This assignment will discuss what Evidence- based policing (EBP) is, one of the models of EBP which is Hot- spot policing, the theories that are involved in hot-spot policing and how exactly they link, the strengths and weaknesses of hot- spot policing and real-life examples of this model of EBP.

Lawrence Sherman (1998) defines Evidence-Based Policing as using “research to guide practice and evaluation practitioners” as well as using “the best evidence to shape the best practice”. One method used in Evidence-Based Policing (EBP) is Hot-Spot policing. This is where resources are targeted to specific locations where there are high levels of crime (College of Policing, 2021). Hot- spot policing involves the “allocation of police resources to places where crime concentrates” (Lum and Koper, 2017). The aim of hot-spot policing is to reduce crime in these “hot-spot” areas and prevent crime by “maximising police impact”. It is believed that if crime can be prevented in these areas, then all crime could potentially be reduced (National Institute of Justice, 2013). Hot-spot policing is used by the police to “focus” their resources where crime is “highly concentrated” and tactics by the police are used to “address high-crime places.” (Weisburd et al., 2014). And as of 2021, 18 police forces in England and Wales are using hot-spot policing as a way to prevent and/ or decrease crime in specific areas. 

Hot-spot policing can also be linked to Routine Activity Theory (RAT) which was created by Cohen and Felson (1979). This theory believes that crime occurs when three elements are met: a motivated offender, a suitable target, and the absence of a capable guardian. All three of these elements must be met in order for a crime to occur (Kitteringham, 2020). Therefore, by placing resources, such as policing surveillance, in areas with high levels of crime means that the third element; absence of a capable guardian, will be intervened as the surveillance of officers will act as a capable guardian and will prevent individuals from committing crimes. Clarke (1997) created a list of 16 techniques which could potentially reduce crime. The list includes deflecting offenders such as cul-de-sacs, entry/ exit screening such as merchandise tags, formal surveillance such as CCTV, etc. Techniques such as cul-de-sacs are used to prevent one of the three elements: absence of a capable guardian such as houses in a cul-de- sacs. In research comparing two- way streets and cul-de-sacs, it was found that total number of crimes in cul-de-sacs, which was 15 was less than that of two-way streets, which was 74. However, it was found that there were more assaults in cul-de-sacs, that being 20%, compared to 14.86% of assaults in two-way streets. Furthermore, the percentage of burglary/ breaking and entering was 50% compared to 58.11% in two-way streets (Whittaker, 2013). Therefore, showing that not all techniques of crime prevention is not as effective as some may think. These techniques can link with hot spot policing and RAT as these techniques can prevent or stop one of the three elements take place. For example, like police surveillance, CCTV can be used to stop the absence of a capable guardian and can be used as a deterrence to prevent people from committing crimes.

 Hot-spot policing may also be linked to the Broken Windows Theory, defined by James Q. Wilson and George Kelling in 1982. This theory believes that if low-level crime is reduced, this will also reduce more violent and serious crime as “neighbourhoods will appear more cared for” (Ruhl, 2021). Hot-spot policing is more geographically focused and is often used to identify low-level which can easily or effectively be treated by situational measures, such as altering or maintaining the locality to reduce the likelihood of crime in that area. This indicates that there is some-what of a similarity between hot-spot policing and Broken Windows Theory as they both aim to reduce low-level crime in specific areas. However, a difference between the two is that, as previously stated, Broken Windows believes that improving areas where crime occurs more often and keeping up with geographical maintenance would reduce low-level crime and by reducing low-level crime, this would also be used as a deterrence to prevent individuals from committing more serious crimes as this would take a “no tolerance” approach to crime.

Another theory hot-spot policing can be linked to is Rational Choice Theory (RCT) which was created by Clarke and Cornish (1985. According to Ontario (2016), this theory is based on the belief that individuals are “motivated by the avoidance of pain and the pursuit of pleasure and believes that individuals “use rational calculations to make rational choices” (Hasa, 2020). By using “rational calculations” this will determine whether or not individuals will commit crimes. Moreover, RCT believes that individuals are more likely to commit a crime if the result that is “most rewarding” outweighs the result that is “least rewarding” which is them being caught and arrested. It also believes that if individuals “encounter opportunities” to participate in crime, he or she will commit a crime (Thomas et al., 2020). Hot-spot policing and RCT are linked together because of the fact that RCT believes that if individuals are given the opportunity to commit crimes, then they will, therefore, by preventing opportunities for offenders to commit crime, this will also prevent individuals from committing crime. Hot-spot policing will ultimately prevent these opportunities from occurring by providing resources in areas where crime occurs most often and will therefore ultimately reduce the number of crimes occurring as this will remove any opportunities for individuals to commit crime. 

There have been many real-life case examples where hot-spot policing has been used. One in particular is where an experiment included the use of hot-spot policing in the Caribbean. The experiment took place in Trinidad and Tobago and showed that hot-spot policing can reduce crime by 50%. The experiment required over 200 police leaders to be trained in EBP. The Police force and Government in Trinidad decided to use hot-spot policing to improve “public safety and confidence in the police”. The experiment took a randomised control trial approach when implementing hot-spot policing in 40 police forces across the country. Each force was paired with a similar force due to the number of indictable offences that has occurred. In each pair, one was randomly chosen to implement hot-spot policing and the other would carry on with their previous tactics. Hot-spot policing was found to have a significant impact on the crime rates in Trinidad and Tobago by using “high-priority focus for police resources” more so in countries where “police patrols are not the norm” However, Lawrence Sherman stated that this model of EBP has been heavily criticised of the fact that “you don’t know if you’re causing the crime to go down, or if you’re just pushing the crime someplace else”. Therefore, the funding for the resources for hot-spot policing may go to waste as offenders may seek other locations to commit crimes away from previous hot-spot areas. (University of Cambridge, 2015). 

There has been evidence which shows the effectiveness of hot-spot policing and outlines the strengths as well as the limitations of the model.
A strength of hot- spot policing is that it has been found to reduce crime. In a study done by Weisburd (2004), it was found that crime had seen a 24% decrease in Seattle due to the use of hot-spot policing (Lum and Koper, 2017). Further evidence has also shown the effectiveness of hot-spot policing, such as a systematic review by Braga et al. (2021) which showed that although not all hot-spot policing studies has shown the statistical effectiveness of hot-sport policing, it has shown that almost all of the studies (20 of 25 experiments) have shown the effectiveness and success rate of hot-spot policing (Centre for Evidence- Based Crime Policy, 2022).
However, a limitation of Hot-spot policing is that in an experiment produced by Minneapolis RECAP, it had not shown any “statically significant differences “in the number of calls received by the public in areas that had experienced Hot-spot policing (Braga, 2006), in that being the case, this shows that possibly hot-spot policing is not as effective as initially thought. 
Another strength of hot-spot policing is that not only does it have a reduction on crimes, but it has also been found to “reduce fear of crime and improve the relationships between the police and the community” (Community policing, 2013). This can significantly benefit the police as by improving the relationship between the police and community, this can also improve the trust of the police to the community and could potentially increase the number of crimes that go unreported to the police as many individuals currently may not have a great amount of trust within the police. 
On the contrary, some believe that hot-spot policing can do the exact opposite of improving the relationship with the community and police and can in fact “drive a wedge between the police and community” due to the “aggressive tactics” used for hot- spot policing. Furthermore, a link has developed between hot- spot policing and unfair bias, more specifically seen in the United States. It has been found that hot- spot policing has “heavily focused on disadvantaged and minority communities” (Weisburd, 2016). This therefore portrays hot-spot policing to be damaging to the relationship between the police and the community, most notably in the United States, as it depicts bias and discrimination on the police’s part which has always been an issue and can damage the relationship and trust of the police to the community. 
On the other hand, another strength of hot-spot policing is that many forces in the Uk and US use hot-spot policing. Braga (2016) states that 7 in 10 departments use crime mapping to locate and target crime hot spots. This illustrates the effectiveness of hot-spot policing as a model of Evidence- Based Policing as many forces in and outside of the UK use hot-spot policing as a method to target and prevent crimes through the use of hot-spot policing, therefore showing its effectiveness. Furthermore, (Gov.uk, 2021) reported that 18 forces in England and Wales will receive £4.12 million to “increase hot spot policing in towns and cities blighted by violent crime”. This again, also shows the effectiveness of hot-spot policing as more funding has been issued to ensure police forces have enough funding to actually use this model of EBP to ensure the safety of the community. 
Finally, another limitation of hot-spot policing is that Sherman’s (1990) review of police crackdown on the drug market had shown that hot- spot policing was “ineffective at controlling drug spots”. Although it was found that crime did in fact crop in certain areas of Kansas City due to hot-spot policing, individuals returned to their houses within a week after “raids of crack houses” (Weisburd et al., 2019). Sherman’s (1990) review shows that although hot-spot policing does in fact reduce crime, it only has a short-term implication and impact on crime. Therefore, these questions whether or not the increase in pay to ensure the use of hot-spot policing, as previously stated above is in fact worth the increase for a model that is only short- term.
In conclusion, although it is evident that hot-spot policing is an effective model of evidence- based policing, it has, without a doubt, got its limitations. Therefore, as previously stated, it does question whether or not the strengths of this model of EBP outweigh the limitations and whether or not the police force’s resources should in fact be used on hot-spot policing. 
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