for a full two
years. In brief, it was found that verj similar proportions

(about a third) of both experimental and control groups were

.reconvicted.' And there was no evidence that the two forms of

intervention being compared were more suited to any one group of

probationers than to another.

Before leaving these studies, I should counter the familiar
criticism that the measure of effectiveness (i.e. reconviction
rates calculated over a comparatively short period after treatment)

was inadequate, There are three main reasons why criminologists

- generally hold that reconviction rates constitute the best

availahle, if not an ideal, measure of rehabilitative effeotiveness.
First, reoffending is directly relevant to the purposes of treatment.
People are given probation or put in prison as a result of offendlng -
not because they are maladjusted in some other way. Second, various
studies have -shown that re01d1v1sm is in fact associated with
continuing poor adjustment in other areas of a personts life -

for example. failure to hold down a job, or to make successful
relationships. Third, reoffending in the period immediately
following treatment is predictive of reoffendlng in later years.

The few studles whlch have followed up people for longer perlods

follow1ng a penal treatment have even more depressing results.
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For example, Dr. Hammond found that of some 250 approved sohoolbnys
whom he followed up for nine years, about 40% had received | ”
sentenoes of imprisonment as young adults.. I should say in passing,
however, that measures of reconv:ction are not appropriate for |
evaluating all of the purposes servad by penal measures « for
example List D Schools have the funotion ﬂf~caring for and

educating the boys and girls in their charge. '

The failure of the treatment model

Why, then, have penal‘treatments proved to be so uniformly ineffeotive
in‘rehabilitative terms? This is now generally thought to be” ”
because the 'disease! concept of crininality inherent in ther-
treatment model is at fault. It is worth spending some time on

the attacks that have been made on the 'diseaee' model of crime
because in this wey a number of points can be dramn.out which nave

relevance for other means of orime control. There are three main

grounds of oriticism,

In the first place, it is not the case that people oomnit crimes
merely because of abnormal personality or attitudes which might be
corrected by an appropriate"dose' of treatment. The‘explanation of
criminal behaviour is altogether more conplex." This point is oest
illustrated by considering the diagram in my hand-out\where some, but
not all, of the factors which have been put forward as contributing
to the erplanation of delinguency are arranged in groups. Broadly
speaking, the top part of the diagram deals w1th thoee variables
(Groups 1-3) that have been traditionally emphasised by those who

- subscribe to psychological or disease model of delinquenoy: the '
child's early env1ronment and upbringing the kind of love and |

discipline received from his parents: the values he has been tanght-
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and the kind of personality — aggressive, extroverted, impulsive
that he has developed as a result, or to which he has been genetically
pre~disposed. Group 4 included features basic to any sociologioal
explanation of delinquency, such as class, and occupational status,
These are seen as broadly determining an individual's opportunities
for achieving success and personal satisfaction in his life and;'hence,
whether or not he is likely to turn to crime, Group 5 concerns a
more detailed level of sociological analysis: for example, the
control that parents exercise over a boy's freedom of movement;

the kind of area he lives in; the sort of school he attends;

whether his friends are delinquent; andithe way he spends his

leisure (for example, does he spend a lot of time on the streets?)

All cf these may be seen as influencing whether or not he tdrifts?

into delinquent pastimes or activities,

The variables in Groups 1;5 may thus be seen as conducive to a
general predisposition to offend, But even those individuals who
have been predisposed by background or environment to behave-
criminally may only choose to do so rather rarely; and Groups 6-8
deal with variables which more directly influence the decigion to
commit a particular offence. In the first place, a readiness to
commit an act of vandalism or theft may result from feelings of
boredom, anger, or frustration, and these in turn may be produced by
some recent crises or misfortune (Group, 6): the youth may have lost
his job, he may have been given up by his’girl-friend, or he may
have had a crash on his’motorbiket In. addition, the immediate
features of the situation will be important in the choice of -

target and perhaps even in triggering the behaviour (Group 7):‘to

take the example of vandalism, a boy may be more likely to damage |
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2 telephone kiosk if it has already been damaged, if it is in a
secinded area, if he is with a group of his friends, and so on. ..
Whether he decides to do so or not will depend on how he perceives
the opportunities in the situation and the judgement he makes
about the offence (Group 8): for example, some implicit
assessment of the Vmbrality' of the act in terms of ité
consequences for other people may be made, and the chances, as
ﬁell as the consequences, of getting caught may also be calculated.
How much weight should be attached to each group of variables

in the explanation of crime will vary greatly from instance to
instance, but it is clear that any crime prevention measure, such
és the treatment of offenders, which takes no account of a large

proportion of the explanatory variables, can at best have only

limited successe

The second way in which the 'disease' model of crime is inadgquate
is that it tends to ignore the differences between different kinds
of orime, Instead, particular individualé are seen as being
generally disposed to break the law, But clearly a dispositiqn to
offend must vary from any individusl with the nature of the offence.
Nearly everyoné would be willing to commit a minor traffic offence,
but very few would contemplaite a serious orime such as robbing a
bank. Indeed, a8 should be clear later, it is of paramount
importance for prevention fo see crime not as denoting a wnitary
phenomenon but as a blanket term used to describe a collection of
very varied forms of behaviour which have in common qnly that

they are prohibited by the law, While the diagram may“be geperally
useful in describing the forces at play in offending, the content
of the boxes, for Groups 4-8 especially, would be very‘different:

- in explaining, say, computer fraud, then they would be for mugging

or telephone-box vandalism,
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Thavthird way in whi?h the disease model of criminality is at
variance with current criminologicai knowledge is that under it
orime tenﬁﬂ to be seen as the prarogafive of a small, abnormal
group in society, But this is far from reality. There is now
a substantial body of research to show that offendiné is quite
widéspread‘among fhe population, ‘If one takes boys aged 10-17,
for example, offending rather than its absence is the norm for
the group., Thus Dr. William Belson found in his study'of 1400
London boys who were invited under donfidential cdnditions to
admit to offences of theft which they had committed, that all had
done -scme stealing and about one quarter were quite heavily
involved in various forms of theft. A recent Home Office Research
Unit study, in which 600 boys aged 11=15 in a northern city were
questioned about the acts of vandalism they had committed, found,
again, that vandalism was commonplace behaviour among this group.
Table 1 gives the proportion of boys who admitted committing
various acts of vandalism within the previous six months, For
instance, three 6ut of four boys admitted breaking a bottle in
the street or a window in an empty house, and one in four boys
adq}tted more seriqus acts of vandélismvsuch as damaging telephone

boxes, public toilets or bus seats.

Clearly evidence of this sort is not readily compatible with a
disease model of crime, but there are some further implications,
Firsf, and as it were in parenthesis, it is apparent thaf as
'treatment' is applied to only a small proportion of offenders

it could never be more than a limited solution to crime - even if
it were effective, Second, it suggests that the scale of thé
crime problem is very much greater than is sometimes th§ught -

despite yearly increases in the’recorded statistics of crime,

e 14t i b s s i N ST St
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burglary, and calculate the risk of being burgled on the basis of

Indeed, in recent years evidenoe has acoumulated about the size.
my higher annual estimates of burglary in Table 2, the average

of the dark figure of orime that has surprised even some of the

household in England and Wales is burgled once in every 35 years,

most trenchant critics of the official statistios. At present- 2 —
Given that the average burglary may take only a few minutes, and

there are about 2% million indictable offences officially recorded
setting this against the opportunities inherent in the 24 hours of

for England and Wales, But victim surveys, in which people are
the day and the 365 days of the year, I would submit that the overall

| asked about ¢rimes they have experienced but which they.may not » _
, \ . risk of being burgled is indeed rather small, Again, to take the

have reported to the Police, and some other statistical studies,
, example of shoplifiing, even though we have calculated that there

suggest to me that the number of indictable crimes that could be
may be 100 times as many shoplifting offences as appear in the

reported are at least 35 million. For instance, Dr. Richard Sparks .
officktal statistics, the risk to the average shep is smsll, We

has estimated on the basis of victim surveys undertakem in London
have estimated that the average shop may have about 1000 customers

(which admittedly will not be typical of the rest of the country)
per week, only two of whom will shoplift,

i that there are four times as many burglaries and thefts from

dwellings as appear in the Criminal Statistics, Some estimates .
Of course the risk of burglary or shoplifting will be much higher

of the 'dark figure® of crime for certain groups of offences are . ;
: ~ than the average for some houses and for some shops. And the victims

shown in Table 2,  And on the basis of some work undertaken by my ‘ ﬁ;
of burglary in particular can suffer considerable distress, So I

colleagues in the Research Unit, we have estimated that there are
am in no way suggesting that we should not take the problems

100 times as many incidents of shoplifting and 15 times as much
seriously, Only that a proper consideration of the risks is

criminal damage as appear in the Criminal Statistics, While it
: necessary in order to decide how best to deal with the problems.

WS

may be the case that reported offences contain a greater proportion
And there is an underlying point of general importance., This is

of the more serious crimes, it is certainly not true that the S ok
that despite the apparent size of the problem in aggregate, crime

3 ‘dark figure'! is made up of essentially trivial incidents.
| . ) is in fact a rare event. May I ask you to think yourselves how
: , ’_'~ £ . ‘ often you have been the victims of crime or how often you have

E I do not quote these figures to induce despondency or alarm. In
‘ witnessed crime being committed? Rare events are difficult to

fact, paradoxioally you may think, I do not believe that they
, ; ‘ - predict in the sense of knowing where they will occur and wh

represent an overwhelming or even\an enormous problem, = The point ‘ E ey s , when,

and events that are difficult to predict may be difficult to

is, I think, that the figures for crime must be set against the
, prevent,

almost unlimited opportunities for crime that are represented by
the daily activities of a population of some 50 million people. ‘ . _ ';ﬁ." v ,
: = I will return to this point later, but before leaving the

It is, of course, very different toc quantify opportunities for crime
* ' discussion of risks of crime, there are twe further things that

in any very meaningful way. But if we take the example of residential e -
, : need to be saide First, just as crime is a rare eve -
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On the other hand, sehéols which do not report pupils

to the Polige who have been caught stealing, or factories which do

against a background of substantial opportunities for erime, 50 ‘ oy not report employees for pilfering, are in effect operating a'form

of decriminalisation,

crime is a rare behavioural event for any one person, Even if

every year a boy commits several acts of vandalism and theft, *

for the overwhelmzng majority of +he tlme he may well be behav1ng Containment

in a perfectly responsible and law-abiding fashion, For me, this "Containment", "incapacitation" or "incarceration" refers to a

point reinforces the limited gains that might be made through policy = currently the subject of qﬁite intensive debate in American

penal treatments. Second, if the chances of being a victim of legal and criminological circles = of locking up violent or serious

crime are in fact still quite small, it would seem that many property offenders for quite long periods of time as a preventive

people's fear of crime is quite disproportionate. It may be at measure, Numerous problems attach to such a peliey. The first and

least as important, therefore, to reduce the fear of crime as to foremost is an ethical difficulty, Is it right to lock up people

reduce the actual risks .of becoming a victim¢ This is not a theme for offences thay have not yet comm1tted° Linked with this is the

that I shall develop this morning, but it may be one that ought e practlcal dlfflculty of predlctlon. While it mey be possible to.

to be pursued in group discussion. c1a381fy offenders into broad groups for rlsks of future offend1ng,

‘such predictions do not hold up at an individual level, In addition,

II, Alternative means of orime prevention there is considerable controversy over quite how much erime would

The disappoinfing results from the research into penal treatments be prevented through a policy of containment., The difficulty is‘

have led criminologists 1ncrea51ngly to examine alternative means ’ o in knowing how many offences each offender would be likely to

of preventing crime, To help you through my discussion, T have commit if he were at large. Dr. Peter Greenwood of the Rank

Corporation has recently estimated, on the basis of a careful

3

classified these various alternatives in Table 3 and have elso

listed the agencies primarily responsible for their implementation. - American study, that in order to achieve‘a reduction of 1% in the

crime rate, imprisonment rates would have to increase by 10%

Decriminalisation Particularly in view of the overcrowdlng in our prisons at present

The first of the alternatives, decriminalisation, refers to the thls does not sound very prom1s1ng, but other ‘researchers have made

removal by the legislature of a particular offence from the scope more optimistic estimates. The ‘Home Offlce Research Unit is

of the criminal law - and given the definition of crime as behaviour plannlng a study of the 11ke1y effects of various contalnment

pOllCleS which mlght shed some llght on the debate,

TP

proscribed by the criminal law that is a perfectly logical method

of orime reduction? It.is probably however,‘of limited potential,

DETERRENT ~ SENTENCING

except in relation to some "victimless" sex, drinking er drﬁé offences.
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oonpequence are weighed hardly at all? Perhaps the single gresatest mistake
L ok el 19 rovented through ths imowledge thet in thinking about deterrents is attempting to generalise’ too widely.  What

® a

we need to study is the éffect of >Specific sanctions for particular offenceg

gevere sa.notions are availeble for particular forms of offending.

committed by different groups of offenders. \

While few people dou'bt that severe penalties deter or:l.mo, oriminologists -

have encountered some formidable methodologioal pro’blems :ln attempting " :
Policing

to study-deterrence,  What has usually been examined is the relationship
between the imposition of severe sentences (which is a different Perhaps ‘the most pbpular response to rising crime rates is to call for
thing from availability) and subsequent 1evels of orime. " The strengthening‘of the ‘police. force.  But we should not overlook the fact ‘-that
since 1964, during which period crime rates have steadily risen, police manpower

results of much of this research have 'been' equ:.voca,l if not negative,

in England and Wales has increased by a third and civilian staff have more than

For instance, the Home Office Research Unit studied the effect on

the level of reported robberies in Birminghé.m and the North West of doubled. Moreover, recent research = most of it conducted in the United Stat
: - (SO _ ed States

e EoTLiving an cxemplary sentence of 20 yoars! imprisomen‘t ¥ od =~ is beginning to call into gquestion much that is central to the detei-rent
» ‘ t or.
preventive role of the police. For instance, several studies have shown that

in 1973 amidst considerable publicity %o a Birmingham boy for mugging.

far from discovering crime for themselves, as much as 90% of the offences the

There was found to be no reduction in reborted robberies following the

. police learn about come to their notice as a result of ccmplaints from the

sentence, In any case, ‘there are obvious ethical difficulties in .

encouraging a policy of exemplary sentencing - especially for juveniles. ' ' ‘ ] public. Patrolling experiments, notably the Kansas City Preventive Patrol
LI | L Study undertaken’by Dr George Kelling of the Police Foundation, have suggested

Do people really want to see children of say, ‘10 or 11, taken away from

their parents for geveral years for acts of vandalising telephone boxes that even very considerable increases in police pi‘esence have no di ible
) scernible

4 e o |
effect on levels of crime, Dr Peter Greenwood's study of CID work in the

or schools? The evidence of a recent Home Office survey of the public

ot et dhe o " United States has’suggested thatvery large proportions of this effort ére quite
fruitless. In most cases there is litt‘le chance of crime being cleared up

Where researchers have been able to look at the effect on crime rates through investigation unless a very definite lead on the offender i i b
- . is given by
the victim or by someone else. = This will help to explain why the clear-up -

of removing a severe sentence from the statute books, as in the

e A capital pumishnent end murder, the pitture rate for residential burglary in London i‘s as low as around 10% and a f ‘:i.
V . 1 0 a lalr
proportion of this 10% will be offences taken into consideration. The value

has been complicated by the fact that the séntence ‘ha.s‘a.lways been

of respond:tng very quickly to calls for assistance from the public = to which

replaced by another — such as life imprisonment in the case of murder = ‘ R
which from the offenders’ point of view might for all practical i IR a great deal of sophisticated computer hardware has been dedicated = has b i
‘ ‘ ‘3 ' AR - has been o

’ sharply questioned by recent studies which suggest that victims of crime

purposes "bw equally severe. In fact, we need to knbw much more about .

How far do typically delay some 20~40 minutes before calling the police, . The first -

how potential offenders gsee the rlsks of being caught.

they take caloulated risks after having weighed up the likely | e impulse is o tell someone else - a friend, neighbour, or relation = and %
, _ | e ury o - o

penalties of being caught? And how much offending is impulsive and T SR L seek advice and comfort from them.

the.

casual, or undérta.ken in the heat of the moment, or under

o - - P, 1.d e +he
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.- No—one doubts that some police presence is essential to keep crime in check.

. The experience of some but not all police strikes has demonstrated that. But

many commentators now believe that there are few foreseeable changes in policing

E; levels or operational strategies that would be both acceptable to the publlc and

economically viable and which would have a dlscemlble mpa.ct on crime., The

AN

' private places, and that commitied in public is accomplished quickly, steal‘hhily

* and without warning by strangers. This, coupled with the fact that crime is a

rare event, means that the chances of the police witnessing or intervening in

such events = unless they were literally stationed on every street corner = are

' very small. An example of the small risks of detection is presented by a

Swedish study which has calculated that, given present policing levels, a
drunken driver could on average go 7 kilometres to and 7 kilometres from the

centre of Stockholm once a week for 25 jp@ars before being de'hected._

The view of police effectiveness which I have just sketched out will no doubt
be modified in detail by future research. I have little doubt that certein
police operations directed against ceft_a.in forms of crime (perhaps truancy
patrols or the supervision of football crowds) will be shownkto,be quite
effective, But I think it unlikely that in 10 or 15 years time peeple will s0

generally believe that a strengthening of the police is the surest route to

cutting crime,

Sbécial prevention

This leaves us with measures that are usually, but confusingly, labelled as
ci'ime prevention. There: are “two groups of these - gocial measuresa.nd physical
measures. The first of these are designed to reduce the mot;‘i.va.t’ion to commit
crime, ’while the second are designed to restrict the opportunifies for crime. |
Social crime prevention measures can again be d.:.v:.ded into two main groups.
First, there are very broa.d social pol:.cles designed, for exatnple, to reduce
d;scr:.m:.nat':.on, to compensate for deprivation, and to ‘improve edgcat:g.qn, all

of which are seen as having crime prevention pay-off. The effects of such

policies are very difficult to evaluate, and there may be more disegreement

[
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among crim:molog:.sts concerning 'bhe:.r value than about any of the other way
s

of dea.l:mg w:.th ch.me that I have dlscussed. I would point out however that
’

some of the generally accepted "soc:.al" eJcple.na.tvons of crime, such as povert
’ y
or lack of educa.t:l.on, may be rather less powerful than they or:.gmally seemed,

e
spe01a11y in the l:.ght of generally mprovmg soc:.al economic and educational

conditions,

The second group of social prevention measures are local schemes = adventure

playgrounds, youth clubs, employment schemes, and a variety of‘activities going
under the yeadlng of "interlpediate treatmentn - designed to improve the lot of
delinguent or pre-delinguent groups in the disirict. Once agé.in, the'theories
underlying these approaches are often too narrow and do not take proper account

of the multi-causal natu.re of crime, To . take an example: though improved
leisure provision is often a,(iVOcated as a solution to vande,lism, it was found,
in the Home Office Research Unit study mentioned ea.rl::.er, that those boys who
were more heav11y involved in vandallsm were already more frequent users of
youth clubs and the like. The point is, once agaln, that 1t does not take long
to commit an act of vandalism and however much one makes provision for the
leisure time of boys, there will always be plenty of time on their hands for

mischief, In fact it is quite commonly found that boys commit vandalism on

their way in groups to and from the local youth club,

Having said all that, I should make ore fhing clea.r. I am all in :f'a,vour of the
reduction of dlscrlmlna.tlon, improved lelsure prov:.s:.on, employment schemes and
s0 forth. These are things that are good in thelr own rlght | I am personally

Just not all sure that they have a great deal of payh-off in crime prevent:.on

terms. ‘ : . )

Physical prevention

This leaves us ‘with physical measures to reduce 0pportunities for crime There:
are many varieties of these, the simplest and most direct of wh:ich ai;e 'g;arvget-‘
}E?‘Ed?ning', measures such as steerins-column locks an rowme madal 11



 makoe it difficult for. the person intent on vanda.lism or 'bheft. The :I.n'broduotion
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the windows of jewellers, and toughened glass in school bu:.ldings, a.ll of which

of steering-column locks on all cars on the road :Ln West Germmy in 1963
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 favourably by criminologists, tho

repo

substantially out autocrime, whereas the Post Office virtually eliminated thefts

from telephone k:.osks by the introduction of the steel coin box. Then there ..a:re ’

various forms of surveiW.Lance including the security patrol, burglar a.lams,

and CCTV which increase t‘he risk of being seen. A less obvious form of

surveillance is that provi&ed by ordinary people going about their daily
business.\ For example, ‘Oscar Newman has proposed that housing egtates should

be designed so that regidents can easily see what is going on ou'tszde their

dwellings and so that t‘espassers feel vulnerable, Another group of opportum.t;y'-
reduc:.ng measures consists of various management tec‘m:.ques - for example t‘he
rapid repair of Vanda.lised property and. the quick re-letting of empty flats

go as not to attracf sdditional damage. Other examples would be the location

of pay=-phones in places such e.s pubs and laundrettes where they will receive

some supervision from staff; ‘the employment of caretakers on housing estates;

the prov;s:.on of living quarters on the premises for school caretakers; the

employment of conductors on buses and the supervision of” footba.ll fans on tra.ins

by club stewards, &all of which have demonstrable crime prevention value.

Despite fheir‘potential, physical prevent:.ve measures are still not regarded

ugh it was heartening t0 see tha.t the recent

rt from the Scottish Councn.l on. Crime supported their use, for example

tic
through the suggestion tha:b certain publ:.c houses should. serve beer in plas

contamers ra'bher than in gla.sses to avoid thelr use as offensive weapons. One

dlfflculty ccncerns dlsplacement. This is the idea that reducing opportunltles

will (i) cause criminals to turn their attent:r.on to pla.ces where crime is still

easy; oOr (1:1.) cause them to a,dOpt more extreme methods; or (i:.:.) cause them to

comnit d:.fferent kinds of crime.
wh:.ch I d:l.scussed ea:rl:.er that displacement is by no

deal of criminal behaviour is not the result of determined :md:.v:.duals seeking

N R

But it should be clear from the model of crime

means mev:.table. A grea:b '
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particular objectives.‘ Much of it is quite casual and is heavily influenced
by particular situational inducsments and the balance of risks and rewards
involved, Upsetting this balance through measures which make it more difficult
to aot is unlikely to result in other crimes being committed which serve
different needs and for which different internal and external sanctions might
apply. = To make the point by a somewhat extreme example: if the local
supermarkets improved their security so that housewives in the area could no
1onger do the odd bit of shoplifting, it is most unlikely that they would turn

instead to mugging the district's old-age pensioners,

Summing-up and practical implicat ions

In the final 10 minutes of my talk T want to draw out some practical lessons
from what has been a rather broad discussion. The first point is that ‘there is
no panacea which, if introduced, would cut crime at a stroke. Crime will always
be with us, and crime preven‘bion is a continuous process of slow, laborious,
detailed work in which the gains may be small and difficult to identify. Second,
it is much more useful to think about the prevention Vof specific kinds of offence
then the prevention of crime in general, Third,. explaining the causeg of even
narrovw categories of offence can be quite complex and there may be a great many
ways in which preventive action could be organised. In broad terms, however,

I believe that the crime prevention gains to be made through treatment of
offenders'or social prevention are small. 1 suspect too that the ga.ins made
through policies of containment or deterrent sentencing, and indeed through
manyrkinds of policing, are also likely to be limited.,  So that leaves us with
opportuni‘ty—reducing measures, which in the present state of knowledge, to my

mind, offer the most manageable ways of preventing crime,

Now there may be quite a number & opportunity-reducing measures which rely on
the itiii;ia.tive of a central g0vernment‘ body = a case in-point is-the fitting of
steering-column l'ocks to new cars at manufacture. (And, incidentally, I think
that developments in elec'tr‘onics will create numerous possibilities fozf ‘building=

in a variety of devices in cars to prevent various forms of offences related to
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vehicles. For the most part, however, I believe that effective orime

pfevention needs to be organised at a localileyel. The'reason is that

preventive measures have to be tailored to local orime problems and to local

conditions.  Vandalism on & particular housing estate, say, in Glasgow or even

in Wandsworth is not going to be solved by someone sitting in Whitehall,

There are, of course, numerous practical problems. For action to ‘be effective

it may require co-operation between several local bodies—for example, the police,

the housing department, and the recreation department. At the very least these

bodies should be involved in a search for the most effective, most publicly

acceptable, and cheapest solution. This means that someone is g01ng to have to

take the lead in co—ordinating discussion, and perhaps also in co—ordinating

action at a later stage. But ideally, other tasks need also to be undertaken

which require skills that are at present in short supply. For instance,

preventive action is often hampered by a lack of adequate information about the

extent of a particular problem, the form it takes, and how much it is costing

the community. Thus it may be that the problem of vandalism on a particular

estate is magnified by the protests of particularly vocal residents, or it may .

be that there is indeed a considerable problem but that this affects rather

specific targets such as the lifts, Somebody needs to collect and analyse the

relevant information. Someone also needs to gather data about the costs and

practicability of the various preventive optioms. Is the solution to employ a

regident caretaker? Or to offer large families accommodation more suited to

their needs? Or simply to install more robust 1lifts? Finally, someone needs

to monitor the action that has been taken in order to evaluate the resuits.

The job I have just sketched out could easily demand the creation of eppropriat

ely trained local authority "ocrime prevention liaison officers" These

officers would need to know something about criminology and, statistics, as well

| as having the necessary co—ordinating and.negotiating skills. There may be

‘difficulties, however, about such officials being involved in crime prevention

efforts that might involve agencies (e.g. the local football club) or property

which is outside local authority respon51b111ty, ‘and the JOb might ‘be more
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appropriately taken on board by crime prevention departments of the looal police,

i

But, having said that, one must make eome qualifications. Thetjob thet neede
doing is sufficiently detailed and complex to require additional resources to be
allccated to police crime prevention. (These resources could be found from
existing complement by re=allocating manpower from some other act1v1t1es such asg
= dare I say it = criminal investigation.) Other changes would also be needed,
and I expect to be taken up on some of these points.by Chief Supt. Snow. Many
policemen, even some of those working in'crime prevention‘departments, tend to
make a sharp distinction between "criminals" and respectable people, and to see
their primary Job as ensuring that criminals are brought to book, Thisy as I
have indicated earlier, is not a particularly effective crime prevention stance,
Also, the police lack certain skillg of data analysis and of objective evaluation
which they would need to acquire., There ere, of course, many instances of the
police successfully meking appropriate adjustments in their working methois.' |
This is shown by the community policing experiments which are related to what I
have just been talking about, and which have been undertaken in Canada, in Devon

and Cornwall, in Liverpool, and, last but not least, Scotland itself,

I hope that learning more about this work will be one of the benefits of

attending this Conference.
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Wt |ELEMENTS CONTRIBUTING TO THE OCCURRENCE OF A CRIMINAL EVENT®
. GROUP 1 = . GROUP 2 . L ) L
, S| EARLY ENVIRONMENT HEREDITY o . ,
B AND UPBRINGING . E -
i : e.g. broken home; og. low Q.
Inconsistent discipline; | - emotionally labile; g
criminal father poor conditionability § : TABLE 1
| _ . The prevalence of vandalism amongst adolescent schoolboys
: . -3
~ | | GR,OUP'$ 3
' o R .  CRIMINAL :
' RSONALITY ; i
PE . 1. Scratched desk-at school 85%
o m ’ : e.g. oxtraverted i 2. Broken a bottlcin the street 79%
impulsive 3 ‘ 3. Broken a windowinanempty house 68% : ‘
aggressive b ; 4. Written on walls in the strect 65Y% . , i
. 5. Broken trees or flowers in'a park 589%
. o 6. Written on the seats or walls of buses 55%
- . .
: 7. Broken the glassina street lamp 48%
d 8. Scratched a car orlorry 42%,
. 7 Feemmmmeas 9. Smashcd things on a building site 40%,
. . - & = . i 10. Broken a window in an occupicd house 2%
: . - i 11. Brokenthe glass in a bus shelter 2% ;
GROUP 4 . GROU’P 2 . v . GRO.UP 6 - ! 12. Damaged park building 31% . :
n e B , . : BRI 13. Broken furniture at school C29Y% H
SOCIO-ECONOMIC & CURRENT LIVING CRISES AND EVENTS R ! _ 14. Broken a window ina public toilet 29% ‘ ‘ f )
DEMOGRAPHIC CIRCUMSTANCES , . o ; ¢ 15. Broken the glass of a telephone kiosk 8% : . b
STATUS cmenizn-| €8 inner city residence; | ] e.g. loses job; ! . 16, Broken a car radio aerial 28% i
delinquent associates; beaten up; * { 78, Damaged the tyres of acar 28Y%
a.g. young; male; truant; football fan; Quarrels with wife; : 19. Broken a window at school 27%
black; unskilled weekend drinker | triend arrested ¢ ~ | 10. Slashed bus seats 22%
i — o ! : |3 21, Brokena scatin a public toilet 20%; : : ‘ )
; v : 21 Damaged telephone in a kiosk 20%
! . L $ 22. Putlarge objects on a railway line 19%
. SR : ¥ 23. Brokea a windowinaclub 16%
! ; ' ) ) 1 24. Slashed train seats ‘ 12%
¢ ) ’ : . L . : i (Percentages refer to the proportion of boys who admitted to having committed the specified
: GROUP 7 . : " GROUP 8 ‘ i ;. act at least once in the previous six months) :
SITUATION : : PERSON 1 L 4
e |  Cognitvosnd |w=d | 3 1
i e.g. Poorly it street; M perceptual processes ‘ é
: ' no police patrois; . : : SRR N
: untecked carn eg. low risk, . © 3
¢ CRIMINAL ' _ . ;
. self-servico shop; memselSe ©o o g high reward ete. ’ k
: unmarked office o ™ motivational states {
: , stationery 7 : B ¢
: e.g. bored; fed-up: £
: ’ i : wants money ; E f :
; - I 5]
. $ . ' . . o] o R L
WP o y : - }
' POLITICAL AND S - ' - P e SRR { R It
ECONOMIC FORCES o Do _ : ! v : SR | i
*The examples given within each tax will have significance only in respect of particular types of crime. o ' . JEE | ff
[ . . : e o T 3 &
i . ® . ¥ i N : . " g}
‘ ’ e . ; * * Jli
P y § |
, o ‘ :;" . ) {‘j
L it
- ",- X \;
1 : " g :' g ’:JEf
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TABLE 2
The 'dark figure' of crime for selected groups of offences
! Criminal Statistics % Estimates of actual
1977 reported number of offences
Burglary other than ’ 1)
in a dwelling 335,725 SQé ) 420,000
Taking and unauthorised . (é) - :
taking of motor vehicles 210,294 _ 95%(3) 327,090
Theft from vehicles 295,411 8%14) 3,693,000
\!
‘Criminal damage N 287,391 7%(:) };,105,000
Burglary in a dwelling 262,131 50%(2 ) 524,000
Shoplifting 217,276 , 1% 21,726,000

Notes: The crimes listed above account for 65% of all indictabl? ?rimes‘known to the
police. The kiggest category of crimes not included above (72%{ is various f9rms of
theft (e.g. theft by employees). The reporting rates shown derive from a variety of
sources: ~ SR

(1) American Crime Surveys indicate that just over 80% of burglaries against
commercial establishments are reported to the police. There are no
figures for this country.

(2) Again, there is no information for this country. American.Crigg Surveys
suggest that 91% of motor vehicle thefts are reported, a hlgh figure no
doubt because of insurance requirements. .

(3) This is a figure extrapolated from Sparks' victim survey in London. ﬂlsd
data show a reporting rate for theft of, and theft’frow vehxclgs combine
(Sparks et al., 1977, Table VI.4), and certain assumptions had to be made.
Phese were (i) that these offences in London followed the same pattern as
in England and Wales generally where there were about the same number of

thefts from, and theft of vehicles reported to the police; and (ii) that 95%

of theft of vehicles were reported to the police.

(4) This figure is based on a Home Office Research Unit study (Sturman, in press)

which looked at the proportion of vandalism incidents which appeared in

police records of criminal damage in one area in Manchester. Local authority

and Post Office records of vandalism were examined to ascertain the number
of vandalism incidents repaired in the area, and surveys of househQIdeﬁsé
school heads and shopkeepers were conducted to see how @uch vandalism na
beencommitted against their property in a ‘six-month period.

(5) This is a well-accepted American figure. Sparks' work in London suggests
that a lower reporting rate (25%) for residential burglary, but there are

difficulties in interpreting his figures, and London may be somewhat atypical.

(6) This figure is derived from an exercise done in the‘gome ?ffice Research
Unit. Three different estimates were made of the 'nidden number.of_shOp-
lifting offences, all of them indicating that at most 1% of shopllfPlﬁg-
offences appesr in Criminal Statistics. One of the.estlmates2 for';?atince,
compared the value of property taken by shoplifte?s as sbown in Crlm¢;a
Statistics with reported losses by ;etailers, taking estimates of emp oyee
theft into account. : ‘
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TABLE 3
Strategies of crime control
Objective Agencies involvedw
"DECRIMINALISATION Removal of certain categories of offence Parliament
: from ambit of the criminal law '
TREATMENT Reform of the offender . Prisons, Probation
Service, Community
Homes, List D
Schools, etc,
CONTAINMENT/ Keeping serious persistent offenders out Courts/Prisons
INCAPACITATION of circulation
DETERRENT Increasing 'costs' of cfime by severe Courts
SENTENCING punishment of those who are caught
POLICING Increasing the chances of offenders being Police
caught through patrolling, criminal
" investigation, fast response, etc.
'SOCIAL' Reducing the motivation for crime through:
PREVENTION ,
(i) Broad social reforms Parliament/Central
Government
(1) Local schemen designed to improve Voluntéry agencies,
the lot of delinquent or pre- local authority
delinquent groups departments,
, schools, etc.
'PHYSICAL' Reducing opportunities for crime through ,Police, local
PREVENTION increased security authority
: departments,

businesses, banks,
shops, bus '
companies, etc.etce.
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