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Foreword

The Reducing Burglary Initiative

In 1998 the Home Office announced the Crime Reduction Programme. The programme was
intended to develop and implement an integrated approach to reducing crime and making
communities safer. The Reducing Burglary Initiative (RBI), launched in 1999, was one of the
first parts of this programme to commence.

The aims of the RBI are to
e reduce burglary nationally by targeting areas with the worst domestic burglary
problems,
« evaluate the cost effectiveness of the different approaches and
« find out what works best where.

Two hundred and forty seven burglary reduction projects have been funded, covering over
2.1 million households that suffered around 110,000 burglaries a year. Three distraction
burglary projects have also been funded.

The Evaluation

Three consortia of universities have intensively evaluated the first round of 63 RBI projects. A
further five projects from subsequent rounds of the RBI (rounds two and three) are also being
evaluated.

This report is part of a series of studies examining burglary reduction practice being
published during 2002/03. Also to be published are a full report on the overall impact and
cost-effectiveness of Round 1 of the RBI. Other themes to be covered in this series are the
delivery of burglary reduction projects and the use of alley-gates as a means to reduce
burglary.
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Executive summary

In order to disrupt offending and hence prevent crimes, it is critical to consider the
mechanisms through which they occur. One of the successful approaches adopted in
(situational) crime prevention revolves around the removal of opportunities through the
implementation of changes in the physical environment. However, as Smith, Clarke and
Pease (2002) have recently discussed, it is equally important to consider offenders’
perceptions of the availability of suitable opportunities and the influence of such perceptions
on their decision-making processes. Thus, in this paper the way in which the publicity of
crime prevention activity may enhance crime prevention efforts by increasing offenders’
perceptions of the risks and efforts involved in perpetrating crimes, the potential rewards
and the removal of excuses, is considered.

The research reported in this paper uses evidence from an evaluation of 21 burglary
reduction projects located in the north of England (which were funded through the Home
Office's Reducing Burglary Initiative (RBI)) and addresses four main issues:

1) the types of publicity used by the different schemes, when they were used and
with what frequency;

2) statistical analysis of the role of publicity in burglary reduction;

3) the implication for evaluation research; and

4) the policy implications of the findings and future directions for research.

Types of publicity

The schemes varied in terms of the extent to which they publicised the work being undertaken
in their areas. Some schemes actively sought press involvement through radio interviews and
articles in the local press to promote work they undertook. Others used local publicity as a
crime prevention 'intervention' in its own right, for instance, using leaflets to raise awareness
or to inform offenders that there would be a clampdown on burglary in the area.

On average the schemes used around five different types of publicity. There was
considerable variation in the extent to which the schemes took advantage of different types
of advertising. In addition, on average the schemes tended to publicise their activities for a
period of just over one year.
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The timing of publicity was also considered. In particular, the intensity with which schemes
were publicised at different times was compared to the timing of the actual implementation
of interventions. It was clear from this analysis that the patterns of advertising and
implementation intensity were relatively similar, but that the peak in publicity intensity
preceded that for implementation, suggesting that the schemes tended to promote their
interventions before they were actually implemented.

Using data collected for Cost Effective Analyses (CEA), it appeared that local stand-alone
publicity campaigns, (which were seen as interventions in their own right that generally
aimed to increase awareness of crime issues and interventions being implemented at the
local area level), tended to be cheaper, (and possibly easier to implement) than other
interventions. The average cost of a stand-alone publicity campaign was £17,900
compared with a general intervention average of £24,698. Moreover, four of the five most
cost-effective projects (of the 21 considered) included stand-alone publicity campaigns.

There are many different types of publicity which may or may not be used in relation to
crime prevention. This report focuses primarily on that generated by the schemes themselves.
Consequently, the publicity considered tended to be localised in terms of geographical
coverage and to promote scheme activity in a positive way. It should be noted that there
may be situations where publicity is more sceptical concerning scheme activity; for instance,
an article written by a member of the local press may hold a different viewpoint to a leaflet
generated by a scheme leader. These differences in the nature of coverage need careful
consideration, and should be addressed in further research and practice.

Statistical analysis

One of the fundamental questions of the overall evaluation was what types of intervention
were the most effective? Using correlation analysis, the relationship between overall burglary
reduction (the number of burglaries prevented by the schemes at the end of the evaluation
period) and the combination of interventions employed by each scheme were examined. This
analysis revealed that two types of intervention were significantly associated with burglary
reduction, these being stakeholding (which included local stand-alone publicity campaigns
and homewatch schemes) and location specific situational crime prevention initiatives (which
included target hardening interventions)™. Thus, the analysis demonstrated that schemes that
employed local stand-alone publicity campaigns, or engaged in other similar activities, were
likely to be more successful at reducing burglary than those that did not.

1. The observed effectiveness of situational crime prevention approaches over other alternative interventions may in
part be due to the characteristics of the RBlI programme itself rather than the intrinsic quality of different
interventions. This is discussed in more detail in a forthcoming Home Office report on the impact of the RBI.
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Using quarterly data statistical analyses were performed that examined the relationship
between the timing and intensity of publicity events and the scheme burglary rates. The
analyses also took into account other factors that changed over time such as changes in the
burglary rate in the wider policing area (basic command unit), the implementation intensity
of the scheme (expressed as the spend per household), the number of agencies involved,
and changes in key personnel. This showed that changes in the number of agencies
involved in the scheme and, in particular, changes in the amount of publicity used were
significant predictors of changes in the burglary rate.

An examination of burglary rates over time suggested that across 42 schemes (in addition to
the 21 schemes evaluated, further data was obtained for the 21 projects that operated in the
Midlands, as part of the RBI, for this purpose), there was significant evidence of a reduction in
the burglary rate just before implementation commenced. It was concluded that this was likely
to be due to an 'anticipatory benefit' effect whereby offenders' perceptions of the risks, efforts
and rewards involved in committing crimes were influenced by local pre-scheme publicity.

Implications for evaluation research

The results suggest that anticipatory benefit is likely to be a fairly widespread phenomenon.
This has clear implications for the way in which evaluations are conducted. In particular,
care should be taken when conducting statistical analyses that compare crime rates before
and after implementation. The findings suggest that the traditional 'before' period used in
evaluations may be contaminated by including a time period (the quarter before
implementation) in which schemes often have an (anticipatory benefit) effect. The report
demonstrates that estimates of scheme outcomes, such as the number of burglaries
prevented, may be very different when the quarter immediately before scheme inception is
excluded from the 'before' period traditionally used. It also demonstrates that estimates of
the number of crimes prevented by anticipatory benefit can contribute substantially to the
overall scheme outcome. For these reasons, a change in the procedures used to calculate
scheme outcome, that account for anticipatory benefit is called for.

Policy implications
These findings suggest that it may be advisable for scheme organisers to invest in local

publicity as a relatively straightforward and cost effective method of enhancing the impact
of crime prevention measures. Moreover, that it may also be prudent to implement local

vii
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publicity campaigns as interventions in their own right, as was observed here in the form of
stand-alone publicity campaigns.

Local publicity may also be useful in maximising the effectiveness of crime reduction
interventions in time and space. For example, crime reduction activity might focus on certain
targets or certain areas, but associated publicity could cover a wider geographical area.
This might in turn lead offenders to believe that crime reduction activity is occurring across
this wider area. Equally, publicity may prolong the benefits of crime reduction activity
through leading offenders to believe that crime reduction activity might still be ongoing after
it has in fact ceased. In short, local publicity can be used to heighten offender uncertainty
regarding the presence and duration of crime reduction activities, thereby increasing crime
reduction gains.

The way forward

The authors anticipate that, in the future, local publicity will become a more important
element in crime prevention efforts. Therefore, it will be important for practitioners to
consider the extent, the type and the timing of publicity events. For instance, by carefully
planning the intervals in which publicity is implemented it is possible to ensure that it
delivers the maximum possible benefit at the minimum possible cost. It also gives some
scope for innovation from the point of view of the types of publicity that can be used.
Furthermore, it is important that future research explores the influence of publicity in more
detail using carefully designed experiments.



1. Introduction

This paper examines the extent to which publicity has a role to play in crime reduction. For
many years, work concerned with situational crime prevention (for examples see Clarke,
1997) has focused on the effectiveness of various types of intervention in reducing or
preventing crime, and has generated invaluable insights into our understanding of the ways
in which crime may be prevented. However, working within this paradigm has potentially
limited the literature on 'what works' to 'what works as a physical measure on the ground'.
What is proposed is that the debates regarding the causal mechanisms which underlie
successful crime reduction initiatives are, at present, narrowly conceived. With this in mind,
this report considers the potential effect of simply hearing about a scheme, particularly from
the perspective of offenders.

One question that may have occurred to some readers at this point is 'why would simply
hearing about a scheme influence an offender's behaviour?' To answer this question, it is
useful to consider rational choice theory (e.g. Cornish and Clarke, 1989). According to this
model, offenders make decisions as to whether to commit a crime on the basis of the
balance between the rewards available and the effort and risks involved, and whether there
are, in their view, excuses for committing the crime. Research also suggests that offenders
continually revise their perceptions of opportunity as a result of experience, rather than
assuming them to remain stable over time (see Hoschtetler, 2001). Thus, through the
manipulation of offenders' perceptions of the risks, efforts and rewards involved in
committing a crime, through a mechanism such as publicity, it may be possible to enhance
the effectiveness of situational (or other) crime prevention efforts.

What is obvious from this empirical research is that crime reductive effort is rarely, if ever,
seen in the absence of publicity, be it formal or informal, regarding the objectives and
purpose of a scheme. Thus, it seems reasonable to suggest that many offenders will be
aware of crime prevention activity during or even before implementation begins, and hence
that their perceptions of risk may be changed even if they do not encounter any crime
prevention measures themselves.

An equally important issue is whether or not attempting to alter offenders' perceptions of the
risks etc. can reduce crime even in the absence of crime prevention activity. That is, is it
possible that publicising schemes that will not, or have yet to be implemented have a crime
reductive effect? In relation to this question, Smith et al, (2002) examined the relationship
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between the timing of implementation and crime reduction in 52 crime prevention
evaluation reports. Their analysis indicated that in 22 of the schemes considered, there was
evidence of a substantial reduction in crime prior to the commencement of the schemes, an
effect they refer to as an anticipatory benefit. Here, this phenomenon is further examined
using evidence from 42 burglary reduction schemes funded as part of the Home Office's
Reducing Burglary Initiative (RBI). Whilst a number of rival explanations for this
phenomenon exist, strong evidence is presented to support the suggestion that one major
component is publicity. The existence of anticipatory effects should have considerable
implications for the way in which crime prevention is thought about and for the way in
which schemes are evaluated. Accordingly, these issues are discussed later in this report.

The definition of publicity

The word publicity is used in many different contexts and hence it is useful to clarify some
terms that will be used throughout this report. First is the distinction that can be made
between publicity that is controlled and that which is not’. The former is defined as that
which is paid for and managed by the agency whose work is to be promoted. In contrast,
uncontrolled publicity is that which is produced by a journalist or equivalent and is more
likely to be independent of those involved in the work. However, in some situations it is
possible that the media may be contacted by a scheme representative regarding an
intervention, and hence although they may not commission an article they could exert an
influence on it. A further distinction can be made between formal and informal publicity. The
former is that which is formally disseminated to the public through various forms of media
such as radio, newspaper or leaflet. In contrast, informal publicity is that which propagates
through the community through word of mouth and networks of friends and acquaintances.
A third distinction can be made between positive and negative publicity. This distinction will
not be mutually exclusive from the others; it is more likely, for example, that controlled
publicity will be positive than uncontrolled publicity. In this paper the analyses presented
focus on, but are not limited to, positive forms of publicity that were predominantly
controlled by scheme staff.

2. Thanks go to the reviewer of this paper for suggesting this useful classification
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Previous research on publicity

A limited number of studies have considered the effect of publicising crime reduction
initiatives. In relation to burglary reduction schemes, perhaps the most important study to
date was conducted by Laycock (1991) who examined the effectiveness of a property-
marking scheme. The results of this study indicated a reduction in burglary in the first year of
implementation, after which the burglary rate rose sharply. However, following some
national and a large amount of local publicity regarding the initial reduction, in the second
year the burglary rate again reduced. In the absence of other plausible explanations,
Laycock (1991) attributed the second reduction to the effects of publicity. Other studies,
including those which have evaluated CCTV schemes (Schneider and Kitchen, 2002) or
burglary reduction (Stockdale and Gresham, 1995) have suggested that good publicity can
assist in crime prevention.

Research concerned with road safety has also provided some evidence to support the role
of publicity in prevention efforts. In one study, Winkel (1980) examined the effectiveness of
supplying drivers with information concerning the penalties associated with not using seat
belts. Their results indicated that informing drivers that the police carefully enforce legislation
regarding seat belt usage, and that they may be apprehended for not complying, increased
the likelihood that they would use their seatbelts by up to ten per cent.

In a different study, Corbett and Simon (1 999) examined the effectiveness of speed cameras
on driving behaviour. In one condition of the study they specifically evaluated the
effectiveness of speed camera warning signs alone by erecting signs in the absence of
speed cameras. The rationale underlying the use of the signs alone was to change drivers'
perceptions of the risks of (rather than the actual risks of) exceeding the speed limit. The
results demonstrated that the signs alone had a significant effect, with approximately fifty
per cent of the respondents of a survey reporting that they drove slower following the
erection of the signs. Importantly, when the survey respondents were asked why they had
changed their driving behaviour, they reported that they believed they were at a greater risk
of being caught speeding than they previously had been. In the absence of any actual
speed cameras, the results of this study suggest that people's behaviour can be influenced
by their perceptions of changes in risk even when this may be incongruent with the reality of
the situation.

To summarise, whilst there is a paucity of research concerned with the effects of publicity in
crime prevention, evidence exists to suggest that publicity may enhance prevention
measures, or even have an effect in itself.
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About the Reducing Burglary Initiative

In this report the role of publicity in crime prevention is examined using examples from a
recent evaluation of the Home Office's Reducing Burglary Initiative (RBI). The authors were
part of the evaluation team commissioned to undertake the evaluation of 21 burglary
reduction projects implemented in the north of England. Typically, these schemes
commenced around April 1999 and ran for a two-year period. The project areas tended to
be fairly small in size (approximately 4000 households on average) and a mixture of new
and more well established ways of reducing burglary were implemented. To undertake the
evaluation, a variety of different data sets were collected including the following:
* information on recorded crimes;
e contextual information such as the social and demographic makeup of the areas;
« information on the interventions implemented by each project;
¢ information on the process by which implementation occurred (including such
issues as the partners involved; the management of the project; the extent to
which the public were involved etc.);
« information on the cost of the project in terms of both direct and indirect funding;
< information on other activities in the area which might affect the crime rate;
« information on the extent and the method by which schemes had publicised their
activities;
« information on scheme inputs (e.g. levels of funding, staff time, purchase of locks,
bolts, alley-gates); and
« information on the outputs of the scheme in terms of what had actually been
implemented on the ground (e.g. number of locks/gates fitted, number of crime
prevention packs distributed, etc.).

These data sets were collected in a variety of ways. The recorded crime data was provided
by the relevant police forces and was used here to assess the outcome of the projects in
terms of burglary reduction. A large amount of the primary data, such as information
concerned with the costs associated with each intervention, were collected through meetings
between the project teams and members of the evaluation research team. Such data were
used to assess what was important in reducing the number of burglaries in an area and
what factors impeded implementation.

The 21 projects implemented in the north of England, for which detailed information was
available to the authors, are therefore the main focus of the results described in the
following sections. However, for the analyses concerned with anticipatory benefit the
authors were given access to a limited amount of data for 21 other schemes, located in the
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Midlands, that were also evaluated as part of the RBI. This increases the sample size for that
analysis from 21 to 42, which in turn increases the reliability and generalisability of the
results. Comparable data were not available for the 21 RBI projects located in the south of
England and they were therefore excluded from this analysis.

The current study

The following will be investigated:
« To what extent did schemes publicise their objectives and actions?
e What types of publicity the schemes used?
« When did the schemes publicise?
e How important is publicity in explaining the success of schemes?
e Was there reliable evidence of pre-implementation burglary reduction?
(anticipatory benefit)
* To what extent is any anticipatory benefit the result of early scheme publicity?
* What implications are there for crime prevention practice?

There are four general sections to this report - Chapters 2 to 5. Firstly, in Chapter 2, The use
of publicity, there is a detailed account of how the 21 burglary reduction projects in the
north of England publicised their activity. This includes a narrative on the degree to which
the schemes used publicity and what form this took. It also provides details of when schemes
tended to publicise their efforts. Chapter 3, Does publicity reduce burglary?, examines the
extent to which publicising crime prevention activity contributes to scheme success,
measured in terms of burglary reduction. In order to do this, the impact of publicity is
compared with a range of other factors that might explain burglary reduction (For a more in-
depth and methodologically detailed account of some of these findings, see Johnson and
Bowers, 2003). Chapter 4, Anticipatory Benefits, moves on to examine the issue of
anticipatory benefit and the extent to which this is likely to be explained by crime prevention
publicity. A discussion of the way in which the identification of the phenomenon anticipatory
benefit should affect evaluation research, and, in particular, outcome analysis (which is used
to estimate the number of burglaries prevented) is also presented. In Chapter 5, Summary
and policy implications, the research findings are summarised and the policy implications
discussed. Alternative methods for using publicity in connection with crime prevention
schemes in the future are also suggested.
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2. The use of publicity

Type, frequency and timing of publicity

The purpose of this section is to describe the types of publicity that were associated with the
burglary reduction schemes to give the reader an idea of the extent to which (and how) the
interventions were publicised. The general questions to be addressed may be summarised
as follows:

e How many schemes formally publicised their activities?

e How were the schemes publicised?

« Did the schemes differ in terms of the types of publicity events/media used?

« Did the schemes take advantage of different types of publicity or did they use only
one type?

* What was the average financial cost associated with publicity?

e Was publicity used before, during and/or after periods of intense
implementation?

Information was collected for each of the 21 RBI projects in the north of England, using a
publicity template constructed for the evaluation. The purpose of the template was to elicit
details concerning the use of publicity associated with every scheme in each quarter of the
year, between the second quarter of 1997 and the third quarter of 2001. Information
regarding the types of publicity used by the schemes was collected under the following four
categories:

* General publicity
Uncontrolled publicity
* Radio interviews (local/national)
* Newspaper articles (local/national)
e Television appearances (local/national)
Controlled publicity
e Leaflets/letters/cards
e Posters
« Publicity directed at offenders (e.g. Christmas cards)
e Stickers (e.g. Neighbourhood Watch or Smartwater)
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+ Significant community meetings explaining the scheme

* Informal information on scheme to community/offenders.
» Stand-alone publicity campaigns
e Surveys (including fear of crime, alleygating, target hardening)
e Other (any other form of publicity)

General publicity typically consisted of events that did not continue throughout the life of the
scheme, but were used on one or more than one occasion throughout the scheme's
implementation. In contrast, stand-alone publicity campaigns were those that were
mentioned as part of the bids to the Home Office, which tended to be longer, more
consistent types of publicity. Some examples of this were leaflets and information packs
either posted through doors or left in strategic locations, along with regular or ad hoc
newsletters. Media-based stand-alone campaigns took the form of a series of local radio
appearances or newspaper/magazine coverage. Other stand-alone campaigns were more
interactive and included presentations given to the local community with the specific aims of
raising awareness of crime risks and promoting existing and forthcoming prevention
schemes. In essence, these campaigns were any form of planned and strategic
dissemination used for the purposes of publicising planned or actual activity.

Surveys were considered to be a form of publicity as all the individuals that are involved
with, or need to be consulted on the implementation of crime prevention schemes, will
naturally get to know about the schemes. A clear example of this is the fact that conducting
surveys to establish whether particular residents meet the criteria to qualify for target-
hardening, or are willing to consent to alley-gating in their street will make these residents
(and offenders) aware that something is going on in their area.

Whilst each of the 21 projects examined had used some form of publicity, it was clear that
some types of publicity were employed more frequently than others. Table 1 shows that
newspaper articles, leaflet or card distribution and stand-alone publicity campaigns were
most commonly used. Interestingly, the least frequently used type of publicity was that which
was aimed directly at offenders. It is also interesting to note that a significant number of
schemes had at least some uncontrolled publicity. This is particularly the case with
newspaper articles, a mode of publicity associated with 90per cent of the burglary
reduction schemes.
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Table 2.1:  Number of schemes undertaking different forms of publicity.

Publicity Type Specific Item % of schemes (N)
General publicity Newspaper articles (local/national) 90% (19)
Leaflets/letters/cards 62% (13)
Significant community meetings explaining
the scheme 43% (9)
Posters 38% (8)
Radio interviews (local/national) 33% (7)
Television appearances (local/national) 24% (5)
Informal information on scheme to
community/offenders 14% (3)

Publicity directed at offenders (e.g. Christmas cards) 14% (3)

Stand-alone publicity

campaigns 57% (12)
Surveys (including fear

of crime, alleygating,

target hardening) 33% (7)

Other (any from of publicity) 43% (9)

Table 2.2 shows how the schemes differed from the point of view of the actual number of
different forms of publicity used. The average number of different types of publicity used was
five, but as can be seen in Table 2.2 the number ranged from two to nine, demonstrating that
there was considerable variation in the extent to which the schemes took advantage of
different types of advertising. However, it should be noted that this does not reflect the actual
amount of publicity used; only the number of the different types of publicity used.

Table 2.2:  Number of different types of publicity used by the schemes

Number of types of publicity used Number of schemes
2-3 5
4.5 10
6-7 4
8-9 2

The next question was concerned with the period of time over which the schemes used
publicity. By using the quarterly information collected, it was possible to determine across
how many quarterly periods each of the 21 schemes used publicity. Table 2.3 summarises the
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results of this analysis. It was evident that on average the schemes publicised their efforts, in
one form or another, across a period of approximately five quarters. It is important to note
that, in general, publicity was used across consecutive periods of time (e.g. January to
December), but that this was not always true and in some cases the schemes stopped
publicising their efforts for a period before eventually resuming this activity.

Table 2.3:  Length of time that schemes publicised their activity

Number of quarters that publicity was used Number of schemes
23 5
4-5 if
6-7 5
8-9 2
10 2

However, the above data do not show exactly when the schemes engaged in publicity and
whether there was any similarity in this timing across the schemes. To answer this question,
the number of schemes engaged in publicising their efforts on a quarterly basis was
counted. This was done over a time period which commenced in April 1997 and ended in
September 2001. The first seven quarters represent a historic period when none of the
schemes were active (April 1997 to December 1998). Two of the schemes commenced
implementation in quarter eight (January to March 1999). The remaining schemes started
operation in quarter nine or later, with the majority commencing in quarter nine (April to
June 1999). In addition, to produce a crude index of the intensity of this activity, the number
of occurrences of publicity that took place in each quarter was counted. For instance, if a
scheme launched a poster campaign and a leaflet drop this would equate to two
occurrences of publicity. It is important to note that when an item of publicity lasted over two
or more quarters this was added to the total for each of the quarters that it was active for.

The results of this analysis, shown in Figure 2.1, revealed that the number of schemes
engaged in publicity peaked during quarter eleven (October 1999 to December 1999), as
did the number of publicity events generated across the 21 schemes. Interestingly, it is clear
that for some schemes formal publicity was used during quarter seven, thereby suggesting
that some publicity might have been undertaken which preceded the actual physical
implementation of the schemes (which generally commenced in quarter nine). This issue of
'‘pre-implementation’ publicity is discussed in greater depth later on.
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Figure 2.1:  Amount of publicity per quarter across all 21 projects
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Figure 2.2 shows the variation in the timing of publicity events for schemes with different
levels of overall publicity. The figure shows that those with lower levels of publicity were
more likely to start publicising the scheme earlier on (in fact before the scheme's official
inception dates). Activity also declined between quarters nine and ten and peaked in
quarter eleven. In contrast, those with high publicity began their campaigns later, generally
in quarter eight, and showed a steady increase in publicity until quarter twelve, after which
the number of occurrences of publicity decreased over time.
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Figure 2.2:  Amount of publicity per quarter across all 21 projects for those with high,
medium and low levels of publicity.

A complementary question was concerned with the relationship between the timing and
intensity of publicity and that of the implementation of the interventions themselves. That is,
did the schemes tend to publicise their efforts before, during or after the implementation of
the interventions? To answer this question it was necessary to produce measures of overall
scheme implementation and publicity intensity. The approach adopted was to examine the
quarterly costs associated with these two activities using data collected as part of the cost
effectiveness analysis (CEA) undertaken as part of the RBI evaluation. This CEA involved the
collection of data on the cost of all scheme inputs. These reflected the entire input cost of
schemes separated into various elements such as personnel, equipment, travel, premises,
training and advertising costs. The costs include levered in resources from sources other than
the Home Office, such as, voluntary inputs and do notjust include the breakdown of the
way in which the RBI funding from the Home Office was spent. These costs were collected
on a quarterly basis by the field researchers and collated and analysed by Matrix MHA, a
private consultancy company. (For an example CEA case study, see Mallender, Richman,
and Kingsworth, forthcoming.)
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The results, shown in Figure 2.3, were produced by calculating the spend per quarter on
advertising (in £s) and overall scheme implementation (in £1000s per quarter) averaged
across all schemes that had formal advertising costs associated with them (17 of the 21
schemes)®. It can be seen that in relation to publicity, the pattern evident in Figure 2.3 is
similar to those showing the number of publicity occurrences per quarter. The spend per
quarter on advertising (the blue line) peaks at the same time as the number of publicity
occurrences (in quarter eleven, October to December 1999) and tails off after this point.
Interestingly, there was very little spend between October and December 2000, and the
spend then increases again towards the end of the scheme. This might suggest that the
coordinators made a final effort to promote the work undertaken by schemes. Reasons for
such a final push might include a need to fulfil dissemination policies of certain agencies, a
wish to promote good work to increase the chances of further funding or purely a need to
use up any excess funds.

Figure 2.3 also shows that there is an interesting relationship between costs spent on
advertising and those spent overall on implementation. In particular, for the five quarters
between January 2000 and January 2001 the pattern is almost identical. In fact, the only
points at which the two lines diverge substantially are during the last quarter of 1999 and
the final quarter. However, it is also apparent that the main peak in advertising associated
costs occurred before that for the overall costs, and there was also a second peak in the
amount of money spent on advertising in the very last quarter. More generally, it is apparent
that activity was promoted before (e.g. see quarter one in 1999), during and after the
implementation of the schemes. This shows that staff were probably keen to promote their
schemes prior to any implementation on the ground; this links in with the ‘'anticipatory
benefit' idea explored by Smith et al, (2002) and investigated further later in this paper.

3. It should be noted here that these costs do not include what has been termed "uncontrolled" publicity. This is
because there was no direct costs to the schemes for this type of publicity. Therefore, these costs should be seen
as an underestimate of the actual amount spent on publicity. This would affect the trendlines shown in Figure 3
only if the amount of uncontrolled publicity varied across schemes.
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Figure 2.3: Average quarterly spend on advertising and all costs
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The cost of publicity

As detailed data were collected regarding the cost of each of the 21 schemes, in most cases
it was possible to calculate the economic costs associated with the various types of publicity,
whether they were part of stand-alone publicity campaigns or not. Unfortunately, because of
the nature of the interventions and publicity used, the costs identified excluded personnel
costs as it was not possible to determine the man-hours exclusively dedicated to publicity-
related activity. Once more, it is also important to note here that ‘uncontrolled' publicity such
as newspaper articles or radio appearances are not included in the costs. This was because
the relevant data were unavailable and the associated costs could not be estimated.
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Table 2.4:  Cost of advertising for each type of intervention

Intervention Type Total spend on Number of  Average spend

advertising (E's) interventions  per intervention
(E's)
Stand-alone Publicity Schemes 1,138 2 569
Community Interventions 4,714 10 471
Target Hardening 3,756 12 313
Offender Schemes 892 4 223
Alleygating 657 3 219
Market Disruption 605 3 202
Youth Diversion Work 939 5 188
Surveys and advice 759 5 152
Environmental Improvements 822 6 137
Police Operations and enforcement 582 5 116
Education and awareness 525 6 88
Property Marking 285 6 48
Property Storage 13 1 13
Total (average) 15,687 68 (231)

Nevertheless, Table 2.4 gives some indication of the non-personnel related costs associated
with the different types of interventions. The second column shows the total costs associated
with advertising for each type of intervention, calculated using the costs for every
intervention of that type implemented. Column 3 shows how many interventions of each
type were implemented across the 21 schemes that had advertising costs, and the final
column shows the average cost of advertising for each type of intervention calculated using
the data in columns 2 and 3. It is clear that the amount spent varied quite substantially
depending on the type of intervention. For example, property storage,
education/awareness and property marking schemes had cheap advertising costs
associated with them. As expected, stand-alone publicity schemes had fairly high
advertising costs associated with them. The amount spent on advertising for community
involvement and target hardening were also well above average. Reasons for these
differences in cost are likely to be due to the items of publicity used by these schemes. For
example, the property marking and education schemes tended to involve the distribution of
stickers and leaflets, whereas the target hardening and community schemes generally
involved more expensive items, such as resident surveys.
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Pre-implementation publicity

The Home Office grants were awarded in late December 1998/early January 1999, and
the earliest inception date of any scheme was the first quarter of 1999. Therefore, since the
most common inception date for schemes was the second quarter of 1 999, there was nearly
always at least one quarter in which publicity of the scheme could begin without any
implementation on the ground.

For a variety of reasons, the 21 schemes commenced on different dates. Table 2.5
summarises information regarding the dates on which implementation began. The 'start
quarter scheme' column shows the official dates on which the scheme managers reported
that activity began. As noted above, to allow an in-depth Cost Effectiveness Analysis (CEA)
to be conducted for each scheme, detailed information regarding the timing and costs
incurred by each scheme were collected. Thus, as is shown in the 'start quarter inputs'
column of Table 2.5, it was also possible to determine the dates on which spending, and
hence, implementation activity commenced for each scheme. It can be seen that in a humber
of cases there are differences between the official start dates of the schemes and those on
which spending began, with the start quarter for the input costs preceding the official start
dates of the relevant schemes. In fact, in some cases, activity began straight after the bid
had been submitted to the Home Office. This is likely to be due to scheme input and activity
starting before the scheme was officially given the go-ahead by the Home Office. Such costs
generally included initial meetings concerning the project or bid preparation costs. This
shows that in some cases, the schemes did not wait until they were officially notified to
begin activity in the scheme areas. One plausible reason for this is that the schemes in
question wanted a ‘'head start' with implementation, or that many partnerships had
considered undertaking the projects even if their bids for Home Office funding were
unsuccessful.
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Table 2.5:  Input and official start dates for schemes

Scheme Start quarter Start quarter Pre-start date
(inputs) (scheme) publicity?
(date activity (official start
commenced) date of scheme)

Ayresome Q2 99 Q4 99 YES
Bacup Q2 99 Q3 99 YES
Bensham Q2 99 Q2 99

Burnley Q2 99 Q4 99

Grovehill Q1 99 Q3 99 YES
Hartlepool Q4 98 Q2 99

Jesmond Q2 99 Q2 99

Ladybarn Q3 99 33 99

Liverpool Qz 99 Qz2 99

Morecambe Q2 99 Q2 99

Oldham Q2 99 Q4 99

Rochdale Q2 99 Q3 99

Rusholme Q1 99 Q4 99

South Shields Q1 99 Q2 99

Stockport Q2 989 Q2 99

Stockton Q1 99 Q2 99

Stoneyholme Q2 99 Q4 99

Sunderland Q1 99 Q3 99

Town East & West Q4 99 Q4 99 YES
Wigan Q4 98 Q1 99

Wirral Q4 98 Q1 99 YES

To enable identification of schemes for which it was evident that publicity had been used
before the official start date of the scheme, the information concerned with scheme start
dates shown in Table 1.5 was cross-referenced with the data collected from the quarterly
publicity templates, (this was based on incidents of publicity rather than costs and therefore
included 'uncontrolled' publicity). This was found to be the case in five of the projects,
indicating that for a fairly substantial number of schemes formal publicity regarding the
scheme was generated before any physical implementation began.

Two case studies of publicity timescales

It is apparent from the sections above that there were substantial variations in the frequency,
timing and longevity of the publicity events used in the 21 different projects evaluated.
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However, the data already presented were generated by averaging the results across the
21 schemes. This approach will undoubtedly have masked some of the subtle (and not so
subtle) differences between the different schemes, and hence to illustrate such differences in
more detail, this section compares and contrasts two different schemes in terms of their use
of publicity. Figure 2.4 shows the changes in the burglary rate over time in the Hartiepooi
scheme area. For comparison purposes, it also shows the changes in the burglary rates for
the police Basic Command Unit (BCU)4 in which the scheme was situated, the remainder of
the police force area (PFA), and for England and Wales. Details of the timing and nature of
significant publicity events are superimposed on top of these rates. Figure 2.5 shows the
same information for the Wirral scheme. Once again it should be noted that the quarterly
publicity templates were used to produce this information and hence the anaylsis did not
rely on cost data. For this reason ‘'uncontrolled' publicity events that the scheme managers
were aware of will be included here. Furthermore, to complete the quarterly templates,
project leaders were required to give detailed information on the geographical coverage
and the longevity of the publicity events.

Comparison of the two figures reveals that there are some interesting differences between
the type and longevity of publicity used in these two schemes. In particular, it can be seen
that publicity events on the Wirral tended to be short-lived, one-off types of publicity. In
contrast, most of the publicity undertaken in the Hartiepooi project area was longer-term and
lasted for two or more quarters. In addition, the Wirral scheme shows evidence of pre-
scheme publicity, which was of an informal nature, whereas all the publicity in the
Hartiepooi scheme commenced after the official start date of the scheme.

Comparing the publicity events and the level of burglary in the project area and the wider
BCU and PFA, it can be seen that firstly, for Wirral, two of the publicity events occurred in
the quarters that preceded a drop in the burglary rate in the scheme area (informal
community meetings and letters to householders in the area), drops which exceeded those
observed in the comparison areas (BCU, PFA and England and Wales). Relative to other
forms of publicity, such as newspaper articles, the two types of publicity used are both less

formal, but more direct in terms of resident involvement/contact.

The only short-term publicity campaign (a crime prevention caravan) in the Hartiepooi
scheme area also appears to have commenced in the quarter before a substantial drop in
the burglary rate in the project area, a drop which was greater than that seen in the

comparison areas. Moreover, this reduction was sustained over a significant number of

4. BCUs are sub-areas of police force areas. For instance, the Wirral Scheme is located within the 'A' BCU of the
Merseyside PFA. There are six BCUs in all that make up the police force area.
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subsequent quarters. As a longer-term measure, leaflet packs were also distributed over the
time period for which a drop in the burglary rate was sustained, which may suggest that
publicity regarding the scheme disrupted offending behaviour by changing offenders’
perceptions of the risks etc. involved. In contrast, the publicity generated by posters and
newspapers (which were longer-term in nature) does not pre-date any significant drop in
burglary rates. Once more, it is interesting to note that these latter types of publicity were
less direct, more passive types of publicity than the crime prevention caravan and leaflet
campaigns.

Of course, these analyses are descriptive in nature and do not demonstrate that the
reductions in the burglary rates observed in the two projects considered can be attributed to
the effects of publicity, but they do clearly illustrate the differences in the timing and nature
of the publicity employed between schemes. The analyses presented in the next chapter
extend the analyses presented here by examining the relation between the timing and
intensity of publicity and burglary reduction using quantitative statistical methods.

Figure 2.4:  Burglary rates and the timing of publicity events in Hartlepool
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