This essay will describe key Crime Prevention theories, what Crime Prevention is and will explain how they could be applied in Practice. Crime Prevention can be done through early intervention by “encompassing society’s institutions” such as family, education, community, the area/ location of where the individual(s) is raised, as well as including other agencies in order to prevent crime that way (Schneider, 2007). Furthermore, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (2004) states that Crime Prevention “comprises strategies and measures that seek to reduce the risk of crimes occurring”. 

According to West Yorkshire Police (2022), there are 10 principles of Crime Prevention which are: Target hardening, target removal, reducing the means, increase the payoff, access control, surveillance, environmental change, rule setting, increases the chances of being caught (which could potentially be linked to surveillance), and deflecting offenders. These 10 principles can also be linked to Clarke’s (1997) 16 techniques of Primary Prevention which includes target hardening, target removal, access control, surveillance, and rule setting. Clarke’s (1992, 1997) and Clarke and Homel (1997) situational techniques have been described as “providing a systematic and comprehensive review” of environmental crime prevention and has reduced offending. However, it has been criticised as it fails “to tackles the root causes of crime”. Wortley (2001) believed that the techniques created by Clarke were in need of “augmenting the existing classification” and believed that more factors needed to be included in the techniques in order to prevent crime further. Due to the criticisms, the list went from 16 techniques to 25 in 2003 (Cornish, 2003). The 16 techniques of Primary Prevention saw the addition of techniques such as deflecting offenders, extended guardianship, reduced frustrations and stress, control tools/ weapons, etc (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2003).

The techniques of Primary Prevention links to Rational Choice Theory (RCT) which is a theory that comes under Crime Prevention, more specifically that of Situational Crime Prevention. Situational Crime Prevention puts more focus on the location and settings of where crimes take place, rather than the offenders themselves. Situational Crime Prevention is based on the concept of two theories: Rational Choice Theory (Felson and Clarke, 1998) and Routine Activities Theory (Cohen and Felson, 1979). Situational Crime Prevention is a part of Crime Prevention and “focuses on the settings where crime occurs, rather than on those committing specific criminal acts” and focuses more on making offending “too difficult” for criminals, therefore aiming to reduce offending by creating less opportunities for individuals to offender and more at high risk of being caught (College of Policing, 2022). Rational Choice Theory believes that an individual will offend because it can be “rewarding, easy, satisfying and fun” as well as provide happiness and pleasure. This theory believes that individuals are “responsible for their choices” and should therefore, be blamed and punished (Ontario, ND). Furthermore, RCT believes that individuals use “rational calculation” (Hasa, 2020) and will act based on this calculation.

RCT and Deterrence Theory go hand in hand with each other as both believe that an individual acts due to “rational decisions” and are fully aware of the consequences of their actions. Similarly, both believe that the motivation of an offender is based on the “rational calculus” of being caught and facing their punishment, as well as the “maximize payoff and minimize costs” (deciding whether or not the reward outweighs the punishment) (Akers, 1990). According to Criminal Justice (2022), deterrence is believed to be a “subtype” of RCT as both theories have a lot in common. Deterrence believes that an individual’s acts will be deterred due to the punishment they may receive because of the crime they will commit. Moreover, if an individual fears they may receive a punishment, this will most likely deter them away. However, the main difference between deterrence and RCT is that deterrence most often or not focuses on the acts of criminals, however, RCT looks at offenders as well as non-criminal offenders and aims to explain why individuals commit certain acts. There are two types of deterrence: general and specific. The belief of being caught itself, more often or not is enough to deter individuals from actually committing crimes as it shows individuals that there are “negative consequences to offending”. By increasing the risk of offenders being caught, this will most likely reduce crime, especially if it is “communicated to offenders” (College of Policing, 2021). This could also be linked to RCT because, as previously stated, criminals use a “rational calculator”, therefore, if individuals believe they will be caught, they will less likely offend and will be deterred as they will use the “rational calculator” to determine if the reward of committing will outweigh the consequences. 
The use of deterrence as a way to prevent crime has been supported with a meta-analysis done by Prat et el. (2009) and has shown that no matter what the punishment of the crime is, the idea of “certainty” of being caught is enough to deter an individual from committing a crime (College of Policing, 2021).

Routine Activity Theory (RAT) involves three elements: a likely offender, a suitable target, and the absence of a capable guardian (Gotham at el., 2019). It is believed that crime rates can be affected by “structural changes in routine activity patterns” (Cohen et al., 1979).  The likelihood of an offender committing crime will be dependent on the three elements previously listed. Unlike other criminological theories, RAT which was created by Collin and Felson, believes that an offender’s motivation is “always present” (Nickerson, 2022). The effectiveness of RAT can be seen in Thomas Reppetto’s (1974) “Residential Crime” study which explains how residents can “supervise” other neighbourhoods as well as streets in order to decrease the likelihood of offenders to commit crimes by eliminating the element of a capable guardian, this will most likely mean that a criminal will be less likely to offend. However, RAT is often used in locations and where the victim and offender actually meet, but this is not always the case. With the increased use of technology, many criminals offend through the use of technology, such as cyberstalking and fraud. Tillyer and Eck (2009) have stated that Routine Activity Theory is “placed-based” and “needs revision”. The use of RAT has only been used in a “handful” of studies based on online victimization, and the main element being the capable guardian element. In Choi’s (2008) study, it was found that the presence of a “digital guardianship” had decreased the chances of “computer virus victimization” towards college students (Reyns et al., 2011), therefore showing RAT’s effectiveness through its use of face-to-face offending, as well as cybercrime offending.

 One of the main elements of RAT is the absence of a capable guardian. Simply their “presence” would deter offenders from committing a crime. Examples of a capable guardian include CCTV, police patrols, door staff, as well as neighbours (New South Wales Government, 2011), as seen in Thomas Reppetto’s (1974) study.
Hot Spots Policing can be linked to Routine Activity Theory as it “involves the targeting of resources and activities to those places where crime is most concentrated”. Furthermore, these “resources” and “activities” include police patrols which is also included in RAT (College of Policing, 2021). Moreover, Hot spot policing and Routine Activity also link as CCTV is also often used to deter criminals from offending and is used to “improve policing of hot spots” and can significantly reduce crime (Gerell, 2016). However, CCTV is believed not to be a capable guardian if it is “set up or sited wrongly” (North Miami Beach Police, ND) and is believed that if police “actively monitor” CCTV, it can reduce crime (Gerell, 2016). As stated, a form of surveillance is through the use of neighbourhoods, most notably that of cul-de-sacs. The “physical configuration of a street” can have an effect on an offender’s access and capability of committing an offence. The use of cul-de-sacs puts more “eyes on the street” (Jacobs, 1961), however, Hiller (2004) stated that “if cul-de-sacs are simple and linear, have a visual connection to a through street, and also have the local conditions right, then then can also be very safe places. However, when they are combined together, they can become extremely vulnerable” (Johnson and Bowers, 2010), indicating that although the use of cul-de-sacs, if done correctly, have been shown to be effective in reducing crime, however, if done incorrectly, then they will not prevent crime but in fact, could potentially increase the likelihood of a crime to take place as this could provide easy access through other cul-de-sacs. 
A study which shows the effectiveness of cul-de-sacs is that of the “Hartford Programme” which was later followed up by a study which aimed to seek the “longitudinal success” of the programme. Due to the use of cul-de-sacs in the programme, the burglary rate in 1977 was “much better than expected”. The burglary rate was first found to be over 22 burglaries per 100 households and decreased to 11 per 100 households, which was believed to be a “statistically significant reduction” (Fowler and Mangione, 1981; Guffey, 2014).

Another theory which is a part of Crime Prevention is the “Broken Windows” theory. Broken Windows theory was developed by George L. Kelling and James Q. Wilson (1982) and believes that environments which show signs of “disorder” such as graffiti, loitering, abandoned building, etc, creates an environment which causes and influences individuals to commit crime. It is believed that if these types of locations are not “monitored”, then crime will “go unpunished” and will most likely influence individuals to offend (Martin, 2019). This can also be linked to RCT, deterrence and RAT. Firstly, this can be linked to RAT as there will be no surveillance on the location as there is no monitoring occurring, therefore, this could lead individuals to offend as they know for certain that they will not get caught which also links to RCT and deterrence because if individuals know that they will not get caught and will not receive any negative consequences, then this will use influence them more to commit crime as they know for a fact that they will not get caught for committing any crimes. Furthermore, Broken Windows policing aims to “regulate low-level crime” in order to prevent more indictable offences, this will cause locations and neighbourhoods to appear “more cared for” which will then prevent low-level crimes occurring as well as more serious crimes from also occurring. Moreover, Bursik and Webb (1982) stated that neighbourhoods with “stable established communities” have been found to deter offenders from committing crimes and had the “lowest crime rates” (Johnson and Bowers, 2010). However, this theory has also been heavily criticised as it has not shown that there is a “clear relation” between order and crime and has been described as a “coincidence”. Furthermore, this theory has also been shown to “open the doors for racial and class bias” (Ruhl, 2021).
An example where “Broken Windows” has been used in practice is in New York, 1994. William Bratton introduced “quality of life imitative” which “cracked down” on low-level crimes such as disorderly behaviour, prostitution, public drinking, etc. Later, when Bratton resigned, crimes had decreased almost 40% in New York and serious crimes such as homicide had been halved (McKee, 2013).

As stated above, there are many Crime Prevention theories, more effective and less criticised than others, as well as obtaining more studies and evidence to support its theory. Many of the theories link with each other as well as support each other, however, others have been heavily criticised. All of the Crime Prevention theories listed are also used by the police to improve their policing strategies as well as aim to reduce crime.
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