The term Evidence Based Policing (EBP) describes “the use of best available research on the outcomes of police work to implement guidelines and evaluate agencies and officers” (Sherman, 1998). The basis of EBP is derived from Evidence Based Medicine (Sherman, 1998) and ties in with the shift towards professionalising the Police which began in the 1930s (Vollmer, 1936).  Sherman believed that “Police practices should be based upon scientific evidence of what works best and then each implemented practice must be evaluated internally to ensure that only the successful practices remain in use”. 
Sherman (2013) identified EBP as a process of decision making identifying “what works in policing: which practices and strategies accomplish police missions most cost effectively”. Due to “spiralling costs of the Public Sector, EBP is supported by the UK Government as a cost effective process which enables best practices to be identified and implemented across UK Police Forces” (Palmer et al, 2019). The College of Policing (COP) is a strong supporter of EBP seeing it as a “framework which encourages staff to question, challenge and innovate current work practices”. The COP believes that implementation of the “EBP approach assists police officers and civilian staff to create, review and use the best available evidence, to inform their decisions, policy and practice” (COP website). A key component of EBP is the evaluation of existing and newly implemented practices. The implementation of EBP assists in legitimising the definition of Policing as a profession as it is a key component of the Police Qualifications Education Framework which outlines the “key essentials to becoming a member of a profession” (Palmer et al, 2019). The basis of EBP relying on “best available research” assists in “creating and strengthening links between Policing bodies and Higher Education Institutions which is an important criteria for legitimising a profession” (Bryant et al, 2014).  
The process of EBP can be broken down using the acronym ATLAS (UWTSD Slides). The initial phase is asking questions which help understand the underlying problem or particular policing area. Through achieving this understanding an appropriate hypothesis can be developed which is considered to be capable of solving the problem. The next stage involves testing to ensure that the response implemented is likely to have the desired effect.  Once the intervention is introduced it is important that the outcomes produced are measured to ensure that the desired effects are occurring. At this stage it is important to identify the causes of any successes and/or failures to ensure that good practices can be replicated and to prevent bad practices being implemented. Any adaptions to existing practices should be based on the best available evidence to support these changes. These changes must be monitored going forward to ensure that they continue to have the desired effect. The process is cyclical to ensure that the best practices are continually being discovered and ineffective practices are removed from use as soon as possible. It is important that there is continued effort to identify ‘what works’ by asking new questions and developing new hypotheses that can be tested. Throughout the process information must be shared to ensure the questions being asked are based on a detailed knowledge of the problem and the changes to practices and policies implemented are likely to be the optimal solution ensuring the outcomes implemented are providing the desired effects. 
A key component of EBP is using “best evidence” to identify practices that work best. Therefore it is important to consider what can be categorised as “best evidence”. There is a strong emphasis on the evidence being obtained from a scientific background through the use of Randomised Control Trials. A Randomised Control Trial is a “study design that randomly assigns participants into an experimental group or a control group. The only expected difference between the two groups is the outcome variable being studied” (UWTSD PowerPoint). There have been a number of debates surrounding whether experience should constitute best evidence. In Fleming and Rhodes (2018) they acknowledge the importance of including experience in information that is used to formulate EBP processes as they believe that knowledge can be obtained from many sources. Tilley and Laycock (2016) suggest that it is important to consult a wider circle of people that includes the “consumers of the services and the practitioners delivering them”. Punch (2015) argues that “research would be enhanced through the involvement of Police Officers and cites the ‘Repeat Burglary Project’ conducted by Anderson, Chenery and Pease in 1995 as evidence of this, where through interviews they identified a pattern to burglaries which enabled police strategies to be altered resulting in a reduction of crime rates”. 
It is imperative in EBP that the underlying problem is fully understood before the data collection and analysis is undertaken to ensure that the information gathered is relevant. Without an in depth understanding of the problem or the appropriate question, the process is limited as it is unlikely to achieve the best evidence available therefore failing to achieve the optimal outcome to solve the problem. Bullock and Tilley (2009) consider that “EBP assumes that we should adopt a sceptical attitude towards traditional ways of working for which there is no systematic evidence of effectiveness.” This approach can alienate frontline officers who may have little awareness of EBP which is supported by Telep and Lum (2014) who found that the term EBP “may be used routinely in certain quarters, it is not embedded widely in the wider police population”. In a study conducted by Palmer et al (2019) it was found that “Police Constables were less likely to consult educational literature to inform their roles compared to higher ranked officers”. A weakness of EBP can be perceived to be the requirement to adapt and change policing practice and guidelines in order to achieve the best practice. This is because it has been found that “Police Officers in many scenarios are sceptical of changes to their daily practices due to the continuous number of changes that are implemented” (Fleming and Rhodes, 2018). The scepticism was found to stem from “the division between management and the rank and file; weariness of change; risk aversion, and lack of trust” (Fleming and Rhodes, 2019). The reliance on evaluating practices and guidelines in EBP highlights that front line users of these strategies must be aware of EBP and to an extent support the process in order for them to fully cooperate with evaluating at every possible opportunity. A second issue with a reliance on evaluating current practices to implement change means that time must be created for practitioners to debrief situations, review their actions undertaken, assess the outcomes and provide constructive feedback on the process. This is addressed by the National Decision Making model however in departments such as Response Policing where demand continuously outweighs the availability of resources, creating time to complete this vital evaluation is often impossible. An insufficient evaluation of processes causes unsuccessful practices to be utilised for longer before being replaced by better ones. In the study conducted by Fleming and Rhodes (2018) it was found that when evaluation is undertaken after incidents the “organisational learning is not often shared with those outside of that meeting”. It was also “found in similar situations in the future different officers are involved due to staff movement and the same issues appeared again proving that the organisational learning had not been shared” (Fleming and Rhodes, 2018).  
In terms of the phrase ‘what works’ Lumden and Goode (2018) stated that “EBP is predominantly focused” around answering this question. The idea of ‘what works’ relates to what “interventions or strategies should be used to meet specified policy goals and identified client needs” (Nutley et al, 2003). The COP in collaboration with Higher Education Institutions have developed the “What Works Centre for Crime Reduction” website, where there is a Crime Reduction Toolkit. The website is designed to provide officers with a summary of the best available research evidence on what works to reduce crime (COP, website). As outlined above if Police Constables are less likely to utilise educational literature compared to their supervisors, there is a need to relay the findings from this research to the front line rather than expecting officers to search it out for themselves. The creation of a source of information relating to reducing specific areas of crime is beneficial as long as the strategies are deployable in the majority of scenarios. This can encourage a wider recognition of the website as a source of information as good results and methods of achieving them are shared within the Police Force. The approach of ‘what works’ is considered by van Djik and Hoogewoning (2015) to be “overly scientific with too much emphasis on the results of Randomised Control Trials”, they call for this research to adopt a wider base and should consider the question ‘what matters’. They argue that the “approach fails to fully understand the specific nature and culture of Police work, it ignores the challenges faced by the Police in both their operational and institutional approaches”. The application of this approach is believed to “not appreciate the dynamic environment that policing operates within, there is the constant requirement to manage resilient issues and dilemmas” (van Dijik and Hoogewoning, 2015). It is considered by van Dijik and Hoogewoning (2015) that an over emphasis on ‘what works’ is linked to a “current climate of politicians and policy makers favouring a narrow mandate for the police”. This mandate being one that is mainly focused on reducing the crime rate within the community. In England and Wales in 2012 the appointment of Police and Crime Commissioners who have the authority to “appoint and dismiss Police Chiefs, show a growing influence by politicians and the community holding police forces to account” (van Dijik and Hoogewoning, 2015). This accountability to an elected person by the community can be said to erode the tradition that a British Police Constable should demonstrate absolute impartial service to the law as expected in the Peelian Principles. There are two approaches to policing that can be adopted by a country’s Police Force these being ‘consent’ or ‘control’. In the current climate which has been somewhat exaggerated by Coronavirus lockdown rules, there is the” desire from Politicians for the Police to be more ‘control’ orientated” (van Dijik and Hoogewoning, 2015). However this raises a potential conflict as if Police Chiefs are answerable to Politicians but they must also satisfy the local community who typically prefer the ‘consent’ approach reflected in the Peelian Principles. There is an awareness by Punch (2015) that ‘what works’ should be superseded by ‘what matters’, he argues that there is a “danger of ‘McDonaldisation’ of Policing” with the adoption of a “one size fits all” mentality. It can be said that due to Police officers having to respond to a variety of incidents which involve an element of unknown and being dynamic in nature a rigid framework for responding to these incidents is not applicable. Therefore as Punch (2015) suggests a “professional Police Force must be made up of officers who are capable of adapting and responding to these dynamic situations”. A major concern of ‘McDonaldisation” of the police’s response to incidents would be the removal of a Police Officer being able to think for themselves as they would have to conform to a certain course of action which may not necessarily fit that particular situation and erode the potential for an officer to use their discretion. To an extent this can be seen in South Wales Police through the standardisation of forms and reports that are required when responding to particular types of incident such as Domestic Incidents. In these documents there are often drop down menus or sections which must be completed to submit the form when in the current situation they are not applicable.
A practical example of ‘what works’ identifying an unsuccessful practice is the “Scared Straight” initiative. In this initiative juvenile offenders or juveniles identified to be at risk of offending, visited prison facilities. The aim of these organised trips with the juveniles was to show them the realities of incarceration. After nine studies into the results of this initiative it was identified that participants were unlikely to change their behaviour and continue to offend. The COP have collected this evidence and placed it on their ‘Crime Reduction Toolkit’ allowing Police Forces to see that this approach is unlikely to work based on scientific evidence which highlights the importance of EBP.
There are a number of crime prevention models which can be utilised in an attempt to reduce the level of crime however one should consider the causes of crime first. Two theories outlined below consider why a crime takes place. 
The Rational Choice Theory developed by Derek Cornish and Donald Clarke in 1985 is based on the “assumption that offenders seek to benefit themselves as a result of their criminal behaviour”. The theory outlines that humans typically act in a rational way so a crime is committed when an individual makes a decision after weighing up the potential costs and risks of the act compared to the potential benefits and rewards they expect to gain. The purpose of creating this approach by Cornish and Clarke was to assist in providing guidance to Criminal Justice policy makers. It can be considered that Cornish and Clarke would be advocates for harsher penalties being awarded to offenders to actively deter potential offenders as the risks associated with committing a crime are perceived to be higher. However Cornish and Clarke acknowledged that “harsher punishments were not the answer which has been proven on a number of occasions to not be effective in deterring crime and were supportive of Situational Crime Prevention” (Cornish and Clarke, 2014). The theory does not simplistically consider that individuals do not commit crimes because the reward is too small it also highlights the importance of installing barriers to deter potential defenders and protect potential targets. The Rational Choice Theory is purposefully broad which enables it to be applied to a variety of crimes rather than relating to a specific type of crime. A main criticism of the theory is one from Criminologists with a Sociology background who consider that the “theory does not address the socio-economic factors which influence crime such as poverty and deprivation” (Sampson, 2007). A second criticism highlighted by Hayward (2007) is the” failure of the theory to consider the individuals emotions such as anger when they are making the decision”. A third criticism of the theory is in the inability for it to cope with the consumption of alcohol, where people “unashamedly defy the normal injunction to think and act rationally” (de Han and Voos, 2003). In a study it was found that “Alcohol was a particularly prevalent factor in violent incidents between strangers, 64% of which were perceived to be alcohol-related” (CSEW, 2013/14). 
The Routine Activity Theory developed by Lawrence Cohen and Marcus Felson in 1979 identified three requirements that must converge at the same location and time for a crime to be committed. These requirements were motivated offenders, a suitable target and a lack of a suitable guardian. This model refers to “direct contact, predatory crimes” (Miller, 2013). From this it can be said that to reduce the likelihood of a crime taking place three preventative techniques can be employed these being “increasing the effort, increasing the risk and reducing the rewards” (Bryant and Bryant, 2020). “A potential suitable guardian is considered to be a security guard who is responsible for protecting the location and therefore deterring a motivated offender from committing a crime” (Felson, 1995). The terms value, inertia, visibility and accessibility (VIVA) were used by Cohen and Felson (1979) to describe what makes a target potentially suitable. The VIVA model was criticised by Clarke (1999) for being too “broad and being applicable to both human and inanimate objects”. It is argued by Tilley et al (2016) that “despite this framework appearing simplistic it can be applied to a wide range of crimes”. 
With an understanding of why a crime may occur it is natural to consider means of preventing crime which led to the development of Situational Crime Prevention. Situational Crime Prevention is defined by Hayward (2007) to be “micro-preventative crime strategies, and as such local authorities, businesses and the public at large are encouraged to employ practical deterrents to ensure that buildings, public spaces and people do not provide ‘soft targets’ for the criminal”. The origin of Situational Crime Prevention is based in the effort to place suitable barriers in place to deter potential offenders by making the risks appear higher than the reward they expect to obtain. 
One approach is Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED), which was defined by Armitage (2013) to be ‘The design, manipulation and management of the built environment to reduce crime and the fear of crime and to enhance sustainability through the process and application of measures at the micro (individual building/structure), meso (neighbourhood) and macro (national) level’’. A component of CPTED is ‘target hardening’ which relates to physical features of a building such as locks on windows and doors, measures such as these increase the amount of time it takes to enter the building and increases the chance of detection (Armitage, 2018). In a survey of 22 convicted burglars by Armitage (2018) it was found that offenders paid particular attention to “surveillance” this referring to the ease of which they “could be observed by the homeowner, neighbours or passers-by, secondly the offenders preferred a location where they were able to observe “potential threats or risks” which increased the likelihood of them being caught and the offenders preferred locations where they could see “inside the property to assess the potential risks and rewards”. Through an understanding of this CPTED could be adapted to create housing estates where the front of the property is visible to the neighbours, homeowners could utilise curtains to prevent potential offenders being able to see into the address and CCTV could be installed at the address to increase the ease of surveillance. CPTED should be a key consideration in the planning phase of new housing developments and Armitage (2018) recognised that “crime prevention is a part of building regulations in Scotland, England and Wales”. The layout of housing estates play a role in preventing crime through controlling the movement of individuals around the estate by creating cul-de-sacs and removing footpaths. In her study Armitage (2018) found “offenders preferred locations with multiple entry and exit points” this was attributed to them not having to retrace their steps when they made good their excused and also that they were less likely to be challenged by a neighbour for being in a particular street. 
A “preventative measure for stopping crime taking place is ‘hot spot’ policing” (Bryant and Bryant, 2020). This term is defined by Bryant and Bryant (2020) as places “that are particularly prone to crime, for example shopping malls or town centres”, this is attributed to these particular areas offering easy opportunities for offenders to commit crime. Due to ‘hot spots’ existing they cause an uneven distribution of crime, “for example in cities there will be relatively small geographical areas that always or nearly always have a high crime rate” (Bryant and Bryant, 2020). Through the identification of ‘hot spots’ it enables better allocation of policing resources enabling a focused effort in reducing the crime rate in these particular areas. This was supported by Sherman and Weisburd (1995) who found that “doubling the patrol activity in ‘hot spot’ locations saw a decline in total crime calls ranging from 6 to 13 percent with bigger reductions in disorder related calls”. The acronym CRAVED was developed by Clarke (1999) which stands for concealable, removable, available, valuable, enjoyable and disposable, these terms were outlined by Clarke for rating ‘hot’ products. These are products that appear to be more attractive to offenders because they have these characteristics, having an awareness of this means that suitable steps can be taken to protect these assets. There is a consideration for “individuals who are considered to be ‘hot offenders’ which refers to a small number of people relative to the local population who are responsible for a majority of the crime in the area” (Bryant and Bryant, 2020). A further consideration of this model is the ‘hot victim’ these are individuals who can be perceived to be easier targets to potential offenders who are seeking a victim. Bryant and Bryant (2020) state that there is little empirical evidence to support the thinking that “age, naivety and frailty make a person more vulnerable than the average person” when becoming a victim of crime. In contrast Bryant and Bryant (2020) find that “once a person is a victim of a certain type of crime on one occasion they are more likely than other people to be a victim again, taking all other variables into consideration”. This highlights an important intervention that can be made by offering victims of crime continued support and advice to assist them in making themselves less of a target to potential offenders.
The approach of Problem-orientated Policing (POP) was developed by Herman Goldstein (1990) it can be expressed as “a comprehensive plan for improving policing in which the high priority attached to addressing substantive problems shapes the police agency, influencing all changes in personnel, organisation and procedures”. Goldstein (1990) saw POP to be a “more proactive approach which entailed analysing calls from the public to identify recurring issues and enabling the underlying factors generating these calls to be addressed”. In the UK this approach has taken on the name Problem Orientated Partnerships (Tilley, 2010) which highlights the “requirement for the Police to work with outside agencies in partnership to identify the most effective solutions to the identified problems”. The main implementation of this approach is seen in “Community Policing as a means of achieving policing purposes by tackling problems in the community” (Tilley, 2008a). The SARA model (Goldstein Awards, 2001) is the way that recurring problems are analysed in the POP approach which identifies the four stages to resolving a problem by addressing the related underlying factors and monitoring the resolution to ensure it is effective. The initial stage is ‘Scanning’ which involves identifying recurring problems that concern both agencies and the public before selecting one problem to focus on. The second stage is ‘Analysing’ which involves identifying the impact of the problem on the community, identifying and understanding the underlying causes of the problem and seeking to understand the problem itself. The third stage ‘Response’ involves researching how other communities have dealt with the problem and developing a number of possible strategies which could provide a solution to resolving the problem. Once a solution has been chosen it should be applied to the situation with defined goals set to ensure that success of the solution can be determined through effective data collection around the response. The final stage is ‘Assessment’ where it is determined whether the solution has been effective or not. There is a need for the adopted strategy to be constantly assessed to ensure that it is the best approach for resolving the problem. The POP approach has evolved from EBP in response to utilising resources efficiently to apply strategies that reduce the demand attributed to persistent problems within Community Policing and through continued monitoring ensuring that this strategy is the best response to the problem. For POP to be “effective there is a requirement for all the parties involved to support and have a willingness to implement the decided approach” (Bryant and Bryant, 2020). 
There has been research into the impact that publicity has around the implementation of new approaches or target hardening measures. It is suggested by Smith et al (2002) that in some cases an ‘Anticipatory Effect’ is seen, where crime reduces in the lead up to preventative measures such as CCTV becoming active. This is attributed to publicity or a knowledge within the area that a particular preventative measure has been put in place which deters potential offenders as they are aware of the changes. This effect can result in errors when the impact of changes are measured as a reduction in crime could be due to the ‘Anticipatory Effect’ rather than the implemented measures. 
In an effort to prevent crime from occurring an approach adopted from Behavioural Economics named Nudge Theory has been utilised with some successes identified through studies. A nudge is defined by Thaler and Sunstein (2009) as “any aspect of the choice architecture that alters people’s behaviour in a predictable way without forbidding any options or significantly changing their economic incentives”. Pogarsky and Herman (2019) identify “nudges that have been adopted to discourage individuals from committing a crime but also to modify the behaviour of potential victims by making them less of an easy target”. The ability of a nudge to provide information that is a part of the decision process can influence the behaviour of the person making the decision. Pogarsky and Herman (2019) highlight that this “information does not just have to be emphasising the increased risk of getting caught committing a crime in a particular area but it can provide information to raise awareness of residents to particular crimes occurring in their community”. One such nudge utilised in England was to distribute leaflets in an area highlighting that car crime was common in the area with a large portion of it being attributed to people not locking their cars (Roach et al ,2017). A second nudge which altered offending was the placement of pictures of eyes around a bicycle store to deter thefts of the bicycles. This nudge saw a reduction of thefts from this location but an increase in nearby locations without pictures being placed which suggested the offending transferred to a different location (Nettle et al. 2017). It is argued that “Nudge theory should be utilised in the effort to reduce offending due to the measures being low cost to implement” (Kahneman, 2013) and if the “measures are ineffectual there is a low risk of them causing adversarial consequences” (Thaler and Sunstein, 2009).
There are numerous means of disposals for the Police to utilise when dealing with offenders with the primary aim of reducing offending. In Bryant and Bryant (2020) they identify three main categories of disposal “directing to court, out-of-court disposals and bail”. There are a number of academics who argue that lengthier prison sentences are not effective in preventing crime. In Nagin (2013) it is considered “that certainty of apprehension, not the severity of the ensuing legal consequence, is the more effective deterrent”. Nagin (2013) argues that “prison sentences cannot be justified on deterrent grounds, but rather must be justified either on crime prevention through incapacitation or on retributive grounds”. From this it can be argued that prison sentences play a role in assisting a victim overcome the impact of the crime they have suffered. Therefore the means of disposal that are considered for each offence should consider the views of the victim and have seen a shift towards Police Forces becoming more victim led in their approach.
Where an offender is sentenced to prison this provides an opportunity to rehabilitate the individual to decrease the risk of them re-offending and to become a functioning member of the community. It was found that there are two key components to reduce re-offending among released prisoners these being employment and accommodation, where both these components were an issue there was an “increased likelihood of re-offending” (Cluley, 2009). Two significant interventions were identified during the surveys analysed by Cluley (2009) these were “attendance at victim awareness groups and attending prison job club” in reducing re-offending. During incarceration Sherman, Gottfredson, Denise et al. (1998) found that “rehabilitation programs for adult and juvenile offenders using treatments appropriate for their risk factors reduces their repeat offending rates”, they also found that enrolling inmates into drug treatment programmes were required assisted in reducing the risk of re-offending when the inmates were released. In terms of what doesn’t work in reducing reoffending, Sherman, Gottfredson, Denise et al. (1998) found “shock probations, shock parole and split sentences where offenders are incarcerated for short period of time at the beginning of the sentence and then supervised in the community” to not be effective this was supported to an extent by Clulely (2009) where the survey found that those serving less than 12 months “had high re-offending rates”.
The Restorative approach is considered to be suitable for low level offences of a certain nature with the views of the victim being taken into consideration. This process can be utilised to avoid the involvement of the Criminal Justice System but also after an offender has been found guilty of the offence at Court. The aim of the process is to give the victim a voice, providing them with a platform to express how the offender has impacted them and it also provides the offender an opportunity to apologise and see the effect of their behaviour. In research conducted by Livingstone et al (2013) found a “significant reduction in reoffending when the process was used in addition to traditional sanctions but there was no difference in reoffending when the process was used on its own”.
A Caution can be given to a person found guilty of an offence, this can be either a “Simple Caution or a Conditional Caution. A Conditional Caution implements conditions which can be rehabilitative, restrictive, reparative or punitive in their nature” (Bryant and Bryant, 2020). This means of disposal deviate the offender from prison but the conditions put in place can assist in reducing the likelihood of the individual reoffending. 
In conclusion there is an argument that EBP is an effective strategy in implementing optimal practices and procedures to address problems that are identified. In the climate of austerity where spending on public services has decreased EBP presents itself as the most cost effective process of identifying solutions to problems. There is no denying that EBP has its limitations however some of these can be addressed by engaging with Police Constables to emphasise the need for changes to practices and incorporating them in to decision making process. The bottom up approach of implementing EBP would significantly increase the awareness of EBP throughout Police Forces but also create a sense of ownership in frontline officers who would be implementing the solutions derived from EBP. There are a number theories for preventing crime with “What Works: Crime Reduction Toolkit” gauging the effectiveness of varying interventions. The main aims of prevention strategies revolve around deterring individuals from becoming either victims or offenders and protecting assets or locations from crime. There is a balance that needs to be struck in the punishment of offenders so that the victim is able to obtain a sense of retribution and the offender is provided the opportunity of rehabilitation. There needs to be strategies in place which cater for the victim but also to assist in preventing the offender from committing crimes in the future. This is where EBP can play a role in finding pathways for offenders to steer them away from committing crime in the future by rigorously testing a variety of current and new solutions to this problem. 
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